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REVISER’S LETTER. 


Cincinnati, O., March 24, 1896. 

To the New Amsterdam Book Company , New York. 

Gentlemen:— I beg leave to testify herewith that I 
have carefully read and revised the English translation 
of this volume of the “ Tract Sabbath,” Rodkinson's re¬ 
construction of the original text of the Talmud. The 
translation is correct, almost literal, where the English 
idiom permitted it. 

Very respectfully yours, 

Isaac M. Wise, 
President Hebrew Union College . 
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EDITOR’S PREFACE. 


The Hebrew edition of Rosh Hashana contains an elaborate 
introduction in three chapters, the translation of which does not 
appear as yet. Its contents include many important rules which 
we have followed in the entire work, but we do not feel called 
upon at this time to engross the time of the English reader by re¬ 
citing them. We, however, deem it a duty to say a few words, so 
that the reader may understand our position and the reason why 
we have undertaken a work which will probably be productive of 
much adverse criticism in certain quarters. 

The fate of the Talmud has been the fate of the Jews. As 
soon as the Hebrew was born * he was surrounded by enemies. 
His whole history has been one of struggle against persecution 
and attack. Defamation and deformation have been his lot. So, 
too, has it been with the Talmud. At the beginning of its for¬ 
mative period, viz., the development of the Mishna, it was sur¬ 
rounded by such enemies as the Sadducees, the Boethusians, and 
other sects. When its canon was fixed the Karaites tried to de¬ 
stroy or belittle its influence, and since that time it has been sub¬ 
jected to an experience of unvarying difficulty. Yet, with re¬ 
markable truth, the words of Isaiah [xliii. 2] may be applied to 
both: “ When thou passest through the waters, I will be with 
thee; and through the rivers, they shall not overflow thee; when 
thou walkest through the fire, thou shalt not be burned; neither 
shall the flame kindle upon thee.” There is, however, one point 
concerning which this simile is not true. The Jew has advanced; 
the Talmud has remained stationary. 

* Vide Genesis xliii. 32. 
vii 
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Since the time of Moses Mendelssohn the Jew has made vast 
strides forward. There is to-day no branch of human activity in 
which his influence is not felt. Interesting himself in the affairs 
of the world, he has been enabled to bring a degree of intelligence 
and industry to bear upon modern life that has challenged the 
admiration of the world. But with the Talmud it is not so. 
That vast encyclopedia of Jewish lore remains as it was. No im¬ 
provement has been possible; no progress has been made with 
it. Reprint after reprint has appeared, but it has always been 
called the Talmud Babli, as chaotic as it was when its canon 
was originally appointed.- Commentary upon commentary has 
appeared; every reprint of the Talmud contained new glosses 
from prominent scholars, proposing textual changes, yet the text 
of the Talmud has not received that heroic treatment that will 
alone enable us to say that the Talmud has been improved. 
Few books have ever received more attention than this vast 
storehouse of Jewish knowledge. Friends and enemies it has 
had. Attack after attack has been made upon it, and defence 
after defence made for it; yet whether its enemies or its de¬ 
fenders have done it more harm it would be hard to tell. Not, 
forsooth, that we do not willingly recognize that there have been 
many learned and earnest spirits who have labored faithfully in 
its behalf; but for the most part, if the Talmud could speak, it 
would say, “ God save me from my friends!” For the friends 
have, generally, defended without due knowledge of the stupen¬ 
dous monument of Rabbinical lore; and the enemies have usually 
attacked it by using single phrases or epigrams disconnected from 
their context, by which method anything could be proven. In both 
cases ignorance has been fatal. For how many have read the 
whole Talmud through and are thus competent to judge of its 
merits? Is it right to attack or defend without sufficient infor¬ 
mation? Is it not a proof of ignorance and unfairness to find fault 
with that of which we are not able to give proper testimony? 


* Vide Brief Introduction. 
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Let us take the case of those persons in particular who attacked 
the Talmud and made it the object of their venomous vituperation. 
Is it possible that they could have believed a work capable of 
teaching the monstrous doctrines so frequently attributed to it, 
when that work says among other things, “ When one asks for food, 
no questions shall be asked as to who he is, but he must immedi¬ 
ately be given either food or money” ? Could a work be accused 
of frivolity and pettiness that defines wickedness to be “ the action 
of a rich man who, hearing that a poor man is about to buy a piece of 
property, secretly overbids him” ? (Qiddushin 59 a.) Could there be 
a higher sense of true charity than that conveyed by the following 
incident? Mar Uqba used to support a poor man by sending him 
on the eve of each Day of Atonement four hundred zuz.* When 
the Rabbi’s son took the money on one occasion he heard the 
poor man’s wife say, “Which wine shall I put on the table? 
Which perfume shall I sprinkle around the room?” The son, on 
hearing these remarks, returned with the money to his father and 
told him of what he had heard. Said Mar Uqba, “ Was that poor 
man raised so daintily that he requires such luxuries? Go back 
to him and give him double the sum!” (Ketuboth 7 a). This is 
not recorded by the Talmud as an exception; but it is the Tal- 
mudical estimate of charity. The Talmud is free from the nar¬ 
rowness and bigotry with which it is usually charged, and if 
phrases used out of their context, and in a sense the very reverse 
from that which their author intended, are quoted against it, we 
may be sure that those phrases never existed in the original Tal¬ 
mud, but are the later additions of its enemies and such as never 
studied it. When it is remembered that before the canon of the 
Talmud was finished in the sixth century, it had been growing for 
more than six hundred years, and that afterward it existed in frag¬ 
mentary manuscripts for eight centuries until the first printed 
edition appeared; that during the whole of that time it was beset 
by ignorant, unrelenting, and bitter foes; that marginal notes 


* One denar (about 15 cents). 
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were easily added and in after years easily embodied in the text 
by unintelligent copyists and printers, such a theory as here ad¬ 
vanced seems not at all improbable. 

The attacks on the Talmud have not been made by the enemies 
of the Jews alone. Large numbers of Jews themselves repudiate 
it, denying that they are Talmud Jews, or that they have any 
sympathy with it. Yet there are only the few Karaites in Russia 
and Austria, and the still fewer Samaritans in Palestine, who 
are really not Talmud Jews. Radical and Reform, Conservative 
and Orthodox, not only find their exact counterparts in the Talmud, 
but also follow in many important particulars the practices in¬ 
stituted through the Talmud, eg., New Year’s Day, Pentecost (as 
far as its date and significance are concerned), the Qaddish, etc. 
The modern Jew is the product of the Talmud, which we shall 
find is a work of the greatest sympathies, the most liberal im¬ 
pulses, and the widest humanitarianism. Even the Jewish de¬ 
fenders have played into the enemy’s hands by their weak defences, 
of which such expressions as “ Remember the age in which it was 
written,” or “ Christians are not meant by 'gentiles,’ but only the 
Romans, or the people of Asia Minor,” etc., may be taken as a 
type. 

Amid its bitter enemies and weak friends the Talmud has 
suffered a martyrdom. Its eventful history is too well known to 
require detailing here. We feel that every attack on it is an 
attack upon the Jew. We feel that defence by the mere citation 
of phrases is useless and at the best weak. To answer the at¬ 
tacks made upon it through ludicrous and garbled quotations 
were useless. There is only one defence that can be made in 
behalf of the Talmud. Let it plead its own cause in a modern 
language! 

What is this Talmud of which we have said so much ? What 
is that work on which so many essays and sketches, articles and 
books have been written ? The best reply will be an answer in 
negative form. The Talmud is not a commentary on the Bible; 
nor should the vein of satire or humor that runs through it be 
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taken for sober earnestness.* Nor is the Talmud a legal code, 
for it clearly states that one must not derive a law for practical 
application from any halakhic statement, nor even from a prece¬ 
dent, unless in either case it be expressly said that the law or 
statement is intended as a practical rule [Baba Bathra 130 b.] 
Further: R. Issi asked of R. Jo’hanan : “ What shall we do if you 
pronounce a law to be a Halakha?” to which R. Jo’hanan replied: 
“ Do not act in accordance with it until you have heard from me, 
‘Go and practice.’ ” Neither is the Talmud a compilation of fixed 
regulations, although the Shul’han Arukh would make it appear 
so. Yet, even when the Shul’han Arukh will be forgotten, the 
Talmud will receive the respect and honor of all who love liberty, 
both mental and religious. It lives and will live because of its 
adaptability to the necessities of every age, and if any proof were 
needed to show that it is not dead, the attacks that are with re¬ 
markable frequency made on it in Germany might be given as the 
strongest evidence. In its day the Talmud received, not the de¬ 
cisions, but the debates of the leaders of the people. It was an 
independent critic, as it were, adapting itself to the spirit of the 
times; adding where necessary to the teachings of former days, 
and abrogating also what had become valueless in its day. In 
other words, the Talmud was the embodiment of the spirit of the 
people, recording its words and thoughts, its hopes and aims, and 
its opinions on every branch of thought and action. Religion and 
Ethics, Education, Law, History, Geography, Medicine, Mathe¬ 
matics, etc., were all discussed. It dealt with living issues in the 
liveliest manner, and, therefore, it is living, and in reading it we 
live over again the lives of its characters. 

Nothing could be more unfair, nothing more unfortunate than 
to adopt the prevailing false notions about this ancient encyclo¬ 
pedia. Do not imagine it is the bigoted, immoral narrow work 
that its enemies have portrayed it to be. On the very contrary; 
it is as free as the bird in its statements. It permits no shackles, 


*See our article, “ What is the Talmud ?” in the prospectus. 
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no fetters to be placed upon it. It knows no authority but con¬ 
science and reason. It is the bitterest enemy of all superstition 
and all fanaticism. 

But why speak for it ? Let it open its mouth and speak in its 
own defence! How can it be done? The Talmud must be 
translated into the modern tongues and urge its own plea. . All 
that we have said for it would become apparent, if it were only 
read. Translation! that is the sole secret of defence! In trans¬ 
lating it, however, we find our path bristling with difficulties. To 
reproduce it as it is in the original is in our judgment an impos¬ 
sible task. Men like Pinner and Rawicz have tried to do so with 
single tracts, and have only succeeded in, at the best, giving 
translations to the world which are not only not correct but also 
not readable. If it were translated from the original text one 
would not seethe forest through the trees. For, as we said above, 
throughout the ages there have been added to the text marginal 
notes, explanatory words, whole phrases and sentences inserted in 
malice or ignorance by its enemies and its friends." As it stands 
in the original it is, therefore, a tangled mass defying reproduction 
in a modern tongue. It has consequently occurred to us that, in 
order to enable the Talmud to open its mouth, the text must be 
carefully edited. A modern book, constructed on a supposed 
scientific plan, we cannot make of it, for that would not be the 
Talmud; but a readable, intelligible work it can be made. We 
have, therefore, carefully punctuated the Hebrew text with modern 
punctuation marks, and have re-edited it by omitting all such 
irrelevant matter as interrupted the clear and orderly arrangement 
of the various arguments. In this way there disappear those 
unnecessary debates within debates, which only serve to confuse 
and never to enlighten on the question debated. Thus consecu¬ 
tiveness has been gained, but never at the expense of the Talmud, 
for in no case have we omitted one single statement that was 
necessary or of any importance. In other words we have merely 


* In other of our works we have named these interpolators. 
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removed from the text those accretions that were added from out¬ 
side sources, which have proven so fruitful a source of misunder¬ 
standing and misrepresentation. 

We continue our labors in the full and certain hope that “ he 
who comes to purify receives divine help,” and that in our task 
of removing the additions made by the enemies of the Talmud we 
shall be purifying it from the most fruitful source of the attacks 
made on it, and thereunto we hope for the help of Heaven. As 
we have already said, we feel that this work will not be received 
everywhere with equal favor. We could not expect that it would. 
Jewish works of importance have most usually been given amid 
“ lightning and thunder,” and this is not likely to prove an excep¬ 
tion. 

We are always ready to accept criticism, as long as it is ob¬ 
jective, and we shall gladly avail ourselves of suggestions given 
to us, but we shall continue to disregard all personal criticism 
directed not against our work but against its author. This may 
serve as a reply to a so-called review that appeared in one of our 
Western weeklies. 

At the same time we deem it our duty to render to Dr % Isaac 
M. Wise , the venerable President of the Hebrew Union College 
of Cincinnati, our heartfelt thanks for the several evenings spent 
in revising this volume, and for many courtesies extended to us in 
general. 

The Editor. 


Cincinnati, May, 1896. 










































BRIEF GENERAL INTRODUCTION 


TO THE 

BABYLONIAN TALMUD. 


On this, the appearance of our latest literary undertaking, we 
deem a few explanatory remarks necessary. The brief outline of 
the origin of the Talmud that follows may suggest the thought 
that we have departed from the usual manner of dealing with the 
questions here discussed, the more so since we have, for the sake 
of brevity, refrained from citing the authorities on which our 
statements are based. We wish, therefore, to declare here that we 
did not venture to make a single statement without the support of 
authorities well known in Hebrew literature. Our method was to 
select such views as seemed to us the best authenticated in the 
historical progress of Judaism. As we have taken our choice 
from the numerous works on our subject, the student is entitled 
to adopt or to reject the views that we represent. 

Most of the Mishnayoth date from a very early period, and 
originated with the students of the Jewish academies which ex¬ 
isted since the days of Jehoshaphat, King of Judah [2 Chron. 
xvii. 9]. 

The rabbinical students of ancient times noted the essence of 
the academical teachings in brief form, and, as a rule, in the idiom 
in which it was spoken to them, so that they could afterward easi¬ 
ly commit it to memory. They have sometimes, however, added 
comments and extensive explanations in the form of notes, so that 
the mass of their learning embraced in course of time, according 
to some authorities, as many as six hundred divisions. 

The source of the Mishnayoth was the customs and regula- 
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tions practised by the authorities in their administration of relig¬ 
ious and civil affairs : such as the Sabbath, Prayers, Cleanliness 
(considered actually Godliness), Permitted and Forbidden P'oods, 
and controversies arising concerning Slavery. Indebtedness and 
corporal punishment are subjects of academical discussions, con¬ 
ducted with the aim of perfecting them into national statutes en- 
forcible in all Jewish communities alike. 

In course of time, however, when those Mishnayoth were 
noted down from earlier existing copies, many additions were 
made. Finally Rabbi Judah the Prince, generally called “ Rab¬ 
bi,” concluded to collect all the Mishnayoth in his college for 
proper arrangement. From these he selected six divisions, called 
according to the subject they deal with, viz.: Plants, Feasts, Wo¬ 
men, Damages, Sacrifices, and Purifications, and he proclaimed 
them holy for all Israel. Of the Mishnayoth so treated by Rabbi 
some were left entirely intact, and were reproduced in their origi¬ 
nal form. To others he parenthetically added brief comments of 
his own, and there are still others that he changed in form com¬ 
pletely, because already in his day old customs had changed and 
taken new forms. 

Such of them as he desired to make final and indisputable na¬ 
tional laws he incorporated into the Mishna without mentioning 
the names of their authors. Where, however, he could formulate 
no definite decision himself, or where they were well known to the 
public, he gave full information of their authors as well as the 
names of those opposed to their conclusions, without any deci¬ 
sion on his part. In still others he mentioned no names, but con¬ 
tented himself with saying “A’herim,” i.c . 9 “ Some say,” not 
wishing to specify their authority for certain reasons. 

Rabbi did not seek the compliance and agreement of all his 
contemporaries in his arrangement of the Mishna, and many 
differed from his conclusions and even arranged Mishnayoth in 
accordance with their own views. Being, however, a man of great 
prominence, influence, and wealth, Rabbi succeeded in quell¬ 
ing opposition and in making his conclusions as acceptable as 
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the Mosaic law itself, and his great pupils, seeing that his inten¬ 
tions were only to prevent dissensions and their only aim the 
public weal, supported him nobly, until his teachings were accept¬ 
ed as the law of the nation. 

Many Mishnayoth were rejected and destroyed by Rabbi, but, 
not being in possession of all those he wished to destroy, he went 
in search of them to Yeshibhoth outside of his jurisdiction. 
There, however, he met with great opposition. Some of the Mish¬ 
nayoth were hidden beyond his reach, others were secretly pre¬ 
served and arranged within the very limits of his domain and 
promptly brought to light after his death. But Rabbi’s pupils 
did not dignify them with the name Mishna, implying “ next to 
Mosaic law,” * but called them Tosephtoth, meaning “additions 
of a later period,” or merely additional , not principal matter. 
They were also named Boraithoth (outsiders), i.c., secondary, 
not academical matter. They spread, however, very rapidly after 
Rabbi’s death, and to such an extent as to threaten the Mishnayoth 
of Rabbi with entire extinction. Such would actually have been 
the result, had not the pupils of Rabbi organized again Yeshib¬ 
hoth whose aim was to perpetuate the Mishnayoth of Rabbi, which 
they also accomplished. Yeshibhoth of that character were those 
of Rabh and Samuel in Babylon and Rabbi Janai and Rabbi 
Jo’hanan in Palestine. These Yeshibhoth made strenuous efforts 
to explain and harmonize the Mishnayoth of Rabbi with the 
teachings of the Boraithoth, generally regarded as those of Rabbi 
’Hija and Rabbi Oshaia, who were greatly admired by the public. 
At times the Mishna of Rabbi was abbreviated and replenished 
with the text of the Boraitha, or explained with an opposing opin¬ 
ion, so as to harmonize it with the latter or suit the new condi¬ 
tions and consequent changes of the custom that originally caused 
the conclusion of the Mishna. Where, however, they found no 
other way to suit their purpose they inserted a new Mishna of 
their own composition into the text of Rabbi. 


* See Mielziener’s “ Introduction to the Talmud,” page 6. 
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The teachers mentioned in the Mishna of Rabbi or in the Bo- 
raithoth and Tosephta were called Tanai'm (singular Tana) signi¬ 
fying Professor. The teachings of the Yeshibhoth, covering a pe¬ 
riod of some centuries, which also found adherents and became 
the traditional law, were called Gemara, signifying “conclusion.” 
The intention was to harmonize the Mishna and Boraitha, and, in 
most cases, to arrive at a final decision as to the proper interpre¬ 
tation of the theory of the law (as Rabbi Jo’hanan prohibited 
compliance with the ITalakha unless it is mandatory). These 
Gemara teachers were called Amoraim (interpreters), z>., they in¬ 
terpreted to the public the difficult passages in the Mishna. Be¬ 
ing classified as interpreters only, they had no authority to devi¬ 
ate from the spirit of the Mishna unless supported by another 
Tana opposing the Mishna, in which case they could follow the 
opinion of the Tana with whom they agreed. Rabhina and R. 
Ashi, who lived in the fifth century (third century of Amoraim), 
began to arrange the Gemara, but without success, and commenced 
a second time to arrange it. Unfortunately they died before ac¬ 
complishing their task, and the Gemara had to undergo the chances 
of transmission from hand to hand until the appearance upon the 
scene of Rabana Jose, president of the last Amoraic Yeshibha in 
Pumbeditha, who foresaw that his Yeshibha was destined to be the 
last, owing to the growing persecution of the Jews from the days 
of “ Firuz.” He also feared that the Amoraic manuscripts would 
be lost in the coming dark days or materially altered, so he sum¬ 
moned all his contemporary associates and hastily closed up the 
Talmud, prohibiting any further additions. This enforced haste 
caused not only an improper arrangement and many numerous 
repetitions and additions, but also led to the “ talmudizing” of ar¬ 
ticles directly traceable to bitter and relentless opponents of the 
Talmud. The time (Rabono Jose conducted his Yeshibha only 
seventeen years) being too short for a proper and critical review 
of each and every subject, many theories were surreptitiously 
added by its enemies, with the purpose of making it detestable to 
its adherents. Of such character is the expression, “ That of R. 
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Ashi is a fabrication,” which is repeated numerous times through¬ 
out the Talmud and which could by no means have originated 
with the Amorai'm, who as a rule were very guarded in their ex¬ 
pressions and would never have dreamed of applying it to such 
Talmudical authorities as R. Ashi and Mar, his son, or such like 
expressions with reference to even the Patriarchs or the Prophets. 
This closing up of the Talmud did not, however, prevent the im¬ 
portation of foreign matter into it, and many such have crept in 
through the agency of the “ Rabanan Saburat” and the Geonim of 
every later generation. 

The chief aim of the authors of the Gemara being to perpetu¬ 
ate the Mishna as the sole source of the Jewish religious and civil 
code after the Mosaic laws themselves, they not only directed all 
their energy to the discussion and perfecting of its deductions, 
but treated its very words and letters as inspired and as holy as 
the Bible itself, forming at times conclusions from a superfluous 
word or letter. Oftentimes, when they found the Mishna differing 
with an established custom in their days, they resorted to subtle 
inquiry and minute discussion, until they succeeded in establish¬ 
ing harmony between the differing points. All these efforts were 
directed to refute and disprove the assertions of the different 
sects who opposed the oral law and who were inclined to adhere 
to the written law solely. Therefore the Rabbis of the Gemara 
asked “ Minalan” (Wherefrom its source?) in the treatment of a 
subject not plainly specified in the Bible; and also the interroga¬ 
tory remark “Peshita” (Of course!) as regards subjects plainly 
enumerated in the Scriptures which do not admit of any other in¬ 
terpretation. Of the same origin is the question “ Lemai Hilk- 
hetha?” (Wherefore this discussion ?) with reference to an ob¬ 
solete custom. So much for its general history. 






INTRODUCTION TO TRACT SABBATH. 


With this tract we commence the translation of the section of 
the Talmud called Mocd (Festivals), containing the following 
tracts: Sabbath, Erubhin, Rosh Hashana, Yuma, Shekalim, Suk- 
kah, Megillah, Taanith, Pesachim, Beitzah, Hagigah, and Moed 
Katan. All these tracts are entirely devoted to precepts pertain¬ 
ing to the observance of the festivals and Sabbath, such as the 
performance of the different ritual ceremonies on feast-days, the 
manner of sanctifying the Sabbath, and the ordinances relating 
to mourning for the dead both on Sabbath and week-days. 

The commandments on which these precepts are founded, or 
from which they are derived, are contained in various portions of 
the Pentateuch. The fourth commandment of the Decalogue 
enacts (Exod. xx. 8—11) and (Deut. v. 12-15): “ The seventh 

day shall ye keep holy.” In various other parts of the Pentateuch 
the due observance of the Sabbath is repeatedly ordained; in 
some instances merely mentioning the day as one to be kept 
inviolate and holy; and in others employing greater emphasis, 
referring to the history of creation, and establishing the obser¬ 
vance as a sign of the covenant between the Lord and Israel. 
Such texts are Exod. xiii. 12; xvi. 15; xxxi. 13-17; xxxiv. 21; 

xxxv. 1-3; Lev. xix. 29; xxiii. 32; Num. xv. 9, etc. While the 

general principle is thus frequently inculcated, its special applica¬ 
tion, however, and specific enactments as to what consitutes a 
violation of the Sabbath, are nowhere fully carried out in the 

Pentateuch, and thus but few texts of the law serve as a direct 

basis for the minute and numerous enactments of the rabbinical 
law. 

The Mishna enumerates thirty-nine “ Abhoth” or principal acts 

xxi 
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of labor, the performance of any one of which constitutes a violation 
of the Sabbath. Every other kind of work becomes illegal only 
if it can be classified under one or any of these principal acts of 
labor. Thus, for instance, under the principal act of ploughing, 
every analogous kind of work, such as digging, delving, weeding, 
dunging, etc., must be classified. In addition to these thirty-nine 
principal acts and their accessories and derivatives, there are other 
acts which are especially prohibited by the rabbinical law as tend¬ 
ing to violate the Sabbath rest (Shbhuth). For the violation itself 
various degrees of culpability are established, and various degrees 
of punishment awarded. All these subjects relating to the due 
observance of the Sabbath, and pointing out its violation in every 
possible way, form the contents of the treatise Sabbath. 

In order properly to understand the Mishna, and to avoid 
tedious repetitions, it is necessary to commence with the explana¬ 
tion of certain general principles and technical expressions pre¬ 
dominating in the text. 

Wherever throughout the Mishna the expression guilty 
(Hayabh) or innocent (Patur) is used, the meaning of the former 
(guilty) is that the transgressor acting unintentionally must bring 
the sin-offering prescribed in the law; of the second expression 
(innocent), that the accused is absolved from punishment. 

If through the performance of an unprohibited act some other 
(prohibited) occupation is inadvertently entered upon, it consti¬ 
tutes no offence, providing the latter is not done intentionally nor 
the lawful occupation entered upon with the covert purpose of 
making it serve as a subterfuge to do that which is prohibited. 

In the degrees of violation the nature of the occupation must 
be considered, as various kinds of labor may be required to per¬ 
form and complete one act, and thus the offender may become 
amenable to several penalties. On the other hand, the rule is laid 
down that such occupations as only destroy, but do not serve an 
end in view, do not involve culpability (in the rigorous sense 
of the word); nor yet does work which is but imperfectly or 
incompletely performed involve culpability. 
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The prohibition to carry or convey any object from one place 
to another, which in Chap. i. § i, of this treatise is called “ Yetziath 
(Ha) Shabbath” (which means transfer on the Sabbath) and forms 
the thirty-ninth of the principal acts of labor, requires particular 
attention and explanation from the complexity of cases to which 
it gives rise. All space was by the Tanaim divided into four 
distinct kinds of premises, explained in the Gemara of this chap¬ 
ter. When in the text of the Mishna the question is about carry¬ 
ing and conveying from one place to another, it does not apply to 
the “ free place,” as that is subject to no jurisdiction. Moreover, 
the open air above private property has no legal limitation, where¬ 
as that over public property or unclaimed ground (carmelith) only 
belongs thereto to the height of ten spans (see explanation of 
the Gemara). The carrying or conveying from one kind of prem¬ 
ises to another does not constitute a complete or perfect act, 
unless the same person who takes a thing from the place it occu¬ 
pies deposits it in another place. 

We commenced the translation of the edition with the Tract 
Rosh Hashana instead of Sabbath for two reasons, the first being 
that the former treats of New Year, and the second that it vir¬ 
tually contains the calendar of festivals. The time fixed for the 
celebration of festivals, the keeping of fast days and half holidays 
according to the Jewish calendar is not determined in any of the 
tracts contained in the section Moed, with the exception of Rosh 
Hashana, and the latter treats almost wholly of the appointment 
of the times appointed for such festivals, etc. 

From this time on we shall translate the tracts in their regu¬ 
lar order of sequence as enumerated above. 

The tracts Sabbath and Erubhin will contain the laws for the 
observance of rest on Sabbath, and these laws can be divided into 
two separate parts. Firstly, the part prohibiting labor on the 
Sabbath day, at the same time defining what is to be termed labor 
and what does not constitute an act of labor; and secondly, the 
part ordaining how the day is to be sanctified and distinguished 
from a week-day in the manner of eating, drinking, dress, light- 
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ing of candles in honor of the Sabbath, and incidentally the light¬ 
ing of candles in honor of the festival of Chanukah (the Mac¬ 
cabees). 

It has been proven that the seventh day kept holy by the Jews 
was also in ancient times the general day of rest among other 
nations,* and was usually spent by the people of those days in 
much the same way as it is spent now, wherever local laws do not 
restrict buying and selling, namely: In the forenoon prayers were 
recited and the necessities of life for the day were bought, while 
the afternoon was devoted to pleasure-seeking, merrymaking, vis¬ 
iting, and so forth. The Jews living prior to the time of Ezra 
and Nehemiah, and even during the latter’s regime, were wont to 
spend the Sabbath in the same manner as their pagan neighbors. 
It was this fact that caused the sages of Nehemiah’s time to fear 
that should the Jews, who were always in the minority as com¬ 
pared with other nations, continue this method of keeping the 
Sabbath and join in the merrymaking and pleasures of their neigh¬ 
bors, mingling freely with their sons and daughters, assimilation 
was almost inevitable, especially as the Jewish race was scattered 
over all the known world and was nowhere in very large num¬ 
bers. 

The sages then devised means to keep the Jew from mingling 
with the Gentile and from participating in the pleasures and 
carousals of his neighbors. This can be seen from Nehemiah xiii. 
1-26: “ In those days saw I in Judah some treading wine-presses 
on the Sabbath, etc.” “ In those days also saw I Jews that had 
married wives of Ashdod, of Ammon, and of Moab,” etc. “Ye 
shall not give your daughters unto their sons nor take their daugh¬ 
ters unto your sons, or for yourselves.” Thus we see that Nehe¬ 
miah began by prohibiting traffic and the carrying of burdens on 
the Sabbath [ibid. xiii. 19] and ended by prohibiting intermar- 


*Inatable compiled by Rev. A. H. Lewis in his work entitled “ Biblical Teachings, 
concerning the Sabbath and the Sunday,” it is shown that in nearly all the languages 
spoken by man the Sunday is the first and the Sabbath the seventh day of the week, 
conforming therefore to our Sabbath. 
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riage with foreign women. About this time also another prophet, 
the Second Isaiah—who, though not possessing the temporal power 
of Nehemiah, was gifted with that persuasive eloquence that ap¬ 
pealed to the heart,—preached against indulging in pleasures 
on the Sabbath day. He says [Isaiah lviii. 13-14]: “If thou 
turn away thy foot from the Sabbath” (meaning if thou keep 
away from drinking-places, dancing-houses, etc., on the Sabbath 
and follow not the custom of other nations), “ and call the Sab¬ 
bath a delight” (meaning the rest on the Sabbath shall constitute 
thy pleasure), “the holy of the Lord, honorable; and shalt honor 
him, not doing thine own ways, nor finding thine own pleasure, 
nor speaking thine own words.” “Then shalt thou delight thy¬ 
self in the Lord; and I will cause thee to ride the high places of 
the earth, and feed thee with the heritage of Jacob thy father; for 
the mouth of the Lord hath spoken it.” (The inference is very 
plain. The prophet wishes to impress the Jew with the fact that 
the Lord will reward those with the heritage of Jacob who have 
kept away from mingling with the pleasures of other nations. 
Read ibid, lvii., especially verses 10, 11, and 12.) 

After the establishment of a permanent government among 
the Jews, however, it was found that the exhortations of the 
prophets after the manner of Isaiah were of no avail; the people 
still continued seeking pleasures on the Sabbath, after the manner 
of other nations, and were still wont to enjoy the pastimes of their 
neighbors. The enforcement of the prohibition of carrying bur¬ 
dens was then decided upon to act as a check upon the people by 
defining minutely the meaning of burdens, and the prohibition was 
interpreted to include not only heavy burdens but all portable 
articles, such as money, trinkets, eatables, etc., while only neces¬ 
sary articles of clothing and apparel were permitted to be worn. 
To such an extent was the matter carried that even the wearing of 
rings, with the exception of such as had the name of the wearer 
engraved upon them, was not permitted. In fact, everything that 
could be converted into money was included in the definition of 
burdens. Beggars were not permitted to solicit alms on the Sab- 
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bath, contrary to the customs of other nations, so as not to afford 
any one an excuse for carrying money on that day. 

The enforcement of such a law, however, was practically im¬ 
possible in the case of people who remained in their houses, and cer¬ 
tain modifications were made. These modifications were as fol¬ 
lows : The laws were made to apply only on public grounds but 
were not valid on private grounds, so that in a private house a 
person was permitted to carry whatever was necessary. Private 
grounds were also established by the institution of Erubhin, i,e . 9 
where a street or a public place was inhabited by Jews alone a 
small amount of meal was collected from each household; from 
the meal a cake was made and hung conspicuously in that locality. 
The point where the street inhabited by Jews alone commenced 
and the point where it ended were joined by a piece of twine, and 
thus definitely marked. Thus public grounds were turned into 
private grounds, from the fact that each household contributing a 
share of meal made them all in a manner copartners in one ob¬ 
ject. The walking of more than two thousand ells outside of the 
city limits was also prohibited. Within the city limits, be the 
city ever so large, walking was permitted. 

The possibility of confinement in the house on the Sabbath 
becoming conducive to the performance of labor was offset by the 
establishment of a law prohibiting all the different modes of labor 
used in the construction of the tabernacle, besides all manner of 
agricultural labor. This again brought about the detailing of all 
the different modes of labor employed in the construction of the 
tabernacle and in agriculture, all of which is discussed in these 
treatises of Sabbath and Erubhin. 

Naturally the institution of laws carries with it provisions for 
the penalties attending their infraction, and these penalties were 
divided into three classes: 

First, the penalties for unintentional infractions. 

Secondly, for intentional infractions. 

Thirdly, for intentional violations where the violator had been 
previously forewarned of the penalty by two witnesses. 
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The penalty for the first class of infractions was simply the 
sacrificing of a sin-offering, which, however, involved a great 
many hardships, as the culprit had to bring the sin-offering to the 
temple in Jerusalem in person, and was frequently compelled to 
travel quite a distance in order to do so, besides sustaining the 
loss of the value of the offering. 

B'or the second class, if two witnesses testified before the 
tribunal that the culprit had labored on the Sabbath, and the cul¬ 
prit admitted that he had done so intentionally, no penalty was 
inflicted by the tribunal, but the person was told that he would 
be punished by the heavenly power with the curse of Kareth 
(shortening his allotted time of existence on earth). No pen¬ 
alty was inflicted, for the reason that, the culprit having made him¬ 
self liable to severe punishment from superhuman sources, it 
served as an excuse to absolve him from human punishment. * 

For the third class, however, when the culprit openly defied 
the existing authority and in spite of forewarnings persisted in 
violating the law, he was considered a traitor to the government, 
to be sentenced to death by stoning, as was the wood-gatherer 
[Numbers xv. 32]. 

It is upon these laws that the discussions in the treatises Sab¬ 
bath and Erubhin are based, and in addition the reader will find 
many ethical laws, legends, and the enumeration of such enjoy¬ 
ments as are permitted on the Sabbath day and the festivals. 

In addition to the above we would make the following cita¬ 
tions from the text of the Talmud, as a necessary feature of the 
introduction: 

I. We find in the Tract Sabbath, 61 b and 96 b, the story of 
the mysterious scroll which Rabh claimed to have found in the 
house of his uncle, R. Hyya. This scroll referred to the prin¬ 
cipal acts of labor prohibited on the Sabbath, which were forty 
less one. Rabh discovered in this scroll the statement of R. Issi 
b. Jehudah to the effect that although thirty-nine principal acts of 

* Because it is a rule of rabbinical law that of two punishments incurred by 
one act, the severer one is meted out Oam leh bid’rabba mineh. 
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labor are enumerated, only one of them makes a man actually 
culpable. The Gemara then amends this statement and declares 
that it should read: “ One of the thirty-nine does not involve cul¬ 
pability,” but does not mention which one it is. Consequently it 
remains doubtful which act it is that does not involve culpability, 
and where a doubt exists as to whether an act is prohibited or not 
no punishment can be inflicted for its commission. From this 
two things may be inferred: First, that these acts of labor were 
prohibited for political reasons, because the mystery was extant, 
and we find the term mystery applied to political cases only; and 
second, that the Gemara declares in the same passage that the car¬ 
rying of an object from public ground into private ground is not 
one of the doubtful acts and a penalty is prescribed in the event 
of its being committed. Hence the object was to prevent the 
assimilation explained above. 

II. We find in Yebamoth 90, b: “ R. Eliezer b. Jacob said : ‘I 
have heard that a man was found riding a horse on Sabbath in the 
time of the Greeks and being brought before the tribunal for the 
crime was stoned to death.’ This man was punished, not because 
his crime merited the penalty, but because the times made it 
necessary.” The inference is therefore clearly established that the 
man was punished for political reasons, and that the violation of 
the Sabbath laws did not involve capital punishment. 

III. In Yoma, 85 b, it is written : “ R. Jonathan b Joseph said, 
‘The Sabbath is holy unto you,’” implying that the Sabbath is 
handed over to you and not you to the Sabbath.* 

IV. R. Johanan states elsewhere that in Palestine, where the 
Jews were together, no public ground existed. 

Michael L. Rodkinson. 

Cincinnati, March, 1896. 


* This is taken from Mechilta, an authority older than the Talmud, and stands in 
no connection with the Halakha. Furthermore, the mystic scrolls may in some in¬ 
stances have had reference to political necessities of the day, but by no means in all 
cases.— The Reviser . 
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SYNOPSIS OF SUBJECTS. 

Several requests have been received by the translator that an index 
should be made to the volumes of the Talmud, as is customary with all 
modern works. It would be an utter impossibility to give a complete index 
of everything contained in the Talmud. Were it like other scientific works, 
which treat each subject separately, this could easily be done ; but with 
the Talmud it is different. On one page many different subjects may be 
discussed, and again a single subject may occupy several pages. The 
Talmud, therefore, has never had an index, not even the portions which 
have been translated. 

After careful examination of the volumes, page by page, it has been de¬ 
cided to make a synopsis, /. e ., to give briefly the heads of the discussions 
and conversations upon each Mishna, indicating the page where the 
Mishna is to be found, and the Gemara of each one, which serves as a 
commentary. By this the reader should be able to refer to what he desires 
to know. 

A synopsis is therefore given of every Mishna which discusses a single 
subject, with its accompanying Gemara; but when several short Mishnas 
cover the same subject, a single synopsis is given of the whole, including 
the Gemara of each one; and where a chapter is short and has but one 
subject, a synopsis of the whole chapter is made, without dividing it into 
Mishnas. 

This is the best that can be done, and it is hoped that readers will find 
it satisfactory. 


CHAPTER I. 

The first Mishna deals with: Regulations concerning prohibited and 
permitted acts of transfer over the dividing line of adjoining premises and 
the area of such premises; the classification of premises; in which premises 
transfer is permitted; laws of transfer or labor, when committed by the 
joint efforts of two persons; transfer from and to doorsteps, . . 1-14 

xx ix 
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The second Mishna treats on : Whether work maybe commenced at the 
approach of the time for afternoon prayer; what kind of work is referred 
to; how should a man pray; what must he wear; when may he eat his 
midday meal; the informing of the bestowal of gifts; Sabbath as a valua¬ 
ble gift of God and its origin; various legends of Rabha bar Ma’hassia in 
the name of Rabh,.14-20 

The third Mishna ordains: Tailors and other artisans are not permitted 
to go out with their tools on Friday near eventide. Treats also on 
whether one may read by lamplight on the Sabbath ; the laws of visiting 
the sick; what prayers may be offered for the sick, . . . 20-24 

The fourth Mishna relates: How the eighteen famous ordinances were 
instituted in the attic of Hananya ben Hyzkiah ben Goron, and by whom 
the Roll of Fasts was written,.24, 25 

The fifth Mishna ordains: Which acts of labor may be commenced on 
Friday eve; concerning labor which is accomplished without assistance of 
man on Sabbath ; laws concerning labor which is accomplished without 
assistance of man on Sabbath; laws concerning work given to Gentiles. 
Narrative of R. Simeon ben Gamaliel concerning how his father’s house 
dealt with Gentile clothes-washers. Treats on transmission of letters and 
journeying on ships on the Sabbath,.25-30 

The sixth Mishna treats on: Regulations pertaining to the roasting of 
meats and baking of bread before the Sabbath ; the sacrifices at the Tem¬ 
ple on the Passover.30-31 


CHAPTER II. 

The first Mishna treats on: Permissible and non-permissible oils and 
wicks for lamps on the Sabbath and Hanukah (feast of Maccabbees); the 
law of the Hanukah lights; Hanukah and the miracle; the duration of 
Hanukah ; benedictions to be said on that festival; the reward of those 
who keep the Sabbath-light commandment; the reward of those who 
esteem scholarship,.32-42 

The second Mishna treats on : What balsams may and may not be used 
both for light and for the person on the Sabbath ; a narrative of a woman 
who hated her daughter-in-law ; who may be called a rich man, . 42, 43 

The third Mishna treats on : What wicks made from parts of trees may be 
used; whether broken vessels may be used for fuel on a biblical feast day; what 
may be done with the residue of oil left in a lamp; practical laws of egg¬ 
shells and whether chairs may be dragged on the floor on Sabbath, 43, 44 

The fourth Mishna deals with the same objects as the third. . 44-45 

The fifth Mishna treats on: The different opinions of R. Eliezer and 
R. Aquiba concerning the defilement of a piece of cloth, and if it is allowed 
to make a wick of it. What happened with R. Jehuda in the hall of Beth- 
Nitzah and with Abbinh of Ziphorus, who committed certain things which 
were not allowed in the presence of the sages, .... 45-46 
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The sixth Mishna treats on: Whether a light may be extinguished on 
Sabbath either for fear of accident or to afford rest to the sick; the ques¬ 
tion asked R. TaiThum of Nav and his replying sermon ; the soul being 
called the “ Light of God ; ” the intended concealment of the Book of Prov¬ 
erbs and Ecclesiastes; the Shekhina (divine presence) not resting with a 
man except through his joy of having performed a good deed ; Rabha’s 
custom when commencing his lectures to his disciples. R. Gamaliel’s ser¬ 
mon and answers to the disciple who derided him. The story of the three 
proselytes rejected by Shamai and accepted by Hillel. “ What is hateful to 
thee do not unto thy neighbor, that is the law. All else is but a commen¬ 
tary.” The six sections of the Mishna are inferred from a biblical passage. 
The first thing asked of a man when standing before the divine judgment 
is, “ Hast thou traded in good faith ? ” The “ Fear of the Lord ” is the chief 
principle. The wicked fear death, although mentioning it every day, 46-54 

The seventh Mishna contains: The sins of women are passed upon when 
confined with childbirth; the sins of men, while in danger. A good deed 
is committed through the agency of a meritorious person and a bad deed 
through the agency of the wicked; all who are about to die must repent of 
their sins; the defenders of man before divine judgment are repentance 
and good deeds. A thousandth part of one defender saves a man from the 
danger threatened him by a thousand accusers. The penalties imposed 
upon man for hating without cause; for robbery; for perverting or pro¬ 
crastinating justice; for destroying the law; for murder; for adultery; for 
idolatry; for using obscene language. The story of R. Simeon ben Johai, 
who remained in a cave for twelve years. The causes leading up to his 
concealment in the cave; his adventures after leaving the cave, . 54—59 

The eighth Mishna ordains: The three things to be said by a man in 
his house on Friday eve; how they are to be said; when twilight takes 
place; relates how many signals of the horn were blown to remind the peo¬ 
ple of the advent of the Sabbath. Is there a difference between a shophar 
and a fife ?.59-64 


CHAPTER III. 

Mishna I. Into which hearths or ovens victuals may be deposited on 
the Sabbath. The opinions of the school of Hillel and the school of 
Shamai concerning the same; the different opinions upon the teaching 
of the two schools. Victuals having once been taken out of an oven, would 
it be allowed to replace them? The law concerning a pot of victuals 
which had been forgotten and was thus cooked on the Sabbath. Usages 
of R. Jose on his way to Zipporah, and of R. Jehuda Hanassi when travel¬ 
ling. A narrative of R. Ishai while in the presence of R. Hyya the 
Great,.65-68 

Mishna II. The difference in law between an oven and a hearth; also, 
difference arising from an oven or a hearth being with straw or with wood, 
etc.,.68, 69 

Mishna III. Customs of the people of Tiberius relative to the heating 
of a pitcher of cold water. Is it allowed to place a pitcher of cold water 
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into one filled with hot water in order to heat the water; or, vice versa, in 
order to heat the water? May one wash his body in the warm water of the 
Tiberius Springs or in water warmed on the Sabbath eve? May the entire 
body be washed at once or each member separately? Customs in a bath¬ 
house. Are sweat-baths permitted on the Sabbath? Incidents occurring 
in the bath-house of the children of Barak. Why sweat-baths were pro¬ 
hibited. May one warm himself by a hearth-fire ? Is bathing one’s self in 
a washtub and anointing one’s self with oils permitted on the Sabbath? 
Usages of Rabbi Jehuda Hanassi in this matter. Is swimming in a lake 
permitted on the Sabbath? Incidents attending R. Zera’s witnessing R. 
Abuha’s swimming in a lake on a Sabbath,.69-74 

Mishnas IV. and V. Concerning the permissibility of pouring cold 
water in a muliar or antikhi, the fuel of which had been removed ; or in a 
kettle, the hot water of which had been poured out, and the prescribed 
quantity of such water,.74, 75 

Mishna VI. Concerning the addition of spices to a pot of victuals, 76 

Mishna VII. Concerning the permissibility of placing a vessel under 
a burning lamp to receive its dripping oil or falling sparks, and the placing 
of a vessel under a hen to receive the egg. Ordinance relating to a corpse 
lying in the sun. If it is allowed to save a corpse from the fire. Prayers to 
be offered on Sabbath over the dead. The accordance of permission to 
save a corpse from conflagration on the Sabbath, . . . 76-78 

Mishnas VIII and IX. Concerning the handling of new and old lamps 
on the Sabbath. Ordinances relative to a bed which had been designated for 
the purpose of holding money on the Sabbath. The permissibility of handling 
a burning Hanukah lamp for fear of the Persians. The law of Muktzah. 
The ordinance relative to handling a lamp on Sabbath and the dictum of 
Resh Lakish in Zidon. The ordinance concerning the nuptial couch. 
Action of R. Malchiah while the guest of R. Simlai and R. Abuhai at the 
house of R. Joshua ben Levi and R. Johanan. The experience of R. Avia, 
who came to the house of Rabha and sat on Rabha’s bed without removing 
his dirty shoes. Questions put to him by Rabha, and his replies. The law 
of a principal prohibited act. What R. Haninadid with a foldingbed, that 
had become unfastened on a feast day,. 73 - 8 5 


CHAPTER IV. 

Mishna I. What substances may be used for the preserving of victuals 
Rabba’s and R. Zera’s upbraiding of a slave of the Exilarch, while sojourn¬ 
ing in the latter’s house. Concerning the replacing of feathers in a pillow. 
Concerning the opening of a bunghead in a barrel and the making of a 
neckband in a shirt,. 86-88 

Mishnas II. and III. Concerning the permissibility of depositing vict¬ 
uals in cloth and shorn wool intended for market. The derivation of the 
thirty-nine principal acts of labor on the Sabbath from the thirty-nine 
times labor is mentioned in the Pentateuch. The law concerning branches 
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of trees which were bound together to be used for fuel and were subse¬ 
quently intended for sitting upon. R. Hanina ben Aqiba’s action in such 
a case. The ordinance relating to the use of soap-powder and soap on the 
Sabbath. The necessity of washing one’s hands and feet for the sake of 
the Creator,.88-91 

Mishna IV. What is to be done with a pot that had not been covered 
on the eve of Sabbath? The decision of Ishmael in the matter in the 
presence of Rabbi. The mutual respect of the sages for each other. R. 
Nahman’s statement to Doen his servant,.92, 93, 

CHAPTER V. 

Mishna I. What gear animals may go out in on the Sabbath. Levi 
the son of R. Huna bar Hyya, and Rabbi, the son of R. Huna, occurrence 
on the road. A bridle may be worn by an ass whose behavior is bad. A 
bridle is allowed as a guard but not as an ornament, . . . 94-96 

Mishna II. An ass may go out with a rug, but what is the law concern¬ 
ing a saddle? Ordinances relative to a feed-bag. The decision of Arioch 
of Babylon (Samuel) in the matter. Concerning bags tied around the 
udders of she-goats. The miracle that was wrought for a man whose wife 
died and left him a nursing child. The discussion of the rabbis about such 
a miracle. Narrative relating to a man whose wife was lame, . 97-100 

Mishnas III. and IV. Concerning gear which may not be worn by ani¬ 
mals on Sabbath. Peculiarities of the Hannun tree and where it may be 
found. The wealth of R. Eliezer ben Azariah. Penalty for the failure to 
warn one’s family against evil. The different signs on the foreheads of the 
righteous and the wicked. The seal of God. Derivation of the merits 
of the fathers. Is death possible without sin ? Defence for Reuben and 
others who are mentioned in the Bible as sinners. Rabbi Hannassi’s justi- 
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CHAPTER I. 

REGULATIONS REGARDING TRANSFER ON SABBATH. 

MISHNA: There are two acts constituting transfer* of 
movable things (over the dividing line of adjoining premises, 
based on biblical statutes). The two acts are, however, increased 
to four on the inside and to a like amount on the outside of the 
premises (by the addition of rabbinical statutes). How so? A 
mendicant stands outside and the master of a house inside. The 
mendicant passes his hand into the house (through a window or 
door) and puts something into the hand of the master, or he takes 
something out of the master’s hand and draws it back (toward 
him). In such a case the mendicant is guilty (of transfer) and 
the master of the house is not. If the master of the house 
passes his hand outside and puts a thing into the hand of the men¬ 
dicant, or takes something out of the mendicant’s hand and brings 
it into the house, the master of the house is culpable and the 
mendicant is not.f If the mendicant extends his hand into the 
house and the master takes something out of it, or puts something 
into it, which is drawn to the outside by the mendicant,—they are 
both not guilty. If the master of the house extends his hand out¬ 
side and the mendicant takes something out of it, or puts some¬ 
thing into it, which is drawn to the inside by the master,—they 
are both not guilty. 

* See Jer. xvii. 21, 28, and Neh. xiii. 19. This Mishna treats on the prohibition, 
so strongly inculcated by the prophets, of transferring things over the line of division 
between various grounds or premises. 

f The difference between the violation of the biblical statutes and that of the 
rabbinical statutes is marked by the prescription of the penalties of sin offerings, 
shortening of life and capital punishment for the first-named violation, while no penal¬ 
ties are attached to a violation of the last-named statutes. (See introduction.) 
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GEMARA : We were taught elsewhere: “The acts of trans¬ 
fer on the Sabbath are two, respectively four.” Why is here this 
teaching specified as two respectively four on the inside, and two 
respectively four on the outside, and there no such specification 
was made? Said R. Papa: “ Here the special subject of treat¬ 
ment is the Sabbath, and he (the teacher of the Mishna) enumer¬ 
ated the cases which involve guilt and those which do not involve 
guilt; while there the principal subject of treatment is a different 
one, and he mentions only the cases that involve guilt, leaving the 
cases that do not involve guilt untouched. But the cases that in¬ 
volve guilt are those by which acts of transfer are committed, and 
such are only two! Nay, there are two acts of transfer from 
within and two from without. 

But the Mishna says, “ Yetziath” (which in a literal sense 
means transfer from within) ? 

Said R. Ashi, the Tana* :: calls transfer from without by the 
same term. And for what reason ? Because every act of re¬ 
moving a thing from its place is called Yetziath. 

Quoth Rabbina: “ The Mishna also bears out this sense; for 
it speaks of Yetziath and immediately illustrates its remark by 
citing a case from without. This bears it out. 

Rabha says: He (the Tana) speaks about divided premises 
(whose line of division is crossed), and in this case there are 
only two (in each of which there may be four acts of transfer). 

Said R. Mathna to Abayi: Are there not eight, even twelve 
(instances of transfer over the line of division) ? f 

Such transfers as involve the obligation of a sin offering are 
counted; but those that do not involve such an obligation are not 
counted. 

(The Mishna says) : “ They are both not guilty;” was not the 
act (of transfer) committed by both ? 

Said R. Hyya bar Gamda: The act of removing the thing was 
committed by the joint efforts of both, and they (the rabbis) 
said: “ It is written in the law, when a person did it”;};— i.e., when 
one person commits the act he is culpable; but when an act is com¬ 
mitted by the joint efforts of two persons, they are both not guilty. 

* A teacher of a Mishna or a Boraitha is called “ Tana.” 

f Kashi explains at length how eight or even twelve instances of transfer could 
occur, but, not being essential to the subject, we omit the explanation. 

f Lev. iv. 27. 
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Rabh asks Rabbi: “ If a man were laden by his friend with eat¬ 
ables and beverages and carried them outside (of the house) what 
would be his case ? Is the removing of his body tantamount to 
the removing of a thing from its place, and thus he becomes cul¬ 
pable, or is it not so?” 

Said Rabbi to him : “ He is culpable.” And this case is not 
like the case of removing his hand. Why not? Because (in the 
latter case) the hand was not at rest, while (in the former) the 
body (before and after removal) was entirely at rest.* 

Said Rabbi Hyya to Rabh : “ Descendant of nobles ! Did I 
not tell thee that when Rabbi is engaged with a certain tract ask 
him not about a subject (that is treated) in another tract, for he 
may not have that subject in his mind! If Rabbi were not a 
great man thou mightest cause him shame, for he would give thee 
an answer which might not be right. In this instance, however, 
he gave thee a correct answer; for thus we have learned (in a 
Boraitha) : If one was laden with eatables and beverages, while it 
was yet day (on Friday), and he carried them outside (of the 
house) after dark (when the Sabbath was come), he is culpable; 
for his case is not like that of removing the hand (over the line of 
division between separated premises).” 

Abayi said : “ I see plainly, by the instance of the mendicant’s 
hand,f that the hand of a man (standing on the street) is not 
treated as public ground. By the instance of the hand of the 
master of the house I see that (if a man stands on private ground) 
his hand is not to be treated as private ground. Would it be cor¬ 
rect then to regard the hand as unclaimed ground ? If so, would 
the penalty imposed by the rabbis in such a case, namely, that 
one should not move his hand (containing a movable thing) back 
(during the Sabbath day) apply in this case or not ? 

“ Come and hear (it was taught elsewhere) : If a man has his 
hand filled with fruit and he extends it outside (of the premises 
where he stands), one Tana says he is not permitted to draw it 
back, and another Tana says he is allowed to do so. It seems, 


* students of the Talmud will remember that while in the act of walking a man 
cannot be guilty of the transgression of carrying movable property. The body must 
be at rest. The removal of a thing by means of the hand implies a disturbance in the 
rest of the body. 

f As illustrated in our Mishna ; for if he did not deposit the thing that he had 
passed from the street into the house, he was not culpable. 
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then, that this is their point of dispute; the former Tana holds 
that the hand is treated as unclaimed ground, and the latter Tana 
thinks that it is not like unclaimed ground. 

“ Nay; it may be, that both agree, that the hand (as spoken of 
in our Mishna) is like unclaimed ground, and yet (their subject of 
controversy offers) there is no difficulty. One of the Tana'im 
speaks of a man who had extended his hand unwittingly, and the 
other one speaks of a man who had put forth his hand intention¬ 
ally. If the act was done unwittingly, the rabbis did not impose 
the punishment; if it was done intentionally, the punishment was 
imposed. Again, it could be said that they both speak of a case 
when the act was done unwittingly and their points of jurisdiction 
apply (to various premises),—whether the hand may be drawn 
back to the ground where the man stands, or to other (private) 
ground that adjoins it?” 

A similar question Rabha asked of R. Nahman: If the hand 
of a man was filled with fruit and he extended it outside, may he 
draw it back to the same ground (where he stands) ? Said he 
(R. Nahman), “ He may.” (And may he remove his hand) to 
other (private )ground? Said he: “He may not.” Why is the 
distinction made ? In the former case his design was not accom¬ 
plished; in the latter case his design was accomplished (and there 
is danger of its being repeated). 

R. Bibhi bar Abayi asked: “ If one has put bread into the 
oven, is he allowed to take it out before (it is baked and) he be¬ 
comes liable to bring a sin offering, or is he not allowed?” 

Said R. A’ha bar Abayi to Rabhina: “ How is this question 

to be understood ? If he did it unintentionally and never was re¬ 
minded (that he would do wrong), who shall it be allowed to? 
On the other hand, if he did it unintentionally and was reminded 
(of his wrong) afterward, how can he become liable to bring a sin 
offering, since we have learned that the liability to bring such a 
sacrifice occurs only when the failing was begun and accomplished 
unintentionally ? Should it be understood that the act was done in¬ 
tentionally, then it would not involve the liability of a sin offering, 
but it would constitute a crime that involved capital punishment.” * 


* All the labors that were performed at the construction of the tabernacle in the 
desert, as is taught in a Mishna further on, if done on the Sabbath intentionally, in¬ 
volved capital punishment. The intention becomes apparent when there are wit¬ 
nesses to warn the perpetrator of his wrong and he does not heed them. 
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Well, say then, it is a crime that involves capital punishment. 
R. A’ha, the son of Rabba, cited the same as here amended: R. 
Bibhi bar Abayi said: If one put bread into the oven, he is 
allowed to take it out before crime involving capital punishment 
is committed. 

“The Mendicant Extended His Hand,’’ etc. Why is he 
culpable? (To complete the act) there must be a transfer from a 
place that is four ells square and a depositing into a place of like 
area, and such was not the case (in this instance)! 

Said Rabba: The teaching of this paragraph agrees with the 
opinion of Rabbi Aqiba, who holds that as soon as the air of a 
place surrounds a thing it is equal to the thing being deposited in 
that place. 

But may it not be, that (according to this view) depositing is 
not required (to complete the sinful act), but removing is required ? 
Said R. Joseph: The teaching of this paragraph agrees (not 
with the opinion of R. Aqiba), but with that of Rabbi, for we 
have learned thus: 

If one threw an object from one street into the other and there 
was a private ground between them, Rabbi declared him culpable, 
and the schoolmen said he was not culpable. Hereupon R. 
Jehudah said in the name of Samuel: Rabbi declared the man 
guilty of two offences; one, for having removed the thing from 
its place, and one for having deposited it in another place. From 
this it appears that a ground of four ells square is not required 
either for the act of removing or for the act of depositing. 

But with reference to this we were taught that both Rabh and 
Samuel said that Rabbi’s declaration of culpability treated of a case 
where the private ground (that divided the two streets) was roofed, 
for the assumption is that a house must be regarded as a solid ob¬ 
ject that fills out all the space it occupies. May it not be the case 
that where the private ground is not roofed this law does not apply ? 

Said Rabba: (All these views can be dispensed with.) The 
hand of a man is considered as a piece of ground four ells square. 
So, also, when Rabhin came from Palestine, he taught in the 
name of R. Johanan, that the hand of a man is regarded as a piece 
of ground four ells square. 

R. Abhin said, R. Ila’a taught in the name of R. Johanan, that 
if one threw a thing and it rested in the hands of another man he 
is culpable. 
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What news does this teaching impart? R. Johanan already 
decided that the hand of a man is treated as a space four ells 
square. 

One might suppose that the act is sinful only when he in¬ 
tended to put it into the hand (of another), but if he did not intend 
to put it into the hand his act is not sinful. This teaching, how¬ 
ever, implies that the act is sinful under any circumstances. 

R. Abhin, furthermore, said in the name of former authorities: 
If one remains standing in his place when he received a thing, he 
is culpable; but if he was moving away from his place when he 
received it he is not culpable. The same law we have learned in 
the name of anonymous teachers. 

R. Johanan asked the following question : If one threw a thing 
and then moved from his place and caught it, is he culpable or 
not? 

What is this question for? Said R. Ada bar Ahabah : The 
difficulty (of the question) is concerning the exercise of two forces 
by one man and the question was thus: if two forces were exer¬ 
cised by one man (in committing a prohibited act) should both 
parts of the act be accounted to one individual, and he be declared 
culpable, or should each part of the act be considered separately, 
as if there were two individuals concerned, and accordingly not 
hold him culpable? This question is not decided. 

R. Abhin said in the name of R. Johanan : If one put his hand 
into the yard of his neighbor, got it full of rain water, and with¬ 
drew it, he is guilty. 

Now, to make one guilty of the act, it must consist of remov¬ 
ing a thing from a place of four ells square, and this is not the 
case here. 

Said R. Hyya, the son of R. Huna: The case may be that he 
took the water as it was running down a slanting wall, as Rabha 
taught elsewhere that removing a thing from a slanting wall made 
the man culpable. 

But (in speaking of removing an object from a slanting wall), 
Rabha treated on the question of removing a book, which is a 
stationary thing. Is it analogous to removing water that can 
never become stationary (on a slanting wall) ? 

In our case, Rabha may say, treats on the act of dipping the 
water out of a cavity (in the slanting wall). 

Why, in such a case, the act would certainly be culpable! 
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Nay: one might think that water standing upon water is not 
considered stationary. The teaching under consideration informs 
us that it is. And indeed this fully agrees with the opinion 
Rabha has expressed elsewhere, that water standing upon water 
is considered stationary, but a nut lying upon the surface of water 
is not considered stationary. 

R. Abhin said, in the name of R. Ila’a, quoting a remark of R. 
Johanan: If one were laden with eatables and beverages and car¬ 
ried the load in and out the whole day, he is not culpable until he 
rests. Said Abayi: This is the case if he stops to rest; but if he 
stops merely to adjust his burden on his shoulders he is not cul¬ 
pable. 

Whence do you adduce this. 

From the following teaching of the master: “If he stopped 
within the limit of four ells to rest he is not guilty, but if he 
stopped to adjust the load on his shoulders he is culpable. Be¬ 
yond four ells, if he stopped to rest he is culpable, but if he 
stopped to adjust the burden on his shoulder he is not culpable. 

What does this imply? It implies (non-culpability), because 
there was no intentional act of removing from the first start. 

The rabbis taught: If one takes anything from his store into 
the market through the alley way (where the benches of market- 
men are situated), he is culpable; it makes no difference whether 
he carries, throws, or pushes it with his arm. Ben Azai said: If 
he carries it in or out he is not culpable, but if he throws or 
pushes it in or out he is culpable. 

The rabbis taught: There are four kinds of premises as re¬ 
gards the Sabbath, viz. : private ground, public ground, unclaimed 
ground, and ground that is under no jurisdiction. What is private 
ground? A ditch that is ten spans deep and four spans wide; 
also a hedge that is ten spans high and four spans wide—these are 
absolutely private grounds. What is public ground? A country 
road or a wide street, or lanes open on both sides—these are ab¬ 
solutely public grounds. From such private ground nothing shall 
be taken out into said public ground, nor should anything be 
brought in from said public ground into such private ground. If 
one has brought in and taken out a thing unintentionally, he is 
obliged to bring a sin offering: if he has done it intentionally, then 
he is liable to be “cut off,” or to suffer the extreme penalty (at 
the hands of human justice). 
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A sea, a valley of fields, the front walk (before a row of stores), 
and unclaimed ground are neither like public nor like private 
ground. Nothing should be carried about there, but if one has 
done it, he is not culpable. Nor should anything be taken out of 
these grounds into public or private ground, or brought in from 
the latter into these grounds, but if one has done so, he is not cub 
pable. In adjoining court yards of many tenants and lanes that 
are open on both sides, where the tenants have a mutual under¬ 
standing,movable things may be (carried out from or brought in 
from one place into another); but if they have not made common 
cause, they (are considered as separate grounds and) may not. A 
man standing on the door-step f may take things from or give 
things to the master of the house; so also may he take a thing 
from a mendicant in the street or give it to him; but he must not 
take things from the master of the house and hand them over to 
the mendicant in the street, nor take from the latter and transmit 
to the former. Still, if this was done, all the three men are not 
guilty. Anonymous teachers say the door-step serves as two sep¬ 
arate grounds: when the door is open it belongs to the inside (of 
the house), and when the door is closed it belongs to the outside. 
But if the door-step is ten spans high and four spans wide, it is 
considered as ground in itself. 

The master said: “These are absolutely private grounds.” 
What does he intend to exempt (by this emphatic declaration) ? 
He intends to exempt that which R. Jehudah taught about 
Erubhin (and such places as are designated by boards or beams to 
be within an Erubh, but still are not considered private ground )4 

“ These are absolutely public grounds.” What does he intend 
to exempt? He intends to exempt another instance of R. Jehu- 
dah’s teaching, concerning the enclosure of wells (which are cut 
through by a public road). 

Why does he (the teacher of the above Boraitha) not count the 
desert also, for have we not learned elsewhere: “ Public ground is 


* The technical expression is “to make an Erubh,” i.e ., to mix their possessions, 
as if they were partners. This “ mixing ” is accomplished by an act of putting aside 
some victuals which they may all partake of, or by drawing a line over the termina¬ 
tion of the premises, or putting up side-posts at the termination to mark it as an en¬ 
trance to private grounds. 

t A door-step is regarded as ground of which the religious law takes no cogni¬ 
zance. 

\ This law is expounded, “ Tract Erubhin,” f. 5. 
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constituted by public roads, wide streets, lanes that are open on 
both sides, and the desert?” 

Said Abayi: This is is no question. In that instance the law 
was expounded, as it existed when Israel dwelt in the desert; in 
this instance, however, the law is taught as it prevails at the pres¬ 
ent time. 

The master said: “ If one has brought in or taken out a thing 
unintentionally,” etc. What does he intend to tell us? That 
is a known fact. He wishes to tell us that if the culprit did 
it intentionally, “he is liable to be cut off,” etc. This is also 
known.—(It seems then) he must tell us this on account of the 
following statement of Rabh : “ I found a mysterious paper in the 
possession of my uncle R. Hyya, which read: ‘Aysy ben Jehu- 
dah says: There are forty less one principal acts of labor. A 
man, however, cannot be guilty of performing but one (on the 
Sabbath).’ We ask then, how is this to be understood? It 
should be corrected to read: there is one of those acts of labor, 
which a man is not guilty of when performing. (In consequence, 
however, of the omission, just what particular act of labor is ex¬ 
cluded all of the thirty-nine remained doubtful); the intent of the 
above Boraitha concerning the removal of a thing from public 
ground to said private ground is: ‘to emphatically state that such 
act is not included in the doubtful ones.’ ” 

Again the master said: “A sea, a valley of fields,” etc. Is a 
valley not to be regarded as private or as public ground? Have 
we not learned elsewhere that a valley is, in summer time, to be 
regarded as private ground with reference to the Sabbath, and as 
public ground with reference to pollution (by the touch of a dead 
body): but in the rainy season it is private ground in all re¬ 
spects ? 

Said Ula: As a matter of fact it is unclaimed ground, but by 
calling it private ground the Boraitha only means to distinguish 
it from public ground, but R. Ashi said: He speaks of a valley 
in which there are partitions. 

Again—“ and unclaimed ground.” Are not all these (grounds 
specified in the above category) unclaimed ground ? 

When R. Dimi came he said in the name of R. Johanan: The 
mention of “ unclaimed ground” in this case is required merely to 
imply a corner (of a private plot) that adjoins public ground ; for 
although at times (when the street is crowded) many people are 
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forced into this corner, it is considered as unclaimed ground as 
the public use of it is not regarded with favor. 

Again R. Dimi came and said in the name of R. Johanan: 
The space between the pillars and the buildings (on the side of 
the street) is considered by the law as unclaimed ground. Why 
so? Because, although many walk there, still, since one cannot 
make his way in such space freely (the row of pillars being irreg¬ 
ular or in a broken line) it is like unclaimed ground. 

R. Zera said in the name of R. Jehuda: The benches in front 
of pillars are regarded by the law as unclaimed ground (even if 
they are ten spans high and four spans wide). The teacher, who 
holds that the space between the pillars is regarded as such, will 
so much more readily concede that the benches in front of the 
pillars are like unclaimed ground ; but he who says that the benches 
are like unclaimed ground thinks that this is so because the en¬ 
croachment upon them is not regarded with favor, but the ground 
between the pillars, which is usually trodden by many people, is 
like public ground. 

Rabba bar Shi la said: If one throw or plaster (an adhesible) 
thing against the side of a brick, that is standing up in the street, 
he is culpable; but if he throw or plaster a thing on top of a 
brick he is not culpable. Abayi and Rabha both said that such 
is the law, if the brick is three spans high (a space of which the 
law takes no cognizance); because many people do not step upon 
it, but (if one throw anything upon) a bush or a briar, even if it 
is less than three spans high (he is not culpable). Hyya bar 
Rabh said even a bush or briar must be three spans high.)* 

Rabha, of the school of R. Shila, said: When R. Dimi came 
from Palestine, he said in the name of R. Johanan: No space can 
be considered unclaimed ground unless it has an area of four spans 
square, and R. Sheshet’s opinion is that it holds good up to ten 
spans square. 

What does it mean when he says that it holds good up to ten 
spans square ? Should it be inferred from this that, if it has an 
enclosure of ten spans, it is unclaimed ground, and if not, it ceases 
to be such ? (This would disagree with the following): R. Gid- 


* Any space that is less than ten spans high from the ground is considered by the 
law as unclaimed ground and there things may be handled on the Sabbath only as 
above, while on private ground things may be handled freely within the whole area 
over which it extends. 
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del reported that R. Hyya bar Joseph said in the name of Rabh : 
A person may handle things upon the roof of a house that is not 
ten spans high, but which is raised to that height by the ceiling. 
Inside of the house, however, things may be handled only within 
an area of four ells square. 

What is inferred by the statement: “ It holds good up to ten 
spans?” It implies that the law of unclaimed ground is valid 
when the height does not exceed ten spans. Thus Samuel said to 
R. Jehudah : “Ingenious scholar! treat not on laws of the Sab¬ 
bath exceeding ten spans in height.” What laws did this refer to ? 
To no other laws but these of unclaimed ground, for unclaimed 
ground above ten spans does not exist; because the Rabbis have 
invested unclaimed grounds with the lax features of laws pertain¬ 
ing to private ground, viz: If the place have an area of four spans 
square, it is unclaimed ground; if it has a lesser area, it is not 
subservient to any jurisdiction. The Rabbis furthermore invested 
unclaimed grounds with the lax features of the law pertaining to 
public ground, viz.: The place is regarded as unclaimed ground 
only to the height of ten spans, beyond that it ceases to be un¬ 
claimed ground. 

The text says: In a house the inside of which is not ten spans 
high, but which together with the ceiling reaches that height, it 
is not permitted to handle things except within an area of four ells 
square. Abayi said: If one has cut into the ground (of such a 
house) an excavation four ells square, so as to complete the height 
of ten spans, he may handle things freely in the whole house. 
Why so? Because in such a case the entire space of the house 
(around the excavation) would be considered like holes in the wall 
of private ground, and we have learned that such holes are re¬ 
garded the same as the private ground itself. As to holes on 
public ground, Abayi said : They are like public ground. Rabba 
says: They are not like public ground. Then rejoined Rabba to 
Abayi: According to your opinion, holes on public ground are to 
be considered the same as the ground itself. Why do you oppose 
R. Dimi’s contention, which he taught in the name of R. Johanan? 
Let, according to thy opinion, such a corner be considered as a 
hole in public ground. Nay—(there is a difference between the 
two); the use of the corner is not regarded with favor, while no 
one objects to the use of a hole in the street. 

R. Hisda said: “ If a person erected a pole on private ground 
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and threw something at it; if that thing rested on top of the pole, 
and be that pole a hundred ells high, the person is culpable, for 
the height of private ground is absolutely unlimited and may even 
reach to the sky. 

Should we assume that R. Hisda expressed the same view as 
Rabbi ? For we were taught as follows : “ If one threw a thing 
(in the street) and it rested upon the smallest cornice * * * § (of a house) 
Rabbi declares him culpable, and the schoolmen say that he is 
not.” 

Said Abayi: Anything that (stands within the precincts of) 
private ground is admitted by every one to be like the case (of the 
pole) of R. Hisda; but the instance here (between Rabbi and the 
schoolmen) treats of a tree that stands on private ground with its 
branches reaching out into public ground, and one threw a thing 
which rested on the branch. Rabbi holds that the branch is part 
and parcel of the root, but the schoolmen opine that we need not 
assume such to be the case. 

Abayi said: If one threw a bee-hive which was ten spans high, 
but not six spans wide, into the street he is culpable; but if the 
bee-hive was six spans wide he is not culpable (because it was a 
piece of private ground in itself). Rabha said he is not culpable, 
even if it be less than six spans wide. Why so? Because it is 
impossible for twined reed not to exceed the given height.f In 
case he threw the bee-hive \ with its mouth down, even if the hive 
is a trifle over seven spans high, he is culpable, but if it is seven 
and a half spans high, he is not. R. Ashi said: He is culpable 
even if it is seven and a half spans high. Why so? Because 
the enclosing rim of the bee-hive is made for the purpose of con¬ 
taining something within, and not to be attached to the ground, 
and hence is not included in the “Lovud” class.§ 


* The cornice which is spoken of above should be like the branch in this instance. 

f The space above ten spans does not enter within the jurisdiction of public ground. 

\ Here a bee-hive is spoken of which is not six spans in circumference, i.e., less 
than four spans square. 

§ There is a law of Mosaic origin determining that every object that is not farther 
from the ground than three spans must be considered “ Lovud,” i.e.> attached to the 
ground. In the above case, when a bee-hive seven spans or a trifle over seven spans 
high is thrown to the ground, it does not become positively “ lovud ” when within 
three spans from the ground, and is thus considered ten spans in all. The margin is 
too small. It must be seven and a half spans high, and, when reaching the ground 
within three spans, the hive becomes “ lovud,” and being positively over ten spans 
high is treated as a piece of private property. 
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Ula said: A post nine spans high stands in the street, and 
people use it to shoulder (their burdens) on; if one threw a thing 
and it rested on the top of it he is culpable. Why so ? Because 
a thing that is less than three spans high is stepped upon by many; 
a thing between three and nine spans high is not used either to 
step or to shoulder a burden on; but if it is nine spans high it is 
surely used to shoulder burdens on. 

Asked Abayi of R. Joseph : What is the law of a pit (of sim¬ 
ilar depth) ? Said he: The same (as of the post). Rabha, how¬ 
ever, said: A pit of similar depth is not governed by the same 
law. Why so? Because the use (which a thing is made of) 
through compulsion is not called (a customary) use. 

Aba bar Mathna agrees with Rabha: (It was taught elsewhere 
that) if one intended to keep the Sabbath on public ground and 
deposited his Erubh * in a pit less than ten spans (below the 
ground), his act is valid. 

“ If he deposited it more than ten spans below the ground his 
Erubh is of no value.” In any event, the pit must have been 
less than ten spans deep, for were it more it would be considered 
private ground, and the depositor of the Erubh intended to use 
public ground. Hence we learn that the use of a place through 
compulsion can at times be regarded as customary use. 

And said Rabha: Acts committed during twilight (and an 
Erubh is always deposited at twilight) were not particularly no¬ 
ticed by the rabbis; proof is, that the man, when depositing his 
Erubh, intended to be on public ground, while his Erubh was 
really in unclaimed ground. (A pit of less than ten spans is 
surely unclaimed ground.) Nevertheless the Erubh was valid. 
Hence you cannot infer from this law that compulsory use can also 
be regarded as customary use. 

R. Jehudah said: If one moves a bundle of reeds by raising 
one end and throwing it over, then raising the other end and throw¬ 
ing it over, he is not culpable, unless he lifts the entire bundle off 
the ground. 

The master said: “ A man standing on the door-step, etc. 
What is that step ? If it is the step of the street, how may he 
“ take from the master of the housedoes he not transfer from 


* To deposit an Erubh means depositing some victuals in the place where one in¬ 
tends to abide on the Sabbath. That place is then considered as his house. 
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private ground into public ground ? If it is the step of the house, 
how may he “take from the mendicant (standing in the street) ?” 
Does he not transfer from public into private ground ? And if it 
is unclaimed ground, how may he “ take and give intentionally,” 
since a direct prohibition to that effect exists ? 

Nay, but the door-step is a place concerning which the law has 
no provision; as, for instance, it is not four spans square. 

Again the master said : “ All three are not culpable.” Would 
this not form a case against Rabha ? for Rabha said, if one trans¬ 
fer an object (in public ground) from one to the other limit of 
four spans, even if he moves it over his head (?>., above ten spans 
from the ground), he is culpable. 

In one case the man is at rest, in the other case he is not at 
rest. 

Anonymous teachers say a door-step serves as two kinds of 
ground; when the door is open, it is like (the ground) within, 
when the door is closed, it is like that without. Is such the case 
even if there is no side-post to it? Did not R. Hamma ben 
Gorion say that if it is inside the door, and not even four spans 
square, there must still be a side-post to make it a free place? 

Said R. Judah in the name of Rabh : Here the doorstep of a 
lane is treated of, the half of which is roofed, and the other half 
not roofed, and the roofing is toward the inside. In this case 
when the door is open (the door-step is) like the inside, when it is 
closed it is like the outside. 

Again : “ If the door-step is ten spans high and four wide it is 
separate ground by itself.” This supports the theory of R. Isaac 
bar Abbimi, who said in the name of R. Mair: Wherever thou 
findest two distinct grounds belonging to the same premises, like 
a post in the street, that is ten spans high and four wide, it is pro¬ 
hibited to shoulder (a burden) on it. It is a precaution (enacted 
by the rabbis) for the sake of a pit that may be found in the 
street. 

MISHNA : A man shall not sit down * before the hair cutter 
at the approach of the time for afternoon devotion,f without recit- 


* The reference made here, that one should not sit down before the hair cutter 
near the time for the afternoon prayer is a simple precaution. The exact specification 
for the time is to be found in Berachoth, Perek iv., M. I. 

f The following discussions may seem to have no direct connection with the ordi¬ 
nances pertaining to the Sabbath; however, they are included in the tract on account of 
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ing his prayers. Nor shall he enter a bath room or a tannery (the 
same is the case with any factory or large business), or sit down 
to eat, or start pleading a case (before a judge). But if he has 
started, he need not discontinue. One must quit his work to re¬ 
cite Shema, but he need not stop working in order to pray. 

GEMARA: Near the time for what afternoon devotion (does 
the author of the Mishna treat of) ? Does he mean the high after¬ 
noon* * time? why should a man not be allowed, since the day is still 
young? Does he mean the lesser time, and still hold that (if the 
man had started the work) he need not discontinue it ? Shall this 
be taken as an opposition to the opinion of R. Joshua ben Levi 
who said : “ When the time of afternoon prayer draws nigh, a man 
must not eat anything before performing his devotion” ? 

Nay; he speaks here of the high time, and yet a man shall not 
begin cutting his hair as a precaution against accidents (lest his 
scissors break); he shall not enter a bath house to sweat (lest he 
grow exhausted); nor shall he enter a tannery, lest he notice some 
damage to his wares and become confused; nor shall he sit down 
to eat (lest the meal be protracted); nor shall he begin pleading a 
case of justice, lest argument be advanced that overthrows all pre¬ 
vious arguments, and until this all is settled the Min’ha prayer 
will be forgotten. 

From what moment does the act of hair-cutting begin? 

R. Abhin said: From the moment the barber’s cloth is spread 
over him. The act of bathing begins from the moment the coat 
is pulled off; tanning begins from the moment the working-apron 
is tied around the shoulders; a meal begins from the moment the 
hands are washed, so said Rabh, but R. Hanina said : From the mo¬ 
ment one takes off his girdle. Yet there is no difference of opin¬ 
ion between the two rabbis; the one (Rabh) spoke of the act as 
they (the residents of Palestine) were accustomed to do it; the 
other (R. Hanina) spoke for us (the residents of Babylon). 

their connection with the succeeding Mishna, which commences : “A tailor shall not 
go out with his needle when it is nearly dark on Friday.” Incidentally, the injunc¬ 
tions concerning the time for the Min’ha are given, in order that prayer time shall 
not be forgotten. 

* High afternoon (Min’ha) was the time when the regular afternoon sacrifice was 
offered at the temple, about an hour after midday. The lesser afternoon time was 
about an hour before sunset. Because the time for afternoon devotion was calculated 
by the offering of the “ gift-sacrifice,” the name of that sacrifice, “ Min ha, is used 
bv the rabbis as a technical term to designate both the afternoon devotion and the 
time when it is to be performed. 



i6 


THE BABYLONIAN TALMUD. 


Abayi said with the colleagues of Babylon (the case is thus:) 
“ According to the opinion of the rabbi, who holds that the saying 
of evening prayers is discretionary, as soon as a man has taken off 
his girdle we do not trouble him (to put it on again in order to 
say his prayers).” 

Should he be put to this trouble, according to the opinion of 
the rabbi who said that the recitation of evening prayers is obliga¬ 
tory ? 

Is not the afternoon prayer obligatory by all means, while still 
(the Mishna teaches that) “ if he began (his meal) he need not 
discontinue,” whereupon R. Hanina said that the loosening of the 
girdle (is the beginning) ? 

In the case of the afternoon prayer, since the time for it is 
fixed (we assume) that the man will hasten (to finish his meal) and 
will not fail (to say his prayers in time), while in the case of even¬ 
ing prayer, the time for which extends through the entire night, it 
is feared that he may not hasten, and neglect it. 

R. Shesheth opposed : Is it so much trouble to put on one's 
girdle ? furthermore, cannot one stand up (without a girdle) and 
pray ? 

Nay, it is written: “ Prepare thyself to meet thy God, O 
Israel!” [Amos iv. 12]. 

Rabba bar R. Huna put on stockings when he stood up to re¬ 
cite prayers, saying: “ It is written, prepare thyself,” etc. Rabha 
threw off his mantle and folded his hands when he prayed. He 
said one should stand like a slave before his master. R. Ashi 
said: I have observed R. Kahana. In times of trouble, he threw 
off his mantle and folded his hands when he prayed, saying that 
one must stand like a slave before his master. In times of peace 
he dressed and fitted himself up carefully, saying: “ It is written, 
prepare thyself to meet thy God, O Israel.” Rabha noticed that 
R. Hamnuna spent much time at his prayers ; said he : “ Thus they 
quit eternal life and busy themselves with transient life.” * But 
the other one (R. Hamnuna) thought that the time spent in prayer 
is a thing by itself and the time devoted to study is also a thing 
by itself. R. Jeremiah was sitting before R. Zera discussing a 
point of learning. The day was breaking and time for prayer 

* The rabbi thus regarded prayer as a thing belonging to transient life, because it 
benefits only the individual. Study, on the other hand, is regarded as an object that 
concerns eternal life, for by its results future generations may be benefited. 
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came, and R. Jeremiah hastened (to break off the discussion). 
Said R. Zera to him : “ He that turneth away his ear from hear¬ 
ing learning, even his prayer is an abomination” [Prow xxviii. 9]. 

At what moment does the work of dispensing justice com¬ 
mence ? 

R. Jeremiah and R. Jonah (both answered). One said : “ From 
the moment the judges put on their mantles” ; the other one said: 
“ From the moment the litigants begin pleading.” But there is 
no variation of opinion between them. The former speaks of the 
instance of opening court; the latter of the instance when the 
court was in session and the judges were engaged in deciding 
other cases. 

Up to what time should court be in session? 

R. Shesheth said: “Up to meal time.” Said R. Hama: 
P'rom what scriptural passage have we this ? For thus it is written : 
“ It is well for thee, O land ! whose king is a son of freedom, and 
whose princes sat in time for strength and not for drunkenness” 
[Eccl. x. 17], i.e., for the strength of the law and not for indul¬ 
gence in wine. 

The rabbis taught: The first hour (of the day) is the time the 
Lydians eat (the Lydians were cannibals); in the second hour rob¬ 
bers eat; in the third hour (rich) heirs eat; the fourth hour is eat¬ 
ing-time for the people in general; in the fifth hour laborers eat; 
in the sixth hour scholars eat; from the last hour onward, eating 
is like throwing a stone into a barrel (rather injurious than bene¬ 
ficial). Abayi said: This is the case only when one has tasted 
nothing in the morning, but if he did so, it does not matter. 

R. Ada bar Ahba said : A man may say his prayers in a new 
bath room, which has not been used. R. Hamnuna said in the 
name of Ula, a man is not permitted to call Shalom to another 
man in a bath room, for it is written: “He called the Eternal 
Shalom” [Jud. vi. 23]. 

According to this the saying of the word “faith” should also 
be prohibited, for it is written, “the God of faith” [Deut. vii. 9]. 
If thou sayest that such is really the case, has not bar Mehassia 
said in the name of R. Hama bar Zorion, who taught in the name 
of Rabbi, “faith” may be mentioned? 

In the latter case, the name itself is not so designated, for we 
translate the words of [Deut. vii. 9] “the faithful God.” But in 
the former case it (Shalom) is a designation of the name itself. 
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Again Rabha bar Mehassia said: If one bestows a gift on his 
friend, he should let him know it; for thus it is written, “ To know 
that I, the Eternal, made you holy” [Ex. xxxi. 13]. We have 
learned (in a Boriatha) a similar thing: “The Holy One, blessed 
is He, said unto Moses, I have a good gift in my storehouse; its 
name is Sabbath. This I wish to bestow on Israel, go and an¬ 
nounce it to them.” Therefore said R. Shimeon ben Gamliel: (We 
learn that) if one gives a child some bread, he should make the act 
known to the child's mother. How shall he do this ? Said Abai: 
He should put some ointment around its eyes and stain it with 
dye. 

Is this so? Has not R. Hama bar R. Hannia taught: “He 
who bestows a gift on his friend should not let him know it, for it 
is written, Moses knew not that his countenance beamed when 
He spoke unto him?” [Ex. xxxiv. 29]. 

This is no question. The latter instance represents a thing 
that is to become known by itself; the former instance treats of a 
thing that cannot become known by itself. 

Was not the Sabbath a thing that was to become known ? 

Aye, but the reward (for keeping the Sabbath holy) that at¬ 
tends it cannot become known. 

R. Johanan said in the name of R. Simeon ben Yhoayi: All 
the commands that the Holy One, blessed is He, gave unto 
Israel, were given with publicity, excepting the Sabbath, which 
was given in privacy, for it is written, “ Between me and the chil¬ 
dren of Israel it is an everlasting sign” [Ex. xxxi. 17]. 

If such is the case, the idolaters need not be punished for its 
sake. 

The Sabbath was made known, but the additional soul (a new 
impetus of life), which comes with the Sabbath, was not made 
known to them. Thus R. Simeon ben Lakish said: “ The Holy 
One, blessed is He, bestows an additional soul on man on the eve 
of the Sabbath, and takes it back again when the Sabbath de¬ 
parts.” 

R. Hisda held in his hand two gifts * from the flesh of an ox 
and said : “ I will give this to the man who will tell me some new 
teaching in the name of Rabh.” Said Rabha bar Mehassia to 

* He was an Aaronite, and at his time they used to give the Aaronites their meat 
offerings, tn the time of R. Hisda the descendants of the priests still received their 
titles. 



TRACT SABBATH. 


*9 

him, thus taught Rabh: “He who bestows a gift on a friend 
should let him know it.” 

Rab Hisda gave him the meat. Said the former again: Art 
thou so fond of the teachings of Rabh. Aye, aye—he answered. 
Said he: this is like that which Rabh said : “ A silk garment is 
precious to the wearer.” Said he (R. Hisda): “ Did Rabh say so? 
Indeed, this second thing is even better than the first; if I had 
other gifts I would bestow them on thee.” 

And Rabha bar Mehassia continued: A man should never 
show preference for one child above his other children, because 
for the sake of two Sel’a weights of silk, which Jacob bestowed on 
Joseph in preference to his other sons, the brothers became jealous 
of Joseph, and the development brought about our ancestors* mi¬ 
gration into Egypt. 

Again he continued: A man should always endeavor to seek a 
dwelling in a city of recent settlement, for the settlement being 
recent, the sins are few. Thus it is written: “ Behold, I pray, 
this city is near to escape thither, and it is small” [Gen. xix. 20]. 
What does it mean, it is near and small ? Could not he see this 
himself? But it means, its settlement is recent and therefore its 
sins are not many. 

Furthermore, the same master said: A city whose roofs are 
higher than that of the synagogue will ultimately be destroyed, 
for thus it is written : “ To raise high the house of our God” 
[Ezra ix. 9]. This refers only to the roofs of the houses, but as 
to the tops of towers and palaces, it does not concern them. 

Furthermore the same master said It is better to be depend¬ 
ent on an Ishmaelite than on an idolater; on an idolater than on 
a Persian; on a Persian schoolman + than on a scholar; on a 
scholar than on a widow or an orphan. 

Furthermore, he said, rather any sickness than sickness of the 
bowels; rather any pain than pain of the heart; rather any dis¬ 
order than a disorder in the head; rather any evil than a bad wife. 

Again he said, if all the seas were ink, if all the swamps were 
producing pens, if the whole expanse of the horizon were parch- 


* These somewhat abstruse distinctions are made for the reason, that a dependant 
of a scholar, orphan, or widow is liable to incur greater punishment for an injury 
done his master, than was his master an Ishmaelite, Persian, etc. 

f The title “ Habher ” is the exact equivalent of “ fellow ” as a college degree in 
our time; we translate it “schoolman.” 
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ment and men scribes, the (thoughts that fill the) void of a ruler’s 
heart could not be written in full. From what biblical passage 
did he adduce this ? Said R. Mesharsia: “ The heavens as to 
height and the earth as to depth and the hearts of kings cannot be 
fathomed.” [Frov. xxv. 3]. 

“ If they began, they need not discontinue, etc.” 

Did he not say before that they need not discontinue? 

The repetition of the sentence refers to study, for thus we have 
learned: “ Scholars that are engaged in studying the Law, must 
stop for the reading of Shema, but they need not stop for prayer.” 
Said R. Johanan, such is the case with men like R. Simeon ben 
Yo’hai and his colleagues, for learning is their profession; but 
men like ourselves must stop for Shema and also for prayer. 

Have we not learned : “ as (students of the law) need not quit 
(their studies) for prayer, so they need not stop them for Shema” ? 

This was taught only (while studying) the establishment of 
leap year. Thus R. Ada bar Ahba said, and so also the sages of 
Hagrunia taught in the name of R. Elazar bar Zadok: “ When we 
were engaged in fixing a leap year at Yabne, we did not quit (our 
work) either for Shema or for prayer.” 

MISHNA: A tailor shall not go out with his needle, when 
it is nearly dark on Friday, lest he forget and go out (carrying it 
about with him) after dark. Nor shall a scribe go out with his 
pen; nor shall one search for vermin in his garments or read be¬ 
fore the lamp-light (Friday night). Of a verity it is said, an in¬ 
structor may follow the children when they read, but he shall not 
read himself (before the lamp-light). In a similar manner it is 
prohibited that a fluxu laborans should eat together with a woman, 
that has the same disease, lest they become accustomed to one an¬ 
other and come to sin. 

GEMARA: “A tailor shall not go out, etc.” 

He speaks here, without doubt, about the needle stuck in the 
garment. 

Nay, he treats of the case, when (the tailor) holds it in his 
hand. 

Come and hear: (We have learned elsewhere) “ A tailor 
shall not go out with the needle sticking in his garment.” Does 
this not treat of the eve of the Sabbath ? 

Nay, this passage treats of the Sabbath itself. 

But have we not learned again: “ A tailor shall not go out with 
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the needle sticking in his garment on Friday when it is nearly 
dark?” 

This was taught according to R. Jehuda, who holds that a 
laborer (carrying a thing) after the manner of his profession is 
culpable. For have we not learned, “ A tailor shall not go out 
with his needle sticking in his garment; a carpenter shall not go 
out with his ruler behind his ear; nor a cloth cleaner with the 
spanning cord behind his ear; nor a weaver with the stuffing cotton 
behind his ear; nor a dyer with samples around his neck; nor a 
money changer with the coin in his ear. But if they did go out 
they are free, though there is a prohibition against it, says R. 
Mai’r; R. Jehuda says, the laborer (going out) after the manner 
of his profession is culpable; but any other person (carrying any¬ 
thing after the manner of a laborer) is not culpable.” 

In the school of R. Ishmael it was taught: “A man may go 
out with the phylacteries on his head on Friday when it is nearly 
dark.” Why so? Because Rabha bar R. Huna said : A man must 
feel the phylacteries on his head at all times, and in consequence 
he will be reminded, through feeling the phylacteries, that he must 
remove them before the Sabbath. 

We have learned, R. Hananiah said: A man must examine his 
garments on Friday evening, when it is getting dark, to see whether 
there is anything in them, that must not be carried about on the 
Sabbath. Said R. Joseph : This is an important ordinance con¬ 
cerning the Sabbath. 

“ One shall not search for vermin,” etc. 

The following question was asked: (Does the Mishna mean) 
One shall not search for vermin in the day-time (of a Sabbath) 
lest he destroy one; and he shall not read before a lamp-light lest 
he snuff (the wick) ; or are both ordinances (searching for vermin 
and reading, mentioned in the Mishna) connected with each other 
so as to make the ordinance prohibiting the snuffing of the wick 
binding ? 

Come and hear: “ One shall not search for vermin before the 
lamp-light, nor read before the lamp-light. These two ordinances 
belong to those established in the attic of ’Hananiah ben ’Hyzkiyah 
ben Gorion.” From this it may be inferred that both were pro¬ 
hibited for fear lest both searching for vermin and reading would 
entail snuffing the wick. 

R. Jahuda said in the name of Samuel: It is prohibited even 
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to try to distinguish between a man’s and his wife’s garments 
(before the lamp-light). Said Rabha: This is the case only with 
the dwellers of Ma’hoza,* but among the dwellers of rural places 
the garments can easily be distinguished. Even among the 
dwellers of Ma’hoza only the garments of old women cannot easily 
be distinguished from those of the men, but the garments of young 
women can easily be distinguished. 

The rabbis taught: One shall not search for vermin in the 
street out of self-respect. In the same wise R. Jehuda taught, 
(others say R. Ne’hemiah taught), that one shall not vomit in the 
street out of self-respect. The masters taught: One who searches 
his garments and finds a louse shall not crack it, but simply rub it 
with his fingers and throw it away (on the Sabbath)—says R. 
Huna: This should also be done even on week days, out of self- 
respect. 

We have learned R. Simeon ben Elazar said: “ One shall not 
kill vermin on the Sabbath is the opinion of Shamai’s school; the 
school of Hillel maintains that this is allowed.’’ Again R. 
Simeon ben Elazar said in the name of R. Simeon ben Gamaliel: 
“ He is not allowed to negotiate marriage engagements for chil¬ 
dren, nor to engage teachers or artisan masters for children, nor 
to pay visits of condolence to mourners, nor to visit the sick on 
the Sabbath; such is the opinion of Shamai’s school. Hillel’s 
school, however, allows all this.” 

The rabbis taught: If one comes to visit the sick on the Sab¬ 
bath he shall say: “ It is Sabbath (and we are) not to cry, but 
relief is drawing nigh.” R. Mair said, one should say: “It (the 
Sabbath) has the power to bring mercy.” Rabbi Jehuda said: 
“ May the Omnipresent have mercy toward thee and toward the 
sick of Israel.” R. Josi said: “May the Omnipresent bestow 
mercy on thee amongst the sick of Israel.” Shebhna the Jerusa’ 
lemite when he entered (a sick-room on the Sabbath) said, 
“ Shalom ;”on leaving he said : “ It is Sabbath, (we are) not to cry,” 
“relief is drawing nigh,” “ His mercies are great,” and “ Rest ye 
in peace.” 

According to whose opinion was that which R. ’Hanina said: 
“ He who has a sick person in the house should include him (in 
his prayers) amongst the sick in Israel” ? It was according to 


* Large cities where the men are effeminate and w T ear garments like the women. 
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the opinion of R. Josi. R. ’Hanina also said that it was with 
difficulty that the rabbis allowed visits of condolence to be paid 
to mourners and to visit the sick on a Sabbath. Rabba-bar-bar- 
’Hana said: When I acompanied R. 'Eliezer visiting the sick, I 
sometimes heard him say: (in Hebrew) “ May the Omnipresent 
mind thee in peace, and sometimes (in Aramaic), “ May the 
Merciful remember thee in peace.” How could he do this? Did 
not R. Jehuda say: “ A man should never pray for what he needs 
in the Aramaic language?” And (did not) R. Johanan say: “The 
angels of service are not compelled to do what a man prays for in 
the Aramaic tongue, for they know not that language” ? The case 
of a sick person is different; SJickina itself is with him. (See 
Nederina). 

“ One shall not read before the lamp-light.” 

Rabba said: (The prohibition holds good) even if the lamp is 
placed two (men’s) heights (from the ground); even two stories 
high or even if it is on top of ten houses, one above the other. 

“One shall not read,” but may two persons read together? 
Have we not learned, “Neither one, nor two together?” 

Said R. Elazar: This is no contradictory view. Here (in our 
Mishna) the case refers to two persons reading one subject; there 
the case refers to two persons reading different subjects. 

R. Huna said: Around the hearth-fire even ten persons shall 
not read together. Said Rabha: A prominent man may read. If 
the man is really prominent (he would not) degrade himself by 
stirring the fire. 

An opposing view (to that of Rabha) was adduced. 

(It was taught elsewhere) one should not read before a lamp¬ 
light, lest he snuff the wick. Said R. Ishmael ben Elisha (who 
surely was a prominent man); “ I will read and not snuff it.” Once 
he actually read and was tempted to snuff the wick. Said he, 
“ How great is the saying of the sages, that one should not read 
before a lamp-light.” R. Nathan said: He actually snuffed the 
wick and noted in his diary, “ I, Ishmael ben Elisha, have read 
before the lamp on Sabbath and have snuffed the wick. When 
the holy temple will be rebuilt, I shall bring a fat sin-offering.” 
Said R. Aba: The case was different with R. Ishmael ben Elisha, 
for in matters concerning the Law he acted like any common man. 

In one place we were taught: A servant may examine cups 
and dishes (to see if they are clean, before the lamp), and in an- 
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other place we were taught that he may not do so.” These are 
not conflicting views. The former treats of a servant in perma¬ 
nent engagement; * the latter of one who performs occasional ser¬ 
vice. Both seemingly conflicting statements are, however, also 
applicable to a servant in permanent engagement. The latter in 
the case of a lamp which is fed with oil, the former in the case 
where it is fed with naphtha. (Naphtha emits a bad odor; he will 
therefore not be tempted to touch it.) 

The students asked: May a servant, that is not permanently 
engaged, (examine his utensils) before a lamp fed with oil? 

Said Rabha: The rule is laid down (that he may) but we do 
not apply it. R. Jeremiah bar Aba said: The rule is laid down 
and we abide by it. 

Once R. Jeremiah bar Aba took (his Friday night meal) at the 
house of R. Assi. His servant (R. Jeremiah’s retainer, who was 
at the time doing occasional service in R. Assi’s house) proceeded 
to examine (the dishes) before the lamp. Said the wife of R. 
Assi (to her husband) : “ You, my master, do not approve of this.” 
“ Let him be,” answered R. Assi, “he acts according to the opin¬ 
ion of his master.” 

“ Of a verity they said, an instructor, etc.” 

Was it not said, “ He may see” ? For what purpose should he 
do this but to read? 

Nay; he should see in order to watch the sequence of para¬ 
graphs. So also did Rabba bar Samuel say: “ He may arrange 
(for the children) the sequence of paragraphs.” 

Consequently, may he not read the paragraphs through ? 
Would this not oppose the opinion of R. Simeon ben Gamaliel, 
who said: “ Children in their rabbi’s house (school) have arranged 
their paragraphs and read before the lamp-light” ? 

With children the case is different; out of fear for their master 
they will not be led to adjust (the wick). 

MISHNA : And these are some of the regulations enacted 
in the attic of ’Hananiah ben ’Hyzkiyah ben Garon, when they (the 
rabbis) came to visit him. They called the roll and found that 
the disciples of Shamai were more numerous than those of Hillel, 
and they enforced eighteen regulations on that day. 


* A servant in permanent engagement is more careful about his dishes, for fear 
that he may lose his position. He is therefore more apt to adjust the wick. 
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GEMARA : Said Abai to R. Joseph: Does the expression (in 
our Mishna) “and these,” etc., refer to the things that were men¬ 
tioned, or is “ these” used with reference to things to be mentioned 
further on ? 

Come and hear. “ One shall not search for vermin or read 
before a lamp-light; and ///^ are some of the regulations, etc.” 
From this it is obvious that “and these” (with reference to the 
regulations that were mentioned) is the correct version. 

The rabbis taught: The “ Roll of Fasts” was written by 
’Hananiah ben ’Hyzkiyah and his company, for they thought with 
fondness of the troubles (which their race had experienced). Said 
R. Simeon ben Gamaliel: We also think with fondness of the 
troubles; but what shall we do ? If we were to record (all the 
troubles our race has experienced since that time) we would never 
finish. It may also be said : A fool never feels trouble ; or (more 
pointedly) a dead member on a living body feels not the lancet).* 

MISHNA: The school of Shamai said: Ink, dye material, or 
fodder (for animals) shall not be put into water (on Friday) unless 
there is still time for them to soak through while it is day. The 
school of Hillel, however, permits this. The school of Shamai 
prohibits putting bundles of linen thread (to bleach) into the oven 
unless there is sufficient time left for them to become heated 
through while it is yet day, or wool into a dye-kettle unless there 
is still time for it to be soaked through the same day. The school 
of Hillel permits this. The school of Shamai says: Traps shall 
not be set for animals and birds, or nets for fishes (on Friday), 
unless there is still time for them to be caught before sunset. 
The school of Hillel permits this. The school of Shamai says: 
One shall not sell anything to a Gentile (on Friday) or help him 
load his animal, or help him shoulder a burden unless he (the 
Gentile) can reach (with his load) the nearest place while it is yet 
day. The school of Hillel permits this. The school of Shamai 
says : Hides shall not be given to a tanner nor clothes to a Gentile 
washer (on a Friday) unless there is still sufficient time left for 
him (the Gentile) to finish it, while it is day. The performance 
of all these acts of labor heretofore mentioned was permitted by the 
school of Hillel (on Friday), while the sun was still shining. 


* The rabbis considered themselves foolish in comparison with the men of former 
generations. 
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Rabbi Simeon ben Gamaliel said: At my father’s house it was the 
custom to give out white clothes to a Gentile washer three days 
before the Sabbath. Both schools agree that the presses may be 
put on olives and grapes in the press-pits (as long as it was still 
daytime). 

GEMAR A : The view taken (in our Mishna) that putting water 
on ink constitutes the process of soaking it (although no stirring is 
done) agrees with the opinion of Rabbi, says R. Joseph; for thus 
we have learned: “ If one put flour (in a vessel) and another one 
put water on it, the latter is culpable (of the act of kneading) said 
Rabbi.” 

The rabbis taught: Friday, when it is getting dark, one may 
make an opening in a spring so that the water run into the garden 
the whole day (of the Sabbath). He may also put smoking in¬ 
cense underneath garments, so that they hold the fragrance the 
whole day. He may also put burning sulphur under enamelled 
vessels so that its smoke work on the paints the whole Sabbath 
day. He may also put a balm on the eye and a plaster on a wound, 
so that the healing process continue throughout the Sabbath; but 
it is prohibited to put grain into a water-mill, unless there is yet 
enough daytime left for it to be ground. Why so? Because 
tools must not be put to work (on the Sabbath), said R. Joseph. 

Now since it was said that the resting of tools (on the Sab¬ 
bath) is commanded by the (written) Law according to the inter¬ 
pretation of the Hillel school, why did his school permit putting 
sulphur and incense to smoke, or linen thread to bleach during the 
Sabbath ? 

Because no act was being done, and (the tools were practically) 
at rest. 

But do not traps set for the animals, birds, and nets for fishes 
work? Why then did they allow these (to be put up on Friday at 
sunset) ? 

Here, too, they treated only of fishers’ rods and traps, which 
do no work (but into which animals work themselves). 

According to R. Assi, who said, that the resting of tools is 
commanded by the (written) Law, only as interpreted by the 
school of Shamai, but not by the school of Hillel, all the acts 
enumerated above are permitted by the school of Hillel, even in 
the event of the tools performing work, while the school of Shamai 
prohibits them all, even when the tools do not perform any work. 
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The rabbis taught: A woman shall not put dried lentils and 
peas into the oven (on Friday) when it is getting dark and leave 
them there (to get soft) ; and if she needs them for after the Sab¬ 
bath she shall not use them, unless she waits the length of time 
it required to cook them afresh. In the same wise a baker shall 
not put a vessel with water in the oven on Friday when it is get¬ 
ting dark; and if he needs (the hot water) for after the Sabbath, 
he shall not use it unless he waits the length of time it would 
require to boil it afresh. 

Shall we say that this teaching agrees with the school of 
Shamai but not with Hillel’s school? 

Nay, but it may also agree with the teaching of Hillel’s school; 
only the prohibitions were made as precautionary measures, lest 
one (the woman or the baker) stir the coals (on the Sabbath). 

If such is the case, the burning of incense and sulphur (as 
mentioned in our Mishna) should also be prohibited for the same 
reason. 

Nay; there (in the cases of the woman and the baker) the 
coals might be stirred, while here (in the cases of sulphur and 
incense) when the coals are stirred smoke may arise that injures 
the enamel or the garments. In the case of the linen thread also 
no precautionary measure was necessary, because the draught 
caused by the admission of air into the oven would prove injurious 
to the thread and therefore a man would not open the oven to stir 
the fire. 

Let, then, the placing of wool into a (dye) kettle be prohibited 
as a precautionary measure ? 

The Mishna treats of a kettle that stands at some distance from 
the fire; so says Samuel. 

Still the apprehension exists, that he may stir the dye? 

Nay, we speak of a kettle whose cover is sealed with clay. 

Now that the master said that the prohibitions (of the Bor- 
aitha) are only precautionary measures, to prevent a person from 
stirring the coals, a cold pot may be put in the oven Friday when 
it is getting dark. Why so? Because (the victuals in it) cannot 
be used the same evening, and he (the cook) will never think of 
stirring the coals. 

“ The school of Shamai said: One shall not sell a thing to a 
Gentile, etc.” 

The rabbis taught: The school of Shamai said: One shall not 
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sell a thing to a Gentile, nor lend it to him, nor help him carry it, 
not give it to him (as a present) on Friday unless there is time 
enough for him (the Gentile) to reach his house before night 
comes on. The school of Hillel said (all this may be done) if 
there is time enough to reach the house nearest to the wall of the 
city where he (the Gentile) lives. R. Aqiba says (all this may be 
done) if there is time enough for the Gentile to leave the house of 
the Jew. Said R. Josi bar Jehudah : R. Aqiba contends that his 
teaching does not contradict that of the school of Hillel, but 
merely explains the latter’s real intent. 

The rabbis taught: One may put down eatables on his own 
grounds for a Gentile (on the Sabbath). If the latter takes the 
eatables and carries them off, he need not prevent him. 

The rabbis taught: One shall not hire out his tools to a Gen¬ 
tile on Friday, but he may do so on Wednesday or Thursday (even 
if he knows positively that the Gentile will use them on Sabbath). 
In the same manner it is prohibited to transmit a letter by a Gen¬ 
tile on Friday, but it may be sent on Wednesday or Thursday. It 
was said of R. Josi the Kahanite, others say of R. Josi the Pious, 
that his handwriting was never found in the hands of a Gentile 
(for fear that it might be carried on the Sabbath). 

The rabbis taught: One shall not send a letter by a Gentile on 
Friday unless he stipulated a certain sum for the delivery. If 
such a stipulation was not made, the school of Shamai say, it must 
not be delivered, unless the messenger has time to reach the house 
in which it is to be delivered (before sunset) ; the school of Hillel 
says : He may do it, if the messenger has time to reach the house 
nearest to the wall of the city, where the letter is to be delivered. 

Was it not taught at first, that “one shall not send” at all? 

This is no question. In the first part the case is treated of a 
town which has no post-office; in the latter part the Boraitha 
speaks of a town which has one. 

The rabbis taught: One shall not embark on a vessel less than 
three days before the Sabbath. This is the case if one goes (to 
sea) on private business, but if he goes in the interest of a good 
work, he may do so. To travel from Tyre to Zidon (a journey of 
a few hours) one may embark even on Friday. 

The rabbis taught: Siege shall not be laid to Gentile cities 
less than three days before the Sabbath, but when the siege is laid 
it need not be raised. So also says Shamai (it is written in the 
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Law): “until it is brought clown” [Heut. xx. 20], i.e. t even on 
a Sabbath day. 

“ R. Simeon ben Gamaliel said, etc.” 

We have learned, R. Zadok said: “ It was the custom at the 
house of Rabban Gamaliel to give white clothes to the washer 
three days before the Sabbath, but colored clothes even on a Fri¬ 
day.” From this we have learned that it is harder to wash white 
clothes than colored ones. Abayi gave colored clothes to the 
washer and asked : How much wilt thou take for washing them ? 
“ As much as for white clothes,” answered the washer. “ The 
rabbis have long ago decided,” said Abayi (that white clothes are 
harder to wash). 

“ Both schools agree, etc.” 

Why did the school of Shamai enforce precautionary measures 
in all the previous cases, but in the case of wine and oil presses 
they did not do so ? 

They prohibited the performance of such labor as involves the 
obligation of a sin offering, if performed (unintentionally) on the 
Sabbath, or on a Friday, when approaching darkness; but the put¬ 
ting of press beams on grapes or olives, which does not involve 
the obligation of a sin offering if done on the Sabbath day, they 
did not prohibit (to be done on Friday toward evening) as a 
precautionary measure. 

From this it may be inferred that work which continues by 
itself may well be started (late on Friday).* Said R. Josi: This 
agrees with the teaching of R. Ishmael, for thus we have learned: 
“ Garlic, unripe grapes, and green grain-stalks which were crushed 
(on Friday) while yet day, may be put under pressure at sunset,” 
says R. Ishmael; R. Aqiba says : This is prohibited. This (opin¬ 
ion of R. Ishmael) again agrees with that expressed by R. Eleazar; 
for we have learned: “ Honeycombs that were crushed on Friday 
shall not be put in the press (at sunset), so that the honey run out 
by itself; but R. Elazar permits this to be done.” 

The oil and the covers of the small oil-presses, Rabh prohibits 
to handle on the Sabbath. Samuel permits this to be done. 
Reed-cloth (which is used to cover wares) Rabh prohibits, but 
Samuel permits (to handle). Covers that are used on board of a 

* Without requiring the labor of man when once started, as is the case with wine 
and oil presses, in which case the beams, once put on grapes or olives, force the fluids 
to run down of their own accord. 



30 


THE BABYLONIAN TALMUD. 


vessel to cover the deck, Rabh prohibits and Samuel permits the 
handling of (on Sabbath). 

R. Na’hman said : “ A goat, that is kept for its milk, a sheep, 
that is kept for its wool, a hen, that is kept for its eggs, an ox, 
that is kept for the plough, and dates, that are put up for the 
market, are prohibited for use at a biblical feast,” is the teaching 
of Rabh; Samuel said: “ They are allowed.” Their points of 
disagreement are the same as those of R. Judah and Simeon. 

A disciple in Tlarta decided cases according to R. Simeon’s 
teaching, and R. Hamnunah punished him. 

Have we not adopted the opinion of R. Simeon? 

Y A ea: but ’Harta was within the jurisdiction of Rabh, and he 
(the disciple) should not have done as he did against Rabha’s 
teaching. 

MISHNA : Meats, onions, and eggs shall not be put to roast¬ 
ing (on Friday), unless they can be done while it is yet day. 

Bread shall not be put in the oven or a cake upon live 
coals, unless the crust can be formed while it is yet day. R. 
Eleazar says, it is enough if the bottom crust is formed. The 
Passover sacrifice may be turned around in the oven (on Friday) 
when it is getting dark. In the heating-house of (the Sanctuary) 
the fire was fed at eventide. The fires in the rural districts may 
be fed, until the flames envelop the greatest part (of the fuel). 
R. Judha says: “Where coals were already burning, more fuel 
may be added, even when Sabbath is quite near at hand.” 

GEMARA: (The Mishna said that meats, etc., should not be 
put to roasting unless there is time, etc.) When should such vic¬ 
tuals be considered done? When they are done like the victuals 
of Bar Drostai.* 

We have learned, Hananiah says: All victuals that are done 
like the victuals of Bar Drostai may be left upon the hearth, even 
if the fire in the hearth is not stirred up and full of ashes. 

“ Bread shall not be put, etc.” 

The disciple asked: (“ Does the Mishna speak of) the crust 
that is formed near the wall of the oven, or the crust formed (on 
the side of the loaf, that is turned) to the fire?” 

Come and hear: R. Eleazar says : “ It is sufficient, if the sur¬ 
face is crusted, which lies close to the wall of the oven.” 

* A notorious highwayman, who could never stay in one place long enough to cook 
his meals, and was wont to do only the third part of cooking they required. 
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“ The Passover sacrifice may be turned, etc.” 

Why so? Because a company (when preparing a sacrifice in 
the temple) is very cautious. 

If this were not the case, would it not be allowed? Has not 
the master taught: A (sacrificial) kid may be used well done or 
not well done? 

Aye; but in that case it is cut in pieces; in our case it could 
not be cut in pieces.* 

“The fire in the heating-house, etc.” 

Why so? Because priests are very careful. 

“ In the rural districts, etc.” 

What does “the greatest part” mean? Rabh said: “The 
greatest part of each piece;” Samuel said: “ Until no more small 
wood is needed to make the heap burn.” R. ’Hyya taught in 
support of R. Samuel’s opinion: “ The flame should continue ris¬ 
ing by itself and not by the assistance of anything else.” If there 
is only one log of wood—? Rabh said: (Until the fire catches) 
most of its thickness ; others say—the most of its circumference. 
Said R. Papa: To comply with (both views expressed by) the 
TanaYm, we must have (the fire catch) the most of its thickness 
and also the greatest part of its circumference. These views are 
like those of the Tanai'm, whose decisions follow: R. ’Hyya 
says: Until it is so burned that it is unfit for any carpenter’s 
work. R. Judah ben Bethera says: Until the fire catches both 
sides. Although this cannot be substantiated by evidence (from 
Scripture) there is a passage which reminds one of it, viz.: “ Both 
ends were consumed by the fire and the inside is scorched; is it 
fit for any work?” [Ez. xv. 4]. R. Kahana said: Reeds, if they 
are tied together, must (have enough daytime on Friday) to burn 
over half; if not tied together they need not (have so much 
time). Peats (of dates) must have enough time for the fire to 
catch their greater part; if they are put in a fire-pot, they need 
not. R. Joseph taught four substances (used as fuel) need not 
(have time until the fire catches) the greater part, viz.: pitch, sul¬ 
phur, cheese, and running fats; in a Boraitha it was taught that 
straw and (wood) shavings belong to the same category. 

* See Ex. xii. 9. 46, where it is explicitly ordained that the pastoral lamb should 
not be dismembered before it is cooked. 
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REGULATIONS CONCERNING THE SABBATH AND ’HANUKAH LIGHT. 

MISHNA : What shall be used for lighting (the Sabbath light) 
and what shall not be used ? The light shall not be made with 
(wicks of) cedar fibre, raw flax, silk fibre, nettle fibre, and ship- 
moss.* Nor shall pitch, wax, cotton-seed oil, oil of rejected 
heave-offerings,f fat and and tallow be used (as fuel). 

Nahum the Mede says melted tallow may be used as fuel; 
the schoolmen prohibit melted and raw tallow alike. 

GEMARA: The rabbis taught: All that which was prohib¬ 
ited for the Sabbath lamp may be used in fires that are kept up 
for heat or even for constant light, whether (such fires are built, 
upon the ground or in the hearth; the materials are prohibited 
only as wicks for the Sabbath lamp. 

Rabba said: The wicks, which the rabbis forbade the use of 
in the Sabbath lamp, are prohibited, because they give a flicker¬ 
ing light. The fat substances were prohibited, because they do 
not adhere to the wick. 

Abayi asked of Rabba: Would it be permitted to mix oil with 
these prohibited fats and then use them for the Sabbath lamp? 
Or is even that prohibited as a precaution, lest one use those fats 
without the addition of oil ? Rabba answered: It is prohibited. 
Why so? Because “ It is prohibited.” 

Abayi confronted him with the following: ‘ R. Simeon ben 
Gamaliel said: “ In my father’s house they wound the wick around 
a nut and lighted it ” ; is it not obvious from this that it may be 
lighted? (when permissible fuel is mixed with a kind that is not 
permitted to be used.) 

Said Rabba: “ Instead of contradicting me with the saying of 
R. Simeon b. Gamaliel, support my view with the decision of the 


* Moss springing up on the hulk or boards of a ship. 

f The text reads “ oil for burning,” the full explanation of which is given in the 
Talmud further on. We have paraphrased the term to convey the sense to the 
English reader. 
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first Tana” (of our Mishna). This is no rejoinder; the record of 
a deed is incontrovertible. 

Still the record of the master remains contradictory. 

The adduced record is not complete. In full it reads thus: 
k ‘ If one has wound a thing that may be used (as a wick) around a 
thing that may not be used, he is not permitted to light it. This 
is the case when the two (substances) are to serve the purpose of 
a wick, but if the prohibited substance is used merely to support 
the permissible (the combination) is allowed, for thus said R. 
Simeon b. Gamaliel: ‘In my father’s house, etc.’ ” 

Yet, the decision is doubtful. Did not R. Beruna teach in the 
name of Rabh : To melted tallow or fish fat one may add some oil 
and use it for the Sabbath lamp ? These substances adhere to 
the wick in themselves. 

But the rabbis had prohibited melted tallow or fish fat as a 
precaution, lest (if the melted substance be allowed) one use it 
raw also (as fuel for the Sabbath lamp). Why did they not enact 
the prohibition to use these substances with the admixture of 
some oil as a precaution lest they be used without the admixture 
of oil ? 

This itself is a precautionary measure; shall we enact another 
as a safeguard to it ? 

R. Huna said: The wicks and fats, which the sages have pro 
hibited for the Sabbath lamp, cannot be used for the ’Hanukah 
lamp either on the Sabbath night or on week nights. 

Rabba asked: What are R. Huna’s reasons? He holds that 
if the (’Hanukah lamp) goes out (by accident) it must be relighted, 
and also that its light may be used to work by. 

But R. Hisda says: (The ’Hanukah lamp) can be fed (with 
these fats) on week nights, but not on the Sabbath night. He 
holds that if it is put out, one is not in duty bound (to light it 
again), and as long as it burns it may be used to work by. 

R. Zera said in the name of R. Mathna, according to others 
in the name of Rabh : The wicks and fats, which the sages pro¬ 
hibited for the Sabbath lamp, maybe used for the Hanukah lamp, 
both during the week and on the Sabbath night. 

R. Jeremiah inquired into this by asking: “ What are the rea¬ 
sons of Rabh? He holds that if it is put out, he need not relight 
it and its light may be used to work by.” 

The scholars cited this ruling before Abayi, in the name of R. 
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Jeremiah, and he would not accept it; when R. Abhin came and 
cited it before Abayi in the name of R. Johanan, he (Abayi) ac¬ 
cepted it and said: “ Had I been worthy, I would have accepted 
this teaching before.” 

“ If it is put out, one is not in duty bound to relight it?” 

Is this not contradicted by the following: (It was taught else¬ 
where) “ the proper ordinance is for (the ’Hanukah light) to last 
from the setting of the sun, until footsteps are no longer heard in 
the street.* 

Do you not think that if the light is put out it should be re¬ 
lighted? Nay; the time appointed is only for the purpose of 
determining when the light is to be lit, or a light should be made 
which will last for the appointed time. 

“ Until footsteps are no longer heard in the streetup to what 
time is this ? 

Up to the time when the steps of the Tarmudites f are heard 
no more. 

The rabbis taught: The law of ’Hanukah demands that every 
man should light one lamp for himself and his household. Those 
who seek to fulfil it well have a lamp lit for every member of the 
household. Those who seek to fulfil the law in the best possible 
manner should light the first night eight flames and every fol¬ 
lowing night one flame less, says the school of Shamai. Hillel’s 
school holds that only one should be lit on the first night and be 
increased by one on each succeeding night. 

Rabba-bar-bar-’Hana said in the name of R. Johanan: “ There 
were two old men living in Zidon; one did according to the deci¬ 
sion of Shamai’s school and the other according to the opinion 
expressed by the school of Hillel. The former gave his reason; 
saying, that the ’Hanukah lamp is to be lit in the same manner 
as the sacrifices of the feast were offered.4 The latter gave his 
reason, that holy actions should show (emblemize) increase and 
not reduction. 

The rabbis taught: The ordinance demands that the ’Hanu¬ 
kah lamp be put on the outside door of the house. If one lives on 

* The ceasing; of footsteps in Talmudical language implies the time when people 
have already retired. 

f Vendors of shavings and small wood, which are bought for the hearth-fire in the 
evening. 

t The sacrifices of the Feast of Booths were decreased in number each succeeding 
day. See Numbers xxix. 13, 17, 23, 25, 29, 32. 
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an upper floor he should put it in a window that opens into the 
street. In time of danger,*- it is sufficient if the lights are on 
the table. 

Said Rabba: In the latter case another light is required to 
work by; but if there is a hearth-fire in the house, it is not neces¬ 
sary. If the man is of high standing (and not in the habit of 
working by the hearth-light) he must have another lamp. 

What is ’Hanukah? The rabbis taught: “On the twenty- 
fifth day of Kislev ’Hanukah commences and lasts eight days, on 
which lamenting (in commemoration of the dead) and fasting is 
prohibited. When the Hellenists entered the sanctuary, they de¬ 
filed all the oil that was found there. When the government of 
the House of Asmoneans prevailed and conquered them, oil was 
sought (to feed the holy lamp in the sanctuary) and only one vial 
was found with the seal of the high priest intact. The vial con¬ 
tained sufficient oil for one day only, but a miracle occurred and it 
fed the holy lamp eight days in succession. These eight days 
were the following year established as days of good cheer, on which 
psalms of praise and acknowledgment (of God’s wonders) were to 
be recited. 

R. Kahana said: R. Nathan bar Manyomi preached in the 
name of R. Tanhum : “A ’Hanukah lamp becomes disqualified, if 
it is put higher than twenty ells (from the ground), just like a 
Sukkah (booth).” 

Rabba said: “The ordinance of the ’Hanukah lamp provides, 
that it be put within a span of the house door. 

Where shall it be placed? R. A’ha ben Rabba said it should 
be placed to the right (of the entrance). R. Samuel of Diphti 
said to the left. The final decision is that it should be placed to 
the left of the entrance, so that the ’Hanukah light be on one side 
and the Mezuzah f on the other side of the door. 

R. Jehudah said in the name of R. Assi: It is not allowed to 
count money by the ’Hanukah light. When this was cited before 
Samuel, he said : “ Is there any holiness in the light?” R. Joseph 
retorted: Is there any holiness in the blood of an animal ? and 


* Time of danger is used here to designate the time when a prohibitive order 
against lights is issued by the local government. 

f “ Mezuzah,” door-post, technical name for the writing which was to be placed on 
the door-post by the command of Deut. vi. 9 and elsewhere. The Rabbis decreed 
that this was to be placed to the right of the entrance. 
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yet have we not learned: (It is written) “ He shall shed his blood 
and cover it with earth” [Lev. xvii]. From this we infer that 
he must cover it with the same tool it was shed with, but not with 
his foot, in order that the fulfilment of the commandment should 
not be treated with lack of reverence. In our case too (money 
must not be counted before the ’Hanukah lamp) in order that 
the compliance with an ordinance should not evince a lack of 
reverence. 

It was asked of R. Joshua b. Levi: May the fruits, hung up in 
the Sukkah for ornamentation, be used during the seven days of 
the feast? 

He answered: A law was passed prohibiting the counting of 
money by the ’Hanukah light. 

Said R. Joseph: “Lord of Abraham.” Here he connected a 
law that was enacted (by the ancient masters) with one that was 
not discussed by them! The law concerning the Sukkah was 
biblical, that concerning ’Hanukah was not biblical but rabbinical. 

Finally, R. Joseph decided, the precedent of all these cases is 
the law concerning the blood (which was cited above). 

It was taught that Rabh said: It is not allowed to light one 
’Hanukah light with the other; Samuel permits this (to be done). 
Rabh prohibited Tzitzith (show-threads) to be taken out of one 
garment and put into another; Samuel said, this may be done. 
Rabh said, the following law, as decided by R. Simeon, that one 
may drag a thing across the floor on the Sabbath, does not hold 
good; Samuel said, it does.* 

Said Abayi: “ My master followed the decisions of Rabh in all 
questions except the three mentioned above, which he decided 
according to Samuel.” 

A scholar sitting before R. Ada bar Ahba said: “ Rabh’s 
reason for prohibiting these acts was to prevent irreverence in the 
compliance with the law.” Said R. Ada to the scholars present: 
“Hear him not; Rabh’s reason was to prevent stinginess in the 
fulfilment of laws.” 

What is the difference between the two ? 

The difference appears to be in the lighting of one ’Hanukah 
lamp with another. He who says that irreverence was the reason, 

* The different contentions given above may seem somewhat out of place; how¬ 
ever, they are cited merely to show the differences of opinion existing among the dif¬ 
ferent schools and sages. 
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cannot prohibit this; but he who holds stinginess to be the rea¬ 
son, prohibits even this rightfully. 

How is this question to be decided ? 

Said R. Huna, the son of R. Joshua: Let us see whether the 
act of lighting the lamp constitutes compliance with the ordinance, 
or whether it is the act of putting it in its proper place; this 
question having been already propounded (the answer, when given, 
will serve for the above also). 

And now I would direct your attention to what R. Joshua 
ben Levi says: “ A lantern (that was lit for ’Hanukah on Friday 
night) and kept burning the whole following day, must, at the 
close of the Sabbath, be extinguished and then relighted.” Now, 
if we say that the lighting constitutes compliance with the com¬ 
mandment, this teaching is correct; but if we say that the plac¬ 
ing of the lamp in its proper place constitutes compliance, the 
master of this decision should say: “ It should be extinguished, 
raised up, put in its proper place, and lit.” Again, since we pro¬ 
nounce the benediction: “ Blessed art Thou, etc., who hast com¬ 
manded us to light the ’Hanukah lamp,” it becomes clearly ap¬ 
parent, the lighting constitutes compliance. This is well estab¬ 
lished. 

Now that it is decided that the act of lighting constitutes 
compliance with the ordinance (we draw the conclusion that) if a 
deaf-mute, an idiot, or a minor lights (the ’Hanukah lamp), the act 
is void of legality; but a woman may surely light it; for thus said 
R. Joshua ben Levi: “Women are in duty bound to light the 
’Hanukah lamp, for they were included in miracle” (which the light 
commemorates). 

R. Shesheth said: A guest (at a stranger’s house) is in duty 
bound to light the ’Hanukah lamp. 

Said R. Zera: When I was studying at the school of Rabh, I 
contributed my share towards maintaining and lighting the lamp 
with mine host. Since I am married, I say, I surely need not 
light it now, for it is lit for me at my house. 

R. Joshua ben Levi said: All fats are good for the ’Hanukah 
lamp, but olive oil is the best. Abayi said : “ My master always 
sought for poppy-seed oil, because, said he, it burns slowly (and 
the light lasts longer), but when he heard the saying of R. Joshua 
ben Levi, he sought for olive oil, for that gives a clearer light.” 

Rabh said: He who lights the ’Hanukah lamp must pronounce 
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a benediction; R. Jeremiah said: He who perceives it must pro¬ 
nounce a benediction. R. Jehudah said: He who perceives a 
'Hanukah lamp on the first day, must pronounce two benedictions, 
and the one that lights it on the first day, three;* after the first 
day, the one that lights it must pronounce two benedictions and 
the one that perceives it one. 

What benediction would he omit ? 

The benediction of time. 

Why not omit the benediction of the miracle? 

Because the miracle was continued every day (of the eight). 

What is the (special) benediction? 

“ Blessed be, etc., who hallowed us with His commands and 
ordained that we shall light the ’Hanukah lamp.” 

Where did He ordain this? 

Said R. Avya: (This command is included in) “ Thou shalt 
not depart, etc.” [Deut. xvii. 11 ]. R. Nehemiah said: (It is in¬ 
cluded) “Ask thy father and he will tell thee; thine elders and 
they will inform thee” (ibid, xxxii. 7 ). 

R. Huna taught: A house that has two doors, must have two 
lamps. 

This is the case only when the two doors are in two different 
sides of the house; but if they both open on the same side, it is 
not necessary (to place a light in each). 

Why so ? Because the townsmen may pass by the side which 
has no lamp and suspect the owner of the house of not having lit 
any at all. 

R. Isaac b. Rediphah said in the name of R. Huna: “A lamp 
with two mouths (so that two wicks can be lit in it) is sufficient 
for two men.” 

Rabha said: If one has filled a dish with oil, put wicks all 
around the brim, and covered it with a vessel (so that each wick 
yields a separate flame) it is sufficient for many persons; but if he 
has not covered it, he made it appear as one flame of fire, and it is 
not sufficient, even for one person. 

“ It is certain to me,” said he again, “ that if one (possessing 
only means enough to light one lamp) must choose between using 

* The three benedictions here referred to are : 1st, for the privilege of lighting the 
’Hanukah lamp ; 2d, for the miracle which the lamp commemorates; and 3d, for the 
continuance of life until the season of 'Hanukah. The second benediction is techni¬ 
cally designated as that of the " miracle ” and the third as that of “ time.” 
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this light fora house-light * (on Friday night) ora ’Hanukah light, 
he should use it for a house-light in order to preserve his domestic 
peace. If again his choice must be between (purchasing) the 
house light and (the wine necessary for the celebration) of the 
holiness of the day (Sabbath), the house-light must again be pre¬ 
ferred and for the same reason; but if he must choose between 
the ’Hanukah light and (the wine) for the holiness of the day, 
which must he prefer?” “Is the latter to be preferred, because 
it is of regular occurrence, f or is the ’Hanukah light preferable, 
in order to celebrate the miracle (which it commemorates) ?” 
Having propounded this question, he afterwards decided it as fol¬ 
lows: “The ’Hanukah light must be preferred, in order to cele¬ 
brate the miracle.” 

R. Huna said: “He who makes a practice of lighting many 
lamps (which the law requires for festive occasions) shall be re¬ 
warded with scholarly sons. He who is particular about his Mezu- 
zah shall be blessed with a fine dwelling. He who is particular 
about his show-threads (Tzitziths) shall be blessed with fine gar¬ 
ments. He who is particular about hallowing the day (of Sabbath 
over a cup of wine) shall live to have his cellar well stocked. 

R. Huna was wont to pass by the house of R. Abhin, the car¬ 
penter ; he noticed that the latter lit a great many lamps on the 
Sabbath night. Said he: “Great men will come forth from this 
house.” And it happened, that R. Jidi and R. Hyya (sons of 
Abhin) came forth from that house. 

R. Hisda was wont to pass by the house of the master (father 
or father-in-law) of R. Shezbi; he noticed that the man made a 
practice of lighting many lamps. Said he: “A great man came 
forth from this house.” This great man was R. Shezbi. 

The wife of R. Joseph was accustomed to light her (Sabbath) 
lamp late. Said he unto her: We have learned : (It is written in 
the Scriptures) “ The pillar of cloud did not depart by day nor the 


* “ The light for a house-light.” The text does not specify on what night, but 
Rashi’s commentary adds Friday night, i.e., Sabbath eve. In my opinion that is not 
the intent of Rashi ; for even on workdays the light used by the household should 
have reference. Proof is: the reason given is for the sake of domestic peace; were it 
only to apply to Sabbath eve, the reason given would have been in honor of the Sabbath. 

f In all the ordinances to be observed, the rabbis have adopted the rule that if the 
choice stands between one that recurs at short intervals and one that occurs more 
seldom, the former is always to be preferred. (“ Tadir, vesheaino tadir, tadir 
kodom.”) 
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pillar of fire by night” [Ex. xiii. 22]. From this we infer that 
the two pillars always closely followed one another. She then 
wanted to light up too early. Said a certain old man to her: 
“ We have learned (in a Boraitha), however, that (whatever is to 
be done) should be done neither too early nor too late.” 

Rabha said : “ He who loves scholars, will have sons that are 
scholars; he who respects scholars will have scholarly sons-in- 
law; he who fears scholars, will be a scholar himself, and if he is 
not a scholar, his words shall be respected like those of an ordained 
scholar.” 

“ Oil of rejected heave-offering, etc.” 

What is that ? Answered Rabba: That was (oil, that was con¬ 
secrated) as a heave-offering and became defiled. It is called oil 
for burning, because it must be destroyed in fire, and the Mishna 
speaks here of a Friday that happens to fall on a (biblical) feast- 
day, and prohibits lighting (the Sabbath lamp) with it, because 
consecrated things, that have been defiled, must not be burned on 
a feast-day. A Boraitha corroborates this explanation thus : “ And 
R. Hanina of Massora said, it should be read in the Mishna: Why 
shall one not make a light with the defiled oil ? Because defiled 
things cannot be burned on a feast-day. All material, which must 
not be used for lighting on the Sabbath, may be lit on a feast-day, 
save the oil for burning.” 

The schoolmen propounded the following question : Should the 
’Hanukah incident be mentioned in the benediction after meals ? 
Is it not necessary to do this, because ’Hanukah is a rabbinical 
institution; or should it be done for the sake of the celebration in 
honor of the miracle? 

Said R. Huna: “ It is not necessary to make this mention, but 
if one wishes to do it, he should incorporate it in the thanksgiving 
part.” 

R. Hunah bar Jehudah visited the house of Rabba. He wanted 
to mention it (the ’Hanukah incident) in (the prayer part under 
the heading of) “the One who builds up Jerusalem.” Said R. 
Shesheth : Nay; it should be mentioned in the thanksgiving part 
of the benediction after the meal, as it is mentioned in the same 
part in the order of daily services.* 

* The principal elements of all Hebrew prayers are: 1st, Shebhah, i.e. , praise; 
2d, Hodayah, i.e. , thanksgiving ; 3d, Tephilah, i.e., prayer, and 4th, Ta’hanun, 
i.e. , propitiation. 
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Should the New-Moon day be mentioned in the benediction 
after meals? Can we assume that the New-Moon day is more 
important than ’Hanukah because its observation is enjoined in 
the Scriptures, and therefore it must be mentioned, while ’Hanu¬ 
kah need not be; or need it not be mentioned because manual 
labor is not prohibited on that day? 

Rabh holds that it should be mentioned; R. Hanina holds 
that it need not be be. 

Said R. Zerika: “Hold to Rabh’s opinion, for R. Oshiaya 
holds to the same. Thus we have learned : R. Oshiaya taught: On 
the days on which additional sacrifices (Mussaph) are offered in 
the Sanctuary, like New-Moon days and the common days of a 
biblical feast (as the five days intervening between the first and 
last days of the Passover feast), one must at evening, morning, and 
afternoon services recite the regular eighteen benedictions and 
insert in the thanksgiving part of the day’s service a passage re¬ 
ferring to the subject of the day. If he has failed to do so, he 
should be made to repeat (his eighteen benedictions); but such 
days need not be hallowed over a goblet of wine; though a re¬ 
membrance of their significance must be made in the prayer after 
meals. On days requiring no additional sacrifice, like the first 
Monday; Thursday and Monday (after a biblical feast), fast days 
and the days (devoted to prayer by) commoners,* one must recite 
the eighteen benedictions at evening, morning, and afternoon ser¬ 
vices and insert a paragraph referring to the subject of the day in 
the prayer division; but if he forgot the latter he need not be 
made to repeat (the eighteen benedictions). The subjects of such 
days need not be mentioned in the prayer after meals. The 
Halakha, however, is not in accordance with the preceding de¬ 
cisions. It remains as decreed by R. Joshua ben Levi: If the day 
of Atonement happens to fall on a Sabbath day, mention of the 
Sabbath must be made even in the Neilah prayer (the last of the 
four different prayers of the day of Atonement), although on ordi¬ 
nary Sabbath days the prayer of Neilah is never recited. Why 


* A division of the people had always to be present at the temple to witness the 
services. The men of such a division were called “commoners” because there was 
a special place assigned to them in the temple. All of them not being able to attend, 
they sent their delegates to represent them, but they assembled in their various cities 
and villages to perform their devotion. The days on which this was done were desig¬ 
nated as those of “ commoners,” “ Ma’amadoth.” See Mishna Fa anith. 
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so ? Because the Sabbath and the day of Atonement are now one, 
and four prayers are indispensable to the services of the day. 

MISHNA: The lamp used on a (biblical) feast-night shall 
not be fed with oil of rejected heave-offerings. R. Ishmael said: 
The Sabbath lamp shall not be fed with tar, out of reverence for 
the Sabbath. The schoolmen allow all fatty substances for this 
purpose; poppy-seed oil, nut oil, fish oil, radish oil, wild-gourd 
oil, tar and naphtha. R. Tarphin said: It shall be lighted with 
nothing but olive oil. 

GEMARA: “ R. Ishmael said, etc.” What is the reason? 
(that tar shall not be used). Said Rabba, because it emits a bad 
odor (and the Tana prohibits it) as a precaution, lest one light it 
and leave the house. 

Said Abayi: Let him go. (What harm is there in that?) 

Rejoined Rabba: “ I hold that the Sabbath light is a duty (to 
be enjoyed and not merely complied with); for so was the opinion 
of Rabh: The (enjoyment of) Sabbath light is an obligation. 

The washing of hands and feet in warm water toward evening 
(on Friday) is optional. Yet I say it is a duty, for thus said 
Rabh: “ It was the custom of R. Jehudah bar Ilayi to bathe his 
face, hands, and feet in warm water, that was brought to him in a 
trough every Friday toward evening; after that he wrapped him¬ 
self in a pallium with Tzitzith (show-threads) and thus assumed 
an angelic appearance.” 

“ My soul was deprived of peace” [Lam. iii. 17]. What does 
this mean ? Said R. Abahu: It means (being deprived of the 
pleasure of) lighting the Sabbath lamp. “ I forgot the good” 
(ibid.). R. Jeremiah said: This refers to (the deprival of) a bath. 
R. Johanan said: It refers to the washing of hands and feet with 
warm water. R. Isaac of Naphia said : It refers to a good bed and 
comfortable bedding. R. Aba said: It refers to an arranged bed 
and an elegantly robed wife for scholarly men. 

The masters taught: “ Who is rich ?” One who enjoys his 
riches, is the opinion of R. Meir. R. Tarphon says, he who has 
a hundred fields, a hundred vineyards, and a hundred slaves at work 
in them. R. Aqiba said, he who has a wife adorned with good 
virtues. R Josi said, he who has all necessary comforts near his 
table. 

It was taught, R. Simeon ben Elazar said: “ The Sabbath 
lamp shall not be fed with aromatic balsam.” For what reason? 
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Rabba said, because it yields a fine fragrance, it was prohibited in 
apprehension, lest one use it (taking it out while the lamp is burn¬ 
ing). Said Abayi to him : “ Why does not the master say, because 
it is volatile ?” Aye; he means this and the other also; the bal¬ 
sam is prohibited, because it is volatile and also for fear lest it be 
used. 

A mother-in-law, who hated her son’s wife, told her to go out 
and perfume herself with aromatic oil. When the daughter-in-law 
had done this, she ordered her to go and light the candle. While 
complying with this order, she caught fire and was burned. 

The masters taught: A lamp shall not be fed with “ Tebhel” * 
that has become unclean, even on week days, and the less so on 
the Sabbath. In a similar manner, white naphtha shall not be used 
to feed a lamp with on week days, much less on Sabbath, because 
it is volatile. 

In the Boraitha it was said that aromatic balsam shall not be 
used; so also did R. Simeon ben Elazar teach : Aromatic balsam 
is nothing but resin, that comes forth from aromatic trees. 

R. Ishmael said, The (Sabbath) lamp shall not be fed with 
anything that comes from the trunk of a tree. R. Ishmael ben 
Beroqa said : It shall be lighted only with such substances as come 
from fruit. R. Tarphon said : It shall be fed only with olive oil. 
R. Johanan ben Nuri arose and said: “ What shall the people of 
Babylonia do, who have nothing but poppy-seed oil ? What shall 
the people of Media do, who have nothing but nut oil ? What 
shall the people of Alexandria do, who have nothing but radish- 
oil ? and what shall the people of Cappadocia do, who have no oil 
of any kind, nothing but tar?” Nay; we have no choice, but to 
accept the decree of the masters as to substances which should 
not be used; (but all other substances may be used). Even fish- 
oil and oil of wild gourds may be used to feed the Sabbath lamp 
with. R. Shimeon Shezori said : Oil of wild gourds and naphtha 
may be used. Sumkus said no animal fat save fish oil may be 
used. 

MISHNA : No substance that comes from a tree shall be used 
(as a wick) for the Sabbath lamp, save flax. In like manner no 
substance that comes from a tree becomes defiled when serving as 
a tent (in which a dead body lies) save flax. 

* “ Tebhel ” is the designation of the produce of the field and the garden, from 
which the Levitical gifts or tithes were not separated. 
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GEMARA: Whence do we know that flax is called a tree? 
Said Mar Zutra: Thus says the Writ: “ She took them up to the 
roof, and hid them in the flax-trees” [Josh. ii. 6], 

“ No substance, etc., save flax.” 

Whence do we know this ? 

Said R. Elazar: We derive this from the similarity of terms, 
that occurs here and in the case of the tabernacle. In our case 
it is written: “If a man die in the tent, etc.” [Num. xix. 14], and 
in the latter case it is written “ Moses spread the tent over the 
tabernacle” [Ex. xl. 19]. As the tent of the tabernacle was made 
only of flax, so also in our case, if a tent is made of flax only, it is 
also called a tent and is liable to become defiled. 

MISHNA : A piece of cloth, that was rolled together, but not 
singed, said R. Eliezer, becomes defiled (when it is in the same 
tent with a dead body) and shall not be used (as a wick) to light 
(the Sabbath lamp) with. R. Aqiba said: It remains pure and 
may be used as a light. 

GEMARA : On what grounds do they differ? 

R. Oshaya and also R. Ada bar Ahba said: Here the question 
is about a piece of cloth that is exactly three spans square, and 
the lighting is to be done on a feast-day, which happens on a 
Friday. All agree to the opinion of R. Jchudah, who said that 
(on a feast day) fire may be made with good cloth (or vessels) but 
not with such as have been spoiled (the same day). Again all 
agree with the opinion of Ula, who said that in lighting (the 
Sabbath lamp) one must light the largest part of the wick that 
protrudes from the lamp. Now, R. Eliezer holds, that the rolling 
up (of the piece of cloth) does not improve the position (/>., it is 
still an object, to which the term “cloth” or vessel applies); as 
soon as it is slightly burned, it becomes spoiled material; fire, 
being applied further, is naturally generated with spoiled material 
(which, according to R. Jehudah, is prohibited). R. Aqiba, on the 
other hand, holds that folding does improve the condition and the 
cloth is no longer a vessel; hence he puts fire to a simple piece of 
wood (as it were, and this is allowed). 

Rabba said : The reason of R. Eliezer’s (prohibition) is that the 
Sabbath lamp is not allowed to be lighted with a wick or rag, that 
has not been singed. 

R. Jehudah said in the name of Rabh : Fire may be made (on 
a feast day) with vessels, but not with broken vessels. R. Shim- 
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eon permits (even the latter). Fire may be made with dates, but 
having eaten dates, one is not allowed to feed the fire with the 
peats, is the opinion of R. Jehudah; R. Shimeon says: It is al¬ 
lowed. A fire may be made with nuts, but if one has eaten the 
meat, he must not feed the fire with the shells, holds R. Jehudah; 
R. Shimeon permits both. 

The statement credited to Rabh in the foregoing paragraph was 
not really made by him, but was merely implied from his actions. 
While in Palestine, one day Rabh was eating dates and threw the 
peats into the fireplace, upon which R. Hyya said to him : “ De¬ 
scendant of nobles, on a (biblical) feast-day this would be prohib¬ 
ited !” Did Rabh agree with him, or did he not ? Come and 
hear: While in Babylonia, one feast day Rabh was eating dates 
and threw the peats to some cattle (for food). Must we not 
assume that these dates belonged to the class known as “ Par- 
siassa” (a ripe, delicious free-stone fruit), and if Rabh fed cattle 
with the peats of this fruit it was because they may be used for 
fuel also, and thus the statement of R. Hyya is contradicted? 
Nay; it may be the peats that fed the cattle by Rabh were from 
dates known as “ Armiassa” (an inferior fruit, the peats of which 
cling to the meat). The peats of this latter class of dates, in 
consequence of the meat still clinging to them, are regarded as 
dates themselves and may be carried on the Sabbath. Hence it 
is obvious that they may also be fed to cattle, and Rabh therefore 
does not contradict R. Hyya. 

MISHNA : A man shall not bore a hole in an egg-shell, fill it 
with oil and put it upon the (Sabbath) lamp, so that the oil drip 
into it; (he shall not do this) even with one made of clay. R. 
Jehudah permits this to be done. If, however, the potter has at¬ 
tached it to the lamp, when he made it, it is allowed to do this, 
for (together with the lamp) it forms one vessel. A man shall 
not fill a dish with oil, put it beside the lamp and dip the (un¬ 
lighted) end of the wick into it, in order that it should draw. R. 
Jehudah permits this to be done. 

GEMARA: “ If the potter has attached it, etc/’ 

It was taught also: If the man himself has attached it with 
mortar or clay, it is allowed. Does not our Mishna say the 
potter” (from which it may be inferred, that if the owner did it, 
is it not allowed for use?) Nay; “the potter” means: in the 
manner of the potter. 
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It was taught, R. Jehudah said: “ Once we kept Sabbath in 
the hall of Beth Nitza in Lydda. We procured an egg-shell, filled 
it with oil, and placed it on the lamp. R. Tarphon and the aged 
scholars were there, and they made no objection to our action.” 
They answered him : “ Wilt thou prove by this (that this is al¬ 
lowed) ? Beth Nitza is quite a different case ; for the men there 
are very careful/’ 

Abhin of Ziphoris dragged a chair (along the floor on Sabbath) 
in the marble hall in the presence of R. Isaac ben Elazar. Said 
the latter: “ If I should be silent toward thee (although this floor 
being marble, no indenture can be made by the chair, and thou 
art not guilty of wrong-doing) as the colleagues were silent toward 
R. Jehudah, my silence might be misconstrued (and people might 
think that this can be done on any floor; therefore I say that) 
this is prohibited in the marble hall as a precautionary measure, 
lest one do it in any other hall.” The head man of the assembly 
room of Bazra dragged a chair in the presence of Jeremiah the 
Great. Said the latter to him: “ According to whose decision 
dost thou this?” “According to R. Shimeon/* “But R. Shim- 
eon allowed large things only (to be dragged) because they can¬ 
not be lifted; and how do you know that he did allow also small 
things?” This teaching differs with the opinion of Ulla, who 
says the dispute was only concerning small things, for as to large 
ones there was no objection from any one. 

MISHNA: If one extinguishes a lamp (on the Sabbath) be¬ 
cause he is afraid of idolaters,'”' or of robbers, or of an evil spirit ;f 
or in order that a sick person may be able to sleep, he is not held 
culpable. If he does this, however, to prevent damage to the lamp, 
or to save the oil or the wick, he is. R. Josi declares the man not 
culpable even in the latter cases, excepting (if he extinguished the 
lamp to save the wick), for in that case he caused a cinder to be 
created. 

GEMARA: From the fact that the second part of the Mishna 
declares the man (who had extinguished the lamp to prevent 
damage, etc.), culpable it is evident that this regulation was made 


* Alike the Persians, says Rashi, who had certain nights on which they allowed no 
lights to burn anywhere but in their sacred shrines. 

t The evil spirit here referred to is explained by the commentators to mean “ mel¬ 
ancholia.” 
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by R. Jehudah.* Now, how is the first part to be understood? 
If it speaks of a sick person, whose illness is dangerous, it should 
not say (that the man who extinguishes the lamp to afford him 
rest) is “ not culpable,” but should say that he is “allowed to do 
it” (even intentionally). And if it speaks of one whose illness is 
not dangerous (the one who extinguished the lamp for him) ought 
to be declared in duty bound to bring a sin-offering. 

Of a verity, the Tana speaks of a case of dangerous illness, 
and should have said “ it is allowed” (to extinguish the lamp even 
unintentionally), but he used the term “ not culpable” merely (for 
the sake of euphony), because in the latter part (of the Mishna) 
he must say “ culpable;” therefore he taught in the first part of 
the Mishna that he is not culpable. But have we not learned, R. 
Oshayaa said, that “ in order that a sick person may be able to 
sleep, one should not extinguish (the lamp on the Sabbath); and 
if he did so he is not held culpable, though it is not allowed (to be 
done intentionally);” the teaching of R. Oshayaa refers to sick¬ 
ness that is not dangerous and is in accord with the opinion of 
R. Shimeon. 

The question, “ Is it allowed to extinguish a lamp for the sake 
of a sick person on the Sabbath ?” was propounded before R. 
Tan’hum of Navi. 

He began thus : f “ O thou Solomon ! Where is thy wisdom ? 
Where is thy folly? Thy words contradict not only the words of 
thy father, but also thine own utterance. Thy father David said, 
‘The dead do not praise God’ [Ps. cxv. 17], and thou sayest, ‘I 
praise the dead that died long ago ’ [Eccl. iv. 2], and then again, 
‘A living dog fareth better than a dead lion ’ [ibid. ix. 4]. (Yet 
there is no contradiction.) That, which David said, The dead do 
not praise God, means this : A man must always engage in study 
and in God-pleasing deeds before his death; for as soon as he 
dies, he is free of both, and the Holy One, blessed is He, receives 
no praise from him. The saying of Solomon, ‘I praise the dead, 
etc.,’ means : When Israel sinned in the desert, Moses stood up be- 


* The inference is made on the strength of a rule laid down by R. Jehudah else¬ 
where, that every unintentional breach of the Sabbath, which is made not out of per¬ 
sonal necessity or habit, must be atoned for by a sin-offering (Rashi). 

f This apparently far-fetched introduction to an answer to a question of religious 
legalism illustrates most beautifully how the ethical principle predominated in the 
rabbinical discussions. 
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fore the Lord and offered many prayers and propitiating invoca¬ 
tions ; but he received no answer. As soon, however, as he said : 
‘Remember Abraham, Isaac, and Israel, Thy servants’ [Ex. xxxii. 
13], he was answered forthwith; now did not Solomon say well: 
‘I praise the dead that have died long ago?’ In another way 
(this can be explained as follows): The custom is, if a man of 
flesh and blood issues a decree, it is doubtful whether the people 
will comply with it or not. If they comply with it while he 
lives they may disregard it after his death. Moses, our master, 
on the other hand, has issued many decrees and established many 
enactments, which stand unshaken forever and aye. Now, did not 
Solomon say well: ‘I praise the dead, etc.’ As to the question 
that was propounded,* I say this: A lamp is called ‘Ner,’ and 
the soul of man is called ‘Ner.’f Let rather the Ner which 
man has made (the lamp) be extinguished, than the ‘Ner’ (the 
soul) which belongs to the Holy One, blessed is He.” 

It was said in the name of Rabh : The sages wanted to conceal 
the book of Ecclesiastes because of its contradictory sayings. 
Why did they not conceal it ? Because it begins with sound re¬ 
ligious teachings and ends with similar teachings. It begins with 
the words : “ What profit hath man by all his toil under the sun?” 
[Eccl. i. 3]. Whereupon the school of R. Janai said, “ Under the 
sun” there is no profit, but there surely is “ beyond the sun.” It 
ends with the words : “ The conclusion of the matter is, fear God 
and observe His commands, for this is all (there is) for man” [Eccl. 
xii. 13]. What does it mean: “This is all (there is) for man?” 
R. Elazar said : (It means) the whole world was created only for the 
sake of his fear of God. R. Aba bar Kahana said : The God-fear¬ 
ing man outweighs (in importance) the whole world. Shimeon 
ben Azai, others say Shimeon ben Zoma, said: The whole world 
was created only to provide him with assistance. 

“I praise mirth” [Eccl. viii. 15]. This means the rejoicing 
man conceives, when he performs a God-pleasing act. “To what 
advantage is mirth” [Eccl. ii. 2] alludes to rejoicing that comes 
not through a God-pleasing deed. This teaches that the divine 
presence (Shekhina) comes not by sadness, by indolence, by hilar- 


* The liberality of the rabbinical law is evinced by the fact that it regards an act 
done for the sake of alleviating sufferings on the Sabbath day not wrongful. Every 
comfort may and should be provided for the sick on the Sabbath day. 

f “ Ner” is the Hebrew word for candle ; the soul is the candle of God. 
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ity, by levity, by gossip, or by senseless talk—but through rejoic¬ 
ing in a good deed. Thus it is written: “ Now bring me a min¬ 
strel ; and when the minstrel played the power of the Lord was 
upon him” [2d Kings iii. 15]. Rabba said: The same (should be 
done) in order to enjoy good dreams. R. Jehudah says : The same 
(should be done) to predispose one’s self for legislative work, as 
Rabba did: Before commencing to expound Halakha he intro¬ 
duced it with a simile and caused the masters to become joyful; 
afterward, he sat down in the fear of the Lord and began to ex¬ 
pound the Halakha. 

It was taught that in the same time they also wanted to con¬ 
ceal the book of Proverbs on account of its contradictory sayings. 
But why did they not do so ? 

They said : “ Have we not scrutinized the book of Ecclesiastes 
and found the meaning (of its contradictory sayings) ? Let us 
then search deeply here (in the book of Proverbs) also.” 

Which are the contradictory sayings ? It says : “ Answer not 
the fool according to his folly” [Prov. xxvi. 4] ; and then again : 
“ Answer the fool in his folly” [ibid. v. 5]. Yet this is no con¬ 
tradiction ; the latter refers to a subject of learning, the former 
saying to a subject of indifferent talk. 

How is the subject of learning here to be understood? 

In the following manner: R. Gamaliel preached: “ In the 
future, woman will bear a child every day, for thus it is written: 
“ She conceived and gave birth at a time” [Jer. xxxi. 7]. A dis¬ 
ciple laughed at this and said: “ There is no new thing under the 
sun” [Eccl. i. 9]. Said R. Gamaliel: Come, I will show thee 
such a thing in the world; and he showed him a hen. The same 
rabbi preached: In the future, trees will bear every day, for it 
is written : “ It will produce branches and bear fruit” [Ezek. xvii. 

23 ]- 

“ As branches are produced for every day so also will fruit be 
brought forth every day. Again the disciple laughed and said: 
“ There is no new thing under the sun.” Said the master to him : 
Come, I will show thee a thing of this kind in the world; and he 
showed him a caper tree. He preached again : The land of Israel 
will in the future produce ready cakes and garments, explaining 
the first part of verse 16 of Psalm ixxii. to that effect. 

The disciple again laughed at him ; but he showed him that 
ready meats are produced in the shape of mushrooms and ready 
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garments grow in the shape of many-colored fibres that cover the 
young date trees. 

The masters taught: A man should always be as modest as 
Hillel and not as impulsive as Shamai. It once happened that 
two men laid a wager of two hundred Zuz, which would be won 
by him who could provoke Hillel to anger, but lost if he failed in 
the attempt. This happened on Friday, while the sage was bath¬ 
ing his head. The man who undertook the task went to HilleLs 
door and cried: “Who is Hillel here? Who is Hillel here?”* 

The Rabbi threw a mantle over his shoulders and went out to 
meet him.” “ What desirest thou, my son,” he asked. “ I have 
a question to ask,” the man replied. “ Ask, my son, ask,” said 
the Rabbi. “Why are the Babylonians round-headed?” asked 
the man. “ This is an important question, my son; the reason is 
that they have no skilled midwives in Babylon,” answered Hillel. 
An hour later the man came again calling: “ Who is Hillel here? 
Who is Hillel here?” The Rabbi came out again and said: 
“What desirest thou, my son?” “I have a question to ask,” 
the man said. “Ask, my son, ask,” said Hillel. “Why have 
the Tarmudites oval eyes?” “This is a very important question, 
my son. (The Tarmudites) live in a sandy land and must always 
keep their eyes half closed.” An hour later the man came again 
in his insolent manner and said again that he had a question to 
ask. Hillel in his quiet manner again encouraged him. “Why 
do the Africans have large feet?” he asked. “ Because they live 
in a swampy land,” answered Hillel. “ I have many more questions 
to ask, but I am afraid, lest thou get angry,” continued the man. 
Hillel wrapped himself in his mantle and sat down, saying : “ Ask, 
my son, all the questions thou desirest.” “ Art thou Hillel, who 
is titled a prince in Israel?” asked the man. “Yes, my son,” 
answered the Rabbi. “ If thou art the man, may there not be 
many like thee in Israel.” “ Why so, my son?” “Because thou 
makest me lose four hundred Zuz.” Said Hillel to him: “Take 
care of thy temper. A Hillel is worthy that twice that amount 
be lost through him ; a Hillel must not get excited.” 

1 he masters taught: A Gentile once came before Shamai and 
asked : “ How many laws have you?” 

* Hillel, being the president of the Synedrion, should have been addressed accord¬ 
ing to his rank, but by addressing him thus, it seems, the man thought he could pro¬ 
voke him to anger. 
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“ Two laws ; the written and the oral law," answered the Rabbi. 

“ I believe thee as regards the written law, but I don ot believe 
thee as to the oral law," said the Gentile. “ I will be converted 
to Judaism on condition that thou teach me the written law." 
Shamai rebuked him and drove him away. 

He then came to Hillel with the same plea and Hillel ac¬ 
cepted him. He began teaching him the alphabet in regular se¬ 
quence. The next day he taught him the letters backward. 
“ You did not teach me so yesterday," the man objected. “ Aye, 
aye, my son; must thou not repose confidence in me? Thou 
must likewise repose confidence in the oral law (which appears at 
first sight different from the written law)." 

Another Gentile came to Shamai saying: “ Convert me on the 
condition that thou teach me the whole Torah while I stand on 
one foot." Shamai pushed him away with the builders’ measure 
he held in his hand. He thereupon came to Hillel and the latter 
accepted him. He told him: “ What is hateful to thee, do not 
unto thy fellow; this is the whole law. All the rest is a com¬ 
mentary to this law; go and learn it." 

Another Gentile once heard a Jewish teacher instructing his 
class about the vestments of the high priest. He took a fancy to 
that and thought he would accept Judaism in order to be made a 
high priest. Thus he appeared before Shamai and said: “ Con¬ 
vert me on the condition that I be made a high-priest." Shamai 
pushed him away with the builders’ measure he held in his hand. 
He came to Hillel (with the same request) and the latter accepted 
him. Said Hillel to him: “ Do people select a king unless he 
knows the laws of their government ? Thou must study the laws 
of our government (if thou wilt become a high priest)." The con¬ 
vert began studying Torah. When he came to the passage : “ A 
stranger, who comes near (to the vessels of the sanctuary) shall 
die" [Numb. i. 51] he asked: “To whom does this passage 
refer?" Hillel answered: “To any one (who is not a descendant 
of Aaron the high priest), even if he would be David, the king of 
Israel." Then the convert made the following deduction: If the 
people of Israel, who are called the children of the Lord, so that 
out of love to them the Omnipresent said: “ My first-born son is 
Israel" [Ex. iv. 22]—if of them it is written, “a stranger that 
comes nigh shall die," the more so must it be with an insignificant 
stranger, who is come (within the pale of Judaism) merely with his 
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staff and his bag! He went before Shamai and said: “Am I 
qualified to become a high priest? Is it not written : A stranger, 
that comes nigh shall die?” He then appeared before Hillel and 
said: “ Thy equanimity of temper, O Hillel. May blessings be 
upon thy head, for thou hast gathered me in under the wings of 
the Shekhina (divine presence).” 

The three converts met some time later, and said : “ The impul¬ 
siveness of Shamai came near sending us adrift in the world (out¬ 
side of the pale of religion); Hillel’s equanimity of temper gath¬ 
ered us in under the wings of the Shekhina.” 

Resh Lakish said: What does the verse, “ The trust of thy 
times shall be the strength of salvation, wisdom, and knowledge, 
etc.” [Is. xxxiii. 6] what does this mean? (I think that this 
can be a biblical support to the six divisions of the Mishna 
which we possess)?* “ The trust” comes within the depart¬ 
ment of “ Zeraim ” (Plants); “ thy times ” in the department 
“ Moed” (Festivals); “ strength” in the department “ Nashim” 
(Women); “ salvation” in the department of “Nezikin” (Juris¬ 
prudence); “wisdom” in the department of “ Qodoshim” (Holi¬ 
ness), and ‘"knowledge” in the department of “ Taharith” (Purity). 
And yet, “the fear of the Lord is his treasure” (z>., all these do 
not avail where there is not the fear of the Lord).f 

Rabba said : When a man comes before the (divine) judgment, 
he is asked : “ Hast thou traded in good faith ? Hast thou appor¬ 
tioned regular times for study? Hast thou produced children? 
Didst thou hope for salvation? Hast thou discussed subjects of 
wisdom? Hast thou formed (logical) conclusions from the things 
thou hast learned?” After all this (if he can affirm all these 
questions) if he possessed the fear of the Lord, it was well; if not 


* The six departments enumerated here are those of the Mishna, into which the 
Rabbis have divided all the subjects touched upon in the Bible. 

f “ Trust ” comes within the department of “ Plants ” because the tithe due the 
priests and Levites by the farmers was not fixed legally as to quantity, but was trusted 
to the honesty of the donor. “ Thy times ” comes within the department of “ Festi¬ 
vals ” for self-evident reasons. “ Strength ” comes within the department of “ Wom¬ 
en,” for the reason that the Hebrew word, “Chosen” also means inheritance, and 
heirs are naturally produced by women (this is the opinion of Rashi). “Salva¬ 
tion ” in the department of “ Jurisprudence all laws pertaining to the saving of life 
and property. “Wisdom” in the department of “Holiness:” the holy sacrifices 
requiring the exercise of much wisdom. “ Knowledge” in the department of “ Pu¬ 
rity.” The determining of pure and defiled things necessarily demanded thorough 
knowledge of the subject. 
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it was not so. This is like a man who ordered his agent to store 
a measure of wheat in the attic. The agent did so. Then the 
man asked him whether he had mixed some dry dust with the 
wheat (for protection against weevils), and he answered nay. “ It 
were better,” said the merchant, “ if thou hadst not stored it.” 

Rabba bar R. Huna said: A man who possesses learning, but 
has no fear of Heaven, is like the manager (of a palace) who has 
the keys to the inside apartments, but lacks the one which opens 
the outside gate. How can he enter? 

R. Janai cried out: “ Alas for him who has no dwelling, yet 
strives to make the door of a dwelling!” R. Jehudah said: The 
Holy One, blessed is He, created the world only for the purpose 
that man should fear Him, for it is written: “God hath so made 
it, that (men) should fear Him” [Eccl. iii. 14]. 

R. Simon and R. Elazer were sitting together as R. Jacob bar 
Aha came passing by. Said one of them : “ Come, let us arise be¬ 
fore him, for he is a man that fears to sin.” Said the other one: 
“ Aye; let us arise before him, for he is a son of enlightenment (a 
scholar).” Said the former: “ I tell thee, that he is a man that is 
afraid to sin, and thou sayest he is a scholar. Thou shouldst be 
mindful of what R. Elazar said: “The Holy One, blessed is He, 
has nothing better in the world than (men who possess) the fear 
of Heaven, for thus it is written: 'And now Israel, what doth the 
Lord, thy God, require of thee but to fear the Lord thy God” 
[Deut. x. 12]. 

R. Ulla preached : What does the passage mean, “ Be not wicked 
over much”? [Eccl. vii. 17]. Is it allowed to be wicked at all? 
Nay, but the passage means this: If one has eaten garlic and has 
acquired a bad odor, he must not eat more garlic, because the bad 
odor is (about him) already. Rabba bar Ulla preached: It is 
written, “ For there are no fetters in them, but their strength is 
firm” [Psalms lxxiii. 4]. Said the Holy One, blessed is He: “It 
is not enough that the wicked do not trouble for, nor fear the day 
of their death, but that their heart within them is as strong as a 
strong fortress.” Which is similar to Rabba’s explanation of the 
passage: “This is their way; their folly” [ibid. xlix. 14]: The 
wicked know that their manner (of living) leads them to death and 
still their kidneys wax fat (implying their blindness to the fact). 
Perhaps thou wilt attribute this to their forgetfulness. Sec 
further: “ What will happen after their lives is the subject of 
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their sayings,” whence we conclude that while they do not repent, 
they continually speak of their death. 

“ To spare the lamp , etc." 

With whom does R. Josi agree? If he agrees with R. Jehu- 
dah, he should declare culpable even these; and if he agrees with 
R. Shimeon, he should declare not culpable even (the man who 
extinguishes the lamp) for the purpose of saving the wick. Said 
Ulla, by all means R. Josi agrees with R. Jehudah, but he holds 
that if one destroys in order to rebuild in the same place, he is 
guilty (of the act) of breaking; but if one destroys not intending 
to rebuild in the same place, he is not (guilty of) breaking. 

MISHNA: For three sins women die of childbirth: for 
negligence (of the laws) of their isolation, neglect of (separating 
the Levitical) gifts of their dough, and for neglecting to light the 
(Sabbath) lamp. 

GEMARA: Why so? Thus a Galilean master preached be¬ 
fore R. Hisda: The Holy One, blessed is He, says I have 
created you with power of blood; I have warned you concerning 
blood; I have called you “the first produce” [Jer. ii. 3] and 
charged you to sacrifice the “ first of your dough” [Numb. xvi. 
21]; the soul that I have I gave you is called a light, and charged 
you concerning the (Sabbath) light. If you observe these things, 
it is well; if not, I shall take your souls; but why should this 
happen at the time of childbirth ? Said Rabba, when the ox falls 
or is felled, it is time to sharpen the knife.* 

And when are the sins of men passed upon ? Said Resh 
Lakish, when they pass a dangerous place, that is like a bridge 
(which is unsafe). Rabh would not embark on a ship that carried 
an idolater; said he: “ His time to be punished may come, and I 
(being on the same vessel) may have to suffer with him.” Sam¬ 
uel would go to sea only on a vessel which carried idolaters, say¬ 
ing : “ Satan hardly ever metes out punishment to two people” (of 
different beliefs). R. Janai always examined a vessel before he 
embarked. This he did in conformity with his own teaching, for 
thus he taught: “ A man should never place himself in danger, 
expecting that a miracle would be wrought for him, for it may be 
that no such miracle will be wrought, and if a miracle is wrought 

* When the ox is felled the knife should be ready, lest he rise again and cause 
more trouble ; thus it is stated that women die at time of childbirth because, while 
they are in danger, the punishment for transgressions is also inflicted ! 
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for him, it will be deducted from the reward due his merits in the 
world to come.” Asked R. Hanin: “Where is the biblical pas¬ 
sage that proves this?” It can be inferred from the verse : “I 
am not worthy of all thy kindness and of all thy truth” [Gen. 
xxxii. u]. R. Zera would never walk under date trees in stormy 
weather. R. Isaac, the son of R. Jehudah, said: A man must 
always pray that he should not become sick, for if sickness befall 
him, he must be possessed of special virtues in order to get well 
again. Said Mar Ukba: What is the biblical passage relating to 
this ? The school of R. Ishmael maintains, the passage in ques¬ 
tion is to be taken from Deut. xxii. 8, viz. : “ Peradventure, one 
may fall down from there.” The word “ Hanofcl,” which is in 
the past tense and implies that he has fallen down, although 
such a case had not happened as yet, is simply a matter of conjec¬ 
ture on the part of this school, which considered a predestined 
thing as a matter that had already occurred, because the fall was 
already predestined for the guilty person. 

The reward of virtue is, however, brought about by a meritorious 
person, while the chastisement for sin is dealt out through a 
sinner (and his not making a railing around his roof constitutes 
him a guilty person). [See Deut. xxii. 8.] 

The rabbis taught: If one is sick, approaching death, he 
should be told to confess his sins, for all those who are to suffer 
the death penalty must make a confession. When a man goes out 
to a market (where there are always dangerous people in the 
crowd) he should consider himself like one arrested by a soldier. 
When his head aches, he should consider himself as one put in 
prison. If he cannot rise from his bed, he should consider him¬ 
self as one indicted before Gardom (a criminal court) ; if he has 
good advocates to defend him, he may go free; if not, he cannot 
be saved. The defending attorneys of a man (before divine jus¬ 
tice) are penitence and good works. If there should be nine hun¬ 
dred and ninety-nine accusers against him and only one to plead 
in his favor, he is saved, for thus it is written : “ If there be a mes¬ 
senger with him, an interpreter, one among a thousand to show unto 
man his uprightness, then He is gracious unto him, etc.” [Job xxxiii. 
23]. R. Eliezer, the son of R. Josi the Galilean, said: Even if 
only one thousandth part of one advocate out of a thousand plead 
in the man’s favor, although the rest speak against him, he is 
saved ; because it is said, “ one” defender out of a thousand suffices. 
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it was taught, R. Shimeon ben Gamaliel said: The laws of 
holy offerings, heave-offerings and tithes, are integral parts of the 
Torah, and yet their observance was entrusted to the common 
people. 

It was taught, R. Nehemiah said: The penalty for the sin of 
hating without cause is : Strife at home, the wife (of the sinner) 
gives birth before her time, his sons and daughters die young. 

R. Elazar ben Jehudah says, The penalty for the sin of (neglect¬ 
ing to separate) the Levitical portion from the dough is : No bless¬ 
ing in the harvest, high prices (for necessities), the consumption of 
the seed by strangers; but if this portion is given, blessings will 
surely follow, for thus it is written: “The first of your dough 
shall you give to the priest, to cause a blessing to rest on thy 
house” [Ez. xliv. 30]. The penalty for the sin of neglecting (to 
separate) heave-offerings and tithes is: The sky withholds rain 
and dew; dearth comes on, there are no profits, and men run about 
to earn a livelihood, but they do not succeed. But if these offer¬ 
ings are given, blessings will come, as it is written : “ Bring ye all 
the tithes into the storehouse, etc., and prove me but herewith, 
saith the Lord of Hosts, if I will not open for you the windows of 
heaven, and pour out for you a blessing, until there be more than 
enough” [Mai. iii. 10]. The penalty for the sin of robbery is: 
Locust pestilence, famine comes, and the people feed on the flesh 
of their children, as it is written in Amos iv. 1-7. For the sins 
of curbing, perverting, and polluting justice, and of neglecting the 
law, the sword comes on, (enemies take) much spoil, the people 
eat and are never satisfied, and they must weigh the bread they 
eat (/>., eat in small portions, for fear that nothing be left for the 
next meal), as it is written in Leviticus xxvi. 25 : “ Avenging the 
quarrel of my covenant,” and covenant is synonymous with the 
Law, as it is written in Jeremiah xxxiii. 25. For the sins of un¬ 
necessary swearing, perjury, blasphemy, and desecration of the 
Sabbath, many wild beasts come and domestic cattle are destroyed ; 
the population decreases and the roads are bare (without travellers). 
For the sin of bloodshed, the sanctuary is laid waste and Shekhina 
(divine presence) departs from Israel, as it is written in Numbers 
xxxv. 34 : “ And ye shall not render unclean the land, which ye 
inhabit, in the midst of which I dwell; for I, the Lord, dwell in 
the midst of the children of Israel;” but if ye render it unclean, 
the Shekhina will depart from the land. For the sins of adultery, 
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idolatry, and disregard of (the laws of) the year of release and the 
Jubilee, exile comes and (other nations) take up the place (of the 
exiles), as it is written in Lev. xviii. and xxvii. For the sin of 
defiling the mouth (speaking indecent things), great oppressions 
and evil decrees are (constantly) renewed, young men die, orphans 
and widows cry (for help), but are not answered, as it is written 
in Isaiah ix., end of verse 16: “For all this His anger is not 
turned away and his hand still remaineth stretched out,” which is 
explained by R. Hanan bar Ahba as follows: “ All know for 
what purpose a bride marries; still, he who defiles his mouth (by 
speaking of its details), even if a happy life of seventy years is 
decreed for him, the decree is turned aside.” R. Hisda says, 
Gehenna is made deep for him who defiles his mouth, as it is 
written in Proverbs (xxii. 14.) R. Nahman bar Isaac says, it is 
made deep even for the one, who listens to (indecent talk) and 
does not protest against it; (ibid. 15.) R. Oshaya says: He who 
abuses himself (by masturbation) becomes afflicted with wounds 
and boils; not only this, but he is punished with dropsy. R. 
Nahman bar Isaac says, dropsy is an evidence of sin. Samuel the 
Little took sick with it, and he said : “ Creator of the world. Who 
will prove (that I am not guilty of immoral conduct) ?” Here- 
upon he got well again. Abayi took sick with it. Said Rabha: 
“ I know that the Nahamanite (son of Nahman) starves himself.” 

The Rabbis taught, there are four evidences: An evidence of 
sin is dropsy; an evidence of hate without cause is jaundice; an 
evidence of pride is poverty; an evidence of calumny (spreading 
evil reports about others) is croup. The sickness of croup be¬ 
comes epidemic for (the sin of neglecting to give) tithes; but R. 
Elazar bar Josi said, for the sin of calumny. 

R. Jehudah, R. Josi, and R. Shimeon were sitting together and 
Jehudah, the son of proselytes, sat before them. R. Jehudah 
opened the conversation, saying: “ How beautiful are the works of 
this nation (the Romans). They have established markets; they 
have built bridges; they have opened bathing-houses.” R. Josi 
said nothing; but R. Shimeon ben Johai said: “All these things 
they have instituted for their own sake. Their markets are gather¬ 
ing-places for harlots; they have built baths for the purpose of 
indulging themselves in their comforts; they have built bridges 
to collect tolls from those who cross them.” Jehudah, the son 
of proselytes, went and reported this conversation, and it came to 
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the ears of the government. Said (the rulers) : “ Jehudah, who 
has praised (our doings) shall be promoted; Josi, who said noth¬ 
ing, shall be exiled to Sophoris; Shimeon, who spoke disparag¬ 
ingly, shall be put to death.” R. Shimeon and his son then went 
and hid themselves in the college, and their wives brought them 
every day some bread and a measure of water, and they ate. When 
the decree became imperative, he said to his son: “ Women are 
of a pliant disposition. They (the government agents) will per¬ 
haps trouble them and they (the women) will reveal our where¬ 
abouts.” They then went and hid themselves in a cave. A 
miracle occurred, that a date tree and a spring of water came out 
for them. They stripped themselves naked and sat down covered 
with sand up to their necks. Thus they sat all day studying; 
only at the time of prayer they put on their garments, and after 
performing their devotion, they took them off again, for fear they 
might wear them out. In this wise they spent twelve years in 
their cave. Elijah then came to the opening of the cave and said : 
“ Who will inform the son of Johai, that the Caesar (governor) is 
dead and his decree is annulled?” Hereupon they left the cave. 
They then went forth and saw men who were ploughing and sow¬ 
ing grain. Said R. Shimeon: “ These people leave the works 
which lead to everlasting life and occupy themselves with worldly 
things.” After this every place, where they chanced to turn their 
eyes, was burned. Suddenly a “ Bath Kol” (heavenly voice) was 
heard, which said unto them : “ Have ye come to destroy my 
world? Go, return to your cave.” They returned and stayed in 
the cave another twelvemonth, saying, the punishment of the 
wicked in Gehenna only lasts twelve months. At the end of that 
time came again the heavenly voice and said: “ Go out of the 
cave,” and they came out. This happened on a Friday near sun¬ 
set. They saw a man hurrying with two bunches of myrtle in 
his hand. “ What are they for ?” they asked him. “ To honor the 
Sabbath,” was the reply. “ Would not one bunch be enough ?” 
“Nay; one is for the command ‘to remember,’* the other for the 
command ‘observe/ ” said the man. Said R. Shimeon to his son : 
“ Behold, how Israel loves the commands (of God).” This re¬ 
assured them. 


* In the Decalogue of Exodus the fourth commandment begins with the w T ord 
“ Zakhor,” ‘‘Remember;” in Deuteronomy it begins with the word “ Shamor,” 
4 ‘ observe.” 
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R. Shimeon’s father-in-law, R. Pinhas ben Yair, heard (that 
they were coming) and went to meet them. He took them to the 
bath-house. While R. Shimeon was cleaning his (own) body, R. 
Pinhas noticed that it was full of blisters; tears ran from his 
eyes when he saw this, and (the tears falling upon the flesh of 
his son-in-law) caused R. Shimeon pain. Said R. Pinhas: “ Woe 
unto me, that I see thee in this state.” R. Shimeon rejoined: 
“ Well unto thee, that thou seest me so, for if thou hadst not seen 
me in this state, thou couldst not find in me (all the learning) that 
thou canst find in me now.” 

MISHNA : Three things a man must say in his house on Fri¬ 
day, when it is getting dark, viz.: “ Have you set aside the tithes 
(from the fruit, which is to be eaten on the Sabbath) ? Have you 
put up the Erubh ? and Light ye the lamp.” When one is in 
doubt whether darkness had set in, he must not separate tithes 
from (fruit of which he is) certain (that tithes had not been set 
aside), and he shall not put vessels under process of lavation,* and 
he shall not light a lamp any more. But he may set aside tithes 
from (fruit of which he is) not certain (that tithes have been set 
aside) and he may put up the Erubh and also put his victuals into 
the stove for the purpose of keeping them warm. 

GEMARA : From where is this derived (that a man must say, 
etc.) ? 

Said R. Joshua ben Levi: From the passage, “ Thou shalt know, 
that peace is in thy tent, and shalt examine thy dwelling, that 
thou mayest not sin” [Job v. 24]. Rabba bar R. Huna said : Al¬ 
though the masters have taught that “ a man must say three 
things, etc.,” yet one ought to say it quietly, in order that (his 
family) should take it from him (in good grace). Said R. Ashi: 
“ I have not heard of this saying of Rabba bar R. Huna before, 
yet I have always done so as a matter of common sense. 

Does the text (of our Mishna) contain a contradiction ? ft says : 
“ Three things a man must say, etc., when it is getting dark;” 
this implies, that, if he is in doubt whether it is getting dark, or 
whether darkness has set in already, he cannot say it any more. 
In the latter part, however, it says “ if he is in doubt, etc., he may 
put up an Erubh.” 

“ This is no contradiction,” was said in the name of Rabh. In 

* All new vessels must undergo a process of lavation before they can be used. 
See Num. xxxi. 23. 
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the first part it speaks of an Erubh, that marks the boundaries of 
the city; in the latter part it speaks of an Erubh, by which the 
neighbors of adjoining courts make common cause (for the Sab¬ 
bath). 

Rabba said: The rabbis have prohibited putting victuals 
among things (that preserve but) that do not increase the heat 
after dark, for fear lest one find them too cold and be tempted to 
make them boil. 

Said Abayi to him : “ If such is the case, why did he not enact 
the same prohibition for (the time) when it is twilight also?” 
Answered Rabba: “ At that time the pots are generally boiling 
hot.” 

Rabba said again: “The rabbis have prohibited putting 
victuals among things that increase the heat, when it is yet day, 
for fear lest one put them in cinders, where there are yet live 
coals.” 

“ What harm is there, if one does this?” asked Abayi. 

Nay; there is fear lest he be tempted to stir the burning- 
coals. The rabbis taught: “Which is the time of twilight?” 
When the sun sets and the eastern sky is red; when the lower 
(edge of a cloud) is dark, while the upper part is not yet dark; 
but when the upper edge (of such a cloud) is as dark as the lower, 
night has set in. So says R. Jehudah. R. Nehemiah says: (The 
duration of twilight) is the time a man takes to walk a half-mile 
from the moment the sun sets. R. Josi says : Twilight is like the 
twinkling of an eye; the one (day) goes out, the other (night) 
comes in, and it is impossible to determine it. 

Each one has his reasons, for we were taught: What is the 
duration of twilight? Rabba said in the name of Samuel, (the 
time it takes to walk) three-quarters of a mile; R. Joseph said in 
the name of the same authority, two-thirds of a mile. The differ¬ 
ence between them is half a Danka. (The contrary is the case, 
when a bee-hive is concerned; in that case, Rabba said, a bee-hive 
of two Kurs * one may move on the Sabbath; of three, one shall 
not; R. Joseph, however, said, that one may move even a hive of 
three Kurs, but one of four is forbidden. Said Abayi: “ I have 
inquired of the master at the time of the deed, and he did not even 
permit me to move one of two Kurs.) 

* Kur was an ancient measure and cannot be determined at the present time ; it 
may have been about three gallons. See Schoenhak’s “ Hamashbir.” 
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Rabba saw that Abayi was (one Friday) looking toward the 
east (to calculate the duration of twilight). Said he to him: 
“Dost thou think the masters spoke of the sky in the cast? 
They spoke of an object in the east, that reflects the red sky (of 
the west), like a window (placed eastward of the setting sun). 

R. Nehemiah said: (The duration of twilight is the time) it 
takes a man to walk a half-mile. Said R. Hanina: “If one 
wishes to know the time according to R. Nehemiah’s calculation, 
he should leave the sun (see it set) on the top of Karmel (a cer¬ 
tain mountain peak on the sea-coast), go down, dive into the sea, 
and go up (the mountain) again;—this will give him the exact 
time.” 

R. Jehudah said in the name of Samuel: If only one star (can 
be seen in the sky) it is yet day; if two stars, it is twilight; 
three stars, it is night. The same was taught in a Boraitha. 
Said R. Josi: But this is not the case with the big stars, that can 
be seen even in daytime and not with the small stars, which can¬ 
not easily be seen at night, but with stars of medium size. 

R. Josi bar R. Zebhida said: If one (unintentionally) performs 
work on both times of twilight (Friday and Sabbath), he must 
bring a sin-offering by all means (because at one of both times it 
was certainly Sabbath). 

Rabba said to his attendant: “You, who are not an expert in 
the scholarly calculation of time, must light the Sabbath lamp, 
when you see the (last rays of the) sun on top of the trees. In 
cloudy weather how shall it be? (The lamp must be lit) in the 
city, when the hens go to roost; in the field, when the ravens fly 
to roost or when the mallow shrub * (inclines its head to the west). 

The Rabbis taught: Six times was the signal blown on Friday; 
the first time to stop work in the field; the second to stop it in 
the city and in the stores; the third time to light the lamps. 
Such is the opinion of R. Nathan. R. Jehudah says, that the 
third time is sounded to take off the phylacteries. 1 hen (the beadle) 
waits about as long as is required to bake a small fish, or for 
bread to cleave to the oven, and he sounds again the three tones f 


* The mallow (Adana or Hama, see Arukh) more than any other plant, was be¬ 
lieved to incline its head toward the sun, like our own sunflower. 

f The three tones of the Shophar are technically designated a “ Tekvah ” (a long 
simple note); “ Teruah ” (a slow trill), and “ Tekyah ” again. See note to Rosh 
Hashana, p. 63. 
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of the signal in succession for the Sabbath (that is already come). 
R. Simeon ben Gamaliel said: “ What shall we do with the 
Babylonians ? They sound the signal first, and then blow the 
trumpet; from the moment the trumpet is sounded, they cease 
work.” They do so because it is with them a matter of inherited 
custom. 

R. Jehudah taught his son, R. Isaac: “The third (sounding 
was a signal) to light the lamp.” This agrees with the ruling of 
R. Nathan. 

At the school of R. Ishmael it was taught: Six times the signal 
is sounded on Friday. When the first sounding begins, those 
who are in the field stop ploughing and harrowing and all field 
work. At the entrance to the city, those who are near must wait 
until the distant (farmers) come, so that they enter the city all 
together. The stores are yet open, and the stalls (upon which 
wares are laid out) are as yet in their places. As soon as the 
second sounding begins, the stalls are cleared and the stores closed. 
The warm victuals (prepared for the Sabbath) and the pots are 
as yet upon the hearth. As soon as the third sounding begins, 
the pots are taken off the hearth, the warm victuals are put in the 
stove, and the lamps are lighted. Then (the beadle) waits about 
as long as it is required to bake a small fish or for bread to cleave 
to the oven, and he sounds, trumpets, and sounds the signal again, 
and rests. 

R. Josi bar R. Haninah said: “ 1 have heard, that if one wants 
to light up after the six signals he may do so; for the Rabbis have 
allowed some time to the beadle to take his Shophar (horn) to the 
house (after the six signals). Said they (the schoolmen) to him : 
“ If such were the case, the subject would depend on various 
measurements of time.” Nay; but the beadle has a concealed 
place upon the roof (where he sounds the Shophar) and puts away 
his instrument (as soon as he has used it); because neither a 
Shophar nor a fife may be handled (when the Sabbath is come.) 

Have we not learned that a Shophar may be handled, but a 
fife may not? 

Says R. Joseph : This is not contradictory. Our case is that of 
a Shophar belonging to the community; the case adduced treated 
of one that belongs to a private party (therefore it is permis¬ 
sible). 

Said Abayi: “ Why may a Shophar, that is private property, 
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be handled ? Because it is sometimes used for taking up water, 
to give a child drink; let one that is public property also be al¬ 
lowed to handle, because it may be used in the same manner.” 
Furthermore, was it not taught: “Asa Shophar may he handled, 
so also may the fife be handled?” According to whose ruling is 
this? (the latter teaching). 

There is no contradiction in all this. The one (that a Shophar 
may be handled, but not a fife) is according to the ruling of R. 
Jehudah. The other (that both may be handled) is according to 
the ruling of R. Shimeon. The third (that neither should be 
handled) is according to the ruling of R. Nehemiah. 

“ And what is a Shophar?” 

The same as a fife; as R. Hisda says: “Since the sanctuary 
was destroyed, the names have become changed; a Shophar is 
called a fife; and a fife is called a Shophar.” 


CHAPTER III. 


REGULATIONS CONCERNING STOVES, HEARTHS, AND OVENS. 

MISHNA: Cooked victuals may be put on a stove that was 
heated with straw or stubble. If the stove was heated with the 
pulp of poppy seed (i.e., poppy seed, from which the oil was 
pressed out) or with wood, (cooked victuals) may not be put upon 
it, unless the (live) coals were taken out or covered with ashes. 
Beth Shamai says: (The latter instance) is permissible only in 
the case of victuals that are to be kept warm, but not of such as 
are improved by continued cooking. Beth Hillel says : Both alike 
are permitted. Beth Shamai says : (Victuals) may be taken off the 
stove, but not be put back upon it; Beth Hillel holds they may 
also be put back. 

GEMARA: The schoolmen asked: “ As for the expression 
‘shall not be put,’ does it (referring to a pot, that has been taken 
off the stove) mean ‘one shall not put it back,’ but if it has not 
been taken off, it may be left there, even if the live coals were 
not cleared away or covered with ashes? Or does it mean that 
the pot should not be left there (even if it was standing there 
before), unless the live coals have been cleared out, or damped, so 
much more so should it not be put there, if it was once taken off ?” 

Come and hear: There being two parts in our Mishna, viz.: 
ist, Beth Shamai says, it is permissible only in the case of 
victuals, that are to be kept warm, but not of such as are improved 
by cooking, and Beth Hillel says, both are permissible; 2d, Beth 
Shamai says, (victuals) may be taken off the stove but not put 
back upon it; Beth Hillel holds that both maybe done. Dost 
thou say, that the point of controversy is the leaving (of the 
victuals on the stove, if they were there before) ? The Mishna 
means this: On the stove, that was heated with straw or with 
stubble, the victuals may be left; on a stove, that was heated with 
pressed poppy seed or with wood, the victuals may be left only if 
the live coals were taken out or covered with ashes. What kind 
of victuals may be left there? Beth Shamai says: Such as are to 
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be kept warm, but not such as improve by cooking; Beth Hillel 
says : Both kinds may be left. Thus the point of controversy is 
the leaving of the victuals (that had been on the stove before). 
And as the (two schools) differ in this matter, so do they also 
differ in their opinions concerning putting them back upon the 
stove, if they were once taken off. But if you interpret the 
Mishna to make the returning of the victuals to the stove the 
point of contention (between the two schools), viz.: what kind of 
victuals should be returned (to the stove), Beth Shamai says, 
such as are to be kept warm, but not such as improve by cook¬ 
ing; Beth Hillel says, either (may be returned). (If you put such 
a construction upon the text of the Mishna) to what purpose is it 
repeated ? Beth Shamai says : “ They (the victuals) may be taken 
off but not put back, and Beth Hillel says, they may also be put 
back ?” 

Nay; I can tell thee that (the point of dispute is) about re¬ 
turning (the victuals after they have been taken out), but there are 
words missing in our Mishna, as follows: “ But if they stood there 
before, they may be left there, even if the live coals are not taken 
out or covered with ashes.” And (now the question is) what 
(kind of victuals) may be left ? Beth Shamai says, only such as 
are to be kept warm, and Beth Hillel says, even victuals requiring 
cooking; but even in the case of returning (the victuals to the 
stove, if they have been removed) there is also no agreement be¬ 
tween the two schools, for Beth Shamai opines, that they may be 
only taken off, and Beth Hillel holds, that they may be returned 
also. 

Come ye * and hear: R. Helbo said in the name of R. 
Hama bar Gorion, speaking in the name of Rabh : “ The Mishna 
speaks only about putting the victuals upon the stove, but as to 
putting them into the stove, it is surely prohibited.” Now, if 
thou sayest the dispute is about returning (the pot to the stove), 
this remark is correct; for there is a difference to what place it is 
returned, whether into the stove or upon it ; but if the question 
were about keeping it on the stove while it is there, what differ¬ 
ence would it make ? 

Do you think R. Helbo’s report refers to the first part of the 

* Here the disciple who advanced the later construction of the Mishna turns the 
tables on his interlocutor and brings forward an argument in favor of his suggestion, 
introducing it with the same words as the previous speaker in his argument. 
vol. I.—5 
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Mishna? Nay; it refers to the second part, in which Beth Hillel 
allows it to be returned, and now R. Helbo says, even in this 
case, upon the stove it is permissible, but not into the stove. 

The following problem was propounded: “ May (a pot with 
victuals) be placed so as to touch the side of the stove? Does 
the prohibition, which holds good for putting it into or upon the 
stove apply also here, or is touching its side a different case? ” 

Come and hear : “ (A Boraitha teaches) a stove that was heated 
with pressed poppy seed or wood may (be used) to put a pot 
alongside of, but not on, unless the live coals were taken out or 
covered with ashes.” If the coals get dim or fine hurds were put 
upon them, they are considered as if their fire was damped with 
ashes. R. Isaac says in the name of R. Oshaya: If the fire (in a 
stove) was damped and still it got a-glowing, victuals, that are 
sufficiently warm, and cooked meats, that require no more cooking, 
may be left standing upon it. 

Should we infer that if such victuals are improved by shrivel¬ 
ling (upon the fire), they may be left there? 

This is a different case, for the fire was damped. 

If such is the case, to what purpose does he (R. Isaac) say: 
“ Lest one assume, that, if the fire got to glowing again, it is to 
be considered as a fire originally started ?” R. Isaac lets us know 
that, when once a fire has been damped, we need have no further 
scruples about letting the victuals remain on it. 

R. Shesheth said in the name of R. Johanan: Victuals, that 
require additional warming or additional cooking, may be left upon 
a stove that was heated with pressed poppy seed or with wood; 
but if they were once removed, they shall not be replaced unless 
the live coals were taken out or covered with ashes. He was of 
the opinion that our Mishna (treats) on replacing (a removed pot), 
but allows (a pot that was not removed) to be left on the stove, 
even if the live coals are not taken out or covered with ashes. 

Said Rabba: “Were not both (propositions) expounded in the 
Boraithoth (that were cited) ?” 

Aye; but R. Shesheth merely wishes to exhibit his construc¬ 
tion of the text of the Mishna. 

R. Samuel bar Jehudah said in the name of R. Johanan : Upon 
a stove that was heated with pressed poppy seed or wood, victuals 
may be left standing, if they are sufficiently warmed and sufi- 
ciently cooked, even if shrivelling improves them. Said one of 
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the schoolmen to him : “ Did not Rabh and Samuel both say that 
if shrivelling improves them, it is not allowed (to leave them on 
the stove) ? Aye ; answered R. Samuel: “ But I cite the opinion 
of R. Johanan.” R. Ukbha of Mishan said to R. Ashi: “ You, 
who cherish the teachings of Rabh and Samuel, may follow their 
regulation; but we will follow the regulation of R. Johanan.” 

Abayi asked R. Joseph : “ May victuals be left (on the stove) ?” 

“ Did not R. Jehudah leave (victuals on the stove) and eat them 
afterward?” rejoined the other. 

Said he (Abayi) again : The case of R. Jehudah cannot be taken 
into consideration; he was stricken with a dangerous disease, and 
for him even (the cooking of victuals) on the Sabbath was per¬ 
mitted ; but I ask about (healthy men like) you and I. 

R. Joseph answered : “ In Sura they do leave (victuals upon 
the stove). Even R. Nahman bar Isaac, who was exemplary in 
following religious ordinances, was wont to leave (his victuals upon 
the stove), and to eat them. 

R. Ashi said: “ I was standing before R. Huna (and observed 
that fried fish was kept (warm) for him and he ate it; but I know 
not whether (he did it), because he thought that victuals which 
improve by shrivelling are allowed (to be left on the stove) or 
whether he thought that, because there was flour on his fish, con¬ 
tinuous warming did not improve it. 

R. Nahman said: (Victuals) that improve by shrivelling must 
not (be left on the stove); such as deteriorate may be left. The 
rule is, that (victuals) with which flour is mixed deteriorate by 
continuous warming. 

The following question was asked of R. Hyya bar Ahba: “ If 
one forgot his pot and left it upon the stove, and the victuals were 
thus cooked on the Sabbath, may he eat them or not?” The 
master gave no answer. The next time he preached: Victuals 
cooked on the Sabbath unintentionally may be eaten; if it is done 
with intention, they shall not be eaten; but (as regards the pot 
that is forgotten on the stove) it makes no difference. 

What does (the phrase) “ It makes no difference” mean? 

Rabba and R. Joseph both say that the phrase implies that 
it may be eaten; for one who cooks performs work, and there¬ 
fore is not allowed to eat the victuals. If the cooking is uninten¬ 
tional he may. The forgetting of the pot on the stove, however, 
does not constitute a prohibited act, and even if the forgetting is 
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intentional (pretended) he may eat. But R. Nahman bar Isaac 
says the above phrase of “ it makes no difference” implies a pro¬ 
hibition. In the case of cooking there is no room to apprehend 
that one may pretend; therefore, if he has done it unintentionally, 
he is allowed to eat his victuals; but in the case of forgetting (the 
pot in the fire) one may pretend, and therefore even if he actually 
forgets he is not allowed to eat the victuals. 

The schoolmen asked : “ What is the ordinance concerning the 
man who had intentionally left (his victuals upon the stove) ? 
Did the masters fine him (by prohibiting him to eat) or not?” 

Come and hear: Samuel bar Nathan said in the name of R. 
1 lanina: “ When R. Josi came to Zipora, he found warm meats, that 
had been left upon the stove, and he did not prohibit their use; 
but shrivelled eggs, that had been left upon the stove, he pro¬ 
hibited. Do you not think that he forbade their use even on that 
Sabbath, as a punishment ? Nay; he forbade their use for the 
following Sabbath.” 

Should from this story the inference be made that shrivelled 
eggs improve by continuous heating? 

Aye; for so R. Hama bar Hanina said: “Rabbi and I were 
once stopping at a certain place. We were treated with eggs 
shrivelled like wild pears, and we ate many of them.” 

“Beth Hillel says: It may also be put back.” 

R. Shesheth said: The Tana who holds that the pot may also 
be put back (upon the stove) allows this (to be done) even on the 
Sabbath. R. Oshaya is also of the same opinion, for so he said: 
“We were once standing before R. Hyya the Great; we served 
him with a bowl of warm (soup), which was brought from the lower 
floor (of the house), and we mixed a cup of wine for him, and 
(afterward) we returned it (the bowl) to its place, and he did not 
object.” R. Hyya said in the name of R. Johanan: Even if (the 
warm pot taken off from the stove) was put upon the ground, it 
may (still be put back on the stove). 

MISHNA: (Victuals) shall not be put either inside or on top 
of an oven, that was heated with straw or with stubble; a firing- 
pot that was heated with straw or with stubble, is (considered by 
the law) as a stone, but if it was heated with pressed poppy seed 
or with wood, it is considered as an oven. 

GEMARA: A Boraitha teaches: If an oven was heated with 
straw or with stubble, (a pot with victuals) shall not be put close 
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to it (so that it touch the oven), the less so upon it, and still less 
so into it; so much more so shall (a pot) not be put (alongside of 
an oven) that was heated with poppy-seed pulp or with wood. 
If a firing-pot was heated with straw or with stubble, (a pot) may 
be put close to it but not upon it; if it was heated with poppy¬ 
seed pulp or with wood (a pot) shall not be put close to it. 

Said R. Aha, the son of Rabba, to R. Ashi: “ How shall the 
firing-pot be considered ? If it is like a stove, even if heated with 
poppy-seed pulp or with wood (a pot shall be allowed to be put 
close to it); and if it is like an oven (a pot should not be allowed 
to be put close to it), even if it is heated with stubble or straw?” 

Answered he : It contains more heat than a stove and less heat 
than an oven. 

What is a firing-pot and what is a stove ? 

Said R. Josi bar Hanina: “ A firing-pot has an opening on the 
top upon which only one pot can be set; a stove has openings 
upon which two pots can be set at a time.” 

MISHNA: An egg shall not be put close to a boiler (so that 
it get hot and) that it rolls, nor shall it be poured out on a (hot) 
cloth. R. Josi permits this to be done; nor shall it be put into 
hot sand or in the (hot) dust of the road, for the purpose of getting 
it cooked. It happened that the people of Tiberias had laid a 
duct to lead cold water within an ell of the hot springs (so that 
the cold water became warmed by passing the springs). Said the 
Sages unto them : if (this artificially warmed water) is required 
for the Sabbath, it is like water warmed (by the fire) on the Sab¬ 
bath and must not be used either for washing (the body) or for 
drinking; and if it is for a feast day, it is like water warmed (by 
the fire) on a feast day, and shall not be used for washing, but it 
may be used for drinking. 

GEMARA : The schoolmen asked : If one has caused (an egg) 
to roll (by the heat of a boiler) what is the law governing his case? 

Said R. Joseph: He must bring a sin-offering. 

Mar, the son of Rabhina, said: We have learned a Boraitha to 
the same effect: Everything that was in hot water before the 
Sabbath may be soaked in hot water on the Sabbath; things that 
were not in hot water before the Sabbath may be only rinsed (but 
not soaked) in hot water on the Sabbath, excepting old herrings 
and Spanish (salted) fish, because with these rinsing is the main 
work required (for preparation). 
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“ Nor shall it be poured out on a (hot) cloth.” 

We have learned: “ Cooked meats may be put into a pit for 
preservation; good water (when too warm to drink) may be put 
into bad water to cool; cold victuals (may be put) in the sun for 
the purpose of warming.” Now, shall we say that (this Mishna) 
teaches according to the view of R. Josi and not according to that 
of the Sages ? 

Said R. Nahman : As to the heat of the sun, no one disputes 
that it is allowed (to be used for warming victuals); concerning 
(heat) that is generated by fire, all agree that it is prohibited. 
They only disagree on (the subject) of heat generated (not directly 
issued) by the sun. The one master holds that the use of such 
heat is prohibited for fear lest one use also the heat that is gen¬ 
erated by fire; the other master does not impose such a precau¬ 
tionary measure. 

“It happened that the people of Tiberias,” etc. 

R. Hisda said: P'rom the deed of Tiberias, which the rabbis 
have prohibited, the permission to stow away victuals in a place 
(among things) that increases their heat was disqualified, even if 
this is done (on Friday) during the day. Said Cola: “The law 
stands as the men of Tiberias applied it.” Said R. Nahman to 
him: “The men of Tiberias have already destroyed their duct” 
(hence their case is not to be cited as authority). “ Washing with 
warm water” (which the Mishna speaks of), how is this to be un- 
destood ? Should I say that washing the whole body with water 
that was warmed on the Sabbath is prohibited, but it is allowed to 
be done with water that was warmed on Friday? Plave we not 
been taught: “ In water that was warmed on Friday, a man may 
on the Sabbath wash his face, hands, and feet, but not his entire 
body?” Recite the latter part (of the Mishna), viz.: “ If it is re¬ 
quired for a feast day, it is like water warmed on a feast day, pro¬ 
hibited for washing but allowed for drinking.” 

Shall we say that our Mishna was taught in a general way,* 
and yet it teaches according to the opinions of Beth Shamai ? 
p"or thus we have learned, according to Beth Shamai’s opinion (in 
another place). 

Said R. Iyya bar Hanina: Nay; (our Mishna) treats on wash- 

* Every teaching of the Mishna which is not credited to a certain author is either 
one that is generally accepted or one of which the compiler of the Mishna was the 
author. 
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ing the entire body, and that is according to the opinion of another 
Tana. For thus we have learned : “ A man shall not wash his 
entire body (on the Sabbath) either with warm or with cold 
water.” So says R. Mair ; but R. Simeon permits this. R. Hisda 
says their dispute concerns only (water that is) in the ground; but 
water contained in a vessel is prohibited by all means. 

Rabba said in the name of R. Johanan: “ The law stands ac¬ 
cording to the opinion of R. Jehuda.” 

Said R. Joseph to him: “Didst thou hear this explicitly, or 
thou derives it by inference (from a similar teaching)?” 

“ I have heard it explicitly,” he answered. 

It was taught : If water was warmed on Friday, Rabh said, one 
may wash his entire body in it on the next day, every limb sepa¬ 
rately (/>., not plunge into it at once). Samuel said: Only the 
face, hands and feet may be washed in it. A Boraitha teaches 
according to the opinion of Samuel : “ If water was warmed on 
Friday, one may wash his face, hands, and feet with it on the fol¬ 
lowing day, but not his entire body, even limb by limb; and it is 
unnecessary to say that (the same is the case with water) warmed 
on a feast day. 

Said R. Joseph to Abayi : “Did Rabba not act according to 
the decisions of Rabh ?” 

“ I know not,” he answered. 

The masters taught : A bath-house, the openings of which were 
stopped up on Friday (so that the heat should not escape) may be 
used for bathing immediately after the Sabbath is over. If its 
openings were stopped up on the eve of a feast day, one may, on 
the next day, enter it to have a sweat, but he must leave it and 
wash off his hands in an adjoining room. R. Jehudah said : It hap¬ 
pened in a bath-house of Bene Berag, that its openings were 
stopped up on the eve of a feast day. The next day R. Eliezer 
ben Azariah and R. Aqiba entered it and took a sweat; then they 
left it and washed off their bodies in the adjoining room; but the 
warm water in it had been covered with boards. When the report 
of this reached the masters they said, even if the warm water had 
not been covered with boards, they were also allowed (to do so). 
But when the number of transgressors began to increase, the 
masters commenced to prohibit. In bath-houses of large cities, 
one is allowed to go about freely (but not to take a sweating, 
while standing in one place). 
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What does the expression ‘‘transgressors’’ mean? 

Thus said R. Shimeon ben Pazi in the name of R. Joshua ben 
Levi, who taught in the name of bar Qapara: In former times the 
people were accustomed to bathe (on the Sabbath) in water that 
was warmed on Friday. The bath-keepers then began to warm 
the water on the Sabbath, and to tell the people that it had been 
warmed on Friday. Hereupon the rabbis prohibited bathing in 
warm water, but still they placed no restriction upon taking a 
sweating (in the bath-room). The people then would come and 
bathe, but pretend to merely take a sweating. Then sweating 
was also prohibited, but washing in the hot-spring water of Tiberias 
was still allowed. The people, however, would come and wash 
themselves in water that was warmed by the fire and say that 
they washed in the hot-spring water. Subsequently warm water 
was prohibited for bathing altogether, but bathing in cold water 
was allowed. The last prohibition, however could not be enforced. 
It was therefore revoked, and bathing in the hot-spring water of 
Tiberias was allowed. Still the prohibition of the sweating bath 
still holds good. One may warm himself by a hearth-fire and go 
out and wash himself in cold water, but he cannot bathe first in 
cold water and then warm himself by a hearth-fire, because he 
dries the water that is on him. 

The masters taught: A man may warm a sponging-cloth and 
put it upon his bowels (on the Sabbath); but he must not do so 
with a boiling-hot vessel, for this is dangerous even on week days. 

The masters taught: A man may put a pitcher of water be¬ 
fore a blazing fire, not to warm it, but to temper the coldness of 
the water. R. Judah said: A woman may put an oil flask before 
a blazing fire, not to warm it but merely to temper it. R. Simeon 
ben Gamaliel says: A woman may unhesitatingly put oil on her 
hand, warm it before the fire, and anoint her little son with it 
without any fear. 

Said R. Judah in the name of Samuel: Whether it be oil or 
water, if (it is so warm that) the hand recoils from it, it is pro¬ 
hibited ; if the hand does not recoil from it, it is allowed. 

R. Isaac bar Abhdimi said: “ I once followed Rabbi into the 
bath-house (on the Sabbath). I wanted to put a bottle of oil for 
him into the tank (that contained hot-spring water). Said he 
unto me: “ Take out some warm water from the tank and put it 
into another vessel (to warm the oil in). From this three ordi- 
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nances may be adduced, viz.: ist, That oil improves by warming 
and hence warming it is a prohibited act (on the Sabbath); 2d, 
that if anything is put into a second vessel (not directly into the 
boiling vessel) there is no danger of cooking it; 3d, that the 
mere tempering of oil is analogous to cooking it. 

Said Rabhina: From this story it may be inferred that if one 
cooks in the hot-spring water of Tiberias on the Sabbath, he is 
culpable, for the case happened after the rabbis had imposed the 
precautionary measure, and yet Rabbi would not allow him (R. 
Isaac) to put the oil directly into the tank. Is this really the 
case? Did not R. Hisda teach that he who has cooked in the 
hot-spring water of Tiberias is not culpable? 

The culpability to be inferred (from the story of Rabbi) ex¬ 
tends only as far as blows of correction * are concerned. 

R. Zera said : “ I have seen R. Abuha swimming in a tank (on 
the Sabbath) and I know not whether he raised (his feet from the 
ground) or not. 

He certainly did not raise them, for thus we have learned: A 
man shall not swim about in a pond, even if (that pond) is stationed 
in a (private) yard. 

This teaching has no bearing upon the case (of R. Abuha). A 
tank has no shallow places at its sides, while a pond has. 

R. Zera once found R. Jehudah in the bath. He (R. Jehudah) 
ordered his attendants (in the Hebrew Aramaic tongue), “ Bring 
me the comb; hand me the soap; open your mouths and exhale 
the warm air from within you; drink of the (warm) water of the 
bath.” Said he (R. Zera): “ If I had not come but to hear this , 
it were enough for me.” 

The orders, “ bring the comb, hand me the soap,” were indeed 
well worth hearing, for from them the inference can be made that 
profane things may be spoken of in the holy tongue. The order 
that they should “open their mouths” was also worth hearing, for 
it showed (that R. Jehudah held the same opinion) as Samuel, 
that heat (from without) drives out heat (from within). But 
what was there in the order, “ drink of the water of the bath ” ? 

Aye, there was in it (a confirmation of that) which we have 
learned : “ If one washed himself with warm water and did not 


* “ Blows of correction ” were inflicted by the rabbis not for an actual sin, but 
for a careless act, which might lead to sin or appear as such. 
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drink of it, he is like an oven that was heated from without but 
not from within.” 

MISHNA : The hot water contained in a “ Muliar” (teakettle), 
the live coals of which have been cleared away before the Sabbath 
set in, may be used on the Sabbath; but the hot water contained 
in an “ Antikhi” (another kind of kettle), even if cleared of live 
coals, is not to be used on the Sabbath. 

GEMARA : What is a “ Muliar ” ? It is taught in a Boraitha : 
A Muliar is a vessel provided with an attachment for live coals, 
used for keeping water; as for an Antikhi, Rabba says, it is a 
Bekiri (a vessel similar to a Muliar, but of heavier construction 
and continually in use). R. Nahman ben Itzhak says it is a 
Bedude (a large kettle with an attachment underneath for live 
coals). There is a Boraitha in support of the opinion of R. Nah¬ 
man as follows: “ The hot water in an Antikhi, even if the coals 
thereof are cleared away or damped, is not permitted to be used, 
for the heavy bottom keeps the heat. 

MISHNA: Into a kettle, the hot water of which has been spilt 
out and which has been removed from the fire, cold water is not 
permitted to be poured, for the purpose of heating; but it is per¬ 
mitted to pour water into the kettle, or into a cup, for the purpose 
of making such water lukewarm. 

GEMARA : How is this teaching of the Mishna to be ex¬ 
plained? Said Abayi, It is to be thus understood : “ Into a kettle, 
the fire of which has been removed, but which still contains hot 
water, cold water may not be poured, for the purpose of warming. 
The addition of sufficient water to make the hot water lukewarm, 
however, is permitted. Into a kettle, the hot water of which has 
been entirely removed, no cold water at all may be poured, because 
by such an act the vessel would be tempered/’ This is in accord¬ 
ance with the opinion rendered by R. Jehudah, stating that while 
the accomplishment of the act (of tempering the vessel) was not 
intended, its involuntary consummation (as in this case) is also 
prohibited. 

Said Rabh : “ The Mishna allows only enough cold water to 
be poured into a kettle still containing hot water, to make the 
water lukewarm; but not such a quantity as will entirely neu¬ 
tralize the hot water and tend to temper the vessel.” Samuel, 
however, maintains that, providing the kettle contains some hot 
water, any quantity of cold water may be added. 
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Should it be presumed from this that Samuel is of the opinion 
of R. Simeon, whose dictum it is that the performance of all labor 
(on Sabbath), which although done was not intended, is permis¬ 
sible? but did he not say that it is permitted to extinguish live 
dross on public ground (to prevent injury), but not charcoal? Is 
it to be assumed that he holds to the opinion of R. Simeon, that 
even to extinguish charcoal should be permitted, as it is not labor 
which is performed with the intention of extinguishing the coals 
(but merely to prevent injury) ? 

As regards labor tending to the accomplishment of a work, 
(prohibited on the Sabbath), he holds with R. Simeon; but as to 
the performance of labor, not for its own sake, he sides with R. 
Jehudah. Said Rabhina : “ Since it is permitted to perform labor 
(prohibited by rabbinical law), in order to prevent injury, it is there¬ 
fore also permitted to remove thorns from public ground, little by lit¬ 
tle, in distances of less than four ells at a time (in order to prevent 
injury) ; but upon unclaimed ground it may be done at one time. 

“ But it is permitted , etc. 

The Rabbis taught: It is the decree of the school of Shamai, 
that it is permitted to pour hot water upon cold, but not cold upon 
hot water; the decree of the school of Hillel is, that it is per¬ 
mitted both ways, provided a cup is used; but in a bathing-tub 
hot water upon cold is permitted, but cold water upon warm is not 
permitted; and the opinion of R. Simeon ben Menassiah is that 
even hot water upon cold in a bathing-tub is forbidden. Said R. 
Nahman: “ The ordinance according to R. Simeon ben Menas¬ 
siah prevails.” R. Joseph wanted to put a bucket under the same 
ruling as a bathing-tub, but Abayi objected and said: “ R. Hyya 
taught that a bucket does not come under the ruling applicable 
to a bathing-tub.” 

Said R. Huna ben R. Joshua: “It was observed, that Rabba 
was not scrupulous with regard to the use of vessels, because R. 
Hyya taught, one may put a pitcher of water into a bucket of 
water; it makes no difference whether it be hot water into cold or 
vice versa.” Said R. Huna to R. Ashi: “ Perhaps this was a 
different case altogether; being that there was a vessel within a 
vessel 1 ” But the latter retorted : “ It says : ‘ To empty; ’ for we 
have learned: It is permitted to empty out a pitcher of water 
into a bucket of water, be it either warm water into cold or cold 
into warm water.” 
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MISHNA: In a saucepan or a pot, that were removed from 
the fire before the Sabbath set in, no spices shall be put after 
dusk (on Friday) ; but spices may be put into a plate or a 
bowl. 

R. Jehudah is of the opinion, that spices may be put in all 
vessels or cooking-utensils except in such as contain vinegar or 
fish-brine. 

GEMARA: The following question was propounded: Does 
R. Jehudah refer to the first part of the Mislina and maintain 
that it is permissible (to put spices into a saucepan) or does he 
refer to the latter part and prohibit it ? 

Come and hear: It has been taught in a Boraitha that R. 
Jehudah says: “One may put (spices) into all saucepans and 
cooking-pots, except such as contain vinegar and fish brine.” 

R. Joseph wished to say that salt comes under the same ruling 
as spices, because in his opinion salt becomes cooked in a first 
vessel (z>., the vessel used for cooking), but not in a second vessel 
(/>., the vessel whereon the victuals are served). Said Abayi to 
him : R. Hyya distinctly taught, that salt does not come under 
the ruling applicable to spices, because it does not become cooked, 
even in a first vessel. 

This is corroborated by R. Nahman, who said: There is a say¬ 
ing that the dissolving of salt requires thorough boiling, the same 
as beef. 

MISHNA: It is not permitted to place a vessel under a lamp 
(on the Sabbath), so that the oil of the lamp drip into it. If a 
vessel was placed under a lamp before the Sabbath set in, it may 
remain there; but the use of such oil on the same Sabbath is not 
permitted, as it was not previously prepared (for the Sabbath). 

GEMARA: Said R. Hisda: “Although it was said that the 
placing of a vessel under a hen (laying on sloping ground) to re¬ 
ceive the egg is forbidden, yet to cover the egg so as to prevent 
it from being crushed is permitted.” 

Rabba (commenting on the above statement of R. Hisda) gave 
his reasons for it as follows : It is permitted to save anything (on 
the Sabbath) which is ordinarily liable to become injured, but 
nothing, which could become so only under extraordinary circum¬ 
stances ; (hens being in the habit of laying eggs on level ground, 
in order to prevent the egg from being stepped upon, it is per¬ 
mitted to cover it with a vessel; but as hens are not in the habit 
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of laying eggs on sloping ground, the placing of a vessel under 
the hen to receive the egg was not allowed). 

Abayi objected to this, stating: “ Were we not taught in the 
Mishna, that it is permitted to place a vessel under a lamp in order 
to take up the (dropping) sparks?” (This seldom occurs and still 
it is permitted.) He was told that the dropping of sparks by a 
lamp is also of frequent occurrence. 

R. Joseph, commenting on the statement of R. Hisda, gave 
another reason, viz: That the vessel (placed under a hen to re¬ 
ceive an egg) is made useless for that same Sabbath. 

Abayi raised the same objection, (intending to) prove by it, 
that the vessel placed under a lamp is also made useless on that 
same Sabbath, and yet it is permitted. Said R. Hunaben Joshua: 
“ Sparks have nothing substantial about them (therefore the vessel 
containing them is not made useless on the same Sabbath).” 

R. Itzhak said : In the same manner as it is not permitted 
to place a vessel under a laying hen, so is it also not permitted to 
cover the egg laid; for the reason that a vessel must not be 
handled on the Sabbath except for the use of such things as are 
themselves permitted to be handled on the Sabbath. 

Abayi’s objection being made to R. Itzhak’s teaching, he said: 
“ In that case there was a lack of space.” (If the space occupied 
by a vessel is needed, that vessel may be removed and while being 
removed may be used for any purpose.) 

Come and hear (another objection): An egg laid on the Sab¬ 
bath, to prevent it from being (accidentally; cracked may be 
covered with a vessel ? Here the case is, also, when the space 
where the vessel is placed is needed. 

Said R. Sheshbeth (to his disciples) : Go ye and tell R. Itzhak 
that the above doctrine has already been interpreted by R. Huna 
in Babylon as follows: It is permitted to make a partition on the 
Sabbath, to (isolate) a corpse for the sake of the living, but it is 
not permitted to make a partition for the sake of the corpse. 
How is the latter clause to be understood? R. Samuel ben 
Jehudah and also Shila Mari taught: In the case of a corpse lying 
in the sun (on the Sabbath) (to prevent the corpse from decom¬ 
posing) two persons are brought to sit on the floor, each on one 
side (in order to bring about the making of a screen). When the 
ground underneath them becomes hot, each of them is to bring a 
cot bed to sit upon, and when the heat above them becomes ex- 
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cessive, they are to bring a sheet and spread it over their heads 
(leaving part of the sheet loose) ; both now raise their cots (which 
take up the loose part of the sheet) and move to their former posi¬ 
tions ; thus a screen (canopy) is formed of itself. 

We have learned: “ A corpse lying in the sun.” R. Jehudah 
in the name of Samuel says: The same must be turned over from 
one bed into another, until it arrives at a shady place. R. Hinna 
ben Shalmi in the name of Rabh said: A loaf of bread or an infant 
must be put on the corpse and then the corpse may be moved. 
There is no difference of opinion as to the removal of a corpse 
(on the Sabbath), which is permitted when a loaf or an infant is 
put upon it; the difference of opinion only arises where there is 
no infant or loaf. One holds that indirect transportation must 
be considered transportation (and is therefore prohibited), and 
the other opines that indirect transportation is not transportation 
(and therefore permitted). 

Shall we assume that concerning this there is a difference of 
opinion among the Tanaim? As we have learned: “It is not 
permitted (on the Sabbath) to save a corpse from a conflagration.” 
R. Jehudah ben Lakish says: “1 have heard that it is permitted 
to save a corpse from a conflagration for the reason that a man is 
(naturally) excited about his dead.” Nay; R. Jehudah holds: 
“ Should the saving of the corpse be prohibited, one might in his 
excitement extinguish the fire.” Said R. Jehudah b. Shilah in 
the name of R. Ashi, who quoted R. Johanan, saying: The ordi¬ 
nance regarding the saving of a corpse from a fire prevails accord¬ 
ing to the opinion of R. Jehudah ben Lakish. 

MISHNA: It is permitted to remove a new lamp on the Sab¬ 
bath, but not an old one; but R. Simeon says all lamps are per¬ 
mitted to be moved except such as are still burning. 

GEMARA : The Rabbis taught: It is permitted to remove a 
new lamp but not an old one; such is the opinion of R. Jehudah. 

R. Mair, however, says that all lamps may be moved, except 
a lamp which was lit for the Sabbath (though the light is ex¬ 
tinguished) ; and R. Simeon says, except a lamp which is still 
burning. If it be extinguished it may be moved; but a goblet, 
bowl, or lantern (used as lamps, must not be removed from their 
respective places.) R. Eliezer, son of R. Simeon, says : It is per¬ 
mitted to make use of an extinguished lamp and of the oil drip¬ 
ping from it, even while the lamp is burning. 
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Said Abayi: R. Eliezer, the son of Simeon, holds in one case 
to the opinion of his father; but differs with him in the other. 
He holds with his father in disregarding Muktza (designation),* 
and differs with him in the other case; for his father is of the 
opinion, that when a lamp is extinguished it may be moved; but 
not while it is burning; but he is of the opinion that even a burn¬ 
ing lamp may be moved. 

“ But a goblet, bowl, or lantern must not be removed from their 
respective places.” Wherein do these things differ from the 
others? Said Mar Sutra: R. Simeon allows a small lamp (to 
be handled), because one will wait until it is extinguished (and 
then it may be used for another purpose) ; in the above, things 
are not permitted to be handled because they are large, and not 
apt to become extinguished for some time. R. Zera said: All 
the school-men agree on prohibiting the handling of a candelabrum 
which had been lit up on Sabbath, but the handling of the can¬ 
delabrum which was not lit up on the Sabbath is unanimously per¬ 
mitted. 

R. Jehudah said in the name of Rabh : “It is not permitted 
to handle (on the Sabbath) a bed, that has been designated as a 
place to put money in, if the money had already previously been 
placed upon it (on Friday during twilight) (even if on the Sabbath 
no money was on the bed). If the money, however, had not pre¬ 
viously been deposited on the bed, the handling (of the bed) is per¬ 
mitted. If a bed was not designated for the keeping of money, but 
contained money (on the Sabbath) it must not be handled. If it 
contained no money, it may (providing no money was deposited on 
the bed during twilight of the preceding Friday). Rabh says this 
because he holds with the opinion of R. Jehudah (who is in favor 
of the law of Muktza). 

Another instance tending to show that Rabh holds to the opin¬ 
ion of R. Jehudah is the fact that Rabh said one may place a lamp 
upon a palm tree at any time while it is yet day on Friday, in 
order that it may burn on the Sabbath; but one may not put a 
lamp upon a palm tree on a biblical feast day. (It is permitted to 
place a lamp on a palm tree on the Sabbath because there is no 

* Muktza (designation) refers to such objects as are set aside and designated for 
non-use on the Sabbath. Thus, all materials that are used in the performance of 
manual labor (prohibited on the Sabbath) are called Muktza. R. Simeon, however, 
holds there is no such thing as Muktza. 
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fear of the tree, which is Muktza [designated], being used; but 
on a biblical feast day it is prohibited for fear that one while 
depositing or removing the lamp will also use the palm tree; and 
that is prohibited.) 

Now, if we admit that Rabh holds to the opinion of R. Jehu- 
dah (that “ Muktza” on the Sabbath is prohibited), a distinction 
must be made between the law of Sabbath and that of a biblical 
feast day; but if we assume that Rabh holds to the opinion of R. 
Simeon (that Muktza on the Sabbath is not prohibited), why does 
he make a distinction between the Sabbath and a biblical feast 
day? (In that event he would be permitted to remove the lamp 
when extinguished and the palm tree will of necessity be used.) 

But how can we assume that Rabh holds to the opinion of R. 
Jehudah ? When he (Rabh) was asked whether one may remove an 
extinguished Hanukah light on the Sabbath for fear of the Persian 
(this has already been mentioned in a previous connection), he 
replied, that it is permissible. He only permitted such removal 
of the light at times of danger.* Because, did he not answer the 
query of R. Kahana and R. Ashi, whether such was the law 
(permitting the removal of the light) by saying: “ R. Simeon de¬ 
serves that one act according to his ruling in times of danger” ? 

Resh Lakish asked of R. Johanan: “ May wheat that has been 
sown but that has not yet sprouted, or eggs that are still under the 
hen, be eaten on the Sabbath? Does he (R. Simeon) disregard 
the law of Muktza only in such cases where the objects were put 
aside with no intention of ever being used again, or does he disregard 
Muktza under all circumstances?” He (R. Johanan) replied: “ R. 
Simeon regards the law of Muktza only so far as the oil in a burn¬ 
ing lamp is concerned, because the oil poured in a lamp for the 
purpose of keeping the Sabbath-light commandment is designated 
for that express function, and as it is not permitted to extinguish 
that light, the intention not to use the oil for any other purpose is 
self-evident. 

(Let us suppose that the light may be extinguished on the 
Sabbath.) Does R. Simeon hold that in that event the oil may 
be used for other purposes, and thus he disregards the law of 
Muktza? Did not R. Hyya bar R. Joseph teach in the presence 
of R. Johanan that one must not remove wood from a booth on 


* The Talmud here refers to Persian festivals, when the burning of lights was pro¬ 
hibited except in sacred shrines. 
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any biblical feast day, but he may remove it from any place near 
by? R. Simeon, however, permits this to be done. Still, they 
all agree that wood must not be removed from a booth built ex¬ 
pressly for the Feast of Booths, on those same feast days, because 
the wood is set aside for the ritual purpose of keeping the Feast 
of Booths. (This proves then that R. Simeon also regards the 
setting aside of things for ritual purposes as valid.) How can he 
say that the oil may be used for other purposes even when the 
light is extinguished? Nay; the statement of R. Johanan that 
R. Simeon regards Muktza only “ so far as oil, etc.,” really means : 
as far as all things bearing similitude to the oil in the burning 
lamp are concerned. Said R. Jehudah in the name of Samuel: 
“ In the opinion of R. Simeon no law of Muktza exists except in 
the case of raisins and dates, which were placed on the roof to be 
dried.” (In such a case there certainly was no intention to use them 
on the same Sabbath.) Said Rabba bar-bar Hana in the name of 
R. Johanan: “They (the schoolmen) said the law remains ac¬ 
cording to the opinion of R. Simeon. When R. Itzhak, the son of 
R. Joseph, however, came from Palestine he said in the name of 
R. Johanan that the law (of Muktza) according to R. Jehudah 
prevails, and R. Jehoshua, the son of Levi, said the law is accord¬ 
ing to R. Simeon. Said R. Joseph: “The statement of Rabba 
bar-bar Hana in the name of R. Johanan, that they (the school¬ 
men) said the law is according to R. Simeon, must be construed 
to mean that such was the opinion of the school-men, but not of 
R. Johanan himself. Said Abayi to R. Joseph : “Didst thou not 
know before this that R. Johanan holds with the opinion of R. 
Jehudah? Is it not a fact that when R. Abba and R. Assi met in 
the house of R. Abba of the city of Heifa and a candelabrum fell 
upon the coat of R. Assi, he (R. Assi) did not remove it ? Why 
not? Was it not because he was a disciple of R. Johanan and 
acted according to the opinion of his master?” 

Answered R. Joseph : “ Thou art speaking of a candelabrum. A 
candelabrum is a different matter altogether; for R. Ahai, the son 
of Hanina, said in the name of R. Assi: Resh Lakish has decided in 
Zidon, a candelabrum which can be removed with one hand may be 
handled on the Sabbath, but if it has to be removed with both 
hands it may not be handled (on the Sabbath); and R. Johanan 
said: We only hold with R. Simeon in the matter of a lamp; but 
as for a candelabrum, whether it can be removed with one or both 
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hands, it must not be handled (on the Sabbath). And why so? 
Loth Rabba and R. Joseph said, because a place must be des¬ 
ignated for it. 

Said Abayi to R. Joseph: “ Have we not observed the case of 
a baldequin prepared for a bride and groom, for which a place 
must be designated ? And yet Samuel said in the name of R. Hyya : 
A baldequin may be put up and taken apart on the Sabbath.” 
Why do you assert that the candelabrum must not be handled on 
account of the designation of its place ? Said Abayi: The prohibi¬ 
tion to handle the candelabrum holds good only in a case where the 
same is made of several parts. If this be the case, what reason 
has R. Simeon ben Lakish for allowing this? Say: Not a cand- 
labrum made of various parts, but like a candelabrum of various 
parts. (One which is marked by cuts and appears to be made of 
various parts.) Therefore: A candelabrum, made of several parts, 
be it large or small, must not be handled. The handling of a large 
candelabrum, even if not made of several parts, is also prohibited on 
account of its marked lines, for fear one may handle such as are 
made of several parts. But on what points do R. Johanan and R. 
Simeon ben Lakish disagree? A small candelabrum which has 
such marks, one holds, should not be handled for fear that it is 
made of several parts; while the other holds, no fear need be en¬ 
tertained on that score. 

R. Malkia chanced to be in the house of R. Simlai. He 
handled a candlestick, the light in which had been extinguished, 
and R. Simlai became angry on that account. R. Jose, the Gali¬ 
lean, happened to be in the town of R. Jose bar Hanina and also 
handled a candlestick containing an extinguished candle, where¬ 
upon R. Jose bar Hanina became angry. When R. Abuhu came 
to the place of R. Jehoshua ben Levi he handled the candlestick 
with the extinguished light, but when he came to the place of R. 
Johanan he did not do so out of respect to R. Johanan. Said R. 
Jehudah : A lamp which has been filled with oil may be handled 
after the light has been extinguished (because it emits no bad 
odor), but one which contained naphtha may not be handled on 
the Sabbath (on account of its bad odor). Both Rabba and R. 
Joseph said that one filled with naphtha may also be handled on 
the Sabbath. 

R. Avia once came to the house of Rabha with muddy shoes 
and was seated on the bed in the presence of the latter. This 
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made Rabha angry, and he tried to disconcert R. Avia with ques¬ 
tions. Said he (Rabha) : “Can you tell me why Rabba and R. 
Joseph both said that a lamp filled with naphtha may also be 
handled on the Sabbath ?” Answered R. Avia : “ The decision of 
Rabba and R. Joseph was given on account of (the lamp) also 
being fit to cover a vessel with after being extinguished.” Asked 
Rabha again : “ If this is so one may also handle shavings scattered 
in the yard because they also can be used to cover a vessel with.” 
Answered R. Avia: “ A lamp being a vessel itself can be used to 
cover other things with, but shavings are not vessels in themselves 
and therefore cannot be used singly as covers.” Said R. Nahman, 
the son of Itzhak: “ Praised be the Lord that Rabha did not put 
R. Avia to shame (implying that the latter was able to answer all 
questions). 

Abayi asked R. Joseph concerning the following contradiction : 
“Did R. Simeon say that a light maybe handled only when extin¬ 
guished, but if burning it must not be handled? For what rea¬ 
son? Because there is a chance of extinguishing it while it is 
being handled ?” Have we not learned that R. Simeon said : “ An 
act which is liable to be committed unintentionally is permissible.” 
Such is the decision of R. Simeon ? A man must not take chances 
with an act which, if done intentionally, would cause a violation 
of a biblical ordinance; but if the violation would be only that of 
a rabbinical ordinance, chances may be taken. 

Objected Rabha: “We have learned dealers in clothing may 
sell clothes made of wool and cotton mixed. They are permitted 
to try on such clothes or to carry them (temporarily) on their 
shoulders, provided the intention to use them as a protection 
against the sun and rain does not exist. (The very pious, how¬ 
ever, in order to prevent any unintentional violation of the ordi¬ 
nance against the wearing of wool and cotton mixed, used a stick, 
which they carried on their shoulders to suspend clothes on, while 
exhibiting them to purchasers.) Now, the wearing of a mixture of 
wool and cotton is a violation of a biblical ordinance, still R. Si¬ 
meon permits it to be done temporarily, although an unintentional 
violation of such ordinace may be committed !” 

Said Rabha, however, in answer to Abayi’s previous ques¬ 
tion : “ Discard the case of the lamp, oil, and wick ; it is not pro¬ 
hibited on account of the possibility of committing a prohibited 
act, either intentionally or unintentionally; but it is forbidden by 
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reason of its being the basis of a thing, the handling of which is 
in itself prohibited (i.e. y the light in itself cannot be handled). 

R. Zera said in the name of R. Assi, who spoke in the name 
of R. Johanan, who said in the name of R. Hanina, that R. 
Romnas said: “ Rabbi permitted me to handle a pan containing 
glowing ashes” (on the Sabbath). 

Afterward said R. Zera to R. Assi: “ Is it possible that R. 
Johanan made the above statement? Have we not heard that 
Rabba bar-bar Hana said in his (R. Johanan’s) name, referring to 
Mishna, which states that a man may handle a box containing a 
stone (on the Sabbath): 'He may do so providing the box also 
contains fruit.’ How then could R. Johanan permit a pan with 
glowing ashes to be handled?” R. Assi was astounded for some 
time, but finally answered: “ The pan referred to still contained 
some grains of incense.” 

But Rabha said: While we were in R. Nahman’s house we 
handled a fire-pot on account of its ashes (the ashes were needed 
for some purpose, therefore the pot was allowed to be handled), 
although there were some broken sticks of wood upon it. 

They (the school-men) raised the following objection : R. Sim¬ 
eon and R. Jehudah agree that if there are broken pieces of wick 
in a lamp it is prohibited to handle the lamp. Said Abayi: “ This 
was taught in Galilea” (Galilea is a state where linen cloth is 
scarce, for which reason the broken pieces of wick are valuable, 
and the lamp, being the receptacle of prohibited valuables, is not 
permitted to be handled on the Sabbath). 

Levi, the son of Samuel, met R. Abba and R. Huna, the son 
of Hyya, standing at the entrance of R. Huna’s house; he (Levi) 
said to them : “ Is it allowed to fold the beds of travelling copper¬ 
smiths on a Sabbath?” They answered: "Yea; it is allowed.” 
In allowing this the two rabbis held with (the opinion of R. 
Simeon b. Gambiel in a) following Boraitha: It is not permitted to 
put together a bed (on the Sabbath) which has been taken apart, 
but if one did so, he is not culpable. One must not fasten the bed 
with pegs, but if he did so he only lays himself liable to bring a 
sin-offering. R. Simeon ben Gamaliel said: “ If the bed was loose 
it may be fastened.” 

R. Hama had a folding-bed in his house. He put it together 
on a biblical feast day, and one of the young rabbis asked: 
“ Rabha, what is thy opinion (concerning the action of R. Hama) ? 


TRACT SABBATH. 


85 


Is this not a case of indirect building and therefore not permissi¬ 
ble; granted that there is no biblical prohibition to this effect, 
there surely is a rabbinical?” Answered Rabha : “I hold to the 
opinion of R. Simeon ben Gamaliel, who said that it is permissi¬ 
ble to put a bed together if the bed is loose.” 

MISHNA: One may put a vessel underneath a lamp for the 
purpose of receiving the sparks falling from the lamp, but he shall 
not put water into the vessel, because thereby the sparks would be¬ 
come extinguished. 

GEMARA: Would this act not render the vessel useless? 
Said R. Huna, the son of R. Jehoshua: “ The vessel is not made 
useless, because sparks do not amount to anything;” and it is said 
in the Mishna, “ He shall not put any water into it, because there¬ 
by the sparks would become extinguished.” Is it to be assumed 
that this anonymous teaching is in accordance with the teaching of 
R. Jose, who said that it is prohibited even to cause light to be 
extinguished ? 

Said R. Ashi: “ We may assume that it is in accordance even 
with the opinion of the rabbis, who do not mind the causing of 
light to be extinguished through indirect means on the Sabbath. 
In this case, however, the sparks are extinguished (through direct 
means, i.e.), by placing water underneath the lamp.” 


CHAPTER IV. 


REGULATIONS CONCERNING THE DEPOSITING OF VICTUALS 
ON THE SABBATH. 

MISHNA: What may be deposited (victuals) in (after re¬ 
moval from the stove, in order to keep them warm, without increas¬ 
ing their temperature), and what may they not be deposited in? 
The use of Gepheth (olive-waste), dung, salt, lime, and sand, 
either wet or dry, is not allowed. Nor is it permitted to deposit 
them in wet straw, grape-skins, wool-flocks or grass; but when 
they are dry it is permitted. 

GEMARA: A question was propounded: “ Is the use of 
olive-waste only prohibited, but the use of the oil-cakes allowed; 
or does the Mishna allude to oil-cakes and still more so to olive- 
waste (for it produces more heat) ?” For the purpose of deposit¬ 
ing in, both kinds are not allowed; (but if the victuals have been 
deposited in a permissible thing and were subsequently placed on 
oil-cakes no wrong was done, because) oil-cake does not produce 
heat; (hence depositing in olive-waste would have been a wrongful 
act, because) olive-waste produces heat. 

Rabba and R. Zera once met at the Exilarch’s house; they 
saw there a slave putting a can (with warm water) on top of a kettle 
(containing cold water) and Rabba rebuked him for this. Said 
R. Zera to Rabba: “ In what particular does this case differ from 
that of putting one pan on top of another?” Answered Rabba: 
“ In the former case heat is produced, but in the latter it is only 
preserved.” Another time they saw him (the slave) spreading a 
turban over a pitcher and putting a cup on top of it. Again 
Rabba rebuked him. R. Zera asked for the reason and Rabba an¬ 
swered : “ You will soon see him wringing* the turban,” which he 
did. R. Zera again asked: “ In what particular does this case 
differ from that of a spread cloth ?” Answered Rabba: “ In the 
former case one is particular (lest it become wet and he will wring 
it) while in the latter case one is not.” 


* Wringing (in Hebrew, Se’hitah) is prohibited on the Sabbath. 
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“ In Straw. ” R. Adda bar Masna put a question to Abayi: 
“ May wool-flocks, in which (victuals) were deposited, be handled 
on Sabbath?” Abayi answered : “ Because of a lack of straw would 
a man sacrifice a valuable lot of wool-flock?” (When placing 
victuals in straw no intention to make further use of the straw 
exists, and it becomes part of the pot itself; with wool-flocks the 
case is different, for they are intended for further use and there¬ 
fore must not be handled on Sabbath). 

R. Hisda permitted the replacing of waste (fallen out) of a 
pillow on Sabbath. 

R. Huna bar Hisda objected: “ We have learned that untying 
the opening (for the neck) of a shirt is permitted on Sabbath, but 
cutting it is prohibited, and waste must not be placed into a pillow 
or bolster on a biblical feast day, much less on a Sabbath.” 

There is no difficulty in this; placing new waste in a pillow¬ 
case is not allowed, but replacing old waste that has fallen out of a 
pillow is allowed. 

R. Jehudah said in the name of Rabh: “Whosoever makes an 
opening (for the neck in an unfinished shirt) on Sabbath is culpa¬ 
ble of a transgression that requires a sin-offering. 

R. Kahana strongly objected: What is the difference between 
an opening for the neck and a bunghead (in a barrel) ? Rabha an¬ 
swered: “A bunghead is not attached to the barrel ( i.c ., it forms 
no part of it), but an opening for the neck is made by an incision 
in the shirt and hence is part and parcel of same. In Sura the 
following teaching was taught in the name of R. Hisda and in 
Pumbeditha the same was taught in the name of R. Kahana or 
Rabha: “ Who was the Tana, in whose name the sages taught that 
the part and parcel of a thing is on a par with the thing itself?” 
Said R. Jehudah in the name of Rabh : “ Such is the opinion of R. 
Meir, who explained (in the Tract Kelim) [chapter viii., Mishna 
3] that the attachment built on a hearth is on a par with the 
hearth itself and becomes unclean when touched by an unclean 
thing.” 

“When wet.” A question was propounded: Naturally or 
artificially wet? 

Come and hear: The Mishna says: “Not with straw, nor 
with grape-skins, nor with wool-flocks, nor with grass when wet. ’ 
It is right only if we accept the theory that they became wet, but 
should we venture to think them naturally wet, how is this to be 
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imagined? Can wool-flocks be naturally wet? The sweaty wool 
under the hips may be meant. Did not R. Oshaya teach we may 
deposit in dry cloth and dry fruit but not in wet cloth or wet 
fruit ? How is naturally wet cloth to be imagined ? This may 
also mean cloth made from the sweaty wool under the hips of the 
sheep. 

1VIISHNA: It may be deposited in cloth, fruit, pigeon feathers, 
shavings, and fine flaxen tow. R. Jehudah forbids the use of fine 
but permits the use of coarse flaxen tow. 

GEMARA: “ Shavings.” A question was propounded: 
Does R. Jehudah forbid the use of fine shavings or fine flaxen 
tow? Come and hear: We were taught in a Boraitha, R. Jehudah 
says, fine flaxen tow is the same as dung which increases heat; 
therefore the conclusion is that he means flaxen tow. 

MISHNA: It may be deposited (wrapped) in skins, and they 
maybe handled; in shorn wool, but the wool must not be handled. 
How can this be done ? The lid is raised and it (the shorn wool) 
falls down. R. Elazar ben Azarya says: The vessel is bent side¬ 
ways and taken out lest it be taken out and cannot be replaced, 
but the sages say it may be taken out and replaced. 

GEMARA: A question was propounded by R. Jonathan ben 
Akhinayi, R. Jonathan ben Elazar, and R. Hanina ben Hama: 
Does the Mishna allude to skins belonging to private men only, 
hence skins belonging to an artisan, who is particular with them, 
may not be handled under any circumstances; or perhaps the 
Mishna allows even an artisan’s skins. Answered R. Jonathan ben 
Elazar: It is reasonable to accept that it applies only to those be¬ 
longing to private men but not to artisans, because they (the arti¬ 
sans) are particular. But R. Hanina bar Hama said, Thus said R. 
Ishmael ben Jossi: “ My father was a tanner and he said, ‘Bring 
some skins here to sit on.’ ” 

To this an objection was offered: Boards of private men may 
be handled, but not those of artisans (if the intention is to serve a 
meal on them to strangers both kinds may be handled) ? With 
boards it is different. Even private men are particular with 
boards. 

There is a difference of opinion between the teachers: Skins 
belonging to private men may be handled, but not those of artisans. 
R. Jossi says both kinds may be handled. 

While they were sitting together another question was pro- 
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pounded by them : Whence do we derive the summing up of the 
thirty-nine principal acts of labor? Said R. Hanina bar Hama: 
“ From the acts of labor performed at the tabernacle.’' R. Jona¬ 
than ben Elazar said: Thus said R. Simeon ben Jossi ben La- 
gunia : From the thirty-nine times the words “ work,” “ his work/' 
and “ work of” are to be found in the Pentateuch. 

R. Joseph asked of Rabba: Is the word “his work” to be 
found in the passage “and Joseph came into the house to do his 
work” [Gen. xxxix. 12] also of the number or not? Abayi an¬ 
swered him : “ Let us bring the book and count,” and he rejoined : 
“ I am in doubt whether the verse 'and the work was enough’ 
[Ex. xxxvi. 7] is of the number, and the former verse is to be ex¬ 
plained 'he came in to do his business,’ or whether the former is 
of the number and the latter is to be explained ‘the task was com¬ 
pleted.’ ” (Both verses cannot be counted among the thirty-nine, 
because if they are there will be forty in all.) This question 
remains unanswered. 

It is proven by a Boraitha that the adduction of the thirty-nine 
acts is made from the acts performed at the Tabernacle, for we 
were taught: One is culpable only for the performance of such 
work as was done at the building of the Tabernacle. They have 
sown, but ye must not sow; they have harvested, but ye must not; 
they have loaded the boards from the ground upon wagons, but ye 
must remove nothing from public into private ground; they have 
unloaded from the wagons to the ground, but ye must not remove 
from private into public ground; they have transferred from one 
wagon into another, but ye must transfer nothing from private into 
private ground. 

“From private into private ground;” what wrong is committed 
by that ? 

Abayi and Rabha answered (and according to others R. Addi 
bar Ahabha) : “ From private into private ground by way of pub¬ 
lic ground.” 

“ In shorn wool and may not be handled.” 

Rabha and Rabhin in the name of Rabbi (Jehuda Ilanassi) 
said: “ It is only taught, when not designated for the purpose of 
depositing in them, but if designated for that purpose they may be 
handled.” Rabhina says that the teaching of the Mishna is ap¬ 
plicable to shorn wool taken from stock (of a store). 

The following Boraitha is in support of this: Shorn wool taken 
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from stock is not to be handled, but if prepared by a private man 
for a purpose it may be handled. 

Rabba bar-bar Hana taught before Rabh : Palm branches, if 
cut off for use as fuel and finally intended for sitting purposes, 
must be tied together (before the Sabbath). R. Simeon ben 
Gamaliel said, it needs no tying. The same Rabba bar-bar Hana 
himself taught this in the name of R. Simeon ben Gamaliel and 
said that the decision of the latter prevails. 

We have learned elsewhere: (In relation to sitting on palm 
branches cut off for use as fuel) Rabh said (it must be) tied (be¬ 
fore the Sabbath). Samuel said: The intention (alone) to sit on 
them (is sufficient) and R. Assi said, sitting (on them before the 
Sabbath) even if not tied nor previously intended for sitting pur¬ 
poses on the Sabbath, is sufficient. It is clear that Rabh holds 
with the first teacher and Samuel holds with R. Simeon ben 
Gamaliel, but whom does R. Assi’s opinion agree with? He is 
of the opinion of the following Boraitha: It is permitted to go 
out (on Sabbath) with a flax or wool plaster (on a wound) when 
dipped in oil and tied with a string, but it is not permitted when 
the plaster is not dipped in oil or tied with a string; but if one 
went out with it only a little before the Sabbath, even if not 
dipped in oil and tied, it is permissible. Said R. Ashi: “ We 
were also taught in a Mishna in support of this; but who is the 
teacher that does not agree with R. Simeon ben Gamaliel ?” It 
is R. Hanina ben Aqiba; for when R. Dimi came from Palestine 
he said in the name of R. Zera: R. Hanina bar Aqiba once went 
with his disciples to a place and found some palm branches tied 
together to be used as fuel; he said to his disciples: “ Make up 
your minds to sit on them to-morrow.” I do not know whether 
there was to be a wedding or a funeral that following day, but the 
inference from this narration is: Only in the case of a wedding or 
funeral, when people are busy (and could not tie them up), the 
intention is sufficient, but otherwise tying together is necessary. 

R. Jehudah said: “ One is permitted to carry in a box of sand 
on the Sabbath for the purpose (of covering up an unclean place) 
and use the remainder for any purpose whatever. Mar Zutra, in 
the name of Mar Zutra the great, interpreted this—providing he 
singled out a corner for it. Said the Rabbis before R. Papa: 
“This teaching(of the great Mar Zutra) is in accord only with the 
opinion of R. Simeon ben Gamaliel, but not with that of the 
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Rabbis who require action rather than intention.” R. Papa an* 
swered: “ It may even be in accord with the Rabbis, who require 
action only where it is possible, and this action (tying together or 
sitting on sand] is impossible.” 

R. Jehudah permits the use of the dust of incense on the 
Sabbath. R. Joseph permits poppy-seed waste. Rabha permits 
pepper dust and R. Shesheth “ Barda,” to wash the face with. 
What is Barda? Said R. Joseph, a powder of one-third aloe, one- 
third myrrh, and one-third violet. R. Nehemiah bar Joseph also 
permits Barda, provided it does not contain more than a third part 
of aloe. 

R. Shesheth was asked if it was permitted to crush olives on 
Sabbath? He answered: “ Is it permitted on week days?” He 
is of the opinion that the spoiling of food is not allowed. 

Barda was brought to Ameimar, Mar Zutra, and R. Ashi. 
Ameimar and R. Ashi washed themselves with it, but Mar Zutra 
did not. They asked him: “ Do you, Master, not hold with R. 
Shesheth, who permits the use of it ?” Said R. Mordecai to them : 
“ Leave out the Master in this question, for he does not even use 
Barda on week-days. He holds, as we were taught: “ One is 
permitted to scratch off crust of excremation and of wounds only 
for the purpose of relieving pain, but not for the purpose of beau¬ 
tifying the person.” And they (Ameimar and R. Ashi) ? They 
agree with the teaching in another Boraitha, viz.: A man should 
wash his face, hands, and feet daily out of respect for his Creator, 
as it is written in Prow xvi. 4. 

R. Elazar ben Azarya says: “ The vessel is bent sideways, 
etc.” Said R. Aba in the name of R. Hyya b. Ashi, who spoke 
in the name of Rabh, that if the cavity formed by the vessel got 
out of shape it is not permitted to replace (the vessel). 

We were taught: “ And the sages say it may be taken out and 
replaced.” How shall this be understood? If the cavity re¬ 
mained intact the Rabbis did well by telling us that the replacing 
of the vessel was allowed; but if the cavity got out of shape is 
it not self-evident that replacing is not permitted? Nay; they 
still maintain that the cavity did not get out of shape, and the 
controversy (in the case) is as regards precaution. One is of the 
opinion we must use precaution (lest we replace the vessel when 
the cavity is out of shape), while the others contend this is not 
necessary. 
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MISHNA: (A vessel) not covered during daylight must not 
be covered after dark. If, after having been covered, it became 
uncovered, it is permitted to cover it again (even on the Sabbath). 
A pitcher may be filled with cold victuals and put under a pillow 
(to keep it cool). 

GEMARA: R. Jehudah in the name of Samuel said: “It is 
permitted to store cold victuals (to protect them from the sun).” 
Said R. Joseph : “ Have we not learned this in the above Mishna? 
What information does he give us?” Abayi answered: “A 
great deal! From the Mishna I would infer that only such things 
as are not usually stored are permissible (for in that case no pre¬ 
caution lest one put warm victuals under a pillow or bolster for 
the purpose of generating heat is necessary); he informs us, how¬ 
ever, that even such things as are usually stored are permissible 
also.” 

R. Huna in the name of Rabbi however says: It is forbidden 
to store cold victuals. Were we not taught that Rabbi has per¬ 
mitted this? This presents no difficulty; in the former instance 
he was not aware of the decision of R. Ishmael ben Jossi and in 
the latter he was. This is the instance: Rabbi at one time de¬ 
cided that it is forbidden to store cold victuals. Said R. Ishmael 
ben Jossi in his presence: “ My father permitted it,” whereupon 
Rabbi said: “ The Elder once having pronounced the decree it 
must prevail.” Said R. Papa: Come ye and note the mutual re¬ 
spect : Had R. Jossi been alive, he would have had to show respect 
to Rabbi; R. Ishmael, who succeeded his father and was of no 
lesser rank, also had to acknowledge Rabbi’s superiority. Still 
Rabbi said: “ The Elder long ago decreed it.” 

R. Nahman said to his slave Doru: “ Store some cold victuals 
for me and bring me warm water from a Gentile cook-shop.” R. 
Ami heard this and was angry. Said R. Joseph: “What was 
the reason of his anger? Did not R. Nahman act in accordance 
with the teachings of the great masters, Rabh and Samuel ?” R. 
Jehudah in the name of Samuel said : It is permitted to store cold 
victuals, and R. Samuel b. R. Itzhak said in the name of Raph : 
Anything that may be consumed raw is not included in the prohi¬ 
bition relating to cooking by a Gentile ; he (R. Ami) however was of 
the opinion that, although it is allowed, a man of note should not 
practise it (because the layman seeing such things of the scholar 
he might allow himself still more). 
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The Rabbis taught: “ Although they (the sages) said it is not 
allowed to deposit (warm victuals) after dark, even in such recep¬ 
tacles as do not increase the heat, still, if already deposited, it is 
permitted to add more cover (even if the heat is increased). How 
can this be done ? R. Simeon ben Gamaliel says : “ In cold weather 
a sheet (used as a cover) may be taken off and a blanket substi¬ 
tuted ; in warm weather the blanket may be taken off and a sheet 
substituted.” Moreover, R. Simeon ben Gamaliel said: “They 
(the sages) prohibited (to deposit warm victuals) only in the same 
pan in which they were cooked, but if emptied to another pan it 
is permitted; and there is no fear of one coming to cook (on the 
Sabbath); for (the act of) emptying (the victuals) from the cook¬ 
ing-pan (into another) proves (that there is no such intention). 

If one deposited a pot (containing victuals) in material that 
may be handled on the Sabbath, and covered it with the same, or 
even deposited it in non-permissible material, but covered it with 
permissible, he may take out the pot and replace it; but if he de¬ 
posited it in non-permissible material and covered it with the 
same, or even deposited it in permissible, but covered it with non- 
permissible material, he may take out the pot, but can replace it 
only if the pot was but partly covered. Otherwise, he must not 
replace it at all. 

It is permitted to put one cooking-pan upon another and also 
one earthen pot upon another, but not an earthen pot upon a cook¬ 
ing-pan, or a cooking-pan upon an earthen pot. (Even on Sab¬ 
bath) the cover of a pot may be fastened down with dough 
(kneaded on Friday before dusk). In the case of putting one pan 
or pot upon another, this may be done only to preserve the heat, 
but not for the purpose of heating the upper pot by means of the 
lower one. 

The same as it is forbidden to store warm (victuals), so it is 
also forbidden to store cold (victuals) on the Sabbath; but Rabbi 
permitted the latter to be done. Even so is it prohibited to chop 
ice on Sabbath in order to obtain cold water, but ice may be put 
into a vessel or a pitcher without fear of the consequences. 


CHAPTER V. 


REGULATIONS CONCERNING GEAR WHICH MAY AND MAY NOT BE 
WORN BY ANIMALS ON THE SABBATH. 

MISHNA: What gear may we let animals go about in (on 
the Sabbath) and what not ?* The male camel in a bridle; the 
female camel with a nose-ring; Lybian asses in a halter, and a 
horse in a collar. All (animals) that are used to collars may go 
out in and may be led by the collar. Such gear (when it becomes 
defiled) can be sprinkled and submerged without being removed 
from its (proper) place (on the animal). 

GEMARA: R. Jehudah in the name of Samuel said: 
“ Rabbi was asked, How is it when the reverse is the case? i.e., 
when the female camel is bridled and the male camel is invested 
with a nose-ring? May they be allowed to go about? There is 
no question as to a bridle on a female camel. Not being for the 
purpose of guarding her, it is considered a burden and is not 
allowed; as to a nose-ring on a male camel: shall we assume that 
it is merely an additional safeguard, and thus becomes permissi¬ 
ble, or is it an unnecessary safeguard and hence not allowed?” 

R. Ishmael ben Jossi answered: “Thus my father said: Four 
animals may go about with a bridle on—the horse, the mule, the 
camel, and the ass.” 

We were taught in a Boraitha: Lydda asses and camels may 
go about with a bridle on. There is a difference of opinion 
among the Tanaim (teachers) (whether a superfluous safeguard is 
a burden or not); one maintains that no animal may go about bur¬ 
dened with a chain; but Hananya says a chain or anything else, 
that is intended as a safeguard, though superfluous, is permitted. 

Said R. Huna bar Hyya in the name of Samuel: “The deci¬ 
sion of Hananya prevails.” 

Levi, the son of R. Huna bar Hyya and Rabba bar R. Huna 
once travelled together; arriving at an entrance the former’s ass 

* See Exodus xx. io and Deut. v. 14, where it is prohibited to have cattle per¬ 
form work on the Sabbath. The Mishna considers the carrying of burdens work and 
defines what gear constitutes a burden for cattle and what does not. 
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ran ahead of the latter’s. Rabba bar R. Huna became uneasy (at 
the lack of respect shown him, supposing it to have been clone in¬ 
tentionally). Thought Levi to himself: “ 1 see Rabba is uneasy. 
I will pacify him with a question.” So he asked; “ Is it permitted 
to put a halter on an unmanageable ass like mine on the Sab¬ 
bath ?” Rejoined Rabba: “ Thus said your father in the name of 
Samuel: ‘The decision of Hananya prevails/ ” 

At the school of Menashyah it was taught: A goat with a bri¬ 
dle fastened (riveted) to his horns is permitted to go about on 
Sabbath (but not if the bridle was simply tied to the horns, as it 
may slip off and a man may be forced to carry the bridle). 

An objection was interposed: “ Were we not taught in a 
Mishna that it is not allowed to let a cow go about with a strap 
tied between her horns ?” 

Said R. Irmya bar Aba: There is a difference of opinion be¬ 
tween Rabh and Samuel; the one holds that it is prohibited when 
the strap serves either as an ornament or as a safeguard, and the 
other holds that it is prohibited when intended for an ornament, 
but as a safeguard it is permitted. Said R. Joseph : “ It has been 
ascertained that it was Samuel who said ‘forbidden as an orna¬ 
ment, but permitted as a safeguard, for R. Huna bar Hyya said 
in the name of Samuel, the decision of Hananya prevails.” Said 
Abayi to R. Joseph : “ It can be proved to the contrary, namely, 
that it is Samuel who said, ‘It is forbidden either as an ornament 
or as a safeguard/ for R. Jehudah said in his name: Rabbi was 
asked, how is it when the reverse is the case, etc. The answer 
was, four animals may go out, etc. Did this answer intend to 
exclude a male camel with a ring (for the reason that an addi¬ 
tional safeguard is prohibited as a burden) ? Nay; we must say 
that the intention was to exclude the female camel with a bridle 
(because it is considered an ornament), as it was reported: “ R. 
Hyya b. Ashi said in the name of Rabh that either as an orna¬ 
ment or as a safeguard it is forbidden ; and R. Hyya bar Abhin 
in the name of Samuel said, It is forbidden as an ornament but 
permitted as a safeguard.” 

An objection was made to Samuel’s opinion : If the owner tied 
the (red) heifer with a halter, she may nevertheless be used. 
Should you assume that this (halter) is a burden (how could she 
be used) ? (Do not) the Scriptures say [Numbers xix. 2] : “ Upon 
which there was no yoke” ? Answered Abayi: “ (It is to be un- 
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derstoocl ) when the owner leads her from one town to another, 
(the halter is a necessary safeguard, hence no burden).” Rabh 
said: “ There is quite a difference in the case of the red heifer,” 
as she is very valuable (and must be guarded). Rabhina said: 
“ She must have a halter on account of her stubbornness.” 

“The horse with a collar.” What is meant by “go about” or 
led?” R. Huna said: “ It makes no difference whether the strap 
hangs loose on the animal’s neck or is used as a rein; but Samuel 
said they may go about if led (by the strap) but not (with the 
strap) hanging loose. 

A Boraitha teaches : “ They may go about with the halter tied 
round their necks in order that they may be led whenever neces¬ 
sary.” Said R. Joseph: “ I have seen the calves of R. Huna 
going out on a Sabbath with their halters round their necks.” 
R. Samuel ben Jehuda, when coming from Palestine, said in the 
name of R. Hanina that Rabbi’s mules also went out on a Sab¬ 
bath with their halters tied around their necks. 

“ And are sprinkled,” etc. Is this to say that they are subject 
to defilement ? Were we not taught that only rings (worn by 
human beings) are subject to becoming defiled, but harness rings, 
rings of utensils, and all other rings are not ? Said R. Isaac of 
Naph’ha:* The collar-ring, having at one time been used by men 
for personal purposes and become defiled, still retains its defiled 
character; but R. Joseph argues it is not necessary to claim this. 
The fact that the collar-ring is used by man for the purpose of 
guiding the animal lays it subject to becoming defiled, as we have 
learned in the Boraitha which taught us: A metal whip is subject 
to defilement; for the reason that man uses it to manage the animal 
with; so also in the case of the collar-ring, because man guides the 
animal with it. 

“ And submerged without removing it from its place.” Would 
this not constitute a case of “ Chatzitzah” (intervention).f Said 
R. Ami: “ (Intervention of the bridle between the neck and the 
water) is avoided by loosening the bridle.” A Boraitha teaches: 
“ Intervention is avoided by the size of the bridle.” 


* Naph'ha is Aramaic for “smith.” According to the opinion of Dr. I. M. 
Wise, the reviser of this Tract, Naph’ha refers to the city whence R. Isaac came. 

f When any article of apparel, worn by a person or animal while bathing, inter¬ 
venes between the body and the water, i.e. % bars the admission of the water to the 
body, it constitutes a case of “ Chatzitzah.” 
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MISHNA: The ass may go out with a rug fastened around 
him; rams may go out with leather bandages tied around their 
privates; sheep may go out with their tails tied up or down and 
wrapped (to preserve its fine wool) ; she-goats may go out with 
their udders tied up. R. Jossi forbids all this except sheep 
wrapped up. R. Jehuda says: She-goats may go out with their 
udders tied up to stop the lactation, but not to save the milk. 

GEMARA: Said Samuel: The Mishna means; “ Only when 
the (rug) is fastened before the Sabbath eve.” Said R. Nahman : 
It is proven also by the following Mishna that an ass may not go 
out with a rug unless fastened. How should this be understood? 
Shall we say that (the rug) is not fastened ? Then it would be 
self-evident (that it is forbidden), lest it fall off and will have to 
be carried by a man. Consequently we must assume that the 
Mishna’s meaning of “ not fastened” signifies “not fastened before 
the Sabbath.” Hence it is conclusive that where the Mishna 
says “fastened” it means fastened before the Sabbath. 

This is supported by the Boraitha: “ The ass may go out with 
a rug fastened before the Sabbath eve, but not with a saddle, even 
though fastened before the Sabbath eve.” R. Simeon ben Gamaliel 
says : “ (The ass may go out) even with a saddle, if fastened before 
the Sabbath eve, provided, however, no stirrups are attached to 
the saddle, and a crupper under the tail.” 

R. Assi ben Nathan asked of R. Hyya bar R. Ashi : Is it per¬ 
mitted to put a rug on an ass on the Sabbath?” “ It is,” was the 
answer. He then inquired : “ What is the difference (in the Law) 
between a rug and a saddle?” No answer was given. (Misinter¬ 
preting the silence) R. Assi objected: “A Boraitha teaches, it is 
not allowed to remove the saddle from the ass directly, but one 
may move it to and fro until it falls off; if you say it is forbidden 
to handle the saddle, is there any question as to putting it on?” 
Said R. Zera to him : “ Let him be! He is of the opinion of his 
teacher (Rabh), in whose name R. Hyya bar R. Ashi related that 
he (Rabh) permitted putting a feed-bag on an animal on Sab¬ 
bath.” A feed-bag, which is nothing but an accommodation, is 
permitted; so much the more a rug, which is a relief! Samuel 
however permitted a rug but prohibited a feed*bag. R. Hyya 
bar Joseph reported the opinion of Rabh to Samuel, whereupon 
the latter said: “ If thus holds my colleague, he knows nothing of 
the laws of Sabbath.” 
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When R. Zera came (to Palestine) he heard R. Benjamin ben 
Japheth stating in the name of R. Johanan that it is permitted to 
put a rug (but not a feed-bag on an ass on Sabbath). He thanked 
him for it and, continuing, remarked : “ Thus has the Arioch (King 
of Laws) in Babylon decided.” Who is meant by the title (Ari¬ 
och) ? Samuel. 

From the foregoing it is evident that all agree that it is per¬ 
mitted to cover an ass with a rug on Sabbath. Why should the 
saddle differ (in Law) from the rug? It differs therein, that a 
saddle may drop off (and involve the necessity of handling). R. 
Papa gave another reason: “ To cover an ass with a rug is an act 
of relief, for it is said that an ass feels cold even in summer, but 
to remove a saddle from an ass’s back in order to cool off the ass 
is not necessarily an act of relief.” 

An objection was raised. We have learned: “ The horse 
shall not go out with a fox-tail (for a pompon) and calves with the 
feed bags on public ground.” Shall we not assume that (in the 
case of the calves) they may not go out on public ground, but 
they may on private ground, and it refers even to large calves 
(whose necks are long enough to reach the ground with their 
mouths easily); thus feed-bags are merely an accommodation? 
Nay; the permission to carry feed-bags applies only to small 
calves (whose necks are short and legs long, and to whom reaching 
down to the ground with their mouths would entail a hardship) 
and must be considered as a necessary relief. 

A Boraitha taught: “ She-goats must not go out with a bag 
attached to their udders.” Were we not taught in a Boraitha 
that they may go out in this manner? Said R. Jehuda: “This 
presents no difficulty; in the former case the bag is not tied fast, 
in the latter the bag is tied fast (and there is no reason for appre¬ 
hension lest it drop off and will have to be carried).” Said R. 
Joseph : “ Why, you have entirely done away with the teachers of 
our Mishna! There is a difference of opinion between the teach¬ 
ers in this very Mishna (and the teachers of the two preceding 
Boraithoth each hold in accordance with the respective opinions 
of the teachers of the Mishna): ‘ She goats may go out with a 
bag tied to their •udders.’ ” R. Jossi forbids all except sheep with 
covers on to protect the wool. R. Jehudah says: “She-goats 
may go out with their udders tied up for the purpose of prevent¬ 
ing lactation, but not for the purpose of saving the milk.” 
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We have learned: R. Jehuda related the case of she-goats 
which he saw in Antioch. Their udders were so large that bags 
had to be made for them in order to prevent their dragging on 
the ground and becoming mutilated. (These bags were worn also 
on the Sabbath.) 

The Rabbis taught: “ It happened with one man whose wife 
died and left him a nursing child, he was so poor that he could 
not pay a wet-nurse. A miracle happened to him; his breasts 
opened and he nursed his child.” Said R. Joseph : Come and see 
how great the man must have been that such a miracle was wrought 
for him. Said Abayi to him : On the contrary, Behold how bad 
the man must have been that the nature of mankind changed in 
him and nothing occurred to enable him to earn enough money to 
pay a nurse. Says R. Nachman: Aye, it is so. From this you 
can see that a miracle can easier happen, than for a man to earn a 
livelihood. 

The Rabbis taught: “ It happened once that a man wedded a 
woman with a mutilated hand and did not discover it until she 
died.” Said Rabh: “ Behold how chaste this woman must have 
been, for even her husband did not discover it.” R. Hyya re¬ 
torted: “This is nothing! It is natural with women to hide their 
defects, but note the modesty of the man, who did not discover it 
in his wife.” 

“ Rams may go out with (leather) bands around their privates.” 
What kind of bands ? Said R. Huna, “ hobbles.” Ulla said they 
were leather bands tied around their breasts to prevent them from 
the attack of wolves. Do wolves attack only the males and never 
the females? It is because the males always go ahead of the 
flocks. Do wolves attack only the advance of a flock and never 
the rear? It is because the males are usually fat. Are there no 
fat sheep among the females ? moreover, how can the wolves know 
which is which? It is because the males generally lift their 
heads and look around cautiously. R. Nahman bar Itz’hak said 
they wore leather bands tied around their privates to prevent 
them from having coition with the females. Whence this infer¬ 
ence ? From the last clause of the Mishna, “ The sheep may go out 
with their tails tied up,” in order that the males may have coition 
with them; hence we infer that the first clause is for the purpose 
of preventing them. 

“ She-goats may go out with a bag tied around their udders.” 
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It was said that Rabh held the ordinance to be in accordance with 
the opinion of R. Jehudah and Samuel held it to be in accordance 
with the opinion of R. Jossi. Others taught: Rabh and Samuel 
did not directly cite the opinions of R. Jehudah, respectively R. 
Jossi, but they themselves decreed as follows : Rabh held that she- 
goats may go out with their udders tied up for the purpose of pre¬ 
venting lactation but not to save the milk. Samuel, however, 
prohibited this in both cases. Others again say: R. Jehuda ben 
Bathyra long ago decided the same as Rabh, but added that on 
account of the impossibility of determining what purpose the 
tying up of the udders would serve, it is entirely prohibited. 
Thereupon Samuel decided that the decree of R. Jehuda ben 
Bathyar prevails. Rabhin upon his arrival in Babylon reported that 
in Palestine the ordinance of the case was decided by R. Johanan in 
accordance with the opinion of the first Tana (Rabh or R. Jehuda). 

MISHNA: And what gear must (animals) not go about in? 
The camel must not go about with a crupper, nor with hobbles 
on both legs, nor with the front leg hobbled with the hind. This 
law is applied to all other animals. It is not allowed to tie camels 
together with a rope and then lead them ; but one is permitted to 
hold in his hand the several ropes on the camels and lead them, 
provided the ropes are not twisted into one. 

GEMARA: We have learned in a Boraitha: “ Must not go 
out with a crupper/’ If the crupper is fastened to the hump as 
well as to the tail of the camel, the camel may go about. Rabba 
bar R. Huna says: A camel may go about with a pad under its 
tail (to prevent friction). 

“ One is not to tie camels.” What is the reason? It looks 
like leading them to market. 

“ But one is permitted to hold in his hand.” Said R. Ashi: 
“This law they (the Rabbis) taught only concerning (Kilaim) a 
mixture of different cords (viz., woollen and flaxen), and hence the 
teacher means to say, provided he does not tie or twist them. 
Samuel said: “ And provided the cords do not protrude from his 
hand as much as a hand’s width. Was it not taught at the 
school of Samuel, two hands’ width? Said Abayi: “From the 
existing difference, namely: Samuel teaching one hand’s width 
only, while his school two hands’ width, we infer that Samuel 
taught the practice of the law (to be one hand’s width, although 
two hands’ width is permissible). Were we not taught: “ Provided 
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he lifts (the cords) from the ground one hand’s width (but there 
is no restriction as to the quantity protruding from his hands)? 
The non-restriction of the quantity of cord applies only to the 
amount of cord used for the distance between the animal and the 
man’s hand. (In that case the quantity is unlimited. The quan¬ 
tity of cord, however, protruding from the man’s hand must not 
exceed one hand’s width; so also the distance from the ground to 
the cords must be at least one hand’s width.) 

MISHNA: The ass is not to go out with a rug, unless fas¬ 
tened, neither with a bell that has been muffled, nor with a collar 
on his neck, nor with ankle-boots. The hens are not to go out 
with cords tied to them, nor with straps on their feet. Rams are 
not to go out with carts tied to their tails, nor sheep with sneez¬ 
ing-wood. The calf is not to go out with the reed yoke, nor the 
cow with the skin of a hedgehog (tied to the udder), nor with a 
strap (between her horns). The cow of R. Elazar ben Azarya 
went out with a strap between the horns against the approval of 
the Rabbis. 

GEMARA: “ Neither with a bell that has been muffled.” 

For it looks like bringing it to market. 

“ Nor with a collar on his neck.” Said R. Huna: With a 
collar underneath his jowls. What was the collar intended for? 
To prevent irritation of any wounds that may have been on the neck. 

“ Nor with ankle-boots.” To prevent injury from kicking one 
foot against the other. 

“ The hens with cords.” As a distinguishing mark. 

“ Nor with straps on their feet.” To prevent damage arising 
from jumping. 

“ The rams with carts.” To prevent their tails from damage 
through trailing on the ground. 

“ Nor sheep with sneezing-wood.” (What is it?) Said R. 
Huna: “In seaports there is to be found a kind of tree called 
’Hanun, which produces sneezing-wood, which, when held under a 
sheep’s nose, produces sneezing, and while sneezing such vermin as 
may have lodged in the sheep’s head are expectorated. If such be 
the case, may rams not go out with it either? For rams sneezing- 
wood is not used at all. They butt with their heads; therefore 
vermin drops out of its own accord. 

“ Nor the cow with the skin of the hedgehog,” etc. To pre¬ 
vent leeches from sticking to the udder. 
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“ Nor with the strap between the horns.” Why not ? Neither 
in accordance with the opinion of Rabh, who forbids it both as an 
ornament and safeguard, nor in accordance with the opinion of 
Samuel, who forbids it as an ornament, but permits it as a safe¬ 
guard. 

“ The cow of R. Elazar ben Azarya,” etc. Had he only one 
cow? Did not Rabh, or R. Jehuda in the name of Rabh, say that 
R. Elazar ben Azarya gave yearly as tithes from his herds as 
many as twelve thousand calves? We have learned (in a Bo- 
raitha): The cow in question was not his, but a neighboring 
woman’s. It is only ascribed to him because he did not protest 
against it. 

Rabh, R. Hanina, R. Johanan, and R. Habiba (some say R. 
Jonathan instead of R. Johanan), all four taught in all the sec¬ 
tions of Moed (Festivals) : He who has the power to protest 
against wrong in his house and does not do so, is punished for 
(the sins of) every one in his house. In the city (where his protest 
would be recognized), he is punished for the sins of every one of 
the inhabitants of the city; and if he is such a great man that 
his word would be respected in the whole world, he is punished 
for (all the sins of) mankind. Said R. Papa : “ And the Exilarchs 

are punished for the sins of all Israel.” In this same sense taught 
R. Hanina, who said: “ How is the following passage to be ex¬ 
plained: ‘The Eternal will enter into judgment with the Elders 
of his people and with the princes thereof’ [Isaiah iii. 14]. If the 
princes sinned, what have the Elders to do with it ? I he intent 
is to say: Because the Elders did not protest against the princes. 

R. Jehudah sat before Samuel, when a woman came in com¬ 
plaining and Samuel paid no attention to her. Said R. Jehudah to 
him : “ Is Master unaware of the passage: Whosoever stops his 
ears at cry of the poor, he also shall cry himself and not be 
heard”? [Prov. xxi. 13]. Samuel retorted : “ Ingenious scholar ! 
Your head-master (meaning himself) is on safe ground, but our 
Chief is responsible.” Mar Ukba, being at that time Chief of the 
Judges (it was his affair), for it is written [Jerem. xxi. 12] : “ O 

House of David! Thus hath said the Lord: Exercise justice on 
(every) morning, and deliver him that is robbed out of the hand of 
the oppressor; lest my fury go forth like fire, and burn so that 
none can quench it, because of the evil of your doings.” 

Said R. Zera to R. Simon : “ Let Master reprove the Exilarch’s 
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retainers.” He answered: “They care not for me.” Rejoined 
R. Zera: “ Even if they do not care, reprove them anyhow; for 
R. Aha b. Hanina said: The Holy One, blessed be He, never 
issued a benevolent decree, which He subsequently reversed into 
malevolence, except in this sole instance, which is written [in 
Ezekiel ix. 4 :] “ And the Lord said unto him, Pass through the 
midst of the city, through the midst of Jerusalem, and inscribe a 
mark upon the foreheads,” etc. Thus said the Eternal to Gabriel: 
“ Go and set the mark (the Hebrew letter Tabh) in ink upon the 
foreheads of the righteous, that the angels of destruction have no 
power over them; and the same mark in blood upon the foreheads 
of the wicked, that the angels of destruction may have power over 
them.” Justice pleaded before the Eternal, blessed be He, in 
these terms: “ Sovereign of the Universe, what is the difference 
between the two ?” He answered : “ The ones are perfectly right¬ 
eous and the others completely wicked.” Again Justice pleaded: 
“Sovereign of ‘the Universe! It was in their power to protest 
(against wickedness) and they did not.” And the Lord answered: 
“ It is known to me, that had they protested their protest would 
have been of no avail.” Once more Justice pleaded: “It is 
known to Thee; but was it known to them?” (Therefore) thus 
it is written (further): “ Slay utterly old and young, both maids, 
little children, and women [Ezek. ix. 17]; and it is written 
(further) : “ Then they began with the old men who were before 

the house” [ibid., ibid.]. 

“ And behold, six men came from the direction of the upper 
gate” [Ezek. ix. 2]. Who are the six men (messengers)? Said 
R. Hisda : “ Anger, wrath, rage, destruction, devastation, and ruin.” 

Why just the letter Tabh? Said R. Simeon ben Lakish: 
“The Tabh is the last letter on the seal of the Holy One, blessed 
be He; for R. Hanina said (the inscription on) the seal of the 
Holy One, blessed be He, is Emet (truth) (and the last letter of 
the Hebrew word Emeth is a Tabh). 

It being evident from the verse [Plzek. ix. 2] that Sechuth 
Aboth* no longer existed, at what time shall we assume that it 
ceased ? 


* Sechuth Abot his a term implying the benefits bestowed upon men in considera¬ 
tion of the virtues and righteousness of their ancestors, and is based upon the passage 
in the Bible : “ Keeping kindness unto the thousandth generation,” etc. (Ex. xxxiv. 
7), and also upon the verse Ex. xxxii. 13. 
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Said Rabh : From the time of the prophet Hosea ben Beeri, 
as it is written [Hosea ii. 12] : “ And no man will deliver her out 
of my hand,” meaning that even the righteousness of the ancestors 
will be of no avail. 

Samuel said: From the time of the King Chazael of Syria, as 
it is written [Kings xiii. 23]: “ And the Lord became gracious 
unto them, and had mercy on them, and turned His regard unto 
them, because of His covenant with Abraham, Isaac, and Jacob, 
and would not destroy them, and He cast them not off from His 
presence until now.” Thus, He will remember His covenant only 
“until now,” but not after that. 

R.Jehoshua ben Levi said : From the time of Elijah the prophet: 
as it is written [Kings xviii. 36] “ Elijah the prophet came near 
and said, O Lord, God of Abraham, of Isaac, and of Israel, this 
day let it be known that Thou art God in Israel,” etc., and means 
to infer that only “ this day” the Lord will remember Sechuth 
Aboth and not after this day. 

R. Johanan says : From the time of Hezekiah the King, as it is 
written [Isaiah ix. 6] : “ To establish it and to support it through 
justice and righteousness, from henceforth and unto eternity: the 
zeal of the Lord of Hosts will do this,” implying that after that 
the favors of the Lord will not be bestowed by virtue of Sechuth 
Aboth, but through His zeal. 

R. Ami said: Death is the result of sin, and affliction the 
result of transgression; death the result of sin, for it is written 
[Ezekiel xviii. 20], “ The soul that sins, it shall die,” etc.; afflic¬ 
tion the result of trangression, for it is written [Psalms lxxxix. 33], 
“ And I will visit their transgressions with a lash and their iniquity 
with stripes.” 

An objection was made: One of the teachers said: The 
angels (once) said to the Holy One, blessed be His Name: 
“ Sovereign of the Universe ! Why didst Thou punish Adam with 
death?” The Lord answered: “ Because I gave him a light com¬ 
mandment, and he failed to observe it.” The angels again said unto 
him : “ Why did Moses and Aaron die, did they not observe all the 
laws of the Torah (Pentateuch)?” And He answered [Eccl. ix. 
2] : “The same fate befalls the righteous as the wicked.” Hence 
death is not the result of sin! He (R. Ami) is of the opinion of 
the teacher who taught: “ R. Simeon ben Elazar said: Even the 
death of Moses and Aaron was the result of their sins, for it is 
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written [Num. xx. 12]: Because you had no faith in Me,” (and 
the inference thereof is) if they had faith, they would not have 
died. 

Another objection was made: (There is a tradition) Four men 
only died in consequence of original sin. They are: Benjamin, 
the son of Jacob; Amram, the father of Moses; Jesse, the father of 
David; and Kilab, the son of David. Whose opinion does this 
Boraitha agree with ? The Tana who related the legend of the 
angels holds that Moses and Aaron also died in consequence of 
original sin. We must assume then that the Boraitha agrees 
with R. Simeon b. Elazar, who says that Moses and Aaron died 
on account of their own sins. Thus we see that although Moses 
and Aaron died on account of their own sins, still death without 
sin is possible and consequently affliction without transgression; 
hence R. Ami's theory is hereby refuted. 

R. Samuel bar Nahmeni in the name of R. Jonathan said: 
“ Whoever says that Reuben (the patriarch Jacob’s son) sinned 
with his father’s wife is in error, becaues it is written [Gen. xxxv. 
22], "Now the sons of Jacob were twelve.” This proves to us 
that they were all equal (in righteousness); but what does the 
verse [ibid, ibid), which states that he did lie with Bilha, his 
father’s concubine, signify? It signifies that he (Reuben) de¬ 
ranged his father’s bed, and this the verse holds as being equal to 
lying with his father’s wife. This may be supported by a Boraitha 
in the name of R. Simeon ben Elazar: That righteous man 
(Reuben) is innocent of the crime. The act with his father’s 
wife was never consummated; because is it possible that a man, 
whose descendants will stand on the Mount Ebol and proclaim: 
"Cursed be he who lies with his father’s wife” (Deut. xxvii. 20), 
would commit such a crime? What explanation, however, can I 
attach to the verse accusing him? He (Reuben) resented the 
injustice done his mother and said: “ When my mother’s sister 
lived and proved a vexation to my mother, it was bearable; but to 
have my mother’s servant prove a vexation to her, this is unbear¬ 
able!” Therefore he removed the bed of Bilha from his father’s 
bedroom (which the verse holds tantamount to lying with her). 

Rabh said : Pin’chas (son of Eli) is not guilty of adultery, for 
it is written : " And Ahiya, the son of Ahitub, Ichabad’s brother, 
the son of Pinchas, son of Eli, was priest to the Eternal at Shilah” 
[1 Samuel xiv. 3]. Is it possible that the Scriptures would 
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describe minutely the (progeny) or pedigree of an adulterer? Is 
it not written: “ The Eternal will destroy the man that does this, 
the master and the scholar out of the Tabernacles of Israel, and 
him that offers an offering to the God of Hosts”? [Mai. ii. 12.] 
That was explained to mean, if he be simply an Israelite, he shall 
have here no master among the teachers and no scholar among 
disciples, and if he is a descendant of priests, he shall have no son 
who may offer the offering. From this we must conclude that 
Pinchas is innocent of guilt. Is it not written, however, “ sons 
of Belial” (and thus Pinchas is included)? Aye; because he 
should have protested against it and did not, the Scriptures con¬ 
siders it as if done by himself. 

The above Samuel ben Nahmeni says again: He who thinks 
the sons of Samuel sinned, is also in error. It is written: “ And 
they (his sons) did not walk in his ways” [Sam. viii. 3]. True; 
they did not walk in his ways, but they sinned not. How then is 
the passage to be upheld: “ And they but turned aside after lucre 
and took bribes” ? [ibid. ibid.]. They did not act as their father; 
for Samuel, the righteous, travelled through all Israel and dispensed 
justice in every city, as it is written: “ And he went from year to 
year in circuit to Beth-El and Gilgal and Mizpah and judged 
Israel” (ibid., vii. 6) ; but they did not act in this way. They 
dwelt in their respective places in order to increase the fees of 
their messengers and scribes. 

There is a difference of opinion among the teachers (as to the 
nature of the sins whereof they, the sons of Samuel, arc accused). 
R. Meir says they (who were Levites themselves) claimed their 
priestly allowance personally (and thereby deprived the poor priests 
and Levites of their shares; for being also judges they were never 
refused). R. Jehuda says : They had commercial relations with 
private people (and were sometimes compelled to pervert justice). 
R. Aqiba says : They took tithes (to a greater extent than they 
were allowed to do) by force. R. Jossi says: They took by force 
the (priests’) portions (shoulder-blades, jowls, and stomachs of a 
slaughtered animal) to which they had no right. 

“ The same error is made concerning David,” said the above 
Rabbi. Said Rabh: (R. Jehudah Hanassi) Rabbi, a descendant 
of the house of David, endeavored to interpret favorably the pas¬ 
sage : “ Wherefor hast thou despised the word of the Eternal to do 
what is evil in His sight?” [2 Samuel xii. 9]. He said: This 


TRACT SABBATH. 


107 


evil deed is different (in words and language from other evil 
deeds, whereof mention is made in the Scriptures). In all other 
instances it says, “and he has done,” but here it says, “to do.” 
This implies that he “wanted to do” (but did not do). “Uriah 
the Hittite thou hast slain with the sword” [ibid. ibid.]. (As a 
rebel) he should have had him “ tried ” by the Synhedrion, which 
he did not. “ And his wife thou hast taken to thee for a wife.” He 
had a right to her, for R. Samuel ben Nahmeni in the name of R. 
Jonathan said : Whoever went to war with David divorced his wife 
previously. “ Him thou hast slain with the sword (used) for the 
children of Amon.” As he will not be punished on account of 
the children of Amon, so will he also not be punished for the 
death of Uriah. What is the reason? He (Uriah) was a rebel. 

Said Rabh : “ Note well the life of David, and you find nothing 
blamable save the affair of Uriah; as it is written [1 Kings xv. 
5], “ Save only in the matter of Uriah the Hittite.” 

Abayi the elder offered a contradictory question: “ Did Rabh 
say this? Did he not say also that David lent an car to slander?” 
This difficulty remains. 

The text says: Rabh asserted that David did lend ear to 
slander, for it is written [2. Samuel ix. 4] : “And the King said 
unto him, Where is he? And Ziba said unto the King, Behold, 
he is in the house of Machir, the son of ’Ammiel, in (d) Lo- 
debar;” further on it is written [ibid., 5] : “And the King David 
sent, and had him taken out of the house of Machir, the son of 
’Ammiel, from {in) Lo-debar.”(Thus, when David found him 
“doing something (good)” whereas Ziba informed the King that 
he was “doing nothing (good),” of a necessity Ziba must have 
been lying to David; why, then, did David give heed to his in¬ 
formation, for it is written [ibid. xvi. 3]: “And the King said, 
And where is thy master’s son? And Ziba said unto the King, 
Behold, he remaineth at Jerusalem; for he said, To-day will the 
house of Israel restore unto me the kingdom of my father.” But 
whence the adduction that David lent an ear to slander? Brom 
what is written further [ibid. 4] : “ Then said the King to Ziba, 
Behold, thine shall be all that pertaineth to Mephibosheth. And 


* The literal translation of the Hebrew word Bio-debar is: he does nothing 
(good); of Mlo-debar: he is very busy (doing something good). Upon the differ¬ 
ence in the two literal meanings of the two words Rabh bases the untruth of Ziba s 
statement. 
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Ziba said, I prostrate myself; let me but find grace in thy eyes, 
my lord, O King.” 

Samuel said : David did not lend ear to slander. He (himself) 
saw in Mephibosheth’s conduct that which corroborated Ziba’s 
calumny; as it is written [ibid. xix. 25] : “ And Mephibosheth the 
(grand-) son of Saul came down to meet the King, and he had not 
dressed his feet, nor trimmed his beard, nor washed his clothes.” 
(This was considered disrespect); further it is written [ibid. 28]: 
“ And he slandered thy servant unto my lord the King,” etc., and 
further [ibid., 31]: “ And Mephibosheth said unto the King, Yea, 
let him take the whole, since that my lord the King is come (back) 
in peace unto his own house.” Now, this last verse (read between 
the lines) really means: “ I have anticipated your safe arrival 
home with anxiety, and since you act toward me in such a man¬ 
ner, I have nothing to complain of to you but to Him (God) who 
brought you safely back.” 

R. Jehuda in the name of Rabh said: “ Had David not given 
heed to slander, the kingdom of the house of David would never 
have been divided, neither would Israel have practised idolatry, 
nor would we have been exiled from our land.” 

The same Rabbi said: He who believes Solomon guilty of 
idolatry is in error. Whence does he adduce this ? He agrees 
with R. Nathan, who points to a contradiction between the two 
following passages : It is written [1 Kings xi. 4]: “ And it came 
to pass, at the time when Solomon was old, that his wives turned 
away his heart,” etc., and further on [ibid, ibid.] it says: “ Like 
the heart of David his father.” While his heart was not as per¬ 
fect as that of his father David, still he did not sin. The passage 
means, his wives turned away his heart toward idolatry, but still 
he did not practise it. This is supported by a Boraitha: Said R. 
Jossi. It is written [2 Kings iii. 13] : “ And the high places, that 
were before Jerusalem, which were to the right of the mount of 
destruction, which Solomon the King of Israel had built for 
Ashthoreth, the abomination of the Zidonians,” etc. Is it possi¬ 
ble that neither Assa nor Jehosophath had cleared them out before 
Josiah ? Did not Assa and Jehosophath abolish idolatry in Judea? 
It follows then, that as Josiah is given credit by the verse in the 
Scriptures for having abolished the worship of Ashthoreth, the 
abomination of the Zidonians, although at his time it had been out 
of existence for a long time, this was done merely because he 
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(Josiah) had abolished other later forms of idolatry; the same 
rule is followed in the case of Solomon; while he himself did not 
build the Ashthoreth of the Zidonians, the fact that he did not 
prevent his wives from doing so makes him responsible in the same 
measure as if he had committed the deed himself. Is it not writ¬ 
ten [1 Kings xi. 6] : “And Solomon did what is evil in the eyes 
of the Lord.” This is also written merely because it was in his 
power to protest against the actions of his wives, and he did not 
do so; hence the Scriptures ascribe the deed to him, as if he him¬ 
self had committed it. 

Said R. Jehudah in the name of Samuel: It would have been 
better for him (Solomon) to have been an actual hireling to idol¬ 
atry, than to be accused of doing what is evil in the eyes of the 
Lord. 

Again R. Jehudah said in Samuel’s name: At the time Solo¬ 
mon took in wedlock the daughter of Pharaoh, she brought to him 
about a thousand different musical instruments. Each of these was 
used for separate idols, which she named to him, and still he did 
not protest against it. 

The same Rabbi, quoting the same teacher, said: At the time 
Solomon took in wedlock Pharaoh’s daughter (the angel) Gabriel 
came down and planted a cane in the sea; on the sand, that ac¬ 
cumulated around the cane, a great city was afterward built; but 
in a Boraitha we were taught that the miracle occurred on the day 
that Jeroboam introduced the two golden calves, one each in Beth- 
E 1 and Dan, and that great city was Italia of Greece. 

R. Samuel said: Whoever says Josiah sinned is also in error. 
It is written [2 Kings xxii. 2] : “ And he did what was right in 
the eyes of the Lord and walked in the ways of David his father 
and turned not aside to the right or to the left.” Is this not con¬ 
tradictory to the verse [2 Kings xiii. 25], “that returned to the 
Lord with all his heart.” How is the “returned” to be under¬ 
stood? He must have sinned in order to return? Nay; from 
this it must be inferred that after Josiah attained the age of eigh¬ 
teen, he refunded from his private purse all amounts paid by such 
as he had declared guilty (bound to pay) from the time he was 
eight years old (when he became King). This is the interpreta¬ 
tion of “returned to the Lord.” 

The above differs from Rabh’s statement: “ None is greater 
among repenters than Josiah in his time and one in our own time. 


no 
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Who is he (the latter) ? Aba, the father of Jeremiah b. Aba. 
Others say Aha, the brother of Aba, father of Jeremiah b. Aba, 
for the aforesaid teacher said Aba and Aha were brothers. R. 
Joseph said : There is yet another in our own time. Who is he ? 
Ukban b. Ne’hemiah, the Exilarch. “ Once while studying,” said 
R. Joseph, “ I dozed off and saw in a dream an angel stretching 
out his hands and accepting his (Ukban’s) repentance. 


CHAPTER VI. 


REGULATIONS CONCERNING WHAT GARMENTS (SERVING AS ORNA¬ 
MENTS) WOMEN MAY GO OUT WITH ON THE SABBATH. 

MISHNA: In what (ornamental) apparel may a woman go 
out and in what may she not go out ? A woman is not allowed to 
go out (even in private ground) either with woollen or linen bands 
or with straps on her head to keep her hair in tresses, (as a precau¬ 
tion lest she enter public ground and take off the bands to show 
to her friends, thereby becoming guilty of carrying movable prop¬ 
erty for a distance of four ells or more). Nor is she to bathe her¬ 
self with the bands on unless loosened. Nor is she to go out with 
either Totaphoth or Sarbitin on, unless they are fastened.* Nor 
with a hood in public ground, nor with gold ornaments, nor with nose¬ 
rings, nor with finger-rings that have no seal, nor with pins. But 
if she did go out with these things, she is not bound to bring a 
sin-offering (as they are ornaments and not burdens). 

GEMARA: “Bathing.” Where is bathing referred to (and 
what has it to do with the Sabbath) ? Said R. Nahman b. Itz’hak 
in the name of Rabba b. Abuha: The Mishna means to say: 
What is the reason that a woman is not allowed to go out with 
either woollen or linen bands ? Because the sages have decided 
that she is not to bathe herself with them on, even on week-days, 
unless loosened; therefore she shall not (go out with them on) on 
the Sabbath at all, lest it happen that she become in duty bound 
to bathe herself, f and, while untying her hair, be forced to carry 
the bands in public ground for a distance of four ells or more. 

R. Kahana propounded a question to Rabh: “ What about a 


* In the Mishna the Hebrew word for “ fastened ” is “ Tephurim,” literally mean¬ 
ing “ sewed ” or “ embroidered ” i.e., the Totaphoth and Sarbitin as worn by the 
wealthy were ornaments made of gold or silver with inscriptions engraved on them, 
but the poor made them of various colored materials (as explained in the Gemara 
further on) and embroidered the inscriptions on them. The prohibition of the 
Mishna therefore refers only to the wearing of such ornaments before the inscriptions 
were either engraved or embroidered on them. Such is our explanation in our “ His¬ 
tory of Amulets/' pp. 11-15. 

\ See Leviticus xv. Duties of women to bathe after menstruation. 
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hair-net?” Answered Rabh : “You mean to say a woven one? 
Everything woven has not been restricted.” This was also taught 
in the name of R. Huna, son of R. Joshua. 

An objection was made: “ We have been taught in a Mishna 
that when a person bathes the following objects cause ‘intervention’ 
(Chatzitzah) : Woollen and linen bands and headstraps (used by 
maidens) ?” R. Jehudah says woolen and hair bands do not cause 
“ intervention,” because water soaks through them. “ (Now we see 
that although woollen and linen bands are woven and yet arc an 
intervention.) Said R. Huna: “All this concerns only maidens.” 
(And they are an intervention only because they are particular 
about it.) 

R. Joseph in the name of R. Jehuda said that Samuel asserted : 
“The law according to R. Jehudah holds good only in the case of 
hair-bands.” Rejoined Abayi: “Thou sayest the law according 
to R. Jehudah holds good. Is there any controversy between R. 
Jehudah and the Tana of the above Boraitha? (The Tana said 
nothing about hair-bands).” Shall we assume that because R. 
Jehudah declares hair-bands not to be objects of “intervention,” he 
must have heard the previous Tana mention them? Even if such 
be the case, it is not probable that R. Jehudah heard that the Tana 
agrees with him on that point and hence he says: “ If he agrees 
with me on this point why not in the other instances also?” 

Said R. Nahman in the name of Samuel: Let us say the sages 
agree with R. Jehuda with respect to hair-bands. 

This is supported by a Boraitha. Woollen bands cause inter¬ 
vention, but hair-bands do not. Said R. Jehuda: “Neither cause 
intervention.” 

Said R. Nahman b. Itz’hak: This can be proven by a Mishna 
further on, which teaches that a woman may go out with hair- 
bands, be they her own or her friends’. Whose opinion does this 
Mishna represent? Can we say R. Jehudah’s? He permits even 
woolen bands! We must say it represents the opinion of the 
other teachers also; hence it is conclusive that they do not differ 
as regards hair-bands. 

“Nor with Totaphoth.” What are “ Totaphoth” ? Said R. 
Joseph: “A balm bandage for sanitary use (Humrate diqetiphta).” 

Said Abayi to him: “ Then let it be permitted as an amulet 
made by a reliable expert.” (During Abayi’s time this difficulty 
was not solved.) 
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R. Jehudah said in the name of Abayi: * “ It is an Absayim” (a 
gold ornament). This is supported by a Boraitha: A woman may 
go out with a gilded hair-net and Totaphoth or Sarbitin when 
fastened to the hair-net. What are Totaphoth and what Sarbitin ? 
Said R. Abuha: “The former are bands that reach from ear to 
ear and the latter bands that reach from temple to temple.” R. 
Huna said: “ The poor make them of all kinds of colored material 
and the rich make them of gold or silver.” 

“Nor with a hood,” said R. Yanai: “I cannot understand 
what kind of a hood the Mishna means; is it a slave’s hood that 
it prohibits and permits a woollen hood, or does it prohibit woollen 
hoods and so much more slave’s hoods ? Said R. Abuha : It is rea¬ 
sonable to hold that a woollen hood is meant. This is also proven 
by the following Boraitha: A woman may go out with a hood and 
head ornament in her yard. R. Simeon ben Elazar says, with a 
hood even in a public ground. “ It is a rule,” said he, “ that any¬ 
thing below the ‘Shebha’ha’ (hair-net) is permitted to be worn, but 
anything above it is not. Samuel, however, said the Mishna al¬ 
ludes to the slave’s hood. 

This was objected to. Did Samuel indeed say so? Did he 
not say the slave may go out with the mark (he wears) around his 
neck, but not with the mark on his clothes ? This presents no dif¬ 
ficulty. The former applies to the mark made for him by his mas¬ 
ter (in which case there is no fear of the slave removing and 
carrying it), while the latter applies to the mark made by himself. 
What meaning do you attach to Samuel’s statement? If he per¬ 
mits the wearing of the mark on the slave’s neck because the master 
made it and the slave will fear to remove it; could not the master 
also make the mark on the slave’s clothes? Yea; but the slave 
might lose the mark and for fear of his master he will fold up his 
coat and carry it on his shoulders (in public ground). This is also 
supported by a Boraitha, which teaches us distinctly that the slave 
may go out with the mark on his neck but not on his clothes. In 
like manner Samuel once said to R. Hinna bar Shila: “ None of the 
Rabbis that call on the Exilarch should go out with their insignia 
on their clothes (on the Sabbath) save you. He would not be 
angry with you were you to go to him without them (hence, not being 
a necessary burden, you may wear them or not, as you choose). 

* This R. Jehudah is probably R. Jehudah of Diphta, for the R. Jehudah gener¬ 
ally cited died on the day of Abayi’s birth. See our “ History of Amulets,” etc. 
vol. I.—8 
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The former teacher said “ Not with a bell (mark on his neck, 
but with a bell (mark) attached to his clothes.” Why not with a 
bell on his neck? Lest it break off and he may carry it. Why 
not apprehend the same in regard to a bell attached to his clothes? 
Here a bell is treated of that was made by an expert and was 
woven right in with the cloth. This is also in accord with what 
R. Huna, son of R. Joshua, said: “ Everything that is woven they 
did not restrict.” 

“ Nor with a golden ornament.” What was this golden orna¬ 
ment? Said Rabba bar bar Hana: “A golden (ornament with an 
engraving of the city of) Jerusalem on it,” such as R. Aqiba made 
for his wife. 

The Rabbis taught: A woman shall not go out wearing a 
golden ornament; but if she did so, she becomes liable to bring a 
sin-offering. This is the opinion of R. Meir, but the sages say: 
She must not go out wearing it; if she did, however, she is not 
culpable; but R. Eliezer said: A woman may go out wearing a 
golden ornament to commence with. Wherein do they differ? 
R. Meir holds it to be a burden and the Rabbis hold it to be an 
ornament; then why should she not wear it to commence with? 
Lest she take it off to show it to her friends and thus happen to 
carry it; but R. Eliezer reasons differently. Who generally go 
out with such valuable golden ornaments? Prominent women; 
and prominent women will not remove them for the purpose of 
exhibiting them to friends. 

Rabh prohibits the wearing of a crown-shaped ornament and 
Samuel permits it. Both agree that the wearing of a crown-shaped 
ornament is permissible, as there is no fear that the woman will 
remove it; where they do differ, however, is as to a golden and 
jewelled ornament. The former holds, that there is fear of her 
removing it in order to exhibit it, and thus probably happen to 
carry it, while the latter contends that as prominent women only 
wear such costly ornaments no fear need be entertained on that 
score. 

Said R. Samuel bar bar Hana to R. Joseph: You distinctly 
told us in the name of Rabh that an ornament in the shape of a 
crown may be worn.* 


* R. Joseph passed through a severe illness and at times forgot his own teachings ; 
hence it sometimes occurred that he was reminded of them by his disciples. 



TRACT SABBATH. 


1 l S 

Levi taught in Neherdai that a crown-shaped ornament may 
be worn; whereupon twenty-four women in Neherdai went out 
with crown-shaped ornaments on. 

Rabba bar Abuha taught the same in Mehutza, and eighteen 
women went out of one lane wearing those ornaments. 

R. Jehudah in the name of Samuel said: “A belt may be 
worn.” Some one said a leather belt (even if jewelled). Said R. 
Saphra: “Why! Even a golden belt jewelled, for is it not equal 
to a golden garment?” 

Said Rabhina to R. Ashi: “ How is it with a belt worn over a 
sash ?” Answered R. Ashi: “ By this you mean two belts” (and 
this is prohibited). 

R. Ashi said: “ A sash may be worn only when it is securely 
fastened, but not otherwise.” 

“Nor with a nose-ring.” What is a nose-ring? It is a nose¬ 
band. 

“ Nor with finger-rings that have no seal;” but if the ring 
have a seal does the woman who wears it become culpable? This 
presents a contradiction. We have learned elsewhere : The follow¬ 
ing ornaments of women are subject to becoming defiled : Chains, 
nose-rings, rings, finger-rings, either with or without a seal, and 
nose-bands. Said R. Nahman bar Itz’hak: “ You quote a con¬ 
tradiction in the laws of defilement as against the laws of Sab¬ 
bath. As for defilement the Thora (law) requires an utensil 
[Numbers xxxi. 20], and such it is, but as for Sabbath it refers to 
a burden; hence a ring without a seal is an ornament, with a seal 
it is a burden (for women).” 

“Nor with a pin.” For what purpose can a pin be used? 
R. Ada from Narsha explained it before R. Joseph : Women part 
their hair with it. Of what use is it on Sabbath? Said Rabha: 
On week days they wear a golden plate on their heads; the pin is 
used for parting the hair and holding down the plate; but on Sab¬ 
bath the pin is put against the forehead. 

MISHNA: A man is not to go out with iron-riveted sandals 
nor with one (iron-riveted shoe) unless he has a sore on his foot, 
nor with phylacteries, nor yet with an amulet, unless made by a 
reliable expert, nor with a shield, helmet, or armor for the legs; 
but if he has gone out (with either of these) he is not culpable of 
a sin (that requires a sin-offering). 

GEMARA: “Iron-riveted sandal.” What is the reason of 
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its being prohibited? Said Samuel: It happened toward the 
close of the persecutions (of the Jews) that a party of men hid 
themselves in a cave with the understanding that after once enter¬ 
ing no one was to go out. Suddenly they heard a voice on the 
outside of the cave, and thinking the enemies were upon them, 
they began crowding each other into the farthest recesses of the 
cave. During the panic that ensued more men were trampled to 
death by the iron-riveted sandals worn by the party than the ene¬ 
mies would have killed. At that time it was enacted that a man 
must not go out (on Sabbath) with iron-riveted sandals.” If this 
be the reason, let it also be prohibited on week-days ! Nay; the 
reason is that the disaster occurred on a Sabbath. 

Said R. Jehudah in the name of Samuel: This (the prohibition 
of the use of iron-riveted sandals ) is taught only with regard to 
such as are riveted for the sake of durability, but not with regard 
to such as are riveted for the sake of decoration. How many 
(rivets are considered to be for the purpose) of decoration ? R. 
Johanan said, five in each. R. Hanina said, seven in each. Said 
R. Johanan to R. Samon b. Aba: “I will explain to you the dif¬ 
ference between my opinion and that of R. Hanina. I mean two 
rivets on each side of the sandal and one in the centre, while he 
means three on each side and one in the centre. A certain shoe¬ 
maker asked of R. Ami: “ How is it if the sandal is sewed from 
the inside?” He answered : “ I have heard that it is permitted to 
be worn, but I can give you no reason.” Said R. Ashi: “ Does 
master not know the reason ? Being sewed from the inside it is 
no longer a sandal but a shoe; and the Rabbis decreed against the 
riveted sandal but not in regard to shoes.” 

We have learned: A man must not go out with iron-riveted 
sandals and shall not walk in them from one room to another, not 
even from one bed to another (in the same room); but such san¬ 
dals may be handled to cover vessels with or to support one of the 
bed-stands with them. R. Elazar b. Simeon prohibits even this, 
unless the majority of rivets fell out and but four or five re¬ 
main. Rabbi limits the permission to seven (rivets). If the 
soles are made of leather and the uppers are riveted, it is per¬ 
mitted. If the rivets are made like hooks, or are flat-headed, 
or pointed, or pierce through the sandal to protect the sole, it is 
permitted. 

Said R. Massna, others say R. Ahadboy b. Massna, in the 
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name of R. Massna: “ The decision of R. Elazar b. Simeon does 
not hold good.” Is this not self-evident? When one individual 
opinion conflicts with a majority, the opinion of the majority 
prevails. The statement of R. Massna, however, was made lest 
one might suppose that it would be reasonable to accept in this 
case the decision of R. Elazar b. Simeon (because handling it, he 
might wear it) and he informs us (that it is not so). 

Said R. Hyya: “ Were I not called a Babylonian, who permits 
what is prohibited, I would permit considerably more. How many 
rivets are permissible ? In Pumbeditha they say twenty-four, and 
in Sura they say twenty-two.” Said R. Nahman b. Itz’hak: “It 
seems by your remark that on the road from Pumbeditha to Sura 
you lost two.” 

“ Nor with one iron-bound shoe, unless his foot is sore.” But 
if his foot is sore he may go out. On which foot may he wear the 
shoe? On the foot that is sore (for protection). 

The Rabbis taught: When one puts on his shoes he should 
commence with the right shoe; when he takes them off he should 
commence with the left. When one bathes he should wash the right 
side first; when he anoints himself he should anoint the right side 
first, and whoever anoints the whole body should commence with 
the head, for the head is the king of all the members (of the body). 

“ Nor with phylacteriesbut if he went out with them on, he 
is not culpable of a sin (that requires a sin-offering). Said R. 
Saphra: This is not only in accordance with the opinion of the 
teacher who says Sabbath is a day for (wearing) phylacteries, but 
it is even in accordance with the opinion of the teacher who says 
Sabbath is not a day for it; yet it is not a sin (requiring a sin- 
offering). What is the reason ? Because phylacteries are put on 
in the same manner as a garment. 

“ And not with an amulet unless made by a reliable expert.” 
Said R. Papa: “ Do not presume that both the maker and the 
amulet must be reliable; it is sufficient if the maker only is reli¬ 
able.” This is corroborated by the teaching of the Mishna: 
“ And not with an amulet that was not made by a reliable expert.” 
It does not say with a reliable amulet. 

The Rabbis taught: Which maybe called reliable amulets? 
Such as have cured three times, no matter whether they contained 
inscriptions (of mystic forms) or (certain) medicaments. If the 
amulet is for a sickness, be it serious or not, or if it is for one 
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afflicted with epilepsy, or only serves as a preventative, one may 
fasten or unfasten it even in public ground; but he must not fas¬ 
ten the amulet to a bracelet or a finger-ring, and then go out with 
it in public ground, lest those who see it think that it is being 
worn as an ornament (and not for sanitary reasons). But were 
we not taught in a Boraitha that only such amulets as cured three 
different parties are reliable? This presents no difficulty. Here 
we are taught as to the reliability of the expert who made the 
amulet, while in the latter Boraitha we are taught as to the reli¬ 
ability of the amulet itself. 

Said R. Papa: It is certain to me that where three different 
amulets were given to three different (human) sufferers at three 
different times (and a cure was effected), both the amulets and 
the expert who made them are reliable. Where three different 
amulets were given to three different sufferers only once, the 
expert is reliable but not the amulets. Where one and the same 
amulet was given to three different sufferers, the amulet is reli¬ 
able, but not the expert; but how is it with three different amu¬ 
lets given to one man for three different diseases ? Certainly, 
the amulets are not reliable (for each cured only once), but how 
is it with the expert? Should he be considered reliable or not? 
If we say that the expert cured him, perhaps it was only the good 
fortune of the sufferer that the amulets cured him ? This ques¬ 
tion was not decided. 

A question was propounded: Is there any sanctity in an amu¬ 
let or not? For what purpose are we to know this? In order to 
enter a privy; if there is any sanctity in the amulet this would 
not be allowed, otherwise it would. 

Come and hear: We have learned in a Mishna: “ Not with an 
amulet unless made by a reliable expert.” From this we see that 
if made by a reliable expert one may go out with it. Now, if we 
say that there is sanctity in the amulet, how can we say that one 
may go out with it ? Perhaps he shall be compelled to enter a 
privy, he will have to take it off, and thus be forced to carry it 
four ells or more in public ground (hence we see that there is no 
sanctity in an amulet). 

MISHNA: A woman shall not go out with a pin, nor with a 
ring that has a seal, nor with a Kulear, nor with a Kabeleth, nor 
with a perfume bottle. If she goes out with these things, she 
becomes liable (to bring a sin-offering). Such is the opinion of 
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R. Meir. The sages say, for a Kabeleth and perfume bottle she 
does not become liable to bring a sin-offering. 

GEMARA : Said Ulla : “ With men it is (concerning a finger¬ 
ring) just the reverse.” That is to say, Ulla is of the opinion that 
what is right for women is not right for men, and what is right 
for men is not right for women. Said R. J oseph: “ Ulla is of 
the opinion that women form a class of their own (where a finger¬ 
ring is concerned.”) Rabha, however, says it often happens that 
a man gives his wife a ring with a seal on, to put away in a box, 
and she puts it on her finger until she comes to the box; again 
it happens that a wife gives her husband a ring without a seal for 
the purpose of having him give it to a jeweller to repair, and until 
he comes to the jeweller he puts it on his finger. Thus it hap¬ 
pens that a woman may wear a man’s ring and a man a woman’s 
(temporarily). 

What is Kabeleth ? Cachous (for purifying the breath). The 
Rabbis taught: A woman must not go out with a box of cachous, 
and if she did so she becomes liable (for a sin-offering). This is 
the opinion of R. Meir, but the sages say she should not go out 
with it, but if she does she does not become liable. R. Eliezer, 
however, says she may go out with it to commence with. Wherein 
do they differ? R. Meir is of the opinion that it is a burden; the 
sages, that it is an ornament; and the reason that she should not 
go out with it is lest she take it off to show to her friends, and 
thus perchance carry it in her hand. R. Eliezer, however, per¬ 
mits it to be carried to commence with, because, said he, who gen¬ 
erally carries cachou boxes ? Women whose breath emits a bad 
odor, and surely they will not take them off to show them ; hence, 
there is no apprehension that they will carry them four ells or 
more on public ground. 

We were taught in a Boraitha that a woman must not go out 
with a key in her hand, nor with a box of cachous, nor with a 
perfume bottle, and if she goes out with them, she is liable (for 
a sin-offering). Such is the opinion of R. Meir, but R. Eliezer 
says that with a box of cachous and a perfume bottle she does not 
become liable; he says this, however, only when the box contains 
cachous and the bottle perfume, but if they are empty, she is 
liable (for then it is a burden). Said R. Ada b. Ahaba: “ hrom 
this Boraiha it is to be adduced that any one carrying less than 
the prescribed amount of food in a vessel on public ground is cul- 
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pable (of a sin requiring a sin-offering), for the Boraitha teaches 
that a woman becomes liable for going out with an empty cachou 
box or perfume bottle, which is equal to a vessel containing less 
than the prescribed amount of food (and that is according to the 
Boraitha a sin requiring a sin-offering). Said R. Ashi: Generally 
I can tell you that in such a case one is not culpable, but here it 
is different; the box and the bottle being empty are considered a 
burden. 

(We read in the Scripture, Amos vi. 6:) “ And anoint them¬ 
selves with the costliest of ointments.” Said R. Jehudah in the 
name of Samuel: “This signifies perfumery.” 

R. Joseph objected: “ R. Jehudah b. Baba said that after the 
destruction of the Temple at Jerusalem the sages prohibited even 
the use of perfumes, but the Rabbis did not concur in the decree. 
If we say perfume used only for pleasure, why did not the Rabbis 
concur ?” Abayi answered : According to your mode of reasoning, 
even drinking wine from bowls (pocals) is prohibited, for it is writ¬ 
ten further (ibid., ibid.): “ Those that drink wine from bowls.” R. 
Ami said, that certainly means pocals, but R. Assi claimed that it 
means they clinked glasses one with another. Still Rabba b. R. 
Huna once happened to be at the house of the Exilarch and drank 
wine out of a pocal, but was not rebuked. It is, therefore, thus to 
be understood : The Rabbis restricted only such pleasures as were 
combined with rejoicing, but not pleasures unaccompanied with 
rejoicing. 

Said R. Abuha, (others say we were taught in a Boraitha:) 
“ Three things bring man to poverty: Urinating in front of one’s 
bed when naked; carelessness in washing one’s hands; and per¬ 
mitting one’s wife to curse him in his presence.” Said Rabha: 
“ Urinating in front of one’s bed should be understood to signify, 
‘turning around so as to face the bed and then urinating,’ but not 
turning in the opposite direction and urinating, and even when 
facing the bed it signifies only ‘urinating on the floor in front of 
the bed and not in a urinal.’ Carelessness in washing one’s hands 
signifies ‘not washing one’s hands at all,’ but not insufficient 
washing, for R. Hisda said: “ I washed my hands well and plenti¬ 
fully and am plentifully rewarded.” Permitting one’s wife to 
curse him in his presence implies ‘for not bringing her jewelry,’ 
and then only when one is able to do so but does not. 

Rahava said in the name of R. Jehudah: The trees of Jerusa- 
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lem were cinnamon trees, and when used for fuel the odor ex¬ 
tended over all the land of Israel; ever since the destruction of 
the second Temple the cinnamon trees disappeared; but a morsel 
as big* as a barley-corn is still to be found in the treasury of the 
Kingdom of Zimzimai. 

MISHNA : A man must not go out with a sword, nor with a 
bow, nor with a triangular shield, nor with a round one, nor with 
a spear; if he went out with them, he becomes liable (to bring a 
sin-offering). R. Eliezer says they are ornaments to him but the 
sages say they are nothing but a stigma, for it is written [Isaiah 
ii. 4] : “ They shall beat their swords into ploughshares and their 
spears into pruning-knives; nation shall not lift up sword against 
nation, neither shall they learn any more war.” Knee-buckles are 
clean and a man may go out with them on the Sabbath. Stride 
chains are liabel to become unclean; a man must not go out with 
them on the Sabbath. 

GEMARA: “ R. Eliezer says they are ornaments.” We 
were taught in a Boraitha: They (the sages) said unto R. Eliezer, 
if they (the weapons) are ornaments to man, why will they cease 
to exist in the post-messianic period? He answered: “ They will 
exist then also.” This is in accordance with the opinion of Samuel, 
who said there will be no difference between the present time and 
the post-messianic period save the obedience to temporal poten¬ 
tates, for it is written [Deut. xv. 11 ] : “For the needy will not 
cease out of the land.” 

Said Abayi to R. Dimi, and others say to R. Joseph : What is 
the reason of R. Eliezer, who says (weapons) are ornaments? It 
is written [Psalms xlv. 4] : “ Gird thy sword upon thy thighs, O 
Most Mighty, with thy glory and thy majesty.” 

Said R. Kahana to Mar, the son of R. Huna: Is not this pas¬ 
sage applied to the study of the Law (Thora) ? and he answered: 
“Anything may be inferred from a passage, at the same time the 
passage must not be deprived of its plain interpretation.” Said 
R. Kahana: “I am fourscore years old and have studied the six 
sections of the Mishna with their explanations through, and did 
not know until now that a scriptural passage has first to be inter¬ 
preted in its plainest form !” What information does he mean to 
convey to us by this assertion ? That man has to study the Law 
through first, and then reason upon it. 

R. Kahana said: Two scholars who debate in the Law (not for 
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controversy’s sake), the Holy One, blessed be He, causes them to 
prosper; moreover they become exalted, for it is written [Psalms 
xlv. 5], “be prosperous.” One might say that this would be the 
case even if they (debate) not for the purpose (of studying the 
Law). Therefore it says further [ibid., ibid.], “because of truth.” 
Again, one might say that the same would be the case even if one 
became arrogant and conceited. Therefore it says further [ibid., 
ibid.], “and meekness and righteousness.” If they act thus 
(humbly) they will be rewarded with (the knowledge of) the Law, 
which was given with the right hand (of God), as it is further 
written [ibid.], “and thy right hand shall teach thee fearful 
things.” 

R. Nahman says, they will be rewarded with the knowledge 
of what is said of the right hand of the Law, for Rabha bar R. 
Shila, according to others R. Joseph b. Hama in the name of R. 
Shesheth, said: How is to be explained the passage [Proverbs 
iii. 16] : “Length of days is in her right hand; and in her left 
richness and honor” ? Shall one say that in the right hand is only 
length of days, but not richness and honor? It is thus to be 
understood: For those who study the Thora in the right way there 
is long life and a fortiori richness and honor, but for those who 
study it not in the right way, richness and honor only may be 
given them, but not long life. 

Said R. Jeremiah in the name of R. Simeon ben Lakish: 
Two scholars who quietly discourse on the Thora among them¬ 
selves, the Holy One, blessed be He, hearkens unto them and 
listens to their desires; for it is written [Malachi iii. 16] : “Then 
conversed they that fear the Lord one with the other,” etc.; con¬ 
versed means conversed quietly, as it is written (in Psalms xlvii. 4 :) 
“ He will subdue (quiet) people under us.” (Subdue and converse 
are expressed by the same terms in the two passages, hence the 
similitude.)* What should be understood by the words: “that 
thought upon His name?” Said R. Ami: “ PAen when one in¬ 
tended to observe a commandment, but was accidentally prevented 
and could not accomplish it, it is credited to him, as if he had 
actually observed it.” Thus the passage “ thought upon His name” 
is interpreted. 


* The words conversed and subdue in the two passages are expressed in Hebrew 
by “ Nidberu ” and “Yadber.” Both are derived from the root Dibur = to speak 
quietly. 
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Said R. Hanina b. Idc : " Whosoever observes a commandment 
as prescribed, will not be the recipient of bad tidings; for it is 
written [Eccl. viii. 5] " Whoso keepeth the commandment will 
experience no evil thing.” R. Assi, others say R. Hanina, said: 
“ Even if the Holy One, blessed be He, has so decreed it (that he 
shall experience evil things) the decree is annulled through the 
prayers of this man, as it is written [ibid. 4] : 'Because the word of 
a king is powerful, and who may say unto him, what doest thou? 
and this immediately followed by the passage: 'Whoso keepeth 
the commandment will experience no evil thing.’ ” 

Said R. Aba in the name of R. Simeon ben Lakish: Two 
scholars who mutually instruct themselves in the Law, the Holy 
One, blessed be He, hearkens to their voices, for it is written 
[Song of Solomon, viii. 13] : "Thou that dwellest in the gardens, 
the companions listen for Thy voice, Oh, let me hear it;” but if 
they do not do so, they cause the Shekhina (glory of God) to move 
away from Israel, for further it is written [ibid. 14] : " Flee away, 
my beloved,” etc. 

The same teacher said in the name of the same authority: 
"The Holy One, blessed be He, loves two scholars who combine 
to study the Law, for it is written [Solomon’s Song, ii. 4] : "And 
his banner over me was love.” Said Rabha : " This is only meant 
when they know something of Law, but have no instructor to 
teach them at the place where they reside.” 

The same teacher said again: " The man who lends his money 
is more deserving than the charitable man, and the most deserving 
of all is he who gives charity surreptitiously or invests money in 
partnership (with the poor).” Furthermore he said: " If thy 
teacher is jealous (for thy welfare) and as spiteful as a serpent (if 
thou neglect thy studies), carry him on thy shoulders (because 
from him thou wilt learn), and if an ignoramus plays the pious, do 
not live in his neighborhood.” 

R. Kahana said in the name of R. Simeon b. Lakish, according 
to others R. Assi in the name of the same said: Whoso raises a 
vicious dog in his house prevents charity to go out therefrom (for 
the poor are afraid to go in), as it is written [Job vi. 14] : "As 
though I were one who refuseth kindness to a friend.” ("As 
though I were one who refuseth” is expressed in Hebrew by one 
word, viz., lamos; in Greek means dog, and hence R. 


* R. Simeon ben Lakish was a Palestinian and knew the Greek language. 
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Simeon’s * inference.) Said R. Nahman: “He even forsaketh 
the fear of the Lord,” for it is written at the end of the verse 
[ibid, ibid.] : “And forsaketh the fear of the Lord.” 

Once a woman went into a certain house to bake, and a dog, 
through barking at her, caused her to have a miscarriage. Said 
the landlord of the house: “ Fear him not, I have deprived him of 
his teeth and claws;” but the woman answered: “ Throw thy 
favors to the dogs, the child is already gone!” 

Said R. Huna: How is to be explained the passage [Eccl. 
xi. 9] : “ Rejoice, O young man, in thy childhood, and let thy heart 
cheer thee in the days of thy youthful vigor, and walk firmly in the 
ways of thy heart and in the direction in which thy eyes see; but 
know thou that concerning all these things God will bring thee 
into judgment.” Up to the words “and know” are words of the 
misleader, and from there on are words of the good leader. Resh 
Lakish said up to “ (and) know” the theoretical part of the law is 
meant, and from there the good deeds. 

“ Knee-buckles are clean,” etc. 

Said R. Jehudah, this (Birith) means arm-bandages. To this 
R. Joseph objected : “ We have learned that a birith is (virtually) 
clean and one may go out with it on the Sabbath. If it is an arm- 
band how can that be ? The latter is subject to defilement.” He 
(the teacher) means to say that the birith is worn on the same 
part of the leg as the arm-bandage on the arm. 

Rabhin and R. Huna sat before R. Jeremiah, who slumbered, 
and Rabhin said: “ A birith is worn on one of the thighs and 
kebalim on both shins;” but R. Huna said both are worn on both 
shins, but the chain attached to the birith on both shins is called 
kebalim, and the chain makes them a perfect vessel. At this 
point of the argument R. Jeremiah awoke and said : “ I thank you. 
Even so I heard R. Johanan say.” Whence the adduction that any 
ornament is subject to becoming defiled ? From the Tzitz, the 
golden plate on the forehead of the High Priest. And whence the 
adduction that textile fabrics are also subject to becoming defiled? 
From the passage (Lev. xi. 32), “or” raiment, which includes any 
textile fabrics whatsoever. 

The Rabbis taught: “ Any piece of textile fabric or any trifle 
of an ornament is subject to becoming defiled;” but how is it with 
an article which is half texture and half ornament? It is also 
subject to defilement. As for an ornament which is carried in a 
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bag, the bag being of woven material becomes defiled and with it 
the ornament, but if the ornament was carried in a piece of cloth, 
the cloth remains undefiled. Is a piece of cloth not a textile 
fabric? Yea; but by that it is meant that the bag, even if not 
made of a textile fabric, becomes defiled, because it is attached to 
the garment. What is a bag used for? Said R. Johanan: Poor 
people use them for the purpose of putting some trifles in them 
and then hang them on the necks of their daughters. 

It is written: “ And Moses was wroth with the officers of the 
host” [Numb. xxxi. 14]. Said R. Nahman in the name of Rabba 
b. Abu’ha : “ Thus said Moses unto Israel: “ Have ye then returned 
to your first sin (that ye have let the females live) ?” They an¬ 
swered him [ibid. 49] : “ Thy servants have taken the sum of the 
men of war who have been under our command, and there lacketh 
not one man of us” (implying that none had sinned). Said Moses 
again: “ If such be the case why need ye forgiveness ?” They 
answered : “ Nay! We truly have not sinned, but we could not 
keep our minds from being bent upon sinning! We have there¬ 
fore [ibid. 50] brought an oblation unto the Lord.” From this 
the school of Ishmael adduces the following teaching: Why did 
the Israelites of that generation require forgiveness? Because 
they had feasted their eyes on strange women. 

MISHNA : A woman may go out with plaits of hair, be they 
made of her own hair or of another woman or of an animal; with 
Totaphoth or Sarbitin if fastened.* With a hood or with a wig in 
her yard (private ground); with cotton wadding in her ear or in 
her shoe; or with cotton wadding prepared for her menstruation; 
with a grain of pepper or of salt, or with whatever else she may be 
accustomed to keep in her mouth, provided she does not put it in 
her mouth on the Sabbath to commence with; if it fell out of her 
mouth she must not replace it. As for a metal or golden tooth 
Rabbi permits a woman to go out with it, but the sages pro¬ 
hibit it. 

GEMARA : It has been taught: “ Provided a young woman 
does not go out with (plaits of hair belonging to) an old woman; 
nor an old woman with plaits of hair belonging to a young woman.” 
So far as an old woman is concerned, it would be nothing but 
right, for the plaits of a young woman would be a source of pride 


*See note to preceding Mishna. 
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to her (and there is fear of her taking them off to show to others); 
but why should a young woman be prohibited to go out with 
plaits belonging to an old woman ? They are a disgrace to her 
(and surely she would not take them off for exhibition)! The 
teacher while treating on plaits with respect to an old woman 
also makes mention of the case of a young woman (for the sake of 
antithesis). 

“ With a hood or a wig in her yard.” Said Rabh : “ Everything 
prohibited by the sages to be worn on public ground must not be 
worn in the yard save a hood and a wig.” R. Anani b. Sasson in 
the name of R. Ishmael said : “ Everything may be worn in the yard 
like a hood. But why does Rabh discriminate in favor of these 
objects?” Said Ulla: “In order that she may not become re¬ 
pulsive to her husband.” 

“And with cotton in her ears or in her shoes.” Romi ben 
Ezekiel taught only when tied to her ears or her shoes. 

“And cotton wadding prepared for her menstruation.” “In 
this case,” said Rabh, “even if it is not tied it may be worn, be¬ 
cause, being disgusting, it will not be handled.” 

R. Johanon went to the Academy with cotton wadding in his 
ears on Sabbath, and his colleagues objected to it. R. Jossi went 
into unclaimed ground with cotton wadding in his ears, and all of 
his contemporaries objected. 

“With a grain of pepper or a grain of salt.” The former to 
take away any bad odor of the breath and the latter as a remedy 
for toothache. 

“ Or with whatever else she is accustomed to keep in her 
mouth,” meaning ginger or cinnamon. 

“A metal or a gilt tooth.” Rabbi permits and the sages pro¬ 
hibit it. Said R. Zera: The difference of opinion only concerns a 
gilt tooth, for a silvered tooth is unanimously permitted. This is 
also proven by the following Boraitha: A silvered tooth is per¬ 
mitted by all, while as to a gilt one Rabbi permits it; the sages 
however prohibit it. 

Said Abayi: Rabbi, R. Eliezer, and R. Simeon ben Elazar, all 
three agree to the opinion that anything provoking disgust (or 
ridicule) a woman will not wear for show. Rabbi's opinion was 
just cited. R. Eliezer’s is according to his own teaching, that a 
woman going out with a box of cachous or a perfume bottle is not 
liable (for a sin-offering). R. Simeon ben Elazar's opinion is also 
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according to his own teaching, that anything below the hair-net is 
permitted to be worn outside. 

MISHNA: Women may go out with a coin fastened to a 
swelling on their feet; little girls may go out with laces on and 
even with screws in their ears. Arabian women may go out in 
their long veils and Median women in their mantillas; so, may 
even all women go out, but the sages spoke of existing customs. 
A woman may fold her mantilla around a stone, nut, or a coin 
(used as buttons), provided she does it not especially on the 
Sabbath. 

GEMARA: “ Little girls may go out with laces.” The 
father of Samuel did not permit his daughters to go out with 
laces nor to sleep together; he made bathing-places for them dur¬ 
ing the month of Nissan and curtains during the month of Tishri. 
“ He did not permit them to go out with laces ?” Were we not 
taught that girls may go out with laces? The daughters of 
Samuel’s father wore colored (fancy) laces and (lest they take 
them off to show to others) he did not permit them to go out with 
them. 

“ Fold her mantilla around a stone, etc.” But did not the first 
part (of the Mishna) say that she may fold it, etc. ? Said Abayi, 
the last part of the Mishna has reference to a coin (which is not 
permitted). 

MISHNA : The cripple may go out with his wooden leg; such 
is the decision of R. Meir, but R. Jossi prohibits it. If the wooden 
leg has a receptacle for pads it is subject to becoming defiled. 
Crutches are subject to defilement by being sat or trodden upon (by 
a person suffering with venereal diseases) ; but he may go out 
with them on Sabbath and enter the outer court (of the Temple). 
The chair and crutches of a paralytic are subject to becoming de¬ 
filed from being sat or trodden upon, and he must not go out with 
them on the Sabbath nor enter the outer court (of the Temple). 
Stilts are clean (not subject to becoming defiled), but one must 
not go out with them on Sabbath. 

GEMARA: Rabha said to R. Nahman: “ How are we to 
accept the teaching of the Mishna? Did R. Meir permit the crip¬ 
ple to go out with a wooden leg on the Sabbath and R. Jossi pro- 


* Wherever the expression “becomes defiled by being sat or trodden upon ” occurs 
in the Talmud it refers to being sat or trodden upon by a person afflicted with vene¬ 
real diseases. 
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hibit his doing so, or vice versa ? Answered R. Nahman : “ I know 
not.” “ Which ordinance should prevail ?” Answered R. Nahman 
again : “ I know not.” 

“ And if it has a receptacle for pads it is subject to becoming 
defiled.” Abayi said it becomes defiled by coming in contact with 
a corpse, but not by being sat or trodden upon; but Rabba said, it 
becomes defiled even by being sat or trodden upon, and he adduced 
it from what we were taught elsewhere, that a baby-carriage is sub¬ 
ject to defilement by being sat or trodden upon. Answered Abayi: 
“ In the case of the baby-carriage (the person who defiles it by 
sitting or treading upon it) leans upon it, but in the case of the 
crutches he does not lean on them. I adduce it from the case of 
the staff of an old man, that is not subject to any defilement what¬ 
ever.” Rabha, however, rejoined, the staff of the old man can 
only be used to facilitate walking, while the crutches can also be 
leaned upon. 

“ The chair and crutches of a paralytic are subject to becoming 
defiled by being sat or trodden upon, and he must not go out with 
them nor enter the outer court (of the Temple).” A teacher 
taught before R. Johanan that one may go in with them in the 
outer court. Said R. Johanan to him: I teach that a woman may 
perform the “ Chalitza”* with them (hence they are considered 
shoes), and you say he may go in with them to the outer court. 
Go and teach the contrary. 

MISHNA: Boys may go out with bands and princes with 
golden belts; so may every one else, but the sages adduce their 
instances from existing customs. 

GEMARA: What kinds of bands ? Said Ada Mari in the 
name of R. Nahman b. Baruch, who said in the name of R. Ashi 
b. Abhin, who said in the name of R. Jehudah: “ Wreaths of Puah 
roots.” Said Abayi: “ My mother told me that three of such 
wreaths give relief (in sickness), five of them produce a complete 
cure, and seven of them are even proof against witchcraft.” 

Said R. Aha b. Jacob: “ And this only if they (the wreaths) 
have never seen sun, moon, or rain; never heard a hammer fall or 
a cock crow or the fall of footsteps.” 

Said R. Nahman b. Itz’hak : “ Thy bread is cast upon the deep” 
(meaning the remedy is an impossibility). 


* See the law of Chalitza (Deut. xxv. 9). 
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The Rabbis taught: (Women) may go out with a Kutana stone 
(to prevent miscarriage) on the Sabbath. It was said in the name 
of R. Meir that they may even go out with the counterpoise of a 
Kutana stone, and not only such (women) as have already once 
miscarried, but even as a preventive to miscarriage, and not only 
when a woman is pregnant, but lest she become pregnant and mis¬ 
carry. Said R. Jemar b. Shalmia in the name of Abayi: But the 
counterpoise must be an exact one and made in one piece. 

MISHNA: It is permitted to go out with eggs of grasshop¬ 
pers or with the tooth of a fox or a nail from the gallows where a 
man was hanged, as medical remedies. Such is the decision of 
R. Meir, but the sages prohibit the using of these things even on 
week-days, for fear of imitating the Amorites.* 

GEMARA: The eggs of grasshoppers as a remedy for tooth¬ 
ache ; the tooth of a fox as a remedy for sleep, viz., the tooth of 
a live fox to prevent sleep and of a dead one to cause sleep; the 
nail from the gallows where a man was hanged as a remedy for 
swelling. 

“As medical remedies; such is the decision of R. Meir.” 
Abayi and Rabha both said: “ Anything (intended) for a medical 
remedy, there is no apprehension of imitating the Amorites; hence, 
if not intended as a remedy there is apprehension of imitating the 
Amorites? But were we not taught that a tree which throws off 
its fruit, it is permitted to paint it and lay stones around it? It is 
right only to lay stones around it in order to weaken its strength, 
but what remedy is painting it ? Is it not imitating the Amorites ? 
(Nay) it is only that people may see it and pray for misericord. 
This is proven by the Boraitha: (We adduce) from [Leviticus 
xiii. 45 :] “ Unclean, unclean, shall he call out,” that one must 
make his troubles known to his fellow-men, that they may pray 
for his relief. 

Rabhina said: The hanging up of a cluster of dates on a date 
tree (as a sign that the tree throws off its fruit) is in accordance 
with the above-mentioned teacher. 

If one says, “ Kill this cock, for he crowed at night; or kill this 
hen, for she crowed like a cock; or I will drink and leave a little 
over,” because of superstition, there is apprehension that he imi- 


* See Leviticus xviii. 3 and where the imitating of the customs of the 
Canaanites and Amorites is forbidden. 
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tate the Amorites; but one may put a splinter of “Tuth” or a 
piece of glass in a pot, that it may boil the quicker. The sages, how¬ 
ever, prohibited pieces of glass as being dangerous. The Rabbis 
taught: One may throw a handful of salt in a lamp that it may 
burn the brighter, or loam and fragments of earthenware that it 
may burn more slowly. The saying “to your health” at wine¬ 
drinking is no imitation of the customs of the Amorites. It hap¬ 
pened that R. Aqiba gave a banquet in honor of his son, and at 
every cup that he drank he said: “ To the wine in the mouth and 
to the health of the sages and their disciples.” 


CHAPTER VII. 


THE GENERAL RULE CONCERNING THE PRINCIPAL ACTS OF LABOR 

ON SABBATH. 

MISHNA : A general rule was laid down concerning the Sab¬ 
bath. One who has entirely forgotten the principle of (keeping) 
the Sabbath and performed many kinds of work on many Sabbath 
days, is not liable to bring but one sin-offering. One who knew the 
principle of Sabbath, but (forgetting the day) committed many acts 
of labor on Sabbath days, is bound to bring a separate sin-offering 
for each and every Sabbath day, (which he has violated). One 
who knew that it was Sabbath and performed many kinds of work 
on different Sabbath days (not knowing that such work was pro¬ 
hibited), is bound to bring a separate sin-offering for every principal 
act of labor committed. One who committed many acts all ema¬ 
nating from one principal act is not bound to bring but one sin- 
offering. 

GEMARA: What is the reason that the Mishna uses the ex¬ 
pression “a general rule”? Shall we assume that it means to 
teach us a subordinate rule in the succeeding Mishna, and the 
same is the case with the Mishna concerning the Sabbatical year, 
where at first a general rule is taught and the subsequent Mishnas 
teach a subordinate rule? Why does the Mishna relating to tithes 
teach one rule and the succeeding Mishna another rule, but does 
not call the first rule a ‘'general rule" ? Said R. Josiri b. Abhim : 
In the Mishnas on Sabbath and the Sabbatical years principal and 
minor acts of labor are treated of, but in those relating to tithes 
no principal or minor subjects are discussed and hence no general 
rule was laid down. 

Rabh and Samuel both said: “ Even a child that was taken 
prisoner by idolators or a proselyte who remained among idolaters 
is regarded as one who knew the principle (of keeping) the Sab¬ 
bath, but forgot it, and in case of a transgression (of the laws of 
Sabbath) is not bound to bring but one sin-offering (for all the 
Sabbaths) ; but R. Johanan and Resh Lakish both said that such 
is the case only when one was cognizant of the (principle of) Sab- 
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bath and forgot about it; a child in captivity or a proselyte among 
idolaters is exempt. 

To this an objection was made : We have learned in a Boraitha : 
“ A general rule was laid down concerning the observation of the 
Sabbath. One who had entirely forgotten the principle of keep¬ 
ing the Sabbath and had performed many kinds of work on many 
Sabbath days, is not bound to bring but one sin-offering. How is 
(forgetting the Sabbath) to be understood? A child in captivity 
among idolaters and a proselyte remaining with idolaters who had 
performed many acts of labor on different Sabbaths are not in 
duty bound to bring but one sin-offering. This is even the case 
when they had eaten blood or (prohibited) fats, or had practised 
idolatry; only one sin-offering need be brought for the entire time 
(of the captivity or the sojourn respectively) for each of the three 
sins (enumerated). Munbaz, however, exempts them entirely, for 
thus he decreed before R. Aqiba: Since the intentional transgres¬ 
sor and the unintentional are both called sinners, the conclusion is 
that both are cognizant of their guilt (but the child and the pros¬ 
elyte, never having been in a position to know the principle of 
Sabbath, cannot be called sinners). Said R. Aqiba to him: "I 
will make an amendment to your decree; say, even as the inten¬ 
tional transgressor is cognizant of his guilt at the time of action, 
so also is the unintentional transgressor cognizant of his guilt at 
the time of action .” Answered Munbaz : “ So it is and the more 
so after your amendment. ” Thereupon R. Aqiba replied: “ Ac¬ 
cording to your reasoning, one could not be called an unintentional 
transgressor but an intentional” (yet the Scriptures speak of an 
unintentional transgressor). 

Now, we see from the Boraitha that a child and a proselyte 
are (bound to bring a sin-offering). This is only right in the 
opinion of Rabh and Samuel, but not according to the opinion of 
R. Johanan and R. Simeon ben Lakish! (This presents no diffi¬ 
culty, for) it can be said that the two latter hold with Munbaz. For 
what reason, however, does Munbaz exempt them? It is written 
[Numb. xv. 29] : “ A law shall be for you, for him that acteth 
through ignorance,” and the next verse says [ibid. 30], “but the 
person that doeth aught with a high hand.” He (Munbaz) com¬ 
pares the unintentional transgressor to the intentional; even as the 
intentional transgressor is cognizant (of guilt), so also must the 
unintentional transgressor be cognizant (of some guilt). 
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Another objection was made: We were taught in a Mishna: 
Forty less one are the principal acts of labor (prohibited on the 
Sabbath). We then ask of what good is the (mentioning) of the 
number? (Are they not enumerated?) R. Johanan answered, if 
one performed them all through forgetfulness, he is in duty bound 
to bring a separate sin-offering for each act performed. How is such 
a tiling (as utter forgetfulness) to be imagined? We must assume 
that although cognizant of the (day being) Sabbath, one forgot 
which acts of labor (were prohibited). This would only be in 
accord with R. Johanan, whose decree reads: “If one is ignorant 
of what acts of labor constitute (sin punishable with) Koroth (being 
'cut off’), and commits one of those acts even intentionally, he is 
only bound to bring a sin-offering.” Hence we must imagine the 
above-cited instance to be a case of one, who knew that those 
acts of labor were prohibited on the Sabbath, at the same time not 
knowing that they were acts which involved the punishment of 
Koroth. But how shall we understand the opinion of R. Simeon 
ben Lakish, who holds that one must be totally ignorant, both of 
the acts involving the punishment of Koroth as well as of what 
acts are prohibited on Sabbath, in order to be bound to bring only 
a sin-offering? What then did he know of the principle of Sab¬ 
bath ? He only knew of the law governing the going outside of 
the boundaries of the city. 

But who is the Tana that holds with the following Boraitha? 
The Scriptural passage, “ Him that acteth through ignorance,” 
refers to one who was ignorant both of the (principle of) Sabbath 
and the prohibition of the acts of labor. One who was cognizant 
of both is referred to by the Scriptures as “ the person that doeth 
aught with a high hand.” If one, however, was cognizant of the 
(principle of) Sabbath, but not of the prohibition of the acts of 
labor, or vice versa, or even if he knew that the acts of labor were 
prohibited, but did not know that they involved culpability requir¬ 
ing a sin-offering, (while he is not the Scriptural man “ that acteth 
through ignorance”) still he is culpable of a transgression requir¬ 
ing a sin-offering. That Tana’s opinion agrees with Munbaz’s 
teaching of the preceding Boraitha. 

Said R. Huna: One who has been travelling in a desert and 
does not know what day is Sabbath must count six days from the 
day (on which he realizes) that he has missed the Sabbath, and ob¬ 
serve the seventh. Hyya b. Rabh said, he must observe that very 
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day and then continue his counting from that day. What is the 
cause of the dissension between the two teachers ? The former 
holds that one must act in accordance with the creation (which 
commenced six days before the Sabbath), while the latter holds 
that one must be guided by Adam’s creation (on the eve of Sab¬ 
bath). An objection was made: “ If a man while travelling in a 
desert forgot when the Sabbath arrives, he must count 'one day to 
six’ and then observe the seventh, does this not mean he must 
count six days and then observe the seventh?” Nay; he must ob¬ 
serve that very day and continue his counting from that day. If 
this be the case, why are we taught “ he must count one to six” ? 
Let it be taught (plainly) he must observe a day and continue 
counting from that day! Moreover, we were taught in a Boraitha: 
“ If one while travelling in the desert forgot when the Sabbath 
arrives, he must count six days and observe the seventh.” The 
objection to R. Hyya b. Rabh is sustained. 

Rabha said (referring to the traveller who forgot the Sabbath): 
“ On every day, except the one on which he realizes that he has 
missed the Sabbath, he may perform enough labor to sustain him¬ 
self.” But on that should do nothing! and die (of hunger) ? 
Nay; only in case he provided himself with his necessaries on the 
preceding day. Perhaps the preceding day was Sabbath. In that 
event he may labor even on that day to sustain himself. In what 
respects is that day then to be distingushed from other days? By 
means of Kiddush and Habhdalah.* 

Said Rabha again : “ If he only recollects the number of days 
he has been travelling, he may labor all day on the eighth day of his 
journey, at all events” (for he surely did not start on his journey 
on a Sabbath). Is this not self-evident? Nay; it might be said 
that one would not only not start out on the Sabbath, but also not 
on the day before Sabbath ; hence, if he went out on the fifth day of 
the week, he is permitted to work on both the eighth and ninth 
days of his journey. We are informed, however, that only on the 
eighth day of his journey would he be permitted to work, for fre¬ 
quently one comes upon a caravan on Friday and starts out even on 
that day. 

“ One who has entirely forgotten the principle of (keeping) the 

* Kiddush and Habhdalah are the benedictions recited at the commencement and 
termination of the Sabbath, the former over wine or bread and the latter only over 
some beverage. 
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Sabbath.” Whence the adduction? Said R. Nahman in the 
name of Rabba b. Abuha: “ From two passages in the Scriptures, 
viz. [Exod. xxxi. 16] : And the children of Israel shall keep 
the Sabbath/ and [Lev. xix. 3] : ‘ And my Sabbaths shall ye 
keep/ How is this to be explained?” “And the children of 
Israel shall keep the Sabbath” means the observance of the com¬ 
mandment of Sabbath generally, and “ My Sabbaths shall ye keep” 
means one observance of the commandment for each Sabbath. 

“ One who knew (the principle of) Sabbath.” What is the 
reason of a difference between the former and the latter part of 
the Mishna? Said R. Nahman: For what transgression do the 
Scriptures bind one to bring a sin-offering? For what is done 
through ignorance? In the former part of the Mishna the case 
of one who was not aware that it was Sabbath is dealt with, and 
hence only one sin-offering is imposed, while in the latter the case 
dealt with is of one who was aware that it was Sabbath but ignorant 
as to the acts of labor, hence a sin-offering for each act is pre¬ 
scribed. 

“ Bound to bring a sin-offering for every principal act of labor 
committed.” Whence the adduction for the distinction between 
acts of labor? Said Samuel: From the passage [Exod. xxxi. 14] : 
“ Every one that defileth it shall be surely put to death,” and the 
Scriptures have provided many deaths * for defiling the Sabbath. 
But this passage refers to one who defileth the Sabbath wantonly. 
There is no use to apply it to a wanton defiler of the Sabbath, for 
it is written in another passage [Exod. xxxv. 2] : “ Whosoever doth 
work thereon shall be put to death;” therefore apply it to an un¬ 
intentional sinner! How then will you explain the words “put 
to death” ? That is only the pecuniary equivalent (of being 
put to death) (viz. he shall bring a sin-offering which costs 
money.) Why not advance the distinction between the acts of 
labor, as R. Nathan (does elsewhere) ? Samuel is not of the opin¬ 
ion of R. Nathan but of R. Jossi, who says that the additional 
commandment not to kindle a fire on the Sabbath was taught ad¬ 
ditionally for the special purpose of conveying to us that one who 
does kindle a fire is not to be punished either with Koroth or 
stoning; for we were taught in a Boraitha: The additional com- 


* The literal translation of the passage Exod. xxxi. 14 is: “ Every one that de* 
fileth it [the Sabbath] many deaths shall he die.” 
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mandment not to kindle a fire on the Sabbath was taught addi¬ 
tionally for the special purpose of conveying to us that one who 
kindles a fire on the Sabbath is not to be punished either with 
Koroth or stoning. Such is the opinion of R. Jossi. R. Nathan 
says it is written for the sake of separation (from other acts). Let 
then the separation of acts of labor be adduced whence R. Jossi 
adduces them ; for we were taught in a Boraitha : R. Jossi explains 
the passage [Lev. iv. 2], “ And do (of) any (one) of them,” as 
follows : Sometimes one is only bound to bring one sin-offering 
for all transgressions, and sometimes one is bound to bring a sin- 
offering for each and every transgression separately. 

Said R. Jossi b. Hanina: “Why does R. Jossi explain that 
passage thus? The verse should read 'one of them’ (Achath 
mehenoh), but in reality it reads ‘of one of them’ (Meachath 
mehenoh), or it should read ‘of one them’ (Meachath henoh), but 
it reads ‘of one of them.’ Therefore he explains that ‘sometimes 
one is equal to many and sometimes many equal one.’ ” * 

Rabha asked of R. Nahman: “ How is it if one is ignorant of 
both (of the day being Sabbath and the prohibition of the acts of 
labor on that day) ? Answered R. Nahman : “ Take one instance 
at a time. You say he was ignorant of the day being Sabbath; 
then he is bound to bring a sin-offering. How would it be if on 
the contrary I had said that he was ignorant of the prohibition of 
the acts of labor first ? Would you say that he becomes liable to 
bring a sin-offering for each and every act performed?” Said R. 
Ashi: “ Let us see from the man’s actions. How would it be if 
one came to him and reminded him of its being Sabbath (without 
calling his attention to the fact that he was working) ? If the 
man immediately stopped his work, it is clear that he had actually 
forgotten that it was Sabbath. If, however, the man was reminded 
by a third party that he was working (without having his attention 
called to the fact that it was Sabbath) and he immediately quit 
his work, it is evident that he was not cognizant of the prohibition 
of the acts of labor; hence he would become liable to bring a sin- 
offering for each and every act performed. Said Rabhina to R. 
Ashi: “ What difference does it make? If one is reminded that it 
is Sabbath and he quits work, he becomes aware that it is Sabbath, 


* In that passage there is a superfluous Mem (the Hebrew prefix meaning of or 
from). Hence its literal translation is “of one of them.” 
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and if he is reminded of his working he also becomes aware that 
the day is Sabbath; hence it makes no difference.” 

Rabha said (supposing the following case happened): “ One 
reaped and ground the equivalent (in size) of a fig on a Sabbath, 
without knowing that it was Sabbath, and on another Sabbath did 
the same thing, knowing it was Sabbath, but not knowing that 
such acts of labor were prohibited; then remembered that he had 
committed a transgression on the Sabbath through ignorance of 
the day being Sabbath, and took a sheep and set it aside for a sin- 
offering. Suddenly he recollected that he had also committed a 
transgression on the other Sabbath, through his ignorance of the 
prohibition of the acts of labor. What would the law be in such a 
case? I can say that the sheep set aside for a sin-offering for the 
first transgression suffices also for the second, although in reality 
two sin-offerings were required to atone for the second transgres¬ 
sion. The one sin-offering would suffice, because it is in truth 
not brought for forgetting the Sabbath, but for reaping and grind¬ 
ing ; the reaping in the first instance carries with it the reaping 
in the second, as also the grinding in the first instance carries with 
it the grinding in the second, and one sin-offering atones for all. 

Assuming, however, that in the second instance (when he for¬ 
got about the prohibition of the acts of labor) he (at some later 
time) recollected only having reaped (but forgot that he also 
ground), and having set aside the sin-offering he became liable for 
on account of his transgression in the first instance (when he for¬ 
got about the Sabbath), he atones for the reaping and grinding on 
the first Sabbath and for the reaping on the second Sabbath, but 
not for the grinding on the second Sabbath; hence (after also rec¬ 
ollecting that he had ground) he must bring an additional sin- 
offering.” Abayi, however, says: The one sin-offering atones for 
all, because the grinding, which he atones for in the first instance, 
also carries with it the grinding in the second instance. Why so? 
For the reason that in both instances the acts atoned for are anal¬ 
ogous. (When a sin-offering was brought, a confession was made. 
In citing the sin committed in the first instance grinding was men¬ 
tioned and applies also to the grinding in the second instance. 
Therefore no additional sin-offering is necessary. 

We have learned : If one has eaten tallow (which is prohibited) 
on two different occasions, and at both times the tallow was the 
equivalent (in size) of an olive (or larger) ; and afterward he was 
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reminded of the first occasion and later on of the second occasion 
also, what is the law in his case? R. Johanan says, he must bring' 
two sin-offerings. Why so? Because he recollected the trans¬ 
gressions at different times. Resh Lakish says, he need bring' 
only one sin-offering. What is R. Johanan’s reason? Because it 
is written [Lev. iv. 28], “ For his sin, which he hath committed,” 
and he adduces therefrom that for every sin committed one must 
bring a separate sin-offering, but Resh Lakish holds according to the 
passage [ibid. 26], “ Concerning his sin and it shall be forgiven 
him,” and claims that it being one and the same sin, only one sin- 
offering is sufficient. But what will Resh Lakish do with the verse, 
“ For his sin which he hath committed” ? That refers to the sin- 
offering which had already been brought and therefore could not 
apply to a later sin. And what about R. Johanan and the passage 
“Concerning his sin and it shall be forgiven”? R. Johanan ex¬ 
plains this as follows: If a man ate tallow equivalent (in size) to 
an olive and a half, and later ate another piece the size of half an 
olive. Afterward he recollected having eaten tallow but thought 
that it was the size of one olive, might some not say that the re¬ 
maining piece eaten in the first instance should be added to the 
piece eaten in the second instance, and thus constitute another 
piece the equivalent (in size) to an olive, and one thus becomes 
liable to bring another sin-offering? Therefore the passage says: 
“ Concerning his sin and it was forgiven him.” After once having 
obtained forgiveness for the transgression on the first occasion the 
second cannot be counted in with the first. 

We have learned : If one intended to pick up something not at¬ 
tached to the ground (for instance, a knife, that had fallen in a row 
of vegetables), and while doing so (accidentally) cut off one of the 
growing vegetables, he is not culpable.”* If one intended to cut 

* In the Tract Kritoth the reason of the man’s non-culpability is explained as fol¬ 
lows: It is written [Lev. iv.23], “ If now his sin wherein he has sinned come to his 
knowledge,” and this should be supplemented with ‘‘ but not the sin which he had not 
in mind to commit at all.” Whence we see plainly that the Scriptures designate as an 
unintentional sinner only one who knows ivherein he has sinned, for instance, if he 
became aware that it was Sabbath, or that the acts performed by him were prohibited. 
In our case, however, where a man intended to pick up a thing but accidentally cut 
a thing, it is evident that no intention to cut existed in the man’s mind, and the intent 
of the “ wherein he has sinned ” in the Scriptures does not apply to him. Rabha 
goes further and says that even if one actually accomplished an act he had in mind 
and which was permissible on the Sabbath, but at the same time accidentally com¬ 
mitted a prohibited act (as illustrated in the above instance), even in such a case the 
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something lying on (but not attached to) the ground, and instead 
cut off something growing out of (attached to) the ground, Rabha 
declares him not culpable, because no intention to cut off the grow¬ 
ing object existed in the mind of the man; but Abayi declares him 
culpable for the reason that, while the man did not intend to cut 
off what he really did, still the intention to cut was prevalent 
in the man’s mind and he really did cut; hence he is what the 
Scriptures refer to as “ one who acteth unintentionally.” 

Again we have learned: One who intended to throw (from 
private ground into public) only for a distance of two ells, but 
threw four, is held by Rabha to be 7 iot culpable, for the reason that 
the original intention was to throw within a permissible distance 
(throwing for a distance of two ells only was permitted); but 
Abayi held him culpable, for the reason that the act originally in¬ 
tended was accomplished. If one threw in public ground mistak¬ 
ing it for private, Rabh holds him not culpable (for the same rea¬ 
son as before), and Abayi holds him culpable (also for the same 
reason as he gave in the previous case). Both instances though 
analogous are necessary: In the first instance (of cutting) where 
Rabh holds the offender not culpable, the intention to cut off what 
was prohibited did not exist, but in the second instance (throwing 
four ells) it could not be accomplished without (carrying out the 
intention of) throwing for two ells, and passing the two ells (the 
object landing at a distance of four). Now, lest one might say 
that Rabha coincides with the opinion of Abayi and from the latter 
instance it might be assumed that the offender intended to throw 
two but threw four ells, hence Rabha holds him not culpable, for 
the intention to throw four ells did not exist; but if one threw 
four ells in what he thought was private ground, and which turned 
out to be public ground, the intention was carried out, for the 
object thrown reached its desired destination, and therefore lest 
one say that in this case Rabha coincides with Abayi, the two in¬ 
stances are illustrated, and we are informed that not even in this 
case does Rabha agree with Abayi. 

MISHNA : The principal acts of labor (prohibited on the Sab¬ 
bath) are forty less one, viz.: Sowing, ploughing, reaping, binding 
into sheaves, threshing, winnowing, fruit-cleaning, grinding, sift- 


scriptural “ wherein he has sinned” cannot apply, nor can he be accounted the 
scriptural unintentional sinner who is liable for a sin-offering. Abayi, however, differs 
with him, as will be seen further on. 
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ing, kneading, baking, wool-shearing, bleaching, combing, dyeing, 
spinning, warping, making two spindle-trees, weaving two threads, 
separating two threads (in the warp), tying a knot, untying a 
knot, sewing on with two stitches, tearing in order to sew together 
with two stitches, hunting deer, slaughtering the same, skinning 
them, salting them, preparing the hide, scraping the hair off, cut¬ 
ting it, writing two (single) letters (characters), erasing in order 
to write two letters, building, demolishing (in order to rebuild), 
kindling, extinguishing (fire), hammering, transferring from one 
place into another. These are the principal acts of labor—forty 
less one. 

GEMARA : For what purpose is the number (so distinctly) 
given ? (They are enumerated !) Said R. Johanan : If one labored 
through total ignorance of the (laws governing the) Sabbath, he 
must bring a sin-offering for every act of labor performed. 

‘'Sowing, ploughing.” Let us see: Ploughing being always 
done before sowing, let it be taught: Ploughing, sowing! The 
teacher (who taught as in Mishna) is a Palestinian, and in his 
country they sow first and then plough. Some one taught that 
sowing, pruning, planting, transplanting, and grafting is all one 
and the same kind of labor. What would he inform us thereby? 
That if one performs many acts of labor, all of the same class, he 
becomes liable to bring only one sin-offering. 

Said R. Aha in the name of R. Hyya b. Ashi, who said in the 
name of R. Ami: “ One who prunes is guilty of planting, and one 
who plants, transplants, or grafts is guilty of sowing.” Of sowing 
and not of planting? I mean to say of sowing also. 

Said R. Kahana: One who prunes and used the branches for 
fuel is bound to bring two sin-offerings, one for reaping and one 
for planting. Said R. Joseph; One who mows alfalfa (hay) is 
guilty of mowing and planting both. Said Abayi: One who mows 
clover hay (which sheds its seed when mowed) is liable (for a sin- 
offering) or mowing and sowing. 

“ Ploughing.” It was taught: Ploughing, digging, furrowing 
is one and the same kind of labor. Said R. Shesheth: One who 
removes a knoll of earth in a house becomes liable for building, and 
if in a field he is liable for ploughing. Rabha said: Filling up a 
hole in the house makes one liable for building and in the field for 
ploughing. R. Aba said : Digging (the same hole) on Sabbath for 
the purpose of making use of the earth alone, does not make one 
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liable for digging. This is so even according to the opinion of R. 
Jehuda, who holds that even the performance of an unnecessary 
act of labor makes one culpable. He refers to labor that improves 
an object and not to that which spoils it. 

“ Mowing.” Some one taught: Reaping, vintaging, selecting 
dates, olives, and figs are all one and the same kind of labor. 

“ Binding into sheaves.” Rabh said: One who gathers salt 
from salt works is guilty of the act of binding into sheaves. Abayi, 
however, said that binding into sheaves applies only to produce of 
the soil. 

“Threshing.” We were taught: Threshing, carding, and 
hucking belong to one and the same class of labor. 

“ Threshing, winnowing, fruit-cleaning, grinding, and sifting.” 
Is not winnowing, fruit-cleaning, and sifting one and the same class 
of labor? Abayi and Rabha both answered: “Acts of labor ex¬ 
ecuted during the construction of the Tabernacle are enumerated 
separately, though they are of an analogous nature.” Let pound¬ 
ing then also be included (as labor, being that the spices for in¬ 
cense had to be pounded). Answered Abayi: “ (It is true ! This 
is also one of the acts of labor performed at the construction of 
the Tabernacle.) But as the poor people do not pound their grain, 
generally using it in its natural state, it is not included in the 
prinicipal acts of labor. Rabha, however, said: “ The Mishna 
should be understood in the sense Rabbi expounded it: The 
principal acts of labor are forty less one. Should pounding 
be included there would be forty even.” Let then one of the 
principal acts (enumerated in the Mishna) be stricken out and 
substituted by pounding! Hence it is best to accept Abayi’s 
reason. 

The rabbis taught : If there are several kinds of food before 
a man on the Sabbath, he may select such as he desires and even 
set it aside, but he must not separate the good from the spoilt. If 
he does this, he becomes liable to bring a sin-offering. How is 
this to be understood? R. Hamnuna explained it thus: “One 
may select the good from the spoilt for immediate or later con¬ 
sumption, but he must not pick out the spoilt, leaving the good for 
later consumption. If he does this, he becomes liable (for a sin- 
offering).” To this Abayi opposed: “Is there anything men¬ 
tioned (in the Mishna) about separating the good from the spoilt?” 
He therefore explained the Boraitha as follows: “ Food may be 
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selected for immediate consumption and setting aside, but not for 
later consumption. If this is done, it is considered the same as 
storing it and involves the liability of bringing a sin-offering.” 
This was reported to Rabha by the rabbis and he said: Na’hmeni 
(Abayi) has explained it correctly. 

When two kinds of food were before a man and he selected 
part of one kind and ate it, then selected part of the other kind 
and set it aside, R. Ashi learned in the Boraitha that the man is 
not culpable, but R. Jeremiah, of Diphta, learned that he is culpa¬ 
ble. How can R. Ashi learn that he is not culpable, when the 
Boraitha teaches that he is? This presents no difficulty. R. 
Ashi refers to food served in a basket or a bowl, but R. Jeremiah 
learned that the man sifted the food in a sieve. 

When R. Dimi came to Babylon he related : It happened on a 
Sabbath, when R. Bibhi’s turn came to entertain the disciples, 
that R. Ami and R. Assi arrived. R. Bibhi placed before them 
a basket filled with fruit (together with the leaves and sprigs). 
What was his reason ? Was he of the opinion that it is forbid¬ 
den to separate food from trash, or was it his liberality? I can 
not tell. 

’Hezkyah said: “One who shells pressed lupines (on the 
Sabbath) is culpable.” Does this mean to say that it is for¬ 
bidden to separate food from trash ? Nay; there is quite a differ¬ 
ence where pressed lupines are concerned; they must be scalded 
just seven times and immediately shelled, for if they are not im¬ 
mediately shelled they become putrid; therefore to shell them is 
equal to separating trash from good food. 

“Grinding.” Said R. Papa: To chop beets is the same as to 
grind. Splitting wood for kindling is the same as grinding. Said 
R. Ashi: Splitting leather is the same class of work as cutting 
by measure (if he is particular about it). 

“ Kneading, baking.” R. Pappa said : “ The Tana of the Mishna 
omitted the cooking of spices that took place in the Tabernacle 
and instead of that taught about baking.” It is because the 
Tana follows the order of baking (first comes kneading, then bak¬ 
ing, and cooking is included in the latter). 

“ Wool-shearing, bleaching.” Said Rabba bar bar Hana in the 
name of R. Johanan: Spinning wool from a live animal on the 
Sabbath is a (transgression) involving the liability of three sin- 
vofferings; one for shearing, one for carding, and one for spinning. 
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R. Kahana said, however, this is not the way shearing, carding 
and spinning is done (hence he is not at all culpable). 

If one plucked quills, cut off their tops, and singed them on 
both sides, the rabbis taugh that he is guilty of a transgression 
requiring three sin-offerings. 

“Tying, untying.’' What kind of tying and untying was 
done at the construction of the Tabernacle? Rabha, others say 
R. Ilayi, said: This is the way of the (snail) fishers; to untie 
their nets from one load and tie them on another. 

“ Sewing on with two stitches.” But two stitches do not hold 
(hence it can not be called work) ? Said Rabba bar bar l iana in 
the name of R. Johanan, Provided two knots are made, one at each 
end. 

“Tearing in order to sew together with two stitches.” Was 
there any tearing done at the Tabernacle? Both Rabba and R. 
Zera said: When a curtain became moth-eaten, they tore out the 
moth-eaten part and sewed it together. 

R. Zutra b. Tobiah in the name of Rabh said: “To rip a seam 
on the Sabbath is (a transgression) requiring a sin-offering; to 
learn from a magician is a sin involving capital punishment; one 
who knows the science of astronomy and does not make use of it, 
is not worth being spoken of.” What is a magician? Rabh says 
a “ wizard.” Samuel says a “ blasphemer.” R. Simeon ben Pazi 
in the name of R. Joshua ben Levi said: Whoever knows the 
science of astronomy and does not practise it is the party alluded 
to in Isaiah v. 12: “But the deeds of the Lord they regard not 
and the works of his hands they behold not.” Said Samuel bar 
Na’hmeni in the name of R. Jonathan: “ Whence the adduction 
that we are bound to learn astronomy?” From the passage (Deut. 
iv. 6:) “ Keep, therefore, and do them, for this is your wisdom 
and your understanding before the eyes of the nations.” What 
kind of wisdom is before the eyes of the nations? You must say 
that is astronomy. 

“Hunting deer.” The rabbis taught: To catch a snail and 
squeeze it so that it bleed is a transgression involving only a sin 
offering. R. Jehuda says, involving two sin-offerings, for R. 
Jehuda holds that squeezing comes in the class of threshing, but 
the rabbis told him that squeezing is not threshing. What reason 
do the rabbis give for their opinion ? Said Rabha, Their reason 
is that threshing can only be applied to produce of the soil. 
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“ Slaughtering.” What sin is committed by slaughtering ? 
Rabh said, “dyeing the throat,” and Samuel said, “taking life.” 
Said Rabh: “I said something which may seem absurd, and so 
as to prevent future generations from deriding me I will give a 
reason for what I said: Butchers are in the habit of coloring 
the throat of the carcasses with blood, in order that people may 
see (that the meat is still fresh) and be induced to buy.” 

“ Salting the hide, preparing the hide.” Is not salting a hide 
preparing it? Both R. Johanan and Resh Lakish said: “Strike 
out one of them in the Mishna and substitute it with 'marking.’ ” 

“ Scraping the hair off, cutting the hide.” Said R. Aha bar 
Hanina: To polish a floor on the Sabbath is a transgression of the 
same order as scraping off the hair of the hide. Said R. Hyya 
bar Abba: R. Ashi told me three things in the name of R. Joshua 
ben Levy: Sawing rafters on the Sabbath (that they may be equal 
in size and pointed) makes one guilty the same as “cutting.” 
Daubing a plaster on a piece of cloth makes one liable the same as 
“scraping hair off.” Smoothing a stone makes one culpable 
of “hammering.” R. Simeon ben Kisma in the name of R. 
Simeon ben Lakish, said: Painting pictures on vessels or blowing 
out glassware makes one culpable the same as hammering. R. 
Jehudah said: Removing a border from cloth also makes one as 
culpable as hammering; but only in case one is particular about 
having the border remain on his cloth. 

“ Writing two letters.” The rabbis taught: “ If one wrote 
one large letter instead of two small ones, he is not guilty of any 
transgression; but to erase a large letter, in the place of which 
two small letters can be written, is a transgression involving the 
liability of a sin-offering (for the erasing is done with the intent 
to write and two small letters are evidently needed). Said R. 
Mena’hem b. Jossi: “ This is the only case where the law is 
stricter with erasing than with writing. 

“ Building, demolishing, extinguishing, kindling a fire, ham¬ 
mering.” Both Rabba and R. Zera said: All work which is done 
in the last stages is considered the same as hammering (which is 
generally the finishing work). 

“These are the principal acts of labor.” “These” to exclude 
those which R. Eliezer taught involve the liability of a sin- 
offering, even if coming within the class of a principal act of 
labor. 
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Less one to exclude the work mentioned by R. Jehudah in the 
following Boraitha: R. Jehudah adds to the chief acts of labor 
also the extension of the warp or the woof; but the rabbis said, 
extending the warp is included in warping and extending the woof 
is included in weaving. 

MISHNA: Another rule they (the sages) laid down: Whoso¬ 
ever carries out on the Sabbath such things as are fit and proper 
to be stored and in such quantity as is usually stored, becomes 
liable to bring a sin-offering; but whatever is not fit and proper 
to be stored, nor in such a quantity as is generally stored, only 
he who would also store this becomes liable to bring a sin-offering 
for carrying it about. 

GEMARA: “ Whatever is not fit and proper.” Said R. 
Elazar: The latter part of the Mishna is not in accordance with 
the opinion of R. Simeon b. Elazar, for we were taught in a 
Boraitha: “ A rule was laid down by R. Simeon b. Elazar, that 
all which is not fit and proper to be stored nor in such a quantity 
as is generally stored, if held by one man to be fit and proper for 
storage and in a sufficient quantity, should be carried out by an¬ 
other man; the latter becomes liable to bring a sin-offering, for in 
the former man’s mind it is a thing of value.” 

MISHNA: It is forbidden to carry about chopped straw in 
quantities of a cow’s mouthful, stalks in quantities of a camel’s 
mouthful, stubble in quantities of a lamb’s mouthful, herbs in 
quantities of a kid’s mouthful, leek and onion leaves, if fresh, 
equal in size to a dried fig and if dry in quantities of a kid’s 
mouthful. The different kinds of fodder are, however, not to be 
counted together, as the fixed quantities are not equal for all. 

GEMARA : “ Chopped straw.” What kind of chopped straw ? 
Pease stalks. When Rabhin came to Babylon he said thus : 
There is no diversity of opinion concerning the carrying out of 
straw in quantities of a cow’s mouthful for a camel. One doing 
this is bound to bring a sin-offering, it being more than the pre¬ 
scribed quantity; but there is a diversity of opinion concerning 
the carrying out of stalks (which is not fit food for a cow) in 
quantities of a cow’s mouthful for a cow. R. Johanan says it is 
no transgression, but Resh Lakish says it is and involves the 
liability of a sin-offering. R. Johanan is of the opinion that unfit 
food cannot be regarded as nutrition; therefore (no work being 
accomplished) it constitutes no transgression. Resh Lakish, how- 
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ever, is of the opinion that even unfit food is nutrition and hence 
a transgression is committed. 

“ Stubble in quantities of a lamb’s mouthful.” But were we 
not taught elsewhere equal in size to a dried fig? Both quantities 
are equal. 

“ Leek and onion leaves if fresh, etc.” Said R. Jossi b. 
Hanina: Inferior food is not to be counted in with superior (in 
order to make out the prescribed quantity). Superior food, how¬ 
ever, may be counted with the inferior (in order to complete the 
prescribed quantity). 

MISHNA : The carrying out of an article of food equal in size 
to a dried fig constitutes a transgression involving the liability of 
a sin-offering. Different kinds of food may be counted together, 
for the prescribed quantity is the same for all kinds, with the ex¬ 
ception of husks, kernels, and stalks; likewise bran, both coarse 
and fine. R. Jehudah says that the husks of lentils are not ex¬ 
cepted, because they are boiled with the lentils and are counted in 
the same (as food). 

GEMARA : “ Except bran both fine and coarse.” Is not fine 
as well as coarse bran to be counted in (the same as food) ? Were 
we not taught concerning the separation of the first dough, that 
one is bound to separate the first dough made of flour mixed with 
its fine or coarse bran ? Answered Abayi: “ This is no contradic¬ 
tion. Poor people only generally use such mixed flour, (when Sab¬ 
bath is concerned something possessing real value is always 
spoken of).” 

“ R. Jehudah says, that the husks of lentils are not excepted, be¬ 
cause they are boiled with the lentils.” Husks of lentils only and 
not of beans? Were we not taught in a Boraitha that R. Jehudah 
said, “ husks of beans and lentils” ? This presents no difficulty. 
The Mishna refers to husks of new lentils and the Boraitha refers 
to old lentils and beans. R. Abuha said: Because they (the 
husks of lentils and beans) are black and when dished up look like 
flies in a bowl (they are 7 iot eaten with the food and therefore are 
not counted in). 


CHAPTER VIII. 


REGULATIONS CONCERNING THE PRESCRIBED QUANTITIES OF 
VICTUALS AND BEVERAGES WHICH MUST NOT BE CARRIED 
ABOUT ON THE SABBATH. 

MISHNA: The prescribed quantities (of victuals and bever¬ 
ages) prohibited to be carried about on the Sabbath (are as fol¬ 
lows) : Sufficient wine in a goblet, which with the addition of a 
certain quantity of water would make a full goblet of wine (fit to 
drink); * milk to the quantity of a mouthful, honey sufficient to 
cover a wound with, oil sufficient to anoint a small limb with, and 
water in quantities sufficient for a medical bath for the eyes. For 
all other liquids the prescribed quantity is a quarter of a lug (un¬ 
known measure, probably a quart). R. Simeon says, the prescribed 
quantities for the liquids enumerated in this Mishna are also a 
quarter of a lug, and the various prescribed quantities specified 
apply only to those who store such liquids. 

GEMARA : We were taught in a Boraitha: “ Carrying about 
wine sufficient to fill a proper goblet by addition of a certain 
quantity of water (is prohibited).” What kind of a goblet may be 
called a proper goblet. The goblet used in benedictionf after 
meals. 

R. Nahman in the name of R. Abuha said: “ A goblet used at 
benediction after meals must contain no less than a fourth of a 
quarter lug (of pure wine), so that when mixed with water the 
prescribed quantity (a quarter lug) will be made.” Said Rabha: 
We have also been taught this in the Mishna: “ Sufficient wine 
in a goblet, which with addition of water would make a full goblet” 
—commented on by the Boraitha to mean “ which would make a 
proper goblet.” From the close of the Mishna we learn : “ For all 
other liquids the prescribed quantity is a quarter of a lug.” 


* The wines used in Palestine were so strong that they had to be mixed with 
water in order to make them fit to drink. 

f At the benediction after meals a goblet possessing certain qualities and which is 
called a goblet of benediction must be used, as ordained in the Tract Benedictions. 
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Rabha’s reason for this is, that, according to his principle, wine 
which is not strong enough to be mixed with three parts of water 
(to one of the wine) cannot be called wine at all. Said Abayi: 
“ There are two objections to this: Firstly, we have taught in a 
Mishna, that wine fit to drink is such as has been mixed with two 
thirds water, like the wine of Sharon; secondly, water in the 
pitcher (intended for mixing with the wine) must be counted in 
(with the wine and is not permitted to be carried about).” Why 
should this be forbidden? (The mixture has not yet taken 
place, hence there is as yet no prescribed quantity?) Rabha 
answered: The objection raised concerning “ two-thirds water to 
one-third of Sharon wine” does not hold good. Sharon wine is 
not a very strong wine, or should I assume that the Mishna (cited) 
has reference to color (then two-thirds is right), but wine for con¬ 
sumption must be mixed with three-fourths water. As to the 
second objection, concerning “ water in the pitcher must be 
counted in,” it must be assumed that (where acts of carrying on 
the Sabbath are considered) the quality or value of a thing is the 
more important consideration than the quantity, and in this case 
the quantity of the wine in the goblet, though only in fact a 
quarter of the goblet, is equal in quantity to a full goblet of ordi¬ 
nary wine, on account of its quality, and it makes no difference 
whether the water in the pitcher had already been added or 
not. 

We were taught in a Boraitha that the prescribed quantity for 
the extract of wine is the size of an olive. So said R. Nathan. 

The rabbis taught: The prescribed quantity for animal milk 
is the equivalent of a mouthful; for human milk and the white of 
an egg, as much as is used for the preparation of a salve for a sore 
eye, when mixed with water, the prescribed quantity is as much 
as is used to bathe both eyes with. 

“ Honey sufficient to cover a wound with.” We were taught 
in a Boraitha: “ Sufficient to cover the mouth of a wound 
with.” 

Said R. Jehudah in the name of Rabh : The Holy One, blessed 
be He, has created nothing useless in the world. He created 
the snail as a remedy for a sore, the fly for the sting of a wasp, 
the mosquito for the bite of a serpent, the serpent for the mange, 
and the lizard for the bite of a scorpion. 

The rabbis taught: There are five terrors through which the 
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strong succumb to the weak. The Maphgia terrorizes the lion,* 
the mosquito the elephant, the lizard the scorpion, the swallow 
the eagle, and the kilbith (a small fish) the whale. Said R. 
Jehudah in the name of Rabh : Where is the passage in the 
Scriptures in support of this teaching? [Amos v. 9]: “That 
causeth wasting to prevail against the strong.” 

R. Zera once met R. Jehudah standing at the door of his (R. 
Jehudah’s) father-in-law in a very cheerful mood, and disposed to 
answer a whole world full of questions. He asked him: “What 
is the reason that (in a flock) the she-goats generally go ahead of 
the sheep?” Answered R. Jehudah: “In accordance with the 
Creation: At first darkness, then light” (she-goats are generally 
dark and lambs [or sheep] white). R. Zera asked again: “Why 
are she-goats not covered with a tail like sheep?” R. Jehudah 
answered : “ Those who cover us are (in turn) covered, and those 
that do not cover us are not covered.” (Because sheep provide 
us with wool, they are also provided with cover.) “ Why has a 
camel a short tail?” “Because it feeds on thorns (in order that 
the thorns may not catch in its tail).” “ Why has an ox a long 
tail ?” “ Because he grazes in plains and must protect himself 

from the gnats.” “ Why are the feelers of a locust soft ?” “ Be¬ 

cause the locusts swarm in fields; were their feelers hard, the 
locusts would be blinded by losing them in knocking against trees, 
for Samuel said, all that is necessary to blind a locust is to tear 
off his feelers.” “What is the reason that the lower eyelids of a 
hen are turned up (and cover the upper eyelids) ?” “ Because a 

hen soars to her roost and (in a house full of smoke) she might be 
blinded by the smoke from below.” 

The rabbis taught: Three creatures grow stronger as they 
grow older, viz. : Fishes, serpents, and swine. 

“Oil sufficient to anoint a small limb with,” i.e., a little finger. 
At the school of R. Janai it was thus explained : “ It means the 
smallest limb of a one-day-old infant.” This is also the opinion 
of R. Simeon b. Elazar: Oil sufficient to anoint the small limb of 
a one-day-old infant.” 

Water sufficient for a medical bath for the eyes. Said Abayi: 
Let us see! Of an article which is very often used for one pur- 


* Maphgia is a species of insect, unknown to us at the present day, of which it was 
said that its excremation was deadly poison to a lion. 
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pose and seldom for another, the rabbis always leniently per¬ 
mitted the maximum quantity to be used, as the prescribed quan¬ 
tity, of the article much in use. Again, when an article is used 
alike for several purposes, the rabbis restrict the prescribed 
quantity to its minimum; (to be more explicit) wine is frequently 
used as a beverage and only at times as a medicament; hence the 
rabbis regard it solely as a beverage (and determine the maximum 
quantity); the same is the case with milk; honey, however, which 
is used to a greater extent as a medicine than for nutritive pur¬ 
poses, is regarded as medicine and therefore restricted to the pre¬ 
scribed quantity for medicines (which is a smaller quantity than a 
beverage). What is the reason, then, that the rabbis restrict 
water, which is certainly more of a beverage than a medicament, 
to the minimum quantity ? Rabha answered: They hold with 
the opinion of Samuel, who declared that all liquids used as 
medicine for the eyes inflame and blind, except water, which 
soothes and does not blind (and in this case the Mishna has ref¬ 
erence to one who carried about water on the Sabbath as a medica¬ 
ment for the eyes). 

“ For all other liquids, the prescribed quantity is a quarter of 
a lug.” The rabbis taught: For blood and all other liquids the 
prescribed quantity is a quarter of a lug. R. Simeon b. Elazar 
said the prescribed quantity for blood is as much as is used to 
apply to one eye; because that quantity is used when the eye is 
afflicted with a star. 

All these prescribed quantities apply only to those who carry 
(the victuals or beverages) about. To those, however, who store 
them (the victuals or beverages) the carrying of even the least 
imaginable quantity is prohibited (because from his storing them 
we see that he considers them valuable); but R. Simeon says all 
these prescribed quantities apply to such as stored (victuals and 
beverages and hence considered them valuable), but as for persons 
who only carried them out, all beverages (whether used also for 
medical purposes or not) if carried out in any quantities less than 
a quarter of a lug there is no culpability. 

The former teacher said that “ those prescribed quantities only 
refer to those who carry out,” but to “those who store them the 
carrying of even the least imaginable quantity is prohibited.” Is 
the one who stores not also a carrier (he is culpable for carrying 
and not for storing) ? 
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Answered Abayi: The Boraitha treats of a case where a 
master ordered his retainer to clear off the table. If the retainer 
removed something of value to everybody from the table it con¬ 
stituted a quantity which must not be carried about on the Sab¬ 
bath. If the thing was of value only to the master and the re¬ 
tainer carried it out, he (the retainer) is culpable, in spite of the 
fact that the thing was of value to his master alone. (Hence he 
is called one who stores, and not a carrier) for it signifies that the 
thing is worth storing. 

Again, the former teacher said : “ And the sages agree with R. 
Simeon, that the prescribed quantity for slops is a quarter of a 
lug.” Of what use are slops? Said R. Jehuda: “To prepare 
mortar with.” But were we not taught that the prescribed 
quantity for mortar is only as much as suffices to make the mouth 
of a bellows-pipe with? Aye, but for the purpose of preparing 
mortar, a man would not trouble himself to carry out so small a 
quantity as is sufficient to make a mouth of a bellows-pipe, hence a 
quarter of a lug would be the least that would be carried out to 
make mortar with. 

MISHNA: The prescribed quantity for rope is as much as 
suffices to make a handle for a basket; for reeds, as much as suf¬ 
fices to hang a fine or coarse sieve thereon; R, Jehuda says (for 
reeds) as much as is sufficient to take the measure of a child’s 
shoe; for paper, as much as suffices to write a toll-bill on, a toll- 
bill itself must not be carried out; the prescribed quantity for 
paper that has been erased is as much as will wrap the top of a 
perfume bottle. The prescribed quantity for vellum is as much 
as suffices for the covering of an amulet; for parchment, as much 
as suffices for the writing of the smallest portion of the phylac¬ 
teries, which is “ Hear, O Israelfor ink, as much as is necessary 
for the writing of two letters (characters); for paint, as much as 
will paint one eye. The prescribed quantity for (bird) lime is as 
much as will suffice to put on a lime twig; for pitch or sulphur, 
as much as will cover a hole (in a quicksilver tube); for wax, as 
much a will fill up a small leakage (in a utensil); for loam, as much 
as suffices to make an orifice for a pair of bellows used by gold¬ 
smiths ; R. Jehuda says the prescribed quantity for loam is as 
much as will make a stand for a goldsmith’s crucible; for clay, as 
much as will cover the mouth of a goldsmith’s crucible; for lime, 
as much as will cover the small finger of a maiden; R. Jehudah 
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says for lime the prescribed quantity is as much as will cover the 
temple of a maiden; R. Nehemiah says as much as will cover the 
nether part of a maiden’s temple. 

GEMARA : “ For paper as much as suffices to write a toll bill 
on.” We were taught in a Boraitha: “The legal size of atoll 
bill is a piece of paper large enough to contain two letters.” Is 
this not contradictory to the Boraitha which says that the carry¬ 
ing out of a piece of blank paper large enough for two letters of 
ordinary size to be written on, constitutes a sin, requiring the 
bringing of a sin-offering? Answered R. Shesheth : “ The two 
letters referred to by the Mishna are the letters used by the toll- 
master (usually extra large letters).” Rabha, however, said that 
the piece of paper referred to is large enough for two letters and 
has a margin by which it can be held. 

The rabbis taught: If one carry out on the Sabbath an unpaid 
promissory note he is liable to bring a sin-offering, but not so for 
a paid one. But R. Jehudah said, the same is the case with a paid- 
up note, for its value lies therein, that the owner may show it to a 
prospective creditor in order to prove promptness of former pay¬ 
ments. 

“ For vellum is as much as suffices to make a cover for an 
amulet.” Asked Rabha of R. Hanina: “Of what size?” and 
the latter answered: “ As we were taught in the Mishna, as much 
as will suffice to make a cover for an amulet.” And what is the 
size in regard to tanning? The same quantity. 

“ Parchment as much as suffices to write thereon the smallest 
portion,” etc. Is this not a contradiction to the Boraitha which 
teaches that the prescribed quantity for parchment and double 
parchment ( 8 o-££<tto$) is as much as suffices to write a Mezuzah 
(inscription on the door-posts) on? The Mezuzah mentioned in 
the Boraitha refers to the Mezuzah contained in the phylacteries. 
Does the Boraitha call phylacteries Mezuzah? Yea, it does. But 
since the latter part of the Boraitha teaches explicitly that the 
prescribed quantity for parchment is as much as is required for 
writing the smallest portion of the phylacteries, which is “ Hear, 
O Israel,” is it not to be assumed that in the former part of the 
Boraitha which mentions that for double parchment, where a 
Mezuzah is mentioned, it really means a Mezuzah proper and not 
the Mezuzah of the phylacteries ? Say: What is the prescribed 
quantity for parchment and double parchment? For the latter as 
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much as is required for the writing of a Mezuzah, and the former 
for the writing of the smallest portion of the phylacteries, which is 
“ Hear, O Israel/’ 

Rabh said: “ Double parchment is the same as parchment. 
The same as we may write the portions of the phylacteries on 
parchment, so may we also write them on double parchment.” 
Were we not taught that only parchment sufficient to write the 
small portion of the phylacteries on, must we not assume, but not 
double parchment ? Nay, it is only a better observance to write 
on parchment than on double parchment. 

“For ink, etc.” We were taught: The prescribed quantity 
for dry ink is as much as will suffice for the writing of two letters; 
for prepared ink as much as a quill or stub will require to write 
the two letters with. Said Rabha: For carrying out sufficient ink 
for two letters and writing the two letters while carrying the ink, 
one is culpable; for the writing is equivalent to depositing a thing 
in a place. But for carrying out sufficient ink for one letter only, 
and writing that letter while carrying the ink, afterward carrying 
out another quantity of ink sufficient for one letter and writing 
the other letter while carrying the ink, one is not culpable; for by 
the time the second letter was written (the ink of the first letter 
dried out and) the prescribed quantity of ink was not visible. 
Again Rabha said: For carrying out food to the size of one half 
of a dried fig, laying it down, and then carrying out another quantity 
of like size (one is not culpable), for it is considered as if the first 
quantity had been consumed by fire. But why should it be thus 
considered? Is it not lying there yet? Rabha’s saying is thus 
to be explained : If one picked up the first before he laid down 
the second, the first is to be considered as if consumed by fire and 
hence one is not culpable. 

“For paint, etc.” Is it not a fact that people never dye one 
eye only? Said R. Huna: Modest women veil one eye and only 
paint the other. To this explanation some one objected, viz.: For 
paint as a remedy the prescribed quantity is as much as will dye 
one eye, said R. Simeon b. Elazar, but as a means for beautifying 
the prescribed quantity is as much as will dye two eyes. Hillel, 
the son of R. Samuel b. Nahmeni, explained it by saying that R. 
Simeon b. Elazar referred to country damsels who dye both 
eyes. 

“ For bird lime as much as is sufficient to put on a lime twig. 
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We were taught in a Boraitha as much as was sufficient to put on 
a twig for the purpose of catching birds. 

“ For pitch and sulphur,” etc. We were taught in a Boraitha, 
sufficient to fill up a hole in a quicksilver tube. 

“ For loam,” etc. We were taught in a Boraitha, sufficient 
to fill up the cracks in a small stove. 

“ For clay,” etc. The rabbis taught: It is prohibited to carry 
out hair for the purpose of mixing it with clay used to cover a 
goldsmith’s bellows-pipe with. 

“ For lime,” etc. We were taught in a Boraitha, to cover the 
smallest finger of a damsel. 

R. Jehudah says as much as is sufficient to cover a maiden’s 
“Kalkub.” What is meant by “ Kalkub” and Andiphi ? Rabh 
answered : The upper and lower temples. Are we to understand 
from the Mishna that the prescribed quantity permitted by R. 
Jehudah is larger than that of the rabbis? Is it not a fact that 
the rabbis allow the larger prescribed quantity? Aye; R. 
Jehudah allows a larger quantity than R. Nehemiah, but a smaller 
quantity than the rabbis. Or it is possible than an Andiphi 
means a forehead, from the following narration : “ It happened that 
a Galilean once came to Babylon and was requested to lecture on 
metaphysics. The Galilean consented and began : I will interpret 
to you something in the style of R. Nehemiah. Meanwhile a wasp 
flew out of the wall, stung him on the Andiphi (forehead) and the 
Galilean died on the spot. It was said that he died a merited 
death.” * 

MISHNA : For sealing-wax the prescribed quantity is as much 
as is required for the sealing of a bale of goods, is the opinion of 
R. Aqiba. The sages, however, say, for the sealing of a letter. 
For dung or fine sand as much as is required to fertilize (the soil 
around) a cabbage stalk, according to R. Aqiba, but the sages 
say as much as is required to fertilize (the soil around) a leek 
stalk. For coarse sand as much as is required to fill a trowel, for 
reed as much as is required to make a writing-pen from, or should 
it be thick or split, as much as is required to fry the softest beaten 
egg with, (which) mixed with oil, (lies) in a hot shell. 

GEMARA: “ Sufficient to fill a trowel.” We were taught 


* A Mishna teaches elsewhere that it is a sin to lecture on metaphysics, outside of 
the University. 
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in a Boraitha: (For coarse sand the prescribed quantity is) as 
much as is required to fill the trowel of a plasterer. Who is the 
teacher who holds that sand is an improvement on plaster? Said 
R. Jehudah, R. Hisda; but Rabha said it is even possible that 
this is according to rabbis’ opinion, as they hold that the spoiling 
(of the whiteness) of the plaster (through the admixture of sand) 
is an improvement (to the durability of the plaster). 

“ For reed as much as is required to make a writing-pen.” A 
Boraitha teaches : A pen that reaches the joints of the fingers. 

“Or should it be thick.” A Boraitha teaches : To fry a beaten 
egg mixed with oil. Said Mar, the son of Rabhina, to his son: 
“ Didst thou ever hear what is understood by the softest egg?” 
He answered that R. Shesheth said it was a hen’s egg. Why 
does the Mishna call it a light (soft) egg? Because the sages 
found that no eggs are cooked as quickly as chicken’s eggs. Why 
is it that all other prescribed quantities prohibited to be carried 
out on the Sabbath are of the size of a dried fig, and here the 
quantity is of the size of an egg? Answered R. Nahman : “Even 
here the prescribed quantity is of the size of a dried fig, which is 
equal to a small egg.” 

MISHNA: It is not permitted to carry out a bone large 
enough to be made into a spoon. R. Jehudah says large enough 
to be made into a key; glass of sufficient size to be used for 
scraping off the points of a weaver’s spindles; a splinter ora stone 
large enough to throw at a bird. R. Elazar b. Jacob says to throw 
at an animal. 

GEMARA: Are we to understand from the Mishna that the 
prescribed quantity allowed by R. Jehudah is larger than that al¬ 
lowed by the rabbis ? Is it not a fact that the rabbis allow the 
larger? Ulla answered : (R. Jehudah refers to) the tooth of a key. 

“ Glass of sufficient size to be used for scraping off,” etc. 
A Boraitha teaches, sufficient glass to cut two threads at once. 

“A splinter or stone large enough to throw at a bird, but R. 
Elazar,” etc. Said R. Nahman in the name of R. Johanan : “ Pro¬ 
vided it is large enough to hurt.” But how large should it be? 
R. Elazar b. Jacob teaches in a Boraitha: the weight of ten Zuz. 

Zunin once came to a schoolhouse and questioned the teachers. 
“ What is the prescribed quantity for gravel used in privy for toilet 
purposes?” He was answered: “The equivalent in quantity to 
the size of an olive, a nut, or an egg.” Said he: “ It would then 
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be necessary to carry along a measure.” Thereupon it was de¬ 
cided that the quantity should be a handful. 

Rabba b. R. Shilla asked of R. Hisda: “Is it permitted to 
carry up gravel to the roof (for the purpose cited above, as it is 
extra trouble, which is prohibited on the Sabbath) ? He an¬ 
swered: “Precious is the honor of man. For honor’s sake, even 
a direct scriptural commandment may be circumvened!” 

Said R. Johanan: It is forbidden to use fragments of earthen¬ 
ware for toilet purposes (after doing one’s necessities) on the Sab¬ 
bath. What is the reason? Is it to say, because it is dangerous, 
then it is forbidden also on week days, or is it to say, because of 
witchcraft, it would also be prohibited on week-days ? What then 
is the reason? Is it because it may remove the hair (from the 
posterior) ? Would this not be an act performed without inten¬ 
tion (and work done unintentionally, he is of the opinion is per¬ 
missible) ? R. Nathan b. Ashia answered : “ A great man made 
the assertion and we must find a reason for it. There is no doubt 
whatever that fragments of earthenware are prohibited to be used 
on week days, when some other things can easily be obtained, but 
on Sabbath, if nothing else happens to be on hand, nor may be 
brought, the fragments might be considered as utensils, and, lest 
one might be inclined to think that for this reason they would be 
permitted to be used, he informs us that they are not. Can witch¬ 
craft be exercised through the agency of fragments ? Aye; for 
the following story proves it: 

“ R. Hisda and Rabba b. R. Hana once travelled in a ship, and 
a prominent (Gentile) lady who wanted to go on the same ship 
asked their permission to sit down near them, which they refused. 
She pronounced a certain word and the ship stood still, but they 
in turn pronounced a certain word and the ship moved on. She 
then said: 4 It grieves me sorely that I cannot inflict some punish¬ 
ment on you, being that you use no fragments for toilet purposes, 
nor do you kill vermin in the garments, nor do you pull out 
vegetables from a bundle (but cut the bundle first).” (Hence it 
may be seen, that fragments can be used as a means for the exer¬ 
cise of witchcraft.) 

R. Huna said to his son Rabba: Why do you not go more fre¬ 
quently to R. Hisda, who expounds the law so pointedly. An¬ 
swered the son : “ Of what use would it be. He never taught me 
but mere worldly knowledge, such as for instance : Not to sit down 
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to excremate with a jerk nor to force myself too much, lest the in¬ 
testines come out and endanger life.” R. Huna then rejoined: 
“Thou sayest ‘mere, worldly knowledge.’ He is interested in 
the life of the people, and you call it mere, worldly knowledge. 
(Is not that also useful?) Those laws you learned are of great 
sanitary importance and thou shouldst by all means go to him. 

R. Hisda and Rabhina differ as to the consequences of one 
withholding to perform his necessities. One is of the opinion 
that foul breath is the result, while the other holds that the en¬ 
tire body assumes a bad odor. The opinion of the latter is sup¬ 
ported by a Boraitha which teaches: “He who takes nourishment 
while in need of performing his necessities is compared to a stove 
in which a fire was built without previously removing the ashes, 
which is invariably the cause of a bad smell. One who feels like 
performing his necessities, but cannot do so, R. Hisda advises, 
that he keep on sitting down and getting up until able. R. 
Hanan from Neherdai advises him to look for another place, but 
the rabbis say the sole remedy is to think of nothing else.’’ 

The rabbis taught: One who is about to eat a hearty meal 
should walk ten times four ells or four times ten ells, then perform 
a (natural) necessity, and after that go in and sit down to the meal. 

MISHNA : The prescribed quantity for fragments (of earthen¬ 
ware) is the size of such as are placed between two boards, is the 
opinion of R. Jehuda. R. Meir says of a size sufficient to stir a 
fire with. R. Jossi, of a size to receive (hold) a quarter of a 
lug. Said R. Meir, although no positive proof for my assertion 
can be found in the Scriptures, still a vague reference can be de¬ 
duced from the passage [Isaiah xxx. 14]: “So that there can¬ 
not be found among their fragments a sherd to rake fire from a 
hearth.” R. Jossi, however, answered him: “Therefrom you 
would adduce your proof? It says immediately after that (ibid, 
ibid.) ‘and to draw water from a pit.’ ” 

GEMARA: We must assume that the prescribed quantity al¬ 
lowed by R. Jossi is larger than that alllowed by R. Meir; but the 
Scriptural text shows that R. Meir allows the larger; because, is 
it possible that the prophet will curse them with a larger object 
after having cursed them with a smaller? Said Abayi: R- Meir 
also means a fragment used to stir a big fire with; hence his frag¬ 
ment is larger than R. Jossi’s. 

“ R. Jossi, however, answered him,” etc. R. Jossi answered 
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R. Meir very correctly. What could R. Meir rejoin? R. Meir 
might say that the prophet intends to convey that not only shall 
they not have anything of the least value left, but they shall not 
even have anything that is as valueless as a piece of fragment big 
enough to contain a drop of water. 


CHAPTER IX. 


RABBI AQIBA’s REGULATIONS OF DIFFERENT SUBJECTS. 

MISHNA: R. Aqiba said: Whence the adduction that one 
who carries an idol is as unclean (ritually) as a woman suffering 
from menstruation? From the passage [Isaiah xxx. 23] : “Thou 
wilt cast them away as a filthy thing.* “‘Get thee hence!’ wilt 
thou say unto them.” Thus, in the same manner as a woman 
suffering from menstruation causes (ritual) uncleanness, so does 
also an idol. 

GEMARA: Rabba said: The passage mentioned in the 
Mishna should be interpreted thus: “Estranged them from thy¬ 
self as a stranger; get thee hence, say unto him, but tell him not 
to come in!” Further Rabba said: It is unanimously conceded 
that the carrying of idols causes (ritual) uncleanness and hence it 
is compared to menstruation, but there is a dissenting opinion 
among the rabbis concerning a stone (used as a pedestal for an 
idol or upon which a woman suffering with menstruation chanced 
to sit) beneath which there were utensils. R. Aqiba holds that 
idols are regarded the same as menstruating women and the vessels 
beneath the stone become defiled (for the reason that the stone is 
the basis of the idol and, the former becomes part of the idol, and 
hence everything beneath it becomes defiled), but the rabbis regard 
an idol as a reptile, i.e ., as a reptile lying upon a large stone (in 
which case any utensils chancing to be beneath the stone do not 
become defiled). This decree is unanimously conceded. 

R. Ahadbou ben Ami asked: What about an idol smaller in 
size than an olive? R. Joseph objected to this question: “What 
is the purpose of the query? Does it refer to the prohibition of 
idolatry? Even an idol the size of a fly, like the idol of the 


*The Hebrew term used for “ filthy thing” in the passage is “ Davah,” and in 
Leviticus xx. 18 Davah is translated, “ a woman suffering from her separation (men¬ 
struation).” 

f The word “ Tizrom ” (cast them away) Rabba holds to be a derivation of the 
word “ Zar ” (strange) and not from “ Zarah ” (cast away). 
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Ekronites, which was called Zebub * (fly) is also prohibited; for 
we are taught it is written in the passage [Judges viii. 33] : “And 
they made themselves Baal-berith for a god;” by Baal-berith is 
meant the Zebub (fly) idol of Ekron, and every idolater (at that 
time) made an image of his idol in miniature in order to keep it 
constantly at hand and to be able at any time to take it out, em¬ 
brace, and kiss it; hence there is no question as to size. Nay 
the query of R. Ahadbou is in regard to causing defilement? 
Either it is regarded as a reptile and defiles, even if only of the 
size of a lentil, or it is considered as a corpse and causes defilement 
if it is the size of an olive. (A part of a corpse the size of an 
olive causes the person touching it to become defiled.) Answered 
R. Ivia, and according to others Rabba b. Ulla: “ Come and hear! 
We were taught in a Boraitha that no defilement is caused by idols 
smaller than olives, for it is written [2 Kings xxiii. 6]: “ And 
cast its powder upon the graves of the children of the people.” 
(The adduction is) that as a corpse can cause defilement only if a 
part the size of an olive is come in contact with, so is it also with 
idols, which are regarded as corpses. 

MISHNA: (R. Aqiba says again:) Whence the adduction 
that a ship, though a wooden vessel, is not subject to defilement ? 
From the passage [Prov. xxx. 19] : “The way of a ship is in the 
heart of the sea.” 

GEMARA: It is certain f that R. Aqiba intends to convey to 
us that the reason the passage cited in the above Mishna informs 
us of a fact known to all is because the sense is to be construed 
thus: In the same manner as the sea itself cannot become defiled, 
so also a ship can never become defiled. 

We were taught in a Boraitha: Hananyah said: We make the 
adduction from a sack (which is subject to defilement) that every¬ 
thing which can be carried after the manner of a sack, sometimes 
full and at other times empty, is subject to defilement, except a 
ship, which cannot be carried at all, full or empty. What are the 
points of difference in the two adductions (of R. Aqiba and Ha 
nanyah)? They are concerning a small (river) boat. One holds 
that all boats (ships) must be regarded as the sea itself (hence not 


* See 2 Kings i. 2. 

f The term “it is certain ” (peshitah) is generally used by the Gemarain the sense 
of the question, “ Is it not self-evident ?” In the above case, however, it is intended 
for an explanation of the reason for R. Aqiba’s adduction. See Rashi. 
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subject to defilement), while the other is of the opinion that a 
small (river) boat must be regarded as a sack because it is carried 
to the place whence it is launched and hence is subject to defile¬ 
ment; as R. Hanina b. Aqa’bhia said: “ Why did the rabbis say 
that a small (river) boat is subject to defilement? Because it is 
usually loaded in the dry dock and then carried into the river. 

Rabbi Johanan in the name of Rabh said: “ Man should not 
absent himself from the house of learning even for one hour. Be¬ 
hold this teaching (concerning a river boat) has been taught in 
the schools for many years and no one knew the reason for it until 
R. Hanina b. Aqa’bhia came and explained it. 

R. Jonathan said: Man should never absent himself from the 
house of learning or abstain from learning the law, even when at 
the point of death, for it is written [Num. xix. 14] : “This is the 
law, when a man dieth in his tent;” (i.e.) even at the point of 
death man must occupy himself with the study of the law. Resh 
Lakish however adduces from the same verse that man does not 
retain (in memory) the law, unless he is ready to die for it. 

MISHNA: (R. Aqiba said): Whence do we adduce that in a 
patch of ground six spans long by six spans wide five different 
kinds of seed may be planted,—one kind each in each of the 
four corners and one in the centre of the patch? From the pas¬ 
sage [Isaiah lxi. 11] : “ For as the earth bringeth forth her growth, 
and as a garden causeth what is sown therein to spring forth.” 
(We see then) it is not written “ as a garden causeth its seed to 
spring forth,” but what is soivn therein . 

GEMARA: What does R. Aqiba adduce from that passage? 
Said R. Jehuda: The passage cited in the above Mishna is to be 
thus explained : “ The earth bringeth forth her growth. ” “ Bringeth 

forth” (which is in the singular) can be counted for “ one” (kind 
of seed). Her “growth” (also singular) can also be counted for 
“ one” (kind of seed). (Now we have two.) “ What is grown there¬ 
in” (evidently plural) can be counted for two more (making four), 
and “ to spring forth” (in the singular again) can be counted as 
one, making five in all; and (as far as the six spans square are con¬ 
cerned) the rabbis are quite certain (through tradition) that five 
different kinds of seed in a patch six by six spans square do not 
interfere with each other. But whence do wc know that the assur¬ 
ance of the rabbis can be depended upon ? Answered R. Hyya 
b. Aba in the name of R. Johanan, from the passage in Deut. xlx. 
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14 : “Thou shalt not remove the landmark of thy neighbor, which 
they of old time have set” which is to be explained: “ Thou shalt 
not go beyond what is limited by those of old.” But what have 
those of old limited? Answered R. Samuel bar Na’hmeni in the 
name of R. Jonathan: “It is written [Gen. xxxvi. 20]: “These 
are the sons of Seir the Chorite, who inhabited the land.” Only 
they inhabited the land ? Did the rest of mankind inhabit heaven ? 
It simply means to state that they made the earth inhabitable by 
their knowledge of agriculture and their experience as to what 
ground is adapted for the planting of olive trees, vines, date trees, 
etc. 

R. Assi said: “ The teaching of R. Aqiba in the Mishna refers 
to a patch of ground six by six spans square, excluding the corners.” 

Rabh said: “ The above Mishna has reference only to an iso¬ 
lated patch (or furrow) of ground, but in a furrow surrounded by 
others one can not sow five kinds of grain, (as it is necessary to 
have a space of three spans dividing one kind from the other.) 
Are there not corners, however, (to the furrow) ? ” The school of 
Rabh explained, in the name of Rabh, that reference is made to 
furrows into the corners of which grain had been sown. 

Samuel, however, said even in a furrow surrounded by other 
furrows. But will not the seeds interfere one with another? 
Samuel refers to furrows which are planted alternately from north 
to east and from south to west.f 

MISHNA: (R. Aqiba says again): Whence the adduction 
that a woman, from whom seed of copulation f escapes only on the 
third day (after lying with her husband), is unclean ? From the 
passage [Exodus xix. 15]: “And he said unto the people, Be 
ready against the third day. Approach not unto a woman.” 
Whence the adduction that a child may be bathed on the third 
day of its circumcision, even if that day fall on a Sabbath? From 
the passage [Gen. xxxiv. 25] : “ And it came to pass on the third 

day, when they were sore.” Whence the adduction that a string 
of crimson wool must be tied on the head of the goat that was to 
be sent away 4 From the passage [Isaiah i. 18] : “Though they 


* Rashi declares this to be the best possible explanation of Samuel’s opinion, and 
says that many others offered many different explanations, none of which are compre¬ 
hensible. 

f See Leviticus xv. 16, 17, 18, and ibid. xxii. 4. 

:f See Lev. xvi. 21. 



TRACT SABBATH. 


163 

should be red like crimson, they shall become (white) like wool.” 
Whence do we adduce that anointing one’s self on the Day of 
Atonement is equal to drinking? Although no positive proof is 
apparent, still a reference can be adduced from the passage 
[Psalms cix. 18] : “ And it cometh like water on his body and oil 

into his bones.” 

GEMARA : The first part of the Mishna (treating of a woman) 
is not in accordance with the opinion of R. Elazar b. Azaryah, 
who declares her (the woman) clean in that case; the second part 
of the Mishna, however, (treating of bathing on the third day after 
circumcision) is in direct accord with his own words, (as will be 
seen in Chapter XIX.) Therefore some rabbis claim that the 
first part of the Mishna reads clean instead of unclean, i.e., that 
the whole Mishna is according to the opinion of R. Elazar b. 
Azaryah, but other rabbis claim that the first part of the Mishna 
is according to the opinion of other Tanaim, who differ with 
Elazar b. Azaryah (and the word unclean is correct). 

“ And they shall be ready against the third day” [Ex. xix. 11]. 
R. Ada bar Ahbha said: “ Moses went up (to the Mount Sinai) 
at daybreak, and descended the following break of day.” He 
went up at break of day; as it is written [Ex. xxxiv. 4]. And 
Moses rose up early in the morning and went up unto Mount 
Sinai, he descended on the following daybreak, as it is written 
[ibid. xix. 24] : “ Go get thee dcnvn , and then shalt thou come up, 
thou, and Aaron with thee.” We see that the Scripture compares 
the descending to the ascending, and as the ascending was early 
in the morning, so was also the descending early in the morning. 

The rabbis taught: The decalogue was given to Israel on the 
sixth day of the (third) month, but R. Jossi said on the seventh 
day. 

Said Rabba: All agree that on the first day of the (third) 
month the Israelites arrived at the wilderness of Sinai. It is 
adduced from the analogy of the word “this” in Ex. xix. 1, “on 
this day they arrived at the wilderness of Sinai,” and in Ex. xii. 
2, “ this month to be to you the first of months.” So as in the 
latter instance the “this” referred to the first, so does it also in 
the former; furthermore (he said), all agree that the law was 
given to Israel on a Sabbath; this is to be adduced from the an¬ 
alogy of the word “ remember ” in [Ex. xx. 8] : “ Remember the 
Sabbath day to keep it holy;” and [in ibid. iii. 3] : “ RemcmbcrXhxs 
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day on which ye came out from Egypt.” As in the latter instance 
the very day of their coming out of Egypt is referred to, so is it 
also in the former instance. Where the rabbis do differ is what 
day was the first of the month. R. Jossi holds that the first of 
the month was set on the first of the week, and on that day no com¬ 
mandments were given, because the children of Israel were tired 
from their long journey. On the second day (of the week) the 
Lord said to them: “ Ye shall be unto me a kingdom of priests” 
[Ex. xix. 1]. On the third of the week He commanded them to 
keep away from the mountain. On the fourth to separate them¬ 
selves from their wives. The rabbis, however, hold that the first 
of the month was set on the second of the week; that on that day 
nothing was commanded the Israelites, they being tired; on the 
third the cited passage [Ex. xix. 1] was said; on the fourth day 
they were to keep away from the mountain, and on the fifth to 
separate themselves from their wives. 

An objection was made: It is written [Ex. xix. 10]: “Go 
unto the people, and sanctify them to-day and to-morrow.” Is 
this not contradictory to the statement of R. Jossi (in whose 
opinion the sanctification lasted three days) ? R. Jossi may ex¬ 
plain this thus: “ Moses added one day upon his own authority,” 
as we have learned in a Boraitha: “ Three things were done by 
Moses upon his own authority and the Holy One, blessed be He, 
agreed thereto. They are: He added one day (to the period of 
sanctification), he separated himself from a woman, and he broke 
the tablets into pieces.” “ He added one day upon his own au¬ 
thority.” What was his object ? The Lord said unto him : “ To¬ 
day and to-morrow,” and he construed the words as follows: “ To¬ 
day must be equal (in duration) to to-morrow; to-morrow also 
including the night, to-day must also include night; the night, 
however, having already passed, another day must be added in 
order to make up for the lost night.” Whence do we know that 
the Lord agreed to this ? Because the Shekhina did not appear 
on Mount Sinai until the Sabbath morn. What was the object 
of Moses in separating himself from a woman? He applied the 
order given the Israelites (to separate themselves from their wives) 
to himself in a so much larger degree (z>., the order having been 
issued to the Israelites for the reason that they would shortly 
hear the word of the Lord, it would be so much more proper for 
him, who frequently was spoken to by the Lord, to separate him- 
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self entirely from a woman.) Whence do we know that the Lord 
agreed to this also? It is written [in Deut. v. 27 and 28] : “ Go, 
say to them, Return you unto your tents. But as for thee, re¬ 
main thou here by Me.” “ He broke the tablets.” What was his 
object? He thought: “Concerning the Passover sacrifice, which 
is only one of the six hundred and thirteen commandments, it is 
written [Ex. xii. 43] : ‘No stranger shall eat thereof,’ how can I 
give the tablets, which contain all the commandments to the chil¬ 
dren of Israel, who are now all renegades?” Whence do we know 
that the Holy One, blessed be He, agreed even to this? It is 
written [Ex. xxxiv. 1] : “And the Lord said unto Moses, Hew 
thyself two tables of stone like unto the first; and I will write 
upon these tables the words which were on the first tables which 
thou didst break.” Said Resh Lakish: “‘Which thou didst 
break,’ really means ‘which thou didst break rightfully.’ ” 

Another objection was made: It is written [Ex. xix. 11] : 
“And they shall be ready against the third day.” According to 
R. Jossi it would be the fourth day. This is no objection! We 
have just learned that Moses added another day upon his own au¬ 
thority. Again, come and hear: We have learned in a Boraitha: 
“The sixth means the sixth of the week and of the month.” Is 
this not contradictory to the statement of the rabbis, who say: 
“The first of the month was the second day of the week?” Yea, 
(it may be that) this Boraitha holds to the opinion of R. Jossi. 

Come and hear : On the fourteenth day of the month of Nissan, 
during which (month) the Israelites went out of Egypt, they killed 
the Passover sacrifice and on the fifteenth day they went out. On 
the night before that the first-born of the Egyptians were slain. 
That day (the fifteenth) was the fifth of the week. Now, if the 
fifteenth of Nissan was the fifth of the week, we must certainly 
say that the first of the next month (Iar) was Sabbath and the 
first day of the following month (Sivan) was the first day of the 
week. Is this not contradictory to the statement of the rabbis, 
that the first day of the month was the second day of the week ? 
The rabbis might have assumed that the month of Iar was an in¬ 
tercalary month. 

Said R. ’Havivi of ’Huzunah to R. Ashi: Come and hear: It 
is written [Ex. xl. 17] : “And it came to pass in the first month 
in the second year, on the first of the month, that the tabernacle 
was reared up,” and a Boraitha teaches that this day was crowned 
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tenfold, viz. : “ That day was the first of the six days of the crea¬ 
tion ; the first of the days on which the first prince presented his 
offering before the altar; the first of the days on which the priests 
(Aaron and sons) did their work in the sanctuary; the first day on 
which the children of Israel brought their sacrifices in the taber¬ 
nacle ; the first of the days on which the heavenly fire descended 
upon the altar; the first of the days on which the priests were 
permitted to eat the sacrifices in the tabernacle; the first of the 
days on which the Shekhina appeared in the tabernacle; the first 
day on which Aaron the High Priest blessed the Israelites in the 
tabernacle; the first of the days on which sacrifices were no more 
permitted to be brought on the high places outside of the taber¬ 
nacle, and the first day of the first of the months.” Now, if 
the first day of this year was the first day of the week, we must 
say the first of Nissan of the preceding year fell on the fourth 
day of the week, because we have learned in another Boraitha: 
Anonymous teachers say that there can be not more than four 
days’ difference between one New Year’s day and another. If a 
leap year intervened then there may be a difference of five days. 
Is this not contradictory to the opinion of both the rabbis and R. 
Jossi? According to R. Jossi there were seven short months (of 
twenty-nine days) in that year, but according to the rabbis there 
were eight such months, (consequently the difference from the last 
year was only in two days), as this year was an extraordinary one. 
(And the first day of the month lar of the last year was on 
Friday). 

Another objection was made: We have learned in the Tract 
Seder Aulim that on the fourteenth day of the month of Nissan, 
during which (month) the Israelites went out of Egypt, they killed 
the Passover sacrifice; on the fifteenth they went out, and that day 
was Friday. Now, if the first of the month of Nissan of that year 
was Friday, we must say that the first day of the following (lar) 
month was on the first day of the week and the first of the suc¬ 
ceeding month (Sivan) was on Monday. Is this not contradictory 
with R. Jossi? R. Jossi will then say that this Boraitha is in 
accordance with the opinion of the rabbis. 

One more objection was made: Come and hear: R. Jossi says, 
“ On the second day Moses went up on the Mount Sinai and came 
back. The same he did on the third day, but on the fourth day, 
when he came back, he remained.” Came back and remained? 
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Whence did he come back—it does not say that he went up at all ? 
Say, then, on the fourth day he went up, came back, and remained. 
On the fifth he built an altar and offered a sacrifice. On the sixth 
he had no time. Shall we assume that he had no time because on 
that day the Israelites received the Thorah? (If we say that the 
second refers to the second day of the week, it must be a fact that 
the Thorah was given on Friday, and would this not be contradic¬ 
tory to his [R. Jossi’s] own opinion?) Nay; he had no time be¬ 
cause the Sabbath was at hand. 

A Galilean lectured in the presence of R. Hisda: Praised be 
the merciful God, who gave a triple law (the Pentateuch, Prophets, 
and Proverbs) to a triple people (Kahanites, Levites, and Israelites) 
through a man who was the third child of his parents (Miriam, 
Aaron, and Moses), on the third day of sanctification and in the 
third month. We see from this that the Galilean held in accord¬ 
ance with the teachings of the rabbis. 

It is written [Ex. xix. 17]: “And they placed themselves at 
the foot of the mount/’ Said R. Abhdimi bar Hama bar Hassa: 
“ It appears from this passage that the Holy One, blessed be He, 
inclined the mountain toward the children of Israel and gave 
them the choice of either accepting the Thorah or being buried 
right under the mountain.” Said R. Aha b. Jacob: “This would 
accord us the right to protest against any punishment inflicted 
upon us for violating the law. (For we were compelled to accept 
it.”) Said Rabha: Although (at that time they were compelled to 
accept it), at the time of Ahasuerus (King of Persia) they ac¬ 
cepted it voluntarily. For it is written [Esther ix. 27]: “The 
Jews confirmed it as a duty, and took upon themselves and upon 
their seed.” This must be explained: “They took upon them¬ 
selves voluntarily what at one time they were compelled to accept.” 

R. Elazar said : At the time the Israelites said, “ We will do” 
and afterward “We will obey” a heavenly voice (Bath-kol) was 
heard, which said unto them: “ Who unfolded unto my children 
this mystery known only to the angels?” For it is written [Psalm 
ciii. 20]: “Bless the Lord, ye his angels, mighty in strength, 
that execute his word, hearkening unto the voice of his word,” and 
from this we see that only angels can execute first and then obey. 

A Sadducee once noticed Rabha studying and observed that he 
in his absent-mindedness held his (Rabha’s) finger underneath his 
knee and pressed it so hard that blood spurted from the finger. 
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Said the Sadducee to him : “ Impetuous people! Whose mouths 
precedes your ears! Ye are still of the same vehemence! Ye 
must first hear the Thorah before you accept it and not accept with¬ 
out knowing its prescriptions!” Answered Rabha: We who are 
upright men trusted Him, as it is said of us in [Proverbs xi. 3] : 
“The integrity of the upright guideth them,” but to those men 
who are continually fault-finding the latter part of the same verse 
(ibid, ibid.) can be applied, viz.: “ But the cunning of the treach¬ 
erous destroyeth them.” 

R. Samuel b. Na’hmeni in the name of R. Jonathan said: It 
is written (Solomon’s Songiv. 9): “Thou hast ravished my heart, 
O my sister, (my) bride! thou hast ravished my heart with one of 
thy eyes.” This means: When thou didst but receive the Thora, 
it was with one of thy eyes. When thou wilt obey it, it will be 
with both of thy eyes. 

R. Johanan said: It is written [Psalms lxviii. 12]: “The 
Lord gave (happy) tidings; they are published by female mes¬ 
sengers, a numerous host.” This implies, that every word ema¬ 
nating from the mighty God was heralded in seventy languages. 
The school of R. Ishmael, however, (adduced the same from an¬ 
other passage): It is written [Jeremiah xxiii. 29]: “Is not thus 
my word like the fire? saith the Lord, and like a hammer that 
shivereth the rock?” As the hammer that strikes emits a multi¬ 
tude of sparks, so is every word emanating from the Holy One, 
blessed be He, heralded in seventy different languages. 

R. Hananel b. Papa said: It is written [Proverbs viii. 6]: 
“ Hear! for of noble things will I speak.” Why are the words of 
the Thorah compared to a noble? To inform us that inasmuch 
as a noble has in his power the disposal over life and death, so 
have also the words of the Thorah. This is the same as Rabha 
said : To those who walk in the right ways of the law, it is an 
elixir of life, but to those who pursue not the right way, it is the 
poison of death. 

R. Jehoshua ben Levi said: It is written [Solomon’s Song i. 
12] : “A bundle of myrrh is my friend unto me, that resteth on 
my bosom.” Said the Congregation of Israel: “ Creator of the 
Universe! Although my friend chastiseth* me, still he resteth 
on my bosom!” 

* The Hebrew term for bundle is Tzror, and for oppressor is Tzoror; hence R. 
Johanan interprets Tzror as if it were Tzoror. 
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The same rabbi said: “It is written [Solomon’s Song v. 13]: 
“ His cheeks are as a bed of spices, as turrets of sweet perfumes.” 
Every word emanating from the Holy One, blessed be He, fills 
the whole world with the aroma of spices. If the world was filled 
with the aroma arising from the first word, where could the second 
word go? The Holy One, blessed be He, sent forth a wind from 
His supply, which cleared off the aroma of each word, as it is 
written (ibid.): “ His lips like lilies, dropping with fluid myrrh.” 

Do not read Shoshanim (lilies) but Sheshonim (learned men). 

The same said again: When Moses ascended into Heaven, 
said the angels before the Holy One, blessed be He, “ Creator of 
the Universe! What has one born of a woman to do among us?” 

The Lord answered: He came to receive the Thorah.” Said 
the angels again : “ Wouldst Thou give a precious thing that Thou 
hast preserved since nine hundred and seventy-four generations 
before the creation of the world to a being of flesh and blood? 
(It is written, [Psalms viii. 5]): What is the mortal that thou 
rememberest him? and the son of man that thou thinkest of 
him?” Said the Holy One, blessed be He, unto Moses: “Give 
thou them an answer!” Answered Moses before the Lord: “ Crea¬ 
tor of the Universe! What is written in the law, which Thou 
givest unto me?” [Ex. xx. 2.] “I am the Lord thy God, who 
have brought thee out of the land of Egypt.” Moses then said to 
the angels : Were ye in Egypt ? Have ye served Pharaoh ? Of 
what use can the Thorah be unto you? Further, what is written 
in the Thorah [ibid. 3]: “Thou shalt have no other gods before 
me.” Are ye among the nations that worship idols ? And further¬ 
more, what is written in the Thorah? [ibid. 8] : “Remember the 
Sabbath day to keep it holy.” Do ye any labor on the week-days? 
[ibid. 7] : “ Thou shalt not take the name of the Lord thy God 
in vain.” Are ye merchants that ye must swear? [ibid. 13]: 
“ Honor thy father and thy mother;” have ye fathers and mothers 
to honor? [ibid. 12] : “Thou shalt not kill,” etc. Is there any 
jealousy among you? Have ye any evil intent? 

Then the angels confessed and praised the Holy One, blessed 
be He; as it is written [Psalms viii. 10] : “O Eternal One, our 
Lord, how excellent is thy name on all the earth!” but the ending 
of the verse [ibid. 2], “Thou who hast set Thy majesty above the 
heavens,” is not cited in this verse. Then everyone of the angels 
befriended Moses and each of them disclosed some mystery to 
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him, as it is written [Psalms lxviii. 19] : “ Thou didst ascend on 
high, lead away captives, receive gifts among men,” which means 
that because at first the angels called Moses one born of a woman 
(man), they at the close gave him gifts and even the Angel of 
Death disclosed a mystery to him, as it is written [Num. xvii. 12 
and 13] : “ And he put on the incense, and made an atonement for 
the people. And he stood between the dead and the living.” 
Now if the Angel of Death had not disclosed unto Moses this 
mystery, how could he have imparted it to Aaron? 

Said R. Jehoshua b. Levi again: When Moses descended 
from Heaven, Satan came before the Holy One, blessed be He, 
and said: “Creator of the universe! Where is the Thorah?” 
And the Lord answered: “I have given it to the earth.” Satan 
descended to earth and said to it: “Where is the Thorah?” And 
the earth answered [Job xxviii. 23] : “God (alone) understandeth 
her way, and he knoweth her place.” Satan then went to the sea 
and the sea said: “She is not with me.” He then went to the 
deep, and the deep answered: “ Not in me is she,” as it is written 
[ibid. 14] : The deep saith, “ Not in me is she” ; and the sea, 
saith, “She is not with me” [ibid. 22]. “Perdition and death 
say: With our ears have we heard a report of her.” Satan then 
ascended before the Holy One, blessed be He, and said: “ Creator 
of the universe! I have looked for the Thorah on the whole 
earth and could not find it.” Then said the Lord unto him : “ Go 
unto the son of Amram.” And Satan went to Moses and said to 
him: “ Where is the Thorah which the Holy One, blessed be He, 
gave unto thee?” And Moses answered: “ Who am I, that the 
Holy One, blessed be He, should give me the Thorah ?” Said 
the Lord unto Moses : “ Moses, art thou a liar?” Said Moses be¬ 
fore the Lord: “ Creator of the universe! Shall I claim that 
Thou hast given unto me a precious thing which Thou didst fondle 
every day?” Said the Holy One, blessed be He, unto Moses: 
“ Because thou hast humbled thyself, the Thorah shall bear thy 
name,” as it is written [Malachi iii. 22] : “ Remember ye the law 
of Moses, my servant.” 

The same rabbi said again: When Moses ascended unto 
Heaven (and he was silent), the Lord said unto him: “ Moses, is 
there no peace in thy city?” And Moses answered: “Is it then 
proper that a slave should salute his Master?” Said the Lord: 
“Still thou shouldst have wished me well.” Then said Moses 
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before the Lord [Numbers xiv. 17] : “And now, I beseech Thee, 
let the greatness of the power of the Lord be made manifest as 
thou hast spoken.” 

“ Whence the adduction that a string of crimson wool must be 
tied on the head of the goat that was to be sent away.” Did not 
the passage say (Kashanim)* “ like years” and not like crimson, for 
were it like crimson it would read (Kashani) ? Said R. Itz’hak: 
“The passage is thus to be explained: “The Lord said unto 
Israel: If your sins all lie before me as the years that have passed 
since the creation, they shall nevertheless become white as snow.” 

Rabha reasoned: It is written [Isaiah i. 18] : “ Gof now, and 
let us reason together, saith the Lord.” It should not read “go 
now” but “come now,” and not “saith the Lord” but “said the 
Lord.” The passage should be explained: In the future the Lord 
will say unto Israel: Go to your ancestors and they shall rebuke 
you; and Israel will say before the Lord: Creator of the uni¬ 
verse, to whom shall we go? Shall we go to Abraham, to whom 
Thou hast ‘said : “ Know of a surety that thy seed shall be a stran¬ 
ger in a land which is not theirs, and they will make them serve,” 
and he did not pray for us ? Shall we go to Isaac, who, when bless¬ 
ing Esau, said [Gen. xxvii. 40] : “And it shall come to pass that 
when thou shalt have the dominion thou canst break his yoke 
from off thy neck,” and he also did not pray for us? Shall we go 
to Jacob, to whom Thou didst say [Gen. xlvi. 4] : “ I will go down 
with thee into Egypt,” and not even he prayed for us? To whom 
shall we go now? Then the Lord will say unto Israel: “Inas¬ 
much as ye have attached yourselves to me, though your sins 
should be as scarlet, they shall become white as snow.” 

Said R. Samuel b. Na’hmeni in the name of R. Jonathan: “ It 
is written [Isaiah lxiii. 16] : “ For Thou art our Father; for Abra¬ 
ham knoweth nothing of us, and Israel recognizeth us not; Thou, 
O Lord, art our Father, our Redeemer from everlasting is thy 
name.” In the future the Holy One, blessed be He, will say to 
Abraham : Thy children have sinned before me,” and Abraham will 
answer : “ Let them be wiped off (the face of the earth) for the sake 

*Shanah in Hebrew means year (S/ianim, plural, years). Shatiy means crimson, 
but the latter is used only once (Prov. xxxi. 21) in plural ; the former, however, is 
generally used in plural, as, for many years. As here it is in plural (A ashanini) he de¬ 
clares it like years. 

f In Isaac Besser’s translation of the Bible, which we use in all biblical citations, 
this passage is rendered 44 Come now,” but the literal translation is Go now. 
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of the holiness of thy name.” The Holy One, blessed be He, will 
then say: “ I shall tell this to Jacob, who had trouble in rearing 
his own children; perhaps he will pray for the present generation.” 
The Lord said to Jacob: “ Thy children have sinned before me,” 
and Jacob gave the same reply as Abraham. Then said the Lord: 
“ Not with the aged can feeling be found, nor with the young wise 
counsel.” The Lord then said to Isaac : “ Thy children have sinned 
before me.” Then said Isaac before the Lord: “ Creator of the 
universe ! Thou sayest my children, are they not Thine ? When 
they answered before Thee, ‘We will do,’ and (then) ‘obey,’ Thou 
calledst them ‘My son, my first born,’ and now they are my chil¬ 
dren and not thine ! And furthermore, how long a time have they 
sinned before Thee? Let us see; what is the duration of a man’s 
life? Only seventy years. Take off the twenty years that Thou 
dost not punish for sin, and only fifty remain. Take off the 
nights and only twenty-five full years remain. Deduct again 
twelve years and six months spent in praying, eating, and in the 
performance of other necessities, only twelve and one-half years 
remain. If Thou wilt bear the whole it is well, but if not let me 
bear half and Thou the other half. If Thou wilt say that I must 
bear the whole, did I not sacrifice myself for Thee?” Then Israel 
said (unto Isaac): “For thou (alone) art our father.” Said Isaac 
unto them: “Instead of praising me, praise ye the Holy One, 
blessed be He,” and he pointed on high to them with his finger. 
Here is the Lord! Then they lifted up their eyes unto Heaven 
and said: Thou, O Lord, art our Father, our Redeemer from ever¬ 
lasting is thy name. 

R. Hyya b. Aba said in the name of R. Johanan : “Jacob de¬ 
served to go down into Egypt in iron shackles (because that is 
the usual way of going into exile), but his merits precluded such 
a thing, as it is written: “With human cords I ever drew them 
forward, with leading strings of love; and I was to them as those 
that lift off the yoke from their jaws, and I held out unto them 
food” [Hosea xi. 4]. 

MISHNA: The prescribed quantity for wood is as much as 
suffices to cook an (easily boiled) egg; for spices as much as 
would suffice to spice such an egg; and the different spices are 
counted together; nut-shells, pomegranate peel, isatis, and cochi¬ 
neal as much as suffices to dye the edge of a small piece of cloth; 
alum, alkali, Cimolia chalk, vegetable soap, as much as suffices to 
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wash the edge of a small piece of cloth. R. Jchuda says as much 
as will suffice to remove a blood stain. 

GEMARA : Have we not learned this already? Reeds, split, 
as much as will suffice to cook an egg? In that case wc must 
assume that the reeds could not be used for any other purpose, 
but wood which can be put to a multitude of uses, as for instance, 
to make the handle for a key, (should be limited to a smaller 
quantity.) We are informed that the same quantity also ap¬ 
plies in this case. 

“ Nut-shells,” etc. Is this not a contradiction to what we 
have learned elsewhere, that dyes may not be carried in quantities 
sufficient to exhibit a sample of the color in the market ? Said 
R. Na’hman in the name of Rabba b. Abuha: “ Nobody will take 
the trouble to make dye sufficient only for a sample.” 

“Vegetable soap” (Ashleg). Said Samuel: “ I have inquired 
of a number of seafaring men and they told me that the name for 
it is Ashalgoh; it is found in the shells of a pearl-oyster and it is 
extracted with iron needles.” 

MISHNA: The prescribed quantity for (aromatic) pepper 
(pimento) is the least possible amount; for tar it is the same; 
for different kinds of spices and metals it is also the same; for 
the stone and the earth of the altar, torn pieces of the scroll of 
laws, or its cover it is also the same, because such things are 
generally preserved by men. R. Jehudah said: The same quan¬ 
tity applies to everything pertaining to the worship of idols, be¬ 
cause it is written [Deut. xiii. 18] : “And there shall not cleave 
to thy hand aught of the devoted things.” 

GEMARA: To what use can such a small quantity of pepper 
be put? It may be used by one whose breath is foul. 

“ For tar.” For what purpose can tar in so small a quantity 
be used? It may be used by one who has the sickness Tzilcha- 
thah (an illness where only one-half of the head aches). 

“For different kinds of spices.” The rabbis taught: The 
prescribed quantity both for aromatic spices as well as for ill¬ 
smelling oils is the same (least possible quantity); for purple dye 
also the same, and for roses only one rosebud. 

“And metals.” Of what use are they? We have learned, 
R. Simon b. Elazar said: They can be used to make a goad. 

“The torn pieces of the scroll of laws.” Said R. Jehudah: 
Book-worms, silk-worms, vine-worms, date-worms, and pomegranate- 
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worms are all dangerous to human life. There was a disciple sit¬ 
ting before R. Johanan eating dates, and the disciple said to him: 
“ Rabbi, there are thorns in the dates.” Said the rabbi : “ The 
date-worm (Pah) has killed this man.” 

MISHNA: One who carries the chest of a spice dealer be¬ 
comes liable for one sin-offering only, although there may be many 
spices in the chest. The prescribed quantity for garden seeds is 
the equivalent in size to a dried fig. R. Jehudah b. Bathyra said: 
Five different seeds. The prescribed quantity for cucumber seeds 
are two, for pumpkin seeds the same, for Egyptian beans the 
same; a living locust (which may be eaten), be it ever so small, 
must not be carried, but dead locusts may be carried in quantities 
less than a dried fig. The prescribed quantity for vineyard birds* 
living or dead is the smallest possible quantity, because they were 
preserved for medicinal purposes. R. Jehudah said: One must 
not carry out a living locust, (which must not be eaten), be it ever 
so small, because such locusts were kept as playthings for small 
children. 

GEMARA: “ Cucumber seeds.” The rabbis taught: The 

prescribed quantity for seeds used for planting is two, but for 
seeds used for food it is the equivalent of a pig’s mouthful. How 
much is a pig’s mouthful? The seeds of one cucumber. For 
cucumber seeds used as fuel the prescribed quantity is as much as 
will suffice to cook an egg; for cucumber seeds used as counters 
(for figures) only two. Anonymous teachers say five. 

The rabbis taught: One who carries two hairs from the tail 
of a horse or a cow is culpable, because the hairs are always pre¬ 
served for making nets. The prescribed quantity for hog bristles 
is only one; for willows (used for wickerwork) two; for tree-bark f 
one strip. 

“ R. Jehuda says: A locust (which must not be eaten),” etc. 
Why did not the first Tana of the Mishna mention this? Because 
in his opinion it is forbidden to carry it even on week-days, lest 
one eat it. If such is the case, why should an eatable locust be 
allowed to be carried? Did not R. Kahana stand before Rabh 
and a small locust lighted on his lips: Rabh said to him (R. 


* None of the commentators can explain what kind of birds are meant, 
t Rashi declares in his commentary that he does not know what it is nor for what 
purpose it is used. See Aruch. 
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Kahana), Take it away lest people say that thou hast eaten it and 
thou hast violated the commandment (in Leviticus xi. 43): “Ye 
shall not make yourselves abominable with any creeping thing 
that creepeth” ? Nay; there was no fear that the locust would be 
eaten alive, but they apprehended lest it die and then be eaten. 
(An eatable locust would not matter, but an uneatable locust would 
be a violation of the law.) If that is the case, why does R. Je- 
hudah permit this? R. Jehudah holds that there is no fear of the 
locust being eaten when dead, as the child will mourn its death. 


CHAPTER X. 


FURTHER REGULATIONS CONCERNING THE PRESCRIBED QUANTITY 
OF THINGS TO BE STORED. 

MISHNA: One who had stored anything for planting, sam¬ 
pling, or medicinal purposes (before the Sabbath) and carried some 
of it out (into public ground) on the Sabbath, be it ever so small a 
quantity, becomes liable for a sin-offering. Any one else, how¬ 
ever, is culpable only then if (he carried out) the prescribed quan¬ 
tity. Even the one who had stored is culpable only for the pre¬ 
scribed quantity, if he brought the thing carried out by him back 
(to private ground). 

GEMARA: For what purpose is it said in the Mishna, “one 
who stored anything”? Would it not be sufficient to say, “one 
who carried out things intended for planting, sampling, or medi¬ 
cinal purposes, be the quantity ever so small, is culpable” ? Said 
Abayi: The Mishna treats of the case of a man, who, after storing 
the thing, forgot for what purpose he had stored it, and then car¬ 
ried it out into the street for any purpose whatever. We might 
say that the original intention (to store it) is void, and now the 
thing carried out has for him only the same value as for others, 
and he would be culpable only for carrying out the regularly pre¬ 
scribed quantity; we are therefore informed (by the Mishna) that 
one who commits a deed executes his original intention. 

R. Jehudah said in the name of Samuel: R. Meir declares one 
who carried out only a single wheat grain, intended for sowing, 
culpable. Is this not self-evident ? The Mishna taught “ be it 
ever so small.” One might presume that the term “ be it ever so 
small” denotes something smaller than a dried fig but not smaller 
than an olive. R. Meir therefore informs 11s (that it refers even 
to one wheat grain). R. Itz’hak, the son of R. Jehudah, opposed 
this: “ (We see that) the Mishna declares one culpable for an act 
originally intended to be performed, but now, supposing a man in¬ 
tended to carry out his entire household at once; is he then not 
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culpable until he had accomplished the entire task, even if he had 
carried out part of it ?” The answer was : If a man has an absurd 
intention it is void, and he is culpable for carrying out the pre¬ 
scribed quantity. 

“Any one else, however, is culpable only then if (he carried 
out) the prescribed quantity.” The teaching in the Mishna is not 
in accordance with that of R. Simeon b. Elazar (on page 145). 

Rabha said in the name of R. Na’hman : “ If one carried out a 
thing the size of a dried fig with the intention of eating it, but 
changed his mind in the mean time and then intended to sow it, or 
on the contrary, first intended to sow it and then to eat it, he is 
culpable. Is this not self-evident? The prescribed quantity for 
both eating and sowing was carried. We might say that the re¬ 
moving and the depositing of a thing must be done with an origi¬ 
nal intention in order to make one culpable, and as in this case 
the intention was changed the man is not culpable at all; therefore 
we are informed (that he is culpable). 

“ If he brought the thing carried out by him back (into private 
ground),” etc. Is this not self-evident? (forhe did not sow it, we 
then see that his original intention is void). Said Abayi: “The 
Mishna speaks of a case where the man took the thing brought from 
his house, and threw it into the place where his full supply was 
kept, and the place where he threw it remained conspicuous. One 
might say, if the place is conspicuous, his original intention is not 
yet void, because he took the same thing again. We are there¬ 
fore informed that the throwing of the thing among his other sup¬ 
plies annulled his original intention. 

MISHNA : If one intended to carry out victuals and deposited 
them on the doorstep, whether he afterward carried them out 
(into the street) himself, or this was done by some one else, he is 
not culpable, because he did not accomplish the deed at one time. 
If one deposited a basket of fruit on the outside doorstep, even if 
the majority of the fruit was on the outside (in the street), he is 
not culpable, unless he carried out the entire basket (into the 
street). 

GEMARA: What kind of a doorstep does the Mishna have 
reference to? Shall we assume that the doorstep was public 
ground, how can the man be not culpable? He carried out from 
private into public ground. Shall we assume that the doorstep 
was private ground, why does the Mishna teach that if he carried 
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it out (into the street), or any one else, he is not culpable? It is 
again a case of carrying out from private into public ground? 
We must therefore assume that the doorstep was unclaimed ground, 
and we are informed that only when the victuals were deposited 
on the unclaimed ground the man is not culpable, but if they had 
been carried out from private into public ground, even by way of 
unclaimed ground, he is culpable. And the Mishna does not 
agree with the opinion of Ben Azai, as we have learned before in 
a Boraitha: “ One who carries out from his store into the market 
by way of the alley is culpable, but Ben Azai says he is not.” 

“ If one deposited a basket of fruit,” etc. Said Hezkyah : The 
case in question treats only of a basket filled with cucumbers and 
beets, but if full of mustard seeds he is culpable. From this we 
see that Hezkyah considers a vessel no support* (i.e., the cucum¬ 
bers are encircled by the basket and need no support, but the mus¬ 
tard seeds, which are heaped up, are outside of the basket proper 
and not supported by it; therefore, when the basket with mustard 
seeds is carried outside, part of the mustard seeds are already on 
the outside and the carrier is culpable. R. Johanan, however, 
says, even if the basket contained mustard seeds, he is also not 
culpable. Thence we see that R. Johanan docs consider a vessel 
a support. Said R. Zera: “How is it with the Mishna? It is 
neither of the opinion of Hezkyah nor of R. Johanan.” Hezkyah 
learned the Mishna in accordance with his own views and R. 
Johanan with his own. Hezkyah explains the Mishna which said 
“unless he carries out the entire basket.” This is the case if the 
basket is filled with cucumbers and beets, but if filled with mus¬ 
tard seeds it is equal to putting out the entire basket into the 
street, and he is culpable, but R. Johanan explained the Mishna 
thus: Although the majority of the fruit is on the outside, even 
if all the fruit were on the outside, the man would not be cul¬ 
pable, unless the entire basket was put on the outside. So also 
said Rabha: The Mishna treats only of a basket filled with cu¬ 
cumbers and beets, but if filled with mustard seeds the man is 
culpable. Whence we see that he does not consider a vessel a 
support. Abayi, however, said even if the basket contained mus¬ 
tard seeds the man is also not culpable. Whence we see that he 


* The Talmudical term for “support” is “ Agad,” literally “ bind.” In the above 
the sense demands its rendition by “support.” 
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does consider a vessel a support. Shall we say that Abayi adopted 
the system of Rabha and Rabha of Abayi, or Abayi contradicts 
himself and Rabha does the same? For we have learned as fol¬ 
lows: One who carried out fruit into public ground, Abayi 
said, is culpable only if he carried it out with his hand (although 
the body remained in public ground), but if in a vessel, he is not 
culpable. (Why? Because Abayi does not consider the body a 
support to the hand, in spite of the fact that the hand is attached 
to the body, but if he carried out the fruit in a vessel and part of 
the vessel still remained in private ground, he is not culpable). 
And Rabha says on the contrary: If he carried the fruit out in 
his hand he is not culpable (because he considers the body a sup¬ 
port and the hand is part of the body), but if he carried it out in 
a vessel he is culpable (because, although the vessel is still in 
private ground some of the fruit is in public ground). The an¬ 
swer is: Reverse the case. (Say Abayi’s statement should be 
Rabha’s and Rabha’s Abayi’s). 

MISHNA: One who carries out anything in the right or in 
the left hand or in his bosom or on his shoulder is culpable. 
This was the manner in which the sons of Kehath carried (their 
burdens).* But one who carries out a thing on the back of his 
hand or with his foot, with his mouth, with his elbow, with his 
ear, with his hair, with his waist bag, the opening of which is at 
the bottom, or between his belt and his shirt, with the edge of 
his shirt, with his shoe or sandal, is not culpable, because he car¬ 
ries it in an unusual manner. 

GEMARA : R. Elazar said : “ One who carries out a burden 
ten spans above the ground [not on his shoulder, but in the air] 
is culpable, because in this manner the sons of Kehath carried 
their burdens.” Whence do we know that the sons of Kehath 
carried their burdens in this way? It is written [Numb. iii. 26] 
“ Which is by the tabernacle and by the altar round about.” The 
tabernacle is compared to the altar. As the tabernacle was ten 
ells, so was also the altar ten ells, and whence do we know that 
the tabernacle itself was ten ells? Because it is written [Ex. 
xxvi. 16] “ Ten ells shall be the length of the boards.” Or we 
may say that we know that the sons of Kehath carried their bur¬ 
dens in this manner from the ark. The Master said: The ark 


* Numb. iv. 
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was nine spans high, and with the cover, which was one span 
high, it was ten. The experience is to the effect that when a 
burden was carried on the shoulders by means of poles, one-third 
of the burden was above the poles and two-thirds below; then as 
the ark was ten spans high and one-third of it was carried above 
the shoulders, it was certainly more than ten spans above the 
ground. 

We have learned: One who carries a burden on his head is 
not culpable. And if one will say that the inhabitants of the 
city of Hutzal do so, we may assume that their deed is void for 
the rest of mankind, who do not carry burdens on their heads. 

MISHNA : One who intends to carry something in front, but 
the thing moved to his back, is not culpable, but if he intends to 
carry it on his back and it moves to the front he is culpable. Of 
a truth it was said: A woman who wears a girdle, whether she 
carries something in the front or in the back of it, is culpable, 
because the girdle invariably turns around. R. Jehuda says the 
same rule applies to letter-carriers. 

GEMARA : Where is the difference ? The main object (here 
is the intention). In either case his intention was not carried 
out; why is he not culpable if the thing moved from the front to 
the back and culpable if it moved from the back to the front ? 
Said R. Elazar: “ Divide the Mishna into two parts. The sec¬ 
ond part was not taught by the same Tana as the first.” Said R. 
Ashi: “This is no question at all. Perhaps the Mishna may be 
explained thus: Not only did the man intend to carry it on his 
back and did so, which would make him culpable, because his in¬ 
tention was carried out, but even if he intended to carry it on his 
back and it moved to the front, in which case his intention was 
not carried out, he is also culpable, because his intention was to 
carry it on his back, which is only of little safety, and the thing 
moved to the front, which made it perfectly safe and he would be 
benefited by it; hence he is culpable.” 

“ Of a truth it was said.” It was taught in a Boraitha: Wher¬ 
ever it is said “ Of a truth it was said,” it remains as an ordinance. 

“ R. Jehuda says the same rule applies to letter-carriers.” We 
were taught in a Boraitha that this was done by the clerks of the 
government. 

MISHNA: One who carries out a large loaf of bread into 
public ground is culpable. If two persons do this together they 


TRACT SABBATH. 


181 


are both innocent; but if the one could not do it himself and both 
carried it, they are both culpable. R. Simeon, however, declares 
them not culpable. 

GEMARA : Said R. Jehudah in the name of Rabh, according 
to others Abayi said, and others say that it was taught in a Borai- 
tha: “ If of both men who carried the loaf, either was able to 
carry it himself, R. Meir makes them both culpable, but R. Je¬ 
hudah and R. Simeon declare them both innocent. If of the two, 
neither was able (to do it himself,) R. Jehuda and R. Meir declare 
them culpable and R. Simeon declares them innocent. If one of 
the two, however, was able, and the other unable, all agree that 
the able man is culpable.” Whence do we know this? From 
what the rabbis taught: It is written [Lev. iv. 2] : “ If any person 
sin,” etc., i.e., if he committed the whole deed but not a part of 
it. How so? If two persons held one pitchfork and threw grain 
with it, or a weaver’s spindle and wove with it, or a quill and 
wrote with it, or a reed and carried it into public ground, one 
might say that they are culpable. It is written [ibid.] : “ If any 
person sin,” etc. But if two persons held a date-press, or a log, 
and carried them out into public ground, R. Jehudah says, if one 
of the two was not able to carry it himself and they both carried 
it, they are both culpable, but if either of them was able, both are 
not culpable. R. Simeon says, even if one alone is not able to 
carry it and they carried it out together, they are also free. For 
only referring to such an instance the Scriptures say: “ If any 
person,” etc., and it is plain that one is culpable if he performs 
work alone, but if two persons did one thing they are both free. 

The master said : If one of the two was able to perform the work 
alone and the other unable, all agree that he is culpable. Which 
of them was culpable ? R. Hisda said, the one who was able. Then 
shall we assume that the one who was unable is culpable ? Why ? 
What did he? Said R. Hamnuna to R. Hisda: “Why not? Did 
he not assist the one who was able ?” Answered R. Hisda: Assist¬ 
ing is not of consequence (because if he alone is not able to per¬ 
form the work himself, his assistance is of no value). Said R. 
Zbhid in the name of Rabha: “ We have also learned in a Borai- 
tha in support of this argument: If one suffering from a ve¬ 
nereal disease rides an animal, the feet of which are encased in 
four pieces of cloth, the pieces of cloth are not subject to defile¬ 
ment, for the reason that the animal is able to stand on three 


182 


THE BABYLONIAN TALMUD. 


feet.” Why are they not subject to defilement? Was not one 
foot a help to the other three? Hence we must assume that one 
of the feet must be regarded as a help to the other three; a mere 
help, however, not having any legal consequence cannot become 
defiled, and as it is impossible to determine which one of the 
three feet is to be regarded as a help, all four pieces of cloth en¬ 
casing them are not subject to defilement. 

Again the master said: If either of the two were able, R. 
Meir holds them both to be culpable. The school-men asked: 
“ Must the object carried out by them be of double the prescribed 
size, i.e.y a prescribed size for each of them, in order to make 
them culpable, or does the prescribed size for one man suffice to 
make them both culpable? R. Hisda and R. Hamnuna (both an¬ 
swered) : One of them held that one prescribed size suffices, and 
the other that it must be double in order to make them culpable, 
(and it is known which of them held to the former opinion and 
which to the latter). Said R. Ashi: “ We have also learned in a 
Boraitha: “ Two men who carried out a reed used by a weaver 
(into the street) are both culpable.” Why so? Was not double 
the prescribed quantity necessary in order to make both culpable ? 
Hence we must assume that the Boraitha holds one prescribed quan¬ 
tity to be sufficient.” Said R. Aha, the son of Rabba, to R. Ashi: 
“ What proof do you derive from this Boraitha? Perhaps it refers 
to a reed that was of sufficient size to cook an egg for one and an¬ 
other for the other?” R. Ashi answered: If such were the case, 
the Boraitha would say merely a “ reed” and not a “ reed used by 
a weaver.” Said R. Aha again: “Perhaps the Boraitha refers to 
a reed of sufficient size to weave a napkin each for both of them ? 
Therefore it were better to say that from this Boraitha we can de¬ 
rive no support either for one opinion or the other.” 

A certain scholar taught in the presence of R. Na’hman : “ Two 
men who carried out a reed used by a weaver (into the street) are 
both not culpable.” R. Simeon, however, declares them culpable. 
How can this be? (Is this not contrary to R. Simeon’s usage?) 
Say then (on the contrary), the scholars said they are culpable 
and R. Simeon said they are not. 

MISHNA: If one carry victuals of less than the prescribed 
quantity in a vessel (out into the street) he is not culpable even 
of (carrying) the vessel, for the vessel is of no consequence to the 
victuals. If he carried a person on a litter he is not culpable even 
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of (carrying) the litter, because the litter is of no consequence to 
the person. If he carried a corpse on a cot he is culpable. The 
same is the case if (he carries) a part of the corpse of the size of 
an olive or of a carcass the size of an olive and of a reptile the 
size of a lentil. R. Simeon, however, declares him not culpable. 

GEMARA : The rabbis taught: “ If a man carry out victuals 
of the prescribed quantity in a vessel, he is culpable of carrying 
the victuals, but not of (carrying) the vessel, because the vessel is 
of no consequence to the victuals, but if the victuals are such that 
they cannot be carried otherwise than in a vessel, he is culpable 
of (carrying) the vessel also.” Shall we assume from this teach¬ 
ing that if one ate two pieces of tallow each the size of an olive at 
different times through forgetfulness (and was not reminded of his 
sin between both times of eating), he is bound to bring two sin- 
offerings? Said R. Ashi: In the case of the man who is culpable 
of (carrying) both the victuals and the vessel, it must be assumed 
that he carried them through forgetfulness and was subsequently 
reminded of having carried only one of them (but forgot about the 
other); later he was reminded of having carried the other also, 
and according to the opinion of the teacher of this Boraitha, he is 
culpable and bound to bring two sin-offerings, one for each time 
he was reminded. The same difference of opinion exists here as 
we have seen existed between R. Johanan and R. Simeon ben 
Lakish (in the chapter concerning the general rule of Sabbath). 

“ If he carried a person in a litter, he is not culpable even of 
(carrying) the litter.” Shall we assume that the Mishna is of the 
opinion of R. Nathan and not of the rabbis? We have learned in 
the following Boraitha: “If one carried out an animal or a bird 
(into the street), whether alive or slaughtered, he is bound to bring 
a sin-offering. R. Nathan, however, says: “For (carrying out) a 
slaughtered (animal or bird) he is culpable, but not for one that is 
alive, because a live creature carries itself.” Said Rabha: “We 
can also say that the rabbis agree with the teaching of the Mishna 
concerning the (carrying) of a person, because while in the case of 
of (carrying) a live animal they hold a man to be culpable, it is be¬ 
cause an animal or bird always struggles to get loose and thus be¬ 
come a burden; but a person who is carried agrees to being car¬ 
ried, and virtually carries himself.” 

Said R. Ada b. Ahbha to Rabha: How will, in your opinion, 
the following teachings be made plain : We have learned in a 
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Mishna: “ Ben Bathyra permits the selling of a horse to a Gentile, 
and a Boraitha says the reason that Ben Bathyra permits this is 
because the Gentile will not perform any work with the horse on 
a Sabbath that would .involve the liability of a sin-offering (for a 
horse is used for riding only, and when a person rides a horse the 
person virtually carries himself, and hence is no burden to the 
horse), and R. Johanan says that Ben Bathyra and R. Nathan said 
(practically) the same thing.” Now, if in your opinion the rabbis 
differ with R. Nathan only in the matter of animals and birds, be¬ 
cause when carried they struggle for freedom, but agree with him 
in the matter of a person, why does R Johanan say that only Ben 
Bathyra and R. Nathan say the same thing. Did not the rabbis 
also hold to the same opinion? (The answer was) R. Johanan 
said that Ben Bathyra in permitting a horse to be sold to a Gentile 
referred to one who was used only for carrying falcons. Are 
there then such horses? Y^ea; they are to be found in Be- 
Vaidon.* 

R. Johanan said: Even R. Nathan holds a man culpable if 
he carries a person, animal or bird that is bound. 

“ If he carried a corpse on a cot he is culpable.” Said Rabba 
bar bar Hana in the name of R. Johanan, and the same was said 
by R. Joseph in the name of R. Simeon ben Lakish : R. Simeon 
does not hold a man culpable, even if the man carries out a corpse 
for burial. Said Rabba: “Even R. Simeon concedes that if a 
man carry out a spade to dig a grave with, or a scroll to read from, 
he is culpable.” Is this not self-evident ? Should we then assume 
that according to R. Simeon’s opinion even this kind of labor is 
not labor for its own sake, how can we find any labor for its own 
sake which in the opinion of R. Simeon would involve the liabil¬ 
ity of a sin-offering? One might think that R. Simeon does not 
hold a man culpable of carrying a thing unless the work done with 
the thing is both for the man’s sake and also for the sake of the 
thing itself; for instance, if the spade was needed for digging and 
also had to be sharpened, or the scroll had to be examined and 
used for reading; hence he informs us that such is not the case. 

There was a corpse in Drokra f and R. Na’hman bar Itz’hak 
permitted it to be carried out into unclaimed ground. Said R. 


* A city where falconers plied their trade, 
f Name of a city. 
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Johanan, the brother of Mar, son of Rabhina, to R. Na’hman b. Itz- 
’hak: “According to which Tana’s opinion do you act? Accord¬ 
ing to R. Simeon? Did R. Simeon allow this? He only stated 
that the act does not involve the liability of a sin-offering, but he 
did not permit it to start with?” R. Na’hman answered: By 
the Lord! You yourself, and even R. Jehuda, would allow this 
to be done the same as I did; did I say that it was to be carried 
into public ground ? I said unclaimed ground! Do not forget, 
that this was also for the sake of the honor due a human being. 
Precious is the honor of man , and for its sake even a direct com¬ 
mandment of the Scriptures may be circiimvcned ! 

MISHNA: One who pares his finger-nails, either by means 
of his fingers or by means of his teeth; also one who plucks hair 
from his head, beard, or lip; also a woman who braids her hair, or 
paints her eyebrows, or parts her hair, is, according to R. Eliezer, 
culpable. The sages, however, declare this to be (prohibited only 
by rabbinical law) as a precautionary measure. 

GEMARA: Said R. Elazar: “The difference of opinion ex¬ 
ists only in the case of paring the finger-nails by means of the 
fingers, but if taken off with an instrument (all agree) that he is 
culpable.” Is this not self-evident? Is it not plainly written in 
the Mishna, if he pares his finger-nails by means of his fingers ? 
One might think that the difference of opinion is also concerning 
an instrument, and the reason the Mishna does not mention an in¬ 
strument is only to show the firmness of R. Eliezer in prohibiting 
the paring of finger-nails even with one’s own fingers. He in¬ 
forms us that the difference of opinion is concerning the fingers 
only. R. Elazar said furthermore: The difference of opinion is 
only concerning a man’s paring his own finger-nails, but if he 
pared another’s all agree that he is not culpable. (The reason 
for this is because when paring one’s own finger-nails a man 
can make them look as if trimmed with an instrument, but when 
trimming another’s this not possible). Is this not self-evident? 
Did not the Mishna say plainly: “His own finger-nails”? Nay. 
One might think that according to the opinion of R. Eliezer the 
trimming of another’s finger-nails also makes one culpable, but the 
Mishna, stating plainly “ his own finger-nails,” intends only to show 
the firmness of the rabbis in making not culpable even those who 
pare their own nails; therefore he informs that such is not the 
case. 
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“ Also one who plucks hair from his head,” etc. We have 
learned: “ One who cuts off a scissorsful of hair from his head on 
the Sabbath is culpable. How much is a scissorsful supposed to 
be? Two hairs. R. Eliezer says: “One.” The rabbis agree 
with R. Eliezer that in case one gray hair is plucked from a num¬ 
ber of black hairs a man is culpable even for one, and not only on 
Sabbath but even on week-days this is prohibited, as it is written 
(Deut. xxii. 5): “ And a man shall not put on a woman’s gar¬ 
ment.” 

We have learned in a Boraitha R. Simeon b. Elazar said: “ If 
a finger-nail became separated from the finger of its own accord, a 
man may remove the adhering part, providing the greater part of 
the nail was separated. He may do this with his fingers, but not 
with an instrument. If he did it, however, with an instrument, 
he is not liable for a sin-offering. If the smaller part only was 
separated, he may not remove it. If he did so, however, with his 
fingers, he is not culpable, but with an instrument he is. Said R. 
Jehuda, The ordinance according to R. Simeon ben Elazar pre¬ 
vails. Said Rabba bar bar Huna in the name of R. Johanan. 
This is the case if the nail was bent upward and was trouble¬ 
some. 

“Also a woman who braids her hair,” etc. In what category 
ean her work be counted? Said R. Abuha: It was explained to 
me by R. Jossi bar ’Hanina: Painting the eyebrows comes in the 
class of work enumerated as dyeing, braiding and parting the hair 
in the class of building. Is this the manner of building? Yea; 
as R. Simeon b. Menassia taught: It is written (Gen. ii. 22): 
“ And the Lord God formed * the rib which he had taken from 
the man.” From this may be adduced that the Holy One, blessed 
be He, braided the hair of Eve and brought her to Adam. For 
in the seaports hair braiding and dressing is called building. 

We have learned in a Boraitha R. Simeon b. Elazar said: 
“ Braiding the hair, painting the eyebrows and parting the hair, if 
done for herself, does not make her culpable (because it cannot be 
termed properly building); but if done for another it does make 
her culpable.” Furthermore, R. Simeon b. Elazar said in the 
name of R. Eliezer: “ A woman shall not put red dye on her face, 
because that constitutes painting.” 


* The Hebrew word for “ formed ” is “ Vayiven,” literally “ built.” 
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The rabbis taught: If one milked a cow and then made 
cheese of the milk to the size of a dried fig; if he swept a floor 
or dampened a floor (to lay the dust); or if he removed honeycombs 
from a bee hive, his case is as follows : If he performed these acts 
unintentionally on Sabbath, he is bound to bring a sin-offering, 
and if he did all this intentionally on a biblical feast-day, he shall 
receive forty stripes. Such is the opinion of R. Eliczcr, but the 
sages said: “All this is only prohibited by rabbinical law as a 
precautionary measure.” (Says the Gemara :) Now the ordinance 
having prevailed according to the opinion of R. Simeon, all these 
acts are not prohibited at all. 

MISHNA: One who plucks something from a perforated 
flower-pot is culpable; from a flower-pot that is not perforated he 
is not culpable R. Simeon held him not culpable in both cases. 

Abayi put a contradictory question to Rabha, according to 
others R. Hyya bar Rabh to his father Rabh: “The Mishna 
states that R. Simeon holds one not culpable in cither case. 
From this we see well that to R. Simeon a perforated or a solid 
flower-pot is one and the same thing. We have learned in an¬ 
other Boraitha: R. Simeon said that there is no difference be¬ 
tween a perforated and a solid flower-pot except to make the seeds 
grown in the flower-pot subject to defilement ( i.e in a solid flow¬ 
er-pot the seeds are not accounted as seeds). Hence there is a 
difference between the pots in the opinion of R. Simeon.” The 
answer was: In all cases except defilement R. Simeon regards 
seeds in either a perforated or a solid flower-pot as loose ( i.c 
detached from the ground). In the case of defilement, however, 
it is different, because the Scriptures themselves added a special 
provision regarding defilement of seeds, as it is written (Lev. xi. 
37): “ And if any part of their carcass fall upon any sowing-seeds 
which hath been sown, it shall be clean. 


END OF VOLUME I. 
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CHAPTER XI. 

REGULATIONS CONCERNING THROWING FROM ONE GROUND INTO 

ANOTHER. 

MISHNA: One who throws a thing from private into public 
or from public into private ground is culpable. From private 
into private ground, by way of public ground, R. Aqiba holds 
him to be culpable, but the sages declare him free. How so? 
If two balconies face each other across a street, one who trans¬ 
fers or throws something from one into the other is free; if the 
two balconies, however, are in the same building, he who trans¬ 
fers a thing from one into the other is culpable, but he who 
throws is free; because the work of the Levites (in the taber¬ 
nacle) was as follows: From two wagons facing each other in 
public ground boards were transferred, but not thrown from one 
into the other. 

GEMARA: Let us see! Throwing is but the offspring 
of transferring. Where is transfer itself mentioned in the 
Scriptures? Said R. Johanan: "It is written [Ex. xxxvi. 6]: 
4 And Moses gave the command and they caused it to be pro¬ 
claimed throughout the camp,’ etc. Where was Moses sitting ? 
In the quarters of the Levites. The quarters of the Levites 
was public ground (because all the people were received there 
by Moses). And Moses said unto Israel: 4 Ye shall not trans¬ 
fer anything from your quarters (which was private ground) 
into these quarters.' ” We have found, then, transfer from 
within, but where do we find transfer from without ? It is a 
logical conclusion, that transfer from within is the same as 
transfer from without. Still he calls transfer from within the 
principal act and transfer from without but the offspring. Now, 
if transferring from within and transferring from without in¬ 
volve the same degree of culpability, why does he call the one 
vol. ii.— i 189 
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a principal and the other an offspring ? For the following 
reason: If one commit two principal acts of labor, or two off¬ 
springs of two different acts of labor, he becomes bound to 
bring two sin-offerings; but if he commits one principal act 
and one offspring of the same act of labor, he becomes bound 
to bring only one sin-offering. 

Whence do we know that if one throw a thing four ells in 
public ground he is culpable ? All that is said about four ells in 
public ground is traditional. 

R. Jehudah said in the name of Samuel: The wood-gath¬ 
erer’s sin [mentioned in Numbers xv. 32-35] consisted in carry¬ 
ing four ells in public ground. We learned in a Boraitha, how¬ 
ever, that he pulled out sticks growing in the ground. R. Aha 
b. R. Jacob said: He gathered the sticks and bound them into 
bundles. What difference is there in the acts ? (Why this dis¬ 
sension ?) The difference is, as we were taught in the name of 
Rabh, who says: “ I found a mysterious paper in the possession 
of my uncle, R. Hyya, upon which was written: ‘ Aissi ben 
Jehudah said: The principal acts of labor are forty less one. 
One of them does not involve culpability. R. Jehudah holds, that 
carrying in public ground is not this one act and the Boraitha 
holds that pulling out of the ground is not that one, and R. 
Aha b. R. Jacob holds that binding into bundles is not the 
act which involves culpability.’ Each one of these three was 
certain that if a man committed any of the acts mentioned by 
each he was undoubtedly culpable.’.’ 

The rabbis taught: The name of the wood-gatherer was 
Zelophchad, and so it is written [Numb. xv. 32]: “ And while 
the children of Israel were in the wilderness they found a man,” 
etc., and further on [ibid, xxvii. 3] it is written: “ Our father 
died in the wilderness " z tc., etc., “ but in his own sin he died,” 
etc., an analogy of the word wilderness . As by “our father ” is 
meant Zelophchad, so also the name of the wood-gatherer was 
Zelophchad. So said R. Aqiba. Said to him R. Jehudah b. 
Bathyra: “Aqiba! Whether your statement be true or false, 
you will have to answer for it at the time of the divine judgment; 
for if it be true, you disclosed the name of the man whom 
the Scriptures desired to shield, and thus you brought him 
into infamy, and if it be false you slandered a man who was 
upright.” The same case occurred in the following: It is writ¬ 
ten [Numb. xii. 9] : “ And the anger of the Lord was kindled 
against them,” etc. From this we learn that Aaron also became 
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leprous. So said *R. Aqiba. Said to him R. Jehudah b. Ba- 
thyra: “ Aqiba! Whether your statement be true or false, you 
will have to answer for it at the divine judgment; for if it be 
true, you disclosed a thing the Scriptures desired to conceal, 
and thus you brought infamy upon Aaron, and if it be false, you 
slandered a man who was upright.” But the Scriptures say: 

“ And the anger of the Lord was kindled against them .” This 
signifies only that Aaron was included among those against 
whom the anger of the Lord was kindled. 

We have learned in a Boraitha according to the opinion of 
R. Aqiba:” Aaron also became leprous, as it is written: 4 And 
Aaron turned toward Miriam, and behold she was leprous, 
which implies that at the moment when he turned toward Miriam 
he was cured of his leprosy and perceived it in Miriam. 

Said Resh Lakish: He who suspects an innocent man is pun¬ 
ished in the flesh, as it is written [Ex. iv. 1]: ” But behold, they 
will not believe me,” and it was known to the Holy One, 
blessed be He, that Israel will believe, and the Lord said unto 
Moses: 44 They are believers and they are children of believers, 
but thou, I know, wilt finally not believe.” They are believers, 
as it is written [ibid. iv. 31]: “ And the people believed.” 
They are children of believers, as it is written [Gen. xv. 6] : 
” And he believed in the Lord.” Thou wilt finally not believe, 
as it is written [Numb. xx. 12] : 44 Moses and Aaron, because ye 
have not confided in me; ” and whence do we know that he was 
punished in the flesh, as it is written [Ex. iv. 6] : And the 
Lord said furthermore unto him, Do put thy hand into thy 
bosom; and he put his hand into his bosom; and when he took 
it out, behold, his hand was leprous, white as snow. 

Rabha said, according to others, R. Jose b. Hanina: Reward 
for merit, destined for a man, comes to him more quickly and in 
a greater degree than retribution for wickedness, for in the case 
of Moses we see it written [Exod. iv. 6]: “And he put his 
hand into his bosom; and when he took it out, behold, his hand 
was leprous, white as snow.” But the reward was, as it is writ¬ 
ten [ibid. 7], 44 And when he pulled it out of his bosom, behold, 
it was turned again as his other flesh.” The reason that the 
verse repeats 44 pulled it out of Jus bosom, ' is to show, that the 
hand had become cured while in the bosom (and thus the reward 
was given more quickly and effectively). It is written [Ex. vii. 
12]: 44 Aaron’s staff swallowed up their staves.” Said R. 
Elazar: 44 This was a miracle within a miracle, for Aaron's staff 
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did not swallow up the staves (of the Egyptian magicians), which 
had become serpents, while it was itself a serpent, but after it 
was become a staff again.” 

“ From private ground into private ground , ” etc. Rabha 
propounded a question: “ Shall we assume that the point of 
difference is in the opinion relating to whether the surrounding 
of a thing by the atmosphere of a certain place makes the thing 
equal to being deposited in that place or not ? ” And if this is 
the point of difference, it must follow that the Mishna treats of 
a case where the object thrown was at no time above ten spans 
from the ground (because above ten spans no public ground 
exists). Those who deem it a culpable act, do so, because 
they hold that the object, being surrounded by the air of the 
public ground, through which it passed, makes it equal to being 
deposited therein, while those who do not deem it a culpable act 
are not of this opinion; but if the object thrown was above ten 
spans from the ground, do both sides agree that the thrower is 
not culpable ? Or shall we assume that both sides do not differ 
as to the object thrown being equal to being deposited in the 
place, the atmosphere of which- surrounded it, agreeing that 
such is the case; but their point of difference is as to whether 
throwing is equal to transfer or not ? He who holds that the 
thrower is culpable does so because he considers throwing equal 
to transfer by hand, and as transfer makes a man culpable, even 
if it was accomplished above ten spans from the ground, it 
also applies to throwing; but he who holds that the thrower is 
not culpable, does so because he does not consider throwing 
equal to transfer by hand. And the case treated of by the 
Mishna is one where the throwing was done above ten spans 
from the ground? Said R. Joseph: This question was also 
propounded by R. Hisda, and R. Hamnuna decided it from the 
following Boraitha: “ From private into private ground, by way 
of public ground itself “ R. Aqiba makes him culpable, but the 
sages declare him free.” Now, if he says, “ by way of public 
ground itselff it implies that it was below ten spans from the 
ground. Let us then see wherein was the difference of opinion. 
Shall we say that it was a case of transfer by hand and still 
the one who holds him culpable does so because it was below ten 
spans, but if it was above ten spans he would concede that he 
was not culpable ? How can this be ? Did not R. Elazar say: 

He who transfers a burden above ten spans from the ground is 
culpable, because thus were burdens transferred by the sons of 
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Kehath ” ? Therefore we must assume that the Boraitha treats 
of a case of throwing and not of transfer by hand, and hence 
one holds, that an object surrounded by the atmosphere of a 
certain place below ten spans from the ground is equal to an 
object deposited in that place, while the other holds that such 
is not the case. Conclude then from this that the Mishna treats 
of a case where the throwing was done below ten spans from the 
ground. 

The above teaching, however, is not in accord with the opin¬ 
ion of R. Elazar, for he said: R. Aqiba makes the thrower cul¬ 
pable even when the throwing was done above ten spans from 
the ground; but for what purpose does the Boraitha state “ pub¬ 
lic ground itself ” ? Merely to show the firmness of the rabbis 
in declaring one free, even when he transferred a thing by hand 
through public ground. 

All that was said above is contrary to the opinion of R. 
Helkiah b. Tubhi, because he said: “ If the throwing was below 
three spans from the ground, all agree that the thrower is culpa¬ 
ble; if above ten spans, all agree that he is not culpable; but if 
the throwing was done between three and ten spans above the 
ground, then the difference of opinion between R. Aqiba and 
the sages arises.” We have learned in a Boraitha in support of 
R. Helkiah: " Below three all agree that one is culpable; above 
ten all agree (that only a rabbinical prohibition exists) as a pre¬ 
cautionary measure (because no Erubh was made).* If the two 
premises belonged to the thrower, he may throw to start with. 
From three to ten spans is where the point of difference between 
R. Aqiba and the sages arises. 

It is certain, that if it is one’s intention to throw eight ells 
and he throws only four, one is culpable; because it is equivalent 
to the case where one intends to write the name Simeon and 
only writes Sim (for Sim alone is also a name, and four ells is the 
prescribed distance for throwing); but what is not certain is, if 
one intended to throw only four ells and threw eight, what is his 
case? Shall we assume that he threw the prescribed distance and 
is thus culpable, or, because the object did not reach the desired 
destination, he is not culpable ? The answer was, that accord¬ 
ing to this question Rabhina asked R. Ashi, and the latter 
answered that no culpability can exist unless he intended that 
the object should remain wherever it happened to alight, i.e., if 


* The law concerning Erubhin will be explained in Tract Erubhin. 
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the man intended to throw eight ells and threw only four he is 
also not culpable, and the assertion that the last-named act is 
equivalent to writing Sim when the intention was to write 
Simeon, which according to the succeeding Mishna is an act 
involving culpability, does not hold good; for he cannot write 
Simeon without first writing Sim, but surely he can throw eight 
ells without previously throwing four ells. 

The rabbis taught: If one threw from public into public 
ground and private ground was in between, and the four ells 
commenced and ended in the two public grounds, including the 
private ground, he is culpable; but if he threw less than four ells 
he is not culpable. What news does this convey to us ? It is 
to inform us, that the different premises are counted together and 
that the culpability arises not from the fact that the atmosphere 
of the private ground, having surrounded the object thrown, 
makes that object equal to having been deposited in that private 
ground; because that ordinance does not hold good, and the 
culpability arises merely from throwing four ells in public 
ground. 

R. Samuel b. Jehudah, quoting R. Abba, who quoted R. 
Huna in the name of Rabh, said: If one transferred an object 
for four ells in a roofed public ground, he is not culpable. Why 
so ? Because this public ground is not equal to the public 
ground under the standards in the desert traversed by the Israel¬ 
ites. This is not so! We know that the wagons which carried 
the boards of the tabernacle were roofed, and Rabh said in the 
name of R. Hyya that the ground beneath the wagons, between 
them, or alongside of them, was all public. Rabh means to 
state that the wagons were not actually covered, but that the 
boards were placed crossways on them in layers, and between 
every layer there was uncovered space, and that space was, in 
the opinion of Rabh, public ground. 

The rabbis taught: The boards used at the tabernacle were 
one ell thick and sloped gradually until they attained the thick¬ 
ness of one finger at one end, as it is written [Ex. xxvi. 24] : 
“ And they shall be closely joined together on top by means of 
one ring/’ and in another passage [Joshua iii. 16] it is written, 
“ failed, were cut off/'* So said R. Jehuda. Hence it is evi¬ 
dent that on top the boards were only one finger thick. R. 
Nehemiah says: “ They were also one ell thick on top, as it is 

* The Hebrew term for “ cut off ” in that passage is Tamu, and for “ joined ” in 
the previous passage it is “ Tamim ” ; hence the comparison by analogy. 
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written [ibid, ibid.], ‘joined together,' and the ‘ together’ means 
that they were to be the same on top and on the bottom. 
But it says “ joined ” (Tamim)! The Tamim here signifies that 
they must be whole, unbroken. 

The school of R. Ishmael taught: To what can the tabernacle 
be compared ? To a woman going to market, whose dress hangs 
down and drags on the ground (i.e. , the curtains were hanging 
down and dragging on the ground). 

The rabbis taught: The boards of the tabernacle came to a 
point and the thresholds contained sockets on which the boards 
were fitted. The hooks and fillets of the curtains appeared like 
stars in the sky. 

The rabbis taught: The lower curtains were of blue, purple, 
and scarlet yarn and of twisted linen thread, and the upper cur¬ 
tains were of goats’ hair, and more skill was necessary to make 
the curtains of goats’ hair than of the first-named materials, for 
concerning the lower curtains it is written : “ And all the women 
that were wise-hearted spun with their hands, and they brought 
that which they had spun of the blue, and of the purple, and of 
the scarlet yarn, and of the linen thread”; but concerning the 
upper curtains it is written [ibid. 26]: ‘‘And all the women 
whose hearts stirred them up in wisdom spun the goats’ hair.” 
And we have learned in the name of R. Nehemiah, “ The goats’ 
hair was woven right from the goats’ backs without being 
shorn. ” 

“ If the two balconies , ” etc. Said Rabh in the name of R. 
Hyya: “ The space between the wagons, beneath the wagons, 
and alongside of them is public ground.” Said Abayi: ” The 
space between two wagons was the length of another wagon ? 
What is the length of a wagon ? Five ells. Rabha said the 
sides of the wagon (i.e., the width between the sides) was the 
width of a wagon. What is that width ? Two and one-half 
ells. Now, we know that the width of a way in public ground 
is sixteen ells. Whence do we adduce this ? If we adduce this 
from the case of the tabernacle, it should only be fifteen ells; 
(for the width of two wagons together with the space between 
them was fifteen ells). The answer is: There was another ell 
additional between the two wagons where the Levite walked in 
order that he might watch the wagons and adjust anything that 
might come out of place.” 

MISHNA: One who takes anything from, or places anything 
upon a sand-heap, dug out of a pit or a stone that is ten spans 
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high and four spans wide, is culpable. If the sand-heap or the 
stone is below that height, he is free. 

GEMARA: Why does the Mishna say a sand-heap, dug out 
of a pit, or a stone ? Why not the pit or the stone itself ? (Then 
we would know both the height and depth which must not be 
used for the placing of a thing.) This was said in support of 
the statement of R. Johanan, viz.: That the sand-heap dug out 
of a pit is counted in with the depth of the pit as to height to 
complete the ten spans. We have also learned thus in a Bora- 
itha: One must not draw water from a pit in public ground 
which is ten spans deep and four spans wide, unless he has made 
a railing round the pit that is ten spans high. He must also not 
drink from the pit unless he put his head and the larger portion 
of his body into it. The pit and the sand-heap dug out of the 
pit are counted in with it to complete the ten spans. 

R. Mordecai asked of Rabha: What is the law regarding one 
who threw a thing on a post ten spans high and four spans 
wide, standing in public ground ? Shall we assume that he is 
culpable because he removed the thing unlawfully and also 
deposited it unlawfully {i.e., from public ground into private), 
or that he is not culpable because the object which lighted on 
the post came from ground which is under no jurisdiction, 
being above ten spans from the ground ? (If the man had the 
intention to throw the object on top of the post, he must have 
thrown it high up into the air, and before lighting on the post it 
passed through space above ten spans from the ground, and that 
space is regarded as ground under no jurisdiction, therefore he 
is not culpable ?) Rabha answered: “ This is explained in the 
Mishna/’ R. Mordecai then went to R. Joseph and asked the 
same question. He received the same answer: “ It is explained 
in the Mishna.” Thereupon he came to Abayi with the same 
question, and again received the same answer. Said R. Mor¬ 
decai to Abayi: “Do ye all spit with the same spittle?” 
Answered Abayi: Dost not thou think that the Mishna explains 
it ? Did not the Mishna say, “ One who takes from or places 
upon” ? Rejoined R. Mordecai: “ Perhaps the Mishna treats 
of a needle which can be placed on a level with the ten spans 
height.” Said Abayi: “ A needle must also be lifted above the 
level.” Said R. Mordecai again: “It can be placed without 
being lifted above the level, because every stone has some crev¬ 
ices that are lower than the.surface of the stone and the needle 
can be placed in one of the crevices.” 
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R. Johanan propounded a question: “What is the law 
regarding a man who throws a cake of earth (four spans square 
and one span deep) into a pit exactly ten spans deep and four 
spans square ? Shall we say, that he is culpable because he 
threw the cake of earth into the pit, which was still ten spans 
deep and therefore private ground, or that he is not culpable 
because as soon as the cake reached the bottom of the pit it 
lessened the pit’s height to nine spans, and thus made the pit 
unclaimed ground?’’ Let R. Johanan decide this question 
himself by what he said in the following Mishna: “ If one throw 
a thing from a distance of four ells against the wall, and it 
strikes the wall at a height of over ten spans from the ground, 
he is free, but if below ten spans from the ground he is culpable, 
because one who throws a thing to the ground at a distance of 
four ells is culpable.’’ We have investigated the case; how can 
he be culpable if the object thrown did not adhere to the wall ? 
And R. Johanan answered: “ The case was one of a soft date, 
which did adhere to the wall.’’ Now, if the conclusion is that 
the cake of earth lessened the depth of the pit, the date which 
adhered to the wall also lessened the distance of four ells from 
where the date was thrown, and he says that the man is culpable ? 
The answer was: In the case of the date the thrower did not 
intend that the date should adhere to the wall permanently, 
while in the case of the pit the cake of earth remained in the 
pit permanently, as intended by the thrower. 

Abayi said: If a man throw a mat into a pit ten spans deep 
and eight spans wide in public ground he is culpable. If he, 
however, placed the mat into the pit so that the pit was divided 
into two equal parts, he is not culpable. (The latter decree 
informs us of two facts: Firstly, that although the mat was 
placed in the pit, while the pit was still of sufficient size to con¬ 
stitute it private ground and was only diminished at the time the 
mat was placed into it, the man is not culpable, and secondly, 
that the mat takes up sufficient space to make the two pits 
caused by division less than four spans wide each.) Now, if, 
according to Abayi, it is a certainty that the mat is sufficient to 
nullify the enclosures necessary for the designation of private 
ground, so much the more is this the case with the cake of earth 
previously mentioned, but according to R. Johanan, to whom it 
is even questionable whether the cake of earth can produce that 
effect, surely a mat cannot. 

Abayi said again: If a man throw an object into a pit ten 
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spans deep and four spans wide, filled with water and standing 
in public ground, he is culpable, but if the pit was filled with 
fruit, he is not culpable; because water does not annul the en¬ 
closures necessary for the designation of private ground, while 
fruit does (the reason is that an object thrown into a pit of water 
falls to the ground in spite of the water [viz. : a stone or iron], 
while in a pit filled with fruit it rests on top).* We also learned 
the same in a Boraitha, in the name of R. Simeon: “ Water 
does not annul the enclosures necessary for the designation of 
private ground/’ 

MISHNA: If one throw a thing (a soft date) from a distance 
of four ells against the wall, and it strike the wall at a height of 
over ten spans from the ground, he is free; but if it strike the 
wall below ten spans from the ground, he is culpable; because 
one who throws a thing to the ground at a distance of four ells 
is culpable. 

GEMARA: Said R. Jehudah, quoting Rabh in the name of 
R. Hyya: If one throw a thing at a distance of four ells against 
a wall, and the thing rested in a hole in the wall above ten spans 
from the ground, the law in his case is decided differently by R. 
Meir and the sages, viz. : R. Meir holds, that any object (like a 
hole) capable of being enlarged, must be looked upon as having 
been already enlarged, and therefore the man is culpable. The 
sages, however, hold that such is not the case; everything must 
be regarded in its actual condition. 

R. Jehudah said in the name of Rabh: If a man throw a 
thing upon a sand-heap four ells wide and sloping up to a height 
of ten spans, he is culpable, provided the thing rested on the 
highest point of the heap, because the heap is regarded as being 
ten spans high in its entire length. The same we have learned 
in a Boraitha in the name of R. Hanina ben Gamaliel. 

MISHNA: If one threw an object within four ells (in public 
ground) and the object rolled to a greater distance, he is free; if 
he threw a thing outside of four ells and it rolled back within 
four ells, he is culpable. 

GEMARA: Why should a man be culpable in the latter 
clause of the Mishna; the object thrown did not rest outside 
of four ells if it rolled back within the prescribed limit ? Said 

* So explains Rashi (Isaakides) ; we think, however, the reason that water does 
not annul the enclosures is, because water belongs to the public and anyone can draw 
it out, and therefore it is equal to not being there ; but, fruits must belong to a pri¬ 
vate individual and this makes it private ground. 




TRACT SABBATII. 


*99 


R. Johanan: The Mishna treats of a case where the object 
thrown came in contact with an obstacle by means of which it 
rolled back, and therefore it rested for a moment outside of four 
ells. 

Rabha said: “ In the opinion of the sages, who differ with 
R. Aqiba concerning his decree, that an object surrounded by 
the atmosphere of a certain place makes the object equal to 
having been deposited in that place, a man who threw a thing 
from private into private ground by way of public ground, even 
below three spans from the ground, is not culpable unless the 
thing thrown rested for a moment at least on the public ground.” 
Mareimar sat and repeated the above decree. Said Rabhina: 
“ Does not our Mishna say the same, through the declaration of 
R. Johanan, who decrees that the Mishna holds a man culpable 
only if the object thrown by the man rests at its destination for 
a moment ?” Answered Mareimar: Thou speakest of a rolling 
thing (which is carried along by the wind and it is not known 
when it will stand still). Such a thing cannot be regarded as 
resting, although it is below three spans from the ground, but in 
our case it is different. The thing was thrown (and was not 
rolled by the wind); so we might assume that when it reached a 
distance of less than three spans from the ground, it must be 
considered as resting on the ground; he informs us (that such is 
not the case). 

MISHNA: If one throw a distance of four ells on the sea, 
he is free; if there happen to be shallow water, through which 
a public thoroughfare leads, where he threw the four ells, he is 
culpable. What must be the maximum depth of such shallow 
water ? Less than ten spans; for one who throws four ells in shal¬ 
low water, through which only occasionally a public thorough¬ 
fare leads, is culpable. 

GEMARA: Said one of the schoolmen to Rabha: “ The 
Mishna mentioning a public thoroughfare twice is justified in 
doing so, because we might presume that a thoroughfare used 
only in cases of necessity cannot be regarded as a public thor¬ 
oughfare, and hence the Mishna informs us that while in other 
cases use from necessity is not to be regarded as customary, in 
this case it is different. But why is shallow water mentioned 
twice ? ” Answered Abayi: We might presume that the shallow 
water was not four ells wide, in which case it would be used as a 
thoroughfare; but if it was four ells, people would circumvene it, 
and thus it would not be considered a public thoroughfare; 
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therefore it is repeated to inform us that there is no difference 
between shallow water less than four ells wide or more. 

MISHNA: One who throws from the sea into land, from 
land into the sea, from the sea into a ship, from a ship into the 
sea, or from one ship into another, is free. If ships are bound 
together, one may transfer an object from one into the other; 
but if the ships are not bound together, even though they lie 
alongside of one another (and meet), one must not transfer a 
thing from one into the other. 

GEMARA: We have learned: If one desires to draw water 
from the sea into the ship, he must make a small (board) attach¬ 
ment to the side of the ship, and then he can draw the water. 
So said R. Huna, because he holds that unclaimed ground com¬ 
mences from the bottom of the sea and ends with the surface. 
The atmosphere above the sea is considered as ground under no 
jurisdiction, and hence the making of the attachment was 
really not necessary; but it being Sabbath, this should be done 
to distinguish the Sabbath from week-days. R. Hisda and 
Rabba bar R. Huna said: “The attachment made should be 
four ells wide,’” because they hold that the unclaimed ground 
commences from the surface of the water, and the water itself is 
considered as ground, and if the attachment were not made, it 
would constitute carrying from unclaimed ground into private 
ground, and this is not allowed to commence with. 

R. Huna said: “ On the small boats, that are not four spans 
wide down their entire depth, a man must not carry anything 
only for four ells (because it cannot be considered private ground), 
unless at a distance of three spans from the ground the boat is 
four spans wide. If there be sticks or refuse at the bottom of 
the boat, the bottom of the boat commences from the top of 
such sticks or refuse, and if the boat be ten spans high, accord¬ 
ing to that calculation one may carry in it.” R. Na’hman 
opposed this: “ Why should a man not be permitted to carry 
in a boat the bottom of which is not strewn with sticks and 
refuse ? ” Have we not learned in a Boraitha that R. Jose b. R. 
Jehudah said: “ If one placed in public ground a stick (ten 
spans high), on top of which was a trough, which was four spans 
wide, a person throwing anything on top of the trough is culpa¬ 
ble, because, while the trough was not ten spans high itself, the 
height of the stick upon which it rests is considered as included 
in its own.” Why should this not also refer to the case of the 
boat, and the place where it is four spans wide be considered 
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as if it reached down to the bottom ? R. Joseph opposed R. 
Na’hman as follows: “ Did not R. Na’hman hear that R. Jeliu- 
dah, in the name of Rabh, according to others, in the name of 
R. Hyya, said, that the sages did not agree with Jose b. R. 
Jehudah and exonerated the man?” Hence we see that the 
Boraitha, treating of the boat, holds with the opinion of the 
rabbis. 

“ If ships are bound together,” etc. Is this not self-evi¬ 
dent ? Said Rabha: “The Mishna wishes to inform us, that 
one is permitted to carry from one ship into another, even if a 
small boat is between them, z.e., one may carry from one ship 
into the boat and thence into the other ship, even though the 
small boat is not tied to either ship.” Said R. Saphra to him: 
“ Moses!* How canst thou say such a thing? Does not the 
Mishna state explicitly that one may carry from one ship into 
another? No boat between them (was mentioned).” R. 
Saphra, however, explained the Mishna thus: The Mishna, by 
saying one may carry from one ship into another, means to say 
that an Erubh may be made between the two ships, just as 
between two houses, and then things may be carried from one 
into the other, as we have learned in a Boraitha: An Erubh may 
be made between ships that are tied together and things may be 
carried from one into the other. If the rope by means of which 
the ships were lashed to each other became torn, carrying to and 
from one ship to the other is not allowed; but if the ships were 
lashed together again, either intentionally or unintentionally, 
through compulsion or through an error, the original permission 
again holds good. 

The same is the case with mats of which tents were made, 
whereby the ground enclosed by the mats becomes private; and 
if many such tents were made, carrying from one tent into 
another is permitted, provided an Erubh is made. If the mats 
were rolled up, however, such carrying is not permitted. Were 
the mats rolled down again, intentionally or unintentionally, 
through compulsion or through error, the original permission 
again holds good. 

It was reported in the name of Samuel: If the ships were 
tied together with a mere thread, permission to carry from one 
into the other holds good. 

MISHNA: If one threw a thing, and after the thing had 


* The word Moses was used as a title to a great teacher. 
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passed out of his hand, he recollected that it was Sabbath; if 
another person caught the thing thrown; if a dog caught it or if 
the thing thrown was consumed by fire (before reaching its des¬ 
tination), the man is free. If one threw a thing for the purpose 
of injuring a man or a beast, and before such injury was inflicted 
recollected (that it was Sabbath), he is free. (For) this is the 
rule: Only such are culpable and bound to bring a sin-offering as 
commit an act through error from beginning to end; if the act, 
however, was committed through error only at the start, and at 
the close was committed consciously, or vice versa , the perpe¬ 
trator is free until the beginning as well as the end of the act is 
committed through error. 

GEMARA: What would be the case, if the thing, after 
passing out of the thrower's hand, had rested (outside of four 
ells in public ground) ? Would he be culpable ? Why ! Did 
he not recollect (that it was Sabbath) before the thing rested ? 
And our Mishna (distinctly) states that one cannot be culpable 
unless an act were committed through error from beginning to 
end! Said Rabha: The Mishna teaches us two facts: Firstly, 
if one threw a thing, and after the thing had passed out of his 
hand he recollected (that it was Sabbath); or secondly, even if 
he did not recollect (that it was Sabbath), but another man, or 
a dog, caught the thing, or it was consumed by fire before it 
rested, he is not culpable. 

“ This is the rule." We have learned: If one threw a dis¬ 
tance of six ells, two ells through error, the next two con¬ 
sciously, and the last again through error, Rabba declares him 
free. (How can that occur ? As soon as the object had passed 
out of his hand and had not yet reached farther than two ells, he 
became conscious that it was Sabbath, and before it had passed 
the next two ells he forgot again that it was Sabbath.) Rabha, 
however, declares him culpable. Rabba declares him free, even 
according to the opinion of R. Gamaliel (in the last Mishna of 
Chapter XII.), who does not consider the consciousness during 
the time intervening between the perpetration of the two acts 
(each of which only executed one-half the prescribed deed) as 
being of any consequence (but considers the two unfinished acts 
as one prolonged act done unintentionally and making the per¬ 
petrator culpable). For what reason ? Because in the case 
treated of in the cited Mishna nothing was done during the 
period of consciousness (of the Sabbath) intervening between 
the two unfinished acts to neutralize the erroneous character of 
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the two unfinished acts, and thus they became one finished act 
and made the perpetrator culpable. In this case, however, Rabba 
assumes that during the time intervening between the passing 
of the first two ells and the last two ells, the man carried the 
thing, and did so fully conscious (of the Sabbath), and thus neu¬ 
tralized the erroneous character surrounding the throwing for the 
first two and last two ells. Rabha, however, declares him cul¬ 
pable, even according to the rabbis, who hold contrary to the 
opinion of R. Gamaliel (in the cited Mishna) and consider the 
consciousness (of Sabbath) during the period intervening between 
the two unfinished acts as a neutralization of the unintentional 
character of the unfinished acts, thus making the perpetrator 
not culpable. In this case, however, the man is culpable. 
(Why so ?) Because in the case cited in the same Mishna 
the entire act could have been committed, but was not, for 
after the man became conscious (of its being Sabbath) he 
stopped; hence the unfinished act was not counted. Later he 
again forgot that it was Sabbath, but again recollected, before 
the entire act was committed; so the second unfinished act was 
not counted, and the man is free. In this case, however, the 
thing having been thrown could not be stopped when the man 
became conscious of its being Sabbath before it reached its des¬ 
tination ! Thus the act was committed, and the fact that the 
thrower became conscious (of its being Sabbath) in the mean time 
is of no consequence. (Now, the conclusion is that there is 
really no difference between the rabbis and R. Gamaliel or be¬ 
tween Rabba and Rabha, because all agree that if the thing was 
thrown the man is culpable, but if carried by hand he is not.) 

Rabba said: If one threw a thing and it rested in the mouth 
of a dog or in the opening of an oven, he is culpable. Did 
we not learn in the Mishna that if a dog caught it, or if it was 
consumed by fire, he is not culpable? Yea; but the Mishna 
refers to a case where the intention was to throw it elsewhere 
and accidentally a dog caught it or it was consumed by fire; but 
Rabba means to say that a man is culpable if he intentionally 
throw it into the dog’s mouth or into the oven. Said R. Bibhi 
b. Abayi: We have also learned elsewhere that the intention to 
have a thing rest in a place makes that place a fit one for the 
thing. 


CHAPTER XII. 


REGULATIONS CONCERNING BUILDING, PLOUGHING, ETC., ON THE 

SABBATH. 

MISHNA: (Among the forty, less one, principal acts of 
labor, building was enumerated.) What is the least amount of 
building which will make a man culpable ? The least possible 
amount. The same applies to stone-masonry, smoothing with a 
hammer (at the close of the work); as for planing, he who planes 
the least bit, and for drilling, he who drills ever so little, is cul¬ 
pable. For this is the rule: He who performs any act of labor 
which is of permanent value is culpable. R. Simeon ben Gama¬ 
liel said: He who during his work strikes the anvil with his 
sledge is culpable, because he virtually brings about labor. 

GEMARA: Of what use is so small an amount of building ? 
Said R. Aha bar Jacob: " So small an amount of building is 
usually done by a householder who discovers a hole in the wall 
of one of his rooms and fills it up (with wood or cement). And 
the instance of such work having been performed at the (con¬ 
struction of the) Tabernacle is: When one of the boards con¬ 
tained a hole produced by worms, a little molten lead was 
poured into it and it was thus filled.'' 

Samuel said: “ One who places a stone hi the street for the 
purpose of paving the walk is culpable." An objection was 
made. We have learned elsewhere: If one furnish the stone 
for paving and another furnish the mortar, the latter is culpa¬ 
ble ? [Says the Gemara:] If you base your objection to Sam¬ 
uel's decree upon this Boraitha, why do you not also cite the 
latter decree of the Boraitha which reads: R. Jose says: " One 
who picks up a stone and places it upon a row of stones is also 
culpable " ? Hence we see that there are three different kinds 
of building. Building at the base, in the centre, and on the 
top. Building at the base only requires a solid foundation in 
the earth. Building in the centre requires mortar. Building on 
top needs only proper placing without the use of mortar. 

"Stone-masonry." In what category of labor can stone- 
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masonry be placed, that its performance should make one culpa¬ 
ble? Rabh said it comes under the category of building, and 
Samuel said under the category of smoothing with a hammer. 
The same difference of opinion exists between Rabh and Samuel 
in the case of one who bores a hole in a chicken-coop that was 
not previously perforated. The former holds this to be build¬ 
ing, while the latter regards it the same as smoothing with a 
hammer. (It makes no difference to one who performs such 
labor unintentionally, for in either event he must bring a sin- 
offering, regardless of what class of labor he performed, if he 
does only one act; but when he performs two acts there is a 
difference. If they are both of one category, he is bound to 
bring only one sin-offering, but if they are of different categories, 
he must bring two; but in the case of one who performed such 
work with intention, even if he does only one act it does make 
a difference. The witnesses to his deed when warning him—of 
his wrong-doing—must inform him just what class of labor he is 
engaged in executing. Should they tell him incorrectly, he 
cannot be held guilty. This applies to all cases where the 
Gemara asks as to the category of labor performed.) The same 
difference of opinion also exists in the case of one who affixed 
a handle to a pickaxe, Rabh classing such work as building, and 
Samuel as smoothing with a hammer. 

A question was propounded by R. Nathan bar Oshiya to R. 
Jolianan: “ Under what category of labor is stone-masonry to 
be placed ?” R. Johanan answered him by making the sign of 
hammering with his hand. 

“For this is the ride." What additional significance does 
the statement “ for this is the rule ” contain ? It applies to the 
hollowing out of a block of wood capable of holding a Kabli 
(about four lugs), a cavity a good deal smaller. 

“ R. Simeon ben Gamaliel said " etc. What labor is per¬ 
formed by striking an anvil with a sledge ? The Tosephta in 
this chapter explains it as follows: ** Said R. Simeon ben Gama¬ 
liel: He who during his work strikes the anvil with the sledge 
is culpable; because at the construction of the Tabernacle those 
that covered the boards with metal-plate would strike the 
plates with their hammers.” 

MISHNA: One who ploughs, grubs, weeds, or prunes ever 
so little is culpable. One who gathers wood for the purpose of 
using the space occupied by the wood is culpable if he gathers 
ever so little; but if he gathers it for the purpose of lighting a 
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fire with it, he is culpable only if he gathered as much as is 
required to cook (an easily boiled egg). If one gathered grass 
for the sake of the space occupied by it, he is culpable for gath¬ 
ering even ever so little; if for the purpose of feeding cattle, he 
does not become liable unless he gathered as much as a goat’s 
mouthful. 

GEMARA: Of what use is a place where a man ploughed 
ever so little ? It may be used to plant one seed of a cucumber 
in. This was also done at the Tabernacle, where one root was 
all that was necessary (for dyeing) and was pulled out of the 
ground, thereby making a hole. (This is not contradictory to 
what we have learned previously, that the minimum prescribed 
quantity for cucumber seeds was two, because a man will not 
take one cucumber seed out for sowing; but when sowing a 
separate hole is made for each seed and thus the prescribed quan¬ 
tity in this case is limited to one.) 

“ One who ploughs, grubs , weeds, or primes . ” The rabbis 
taught: One who tears out herbs (which when damp are good 
for human food) for the purpose of eating them is culpable if 
the quantity equals or exceeds the size of a dried fig. For 
cattle the prescribed quantity is that of a goat’s mouthful. If 
for the purpose of using for fuel, the prescribed quantity is as 
much as is used to cook an easily boiled egg with; if for the 
purpose of cleaning (weeding) his place, he is culpable even for 
ever so little. Is all this kind of work not done for the sake of 
cleaning the place ?* Said Rabba and R. Joseph: The Mishna 
treats of a case where even if the man was not standing in a 
garden belonging to an individual, but even if he did it in a 
public field (if his intention is to clean the place he is culpable). 
Abayi said: (The same is the case) even if he did it in a private 
field and had no intention to clean the place, as it did not belong 
to him but to some one else. 

MISHNA: One who writes two letters, with the right or 
with the left hand, be they of one denomination or of different 
denominations, or be they written with different inks or be they 
letters of different languages (alphabets), is culpable. R. Jose 
said: The only reason that one is declared culpable for writing 
two letters, is because they can serve as marks; for thus the 
boards used at the Tabernacle were marked in order to be able 
to tell which fit together. Rabbi (Jehuda Hanassi) said: We 


* This means that taking the things away cleans the place even unintentionally. 
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also often find a short name which forms part of a long name, as 
Sam for Simeon and Samuel, Noah for Nahor, Dan for Daniel, 
Gad for Gadiel. 

GEMARA: It would be right if the Mishna were to say that 
if one write with his right hand he is culpable, because writing 
with the right hand is the general way; but writing with the left 
is entirely out of the ordinary. Why should he be culpable ? 
Said R. Jeremiah: “The Mishna also refers to a left-handed 
man.” A left-handed man ? His left is his right and his right 
his left hand. Let him then not be culpable if he use his right 
hand ! Said Abayi: In the case of the Mishna a man is referred 
to who has equal strength in both hands; but R. Jacob, son of 
the daughter of Jacob, said: The Mishna stands according to 
the decree of R. Jose that the reason of a man’s culpability is 
because of the letters standing for marks, and the making of 
marks with either the right or the left hand is prohibited. How 
can the first part of the Mishna be according to the opinion of 
R. Jose—it teaches further, “ R. Jose said”? If the latter 
part is explicitly attributed to R. Jose, the first part cannot be 
in accord with him. Nay; the entire Mishna is in accord with 
R. Jose (say then because R. Jose said). 

“Rabbi said: We also often find a short name , ” etc. What 
does Rabbi mean by this teaching ? Shall we assume that one 
is culpable only if he wrote two letters representing two different 
names, but if the two were merely an abbreviation of one name 
he is not culpable ? Did we not learn in a Boraitha: “ It is writ¬ 
ten [Lev. iv. 2]: And do (of) any (one) of them.” One might 
assume from this verse that the man is not culpable unless he 
wrote the entire name, or wove the entire cloth, or he finished 
the whole length of the seam, therefore it is written “ of any 
(one) of them.” Now, if we take “of any (one) of them” 
literally, the writing of even one letter or the weaving of even 
one thread should make one culpable! Therefore it is written: 
“ Of any (one) of them.” How should this be understood ? 
One is not culpable until he writes a short name which forms 
part of a long name, like Sam for Simeon or Samuel, Noah for 
Nahor, etc., etc. Rabbi (Jehudah) said: The two letters need 
not be part of a long name, but even if the two form a name 
(of a thing) in themselves like: Shesh, teth, red, gag, choch. 
(shesh—lion, teth—to give, red—go below, gag—roof, choch— 
nose band.) Said R. Jose: Is then the man culpable because of 
writing ? It is only because of making a mark, for thus were 
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the boards of the Tabernacle marked in order that one might 
tell which fit together. Therefore if one made but one scratch 
on two boards or two scratches on one board, he is culpable. R. 
Simeon quotes the same verse: ‘'And do (of) any (one) of 
them.” One might assume that the man is not culpable unless 
he wrote the entire name, etc. How should this be understood ? 
One is not culpable until he has performed labor which is per¬ 
manently fixed. Now in the Boraitha we see that R. Jehudah 
said the two letters need not be part of a name, but even if the 
two form a name. (Does not R. Jehudah contradict himself ?) 
This presents no difficulty. In the above Mishna he gives his 
own opinion, while in the Boraitha he cites his master’s opinion, 
because we have learned in another Boraitha: R. Jehudah said 
in the name of R. Gamaliel: “ Even if the two letters are not 
part of a long name, but form a name in themselves, he is cul¬ 
pable. For instance: shesh, teth, etc.” 

Did not R. Simeon say the very same thing as the first 
Tana? Perhaps one might say that R. Simeon refers to one who 
wrote two letters that have no meaning and are part of a long 
word. For instance, Aa from Aazreko (I assisted you). In 
such a case R. Simeon would be the stricter and the first Tana 
the more lenient. Is this not contrary to R. Simeon’s wont, as 
we have learned in a Tosephta further on : “ If one bore a hole 
with a drill, be the hole ever so small, he is culpable,” etc.? R. 
Simeon however declares him free until the hole made was as 
large as it was originally intended to be. Answer and interpret 
R. Simeon’s words thus: One might say that one is not culpable 
until he writes the whole verse; therefore it is written “ of any 
one, ” signifying that one word is sufficient. 

” Rabbi said: Wc also often find," etc. How can the name 
of Sam be equal to Simeon ? The (letter) Mem in Sam is an 
end (closed) letter, while the Mem in Simeon is an open (middle) 
Mem.* Said R. Hisda: From this we may infer that if one 
write by mistake an open Mem instead of a closed Mem in the 
scroll of laws, the scroll may be used. 

The rabbis said to R. Jehoshua ben Levi: There were some 
young men at the schoolhouse to-day, and they related such 
wonderful things as were never taught before even in the time 
of Joshua the son of Nun. These are they: Aleph, Beth 


* The five Hebrew letters Khaf, Mem, Nun, Peh, and Tzadi are written differ¬ 
ently at the end and in the centre of words. 
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means Oliph Bino (go and teach knowledge). Gimmel, Daled 
means Gmol (be bountiful) Dalim (to the poor). Why is the 
foot of the Gimmel pointed toward the Daled ? Because so 
should be the feet of those who are bountiful—ever ready to 
seek beneficiaries. Why is the foot of the Daled pointed back 
toward the Gimmel ? In order that the poor man may know 
that he must not conceal himself from his benefactor. Why 
does the Daled turn its face from the Gimmel ? In order to 
teach us that the benefactor should give to the poor without 
ostentation and that the poor man be not abashed. Hey, 
Vav, Zayin, Cheth, Teth, Iod, Khaf, Lamad means: Hey Vav, 
which is the name of the Holy One, blessed be He; (Zayin) 
Zon—He will feed thee; (Cheth) Cheyn—will be gracious unto 
thee; (Teth) Tov—will be good to thee; (Iod) Ierushah—He 
will make thee inherit in the world to come; (Khaf) Khesser—- 
He will give thee a crown ; (Lamad) Leaulim haboh—in the 
world to come. 

Mem open (middle) and Mem closed (end) means Meimar 
(sayings) Pathuach (open) [implying that there are such sayings 
of God as are open to every one]; but Meimar (sayings) Sathum 
(closed) [implying that there are sayings of God which are hidden 
to most men]. Noon curved (middle) and Noon straight (end) 
means Neamon (an upright man); Khaph (curved) [should be 
(curved) bowed down, modest in this life, and in the life here¬ 
after he will become a Neamon] (an upright man) Pashut 
(straight). Samach means Smohch (assist). Ayin means aniim 
(the poor). Peh round (middle) and Peh straight (end) means 
Peh (a mouth) Pasuach (shall be open [to teach]); and Peh 
(mouth) Sasum (shall be closed [to slander]). Tzadi round 
(middle) and Tzadi straight (end) means Tzadik (a righteous 
man) should be modest and fearless (straight). Quph means 
Qodosh (holy), implying who does all, that has been mentioned, 
is holy. Resh means Roshoh (wicked), implying, who does the 
contrary is wicked. Why does the crown of the Quph look 
down upon the Resh ? Just as the Qodosh (Holy One, blessed 
be He) looks down upon the Roshoh (the wicked), saying: Turn 
from thy ways and I shall also give thee a crown. Why does the 
foot of the Quph hang unsupported ? In order to admit of the 
wicked entering into the Qudoshim (holiness) if he turn from his 
ways. Shin means Sheqer (a lie) and Thaph means Emeth 
(truth). Why are the letters of Sheqer so near to one another 
(the order of sequence in the alphabet is Resh, Quph, Shin) and 
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Emeth so far from one another (being the first, middle, and last 
letters of the alphabet) ? Because lies are very frequent, while 
truth is very scarce. Why have the letters in Sheqer but one 
foot while those in Emeth have so many ? Because lies will 
finally totter, while truth will stand supreme. 

MISHNA: One who through forgetfulness at one time wrote 
two letters is culpable. He may have written with ink, paint, 
dye, gum, or vitriol, or with anything making a permanent 
mark. Further, one who wrote on two walls forming a corner, 
or on two covers of an arithmetical book, so that the two letters 
can be read together, is culpable. One who writes on his own 
body is culpable. One who tattooes letters in his flesh R. 
Eliezer holds him culpable for a sin-offering, and R. Jehoshua 
holds him to be free. If one write with dark liquids, with fruit- 
juice, or in road-dust, in fine sand, or in anything that does not 
retain the writing, he is free. If one write with the back of 
his hand, with his feet, with his mouth, with his elbow; or if 
one write one letter to another letter (that had already been 
written), or writes over letters that had been written before; or 
when one’s intention was to write a Cheth and wrote two Zayins; 
or if one write one letter on the ground and another on the 
wall, or on two separate walls, or on two separate pages of a 
book, when the two letters cannot be read together, he is free. 
If one wrote one abbreviated letter, R. Jehudah ben Bethyra 
holds him culpable and the sages hold him free. 

GEMARA: “ Or with anything making a permanent mark" 
etc. What other additional things does the Mishna mean to 
express by this ? R. Hananyah taught: It means if one wrote 
with berry-juice or with gall-nuts, he is also culpable. R. Hyya 
taught: “ If one wrote with graphite, soot, or black ink, he is 
culpable.” 

One who tattooes two letters on his flesh " etc. We have 
learned in a Boraitha: Said R. Eliezer to the sages: ” Did not 
the son of Sattadai * bring witchcraft out of Egypt, through 
tattooing on his flesh ? ” Answered the sages: ” He was a fool 
and we do not cite single instances of fools.” 

“ If one write one letter to another letter ,” etc. According 
to which Tana’s opinion is this? Said Rabba bar R. Huna: 
“ This is not according to the opinion of R. Eliezer, for R. 
Eliezer said that if one add another thread to one already 


* As to who Ben Sattadai was, see the works of Prof. Derenbourg. 
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woven, he is culpable/’ We have learned in a Boraitha: ” If 
one wrote one letter at the end of any scriptural book, thereby 
finishing that particular book, or if one added another thread to 
one already woven, he is culpable.” According to which Tana’s 
opinion is this? Said Rabba bar R. Huna: ” This is in accord¬ 
ance with the opinion of R. Eliezer, who said that if one add 
another thread to one already woven he is culpable.” R. Ashi 
said: We may assume that the opinion of the sages does not 
conflict with this opinion, because the case of finishing a book 
differs from that of adding another thread; hence, according to 
their opinion, one is also culpable (for finishing a book by add¬ 
ing one letter). 

We have learned in a Boraitha: “If one corrected one letter 
in the Scroll of laws, he is culpable.” How can this be ? One 
is not held culpable for writing one letter; how can the Boraitha 
hold one culpable for merely correcting one letter ? Said R. 
Shesheth: “ Here a special case is treated of; i.e., if one take 
off the top bar of the Cheth and make two Zayins out of 
it.” Rabha said: The same is the case if, for instance, one 
remove the square portion of a Daled and form a Resh there¬ 
from. 

“ If one wrote one abbreviated letter etc. R. Johanan 
said in the name of R. Jose ben Zimra: ” Whence do we know 
that there are abbreviated letters in the Scriptures ? As it is 
written [in Gen. xvii. 5] : Khi Ab Hamaun Goyim Nsathicha 
(For the father of a multitude of nations have I made thee). In 
the word Ab the Aleph is the abbreviation of Ab—father, and 
the Beth stands for bachur—selected; Hamaun stands for haviv 
—lovely, Melech—king, vathig—modest, neamon—upright. All 
this I have made thee among the nations.” R. Johanan 
declares of his own accord: “ The ten commandments commence 
with Anauchi when it could be Ani (meaning I am). The 
Anauchi is an abbreviation for Ano (I), Naphshi (my soul), 
Kthovith (I have written), Yehovith (and have given).” 

MISHNA: If one, through forgetfulness at two different 
times, write two letters, say one in the morning and the other 
toward evening, R. Gamaliel holds him to be culpable and the 
sages declare him free. 

GEMARA: On what point do R. Gamaliel and the sages 
differ ? R. Gamaliel does not consider the consciousness (of its 
being Sabbath) during the time intervening between the perpe¬ 
tration of the two acts (each of which executed only half the 
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prescribed deed) as being of any consequence (but considers the 
two unfinished acts as one prolonged act done unintentionally 
and making the perpetrator culpable). The sages, however, con¬ 
sider the consciousness (of Sabbath) during the period interven¬ 
ing between the two unfinished acts as a neutralization of the 
unintentional character of the unfinished acts and thus make the 
perpetrator not culpable. 


CHAPTER XIII. 


REGULATIONS CONCERNING WEAVING, TEARING, HUNTING, ETC., ON 

THE SABBATH. 

MISHNA: R. Eliezersaid: One who weaves (on the Sab¬ 
bath) is culpable, as soon as he has woven three threads at the 
beginning of the web, and with a web already begun the addi¬ 
tion of one thread suffices to make him culpable. The sages 
said: Both at the commencement of a new web, as well as at 
the continuation of one already begun, the prescribed quantity 
(making one culpable) is two threads. One who attaches two 
threads to the web, either to the warp or to the shoot, to the 
fine or to the coarse sieve, or to the basket, is culpable. Also 
one who sews two stitches, or tears asunder, in order to sew 
(together with) two stitches. 

GEMARA: When R. Itz'hak came to Babylon, he taught 
that R. Eliezer said “ two threads and not three/' as stated in 
the Mishna. But we learned three! This is no contradiction. 
R. Itz’hak refers to thick threads and the Mishna to thin. 

“ One who attaches two threads," etc. Said Abayi: This 
means, one who attached two threads to the web and one in the 
web. 

“ One who sews two stitches" etc. Was this not taught in 
the Mishna treating of the principal acts of labor ? Because in 
the succeeding Mishna the rule is taught concerning one, who 
tears while in a rage, or through grief at the death of a near rela¬ 
tive, sewing and tearing is repeated in this Mishna. 

“ Or tears asunder in order to sew together with two stitches" 
How is this to be imagined ? (If by tearing the thing one means 
to spoil it, he may tear even as much as will require any number 
of stitches and not be culpable, but if he tears in order to sew 
together with two stitches and thus improve the thing, how 
can that be done ?) This can be done in the case of a piece of 
cloth protruding from a garment, which one would tear off, and 
then sew up the remaining rent. 

MISHNA: One who tears a thing while enraged, or through 
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grief on account of his dead, and, in general, all who spoil a 
thing are not culpable. If, however, one destroy a thing with 
the intention to mend it, the prescribed quantity (making him 
culpable) is determined according to the prescribed quantity of 
the act by which it is mended. The prescribed quantity of wool 
when being washed, carded, dyed or spun is a thread the length 
of a double sit; * in the weaving the prescribed quantity for wool 
is the breadth of one sit. 

GEMARA: There is a contradiction: We have learned in 
a Boraitha: One who tears a thing while in a rage, or through 
grief, or through mourning for the dead, is culpable, and 
although he desecrates the Sabbath, the duty of tearing (or¬ 
dained in cases of mourners for the dead) is fulfilled. This 
presents no difficulty. The Boraitha treats of the case of a 
man who tore his garment on account of the death of one on 
whose account it was his duty to tear his garment, while the 
Mishna treats of the case of a man who did not do so for duty's 
sake, but on account of a death of a stranger, and this not being 
his duty, he merely spoiled his garment. How can you say, 
that the Mishna treats of a man who tore his garment on account 
of the death of a stranger; it says distinctly his dead ? Yea, it 
says his dead, but he has such relatives, on whose account he 
need not tear his garment; (though it may be his duty to bury 
them, he being the nearest living relative; and tearing one's gar¬ 
ment becomes a duty only in the event of the death of a father, 
mother, son, daughter, brother, or sister). Now, there is no 
contradiction then as far as mourning for the dead is concerned, 
but there surely is as regards one who is enraged ? In the Bo¬ 
raitha he is held culpable and in the Mishna he is not ? Here 
also there is no difficulty: The Mishna’s statement is in accord 
with R. Simeon's decree, who holds, that one is not culpable of 
performing a deed not for its own sake, while the Boraitha is in 
accord with the opinion of R. Jehudah, who holds one culpable 
of performing work even not for its own sake. But you have 
heard that R. Jehudah's opinion only applied to an act by which 
a thing was mended ? Did you also hear that he decreed thus 
in the case of where a thing was destroyed ? Said R. Abhin: 
“ This is also a case of mending, because it relieves the man's 


* The length of a sit is the distance between the first and middle finger of the 
hand when stretched taut. A double sit is the distance between the thumb and fore¬ 
finger when stretched farthest apart. 
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mind; and while he may spoil the garment at the same time he 
abates his fury.” Is such action permitted ? Have we not 
learned that R. Simeon ben Elazar said in the name of ’Hilpha 
bar Agra, quoting R. Johanan ben Nuri: ” He who tears his gar¬ 
ments in his fury, or he who breaks his vessels, or he who throws 
away his money while in a rage, shall be regarded in your eyes 
as a worshipper of idols, because such is the custom of the mis- 
leader: To-day he says to one, * Do so/ to-morrow 4 Do some¬ 
thing else,’ until he tells one to go and worship idols and the 
man does so.” R. Abhin added to this: 44 Where can a Scrip¬ 
tural passage be found prohibiting this ? [Psalms lxxxi. io]: 
‘ There shall not be among thee a foreign god; nor shalt thou 
bow thyself down to any strange god.' This means that no 
foreign god (misleader) shall be in thy heart, because it says 
Becho (in thee). The latter part of the verse infers, that if he 
allows the misleader to dwell in his heart it will bring him to 
bowing down to idols.” Such action is permitted only when a 
man is not in an actual fury, but wishes to appear as if enraged 
in order to command obedience (from his family), as R. A'ha bar 
Jacob used to do; viz. : ” When he wanted to show displeasure 
at the deeds of his family, he would take up a broken vessel and 
shatter it, making his family believe that he was furious and 
was breaking whole vessels.” 

Said R. Simeon ben Pazi in the name of R. Jehoshua ben 
Levi, quoting Bar Qapara: * The tears shed by a man on 
account of the death of an upright man are counted by the 
Holy One, blessed be He, and stored in His treasury, as it is 
written [Psalms lvi. 9] : My wanderings hast Thou well num¬ 
bered : put Thou my tears into Thy bottle, behold they are num¬ 
bered by Thee.” R. Jehudah in the name of Rabh said: ” One 
who is slow to mourn the death of a scholar deserves being 
buried alive, as it is written [Joshua xxiv. 30]: 'And they bur¬ 
ied him on the border of his inheritance at Thimnah-serach, 
which is on the mountain of Ephraim, on the north side of 
Mount Ga'ash.’ Ga’ash signifies storm, and from this it is 
inferred, that because the people did not mourn the death of 
Joshua the mount stormed and tried to bury them alive.” 

Said R. Hyya bar Aba in the name of R. Johanan: ” One 


* Because mourning for one’s dead is treated of in the last paragraph, the follow¬ 
ing discussions relating to mourning for upright men in general are held and the 
opinions of the different teachers cited. 
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who is slow to mourn the death of a scholar will not have long 
life. This is in retaliation; (because he did not mourn the death 
of the scholar, his own death will be hastened), as it is written 
[Isaiah xxvi. 8] : ‘In measure, by driving him forth, thou striv- 
est with him.' " R. Hyya bar Aba objected and said to R. 
Johanan: How canst thou say, that one who is slow to mourn 
the death of a scholar will not have long life ? Is it not written 
[Judges ii. 7] : And the people served the Lord all the days of 
Joshua, and all the days of the elders, that lived many days 
after Joshua, who had seen all the great deeds of the Lord, 
which he had done for Israel "? R. Johanan answered: “ Thou 
Babylonite! Does the verse say, that lived many years ? It 
only says many days! " Now, according to R. Johanan’s argu¬ 
ment, does the verse [Deut. xi. 21]: “ In order that your days 
may be multiplied, and the days of your children/' etc., also 
mean days and not years ? In this verse it is different. Where 
a blessing is conferred days and years are meant. 

R. Hyya bar Aba said again in the name of R. Johanan: “ If 
one brother die, let the remaining brothers take care that they 
do not die. Or if a member of a society die, let the other mem¬ 
bers take care that they die not/’ This means: if the best one 
among them die; another says, on the contrary, if the least one 
among them die. 

The prescribed quantity of wool ," etc. R. Joseph showed 
the extent of a double sit as being twice the distance between 
the fore and the middle finger when spread out, and R. Hyya 
bar Ama showed its extent as being the distance between the 
thumb and the forefinger when spread out. 

MISHNA: R. Jehudah said: “ One who chases a bird into 
a bird-tower or a deer into a house is culpable." The sages 
said: " One who chases a bird into a bird-tower, a deer into a 
house, yard, or into a menagerie, is culpable." Said R. Simeon 
ben Gamaliel: " Not all menageries are equal. Following is the 
rule: Where another chase would be necessary (to catch the 
deer) one is not culpable; where no further chase is necessary, 
one is culpable." 

GEMARA: The rabbis taught: One who caught a blind or 
a sleeping deer is culpable, but if the deer is lame, sick or old he 
is not culpable. Said Abayi to R. Joseph: " What difference 
is there between the two ? " Answered R. Joseph : " A blind or 
a sleeping deer, as soon as touched, would attempt to escape, 
whereas a lame or a sick animal could not do this." Have we 


TRACT SABBATH. 


217 


not learned in a Boraitha, that one who caught a sick deer 
is culpable ? This presents no difficulty. The rabbis refer 
to a deer sick with fever (when it was impossible for it to 
move), while the Boraitha refers to sickness arising from over¬ 
exertion. 

MISHNA: If a deer run into a house and one lock (the 
doors) behind the deer, he (the man) is culpable. If two men 
lock (the doors) both are free. If one of them could not lock 
(them) himself and both did so, they are both culpable. R. 
Simeon declares them free. If one sit down at the entrance of 
the house without filling it up and another sit down beside him, 
thus filling up the gap, the latter is guilty. If the former sat 
down at the entrance and filled it up, and another came up and 
sat beside him, the former, even if he got up and walked away, 
is culpable, and the latter free; for this is the same as if one 
locked his house to preserve its contents and a deer were on the 
inside. 

GEMARA: R. Jeremiah bar Aba in the name of Samuel 
said: One who catches a lion on the Sabbath is not culpable until 
he brings him into his cage. 

R. Aba said in the name of R. Hyya b. Ashi, quoting Rabh: 
“ If a bird flew under a man's coat-skirt, the man may keep it 
there until dark.” R. Na’hman b. Itz’hak objected: From the 
above Mishna, “ If a man sat down at the entrance and filled it 
up, and another came up and sat beside him, the former, even if 
he got up and walked away, is culpable and the latter is free,” 
would we not assume, that the man is free (t.e., he need bring 
no sin-offering) but he should not have done it in the first 
place ? Nay; it means he is free and may do so to commence 
with. This seems to be borne out by the .latter part of the 
Mishna, viz. : “ For this is the same as if one locked his house 
to preserve its contents and a deer were on the inside.” It is 
certainly allowed to close the house on a Sabbath and hence, 
being the same as locking the house, it is allowed in the first 
place. 

Said Samuel: ” At all times when it is taught, that one is not 
culpable of performing work on the Sabbath, it is meant that, 
while he is not culpable, he must not perform such work to com¬ 
mence with, excepting in the three following instances: One of 
the three has just been mentioned (concerning the deer); the 
second is, when one lances a wound on the Sabbath; if the 
intention is to extract the pus contained in the wound, he is not 
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culpable, and may do so in the first place; as we have learned in 
a following Mishna, that a sewing needle may be used to remove 
a splinter from the flesh; the third is, when one catches a snake 
on the Sabbath and he did so in order to escape being bitten, he 
is not culpable and may do so to commence with, as we have 
learned in a preceding Mishna, that one may put a vessel over a 
serpent, in order to escape being bitten/’ 


CHAPTER XIV. 


REGULATIONS CONCERNING THE CATCHING OF REPTILES, ANIMALS 

AND BIRDS. 

MISHNA: One who catches or wounds any one of the eight 
kinds of reptiles enumerated in the Scriptures (Lev. xi. 29-30, 
viz.: the weasel, the mouse, the tortoise, the hedgehog, the 
chameleon, the lizard, the snail and the mole) is culpable; one 
who wounds worms or any other kind of reptiles (not enumer¬ 
ated above) is free. One who catches them for a purpose is 
culpable; he who does so without the intention (to use them) is 
free. He who catches such animals or birds as are within his 
domain is free, he who wounds them is culpable. 

GEMARA: From the teaching of the Mishna that the rep¬ 
tiles (enumerated above) must not be wounded, it is evident 
that such reptiles must be possessed of a skin (which can be 
wounded). According to whose opinion is this ? Said Samuel: 
“ This is according to the opinion of R. Johanan ben Nuri; for 
he so stated (in Tract Chulin). Rabba bar R. Huna, however, 
in the name of Rabh said: It may also be assumed that the 
Mishna is in accord with the rabbis, who disagree with R. 
Johanan ben Nuri only where defilement is concerned, but who 
agree with him as to Sabbath. And as regards the Sabbath 
they (the rabbis) do not disagree with R. Johanan. Have we 
not learned in a Boraitha, that one who caught one of the eight 
kinds of reptiles enumerated in the Scriptures, or who wounds 
them, is culpable and that this applies only to such reptiles as 
have skins, and only such a wound is called incurable which has 
been produced by the blood clotting in the skin and remaining 
there, even when no blood came to the surface ? R. Johanan 
ben Nuri, however, states, that all the eight reptiles enumerated 
in the Scriptures have skins (and therefore one who wounds 
any of them is culpable; hence we see that they disagree even 
as regards the Sabbath). Said R. Ashi: The first Tana of the 
mentioned Boraitha, at variance with R. Johanan, is R. Jehu- 
dah, who stated, that there are among the eight such as have no 
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skin; but the other rabbis, who differ with R. Johanan, where 
defilement is concerned, do not disagree with him in regard to 
Sabbath. Then why is it stated, that “ R. Johanan ben Nuri, 
however, states, etc.,” as if he opposed the rabbis? Read: 
“ Thus states R. Johanan ben Nuri and his opponents.” 

” Or any other reptiles . ” How is it, if one kills them ? Is 
he culpable ? The Mishna must be understood that if one only 
wounds them he is not culpable, but if he kills them he is cul¬ 
pable ? According to whose opinion is this ? Said R. Jeremiah : 
” This is according to the opinion of R. Eliezer, as stated in the 
first chapter” (page 22). R. Joseph opposed this: ” Thou 
sayest, according to the opinion of R. Eliezer ? The rabbis 
only differ with R. Eliezer when such reptiles as are incapable 
of breeding are concerned (for then they are not considered as 
actual living beings); but as to reptiles that are capable of 
breeding, they also agree, that one who kills them (on the Sab¬ 
bath) is culpable (because that would be taking life, and taking 
life is prohibited on the Sabbath). 

One zvho catches them for a purpose is culpable ; he who does 
so without any intention (to use them) is free." According to 
whose opinion is this teaching ? Said R. Jehudah in the name 
of Rabh: It is according to the opinion of R. Simeon, who 
states, that any work not committed for its own sake does not 
make one culpable. 

Samuel said: ” One who takes a live fish out of the water, is 
culpable as soon as a part of the fish as large as a Sela has 
become dry (because then the fish cannot live).” Said R. Jose 
bar Abhin : Samuel means to say, that he is not culpable unless 
a place as big as a Sela become dry under its fins, and not on its 
body. 

Mar bar Hamduri in the name of Samuel said: “ If one 
thrust his hand into the entrails of an animal and displaced a 
foetus, that may have been there, he is culpable.” Why so ? 
Said Rabha: Mar bar Hamduri explained this to me as fol¬ 
lows: Did not R. Shesheth say, that if a man tore out flax 
from among the thorns surrounding it, he is culpable, because 
he removed a thing whence it grew ? So also in this case he 
is culpable because he displaced the foetus whence it grew. Said 
Abayi: The same is the case with one who tore out a mushroom 
which grows near a vessel filled with water, because he removed 
an object whence it grew. R. Oshiyah objected: Did we not 
learn that one who tears out a thing from a flower-pot, which is 
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not perforated, is not culpable, but from a perforated flower-pot 
he is culpable. Why should he be culpable in this case ? Be¬ 
cause a thing does not grow in a flower-pot which is not perfo¬ 
rated, as a rule; but in this case it grows in its usual way. 

He who catches such animals or birds as are within his 
domain," etc. R. Huna said: " It is allowed to write Tephillin 
on the skin of a bird which is ritually clean." Said R. Joseph: 
" What would he inform us ? That a bird has a skin ? This is 
taught in the Mishna, for it says, he who wounds a bird is cul¬ 
pable." Said Abayi to R. Joseph: " He informs us of a very 
important matter. From the Mishna we would simply know 
that the bird, having a skin, must not be wounded, but we might 
think, that such a skin, being porous, must not be used for 
Tephillin. Hence he informs us, that it may also be used 
for Tephillin, as it was said in Palestine that pores which do 
not permit of ink soaking through cannot be considered as 
pores." 

Mar the son of Rabhina asked of R. Na’hman bar Itz’hak: 
"Is it allowed to write Tephillin on the skin of a fish which is 
ritually clean?" R. Na’hman answered: "This can only be 
decided by Elijah; when he comes again, he will decide whether 
it is allowed or not." 

Samuel and Qarna were sitting on the banks of Lake Malka. 
Samuel noticed that a ship was struggling with the rough 
waters and a man was suffering in consequence. Said Samuel to 
Qarna: " It seems to me, that a great man is coming from Pal¬ 
estine and that he is sick at the stomach. Go and see what ails 
him." He went and found Rabh on the ship, and asked him: 

Whence do we know that Tephillin may be written only upon 
the skin of a ritually clean animal ?" Rabh answered: " It is 
written [Exod. xiii. 9] : ‘In order that the law of the Lord shall 
be in thy mouth,’ which means, that the Law shall be written 
only on such a thing as thou mayest take into thy mouth." 
Qarna asked him again: " How do we know that blood is red ? " 
Rabh answered again: " Because it is written [II Kings iii. 22] : 
‘ The Moabites saw the water at a distance as red as blood.’ 
(In the meantime Rabh felt that Qarna was quizzing him.) He 
asked him, " What is thy name ?" He answered: " Qarna." 
Said Rabh : "A Qarna (thorn) be in thy eyes ! " Finally Samuel 
took Rabh to his own house, gave him barley-bread, small fishes, 
milk and such things as tend to produce looseness of the 
bowels, but did not show him the place to excrementize in. So 
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Rabh cursed him and said: “ May the one who wishes to make 
me suffer, not be able to rear his children.’’ So it was. 

The rabbis taught: It is allowed to write Tephillin on the 
skins of (ritually) clean animals and creatures, also upon the 
skins of such as died a natural death and were not slaughtered, 
and it is an ordinance (instituted) by Moses at Sinai, that the 
Tephillin are wound in the hairy hide of such animals, whence 
the skin may be taken, and are sewed with the veins of such 
animals; but it is not allowed to write Tephillin on the skins of 
(ritually) unclean animals and creatures, whether such animals 
were slaughtered or naturally expired. This question was 
asked by a Bathusee of R. Joshua of the city of Garsi. 
“ Whence do we know that Tephillin must not be written on 
the skin of an unclean animal ?” ” From the passage [Lev. 

xiii. 9]: ‘In order that the law of the Lord shall be in thy 
mouth,’ which means, that the Law shall be written only on 
such a thing as a man may put into his mouth.” ” According 
to thy argument,” said the Bathusee, ** Tephillin should not be 
written on the skin of a (ritually) clean animal, that died a nat¬ 
ural death (because it must not be eaten also).” Answered R. 
Joshua: ” I will give thee an instance of two men, who incurred 
the death penalty. One was duly executed, while the other 
died at the moment that he reached the gallows. Which is 
preferable ? Certainly the natural death. In this case also, why 
should the skin of the animal that died a natural death not be 
used for writing the Tephillin thereon ? ” “ According to that, 

then, said the Bathusee, ** why should it not be eaten also ?” 
Answered R. Joshua: “ It is written [Deut. xiv. 21]: * Ye shall 
not eat anything that dieth of itself,’ and thou wouldst that it 
should be eaten.” Answered the Bathusee: “ Kalos” (Greek 
KacXos ~ nice, well). 

MISHNA: It is prohibited to prepare brine on Sabbath, but 
the making of salt water, in order to dip one’s bread into it, or 
to use for seasoning other dishes is permitted. Said R. Jose: 
Is this not brine ? (What is the difference ?) be it more or less 
salted ? Only the following kind of salt water may be made: If 
oil is first put into the water or into the salt. 

GEMARA: How should the Mishna be understood ? Said 
R* Jehudah in the name of Samuel: ** It is not permitted to 
make a great deal of salt water, but a little may be made.” 

Said R. Jose: Is this not brine ? Be it more or less salted." 
The schoolmen asked : ” Does R. Jose, by making that state- 
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ment, mean to say that both should be prohibited or that both 
be allowed ?” Said R. Rabba and also R. Johanan: 44 R. Jose 
meant to say, that both should be prohibited.” We have also 
learned this in a Boraitha: 44 One shall not make a great deal of 
salt water in order to put it into a Gistar (a large vessel) filled 
with things requiring a soaking; but he may make a little salt 
water to dip his bread into it or use it for seasoning other dishes. 
Said R. Jose: 1 Because one is more and the other less salted the 
former should be prohibited and the latter should be permitted; 
then one might say that a greater act of labor should be prohi¬ 
bited and a smaller one permitted ? Therefore, I say, both are 
not allowed, but it becomes permissible, if oil is put into the 
water or into the salt, the main thing is that one should not mix 
water and salt to commence with.' 

R. Judah bar Haviva taught: 44 One shall not make salt 
water very strong.” What does he mean by 44 very strong ” ? 
Rabba and R. Joseph bar Aba both said: 44 If one put an egg 
into the water and the egg float it is strong salt water.” How 
much salt must be used for such water ? Said Abayi: 44 Two- 
thirds salt and one-third water.” For what purpose can that 
be used ? For fish-brine. 

The same Judah b. Haviva taught: 44 One must not salt 
pieces of radishes and eggs on the Sabbath.” R. Hizkyah in 
the name of Abayi said: 44 Salting radishes is not allowed, but 
salting eggs is.” 

The same Judah b. Haviva taught: “If citrons, radishes 
and eggs are eaten without the peel (in the case of an egg, the 
yolk without the white), they remain in the stomach.” 

Rabhin walked behind R. Jeremiah on the banks of the sea 
of Zidon. Rabhin asked R. Jeremiah: 44 Is it allowed to wash 
one's self in this water on Sabbath ? ” R. Jeremiah said: 44 Yes, 
it is.” Asked Rabhin again: 44 How is it if a man who is bath¬ 
ing in this water, opens and closes his eyes, so that the water has 
access to the eyes ?” Answered R. Jeremiah: 44 I never heard 
of just such a case, but of one similar to it. I heard R. Zera 
say at one time in the name of R. Mathne, another time in the 
name of Mar Uqba, both of whom said, that the father of Sam¬ 
uel differed w r ith Levi and that one of them said, that pouring 
wine on the eyes as a remedy is allowed but pouring wine into 
the eyes is not allowed, while the other said that the saliva of a 
man who had not broken his fast is a remedy for the eyes and 
must not even be put on the eyes; but Mar Uqba in the name 
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of Samuel said: A man may soak a medicament for the eyes on 
Friday in water and may then use the water on Sabbath with 
impunity/' 

Bar Levayi was standing before Mar Uqba, and saw the 
latter opening and closing his eyes, so that the medicinal water 
may have access to them. Said he to Mar Uqba: 44 So much 
Mar Samuel did certainly not permit! " 

R. Y r anai sent to Mar Uqba a request: 44 Let master send us 
the eye-salve prescribed by Samuel for sore eyes." Mar Uqba 
answered: 44 I send it to you, so that you do not think me par¬ 
simonious, but Samuel said, that bathing the eye in cold water 
in the morning and bathing the hands and feet in warm water 
at night is better than any medicine for the eye in the world." 
The same we have learned in a Boraitha: by R. Muna in the 
name of R. Jehudah. 

The same R. Muna used to say: 44 As soon as a man rises 
and his hand touches his eye, nose, mouth, ear or a vein, it had 
better be chopped off. The same should be done with a hand 
that touches a pitcher used for beer, before it (the hand) is 
washed, because such a hand causes blindness, deafness and 
bad odors." 

We have learned: R. Nathan said: 44 The eye is (like) a 
princess and it hurts her to be touched by a hand that has not 
been washed three times." R. Johanan says: 44 Puch (a pre¬ 
cious stone or a certain kind of paint *) applied to the eye, stills 
its wrath, dries its tears and causes its lashes to grow." 

Mar Uqba said: 44 One who (accidentally) injured his hand 
or foot so that blood flowed (on the Sabbath) may steep them 
in wine in order to stop the flow, with impunity." The school¬ 
men asked: 44 May he do this in vinegar also ?" Said R. Hillel 
to R. Ashi: 44 When I attended the school of R. Kahana, it was 
said, that it is not allowed in vinegar." Said Rabha: 44 And 
the men of the city of Me’hutza, who are very delicate, are 
generally cured by wine the same as other people are by 
vinegar." 

It happened, that Rabhina came to the house of R. Ashi and 
saw the latter, having had his foot trodden upon by an ass, soak¬ 
ing it in vinegar. Said Rabhina to him: 44 Does not the Master 
coincide with R. Hillel, who said, that soaking in vinegar is not 
allowed ?" R. Ashi answered: 44 With a wound on the instep 


* See II Kings ix. 30, Isaiah liv. 11 and I Chronicles xxix. 2. 
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of the foot and the back of the hand it is different, because R. 
Ada b. Mathne said in the name of Rabh, that a wound on the 
back of the hand and on the instep of the foot is equal to an 
internal wound and the Sabbath may be desecrated on its 
account. ” 

The rabbis taught: “ One may wash his body in the waters of 
Gror, Chamtan, Essia and Tiberias (all of which are salt waters), 
but it is not allowed to bathe one’s self in the Great Sea and not 
in water used for soaking flax, also not in the sea of Sodom.” 
Is this not contradictory to what we have learned in the Bora- 
itha, viz.: “One may bathe in the Tiberias and in the Great 
Sea, but not in water used for soaking flax and in the sea of 
Sodom.” This presents a difficulty; for in the Boraitha bathing 
in the Great Sea is permitted, while the rabbis prohibit it. 
Said R. Johanan: There is no difficulty. One Boraitha is in 
accordance with the opinion of R. Meir, while the other is in 
accord with the opinion of R. Jehudah (who differ in Tract 
Mikva’ath, Chapter V., Mishna 6). R. Na’hman bar Itz’hak 
opposed this, and said : “ They differ only as regards defilement, 
but have ye heard that they also differ concerning the Sabbath ? ” 
Hence R. Na’hman bar Itz’hak explained this otherwise. He 
said, that the Boraitha which does not permit bathing in the 
Great Sea refers to one who stays in the water some length of 
time (and it is obvious that this is done on account of his 
health). Now, if we say, that the one Boraitha refers to a man 
who stays in the water for some time, we must assume, that the 
other Boraitha refers to one who does not stay long, and if this 
is so, why should not the one (who does not stay long) be per¬ 
mitted to bathe even in the water used for soaking flax ? Have 
we not learned in another Boraitha: “One may bathe in the 
Tiberias, in flax-water or in the sea of Sodom, even if his head 
be scrofulous, provided he does not stay long in the water” ? 
Therefore we must explain, that the difficulty existing between 
the two former Boraithas concerning the Great Sea is: that the 
one prohibiting bathing in the Great Sea refers to bad water 
which is not usually used for bathing, while the other refers to 
the good water generally used by bathers and in both the case 
refers to one who stays in the water for some time. 

MISHNA: It is not allowed to eat Greek hyssop (a remedy 
for worms) on the Sabbath, because it is not food for healthy 
people. It is allowed, however, to eat yoeser (wild rosemary) 
and to drink shepherd-blossom (tea, an antidote for poisonous 
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beverages). It is permitted to partake of all usual eatables and 
beverages on the Sabbath as medicaments with the exception 
of tree-water (water of a certain spring) and root-tea (a compound 
of gum, herbs, and powdered roots), because the two latter serve 
only as a remedy for jaundice. At the same time it is permitted 
to drink tree-water to quench one’s thirst, and one may anoint 
himself with root-oil but not as a remedy. 

GEMARA: “ 7 / is allowed , however , to eat wild rosemary ,” 
etc. For what purpose is it eaten ? To drive out worms in 
one’s liver. What is it eaten with ? With seven white dates. 
What does the illness (requiring this remedy) arise from ? From 
the eating of meat broiled over live coals and the drinking of 
water immediately after the eating on an empty stomach or 
from eating fat meat, beef, nuts or Rapa-twigs when eaten on 
an empty stomach and immediately washed down with water. 

The mother of R. A’hadboy b. Ami made a remedy for a 
man who had imbibed poison of an adder by cooking laurel 
leaves in a cupful of beer, giving it to the man to drink, then 
clearing out the coals from, a burning hearth, placing a brick on 
the hearth and making him sit on that brick until the poison 
left the man in the shape of a green fern. R. Ivia said, that she 
did not cook the laurel leaves in beer but in a quarter lug of milk 
of a white goat. 

One who swallowed a (small) snake should eat kostos (an 
Indian root of which a precious salve was made, called in the 
Bible onycha) in salt and should run three miles. R. Simeon 
b. Ashi once saw a man who had swallowed a snake, so he dis¬ 
guised himself as a Persian horseman, called to the man, com¬ 
pelled him to eat kostos with salt, then chased him for three 
miles. In consequence of fright the man then vomited the 
snake piece by piece. 

One who was bitten by a snake should get a bearing (female) 
ass, tear her open, take out the foetus, and apply it to the 
wound. 

One who was encircled by a snake should run to the water, 
take a basket, place it over the snake’s head, and as soon as the 
snake winds itself around the basket, throw it into the water 
and escape. 

One who is pursued by a snake should, if he is in company 
of a friend, jump on the friend’s back and have the friend carry 
him at least four ells so as to hide the scent of his footsteps, 
or, if alone, should jump over a stream or pond of water. At 
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night he should place his bed on four empty casks, then tie four 
cats to the casks, and sleep in an unroofed space. He should 
also place a lot of twigs and dry branches in front of his bed, 
so that if the snake glide among them they will rustle, in which 
event the cats will hear the noise and devour the snake. If 
one is pursued by a snake, he should run to a sandy place, where 
it is hard for a snake to glide. 

“ It is permitted to partake of all usual eatables , ” etc. 
What does the Mishna mean to add by the word all ’ ’ ? A milt, 
which is good for the teeth (although it is bad for a weak stom¬ 
ach), or bran, which is good for the stomach (but bad for the 
teeth). What does the Mishna mean to add by the word 44 all, 
referring to beverages ? Water of Izlat (Kaffir-corn) boiled with 
vinegar. 

44 With the exception of tree-watery We have learned in a 
Boraitha: 44 With the exception of prickly water.” One who 
teaches prickly water does so because the water pricks the gall, 
and one who teaches tree-water refers to water running out of 
two trees ? What does he mean by this ? Said Rabba bar 
Brona: “There are two date-trees in Palestine that are called 
Thalai, and between them is a spring of water; the first cup of 
this water produces a weak sensation in the stomach, the second 
cup purges and the third leaves the stomach as clear as when 
imbibed.” Said Ula: “ I drank the Babylonian beer with better 
effects than that tree-water, but it is only then effective if 
drunk for the first time in forty days. R. Joseph said: 44 The 
water called prickly water above is Egyptian beer, which is one 
third barley, one third wild saffron, and one third salt.” R. 

“ Papa said : It is one third wheat, one third wild saffron, and 
one third salt, and it should be drunk between Passover and 
Pentecost, when it will relieve constipation and stop diarrhoea. 

44 And root-teal' What is root-tea? Said R. Johanan: It 
is made of Alexandrian gum, alum, and garden saffron, each 
the weight of one Zuz, and ground together. To one who 
suffers with too frequent menstruation, three cups of this tea 
should be given in wine, and she will not be barren. For jaun¬ 
dice two cups are to be administered, in beer, but the patient 
will be barren ever after. May this be done ? Have we not 
learned in a Boraitha: Whence do we know that castrating a 
man is prohibited ? From the passage [Lev. xxii. 24]: 44 And 
in your land shall ye not make the like.” Which means, ye 
shall not do this on your own bodies. So said R. Hanina ? 
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This is said only in reference to one who has the intention of 
making one a eunuch, but not with reference to one who admin¬ 
isters the remedy for jaundice, and incidentally makes one impo¬ 
tent; as R. Johanan said: ” One who wishes to castrate a cock 
shall cut his comb, and thus the cock will become impotent/’ 
Did not R. Ashi say, that a cock whose comb is cut off is not 
rendered impotent thereby, but, being very proud, will have no 
more coition with hens on that account ? Were he actually ren¬ 
dered impotent, it would not be allowed to remove his comb, 
for it is written [ibid.] : “ And in your land shall ye not make the 
like/’ It is allowed to give a man two cups of root-tea for 
jaundice, providing he was already impotent. But even this is 
prohibited (in Menachoth 56)! Say rather it may be given to a 
woman who is not subject to the command of bearing children. 

MISHNA: One who suffers with toothache must not gargle 
vinegar for it, but he may dip something in vinegar and apply it, 
and if the pain is relieved thereby, he need have no fear of the 
consequences. One who has pains in his loins must not rub 
them with wine or vinegar, but may anoint them with oil; not 
with rose-oil, however. Children of princes may anoint their 
wounds even with rose-oil, because it is their wont even on 
week-days to anoint themselves with rose-oil. R. Simeon said: 
“ All Israelites must be considered as children of princes.” 

GEMARA: R. Aha bar Papa asked R. Abuha concerning 
the following contradiction : “ The Mishna teaches, that one who 
has a toothache must not gargle with vinegar, implying thereby, 
that vinegar is a remedy for toothache, and still we find in the 
passage [Proverbs x. 26] : ‘ As vinegar is to the teeth, and as 
smoke is to the eyes/ ” This presents no difficulty. The 
Mishna refers to an injured tooth, whereas the passage refers to 
sound teeth, which are put on edge by vinegar. 

“Must not gargle vinegar /' Have we not learned in a Bo- 
raitha, that it is not allowed to gargle vinegar and then spit it 
out, but if swallowed afterwards gargling is allowed ? Said 
Abayi: Such is also the intent of the Mishna, meaning, if he 
spit out after gargling. 

“ One who has pains in his loins" etc. Said R. Aba b. Zabhda 
in the name of Rabh: The law according to the opinion of R. 
Simeon prevails. Shall we assume that Rabh holds with R. 
Simeon ? Did not R. Simi bar Hyya say in the name of Rabh, 
that a bung-head tied around with a piece of cloth must not be 
hammered into a barrel on a festival (because the barrel being 
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full of wine, the cloth will absorb some, and by being pressed 
into the hole the wine absorbed will run out, and wringing a 
thing is not allowed), although the wine runs out of its own 
accord, and not through the intention of the man; but accord¬ 
ing to R. Simeon this would be permitted ? Where an act is 
concerned which will most certainly be consummated, even with¬ 
out the agency of man, as the head of a creature being removed, 
death must surely follow, R. Simeon also admits, that it is not 
allowed. We have learned elsewhere, however, explicitly, that 
Hyya bar Ashi said, that Rabh holds according to R. Jehudah, 
and Samuel according to R. Simeon ? (How can it be said that 
Rabh holds with R. Simeon ?) Said Rabha: I and the lion of 
our society ( i.e ., R. Hyya bar Abhin) explained this as follows: 
The ordinance prevails according to R. Simeon, that (rose-oil) is 
allowed, but not for the reason advanced by R. Simeon. R. 
Simeon says, that all Israelites are considered as princes, and 
therefore, even in such places where rose-oil is very costly, one 
may also anoint himself with it; but Rabh says it is allowed, 
because, where he (Rabh) resided, rose-oil was very cheap (but 
where it is costly it is not allowed). 


CHAPTER XV. 


REGULATIONS CONCERNING THE TYING AND UNTYING OF KNOTS 

ON THE SABBATH. 

MISHNA: Following are the knots for the tying of which 
one becomes culpable. The knot of the camel-drivers (made on 
the guiding-ring) and the knot of the seamen (made on the 
bow of a ship); just as one becomes culpable for tying them, 
so also one becomes culpable for untying them. R. Meir 
said: “ One does not become culpable for any knots that can be 
untied with one hand.” 

GEMARA: What is the meaning of a knot of the camel- 
drivers and a knot of seamen ? Shall we assume, that by such a 
knot is meant the one that is tied in attaching the guiding-line 
suspended from the nose-ring of a camel to something else, and 
also the knot made in attaching the hawser of a ship to a cap¬ 
stan on the dock? (Such knots are not permanent, why should 
the tying of them be prohibited ?) Nay; by that knot is meant 
the one made in attaching the guiding-line to the nose-ring and 
the hawser to the ship itself (both of which are permanent 
knots). 

MISHNA: There are knots on account of which one does 
not become culpable, as in the case of a camel-driver's or sea¬ 
man's knot. A woman may tie the slit of her chemise, the 
bands of her hood, the bands of her girdle, the straps of her 
shoes and sandals; also the bands of leather flasks (filled) with 
wine or oil, and of a pot of meat. R. Eliezer, the son of 
Jacob, says: “ One may tie a rope in front of cattle, in order 
that they may not escape." One may tie a bucket (over the 
well) with his girdle, but not with a rope. R. Jehudah permits 
this to be done with a rope also. For a rule was laid down by 
R. Jehudah: One is not culpable for any knot which is not per¬ 
manently fastened. 

GEMARA: Is there not a difficulty in understanding the 
Mishna itself ? The first part states, that there are knots on 
account of which one does not become culpable, etc., imply- 
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ing, therefore, that, while one who ties them does not become 
liable for a sin-offering, at the same time he must not do it to 
commence with. The latter part, however, says, that a woman 
may tie the slit of her chemise, etc., implying, then, that she 
may do it in the first place? The Mishna means: There are 
some knots for the tying of which one does not become culpable, 
as in the case of the knots of the camel-drivers, etc., and they 
are: The knots by means of which the guiding-line is attached 
to the nose-ring, and the knots by means of which the hawsers 
are attached to the ship itself. For tying such knots one does 
not become liable for a sin-offering, but he must not make them 
to commence with (because at times the knot is left on the nose¬ 
ring or on the ship for some time), and there are other knots 
which may be tied in the first place, such as the slit of a 
woman’s chemise, etc. ; what would he inform us ? Is it not 
self-evident, that a woman must tie the slit in her chemise. The 
case treated of is where a chemise has two slits, an upper and 
a lower, and it can be put on (over the head) even if the lower 
one is tied. We might assume, then, that only the upper one of 
the slits would be permitted to be tied; he therefore informs us, 
that both the upper and the lower may be tied and untied. 

The bands of her hood." Is this not self-evident ? The 
case is, that the bands of the hood are always tied, and the 
woman slips on the hood without untying or tying the bands, 
and we might assume that for this reason the knot is considered 
permanent; he therefore informs us, that if a hair become entan¬ 
gled in the hood, the woman may tie and untie the bands. 

The straps of her shoes and sandals ,” etc. R. Jehudah, 
the brother of R. Sala the Pious, had a pair of sandals, which 
were sometimes worn by him and sometimes by his child. He 
came to Abayi and asked him whether he might tie and untie 
them (on Sabbath). Said Abayi: ** He who does this uninten¬ 
tionally becomes liable for a sin-offering.” Said R. Jehudah to 
him: “ If thou hadst said, that one is not culpable for doing 
this, but that it must not be done to commence with, it would 
seem strange to me; thou sayest now, that one is liable for a sin- 
offering.” Asked Abayi: Why so?” Answered R. Jehu¬ 
dah: ” Because on week-days I sometimes also wear the sandals, 
and (if my child wishes to use them) I untie them and adjust 
them to the child’s foot.” Answered Abayi: ” If such be the 
case, they may be tied or untied (on the Sabbath) to commence 
with.” 
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R. Jeremiah was walking behind R. Abuha on unclaimed 
ground, and the band of his sandal having been torn off, he 
asked R. Abuha what to do. R. Abuha told him to take damp 
seaweeds, which an animal can eat (and which may therefore be 
handled on Sabbath), and tie his sandal. 

Abayi stood before R. Joseph in private ground, and the 
band of one of his sandals becoming torn off, he asked R. 
Joseph what to do. Said R. Joseph: “ Leave thy sandal here 
and walk without it.” Asked Abayi: “ Wherein does my case 
differ from that of R. Jeremiah ?” Answered R. Joseph: “ R. 
Jeremiah’s sandal was torn off in unclaimed ground, where, had 
he left it, it would have been lost, but thine is in my yard and 
will be safe.” Said Abayi: “But the sandal is a perfect vessel; 
for I can put it on my other foot and then it will not fall off. 
Why should I not be permitted to handle it?” R. Joseph 
answered: “Because we learned elsewhere in regard to Cha- 
litzah that R. Johanan interpreted a Boraitha in accordance with 
R. Jehudah, who says, that if the band of a sandal was torn 
off, the sandal cannot be regarded as a vessel. We must assume, 
therefore, that the ordinance according to R. Jehudah prevails.” 

“ Also the bands of leather flasks filled with oil or wine," etc. 
Is this not self-evident ? The case treated of is where the flasks 
had two mouths, and lest we assume that only one of them 
may be tied and untied, he informs us that both may be tied. 

“And of a pot of meat." Is this not self-evident? The 
Mishna means to state, that even if the pot have an opening at 
the bottom it might be assumed that the knot tied around the 
mouth of the pot is permanent and should not be untied. We 
are informed that it may be untied, nevertheless. 

“ R. Eliezer, the son of facob, said," etc. Is this not self-evi¬ 
dent ? The case treated of is where there were two ropes, one 
tied higher up and the other lower. We might assume, that 
because the lower one is tied permanently one may not untie 
it; therefore he informs us that both may be tied and untied. 
Said R. Jehudah in the name of Samuel: “ The Halakha pre¬ 
vails according to R. Eliezer ben Jacob.” 

4 ‘ One may tie a bucket with his girdle, but not with a rope, 
etc. What kind of a rope is not permitted ? Is it an ordinary 
rope? Why does R. Jehudah permit it ? It remains permanently 
tied ? Shall we assume that it refers to the rope of a weaver ? 
Why is it not permitted ? It will surely be removed, because 
the weaver will need it ? Or is it prohibited simply as a precau- 
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tionary measure, lest some one tie the bucket with an ordinary 
rope, and R. Jehudah does not entertain this apprehension? 
Then it is contradictory to the following Boraitha: “ A rope fas¬ 
tened to a bucket which became torn, should not be tied into a 
firm knot, but simply tied into a loop/’ R. Jehudah says: “ It 
should be joined together with the owner’s girdle, but it must 
not be tied into a loop.” This would be a case of where both 
the rabbis and R. Jehudah contradict themselves. There is no 
contradiction at all. As for the rabbis, they hold, that an ordi¬ 
nary rope may be mistaken for the rope of a weaver, because 
both are called ropes, but a loop cannot be mistaken for a knot, 
because they have different names. As for R. Jehudah, he pro¬ 
hibits a loop to be made, not because he holds that a loop may 
be mistaken for a knot, but because the loop in this case is equal 
to a knot. 

R. Aba in the name of R. Hyya b. Ashi, quoting Rabh, 
said: ” One may bring a rope from his house and can tie it to 
the cow, and then fasten it to the crib.” 

R. Johanan asked of R. Jehudah bar Levayi: ” May weaving 
utensils, either upper or lower, be handled on the Sabbath?” 
Answered R. Jehudah: “ Nay; they may not.” ” Why so ?” 
” Because on week-days they are also never used for any other 
purpose (being too heavy); hence they are always used for 
weaving alone (and therefore must not be handled on Sabbath).” 

MISHNA: One may fold his clothes (just removed) even 
four or five times (on the Sabbath). On the eve of Sabbath 
one may prepare his beds for use on the Sabbath, but not at the 
close of Sabbath for use after the Sabbath is gone. R. Ishmael 
says: ” One may arrange his clothes and prepare his beds on the 
Day of Atonement for the Sabbath; further, the sacrificial tal¬ 
low left over from the Sabbath may be offered up on the Day of 
Atonement (if the two succeed one another, before the Jewish 
calendar was arranged); but not such as is left over from the 
Day of Atonement on the Sabbath.” R. Aqiba said: ” Neither 
that (tallow) left over from the Sabbath may be offered up on 
the Day of Atonement, nor that of the Day of Atonement on 
the Sabbath.” 

GEMARA: The school of R. Yanai said: The Mishna only 
permits the folding of clothes by one man, but not by two, and 
also only in case the clothes are new, but not if they are old 
(because old clothes are better preserved by folding). New 
clothes must only be folded if they are white clothes, but not if 
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they are colored. White clothes may be folded only if they 
constitute all the garments possessed by the man; but if he had 
others, he must not fold even those, as we have learned in a 
Tosephta: “ The family of R. Gamaliel did not even fold white 
clothes, because they had others for a change/’ 

R. Huna said: “ If one have a change of clothes for the 
Sabbath, he should change them; if not, he should at least let 
them down. ” * R. Saphra opposed this: “ If one let down his 
garments, he will be considered as a vain man.” If he does 
this only on the Sabbath and not on week-days, he will not be 
considered vain but simply as one desirous of keeping the Sab¬ 
bath with due respect, as it is written [Isaiah lviii. 13]: “ And 
honor it by not doing thy usual pursuits.” ” Honor it” is 
meant to imply that, by wearing different clothes on the Sabbath, 
the Sabbath should be honored, for R. Johanan calls clothes signs 
of honor, and through clothes a man is honored. ” By not 
doing thy usual pursuits ” means that the walk on the Sabbath 
should not be as on week-days [ibid, ibid.]: “ By not following 
thy own business,” means to say, that only thy own business is 
not allowed, but heavenly business is. ” And speaking (vain) 
words”: the mode of speaking on Sabbath should not be like 
that on week-days. Speaking is not allowed, but thinking is. 
(All this is perfectly proper, not to dress as on week-days, nor 
to speak as on week-days); but what does a different walk on the 
Sabbath signify ? It signifies, that one should not make long 
strides on the Sabbath, as Rabbi asked of R. Ishmael b. R. Jose: 
“May one make long strides on the Sabbath?” Answered 
he: “ May one do so even on week-days ? For I say, that a 
long stride deprives a man of a five hundredth part of the light 
of his eyes. A remedy for this is, however, the drinking of 
the wine over which the benediction is made on the eve before 
the Sabbath.” 

It is written [Ruth iii. 3] : “ Therefore bathe and anoint thy¬ 
self, and put thy garments upon thee,” by which, said R. Ela- 
zar, is meant the Sabbath garments. 

It is written [Proverbs ix. 9] : “ Give to the wise (instruc¬ 
tion), and he will become yet wiser.” Said R. Elazar: By 
that is meant Ruth the Moabite and the Prophet Samuel of 


* The poor of those days, when at work— i.e ., on week days—used to roll up their 
long garments in order not to be hindered by them while at work. The rich used to 
wear long garments at all times ; hence the above decree of R. Huna. 
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Ramah. Naomi said to Ruth: ‘'Therefore bathe and anoint 
thyself, and put thy garments upon thee, and go down to the 
threshing-floor,” but Ruth did as it is written further [ibid. 6] : 
“ And she went down unto the threshing-floor, and did in 
accordance with all that her mother-in-law had commanded her,” 
which means, that she first went down to the threshing-floor and 
then dressed herself, in order not to soil her clothes. As for 
Samuel, when Eli said unto him [I Samuel iii. 9] : “ Go, lie down ; 
and it shall be, if he call thee, that thou shalt say, Speak, Lord; 
for thy servant heareth,” he did at the time as it is written 
[ibid. 10] : “ And the Lord came, and placed himself, and called 
as at previous times, Samuel, Samuel. And Samuel said. 
Speak, for thy servant heareth,” but did not say, “ Speak, 
Jehovah,” as he was told to do by Eli (because, not knowing 
who was speaking, he did not want to speak the Lord’s name in 
vain). 

It is written [Ruth ii. 3]: “And she went, and came, and 
gleaned in the field after the reapers.” Said R. Elazar: She 
went and came to and fro until she found such men as were fit 
company for her. “ Then said Boaz unto his young man that 
was appointed over the reapers, Whose maiden is this ?” [ibid. 
5]. Was it proper for Boaz to inquire whose maiden she was ? 
We have learned in a Boraitha: He (Boaz) noticed that she was 
very modest, for when gleaning from the sheaves, she did so 
standing if the sheaves were also standing, and if the sheaves 
were on the ground, she did not stoop, lest she reveal some of 
her form, but sat down and gleaned in that position. 

“ But keep close company with my own maidens ” [ibid. 8]. 
Was it proper for Boaz to say “ my own maidens ”? Was it his 
custom to mingle with the women ? Said R. Elazar: “ Because 
Boaz saw that ‘ Orpah kissed her mother-in-law; but Ruth 
cleaved unto her ’ [ibid. i. 14], he thought, that if she were such 
a woman it would be proper for him to associate with her.” 

“ And Boaz said unto her, At mealtime come near hither 
(halom) ” [ibid. ii. 14]. Said R. Elazar: “ By the word ‘ halom ’ 
(near hither) Boas hinted to her that from her would spring 
the kingdom of David, who used the expression ‘ halom,’ as it 
is written in [II Samuel vii. 18] : ‘ Then went King David in and 
sat down before the Lord, and he said, Who am I, O Lord 
Eternal ? and what is my house, that thou hast brought me as 
far as hitherward (halom) ? ’ ” 

.“And eat of the bread, and dip thy morsel in the vinegar” 
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[Ruth ii. 14]. 44 From this it can be inferred, that vinegar is 

good for (relieving excessive) heat,” said R. Elazar. But R. 
Samuel ben Na’hmeni said: “ This was also a hint to Ruth, that 
from her would spring forth a son, whose deeds would be sour 
as vinegar, and that was King Menasseh.” 

“And she seated herself beside the reapers” [ibid. ibid.]. 
Said R. Elazar: “ Beside the reapers and not between them, 
was also a hint that the kingdom of David would eventually be 
divided.” 

“ And he reached her parched corn, and she ate, and was 
satisfied, and had some left.” Said R. Elazar: (This is a refer¬ 
ence to the kingdom of David) “ Ate at the time of David, 
was satisfied in the time of Solomon, and had some left in the 
time of King Chizkyah.” Others say: “ Ate during the days of 
David and Solomon, was satisfied during the days of Chizkyah, 
and had some left in the time of R. Jehudah Hanassi (a de¬ 
scendant of David), whose coachman even, according to the 
teaching of the Master, was said to be richer than the Shahur 
(king, shah) of Persia. ” In a Boraitha, however, we have learned : 
(This passage does not refer to the kingdom of David but to 
Israel in general). It means: “ Israel ate in this life, will be 
satisfied in the times of the Messiah, and shall have some left 
in the world to come.” 

R. Hyya bar Aba said in the name of R. Johanan : 44 Whence 
do we know that a change of clothes is a biblical prescription ? ” 
Because it is written [Lev. vi. 4]: 44 And he shall take off his 
garments, and put on other garments, and carry forth the ashes 
to without the camp, unto a clean place.” This was commented 
upon by the school of R. Ishmael to mean, that the clothes 
worn while cooking for one’s master should not be worn when 
serving the master at table. 

The same teacher said again: A scholar (Talmud-Chacham), 
upon whose clothes a stain can be found, deserves to be put to 
death, for it is written [Proverbs viii. 36]: 44 All those that hate 
me love death.” Do not read, 44 those that hate me ” (mesanai), 
but 44 those that cause others to hate me” (masnii) (implying 
that if a stain is noticed on a scholar’s clothes, the whole law is 
held lightly). Rabhina said: “ In the Boraitha was taught not 
4 upon whose clothes a stam can be found,’ but 4 upon whose 
clothes grease (Rebhad) * is found.” They do not differ, how- 


* Rashi interprets the word Rebhad to mean “ semen. 
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ever. The former refers to an over-garment, while the latter to 
an under-garment. 

R. Johanan said: Who can be called a scholar trustworthy 
enough to be believed when claiming a lost article, without iden¬ 
tification, but simply by seeing the article lost and claiming it 
as his own ? A scholar who is so particular that, if he happen 
to put on his night-robe wrong side out, he will take the trouble 
to take it off again and adjust it properly. 

R. Johanan said again: “ Who is the scholar worthy of being 
made the president of a congregation ?” The one who, when 
asked concerning an ordinance bearing on any subject, knows 
exactly what to answer, even such ordinances as are contained 
in the Tract Kalah (Kalah is a supplement to the Talmud, which 
is not generally read, and treats of a bride). 

He said again: “Who is the scholar that is deserving of 
having his work performed by his fellow-citizens ? The one who 
neglects his own affairs to attend to religious affairs.’’ This 
refers, however, only to one who has lost his subsistence on 
account of his congregational duties. 

Again, R. Johanan said: “ Who can be called a scholar (Tal- 
mud-Chacham) ? One who can give the interpretation of any 
ordinance in whichever chapter (or tract) that may be shown 
him.” What difference does that make? The difference is 
this: If a man is familiar only with the ordinances of a certain 
tract, he may only be competent to be the presiding officer of 
one community, but if he understand them all, he may be made 
the chief of the house of learning in a whole district. 

“ R. Ishmael says : ‘ One may arrange his clothes, ’ ” etc. The 
rabbis taught: It is written [Numb, xxviii. io] : “ This is the 
burnt-offering of the Sabbath.” From this we learn, that we 
may offer up the tallow left over from the Sabbath on the Day 
of Atonement; but one might say, that the fat left over on the 
Day of Atonement may be offered up on the Sabbath also; 
therefore the passage says [ibid, ibid.]: “ on every Sabbath.” 
So says R. Ishmael, but R. Aqiba says, ” 4 This is the burnt- 
offering of the Sabbath on every Sabbath,’ implies, that the fat 
left over from the Sabbath may be sacrificed on a biblical feast- 
day; but one might say, that it may be done also on the day of 
Atonement; therefore the passage says ‘ on every Sabbath.’ 

The point of difference between R. Ishmael and R. Aqiba is 
as follows: R. Ishmael contends that vow-offerings and volun¬ 
tary offerings may be brought on feast-days, and therefore the 
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term 44 every Sabbath ” cannot refer to feast-days, but does refer 
to the Day of Atonement, whereas R. Aqiba contends that such 
offerings must not be brought on feast-days, and hence 44 every 
Sabbath ” implies that the fat left over from the Sabbath may 
be offered up on a feast-day. 

R. Zera or R. Aba said in the name of R. Huna: 44 If the 
Day of Atonement fall on a Sabbath, herbs for cooking must 
not be selected on that day.” Said R. Mana: This we have 
learned in a Boraitha as follows : 44 Whence do we know that if the 
Day of Atonement fall on a Sabbath herbs must not be selected ? 
Because it is written [Exod. xvi. 23] : 4 A rest, a holy rest is 
unto the Lord to-morrow/ ” Why is the word 44 rest ” repeated ? 
Shall we assume, that no other labor must be performed ? This 
is ordained (in Chapter xx. 10): 44 Thou shalt not do any work. ” 
It must therefore refer to such work as is not really labor, as 
“ selecting herbs ” (and the passage must refer to a Sabbath on 
which the Day of Atonement happens to fall, because on ordi¬ 
nary Sabbaths no additional prescription is necessary; but it 
being the Day of Atonement, on which, were it not also Sab¬ 
bath, such work would be permissible, on account of alleviating 
the sufferings caused by fasting, we might assume that it would 
be allowed also on a Day of Atonement, which occurs on a Sab¬ 
bath; therefore the passage refers to a Sabbath upon which the 
Day of Atonement happens to fall). R. Hyya bar Aba, how¬ 
ever, in the name of R. Johanan said: Selecting herbs on a Sab¬ 
bath concurrent with the Day of Atonement is permissible, and 
the repetition of the word 41 rest ” is on account of the prohi¬ 
bition of actual labor, and as for there being another ordinance 
to that effect, it is for the purpose of signifying that the trans¬ 
gressor of this commandment will be punished for the violation 
of both the positive and the negative commandments. 

We have learned in a Boraitha in support of R. Johanan: 
Selecting herbs on a Day of Atonement concurrent with a Sab¬ 
bath is permissible. Nuts may be cracked and pomegranates 
cleaned after the afternoon prayer, for the purpose of alleviat¬ 
ing the suffering of the fasting. In the house of R. Jehudah, 
cabbage was prepared, and in Rabba’s house, pumpkins were 
cleaned. Later on Rabba noticed that this was being done even 
before the afternoon prayer; so he told them that a message was 
received from R. Johanan of Palestine that this was pro¬ 
hibited. 


CHAPTER XVI. 


REGULATIONS CONCERNING ARTICLES WHICH MAY BE SAVED FROM 
A CONFLAGRATION ON SABBATH. 

MISHNA: All sacred scriptures maybe saved from a con¬ 
flagration (on the Sabbath); be such scriptures allowed or not 
allowed to be read on Sabbath. The Scriptures written in any 
language whatsoever must be considered sacred, and brought to 
a safe place, even on a week-day. Why are some (sacred scrip¬ 
tures) not allowed to be read (on Sabbath) ? In order that one 
might not miss the sermons at the school-house. One may save 
the case of the book with the book, the case of the Tephillin with 
the Tephillin, even if money is contained therein. Where must 
such things be taken (for safety) ? In a closed space surrounded 
by walks. Ben Bathyra says: “ Even in a space that has one 
side open.” 

GEMARA: It was taught: If the Scriptures were written 
in Aramaic (Targum), or in any other language, they need not 
be saved from a conflagration. So says R. Huna. But R. 
Hisda says: “ They must be saved.” According to the Tana 
who holds, that all of the scriptures may be read on Sabbath, 
there is no difference of opinion between R. Huna and R. Hisda, 
for the Scriptures must be saved. But, according to the Tana 
who holds, that some scriptures may and others may not be 
read on the Sabbath, R. Huna says, that the latter need not be 
saved, while R. Hisda says they must, in order not to disgrace 
the Scriptures. An objection was made: ” Our Mishna says, 
that all scriptures, whether allowed to be read on the Sabbath 
or not, or even if written in whatever language, must be saved. 
We must assume, that the readable part of the Scriptures is the 
Prophets and the non-readable part is the Hagiographa, and if 
written in other languages, which are naturally non-readable, 
they must nevertheless be saved. How, then, can R. Huna say, 
that the non-readable need not be saved?” R. Huna might 
say: How can this explanation of the Mishna correspond with 
the further ordinance that they “ should be brought to a safe 
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place ? If it says that they must be saved from the conflagra¬ 
tion, it is self-evident that they must be brought to a safe place ? 
What is the correct interpretation of the Mishna ? R. Huna 
interprets it according to his understanding thus: “ The read¬ 
able part of the Scriptures is the Prophets, the non-readable 
part is the Hagiographa, providing they are written in the holy 
language (Hebrew), but if written in other languages they need 
?2ot be saved; but although they need not be saved on the Sab¬ 
bath, if they lie in an unfit place even on week-days, they must 
be brought into a safe place. ” R. Hisda interprets the Mishna 
according to his understanding thus: “ The readable part is the 
Prophets, the non-readable part is the Hagiographa, and al¬ 
though written in other languages they must also be saved, and 
the term ‘ should be brought to a safe place ’ refers even to torn 
pieces of such Scriptures although written in other languages.” 

Another objection was made: We have learned in a Bora- 
itha: “ If they (the Scriptures) are written in Aramaic or any 
other language, they must be saved from a conflagration ? Is 
this not contradictory to R. Huna's opinion ? Nay; R. Huna 
may say that the Tana of the Boraitha holds the Scriptures writ¬ 
ten in other languages to be readable. Come and hear: Scrip¬ 
tures written in Coptic, Median, old Hebrew, Elamite or Greek, 
although not permitted to be read, must be saved from a con¬ 
flagration.” This is surely a contradiction to R. Huna? R. 
Huna might say: There is a difference of opinion among the 
different Tanaim, as we have learned in the following Tosephta: 
If the Scriptures are written in Aramaic or in any other lan¬ 
guage, they must be saved from a conflagration, but R. Jose 
says, that they must not. Said R. Jose: It happened that Aba 
’Halafta went to R. Gamaliel the Great in Tiberias, who sat at 
the table of Johanan the Nazuph (also called Ben Nazuph), and 
held in his hand the book of Job in Aramaic, which he was read¬ 
ing. Said Aba ’Halafta to R. Gamaliel: “ I remember having 
at one time come to thy grandfather R. Gamaliel, who stood on 
the steps of the corridor of the Temple when a Book of Job in 
Aramaic was brought to him. He told the mason to take the 
book and immure it underneath the stairway.” Whereupon the 
later R. Gamaliel also ordered the book he was reading to be 
immured. 

The rabbis taught: The benedictions, which are written in 
Hebrew, or amulets although containing letters of the Holy 
Name and many passages of the Scriptures, must not be saved 
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from a conflagration, but may be burned up together with such 
letters and passages. From this it was said, that one who writes 
benedictions commits an act equal to burning up the Scriptures, 
as it happened in Zidon : One wrote benedictions, and it was 
told to R. Ishmael. R. Ishmael set forth to investigate the 
matter. As soon as the man saw R. Ishmael approach, he 
threw the writings into a bowl of water. Said R. Ishmael to 
him the following words: “The punishment thou wilt receive 
for this latter deed will be greater than that for writing the 
benedictions.” 

The Exilarch asked of Rabba bar R. Huna: If the Scriptures 
were written with paint or with dyes and in the holy language, 
may they be saved from a conflagration or not ? I ask thee, 
taking in consideration the differences of opinion existing between 
the different Tanaim, for those who hold that Scriptures written 
in Aramaic or any other language must not be saved, what is 
their opinion regarding such as are written in the holy language 
and not with ink ? Whereas those who hold that the Scriptures 
in any language must be saved, do they not refer to such as are 
written in ink only, but those written with paint or dye, even if 
written in Hebrew, should also not be saved ? Answered Rabba 
bar R. Huna: “ No, they must not be saved.” Rejoined the 
Exilarch : “ R. Hamnuna taught, in a Boraitha, that they may ? ” 
Answered Rabba: “ If such was taught in a Boraitha, it must 
be so! ” 

The rabbis taught: Before the passage [Numb. x. 35] : “ And 
it came to pass when the ark set forward, that Moses said, 
etc.,” and at the close of the next verse, the Holy One, blessed 
be He, made signs (the inverted letter Nun, which must be 
inserted in the Scroll) in order to signify that this is not the 
proper place for the two passages; but Rabbi says, that this is 
out of the question, and that the two verses form a valuable 
book in themselves. We have heard from R. Samuel ben Na’h- 
meni in the name of R. Jonathan, that we have not a Penta¬ 
teuch but a Septateuch* ( i.e ., we have not five books of Moses, 
but seven). Would this imply that R. Samuel holds with 
Rabbi and declares that there are seven (because the two verses, 
which form a book in themselves, divide Numbers into two 
books)? Who is the Tana, however, that differs with Rabbi ? 
He is R. Simeon ben Gamaliel, for we have learned in a Bora- 

* In the Hebrew introduction to Tract Rosh Hashana this entire argument is 
explained, and we do not deem it advisable to translate it at present. 
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itha: R. Simeon ben Gamaliel says, that these two passages will 
in the future be removed and put in their proper place. Why 
were they put here, then ? In order to make a separation 
between the two scourges that befell the Israelites. Which 
was the second scourge ? The one that follows immediately 
afterwards [Numb. xi. 1] : “And it came to pass, that, as the 
people complained in a manner displeasing to the Lord,” etc., 
etc. And which was the first? The first was as it is written [ibid, 
x. 33]: “ And they set forward from the mount of the Lord,” 
which, according to R. Hama b. Hanina, means “and they 
departed from the ways of the Lord.” Which is the proper place 
for the two passages ? Said R. Ashi: In Numbers ii. (where it 
is decreed how every man should walk in the wilderness, and the 
end of the chapter stating that every man did as he was com¬ 
manded, should be followed by those two verses). 

The schoolmen asked: May the blank pieces of the Scroll of 
Laws which had become detached from the Scroll be saved 
from a conflagration on Sabbath or not ? Come and hear: The 
Gilyonim (blank pieces of the Scroll) and the Sadducean books 
need not be saved from the conflagration. They, together with 
the holy names contained in them. Does not the word Gil¬ 
yonim have reference to the blank pieces of the Scroll ? Nay; 
the blank pages of the Sadducean books. How can it mean the 
blank pages of the Sadducean books. Why, it is not even allowed 
to save the Sadducean books themselves ? Perhaps the Boraitha 
means, that the Sadducean books are considered as blank pages, 
and hence must not be saved. 

The text of the Boraitha says further: The Gilyonim and 
the Sadducean books must not be saved from a conflagration ; 
R. Jose says, that on week-days the Holy Name must be torn 
out wherever it appears and preserved, and the remainder must 
be burned; but R. Tarphon says: May I bury my children, if 
I would not burn such books together with the Holy Name, 
whenever they reached my hands; for when a man is pursued 
by murderers or by a snake, it were better for him to seek refuge 
in the temple of an idol than to enter the houses of such 
people; for the idolaters serve their idols because they know not 
God, but the others know God and deny him; they (the latter) 
are referred to by the verse [Isaiah lvii. 8]: “And behind the 
doors and the doorposts hast thou placed thy remembrance” 
(implying that they remember the Lord very well, but never¬ 
theless place their memory behind the doors and doorposts). 
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Said R. Ishmael: In the Scriptures it is even allowed to 
erase with bitter water the Holy Name of God, which was writ¬ 
ten in a holy cause in order to bring about peace between man 
and wife, a fortiori it should be allowed in the case of those 
people who cause discord and enmity between Israel and the 
Heavenly Father. To them David had reference [in Psalms 
cxxxix. 21, 22]: “ Behold those that hate thee, I ever hate, O 
Lord ! and for those that rise up against thee do I feel loathing. 
With the utmost hatred do I hate them: enemies are they 
become unto me/’ So, as they must not be saved from a con¬ 
flagration, they must also not be saved from the waters, or any¬ 
thing that might destroy them. 

Joseph bar Hanin asked of R. Abuha: “ May the books of 
Be Abhidon be saved ?” Answered R. Abuha: Yea, nay, I 
really cannot tell. Rabh never went to the Be Abhidon, and all 
the more not to the Be Nitzrephe.* Samuel, however, never 
went to the Be Nitzrephe, but did go to the Be Abhidon. Mar 
bar Joseph said: ” I am of their society and do not fear them.” 
Still it happened at one time that he was in danger on their 
account. 

Ema Shalom, the wife of R. Eliezer, who was also a sister of 
R. Gamaliel the Second, encountered a philosopher in her neigh¬ 
borhood who was a judge, and had the reputation of being inac¬ 
cessible to bribery. R. Gamaliel and his sister wished to ridicule 
him and prove that he was accessible to bribery. Ema Shalom 
brought him a golden candle. He asked her what she wanted, so 
she answered: “ My father is dead, and I wish to inherit some of 
his possessions.” The judge said: “ Go, I will order that you 
be given your share.” Said she: ” Thou canst not order it so, 
because our law decrees, that wherever there is a son a daughter 
cannot inherit.” Answered the judge: ” Since you Israelites 
are in exile, your law given you by Moses has been revoked, and 
a new law was given you by which daughters may inherit 
equally with sons.” On the morrow came R. Gamaliel and 
brought him a Libyan ass, and told him that he did not wish to 
let his sister inherit. Said the judge: “ After thy sister left I 
consulted the law again, and found that the new law said: ‘ I 
did not come to abolish the Mosaic law, neither to increase nor 


* We render these names without translations, as we also do in the case of Gilyo- 
nim, because of the incessant discussions concerning them among Hebrew theo¬ 
logians, and we do not desire to decide the definite meaning. 
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to diminish it.’ Hence it must remain as in the old law, that 
where a son is left a sister must not inherit/' Said Ema 
Shalom to the judge: " May God make thy light as bright as a 
candle." Said R. Gamaliel to her (in the presence of the 
judge): " An ass came along and extinguished thy candle." 

‘ ‘ Why are some (sacred Scriptures ) not allowed to be read {on 
the Sabbath) ? " etc. Said Rabh: "It is not allowed to read 
such Scriptures only during the time of the sermons at the 
school-house, but at any other they maybe read." Samuel, 
however, said, that even at any other time they must not be 
read, because he holds with R. Nehemiah as we have learned 
in the following Boraitha: "Although it was said that the 
Hagiographa should not be read, still they may be discussed 
and lectured upon, and when a quotation must be made, the 
book maybe referred to and the quotation read." Said R. 
Nehemiah: " Why was it prohibited to read the Hagiographa 
on the Sabbath ? In order that it might be said: As it is for¬ 
bidden to read the Hagiographa, it is all the more so forbidden 
to read ordinary papers." 

" In a closed space surrounded by walls. What is to be 
understood by the term "closed space"? Said R. Hisda: 
"This refers to a lane surrounded on three sides by walls and 
having on the fourth side two beams. If the lane have three walls 
and two beams it is a closed space, if it have only one beam on 
the fourth side it is an open place, and the Tana of the Mishna as 
well as Ben Bathyra hold in accordance with the opinion of R. 
Eliezer, who decided to that effect elsewhere." Said Rabba to 
R. Hisda: " Dost thou call a space surrounded by three walls and 
one beam an open place ? If this be so, according to the sages, 
why cannot victuals and beverages also be brought there, not 
alone Scriptures ? In my opinion, two walls and two beams, 
one on each side, form a closed space, and two walls with only 
one beam constitute an open space. And the two Tanaim of 
the Mishna are not in accord with R. Eliezer, but with R. Jehu- 
dah, who opposes him (in Tract Erubin)." 

Said Abayi to Rabba: " And why should not, according to 
thy explanation, victuals and beverages be brought there (for 
safety) in conformity with the opinion of the sages ?" Said R. 
Ashi, however, " The two Tanaim of the Mishna are of the 
opinion of R. Eliezer, and a closed place is formed by three walls 
and one beam, while an open place is made by three walls with¬ 
out any beam at all; and even according to R. Eliezer, who 
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requires two beams, it is only for the bringing thither of victuals; 
but for the safe keeping of the Scriptures, R. Eliezer holds even 
one beam to be sufficient.” 

MISHNA: One may save enough victuals to last for three 
meals (on the Sabbath in the event of a conflagration). Such food 
as is fit for human beings may be saved for the use of human 
beings, and such as is fit for cattle may be saved for cattle. 
How so ? If a conflagration happen on the eve of Sabbath, one 
may save enough victuals for three meals. If it occur in the 
forenoon of Sabbath, one may save enough for two meals, and 
if it occur in the afternoon of Sabbath one may only save 
enough for one meal. R. Jose, however, says: “ One may at all 
times save enough for three meals.” 

GEMARA: Let us see! Why should it only be allowed to 
save three meals, or two, or one ? (It says, further on, that the 
victuals for the meals are to be brought into such a place as is 
covered by an Erub. In such a place things may be carried, and 
the things themselves may also be handled, then why should one 
not be allowed to save more than enough for three meals ?) Said 
Rabha: Because a man is anxious for his possessions, he might, 
if allowed to save as much as possible, forget about the Sabbath 
and extinguish the fire altogether. Said Abayi to him: “We 
have learned previously, that a man upon whose roof a barrel 
filled with victuals becomes broken, may bring another vessel and 
put it underneath the barrel in order that the contents of the 
barrel fall into the vessel, but may not bring another barrel and 
transfer the contents of the broken one into the new, nor may 
he place a new barrel alongside of the other and remove the 
contents of the broken one into the new one by keeling over 
the former and letting its contents drop into the latter. Why 
should he not be allowed to do this ? (He is on private ground, 
and the barrel with its contents may be handled ?) If it is pro¬ 
hibited as a precautionary measure in the manner of the previ¬ 
ous case, where does the precaution arise ?” This latter case is 
also a precautionary measure; for were he allowed to remove the 
contents from one barrel into another, there is fear of his carry¬ 
ing it through public ground. The text of the Boraitha, how¬ 
ever, teaches further, that if the man had guests in his house, 
he may remove the contents of the broken barrel into a new 
one, etc. But he may not first remove the contents and then 
call guests, but first call guests and then remove the things; nor 
may he pretend (to call guests), but must actually desire their 
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company. In the name of R. Jose bar R. Jehudah it was said, 
that even calling guests as a pretext is also allowed. 

The rabbis taught: If one had saved (from the fire) fine 
bread, he must not return and save coarse bread, but if he first 
saved the coarse he may return and save the fine. One may 
also save enough on the Day of Atonement in the event of a 
fire (when that day is succeeded by Sabbath) to last him through 
the Sabbath also, but on a Sabbath it is not permitted to save 
enough for the Day of Atonement (if the Sabbath falls on the 
day before), and all the more so is it not allowed if the Sabbath 
precedes a feast-day; nor is it allowed to save on one Sabbath 
for the following Sabbath. 

The rabbis taught: If one forgets bread in an oven, and in 
the meantime the Sabbath sets in, it is allowed to save enough 
bread to last for three meals; and one may say to bystanders, 
“ Come and take out as much as ye need " ; and when taking out 
the bread it should not be done with a baker's shovel, but with 
some other utensil. R. Hisda said : A man should see that every¬ 
thing should be prepared on Friday for the Sabbath as early as 
possible, as it is written [Exodus xvi. 5] : “ And it shall come to 
pass, on the sixth day, when they prepare what they shall have 
brought in," etc., and this means, that as soon as the sixth day 
sets in, preparations for the Sabbath should be begun. 

R. Aba said: "A man must pronounce the benediction over 
two loaves on the Sabbath," for it is written [ibid. xvi. 5]: 
" Double bread." Said R. Ashi: “ I noticed the manner in 
which R. Kahana did this: He would hold two loaves, but would 
cut only one, because it is written [ibid. xvi. 18]: ‘ Every man 
according to his eating had he gathered.’ " R. Zera used to cut 
off the loaf sufficient to last him for the entire meal. Asked 
Rabhina of R. Ashi: " Does this not seem gluttonous, to hold 
so large a piece in one’s hand ? ’’ Answered R. Ashi: 44 Because 
on week-days such was not his wont, it does not appear glutton¬ 
ous on Sabbath, and R. Zera did this only in honor of the day." 
R. Ami and R. Assi, if happening to have the same bread used 
in making an Erub, for use on Sabbath, would pronounce the 
benediction over the bread, for they said that because one relig¬ 
ious duty had been fulfilled with that bread, it should be used 
to fulfil another religious duty." 

“ How so : If a conflagration ,’’ etc. The rabbis taught: How 
many meals should a man eat on the Sabbath ? Three. R. 
’Hidka said four. Said R. Johanan: Both the rabbis and R. 


TRACT SABBATH. 


247 


'Hidka adduced their opinions from the same passage, as fol¬ 
lows [Exodus xvi. 25]: ” And Moses said, Eat it to-day; for a 
Sabbath is this day unto the Lord: to-day ye will not find it in 
the field.” R. ’Hidka holds that, day being mentioned three 
times, three meals should be eaten during the day and one at 
night, and the rabbis hold that the day includes the night and 
only three meals are required. Our Mishna, however, which 
decrees that only enough for three meals should be saved, does 
therefore not agree with R. ’Hidka. According to whose opin¬ 
ion, however, will the following Mishna be ? (Tract Peah): “ If 
a poor man have sufficient for two meals, he must not apply for 
another at the public kitchen (where food is distributed), but he 
may apply to the general charity fund. If he have, however, 
sufficient for fourteen meals (for the week) he must not even 
apply to the general charity fund! ” If the Mishna were of the 
opinion of R. ’Hidka, he should have had sufficient for sixteen 
meals, so as to afford him four meals on the Sabbath, and, 
according to the rabbis, for fifteen meals in order to have three 
meals on the Sabbath ? It is therefore neither in accord with 
R. ’Hidka nor with the rabbis. Nay; it is in accord with the 
rabbis, and the poor man should eat his Sabbath-night meal on 
the Sabbath day, so with his Friday-night meal it will make 
three meals on the Sabbath. It may also be said that the 
Mishna holds with R. ’Hidka, and that the poor man should 
leave his Friday meal for the Sabbath. Shall we make the poor 
man then fast on Friday ? It would therefore be better to 
hold the Mishna’s opinion to be in accord with R. Aqiba, who 
says, that the poor man should make Sabbath equal to a week¬ 
day in order not to be forced to rely upon charity. Thus four¬ 
teen meals are sufficient, and he may eat only two on Sabbath. 

But according to whose opinion is the Mishna (Tract Peah): 
44 If a wandering mendicant come to a town, he must be given a 
loaf which can be bought for a Pundian (one forty-eighth of a 
Sela) when the price of flour is one Sela for four Saahs (and the 
sages calculated that such a loaf is sufficient for two meals). If 
he remain over night he must be given lodging, and if he remain 
over Sabbath he must be given three meals for Sabbath.” Shall 
we assume, that this Mishna holds with the rabbis and not with 
R. ’Hidka? It might also be in accord with R. ’Hidka if the 
mendicant happen to have one meal with him, he is told to 
eat the one he has and is given three more. Should the mendi¬ 
cant then depart empty-handed ? Nay; he is also given a meal 
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to take along on the way. What must he be given for lodging ? 
Said R. Papa: Enough to hire a bed and a pillow. 

The rabbis taught: The dishes used on the eve of Sabbath 
may be cleansed for the Sabbath-morning meal. The dishes 
used in the morning may be cleansed for the mid-day meal, and 
those of the mid-day meal for the afternoon; but those of the 
afternoon must not be cleansed until the Sabbath is over. All 
this is said concerning dishes; but glasses, cups, and all drinking 
utensils may be cleansed at any time, because there are no fixed 
times for drinking. 

R. Simeon ben Pazi in the name of R. Jehoshua ben Levi, 
quoting Bar Oapara, said: One who keeps the commandment to 
eat three times on the Sabbath will be rid of three punishments, 
viz.: “ The tribulations (at the time) of Messiah; the punish¬ 
ment of Gehenna, and the war of Gog and Magog." From the 
tribulations of Messiah, because the Sabbath is always men¬ 
tioned as the day, and it is written [Malachi iii. 23] : “ Behold, I 
send unto you Elijah the prophet before the coming of the day of 
the Lord, the great and the dreadful/' From the punishment 
of Gehenna, because it is written [Zephaniah i. 15]: “ A day of 
wrath is that day," etc., meaning the Gehenna. From the war 
of Gog and Magog, because it is written [Ezekiel xxxviii. 18]: 
“ On the day of Gog's coming." 

R. Johanan said in the name of R. Jose: One who makes the 
Sabbath pleasant will be rewarded with a boundless inheritance, 
as it is written [in Isaiah lviii. 14] : " Then shalt thou find delight 
in the Lord; and I will cause thee to tread upon the high places 
of the earth, and I will cause thee to enjoy the inheritance of 
Jacob thy father; for the mouth of the Lord hath spoken it." 
Not the inheritance of Abraham, concerning whom it is written 
[Genesis xiii. 17]: " Arise, walk through the land in the length 
of it and in the breadth of it," etc., and not as in the case of 
Isaac, as it is written [ibid. xxvi. 4] : “ And I will give unto thy 
seed all these countries," but as it is written of Jacob [ibid, 
xxviii. 14]: “ And thy seed shall be as the dust of the earth, 
and thou shalt spread abroad to the west and to the east, and 
to the north and to the south." 

R. Na'hman bar Itz'hak said: (The man who makes the Sab¬ 
bath pleasant) will also be saved the pain of exile, because it is 
written [Isaiah lviii. 14] : " And I will cause thee to ride upon the 
high places of the earth," and [Deut. xxxiii. 29]: “ And thou 
shalt tread upon their high places." Said R. Jehudah in the 
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name of Rabh, “ He who makes the Sabbath pleasant is given 
everything his heart desires, ’ ’ because it is written [Psalms xxxvii. 
4] : “ And delight thyself in the Lord, and he will give thee the 
wishes of thy heart.” What is meant by “ delight ” ? From 
the passage [Isaiah lviii. 13]: ” If thou call the Sabbath a 
delight,” we can adduce that the delight means Sabbath. 

Wherewith should the Sabbath be made pleasant ? Said R. 
Jehudah, the son of R. Samuel bar Shilath, in the name of 
Rabh: ” With a mess of beets, large fish, and garlic-heads.” 
But R. Hyya bar Ashi said in the name of Rabh: ” Even with 
any dish whatever prepared especially for the Sabbath.” What 
does ” any dish whatever” mean? Said R. Papa: Even 

small fish fried in oil.” 

R. Jehudah said in the name of Rabh: ” If the Israelites 
had kept the first Sabbath (after the commandments were given) 
properly, no nation or race on earth could have harmed them. 
For it is written [Exodus xvi. 27] : ‘ And it came to pass on 
the seventh day that there went out some of the people to 
gather; but they found nothing.’ And not long afterwards 
Amalek attacked the Israelites.” 

R. Johanan said in the name of R. Simeon ben Jochai: ” If 
the Israelites were to keep two Sabbaths in succession as they 
should, they would immediately be released from exile, for it is 
written [Isaiah lvi. 6]: 4 Also the sons of the stranger, that 
join themselves unto the Lord, to serve him, and to love the 
name of the Lord, to be unto him as servants, every one that 
keepeth the Sabbath by not violating it, and those who take 
hold of my covenant,’ and immediately afterwards it is written 
[ibid. ibid. 7] : ‘ Even these will I bring to my holy mountain.’ ” 

R. Jose said: ” May my share in the world to come be with 
those who eat three meals on the Sabbath.” Again he said: 

May my share in the world to come be with those who recite 
Hallel* everyday.” This is not so. The Master says, that 
he who recites Hallel every day is a blasphemer. Nay; R. 
Jose does not mean Hallel, but Hallelujah. 

R. Jose said again : ” May my share in the world to come be 
with those who perform their morning devotion as soon as the 
sun begins to rise.” Again said he: ” May my share be with 
those who die of abdominal disease, for the Master said, that 
most of the righteous die of bowel troubles.” He also said: 


* Hallel is called the section of the Psalms from Chapter cxiii. to cxix. 
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“ May my share be with those who die when about to fulfil a 
commandment ; also with those who receive the Sabbath in 
Tiberias and see it out in Zipporias (Tiberias was in a valley and 
Zipporias on a hill); also with those who remain in the houses 
of learning, and not with those who attempt to draw scholars away 
from their studies; also with those who solicit alms but not with 
those who dispense alms; also with those who are suspected but 
are not guilty/’ Said R. Papa: “ I have been suspected but 
was not guilty.” Said R. Jose: “ I have gone in unto my wife 
five times and have planted five cedars in Israel.” Who are 
they? R. Ishmael, R. Eliezer, R. ’Halafta, R. Aftiles, and 
R. Mena’hem, all sons of R. Jose. But he also had a son called 
Vradimos ? Nay; ’Vradimos is the same as R. Mena’hem, and 
the reason he was called Vradimos was because his face was as 
beautiful as a rose (Vrad is Aramaic for rose). 

Said R. Jose again: “In all my days the ceiling of my house 
never saw the seam of my undershirt.” Again said he: “I 
never acted contrary to the advice of my colleagues. I know 
well that I am not a descendant of priests, but when my col¬ 
leagues asked me to pronounce a benediction usually said by 
priests, I did so.” Again he said : “ I never said a thing that I 
afterwards repented having said.” 

R. Na’hman said: “ May it be accounted to me (for my 
reward), that I have observed the three meals (in honor of the) 
Sabbath.” R. Jehudah said: “ May it be accounted to me, 
that I have given my prayers preliminary consideration.” * R. 
Huna, the son of R. Jehoshua, said: “ May it be accounted to 
me, that I have never walked four ells with uncovered head.” 
R. Shesheth said : “ May it be accounted to me, that I have ob¬ 
served the commandment of Tephillin,” and R. Na’hman said 
again: “ May it be accounted to me, that I have observed the 
commandment of Tzitzith (showthreads). ” 

Said R. Joseph to R. Joseph the son of Rabha: “ Canst 
thou tell me which commandment thy father observed most 
punctually?” The answer was: “The commandment of 
Tzitzith. For it happened one day that my father was ascending 
the stairway, and a thread of his Tzitzith becoming torn off, he 
would not leave his place until a new thread had been brought 
to him and the Tzitzith were mended.” 

Said Abayi: “ May it be accounted to me, that whenever I 

* It is stated elsewhere (in Tract Rosh Hashana) that R. Jehudah prayed only 
once in every thirty days. 
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noticed a young scholar (of my college) had finished a Tract of 
the Talmud, I gave a feast to all the sages of the day.” Said 
Rabha: “ May it be accounted to me, that whenever a young 
scholar and another man came before me for judgment, I did 
not put my head on the pillow (rest) until I exhausted every 
means to find the scholar’s words prove the justice of his claim.” 
Said Mar, the son of R. Ashi: “ I am unfit to judge a young 
scholar because I love him as well as I do myself, and no man 
can see himself unjust.” 

R. Hanina used to wrap himself in a cloak on the eve of Sab¬ 
bath and say: “ Come with me, and let us go toward Sabbath 
the queen.” R. Yanai used to clothe himself in his holiday 
clothes on the eve of Sabbath and say: “ Come, bride; come, 
bride. ” 

Rabba, the son of R. Huna, came as a guest to the house of 
Rabba the son of R. NaTiman. At the table three cakes steeped 
in the fat of the ram (which were only served on special occasions) 
were placed before him. Said he to his host: “ Didst thou know 
that I would come to visit thee ?” Answered the host: “ Art 
thou then better than the Sabbath ? (We prepare it usually 
for every Sabbath, as it is written: ‘ And thou shalt call the 
Sabbath a pleasure.’)” 

R. Aba used to buy on the eve of every Sabbath thirteen 
Isteris’ (six and a half Dinars) worth of meat from thirteen 
different butchers, and would hand them the money immediately 
upon their entering his door* and delivering the meat, saying to 
them: “Make haste, make haste and deliver your orders to 
others.” R. Abuha used to sit on an ivory stool and make fire 
in honor of the Sabbath. R. Anan used to don a black apron 
in order to show that this day (the eve of the Sabbath) was a 
day of preparation, and that work had to be performed for the 
Sabbath. R. Safra used to singe a cow’s head himself for the 
Sabbath, and Rabha would salt fish himself. R. Huna would 
light candles himself. R. Papa would prepare the wicks for the 
lamps. R. Hisda would cut herbs himself. Rabba and R. 
Joseph would chop wood for Sabbath. R. Zera would light the 
kindling wood. R. Na’hman bar Itz’hak would shoulder all bur- 


* Rashi interprets this passage somewhat differently, namely : R. Aba did not 
hand the money to the butchers immediately upon their entering the door, but would 
hand the meat to his servants at the door, saying : “ Make haste and cook this while 
I go and bring more,” showing that he went himself for the meat and brought each 
piece from each butcher home separately. 
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dens to be carried in and out of the house himself on the eve of 
Sabbath, saying: “ If R. Ami or R. Assi would come to visit 
me, would I not do the same for them ?” Others say that R. 
Ami and Assi did this on the eve of every Sabbath, saying: “ If 
it should happen that R. Johanan were to visit us, would we not 
do the same for him ?” 

Joseph, who honored the Sabbath, had a rich Gentile for a 
neighbor. The astrologers told the Gentile that all his goods 
and possessions would eventually be eaten up by Joseph, his 
neighbor. He went and sold out all his goods, and with the 
proceeds bought a precious pearl. This pearl he had set in his 
turban. While crossing a lake one day, the wind blew off his 
turban and it fell into the water. A fish swallowed it. Subse¬ 
quently the fish was caught by fishermen late on the eve of 
Sabbath. Said the fishermen: ” Who will buy this so late in 
the evening ? ” They were told by some people to go to Joseph, 
who honored the Sabbath, and that he usually bought such things. 
They carried it to Joseph, who bought it, and upon opening the 
fish he found the pearl, which he sold for thirteen * boxes of 
golden Dinars. A certain old man met this Joseph, and said to 
him: ” He who lends to the Sabbath is repaid by the Sabbath 
itself.” 

Rabbi (Jehudah Hanassi) asked of R. Ishmael the son of R. 
Jose: ” By what acts did the rich men of Palestine, so wealthy, 
merit their wealth ? ” 

He answered: ” Because they gave tithes, as it is written 
[Deut. xiv. 22] : ‘ Thou shalt truly give tithes.’ ” f “ By what 
acts did the rich men of Babylon merit their wealth?” asked 
Rabbi again. “ Because they keep the law honorably,” was the 
reply. ” And what about the rich men of other lands ? ” ” Be¬ 

cause they honor the Sabbath,” as R. Hyya bar Aba related: 
” It happened that I was a guest in the house of a man in the 
city of Ludkai and a golden table was brought for me, which 
required sixteen men to carry, and sixteen silver chains were fas¬ 
tened to it, and bowls, pitchers, goblets, and glasses were hung 
on those chains, and on the table were all kinds of food and 


* Rashi explains that his teacher Levi taught, that the number thirteen was 
usually used by the sages for a general sum and must not be taken literally as the 
above thirteen butchers, etc. 

f The literal verse reads : “ Asser teasher,” which is here applied in the sense, 
that thou shalt give tithes in order that thou mayst become rich, the word “osher” 
also meaning riches. 
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beverages and spices, and when the table was set down they 
said: ‘ Unto the Lord belongeth the earth, with what filleth it ’ 
[Psalms xxiv. i], and when the table was taken away, they said: 

4 The heavens are the heavens of the Lord; but the earth hath 
he given unto the children of men/ [Psalms xcv. 16.] I said 
to my host, 4 My son, how didst thou merit all this ? ’ Said he, 

4 I used to be a butcher, and whenever I came across a good 
animal, I would keep it for Sabbath/ Said I to him: 4 Well is 
unto thee, that thou hast merited this, and praise be to God, 
who hath rewarded thee/ ” 

Said the Exilarch to R. Hamnuna: 44 It is written [Isaiah lviii. 
13]: 4 The holy day of the Lord, honorable/ What does this 
4 honorable ’ signify ? ” R. Hamnuna answered: 44 It means the 
Day of Atonement, on which day there is no eating and no 
drinking, and hence the Thora says, thou shalt honor it with 
clean clothes/’ Further, it says [ibid.] : 44 Thou shalt honor it 
(this evidently does not refer to the Day of Atonement, which 
is called honorable, but must again refer to the Sabbath; how, 
then, should it be honored ?) Said Rabh : 44 Thou shalt make the 
usual time of thy meals earlier,” and Samuel said, 44 Thou shalt 
postpone the ordinary meal-hour.” The children of R. Papa bar 
Aba asked R. Papa: 44 How shall we, who have meat and wine 
every day, distinguish the Sabbath day ?” He answered: 44 If 
ye usually have your meals at a late hour, have them earlier, and 
if at an early hour, have them later.” 

R. Shesheth (who was blind) in the summer used to seat his 
pupils, who came to hear him lecture on Sabbath, in a place 
where the sun shone earliest, in order that they might become 
warm and leave, and in the winter used to seat them where the 
sun could not reach them, that they might become cold and leave 
the sooner. 

R. Zera, when seeing his pupils standing in pairs and discuss¬ 
ing the Thora on the Sabbath, used to say to them: 44 I pray 
ye, go home, eat, drink, and be merry. Do not violate the 
Sabbath! (It is made for pleasure and not for learning.) ” 

Rabha, according to others R. Jehoshua ben Levi, said: 
14 Even a man who prays singly on the Sabbath eve must recite 
the prayer commencing with 4 Thus were finished,’ etc. [Gen¬ 
esis ii. 1-3]; for R. Hamnuna said, that he who prays on the 
Sabbath eve and recites that prayer is considered by the verse as 
being a collaborator in the creation of the world.” 

R. Eliezer said: 44 Whence do we know that speaking is 
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equal to acting, as it is written [Psalms xxxiii. 6]: 4 By the 
word of the Lord were the heavens made.’ ” 

R. Hisda in the name of Mar Uqba said: 44 He who on the 
Sabbath recites the prayer commencing with, * Thus were fin¬ 
ished/ etc., has the hands of the two angels who accompany 
each man laid on his head, and they say to him [Isaiah vi. 7] : 
‘ And thy iniquity is departed and thy sin is forgiven.’ ” 

We have learned in a Boraitha: R. Jose bar Jehudah said: 
44 Two angels accompany a man on the Sabbath eve on his way 
home from the house of prayer; one is a good angel and the 
other an evil one; and when the man comes home and finds the 
candles lit, the table set, and his bed made up, the good angel 
says: 1 May it be the will of God that the next Sabbath shall 
be the same/ and the evil angel answers * Amen ’ involuntarily. 
If, however, the man does not find everything in order, the evil 
angel says: ‘ Mayst thou find it so on the next Sabbath also/ 
and the good angel answers against his own will: ‘ Amen.’ ” 

R. Elazar said: “ A man should set his table on the Sabbath 
eve, although he may not be hungry and can eat not more than 
the size of an olive . 99 R. Hanina said: 44 A man should set 
his table on the eve following the Sabbath, though he may 
not be hungry and can eat but the size of one olive. (This 
is also in honor of the Sabbath and is like the accompanying 
of a king at his departure.) Warm water at the close of the 
Sabbath day is wholesome. Warm bread at that time is also 
wholesome.” 

R. Abulia used to have a calf which was the third calf of 
its mother (and hence the best) killed for him at the close of the 
Sabbath day, and he ate only one of the entrails of the calf. 
When his son Abhimi grew up, he (Abhimi) said, 44 Why kill a 
whole calf for the sake of one of its entrails ? Let us leave 
one of the entrails of the calf killed for the Sabbath for father, 
that he may eat it at the close of the Sabbath.” This was done, 
but a lion came and killed the calf that was spared. 

R. Jehoshua ben Levi said: “ He who answers ‘Amen. 
The Name of the Eternal be blessed,’ with all his heart, has 
any ill fate which has been predestined for him nullified in 
heaven, as it is written [Judges v. 2]: ‘When depravity had 
broken out in Israel, then did the people offer themselves will¬ 
ingly; (therefore) praise ye the Lord.’ Why had depravity 
broken out in Israel? Because they had not praised the Lord.” 
R. Hyya bar Abba in the name of R. Johanan said: 44 Even if 
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that man have amongst his sins aught of idolatry, he is also 
forgiven. ” 

Said Resh Lakish: “ He who answers ‘Amen/ etc., with 
all his might has the gates of Paradise opened for him, as it is 
written [Isaiah xxvi. 2] : ‘ Open ye the gates, that there may 
enter in the righteous nation that guardeth the truth/ ” (The 
truth in Hebrew is called “ Emunim,” and Resh Lakish said, 
” Do not read Emunim but Amenim, the plural for Amen.”) 
What is Amen ? Said R. Hanina: “ Amen is the abbreviation 
for El (God), Melech (king), Neamon (truth)/* (Meaning that 
by saying Amen a man certifies that his Creator is the God and 
king of truth.) 

R. Jehudah, the son of R. Samuel, in the name of Rabh said: 
” A fire seldom occurs in a place unless there is a violation of 
the Sabbath, as it is written [Jeremiah xvii. 27] : ‘ But if ye will 
not hearken unto me to hallow the Sabbath day, and not to bear 
a burden, and to enter in at the gates of Jerusalem on the Sab¬ 
bath day; then will I kindle a fire in its gates, and it shall devour 
the palaces of Jerusalem, and it shall not be quenched/ ” What 
does ‘‘it shall not be quenched” signify? Said R. Na’hman 
bar Itz’hak: ‘‘ The fire shall occur at a time when men are not 
around, as a rule. ” 

Abayi said: “ Jerusalem was destroyed solely on account of 
the violation of the Sabbath, as it is written [Ezekiel xxii. 26]: 
‘ And from (the violations of) my Sabbaths do they turn away 
their eyes, so that I am profaned among them.’ ** R. Abuha 
said: ‘‘Jerusalem was not destroyed until they had abolished 
the reading of the Shema in the morning and in the evening, 
as it is written [Isaiah v. 11-13]: * Wo unto those that rise up 
early in the morning, that they may run after strong drink, that 
continue until late in the twilight, till wine inflame them ! And 
there are harp and psaltery, tambourine and flute, and wine, at 
their drinking feasts; but the deeds of the Lord they regard 
not, and the works of his hands they behold not. Therefore are 
my people led into exile, for want of knowledge/ ” R. Ham- 
nuna said: “Jerusalem was not destroyed until the children 
were kept away from school, as it is written [Jeremiah vi. 11]: 
‘ (I must) pour it out over the child in the street ’; and it may 
be explained thus: Why must I pour it out ? Because the child 
is in the street and not at school.” 

Ula said : “ Jerusalem was destroyed because the people were 
devoid of shame, as it is written [ibid. 15]: ‘They should 
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have been ashamed because they committed an abomination; 
but they neither felt the least shame, nor did they know how to 
blush; therefore shall they fall among those that fall.’ ” 

R. Itz’hak said: 44 Jerusalem was destroyed only because no 
distinction was made between great and small, as it is written 
[Isaiah xxiv. 2, 3] : 4 And it shall be the same with the people 
as with the priest, etc. Empty, emptied out shall be the land.’ ” 
R. Amram, the son of R. Simeon bar Aba, in the name of his 
father, quoting R. Hanina, said: 44 Jerusalem was destroyed only 
because the people did not admonish one another, as it is writ¬ 
ten (Lamentations i. 6): 4 Her princes have become like harts 
that have found no pasture.’ As the harts in a herd travel 
head to rump, so would the men of Jerusalem not dare face 
each other with admonitions, but followed from behind in 
silence. ” 

R. Jehudah said: 44 Jerusalem was destroyed because they 
insulted men of learning, as it is written [II Chronicles xxxvii. 
16]: “But they mocked at the messengers of God, and de¬ 
spised his words, and scorned his prophets, until the fury of the 
Lord arose against his people, till there was no remedy.” What 
does “ till there was no remedy ” signify ? Said R. Jehudah in 
the name of Rabh: 44 He who insults a man of learning, can 
find no panacea for his affliction.” 

R. Jehudah in the name of Rabh said again: 44 It is written 
[I Chronicles xvi. 22]: ‘Touch not my anointed, and do my 
prophets no harm.’ ” By “ touch not my anointed ” is meant 
the children of the school (for children are usually anointed), 
and “ do my prophets no harm ” refers to the scholars.* 

Resh Lakish said in the name of R. Jehudah the Second: 
“The world is sustained solely through the exhalation of the 
children” (because they are pure and without sin). Said R. 
Papa to Abayi: 4 4 What about thy and my exhalation ?” Answered 
Abayi: “The difference lies therein, that thou and I might 
have sinned, but children are incapable of committing sin.” 
Resh Lakish said again in the name of the same authority: 
“ The children should not be withheld from attending school, 
even while the new temple shall be in process of construction.” 

Said Resh Lakish to R. Jehudah the Second: 44 I have heard 

* Rashi justifies this reference by basing it on the verse in Psalms xc. 12, which 
he interprets : “A prophet has a heart endowed with wisdom ” ; although Isaac 
Leeser translates the verse, “ That we may obtain a heart endowed with wisdom,” 
the Hebrew word Navi meaning both “ prophet ” and also “ we may obtain.” 
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a tradition coming from thy parents which says, that the city 
which has no school for children shall be destroyed; but Rabhina 
says, the tradition is to the effect that the high court shall put 
the city under a ban (until a school is built for children).” 

Rabha said: Jerusalem was destroyed solely because there 
were no more trustworthy men there, as it is written [Jeremiah 
v. 1] : “ Roam about through the streets of Jerusalem, and see 
now, and notice, and search in its broad places, if ye can find 
one man, if there be one that executeth justice, that searcheth 
for truth: and I will pardon it.” What is meant by trustworthy 
men ? Such as can be trusted in business. 

MISHNA: Further, one may save a basket full of loaves (of 
bread), be it even enough for a hundred meals, a fig-cake, and a 
cask of wine; and one may also call to others: “ Come ye and 
save for yourselves!” If those who do so understand their 
advantage, they make a settlement with the owner after the 
Sabbath is over. Where may such articles be taken to (for 
safety) ? To a court that is joined to the other (court of the 
house burning) by an Erub. Ben Bathyra says: “ Even to one 
that is not joined by an Erub.” 

There all utensils (dishes) may be brought, that are used on 
the same day; one may (in the event of a conflagration on the 
Sabbath) put on as many clothes as possible, and may wrap 
himself in whatever is possible. R. Jose says: “ One may only 
put on eighteen pieces of ordinary apparel, but he can come 
back as often as he chooses and put on the same quantity and 
carry them off.” One may also call to others: “ Come ye and 
save with me (whatever ye can)! ” 

GEMARA: Have we not learned, in the preceding Mishna 
[page 245], that only (enough victuals for) three meals may be 
saved (and in the above Mishna sufficient for a hundred meals 
is permitted)? Said R. Huna: “This presents no difficulty. Our 
Mishna refers to one who comes to save the food with only one 
basket (when he may fill it with any quantity, whereas the pre¬ 
ceding Mishna refers to one who brings several baskets, and in 
such a case it is not permitted to put in each basket more than 
sufficient for three meals).” But R. Aba bar Zavda in the name 
of Rabh said: “Both Mishnas refer to one who comes even 
with several baskets, but still no difficulty arises. This Mishna 
speaks of one who does not carry the food beyond the same 
court, while the other refers to one who carries it into another 
court. ” 
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“ A Jig-cake ,” etc. Why does the Mishna say, that if those 
who save for themselves know their advantage they will make a 
settlement with the owner after having saved the things from 
the conflagration ? Are they not entitled to it under any circum¬ 
stances, by virtue of the owner having made it public property 
when saying, “ Come ye and save for yourselves’’ ? Said R. 
Hisda: “ This refers to pious people who would not take advan¬ 
tage of a man who is compelled to sacrifice his property.” Said 
Rabha: “Can they be called pious, who accept remuneration 
for their time on the Sabbath ? Nay; the Mishna does not refer 
to pious men, but to God-fearing men, who, while they would not 
take anything not belonging to them, would not care to trouble 
themselves gratuitously. By stating, therefore, that those who 
know their advantage will settle accounts with the owner after¬ 
wards, the Mishna means to say that their prudence consists in 
their knowing that they will not receive any remuneration for 
their time on Sabbath, but will only receive their own property 
as their due.” 

” Come ye and save zvith me." Why does the first part of 
the Mishna permit the saying of “ Come and save for your¬ 
selves,” and in the last part the permission is given to say: 
“Come and save with me”? Because the first part of the 
Mishna refers to victuals, and a man cannot save more than suffi¬ 
cient for three meals, while the last part of the Mishna refers to 
clothing; and as a man can change his clothing as often as he 
pleases, he may call to others to come and help him save what¬ 
ever is possible. 

One may put o?i as many clothes as possible . ” The rabbis 
taught: One may dress himself, go out and undress, come back 
and dress again, and so on as often as he chooses. So said R. 
Meir. R. Jose, however, said, that one may put on only eigh¬ 
teen pieces of ordinary apparel. These were: 1 and 2. Macturen 
and Unqly , a mantle with a head-hold; 3. Fuuda , pocket for 
money; 4. Kalbus , a dress without sleeves; 5. Chaluk , a kind of 
shirt; 6. Apiliute, cover or overcoat; 7. Maopareth; 8 and 9. 
Drawers and pantaloons and cap for the head; 10 and 11. Shoes; 
12 and 13. Socks; 14 and 15. Pargud, striped suit; 16. Girdle; 
17. Hat; 18. Neckties. 

MISHNA: R. Simeon, the son of Nanas, says: “ One may 
spread a goat-skin over a chest, a box, or a cupboard, which has 
caught fire, so that they only become singed. One may also 
form a partition with any utensil (or vessel), be it full of water 
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or not, in order to keep the fire from spreading. R. Jose for¬ 
bids the making of such a partition with new earthenware vessels 
filled with water, because such vessels cannot stand heat, but 
burst and extinguish the fire/’ 

GEMARA: R. Jehudah said in the name of Rabh: “ When 
one side of a garment has caught fire, the other side may be put 
in water, and if thereby the fire is extinguished it makes no 
difference.” An objection was made: We have learned in a To- 
sephta, that if a garment has caught fire one may wrap it around 
him, and it makes no difference if the fire is thereby extin¬ 
guished. One may also unroll the Sacred Scrolls, if the covering 
has caught fire on one side, and it does not matter if thus the 
fire is quenched. (This Tosephta then simply permits the un¬ 
folding or the folding of a garment that has caught fire, but says 
nothing about soaking the undamaged part in water.) Rabh 
holds with R. Simeon, the son of Nanas, in the above Mishna 
(who permits the prevention of the fire). R. Simeon, however, 
restricts liis permission so that, while preventing the fire, it is not 
extinguished, but simply singes the objects (when the article, 
however, is soaked in water the fire will certainly be quenched, 
and did R. Simeon permit this also ?) Yea, he did; for the last 
part of the Mishna relates, that R. Jose forbids the making of a 
partition with new pottery filled with water, because such vessels 
are liable to burst and extinguish the fire; and if R. Jose forbids 
this, surely R. Simeon (the first Tana) must have permitted it 
in the first part of the Mishna. 

The rabbis taught: If a candle fall on the table, the table 
board may be raised and the candle dropped to the floor, and if 
it become extinguished, it matters not. Another Boraitha 
taught, that if a candle burn behind a door, the door may be 
opened and closed as usual, regardless of whether the candle is 
thus extinguished. Rabh scolded the one that thus decreed. 
Said Rabhina to R. A’ha the son of Rabha, according to others 
R. A’ha the son of Rabha to R. Ashi: “ Why did Rabh scold 
the one who made that decree ? Shall we say that it was 
because he holds with R. Jehudah (who says that an indirect 
act is also prohibited), and the Boraitha holds with R. Simeon, 
who permits the performance of an indirect act; is it possible 
that Rabh will scold every one who holds with R. Simeon ?” 
He answered: “ In this matter R. Simeon would also agree that 
this is prohibited, as it would be like decapitating a man without 
killing him.” 
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R. Jehudah said: “ One may open a door opposite a hearth- 
fire.” Abayi scolded the one that decreed thus. Of what cir¬ 
cumstances do we treat here ? If the door is opened when there 
is an ordinary wind blowing, what reason had the one to pro¬ 
hibit it; and if there be an extraordinary wind blowing, why did 
the other permit it ? The case here treated of is that of an 
ordinary wind, and the one prohibits the door being opened as a 
precautionary measure, lest this be done when a high wind is 
blowing, while the other does not regard a precautionary meas¬ 
ure necessary. 

One may also form a partition , ” etc. Shall we say that the 
rabbis hold the indirect bringing about of an extinction to be per¬ 
missible and R. Jose holds to the contrary? Have we not heard 
the case to be the reverse ? We have learned in a Boraitha: 
One may make a partition with empty vessels, and with vessels 
filled with water that are not liable to burst, and such are iron 
vessels. R. Jose, however, says, that the vessels made of pot¬ 
tery in the villages of Shihin and Hananiah are also proof against 
bursting. Thus we see that R. Jose is even more lenient than 
the rabbis ? This presents no difficulty, for the above Boraitha 
is altogether in accordance with R. Jose; but it is incomplete, 
and should read thus: “ One may make a partition with empty 
vessels, and with such as are filled with water but are not liable 
to burst; and such vessels are iron vessels and vessels made of 
pottery in the villages of Shihin and Hananiah/’ as R. Jose says 
that the vessels made of pottery in these villages are proof 
against heat. 

MISHNA: If a non-Israelite comes near to extinguish (the 
fire), one must neither say to him: “ Extinguish (it)/’ nor ” Do 
not extinguish it, and for the reason, that one is not obliged 
to make him rest (on Sabbath). If a minor, however, desires to 
extinguish the fire, one must not allow him to do so, because 
one is obliged to see that he (the minor) rests (on Sabbath). 

GEMARA: R. Ami said: “ During a conflagration one may 
proclaim: * Whoever will come and extinguish the fire, will lose 
nothing by it. ’ 

The rabbis taught: It happened that a fire broke out in the 
court of Joseph ben Simai in the town of Shihin, and the men 
of the fortress of Sepphoris came to extinguish the fire, because 
Joseph was an official of the government; but he would not allow 
them to do so, in honor of the Sabbath. A miracle occurred, 
and it commenced to rain, and the fire was extinguished. That 


TRACT SABBATH. 


261 


evening he sent to each man in the fortress two selah and to their 
officer fifty selah. When the sages heard this, they said : “ It was 
not at all necessary to do this, because the Mishna says, that 
when a Gentile comes to extinguish a fire on Sabbath, one need 
not tell him to do it, or not to do it.” 

“ If a minor , however , desires to extinguish the fire, ’ ’ etc. 
Could we conclude from this, that if a minor is detected eating 
forbidden food it is the duty of the court of justice to prevent 
his doing so (and we know such is not the case) ? Said R. 
Johanan: “ Yea; if the minor does this with his father's knowl¬ 
edge. We must say, then, that the same case applies to the 
Gentile, who does the work with the knowledge of the Israelite 
whose house is burning. Is this permitted ? Yea, it is; for the 
Gentile does it of his own volition, and it makes no difference 
whether the Israelite knows it or not (because he, the Gentile, 
knows he will be rewarded).” 

MISHNA-. One may cover the top of a lamp with a vessel 
in order that the ceiling may not catch fire, and also cover the 
ordure (of poultry *) on account of the children (in the house). 
(One may also place a vessel) over a scorpion in order to prevent 
him from biting. R. Jehudah said: “ A case of this kind hap¬ 
pened once in the presence of R. Johanan ben Zakai in Arab, 
and he said, ‘I am not certain whether (the man) is not culpable 
(and bound to bring a sin-offering).’ ” 

GEMARA: R. Jehudah, R. Jeremiah b. Aba, and R. Hanon 
b. Ram happened to be the guests of Abin of Nishikia. The two 
former were furnished with beds, and the last one was not. At 
the same time, he noticed him teaching his son that the ordure 
of a child is to be covered, in order that the child should not 
touch it; and he said, “ Abin the fool is teaching foolishness to 
his children. Is not the ordure of a child useful for dogs ? 
What can you say ? It was not prepared from yesterday. But 
this makes no difference; for we have learned in a Boraitha, that 
running rivers and springing wells are to be considered as the 
feet of every man.” And Abin asked, “ How, then, shall we 
teach ?” And Hanon answered, “ Over the ordure of poultry, 
that the child shall not touch it.” 

“ Over a scorpion in order to prevent him from biting I' R. 
Jehoshua ben Levi said: “All dangerous creatures may be 
killed on Sabbath.” R. Joseph raised an objection: “ We have 

* According to the explanation of the Gemara. See also translation of the 
Mishna by De Sola and Raphall. 
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learned in a Boraitha, that five creatures may be killed on Sab¬ 
bath, and they are: the fly of Egypt, the wasp of Nineveh, and 
the serpent of Hadaiev, and the snake of Palestine, and a mad 
dog from any region/' According to whose opinion is this Bo- 
raitha ? It is not according to the opinion of R. Jehudah, who 
holds, that the performance of an act not in itself necessary 
makes one culpable ? We must say, then, that the Boraitha 
agrees with R. Simeon. If this is so, is it allowed to kill only 
these five, and not others ? Said R. Jeremiah: “ Who can tell 
us that this Boraitha is a correct one ? It may be erroneous.” 
Said R. Joseph: ”1 have studied the Boraitha. The same 
objection was made before me, and I defended it by stating, that 
the Boraitha refers to the case where the creatures pursued the 
man in order to harm him, and under these circumstances even 
R. Jehudah permits the killing of these creatures.” 

A certain disciple related before Rabha, the son of R. Huna, 
quoting a Boraitha: ” One who kills serpents and snakes on the 
Sabbath does not find favor in the eyes of the pious.” An¬ 
swered Rabha: ” And these pious men do not find favor in the 
eyes of our sages.” Thus he differs with R. Huna, for it hap¬ 
pened that R. Huna, seeing a man killing a snake on Sabbath, 
said to him : Hast thou killed the last of them (if thou hast 
only killed one, of what use is it to violate the Sabbath ? From 
this we see that R. Huna differs from the opinion of his son.) 

The rabbis taught: If a man met snakes on the road and 
killed them, it was decreed above that he should kill them (thus 
removing danger for others, because a good deed is performed 
through a righteous man); if, however, he did not kill them, it 
was decreed above that he should be killed by them (that is, he 
is a sinner and deserving of death), but through the mercy of 
the Lord a miracle was performed, and he was saved. Said 
Ula, according to others Rabba bar bar Hana, in the name of 
R. Johanan: ” Only in case the snakes prepared to strike at the 
man, can it be said that it was decreed that the man should be 
killed.” 

R. Aba bar Kahana said: ” It happened that a snake was 
found in the school-house, and a man of the city of Neiety killed 
it.” Said Rabbi: " He met his equal.” The schoolman 
asked: ” Did Rabbi mean, that the man was right in his deed, 
or on the contrary?” Come and hear: R. Aba, the son of 
Hyya b. Aba, and R. Zera were sitting in the hut of R. Janai, 
and they resolved to ask R. Janai if one might kill snakes and 
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serpents on the Sabbath. And he answered: If a bee should 
annoy me, I would kill it; a fortiori , snakes and serpents.” 

Aba the son of Marta, who is Aba the son of Minyumi, was 
indebted in a sum of money to the Exilarch’s house. He was 
brought there and was worried. While standing in the room, 
Aba spat on the floor. This happened on the Sabbath, and the 
Exilarch ordered his servants to bring a dish and cover up the 
spittle. Said Aba to him : ” This is not necessary, for R. Jehu- 
dah says, that one may put his foot on spittle and thus clear it 
off.” Thereupon the Exilarch remarked: ” This proves to me 
that the man is a young scholar; let him go in peace.” 

Aba bar Kahana said in the name of R. Hanina: ” The lamps 
of the house of Rabbi maybe handled on the Sabbath.” R. 
Zera asked him : ” Which lamps do you refer to, the lamps that 
can be handled with one hand, or those that require both hands ”? 
and he answered: “ The same as can be found in your father’s 
house (those were small lamps).” The same Aba said in the 
name of the same authority, that the carriages of the house of 
Rabbi might also be handled on the Sabbath. R. Zera asked him 
which he referred to, those that one man can pull, or those that 
require two men, and the answer was: ” The same that your 
father possesses.” Aba bar Kahana said again, that the same 
R. Hanina permitted the house of Rabbi to drink wine that 
was sealed with but one seal, in the markets of the heathens, 
and he states, that he does not know whether R. Hanina holds 
with R. Eliezer (who held that one seal only was necessary) or 
whether he permitted this out of respect to the house of the 
Nassi (for fear that if he prohibited this, they would become 
angry*). 

MISHNA: If a non-Israelite lit a lamp on the Sabbath, the 
Israelite might make use of the light. If he (the non-Israelite) 
did so (especially) for the Israelite, the latter must not use it. 
If the non-Israelite filled up (a trough) with water, to water his 
(own) cattle, the Israelite may water his cattle after him; if he 
did so for the Israelite (especially), the latter must not water his 
cattle with it. If a non-Israelite made a stairway in order to 
descend upon it from a ship, the Israelite might descend after 
him; if he made it (especially) for the Israelite, the latter must 
not descend. Once R. Gamaliel and several elders arrived on a 
ship (on Sabbath) and a non-Israelite made a stairway upon which 


* Kashi gives this a different explanation, but the above seems correct to us. 
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to descend (from the ship), whereupon R. Gamaliel and the 
elders also descended. 

GEMARA: And it is necessary for the Mishna to mention 
the above cases separately, because if we were taught only con¬ 
cerning a lamp, we would say, that a lamp only may be used 
because a lamp will give light for a hundred men as well as for 
one; but as for water, we might say, that the water should not 
be used, in precaution lest the non-Israelite replenish the trough 
especially for the Israelite. For what purpose, however, is the 
stairway mentioned ? That was only for the purpose of relating 
what happened to R. Gamaliel and the elders. 

The rabbis taught: With grass which a Gentile mowed for 
his own cattle, an Israelite may feed his cattle, but if the grass 
was mowed especially for the Israelite, he may not. The same 
rule applies to water for watering the cattle. This applies only 
where the Gentile and the Israelite are not acquainted; but if 
they are, it is not allowed, under any circumstances. This is 
not so! For R. Huna said in the name of R. Hanina, that a 
man may allow his cattle to graze on the Sabbath, but must not 
feed them on grass which he designated previously for some 
other purpose (it matters not whether the grass is still uncut or 
cut). (Now, we see that things which have been designated for 
another purpose must not be fed to cattle on the Sabbath; how 
then is it allowed to feed one’s cattle on the Gentile’s grass 
which was cut on the Sabbath, and surely designated for some 
express purpose ?) This presents no difficulty; for the permis¬ 
sion to feed one’s cattle on the Gentile’s grass only holds good 
if the cattle feed themselves, and the man may stand by and 
prevent them from invading another pasture (but does not allow 
the man to feed them by hand). 

It is said above: “ This applies only where the Gentile and 
the Israelite are not acquainted,” etc. Is this so ? Did not R. 
Gamaliel descend on the stairway, although he and the Gentile 
were acquainted ? Said Abayi : “ The Gentile made the stair¬ 
way when R. Gamaliel did not see him.” But Rabhasaid: “ It 
may be that the stairway was made in the presence of R. Gama¬ 
liel, but this case would be the same as that of a lamp. A lamp 
for one is a lamp for a hundred.” 

An objection was made to the teaching of Rabha: We have 
learned in a Tosephta: R. Gamaliel said to the elders: ** As the 
Gentile made the stairway while we were not looking, we may 
descend on it.” Answered Rabha: ” Read simply, that R. 
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Gamaliel said, ‘ because the Gentile had already made it, we may 
use it/ ” 7 

Samuel happened to arrive at the house of Abin in Touron 
on a Sabbath. A Gentile came and lit a candle. Samuel turned 
11s face away from the light; but after seeing that the Gentile 
brought a paper and commenced to read by the light of that 
candle, he said: “ I see now that the Gentile lit the candle for 
his own use,” and he then made use of it himself. 


CHAPTER XVII. 


REGULATIONS CONCERNING THE HANDLING OF UTENSILS AND FUR¬ 
NITURE ON THE SABBATH. 

MISHNA: All utensils (and furniture) which may be 
handled on the Sabbath, their doors (lids) may be handled with 
them, even when their lids had been removed ; for such lids can¬ 
not be considered as house-doors, which are not intended to be 
removed. One may take a hammer on the Sabbath for the pur¬ 
pose of cracking nuts, an axe to chop fig-cake, a hand-saw to 
saw cheese, a shovel to gather up dried figs, a fan and a fork to 
place a thing (food) before a child, a spindle and a shuttle to 
pick fruit, a sewing-needle to remove a splinter (from the flesh), 
and a packing needle to open a door. 

GEMARA: “All utensils which may be handled on the 
Sabbath , their doors (lids) may be handled with them , even when 
their lids had been removed . ” Removed when, on Sabbath? 
and if removed on a week-day they certainly may be handled ? 
Why, on the contrary. On Sabbath the lids being attached to 
the utensils, they were intended for use with the utensils; but 
if removed on week-days, they did not form part of the uten¬ 
sils on the Sabbath, hence not intended for simultaneous use, 
and should not be handled! Said Abayi: The Mishna means to 
say, that the lids may be handled with the utensils on the Sab¬ 
bath even if the lids had been removed on a zveek-day. 

The rabbis taught: “ The doors (lids) of a drawer, chest, or 
cage, may be taken down on the Sabbath, but not replaced. 
The door of a chicken-coop (which is built in the ground) must 
not be removed nor replaced on the Sabbath.” It may be right 
to prohibit the removing or replacing of the door of a chicken- 
coop (built in the ground), because removing it would constitute 
the act of tearing down, and replacing it would constitute build¬ 
ing, but as for the doors of a drawer, chest, or cage, what is the 
opinion of the rabbis ? Do they hold that the acts of building 
and tearing down apply also to utensils ? If so, why do they 
permit the removing of the doors (lids); and if not, why do they 
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prohibit replacing them? Said Rabha: '‘The act of building 
does not apply to utensils, but replacing is prohibited more as a 
precautionary measure, lest one drive the door in with a stick 
(and this would constitute the act of hammering).” 

” One may take a hammer ,” etc. Said R. Jehudah: This 
refers to a hammer intended only for nut-cracking, and such a 
hammer may be used to crack nuts, but a smith’s hammer must 
not be used for that purpose; [for R. Jehudah holds, that a 
thing which is intended only for an act prohibited on the Sab¬ 
bath, must not be used even for a permissible act]. Rabba, 
however, says, that a smith’s hammer may be used to crack nuts 
[for he holds that a thing which is intended only for a prohibited 
act, may be used for a permissible act]. 

It was taught: R. Hyya bar Aba in the name of R. 
Johanan said: “We have learned, that a hammer which is 
intended for hammering gold may also be used for cracking 
nuts.” R. Shoman bar Aba said: ” We have learned, that the 
hammer referred to is intended to be used for spices.” 

The one who teaches that a spice-hammer may be used cer¬ 
tainly permits a gold-hammer; but the one permitting a gold- 
hammer to be used, does not allow a spice-hammer, because a 
spice-hammer must be kept perfectly clean, and is usually laid 
away for non-use during the Sabbath. 

” A spindle and a shuttle to pick fruit" etc. The rabbis 
taught: A date which was not quite ripe, and was put in straw 
which was intended for use in clay-making, might be taken out, 
providing it was not completely covered by the straw, but 
enough to take hold of was left uncovered. The same applies 
to a cake which was taken out of the oven not quite done, and 
was put in glowing cinders to be cooked; but R. Eliezer ben 
Tadai said, that both the date and the cake might be taken out 
even when completely covered, providing this is done with a 
prong, and then the straw or the ashes respectively fall off of 
themselves. Said R. Na’hman: ” The Ilalakha prevails accord¬ 
ing to R. Eliezer ben Tadai.” 

From this we see that R. Na’hman holds, that handling in 
an unusual manner is not considered handling at all; but did not 
R. Na’hman say, that if a radish is deposited in earth with its 
roots downwards and its head upwards and protruding from the 
earth, it may be taken out; but if deposited head downwards, 
it must not be taken out (and thus we see that R. Na’hman 
regards handling in an unusual manner the same as handling 


268 


THE BABYLONIAN TALMUD. 


proper) ? The answer is, that R. Na’hman afterward retracted 
his decision concerning the radish. 

‘ 4 A sezving-needle to remove a splinter . ’ ’ Rabha the son of 
Rabba sent a request to R. Joseph: “ Let the master teach us 
the law regarding a needle, the eyelet or the point of which had 
been broken off.” R. Joseph answered: “We have learned 
this in our Mishna: ‘A sewing-needle to remove a splinter.’ 
What difference would it make to the splinter whether the 
needle has an eyelet or not?” Rabha objected: “ We have 
learned, that a needle, the eye or the point of which had been 
broken off, is not subject to defilement.” Said Abayi: “ Thou 
confusest Sabbath with defilement ? As for defilement, a vessel 
must be complete in order to be subject to defilement; but for 
Sabbath use, anything which can be used is in itself sufficient, 
and with this needle I can remove a splinter.” 

R. Na’hman forbids the straightening of the limbs of a child 
at birth on the Sabbath, and R. Shesheth permits it. 

MISHNA: The hollow olive-cane is subject to defilement if 
it has a knot; if not, it is not subject to defilement. In any event, 
it may be handled on the Sabbath. 

R. Jose* saith : “ Any utensil may be handled on the Sab¬ 
bath, with the exception of the large wood-saw and the plough¬ 
share. 

GEMARA: The rabbis taught: Previously only three uten¬ 
sils were permitted to be handled on the Sabbath, and they were : 
a knife to chop pressed dates, a skimmer, and a small table- 
knife. Subsequently more was allowed, and then still more, 
and then more again, until finally any utensil was allowed with 
the exception of the wood-saw and the ploughshare. 

What is meant by “ subsequently more was allowed, and then 
still more,” etc. ? Said Rabha: They allowed a thing which was 
intended for use in a permissible act, whether it was needed for 
another purpose, or whether the room it occupied was needed; 
then still more was allowed, namely: to shift a thing out of the 
sunshine to a shady place ; then more again was allowed, namely: 
a thing that was intended for use in a prohibited act (e.g. , a 
smith’s hammer) was permitted to be used for another purpose 
or when its room was needed; but it was not permitted to be 
moved from the sunshine into the shade, and all this was 


* In the Mishna of Yost and De Sola and Raphall, R. Jehudah was credited with 
the saying, but in our original R. Jose is named, as is proven in Erubhin 35 a. 
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allowed to be done by only one person, but not by two, until 
finally all utensils might be handled even by two persons. 

Abayi raised an objection to this: ” We have learned, that a 
mortar which contained garlic may be handled, but if it did not 
contain garlic it must not be handled.” The answer was this: It 
is meant, to remove from the sunshine to the shade. R. Hanina 
said: This Mishna was taught in the times of R. Nehemiah ben 
Hahalyah, as it is written [Nehemiah xiii. 15]: “ In those days 
I saw in Judah some treading wine-presses on the Sabbath, and 
bringing in sheaves, etc.” (and because in those times there was 
great laxity in keeping the Sabbath, strict laws were made as 
a precaution, and even a mortar was not allowed to be handled 
unless it contained some eatables). Said R. Elazar: The Mish- 
nas relating to the pieces of wood for the showbreads in Tract 
Menahoth, the sticks used by the priests for the Passover sacrifice 
in the Tract Pesachim, the bolts in the Tract Kelim, and the 
above Mishna relating to the mortar (all of which prohibit the 
handling of such things on Sabbath) were all taught before it 
was allowed to handle all vessels. 

MISHNA: The utensils may also be handled with intent to 
use them or without such intent. R. Nehemiah saith: ” They 
may be handled only if intended for use.” 

GEMARA: What is meant by “ with intent to use them,” 
etc.? Said Rabha: “ ‘ With intent to use them ’ means to use 
a thing which was intended for use in a permissible act, whether 
it was needed for its intended use, or whether the room it occu¬ 
pied was needed; and ‘ without such intent ’ means even to shift 
a thing from the sunshine into the shade, and a thing that was 
intended for use in a prohibited act was permitted to be used 
for its intended use or when its room was needed, but it was not 
permitted to move it from the sunshine into the shade. Now 
R. Nehemiah comes to say, that even if a thing was intended for 
a permissible act, it may be used only for its intended use and 
if the room occupied by it were needed, but it was not permitted 
to shift it from the sunshine into the shade. 

R. Sapa, R. Aha b. Huna, and R. Huna bar Hanina were 
sitting together. The latter asked R. Sapa, according to Rabha, 
who explains Nehemiah’s teaching (that even a permissible thing 
must not be removed for the purpose of occupying its place): 
” How can we remove dishes after eating?” Said R. Sapa: 
” It is equal to a dirty thing (standing on a clean place), which 
may be removed at any time.” 

VOL. II. —6 
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R. Mari bar Rahel had several leather bolsters that lay in 
the sun (on a Sabbath). He came to Rabha and asked him if he 
might move them. Rabha told him it was allowed. Said R. 
Mari again: “ I have other bolsters besides these/’ Answered 
Rabha: “ This makes no difference. Thou mightst need those 
too if guests should call/’ Said R. Mari again: “ I have suf¬ 
ficient for guests also.” Said Rabha to him: 0 This proves to 
me, then, that thou art of the opinion of Rabba, who prohibits 
the moving of things from the sunshine into the shade on Sab¬ 
bath. Hence everybody else may do this, but thou must 
not.” 

Said R. Aba in the name of R. Hyya bar Ashi, quoting 
Rabh: Whisks may be handled on the Sabbath to sweep the 
tables, but the brooms made of date-palms (which are only 
intended for floor-sweeping) must not be used for sweeping the 
tables. This was also stated by R. Elazar. 

MISHNA: Of all utensils which may be handled on the 
Sabbath, fragments may also be handled, but it must be with a 
purpose, viz. : the pieces of a kneading-trough to cover the 
bunghole of a cask, the pieces of a glass to cover the mouth of 
a pitcher. R. Jehudah says: ” They must be fit for the same 
use (as the whole utensil), viz. : the parts of a kneading-trough 
to hold a brew, and the pieces of a glass to hold oil.” 

GEMARA: Said R. Jehudah in the name of Samuel: 
” The first Tana of the Mishna and R. Jehudah differ only as to 
fragments which were broken off on the Sabbath; for the former 
holds that the fragment is part and parcel of the utensil, and fit 
for the same use, while R. Jehudah holds, that the fragment is 
a newly created thing; but if the fragments were broken off 
before the Sabbath set in, all agree that they may be handled: 
because they were prepared for use while it was yet (week) day.” 

We have learned, in one Boraitha, that fire maybe made with 
utensils, but not with fragments; and in another Boraitha we have 
learned, that as we may make fire with utensils, so we may also 
use fragments for the same purpose. In a third Boraitha, how¬ 
ever, we were taught, that we must not make fire with either 
utensils or fragments. We must say, then, that the first Bora¬ 
itha is in accordance with the opinion of R. Jehudah (who holds 
to the theory of “ Muktza ” and Noled (a newly ceated thing), 
the second Boraitha is in accordance with the opinion of R. 
Simeon (who holds to neither of the two theories), and the third 
Boraitha is in accordance with R. Nehemiah (who holds that 
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every utensil must be used for its particular purpose and not for 
other purposes). 

R. Na’hman said: “ Bricks left over from a building may be 
handled, because they can be used as seats; but if the bricks 
were piled up one on top of the other, they were evidently des¬ 
ignated for building, and must not be handled/' R. Na’hman 
said in the name of Samuel: A fragment of a piece of pottery 
may be handled in private ground, but not in unclaimed ground 
(because in private ground other vessels can generally be found 
and the fragment may be used as a lid or cover, but in unclaimed 
ground there are no other vessels and the fragment cannot be 
used in that manner); but R. Na’hman himself declares, that 
the fragment may be handled in unclaimed ground also (because 
in unclaimed ground there may also be some things which can 
be covered), but not in public ground; and Rabha, however, 
says, it may be handled even in public ground (because having 
been once regarded as a utensil in private ground it remains such 
everywhere). 

This theory of Rabha’s is borne out by his action; for it 
happened that he was walking on the street Ritka in the city of 
Mehuzza on a Sabbath, when his shoe became soiled with dirt. 
His servant came and cleaned it off with a fragment of a piece of 
pottery. The rabbis who went behind him scolded his servant 
for this act, whereupon he (Rabha) remarked : It is not enough 
that they have not learned (what is permissible and what is not), 
but they also want to teach others. If this fragment were in 
private ground, it would have been a useful article because a 
vessel could be covered with it, and here in public ground it is 
useful to me.” 

R. Jeliudah in the name of Samuel said: “The bung-head 
of a broken barrel maybe handled on Sabbath.” We have also 
learned this in the following Boraitha: “ The bung-head and the 
pieces of a broken barrel may be handled on Sabbath, but it is 
not allowed to break off a piece of the fragments and cover a 
vessel with it or put it under the legs of a bedstead.” If the 
bung-head and pieces, however, were thrown away among the 
garbage before the Sabbath, they must not be handled at all. 

R. Hamdura said in the name of Samuel: “ The waste of a 
mat may be used on the Sabbath.” Why so ? For what pur¬ 
pose can it be used ? Said Rabha: “ Bar Hamdura explained 
this to me as follows: What is a mat used for ? To prevent the 
dust from settling upon an object, and the waste can also be used 
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for covering up dirt. ’’ R. Zera said in the name of Rabh : 1 ‘ Rem¬ 
nants of silken togas must not be handled on the Sabbath/’ 
Said Abayi: ” This is said of remnants that measure less than 
three fingers square and are of no value to either rich or poor.’’ 

The rabbis taught: Fragments of an old oven are equal to 
any other vessels that may be handled on Sabbath. So said R. 
Meir; but R. Jehudah said they may not be handled. R. 
Jose testified in the name of R. Eliezer ben Jacob, that frag¬ 
ments of an oven may be handled on the Sabbath and the cov¬ 
ers of an oven may be handled even if their handles are broken 
off. Said Rabhina: ” According to whose opinion do we handle 
to-day the covers of the ovens used in the city of Mahassia, 
which have no handles ? It must be according to the opinion of 
R. Eliezer ben Jacob.” 

MISHNA: One may dip water with a hollow pumpkin to 
which a stone is fastened, providing the stone will not fall off; 
otherwise, one must not dip water with it. One may dip water 
with a jug to which a vine branch is fastened. 

“ For a window-blind,” says R. Eliezer, ” a thing may only 
then be put up, if it be fastened and hang down ; otherwise, it 
must not.” The sages say it may be put up in any manner. 

GEMARA: We have learned in another Mishna: ” If a 
stone lie at the opening of a barrel, the barrel may be bent 
over, so that the stone fall down.” Said Rabba in the name of 
R. Ami, quoting R. Johanan : ” The case applies only when 
the stone lying at the opening of the barrel was left there unin¬ 
tentionally; but if placed there on purpose, the barrel becomes 
a base for a prohibited thing (and must not be moved).” R. 
Joseph in the name of R. Assi, quoting R. Johanan, said, on 
the contrary: ” If the stone was left there unintentionally the 
barrel must be bent over, so that the stone fall down ; but if 
placed there intentionally, it serves as a lid to the barrel, and 
maybe removed.” On what points do R. Ami and R. Assi 
differ ? One holds, that an act must be accomplished in order to 
be an act, while the other holds the intention to be equivalent to 
the deed, and their respective theories are borne out by their 
opinions which follow: 

For when R. Dimi, and according to others R. Zera, came 
from Palestine, he related in the name of R. Hanina: It hap¬ 
pened that Rabbi once went to a certain place on a Friday, and 
finding a pile of stones said to his disciples: “ Go and have it in 
your minds that we intend to sit on these to-morrow.” Thus 
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Rabbi did not order them to act, but merely to think. R. 
Johanan, however, said, that Rabbi ordered his disciples to act. 
And what, according to R. Johanan’s opinion, were the disciples 
to do ? R. Ami said, that Rabbi ordered them to place the 
stones in position for them to sit on, but R. Assi said, that 
Rabbi ordered them not only to place the stones in position, but 
also to clean them (because, in the latter’s opinion, changing the 
position of an object does not constitute an actual deed). 

It was taught: R. Jose b. Saul said it was not stones but a 
pile of building wood. R. Johanan b. Saul, however, said it 
was not building wood but poles with which the depth of the 
water is sounded. 

One may dip zvater zvith a Jiollozv pumpkin to which a vine- 
branch is fastened .” If it is fastened one may, and if not, one 
may not. Shall we assume that our Mishna is not in accordance 
with the opinion of R. Simeon ben Gamaliel? as we have learned 
in a Boraitha: Branches of a tree which were intended for kind¬ 
ling, if subsequently used for sitting purposes, must be tied 
together, but R. Simeon ben Gamaliel said, they need not be 
tied together.* Said R. Ashi: It may be said, that this Mishna 
is not at variance with the opinion of R. Simeon ben Gamaliel, 
but is merely a precautionary measure, for fear that a branch, 
being brittle, might be broken by the man if not tied together. 

“ For a zvindozv-blind, etc. Rabba bar bar Hana in the 
name of R. Johanan said: All agree that it is not permitted to 
put up even a temporary tent + to begin with on a biblical festi¬ 
val, and decidedly not on the Sabbath, but as for adding (that 
is, if part of the blind was already up) a blind to a temporary 
tent that had already been put up, R. Eliezer said, that it is not 
permissible on a festival and much less so on the Sabbath, and 
the sages declare, that it is permitted on the Sabbath and so 
much the more on a festival. 

The sages say it may be put up in any manner . ” What is 
meant by “ in any manner” ? Said R. Aba in the name of R. 
Kahana: ” By that is meant, that it makes no difference whether 
the blind was fastened or not, providing it was prepared for its 
purpose since the day before.” Said R. Jeremiah to him: 


Compare page go, in this tract. 

f By a temporary tent, says Rashi, is meant principally a sheet put up on four 
poles to serve as a roof, but screens on the sides are not considered a tent. The 
putting up of a window-blind in a building, however, is regarded by R. Eliezer as an 
addition to the building. 



274 


THE BABYLONIAN TALMUD. 


“ Why wouldst thou assume that the sages would be more 
lenient in this matter ? Say rather that they meant to state, 
that it made no difference whether the blind hung down or not, 
providing it had been previously fastened.” R. Aba answered: 
“ Because I hold with the Tana of the following Tosephta: A 
stick, prepared by the master of a house for the opening and 
locking of a door, may be used on Sabbath, providing it was 
fastened and hung to the door; otherwise, it must not be used. 
R. Simeon ben Gamaliel, however, declared, that as long as it 
was prepared for that purpose, it was of no consequence whether 
it was fastened and hung to the door.” (Thus it may be seen 
that R. Aba held with R. Simeon ben Gamaliel.) 

R. Jehudah bar Silas in the name of R. Assi, quoting R. 
Johanan, said: “ The Halakha according to R. Simeon ben 
Gamaliel prevails.” Did R. Johanan say this in reality ? Have 
we not learned in a Mishna, that all covers of vessels having 
handles attached may be handled'on Sabbath? Referring to this, 
R. Jehudah b. Shila in the name of R. Assi, quoting R. Johanan, 
said, that such would be the case only if the covers could be 
made use of as independent vessels. (How, then, can R. 
Johanan hold with R. Simeon ben Gamaliel, who says, that the 
stick which was not fastened to the door may be used on Sab¬ 
bath, surely it is not an independent vessel ?) Shall we assume, 
that R. Johanan holds with R. Simeon ben Gamaliel only in the 
case where the stick could also be used for other purposes and 
thus could be called an independent vessel? Then how can it be 
said that R. Johanan holds with R. Simeon ben Gamaliel, for 
the latter does not require the stick to be an independent vessel, 
as we have learned above in the matter of the branches (see 
page 273), where R. Simeon ben Gamaliel declares, that they 
need not be tied together? R. Johanan is in accordance with 
him only in the matter of the stick being prepared for its par¬ 
ticular purpose without being fastened to the door, but disa¬ 
grees with him as regards an independent vessel. 

R. Itz’hak of Naph’ha* proclaimed at the door of the 
Exilarch’s house, that the Halakha according to R. Eliezer pre¬ 
vailed. R. Amram raised an objection: ” We have learned in 
the last Mishna of this Tract as follows: ‘ Thence we learn that 
it is permitted to put up a window-blind, to measure and to tie 
on the Sabbath/ ” (How, then, could R. Itz’hak say, that the 


* See note to page 96, in this tract. 
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Halakha according to R. Eliezer prevailed ?) Said Abayi to 
him: Upon what is thy objection concerning R. Itz’hak based ? 
The Mishna just mentioned gives the opinion of the sages only, 
who are at variance with R. Eliezer in our Mishna, and thou 
mightst say, that because no contention is mentioned, the 
Halakha according to the sages prevails; then thou knowest of 
another Mishna (in Erubin), concerning the hinge of a cupboard 
door, no name is mentioned, and still the Mishna appears to be 
in accordance with the opinion of R. Eliezer only (thus R. 
Itz’hak can accept R. Eliezer’s opinion). Saith the Gemara: 
(Although Abayi justified R. Itz’hak) an act of the sages (as is 
related in the last-mentioned Mishna) is sufficiently decisive to 
establish the Halakha. 

MISHNA: All lids of utensils maybe removed (on the Sab¬ 
bath), provided they have handles. Said R. Jose: What does 
this apply to ? To lids of vessels fastened in the ground, but 
lids of vessels in general may be removed at all events. 

GEMARA: Said R. Jehudah bar Sliila in the name of 
R. Assi, quoting R. Johanan : “ The lids of utensils may be 
handled only if they can be made use of for other purposes as 
independent vessels.’* Saith the Gemara: “All agree, that cov¬ 
ers of utensils (fixtures) fixed in the ground must be handled 
only if they have handles attached, and lids of other utensils not 
fixed in the ground may be handled even if they have no 
handles, but the point of the divergent opinions is as regards 
the covers of ovens, the one side contending, that ovens must 
be regarded as fixtures in the ground and the other side con¬ 
tending that they are ordinary utensils.” 


CHAPTER XVIII. 


REGULATIONS REGARDING THE CLEARING OFF OF REQUIRED SPACE, 
THE ASSISTANCE TO BE GIVEN CATTLE WHEN GIVING BIRTH TO 
THEIR YOUNG AND TO WOMEN ABOUT TO BE CONFINED. 

MISHNA: One may even clear off four or five chests of 
straw or grain, in order to provide room for guests, and to 
remove obstacles to instruction; but one must not clear out a 
whole barn. Further, one may clear off: heave-offerings, grain 
(of which it is not certain that the tithes have been set apart), 
first tithes of which the heave-offering has been taken off, sec¬ 
ond tithes and consecrated things which have been redeemed, 
and dried broad-beans, which serve the poor (others say, the 
goats) for food. But one must not clear off mixed grain (of 
which tithes have not yet been separated), nor first tithes of 
which the heave-offering had not yet been taken off, nor second 
tithes nor consecrated things which had not yet been redeemed, 
nor arum (wake-robin) nor mustard. R. Simeon ben Gamaliel 
permits arum (wake-robin) to be cleared off, because it serves 
the (house) raven for food. 

Bundles of straw, bundles of stalks, and bundles of reeds 
may be handled, provided they are designed for cattle-fodder, 
otherwise they must not be handled. 

GEMARA: The Mishna says, “ four or five chests/’ Why 
say four or five ? If five may be cleared off, surely four may! 
Said Samuel: This is said only as a customary saying; but in 
reality it means to say that any number may be cleared off; but 
by saying “ one must not clear off a whole barn, ,, the Mishna 
means to state, that all the straw should not be removed for fear 
lest pits be noticed in the ground, and the man might fill them 
up. Even if the whole barn be full and as yet untouched, one 
may commence to remove as much as is necessary, and the 
Mishna is in accordance with the opinion of R. Simeon, who 
disregards the law of Muktza. 

The rabbis taught: One may not commence on a full barn, 
but one may remove enough, when entering, with his feet, to 
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provide an entrance, and when going out to make a way of 
egress. 

The rabbis taught: A sheaf of grain, if commenced prior to 
the Sabbath, maybe used on the Sabbath; but if not, it must 
not be used on Sabbath, so saith R. A’ha, but R. Simeon permits 
this to be done. How large should the sheaf be ? We have 
learned in a Boraitha that it should measure one Lethach.* 

The schoolmen propounded a question (not having heard 
Samuel’s explanation): “ How is the term ‘ four or five chests’ 
to be understood ? Should a man clear off only four or five 
chests, even if that be not room enough for his guests; or should 
he do so in proportion to the number of his guests ? If according 
to the number of his guests, does it mean to say, that one man 
should clear off sufficient for all, or every man for himself?” 
Come and hear: Rabba told in the name of R. Hyya: It once 
happened that Rabbi went out on a Sabbath to a certain place, 
and saw that the place assigned to him for lecturing was too 
small; so he went out into the field, and found the whole field 
full of sheaves. He cleared off the field, and provided sufficient 
room.” Thence we see that he did so in proportion to the 
number of his guests; but this narration decides only one part 
of the schoolmen’s question, viz. : the one relating to the num¬ 
ber of sheaves to be cleared off, but not the one relating to 
whether one man may clear off sufficient for all, or every man 
for himself. Come and hear: ” Rabbi cleared off the field,” etc. 
(that is, one man for all). And what think you, that Rabbi did 
this himself ? he certainly must have ordered this to be done, so it 
is not known whether one man did it, or each man for himself. 

” For guests ,” etc. R. Johanan said: “ The reward for hos¬ 
pitality is equal to that for visiting the house of learning, for 
the Mishna saith for guests and for obstacles to instruction, thus 
putting the two causes on a par.” Said R. Dimi: “ Hospital¬ 
ity is even a greater virtue, for it is given the precedence over 
instruction. ” 

R. Jehudah said in the name of Rabh: Hospitality is even 
a greater merit than receiving the Shekhina, as it is written 
[Genesis xviii. 3] : ” And he said, My Lord, if now I have found 
favor in thy eyes, pass not away,” etc. (showing that Abraham 
let the Lord wait while he went to receive his guests). Said 
R. Elazar: Come and see how the custom of the Holy One, 


* A measure of grain spoken of in Hosea iii. 2, and presumably a half of a Kur. 
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blessed be He, is unlike that of human beings. An insignificant 
man cannot say to a great man: “ Stay here until I come back 
again,” whereas to the Holy One, blessed be He, Abraham said 
as mentioned above. 

Said R. Jehudah bar Shila in the name of R. Assi, quoting 
R. Johanan : ” There are six things, the interest on which a man 
consumes on earth, while the principal is given him in the world 
to come. They are: Hospitality, visiting the sick, contempla¬ 
tion before prayer, attending the house of learning, educating 
children in the Law, and charity in judging others.” Is this so ? 
Have we not learned in a Mishna : These are the things the inter¬ 
est of which a man consumes on earth and> the principal of 
which is given him in the world to come ? ” Honoring father 

and mother, doing favors to neighbors, peace-making among 
men, and, above all, the study of the Law.” Now, if the Mishna 
says these are the things,” it means no others! Nay; the 
six things previously mentioned are included in those subse¬ 
quently enumerated (hospitality and visiting the sick are included 
in doing favors to neighbors; contemplation before prayer is a 
favor to one’s self, as it is written [Proverbs xi. 17] : ” The man 
of kindness doth good to his own soul ” ; attending the house of 
learning and educating children in the Law is included in the 
study of the Law; charity in judging others is included in peace¬ 
making among men, and R. Johanan does not dispute the 
Mishna, but merely expounds it). 

The rabbis taught: One who exercises charity in judging 
others is charitably dealt with when judged above. It once 
happened that a man came from upper Galilee and hired out to 
a master in southern Palestine for three years. On the last eve 
of the Day of Atonement (when his term was up) he asked his 
master for his wages, so that he could return to his wife and 
children. The master replied that he had no money. Said the 
man: ” Then give me my money’s worth in grain.” And the 
master answered: “I have it not.” Said the man again: 

Give me my money’s worth in land,” and again the master 
replied: “ I have it not.” ” Then give me my money’s worth 
in cattle.” ” I have it not,” was the reply. “ I will take my 
money’s worth in bolsters or bed-clothes,” pleaded the man, 
but the answer was still the same. The poor man shouldered 
his bundle and sorrowfully went away. After the holidays the 
master took the hired man’s wages and, besides, three asses; one 
laden with victuals, the second with beverages, and the third 
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with spices, and went to his hired man’s house in Galilee. 
After having partaken of a meal together, the master paid him 
his wages, and asked him: “ When I told thee that I had not 
the money to pay thee thy wages, what didst thou suspect me 
of ?” The man answered: “ I thought that perhaps thou hadst 
come across a bargain and hadst paid out all thy ready money.” 
” And when thou askedst me for cattle and I refused thee, what 
didst thou think then ? ” I thought that thou hadst hired out 
thy cattle on some other farm, and thou couldst not give me any 
at the time.” “ And when thou askedst me for grain and I 
refused ?” “I thought perhaps thou hadst not yet paid thy 
tithes and hence thou couldst not give me any.” ” And when 
I refused thee land ?” ”1 thought perhaps thou hadst rented 

it out.” “ And when I refused thee bed-clothes ?” ” Then I 

thought that thou hadst devoted all thy possessions in honor of 
the Lord.” ” I swear to thee, then, that such was really the 
case. I had made a vow to give away all my possessions for 
charitable purposes, because my son Hurkenes did not want to 
study the Law. Afterwards, when I came to my comrades in 
the South they released me from my vow, and as thou didst 
judge me in kindness, so may God judge thee in kindness.” 

The rabbis taught: A pious man once ransomed a Jewish 
maiden from captivity. When they came to a lodging-place at 
night, he laid her down at his feet. On the morrow he bathed, 
and then went out to teach his disciples. During the lesson, he 
asked his disciples: “ When I laid the damsel down at my feet 
last night, what did you suspect me of ? ” And they answered: 

Perhaps there may be one among us who has not yet been 
tried and thou couldst not trust him, so thou laidst her near 
thee.” ” And when I went in the morning and bathed, what did 
you suspect ?” ” Perhaps, on account of the hardships on the 

way, thy seed of copulation ran out from thee and thou wert 
compelled to bathe.” ” By the Lord,” said the master, ” so it 
was; and as ye have judged me in kindness, so may the Lord 
judge you in kindness.” 

The rabbis taught: It happened that the sages had business 
with a Roman matron to whom all the great men of Rome came 
for advice, and they could not decide who should go to her. 
Finally R. Jehoshua volunteered to go, and so he and his disci¬ 
ples went to her. Four ells from the door of her house, R. 
Jehoshua removed his phylacteries and went in, locking the door 
behind him. When he came back he bathed, and then went 
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back and taught his disciples. During the lesson he asked: 
44 When I removed my phylacteries, what did ye suspect ? " 
And they answered: 44 The phylacteries are holy, and thou didst 
not wish to bring them into a profane place. " 44 And when I 

locked the door behind me, what did ye suspect?" 44 We 
thought perhaps thou hadst a secret political affair to transact 
and didst not wish us to enter." 44 And when I came out and 
bathed, what did you suspect?" And they replied: 44 We 
thought perhaps some of the matron's spittle had accidentally 
dropped on thy garments and thou hadst to bathe." 44 By the 
Lord," said R. Jehoshua, 44 so it happened; and as ye judged 
me in kindness, so may the Lord also judge you in kindness." 

44 Further , one may clear off heave-offerings" etc. Is this not 
self-evident ? It might be assumed that the heave-offerings 
being in possession of a plebeian who is not allowed to partake 
of them, they must not be handled; but the Mishna comes to 
teach us, that because a priest is allowed to eat them, they may 
be handled by everybody.* 

44 And dried broad-beans ." The rabbis taught: Hatzav (a 
certain plant the roots of which grow deep into the ground but 
do not spread) may be handled on the Sabbath, because it is 
food for deer. Mustard may be handled, because it is food for 
doves. R. Simeon ben Gamaliel said that pieces of glass may 
be handled, because ostriches eat them. Said R. Nathan: 44 In 
this case twigs may be handled, because they serve elephants for 
food." What did R. Simeon answer R. Nathan ? Ostriches 
are more frequently owned by men than elephants. Said 
Ameimar: 44 R. Simeon ben Gamaliel means to say, that only 
one who possesses ostriches may handle pieces of glass ? " Said 
R. Ashi to Ameimar: 44 If this is so, what did R. Nathan ques¬ 
tion ? If one possesses elephants, he may surely handle twigs. 
So R. Nathan means to say, that because twigs serve as food for 
elephants, anybody may handle them; and the same applies to 
pieces of glass, because they serve ostriches for food, everybody 
may handle them (on the Sabbath)." 

44 Bundles of strazvf etc. The rabbis taught: 44 Bundles of 
straw, bundles of stalks, and bundles of reeds may be handled, 
provided they are designed for cattle-fodder; otherwise, they 
must not be handled." R. Simeon ben Gamaliel said: 44 If the 

* The discussions concerning the mixed grain and all the other subjects enumer¬ 
ated in the above Mishna appear again in Tract Berachoth, where we shall render 
them in the course of our work. 
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bundles can be lifted with one hand they may be handled, but if 
not they must not be handled.” 

Bundles of satureia, abrotanum, and thyme, if prepared for 
fuel, must not be used on Sabbath, but if prepared for cattle- 
food may be used. Grain from an ear (of wheat, etc.) may be 
taken by hand only, but not with a vessel. One may even take 
a few grains from growing ears with his fingers, and eat them, but 
must not take them with a vessel, so saith R. Jehudah; but the 
sages say, that one may do this with his fingers, but not with 
both hands, as usually done on week-days. The same ordinance 
holds good for any other spices. 

It was taught: Salt meat may be handled on Sabbath, but 
fresh meat must not be handled, according to R. Hisda; but 
R. Huna permits this. 

The rabbis taught: Salt fish may be handled, but not stale 
unsalted fish, and meat may be handled, be it fresh or salt. 

The rabbis taught: Bones may be handled, because dogs eat 
them ; putrid meat may be handled, because beasts of prey eat 
it. Uncovered water* maybe handled, because cats drink it. 
R. Simeon ben Gamaliel, however, said, that all these things 
should not be kept in the house even on week-days, because they 
are dangerous. 

MISHNA: One may set a basket on end for chickens, in 
order that they may climb up or down upon it. A runaway hen 
may be chased until she goes back again. One may lead about 
calves or young asses to exercise them. A woman may lead her 
son about to give him exercise. R. Jehudah says: “When 
(may she do) this ? If the child lifts one foot and sets down the 
other; but if it trails (its leg) behind, she must not.” 

GEMARA: Said R. Jehudah in the name of Rabh: “ If a 
cow fall into a lake, it is allowed to throw into the lake bolsters, 
bundles, vessels, etc., in order to give the cow a foothold and 
enable her to get out.” An objection was made: We have 
learned in a Boraitha: If a cow fall into a lake, food may be 
brought to her in order that she may not starve to death.” So 
it refers only to food, but nothing is said in reference to bolsters, 
etc. This presents no difficulty. Where food can be brought 
it may be done, but when the cow cannot be reached, bolsters, 
etc., may be brought. But a vessel that is prepared for other 


* Water was never kept uncovered in the Orient for fear of snakes, and any 
water that was found uncovered was immediately thrown out. 
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purposes is thereby destroyed ? That is simply a rabbinical 
ordinance, but pity for creatures is a Mosaic law and has prece¬ 
dence. 

“A runaway licit may be chased" etc. The hen may be 
chased, but not led. This is a similar teaching to that of an¬ 
other Boraitha, wherein we have learned, that all animals and 
birds may be led about in private ground with the exception of 
alien. Why not a hen. Said Abayi: “ Because a hen, when 
led, will not walk, but will jump and fly, and the man leading 
her will be forced to carry her.” 

MISHNA: On a feast-day one must not deliver cattle, 
about to give birth, of their young, but may be of assistance to 
them in any other manner. One may give a woman (about to 
give birth to a child) all assistance possible, even call a midwife 
from a distance; one may violate the Sabbath on her account and 
tie the navel-string. R. Jose says: One may also cut the string. 
Lastly, one may accomplish anything necessary for the circum¬ 
cision on the Sabbath. 

GEMARA: What is meant by “ being of assistance ”? Said 
R. Jehudah: “ To hold up the young, that it may not fall,” and 
R. Na’hman said: “To pull out the young by pressing the 
sides.” R. Jehudah’s explanation is supported by the following 
Boraitha: “ How is an animal assisted in giving birth to her 
young ? By holding up the young, blowing air into its nos¬ 
trils, and leading it to its mother’s breast, so that it may suck.” 

R. Simeon ben Gamaliel said: “When a clean animal (one 
that may be eaten) gave birth to her young on a festival and 
would not take to it, we would coerce her into taking to her off¬ 
spring.” How would this be done? Said Abayi: “They 
would bring a handful of salt, lay it in the mother’s womb, and 
the pain that would be caused thereby would remind the mother 
of her young, and she would immediately take to them, and 
they would pour the water discharged by the mother on the 
young, so that the mother would scent it and seek her young. 
This was done, however, only with a clean animal, but not with 
an unclean animal. Why so ? Because usually an unclean ani¬ 
mal will not cast off her young, and should she do so, she will 
never take to them again.” 

One may give a woman (about to give birth to a child ) all 
assistance possible .” Let us see! The Mishna says, that one 
may call a midwife even from a distance, and then, that one 
may violate the Sabbath on her account. What is the object in 
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particularizing what may be done ? The Mishna means to tell 
us, what the rabbis taught, viz.: “ If a woman lying in is in 
need of a light, another woman may light a candle for her; and 
if she needs oil, the waitress may bring her oil through public 
ground in her hands; should that not be sufficient she may bring 
it in her hair, and if that does not suffice she may bring it in a 
vessel/’ 

The master said: “If a woman lying in is in need of a 
candle, another woman may light it for her.” Is this not self- 
evident ? He means to tell us, that even if the woman lying in 
be blind, and one might say, that being blind she needs no 
candle, hence it should not be lit; the candle should be lit for 
her at all events, for she may need a thing that others could not 
see without a light, while, by aid of the light, they would find 
it and hand it to her. 

Further, it says, that a woman may bring her oil in her hair. 
This would be worse still, for the hair would have to be wrung, 
and that would make the woman (who brought the oil) guilty of 
wringing (on Sabbath). Rabba and R. Joseph both said, that 
wringing hair does not constitute wringing within the meaning 
of the law. R. Ashi said: “ Even if wringing the hair would 
constitute wringing within the meaning of the law, the woman 
should bring the oil in a vessel which should be placed on the 
hair (head); for any work which must of a necessity be performed 
on a Sabbath, should be performed in as far different a manner 
from that done on a week-day as possible/’ 

R. Jehudah said in the name of Samuel: “As long as the 
womb of a woman lying in is still open, whether she says she 
must have it done or not, the Sabbath may be violated for 
her. As soon, however, as the womb is closed, the Sabbath 
may be violated only if she says she must have it done; other¬ 
wise, it must not be violated, so taught Mar Zutra.” R. Ashi, 
however, taught in the name of the preceding authority, that as 
soon as the womb is closed, even if the woman says she must 
have it done, the Sabbath must not be violated on her account. 

Said Rabhina to Mareimar: “ Mar Zutra is more lenient in 
his teaching, and R. Ashi the stricter; according to whom does 
the Halakha prevail?” Answered Mareimar: “The Halakha 
according to Mar Zutra prevails, for it is the general rule, that 
wherever human lives are concerned, the more lenient teaching 
is always accepted as final.” 

At what time is the womb considered to be open ? Abayi 
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said: “From the time the woman commences to give birth/’ 
R. Huna the son of R. Jehoshua said: “ From the time blood 
commences to flow”; and others say, from the time that she 
becomes helpless and her attendants lay her on the bed. 

How long is the womb considered to be open ? Abayi said, 
for three days after birth, and Rabha in the name of R. Jehu- 
dah said, for seven days, and others say for thirty days. The 
scholars of Neherdai divide the time of a woman lying in into 
three periods of three, seven, and thirty days each. During 
the first period, whether the woman says she must have it done 
or whether she says it need not be done, the Sabbath may be 
violated for her. During the second period, if she says it must 
be done, the Sabbath may be violated; but if she says it need 
not be done, it must not be violated ; and during the third period, 
even if she says she must have it done, the Sabbath must not 
be violated by Israelites, but it may be done by Gentiles. This 
is according to R. Ula the son of R. Uai, who says, that every¬ 
thing which must be done for a sick person on the Sabbath 
should be done by Gentiles, and also according to R. Hamnuna, 
who said, that all things which are to be done for a person who 
is not dangerously ill, should be ordered done by a Gentile. As 
it happened with the daughter of R. Hisda (the wife of Rabba), 
who took a bath in her husband's absence, before the thirty 
days were up, and caught cold, and friends were compelled to 
bring her, still lying in bed, to Rabba in Pumbaditha. 

Said R. Jehudah in the name of Samuel: “ A woman lying 
in should be given thirty days." For what law should she be 
given thirty days ? The men of Neherdai said, for bathing 
(that is, she should not bathe for thirty days, in order that she 
may not catch cold). Said Rabha: This rule applies to women 
whose husbands are not at home, for when the husband is at 
home, he can take care of his wife and prevent any bad conse¬ 
quences. 

R. Jehudah in the name of Samuel said again: One may 
kindle a fire for a woman lying in, on the Sabbath, and not only 
for a woman lying in, but also for a sick person; not only in the 
winter but also in the summer-time, as R. Hyya bar Abhin said 
in the name of Samuel, that one, who was bled and caught cold, 
may have a fire made for him on Sabbath not only in the winter, 
but also in the summer-time. Samuel once was bled and caught 
cold, so a chair made of elm-wood was chopped up and a fire 
made for him (on Sabbath). The same thing happened to 
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R. Jehudah; so a table of cedar-wood was chopped up and a fire 
made for him. Rabba had the same experience and a stool 
was used to make a fire, and when told by Abayi that he was 
guilty of destroying a useful article said: “ My personal wel¬ 
fare is dearer to me than the article.” 

Said R. Jehudah in the name of Rabh : “ A man should sell 
even the roof of his house and buy shoes for himself if in need 
of them; but if he had recently been bled and feels hungry, he 
should sell even these shoes and buy food with the proceeds.” 
What kind of food should he purchase ? Rabh said meat, and 
Samuel, wine. Rabh said meat, as being a substitute for flesh 
lost through bleeding, and Samuel said (red) wine, as a substi¬ 
tute for (red) blood. 

When Samuel had himself bled, a dish made of milt was 
prepared for him, and R. Johanan would drink wine until it 
could be smelt through his ears. R. Na’hman would drink wine 
until his spleen would float in wine. R. Joseph would drink 
wine until his veins would swell so that the lancet would be 
forced out, and Rabha would drink only wine that was three 
years old. 

Said R. Na’hman bar Itz’hak to his disciples: I beg of you, 
that on the day on which you have yourselves bled, you should 
go home and say that Na’hman will come to visit you. (In con¬ 
sequence a good meal and wine will be prepared, and you can 
partake of it.) Deceit is not permitted under any circumstances, 
but those mentioned as follows: 

One who is bled, and has not the money to buy wine, should 
take a mutilated Zuz and go to seven wine-dealers. When ask¬ 
ing for wine he will be given some to taste, and when offering 
his money, it will be rejected. He will then proceed to another 
dealer, and keep on until he will have drunk a quarter of a lug. 
One who cannot even do this, should eat at least seven black 
dates and should put oil on his temples, then lie down in the sun 
and go to sleep. 

Abhlat (a Persian official) found Samuel sleeping in the sun 
and said to him: ” Thou leader of Jews! Can a good thing 
emanate from a bad one?” Samuel answered: ” This is my 
bleeding-day. ” In reality this was not so, but there are days 
when sleeping in the sun is healthful; for instance, on the day 
when the Tamuz (July) equinox falls, but Samuel, who was a 
physician, would not tell this to Abhlat. 

Rabh and Samuel both said: ” The man who eats a light 
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meal on the day when he is bled, has light earnings decreed for 
him in heaven for the following year, because if he himself has 
no pity for his own body, he is not worthy of being pitied by 
the heavenly host.” The same two authorities also said, that 
one who was bled should not sit where the wind blows; for it 
may be that the surgeon who bled him allowed too much blood 
to escape, and the wind might force still more blood from him, 
and thus become dangerous. Samuel was always bled in a 
house the walls of which were of seven bricks’ thickness, and 
at one time it happened that he felt weak; he looked up, and 
noticed that a brick was missing from the wall. 

Rabh and Samuel also said, that a man who was bled should 
not go out into the street without having partaken of some¬ 
thing. If he does and meets a corpse, his face turns yellow, 
and if he should happen to meet a murderer he will die himself, 
and if he meets a pig he will become scabby. They also said, 
that after bleeding a man should not rise immediately, but 
should rest a while and then get up; for the master said, that 
five things are more conducive to death than to life. They are: 
Eating and arising immediately, drinking and arising, sleeping 
and arising, being bled and arising, and having sexual inter¬ 
course and arising immediately afterwards. 

Samuel said: ” A young man should be bled every thirty 
days until he is forty years of age. From forty to sixty he 
should be bled every two months, and after sixty he should be 
bled every three or four months.” 

Samuel said again: The fourth day of the week, if falling 
on the fourth, fourteenth, or twenty-fourth day of the month, 
or if it is a Wednesday after which there are less than four days 
to the end of the month, is a dangerous day for bleeding. Bleed¬ 
ing on the first and second of every month produces weakness, 
and on the third day it is dangerous. Bleeding on the eve of 
any biblical festival produces weakness, and on the eve of Pen¬ 
tecost it is dangerous, in consequence of which the rabbis insti¬ 
tuted the precautionary measure, that no man should be bled on 
the eve of a festival, for fear that he might have it done on the 
eve of Pentecost. 

Again Samuel said : “ One who had eaten heartily of wheaten 
food is not wholly benefited by being bled, but is simply eased 
for the time being.” This means to say, then, that one who has 
a heavy feeling can ease himself temporarily by being bled after 
a meal, but is not permanently benefited thereby. After being 
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bled one may drink immediately, but should not eat until the 
time in which he could walk half a mile had elapsed. 

(On a day when nothing profitable had been performed) Rabh 
used to proclaim (the following simile): If one bled a hundred 
persons, he earned a Zuz for each; if he cut the hair of a hun¬ 
dred persons, he earned a Zuz for each; but if he trimmed the 
mustaches of a hundred men, he labored in vain.* (There was 
no charge made for trimming mustaches when done in conjunc¬ 
tion with hair-cutting or bleeding.) Said R. Joseph : We learned 
at the college of R. Huna, that a day on which the disciples did 
not study was called a mustache-day, and I did not understand 
the meaning of the term; but now I can see the significance 
of the expression, for it means to say that the day was lost. 

“ And tie the navel-string . ” The rabbis taught: “ One 
may tie the navel-string/' and R. Jose said: “ One may cut it 
also on the Sabbath and deposit the afterbirth, which is sup¬ 
posed to be a remedy to keep the child warm.” R. Simeon ben 
Gamaliel said: “ Daughters of kings would deposit the after¬ 
birth in a bowl of oil and rich men’s daughters would deposit it 
in carded wool. Poor people would deposit it in feathers.” 
Said R. Na’hman in the name of Rabba bar Abulia, quoting 
Rabh: “ The Halakha according to R. Jose prevails.” 

R. Na’hman said again, quoting the same authorities: “ The 
rabbis agree with R. Jose, that when two children were born, 
both attached to one navel-string, the latter may be cut, because 
otherwise it would be dangerous.” He also said again, in the 
name of the same authorities: All that is contained in the ser¬ 
mon of Ezekiel may be done for a woman lying in on Sabbath, 
as it is written [Ezekiel xvi. 4] : “ And as for thy birth, on the 
day thou wast born thy navel was not cut, nor wast thou washed 
in water to be cleansed; and thou wast not rubbed with salt, 
nor wrapped in swaddling clothes.” “ And as for thy birth,” 
from this we may infer, that one may assist in the birth of a 
child on Sabbath. “ Thy navel was not cut,” from this we infer, 
that the navel may be cut on Sabbath. “ Nor wast thou washed 
in water to be cleansed.” This teaches us that the child may 
be washed on Sabbath. “ Thou wast not rubbed with salt.” 
From this we know, that a child may be rubbed with salt on 
Sabbath. “Nor wrapped in swaddling clothes.” This teaches 
us, that we may wrap a child in clothes on the Sabbath. 

* This explanation is the one given by the commentary of Tosphath, which seems 
to us to be more to the point than the one given by Rashi. 



CHAPTER XIX. 


REGULATIONS ORDAINED BY R. ELIEZER CONCERNING CIRCUMCISION 

ON THE SABBATH. 

MISHNA: R. Eliezer saith: If the knife used for circum¬ 
cision was not brought on the day preceding the Sabbath, one is 
to bring it publicly on the Sabbath; in times of danger (during 
persecutions) one may conceal it (about the person) before wit¬ 
nesses. Further, R. Eliezer saith: One may even cut wood to 
be burnt into charcoal, in order to forge an iron instrument 
(knife for circumcision). The following rule was laid down by 
R. Aqiba: All work (necessary in aid of circumcision) which 
could have been performed on the day before (Sabbath) does not 
supersede (the observance of) the Sabbath, but such work as 
could not have been performed on the day before, docs supersede 
(the observance of) the Sabbath. 

GEMARA: A question was propounded by the schoolmen: 
“ What does R. Eliezer mean by saying, 4 one is to bring it 
publicly on the Sabbath ’ ? Doe she mean to say, that the man 
thereby demonstrates how dear a commandment (of the Lord) is 
to him, that he is ready to violate the Sabbath for its sake, or is 
it rather, because the man would be suspected of carrying a 
prohibited thing on the Sabbath, if he did so surreptitiously ?” 
What difference does it make what R. Eliezer meant ? The dif¬ 
ference is this: “ If the man does it in order to allay suspicion, 
it would be sufficient to have two witnesses see him conceal the 
knife about his person and then carry it even in times of peace; 
but if the man does it in order to demonstrate his love of God’s 
commandments, he must carry it publicly even if he have two 
witnesses.’’ What is the conclusion ? It was taught that 
R. Levi said: “ R. Eliezer meant only for the man to demon¬ 
strate his veneration of God’s commandments.” This is sup¬ 
ported by a Boraitha, which plainly states, that a man should 
carry it publicly, and not have it concealed, such are the words 
of R. Eliezer. Said R. Ashi: All this is unnecessary. Our 
Mishna plainly teaches us the same, for it says, that only in 
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times of danger the knife should be concealed, and it is easily 
understood that only in times of danger is this to be done, but 
not under ordinary circumstances, and for what purpose ? Only 
to show that a commandment should be venerated. It follows, 
therefrom, that the argument is accepted. 

We have learned in another Boraitha: “ One is to brin£ it 
publicly, ” and not have it concealed, such are the words of 
R. Eliezer; and R. Jehudah said in the name of R. Eliezer, 
that in times of danger the custom was to conceal it about the 
person before two witnesses. 

“ Further , saith R . Eliezer ,” etc. The rabbis taught: In the 
place where R. Eliezer resided, wood was cut and burnt into 
charcoal, in order to forge an instrument.(knife for circumcision) 
on Sabbath. In the place where R. Jose of Galilee lived, fowls 
were eaten with milk. R. Itz’hak said: There was a city in 
Palestine where R. Eliezer’s teaching was carried out, and there 
were no premature deaths in that city; and not only this, but at 
one time when the government prohibited circumcision in the 
entire land, that city was not included in the decree. 

We have learned in a Boraitha: R. Simeon ben Gamaliel 
said: “ Every commandment of the Lord which was received 
by the children of Israel with joy, for instance circumcision, 
concerning which it is written [Psalms cxix. 162]: ‘ I am 
rejoiced over thy promise,* as one that findeth great spoil,’ is 
even now observed with joy; but every commandment which 
was received with protest, for instance the law of incestuous 
marriages, concerning which it is written [Numbers xi. 10] : 
4 And Moses heard the people weep according to their families,’ 
meaning the case (of intermarriage) among the families, is even 
now observed reluctantly, for there are no marriages celebrated 
without some discord among the families.” 

We have learned, that R. Simeon ben Elazar said: ” Every 
commandment for the observance of which the Israelites were 
ready to lay down their lives, as for that prohibiting idolatry and 
commanding circumcision, is observed punctually even to this 
day; but such commandments as they would not sacrifice them¬ 
selves for are even now lightly regarded, as is the case with 
the commandment concerning Tephillin.” As R. Yanai said: 

* Promise stands for the Hebrew “ Imrothecho,” literally “ thy word,” and the 
word here referred to signifies the first commandment given to Abraham, which was 
the commandment of circumcision. Hence the deduction, that the commandment 
of circumcision was received with joy. — Rashi. 
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“ Tephillin require a clean body, such as Elisha the man of 
doves possessed.” What is meant by a clean body? Abayi 
said: “A body that emits no odor when clothed with Tephillin,” 
and Rabha said: ” A body that will never become drowsy while 
wearing Tephillin.” Why was Elisha called “ the man of 
wings” ? It once happened that the government promulgated 
a decree by which all Israelites who would use Tephillin (phy¬ 
lacteries) were to be decapitated. This Elisha donned his phy¬ 
lacteries and went out into the market. He was seen by a casdor 
(quaestor), and the latter pursued him. Seeing that he could not 
escape, Elisha took the phylacteries from his head and carried 
them in his hand. When questioned by the quaestor what he 
carried in his hand,’he replied: “Wings of doves.” When 
opening his hand, he really found doves' wings,'* and was there¬ 
fore called the man of wings ever afterwards. 

R. Aba the son of R. Ada said in the name of R. Itz’hak: 
“It once happened, that having forgotten to bring the knife for 
circumcision on the day before Sabbath, a man brought it on 
Sabbath, by way of the roof and private ground, against the 
will of R. Eliezer.” R. Joseph opposed this: “ How canst thou 
say, that this occurred against the will of R. Eliezer ? It was 
R. Eliezer himself who permitted bringing the knife on Sabbath? 
Thou wouldst infer, then, that bringing the knife by way of pri¬ 
vate ground, and not publicly, was against his will, because he 


* This seeming miracle is explained at length in our History of Amulets, pp. 
24-26, and the gist of the explanation is as follows : The government referred to 
above and in power at the time of Elisha was Greek and not Roman, a fact demon¬ 
strated by the late Dr. Krochmal in his “ Eyon tephilah.” The Greeks, being at that 
time at war with the Egyptians, sought to destroy any ties of affinity existing 
between the Jews and the Egyptians, and to that end promulgated the decree pro¬ 
hibiting the wearing of Tephillin by the Jews, for those Tephillin bore close resem¬ 
blance to the totaphoth (amulets) worn by the Egyptians. As a matter of fact, all 
amulets worn at that time by the different nations bore a symbol of their gods or 
idols, and was also a mark of nationality ; hence the government in power desired 
that all its vassals wear its own amulets. The Talmud elsewhere relates that the 
Samaritans worshipped as their idol the form of a dove, for on Mount Gerizim, 
which is in Samaritan territory, an idol of that kind was found, which had been 
worshipped by them. Elisha knew of this, and, mindful of the fact that the Greeks 
were at peace with the Samaritans, carried along with him amulets in the form of 
doves’ wings (which was the amulet of the Samaritans) in order to substitute them 
for his Tephillin, whenever the necessity for the deception arose. When closely 
pressed by the quaestor, and not considering the commandment of wearing Tephillin 
sufficiently important to sacrifice his life on their account, he, while endeavoring 
to escape, changed his Tephillin for the doves’ wings, to which the quaestor could 
raise no objection. 
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insists that the knife should be brought publicly through public 
ground only. In accordance with whose will was it done ? If 
thou wilt say, it was done in accordance with the decree of the 
rabbis, who prohibit bringing the knife through public ground, 
and permit it through private ground and roofs, did the rabbis 
indeed permit this? Have we not learned in a Boraitha, that in 
the same measure as it is not allowed to bring the knife through 
public ground, it must also not be brought through roofs and 
private ground?’' Therefore R. Ashi supplemented the state¬ 
ment of R. Aba by adding, that the knife was brought against 
the will of R. Eliezer and his opponents; but in accordance with 
the decree of R. Simeon, who permits the carrying of every¬ 
thing through private ground and roofs, even if they were not 
combined by an Erub (in Tract Erubim). 

R. Zera once found R. Assi sitting and saying: R. Simeon 
ben Lakish said in the name of R. Jehudah Hanassi as follows: 
It once happened that they forgot to bring a knife for circumci¬ 
sion on the eve of Sabbath, so they brought it on Sabbath. 
This angered the sages very much, for the reason, that the decree 
of the former sages had been set aside and that they had acted 
according to the decree of R. Eliezer. Firstly, because R. 
Eliezer was an adherent of the school of Shamai; and secondly, 
because where one man is opposed to a number the majority 
should prevail, and the majority was against R. Eliezer; and 
R. Osiah answered the sages, who were angered, that the case 
was not as it appeared to them. “ For,” said he, “ I asked 
R. Jehudah the circumciser, and he told me, that the knife 
was brought through an alley which was not combined by 
an Erub, from one end to the other, but not through public 
ground. ” 

R. Zera then said to R. Assi: “ Does the master hold, that 
things may be removed in an alley which was not combined by 
an Erub ?” R. Assi answered, that they might. Said R. Zera 
again: ** Did I not ask thee once before and thou gavest me 
another answer ? Was it because thou wast engaged in other 
matters and this Halakha escaped thee ? ” and the answer Avas: 
” Such was the case.” 

R. Hyya bar Aba said in the name of R. Johanan: “ The 
rule laid down by R. Eliezer, that for everything pertaining to 
circumcision the Sabbath may be violated, does not apply also 
to other duties of the day which should happen to fall on the 
Sabbath; because, where the preparations necessary for the 
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bringing of the two loaves on Pentecost are concerned, R. Elie¬ 
zer permitted them to be made on Sabbath merely through 
deduction by analogy, although this was also a duty of the day 
based on a biblical ordinance/' Which other duties of the 
day does R. Johanan intend to except from this rule ? We 
know, that in preparing the booth, the palm-branch, and all 
their accessories (for the feast of Booths) the Sabbath may 
be violated. The same is the case with Lulab, with Matza, 
and with Shofar, as it is stated in other Boraithas. Such is 
the dictum of R. Eliezer. Said R. Ada bar Ahabha: “ R. 
Johanan intended to except Tzitzith (show-threads) for a gar¬ 
ment and a Mezuzah (door-post inscription) for a house (al¬ 
though both of these are duties of the day, for if a man wear 
a garment he must have Tzitzith, and if he enter a house he 
must have a Mezuzah.) " This we have also learned in a Bo- 
raitha: “ They all agree (even R. Eliezer), that if one made a 
show-thread for his garment, or a Mezuzah for his door, on the 
Sabbath, he is liable for a sin-offering/' Why so ? Said R. 
Joseph: “ Because no specified time is set for the accomplish¬ 
ment of these duties." Said Abayi to him : " On the contrary, 
just because no specified time was set for the accomplishment of 
that duty, every moment is the time for performing it (so, if he 
have the garment on Sabbath, or enter the house on that day, he 
should perform those duties, and hence it must be considered a 
duty of the day)." Therefore said R. Na'hman in the name of 
R. Itz'hak, and according to others R. Huna the son of R. 
Jehoshua : “ The reason is, because one is enabled to abandon 
these things for the time being (and hence the duty does not 
devolve upon him for that day)." 

From what we have learned above, we see, that for the cir¬ 
cumcision itself and all its necessary accessories the Sabbath 
may be violated, according to the dictum of R. Eliezer. Whence 
does he deduce this ? This is the reasoning of R. Eliezer: It 
is written [Leviticus xii. 3]: " And on the eighth day shall the 
flesh of his foreskin be circumcised." Thus, as it says dis¬ 
tinctly the eighth day, it makes no difference what day the 
eighth falls on, whether it be Sabbath or not. Let us see: The 
rabbis and R. Eliezer differ only as far as the preparations for 
circumcision on the Sabbath are concerned, but not as to the 
circumcision itself. If, then, they do not regard the text quoted 
as does R. Eliezer, they should not even permit the violation 
of the Sabbath on account of circumcision itself. What source 
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do they base their permission on ? Said Ula, and also R. Itz- 
’hak: “ This is traditional.” 

An objection was raised : We have learned that the Sabbath 
may be violated in order to save life. Whence do we know this ? 
Said R. Elazar ben Azariah : “Why! if it be permitted when 
circumcision is concerned to violate the Sabbath, where but 
one of the many members of the body is concerned, it should 
certainly be permitted in so much greater a degree when the 
whole body is to be saved. If thou sayest, then, that the per¬ 
mission to perform circumcision on the Sabbath is only tradi¬ 
tional, how is it possible that thou shouldst derive an a fortiori 
assumption from a traditional institution?” Therefore R. Jo- 
hanan saith, that the permission to perform the rite of circum¬ 
cision on Sabbath is not based upon tradition, but is derived 
from the word “ day,” as the verse quoted above reads: “ And 
on the eighth day,” etc.; whereas it could read simply, “ And 
on the eighth”; for in the preceding verse we read “seven 
days,” etc. 

Said Resh Lakish to R. Johanan : “ The word * day/ however, 
is also necessary, that we may know that the rite must be per¬ 
formed during the day and not at night! ” This can be inferred 
from another passage [Genesis xvii. 12], where it expressly says : 
“ And at eight days old shall every man-child in your generations 
be circumcised,” etc. 

R. A’ha bar Jacob said: As far as the rite of circumcision 
itself is concerned, the rabbis also hold that the permission to 
perform it is based on the passage quoted, “ and on the eighth 
day”; but as for the preparations necessary for circumcision, 
they claim to find no justification for violating the Sabbath on 
that account. But it is absolutely necessary that “ the eighth ” 
be mentioned, for otherwise how would we know that the rite 
should not be performed on the seventh ? That is also definitely 
settled by the other passage, as stated above: “And at eight 
days old,” etc. Still, both passages are necessary, in order to 
prove that the eighth day is the day for circumcision; because, 
if it did not state expressly “ on the eighth day,” it might be 
presumed that the seventh day would do, and if it did not state 
“ at eight days old,” it might be presumed that after the child 
is eight days old any other later day, e.g., the ninth, would do. 
Hence R. Johanan’s explanation is the most acceptable; and we 
have learned in a Boraitha in support of R. Johanan’s explana¬ 
tion, and not of that of R. A’ha bar Jacob, as follows: “ On 
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the eighth day shall he be circumcised, even though it be Sab¬ 
bath.” How, then, is it possible to keep the commandment in 
Exodus xxxi. 14? “ And ye shall keep the Sabbath, for it is 

holy unto you : every one that defileth it shall surely be put to 
death.” This refers to other labor, but not to that of circumci¬ 
sion. How, then, do we know that circumcision is not included 
in the prohibited labor, and that the eighth day does not refer 
to all other days except Sabbath ? To this end it reads “ the 
eighth day," and ” day ” means, even on Sabbath. 

The rabbis taught: Although it is written [Deut. xxiv. 8]: 
“ Take heed in the plague of leprosy,” which signifies, that the 
leprous spot must not be cut; but if the white spot (the symp¬ 
tom of leprosy) show itself on the member to be circumcised, 
it may be cut off, whether the member be circumcised at the 
prescribed time or afterwards. 

A biblical festival must not be violated on account of circum¬ 
cision, unless it happen to be the eighth day (precisely the pre¬ 
scribed time). Whence do we adduce these two ordinances ? 
From the teaching of the rabbis, as follows: The first one is 
based on the verse [Leviticus xii. 3] : And on the eighth day 
shall the flesh of his foreskin be circumcised. M The order is 
imperative, regardless of whether the member be leprous or not. 
Whence do we know this ? Perhaps it means to say, that only 
the healthy flesh of the foreskin be circumcised ? Nay; it could 
say merely the foreskin, but it says expressly the flesh of the 
foreskin, meaning that even if the flesh be leprous it should also 
be circumcised. What need is there of a special verse for this 
purpose ? During circumcision no intention to cut leprous flesh 
exists; hence, if it be done, it is done unintentionally, and an 
unintentional act does not involve culpability? Said Abayi: 
” The verse is used here to counteract the opinion of R. Jehu- 
dah, who holds, that an act committed unintentionally also 
involves culpability.” Rabha said: ” The verse must be used, 
even if the opinion of R. Simeon be adhered to, who holds, 
that an act committed unintentionally does not involve culpabil¬ 
ity. For in this case it is different; the act committed here is 
like the one where a man would behead another and still claim 
no intention to kill him (and when circumcising the flesh of the 
foreskin, if there be a leprous sore, one cannot help but cut it). 
This, even R. Simeon admits, would involve culpability, were it 
not for that exonerating verse.” Does Rabha alone hold thus ? 
Have we not learned elsewhere that Abayi and Rabha both 
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agree, that R. Simeon declares even an unintentional act, which 
is, however, like the case of one beheading another without the 
intention to kill him, to be prohibited ? After Abayi had heard 
Rabha’s explanation, he accepted it. 

The second ordinance mentioned is, according to Rabha, 
based upon the verse [Exodus xii. 16] : “ No manner of work 
shall be done on them, save what is eaten by every man; that 
only may be prepared by you/’ “ That ” stands for circumci¬ 
sion only in its prescribed time, but not for the preparation for 
it; and “ only ” stands as a prohibition not to perform the rite 
unless it be the prescribed time. R. Ashi, however, said: “ No 
special verse is needed for this, for a festival is referred to [in 
Leviticus xxiii. 32] as “ a sabbath of rest shall it be unto you/’ 
Hence it is a positive commandment, and the verse stated (imme¬ 
diately before this) is a negative commandment; thus a festival 
is covered by both a positive and negative commandment, while 
circumcision is covered by a positive commandment only, and 
one positive commandment cannot supersede a joint positive and 
negative commandment. 

“ A rule was laid down by R . Aqiba . ” Said R. Jehudah in 
the name of Rabh : “ The Halakha according to R. Aqiba pre¬ 
vails.” We have learned also in the matter of Passover sacri¬ 
fices to the same effect, that every act of labor that can be per¬ 
formed on the day before Sabbath must not supersede the 
(due observance of) Sabbath, but the killing of the sacrifice, 
which cannot be done on the day before Sabbath, docs supersede 
(the due observance of) Sabbath; and R. Jehudah declared also, 
in the name of Rabh, that the Halakha according to R. Aqiba 
prevails. It is necessary that he should so instruct us at both 
times, because, if he instructed only as concerns circumcision, 
we might assume that where sacrifices for the Passover are con¬ 
cerned, the preparations which could have been made on the day 
before Sabbath, but were not, would supersede the due observ¬ 
ance of the Sabbath; because failure to bring that sacrifice 
would involve the punishment of Karath (being cut off), while 
failure in circumcision would not involve Karath, if not per¬ 
formed at the right time; and, on the other hand, had he 
instructed us only as concerns sacrifices for the Passover, we 
might assume that the Sabbath could be violated if the acts 
necessary for circumcision which could have been performed on 
the day before, were not; for the reason, that the covenant 
regarding circumcision is mentioned thirteen times in the Thora, 
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and is in consequence regarded as a thirteenfold commandment, 
which must under all circumstances be observed. Hence the 
necessity for the twofold instruction. 

MISHNA: One may perform everything necessary for cir¬ 
cumcision on the Sabbath, as circumcising, tearing open, suck¬ 
ing out the blood, applying a plaster or caraway seed. If the 
latter had not been ground before the Sabbath, one may masti¬ 
cate it with the teeth and then apply it. If one had not mixed 
wine with oil before the Sabbath, he may apply each separately. 
One must not prepare an actual bandage (on the Sabbath), but 
may apply an old piece of linen; and if such had not been pre¬ 
pared before the Sabbath, the circumciser may bring it with him 
tied around his finger and even from another court (yard). 

GEMARA: Let us see: The Mishna enumerates all the acts 
necessary for the performance of the rite of circumcision; why, 
then, does it commence by saying, “ everything necessary"' for 
circumcision, and then proceed to detail “ everything"" ? What 
act is there that has not been enumerated ? The Mishna means 
to include what was taught us by the rabbis, as follows: “ The 
circumciser, while engaged in finishing the circumcision, if notic¬ 
ing that excrescences still remain on the gland, whether they are 
of a nature which make the circumcision invalid or such as do 
not make it invalid, may remove them. But if he had already 
finished (and put up his instruments), if excrescences which 
make the circumcision invalid remain, he may remove them; 
but if they do not make the circumcision invalid, he must not 
remove them."’ (Hence by stating “ everything that is neces¬ 
sary,"" etc., the Mishna means to include, that it is permitted 
even to remove excrescences which do not make the circumcision 
invalid, provided the operator had not already finished and put 
up his instruments.) Who is the Tana who holds, that if the 
circumciser had already finished he must not return and remove 
the excrescences ? Said Rabha bar bar Hana in the name of R. 
Johanan, it was R. Ishmael the son of R. Johananben Berokah, 
as we have learned in a Boraitha: “ If the fourteenth of Nissan 
fall on a Sabbath, the animal used for the Passover sacrifice may 
be skinned only as far as the breast, so saith R. Ishmael the son 
of R. Johanan ben Berokah; but the sages say, that the whole 
animal may be skinned.” (Now, we see that R. Ishmael holds, 
that after the work had been completed as far as was necessary 
no more may be done; hence he is the one who says, that the 
circumciser must not return to remove the excrescences.) This 
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is not conclusive evidence! It may be that R. Ishmael in the 
case of the sacrifice holds, that because it is not necessary that 
the commandment be beautified.* But in the case of circum¬ 
cision, where the beautifying of the commandment is necessary 
(as is taught in Tract Sakkah), we might say, that R. Ishmael is 
of a different opinion; therefore the sages of Neherdai say, that 
the Tanas who hold, that after having finished the circumcision 
the operator must not commence anew, are in reality the rabbis 
who differ with R. Jose in Tract Menachoth concerning the law 
of the showbreads.f 

The rabbis taught: 44 If excrescences remain on the gland 
after circumcision, and are such as make the circumcision in¬ 
valid, they must be removed; and failure to do so involves the 
punishment of Karath.” Who becomes liable to be punished 
by Karath ? Said R. Kahana: 44 The circumciser. ” (If he per¬ 
formed the circumcision on Sabbath and did not finish it, he 
simply made a wound and did not perform a commandment; 
hence he becomes amenable to Karath. R. Papa opposed this: 
44 The circumciser might say, 4 I have performed one half of a 
commandment; come ye and complete the other half. Why 
should I be punished by Karath ? ’ Therefore if the circumcision 
was performed on an adult who, excrescences which make it 
invalid having remained, will not permit them to be removed, 
he becomes amenable to Karath.’’ This was opposed by R. 
Ashi: 44 As for an adult, what news does that impart to us ? It 
is expressly stated [Genesis xvii. 14] : 4 And any uncircumcised 
male, who circumciseth not the flesh of his foreskin, that soul 
shall be cut off from his people’ ? Therefore he says nay; it 
really refers to the circumciser, and only then if he came late on 
Sabbath, near twilight, and was told that it would be impossible 
to finish the operation before night, but persisted in performing 
it. If in consequence he left excrescences which make the cir¬ 
cumcision invalid, he simply made a wound without performing 
a commandment, and thus he becomes amenable to Karath.” 

44 Sucking out the blood." R. Papa said: 44 The circumciser 
who does not suck out the wound places the child in danger, 
and should be discharged from office.” Is this not self-evident ? 


*The Hebrew word “ Veanvehu ” is interpreted by the Talmud to signify “ and I 
will beautify him,” while in the translation of the Bible, by I. Leeser, it is translated, 
“ I will sing his praise,” and the reference made to the verse by the Talmud accepts 
the term in its Talmudical sense. 

f This will be explained in the Tract Menachoth. 
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It certainly must be dangerous not to do this, or the Sabbath 
would not be violated in order to perform that duty! We might 
assume, that the blood having already come to the surface it 
would run out of itself, and hence by sucking it out the Sab¬ 
bath is not violated; hence we are given to understand that this 
is not so: the blood is moved only by the suction, and the Sab¬ 
bath is violated; but failure to do this would involve danger for 
the child and hence it is permitted, and is regarded the same as 
applying a plaster or caraway seeds (mentioned further on in the 
Mishna), the omission of which would also involve danger to 
the child. 

44 Applying a plaster or caraway seeds. Abayi said: “ My 
mother told me, that the most effective plaster for all ills is 
made of seven different kinds of fat and one kind of wax ” ; and 
Rabha said: “ The best plaster for all ills is one made of wax 
and resin/' Rabha stated this publicly in a lecture in the city 
of Mehuzza, and two brothers the sons of Minyumi, who were 
physicians, tore their clothes in anger; for they had known of it 
and made capital out of the secret, until Rabha came and 
revealed it. Said Rabha to them: “ I will tell you of some¬ 
thing that I shall not proclaim publicly, and that is, Samuel 
said, that one who washes his face and does not dry it thor¬ 
oughly, becomes afflicted with scabs, and the remedy for such is 
the fluid extract of mangold.” 

44 If the latter (caraway seeds') had 7 iot been ground before the 
Sabbath ,” etc. The rabbis taught: ” In preparing for circumci¬ 
sion, such things as must not be done on Sabbath, may be done 
on a festival. One may grind the seeds and mix wine with oil.” 
Asked Abayi of R. Joseph: Why may the caraway seeds be 
ground on a festival ? because they may be utilized for cooking: 
then why should it not be permitted to mix wine with oil on 
Sabbath ? It may be utilized for a sick person who is not dan¬ 
gerously ill. As we have learned in a Boraitha: “ Wine and oil 
must not be mixed for a sick person on the Sabbath,” but R. 
Simeon ben Elazar in the name of R. Meir said, that it may 
be. Said R. Simeon ben Elazar: It once happened, that R. 
Meir was sick with stomach trouble, and we wanted to mix wine 
with oil for him (on the Sabbath), but he would not permit us 
to do this. So we asked him whether he wished his own words 
to be made void during his lifetime, and he answered: ” Nay; it 
is allowed to mix wine with oil on Sabbath, but I cannot bring 
it over me to act contrary to the decree of my colleagues.” 
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Thus we see, that it is at all events allowed to mix wine with oil 
on the Sabbath. Why, then, does the Mishna say, that if this 
was not done on the day before the Sabbath, each should be 
applied separately ? The difference lies therein, that when 
giving it to a sick person, it is merely mixed, but when used for 
a balm (at circumcision) it must be thoroughly stirred and re¬ 
quires a good deal of labor. Let it be given (applied) just 
mixed. That is just what the Mishna prescribes, each to be 
applied separately; i.c., it should not be stirred. 

Abayi said: “ My mother told me, that if a child appears 
red all over it is a sign that the circulation is imperfect, and 
hence circumcision should be postponed until the circulation is 
perfect. If a child has a greenish cast it is a sign that the blood 
is impoverished, and circumcision should then be postponed 
until the blood is richer.” This we have also learned in a Bo- 
raitha, as follows: “ R. Nathan said : ' I once went to a city by 
the sea, and there met a woman whose first and second child 
both died in consequence of circumcision. The third child she 
brought to me, and I noticed that it was quite red. I told her 
to wait until the blood had settled and then circumcise it. She 
did so and then circumcised it, and the child lived. The child 
was then named after me, Nathan the Babylonian. At another 
time I came to the country of Cappadocia, and a woman came 
to me telling me that she had had two children circumcised, both 
of whom had died in consequence of circumcision. The third 
she brought to me, and I noticed that it had a greenish cast. I 
also noticed, that if it were circumcised no blood would flow; so 
I told her to wait until the circulation of the blood was in order. 
She did so, and the child was circumcised, and lived. She 
named it also after me, and called it Nathan the Babylonian/ ” 

MISHNA : One may bathe the child both before the circum¬ 
cision as well as after (on Sabbath), by sprinkling water over it 
with the hand, but not by pouring water over it from a vessel. 
R. Eliezer ben Azariah says: One may bathe a child on the 
third day (after the circumcision), even if it fall on a Sabbath; for 
it is written [Genesis xxxiv. 25] : “ And it came to pass on the 
third day, when they were sore.” On account of a doubtful 
child (a child about which there is a doubt whether it was born 
in the eighth month of its gestation, and is therefore not ex¬ 
pected to live) or an hermaphrodite, the Sabbath (-rest) must not 
be desecrated. R. Jehudah permits this in the case of an her¬ 
maphrodite. 
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GEMARA : The Mishna commences by saying: “ One may 
bathe the child,’* and then goes on to say that it may only be 
sprinkled by hand. That is not bathing! Said Rabha: ” The 
Mishna means to state, that a child may be bathed as usual on 
the day of circumcision, either before or after the performance 
of the rite; but on the third day after circumcision, if that day 
should be a Sabbath, one may only sprinkle the child by hand, 
and not bathe it in a vessel.” R. Elazar ben Azariah, however, 
said, that even if the third day fall on a Sabbath the child may 
be bathed as usual, as it is written [Gen. xxxiv. 15] : “ And it 
came to pass on the third day, when they were sore.” 

When R. Dimi came from Palestine, he said in the name of 
R. Elazar, that the Halakha prevails according to R. Elazar ben 
Azariah. In the West the question was discussed whether R. 
Elazar ben Azariah meant that the whole body of the child 
might be bathed, or whether the part circumcised only might be 
bathed. Said one of the rabbis, whose name was R. Jacob: ” It 
seems to me that the whole body is meant, because if the wound 
only was meant, wherein does the wound caused by circumcision 
differ from any other wound ? Any wound may be bathed on 
the Sabbath in water and oil, according to Rabh’s opinion.” 
This was opposed by R. Joseph : Is it immaterial whether the 
water was warmed on the Sabbath or before the Sabbath?” 
This was again opposed by R. Dimi: ” Whence dost thou know 
that the Mishna refers to water that was warmed on Sabbath, 
perhaps they (the sages and R. Elazar) differ even as to water 
warmed before the Sabbath set in ? ” Said Abayi: ” I was pre¬ 
pared to answer this question myself, but R. Joseph preceded 
me and said, that of a necessity the water must have been 
warmed on Sabbath, because the precariousness of the child 
demanded it. ” 

We were also taught, that when Rabhin came from Pales¬ 
tine, he said in the name of R. Abuha quoting R. Elazar, and 
according to another version, in the name of R. Abuha quoting 
R. Johanan, that the Halakha prevails according to R. Elazar 
ben Azariah, whether it be with water that was warmed on the 
Sabbath or before the Sabbath, or whether the whole body or 
only the circumcised part is concerned, because it would be 
dangerous not to bathe the child on that day. 

It was said above in the name of Rabh, that every wound 
may be bathed on the Sabbath with water or oil; but Samuel said 
that water may be poured to one side of the wound and it may 
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run down into the wound. An objection was made: “ We have 
learned, that oil or water must not be put on a piece of cotton 
to place on a wound ?” This is prohibited on account of the 
necessity to wring the piece of cotton. We have been taught by 
a Boraitha in accordance with Samuel's opinion; viz.: “Water 
must not be placed directly on the wound, but near it, that it 
may run down into the wound.” 

The rabbis taught: “ Dry cotton and dry sponge, but not 
dry papyrus or dry cloth, maybe placed on a wound.” This 
presents a contradiction. Is not dry cotton the same as dry 
cloth ? This is no difficulty. By cloth is meant new cloth, 
which must not be used, whereas old cloth may be. Said 
Abayi: “ From this we see, that pieces of cloth heal a wound.” 

“ On account of a doubtful child or an hermaphrodite ,” etc. 
The rabbis taught: It is written [Leviticus xii. 3], “ his fore- 
skin so, on account of a foreskin which must be circumcised, 
the Sabbath may be violated, but on account of one which is 
doubtful the Sabbath must not be desecrated. Such also is the 
case with the circumcision of the foreskin of a true male, but 
not with that of an hermaphrodite. R. Jehudah, however, says, 
that the Sabbath may be violated on account of an hermaphro¬ 
dite, and if the latter is not circumcised he becomes amenable to 
Karath. The Sabbath may also be violated on account of a 
child who was born at a certain time, but not on account of one 
who was born at twilight (and it is not known whether it was 
born on Sabbath or on the following day). It is not allowed to 
violate the Sabbath on account of a child who was born without 
a foreskin, because the school of Shamai (only) contends, that 
even if a child is born without a foreskin, some blood must be 
drawn in commemoration of the covenant. The school of 
Hillel, however, says, “ That is not necessary.” Said R. Sim¬ 
eon ben Elazar: “The school of Hillel and the school of 
Shamai did not differ as to a child born without a foreskin ; both 
agree that blood must be drawn from it, because the foreskin is 
not wholly missing, but is merely ingrown. They differ only as 
regards a proselyte who was born without a foreskin. When 
seeking conversion, the school of Shamai contends that blood 
of the covenant must be drawn from his gland, whereas the 
school of Hillel does not require this to be done. 

The Master said: “ On account of a doubtful child, the Sab¬ 
bath must not be desecrated." What does he mean by “ doubt¬ 
ful ” ? He means to say, what we learned from the rabbis; 
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viz.: A child born in the seventh month may have the Sabbath 
violated for it, but if born in the eighth it must not. If it is 
doubtful whether it was born in the seventh or in the eighth 
month, the Sabbath must not be violated on its account. Not 
only this, but a child born in the eighth month must not even be 
carried on the Sabbath, because it is like a stone (and cannot 
live). It is allowed, however, for the mother to stoop down 
and suckle the child, because it is dangerous for the mother to 
carry too much milk. 

We were taught that Rabh said (referring to a child born 
without a foreskin): The Halakha prevails according to the un¬ 
known Tana, while Samuel said, the Halakha prevails according 
to R. Simeon ben Elazar. R. Ada bar Ahabha had a child that 
was born without a foreskin; so he carried him to thirteen cir- 
cumcisers, until the child was maimed and made impotent. Said 
he : “I deserve this fate, because I did not follow the dictum of 
Rabh.” Said R. Na’hman to him: “ Thou hast not only dis¬ 
obeyed Rabh, but also Samuel, for Samuel said, that a child 
born without a foreskin should be bled only if it was born on a 
week-day, but not on a Sabbath ; and thy child was born on a 
Sabbath.” R. Ada bar Ahabha, however, held, that he had 
only disobeyed Rabh, because, he was certain that the foreskin 
of a child is never wholly missing, but is merely ingrown and 
should be lanced even on Sabbath, as we were taught: Rabba 
said, that there is fear lest it be an ingrown foreskin; but R. 
Joseph said, that we were certain that it is so. Said R. 
Joseph: “ Whence do I know this ? From the following Borai- 
tha: R. Elazar Hakappar said, that the school of Shamai and 
Hillel do not differ as to a child that is born without a foreskin. 
Both agree that the blood of the covenant must be drawn from 
the gland. The school of Shamai, however, contends that this 
may be done on the Sabbath, while the other holds that the 
Sabbath must not be desecrated on that account. If, then, R. 
Eliezer Hakappar holds, that they differ only as to the desecra¬ 
tion of the Sabbath, the first Tana must hold, that both schools 
agree that the Sabbath may be desecrated on that account, and 
in consequence must also hold, that the foreskin is not wholly 
missing but is merely ingrown (hence I am certain that it is so).” 

Whence do we know that the first Tana holds, as above, 
and not that both schools agree to the contrary; viz. : that the 
Sabbath must not be desecrated ? If such would be the case, 
for what reason would Hakappar tell us that Beth Shamai holds 
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that the Sabbath should be violated ? The Halakha would not 
prevail thus ? Nay! Perhaps R. Eliezer means to tell us, prin¬ 
cipally, that both schools hold, that if a child is born without a 
foreskin on a week-day he must have his gland lanced (and inci¬ 
dentally mentions that if a difference existed, it was concerning 
the Sabbath). 

R. Assi said:- If a child be born of a woman who, after 
giving birth, must keep the law mentioned in Leviticus xii. 2, 
the child must be circumcised on the eighth day; but in a case 
where the woman need not keep the law mentioned (for instance, 
if the child was taken out through the sides by means of instru¬ 
ments), or if the woman was a Gentile on the day of giving 
birth to the child and became a convert to Judaism on the day 
following (and hence need not observe that law), the child need 
not be circumcised just on the eighth day (but at any time), as it 
is written [ibid, ibid.]: ” If a woman have conceived seed, and 
born a male child: then shall she be unclean seven days,” etc., 
etc.; [ibid. 3]: “ And on the eighth day shall the flesh of his 
foreskin be circumcised.” Said Abayi to him: “What about 
the generations before the Law was given ? The women knew 
nothing of the law of uncleanness, and still the children had to 
be circumcised on the eighth day ? ” Answered R. Assi: “ Since 
the Law was given, a new Halakha has been in force.” Nay; 
this is not so! Have we not learned, that if a child was taken 
through the side of a woman, or if it had two foreskins, R. 
Huna and R. Hyya bar Rabli entertained different opinions as 
to whether it should be circumcised on the Sabbath or not ? one 
claimed that it should, and the other that it should not. Now 
we see that they differed only as to a desecration of the Sab¬ 
bath, but nothing is said about the non-necessity of the child’s 
being circumcised on the eighth day ? One is dependent upon 
the other. (He who holds that the Sabbath should be violated, 
does so because he also holds that the child must be circumcised 
on the eighth day; while he who holds that the Sabbath must 
not be violated, does so because he holds that such a child need 
not be circumcised on the eighth day.) 

We have learned in a Boraitha: Rabbon Simeon ben Gama¬ 
liel said: Every human child that has lived for thirty days can¬ 
not be called a miscarriage, as it is written [Numbers xviii. 16] : 
” And those that are to be redeemed from a month old shalt thou 
redeem ” ; and any young of an animal that has attained the age 
of eight days, cannot be called a miscarriage, as it is written 
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[Leviticus xxii. 27] : “ When a bullock, or a sheep, or a goat is 
brought forth, then shall it remain seven days by its mother; 
and from the eighth day and henceforth shall it be favorably 
received,” etc. And how is it, if the child has not yet attained 
the age of thirty days, is it still a doubtful child ? How then is 
it allowed to circumcise any child on the Sabbath ? (perhaps it is 
a miscarriage, and in that event it would be wrongful to inflict a 
wound in vain). Said R. Ada bar Ahabha: “ We may do so at 
all events. If it is a regularly born child, the commandment is 
fulfilled; and if not, no wound is inflicted, but merely a piece of 
flesh is cut.” 

Now, then, we have learned in the above Boraitha, that if it 
be doubtful whether the child was born in the eighth or in the 
seventh month the Sabbath must not be violated on its account. 
Why should this be so ? Let it be circumcised at all events. If 
then it proves to be a regularly born child, it was right to cir¬ 
cumcise it; and if not, no labor was performed, but merely an 
incision in the flesh was made. Said Mar the son of Rabhina: 

I and R. Nehumi bar Zacharias have explained it thus: ‘ The 
child should be circumcised, but the injunction of the above 
Boraitha not to violate the Sabbath refers to the preparations 
which are necessary for circumcision, and this is in accordance 
with the decree of R. Eliezer.’ ” 

The schoolmen propounded a question: Do the rabbis differ 
with R. Simeon ben Gamaliel, or do they not ? If they do, 
does the Halakha remain according to R. Simeon, or not ? 
Come and hear : R. Jehudah said in the name of Samuel, that 
the Halakha prevails according to R. Simeon ben Gamaliel. 
Now if he says that the Halakha prevails according to R. Sim¬ 
eon, there must be some who differ with R. Simeon. 

Abayi said: ” If a child was killed by accident, either through 
falling off a roof or through being killed by a lion before it had 
lived thirty days, all agree, that it must be presumed that it was 
a regularly born child. A point of difference arises concerning 
a child that had lived less than thirty days and during its life¬ 
time was very weak and merely breathing. Some say that it 
was a miscarriage and others that it was a regularly born child.” 
What difference does it make ? It makes a difference where the 
levirate marriage* is concerned. (If the child is presumed to 
be a regularly born child, it exempts a man from the levirate 


* Concerning the law of levirate marriage, see Deut. xxv. 5-11. 
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marriage; but if it is presumed to be a miscarriage, it does not 
exempt a man.) 

Let us see! It is said above, that if the child die by acci¬ 
dent, all agree, that it is a regularly born child; yet we know that 
it happened to R. Papa, and R. Huna the son of R. Jehoshua, 
who were the guests of R. Idi bar Abin, that the latter prepared 
for them a calf, which was the third in birth of its mother, in the 
seventh day of its life, and they said to him : "If ye had waited 
to kill this calf until evening we would eat of it (because it 
would then have been in its eighth day); but now we will not eat 
of it." Hence we see, that although this was a healthy calf and 
met its death violently, they regarded it as doubtful whether it 
was a miscarriage or not. Hence say, rather, that on the con¬ 
trary, if the child was weak and barely breathing prior to its 
death, all agree, that it must be presumed to be a miscarriage; 
but they differ as to a child which had met its death by accident. 
Some say, that it must be regarded as a regularly born child, and 
other's, that it was a miscarriage. 

The son of R. Dimi bar Joseph had a child born to him which 
died inside of thirty days, so he went into mourning for it. 
Said his father to him: " What wouldst thou ? Eat delicacies* 
(that thou sittest in mourning)?" And he answered: "I am 
positive that the child was a regularly born child." 

" R. Jchudah permits this in the case of an hermaphrodite. 
Said R. Shezbi in the name of R. Hisda: " Not in every case 
does R. Jehudah hold an hermaphrodite to be a male; for if we 
would say that in all cases he considers him to be a male, the 
hermaphrodite would come under the law of estimations [Levit¬ 
icus xxvii. 2-15], and in the Tract Erachim (estimations) we may 
learn, that according to R. Jehudah he is exempt. Why is he 
considered a male as concerns circumcision ? because it is written 
[Genesis xvii. 10]: ** Every man child among you shall be cir¬ 
cumcised " (and " every " includes also hermaphrodites). 

MISHNA: If one have two children to be circumcised, one 
after the Sabbath and the other on the Sabbath, and through 
forgetfulness circumcised the former on the Sabbath, he is cul¬ 
pable. If one of the children, however, was to be circumcised 
on the day before Sabbath and the other on the Sabbath, and 
through forgetfulness one had the former circumcised on the 

* It is a custom amongst Jews, that the first meal eaten by a mourner after the 

burial of his dead must be given him by friends or strangers, and usually some 
delicacy is brought to him. 
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Sabbath, R. Eliezer declares him liable for a sin-offering and R. 
Jehoshua declares him free. 

GEMARA: R. Huna learns the Mishna literally; in the 
first case, “ he is culpable/’ R. Jehudah, however, learns to 
the contrary, that “he is not culpable.” R. Huna learns “ he 
is culpable,” from what we have learned in a Boraitha; viz.: 
Said R. Simeon ben Elazar: “ R. Eliezer and R. Jehoshua do 
not differ as to the case where a man has two children to be cir¬ 
cumcised, one after the Sabbath and the other on the Sabbath, 
and through forgetfulness circumcised the former on Sabbath. 
1 hey both declare him culpable. Their point of difference is, 
if one of the children was to have been circumcised on the day 
before Sabbath and the other on the Sabbath, and through for¬ 
getfulness the former was circumcised on the Sabbath, the 
former declares him culpable and the latter free. Both of them 
derived their decrees from the law concerning idolatry (all sin- 
offerings are based upon the sin-offerings incidental to the laws 
of idolatry). R. Eliezer holds, that as in idolatry so also it is 
with the Sabbath. If the commandment is, “ Thou shalt not 
do so,” and the man did so, he is liable for a sin-offering; and 
R. Jehoshua says: “ Here it is different. The intention was to 
fulfil a commandment, and if accidentally it was not done he 
should be free. ” 

And R. Jehudah learns the Mishna” not culpable,” deriving 
his support from the following Boraitha: R. Meir said: “ R. 
Eliezer and R. Jehoshua do not differ as to the case where a 
man has two children to be circumcised, one before the Sabbath 
and the other on the Sabbath, and through forgetfulness circum¬ 
cised the former on Sabbath. They both declare him not cul¬ 
pable. Their point of difference is, if one of the children was 
to be circumcised on the day after Sabbath and the other on 
Sabbath, and through forgetfulness the former was circumcised 
on the Sabbath, R. Eliezer declares him culpable and R. Je¬ 
hoshua declares him free. Both of them derived their decrees 
from the law concerning idolatry, as is said above.” 

MISHNA: A child may be (legally) circumcised on the 
eighth, ninth, tenth, eleventh, or twelfth day (after its birth), 
but neither before nor after. How so ? Usually (it may be cir¬ 
cumcised) on the eighth; one born at (the evening) twilight, on 
the ninth; one born at (the evening) twilight before Sabbath, on 
the tenth; if a feast day follows that Sabbath (it may be circum¬ 
cised) on the eleventh; if both New Year feast-days follow that 
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Sabbath, on the twelfth. A sick child must not be circumcised 
until it is thoroughly recovered. 

GEMARA: Said Samuel: “After the fever has left the 
child, seven days should be allowed to elapse until the child get 
well, before the circumcision is performed.” The schoolmen 
propounded a question: Must every day be of twenty-four 
hours’ duration, or may the last of the seven days be counted if 
only a few hours have passed ? Come and hear: Luda taught, 
the last day of the child’s convalescence is more important than 
the day of its birth; for a child may be circumcised on the 
eighth day after its birth, even if only one hour of that day be 
passed; but the seventh day of its convalescence after a sick¬ 
ness must be one of fully twenty-four hours, before circumcision 
is permitted. 

MISHNA: The following principal excrescences (knobs) 
make the circumcision invalid : Flesh that covers the larger part 
of the gland (of the organ). A man so circumcised must not (if 
he be a priest) partake of Terumah (heave-offerings). If the 
child be very fleshy and (such imperfect circumcision) is caused 
thereby, the knobs must, for appearances’ sake, be cut away. 
One who was circumcised without having had the skin torn 
open, is considered as uncircumcised. 

GEMARA: R. Abbina in the name of R. Jeremiah bar Aba, 
quoting Rabh, said : “ By stating 4 flesh, that covers the larger 
part of the gland,’ the Mishna means to say the 4 upper part of 
the gland.’ 

“ If the child be very fleshy . ” We have learned in a Bo- 
raitha: “ R. Simeon ben Gamaliel said: 4 If the gland of the 
child be surrounded by a fleshy coating, and when erect the 
gland appears to be circumcised, the coating need not be cut 
away; but if it does not appear to be circumcised, the coating 
should be cut away.’ ” 

One who was circumcised without having had the skin torn 
open,” etc. The rabbis taught: The benediction to be pronounced 
by the circumciser (before performing the rite) should be as fol¬ 
lows: 44 Praised art Thou, Lord, our God, King of the Universe, 
who hast sanctified us with Thy commandments and hast com¬ 
manded us the circumcision.” The father of the child should 
pronounce the following benediction (in the interval between the 
circumcision and the tearing open of the skin): 44 Who hast sanc¬ 
tified us with Thy commandments and hast commanded us to 
enter the child into the covenant of Abraham our father.” The 
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bystanders must respond: “ As he hath been entered into the 
covenant, so may he also be entered into the Law, into the bridal 
canopy, and into good deeds/’ The man who makes the bene¬ 
diction (over the goblet of wine) should say as follows : “ Blessed 
art Thou, etc., who hast sanctified Thy favored one (meaning the 
patriarch Isaac, see Genesis xxii. 2) even in the womb (as it is 
written in Genesis xvii. 19: ‘ And I will establish my covenant 
with him ’), who hath made a sign in his body, and hath sealed 
his children with the sign of the holy covenant. Therefore as 
a reward for this we pray Thee, Thou living God, to command 
that our children be saved from the grave because of the cove¬ 
nant that is sealed in our flesh. Blessed art Thou, O Lord, who 
hast made the covenant.” One who circumcises proselytes 
must say: ” Blessed art Thou, etc., and hast commanded us the 
circumcision.” The one who pronounces the benediction (over 
the goblet) must say: “ Blessed art Thou, etc., and hast com¬ 
manded us to circumcise the proselytes, and to draw from them 
blood of the covenant. For were it not for the blood of the 
covenant, heavens and earth would not exist, as it is written 
[Jeremiah xxxiii. 25] : ‘ If not my covenant by day and night, 
I would not have instituted the ordinances of heaven and earth.’ 
Blessed be Thou, O Lord, who didst make the covenant.” One 
who circumcises slaves pronounces the same prayer as is used 
for proselytes, inserting ” slaves” where ” proselytes” is used; 
and the one making the benediction does likewise. 


CHAPTER XX. 


REGULATIONS CONCERNING CERTAIN ACTS OF LABOR WHICH MUST BE 
PERFORMED DIFFERENTLY ON A SABBATH AND ON A FESTIVAL. 

MISHNA: R. Eliezer says: One may stretch a wine-filter 
(of cloth) over a vessel on a feast-day, and on the Sabbath one 
may pour wine into it, if it was already fastened (to the vessel). 
The sages say: One must not stretch it (over a vessel) on a 
feast-day, and on Sabbath one must not pour (wine) into it, but 
the latter act is allowed on a feast-day. 

GEMARA: How is it possible that R. Eliezer should decide, 
that one may stretch a wine-filter, etc., on a festival, if he does 
not even allow a window-blind to be added to a temporary tent, 
as is explained by Rabba bar bar Hana in the name of R. 
Johanan [Chapter XVII., p. 272]. In that case he does not 
even allow the addition of a blind, and here he permits the 
stretching of a filter to commence with ? R. Eliezer holds as 
R. Jehudah, as we have learned in a Boraitha: There is no dif¬ 
ference between the Sabbath and the festival, except that the 
preparation of food is permitted on the latter. R. Jehudah, 
however, even permits the arrangements for the preparation of 
food. What arrangements for the preparation of food are we 
aware of, that R. Jehudah permits ? Such as cannot be made at 
any time before the festival; but did we hear of his permitting 
the arrangements for the preparation of food that could be made 
before the festival, to be made on the feast-day ? In this respect 
R. Eliezer is more lenient than R. Jehudah, for he permits 
all arrangements for the preparation of food to be made on the 
festival. 

“ The sages say: One must not stretch it," etc. The school¬ 
men propounded a question : What if a man did stretch the 
filter over a vessel on a festival ? Is he culpable ? Said Abayi: 
“ This is only a rabbinical prohibition, that one should not do on 
a festival such things as one does on a week-day." 

Abayi collected all the rabbinical prohibitions to be found in 
the Boraithas, and taught as follows: A leather bag, a wine-filter, 
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a baldachin, and a folding-chair as used in the city of Galin, 
must not be spread; but if one does so, he is not culpable. 
Tents, however, which are permanent', must not be put up, and 
if a man does this he is culpable. One may , however, set up 
an ordinary bed, a chair, a tripod, and a stool with impunity. 

“ One must not pour wine into it," etc. The schoolmen 
asked: “What if a man did pour wine into it? Is he cul¬ 
pable ?“ Said R. Kahana: “Yea; he is liable to bring a sin- 
offering. ” R. Shesheth opposed this: “ Have ye ever seen that 
R. Eliezer should permit a certain thing to be done to com¬ 
mence with, which the rabbis hold would make one liable for a 
sin-offering ?” R. Joseph interposed: “ Why not ? Have we 
not learned (p. 114), in the case of a woman who went out with 
a golden ornament, that R. Meir held her liable for a sin-offering 
and R. Eliezer permitted her to go out with it to commence 
with ?” Said Abayi to him: “ Dost thou think that R. Eliezer 
opposes R . Meir in the above passage ? Nay; he merely opposes 
the sages, who said that a woman must not go out wearing the 
ornament, but if she do so, she is not culpable; whereas he says, 
that she may do so to commence with/’ 

How should a man be warned not to pour wine into the 
filter ? (i.e., in what category of labor is that act to be classed, 
so that the man can be warned that he is performing a certain 
prohibited principal act of labor ?*). Rabba said: “ He is to be 
warned against fruit-cleaning. ” R. Zera said: “Against sift¬ 
ing.” Said Rabba: “ It seems to me that my decision is 
more in conformity with reason, for as in fruit-cleaning the good 
fruit is separated from the bad, so it is also in this case: he sepa¬ 
rates the clean wine from the lees.” Said R. Zera: “ It seems 
to me that my decision is more in conformity with reason, be¬ 
cause as in sifting the good falls to the bottom and the bad 
remains in the sieve, so it is also in this case: the good wine 
falls into the vessel, while the lees remain in the filter.” 

Rami the son of Ezekiel taught: “ A folded garment should 
not be spread on poles to serve as a sun-shade; but if a man do 
this, he is free. If, however, a string or a hanger was already 
attached to the garment with which it could be fastened to the 
poles, this may be done to commence with.” 

R. Kahana asked of Rabh : “ What is the law regarding a 
baldachin?” and he answered: “ Even a bed is not permitted.” 


See Chapter VII., note to page 138. 
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R. Kahana then inquired: “ What is the law regarding a 
bed?” and Rabh answered: ” Even a baldachin is allowed.” 
” What is the law regarding a bed and a baldachin ? ” “A bed 
is allowed but a baldachin is not allowed.” In spite of this, 
there is no difficulty. In not permitting even a bed, Rabh had 
reference to a folding-bed as used by the Karmanites, and where 
he said, ” Even a baldachin is allowed,” he had reference to a 
baldachin as described by Rami bar Ezekiel; i.e ., one which 
had strings attached to it. In saying, ” A bed is allowed and a 
baldachin is not allowed,” he meant to say, that an ordinary 
bed, such as is generally used, may be set up, but a baldachin, 
that had no strings or hangers attached, must not be set up. 
Said R. Joseph: ” I have seen the baldachins in the house of R. 
Huna; at night (on Sabbath eve) they were folded up and in the 
morning they were all set up.” 

Rami bar Ezekiel sent to R. Huna and asked him to impart 
to him some of the good sayings of Rabh, two concerning the 
Sabbath and one concerning the Law. So R. Huna sent him 
the following sayings: Concerning what we have learned in a 
Boraitha, that a leather-bag which had strings already attached 
may be spread on poles on Sabbath, Rabh said, that this may 
be done jointly by two men but not by one.* Said Abayi: ” A 
baldachin which must not be set up must not even be set up 
by the joint efforts of ten men.” What was the other good say¬ 
ing of Rabh concerning Sabbath ? Concerning what we have 
learned in a Boraitha, that if an iron stove had one leg missing 
it may be handled, but if two legs were missing it must not be 
handled, Rabh said, that it must not be handled even if one 
leg was missing, as a precaution lest one might be tempted to 
fasten the missing leg, and that would constitute building. 
What was the good saying of Rabh concerning the Law ? Rabh 
said: There will be a time when the Law will be forgotten by 
Israel, as it is written [Deut. xxviii. 59] : ” Then will the Lord 
render wonderful thy plagues,” etc., and I could not under¬ 
stand what is meant by ** wonderful plagues ” ; but it is written 
[Isaiah xxix. 14]: ” Therefore, behold, I will do yet farther a 
marvellous work, doing wonder on wonder, so that the wisdom 
of their wise men shall be lost, and the understanding of their 
prudent men shall be hidden.” 

* Rashi remarks that, although some explanation for this passage was ventured 

upon by the Gaonim, still he does not understand it himself, and hence can give no 
satisfactory explanation. 
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The rabbis taught: When our teachers went into the vine¬ 
yard at Jamnia, they said that the Law would be forgotten by 
Israel, as it is written [Amos viii. n] : “ Behold, days are com¬ 
ing, saith the Lord Eternal, when I will send a famine in the 
land, not a famine for bread, nor a thirst for water, but to hear 
the words of the Lord ” ; and [ibid. 12]: ” And they will wan¬ 
der about from sea to sea, and from the north even to the east, 
they will roam about to seek the word of the Lord; but they 
shall not find it.” By the word of the Lord is meant: Halakha, 
the end of exile {i.e. y the coming of the Messiah), and also the 
prophecies."* 

In another Boraitha we have learned: R. Simeon ben Jo'hai 
said : “ May God forbid that the Law be forgotten by Israel. It 
is written [Deut. xxxi. 21]: For it shall not be forgotten out 
of the mouth of their seed.’ How then can the previous pas¬ 
sage, * And they will roam about to seek the word of the Lord, 
but they shall not find it/ be verified ? It means they shall not 
find a perfect Halakha (which shall be incontestable), nor a 
Mishna (which shall be beyond refutation) anywhere on earth.” 

We have learned in a Boraitha: If thou shouldst live in a 
generation in which there is much trouble (persecution), go and 
investigate amongst the judges of Israel; for most of the trouble 
that happens in this world happens only on account (of the cor¬ 
ruption) of the judges, as it is written [Micah iii. 9—11]: “ Hear 
this, I pray you, ye heads of the house of Jacob and ye princes 
of the house of Israel, that abhor justice and make crooked all 
that is straight. They build up Zion with blood-guiltiness and 
Jerusalem with wrong; her heads judge for bribes, and her 
priests teach for reward, and her prophets divine for money, and 
yet will they lean upon the Lord,” etc. They are all wicked, 
and yet they all lean upon the One who spoke and the world was 
created; and therefore the Lord will bring upon them three 
troubles for the three sins of which they were guilty as men¬ 
tioned above (judging for bribes, teaching for reward, and divin¬ 
ing for money), as it is written [ibid. 12] : ” Therefore for your 
sake shall Zion be ploughed up as a field, and Jerusalem shall 


* Rashi explains the above passage as follows : That by the word of the Lord is 
meant Halakha, may be derived from the verse [Deut. v. 5], “To announce to you 
the word of the Lord,” which is synonymous with Halakha. As for the end of exile 
also being part of the word of the Lord, I do not know what verse that can be based 
on. That by the word of the Lord is also meant the prophecies, can be inferred from 
the verse [Hosea i. 1]: “ The word of the Lord that came unto Hosea.” 
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become ruinous heaps, and the mount of the house, forest-cov¬ 
ered high-places ”; and the Holy One, blessed be He, will not 
permit his Shekhina to rest again amongst Israel until the cor¬ 
rupt judges shall be removed and the guardians of the peace 
shall be abolished from Israel, as it is written [Isaiah i. 25 and 
26] : “ And I will turn my hand against thee, and purge away as 
with lye thy dross, and remove all thy tin. And (then) I will 
restore thy judges as at the first, and thy counsellors as at the 
beginning. ” 

Ula said: “ Jerusalem will not be redeemed except through 
charity (righteousness), as it is written [Isaiah i. 27] : ‘ Zion shall 
be redeemed through justice, and her converts through righteous¬ 
ness.’ ” R. Papa said: When the proud men will be de¬ 
stroyed, then also will the men who slander and cause us to be 
hated be destroyed, as it is written: “ and purge away as with 
lye thy dross.” And when the corrupt judges will be removed, 
the bailiffs will also become extinct, as it is written [Zephaniah 
iii. 15]: “The Lord hath removed thy punishment; he hath 
cleared away thy enemy.” 

Melai in the name of R. Eliezer ben R. Simeon said: “ It is 
written [Isaiah xiv. 5] : ‘ Broken hath the Lord the staff of the 
wicked, the sceptre of the rulers.’ The staff of the wicked 
refers to the judges who made of themselves a staff upon which 
their servants (scribes) should lean (i.e., they gave them all the 
opportunities to extort money, of which they took a share). 
The sceptre of rulers refers to the judges who made their rela¬ 
tives rulers.” 

Mar Zutra said: “The above verse refers to the teachers 
who turn out ignorant men and allow them licenses to be judges 
(and through ignorance they were incapable of judging right¬ 
fully).” 

R. Elazar ben Melai said in the name of Resh Lakish : “ It 
is written [Isaiah lix. 3] : ‘ For your hands are defiled with blood, 
and your fingers with iniquity: your lips have spoken falsehood, 
your tongue uttereth deception.’ * Your hands are defiled with 
blood’ refers to the judges, 'your fingers with iniquity’ refers 
to the scribes of the judges, ‘ your lips have spoken falsehood ’ 
refers to the lawyers, ‘ and your tongue uttereth deception ’ 
refers to the litigants themselves.” 

R. Melai said again in the name of R. Itz’hak of Magdala: 
“ From the day that Joseph left his brethren, he tasted not 
wine, as it is written [Genesis xlix. 26] : ‘ These shall be on the 
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head of Joseph, on the crown of the head of him that was sep¬ 
arated* from his brothers.’ ” R. Jose bar Hanina said, that the 
brothers of Joseph also did not taste wine, because it is written 
[ibid, xliii. 34] : “ And they drank, and were merry with him ” 
(because it says “ with him,” the inference is, that without him 
they did not drink). 

R. Melai said again: “ The reward due Aaron for what is 
written [Exod. iv. 14] : ‘And when he seeth, he will be glad in 
his heart,’ was given him in the breastplate of judgment ” [see 
ibid, xxviii. 15]. 

The inhabitants of the city of Rashkar sent a query to Levi, 
as follows: “ What is the law concerning a baldachin, what is 
the law concerning flax sown in a vineyard, does it come under 
the head of Kelaim or not, and what is the law concerning one 
who dies on a festival ? ” While the messenger was on his way, 
Levi died. Said Samuel to R. Menasseh: “If thou wouldst 
be wise, answer thou these queries.” So R. Menasseh answered 
as follows: “As for a baldachin, we have investigated on all 
sides and found no permission (for setting it up). As for flax 
sown in a vineyard, it constitutes a case of Kelaim. As for a 
man that had died on a festival, the corpse should be kept until 
after the second day of the festival, and it should not be in¬ 
terred, neither by Israelites nor by Gentiles.” This is not so! 
Rami bar Ezekiel found permission for a baldachin as previously 
said! R. Tarphon decided that flax sown in a vineyard does not 
constitute Kelaim, and Rabha decreed, that a corpse may be 
interred on the first day of a festival by Gentiles and on the sec¬ 
ond day even by Jews ? However, because the men of Bashkar 
were ignorant, R. Menasseh gave them the stricter decrees, lest 
they take advantage of the more lenient. 

R. Abin bar R. Huna said in the name of R. Hama bar 
Gurya: “ A man can wrap himself in the canopy that has not 
been fastened to the poles, together with its fringes, and go out 
into public ground with impunity.” In what respect does this 
decision differ from that of R. Huna, who said in the name of 
Rabh, that one who went out into public ground wearing a 
Talith (toga) without Tzitzith (show-threads) is culpable and 
liable for a sin-offering ? In the case of a Talith, the show- 
threads, being the most important part of that garment, are 


* “ Separated ” is expressed by the word Nazir, which means also one who has 
vowed to drink no wine. 
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valuable, and without them the Talith is simply a burden; 
whereas the fringes of a canopy are not an essential part of the 
canopy, and having used the latter for a garment it may be worn 
even with fringes. 

Rabba bar R. Huna said: “ A man may with cunning stretch 
a wine-filter over a vessel and say, that he intends to use it as a 
receptacle for pomegranates, but when it is already stretched he 
may filter wine through it.” Said R. Ashi: “He may do this 
only if he had previously placed pomegranates in the filter.” In 
what respect does this decision differ from the following Bo- 
raitha: During the intermediate days of a festival (either Pass- 
over or the Feast of Tabernacles) a man may brew beer for con¬ 
sumption on those days but not for use on other days, be it 
beer made of dates or of barley; and although he have stale 
beer still on hand, he may with cunning brew new beer and 
drink it. (Should he have any left over he may keep it for other 
days; hence we see that it is not necessary to dissemble by 
doing something else before performing the act really intended.) 
In the latter case it is not known whether the man have any 
stale beer on hand or not, and hence it might be presumed that 
he has none and must brew more; but in the former case, when 
the wine-filter is stretched and wine is being immediately filtered 
through it, the presumption would be that it was stretched for 
that purpose only. 

Said the disciples to R. Ashi: “ We would call the attention 
of the master to this young scholar, R. Huna bar Hyvan or 
Heluvan by name, who takes the clove of garlic and stops up a 
hole in a wine-barrel with it, saying, that he intends merely to 
preserve the clove of garlic. He also goes and lies down on a 
ferry, presumably to sleep; in the meantime he is ferried across 
the river, and on the other side he watches his fields, saying, 
however, that he merely intended to sleep.” Answered R. 
Ashi: “ Ye speak of cunning (trickery). All the acts mentioned 
by you are prohibited by rabbinical laws only, and in the case of 
a scholar, there is no danger that he will commit them publicly 
(without resorting to cunning).” 

MISHNA: One may pour water on yeast in order to thin 
the latter; and one may filter wine through a cloth or an Egyp¬ 
tian wine-basket. One may put a beaten egg in a mustard 
sieve. One may also make honey-wine on Sabbath. R. Jehu- 
dah says: “ On Sabbath this maybe done only in a cup, on 
feast-days even in a lug (pitcher), and on the intermediate days 
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even in a barrel/’ R. Zadok says: “ At all times it should be 
made according to the number of guests.” 

GEMARA: Zera said: “A man may pour clear wine or 
clear water into a filter with impunity.” May clear wine only, 
and not dimmed wine, be poured into a filter ? Have we not 
learned, that R. Simeon ben Gamaliel said: “ A man may stir 
up a cask of wine, with the lees, on the Sabbath and pour it 
through a filter with impunity ”? Zera explained the decree of 
R. Simeon ben Gamaliel to the effect, that the latter spoke of 
wine that was just being pressed, when it is customary to drink 
the wine with the lees (hence the wine is not improved, as it can 
be drunk without filtering). 

“ One may filter zvine through a cloth.” R. Simi b. Hyya 
said : ” Providing the cloth is not turned into a funnel (that the 
cloth should not subsequently be wrung).” 

“ An Egyptian wine-basket . ” Said R. Hyya bar Ashi in the 
name of Rabh : ” Providing the wine-basket is not lifted above 
the bottom of the vessel to the height of one span.” 

One may put a beaten egg in a mustard sieve.” R. Jacob 
Kar’hah explained this as follows : “ Because the yolk is used 
only for coloring; the white of the egg is nevertheless as much 
an article of food as the yolk (hence no sifting takes place).” 

It was taught: Mustard which had been prepared before 
Sabbath may be ground on the Sabbath, either by hand or with 
a vessel. Honey may also be placed in the mustard on Sabbath ; 
it must not be thoroughly mixed, however, but merely stirred. 
Cresses which had been cut up before the Sabbath may be 
mixed with oil and vinegar on the Sabbath, and one may also 
add mint; it must not be thoroughly mixed, however, but 
merely stirred. Garlic which had been ground before the Sab¬ 
bath may be mixed with broad-beans and peas, but must not be 
ground together; mint may also be added. Said Abayi: “ We 
see, that mint is good for the spleen.” 

One may make honey-wine on the Sabbath . ” The rabbis 
taught: ” One may make honey-wine on the Sabbath, but not 
an oil-wine salve.” The difference between honey-wine and oil- 
wine salve is that the former is made of honey, wine, and pep¬ 
per, while the latter is made of old wine, clear water, and aro¬ 
matic balsam to be used as a lotion after a bath. 

Said R. Joseph: “ Once I went with Mar Uqba to a bath¬ 
house. When we came out, he gave me a cup of wine which, 
when drinking, I felt all over from the roots of my hair to the 
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nails of my feet; and had he given me another, I am afraid that 
the reward due me in the world to come would have been less¬ 
ened in proportion.” Mar Uqba drank this wine every day ? 
He was accustomed to it. 

MISHNA: One must not put laserpitium in tepid water 
for the purpose of softening the former, but one may put it in 
vinegar. One must not soak bran nor grind it, but may put it 
in a sieve or in a basket. One must not sift feed-straw through 
a winnow, nor lay it in a high place so that the chaff fall out, 
but one may take it up in a winnow and then pour it into the 
crib. 

GEMARA: The schoolmen asked: “ What if one did put 
laserpitium in tepid water?” Said Abayi: “ This is only a 
rabbinical prohibition, that it should not be done as on a week¬ 
day. 

R. Johanan asked of R. Yanai: “ Is it allowed to put laser¬ 
pitium in cold water (on Sabbath) ?” and he answered: “ It is 
not.” Said R. Johanan: “We have learned in the Mishna, 
that it is not allowed to put it in tepid water, but in cold water 
it should be allowed.” Answered R. Yanai: (If thou askest 
me concerning a Mishna) what difference is there between me 
and thee ? The Mishna is according to the opinion of one man, 
and the Halakha does not prevail according to his opinion, as we 
have learned in a Tosephta: Laserpitium must not be put in 
either cold or tepid water. R. Jose said : “ It is not allowed to 
put it in tepid water, but it maybe put in cold water.” For 
what purpose is it used ? For a heavy feeling in the chest. 

R. Aha bar Joseph had a heavy feeling in the chest, so he 
came to Mar Uqba, and was told to drink laserpitium to the 
weight of three shekels in three days. He drank some on Thurs¬ 
day and Friday, and on Sabbath he came to the house of learn¬ 
ing to inquire whether he might drink it. He was told, that the 
disciples of Ada, others say of Mar bar R. Ada, taught, that 
one may drink even a Kabh or two Kabhs with impunity. He 
then said to them: “ I am not asking whether I may drink it. 
That I know is allowed, but I should like to know whether I 
may put the laserpitium in water in order to drink it. How 
shall I do?” Said R. Hyya bar Abin to them: “The same 
thing happened to me, so I went to R. Ada bar Ahabha and 
asked him, but he did not know; so I asked R. Huna, who 
said, that Rabh decided that first it should be put in cold water 
and then it may be put in warm water.” 
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R. A’ha bar Joseph leaned on the shoulders of his nephew, 
R. Na’hman bar Itz’hak, and went out into the street, and told 
him, when they came to the house of R. Safra, to lead him in. 
When they got there, they went in, and R. A’ha asked of R. 
Safra: “ May a shirt that had been laundered too stiffly be 
rubbed and softened by hand on the Sabbath ? Shall we 
assume, that it is only intended to soften the shirt and is there¬ 
fore permissible, or that it is intended also to bleach it and is 
hence prohibited ? ” R. Safra answered, that it might be done, 
and asked him : “ Why dost thou ask about a shirt, why not ask 
also about a turban?” ”1 have already asked concerning a 
turban of R. Huna, and he said, that it is not permitted.” 
” Why, then, didst thou come to ask about a shirt ? Thou 
couldst have inferred, from the turban, that the other was also 
not permitted ?” Answered R. A’ha: “ A turban is bleached 
by unfolding and rubbing, but a shirt is not.” 

R. Hisda said: ” If a shirt had been hung up to dry by 
means of a stick drawn through the armholes, it should be taken 
down from the stick, but the stick should not be taken down 
alone (because the stick is not a vessel and hence must not be 
handled).’’ Said Rabha : ” If the stick was one that may be used 
by a weaver, it may be taken down (because it is regarded as a 
vessel).” 

R. Hisda said again: ” A bundle of herbs, if suitable for 
cattle-food, may be handled on the Sabbath. If not, it must 
not be handled.” Said R. Hyya bar Ashi in the name of Rabh : 
” Dried salt meat maybe handled on Sabbath (because it can 
be eaten uncooked), but dried salt fish must not (because it can¬ 
not be eaten uncooked).” 

R. Hisda said again : ” A man who attends school, and has 
not sufficient bread, should not eat herbs, because it creates 
hunger. I myself have never eaten herbs, neither when I was 
poor nor when I was rich. When I was poor I did not want to 
stimulate my appetite, and when I was rich I rather ate meat 
and fish in place of herbs.” Again he said : “A young pupil 
who lacks food should not eat a little at a time. He should 
wait until he can accumulate sufficient for a hearty meal, and 
then eat. When I was poor I never ate until I could put my 
hand in the basket and find sufficient to satisfy my hunger.” 

The same R. Hisda said to his daughters: ” Be chaste in the 
eyes of your husbands. Do not go about eating in the presence 
of your husbands. Do not eat herbs at night (for fear of bad 
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breath). Do not eat dates at night. Do not drink beer at night, 
and use not the same toilet that men do. When some one 
knocks at your door, do not ask ‘ Who is it ? ’ in the masculine, 
but in the feminine/' 

“ One must not sift feed-straw through a winnow, This 
Mishna is not in accordance with the opinion of the Tana of the 
following Boraitha: R. Eliezer ben Jacob said: “ A winnow 
must not be touched at all/’ 

MISHNA: One may clean out (the crib) for the (stalled) ox 
and throw (the superfluous fodder) over the side, so that it does 
not become unclean, so says R. Dosa. The sages declare this 
to be prohibited. One may remove the fodder in front of one 
animal and place it before another, on the Sabbath. 

GEMARA: The schoolmen propounded a question: Do the 
sages dissent from the first part of R. Dosa’s decree, from the 
last part, or from both ? Come and hear: “ We have learned 
in a Boraitha: 4 The sages said: “ Neither one nor the other may 
be thrown over the side. Said R. Hisda: “ The sages 

differ with R. Dosa only when the crib was a separate vessel, 
but if it was part of the stall and fixed to the ground, all agree 
that it is prohibited to clean it out.” 

* ‘ One may remove the fodder from in front of one animal, 
etc. In one Boraitha we learned, that one may remove the fod¬ 
der from cattle with healthy snouts and place it before cattle 
with diseased snouts; and in another Boraitha we learned the 
contrary, that fodder may be removed from cattle with diseased 
snouts and placed before cattle with healthy snouts. Said 
Abayi: “According to both Boraithas, the fodder of an ass 
may be placed before an ox, but the fodder of an ox must not 
be placed before an ass. The first Boraitha refers to fodder 
placed before an ass who does not emit phlegm from the mouth, 
and which may be placed before a cow who does emit phlegm ; 
and the other Boraitha, which permits the placing of fodder of 
animals with bad snouts, also refers to an ass, and calls the snout 
of an ass bad (diseased) because he feeds on all manner of 
things, like thistles, etc. The cow is referred to as having a 
healthy snout because she is very particular as to what she 
feeds on (hence the two Boraithas do not differ).” 

MISHNA: Straw on a bed must not be shaken up with the 
hand, but it may be moved with the body. If it be designed for 
fodder, or a pillow or cloth lie over it, it may be shaken up by 
hand. A clothes-press which is kept in the house may be 
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opened, but must not be used for pressing. The clothes- 
presses of the professional washers must not be touched. R. 
Jehudah says: “ If the press was partly open before the Sab¬ 
bath, it may be entirely opened and drawn out (others say, the 
clothes may be drawn out).” 

GEMARA: R. Jehudah said: “ It is permitted to triturate 
pepper seed with the handle of a knife one by one, but not two 
together (on Sabbath).” But Rabha said, that as a man usu¬ 
ally triturates pepper in a mortar on a week-day, he may on 
Sabbath triturate as many together as he chooses with the handle 
of a knife. 

R. Jehudah said again: “(On the Sabbath) a man who 
bathes should first dry himself standing in the water and then 
go out; otherwise he carries water into unclaimed ground for 
four ells.” If that is so, what about the man going into the 
water ? By entering he pushes the water forward four ells (into 
the lake or river) by mere motion ? Motion has not been pro¬ 
vided for in the prohibitions of unclaimed ground. 

Said Abayi, according to another version R. Jehudah: “ If 
a man stepped into loam, he should wipe his feet on the ground 
and not on a wall.” But Rabha said: “ Why should he not do 
that, because it might be presumed that he plasters the wall and 
is engaged in building ? Nay; this is not ordinary building (but 
more like field-work). On the contrary: If he wipe his feet on 
the ground he may perchance smoothen out an incavation, 
hence he should rather wipe his feet on the wall. For the 
same reason, he should not wipe his feet on the side of an inca¬ 
vation, lest he smoothen it out.” 

Rabha said again: “ One should not cork a bottle with a 
piece of cotton or cloth, lest he wring it.” R. Kahana said: 
” The dirt on a garment should be removed by rubbing the cloth 
on the inside and not on the outside, lest it seem like washing.” 
R. Abuha in the name of R. Elazar, quoting R. Yanai, said: 

One may scrape off dirt on an old shoe, but not a new one. 
With what should it be scraped off ? With the back of a knife,” 
said R. Abuha. Said a certain old man to him: ” Withdraw 
thy teaching before that of R. Hyya: One must not scrape off 
dirt on an old nor on a new shoe. One must also not rub his 
foot with oil, while it is still in the shoe. He may, however, 
rub his foot with oil and then put on his shoe or his sandal. 
He may also anoint his whole body with oil and lie down on a 
skin, although the skin is benefited by the oil.” Said R. Hisda: 
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44 Providing the oil dripping from the body on to the skin is only 
sufficient to polish the skin, but if there is enough to soften the 
skin one must not lie down on it.” 

The rabbis taught: A small man should not wear a large 
shoe (lest it fall off and he be forced to carry it on the Sabbath). 
He may, however, wear a large shirt (as there is no fear of his 
taking that off and carrying it). A woman should not go out 
with a torn shoe on the Sabbath (lest she be laughed at and 
carry the shoe). She also must not accept Chalitza in such a 
shoe; but if she did so, the Chalitza is valid. She also should 
not wear a new shoe, that she had not tried on before the Sab¬ 
bath (lest it be too large and she take it off and carry it). Such 
is the explanation of Bar Qappara. 

In one Boraitha we have learned, that one may remove the 
shoe of a statue, while in another we were taught that it must 
not be removed. This presents no difficulty. The one Borai¬ 
tha is in accordance with the opinion of the rabbis, who differ 
with R. Eliezer, while the other is in accordance with the opin¬ 
ion of R. Eliezer; as we have learned in another Boraitha: R. 
Jehudah said in the name of R. Eliezer, that if the shoe was 
loose and easily removed it might be taken off. 


CHAPTER XXI. 


REGULATIONS CONCERNING THE POURING OUT OF WINE FROM VES¬ 
SELS COVERED WITH A STONE (WHICH MUST NOT BE LIFTED), 
AND THE CLEARING OFF OF CRUMBS, ETC., FROM THE TABLE. 

MISHNA: One may lift up a (petted) child, that has a stone 
in its hand, also a basket in which there is a stone; one may 
also handle unclean Therumah (heave-offerings), together with 
clean and with ordinary grain. R. Jehudah saith: “ One may 
also take out Therumah from mixed grain in proportion of one 
to the hundred/’ 

GEMARA: Rabha said: “ If a man carried out a child to 
whose neck a purse of money was fastened, he is culpable of 
carrying the purse; but if he carried out the corpse of a child 
which had a purse of money fastened to it, he is free.” Why is 
the man culpable in the first instance, for the carrying of the 
purse and not for carrying the child ? He holds with R. Nathan, 
who said, that a living thing carries itself. Why not say, that 
the purse is an accessory to the child ? Have we not learned in 
a Mishna (p. 182), that if a man carried out a person on a litter 
he is not culpable of carrying even the litter, because it is of no 
consequence to the person ? A litter is regarded as of no conse¬ 
quence to the person, but a purse is not held to be part of a 
child. Why, in the second instance, is the man not culpable 
for carrying the corpse of the child ? Rabha holds, with R. 
Simeon, that every labor which is not performed for its own 
sake does not make a person culpable (and he is not culpable 
for carrying the purse, because in his sorrow he does not think 
of the purse that the child was wont to play with). 

An objection was made (to Rabha’s teaching by virtue of the 
above Mishna): One may lift up a child with a stone in its hand ? 
The disciples of R. Yanai explained this as follows: " A child 
is referred to that yearns for its father, and if it were not carried 
it would become sick.” The stone is no hindrance to its being 
carried. If that is the case, why is a stone mentioned ? why not 
money ? Did not Rabha say, that the child may be carried if it 
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have a stone in its hand, but not money ? That is simple. If 
the stone fall to the ground the father will not pick it up, but if 
money falls he will pick it up. We have been taught by a Borai- 
tha in support of Rabha: If one carry his clothes, folded, on his 
back, or his sandals or his rings in his hand, he is culpable; if he 
wear them, however, he is free. If he carry out a man dressed 
in clothes, sandals, and rings, he is also free; but if he carried 
the clothes, sandals, or rings alone, he would be culpable. 

“ A basket in which there is a stone," etc. Why should a 
man not be culpable for carrying it ? Is not the basket a basis 
for a prohibited thing ? Said R. Hyya bar Aslii in the name of 
Rabha: 44 Here a basket is spoken of which is broken, and 
where the stone fills in the gap, making the basket whole.” 

“ One may also handle unclean heave-offerings " Said R. 
Hisda: “ When may unclean heave-offerings be handled? If 
the clean heave-offering be at the bottom and the unclean on 
top, the unclean may be removed; but if the clean be on top, it 
may be removed, and the unclean must remain untouched.” If 
the unclean be on top, let it be thrown off until the clean is 
reached! Answered R. Ilai, Rabh said: ” Here fruit is spoken 
of, that would be spoiled by being thrown off.” 

An objection was made: We have learned in a Boraitha: 
“ Unclean heave-offerings may be handled with clean and with 
ordinary grain; it makes no difference where it lies: on the top 
or at the bottom.” This is a refutation of R. Hisda? R. 
Hisda might say, that our Mishna treats of a heave-offering that 
is needed for food, while the Boraitha treats of a heave-offering 
when the space it occupies is needed. What impels R. Hisda 
to explain the Mishna in that manner? Said Rabha: ” From 
the latter part of the Mishna it seems to be in the sense ex¬ 
plained by him, for that part of the Mishna says, that if money 
lie on a bolster, the bolster may be turned so that the money 
shall fall down; and Rabba bar bar Hana in the name of R. 
Johanan explained, that such is the case only if the bolster 
itself be needed; but if the space occupied by the bolster is 
required, one may lift the bolster, with the money, and deposit 
it elsewhere. Now, if this part of the Mishna refers to the 
demand for the object itself, the first part does likewise.” 

‘ ‘ R. Jehudah saith: ‘ One may take Therumah from mixed 
grain in proportion of one to the hundred . ’ ” How can this be 
done ? In doing it, one would make a useless thing useful, and 
that is not permitted ? R. Jehudah holds with R. Simeon ben 
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Elazar, who declares, that one may look upon one side of a 
mixed-grain pile and consider it Therumah, and eat from the 
other. How can it be said, however, that R. Jehudah holds 
with R. Simeon ben Elazar, for have we not learned in a Borai- 
tha, that they differ on this question, the former holding that one 
may take a measure of grain from the pile, of one to the hun¬ 
dred, set it aside as Therumah, and use the remainder, while the 
other says, that one should look upon one side of it and eat 
from the other ? R. Jehudah is even more lenient ; for he per¬ 
mits all of it to be used after a measure had been set aside, 
while R. Simeon permits only part of it to be used. 

MISHNA: If a stone lie at the opening of a barrel, the 
barrel may be bent over, so that the stone fall down. If the 
barrel stand amongst other barrels, it may be lifted and then 
bent over, in order that the stone fall down. If money lie on a 
bolster, the bolster may be turned, so that the money fall down. 
If dirt be found on the bolster, it maybe cleaned off with a rag; 
and if the bolster be of leather, water may be poured on it 
until the dirt is removed. 

GEMARA: Said R. Huna in the name of Rabh: “The 
Mishna refers to a case where the stone lying at the opening of 
the barrel was left there by accident. If it was placed there 
purposely, the barrel becomes a basis to a prohibited thing and 
must not be handled.” 

“ If the barrel stand amongst other barrels , ” etc. Who is the 
Tana who holds, that where there are both a permissible and a 
prohibited thing we must engage ourselves only with the per¬ 
missible thing and not with the prohibited ? Said Rabba bar 
bar Hana in the name of R. Johanan: “ That is R. Simeon ben 
Gamaliel, who said in Tract Betza, that if the waste was in a 
larger quantity than the eatable portion, the eatable portion 
might be taken, but the waste must not be touched. In the 
case of the barrel, the useful portion is certainly in a larger 
quantity than the useless (why, then, should he not remove the 
stone ?). If a man should wish to remove the wine, it would 
necessitate his lifting the barrel at all events; with the barrel the 
stone would also be lifted, and in that case the useless would 
surpass in quantity the useful.” 

We have learned in a Boraitha: R. Jose said: “ If a barrel 
stood in a cellar amongst other barrels, or among glassware (and 
there is danger that if the barrel is lifted and bent over the 
stone covering it will fall upon another barrel, or upon some of 
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the glassware and break it), it may be lifted, carried to another 
place, bent over so that the stone roll off, its contents removed 
to the quantity required, and returned to its former place.” 

“If money lie on a bolster ,” etc. Said R. Hyya bar Ashi in 
the name of Rabh: ” The Mishna here refers to a case where 
the money was accidentally left on the bolster; but if it is laid 
there on purpose, the bolster becomes a basis to a prohibited 
thing and must not be handled.” 

Hyya the son of Rabh of Diphti taught the same as Rabba 
bar bar Hana in the name of R. Johanan, viz. (page 323), that 
if the space occupied by the bolster is required, the bolster 
together with the money may be moved. 

R. Oshea said: 4< If a purse of money was accidentally left 
in private ground, one may put a loaf of bread or a child on it 
and take it back to the house.” R. Itz’hak said: ” This rule 
applies not only to a purse of money, but also to a brick that is 
needed for any purpose.” 

Said R. Jehudah bar Shila in the name of R. Assi, that a 
box of money was once forgotten in the market and R. Johanan 
was asked what was to be done. He ordered them to place a 
loaf of bread or a child on it, and take it in. Said Mar Zutra: 
” All these rules are laid down in the case of where the things 
referred to were left by accident.” But R. Ashi said, that such 
is not the case, and that a child or a loaf of bread can be used 
to move a corpse only. 

When Abayi had to bring in stalks of grain, he would put on 
them some article of food (or some vessel) and bring it into the 
house; and when Rabha had to bring in (an uncooked) dove, he 
would put a knife on it and bring it into the house. When R. 
Joseph heard of this, he said: ” How sagacious are the minds 
of these young scholars! When did the rabbis permit this to 
be done ? When the things to be brought were forgotten on the 
outside; but they did not permit their being moved to com¬ 
mence with.” Abayi answered: ” (I have done right.) For 
were I not a trustworthy man, I would not have used those 
means to bring in the grain at all. Stalks of grain are a useful 
thing to sit on, and maybe handled.” And Rabha said: “(I 
have also done right.) For were I not a trustworthy man, I 
would not have placed a knife on the dove at all, as there are 
some people who eat it raw (hence it may be handled on the 
Sabbath).” Shall we say, that Rabha holds that the raw dove 
may be handled only because it is eaten (raw) by some people, 
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and were it not so it could not be handled (on Sabbath), hence 
he holds as R. Jehudah in Tract Betza ? Did not Rabha say to 
his servant on a festival: “ Fry a duck for me and throw the 
entrails to the cat”; and we see thence that he permitted his 
servant to handle the entrails because they were food for a cat ? 
The entrails would have spoiled if left over for the next day, 
and we must assume therefore that they were designed as food 
for the cat from the day preceding. 

MISHNA: The school of Shamai teaches: ” Bones and 
husks may be removed from the table.” The school of Hillel, 
however, teaches: ” One may only lift the whole table board (or 
cloth), and shake off what is left over.” All crumbs smaller 
than an olive may be removed from the table; also the hulls of 
beans and lentils, because they may serve for fodder. It is 
allowed to use a sponge for wiping, providing it has a handle 
made of leather; otherwise, it is not allowed. At all events, 
one may handle a sponge on the Sabbath, and it is not subject 
to defilement. 

GEMARA: Said R. Na’hman: We know that the school of 
Shamai holds to the opinion of R. Jehudah (who accepts the 
theory of Muktza), and that the school of Hillel holds to the 
opinion of R. Simeon (who disregards the law of Muktza). 
(Hence the order of the Mishna should be reversed.) The dic¬ 
tum of the school of Shamai should be credited to the school 
of Hillel, and vice versa . 

” Hulls of beans f etc. The permission to remove the hulls 
of beans, etc., is certainly in accordance with R. Simeon, who 
disregards the law of Muktza; and the latter clause of the 
Mishna referring to a sponge, which must not be used for wiping 
off the table unless it have a handle (because without the handle 
it would be wrung and that is prohibited, although the intention 
to wring it did not exist), is in accordance with the opinion of R. 
Jehudah, who holds, that one must not perform an act even 
unintentionally. In this case R. Simeon also agrees with R. 
Jehudah, because it again presents a parallel case to the behead¬ 
ing of a creature where no intention to kill it exists. 

The pits of dates (Armiassa) to which some of the meat ad¬ 
heres maybe handled, and those of Parsiassa* must not be han¬ 
dled. Samuel used to handle the latter with bread, holding to 
his opinion that anything at all may be done with bread (while 


* For explanation of the terms Armiassa and Parsiassa, see Vol. I., p. 45. 
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others hold that bread should not be put to any uses except for 
food). Rabba would hold them with a pitcher of water. R. 
Shesheth would throw them out by means of his tongue, and 
R. Papa would throw them underneath the bed. It was told of 
R. Zacharias ben Abkulos, that he would turn his face towards 
the back of the bed and throw them out with his tongue. 


CHAPTER XXII. 


REGULATIONS CONCERNING PREPARATION OF FOOD AND BEVERAGES. 

MISHNA: Should a cask break open, sufficient may be 
saved for three meals. The owner may also call to others: 
” Come and save for yourselves (whatever you can).” No por¬ 
tion of the leakage, however, may be sponged up (soaked up 
with a sponge). One must not press fruit in order to extract 
the juice; and if it ooze out by itself, it must not be used. R. 
Jehudah said: 44 If the fruit is for eating, the juice which oozes 
out may be used; but if it is for beverage, it must not be used. 
If honeycombs be broken on the eve of Sabbath and the honey 
ooze out, the honey must not be used.” R. Eliezer, however, 
permits this. 

GEMARA: We have learned, that wine must not be soaked 
up with a sponge, and oil must not be dipped with a spoon, in 
the same manner as it is done on week-days (there must be a 
slight change). 

The rabbis taught: If fruit becomes scattered in a courtyard 
(private ground) it may be gathered up and eaten, but this must 
not be done as on a week-day; i.e., gathered in a basket. 

One must not press fruit," etc. Said R. Jehudah in the 
name of Samuel: “ R. Jehudah (of the Mishna) agrees with the 
sages in the case of olives and grapes.” Why so ? Because 
this class of fruit is intended only for pressing, and the juice 
which must of a necessity ooze out might be calculated upon by 
the owner for a beverage. Ula said, that R. Jehudah differed 
with the sages even in the case of olives and grapes. R. Johanan 
said, that the Halakha prevails according to R. Jehudah as far 
as other fruit is concerned, but not as regards olives and grapes. 

Said R. Aba in the name of R. Jehudah, quoting Samuel: 
” R. Jehudah subsequently agreed with the sages as regards 
olives and grapes, and the sages also agreed with him later con¬ 
cerning other fruit.” Said R. Jeremiah to R. Aba: “ Wherein 
do they differ ? ” and R. Aba answered : ” Go and seek, and thou 
wilt find it!” Said R. Na’hman bar Itz’hak: ” It seems to me 
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that they differ concerning berries and pomegranates, for we 
have learned in a Boraitha: The juice of olives or grapes, which 
after having been pressed and brought into the house had oozed 
out by itself, must not be used, whether the fruit had been 
brought in for eating or beverage. If a man squeezed out the 
juice of berries and pomegranates and brought the pressed fruit 
into the house to eat, if any more juice oozed out, he might 
drink it; but if he brought the fruit expressly for eating pur¬ 
poses or for beverage, or without any express design, he must 
not drink the juice that had oozed out, so said R. Jehudah. The 
sages, however, prohibit the use of the juice under any circum¬ 
stances.” 

Said R. Jehudah in the name of Samuel: “A man may 
squeeze out a bunch of grapes directly into a pot, but not into a 
bowl. (Why not ? Because if he squeezed it into the pot it is 
proof positive that it will be used for food, but if squeezed into 
the bowl it might be used as a beverage.) Said R. Hisda: 
” From the decree of our master we can learn, that a man may 
milk a goat right into the pot, but not into a bowl.” Thus we 
see that Samuel holds, that beverages when mixed with eat¬ 
ables are also regarded as eatables. 

Said R. Zera in the name of R. Hyya bar Ashi, quoting 
Rabli: ” A bunch of grapes must be squeezed directly into the 
pot, but not into a bowl, but the oil of fish may be pressed out 
even into a bowl.” R. Dimi repeated this decree. Said Abayi 
to him: ” Ye teach this in the name of Rabli, hence ye have no 
objection; but we learn this in the name of Samuel, hence we 
have the following objection : 4 Can Samuel say that the oil of 
a fish may be squeezed out even in a bowl ? Were we not 
taught, that if a man squeezed out herbs which were soaked in 
wine and vinegar, it is, according to Rabh, permitted to com¬ 
mence with, if the herbs were to be eaten; but if the juice only 
was to be used, the man would not be liable for a sin-offering, 
but he should not do it to start with ? If the herbs, however, 
were cooked, whether the man wished to eat them or only use 
the juice, he might squeeze them out into a bowl. Samuel, 
however, decreed, that be the herbs cooked or raw, one may do 
this only if he intends to eat the herbs, but not if he only intends 
to use the juice; if he does, however, he is not liable for a sin- 
offering/ ” 

R. Dimi answered : “ By the Lord! My eyes have seen it, 
and not as a stranger, that I heard this decree from R. Jeremiah, 


330 


THE BABYLONIAN TALMUD. 


he from R. Zera, he again from R. Hyya bar Ashi, and the 
latter from Rabl/s mouth/’ 

In regard to the quoted Boraitha concerning the herbs that 
one had squeezed out (we have heard the opinion of Rabh and 
Samuel), R. Johanan said: “ Be they cooked or raw herbs, he 
may do so to commence with, if he intends to eat the herbs; but 
if he only desires the juice he must not do so, and if he does he 
is liable for a sin-offering/’ All this, however, is opposed by 
the following Boraitha: “One may squeeze out herbs which 
were soaked in wine and vinegar on the Sabbath for use on the 
same day, but not for later use; but one must not press olives 
or grapes, and if he does, he is liable for a sin-offering/’ Now, 
this is in opposition to all three: Rabh, Samuel, and R. Jo¬ 
hanan. Rabh could explain this in accordance with his teach¬ 
ing; viz.: The herbs maybe pressed on the Sabbath, for use 
on that day and not later, providing he uses the herbs for eat¬ 
ing; but if he wishes to use the juice he must not do so, but 
if he does he is not liable for a sin-offering; and cooked herbs 
he may squeeze out, whether he requires the herbs or the juice; 
olives and grapes he should not press: if he does, he is liable 
for a sin-offering. Samuel could explain it according to his own 
opinion: A man may squeeze out herbs on Sabbath for that 
same day, but not for later use; and the same law applies to 
cooked herbs, provided they are used for eating, but if the juice 
is wanted they must not be pressed, etc. R. Johanan could 
explain the Boraitha in accordance with his teaching, as follows: 
Be the herbs cooked or soaked, they may be squeezed out if 
intended for eating; but if the juice is required he must not, 
and if he did so it is equal to pressing olives or grapes, and he is 
liable for a sin-offering. 

Said R. Hyya bar Ashi in the name of Rabh: “ According 
to biblical law one cannot be culpable except for pressing olives 
and grapes. So have taught the disciples of Menasseh. Also 
according to biblical law, a witness that testifies from hearsay 
must not be accredited, with the exception of a case where he 
testifies to having heard that a woman’s husband had died/’ 

“ If honeycombs be broken on the eve of Sabbath." When R. 
Hosea came from Neherdai he brought a new Boraitha; viz.: 
“If olives and grapes were crushed before the Sabbath, and the 
juice oozed out, it must not be drunk; but R. Eliezer and R. 
Simeon both permit it.’’ Said R. Joseph: “ He just tells us 
of another man in addition to R. Eliezer! ’’ Said Abayi to him : 
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“ He taught us a great deal; for from our Mishna I would say, 
that honeycombs were eatables before being crushed and also 
afterwards; therefore R. Eliezer permits the use of the honey, 
but in the case of olives and grapes which were previously 
eatables and subsequently became beverages, it might be pre¬ 
sumed that even R. Eliezer would not permit their use. Hence 
we were instructed by R. Hosea to the contrary.” 

MISHNA: Whatever has been dressed with hot water on 
the eve of Sabbath, may be soaked in hot water on the Sab¬ 
bath ; and whatever has not been dressed with hot water on the 
eve of Sabbath, must only be passed through hot water on the 
Sabbath : excepting only stale salt fish and Spanish kolias (a 
kind of fish which was generally cured to make it eatable), for 
passing these through hot water is all the dressing required for 
them. 

GEMARA: What does the Mishna refer to ? For instance, 
the hen of R. Aba! He would cook a hen, then soak it in water, 
and when it would fall to pieces he would eat it. Said R. Safra: 
“ I was there at one time and R. Aba served me with some of 
that dish, and had he not given three-year-old wine immediately 
after it, I would have been forced to vomit.” 

R. Johanan would spit every time he was reminded of Baby¬ 
lonian Kutach (a dish made of small salt fish boiled in milk). 
Said R. Joseph: “ Yea, and let us spit when we think of R. 
Aba's hen.” And R. Gaza said: “ I was in Palestine at one 
time, and made that same dish (kutach); so they begged me to 
give them some for all the sick in Palestine.” 

” And whatever has not been dressed with hot water, etc. 
What is the law concerning one who had passed kolias or stale 
salt fish through hot water ? Said R. Joseph : He is liable for 
a sin-offering.” Said Mar the son of Rabhina: ” We have un¬ 
derstood it so from the Mishna, because the last clause is * for 
passing these through hot water is all the dressing required for 
them,' and the finishing of a certain kind of labor is equivalent 
to hammering.” 

R. Hyya bar Aba and R. Assi once sat in the presence of R. 
Johanan, and R. Johanan dozed off. So R. Hyya bar Aba asked 
R. Assi why the fowls of Babylon were so fat. R. Assi an¬ 
swered: ** Go to the desert of Aza in Palestine, and I will show 
thee fatter ones.” “ Why are the Babylonians so merry during 
the festivals ?” asked R. Hyya again. ” Because they are poor 
(and during the entire year they have no pleasures, so they take 
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advantage of the festivals),” was the answer. “ Why are the 
scholars of Babylon so well dressed?” queried R. Hyya. 
“Because they are ignorami ” (and must wear good clothes in 
order to command respect), answered R. Assi. At that moment 
R. Johanan awoke, and said to them: “ Youngsters! Did I not 
tell you, that it is written [Proverbs vii. 4]: ‘ Say unto wisdom. 
Thou art my sister,’ which means: If a thing is as certain to 
thee as the fact that thou canst not marry thy own sister, then 
say it ? Otherwise, thou shalt not say it. (Then why speak 
such foolishness?)” Then said they: “ Let Master tell some 
things (which would benefit us)!” Said R. Johanan: “The 
fowls of Babylon are fat because they were never driven away 
from home, as it is written [Jeremiah xlviii. 11]: ‘ Moab was 
ever at ease from his youth, and he was resting on his lees, 
and was not emptied from vessel to vessel, and had not gone 
into exile: therefore had his taste remained in him and his scent 
was not changed/ Whence do we know that the fowls of Pal¬ 
estine were driven from home ? It is written [ibid. ix. 9]: 
‘ Both the fowls of the heavens and the beasts are fled; they are 
gone away/—[R. Jacob said in the name of R. Johanan, that 
the fowls and the beasts and all else came back to Palestine with 
the exception of the Spanish kolias (the reason will be ex¬ 
plained in Tract Bechorath.]—* Why are the Babylonians merry 
during the festivals ? ’ Because they were not included in the 
curse of [Hosea ii. 13]: ‘ And I will cause to cease all her mirth, 
her festival, her new moon, and her Sabbath, and all her ap¬ 
pointed feasts/ ” 

Said R. Itz’hak: “ (Indeed it was so.) There was not a 
single feast in Palestine, that the military did not come to Seph- 
oris ” ; and R. Hanina said: “There was not a single feast in 
Palestine, that captains, guards, and supervisors did not come to 
Tiberias.”—“ Why are the scholars of Babylon so well dressed ? ” 
“ Because they are all strangers. As the saying goes: In a city 
where a man is known, he may wear whatever he chooses; but 
where he is not sufficiently known he should dress well.” 

R. Joseph taught: It is written [Isaiah xxvii. 6]: “ In the 
future shall Jacob yet take root: Israel shall bud and blossom; 
and shall fill the face of the world with fruit.” What is meant 
by “ bud and blossom ” ? The scholars of Babylon, who wind 
blossoms and wreaths around the Thorah. 

MISHNA: A man may break open a cask, to eat dry figs 
therefrom ; provided, he does not intend using the cask afterwards 
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as a vessel. He must not pierce the bunghole of a cask, such is 
the decree of R. Jehudah (or R. Jose); the sages permit this to 
be done. And one must not bore a hole in the side of it; but 
if it was already perforated, he must not fill it up with wax, 
because he would smoothen the wax thereby. Said R. Jehudah: 
“ Such a case was brought before R. Johanan ben Sachai, at 
Arab, and he observed: ‘ I doubt whether that act does not 
involve liability to bring a sin-offering/ 99 

GEMARA: Said R. Oshea: “ When may a man hold a dirk 
to open a cask of figs ? If the figs are very tightly packed, for 
then he would have to use a knife or a dirk to get the figs out; 
but if they were packed loose he must not use a knife to open 
the cask.” 

An objection was raised: We have learned, that R. Simeon 
ben Gamaliel said: “ A man may bring in a cask of wine, cut 
off the bung-head with a knife, and serve it to the guests with 
impunity/* This Boraitha is in accordance with the opinion of 
the sages, while our Mishna is in accordance with the decree of 
R. Nehemiah (who holds that no vessel may be used for any 
other purpose but that for which it was originally intended). 
What impelled R. Oshea to make the entire Mishna conform 
with the dictum of R. Nehemiah ? Let him say, that the cask 
maybe opened with a knife even if the figs are loose, and thus 
be in accord with the sages ? Answered Rabha: ” The reason 
is, that R. Oshea could not quite comprehend why the Mishna 
specified figs: it could have said fruit, and on that account he 
reasoned as stated.” 

In one Boraitha we have learned: Palm-leaf baskets contain¬ 
ing dried figs and dates may be untied, taken apart, or cut; and 
in another Boraitha we were taught, that they may be untied, 
but not taken apart or tied. This presents no difficulty; for 
one Boraitha is in accordance with the opinion of the sages, and 
the other is in accord with R. Nehemiah. 

A question was asked of R. Shesheth: H May a cask be 
bored with an auger on the Sabbath ? Shall we assume, that 
one intended to make an opening in the cask and hence it is 
prohibited, or that he intended merely to make a larger space 
for the flow of the wine and it is therefore permitted ?” The 
answer was: ” The intention was to make an opening, and it is 
prohibited.” An objection based upon the teaching of R. Sim¬ 
eon ben Gamaliel previousy mentioned was raised, and the an¬ 
swer was: “ There the intention certainly was to make the space 
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larger, while here it is obvious that the intention was to make 
an opening; otherwise, he would have broken open the cask 
with a knife/' 

“ 0 ?ie must not pierce the bnngliole of a cask” Said R. Huna: 
“ They differ only in reference to the top of a bunghole of a 
cask; but as for the side, all agree that it is not allowed, and 
this is carried out by the later clause in the Mishna; viz.: * And 
he must not bore a hole in the side of it.' ” R. Hisda, however, 
said: ** They differ only as far as boring a hole in the side of the 
bunghole is concerned, but as for the top, all agree that it is per¬ 
mitted ; and the later clause of the Mishna means to state that 
one must not bore a hole in the side of the cask itself/’ 

The rabbis taught: One must not bore a new hole on Sab¬ 
bath, but if it was already made he may enlarge it; and others 
say, that he must not enlarge it; but all agree, that if the hole 
was merely stopped it may be reopened. The first Tana pro¬ 
hibits the boring of a new hole, because thereby an opening is 
made. Does not enlarging a hole improve the opening ? Said 
Rabba: According to biblical law, an opening through which 
one cannot enter or go out is not considered a door, but the rab¬ 
bis made this a precaution on account of chicken-coops, the 
holes of which are made for the purpose of admitting fresh air 
and emitting the foul. (Therefore making a hole in a coop is 
equivalent to making a whole coop, for without holes it is of no 
value.) Enlarging a hole, however, is permitted, because one 
would enlarge a hole in a chicken-coop, lest an ichneumon should 
enter and kill a chicken. Why do some say, then, that holes 
should not even be enlarged ? Because it might be that one 
did not make the hole in a chicken-coop large enough, and 
would enlarge it. R. Na’hman taught in the name of R. Jo- 
hanan, that the Halakha remains according to the last dictum. 

All agree, that a hole which had been stopped up may be re¬ 
opened. Said R. Jehudah in the name of Samuel: This was 
said only in the case of where a hole had been stopped to pre¬ 
serve the aroma of the wine. If, however, the hole was stopped 
up in order to strengthen the cask, it must not be reopened. 
What is meant by preserving the aroma and by strengthening 
the cask ? Said R. Hisda: “ If the hole was on top of the cask 
and was stopped up, it was for the purpose of preserving the 
aroma; but if at the bottom, it was for the purpose of strength¬ 
ening the cask.” Rabha said: ” If it was at the bottom, it was 
also only for the purpose of preserving the aroma; and only if 
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the hole was stopped up right underneath the lees of the wine, 
it was for the purpose of strengthening the cask.” 

Rabh prohibits the inserting of a faucet into a cask, and 
Samuel permits it. All agree, that cutting a hole in the cask for 
the purpose of inserting a faucet is prohibited, and that replac¬ 
ing the faucet, if once removed, is permitted. They differ, 
however, only when a hole had already been made in the cask 
before the Sabbath, but it was not quite fit for the faucet. 
Those who say, that it is prohibited, do so as a precaution lest 
one cut a fresh hole, while those that permit this to be done say 
no precautionary measure is necessary. 

This is like the following difference between Tanaim: We 
have learned that a screw must not be fitted on a festival, much 
less on a Sabbath; but if it fall out it may be replaced on Sab¬ 
bath, and so much more on a festival; and R. Yashia makes the 
ordinance more lenient. What does R. Yashia make more leni¬ 
ent ? Shall we assume, that he refers to the first part and per¬ 
mits a screw to be cut ? In that event, he would be improving 
a vessel, and that is certainly not allowed! Shall we assume, on 
the other hand, that he refers to the second part; the first Tana 
alone permits this ? We must say, therefore, that the screw was 
already cut, but did not quite fit, and he permits the fitting of 
it. (Hence the same difference exists here as between the pre¬ 
vious Tanaim.) R. Shesheth the son of R. Idi in the name of R. 
Johanan said: “ The Halakha prevails according to R. Yashia.” 

" But if it zvas already perforated," e tc. To fill it up with 
oil is, according to Rabh, prohibited, as a precaution lest he fill 
it with wax; and according to Samuel it is permitted, as the lat¬ 
ter does not deem a precautionary measure necessary. Said R. 
Samuel bar bar Hana to R. Joseph: ” Thou hast said distinctly 
in the name of Rabh, that oil is permitted.” Answered R. 
Joseph: “ Thou hast caught me in a trap.” * 

Said Samuel: ” The leaf of myrtle must not be put in the 
bunghole of a cask, so that the wine flow over it.” Why so ? 
R. Yimar of Diphti said: ‘'Asa precaution lest a groove (chan¬ 
nel) be made.” R. Ashi said: “ As a precaution lest the leaf be 
broken off (from its stem).” What difference is there? The 
difference is in the case of a leaf that had already been broken 
off (from its stem). (The precautionary measure of R. Yimar 
remains, while that of R. Ashi falls to the ground of itself.) 


* See note to page 114 of this tract. 
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Is it permitted to wrap one’s self in a bolster in public 
ground and bring it into private ground ? Rabh prohibits this 
and Samuel permits it. If the bolster were soft and could be 
folded, they do not differ, all agreeing that it is permitted. If 
it were hard and could not be folded, all agree that it is prohib¬ 
ited. They differ only concerning a bolster that was neither 
soft nor hard, but a medium between the two. One says, that 
it appears like a burden and should not be carried, while the 
other holds that it is not a burden and may be carried; and the 
opinion just ascribed to Rabh was not stated by him expressly, 
but was merely inferred from the following incident: “ Rabh 
came to a certain place and found that he lacked room; so he 
went out into a lane (unclaimed ground), and when a bolster was 
brought to him he would not sit down on it. Those who saw 
this inferred therefore that he did not hold it to be permissible.” 
As a matter of fact, this was not so. Rabh had it proclaimed 
that a bolster was allowed to be used, but in honor of the mas¬ 
ters who were with him he would not sit down on that bolster. 
Who were those masters ? R. Kahana and R. Assi. 

MISHNA: One may put cooked victuals into a cave (or cel¬ 
lar) for the purpose of preserving them ; also put clean water 
(contained in a vessel) into water that is not drinkable, in order 
to keep it (the former) cool; likewise cold water (in a vessel) 
into hot water, in order to warm the former. One whose clothes 
have dropped into the water while on the road, may unhesitat¬ 
ingly go on with them. As soon as he arrives at the outmost 
court (of the city or village), he may spread his clothes in the 
sun to dry, but he must not do this publicly. 

GEMARA: Is this not self-evident ? One might say, that 
there should be a precaution against grading (smoothening) any 
incavations that might be in the cave; hence we are told that such 
is not the case. 

Clean water into water that is 7 iot drinkable ,” etc. Is this 
not self-evident? Yea; but this is taught on account of the 
later clause in the Mishna, i.e putting cold water into hot. Is 
this also not self-evident ? One might say, that this should be 
prohibited, as a precaution lest one also put a vessel containing 
cold water into glowing cinders to warm; so we are told, that 
such a precaution is not necessary. 

One whose clothes have dropped into the water , ’ 7 etc. Said 
R. Jehudah in the name of Rabh: “ All things which were for¬ 
bidden on account of causing suspicion among the people (that 
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one is committing a wrongful act) should not be done, not only 
publicly, but even in the innermost recesses of one’s rooms.” 
Is this not contradictory to our Mishna, which says, that one 
may spread his clothes in the sun, but not publicly ? This is a 
difference between Tanaim, for in reference to this Mishna we 
have learned in a Boraitha, that both R. Eliezer and R. Simeon 
hold, that it is prohibited even when not done publicly. 

Said R. Huna: ” He who dusts his clothes on a Sabbath is 
liable for a sin-offering. This refers only, however, to a new 
garment, but not to an old one, and the new garment only when 
it is black; but garments of other colors may be dusted. Refer¬ 
ring to a black garment, it is only then prohibited to be dusted 
if its possessor is particular about it (to such a degree, that he 
never puts it on without dusting it).” 

Ula once came to Pumbaditha and he saw the rabbis dusting 
their clothes on a Sabbath, so he said: ” The rabbis are violat¬ 
ing the Sabbath! ” So R. Jehudah said to his disciples: “ Dust 
your clothes right before his eyes: we are not particular.” 

Abayi stood before R. Joseph. R. Joseph said to him: 
” Give me my hat.” And seeing that the hat was very dusty, 
Abayi hesitated to give it to him. So R. Joseph said: ” Take 
hold of it and dust it: we are not particular.” 

We have learned in a Boraitha: Those who deal in clothes, 
and carry them folded on their shoulders on Sabbath, are liable 
for a sin-offering: this refers not only to clothes-dealers, but 
also to others; clothes-dealers, however, are mentioned, because 
that is their usual custom. The same is the case with a mer¬ 
chant who carries out a bag of money. He is liable for a sin- 
offering; and not only a merchant, but also others; but mer¬ 
chants are mentioned because it is their wont to carry money in 
that manner. 

Said R. Jehudah: “ It once happened that Hyrcanos the son 
of R. Eliezer ben Hyrcanos went out on Sabbath with a ker¬ 
chief folded on his shoulder and tied to one of his fingers with 
a piece of twine (in order that it might not fall down); and when 
the sages heard this, they said that the twine was unnecessary, 
for he could have carried the kerchief without it.” 

It happened that Ula came to the house of Assi bar Hini, 
and he was asked whether it was allowed to make a groove of 
the clothes on Sabbath. (The Babylonians wore long garments, 
and by turning them up at the bottom a quasi-groove was made.) 
Ula answered: ” So said R. Ilai: It is prohibited to make a 
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groove on Sabbath.” What is a groove ? Said R. Zera: “A 
groove made of the clothes of the Babylonians.” Said R. Papa: 
“ Bear this rule in mind: If the clothes are turned up for the 
purpose of preventing their becoming soiled, it is prohibited; 
but if they are turned up to improve their appearance, it is 
allowed, as R. Shesha the son of R. Idi would always arrange his 
cloak (toga) tastefully (on a week-day, hence it is customary and 
may also be done on Sabbath).” 

When R. Dimi came from Palestine, he related: It once hap¬ 
pened that Rabbi went out into the field, and both ends of his 
toga hung on his shoulders. Said Jehoshua the son of Ziruz, 
the son of R. Meir’s father-in-law before Rabbi: “ Did not R. 
Meir say, that in a case of this kind one is liable for a sin-offer¬ 
ing ? ” Said Rabbi: ” Was R. Meir so particular, that he deter¬ 
mined just how far down the ends of one’s toga should reach ? ” 
Still he (Rabbi) let down his toga; and when Rabhin came from 
Palestine he said, that it was not Jehoshua ben Ziruz who made 
that remark, but Jehoshua ben Bepusai the son-in-law of R. 
Aqiba; and not that R. Meir said what has just been cited, but 
that R. Aqiba had said that. Also, that Rabbi had inquired 
whether R. Aqiba was so particular; and lastly, that Rabbi let 
down his toga. When R. Samuel ben R. Jehudah came from 
Palestine he said, that Rabbi was only asked concerning such a 
case (but not that he himself was the party referred to). 

MISHNA: One who bathes in the water of a cavern or in 
the hot springs of Tiberias, though he wipe himself with ten 
towels, must not carry them off in his hand; but if ten persons 
wiped themselves, their faces, their hands, and their feet, with 
one towel, they might carry it off in their hands. 

One may anoint and rub the stomach with the hands, but 
not so as to cause fatigue. One must not brush the body with a 
flesh-brush or descend into a kurdima.* One must not take an 
emetic, or stretch the limbs of an infant, or put back a rupture; 
one who has strained his hand or foot must not pour cold water 
on it, but he may wash it in the usual way: if he thereby be¬ 
comes cured, it is well. 

GEMARA: The Mishna teaches, ” the water of a cavern,” 
in connection with the hot springs of Tiberias; hence it must be, 
that the water of a cavern is also hot. And again it says, ” one 


* A bathing place with a loamy bottom, into which it is easy to descend, but 
from which it is quite an exertion to ascend. 
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who bathes,” and not ” one may bathe,” from which we see, 
that to commence with, bathing in those waters is not allowed; 
but merely to rinse one’s self is permitted, even to commence 
with. This is according to the opinion of R. Simeon. 

“ Though he zvipe himself with ten towels ,” etc. The first 
part of this clause in the Mishna imparts something new and 
unexpected in that it teaches, that, although if one man wipe 
himself with ten towels, there will be very little water contained 
in the towels, still he might through thoughtlessness wring 
them; and the latter part of the clause also imparts something 
new and unexpected, stating, as it does, that if ten men wipe 
themselves with one towel, although the towel will contain a 
great deal of water, they will mutually remind each other that it 
must not be wrung. 

The rabbis taught: “ A man may wipe himself with a towel 
and leave it at the window of a house that is nearest to the wall 
of the bathhouse; but he must not give it to the bathhouse 
employees, because they are suspected of wringing it on the 
Sabbath.” R. Simeon, however, says: “ A man may wipe him¬ 
self with one towel and carry it in his hand to his house.” Said 
Abayi to R. Joseph: ” How is the law?” and he answered: 
“ Did not R. Hyya bar Aba in the name of R. Johanan say, 
that the law prevails according to R. Simeon ?” Did R. Jo¬ 
hanan say this indeed ? Did he not say elsewhere, that the 
Halakha prevails according to the anonymous teachers in the 
Mishna, and the Mishna teaches, that even if one man wiped 
himself with ten towels he must not carry them off in his hand ? 
R. Johanan teaches, that the Mishna concludes with, “ So said 
the son of Hakhinai ” (hence it is the teaching of one individual). 

R. Hyya bar Aba in the name of R. Johanan said: “The 
bathhouse employees may carry the sheets with which the 
women wipe themselves in the bathhouse on the street by wrap¬ 
ping them around their bodies; provided they wrap them over 
their heads and the greater part of their body.” 

R. Hyya bar Aba said in the name of R. Johanan: “A 
large veil which is worn by women should have the two ends 
that hang down in the back tied.” And he said again, that 
they should be tied underneath the shoulders. 

Rabha said to the inhabitants of Mehuzza: “If ye must 
carry clothes for the military on Sabbath, wrap them around you 
underneath the shoulders.” 

” One may anoint and rub his stomach." The rabbis taught: 
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” The stomach may be rubbed and anointed on the Sabbath, 
provided it is not done the same as on week-days.” How 
should it be done ? R. Hama bar Hanina said: “ He should 
first anoint it and then rub it”; but R. Johanan said, that he 
might do both at the same time. 

” But so as not to cause fatigue ,” etc. Said R. Hyya bar 
Aba in the name of R. Johanan: It is not allowed to stand on 
the bed of Lake Deumseth, because the loam at the bottom is 
saline and immersion in the lake causes fatigue.” Said R. 
Jehudah in the name of Rabh: ” The days on which a cure in 
that lake (for bodily ills) may be effected are only twenty-one, 
and Pentecost occurs during those twenty-one days.” The 
school-men asked: ” Does Pentecost fall at the beginning of the 
twenty-one days or at the end ? ” Come and hear: Samuel 
said, that all waters taken for a cure are effective only from 
Passover to Pentecost. As for waters taken internally, Samuel 
may be right (because during cool weather one takes more exer¬ 
cise and thus the waters are effective), but for bathing it would 
seem that Pentecost should be the commencement. 

Said R. Helbo: ” The wine of the land of Purgaitha and 
the waters of the lake Deumseth robbed Israel of ten tribes (be¬ 
cause indulgence in these pleasures are detrimental to spiritual 
welfare).” R. Elazar ben Aroch happened to be there, and in¬ 
dulged in those luxuries to such an extent that he forgot his 
learning, and afterwards the sages had to pray for his return 
unto the Law. This is as we have learned elsewhere (Aboth): R. 
Nehurai said: ” Go into exile only in a place of learning and 
think not that the Law will follow thee, or that thy comrades 
will preserve it in thy hands, and do not depend upon thy ac¬ 
quired knowledge.” This R. Nehurai is, according to some, 
the same Elazar ben Aroch, and he was called Nehurai, because 
this signifies (in Hebrew) ” light of the eyes”; for he enlight¬ 
ened the eyes of many scholars with his interpretations. 

One must not brush the body," etc. The rabbis taught: 
One must not brush the body with a flesh-brush on Sabbath. 
R. Simeon ben Gamaliel said: ” If one's feet were soiled, he 
might brush them the same as on week-days unhesitatingly. ” 
The mother of Samuel the son of Jehudah made her son a silver 
brush. 

Or descend into a kurdima . ” Why so ? Because the bot¬ 
tom of a kurdima is slippery (and one might fall and wet his 
clothes, and thus be tempted to wring them). 
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“ One must not take an epietic." Said Rabba bar bar Hana 
in the name of R. Johanan: “ One must not take a medica¬ 
ment as an emetic, but may thrust his finger down his throat 
and thus cause vomiting.” 

“ Or stretch the limbs of an infant . ” Said Rabba bar bar 
Hana in the name of R. Johanan: “To swathe a child on 
Sabbath is allowed.” 

“Or put back a rupture .” Said R. Hana of Bagdad in the 
name of Samuel: “ The Halakha prevails, that it may be 
done.” (Samuel learns in the Mishna, instead of “ it is not 
allowed,” “ it is allowed.”) 

Rabba bar bar Hana once came to Pumbaditha, but did not 
go into the college of R. Jehudah. So R. Jehudah sent for 
Ada, the officer of the college, and said to him: “ Go and take 
a pledge of Rabba bar bar Hana.” The officer went and did 
so. Afterwards Rabba bar bar Hana came to the college. When 
he came he heard R. Jehudah teach, that a rupture must not be 
put back on the Sabbath. Said he to him: “ So said R. Hana 
of Bagdad in the name of Samuel, that the Halakha prevails 
permitting this to be done.” Answered R. Jehudah: “ It is 
our Hana and our Samuel. Yet we never heard of this before. 
Now thou canst see that I was right in demanding a pledge for 
thy appearance. Hadst thou not come, we would never have 
heard this.” 

“ One who has strained his hand or foot” etc. R. I via sat 
in the presence of R. Joseph, and he dislocated his hand. Said 
he to R. Joseph, making a motion to replace it: ” May I replace 
it thus ? ” “Nay,” said R. Joseph. “And thus may I ? ” 
asked R. Ivia, making another motion. “ Nay,” was the answer 
again. Thus questioning, he finally succeeded in replacing his 
hand. Said R. Joseph to him: “ What didst thou ask me for ? 
It is expressly stated in our Mishna, that if one strained his hand 
or his foot, he must not pour cold water on it, but he may bathe 
it in the usual way. If he thereby becomes cured, it is well.” 

“ Did we not learn in the same Mishna that a rupture must 
not be put back, and still Samuel permitted it to be done?” 
asked R. Ivia. Answered R. Joseph: “ Canst thou weave every¬ 
thing into one garment ? What we have learned, we may fol¬ 
low; but what we have not learned, we cannot.” 


CHAPTER XXIII. 


REGULATIONS CONCERNING BORROWING, CASTING LOTS, WAITING FOR 

THE CLOSE OF THE SABBATH, AND ATTENDING TO A CORPSE. 

MISHNA: A man may borrow of an acquaintance jugs of 
wine or oil (on Sabbath), provided he does not say to him: 
“ Lend (them to) me.” A woman may also borrow bread from 
her acquaintance. If the man is refused (by his acquaintance), 
he may leave his upper garment (as a pledge) with the lender, 
and settle his account after Sabbath. Thus, also, in Jerusalem, 
the custom was, if the eve of Passover fell on a Sabbath, a 
man might leave his upper garment with the vender, take his 
paschal lamb, and settle his account after the holiday. 

GEMARA: Rabha bar R. Hanan said to Abayi: 44 What is 
the difference between saying: ‘ I want to borrow’ and 4 Lend 
me’ ? ” Answered Abayi: 44 The difference is, if a man says, 
‘ I want to borrow/ he usually returns what he has borrowed and 
the lender will not be compelled to write it down; but if he says, 
4 Lend (trust) me/ the lender generally writes down what he 
has lent.” Said Rabha again: 44 During the week it makes no 
difference, the lender is not particular whether one says, 4 I want 
to borrow/ or 4 Lend me.’ He writes it down just the same; 
then why should a distinction be made on Sabbath?” And 
Abayi answered: 44 The saying of 4 I want to borrow,’ on Sab¬ 
bath, is a reminder to the lender that the sages said, that one 
must not say 4 lend me,’ and thus prevents him from writing it 
down. ” 

The same said again to Abayi: 44 Let us see ! The sages said, 
that everything done on a festival which can be done in a differ¬ 
ent manner from that on a week-day should so be done. Now, 
why do we not see women, who go for water with jugs, perform 
that work differently from their manner on a week-day ?” He 
answered: 44 Because that would be impossible! For how 
should they do ? Shall we say, that one who carries a large jug 
should carry a small one ? That would necessitate her going 
twice. Or that one who carries a small jug should carry a larger 
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one ? Then she would have a heavier burden to carry. Should 
she cover it with a cloth ? Then she might wring it. Should 
she cover it with a lid ? Then she might have to untie it. 
Hence it is impossible.”'* 

4 4 A woman may also borrow bread from an acquaintance , 
etc. From the Mishna we see, that only on Sabbath a woman 
must not say, 44 Lend me,” when borrowing bread, and on week¬ 
days that would be permitted. Would this not be against the 
decree of Hillel, who prohibits this on account of possible usury 
(as explained in Tract Baba Metzia) ? Nay; we can say that 
the Mishna is in accordance with HilleBs decree, but here it 
refers to such places where bread has a fixed value, while Hillel 
refers to places where bread has not a fixed value. 

44 If the man be refused , ” etc. It was taught: 44 A loan on 
a festival is, according to R. Joseph, uncollectable by law, and 
Rabba say it is collectable I' R. Joseph says, that it is uncollect¬ 
able, because otherwise the lender will write it down; and Rabba 
says, if we say that it is uncollectable, the lender will not trust 
the borrower and the latter will not have the means of celebrat¬ 
ing the festival. Is this not a contradiction to our Mishna, 
which teaches, that if the man be refused trust, he may pledge 
his garment, etc.? If the loan be uncollectable, the pledging is 
quite right; but if it be collectable by law, why should the bor¬ 
rower pledge his garment ? The lender can sue him by law ? The 
lender might say, that he does not care to be troubled by law¬ 
suits and judges. R. Ivia would take pledges, and Rabba bar 
Ula would trick the borrower (by in turn borrowing something 
from him after the holiday and holding that for a pledge). 

MISHNA: A man may count the number of his guests and 
also of his extra dishes verbally, but not from a written list. He 
may let his children and household draw lots at table (as to who 
is to have one dish, and who is to have another), provided he 
does not intentionally stake a larger portion against a smaller 
one. They may also draw lots for the holy sacrifices on a festi¬ 
val (as to which priest is to have one sacrifice and which is to 
have another), but not for the eatable portions of the sacrifices 
(to whom one piece belongs, and to whom another piece be¬ 
longs). 

GEMARA: Why should a man not read from a written list ? 


* The additional quotations of Rabha bar Hanan to Abayi concerning festivals 
will appear in Tract “ Festivals,” where they properly belong. 
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Said R. Bibhi: ” Lest he might strike out a guest’s name or an 
extra dish from the list.” Abayi said: ” This is a precautionary 
measure against reading of business papers on Sabbath.” What 
is the point of difference between them ? If the list is engraved 
on the wall! In that case there is no fear of striking out a name, 
but the precaution against reading business papers still remains, 
and the Amoraim differ in this case with the Tanaim in the fol¬ 
lowing Tosephta, as we have learned: “ A man must not look 
into a mirror on Sabbath (lest he trim his hair with scissors), but 
R. Meir permits looking into a mirror which is attached to a 
wall.” Now, why may a man look into a stationary mirror; be¬ 
cause by the time he goes to fetch scissors, he will be reminded 
that it is Sabbath ? Why not say, that the same is the case with 
another mirror, which he holds in his hand ? By the time he 
lays down the mirror and goes for scissors, he will also be re¬ 
minded that it is Sabbath ? The mirror prohibited to be used 
by the first Tana of the Tosephta is one that is attached to an 
instrument which can be used to trim hair, and that is in accord¬ 
ance with the dictum of R. Na’hman as stated by Rabba bar 
Abuha in his name: “ Why did the sages prohibit the use of an 
iron mirror ? Because a man might use it to trim his superflu¬ 
ous hair.” 

The rabbis taught: An inscription at the foot of pictures of 
beasts or men must not be read on the Sabbath; and gazing on 
the picture of a man is prohibited even on week-days, because 
it is written [Leviticus xix. 4]: ” Ye shall not turn unto the 
idols.” With what tradition do you supplement this verse, that 
you may infer therefrom the prohibition to gaze at a picture ? 
Said R. Hanin: ” Ye shall not turn to the idols which your 
imagination alone hath created.” 

“ He may let his children and household draw lots , ” etc. It 
says, ‘ ‘ his children and household” : we must assume, that 
strangers are not to be included; if not, why not ? As R. Jehu- 
dah said in the name of Samuel: A party of men eating on a 
festival, where the portions distributed to each are exactly alike 
in size and quantity, are guilty of the following prohibited acts; 
viz. : measuring, weighing, counting, borrowing and lending* (all 
of which acts are prohibited on a festival). According to Hil- 
lel's opinion, they are guilty of usury also. If that is so, why 

* Guilty of borrowing and lending can only be explained by presuming that, if 
one received a smaller portion than another, the host would promise to make up for 
the deficiency on another day. 
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should it be allowed for his children and household ? Here the 
reason is as related by R. Jehudah in the name of Rabh, who 
said: " It is allowed to borrow or lend from and to one's chil¬ 
dren and household and charge interest, in order to exemplify 
the evils of usury." If that is so, why is it not allowed, accord¬ 
ing to the Mishna, to stake a larger portion against a smaller ? 
As a matter of fact, it is allowed ; but the Mishna is defective 
and should read: " He may let his children and household 
draw lots at table, and even stake a larger portion against a 
smaller." Why so ? As R. Jehudah said in the name of Rabh 
above: He may let his children and household draw lots, but 
not strangers. Why so ? As R. Jehudah said in the name of 
Samuel above: A larger portion must not be staked against a 
smaller one even on week-days for strangers. Why so ? On 
account of Kubeia.* 

They may also draw lots for the holy sacrifices, etc. What 
is meant by "but not for the eatable portions " ? (Why should 
that not be done ? The eatable portions of the sacrifices must 
be eaten on a festival.) Said R. Jacob the son of the daughter 
of Jacob: " That prohibition is only applicable to the eatable 
portions of the sacrifices left over from the preceding day. Is 
this not self-evident ? I would say, that because it is written 
[Hosea iv. 4]: ‘ And thy people are contentious equally with the 
priests,' that the priests are contentious, and hence they should 
be permitted to cast lots for the eatable portions of the sacrifices 
(for the sake of peace); therefore we are taught, that the sacri¬ 
fices of the day may be drawn for, but not those of the preced¬ 
ing day." 

The same R. Jacob said: " A man on whose account another 
man has been punished, either through divine or human judg¬ 
ment, is not admitted into the abode of the Holy One, blessed 
be He." Whence is this adduced ? Shall we assume that it is 
from the verses [I Kings xxii. 20-22]: "And the Lord said, 
Who will persuade Achab, that he may go up and fall at Ram- 
oth-gil’ad ? And one said, In this manner, and another said, In 
that manner. And there came forth a spirit, and placed him¬ 
self before the Lord and said, I will persuade him. And the 
Lord said unto him, Wherewith ? And he said, I will go forth, 
and I will be a lying spirit in the mouth of all his prophets. And 
He said, Thou wilt persuade him, and also prevail: go forth and 

* From the Greek xvfjsia = dice. The above prohibition is a precautionary 
measure against the possibility of casting lots degenerating into a game of hazard. 
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do so.” And it was asked who the spirit was, and R. Johanan 
said, it was the spirit of Naboth ; and Rabh said that by saying, 
“ Go forth,” the Lord meant to expel the spirit from within His 
abode. Perhaps the reason for expelling the spirit was because 
it is written [Psalms ci. 7]: “ He that speaketh falsehoods shall 
not succeed before my eyes.” Therefore we must say that the 
basis for R. Jacob is the following. It is written [Proverbs xvii. 
26]: “To punish the just with a fine even is not good.” (This 
is explained to signify, that even punishment through a just man 
is not good.) What is not good is certainly evil, and it is writ¬ 
ten [Psalms v. 5]: “ For thou art not a God that hath pleasure 
in wickedness: evil cannot abide with thee”; and this means, 
that “ because Thou, God, art righteous, evil cannot remain in 
Thy abode.” 

‘‘ They may draiv lots,” etc. How do we know that the word 
“ Choloshim ” 4(1 means lots? It is written [Isaiah xiv. 12]: 
“ How art thou fallen from heaven, O morning-star, son of the 
dawn! how art thou hewn down to the ground, crusher of na¬ 
tions! ” (“ Crusher” is expressed by the word “ Cholesh” and 

the inference is made from the supposition that lots were cast 
which nation was to be crushed first.) 

It is written [Daniel iv. 33]: “ And additional greatness was 
added unto me.” What was that additional greatness ? Said 
R. Jehudah in the name of R. Jeremiah bar Aba: “ From this 
we can infer, that he (Nebuchadnezzar) rode a male lion and 
twisted a snake round the lion's head, to verify what is written 
[Jeremiah xxvii. 6]: ‘And also the beasts of the field have I 
given him to serve him.' ” 

MISHNA: One must not hire laborers on the Sabbath, nor 
may he commission another man to hire them for him. One 
must not stand at the extreme limit of the “ techoom ”f and 
wait for dusk (the end of Sabbath), in order to hire laborers 
(beyond the techoom), or gather fruit beyond it; but if watching 
fruit beyond the techoom, he may await the dusk at its extreme 
limit, and in that case bring the fruit back with him. Abba 
Saul laid down the rule: “ Whatever I am permitted to prepare 
for the day following the Sabbath, on the Sabbath, I may get 
ready for at dusk.” 


* The term “ casting lots'' is expressed in the Mishna by the word “ Choloshim 
and the root of the word “ Choloshim ” is “ Cholosh," and has a variety of meanings. 

f By “ techoom " is meant the distance of 2,000 ells which a man may traverse 
on the Sabbath, and refers to the limits of that distance. 
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GEMARA: What is the difference between a man and his 
neighbor? The Mishna teaches he should not hire laborers on 
Sabbath nor commission another man to hire them for him? Is 
this not self-evident? His neighbor is also a Jew. Said R. 
Papa: “ That refers to a Gentile neighbor.” R. Ashi opposed 
this, and said: “ The prohibition to commission a Gentile to do 
something on a Sabbath is merely rabbinical, for the sake of the 
Sabbath rest (Shbhuth),* and to hire laborers on the Sabbath is 
also prohibited only by rabbinical law. How then can one rab¬ 
binical law be supplemented by another of the same character? 
Hence I may say, that the Mishna refers to a Jewish neighbor 
and should be explained thus: A man must not commission him 
to hire laborers on Sabbath, but he may say to him, * Come to 
me after dusk and we will do something together.’ The Mishna 
is in accordance with the opinion of R. Jehoshua ben Kar’ha, as 
we have learned elsewhere: A man must not say to his neighbor, 

‘ I would like to see thee after dusk for the purpose of talking 
business/ and R. Jehoshua ben Kar’ha says he may do so, and 
Rabba bar bar Hana in the name of R. Johanan taught, that 
the Halakha prevails according to R. Jeshoshua ben Kar’ha.” 

Rabba bar bar Hana in the name of R. Johanan said again: 
“ What reason did R. Jehoshua ben Kar’ha have for saying so? 
Because it is written [Isaiah lviii. 13]: ‘ By not following thy 
own business, and speaking vain words.’ It is not allowed to 
speak, but surely thinking is permitted! ” 

R. A’ha bar R. Huna asked Rabha concerning the following 
contradiction: “ How can we say, R. Johanan states, that though 
it is not allowed to speak it is allowed to think; did not Rabba 
bar bar Hana say in the name of R. Johanan, that everywhere 
it is allowed to think, excepting in a bathhouse and a toilet- 
room, for where it is not allowed to speak of the Law it is also 
not allowed to think of it ? ” “In that case it is different, for it 
is written [Deuteronomy xxiii. 15]: 4 Therefore shall thy camp 
be holy,’ and a bathhouse and a toilet-room cannot be holy; 
hence thinking of the Law in those places is not allowed.” 
Speaking of other things except the Law is not permitted (on 
Sabbath). Did not R. Hisda and R. Hamnuna both say, that it 
is allowed to count up charitable disbursements on Sabbath; 
and R. Elazar say, that one may figure out amounts to be dis¬ 
tributed among the poor (on Sabbath); and R. Jacob bar Idi say 


* See Introduction to Tract Sabbath, p. xxii. 
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in the name of R. Johanan, that all things pertaining to the sav¬ 
ing of human beings or the affairs of the community may be 
discussed on Sabbath, and that it is allowed to go to the school- 
houses and call meetings for deliberation upon the community’s 
business; and R. Samuel bar Nahmeni say in the name of R. 
Johanan, that even halls may be visited for the purpose of call¬ 
ing business meetings together; and the disciples of Menasseh 
say, that betrothal of daughters may be discussed and the advis¬ 
ability of choosing a profession for a child may be deliberated 
upon, on the Sabbath ? The passage cited in the Law states, 
that “ following thy business” is prohibited, but affairs sanc¬ 
tioned by Heaven may be discussed (and all the above affairs 
are pleasing to the Lord). 

R. Jehudah said in the name of Samuel: “Accounts con¬ 
cerning which advice is requested by others and which have no 
bearing upon one’s own business may be figured on the Sab¬ 
bath.” The following Boraitha is cited in support of this: 
“ Accounts of disbursements in the past and of future expendi¬ 
tures must not be calculated on the Sabbath; but such as are of 
no importance, and concerning which advice was asked, may be 
calculated.” Is the following Boraitha not contradictory to the 
one cited ? “ Accounts which are of no importance at all may 

be calculated on Sabbath, but not such as are of importance.” 
How so ? A man may say to his neighbor, “ I have hired so 
much labor to cultivate a certain field,” or “ I have expended 
so many Dinars on such a dwelling,” but he must not say, “ I 
have expended so much and must expend so much more.” 
(The contradiction arises from the fact that in the previous Bo¬ 
raitha it is prohibited to calculate disbursements made in the 
past, while in the last Boraitha it is permitted.) But according 
to your opinion, why not cite the contradiction occurring in the 
previous Boraitha itself; viz.: Firstly, it is said that disburse¬ 
ments of the past must not be calculated, and then, that ac¬ 
counts of no value may be figured ? This presents no contra¬ 
diction at all (neither in the previous Boraitha itself, nor from 
one to the other). If the disbursements of the past have 
already been made and nothing is owing, then the accounts of 
same are of no value and may be spoken of on the Sabbath; but 
if any amount of such expenditures is still due, then it becomes 
an important account and must not be discussed. 

One must not stand at the extreme limit of the 1 techoom ,’ ” 
etc. The rabbis taught: It once happened that the fence of the 
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field belonging to a pious man was broken, and noticing it on a 
Sabbath, he was about to mend it, when he recollected that it 
was Sabbath; so he left it. A miracle occurred, and kaffir-corn 
began to sprout in the place of the broken fence and furnished 
him and his family with their sustenance. R. Jehudah said in 
the name of Samuel: “ A man may say to his neighbor, ‘ To¬ 
morrow I intend to go to a certain town.’ Why may he say 
this ? Because, if there are huts on the road to that town at 
distances of seventy ells apart, he may even go on Sabbath; 
hence, though there be no huts on the road, he may say that he 
intends going on the morrow.” 

An objection was made, based upon our Mishna; viz.: ” One 
must not stand at the extreme limit of the techoom and wait 
for dusk in order to hire laborers or gather fruit.” It would be 
quite right, if the hiring of laborers only was concerned; for a 
thing which must not be done on Sabbath must not be waited 
for at the techoom; but as for gathering fruit, if there were 
walls around the town, that would be permitted? Why, then, 
should it be prohibited to wait at the techoom until dusk? This 
may refer to fruit which was still attached to the ground (and 
could not be gathered on Sabbath even if the town had walls). 
How can this be said? Have we not learned that R. Oshea 
taught: ” One must not wait at the techoom to bring straw and 
chaff.” It would be correct concerning straw which is still 
attached to the ground; but how can this apply to chaff? This 
may refer to chaff which is used to mix with loam, and hence 
was designated for building purposes. 

Another objection was made! Come and hear: We have 
learned in the succeeding Mishna, that nightfall may be awaited 
at the techoom in the case of a bride and corpse; hence for other 
purposes one must not await nightfall at the techoom. It would 
be quite right if it said, in the case of things pertaining to a 
bride, for instance to cut off a myrtle-branch; but what things 
can be done pertaining to a corpse? Only the bringing of the 
coffin and the shroud ? Why, then, should a man not be al¬ 
lowed to bring things which are the equivalent of the necessaries 
pertaining to a corpse ? for if there were walls surrounding the 
town, he would be allowed to bring them. Why, then, should 
he not be permitted to wait at the techoom for the purpose of 
bringing them ? Because the case may be, that things (as 
shrouds) pertaining to the corpse were not already prepared, but 
must be cut. 
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But if watching fruit beyond the techoom, he may await the 
dusk," etc. May he do this even if he had not yet recited the 
Habhdalah prayer ? Why! R. Elazar ben Antignous said in the 
name of R. Elazar ben Jacob, that a man must not transact his 
business at the close of Sabbath, before reciting the Habhdalah 
prayer. And if it be that he said the Habhdalah prayer while 
reciting the evening prayer, did not R. Jehudah in the name of 
Samuel say, that even if a man included the Habhdalah prayer in 
the evening prayer, he must say it again over the goblet of wine? 
Should it then be said, that he said the prayer over the goblet 
also; how could he have done that in a field? This case refers 
to the time of wine-pressing (when it is possible to obtain a 
goblet of wine even in the field); such is the explanation of R. 
Nathan bar Ami to Rabh. Said R. Aba to R. Ashi: “ In the 
West (Palestine) we simply say the benediction, ‘ Blessed be he, 
etc., who distinguishes between holy and ordinary days,’ and go 
right to work.” And R. Ashi said: ” When we were in the 
house of R. Kahana, he would pronounce the same benediction, 
and we would go and chop wood.” 

“ Abba Saul laid dozvn the rule," etc. Concerning what 
clause of the Mishna does Abba Saul lay down this rule? Shall 
we assume that he refers to the first clause of the Mishna, which 
decrees, that one must not stand at the extreme limit of the 
techoom and wait for dusk, and thus applies his rule? Then, 
instead of saying, ” Whatever I am permitted to prepare,” etc., 
he should have said in the negative, ” Whatever I am not per¬ 
mitted to say to another man he should do for me, I must not 
wait at the techoom to do myself.” If we assume, however, 
that the rule refers to the latter clause of the Mishna, namely, 
“ but if watching fruit, he may await the dusk,” etc., then 
Abba should have applied his rule to the contrary; viz.: ” What¬ 
ever I am permitted to wait for at the techoom, I may tell 
another man to do for me.” Abba Saul applies his rule to the 
latter clause of the Mishna, and he refers to the following dic¬ 
tum of R. Jehudah in the name of Samuel, viz.: ” A man may 
say to his neighbor: 4 Watch my fruit which is in your vicinity, 
and I will watch such of yours as is in my vicinity.’ ” This is 
commented upon by Abba Saul, addressing the first Tana as 
follows: “ You certainly admit that a man may say to his neigh¬ 
bor, 4 Watch my fruit in thy vicinity and I will watch thine in 
my vicinity.’ Now, say, ‘ Whatever I am permitted to tell my 
neighbor to do, I am also permitted to wait for at the techoom 
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to do it myself.’ ” What does Abba Saul intend to supplement 
by laying down a rule? He means to add what was taught by 
the rabbis, as follows: 

One must not wait at the techoom to bring home a stray 
animal; but if it is seen from the limits of the techoom, it may 
be called, so that it will come to within the techoom by itself. 
To this Abba Saul applied the rule, that if one may call to the 
animal, he may also wait at the techoom limits until dusk and 
bring it in himself. A man may also wait at the techoom limits 
to forward what is necessary for a bride; and also what is neces¬ 
sary for a corpse, to bring a coffin and shrouds for him; and we 
may say to him: ” Go to a certain place and take it; and if thou 
dost not find it in that place, go to another place; and if thou 
canst not buy it for one hundred Zuz, buy it for two hundred.” 
R. Jose the son of R. Jehudah said: ” One must not specify 
the amount the necessaries are to be bought for, but merely say, 

‘ If thou canst not get it for little money, get it for more.’ ” 

MISHNA: One may await the dusk at the limits of the 
techoom, to furnish what is necessary for a bride and for a 
corpse, and to bring a coffin and shrouds for the latter. If a 
Gentile brought mourning fifes on the Sabbath, an Israelite must 
not play (mourn) on them, unless they be brought from the 
vicinity. If a coffin had been made and a grave dug for him (on 
the Sabbath), an Israelite may be buried therein; but if it was 
done on purpose for an Israelite, he must not at any time be 
buried therein. 

GEMARA: What does the Mishna mean by saying, ” unless 
they be brought from the vicinity ” ? Rabh said: ” By that is 
meant a place within sight, where one is positive that it was 
within the limits of the techoom.” Samuel said: ” Even if it is 
not positively known that they came from within the limits of 
the techoom, but where it is presumed that such is the case, the 
fifes maybe used.” Our Mishna seems to be in accord with 
Samuel’s explanation, because it says in the next clause, “ If a 
coffin had been made and a grave dug for him, an Israelite may 
be buried therein,” and it does not say positively that the two 
things were done for a Gentile; hence we see, that where an 
object is doubtful, we may presume that it is allowed. Thus in 
the case of the fifes, if there is a doubt as to whence they were 
brought, they may nevertheless be used by an Israelite. We 
have learned in a Boraitha, however, a support to Rabh’s 
opinion; viz.: 
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A city which contains both Israelites and Gentiles, and there 
is a bathhouse there which is heated on the Sabbath, if the ma¬ 
jority of the inhabitants are Gentiles an Israelite may go there 
immediately after sunset on the Sabbath. If there are more 
Israelites than Gentiles there, the Israelite must wait the length 
of time required to heat water afresh before going to the bath¬ 
house; and the same is the case in a city where there is an equal 
number of Jews and Gentiles. (This is a support to Rabh, be¬ 
cause, though it is doubtful whether the bath was heated for a 
Jew or a Gentile, still, the Israelite must wait.) R. Jehudah 
said: “ If the capacity of the bath be limited (so that water be 
heated quickly) and a notable man be present, the Israelite need 
not wait/’ What is meant by a notable man? Said R. Jehu¬ 
dah in the name of R. Itz’hak the son of R. Jehudah: “ If 
there was a man present who had ten servants, who could heat 
ten jars of water at the same time, an Israelite might go and 
bathe himself. ” * 

“ If a coffin had been made and a grave dug for him, etc. 
Why should we not wait until the length of time in which a 
new grave can be dug elapses? Said Ula : ” This refers to a 
paved way, where a grave is seldom dug for an Israelite (hence 
it must have been dug for a Gentile).*” What can be said in ref¬ 
erence to the coffin ? Said R. Abuha: If the coffin lie on the 
same grave.” 

MISHNA: One may do all that is necessary for a corpse (on 
Sabbath), anoint and wash it, provided he does not dislocate its 
limbs. The pillow may be moved from under its head; the 
corpse may be put on sand, in order to keep it (from putrefying) 
the longer; its jaws may be tied, not for the sake of bringing 
them together more closely, but to prevent them from dropping 
lower. In like manner, a beam that had been broken may be 
upheld by a stool or bedstead, not in order to make it erect 
again, but to keep it from breaking still more. 

GEMARA: Did not R. Jehudah in the name of Samuel 
say, that it once happened that a disciple of R. Meir, while en¬ 
tering behind his master into the bathhouse, wished to rinse off 
a place for his master to sit down, and his master would not per¬ 
mit it; so he wanted to grease the steps with oil, but the master 
said that the floor must not be oiled? Hence we see, that a 
thing which must not be handled must not be anointed or 

* Others say that this above Boraitha really supports Samuel on account of R. 
Jehudah, and Rashi remarks that he finds that the more plausible supposition. 
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washed. How then is it permitted to wash and anoint a corpse ? 
If the floor of a bathhouse be allowed to be washed, there is fear 
lest another floor will be washed also (and thus smoothen any 
holes which maybe in the floor); but a corpse and a floor cannot 
be confounded, and it is allowed to wash and anoint a corpse out 
of respect to the dead. 

What is meant to be supplemented by 14 all that is necessary 
for a corpse” ? They meant to add what was taught by the 
rabbis; viz. : 44 One may bring vessels for cooling the corpse, or 
iron vessels may be put on the belly of the corpse to keep it 
from swelling, and one may stop up any holes in the corpse to 
keep the air from entering.” 

MISHNA: One must not close the eyes of the dead on the 
Sabbath, nor (even) on the week-day, while he is expiring. 
Whoever closes the eyes of a dying person the instant he expires, 
is equal to the man who sheds blood (like a murderer). 

GEMARA: The rabbis taught: Who closes the eyes of a 
dying man is like a murderer, for it is the same as a candle which 
is about to go out. If a man lays a finger on the flame, it im¬ 
mediately becomes extinguished, but if left alone would still 
burn for a little time. The same can be applied to the case of 
an expiring man ; if his eyes were not closed, he would live a 
little longer, and hence it is like murder. 

We have learned in a Boraitha: R. Simeon ben Gamaliel 
said: 44 One who wishes that the eyes of a corpse should close, 
should inject wine into the nostrils of the corpse and anoint the 
eyelids with a little oil, and then pull the big toes of the feet, 
when the eyelids will close of themselves.” 

We have learned in another Boraitha: 44 One should violate 
the Sabbath even for a child of one day, if it still have life; but 
fora corpse, even be it that of David, King of Israel, the Sab¬ 
bath must not be violated.” The reason for this is: For a child 
of even one day, the Sabbath should be violated, saith the 
Thorah, in order that it may keep many Sabbaths in the future; 
but David, King of Israel, when dead, can keep no more com¬ 
mandments. This is in accord with the saying of R. Johanan; 
viz.: It is written [Psalms lxxxviii. 6] : 44 Free among the dead,” 
etc.; which means, that when a man is dead, he is free from 
keeping any commandments. 

We have also learned in a Boraitha: R. Simeon ben Elazar 
said : A child of a day need not be guarded from the attacks of 
cats and dogs, but even when Og the King of Bashan is dead he 
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must be guarded, as it is written [Genesis ix. 2] : “ And the fear 
of you and the dread of you shall be upon every beast of the 
earth/' etc. Hence, as long as a man lives, the beasts are in 
dread of him; but as soon as he is dead, the fear is destroyed. 

We have learned in another Boraitha: R. Simeon ben Elazar 
said: As long as thou canst, practise charity: as long as thou 
hast the opportunity and as long as it is in thy hands. For Sol¬ 
omon said in his wisdom [Ecclesiastes xii. 1] : “ But remember 
also thy Creator in the days of thy youthful vigor, while the evil 
days (meaning old age) are not yet come, nor those years draw 
nigh of which thou wilt say, I have no pleasure in them." By 
that is meant, the days of the Messiah, because at that time 
there will be neither rich nor poor: all will be rich (and no op¬ 
portunity for charity will present itself). This differs with the 
teaching of Samuel, who says, that there is no difference between 
the present time and the days of Messiah, only that one is sub¬ 
ject to the government at the present time, while then it will not 
be so, as it is written [Deut. xv. 11] : “ For the needy will not 
cease out of the land." 

We have learned in a Boraitha: R. Elazar Hakappar said: A 
man should always pray for deliverance from poverty, although 
if he himself will not eventually come to poverty, his children 
or his grandchildren will, as it is written [Deut. xv. 11] : " For 
the needy will not cease out of the land, therefore do I com¬ 
mand thee," etc. (The Hebrew term for "therefore" is 
" Biglal," and the school of Ishmael taught that Biglal is the 
equivalent of Galgal, meaning a " wheel," thus inferring, from 
that word, that poverty is like a wheel, always turning from one 
to the other.) 

R. Joseph said: " There is a tradition extant, that a diligent 
young scholar will never become poor." But we see that he 
sometimes does become poor ? Still, we have never seen one so 
poor that he had to beg his bread from house to house. 

Said R. Hyya to his wife: " If thou seest a man about to 
beg bread from thee, hasten to give it to him, that he might at 
some other time do likewise for thy children." Said she to 
him: " Art thou cursing thy children ?" " Nay; I am simply 

quoting the verse above, as interpreted by the school of Ishmael, 
that poverty is a wheel continually turning." 

We have learned in a Boraitha: Rabbon Gamaliel the Great* 

* This means Gamaliel the Second, who was the Nassi in Jamnia, and he is 
entitled “ the Great ” in many places. 
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said thus: “ It is written [Deut. xvii. 18]: “And grant thee 
mercy and have mercy upon thee, and multiply thee,” etc. This 
means to say, that one who hath mercy upon creatures will be 
granted mercy from above, but one who hath not mercy upon 
other creatures will not be granted mercy from above. 

It is written [Ecclesiastes xii. 2]: While the sun, and the 
light, and the moon, and the stars are not yet darkened.” The 
sun and the light are compared to the brow and the nose, the 
moon to the soul, the stars to the cheeks; and further, the verse 
reads: “ And the clouds return not again after the rain,” which 
means, that after weeping the eyes become dim. (The entire 
verse is, according to this interpretation, not applicable to the 
end of the world but to a human life.) 

Samuel said: “ Up to forty years of age, the eyes of a man 
which have become dim through tears may yet be restored by 
different remedies, but beyond that age there is no remedy for 
them ”; and R. Na’hman said: “The dye used for the eyes 
makes them brighter until a man is forty years of age; after that 
age, however, it may preserve the eyes, but does not help them, 
even if the eyes are filled with dye.” What are we given to 
understand by this statement ? We are told that, the larger the 
brush used for applying the dye to the eye, the better it is for 
the eyes. 

One of R. Hanina’s daughters died, and he did not weep 
over her death. Said his wife to him: “ Was a hen carried out 
of thy house?” “Is it not sufficient that our child died; 
wouldst thou have me lose my eyes through weeping ? ” replied 
R. Hanina; and he is of the opinion of R. Johanan, who said 
in the name of R. Jose ben Katzartha: “ There are six kinds of 
tears in the eyes, three of which are good for the eyes and three 
bad. Tears generated by smoke, weeping, or disorder of the 
bowels are bad for the eyes; but those that are caused through 
laughing, acrid fruits (such as mustard), and medicaments which 
are applied to produce tears, are good for the eyes.” 

It is written [Ecclesiastes xii. 3] : “ On the day when the 
watchmen of the house will tremble this refers to the bowels 
and the sides which protect the bowels; “ the men of might will 
bend themselves,” meaning the legs of the man; “ and those be 
darkened that look through the windows,” refers to the eyes. 

Caesar asked of R. Jehoshua ben Hananiah : “Why didst 
thou not come to the debating rooms?” and he answered: 
“ The mountain is covered with snow ” (meaning his head was 
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gray), “ the surrounding paths are icy ” (meaning his beard was 
gray), ” the dogs do not bark any more ” (meaning his voice was 
inaudible), “and the millstones grind no more” (meaning his 
teeth were decayed). 

The school of Rabh would say of an old man: “ He hath 
lost nothing and is constantly seeking ” (meaning that he was 
always bowed down). 

We have learned in a Boraitha: R. Jose bar Kisma said: 
“ Two are better than three ” (referring to two legs, instead of 
two legs and a stick). “ Woe is to the one who goeth away and 
doth not return,” so said he. What does he mean by it ? Said 
R. Hisda: “ Youth.” 

When R. Dimi came from Palestine, he said: “ Youth is a 
crown of roses, and old age a crown of thorns.” 

We have learned in the name of R. Meir: Be heedful of 
thy teeth and thou wilt show it in thy step, as it is written [Jer¬ 
emiah xliv. 17]: ” When we had plenty of food and fared well 
and saw no evil.” Said Samuel to his disciple R. Jehudah: 
“ Thou sagacious man! When thou goest to eat, untie thy 
stomacher and bring in thy bread! Before the age of forty, eat¬ 
ing is more wholesome; but after that, drinking is better.” 

A eunuch (who was a Sadducee) said to R. Jehoshua, who 
was bald-headed, with the intent to tease him: “ How far is it 
from here to Bald city?” and he answered: ” Just as far as 
from here to Castrate city.” The eunuch said again: “ I no¬ 
ticed that a bald goat only cost four Zuz ” ; and R. Jehoshua 
said: “ Yea! and I noticed that the privates which were cut 
away from a he-goat cost eight Zuz.” The eunuch noticed that 
R. Jehoshua did not wear shoes, and said: “ He who rides a 
horse is a king, he who rides an ass is a nobleman, he who 
wears shoes is at least a man, but he who does not even wear 
shoes is worse off than a corpse in his grave.” Said R. Je¬ 
hoshua: “ Thou eunuch! Thou hast told me three things, and 
three things thou shalt presently hear from me: The beauty of 
the face is a beard, the joy of the heart is a wife, and God’s in¬ 
heritance is children. Blessed be the place that has kept thee 
from all these joys.” The eunuch retorted: ” Thou bald-head! 
Wouldst thou quarrel with me!” and R. Jehoshua replied: 
” Thou eunuch! Thou earnest to tease me .” 

Rabbi said to R. Simeon the son of Halaphta: “ Why did 
we not have the pleasure of thy company on the festivals, as 
our parents had the pleasure of thy parents’ company ?” and he 
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answered: “ The hills have become mountains, those who were 
near have become distant, two have become three, and the 
peacemaker of the house is gone” (meaning, ” I have become 
old, can make but short steps, must have a cane to lean on, and 
my teeth are gone ”). 

It is written [Ecclesiastes xii. 4]: “ And when the two doors 
on the streets will be locked, while the sound of the mill be- 
cometh dull, and man riseth up at the voice of the bird and 
means, that in old age a man's stomach refuses to digest and he 
cannot excrementize, and he becomes so weak that the least 
sound, such as piping of a bird, will awaken him from his slum¬ 
bers. Even so said Barzillai the Gileadite to King David [II 
Samuel xix. 36]: ” I am eighty years old this day; can I dis¬ 
cern between good and evil ? ” which proves to us that the mind 
of an old man changes; and further, it says: “ Or can thy ser¬ 
vant taste what I eat or what I drink?” From this we see 
that an old man’s sense of taste is lost; and further, again: 
“ Or can I listen yet to the voice of singing men and sing¬ 
ing women ?” which proves to us that old men become hard 
of hearing. Said Rabh: ” Barzillai the Gileadite was a liar; 
for the servant who was in the house of Rabbi was ninety- 
two years old, and she would taste all the dishes that were 
being cooked.” Said Rabha: ” Barzillai was a lascivious man, 
and a man of that kind ages very rapidly and loses all his 
senses.” 

We have learned in a Boraitha: R. Ishmael bar R. Jose said: 
” The older scholars become, the more wisdom comes to them, 
as it is written [Job xii. 12] : ‘ So is with the ancients wisdom, 
and with those of length of days understanding. ’ With ignorant 
men, however, it is different. The older they become, the more 
ignorant they are, as it is written [ibid. 20]: ‘ He removeth the 
speech from trusty speakers and taketh away the intelligence of 
the aged. ’ ” 

It is written [Ecclesiastes xii. 5] : ” Also when men will be 
afraid of every elevation.” To an aged man, even a little hil¬ 
lock appears as a high mountain; “ and are terrified on every 
way,” and they are afraid of everything on their way; ” and 
the almond-tree will refuse (its blossom),” meaning that the 
joints of the limbs will refuse to do their duty; 4 * and the locust 
will drag itself slowly along, and the desire will gainsay compli¬ 
ance,” means that the desires of old men wane. 

Said R. Kahana: ” What is written [Psalms xxxiii. 9] : * For 
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he spoke, and it came into being/ refers to a woman; and ‘ he 
commanded, and it stood fast/ refers to children.” 

It is written [Ecclesiastes xii. 5]: ” Because man goeth to 
his eternal home.” Said R. Itz’hak: “ This proves that every 
righteous man is given a dwelling in the world to come according 
to his merit, and this is like a king with his slaves entering a 
city. They all enter through one gate, but when night comes 
every man is given a berth in accordance with his rank.” 

R. Itz’hak said again: ” It is written [Ecclesiastes xi. 10]: 

For childhood and the time when the head is black * are van¬ 
ity/ and means to say, that the deeds committed in youth 
blacken the reputation in old age.” 

R. Itz’hak said again: The worms are as disagreeable to a 
corpse as pricks of needles are to a man, even if an excrescence 
only is pricked, as it is written [Job xiv. 22] : ” But his body on 
him feeleth pain, and his soul will mourn for him.” R. Hisda 
said: ” The soul of a man mourns for him the first seven days 
after his death, and that is based upon an analogy of expres¬ 
sion ; viz. : It is written [Genesis 1 . 10] : * And he made for his 
father a mourning of seven days’; and the verse in Job previ¬ 
ously quoted also contains the word ‘ mourn,’ hence the anal¬ 
ogy*” 

R. Jehudah said: ” If a corpse has left none to mourn him, 
ten men should go to the place where he died and mourn his 
death.” A stranger, who had none to mourn him, died in the 
neighborhood of R. Jehudah; so every day R. Jehudah took 
ten men, went to the place where the stranger died, and mourned 
for him. After seven days, the spirit of the stranger appeared 
to R. Jehudah in a dream, and said to him: ” May thy heart be 
as light as thou hast made mine.” 

Said R. Abuha: ” All that is said in the presence of a corpse 
is known to the latter, until he is buried and the earth is thrown 
on top of him.” R. Hyya and R. Simeon bar Rabbi differ con¬ 
cerning this: One says, until the corpse is buried, and the other, 
until the flesh is decomposed. He who says until the flesh is 
decomposed, bases his assertion on the previously cited verse: 
” But his body on him feeleth pain, and his soul will mourn 
him.” The other, who says ” only until he is buried,” bases 
his assertion upon the verse [Ecclesiastes xii. 7]: ” When the 


* The Hebrew expression for “ the time when the head is black ” is “ Shachrus,” 
meaning - blackness. 
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dust will return to the earth as it was, and the spirit will return 
unto God who gave it.” 

The rabbis taught: “ Return the soul to the Lord as clean as 
He gave it to thee. ’ ’ This is illustrated by a parable of a king who 
once gave to his attendants suits of clothes. The wise among 
them took care of them, kept them clean and folded, and used 
them on special occasions only. The fools put them on and 
performed their work in them. Naturally, the clothes became 
dirty. All at once, the king demanded the clothes back again. 
The wise men returned them clean and whole, but the fools 
returned them in a dirty and dilapidated condition. The king 
was well pleased with the wise men, and told them to depart in 
peace, and had their clothes stored; but the clothes of the fools 
he ordered to be sent to the washers, and the fools were sent to 
prison. So does also the Holy One, blessed be He. Concerning 
the bodies of the righteous men, He saith [Isaiah lvii. 2]: “ He 
shall come in peace: they shall repose in their resting-place”; 
and concerning the souls he saith [I Samuel xxv. 29J: “ Yet will 
the soul of my lord be bound in the bond of life with the Lord 
thy God.” Concerning the bodies of the wicked, He saith 
[Isaiah lxviii. 22]: “There is no peace, saith the Lord, unto 
the wicked ”; and concerning the souls of the wicked, He saith 
[ I Samuel xxv. 29]: “ And the soul of thy enemies will he hurl 
away, as out of the middle of the sling.” 

We have learned: R. Eliezer said: “ The souls of righteous 
men are deposited underneath the throne of honor, as it is writ¬ 
ten: ‘Yet will the soul of my lord be bound in the bond of 
life ’; and the souls of the wicked are crowded together until 
they are crushed, as it is written: ‘The souls of thy enemies 
will he hurl away.' ” “ How is it with the souls of men who are 
neither righteous nor wicked ?” asked Rabba of R. Na’hman. 
He answered: If I were dead, ye would not know it.” Sam¬ 
uel said: The souls of the righteous, of the ordinary men, and 
of the wicked are given over to the angel whose name is Domah, 
who has charge of all souls. The souls of the righteous are given 
their resting-place soon; the others are not given rest until they 
come before the divine judgment. 

Said R. Mari: “ The bodies of righteous men also decom¬ 
pose, as it is written: ‘ When the dust will return to the earth, 
as it was.' ” 

Diggers were digging some earth belonging to R. Na’hman. 
They came to the grave where R. Achai bar Yashia was buried, 
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and the corpse scolded them. The diggers came to R. Na’h- 
man, and told him that a man who was buried on his ground had 
scolded them. So R. Na’hman went himself to the grave, and 
asked: “Who art thou, Master?” and the man in the grave 
answered: “ I am called Achai bar Yashia. ” Said R. Na’hman 
to him: “ Did not R. Mari say, that the bodies of the right¬ 
eous shall turn to dust ?” and the corpse replied: “ Who is this 
Mari ? I know him not.” But R. Na’hman persisted: “ It is 
written: ‘ When the dust shall return to the earth, as it was.’ ” 
And the corpse retorted: “ He who taught thee Ecclesiastes, 
did not teach thee Proverbs, where it is written [Ch. xiv. 30] : 
‘ Jealousy is the rottenness of the bones’; and if thy teacher 
had explained this to thee, thou wouldst have known, that he 
who hath jealousy in his heart, his bones shall rot after death, 
but he who hath no jealousy in his heart, his bones shall not rot.” 
Thereupon R. Na’hman felt the dead man’s bones, and truly 
they were sound. So he said to him : “ Let the Master arise and 
go home with me for a while.” And the dead man answered: 
“ By this remark thou hast proven to me that thou hast not 
even studied the prophets, for it is written [Ezekiel xxxvii. 13] : 
‘ And ye shall know that I am the Lord, when I open your graves, 
and when I cause you to come up out of your graves ’ (for this 
would tell thee, that only the Lord can make me arise, and still 
thou askest me to go with thee).” “ Yea,” quoth R. Na’hman; 
“ but there is another passage [Genesis iii. 19] : ‘ For dust thou 
art, and to dust thou shalt return.’” “This will, however, 
be only one hour before the final resurrection,” answered the 
corpse. 

A certain Sadducee said to R. Abuha: “ Ye say that the 
souls of the righteous are deposited underneath the throne of 
honor. How, then, could the woman of the familiar spirit 
whom King Saul consulted,* bring up the soul of Samuel?” 
R. Abuha answered: “ That happened during the first twelve- 
month after the death of Samuel, as we have learned in a Bo- 
raitha, that during the first twelvemonth the souls of the deceased 
come up and down; but after that period the soul ascends to 
heaven and does not return.” 

Said R. Jehudah, the son of R. Samuel bar Shila, in the 
name of Rabh: “ From the funeral sermon held over the remains 
of the deceased, it may be observed whether they will enter the 


* See I Samuel xxviii. 
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kingdom of Heaven or not.” (If the funeral sermon is in the 
form of a eulogy and the deceased was much beloved, it can be 
presumed that he will have a happy time in the beyond.) This 
is not so! For did not Rabh say to R. Samuel bar Shila: “ See 
that thou makest my funeral oration exceeding touching, for I 
shall be there.” R. Jehudah meant to say, that when the ser¬ 
mon is touching, and elicits a responsive chord in the breasts of 
the audience; for some orations may be made ever so touching, 
but if the deceased was not deserving, it will produce no effect 
whatever. Said Abayi to Rabba: “ Thou, Master, who hast 
not a single friend in Pumbaditha, who will mourn thy death ?” 
“ Thou and Rabba bar R. Hana will suffice,” answered Rabba. 

R. A'ha asked Rabh: “ Who is the man that will live in the 
world to come?” He answered by quoting the verse [Isaiah 
xxx. 21]: “ And thy ears shall hear the word behind thee, say¬ 
ing, This is the way; walk ye in it, when ye turn to the right 
hand and when ye turn to the left.” * R. Hanina said: “ The 
man who gives satisfaction to our masters.” 

It is written [Ecclesiastes xii. 5]: “And the mourners go 
about the streets.” The Galileans said: “ Do such things as 
will be spoken of to thy credit in thy funeral sermon ” ; and the 
Judaeans said: “ Do such things as will be spoken of after thy 
burial.” There is no difference in the two statements, for in 
Galilee the funeral sermon was held before burial, and in Judaea 
after burial. 

We have learned (in the Mishna Abhoth): “ One day before 
thy death, thou shalt repent of thy sins,” said R. Eliezer; and 
his disciples asked him, “ Can a man know on which day he will 
die?” and he answered: “For just that reason, he should 
repent to-day, lest he die to-morrow. Thus all his days will be 
spent in repentance. So also hath Solomon said in his wisdom 
[Ecclesiastes ix. 8]: 'At all times let thy garments be white, 
and let not oil be wanting on thy head/ ” Commenting upon 
this, R. Johanan ben Zakkai said: “ This is illustrated by a par¬ 
able about a king who invited his retainers to a banquet, but did 
not state the time; the wise among them dressed and were 
ready, standing in front of the palace, for they said: ' I11 a 
king's house nothing is wanting. Perhaps the banquet takes 
place to-day/ The fools, however, went about their business, 


* The significance of the verse is explained by Rashi as follows : When we hear 
of a man who has died, and we are told to walk in his ways and to do as he did, such 
a man will live in the world to come. 
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saying: ‘ Can a banquet be given without preparation ?' Sud¬ 
denly the king called in his retainers to the banquet. The wise 
went in becomingly attired, while the fools went in in their 
working clothes. The king was well pleased with the wise, and 
angry with the fools, and said: ‘ Those that are prepared and 
attired for the banquet shall sit down, eat, drink, and be merry; 
but those that are not, shall stand and look on, but shall receive 
nothing/ ” Said the son-in-law of R. Meir, in the latter’s name: 
Then it would appear as if those standing were waiting upon those 
who were sitting (and they would not be ashamed). They were 
also to sit down, but while the others ate they would be hungry, 
and while the others drank they would remain thirsty, as it is 
written [Isaiah lxv. 13 and 14]: “ Therefore, thus hath said the 
Lord Eternal, Behold, my servants shall eat, but ye shall be 
hungry; behold, my servants shall drink, but ye shall be thirsty; 
behold, my servants shall rejoice, but ye shall be made ashamed; 
behold, my servants shall sing for joy of heart, but ye shall cry 
out from pain of heart, and from a broken spirit shall ye howl ” ; 
and on this account it is written: “ At all times let thy garments 
be white,” etc. 


CHAPTER XXIV. 


REGULATIONS CONCERNING A MAN WHO IS OVERTAKEN BY DUSK ON 
THE EVE OF SABBATH WHILE TRAVELLING, AND CONCERNING 
FEEDING OF CATTLE. 

MISHNA: One who (on the eve of Sabbath) is overtaken 
by the dusk on the road must give his purse to a Gentile (while 
it is yet day). If there is no Gentile with him, he must put it 
on the ass. As soon as he arrives at the outmost court (dwelling 
of the first town or village he reaches), he must take off all such 
things as may be handled on the Sabbath; and as for the things 
which must not be handled he must loosen the cords, so that 
they fall off themselves. 

GEMARA: Why was it allowed for a man to give his purse 
to the Gentile accompanying him [he (the Gentile) acts for 
him] ? Because it was known to the rabbis that a man is anx¬ 
ious about his money, and if it were not allowed, he might 
carry it himself in public ground. Said Rabha: “ He may do 
this with his own purse; but if he found something, he must not 
have it carried for him.” Is this not self-evident ? Did we not 
learn in the Mishna, “ his purse ? We might assume that the 
same would apply to something found, and the Mishna says only 
“ his purse,” because that is the usual occurrence; hence Rabha 
teaches us as mentioned. Even in the case of something which 
was found, the prohibition applies only if the man had not yet 
had it in his hand; but if he had, it is regarded the same as his 
purse. 

“ If there is no Gentile with him," etc. If there is a Gentile 
with him, he must give his purse to the Gentile. Why not put 
it on the ass in the first place ? Because concerning the ass 
there is a commandment to let it rest, but no such commandment 
exists for a Gentile. How is the case if the man had accom¬ 
panying him an ass, a deaf-mute,* an idiot, and a minor? To 
whom must he give his purse in that event ? He must put it on 


* A deaf-mute is exempt by law from keeping any commandments. 
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the ass. Why so ? Because the deaf-mute and the minor are 
human beings, and he might by accident give it to an Israelite 
who was not a deaf-mute or a minor. How is it if he had with 
him a deaf-mute and an idiot only ? He must give it to the 
idiot (because a deaf-mute has more sense than an idiot). How 
is it with an idiot and a minor ? He must give it to the idiot. 
All this has been finally decided, but the question that presented 
itself to the schoolmen was, to whom the purse must be given if 
the man had with him a deaf-mute and a minor. Some say he 
should give it to the deaf-mute, and others, to the minor. 

How is it if the man have nobody along, no Gentile, no ass, 
no deaf-mute, no idiot, and no minor ? What should he do 
then ? Said R. Itz’hak: ” There was another mode of proced¬ 
ure, which the sages would not reveal/’ What was that ? He 
should carry it less than four ells at a time ( i.e ., carry it a little 
less than four ells and stop, then start and carry it on again for 
less than four ells, and so on). Why would the sages not reveal 
this ? Because it is written [Proverbs xxv. 2]: “ It is the honor 
of God to conceal a thing; but the honor of kings is to search 
out a matter.” Where is the honor of God concerned in this 
matter ? Perhaps the man will not stop, but go on and carry it 
over four ells. 

We have learned in a Boraitha: R. Eliezer said: “ On the 
day when the eighteen precautionary measures were instituted 
in the attic of Hananiah ben Hizkyah ben Garon (this measure 
concerning the purse of the traveller was also instituted, viz., 
that he should not carry it but give it to the Gentile), and the 
measure of laws was made heaping full.” R. Jehoshua, how¬ 
ever, says, that the measure was smoothened in too great a 
degree,* and we have learned that R. Eliezer meant to say what 
his simile illustrates; viz.: There was a basket filled with 
cucumbers and beets to the brim; and if a man put in mustard- 
seed, there is an addition, without, however, forcing out any¬ 
thing else. Thus the measure was full, but not overflowing. 
R. Jehoshua, however, compares it as follows: There was a tub 
filled with honey, and nuts were thrown into it, in consequence 
of which the honey overflowed and some was spilled. (This 
means, that by the institution of those precautionary measures 
the Mosaic laws were undermined.) 

The Master said: ” If there was no Gentile with him, he 


* See Appendix. 
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should put it on the ass ? ” How is it that he may do this ? If 
he put it on the ass, he will be compelled to drive the ass, and 
surely this is also labor, which is prohibited on the Sabbath, as 
it is written [Exod. xx. 10]: “On it thou shalt not do any 
work. ” Said R. Ada bar Ablia : The man must put the purse on 
the ass, while the latter is walking along; in that case, no trans¬ 
fer from one fixed point takes place (because while both are 
walking it cannot be said that the purse is resting in one partic¬ 
ular place). It is, however, impossible that the ass should not 
rest at some place for a little while ? When the ass rests, the 
man removes the purse; and when it commences to walk again, 
he puts it back. If that is so, it would be the same if he would 
transfer his purse to a fellow-Israelite while walking, and he would 
never be guilty of the act of transferring from one (fixed) place 
and depositing in another? Said R. Papa: An act which, if 
committed by one man unassisted, would make him liable for a 
sin-offering (, e.g ., if he, while running or walking, should pick 
up something of! the ground even without stopping, he would 
become liable for a sin-offering), he must not commit with the 
assistance of a companion; but if he did so, he is not liable for 
a sin-offering ( e.g ., if he picked up a thing and placed it on his 
companion while the latter was walking, in that event neither is 
culpable, for the one did not deposit it in a fixed place, and the 
other did not remove it from a fixed place). Such acts, however, 
as must not be committed with the aid of a companion may be 
done with the assistance of an ass in the first place. 

R. Ada bar Abha said again: “If a man has a bundle on his 
shoulders before dusk on the Sabbath while on the road, he may 
run with the burden until he reaches home, but he must not 
walk his usual gait.” Why so ? Because, if he walks in the 
usual manner, he might stop (and by stopping carry out the pro¬ 
hibited transfer from one fixed point and depositing in another). 
When he reaches home, however, he must stop for some time, 
and thus he would bring a thing from public ground into private 
ground ? The remedy for this is, to throw the bundle from his 
shoulders backwards, and not in the usual manner. 

Rabha the brother of R. Mari bar Rachel taught the follow¬ 
ing decree in the name of R. Johanan : “ One who drives cattle 
on the Sabbath (even if they are burdened) is free.” Why so ? 
If he did so unintentionally, he cannot be liable for a sin-offer¬ 
ing, because Sabbath laws are identical with those of idolatry. 
In like manner, as a man cannot be guilty of idolatry unless he 
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worship with his own body, so it is with the Sabbatical law. If 
he perform labor through the medium of his cattle, without 
doing any himself, he cannot be guilty. Even if he did it inten¬ 
tionally, he is also not guilty. Why so ? Because we have 
learned in a Mishna (Tract Sanhedrin): “ Among those who are 
subject to capital punishment (by stoning) is he who violates the 
Sabbath by an act which, if done intentionally, carries with it 
such punishment (stoning), and which, if done unintentionally, 
makes one liable for a sin-offering. ” Hence, if the uninten¬ 
tional performance of such an act does not carry with it liability 
to bring a sin-offering, its intentional performance cannot carry 
with it the punishment of stoning, nor the punishment of 
stripes; because, where the penalty for the violation of a nega¬ 
tive commandment is death, stripes cannot be inflicted; and 
even according to the Tana who holds that stripes can be inflicted 
for such violation, in this case it could not be done, because, 
were the verse to be read, “ Thou shalt not do any labor, nor 
thy cattle,” it would be right; but the verse distinctly says, 
“ Thou shalt not do any labor, neither thou, etc., nor thy cat¬ 
tle.” Hence, when the work was not done jointly by the man 
and his cattle, he cannot be punished in any manner for a viola¬ 
tion of the Sabbath. 

” As soon as he arrives at the outmost court" etc. Said R. 
Huna: ” If the ass was laden with glassware, he may bring cush¬ 
ions and place them on the ground, so that when he loosens the 
cords the glassware may fall on the cushions and escape being 
broken.” We have learned, however, that such vessels as may 
be handled on the Sabbath may be removed from the ass; and 
why may not the glassware be handled ? R. Huna refers to 
glassware which belongs to a surgeon, and being dirty (bloody) 
is unfit for use in a household. In that case, then, the man 
would render the cushions which he places on the ground to 
receive the falling glassware unfit for their proper use, and this is 
prohibited on the Sabbath ? The cushions are only to be used 
in order to break the fall of the glassware, and after the glassware 
rolls off on to the ground, the cushions can be used as before. 

We have learned in a Boraitha: R. Simeon ben Jochai said: 
” If a sheaf of grain (the tithes of which had not yet been sepa¬ 
rated) is on the back of the ass, the man may push it off with his 
head, so that it fall to the ground.” The ass of R. Gamaliel 
was once laden with honey, and, the Sabbath having set in, R. 
Gamaliel would not allow the ass to be unloaded until the Sab- 
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bath was over. This proved too much for the animal and it 
dropped dead. 

We have learned in the Mishna, that such things as may be 
handled on Sabbath may be removed from the animal; why was 
not the honey removed ? The honey had become spoiled. If 
the honey was spoiled, why was it brought ? It was intended to 
be used for the bruises on camels. Then the cords should have 
been loosened and the honey allowed to fall off ? The honey 
was in (inflated) skins, and would have burst if allowed to fall. 
Then cushions should have been placed on the ground to receive 
them ? The cushions would have become soiled, and thus ren¬ 
dered unfit for use. Pity should have been taken on the animal, 
and it should not have been allowed to stand laden all day ? 
Pity for animals is only a rabbinical institution according to 
R. Gamaliel, and thus he could not observe it lest he violate the 
Sabbath. 

Abayi once saw Rabba playing with his little son, and setting 
him on the back of an ass, so he said to him: ” Why! Does 
Master use an animal on Sabbath!” and Rabba answered: 
“ This cannot be called using an animal in the regular manner, 
but just incidental use, and that was not prohibited by the 
rabbis. ” 

Abayi objected: “ Have we not learned that if two walls of 
a booth (to be used on the Feast of Tabernacles) were made 
by hand, and the third wall was already made by a tree, the 
booth might be used for ritual purposes; but it is not allowed 
to ascend to the roof of the booth on a festival, because the 
tree serves as a support to the roof, and by ascending the roof 
the tree would be used, which is prohibited ? Hence we see 
that, although that would be incidental and not direct use, still it 
is prohibited ? 0 Rabba answered: “ In the case cited by thee, 
a tree is referred to, the branches of which were also part of the 
roof.” The Mishna seems to have this meaning attributed to it 
by Rabba, for in a later clause it is stated, that should the tree 
(which partly supports the booth) be removed, and the booth can 
stand by itself, one may ascend it; hence the tree is regarded as 
an independent wall. 

MISHNA: One may untie bundles of straw for cattle, also 
strew stalks for them, but one must not undo tied bundles of 
Zirin.* Herbs used as fodder, and carob-pods, must not be cut 


* This term will be explained in the Gemara farther on. 
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up for cattle, large or small. R. Jehudah permits the cutting 
up of carob-pods for small cattle. 

GEMARA: Said R. Huna: “ There is no difference between 
bundles of straw and stalks, except that the former are tied twice 
while the latter are trebly tied, and by Zirin is meant the young 
branches of a cedar-tree (which when young are still tender and 
are eaten by cattle); and the Mishna should be explained thus: 
One may untie bundles of straw for cattle, and also strew them, 
and the same may be done with stalks, but not with Zirin; the 
latter must neither be untied nor strewn.” Said R. Hisda: 
“ What reason has R. Huna for explaining the Mishna in this 
manner ? He means to say, that on account of such things as 
are already proper fodder for cattle one may trouble himself on 
Sabbath, but on account of such as must first be prepared as 
fodder, one should not trouble himself.” R. Jehudah, how¬ 
ever, says, that bundles of straw and Zirin are identical, except 
that the former were tied twice and the latter trebly, but stalks 
signify cedar boughs; and he explains the Mishna thus: ” We 
may untie bundles of straw for cattle, but not strew them; 
stalks may also be strewn ; the Zirin, however, may be untied, 
but not strewn.” Said Rabha: “ What is the reason for R. 
Jehudah’s explanation ? He holds, that we may prepare things 
for the use of cattle, but we must not trouble ourselves on ac¬ 
count of such things as are already fit fodder for cattle.” 

An objection was made to the foregoing (based on the latter 
clause of the Mishna): “ Herbs used for fodder and carob-pods 
must not be cut up for cattle.” As herbs are mentioned in con¬ 
junction with carob-pods, we must assume, that as the herbs 
were soft, so were also the carob-pods; and, it being prohibited to 
cut them up, we see that with such things as are already proper 
fodder we must not trouble ourselves, and this is contrary to the 
dictum of R. Huna ? R. Huna might say to the contrary, that 
as the carob-pods are hard, so also are the herbs. Where do we 
find that herbs should be cut up for cattle, they generally eat 
them as they are ? This refers to young calves and mule-colts. 

(Another objection was raised.) Come and hear: One may 
cut up pumpkins for cattle and carrion for dogs. Then we may 
say, that as carrion is soft, so also are the pumpkins; and hence 
we see, that we may trouble ourselves even with such articles as 
are already fit fodder for cattle, and this is contradictory to R. 
Jehudah’s opinion ? R. Jehudah might say to the contrary, 
that as the pumpkins were hard, so was also the carrion. How 
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can that be ? Supposing it was the carcass of an elephant, or 
the dogs were young and could not eat carrion without having 
it cut up for them. 

MISHNA: A camel must not be crammed (to fatten it), nor 
may it be forced to eat: but the food may be put into its mouth. 
Calves must not be crammed, but the food may be put into 
their mouths. Poultry may be fed and crammed; water may be 
poured on bran, but the bran must not be kneaded. One must 
not put water before bees, or before doves in a dove-cot; but 
one may put it before geese, before poultry, and before house- 
pigeons. . 

GEMARA: What is meant by “ must not be crammed ” ? 
Said R. Jehudah: “ By that is meant, that the stomach of the 
camel should not be turned into a feed-bag/’ Can such a 
thing be done ? Said R. Jeremiah of Diphti: “ Yea; I saw with 
my own eyes, that an itinerant merchant fed his camel a meas¬ 
ure of grain, and when it had consumed that, he forced another 
measure down its throat.’’ 

4 4 Calves must not be cram 7 ?ied, but the food may be put into 
their mouths ,” etc. What is the difference between cramming 
and putting food into the calf’s mouth? R. Jehudah said, that 
cramming is accomplished when the food is stuffed down into 
the calf’s mouth so that it cannot eject it, and putting food into 
its mouth is merely as is implied by the term ; and R. Hisda 
said, that in both cases the food is forced down so far that the 
calf cannot eject it; but in cramming, some instrument is used, 
and the other is done by hand. 

R. Joseph objected: We have learned in a Boraitha, that 
poultry may be crammed, and so much the more food may be 
given to the poultry a little at a time. The contrary is the case 
with doves. Food must not be given them even a little at a 
time, and much less may they be crammed. Now what is the 
difference between cramming and forcing them to eat a little at 
a time ? Shall we assume that by cramming is meant, forcing 
the food down by hand, and by giving them food a little at a time 
is meant, throwing it to them ? If so, why should doves not be 
fed in that manner ? Is it then prohibited to throw them food ? 
We must therefore say, that in both cases the food is given by 
hand, but in cramming the food is forced down so that it cannot 
be ejected, while in the other case it can be ejected. If this 
applies to poultry, then we must certainly assume that, as for 
calves, cramming is done by forcing the food down with an in- 


37° 


THE BABYLONIAN TALMUD. 


strument, and this would be contradictory to R. Jehudah ? R. 
Jehudah might say, that by feeding poultry is meant, throwing 
food to them; and the reason that one must not feed doves is 
because they do not belong to him, whereas poultry belongs to 
him and must be fed by him, as we have learned in a Boraitha, 
that one may give food to a dog but not to a pig; and the reason 
is, that a man is in duty bound to feed his dog, but a pig that 
he does not own he need not feed. Said R. Ashi: “ This we 
also learn from our Mishna: ‘ One must not put it before bees, 
or before doves in a dove-cot; but we may put it before geese, 
poultry, and house-pigeons/ " We must assume the reason of 
the Mishna to be because one is not obliged to take care of the 
bees and doves, but must take care of those which he owns. 
According to this, then, why is water only spoken of, why not 
wheat or barley ? We must say that water is easily obtainable, 
and hence there is no necessity to trouble one's self on that 
account. 

R. Jonah taught at the door of Nassh It is written [Prov¬ 
erbs xxix. 7]: The righteous considereth the cause of the in¬ 
digent." The righteous, synonymous with the Holy One, 
blessed be He, knoweth that a dog hath not much food, -and 
hath thus ordained, that the food in his stomach remains undi¬ 
gested for three days, as we have learned in a Mishna: How 
long must the food (carrion) remain in the stomach, that it may 
still be considered unclean? In the stomach of a dog three days, 
but in the stomach of a bird or a fish only as long as it would 
take it to burn up if thrown into the fire. 

Said R. Hamnuna: “ From what was said above, it may be 
implied that one may throw food before a dog." How much ? 
Said R. Mari: “ A small piece, and the dog should immediately 
be driven off." This refers to a dog in the field, but within the 
city a strange dog should not be fed at all, lest he run after the 
man; however, a dog belonging to him may be fed. 

Said R. Papa: " There is nothing poorer than a dog, and 
nothing richer than a pig (meaning that a dog is very fastidious 
about food, while a pig will eat anything)." 

We have learned in a Boraitha, in support of the dictum of R. 
Jehudah: What is the difference between cramming and putting 
food into the mouth of a calf ? Cramming is accomplished by 
laying the calf down, forcing open its mouth, and stuffing it 
with soaked grain; and putting food into its mouth is merely 
feeding and watering it separately, while the calf is standing. 
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Poultry may be fed and crammed," etc. Said Abayi: “ I 
asked my master, with whose opinion was the .Mishna in con¬ 
formity, and he told me with that of R. Jose bar Jehudah, as 
we have learned : Water must not be poured on bran, said 
Rabbi, but R. Jose bar Jehudah said that it may be done.” 

The rabbis taught: 44 When water is poured on parched corn 
the corn must not be kneaded on Sabbath, but others say that 
it maybe kneaded.” Who is meant by 44 others ” ? Said R. 
Hisda: 44 R. Jose bar Jehudah.” Such is the case, however, 
only when it is done differently than on a week-day. How can 
it be done differently ? By kneading a little at a time and not 
in a lump. All agree, however, that Shthitha * may be kneaded 
on the Sabbath, and that Egyptian beer may be drunk. Was it 
not said, that kneading was not allowed on Sabbath ? This 
presents no difficulty. Fine corn may be kneaded, but coarse 
must not; and even then it must be kneaded differently than on 
a week-day. How can this be done ? On week-days the vine¬ 
gar is first put in and then the Shthitha, and on Sabbath the 
latter should be put in first. 

Levi the son of R. Huna bar Hyya once found the herder of 
his father's cattle pouring water on bran and giving it to the 
cattle. He scolded him. Afterwards R. Huna met his son, and 
said to him: Thus said the father of thy mother in the name of 
Rabh (meaning R. Jeremiah bar Aba): 44 It is allowed to pour 
water on bran but not to put the mixed bran into the mouth of 
the cattle (but young cattle, that cannot eat themselves, may be 
fed by hand). ” And this maybe done, providing it is done 
differently than on a week-day. How should that be done ? 
The bran should only be stirred once lengthwise and once 
crosswise. It will not mix well, however, in this manner. Said 
R. Jehudah: 44 Then it should be poured into another vessel.” 

We found in the diary of Zera: 44 I asked of my Master R. 
Hyya, whether kneading was permitted on the Sabbath, and he 
said, 4 No.' I asked him whether transferring from one vessel 
to another was permitted, and he said it Avas. ” Said R. Menas- 
seh: 44 It is allowed to give one animal a measure of grain, and 
two measures for two animals, but one must not give three 
measures for two animals.” R. Joseph, hoAvever, said that a 
whole Kabh, or even two Kabhs, may be given for one or two or 
three animals, and Ula said that even a Kur or more may be given. 


Shthitha is the name of a dish prepared from parched corn. 
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It was written in the diary of Levi: “ I related in the pres¬ 
ence of my master, who was Rabbi the Holy (Jehudah Hanassi), 
that in Babylon they were kneading Shthitha on Sabbath and 
Rabbi protested against it; but no one paid attention to it, and 
he had no power to prohibit it, because R. Jose bar Jehudah 
once permitted it (as mentioned previously).” 

It was written in the diary of R. Jehoshua ben Levi: 44 One 
who is born on the first day of the week will be a man, and not 
one thing will be in him.” What does that mean ? That there 
will not be any one good thing in him ? Did not R. Assi say 
that he was born on the first day of the week ? Shall we say, 
that not one bad thing will be in him ? R. Assi said: 44 I and 
Dimi bar Kakusta were both born on the first day of the week, 
and, behold! I am a prince and he is a leader of robbers!” 
What, then, is meant by 44 not one thing will be in him ” ? 
This means, that he will be either wholly bad or wholly good. 
44 A man who was born on the second day of the week will be 
a man of violent passion.” Why so ? Because on the second 
day the water was separated. 44 A man born on the third day 
will be rich and lascivious.” Why so ? Because grass was cre¬ 
ated on the third day. 44 A man born on the fourth day will be 
wise and have a good memory.” Why so ? Because on the 
fourth day the lights were created. 44 A man born on the fifth day 
will be a charitable man.” Why so ? Because on that day the 
fishes and fowls were created. 44 A man born on the sixth day 
will be a very devout man. ” [R. Na’hman bar Itz’hak said : 44 He 
will be zealous in the fulfilment of commandments.”] 44 A man 
born on the Sabbath will also die on the Sabbath, because on 
his account the great day of Sabbath was violated.” Said 
Rabba bar R. Shila: 44 He will, however, be called a great and 
pious man.” 

Said R. Han in a to the men who related what was written in 
the diary above: 44 Go and tell the son of Levi, that the fortune 
of a man does not depend upon the day, but upon the hour he 
was born in. One who is born in the hour of sunrise will be a 
bright man ; he will eat and drink of his own, but he will not be 
able to keep secrets and will not be successful in stealing. One 
who is born under Venus will be a rich man, but will be lascivi¬ 
ous, because fire is generated under Venus. One who is born 
under Mercury will be bright and wise, because that star is the 
scribe of the Sun. One who is born under the Moon will be 
sickly or troubled. He will build and demolish, will not eat and 
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drink his own, but will keep secrets, and will be successful in 
stealing. One who is born under Saturn will have all his thoughts 
and aims come to naught; and others say, to the contrary, all 
aims against him will come to naught. One who is born under 
Jupiter will be a righteous man, and R. Na’hman bar Itz’hak 
said he will be very devout. One who is born under Mars will 
be a man who will shed blood. He will either be a surgeon or 
a robber, a butcher or a circumciser, said R. Ashi. Rabba said 
that he was born under Mars. Said Abayi to him: “Thou, 
Master, reprovest men, and whom thou reprovest, he dieth; 
hence thou, also, sheddest blood/’ 

It was taught: R. Hanina said: “One who is born under 
a lucky star may be either rich or wise, and the same thing 
applies to Israelites also.” R. Johanan said: “An Israelite 
does not come under this fate”; and R. Johanan says this 
in accordance with his dictum elsewhere; viz. : Whence do we 
know that the Israelites are not subject to fate ? Because it is 
written [Jeremiah x. 2]: “Thus hath said the Lord, Do not 
habituate yourselves in the way of the nations, and at the signs 
of the heavens be ye not dismayed, although the nations should 
be dismayed at them.” So the nations may be dismayed at the 
signs of the heavens, but not the Israelites; and Rabh holds 
likewise, that the Israelites are not subject to fate. R. Jehudah 
said in the name of Rabh: Whence do we know that the 
Israelites are not subject to fate ? Because it is written [Gen¬ 
esis xv. 5]: “And he brought him forth abroad.” Abraham 
said before the Holy One, blessed be He: “ Creator of the Uni¬ 
verse, lo, one born in my house will be my heir ” ; and the Lord 
answered: “ He that shall come forth out of thy own bowels 
shall be thy heir” [Gen. xv. 4]. And Abraham said again: 
“ Creator of the Universe! I have consulted my horoscope, and 
have found that I am not capable of having a son”; so the 
Lord said to him: “ Away with thy horoscope ! An Israelite 
hath no fate ! ” 

Of Samuel it is also known, that he thought the Israelites had 
no destiny, for Samuel and Ablat were once sitting together, and 
some men went past a meadow. Ablat (who was an astrologer) 
said to Samuel, pointing to one of the men: “ That man will 
not return. A snake will bite him and he will die.” Said Sam¬ 
uel: “ If he is an Israelite, he will come back.” While they 
were talking, the man came back; so Ablat arose and examined 
him, and he found a snake cut in two on the man’s clothes. 
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Said Samuel to the man : “ What didst thou do to-day, that thou 
hast escaped death ?” The man answered: “It is our custom, 
when going out with a party of men, that we all contribute our 
share of victuals, and then have our meal in common. I knew 
that one of our party had no (bread) victuals, and not wishing to 
make him ashamed, I secured the basket to gather the food; 
and when coming up to him I pretended to put in his share, but 
in reality put in mine, and thus he was not ashamed.” “ Then 
thou hast committed an act of charity,” said Samuel; and when 
he went out he preached that charity maybe the cause of saving 
a man's life, and not only from a violent death, but also from 
death which otherwise would have overtaken a man naturally. 

Of R. Aqiba it is also known, that he did not believe the Is¬ 
raelites to be subject to fate, for R. Aqiba had a daughter, and 
the soothsayers predicted that on the day on which she should 
enter the garden a snake w.ould bite her and she would die. He 
was very much troubled on that account. One day his daughter 
took off her headdress in the garden, and the needle protruding 
from it stuck on the side of the fence where a snake happened 
to be, and piercing the eye of the snake, the latter was killed. 
When R. Aqiba’s daughter went back to the house the snake 
dragged after her. Asked R. Aqiba: “ What didst thou do to¬ 
day, to escape death ?” and she answered: “ At dawn a man 
came to the door begging bread. Everybody, however, was at 
the table, and no one heard him but myself. I took my own 
meal, that thou gavest me, and gave it to him.” Said R. Aqiba: 
“ Thou didst an act of charity, and this saved thee from death.” 
He then went forth and preached, that charity may be the 
cause of saving a man’s life, and not only from a violent death, 
but also from one that was to have come naturally. 

R. Na’hman bar Itz’hak is also known to discountenance the 
theory of the Israelites being subject to fate; for the mother of 
R. Na’hman was told by astrologers that her son would turn 
out to be a thief, so she would not let him go out bare-headed, 
saying: “ Always keep thy head covered, that thou mayest fear 
the Lord, and pray to Him for mercy”; and he did not know 
why she always told him this. One day he sat underneath a 
tree studying, when his head-wear fell off, and looking up, he 
saw the tree filled with delicious dates. He was very much 
tempted to take some of the fruit, although the tree did not 
belong to him, and accordingly climbed the tree, and bit off a 
branch with his teeth. 
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MISHNA: Pumpkins may be cut up for cattle, and carrion 
for dogs. R. Jehudah saith: “ If the carrion was not yet carrion 
(if the beast had not yet died) before the Sabbath, it must not be 
cut up; because, in that case, it is not part of what had been 
provided (for consumption on Sabbath).” 

GEMARA: It was taught: Ula said, the Halakha prevails 
according to R. Jehudah, and of Rabh it is also known that 
he agrees with R. Jehudah, as may be seen from his decree con¬ 
cerning covers of a vessel (on page 29). Levi also admits, that 
the Halakha prevails according to R. Jehudah; for when a car¬ 
cass was brought to him for decision as to its fitness for use, or 
unfitness, on a festival, he would not inspect it unless it had lain 
in the dirt; because, should he hold it to be fit, it would forth¬ 
with become carrion and not even be fit for dogs, by reason of 
its turning into carrion on the festival (and thus not having been 
provided on the day before for consumption on the festival). 

Samuel, however, said, that the Halakha prevails according 
to R. Simeon, as also does Zera, because a Mishna elsewhere, 
which teaches, that if an animal died (on Sabbath or on a festival) 
it must not be removed, was explained by Zera to refer only to 
such an animal as was designated for a sacrifice and which must 
not be made use of at all; but any ordinary carcass may be re¬ 
moved. R. Johanan also said, that the Halakha according to 
R. Simeon prevails. 

Is it possible that R. Johanan said this ? Have we not 
learned that R. Johanan always holds Plalakhas to be in accord¬ 
ance with the abstract decrees of the Mishna, and in another 
Mishna we have learned that the wood of a beam that had been 
broken on a festival must not be used on the festival ? R. 
Johanan claims, that the Mishna above was taught in the name 
of R. Jose bar Jehudah. 

Come and hear (another objection): “It is permitted to 
commence taking from a heap of straw on a festival for use as 
fuel, but not from wood designated for another purpose.” This 
is also taught abstractly (and is certainly contrary to the opinion 
of R. Simeon). This above teaching refers to cedar beams in¬ 
tended for building purposes, and being very expensive should 
not be used as fuel, even according to R. Simeon. 

Come and hear (another objection based upon another ab¬ 
stract Mishna): “ It is not permitted to water or to slaughter 
animals living in their wild natural state, but it is allowed as re¬ 
gards domestic animals.” (This is also contrary to R. Simeon?) 
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R. Johanan, however, found an abstract Mishna that was in 
accord with R. Simeon; viz. : That Mishna concerning bones 
and husks which may be removed from the table (page 326), and 
R. Johanan holds as R. Na’hman (did later), that all decisions 
rendered by the school of Shamai are in accordance with the 
opinion of R. Jehudah, while those rendered by the school of 
Hillel agree with those of R. Simeon. 

It is related of R. A’ha and Rabhina, that one said that all 
laws pertaining to Sabbath remain as decreed by R. Simeon, 
with the exception of one thing, that had been set aside on ac¬ 
count of causing disgust, namely, an old candlestick that had 
become soiled with the dripping tallow; and the other said, that 
even in this instance the Halakha prevails according to R. Sim¬ 
eon, but the one thing that does not remain as decreed by R. 
Simeon is the case of a candlestick which had been used on the 
same Sabbath. (Both admit, however,) that as for the theory 
of designation where expensive articles are concerned, R. Sim¬ 
eon accepts it in that case, and declares, that they may not be 
used on Sabbath, as we have learned in a Mishna (page 268) con¬ 
cerning the large wood-saw and the ploughshare, which, accord¬ 
ing to R. Simeon, also must not be handled, because they are 
expensive (and being used only by mechanics should not be han¬ 
dled by others). 

MISHNA : A man may annul vows (of his wife or daughter) * 
on the Sabbath, and consult (a sage) as to vows (relating to ob¬ 
jects) required for the Sabbath. Window-light may be shut out 
by blinds; a piece of stuff may be measured, and also a Mikvah 
(plunge-bath), to ascertain whether it be of legal size. It hap¬ 
pened in the days of R. Zadock’s father, and in the days of 
Abba Saul ben Botnith, that they closed a window with an 
earthen jar, and then tied another vessel to a pole with papyrus, 
in order to ascertain whether, in a covered vessel, there was an 
opening one span high or not. From them we learn, that (in 
certain cases) it may be permitted to close, to measure, and to 
tie on the Sabbath. 

GEMARA: The schoolmen propounded a question: Does 
the term, “ required for the Sabbath/’ in connection with vows, 
apply to both clauses of that sentence; and if it does not, 
neither may be done on the Sabbath, whence we shall learn, 
that the time in which a man may annul the vow of his wife 


* See Numbers xxx. 2. 
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or daughter does not expire with the day, but continues for 
twenty-four hours; because, if the vows do not relate to the 
Sabbath and neither of the above two clauses may be executed, 
the man can annul the vow at night after the Sabbath; or shall 
we say that the term, “ required for the Sabbath/’ applies only 
to the latter clause, that of consulting as to vows, and not to 
the first clause, that of annulling the vow, which would estab¬ 
lish the fact that the time for annulment expires with the day 
and does not continue for twenty-four hours ? Come and hear: 
R. Zoti, one of the disciples of R. Papi, taught, that only 
such vows as relate to the Sabbath may be annulled on the Sab¬ 
bath ; thence we may learn, that the time for annulment of 
vows does not expire for twenty-four hours ? Said R. Ashi : 
“ Did we not learn (in a Mishna of Tract Nedarim), that the 
time for annulment of vows continues for one day only ? ” Con¬ 
cerning this, there is a difference of opinion among the Tanaim 
(as will be explained in Tract Nedarim). 

“ And considt as to vows ,” etc. The schoolmen propounded 
a question: “ Does this mean to say, that the man had not time 
before Sabbath (i.e., that he made the vow on the Sabbath), or 
even if he had time before Sabbath, but wishes to be released 
from his vow at once ?” Come and hear: The rabbis complied 
with the wish of R. Zutra the son of R. Zera, and released him 
from his vow on a Sabbath, although he had plenty of time to 
have this done before Sabbath.* 

R. Jose wished to state, that, as to vows, a man may consult 
on Sabbath only a man who is a competent authority (Cha- 
cham), but he must not consult three ordinary men, because 
that would appear as a judgment on business affairs. Abayi said 
to him: “Whereas three men may be consulted standing, or 
even if they are of kin, or even at night, it will not appear as 
an ordinary judgment.” 

When a man wishes to annul the vow of his wife on the Sab¬ 
bath, he must not say to her, as on a week-day: “ Thy vow is 
annulled,” or, “I release thee from thy vow”; but merely: 
“ Go and eat,” or, “ Go and drink,” and this releases her from 
her vow. Said R. Johanan: “ The man must, however, think 
at the time that he is annulling her vow.” 

We have learned in a Boraitha: The school of Shamai said: 

* All this is originally part of Tract Nedarim. We have in consequence omitted 
it, but a part of that passage being necessary for the elucidation of the above text, 
we have incorporated it in the Tract Sabbath. 
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44 On Sabbath a man must annul the vow in his mind only, but 
on a week-day he must proclaim it by word of mouth.” The 
school of Hillel said, however, that be it Sabbath or a week-day, 
it is sufficient if the man annul the vow in his mind without 
proclaiming it. 

44 They closed a window with an earthen jar” etc. Said R. 
Jehudah in the name of Rabh: 44 There was a small bridge be¬ 
tween two houses, and underneath the bridge lay a part of a 
corpse, and a cracked tub stood on top of the two houses; but 
it was not known whether the crack in the tub was large enough 
to admit of the penetration of the uncleanness arising from the 
corpse. So, first of all, all holes which were in the walls of the 
two houses were stopped up with towels; then another vessel (a 
small jar) was tied with papyrus to a pole and laid on the tub, in 
order to see whether the crack was one span deep or not.” * 

4 4 From them we learn that {in certain eases) one may close , 
measure” etc. Ula once came into the house of the Exilarch 
on Sabbath, and saw Rabba bar R. Huna sitting in a tub of 
water and measuring it. Said Ula to him: 44 The rabbis only 
permitted the measuring of a plunge-bath for ritual purposes; 
but did they permit it to be done for no purpose ? ” Rabba bar 
R. Huna answered: 44 I am doing this merely to while away the 
time (I have nothing else to do, and must not think of the Law 
while bathing, so it makes no difference).” 


* This explanation is taken from Rashi. The other commentary by Tosphath 
differs with Rashi, but the explanation is even more complicated than the above. 
Hence we have chosen the former. 


END OF TRACT SABBATH. 



THE PRAYER AT THE CONCLUSION OF A TRACT. 


Abayi said: “ May it be reckoned to me (for my rcivard in the 
%vorId to eome) y that whenever I noticed a young scholar (of my 
college') had finished a tract of the Talmud , I gave a feast to all 
the sages of the day." (Pages 250 and 251 of this tract.) 

[Bearing the above motto in mind and as a matter of peculiar interest, we 
shall translate below the laudatory prayer published in every edition of the 
ancient Talmud at the conclusion of each tract, and in justification of this 
our digression from the actual text would state the following : 

With all pious Israelites who were exclusively engaged in the study of the 
Talmud, and even with those who made it an incidental feature of their 
lives, it has since time immemorial been the custom to celebrate as a happy 
event the completion of the study of each tract. So marked was the degree 
of gratification at this frequent occurrence, that it became customary for the 
first-born sons in Israel, who in commemoration of one of the plagues sent 
by the Lord upon the Egyptians were in the habit of fasting on the eve of 
Passover, to complete the study of a tract of the Talmud on that day, and, 
thanks to the feast given in honor of the occasion, escape the rather onerous 
duty of fasting; and even in the nine days of penance occurring before the 
Fast of the Ninth of Abh, when the Temple was destroyed, when meat was 
not to be eaten and wine was not to be drunk, the same subterfuge would 
be resorted to, in order that a feast might be given and thus break the fast 
of the nine days. Apart from this, the prayer is rich in sentiment, and 
deserves to be rendered at the end of this volume once for all.] 

We shall return to thee, Tract Sabbath,* and mayest thou 
return to us! We shall bear thee in mind, Tract Sabbath, and 
mayest thou bear us in mind! May we not be forgotten by 
thee, Tract Sabbath! and thou shalt not be forgotten by us on 
this earth nor in the world to come! 

[This is to be repeated three times, when the following is to 
be recited:] 

May it be Thy will, O Lord, our God and God of our fathers, 
that Thy Law may be our pursuit in this world and in the world 
to come! May there be together with us, in the world to come, 
Haninah bar Papa, Rami bar Papa, Na’hman bar Papa, Ahayi bar 
Papa, Abba Mari bar Papa, Raphram bar Papa, Rakhesh bar 
Papa, Sur’hab bar Papa, Ada bar Papa, and Doro bar Papa.f 

* At the conclusion of another tract, name it instead of Tract Sabbath. 

f At the close of a learned work, entitled “ Answers and Questions,” by Rabbi 
Moses Iserles, and also in the work entitled “Sea of Solomon,” by Solomon Lurie, 
Tract Baba Kamah, may be found the reasons why the above ten names must be 
mentioned in the prayer. 
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3So PRAYER AT THE CONCLUSION OF A TRACT. 


Make sweet, O Lord, our God, the words of Thy Law in our 
mouths, and in the mouth of Thy people the house of Israel; 
and may we, our children, and the children of Thy people the 
house of Israel, all know Thy Name and learn Thy Law. 

Wiser than my enemy doth Thy commandment make me; 
for it is perpetually with me. Let my heart be entire in the 
statutes, that I may not be put to shame. Never will I forget 
Thy precepts; for with them Thou hast kept me alive. Blessed 
art Thou, O Lord! teach me Thy statutes. Amen, Amen, 
Amen. Selali, Vaed (Forever)! 

We thank Thee, O Lord, our God and God of our fathers, 
that thou hast cast our lot amongst those that dwell in the 
houses of learning, and not amongst the occupants of the 
markets. For we arise early, and they arise early. We arise 
to the words of Law, and they arise to words of vanity. We 
strive, and they strive. We strive and receive our reward, while 
they strive in vain. We run, and they run. We run towards 
everlasting life, and they run towards death, as it is written ; 
“ But Thou, O God! Thou wilt bring them down into the pit 
of destruction; let not the men of blood and deceit live out half 
their days; but I will indeed trust in Thee! 

May it be Thy will, O Lord my God, that as Thou hast as¬ 
sisted me in the conclusion of Tract Sabbath, so mayest Thou 
assist me in the commencement of other tracts and books of 
Law, and in their conclusion: that I may live to learn and 
teach, to observe and to do and to keep all the words of the 
teachings of Thy Law with affection. And may the merits of 
all the Tanaim and Amoraim and other scholars uphold me and 
my children, in order that the Law may not escape from my 
mouth, from the mouths of my children and children's children 
forever, and may it be verified in me (all that is written) : “ When 
thou walkest, it shall lead thee; when thou best down, it shall 
watch over thee; and when thou art awake, it shall converse with 
thee. For through me shall thy days be multiplied and the 
years of thy life shall be increased unto thee. Length of days 
are in her right hand, in her left are riches and honor. The Lord 
shall give strength unto His people; the Lord will bless His 
people with peace.” 


[Revised July 22, 1896, and found all correct.— Isaac M. Wise.] 
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PAGE 24 of Volume I. of this tract contains a Mishna com¬ 
mencing with the statement: “ And these are some of the regu¬ 
lations enacted in the attic of Hananiah ben Hizkyah ben 
Garon,” and concluding, “ they enforced eighteen regulations on 
that day. ” At the same time, the Mishna fails to enumerate in 
the place mentioned, or elsewhere, these eighteen regulations. 
The Gemara, however, conjectures upon their character and 
cites them in a scattered and incoherent manner. As a matter 
of course, this is not done without the adduction of numerous 
and varied opinions; but the conclusion is, that the eighteen reg¬ 
ulations are those which we shall enumerate farther on. 

In another section of the Gemara it is related, that three 
hundred jars of wine and a like number of jars of oil were taken 
up into that attic in order to afford the sages no opportunity to 
leave their places until their deliberations concerning the regula¬ 
tions were finally concluded. 

Among these regulations there are, however, only two or 
three concerning Sabbath, the rest being dispersed throughout 
the Talmud in their proper departments and merely mentioned 
as regulations enacted during that session, but they are not enu¬ 
merated in regular order either of sequence or time of enact¬ 
ment. Hence we, in consistency with “our method of transla¬ 
tion—viz., to place everything in its proper department—have 
omitted in this tract the enumeration of these regulations, to¬ 
gether with the diverse opinions concerning the reasons for their 
institution, which reasons as cited by the Gemara are very ab¬ 
struse and for the most part untenable. 

In the last chapter of this tract, however, mention is again 
made of the eighteen regulations, and it is declared, that their 
measure was made “ heaping full,” while elsewhere in the Ge¬ 
mara the assertion is made, that the day on which they were 
enacted was as grave in its consequences for Israel as the day on 
which the golden calf was made. It is these two statements 
that have impelled us at the last moment to embody these eigh- 
vol. 11.—13 381 


APPENDIX. 


382 

teen regulations in an appendix at the end of this volume, and 
state as best we can, after careful study and consideration of the 
subject, the most potent reasons for their enactment. 

With this purpose in view, we shall divide the eighteen regu¬ 
lations into five classes, as follows: Those pertaining to Theru- 
mah (heave-offerings), Tumah (uncleanness), Chithon (mingling 
with other nations), Mikvah (legal bath), and Sabbath. 

Therumah is rendered useless when brought into contact 
with any one of the following ten subjects: First: With a man 
who eats a thing that had been contaminated by a parent of 
uncleanness* and had thus become unclean in the first degree. 
Second: With a man who had eaten a thing unclean in the sec¬ 
ond degree (i.e., had been touched by a thing unclean in the 
first degree). Third : With a man who had drunk unclean bev¬ 
erages. Fourth : With a man who had bathed his head and the 
larger portion of his body in water that had been pumped up 
(drawn or scooped), and not in a legal bath. Fifth: With a 
clean person (i.e., one who had already taken a legal bath, but 
was subsequently drenched with three lugs of drawn water). 
Sixth: With the sacred scrolls of the Holy Writ, either in part 
or in its entire form.f Seventh: With hands of which one was 
not quite certain that they had been kept clean the whole day. 
Eighth: With one who had taken a legal bath, if the Therumah 
was touched before sunset. Ninth : With eatables and utensils 
which had become unclean through beverages (as will be ex¬ 
plained in Tract Yodaim). When brought in contact with any 
one of these nine subjects, Therumah is rendered useless. 
Tenth: The crop raised from Therumah (seed) is of the same 
character as the seed; if the latter was clean when planted the 
crop is clean, but if the seed was unclean the crop is the same. 
Nevertheless, it is still considered Therumah, and subject to the 

* By a “ parent of uncleanness ” is meant any object that had come in direct con¬ 
tact with a corpse. See explanation in Tract Shekalim. 

f Why contact with the Holy Writ should render Therumah unclean can in our 
opinion be explained only as follows : When the priests came to demand their share 
of the Therumah, it is highly probable that they did this with a correspondingly 
impressive ceremony and read the part of the Law referring to the Therumah before 
the donors. If such was really the case, they no doubt carried the scrolls with them 
wherever they went, and in consequence the regulation was enacted which rendered 
the Therumah unclean when brought into contact with the scrolls or book contain¬ 
ing the Holy Writ. Our basis for this assertion is the ordinance to be found in Tract 
Yodaim, which proclaims that the scrolls or books containing the Holy Writ render 
hands unclean when coming in contact with them, and doubtless the hands of the 
priests, which were afterwards to handle Therumah, are meant. 
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laws of Therumah. Thus we have ten regulations concerning 
Therumah. 

Concerning uncleanness, there were four regulations enacted : 
First: All movable things bring uncleanness on a man by means 
of a tent, not larger even than a span, covering a corpse, even if 
the space between the corpse and the tent was but an awl’s width. 
(For explanation, see Tract Ahaloth.) Second: The daughters 
of the Samaritans are considered unclean (as women suffering 
from their menstruation) from the day of their birth. Third : A 
child of a heathen is considered unclean, because it is considered 
as one afflicted with venereal disease. Fourth: One who presses 
grapes or olives renders the vessels used to receive the must or 
the oil susceptible to uncleanness. (This is explained in detail 
in Tract Kelim.) 

Concerning Chithon, but one regulation was enacted, cover¬ 
ing four subjects: It was prohibited to partake of the bread, oil, 
or wine of other nations in order to prevent intermarriage with 
their daughters. 

Concerning Mikvah, one regulation only was enacted; viz.: 
If the water running out of a rain-gutter flow directly into a 
Mikvah, the Mikvah is not invalidated; but if the water was 
intercepted by a vessel from which it flowed into the Mikvah, 
the latter becomes invalid; or even if three lugs of drawn water 
were poured into the Mikvah, they render it useless (see Tract 
Mikvaoth). 

Concerning Sabbath, two regulations were enacted: First: 
One shall not search for vermin or read before lamplight (on 
Friday night).* Second: One who was overtaken by dusk on 
the Sabbath eve while on the road must give his purse to a 
Gentile. 

The learned reader who is not familiar with the intricate 
teachings of the Talmud, and even the student of the Talmud 
who has delved in its labyrinths of lore for the sake of probing 
into the ordinances and discussions contained in its volumes, will 
be quite amazed at the seeming unimportance and triviality of 
the above regulations, unless thoroughly comprehensive of the 
spirit of the Talmud and the object of the sages in their day. 

At the time when these regulations were enacted and enforced, 


* There are differences of opinion in the Gemara as to the division of the regu¬ 
lations. Some hold that they should be grouped, while others would count them 
separately. The matter is of no importance, however, and hence we have grouped 
them in conformity with the number stated by the Mishna. 
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there appeared no reasonable grounds for their enactment; and 
even the reasons advanced by the Gemara itself in a faltering, 
groping manner are in many instances quite absurd. Entirely 
contrary to their usual custom, the sages themselves did not base 
these regulations upon any inference, analogy, passage, or ordi¬ 
nance contained in the Holy Writ, a very remarkable occurrence 
indeed. Furthermore, at a casual glance, the student will not 
find in any one of the regulations a motive based even on com¬ 
mon sense. 

Strange to say, it has also occurred that our excellent He¬ 
brew poet L. Gordon, in a poem pungent with deepest sarcasm 
and pointed ridicule, commented upon these eighteen regulations, 
saying, amongst other things: “ Not for political purposes, not 
for the improvement of the government moral or material, did 
our sages seclude themselves in their attic, but merely to pro¬ 
hibit matters as trivial and absurd as that of reading by lamp¬ 
light on the eve of Sabbath/' etc. 

Had the poet, however, devoted deeper study and closer 
research to the environments, influences, and conditions prevail¬ 
ing in the days of these sages, he would readily have discovered 
that the greatest political import, the gravest questions of gov¬ 
ernment both moral and material, actuated the institution of 
these apparently ridiculous regulations, all culminating and 
leaning towards the accomplishment of one great object; viz., 
that of keeping the small nation of Jews intact and guarding it 
from the dangers menacing it not only from the exterior world 
but from its interior vampires and oppressors. 

It should not be overlooked that when the deliberations 
anent these regulations were about to be commenced, the hall 
used for the session was closely guarded by men armed with 
keen-edged swords, under instructions to permit all who desired 
to enter to do so, but to instantly thrust their swords through 
anyone endeavoring to retreat;,and what was the discussion 
commenced with ? Merely an argument determining the un¬ 
cleanness of certain vessels, which the priests could not approach 
(as will be seen farther on). Still, Hillel the Prince, the mighty 
sage, sat before his old-time opponent Shamai, and listened to 
him with the most profound attention and reverence, just as if 
he were the least among his disciples. 

This historical fact was but another item in inducing us to 
digress from our established method and insert the eighteen reg¬ 
ulations, together with the explanation of their importance; for 
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had we not done so, it is highly probable that we would have 
called down the criticism of many scholars who could not over¬ 
look such an omission. 

At no period in the history of the Jewish race do we find so 
much deliberation, profundity of thought, and depth of calcula¬ 
tion in evidence as at the time when the sages secluded them¬ 
selves in the attic of Hananiah ben Hizkyah. There it was, that 
means were devised to keep the nation of the Jews — whose 
friends were always in the minority, and whose enemies, not only 
abroad but in their very midst, were as the sands of the sea— 
intact and proof against annihilation. 

All of the literature current among the masses was carefully 
scanned and revised. The ethical code was reenforced, and 
wherever necessary purged of objectionable matter. This cen¬ 
sorship was carried to such an extent that it was attempted to 
reject even Proverbs, Ecclesiastes, and Ezekiel as undesirable; 
and it was only with great difficulty that those in authority 
were prevailed upon to let them remain. The records of ances¬ 
try, however, tracing the descent of every existing family, which 
were the pride of the people, as well as all works treating of 
medical science and the art of healing, were buried and hidden 
beyond recovery. Even the Apocrypha were eliminated from 
the Holy Writ and declared ordinary literature, and many other 
writings unknown to us even in this day, as well as all secret 
scripts, were thoroughly revised and made adaptable to the ex¬ 
isting times and circumstances. All this, and more, was done 
with the sole purpose of preserving the integrity of the Jewish 
race and preventing its absorption by other nations. 

Thus it was commenced to accustom the Jew to study and 
thought, and as an outcome of this period of virtual renaissance 
the eighteen regulations were enacted with two prime objects in 
view, as follows: 

Firstly, to diminish as far as possible the constantly growing 
domination of the priests; for the high-priestdom, with which 
the supreme governing power was identical, could be purchased 
with money, and more especially because the number of priests 
in the last century prior to the destruction of the Temple had 
grown to such a vast proportion that those in actual service 
alone numbered little short of twenty thousand. Apart from 
these were those who did not perform actual service, while enjoy¬ 
ing all the immunities and privileges of their rank as priests, and 
they were: Priests who had the least blemish on their bodies; 
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those whose descent or even whose wives’ descent left the least 
room for doubt; and the wealthy and influential priests who 
would not perform the menial duties of priests, but left them to 
the less fortunate and more insignificant of their number. (See 
“ Die Priester und der Cultus,” by Dr. Adolf Biichler, Vienna. 
1895.) 

Of such men was the party in power composed, and they 
made but too free a use of their authority. As a matter of 
course, restrictions had to be provided wherewith to relieve the 
oppressed. 

Secondly, the object was to prevent the amalgamation of the 
Jews with the other nations with whom they were in daily and 
constant association. 

Now for the manner in which the first object was about to be 
accomplished. 

Quite some time previous to the time of which we are treat¬ 
ing, the laymen had, after a hard struggle, succeeded in divest¬ 
ing the priests of their spiritual power (i.e., the right to decide 
all questions pertaining to religious and ritual matters, whether 
a thing was allowed or forbidden, clean or unclean, etc.), by 
proving that the priests were far too ignorant to be competent 
judges.* This struggle had been going on since the days of 
Nehemiah, for prior to his day the priests were the sole judges 
both in spiritual and in temporal affairs, claiming their'privilege 
in accordance with the passage [Deut. xxi. 5]: “ And after 
their (the priests’) decision shall be done at every controversy 
and every injury.” Having wrested the spiritual power from 
the priests, the supervision of all religious and ritual matters 
was conferred upon the Pharisees, who henceforth were the rec¬ 
ognized authorities in the interpretation of the Law. This ac¬ 
complished, the next step decided upon was to limit as much as 
possible the temporal power of the priests: it was decided not 
to do this in too precipitate a manner, but cautiously and unos¬ 
tentatiously, using as a medium regulations seemingly unimpor¬ 
tant, but the hidden motives of which were far-reaching in their 
consequences. 

The time of Hananiah ben Hizkyah was the more opportune 
for such a coup d'dtat, as by that time the Pharisees had obtained 
the upper hand of all other existing sects, notably the Saddu- 
cees. 


See Haggai ii. 13 and 14. 



APPENDIX. 


3*7 


Now, inasmuch as it proved to be an easy matter to enact 
laws by means of which the Jews would be prevented from 
amalgamating with other nations, such as the prohibition of par¬ 
taking the bread, oil, etc., of Gentiles, the proclamation declar¬ 
ing the children of heathens unclean (to prevent the children of 
Jews from joining them at play and thus forming attachments), 
and the women of the Samaritans, the deadliest enemies of the 
Jews, unclean (in order to prevent their employment as servants 
by Jews), it was but little more difficult to devise laws which 
would forever break the oppressive domination of the priests 
in a mild but nevertheless effective manner. 

The first step necessary for the accomplishment of this desir¬ 
able end was to completely destroy the system of espionage 
practised by the priests, and which was carried on to such an 
extent that spies were constantly prying into actions and even 
utterances in the houses of the laymen. This was, however, by 
no means an easy task, from the very fact that the priests were 
virtual shareholders in all the possessions of the laymen. One 
fiftieth of all grain raised by the peasants was their share as 
Therumah; one tenth of such grain comprised the tithe, and 
one tenth of the tithe belonged to the priests individually; the 
first of the dough, the first of shorn wool, the parts of slaugh¬ 
tered cattle, the firstlings of cattle, the firstfruits of trees and 
produce, all belonged to the priests; and it was but natural 
that they were to be found in the houses of the laymen at all 
times, whither they would come not to humbly ask for their 
donations, but to demand it as the rightful possessors and share¬ 
holders. Nor were they at all backward about taking a hand in 
the management of all other affairs of the layman, under the 
plea of guarding their own interests; and thus at times willingly, 
sometimes unwillingly, they were the spies of the higher author¬ 
ities of the government. 

The question then arose how to find a place where the delib¬ 
erations for the suppression of this constantly growing evil could 
be held without the presence of the spying priests; and to meet 
the exigencies of the case, an old decree that had been promul¬ 
gated in the early days of the existence of the Temple was again 
called into being and made effective. The decree was the one 
enacted in the time of Jose ben Joezer Ish Izreda and Jose ben 
Johanan the Jerusalemite, and read: “ All the lands outside of 
Judaea are unclean ” {t.e. y all eatables and beverages containing 
any degree of sanctity whatever are rendered unclean by coming 
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in contact with the soil of those lands outside of Judaea, but 
aside from such eatables and beverages nothing was rendered 
unclean). Now, the only eatables and beverages containing any 
sanctity whatever, which could be found outside of Jerusalem, 
where the sacrifices and other sanctified articles were brought, 
were the gifts and the Therumah set aside for the priests. Thus 
we see that the declaration of uncleanness, ostensibly directed 
against all eatables containing any degree of sanctity, was in 
reality directed against the Therumah of the priests, while the 
priests themselves were flattered by the elevation of the Theru¬ 
mah to the degree of highest sanctity, and its object will be 
apparent from the following argument: 

The Therumah is invested with sanctity only when it is sep¬ 
arated from the bulk, but while still a part of the entire crop it 
is regarded as ordinary grain. If the Therumah were separated 
from the bulk in any land outside of Judaea, the moment it 
comes in contact with the soil it becomes unclean and unfit for 
use. This fact made it necessary to separate the Therumah in 
Judaea. The transportation of the entire crop to Judaea for such 
a purpose involving too much labor and expense, part of the 
crop was set aside in the field, and from that part a sufficient 
quantity was separated and sent to the holy land. There the 
quantity of the Therumah (which according to biblical ordinance 
could have been only one grain, but according to established 
custom amounted to one fiftieth of the entire crop) was sepa¬ 
rated from the quantity sent. The consequence of this mode of 
procedure was, that the presence of the priest at the place where 
the crop was harvested was no longer required, as he could not 
demand his share outside of Judaea. Thus it was rendered pos¬ 
sible to hold a convocation where the presence of the priest was 
no longer to be dreaded.* It seems that up to the time of 
Hananiah ben Hizkyah this decree had been evidently disre¬ 
garded or not sufficiently effective,t for we see that eighty years 

* At the same time that the decree declaring all lands outside of Judaea unclean 
was promulgated, glassware was also declared unclean, while prior to that time glass¬ 
ware had not even been susceptible to uncleanness. We cannot state positively 
whether this was done in order to render the first decree less conspicuous or to pre¬ 
vent the priests from being present at the places where glassware was manufactured, 
which were all outside of Judaea. Be that as it may, it can safely be assumed that 
the measure was another political ruse. 

t It was not sufficiently effective because, in order to circumvene the decree, the 
priests brought chests to the lands outside of Judaea in which to store the bulk of the 
grain before separating the Therumah, and thus prevent the contact of the latter with 
the soil. This we presume from a hint of Rashi to that effect. 
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prior to the destruction of the Temple it was again promulgated, 
and this time reenforced with the declaration that even the at¬ 
mosphere of all lands outside of Judaea was unclean and all arti¬ 
cles containing any degree of sanctity were rendered unclean by 
contact with such atmosphere. 

The eighty years before the destruction of the Temple corre¬ 
spond with the time of Hananiah ben Hizkyah, and it is quite 
possible that the sages called by the Talmud “ the sages of the 
eighty years ” were the same that took part in the deliberations 
in the attic, and that, in order to secure at least one place where 
they could hold a convocation undisturbed by the priests, they 
declared even the atmosphere of the lands outside of Judaea 
unclean. 

The Talmud relates, also, that in the city of Usha the decree 
was reenforced for the third time with the declaration that all 
articles rendered unclean by the atmosphere of such lands were 
not only to be rendered useless, but were to be immediately 
burned, as a precaution lest a priest might accidentally make use 
of them. 

Still, the decree was not as effective as it should have been, as 
long as the priest could come and announce that he would use 
his share of the Therumah for seed or dispose of it as seed, and 
to meet this exigency the sages of the attic first of all decreed 
that the crops raised from clean or unclean Therumah, used as 
seed, were clean or unclean respectively. 

Again, means had to be devised to rid the laymen residing 
in Judaea proper from the obnoxious presence of the priests at 
all times; for at harvest-time, or when the grain was brought 
from the lands outside of Judaea, the ever-watchful priest was 
on hand. To this end the subsequent regulations concerning 
Therumah were enacted and gradually reenforced. Thus at first 
a man who had eaten a thing unclean in the first degree rendered 
Therumah useless; then a man who had eaten a thing of the 
second degree of uncleanness, until finally even a sacred scroll, 
or even a hand that had come in contact with a sacred scroll, 
and last of all a hand that was not known to be positively clean, 
rendered Therumah useless. All this was done with the sole 
object of keeping the priests out of the houses of the laymen, 
and rather bring the Therumah to them than have them come 
to demand it. Should they come in spite of this, it was not 
difficult to find a pretext for calling the Therumah unclean. In 
order, however, not to make the purpose of these regulations 
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too apparent, and thus give offence to the priests, other regula¬ 
tions were enacted in conjunction with these, which, while of no 
value whatever in themselves, acted as screens for the actual 
intentions. 

It is now not difficult to explain the historical sensation caused 
by the deference shown by Hillel to Shamai at the commence¬ 
ment of these deliberations, and the reasons which prompted the 
posting of an armed guard at the entrance of the hall. Hillel, 
in his capacity as a prince of Israel, was somewhat too timid to 
proceed against the priests in too harsh a manner; but the masses 
were so much incensed against their oppressors, and so deeply 
conscious of their grievances, that he could not stem the popular 
tide against them. In this emergency it was Shamai, under ordi¬ 
nary circumstances of lesser consequence than Hillel, that proved 
to be the champion of the popular cause; and in order to insure 
for him a telling majority when the question came up for a final 
vote, the doors of the hall were guarded so that none could leave, 
while all were allowed to enter. Seeing the patriotism and popu¬ 
larity of Shamai, the prince could not help bowing to popular 
sentiment and showing respect to the favorite of the hour. 

It would require a volume of many, many pages to demon¬ 
strate how each one of the regulations instituted was directed 
against the priests, how deeply it injured them, and in what 
measure it curtailed their previous unlimited sphere of action; 
also, especially, how the dispute between Hillel and Shamai 
concerning the susceptibility to uncleanness of vessels used at' 
grape and olive pressing concerned the priests. Even then, a 
person not thoroughly imbued with the spirit of those times 
could scarcely understand it; but we would request that the 
eighteen regulations be again carefully perused, and it will read¬ 
ily be observed by even the casual reader, from the hints given, 
that the ten ordinances * relating to Therumah were directed 
entirely against the priests, and the four concerning uncleanness 
were in part against the priests and in part against mingling with 
other nations; as for the regulation against mingling, that goes 
without saying, while the regulations concerning the Mikvah and 
Sabbath were but incidental and trivial matters intended as a 
screen for the grave importance of those mentioned. 


* We have not enumerated the ordinances in their regular order of sequence as 
to the time, for they are scattered in the Talmud without any order, but arranged 
them more in accordance with their importance and severity, according to the com¬ 
mentary of Rashi. 









NEW EDITION 


OF THE 

Babylonian Talmud 


Original TTejt, E&itefc, Corrected, formulated, and 
translated into English 


BY 

MICHAEL L. RODKINSON 


SECTION MOED (FESTIVALS) 
TRACT ERUBIN 


Volume III. 


NEW YORK 

NEW TALMUD PUBLISHING COMPANY 
54 East io6th Street 


EXPLANATORY REMARKS. 


In our translation we adopted these principles: 

1. Tenan of the original—We have learned in a Mishna; Tania —We have 
learned in a Boraitha; Itemar —It was taught. 

2. Questions are indicated by the interrogation point, and are immediately 
followed by the answers, without being so marked. 

3. When in the original there occur two statements separated by the phrase, 
Lishna ackrena or IVaibayith Aetna or 1 kha d'amri (literally, “otherwise interpreted ”), 
we translate only the second. 

4. As the pages of the original are indicated in our new Hebrew edition, it is not 
deemed necessary to mark them in the English edition, this being only a translation 
from the latter. 

5. Words or passages enclosed in round parentheses ( ) denote the explanation 
rendered by Rashi to the foregoing sentence or word. Square parentheses [ ] contain 
commentaries by authorities of the last period of construction of the Gemara. 


Copyright, 1897, by 
MICHAEL L. RODKINSON. 


CONTENTS 


PAGE 

Introduction to Tract Erubin, . Y 

Synopsis of Subjects of Volume III. —Tract Erubin, . ij 

CHAPTER I. 

Regulations concerning the Width and Height of an 
Erub constructed in Streets inhabited solely by 
Israelites, and Regulations concerning the Con¬ 
struction of an Erub by a Caravan, i 

CHAPTER II. 

Regulations concerning the Use of a Well and a Gar¬ 
den on the Sabbath, .40 

CHAPTER III. 

Regulations concerning Wherewith and Where an Erub 
may be Made. Whereby an Erub becomes Invalid. 

The Erub of Limits, with its Conditions. When a 
Festival or New-Year Precedes the Sabbath, . . 62 

CHAPTER IV. 

Regulations concerning the Overstepping of the Legal 
Limits on the Sabbath, and Measurements of the 
Sabbath-Distance, . 93 

CHAPTER V. 

Regulations concerning the Boundaries of a Town and 

the Measurements of the Legal Limits, . . .119 

iii 


A 



IV 


CONTENTS. 


CHAPTER VI. 

Regulations concerning the Erubin of Courts and Part 

' NERSHIPS,. 


CHAPTER VII. 

Regulations concerning the Preparation of Erubin for 
Courts separated by Apertures, Walls, Ditches, and 
Straw-Ricks. Combination of Erubin in Alleys, 

CHAPTER VIII. 

Regulations concerning the Erubin of Limits. The 
Quantity of Food required for such Erubin, and 
Further Regulations concerning Erubin of Courts, 

CHAPTER IX. 

Regulations concerning the Combining of Roofs on 
Sabbath, . 


CHAPTER X. 


PAGE 

I 45 


179 


198 


214 


Sundry Regulations concerning the Sabbath 


. 227 



INTRODUCTION TO TRACT ERUBIN. 


This Tract, virtually the third of the Sabbath series, treats 
of subjects similar to those discussed in the first two. The main 
point of difference is, that most of the laws laid down in the 
preceding two volumes are founded on biblical behests, while 
those instituted in the present volume are of purely rabbinical 
origin, notwithstanding the assertion of a solitary individual who 
appears in the course of a debate and declares that the legal-limit 
branch of the Erub is a biblical enactment. 

A remarkable feature of the Tract is the exposition of the 
manner in which the shrewd sages circumvene the rigorous pro¬ 
hibitions contained in the Tract Sabbath and how they take 
advantage of every loophole afforded them through imperfec¬ 
tions in the law, at the same time avoiding any palpable infrac¬ 
tion of the law itself. 

As already explained in the introduction to Volume I., the 
restrictions with which the Sabbath was surrounded had their 
unquestionable political import, but their very rigor made the 
sages, than whom none knew the people better, doubt whether 
enforcement and still less voluntary observance could ever be 
possible. It became necessary, therefore, to find some way of 
modifying the law, not directly, but by the institution of other 
in a measure counteracting laws. The solution for this problem 
presented itself in the “Erub” (literally “commixture”) 
ordinances, the first results of which were to bring about a dis¬ 
tinction between the different kinds of ground inhabited by man. 
Lines of demarcation between public, unclaimed, and private 
ground and ground which was under no particular jurisdiction 
were strictly drawn. Whatever ground, however, could be made 
by hook or crook to come under the category of private ground 
was eagerly included, as in the latter things could be carried 
about at will. In order, therefore, to have as much private 
ground as possible, each man having an interest in public ground 
would relinquish or transfer his right to his neighbor and thus 
make it communal or private property. Of course, this could be 
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done only among Israelites, and where a Gentile had an interest 
in a piece of coveted ground, his share had to be bought out¬ 
right. 

It was this desire to be in the same neighborhood, yea, even 
on the same grounds, that laid the foundation of the subsequent 
Ghettos, still flourishing in most of the large cities of the world. 
How this communal living was fostered may be readily under¬ 
stood, when it is stated that the sages permitted the execution 
of a written instrument in Palestine on the Sabbath, under ordi¬ 
nary circumstances a grave offence, where a piece of property 
had to be purchased from a Gentile for communal purposes. 
(See Gitin, 8b, and Schulchan Aruch Orach Chaym, 306, §11.) 

The name of this Tract may be said to have a certain signifi¬ 
cance. The Hebrew word 44 Erub " has a variety of meanings, 
among them 44 commixture,'' as stated, 44 agreeable," 44 secure," 
and 44 safeguard." As the discussions in the Tract will demon¬ 
strate, either one of these meanings may be applied to the appel¬ 
lation of the Tract and still express the purpose of the laws 
ordained. By those laws the observance of the Sabbath was 
made 44 secure," they proved a 44 safeguard " against 44 amalga¬ 
mation " or 44 mingling " with other nations, and by virtue of the 
modification to the laws of Sabbath which was brought about, 
the observance of the Sabbath was made more 44 agreeable." 
Several other meanings might be utilized in the same manner, 
but lest they seem far-fetched they are omitted. 

Another peculiarity of this Tract is that under no circum¬ 
stances and on no occasion is the derivation of a law enacted in 
this particular Tract inquired into, and unlike other tracts there 
will not be found a single query as to where the Mishna derives 
the law. For want of other sources the institution of the Erub 
has been attributed to King Solomon, vide page 51. 

The main subjects of discussion in the following pages will 
be how this Erub shall be effected, what materials shall be used 
to bring about a commixture, how entries (by which is meant 
the entry to a court or a yard where an aggregation of families 
reside) are to be arranged, and the like. 

Altogether there are four kinds of Erubin, only three of which 
will be discussed in this treatise. They are : The combining of 
courts, the combining of limits, and the combining of streets, 
also known as junction. The other commixture is called com¬ 
bining of cookery, which will be treated at length in Tract Yom 
Tob. 
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The combining of courts deals with the regulations by the 
observance of which various houses standing in one court are 
joined together into one common ground, thus enabling the 
householders to carry and convey articles to and from one 
another. The combining of limits treats of the regulations 
through which the distance of two thousand ells, beyond which 
no Israelite is allowed to travel on the Sabbath, may be legally 
extended. 

The combining of streets treats of the rules to be observed 
in the case of narrow streets and public places which can be 
turned into private ground under certain conditions. 

Finally, it may be well to add that, of all the difficult and 
complicated treatises in the Talmud, the Tract Erubin is by far 
the most difficult, and in a great many places almost incompre¬ 
hensible to other than the most careful students. 

The Editor. 

New York, September , 1897. 





SYNOPSIS OF SUBJECTS 

OF 

VOLUME III.—TRACT ERUBIN* 


CHAPTER I. 

Mishna I. treats : If an entry be higher than twenty ells. The size of 
the height is based upon the door and the porch of the pillars of the temple, 
or palaces of kings. If the cross-beam was partly above twenty ells, and 
partly below. The ell used at a booth and an entry measures five spans, but 
the ell used at Kilaim is six spans. The several prescribed quantities, 
the intervention of articles, and the ordinances concerning the walls of 
entries and booths were given by Moses at the Mount Sinai, and also Gud, 
Lavud, and crooked walls. About Kal Vochomer ( d fortiori ), which comes 
very often in the Talmud. The people there were ignorant, and had to be 
given a liberal interpretation of the ordinance. How must entries facing 
public ground be combined by an Erub ? May the rigorous ordinances of 
two Tanaim be applied to one case ? What was decided about a village of 
a shepherd, where was an entry which opened into a vacant yard. May the 
space underneath the cross-beam be used ? The law about an entry which 
was provided with a number of side-beams (with the illustration). The law 
about a missing portion of the wall, perceptible from the inside or from the 
outside (with their illustrations). Whether an entry measuring twenty ells 
could be reduced to thirteen and a third if built as illustrated ? What R. 
Jehudah taught to R. Hyya, the son of Rabh, and how Rabh corrected. 
How an apparent door is to be made,. 1-22 

Mishna II. What is required to legalize the carrying within an entry. 
How the sages were very lenient with all things pertaining to water. 
Whether water may be taken from an arm of the sea which enters a court¬ 
yard. There is a tradition about an entry that can be legalized by a side or 
cross beam. Why was Rabbi, or Rabh, more sagacious than his colleagues ? 
Why were the school of Hillel favored ? Because modest. Two years the 
schools of Shammai and Hillel disputed whether it were better that man had 
not been created as he was, .. 


* See introduction to synopsis in Tract Sabbath, Vol. L, p. xxix. 
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Mishna III. The cross-beam must be wide enough to hold a half of a 
brick. About a cross-beam put up over an entry but not reaching the oppo¬ 
site wall. Anything measuring three spans in circumference is one hand 
in width,.28-31 

Mishnas IV., V., VI., and VII. The height and thickness of the side- 
beam. How much is meant by thickness “whatever it may”? About a 
side-beam standing of itself. There was a pillar about which Abayi and 
Rabha differed all their lives. Side-beams may be made out of anything. 
Every open space ten spans wide may be used as an entry. The open space 
must not exceed in extent the fence proper. How can it be that there should 
be a contradiction and still the Halakha should prevail according to it? A 
fence may also be constructed with three ropes, or with cane-laths. Any 
partition not constructed on the principle of warp and shoot, whether it is a 
partition ? I swear by the law of Moses, and by the prophets, and by the 
Hagiographa, that Rabh said this. It makes absolutely no difference, be it 
a caravan or an individual, in an inhabited place or in the desert. The 
four privileges granted to warriors in the camp, .... 31-39 

CHAPTER II. 

Mishna I. How enclosures are to be made around wells (and illustra¬ 
tions.) To make an enclosure around a well of rain-water is permitted only 
to the pilgrims to Jerusalem. Adam, the first man, had a dual face. The 
Lord was sponsor to him. The fires of hell cannot gain access to the bodies 
of the sinners of Israel ; Abraham the patriarch, seeing that they are cir¬ 
cumcised, rescues them. How much in size must the larger part of a cow 
be reckoned ? May things be carried from a courtyard opening into the 
enclosure around a well, and vice versa ? I have heard that ye go to the 
Synagogue of Daniel on the Sabbath ; upon what grounds do ye do this ? 
In the time that Solomon the king ordained the law of Erubin, a heavenly 
voice was heard. Solomon said three thousand proverbs for every one of 
the biblical commandments. The commandments are to be fulfilled to-day, 
and the rewards will be in the world to come. If a public thoroughfare 
passes through an enclosure. The paths by which the mountains of Pales¬ 
tine are ascended do not come under the head of public ground, . 40-55 

Mishnas II. and III. An enclosure of boards must be made only for a 
public well. The difference in the opinions of R. Jehudah b. Babah, R. 
Aqiba, R. Eliezer, and R. Jose, about a garden or woodshed over seventy 
ells square. How can one hundred ells in length by fifty by fifty in breadth 
(Ex. xxvii. 18) be understood ? If a woodshed of more than two saahs’ 
capacity was fenced in for a dwelling. In a bleaching-ground (behind a 
house) things must not be carried except for a distance of four ells. What 
was done by R. Huna bar Hinana, R. Papa, and R. Huna, the son of R. 
Joshua in reference to a garden on the estate of the Exilarch containing a 
pavilion,.55—61 


CHAPTER III. 

Mishna I. With what kind of victuals may the Erub be effected ? “ The 
man who will explain to me the dictum of Ben Bagbag concerning the oxen, 
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I will carry his clothes after him to the bath-house.” The prescribed quanti¬ 
ties of victuals for an Erub. R. Jeremiah went out into the villages and was 
asked whether an Erub may be made with bean-pods. “ May the lord forgive 
R. Menashiah bar Sheguhlick. I said this to him in reference to a Mishna, 
and he said this in reference to a Boraitha.” Abayi said : My mother told me 
that roasted ears are good for the heart, and drive away care, etc. An Erub 
must not be made with consecrated things. There are sages who hold that 
the prescribed quantities which are dependent upon the size of man should 
be measured accordingly, .62-70 

MlSHNAS II., III., IV., and V. Whether an Erub may be made of things 
consecrated, or from which heave-offering, etc., has not been separated. 
When a man sends his Erub by the hand of a deaf and dumb person, an 
idiot, or a minor. The difference of opinion between R. Na’hman and R. 
Shesheth, whether the established rule that a messenger will perform his 
errand holds good in rabbinical things only, or also in biblical. If he had 
put it into a pit, where is the pit supposed to be situated ? If the man should 
put the Erub on top of a cane or pole, into a cupboard which he locked and 
then lost the key, the Erub is nevertheless valid, providing it was a festival. 

.On Sabbath, however, it is not valid. If the Erub rolls (or is moved) out of 
the limit of the Sabbath distance ? If the time when it took place is doubt¬ 
ful ? If a clean and unclean loaf were before a man, and he was told to 
make an Erub with the clean one, but did not know which was which? 
Said R. Na’hman to Rabha : If thou wilt measure a whole kur of salt and 
present me with it, I shall tell thee the answer. A man may make his Erub 
conditional. If one of the two sages had been the man’s teacher, he must 
go to meet his teacher. It frequently happens that a man has a greater 
fondness for his colleague than for his teacher. Why can he not make it 
conditional upon the arrival of sages from opposite directions ? R. Jehudah 
does not admit of the theory of premeditated choice. Who is the Tana 
who holds that the sages also discountenance the theory of premeditated 
choice? ............ 71-82 

Mishnas VI., VII., VIII. If a festival precedes or succeeds a Sabbath, 
how must it be done ? Have two days of the festival each a separate de¬ 
gree of sanctification ? The opinion of the four old sages is in accordance 
with or contrary to Eliezer’s decision. Is an Erub of the first day valid for 
the east, and of the second for the west? My Erub shall be valid for the 
first day and on the second I am like my townsmen. What was said to the 
men who prepared baldachins for marriages. How is it with the benedic¬ 
tion of the time on the days of New Year and the Day of Atonement ? How 
the rabbis sent a man to R. Hisda to see his custom about the benediction 
of time. Must a fast be completed on a Friday ? . . . 82-92 

CHAPTER IV. 

MlSHNA I. What Rabbon Gamaliel, R. Eliezer b. Azariah, R. Joshua, 
and R. Aqiba discussed when they were on hoard the ship from Parendisim. 
Three persons will never come to Gehenna. Three classes of human beings 
die in the possession of their power of speech. If foes or an evil spirit have 
carried a man into another town ? The Halakha about which R. Gamaliel 



Xll 


SYNOPSIS OF SUBJECTS. 


and R. Aqiba disputed the whole day on board the ship. The supposition 
that the seven Halakhas related on the same Sabbath in the morning in 
Sura, and in the evening in Pumbaditha, were through Elijah the prophet. 
How a partition with men can be made. It once happened that flasks of 
wine were thrown out of Rabba’s house on the road in the city of Mehuzza, 
and what was done with them,.93-100 

Mishna II. All those who go forth on an errand of safety are permitted 
to return to their homes on Sabbath. Besieged cities and those near a 
boundary. The difference of opinions between R. Meir and R. Jehudah 
about the entering a town at dusk before Sabbath. According to whom the 
Halakha prevails when R. Aqiba, R. Jose, and R. Meir, R. Jehudah, Rabbi, 
etc., differ. Notes about our omissions in the Talmud, about the abbrevi¬ 
ation of undecided questions, and about the rule laid down by R. Meshar- 
shia. It once happened that rams were brought into the city of Mabrakhta 
on a festival. Whence do we derive the four ells ? If we were to learn the 
Talmud in this manner, we would never be able to learn anything. An 
Erub divided by a man in two parts or deposited in two separate ves¬ 
sels, . IOO-III 

MlSHNAS III., IV. Should a man overtaken by dusk on the road single 
out a tree or hedge ? What is meant by “legally he has said nothing”? 
If a man made an error and deposited his Erub in two directions. What 
Rabba said in the name of R. Jose, that it should he accepted, though he 
had not said so. What is the principal way to make an Erub, bread or the 
feet ? One who can prepare an Erub and does not do so, is like one driving 
an ass and leading a camel. R. Jehudah bar Isht’tha brought a basket of 
fruit to R. Nathan bar Oshiya on the eve of Sabbath. If one went beyond 
the legal limit even a single ell. Opinions of R. Simeon and the sages about 
one overtaken by dusk, ..m-118 


CHAPTER V. 

Mishna I. How can the boundaries of a town be extended ? The dif¬ 
ference between the hearts of the previous sages and those of the later. Why 
the Judeans retained what they had learned, and the Galileans, not. Whence 
is it known that the Lord forgave Saul for his sin ? When Joshua b. Ha- 
naniah was disconcerted by a woman, a girl, and a boy. What Brurih, the 
wife of R. Meir, told to R. Jose, the Galilean, and also to a young scholar. 
The explanation of Netzach, Selah, and Voe'd mentioned in the Bible. If 
the tables had not been broken the first time the law would not have been 
forgotten by Israel. How to retain one's knowledge. How the method of 
teaching the law was in the times of Moses. R. Preida would teach a dis¬ 
ciple a thing four hundred times, and once twice four hundred times : his 
reward for this from heaven. If a town is in the form of an arch. If one 
comes to make a town square. The equinoxes. Note about the seven 
planets of ancient astronomy, . . . . ... . 119-131 

Mishnas II., III., IV., V. An allowance of seventy and two-thirds ells of 
space must be made to the town. The difference of opinions whether to 
each town, or between. What must the distance between the outer villages 
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be ? One must not measure the legal distance except with a line exactly fifty 
ells long. The thiee kinds of cord. What is meant by cutting straight 
through the mountain. The measurement must be undertaken only by an 
expert. If a town belonging to an individual becomes public property. If 
a town that is public property becomes the property of an individual. The 
inhabitants of Kakunai came before R. Joseph and asked him to give them a 
man to effect an Erub for them in their city, .... 131-140 

Mishna VI., VII. A man who is at the east of his domicile, telling his 
son to place his Erub towards the west, or vice versa. What is meant by 
“ toward the east ” ? (and illustrations). If a town stands on the steep banks 
of a lake. The discussions about the right of the inhabitants of Hamtan 
and Gadar to carry or go. The inhabitants of a large town may traverse the 
whole of a small town (but not vice versa). Mar j'ehudah observed that the 
inhabitants of Mabrakhta placed their Erub in the synagogue of the city of 
Agubar,.140-144 


CHAPTER VI. 

Mishna I. One who dwells in the same court with a Gentile, or with 
one who does not acknowledge the laws of Erub. The dwelling of a Gentile, 
as far as the laws of Erubin are concerned. May a disciple decide a 
Halakha in the place where his master resides? If a slaughtering knife is 
brought to a young scholar for examination. Who sends his gifts to one 
priest to the exclusion of all others brings famine into the world. If several 
Israelites rented apartments from a Gentile, and one of them forgot to make 
an Erub. One who is tipsy should not pray. Prayer of one intoxicated 
considered as blasphemy. A quarter of a lug of Italian wine inebriates. 
Three miles’ walk required to destroy the effects of wine. The night made 
only for sleep, according to one. The moon made only to facilitate study 
at night, according to another. The cases in which R. Samuel’s father, 
R. Samuel, and R. Papa would not pray. Wine made only for mourners 
and to reward for good deeds the wicked in this world. A house where 
wine flows not like water cannot be classed among those that are blessed. 
What R. Hanina bar Joseph, R. Hyya bar Abba, and R. Assi discussed in 
an inn, the proprietor of which was a Gentile. R. Hisda’s lips would trem¬ 
ble when he met R. Shesheth, because the latter was versed in Mishnaioth 
and Boraithoth, while the whole body of R. Shesheth trembled when he met 
R. Hisda, because of his sagacity. The discussion about warm water for a 
new-born child. How is it possible that two such great men made no Erub. 
Whether a Sadducee is considered the same as a Gentile, R. Gamaliel and 
the sages differ. There are two kinds of Sadducees, . . 145-162 

Mishnas II., III., and IV. If one of the householders of a court forgets, 
and does not join in the Erub. From what time is the right to be conferred ? 
If five men inhabited one court, one must resign his right, if he had forgot¬ 
ten to join in the Erub. May an heir resign his right or not? The reason 
of the difference between Beth Shammai and Beth Hillei about the meaning 
of resigning the right to a place. The difference of opinion between the 
sages and R. Simeon about partnership in wine or oil. In courts an Erub 
must be made with bread, but it is not allowed to do so with wine. Dilfer- 
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ence between Beth Shammai and Beth Hillel about five companies occupy¬ 
ing during Sabbath one hall. Brothers or associates taking their meals at 
one table but sleeping in separate houses. One who has a vestibule, a gal¬ 
lery, or balcony in the court of another, without an Erub. It happened that 
an inhabitant of Naph’ha, who had five courts in Uqba, did not join in the 
Erub with the inmates of the courts. What about the disciples of the col¬ 
lege, eating in the inns of the valley and passing the night at the 
college 162-169 

Mishnas V., VI., and VII. If five courts open into each other and an 
alley, if they combined both the courts and the alley, or only one of these. 
How Samuel was asked a question and answered with silence. Does the 
silence signify acquiescence ? If two courts were one within the other, and 
all the inmates or one forgot to make an Erub ; if the courts were the prop¬ 
erty of an individual. If an Erub was placed in the outer court and one of 
the inmates either of the outer or inner forgot to join in an Erub, carrying is 
prohibited ; and how if it was placed in one of the inner courts ? If there 
was a third court between the two, also belonging to an individual, is it per¬ 
mitted to carry in any of the three ?.170-178 

CHAPTER VII. 

Mishnas I., II., III., and IV. If there be an aperture, four spans square, 
etc., between two courts. If in the attic of a house there was a hole for the 
purpose of fastening a ladder therein, should the house be considered solid ? 
If there be a wall ten spans high and four spans wide between two courts. 
If a man comes to diminish the size of the wall referred to in the Mishna. 
An Egyptian ladder does not diminish a wall, but a ladder of Tyre does. If 
one erected two benches, one above the other, at the foot of a wall. What 
is the law if several pegs be placed on the pillar in question ? I have a tra¬ 
dition that a ladder standing straight against a wall also diminishes its size. 
What is the law if a man used a tree, which grew right at the wall, for a 
ladder? If two courts are separated by a ditch, ten spans deep and four 
wide. “ Thou wouldst prove a contradiction from a law pertaining to unclean¬ 
ness to a Sabbath-law ? ” If there be between two courts a straw-rick, ten 
spans high. If a house which was filled with straw stand between two 
courts?.179-189 

Mishnas V., VI., VII., and VIII. How are alleys to be combined ? If 
alleys or legal limits are combined. Whether a transfer of ownership is 
necessary in case of Erubin of cooked articles. R. Zera was asked whether 
it may be rented from the man’s wife. Note about a misprint that has 
existed since the Talmud has been published and reprinted. If the quan¬ 
tity of food required for the combination becomes diminished. How much 
is this legal quantity. Eighteen dried figs are sufficient for two meals. The 
Erub of courts or combination of alleys may be effected with all kinds of 
nutriment except water and salt. Is it permitted to make an Erub with 
bread made of rice or millet ? A man may give money to the wine-seller 
or baker in order to acquire the right to join in the Erub. About a Meshikha 
to a sale and its explanation. If additional inhabitants came into the alley, 
the right of possession must be transferred to them, . . 189-197 
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CHAPTER VIII. 

MlSHNAS I., II., and III. How are the legal limits to be combined ? A 
child that is only six years old may go out in the legal limits which have 
been combined by its mother. How much is the legal quantity of food 
required to effect the combination of limits ? Note about coins and meas¬ 
ures mentioned in the Tract. If the inhabitants of a court and balcony 
should have forgotten to combine an Erub. If there were three ruins be¬ 
tween two houses, each house may use the adjoining ruin by throwing 
therein, except the middle one (with illustrations), . . . 198-204 

MlSHNAS IV., V., VI., and VII. If a man deposit his Erub for the com¬ 
bination of courts in a vestibule, gallery, or balcony. If a company was 
seated at table on the eve of Sabbath, the bread on the table may be 
depended upon to serve as an Erub. If a man leaves his house and goes to 
take his Sabbath-rest in another town (without previously joining in the 
Erub). If there be a well between two courts it is not lawful to draw water. 
If a canal runs through a court it is not lawful to draw water, unless there 
be a partition. If a canal flows between two walls which contain aper¬ 
tures, . 204-209 

Mishnas VIII. and IX. If there be a balcony above the water. The 
law concerning robbery is applicable also on Sabbath. If the court be less 
than four ells square it is not permitted to pour water therein on Sabbath, 
unless a sewer is made. All these regulations concerning the pouring of 
water apply only to summer,. 209-213 


CHAPTER IX. 

MlSHNAS I. and II. All the roofs of a town are considered one private 
ground, provided there be not one roof ten hands higher than the rest. If a 
man erected an attic on top of his house and provided it with a small door 
four spans wide, he may carry things in all the roofs. All roofs are con¬ 
sidered as one private ground in their own right. ** It happened in a time 
of danger that we brought up the sacred scrolls from a court to a roof.” If a 
large roof adjoins a small one. If there are three woodsheds opening into 
each other, of which the two outer are enclosed while the middle one is not 
(with illustrations),. 214-223 

MlSHNAS III., IV., and V. If a court (through an incavation of its walls) 
is laid open to public ground. In a court (the corner walls of which had 
fallen in on Sabbath so) that it has been laid open to public ground on two 
sides. If an attic be built over two houses, also if bridges are open at both 
ends. . 


CHAPTER X. 

MlSHNAS I., II., and III. If a man finds tephilin on the road he should 
watch them and bring' them into the nearest town or village ; likewise his 
child he should hand to his companion, etc. If one buys tephilin of a man who 
is not an expert, he must examine two tephilin. How came his child on the 
field or on the road ? This refers to a child that was born there. If a man 
reads in a scroll (of sacred scriptures) on the threshold of the house and it 
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slips out of his hand. On a ledge outside a window it is permitted to place 
vessels,.227-235 

MiSHNAS IV., V., VI., VII., VIII., and IX. A man may stand in private 
ground and move things that are in public ground. A man must not, 
standing in private ground, drink in public ground. A man may catch 
water dropping from a spout on the roof. If a well, standing in public 
ground, have an enclosure ten spans high. Beneath a tree, the branches of 
which droop and cover the ground. The shutters of a bleaching ground or 
thorn bushes,.235-240 

Mishnas X. to XVIII. A man must not, standing in private ground, 
unlock with a key something in public ground. A loose bolt, with a knob 
to it, is prohibited to use on Sabbath. A loose bolt that is fastened to a 
rope may be used in the Temple only. In the Temple the lower hinge of a 
cupboard door may be refitted into its place. Priests who minister may 
replace a plaster in the Temple. The Levites performing on musical instru¬ 
ments may tie a string. The priests who minister may remove a wart from 
an animal on Sabbath. A ministering priest who hurts his finger may bind 
it up with reeds in the Temple. Should the carcass of a dead reptile be 
found in the Temple on the Sabbath the priest shall move it out with his 
belt. From which parts of the Temple should it be removed ? It is per¬ 
mitted for anyone to enter the Temple for the purpose of building, 240-251 
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CHAPTER I. 

REGULATIONS CONCERNING THE WIDTH AND HEIGHT OF AN ERUB 
CONSTRUCTED IN STREETS INHABITED SOLELY BY ISRAELITES, 
AND REGULATIONS CONCERNING THE CONSTRUCTION OF AN ERUB 
BY A CARAVAN. 

MISHNA: If an entry* be higher than twenty ells, it should 
be lowered. R. Jchudah said: “ This is not necessary/’ If it 
be wider than ten ells, it should be made narrower, but if it have 
the appearance of a door, even though it be wider than ten ells, 
it need not be made narrower. 

GEMARA: We have learned in a Mishna [Sukkah, I. a] that 
a booth which is higher than twenty ells is unfit for use, and R. 
Jehudah said, that it maybe used. Why does the Mishna in the 
case of an entry decree, that it should be remedied by lowering, 
while in the case of a booth it declares it unfit for use ? Because 
in the case of a booth a number of other defects arc mentioned 
in connection with the excessive height and each of those would 
require a special explanation as to how they were to be remedied, 
whereas in the case of an entry only two things are to be cor¬ 
rected, and the remedy for them is taught. 

R. Jehudah said in the name of Rabli : The difference of 
opinion between the sages and R. Jehudah is based upon the 
door and the porch of pillars in the temple. We have learned in 
a Mishna, that the door of the Temple was twenty ells in height 
and ten ells in width and that the porch was forty ells in height 
and twenty ells in width. The sages compare the entry with the 
door and R. Jehudah compares it with the porch of the Temple, 
which was also more or less a door; and why docs R. Jehudah 
say, that the porch is also a door, because it is written [Ezekiel 


* For explanation of this term, see Introduction. 
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xv. 48], " the porch of the house,” and that is equivalent to the 
door of a house. Why do not the sages hold the porch to be a 
door ? Because, were it written, " the door of the porch,’' the 
porch might also be considered a door; but as it is written," the 
porch of the house," it means the porch which opens towards 
the house, but not a door to the house. 

How can it be that R. Jehudah bases his dictum on the porch 
of the house ? The porch was twenty ells in width, and when 
the Mishna decrees that if the entry be wider than ten ells it 
must be made narrower, he does not dissent ? (Why did he not 
say, that it was not necessary to lessen its width ?) Said Abayi: 
In the following Boraitha he does dissent as we have learned: 
" If the width of the entry exceed ten ells it should be made 
narrower, but R. Jehudah says, it is not necessary." Why is 
this omitted in the Mishna ? He disputes with the sages con¬ 
cerning the height, hence it is evident that he also disputes as to 
the width. 

Again: How can it be that R. Jehudah bases his dictum upon 
the porch of the house ? Have we not learned in a Boraitha, 
that if an entry exceed twenty ells in height, it must be low¬ 
ered ? R. Jehudah, however, says, that it may be made even 
forty or fifty ells in height, and Bar Kappara taught, that it may 
be even one hundred ells high. As for Bar Kappara, it is 
assumed to be an exaggeration; but as for R. Jehudah it cannot 
be considered merely an exaggeration, because he bases his 
dictum upon the porch of the house, and that was only forty ells 
in height. Why does he say “ or fifty " ? Whence his basis for 
such an assertion ? Said R. Hisda: Rabh erred on account of 
the following Boraitha: "We have learned, an entry which is 
higher than twenty ells, thus exceeding the height of the door 
of the Temple, should be lowered." Now Rabh assumed, that 
if the sages base their teaching upon the door of the Temple, R. 
Jehudah bases his dictum upon the porch of the Temple, but this 
is not so! R. Jehudah does not consider the Temple at all, but 
uses as a basis the palaces of kings, the doors of which attain 
excessive heights. 

What is the law concerning an entry, the cross-beam of which 
was partly above twenty ells in height and partly below, and also 
concerning the covering of a booth, part of which was over 
twenty ells in height and the other part lower than twenty ? 
Said Rabba: " An entry is made invalid by it but a booth is not 
affected." Why does he say that a booth is not affected by it ? 
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Because we assume that part of the covering of a booth, which 
is above twenty ells, to be so frail that it does not matter. 
Cannot the same thing be said concerning the cross-beam of an 
entry ? If this were said with reference to a cross-beam, then it 
will seem as if there is no foundation for the cross-beam, and it is 
suspended in mid-air. Is this not the same with a booth ? If it 
be said, that that part of the covering of the booth is so frail 
that it amounts to nothing, it cannot serve as protection against 
the sun and there will be more sunshine than shade, and this 
would make the booth invalid ? But, as such is not the case and 
the frailty of the covering is as a matter of fact only imaginary, 
it does cause more shade than sunshine, and the booth is not 
made invalid, why should it not also be the same with the 
cross-beam, the frailty of which is also only imaginary while in 
reality it is as firm as if fastened with nails ? Said Rabha of 
Parzekaia: “ If such a defect occur in a booth, which is intended 
for the personal use (of a man), it will be remedied through 
the thoughtfulness of the man (who is bound to keep the 
commandment properly), but a cross-beam of an entry which 
is intended for public use will be neglected, because one man 
will rely upon another to remedy the defect, as the proverb goes, 
that a pot used in common is never warm nor cold ’’ (one relies 
upon another to keep it in its proper condition). Rabhina said: 
The booth being a fulfilment of a biblical commandment needs 
no further safeguard, for it will be kept under any circumstances; 
but the entry being a purely rabbinical institution must not leave 
any loopholes, by which the entire law may eventually be cir- 
cumvened. 

What is the law, finally ? Rabba bar R. Ula said, “ Both are 
invalid,’’ and Rabha said, “Both are valid,’’ why ? Because the 
twenty ells refer to the space between the ground and the cross¬ 
beam or covering, respectively, and even if part of either be 
above twenty ells, the space is not changed in volume. Said R. 
Papa to Rabha: I know of a Boraitha confirming this statement: 
“ An entry which is more than twenty ells high and thus is higher 
than the door of the Temple should be lowered, and the space 
between the ground and the ceiling in the Temple itself was 
twenty ells high.’’ R. Shimi bar R. Ashi objected to this: 
“ We have learned further on, how should we remedy the defect 
in the entry ? The cross-beam should be laid below the limit of 
the twenty ells! ’’ Do not learn in the Boraitha, below but 
“ above ’’ the limit of the twenty ells. The Boraitha, however, 
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distinctly teaches 41 below ” ? This “ below ” refers to a booth 
which was less than ten spans high and which must be made 
higher so that the space between the ground and the ceiling 
should be no less than ten spans, in the same manner as it must 
not be higher than twenty ells. 

Abayi said in the name of R. Na’hman: “ The ell used at a 
booth and at an entry measures five spans, but the ell used at 
Kilaim is six spans.’' For what legal purpose does R. Na’hman 
relate this ? This is taught for the purpose of determining the 
height of an entry and for measuring a breach in the wall of an 
entry. (If the breach be over ten ells wide, the entry is invalid, 
and the ell used for measurement is the one of five spans only.) 
Why is the width of a breach and the height of the entry only 
mentioned ? There is also width to be considered in an entry, 
for did not R. Na’hman state, that an entry must not be less 
than four ells wide ? What ells are these ? If they are four ells 
of the lesser standard, R. Na’hman makes the ordinance more 
lenient ? The ells in an entry, as a rule, are those of the lesser 
standard, but as for the width, those of the greater standard are 
used. Further, R. Na’hman said, that the ell used at a booth 
also measures five spans. For what purpose did he state this ? 
For the measurement of the height of the booth and the crooked 
walls* of the booth. There is also the width of the booth to 
be considered, however, and that should be four ells ? Will not 
the ordinance regarding the width be made more lenient thereby 
of twenty spans only ? The ells of a booth generally are of five 
spans, but as for width the ells measuring six spans are used. 
What does R. Na’hman intend to specify, by stating that the 
ells used at Kilaim measure six spans ? He refers to seeds 
planted in the superficies of a vineyard and to a barren spot in 
a vineyard (as explained in Tract Kilaim). But there is a vine¬ 
yard in which the vines are planted at less intervals than four 
ells and the opinions of the sages differ as to whether such a vine¬ 
yard is called a vineyard in a legal sense (and if the ells be 
measured according to the statement of Na’hman it is made 
more lenient ? Because if the four ells be of the lesser standard 
the commandment of Kilaim is not applied.) The statement of 
R. Na’hman is made for a rule but did not include the above 
vineyard. The ells of a vineyard are generally used of six spans, 
but not for the width. But Rabha said in the name of R. 


* The crooked walls will be explained in Tract Sukkah. 
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Na hman . All ells measure six spans, but in Kilaim are measured 
with long spans and in entry and booth with short spans to 
make it more rigorously. 

R. Hyya bar Ashi in the name of Rabh said: The several 
prescribed quantities (as mentioned in Tract Sabbath), the 
Chatzitzah (intervention of articles at bathing), and the ordinance 
concerning the walls of an entry and of a booth are ordinances 
given by Moses at the Mount Sinai. How can it be said, that 
these are Sinaic laws, they are biblical laws ? For it is written 
[Deutr. viii. 8]: “ A land of wheat and barley, and of the vine, 
and the fig-tree and the pomegranate; a land of the oil-olive and 
of honey. ” And R. Hanan said, that the whole verse refers to 
prescribed quantities: 4 ‘ By wheat is meant, what we have 
learned elsewhere in a Mishna [Negaim xiii. 9] : If a man clad 
in garments and shoes entered a house where leprosy was preva¬ 
lent, he immediately becomes unclean, but his garments, shoes, 
etc., do not become unclean, until he remains there a length of 
time sufficient for the consumption of bread of the quantity of 
two eggs, wheaten bread but not barley-bread, and when eaten in 
a reclining position with some other dish. By barley is meant, 
what we have learned elsewhere [Ohaloth ii. 3]: If a bone of a 
corpse is the size of a (grain of) barley, it makes a body unclean, 
when touched or carried, but it does not make unclean the con¬ 
tents of a tent, if found therein. By vine is meant: If a Naza- 
rite drink a quarter of a lug of wine he ceases to be a Nazarite 
and must bring a sin-offering. By fig-tree is meant, that one is 
guilty of carrying on the Sabbath, if he carries anything of the 
size or quantity of a dried fig. By pomegranate is meant, what 
we have learned elsewhere [Khelim xvii. 1]: Any vessel belong¬ 
ing to a household, if it have a hole as large as a pomegranate, is 
not subject to defilement any more. By a land of the oil-olive 
is meant a land where all prescribed quantities are of the size of 
an olive. [All prescribed quantities ? What about those just 
mentioned ? Say, a land where the majority of the prescribed 
quantities are of the size of an olive.] By honey is meant, that 
if a man ate anything the size of a fresh date on the Day of 
Atonement, he is guilty.” 

How can the passage be understood in this manner ? No 
prescribed quantities are mentioned in the passage ? We must 
say, therefore, that those laws are Sinaic, but the passage is 
merely a mnemotechnical basis for them. And Chatzitzah, is 
that not also biblical law ? It (as) is written [Leviticus xv. 
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16]: “ Then shall he bathe all his flesh in water.” By all his 
flesh is meant, that nothing should intervene between his flesh 
and the water ? The Sinaic law was necessary in order to 
stipulate, that there should even be no intervention between 
the hair and the water (not only between the flesh and the water). 
As was said by Rabba bar R. Huna: “ If there was a knot in a 
single hair, there was certainly an intervention; but if three hairs 
were tied in a knot, there was certainly no intervention; but if 
two were tied together, the matter is doubtful to me.” But 
even the ordinance concerning the hair is also biblical ? For we 
have learned in a Boraitha, that by “ all his flesh ” is meant all 
attached to the flesh, and that includes the hair. The Sinaic 
law was necessary in order to stipulate the ordinances con¬ 
cerning the greater and lesser part of the hair, one who is par¬ 
ticular with his hair and one who is not, as was said by the 
dictum of R. Itz’hak: ” According to biblical law Chatzitzah is 
constituted only if the greater part of his hair was encrusted 
with loam or blood, etc., and the man is particular about his hair, 
but if he is not, it does not constitute intervention.” The 
rabbinical laws, however, ordained as a precautionary measure, 
that if the larger part of his hair be encrusted even though he 
be not particular, it would constitute Chatzitzah, lest one who is 
particular would not consider it so, and they also ordained, that 
if the smaller part of his hair was encrusted and he is particular 
about his hair, it would constitute Chatzitzah, as a precautionary 
measure, for the sake of the one who has the larger part of his 
hair encrusted and is also particular about his hair. 

The ordinances concerning the walls of a booth and an entry 
are also biblical ? For the master said: ” It is written, that the 
ark was nine spans high and the cover was one span thick, so the 
ark and cover combined were ten spans high, and this serves as 
a prescribed height for all walls.” The Sinaic laws are necessary 
for the stipulation of the ordinances concerning Gud,* Lavud,f 
and crooked walls. 

If the entry was higher than twenty ells and is to be lowered, 


* In many places of the Talmud the expression Gud is used to signify, that where 
a wall or a curtain is supposed to reach the ground or to reach the ceiling, and comes 
v/ithin three spans of doing so in either case, they are considered as if they were on a 
level with the ground or with the ceiling, the expression for the former being Gud 
Achith and for the latter Gud Assik ; literally, “ consider it bound down ” and “ con¬ 
sider it bound up,” respectively. 

f Lavud, attached. See note §, page 12, Vol. I. 



TRACT ERUBIN. 


7 


how much lower should it be made ? How much lower ? As 
much as is necessary. The question here is, how much of the 
space below the cross-beam must be diminished in order to make 
the space only twenty ells high. R. Joseph said: “ One span 
underneath the cross-beam is sufficient”; but Abayi said, four 
spans, and they differ merely as to the precautionary measure 
involved; the latter claiming, that one span may be impaired 
through stepping upon it, while the former holds that there is no 
danger of such a thing happening. 

How is it if the entry was less than ten spans high and suffi¬ 
cient ground had to be excavated in order to make it the pre¬ 
scribed height ? How much ground should be excavated ? How 
much ? As much as is necessary ? The question, therefore, is 
not as to how much must be excavated in height, but in the 
width of the entry. R. Joseph said: ” For the width of four 
spans,” and Abayi said, ” For four ells.” (The reason R. Joseph 
says four spans in this case, while only requiring one span in the 
above case, is because in the first instance a wall for the entry 
already existed, and merely the space had to be diminished, but 
in this instance, if the wall is less than ten spans high, it cannot 
be considered a wall and by excavating the ground the wall will 
be made; hence four spans at least must be excavated in order 
to constitute such a wall, the wall of an entry. Abayi, however, 
holds that in this case four spans would be insufficient, and at 
least four ells are necessary, because an entry is not considered 
such, unless it is four ells wide.) 

Said Abayi: ” Whence do I know that four ells are required ? 
From the statement of Rami bar Hama in the name of R. Muna, 
that if a beam protrude from one of the walls of the entry for a 
distance of less than four ells, it may serve as the side-beam of 
such entry and be valid, although it was not intended to serve 
for that purpose. If such a beam protrude for a distance of four 
ells or more, it is considered as part of the wall and cannot serve 
as a side-beam, but a new side-beam must be made in order to 
make the entry valid.” (If a beam protrude from a wall of an 
entry and was even not intended to serve as a side-beam, it may 
be ever so small, it is considered as a side-beam for the entry and 
is valid. If it protrude, however, for a distance of four ells or 
more, and was not originally intended for a side-beam, it cannot 
serve the purpose, because the entire width of the entry is only 
supposed to be four ells and for that reason the protruding beam 
is considered part of the wall. Hence in order to make the entry 
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valid, another side-beam must be constructed. From this it may 
be seen, that Abayi bases his opinion concerning the width of 
the entry upon the dictum of Rami bar Hama, that an entry 
must be four ells wide.) R. Joseph, however, declares, that the 
decree of Rami bar Hama does not conflict with his own deci¬ 
sion ; for it is true that a beam, if it be four ells wide is not con¬ 
sidered a side-beam, because it has not the appearance of a side- 
beam ; still the reason for this is not because the width of the 
entry itself should be four ells, but because the side-beam is too 
large, and, as for the entry itself, it is sufficient, if it be only 
four spans wide. 

Again, Rami bar Hama said, that if the beam be four ells 
wide, another side-beam is necessary. Where should the latter 
be put ? Should he add the side-beam to the original beam, the 
size will be increased (and it will not look anything like a side- 
beam) ? Said R. Papa: “ It can be put on the other side of the 
entry.” R. Huna bar R. Jehoshua, however, said, that the side- 
beam may be added to the original beam, but it should be made 
either higher or lower than the original beam (in order that it 
may appear as if it were added). The same R. Huna said also: 
” All this is said in a case of where the entry was eight ells in 
width (so that the protruding beam and the entry are of equal 
width), but if the entry was only seven ells wide and thus the width 
of the entry is less than the protruding beam, even according to 
Rami bar Hama, the entry is valid without the addition of another 
beam, because the entry being narrower than the beam is con¬ 
sidered the same as a door. ’ ’ This ordinance is made lenient from 
an inference of a rigorous ordinance,* viz. : the ordinance con¬ 
cerning a court: If in a court one of the walls is entirely 
destroyed, nothing may be carried therein on the Sabbath, and 
neither a cross-beam nor a side-beam placed at the remaining 
walls alters its character. However, if the wall destroyed was 
only partially ruined and the remaining portion is larger than the 
breach, things may be carried therein. Hence in the case of an 
entry where a side or cross beam suffices for the entire wall, if 
the wall is wider than the space of the entry proper, in so much 


* This is a case of where the peculiar Talmudical expression of Kal Vochomer 
appears in the text. The literal translation is “light and heavy/’ i.e ., from the 
lighter to the heavier or from minor to major. In the “ Introduction to the Tal¬ 
mud ” by Prof. Dr. Mielziner an entire chapter is devoted to the explanation of this 
term (pp. 130-141). However, no general term can be found to express its meaning, 
and the expression must be varied according to the demand of the text. 
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greater a degree is the entry valid for all purposes. R. Ashi, 
however, says, that even if the entry was eight ells wide, no 
additional side-beam is necessary, no matter in which way the 
case is assumed: If it be assumed that the closed part of the 
entry is wider than the entry itself (through some inaccuracy in 
construction), then the entry is valid because of that fact, and if 
it be assumed that the space of the entry is wider, then the 
closed part which is constituted by the beam may be regarded as 
a legal side-beam and then the entry is certainly valid; but it 
might be assumed, that both the closed part and the space were 
exactly equal; in that event it would constitute a doubtful case 
based on a rabbinical law, and such a case is always decided with 
leniency. 

Said R. Hanin bar Rabha in the name of Rabh: ” If the 
wall of an entry was broken for a distance of less than ten ells 
at the side the entry is valid; but if the front of the wall was 
broken for four ells (assuming that the entry was originally 
twenty ells wide and in order to make it valid, ten ells had been 
closed up, and of the ten ells of the new wall, four had been 
broken) the entry is not valid.” Why is the entry valid if the 
wall was broken for a distance of ten ells on the side, because 
the breach can be regarded as a door ? Why should not the 
same case apply to the breach in the front ? Say that can also be 
regarded as a door ? Said R. Huna bar R. Jehoshua: ” In this 
case the breach is supposed to be in the corner, and a door is not 
generally made in the corner.” R. Huna, however, said, that 
the same distance applies to both the side and the front of wall. 
In either case if the breach exceeds four ells, the entry is not 
valid. And thus said R. Huna to R. Hanan bar Rabha: “ Do 
not dispute with me, for it happened that Rabh came to the city 
of Damharia and he acted there in accordance with my decree.” 
R. Hanan bar Rabha answered: “ This is not sufficient evidence 
for me, because in that case Rabh acted in a manner that pre¬ 
cluded the possibility of doing wrong (i.e., the people there 
were ignorant and had he given them a liberal interpretation of 
the ordinance, they would have taken advantage of it and disre¬ 
garded the law in the future).” 

Said R. Na’hman bar Itz’hak: “It seems to me that R. 
Huna was correct in his opinion from the following: It was 
taught: An entry made in the form of a right angle should, 
according to Rabh, be considered as an ordinary entry which is 
open on both sides and requires an apparent door on one side and 
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a cross or side beam on the other side, but according to Samuel 
it must be considered as a closed entry (and at both sides needs 
only a side-beam). Now, let us see! Shall we assume, that 
even if the entry was wider than ten ells, Samuel still regards it 
as a closed entry, and only requires a side-beam at each side; 
(and this being impossible, therefore we must rather assume, 
that the entry was only ten ells wide, and still Rabh regards it 
as an open entry and declares, that it requires an apparent door; 
hence we see that the breach on the side of the wall must also 
not exceed four ells in order that it may be regarded as a door. 
(According to Rabh then, not even ten ells in front can be 
regarded as a door until an apparent door is added. How can it 
be said that if a breach measure ten ells at the side it is regarded 
as a door ?) What rejoinder will R. Hanan bar Rabha make ? 
R. Hanan will claim, that an entry made in the form of a right 
angle is used so much, that it appears like public ground (hence 
an apparent door must be made, but as for a court, which is not 
used as a thoroughfare, even ten ells may appear like a door). 

The Rabbis taught: How are entries facing public ground 
combined by an Erub ? On one side an apparent door should be 
made and on the other a cross and side beam should be put up. 
Said Hananiah: The school of Shamai said, that doors should be 
made at both entries where they face the street, and when going 
out or entering, the man should close the door. The school of 
Hillel, however, said, that at one side a side and a cross beam 
should be made and at the other a door should be made. Com¬ 
menting upon this, Rabh said, that the Halakha prevails accord¬ 
ing to the first Tana, and Samuel said, that it prevails according 
to Hananiah. 

The schoolmen propounded a question: “ Is a man, accord¬ 
ing to the opinion of Hananiah, quoting the school of Hillel, 
obliged to close the door or not ?” Come and hear. R. Jehudah 
said in the name of Samuel, that he is not 
obliged to close the door. R. Mathna added: 
I was placed in that position at one time and 
Samuel said to me, that it must not be closed. 

There was an entry (as shown in the illus¬ 
tration) at the city of Neherdai, to which the 
rigorous ordinances of both Samuel and Rabh 
were applied and doors were ordered to be made. 
The rigorous ordinance of Rabh is the one pertaining to an 
entry which was made in the form of a right angle, and was 
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declared by him to be regarded as an open entry and in this case 
there were two openings towards the street. [Did not Rabh say 
above that the Halakha prevails as the first Tana ? In this case 
the rigorous ordinance of Samuel was applied, who said, that 
the Halakha prevails according to Hananiah. But did not Samuel 
say, that an entry made in the form of a right angle is to be con¬ 
sidered as a closed entry, and requires only side-beams? In this 
instance again the rigorous ordinance of Rabh was applied and 
it was regarded as an open entry, and at an open entry, accord¬ 
ing to Hananiah, quoting the school of Hillel, doors are aLso 
required.] 

May, then, the rigorous ordinances of two Tanaim be applied 
to one case ? Have we not learned in a Boraitha, that at all 
times the Halakha prevails according to the school of Hillel, but 
he who wishes to act in accordance with the school of Shamai, 
may follow that school exclusively both in the lenient and the 
rigorous ordinances, and he who wishes to act in accordance with 
the school of Hillel may follow that school exclusively in both 
lenient and rigorous ordinances. He who only follows the more 
lenient ordinances of both schools is a sinner, and he who fol¬ 
lows only the more rigorous ordinances of both schools is referred 
to by the passage [Ecclesiastes ii. 14] as “ the fool walketh in 
darkness/' 

Said R. Na’hman bar Itz’hak: The entry made in Neherdai 
was made in accordance with the decision of Rabh solely, but 
did not Rabh say, that the Halakha prevails according to the first 
Tana ? R. Huna said in the name of Rabh, that the Halakha in 
theory remains according to the first Tana, but it should not be 
carried out in practice. But according to R. Ada bar Ahabha, 
who said in the name of Rabh, that the Halakha prevails accord¬ 
ing to the first Tana and should be carried out accordingly, was 
not the entry in Neherdai made according to the more rigorous 
decisions of both schools of Shamai and Hillel ? Said R. 
Shezbi: It is not allowed to act in accordance with too rigorous 
ordinances of two schools only when they conflict with one 
another ( e.g. y the ordinances concerning the back and the head 
as will be explained in Chulin). Wherever they do not conflict, 
however, they may be applied in one and the same case. 

R. Joseph was sitting in the presence of R. Huna, and said: 
“ R. Jehudah said in the name of Rabh, that the first Tana and 
R. Hananiah differed only when the entry faced a market on 
both sides; but if on one side there was public ground and on 


12 


THE BABYLONIAN TALMUD. 


the other was a valley which was considered unclaimed ground, 
all agree that an apparent door should be made on one side and 
a cross or side beam on the other side/' R. Joseph then con¬ 
tinued in the name of R. Jehudah alone and stated, that if the 
entry opened on one side into a vacant yard which in turn opened 
into public ground, nothing need be made at either end of the 
entry. 

Said Abayi to R. Joseph: What R. Jehudah is supposed to 
have said himself, was in reality a decree of Samuel, because 
were it a decree of Rabh, he would contradict himself in either 
of two instances; for R. Jeremiah bar Abba said in the name of 
Rabh: “ If the wall of an entry opening into a courtyard be 
entirely destroyed, and the wall between the courtyard and the 
street was broken only for a distance of less than ten ells, the 
courtyard is not invalidated but the entry is.” Why! Say 
rather that the entry in this case is equal to one that faces a 
vacant yard, and, according to R. Jehudah, needs nothing at 
either end. (Where the contradiction in either of the two 
instances occurs is as follows: If R. Jehudah means to state, 
that the entry needs nothing at either end because it is an open 
entry, that would contradict Rabh in one instance, as R. Jeremiah 
bar Abba relates, that the entry is invalidated because it is made 
an open entry. If we assume, however, that R. Jehudah holds 
an entry, opening into a vacant place, to be valid even if nothing 
is made at either end, because the place was vacant and there 
were no inhabitants who could invalidate the entry by refusing 
to combine in an Erub, but, if there were inhabitants in that 
place, the entry would have been invalid unless provided with 
the necessary appliances. Here, however, Rabh, according to 
R. Jeremiah bar Abba, invalidates the entry because it is an 
open entry and not because of the inhabitants, and hence there 
would be contradiction in the other instance.) 

Said R. Joseph to Abayi: ” I know not whose decree R. 
Jehudah cited, but it happened in the village of a shepherd, that 
there was an entry which opened into a vacant yard and R. 
Jehudah was asked whether it was necessary to provide the 
entry with an apparent door or beams, and R. Jehudah answered 
that it was not. If this is contradictory to the opinion of Rabh, 
then let it be attributed not to him but to Samuel, and there 
will be no contradiction.” Now what R. Shesheth said to R. 
Samuel bar Abba or, according to another version, to R. Joseph 
bar Abba, namely: I will explain to you, that the decree of 
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Rabh is not permanent. There are times when Rabh himself 
holds that the entry is valid, and this occurs, if the inhabitants 
of the courtyard and the entry made a joint Erub (common 
cause); but when such was not the case, he holds the entry to be 
invalidated, which proves to us, that the decree of R. Jehudah 
concerning the entry in the village of the shepherd may have 
also been in conformity with the opinion of Rabh, because the 
vacant yard had no inhabitants with whom the inhabitants of the 
entry could have made an Erub; for the decree of R. Jeremiah 
bar Abba in the name of Rabh does not invalidate the entry 
because it is made an open entry, but because there were no 
inhabitants in the vacant place with whom the inhabitants of the 
entry could combine in an Erub. 

R. Joseph said: 44 When R. Jehudah declared, that an entry 
which opens into a vacant yard is valid even when nothing had 
been made at either end, he intended to state, that such was the 
case if the entry opened into the centre of the vacant yard, but 
if it opened into one side of the yard it is not valid.’' Said 
Rabba: 44 Even if the entry opened into the centre of the vacant 
yard, it is only then valid, provided it is not exactly opposite the 
opening of the yard into the street; if it is directly opposite, 
however, the entry is invalid. Said R. Mesharshia: 44 Even if 
the entry is 720/opposite the opening of the vacant place into the 
street, it is valid only if the vacant place was public property, 
but, if belonging to an individual (who might build on it and 
rent it to others), it will become equal to an entry which faces 
the sides of a vacant place and is not valid. Whence do you 
know, that there is a difference between public property and 
individual property ? This is known from the narrative of 
Rabhin bar Ada concerning an entry which faced the sea (see 
Chapter X., Mishna 4). 

There was another entry made in the form of a right angle 
and a mat was placed at the angle. R. Hisda said in reference 
to this: 44 This is neither in accordance with Rabh nor with 
Samuel. According to Rabh, who considers an entry of this 
kind as an open entry, an apparent door would be necessary, and 
according to Samuel, who considers it as an entry closed at one 
end, a side-beam would be necessary; and this mat is neither 
one nor the other, because it might be blown away by the 
wind and would leave nothing behind.” If, however, the mat 
was fastened with a nail so that it could not be blown away, it is 
sufficient. 
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It was taught: An entry made in the form of a centipede 
(i.c.y an entry containing a number of smaller entries which on 
one side faced a street and the principal entry also faced a street) 
should, according to Abayi, be provided with an apparent door, 
and the smaller ones should^be provided with a side and cross 
beam where they face the street. Said Rabha to Abayi: " Ac¬ 
cording to whose opinion is this ? According t q Samuel's, who 
holds, that such an entry is to be regarded as a closed entry; 
then why is an apparent door necessary ? Secondly, we know 
that in the case of the entry made in the form of a right angle 
at Neherdai, the decision of Rabh was also respected." There¬ 
fore the decree of Rabha is, that apparent doors should be made 
at the smaller entries where they face the large entry, and the 
sides facing the street only need a side or cross beam.* 

Said R. Kahana bar Tachlipha in the name of R. Kahana 
bar Minyumi in the name of R. Kahana bar Malchiyu, quoting 
R. Kahana the master of Rabh [according to others, R. Kahana 
bar Malchiyu himself was the master of Rabh]: " An entry, one 
side of which was wide and the other narrow, should, if the 
wider side be less than four ells, be provided with a cross-beam 
laid obliquely, but if it measured fully four ells, the cross-beam 
should be laid on the narrow side." Rabha, however, said, that 
in either case, the cross-beam should be placed on the narrow 
side. " And," he continues, " I will state the reason for my 
opinion, and the reason for the previous opinion: In my opinion 
a cross-beam is necessary merely to serve as a sign, and if laid 
obliquely it cannot be seen and thus would not be a sign. 
According to the opinion of the previous teachers, the cross¬ 
beam serves as a wall, and if such is the case, a wall can be a 
wall even if placed obliquely." Said R. Kahana: " This being 
a decree by Kahanim, being myself a Kahan I will also venture 
to say something: The cross-beam must be placed obliquely if 
the oblique part does not measure more than ten ells." If it was 
more than ten ells, however, all agree that it must be placed on 
the narrow side only. 

The schoolmen propounded a question: "May the space 
underneath the cross-beam be used ?" Rabh, R. Hyya, and R. 
Johanan said, that it may be used. Samuel, R. Simeon ben 
Rabbi, and Resli Lakish said, that it must not be used. Said 


* According to another version the apparent doors should be made where the 
entries face the street, but we cite the opinion of Rashi as usual. 
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R. Hisda: All agree that if a side-beam is used, the space 
opposite* the side-beam must on no account be used. 

Rami bar Hama asked R. Hisda: “ If one drove two posts 
on the outside of an entry and placed a cross-beam on top of 
them, how is the law concerning the entry?” He answered: 
According to those who hold that the space underneath the 
cross-beam may be used, the entry is invalid, but according to 
those who hold, that the space underneath the cross-beam must 
not be used, the entry is valid (i.e., those who hold that the 
space underneath the cross-beam must not be used regard the 
inside edge of the cross-beam as if it made a solid wall to the 
entry; hence the entry is valid because it is considered a closed 
entry, and if the posts and cross-beams are on the outside, the 
entry is nevertheless closed and valid; but those who hold that 
the space underneath the cross-beam must not be used, regard 
the outside edge of the cross-beam as the closing wall of the 
entry; hence there will be an open space between the entry 
and the outside posts and cross-beam, and the entry is made 
invalid). Rabha, however, said that even according to the 
opinion of those who hold that the space underneath the cross¬ 
beam must not be used, the entry is invalid because the cross¬ 
beam must be recumbent upon the entry proper and not upon 
the outside. 

R. Zakai taught in the presence of R. Johanan: The space 
underneath the cross-beams and alongside of the side-beams is 
considered unclaimed ground (i.e., that one must not carry 
things in that space on Sabbath). Said R. Johanan to him: 
” Go and teach such things outside of the college.” Said 
Abayi: ” It seems to me that R. Johanan’s opposition to R. 
Zakai was only as far as the space underneath the cross-beam is 
concerned, but alongside of the side-beams it is prohibited to 
carry.” Rabha, however, said; Even alongside of the side- 
beams it is also allowed to carry. 

Said R. Huna bar R. Jehoshua to Rabha: ” Thou dost not 
think, that it is prohibited to carry things alongside of the side- 
beams ?” Did not Rabba bar bar Hana say in the name of R. 


* In the text is written “Bain," “ between” the side-beams. Rashi, however, 
declares that here it does not mean between the side-beams, but opposite , as between 
the side-beams cannot be possible, because every entry must have only one side-beam, 
and Rashi says the reason that the text states “ between ” is, that the text mentions 
the side-beams in plural, meaning many entries, and the word Neged in Hebrew, 
which means “opposite,” cannot be said in plural. 
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Johanan, that an entry which was provided with a number of 
side-beams the space between each of which did not measure 
four spans, causes a difference of opinion between R. 
Simeon ben Gamaliel and the sages. According to 
R. Simeon, an object becomes " lavud ” (attached) 
to another object even when the distance between 
them is four spans, but according to the sages, the 
distance must not exceed three spans. Hence in the case just 
mentioned (see illustration) according to R. Simeon all the 
beams are regarded as one by virtue of their being “ lavud ” 
to each other, and a man must not carry anything beyond the 
space alongside of the inside edge of the beam farthest from the 
opening of the entry, while, according to the sages, who regard 
only the beam nearest the opening of the entry essential and 
the others unnecessary, a man may carry things as far as the 
space alongside of the inside edge of the beam nearest the open¬ 
ing of the entry. In the space between the side-beams all agree 
that it is prohibited to carry. Now, if R. Johanan permitted 
the carrying of things alongside of the side-beams, how could he 
state the difference of opinion between R. Simeon and the sages 
in this case ? For whether all the beams were considered as one 
or each separately, what difference would it make as long as 
things may be carried in the space between them ? Hence we 
must say, that R. Johanan does not permit the carrying of 
things alongside of the beams ? In this instance, Rabha might 
declare, that the entry is presumed to be one that opens into 
unclaimed ground. How would the case be if the entry opened 
into public ground ? Would it be allowed according to R. 
Johanan to carry things between the side-beams ? Shall the 
native remain on earth and the stranger be lifted up to the high¬ 
est heaven?* Yea; objects of like character assimilate, i.e ., 
the space between the side-beams being unclaimed ground and 
the entry opening into unclaimed ground, the two are virtually 
combined, and as carrying in unclaimed ground is not allowed to 
commence with, it is also not allowed in the space between the 
beams. 

R. Ashi said, however: The case referred to, viz., the entry 
containing many side-beams, is assumed to be one where the 
side-beams were erected for a distance of four ells and were less 


* An expression used to signify astonishment at an unnecessary or superfluous 
question, the answer to which is self-evident. 
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than four spans apart. If, according to R. Simeon, the beams 
are all “ lavud ” to each other, they would constitute a separate 
entry in the principal entry, and in order to carry things in the 
space between the beams another side-beam would have to be 
erected for the newly made entry; but according to the sages, 
who do not consider the beams “ lavud ” to each other, another 
side-beam is not necessary. (This means to say: R. Johanan 
holds, that under any circumstances the space between the side- 
beams may be utilized (for carrying) and the difference caused 
by such an entry between R. Simeon ben Gamaliel and the 
sages is not as to whether things may be carried in the space be¬ 
tween the beams or not, as stated before, but whether another 
side-beam is required in addition to those already erected or 
not.) 

It was taught: If a side-beam was made to an entry which 
on the inside of the entry could be plainly seen but on the out¬ 
side seemed to be on a par with the wall and hence not recogniz¬ 
able, it is regarded as a proper side-beam, but if it could be 
plainly seen on the outside, but on the inside it seemed to be 
part of the wall and could not be distinguished from the wall, it 
gives rise to a difference of opinion between R. Hyya and R. 
Simeon the son of Rabbi. One holds, that it may be regarded as 
a proper side-beam, and the other, that it cannot be so regarded. 

It is correctly ascertained that R. Hyya is the one who holds 
that it may be regarded as a proper side-beam, from his decision 
as follows: “ If one of the walls of an entry was partially removed 
(see illustration a ), so that the lack¬ 
ing portion could be perceived from 
the inside of the entry but not from 
the outside of same, or if part of the 
wall was missing (see illustration 
b ), so that it could be readily per¬ 
ceived on the outside of the entry but not on the inside, in 
either case the impaired wall is regarded as a side-beam. 

Rabba bar R. Huna taught the same: “ If a side-beam was 
recognized on the outside of an entry but could not be distin¬ 
guished on the inside it is nevertheless regarded as aside-beam. 
Said R. Joseph to him: “ I never heard such an ordinance pro¬ 
claimed by thy father . 9t Said Abayi to R. Joseph. 1 nHc 
thou not thyself teach this ordinance when we learned the fol¬ 
lowing: Rami bar Abba said in the name of R. Huna, that a 
side-J>eam, which was affixed to the end of a wall so that it could 
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be seen from the outside but seemed to be a continuation of the 
wall from the inside, is regarded as a side-beam, if measuring 
less than four ells and the entry may be used from the inside 
edge of such beam, but if the side-beam measured four ells, it is 
regarded as a separate entry, and thus the entry proper, not hav¬ 
ing any side-beam, is made invalid. Thou didst comment upon 
this and say, that from this teaching we may adduce three things. 
Firstly, that the space alongside of a side-beam must not be 
used; secondly, that four ells is the minimum measure of an 
entry; and, thirdly, that if a side-beam can be recognized on the 
outside but not on the inside of the entry, it is a proper side- 
beam.’ ’ Finally, the Halakha concerning a side-beam recogniz¬ 
able from without but not within the entry prevails: that the 
side-beam is valid because such was the decision of R. Hyya, as 
is mentioned above. 

“ Should it be zvider than ten ells , it must be made narrower . ” 
Said Abayi: We have learned in a Boraitha concerning this teach¬ 
ing, that R. Jehudah regarded this as unnecessary. 

How much narrower should it be made ? R. A’ha wished to 
state, in the presence of R. Joseph, that if the entry measured 
twenty ells, it should be reduced to thirteen and a third ells. 
He wished to infer this lenient measure from the more rigorous 
in the case of a well. The wells were built as 
illustrated, and the distance between the two 
enclosures on the same side was thirteen and a 
third ells; i.e ., large enough to permit of the 
entrance and exit at the same time of two teams 
of oxen and was larger than the space occupied 
by the enclosures on the same side. Now, if in that case it was 
permitted to have the space larger than the space occupied by 
the enclosures, and thirteen and a third ells only were allotted to 
such space, an entry where the space must not be more than the 
enclosure should certainly not be over thirteen and a third ells 
wide ? How can the two be compared ? Perhaps the reason, 
that no more than thirteen and a third ells were allowed for the 
space of the wells was because a concession had already been 
made in permitting the space to be larger than the walled part 
and no further leniency was expedient. In the case of the entry, 
however, where no concession had as yet been made, let it be 
allowed to increase the width of the space beyond thirteen and 
a third ells (because it serves the purpose of a door) ? Or on 
the contrary! A concession having been made in the case of the 
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well, but no concession having been made concerning an entry, 
let the law of the entry be enforced without any concession and 
make the prescribed width ten ells only. (Thus the question 
remains undecided.) 

Levi taught a Boraitha as follows: “ In an entry which is 
twenty ells wide it is sufficient if a stick be placed in the centre 
of such entry.” He himself however decreed, that the Halakha 
does not prevail according to the Boraitha. What then should 
be done ? Samuel said in the name of Levi: ” A pole should 
be erected in the centre of the entry ten spans high and four 
ells wide, and a cross-beam placed on top of it parallel with the 
walls of the entry, which would then serve as a partition in the 
centre.” Or it should be done as R. Jehudah declared: In an 
entry fifteen ells wide a pole should be erected two ells from 
one of the walls and a cross-beam extending three ells into the 
centre of the entry should be placed on top of the pole. (Thus 
the width will be lessened five ells, the two between the wall 
and the pole being regarded as a closed door. In the case of 
an entry twenty ells wide this may be done on both sides of the 
entry, or the pole maybe erected four ells from the wall and the 
cross-beam extended six ells.) If the people who make use of 
the entry, however, should use the space of two ells between the 
wall and the pole in preference to the wider opening of the 
entry, will not the principal entry be invalidated by the lack of 
a side-beam ? Said R. Ada bar Mattue: It is an established fact 
that people will not use the smaller entrance in preference to the 
larger. Why is this case different from the one taught by R. 
Ami and R. Assi, for we have learned in a Boraitha: If there was 
a breach in the side of a wall close to the entry, it was taught in 
the name of R. Ami and R. Assi (page 5 ^ in the original text), 
that if the strip of wall left was four ells wide, it matters not if 
the breach was ten ells; but if the strip is less than four ells, the 
breach must not exceed three ells, otherwise the entry is in\alid. 
(Now if the strip is four ells, and the breach ten, the breach is 
regarded as a door, and it might be used in preference to the 
main entrance. In the former case, only such as will be nearer 
the side entrance will use it, but in this case, the main entrance 
will be used exclusively, because one will not unnecessarily go 
in a roundabout way.) 

‘ ‘ But if it have the appearance of a door , even though it be 
wider than ten ells it need riot be made narrower. 

Now we see that an apparent door may be used where the 
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entry is too wide and a cross-beam if it be too high, what 
would be the law if the reverse were made ? Come and hear: 
We have learned: “ If an entry be higher than twenty ells, it 
should be reduced, but if it have the appearance of a door, this 
is not necessary.” What is the law concerning a cross-beam 
when the width of the entry was excessive? Come and hear: 
We have learned: ” If an entry be higher than twenty ells it 
should be lowered and if it be wider than ten ells it should be 
reduced, but if it have an appearance of a door it is not neces¬ 
sary and if it have a cross-beam it is also not necessary.” Could 
we not assume, that the cross-beam refers to the latter clause of 
that teaching (the excessive width of the entry) ? Nay; it refers 
to the first clause of the teaching (the height). 

R. Jehudah taught Hyya the son of Rabh in the presence 
of Rabh: ” It is not necessary to reduce (the width of an entry 
if it have a cross-beam).” Said Rabh to R. Jehudah: ” Teach 
him, that it should be reduced.” Said R. Joseph: From this 
teaching of our Master we can learn, that a courtyard, of which 
the greater part of the walls consists of doors and windows and 
one of the walls contained a breach of over ten ells, the appear¬ 
ance of a door would not make it valid things could not be 
carried in the courtyard on Sabbath). Why so ? Because we 
see, that width exceeding ten ells makes an entry invalid, and 
space in excess of that occupied by the walls makes a courtyard 
invalid; now, we compare an entry which is wider than ten ells 
and is held by our Master to be invalid even if it have the 
appearance of a door, to a court which has a breach exceeding 
ten ells, and is also not made valid by an apparent door. 

R. Johanan also holds in accordance with the teaching of 
Rabh, for Rabhin bar R. Ada in the name of R. Itz’hak said: 
It happened that a man of the valley of Beth Hurtan placed 
four piles in the four corners of his field and connected the four 
piles with branches at the top for the purpose of circumvening 
the law of Kilaim. When this was told to the sages, they 
allowed him to do so for the purpose intimated (i.e. 9 the field 
was regarded as if surrounded by a wall, and he could sow other 
seeds on the outside of the seeming wall), and Resh Lakish said: 
” In the same manner as the sages permitted the man to do this 
for the purpose of circumvening the law of Kilaim, so also did 
they allow him to do it for the purpose of the Sabbath law. R. 
Johanan, however, said, that this was allowed only for Kilaim 
purposes but not for Sabbath.” (Whence we see that R. 
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Johanan holds with Rabh that an entry over ten ells in width is 
not remedied by a seeming door.) 

R. Hisda said: 44 If a man made a seeming door in the side 
of a wall, it counts for nothing. ” And he said again: “ A seem¬ 
ing door must be firm enough to be able to contain an actual 
door, even though it be only a door of straw.’’ 

Resh Lakish said in the name of R. Janai, that an apparent 
door must have a place fit for the attachment of hinges. What 
is meant by a place fit for the attachment of hinges ? Said R. 
Ivia: A receptacle for same. 

R. A’ha the son of R. Ivia found once the disciples of R. 
Ashi, and he asked them : 44 Did the master say anything about 
apparent doors?” and they answered him: 44 Nay; he said 
nothing.” 

A Boraitha stated : 44 By an apparent door is meant simply two 
poles set up perpendicularly one on each side and a pole across 
the top of the two.” Must the pole above be attached to the 
two perpendicular poles, or is it sufficient if it is suspended above 
them ? R. Na’hman said, they need 7iot be attached, but R. 
Shesheth said they must be. R. Na’hman did in accordance 
with his own decision at the house of the Exilarch (R. Na’hman 
was a son-in-law of the Exilarch). Said R. Shesheth to his ser¬ 
vant, R. Gada: 44 Go, take it down and put it away.” He went, 
took it down, and put it away. The servants of the Exilarch 
found him doing so and arrested him for it. Then R. Shesheth 
went and stood on the outside of the prison and called out: 
44 Gada, come out! ” Gada came out and went with R. Shesheth. 

R. Shesheth met Rabba the son of Samuel on the street; and 
he asked him: 44 Did the master teach anything concerning an 
apparent door ? ” Rabba answered: 44 Yea! We have learned 
concerning an arch, R. Meir decreed, that a Mezuzah (sign on 
the door-post) must be fastened to it, but the sages say, that it 
is not necessary.” (The reason the sages say, that a Mezuzah is 
not necessary is because the zenith of the arch is not four spans 
wide, and no door is properly a door that is not at least four spans 
wide.) All agree, however, that if the arch is ten spans wide at 
its base (i.e. , before the curve commences, then it is certain that 
for at least ten spans upwards the arch has a width of four spans), 
a Mezuzah is necessary, and Abayi said: 44 All agree, that if the 
arch is ten spans high and the base is less than three spans wide, 
or if the base is three spans wide but the arch is less than ten 
spans high, no Mezuzah is necessary (because a door cannot be 
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less than ten spans high), but wherein do they differ ? In a case 
where the base of the arch was less than four spans wide, and 
the arch itself ten spans high, but at the top of the arch the 
width could, by hollowing out the wall, be increased to four 
spans' width, R. Meir holds that a Mezuzah is necessary, 
because the possibility of increasing its width renders it equiva¬ 
lent to having been increased, but the sages hold that a Mezu¬ 
zah is not necessary, because it had not yet been increased in 
width." (Thence we see that R. Meir holds that the possibility 
of accomplishing an act renders it equivalent to having been per¬ 
formed, and, in consequence, he holds that if a pole was merely 
suspended above two poles it is the same as if it were placed on 
top of the poles.) Said R. Sheshe.th to him: “ If thou shouldst 
meet the members of the house of the Exilarch, tell them 
nothing of the Boraitha concerning the arch." 

MISHNA: To legalize (the carrying within) an entry, Beth 
Shammai hold that a side and cross beam are required, but Beth 
Hillel hold, that either a post or a beam is sufficient. R. Eliezer 
said, “ Two side-beams are necessary." In the name of R. 
Ishmael, a disciple stated before R. Aqiba: “ Beth Shammai 
and Beth Hillel do not differ as to an entry less than four ells 
in width, for both agree, that such an entry becomes legalized 
either through a cross-beam or a side-beam." Wherein do they 
differ ? Concerning entries of more than four and up to ten ells 
in width. Regarding these, Beth Shammai hold, that both a 
side and cross beam are necessary, and Beth Hillel hold, that 
either a side or a cross beam is sufficient. R. Aqiba, however, 
said: " They (the two schools) differ in both instances." 

GEMARA: According to whose opinion is the Mishna ? It 
is neither according to the opinion of the first Tana nor to that 
of Hananiah (see page io). Said R. Jehudah: The Mishna 
means to state the following: " To legalize a closed entry (one 
enclosed on three sides) Beth Shammai hold that a side and 
cross beam are necessary, while Beth Hillel hold, that either one 
is sufficient." Shall we assume that in order to constitute a 
private ground from a biblical point of view, according to Beth 
Shammai, four walls are necessary (because the entry by the 
addition of a side and cross beam would be turned into a seem¬ 
ing wall) ? Nay; throwing to or from public ground in ground 
enclosed by three walls, makes one culpable from a biblical point 
of view, but carrying is permitted only in ground enclosed by 
four walls by the rabbinical law, according to Beth Shammai. 
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Shall we assume that Beth Hillcl hold, that three walls, according 
to biblical law, are necessary? Nay; from a biblical point of 
view, throwing to or from public ground in ground enclosed by 
two walls makes one culpable, but carrying is not permitted in 
ground unless enclosed by three walls by rabbinical law, accord¬ 
ing to Beth Hillel. 

“ R. Eliezer said , ‘ Two side-beams are necessary.' ” The 
schoolmen propounded a question: “ Did R. Eliezer mean to 
state, that two side-beams and a cross-beam are necessary or two 
side-beams alone ?” Come and hear: It happened that R. Eli¬ 
ezer was going to R. Jose ben Preida, his disciple, in the city of 
Ublin, and he found him sitting in an entry provided with only 
one side-beam. Said R. Eliezer to him : My son, erect another 
side-beam.’ Said his disciple to him: ‘ Must I then close the 
entry?’ and he answered: ‘ Close it; what matters it if it be 
closed ?’ Now, from the words of the disciple, “ Must I then 
close it?” we can infer, that it was already provided with a 
cross-beam, and, therefore, the disciple asked what more he must 
do, close it entirely ? Then, if we assume that there was onl} 
a side-beam, why should the disciple have said, “ Must I close it 
entirely?” Nay; the disciple may have simply meant to ask, 
must he close it up entirely with side-beams; and it maybe, 


that there was no cross-beam there at all. 

(In the same Tosephta) we are taught so: R. Simeon ben 
Gamaliel said: “ Beth Shammai and Beth Hillel do not differ as 
to an entry that was less than four ells in width.” According to 
both schools, for such an entry nothing at all need be provided. 
Wherein they do differ is an entry that is more than four ells 
wide and up to ten; Beth Shammai hold, that a side and cross 
beam both are necessary, and Beth Hillel hold, that either is 
sufficient. Did not our Mishna state that a disciple in the name 
of R. Ishmael stated before R. Aqiba: ‘‘Beth Shammai and 
Beth Plillel do not differ as to an entry less than four ells in 

width, for both agree, that such an entry becomes legalized either 

through a cross-beam or a side-beam ? Said R. As 11. v. 
Simeon ben Gamaliel means to state, that a side and cross beam 
are not necessary according to the opinion of Beth Shammai, nor 
two side-beams according to the opinion of R. Eliezer, but one 
of the two, either a side or cross beam according to the opinion 
of Beth Hillel” (i.e., by saying that for such an entry not ling 
need be provided, R. Simeon ben Gamaliel means to state, that 
nothing added by Beth Shammai or R. Eliezer need be provided). 
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An entry of how much less than four ells in width ? Said R. 
A’hlai, according to another version R. Ye’hiel: “ An entry of 
less than four spans need have nothing (and from four spans up 
to four ells, the side or cross beam is necessary). ” 

Said R. Assi in the name of R. Johanan: " A courtyard must 
have two enclosures/* Said R. Zera to R. Assi: “ Did R. 
Johanan indeed say so. Didst thou not thyself state in the 
name of R. Johanan, that the enclosures of a courtyard must 
measure at least four ells ? And if thou wouldst explain R. 
Johanan’s dictum to signify, that the enclosures would have to 
be four ells on each side of the angle, did not R. Ada bar 
Abhimi state before R. Hanina or before R. Hanina bar Papa, 
that a small courtyard need only have enclosures to the extent of 
ten ells all around and a large courtyard to the extent of eleven 
ells.” (Now, if eleven ells are divided by four, that would make 
each of the four enclosures only two and three-quarter ells ?) 
When R. Zera came from his sea-voyage he explained this in 
the following manner: If an enclosure was made straight on one 
side it must be four ells wide, but if made at an angle in the 
corner it is sufficient if ever so small a part be on each side. As 
for Ada’s bar Abhimi statement above, it is in accordance with 
the decree of Rabbi (and not R. Johanan), who holds in 
accordance with R. Jose (that every side-beam must be three 
spans wide), as will be seen further on. 

R. Joseph said in the name of R. Jehudah, quoting Samuel: 
" A courtyard need have but one enclosure.” Said Abayi to 
him: ” Did Samuel indeed say this? We know that Samuel 
said to R. Hananiah bar Shila: 'Thou shalt not perform any 
work in a courtyard that has not the larger part of a wall or two 
enclosures ! ’ ” Said R. Joseph : ” I do not know whether Samuel 
said so or not, but I do know, that it happened in the village of 
the shepherds, that an arm of the sea flowed into a courtyard, 
and when R. Jehudah was asked what the law was concerning 
that courtyard, he replied: * Only one enclosure is necessary/ ” 
Then Abayi rejoined: "Thou speakest of an arm of the sea; 
that is altogether different! The sages were very lenient with 
all things pertaining to water, as R. Tabla asked Rabh: 4 What 
is the law concerning a ruin that had one suspended partition ? 
May things be carried within it on Sabbath or not ? ’ and Rabh 
answered: ‘ A hanging partition legalizes a place only where 
water reaches, because the sages were very lenient with all things 
pertaining to water/ ” 
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In any event this would be a contradiction to R. Jehudah’s 
statement in the name of Samuel, and to Samuel’s statement to 
Hananiah. When R. Papa and R. Huna the son of R. Jchoshua 
came from college, they explained Samuel’s decree thus: “ On 
one side the enclosure must be at least four ells, but when made 
on a corner, ever so small a part of the enclosures on each side 
of the angle is sufficient.” (Thus both statements may be cor¬ 
rect. R. Jehudah’s one enclosure refers to a straight enclosure 
and Samuel’s two refer to an enclosure at each corner.) 

The Rabbis taught: From an arm of the sea, which enters a 
courtyard, water must not be taken on Sabbath unless a parti¬ 
tion has been made at the entrance at least ten spans in height. 
This is the case if the breach in the wall (where the sea entered) 
is more than ten ells in width, but if it was only ten ells, no par¬ 
tition is necessary. 

Thus, you say, that water must not be taken from the arm 
of the sea, but things may be carried within the courtyard ? Did 
not the breach in the wall open into ground that would invalidate 
the courtyard (i.e., unclaimed ground) ? In this case fragments 
of the wall were left beyond the breach and they were inundated 
by the sea (but were originally ten spans high). 

It was taught: R. Jehudah said: ” An open entry which is 
not suitable for the purpose of combining in an Erub, if it was 
provided with a side-beam, anyone throwing a thing into it from 
public ground is culpable, but if the entry was provided at one 
end with a cross-beam, one who throws a thing into it from pub¬ 
lic ground is not culpable.” (R. Jehudah holds, that from a 
biblical point of view three partitions are necessary to enclose a 
private ground, and a side-beam at the end of an entry is equiva¬ 
lent to a partition.) Hence R. Jehudah holds, that a side-beam 
is equivalent to a partition, and a cross-beam is only put up for 
appearance’s sake. So is also the opinion of Rabba; but Rabha 
said that both are erected only for appearance’s sake. 

R. Jacob bar Abba made an objection to Rabha based on the 
following Boraitha: ” If one throw a thing into an entry he is 
culpable, if the entry is provided with a side-beam, but if it is 
not provided with a side-beam, he is not culpable.” This is 
explained thus: If the entry (was a closed one and) needs only a 
side-beam (for appearance’s sake) one is culpable if he throws a 
thing into it; but if a side-beam alone would not legalize the 
entry, and something more is necessary, the thrower is not cul¬ 
pable. 
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Said R. Jehudah in the name of Rabh: “ An entry that was 
equal in length and width cannot be legalized by a side-beam of 
small proportions/ ’ and R. Hyya bar Ashi in the name of Rabh 
said, that an entry as wide as it is long cannot be legalized with 
a cross-beam measuring only one span. Said R. Zera: “ How 
well the decisions of the old sages agree! The reason for the 
above decision is, that an entry of equal length and breadth is 
not regarded as an entry at all, but is in reality a courtyard, and 
a courtyard cannot be legalized by a side or cross beam but 
must have a partition of at least four ells/’ Said R. Zera again: 
“ If there is a difficulty in this decision the following would be 
the difficulty: Why do they not consider a side-beam a partition 
of some extent, and thus make it a medium of legalization ?” 
It evidently slipped the memory of R. Zera, that R. Assi said in 
the name of R. Johanan: “ The enclosures of a court must not 
be less than four ells/’ 

Said R. Na’hman: “There is a tradition to the following 
effect: Which is the entry that can be legalized by a side or 
cross beam 2 One, the length of which exceeds its width, and 
houses and courts open into it. Which is the court that cannot 
be legalized with a side or cross beam, but must have an enclosure 
which is not less than four ells ? One that is square/’ Only if 
it be square, but if round is it not a court ? He means to state 
this: If the length exceeded the width, although it be a court, 
it should not be considered such but must be regarded as an 
entry, and as such may be legalized with a side or cross beam. 
If the length, however, did not exceed the width ? Then, no 
matter what its appearance was, it must be considered as a court. 
By how much must the length exceed the width ? Samuel 
intended to state, that the length should be double the width. 
Said Rabh to him: “ So said my uncle, 4 Even if the length 
exceeded the width by a trifle/ 

R. Aqiba said: “ They differ i?i both.” 

What does R. Aqiba teach us hereby ? Is it not the same 
as the teaching of the first Tana ? The difference between them 
is as stated by R. A’hli, according to another version R. Yekhiel, 
viz.: An entry of less than four spans need have nothing. But 
they did not specify who was of R. A’hli’s opinion and who was 
not. 

We have learned in a Boraitha: R. Aqiba said: “ R. Ishmael 
never made such a statement, but the disciple said this upon his 
own authority and the Halakha prevails according to the disciple. 
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Is this not a contradictory assertion ? First, he says, that R. 
Ishmael could not have made such a statement, i.e., that the 
Halakha is not so, and then that the Halakha prevails according 
to the disciple ? Said R. Jehudah in the name of Samuel: “ R. 
Aqiba said this only in order to encourage his disciples, that 
they may pronounce decrees upon their own authority.” R. 
Na’liman bar Itz'hak said: “ R. Aqiba really said that R. Ish¬ 
mael made no such statement, but the decree of the disciple 
was correct and should stand.” 

It was taught: R. Jehoshua ben Levi said: “ In every case, 
where it is stated that a disciple said in the name of R. Ishmael 
before R. Aqiba, that disciple is R. Meir, who was a disciple of 
both R. Ishmael and R. Aqiba.” 

R. A'ha bar Hanina said: It is known to Him, Who said 
one word and the world was created, that in the generation of 
R. Meir there was not one who was his equal; but why do not 
the Halakhas prevail according to his decisions ? Because his col¬ 
leagues could never arrive at the conclusion of his decrees. If 
he decided that a thing which was unclean was clean, he proved 
it to them by a reason, and vice versa . We have learned in a 
Boraitha, that his name was not Meir but Neherai. Why was 
he called Meir ? Because he e?ilightcned * the eyes of his col¬ 
leagues in Halakhas. Where the name R. Neherai is mentioned, 
it refers to R. Nehemiah or to R. Eliezer ben Arach. Why do 
they call them Neherai ? Because they clarified the vision of 
their colleagues in the Law. 

Rabbi (according to some it was Rabh) said : Why am I more 
sagacious than my colleagues ? Because I once saw the back of 
R. Meir, and if I could look upon his face I would be more saga¬ 
cious still, as it is written [Isaiah xxx. 20]: ” But thy eyes shall 
see thy teachers.” 

Said R. Abbahu in the name of R. Johanan: ” R. Meir had 
one disciple, and his name was Symmachos, who could give 
forty-eight reasons for the uncleanness of unclean things and 
the same number of reasons for the cleanness of clean things. 

Said R. Abba in the name of Samuel: Three years the 
school of Shammai and the school of Hillel disputed. One 
school said that the Halakhas prevail according to their opinion, 


* Meir in Hebrew means, He makes light. Nehorah in Chaldaic is the same as 
our (light) in Hebrew ; consequently Neherai in Chaldaic is the same as Meir in 
Hebrew. 
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and the other claimed that their decrees should stand. Finally 
a heavenly voice was heard to the effect that both schools dis¬ 
puted as to the words of the living God, but the Halakhas pre¬ 
vail according to the school of Hillel. 

Now if it be true that both schools dispute as to the words 
of the living God, why should the school of Hillel be thus 
favored ? Because the members of the school of Hillel were 
modest and patient, and would always repeat the words of the 
school of Shammai. Not alone this; but they also always gave 
the school of Shammai precedence when citing their teachings, 
as we have learned (in Tract Sukkah): Said Beth Hillel to Beth 
Shammai: “ Did it not happen, that the eldest of the school of 
Shammai and of the school of Hillel went together to visit R. 
Johanan the son of Hachoranis, etc. (whence we see that the 
eldest of the school of Shammai were given precedence over 
those of the school of Hillel). Thence thou canst learn, that 
everyone who maketh himself humble is raised up by the Holy 
One, blessed be He, and one who is arrogant is humbled by the 
Holy One, blessed be He. He who pursueth greatness, the 
greatness escapeth him, and he who avoideth greatness is sought 
by greatness. He who forceth time (i.e., he who perforce 
would become rich though fortune be against him), time oppress- 
eth him, while he, who awaiteth his time, is assisted by time. 

The Rabbis taught: Two years and a half Beth Shammai 
and Beth Hillel disputed amongst themselves. One school 
declared, it were better that man had not been created as he 
was, while the other declared it was better that man had been 
created as he was, than not to be created at all. Finally they 
came to the conclusion, that it were better had man not been 
created, but since that had happened, a man should always 
examine his actions, and according to another version, a man 
should always consider the deeds he is about to perform. 

MISHNA: The cross-beam in question must be wide enough 
to hold a half of a brick, three spans in length and in width. 
It is, however, sufficient, if the cross-beam be only one span 
wide, so as to hold the half of a brick lengthwise. The cross¬ 
beam must be wide enough to hold a half of a brick and sound 
enough to bear it. R. Jehudah saith: It must be wide enough, 
even if it be not sound enough. 

If the cross-beam be of straw or reed, It is (legally) regarded 
as if it were of metal; if it be crooked, it is (legally) regarded as 
straight; if it be cylindrical, it is (legally) regarded as square. 
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Anything (measuring) three spans in circumference, is one hand 
in width. 

GEMARA: Why does the Mishna say, that it is sufficient if 
the cross-beam be only one span wide; it should be one and a 
half, which is the width of a half brick ? Because if the cross¬ 
beam be one span wide the other half span which it should 
measure, can be added by the addition of a little loam on each 
side. 

Said Rabba bar R. Huna: The cross-beam alone must be 
sound enough to bear a half brick, but the supports upon which 
it rests need not be sound enough to bear both the cross-beam 
and the half brick (i.e,, if the cross-beam was put up on sticks, 
the sticks need not be sound enough to support both the cross¬ 
beam and a half brick; for the cross-beam being the sign of the 
entry, it is only essential that it be sound enough to support a 
half brick, although in reality it never serves the purpose, while 
the sticks are not part of the sign and need not be put to such a 
test). R. Hisda, however, states, that the cross-beam must be 
sound enough to bear half a brick, and its supports must be sound 
enough to bear both the cross-beam and the half brick. 

R. Shesheth said: If one put up a cross-beam over an entry, 
and hung a mat upon it, and this mat was distant from the 
ground three spans or more, it is considered, that there is neither 
a cross-beam nor a partition at the entry; no cross-beam, because 
it is covered up, and no partition, because goats can go through it. 

The Rabbis taught: If a cross-beam was put up over an entry, 
but did not reach the opposite wall, or if two cross-beams were 
put opposite each other, but did not meet, should the distance 
between the cross-beam and the wall in the first instance, or 
between the two cross-beams in the second instance, be three 
spans or over, another cross-beam must be erected. If it be less 
than three spans no other cross-beam is necessary. R. Simeon 
ben Gamaliel, however, said, “ If the distance be less than four 
spans, another cross-beam is not necessary, but if it be four 
spans or more, another cross-beam must be erected/’ 

The same is the case with two cross-beams that were laid 
parallel, neither one of which was sound enough to bear a half 
brick: If both together measured one span in width, which is 
sufficient to bear a half brick, another cross-beam is not neces¬ 
sary, but if the two together measured less, another cross-beam 
must be erected. R. Simeon ben Gamaliel, howevei, said, that 
if the two cross-beams were sound enough for the length of 
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three spans to bear a half brick, another cross-beam is not neces¬ 
sary; otherwise, it is necessary. 

14 If two cross-beams were put up across an entry, one of 
which was higher than the other, they are regarded as being on 
a level, provided the higher beam is not over twenty ells above 
ground and the lower one not less than ten spans above 
ground. ” Thus said R. Jose bar R. Jehudah. Said Abayi: 
44 R. Jose bar R. Jehudah holds with his father in one instance 
only, that the two beams are regarded as being on a level, but he 
differs with him in the other, namely: that the higher beam must 
not be over twenty ells above the ground; for R. Jehudah 
declared in a previous Mishna, that even if it were over twenty 
ells in height, the entry is valid/’ 

4 4 R. Jehudah saith : It must be wide enough, even if it be not 
sound enough." R. Jehudah taught Hyya bar Rabh in the pres¬ 
ence of Rabh: 44 It is sufficient, if the cross-beam be wide 
enough even if it be not sound enough.” Said Rabh to him: 
44 Teach him: 4 It should be wide and strong enough.’ ” Did 
not, however, R. Uai say in the name of Rabh: 44 It is sufficient, 
if it was four spans wide, even if it be not sound enough ” ? 
Four spans’ width makes a difference. 

44 If the cross-beam be of straw or reed," etc. What does the 
Mishna mean to teach us by this decree ? That we regard cer¬ 
tain things in a different light ? This has already been taught 
us previously. In the former teachings, however, one certain 
kind of cross-beams was dealt with, namely, of wood; hence we 
might assume, that with straw or reed it might be different. 
For this reason we are given to understand that straw or reed 
may be regarded as metal. 

44 If it be crooked, it is regarded as straight." Is this not 
self-evident ? The Mishna wishes to impart to us the teaching 
of R. Zera as follows: 44 If the cross-beam was crooked only out¬ 
side of the entry across which it was laid, or was crooked above 
twenty ells from the ground; or again, if the cross-beam was ten 
spans above the ground and the crooked part of it below the 
ten spans, the validity of the entry depends upon whether, if 
the crooked part of the cross-beam were removed, the straight 
part left would be distant three spans from the wall. If the dis¬ 
tance is less than three spans the entry is valid, but if it be 
over three spans another cross-beam must be erected.” Is this 
teaching also not self-evident ? Nay; it is necessary that we 
be instructed to this effect, lest we presume that the crooked 
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part on the outside of the entry carry with it the straight part on 
the inside and thus the entry is invalidated; hence we are given 
to understand, that such is not the case. 

If it be cylindrical, it is regarded as square . ” Por what 
purpose was it necessary to add this ? This was taught us on 
account of the last clause in the Mishna, which states, that any¬ 
thing measuring three spans in circumference is one hand in 
width. 

MISHNA: The side-beams in question must be ten spans 
high, be their breadth and thickness whatever they may. R. 
Jose saith: 44 They must be three spans wide/' 

GEMARA: Shall we assume that the Mishna, which is ren¬ 
dered anonymously, is in accordance with the opinion of R. Eli- 
ezer, who holds that two side-beams are necessary ? Nay; the 
side-beams in question refer to side-beams necessary for all entries. 
If this be the case, why did not the previous Mishna state cross¬ 
beams instead of 44 the cross-beam ” ? The above Mishna means 
to state, that the side-beams concerning which there is a differ¬ 
ence of opinion between the sages and R. Eliezer should be ten 
spans high, be their breadth and thickness whatever it may. 
How much is meant by 44 whatever it may” ? R. Hyya taught: 

Even the breadth and thickness of a thread of a Saraball.” * 

A Boraitha states: 44 If one made a side-beam in one half of 
an entry, he has only a half of an entry.” Is this not self-evi¬ 
dent ? We might presume that because one must not use the 
whole entry, hence the half must also not be used, and we are 
taught, that the half may be used. 

Rabha said: 44 If one made a side-beam for an entry and it 
was three spans distant from the ground or three spans away 
from the wall, it does not count; and even according to R. Sim¬ 
eon ben Gamaliel who holds an object to be 4 lavud ' (attached) 
although four spans distant, the side-beam is of no use, because 
R. Simeon ben Gamaliel's opinion applies to an object which is 
four spans distant at the top ; but at the bottom, where goats can 
pass through, a trifle less than three spans is the maximum dis¬ 
tance.” 

44 R. Jose saith : 4 They must be three spans wide.' ” Said R. 
Jehudah the son of R. Samuel bar Shila in the name of Rabh: 
44 The Halakha does not prevail according to R. Jose either 
where brine is concerned t or where a side-beam is in question. 


* A Saraball was an article of apparel similar to the modern Turkish trousers, 
f See Tract Sabbath, Chapter XIV., Mishna 2. 
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Said the schoolmen to him: “ Dost thou confidently assert 
this?” and R. Jehudah answered: 44 Nay.” Said Rabha: 
“ By the Lord! He said this of a certainty, and we accepted it 
from him.” Why then did he say 14 nay ” ? Because, we have 
learned elsewhere, that wherever R. Jose made an assertion, he 
always had good reason for it (and R. Jehudah did not wish to 
dispute with R. Jose). 

Said Rabha bar R. Hanato Abayi: 44 According to whom, 
however, does the Halakha prevail concerning the side-beams ?” 
He answered: 44 Go and observe the custom of the people” 
(which is as much as saying, that the breadth and thickness of 
a side-beam can be whatever it may). 

It was taught: A side-beam, that was standing of itself, i.e,, 
that had not been especially erected, is, according to Abayi, 
valid, and, according to Rabha, not valid. If the side-beam 
was not depended upon to serve the purpose on the preceding 
day (before Sabbath), all agree, that it is not valid; but if it was 
depended upon for that purpose, Abayi declares, that it may 
be utilized, because it was depended upon on the preceding day, 
while Rabha holds that not having been erected for that purpose 
it must not be used. As for a partition, standing of itself, there 
is no difference of opinion, and all agree that even if it was not 
intended to serve as a partition, it may be used, and the reason 
they differ in the case of a side-beam is because each holds to 
his own theory: Abayi regards a side-beam as a partition, and a 
partition may be utilized under any circumstances, while Rabha 
regards a side-beam merely as a sign, and as such it must be 
especially prepared for the purpose before it may be used. 

An objection was made: 44 Come and hear: If stones pro¬ 
truded from the fence around an entry and they were less than 
three spans apart, another side-beam for the entry is not neces¬ 
sary; but if they were three spans apart, another side-beam 
must be erected.” Here the case is also, if the stones were so 
arranged purposely to commence with. If such be the case, is 
this not self-evident ? We might assume that the stones were 
arranged in that manner with the intention of adding more 
to them, hence we are given to understand that this may be done. 

Another objection was made: Come and hear: Rabh was 
sitting in a certain entry and R. Huna was sitting before him. 
Said Rabh to his servant: 44 Go and bring me a pitcher of 
water.” Before his servant returned, the side-beam at the entry 
fell, and Rabh motioned to his servant to remain where he was. 
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Said R. Huna to him: “ Did not Master hold, that the tree 
standing in the entry may be regarded as a side-beam ?” and 
Rabh answered: “ That scholar is as a man who never under¬ 
stood a Halakha. Did we depend upon that tree to serve as a 
side-beam yesterday ? ” Now, we see, that according to Rabh, 
had the tree been depended upon on the preceding day to serve 
as a side-beam, it would have been valid. Shall we assume, that 
Abayi and Rabha differ concerning a side-beam standing of itself 
even if it was not depended upon on the preceding day, but if 
depended upon, both agree that it may be used. Nay; we 
cannot say this; because there was a pillar in the house of Bar 
Habo concerning which Abayi and Rabha differed all of their 
lives. (This is one of the six Halakhas that prevail according to 
Abayi, for generally Rabha is given precedence, as will be seen 
in the maxims of the Talmud.) 

MISHNA: Side-beams may be made out of anything, even 
of such as are possessed of life. The latter, however, is pro¬ 
hibited by R. Meir. A living animal tied to the mouth of a 
grave in order to close it up communicates uncleanness (even 
after it has been removed). R. Meir, however, declares the 
animal clean. A letter of divorce for a woman may be written 
on a living animal, but R. Jose, the Galilean, pronounces the 
letter of divorce null and void (not legal).* 

If a caravan encamp in a valley and a fence be made around 
the camp out of the cattle's gear, it is permitted to carry things 
inside of the fence (on Sabbath), providing the fence be ten 
spans high and the open spaces therein do not exceed in extent 
the fence proper. Every open space which is ten spans wide is 
permitted (to be used as an entry), for it is considered as a door, 
but such open spaces as are more than ten spans wide must not 
be used. 

GEMARA: It was taught: If the open spaces of the fence 
equalled in extent the fence proper, R. Papa said: The fence 
is valid.” R. Huna bar R. Jehoshua however said, “ It is not 
valid.” R. Papa held it to be valid because so was Moses taught 
by the Merciful One: “The larger part (of a partition) must 
not be broken.” R. Huna bar R. Jehoshua held it not to be 
valid because the Merciful One taught Moses thus: “ The larger 
part must be fenced in.” 


* The Gemara pertaining to this Mishna will be found in Tract Gittin, as it 
does not belong to or treat of Erubin. 
vol. in.—3 
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An objection was made: Our Mishna states that “ the open 
spaces must not exceed in extent the fence proper”; but if the 
space was equal in extent to the fence it should be valid. This 
question remains. 

Another objection was made. Come and hear: “ If a cara¬ 
van encamped in a valley and a fence was made with camels, 
with saddles, with the baggage, or with sticks, or with bundles 
of herbs, things may be carried inside the fence, providing the 
space between each camel does not exceed the size of another 
camel or the space between each saddle does not exceed the size 
of another saddle, etc.” (Whence we see that if the space 
equals in extent the actual fence, the fence is not valid.) Here 
the case is, that the space between two camels should be large 
enough for a camel to go in and out, but not the exact size of a 
camel. 

Another objection was made: ” Walls of which the greater 
part consists of windows and doors are valid, providing the wall 
proper is larger in extent than the space.” If, however, the 
space and walls are equal, the walls are not valid; this would be 
contradictory to R. Papa's opinion. It is contradictory, but 
the Halakha remains according to R. Papa, How can it be, that 
there should be a contradiction and still the Halakha should pre¬ 
vail according to R. Papa ? It is possible, because our Mishna 
states, that the open space should not exceed the fence proper, 
hence if space and fence are eqiial, the fence is valid. Conse¬ 
quently the Halakha prevails according to R. Papa. 

MISHNA: A fence may also be constructed with three ropes, 
one above the other; providing the space between each rope be 
less than three spans, and the measure (width or thickness) of 
the three ropes together exceed one span, so that the entire 
(fence) attain (the height of) ten spans. 

A fence may also be made of cane-laths, providing the space 
between the canes be less than three spans. All these regula¬ 
tions apply to a caravan only. So saith R. Jehudah, but the 
sages maintain, that the caravan (in the preceding Mishna) is par¬ 
ticularly spoken of in order to adduce therefrom that which is 
generally done. Any partition which is not constructed on the 
principle of warp and shoot is not a (lawful) partition. Such is 
the dictum of R. Jose bar Jehudah; but the sages hold, that 
constructing it according to either one of the two principles is 
sufficient. 

GEMARA: Said R. Hamnuna in the name of Rabh: ” It 
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was said, that the solid part of the partition must exceed the 
space of the partition when constructed on the principle of the 
shoot in order to make it valid; the question, however, arises by 
me concerning a partition constructed on the principle of the 
warp. What is the law?” Said Abayi to him: ” Come and 
hear: Our Mishna states, that the width or thickness of the 
three ropes together must exceed one span in order to make the 
entire fence ten spans. If it were the same with a fence con¬ 
structed on the principle of the warp as with one constructed on 
the order of the shoot, why does the Mishna specify one which, 
including all the ropes, will bring the total up to ten spans.” 
How can such an assertion be made ? Where should the space 
of four spans be placed ? Should it be placed at the bottom, 
i.e. f between the ground and the first rope, then the space will be 
large enough to permit of goats passing through and the fence 
will be of no use. Should it be placed at the top, i.e. } be¬ 
tween the second and third rope, then the space between the 
two ropes, together with the space above the third rope, will 
nullify the third rope entirely, because the third rope will have 
no connection whatever with the two lower. Should it be 
placed in the center, i.e., between the first and second rope, 
then there will be only a quasi-solid partition at the bottom and 
the same at the top, but between the two there will be virtually 
an empty space of four spans; should it be assumed that such a 
partition can also be accounted lawful where the solid parts are 
disconnected, and an empty space exists between them ? (This 
question is not decided.) 

“ Cane-laths .” How can R. Jehudah say, that all these 
regulations apply to a caravan only, and not to individuals ? 
Have we not learned elsewhere, that R. Jehudah said: It is 
not allowed for an individual to construct a partition for the 
Sabbath around a piece of ground, wherein more than two saahs 
of grain could be planted.” Hence if the piece of ground is 
only so large that two saahs of grain can be planted therein, he 
may make the partition. (How then can he say in the Mishna, 
that these regulations apply only to a caravan ?) d his can be 
explained in the same manner as R. Na’hman, and according to 
others R. Bibhi bar Abayi, explained the last clause of our 
Mishna, viz. : ” Any partition, which is not constructed on the 
principle of warp and shoot, is not a (lawful) partition. Such is 
the dictum of R. Jose bar Jehudah.” The question was made, 
whether such could be the dictum of R. Jose bar Jehudah. 
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Did we not learn in a Boraitha, that “ no difference is made as 
far as a fence constructed with ropes is concerned between a 
caravan and an individual except that the space enclosed by the 
fence must not for one man or even for two exceed that in which 
two saahs of grain could be planted. For three men, however, 
who are regarded as a caravan, a space in which six saahs of 
grain can be planted is allowed. So said R. Jose bar Jehudah; 
but the sages maintain, that there is absolutely no difference 
made between a caravan and an individual, and that they may 
enclose all the space they require, providing they do not enclose 
superfluous ground to the extent that two saahs of grain could 
be planted in such an empty space/' How can R. Jose bar 
Jehudah state that a fence must be constructed according to the 
principles of warp and shoot; does he not allow a fence made 
with ropes, which is only on the principle of the warp ? And R. 
Na’hman, according to others R. Bibhi bar Abayi, answered and 
said, that R. Jose bar Jehudah requires a partition to be con¬ 
structed on both principles only in order to allow even an indi¬ 
vidual all the space necessary. Now, the same can be said in 
answer to the question made concerning the contradictory state¬ 
ments of R. Jehudah. 

R. Na’hman related in the name of our master Samuel: 
" An individual or even two men are allowed to enclose as 
much space as would permit of the planting of two saahs of 
grain therein, but three men, who are regarded as a caravan, 
may have all the space necessary/' How is this? The first 
part of this teaching is in accordance with R. Jose bar R. 
Jehudah, and the last according to the sages ? Yea; Abbahu is 
also of the same opinion. 

R. Gidel in the name of Rabh said: * 4 There are instances 
when three men must not occupy space so large that five 
saahs of grain can be planted therein, and again, there are 
instances when they may occupy space in which even seven 
saahs of grain may be planted." (The instances were not quoted, 
however.) " Is it possible that Rabh should have said this ?" 
queried the sages, and R. Gidel answered: " I swear by the Law 
of Moses and by the prophets, and by the Hagiographa, that 
Rabh said this." Said R. Ashi: "What difficulty is there in 
this ? Let us suppose, that the three men needed a space of six 
saahs’ capacity, and enclosed one so large, that seven saahs could 
be accommodated. (Then only a space is empty where one saah 
of grain could be planted.) Hence they may use the entire 
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space. But supposing, that they needed only a space large 
enough to accommodate but five saahs of grain, and enclosed 
one large enough for seven, (then a space large enough for the 
planting of two saahs is vacant) and they must not use even the 
space large enough for five saahs/' Did not the same Boraitha 
teach us, however, that a space large enough for the planting of 
two saahs must not be vacant, and thereby meant to state, that 
each man should be allowed a space large enough for two saahs, 
and then if a space for two saahs is vacant the entire space must 
not be used; hence, when there are three men, they should not 
be allowed the use of a space large enough for the planting of 
eight saahs, but one accommodating only seven should be 
allowed them ? Nay; the Boraitha meant to state, that the 
space allowed to the men should be only as much as they need 
for the accommodation of all their belongings. 

But the sages hold that constructing it according to cither one 
of the two principles is sufficient .” Is this not a repetition of 
what the first Tana stated in opposition to R. Jose’s bar R. 
Jehudah dictum ? There is a difference of opinion concerning 
an individual between the first and second sages as regards an 
inhabited place (and not the desert). According to the first 
sages who maintain that the regulations apply not only to a car¬ 
avan but to all individuals in general, this refers to individuals 
who are on the road, but when in inhabited places the regula¬ 
tions do not apply to them, while the second sages who oppose 
R. Jose bar Jehudah hold, that it makes absolutely no difference, 
be it caravan or an individual, in an inhabited place or in the 
desert. 

MISHNA: Four privileges have been granted to warriors in 
camp: They may bring wood from any place (without respecting 
the rights of ownership); they need not wash their hands before 
meals; they may eat of Damai (grain of which it is not certain 
that the legal dues, tithes, etc., have been set aside); and they 
are exempt from the obligation of making an Erub. 

GEMARA: The rabbis taught: If an ordinary war* is in 
progress, it is permitted for the warriors to appropriate dry 
wood without respecting the rights of ownership. R. Jehudah 
ben Thima said: “ They may also encamp wherever they choose, 


* By an ordinary war is meant a war carried on by the people without the direct 
commandment of God as distinct from the wars carried on by Joshua by divine com¬ 
mandment. 
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and wherever one is killed there may he also be buried, although 
the ground does not belong to him.” 

“ They are permitted to appropriate dry wood. 1 ' This has 
also been ordained even by Joshua! Joshua ordained, that 
wood may be cut and appropriated by the warriors, but later 
even cut and dry wood was allowed to be taken. 

44 Where one is killed , there may he also be buried .” Is this not 
self-evident ? The killed were strangers and had no one to secure 
a burying ground for them. The law also states, that whenever 
a man dies without leaving sufficient means for the acquirement 
of a place of burial, he may be interred in the place where he 
dies. This case refers to warriors who even left sufficient means 
to secure a burying ground. 

“ They need not wash their hands before meals." Said 
Abayi: 44 This refers only to washing the hands before meals, but 
after meals it is even then necessary, because R. Hyya bar 
Ashi said: 4 Why did the sages ordain the washing of hands 
after meals ? Because among the salt used at the table there 
may be salt of Sodom, and when a hand which had touched salt 
of Sodom comes in contact with the eyes it blinds them/ There 
is only one grain of salt of Sodom in a whole kur of ordinary 
salt,” said Abayi. 

Said R. A’lia the son of Rabba to R. Ashi: 44 How is the 
law, concerning one who had measured salt ? ” and he answered: 
44 So much the more must he wash his hands.” 

44 They may eat of Damai . ” As we have learned in another 
Mishna: 44 Beth Hillel said, that a poor man and a warrior may 
partake of Damai.” 

4 4 They are exempt from the obligation of making an Erub. 
The disciples of R. Janai said: They are exempt from the obli¬ 
gation of making an Erub as far as courts and entries are con¬ 
cerned, but not where the limit of the distance of two thousand 
ells (techoom) is concerned, because R. Hyya taught: 44 One 
who is guilty of transgressing the law of techoom should be 
punished with stripes as for any other biblical negative com¬ 
mandment.” R. Jonathan opposed this: 44 Can a man be pun¬ 
ished with stripes for a negative commandment which com¬ 
mences with the word A 1 ? ” * This was again opposed by R. 


* A1 and Lo both mean “ not" in Hebrew, and R. Jonathan means to say, that 
only such negative commandments as commence with “ Lo ” involve, if transgressed, 
the punishment of stripes, but not such as commence with “ Al.” 
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A’ha bar Jacob: “According to thy theory then thp man who 
transgresses the commandment in [Leviticus xix. 31], ‘ Turn 
not unto them that have familiar spirits and unto wizards’ 
(which also commences with 4 A 1 ’), should also not be punished 
with stripes ?“ R. Jonathan puts his question in the following 
sense: The violation of a commandment which involves the 
death penalty when committed intentionally cannot be punished 
with stripes at all, and the violation of the Sabbath is certainly 
a capital offence (how then can R. Hyyahold that it can be pun¬ 
ished with stripes ?). Answered R. Ashi: It is written [Exod. 
xvi. 29], “ Let no man go out of his place on the seventh day,” 
but it does not state, that a man should not carry things on that 
day. (Consequently the transgressing of the law of techoom is 
not a capital offence, and is on a par with all other negative 
commandments.) 


CHAPTER II. 


REGULATIONS CONCERNING THE USE OF A WELL AND A GARDEN ON 

THE SABBATH. 

MISHNA: Enclosures (partitions) must be made around 
wells. They must be made of four boards, placed at an angle 
(of forty-five degrees) at the corners of the well, so that the 
four boards appear like eight (see illustration). Such is the dic¬ 
tum of R. Jehudah; but R. Meir saith: Eight boards must be 
used which will appear as twelve, namely, four boards placed at 
an angle at the corners which appear as eight, and four boards 
placed between the corner boards. The 
height of the boards must be ten spans, the 
width six spans, and the thickness whatever 
it may be. The space between the two 
corner boards on the same side must not be 
wider than to permit of the passing through 
of two teams of cattle, each team of three animals abreast. Such 
is the decree of R. Meir. R. Jehudah, however, maintains, that 
each team may be of four animals abreast, meaning of cattle 
yoked together in a team, but not walking unyoked, so that one 
enters as the other passes out. 

It is permitted to bring the enclosure quite close to the well, 
providing, that the head and greater part of the body of the 
animal be within the enclosure while it drinks. It may also be 
placed at some distance from the well, providing that more 
boards be used. 

R. Jehudah said: The maximum distance from the well at 
which the enclosure may be placed is a space large enough for 
the planting of two saah of grain, but the sages said to him: 
“ This size (sufficient for the planting of two saah of grain) is 
only applicable to a garden or a wood-shed, but as regards a 
cattle-pen, a fold, a bleaching-ground (behind the house), or a 
courtyard (in front of the house), even though it be large 
enough to permit of the planting of five kur of grain therein, 
yea, or even of ten kur, it is lawful (to carry things therein on 
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the Sabbath).” It is also permitted to place the enclosure at 
any convenient distance from the well, provided more boards 
be used. 

GEMARA: Shall we assume, that our Mishna is not accord¬ 
ing to Hananiah, as we have learned in a Boraitha, viz.: “ Boards 
may be put up at a well and ropes for a fence of a caravan, but 
Hananiah said, that ropes for a well are permitted but not 
boards ” ? Nay; we may say, that our Mishna agrees with Hana¬ 
niah; but a well containing rain-water is one thing and one con¬ 
taining spring-water is another. Our Mishna treats of spring- 
water and Hananiah refers to rain-water. To make an enclosure 
around a well of rain-water is permitted only during the time 
of the pilgrimage to Jerusalem. 

“ R.Jehiidah said: The maximum distance, ’ ’ etc. We have 
learned in a Mishna (Damai i. 1): R. Jehudah also said: “ All 
bad (inferior) dates are not suspected of being Damai, with the 
exception of the fruit known as double-fruit {di-oonopa)." Said 
Ula: The tree bearing this fruit bears twice a year (and the igno¬ 
rant people might object to acquit the legal dues thereof). 

R. Jeremiah ben Elazar said: Adam the first (man) had a 
dual face, as it is written [Psalms cxxxix. 5]: ‘‘Behind and 
before hast thou hedged me in, and thou placest upon me thy 
hand.” 

It is written [Genesis ii. 22]: “ And the Lord God formed 
the rib which he had taken from the man into a woman.” Rabh 
and Samuel both comment upon this. One declares, that the 
Lord simply divided Adam, who had a dual head, while the 
other holds, that Adam had a tail and the Lord made the woman 
out of that tail. So according to the one the passage “ Behind 
and before,” etc., is correct, but, according to the other, how 
should it be explained ? It may be explained as R. Ami said: 
“ By ‘ behind ’ is meant that last of (behind) all was man cre¬ 
ated, and by ‘ before/ that before (first of) all others did he 
receive his punishment.” The first part of this explanation is 
correct because man was created last of all on the eve of 
Sabbath, but the second part is not true; for was not the ser¬ 
pent cursed before Eve, and Eve before Adam ? The punish¬ 
ment refers to the flood, concerning which it is written [Genesis 
vii. 23]: ‘‘And it swept off every living substance which was 
upon the face of the ground, both man, and cattle, etc., and 
man is mentioned before all else. Further, it is written, that 
the Lord brought Eve to Adam, z.e, } that the Lord was sponsor 
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to them. Whence we learn, that a man, be he ever so great, 
should not refuse to be sponsor to a lesser man. 

R. Meir said: Adam the First was very pious, for when he 
saw, that on his account the human race was made mortal, he 
fasted one hundred and thirty years, separated himself from 
woman, and wore leaves of a fig-tree on his body for the same 
length of time. 

R. Jeremiah ben Elazar said: If a man is to be praised to his 
face only a small part of the praise due him should be given 
him, but his entire share may be bestowed upon him in his 
absence, as it is written [Genesis vii. i] : For thee I have seen 
righteous before me in this generation, ” and [ibid. vi. 9] : “ Noah 
was a just, perfect man in his generations/’ Thus we see that 
to his face the Lord merely called Noah righteous, whereas 
in his absence the verse called him “ a just, perfect man.” 

The same said again: A house, where the words of the Law 
are also heard at night, shall never more be destroyed, as it is 
written [Job xxxv. 10]: “ But man saith not, ‘ Where is God 
my maker, who bestoweth joyful songs even in the night/ ” and 
the verse is explained thus: If man would have sung joyful 
songs even in the night, he would not have been compelled to 
ask: ” Where is God my maker ?” 

The same said again : Since the destruction of the temple it 
is sufficient for man to use only two letters in place of the four 
forming the name of the Lord (i.e., Yod and Heh instead of 
Yod, Heh, Vav, and Heh), as it is written [Psalms cl. 6]: ” Let 
everything that hath breath praise Jah (the Lord). Hallelujah/’ 

He said again: When Babylon was cursed, it was a curse to 
the neighbors also; but when Samaria was cursed, the neighbors 
rejoiced. Speaking of Babylon, it is written [Isaiah xiv. 23] : 
“ I will also make it a possession for the hedgehog and pools of 
water,” and speaking of Samaria, it is written [Micah i. 6]: 
“ Therefore will I change Samaria into stone-heaps on the field, 
into vineyard plantations.” 

He said again: Come and see how the custom of the Holy 
One, blessed be He, differs from that of mortal man: When a 
man is about to be executed, a gag is placed in his mouth in 
order that he may not curse the king; but if a man transgresses 
against the Lord, the man is silenced, as it is written [Psalms 
lxv. 2]: “ For thee praise is waiting, O God, in Zion.” Not 
only is the man who transgresses against the Lord silent (wait¬ 
ing) but he also praises him, and the punishment given man for 
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the transgression is regarded by him as a sacrifice unto the Lord, 
as it is written, " and unto thee shall vows be paid " [ibid.j. 

This is similar to the saying of R. Jehoshua ben Levi as fol¬ 
lows: It is written [Psalms lxxxiv. 7]: " Passing through tbe 
valley of weeping, they will change it into a spring; also the 
early rain covereth it with blessings." “ Passing" refers to the 
man who has trespassed against the will of the Holy One, blessed 
be He, " the valley " refers to hell which is made deeper, 
“ weeping" signifies that they are weeping and shedding tears 
equal to the spring of Shitin, and " the early rain covereth it 
with blessings " denotes that the trespassers themselves bless the 
Lord, saying: "Creator of the Universe, Thou hast judged 
rightly, finding the righteous just and the wicked full of iniquity, 
(and blessed be Thou) that Thou hast ordained hell for the 
wicked and paradise for the righteous." 

Is this statement not contradictory to the saying of Resh 
Lakish to the effect that the fires of hell cannot gain access to 
the bodies of the sinners in Israel, which is derived from the a 
fortiori conclusion that inasmuch as the gold which was only 
of the thickness of one golden dinar covering the ark of the 
covenant, was not touched by the perpetual light, although but 
one commandment was being fulfilled, so much more will the 
sinner in Israel who has fufilled as many commandments as a 
pomegranate has seeds escape the fires of hell (as it is written 
[Solomon's Song vi. 7]: " Like the half of the pomegranate is 
the upper part of thy cheek," etc. And Resh Lakish said: Do 
not read " the upper part of thy cheek," but read " thy vain, 
wicked men " *). Nay; even Resh Lakish admits that the sin¬ 
ners descend into hell; but our father Abraham, seeing that 
they are circumcised, rescues them. 

R. Jeremiah ben Elazar said again: "Hell has three gates: 
One in the desert, one in the sea, and one in Jerusalem." " In 
the desert," as it is written [Numbers xvi. 33]: " And they went 
down, they, and all they that appertained to them, alive into 
the pit (Sheol-Gehenna). " In the sea," as it is written [Jonah 
ii. 3]: " Out of the depth of the grave have I cried, and thou 
hast heard my voice." "And one in Jerusalem, as it is written 
[Isaiah xxxi. 9]: " Who hath a fire in Zion, and a furnace in 
Jerusalem." And the disciples of R. Ishmacl taught, that by a 


* “ The upper part of thy cheek ” is expressed in Hebrew by “ Rakothech,” and 
Resh Lakish reads instead “ Rikothech,” which signifies thy vain or wicked men. 
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fire in Zion is meant Gehenna, and by the furnace in Jerusalem 
is meant the gate of Gehenna. 

R. Jehoshua ben Levi said, that hell has seven names, viz. : 
Sheol, Abadon, Baar Shachath, Bor Sheon, Tit Hayavon, Tzal- 
moveth, and Eretz Hathachthith.* 

Where is the gate of Paradise? Said Resh Lakish: If 

the gate of Paradise is in the land of Israel it is in the city of 
Beth Sheon. If it is in Araby it is in the city of Beth Gerem, 
and if it is between the rivers it is in Damaskanun." 

In Babylon, Abayi would praise the fruit growing on the 
other side of the Euphrates and Rabha would praise the fruit 
of the city of Harphania (so it may be that the gate of Para¬ 
dise is situated in one of these two places). 

" Cattle yoked together in a team , but not walking unyoked ." 
Why does the Mishna say" yoked together but not unyoked " ? 
It is self-evident, that if they must be yoked they cannot be un¬ 
yoked ? We might assume, that if it said only " yoked to¬ 
gether" we might think that apparently yoked would be suffi¬ 
cient, so it is repeated in order to make it more emphatic. 

" So that one enters as the other passes out S' That means, 
that one team can enter while another passes out. This was 
taught in a Boraitha. 

The Rabbis taught: How much (in size) must the larger part 
of a cow be reckoned ? Two ells. What is the breadth of a 
cow ? One and two-thirds of an ell. Thus six cows abreast 
will measure about ten ells. So said R. Meir, but R. Jeliudah 
said: "About thirteen or fourteen ells." Why does R. Meir 
say " about ten ells " ? It is exactly ten ells ? Because he must 
teach later " about thirteen ells," so he also approximates it in 
this case, and says " about ten ells." Now, why does R. Jehu- 
dah say " about thirteen ells"? According to his opinion it 
should be more ? Because he wishes to say " about fourteen " 
he generalizes it and says " about thirteen or fourteen." How 
can he say about fourteen ? It is less than fourteen ? Said R. 
Papa: " He means to say more than thirteen and less than four¬ 
teen " (i.e.j the measure of two teams of four cows each abreast 
is more than thirteen and less than fourteen ells). 

R. Papa said: For a well that measures not more than eight 


* These names can be found in the following passages : Jonah ii. 3 ; Psalms 
lxxxviii. 12 ; ibid. xvi. 10; ibid. xl. 2; ibid. cvii. 10; the last name is traditional 
and not mentioned in the Scriptures. 
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ells in circumference, all agree, that no centre-boards are neces¬ 
sary. For a well of twelve ells in circumference, all agree that 
they are necessary. Where they differ is concerning a well that 
is between eight and twelve ells in circumference. According to 
R. Meir centre-boards are necessary, and according to R. Jehu- 
dah they are not. What would R. Papa inform us ? We have 
learned this in our Mishna; for R. Jehudah says two teams of 
four animals each and R. Meir two teams of three each, so the 
difference is the size of two animals but not the size of one. R. 
Papa did not know of the Boraitha stating the size of a cow, so 
he came to teach us the measure. 

Abayi asked Rabba: “ What is the law if a man make the 
enclosures wider; must, according to R. Meir, centre-boards be 
put up nevertheless or not ?” and Rabba answered: “ This was 
taught us in the Mishna, ‘ providing that more boards be used.’ 
Can we not assume that centre-boards are necessary?” Re¬ 
joined Abayi: “ Nay! it may mean that the corner-boards should 
be increased in length.” It seems to us that the opinion of the 
latter is the intention of the Mishna. This decides the argu¬ 
ment. 

Abayi asked Rabba again : ‘ 4 What is the law according to 
R. Jehudah if the space between the corner-boards on the same 
side exceeded thirteen and one-third ells ? What should a man 
do then ? Should he increase the length of the corner-boards 
or put up centre-boards? ” Answered Rabba: This was taught 
us in a Boraitha as follows: What is meant by “ they are near 
each other” ? If they are only apart a space as large as the 
greater part of a cow. What would be called ” they are far 
away from each other” ? If the space between them is so large 
that a kur or even two kurs of grain can be planted therein. R. 
Jehudah, however, said, that only a space large enough to per¬ 
mit of the planting of two saahs of grain is permitted, but no 
more. The sages said to R. Jehudah: ” Dost thou not admit 
that a cattle-pen or a fold, a bleaching-ground or a courtyard, 
even though they be large enough to accommodate five or even 
ten kurs of grain, are permitted ? ” R. Jehudah answered : Here 
the case is different; for here we have partitions, while in the 
case of a well we have only enclosures.” Now, if the length of 
the corner-boards should be increased, then R. Jehudah would 
say that the boards around a well also constitute a partition. 
Rejoined Abayi: Around a cattle-pen or a fold, a bleaching- 
ground or a courtyard, according to R. Jehudah, the law of a 
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partition is applied and that must not contain a space larger 
than ten ells, and it matters not whether that space have a capac¬ 
ity large enough to permit of planting one or five kur of grain ; 
but the space between the corner-boards was fixed at thirteen 
and one-third ells because the law of enclosures is applied, hence 
it should not have a capacity larger than would permit of the 
planting of two saahs of grain, even if the length of the boards 
be increased. 

Abayi asked Rabba again: 44 Can a sandheap four ells wide 
and sloping up to a height of ten spans take the place of the 
corner-boards at a well ?” Answered Rabba: 44 This is taught 
in a Tosephta: 4 R. Simeon ben Elazar said: If there was a 
square rock standing at the corner of a well, which if divided 
would form an angle, each side of which would be one ell, it 
may take the place of corner-boards, otherwise it cannot.’ ” R. 
Ishmael the son of R. Johanan ben Berokah said: 44 Even if the 
rock was round and when made square and divided would form 
an angle each side of which would be one ell, it may also take 
the place of the corner-boards.” On what point do they differ ? 
According to the former Tana there is only one supposition 
allowed regarding the rock, whereas according to the latter, even 
two suppositions concerning the rock are permitted. 

He asked him again: 44 May a bush take the place of cor¬ 
ner-boards ? ” and Rabba answered : 44 We have learned this in a 
Boraitha: If there was a fence, a tree, or a number of cane-laths 
on the spot, they may serve as corner-boards.” What is meant 
by cane-laths? In all probability a bush. Nay; we might 
assume, that they were really cane-laths and less than three spans 
apart ? Then, by application of the law of 44 lavud ” it would 
be a fence, and the Boraitha mentions a fence in the first place; 
why should the repetition be made ? If it is a bush, it is the 
same as a tree; why the repetition in this instance ? It might 
be said, then, that two kinds of a tree are mentioned; why 
should not two kinds of fences be mentioned ? 

Abayi asked him again: May things be carried from a court¬ 
yard opening into the enclosure around a well and vice versa? 
Rabba answered: 44 They may.” 44 How is it if there were two 
adjoining courtyards opening into the enclosure ? ” 44 Then one 

must not carry from the courtyards into the enclosure.” Said 
R. Huna: 44 If there were two courtyards, even an Erub will 
not make it lawful to carry things from the courtyards into the 
enclosure as a precaution, lest it be said, that the law of Erub 
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applies also to enclosures/’ Rabha, however, said : “ If an Erub 
was made, it is lawful.” Said Abayi: “ I know of a Boraitha, 
which supporteth thy opinion, viz. : If a courtyard opened into 
an enclosure around a well, things may be carried to and from 
the courtyard and the enclosure, but if two courtyards opened 
into the enclosure, this is not allowed, provided an Erub was not 
made. If an Erub was made, it is lawful.” 

Abayi asked Rabba again: ” What is the law concerning the 
enclosures of a well which had gone dry on Sabbath ?” and he 
answered: ” Were not the enclosures made merely for the sake 
of the water ? If the water gave out, the enclosures are void.” 
Now asked Rabin of Abayi: " What is the law if the well went 
dry on the Sabbath and was filled again on the same day?” 
Answered Abayi: Concerning the law of a well that had gone 
dry I asked Master and he told me that the enclosures were 
void; hence if the well filled up again on the same day the 
enclosure must be regarded as one constructed on the Sabbath 
and it was decided that [in Tract Sabbath, page 200] a partition 
constructed on the Sabbath is valid. 

R. Elazar said:” If one throw something (from public 
ground) within the enclosures around a well, he is culpable.” 
Is this not self-evident ? If the enclosures were not regarded as 
a partition, how would it be allowed to draw water from the well 
on Sabbath ? R. Elazar means to tell us, that if such enclos¬ 
ures were erected in public ground without having a well, it also 
makes one culpable to throw a thing within the enclosures. Is 
this not self-evident ? If such enclosures were not regarded as 
a partition elsewhere, how could they be thus considered when 
erected around a well ? He lets us know, that even if the space 
surrounded by the enclosures is used as a public thoroughfare, 
it is nevertheless regarded as private ground. Then he means 
to tell us, that the public who pass through the enclosures do 
not nullify the validity of the enclosures ? This we have also 
been taught [in Tract Sabbath, page 10]. The ordinance there 
is derived from his dictum above. 

* ‘ It is permitted to place the enclosures quite close to the well. 
We have learned in a Mishna [Sabbath, xi.]: A man must not, 
standing in private ground, drink in public ground, nor, stand¬ 
ing in public ground, drink in private ground, unless he place his 
head and the greater part of his body within the place in which 
he drinks. Such is likewise the law regarding a vine-press. Shall 
we assume, that it is sufficient for a man to have his head and 
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the greater part of his body in the place in which he drinks, but 
does this also apply to cattle or not ? If the man hold the ves¬ 
sel from which the cattle drink and holds also the cattle (so that 
they cannot turn around), there is no question but that it is suf¬ 
ficient if they have their heads and the larger part of their bodies 
within the enclosures; but if the man hold the vessel only, and 
not the cattle, what is the law ? Replied one of the schoolmen 
to the questioner: We have learned this in our Mishna, viz.: 
“ Providing the head and the greater part of the body of the 
animal be within the enclosure while it drinks/* Must we not 
assume, that in this case the man holds only the vessel and not 
the animal ? Nay; he holds both the vessel and the animal and 
the law seems to apply to the latter instances; for had he not held 
the animal also, how could this be allowed ? Did we not learn 
in a Boraitha: A man must not fill a vessel with water to give 
to his cattle, but he may fill up the vessel and let his cattle drink 
of their own accord. (This was taught concerning the enclosures 
around the well.) Now, then, if we should say, that this Boraitha 
applies to a man who holds both the vessel and the cattle, why 
should he not water the cattle out of the vessel? We must there¬ 
fore assume, that he did not hold the cattle, and consequently 
it is obvious that one must hold both the vessel and the cattle. 

Have we not learned, that Abayi explains the mentioned 
Boraitha as follows: The case was, where a crib, ten spans high 
and four spans wide (forming in itself a private ground), and 
opening into the enclosures surrounding the well, stood in pub¬ 
lic ground and the animal stood in private ground ? The Borai¬ 
tha ordains, that the man should not fill a vessel with water and 
carry it to the animal, but pour it into the crib, i.e., he should 
not lift the vessel with water over the crib and carry it through 
public ground to the animal, lest he notice that the crib is 
broken and he will carry the crib into the place where the animal 
stands to mend it, thus carrying a thing from public into private 
ground ? 

Even if he did so, can the man be held culpable ? Did not 
R. Saphra say, in the name of R. Ami, quoting R. Johanan: 
‘ ‘ If one moved a certain thing from one corner into another in 
private ground and then carried it into public ground, he is not 
culpable, because his original intention was not to carry it into 
public ground ?” Abayi means to state, that the man might 
mend the crib where it was standing and then carry it into pri¬ 
vate ground. 
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Come and hear (another objection): “ A camel, whose head 
and greater part of the body was within the enclosures around a 
well, may be crammed.” Now, in such a case, the man certainly 
holds the animal and the vessel, and still it is necessary that the 
head and larger part of the body of the animal be within the 
enclosures ? Said R. A’ha bar R. Huna in the name of R. 
Shesheth: “ With a camel it is different; the neck of a camel 
being very long, if the camel turned its head around it would be 
in public ground/’ 

We have learned also in a Boraitha, that R. Eliezer also 
prohibits this to be done with a camel, because its neck is 
very long. 

R. Itz’hak bar Ada said: “ The enclosures around wells are 
not permitted to be used by any but the pilgrims while going to 
Jerusalem for the festivals.” Did we not learn in a Boraitha 
that the enclosures are allowed only for cattle ? By cattle is 
meant the cattle of the pilgrims, but what should a man who 
wishes to drink do ? He should hold on to the walls of the well 
and drink there. [This is not so! Did not R. Itz’hak in the 
name of R. Jehudah quoting Samuel say, that the enclosures arc 
permitted to be made only around wells containing spring-water 
but not rain-water ? If the wells were only allowed for cattle, 
why should this distinction be made ? The water must be fit for 
human use also (because the enclosures are erected for the sake 
of the water, the latter should be good water).] If the walls of 
the well were very wide and a man could not climb over them, 
he may draw water from the well and drink it. 

R. Jeremiah bar Abba said in the name of Rabh: The laws 
of a road that had huts built on it at seventy ells apart and of 
enclosures around wells do not hold good in Babylon or any¬ 
where outside of Palestine. The first law does not apply to 
Babylon on account of the frequent floods and to other lands on 
account of thieves who would steal the huts, and the second law 
does not apply to Babylon because of the abundance of water 
and to other lands because there are no colleges of learning. 

Said R. Hisda to Mari the son of R. Huna the son of Jere¬ 
miah bar Abba: “ I have heard, that yc, men of Barnash, go to 
the synagogue of Daniel on the Sabbath, a distance of three 
miles. Upon what grounds do ye do this ? Do ye depend upon 
the law of huts ? Was it not said by thy grandfather in the 
name of Rabh, that this law does not apply to Babylon ? R. 
Hisda was shown by Mari demolished buildings scattered over 
vol. hi.—4 
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the entire road, at about seventy ells apart, which at one time 
formed part of the city itself. 

Said R. Hisda: Mari bar Mar related: It is written [Jeremiah 
xxiv. i] : “ The Lord caused me to see, and, behold, there were 
two baskets of figs placed before the temple of the Lord,” etc., 
and [ibid. 2] : The one basket had very good figs, like the figs 
that are first ripe; and the other basket had very bad figs, which 
could not be eaten, from being so bad.” The good figs repre¬ 
sent the strictly righteous and the bad figs the grossly wicked, 
but if you mean to say, that for the grossly wicked there is no 
more hope, therefore it is written [Solomon's Song vii. 14]: 
” The mandrakes* give forth their smell.” 

Rabha preached: “ By the passage ‘The mandrakes give 
forth their smell ’ is meant the young men of Israel who have not 
yet tasted of the fruit of sin, and by ‘ at our doors are all man¬ 
ners of precious fruits' is meant the virgins of Israel who are 
modest before their marriage, and by the passage ‘ new and also 
old, O my friend! these have I laid up for thee ’ is meant what 
the congregation of Israel said to the Holy One, blessed be He, 
namely: ‘ Creator of the Universe! Even more than thou hast 
ordained for us, have we ordained for ourselves and have faith¬ 
fully observed.' ” 

Said R. Hisda to one of the scholars who read legendary 
matter before him: ” Hast thou not heard what is meant by 
4 new and also old' (in the passage quoted) ?” He answered: 
” ‘ The old”' refers to biblical ordinances and the ‘ new ’ to rab¬ 
binical.” 

Rabha preached: ” It is written [Ecclesiastes xii. 12]: But 
more than all these, my son, take warning for thyself: the 
making of many books would have no end; and much preaching 
is a weariness of the flesh.’ This means: ‘ My son, be careful 
in the observance of the rabbinical commandments (even more 
than in the biblical); for while the biblical commandments are 
for the most part positive and negative not always involv¬ 
ing the death-penalty if violated), the rabbinical commandments, 
if infracted, would involve capital punishment. Lest one might 
say, that if such be the case, why were not the rabbinical com¬ 
mandments written down, the answer is provided, ‘ The making 
of many books would have no end.’ The end of the passage 


* The Hebrew term used for baskets and for mandrakes in both passages is 
“ Dudaim,” hence the inference by analogy. 



TRACT ERUBIN. 


5i 


‘ Much preaching is a weariness of the flesh/ signifies, that one 
who devotes much thought and reflection to the rabbinical com¬ 
mandments, acquires a taste as if he had eaten an excess of 
meat.” 

The Rabbis taught: It happened that when R. Aqiba was in 
prison R. Jehoshua of Garsi served him every day. Water was 
given R. Aqiba in a measure. One day the warden of the prison 
said to R. Jehoshua: 41 To-day thy measure of water is too 
large. Perhaps it is thy intention to undermine the prison.” 
So he poured out half the water and returned the remainder. 
When R. Jehoshua came to R. Aqiba the latter said to him: 
44 Dost thou not know, that I am an old man and that my life is 
dependent upon thee ? ” R. Jehoshua then related what had 
happened. Said R. Aqiba: 44 Give me the water and I will wash 
my hands prior to eating,” and he answered: 44 There is hardly 
enough water to drink, and thou wouldst use it to wash thy 
hands ?” Rejoined R. Aqiba: 44 What can I do ? I must fol¬ 
low the rabbinical commandment, which if violated would 
involve capital punishment. It were better for me that I die of 
hunger, than to act contrary to the opinion of my colleagues.” 
And it was said that R. Aqiba would not taste anything until 
water was brought to him to wash his hands. When the sages 
heard of this, they said: If he was so careful in his old age how 
was he in his youth, and if he was so particular in prison how 
was he when at liberty! 

R. Jehudah said in the name of Samuel: In the time that 
Solomon the king ordained the law of Erubin and that of wash¬ 
ing the hands (before meals) a heavenly voice was heard, which 
said [Proverbs xxiii. 15]: 44 My son, if thy heart be wise, my 
heart shall rejoice, even mine,” and [ibid, xxvii. 11]: Become 
wise, my son, and cause my heart to rejoice, that I may give an 
answer to him that reproacheth me.” 

Rabha preached again : It is written [Solomon s Song vii. 
12—13]: 44 Come, my friend! let us go forth into the field; let us 
spend the night in the villages; let us get up early to the vine¬ 
yards; let us see if the vine have blossomed, whether the young 
grape have opened to the view, whether the pomegranates have 
budded: there will I give my caresses unto thee.” ” Come, my 
friend! let us go into the field.’ Thus said the com mu nit) of 
Israel before the Holy One, blessed be He: 44 Creator of the 
Universe! Judge us not by the inhabitants of the large cities, 
for there is robbery, rapine, false-swearing, and swearing in vain 
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among them. Come into the field and we will show Thee many 
scholars who study the Law although they are in poor circum¬ 
stances/’ 41 Let us spend the night in the villages.’’* This 
means: Come with us and we will show Thee so many, to whom 
Thou hast shown so much mercy and still they deny Thee. 44 Let 
us go up early into the vineyards,” refers to the synagogues 
and the houses of learning. 44 Let us see if the vine have 
blossomed, ” refers to those who study the Holy Writ. 44 Whether 
the young grape have opened to the view,” refers to those who 
study the Mishna. 44 Whether the pomegranates have budded,” 
refers to those who study the Gemara. 44 There will I give my 
caresses unto thee,” signifies: We will show Thee our children 
who honor and revere us by studying the Law and walking in 
Thy ways. 

Said R. Hamnuna: It is written [I Kings v. 12]: 44 And he 
spoke three thousand proverbs and his songs were a thousand 
and five.” From this it is inferred, that Solomon said three 
thousand proverbs for every one of the biblical commandments 
and gave one thousand and five reasons for each of the rabbin¬ 
ical commandments. 

Rabha preached: It is written [Ecclesiastes xii. 9]: 44 And 
in addition to this that Koheleth was wise, he continually also 
taught the people knowledge, and he probed, and searched out, 
and composed many proverbs.” 44 He continually also taught 
the people knowledge” signifies, that he supplied the Holy 
Writ with the Massoretic text and explained the different pas¬ 
sages with parables and proverbs. 44 And composed many pro¬ 
verbs.” Ula said in the name of R. Eliezer, that prior to the 
time of Solomon the Scriptures were like a basket without 
handles, that could not be grasped, and when Solomon came, he 
provided the Holy Writ with all the precautionary measures 
necessary for its preservation. 

R. Hisda said in the name of Mar Uqba: 44 It is written: 
4 His head is bright as the finest gold, his locks are like waving 
foliage, and black as a raven.’ ” (Locks are expressed by the 
Hebrew word 44 Taltalim,” also meaning heaps.) The inference 
can be made from this passage, that upon every letter contained 
in the Scriptures a heap of ordinances can be based, and further, 
that the one wishing to find all the beauties contained in the 


* The Hebrew term for “ in the villages ” is “ bakphorim,” and if read “ bako- 
phrim ” through transposition of the vowel would signify : “ Among the infidels." 
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Holy Writ must devote himself to its study until he becomes 
4< black as a raven.” Rabha said not “ until he becomes black 
as a raven,” but until he becomes as hard-hearted towards his 
family as a raven is towards its young. 

As it happened that R. Ada bar Mattna wished to go and 
seclude himself in the house of learning and his wife said to 
him : “ What shall I do with thy little ones ? ” and he answered : 
“ There are still herbs in the field.” 

It is written [Deuteronomy vii. io] : “And repaycth those 
that hate him to their face, to destroy them. He will not delay, 
to him that hateth him he will repay him to his face.” Said 
R. Jehoshua ben Levi: “ Were it not for this passage, it would 
be impossible to make such an assertion ; for this is like a mortal 
who would rid himself of a burden which had become too heavy 
to carry.”* The last part of the passage implies, that while 
punishment is not delayed to the wicked, the reward to the 
strictly righteous is delayed. So said R. Aila and it is similar 
to the dictum of R. Jehoshua ben Levi: “ It is written [ibid, ii.]: 
* The ordinances which I command thee this day, to do them/ ” 
and signifies, that the commandments are to be fulfilled this day, 
but the reward for so doing is put off for a future day, i.e ., will 
be given in the world to come.” 

“ R . Jehudah said: 1 The maximum distance / ” etc. The 
schoolmen propounded a question: Does R. Jehudah mean to 
exclude the space occupied by the well in the maximum distance 
or does it refer to the enclosures plus the space between the 
enclosures and the well ? Come and hear: We have learned: 
What is meant by “ the enclosure may be quite close to the 
well ” ? That the head and greater part of the body of the ani¬ 
mal be within the enclosures, and what is meant by “ it may be 
placed at some distance from the well” ? That the space be¬ 
tween the well and the enclosure may be of sufficient size to 
permit of the planting of one or even two kurs of grain therein. 
R. Jehudah, however, says, that it may be only of two saahs 
capacity, but not more. The sages said to him: Wilt thou not 
grant us that as regards a cattle-pen, fold, bleaching-ground, or 
a courtyard, a capacity of five or even ten kur is permissible ? 
He answered them: “ Yea; but in the latter cases we have a 


* This expression is rendered in Hebrew by ihe term a literal translation 

for which cannot be found. The implied meaning of the term, however, is : "W hen 
speaking of God, the assumption is made, that if He were a concrete body, this or 


that could be said of Him. 
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partition whereas in the case of a well there are only enclosures.” 
R. Simeon ben Elazar, however, said, that in the case of a well, 
the square of a space sufficient for the planting of two saahs of 
grain is allowed, and by “ it (the enclosure) may be placed at 
some distance from the well” is meant such a square plus the 
two ells necessary for the accommodation of the head and larger 
part of the body of the animal. Now, then, if R. Simeon ben 
Elazar means to permit the two ells in addition to the square 
space permitted, it is evident, that R. Jehudah, who differs with 
him, means to include them in that space. 

Nay; this is not so, after all! R. Jehudah also means to 
allow the two ells in addition to the permitted space, but he 
differs with R. Simeon ben Elazar in the measurement of the 
space. The latter holds, that the space should be square, i.e, y if 
it be one hundred ells long it must be one hundred ells wide, 
whereas according to R. Jehudah it may be one hundred ells 
long and only fifty ells wide (for such was the measure of the 
court of the tabernacle). [The end of the Boraitha is:] A rule 
was laid down by R. Simeon ben Elazar: Every space used for 
a dwelling of any description, e.g., a pen, a fold, a bleaching- 
ground, or a courtyard, may be of a size large enough to permit 
even of the planting of ten kurs of grain therein; but a roofed 
dwelling such as the huts in a field must not exceed two saahs’ 
capacity. 

MISHNA: R. Jehudah said: If a public thoroughfare 
passes through the enclosure, it must be closed up with boards 
at the sides facing the thoroughfare; but the sages hold, that 
it is not necessary. 

GEMARA: Said R. Itz’hak bar Joseph in the name of R. 
Johanan: “ There is no such a thing as public ground in Pales¬ 
tine.”* R. Dimi sitting in his college repeated this Halakha. 
Said Abayi to him: ” What is the reason of this assertion? 
Shall I assume, that it is because the rocks of the mount Tyre 
surround Palestine on one side and a canal on another side ? 
Does not the river Euphrates on the one side and the river Dig- 
lat on the other side surround Babylon and in like manner the 
ocean surrounds the world, then there should be no public 
ground at all. Perhaps R. Johanan meant to say, that the path 
ascending the mountain and the other descending from the 
mountain is not public ground?” Answered R. Dimi: I see 


Vide Introduction to Vol. I., p. xxviii, § iv. 
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thou hast a wise head, and it seems to me as if thou wert among 
the pillars of R. Johanan’s college, when he pronounced this 
Halakha. 

When Rabhin came from Palestine, he said in the name of R. 
Johanan, and according to another version in the name of R. 
Abbahu quoting R. Johanan : The paths by which the mountains 
in Palestine are ascended and descended do not come under the 
head of public ground, because they were not encountered on 
the journey through the wilderness (the pillar of cloud removing 
all hills and mountains from the path of the children of Israel). 

MISHNA: Be it a public cistern, a public well, or a private 
well, such an enclosure of boards must be made for it; to a pri¬ 
vate cistern, however, a partition ten hands high must be made. 
Such is the dictum of R. Aqiba; but R. Jehudah ben Babali said : 
An enclosure of boards must be made only for a public well; 
for all others it is sufficient to make a rope fence ten hands high. 

GEMARA: Said R. Joseph in the name of R. Jehudah 
quoting Samuel: “ The Halakha prevails according to R. Jehudah 
ben Babah.” And he said again in the name of the same 
authority: “It is allowed only to make an enclosure around a 
well containing spring-water. ” The reason this latter saying of 
R. Jehudah ben Babah is quoted is, because in the Mishna he 
states, that an enclosure must be made only for a public well and 
we might assume that even if the well contained rain-water, pro¬ 
viding it be only a public well, an enclosure may be made around 
it: therefore we are taught, that even though it be a public well 
it must contain spring-water. 

MISHNA: Furthermore, R. Jehudah ben Babah said: “ In 
a garden or wood-shed over seventy ells square and encompassed 
by a wall ten hands high, it is lawful to carry things, provided 
there is a watch-box or dwelling of some kind (within the garden 
or shed), or they are close to town.” R. Jehudah, however, said : 
Even though there be nothing else within them than a cistern, a 
reservoir, or a cave, it is lawful to carry things (in the garden or 
shed). R. Aqiba said: Even if the garden or wood-shed con¬ 
tain none of these objects mentioned, one may carry things 
within them (on Sabbath), provided they do not measure much 
over seventy ells square. R. Eliezer said: If the length of 
such a garden or wood-shed exceed its width by even one ell, it 
is not permitted to carry things therein.” R. Jose, however, 
said: Even if its length be twice its width, it is lawful to carry 
things therein. 
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R. Ilai said: I heard from R. Eliezer, that even though 
the garden or wood-shed be large enough to permit of a whole 
kur of grain being planted within it, it is permitted to carry 
things therein on Sabbath. I also heard from him, that if one 
of the householders of a court had forgotten and not combined 
in the erub, he must not carry anything out of or into his house, 
but the other inmates of the court may do so. Furthermore, I 
heard from him, that a man can fully acquit himself of the duty 
(of eating bitter herbs) on the Passover by using hart’s-tongue 
(scolopendrium). I inquired among all his disciples seeking a 
colleague who had also heard him pronounce these opinions, 
but I could not find one. 

GEMARA: “ R. Aqiba said: Even if the garden," etc. Is 
this not the same as was said by the first Tana ? There is a 
difference in a trifling matter between the two, as we have 
learned in the following Boraitha: “ There is a trifle over the 
seventy ells and something, which the sages failed to specify, 
and that is the difference between the space of two saahs’ capac¬ 
ity (which is ioo by 50 ells) and the square of seventy ells and 
something (two saahs’ capacity is equal to 100 by 5° ells, or 
5,000 square ells, and 703 by 70I ells is equal to 4.9941 square 
ells, hence the difference, 5-| square ells). Whence do we 
adduce this ? Said R. Jehudah: “ It is written [Exodus xxvii. 
18]: * The length of the court shall be one hundred cubits and 
the breadth fifty by fifty/ This means to say, that the fifty 
cubits of length exceeding the breadth should be apportioned 
to the breadth, so as to make the whole seventy cubits and 
four spans square/’* What is the correct interpretation of 
the passage ? How can one hundred ells in length by fifty by 
fifty in breadth be understood ? Said Abayi: “ The passage 
implies that the tabernacle must be placed immediately beyond 
where the court is fifty ells in length, and being itself thirty ells 
long and ten wide, it will have a frontage of fifty ells and 
twenty ells on each remaining side.” 

” R. Eliezer said: ‘ If the length ,’ ” etc. Did we not learn 
in a Boraitha: R. Eliezer said: ” If the length exceeded double 
the width of the garden or wood-shed by one ell, things must 
not be carried in them” ? Said R. Bibhi bar Abayi: Our 
Mishna must also be read not ” if the length exceed the width,” 


* These figures are approximate and the correct figures depend upon whether 
the cubit measured 5 or 6 spans. 
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but 44 if the length exceed double the width." If such be the 
case, then is this not the same as said by R. Jose ? The differ¬ 
ence between them is the one square ell which R. Eliezer adds 
as a proviso but which R. Jose does not incorporate in his dic¬ 
tum, for the former says (according to the above Boraitha): 
“ Even if the length exceed double the width by one ell," while 
the latter says, 44 even if the length be double the width 
(exactly)." 

44 R.Jose , however , said'' etc. It was taught: R. Joseph in 
the name of R. Jehudah, quoting Samuel, said: The Halakha 
prevails according to R. Jose’s dictum in that a square is not 
essential. R. Bibhi, also, in the name of R. Jehudah, quoting 
Samuel, said: 44 The Halakha prevails according to R. Aqiba, 
who says, that the garden or wood-shed need not contain any of 
those objects." Samuel found it necessary to make both state¬ 
ments in order to make the ordinance more lenient, i.e., that 
neither was it essential that the garden or wood-shed be square 
nor that it contain a watch-box, dwelling, etc. 

If a wood-shed of more than two saahs’ capacity was fenced 
in for a dwelling, and the larger part of it was used to sow grain 
therein, it is like a garden and things must not be moved therein, 
because the fact that it was used for the purpose of sowing 
grain nullifies the original intention to use it for a dwelling. If, 
however, trees were planted in the greater part of it, things may 
be carried therein, because it is considered as a yard or court 
adjacent to a house. What is the law, however, if only in the 
smaller part of such a wood-shed grain was sown ? Said R. 
Huna the son of R. Jehoshua: If the wood-shed was of two 
saahs’ capacity, it is allowed to carry things therein under those 
circumstances, but if it was of a larger capacity, it is not allowed 
(to carry things therein). This will be in accordance with R. Si¬ 
meon, whose opinion will be cited later (Chapter IX., Mishna i.). 
If trees were planted in the wood-shed: according to R. Jehu¬ 
dah in the name of Abhimi, things may be carried only if 
benches were made between the trees, but according to R. 
Na’hman, this is not necessary, and R. Huna the son of Jehudah 
is of the same opinion as R. Na’hman. 

Said R. Na’hman in the name of Samuel: A wood-shed of 
over two saahs’ capacity, which was not fenced in for a dwelling, 
stood near a house which was subsequently built adjoining it. 
What is to be done in order to make it lawful for the occupants 
of the house to carry things to and from the wood-shed and the 
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house on the Sabbath ? First, a breach of more than ten ells 
should be made in the wall of the wood-shed (thereby render¬ 
ing the walls useless); then the breach should be filled up so as 
to make it ten ells only. This will be regarded as a door, and 
will make it lawful to carry things between the house and the 
wood-shed. 

The schoolmen asked: ” How is it, if the man tore down 
and rebuilt the walls of the wood-shed piecemeal, i.e., ell by ell 
until more than ten ells were torn down and then by rebuilding 
just ten ells of the breach were left. (Must over ten ells be 
demolished at once in order to render the wall useless or does 
it suffice if eventually such a breach was made even if it was 
done ell by ell) ” ? The answer was: Is this not the same as 
we have learned in a Mishna (in Tract Kelim), that the vessels 
of householders which contain a hole larger than a pomegranate 
are not subject to defilement; and Hezkyah asked, what the law 
was if a hole the size of an olive was made in the vessel and 
stopped up and this was repeated until the hole became the size 
of a pomegranate. R. Johanan answered him and related that 
Rabbi taught this in another Mishna concerning a sandal, one 
ear of which had become torn and was mended when the other 
became torn and was also mended, the sandal after the second 
mending is not subject to defilement. Rabbi was asked why 
he had ordained thus, for after the second mending, the same 
condition existed in the sandal as after the first. He answered: 
Nay; when the other ear was broken off the sandal was virtu¬ 
ally destroyed and after it had been mended it assumed a differ¬ 
ent appearance. This statement can also be applied to the 
wall, which with each successive breach of one ell assumed a 
different appearance. The answer was: Such explanations are 
superhuman (and can only be made by an angel). According to 
another version, the answer was: '‘This is a man (who has 
knowledge)/’ * 

Said R. Kahana: “ In a bleaching-ground (behind a house) 
things must not be carried except for a distance of four ells.” 
Said R. Na’hman: ” If a door was erected in the bleaching- 
ground, things maybe carried over its entire extent; because 
the door renders this lawful.” 

If a wood-shed of over two saahs’ capacity which had been 


* The Gemara has evidently omitted the names of the different sages who car¬ 
ried on the above argument. 
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intended for a dwelling was filled with water it is considered as 
if planted with trees, and things may be carried over its entire 
extent. Said Ameimar: Provided the water was fit to drink; 
but if not fit for drinking purposes, tilings must not be carried 
within the wood-shed. 

There was a bleaching-ground in the city of Pumnahara, one 
side of which opened into the city and the other side into a 
path leading to a vineyard, which in turn opened into the banks 
of a lake. Said Rabha: A side-beam should be erected on the 
side of the bleaching-ground facing the city, and if this is of use 
as an entry to the city, it will also be a valid entry for the bleach¬ 
ing-ground. This makes it lawful to carry things both in the 
entry and in the bleaching-ground; but as for carrying from the 
entry into the bleaching-ground or vice versa , there is a differ¬ 
ence of opinion between R. Aha and Rabhina. One permits 
this because the bleaching-ground is uninhabited. The other 
prohibits this, lest the bleaching-ground become at some time 
inhabited and things will be carried to and fro nevertheless. 

A wood-shed of over two saahs’ capacity which was not fenced 
in for a dwelling and was made smaller by planting trees therein, 
is not considered diminished in size. If, however, a pillar was 
erected within it, ten spans high and four wide, it is considered 
diminished. If the pillar was less than three spans wide, all 
agree, that it is of no account; but if it be over three spans and 
less than four, Rabha said, that the wood-shed is thereby dimin¬ 
ished because a thing which is over three spans wide does not 
come within the law of “ lavud ” (attachment), and is hence 
considered an independent subject; Rabha, however, maintains, 
that it is not diminished, for a subject which is less than four 
spans is of no account. 

If a partition was made in the wood-shed four spans distant 
from the wall, things may be carried over the entire wood-shed. 
If the partition was less than three spans from the wall, all agree 
that this would be unlawful. If over three and less than four, 
Rabba said it is lawful, and Rabha said it is not. R. Shimi, 
however, taught this ordinance in a more lenient form, namely: 
If the partition was over three and less than four spans from the 
wall, all agree, that it is lawful; but if it was less than three 
then there is a difference of opinion. 

Rabba bar bar Hana propounded a question: ‘ If the bot¬ 
tom part of a partition was swallowed up by the earth and the 
top part remained, can it be accounted a lawful partition or 
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not?” What was the object of this question ? If it refers to a 
partition which was erected on the estate of a deceased proselyte, 
then this question is identical with that of Jeremiah of Bira, 
which is decided in Tract Baba Bathra; and if it refers to the Sab- 
bath-law, i.e if a partition was made on Sabbath, then the 
question has already been decided previously (page 47). 

Concerning a wood-shed of three saahs* capacity which was 
provided with a roof of only one saah capacity Rabha said : 
The atmosphere of the unroofed portion of the wood-shed 
nullifies the roof which has been erected and things must not be 
carries within it. R. Zera, however, said: The atmosphere of 
the unroofed portion does not interfere with the roof which is 
considered as attached to the part of one saah’s capacity and 
things may be carried within the roofed part with impunity. I 
admit, however, that if a wall of the wood-shed facing a court¬ 
yard was entirely demolished, the atmosphere of the adjoining 
courtyard renders the remaining walls void and makes the wood¬ 
shed one of over two saahs’ capacity. 

There was a garden on the estate of the Exilarch containing 
a pavilion. On a Friday R. Huna bar Hinana was told to go out 
there and make the pavilion suitable so that things could be 
carried and meals taken within it on the morrow. He went and 
placed some sticks of less than three spans in height in the ground 
around the pavilion. Rabha then went out and tore down the 
sticks. R. Papa and R. Huna the son of R. Jehoshua even 
went and hid the sticks so that R. Huna bar Hinana could not 
obtain them again (because all three held, that the sticks would 
have been of no account whatever). So the Exilarch applied to 
them the verse [Jeremiah iv. 22] : ” Wise are they to do evil, but 
how to do good they do not know.” 

“ R. Ilai said: I have heard from R. Eliezer, that even though 
a garden or wood-shed be large enough to permit of the planting of 
awholekurf etc. This Mishna is not in accordance with the 
opinion of Hananiah, who said, that even if they have a capacity 
of forty saahs, as a parade ground for soldiers in front of the 
king’s palace, things may be carried within them, so it was 
taught in a Boraitha. Said R. Johanan : Both R. Eliezer and 
Hananiah adduced their opinions from the same passage, viz. [II 
Kings xx. 4]: ” And it came to pass, before Isaiah was gone out 
into the middle court,” etc., while subsequently city is men¬ 
tioned and hence the inference that a parade ground be it even 
as large as a medium-sized town is still called a court provided 
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it be in front of the king's palace. Their point of difference is, 
that one holds a medium-sized town to have a capacity of one 
kur while the other holds that it has a capacity of forty saahs. 

“ I also heard from him etc. Did we not learn in another 
Mishna, that neither the householder himself nor the other 
inmates of the court (yard) may carry anything to and from his 
house ? Said R. Huna the son of R. Jehoshua in the name of 
R. Shesheth: This presents no difficulty. The Mishna is in 
accordance with R. Eliezer, who holds, that if one had resigned 
his right to the use of the court he also resigned his privilege of 
the use of his house, but according to the opinion of the rabbis 
it may be said that, if he had resigned his right to the court, he 
did not thereby resign his privilege of the use of his house. Is 
this not self-evident ? (Why should we say, it may be said ?) 
They cannot differ on any other point. Said Rahabha (Rabha): 
I and R. Huna bar Hinana have explained this as follows: 
The case was, where there were five inmates of one court, and 
one of them forgot to combine in the erub; according to R. 
Eliezer, at the time that he resigns his right to the use of the 
court in favor of all the other inmates he need not do so to each 
one individually also, and he at the same time resigns the privi¬ 
lege of using his house to the other inmates, while according to 
the Rabbis, he must do so to each one of the inmates individu¬ 
ally and must also bear in mind to resign his privilege of using 
his house. 


CHAPTER III. 


REGULATIONS CONCERNING WHEREWITH AND WHERE AN ERUB MAY 
BE MADE. WHEREBY AN ERUB BECOMES INVALID. THE ERUB 
OF LIMITS, WITH ITS CONDITIONS. WHEN A FESTIVAL OR NEW- 
YEAR PRECEDES THE SABBATH. 

MISHNA: The Erub may be effected with all kinds of vic¬ 
tuals excepting water and salt. All kinds of victuals may be 
bought with the proceeds of the second tithe except water and 
salt. One who has vowed to abstain from food, may partake of 
water and salt. The Erub may be made for a Nazarite with 
wine and for an ordinary Israelite with heave-offering. Sym- 
machus said: Unconsecrated things only may be used for the 
Erub of an ordinary Israelite. The Erub of a priest may be 
placed on a spot which had formerly been used as a cemetery. 
R. Jehudah said: It may even be placed in an actual burying- 
ground, since the priest may make a partition between himself 
and the burying-ground and then eat the Erub. 

GEMARA: R. Johanan said: “ We must not accept all the 
Mishnaoth that commence with a general rule as final, even such 
as are supplemented with an exception/’ Said Rabhina, accord¬ 
ing to another version R. Na’hman: We can infer this from our 
Mishna above. It is stated therein, that with all kinds of victuals 
an Erub may be effected, excepting water and salt, and there are 
certain mushrooms with which an Erub cannot be effected also. 
Consequently we may assume from this Mishna, that all those 
commencing with a general rule, even such as are supplemented 
with exceptions, need not be accepted as .final. 

“All kinds of victuals," etc. One of the two sages, R. 
Eliezer or R. Jose bar R. Hanina, taught as follows: The 
Mishna means to state, that an Erub must not be made with 
either water or salt, but with the two together it is allowed, 
and one of them taught the same with reference to second tithes, 
viz. : With the proceeds of the second tithes salt or water must not 
be bought; but the two together maybe bought. The one who 
applies this opinion to second tithes does so even to a greater 

62 


TRACT ERUBIN. 


6 3 

degree in the case of the Erub; but the one who applies this to 
3-n Erub does not do so in the case of the second tithes ; because 
some fruit must be bought therewith. When R. Itz’hak came 
from Palestine, he taught this to apply to second tithes also. 

An objection was made: R. Jehudah ben Gadish testified in 
the presence of R. Eliezer, that his father’s house used to buy 
fish-brine with the proceeds of the second tithes. Said R. 
Eliezer to him: Perhaps thou didst not observe, that there 
were pieces of fish in the brine.” Now, R. Jehudah ben Gadish 
himself testifies that fish-brine was bought and that is at least an 
article of food; but he certainly would not permit salt and water. 
Said R. Joseph : ” R. Itz’hak in permitting water and salt to be 
bought with the proceeds of second tithes refers to a case where 
the water also contained some oil.” Said Abayi: ” If such be 
the case, why does he say water and salt, it would be virtually 
buying the oil ?” The answer is: " If the money was paid for 
the oil and incidentally also for the water and salt.” Is it 
allowed to buy it indirectly? Yea; it is allowed, as we have 
learned: Ben Bagbag said: It is written [Deut. xiv. 26]: 
” And thou shalt layout that money for whatsoever thy soul 
longeth after, for oxen, or for sheep, or for wine, or for strong 
drink, or for whatsoever thy soul asketh of thee.” ” For oxen ” 
signifies for oxen together with the hide, ” for sheep ” with the 
wool, “ for wine” together with the barrel, ” or for strong 
drink ” even if it turned sour. 

R. Johanan said: ” The man who will explain to me the 
dictum of Ben Bagbag concerning the oxen, I will carry his 
clothes after him to the bath-house.” Why is this so ? Wherein 
does he find a difference between the oxen and the sheep ? 
Because if we infer from the verse, that the sheep may be bought 
together with their wool, which can be shorn, it is self-evident 
that an ox must be bought with the hide, for how can it be 
bought otherwise ? Hence the inference taken by Ben Bagbag 
from the oxen is superfluous. 

Wherein do R. Jehudah ben Gadish, R. Eliezer, and the fol¬ 
lowing Tanaim differ ? R. Jehudah ben Gadish and R. Eliezer 
interpret an extension and a limitation thus: ” Thou shalt lay 
out that money for whatsoever thy soul longeth is an exten¬ 
sion then ; ” for oxen, or for sheep, for wine or for strong drink ” 
is a limitation; ” or for whatever thy soul asketh of thee” is 
again an extension. Thus we have an extension, a limitation 
and another extension. What is the extension ? ” For every- 


6 4 


THE BABYLONIAN TALMUD. 


thing/' But what is the limitation ? According to R. Eliezer, 
it is fish-brine, and according to R. Jehudah ben Gadish it is water 
and salt, and the other Tanaim do not refer to extension and 
limitation but to the effect of general and particular terms, as 
we have learned in a Boraitha: 41 Thou shalt lay out that money 
for whatsoever thy soul desireth is a general term, 44 for oxen, 
for sheep, etc.," is a particular term, and again 44 or for whatso¬ 
ever thy soul asketh of thee " is a general term; hence we have 
a general term, a particular term and another general term, and 
wherever there is a particular term in the midst of two general 
terms the particular term determines the rule. Thus the par¬ 
ticular thing to be bought with the proceeds of second tithes is 
fruit of fruit (z>., a calf born of a cow or oil of olives) and every¬ 
thing generated above the ground; but salt and water or fish- 
brine is not included. 

In another Boraitha however we were taught, that as the par¬ 
ticular term refers to something born on or growing out of the 
ground, so does also the general term refer to subjects of this 
kind. What is the point of difference between the two Borai- 
thas ? Said Abayi: 44 Concerning fish." According to the 

Boraitha which holds, that the particular term refers to fruit of 
fruit and everything generated above the ground, fish is also 
included as it derives its sustenance from the earth; but accord¬ 
ing to the Boraitha which holds, that only something born on or 
growing out of the ground is meant, fish is excluded because it 
is generated in the waters. 

Said R. Jehudah in the name of R. Samuel bar Shilas quoting 
Rabh: 44 An Erub may be made with lettuce, Halaglugoth (a 
certain edible plant) and clover but not with green rye-stalks and 
bad figs." How can he say that clover may be used ? Have 
we not learned, that clover maybe eaten only by those who have 
many children but not by such as have none ? Have we not 
learned that for a Nazarite an Erub may be made with wine and 
for an ordinary Israelite with heave-offering ? Although neither 
of these two are allowed to partake of those things, there are 
others who may do so and the same case can be applied to clover, 
while there are some who are not allowed to eat it, there are 
others who may; hence all may use it for the purpose of making 
an Erub. 

With green rye-stalks it is not allowed ? Did not R. Jehudah 
say in the name of Rabh, that hops and green rye-stalks may be 
used to make an Erub and the benediction to be pronounced 
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over these is “ Blessed be He, etc., who hath created the fruits 
of the earth ” ? This presents no difficulty; for Rabh said, that 
rye-stalks were not permitted to be used, before he came to Baby¬ 
lon, not knowing that it was used for food, but when he learned 
that such was the case, he allowed its use. 

With bad figs it is not allowed ? Have we not learned, that 
palm-tops may be bought with the proceeds of second tithes and 
that they are not subject to defilement incidental to eatables, and 
bad figs may also be bought with the proceeds of second tithes but 
they are subject to the defilement ? R. Jehudah, however, said 
that palm-tops were considered the same as trees under all cir¬ 
cumstances with the exception that they may be bought with 
the proceeds of second tithes and that bad figs are considered 
the same as other fruit except that they are not subject to tith¬ 
ing ? Thou sayest, they are subject to defilement ? That is a 
different matter. The reason of that is, as R. Johanan stated 
in another case, that they can be made good through cooking 
over a fire and therefore they are subject to defilement, but they 
must not be used for making an Erub. 

The text states, that hops and green rye-stalks may be used 
for making an Erub, etc. What quantity of hops should be 
used? AsR. Yechiel said elsewhere, that a handful is sufficient, 
so it is also in this case; a handful will suffice for two meals. 
What quantity of green rye-stalks must be used ? Said Rabba 
bar Tuvia bar Itz'hak in the name of Rabh: A bundle of the 
same size as that made by the peasants. 

R. Helkyah bar Tuvia said: An Erub may be made with a 
Kalia (a certain root as hard as a piece of dry wood). How is 
that possible ? Can it be eaten ? He means to say when the 
root is young and tender. What quantity should be used ? 
Said R. Yechiel: ” A handful.” 

R. Jeremiah went out into the villages and was asked whether 
an Erub may be made with bean-pods. He did not know what 
to answer. When he came back to the college, he was told, that 
R. Janai said, ” It was allowed,” and as to the quantity R. 
Yechiel said, ” A handful.” 

R. Hamnunasaid: ” An Erub must not be made with raw 
mangold. Because R. Hisda said that raw mangold can kill a 
man.” But we see, that some people do eat it and it does not 
harm them ? Yea; but they eat mangold which is partially 
cooked and is not quite raw. 

R. Hisda said: ” Cooked mangold is good for the heart, for 

VOL. III. — 5 


66 


THE BABYLONIAN TALMUD. 


the eyes and above all for the stomach.’’ Said Abayi: Such is 
the case if the mangold was cooked over the centre of a big fire 
so long that it sizzled. 

Rabha said at one time: I feel, that I am at present in the 
same condition as Ben Azai was in the markets of Tiberias. 
[Ben Azai used to lecture in the markets of Tiberias and in his 
time was the most sagacious among all the sages, so that he once 
said: All the sages of Israel are as the peel of garlic compared 
to me except the bald-head (meaning R. Aqiba).] So one of 
the scholars came to Rabha and asked him, how many apples it 
would take to make an Erub ? He answered: “ Art thou then 
certain that an Erub may be made with apples ? ” With apples 
it is not allowed ? Have we not learned in a Mishna, that a 
quantity of mixed eatables equal to two eggs is sufficient to make 
the body of a man incapable of touching heave-offerings ?* If 
there is sufficient of those mixed eatables for two meals they 
maybe used for making an Erub. If there is a quantity of those 
mixed eatables equal to one egg, they are subject to the defile¬ 
ment incidental to eatables. Why this question ? Tis true 
that the Mishna mentions all eatables, but have we not learned, 
that wherever a general rule is laid down, even when supplemented 
with exceptions, it need not be accepted as final ? Consequently 
apples may be excluded ? This question is not based upon the 
statement that all eatables may be used, but upon the fact that 
a quantity of mixed eatables equal to two eggs may be used for 
an Erub, and if equal to one egg it is subject to defilement inci¬ 
dental to eatables. And if apples are subject to defilement, why 
should they not be used for an Erub ? What should be the quan¬ 
tity of apples used ? Said R. Na’hman: “ A Kabh.” 

An objection was raised: R. Simeon b. Elazar said: A 
measure of spices, a litter of herbs, ten nuts, five persictun (apri¬ 
cots), two pomegranates, one citron. (This was a prescribed 
quantity for giving charity by the owner of a vineyard.) And 
Ghurseck bar Dori in the name of R. Menashiah bar Shegublick 
quoting Rabh said: The same quantity is sufficient for an Erub. 
Now why shall not apples also be equal to apricots and only five 
should be sufficient for an Erub ? The persicums are more valu¬ 
able, hence five are sufficient, but apples not being so valuable, 
therefore a Kabh is required. 

Said R. Joseph: May the Lord forgive R. Menashiah bar She- 


Vide appendix to Tract Sabbath, Part II. 
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gublick. I said this to him in reference to the following Mishna 
and he said this in reference to the above Boraitha. This is the 
Mishna (mentioned above). Nothing less than a half a Kabh of 
wheat and a Kabh of barley should be given to a poor man by 
the owner of a barn. R. Meir, however, says a half a Kabh of 
barley and one Kabh and a half of Kusmin,* a Kabh of three 
or the weight of a maneh f of pressed figs; R. Aqiba said a half 
of a maneh; and a half a lug of wine; R. Aqiba said a quar¬ 
ter of a lug; and a quarter of a lug of oil; R. Aqiba said an 
eighth of a lug. Concerning other fruits, however, said Abba 
Saul: A measure of fruit, the sale of which‘would realize suffi¬ 
cient for the purchase of two meals; and to this Mishna I added 
in the name of Rabh that the same quantities are needed for an 
Erub. 

The text said: If there is sufficient of mixed eatables for 
two meals they may be used for an Erub. R. Joseph meant to 
say: " If there is enough of each kind for one meal." Said 
Rabba to him: " Nay; it is sufficient if there was enough of each 
kind for a half, a third or even a quarter of a meal." 

Rabh said: " One may make an Erub with wine of the quan¬ 
tity of two quarters qpf a lug." Must we have so much ? Did 
we not learn that R. Simon ben Elazar said: " With sufficient 
wine necessary for the eating of two meals," and by that he 
means boiled wine in which bread sufficient for two meals is 
soaked. 

Rabh said again : " One may make an Erub with vinegar suf¬ 
ficient for the soaking of food for two meals." R. Gidel said 
in the name of Rabh: " By that is meant enough vinegar to 
soak herbs sufficient for two meals"; and according to others 
R. Gidel said in the name of Rabh (not two meals of herbs only 
but) sufficient wine to soak the herbs which are usually eaten in 
two meals. 

R. Zera said in the name of Samuel: " It is allowed to make 
an Erub with beer, but if three lugs of it be poured into a Mik- 
vah, the Mikvah becomes invalid." How much beer is neces¬ 
sary for an Erub ? R. Ahu the son of R. Joseph wished to 


* There is a difference of opinion between the commentators of the Mishnas. 
Some maintain that it is a species of pease and is used as fodder for cattle, and some 
maintain that it is a species of grain. See Maimonides’ commentary on the Mishna 
Sabbath, Chap. XX. See also Hamashbir, Vol. V., Note cxxiii. 

\ Weight mentioned in Bible, I Kings, chap. x. 17, and is equal to 100 
drachms. 
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state in the presence of his father, that two lugs were necessary, 
i.e ., one lug for each meal. Said R. Joseph: This is not so. 
There are men who drink only one goblet-full in the morning 
and another in the evening (a goblet-full is supposed to be a 
quarter of a lug); hence two goblets-full are sufficient for an 
Erub. 

What is the quantity of dates sufficient for an Erub ? Said R. 
Joseph: “ One Kabh.” What is the quantity of Sheshitha (a 
dish made of parched corn and honey) ? Said R. A’ha bar Pin- 
has: Two spoons-full. What is the quantity of roasted ears (of 
corn) ? Said Abaja: Two bunis (measures used in the city of 
Pumbaditha). 

Abayi said again: “ My mother told me, that roasted ears are 
good for the heart and drive away care.” He said again: My 
mother told me, that one who has heart-disease should take the 
meat from the right shoulder of a ram, bring some willow 
branches, burn them, and roast the meat on the coals. Then 
he should eat the meat and drink wine thinned with water. 

Said R. Jehudah in the name of Samuel: “ Of all things that 
are eaten with bread it is sufficient to use a quantity eaten with 
bread at two meals; but of such things as are eaten by them¬ 
selves sufficient for two meals must be used for an Erub. Of 
raw meat sufficient for two meals if eaten by itself must be used, 
but of cooked meat Rabba said it is sufficient to use as much as 
is eaten with bread at two meals, and R. Joseph said as much as 
is eaten at two meals by itself should be used, and he said: 
‘* Whence do I adduce this ? Because I saw that the Persians 
eat roasted meat without bread.” Rejoined Abayi: Are the 
Persians the majority of the whole world ? 

R. Hyya bar Ashi said in the name of Rabh: “An Erub 
may be made with raw meat.” R. Simi bar Hyya said: “ An 
Erub may be made with raw eggs.” And how many should be 
used ? Said R. Na’hman bar Itz’hak: “ Sinai* said, two eggs 
should be used. ” 

R. Huna in the name of Rabh said: If one vowed, that he 
would not eat this loaf of bread, an Erub may nevertheless be 
made for him with that loaf; because though he must not eat it, 
others may. If he says, however, that this loaf is on him, i.e. } 
he devotes this loaf of bread (in honor of the Lord), it must not 
be used for an Erub. 

* Sinai is another name for R. Joseph, who was well versed in Mishnas and 
Boraithas. 
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An objection was made: If one vowed concerning a certain 
loaf of bread, an Erub may nevertheless be made with it. Shall 
we not assume that he said: " This loaf of bread is on me”? 
(z>., he devoted that loaf of bread in honor of the Lord). Nay; 
he said: " I vow not to eat this loaf of bread/' and such seems 
to be the case; because the latter part of the Boraithastates dis¬ 
tinctly, that he said: " I vow not to taste any part of this loaf." 
What is the law, however, if the man said that the loaf is on 
him ? It must not be used for an Erub ? If that is so, why was 
it taught in the latter part of the Boraitha: " If he said the loaf 
is consecrated, an Erub must not be made with it, because it is 
not allowed to make an Erub with consecrated things." Why 
should this whole argument be repeated? Could it not be simply 
stated, that if the man vows not to eat the loaf an Erub may be 
made with it; but if he declares the loaf to be on him, an Erub 
must not be made with it ? But as it does not say, that the loaf 
is on him in the first part of the Boraitha, there is a contradic¬ 
tion to R. Huna ? R. Huna said the same thing as R. Eliezer 
said elsewhere. Did R. Eliezer indeed say so ? Did we not 
learn, that R. Eliezer said: " If a man said: ‘ This loaf of bread 
is on me,' an Erub may be made with it, but if he said, ‘ This 
loaf is consecrated,' it must not be used for an Erub, because an 
Erub must not be made with consecrated things " ? There are 
two Tanaim who report the dictum of R. Eliezer in different 
ways. 

li An Erub may be made for a Nazarite with wine." This 
Mishna is not in accordance with the opinion of Beth Shammai, 
as we have learned in the following Boraitha: An Erub must 
not be made for a Nazarite with wine, nor for an ordinary Israel¬ 
ite with heave-offering. So said Beth Shammai; Beth Hillel, 
however, said: " This may be done." Said Beth Hillel to Beth 
Shammai: " Will ye not admit, that an Erub may be made for 
a man who is obliged to fast on the Day of Atonement, although 
he must not eat it?" They answered: "Yea." "Then," 
rejoined Beth Hillel, " as we are permitted to make an Erub for 
a man fasting on the Day of Atonement, so may we also make 
an Erub for a Nazarite with wine, and for an ordinary Israelite 
with heave-offering." What reason have Beth Shammai for 
prohibiting this ? They give as their reason the fact, that a man 
may eat the Erub while it is yet day (before the eve of the Day 
of Atonement); but a Nazarite must not at any time drink wine 
nor an ordinary Israelite eat heave-offering. 
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This whole Boraitha is not in accordance with the teachings 
of Hananiah, as we have learned in the following Boraitha: 
“ Beth Shammai do not recognize an Erub unless a man carries 
out his bed and all the utensils he intends to use to the place 
where he proposes to make the Erub, so taught Hananiah.'' 

According to whose opinion is the Boraitha which states, that 
a man who deposits his Erub while wearing a black garment 
must not go out on the morrow dressed in a white garment, and 
vice versa ? Said R. Na’hman bar Itz'hak: This is in accordance 
with the opinion of Beth Shammai as interpreted by Hananiah. 

Symmachus said : * Unconsecrated things oidy may be used ,' " 
etc. Consequently Symmachus does not dissent as regards 
making an Erub for a Nazarite with wine, but does dissent as 
regards heave-offering for the Erub of an ordinary Israelite. Why 
is this so ? Because a Nazarite may go to a sage and be declared 
free from his vows as a Nazarite. As regards heave-offering for 
the Erub of an ordinary Israelite, he holds with the Rabbis, who 
decreed, that all things which are prohibited by rabbinical law 
on account of the Sabbath-rest are also prohibited for the time of 
twilight, and as regards heave-offering, an ordinary Israelite must 
not handle it on Sabbath on account of Sabbath-rest. 

According to whose opinion is the following Mishna? There 
are sages who hold, that the prescribed quantities which are 
dependent upon the size of a man, should be measured accord¬ 
ingly. And the two meals which must be constituted by the 
Erub, should be two meals sufficient for the man who deposits 
the Erub ? Said R. Zera: “ This is according to Symmachus, 
who holds, that an Erub must be according to the requirements 
of the man for whom it is made." 

The Erub of a priest may be placed o?i a spot which had 
forjnerly been used as a cemetery ." R. Jehudah bar Ami said in 
the name of R. Jehudah, that a spot which had formerly been 
used as a cemetery becomes clean of itself if trodden down by 
people. 

" R. Jehudah said: 4 It may be placed in a?i actual burying- 
ground.' " It was taught: Because the priest can go there in a 
wagon; for R. Jehudah holds, that a temporary tent is sufficient 
to intervene between a man and uncleanness. Furthermore we 
have learned that for a ritually clean priest, clean heave-offering 
may be placed as an Erub even in a grave and for the same rea¬ 
son as above, in spite of the fact that the heave-offering becomes 
unclean and the priest is at no time allowed to eat it. 
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MISHNA: For the Erub doubtful grain (Damai) (of which it 
is not known whether the legal dues like tithes, etc., have been 
acquitted) may be used; first tithes, from which the heave-offer¬ 
ings have been taken; and second tithes and consecrated things 
that have been redeemed. For priests, the first of the dough 
and heave-offerings may be used. It is not lawful however to 
use unseparated grain (from which it is certain that the legal 
dues have not been separated), or first tithes from which the 
heave-offering had not been taken, or second tithes and conse¬ 
crated things which had not been redeemed. 

GEMARA: [The reasons for the above Mishna and the 
discussions appear several times throughout the Talmud. We 
shall render them, however, but once and that in Tract Berachoth 
(benedictions), which contains the complete and identical version.] 

MISHNA: Should a man send his Erub by the hand of a 
deaf and dumb person, an idiot, a minor or one who does not 
acknowledge the legal necessity of an Erub, it is not a valid Erub; 
if, however, he had commissioned another proper person to 
receive it from his messenger, it is a valid Erub. 

If a man puts the Erub in a tree higher than ten spans above 
ground, it is not valid; but if he puts it lower than ten spans, 
it is. If he had put it into a pit, even though it be a hundred 
ells deep, the Erub is valid. 

GEMARA: By the hand of a minor it would not be a valid 
Erub ? Did not R. Huna say, that a minor may collect the 
Erub ? This presents no difficulty. R. Huna’s dictum refers 
to an Erub of courts (where only the meal is to be gathered in 
order to make common cause), but our Mishna refers to an Erub 
of limits (where a man must go and declare his intention of mak¬ 
ing that his resting-place for the Sabbath). 

* * One who does not acknowledge the legal necessity of an Erub. 
Who is meant thereby ? Said R. Hisda, a Samaritan. 

“ If hozvever , he had commissioned another person ,” etc. 
Why! Perhaps the above messenger will not deliver it! As R. 
Hisda said elsewhere, that he should stand and see the messen¬ 
ger depart, so must he also do in this case. Still there is fear 
that the person commissioned to receive it from the messenger 
will not receive it ? As R. Yechiel said elsewhere, that it is an 
established rule, that if a messenger has been intrusted with an 
errand, it is presumed that he will perform the errand and this 
must also be assumed in the case under consideration. Where 
did R. Hisda and R. Yechiel make these statements ? Concern- 
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ing the following Boraitha, which teaches, that if a man sent his 
Erub through a trained elephant or a trained monkey and they 
deposited the Erub, it is not valid, but if he had commissioned 
a person to receive it from them and deposit it, it is valid. The 
same question arose here which led to the statements of R. Hisda 
and R. Yechiel as stated above. 

R. Na’hman said: The established rule, that a messenger 
will perform his errand, holds good where rabbinical laws are con¬ 
cerned, but not where biblical commandments are to be exe¬ 
cuted. 

R. Shesheth, however, said: There is no difference. This 
rule holds good even where biblical commandments are concerned. 

“ If a man pat his Erub in a tree" etc. R. Hyya bar Abba, 
R. Assi and Rabha bar Nathan sat together, and R. NaTiman sat 
near them. They were deliberating upon the question of where 
the tree spoken of in the Mishna was situated. Should we as¬ 
sume that it was standing in private ground, what difference does 
it make whether the Erub was put lower or higher; for private 
ground reaches even to the sky ? Should we assume, that the 
tree was in public ground, where was the man’s intention to rest 
on this tree; if on the top, why was the Erub which was placed 
above ten spans not valid ? The man and the Erub would be in 
one place ? We must say, that the man’s intention was to rest 
at the foot of the tree (and if the Erub was placed above ten 
spans from the ground it is not valid, because at that height the 
tree becomes private ground by virtue of its being over four 
spans wide, while the foot of the tree is still public ground and 
consequently, the man would have to carry his food from private 
into public ground on Sabbath and that is prohibited). Still, 
will he not make use of a tree on the Sabbath and that is also 
prohibited ? We must therefore assume, that the Mishna means 
that the tree was standing in public ground and it is according 
to Rabbi, who holds, that all rabbinical ordinances enacted on 
account of the Sabbth-rest (Shvuth) have no significance during 
twilight (before or after the Sabbath). Said R. Na’hman: ” I 
thank ye, for so also did Samuel say.” And they rejoined: 
“ Was it so difficult for you to understand the Mishna, that you 
thank us for our opinion. [Did they not themselves argue and 
discuss the matter? Nay; they spoke thus to R. Na’hman.] 
Would you insert our opinion in the Gemara explaining this 
Mishna?” He answered: “Yea.” 

Rabha said: All this refers to a tree, which was standing out- 
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side of the addition (of 70* ells square) to a town; but if the tree 
was standing inside of the addition to the town, it makes no differ¬ 
ence where the Erub was placed on it, even at a height of over 
ten spans, because the atmosphere of a town pervades all the 
trees and it makes no difference where the man takes his rest. 

Where is the opinion of Rabbi and the sages to be found 
concerning the twilight as mentioned above ? In the following 
Boraitha: If a man placed his Erub on a tree ten spans above 
the ground, the Erub is not valid. If placed lower than ten 
spans it is valid, but must not be taken down; if it was placed 
within three spans from the ground it is valid and may also be 
taken down. If the Erub, however, was placed in a basket and 
then hung on the tree even at a height of over ten spans it is 
valid; such is the dictum of Rabbi; the sages however say, that 
where an Erub must not be taken down, it is also not valid. 
(Hence the difference of opinion between Rabbi and the sages.) 
Concerning what part do they differ ? Shall we say, that they 
differ concerning the last part (/>., where the Erub was placed 
in a basket and hung up on a tree at a height of over ten spans, 
and the sages say therefore, that such an Erub is invalid because 
the tree will have to be used on Sabbath and that is prohibited), 
can we say, that incidental use of the tree is also prohibited ? 
(We know that is not so.) Shall we say, that they differ con¬ 
cerning the first part (/.<?., where the Erub was placed at a 
height of over ten spans and must not be taken down), we must 
first see what kind of a tree is under consideration. If it be a 
tree of less than four spans* width, it is a free place (not subject to 
jurisdiction), then why should the Erub not be taken down ? If 
it be a tree that was four spans wide, it is regarded as private 
ground, then of what benefit is the basket which contains the 
Erub (it must also be taken down from private into public 
ground); said R. Jeremiah: “ With a basket it is different. It 
need not be taken down at all, but can be bent over and the 
Erub may be removed.'* (Although the tree is private ground, 
when the basket is bent over so that it is below ten spans it is no 
longer in private ground.) 

R. Papa sat in the college and repeated the above Halakha. 
Rabh bar Shva raised an objection: " We have learned in a fol¬ 
lowing Mishna: “ But how must this be done ? One carries out 
the Erub, where he means to deposit it on the eve of the first 
day of rest and remains with it until dusk, when he carries it 
back with him." If thou sayest then, that it is sufficient if he 
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hangs up a basket on the tree, because he can bend over the 
basket and bring it lower than ten spans, why should the Mishna 
quoted order, that the man must carry out the Erub, etc., and 
remain with it until dusk; it may just as well say, that as he can 
remain until dusk and carry it back, that it is sufficient, if he 
deposits it and carries it back with him at once. 

Said R. Zera: This is only a precautionary measure for a case 
where a festival follows a Sabbath. (If it were said, that the 
man need not go out and deposit his Erub, wait until dusk and 
carry it back, then go out again on the next day and wait until 
dusk and eat the Erub, but that he may leave it there because 
he could have done as the Mishna states and the capability of 
performing an act is equivalent to its performance,—it would be 
wrong; for the day being Sabbath he would not have been per¬ 
mitted to carry it out again. Hence the precautionary measure 
was made to apply to all similar cases.) 

“ If he hadp2it it into a pit , ’ ’ etc. Where is the pit supposed to 
be situated ? If in private ground it is self-evident ? For in the 
same manner as private ground has no limit as to height it also 
has none as to depth. If in public ground, the question arises, 
where the man intended to take his Sabbath-rest? If he intended 
to take it outside of the pit, he would be in one place and his 
Erub in another, and if he intended to take his rest inside of 
the pit, it is self-evident that he may deposit his Erub therein. 
We must say then, that the pit was situated in unclaimed ground 
(in a valley) where he intended to rest. The pit however being 
over ten spans deep is private ground, and as for carrying from 
private into unclaimed ground the opinion of Rabbi again pre¬ 
vails, that such acts as are prohibited on the Sabbath are not pro¬ 
hibited for twilight on account of the Sabbath-rest. 

MISHNA: If the man should put the Erub on top of a cane 
or pole, that does not actually grow out of the ground, but is 
merely stuck in the ground, even though it be a hundred ells 
high, it is a valid Erub. 

If one put it into a cupboard which he locked and then lost 
the key, the Erub is nevertheless valid. R. Eliezer said: If he 
does not know where the key is, the Erub is not valid. 

GEMARA: R. Ada bar Massne propounded a contradictory 
question to Rabha: If the man should put his Erub on top of 
a cane, that does not actually grow out of the ground, it is valid; 
but if the cane were a growing one, the Erub would not be valid, 
because the tree would be handled thereby and that is not per- 
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mitted; then this would be in accordance with the opinion of the 
sages; while the previous Mishnaoth were according to Rabbi’s 
opinion ? This was already asked by Rami bar Hama of R. 
Hisda and the latter answered, that the previous two Mishnaoth 
were in accordance with Rabbi’s opinion, while this Mishna is in 
accordance with the opinion of the sages. 

Rabhina, however, said, that this Mishna is also in accordance 
with Rabbi’s opinion, but here the precautionary measure is 
enacted, lest the man might break down the cane if it grew out 
of the ground, while a tree is too stout to be broken down, and 
in this case Rabbi concurs with the sages. 

One Friday, a military garrison came to Neherdai and occu¬ 
pied the city, so that there was no room for the college of R. 
Na’hman. Said R. Na’hman to his disciples: “ Go out into the 
field and incline the growing bushes towards each other, so that 
we have room enough to study in to-morrow.” So Rami bar 
Hama, according to another version, Uqba bar Ada objected: 
” Did we not learn in this Mishna, that an Erub must not be put 
on growing stalks or cane?” Answered R. Na’hman: The 
Mishna refers to brittle (withered) cane, but as for healthy 
(moist) bushes it is not prohibited. 

” If one put it into a cupboard , etc ., and lost the key." Why 
should the Erub be valid ? The man is in one place and the 
Erub in another ? He cannot even obtain it without a key. 
Rabh and Samuel both said, that the Erub is valid only when 
the cupboard is not firmly immured but is loosely built, so that 
the bricks maybe removed and the Erub taken out, and that the 
Mishna is according to R. Meir’s opinion, who holds, that this 
may be done on a festival to commence with and that the Mishna 
refers to a festival only, and not on a Sabbath. If this be so, 
how will the following clause of the Mishna be explained: ” R. 
Eliezersaid: If the key be lost in the city, the Erub is valid, 
but if lost in the field, it is not valid.” If the Mishna refers 
to a festival, what difference does it make where the key was lost. 
Carrying is not prohibited on a festival ? The Mishna is not 
complete and should read thus: If one put it into a cupboard, 
which he locked and then lost the key, the Erub is nevertheless 
valid, providing it was a festival. On Sabbath, however, it is 
not valid. If the key was subsequently found, whether in the 
city or in the field, the Erub is nevertheless not valid. R. 
Eliezer, however, said: If it was found in the city, the Erub is 
valid, because he holds to R. Simeon’s opinion, who said, that 
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all the courts and wood-sheds in the city are as one ground and 
the key could be brought through them ; but if found in the field 
it could not be carried. 

Rabba and R. Joseph both said: 41 Our Mishna treats of a 
wooden cupboard and the Tana who holds that if the key was 
lost, the Erub was valid, considers the cupboard the same as a 
vessel which may be taken apart on the Sabbath and the Erub 
taken out, while R. Eliezer considers the cupboard the same as 
a tent which must not be taken apart on the Sabbath.’' How 
can they differ as to its being a vessel or a tent ? If it was large 
all agree, that it is a tent, and if it was small all agree, that it is 
a vessel? Therefore Abayi and Rabha both say, that the Mishna 
treats of a case where the key was tied to the lock by a string, 
which could not be undone by hand. The first Tana holds 
according to R. Jose, that all vessels may be handled on the Sab¬ 
bath for any purposes whatever (hence a knife used for cutting 
bread may be used to cut the string), whereas R. Eliezer holds 
according to the opinion of R. Nehemiah, who decrees, that all 
vessels may be handled on Sabbath only for the purposes for 
which they are intended. 

MISHNA: Should the Erub roll (or be moved) out of the 
limit of the Sabbath distance, should a heap of mould fall on it, 
or should it be burned, or if the heave-offering (used for the 
Erub) became unclean, and any or all of this take place while it 
is yet day ( i.e., before the Sabbath set in) the Erub is not valid. 
If it take place, however, after dusk (when it is already Sabbath) 
the Erub is valid. If the time when it took place is doubtful, 
R. Meir and R. Jehudah both say: This is (like driving) an ass 
and (leading) a camel (meaning, that a man is hemmed in on all 
sides). R. Jose and R. Simeon say: A doubtful Erub is valid ? 
R. Jose further said: Abtolymus attested upon the authority 
of five elders, that a doubtful Erub is valid. 

GEMARA: Said Rabha: (If the Erub rolled outside of the 
limit of the Sabbath distance) for a distance of over four ells it 
is not valid; but if it rolled for less than four ells, the man who 
deposited the Erub is allowed four ells to move in, outside of 
the limits, consequently the Erub is valid. 

“ Should a heap of mould fall on it," etc. At a casual glance 
it was assumed, that the Erub could have been extracted from 
under the heap of mould by hand, and accordingly the Mishna 
was in conformity with the opinion of Rabbi, that at twilight 
such acts as are prohibited by rabbinical law on account of the 
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Sabbath-rest may be performed; subsequently, however, the 
conclusion was arrived at, that the Mishna is in accordance with 
Rabbi's opinion, and that the Erub in this instance could not be 
extracted by hand but by means of a hoe. 

It was necessary to insert both clauses (concerning the rolling 
of the Erub and its being buried beneath a heap of mould) in 
the Mishna and for the reason ; that, were the first clause only 
inserted, one might say: “If the Erub rolled out beyond the 
limits, it was no more in its place and hence it is invalid; but if 
it was simply buried beneath a heap of mould it is still in its 
proper place and why should it not be valid ?” If the latter 
clause only had been inserted, one might say: “ In this case the 
Erub was buried and could not be seen, hence it is invalid, but 
if it merely rolled out and can be seen, the same wind might 
bring it back, why should it not be valid ? ” For this reason it 
was necessary to mention both cases. 

Or should it be burned, or if the heave-offering (used as an 
Erub) became uncleaji," etc. The ordinance referring to an Erub 
which was burned up is taught in order to show the firmness of 
R. Jose, who declares, that (if a doubt existed whether the Erub 
was burned before or after dusk) although the Erub is no longer 
in existence, it is still valid, and the ordinance referring to heave¬ 
offering which became unclean was taught to show the firmness 
of R. Meir, who maintains that although the heave-offering was 
still there and only a doubt existed as to whether it became unclean 
before or after dusk, the Erub is nevertheless invalid. Is it pos¬ 
sible, that R. Meir holds a doubtful case based upon rabbinical 
law to necessitate the more rigorous decision ? R. Meir holds, 
that the law pertaining to Sabbath-limits is biblical. Does R. 
Meir indeed hold thus ? Have we not learned in a Mishna fur¬ 
ther on (Chapter V., Mishna 3), that R. Meir maintains, when 
measurements are made to determine the Sabbath-limit and 
mountains are encountered that it is permitted to cut straight 
through the mountains (in an imaginary sense or figuratively 
speaking), and such subterfuges are certainly not allowed where 
biblical laws are concerned ? 

The latter opinion while credited to R. Meir is not in reality 
his own, but the opinion of his teacher, while the former is his 
own conviction and the proof is, that the Mishna quoted states 
distinctly: R. Dostai ben Janai said: I have upon the authority 
of R. Meir, etc. 

We have learned in aBoraitha: How should the dictum of 
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R. Jose to the effect, that “ a doubtful Erub is valid’' be 
explained? Thus: If an Erub was made with heave-offering 
concerning which there was a doubt whether it became unclean 
while it was yet day, or after dusk, or with fruit concerning 
which there was a doubt whether the tithes had been acquitted 
while it was yet day or after dusk, it constitutes a doubtful Erub, 
which is nevertheless valid; if, however, the Erub was effected 
with heave-offering concerning which there was a doubt whether 
it was clean or unclean to commence with, or with fruit concern¬ 
ing which there was a doubt whether tithes had been acquitted 
at all, it does not constitute a doubtful Erub, which is valid. 

Let us see! Why is it said, that heave-offering, concerning 
which there was a doubt whether it became unclean before or 
after dusk, would constitute a doubtful Erub which was neverthe¬ 
less valid, because the heave-offering is presumed to be in its 
original condition and that was certainly clean, why should not 
the same case apply to the fruit concerning which there was a 
doubt, whether tithes had been acquitted thereof or not, let the 
fruit also be presumed to be in its original condition and that is 
unseparated (of which tithes had ?iot been acquitted)? Do not 
say, therefore, that the fruit was doubtful as to its having been 
separated but say: there was a doubt whether it had not subse¬ 
quently been mixed with other (unseparated) fruit before or after 
dusk. 

R. Samuel bar R. Itz’hak asked of R. Huna: If there were 
two loaves of bread before a man, one of which was clean and the 
other unclean and he said: “ Make an Erub for me with the 
clean loaf wherever it maybe"; but did not know which was 
which. [If both loaves which were heave-offerings, were used 
in making the Erub; for if they were ordinary and even (ritually) 
unclean they may be eaten by an ordinary Israelite], what is 
the law according to the diverse opinions ? According to R. 
Meir, who pronounced a doubtful Erub invalid in a case where 
the entire Erub would have been unclean, it may be said, that 
in this case, where one of the loaves was positively clean, he may 
hold the Erub to be valid; or according to R. Jose, who pro¬ 
nounces a doubtful Erub valid in a case where if it is clean, he 
can distinguish it, it may be said, that in this case the Erub 
would in his opinion be invalid because although part of it is 
clean, he cannot distinguish it from the unclean ? 

R. Huna answered: According to both R. Meir and R. 
Jose, when the Erub is deposited (while it is yet day) it must be 
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fit to eat and in this case it could not be eaten to commence 
with, because, the clean could not be distinguished from the 
unclean, how then could an Erub be made therewith ? 

Rabha asked of R. Na’hman: If a man say: “ This loaf of 
bread is to-day ordinary but to-morrow it shall be consecrated. 
Nevertheless make me an Erub therewith/' What is the law ? 
(Does it become consecrated at twilight and, as it is not per¬ 
mitted to make an Erub with consecrated things, it is not valid 
as an Erub, or does it become consecrated after twilight ?) 
“ The Erub is valid," was the answer. What is the law, how¬ 
ever, if the man say: “ To-day this loaf is consecrated, but to¬ 
morrow it shall be ordinary (t.e . 9 it shall be redeemed by a sum 
of money representing its value); nevertheless make me an Erub 
therewith ?" " The Erub is not valid," was the answer. What 

is the difference between the two cases ? Said R. Na’hman to 
Rabha: ** If thou wilt measure a whole Kur of salt and present 
me with it,* I shall tell thee the answer: If the loaf of bread 
was ordinary when it was deposited as an Erub, the fact, that at 
twilight it becomes doubtful, whether it is consecrated or not, 
does not destroy its validity as a legal Erub, but if the loaf of 
bread was deposited while yet consecrated, the doubt existing at 
twilight whether it had already become ordinary does not nul¬ 
lify its sanctity as a consecrated object, and as a consecrated 
object cannot be deposited as an Erub, the validity of the Erub 
is impaired." 

MISHNA: A man may make his Erub conditional and say: 
If foes come from the east, my Erub shall be valid for the west; 
should they come from the west, my Erub shall be good for the 
east; should they come from both sides, I am at liberty to go in 
what direction I please; should they not come from either side, 
I am like the rest of my townsmen. Should a sage come from 
the east, my Erub shall be valid for the east; should one come 
from the west, my Erub shall be valid for the west; should one 
come from each side, I am at liberty to go in which direction I 
please; should none come from either side, I am like the rest of 
my townsmen. R. Jehudah said: If one of the two sages 
(should they come at the same time) had been the man’s teacher, 
he must go to meet his teacher; if both had been his teachers, 
he may go in which direction he pleases. 


* This expression is generally used in a joking sense when the question is a dif¬ 

ficult one to answer. 
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GEMARA: “ R. Jehudah said: ‘ If one of the two sages,'" 
etc. What is the reason of the dissension of the sages from R. 
Jehudah’s opinion ? Because it frequently happens, that a man 
has a greater fondness for his colleague than for his teacher. 

Rabh said: This part of the Mishna (wherein R. Jehudah 
states, that ” if both sages had been the man’s teachers, he may 
go in whichever direction he pleases ’ ’) does not hold good, because 
Ayo taught: R. Jehudah said: “A man cannot make an object 
conditional upon two contingencies and in this case of the Erub 
he may make it conditional upon the arrival of a sage from either 
the west or the east, but not upon sages arriving from opposite 
directions.” Why can he not make it conditional upon the 
arrival of sages from opposite directions ? Because R. Jehudah 
does not admit of the theory of premeditated choice {i.e,, he 
does not consent to a man deciding upon a certain thing on 
one day and declaring that it had been his intention to decide in 
that manner since the day before), hence if two sages come from 
opposite directions, the man cannot say, that he had intended to 
meet the sage towards whom he went at the time he deposited 
the Erub, i.e., on the day before. 

If R. Jehudah does not hold to the theory of premeditated 
choice why does he consent to a man making an Erub and say¬ 
ing: ” If the sage come from the east, my Erub shall be good 
for the east, and if from the west, for the west.” His choice is 
certainly dependent upon two conditions; first the condition, 
that the sage will come from either one of two directions, and 
second, that he may not come at all, in which case his Erub is 
of no account. If the sage arrived on the morrow, and the man 
will go forward to meet him, he (the man) will be compelled to 
claim a premeditated choice saying, that he had intended when 
depositing his Erub to go in that direction and that would be 
incorrect; for it may be, that at the time the Erub was made, 
the sage himself did not know from which direction he would 
come. 

Said R. Johanan: The statement of Ayo in the name of R. 
Jehudah, that a man may make his Erub conditional upon the 
arrival of a sage from the east or west holds good, only if the 
sage had already started on his way and was no more than four 
thousand ells away from the man [i.e ., if he or his Erub was at 
the time when the man deposited his Erub already within the 
legal limit established through the deposition of his (the sage’s) 
own Erub]. Hence it was not a premeditated choice on the 
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part of the man dependent upon the two conditions cited, for the 
sage was already on his way and his coming from a certain 
direction was an accomplished fact. 

Why does Rabh say, that the Mishna does not hold good 
because of Ayo’s statement ? Let him say on the contrary, that 
Ayo’s statement does not hold good, because the Mishna opposes 
it? Nay; it would not be proper; for we have learned else¬ 
where, that R. Jehudah does not hold to the theory of premedi¬ 
tated choice. Ula, however, declares, that Ayo’s statement 
should be discountenanced on account of the Mishna (and as for 
the report, that R. Jehudah discards the theory of premeditated 
choice, Ula declares, that on the contrary, he holds it to be 
good). 

Said Rabha to R. Na’hman: Who is the Tana, who holds, 
that the sages also discountenance the theory of premeditated 
choice? For we have learned as follows: If one man said to 
five others: “ I will make an Erub for any one of you whom I 
may choose, and if I desire, he shall be permitted to go within 
its limits, and if not, he must not do so.” If he made his deci¬ 
sion, while it was yet day (before the Sabbath set in) his Erub 
is valid ; but if he made his decision after dark, his Erub is not 
valid, (because it was not known at twilight which man he had 
chosen). R. Na’hman was silent and did not answer. 

Should he have said, that this was according to the school of 
Ayo ? lie had not heard of Ayo's decree. Said R. Joseph: 
Wouldst thou ignore the other Tanaim ? There are other 
Tanaim who dispute the above decision, as we have learned: If 
a man said: ” I will make an Erub for all the Sabbaths of the 
ensuing year. If I then choose to go, I shall do so, and if not, I 
shall not.” If he made his decision while it was yet day on the 
day preceding Sabbath, he may go, but if he made his decision 
after dusk, R. Simeon says, his Erub is still valid, and the sages 
say, it is not. (Hence there are sages who do not hold to the 
theory of premeditated choice.) 

Have we not heard elsewhere, that R. Simeon does not hold 
to the theory of premeditated choice ? This would be a contra¬ 
diction made by R. Simeon to himself ? Therefore learn to the 
contrary: (R. Simeon says, the Erub is not valid, and the sages 
say it is.) Why this question ? Can it not be, that R. Simeon 
does not hold the theory of premeditated choice to be good 
where biblical laws are concerned but does hold the theory good 
for rabbinical laws ? R. Joseph maintains, that one who admits 
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of the theory of premeditated choice does so for both biblical 
and rabbinical laws, and one who discountenances the theory 
does so for both kinds of laws. 

MISHNA: R. Eliezer said: When a festival precedes or suc¬ 
ceeds a Sabbath (by one day), a man should prepare two Erubin 
and say: My first Erub is to be valid for the east and my second 
for the west; or my first for the west and the second for the 
east. My Erub is valid for the first day and the second day I 
am like the rest of my townsmen, or my Erub is good for the 
second day and the first day I am like my townsmen. The sages 
however hold, that one may prepare his Erub for one direction 
only; otherwise it is not valid at all; also that he must prepare 
his Erub for both days, or it is not valid at all. But how must 
this be done ? One carries out the Erub to the place, where he 
means to deposit it on the eve of the first day of rest and remains 
with it until dusk, when he carries it back with him. He then 
brings the Erub out again on the second day, remains with it 
till dark and then eats it and goes away. It is obvious, that in 
this manner he gains his walk beyond the Sabbatical limit and 
he gains by eating his Erub. Should his Erub have been eaten 
on the first day, it is a legal Erub for the first day only; but not 
for the second day. R. Eliezer said to them: ” Thus ye 
acknowledge to me that they are two distinct holidays (i.e., that 
the sanctification of one day is not equal to that of the other)/’ 

GEMARA: What do the sages mean to tell us: If a man 
prepares his Erub for one direction, it is good for both days and 
if he prepares it for both days it is good for one direction ? 
What need is there of this repetition, is it not one and the same 
thing ? Nay; the sages mean to say to R. Eliezer: “ Wilt thou 
not acknowledge, that it is not permitted to make two Erubin 
for one day, one of which shall be good for the South for one 
half of the day and the other be good for the North for the other 
half of the day? ” and he answered : “ Yea/’ ” Then,” rejoined 
the sages, “ in the same manner as this is not permitted, it is 
also not allowed to make Erubin good for both days, which 
should in addition be also good on one day for the east and on the 
other for the west.” [What answer could R. Eliezer make to 
this ? He might say, that in the case of the two Erubin for one 
day, the sanctification of that one day continues throughout the 
entire time of the validity of the Erub, whereas in the case of 
the Erubin for both days, the sanctification of the one day (Sab¬ 
bath) is not the same as that of the other day (the festival); 


TRACT ERUBIN. 


83 


therefore a separate Erub may be made for each sanctification in 
a different direction.] Said R. Eliezer to the sages again: “ Let 
us suppose now, that a man did not make an Erub, but on the 
eve of the first day went to the place, where he should have 
made it, personally and declared that he would take his Sabbath- 
rest there. Would this hold good also for the second day ? 
Nay, he would have to return on the following day and again 
declare his intention of resting there the next day, and then it 
would be lawful ? The same theory applies to an Erub. If he 
deposited it on the eve of the first day, and it had been eaten 
when deposited, he would have to make another Erub for the 
second day ? ” and they answered, 44 Yea. ” 44 Now, will ye not 

acknowledge that the two days have each a separate degree of 
sanctification ?” 

[What reply can the sages make to this ? They may declare 
that the fact of there being a distinct degree of sanctification for 
each day is rather doubtful to them and for that reason they 
desire to enforce the more rigorous interpretation of the ordi¬ 
nance both ways, namely, that an Erub must not be made for 
each of the two directions, lest there be but one degree of sanc¬ 
tification for both days and that one Erub cannot serve for both 
days, lest there be a different degree of sanctification for each 
day.] 

Again the sages said to R. Eliezer: 44 How is it, if no Erub 
at all was made on the eve of the first day ? Thou wilt acknowl¬ 
edge that a man cannot go and make an Erub on the eve of the 
second day?” and he answered, 44 Yea. ” 44 Then,” rejoined 

the sages, 44 thou thereby dost admit, that there is but one 
degree of sanctification for both days. ” [What will R. Eliezer 
say to this ? He will say, on the contrary, that there are two 
degrees of sanctification and just for that reason one must not 
make the Erub on the eve of the second day, because one must 
not prepare for a festival on the Sabbath or vice versa.'] 

The Rabbis taught: 44 If one made an Erub on the eve of the 
first day by means of his feet (i.e., by standing at the place where 
he intends to rest) he must do so again on the eve of the second 
day. If he made an Erub (of victuals) on the eve of the first 
day and the Erub was consumed, it does not hold good for the 
second day. Such is the dictum of Rabbi. R. Jehudah, how¬ 
ever, said: 44 This is like driving an ass and leading a camel ” 
(*>., R. Jehudah means to say this: If the two days have but 
one degree of sanctification and the Erub was made for both days, 
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the maker loses the two thousand ells in the opposite direction 
from that towards which his Erub was made, and merely gains 
two thousand ells in the one direction towards which his Erub 
was made. If the two days have different degrees of sanctifica¬ 
tion and hence the Erub is valid only for one day, the maker of 
the Erub should on the second day be on a par with the rest of 
his townsmen, but in reality he only has two thousand ells on 
the way back to the town and no more). R. Simeon ben 
Gamaliel and R. Ishmael the son of R. Johanan ben Berokah, 
however, both say, that if a man made an Erub with his feet on 
the eve of the first day it suffices for the second day and if he 
made an Erub (of victuals) on the eve of the first day and it was 
consumed, he is exempt from making it on the eve of the second 
day. Said Rabh : “ The Halakha prevails according to the opin¬ 
ion of the four old sages and in conformity with R. Eliezer, who 
says, that the two days have different degrees of sanctification; 
and the four old sages are: R. Simeon ben Gamaliel, R. Ishmael 
the son of R. Johanan ben Berokah, R. Elazar ben R. Simeon 
and R. Jose ben R. Jehudah. The last of these is generally 
quoted by Rabbi anonymousy wherever his opinion seems to be 
justifiable and according to another version, one of the four sages 
is R. Elazar ben Samua instead of R. Jose ben R. Jehudah. 
Rabh’s information on this point was derived from a tradition, 
which was to the effect, that those four sages held in accordance 
with R. Eliezer concerning the two degrees of sanctification for 
both days. 

R. Jehudah said: If one made an Erub on the eve of the first 
day with his feet, he must do likewise on the eve of the second 
day, and if he made an Erub on the eve of the first day with 
bread, he must make it in like manner on the eve of the second 
day. If he made an Erub on the eve of the first day with bread 
which was lost, he may make it on the eve of the second day 
with his feet, but if he made it with his feet in the first instance 
he must not make it with bread in the second instance, because 
making an Erub with bread to commence with on Sabbath or on a 
festival would be an infraction of the law prohibiting the prepar¬ 
ing on a Sabbath for a festival or vice versa . If a man made an 
Erub with bread on the eve of the first day, he must make it 
with bread on the eve of the second day also and, according to 
Samuel, he should use the same bread in both cases (for if he 
uses new bread in the second instance it will be a case of prepar¬ 
ing on a Sabbath for a festival). Said R. Ashi: We can adduce 
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this also from our Mishna, which teaches: " But how must this 
be done ? One carries out the Erub to the place, where he 
means to deposit it on the eve of the first day of rest and remains 
with it until dusk, when he carries it back with him ; he then 
brings the Erub out again on the second day, remains with it 
until dusk, then eats it and goes away.” (The fact that it says, 
“ he carries it back with him and then brings it out again,” is 
proof that it must be the same Erub.) The sages that differ 
with Samuel and assert that new bread may be used on the eve 
of the second day maintain, that the Mishna merely administers 
good advice and tells us, that we need not trouble ourselves to 
make a new Erub in case the first one is lost. 

MISHNA: R. Jehudah said: ” If a man apprehend that the 
new year will be celebrated two days, he must prepare two 
Erubin.” He then says: My Erub of the first day shall be valid 
for the east and of the second day for the west; or of the first 
day for the west and of the second day for the east. My Erub 
shall be valid for the first day, and on the second I am like my 
townsmen; or my Erub shall be valid for the second day and on 
the first I am like my townsmen. The sages however did not 
coincide with him. 

R. Jehudah further said: ” A man may conditionally separate 
(the heave-offering from) a basket of fruit on the first day of the 
new year and eat it on the second day; likewise an egg which is 
laid on the first day of the festival may be eaten on the second.” 
The sages however do not coincide with him. 

R. Dosa ben Harchinas said: He who stands before the 
pulpit to pray on the first day of the new year must say: 
Strengthen us, O Lord our God, on this day of the new moon, 
whether to-day or to-morrow (be the true day). And on the 
morrow he says the same prayer with the variation ” whether 
this day or yesterday be the true one.” The sages, however, 
do not agree with him. 

GEMARA: Who are the sages, that do not coincide with 
R. Jehudah ? Said Rabh: That is R. Jose, as we have learned 
in a Boraitha: The sages agree with R. Eliezer that “ if a man 
apprehend that the new year will be celebrated two days,* he 


* The Israelites living in exile were dependent for their information concerning 
the date of the New Year entirely upon the messengers sent out by the high court in 
Palestine, which in turn fixed the date upon the testimony of witnesses who would 
announce when the new moon appeared (as explained in Tract Rosh Hashana). I hus 
the exiled people did not know whether the 30th or 31st day from the first day of 
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should prepare two Erubin. He then says: My Erub of the 
first day shall be valid for the east and of the second day for the 
west; or of the first day for the west and of the second day for 
the east. My Erub shall be valid for the first day and on the 
second I am like my townsmen; or my Erub shall be valid for 
the second day and on the first I am like my townsmen/' R. 
Jose, however, does not consent to this. (He holds that if the 
witnesses come before the high court in the afternoon of the first 
day that had been kept holy and declare that the next day is 
New Year, both days are nevertheless holy and are of one degree 
of sanctification.) 

We have learned in a Boraitha: How does R. Jehudah 
explain his dictum, that “ a man may conditionally separate (the 
heave-offering from) a basket of fruit on the first day of the New 
Year and eat it on the second ? ’ ’ Thus : If there were two baskets 
of unseparated fruit before a man on the first day of the New 
Year he may say: “ If to-day is the ordinary day and to-morrow 
is the holy day, let the heave-offering separated from this basket 
of fruit also serve for the other, and if to-day is the holy day and 
to-morrow the ordinary, then I have said nothing." He then 
designates the fruit which he calls heave-offering and lets it 
remain. On the morrow again he may say: If to-day is an ordi¬ 
nary day, let the heave-offering of this basket also serve for the 
other, but if to-day be a holy day I have said nothing. He may 
then designate part of the fruit in the one basket and call it 
heave-offering and eat the remainder in both baskets. R. Jose 
however prohibits this not only for the two days of the new year 
but for the two days of every other festival, which is celebrated 
in exile.* * 

It happened that a stag was caught on the first day of a holi¬ 
day (in exile) at the house of the Exilarch and on the second day 
it was slaughtered. R. Na'hman and R. Hisda partook of the 
stag, but R. Shesheth would not do so. Said R. Na’hman: 
“ What shall we do with R. Shesheth who does not eat venison? " 
Rejoined R. Shesheth: “ How can I eat this venison; for did 
not Issi teach in a Boraitha [ora Boraitha taught, that Issi said], 


Elul would be proclaimed the first day of Tishri (the New Year), and both were kept 
holy in consequence. For this reason the Mishna cites the ordinances referring to 
such as apprehend that the New Year will last two days. 

* In exile the Israelites celebrated two days each for the holidays of Passover, 
Tabernacles, and Pentecost, besides the New Year, and these are called the holidays 
in exile. 
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that R. Jose would not permit this to be done even during the 
two days of a holiday in exile ? ” 

Once R. Shesheth met Rabba bar Samuel and asked him: 
“ Did master teach anything regarding the sanctification of the 
holidays ?” Answered Rabba: “ Yea, I taught in a Boraitha, 
that R. Jose coincides with the sages, as far as the two days of 
a holiday in exile are concerned.” Rejoined R. Shesheth: “ If 
thou shouldst meet any of the Exilarch’s household, say nothing 
to them about this Boraitha/* 

It once happened that herbs were brought to the city of 
Mehuzza on a festival. Rabha went out and noticed, that the 
herbs were somewhat withered. He permitted the herbs to be 
bought, saying: 41 It is obvious, that these herbs were not gath¬ 
ered on this day, and the only objection that might be made to 
their being purchased can be, that they were brought from 
beyond the techoom (legal limits).” The law, however, ordains, 
that if things are brought for one Israelite from without the 
techoom, another Israelite may use them, and in this case, where 
the herbs were brought even for the Gentile inhabitants they can 
in so much greater a degree be used by Israelites. Subsequently, 
however, he observed, that herbs were brought in large quanti¬ 
ties, so he prohibited the purchase of them on a festival. 

The men whose occupation was to prepare baldachins for 
marriages once cut off branches of myrtle on the second day of 
a holiday in exile. The moment it became dark, Rabhina per¬ 
mitted the people to smell the myrtle. Said Rabha bar 
Tachlipha to Rabhina: Master should have prohibited this, for 
these people are ignorant (and if thou wilt permit this, they may 
ignore the second day of the festival entirely). R. Shmaya 
opposed this: ‘‘Thou sayest, because they are ignorant, and 
even were they intelligent men, would it be allowed ? Is it 
not necessary to allow sufficient time after the Sabbath to 
expire until the branches can be cut off afresh ?” They finally 
went and asked Rabha and he decided that it was necessary 
to allow sufficient time to expire until the branches could be 
cut anew. 

“ R. Dosa ben Harchinas said etc. Said Rabba: When we 
were in the college of R. Huna, a question was propounded by us 
as follows: ‘‘ Must the reference to the day of the new moon be 
added to the prayers recited on the day of the New Year ? Shall 
we assume, that because there are separate additional sacrifices 
for each, that the reference to the day of the new moon shall be 
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added to the prayers of the New Year, or because the New Year 
is mentioned in the prayer as the “ day of Remembrance ” such 
mention will suffice for both occasions ? R. Huna answered us 
by quoting the Mishna: R. Dosa ben Harchinas said: He who 
stands before the pulpit to pray on the first day of the New 
Year must say: “ Strengthen us, O Lord our God, on this day of 
the new moon, etc/’ Does not R. Dosa state this in order to 
demonstrate that the day of the new moon must be explicitly 
mentioned ? Nay, he simply means to make the prayer condi¬ 
tional but not because special mention must be made of the day 
of the new moon. It seems to us, that such is truly the case, 
because further on the Boraitha states, that so did R. Dosa act 
on all the days of the new moon throughout the year; but the 
sages did not coincide with him. 

Now, if it be said, that the prayer was made conditional it is 
correct, (because there was a doubt concerning the exact day at 
each recurring new moon) but if it be said, that the new moon 
must be mentioned in the prayer especially, why should the sages 
not agree with him ? 

An objection was made: When New Year falls on a Sabbath, 
Beth Shammai say, ten benedictions are to be recited during 
the prayer and Beth Hillel say “ only nine.” [The first three 
are benedictions of praise, the last three benedictions of thanks ; 
the Sabbath benediction, and the three pertaining to New Year, 
viz., the one in which God is proclaimed King (Malkhioth), the 
one referring to God's remembrance of his creatures (Zikhronoth) 
and the one referring to the sounding of the cornet (Shoph- 
roth), but according to Beth Hillel the Sabbath benediction is 
included in those pertaining to the New Year, hence there are 
only nine.] Now if we say, that the benediction for the new 
moon must be especially mentioned in the Musaph (additional 
prayer) then according to Beth Shammai, there should be eleven 
benedictions in all. 

Said R. Zera: “ With the benediction of the new moon it is 
different; because if the new moon fall on a Sabbath no separate 
benediction is made, but it is included in the Sabbath benedic¬ 
tion at the morning and evening prayer; the benediction of the 
new moon is also mentioned in the Musaph-prayer in conjunction 
with the new year benediction.” Do Beth Shammai indeed 
maintain, that if the new moon fall on a Sabbath the benedic¬ 
tion pertaining to it is included in that of Sabbath ? Have we 
not learned, that if the new moon fall on Sabbath, Beth Shammai 
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hold, that eight benedictions must be recited in the prayer and 
Beth Hillel only seven ? This question is not decided. 

Rabba said: “ When I was at the college of R. Huna the 
question arose, whether the benediction of the time* should be 
recited in the New Year and Day of Atonement prayers. Shall 
we say, that because these holy days only come from time to 
time, the benediction of time should be made, or, because the 
Bible does not classify them as festivals, no such benediction 
need be made ? R. Huna could not answer the question but 
when I subsequently came to R. Jehudah’s college, the latter 
said he made such a benediction even over a new pumpkin. I 
then said to him, that I did not question the right to pronounce 
this benediction over anything whatever, but I wished to know 
whether it was compulsory to do this on the New Year and the 
Day of Atonement. He then answered: Rabh and Samuel both 
said, that the benediction of time must be recited only for each 
of the three festivals.’’ 

An objection was made: It is written [Ecclesiastes xi. 2]: 
” Give a portion to seven, and also to eight.” R. Eliezer said 
that by " seven ” is meant the seven days of the creation and by 
“ eight” is meant the eight days of the circumcision. R. 
Jehoshua said: ” By * seven ’ is meant the seven days of Pass- 
over, by * eight ’ is meant the eight days of the feast of Taber¬ 
nacles and by 'also’ is meant Pentecost, New Year and the 
Day of Atonement.” May we not assume, that by this is meant, 
that the benediction of time must be pronounced on all these 
festivals? Nay; this simply means to state, that benedictions 
should be recited but no special benedictions are specified. It 
seems to us, that this is the correct explanation ; for the benedic¬ 
tion of time is certainly not recited on every one of the days of the 
festivals but only the first day. This is not the question, because 
the benediction of time must be recited in the course of the fes¬ 
tival; if not on the first day, on the second and so on. At any 
event this benediction must be made over a goblet (of wine) ? 
Shall we assume, however, that the above is in support of the 
dictum of R. Na’hman, who holds that the benediction of time 
may be recited even in the market and without a goblet ? This 
is not the question either; for if a man does not recite this bene- 


* The full text of this benediction reads : “ Blessed art Thou, Lord our God, 
King of the Universe, who hast allowed us to live and hast preserved us and hast 
allowed us to reach this time.” 
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diction on one day, he may do so on the next when he might 
come across a goblet. This would be feasible where the three 
(main) festivals and New Year are concerned, but how would it 
be with the Day of Atonement ? What should the man do ? 
Should he pronounce the benediction over the goblet on the day 
preceding the Day of Atonement before dusk, he would then 
and there usher in the Day of Atonement, and as is well known, 
he must not eat or drink on that day. Should he pronounce the 
benediction and let the goblet stand until after the Day of Atone¬ 
ment ? Have we not learned that one must drink the contents 
of the goblet immediately after pronouncing the benediction; 
otherwise he must not make the benediction at all ? Should he 
pronounce the benediction and then give the goblet to a child ? 
In that case, there would be fear, lest the child be accustomed 
to drinking on that day, and will continue to do so when grown 
and therefore the Halakha according to R. A’hadoes not prevail. 
How, then, does the Halakha concerning the benediction of time 
on the New Year and the Day of Atonement prevail ? The 
Rabbis sent the elder R. Yeimar to R. Hisda with instructions 
to observe how the latter proceeded on the eve of the New Year, 
and then to return and report what he had seen. When R. 
Hisda saw R. Yeimar (and upon questioning him as to his mis¬ 
sion was told that he just called to see him) he said: If a wet 
piece of wood is lifted, it is obvious, that either the wood or its 
space is needed. (If thou earnest thou certainly didst so with 
an object.) At about that time a goblet of wine was brought to 
R. Hisda and he pronounced the benediction of the day and also 
that of the time over it. 

The Halakha prevails, that the benediction of time must be 
recited on the New Year and on the Day of Atonement and the 
Halakha also prevails that if a man forgot to recite it and was 
reminded of his negligence even in the market, he may recite it 
then and there. 

Rabba said again: 44 When I was at the college of R. Huna, 
the question arose whether a young scholar, who fasted on the 
day preceding Sabbath must fast until night or in honor of the 
Sabbath break his fast earlier. R. Huna could not answer the 
question. I went to R. Jehudah and he could not answer this 
either.'’ Said Rabha: “ Let us see if we cannot decide this 
question ourselves from what we have learned in the following 
Boraitha: If the fast-day of the ninth of Abh fall on a Friday, 
bread may be brought to a man just before twilight of the size 
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of an egg, and he should eat it, in order that he may not enter 
upon the observance of the Sabbath while still in pain.” 

We have learned in a Boraitha: R. Jehudah said: It once 
happened that we were sitting before R. Aqibaon the fast of the 
ninth of Abh, which fell on a Friday, and just before dusk a soft- 
boiled egg was brought to him which he swallowed without even 
salting it, and not because he desired to eat it in that manner; 
but because he wished to show his disciples how the Halakha was 
carried out. R. Jose, however, said, that a man must fast 
through the entire day until dusk. 

R. Jose said to the sages: ” Will ye not admit, that if the 
ninth of Abh fall on the day after Sabbath, a man must stop 
eating while it is yet day on Sabbath?” and they answered 
“ Yea.” ” What difference is there then between entering in 
upon the observance of the Sabbath while still in pain and fin¬ 
ishing the Sabbath under the same conditions ?” asked R. Jose. 
They answered: ” In the first instance he fasted all day; but in 
this instance he had been eating and drinking all day and was 
surely not in pain.” Finally, however, Ula said that the Halakha 
prevailed according to R. Jose. 

Do we then act according to the opinion of R. Jose ? Have 
we not learned, (concerning the Boraitha in Tract Taanith which 
teaches) that Rabbon Gamaliel said: ” On a Friday the fast need 
not be completed,” that upon the death of Rabbon Gamaliel, 
R. Jehoshua came and sought to nullify his decree and R. 
Johanan ben Nouri arose and declared: ” We see that the body 
always follows the head. As long as Rabbon Gamaliel lived, we 
abided by his decisions. Now that he is dead, thou wouldst 
abolish them. Jehoshua! We will not listen to thee. The 
Halakha prevailed according to R. Gamaliel and so must it 
remain,” and there was none to contradict R. Johanan ben 
Nouri. (Thus we see, that the decree of R. Gamaliel was 
accepted and not that of R. Jose.) (This is no question!) In 
the generation of R. Gamaliel his decree was followed and in the 
generation of R. Jose, R. Jose’s opinion prevailed. 

And did they really act in accordance with R. Gamaliel’s 
opinion during his generation ? Have we not learned that R. 
Elazar ben Zadoc (who was certainly of R. Gamaliel’s day) said: 
I am a descendant of Sanab of the tribe of Benjamin and it once 
happened that the ninth of Abh fell on a Sabbath, so we post¬ 
poned it until the following day and we did not complete the fast 
because it was our holiday. Thus we see, that the fast was not 
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completed because the tenth of Abh was a holiday and besides 
the fast-day was a postponed one. Had the ninth of Abh how¬ 
ever fallen on a week-day, which for them would have been the 
eve of a festival, they would have completed the fast neverthe¬ 
less and this is not in conformity with the decree of R. Gamaliel ? 
Said Rabhina: How can ye compare that festival to our festivals. 
Their festival was not biblical and on a festival which is not bib¬ 
lical one may fast for three or four hours if he chooses. On a 
biblical festival, however, it is not allowed to complete the fast. 

R. Joseph said: “ I did not hear of this Halakha.” Said 
Abayi: Thou didst relate this to us thyself, in reference to the 
Boraitha, that a fast-day must not be ordered on the days of the 
first of the month. (The occasion when R. Joseph related this 
is mentioned in Tract Taanith.) Mar Zutra related in the name 
of R. Huna: The Halakha prevails, that one may complete the 
fast until dusk. 


CHAPTER IV. 


REGULATIONS CONCERNING THE OVERSTEPPING OF THE LEGAL LIMITS 
ON THE SABBATH, AND MEASUREMENTS OF THE SABBATH- 
DISTANCE. 

MISHNA: If foes, or an evil spirit (a fit of insanity ?), caused 
one to go beyond the Sabbath limit, he after recovering his free¬ 
dom must not move further than four ells; if the foes or the fit 
have carried him back within the limit, it is as if he had not gone 
beyond it. If they have carried him into another town, or into 
a pen or a fold for cattle, he according to Rabbon Gamaliel and 
R. Eliezer ben Azariah, may go about throughout the entire 
extent (of the town, pen or fold). R. Joshua and R. Aqiba main¬ 
tain, that he must not move further than four ells. It once hap¬ 
pened that these four sages came together from Parendisim 
(Brundusium or Brindisi) and their vessel was still at sea on the 
Sabbath. Rabbon Gamaliel and R. Eliezer ben Azariah walked 
about throughout the whole vessel; but R. Joshua and R. Aqiba 
did not move beyond four ells, as they wished to take upon 
themselves the rigid observance. Once these four sages were on 
board a vessel and did not enter the harbor until after dark (on 
the eve of Sabbath); so they inquired of Rabbon Gamaliel: 
“ What are we to do as to descending from the vessel ?” He 
answered them: Ye may descend; for I observed, that we had 
already entered the limits of the Sabbath-distance before dusk. 

GEMARA: The Rabbis taught: “There are three things, 
which cause a man to commit deeds against his own will and 
against the will of his Creator, viz. : Idolatry, and evil spirits 
and stress of poverty.’' [For what purpose do the Rabbis tell 
us this ? In order, that we may pray God to deliver us from 
those evils.] 

Three persons will never come to Gehenna: He who suffers 
from extreme poverty, he who suffers with a diseased stomach 
and one who is oppressed by the government, and others add 
also the man who is afflicted with a bad wife. [Why was the 
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latter not mentioned in the first place ? Because if one has a bad 
wife he should divorce her. Those however who declare that 
one who has a bad wife will not see Gehenna refer to those, 
who cannot afford to make a settlement upon their wives, or to 
those, who have children and cannot divorce their wives. For 
what purpose did the Rabbis tell us this ? In order, that a man, 
who is subject to these misfortunes, should accept them with 
resignation.] 

Three classes of human beings die in the possession of their 
power of speech, viz.: ” A man who is suffering from a diseased 
stomach, a woman lying in and a man suffering with dropsy.” 
[For what purpose are we taught to this effect ? In order that 
shrouds may be prepared for such people.] 

R. Na’hman said in the name of Samuel: If one went out 
beyond the Sabbath-limit and foes or an evil spirit brought him 
back within the limit, he must not move more than four ells 
from where he stands. Have we not learned this in our Mishna, 
which says, if foes or evil spirits carried him out and then 
brought him back it is as if he had never gone out at all; now is 
it not self-evident that if he went out of his own accord, he has 
only four ells of space in which to move ? We might assume 
that the Mishna teaches us, if foes or evil spirits carried him out 
and he returned of his own accord, he has no more than four 
ells of space, but if he went out of his own accord and foes or 
evil spirits brought him back it would be as if he never went out 
at all, hence this teaching of Samuel. 

Rabba was asked: “ How is the law regarding one, who only 
had four ells to move in and was compelled to go out to obey 
nature's call ?” and he answered: “ Great is the honor of man, 
which supersedes even a biblical negative commandment.” 

The men of Neherdai said: If the man in question is pru¬ 
dent, he will enter the legal limits, perform his necessities and 
then go on. 

Said R. Papa: “ If fruit was carried beyond the legal limits 
and then even purposely brought back, the right to move it 
within the limits is not forfeited, because the fruit certainly did 
not go out beyond the limits of their own accord.” R. Joseph 
bar Shmaya objected to this statement: ” R. Nehemiah and R. 
Eliezer ben Jacob both said: The fruit which was carried out 
must not be handled when brought back unless this was done 
unintentionally, but if intentionally, they must not be handled? ” 
Concerning this, there is a difference of opinion between Tanaim 
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in a Boraitha elsewhere (and R. Papa holds with the Tana, who 
permits it). 

Said R. Na’hman in the name of Samuel: 14 If one went out 
and did not know the legal distance he could traverse, he may 
walk on for a distance of two thousand medium steps. This will 
constitute the lawful limit of the Sabbath/’ He said again 
quoting the same authority: If one took his Sabbath-rest in a 
valley, and Gentiles made an enclosure around the valley on the 
Sabbath, he may go two thousand ells, but he may throw things 
over the entire extent of the valley.” R. Huna said: “ He may 
go two thousand ells, but may carry only for a distance of four 
ells.” The reason R.. Huna prohibits throwing is in precaution, 
lest the man throw a thing outside of his two thousand ells and 
go after it. 

Hyya bar Rabh, however, said: He may go two thousand 
ells and may carry things inside of that limit. 

Said R. Na’hman to R. Huna: 44 Do not refute the dictum 
of Samuel; for we have learned in a Boraitha in support of 
Samuel.” 

R. Huna said: 44 If one measured the legal distance on a 
Sabbath and his measurement came to an end in one half of a 
court, he may avail himself of that half of the court only.” Is 
this not self-evident ? If he ended his measurement in one half 
of a court, why should he not avail himself of that half ? We 
might assume, that if the one half is permitted he might be 
tempted to use the other half also, so we are told that this pre¬ 
caution is not necessary. 

R. Na’hman said: 44 Huna agrees with me, that if in measur¬ 
ing the Sabbath-distance, the measurement end in the edge of a 
house, one may throw things into the house although he must 
not go into it himself, for the edge of the house is a fixed sign 
for him and will remind him, that he must not enter the 
house.” Said R. Huna the son of R. Nathan: 44 The necessity 
for a precautionary measure to prevent the man from entering 
the house forms the subject of a discussion between Tanaim as 
follows: If foes or an evil spirit have carried the man into 
another town, or into a pen or a fold for cattle, he may, accord¬ 
ing to Rabbon Gamaliel and R. Elazar ben Azariah, go about 
throughout the entire extent (of such a place); R. Joshua and 
R. Aqiba, however, maintain, that he must not move further 
than four ells.” Now, we must assume that those who permit 
the traversing of the entire extent of such places do so because 
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they do not fear that the man will traverse the whole valley 
where those places are situated, and those who only allow four 
ells, do so, because they regard this precautionary measure neces¬ 
sary. The same argument applies also to throwing, viz.: Those 
who have no fear that the man will traverse the entire valley, 
permit throwing throughout the pen or fold where the man is 
ensconced and those who allow him only four ells hold the same 
precautionary measure necessary where throwing and going after 
it is concerned. 

Rabh said: 44 The Halakha prevails according to R. Gamaliel, 
where a pen, fold or ship is concerned," but Samuel said: 
“ Only as far as a ship is concerned, but not as regards a pen or 
a fold." Thus we see that, as to a ship, all agree the Halakha 
prevails according to R. Gamaliel. What is the reason there¬ 
for ? Said Rabba: 44 Because already before the Sabbath set 
in, the man is within the confines of the ship and although the 
ship was involuntarily carried out beyond the legal limits, the 
man had prepared his Sabbath-rest there." R. Zera said, how¬ 
ever: 44 The reason is: that the man on board of the ship did not 
have four ells to move in, for the ship moves more than four ells 
every time it lurches foward, consequently he does not come 
under the law of four ells and may go throughout the entire 
extent of the ship." Rabba rejoined : 44 Thou referrest to a man 
who entered the ship while in motion. Concerning this, there 
is no difference between any of the Tanaim; even R. Aqiba per¬ 
mits the traversing of the entire ship, but they differ concerning 
a man who entered the ship while it was anchored." 

Said R. Na’hman bar Itz’hak: From the Mishna itself we may 
infer, that there was no difference concerning a ship while in 
motion, because it states, that R. Joshua and R. Aqiba did not 
move beyond four ells, as they wished to take upon themselves 
the rigid observance. Were it not permitted at all, why should 
it say, that they wished to take upon themselves the rigid obser¬ 
vance, they would have to obey the law ? 

Said R. A'lia the son of Rabha to R. Ashi: 44 The Halakha 
prevails according to R. Gamaliel where a ship is concerned." 
Then, there must be some who maintain that the Halakha does 
not prevail according to R. Gamaliel. Yea, there are, as we have 
learned in the following Boraitha: Hananiah the son of R. 
Jehoshua’s brother said: 44 The whole day that R. Gamaliel and 
R. Aqiba were on board the ship they disputed concerning this 
Halakha, and yesterday my uncle affirmed the Halakha to the 
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effect, that as regards a ship at anchor it prevails according to 
R. Gamaliel and as for a pen or a fold it prevails according to R. 
Aqiba.” 

R. Hananiah propounded a question: Is there such a thing 
as a legal limit above ten spans from the ground or not ? Con¬ 
cerning a pillar ten spans high and four spans wide one side of 
which was outside of the legal limit there is no question ; for it 
is equal to the ground itself, but concerning a pillar, that was 
ten spans high and less than four spans wide or a man who went 
on board of a ship, does the law of legal limits apply or not ? 
R. Hosea answered: “ Come and hear! It once happened that 
four sages came together from Parendisim, etc. (see Mishna). If 
we say, that the law of legal limits applies to objects higher 
than ten spans, then it can be understood why R. Joshua and 
R. Aqiba took upon themselves the rigid observance (for con¬ 
cerning a ship in motion they do not disagree with the other 
sages), viz. : on account of the law of legal limits, but if this law 
does not apply to a ship, what rigid observance could they have 
taken upon themselves ? ” Rejoined R. Hananiah: “ It may be 
that their ship was passing through shallow water, as related 
elsewhere by Rabha, and was not over ten spans from the 
ground.” 

Come and hear! The seven Halakhas related on a Sabbath 
morn in the presence of R. Hisda at Sura were related on the 
same evening in the presence of Rabha at Pumbaditha. Who 
could have decreed them ? No one, but Elijah? Hence we see, 
that there is no such thing as legal limits above ten spans from 
the ground ? Nay. It may be that those Halakhas were trans¬ 
mitted from one school to the other by Joseph the evil One, who 
did not observe the Sabbath. 

Come and hear! If one say: I wish to be a Nazarite at the 
coming of the Messiah, he may drink wine on a Sabbath or on a 
festival but must not do so during the week-days. (For Messiah 
is liable to come at any time.) The Boraitha would be coriect 
if we assume, that there is a legal limit above ten spans from the 
ground, because Messiah will then not come on the Sabbath or 
on a festival, but if there is no legal limit above ten spans, the 
man should not drink wine even on those days, because the 
Messiah might come. In that case it is different: for it is writ¬ 
ten [Malachi iii. 23]: “ Behold, I send unto you Elijah the pro¬ 
phet before the coming of the day of the Lord, the great and the 
dreadful/' Hence, if Elijah did not come on the day preceding 
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Sabbath, he may drink on the Sabbath. If this is so, then he 
may drink on a week-day also providing Elijah did not come on 
the preceding day. It might be assumed, however, that Elijah 
had already come and appeared before the high court and for 
that reason the man should not drink on any day, lest Elijah 
had already come, then this would apply also to the Sabbath ? 
There is a tradition among Israelites that it is an assured fact, 
that Elijah will not come on the eve of a Sabbath or a festival. 
If that is so, why should the man not be permitted to drink wine 
on the eve of Sabbath ? Because although Elijah will not come, 
the Messiah hirftself might come. 

Thus it must be assumed, that if there is a legal limit above 
ten spans, a man who wishes to be a Nazarite on the day of the 
coming of the Messiah should be permitted to drink wine not 
only on Sabbath and the festivals but also on the day following 
Sabbath, because Elijah cannot come on the Sabbath ? The 
sages who prohibited a man of that kind to drink wine on a week¬ 
day were themselves in doubt as to the validity of a legal limit 
above ten spans and only made it more rigid for the man on 
general principles. 

“And did not enter the harbor until after darkf etc. It was 
taught in a Boraitha, that R. Gamaliel had a telescope, through 
which he could see for a distance of two thousand ells on land 
and on sea. If a man wishes to measure the depth of a valley, 
he should use one of those telescopes and if he should wish to 
measure a tree, he should observe his shadow, measure himself 
and his shadow and the shadow of the tree and calculate the 
proportion. 

Nehemiah the son of R. Hanilayi was engrossed in thinking 
about a Halakha and inadvertently stepped out beyond the legal 
limits. Said R. Hisda to R. Na’hman : 44 Thy disciple Nehemiah 
is in trouble/' and R. Na’hman answered: 44 Make him a parti¬ 
tion with men and let him come back." 

R. Na’hman bar Itz’hak sat behind Rabha who sat in the pres¬ 
ence of R. Na’hman. Said R. Na’hman bar Itz’hak to Rabha: 
44 How was the case when R. Hisda asked R. Na’hman concern¬ 
ing Nehemiah who had overstepped the legal limits ? Shall we 
say, that there were sufficient men on hand who had made an 
Erub at the limits and could therefore go out to Nehemiah then 
the question was merely whether the Halakha prevailed according 
to R. Gamaliel, who said, that where there is a partition, even if 
a man had not declared his intention to rest there on the Sab- 
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bath, he may avail himself of it and traverse its entire extent, or 
that there were not sufficient men who had made an Erub who 
could reach Nehemiah and the question presented itself, whether 
the Halakha prevailed according to R. Eliezer, that if a man went 
out two ells beyond the limits he may return, and Nehemiah did 
not go out further than that.” Is this not self-evident ? For if 
there were sufficient men to reach Nehemiah, why did R. Hisda 
ask R. Na’hman ? Rabh had already decided that the Halakha 
mentioned prevailed according to R. Gamaliel and for R. Hisda 
Rabh was the final authority ? The question was merely then, 
whether R. Hisda could make a partition with men who had not 
made an Erub, at the end of two ells beyond the limit, which 
according to R. Eliezer was free to everybody, so that Nehemiah 
who had gone further than two ells beyond the limit could avail 
himself of that partition and return. 

R. Na’hman bar Itz’hak objected to the above, addressing 
Rabha: 44 Have we not learned in a Boraitha: 4 If the wall of a 
booth fell in on a festival, one must not use a man, or an animal 
or vessels or put up a bed and cover it with a sheet in order to 
fill in the gap, because a temporary tent must not be erected on 
a festival to commence with and so much less on a Sabbath ? ’ ” 
Answered Rabha: Thou quotest this Boraitha but I can quote 
another which states: 44 A man can make a wall of his comrade, 
that he may be able to eat a meal or drink or sleep in a booth 
(the wall of which had fallen in); he may also put up a bed and 
cover it with a sheet to keep the sun off from a corpse or from 
food.” 

These two Boraithas are contradictory to each other ? This 
presents no difficulty. One of them is according to the opinion 
of R. Eliezer and the other according to the opinion of the sages. 

It happened once, that some baldachin-makers brought in 
water through a partition formed by men. Samuel punished 
them, saying: 44 This was done in an emergency where a man 
had overstepped the legal limits accidentally but ye do this 4 pur¬ 
posely.' ” 

It once happened that flasks of wine were thrown out of Rab- 
ha’s house on the road in the city of Mehuzza. When Rabha 
came from his college, a number of men followed him as usual, 
and thus relying upon the partition formed by them, someone 
carried the flasks back into the house. Next Sabbath, the same 
thing happened, but Rabha would not permit the flasks to be 
carried back to the house, saying, that this time it might seem as 
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if it were done on purpose. In like manner straw was brought 
into the house of Levi, hay to the house of Zera, and water 
into the house of R. Shimi bar Hyya. 

MISHNA: One who is authorized to go beyond the pre¬ 
scribed limit on important business pertaining to public or private 
safety and is told, that 4 4 it is already done,' 1 is at liberty to go 
two thousand ells in any direction. If he was still within the 
prescribed limit, it is as if he had not gone out at all, for all those 
who go forth on an errand of safety, are permitted to return to 
their homes on Sabbath. 

GEMARA: What is meant by 44 if he was still within the 
prescribed limit ” ? Said Rabha: 44 This means to impart to us, 
that if he had not gone out beyond the limit, it was as if he had 
not left his house. Is this not self-evident ? I would say, that 
if he had gone out of his house he forfeits his right to go two 
thousand ells in any direction he chooses, and we are told, that 
such is not the case/' R. Shimi bar Hyya however said: 44 This 
means to state, that if the man had already gone beyond the 
usual limit but had not yet gone out of the additional limit 
allowed him by the sages for the errand, it is regarded as if he 
had not overstepped his own ordinary limit.’’ Upon what point 
do they differ ? Upon the permissibility of one end of a limit 
including another established limited distance adjoining it. The 
latter holds, that this point may be depended upon, while the 
former holds that it cannot. 

“For all those who go forth on mi errand ofsafety etc. Even 
such as go beyond four thousand ells ? In the first part of the 
Mishna it is stated that they only have two thousand ells in each 
direction ? What question is this ? This is a case of where a 
man goes forth on an errand of safety, and on such an errand it 
may be permitted to go beyond four thousand ells. If there is a 
question it can be made upon the following Mishna: 14 Those 
who go to assist others in case of conflagration, or of an attack 
of robbers, or of flood, or of rescuing people from the ruins of a 
falling building are considered for the time being as inhabitants 
of that place, and may go thence on the Sabbath, two thousand 
ells in every direction.” Thus here it is stated, that they may 
go only two thousand ells and our Mishna does not limit the dis¬ 
tance ? Said R. Jehudah in the name of Rabh: Our Mishna 
means to imply, that they may even return to their homes with 
all their implements of war, as we have learned in a Boraitha: In 
former, times, they used to deposit their arms in a house nearest 
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to the fortifications of the city. Once it happened, however, 
that the enemy was informed of the fact, that the Israelites had 
stored their arms, so they pursued them and in endeavoring to 
enter the house to gain possession of their arms, the Israelites 
trampled more of their own to death than were killed by the 
enemy. Since that time it was ordered to carry their arms back 
to their homes. 

R. Na’hman bar Itz’hak however said: This presents no diffi¬ 
culty: If the Israelites are victorious, they have only two thou¬ 
sand ells in which they may go in every direction, but if they are 
defeated, they may escape as far as possible. 

R. Jehudah said in the name of Rabh: If enemies besieged 
cities inhabited by Israelites, the latter must not go outside of 
the cities with their arms and must not violate the Sabbath, pro¬ 
viding the enemies were there on account of money-matters; but 
if they were there for the purpose of slaughter, the Sabbath may 
be violated and arms be carried on Sabbath. If a city near the 
boundary of the country is besieged even on account of a trivial 
business matter such as straw or hay, arms may be carried and 
the Sabbath may be violated. Said R. Joseph bar Minyumi 
in the name of R. Na’hman: “ Babylon is considered as a city 
near the boundary," and this dictum was explained to mean the 
city of Neherdai (which was surrounded on one side by Gentile 
neighbors and on the other side by Israelites). 

MISHNA: If a man sit down by the road-side (towards dark 
on the eve of Sabbath), then gets up and observes, that he is 
near a town, he must not enter the town; for it had not been his 
intention to do this. Such is the dictum of R. Meir; but R. 
Jehudah permits him to enter. R. Jehudah said: " It once 
happened that R. Tarphon entered a town although it was not 
his intention to do so." 

One who falls asleep on the eve of Sabbath while on the road 
and thus knows not that night has set in, is permitted (upon 
awaking) to go two thousand ells in any direction. Such is 
the decree of R. Johanan ben Nouri; but the sages hold, that he 
has only the right to move four ells. R. Eliezer said: " And he 
himself forms the centre of the four ells." R. Jehudah however 
said: He can go four ells in whichever direction he pleases. Still 
R. Jehudah admitted, that if the man had made his choice (which 
direction to take) he must not afterwards (change his mind and) 
go in another direction. Should there be two persons so situ¬ 
ated (/.*., form the centre of the four ells they are allowed to 
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move in), and part of the four ells permitted to one is within the 
limits of the other, they may meet and take their meals together 
in the centre of their joint space, provided that neither exceed 
his own limits by going into those of his neighbor. If there 
are three persons so situated and part of the four ells occupied 
by the middle one forms part of the space belonging to each of 
the other two, the one situated in the middle is at liberty to 
meet each of the others, or each of the others may meet him; 
but the two on each side of him must not meet each other. Said 
R. Simeon: What can this be compared to? Three courts 
opening into each other and also opening into public ground. 
If the two outer courts have combined in an Erub with the middle 
one, one is at liberty to carry things between the middle court 
and each of the outer ones, but between the two outer courts 
one must not carry or convey anything. 

GEMARA: We have learned in a Boraitha: R. Jehudah 
said: It once happened that R. Tarphon while on the road was 
overtaken by dusk on the eve of Sabbath and stayed outside of 
the town over night. In the morning the cattle-herders met him 
and said: ‘‘Rabbi, the town is not far distant. Enter/’ So 
he entered the town, went into the college and lectured all day. 
Said R. Aqiba to R. Jehudah: Wouldst thou cite this as an 
example ? Perhaps it had been the intention of R. Tarphon to 
enter the town previously (i.e . 9 he was within two thousand ells 
of it) or the college was included with the legal limits allowed 
R. Tarphon. 

“ Such is the decree of R. Johanan ben NouriS Rabba pro¬ 
pounded a question : What is the intent of R. Johanan’s decree ? 
Does he hold that things having no particular owner, if situated 
at a certain place on the Sabbath, acquire the right to their rest¬ 
ing-place {i.e., may be carried for a distance of two thousand 
ells in any direction) ? And the Mishna should have com¬ 
menced by citing an instance of this kind. Why does it give the 
instance of a man who had fallen asleep, whom the sages con¬ 
sider the same as a thing having no particular owner ? In order 
to show the firmness of the sages, who, though agreeing that the 
man when awake, is entitled to two thousand ells in each direc¬ 
tion, whence we might assume that he is entitled to the same 
privilege when asleep, we are told that such is not the case; or, 
in order to show that R. Johanan ben Nouri does not hold, that 
a thing having no particular owner acquires the right to be 
carried for a distance of two thousand ells in every direction, but 
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that a man when asleep is entitled to this privilege, merely 
because he is entitled to it when awake. 

Said R. Joseph: “ Come and hear: We have learned that if 
rain had fallen on the eve of a festival, the rain-water acquires 
the right of (being carried) two thousand ells in every direction ; 
but if rain had fallen on a biblical festival, the rain-water has the 
same right (of being carried for the same distance) as the inhabi¬ 
tants of the place where it had fallen (have the right of walk¬ 
ing)/' Now, if we say, that R. Johanan holds, that a thing 
having no particular owner, if situated at a certain place on 
Sabbath, acquires the right of (being carried) two thousand ells 
in every direction, then the Boraitha is in conformity with his 
opinion; but if we say, that he does not hold to that effect, 
according to whose opinion is the Boraitha, certainly not accord¬ 
ing to that of the sages ? 

Said R. Jacob bar Idi in the name of R. Jehoshua ben Levi: 
“ The Halakha prevails according to R. Johanan ben Nouri." 
Said R. Zera to R. Jacob: “ Didst thou hear R. Jehoshua him¬ 
self declare this, or dost thou merely infer this from another 
ruling made by him?" And he answered: "I heard him 
declare it." What ruling could R. Zera have referred to, which 
R. Jehoshua ben Levi had made ? The ruling made by R. 
Jehoshua ben Levi elsewhere, that the Halakha always prevails 
according to the Tana, who makes the laws regarding Erubin 
more lenient. Why was it necessary for R. Jehoshua to make 
both statements? Said R. Zera: It was necessary; for had he 
said merely, that the Halakha prevails according to R. Johanan 
ben Nouri, we might assume that it always prevails thus, 
whether it be more lenient or more rigorous than another; hence 
we are told, that the Halakha prevails according to the one who 
is the more lenient regarding the laws of Erubin. 

Let him say then, that the Halakha prevails according to the 
one who is the more lenient with the laws of Erubin, and that 
will cover the case of R. Johanan who is more lenient. Nay; it 
was also necessary to make the statement regarding R. Johanan 
exclusively; because it might be assumed that the Halakha pre¬ 
vails according to the more lenient interpretation where one 
opinion is opposed by the opinion of another individual, or where 
the opinion of a number (of sages) is opposed by the opinion of 
another number (of sages), but if the opinion of one is opposed 
by that of a number, the latter opinion prevails whether it be 
lenient or rigorous; hence we are told that the opinion of R. 
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Johanan ben Nouri prevailed although opposed by a number of 
sages, and from this the rule is adduced that as far as the laws 
of Erubin are concerned the more lenient Halakha prevails even 
if the opinion of one is opposed by a number (of sages). 

R. Papa, however, said: “Both statements made by R. 
Jehoshua ben Levi are necessary, because, had he simply stated, 
that the Halakha of the more lenient Tana only prevails, we 
might have assumed that he referred only to Erubin of courts 
and not to Erubin of legal limits; therefore he also stated the 
case of R. Johanan ben Nouri in order to demonstrate that he 
referred also to Erubin of legal limits/' 

R. Ashi said: “ Both statements made by R. Jehoshua ben 
Levi are necessary because, had he only made the statement 
concerning the Halakha of the more lenient Tana, it might have 
been assumed that he referred to an Erub that had been made 
for a number of Sabbaths and had gradually dwindled, but not 
to such Erubin as had been made afresh; hence he also made 
the statement concerning R. Johanan ben Nouri in order to 
emphasize the fact that the more lenient Halakhoth prevail even 
in the instances of newly made Erubin/’* 

R. Jacob and R. Zreiqa both said: “ In all instances where 
R. Aqiba differs with an individual the Halakha prevails accord¬ 
ing to R. Aqiba. In all instances where R. Jose differs even 
with a number of sages the Halakha prevails according to R. 
Jose, and in all instances where Rabbi differs with an individual, 
the Halakha prevails according to Rabbi.’’ For what purpose is 
this statement made ? Shall we act accordingly or is this 
merely a vague statement ? R. Assi said: “ Yea; we must act 
accordingly. Where R. Aqiba differs with an individual we 
must act in accordance with R. Aqiba’s opinion; where R. Jose 
differs with a number of sages we must act in conformity with 
R. Jose’s opinion.” R. Hyya bar Abba, however, said: R. 
Jacob and R. Zreiqa did not mean to establish the rule, that the 
Halakha prevails according to the opinions of R. Aqiba, R. Jose 
and Rabbi, but that they should be given preference wherever 
possible over their opponents (i.e., if, for instance, a man asks 


* The following paragraphs in the original Gemara are devoted to arguments of 
R. Papa and R. Ashi concerning the adduction of the differences quoted by the two 
Rabbis in the preceding paragraphs and quote the Boraithoth further on. Hence we 
have omitted them, and the reader will understand this from what follows. This 
rule is made by us for the benefit of the Hebrew scholar and will apply to all such 
omissions later. 
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concerning a decree of R. Jose, it may be declared valid, but it 
should not be taught as a rule in the colleges that when a num¬ 
ber of sages decide against R. Jose the Halakha nevertheless 
prevails according to his opinion). R. Jose bar R. Hantna, 
however, said : (Not even this should be done.) R. Jacob and 
R. Zreiqa merely assert, that it seems to them that the Halakhas 
should prevail as stated, but not that this should be maintained 
as a general rule (and if one inclined to their opinion, he cannot 
be accounted wrong). 

In the same manner as there is a divergence of opinions 
concerning the statement of R. Jacob and R. Zreiqa, so is there 
also a dispute concerning the following statement of R. Jacob 
bar Idi in the name of R. Johanan: In all instances where R. 
Meir and R. Jehudah differ, the Halakha prevails according to 
R. Jehudah, wherever R. Jehudah and R. Jose differ the Hala¬ 
kha prevails according to R. Jose, and so much more when 
R. Meir and R. Jose differ the Halakha prevails according to R. 
Jose, for if R. Jehudah is given preference over R. Meir, and R. 
Jose over R. Jehudah, then certainly R. Jose has preference 
over R. Meir. 

Said R. Assi: “ From this I can infer, that where R. Jose 
and R. Simeon differ, the Halakha prevails according to R. Jose, 
for R. Abba said in the name of R. Johanan, that wherever R. 
Simeon and R. Jehudah differ, the opinion of R. Jehudah pre¬ 
vails.’ ’ As a matter of course if R. Jehudah is given preference 
over R. Simeon, R. Jose is certainly more competent authority 
than R. Simeon. 

The schoolmen propounded a question: “ How is it, when 
R. Meir and R. Simeon differ ? ” This question is not decided.* 

R. Mesharshia said: All these rules are of no account ( i.e ., 
decisions should be made according to the dictates of one’s own 
understanding); for Rabh never acted according to such rules.f 


* Wherever a question remains undecided in the Talmud, the letters Taph, Iod, 
Quph, Vav, are inserted, and some scholars maintain, that this means “ Theiqu,” 
i.e., “So shall it remain.” Others, however, maintain that the letters stand for: 
“ Tishbi = Elijah the prophet, Ietharetz = will answer, Qushiuth = contradictions, 
Veabaioth = and questions. 

f This statement of R. Mesharshia applies to the whole Talmud from the fact 
that, although the authorities quoted above are among the greatest of the Mishna and 
the Gemara, the interpretation of all Halakoth should be based upon common sense, 
and in connection with this we would wish to call the attention of the reader to the 
assertion made in our article, “ What is the Talmud?” contained in our “ The Pen¬ 
tateuch, Its Languages, Character, etc.,” and in our article entitled “ Two Questions 
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R. Jehudah said in the name of Samuel: “ Things belonging to 
non-Israelites, if situated at a certain place on the Sabbath, do 
not acquire the right to their resting-place. ” According to 
whose opinion is this statement ? Shall we say, according to the 
opinion of the sages ? This is self-evident; for they hold, that 
even things having no particular owner do not acquire the right 
to their resting-place, and so much more things belonging to a 
Gentile, which accordingly possess an owner. Hence we must 
say, that this is even in accordance with the opinion of R. 
Johanan ben Nouri, who says, that things having no particular 
owner do acquire the right to their resting-place (but those, 
which have an owner, unless he be an Israelite, do not). 

An objection was made: R. Simeon ben Elazar said: “ Ves¬ 
sels which an Israelite borrows from a Gentile on a festival, or 
which he has lent to a Gentile and receives in return on a festi¬ 
val, also vessels and treasures which were within the legal limits 
on the eve of Sabbath, may be carried two thousand ells in 
every direction; but if a Gentile brought fruit on a Sabbath from 
beyond the legal limits, it must not be moved from its place.’’ 
Now if it be said, that R. Johanan ben Nouri holds, that things 
belonging to a Gentile acquire a right to their resting-place, then 
R. Simeon ben Elazar’s statement is in accordance with the 
opinion of this R. Johanan; but if the latter holds, that things 
belonging to a Gentile do not acquire a right to their resting- 
place, according to whose opinion is the statement of R. Simeon ; 
not according to that of R. Johanan nor to that of the sages ? 
Nay; R. Johanan may hold, that things belonging to a Gentile 
do acquire the right to their resting-place and still Samuel quoted 
the opinion of the sages; but as for this being self-evident, it is 
not so, for it might be assumed that a precautionary measure 
should be made in the case of a Gentile owner in order to put 
them on a par with vessels of an Israelite owner; therefore we 
are told that such a precautionary measure is not necessary. R. 
Hyya bar Abilin, however, said in the name of R. Johanan, that 
things belonging to Gentiles do acquire the right to their resting- 
place, as a precautionary measure for things belonging to Israel¬ 
ites. 

It once happened that rams were brought into the city of 


concerning the Talmud and Schulchau Aruch,” published in the American Israelite, 
1894, that “ no one has any right to establish a code based upon Halakhoth of the 
Talmud,” 
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Mabrakhta on a festival. Rabha allowed the inhabitants of the 
city of Mehuzza (which adjoined the other city) to buy them and 
take them home. Said Rabhina to Rabha: “ Why didst thou 
permit this; because thou boldest to the opinion of Samuel, 
that things belonging to Gentiles do not acquire the right to 
their resting-place, but the rule is, that where Samuel and R. 
Johanan differ, the opinion of R. Johanan prevails and R. 
Johanan holds, that things belonging to Gentiles do acquire the 
right to their resting-place on Sabbath ?” 

Thereupon Rabha said: Let the rams be sold to the inhab¬ 
itants of Mabrakhta; for that city is to the rams as four ells 
(being equal to the case of where a man was brought into a pen 
or a fold against his will and may in consequence traverse the 
entire extent of the pen or fold, as if they were only four ells).” 

R. Hyya taught: “ If the legal limits of two cities termi¬ 
nated in the water and a partition was made to denote the place 
where they met, by means of a fishing-net, it is not sufficient; 
for an iron partition is necessary in order that the water of both 
limits should not mingle.” R. Jose bar Hanina laughed at this 
teaching. Why did he laugh at it? Because Rabh decreed, 
that the sages were very lenient with all things pertaining to 
water (see page 24). 

” But the sages hold, that he has only the right to move four 
ells." Is R. Jehudah not of the same opinion as the first Tana ? 
Said Rabha: Nay; they differ to the extent of eight square ells. 
The sages hold that he may go four ells in every direction, that 
is, in all, eight square ells; but R. Jehudah says, that he may go 
only four ells in one direction. We have also learned to this 
effect in aBoraitha: “ He may move in eight square ells, so saith 
R. Meir.” Said Rabha: ” They differ as to the extent that the 
man may traverse, but as for carrying things all agree, that he 
may do so only for a distance of four ells.” 

The questions seem to be centred in four ells. Whence do 
we derive these four ells ? As we have learned in a Boraitha: 
From the passage [Exodus xvi. 29]: ” Remain ye, every man 
in his place,” etc. By ” his place” is meant the size of his 
body. What is the size ? Three ells, and one ell additional in 
case he wishes to stretch his limbs. So said R. Meir. R. Jehu¬ 
dah, however, said: ” Three ells are allowed for the size of the 
body and an additional ell in case he wishes to take a thing at 
his feet and place it underneath his head.” What is the point 
of variance between the two ? According to one, the four ells 
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must be exactly measured, and according to the other, an approx¬ 
imate distance only is necessary. 

R. Mesharshia said to his son: 44 When thou goest to see R. 
Papa, ask him whether the four ells are measured proportionately 
to the size of the man concerned or whether they are the holy 
ells {t.e.y ells measuring six spans). If he should tell thee, that 
the holy ells are meant, what should a man do who is as tall as 
Og, King of Bashan, and if he should tell thee, that the propor¬ 
tionate ells are meant, why were the four ells not included in the 
Boraitha, which teaches, that all things should be reckoned 
according to the proportionate ells. y ^ 

When the son of R. Mesharshia came to R. Papa he was 
told: 44 If we were to learn the Talmud in this manner (i.e., if 
we were so particular as to details) we would never be able to 
learn anything. Certainly proportionate ells are meant, and the 
reason the Boraitha does not mention them, is because it was 
not quite certain, and there may chance to be a dwarf, whose 
legal four ells the Boraitha did not feel justified in diminishing. ” 

4 4 But between the two outer courts one must not carry anything .' * 
Why should this not be permitted ? If both of the outer courts 
and the middle one have combined in one Erub, they are re¬ 
garded as one court ? Said R. Jehudah: 44 In this instance a 
case is referred to, where the middle court deposited an Erub in 
each of the outer courts; hence the two outer courts have no 
connection with each other.” R. Shesheth, however, said: 
44 Even if the two outer courts had deposited their Erubin in the 
middle court but had each done so in a separate house, they 
have no connection with each other. Had they deposited their 
Erubin in the same house, they would have been regarded as 
one court.” According to whose opinion would this be ? Shall 
we assume, that it was according to the Beth Shammai as we have 
learned in the following Boraitha: 44 If five persons conjoined 
their Erubin and deposited them in two vessels the school of 
Shammai hold them to be of no value, but the school of Hillel 
say they are of value/' Nay; this latter opinion is even in con¬ 
formity with the school of Hillel who, while maintaining, that 
if the Erubin had been deposited in separate vessels the connec¬ 
tion would be consummated, may hold, that if this was done in 
separate houses the connection is not valid. 

R. Jehudah said in the name of Rabh: 44 All the foregoing is 
according to the dictum of R. Simeon; the sages, however, hold, 
that from the two outer courts things may be carried into the 
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middle court, but from the middle court, things must not be car¬ 
ried into the outer courts; provided no Erub had been made, for 
one court may serve for two others, but two must not be utilized 
by one/' And R. Jehudah goes on to state: 44 When I made 
this statement before Samuel, he said: 4 Even this is in accord¬ 
ance with the dictum of R. Simeon; but the sages hold, that 
neither of the three courts may be made use of.' ” 

The following Boraitha is in support of the dictum of Samuel 
as quoted by R. Jehudah: R. Simeon said, 14 What can this be 
compared to ? Three courts opening into each other and also 
opening into public ground. If the two outer courts had com¬ 
bined in an Erub with the middle one, a man is at liberty to 
carry victuals from either of the outer courts into the middle 
court and eat them, then remove the remainder (but a man of 
the middle court must not carry things into the outer courts); ” 
the sages however said: 44 No connection is permitted between 
the three courts/' 

Samuel in making this statement holds to his theory advanced 
elsewhere: If there is a court between two entries, and an Erub 
was made by the court with both entries, connection between 
the court and both entries is nevertheless prohibited (but in each 
entry separately things maybe carried); if, however, no Erub 
was made by the court with either of the two entries, the court 
acts as a bar so that carrying in either entry is prohibited even 
by the inhabitants of the entries. If the court, however, made 
more frequent use of one entry to the neglect of the other, it 
acts as a bar only to the one frequently used, but the inhabitants 
of the neglected entry may carry therein. 

Said Rabba bar R. Huna: If the court made an Erub with 
the entry used only on rare occasions (it is evident, that hence¬ 
forth, the court intends to make more frequent use of this entry 
and to abandon the other entry) then the other entry becomes 
separated and the inhabitants thereof may carry therein. 

Rabba bar R. Huna said again in the name of Samuel: If the 
entry more frequently used by the court made an Erub for its 
own use, and the court itself as well as the neglected entry did 
not make any Erubin for their own use, the court is relegated to 
the neglected entry, but cannot prove a bar to the entry having 
an Erub, because that were otherwise as the manner of the 
Sodomites, i.c., if an act is perpetrated which is neither benefi¬ 
cial nor injurious to the perpetrator but solely in order to injure 
another, the perpetrator is compelled to desist. (The compari- 
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son is made to the case in question as follows: Neither the 
inhabitants of the court itself nor of the entry may carry within 
their precincts nor even within the entry provided with an Erub, 
and hence it would not be just, if, because they were not per¬ 
mitted to carry, they should prove a bar to those who by virtue 
of their Erub are allowed to do so.) 

R. Jehudah said in the name of Samuel: 44 The Erub of a 
man who is particular about it that his fellow (with whom he 
had joined in the Erub) should not eat it, is of no account. 
Why so ? Because the word Erub signifies commixture, i.e., 
those who make the Erub can individually do with it as they 
see fit, and if one man is particular about it, its intent is abol¬ 
ished/ ' R. Hanina however said : The Erub is valid ; but a man 
of that kind is like the men of Vardina (who were notoriously 
penurious). 

R. Jehudah said again in the name of Samuel: 44 An Erub 
which is divided by a man in two parts or deposited by him in 
two separate vessels is of no account/' Then Samuel's dictum 
is in accordance with Beth Shammai, as stated in the Boraitha 
(page 108): We may assume that Samuel's teaching may be 
also according to Beth Hillel; for the latter hold, that the Erub 
is valid only then, if one vessel was filled with it and the remain¬ 
der had to be put into another vessel, but if it was originally 
divided and then deposited, it is not valid. 

Samuel said: 44 The virtual intent of the Erub is, that by 
mutual interchange of articles, the right to the ground is bought 
and sold." Why then are eatables necessary; could it not have 
been permitted to make an Erub with money ? Because, as a 
usual thing on the eve of Sabbath money is scarce. (If that 
is so, then why should an Erub that had been made with money 
not be valid ? This is merely a precautionary measure, lest it 
should be said that the main principle of an Erub is money, and 
in the case of a lack of money, eatables will not be used in its 
stead, and thus the law of Erubin will sink into oblivion.) 
Rabba, however, said, that the Erub signifies, that wherever the 
victuals have been deposited, there the man resides, i.c ., wher¬ 
ever a man's bread is, there is also his domicile. What is the 
point of difference between Samuel and Rabba ? The points of 
difference are as follows: A vessel of any value, victuals worth 
less than a Prutah (a coin of minimum value) and a minor. 
(According to Samuel a vessel having a market value may be 
used, but according to Rabba it does not follow that if it is 
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deposited in a certain place the owner resides there, hence it 
must not be used. Victuals worth less than a Prutah, accord¬ 
ing to Samuel, not having a market value, must not be used, 
but according to Rabba, being eatables, may be deposited. A 
minor, according to Samuel, cannot be commissioned to act 
because no money consideration can be intrusted to him, and 
according to Rabba where he only gathers the material for the 
Erub, he may be commissioned to act.) 

Said Rabba in the name of R. Hama bar Guria, quoting 
Rabh: The Halakha prevails according to R. Simeon. 

MISHNA: Should a man, when overtaken by dusk on the 
road (on the eve of Sabbath), single out a tree or a hedge and 
say: “ I will take my Sabbath-rest underneath it," ( legally ) he 
has said nothing, but if he says: “I will take my Sabbath- 
rest at its base/’ he may go from the spot on which he stands to 
the base of the tree or hedge two thousand ells and thence to 
his domicile two thousand ells more; thus it may be seen, that a 
man may go four thousand ells after dark (on Sabbath). If he 
cannot single out a tree or a hedge or is not conversant with the 
Halakha (covering his case) and says: “ I will take my Sabbath- 
rest on the place where I stand," the spot upon which he stands 
(virtually) gives him two thousand ells in any direction; in a 
circle, according to the dictum of R. Hanina ben Antignous; 
but the sages hold, that he has two thousand ells in a square, 
so as to enable him to take advantage of the angles. This rule 
is explanatory to the saying (of the sages): “ The poor prepare 
their Erubs with their feet." R. Meir said : " This rule is applied 
only to the poor," but R. Jehudah replied: It applies to poor 
and rich both; inasmuch as the Erub to be made with bread was 
only decreed in order to render its observance easier for the 
wealthy, so that they should not be compelled to go out and 
prepare the Erub with their own feet. 

GEMARA: What is meant by "legally he has said 
nothing" ? Said Rabh: " It means literally that he has said 
nothing and must not move from his place; (because where he 
stands, he did not acquire the right to rest on Sabbath, his 
intention having been to rest underneath the tree. Underneath 
the tree he acquired no right, not having specified the spot where 
he would rest, and although the space underneath the tree is 
within two thousand ells from his position at the time, as long 
as he did not specify the exact spot he must not go there)." 
Samuel, however, said: It means, that he said nothing con- 
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cerning the distance from the tree to his domicile but he may 
traverse the distance from where he stands to the tree (because 
the entire space underneath the tree is within two thousand ells 
of his position at the time, and the distance from his domicile is 
only two thousand ells to the base of the tree, but to the entire 
space underneath the tree it is more than two thousand ells); 
hence this entire space is like driving an ass and leading a camel, 
for it is not known from which side the distance to his domicile is 
two thousand ells. If it be measured from the north, chances 
are that it should be measured from the south, and vice versa . 

Said Rabba: (Samuel’s opinion is feasible, for he says, that 
the man acquired the right to two thousand ells from where he 
stands; but not having determined the exact spot underneath the 
tree, he loses the further two thousand ells to his domicile) but 
what grounds has Rabh for his opinion ? Rabh holds, that if 
two intentions, one consequent upon the other, are expressed in 
one assertion, the inability to carry out one intention destroys 
the other also (and in this case as the man cannot proceed from 
the tree to the domicile it invalidates his right to go from his 
place to the tree). What is the difference between the two 
opinions ? The difference is if one says, ” I will take my rest 
in the four ells of the eight ells underneath the tree,” according 
to those who hold that the place of rest must be exactly deter¬ 
mined, it is of no value, but he who holds that if two intentions, 
one consequent upon the other, are expressed in one assertion, 
the inability to carry out one intention destroys the other also, 
in this case when he determines four ells it may be called the 
exact spot, and is valid. 

Said R. Huna the son of R. Jehoshua: The case in the 
Mishna mentioned ” he legally said nothing” applies only if the 
space underneath the tree is eight ells or more; but if it meas¬ 
ures only seven ells the man may proceed to the tree and from 
the tree to his domicile (because he is entitled at any rate to 
four ells and no matter from which side the distance to his 
domicile is measured, part of his domicile will be within two 
thousand ells). 

We have learned one Boraitha in support of Rabh and 
another supporting Samuel: The one upholding Rabh is as fol¬ 
lows: If one, while on the road, was overtaken by dusk, and, 
singling out a tree, said: ” I will take my Sabbath-rest under¬ 
neath it,” he has said nothing. If he said, however, that he 
would rest in a certain place, he can proceed to that place and, 
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arriving there, may traverse the entire extent of that place and 
two thousand ells outside of it. When may he do so ? If he 
designated a particular place, i.e. y if he designated a sand-heap 
ten spans high, or a valley ten spans deep, and from four ells to 
two saahs’ capacity wide; but if he did not previously designate 
the place or there was no such place in existence, he may only 
move four ells from where he is situated at the time. If there 
were two men, one of whom could designate the place and the 
other could not, the latter may invest the former with the right 
to select the place for him and he (the former) may act accord¬ 
ingly. This is the case only if the man designates the four ells 
where he desires to rest, but if he does not, he must not move 
from his place. 

The Boraitha upholding Samuel is as follows: If a man made 
an error and deposited his Erub in two directions, or if a man 
thought that it was allowed to make two Erubin and go in one 
direction in the morning and in another in the afternoon, or if a 
man said to his servants: Make an Erub for me, M without 
specifying the place for it, and one of them made the Erub in 
the north and the other in the south, the man may go south for 
a distance of two thousand ells minus the distance from his 
house to the Erub on the north or may go north for a distance 
of two thousand ells minus the distance from his house to the 
Erub on the south. If the house was midway between the two 
Erubin, however, i.e, y the two Erubin were placed equidistant 
from the house two thousand ells, he must not move beyond his 
house. 

“ If he says y ‘ I will take my Sabbath-rest at its base y f ” etc. 
Said Ilabha: “ Being overtaken by dusk ” signifies, that if the 
man walked slowly he could not reach the tree before dusk, but 
if he ran speedily he could reach the base of the tree. 

Rabba and R. Joseph were on the road: Said Rabba to R. 
Joseph: “ We will rest underneath the tree that tolerates good 
fellowship.” And according to another version he said: “We 
will rest underneath the tree, that honorably acquits itself of its 
dues (i.e. f that bears quantities of fruit and thus pays its dues).” 
Said R. Joseph: “I know not of such a tree.” Answered 
Rabha: Depend upon me, as a Boraitha stated, R. Jose said: 
If there be two men, one of whom could designate the place 
and the other could not, the latter may invest the former with 
the right to select the place for him and he (the former) may 
say: “ There shall we rest.” In truth this is not so. R. Jose 
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never said this; but Rabba asserted this in the name of R. Jose 
so that R. Joseph should listen to him; for it was known that 
R. Jose was final authority and that the Halakhas prevailed 
according to his opinion. 

"If he cannot single out a tree or is not conversant with the 
Halakha” From what biblical passage is all this talk about two 
thousand ells adduced ? We have learned in a Boraitha: It is 
written [Exod. xvi. 29]: 44 Remain ye every man in his spot, let 
no man go out of his place on the seventh day.” 44 On his 
spot” means four ells, and 44 out of his place” refers to two 
thousand ells. Whence does the Boraitha adduce this assertion ? 
Said R. Hisda: 44 Because it is written [Numbers xxxv. 5]: 

4 And ye shall measure from without the city on the east side 
two thousand ells/ etc. (Thus from the verse it is seen, that 
the city was in the centre and they measured two thousand ells 
on every side and from this the legal limits were derived.) 

4 4 Two thousand ells hi any direction in a circle , ’ ’ etc. What 
grounds has R. Hanina ben Antignous for the statement ? If 
he agrees to the interpretation of the passage quoted, he should 
have said in a square, for so the passage determines, and if he 
does not hold to the passage at all, whence does he adduce two 
thousand ells in general ? He holds to the interpretation of the 
passage quoted, but the end of the same verse reads, 44 This shall 
be to them the open spaces of cities,” and he declares, that for 
the purpose of the verse it should be in a square, but for Sab¬ 
bath it should not be in a square. Whence do the sages adduce 
that the two thousand ells should be in a square ? The sages 
hold with Hananiah, who taught, that 44 this shall be to them,” 
should read 44 as this," and as this should be all the legal limits 
of the Sabbath. 

Said R. A’ha bar Jacob. One who carries four ells in public 
ground is not culpable unless he carries in a diagonal of four ells.* 

Said R. Papa: 44 Rabha wished to examine us and asked the 
following question: 4 Is it necessary that a pillar ten spans high 
and four wide standing in public ground, should contain a square 
so that a diagonal can be drawn ?’ We answered: Is this not 
the same as the teaching of R. Hananiah which states 4 as this 
should be all the legal limits of Sabbath.' ” 

44 R. Meir said: 1 This rule is applied only to the poor / ” etc. 

* Rashi explains this to mean 4 ells and $ or if of an ell additionally. It is 
difficult to understand just how this is meant or how the diagonal can be derived with¬ 
out the square. 
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Said R. Na’hman: “ The point of difference between R. Meir 
and R. Jehudah is where a man says: ‘ I will rest in my place ’ 
(where I am standing). R. Meir holds, that the principal thing 
to be used for an Erub is bread; and for the poor man, who has 
no bread with him, it is made easier; the rich man, however, has 
no right to do so; but R. Jehudah holds, that the principal way 
to make an Erub is to make it with one’s feet, whether the man 
be poor or rich, but concerning the designation of a tree ora cer¬ 
tain place for a Sabbath-rest while travelling, all agree, that it is 
allowed for a poor man but not fora rich man.” The statement 
in the Mishna ” This rule is explanatory to the saying,” means 
to say that the saying is that of R. Meir, and what does it refer 
to ? To the previous clause in the Mishna, " If he cannot single 
out a tree or is not conversant with the Halakha.” The teach¬ 
ing ” for the poor man who has no bread with him, it is made 
easier,” is that of R. Jehudah. 

R. Hisda, however, said: On the contrary. R. Meir and 
R. Jehudah differ only as to the designation of a certain place 
for the Sabbath-rest, the former holding, that for a poor man 
this is allowed, but not for a rich man, and the latter holding 
that it is permitted for both; but all agree that as for resting in 
one’s place where he stands it is allowed to both rich and poor, 
because the principal way of effecting an Erub is with one’s feet. 
The statement of the Mishna, ” This rule is explanatory to the 
saying,” refers to a man who was overtaken by dusk, while the 
teaching ” for the poor man who has no bread, it is made easier,” 
is according to the opinion of all. 

We have learned a Boraitha in support of R. Na’hman: Be 
it a poor man or a rich man an Erub should be effected with 
bread. A rich man should not go out to the legal limits and say: 
” Here will I take my Sabbath-rest ” because this is allowed only 
to one who was overtaken by dusk on the road, so saith R. Meir. 
R. Jehudah, however, said: Be it a poor man or a rich man 
the Erub should be effected with the feet and a rich man may 
go out to the legal limits and take his Sabbath-rest there, because 
the principal manner of effecting an Erub is with the feet. To 
the householder, however, the sages allowed to send a servant, a 
son, or any other messenger, to make the Erub in his stead, in 
order to make it easier for him, and R. Jehudah said again: 
It happened to the men of the house of Mamel and of the 
house of Gurion in the city of Aruma who would distribute figs 
and raisins during years of famine, that the poor of the villages 
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of Shihin and Hananiah would come on the eve of Sabbath to 
the legal limits, remain there over night, and on the morrow 
would enter the city of Aruma and receive their share. 

R. Hyya bar Ashi taught Hyya the son of Rabh in the pres¬ 
ence of Rabh: “ Be he a rich man or a poor man.” Said Rabh 
to him: “ Add to this teaching, that the Halakha prevails accord¬ 
ing to R. Jehudah.” 

Rabba bar R. Hanan generally went on the Sabbath from 
Artibna to Pumbaditha. Once, while on the way he said: “ I 
will take my Sabbath-rest in Tzintha (a small hamlet between 
the two towns).” Said Abayi to him: Why dost thou say this, 
because thou knowest, that where R. Meir differs with R. Jehu- 
dah the Halakha prevails according to R. Jehudah and besides, 
thou art of the opinion of R. Hisda, who holds, that they differ 
only concerning the designation of a certain place for the Sab¬ 
bath-rest; but did not R. Na'hman explain to the contrary and 
have we not a Boraitha in support of R. Na'hman ? 

Answered Rabba bar R. Hanan, ” Henceforth I shall not do 
this again.” 

Rami bar Hama asked: ” It was said, that one who made an 
Erub by means of his feet, has four ells for himself besides the 
two thousand allowed him. What is the law concerning one who 
had sent bread to make the Erub ? Has he the extra four ells 
or not ? ” Said Rabha: “ Come and hear: The Mishna states 
that the Erub was to be made with bread only to make it easier 
for the wealthy. If we should say, that he has not the four ells, 
it will not be made easier for the wealthy, but on the contrary 
stricter?” It will not be stricter ? For he would rather lose 
the four ells and be enabled to send a messenger in his stead than 
to go himself. 

MISHNA: If a man (on the eve of Sabbath) had been 
despatched by his townsmen to combine by an Erub a town (or 
village in the vicinity) and was subsequently induced by a neigh¬ 
bor to go back (before completing his errand) he is permitted to 
go to the place in question (nevertheless); all his townsmen, 
however, are forbidden (to go thither). Such is the dictum of 
R. Jehudah; but R. Meir said: One who can prepare an Erub 
and does not prepare it, is (like one driving) an ass and (leading) 
a camel (at the same time). 

GEMARA: What difference is there between the man and 
his townsmen ? Said R. Huna: ” This is a case of where a man 
possessed two houses which had two legal limits between them, 
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z.e., they were four thousand ells apart and the man went out 
on the road without taking bread along. He is then considered 
as a poor man; (and in consequence made his Erub wherever 
he was with his feet) but his townsmen who sent him to make 
the Erub are regarded as wealthy and their Erub not having 
been effected are not allowed to go out.” 

We learned a Boraitha supporting this teaching: “ One who 
has two houses between which there are two legal limits makes 
the Erub valid as soon as he starts out on the way from one to 
the other, such is the dictum of R. Jehudah. Moreover, said 
R. Jose the son of R. Jehudah, even if his comrades meet him 
and tell him to stay over night where he is, because it is too hot 
or too cold, he may arise in the morning and continue on his way 
(for his intention was originally to make his Erub at the end of 
his journey).” 

Said Rabba: ” All agree that a man may continue his journey 
after remaining at a certain place over night, if he had been 
persuaded to interrupt his journey by another, but if he did so 
of his own accord, he must not continue on his way, because he 
may have changed his original intention. Wherein they differ 
is, if the man was persuaded to remain at a certain place before 
commencing his journey. According to one, his Erub is invalid 
as long as he had not yet started, and according to the other, it 
is valid because the intention originally existed.” 

R. Joseph, however, said: ” All agree that one must start on 
the journey, otherwise his Erub is not valid; but they differ in 
a case of a man having been persuaded to stop over at a certain 
place or doing so of his own accord. One holds, that if he 
stopped over of his own accord, he may have changed his orig¬ 
inal intention and hence his Erub is not valid, while the other 
maintains, that as long as he had started, it does not matter. 

R. Jehudah bar Isht’tha brought a basket of fruit to R. 
Nathan bar Oshiya on the eve of Sabbath (and the distance 
from his house to that of R. Nathan was four thousand ells). 
He started to return and R. Nathan let him go as far as the first 
step and then said to him: “ Remain here over night.” On the 
morrow, he arose and returned to his home. 

” But R. Meir said: i One who ca?i prepare an Erub / ” etc. 
Have we not learned already in a Mishna (of the third chapter) 
that R. Meir and R. Jehudah both said: ” If (an Erub) is doubt¬ 
ful, this is (like driving) an ass (and leading a) camel.” Said R. 
Shesheth: It might be assumed that the reason of R. Meir’s 
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opinion is that only in the case of a doubtful Erub, it is a case 
of an ass and a camel, but if it is known to a certainty that no 
Erub was made, such is not the case (but it is positively forbid¬ 
den); hence we are given to understand that even where it is 
certain that the Erub was not made it is also a case of an ass 
and a camel; because the Mishna cites a case where it is certain 
that no Erub was made. 

MISHNA: If one went beyond the legal limit even a single 
ell, he must not go back the entire distance. R. Eliezer said: 
If he went two ells beyond the limit he may go back; but if 
three ells, he must not. 

GEMARA: Said R. Hanina: “ If a man had one foot within 
the limit and the other foot outside he may enter, because it is 
written [Isaiah lviii. 13]: ‘If thou restrain thy feet for the sake 
of the Sabbath ' and we read * thy feet ’ and as one foot was 
still within the limit, it cannot be said, that he had restrained his 
feet/' We have learned, however, in another Boraitha, that he 
must not enter ? R. Hanina holds according to the opinion of 
the anonymous teachers, who maintain in still another Boraitha, 
that wherever the greater part of the body of a man is situated, 
there is his place. 

“ R . Eliezer said: i If he went two ells / ” etc. Did we not 
learn in a Boraitha, that R. Eliezer said: If he went one ell 
beyond the limit he may go back; but if he went two ells, he 
must not ? This presents no difficulty; our Mishna refers to a 
case where he had overstepped one ell and remained exactly two 
ells beyond, while the Boraitha refers to one who had over¬ 
stepped two ells and was already in the third. Did we not learn 
in another Boraitha, that R. Eliezer said : “ Even if he had 
stepped out one ell, he must not reenter ? ” This Boraitha refers 
to the one who measured the legal distance (as is stated in the 
last Mishna of the next chapter, which will be explained then 
and there). 

MISHNA: One who was overtaken by dusk one ell outside 
of the legal limit must not reenter the town; R. Simeon, how¬ 
ever, said: Even if one was fifteen ells beyond the limit, he may 
go back, as the land-surveyors who establish the limits, are not 
very exact in their measurements and allowance is made for 
those who might err. 

GEMARA: We have learned in a Boraitha: “ It sometimes 
happens that the land-surveyors forget their mark and go 
beyond the distance/' 


CHAPTER V. 


REGULATIONS CONCERNING THE BOUNDARIES OF A TOWN AND THE 
MEASUREMENTS OF THE LEGAL LIMITS. 

MISHNA: How can the boundaries of a town be extended ? 
If one house recede from the city wall and another project, or if 
a ruin recede or project, or if fragments of a wall ten spans high 
lie beyond the walls, or if there be any bridges or cemeteries, 
with dwelling-houses thereon, the measurement of a town is 
commenced on a level with them; and the whole is formed into 
a (quasi) square, in order to gain the angles. 

GEMARA: R. Johanan said: For eighteen days I lived with 
Oshiya the Great and did not learn but one thing concerning this 
Mishna, namely: The Mishna should not read “ How can the 
boundaries of a town be extended, but how can they be dis¬ 
tricted. ’' ^ This is not so! Did not R. Johanan once assert, 
that during his stay with Oshiya the Great for eighteen days he 
learned to know the heart and wisdom of each one of Oshiya’s 
twelve disciples ? He says only that he learned but one thing 
concerning this Mishna , but aside from that, he learned many 
other things. 

R. Johanan said again: “ When we were studying the Law 
at Oshiya’s we sate four men to one ell.” Rabbi said: When 
we studied at R. Elazar ben Shamua’s college we sate six men 
to one ell.” 

R. Johanan said once more: As R. Meir was in his generation 
so was R. Oshiya the Great in his day. As with R. Meir, the 
colleagues of his day, could never arrive at his final decisions, 
so was it also with Oshiya. His colleagues could also never 
fathom his ultimate conclusions. 

R. Johanan said again: The hearts of the first sages were 
as broad as the porch of the Temple and those of the later sages 
were as broad as the gates of the Temple, but our hearts are as 

* The question here arises whether the Hebrew term “ Meabrin, which we 

render with “ extended,” is spelled with an Aleph or an Ayin. If with an Aleph it 
signifies extended, and if with an Ayin it means districted. 
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narrow as the eye of a sewing-needle. Whom does he refer 
to as the first sages ? R. Aqiba. Whom as the later sages ? 
R. Elazar bar Shamua, and according to another version he refers 
to R. Elazar ben Shamua and Oshiya the Great respectively. 

Said Abayi: We are as a nail driven in a hard wall as far as 
explanations are concerned ( i.e. y we understand but little of 
what we hear, and that with difficulty). Said Rabha: We are 
also like a finger pushed into a cake of wax (meaning we are so 
dull of comprehension where comparisons are concerned, that 
but as little remains with us as with the finger that has been 
pulled out from the wax). Said R. Ashi: “ And we may say, 
that it is as easy for us to forget what we have learned as it is to 
put our finger in the hole of a well.” 

R. Jehudah said in the name of Rabh: The children of 
Judaea who paid strict attention to the words of their masters and 
propounded many questions retained all they learned. The 
Galileans, however, who did not pay strict attention to the lan¬ 
guage of their masters, and did not question them, did not 
retain anything. The Judaeans learned from one master, hence 
they remembered what they learned; but the Galileans had 
many teachers and in consequence they did not retain anything. 

Rabhina said: The Judaeans taught every tract they had 
themselves mastered to others; hence they retained their knowl¬ 
edge; because teaching others improves one's own learning; the 
Galileans, however, did not do this and in consequence their 
knowledge forsook them. Of David who taught others it is said 
[Psalms cxix. 74]: “ Those that fear thee will see me and be 
rejoiced,” but of Saul, who did not teach others, it is said [I 
Samuel xiv. 47]: “And whithersoever he turned himself, he 
caused terror.” 

Said R. Johanan: “ Whence do I know, that the Lord for¬ 
gave Saul for the sin of massacring the priests of the city of 
Nev?” Because Samuel’s spirit said unto him: “On the 
morrow, thou and thy children shall be with me.” What is 
meant by “ with me ” ? (That means in the same place as Sam¬ 
uel and as Samuel was a righteous man and certainly in Para¬ 
dise, so Saul must have been forgiven in order to share Samuel’s 
abode.) 

R. Jehoshua ben Hananiah said: “ I was never disconcerted 
in my life except by a woman, a boy, and a little girl. The 
instance of the woman occurred in this wise: I at one time 
resided at the house of a widow. At table she set before me a 
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plate of beans and I ate it up leaving nothing. On the second 
day she gave me the same dish which I also consumed entirely. 
On the third day she made the dish too salt and after tasting it 
I naturally stopped and left it alone. Said she to me: ‘ Rabbi, 
why dost thou not eat ?’ and I answered, that I had already 
eaten during the day; she then rejoined: * Thou shouldst have 
eaten less bread, and continued: ‘ Perhaps because thou didst 
not leave any Peah* on the first tw ? o days, thou dost leave it 
now to serve for all three; for have not our sages decreed, that 
no Peah need be left in the cooking pot, but some should be left 
in the plate on which the dish is served ? ’ ” 

The instance of the little girl happened as follows: Once I 
was travelling on a road and seeing a beaten path leading across 
a meadow I took that path. Said a little girl to me: “ Rabbi! 
is this not a meadow that thou art crossing ?” and I answered: 
“ Is this not a beaten path ?” and she answered: “ Yea; such 
robbers as thou art have made it a beaten path." As for the 
affair with the little boy it happened thus: Once while on the 
road I noticed a child sitting at a cross-road. I asked him, which 
road led to the city, and he answered: ‘‘This road is the shorter 
but at the same time the longer, and this one is long but never¬ 
theless short.” I took the shorter road that was at the same 
time the longer. When I came to the city I saw the entrance 
to the city at that point was surrounded by gardens and vine¬ 
yards, so that I had to retrace my steps. Said I to the child at 
the cross-road: ‘‘Didst thou not say that this was the short 
route ?” and he answered: *‘ Did I not also tell thee that it was 
a long route ? ” I then kissed him on the forehead and remarked: 
” Well is thee, Israel, that all thy children are wise, both great 
and small.” 

R. Jose the Galilean was travelling on the road. He met 
Brurih (the wife of R. Meir) and asked her: “ Which way must 
we take to the city of Lud ? ” She answered: “ Thou Galilean 
fool! Did not our sages say, that thou shouldst not converse 
much with a woman ? Thou shouldst have asked, which way 
to Lud ?” 

The same Brurih once found a young scholar learning quietly 
to himself. She scolded him and said : “ It is written [II Samuel 
xxiii. 5]: ‘ Firm in all and sure,’ which signifies, that if the Law 


* Peah signifies the comers of the field, the crops of which must be left over for 
the widows, orphans, etc. 
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is firmly imbedded in all the two hundred and forty-eight mem¬ 
bers of the body it can remain with the man, otherwise it can¬ 
not.’ ’ We have learned that there was a disciple of R. Eliezer, 
who learned quietly to himself and in the course of three years 
he forgot all he had learned. 

Said Samuel to R. Jehudah: Thou sagacious one. Open 
thy mouth, when thou readest and also when thou learnest and 
then may it come to pass, that thou shalt live long, as it is writ¬ 
ten [Proverbs iv. 22]: “For they are life unto every one of 
those that find them, and to all his body a healing.” Do not 
read “ that find them,” but“ that make them a find for others,” 
that is by pronouncing them with the mouth others will hear 
them and be benefited. 

Samuel said again to R. Jehudah: Thou sagacious one! As 
long as thou hast any money, eat and drink; for the world 
which we leave behind is like a wedding-feast, it is soon over 
(and in the next world, thou wilt not be able to do this). 

Rabh said to R. Hamnana: My son! If thou hast the 
wherewith to do thyself good, do so, for in the grave there is no 
pleasure and there is no fixed time for death, and if thou shouldst 
wish to say: “ I will leave my children sufficient to live on when 
I am in my grave,” who can assure thee, that they will keep it; 
for men are like grass in the field—some spring up and have 
everythingprepared for them while others fade and have nothing. 

R. Jehoshua ben Levi said: One who travels on the road and 
has no companion, should study the Law, as it is written [Prov¬ 
erbs i. 9] : “ For a wreath of grace are they unto thy head, and 
chains for thy throat.” If a man have a headache, he should 
study the Law for it is “ a wreath of grace ” unto his head. If 
his throat be sore, he should study the Law for it is “ a chain ” 
for his throat. If thy stomach hurt thee, do likewise, for it is 
written [ibid. iii. 8] : “It will be healing to thy travel ” (body), 
and also if thy bones ache, for it says further [ibid.], “ and mar¬ 
row to thy bones.” Likewise one who has pains in any part of 
his body should study the Law, for it is written [ibid. iv. 22]: 
“ And to all his body a healing.” 

Said R. Jehudah ben R. Hyya: Come and observe how the 
custom of the Lord differs from that of man! If a man pre¬ 
scribes a remedy, it may benefit one and injure another, but the 
Holy One, blessed be He, gave the Law to all Israel as a rem¬ 
edy for all and for the whole body as it is written: “ And to all 
his body a healing.” 
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R. Ama said: It is written [Proverbs xxii. 18]: ” For it is a 
pleasant thing if thou keep them within thy bosom, if they be 
altogether firmly seated upon thy lips.” Which signifies: ” When 
are the words of the Law a pleasant thing ? If thou canst keep 
them within thy bosom, and when canst thou keep them in thy 
bosom ? If thou canst pronounce them well with thy lips.” 

R. Zera said: It is written [ibid. xv. 23]: “A man hath joy 
by the answer of his mouth; and a word spoken at the proper 
time, how good is it.” Which signifies: When hath a man joy 
by the answer of his mouth, if at any time that he is asked con¬ 
cerning the Law, he can make proper reply. 

R. Itz’hak said: It is written [Deut. xxx. 14]: “ But the 
word is very nigh unto thee, in thy mouth, and in thy heart, 
that thou mayest do it.” When is the word nigh unto thee ? 
If it is in thy mouth, and in thy heart thou meanest to do it. 

Rabha said: It is written [Psalms xxi. 3] : ” The longing of 
his heart hast thou given him, and the request of his lips hast 
thou not withholden. Selah.” Which means: When was the 
longing of his heart given him ? If the request of his lips was 
in accordance with the Law. 

Rabha inferred a contradiction from the verse just quoted: 
It says, ” The longing of his heart hast thou given him,” and 
immediately afterwards, ” and the request of his lips hast thou 
not withholden.” If the longing of his heart was given him, 
what need was there of the request of his lips? And explained 
this seeming contradiction thus: If the man had merited it, the 
longing of his heart was granted him without request, but if he 
did not, he first had to make a request for it, before it was 
granted. 

The disciples of R. Eliezer ben Jacob taught: In every 
instance, where the words “Netzach,” ” Selah,” or “ Voed ” 
form the conclusion of the passage it signifies, that it will be 
forever without interruption. As for the word “ Netzach ” it is 
written [Isaiah lvii. 16]: ” For not to eternity will I contend, 
neither will I be forever wroth ”; “ forever” is here expressed 
by” Netzach.” As for the word “ Selah ” it is written [Psalms 
xlviii. 9] : ” As we have heard, so have we seen it in the city of 
the Lord of Hosts, in the city of our God : God will establish it 
forever. Selah.” Concerning” Voed ” it is written [Exod. xv. 
18]: ” The Lord will reign for ever and ever” and the expres¬ 
sion used is ” Voed.” 

R. Elazar said: The term quoted in the verse [Proverbs i. 9]: 
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44 Chains for thy throat” means to signify, that as a chain is 
loose around the neck and is not seen when a man bows his head, 
so it is with a scholar. If he is not seen constantly in the mar¬ 
kets, or oppresses not his neighbor, but sits quietly and studies 
the Law, he retains his knowledge; otherwise he does not. 

R. Elazar said again: The verse [Solomon’s Song v. 13]: 

44 His cheeks are as a bed of spices ” means 44 If a man makes 
himself as a bed (of plants) upon which everyone treads (*>., is 
extremely modest) and also conducts himself as a man who held 
spices in his hand, which even after leaving the hands, still make 
them fragrant, he retains the knowledge he has acquired, other¬ 
wise he does not.” 

He said again: It is written [Exod. xxxi. 18]: 44 Tables of 
stone” (tables are in this verse expressed by the Hebrew term 
44 Luchoth ” and Lechi also means cheek). This refers to a man 
who hardens his cheeks until they are like stone and when trod¬ 
den upon are not defaced, meaning a man who constantly studies 
and in the same manner as the stone is not impaired by wear, 
the constant study does not injure the man: such a man retains 
knowledge, otherwise he does not. 

Again R. Elazar said: It is written [Exod. xxxii. 16]: 44 En¬ 
graved upon the tables,” which means, that if the tables had not 
been broken the first time, the Law would never have been for¬ 
gotten by Israel, for a thing that is engraved cannot be obliter¬ 
ated, and R. Aha bar Jacob added, 44 that no nation on earth 
could have got them in their power,” because: do not read 
44 Charuth ” (engraved) but 44 Cheiruth ” (liberty). 

R. Mathna said: It is written [Numbers xxi. 18]: 44 And 
from the wilderness to Mattanah,” * which signifies, that if the 
man makes himself as a wilderness, upon which everybody 
treads, and does not mind it, the knowledge he gains remains 
with him as a present. 

R. Hunasaid: It is written [Psalms lxviii. 11] Thy assem¬ 
bly dwelt therein: thou didst prepare it with thy goodness for 
the afflicted people, O God! (“ Thy assembly ” is expressed in 

the Hebrew by 44 Chaiothcha ” and Chaiah means a wild beast.) 
If a scholar is in the manner of learning as a wild beast which 
devours its prey immediately after killing it, i.c. , as soon as he 
learns a thing he repeats it again and again until he knows it 
thoroughly, he retains his knowledge, otherwise he does not. If 


* Mattanah is the Hebrew term for a present. 
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he does this, however, the Holy One, blessed be He, Himself, 
prepares a meal for him, as may be seen from the end of the 
passage quoted. 

R. Hyya bar Abba said in the name of R. Johanan: It is 
written [Proverbs xxvii. 18]: “ Whoso guardeth the fig-tree will 
eat its fruit.” Why are the words of the Law compared to a 
fig-tree ? As a fig-tree yields its fruit whenever it is shaken, so 
does the Law always yield new teachings whenever it is repeated. 

R. Samuel ben Na’hmeni said: It is written [Proverbs v. 
19]: “ Let her bosom satisfy thee abundantly at all times.” 
Why is the Law compared to a bosom ? Because as at all times 
when the child desires to suck, the bosom yields its milk, so does 
the Law yield its teachings every time it is perused. Further, it is 
written [ibid.]: “ With her love be thou ravished * continually.” 
This means to imply as was said of R. Elazar ben P’dath, 
that when he was studying the Law in the lower market of Sep- 
phoris, his clothes were frequently found in the upper market; 
so engrossed was he in his studies, that he did not even miss his 
clothes. Said R. Itz'hak ben Eliezer: “ Once a man attempted 
to steal the clothes of this R. Eliezer and found an adder lying 
on top of them.” 

The disciples of R. Anan taught: It is written [Judges v. 
10]: “ Ye that ride on white asses, ye that sit in judgment, and 
ye who walk on the way, utter praise! ” ” That ride on white 

asses” refers to scholars who go from town to town and from 
country to country to teach the Law and who make it clear as 
daylight. ” That sit in judgment ” refers to those who give a 
just verdict which is truly just. “ Who walk” refers to those 
who study the Bible, ” on the way” refers to the students of 
the Mishna, and “ utter praise ” refers to the students of the 
Talmud, whose every utterance is concerning the Law. 

R. Shezbi said in the name of R. Elazar ben Azariah: It is 
written [Proverbs xii. 27]: “ The indolent roasteth not that 
which he hath caught in hunting.” This signifies, that one 
who studies the Law superficially merely to delude people but 
does not study it thoroughly and repeat it often, will not retain 
the knowledge nor will he live long. R. Shesheth, however, 
said: ” A man of that kind is not wicked, but merely foolish; 
on the other hand a prudent man, who studies many things and 


* The Hebrew term for “ ravished ” in the verse is Tishgeh, which means also 
“ thou shalt err.” 
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makes marks, so that he will not forget what he had learned, 
retains his knowledge and will have long life/' 

When R. Dimi came from Palestine he said: The verse 
quoted is a simile to a man who catches birds. If he pinions 
the wings of those he catches, he can proceed and catch more, 
otherwise they will escape. The same applies to a man who 
studies the Law. If he reviews his learning constantly, he 
retains it and can proceed; if he does not, however, he cannot 
retain it. 

Rabha in the name of Sechorah quoting R. Huna said: “ It 
is written [Proverbs xiii. 11] : “ Wealth gotten by vain deeds will 
be diminished; but he that gathereth by close labor will increase 
it/’ Which means: If a man groups the ordinances he has 
learned, he cannot retain them; but if he gathers them slowly 
and deliberately, he will constantly increase them/’ And 
Rabha said: " The Rabbis know of this and yet they pay no 
attention to it." Said R. Na’hman bar Itz’hak: “ I have acted 
accordingly and in consequence I have retained my knowledge." 

The Rabbis taught: " How was the method of teaching the 
Law in the days of Moses ?" Moses learned the Law from the 
might of God. Then Aaron entered and Moses taught him a 
chapter. When Aaron had finished he sat down to the left of 
Moses and his children came in, when Moses would teach them 
the chapter again. When they had finished, Elazar would sit 
down to the right of Moses and Ithamar to the left of Aaron. 
R. Jehudah, however, said, that Aaron would always sit to the 
right of Moses after his children had finished. Following the 
sons of Aaron would come the elders of Israel and Moses would 
repeat the chapter to them. After the elders had finished, the 
rest of the Israelites who wished to learn would enter and would 
learn the same chapter. Thus we see, that Aaron heard the 
same chapter four times, his sons three times, the elders twice, 
and the rest of the people once. After the last reading Moses 
would depart and Aaron would again repeat the chapter to the 
others; then he would depart and his children would teach the 
chapter; after them the elders would do so, so that no one heard 
it less than four times. From this R. Eliezer deduced, that 
every teacher should recite his teach?ng to his disciples four 
times, holding that as Aaron who learned from Moses, who in 
turn learned from the might of God, had to learn one thing four 
times so much more ought an ordinary man to do so when learn¬ 
ing from another. 
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R. Aqiba, however, said: Whence do we adduce, that a 
teacher should teach his disciple until the latter knows the lesson 
thoroughly ? From the verse [Deut. xxxi. 19]: n Now there¬ 
fore write ye for yourselves this song, and teach it the children 
of Israel,” and whence do we infer, that a disciple must be 
taught until he can impart the teaching to others ? From what 
is written further [ibid.]: “ put it in their mouth/’ and whence 
do we know, that if the reasons for the teaching can be given, 
this must be done ? From the verse [Exod. xxi. 1] : ‘'And 
these are the laws of justice which thou shalt set before them,” 
and by setting before them is meant that they must be thor¬ 
oughly explained. 

Why did not all learn directly from Moses ? In order to 
show honor to Aaron, his children and the elders. If that be 
so, let Aaron learn it from Moses, Aaron’s children from Aaron, 
and the elders from the children, then the people from the elders ? 
Because Moses learned from the might of God, all wished to 
hear it from him. 

R. Preida had a disciple, whom he would teach a thing four 
hundred times and then the disciple would understand it. One 
day R. Preida was invited to attend the celebration of a circum¬ 
cision and as he was just teaching his disciple, he finished the 
teaching for the four hundredth time but still the disciple did 
not understand. So he asked him: “ What is the difficulty ? ” 
and the disciple replied, that from the moment the master was 
invited to the celebration, he could not pay proper attention, 
thinking that every moment he would be going away. So R. 
Preida said: “Pay proper attention and I will teach thee 
again,” and he accordingly repeated the teaching another four 
hundred times. A heavenly voice was heard at that time which 
said: “ What wouldst thou rather, that thou live another four 
hundred years, or that thou and the entire generation in which 
thou livest should be given a share in the world to come.” R. 
Preida answered: “ I would rather accept the latter proposition. ” 
Said the Holy One, blessed be He: “ Give him both.” 

R. Hisda said: The law cannot be retained except through 
signs, as it is written (as quoted previously): “ Put it in their 
mouth.” Read: “ Put it with signs in their mouth.” R. 
Tachlipha of Palestine heard this and on his arrival home 
repeated it in the presence of R. Abbahu. Said R. Abbahu: 
Ye learn this from that verse, but we derive the same from the 
verse [Jeremiah xxxi. 21]: “ Set thyself up way-marks,” mean- 
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ing, set up way-marks to the Law; this is in accordance with the 
dictum of Abhdimi bar Hama bar Dosa, viz.: It is written 
[Deut. xxx. 12], “ It is not in heaven/' meaning if it were even 
in heaven, one would have to get it from there, and [ibid. 13]: 
“ Neither is it beyond the sea” implies that even were it 
beyond the sea, one would have to go after it there. Rabha, 
however, said: “ It is not in heaven ” means, that knowledge 
cannot be found in a man who holds himself as high as heaven ; 
and “ Neither is it beyond the sea ” means, that knowledge can¬ 
not be found in a man who considers his opinions as vast as the 
sea. R. Johanan said the first statement refers to those who are 
great in their own estimation, and the last statement to those 
who ply the seas and are constantly engaged in traffic. 

The Rabbis taught: How are the boundaries of a town ex¬ 
tended ? A town that is oblong remains as it is. A town in the 
form of a circle is provided with corners. One that is in the 
form of a square need not be made equiangular. If it was nar¬ 
row on one side and wide on another it must be made even all 
around (through the formation of a parallelogram). If a house 
or row of buildings protruded from one of the walls of the 
town, a straight line is drawn from the extreme end of such 
protruding buildings parallel to the wall and thence two thou¬ 
sand ells are measured. If the town was in the form of an arch 
or a right angle it should be considered as if the entire space 
enclosed by the arch or right angle were filled with houses and 
two thousand ells should be measured from the extreme ends. 

R. Huna said: If a town was in the form of an arch and the 
distance between the two ends of the arch was less than four 
thousand ells, Hie enclosed space is considered as filled with 
houses and two thousand ells may be measured from the extreme 
ends. If the distance was more than four thousand ells, the two 
thousand ells must be measured from the centre of the arch. 
What distance should a man have from his house to the end 
whence the two thousand ells are measured. Rabba bar R. 
Huna said: ** Two thousand ells 99 and Rabha the son of Rabba 
bar R. Huna said: “ Even more than two thousand ells.” Said 
Abayi: 41 It seems to me that the latter opinion is correct, 
because, if the man chose, he could go through all the houses 
in the arch to that end, then why should he not be permitted 
to cross over the space between his house and the end of the 
arch ? 99 

Or if fragments of a wall ten spans high , etc. What is 
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meant by this ? R. Jehudah said: ** This means, if there were 
three partitions without a roof. ’ A question was propounded: 
How was it if there were two partitions with a roof ? Come 
and hear: These are the things that are counted in together 
with the town: A monument covering four square ells, a bridge, 
a mausoleum, a synagogue that has a dwelling for an attendant, 
a church with a vestry, stables, and barns that have a dwelling 
attached for the keeper, huts in the field and houses built on 
islands of a lake, which are not more than seventy and two-thirds 
ells away from the town. All these are counted in together with 
the town, and following are the things that must not be counted 
in with the town : A monument partly demolished on both sides, 
a bridge, a burying ground without a dwelling on it, a synagogue 
or church that has no dwelling for the sextons, a stable or 
barn that has no dwelling for the keeper, a pit, a cavern, a 
fence, a dove-cot, and a boathouse; all these are not counted 
in with the town.’' We see then, that a monument which had 
been partially destroyed on both sides, must not be counted in 
with the town ? Must we not assume that it still retained its 
roof ? Nay, this refers to a monument that did not retain its 
roof. Of what use is a house built on an island ? Said R. 
Papa: “ Those houses are used to unload the utensils of a ship. 1 ' 
It is said “ a cavern is not to be counted in with the town ” ? 
Did not R. Hyya teach that it should ? Said Abayi: “ R. 
Hyya refers to a cavern, that has a building above it.” If that 
is the case, why mention the cavern ? The building itself must 
be counted in ? Here the meaning is, if a building was above 
the cavern, no matter how far the cavern extended, it is regarded 
as a foundation for the house and should be counted in. 

R. Iluna said: Those who live in huts made of twigs may 
measure the limit only from their doors (even if there are a 
number of those that extend for over one hundred ells). Said 
Hinana the son of R. Kahana in the name of R. Ashi: If in the 
street where the huts stood there were three courts each contain¬ 
ing two ordinary buildings, the huts are given the privileges of a 
town. 

R. Jehudah said in the name of Rabh: Those who dwell in 
huts and those who travel in the deserts do not enjoy life and 
their wives and children are not their own. We have also 
learned the same in a Boraitha: Eliezer the man of Biria said: 
Those who live in huts are the same as those in a grave and con¬ 
cerning their daughters it is said [Deut. xxvii. 21]: “ Cursed be 
vol. in.—9 
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he that lieth with any manner of beast.’ * Why is this so? 
Said Ula: Because they have no bathhouses (and when the 
men go away to some distant bathhouse no one is left to take 
care of the women). R. Johanan said: 44 Because, when the 
women go to take their ritual bath, they are afraid to go alone 
so long a distance; hence they go in company with other women 
and are followed by evil men who lead them astray.” What 
is the point of difference between Ula and R. Johanan ? If 
there is a lake in the vicinity, the statement of R. Johanan falls 
to the ground, but according to Ula even then, the women, if 
left alone by their husbands, are led to sin. 

R. Huna said: 44 In a town where there are no herbs, a scholar 
should not live (because herbs are cheap and good food and a 
scholar can thus live economically).” Shall we assume, that 
herbs are such a good thing ? Have we not learned in a Borai- 
tha, that three things cause much waste, cause a man’s body 
to stoop, and deprive a man of one five-hundredth of his eye¬ 
sight ? Those three things are: coarse bread, newly brewed 
beer, and herbs ? This presents no difficulty: R. Huna refers to 
onions, garlic, and fine herbs, which are necessary, while the 
Boraitha refers to bad herbs. 

R. Jehudah said in the name of Rabh: In a town that is hilly 
and where there are many steps to ascend and descend, both 
man and beast become prematurely aged. Said R. Huna bar 
R. Jehoshua: 44 The towns of Bebiri and Benaresh, two adjoin¬ 
ing cities, that had may hills between them caused their inhabi¬ 
tants to become prematurely aged.” 

The Rabbis taught: 44 If one comes to make a town square, 
he must make it as the square of the earth, /.<?., the north must 
be towards the north of the earth, the south towards the south, 
and his signs shall be: the zodiac of the capricorn in the north 
and that of the scorpion in the south.” Said R. Jose: If he 
does not understand how to make it as the square of the earth, 
he should be guided by the equinox. How so ? Where the 
sun rises during the long days and sets during the long days, it is 
north of the equator, and during the short days, where it rises 
and sets it is south of the equator, but during the Nissan and 
the Tishri equinox, it rises half (/.<?., directly) east and sets half 
(i.e., directly) west, as it is written [Ecclesiastes i. 7]; 44 Going 
toward the south ” during the day, 44 and turning around toward 
the north ” during the night 44 the wind moveth round about con¬ 
tinually,” meaning east and west; at times it goes through them 
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and at other times it passes them. Said R. Mesharshia: All 
these rules are of no account, for we have learned in a Boraitha 
that the sun never rose in the northeast nor set in the northwest 
and the sun never rose in the southeast nor set in the south¬ 
west. 

Samuel said : The equinox of Nissan can only take place dur¬ 
ing one of the four quarters of a day, either at sunrise, sunset, 
noon, or midnight, and the equinox of Tamuz cannot take place 
except at one and one-half hours after sunrise or sunset or seven 
and one-half hours after either. The equinox of Tishri takes 
place only at three or at nine hours after either sunrise or sunset, 
and the equinox of Tebeth takes place only four and one-half 
hours or ten and one-half hours after either sunrise or sunset. 
There is not more than ninety-one days seven and one-half 
hours between each equinox, and they occur in the first and 
second half of the same hour respectively.* 

The Rabbis taught: One who comes to measure the city 
should first make it square in the form of a board. Afterwards 
he makes another square of the legal distance of two thousand 
ells also in the form of a board. When he comes to measure 
the legal limits from the town, he should not commence at the 
centre of a side because then he would lose the corner, for, if the 
diagonal distance from one corner to another is two thousand 
ells the distance from the one side to the opposite will be 1,428 
ells. Hence he should make the square two thousand ells from 
one opposite side to the other, and in that event he will gain 
four hundred ells on each side. Then the two legal limits 
together will gain eight hundred ells on each side, and, in conse¬ 
quence, the town together with the limits will gain twelve hun¬ 
dred ells on each side. Said Abayi: “ This can be proven by 
calculating on a city exactly two thousands ells square.” 

MISHNA: An allowance of seventy and two-thirds ells of 
space must be made to the town. Such is the dictum of R. 
Meir; but the sages hold, that such an allowance is to be made 


* This is calculated by the ancient astronomers as follows : There are seven 
planets, which change with every hour ; e.g., in the first hour we have the planet Mer¬ 
cury, in the second the Moon, in the third Saturn, in the fourth Jupiter, in the fifth 
Mars, in the sixth the Sun, and in the seventh Venus. Thus at the end of the 91 
days and 7* hours of the first equinox (of Nissan), if Mercury is in the ascendant the 
second equinox (that of Tamuz) will fall in the second half-hour of the planet Mer¬ 
cury, the third equinox (of Tishri) will occur in the first half-hour of the Moon, and 
the last equinox (of Tebeth) will fall in the second half-hour of the Moon, etc. 
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only if two towns be so close to each other, that each only 
requires seventy and two-thirds ells to bring them within the 
legal limits; in that case an allowance is made to both, so that 
they become as one. Thus also, if three villages form a trian¬ 
gle, and the two outer ones require 141^ ells, a double allowance 
to bring them within legal distance of each other, the middle 
one between the two makes all one, so that the three villages 
become as one. 

GEMARA: Whence do we adduce, that an allowance should 
be made to the town ? Said Rabha: Because it is written 
[Numbers xxxv. 4]: “ From the wall of the city and outward/' 
which implies, first leave a part outward and then commence 
to measure. 

" But the sages hold," etc. It was taught: R. Huna said: 
An allowance should be made to each of the two cities, and R. 
Hyya bar Rabh said: 14 Only one allowance is made for both." 
We have learned in the Mishna, however, that the sages hold, 
such an allowance is to be made only, etc., whence we see that 
only one allowance is spoken of and this would be contradic¬ 
tory to R. Huna ? R. Huna may say, that by the allowance is 
meant the law of the allowance, and if the law of allowance is 
given at all, it should be given to each of the two cities. It 
seems to us, that the explanation of R. Huna is correct, because 
further on the Mishna states, that each only requires seventy 
and two-thirds, i.e., one town requires seventy and two-thirds 
ells and the other requires seventy and two-thirds ells, hence 
the law of allowance applies to each of the two. 

An objection was made based upon the last clause of the 
Mishna: If three villages form a triangle and the two outer ones 
require 141^ ells, the middle one between the two makes all 
one; thus if there were no middle one the allowance for the two 
outer ones would not hold good, and this would be contradictory 
to R. Huna, who says, that the law of the allowance should be 
applied ? R. Huna might reply: It was taught, however, that 
Rabba in the name of R. Idi quoting R. Hanina said: The 
Mishna does not mean to state that there must absolutely be 
three villages in a triangle, but even if the third is some distance 
off and between the two there is sufficient space which would 
permit of the third village being placed there, and the distance 
from that third village to one of the outer ones be 141^ ells, i.e., 
the quantity of two allowances of seventy and two-thirds ells 
each, this third village makes the other two as one. Then 


TRACT ERUBIN. 


133 


Rabha asked of Abayi: 44 How far must the third village be 
from the other two, that it may be counted in with them ? ” and 
he answered: "Two thousand ells/' Said Rabha to Abayi: 
44 Didst thou not say previously, that thou art of the opinion of 
Rabha bar R. Huna, who said that it may be even more than 
two thousand ells distant ?” Rejoined Abayi: 44 How canst 
thou compare the two ? In the former instance there were 
inhabited houses, while here there is only empty space.” 

Rabha asked Abayi again : 44 What must the distance between 
the two outer villages be?” and he answered: 44 What is the 
difference? Thou hast heard, that if the village standing at a 
distance is placed between the two there would be a distance of 
141^ ells to each of the outer ones.” 44 According to that,” 
rejoined Rabha, 44 it would not matter if there were four thou¬ 
sand ells between the two outer ones?” 44 Yea,” answered 
Abayi, 44 so it is.” 

MISHNA: One must not measure the legal distance except 
with a line exactly fifty ells long, no more and no less; and one 
must not measure in any manner except from the breast. If 
during the measurement a deep dale (cleft) or heap of stones is 
encountered, the line is passed over it and the measurement 
resumed; if a hillock is encountered, the line is passed over it 
(also) and the measurement resumed, provided the legal limit is 
not overstepped while this is being done. If the line cannot be 
passed over the hillock on account of its height, R. Dostai bar 
Janai said: I have heard on the authority of R. Meir, that 
those who make the measurement cut straight through the 
mountain (in an imaginary sense). 

GEMARA: Whence do we adduce that the line must be 
exactly fifty ells long ? Said R. Jehudah in the name of Rabh: 
It is written [Exod. xxvii. 18]: 44 The length of the court shall 
be one hundred ells, and the breadth fifty by fifty,” and thus the 
verse means to say, that the line should be fifty ells. Is this 
verse not necessary in order to teach us that the excess of fifty 
ells of length over the breadth should be apportioned so as to 
make the court seventy ells and four spans square ? (See page 
73.) If such were the case, the verse could read 44 fifty and fifty,” 
but from the fact that it reads 44 fifty by fifty” we assume that 
both teachings may be adduced. 

44 No more and no less." It was taught in a Boraitha: 44 No 
less,” because when the line is taken up (by the surveyor) it may 
be stretched a trifle (and it should be only fifty); and 44 no 
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more/' for should it be longer, it might become entangled and 
be shortened accordingly. 

Said R. Assi (according to another version R. Ami): ” The 
line must be made only of Apaskima.” What is an Apaskima ? 
Said R. Abba: ” A Nargila,” and what is a Nargila? Said R. 
Jacob: “ The fibre of walnut-trees/* 

We have learned in a Boraitha: R. Jehoshua ben Hananiah 
said : There is nothing better to measure with than an iron 
chain; but what can be done, when it is written [Zechariah ii. 5]: 
4 4 There was a man with a measur e-cord in his hand.” It is 
written, however [Ezekiel xl. 3]: “ There was a man, etc., and a 
measuring rod.” The verse quoted refers to the measurement 
of the gates of the Temple. 

R. Joseph taught: ” There are three kinds of cord: One 
made of rushes, one made of willows, and one made of flax. 
The first kind of cord was used to tie the red heifer (because it 
was not subject to defilement and all things used in connection 
with the red heifer had to be not subject to defilement) as we 
have learned (in Tract Parah): " She was tied with cord made 
of rushes and was laid on the spot where she was to be burned/* 
The second kind was used for tying a woman who was to stand 
the bitter water test as we have learned in a Mishna (Tract 
Sotah): Then an Egyptian rope was tied above her breast (an 
Egyptian rope was made of willows). The third kind was used 
for measuring. 

” If daring the measurement a deep dale , etcwas encountered ,” 
etc. From the statement of the Mishna that after passing over 
it the measurement is resumed, we must assume, that if the sur¬ 
veyor carmot pass over it with a line fifty ells long, he must go 
to a place where it is possible for him to do so, and after passing 
over it, should resume the measurement at the original place as 
nearly as possible on a level with the place where he had left off 
at the other location. 

This is identical with the teaching of the Rabbis as follows: 
” If during the measurement the surveyor come to a cleft, and 
can pass over it with a line fifty ells long, he should do so. If, 
however, he cannot do this, he should go to another place where 
this would be possible and resume his measurement at the orig¬ 
inal place as nearly as possible on a level with the place where 
he had left off at the other location. Should, however, the cleft 
be sloping so that he can cross over it without difficulty he 
should measure it by drawing an imaginary line straight across 
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the cleft and do this successively both up hill and down. If he 
come to a wall, he must not cut through the wall but must esti¬ 
mate its thickness, and after allowing sufficient distance for it, he 
should resume his measurement.” We have learned, however, 
that he should cut through it (in an imaginary sense), why do 
they say that he should estimate its thickness ? In the former 
instance the case referred to is where the wall was impassable, 
while in this instance the surveyor can circumvene it. 

Said R. Jehudah in the name of Samuel: “ Under what cir¬ 
cumstances are these rules concerning passing over (a cleft) or 
cutting straight through to be applied ? If the line with a 
weight attached to one end, will not , when dropped, reach bot¬ 
tom. If, however, the line will reach bottom, the actual meas¬ 
urement of the cleft must be counted.” What must the depth 
of the cleft be in order that it may be passed over ? Said R. 
Joseph: 44 Even if it be more than two thousand ells deep.” 
According to whose opinion is this teaching of R. Joseph ? 
Have we not learned in a Boraitha, that if the cleft is one hun¬ 
dred ells deep and fifty wide it may be passed over but not if it 
be more ? while the anonymous teachers hold, even if it be 
two thousand ells deep. Then R. Joseph’s teaching coincides 
neither with that of the first Tana nor with that of the anony¬ 
mous teachers ? The Boraitha refers to a case where the depth of 
the cleft cannot be sounded with the sounding line, while R. 
Joseph refers to a case where the sounding line can be dropped 
straight down. If the sounding line cannot be used, what dis¬ 
tance may he go to find another location for measuring ? Said 
Abimi and also Rami bar Ezekiel: 44 Four ells.” 

“ If a hillock is encountered ,” etc. Said Rabha: “This 
refer to a hillock with a base of five ells and a peak of ten spans; 
but a hillock with a base of four ells and a peak of ten spans 
should be merely estimated and the measurement resumed.” 

44 Providing the legal limit is not overstepped," etc. What is 
the reason therefor? Said R. Kahana: In order that it may 
not be said, that the legal limit commences at the spot where 
the hillock had already been passed over ( i.e ., if the hillock was 
too wide to be passed over in the line of the legal limit and 
another place had to be selected for passage, it serves as a pre¬ 
cautionary measure, in order not to appear as if the legal limit 
commenced at the point on the other side of the hillock, which, 
by virtue of its accessibility, had been selected for passage). 

44 If the line cannot be passed over the hillock , ” etc. The Rab- 
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bis taught: 44 What is meant by cutting straight through the 
mountain ?" The man at the foot of the mountain should hold 
the line to his breast and the man at the summit should hold it 
to his feet. Said Abayi: There is a tradition to the effect, that 
the mountain must not be cut through (measured) except with 
a line measuring four ells. 

Said R. Na’hman in the name of Rabba bar Abbahu : 44 The 
law of cutting through the mountains does not apply in the case 
of the heifer, which must have its neck broken (see Deut. xxi. 
1-9), and not to the cities of refuge (see Deut. xix. 2-10; and 
Numbers xxxv. 6). 

MISHNA: The measurement must be undertaken only by 
one who is an expert (in measuring land). If the legal limit 
was carried farther to one place than to another, the farther limit 
is held to. If one surveyor carried the limit farther than another, 
the farther measurement is abided by. Even a bond-man or 
bond-woman must be credited if testifying, that 44 Until here is 
the Sabbath-limit ” ; for the sages do not intend to enforce a more 
rigorous observance (of the law) but to make it more lenient. 

GEMARA: What is meant by, 44 the farther limit is held 
to”? What about the shorter limit ? Is that not within the 
limit ? The Mishna must be read: Even the farther limit is also 
held to. 

44 If one surveyor carried the limit farther than another ,” etc. 
Said Abayi: 44 Provided the difference in the distance does not 
exceed the diagonal measurement of the town.” 

MISHNA: If a town (originally the property) of a single 
individual, becomes (property) of the public, all the household¬ 
ers residing therein may combine in preparing the Erub. If the 
town originally was public property and becomes the property of 
an individual, all the householders must not join in the Erub, 
unless a number of dwellings outside of the city was not 
included in the Erub made by the town proper, which number 
was equal to the new town in Judaea; i.e., containing fifty dwell¬ 
ings. Such is the dictum of R. Jehudah; R. Simeon, however, 
holds, that it is sufficient if three courts each containing two 
houses were not included. 

GEMARA : The Rabbis taught: What is meant by originally 
the property of a single individual, and become property of the 
public? Said R. Jehudah: 44 For instance, the district of the 
Exilarch.” Rejoined R. Na’hman: 44 Why dost thou mention 
the district of the Exilarch, because many people come there 
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and it thus becomes like public ground; but the seat of govern¬ 
ment being there, it will serve as a reminder, that there is a law 
against carrying on the Sabbath ? Still even in a place where 
many Israelites congregate on the Sabbath, even if the seat of 
government is not there, they will remind each other of the law ? 
Therefore/' continued R. Na’hman, 44 (it is not necessary that 
the district be the property of the Exilarch) it may be like the 
district of Nathazai, who owned a whole town." 

The Rabbis taught: In a town, originally the property of an 
individual, which had become public property, containing a wide 
street, how should an Erub be made ? Either a side-beam or a 
cross-beam must be erected at each end of the street (providing 
the town was not surrounded by walls) and it is permitted to 
carry throughout the street. It is not permitted, however, for 
one half of the town to combine in an Erub (because the city, 
having at one time been the property of an individual, the other 
half will prove a bar to those who have combined in the Erub). 
Either the whole town must combine an Erub, or each entry 
must make an Erub for itself. If, however, the entire town was 
at all times public property, and have but one exit, an Erub may 
be combined for the whole town. 

Who is the Tana who holds, that even for the wide street 
an Erub may be effected ? Said R. Huna the son of R. Je- 
hoshua: This is according to R. Jehudah, as we have learned in 
a Boraitha: 44 Moreover, R. Jehudah said: ‘ A man having two 
houses, one at each end of a wide street, may make a cross or 
a side beam at each end of the street and is allowed to carry 
throughout the street,' and the sages rejoined: 4 Such an Erub 
is not sufficient for a wide street.' " 

The Master said: 44 It is not permitted for one half the 
town to combine an Erub." Said R. Papa: This prohibition 
refers to an Erub made lengthwise in half the town but in the 
breadth of half the town (which contained one of the two exits 
of the whole town) it is allowed. 

The Master said: 44 Either the whole town must combine an 
Erub or each entry must make an Erub for itself." Why should 
an Erub not be effected in one half of the town, because the 
other half might prove a bar ? Why should one entry then not 
prove a bar to another ? Each entry may erect a door for itself, 
which will signify that there is no connection with the others. 
This is identical with the statement of R. Idi bar Abin in the 
name of R. Hisda, viz. : If one of the inhabitants of an entry 
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made a door to his court, he demonstrates thereby that he has 
no connection with the other inhabitants and consequently, does 
not make the Erub of the others invalid. 

‘ ‘ If the town was originally public property and became the 
property of an individual," etc. R. Zera made an Erub in the city 
where lived R. Hyya, that included the whole city and did not 
leave out any part thereof. Asked Abayi: “ Why did Master do 
this ? Why did he not leave out a part of it ?” Answered R. 
Zera: “ The elders of the city told me, that R. Hyya bar Assi 
once combined an Erub for the entire city, so I thought that at 
one time the city was individual property and then became the 
property of the public/ ’ Rejoined Abayi: “The same elders 
told me, that at one time a pile of dirt blocked one of the 
entrances so that only one remained; hence R. Hyya bar Ashi 
made the Erub for the entire city. Now, however, the dirt has 
been removed and the city never was individual property 99 ; and 
R. Zera answered: I did not know this. 

R. Ami bar Ada of Harphan asked Rabba: “ What is the 
law concerning a town that had one entrance by means of a door 
and another by means of a ladder ? ” He answered: “ Rabh 
said, that a ladder is in law accounted the same as a door.” 
Said R. Na’hman to them: “ Do not heed him; for thus said R. 
Ada in the name of Rabh: ' A ladder combines within itself the 
two uses, that of a door and that of a partition.’ The latter if 
it is on the outside of the city and is hence not accounted as a 
door and when it stands between two courts it can be accounted 
as a partition, thus enabling the courts to make separate Erubin, 
or it can be accounted as a door and both courts may combine 
in effecting one Erub.” 

R. Jehudah in the name of Samuel said: “ If an entire wall 
was made of ladders even though it be wider than ten ells, it is 
nevertheless a lawful partition.” R. Brona contradicted R. 
Jehudah, standing at the wine-cellar of R. Hanina’s house: 
How canst thou say, that Samuel held the ladders to constitute 
a partition, did not R. Na’hman say in the name of Samuel: “ If 
the people living in attics of courts, which contain balconies, and 
who are obliged to descend by means of ladders to the court, 
had forgotten to combine an Erub with the people below, they 
do not render the Erub of the people below invalid, providing 
their ladders have apertures at least four spans high ? ” This is 
the case if the balconies were not over ten spans high. If the 
balconies were not over ten spans of what use are the apertures ? 
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If the balconies were provided with railing and ten ells were left 
vacant and a small door was erected in that vacant space, it sig¬ 
nifies, that there is no connection between the inhabitants of the 
attics and those of the court; hence they do not prove a bar to 
each other. 

The inhabitants of Kakunai came before R. Joseph and 
asked him to give them a man to effect an Erub for them in their 
city. He accordingly said to Abayi: “ Go and make an Erub 
for them, but see that it provoke no comment from the college.’' 
He went and saw that some houses of the city faced a lake and 
had no other entrance. “ I will make an Erub, but will exclude 
these houses,” said he. Subsequently it occurred to him, that 
an Erub must not be made for the entire city, at the same time 
it was possible to do this; with these houses, however (that 
faced the lake), it was an impossibility. Consequently he desired 
that apertures be made in those houses facing the streets, thereby 
making it possible for them to make an Erub and then to 
exclude them, in which event the Erub for the entire city would 
be valid. Then he concluded that even those apertures were 
unnecessary, because Rabba bar Abbahu made an Erub for the 
entire city of Mehuzza, which was composed of several rows of 
entries and between each row there was a ditch used for the 
storing of kernels of dates to be used as fodder. He made an 
Erub for each row and permitted the carrying of things in each 
entry and from one entry into another without erecting either 
cross or side beams. He did this on account of the ditches 
between the rows, which ditches prevented crossing over from 
one row to the other and the town having been originally public 
property and subsequently having become the property of an 
individual, in which case part of the town must be excluded from 
participation in the Erub, he held that by virtue of the inacces¬ 
sibility of one row to the other on account of the intervening 
ditches, one row became the excluded part to the other, and vice 
versa . 

Suddenly it occurred to him again, that the rows of entries 
might have had protruding roofs, which would make communica¬ 
tion with each other possible, hence they were enabled to make 
an Erub; but in the case of those houses that could not make an 
independent Erub, he again concluded that apertures were nec¬ 
essary. Finally, however, he recollected, that Mar the son of 
Pipidatha of Pumbaditha made an Erub for the entire city of 
Pumbaditha and merely excluded his straw-shed underneath the 
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R. Itz’hak 
an opinion ?” 


(The Halakha 
Rejoined Abayi: Shall we 


city. Hence he again concluded, that no apertures for the 
houses were necessary. In conclusion he said : 44 I see now, after 
all this trouble, why my master cautioned me against provoking 
the comment of the colleges/* 

44 A\ Simeon , however , holds , that it is sufficient , if three 
courts ,” etc. Said R. Hama bar Guria in the name of Rabh: 
44 The Halakha prevails according to R. Simeon/* R. Itz’hak, 
however, said, that one house in one court is sufficient. 

Asked Abayi of R. Joseph: 44 Whence does 
adduce his statement ? From a tradition 
Answered R. Joseph: What is the difference ? 
prevails according to R. Simeon ?) 
learn the Gemara as we do a song ? 

MISHNA: Should a man (on the eve of Sabbath) be at the 
east of his domicile and say to his son: 44 Place my Erub towards 
the west,'* or being at the west of his domicile say to his son: 
44 Place my Erub towards the east**: if the distance from the 
place where he stands to his domicile be within two thousand 
ells and to his Erub farther than that, he must take his Sabbath- 
rest at his domicile, but must not take it where his Erub is depos¬ 
ited; if the distance to his Erub, however, be within two thou¬ 
sand ells, and to his domicile farther than that, he must take his 
Sabbath-rest where his Erub is placed and not at his domicile. 
If a man has deposited his Erub within the limits (allowance of 
seventy and two-thirds ells) of a town, he has (legally) accom¬ 
plished nothing and it counts for nothing; if he, however, 
deposited the Erub outside of the legal limit, be it but a single 
ell, whatever ground he gains in one direction, he loses in the 
opposite direction. 

GEMARA : What is meant by 44 towards the east ” ? 
44 Towards the east of his son ” said R. Itz’hak, 44 and towards 
the west also of his son.” Rabba bar R. Shila, 
however, says, that both 44 towards the east ” 
and 44 towards the west” refer to the house, 
but the question will arise how will it be pos¬ 
sible for the house to be farther than the Erub, 
because if he told his son to make an Erub 
there, the son must have stood between the house and the 
Erub ? In this case, the house was diagonally opposite the place 
where the son stood while the Erub was directly opposite (as 
shown in illustration). 

44 If he, however , deposited the Erub outside of the legal limit," 
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etc. Is it possible to assume, that he really overstepped the 
legal limit ? Read: 44 If he placed the Erub outside of the 
seventy and two-thirds ells allowed the town/' 

Whatever ground he gams in one direction , he loses in the 
opposite ." He loses only what he gains, no more ? Have we 
not learned in a Boraitha: 44 If he placed his Erub within the 
allowance (of seventy and two-thirds ells) of the city, he has 
accomplished nothing and it counts for naught; if, however, he 
placed his Erub outside of such allowance even one ell, he loses 
(his right to) the whole city, because the measure of the city will 
be counted to him in the legal limit effected by the Erub " ? 

This presents no difficulty. According to the Boraitha, he 
loses the whole city only when the two thousand ells of his limit 
terminate in the centre of the city; but if they terminate at the 
end of the city, which is the case in our Mishna, he loses nothing, 
as R. Idi said in the name of R. Jehoshua ben Levi: If he 
measured the limit and it terminated in the cc?itre of a town, he 
has only half the town; but if it terminated at the end of the 
town, the whole town becomes as four ells and he may complete 
his entire limit of two thousand ells outside of the town." R. 
Idi said, however: 44 This is merely a prophetic assertion! For 
what is the difference whether it terminate in the centre of the 
city or at the end!" Said Rabha: 44 This is by no means a 
prophetic assertion. Thou wilt learn this in the succeeding 
Mishna." 

R. Joseph said in the name of Rami bar Abba quoting R. 
Huna: 44 If a town was standing on the steep banks of a lake 
and there was a partition made on the brink of the banks four 
ells high, the measurement of the legal limits may be com¬ 
menced from that partition. If there was no partition, how¬ 
ever, the measurement must be commenced from the entrance of 
the house (nearest the lake)." Said Abayi: 44 Why dost thou 
require in this case a partition four ells high ? Generally four 
spans are sufficient!" Because usually, no fear is entertained 
as to the use of the place, while in this case there is constant 
fear of falling over the banks (hence that place cannot be taken 
into consideration and the measurement must be made from the 
houses). 

Said R. Joseph: Whence do I adduce this teaching? From 
the following Boraitha: 44 Rabbi permitted the inhabitants of 
Gadar to descend to Hamtan but forbade the people of Hamtan 
to ascend to Gadar." Why did Rabbi decree thus ? We must 
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assume, because the inhabitants of Gadar (who lived above the 
people of Hamtan on the slope of a mountain) made a partition 
at the foot of their city while the inhabitants of the city of 
Hamtan did not make a partition at the foot of their city; hence 
Gadar which had a partition was safe from falling, and the legal 
limit, which was measured from any part of the city 
included Hamtan, but the people of Hamtan, which had 
^ no partition and was consequently not safe, could measure 
5 their legal limits only from their houses and thus it did 
^ not include the city of Gadar. 

When R. Dimi came from Palestine, however, he 
assigned a different reason for the above Boraitha, saying: 

Rabbi decreed thus, because the Gadarites would maltreat the 
Hamtanites; hence he prohibited the latter to ascend to Gadar 
on a Sabbath.'* Why on Sabbath, why not also on a week-day! 
Because on Sabbath there is more drunkenness (and in conse¬ 
quence more brutality). Why did he then permit the Gadarites 
to descend to Hamtan ? Cannot they maltreat the Hamtanites 
even there ? Because a dog that has no home will not bark 
even in seven years (meaning that in their own homes the Ham¬ 
tanites could better protect themselves). Is there not danger, 
however, that the Hamtanites will maltreat the Gadarites ? The 
Hamtanites would not dare do this (because they were in the 
minority). 

R. Safra said: There is a different reason for the Boraitha, 
viz.: The city of Gadar was built in the form of an arch and the 
two ends of the arch were more than four thousand ells apart. 
We have learned in connection with this that the legal limits 
must be measured from the houses of the individuals; hence 
when the inhabitants of Gadar measured their limit, it included 
the city of Hamtan, but when the people of Hamtan, who were 
opposite the space of the arch, measured their limit, it termi¬ 
nated in the empty space between the two sides of the arch, and 
that space being over four thousand ells, could not be counted as 
part of the city. 

R. Dimi bar Hinana said: (There is another reason for the 
Boraitha.) The city of Gadar was a large city whereas Ham¬ 
tan was a small town and the laws concerning this will be 
explained in the following Mishna. 

MISHNA: The inhabitants of a large town may traverse 
the whole of a small town (within or adjoining their legal limits); 
but the inhabitants of the small town must (not) traverse the 
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whole extent of the large town. How then ? If an inhabitant 
of the large town place his Erub in the small town, or an inhab¬ 
itant of the small town place his Erub in the large town, each 
may traverse either town and proceed two thousand ells beyond 
its boundaries. R. Aqiba said: " One has only the right to pro¬ 
ceed two thousand ells from the place where he deposited his 
Erub/’ Said R. Aqiba to the sages: 41 Will ye not admit, that in 
the case of one who deposits his Erub in a cavern, that he has 
not the right to proceed further than two thousand ells from the 
place where he has deposited his Erub ?" They replied : " True; 
but when is this the case ? If there are no dwellings in the 
cavern; but if there are dwellings within it, he may not only 
traverse the whole extent of the cavern, but also proceed two 
thousand ells outside of it." (Hence, it may be seen) that the 
ordinance is less rigid as to the interior of a cavern, than to the 
space above it. 

Concerning one who measures (previously mentioned) he is 
only allowed to carry the legal limits two thousand ells from the 
place whence he started, even though the end of his measure¬ 
ment terminate in a cavern. 

GEMARA: Said R. Jehudah in the name of Samuel: If 
one took his Sabbath-rest in an abandoned city, he may traverse 
the entire extent of the city and two thousand ells besides; but 
if he deposited his Erub in that city, he only has two thousand 
ells from that Erub. R. Elazar, however, said, whether he 
merely took his rest there or deposited his Erub, he may traverse 
the entire extent of the city and two thousand ells outside 
of it. 

An objection was made based upon the statement of R. 
Aqiba addressed to the sages: “ Will ye not admit, that in the 
case of one who deposits his Erub in a cavern, that he has not 
the right to proceed further than two thousand ells from the 
place where he has deposited his Erub ? and their reply: True; 
but when is this the case ? If there are no dwellings in the 
cavern." Thus we see, that if there are no dwellings within it, 
the sages agree with R. Aqiba ? (How then can R. Elazar say, 
that one may traverse the whole extent of the city and two thou¬ 
sand ells beyond ?) By the statement " if there are no dwellings 
in the cavern" the sages mean to say, if there is no room for 
dwellings in the cavern. 

Mar Jehudah observed that the inhabitants of Mabrachta 
placed their Erub in the synagogue of the city of Agubar, so he 
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said to them: " Why do ye not place the Erub a little further ? 
Ye will have more space to the two thousand ells?” Said 
Rabha to him: Thou quarreller! (Thou disputest the opinion 
of the sages!) Concerning the law of Erubin no attention is 
paid to R. Aqiba (because it had been decided long ago, that 
the more lenient decrees concerning Erubin prevail). 


CHAPTER VI. 


REGULATIONS CONCERNING THE ERUBIN OF COURTS AND PARTNER¬ 
SHIPS. 

MISHNA: To one who dwells in the same court with a 
Gentile, or with one who does not acknowledge the laws of 
Erub, the latter prove a bar (to his carrying in the court). R. 
Eliezer ben Jacob, however, said: 41 At no time can such a pro¬ 
hibition be caused, unless there be two Israelites, who prevent 
each other/' 

R. Gamaliel related: 44 It happened that a Sadducee dwelt 
with us in one alley (entry) in Jerusalem, and my father said to 
us (on the eve of Sabbath): 4 Make haste and bring all the ves¬ 
sels into the alley, lest the Sadducee bring out his, and thus 
make it unlawful for you to carry out yours/ " R. Jehudah 
related the same circumstance with a variation in the language, 
viz.: 44 Make haste and do what you require done in the alley, lest 
he come out and make it unlawful for you to do so/' 

GEMARA: Abayi and R. Hinana, both sons of Abin, were 
sitting along with Abayi. The two brothers said: 44 The Mishna 
would be correct according to the opinion of R. Meir, who holds 
that the dwelling of a Gentile as far as the laws of Erubin are 
concerned is regarded as a dwelling; but what about R. Eliezer 
ben Jacob ? If he regards the dwelling of a Gentile as a dwell¬ 
ing, then it should prove a bar even to one Israelite, and if he 
holds that it is not regarded as a dwelling, then it should not 
interfere even with two Israelites." Said Abayi to them : 44 Does 
then R. Meir hold, that the dwelling of a Gentile is regarded as 
a dwelling where the laws of Erubin are concerned ? Have we 
not learned in a Boraitha, that R. Meir holds the dwelling of a 
Gentile to be like a vacant house, where things may be moved 
at will ? Therefore I say, All agree that the dwelling of a 
Gentile is not considered as a dwelling as far as Erubin are con¬ 
cerned and that the intent of the Mishna is simply to prevent 
the Israelite from falling into the ways of the Gentile and disre¬ 
gard the Sabbath entirely, and to this end R. Meir holds, that a 
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Gentile proves a bar even to one Israelite, but R. Eliezer ben 
Jacob maintains, that it is so rare an occurrence for one Israelite 
and one Gentile to live in one court, that such a precaution is 
in that case superfluous/’ 

The text of the above Boraitha is as follows: “ The dwelling 
of a Gentile is, as far as the laws of Erubin are concerned, to be 
regarded as a vacant house and things may be moved and carried 
to and from his house and the court; but if an Israelite also dwelt 
in the same court, the Gentile proves a bar to the Israelite." 
Such is the dictum of R. Meir; R. Eliezer ben Jacob, however, 
said, that the Gentile does not interfere, unless there are two 
Israelites who prevent each other."—Have we not learned in 
our Mishna that if one dwells in the same court with a Gentile, the 
Gentile proves a bar ? This presents no difficulty: The Mishna 
refers to the Gentile who is on the spot, while R. Eliezer ben 
Jacob refers to one who is not at home. 

What does R. Eliezer mean to express ? Does he hold, that 
a dwelling without the occupant is also a dwelling, then he should 
state, that even one Israelite is prevented by it; if he holds, that 
a dwelling without its occupant is not considered a dwelling, 
then why does he mention a Gentile, he could say, if there be 
two Israelites and one is absent from home, he does not prove a 
bar to the other ? Nay; a dwelling without its occupant is not 
considered a dwelling; but in the case of the Israelite who was 
absent, if he had proved a bar when at home, the precaution is 
also enforced when he is not at home, but in the case of a Gen¬ 
tile, no such precaution is necessary for the reason, that he him¬ 
self does not prove a bar to the Israelite and his interference is 
merely due to the fact that the Israelite might fall into his ways 
and disregard the Sabbath. When the Gentile is absent, how¬ 
ever, such apprehension does not exist. 

If the Gentile is absent he does not prevent the Israelite ? 
Have we not learned in a Mishna, that M if a person quits his 
house, and he goes to take his Sabbath-rest in another town, 
whether he be a Gentile or an Israelite, he proves a bar to the 
other inmates of the court, such is the decree of R. Meir" ? 
This refers to a case of where there is fear that the person will 
return on the same day. 

R. Jehudah said in the name of Samuel: "The Halakha 
prevails according to R. Eliezer ben Jacob." R. Huna, how¬ 
ever, said: " It is customary to hold to the opinion of R. Elie¬ 
zer, i.e.y it is not taught in the colleges that the Halakha prevails 
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according to R. Eliezer ben Jacob, but when a man asks con¬ 
cerning this law, he maybe told to follow that dictum/* R. 
Johanan however said: 44 The people act in accordance with R. 
Eliezer’s decree, but it should not be decided so when the ques¬ 
tion arises.” 

Abayi asked R. Joseph: 44 It is known to us, that all the 
Mishnaoth taught by R. Eliezer ben Jacob are clean and thor¬ 
ough. Here also R. Jehudah said in the name of Samuel, that 
the Halakha prevails according to R. Eliezer ben Jacob. Now 
then, if a disciple of a certain master live in the same town as 
his master and is asked concerning a Halakha established by R. 
Eliezer ben Jacob (which is therefore correct) may he decide it 
himself or must he as usual refer the case to his master ? ” R. 
Joseph answered: 44 R. Hisda (who was a disciple of R. Huna) 
would not even decide the question whether eggs may be eaten 
with kutach (a dish made principally of milk) as long as R. 
Huna was living.” 

R. Jacob bar Abba asked Abayi: 44 May a disciple decide in 
the place where his master resides a Halakha, contained in the 
scrolls of Fast-days?” Abayi replied: R. Joseph decided this 
question as stated above. 

R. Hisda did decide legal questions, during the lifetime of R. 
Huna, in Khafri.* 

R. Hamnuna f decided questions in the city of Hartha, which 
belonged to Argaz in the days when R. Hisda lived. (Hartha 
was not far from Pumbaditha, the residence of R. Hisda.) 

Rabhina would examine the slaughtering-knives in Babylon 
during the lifetime of R. Ashi (who was the head of the college). 
R. Ashi asked him: 44 Why does Master do this?” Rabhina 
answered: 44 Did not R. Hamnuna decide questions in Hartha 
during the lifetime of R. Hisda ?” Said R. Ashi to him: 44 On 
the contrary! We have learned, that R. Hamnuna did not do 
this.” Rejoined Rabhina: 44 We have learned both, that he 
did and that he did not, and the case seems to be thus: As long 
as R. Huna the master of R. Hisda lived, R. Hamnuna did not 
decide any questions, but upon the death of R. Huna when R. 


* Rashi states, that Khafri was a town near Pumbaditha, but in our opinion 
Khafri is the plural of Khfar— Hebrew for village—and it seems that R. Hisda 
decided legal questions in the villages where the inhabitants could not reach R. Huna 
(Tosphath). 

f This R. Hamnuna is not to be confounded with the disciple of Rabh previously 
mentioned. 
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Hisda became the head of the college, R. Hamnuna began to 
decide questions also, because he was virtually a disciple (and) 
comrade of R. Hisda and I am also a disciple comrade of Mas¬ 
ter.” 

Rabha said: 44 If a slaughtering-knife is brought to a young 
scholar for examination, he may examine it, providing he intends 
to use some of the meat himself.” 

Rabhina* came to the city of Mehuzza (and stopped at an 
inn). The inn-keeper brought a slaughtering-knife to him for 
examination, and Rabhina told him to take it to Rabha. Said 
the inn-keeper: 14 Dost thou not hold with Rabha, that a young 
scholar may examine a slaughtering-knife if he intends to use 
the meat himself ?” Rejoined Rabhina: 44 Yea; but the meat 
is thine and I merely buy the meat of thee as others do.” 

R. Elazar of the city of Hagronia and R. Abba bar Tachlipha 
(R. Aha) were the guests of R. Aha the son of R. Iqua in the 
city presided over by R. Aha bar Jacob. A calf, which was the 
third of its mother, was to be prepared and the slaughtering- 
knife was brought to them for inspection. Said R. Aha bar 
Tachlipha: 44 Must we not respect the elder (meaning R. Aha bar 
Jacob)?” Said R. Elazar to him: 44 Thus decided Rabha: A 
young scholar may examine the slaughtering-knife if he intends 
to use the meat himself.” Accordingly R. Elazar examined the 
knife but was afterwards punished for it. 

Why was R. Elazar punished for it ? Rabha had really 
allowed it ? Because R. Aha bar Jacob was an exceptionally 
wise and extremely old sage. 

Rabha said: A disciple has no right to decide questions of 
law. If, however, he sees a person committing a prohibited act, 
he may even in the presence of his master correct such a person. 

Rabhina while in the presence of R. Ashi (his master) observed 
a man tying an ass to a tree on Sabbath. He admonished him 
and told him that it was not allowed; but the man paid no atten¬ 
tion to him, whereupon Rabhina said to him: 44 Thou art under 
a ban for this.” Then he (Rabhina) said to R. Ashi: 44 Can this 
action of mine be construed as disrespectful to thee because it 
was done in thy presence ? ” R. Ashi answered: 44 It is written 
[Proverbs xxi. 30]: 4 There is no wisdom nor understanding nor 
counsel against the Lord/ and that means, where the honor of 


* This Rabhina is also not to be confounded with the Rabhina previously men¬ 
tioned. 
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the Lord is concerned, the respect due a teacher is not to be 
considered/ * 

Rabha said: 41 If a disciple decide a point of law in the pres¬ 
ence of his master, it is considered as a capital offence; but if 
he does this in the absence of his master while the master is 
still in the same city, it is not a capital offence, but is neverthe¬ 
less prohibited/’ Zera said in the name of R. Hanina: It is 
not a capital offence, but he is nevertheless called a sinner, as it 
is written [Psalms cxix. 11]: 44 In my heart have I treasured up 
thy saying, in order that I may not sin against thee/’ (This 
signifies that if one did not treasure up his knowledge but 
uttered it in the presence of his master, he commits sin.) 

R. Hamnuna propounded a contradictory question to the 
above verse, viz.: It is written [Psalms xl. 10]: 44 I announce 
thy righteousness in the great assembly,” and himself explained 
it by saying: 44 The former verse was proclaimed by David when 
Ira the Yairite, who was his master, was still living and the latter 
when Ira was dead/’ 

R. Abba bar Zabhda said: 44 He who sends his gifts to one 
particular priest to the exclusion of all others brings famine into 
the world, as it is written [II Samuel xx. 26]: “And Ira the 
Yairite was a priest unto David.” Why a priest unto David ? 
Was he not also a priest to the rest of Israel? The inference 
then is, that David presented him with all his gifts and immedi¬ 
ately following this verse, it is written [ibid. xxi. 1] : 44 And there 
was a famine in the days of David three years.” 

R. Elazar said: A disciple who decides a point of law in the 
place of his master, if intrusted with a position of importance, 
is eventually deposed, as it is written [Numbers xxxi. 21-24] 
that Elazar the priest quoted a law and although he quoted it in 
the name of Moses, still he was deposed from office on that 
account; for although Joshua was ordered to stand before Elazar 
[Numbers xxvii. 21], we do not find one instance where Joshua 
ever availed himself of Elazar’s services. 

R. Levi said: He who decides a point of law in the pres¬ 
ence of his master will die childless, for it is written [Numbers 
xi. 28], that Joshua, the son of Nun said, 44 My lord Moses, 
forbid them,” and [Chronicles vii. 27] it merely states, 44 Now 
his son, Jehoshua his son,” whence we see that Joshua had no 
children. 

There was an entry in which a man by the name of Lachman 
bar Risthak resided. He was asked to rent his right to the 
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ground occupied by him to the other inmates; but he would not 
do this. So the matter was brought to Abayi for decision and 
he told them as follows: “ All of you, resign your rights to your 
grounds to one man in the entry and thus it will constitute a 
case of where one Israelite and one Gentile occupy the same 
entry; when one Gentile occupies the same grounds with one 
Israelite he does not interfere with the Israelite/’ How can 
this remedy us ? Why was it decreed, that one Gentile does not 
interfere with an Israelite, because it is of rare occurrence, that 
they should occupy the same court, but in our case it is different. 
We all live there ? Said Abayi: “ I11 your case there is also an 
unusual occurrence; for it seldom happens, that all the inmates 
of one entry should resign their rights to one man.” 

Subsequently R. Huna the son of R. Jehoshua related this 
statement of Abayi to Rabha. Said Rabha: “ If so, then the 
entire law of Erubin was made void in that entry/’ Nay; they 
made an Erub between themselves also. Rejoined Rabha: “ This 
is still worse. In that case it will be said that an Erub may be 
made where a Gentile lives.” Answered R. Huna: “ It will be 
proclaimed, that the carrying is not done on account of the 
Erub, but because every inmate has resigned his right to the 
ground to one man and hence it is private ground.” “To 
whom will ye proclaim this? To the children?” continued 
Rabha. “ I have a better plan. Let one man go and ask Lach- 
man bar Risthak to permit him to deposit something in his 
(Lachman’s) yard, which will then be considered as rented for an 
entire year, and R. Jehudah said in the name of Samuel, that if 
ground had been rented by an Israelite from a Gentile or vice 
versa for one year or even for one season when the crops are 
harvested, in fact if any dealings at all have been had on this 
order with the Gentile, an Erub may be placed in the entry 
where he lives with impunity.” 

Abayi asked of R. Joseph: “ How is it, if there are several 
who had rented apartments from a Gentile and one of them for¬ 
got to make an Erub. Would he prove a bar to the others or 
not?” Answered R. Joseph: “The statement of R. Jehudah 
in the name of Samuel was made in order to make the law more 
lenient and not to make it more rigid.” 

When R. Na’hman heard the dictum of R. Jehudah in the 
name of Samuel quoted above, he said: “ How fine is this Ha- 
lakha! ” Then he heard another dictum of R. Jehudah in the 
name of Samuel stating, that one who had imbibed a quarter of 
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a lug of wine, must not decide any legal questions. Said R. 
Na’hman: 44 This Halakha is preposterous! I know that my 
head is not quite clear until I drink a quarter of a lug of wine/’ 
Said Rabha to him: 44 Why should master say this? Has he 
not heard the dictum of R. A’ha bar Hanina, viz.: it is written 
[Proverbs xxix. 3]: 4 He that keepeth company with harlots 
wasteth his wealth/ and this means, that one who declares 
one Halakha to be fine and another to be bad loses the beauty 
(wealth) of the Thorah.” Answered R. Na’hman: 44 Thou art 
right. I shall do this no more.” 

Rabba bar R. Huna said: One who is tipsy should not pray; 
but if he had done so his prayer is nevertheless acceptable. 
One who is intoxicated, however, and prayed, his prayer is con¬ 
sidered as a blasphemy. What is meant by tipsy ? If a man 
were compelled to speak to the king and had still sense enough 
to do so, he is merely tipsy; but one who would not be able to 
do this is considered intoxicated. 

Said Rami bar Abba: 44 One who after drinking had walked 
a mile or slept a little is again considered sober.” Said R. 
Na’hman in the name of Rabba bar Abbahu: This is the case if 
he had drunk only a quarter of a lug of wine; but if he drank 
more, then the walk tires him still more, and the interrupted 
doze inebriates him still more. 

Will a walk of one mile then neutralize the effects of the 
wine ? Have we not learned, that Rabbon Gamaliel while trav¬ 
elling at one time rode upon an ass from the city Akliu to Kha- 
zib and was followed by R. Ilayi. R. Gamaliel noticed some 
loaves lying on the road, so he said to Ilayi: 44 Take the loaves 
up,” and meeting a Gentile later said to him: 44 Mabgai, take 
the loaves away from Ilayi.” Ilayi then asked the Gentile: 
44 Whence art thou ?” and he answered: 44 From the cities of 
Burganin.” 44 What is thy name ?” asked Ilayi again. 44 I am 
called Mabgai,” was the answer. 44 Dost thou know R. Gama¬ 
liel ? ” was the next question, 44 or does R. Gamaliel know thee ? ” 
44 Nay,” answered the Gentile. Thus it is obvious, that R. 
Gamaliel knew the name of the Gentile by inspiration [and three 
things may be deduced from his actions, viz.: 44 Firstly, that 
bread must not be passed by (but should be gathered up); sec¬ 
ondly, that we must be guided by the majority of wayfarers (i.e., 
on account of the majority of wayfarers being Gentiles, the 
bread is presumed to belong to them and hence R. Ilayi was 
told to give it to the Gentile); and thirdly, that leavened bread 
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belonging to a Gentile, even if remaining over from the Passover, 
may be made use of by Israelites after the Passover/'] 

Upon his arrival at Khazib, R. Gamaliel was asked by a man 
to nullify a vow. Said R. Gamaliel to his companions: 44 Have 
we drunk a quarter of a lug of Italian wine?" and they an¬ 
swered: 14 Yea, we did." 44 Then," quoth R. Gamaliel, 44 let us 
walk on, the man following us until the effects of the wine wear 
off," and they walked on for three miles. When they came to 
the steps leading up to the city of Tyre, R. Gamaliel dismounted, 
wrapped himself in a robe, sat down and nullified the man’s vow, 
and from these actions we have learned many things; namely: 
44 A quarter of a lug of Italian wine inebriates a man; when a 
man is inebriated, he must not decide any legal questions; a 
walk neutralizes the effects of wine; and avow must not be nul¬ 
lified while riding, standing, or walking, but in a sitting posi¬ 
tion." 

Thus we see, that a three miles’ walk is required to destroy 
the effects of wine, how can it be said, that one mile is suffi¬ 
cient ? In a case of inebriation through Italian wine it is differ¬ 
ent, because that wine is very strong, but for ordinary wine a 
walk of one mile is all that is necessary. 

The master said: 44 One must not pass by bread." Said R. 
Johanan in the name of R. Simeon ben Jochai: This was said 
in the earlier generations when the daughters of Israel had not 
yet resorted to witchcraft, but in the latter generations when 
they began to practise it, bread may be passed by, lest it be 
bewitched. 

We have learned in a Boraitha: Whole loaves of bread may 
be passed by, because they may be bewitched, but pieces of 
bread should not, as there is no fear of their being bewitched. 

R. Shesheth said in the name of R. Elazar ben Azariah: 44 I 
could exempt the entire world from divine judgment since the 
destruction of the Temple to the present day; for it is written 
[Isaiah li. 21]: 44 Therefore, hear now this, 0 thou afflicted, 
and drunken, but not with wine." (Hence if all the world is 
drunken, they should not be judged.) 

An objection was made: 44 We have learned, that a drunken 
man’s purchase is a valid purchase, his sale is a valid sale; if he 
has committed a capital offence, he should be executed; if he 
committed a crime involving the punishment of stripes, he must 
be given the stripes. The rule is, that he is in all respects con¬ 
sidered as a sober man with the exception that he is absolved 
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from prayer.'’ R. Shesheth means to say by stating that he 
can absolve the entire world from divine judgment, that he can 
exempt the world from the judgment concerning their prayers. 
Said R. Hanina: All this is said concerning a man whose drunk¬ 
enness does not equal that of Lot's, but if it is of the degree of 
Lot’s drunkenness, he is exempt from all judgment. 

R. Hyya bar Ashi said in the name of Rabh: 44 One whose 
mind is not thoroughly at ease must not pray, as it is written: 
44 In his affliction shall he not judge.” * 

It was the custom of R. Hanina to omit saying his prayers 
on a day when he was in a bad humor, and Mar Uqba would not 
take his seat on the judge’s bench on a day when a hot south 
wind would blow, saying, that it was too hot to judge with a 
clear mind. R. Na’hman bar Itz’hak said: When a Halakha is 
to be decided by a man, his head should be as clear as it is on a 
day when a north wind which drives away all dark clouds is 
blowing and the sky is clear and the weather fine. 

Abayi said: 44 When my mother would tell me to hand her 
some kutach, it so confused me, that I could not study that 
whole day.” Rabha said: 44 If a flea bit me, I could no longer 
learn.” 

The mother of Mar, the son of Rabhina, made her son seven 
suits of clothes, one for each day of the week. 

R. Jehudah said: 44 The night was made only for sleep.” 
R. Simeon ben Lakish, however, said: 44 The moon was made 
only in order to facilitate study at night.” 

R. Zera was told that all his conclusions were very sagacious, 
and he replied, that they were all studied during the day. 

The daughter of R. Hisda said to her father: 44 Why does 
Master not sleep a while ?” and he answered: 44 Very long days 
will yet come, when study will be impossible” (meaning the 
days in the grave). 

R. Na’hman bar Itz’hak said: 44 We are all day-laborers.” 
R. A’ha bar Jacob would borrow hours from the day and repay 
them at night. 

R. Eliezer said: One who travelled on the road should, 


* This verse is not to be found in the entire Bible. Rashi, however, says that it 
may be found in the part of the Apocrypha called Ben Sira, but to our knowledge it 
cannot be found even there. Tosphath says, that a number of verses cited in the 
Talmud are to be found in Ben Sira, while quite a number cannot be found anywhere 
in the Scriptures or in the Apocrypha. Concerning the above verse, Tosphath states, 
that it should read as quoted in Job. xxxvi. 19. 
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upon his return, not recite his prayers for three days, as it is 
written [Ezra viii. 15]: ” And I gathered them together to the 
river that runneth into the Ahava, and we encamped there three 
days: and I looked about among the people.” (Which signifies, 
that one should deliberate for three days and then pray.) 

The father of Samuel when on the road would not pray for 
three days. Samuel himself would not pray in a room where 
there was any beer, saying, that the odor of the beer confused 
him. R. Papa would not pray in a house where there was 
H arsena (a dish made of fish and vinegar) saying, that the odor 
disturbed him. 

R. Hanina said: A man who is angry with another and when 
under the influence of liquor can be persuaded to a reconcilia¬ 
tion possesses one of the qualities of his Creator, as it is written 
[Genesis viii. 21]: “ And the Lord smelled the sweet savor,” 
etc. 

R. Hyya said: ” One who drinks wine and is not excited 
thereby, has some of the qualities of the seventy sages in the 
days of Moses.” The inference of R. Hyya is based upon the 
word Yain (wine), which according to the Hebrew method of 
counting, namely, Yod = 10 and another Yod = 10 and Nun = 50, 
altogether 70; and also upon the word Sod (secret) Samach = 60, 
Vav = 6 and Daled = 4, altogether 70; hence when the wine 
enters, the secrets escape and the man who does not become 
excited through wine and can retain his secrets, possesses the 
wisdom of the seventy sages. 

R. Hanan said: ” Wine was created only to comfort the 
mourners and to pay the wicked their reward for any good they 
may have done, on this earth, as it is written [Proverbs xxxi. 
6]: ” Give strong drink unto him that is ready to perish, and wine 
unto those who have an embittered soul.” (By “ one that is 
ready to perish,” is meant the wicked and by ” those who have 
an embittered soul,” are meant the mourners.) 

R. Hanin bar Papa said: A house where wine does not 
flow like water cannot be classed among those that are blessed, 
as it is written [Exod. xxiii. 25]: “ And he will bless thy bread 
and thy water.” The bread referred to is that which can be 
bought with the proceeds of the second tithes and the water 
which cannot be bought with such money really means wine. If, 
then, wine is so plentiful in the house, that it flows like water, 
the house is counted among the blessed. 

R. Ilayi said: By means of three things a man’s character 
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may be ascertained: “ By his wine-cup, by his purse, and by his 
anger,” and others say also by his play (for money). 

R. Jehudah said in the name of Rabh: There was a case, 
where an Israelite and a Gentile occupied an inner court and 
another Israelite occupied the outer court and it was referred to 
Rabbi for decision. He decided that the outer court must not 
be used to carry therein. It was then referred to R. Hyya and 
he decided likewise. 

Rabba and R. Joseph both sat in the presence of R. She- 
sheth, when he finished his lecture, and R. Shesheth concluded 
by saying, that Rabh decided the above Halakha in accordance 
with the opinion of R. Meir. Rabba shook his head. Said R. 
Joseph: Is it possible, that two such great men (as R. Shesheth 
and Rabba) should be mistaken ? If RablTs dictum were accord¬ 
ing to R. Meir, why was it necessary to state, that the outer 
court was occupied by an Israelite ? (R. Meir holds, that even 

one Gentile and one Israelite are sufficient to make it unlawful 
to carry in one court.) If we assume, that Rabh merely related 
the circumstance as it occurred, without making a decision, is 
it not a fact that when Rabh was asked whether, if the Gentile 
was at his home, the Israelite may carry from the inner court 
to the outer, he answered that he may, hence we see that 
the Gentile does not prevent the Israelite occupying the same 
court from carrying therein; but that the two Israelites prevent 
each other. Shall we then assume, that Rabh held in accord¬ 
ance with R. Eliezer ben Jacob ? Why should it be prohibited 
for the Israelite to carry from one court to the other ? Further 
on we shall learn, that, according to R. Aqiba, a foot (mean¬ 
ing a man) which is allowed to carry in its place cannot inter¬ 
fere with the right of another place (and in this case each 
Israelite may carry in his own court, for one of them has the 
court to himself and the other has but one Gentile in his court, 
who, according to R. Eliezer ben Jacob, does not interfere with 
his right to carry), why then should it be prohibited for them to 
carry between the courts? It might be then, that Rabh holds 
with R. Aqiba, who says, that a foot which is allowed to carry 
in its own place nevertheless interferes with the right of another 
place, then why should the Gentile be mentioned ? Each Israel¬ 
ite will prevent the other ? 

Said R. Huna, the son of R. Jehoshua: It may be assumed 
that Rabh agrees either with R. Eliezer ben Jacob or with R. 
Aqiba; but in this case the two Israelites combined in an Erub, 


THE BABYLONIAN TALMUD. 


156 

and on account of the interference of the Gentile, he prohibited 
both. 

Resh Lakish and the disciples of R. Hanina met in an inn 
where lived two Israelites and a Gentile, who rented his place 
from another Gentile. The tenant was not at home but the 
owner was. The question then arose whether the place of the 
tenant could be rented from the owner for the Sabbath. Where 
the tenant had a perfect lease and could not be dispossessed for 
that day, it is entirely out of the question. If, however, the 
tenant’s lease was conditional, i.e ., if the owner could at any 
time dispossess him, the question arises whether, because of the 
fact, that he had not yet been dispossessed the tenant retains his 
right to the place and it cannot be rented, or from the fact, that 
it is optional with the owner to dispossess the tenant at any time, 
the place may be rented. 

Resh Lakish said: In the meantime, let us rent the place, 
and afterwards, when we come to our sages in the South, we will 
ask their opinion. Subsequently, when they came to R. Ephes 
and asked him, he told them that they had done rightly. 

R. Hanina bar Joseph, R. Hyya bar Abba, and R. Assi met 
at an inn, the proprietor of which was a Gentile and who arrived 
on the Sabbath. The question then arose, whether his place 
could be rented from him for the Sabbath or not. If renting a 
place is equal to making an Erub, then, of course, it would not 
be permitted on Sabbath, but if renting a place was merely the 
resigning of it by one man to another, then it may be done, 
because that is allowed on Sabbath . R. Hanina advised renting 
it but R. Assi objected. Said R. Hyya bar Abba to them: Let 
us depend upon this elder (meaning R. Hanina) and rent it and 
then we will ask R. Johanan. When they asked R. Johanan he 
told them, they had done what was right. 

The men of Neherdai when hearing of this were surprised, 
saying: 14 Did not R. Johanan say at another time, that 4 rent¬ 
ing a place for the Sabbath was equivalent to making an Erub,’ 
hence, as the Erub must be effected on the preceding day, the 
renting must be done likewise.” Nay; R. Johanan means to 
state that as an Erub may be effected with anything, no matter 
how little in value, a place may also be rented for any amount, 
be it ever so small; and as one man may combine an Erub for 
five others occupying the same court, so may one rent also for 
others. 

Samuel said: 94 There is no such thing as resigning the right 
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of one court to another court, nor resigning the right to the 
space of a ruin. (This signifies, that if two courts opened into 
an entry or into the street and besides had a door between them, 
there is no necessity for them to combine an Erub, and, in con¬ 
sequence, they are not benefited if the right of one court is 
resigned to the other.) And as fora ruin, it means, that if there 
were two houses opening into a ruin between them, neither can 
use the ruin, unless they combine an Erub; but the space 
enjoyed by each cannot be resigned by one to the other. R. 
Johanan, however, said that both in the case of the court and of 
the ruin the right to the space may be resigned by one to the 
other. 

It was necessary for us to be told of both instances wherein 
they differ; for if we had been told, that Samuel only prohib¬ 
ited the resigning of the space by one court to the other, we 
might have assumed, that he did so because each court had a 
right in itself without combining a joint Erub, but as for a ruin, 
he might have held, that as an Erub must be effected by the two 
houses on each side, if the use of the ruin is desired, the resign¬ 
ing of the space was permitted . If the difference concerning 
the ruin only were related, it might be said, that R. Johanan 
permits the resigning of the space of the ruin only; because an 
Erub must be effected by the houses desiring its use, whereas 
in the case of the court, he agrees with Samuel. Hence both 
instances are quoted. 

Abayi said: The prohibition of Samuel regarding the resign¬ 
ing of the space by one court to another refers only to two 
courts that had a door between them. If, however, one court 
was contained within the other and did not have a separate 
entrance to the street, they may mutually resign their space, 
because they are bound to combine an Erub. Rabha said: In 
such a case, they at certain times may do so and at other times 
they must not (and this will be explained at the end of this 
chapter). 

When R. Hisda met R. Shesheth his lips would tremble; 
for knowing that R. Shesheth was so well versed in Mishnaoth 
and Boraithoth, he was afraid to render a decision lest R. She¬ 
sheth would contradict him with another Mishna or Boraitha. 
On the other hand R. Shesheth’s whole body would tremble 
when he met R. Hisda, for knowing that the latter was very 
shrewd, he was afraid of R. Hisda’s sagacity. 

R. Hisda propounded the following question to R. Shesheth: 
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“ If there were two houses on each side of a wide street (public 
ground) and some Gentiles made a partition around the street on 
the Sabbath, what is the law ? According to those who main¬ 
tain, that it is not allowed for one court to resign its space to 
another, there is no question ; because if the two courts had 
desired to make an Erub on the preceding day they could have 
done so and still they are not allowed to resign their spaces to 
each other; so much the more in our case, where the two houses 
could not have combined an Erub on the preceding day on 
account of the intervening public ground which had not yet had 
a partition, they are not allowed to resign their space to each 
other. I am asking, however, considering the Tana who main¬ 
tains, that the two courts may resign their space to each other. 
Shall I assume, that it is permitted in the case of the two courts 
because they could have made an Erub on the preceding day, but 
in the case of our two houses which could not have made an 
Erub on the preceding day, it is not permitted or, as there is a 
partition around the intervening public ground, they may do so ? ’ ’ 

R. Shesheth answered: ” Nay, it is not permitted.” R. 
Hisda queried again: ” How is it, if two Israelites living in the 
same court with a Gentile and not having made an Erub or 
rented the place of the Gentile, the latter died on the Sabbath ? 
May they mutually resign their space to each other ? According 
to the Tana who holds, that one may rent a place on the Sab¬ 
bath, there is no question, because if they did not make an 
Erub they may rent the place from the Gentile and then resign 
their places to each other ; thus if two things may be done on 
the Sabbath, one certainly may be done. I ask thee according 
to the Tana who prohibits renting on the Sabbath. May the 
two Israelites in this case where the Gentile is dead and they 
need not rent his place resign their places to each other or 
not ?” Rejoined R. Shesheth: 11 I say that they may; because 
if they had chosen to rent the place yesterday and then effect 
an Erub they could have done so, but Hamnuna does not allow 
them to do this.” 

R. Jehudah said in the name of Samuel: ” If a Gentile have 
in his court a door, four spans wide and four ells high, opening 
into a valley, even should he lead cattle, camels, and wagons 
through the entry to the court all day long, he does not interfere 
with the Israelites inhabiting the court, because his door is of 
more use to him than the common entry, and serves to separate 
him from the others.” 
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The schoolmen asked: “ How is the law, if the door of the 
Gentile opened into a woodshed ? ” R. Na’hman bar Ami said 
in the name of some learned men: ” Even if the door of the 
Gentile open into a woodshed and the common entry into the 
street, he also does not interfere with the Israelites inhabiting 
the court/’ Rabba and R. Joseph both say: “ If the woodshed 
was not more than of two saahs’ capacity, the Gentile does 
interfere with the Israelites, because he cannot derive as much 
comfort from the woodshed as he can from the street, but if the 
woodshed was larger than that the Gentile does not interfere. 
With Israelites it is the reverse: if the woodshed, into which 
the separate door opens, be no more than of two saahs’ capacity 
and the Israelite had not combined in the Erub with the others, 
he does 7iot interfere with them, because a woodshed of that 
size may be used by him on the Sabbath; but if the woodshed 
be larger, he does interfere with the other Israelites.” 

Rabha bar Haklayi asked of R. Huna: “ How is the law if a 
Gentile have a door opening into a woodshed ?” and R. Huna 
answered: " The sages have already decided this. If the wood¬ 
shed be of two saahs’ capacity, he interferes with the Israelites, 
but if of more than two saahs* capacity he does not.” 

It happened that some warm water was spilled and more was 
needed for a child on the Sabbath. So Rabba said: “ Let some 
warm water be brought from my house.” Said Abayi to him: 
“ Why! no Erub has been made!” Rejoined Rabba: Let us 
depend upon the combine made in the entry (of this court), 
but Abayi persisted: ” We have no part even in the entry. 
Finally Rabba said: " Let a Gentile be told to bring it.” Sub¬ 
sequently Abayi said: ** I had a mind to dispute even this last 
order of my master, but R. Joseph would not permit me to do 
this; for R. Joseph said in the name of R. Kahana: ‘ Where a 
biblical ordinance is in question the case should be discussed 
before the act is committed, but in the matter of rabbinical 
ordinances the deed may be accomplished and then the decision 
may be asked for.’ ” 

Then R. Joseph asked Abayi: ” Upon what grounds dost 
thou desire to dispute this last order of the master?” and he 
answered: Upon the teaching we have learned in a Boraitha, viz.: 
While the sprinkling of an unclean man (with the ashes of 
the red heifer) by a clean man is only a rabbinical ordinance, 
the Sabbath should not be violated by the performance of this 
rite even if it be necessary for the fulfilment of a command- 
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ment, and in the same manner requesting a Gentile to per¬ 
form an act on the Sabbath being also against the rabbinical 
ordinance, it should not be done on the Sabbath. Rejoined 
R. Joseph: “ Canst thou discriminate between the performance 
of an act which is against the rabbinical ordinance and a case 
where no act at all was committed ? The Gentile was not told 
by Rabba to warm the water but merely to bring it from his 
house through the entry, and this is certainly not prohibited. ” 

Said Rabba bar R. Hanan to Abayi: “ How is it possible, 
that in a court where two such great men as Rabba and thou 
reside, no Erub was made either in the court or in the entry ? ” 
Answered Abayi: “ How can I help it ? The master does not 
usually pay attention to such trifles; I am engaged all the week 
long in study, while the inmates of the court do not trouble 
themselves about it. Should I make up my mind to present 
them with the bread in my basket, it would be merely a sham, 
for if they were to demand it, I could not in reality part with it 
as I cannot spare it; hence even if I should have this in mind, 
it would be useless; for we have learned in a Boraitha, that if 
one of the inhabitants of the entry demanded wine or oil and 
was refused, the combine is made invalid.” Rejoined Rabba 
bar R. Hanan: ” Then thou couldst have in mind to give them a 
quarter of a lug of vinegar from the cask thou hast in the house, 
and thou surely wouldst not use up that on the Sabbath.” 
Abayi replied: “ We have learned in another Boraitha, that it 
is not allowed to combine an Erub with material which is in bulk 
because it might be, that the very part which was intended for 
the Erub may be used.” ” But,” insisted Rabba bar R. Hanan, 
” we have learned in another Boraitha that this may be done.” 
Said R. Oshiya: ” Concerning this, there is a difference of opin¬ 
ion between Beth Shammai and Beth Hillel.” It happened 
again that some warm water needed for a child was spilled. Said 
Rabha: ” Let the mother be asked whether she is in need of 
warm water, and, if so, a Gentile may be told to warm it and 
bring it to her and it will serve for the child also.” R. Me- 
sharshia remarked: ” The mother has been eating dry dates for 
some time (then she certainly does not need any warm water).” 
Rejoined Rabba: ” She is not quite herself and knows not what 
she eats.” 

Another case of this kind happened with a child. So Rabba 
said: Let the belongings of the men be taken from the men’s 
room into the women’s apartment; I shall then resign my place 
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for the benefit of others and the warm water may be brought 
from my house. 

Said Rabhina to Rabba: “ Did not Samuel say, that it is not 
allowed to resign the space of one court to another?" and 
Rabba answered: * I hold with R. Johanan who permits this to 
be done." Rejoined Rabhina: "If thou dost not hold with 
Samuel, why then didst thou order the belongings of the men to 
be transferred to the women s apartments ? Thou shouldst have 
resigned thy place to them and they their place to thee, then all 
of you will be enabled to carry, which according to Rabh is also 
permissible." Rabba replied: " In this respect I hold with 
Samuel in order that it should not appear as a farce if I resign 
my place to the others and they their place to me." 

The text states, that Rabh permits the mutual resigning of 
places and Samuel prohibits it. Said R. Ashi: Rabh and 
Samuel differ in the same point as R. Eliezer and the sages (in 
Chapter II., last Mishna, where R. Eliezer forbids the inmate of 
a court who had forgotten to join in the Erub to carry and per- 
mits the other inmates to do so). 

"A*. Gamaliel related: It happened that a Sadducee ," etc. 
Whence this reference to a Sadducee ? The Mishna is not com¬ 
plete and should read thus: A Sadducee is considered the 
same as a Gentile, and R. Gamaliel said: " He is not considered 
as a Gentile," and then relates the incident: " It happened, that 
a Sadducee dwelt with us in one alley in Jerusalem, and my 
father said to us: * Make haste and bring out all your vessels 
into the alley, before the Sadducee can do this and thus prevent 
you from doing so/ " We have also learned to this effect in a 
Boraitha, viz. : " An Israelite who lives in the same court with a 
Gentile, a Sadducee, or a Bathusee, is prevented by them (from 
carrying therein). R. Gamaliel, however, said this does not 
apply to a Sadducee or a Bathusee, and it happened that a Sad¬ 
ducee lived in the same alley with him in Jerusalem, so he said 
to his children : " Make haste and carry out all your vessels into 
the alley, before that unworthy one can come out and prevent 
you from doing so; for so far he has resigned his place to you 
(but later he may change his mind)." So said R. Meir. R. 
Jehudah, however, gave another version of the affair, viz. : Make 
haste and do what is necessary for you in the alley, before it 
becomes dark; for after dark the Sadducee will prevent you 
from doing so (meaning that the Sadducee, like a Gentile, can¬ 
not resign his place to the Israelites). Shall we assume then, 

VOL. III. — II 


162 


THE BABYLONIAN TALMUD. 


therefrom, that if the Israelites do a thing before the Sadducce 
that he cannot prevent them later ? Have we not learned in a 
Mishna ? ” One who, after resigning his place, carries out inten¬ 
tionally or inadvertently into the court, prevents the others 
from doing so. So said R. Meir?” Said R. Joseph: ” Say, 
that he does not prevent the others.” Abayi says: There is no 
difficulty. The Mishna by stating that he prevents the others 
means to say, if he had previously carried out things (before 
the others did so) as we have learned in a Boraitha: If after 
resigning his place, a man carried out things into the court, 
either intentionally or inadvertently, he prevents the others from 
doing so, so said R. Meir. R. Jehudah said “ only if he did so 
intentionally.” All agree, however, that such is only the case, 
if the other inmates of the court had not carried out things 
before he did, but if they had done so, he does not prevent them 
at all, whether he had carried out things intentionally or unin¬ 
tentionally. 

The master said: ” R. Jehudah, however, gave another ver¬ 
sion of the affair. Then R. Jehudah holds, that the Sadducee 
is considered as a Gentile, and in the Mishna we have learned, 
that R. Gamaliel said: ” Lest the Sadducee bring out his ves¬ 
sels,” etc. This presents no difficulty. There are two kinds of 
Sadducees. One who publicly violates the Sabbath is consid¬ 
ered as a Gentile, and one who does so secretly, is not considered 
as a Gentile. According to whose opinion will the following 
Boraitha be: ” One who publicly violates the Sabbath, cannot 
resign his place ?” According to the opinion of R. Jehudah. 

Once a man went out on the Sabbath with a bundle of spices 
in his hand, and seeing the approach of R. Jehudah the Third, 
he concealed it. Said R. Jehudah the Third: According to R. 
Jehudah a man of this kind may resign his place, as we have 
learned in another Boraitha: An apostate who does not violate 
the Sabbath in the markets may resign his place, but one who 
does violate the Sabbath in the markets cannot do so; for it was 
said, that only an Israelite may resign his place or accept ground 
resigned to him by another, but from a Gentile the place must 
be rented. How may a place be resigned by Israelites ? One 
says to the other: My place is sold to thee or my place is resigned 
to thee, and no token of acceptance is necessary. 

MISHNA: Should one of the householders of a court forget, 
and not join in the Erub, neither he nor the other inmates of the 
court are allowed to carry anything into or out of his house, 
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but he and they may carry into or out of their houses. If the 
other inmates have resigned to him their common right to the 
court, he is permitted to carry therein, but they must not do so. 
Should there be two persons who have neglected to combine in 
an Erub, they mutually prevent each other; for one individual 
can resign his right to the court or can acquire that right; but 
two persons, though permitted to jointly resign their right, 
cannot jointly acquire the right to the exclusive use of the 
court. 

From what time is the right to be conferred ? Beth Sham- 
mai hold, " While it is yet daylight,” but Beth Hillel maintains 
“ even from dusk (on the eve of Sabbath).” Whoever resigns his 
right (to the court) and afterwards either intentionally or inad¬ 
vertently carries within it, prevents (renders it unlawful for) the 
others from doing so. Such is the dictum of R. Meir. R. 
Jehudah, however, said: If he carries (within the court) inten¬ 
tionally, he prevents them, but if inadvertently, he does not. 

GEMARA: Is it unlawful only to carry into and out of his 
house, but carrying into and out of the court it is lawful ? How 
was the case ? If he resigned his right to the house why should 
it be unlawful (to carry into) the house; if he did not resign his 
right to the house, why should they all have a right to the court ? 
In this case, the man had resigned his right to the court alone 
but not to his house, and the sages maintain, that by resigning 
his right to the court he did not also resign his right to his 
house, and there are men who live in houses that have no court. 
Why then is it lawful for him to carry in and out of their houses ? 
Because he is considered as a guest. 

“ If the other inmates have resigned to him," etc. Will they 
then be considered as his guests ? One man can be the guest of 
five, but five men cannot be considered the guests of one. Can 
we adduce from this clause in the Mishna that this resigning of 
the right (to a place) can be repeated mutually several times ? 
The Mishna may mean to state that the other inmates had 
already previously resigned their rights to the one man, in which 
case it becomes lawful for him, but not for them. 

“ Should there be two persons ,” etc. Is this not self-evident ? 
The case is, if after having forgotten to join in the Erub, one of 
the two persons resigned his right to his house and also the right 
to the part of the court renounced to him by the others. \\ e 
might assume that this could be lawfully done. \\ e are there¬ 
fore told that the other inmates having resigned their rights to 
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the two persons jointly, one of them individually cannot resign 
his right, because he had not an individual right at that time. 

“ For one individual can resign his right y " etc. This was just 
stated in the Mishna, what need is there of the repetition ? We 
have learned both concerning resigning and acquiring a right ? 
The latter part of the clause, which teaches that two persons 
may resign their right, but must not acquire it, is essential. 
This, however, is also self-evident ? We might assume, that a 
precautionary measure is necessary prohibiting two to resign 
their right, lest one resign his to two; therefore we are told, that 
such a precaution is not necessary. 

“ Two persons cannot jointly acquire the right." Why this 
repetition again ? Here we are told, that two persons must not 
acquire the right even when presented with the ground in ques¬ 
tion outright, so that they have the privilege of transferring it to 
others. 

Abayi asked of Rabba: “ If five men inhabited one court and 
one of them had forgotten to join in the Erub, must he resign 
his right to each of the others individually or can he do so col¬ 
lectively ?" Rabba answered: “ He must do so to each indi¬ 
vidually/' Rejoined Abayi: “ We have learned, that one who 
had not joined in an Erub, may resign his right to another that 
had, and two persons who had joined in an Erub may resign their 
right to one who had not; two who had not joined in an Erub 
may also resign their right to two others who had not, but one 
who had not joined in an Erub must not resign his right to 
another in the same condition nor may two who had not joined 
in an Erub resign their right to two others, who were similarly 
situated. It says, then, that one who had not joined in an 
Erub, may resign his right to one who had. The one who had, 
certainly must have had another person to combine an Erub with 
him, then it seems to be sufficient if he (who had not joined) 
resigned his right to the one man only and not to the other 
also ? " Rabba replied : “ Yea, he certainly had a companion in 
the Erub, but it may be the case, that the companion died and 
he was left alone." 

Rabha asked R. Na’hman: “ May an heir (whose father died 
on the Sabbath) resign his right or not ? Shall I say, that 
because he could not prepare the Erub on the preceding day, 
not having his own property, he cannot resign his right on the 
Sabbath; or that he, being a descendant of his father, has also 
inherited his father’s right?" Answered R. Na’hman: "I 
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hold, that he may, but the disciples of Samuel maintain, that he 
must not.” Rablia objected: We have learned: This is the 
rule: A thing that had been permissible on part of the Sabbath is 
permissible for the entire Sabbath, and that which was prohibited 
for part of the Sabbath was also prohibited for the entire Sab¬ 
bath. What is meant by “ had been permissible on part of the 
Sabbath ? ” e.g., a door which was used for making the Erub and 
had become closed up during the Sabbath, and “ by prohibited 
for part of the Sabbath ” is meant, e.g., two houses, each one of 
which stood on the opposite sides of a wide street and a parti¬ 
tion was made by Gentiles on the Sabbath. The exception is as 
regards one who resigned his right, i.e ., although a man had 
forgotten to join in an Erub before the Sabbath, he was not 
permitted to carry on part of Sabbath, still he may on the Sab¬ 
bath resign his right to the place and carry. It says, however, 
that only the man may carry but not his heir ? Replied R. 
Na’hman: “ Learn: instead of ‘ the exception is as regards one 
who resigns his right,’ the exception is the law pertaining to the 
resigning of a right.” 

Rabha raised another objection: We have learned: ‘‘If 
one of the householders of a court died and left his right to the 
ground to one living in the market, if the death took place while 
it was yet day before the Sabbath, the man living in the market 
impedes the inmates of the court; but if the death took place 
after dusk, he does not. If a man, however, living in the mar¬ 
ket, was possessed of a house and having died left his right to 
his place to one of the inmates of the court, then the reverse is 
the case, i.e., if he died before Sabbath set in, the inmate of the 
court does not impede the others, (because he could have joined 
in an Erub); but if the man died on the Sabbath, he does 
impede the others.” Now if thou sayest, that the heir may 
resign the right, let him do so, why should he impede the 
others ? Answered R. Na’hman: “ This means, that he impedes 
the others only until he resigns his right.” 

R. Johanan said: The above Boraitha is according to Beth 
Shammai, who hold, that it is not allowed to resign a right on 
Sabbath as we have learned in our Mishna: From what time may 
the right be resigned ? Beth Shammai hold “ while it is yet 
daylight,” and Beth Hillel maintain: “ From dusk.” 

Said Ula: Why do Beth Hillel hold, that it may be done 
on Sabbath ? The reason of Beth Hillel is based upon an in¬ 
stance where a man was about to separate heave-offerings for 
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another without being told to do so. In the meantime this 
other man came along and saw that the heave-offerings were 
being separated for him, whereupon he said to the man: “ Sep¬ 
arate it from the finer grain/' In that case the heave-offering is 
valid. Why ? Because by the statement " separate it from the 
finer grain " he demonstrated his approval of the man's action 
and his intention to have done this at all events. The same is 
the case with a man who resigns his right on the Sabbath; for 
he demonstrates that his intention had been to join in the Erub 
on the preceding day, but he had forgotten. 

Said Abayi to him: If this be the reason of Beth Hillel, 
what about the case of a Gentile who lived in the same court 
with two Israelites and happened to die on the Sabbath ? The 
Israelites are permitted in that event to resign their rights to 
each other, but can it be said that their intention dated from the 
preceding day ? Hence the reason of Beth Hillel is simply this: 
While Beth Shammai prohibit the resigning of the right to a 
place because they hold, that it is equal to selling the place and 
selling or buying is prohibited on the Sabbath, Beth Hillel how¬ 
ever hold, that resigning the right to a place is simply abandon¬ 
ing the place, and that is permissible on the Sabbath. 

MISHNA: Should a householder be in partnership in wine 
with two of his neighbors (residing in the same alley), they do 
not require an Erub; if he be in partnership with one in wine 
and with another in oil, they do require an Erub. R. Simeon 
said: Neither in one case nor in the other do they require an 
Erub. 

GEMARA: Said Rabh: " Such is the case if the wine was 
contained in one vessel." And Rabha said: "This may be 
inferred from the Mishna itself; for the latter clause of the 
Mishna states, that if the householder be in partnership with 
one in wine and with another in oil, they require an Erub. It 
would therefore be correct if in the first clause the wine is con¬ 
tained in one vessel and in the second clause there are two sep¬ 
arate vessels; but were there two vessels in the first clause also, 
what difference would it make whether one vessel was filled with 
oil and the other with wine, or both with wine?" Rejoined 
Abayi: This is no argument. Wine can be mixed with wine 
(hence, even if it be in two vessels it can be mixed and an Erub 
made with it is valid), but oil and wine cannot be mixed, and 
even though there are two separate vessels the Erub cannot be 
made therewith. 


TRACT ERUBIN. 


167 


R. Simeon said: “ Neither in one case nor in the other do they 
require an ErubN Is it possible that R. Simeon holds, that 
even where one vessel contains wine and the other oil, no further 
Erub is necessary ? Said Rabba: “ The case referred to applies 
to a court between two entries (alleys) and R. Simeon holds to 
his theory, as we have learned in the case of the three courts 
opening into each other and also into the street, that communi¬ 
cation between the middle court and the two outer or between 
the two outer ones and the middle one is permissible; thus in this 
case R. Simeon means to imply, that the court made an Erub 
with one of the entries by means of wine and with the other by 
means of oil, hence no additional Erub is necessary, and com¬ 
munication between the court and both entries is permissible/’ 

Abayi objected: “ How canst thou compare the two 
instances ? In the case of the three courts communication 
between the two outer is prohibited, whereas here it is said 
that no additional Erub whatever is necessary?" Learn also 
here, that no additional Erub is necessary to allow of communi¬ 
cation between the court and the entries, but if the inmates of 
either of the entries desire to carry in the other they must make 
an additional Erub. 

R. Joseph, however, said: “ R. Simeon and the sages differ 
in the same point as R. Johanan ben Nouri and the sages in 
another Mishna as follows: * If oil floated on wine and a man 
who had bathed before sunset (and hence was not yet ritually 
clean) touched the oil, the sages hold, that the oil becomes 
unclean, but the wine is not affected. R. Johanan ben Nouri, 
however, maintains, that the wine and the oil are attached to 
each other and therefore both become unclean. ’ ’ ’ In our Mishna, 
the sages hold with the sages of the Mishna quoted, and R. 
Simeon holds with R. Johanan ben Nouri. 

We have learned in a Boraitha: R. Elazar ben Tadai said: 
" In either case they require an additional Erub." Even if 
both vessels contain wine an additional Erub is necessary ? 
Answered Rabba: The case is thus: If two men each bring a 
jug of wine and pour the wine together, there is no question but 
what that constitutes a legal Erub, but in this instance R. Elazar 
ben Tadai means to state that if two men bought a cask of wine 
jointly and had not yet separated their shares, the Erub is not 
valid because it cannot be made with anything owned in part¬ 
nership, and he holds thus for the reason that he does not 
accept the theory of premeditated choice. The sages, however, 
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permit this mode of procedure, because they accept the theory 
of premeditated choice. 

R. Joseph said: 44 R. Elazar ben Tadai and the sages differ 
on another point, namely: The question whether the inmates of 
the court can depend upon the combine made in the entries/’ 
All agree that carrying in the entries is permissible if the Erub 
has been made there, but R. Elazar ben Tadai holds, that this 
is not permitted in the court because the combine made in the 
entries cannot be depended upon, while the sages hold that it 
may be depended upon. 

R. Joseph continued: 44 Whence do I know, that this is the 
point of difference ? From the statement of R. Jehudah in the 
name of Rabh, to the effect that the Halakha prevails accord¬ 
ing to R. Meir, and the subsequent statement of R. Bronain the 
name of Rabh, that the Halakha prevails according to R. 
Elazar ben Tadai. Therefore, we must assume, that R. Meir 
and R. Elazar have one and the same reason.” Said Abayi: 
“ This may be so; but why did Rabh say at one time that the 
Halakha prevails according to R. Meir and at another time 
according to R. Elazar ben Tadai ? Would it not be sufficient 
to state, that the Halakha prevails according to one of the two ? ” 
(And R. Joseph answered:) 44 Rabh desires to inform us that 
wherever the laws of Erub are concerned and two Tanaim 
differ as to the details, but agree as to the main issue of the 
Halakha, and we say that the Halakha prevails according to both, 
we need not abide by the more rigorous decisions of each but, 
on the contrary, should accept the more lenient decrees of both.” 

Which R. Meir is referred to by Rabh ? The one figuring 
in the following Boraitha: In courts an Erub must be made 
with bread, but it is not allowed to do so with wine. In the 
entries a combine must be effected with wine, but if the inmates 
desired to do so with bread, it is permissible. An Erub must 
be made in the courts and a combine in the entries in order that 
the growing children should not forget the laws of Erub and 
say, 44 Our parents did not make an Erub. ’ 1 Such is the decree of 
R. Meir; the sages, however, say: Either an Erub or a com¬ 
bine must be effected (i.e., if one was omitted the other can be 
depended upon).* 

R. Jehudah in the name of Rabh said: 44 The Halakha pre- 


* The explanation to this Boraitha, as given by Rashi, will be embodied in the 
text throughout this Tract. 
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vails according to R. Meir.” R. Huna said: 44 The custom 
prevails according to R. Meir,” and R. Johanan said: 4< The 
masses only act in accordance with the dictum of R. Meir/' * 

MISHNA: Should five different companies take their Sab¬ 
bath-rest in one hall (triclinium), Beth Shammai hold, that each 
company requires a separate Erub, but Beth Hillel hold, that 
one Erub suffices for all of them. The latter school admit, how¬ 
ever, that if any of these companies occupy distinct chambers 
or attics, each company requires a separate Erub. 

GEMARA: Said R. Na’hman: 44 The two schools differ only 
as regards a low centre-partition, but if there was a partition ten 
spans high between each of the companies, all agree that each 
company requires a separate Erub.” According to another 
version, R. Na’hman is supposed to have said: 44 They differ not 
only as regards a low centre-partition, but also concerning parti¬ 
tions between each company.” 

R. Jehudah the Sagacious said: The schools of Shammai 
and Hillel do not differ where partitions that reach to the ceiling 
of the hall are concerned, they agree that in that event each 
company requires a separate Erub. Wherein they do differ, 
however, is if the partitions do not reach the ceiling. Said R. 
Na’hman in the name of Rabh: The Halakha prevails according 
to R. Jehudah the Sagacious. 

R. Na’hman bar Itz’hak said: We can infer this from the 
Mishna itself. The latter clause of the Mishna states, that Beth 
Hillel also agree with Beth Shammai if the companies each dwell 
in distinct chambers or attics. What is meant by distinct cham¬ 
bers and attics ? Shall we say, that they are really chambers and 
attics ? Then it would be self-evident. We must say, then, 
that they are similar to chambers and attics, i.e, t that the refer¬ 
ence is to partitions which reach to the ceiling. Hence the deduc¬ 
tion that the decree of R. Jehudah the Sagacious is correct. 

We have learned in a Boraitha: The difference of opinion 
between the two schools centres in the question whether the 
companies deposited their Erubin elsewhere. But if the Erub 
is deposited in the hall occupied by them, all agree that one 
Erub is sufficient for all. According to whose opinion will be the 
statement of the following Boraitha, that if five men combined 
an Erub, one Erub is sufficient for all of them ? This is in 
accordance with the opinion of Beth Hillel. 


* See pages 146 and 147. 
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MISHNA: Brothers (or associates) who take their meals at 
their father’s (or at one) table, but sleep each in his separate 
house (in the same court), must each one prepare a separate Erub. 
Therefore if one of them had forgotten and not prepared an 
Erub, he must resign his right (to the common court). When 
is this the case ? When the Erub had been deposited in some 
other place; but if the Erub has been placed with them, or if 
there are no other inhabitants in the court, they need not pre¬ 
pare any Erub whatsoever." 

GEMARA: From this Mishna it maybe adduced, that an 
Erub should be made in the place where a man sleeps and not 
where he takes his meals (and further, we will observe, that 
Rabh holds, that an Erub must be made where the man takes 
his meals). Said R. Jehudah in the name of Rabh: The Mishna 
means to say, that the brothers did not actually eat at their 
father's table but merely received from their father the means 
with which to obtain their meals. 

The Rabbis taught: One who had a vestibule, a gallery, or 
a balcony in the court of another, and did not join in an Erub 
with the other inmates of the court does not impede the other 
inmates. If he had a hay-loft, a cattle-pen, a woodshed, or a 
granary in the court of another and did not join in an Erub, he 
does impede the others. R. Jehudah, however, said: " Nothing 
except a dwelling-house can prove an interference," and he con¬ 
tinued: " It happened that an inhabitant of Naph'ha,*who had 
five courts in Usha, did not join in an Erub with the inmates of 
those courts and the question was laid before the sages whether 
this was an impediment to their carrying within the courts and 
the sages replied: 4 Nothing but an actual dwelling-house can 
prove an impediment.' " 

What is meant by a dwelling-house ? A house occupied as 
a dwelling. What is to be understood by "occupied as a dwell¬ 
ing " ? Rabh said : " The house where a man takes his meals," 
and Samuel said: " The house wherein a man sleeps." 

An objection was made: The shepherds, those that guard the 
fig-trees, the inhabitants of huts in the country and the guards 
of the fields, when passing the night in a town have the same 
rights as the townsmen, but when passing the night at their 
posts, they have only the right to two thousand ells from the 
place where they are situated. (From this we can see, that the 
place where one passes the night is considered as his abode ?) 


* In the Tosephta this narrative is told of the son of a prince. 
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This is no proof! For we can testify, that those men would be 
much better satisfied if their meals were brought to them at 
their posts (hence their posts are not only their places of abode 
but also their eating-places, and as for those who pass the night 
in the town, they evidently also take their meals in the town for 
the time being). 

The Rabbis taught: Concerning five women who receive 
from their husbands the means for securing their food and five 
slaves who receive the means from their masters to procure their 
sustenance and who live in separate houses in the court, R. 
Jehudah ben Bathyra permits the women to carry within the 
court and prohibits the slaves to do so; but R. Jehudah ben 
Babba on the contrary allows the slaves to carry but prohibits 
the women to do so. 

Said Rabh: “ What reason has R. Jehudah ben Babba for 
his decree ? Because it is written [Daniel ii. 49]: ‘ Daniel 
remained in the gate of the king,’ the inference is, that in the 
same manner as Daniel did not always remain in the gate of 
the king, but his office being such that his place was there, so it 
is also with slaves who, while in the service of their master, are 
considered as being always at their master’s side/' It is self- 
evident that if a son eat and dwell with his father, he need not 
make an Erub as stated previously. As for a woman who has a 
husband and a slave who belongs to a master there is a differ¬ 
ence of opinion between R. Jehudah ben Bathyra and R. 
Jehudah ben Babba. How about a disciple, however, who 
dwells in the same court with his master and derives his suste¬ 
nance from his master ? 

Come and hear: When Rabh still dwelt with R. Hyya he 
said: " We need not join in an Erub because we depend upon 
the table of R. Hyya," and when R. Hyya still dwelt with 
Rabbi he also said: " We need not make an Erub because we 
derive our sustenance from Rabbi." 

R. Hyya bar Abhin asked of R. Shesheth: "What about 
the disciples of the college, who eat in the inns of the valley 
and pass the night at the college ? When the legal limit of two 
thousand ells is measured where must the starting point be ? 
The college or the inn where they take their meals ?" R. She¬ 
sheth answered: " The college." 

Rami bar Hama asked of R. Hisda: If a father and son, 
or a master and his disciple, lived in two courts, one inside of 
the other, and the outer court opened into an entry, what is 
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the law concerning them ? Are they to be considered as if they 
were two distinct individuals who cannot mutually impede each 
other because each one of them has a right to carry in his own 
court and a man who is permitted to do so in his own court can¬ 
not interfere with a man in another place; hence both father 
and son, or master and disciple, may carry each in their respective 
courts; or, shall we consider them collectively because the son or 
the disciple who lives in a separate court but eats at his father’s 
table has a certain right to his father’s court. Thus the father 
or the master is not in sole possession, but shares it with 
another. The consequence is that the father or the master is in 
duty bound to make an Erub in his own court and, on account 
of this, he becomes one who can interfere with the right of 
another, and prevents his son from carrying in his own (the 
son’s) court ? Then again if they are considered as distinct 
individuals, are they in duty bound to combine an Erub covering 
the two courts ? Finally if the two courts had separate open¬ 
ings into the entry, are they considered as separate courts and 
thus the entry becomes valid by the addition thereto of a cross 
and side beam, or they are considered as one court, and if one 
court only opens into an entry, the entry cannot be made valid 
by the addition of a cross and side beam ? 

Answered R. Hisda: We have learned this in a Boraitha: A 
father and his son or a teacher and his disciple, providing there 
are no other inmates in the court occupied by them, are consid¬ 
ered as individuals, and need not make an Erub at any place. 
Nevertheless the entry into which their court opens becomes 
valid by the addition thereto of a cross or side beam. 

MISHNA: If (the householders dwelling in) five courts that 
open into each other and also open into one common alley 
(entry) have joined in an Erub for the courts, but have not 
combined the alley, they are permitted to carry (things) in the 
courts, but must not do so in the alley; if they did combine the 
alley, however, they are permitted to carry both in the courts 
and in the alley. If they had combined both the courts and 
the alley, but one of the householders forgot and did not join in 
the Erub, they are nevertheless permitted to carry both in the 
courts and in the alley. Should one of the householders (dwell¬ 
ing) in the alley have forgotten to join in the Erub, it is per¬ 
mitted to carry (things) in the court but not in the alley, inas¬ 
much as the alley (bears the same relation) to the courts as the 
court (does) to the houses within it. 
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GEMARA: According to whose opinion is our Mishna ? 
We must say that it is in accordance with R. Meir, who holds 
that an Erub is needed in the court, and a combination in the 
alley. How, then, could that part of the Mishna be explained, 
which states that if a combination in the alley is made it is 
allowed to carry both (in the courts and in the alley); and this is 
certainly according to the opinion of the Rabbis, who hold that 
one of the two is sufficient (i.e., either an Erub in the courts or 
a combination in the alley) ? Are then the two parts of the 
Mishna based on different opinions ? This presents no difficulty. 
The latter part of the Mishna refers to a case where a combina¬ 
tion had already been made in the alley; hence it is according 
to R. Meir's opinion. Now, then, what is the reason of R. 
Meir in stating that if one of the householders in the court for¬ 
got and did not join in the Erub, it is nevertheless permitted to 
carry both in the courts and in the alley ? R. Meir may hold as 
follows: The most essential feature of this case is to make an 
Erub in the courts and a combine should also be made in the 
alley for the benefit of the growing children in order that they 
may not forget the laws of Erubin. Hence if the combination 
has been made both in the courts and in the alley, in which the 
majority participated, there is no fear of the children forgetting 
the laws. 

R. Jehudah said: “ Rabh does not learn in the Mishna that 
the five courts opened into each other but merely that they all 
opened into one common alley.” This was corroborated by R. 
Kahana. What reason did Rabh have to learn thus ? He holds, 
that if several courts open into one common alley, a cross and 
side beam suffice to make that alley valid. If, however, only 
one court open into the alley, a cross and side beam do not 
suffice. Samuel, however, said: 11 Even if only one court or 
one house open into an alley, a cross and side beam suffice for 
the alley.” R. Johanan said: Even if a ruin open into an alley, 
a cross and side beam suffice. 

Abayi asked of R. Joseph: “ Does R. Johanan hold, that 
even if the path leading to a vineyard open into an alley, a cross 
and side beam suffice for the alley ?” R. Joseph replied: “ Nay; 
R. Johanan meant to say a ruin which (in an emergency) could 
be inhabited; but a path which could not under any circum¬ 
stances be inhabited, is out of the question.” 

Said R. Huna bar Ilinana: R. Johanan’s statement con¬ 
cerning a ruin is but in accordance with his theory expressed in 
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his decision regarding the Mishna (Chapter IX., Mishna i, of 
this tract) where R. Simeon says that " roofs as well as courts 
and woodsheds constitute the same kind of premises for the car¬ 
rying of all utensils contained therein when the Sabbath-rest 
began," etc. This was commented by Rabh as follows: “ The 
Halakha prevails according to R. Simeon provided no Erub was 
combined by the inmates of each separate court," meaning 
thereby that if no Erub was combined, the inmates will not carry 
out any vessels from their houses into the court. Samuel and 
R. Johanan, however, declare that the Halakha prevails accord¬ 
ing to R. Sitneon, even if an Erub was combined, as there is 
no apprehension that the inmates will carry out any vessels 
from their houses into the court, and as in this case there is no 
apprehension that the vessels will be carried out of the houses, 
so also in the case of a ruin, R. Johanan holds, that there is no 
fear of the inmates carrying vessels from the court into the ruin 
by way of the alley. 

R. Brona sate and repeated the Halakha decreed by Samuel 
(to the effect that even if one court or one house opened into 
an alley, a cross and side beam was sufficient for the alley). Said 
R. Eliezer, one of the schoolmen, to R. Brona: " Did Samuel 
indeed say this ?" and R. Brona answered: " Yea." R. Eliezer 
then asked to be shown where Samuel resided, and R. Brona 
showed him. R. Eliezer then came before Samuel and said: 
"Did master decree thus?" and the answer was: "Yea." 
Rejoined the schoolman: " Didst thou not state previously that 
where the laws of Erubin are concerned, we must hold strictly 
to the literal text of the Mishna and the Mishna distinctly 
teaches: 4 The alley bears the same relation to the courts as the 
court (does) to the houses within it/ " Samuel remained silent. 

Does the silence of Samuel signify, that he accepted R. 
Eliezer’s view or that he did not care to reply ? Come and hear: 
A certain Aibuth bar Ihi dwelt in an alley and erected a side- 
beam therein. Samuel told him that this complied with the 
legal requirements. After the death of Samuel, R. Anan came 
and destroyed the side-beam. Said Aibuth: " In an alley where 
I live by the direct permission of our master Samuel, a mere 
disciple like R. Anan dares to come and destroy my side-beam." 
Hence we see, that Samuel did not accept the opinion of R. 
Eliezer! This is not conclusive evidence! The case of the alley 
could be explained as follows: The sexton of the synagogue 
took his meals with this Aibuth bar Ihi, but lodged in the syna- 
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gogue. Aibuth was of the opinion that the residence is deter¬ 
mined by the place where he takes his meals, hence the sexton 
and he were the occupants of one house; (and Samuel declared 
his alley to be valid in conformity with his original decision, that 
if one court or one house opened into an alley a cross and side 
beam is sufficient for the alley) but Samuel, who held that the 
residence of a man is determined by his lodging-place, may have 
accepted the opinion of R. Eliezer, and taking into consideration 
that there were two dwellings in the alley, that of Aibuth and 
that of the sexton, he made the alley valid by the addition of a 
side-beam. 

MISHNA: If two courts be one within the other, should 
the inmates of the inner court prepare an Erub and those of the 
outer court fail to do so, the inmates of the inner court may 
carry within it, but those of the outer court must not carry 
within their (own) court. If the inmates of the outer court pre¬ 
pare an Erub, but those of the inner court fail to do so, neither 
are allowed to carry within their respective courts. If each have 
prepared a separate Erub, they are permitted to carry within 
their own limits. R. Aqiba holds, however, that the inmates of 
the outer court are prohibited to carry within it and that the 
right of thoroughfare possessed by the inner court renders the 
outer court prohibited; but the sages hold, that the right of 
thoroughfare does not render it so. 

Should one of the inmates of the outer court forget to join 
in the Erub, it is permitted to carry within the inner court, but 
carrying within the outer court is prohibited. If one of the 
inmates of the inner court forget to join in the Erub, carrying 
in either court is prohibited. If the inmates of both courts 
deposit their Erub in one place, and one of the inmates of either 
the outer or inner court forgot and did not join in the Erub, car¬ 
rying in either court is also prohibited. Should each court be 
the property of an individual (or inhabited by only one house¬ 
hold), neither require an Erub. 

GEMARA: When R. Dimi came from Palestine, he said in 
the name of R. Janai: The latter clause of the Mishna stating, 
that if one of the inner court forget to join in the Erub, carry¬ 
ing in either court is prohibited, is merely a continuation of the 
dictum of R. Aqiba, who holds, that a foot (i.e., a man) which is 
allowed to carry in its own place nevertheless interferes with the 
right of another place. The sages, however, hold, that as a 
foot which is allowed to carry in its own place does not interfere 
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with the right of another place, so also a foot which is not 
allowed to carry within its own place does not interfere with the 
right of another place and thus the inmates of both courts may 
carry within their own limits. 

An objection was made based upon a previous clause in the 
Mishna, which states that if the inmates of the outer court pre¬ 
pare an Erub, but those of the inner court fail to do so, neither 
are allowed to carry within their respective courts, and this is 
certainly not in accordance with the opinion of R. Aqiba, because 
even had the inmates of the inner court made an Erub he would 
still prohibit the outer court to carry within their own court. 
(Hence we must assume, that this is in accordance with the 
opinion of the sages, who hold that a foot which is allowed to 
carry within its own place does not interfere with the right of 
another place, but one which is not allowed does interfere.) 
Therefore we must rather accept the statement of Rabhin in 
the name of R. Janai: There are three different opinions con¬ 
cerning this subject, viz.: The first Tana of our Mishna holds 
that a foot which is allowed to carry within its own place does 
not interfere with the right of another place, but a foot which is 
prohibited does interfere with the right of another place. R. 
Aqiba holds that even a foot which is allowed, also interferes 
with the right of another place; but the last sages of our Mishna 
maintain, that as a foot which is allowed does not interfere with 
the right of another place, so also a foot which is prohibited 
does also not interfere. 

“ If the inmates of both courts deposit their Erubin in one 
placef etc. What is meant by “one place " ? Said R. Jehudah 
in the name of Rabh: This refers to the outer court and is called 
“ one place/' because it is designated for the use of both courts 
(as the inmates of the inner court must pass through the outer). 

We have also learned in a Boraitha (in support to R. Jehu¬ 
dah): “ If the Erub was placed in the outer court, but one of 
the inmates either of the outer or inner court forgot to join in 
the Erub, carrying in either of the courts is prohibited. If the 
Erub was deposited in the inner court, but one of the inmates of 
that court forgot to join in the Erub, carrying in either court is 
also prohibited. If one of the inmates of the outer court forgot 
to join in the Erub, carrying in either court is prohibited. Such 
is the dictum of R. Aqiba; the sages, however, maintain that in 
the last instance carrying is permitted within the inner court, 
but prohibited within the outer court." 
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Rabba bar Hanan asked Abayi: “ Why do the sages permit 
carrying, within the inner court, because they can close their 
door and say all the inmates of our court have joined in the 
Erub ? Why should R. Aqiba not take the same view, let him 
also say, that they can close their door and assert their right 
to carry within their own court ?” Abayi answered: “The 
Erub deposited in the outer court accustoms the inmates of the 
inner court to make use of the outer/’ Said Rabba bar Hanan 
again: “ And the sages, do they not hold that the Erub of the 
outer court accustoms the inmates of the inner court to walk in 
the outer?” The sages may maintain, that the inmates who 
have deposited their Erub can say to the one who forgot to join: 
We have included thee in our combination for thy convenience, 
but not to our detriment. Why can they not do this according 
to R. Aqiba also ? According to R. Aqiba, the inmates who 
have joined in the Erub may say to the one who had forgotten: 
“ We will resign our right to the place in thy favor.” Why can 
this not be said according to the sages ? Because the sages do 
not admit of the resigning of one’s right to a place in one court 
in favor of one who resides in another court. 

“ Should each court be the property of an individual ,” etc. 
Said R. Joseph: “ Rabbi taught, that if there was a third court 
between the two also belonging to an individual, it is not per¬ 
mitted to carry in either of the three.” Said R. Bibhi (to the 
schoolmen): “ Do not listen to R. Joseph ! Rabbi did not teach 
this; for I myself said it in the name of R. Ada bar Ahabha and 
gave as a reason that the outer court will be traversed by (the 
inmates of) three (courts); therefore I also prohibited carrying 
within the middle court, lest a mistake be made and things be 
carried in the outer court also.” R. Joseph then exclaimed: 
“ Lord of Abraham! I confounded the word 4 Rabbim ’ (many) 
with Rabbi; for before I was ill I heard from R. Bibhi that 
the outer court will become a court for many (three) and when 
recovered from my illness I quoted the Boraitha in the name 
of Rabbi.” Samuel, however, said: “It is always allowed to 
carry within courts for many (even if there be four or five) pro¬ 
vided there is only one household in each court, but if there be 
two in one court it is not permitted.” 

Said R. Elazar: According to Samuel, if a Gentile live in 
one of the courts he is considered as many others and he 
impedes the outer courts. 

R. Jehudah in the name of Samuel said: “ If there were ten 
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houses one within the other and the house on the outside opened 
into the court it is not necessary for the inmate of each house to 
combine in an Erub with the other inmates of the court, but it 
is sufficient if the inmate of the innermost house, who must 
pass through all the others, do so,” but R. Johanan says that 
each inmate must combine; even the one living in the house 
opening directly into the street. Even the one living in the 
uttermost court ? Is not the uttermost court to be regarded as 
a vestibule ? By uttermost he means to say the one next to the 
uttermost. 

Upon which point do Samuel and R. Johanan differ ? Their 
point of difference is regarding the definition of a vestibule. 
Samuel holds, that all the houses leading to the innermost are 
considered as vestibules hence they require no Erub, while R. 
Johanan maintains that only the uttermost house, through which 
all the other inmates must pass, can be considered a vestibule, 
but even the one next to the uttermost through which the eight 
other inmates must pass is also not a vestibule. 

R. Na’hman in the name of Rabba bar Abahu quoting 
Rabh said: There were two courts between which stood three 
houses opening into each other and the two houses on each side 
of the middle house opened into their respective courts. If the 
inmates of the courts desired to place their Erub in the middle 
house, they used the houses opening into the courts as thorough¬ 
fares to the middle house. Thus the house at one court becomes 
as a vestibule to the inmates of that court and the house at the 
other court becomes a vestibule to the inmates of the other 
court, while the house in the centre being used to deposit the 
Erub therein, it need not be combined in the Erub itself. Con¬ 
sequently none of the three need combine in the Erub of the 
courts. 


CHAPTER VIE 


REGULATIONS CONCERNING THE PREPARATION OF ERUBIN FOR COURTS 

SEPARATED BY APERTURES, WALLS, DITCHES, AND STRAW-RICKS. 

COMBINATION OF ERUBIN IN ALLEYS. 

MISHNA: If there be an aperture, four spans square, and 
less than ten spans high (from the ground), between two courts, 
the inmates of each court may prepare two separate Erubin; or 
if they prefer it, may combine in one Erub. If the aperture be 
less than four spans square or over ten spans from the ground, 
they are each obliged to prepare a separate Erub, and must not 
combine in one. 

GEMARA: Shall we say that this anonymous Mishna is in 
accordance with R. Simeon ben Gamaliel, who holds that the 
law of " lavud ” (attached) applies for a distance of less than 
four spans and not for a distance of less than three spans as 
maintained by the sages? Nay; this Mishna maybe even in 
accordance with the opinion of the sages, for the question of 
“ lavud ” does not arise here. It is merely a case of an aper¬ 
ture which is less than four spans square, hence it is not consid¬ 
ered a door and this is admitted by the sages also, who hold, 
that if an aperture is four spans square or more, it is considered 
a door, but if less than four spans square it is not. 

“ If the aperture be less tJia?i four spans square" etc. Why 
this repetition ? Is this not self-evident ? The first clause of 
the Mishna states, that if there be an aperture four spans square 
and less than ten spans high from the ground, the inmates of the 
courts may either prepare separate Erubin or combine in one. 
Hence if the aperture be less than four spans square and more 
than ten spans high, it is obvious that they cannot have their 
choice ? The Mishna means to teach us, that if the aperture 
was partly less than ten spans high from the ground and partly 
more than ten spans high the inmates of the court still have 
their choice of either making separate Erubin or combining in 
one, and only if the entire aperture was over ten spans high 

179 


THE BABYLONIAN TALMUD. 


1S0 

from the ground, they are obliged to make each a separate 
Erub. 

This explanation of the Mishna has reference to the follow¬ 
ing teaching of the Rabbis, viz.: If the entire aperture, with 
the exception of a small part, was higher than ten spans from the 
ground (e.g., if the aperture was twelve spans square and was 
eight spans high from the ground, thus two spans of the aper¬ 
ture were within ten spans from the ground and ten spans were 
over ten spans from the ground), or if the entire aperture with 
the exception of a small part was less than ten spans from the 
ground (e.g ., if it was twelve spans square and only two spans 
were over ten spans from the ground), the inmates of the courts 
may either each make a separate Erub or combine in one. If 
the entire aperture with the exception of a small part was higher 
than ten spans from the ground the inmates have their choice; 
why is it necessary to state, that if the entire aperture with the 
exception of a small part was within ten spans from the ground, 
the inmates have their choice, is this not self-evident ? After 
having stated the law in the former case, it applies the more to 
the latter. 

R. Na’hman said: “ The case of where the aperture is less 
than four spans square or over ten spans from the ground, applies 
only to courts, but as for houses, the aperture may be at any 
distance from the ground, even over ten spans, and, nevertheless, 
the inmates are permitted to join in an Erub.” Why so? 
Because a house is considered solid, and every portion is regarded 
as occupied. 

R. Abba asked of R. Na’hman: “ If in the attic of a house 
there was a hole for the purpose of fastening a ladder therein, 
may the inmate of the attic join in the Erub regardless of 
whether there was a ladder fastened in the hole of the attic or 
not, i.e., should the house be considered solid and occupied and 
no ladder is necessary, or is the house only considered solid as 
far as the walls are concerned but not the interior, and a ladder 
is essential ?” and he answered: “ A ladder is not necessary.” 
R. Abba understood R. Na’hman to say, that a permanent 
ladder was not necessary, but for the time that the Erub was to 
be combined it was necessary. It was taught, however, by R. 
Joseph bar Minyumi in the name of R. Na’hman that neither a 
permanent nor a temporary ladder was necessary. 

MISIINA: If there be a wall ten spans high and four spans 
wide between two courts, the inmates of each must prepare sep- 
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arate Erubin and must not join in one. If fruit happen to lie 
on the wall, they may ascend from their respective sides and 
partake thereof, provided they do not bring any of it down 
with them. Should there be a breach in the wall, not wider 
than ten ells, they may prepare separate Erubin or if they 
prefer it join in one, because the breach is considered as a 
door. Should the breach, however, be wider than ten ells they 
must both join in one Erub but must not prepare two separate 
Erubin. 

GEMARA: How is it, if the wall did not measure four 
spans in width ? Said Rabh: ” In that case, the atmosphere of 
two separate premises predominates at the wall and one must not 
handle anything even the size of a hair lying on the wall.” R. 
Johanan, however, says to the contrary: ” In that case the 
inmates of both courts may lay down fruit on the wall (or even 
take it down from the wall because it is regarded as ground 
under no jurisdiction).” R. Johanan will therefore explain the 
Mishna thus: “ If the wall was four spans wide it is permitted 
to ascend on either side and partake of fruit lying on the wall, 
but it is not permitted to bring up any. If, however, the wall 
was less than four spans wide, one may carry fruit up on the 
wall and eat it there.” This statement of R. Johanan is but in 
accordance with his own theory, as related by R. Dimi upon his 
arrival from Palestine in the name of R. Johanan, viz.: “ An 
object less than four spans square, standing between public and 
private ground, may be used by both the occupants of the public 
and private ground as an aid on which to shoulder a burden on 
the Sabbath, but they should be careful not to confound the 
burdens placed on the object so that a burden placed by an 
occupant of public ground be taken up by an occupant of pri¬ 
vate ground and vice versa." 

Can Rabh dispute this assertion of R. Dimi ? Is it not iden¬ 
tical with the Boraitha concerning a man standing on the door¬ 
step and passing things to a mendicant in the street or to the 
master of a house (see Tract Sabbath, p. 8) ? Rabh does not 
dispute the Boraitha in that instance, because it concerns a bib¬ 
lical law, but in this case where rabbinical law is dealt with, the 
Rabbis assume the privilege of reenforcing ordinances so as to 
preclude the possibility of transgression. 

Rabba bar R. Huna in the name of R. Na'hman said: If 
between two courts there was a wall, which was ten spans high 
from the ground of one court, but on a level with the ground of 
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the other,* the wall is ceded to the latter court and considered 
part of its ground, but to the former court it is an ordinary wall 
ten spans high. Why so ? Because the use of the wall is more 
convenient for the latter than for the former, and where an 
object is more convenient for one than for another it is generally 
ceded to the former. 

Said R. Shezbi: “ R. Na’hman rendered the same decision 
concerning a ditch that was situated between two courts and 
was on a level with the ground on one side.” 

If a man comes to diminish the size of the wall referred to 
in the Mishna (either by heaping up earth at the bottom or by 
erecting posts or benches at its side; such was the original defi¬ 
nition of the manner by which the size of the wall was dimin¬ 
ished) and this was done to the extent of four spans, or more, 
he may make use of the entire wall, but if less than four spans 
he can use only as much of the wall as has been diminished. 
What do you mean to say ? In either case there is an objection. 
If by diminishing the wall to the extent of less than four spans 
the wall is actually diminished, why should it not be allowed to 
use the entire wall, and if this does not constitute a diminution 
at all, why should it be allowed to use that part (where the earth 
was heaped up or the posts erected to the extent of less than 
four spans) ? 

Said Rabhina: In this case the Mishna does not mean to say, 
that the wall was diminished by heaping up earth or erecting 
posts but simply that a part of the wall was removed at the top. 
If the breach made in this manner exceeded four spans it is 
considered as a door, and the entire wall may be used, and if it 
was not quite four spans the entire wall must not be used, but 
that part of the wall containing the breach may, because its 
height is lessened. 

R. Y^echiel said: “ If a basin was set down (bottom side up) 
at the bottom of the wall, the wall is diminished thereby.” 
How can a basin serve to diminish the wall ? A basin may be 
handled on the Sabbath, and is it not a fact that any vessel which 
may be handled on Sabbath cannot serve to diminish a wall 
because it can be removed ? R. Yechiel means to say, if the 
basin was fastened to the ground. And if it is fastened to the 


* Rashi explains the term “on a level with the ground ” to signify, that it was 
less than ten spans higher than the ground, in which case it is considered as level 
with the ground 
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ground may it not be removed nevertheless ? By the statement 
“ it was fastened to the ground/' is meant if it was fastened so 
that a hoe or a pick-axe was required to remove it. 

An Egyptian ladder does not diminish a wall but a ladder of 
Tyre does. What is meant by an Egyptian ladder? One that 
has not four rungs. So said the school of R. Janai. 

Said R. A’ha the son of Rabha to R. Ashi: “ Dost thou 
know why an Egyptian ladder does not diminish a wall?” and 
R. Ashi answered: ” Didst thou not hear the statement of R. 
A'ha bar Ada in the name of R. Hamnuna, quoting Rabh, to 
the effect that it was an article which may be handled on the 
Sabbath and any article which may be handled on the Sabbath 
cannot serve to diminish a wall?” If such be the case, why 
can a ladder of Tyre serve to diminish a wall, may it not also be 
handled on Sabbath? A ladder of Tyre can serve because it is 
so heavy that it would require the efforts of several men to 
remove it. 

Abayi said: If a wall ten spans high was between two courts 
and a ladder four spans wide was placed at each side of the wall: 
if the ladders were placed so that they are three spans apart, 
i.e ., the ladder placed on the other side was three spans further 
up or down alongside of the wall than the other ladder, the wall 
is not diminished; but if they are not three spans apart the wall 
is diminished. If the wall, however, was four spans deep so 
that a man can walk on it, it makes no difference how far apart 
the ladders are. 

R. Bibhi bar Abayi said: ” If one erected two benches one 
above the other at the foot of a wall, and the lower one was four 
spans wide while the upper was less, the wall is thereby dimin¬ 
ished. If the lower bench however was less than four spans 
wide and the upper four, or more, the wall is also diminished 
thereby, providing the two benches were less than three spans 
apart.” R. Na’hman said in the name of Rabba bar Abahu, 
that the same rule applies to a ladder where there is empty space 
between the rungs (ue . 7 where one side of the ladder is not 
closed with boards). 

R. Na’hman said again in the name of Rabba bar Abahu: 
If a cornice four spans square protrude from a wall and a 
ladder, no matter how narrow, has been placed against the cor¬ 
nice, the size of the wall is thereby diminished, provided the 
ladder was placed directly against the cornice, but if placed 
underneath the cornice against the wall, the cornice was merely 
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enlarged but the wall was not diminished. R. Na’hman says 
again in the name of the same authority: a wall which is nine¬ 
teen spans high must have an additional cornice (a ladder which 
should be placed in the centre of the wall so that the space 
should not attain ten spans at the top or at the bottom). If the 
walls, however, measure twenty spans two cornices are needed 
to make them valid. (One cornice a trifle less than ten spans 
from the ground and another above that also a trifle less than 
ten spans from the lower.) 

Said R. Hisda: 44 Providing the cornices are not exactly 
opposite each other (to prevent a ladder being placed on the 
bottom cornice).” R. Huna said: 44 If a peg be placed on a pil¬ 
lar in public ground ten spans high and four spans wide (which 
is legally private ground) the pillar is diminished. ” Said R. 
Adha bar Ahaba: 44 Providing the peg is three spans high.” 
Abayi and Rabba both said: 44 Even if it is not as high as three 
spans.” Why so? Because the peg makes the pillar useless. 
R. Ashi, however, said: 41 Even if the peg be three spans high 
it does not diminish the pillar and does not make it private 
ground because a peg of that kind can be used as a hanger.” 

R. A’ha the son of Rabha asked R. Ashi, 44 What is the law 
if several pegs be placed on the pillar in question?” and he 
answered: 44 Did you not hear what R. Johanan said concerning 
a well, that its enclosures of earth are counted in with the ten 
spans (makes it a legal private ground), why then should they be 
counted, are they not useless ? ” We must assume that, because 
one can place an object upon the enclosures and thus use them. 
The same is the case with the peg, one might also place some¬ 
thing upon it also. 

R. Jehudah said in the name of Samuel: 44 If a wall be ten 
spans high it requires, in order to become a valid wall, a ladder 
fourteen spans in height, because the ladder must be placed 
against the wall at an angle and the distance from the foot of 
the ladder to the wall being four spans, the ladder loses that 
much before it reaches the top of the wall.” R. Joseph said: 

Even if the ladder be a trifle over thirteen spans high it may 
be used (because should it lack one span of reaching the top of 
the wall the deficiency is not taken into consideration).” Abayi, 
however, said: It matters not if the ladder be even a trifle 
over eleven spans high (because should it lack three spans of 
reaching the top of the wall, it is considered as being at the top; 
for the law of 44 lavud ” is applied in all cases where there is a 
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deficiency of three spans or less). R. Huna the son of R. 
Jehoshua, however, said: The ladder may be only a trifle over 
seven spans in height (because it is not compulsory to place the 
ladder at an angle, and if placed straight at the wall, together 
with the three spans allowed by the law of 44 lavud,” it reaches 
the top. Should the ladder even be placed at an angle it may 
be considered as straight at the wall and the same rule applies). 

Rabh said: 44 I have a tradition, that a ladder standing 
straight against a wall also diminishes its size, but I know no 
reason for it.” Said Samuel to him: 44 Does Abba not know 
the reason for this ? Why should a ladder be worse than two 
benches placed one above the other ? Surely it is more diffi¬ 
cult to scale a wall by means of benches than by means of a 
ladder.” 

Rabha in the name of R. Hyya said: 44 Trunks of Babylo¬ 
nian fig-trees when placed against a wall need not be fastened, 
because their weight is so great, that it is very difficult to remove 
them, although they may be handled on Sabbath.” R. Joseph 
in the name of R. Oshiya said: 44 The same applies to Babylo¬ 
nian ladders, which are so heavy, that there is no fear of their 
being removed.” 

R. Joseph asked Rabba: 44 If a man had a ladder which he 
desired to place against a wall and the ladder being too narrow, 
i.e.j less than four spans wide, he hewed out in the wall itself, 
steps on each side of the ladder, how far up should those steps 
be hewn out?” Rabba answered: 44 For a distance of ten 
spans.” Asked R. Joseph again: 44 How is it if a man hews 
out steps four spans wide in the wall itself ? How far up must 
he do this ?” and the answer was: 44 The entire height of the 
wall.” 44 What is the difference between the case of the ladder 
where steps had to be hewn out additionally and this case where 
the steps were all hewn out of the wall ? ” 44 In the first instance 
the ascent of the wall is so much easier because the ladder can 
be placed against the wall at an angle, while in this instance the 
ascent is much more difficult; hence the steps should reach the 
entire height of the wall.” 

R. Joseph asked Rabba again : 14 What is the law if a man 
used a tree, which grew right at the wall, for a ladder ? I ask 
thee, taking into consideration the difference of opinion between 
Rabbi and the sages. According to Rabbi, who holds, that 
rabbinical ordinances were not surrounded with precautionary 
measures for the sake of twilight, it may be said, that in this 
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case, where the tree will be used during the whole Sabbath day, 
even Rabbi might decide that it would not be allowed to make 
use of the tree; and on the other hand, even according to the 
sages, who disagree with Rabbi as regards the precautionary 
measures for the sake of twilight, it may be said, that the tree 
might be considered as a door; which, however, cannot be used 
because it is regarded as if a lion lie across it; nevertheless, it is 
a door, and being such, the wall may be used. Now, shouldst 
thou decide, that the wall may be used if a tree grow at its side, 
how would it be if a grove such as is used in idolatrous worship, 
grow alongside of the wall ? I ask thee in this instance taking 
into consideration the difference of opinion between R. Jehudah 
and the sages. We are aware that R. Jehudah permits the 
depositing of an Erub even in a grave, notwithstanding the fact 
that no benefit must be derived from a grave, but for the reason 
that after the Erub has been deposited for the moment of twi¬ 
light the grave is of no further use as the Erub need not be 
watched. In this case, however, R. Jehudah might prohibit the 
use of a grove, because it serves a distinct purpose, namely, that 
of a walk to the wall, and it is a law that no benefit must be 
derived from a grove used for idolatrous worship. On the other 
hand, even according to the sages, who prohibit the use of a 
grave for the depositing of an Erub, it might be permitted to 
use the grove because it is virtually a door to the wall and is 
merely regarded as if a lion were lying across it. which tempo¬ 
rarily makes it unfit for use/’ 

Rabba answered: “ A tree may be used but a grove must 
not.” R. Hisda opposed this: ” On the contrary,” said he, 
“ the lion lying across the tree which renders it unfit for use tem¬ 
porarily is the rabbinical ordinance concerning the Sabbath-rest, 
i.e,, the tree must not be used on account of the Sabbath, while 
the grove must not be used for another reason altogether, hence 
it should be permitted to use the grove and the use of the tree 
should be prohibited.” 

It was also taught, that when Rabhin came from Palestine, 
he said in the name of R. Elazar, according to another version, 
R. Abahu said in the name of R. Johanan: (This is the rule:) 
Whenever the prohibition is based upon the Sabbath-rest laws, 
such prohibition must stand, but whenever the prohibition is 
based in some other law, it need not hold good. 

R. Na’hman bar Itz’hak taught: “Concerning a tree the 
same divergence of opinion as exists between Rabbi and the 
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sages remains, and concerning a grove the same difference of 
opinion as exists between R. Jehudah and the sages remains/' 

MISHNA: If two courts be separated by a ditch, ten spans 
deep and four wide, the inmates of each court should prepare 
separate Erubin and must not join in one, even though the ditch 
be filled with stubble or with straw. Should it however be filled 
with earth or pebbles, the inmates must join in one Erub and 
not prepare two separate ones. If a board four spans wide had 
been put across the ditch, and likewise, if two projecting balco¬ 
nies, one opposite the other, have been connected by means 
of such a board, or plank, the inmates of the courts may pre¬ 
pare separate Erubin, or if they prefer it, they may join in one; 
if the board, however, was less (than four spans) wide, they must 
each prepare a separate Erub, and not join in one. 

GEMARA: The Mishna states, that if the ditch was filled 
with stubble or straw, the inmates of each court must make a 
separate Erub, because the straw is not considered firm enough 
to afford a safe passage over the ditch, i.e , , it does not consti¬ 
tute a solid filling for the ditch, but in the succeeding Mishna 
we learn, that if there be between two courts a straw-rick, the 
inmates of each court must prepare a separate Erub, thereby 
demonstrating that straw can form a solid partition ? Answered 
Abayi: As for a partition all agree that a straw-rick can form a 
partition, but as for straw serving as a filling for a ditch it 
depends upon whether the owner has devoted it entirely for that 
purpose. If he did and will not remove it, it may constitute a 
solid filling for the ditch, but if he did not and intends to subse¬ 
quently remove it, it cannot be considered such. 

“ Should it however be filled with earth or pebbles." Even if 
the man who did this, does not declare that he has devoted the 
earth or the pebbles for that purpose entirely ? Have we not 
learned in a Mishna, that if a man filled a room (which had con¬ 
tained a corpse) with straw or pebbles and declared that he does 
not intend to make any further use of either the straw or the 
pebbles, the room is regarded as filled up and is not considered 
a tent, but if no such declaration was made, the room is still con¬ 
sidered a tent. Thus we see, that one must declare the straw 
and pebbles to be devoted for such purpose only, and our Mishna 
does not state anything in regard to this ? Said R. Assi: This 
Mishna treating of Erubin is in accordance with the opinion of 
R. Jose in a Tosephta (in Tract Oholoth) who holds, that in the 
case of straw no express declaration is necessary. 
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R. Huna, the son of R. Jehoshua, however, said: Thou 
wouldst prove a contradiction from a law pertaining to unclean¬ 
ness to a Sabbath-law ? Leave out the prohibition of Sabbath ; 
for a thing which must not be handled on Sabbath is at all 
events sacrificed even if it be a purse of money; because it must 
not be handled on Sabbath. (With straw it is different, because 
that is food for animals, and hence may be handled on Sab¬ 
bath.) 

R. Ashi, however, said: Thou wouldst base a contradiction 
on an ordinance concerning a room to that concerning a ditch. 
A ditch was made to be filled up, but is then a room also made 
to be filled up ? 

“ If a board four spans wide had been put across the ditch . ’ ’ 
Said Rabha: 44 When must the board be four spans wide ? If it 
was laid crosswise across the ditch, but if it was laid lengthwise 
across the ditch it makes no difference how wide the board is, 
because the width of the ditch was decreased to less than four 
spans. ” 

4 4 If two projectmg balconies , one opposite the otherf etc. 
Said Rabha: The statement in the Mishna, 14 one opposite the 
other,” might be construed to signify, that if they were not 
directly opposite each other, no connection could be made; such 
is the case, however, only if they are three spans or more distant 
one from the other. Should they be less apart than three spans, 
it matters not whether they are directly opposite, diagonally so, 
or even one above the other, a connection may be made and it is 
simply considered a crooked balcony, but a balcony nevertheless. 

MISHNA: If there be between two courts a straw-rick, ten 
spans high, the inmates of both courts must prepare separate 
Erubin, and must not join in one. Cattle maybe fed from each 
side of the rick (and no fear need be entertained, that it will 
become less than ten spans high). Should the rick become less 
than ten spans high, the inmates must join in one Erub and not 
prepare two. 

GEMARA: Said R. Huna: 44 (Cattle may be fed from each 
side of the rick), providing the straw is not removed by a man 
and placed in the crib of the cattle (because the straw was desig¬ 
nated as a partition since the preceding day, hence it must not 
be handled).” Did we not learn in a Boraitha: 44 If a house 
which was filled with straw stand between two courts, the 
inmates of each court must make a separate Erub, but must not 
join in one, and may remove the straw from the house to their 
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respective courts and place it in the crib for the cattle ? ” Thus 
we see, that it is allowed for the inmates of each court to 
remove the straw to their respective courts and place it in the 
crib; why does R. Huna prohibit this ? I will tell thee: In a 
house, on account of the roof, it will become noticeable if the 
heap of straw becomes lower than ten spans, but a straw-rick 
standing in the open air might be overlooked as to its height. 

(The above Boraitha continues as follows:) ” If the heap of 
straw contained in the house became less than ten spans high, 
neither of the inmates of either court are permitted to carry 
unless the inmates of one court resign their right to the place in 
favor of the inmates of the other.” Thus, if the heap of straw 
zvas ten spans high, it still serves the purpose of a partition, 
even though it does not reach the ceiling. We may adduce 
therefrom, that any partition if it be only ten spans high, though 
it should not reach the celing, is valid. From the statement in 
the Boraitha, that neither of the inmates of either court are per¬ 
mitted to carry we can also infer, that any dwellings which may 
have been added on the Sabbath are included in the prohibi¬ 
tion ? This is not conclusive evidence! It maybe that the 
Boraitha refers to a case where the heap of straw was diminished 
to less than ten spans' height before the Sabbath set in. 

The Boraitha continues further: “ The one wishing to make 
use of his court should lock up the house and resign his right to 
the ground.” What, do both ? Lock the house and resign his 
right to the ground ? Yea; both are necessary, for the man is 
accustomed to use the house on Sabbath,* and he might per¬ 
chance, if he leave it unlocked, come and use it. 

Continuing, the Boraitha states: ” If he did so, he must not 
carry, but his neighbor may.” Is this not self-evident? We 
might assume that the man’s neighbor must also do as he did, 
hence we are told, that the Tana holds repeated resignation of 
the ground to be prohibited. 

MISHNA: How are alleys (entries) to be combined? A 
man places a cask of wine (in the alley) and says: ” This shall 
be for all the inmates of the alley,” and he may transfer the 
right of possession (which he has in the cask) to them either 
through his adult son or daughter, or through his Hebrew man- 


* Rashi asserts, that the Tana of this Boraitha maintains, that all those who 
resign their right to the ground of their houses should also lock them, but Tosphath 
does not agree with Rashi. 
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servant or maid-servant, or through his wife; but he cannot 
transfer his right of possession through his minor son or daughter, 
or through his Canaanitish bond-man or bond-woman, because 
their hand is virtually the same as his. 

GEMARA: Said R. Jehudah: The person that accepts the 
transfer of ownership should lift the cask of wine at least one 
span from the ground at the time of acceptance (saying, I have 
accepted this for the other inmates). Said Rabha: These two 
things were said by the old sages of Pumbaditha, namely: This 
statement of R. Jehudah just quoted and the other one is: 
When a man pronounces the benediction over a goblet of wine, 
if he tastes a whole mouthful he has acquitted himself of the 
duty properly, otherwise he does not. 

A11 objection was raised: We have learned in a Boraitha: 
How are alleys to be combined ? A cask of wine, oil, dates, or 
figs, or any other fruit, is brought, and if belonging to the one 
who brought it, he should transfer his right of possession to the 
other inmates; but if the others have a share in it to commence 
with, he need only inform them (that he has combined the Erub 
for them). While transferring the right of possession, the cask 
should be lifted off the ground a trifle ? By a trifle the Borai¬ 
tha also means a span. 

It was taught: At the combining of alleys, the right of pos¬ 
session need not be transferred. So said Rabh; but Samuel 
maintains, that this must be done. At the combining of the 
legal limits, however, Samuel declares that the right of posses¬ 
sion must be transferred, while Rabh holds, that it is not neces¬ 
sary. 

Samuel may be right in his opinion, because he holds in 
accordance with our Mishna, which teaches, that at the combin¬ 
ing of alleys, the right of ownership must be transferred, and at 
the combining of legal limits nothing is said about transfer, but 
upon what does Rabh base his opinion ? There is a difference 
of opinion among Tanaim concerning this ordinance as R. Jehu¬ 
dah said in the name of Rabh: “ It happened that the daughter- 
in-law of R. Oshiya went to the bath-house, and not returning 
before dusk, her mother-in-law made an Erub for her. When 
this was told to R. Hyya, he declared it unlawful. Said R. 
Ishmael bar R. Jose to him: Thou Babylonian! So strict art 
thou with Erubin. Then said my father: Whatever can be 
made more lenient with regard to Erubin, should so be made.” 

Said R. Zera to R. Jacob, the son of the daughter of Jacob: 
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44 When thou goest to Palestine, go out of thy way and pass 
through Tyre and ask of R. Jacob bar Idi how the case was: Did 
the mother-in-law make an Erub with her own material, and on 
account of not transferring her ownership to her daughter-in- 
law, R. Hyya held it to be unlawful, or did she make it with 
material belonging to her daughter-in-law and R. Hyya held it 
to be unlawful because the daughter-in-law was not informed ?” 
R. Jacob bar Idi answered, that it was on account of the owner¬ 
ship not having been transferred. 

R. Na’hman said: 44 We are in possession of a tradition which 
teaches us, that whether Erubin of legal limits or Erubin of 
courts or combinations of entries are concerned, a transfer of 
ownership must be effected. Now the question arises as to 
Erubin of cooked articles,* whether a transfer of ownership is 
necessary or not.’- Said R. Jose: 44 What question is this? 
Did R. Na’hman not hear the dictum of R. Na’hman bar R. 
Ada in the name of Samuel, that in the case of Erubin of 
cooked articles a transfer of ownership must also be effected ? ” 
Replied Abayi: 44 Assuredly he did not hear this dictum or he 
would not have asked/' Rejoined R. Jose: 44 Did not Samuel 
say that in the case of Erubin of courts a transfer of ownership 
is not necessary and still R. Na’hman maintains that it is?” 
Abayi then said: 44 How can this be compared ? In the case of 
Erubin of courts and legal limits there is a difference of opinion 
between Rabh and Samuel, while R. Na’hman accepts the more 
rigorous decrees of each, but in this instance how could R. 
Na’hman override the absolute decree of Samuel alone ?” 

There was a guard of the arsenal living in the neighborhood 
of R. Zera. His neighbors asked him to rent them his place for 
the Sabbath, but he refused. So R. Zera was asked whether 
the place may be rented from the man’s wife, who was willing 
to do so. He answered them: 44 Thus said Resh Lakish in the 
name of a great man, i.e., R. Hanina: A man’s wife may 
effect an Erub without the man’s knowledge (or against his 
will).” 

The same case occurred in the neighborhood of R. Jehudah 


* Erubin of cooked articles, called in Hebrew “ Erubin Thabhshilin.” When a 
Sabbath follows a festival, no food must be cooked on the festival for the Sabbath, 
but in order to circumvene this ordinance the Rabbis decreed that two different kinds 
of food be set aside on the eve of the festival to serve for the Sabbath and thus enable 
the people to cook, in addition to the food set aside, on the festival in order to provide 
for the Sabbath. 
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bar Oshiya, and when asked concerning the law in the matter, 
he did not know. R. Mathna could not solve the problem either. 
When R. Jehudah, however, asked, he answered in the name of 
Samuel the dictum attributed above to R. Hanina. 

An objection was raised: We have learned in a Boraitha : 
“If women made an Erub or combined in an alley without the 
knowledge of their husbands, the Erub and the combination are 
both unlawful.” This presents no difficulty. The Boraitha 
refers to a case, where the husbands distinctly forbid their wives 
to do so, whereas Samuel refers to a case, where the husbands 
did not forbid them. Such seems to be the case, for were it not 
so Samuel would contradict himself as he said elsewhere: If 
one of the inmates of the alley who, as a rule, combined with 
the others, refused to do so at one time, the other inmates may 
enter his house and take his share against his will. Thus we 
see, that only if the man, as a rule , combined but (out of spite) 
refused in one instance, then and then only the other inmates 
may take his share by force; but if he was not in the habit of 
combining, this would not be allowed. Hence this bears it 
out. 

Can we assume that the following Boraitha is in support of 
the decree of Samuel ? (It teaches:) “ It is permitted to com¬ 
pel a man to take a share in the erection of a side and cross beam 
to an entry, if he refuses to do so voluntarily.” In the case of 
an entry it is different, because there were no partitions (hence 
it was difficult to watch the entry). According to another inter¬ 
pretation, Where an act is committed out of spite, with the 
intention to injure another, it is different (i.e., a man may be 
compelled to desist as explained in Chapter IV., page 109).* 


* What we have rendered above with “ Where an act is committed out of spite, 
etc., it is different,” is expressed in the Hebrew original with but two words, viz.: 
“ Metzad Sheani,” literally, “ from the side it is different.” The marginal notes in 
the original also state that no explanation for the two words can be found, and in 
the monographs printed in Venice and Saloniki some two centuries ago, this other 
version is omitted entirely. In a manuscript of the Talmud, examined by R. N. 
Rabinowicz, it is also not to be found. According to our method, always to render 
the other version, because it is invariably more reasonable than the first, we should 
have omitted the first here also, and more especially so, as it is very abstruse. How¬ 
ever, the other version is even more so if read as written. After considerable specula¬ 
tion, however, as to its meaning, we found that it is merely a misprint, and instead 
of “ Metzad Sheani ” should read “Metzar Sheani.” The misprint is the more 
excusable because of the extreme similarity of a Hebrew Baled T and a Resh "j. 
Metzar Sheani means ‘ 4 With one who wishes to injure another, it is different,” and 
this was just the case referred to by Samuel, who, according to Rashi, refers to one 
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It was taught: R. Hyya bar Ashi said: “ A side-beam may 
be made of a grove/’ R. Simeon ben Lakish said: “ A cross¬ 
beam may be made of a grove.” One who says, that a cross¬ 
beam may be made of a grove certainly permits a side-beam also 
to be made of a grove; but he who says, that a side-beam may 
be made thus, does not permit a cross-beam. Why so ? Because 
a cross-beam must be sound enough to hold a brick one span 
thick, and as a grove (being used for idolatry) must be burned, it 
is considered as if it were already burned, hence not sound 
enough to hold a brick of the prescribed thickness. 

MISHNA: If the quantity of food (required for the combi¬ 
nation) become diminished, one may (himself) add thereto and 
transfer his right of possession without notifying the other 
inmates (to that effect). If, however, new inhabitants have 
(since) arrived in the alley, he adds sufficient to make up the 
required legal quantity, transfers his right of possession to them 
and notifies them to that effect. How much is this legal quan¬ 
tity (of food required for the combination of alleys) ? If those 
who join therein are numerous, it must be sufficient for two 
meals for all of them; but if they be few, the size of a dried fig 
for each is sufficient. 

R. Jose said: 44 To what does this regulation apply ? To the 
original (first) preparation of the Erub; but to extend the Erub 
(for later use) any quantity, however small, is sufficient. Nor 
did the sages direct that (where the combinations of an alley had 
been effected) an Erub should be prepared for the several courts 
(contained in the alley) except that the children might not forget 
about the law of Erub. 

GEMARA: What food does the Mishna refer to as having 
become diminished ? Shall we assume, that it was but one kind 
of food, then even had it been totally destroyed, it was not nec¬ 
essary to notify the other inmates; if on the other hand there 
were two kinds of food, then, even, if it became diminished, the 
man was in duty bound to notify the other inmates, as we have 
learned in a Boraitha: 4 4 If the food was all of one kind and was 
totally destroyed, one need not notify the other inmates; but if 
the food was of two different kinds, one must notify the other 
inmates.” (It was assumed that the same law applied to food 


who, out of spite, would not combine, so that the other inmates of the alley would be 
prevented from carrying on the Sabbath ; hence, in this instance no further explana¬ 
tion by Rashi was necessary. 
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that had merely become diminished, but the Gemara answered:) 
" The Boraitha refers to food that had been totally destroyed, 
but with food that had become diminished, it is different/’ 

“How much is this legal quantity?" etc. What does the 
Mishna mean to say by “ numerous ” ? Said R. Jehudah in the 
name of Samuel: “Eighteen persons.” Eighteen and not 
more ? Say, from eighteen on and upwards. Then why state 
eighteen in the first place ? Said R. Itz’hak the son of R. Jehu¬ 
dah: My father explained this to me thus: If the food were 
divided equally amongst all and the share of each for two meals 
would not amount to the size of a dried fig, then those who took 
part were “ numerous,” and it is sufficient if the share of each 
did not amount to the size of a dried fig; but if the share of 
each amounted to more than the size of a dried fig, those who 
took part are considered few, and even if each received but the 
size of one dried fig, it is sufficient. (Thus both are the more 
lenient constructions of the law.) Incidentally we are told by 
R. Jehudah that eighteen dried figs are sufficient for two meals. 

MISHNA: The Erub (of courts) or combination (of alleys) 
may be effected with all kinds of nutriment except water and 
salt. Such is the dictum of R. Eliezer. R. Jehoshua, however, 
said: Only a whole loaf of bread is a lawful Erub. Should 
even a whole saah of flour be baked into one loaf, and that be 
broken, it must not be used for an Erub, while a small loaf of 
the value of an Eesar (a small coin; probably the Roman “ as 
if it be whole, may be used for an Erub. 

GEMARA: Have we not already learned the first clause of 
this Mishna (in Chapter III., Mishna i), that the Erub or combi¬ 
nation may be effected with all kinds of nutriment except water 
and salt? Said Rabba bar bar Hana: This Mishna repeats 
the ordinance solely on account of R. Jehoshua, who maintains, 
that only a whole loaf is a awful Erub, but not a broken loaf. 
Hence we are taught that with all kinds of nutriment it may be 
effected, including a broken loaf. 

What reason has R. Jehoshua for his assertion ? Said R. 
Jose ben Saul in the name of Rabbi: ” In order to prevent 
enmity (lest one say he deposited a whole loaf and another a 
broken loaf, etc.).” Said R. A’ha the son of Rabba to R. 
Ashi: “ How is it if all deposited broken loaves?” and R. Ashi 
answered: “There is fear that the next time the Erubin are 
deposited there will be the same strife. One will deposit a whole 
loaf and another a broken one, etc.” 
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R. Johanan ben Saul said: “ If from a whole loaf of bread 
the legal first dough (offering) has been removed or from a whole 
loaf of bread made of Therumah and ordinary flour the legal 
one-hundredth part had been removed, the loaf is still consid¬ 
ered whole, and an Erub may be effected therewith.” Did we 
not learn in a Boraitha, that the loaf remains whole, and may 
be used for an Erub if the legal one-hundredth part had been 
removed, but if the quantity of the legal first dough had been 
removed it does not remain whole and must not be used for an 
Erub ? This presents no difficulty. R. Johanan refers to the 
loaf of a baker who must remove only a small piece for the first 
dough, while the Boraitha refers to a loaf of a householder as we 
have learned in a Mishna (Tract Chalah): “ The prescribed 
quantity for the first dough is one twenty-fourth. One who pre¬ 
pares the dough for his own use or for the wedding (feast) of his 
son must also give one twenty-fourth; but a baker, or even a 
woman who prepares the dough for sale in the market, need only 
give one forty-eighth as the legal first dough.” 

R. Hisda said: ” If a man made a loaf whole again by join¬ 
ing the broken pieces with a stick of wood, so that it appeared 
like an unbroken loaf, he may use it for an Erub.” 

Said R. Zera in the name of Samuel: ” It is permitted to 
make an Erub with bread made of rice or millet.” Said Mar 
Uqba: ” Samuel the Master explained to me that rice-bread may 
be used for an Erub but not millet-bread.” R. Hyya bar Abhin 
in the name of Rabh said: It is also permitted to make an Erub 
with lentil-bread. 

MISHNA: A man may give money to the wine-seller or 
baker in order to acquire the right to join in the Erub. Such is 
the dictum of R. Eliezer; but the sages hold, that money can¬ 
not acquire the right for a person to join in the Erub. They 
admit, however, that if a man give money to another person 
(with the commission to effect the Erub for him) it will acquire 
for him the right to join in the Erub, since no Erub can be 
effected for a man without his knowledge. Said R. Jehudah: 
To what do these (preceding) regulations apply ? To the 
Erubin of limits; in the Erubin of courts, however, a man may 
be included with or without his knowledge; for advantages may 
be conferred on a person, even though he be not present, 
whereas, he must not be deprived of his right in his absence. 

GEMARA: What reason has R. Eliezer for his dictum ? 
The person giving the money to the wine-seller or the baker 
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did not draw his purchase toward him, hence no sale or pur¬ 
chase was effected.* 

Answered R. Na’hman in the name of Rabba bar Abahu: 
“ R. Eliezer makes this case analogous with the case mentioned 
in the Mishna (Tract Cholin, Chapter V., Mishna 4) concern¬ 
ing a man who purchases one dinar's worth meat and the 
butcher is compelled to slaughter for him an ox worth one thou¬ 
sand dinars. The question there is propounded by the Gemara: 
4 How can the sale be effective ? No drawing towards himself 
was accomplished by the purchaser ?' and the answer was that 
the Meshi’kha (drawing) was dispensed with for the sake of the 
advantage which was to be conferred on the purchaser on the 
four days or periods enumerated. In this case of our Mishna 
the Meshi'kha is also dispensed with and for the same reason, or 
according to the reason of another sage in the mentioned Tract 
(Cholin) who said that according to biblical law a sale is effective 
when the money for the purchase is paid." 

They admit , however , that if a man give moyiey to another ," 
etc. What is meant by " another person "? Said Rabh : “ A 
householder," and Samuel agrees with him, meaning, that this 
other person must be a householder and not a baker (or a wine- 
seller). Samuel added, that only if the man gave money to the 
baker he cannot acquire the right to join in the Erub, but 
if he gave him a vessel he does acquire the right. Also if 
when giving him the money, he does not say to him: " With 
this money thou shalt give me bread sufficient to make an 
Erub," but says: " For this money thou shalt go and effect 
an Erub for me," then it is as if he merely commissioned 
him to effect his Erub and he acquires the right to join in the 
Erub. 

* * Said R. Jehudah : To what do these ordinances apply ? ’ ’ etc. 
R. Jehudah in the name of Samuel said: ** The Halakha prevails 
according to R. Jehudah, not only in this case, but in all 
instances where R. Jehudah decrees concerning Erubin, the 
Halakha prevails in accordance with his dictum." Said R. 
Hana of Bagdad to him: “ Does Samuel hold, that even in the 
case where R. Jehudah declares an entry, from which the side 
and cross beams had been removed, valid, the Halakha prevails 


* A sale or a purchase was not binding or effective unless the purchaser at the 
time of the purchase drew the object bought towards him, and this act of drawing 
towards him is called in the Talmud Meshi’kha, based upon the passage, Exod. 

xii. 21. 



TRACT ERUBIN. 


197 


accordingly ? ” Answered R. Jehudah: 44 Did I not state par¬ 
ticularly concerning Erubin, but not concerning partitions ?” 

Said R. A’ha the son of Rabha to R. Ashi: 44 If it is said, 
that the Halakha prevails according to R. Jehudah, then there 
must be some who disagree with him ?” Did not R. Jehoshua 
ben Levi say, that whenever we find in a Mishna the statement: 
44 Said R. Jehudah: 4 When is this the case? ’ or 4 When do these 
regulations apply?’ ” it is not to be accepted as a refutation of 
previous decrees, but merely as a further explanation of the 
drecree of the sages ? [How can it be said, that it is not to be 
accepted as a refutation ? Did we not learn in a previous 
Mishna, that if additional inhabitants came into the alley, the 
right of possession must be transferred to them and they must 
be notified, whereas R. Jehudah states, that no notification is 
necessary ? The previous Mishna refers to a court between two 
alleys when the inhabitants newly arrived must be notified that 
the Erub was effected in one of the alleys (and R. Jehudah 
would agree to this also). Did not R. Shezbi say in the name 
of R. Hisda, that the previous Mishna distinctly states, that the 
colleagues of R. Jehudah differ with his dictum in this last 
Mishna ?] Answered R. Ashi (the previous question of R. 
A’ha): Wouldst thou make a contradiction from one man to 
another? Samuel may hold one thing and R. Jehoshua ben 
Levi another. 

Referring again to the statement of R. Jehoshua ben Levi, 
R. Johanan said, that whenever R. Jehudah says: 44 When is 
this the case ? ” he means to explain the previous teachings, but 
whenever he says, 44 When do these regulations apply?” he 
means to differ from the foregoing opinions. 


CHAPTER VIII. 


REGULATIONS CONCERNING THE ERUBIN OF LIMITS. THE QUANTITY 
OF FOOD REQUIRED FOR SUCH ERUBIN, AND FURTHER REGULA¬ 
TIONS CONCERNING ERUBIN OF COURTS. 

MISHNA: How are the (legal) limits to be combined ? A 
man places a cask (of wine) and says: “ This is for all my towns¬ 
men or for all who go to the house of mourning, and for all who 
go to the house of feasting. ” Whosoever joins in the combina¬ 
tion while it is yet day (on the eve of Sabbath) is permitted to 
do so; after dusk, however, it is prohibited, because an Erub 
must not be deposited after dark. 

GEMARA: Said R. Joseph: “ Legal limits should not be 
combined except for religious duties/’ Is this not expressed in 
the Mishna ? It says for all who go to the house of mourning 
or the house of feasting ? R. Joseph teaches that the limits 
should not be combined except for religious duties, lest it might 
be assumed, that the Mishna merely makes this a general asser¬ 
tion ; because people are wont to go to such places on the Sab¬ 
bath. 

The Mishna states “ while it is yet day.” Shall we adduce 
therefrom that the Mishna holds, there is no such thing as 
the theory of premeditated choice ? For were it said, that the 
Mishna accepts the theory, the fact that the man would make 
use of the legal limits on the Sabbath would demonstrate that 
he had the intention to do so on the previous day. Said R. 
Ashi: By “ while it is yet day ” is meant if the man was notified 
of the combination while it was yet day, even though he did not 
agree to it until after dusk; but if he was not notified while it 
was yet day, he could have no intention to do so previously, and 
hence he cannot join in the combination. 

R. Assi said: A child that is only six years old may go out 
in the legal limits which have been combined by its mother.” 
An objection was made based upon a Boraitha stating: “ A child 
still dependent upon its mother may go out in the limits com- 
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bined by its mother; but if it is no longer dependent upon its 
mother it must not.” Said R. Jehoshua the son of R. Idi: 

R. Assi means to say still more, that even if the father had 
combined him in his Erub towards the north and his mother com¬ 
bined an Erub for herself towards the south, a child even six 
years old prefers to go with its mother. ” 

Another objection was made: We have learned in another 
Boraitha: A child which is dependent upon its mother may go 
out with her in the limits which she has combined until it reaches 
the age of six years. (Hence when it is six years old it must 
not ?) R. Assi might say that until six years includes six years. 

We have learned in a Boraitha: A man should not combine 
an Erub for his adult son or daughter or for his Hebrew man or 
maid servant, or for his wife, unless he notifies them to that 
effect. He may however combine an Erub for his Canaanitish 
bond-man or bond-woman or for his minor son or daughter even 
without their consent because their hand is virtually the same as 
his. If, however, all those mentioned in the Boraitha have com¬ 
bined an Erub for themselves in one direction, and the master 
combined an Erub for them in another, they must all make use 
of the one which the master combined, excepting only his wife, 
because she can object. 

Why should the wife only be excepted ? Cannot the other 
persons mentioned in the first clause of the Mishna also object ? 
Said Rabba: “ The wife and those equal to her (mentioned with 
her) are meant to be excepted, and by ‘all those mentioned in 
the Boraitha ’ is meant the persons enumerated in the latter 
clause of the Boraitha/' 

The master said: “ Excepting only his wife, because she 
can object. ” Shall we say, that only if shv„ objects she may use 
her own limits, but if she does not, she may go out in the limits 
combined by her husband ? Does not the Boraitha mean to 
state that he must notify them and obtain their consent ? (Then 
why must she object if she previously did not give her consent ?) 
Nay; the Boraitha means to state that he must merely notify 
them, and if they make no answer it is the same as if they 
agreed to it. 

The Boraitha states again, however, that if they made an 
Erub for themselves and the master made another one for them 
they must utilize that of the master; this must have been the 
case where they did not object when notified that the master 
would combine the Erub for them. “ Excepting only the wife, 
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who can object ? " How is this consistent ? Said Rabha: “ Is 
the fact of their making a separate Erub not sufficient objec¬ 
tion ?" 

MISHNA: How much is the legal quantity (of food required 
to effect the combination of limits) ? Sufficient food for two 
meals for everyone who joins therein; for work-day meals but 
not for Sabbath-meals. Such is the dictum of R. Meir; but R. 
Jehudah said: For Sabbath-meals, but not for work-day meals. 
Both (sages), however, intend to render the observance of this 
regulation more lenient. R. Johanan ben Berokah said: It is 
sufficient to effect the combination if the loaf used therefor be 
worth a Pundian, when the price of flour is one selah for four 
saah. R. Simeon said: Two-thirds of a loaf (is sufficient), such 
as go three to one kahb of flour. (The time it takes to eat) half 
(of such a loaf, is the prescribed time for remaining) in the house 
of a leper,* and the half of a half of such a loaf (which were it 
it unclean) would make the body unclean.f 

GEMARA: How much food constitutes food for two meals ? 
Said R. Jehudah in the name of Rabh: " Two loaves as used 
by the peasants in the field/' R. Ada bar Ahabha said: “ Two 
loaves as baked by the inhabitants of N'har Pepitha (Papa)/' 

R. Joseph said to R. Joseph the son of Rabha: “ In accord¬ 
ance with whose opinion does thy father hold concerning the two 
meals. Doubtless with that of R. Meir ? I also hold with R. 
Meir; for if the opinion of R. Jehudah were accepted, why do 
people say, that the stomach always has room for sweet things ? " 

“ R . Johanan ben Berokah said," etc. We have learned in a 
Boraitha, that there is not much difference between the quantity 
prescribed by R. Johanan and that prescribed by R. Simeon. 
How can this be said ? According to R. Johanan one kabh will 
provide four meals, and according to R. Simeon one kabh will 
produce nine meals ? Said R. Hisda: “ Deduct one-third as the 
profit of the dealer." Then according to R. Johanan one kabh 
will provide six meals and according to R. Simeon nine. Say in 
accordance with the dictum of R. Hisda at another time, that 
one half should be deducted as the profit of the dealer. Then 


* One who remains in the house of a leper the length of time required to eat half 
of such a loaf, renders his clothes unclean and must wash them (as explained in Tract 
Negayim). 

f One who eats a fourth of such a loaf which has become unclean, renders him¬ 
self unclean and cannot partake of any consecrated thing until he has bathed (as will 
be explained in Tract Oholeth). 
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according to one a kabh contains sufficient for eight meals and 
according to the other, nine.* Hence we have already heard 
that there was not much difference between R. Simeon and R. 
Johanan. 

Now there is a contradiction in two of R. Hisda’s state¬ 
ments ? This presents no difficulty. One of his statements 
referred to a case where the wood for the baking was furnished 
while the other refers to a case where the purchaser had to fur¬ 
nish it himself. 

The Rabbis taught: It is written [Numbers xv. 20]: 44 As 
the fruit of your doughs shall ye set aside a cake for a heave- 
offering/ ’ which signifies, that the first of the doughs that were 
prepared at that time should be set aside. How much was 
the dough prepared in the desert ? It is written [Exodus xvi. 
36]: 44 But the omer is a tenth of an ephah.” They usually 
prepared an omer for each person (and an ephah is three saahs), 
whence they adduced that three saahs being equal to seventy- 
two lugs, an omer is equal to seven and one-fifth lugs, and when 
dough measures that quantity it is subject to the first dough offer¬ 
ing. These seven and one-fifth lugs, according to Babylonian 
measure, are only six lugs in Jerusalem, and five in Sepphoris. 
From this it was also adduced that one who eats that much in 
a day is healthy and blessed. One who eats more than this is a 
glutton and one who eats less than that has a weak stomach. 

MISHNA: If the inhabitants of a court and the inhabi¬ 
tants of a balcony should have forgotten to combine an Erub, 
whatever is above ten spans from the ground is considered as 
belonging to the balcony, and whatever is less than ten spans 
high from the ground is considered as belonging to the court. 
If the earth dug out of a ditch, or a stone, be ten spans high, 
they belong to the balcony; but if less than ten spans high they 
belong to the court. When is this the case ? If the earth (heap) 
or the stone be close to the balcony, but if some distance away 
from the balcony, even though they be ten spans high, they 
belong to the court. What is considered close ? Whatever is 
less than four spans distance. 


* In order to explain this problem mathematically it must be borne in mind that 
a Kabh is equal to 2 Saah and a Pundian is equal to i Selah. Hence if $ be 
allowed the dealer for baking the loaf, according to R. Johanan the loaf will be equal 
to ^ of a Kabh minus £ of $ or in other words § of a Kabh, while, according to R. 
Simeon, a loaf is t of £ of a Kabh or If £ of a Kabh constitute sufficient for 2 
meals, then I Kabh provides 9 meals, and according to R. Johanan 6. 
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GEMARA: If the object standing between the court and 
the balcony is easily accessible to both the same as a door, it is 
considered as if it were an aperture between two courts. If it 
is not easily accessible but both the inmates of the courts and of 
the balcony can throw things on it with equal facility it is equal 
to a wall between two courts. If both the inmates of the court 
and the balcony can with equal ease deposit things upon that 
object it is considered as a ditch between two courts; but if the 
object be easily accessible to one but was not as easily reached 
by the other, it is the same as the ditch mentioned by R. 
Shezbi in the name of R. Na’hman, which was level with the 
ground of one court. If the object was easily accessible to one 
but could only be reached by throwing by the other, it is the 
same as the wall mentioned by Rabba bar R. Huna in the name 
of R. Na’hman, which was level with the ground of one court. 
The question, however, is concerning an object which by the 
inmates of the court could only be reached by throwing and by 
the inmates of the balcony could only be reached by letting 
down an article upon it. Rabh said: “ It must not be used by 
either”; but Samuel said: “ It is given to those who can reach 
it by letting down something upon it because that is the easier 
way of reaching it; and it is a rule that whoever can reach an 
object the more easily is entitled to it.” 

An objection was made: Come and hear: If the inhabitants 
of a court and the inhabitants of an attic had forgotten to com¬ 
bine in an Erub, the inhabitants of the court may utilize the 
lower ten spans and the inhabitants of the attic may use the 
upper ten spans. How so ? If a cornice project from the wall 
at a distance of less than ten spans from the ground it may be 
used by the inhabitants of the court, but if it project at a dis¬ 
tance of less than ten spans below the attic, it may be used by 
the inmates of the attic. If, however, the cornice was just 
between the ten spans above the ground and the ten spans below 
the attic it appears that neither can make use of it, and this 
would be in accordance with the opinion of Rabh and an objec¬ 
tion to Samuel. Said R. Na’hman: ” The case treated of by 
the above Boraitha is where the entire wall was only nineteen 
spans high and if the cornice was less than ten spans high from 
the ground it was easily accessible to the court-inhabitants the 
same as a door would be, but not so easily reached by the inhab¬ 
itants of the attic (hence the court is entitled to it). If the cor¬ 
nice was above ten spans from the ground it was easily accessible 


TRACT ERUBIN. 


203 


to the inmates of the attic but not so to the court-inhabitants, 
who would have to throw in order to reach it (hence the attic is 
entitled to it). " 

R. Jehudah in the name of Samuel said: " If between two 
courts there was a small alley, into which the doors of the courts 
did not open, but which contained a well four spans distant from 
the wall of each court, the inhabitants of each court may put up 
a projecting board no matter how small on top of the wall, and 
draw water from the well through their windows. (In reality 
this was unnecessary, because the alley was not used as a thor¬ 
oughfare, but as the two courts had not joined in an Erub and 
used the well in common the boards were erected as a sign)/’ 
R. Jehudah himself continued: " A projecting board is not nec¬ 
essary, for even any small stick is sufficient." 

Said Abayi to R. Joseph: "The statement of R. Jehudah 
on his own account was also made in conformity with the opin¬ 
ion of Samuel, for according to Rabh, where a place is not used 
as a thoroughfare it cannot prove an impediment to the adjoin- 
ing grounds." 

Said R. Na'hman in the name of Rabba bar Abahu, quot¬ 
ing Rabh: If there were three ruins between two houses, each 
house may use the adjoining ruin by throwing therein, but the 
middle ruin must not be used by either of the two houses. 

R. Brona was sitting and proclaiming this Halakha. Said R. 
Eliezer, one of the schoolmen, to him: " Did Rabh indeed say 
this?" and he answered: "Yea; he did." So R. Eliezer 
requested that he be shown where Rabh resided. This was done, 
and coming before Rabh he inquired: " Did Master indeed say 
this?" and he answered, "Yea." Said R. Eliezer: "Did 
Master not say, that if an object is not easily accessible to both, 
it must not be used by either?" Answered 
Rabh: "Dost thou then think, that I had 
reference to three ruins, that stood one after 
the other between two houses ? I was speak¬ 
ing of ruins that stood two on one side and 
one of the size of both on the other (as shown 
in accompanying illustration). Now as re¬ 
gards the ruins into which the windows open, 
from the fact that access is gained by means 
of windows, or in other words through the 
atmosphere, they are permitted to be used in accordance with the 
opinion previously rendered that a place where there is no thor- 
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ouglifare does not prove an impediment to adjoining ground. 
Even in this case, where the ruins being naturally broken it 
might be said that the atmosphere of one mingling with the 
other renders both unlawful for use, I have already decided, 
that atmosphere cannot produce such a condition. As for the 
other ruin, which both can reach by means of the small opening 
at the bottom it is not as if they were reached through the atmos¬ 
phere but by actual contact. Hence the ruin being directly 
between the two houses cannot be used unless an Erub had been 
combined. ” 

MISHNA: If a man deposit his Erub (for the combination 
of courts) in a vestibule, gallery, or balcony, it is not a lawful 
Erub. Should a man reside in any such place, who has not 
joined in the Erub, he cannot prevent the other inmates of the 
court (from carrying therein). If a man deposit his Erub in a 
hay-loft, or in a stable, or in a woodshed, or in a granary, it is a 
legal Erub, and one who dwells there (if he had not joined in the 
Erub) impedes the other inmates of the court. R. Jehudah 
said: If the householder has reserved the right of access thereto 
(to such a loft, stable, shed, or granary), he who dwells there 
does not impede the other inmates of the court. 

GEMARA: Said R. Jehudah the son of R. Samuel bar 
Silas *: In all cases where the sages decree that if a man reside 
in a certain place (and had forgotten to join in the Erub) he 
does not impede the others, an Erub which he might deposit in 
such a place is not legal, excepting only in the case of a vesti¬ 
bule belonging to an individual, and in all cases where the sages 
decree that an Erub must not be deposited in a certain place, it 
is permitted to effect the combination of alleys in such a place, 
excepting only the atmosphere of an entry (that is, in the air 
above the ground of the entry). 

R. Jehudah again said in the name of Samuel: 11 If a com¬ 
pany was seated at table on the eve of Sabbath and the Sabbath 
set in, the bread lying on the table may be depended upon to 
serve as an Erub and according to another version it may serve 
as the combination of the alley.” Said Rabba: ” They do not 
differ. Those who say that the bread serves for an Erub (of the 
court) refer to a case where the table was situated in the house, 


* At times the name Silas is also called Shila in the Talmud, and while the same 
person is meant, still we render it according to the manner in which it appears in the 
original. 
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and those who say that it may serve as a combination of alleys 
refer to a case where the table was in the court/’ Said Abayi 
to him: 44 I know of a Boraitha, which will bear out thy opin¬ 
ion, viz.: 4 Erubin of courts must be made in the courts, com¬ 
binations of alleys must be effected in the alleys/ After delib¬ 
erating upon this Boraitha we decided that it could not be so, 
for we have learned in our Mishna that if a man deposit his 
Erub (of courts) in a vestibule, gallery, or balcony, it is not a 
lawful Erub, and the conclusion was that the statement of the 
Boraitha to the effect that the Erubin must be made in the courts 
in reality means, that they should be made in the houses con¬ 
tained in the courts, and the combination of alley should be 
made not in the alleys proper but in the courts opening into the 
alleys.” 

4 4 R . Jehudah said ; If the householder has reserved the right 
of access ,” etc. What is meant by the right of access? The 
privilege as held by Bunayis ben Bunayis (according to the Aruch 
Ben Nanas), who was a very wealthy man and would loan his 
houses for the use of the other inhabitants, but would reserve 
the right to store his utensils in such houses. At one time he 
came before Rabbi; said Rabbi: 44 Make room for a man who 
has a hundred golden minas.” * Later another man came along 
and (thinking that he was the wealthier) Rabbi said: 44 Make 
room for a man who has two hundred golden minas.” Said R. 
Ishmael the son of R. Jose to Rabbi: 44 Rabbi, the father of this 
(first) man (Bunayis) hath a thousand ships in the sea and a thou¬ 
sand cities on land.” Said Rabbi to him : 44 When thou shouldst 
see his father, tell him, not to send his son to Rabbi dressed so 
poorly, because it is Rabbi’s wont to honor rich men.” 

R. Aqiba would also honor rich men, as Rabha bar Mari 
preached: 44 It is written [Psalms lxi. 8]: 4 May he abide forever 
before God: ordain that kindness and truth may guard him/ 
which signifies: When can he abide forever before God ? If rich 
men guard him with kindness and truth so that he know not 
want.” 

Rabba bar bar Hana said: 44 What is meant by the right of 
access ? if a man have in the house (any utensil) even a plough¬ 
share.” Said R. Na’hman: 44 The disciples of Samuel said on 
the contrary: Only an utensil which may not be handled on the 
Sabbath gives a man the right of access to a house, but an uten- 

* A mina was at one time of the value of 100 Zuz, but later its value was increased 
to 60 Shekel or Sela, which is equal to 240 Zuz. 



20 6 


THE BABYLONIAN TALMUD. 


sil which may be handled on Sabbath does not, because he might 
come and remove it.” The same was also taught in a Boraitha. 

MISHNA: If a man leave his house and goes to take his 
Sabbath-rest in another town (without previously joining in the 
Erub), be he a Gentile or an Israelite, he thereby prevents the 
other inmates of his court from carrying within it. Such is the 
dictum of R. Meir. R. Jehudah saith: ” He does not prevent 
the others.” R. Jose saith: ” A Gentile prevents the others, 
but an Israelite does not, as it is not usual for an Israelite to 
return on the day of rest.” R. Simeon saith: Even if the man 
left his house and had gone to take his Sabbath-rest with his 
daughter, in the same town, he does not prevent the other 
inmates, since he has in thought renounced his abode for the 
time being. 

GEMARA: Said Rabh: The Halakha prevails according 
to R. Simeon, but only if the man went to take his Sabbath-rest 
with his daughter; if, however, he went to take his Sabbath- 
rest with his son he does not renounce his own abode for the 
time being; for people say: 44 If thou hearest a dog bark in a 
house thou canst enter without fear; but if thou shouldst hear 
little pups squeal and their mother bark at thee, do not enter ” 
(meaning that a father is not apt to quarrel with his daughter 
and return to his abode, but he may do so with his daughter-in- 
law and be compelled to return to his own home). 

MISHNA: If there be a well between two courts it is not 
lawful to draw water therefrom (on Sabbath), unless a partition 
be made ten hands high either below (within the water) or at 
the edge of the well. R. Simeon ben Gamaliel said: 44 Beth 
Shammai hold, that the partition must be made below; but 
Beth Hillel maintain that it must be made above.” Said R. 
Jehudah: The partition is not more effective than the wall which 
is between the two courts. 

GEMARA: Said R. Huna: 44 By saying that the partition 
must be made below, Beth Shammai mean, that it should be 
within the well but not so as to touch the water, and Beth Hillel 
by maintaining that it should be made above, mean, that it 
should be erected over the well. Both agree, however, that the 
partition must not be outside of the well proper, but within its 
enclosures.” Beth Hillel’s reason for the decree is that wherever 
water is concerned the ordinances are to be construed in as 
lenient a manner as possible, as we have learned from R. Tabla’s 
question and Rabh’s answer (see page 24). 
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41 Said R. Jehudah: The partition is no more effective ," etc. 
Said Rabba: R. Jehudah and R. Hananiah ben Aqabia said 
virtually the same thing. R. Jehudah said what we have learned 
in the Mishna and R. Hananiah ben Aqabia as we have learned 
in the Boraitha, viz.: “ In a balcony four ells square a hole four 
spans square may be cut out and water may be drawn through 
that hole (and although there were no partitions surrounding the 
balcony, it is considered as if it reached the ground by the appli¬ 
cation of the law of Gud Achith *). So said R. Hananiah ben 
Aqabia." (This is virtually the same as the opinion of R. Jehu¬ 
dah in our Mishna.) Said Abayi to Rabba: '‘Perhaps this is 
not so! R. Jehudah, who says, that no separate partition is nec¬ 
essary, does so because he holds, that the wall between the two 
courts suffices as a partition for the well also; consequently he 
considers the wall as reaching down as far as the well; but, in 
the case of the balcony, where there is no partition at all to 
commence with, the balcony must first be inclined into a stand¬ 
ing position and then be considered as reaching down as far as 
the well. Now while R. Jehudah may hold that the wall may 
be considered as if it reached down to the well, it does not fol¬ 
low that he also permits of a previous imaginary inclination of 
the balcony in addition to the supposition that it reaches down 
to the well and thus forms a valid partition. On the other hand, 
R. Hananiah ben Aqabia, who permits of both the imaginary 
inclination of the balcony and the supposition that it reaches 
down as far as the water, may have applied this only to a bal¬ 
cony which was erected above the sea of Tiberias, which is sur¬ 
rounded by cities, banks, and woodsheds, but in the case of a 
balcony erected above any other waters he might not have per¬ 
mitted even as much as R. Jehudah." 

Said R. Huna the son of R. Jehoshua: If the well stood in 
a corner between two courts, the partition to be erected on the 
other side of the well (which is not between the two walls) 
should be ten spans high and a span and a trifle wide on each 
side (and when applying the law of Lavud to the partition on 
both sides a partition will be effected on every side of the well, 
providing the well was only four spans square). 

MISHNA: If a canal runs through a court, it is not lawful 
to draw water therefrom (on Sabbath), unless there be a parti¬ 
tion ten spans high where the canal flows into the court and 


* For explanation of Gud, see note to page 7. 
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another where it flows out again. R. Jehudah said: " The wall 
above is to be considered a partition." R. Jehudah further 
said: ‘‘ It happened, that water was drawn from the canal around 
the walls of a town (the moat) on the Sabbath with the sanction 
of the elders," but the sages replied: " That was done, because 
the canal was not of the legal size (of four spans width)." 

GEMARA: The Rabbis taught: If a partition was made 
where the canal flowed into the court but not where it flowed 
out of the court, or if it was made where the canal flowed out 
but not where it flowed in, it is not lawful to draw water there¬ 
from on the Sabbath unless there was a partition both where 
the canal flowed into and out of the court. R. Jehudah, how¬ 
ever, said: " The wall above the canal may serve as the parti¬ 
tion." 

Said R. Jehudah: " It happened that water was drawn from 
the canal flowing into the city of Sepphoris from the walls 
around it* (the canal flowing from the moat) with the sanction 
of the elders," but the sages said to him: " Wouldst thou place 
this in evidence ? In that case the canal was not ten spans deep 
nor four spans wide." 

We have learned in another Boraitha: " A canal which flows 
between two walls which contained apertures, if it was less than 
three spans wide, a bucket may be let down from the apertures 
and water drawn from the canal; but if it was over three spans 
wide this must not be done (on Sabbath). R. Simeon ben 
Gamaliel, however, says, that if the canal was less than four 
spans wide, water may be drawn therefrom, but if over four 
spans, this must not be done." In which class of legal ground 
can such a canal be placed ? Shall we say: in the class of 
unclaimed ground ? Then the statement of R. Dimi in the name 
of R. Johanan to the effect that there is no unclaimed ground 
less than four spans will not be in accordance with the opinion 
of all the sages but merely with that of part of them ; for accord¬ 
ing to the sages of the above Boraitha, even three spans may 
constitute unclaimed ground ? Zera said: ** The sages of the 
Boraitha do differ with R. Simeon ben Gamaliel concerning this 

* The term in the Mishna which we render with “walls around the city” is 

“ Ebal,” and in a translation of the Mishna by De Sola and Raphall, Ebal is called 
the “ town of Ebal.” This seems to be inconsistent with the text, however, as further 
on in the Gemara we find “ Me-Ebal le-Sepphoris,” and were Ebal a town it is not 
reasonable that a canal from one city to another should not be ten spans deep and four 
wide. Aside from this, the Mashbir of Schoenhak and the dictionary of Levy define 
the term Abuloh (Greek “ walls around a town.” 
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point whether unclaimed ground may be three spans or four, 
and the statement of R. Dimi is merely in accordance with the 
opinion of part of the Tanaim.” 

Why should a canal between two walls containing apertures 
not be considered as the holes in unclaimed ground; for prior to 
its entering the space between the two walls it was undoubtedly 
over four spans wide, and hence unclaimed ground (as holes in 
public or private ground are considered as part of public or pri¬ 
vate ground respectively, see Tract Sabbath, p. n) ? Abayi bar 
Abhin and R. Hanina bar Abhin both declare, that this theory 
(of holes being equal to the ground) does not exist where 
unclaimed ground is concerned. 

R. Ashi, however, said: Even if the theory does apply to 
unclaimed ground it applies only then, if the ground is near to 
the hole (in a wall of the ground), but if it is a distance off as it 
must be in the case of this canal, the theory can under no cir¬ 
cumstances be applied. Rabhina, however, said: The three, 
respectively four spans discussed in the Boraitha do not apply 
to the canal, but to partitions which were erected at the entrance 
and outlet of the canal at each end of the alley, and both parties 
to the dispute merely adhere to their respective theories concern¬ 
ing Lavud, one side maintaining that three spans constitute 
44 Lavud,” and the other that even four spans accomplish this 
object. 

MISHNA: If there be a balcony above the water, it is not 
lawful to draw water therein on the Sabbath, unless a partition 
be made ten hands high, either above or below the balcony. 
Thus, also, if there be two balconies, one above the other: 
Should a partition have been made for the upper and not for the 
lower, it is unlawful to draw water through either, unless they 
have been combined by an Erub. 

GEMARA: Our Mishna is not in accordance with the opin¬ 
ion of Hananiah ben Aqabia, who holds, that in a balcony four 
ells square, a hole maybe cut out four spans square, etc., as 
related previously (page 207), but R. Johanan in the name of 
R. Jose ben Zimra said: 44 Hananiah ben Aqabia permitted this 
to be done only in the case of a balcony erected above the waters 
of the sea of Tiberias for the reason as stated previously, but 
not above other waters.” 

The Rabbis taught: Three things were allowed by R. Hana¬ 
niah ben Aqabia to the inhabitants of Tiberias, viz.: To draw 
water through a balcony on Sabbath; to deposit fruit in pea- 
vol. in.—14 
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stalks (although, while in the field, dew had settled on the fruit, 
it is not considered as being wet, and hence not subject to defile¬ 
ment); and to wipe themselves with a towel when emerging from 
the bath (as there is no fear of their wringing the towel). 

Rabba bar R. Huna said: “ Do not say, that the imaginary 
hanging partition of the balcony makes it lawful, only to draw 
water through the balcony but not to pour out water through it, 
for it is also permitted to pour out superfluous water through 
that balcony.'* Said R. Shezbi: " Is this not self-evident ? 
For is this not identical with a sewer mentioned in the next 
Mishna?” From the succeeding Mishna, where the sewer is 
supposed to absorb the water, it is allowed to pour water into it 
even if it be full and run over into the street because the inten¬ 
tion was to have the sewer absorb the water, but in this case, 
where the waters are not stationary, we might assume that it is 
not allowed to pour out more water to commence with; hence 
we are told by Rabba bar R. Huna that this may be done. 

“ Thus, also , if there be two balconies , one above the other ,” 
etc. Said R. Huna in the name of Rabli: (The Mishna states, 
that if a partition had been made for the upper and not for 
the lower, it is unlawful to draw water through either.) When 
is this the case ? If the balconies were not quite four spans 
apart, but if they were four spans apart it is allowed to draw water 
through the upper. This is merely in accordance with the men¬ 
tioned theory of Rabh, that one man cannot impede (the actions 
of) another through atmosphere. 

Rabba said in the name of R. Hyya and R. Joseph made the 
statement in the name of R. Oshiya, as follows: The law con¬ 
cerning robbery is applicable also on Sabbath. What is meant 
thereby ? If there was a ruin belonging to a man and another 
man made use of it during the week, it might be assumed that 
he had acquired the right to it for the Sabbath and may carry 
therein (for under ordinary circumstances, if a man robbed 
another of an article and such article is in his possession it is 
considered as belonging to him until the victim of the robbery 
reclaims his right to it by law); but we are given to understand 
that in this case as soon as the Sabbath sets in the property 
reverts to its rightful owner (without his recovering same by 
law). 

Said Rabba: “ This above statement (that the law of robbery 
is applicable also on Sabbath) would be contradictory to our 
Mishna, which says that if there were two balconies one above the 
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other, and a partition was made for the upper, it is prohibited to 
draw water through either, etc., and for this reason: During the 
week the upper balcony undoubtedly makes use of the lower 
and thereby acquires a temporary right to it. If, then, by using 
the lower balcony during the week the upper balcony does so 
wrongfully, and on Sabbath the lower balcony reverts to its 
rightful owners, to the exclusion of the inmates of the upper 
balcony, how can the upper balcony prove an impediment to the 
lower, which it cannot use ?”* Said R. Shesheth : “ The Mishna 
refers to a case, where the partition made for the upper balcony 
was joint property of both upper and lower/' If the partition 
was made jointly, of what benefit would a partition made to 
the lower be to the upper; as long as a share in the partition of 
the upper balcony is owned by the lower, the upper cannot be 
used until both combine an Erub ? As soon as the lower bal¬ 
cony erects a partition for itself, it exposes its intention to sever 
all connection with the upper and thus either balcony may draw 
water through their respective grounds. 

MISHNA: If a court be less than four ells square, it is not 
permitted to pour water therein on Sabbath, unless a sewer is 
made, which has a capacity of two saahs exclusive of the walls, 
either outside or within the court. If the sewer has been made 
outside it must be covered up (with boards), while on the inside 
it need not be covered up. R. Eliezer ben Jacob said: 11 Into 
a gutter, which is covered up to the extent of four ells in public 
ground, it is permitted to pour water on the Sabbath " ; the sages, 
however, hold, that even though the court or roof be one hun¬ 
dred ells long, it is not permitted to pour water down the gutter 
(direct); but the water may be poured out on the roof, so as to 
drop down into the gutter. (In computing the four ells) men¬ 
tioned in the first clause of this Mishna, the hall may be added. 
Thus, also, if there be two habitations facing each other (in one 
court) and the inmates of one have made a sewer, but were not 
joined in making it by the inmates of the other habitation, those 
who made the sewer are permitted to throw water into it, but 
those that did not make it, are not permitted to do so. 

GEMARA: What is the reason that water must not be 
poured into a court less than four ells square? Said Rabba: 


* The explanation of this paragraph of the Gemara is according to the commen¬ 
tary of Rabbena Hananel, as Rashi reverses the case from the lower balcony to the 
upper and presents an incomprehensible explanation. 
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“ A man generally consumes two saahs of water every day. If 
his court be four ells square or more he pours out the water in 
order to lay the dust; but if it be less than four ells square, he 
merely would throw out the water in order to have it run out 
into the street (and that is prohibited as a precaution, lest he 
should pour out the water into the street direct). ” 

R. Zera said: 44 A court of four ells square absorbs two saahs 
of water, hence, even should part of it run out into the street, 
it was not the intention of the man who poured it out that it 
should, but if the court is less than four ells square it does not 
absorb that quantity of water and part of it must needs run out 
into the street, hence it is prohibited to pour it out/' Wherein 
lies the difference between Rabba and R. Zera ? Said Abayi: 
44 If the court was oblong, say eight ells by two. It absorbs the 
water undoubtedly, but as for laying the dust in a court of that 
size a man would not trouble himself to pour out water for that 
purpose.” An objection was made based upon our Mishna, 
which states in computing the four ells square of the court the 
hall may be added. Would this not prove that the reason is 
according to R. Zera? 44 According to Rabba,” explained R. 
Zera, 44 the Mishna might refer to a hall which, surrounding the 
court, made it in the form of a square, e.g. ., if the court was 
four ells long by two wide, and the hall added two ells to the 
width.” 

” R* Eliezer ben Jacob said: 4 Into a gutter,'" etc. Our 
Mishna is not in accordance with the opinion of Hananiah, for 
we have learned in a Boraitha: 44 Hananiah said: 4 Even if the 
roof be one hundred ells long, it is not permitted to pour water 
on it, as it is not made for the purpose of absorbing the water, 
but for the purpose of throwing it off into the street.' ” 

It was taught in a Boraitha: 44 All these regulations concern¬ 
ing the pouring of water apply only to summer but during the 
rainy period one may pour as much water as he chooses into the 
court.” Why is this so? Said Rabha: 44 Because it is the 
intention of the man to have the court absorb the water.” Said 
Abayi to him: 44 Unclean water is certainly intended to be 
absorbed by the ground, still it is not permitted to pour it down 
the gutter.” Rejoined Rabha: 44 Why should this not be per¬ 
mitted during the rainy season ? Can it be the intention of the 
man that the water should run out into the street in order that 
his court should not become muddy ? It is already muddy. 
Ihen the reason might possibly be in the manner of a precau- 
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tion, lest the man pour the water into the street direct or others 
seeing water running out of a court, might assume that it is 
allowed to pour out such water into the court even during the 
dry season ? The precaution is unnecessary. Those who see 
water running out of the court will naturally conclude that it is 
rain-water, because of the rainy season of the year, and there is 
no fear of the man pouring out the water into the street, because 
his court being already muddy, he will not mind pouring more 
water into it.” Said Abayi: 44 According to thy explanation, 
then, during the rainy season the quantity of water is immaterial, 
even if it be a kur or two it may be poured out nevertheless.” 

44 If there be two habitations facing each other f etc. It was 
taught: Rabba said: 44 They must not pour water into the 
sewer, provided they did not combine an Erub, but if they did 
combine an Erub, they may pour water into the sewer.” And 
if they did not combine an Erub, why should it not be allowed ? 
They merely throw the water down the sewer! Said R. Ashi: 
44 This is merely a precautionary measure, lest they fill some 
vessels with water and then carry them to the sewer.” 


CHAPTER IX. 


REGULATIONS CONCERNING THE COMBINING OF ROOFS ON SABBATH. 

MISHNA: All the roofs of a town are considered one pri¬ 
vate ground (although the houses underneath are occupied by 
several), provided there be not one roof ten hands higher or ten 
hands lower than the rest. Such is the dictum of R. Meir; the 
sages, however, hold, that each roof constitutes a separate private 
ground. R. Simeon said: Roofs, as well as courts and wood- 
stores, constitute one private ground, for the carrying of all such 
utensils as were actually situated there when the Sabbath set in, 
but not for the carrying of such utensils as were still in the house 
when the Sabbath set in. 

GEMARA: Abayi bar Abhin and R. Hanina bar Abhin 
were sitting alongside of Abayi, and were conversing between 
themselves: “ It is right according to the sages, who hold, that 
in the same manner as the houses are separated below, so are 
also the roofs above; thus, unless an Erub is made between the 
houses, it is not permitted to carry from one roof to the other; 
but what is the opinion of R. Meir ? Does he hold, that as the 
houses are separated so are also the roofs, why does he state, 
that all the roofs constitute one private ground; or if he holds 
that above ten spans there is nothing but private ground, what 
difference does it make to him, whether a roof be ten spans 
higher or lower than the rest ? ” Said Abayi to the two brothers : 

Have ye not heard the dictum of R. Itz’hak bar Abhdimi to 
the effect, that R. Meir said thus: ‘ Where there are two dis¬ 
tinct premises both of which, however, are legally private ground, 
e.g ., a pillar, ten spans high and four spans wide standing in pri¬ 
vate ground, and which must not be used to shoulder burdens 
thereon on the Sabbath, lest a heap of the same size standing in 
public ground be used for the same purpose/ so it is also in 
this case, where a roof is ten spans lower or higher than the rest 
the same precautionary measure applies.” 

The two brothers hearing this from Abayi thought, that 
according to R. Meir the same case applied to a mortar or kettle, 
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ten spans high; said Abayi to them: “ My master told me, that 
R. Meir said, this precaution applied only to a pillar and a mill¬ 
stone because for these two objects special places are designated, 
but as for other utensils, even if they be ten spans high, the pre¬ 
caution is unnecessary/' 

“ The sages , however , hold , that each roof constitutes a separate 
private ground ." It was taught: Rabh said: “ On every roof 
things must not be handled except within a limit of four ells," 
but Samuel said: 44 They may be handled in the whole extent of 
the roof." If the roofs are separated and the separation is 
apparent, all agree, that carrying things on those roofs is permis¬ 
sible (because in this case the walls underneath are considered as 
if they reached up to the tops of the roofs) but they differ con¬ 
cerning roofs that are separated, where the separation is not 
apparent. Rabh holds that things must not be carried on those 
roofs (where the separation is not apparent) except for a distance 
of four ells, because he does not admit, in this case, the theory 
of Gud Assik (possibility of the walls, reaching up to the tops of 
the roofs), while Samuel, who does admit the theory, holds, that 
carrying is permitted in the entire extent of the roofs (because he 
admits of the possibility of the walls reaching the tops of the roofs). 

An objection was made based upon our Mishna: The sages 
hold, that each roof constitutes a separate private ground. This 
is in accordance with Samuel's opinion but is contradictory to 
the opinion of Rabh. The disciples of Rabh said in his name, 
that the statement, 44 things must not be handled except within 
a limit of four ells," meant to signify, 44 two ells in each adjoin¬ 
ing roof" (but in the one roof things may be handled through¬ 
out its entire extent). 

Abayi said: 44 If a man erected an attic on top of his house 
and provided it with a small door four spans wide, he may carry 
things in all the roofs." (The reason for this statement is, that 
the fact of the man having made an attic and provided it with a 
door is proof, that the other inmates had resigned their right to 
the use of the roof in his favor.) Said Rabha : 44 It may happen, 
that the small door with which the attic was provided may pre¬ 
vent the man from using the other roofs " (even according to R. 
Meir). How so ? If the door in the attic faced a garden below 
and the partition made by the attic separated his roof from the 
others, it might be said, that he made that door merely so as to 
be able to watch his garden and renounced his right to the use 
of the roofs. 
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(It was taught:) Roofs, level one to the other in which, 
according to R. Meir, it is permitted to carry things, and a single 
roof which may be used according to the sages, may according to 
Rabh be used throughout their whole extent, while according to 
Samuel, it is only allowed to use them for an extent of four ells. 
Would not this be a contradiction by Rabh to his previous 
statement and by Samuel to his own former dictum ? This can 
be explained thus: Rabh’s previous statement referred to a case, 
where the separation between the roofs was not apparent while 
in this case the separation is apparent and Samuel’s former 
dictum referred to a roof that had less than two saahs’ capacity, 
while in this case it refers to a roof that has a capacity of more 
than two saah. Why should a roof of that size not be allowed 
to be used ? The possibility of the walls reaching the tops of the 
roofs is not admitted, for the reason that partitions which enclose 
dwellings are made downwards and are not supposed to extend 
upwards, and of a space which is not enclosed by partitions of 
dwellings and has a capacity of over two saah, only four ells 
may be used. 

It was taught: Concerning a ship, Rabh said, one may carry 
things throughout the whole extent of the ship, because the 
space of a ship is enclosed with partitions, and Samuel said, one 
may carry only to the extent of four ells. Why so ? Because 
the partitions were not made for the purpose of making the 
space inhabitable but merely to keep out the water. Said R. 
Hyya bar Joseph to Samuel: “According to whose opinion 
does the Halakha prevail ? According to thy opinion or accord¬ 
ing to Rabh’s,” and Samuel answered, “ The Halakha prevails 
according to Rabh.’’ 

R. Giddel in the name of R. Hyya bar Joseph said: “ Rabh 
agrees with Samuel’s opinion, concerning a ship that was in dry 
dock and turned over, that it was only permitted to carry things 
for a distance of four ells.’’ For what purpose was the ship 
turned over ? If people lived within it, why should it not be 
allowed to carry things throughout its whole extent ? Is the 
bottom of the ship not equal to a roof, when the ship was turned 
over ? Nay; the ship was turned over for a coating of tar. 

R. Jehudah said: When we shall arrive at the final conclu¬ 
sions of R. Meir we shall find that all roofs are considered as 
one private ground in their own right, i.e. f that carrying from 
one roof to the other is permissible; also that all courts are con¬ 
sidered as one private ground and likewise all woodsheds, but 
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from the final conclusions of the sages we shall learn, that roofs 
and courts constitute one private ground, i.e., that it is permitted 
to carry things from the roof to the court and vice versa , which, 
according to R. Meir is not allowed. The woodsheds, however, 
are considered according to the sages a separate private ground, 
i.e. y things may be carried from one woodshed to another but 
not from a woodshed into a court. The final conclusions of R. 
Simeon denote, that all roofs, courts, and woodsheds are consid¬ 
ered as one private ground. 

We have learned one Boraitha in support of Rabh and 
another in support of R. Jehudah. The one supporting Rabh 
reads as follows: 44 All roofs of the town are considered as one 
private ground ; but it is prohibited to carry things from the roofs 
to the courts, and vice versa." Vessels which were situated in 
the court before the Sabbath set in, may be carried in all the 
courts, and those situated in the roofs before the Sabbath set in 
may be handled in all the roofs, provided there is not a roof ten 
spans higher or lower than the rest. Such is the dictum of R. 
Meir; but the sages said: Every roof constitutes a separate 
ground and things must not be carried in it for a distance ol over 
four ells. This bears out the statement of Rabh in which he 
says that when the separation between the roofs is not apparent 
one must not carry except in a limit of four ells. 

In support of R. Jehudah we have learned the following 
Boraitha: Rabbi said: 44 When we learned the Law at R. Sim¬ 
eon's in the city of Thequa, we would carry towels and oil from 
one roof to another, from that to the court, and from that 
to another, and from the other court to a woodshed, and from 
that to another, until we would come to the springs where we 
would bathe.” 

Said R. Jehudah: 44 It happened in a time of danger, that we 
brought up the sacred scrolls from a court to a roof, from the 
roof to another court, and from that to a woodshed in order to 
read therein.” The sages answered: 44 Acts committed during 
a time of danger do not serve as evidence.” 

‘ 4 R. Simeon said: i Roofs as well as courts and woodsheds , ’ 9 * 
etc. Said Rabh: 44 The Halakha prevails according to R. Sim¬ 
eon, providing no Erub was made, but if an Erub was effected, 
it is not so, because there is fear, lest the utensils from the houses 
be carried out on the Sabbath and are then carried about in all 
the courts.” (R. Simeon himself admits, that they form one 
private ground for the carrying of such utensils as were actually 
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within the courts or roofs when the Sabbath set in but nor for 
such utensils as were within the house.) Samuel, however, as 
well as R. Johanan, said: 44 There is no difference whether an 
Erub was made or not.” 

R. Hisda opposed this: According to Samuel and R. Johanan 
there will be two kinds of vessels in the court, one kind, which 
had already been situated in the court when the Sabbath set in, 
and the other, which was brought out from the house during 
Sabbath. Is then not the precautionary measure decreed by 
Rabh really necessary ? Simeon holds to his theory that pre¬ 
cautionary measures are not necessary. 

Come and hear: 44 Five courts which opened into each other 
and also opened into one alley, the inmates of which had all for¬ 
gotten and not combined an Erub, (the inmates) are prohibited 
to carry in or carry out from the court into the alley, or from the 
alley into the court. The utensils which were situated in the 
courts when the Sabbath set in maybe carried in the courts, but 
the utensils which were situated in the alley must not be carried 
even in the alley. R. Simeon, however, permits this to be done 
(even to carry the utensils of the court into the alley) because he 
used to say: as long as many people lived there and had forgotten 
to combine an Erub, the roof, the court, the balcony, the gallery, 
the woodshed, and the alley are all considered the same legal 
premises.” Thus we see that R. Simeon makes this decree only 
if no Erub was made, but if an Erub was made he would not do 
so; hence he contradicts Samuel and R. Johanan? Nay; R. 
Simeon states this merely to supplement the statement of the 
sages and says to them: 44 As far as I am concerned it makes no 
difference whether an Erub was made or not, but according to 
your opinion, grant me, that when no Erub was made the 
courts, the roofs, etc. all constitute the same legal premises.” 
The sages, however, answered: 44 Nay; according to our opinion, 
each constitutes separate premises.” 

Said Rabhina to R. Ashi: 44 Is it possible that R. Johanan 
said this ? Did not R. Johanan say, that the Halakha prevails 
according to an anonymous Mishna, and we have learned previ¬ 
ously (Chapter VII., Mishna 2) concerning a wall between two 
courts, if there was fruit on the wall, the inmates of both courts 
may partake of the fruit providing they do not carry any of it 
down with them ? Hence we see that it is not permitted, accord¬ 
ing to that Mishna, to carry things from one court into another 
even if an Erub was made by each court! ” (R. Ashi answered :) 
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By carrying it down is meant carrying it down into the houses, 
but carrying it down into the courts is permitted. 

Asked Rabhina again : 44 Did not R. Hyya teach (in addition 
to the quoted Mishna), 4 providing the inmates of each court do 
not take it down into their respective courts and eat it ’? ” Said 
R. Ashi: 44 If Rabbi did not teach this in the Mishna, whence 
does R. Hyya adduce that explanation (I think that my inter¬ 
pretation of the Mishna is correct) ? ” 

It was taught: 44 If there were two courts, which had a ruin 
between them and the inmates of one court combined an Erub, 
while the inmates of the other did not, R. Huna said that the 
court that had not the Erub is entitled to the ruin (i.e., the ves¬ 
sels situated in their court may be transferred to the ruin) but the 
court that had combined the Erub is not entitled to the ruin for 
fear that they might carry out vessels, which were situated in their 
houses on the Sabbath, into the court, and thence into the ruin.” 

Hyya, the son of Rabh, however, said: (I heard from my 
father) that even the court that had an Erub combined may be 
entitled to the ruin and I explain my father's dictum to signify, 
that the utensils contained in either court may be transferred to 
the ruin. If thou shouldst explain my father’s dictum to sig¬ 
nify, that neither of the courts may make use of the ruin, 
because he understood R. Simeon's decree to mean 44 if they 
had made an Erub they became separate premises,” hence, in 
this case, one of the courts having combined an Erub interferes 
with others also, I will answer it by saying, that such would be 
the case if there were an occupied court between them, in which 
event there might be vessels which were situated in the court 
when the Sabbath set in and also vessels which had been carried 
out of the houses, so that it would be impossible to distinguish 
which could and which could not be carried throughout all the 
courts. When, however, as is the case here, a ruin is between 
the two courts where there are no vessels which are actually 
situated there, the danger of confusion is removed and hence 
my explanation is, that it is permitted for both courts to transfer 
their vessels to the ruin. 

MISHNA: If a large roof adjoin a small one, the owners of 
the large roof are permitted to carry things thither from the 
house, but the owners of the small roof are prohibited to do this. 
If a large court opens into a small one, through a breach in the 
wall, the inmates of the large court are permitted to carry 
things through the breach, but the inmates of the small court 
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are prohibited to do so, because the smaller court is considered 
as an entry to the larger. 

GEMARA: Why does the Mishna teach both cases, concern¬ 
ing a roof and a court ? According to Rabh, the object is to 
demonstrate that in the same manner as courts are divided by 
partitions so should the partitions between roofs be apparent. 
According to Samuel, the object is to show, that a roof is on a 
par with a court, i.e., as the latter is used by many, so also is 
the former. 

Rabba, R. Zera, and Rabba bar R. Hanan were sitting 
together and Abayi sate close by. They said: 44 From this 
Mishna we may adduce, that the inmates of the larger court 
control the actions of the smaller, whereas the inmates of the 
smaller court exert no influence over those of the larger. How 
so ? (For instance:) If vines were planted in the larger, other 
seed must not be planted in the smaller; but if the vines were 
planted in the smaller, any other seed may be planted in the 
larger. If a woman who was to be divorced stood in the smaller 
court and the bill of divorce was thrown to her from the larger 
court, she is thereby legally divorced, but if she stood in the 
larger and the bill was thrown to her from the smaller court, 
she is not legally divorced. If the congregation assembled for 
prayer stood in the larger and the reader who was to recite the 
prayer for them was in the smaller, they have acquitted them¬ 
selves of their duty; if they were in the smaller court, however, 
and the reader was in the larger, they have not. If there were 
nine men in the larger court and one man in the smaller, that 
one man is counted in with the nine and it constitutes a legal 
assembly for prayer or for the commission of religious acts, but 
if there were nine men in the smaller and one in the larger that 
one man cannot be counted in. If there was a filthy thing in 
the smaller court (on account of which the Shema prayer could 
not be recited) the larger court may nevertheless recite the 
prayer; but if the filthy thing was in the larger court the inmates 
of the smaller are not allowed to do so.” 

Said Abayi to them: 44 According to this then, a partition, 
which under ordinary circumstances should facilitate the observ¬ 
ance of laws, would prove a detriment; for were there no parti¬ 
tion between the larger and smaller court and vines were planted 
anywhere within the two courts, a man would simply be obliged 
to measure off four ells whence the vines grew and could then 
plant whatever he chose.” 
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Rabha, through R. Shmaiah ben Zera, sent the following 
query to Abayi: 44 Do we not find as a matter of fact that a 
partition at times proves a detriment ? Did we not learn in a 
Boraitha, that concerning the partitions of a vineyard there are 
instances where they make the observance of laws more lenient 
and on the other hand there are instances where they make it 
more rigorous/' How so ? If the vines are planted hard by 
the partition, one may on the other side of the partition plant 
whatever he chooses. If there were no partition, however, he 
would have to measure off four ells whence the vines grew and 
then plant whatever he chose. This is an instance of leniency 
caused by the partition. When does it make the law more rig¬ 
orous ? If the vines were planted to within eleven ells of the 
partition, it is not allowed to plant other seed anywhere within 
those eleven ells; but if there were no partition, four ells would 
suffice between the vineyard and the place where other seed was 
to be planted. Rejoined Abayi: 44 Why base thy query upon 
a Boraitha, if in thy opinion the partition is the main issue ? 
Why not cite the following Mishna ? (Kilaim, Chapter IV., 
Mishna 2:) 4 If the space between the vineyard and the fence 
which surrounds it be less than twelve square ells, no other seed 
may be sown therein; but if it measure that superficies, a vacant 
space must be allowed for the cultivation of the vines growing 
near it, and the rest of the ground may be used for saving (other 
seed)/ ” We must say, that because in the Mishna the partition 
is not the issue, but it is a question of the space between the 
four ells allowed for the cultivation of the vineyard and the four 
ells allowed to the hedge or fence, and if such space is four ells 
wide (/.*., if the whole is twelve) other seed may be sown 
therein, but if less than four, it is abandoned. Hence we might 
say, that the same issue is treated of in the Boraitha ? 

R. Jehudah said: 44 If there are three woodsheds opening 
into each other, of which the two outer are enclosed while the 


middle one is not 
(see illustration A), 
and there is a man 
in each of the wood¬ 
sheds, the men are 




considered as a caravan and are entitled to as much room as they 
desire. If the middle one, however, was enclosed, but the two 
outer ones were not (see illustration B), and there was a man in 
each of the three woodsheds, they are entitled to a space of six 
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saahs’ capacity, t.e., two saahs to each man. (For the reason, 
that in the first instance the middle woodshed is smaller than 
either of the two outer ones and is virtually absorbed by them, 
while in the latter case, the middle woodshed is the larger, but 
cannot absorb the two outer ones, hence the men cannot be con¬ 
sidered as a caravan.)” 

The schoolmen propounded a question: 44 How is it if (in 
the latter instance of the woodsheds, illustration B) there were 
two men in the middle woodshed and one each in the outer 
sheds ? Shall we assume that the two men of the middle shed, 
having a right to either shed, are considered as being in either 
one of the two outer sheds, and three persons being in one place, 
thereby form a caravan, or shall we say, that as there are two 
men in the middle woodshed, each one of them can occupy 
either court, in which event there would be two people each in 
the outer courts and no caravan is formed—consequently they 
are entitled only to a space of two saahs' capacity for each 
man ? If the latter instance should apply, how would it be if 
there were two men in each of the outer sheds and one man in 
the middle shed ? Whichever court he might occupy, there 
would be three men, and thus a caravan would be formed, or, 
because there is doubt which he would occupy, having a right 
to either, it would not be considered as a caravan?” The 
answer was: 44 All ordinances pertaining to Erubin should be 
construed in their most lenient form.” 

Said R. Hisda: 44 If a court was five spans higher at the 
edges than in the centre and a partition of five spans height 
was added to the edges, it does not constitute a valid partition; 
for either the edges must be ten spans high to commence with 
or the partition must be made ten spans high.” Mareimar, 
however, maintained, that the two may be counted together and 
constitute a legal partition. 

Rabhina met R. A'ha the son of Rabha and asked him: 

Does the master teach anything pertaining to partitions?” 
and he answered : 44 Nay.” The Halakha prevails, that the edges 
of the court and the partitions are counted together and con¬ 
stitute a legal partition. 

R. Oshiya propounded a question: 44 How is it if new habi¬ 
tations are added to a court on the Sabbath (/.*., if a wall 
between two courts had become broken and thus new dwellings 
were added); do they impede the inmates of that court or not ? " 
Said R. Hisda: Come and hear: (We have learned this in our 
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Mishna:) “ If a large court opens into a small one, through a 
breach in the wall, the inmates of the large court are permitted 
to carry things through the breach, but the inmates of the small 
court are prohibited to do so/’ Rejoined Rabba: “ Perhaps 
the Mishna refers to a breach that was made before the Sab¬ 
bath set in.” Said Abayi: “ The Master should not say 1 per¬ 
haps *; it is certain, that the breach was caused on the Cve of 
Sabbath; because didst not thou, Master, say thyself at one time, 
that thou didst ask of R. Huna and of R. Jehudah concerning 
an Erub which was made through an aperture or a door which 
had accidentally become closed up on the Sabbath and they told 
thee, that if that happened after the Sabbath set in, the Erub is 
valid for the whole Sabbath, having been valid at the beginning 
(and they certainly would not contradict a Mishna)! ” 

It was taught: If a wall between two courts was destroyed 
on the Sabbath, Rabh said, that it is not permitted to carry 
things in either of the courts for a distance of over four ells, 
but Samuel maintains, that the inmates of each court may 
carry as far as the ruins of the wall. The statement herein 
attributed to Rabh was not made by him outright, but was 
inferred from the occurrence as follows: Rabh and Samuel were 
both sitting in one court on Sabbath and suddenly the wall of 
the court caved in. Said Samuel to the other inmates of the 
court: ” Take a garment and hang it up in place of the wall.” 
Rabh turned away his face from Samuel. Said Samuel: “If 
Abba (Rabh) is angry let him take his girdle and fasten the gar¬ 
ment with it to the wall.” If according to Samuel it is allowed 
to carry as far as the ruins of the wall, why did he order that a 
garment should be fastened as a partition ? Samuel did not 
order this to be done in order to make a partition but merely to 
prevent outsiders from peering into the court. And Rabh! if 
he holds that it is not allowed to carry he should have said so ? 
It was Samuel's domain, and he could not contradict him at that 
time. Why then did he turn away his face ? (Surely he is not 
responsible for Samuel's actions.) In order to show that he did 
not agree with Samuel's opinion but still adhered to his own. 

MISHNA: If a court (through an incavation of its walls) is 
laid open to public ground, whosoever brings anything from 
private ground into such a court, or from the court into private 
ground, is culpable. Such is the dictum of R. Eliezer. The 
sages hold, however: Whoever brings anything from the court 
into public ground, or from public ground into the court, is 
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absolved; since the court (through the incavation of its walls 
and consequent opening) has become like unclaimed ground. 

GEMARA: Does R. Eliezer hold, that if a court by reason 
of the incavation of its walls is laid open to public ground, it 
becomes public ground? Yea! He holds to his theory as 
expressed elsewhere (Baba Bathra), that if the public had taken 
a certain path through a meadow (although there was no path) 
and used it constantly, it remains a path (and the same is the 
case with this court; if it was laid open into public ground it 
becomes the same as public ground). This is not so! Did not 
R. Giddel say in the name of Rabh, that R. Eliezer (in the pas¬ 
sage quoted) referred to a case where the original path had been 
lost and could not be found, and if we would assume that in the 
case of the court he holds, that only the space which had been 
lost to the public, i.e. f where it is not apparent that the wall had 
been standing, becomes as public ground, but the whole court is 
certainly not to be considered such; did not R. Hanina say, that 
the sages and R. Eliezer differ as to the entire space up to where 
the wall was standing ? Hence we must say, that R. Eliezer 
holds the entire court to have become as public ground! The 
statement of R. Hanina should be modified to the effect, that 
they differ only as to the space that had been occupied by the 
wall and not up to the wall; thus R. Eliezer does not consider 
the entire court as public ground. If you wish, I may say, that 
(the place where the wall stood is still apparent, and) the sages 
differ with R. Eliezer merely as to the adjoining places to public 
ground. R. Eliezer holds them to be the same as public ground, 
while the sages say that, as there had at one time been a court 
there, it is now not public ground. 

MISHNA: In a court (the corner walls of which had fallen 
in on Sabbath so) that (it) has been laid open to public ground 
on two sides; also in a house (which by a similar accident) was 
laid open on two sides; or in an entry the cross and side beam 
of which had been removed, it is permitted to carry things on 
that same Sabbath; but it is not permitted to do so on the sue - 
ceeding Sabbaths. Such is the dictum of R. Jehudah; but R. 
Jose said: If it were permitted for that particular Sabbath, it 
would also be permitted for the future; but since it is prohibited 
for the future, it is also prohibited on that same Sabbath. 

GEMARA: How is the case with the walls treated of in the 
Mishna ? If the breach caused by the incavation does not 
exceed ten ells, (it is regarded as a door) so what difference does 
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it make upon how many sides the court has been laid open ? If 
the breach, however, exceeded ten ells, then it would be the 
same even if one side only were laid open. Said Rabh: The 
breach does not exceed ten ells but in a corner it is not custom¬ 
ary to make a door. 

“ A house which was laid open on both sides," etc. How 
would it be if the house were laid open only on one side ? We 
would say, that the edge of the roof is supposed to reach down 
to the bottom and thus serve as a substitute for the wall by 
application of the law of “ Gud Achith.” Cannot the same rule 
apply to two sides of a house ? Let the edge of the roof on 
both sides be supposed to reach down to the bottom ? Said the 
disciples of Rabh in the name of their master: “The Mishna 
refers to a house where the corner walls had fallen in and where 
the roof was not flat but slanting, so that with the walls it also 
fell. 

Samuel said: “ In the case of a court the Mishna does refer 
to an instance where the breach exceeded ten ells, but it also 
states that the walls had caved in on both sides because further, 
when treating of a house, it must specify two sides, hence it 
does so also when courts are in question/' Why must two 
sides be mentioned in the instance of a house ? Cannot the 
edge of the roof be supposed to reach down to the bottom of 
both walls ? Then again does Samuel hold to the supposition, 
that the edge of the roof reaches to the bottom of the wall ? 
Was it not taught that concerning a gallery in a valley, Rabh 
said, it is permitted to carry throughout the whole extent of the 
valley, because the edges of the gallery are supposed to reach 
down to the ground and thus form a partition for the entire val¬ 
ley, whereas Samuel maintained that this supposition cannot be 
considered and hence it is only permitted to carry for a distance 
of four ells ? This would not present a difficulty, for in that 
case Samuel maintains, that the edges of the gallery must not be 
supposed to reach down to the ground because there must be 
four distinct partitions, but where only three are necessary he 
would admit the feasibility of such a supposition. The difficulty 
concerning the two sides of the house where the breach measured 
over ten ells still remains! In the same manner as the disciples 
of Rabh referred to a house where the corner walls had fallen in 
together with their slanting roof, Samuel may refer to a house, 
the corner walls of which had sustained a breach four ells in 
width on each corner, or eight ells in all, and five ells in length 
vol. in.—15 
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on one side, and five ells and a trifle on the other side, or 
slightly over ten ells in all. Hence it would be necessary to sup¬ 
pose that the edges of the roof reach down on four sides of the 
breach two in width and two in length and that would be con¬ 
trary to the theory of Samuel! 

Why does Samuel not hold with Rabh ? Because the Mishna 
does not mention a slanting roof and Rabh does not hold with 
Samuel because he (Rabh, as we have seen in the instance of the 
gallery in the valley) permits of the supposition, that the edges 
of a gallery or a roof can reach down on four sides. 

" R. Jose said : If it zvere permitted for that particular Sab¬ 
bath ," etc. The schoolmen propounded a question: " How is 
R. Jose's dictum to be construed ? Does he mean to permit it 
entirely or to prohibit it entirely?" R. Shesheth as well as 
R. Johanan said: " He means to prohibit it entirely." We also 
learned to this effect in a Boraitha, viz.: R. Jose said: As they 
are not permitted to carry on subsequent Sabbaths, so are they 
also prohibited to do so on that particular Sabbath. 

It was taught: R. Hyya bar Joseph said, the Halakha pre¬ 
vails according to R. Jose, and Samuel said: "The Halakha 
prevails according to R. Jehudah. Did Samuel indeed say so ?" 
Did not R. Jehudah reply to R. Hana of Bagdad that Samuel 
decreed: " The Halakha prevails according to R. Jehudah in all 
cases pertaining to Erubin, but not where partitions are con¬ 
cerned?" Said R. Anan: "Samuel himself explained to me 
that if the courts were laid open towards unclaimed ground the 
Halakha prevails according to R. Jehudah but if they were laid 
open towards public ground the Halakha prevails according to 
R. Jose." 

MISHNA: If an attic be built over two houses, also if 
bridges are open at both ends, it is lawful to carry things under¬ 
neath on the Sabbath. Such is the dictum of R. Jehudah; but 
the sages prohibit it. Moreover, R. Jehudah further said: It is 
lawful to combine, by means of an Erub, an alley that is open 
at both ends, but the sages prohibit it. 

GEMARA: Said Rabba: Do not say that the reason of R. 
Jehudah is because a private ground requires according to bibli¬ 
cal law only two partitions, but because he holds (Gud Achith) 
that the ends of the roofs (in this case of the attic or the 
bridge) are supposed to reach down to the bottom. 


CHAPTER X. 


SUNDRY REGULATIONS CONCERNING THE SABBATH. 

MISHNA: If a man (on Sabbath) find tephilin (on the road), 
he should match them and bring them (into the nearest town 
or village) in single pairs (z.e ., one for the head and one for the 
arm). Rabbon Gamaliel said: 44 He may bring in two pair at a 
time. ,, To what does this rule apply? To old tephilin (phy¬ 
lacteries), but if they be new, he need not bring them in (at all). 
If he find them tied up in pairs, or all tied together, he should 
remain with them till dark and then bring them in. In times of 
danger (religious persecutions), however, he covers them up and 
passes on. R. Simeon said: He should hand them to his com¬ 
panion (; i.e ., the man standing next to him), who in turn hands 
them to his companion, and so on from hand to hand until the 
outmost court is reached. So, likewise, his child, he should 
hand it to his companion, who in turn hands it to his companion 
and so on from hand to hand, even (if it have passed through 
the hands of) an hundred (men). R. Jehudah said: 44 In like 
manner, a man may pass a cask of wine (which he has found on 
the road on the Sabbath) to his companion, and he in turn to 
his companion (and so on from hand to hand) even beyond the 
legal limits; the sages, however, objected: 44 The cask cannot be 
conveyed further than its owners have the right to walk.” 

GEMARA: He may only carry them in single pairs ? Shall 
we assume that this anonymous Mishna is not in accordance 
with R. Meir, who decrees (Tract Sabbath, page 257) that a 
man may clothe himself in as many garments as he chooses ? 
Said Rabba: In both instances the decree of R. Meir is based 
upon the custom of the week-days (when a man may also put on 
as many clothes as he chooses), and as the above-mentioned 
Mishna treats of 44 saving from fire ” the Rabbis permit a man to 
wear as much clothing as he chooses. In this instance, how¬ 
ever, where there is no danger, (and as a man only wears one 
pair of tephilin on a week-day, hence he may wear only one pair 
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on a Sabbath). Thus this Mishna can also be in accordance 
with the decree of R. Meir. 

“ Rabbon Gamaliel said: He may bring in two pair." What 
is the reason of R. Gamaliel's dictum ? Does he hold, that on 
Sabbath also tephilin should be worn ? Then he should only 
have permitted one pair to be brought in ? If, however, he holds 
that on Sabbath tephilin should not be worn and it is merely to 
save the tephilin that it was permitted for a man to wear them 
on his head and arm, why does he only permit two pair at a 
time; he could have permitted more ? Said R. Samuel bar R. 
Itz’hak: 14 On the head there is only room for two.” On the 
hand, however, there is room for but one ? As there is room 
for two on the head, according to R. Samuel, there is room for 
two also on the arm. 

Shall we say that the first Tana of the Mishna differs with 
Rabbon Gamaliel upon the point advanced by R. Samuel bar 
R. Itz’hak maintaining that there is only room for one on the 
head or arm while R. Gamaliel holds there is room for two ? 
Nay; all agree that there is room for two, but they differ as to 
the legality of wearing tephilin on the Sabbath. The first Tana 
holds that they should be worn on Sabbath, while Rabbon 
Gamaliel holds that they must not. 

Who of the Tanaim ever held, that on Sabbath tephilin must 
be worn (in order that it might be said the first Tana of the 
Mishna is in accordance with his opinion) ? That was R. Aqiba; 
as we have learned: It is written [Exod. xiii. 10]: ” And thou 
shalt keep this ordinance in its season from year to year.” And 
elsewhere [Tract Menachoth] where there is a dispute between 
R. Jose the Galilean and R. Aqiba, it concludes with the state¬ 
ment that R. Aqiba holds the wearing of tephilin on Sabbath to 
be legal. Does R. Aqiba indeed hold that Sabbath is (also) a 
proper time for the wearing of tephilin ? Have we not learned 
in another Boraitha as follows: R. Aqiba said: ” Lest we 
should assume that it is required to wear tephilin on Sabbath 
or on festivals, it is written [ibid. 9]: 4 And it shall be unto thee 
for a sign upon thy hand,’ which means, that tephilin should be 
worn, when a sign is required, but Sabbath and festivals being 
signs in themselves, it is not necessary to have another.” There¬ 
fore we must say, that the first Tana of our Mishna does not 
hold according to R. Aqiba but in accordance with the Tana of 
the following Boraitha: ” He who stays awake at night may 
either wear tephilin or not, so said R. Nathan ; Jonathan Qitoni, 
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however, said: 4 It is not allowed to wear tephilin at night.’ ” 
If R. Nathan, then, holds that tephilin may be worn at night, he 
also holds, that they may be worn on Sabbath. This is no evi¬ 
dence! It may be that he holds that they may be worn at night, 
but not on Sabbath; for have we not learned that R. Aqiba held 
the night to be a proper time for wearing tephilin, but not so 
the Sabbath ? 

We must say, therefore, that the first Tana of our Mishna 
is in accord with the opinion of the Tana of the following Bora- 
itha: “ Michal the daughter of Qushai used to wear tephilin, 
and the sages did not object to it; the wife of Jonah would go 
to Jerusalem for the festivals and the sages did not object to 
that” [whence we see that the duty of wearing tephilin is a 
(positive) commandment which is not dependent upon the time, 
z. e ., if it said, that they must not be worn at night or on Sab¬ 
bath, the law would be dependent upon the time, and that duty 
which is dependent upon time need not be performed by women. 
If such were the case then the sages would have prevented 
Michal from wearing tephilin because of the commandment: 

Thou shalt not add to the law ”]. Hence we see that tephilin 
may be worn on Sabbath, according to the sages. 

It may be, however, that the sages hold to the opinion of 
R. Jose, who said, that while the laying of hands upon sacrificial 
offerings is only obligatory for men, still, women, when bringing 
their offerings, may, if they choose, perform that duty, and the 
proof that the sages hold thus is that when the wife of Jonah 
would go to Jerusalem for the festivals, a duty which no one 
disputes is entirely dependent upon the time, the sages had no 
objection. Therefore we must say that the first Tana of our 
Mishna is in accord with the opinion of another Tana, viz. : the 
Tana of the following Tosephta: “ One who finds tephilin on 
the Sabbath should bring them in single pairs, whether the 
finder be a man or a woman, whether the tephilin be old or new. 
Such is the dictum of R. Meir. R. Jehudah, however, prohibits 
new tephilin to be brought in but permits old.” Now we see 
that they differ only as regards new and old tephilin, but not as 
to whether a man or woman may bring them in, whence we see 
that the duty of tephilin is not dependent upon the time. Then 
the question again arises, ” does not this Tana hold in accord¬ 
ance with the opinion of R. Jose ? ” This would not be consist¬ 
ent; for neither R. Meir nor R. Jehudah are in accord with R. 
Jose. R. Meir is not in accordance with R. Jose as we have 
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learned in a Mishna (Tract Rosh Hashana): “ One must not pre¬ 
vent children from blowing the cornet." From this we see that 
only children are not to be prevented, but women are, and as 
the above Mishna is anonymous and it is traditional that all 
anonymous Mishnaoth are in accordance with R. Meir, we see 
that he (R. Meir) is not in accordance with R. Jose, and that R. 
Jehudah is not in accordance with R. Jose is to be seen in the 
following Boraitha in Siphra: It is written [Levit. i. 4]: “ And 
he shall lay his hand upon the head of the burnt-offering," this is 
a law which applies to a man but not to a woman. For the rea¬ 
son that this dictum is by anonymous teachers we, in accordance 
with what we have learned elsewhere, ascribe it to R. Jehudah. 

R. Elazar said: If a man found whole strands of wool dyed 
purple-blue, the same as is used for show-threads (vide Numbers 
xv. 38) in the market and it is not known whether they were 
intended for the preparation of show-threads, they are not suit¬ 
able for such purpose, but if he found threads of that kind of 
wool they are suitable for that purpose. Why should the 
strands not be suitable, because it is possible that they were 
intended for other purposes, e.g ., for garments ? Why not assume 
the same to be the case with threads ? The threads are referred 
to as being already twisted into the form required for show- 
threads. Even so, it might be that they were intended for fringes 
on a garment ? Nay; the threads mentioned were already cut to 
a size suitable for show-threads and a man would not go to the 
trouble of preparing them so carefully if they were to be used 
for any other purpose. 

Said Rabha: And what about tephilin ? The Mishna dis¬ 
tinctly states, that only old tephilin may be brought in, because 
of the certainty that they are actually tephilin, but as for new 
ones, even though they be made exactly like tephilin, they must 
not be brought in for fear that they be only ordinary amulets. 
Hence we see that they apprehended lest a man take the trouble 
to prepare amulets exactly like tephilin (why should he not do 
so with the blue thread for show-threads) ? Said R. Zera to his 
son Ahabha: " Go and tell them, that I have found another 
Boraitha which explicitly teaches that if the threads were found 
cut off to the required size of the show-threads, they are suitable 
for that purpose, for a man will not go to the trouble of cut¬ 
ting off the threads for any other purpose." Rejoined Rabha: 

And if Ahabha taught that Boraitha, did he then encircle it 
with jewels ? Our Mishna states explicitly, that only old teph- 
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ilin, but not new, may be brought, which is proof that there is 
fear, lest a man go to the trouble of making amulets exactly like 
tephilin." “ Therefore/' he continued, “ whether a man would 
take the trouble (to cut off the threads) or not is merely a differ¬ 
ence of opinion between Tanaim as we have already learned in 
the Boraitha above: 4 R. Meir permitted the bringing in of both 
new and old tephilin, while R. Jehudah permitted only old tephi- 
lin to be brought/ for the latter held that a man would take 
the trouble to make amulets exactly like tephilin while the 
former held that he would not/' 

Now, if the father of Samuel and the son of R. Itz’hak 
explained the terms in the Mishna “ old tephilin" to signify 
that the straps of the tephilin had already been attached and the 
legal knot made therein, and “ new tephilin " to signify that 
the straps had already been attached but the legal knot had not 
yet been made, the question whether a man would take the 
trouble to imitate the genuine tephilin falls to the ground, and 
the issue is merely : One holds, that if the tephilin were already 
fit to be worn they may be brought in, while the other holds, 
that even if they were not quite prepared they may also be 
brought in. 

R. Hisda said in the name of Rabh: “ If one buys tephilin 
of a man who is not an expert, he must examine two tephilin 
used for the arm and one used for the head or two of the head 
and one of the arm (and if he finds them suitable, he may pur¬ 
chase more)." Now, then, let us see! If he purchases the 
tephilin of one man, what reason is there in examining two used 
for the arm and one used for the head ; why not examine three for 
the arm or three for the head ? And if he purchases the tephilin 
of several men, he should examine three of each man! 

R. Hisda refers to a man who buys tephilin from one expert, 
but he must examine the tephilin for both head and arm in 
order to see that both kinds are properly inscribed and it matters 
not whether he examine two for the head and one for the arm or 
one for the head and two for the arm. 

Did R. Kahana, however, not teach, that he should examine 
only one each for the head and arm ? This is in accordance 
with the opinion of Rabbi, who holds, that in order to firmly 
establish (the fact) that the man is an expert or where any other 
proof must be brought, two only are necessary. If this is 
according to Rabbi, how shall we explain the final clause of 
the Boraitha stating, that so shall the second bunch of tephilin 
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be examined and likewise the third ? According to Rabbi 
why is a third required ? When bunches of tephilin are con¬ 
cerned, Rabbi also admits that they should all be examined, 
because the expert probably receives the bunches from different 
makers and for that reason two of each bunch, one for the head 
and one for the arm, should be examined. Then why only three ? 
Four or five should be examined ? Such is really the case, any 
amount should be examined but three only are mentioned as a 
rule, that in this instance the theory of Hazakah * does not 

a ppiy- 

44 He should remain with them till dark and then bring them 
in.” Why not bring them in in single pairs ? Said R. Itz’hak 
the son of R. Jehudah: 44 My father explained the Mishna thus: 
If the man can bring them all in, pair by pair, before darkness 
sets in, he may do so, but if he cannot, i.e., if some would still 
remain, by the time it gets dark, he should rather remain with 
them until it becomes dark and then bring them all in at once.” 

44 In times of danger, hozvever , he covers them up ,” etc. Have 
we not learned that in times of danger he should carry them less 
than four ells at a time ? Said Rabh: 44 This presents no diffi¬ 
culty. Our Mishna treats of times of danger arising from relig¬ 
ious persecutions by the Gentiles while in the Boraitha the 
danger is supposed to be that arising from robbers.” Said 
Abayi t to him: 44 Thou sayest that our Mishna treats of danger 
arising from religious persecutions, how then will the latter clause 
of the Mishna correspond with this? R. Simeon said: 4 He 
should hand them to his companion,' etc. Would this not 
involve still greater danger?” Answered Rabh: 44 The Mishna 
is not complete and should read thus: 4 In times of danger, 
however, he covers them up and passes on.' When is this the 
case ? When the danger arises from religious persecutions, but 
if it be dangerous on account of robbers he should carry them 
for a distance of four ells at a time. ” R. Simeon, however, said : 
44 (In the latter case), he should hand them to his companion,” 
etc. 

Upon what point do R. Simeon and the first Tana differ ? 
The first Tana holds that the method adopted by R. Simeon 
would be too ostentatious and would seem like a violation of the 


* The explanation of the Hazakah will be found in section Jurisprudence, 
f This Abayi is presumably Abayi the elder, as the Abayi generally quoted lived 
at a later period than Rabh and could not have seen him. 
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Sabbath, whereas carrying for a distance of less than four ells is 
by no means objectionable. R. Simeon, however, holds, that 
when a man is obliged to carry things for a distance of less than 
four ells at a time, he might forget and carry for a distance of 
four ells or more, whereas handing the things from one man to 
another is perfectly safe. 

“ So, likewise, his child," etc. How came his child on the 
field or on the road ? The disciples of Menasseh taught: “ This 
refers to a child that was born on the road (or in the field)/' 
What does R. Simeon mean to say by “ even if it pass through 
(the hand of) an hundred ? ” He means to tell us, that although 
passing it through many hands is not good for the child, still it 
is preferable to carrying it for less than four ells at a time. 

“ R. Jehudah said: In like manner a man may pass a cask," 
etc. Does not R. Jehudah hold in accordance with the Mishna 
elsewhere [Tract Beitza] that an animal may be led or vessels 
may be carried only as far as the owner thereof is entitled to 
walk ? Said Rabha: R. Jehudah in the Mishna refers to a cask 
which had acquired the right to its Sabbath-rest at the place 
where it was situated, but the contents of which had not 
acquired such right, and the cask becomes of no consequence to 
the contents. 

R. Joseph objected: We have learned in a Boraitha: R. 
Jehudah said: “ When a caravan was encamped a man may hand 
a cask to his companion, he in turn to his companion, and so 
on." Thus we see, that this is said only of a caravan but not 
under ordinary circumstances ? Hence R. Joseph explained, 
that the dictum of R. Jehudah in the Mishna also applies to a 
carava 7 i only. 

MISHNA: If a man reads in a scroll (of sacred scriptures) 
on the threshold of the house, and the scroll slips out of his 
hand, he may draw it back again. If a man reads in a scroll of 
the scriptures on the roof of his house and the scroll slips out 
of his hand, he may, if it has not rolled down for a distance of 
ten spans (from public ground), draw it up again;* but if it 
reached down to a distance of ten spans (from public ground) 
he should turn the written side over (downwards to the wall), and 
leave it there till nightfall. R. Jehudah said: ‘‘If the scroll be 
but the breadth of a needle from the ground, the man may roll 


* It must be borne in mind that the scrolls were rolled on two separate rollers, 
and were unwound from one and wound on the other as the reading progressed. 
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it back again to himself/* R. Simeon said: Even though it be 
completely on the ground, the man may roll it back to himself, 
for no ordinance regarding the Sabbath-rest supersedes the ven¬ 
eration due to sacred scriptures. 

GEMARA: What was the threshold ? Shall we say that the 
threshold was private ground and the space before it public 
ground, and no precautionary measure is ordained which would 
forestall his picking up the entire scroll if it fell into that public 
ground ? Hence we must assume, that this is in accordance with 
the opinion of R. Simeon, who holds that no ordinance regard¬ 
ing the Sabbath-rest supersedes the veneration due to sacred 
scriptures. If, then, the first clause of the Mishna is according 
to R. Simeon, then comes the dictum of R. Jehudah, then again 
the dictum of R. Simeon, it is obvious, that the first and last 
clauses of the Mishna are in accordance with the opinion of R. 
Simeon, while the intervening clauses are R. Jehudal/s ? Said 
R. Jehudah: 44 Yea, so it is/' Abayi, however, said: 44 The 
threshold referred to, was not private ground but unclaimed 
ground, and the space before it was public ground. If the scroll 
had rolled out into that public ground entirely but for a distance 
of four ells only, the man would not be culpable even if he 
picked it up and brought it back to the threshold, hence in this 
case it was allowed him to bring it back to commence with; but 
if it fell for a distance of more than four ells, he would, should 
he bring it back, be culpable, because he would have carried 
more than four ells in public ground; hence it was not allowed 
under those circumstances to bring it back in the first place/* 

“ If a man reads , etc., on the roof I' The Mishna teaches, that 
he should turn the written side of the scriptures over! Is this 
then allowed ? Have we not learned in a Boraitha, that the 
scribes who write scriptures, tephilin, or Mezuzoth were not per¬ 
mitted to turn over the vellum in order to prevent it from 
becoming dirty, but must cover it up with a cloth ? Where this 
can be done it should be done, but where it is impossible, rather 
than desecrate the sacred scriptures, they should be turned over. 

If it fell from the roof and remained hanging alongside of the 
wall, it did not rest in any place because the wall is perpendicular, 
and it is necessary that it should actually rest on some object ? 
The Mishna is in accordance with the opinion of R. Jehudah and 
is not complete but should read thus: He should turn the written 
side over. When is this to be done ? If the wall was a slanting 
wall; but if it was straight, he may draw it back even if it be 
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less than three spans from the ground, because R. Jehudah said: 
44 If the scroll be but the breadth of a needle from the ground, 
the man may roll it back again to himself/' Why so ? Because 
it is necessary, that it should rest on some object. 

MISHNA: On a ledge outside a window it is permitted to 
place vessels and to remove them therefrom on the Sabbath. 

GEMARA: Where does the ledge project ? Shall we assume, 
that it projects into public ground ? Then there is fear, lest they 
fall to the ground and the man might bring them back into the 
house. Or shall we say that it projects into public ground, then 
it is self-evident, that it is permitted. Said Abayi: The ledge is 
supposed to project into public ground, but the vessels which 
may be placed are brittle, and hence, should they fall, they will 
be broken and there is no fear that they will be brought back 
into the house. 

We have also learned to this effect in a Boraitha: On a ledge 
outside a window, which projects into public ground, may be 
placed bowls, goblets, jugs, and glasses, and the whole wall 
down to within ten spans from the ground may be used, and if 
there be another ledge underneath (but over ten spans from the 
ground) the wall underneath the lower ledge may be used 
entirely, but the upper ledge must only be used to the extent 
that it faces the window. 

MISHNA: A man may stand in private ground and move 
things that are in public ground; or he may stand in public 
ground and move things that are in private ground, provided, 
that he does not move them beyond four ells. A man must 
not, standing in private ground, make water in public ground 
on (Sabbath), nor may he standing in public ground make water 
in private ground. In like manner he must not, standing in one 
(kind of) ground spit into another. R. Jehudah said: He 
who (when coughing) has brought up phlegm into his mouth, 
must not go four ells before expectorating. 

GEMARA: Said R. Joseph: If he did so (meaning if he 
expectorated, etc.) he is culpable and liable for a sin-offering. 
But is it not necessary in the first place, that there be a transfer 
from a certain fixed place and that the article transferred rest in 
another fixed place of four ells square ? Yea, the intention of 
the man, however, brings about that condition. For if this 
were not so, how could Rabha have said elsewhere, that if a man 
threw a thing and it fell into the mouth of a dog or into a fur¬ 
nace, he is culpable ? Is it not necessary that it rest in a space 
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of four ells ? Therefore we must say, that the intention of the 
man is equal to the deed and such is also the case in this 
instance. 

“ R. Jehudah said: He who has brought up phlegm ,” etc. 
Said Resh Lakish: If a man expectorated in the presence of his 
master, he deserves to be killed, for it is written [Proverbs viii. 
36] : 44 All those that hate me, love death/’ Do not read “ All 
those that hate me” but 44 All those who make me hateful” 
(see Sabbath, page 236). 

MISHNA: A man must not, standing in private ground 
drink in public ground, nor may he, standing in public ground, 
drink in private ground, unless he places his head and the 
greater part of his body, within the place in which he drinks. 
Such is also the law regarding a wine-press. 

GEMARA: Is the first part of the Mishna preceding our 
Mishna in accordance with the opinion of the sages, and our 
Mishna in accordance with R. Meir ? Said R. Joseph: The 
preceding Mishna refers to objects which are not of absolute 
importance while this Mishna refers to objects which are a 
necessity to the man; hence the precautionary measure forestall¬ 
ing the probability of the man’s carrying them into the other 
ground is instituted. 

The schoolmen propounded a question: “What is the law 
regarding unclaimed ground, i.e ., if the man stood in private or 
public ground and drinks out of unclaimed ground and vice 
versa?" Said Abayi: “The same law applies to unclaimed 
ground.” Rejoined Rabha: This ordinance is merely a precau¬ 
tionary measure! Shall we then institute one precautionary 
measure as a safeguard to another?” Answered Abayi: “I 
deduce this from the further teaching of the Mishna stating, 

1 Such is also the law regarding a wine-press ’; for the wine¬ 
press must needs be considered unclaimed ground, as in the 
event of its being private ground, why should the repetition be 
made?” and Rabha replied: “ The law regarding a wine-press 
is not for the sake of the observance of the Sabbath; but it 
means to imply, that a man may drink the wine made at the 
press without waiting for the tithes to be acquitted thereof.” 
Thus also said R. Shesheth, as we have learned in a Mishna: 
A man may drink from a wine-press, whether he mix the must 
with warm or cold water, and need not first acquit the tithes 
thereof. Such is the dictum of R. Meir; but R. Elazar ben 
Zadok prohibits this, if the man mixes the must with water, 
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because by that act he turns it into a beverage. The sages, 
however, hold that if he mix it with warm water he turns it into 
a beverage and is culpable, but if he mix it with cold water he 
is not culpable as it is not considered a beverage, for he can, 
after quenching his thirst, pour it back into the press. 

MISHNA: A man may catch water dropping from a spout 
on the roof, within ten hands from the ground; but from a 
projecting spout he may drink in any manner (he chooses). 

GEMARA: He may catch it with his hands but with the 
mouth it is not allowed! Why so ? Said R. Na’hman : This is 
the case if the spout was less than three spans from the roof, in 
which it is considered as the roof itself, and consequently it is 
private ground. If he should catch the water with his mouth 
it is like carrying things from private into public ground. 

We have also learned to this effect in a Boraitha: A man may 
stand in private ground, raise his hand upwards of ten spans to 
the spout which is less than three spans from the roof and drink 
the water out of his hand; but he must not place a cask or his 
mouth underneath the spout. 

* * But from a projecting spout , he may drink in any manner . 
We have learned in a Boraitha, that if such spout was four 
spans square he must not do this; for it is regarded as carrying 
from one (kind of) ground into another. 

MISHNA: Should a well standing in public ground have an 
enclosure ten spans high, it is lawful to draw water thetefrom 
(on the Sabbath) through an aperture (window) that is above it. 
On a dunghill, ten spans high, standing in public ground, it is 
lawful to pour water through any aperture above it. 

GEMARA: Where is the well supposed to be situated ? Is 
it near the wall, why are ten-span-high enclosures necessary ? 
Said R. Huna: 44 A well is referred to that is more than four 
spans distant from the wall, in which case a ten-span-high 
enclosure is necessary, otherwise the water would be carried 
from private into private ground byway of public ground/' R. 
Johanan, however, said: The well might have been even near 
the wall, but the Mishna intends to teach us, that the well with 
its enclosures together are accounted to be ten spans (and hence 
a partition which legalizes the private ground). 

44 On a dunghill\ ten spans highf etc. Is there no apprehen¬ 
sion that the dunghill will be decreased (by removing part of it, 
in which case it will be less than ten spans and still they will 
continue to pour water on it) ? Did not Rabhin bar R. Ada 
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say in the name of R. Itz’hak: 11 It happened that concerning 
an entry which opened into the sea and into a dunghill Rabbi 
would neither declare the entry lawful nor unlawful. He would 
not declare it lawful, because it might occur, that the sea should 
recede and leave the land dry and also that the dunghill might be 
removed; yet he would not declare it unlawful because the sea 
and the dunghill were still partitions for the time being ”? This 
presents no difficulty. In the case quoted by Rabhin the dung¬ 
hill was the property of an individual and he could have removed 
it, but in the case treated of in the Mishna the dunghill is public 
property and there is no fear of its being removed. Mareimar 
erected partitions for all the entries in Sura facing the sea out of 
fish-nets, saying: There is danger lest the sea recede and leave 
the land in front of the entries dry.* 

MISHNA: Beneath a tree, the branches of which droop and 
cover the ground so that the tips of its twigs be within three 
spans from the ground, it is lawful to carry things (on the Sab¬ 
bath). Should the roots of the tree project three spans high 
out of the ground it is not permitted to sit upon them. 

GEMARA: R. Huna the son of R. Jehoshua said: “ If the 
space occupied by the tree is of more than two saahs’ capacity, 
it is not permitted to carry things therein/’ Why so ? Because 
an abode beneath a tree is not considered an actual abode but is 
merely used by such as wish to avail themselves of the fresh air, 
and wherever such is the case it is not permitted to carry within 
a space of more than two saahs’ capacity. 

14 Should its roots project three spans” etc. It was taught: 
“If the roots of a tree projected more than three spans and 
sloped to a lesser height, Rabba permits their being used because 
the ends of the roots are less than three spans from the ground 
and hence equal to the ground itself, whereas R. Shesheth pro¬ 
hibits their use because he claims, that the beginningof the roots 
being over three spans from the ground cannot be used and the 
ends being part and parcel of the beginning are still subject to 
the same prohibition.” 

If the roots, however, grew in the shape of a rolling sea, 
those protruding highest are according to the opinion of all pro¬ 
hibited to be used. Those growing lowest are in everybody’s 
opinion allowed to be used; but concerning the roots that grew 


* This passage is transferred to this place from page Sa in the original, as it is 
more pertinent to this discussion. 
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between the two there is a difference of opinion between Rabba 
and R. Shesheth. The same note applies to a tree growing out 
of a water-ditch and to a tree growing in a corner between the 
two walls of a court. 

The Rabbis taught: Roots of a tree projecting out of the 
ground three spans or between which there was a space of three 
spans must not be used, though one side of them be level with 
the ground, because it is not allowed to climb, hang on to, or 
lean upon a tree (on Sabbath). One must not climb a tree on 
the eve of Sabbath and remain there during the entire Sabbath. 
The same rule applies to animals, ue. y one must not climb upon 
the back of an animal on the eve of Sabbath and remain there 
the following day. One may, however, ascend to (respectively) 
descend into a pit, well, cavern, or fence by scaling or holding 
to the walls thereof even though they be an hundred ells long. 
(The reason for the prohibition regarding a tree is because there 
is fear, lest a man might tear off a twig on Sabbath, while in 
the case of a pit, well, etc., there is no possibility of such a 
thing.) 

We have learned in one Boraitha, that if a man climbed up 
a tree (inadvertently) on Sabbath he must not descend, while in 
another, we have learned, that he may! This presents no diffi¬ 
culty. One Boraitha holds, that it should not be allowed to 
descend for the sake of a precaution, lest the climbing had been 
done with intention, while the other Boraitha maintains, that as 
long as it had been done unintentionally the man is permitted 
to descend. 

In one Boraitha we were taught, that be the tree green or 
dried, it is not permitted to be used, while in another it is said, 
that only if it is green it is prohibited, if it be dry, however, it 
may be used. This presents no difficulty. The Boraitha that 
permits the tree to be used refers to one which during the sum¬ 
mer had lost all its fruit and leaves, while it prohibits a tree to be 
used in the rainy season when it is full of fruit and leaves. 

Rami bar Abba said in the name of R. Assi: A man must 
not walk on the grass on the Sabbath, for it is written [Proverbs 
xix. 2]: “ He that hasteneth with his feet is a sinner.” 

One Boraitha teaches, that a man is not allowed to walk on 
grass on the Sabbath and another teaches that he may! This 
presents no difficulty. One Boraitha refers to wet grass which 
is easily torn, while the other refers to dry grass. At this time, 
however, when we hold in accordance with the opinion of Sim- 
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eon, that an act which one has no intention of performing does 
not make one culpable, it is permitted to walk on any kind of 
grass. 

MISHNA: The shutters of a bleaching ground or thorn 
bushes (as are used) to fill up breaches in a wall or reed mats 
must not be used to close up avenues unless they be placed a 
trifle above the ground. 

GEMARA: The following presents a contradiction to the 
Mishna: We have learned: Portable shutters, reed mats, and 
plough-handles, if already hanging in their places, may be used to 
close up (avenues) on Sabbath and so much more on festivals ? 
Said Abayi: “ Providing they have hinges/' and Rabha said: 
“ Even if they have no hinges at the time but at one time did 
have, they may be used." 

An objection was made: “ We have learned: Portable shut¬ 
ters, reed-mats, and plough-handles if already hanging in their 
places and but one hair's breadth removed from the ground, 
maybe used to close up avenues?" Abayi explains this, in 
accordance with his former dictum, as follows: " Providing they 
either have hinges or are removed from the ground even one 
hair's breadth," while Rabha explains this, according to his 
former statement, namely: " Providing they at one time had 
hinges or were one hair's breadth distant from the ground." 

The Rabbis taught: Thorn bushes, or bundles of thorns, 
which were prepared for filling up a breach in a wall, may, if 
they were tied together and already hung up, be used to close 
up avenues on the Sabbath and so much more on a festival. 

R. Hyya taught: " A movable widow-door may not be 
used to close up avenues on the Sabbath." What is meant by 
a widow-door ? Some say if it had only one board (which appears 
to be as a part of the wall) while others say that it may be even 
a two-board door but had no joints. 

R. Jehudah said: Bonfires maybe made on a festival pro¬ 
vided they are ignited from the top, but they must not be 
ignited from the bottom, (because the flames would envelop the 
fuel and make it appear like a tent of fire). The same rule applies 
to eggs, pots, folding-beds used in the field, and casks (i.e., they 
must not be piled up in the form of tents and in the case of 
eggs they must not be cooked over a fire which has the appear¬ 
ance of a tent). 

A Sadducee said to R. Jehoshua ben Hananiah: " Ye (all 
Israelites) are compared to thorns, because it is written concern- 
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ing you [Micah vii. 4]: ‘The best of them is like a brier.’” 
Replied R. Jehoshua: “ Look further into the verse, thou fool, 
where it is written [ibid.] : ‘ The most upright is sharper than a 
thorn hedge,’ which signifies, that as a thorn-hedge is used to 
fill up a breach in a wall, so do the upright among us shield us 
from all evil.” 

MISHNA: A man must not, standing in private ground, 
unlock with a key something in public ground, nor may he, 
standing in the public ground, unlock with a key something in 
private ground, unless he had previously made a partition ten 
hands high (round the spot on which he stands). Such is the 
dictum of R. Meir; but the sages said to him: ” It was the cus¬ 
tom in the poultry-dealers’ * market, at Jerusalem, to lock up the 
shops, and place the key in the window (aperture) above the 
door.” R. Jose said: ” This was done in the wool-market.” 

GEMARA: The sages object to the dictum of R. Meir, 
who speaks of public ground, by citing an instance in Jerusalem 
which is unclaimed ground. Did not Rabba bar bar Hana say 
in the name of R. Johanan that Jerusalem, if the gates were 
not closed at night, would be considered public ground as far as 
Sabbath is concerned ? 

Said R. Papa: Our Mishna treats of Jerusalem after its 
fortifications had been razed to the ground when it became 
public ground, but Rabha said: The sages did not object to 
the dictum of R. Meir as quoted in the Mishna, but to another 
statement of his referring to gates of gardens, and the Mishna 
should read thus: ” Nor may he, standing in private ground, 
open with a key something in unclaimed ground, or vice versa , 
unless he had made a partition ten spans high.” Such is the 
dictum of R. Meir; but the sages objected: ” It was the custom 
in the poultry-dealers’ market, etc., etc.” 

The Rabbis taught: The doors of the gates of gardens if 
leading into a porter’s lodge on the inside may be locked from 
the inside. If the porter’s lodge was outside of the door, the 
doors may be locked on the outside, and if there were lodges on 
both sides of the doors they may be locked on either side, but 
if there were no lodges at all, the doors must not be locked at 
all, because they are situated in private ground and the key must 

* The Hebrew term which we render “poultry-dealers” is Patmim. Rashi 
translates it “ butchers.” The Aruch and the Alphasi, however, interpret the term 
“ poultry-dealers.” In Tract Beitza, 296, Rashi explains the word Patam “ one who 
feeds poultry.” 
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necessarily be brought from public ground. The same rule applies 
to shops that opened into public ground. If the lock of the 
door was less than ten spans from the ground, the key should be 
brought on the eve of Sabbath and deposited on top of the door, 
and on Sabbath he may take it down, lock the door, and put 
the key back in its place. If there was an aperture above the 
door, he can place the key in that aperture providing the aper¬ 
ture was not four spans square, for if it be four spans square it 
constitutes a separate ground in itself, and the man would carry 
from one (kind of) ground into another. 

MISHNA: A loose bolt with a knob to it, is prohibited to 
use on Sabbath. Such is the dictum of R. Eliezer; but R. Jose 
permits its use. R. Eliezer said : In the synagogue of Tiberias it 
was customary to use such a bolt, until Rabbon Gamaliel and 
the elders came and prohibited it. But R. Jose replied: On 
the contrary, they refrained from using it as unlawful, until 
Rabbon Gamaliel and the elders came and permitted it. 

GEMARA: If the bolt was fastened to a cord (rope) and 
when holding the cord the bolt was also held, all agree, that it 
may be used, but they differ as to a bolt that was not fastened 
to a cord. One master holds that if it had a knob on top it is 
regarded as a vessel and may be used, while the other master 
said: “ As it cannot be held with the cord it cannot be con¬ 
sidered a vessel and must not be used.” 

MISHNA: A loose bolt, that is fastened to a rope (and 
hangs down towards the ground) may be used to fasten with in 
the Temple only, but not in the country; but a bolt that is fixed 
to the building itself must not be used in either place. R. 
Jehudah said: A fixed bolt may be used in the Temple and a 
loose bolt in the country. 

GEMARA: The Rabbis taught: What is called a loose bolt, 
which may be used to fasten with in the Temple and not in the 
country ? If it be fastened to a rope, hangs down, and one 
end reaches the ground. R. Jehudah, however, says, that a bolt 
of that kind may even be used in the country, but a bolt which 
must not be used except in the Temple, is one that is not fas¬ 
tened to a rope and hangs down, but which is fixed to the build¬ 
ing itself and when taken out is placed in a corner. 

R. Jehudah in the name of Samuel said: “ The Halakha pre¬ 
vails according to R. Jehudah concerning a loose bolt in the 
country but as for a fixed bolt which is not the outcome of a 
rabbinical law but against an actual biblical law, namely: that 
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prohibiting building, it is not allowed to be used even in the 
Temple. ” Said Rabha: “ A loose bolt is prohibited even in the 
country unless it be fastened by a rope to the door.” This is 
not so! Do we not know, that it happened when R. Tabhla 
came to Mehuzza and saw a bolt fastened by a rope but not 
attached to the door, he did not object to its use ? In that case 
it was a rope that was amply firm to hold the bolt without being 
attached to the door. 

R. Ivia came to Neherdai and saw a man fastening a bolt 
with papyrus, whereupon he said, that a bolt fastened in that 
manner must not be used. 

R. Nahumi bar Zachariah asked Abayi: “ How is it if a man 
made a handle to the bolt ?” and he answered: “ Thou askest 
then concerning a pestle and it was taught in the name of R. 
Nahumi bar Ada that if he made a handle to a bolt and it 
looked like a pestle, it may be used.” 

Rami bar Ezekiel sent a request to R. Amram : “ Let master 
tell us some of the good sayings, which he at one time related 
in the name of R. Assi concerning the canopies of boats.” 
And R. Amram replied: ” R. Assi said thus: If the poles upon 
which the canopies were put up be one span thick, or if they 
be less than one span thick, but are less than three spans apart, 
one may, on the Sabbath, bring a mat and form a tent out of 
such poles, because they were already at one time tents, and for 
the time being were also temporary tents, and it is permitted to 
add to a temporary tent in order to make it useful.” 

R. Hunahad some rams which at night required fresh air and 
in daytime required a shady place, so he came to Rabh and asked 
him what to do on the Sabbath. Rabh answered: On the 
eve of Sabbath, when thou removest the covering of the stalls 
which the rams occupied during the day, do not quite remove 
all the covering, but leave about a span closed. Thus on Sab¬ 
bath thou wilt have a temporary tent, and thou mayest then 
cover up the stalls entirely; for it is permitted to add to a tem¬ 
porary tent on the Sabbath. 

Rabh in the name of R. Hyya said: One may unfold and 
fold up a curtain on the Sabbath. 

R. Shesha the son of R. Idi said: “It is permitted to wear 
a black, broad-brimmed hat on Sabbath.” Did we not learn in 
a Roraitha that it is not permitted to wear such a hat on Sab¬ 
bath ? This presents no difficulty. The Boraitha refers to a 
hat, the brim of which was one span in width. If that be the 
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case, then it would not be allowed to let down any garment 
more than a span ? Therefore we must say, that the Boraitha 
prohibits the wearing of such a hat only if it is not tied to the 
head and not because of its similarity to a tent, but for fear that 
the wind might blow it off and one would be forced to carry it 
more than four ells in public ground, while R. Shesheth refers 
to a hat that is tied to the head and there is no fear of its being 
blown off. 

MISHNA: In the Temple the lower hinge of a cupboard- 
door may be refitted into its place (on the Sabbath), but this 
must not be done in the country. The upper hinge must not be 
refitted either in the Temple or in the country. R. Jehudah 
said: The upper hinge may be refitted in the Temple and the 
lower one in the country. 

GEMARA: The Rabbis taught: The lower hinges of a door 
of a cupboard or a chest or a tower may be refitted into their 
places in the Temple, but in the country they may only be tem¬ 
porarily replaced, but not refitted. If the upper hinges had 
become unfastened it is not allowed to even temporarily replace 
them as a precaution lest they be refitted with tools, for should 
this be done the act involves liability to bring a sin-offering. 
The doors of cellars, vaults, or gables must not be refitted, and 
if this was done, the man is liable for a sin-offering. 

MISHNA: They (priests who minister) may replace a plaster 
on a wound (which plaster had been taken off to perform the 
service) in the Temple; but this must not be done in the coun¬ 
try. To put the first plaster on a wound on Sabbath is prohib¬ 
ited in either place. 

GEMARA: The Rabbis taught: " If a plaster became 
removed from a wound it maybe replaced on Sabbath." R. 
Jehudah said: "If it was moved up it may be moved down and 
if it was moved down it may be moved up, and it is permitted 
to remove part of the plaster and cleanse the exposed portion of 
the wound, then replace the plaster, remove another part, 
cleanse the exposed wound and again replace the plaster, but it 
is not permitted to cleanse the plaster because by so doing one 
would rub the plaster and if this was done it involves liability 
for a sin-offering." 

Said R. Jehudah in the name of Samuel: " The Halakha 
prevails according to R. Jehudah." 

R. Hisda said: The statement of the first Tana to the 
effect that a plaster may be replaced applies only to a plaster 
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that had fallen on a vessel but a plaster that had fallen to the 
ground must not be replaced. 

Mar the son of R. Assi said: 44 It happened once that I was 
standing before my father and a plaster which he had on a 
wound fell on a cushion and he replaced the plaster. Said I to 
him: 4 Does master not hold in accordance with the opinion of 
R. Hisda, who said that the first Tana and R. Jehudah differ 
only as to a plaster that had fallen on a vessel, and Samuel said 
that the Halakha prevails according to R. Jehudah. How then 
could master have replaced it ?' and my father answered that he 
did not agree with R. Hisda/' 

MISHNA: They (the Levites performing on musical instru¬ 
ments) may tie a string (of an instrument which had burst, on 
Sabbath) in the Temple; but this must not be done in the coun¬ 
try. To put a new string on the instrument (on Sabbath) is in 
either place prohibited. 

GEMARA: There is a contradiction ! Have we not learned 
that if a string of an instrument had burst, they only made a 
loop but did not tie it into a knot ? This presents no difficulty. 
This latter is the opinion of R. Simeon, while the Mishna is in 
accordance with the opinion of the Rabbis, as we have learned 
in the following Boraitha: If a Levite had burst the string of an 
instrument he may tie it; R. Simeon, however, said: He may 
only make a loop in the string. Said R. Simeon ben Elazar: If 
he merely makes a loop, the sound will be affected; hence he 
should loosen the string at the top and draw it down to the bot¬ 
tom or loosen it at the bottom and draw it taut to the top. 

MISHNA: They (the priests who minister) may remove a 
wart from an animal on Sabbath in the Temple, but this must 
not be done in the country; by means of an instrument it is pro¬ 
hibited to do so in either place. 

GEMARA: There is a contradiction. We have learned: 
Concerning the paschal lamb, which must be carried on the 
shoulders or brought from without the legal limits and the 
blemish of which must be removed, these acts must not super¬ 
sede the due observance of the Sabbath. 

R. Elazar and R. Jose bar Hinana differ: One holds, that the 
Mishna and the Boraitha both treat of a case where the wart is 
removed merely by hand and not with an instrument, but the 
Mishna, which permits such removal, refers to a wart which had 
dried and is easily crumbled, while the Boraitha treats of a sup¬ 
purating wart which involves a deal of trouble to remove. The 
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other, however, maintains, that the Boraitha refers to the removal 
of the wart with an instrument. 

R. Joseph said: Both the Mishna and the Boraitha treat of 
a case where the wart was capable of being removed by hand, 
and they do not differ. The Mishna maintains, that any rabbin¬ 
ical prohibition which applies to the service of the Temple may 
be disregarded in the Temple, while the Boraitha holds, that any 
act pertaining to the service of the Temple which is generally 
prohibited must not be performed in the country (outside of the 
Temple). 

Abayi was sitting and repeating the Halakha decreed by his 
master R. Joseph, and R. Saphra objected, saying: “ Have we 
not learned in a Mishna [Tract Sabbath, p. 30]: that the Pass- 
over sacrifice may be turned around in the oven (on Friday) 
when it is getting dark, and the Passover sacrifice was not roasted 
in the Temple itself; hence we see, that the rabbinical prohibi¬ 
tion was disregarded even outside of the Temple?" Abayi 
was silent. Subsequently he came to R. Joseph and told him 
R. Saphra’s objection. Said R. Joseph to him: “ Why didst 
thou not answer, that in that case the Passover sacrifice was pre¬ 
pared by an aggregation of men and an aggregation of men is 
generally very cautious ?" [Why did Abayi not answer R. 
Saphra to that effect ? Because he heard only, that the priests 
were very cautious, but never heard anything about an aggre¬ 
gation of men.] 

Rabha, however, said: Our Mishna is in accordance with the 
opinion of R. Eliezer, who holds, that any preparation for the 
fulfilment of a commandment supersedes the observance of the 
Sabbath (but the reason that the Mishna prohibits the use of an 
instrument for removing the wart, is because even R. Eliezer 
admits, that whatever it is possible to do on Sabbath in a manner 
different from a week-day, should so be done). Whence do we 
adduce that R. Eliezer admits this ? From the following Bo¬ 
raitha: If a priest should suddenly discover a wart on his per¬ 

son on the Sabbath, his companion should remove it by means 
of his teeth." Hence we see that the wart must be removed by 
means of the teeth and not by instruments, and again that the 
priest himself must not do it but it must be done by his com¬ 
panion. According to whose opinion is this ? Shall we say, 
that it is according to the opinion of the sages and it occurred 
in the Temple, why should his companion be obliged to do it ? 
He could, according to the opinion of the sages, do it himself, 
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because a rabbinical prohibition may be disregarded in the Tem¬ 
ple; therefore we must say, that it is in accordance with the 
opinion of R. Eliezer, who holds, that if an ordinary Israelite 
did this, he would be liable for a sin-offering, but because this 
is an act pertaining to the fulfilment of a commandment it may 
be done, but if it is possible to accomplish it in a manner differ¬ 
ent from that on a week day it should so be done. 

MISHNA: A priest (ministering) who hurts his finger, may 
bind it up with reeds in the Temple (on the Sabbath), but this 
must not be done in the country. Squeezing out the blood is, in 
either place, prohibited. It is permitted to strew salt on the 
stairs of the altar (on Sabbath), in order to prevent the minis¬ 
tering priests from slipping. It is also permitted to draw water 
from the well Gola and from the large well by means of the 
rolling wheel on the Sabbath and from the cold well (on festi¬ 
vals). 

GEMARA: R. Ika of Pashrunia propounded a contradictory 
question to Rabha: In our Mishna it is stated, that it is allowed 
to strew salt on the stairs, whence we see, that this may be 
done in the Temple only but not in the country; but have we 
not learned that if a court had become deluged by rain it is 
permitted to strew straw on the ground (so as to make it pass¬ 
able) ? Answered Rabha: “With straw it is different! For 
he can eventually remove the straw and use it for another pur¬ 
pose.’* 

Rabha related: “ If a court had become deluged by rain, 
one may bring straw and spread it out on the ground (of the 
court).” Said R. Papa to him: “ Have we not learned, how¬ 
ever, that he should not spread the straw in the same manner 
as he does on a week day, i.e ., through a basket, or crate, but 
through the sides of a broken basket.” Whereupon Rabha pro¬ 
cured an interpreter (crier) and proclaimed: What I told you 
previously was a mistake! Thus was it taught in the name of 
R. Eliezer: When he comes to spread out the straw on the 
ground he should not do it by means of a basket or a crate but 
through the sides of a broken basket. 

“ It is also permitted to draw water from the well Gola, etc. 
Ula was a guest in the home of R. Menasseh. A man happened 
to come along and knocked at the door. So Ula asked: “ Who 
is it that is violating the Sabbath ? ” Said Rabba to him: “ It 
was prohibited only to produce a sound by means of an instru¬ 
ment, but not to knock on the door.” Abayi objected: “ We 
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have learned that it is permitted to draw wine by means of a 
siphon or drip it through a colander for a sick person on the 
Sabbath (and it is known that both produce a sound).” So we 
see, that this is only permitted for a sick person but not for a 
healthy person. What purpose would it serve in the case of a 
sick person ? To arouse him from slumber? Hence it is not 
permitted to produce a sound for a healthy person ? Nay; 
dripping wine through a colander is supposed to produce a sound 
similar to that of a cymbal and it is done in order to induce 
sleep in the case of a sick person who had dozed off in slumber. 

Is not, however, the prohibition to draw water form the well 
Gola or from the large well instituted on account of the sound 
produced by the rolling wheel ? Nay; it is prohibited as a pre¬ 
caution, lest a man take water from such a well and sprinkle his 
garden or his ruins (to lay the dust). 

Ameimar permitted water to be drawn from the wells in 
Mehuzza by means of a rolling wheel, saying: ” The sages pro¬ 
hibited it as a precaution, lest a man sprinkle his garden or his 
ruin with that water, but here in this city there are no gardens 
and no ruins.” Afterwards he observed that the people used 
that water for the purpose of soaking flax during the week, so 
he prohibited the drawing of that water on Sabbath. 

“And from the cold zvell {on festivals). What is meant by 
the cold well ? Said R. Na'hman bar Itz’hak: ” That well was 
filled with spring-water. ” Whence does R. Na'hman adduce 
this ? From the passage [Jeremiah vi. 7]: ” As a well sendeth 
forth its waters. ” * 

We have learned in a Boraitha: It was not permitted to 
draw water from all cold wells but only from the one mentioned; 
because when the Israelites returned from exile they together 
with their prophets who lived in that day drank therefrom and 
made it lawful to draw water from that well on Sabbath forever. 
The prophets would not have done this either, if it were not 
for the fact that they knew it to be an ancient custom of their 
ancestors. 

MISHNA: Should (the carcass of) a dead reptile be found in 
the Temple on the Sabbath, the priest shall move it out with his 
belt, as an unclean thing must not remain within the Temple. 

* The Hebrew term for “ sendeth forth ” is “ hokir,” and the term for “ cold 
well ” is “ Bor hak’ar,” whence R. Na’hman adduces that as a well which sendeth 
forth waters must necessarily be a spring, so this well called Bor Hakar was also a 
spring : a deduction by analogy. 
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Such is the dictum of R. Johanan ben Berokah; but R. Jehudah 
said: It should be removed with wooden pincers, in order that 
the uncleanness spread not further. From which (parts of the 
Temple) should it be removed ? From the inner Temple, from 
the hall, and from the interspace between the hall and the 
altar. Such is the dictum of R. Simeon ben Nanos; but R. 
Aqiba said: It should be removed from every place (in the 
Temple) which, if entered by an unclean person intentionally, 
lays him liable to the punishment of Kareth (being cut off), and 
if entered inadvertently, makes him liable for a sin-offering. In 
all other parts of the Temple, the carcass of the reptile should 
be covered with a (copper) cooling-vessel ( ipvurrjp ) till the 
Sabbath is over and then be removed. R. Simeon said: What¬ 
soever the sages permit thee to do is (not an infraction of bibli¬ 
cal law, but) a right which is thine own ; inasmuch as whatever 
they permit could at all events become unlawful only on account 
of their own enactments for the sake of the Sabbath-rest. 

GEMARA: R. Tabhi bar Kisna said in the name of Samuel: 
“ One who brings a thing, which had become unclean through a 
reptile into the Temple (if he does it intentionally), he becomes 
amenable to the punishment of Kareth (being cut off)* and (if 
he does it inadvertently) is liable for a sin-offering; but one who 
brings in the carcass of a reptile itself, is not culpable/’ Why 
so? Because it is written [Numbers v. 3]: “ Both male and 
female shall ye send out,” and this refers to such as have become 
unclean, but by taking a legal bath (Mikvah) can become clean. 
The reptile itself can never be clean, however, hence one is not 
culpable, if he brings it into the Temple. 

Shall we assume that the point of variance between R. 
Johanan ben Berokah and R. Jehudah in our Mishna is based 
upon the above Halakha of Samuel, i.e., R. Johanan, when 
stating, that an unclean thing must not remain in the Temple 
means to say, that if a man brought in a reptile, he is culpable, 
while R. Jehudah, who states that the reptile should be removed 
on account of the possibility of its spreading uncleanness, means 
to signify that a man who brings in a reptile is not culpable, and 
the reptile itself is merely a means of spreading uncleanness ? 
Nay; both agree that a man is culpable, but R. Johanan means 
to assert, that the remaining of an unclean thing in the Temple 
is a far more grievous condition than the possibility of its 


* See Numbers xix. 13. 
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spreading unclcanness, while R. Jehudah claims, that the spread¬ 
ing is of more consequence, hence he advises that wooden pin¬ 
cers be used but not the belt of the priest. 

Thus we see, that whether a man is culpable or not is not the 
point of variance between the two teachers of the first clause in 
the Mishna but between the Tanaim of the second clause com¬ 
mencing: “ From which parts (of the Temple) should it be 
removed ? ” He who says, that it should be removed only from 
the inner Temple, from the hall, etc., holds, that if a man 
brought in a reptile into the Temple, he is not culpable, but R. 
Aqiba, who says that it should be removed from every place, 
etc., holds that the man who brings in the reptile is culpable. 

R. Johanan said: Both Tanaim, R. Simeon ben Nanos and 
R. Aqiba, adduced their teaching from one and the same pas¬ 
sage, viz., II Chronicles xxix. 16: “ And the priests went into 
the inner part of the house of the Lord to cleanse it; and they 
brought out everything unclean which they found in the temple 
of the Lord into the court of the house of the Lord; and the 
Levites received it, to carry it out abroad unto the brook 
Kidron.” R. Simeon ben Nanos means to say, that because 
the Levites received the unclean things from the priests for fur¬ 
ther conveyance, it is evident, that only as far as the place 
where the transfer was made to the Levites, it is important that 
no uncleanness be found, and a rabbinical ordinance may be vio¬ 
lated in order to remove such uncleanness, but from that place 
and further it is not of sufficient consequence to permit of the 
infraction of an ordinance instituted for the sake of the Sabbath- 
rest. R. Aqiba, however, means to say, that the finding of 
uncleanness in any part of the Temple is of sufficient importance 
to permit of the infraction of a rabbinical ordinance, and the 
reason that the priest transferred the unclean things to the Le¬ 
vites was because where Levites could carry it, the priests are 
exempt, but up to the place of transfer, although the priests 
were not permitted under ordinary circumstances to traverse the 
space except for ministerial duties, in that case the matter was 
of such importance that they were allowed to disregard that 
regulation. 

The Rabbis taught: It is permitted for anyone to enter the 
Temple for the purpose of building, repairing, and also for the 
purpose of removing an unclean thing. It is a better fulfil¬ 
ment of that religious duty if a priest does so, and in lieu of a 
priest a Levite; but if there is no Levite on hand, an ordinary 
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Israelite may go. All of them, however, must be (ritually) 
clean (notwithstanding the fact that they are about to become 
unclean). 

“ R. Simeon said: Whatsoever the sages permit etc. What 
does R. Simeon refer to with this dictum ? He has reference to, 
or in fact supplements his dictum in the fourth chapter of this 
tract (last Mishna) to the effect that “if a man was even fifteen 
ells beyond the legal limits he may nevertheless go back,” and 
referring to this he states, that this is merely the man’s own 
right, as the land surveyors are liable to err in the measurement. 

“ As whatever they permit coidd at all events become unlaw¬ 
ful," etc. What would R. Simeon refer to with this part of 
his statement ? This latter part of his dictum refers to his 
statement in the Boraitha concerning a new string for an instru¬ 
ment (previously mentioned) when he decrees, that if the string 
is broken the Levite may tie it into a loop, and here he supple¬ 
ments it by saying, that whatever the sages permitted was only 
such an act as could not involve liability for a sin-offering; but 
any act which could involve liability for a sin-offering was not 
permitted by the sages to be performed. 


END OF THIRD VOLUME. 
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PREFACE TO TRACT SHEKALIM. 


AMONG the treatises contained in the Section Moed of the 
Babylonian Talmud is to be found that of Shekalim, which con¬ 
sists, however, only of Mishnas, the Babylonian Talmud having 
no Gemara. The Palestinian Talmud contains a Gemara for this 
tract also, and there is an additional commentary by Maimonides. 
While we are translating only the Babylonian Talmud, we 
would not care to omit Shekalim, which is of peculiar histori¬ 
cal value and may prove quite interesting to the reader. But 
the Mishna, without any explanation whatever, would naturally 
seem obscure, and in some instances would be absolutely incom¬ 
prehensible; and, the Gemara of the Palestinian Talmud, as 
well as the commentary of Maimonides, consisting of very com¬ 
plicated and intricate series of arguments, inferences, and expla¬ 
nations, which would be not only difficult of translation but also 
immaterial to the subject, the insertion of which would be a 
deviation from our method, and unnecessary, as would explana¬ 
tions of Barthanora, Tosphath-yomtabh, etc., we were forced 
to provide the text with a commentary of our own, drawn from 
the most authentic sources. This, we trust, will serve to eluci¬ 
date any obscure passages not quite comprehensible to the gen¬ 
eral reader. Accordingly, every sentence or word in the Mishna 
requiring an explanation is distinguished by a number or an 
asterisk, and has a corresponding reference in the commentary 
printed below the text. We may add that, for our personal 
satisfaction and to guard against any possible errors, we have 
given this tract for revision to some noted Russian scholars who 
are competent to judge upon it, and they find it very intelligible. 

As stated above, we have taken our commentary from the 
most authentic sources we could find. We do not, therefore, 
solicit leniency on the part of worthy critics, but ask them to 
restrain their criticisms until they shall have carefully studied the 
commentaries mentioned, as well as our commentary, with proper 
consideration; for ours is derived from the Palestinian Talmud, 
Maimonides, etc. Conscientious critics will do so without our 
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solicitation; and as for others, who are ready to criticise every¬ 
thing impromptu as soon as it leaves our pen, such a request 
would be of no avail. We nevertheless will be grateful to any 
one who will call our attention to things which are not compre¬ 
hensible in the commentary, this being our first venture of the 
kind, more especially as we think we shall be compelled to do the 
same with other Mishnayoths to which the Babylonian Talmud 
has no Gemara. A separate introduction to Tract Shekalim we 
think unnecessary, as the contents of this speaks for itself. We 
nevertheless will return to this when we come to Tract Midoth 
(Measures). 

In compliance with our promise in our prospectus, we add to 
this volume the Hebrew text of the Tracts Shekalim and Rosh 
Hashana of our new edition, for the benefit of students and 
scholars who may desire to compare the translation with it. 

M. L. Rodkinson. 

New York, May, 1897. 


SYNOPSIS OF SUBJECTS 


OF 

VOLUME IV.—TRACT SHEKALIM.* 


CHAPTER I. 

Mishna a treats of: What were the duties of the Beth Din in the month 
of Adar in the time of the second Temple. When the Megillah (Book of 
Esther) was to be read in the fortified cities. For what purpose messengers 
were sent out, and what were the things to be heralded. 

Mishna b treats of : What was the punishment for not obeying the com¬ 
mandments of Kelayim in the former times and later. 

Mishna deals with: When the money-changers, with their tables, 
began their work in the countries of Judea and in Jerusalem. The time for 
pledges which were taken for not paying the Shekalim. From what persons 
the pledges were to be taken. If a father might pay the Shekalim for his 
children. 

mishna d treats of: What ordinance Ben Buchri proclaimed in Jamnia 
in behalf of the priests, and what R. Johanan b. Zakkai rejoined. The 
defence of the priests, with their interpretation of biblical passages, which 
was accepted only for the sake of peace. 

mishna e treats of: The voluntary payment of Shekalim from women, 
slaves, and minors being accepted, but not from the heathens or Samaritans. 
Bird-offerings not accepted from persons affected with venereal diseases or 
from women after confinement. Sin and vow offerings, however were 
accepted from the Samaritans. The vow-offerings were also accepted from 
heathens. The general rule concerning this. 

Mishna / deals with : The premium one had to pay in addition to the 
half-shekel. Who was obliged to do so? The different opinions of he 
sages and R. Meir. How much one had to pay if given one Selah and taking 
a shekel in exchange.__ 

* See introduction to synopsis in Tract Sabbath, \ol. I., p. xxix. This tract h 
no Gemara. . The synopsis contains the Mishnas, with their commentaries. 
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Mishna g treats of: The law concerning one who pays for a poor man, 
for a neighbor, and for a countryman. Law concerning brothers and part¬ 
ners paying together; also, law regarding cattle-tithe. How much was the 
premium. 

CHAPTER II. 

Mishna a. One may put together the Shekalim and exchange them for 
a gold coin called Darkon. Concerning the chests which were given to the 
collectors in the country and at Jerusalem. What is the law if money were 
stolen or lost by the messengers of a city, when a portion of the Shekalim 
was already expended ; what is the law if not expended. 

Mishna b. Concerning the law when one gives his shekels to another to 
pay his head-taxes for him ; if he pays his shekels from the money of the 
second tithes or from the money of the fruit of the Sabbatical year. Con¬ 
cerning how he shall replace it and use it for the same purpose. 

Mishna c. The law concerning one who gathered single coins little by 
little and said: “With this money I shall pay my shekels.” The different 
opinions of the schools of Hillel and Shamai in this matter. Concerning the 
same case when one gathers money for sin-offerings. What shall be done 
with the eventual remains of such money. 

Mishna d . Concerning the explanation of R. Simeon of the teachings 
of the school of Hillel. The discussion of the former with R. Jehudah. The 
claims of the latter that the coins of the Shekalim were also changed in times 
and places. The rejoinder of R. Simeon to this. 

Mishna e. The law concerning the remainder of money intended for 
Shekalim when considered to be ordinary. Regarding the remainder of the 
tenth part of an ephah, bird-offerings, and guilt-offerings : what shall be done 
with it. A rule concerning this matter. Also, regulations concerning the 
remainder of Passover sacrifices, Nazarite offerings, the remainder of moneys 
for the poor in general and individuals, of money for prisoners, for burial of 
the dead, and R. Meir and R. Nathan’s opinions regarding this matter. 

CHAPTER III. 

Mishna a. Regarding the appointed periods of the year when the money 
was drawn from the treasury. The different opinions, concerning this 
matter, of R. Aqiba b. Asai, R. Eliezer, and R. Simeon. The same time 
appointed for cattle-tithes. 

Mishna b. Concerning the ceremony of drawing the money at all 
periods of the year. The law regarding measures of the boxes in which the 
coins of the Shekalim were filled, and the numbers of the chests in which 
the money was drawn from the boxes for the expenses of the Temple. 
Which box must be opened first, and which last. What garments the person 
drawing the money must wear. How a man must stand unblemished before 
his fellow-man and before his God. 

Mishna c. Concerning the custom of the house of Rabban Gamaliel, 
when the members of the house had paid their Shekalim. The law regarding 
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one who drew money did not commence until he had said to the bystanders, 
“ I will now draw," and they answered, “ Draw, draw, draw,” three times. 

Mishna d. Concerning- the covering of the boxes after drawing the 
money. For which countries the drawings were performed in the first 
period, the second, and the third. 

CHAPTER IV. 

Mishna a. What was done with the money drawn ? Concerning the 
watchmen that were sent out to guard the after-growth of the Sabbatical 
year, of which the Omer and two loaves were taken for sacrifice. The 
opinion of R. Jose in this matter, and what the rabbis answered. 

Mishna b. Concerning the red heifer, the goat that was to be sent away, 
the strip of scarlet, the bridge for the cow, the bridge for the goat, the canal, 
the city wall, the towers, and other necessities of the city: all were paid for 
out of the Shekalim money. What Abba Saul said. 

Mishna c. What was done with the balance of the money left over in 
the treasury. The discussion of R. Ishmael and R. Aqiba in this matter. 
Some of the many things which are enumerated in the Palestinian Talmud 
and which were done with this money. Among them was the hiring of 
teachers for priests to teach them the laws of the sacrifices. 

Mishna d. What was done with the remainder of the moneys of the 
chest. The different opinions of R. Ishmael, R. Aqiba, and R. Hanina, the 
assistant chief of the priests, concerning profit: if it might be raised from 
the remaining money or not, and of what money the gold plates for the 
decorations of the Holy of Holies were made. Also, concerning the benefit 
of the altar. 

MISHNA e. What was done with the remainder of the incense (as the 
incense of the New Year must be bought with the new Shekalim money). 
The sanctification of the incense on hand then transferred to that money, 
and then redeemed with the money of the new revenue. 

Mishna /. Concerning the law when one devoted his entire possessions 
in honor of the Lord : what should be done with them. The discussions of 
R. Aqiba and Ben Asai regarding this matter. 

Mishna^-. Concerning the law when one devoted his possessions, and 
among them were cattle, male and female, fit for the altar. The discussions 
of this matter between R. Eliezer and R. Jehoshua. R. Aqiba is inclined 
to the opinion of R. Eliezer, which seems to him to be more proper, but adds 
that he had heard that both opinions were right according to circumstances. 

Mishna h. If one devote his possessions, and among them are things 
fit for the altar, such as wines, oils, and birds, what should be done with 
them. R. Eliezer decreed it, and no one opposed him. 

Mishna i. Contractors, for the delivery of all things for the altar and 
the improvements of the Temple, were appointed every month ; but if the 
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prices changed during the thirty days, the Sanctuary must not suffer any 
injury. Such was the agreement made between them. The illustration 
of this. 

CHAPTER V. 

Mishna a. Concerning some names of the offices and the heads of them 
in the Sanctuary during the entire period when the second Temple was in 
existence. What were the officers’ duties, and how they officiated. 

Mishna b. Concerning the order of the head officers ; namely, the king, 
the high priest, his assistant, two catholicoses, and seven chamberlains, not 
less than two officers being put in charge of public moneys. 

Mishna c. Regarding the seals that were in the Sanctuary, serving for 
the beverages and meat-offerings which must be brought, according to the 
Bible, with every sacrifice. Concerning the inscription on the seals and 
their usage. Ben Azai added one seal for the poor sinner. The names of 
the officers, of the seal-keeper and the officer who sells the above offerings. 

Mishna d. The date must be put on every seal. The law regarding 
surplus money being found in the treasury of the seal-keeper : to whom it 
belongs ; and if a deficit, who must supply it. 

Mishna e. The law concerning one who lost his seal; what must be 
done. 

Mishna f. Concerning the two chambers in the Sanctuary, of which 
one was called “ Chamber of Silence ” and the other “ Chamber of Utensils.” 
What was done there, during what time they were investigated, and what 
was done with the presented utensils which were useless for the Temple. 

CHAPTER VI. 

Mishna a. Concerning the thirteen covered chests and thirteen tables 
which were in the Sanctuary. How many prostrations took place in the 
Sanctuary. How R. Gamaliel and R. Hanina, assistant chief of the high 
priest, added one in the place where the ark was hidden. 

Mishna b. Relates how a blemished priest who was engaged in select¬ 
ing and peeling wood had noticed the place where the ark was hidden, but 
before he had time to tell it to the others he expired. 

Mishna c. Concerning the directions where the prostrations were 
made. How many gates were in the Temple : their names, and why they 
were so named ; also, different opinions of the sages concerning this. 
There were two gates which were nameless. 

Mishna d. Of what material the thirteen tables were made, where they 
stood, for what purpose they were used. Concerning the golden table in 
the Temple itself, upon which the showbreads were constantly lying. 

Mishna e. Concerning the inscriptions on the thirteen covered chests 
in the Sanctuary, and what was done with them. The different opinions of 
R. Jehudah and the sages as to using certain money put in some chests. 
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MlSHNA f. Concerning the amount of articles to be furnished in pay¬ 
ment of a vow one made, who did not explain how much he intended to 
give ; for instance, wood, incense, gold coins, etc. A rule that was made 
concerning this. The hides of all sacrifices belong to the priest. 


CHAPTER VII. 

Mishna a . If money was found in between the differently marked 
chests, to which chest the money belonged. Concerning this the rule was : 
One must be guided by the proximity, even in the case of the less impor¬ 
tant, etc. 

Mishna b. Concerning money found in Jerusalem, in the court of the 
Temple, in the times of the Festivals and in the ordinary times. 

Mishna c. Concerning meat found in the court of the Temple, in the 
city, and any place where Israelites resided and where Gentiles and Israel¬ 
ites together resided. 

Mishna d. Concerning cattle found between Jerusalem and Migdal 
Eder, and in the vicinity of the city in all directions : what the law pre¬ 
scribes. The different opinions of some sages. 

MlSHNA e. Relates how, in former days, the finder of such cattle was 
pledged to bring drink-offerings, and how afterwards the high court decreed 
to furnish them from the public moneys. 

Mishnas /and^. R. Simeon named seven decrees which were promul¬ 
gated by the high court, and the above decree was one of them. R. Jehudah, 
however, does not agree on some points with him. R. Jose has also some¬ 
thing to say about this. 


CHAPTER VIII. 

Mishna a. Concerning streets in which people must walk during the 
time of the Festival in Jerusalem, for the sake of cleanness. The different 
opinions, in this matter, of R. Meir and the sages. 

Mishna b. Regarding utensils found on the way towards the plunge- 
baths : if they are clean or not, and the different opinions of R. Meir and 
R. Jose. 

Mishna c. Regarding the butcher-knife, if it was found in the street on 
the 14th of Nissan ; and what is the case if the 14th falls on a Sabbath. 

Mishna d. Concerning where the curtain of the Sanctuary must be 
submerged if it become defiled. The first time it was submerged it was 
spread out for the people to admire the beauty of the work. 

Mishna e. What Rabban Simeon b. Gamaliel had to tell in the name of 
Simeon, the son of the assistant high priest. How the curtain was made : 
the great amount of the cost and how many hundred priests were required 
to submerge it. 
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Mishna/. If meat of the Holy of Holies became defiled, where it must 
be burned. The different opinions of the schools of Shamai and Hillel on 
this point. 

MlSHNA g. The different opinions of R. Eliezer and R. Aqiba concern¬ 
ing anything that had become defiled through a principal uncleanness. 

Mishna h. The joints of the daily sacrifices, where they were laid down ; 
the sacrifices of the new moon, where they were placed. The payment of 
Shekalim, if it was obligatory after the destruction of the Temple. The same 
law regarding cattle-tithe, tithes of grain, and deliverance of the firstlings. 
The law if one sanctified Shekalim or firstlings after the destruction of the 
Temple. 


TRACT SHEKALIM. 


Under this heading the payment of a head-tax is treated of, 
which amounted to one-half of a shekel (in the Mishna always 
referred to as a shekel) and which had to be paid by every Israel¬ 
ite (see Exodus xxx. 12) upon the completion of his twentieth 
year. In the times of the existence of the Temple, the proceeds 
of this tax were applied for communal sacrifices and for the needs 
of the capital. The manner of collection, investment, and ap¬ 
plication of this money forms the subject of this treatise. It 
contains, in addition, many other historical regulations, most 
of which, however, only held good during the existence of the 
second Temple. 

CHAPTER I. 

MISHNA: (a) On the first day of the month of Adar, warn¬ 
ings are heralded (from Jerusalem) concerning Shekalim 1 and 
Kelayim 2 (the prohibition concerning the use, for ploughing to- 


EDITOR’S COMMENTARY. 

CHAPTER I. 

Mishna a. ’Warnings were heralded from Jerusalem concerning 
Shekalim on and after the first of Adar, in order to prepare for the 
first of Nissan, before which day the final settlement of Shekalim had 
to be made. This was inferred by the Palestinian Talmud from the 
following passage [Exodus xl. 17]: “ And it came to pass in the first 
month in the second year, on the first of the month, that the taber¬ 
nacle was reared up.” This was commented upon by a Boraitha, 
which stated, that on the day on which the tabernacle was reared 
up, the entire sum of the Shekalim collected was ready for disburse¬ 
ment. 

3 Warnings were also heralded concerning Kelayim, because that 
month was the time when ploughing and sowing commenced in 
Palestine. 
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gether, of an ox with an ass, and the sowing together of differ¬ 
ent kinds of seeds). On the fifteenth day of that month the 
Megillah Esther 3 is read in the fortified cities; and the same day 
the improvement of country roads , 4 market-places, and legal 
plunge-baths is proceeded with. Public affairs are again taken 
up 5 ; at the same time, graves are marked with lime, 6 and messen¬ 
gers are sent out on account of possible Kelayim . 7 8 


3 The Megillah (Book of Esther) was read on the fifteenth day of 
this month only in such cities as were fortified since the time of Joshua 
the son of Nun; but in such as were fortified after his day, and in 
the open cities, it was read on the fourteenth of the month. No 
mention is made in the Mishna concerning the reading on the four¬ 
teenth, because, the majority of the cities being open, or fortified since 
the time of Joshua ben Nun, it was generally known, and there was 
no fear of it being forgotten. In the few fortified cities, however, it 
was necessary to remind the inhabitants that the day on which they 
were to read the Megillah was the fifteenth. The Palestinian Talmud 
(Chapter I., Halakha 2) states, that we are taught by this Mishna 
that all commandments which are to be fulfilled on a leap year in 
the second Adar should not be fulfilled in the first Adar; but we can¬ 
not see how that can be inferred from this Mishna, although some 
commentators have tried to explain it. 

4 The rainy season ended by the first of Adar, and in consequence 
of the heavy rains the country roads and market-places were in bad 
condition. In the month of Nissan, travel towards Jerusalem was 
very heavy; hence the warning to improve the roads, etc., was her¬ 
alded. The public plunge-baths were also injured by the rains and 
had to be repaired, for the sake of the public, to whom the law pre¬ 

scribes the taking of a legal bath on or before the holidays. 

6 The Palestinian Talmud states, that at that time the courts of law 
(Beth-din) would meet in session for the trial of civil suits, criminal 
cases, and crimes involving the punishment of stripes; for the redemp¬ 
tion of such as had devoted all their possessions in honor of the Lord, 
and such as had given the estimated value of their person, etc.; also 
for the performance of the rite of the bitter water (see Numbers v. 

12-31), and for the performance of the rite of breaking the calf’s 
neck (see Deut. xxi.), and for the rite of the red heifer (see Numbers 
xix.), and for the ceremony of piercing a serf’s ear (see Exodus 
xxi.). For all this, and any other matters that came up before them, 
the courts of law assembled in that month. 

8 Such graves as had been injured during the rainy season, and 
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(b) R. Jehudah says: At one time the messengers used to 
pull out the Kelayim (illegally mixed seeds) and throw them at 
the feet of the owners! The number of the transgressors, how¬ 
ever, being constantly on the increase, the Kelayim were pulled 
out and thrown into the roads. Finally, it was determined that 
the entire fields of such law-breakers were to be confiscated.* 

(ic ) On the fifteenth of this month (Adar) the money-changers 
outside of Jerusalem seated themselves at their tables . 1 In the 
city of Jerusalem, however, they did not do this until the 
twenty-fifth of the month . 2 As soon as the money-changers 
seated themselves also in the city, the taking of pledges from 


were not marked, had to be restored and marked, in order that a 
man be saved the annoyance of becoming unclean by stepping on a 
grave. The Palestinian Talmud infers this from the passage [Le¬ 
viticus xiii. 46]: “Unclean, unclean, shall he call out,” and inter¬ 
prets it to signify that the uncleanness itself should call out “ unclean ” 
and keep men away from its vicinity. For this reason it was her¬ 
alded, that the graves were to be marked in order to be a warning to 
passers-by that such places were unclean. 

7 On account of the severity of the law concerning Kelayim and 
the frequency with which that law was infracted, it was deemed 
insufficient merely to herald the prohibition, and messengers were 
sent out to see the law enforced (Maimonides). 

Mishna b. * R. Jehudah’s dictum does not intend to dispute the 
foregoing, but merely supplements it with the statement that the mes¬ 
sengers sent out were for the purpose of punishing the infractors of 
the law of Kelayim. The Palestinian Talmud adduces the right of 
the Beth-din to confiscate property from the passage [Ezra x. 8]: 
“ And that whosoever should not come within three days, etc., all 
his substance should be devoted.” Whence it may be seen, that a 
Beth-din has such power. 

Mishna c. 1 It was the custom for money-changers in those days 
to carry their tables with them, and hence they were called “the 
men of the tables.” The Mishna relates, that on the fifteenth of 
the month the money-changers were ordered to go out into the 
rural districts with their tables, in order to provide the people with 
the necessary half-shekels; for the tax had to be paid in half-shekels 
only. 

2 On the twenty-fifth, when it was high time for payment and the 
people commenced flocking into the city of Jerusalem, the money¬ 
changers returned and sat in the court of the Temple. 
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the tardy ones commenced. 3 But from whom were pledges 
taken ? From Levites, Israelites, proselytes, and freedmen; but 
not from women, slaves, and minors. If a father, however, 
commenced to give a pledge for a minor, he was not allowed to 
stop. From priests no pledges were taken, for the sake of peace 
(and the dignity of the priests themselves). 4 

( d ) Said R. Jehudah: Ben Buchri proclaimed the following 
ordinance in Yavne (Jamnia): “Any priest paying his shekel 
commits no wrong.” R. Johanan ben Zakai, however, rejoined: 
“Not so! (The ordinance should read:) 4 Any priest not paying 
his shekel, commits a sin.’ ” 1 But the priests used to interpret 
the following passage to their advantage : It is written [Leviticus 
vi. 16]: “And every meat-offering of a priest shall be wholly 
burnt, it shall not be eaten.” (They said therefore:) Were we 
obliged to contribute (our shekels) how could we eat our 2 Omer 

3 The taking of pledges commenced immediately upon the depar¬ 
ture of the money-changers from the rural districts, because, if a 
man had not paid his half-shekel while the money-changers were still 
within his reach, it was obvious that he either would not or could not 
pay it, and in consequence a pledge was taken. 

4 According to law, the priests were also in duty bound to pay the 
half-shekels, the collection of which was mainly intended for the pur¬ 
chase of communal sacrifices, and the priests were naturally included 
in the community. They, however, found a defect in the law, and 
held themselves exempt. In consequence of their being in authority 
during the existence of the second Temple, they were not forced to 
pay or give pledges, for the sake of harmony. 

Mishna d. 1 The difference of opinion between Ben Buchri (who 
was a priest himself) and R. Johan ben Zakai is, as can be plainly 
seen, that Ben Buchri holds, that according to law the priests are not 
in duty bound to pay the half-shekel; but if they do it, they may 
nevertheless partake of their Omer, two loaves, and showbread, 
while R. Johan ben Zakai says, that they are in duty bound to pay 
the half-shekel. 

3 The priests claim, that if they were to pay the half-shekel with 
which the Omer, etc., is bought, they would naturally have a share 
in it, and they would eat their share, which, as a priest’s offering, 
must not be eaten by any one. This is, however, an unjust claim; 
for the majority is considered, and the priests were by far in the 
minority. As the priests, however, were in charge of the affairs of 
state, they interpreted the law to suit themselves, and for the sake of 
peace they were not disturbed. 
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(first sheaves harvested) and the two loaves and the showbread 
(which were procured with the shekels of the head-tax) ? 

( e ) Although it was ordained that no pledges were to be taken 
from women, slaves, and minors, if they offered to contribute, 
their money was accepted. From heathens and Samaritans it 
was not accepted. Nor were bird-offerings, for men or women 
afflicted with venereal disease and for women who had recently 
been confined, accepted; nor sin and guilt offerings. 1 Vowed 
and voluntary offerings, however, were accepted. 2 The follow¬ 
ing is the rule: Everything which was vowed as an offering and 
all voluntary offerings were accepted. Anything not vowed for 
offering or given voluntarily was not accepted from them (heath¬ 
ens and Samaritans). So it is explicitly declared in Ezra, for it 
is written [Ezra iv. 3]: “ It is not for you and us (both) to build 
a house unto our God.” 

(/) The following are obliged to pay a premium 1 (in addi- 

Mishna e. 1 This clause of the Mishna refers, according to the 
Palestinian Talmud and Maimonides, to Samaritans only and not to 
heathens, while the sin and guilt offerings were accepted from 
Samaritans but not from heathens, because the latter had not the 
same laws as the Israelites as regards sin-offerings. The Samaritans, 
however, claiming to be Israelites, were allowed to bring their sin 
and guilt offerings. The reason, however, that bird-offerings were 
not accepted from the Samaritans was because, in the first place, an 
offering for a person afflicted with venereal disease had to be brought 
in the form of a sheep; but if the person could not afford a sheep, 
birds answered the purpose. The Samaritans, however, were not 
considered trustworthy, and it was feared that they might bring a 
wrong offering (*>., an offering of less value than they could afford). 

’These were accepted from heathens also, because such offerings 
were for forgiveness of sins in general, and in that respect all men 
are equal. 

Mishna f. 1 The shekel mentioned in the Bible is equivalent to 
the Sela mentioned in the Mishna, and is worth two shekels of the 
Mishna. The half-shekel of the Bible was worth (according to 
Maimonides) the weight of 192 grains of barley in silver, and, for 
fear that the shekel of the Mishna of that time was perhaps a trifle 
less than the above weight, a small coin was prescribed to be paid in 
addition to the above shekel, and which was named from the Greek 
Colobbus {xoWvfios). He who gave the half-shekel voluntarily, 
and not because he was obliged to pay it, was exempt from paying 
the above “ Colobbus.” Those of the priests who, regardless of the 
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tion to the half-shekel): Levites, Israelites, proselytes, and freed- 
men; but not (priests,) women, slaves, and minors. If one pay 
(the half-shekel) for a priest, woman, slave, or a minor, he is 
exempt (from paying the premium); if he pay for himself and 
another, however, he must pay a premium for one. R. Meir 
says: “(He must pay) two premiums. One who pays a Sela 
(whole Bible shekel) and receives in return a half (Bible) shekel 
must pay two premiums.” * 2 

(g) If one pay for a poor man, for a neighbor, or for a coun¬ 
tryman, he is exempt from a premium (because it is charity); if 
he only advances them the money, he is not exempt. Brothers 
who (after dividing their inheritance) have their business in com¬ 
mon, or partners, when they become obliged to pay a premium, 
are exempt from cattle-tithe.* As long, however, as they must 
pay cattle-tithe, they are exempt from a premium. How much 
does the premium amount to ? According to R. Meir, to one 
silver Meah (one twenty-fourth of a shekel); but the sages say, 
to one-half of a Meah. 


claim that they were not obliged to pay the half-shekel, paid it 
nevertheless, were exempt from the above premium for the sake of 
peace. 

2 One in addition to the half-shekel and one for the exchange. 

Mishna g. * Cattle-tithe must be paid by a man only from such 
young as his own cattle calve, but not from the calves which he pur¬ 
chases elsewhere. If two brothers inherit cattle or calves from their 
father, they must pay cattle-tithe, because the cattle are regarded 
as still their father’s. If they have divided their inheritance, even 
though they shared alike, they are both exempt from payment, because 
it is regarded as if one brother had bought the cattle from the other. 
(The same refers to partners. As long as they are in partnership they 
are liable for cattle-tithe from such young as is calved by their own 
cattle, but if the partners dissolve even after the cattle had calved, 
they are exempt, because it is regarded as if one partner had pur¬ 
chased his share from the other.) Now, it is obvious that when the 
two brothers are still partners and liable for cattle-tithe they are 
regarded as one, and by paying one Sela for both are exempt from 
premiums, because the money is still considered as their father’s. 
(This explanation is taken from Rashi in Tract Chulin.) As soon, 
however, as they are exempt from cattle-tithe, they have nothing 
more in common, hence must pay a half-shekel each, and thus must 
also pay the premium. 



CHAPTER II. 


MISHNA: {a) One may put together the Shekalim and 
exchange them for Darkons 1 (Greek coins of permanent value), 
in order to be able to carry them more readily. Just as the 
money-chests were on the order of horns in the city of Jerusa¬ 
lem, so were they also in the country. 2 If the inhabitants of a 
town sent their Shekalim (to the city of Jerusalem) by messen¬ 
gers, and the money was stolen from them or was lost by acci¬ 
dent, if the treasurers had already drawn their share (from the 
communal Shekalim), the messengers of the city must swear to 
the fact before the treasurers. If the share had not yet been 
drawn, they (the messengers) must swear to the facts before 
the inhabitants of the town, and the latter must make the 
amount good. 3 If the money was recovered or returned by the 


CHAPTER II. 

Mishna a. 1 The Darkon (Greek Aapeiuos ; or drachm, biblical 
term, Ezra viii. 27) was a Persian gold coin worth two Selas, or four 
half-shekels. 

8 The money-chests were narrow on one side and broad at the 
bottom, and had a slot through which a Darkon on edge only could 
be passed, and were given to the messenger locked. 

3 If a portion of the amount of Shekalim collected had already 
been spent for sacrifices or for the improvement of the Temple, all 
the Israelites who were bound to pay their Shekalim had a share in 
such disbursement, and the amount sent by the town, although lost 
or stolen, was counted as if it had been included in the amount 
spent, because it was the express understanding that in every shekel 
spent for sacrifices, etc., all Israelites had a share, in order that they 
might have a share in the sacrifices. Therefore, the messengers of 
the city had simply to swear that they had taken the money, and it 
was considered received by the treasurers. If, however, no portion 
of the Shekalim had yet been expended, the share of the inhabitants 
of the town, whose money had been stolen or lost, was not included 
in the amount on hand, and hence the representatives of the city were 
obliged to make it good (Maimonides). 
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thieves, both amounts are considered as Shekalim, and nothing 
is credited to next year’s account. 

( b ) If one give his shekel to another to pay (his head-tax) 
for him, and the man appropriates it to pay his own tax, he 
(the latter) commits embezzlement if the share had already been 
drawn; the same is the case with one who pays his shekel with 
sanctified money, after his share had been drawn and an animal 
was sacrificed for it. 1 If he took the money from the second 
tithes or from the Sabbatical year fruit, he must eat the full 
value of same in the city of Jerusalem. 2 

(c) If one gather together single coins and say: “These 
shall serve for my Shekalim,” the eventual remainder is, accord¬ 
ing to the school of Shamai, a voluntary gift; according to the 
school of Hillel, it is not sanctified. If the man say, however: 
“ Out of these I shall pay my Shekalim,” the eventual remain¬ 
der is, according to both schools, not sanctified. If he say: 
“ These shall serve me for a sin-offering,” the eventual remain¬ 
der is, according to both schools, a voluntary offering. If he 
say: “ Out of these will I bring a sin-offering,” the eventual 
remainder is, according to both schools, not sanctified.* 


Mishna b. lr rhe same reason as stated in note 3 of the preced¬ 
ing Mishna applies also to this clause; and, besides, everybody had 
a share in the sacrifice of the animal, even if the sacrifice were made 
on the strength of future receipts, for pledges were on hand insuring 
the payment by the delinquents. 

2 If the money was taken from the second tithes, the value of 
which had to be consumed in the city of Jerusalem, he must replace 
it by an equal amount and proclaim that this money is in exchange 
for the money taken from the second tithe, and then consume it 
accordingly. If the money was taken from the Sabbatical year fruit, 
he must replace it and proclaim the same as above and make it 
public property, as is the law of Sabbatical years. 

Mishna c. * The meaning of this Mishna is as follows: If a man 
gathered money little by little, with the express intention of paying 
his shekalim tax out of such money, and separated it from other 
moneys, any remainder which he may have left over after such pay¬ 
ment is, according to the school of Shamai, to be devoted for a vol¬ 
untary offering, because it was separated; and according to the 
school of Hillel, it is ordinary money, that may be used at will, 
because it was gathered only for the purpose of paying the amount 
due, which was already paid. If a man, however, had a sum of 
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(d) R. Simeon says: “ What difference is there here between 
the Shekalim and the sin-offerings ? Shekalim have their fixed 
value, but sin-offerings have not.” 1 R. Jehudah says: “ Even 
Shekalim have no fixed value; for when Israel returned from 
captivity, (half-) Darkons were paid; later (half-) Selas were 
paid ; again, Tabas (half-shekels) were current (but not accepted), 
and finally people would only pay with Dinars.” 2 Rejoined R. 
Simeon: ” Nevertheless, the Shekalim were all of like value at 
one and the same time, while as for sin-offerings, one brings one 
Sela’s worth, another two, and a third three Selas’ worth.” 3 

(e) The remainder of moneys intended for Shekalim is not 


money, and declared that he would use this sum for the payment of 
his shekalim tax, the remainder which he may have after such pay¬ 
ment is, even according to the school of Hillel, to be devoted for a 
voluntary offering. With money devoted for a voluntary offering, 
whole-offerings only were to be bought. 

Mishna d. 1 By his teaching in this Mishna, R. Simeon wishes to 
explain the reason of the decree of the school of Hillel concerning 
the remainder of money which had been gathered little by little for 
the purpose of paying the Shekalim, or for the bringing of a sin- 
offering, and says: '‘Because it is written [Exodus xxx. 15], ‘The 
rich shall not give more, and the poor shall not give less, than the 
half of a shekel,’ a man when gathering money for the payment of 
Shekalim knows exactly how much he will need; hence, although he 
separated the amount gathered, the remainder is ordinary money; 
but if he gathered money for a sin-offering, which has no fixed value, 
and for which he did not know exactly how much he would have to 
pay, his intention in separating the money was evidently to use the 
entire amount for such purpose, and hence the eventual remainder, 
which cannot be used for a sin-offering, as it is already sacrificed, 
should be used for a voluntary offering.” 

2 R. Jehudah differs with R. Simeon, and states, that the reason 
given by the latter for the decree of the school of Hillel cannot be 
correct, for even Shekalim had not always a fixed value, and when 
a man commenced to gather money for the payment of his Shekalim 
he also may not have known how much he would have to pay when 
the time came, because the value of the coin might be changed in 
the meantime. 

3 R. Simeon answered R. Jehudah very properly: ‘‘Even if the 
value of the coin was changed, the man knew well that he would pay 
a certain sum equal to that paid by all others, and the entire amount 
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sanctified. 1 The remainder of moneys intended for the offering 
of the tenth part of an ephah [Lev. v. xi.] (sin-offering of the 
poor), for bird-offerings of men or women afflicted with venereal 
disease and of women that had been recently confined, and for 
sin and guilt offerings, are considered voluntary offerings. Fol¬ 
lowing is the rule: The remainder of everything designated for 
sin and guilt offerings is considered as a voluntary offering. 2 The 
remainder of whole-offerings is applied to whole-offerings, 3 of 
food-offerings to food-offerings, of peace-offerings to peace-offer¬ 
ings; that of the Passover-offerings to peace-offerings, and that 
of Nazarite-offerings to Nazarite-offerings. The remainder of 
such (offering) as is designated for a certain Nazarite is a vol¬ 
untaryoffering. The remainder of moneys for the poor in gen¬ 
eral, belongs to the poor; of money collected for a certain poor 
man belongs to that same poor man. The remainder of ransom 
moneys for prisoners is applied to (the ransom of) other prisoners; 
of moneys collected for a certain prisoner belongs to that prisoner. 
The remainder of burial moneys is applied to (the burial of) other 
dead; of money collected for a particular dead (man) belongs to 

that he had gathered would not be consumed; as for a sin-offering, 
however, he never knew exactly just what amount he would need 
for its purchase, because it had no fixed value; therefore, when he 
separated the money from other moneys his intention was to use the 
entire amount.” 

Mishna e. 1 After explaining the opinions of both schools (Shamai 
and Hillel) in the preceding Mishna, and the Halakha, as usual, pre¬ 
vailing according to the school of Hillel, this Mishna states the final 
Halakha anonymously, and then cites the subsequent ordinances, 
concerning which there is no difference of opinion. 

3 The reason for this rule is: A sin or guilt offering must be 
brought for each sin separately. If money was designated for one 
sin-offering, the remainder cannot be applied to another offering 
for the same sin, nor for another sin which one might commit in the 
future, hence the remainder must be a voluntary offering. 

3 The remainder of whole-offerings may be used for more whole- 
offerings, because the quantity of whole-offerings, which are volun¬ 
tary, is not limited. The same applies to food and peace offerings. 
The remainder of Passover-offerings, however, which cannot be used 
for the same purpose again, and should, however, be used for an eat¬ 
able sacrifice, cannot be used for a voluntary offering, which is a 
whole-offering, but for a peace-offering, which is eatable 
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the legal heirs. R. Meir says: “The remainder remains intact 
until Elijah comes again (as the herald of the resurrection). 4 
R. Nathan says: “ It should be applied to the building of a 
gravestone for the departed.” 

4 The reason for R. Meir’s dictum is: He holds, that if money is 
collected for a certain dead man, the remainder belongs virtually to 
him, i.e., should be applied only for the use of the corpse; hence the 
heirs have no share in it. R. Nathan, however, says, that the set¬ 
ting up of a gravestone is for the use of the corpse, it being in his 
honor and not of any benefit to the heirs. 




CHAPTER III. 


MISHNA: ( a ) At three periods of the year money is drawn 
from the treasury (of the Shekalim); viz. : Half a month before 
Passover, half a month before Pentecost, and half a month be¬ 
fore the Feast of Booths. The same dates are also the terms 
for the obligation of cattle-tithing, so says R. Aqiba. Ben 
Azai says: “ The dates for the latter terms are the twenty-ninth 
of Adar, the first of Sivan, and the twenty-ninth of Abh.” R. 
Eliezer and R. Simeon both say: “ The first of Nissan, the first 
of Sivan, and the twenty-ninth of Elul.” But why do they say 
the twenty-ninth of Elul, why not the first of Tishri ? Because 
that is a feast-day, and it is not allowed to tithe on a feast-day; 
therefore they ordained it for the preceding day, the twenty- 
ninth of Elul.* 

( b ) The money drawn from the treasury was brought in three 
chests, each of three Saahs' capacity. On these chests was 
written: Aleph, Beth, Gimmel. R. Ishmael says: “ They were 
marked in Greek: Alpha, Beta, Gamma.”—The one that drew 
the money was not allowed to enter (the treasury) with a 
turned-up garment, nor with shoes nor sandals, nor with Tephil- 
lin, nor with an amulet, in order that, in the event of his becom¬ 
ing impoverished, it should not be said that he was thus pun¬ 
ished on account of transgression against the treasury; or if he 
became rich, that he enriched himself by means of money drawn 
from the treasury. For a man must stand as unblemished before 
his fellowman as before his God, as it is written [Numbers 


CHAPTER III. 

Mishna a. * The dates of the time for cattle-tithing have nothing 
to do with the time for drawing the money; for as to that time, all 
agree upon the dates stated in the Mishna, and the difference of 
opinion concerning the time of cattle-tithing is explained in the 
Palestinian Talmud and in Tract Rosh Hashana of the Babylonian 
Talmud. 
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xxxii. 22] : “ And ye be thus guiltless before the Lord and before 
Israel"; and [Proverbs iii. 4]: “So shalt thou find grace and 
good favor in the eyes of God and man." * 

(c) The members of the family of R. Gamaliel used to enter, 
each one with his shekel between his fingers, and throw it before 
the one who drew the money from the treasury, and the latter 
immediately placed it into the chest (which he took out).—The 
one who came in to draw the money did not proceed before he 
had said to the bystanders: " I will now proceed to draw," and 
they had answered: “ Draw, draw, draw," three times. * 


Mishna b. * In this Mishna the manner of drawing the money 
from the treasury is described: how it was accomplished, that the 
Shekalim for which communal sacrifices were bought should be taken 
from the treasury in such a manner that all the contributors should 
have a share in them. The mode of procedure was as follows: About 
the middle of the month of Nissan, when the money from all Israel 
had been collected, the treasurers, amid great ceremony, would open 
the rooms where the boxes in which the money had been deposited by 
the collectors were situated, and bring out all the boxes contained in 
the rooms. These boxes were in turn opened, and their contents 
thrown into three cases, each of which had nine Saahs’ capacity, and 
were covered with a cover. The remainder, after filling the three 
cases, was called the remainder of the room (and what was done 
with this will be told later). After the performance of this ceremony 
one man was selected, while the others withdrew, and he was to 
transfer the money to be expended, from the cases into three small 
chests, each having three Saahs’ capacity and marked with three 
letters: Aleph, Beth, Gimmel; or, Alpha, Beta, Gamma. 

Mishna c. * After this ceremony, the man, being almost nude— 
for he had no garments on in which he could conceal a coin, no shoes, 
no sandals, no hat, no hose; in fact, nothing that would afford a 
hiding-place for money—would take the chest marked Aleph and 
bring it up to the first case, and fill it up, after which he would 
cover the case. Then he would take the chest marked Beth, fill it 
from the second case, cover the case, and proceed in the same man¬ 
ner with the chest marked Gimmel, from the third box, which con¬ 
tained nine Saahs’ capacity; but in the last instance he would leave 
the case uncovered, as a sign whence to commence filling the chests 
at the second drawing of money in the same order as before, using 
the third case first, then the second, and lastly the first. This was 
done in order that the money should be thoroughly intermingled 
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( d ) After the man had completed the first drawing, he cov¬ 
ered the balance with a cover (of fur); the same was done after 
the second drawing; after the third drawing the balance remained 
uncovered; for (the covering in the first two instances) was done 
only in order not to draw by mistake again what had already 
been drawn from. The first drawing was performed in the name 
of the whole land of Israel, the second in the name of the cities 
near the boundaries, and the third in the name of the inhabi¬ 
tants of Babylon, Media, and all distant lands in general. 


and everybody have a share in the sacrifices bought with it. The 
first drawing took place on the fifteenth of Nissan, and sacrifices 
were purchased for the Passover. The next drawing was held fifteen 
days before Pentecost; and Pentecost only lasting one day, not so 
many sacrifices were needed, and the money lasted until fifteen days 
before the Feast of Booths, when the last lot of money was with¬ 
drawn from the cases and placed in the chests. The expenditure of 
the money was also made in the order of chests, chest Aleph being 
emptied first, etc.; and the intention was to place Jerusalem first, 
the surrounding territory next, and all the other places where Israel¬ 
ites dwelt last. 



CHAPTER IV. 


MISHNA: (a) What was done with this money drawn? 
The daily sacrifices, the additional sacrifices, and the drink- 
offerings belonging to them were bought therewith; also the 
Omers 1 (sheaves), the two loaves, the showbreads, and communal 
sacrifices in general. The watchmen who had to guard the after¬ 
growth on the Sabbatical year were paid out of this money. 
R. Jose says: “ One who so desired could undertake the guard¬ 
ing (of the after-growth on Sabbatical years) without pay.” 2 
The sages answered him: ” Thou wilt admit thyself, that the 
sacrifices (from the after-growth on Sabbatical years) must be 
brought only from communal property.” 3 


CHAPTER IV. 

Mishna a. 1 The Omers and the two loaves, which had to be made 
of Palestinian grain and of the new crop only, were bought out of 
the Shekalim during the six ordinary years, but in the Sabbatical 
year, where neither sowing nor reaping was done, where were they 
obtained ? Men were sent out to discover where grain was growing 
as an after-growth, that had not been sown, and then watchmen 
were placed there to see that no one disturbed the crop; for it being 
public property, the possessor of the soil where the grain grew could 
not prevent its being taken. The men who discovered the grain and 
the watchmen were paid for their services out of the Shekalim, and 
such payment was regarded as the price of the grain, so that the 
grain again became communal property. 

2 R. Jose, in making this statement, holds, that one may present 
the community with a thing intended for a voluntary offering, and 
thus the man who guards the after-growth gratuitously, thereby 
acquiring a right to it, may donate it to the community for a com¬ 
munal sacrifice. 

3 The sages mean to say that the Omer, the two loaves, the show- 
breads, and the communal sacrifices must be taken from articles 
that were communal property from the beginning, while other sacri¬ 
fices may be offered from things donated by a man who does so with 
a good will. (See Rosh Hashana.) 
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( b ) The red heifer, the goat that was to be sent away (on the 
Day of Atonement), the strip of scarlet, were paid for out of 
this money. The bridge for the cow, the bridge for the goat 
that was to be sent away, and the scarlet strip tied between the 
latter’s horns, the canal (at the Temple), the city wall, the tow¬ 
ers and other necessities of the city, are paid for out of the re¬ 
mainder of the treasury-money.* Abba Saul says: “ The costs 
of the building of the bridge for the red heifer were defrayed by 
the high priests themselves.” 

(c) What was done with the balance left over in the treasury 
(after all the things in the preceding Mishna had been procured) ? 
Wines, oils, and fine meal were bought with it to the profit of 
the sanctuary (for the purpose of selling it again to those who 
brought sacrifices).* So said R. Ishmael. R. Aqiba, however, 
savs: “ Sanctified moneys or contributions for the poor are not 
dealt with for profit.” 

(d) What was done with the remainder of the money (taken 
from the chests) ? It is used for gold plate for the decoration 
of the Holy of Holies. R. Ishmael says: “The mentioned 
fruit (profit of the wines, oils, and fine meal sold in the Temple) 
was for the benefit of the altar, and the remainder of the money 
drawn was for service-utensils.” R. Aqiba says: “ The remain¬ 
der of the money drawn was for the benefit of the altar and 
that of the drink-offerings was for service-utensils.” R. Hanina, 
the assistant chief of priests, says: “ The remainder of the drink- 

Mishna b. * The remainder of the Shekalim, left over after the 
three cases had been filled, which was called “remainder of the 
room,” was stored in a high place, access to which was very diffi¬ 
cult, no ladder being permitted to be used. Out of this money all 
the accessories for the sacrifices, as enumerated in the Mishna, were 
procured. The details of these accessories are explained in Tracts 
Para and Yuma. 

Mishna c. * It is known that all those who brought sacrifices were 
obliged to purchase wine, oil, and fine meal for meal-offerings, and 
all this was purchased in the court of the Temple. In the Palestinian 
Talmud many things are enumerated, for which purposes the balance 
of the money was used; for instance, the hiring of teachers to 
instruct the priests in the art of slaughtering, in the halakhas per¬ 
taining to such matters, etc., also for the payment of those who in¬ 
vestigated blemishes in the sacrifices, and a great many other things 
to be found in that chapter (Ilalakha 4). 




TRACT SHEKALIM. 


7 


offerings was for the benefit of the altar and that of the money 
drawn was for service-utensils.” The two latter would not 
admit of the alleged gain from fruit * (profit). 

( e ) What was done with the remainder of the incense ? 1 At 
first the remuneration of the preparers of the incense was set 
aside from the treasury; the sanctification of the incense on hand 
was then transferred to that money, and the former was then 
given to the preparers in lieu of compensation 2 ; it is then bought 
back from them with the money of the new revenue : providing the 
new revenue was on hand in time, it was bought b^ck with such 
money; otherwise, the old revenue was used for that purpose. 

(f) If one devote his entire possessions in honor of the Lord, 
and among them are things which are fit for communal sac¬ 
rifices ( e.g ., incense), the preparers of the incense should be 
paid therewith. So teaches R. Aqiba. Ben Azai answered 
him *: “ Such is not the right mode of procedure. The compen- 


Mishna d . * In the preceding Mishna, R. Ishmael declares, that 
the balance of the money in the treasury is used to purchase wines, 
oils, and fine meal, to be resold to those bringing sacrifices, and in 
this Mishna he relates what is done with the profits accruing from 
such sales. R. Aqiba, however, who would not permit of selling the 
things mentioned for profit, declares that the money for the altar is 
taken directly from the balance left over in the treasury; and R. 
Hanina holds, that the balance of the money drawn is used for the 
service-utensils. 

Mishna e. 1 The remainder of the incense refers to the amount of 
incense left over at the end of the year. A quantity of incense was 
prepared for the whole year, and every priest would use a handful at 
a time; but, as handfuls are not all alike, no fixed amount could be 
prepared: hence the remainder. 

2 Compensation for labor must not be made with sacrificed articles, 
for the sanctification cannot be transferred to labor that had already 
been performed; it can be transferred, however, to actual money, 
and in consequence the subterfuge for the payment of the preparers 
of the incense was resorted to as stated in the Mishna. 

Mishna f. * R. Aqiba and Ben Azai differ in this Mishna as to 
whether sanctification can be transferred to labor or not. R. Aqiba 
holds, that labor can be compensated with sanctified articles; but 
Ben Azai holds, that it cannot. According to Maimonides the 
Halakha prevails according to Ben Azai, because in the previous 
Mishna there is a concurrent opinion. 
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sation of the preparers must first be separated from such pos¬ 
sessions, then the sanctification of those possessions transferred 
to money; then give the separated things to the preparers for 
compensation; and, finally, buy them back from them with 
money of the new revenue." 

(g) If one devote his possessions, and there are among them 
cattle fit for the altar, male or female, the male, according to R. 
Eliezer, shall be sold for whole-offerings and the female for 
peace-offerings to such as are in need of them; and the pro¬ 
ceeds of such sale, together with the other possessions, shall be 
devoted to the treasury for the maintenance of the Temple. R. 
Jehoshua says: " The male are sacrificed as whole-offerings, the 
female are sold to such as are in need of peace-offerings, and the 
proceeds used for the sacrifice of whole-offerings. The balance 
of the possessions is devoted to the maintenance of the Tem¬ 
ple." 1 Said R. Aqiba: " The opinion of R. Eliezer seems to 
me to be more proper than that of R. Jehoshua; for R. Eliezer 
has an even procedure, whereas R. Jehoshua divides it." 2 R. 
Papeos says: "I have heard that it is done according to 
both teachers; viz.: According to R. Eliezer if the owner who 
devotes his possessions explicitly mentions his cattle, and 
according to R. Jehoshua if he silently includes his cattle in 
his possessions." 3 

Mishna^. 1 The point of difference between R. Eliezer and R. 
Jehoshua is this: The former holds, that if a man devoted all his 
possessions, his intention was to devote them for the maintenance of 
the Temple only; while the latter holds, that the intention was to 
devote the possessions according to their adaptability. Hence if, 
among the possessions, there were objects adapted for the altar, they 
should be devoted to the altar; if, however, these were female cattle, 
which could not be brought as a whole-offering, nor, by reason of 
the absence of the owner, even as a peace-offering, such cattle should 
be sold and the proceeds applied to the purchase of whole-offerings. 

5 R. Aqiba holds with R. Eliezer, because, in his opinion, a man 
who devotes all his possessions does so with but a single intention; 
and this is what he terms an even procedure. 

3 R. Papeos said, that if the man devoted all his possessions to 
the honor of the Lord, R. Jehoshua would be correct, for his posses¬ 
sions can be used in honor of the Lord in various ways; but if he 
explicitly stated that he devoted his possessions for the maintenance 
of the Temple, R. Eliezer’s opinion is proper. 
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{h) If one devote his possessions, and there are among 
them things fit for the altar, such as wines, oils, and birds, says 
R. Eliezer, the latter things should be sold to such as need 
offerings of these kinds, and the proceeds used for the sacrific¬ 
ing of whole-offerings; the balance of the possessions goes toward 
the maintenance of the Temple.* 

(0 Every thirty days the prices paid by the treasury are 
determined. If one contract to furnish flour at the rate of four 
Saah (for one Sela), and the price is raised to three, he must 
nevertheless furnish the same at four Saah (for one Sela). 1 If he 
contract at the rate of three and the price fall to four, he must 
in that case furnish four, for the Sanctuary always has that pre¬ 
rogative. If the flour become wormy, it is the loss of the con¬ 
tractor; and if the wine become sour it is also his loss, and he 
does not receive the money for his wares until the purchased 
wares have been favorably accepted as sacrifices at the altar. 2 

Mishna h. * The reason that R. Eliezer decrees that wines, oils, 
and birds should be sold, and whole-offerings brought in their stead, 
is because the articles mentioned cannot be redeemed with money. 

Mishna i. 1 Every month, bids were received from contractors 
for the furnishing of the necessaries for the Temple and altar for one 
month. The lowest bidder received the contract, and it was dis¬ 
tinctly understood that, even if prices were raised during the month, 
his prices were to remain as originally contracted for. 

8 The Palestinian Talmud states, that the money due the contrac¬ 
tors was paid them by the priests immediately upon the latter receiv¬ 
ing the wares, for the priests were very careful, and never allowed 
flour to become wormy or wine to spoil. 



CHAPTER V. 


MISHNA: {a) The following were the heads of offices 1 in the 
Sanctuary: Johanan, son of Pinchas, keeper of the seals 2 ; A’hia, 
(superintendent) of drink-offerings; Mathia, son of Samuel, 
(superintendent) of the casting of lots 3 ; Petha’hia, (superinten¬ 
dent) of bird-offerings . 4 Petha’hia is Mordecai, but why do 
they call him Petha’hia ? Because he used to expound and 
interpret scriptures, and was master of seventy languages. 
Ben A’hia was (superintendent) of the cures of priests suffering 
with abdominal diseases . 5 Ne’huniah was master of the well . 6 


CHAPTER V. 

Mishna a. 1 The list of officers enumerated by the Mishna were 
not all officers at the same time, but served at different periods, and 
the Mishna merely names the most important and pious among them. 

3 See Mishna d, same chapter. 

3 Lots were cast for the determination of the turn of the priests 
for each particular service. The superintendent would keep a record 
of such as were eligible for duty, and then cast lots for the priest 
who was to serve. 

4 Petha’hia was superintendent-in-chief of all those who had 
charge of the bird-offerings; these bird-offerings were brought by 
women who had recently been confined; and there were so many of 

them that a record had to be kept, who came first, whose time was 
nearly expired, and how much was to be charged for the offerings. 
Besides this, it often happened that the birds became mixed and 
required great wisdom to separate them and recognize to whom 
every bird belonged, as the changing of the birds would make the 
offering invalid. (See commentary of Israel Lipshuetz.) 

6 Such diseases among priests were of very frequent occurrence and 
inevitable; for they were dressed during services very lightly, being 
allowed to wear only four articles of apparel; viz., a linen shirt, linen 
pantaloons, a linen cap, and a girdle. Besides, they had to walk 
barefoot on the marble floor, and were constantly eating meat of 
the sacrifices, which had to be eaten during a specified time. Hence 
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Gebini was herald . 7 Ben Gabhar was turnkey of the gates . 8 Ben 
Bebai was master of the temple-guard . 9 Ben Arzah was mas¬ 
ter of the kettledrums (which were beaten as a signal for the 
Levites to commence their chant). Higros, son of Levi, was 
(leader) of the singing. The family of Garmo (superintended) 
the making of the showbreads . 10 The family of Abtinos (super¬ 
intended) the preparing of the incense . * 11 Elazar (superintended) 
the making of the curtains . 12 Pinchas superintended the vest¬ 
ments . 13 

they needed many attendants, in order that, as soon as one priest took 
sick, a substitute was brought in his place and he was removed to the 
sick ward. Ben A’hia was the superintendent-in-chief of these matters. 

6 On account of the immense influx of people into Jerusalem 
three times a year, the wells for the supply of water, both on the 
roads and in the city, had to be looked after, and Ne’huniah had 
charge of this. 

7 The commencement of all services had to be heralded, and many 
heralds were employed. Gebini was herald-in-chief, and his duty 
was mainly to call out in the morning: “ Priests, to your duties! 
Levites, to your chants! Israelites, to your places!” He had so 
powerful a voice that it could be heard eight miles. 

8 He had charge of the keys of the gates and of the men who 
stood at the gates. 

9 The gates of the Temple had to be guarded day and night, even 
in times of peace. To properly care for the guard and to punish all 
negligence in guarding the gates was the duty of Ben Babai. 

10 For showbreads, twelve loaves had to be made every week, and 
had to be made so that they would keep fresh the entire week. For 
further details, see Tract Tamid. The family of Garmo had charge 
of this work for generations. 

11 The incense, which was used twice a day, had to be prepared 
with especial skill from many different spices, and in proper propor¬ 
tions. Further details are also to be found in Tract Tamid. The 
family Abtinos had charge of this branch for many generations. 

12 The curtains, which were frequently changed, had to be inspected 
as to workmanship, cleanliness, etc., and this duty devolved upon 
Elazar. 

13 The vestments of the priests had to be carefully examined as to 
cleanliness, and had to be sent out to be laundered regularly. Many 
rooms in the Temple were devoted to those vestments, and Pinchas 
had charge of them all. 

Much has been said as to the character of the men enumerated in 
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(b) No less than three treasurers and seven chamberlains 
must be appointed,* and no less than two officers were put in 
charge of public moneys. Exceptions were made in the cases 
of Ben A’hia, superintendent of the cures of the sick, and Elazar, 
superintendent of the preparation of curtains, because they were 
unanimously elected by the community. 

( c ) There were four seals in the Sanctuary, inscribed with 
the words Egel (calf), Sachar (ram), Gdi (kid), and ’Houte 
(sinner, meaning here one covered with sores). Ben Azai says, 
that there were five (seals), and the inscriptions were in Aramaic, 
meaning: calf, ram, kid, poor sinner (one afflicted with sores), 
and rich sinner (one afflicted with sores). The one inscribed 
with “ calf ” was used for drink-offerings brought with offerings 
of the herds, large or small, male or female; the one inscribed 
with “ kid ” was used for drink-offerings brought with offerings 
of the flocks, large or small, male or female, with the exception 
of rams; the one inscribed with “ ram ” served for drink-offer¬ 
ings brought only with rams; the seal inscribed with “ sinner” 
served for drink-offerings brought with the three cattle-offerings 
of those afflicted with sores.* 


the Mishna, whether they were priests themselves, Levites, or ordi¬ 
nary Israelites. For particularized information regarding this subject, 
we would refer to “ Die Priester und der Cultus,” by Dr. Adolf Biich- 
ler, Vienna, 1895. It is estimated that the priests in Jerusalem 
approached the enormous number of twenty thousand. Besides, 
there were numbers of Levites. 

Mishna b. * The officers of the Temple ranked as follows: The 
king, the high priest, the assistant high priest (Sagan), two catho- 
licoses,f seven chamberlains (Amarkolins), three treasurers (Gisbars), 
and, finally, many smaller officials; e.g.> inspectors, officers of the 
guard, etc. (See “ Die Priester und der Cultus,” pp. 90-117.) The 
duties of each officer are described in Tamid and Yuma. 

Mishna c. * With every sacrifice that was offered, wine and meal 


f “Catholicos” is here used in the sense of patriarch or head, which term still 
retains a similar meaning in the “ Ecclesiastical History of the Armenian Church,” 
deriving its original meaning from the Greek xa^oXiHoi —general or universal. In 
the latter sense it was adopted at a very early period by the Christian church. 
In the exclusive sense of denoting the church as the “ depositor)' of universally 
received doctrine in contrast with heretical sects ” it is still improperly retained by the 
Roman Catholic Church. I am surprised to find no mention of the officers of this 
name and function under the appropriate title anywhere in the “ Encyc. Brit.” 
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( d ) One who desired to bring drink-offerings, for instance, 
went to Johanan, who was keeper of the seals, paid his money, 
and received a seal; he then went to A’hia, who had charge of 
the drink-offerings, gave him the seal, and received the drink- 
offering. In the evening the two officers came together, when 
A’hia turned over the seal and received instead the money. If 
there was too much money, it belonged to the Sanctuary; if too 
little, Johanan had to supply the deficit: for the sanctuary had 
that prerogative. 

(e) One who lost his seal had to wait until evening. If there 
was a surplus sufficient to cover the seal,* he was given the 
drink-offering for that amount; otherwise, he did not receive it. 
The date of the day was on the seal to prevent fraud. 

(/) There were two chambers in the sanctuary. One was 

were brought in accordance with the biblical commandment to that 
effect, and in quantities prescribed by the ordinances. As the drink 
and meal offerings were bought in the Temple, the person bringing 
the sacrifice would receive a seal from the priest which he would 
exchange for the necessary quantity of wine and meal. The drink- 
offerings with goats and sheep were the same, hence the seal 
inscribed “kid” served for both. One who brought a ram, how¬ 
ever, which required a larger quantity of wine and meal, would 
receive a separate seal, inscribed “ram.” As for offerings of the 
herds, they were all equal, small or large, male or female; hence the 
seal inscribed “calf” sufficed for all. Those who were afflicted with 
sores, and had to bring two rams and one sheep, received a seal 
inscribed “sin” (which had the hidden purpose of signifying that 
sores were the consequence of sin). The poor sinners, who had only 
to bring one sheep, two doves, and one-tenth of an ephah of meal 
and one lug of oil, without any wine, were, according to the opinion 
of the sages, not in need of a seal, because the seal inscribed “ kid,” 
which they received when bringing the sheep, was sufficient for the 
other purpose. Ben Azai, however, says, that another seal was 
necessary, and that an extra seal marked “ poor sinner ” was given, 
which was intended as a sign that no wine was necessary. The tra¬ 
dition of Ben Azai, that the seals were inscribed in Aramaic charac¬ 
ters, is also true, because, prior to the introduction of the Greek 
language, all the writing in the Temple was done in Aramaic. (See 
the mentioned work of Buchler.) 

Mishna e. * Providing only the surplus amounted to exactly the 
amount paid for the seal. 
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called chamber of the silent, the other chamber of utensils. In 
the former, devout men secretly gave charitable gifts, and the 
poor of good family received there secretly their sustenance. In 
the other chamber, every one who desired to offer a utensil vol¬ 
untarily, laid it down. Every thirty days the treasurers opened 
the chamber, and every utensil found to be fit for the mainte¬ 
nance of the Temple was preserved, while the others were sold 
and the proceeds went to the treasury for the maintenance of 
the Temple.* 


Mishna /. * In the Palestinian Talmud in this chapter (Halakha 
15), many legends are related illustrating this Mishna. 



CHAPTER VI. 


MISHNA: ( a ) There were thirteen curved chests 1 and thir¬ 
teen tables in the Sanctuary, and thirteen prostrations took 
place in the Sanctuary. The family of R. Gamaliel and of R. 
Hananiah, chief of the priests, made fourteen prostrations; this 
extra prostration was made towards the wood-chamber , 2 because, 
according to an ancestral tradition, the ark was hidden there. 

( b) Once a priest 1 was engaged there, and he noticed that 
one of the paving-stones on one place appeared different from 
the others. He went out to tell others of it; but he had not 
yet finished speaking, when he gave up the ghost; thereby it was 
known to a certainty that the ark of the covenant 2 was hidden 
there. 

(c) In what direction were the prostrations made ? Four to¬ 
wards the north, four towards the south, three towards the east, 


CHAPTER VI. 

Mishna a. 1 The thirteen chests were used as explained in Mishna 
e , and they were shaped like horns, so that a hand could not be 
inserted from the top. This Mishna places the number of everything 
at thirteen (on account of the thirteen kinds of mercy attributed to 
God). R. Ishmael composed the thirteen rules with which the Law 
is expounded. 

2 The location of the wood-chamber can be determined in Tract 
Midoth. 

Mishna b. 1 The priest was a man of blemish (deformed), and 
could not take part in the sacrifices, but was allowed to select and 
peel the wood used at the altar. 

2 The ark was hidden during the existence of the first Temple in 
order to save it from the Babylonians, after all hope had been aban¬ 
doned, and its hiding-place was underground. The priests who subse¬ 
quently took charge probably noticed some sign made by the former 
generation when the ark was hidden, and this particular priest died 
as a consequence of his attempt to reveal the secret. 

25 
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and two towards the Occident; i.e., towards the thirteen gates . 1 
The southern gates were near a corner of the western. These 
were: The upper gate, the fire gate, the firstling gate, and the 
water gate. Why is it called water gate ? Because a glass of 
water was carried through it for the sprinkling of the altar on the 
Feast of Booths. R. Eliezer son of Jacob says: At that gate 
the waters (flowing from the Holy of Holies) commence to flow 
rapidly downwards, until they again flow out under the thres¬ 
hold of the Temple. Opposite there were the northern gates, 
near the other corner of the western. These were: The door of 
Jekhaniah, the gate of sacrifice, the women’s gate, and the music- 
gate; and why is the first one called the gate of Jekhaniah ? 
Because Jekhaniah went through it, when he went into exile. 
In the east was the gate Nikanur, which also had two small 
doors , 2 one to the right and the other to the left; lastly, there 
were two in the west, which were nameless. 

( d) Thirteen tables were in the Sanctuary: Eight marble 
ones in the slaughter-house, on which the entrails were washed. 
Two to the west of the altar-sheep, one marble and one silver: 
on the marble one the sacrificial pieces were placed, and on the 
silver table the utensils were placed. Two in the corridor on 
the inside of the Temple entrance, a marble table and a golden 
one: on the marble one the showbreads were placed at the time 
they were brought in, and on the golden one when they were 
taken out; because the principle is, that the veneration of the 


Mishna c. 1 That there were thirteen gates in the Temple is 
vouched for by Abba Jose ben Johanan; but the sages declare, that 
there were only seven gates and that the thirteen prostrations were 
made in the direction of the twelve breaches made by the Greeks in 
the walls of the Temple at the time of the Maccabees, and towards 
the altar; the twelve breaches had been repaired, and each prostra¬ 
tion was a mark of gratitude for the good fortune. From the fact, 
however, that the Mishna cites nine of the gates by their names and 
describes their location, it seems that Abba Jose ben Johanan was 
correct, and had his knowledge of the matter from tradition. 

3 Concerning the gate Nikanur, it is said that the two doors were 
made in the gate proper, because the gates were very heavy and it 
required a number of priests and Levites to open them (as explained 
in Tract Tamid). Hence, in order to facilitate entrance and egress, 
the two doors were added. 
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sacred must be heightened and not lessened.* * Lastly, there 
was one golden table in the Temple itself, upon which the show- 
breads were constantly lying. 

(e) Thirteen curved chests were in the Sanctuary . 1 On them 
was written: Old shekalim, new shekalim, bird-offerings, doves 
for whole-offerings, wood, incense, gold for the cover of the 
Holy of Holies. Six were for donations in general . 2 The term 
neiu shekalim is used for those paid annually. Old shekalim 
were those which were paid by men who had failed to pay 
them in the year when they were due, and paid them in the 
following year. “ In those marked ‘ bird-offerings,’ the money 
for turtle-doves was deposited; in those marked ‘ doves,’ money 
for young doves was deposited: but they were all whole-offer¬ 
ings.” So says R. Jehudah. The sages say: “ In the former, 
money for both sin-offerings and whole-offerings was placed, and 
in the latter only for whole-offerings.” 3 


Mishna d. * Because the showbreads were lying on a golden table 
in the Temple, they were not to be placed on marble tables when 
taken out. 

Mishna e. ‘When a man paid his half-shekel in Jerusalem, he 
would go to the Temple and throw his half-shekel into the chest 
marked new shekalim. Into the chest marked old shekalim, such as 
had not given pledges for the payment of the Shekalim, and came 
voluntarily to pay same, would throw their half-shekel. One who 
wished to donate money for specific purposes, e.g., for bird-offerings, 
etc., would deposit the money in the respectively marked chests. 

* Only one of these chests was for donations in general. The 
other five were marked as follows: One, “ For the remainder of a 
sin-offering,” /.<?., money left over from a sum originally intended for 
the purchase of a sin-offering, was thrown into this chest and was 
used only for sin-offerings; the second, “ for the remainder of guilt- 
offerings ”; the third, “ for the remainder of bird-offerings of women 
who had been confined and of persons suffering from venereal dis¬ 
eases ”; the fourth, “ for the remainder of Nazarite-offerings ”; and 
the fifth, “ for the remainder of offerings of those afflicted with 
sores.” If any one had money left over from such offerings, he 
deposited it in the respectively marked cases. The contents of the 
chest marked “ for donations in general ” were used for the mainte¬ 
nance of the Temple. (Maimonides.) 

3 R. Jehudah means to say, that a man who throws money into 
the chest marked “for bird-offerings” intends that his offerings 



28 


THE BABYLONIAN TALMUD. 


(f) If one vow, “ I will furnish wood for the altar,” he must 
not furnish less than two cords. If one vow (to furnish) in¬ 
cense, he must not furnish less than a handful. If one vow (to 
furnish) gold coin, he must not furnish less than a Dinar. 1 Six 
(chests) were for voluntary offerings. What was done with these? 
Whole-offerings were bought for these, the meat of which was 
sacrificed to God, but the hides belonged to the priests. 2 The 
following explanation was made by Jehoiada the high priest, of 
the expression [Lev. v. 19]: “ It is a trespass-offering; he hath, 
in trespassing, trespassed against the Lord ” : The rule is: With 
everything coming in under the name of sin or guilt offering, 
whole-offerings are bought, the meat of which is offered up to 
God and the hides of which belong to the priests; hence the 
two expressions: A guilt-offering for God and a guilt-offering 
for the priests, as it is written [II Kings xii. 16] : ” The money 
for trespass-offerings and the money for sin-offerings was not 
brought into the house of the Lord: it belonged to the priests.” 


should be for the altar only, and not for the benefit of those who eat 
sacrifices, while the sages differ with him, as stated in the Mishna. 

Mishna f. 1 In the preceding Mishna the remainder of offerings 
is treated of, and it made no difference how little the remainder was, 
it could be thrown into the chest. In this Mishna, the case of a man 
who vows to bring an offering is spoken of, and a minimum value is 
placed. 

3 Incidentally we are told that the meat of the sacrifices belonged 
to the Divinity, while the hides belonged to the priests; and what 
immense sums were realized from the sale of such hides may be 
gleaned from the mentioned “ Priester und Cultus,” by Biichler. 
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MISHNA: (a) If money is found between the chest marked 
“ Shekalim " and that marked “ voluntary offerings/' it belongs 
to the chest marked “ Shekalim " if it lies nearer to the same, 
and to the one marked “ voluntary offerings" if it be nearer 
that. So also does it belong to the voluntary offerings if it be 
found midway between the two chests. Money found lying be¬ 
tween the chests marked “ wood " and “ incense " belongs, if it 
be nearer the former, to the former; if nearer the latter to the 
latter, and also to the latter if found midway between the two. 
Money found lying between the chest marked “ bird-offerings" 
and the one marked “ doves " for whole-offerings belongs to the 
former if it be nearer the former; and if nearer the latter to the 
latter, and also to the latter if midway between the two. Money 
found between ordinary moneys and the moneys of the second 
tithes belongs, if nearer the former to the former; if nearer the 
latter to the latter, and also to the latter if found midway be¬ 
tween the two.* The rule is: One must be guided by the prox¬ 
imity, even in the case of the less important; but in the event 
of equidistance, (one must be guided) by the greater impor¬ 
tance (of the moneys). 

( b ) Money found (in Jerusalem) on the place of the cattle- 
dealers is regarded as second tithe. 1 Money found on the Tem- 


CHAPTER VII. 

Mishna a. * There are different degrees of sanctification attached 
to the several kinds of offerings, some greater and some lesser. In 
order not to appropriate money belonging to an offering of a greater 
degree of sanctification to one of a lesser degree, it was decided 
that proximity of the stray coins should govern the disposition of 
such money. Where, however, the money was equidistant, it was 
appropriated to the offerings of a greater degree of sanctification, 
and the degree may be determined from the Mishna itself. 

Mishna A because it was rare for priests to visit the cattle- 
market, but the Israelites who at any time came to buy cattle for 

29 
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pie-mount is ordinary. 2 Other money found in Jerusalem gen¬ 
erally, during the festivals, is regarded as second tithe; at other 
times of the year as ordinary. 3 

(c) Meat found in the outer court (of the Temple) is consid¬ 
ered whole-offering if in complete joints; if cut in pieces it is 
sin-offering. 1 Meat found in the city is considered peace-offer¬ 
ing. 2 All such meat must be laid aside for putrefaction, and 
then be burned in the crematory. Meat found anywhere else in 
the land is prohibited (to be used) as carrion, if found in whole 
joints; if found cut in pieces, it maybe eaten; and during the 
festivals, when a great deal of meat is on hand, even whole joints 
may be eaten. 3 

( d ) Cattle found all the way from Jerusalem to Migdal Eder, 
and in the same vicinity in all directions, are considered, if male, 
as whole-offerings, and if female as peace-offerings. R. Jehudah 

sacrifices generally bought the same with the money exchanged for 
their second tithes. 

3 Money found on the Temple-mount was presumably dropped 
there by priests. It never occurred that a priest should carry money 
belonging to the treasury about with him; for even if he drew some 
money for the purpose of purchasing necessaries, he immediately 
turned it over to the vender. Hence, any money which a priest may 
have lost was his own, and ordinary. 

3 During the festivals, when all the Israelites congregated in Jeru¬ 
salem, they brought money only to expend for their second tithes, 
hence money found in any place is considered as second tithes. 

Mishna c. 1 Because whole-offerings were sacrificed in complete 
joints, but sin-offerings, which were eaten by the priests, were usu¬ 
ally cut in pieces. Neither must be eaten, because it might be that 
the latter had been left over from the preceding day and should be 
burned; but the distinction is made simply in case one had eaten of 
the meat that was cut up. If he had eaten of the complete joint, he 
was certainly guilty, but if he had eaten of the cut meat, it could not 
be said positively that he was guilty. 

3 This must also not be eaten, because it may have lain more than 
two days and a night; but if it is eaten, no one is guilty. 

3 Incidentally the rule is laid down as to meat found anywhere in 
Palestine. If the meat is found in whole joints, it is presumed to be 
carrion left for dogs, and must not be eaten. During the festivals, 
when meat is plentiful, it is presumed to be slaughtered meat, and 
may be eaten. 



TRACT SHEKALIM. 


3 


says: “ If they are fit for Passover-offerings they may be used 
for such purpose, providing Passover is not more than thirty 
days off. ’ ’ * 

( e ) In former days, the finder of such cattle was pledged 
until he brought the drink-offerings belonging to such sacrifices; 
every finder, however, letting such cattle stand and going on his 
way, the high court decreed, that the costs of the drink-offer¬ 
ings belonging thereto be defrayed out of the public money. 

(/) R. Simeon says: Seven decrees were promulgated by 
that court, and the latter was one of them. Further: If a non- 
Israelite send whole-offerings with the necessary drink-offerings 
from over the sea, they are offered up; but if sent without the 
necessary drink-offerings, the costs of the latter are defrayed 
from public money. If, again, a proselyte died and left offer¬ 
ings, the drink-offerings, if also left by him, are offered up with 
the others; if not left, the costs of same are defrayed out of 
public money. It was also a decree of the court, that in the 
event of a high priest dying, the necessary meat-offering [Levit¬ 
icus vi. 13] should be paid for out of the public treasury. R. 
Jehudah, however, declared, that this should be done at the ex¬ 
pense of the heirs. In both cases a tenth of an ephah should 
be offered. 

(g) Further, that the priests may (at the sacrificial meals) 
make use of the salt and the wood (from the sanctuary); that 
the priests do not commit a breach of trust when misusing the 
ashes of the red heifer 1 ; lastly, that the public treasury reimburse 


Mishna d. * R. Jehudah states, that if the animal found was a 
yearling and a male, it is considered a Passover-offering, but may be 
sacrificed only as a peace-offering, because a Passover-offering must 
be intended for a stipulated number of persons. (See Exod. xii. 4.) 
The sages, however, say, that on account of the number of whole- 
offerings which were brought at the time, the animal found must not 
be eaten, for fear lest it be intended for a whole-offering and a grave 
offence be committed. Hence it should be sacrificed as a whole¬ 
offering only. 

Mishna g. 1 It was not allowed to appropriate any part of a sac¬ 
rifice designated for some special use for any other purpose. If this 
was done, however, (unintentionally,) it was considered a trespass, 
and a trespass-offering had to be sacrificed as expiation for the sin. 
The ashes of the red heifer did not come under the above ruling 
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for paid bird-offerings that had become unfit. * 2 R. Jose, how¬ 
ever, says: “ He who contracts for the furnishing of the bird - 
offerings must reimburse for the spoilt. ” 

previously (for reason, see Siphri), but on account of the frequent 
misuse of those ashes a decree was promulgated placing them under 
the same ruling as other parts of sacrifices, which were not to be mis¬ 
appropriated. Subsequently, this Mishna teaches that, there being 
no further necessity for the precautionary measure, the decree was 
reversed and the ashes restored to their former insignificance. This 
was included among the seven decrees. 

2 A special decree had to be promulgated to cover this case. Had 
this not been done, contractors would have refused to furnish birds 
for offerings, because there were very many birds used, and it was 
burdensome to properly care for them. Still, R. Jose does not agree 
to this, claiming that the contractor might use it for other purposes 
and thus save the Sanctuary the loss. According to Maimonides, the 
Halakha prevails according to R. Jose. 



CHAPTER VIII. 


MISHNA: (a) All spittle 1 to be found in Jerusalem is con¬ 
sidered clean, except such as is found at the upper market (for 
this place was secluded and those afflicted with venereal diseases 
were in the habit of going there). Such is the teaching of R. 
Meir. The sages say: In the middle of the street it is at ordi¬ 
nary times unclean, and at the sides of the streets, clean. Dur¬ 
ing the festivals, spittle found in the middle of the street is 
clean; at the sides it is unclean, because such as are unclean 
on account of their minority usually walk at the sides of the 
street. 

(b) All utensils found on the way towards the plunge-bath, 
in Jerusalem, are unclean ; those found on the way from the 
plunge-bath are clean: for they were not carried down to the 
plunge-bath the same way that these were carried up from the 
plunge-bath. So teaches R. Meir. R. Jose says: “All are 
clean, with the exception of such baskets, spades, and pickaxes 
as are used for the bones of the dead.” * 


CHAPTER VIII. 

Mishna a. 1 Concerning this spittle, see Leviticus xv. 8. It being 
impossible that, of all the people congregated in Jerusalem at the 
times of the festivals, there should not be some who had running 
issues and whose spittle was unclean, regulations were made where 
such men were to walk and where not. These regulations are cited 
by the Mishna. R. Meir said, that the upper market was the place 
designated for them, but the sages differ with him, and say, that the 
regulation was for the healthy men to walk in the middle of the 
street and the unclean at the sides during the festivals; but the 
whole year, the order was reversed. It is therefore self-evident, that, 
wherever the unclean walk, one is liable to contract uncleanness. 

Mishna b. * This Mishna is explained by Maimonides and 
translated by Yost in a different manner than we have rendered it; 
namely: “ All utensils found wrong side up on the way to the plunge- 
bath are unclean, and those found right side up are clean.” This 
3 33 
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(c) If a butchering-knife be found on the fourteenth day of 
Nissan, a Passover-offering may be slaughtered with it forthwith. 
If it be found on the thirteenth, it must be again submerged.* 
A severing-knife must be submerged both if found on the thir¬ 
teenth or fourteenth. If the fourteenth, however, fall on a 
Sabbath, it maybe used for slaughtering forthwith; so also if 
it be found on the fifteenth: if it be found together with a 
butchering-knife, it is treated just like the latter. 

( d ) If a curtain in the Sanctuary become defiled through some 
minor uncleanness, 1 it is submerged on the inside of the outer 
court, and may be put back in its place; if it become defiled 
through a principal uncleanness, it must be submerged on the 
outside and then stretched on the rampart, because sunset must 
be awaited. At the time it is submerged for the first time (when 
new), it should be spread out on the roof of the gallery, in order 
that the people may see the beauty of the work. 

(e) R. Simeon, son of Gamaliel, says in the name of R. Sim¬ 
eon, son of the assistant high priest, that the curtain was one 

explanation is very complicated, and not in accordance with the 
literal text and other sources of explanation. Hence we simply 
translated the literal text and deem it correct. As for the last three 
articles, they are always unclean, on account of being used for bones 
of the dead; hence, in our opinion, they were never submerged. 
(See also commentary of Israel Lipshuetz, who also interprets it 
according to our explanation.) 

Mishna c . * A butchering-knife, being in constant use, is always 
considered clean, and hence there is no necessity of submerging it. 
If, however, it be found on the thirteenth, when there is still one 
day’s time, it should be submerged for the sake of precaution. A 
severing-knife, however, is considered the same as any other vessel, 
and is treated accordingly. 

Mishna d. 1 For the explanation of the term “ minor uncleanness,” 
as used in this Mishna, it is necessary to state the different degrees 
of uncleanness, which are as follows: A corpse is called “ the grand¬ 
parent of uncleanness.” One who touches a corpse becomes “a 
father of uncleanness ”; anything touching the latter is, in turn, 44 a 
child of (or first of) uncleanness ”; anything touched by this latter 
is a 44 second of uncleanness”; and so forth, “a third” and 44 a 
fourth.” (See Tract Taharoth.) In this Mishna a minor uncleanness 
refers to a first of uncleanness, and a principal uncleanness to a 
father of uncleanness. 
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span thick, woven on seventy-two warp-cords, each cord twisted 
out of twenty threads; it was forty ells long and twenty ells 
wide, and made (worth) of eighty-two myriads (Dinars).* Two 
such curtains were made yearly: three hundred priests were re¬ 
quired to submerge it. 

(f) If meat of the Holy of Holies* became defiled, be it 
through a minor or a principal uncleanness, in the corridor or on 
the outside, according to the school of Shamai it must all be 
burnt in the court (in a place appointed for that purpose), except 
such as had been defiled by a principal uncleanness on the out¬ 
side (of the court); according to the school of Hillel, every¬ 
thing is burnt on the outside except such as had been defiled by 
a minor uncleanness on the inside. 

(g) R. Eliezer says: “ Anything that has become defiled 
through a principal uncleanness, on the outside or on the in¬ 
side, is burnt on the outside; anything that has become defiled 
through a minor uncleanness, either on the inside or the outside, 
must be burnt on the inside.” R. Aqiba says: “ In the place 
where a thing became defiled, there must it also be burnt.” 

(/i) The joints of the daily sacrifice were laid down under¬ 
neath the half of the altar-stairs on the westerly (according to 
others on the easterly) side; those of the additional offerings on 
the easterly (others say on the westerly) side. The sacrifices of 
the new moon were placed above the railing (others say beneath) 
on the altar. 1 The payment of Shekalim was only obligatory 
during the time that the Temple stood; the tithes from grain, 
cattle, and the deliverance of the firstlings were in force during 
the existence of the Temple and even after the Temple. 2 —If 


Mishna e. * The Palestinian Talmud asserts, that the amount of 
the cost of and the number of priests required to submerge the cur¬ 
tain is somewhat exaggerated; but, according to Dr. Biichler’s 
“ Priester und Cultus,” the number of priests is not an exaggeration; 
and as for the cost, if the smallest existing coin be used for calcula¬ 
tion (as in former times the sou in France, so also was the myriad 
mentioned in the Mishna), not even the sum will be exaggerated. 

Mishna f. * For instance, the meat of the sacrifice mentioned in 
Leviticus vii. 6. 

Mishna h. 1 This will be explained in Tract Midoth. 

5 Because the Levites received their sustenance from this source, 
and having inherited no land from their ancestors, they were sup- 
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one sanctify Shekalim or firstlings, they are considered sanctified. 
R. Simeon says: “ If one say, firstlings shall be holy, they are 
not sanctified (because no Temple exists).” 


ported even after the destruction of the Temple by the same means. 
The details will be found in Tracts Becharath, Maasroth, etc. 


APPENDIX TO CHAPTER VI., MISHNA a. 

From the teaching of this Mishna, we may conclude that the 
number system of Pythagoras was known and prevailed in the 
times of the Sages of the Mishna, and accordingly the number 
13 was deemed inauspicious even in the earliest days. 

Therefore many religious ceremonies were established with 
the express view of convincing the people of the absurdity of 
their belief. 

It also seems probable that the Sages themselves entertained 
the superstition, and that they adopted the number 13 in the 
religious ceremonies as a cure for the mischief believed to have 
been produced by the inauspicious number. 
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Des Kaiserlichen Rath, 

Prof. M. Lazarus, Ph. D., D. D. 


Berlin, Koenigsplatz 5 . 

July 20 , 1885 . 
Dear Mr. Rodkinson :— 

In reply to your kind favor of 
the 14 th inst., I wish to siy that I 
read your editorial in No. 298 of 
^ipn attention and pleasure, 
but it left me with a regretful feel¬ 
ing. I am delighted to see an idea 
expressed which affects a great and 
highly important concern of Juda¬ 
ism, and am saddened by the re¬ 
flection that in all probability, I 
shall not live to see its realization. 

At some time or other your plan 
must and will be executed, but 
only by means of the union and 
cooperation of a number of com - 
petent scholars, who in turn must 
have the necessary financial sup¬ 
port of a large circle of well to do 
Jewish patrons. Unfortunately, 
Jews of both circles are possessed 
of deplorable indifference, while, 
on the other hand, those that re¬ 
gard the Talmud as a source of 
knowledge, or use it as such, are 
dominated by a petty spirit — they 
lack the broad, liberal cenception 
of historical development which is 
a prim 3 qu ilification for success in 
planning and executing a work of 
the kind suggested. 

However, I shall greet with de - 
light any contribution to its ulti - 
mate realization. But I am forced , 
regretfully to decline to take inte - 
rest or active part in any new un - 
dertaking. As it is, I am groaning 


IONS. 

under a burden of public duties* 
which lean in no wis3lessen.Cou¬ 
rage and inclination fail me for 
new projects, more particularly in 
cases when the participation of 
scholars is a highly improbable 
contingency. 

W ith best wishes for your re¬ 
covery, 

Respectfully, 

LAZARUS. 

Rev. Dr. M. Jastrow, 

Rabbi of “Rodeph Shalom” Cong, 
of Philadelphia. 

Germantown, October 5 , 1894 . 
Dear Sir! 

At your request I take pleas¬ 
ure in stating my opinion that 
| your planned edition of an abridg- 
| ed Talmud will be a great benefit 
to students who will be spared the 
wading through the intricate dis¬ 
cussions frequently interspersed 
without direct bearing on the sub¬ 
ject treated. Au English translat¬ 
ion of the book so abridged will 
then be, though not an easy, yet a 
possible labor. 

Wishing your enterprise the full 
success it deserves, I am 

Very Respectfully Yours, 

M. JASTROW. 
To Mr. Michael L. Rodkinson. 

Prof. Dr. M. Mielziner 
of Cincinnati. 

Having perused some advance 
sheets of a part of the abridged 
Talmud edition which Mr. Michael 




VI 


L. Rodkinson is about to publish. 
I tind liis work to be very re com¬ 
mendable. Such a Talmud edition 
in which all unnecessary digress¬ 
ions and all disturbing interpolat¬ 
ions are judiciously omitted and 
in which the text is provided with 
punctuation marks, will greatly fa¬ 
cilitate the study of the Talmud 
especially for beginrn rs. 

I trust that the friends of our 
ancient literature will liberally 
support this scholar, and enable 
him to complete this useful work. 
Dr. M. MIELZINER, 

Prof. H. U. College. 
Cincinnati, November, 1804. 

Rev. Dr. Isaac M. Wise, 
President of the Hebrew Union 
College of Cincinnati. Editor of 
“American Istaelite” & “Deborah”. 


Cincinnati, Ohio, Jan. 14, 1805. j 

Re, .*) 

Dear Sir: — 

The bearer of this letter is the 
well known Mr. M. L. Rodkinson, 
whom I would recommend toy our 
special attention. 

The work which Mr. Rodkinson 
is doing, correcting the text of the 
Talmud and translating it into En¬ 
glish is a gigantic enterprise which 
only such a man would and could 
undertake. If he succeeds it will 
give another life to American Ju¬ 
daism both here and abroad. 

The question can only In*, will 
he succeed? can he accomplish it? 

*j We heartily thank the venerable 
writer of this letter for his kind per¬ 
mission to publish same, but the name 
of the gentleman to whom it was ad¬ 
dressed need not be mentioned. 


As far as his learning is concerned 
I am positive he can, and as to his 
energy I dare say he will; he is an 
indefatiguable worker. We have 
the duty to afford him the oppor¬ 
tunity to publish one volume, as a 
sample copy, to convince the world 
whether he is or he is not the man 
to accomplish this task. 

To get him at present the finan¬ 
cial support to publish Yol. I. is 
what I ask of you for him. If this 
volume is what he promises, he 
will be the man to accomplish the 
task. Yours, 

ISAAC M. WISE. 

Rev. Dr. B. Szold, 

Rabbi of the Cong.“01ieb Shalom” 
of Baltimore. 


Baltimore, Jan. 16, 181)5. 
To all -whom it may concern. *) 
Rev. M. L. Rodkinson, a renow¬ 
ned Hebrew scholar of repute and 
ability happening to be in Balti¬ 
more called on me in connection 
with his projt ct of editing his work 
to be known as the “Ancient short 
Talmud”. He laid before me a 
number of Hebrew proof sheets of 
the Treatise “Berechoth” and the 
whole of the Treatise “Sabbath” in 
Manuscript, and asked me to read 
with an eye of a critic his work, to 
the end that if it appeared to me 
valuable I should testify to the its 
' merit and its purpose. 

I very carefully read 16 chapters 
of the M.S. of treatise Sabbath and 
it affords me the greatest pleasure 
that I not only conscientiously con¬ 
sider the work of extraordinary 

*) Extract from the Original in Hebrew. 









merit and value at this time, but 
that I was exceedingly pleased to 
find that the editor has carefully 
arranged the text of the Talmud 
most consecutively and logically. 

He facilitates the reading of the 
Talmud considerably on account 
of this excellent orderly arrange¬ 
ment. The commentary of Rashi 
was also arranged to meet the re¬ 
quirements suiting this edition and 
the editor has not added any ex¬ 
planations of his own, nor altered 
the wording of the text. 

Although the contents of the 
Talmud were familiar to me from 
my youth, yet this new arrange¬ 
ment makes delightful reading and 
brought new light. The reader can 
now read the text intelligently, for 
it seems as if the waters of the 
Talmud llow directly from their 
source, and therefore it is with the 
sincerest pleasure that I hope the 
work will meet with the greatest 
success. 

Every scholar will readily un¬ 
derstand the necessity of such an 
admirable work at the present 
time, when the study of the Tal¬ 
mud in its voluminous shape will 
not without deep and difficult stu¬ 
dy infirse the student with aknow- 
ledge of all its intricacies and fine 
points. In the Talmud as formu¬ 
lated and abridged by Mr. Rod- 
kinson, however, where all unne¬ 
cessary repetitions and dispensible 
debates are discarded, the student 
will be able to gain a fair know¬ 
ledge of all desirable and attract¬ 
ive points at the cost of very little 
time and trouble. 

These considerations have con¬ 
strained me to overstep my well 


defined limitations, and to beg all 
friends of our nationality and its 
estimable old literature to encou¬ 
rage and aid this able author to 
the end, that success may crown 
his valuable and much desirable 
efforts in this direction. 

Let this tribute of mine to truth 
and righteousness be a testimonial 
for the coming generations of the 
high esteem felt by our contempo¬ 
raries of the 19th century, toward 
the Talmud and our National tra¬ 
ditions and how ready we were to 
encourage those who made the 
Talmudical study the aim of their 
existence. 

With the assurance of the satis¬ 
factory results which will obtain 
to all Talmudical students by a 
perusal of this abridged Talmud. 

I am very respectfully, 

B. SZOLD. 


Rev. Dr. K. Kohler, 

Rabbi of the Cong. “Beth-El" of 
New York. 

New York, Febr. 12th, RS9o. 
Dear Sir! 

I gladly and heartily indorse the 
opinion expressed by Prof. Laza¬ 
rus and the Rev. Drs. Jastrow, 
Mielziner and Szold, as to the 
merits of your planned edition of 
the Talmud. I hlso consider an 
abridged edition of the Talmud 
while omitting the many interpo¬ 
lations which tend to confuse the 
reader and facilitating the study 
by the addition of modern punct¬ 
uation marks, would render the 
reading of the difficult passages a 
pleasure rather than a ta>k, a be¬ 
nefit for the scholarly world both 
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^ews and Gentiles, and I can only 
r ecommend the undei taking of tlie 
work to the support of generous- 
liearted patrons of our so little 
subsidized Jewish literature. 

Dr. K. KOHLER. 
To Michael L. Rodkinson. 

Rev. Dr. Felsentbal, 

Rabbi of the Cong. “ Zion ” of 
Chicago. 

Chicago, Febr’y 14, l<Si)5. 
Mr. Michael L. Rodkinson, 

New York City. 

Dear Sir: — 

The fact cannot be denied that 
the Talmud, as it has been handed 
down to us, is very voluminous, 
and that furthermore, by the in¬ 
tricacies of the dialectics prevail¬ 
ing therein and by the labyrinth - 
ical methods pursued in the same, 
it cannot be fully mastered except 
by scholars who devote their lives, 
their days and their nights, almost 
exclusively to the study of this 
grand branch of ancient literature. 
In our present times and in coun¬ 
tries where of necessity all stud¬ 
ents, rabbis included, have to pur¬ 
sue other branches of learning al¬ 
so, such an exclusive devotion to 
Talmudical studies is out of the 
question. For the majority of the 
students, and especially for those 
who, in colleges or in other ways, 
begin to study the Talmud, an 
abridgment of the same — such 
an abridgment by which the more 
important parts of the Talmud 
would be contracted into a nar¬ 
rower compass and many of its 
difficulties would bo avoided — 
will be very desirable, especially if 
by the inserting of punctuation 
marks into the text and by expia¬ 
tory notes at the bottom of its 
pages or at the end of the various 
volumes the reading and the un¬ 
derstanding of the talmudical ex¬ 
tracts will be facilitated. 

I would recommend therefore 
your intended publication of an 
epitomized Talmud to all friends 


of Jewish literature in general and 
to students of Theological Colleges 
especially. And may the wealthier 
ones among our coreligionists,even 
if they themselves are personally 
unable to read and enjoy such li¬ 
terature, nevertheless patronize 
your great undertaking and follow 
the example given by the wealthy 
merchants among the Zebulunites 
who supported the less wealthy 
students of our sacred literature 
belonging to the tribe of Issacbar. 

May you then succeed iu fur¬ 
nishing us with an abridged Tal¬ 
mud in which especially the peda¬ 
gogical requirements of a work of 
this kind will have been satisfies!! 

Respectfully, 

B. FELSENTHAL. 


Rev. M. Friedman, 

Lector of the “Beth Mamedi-ash’’ 
of Vienna. 

The Rev. M. L. Rodkinson,*) 
Yours to hand, and 1 take this 
opportunity to infoim you that I 
have read your article and heartily 
agree with you in most of your 
conclusions, although I beg to 
differ in regard to some omissions 
you made from my text, which I 
consider valuable and should have 
been left intact. However, the sub¬ 
ject is of no importance and more 
of an academical than practical 
merit. As a rule, those who are 
rich in matf rial wealth are poor in 
educational resources, and the rich 
in knowledge are poor in wordly 
possessions in verification of the 
Propin cy : for the wisdom of their 
wise men shall perish, and the un¬ 
derstanding of their men shall be 
hid. (Isaiah, XXIX, 14.) and al¬ 
though you are not well versed in 
sacred mvsteries(your own confes¬ 
sion) yet you will I surmise readi¬ 
ly understand the secret of “hid” 
Yours very trulv, 

MEYER FRIEDMAN. 

*) Translated from Hebrew which 
was published in the “Call” julv 16 , 'S 5 
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As I am a stranger in America, I deem it advisable to give the 
opinion on my work expressed by European scholars ten years ago. 

NI. L. RODKIXSOX. 


me, and find that since our Hold- 
heim’s most productive time no 
polemic work of such learning and 
judgment has appeared against 
orthodoxy. The author has planned 
other works of similar character, 
and I beg leave to ask you whether 
you do not consider it the duty of 
our congregation to support him in 
their execution. 

It is a fact, of which I have been 
painfully aware since the last twenty 
years, that our congregation subsists 
on the “ works of our fathers,” 
without bearing in mind that our 
reason for existence is the promo¬ 
tion of the reform of Judaism. If 
we have come to a standstill in this 
endeavor, it continues to be our 
duty to support men who, like Mr. 
Rodkinson, fulfill their original mis¬ 
sion by the aid of varied attain¬ 
ments and talents. 

Were I not hindered by illness, I 
would plead his cause personally. 
At the end of my life I feel it more 
keenly than ever that I who was 
active in the matter from the first, 
must remember the saying, “ To 
him who begins a work, we say, 
finish it.” 

I cherish the hope that you will 
succeed in obtaining at the proper 
place a realization of my wish. 

With kindest regards, 

Sincerely yours, 

DR. A.‘BERXSTEIX. 


Letters from the celebrated physi¬ 
cist, Dr. A. Bernstein, founder 
of the Reform Congregation, and 
of “ Das Volksblatt.” 

Dear Mr. Rodkinson :— 

Accept my cordial thanks for 
your valuable work “Tefilla Le- 
moshe,” which in many respects 
has given me valuable explanations 
of the development of the laws on 
“ The wearing of the Tefillin.” 

I was exceedingly interested in 
your view on the influence of the 
Jewish Christian sect on the form 
of the “Tefillin,” and the presenta¬ 
tion of the laws relating to them. 
You would be doing signal service 
to science, if you were to continue 
your research on the Ebionites inci¬ 
dentally mentioned. The treatment 
of this theme would earn for you 
the gratitude of all men of science, 
and every layman should consider 
it a privilege to contribute to an 
undertaking of the kind. 

Sincerely yours, 

DR. A. BERXSTEIX. 


Gr. Lichtenfeld, near Berlin, 
23, 10, 1883. 
Have you finished my “Abraham, 
Isaac and Jacob ? ” I should like 
to hear your opinion of it. 


To Dr. Ritter, preacher of the Re¬ 
form Congregation in Berlin. 
Esteemed Sir: — 

Many thanks for your New 
Year’s sermon, the receipt of which 
pleased me the more, as I am un¬ 
fortunately prevented by illness 
from leaving the house, and cannot 
hope to enjoy your addresses at first 
hand at the proper time and place. 
Permit me to address a question to 
you. 

I have read “ Tefilla Lemoshc,” 
by Nlr. Rodkinson, which you sent 


Letter from the Rev. Dr. X. Briill, 

Rabbi at Frankfort-on-the-Main. 

F rankfor t-on-t he-N Iain, 
August 4, 1883. 

To NIr. M. L. Rodkinson, at Ems. 
Esteemed Sir:— 

I am in receipt of your valued 
letter addressed to me and my 
brothers, and take pleasure in say¬ 
ing the following in reply: 
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I have finished reading your 
valuable works on “ Tefillin ” from 
cover to cover with great attention. 
The novel and surprising views it 
contains will not fail to meet with 
careful consideration from the 
learned. It is a subject which lat¬ 
terly has been extensively treated 
by archaeologists and historians, but 
by none so comprehensively and 
exhaustively as by yourself. Your 
plan and its mode of execution, 
your cautious use of the critical 
method, your precise analysis and 
profound understanding of the Tal¬ 
mudic passages and Mediaeval litera¬ 
ture applicable to the subject, the 
convenient arrangement of the 
material and the clear, excellent 
manner, might serve as models, for 
similar works. At present I must 
deny myself the pleasure of a de¬ 
tailed review, as I am very busy 
with literary work of different 
kinds. You may expect to see an 
exhaustive criticism of your book 
in the seventh volume of my “ Jahr- 
lrnch ” to appear early in 1884. In 
my brother’s journal there will be a 
long notice in September or October, 
as all his space until then is occu¬ 
pied. 

We have received Mr. L. Bing’s 
work ; it will receive a deserve by 
favorable notice. 

I am with high regard, 

DR. N. BRULL. 


Letter of the Rev. Mr. Isidore, 
Chief Rabbi of France. 

My dear Co-religionists:— 

Mr. Rodkinson is a man of real 
merit, worthy of interest. His past 
and his present alike speak in his 
favor. He has written two works 
of permanent value, which throw 
light on two questions of prime im¬ 
portance to Judaism. 

I should be glad to have him 
meet with a favorable reception at 
Paris. LSI DORR, 

Chief Rabbi of France. 


P. S.—I have read with deep 
pleasure your work “ Tefilla Lem- 
oshe,” and have taken three copies. 

Letter of the learned philosopher 
and scholar, Dr. Steinthal, pro¬ 
fessor at the University of Berlin. 

Berlin, AY. Biumeshof 8, 
21 , 10, 1888. 

Dear Sir:— 

You wish to have my opinion on 
your work “ Tefilla Lemoshe.” 
I herewith give it to you gladly, 
and in so doing I do not believe my¬ 
self guilty of judging matters with 
which I am not familiar. 

I am particularly fond of works 
like yours, works, I mean, in which 
the meaning and history of religious 
thoughts and ceremonies are pre¬ 
sented in a strictly scientific way. 
Such investigations are not only 
attracted from a psychologic, but also 
of the highest importance from a re¬ 
ligious, point of view ; they protest, 
or liberate us from superstition, and 
strengthen true religiousness. 

Your work appeal's to me to be 
thorough ; it shows how the Tefillin 
arose in the course of centuries, 
develops their history, and their 
changes in form. AYhether you have 
quoted all the passages in our liter¬ 
ature relating to Tefillin, I cannot 
say. But, in my opinion there are 
passages of such indisputable im¬ 
portance, that the meaning of all 
others depends upon theirs. A pas¬ 
sage of that kind is the one you 
quote from the “ Soiling.” 

I wish to make one remark. Ac¬ 
cording to my view, also, the 
“ Tefillin ” can be derived from no 
Biblical passage. The well-known 
verses supposed to refer to the 
Tefillin have only a symbolic mean¬ 
ing. The argument that Uq*kurtem 
is followed by Ukhthnbhtem is not 
valid, for the latter is also to be 
taken symbolically. Or, has the 
law ever been written on doorposts 
in its entirety, or even Deuteronomy? 
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On doorposts as little as on hearts, 
hut in hearts! 

I wish your work this success : 
that henceforth a Jew who uses the 
phylacteries will not call one who 
does not use them an atheist; that 
he who obeys this custom hallowed 
by tradition does it, not as the ful¬ 
fillment of a command, hut as a 
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voluntary clinging to a ceremony, by 
which he wishes to remind himself 
most impressively of the religious 
and moral principles that are to 
I guide him. 

May this, as well as all hopes 
cherished by yon and me and all 
good Jews, he realized. Yours, 
PROF. STEINTHAL. 


SUBSCRIBERS. 


We feel, at this issue, that we should publish a list of names 
of all who have thus far given us their aid, in the form of subscrip¬ 
tions to our undertakings. We cannot but feel that this edition of 
the Talmud is destined to become historic, and we are proud to per¬ 
petuate the names of those who extended its their warm support at 
the beginning of our vast enterprise. We regret that time has not 
permitted us to visit even our friends in New York, much less seek 
subscriptions there. The subscribers to date follow here, but sub¬ 
sequently we shall publish the names of all who contribute to this 
work. 

Paid in Full for the Hebrew and English Copies. 

Hon. Judge Sulzberger, (3 copies).$70.00 

Rev. Dr. M. Jastrow, the late Simon Mulir, Philip 
Lewin, Charles J. Cohen, Morris Newberger, Simon 
R. Fleisher, Marks Bros., all of Philadelphia . . . 25.00 each 

Rev. Dr. Isaac M. Wise (Cincinnati), Hon. Oscar Straus, 

Hon. Nathan Straus, Edward Eewison (New York), 25.00 each 

Paid in Advance for One Copy of Hebrew and English: 

Rev. Dr. Jacob Yorsanger of San Francisco, William 
Rayner and Alfred Ullman (Baltimore), Moses 
Klein, S. E. Bloch, E. M. Eeberman, A. Kaufman 
(Philadelphia), Rev. Henry Cohen (Galveston), I. 

B. Kleinert (New York).$10.00 each 

Subscription Paid for the English Translation. 

Rev. Dr. Krauskopf, Rev. Dr. Berkowitz, Rev. W. Eoe- 
wenburg, Win. B. Hackenburg, J. Kriger, Simon 
Miller, Morris Stern, H. B. Bluinenthal, Henry Jonas, 

D. Teller, M. Mayer, J. Gerstley, Edwin Wolf, M. 
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B. Loeb, R. Blum, Herman Jonas, M. Pfaelzer, A. 

B. Loeb, I). W. Aniram, J. Monvitz, W. Lichteu, 

A. Hess, J. K. Arnold, M. H. Pulaski, J. Bacher, 

Dr. M. Franklin, Dr. L. W. Steinbach, Dr. J. L. 

Salinger, B. Kirschbaum, Dr. C. J. Spivak, M. 

Belial, E. Lederer, B. F. Greenewald, M. H. Stern, 

S. Klopfer, Morris Rosenberg (all of Philadelphia), $5.00 each 
Rev. Dr. Szold, Rabbi T. Shanfarber, Rabbi Rosenau, 

Rev. A. Kaiser, Dr. A. B. Arnold, Isaac Strauss, 

Henry Sonnenberg, \V. L. Wolf, A. Hantz Bros., 

Win. Fisher, Mrs. G. Blum, J. Mann, G. Erlanger, 

Pli. Hamburger, Mrs. Joel Gutman, E. Greenbaum, 

D. Greenbaum, S. Frank, B. Cohen (all of Balti¬ 
more). 5.00 each 

Rev. Dr. D. Philipson, Dr. M. Mielziiier, Dr. G. Deutsch, 

M. Bettmann, Julius Freiberg (all of Cincinnati, O.) 5.00 each 

Rev. Dr. K. Kohler, Dr. H. Baar, A. Solomon, Hon. M. 

Ellinger, Rev. Dr. M. H. Harris, Rev. Dr. S. H. 
Sonneschein, Rev. Dr. R. Grossman, C. Weingart, 

D. P. Hays, C. Sulzberger, Isaac Muslimer (all of 

New York). 5.00 each 

We are also glad to be afforded a long awaited opportunity to 
express our heartfelt gratitude to the reverend gentlemen of the 
several cities visited by 11s during the year 1893, f° r tlieir generous 
efforts in our behalf, both for their own subscriptions and also for 
soliciting the aid and support of their friends for our forthcoming 
works. In this connection we wish to inform our subscribers to the 
second revised edition of our History of Amulets that, owing to cir¬ 
cumstances beyond our control, we are compelled to delay its publi¬ 
cation for the present, although it is already in the hands of the 
printer, and shall, in its stead, forward to our subscribers this edition 
of the Talmud, subject, however, to their approval. 

We take the pleasure to record the names of the following 
Rabbis and gentlemen with accounts received from them, with 
the assurance that we shall ever remember them with gratitude 
and thanks. 


Rev. Dr. J. L. Leucht (New Orleans) and ten subscribers . $110.00 


Rev. Dr. M. Heller (New Orleans) and nine subscribers . 90.00 

Rev. H. Cohen (Galveston) and seventeen subscribers . . . 101.00 

Rev. Dr. Chapman (Dallas) and two subscribers. 40.co 

Rev. H. Bien (Vicksburg) and four subscribers. 25.00 

Rev. Saenger (Shreveport) and four subscribers. 20.00 

Rev. Dr. Samfield (Memphis) and four subscribers .... 25.00 

Rev. C. Rnbenstein (Little Rock) and ten subscribers . . . 52.00 

Rev. Dr. Schuhnann (Kansas City) and eight subscribers . 38.00 

Per J. Half (Houston). 30.00 


The address of the Editor is: 


399 W. Sixth Street, CINCINNATI, O. 











A FEW WORDS TO THE ENGLISH REflDER. 


BY 


Michael L. Rodkinson. 


The Hebrew edition of this work contains an elaborate intro¬ 
duction in three chapters, the translation of which does not appear 
here. Its contents include many important rules which we have 
followed in this work, but we do not feel called upon at this time to 
engross the time of the English reader bj r reciting them. We, how¬ 
ever, deem it a dutj r to say a few words so that the reader ma3 r under¬ 
stand our position, and the reason that we have undertaken a work 
that cannot prove financially profitable, and that will probabfy be 
productive of much adverse criticism in certain quarters. 

The fate of the Talmud has been the fate of the Jews. As soon 
as the Hebrew was born,* he was surrounded by enemies. His 
whole history has been one of struggle against persecution and 
attack. Defamation and deformation have been his lot. So, too, 
has it been with the Talmud. At the beginning of its formative 
period it was surrounded b} r such enemies as the Sadducees, the 
Boethusians, and other sects. When its canon was fixed the Kar¬ 
aites tried to destroy or belittle its influence, and since that time it 
has been subjected to an experience of unvarying difficulty. Vet. 
with remarkable truth the words of Isaiah [xliii. 2] may be applied 
to both, “ When thou passest through the waters, I will be with thee; 
and through the rivers, they shall not overflow thee; when thou 
walkest through the fire, thou shalt not be burned; neither shall the 
flame kindle upon thee.” There is, however, one point concerning 
which this simile is not true. The Jew has advanced; the Talmud 
has remained stationary. 

Since the time of Moses Mendelssohn the Jew has made vast 
strides forward. There is to-day 110 branch of human activity in 
which his influence is not,felt. Interesting himself in the affairs of 
the world, he has been enabled to bring a degree of intelligence and 
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Vide Genesis xliii. 32. 
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industry to bear upon modern life, that has challenged the admira¬ 
tion of the world. But with the Talmud, it is not so. That vast 
encyclopedia of Jewish lore remains as it was. No improvement has 
been possible; no progress has been made with it. Reprint after 
reprint has appeared, but it has always been called the Talmud 
Babli, as chaotic as it was when its canon was originally appointed.* 
Commentary upon commentary has appeared, yet the text of the 
Talmud has not received that heroic treatment that will alone enable 
us to say that the Talmud has been improved. Few books have ever 
received more attention than this vast storehouse of Jewish know¬ 
ledge. Friends and enemies it has had. Attack after attack has 
been made upon it, and defence after defence made for it; yet whether 
its enemies or its defenders have done it more harm, it would be hard 
to tell. Not, forsooth, that we do not willingly recognize that 
there have been many learned and earnest spirits who have labored 
faithfully in its behalf, but for the most part, if the Talmud could 
speak it would say, “God save me from my friends!” For the 
friends have, generally, defended without due knowledge of the stu¬ 
pendous monument of Rabbinical lore; and the enemies have usually 
attacked it by using single phrases or epigrams disconnected from 
their context, and which could be used to prove anything. In both 
cases, ignorance has been fatal. For how many have read all the 
Talmud through and are, thus, competent to judge of its merits ! Is 
it right to attack or defend without sufficient information ? Is it not 
a proof of ignorance and unfairness to find fault, with that of which 
we are not able to give proper testimony ? 

If those, especially, who attacked the Talmud and hurled 
against it venomous vituperation, would have had an intimate 
knowledge of it, would they, for example, believe that a work that 
in one part said, “When one asks for food, no questions may be 
asked as to who he is, but he must immediately be given either food 
or money,” could be guilty of teaching the monstrous doctrines it is 
so frequently charged with ? Could a work be accused of frivolity 
and pettiness that defines wickedness to be “ the action of a rich 
man who hears that a poor man is about to buy a piece of propcrt}', 
secretly overbids him (Qiddusliin 59a)? Could there be a higher 
sense of true charity than that conveyed by the following incident ? 
Mar XJqba used to support a poor man by sending him on the eve of 
each Day of Atonement four hundred zuz. When the Rabbi’s son 
took the money on one occasion, he heard the poor man’s wife say, 
“Which wine shall I put on the table? Which perfume shall I 


* Vide Introduction. 
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sprinkle around the room?” The son, on hearing these remarks, 
returned with the money to his father and told him of what he had 
heard. Said Mar Uqba, : ‘ Was that poor man raised so daintily that 
he requires such luxuries ? Go back to him and give him double the 
sum ! ” (Ketuboth 7a). This is not recorded by the Talmud as an 
exception ; but it is the Talmudical estimate of charity. The Talmud 
is free from the narrowness and bigotry with which it is usually 
charged, and if phrases used out of their context, and in a sense the 
very reverse from that which their author intended, are quoted 
against it, we may be sure that those phrases never existed in the 
original Talmud, but are the later additions of its enemies and ignor¬ 
amuses. When it is remembered that until it was first printed, that 
before the canon of the Talmud was fixed in the sixth century, it 
had been growing for more than six hundred years ( the Talmud 
was in manuscript for eight centuries), that during the whole of that 
time it was beset by ignorant, unrelenting and bitter foes, that mar¬ 
ginal notes were easily added and in after years easily embodied in 
the text by unintelligent printers, such a theory as here advanced 
seems not at all improbable. I11 fact in this very volume we have 
an instance which has been retained only because of its usefulness, 
as an example. I11 Chapter III, the question is asked, “ What is the 
measure of the cornet sound?” I11 characteristic phrasing the 
answer is given that R. Simon b. Gamliel * explained (Piresh) that, 
etc., etc. The term here used is altogether nil -Talmudical, and this 
is an illustration of a marginal note, later incorporated in the text. 

The attacks on the Talmud have not been made by the enemies 
of the Jews alone. Targe numbers of Jews themselves repudiate it, 
denying that the)’’ are Talmud Jews, or that they have aiij' sympathy 
with it. Yet there are only the few Karaites in Russia and Austria, 
and the still fewer Samaritans in Asia Minor, who are really not 
Talmud Jews. Radical and Reform, Conservative and Orthodox not 
only find their exact counterparts in the Talmud, but also follow in 
many important particulars the practices instituted through the 
Talmud, c. g., New Year’s Day, Pentecost (as far as its date and sig¬ 
nificance are concerned), the Qaodish, etc., etc. The modern Jew 
is the product of the Talmud, which we shall find is a work of the 
greatest sympathies, the most liberal impulses, and the widest 
humanitarianism. Even the Jewish defenders have played into the 
enemy’s hands by their weak defences, of which such expressions as 


*In the Talmud only the initials of the name, R. S. b. G., are given, and these could stand 
for a number of names. It is usual to interpret these letters, as is done in this accompanying 
translation, but we are sure that R. Simeon b. Gamliel is not the commentator referred to. 
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“ Remember the age in which it was written ” or “ Christians are 
not meant by 4 gentiles,’ but only the Romans, or the people of Asia 
Minor, etc.,” may be taken as a type. 

Amid its bitter enemies, and weak friends the Talmud has 
suffered a martyrdom. Its eventful history is too well-known to 
require detailing here. We feel that ever3 T attack on it, is an 
attack upon the Jew. We feel that defence b} T the mere citation by 
phrases is useless, and at the best weak. To answer the attacks 
made upon it through ludicrous and garbled quotations were use¬ 
less. There is only one defence that can be made in behalf of the 
Talmud. Ret it plead its own cause in a modern language ! 

What is this Talmud of which we have said so much ? What is 
that work on which so many essays and sketches, articles and books 
have been written ? The best repl) T will be an answer in negative form. 
The Talmud is not a commentary on the Bible; nor should the vein 
of satire or humor that runs through it be taken for sober earnest¬ 
ness. Nor is the Talmud a legal code, for it clearly states that one 
must not derive a law for practical application Irom an)' halakhic 
statement, nor even from a precedent, unless in either case it be 
expressly said that the law or statement is intended as a practical 
rule [Baba Bathra 130 b]. Further: R. Issi asked of R. Jo’hanan: 
41 What shall we do if you pronounce a law to be a Halakha ? ” to 
which R. Jo’hanan replied: 44 Do not act in accordance with it until 
you have heard from me, 4 Go and practice.’ ” Neither is the Tal¬ 
mud a compilation of fixed regulations, although the Shul’han 
Arukh would make it appear so. Yet, even when the Shulkhan 
Arukli will be forgotten, the Talmud will receive the respect and 
honor of all who love liberty, both mental and religious. It lives 
and will live because of its adaptability to the necessities of everj^ 
age, and if any proof were needed to show that it is not dead, the 
attacks that are with remarkable frequency made on it in Germany 
might be given as the strongest evidence. In its da3 r the Talmud 
received, not the decisions, but the debates of the leaders of the 
people. It was an independent critic, as it were, adapting itself to 
the spirit of the times; adding, where necessar3' to the teachings 
of former da3 r s, and abrogating also what had become valueless in 
its da3 r . I11 other words the Talmud was the embodiment of the 
spirit of the people, recording its words and thoughts, its hopes and 
aims, and its opinions on every branch of thought and action. 
Religion and Ethics, Education, Eaw, Histonq Geograpli3 r , Medi¬ 
cine, Mathematics, etc., were all discussed. It dealt with living issues 
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in the liveliest manner and, therefore, it is living, and in reading it 
we live over again the lives of its characters. 

Nothing could be more unfair, nothing more unfortunate than 
to adopt the prevailing false notions about this ancient encyclopedia. 
Do not imagine it is the bigoted, immoral narrow work that its 
enemies have portrayed it to be. On the very contrary; it is as 
free as the bird in its statements. It permits no shackles, no fetters 
to be placed upon it. It knows no authority, but conscience and 
reason. It is the bitterest enemy of all superstition and all fanat¬ 
icism. 

But why speak for it ? L,et it open its mouth and speak in its 
own defence ! How can it be done? The Talmud must be trans¬ 
lated into the modern tongues^ and urge its own plea. All that we 
have said for it would become apparent, if it were only read. Trans¬ 
lation ! that is the sole secret of defence ! In translating it, however, 
we find our path bristling with difficulties. To reproduce it as it is in 
the original is in our judgment an impossible task. Men like Pinner 
and Rawicz have tried to do so with individual tracts and have only 
succeeded in, at the best giving translations to the world, which are 
not only not correct, but also not readable. If it were translated 
from the original text one would not see the forest through the trees. 
For, as we said above, throughout the ages there have been added to 
the text marginal notes, explanatory words, whole phrases and sen¬ 
tences inserted in malice or ignorance by its enemies and its friends.* 
As it stands in the original it is, therefore, a tangled mass defying 
reproduction in a modern tongue. It has consequently occurred to 
us that in order to enable the Talmud to open its mouth, the text 
must be carefully edited. A modern book, constructed on a sup¬ 
posed scientific plan, we cannot make of it, for that would not be the 
Talmud; but a readable, intelligible work it can be made. We have, 
therefore, carefully punctuated the Hebrew text with modern punctu¬ 
ation marks, and have re-edited it by omitting all such irrelevant 
matter as interrupted the clear and orderly arrangement of the various 
arguments. In this way, there disappears those unnecessary debates 
within debates, which only serve to confuse and never to enlighten 
on the question debated. Thus consecutiveness has been gained, 
but never at the expense of the Talmud, for in no case have we 
omitted one single statement that was necessary, or of any impor¬ 
tance. In other words we have merely removed from the text those 
accretions that were added from outside sources, which have proven 
so fruitful a source of misunderstanding and misrepresentation. 

* In ether of our works we have named these interpolators. 

2 
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It may be asked who ancl what are we that we undertake so colos¬ 
sal a task ? We are simply a lover of the Talmud, who believe that we 
have discovered its spirit. The liberal, free, tolerant, broad human¬ 
itarian spirit that pervades that spiritual encyclopedia has been 
shamefully misrepresented and it cries out for rectification. Scholar 
after scholar has tried to improve matters by weighty commentaries 
that have only made the already intricate more difficult of compre¬ 
hension. For ten years we have asked through letters, periodicals 
and books for a synod of scholars to judge of our work, and deter¬ 
mine how to deal with this case. We have not had our request 
granted until now and so we have decided to proceed with our work 
alone. We realize that it is by no means perfect, nor beyond criti¬ 
cism. The enterprise is vast; and he who undertakes it is single- 
handed. The difficulties to be overcome are incalculable, one of the 
greatest being that the work is absolutely unendowed, and we must, 
in addition to the important work of editing, travel hither and thither 
to collect funds with which to continue publication. 

We continue our labors in the full and certain hope that, “he 
who comes to purify, receives Divine help ’’ and that in our task of 
removing the additions made by the enemies of the Talmud, we shall 
be purifying it from the most fruitful source of the attacks made on 
it and thereunto we hope for the help of Heaven. As we have 
already said we feel that this work will not be received everywhere 
with equal favor. We could not expect that it would. Jewish 
works of importance have most usually been given amid “ lightning 
and thunder,’’ and this is not likely to prove an exception. Yet this 
we ask, that the reader believe that we have been actuated only by 
the love of the Talmud, to save it from its cruel enemies and weak 
friends, and to put it in such a position that it can plead its own cause 
in its own defence. 


INTRODUCTION TO TRACT ROSH HA- 
SHANA (NEW YEAR’S DAY). 


Notwithstanding the fact that in the history of every 
nation, especially such as has ever attained to an established 
form of government, the calendar is a matter of great impor¬ 
tance, the Scriptures do not in any manner treat of the Jewish 
calendar. There cannot even be found a fixed time whence the 
commencement of the year should be reckoned, although there 
is this passage in Exodus (xii. 2): This month shall be unto 
you the chief of months : the first shall it be unto you of the 
months of the year/’ Doubtless this may be assumed to point 
to the month of Nissan (about April), as not only the most 
important month, but also as the beginning of the year. 

In another passage (Exod. xxiii. 16), however, we find it 
written: “And the feast of ingathering (Tabernacles), at the 
conclusion of the year/’ This would be a palpable contradic¬ 
tion to the previous passage, were it not for the fact that the 
words “ Betze th Hashana ” (rendered as “ at the conclusion of 
the year") in the quoted passage can be, with perfect accuracy, 
translated “ during the year.’’ While such a translation would 
clear away all doubt as to Nissan being the beginning of the 
year, it could under no circumstances be applied to the Feast 
of Tabernacles, which is neither “at the conclusion’’ of the 
year nor “ during the year’’ (in the sense “ when the year has 
advanced ’’), if the beginning of the year be Tishri (about Sep¬ 
tember). Hence the passage should be translated: “ And the 
feast of the ingathering, which had been completed at the con¬ 
clusion of the year’’; i.e., in the months preceding the month 
of Tishri. 

In the face of these contradictory terms, we must revert to 
historical facts which would support one or the other of the 
above assertions, and we find, that not only the Egyptian rulers, 
but also the Jewish kings since the time of Solomon, counted 
the beginning of the year of their accession from the month of 
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Nissan, while other Eastern potentates, such as the Armenian 
and Chaldean kings, counted the commencement of their year 
of accession from Tishri. 

It is not certain whether the Israelites, after their conquest 
of Canaan, computed their calendar in conformity with that of 
the country whence they came or with that of the country they 
had conquered; but it is plain that in the Mishnaic period, or 
after the erection of the second Temple, they counted the 
beginning of the year from Tishri. It may be, however, that 
their kings, following the example of their predecessors, com¬ 
menced counting the year of their accession from Nissan, and 
in all civil contracts and state documents, according to the exist¬ 
ing custom, used dates to agree with Nissan as the first month 
of the year. 

On the other hand, the priestly tithes, during the days of 
the erection of the second Temple, were payable in Elul (about 
August), which was considered the expiring season of the year, 
in order to prevent the confusion which might arise from mix¬ 
ing one year's tithes with those of the other. The priestly 
tithing of fruits was, however, delayed until Shebhat (about Feb¬ 
ruary), the time when the fruits had already matured on the 
trees, in order that the various tithes should not be confused and 
to prevent the priests and Levites from unduly interfering with 
the affairs of the people. 

The prehistoric Mishna, which always formed the law, in con¬ 
formity with the existing custom, and not vice versa,* found 
four different New Year’s days in four different months, and, 
with the object in view of making the custom uniform in all 
Jewish communities, taught its adherents to observe four dis¬ 
tinct New Year’s days, at the beginning of the four respec¬ 
tive months in which certain duties were accomplished. Thus 
the text of the opening Mishna of this tract, prior to its 
revision by Rabbi Jehudah Hanassi, read as follows: “There 
are four different New Year’s days; viz., the first day of Nis¬ 
san, the first of Elul, the first of Tishri, and the first of She¬ 
bhat.’’ The different purposes for which these days were estab¬ 
lished as New Year’s days were well known at that time, and it 
was therefore deemed unnecessary to specify them. At the time 

* Facts corroborating this statement will be found in our periodical Bakay , 
Vol. II., p. 20 et seq. 
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of the new edition of the Mishna, by Rabbi Jehudah Hanassi 
(the Prince), when the Temple was out of existence, and conse¬ 
quently tithes were no more biblically obligatory (the authority 
of the priests having been abrogated and reverted to the house 
of David, the great-grandfather of the editor), the latter refer¬ 
ring to the first day of Nissan and the first day of Elul as New 
Year’s days, added, by way of commentary, the words, “ for 
kings and cattle-tithe.” 

He also cited the opinions of R. Eliezer and R. Simeon, that 
the New Year’s Day for cattle-tithe should not be celebrated 
separately, but on the general New Year’s Day; viz., on the 
first day of Tishri, as under the then existing circumstances 
there was no necessity to guard against the confusion of tithes 
accruing from one year to the other. From this it may be con¬ 
cluded that R. Jehudah Hanassi, in citing the above opinions, 
alluded to them as being in conformity with his own opinion. 
To that end he also cites the opinions of the schools of Shamai 
and Hillel respectively. 

From the statement in the Mishna to the effect that “ there 
are four periods in each year on which the world is judged,” it 
appears that in the Mishnaic period the New Year’s day was 
considered a day of repentance; and since the principal features 
of repentance are devotion to God and prayers for forgiveness of 
sin, Rabbi states, in the Mishna, that devotion is the only require¬ 
ment during the days of penitence, i.e., the days between New 
Year’s Day and the Day of Atonement. The legend relating 
that on the New Year’s day books (recording the future of each 
person) were opened was yet unknown in Rabbi’s time. 

The story told by R. Kruspedai in the name of R. Johanan, 
that “on New Year’s Daybooks are opened,” etc., is taken from 
the Boraitha which teaches: “ Three books are opened on the 
day of judgment.” This Boraitha, however, does not refer to 
the New Year’s day, but to the day of final resurrection, as 
explained by Rashi, and that R. Kruspedai quotes his story in 
the name of R. Johanan proves nothing; for in many instances 
where teachers were desirous of adding weight to their opin¬ 
ions, they would quote some great teacher as their authority. 
R. Johanan himself permitted this method. 

After Rabbi Jehudah Hanassi had completed the proper 
Mishnaic arrangement regarding the number of New Year’s days, 
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making the principal one “ the Day of Memorial ” (the first of 
Tishri); after treating upon the laws governing the sounding of 
the cornet in an exceedingly brief manner—he dwells upon the 
custom in vogue at the Temple of covering the mouth of the 
cornet or horn with gold, and declares the duty of sounding the 
cornet properly discharged if a person passing by the house of 
worship can hear it. 

He arranges the prayers accompanying this ceremony in a 
few words, and then dilates at great length upon the Mishnayoth 
treating of the lunar movements by which alone the Jews were 
guided in the arrangement of their calendar, upon the manner 
of receiving the testimony of witnesses, concerning the lunar 
movements, and upon the phases of the moon as used by Rabban 
Gamaliel. He then elaborates upon the tradition handed down 
to him from his ancestors (meaning thereby the undisputably 
correct regulations), and also upon the statutes ordained by R. 
Johanan ben Zakkai, enacting that the sages of each generation 
are the sole arbiters of all regulations and ordinances, and may 
themselves promulgate decrees even though the bases for such 
be not found in the Mosaic code. 

He also confirms the right of the chief Beth Din (supreme 
court of law), but not of a lower Beth Din, of each respective 
period, alone to arrange the order of the holidays, on account of 
the already apparent discontent of the masses, who were bent 
upon taking the management of these subjects into their own 
hands. 

Thus he dilates upon this feature with the minutest exactness 
and supports his assertions with the decision of his grandfather 
Rabban Gamaliel, as well as with the decisions of Rabbi Dosa 
ben Harkhinas and Rabbi Jehoshua, to the effect that each 
generation has only to look for guidance to the Beth Din exist¬ 
ing in its own time, and that the opinion rendered by such a 
Beth Din is as binding and decisive as that of Moses, even 
though it appear to be erroneous. 

Such are the contents of this tract, certainly most important 
from an historical and archaeological point of view. Proceed, 
then, and study! 


SYNOPSIS OF SUBJECTS 

OF 

TRACT ROSH HASHANA* 


CHAPTER I. 

Mishna I. The first Mishna ordains New Year’s Days, viz.: For kings, 
for the cattle-tithe, for ordinary years, and for the planting of trees. A king 
who ascends the throne on the 29th of Adar must be considered to have 
reigned one year as soon as the first of Nissan comes. The Exodus from 
Egypt is reckoned from Nissan. When Aaron died Sihon was still living. 
He heard that Aaron was dead and that the clouds of glory had departed. 
The rule about Nissan only concerned the kings of Israel; but for the kings 
of other nations, they reckoned from Tishri. Cyrus was a most upright 
king, and the Hebrews reckoned his years as they did those of the kings 
of Israel. One is guilty of procrastination. Charity, tithes, the glean¬ 
ings of the field, that which is forgotten to be gathered in the field, the 
produce of corners of the field. 

One is culpable if he does not give forthwith that which he has vowed for 
charity. In the case of charity it must be given immediately, for the poor 
are always to be found. The Feast of Weeks falls on the fifth, sixth, or 
seventh of Sivan. 

How the law against delay affects a woman. In which month is grain in 
the early stage of ripening ? Only in the month of Nissan. It is also the 
New Year for leap-year and for giving the half-shekels. Congregational sac¬ 
rifices brought on the first of Nissan should be purchased with the shekels 
raised for the New Year. He who lets a house to another for a year must 
count (the year) as twelve months from day to day ; but if the lessee says (I 
rent this house) “ for this year,” even if the transaction takes place on the 
first of Adar, as soon as the first of Nissan arrives the year (of rental) has 
expired. The first of Tishri is the New Year for divine judgment. At the 
beginning of the year it is determined what shall be at the end of the year. 
The Supreme Court in Heaven does not enter into judgment until the Beth 

* See introduction to synopsis of Tract Sabbath, Yol. I., p. xxix. 
xxiii 





XXIV 


SYNOPSIS OF SUBJECTS. 


Din on earth proclaims the new moon. Israel enters for judgment first. If 
a king and a congregation have a lawsuit, the king enters first. From New 
Year's Day until the Day of Atonement, slaves used not to return to their 
(own) homes ; neither did they serve their masters, but they ate and drank 
and rejoiced, with the crown of freedom on their heads. R. Eliezer says, 
that the world was created in Tishri. R. Joshua says, that the world was 
created in Nissan. Says R. Joshua, God grants the righteous the fulfilment 
of the years of their life to the very month and day. Sarah, Rachel, and 
Hannah were visited on New Year’s Day. Joseph was released from prison 
on New Year’s Day. On New Year’s Day the bondage of our fathers in 
Egypt ceased. The Jewish sages fix the time of the flood according to R. 
Eliezer, and the solstices according to R. Joshua ; but the sages of other 
nations fix the time of the flood also as R. Joshua does. Whoso vows to 
derive no benefit from his neighbor for a year must reckon (for the year) 
twelve months, from day to day ; but if he said “ for this year,” if he made 
the vow even on the twenty-ninth of Elul, as soon as the first of Tishri 
comes that year is complete. The New Year for giving tithes is for a tree 
from the time the fruits form ; for grain and olives, when they are one-third 
ripe ; and for herbs, when they are gathered. R. Aqiba picked the fruit of 
a citron-tree on the first of Shebhat and gave two tithes of them, . 1-20 

Mishna II. At four periods in each year the world is judged. All are 
judged on New Year’s Day and the sentence is fixed on the Day of Atone¬ 
ment. R. Nathan holds man is judged at all times. God said: “ Offer before 
Me the first sheaf of produce on Passover, so that the standing grain may be 
blessed unto you. Recite before Me on New Year’s Day the Malkhioth, 
that you proclaim Me King ; the Zikhronoth, that your remembrance may 
come before Me, for good, and how (shall this be done) ?” By the sounding 
of the cornet. Three circumstances cause a man to remember his sins. 
Four things avert the evil decree passed (by God) on man ; viz., charity, 
prayer, change of name, and improvement. Some add to these four a fifth 
—change of location. Three books are opened on New Year’s Day: one 
for the entirely wicked, one for the wholly good, and one for the average 
class of people. The school of Hillel says: The most compassionate 
inclines (the scale of justice) to the side of mercy. Who are those who 
inspire their fellowmen with dread of them ? A leader of a community 
who causes the people to fear him over-much, without furthering thereby a 
high purpose. The legend how R. Joshua fell sick and R. Papa went to 
visit him. The Holy One, blessed be He, wrapped Himself, as does one 
who recites the prayers for a congregation, and pointing out to Moses the 
regular order of prayer, said to him: “ Whenever Israel sins, let him pray to 
Me after this order, and I shall pardon him." Prayer is helpful for man 
before or after the decree has been pronounced. ^The legend of a certain 
family in Jerusalem whose members died at eighteen years of age. They 
came and informed R. Johanan ben Zakkai. The Creator sees all their 
hearts (at a glance) and (at once) understands all their works, . 20-28 

Mishna III. Messengers were sent out in the following six months : in 
Nissan, Abb, Elul, Tishri, Kislev, and in Adar. The legend of the king 
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(of Syria who had earlier) issued a decree forbidding the study of the Torah 
among the Israelites, or to circumcise their sons, and compelling them to 
desecrate their Sabbath. Judah b. Shamua and his friends cried aloud : “O 
heavens ! Are we not all brethren ? Are we not all the children of one 
Father ? ” etc. Samuel said : “ I can arrange the calendar for the whole cap- 
tivity.” Rabha used to fast two days for the Day of Atonement. Once it 
happened that he was right . 29-34 

Mishnas IV. to VII. For the sake of (the new moon), of the two months 
Nissan and Tishri, witnesses may profane the Sabbath. Formerly they pro¬ 
faned the Sabbath for all (new moons), but since the destruction of the 
Temple they instituted that (witnesses) might profane the Sabbath only on 
account of Nissan and Tishri. It once happened that more than forty pair 
(of witnesses) were on the highway (to Jerusalem) on the Sabbath. Shagbar, 
the superintendent of Gader, detained them, and (when) R. Gamaliel (heard 
of it, he) sent and dismissed him. It once happened, that Tobias the physi¬ 
cian, his son, and his freed slave saw the new moon in Jerusalem. The 
explanation of the passage Exodus xii. 1, by R. Simeon and the rabbis. 
Who are incompetent witnesses ? Gamblers with dice, etc., . . 34-36 

CHAPTER II. 

Mishnas I. to IV. If the Beth Din did not know (the witness), another 
was sent with him to testify in his behalf. It once happened that R. Nehorai 
went to Usha on the Sabbath to testify (to the character) of one witness. 
The legend how the Boethusians appointed false witnesses. Formerly bon¬ 
fires were lighted (to announce the appearance of the new moon) ; but when 
the Cutheans practised their deceit it was ordained that messengers should 
be sent out. There are four kinds of cedars. The whole country looked 
like a blazing fire. Each Israelite took a torch in his hand and ascended to 
the roof of his house. Great feasts were made for (the witnesses) in order 
to induce them to come frequently. How were the witnesses examined ? 
The sun never faces the concave of the crescent or the concave of a rain¬ 
bow. (If the witnesses say) “We have seen the reflection (of the moon) in 
the water, or through a metal mirror, or in the clouds,” “ their testimony is 
not to be accepted.” The chief of the Beth Din says : “ It (the new moon) 
is consecrated,” and all the people repeated after Him : “ It is consecrated, 
it is consecrated.” Pelimo teaches : “ When the new moon appeared at its 
proper time, they used not to consecrate it,” ..... 37-42 

Mishnas V. and VI. R. Gamaliel had on a. tablet, and on the wall of his 
upper room, illustrations of the various phases of the moon. Is this per¬ 
mitted ? Yea, he had them made to teach by means of them. It happened 
once, that two witnesses came and said : “We saw the moon in the east¬ 
ern part in the morning and in the western partin the evening.” R. Johanan 
b. Nuri declared them to be false witnesses. Two other witnesses came and 
said : “We saw the moon on its proper day, but could not see it on the 
next evening.” R. Gamaliel received them ; but R. Dosa b. Harkhinas said : 
“ They are false witnesses.” R. Joshua approved his opinion. Upon this, 
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Gamaliel ordered the former to appear before him on the Day of Atonement, 
according to his computation, with his staff and with money. What R. 
Joshua did, and what R. Aqiba and R. Dosa b. Harkhinas said about it. 
What R. Hiyya said when he saw the old moon yet on the morning of the 
twenty-ninth day. Rabbi said to R. Hiyya : “Go to Entob and consecrate 
the month, and send back to me as a password, ‘ David the King of Israel 
still lives.'” The consecration of the moon cannot take place at a period less 
than twenty-nine and a half days, two-thirds and .0052 (i.e., seventy-three 
Halaqim) of an hour. Even if the commonest of the common is appointed 
leader by a community, he must be considered as the noblest of the nobility. 
A judge is to be held, “in his days,” equal in authority with the greatest of 
his antecedents. Gamaliel said to R. Joshua: “ Happy is the generation 
in which the leaders listen to their followers, and through this the followers 
consider it so much the more their duty (to heed the teachings of the 
leaders),”.4 2 ~44 


CHAPTER III. 

Mishna I. If the Beth Din and all Israel saw (the moon on the night 
of the thirtieth day), but there was no time to proclaim, “ It is consecrated,” 
before it has become dark, the month is intercalary. When three who 
formed a Beth Din saw it, two should stand up as witnesses and substitute 
two of their learned friends with the remaining one (to form a Beth Din). 
No greater authority than Moses, our master, yet God said to him that Aaron 
should act with him. No witness of a crime may act as judge, but in civil 
cases he may,. 45 - 4-6 

Mishnas II. to IV. Concerning what kind of cornets may be used on 
New Year’s and Jubilee days. Some words in the Scripture which the 
rabbis could not explain, until they heard the people speak among them¬ 
selves. The cornet used on the New Year was a straight horn of a wild 
goat, the mouthpiece covered with gold. The Jubilee and the New Year's 
Day were alike in respect to the sounding (of the cornet) and the benedic¬ 
tions, but R. Jehudah’s opinion was different. R. Jehudah holds that on 
New Year’s Day the more bent in spirit a man is, and on the Day of Atone¬ 
ment the more upright he is (in his confessions), the better ; but R. Levi 
holds the contrary. “ On the fast days two crooked ram’s-horns were used, 
their mouthpieces being covered with silver.” According to whom do we 
nowadays pray: “This day celebrates the beginning of thy work, a memo¬ 
rial of the first day ” ? It is unlawful to use a cornet that has been split and 
afterwards joined together. If one should happen to pass by a synagogue, 
or live close by it and should hear the cornet, he will have complied with 
the requirements of the law. If one covered a cornet on the inside with 
gold it might not be used. If one heard a part of (the required number of) 
the sounds of the cornet in the pit, and the rest at the pit's mouth, he has 
done his duty. If one blew the first sound (Teqia), and prolonged the 
second (Teqia) as long as two, it is only reckoned as one. If one who 
listened (to the sounds of the cornet) paid the proper attention, but he that 




SYNOPSIS OF SUBJECTS. xxvii 

blew the cornet did not, or vice versa , they have not done their duty until 
both blower and listener pay proper attention. If special attention in fulfil¬ 
ling a commandment or doing a transgression is necessary or not. As long 
as Israel looked to Heaven for aid, and directed their hearts devoutly to 
their Father in Heaven, they prevailed'; but when they ceased to do so, they 
failed. All are obliged to hear the sounding of the cornet, priests, Levites, 
and Israelites, proselytes, freed slaves, a monstrosity, a hermaphrodite, and 
one who is half-slave and half-free. One may not say the benediction over 
bread for guests unless he eats with them, but he may for the members of 
the family, to initiate them into their religious duties, . . . 46-52 

CHAPTER IV. 

Mishnas I. to IV. Regarding if the New Year fall on Sabbath. Where 
the shofer (cornet) should be blown after the Temple was destroyed. What 
was the difference between Jamnia and Jerusalem ? Once it happened that 
New Year’s Day fell on the Sabbath, and all the cities gathered together. 
Said R. Johanan b. Zakkai to the Benai Betherah : “ Let us sound (the 
cornet)!” “First,” said they, “let us discuss!” R. Johanan b. Zakkai 
ordained that the palm-branch should everywhere be taken seven days, in 
commemoration of the Temple. Since the destruction of the Temple, R. 
Johanan b. Zakkai ordained that it should be prohibited (to eat of the new 
produce) the whole of the day of waving (the sheaf-offering). Once the wit¬ 
nesses were delayed in coming, and they disturbed the song of the Levites. 
They then ordained that evidence should only be received until (the time 
of) the afternoon service. Concerning what songs the Levites had to sing 
every day from the Psalms. What did the Levites sing when the additional 
sacrifices were being offered on the Sabbath ? What did they sing at the 
Sabbath afternoon service ? According to tradition, a corresponding 
number of times was the Sanhedrin exiled. The witnesses need only go to 
the meeting place (of the Beth Din). Priests may not ascend the platform in 
sandals, to bless the people ; and this is one of the nine ordinances instituted 
by R. Johanan b. Zakkai,.53—57 

Mishna V. Regarding the order of the benedictions on New Year’s 
Day at the morning prayer, additional prayers, and at what time the cornet 
must be blown, etc. What passages from the Scriptures are selected for 
additional prayers on New Year’s Day. To what do the ten scriptural pas¬ 
sages used for the Malkhioth correspond ? How many passages must be 
recited from Pentateuch, Prophets, and Hagiographa ? We must not men¬ 
tion the remembrance of the individual (in the Zikhronoth), even if the 
passage speaks of pleasant things. What are the passages which must be 
said in the benediction of Malkhioth, Zikhronoth, and the Shophroth ? R. 
Elazar b. R. Jose says : “ The Vathiqin used to conclude with a passage 
from the Pentateuch.” “ Hear, O Israel, the Lord our God is our Lord,” 
may be used in the Malkhioth. The second of those who act as ministers of 
the congregation on the Feast of New Year shall cause another to sound the 
cornet on days when the Hallel (Service of Praise, Ps. cxiii.-cxviii.) is read. 
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We are permitted to occupy ourselves with teaching (children) until they 
learn (to sound the cornet), even on the Sabbath. The order, and how 
many times it must be blown ; also, the different sounds and the names of 
them. How all this is deduced from the Bible, and the difference of opinions 
between the sages. Generally the sbundings of the cornet do not interfere 
with each other, nor do the benedictions, but on New Year’s Day and the Day 
of Atonement they do. R. Papa b. Samuel rose to recite his prayers. Said he 
to his attendant, “When I nod to you, sound (the cornet) for me.” Rabha 
said to him, that this may only be done in the congregation. A man should 
always first prepare himself for prayer, and then pray. R. Jehudah prayed 
only once in thirty days, .57-66 



“NEW YEAR.” 


CHAPTER I. 

MISHNA. There are four New Year clays, viz : The first of 
Nisan is New Year for (the ascension of) Kings* * * § and for (the reg¬ 
ular rotation of) festivals; f the first of Klul is New Year for the 
cattle-tithe, J but according to R. Eliezer and R. Simon, it is on the 
first of Tishri. The first of Tishri is New Year’s day, for ordinary 
years, and for the reckoning of the sabbatic years, § and jubilees; 
and also for the planting of trees, || and for herbs 9 On the first 
day of Shebhat is the New Year for trees,** according to the school 
of Shammai; but the school of Hillel says it is on the fifteenth of 
the same month ff 

GEMARA. “For Kings.” Why is it necessary to appoint 
such a day? R. ’Hisda answered, On account of documents. 
The Rabbis taught : A king who ascends the throne on the 29th of 
Adar must be considered to have reigned one year as soon as the 
first of Nisan comes, but if he ascends the throne 011 the first of 
Nisan, he is not considered to have reigned one year until the first 
of Nisan of the following year. From this we infer that only Nisan 
is the commencement of years for kings (or the civil New Year’s); 


* It mattered not according to the sages at what period of the year a Jewish king 
ascended the throne, his reign was always reckoned from the preceding first of Nisan. 
If, for instance, a Jewish king began to reign in Adar, the eleven months before would 
be considered one year of the reign of the king just deceased, and the month of Adar 
would be considered one year of the new king's reign. The next first of Nisan would be 
the beginning of the second year of the king’s reign. This rule had to be observed in 
all documents in which the year of the king’s reign was mentioned. 

f This refers to the law concerning vows. If one made a vow it had to be fulfilled 
before the three festivals elapsed in the order of Passover, Pentecost and Tabernacles. 

X A date had to be appointed in order to keep the tithes of animals born and products 
of the earth, distinct from year to year. 

§ Vide Lev. xxv. and Deut. xv. 

|| With regard to the prohibition of eating fruit of newly planted trees [Lev. xix. 23-25]. 

■J So as not to mix the tithe ou herbs from year to year. 

** With regard to the tithe due on fruit trees. 

ff The Gemara fully discusses the reasons fer these institutions, but we deem it wise 
to anticipate, for the sake of clearness. 

JJ So that in the case of mortgages, one may know which is the first and which is the 
second by means of the year of the king’s reign mentioned in the documents. 

(I) 
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that even a fraction of a year is considered a year; and that if a king 
ascends the throne on the first of Nisan, he is not considered to have 
reigned one year until the next first of Nisan, although he may have 
been elected in Adar. The Boraitha* teaches this, lest one might 
suppose that the year should be reckoned from the day of election 
and therefore the king would begin liis second year (on the first of 
Nisan following). 

The Rabbis taught: If a king die in Adar and his successor 
ascends the throne in Adar (documents may be dated either) the 
(last) year of the (dead) king, or the (first) year of the new king. 
If a king die in Nisan, and his successor ascends the throne in 
Nisan, the same is the case. But if a king die in Adar, and his suc¬ 
cessor does not ascend the throne until Nisan, then the year ending 
with Adar should be referred to as the year of the dead king, and 
from Nisan it should be referred to as that of his successor.t 

R. Jo’hanan says: Whence do we deduce that we reckon the 
commencement of years (for the reign) of kings, only from Nisan? 
It is said [i Kings vi. i] “ And it came to pass in the four hundred 
and eightieth year after the children of Israel were come out of the 
land of Egypt, in the fourth year of Solomon’s reign over Israel, in 
the month Ziv, which is the second month, etc.” He institutes the 
following analogy between “ the reign of Solomon ” and “ the Exo¬ 
dus from Egypt ” mentioned in this passage: As the Exodus from 
Egypt is reckoned from Nisan, so also is the reign of Solomon 
reckoned from Nisan. But how do we know that the Exodus even 
should be reckoned from Nisan ? Perhaps we should reckon it from 
Tishri! The facts of the case do not support such a presumption, 
for it is written [Numbers xxxiii. 38] ‘‘And Aaron, the Priest, went 
up into Mount Hor at the commandment of the Lord, and died 
there, in the fortieth year after the children of Israel were come out 
of the land of Egypt on the first day of the fifth month; ’ ’ and it is writ¬ 
ten [Deut. i. 3] ‘‘And it came to pass in the fortieth year, in the 
eleventh month, on the first day of the month, Moses spake, etc.” 
Since he mentions the fifth month, which is certainly Abh, and he 
speaks of (Aaron’s death as happening in) the fortieth year (and not 
the forty-first year), it is clear that Tishri is not the beginning of years 
(for kings). This argument is acceptable as far as the former( Aaron’s) 


" The word Boraitha is derived from a root meaning "external* foreign," etc. It means 
the traditions and opinions of Tanai'm not embodied in the Mishna as compiled by R. 
Judah Hannasi. 

f Xo reference should be made after the first of Xisan to the reign of the king just 
deceased. I ? or instance : it was not permitted to speak of the year beginning with Xisan, 
as the second year after the death of the king. 
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case is concerned, for the text specifically mentions (forty years after) 
the Exodus; but in the latter (Moses’) case, how can we tell that (the 
fortieth year) means from the Exodus? Perhaps it means (the for¬ 
tieth year) from the raising of the Tabernacle in the wilderness! 
The terms “fortieth year’’ (mentioned in connection with both 
Aaron and Moses) are compared by analogy; as in the former case 
it means forty years from the time of the Exodus, so also in the latter 
case. But whence do we know that the incident that took place in 
Abh (the death of Aaron) happened before that which is related 
(the speech of Moses) as happening in Shebhat ? Perhaps the Slieb-’ 
hat incident happened first! It is not reasonable to suppose this; 
for it is written [Dent. i. 4] “After he had slain Sihou the king of 
the Amorites,’’ and when Aaron died Sihon was still living. Thus 
it is written [Numbers xxi. 1] “And the Canaanite, the King of 
Arad heard.’’ What did he hear ? He heard that Aaron was dead 
and that the clouds of glory had departed (and he thought that any¬ 
one might go tip and fight against Israel). How can we make any 
such comparison ? In the one place it speaks of the Canaanite, and 
in the other, of Sihon! Yes, we can, for a Boraitha says that Sihon, 
Arad and the Canaanite are identical. This opinion of R. Jo’hanan is 
quite correct, for we find that a Boraitha quotes all the verses that he 
quotes here, and arrives at the same conclusion. 

R. ’Hisda says: They taught this rule about Nisan only con¬ 
cerning the kings of Israel, but for the kings of other nations, they 
reckon from Tishri. As it is said: [Nehem. i. 1] “ The words of 
Nehemiah, the son of Hakhaliah. And it came to pass in the mouth 
of Kislev, in the twentieth year, Hanani, one of 1113* brethren, came, 
he and certain men of Judah,” and it is written: [ibid. ii. 1] “ And 
it came to pass in the month Nisan, in the twentieth year of Artax- 
erxes the king, etc.” Since Hanani stood before Nehemiah in 
Kislev, and the Bible speaks of it as the twentieth year, and since 
Nehemiah stood before the king in Nisan, and the Text calls it also 
the twentieth year, it is clear that the New Year (for the non-Jewish 
king, Artaxerxes) is not Nisan (or in the latter case he would have 
spoken of the twenty-first year). This argument is acceptable as 
far as the latter quotation is concerned, for it specifically mentions 
Artaxerxes, but in the former verse how do we know that he refers 
to Artaxerxes ? Perhaps he refers to another event altogether ! Says 
R. Papa: Since in the first passage we read “the twentieth year” 
and in the second we read “ the twentieth year,’’ we may deduce by 
analogy that as in the one case Artaxerxes is meant, so is he meant 
also in the other. But how do we know that the event, recorded as 
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occurring in Kislev, and not the Xisan incident, happened first? 
Any other deduction would not accord with the facts of the case. 
For we have learnt in a Boraitha: The same words which Hanani 
said to Nehemiah in Kislev, the latter repeated to the king in Xisan, 
as it is said: [Xehem. i. 1-2] “The words of Xehemiah, son of 
Hakhaliah. And it came to pass in the month of Kislev, in the 
twentieth year, as I was in Shuslian the palace, that Hanani, one of 
my brethren came, and certain men of Judah .... and the 
gates thereof are burned with fire. ’ ’ And it also said: [Xehem. ii. 1-6] 
“And it came to pass in the mouth of Xisan. in the twentieth year 
of Artaxerxes the king, that wine was before him .... so 
it pleased the king to send me; and I set him a time.” 

R. Joseph offered an objection: It is written [Haggai ii. 10] 
“In the twenty-fourth day of the sixth mouth, in the second year 
of Darius, ” and it is also written [ibid. 1] “ I11 the second year, in 
the seventh month, in the one and twentieth day of the mouth.” 
If the rule is that Tisliri (the seventh monthj is the beginning of 
years for nou-Jewisli kings, should not the Text read “ in the third 
year of Darius” instead of the second year? R. Abahu answered: 
Cyrus * was a most upright king and the Hebrews reckoned his 
years as they did those of the kings of Israel < beginning with Xisan). 
R. Joseph again objected: If that were so there are texts that would 
contradict each other. First: it is written [Ezra vi. 15] “And this 
house was finished on the third day of the mouth Adar, which was 
in the sixth year of the reign of Darius the King.” A Boraitha 
explains this to mean: At that same time in the following year Ezra 
and the children of the captivity went up from Babylon, and the 
Bible says about this [Ezra vii. 8] “And he came to Jerusalem in 
the fifth month in the seventh year of the king.” But if the rule is 
(that for Cyrus the year began with Xisan and not Tisliri) should 
not the Text say “the eighth year” (since the first day of Xisan, 
the beginning of another year, intervenes between the third of Adar, 
and the mouth of Abh)? And secondly: How can you compare 
these texts ! I11 the one place it speaks of Cyrus, and in the other, 

of Darius! This remains unanswered. 

“And for Festivals.” Do then the festivals commence on 
the first of Xisan ? Do they not begin on the fifteenth of that 


*The Rabbis of the Talmud must have had a different reading in the book of Haggai 
from that which now exists. There is no verse in Haggai that reads, as the one quoted here. 
There is therefore a great difficulty in understanding the discussion. Rashi even, is unable 
to enlighten us on this point. It is possible, however, that some of the Rabbis knew that 
"Darius" mentioned in Haggai referred to Cyrus, for all the Persian kings of the Aelue- 
menidan dynasty were called Darius. 
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month? R. ’Hisda answered: (The Mishna means that Nisau is) 
the month that contains that festival which is called the New Year 
for festivals (viz., Passover). 

What difference does it make (in practice) ? It makes a differ¬ 
ence to one who has made a vow, because through this festival he 
becomes culpable of breaking the law, 1 ‘ Thou shalt not slack to 
pay.”* And this is according to the opinion of R. Simon, who says: 
That (before one is guilt}' of delay) the three festivals must have 
passed by in their regular order, with Passover as the first (of the 
three). 

The Rabbis taught: As soon as three festivals have passed by 
and the following duties (or vows) have not been fulfilled one is 
guilty of procrastination ; and these are they, The vow of one who says 
“ I will give the worth of myself (to the sanctuary)” or “ I will give 
what I am estimated to be worth (in accordance with L,ev. xxvii) or 
objects, the use of which one has foresworn, or which one has conse¬ 
crated (to the sanctuary) or sin-offerings, guilt-offerings, burnt-offer¬ 
ings, peace-offerings, charity, tithes, the firstlings, the paschal 
offerings, the gleanings of the field, that which is forgotten to be 
gathered in the field, the produce of corner of the field.f R. Simon 
says: The festivals must pass by in their regular order, with Pass 
over as the first, and R. Meir says: As soon as even one festival has 
elapsed, and the vow has not been kept the law is infringed. R. 
Eliezer, b. Jacob, says: As soon as two festivals have elapsed, the law 
is infringed, but R. Elazar, b. Simon, says: Only the passing of the 
feast of Tabernacles causes the infringement of the law (whether or 
not any other festivals have passed by between the making and the 
fulfilling of the vow). What is the reason of the first Tana ? Since 
in [Deut. xvi.] the Text has been speaking of the three festivals, 
why does it repeat “On the feast of Unleavened Bread, on the 
feast of Weeks and on the feast of Tabernacles? ” It repeats these 
words to teach us (that the festivals must pass in the order just 
mentioned, before one is) guilty of procrastination. R. Simon says: 
It was not necessary to repeat “ on the feast of Tabernacles,” because 
the Text was speaking of that festival (when it mentioned the names 
of the three festivals). Why, then, does it repeat it? To teach us 
that Tabernacles shall be the last of the three festivals. R. Meir 
arrives at his opinion because it is mentioned of each festival “ Thou 
shall come there (to Jerusalem) and ye shall bring there ” (your 


* This law of “ Thou shalt not slack to pay,” is known as “ Bal Te’aher ; ” t. e., the law 
against procrastination or delay, 
t Iy€v. xxiii, 22. 
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vows; and this being said of each festival, if o?ie elapses and the vow 
is not brought, then the law against delay is infringed). The reason 
of R. Eliezer, b. Jacob is that the passage [Numb. xxix. 39] rfins: 
“ These shall ye offer to the Eord on your appointed feasts,” and the 
minimum of the plural word “feasts” is iwo. On what does R. 
Elazar b. Simon, base his opinion? We have learnt in a Boraitha: 
“The feast of Tabernacles” should not have been mentioned in 
[Dent. xvi. 16], since the preceding passages (of that chapter) were 
treating of that feast. Why, then, was it mentioned ? To indicate 
that that particular feast (Tabernacles) is the one that causes the 
infringement of the law. 

What do R. Meir and R. Elazar deduce from the superfluous 
passage “ on the feast of Unleavened Bread, on the feast of Weeks, 
and on the feast of Tabernacles ? ’ ’ The}' use this verse, according to 
R. Elazar, who says in the name of R. Oshava: Whence do we know 
that the law of compensation * applies to the feast of Weeks (although 
the feast is only one day)? For this very reason the Bible repeats 
the three festivals; and he institutes a comparison between the feast 
of weeks and the feast of unleavened bread; as the law of compensa¬ 
tion applies to feast of unleavened bread for seven days, so also does 
it apply to the feast of Weeks for seven days. Why, then, does the 
Torah find it necessary to repeat the words, “ In the feast of Taber¬ 
nacles?” To compare it with the feast of Unleavened Bread; as, 
during the feast of Unleavened Bread it was obligatory to stay over 
night (in Jerusalem), so was it also necessary during the feast of 
Tabernacles. But how do we know that it was obligatory during 
the feast of Unleavened Bread ? It is written [Deut. xvi. 7], “Thou 
slialt turn in the morning (after staying over night), and go unto 
thy tents.” What are the sources of the above arguments? The 
Rabbis taught the following interpretation of Deut. xxiii. 21: 
“ When thou slialt vow a vow unto the Lord thy God, thou slialt not 
slack to pay it.” Perhaps these words only apply to a vow! How 
do we know that they may also be applied to a voluntary offering? 
In the passage just quoted we read “vow,” and in another place 
[Lev. vii. 16], we find “ but if the sacrifice of his offering be a vow 
or a voluntary offering;” as in the latter instance the Torah includes 
the “ voluntary offering,” so does it also in the former; “ unto the 
Lord thy God,” /. c. y offerings expressed by “ I will give the value of 
myself” etc., and other objects mentioned above; “thou slialt not 
slack to pay it;” /. f., the object promised must be given and not 

* The privilege of bringing on one of the later days of a festival a sacrifice that 
should have been offered on the first day. 
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anything in exchange of it;* “ for he will surely require it,” i. e the 
sin- guilt- burnt- and peace-offerings; “the Lord thy God;” these 
words refer to offerings of charity, tithes, and firstlings; “ of thee;” 
this refers to the gleanings, that which is forgotten in the field and 
the produce of the corner of the field; “ and it would be sin in thee,” 
i. c., and not in thy sacrifice (which is not thereby invalidated). 

The Rabbis taught: Deut. xxiii. 23; may be explained thus: 
“ That which is gone out of thy lips ” refers to the mandatory laws 
(of the Torah); “ thou slialt keep ” refers to the prohibitory laws; 
“ and perform ” is a warning to the Beth Dint (that tlie) r should 
enforce the laws) ; “ according as thou hast vowed ” refers to vows; 
“ to the Lord thy God ” refers to sin- guilt- burnt- and peace-offer¬ 
ing; “ a free-will offering ” means just what it is; “ which thou hast 
spoken,” refers to the sanctified objects devoted to the Temple for 
repairs, etc.; “with thy mouth” refers to charity. Says Rabha: 
One is culpable if he does not give forthwith that which he has vowed 
for charity. Why so? Because there are always poor people (need¬ 
ing immediate help). Is not this self-evident? Aye, but one might 
suppose that, since the law prohibiting delay is found in connection 
with the duty of giving charity and also of bringing the various vol¬ 
untary offerings, it would apply to both, and it would not be infringed 
until the three festivals had elapsed, therefore he teaches us (that 
charity and sacrifices are different); in the latter case, the infringe¬ 
ment of the law depends on the festivals, but in the case of charity it 
must be given immediately, for the poor are always to be found. 
And Rabha further said: As soon as three festivals have passed (and 
one lias not brought his offering), he daily transgresses the law 
against delay. Against this opinion the following objection was 
raised: As soon as a year, containing three festivals or not, has 
passed (he that does not bring his offering) be it a firstling or 
any of the holy offerings, transgresses daily the law against delay. 
It is quite possible that the three festivals may elapse and yet 
a year may not go by (c. g., from Passover till Tabernacles is only 
seven months), but how can it happen that a year may pass and 
the three festivals should not occur (in that time) ? It may happen 
according to those who say (that the three festivals must elapse) in 
their regular order, but according to those who do not say (that the 
three festivals must go by) in tlieir regular order how can such a case 

* L,ev. xxvii. 32, 

f The ecclesiastical and civil courts were called Beth Din, and consisted of an odd num¬ 
ber of judges, so that in case of a division of opinion, a majority was always assured. The 
minimum number of judges required to form a court was three. In our translation we shall 
always use “ Beth Din ” instead of “ court; " using it as an English term, as Sanhedrim. 
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happen ? It is possible according to Rabbi (who holds that the in¬ 
tercalary month* is not a part of the year), and it occurs in a leap- 
year, when one consecrates anything (to the Temple) after the feast 
of Passover; for when the end of the second Adar has arrived, a 
year (of twelve months) has elapsed, yet the three festivals have not 
passed by in their regular order. But how can such a case occur 
according to the Rabbis? It can happen; as a Boraitha teaches: R. 
Shemaiah says, The feast of Weeks falls on the fifth, sixth, or seventh 
ofSivan. How is this possible? In a year when the months of 
Nisan and Iyar have thirty days each, Pentecost falls on the fifth of 
Sivan; when they each have twenty-nine days, Pentecost falls on the 
seventh of Sivan; but when the one has twenty-nine days and the 
other has thirty days, Pentecost falls on the sixth of Sivan. 

R. Zera asked: How does the law against delay affect an heir? 
Shall we argue that the Torah says [Deut. xxiii. 21] “ When thou 
shalt vow a vow ” ( 7 . r., the testator has vowed), but the heir has 
not vowed (consequently, the law does not apply to him), or shall 
we argue from the passage [Deut. xii. 5, 6] “When ye be come 
then ye shall bring’’ and the heir (who is obliged to 
come) is also in duty bound to bring with him (the objects vowed 
by the testator) ? Come and hear! R. ’Hiyya teaches: It is writ¬ 
ten in this connection “ from thee’’ (/. e ., from the one who vowed) 
and this excludes the heir. But did we not say above that these 
words refer to the gleanings, etc. ? The Torah uses the word 
me’immokh (“ from thee ’’), which we can explain to mean both the 
successor and the gleanings, etc. (/. r., all that comes “ from thee ’’). 

R. Zera also asked: How does the law against delay affect a 
woman? vShall I say that since she is not obligated to appear (in 
Jerusalem) the law does not apply to her? or perhaps it is her duty 
to go there because she is included in the law “ to rejoice.’’ “ Cer¬ 
tainly,’’ answered Abayi, “she is bound by this law because it is 
her duty to rejoice.” 

The schoolmen asked: From when do we count the beginning 
of the year for a firstling? Answered Abayi: From the moment it 
is born; but R. A’ha b. Jacob said: From the moment it is accept¬ 
able as an offering (/. r., when it is eight days old, Rev. xxii. 27). 
These opinions are not contradictor}', for the former Rabbi refers to 
an unblemished animal and the latter to one with a blemish. May, 
then, a blemished animal be eaten (011 the day of its birth) ? Yes, 
if we are sure it was born after the full period of gestation. 

* Leap year occurs seven times in a cycle of nineteen years. On such occasions one 
month, tlie second Adar, is added to the twelve lunar months. 
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The Rabbis taught: The first of Nisan is the new year for 
(arranging the) months, for (appointing) leap-years, for giving the. 
half-shekels, and, some say, also for the rental of houses. Whence 
do we know (that it is new year) for months? From Ex. xii. 2 
where it is written, “This month shall be unto you the beginning 
of months; it shall be the first month of the year to you.” It is 
also written [Deut. xvii. 1] “ Observe the mouth of Abliibh ” (early 
stage of ripening). In which month is grain in the early stage of 
ripening? I can say, only Nisan, and the Torah calls it the first. 
Could I not say Adar (when the grain begins to shoot up) ? Nay, 
for the grain must be ripening during the major portion of the month 
(and in Adar it is not). Is it then written that the grain must be 
ripening the major portion of the month ? Therefore, says Rabhina, 
the sages do not find (the rule of calling Nisan the first month) in 
the Torah, but in the Book of Esther, where it is clearly stated 
[Estli. iii. 7] “ I11 the first month, that is, the mouth Nisan.’’ 

“For Leap-Years.” Do we, then, count leap-years from 
Nisan ? Does not a Boraitha teach us that Adar only is the inter¬ 
calary month? Answered R. Na’hman b. Isaac: The words “ for 
EEAp-years " mean here the termination of leap-years* and our 
Tana t speaks of the beginning of the leap-year, and not the end. 

“ For Giving the Half-Shekels.” And where is the 
scriptural text for this? R. Yashi answered: In Numb, xxviii. 14, 
“ This is the burnt offering of the new moon each time it is renewed 
during the year.” The Torah says proclaim it a new month and 
also bring a sacrifice from the new products; at the same time he 
makes a comparison between the words “ year ” used in this passage 
and in Ex. xii. 2, “ it shall be the first month of the year to you,” 
and he deduces that they both refer to Nisan. 

R. Judah says in the name of Samuel: It is proper that the 
congregational sacrifices J brought on the first of Nisan should be 
purchased with the shekels raised for the new year; but if one buys a 
sacrifice with the funds obtained from the former year’s stock, it is 
acceptable, yet the law was but imperfectly complied with; also, if 
an individual offers from his own property (proper objects, for the 
congregational sacrifices), they are acceptable, but he must first pre¬ 
sent them to the congregation. Is this not self-evident ? Nay, it 
may be feared that one will not give them to the congregation in the 

* As soon as Nisan had been consecrated, there could be no further debate about making: 
the past year intercalary, for once the new month had been called Nisan, it was forbidden 
to call it by any other name. 

f The author of a Mishna. The plural of the word is Tanaim. 

J The Tamii> or daily offering: could not be presented to the Temple by an individual. 
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prescribed manner, and this, lie teaches us, is not worth)' of consid¬ 
eration. And the reason that our Tana does not mention that Nisan 
is a new year for the giving of shekels also, is because it is said above 
that if one has brought an offering (from the old stock) he has done 
his duty, therefore he could not make Nisan absolutely binding. 

“And Some Say Also for the Rental of Houses.” The 
Rabbis taught: He who lets a house to another for a year, must 
count (the year) as twelve months from day to day; but if the lessee 
says (I rent this house) “ for this year,” even if the transaction takes 
place on the first of Adar, as soon as the first of Nisan arrives, the 
year ( of rental) has expired. Can you not say Tishri (is the begin¬ 
ning of the year for such transactions) ? Nay, it is generally under¬ 
stood that if a man rents a house in the autumn he rents it for the 
whole of the rainy season (winter). And the Tana of the first part 
of the above Boraitha (who does not fix Nisan as the month for 
rentals) and also our Tana both are of the opinion that in Nisan 
too, bad weather sometimes prevails (and therefore Nisan and Tishri 
are alike in this respect). 

“On the First of Elul is the New Year for the 
Cattle-Tithes.” According to whose opinion is this? Says R. 
Joseph: It is according to Rabbi’s own opinion which he formed 
according to the opinions of different Tanaim. With regard to the 
festivals he holds the opinion of R. Simon and with regard to the 
cattle-tithe he holds the opinion of R. Meir. If that is so, are there 
not five beginnings of years, instead of four? Rabha answered that 
the Mishna mentioned only the four, which are not disputed by any¬ 
one; according to R. Meir there are four, if that “ for the festivals ” 
be excluded, and according to R. Simon there are four, if that “ for 
the cattle-tithes ” be excluded. R. Na’hman says: (No such expla¬ 
nation is needed); the Mislina means there are four (months) in 
which there are (or may be) many beginnings of years. 

“According to R. Kliezer and R. Simon it is on the 
First of Tishri.” R. Jo’hanan says: Both of them deduce their 
opinion by (various interpretations of) the same Scriptural passage. 
It is written [Ps. lxv. 13] “The pastures are clothed with docks; 
the valleys also are covered with corn; they shout for joy, they also 
sing.” R. Meir thinks (this is the interpretation) of these words: 
When are the pastures clothed with docks? At the season when the 
valleys are covered with corn. And when are the valleys covered 
with corn? About (the time of) Adar. The docks conceive in 
Adar and produce their young in Abli; consequently the beginning 
of the year (for the cattle-tithe) is Elul. R. Eliezer and R. Simon, 
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however, say: When are the pastures clothed with flocks? At the 
season when they shout and sing. When do the ears of corn (seem 
to) send up a hymn of praise? In Nisan. Now, the sheep conceive 
in Nisan, and produce in Elul, consequently the beginning of the 
year (for their tithe) is Tishri. But Rablia says: All agree that only 
Adar is the time when the pastures are clothed with flocks, and the 
valleys are covered with corn. But they differ about this passage: 
[Deut. xiv. 22] “Thou shalt truly tithe” ( literally , “Thou shalt 
tithe in tithing”), and we see that the Torah here speaks of two 
tithes, viz., of cattle and of grain. R. Meir thinks that this com¬ 
parison may be instituted between the two; just as the tithe of grain 
must be given in the month nearest to the time it is reaped, so that 
of cattle must be given in the month nearest to the one in which they 
are born (Elul). R. Eliezer and R. Simon, however, are of the 
opinion that another comparison may be instituted between these 
tithes; just as the beginning of the year for giving the tithe of grain 
is Tishri, so also, is Tishri for that of cattle. 

“The First of Tishri is the New Year’s Day for Ordi¬ 
nary Years.” For what purpose is this rule? Answers R. Zera, 
to determine the equinoxes (and solstices); and this agrees with the 
opinion of R. Eliezer, who says that the world was created in Tishri; 
but R. Na’hman says (it is the new year) for divine judgment, as it 
is written [Deut. xi. 12] “ From the beginning of the year till the 
end of the year,” /. c., at the beginning of the year it is determined 
what shall be at the end of the year. But whence do we know that 
this means Tishri ? It is written [Ps. lxxxi. 3] “ Blow up the cornet* 
in the new moon, in the time, it is hidden on our solemn feast day.” 
What feast is it in which the moon is hidden? I vNE only say Rosh 
Hash ana (New Year’s Day), and of this day it is written [ibid, 
v. 4] “ For it is a statute unto Israel, a judgment (day) for the God 
of Jacob.” The Rabbis taught: “ It is a statute unto Israel,” /. r., 
the Supreme Court in Heaven does not enter into judgment until the 
Beth Din on earth proclaims the new moon. Another Boraitha 
teaches: It is written: “It is a statute unto Israel;” one might sup¬ 
pose that (New Year’s Day is a day of judgment) only for Israel; 
whence do we know it is so also for other nations? Because it is 
written “ it is the day of judgment of the God of Jacob ” (the Uni¬ 
versal God ). Why, then, is “ Israel” mentioned ? To inform us that 
Israel enters for judgment first. This is the opinion of R. ’Hisda, 
who holds that if a king and a congregation have a law suit, the 

* The word “cornet” will lie used throughout this translation for the Hebrew word 
Shophar. 
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king enters first, as it is said [i Kings viii. 59] “The cause of his 
servant (King Solomon; and the cause of his people.’’ Why so? 
Because it is not customary to let a king wait outside. 

“For the Computation of Sabbatic Years.” O11 what 
Scriptural passage is this based ? On Lev. xxv. 4, which runs: 
“ But in the seventh year shall be a sabbath of rest unto the land,” 
and he deduces (that it means Tisliri) by analogy from the word 
“ year ” in this passage and in the following: “ From the beginning 
of the year ” [Dent. xi. 12], which surely refers to Tisliri. 

“And Jubilees.” Do, then, jubilees begin on the first of 
Tisliri? l)o the}’ not begin on the tenth of Tisliri, as it is written 
[Dev. xxv. 9], “In the Day of Atonement shall ye make the cornet 
sound throughout all your land?” Yea, but our Mishna agrees 
with the opinion of R. Ishmael b. Jo’hanan b. Beroqa; for a 
Boraitha teaches: It is written [Lev. xxv. 10], “Ye shall sanctify 
the year, the fiftieth year." Why was it necessary to repeat the 
word “ year ” ? Because in the same connection it is said [ibid. 9], 
“O11 the day of atonement shall ye make the cornet sound,” and 
one might suppose that the Jubilee is sanctified only from the Day 
of Atonement (and not before). Therefore the word “year” is 
repeated to teach us that by the words “ ye shall sanctify the fiftieth 
year ” is meant, that from the very beginning of the year the Jubilee 
commences to be consecrated. From this teaching R. Ishmael b. 
Jo’hanan b. Beroqa says : From New Year’s Day until the Day of 
Atonement, slaves used not to return to their (own) homes; neither 
did they serve their masters, but they ate and drank and rejoiced 
with the crown of freedom on their heads. As soon as the Day of 
Atonement arrived the Beth Din ordered the cornet to be blown and 
the slaves returned to their own homes and fields reverted to their 
(original ) owners. 

We have learnt in another Boraitha: “It is a jubilee” 
(Jobhel hi). What is meant by (these superfluous words) ? Since 
it is said [I y ev. xxv. 10], “And ye shall hallow the fiftieth year,” 
one might think that, as at the beginning of the year the Jubilee 
commences to be sanctified so also it should continue to be conse¬ 
crated after the end of the year; and be not surprised at such a 
teaching, since it is usual to add from the lion-sanctified to the 
sanctified. Hence the necessity of the words, in the passage (next 
to that quoted above ), [Lev. xxv. 11] “A jubilee shall that fiftieth 
year be unto you; ” /. c ., the fiftieth year shall be hallowed, and not 
the fifty-first. But the Rabbis (who do not explain this passage 
according to the above Boraitha whence do they derive the regulation 
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that the fifty-first year is not sanctified) ? They say: One counts the 
fiftieth year and not the fifty-first; this excludes the opinion of R. Judah 
who holds that the jubilee year is added at the beginning and end.* 
The Rabbis taught “ Jobhel hi (it is a jubilee),” even if the people 
have not relinquished ( their debts), even if the cornet is not sounded; 
shall we also say even if slaves are not released ? Hence the word 
“ hi ” is used (to indicate that only when the slaves are released it 
is a jubilee), so says R. Judah. R. Jose says: “It is a jubilee,” 
even if debts are not relinquished, and slaves are not released; shall 
we also say, even if the cornet is not sounded ? Hence the word 
“ hi ” is used (and means the sounding of the cornet). ,Since one 
passage includes (all that is prescribed) and the other passage 
exempts (certain regulations), why should we say it is a jubilee even 
if they have not released slaves, but that it is not a jubilee if they 
failed to sound the cornet ? Because it is possible, that sometimes (a 
jubilee may occur) and yet there are no (Hebrew) slaves to release, 
but a jubilee can never occur without the sounding of the cornet 
(for a cornet can alwaj^s be found). Another explanation is that 
(the sounding of the cornet) is the duty of the Beth Din (and it will 
never fail to perform it), while (the releasing of slaves) is the duty of 
the individual, and we cannot be sure that he will perform it. (Is 
not the first explanation satisfactory) that he gives this additional 
explanation? (It may not be satisfactory to some who might say) 
that is impossible that not one (Hebrew) slave should be found 
somewhere, to be released. Therefore (the Boraitha adds) that the 
blowing of the cornet is the duty of the Beth Din (and they will not 
fail to attend to it) while the release of slaves is the duty of an 
individual (and we cannot) be sure that he will perform it. 

R. 'Hiyya b. Abba, however, says in the name of R. Jo'hanan: 
The foregoing are the words ofR. Judah and R. Jose; but the masters 
hold that all three conditions may prevent the fulfillment (of the 
law), because they hold that the word “ hi ” [Lev. xxv. io] should 
be explained of the subjects mentioned in the passage in which it 
occurs, and in the preceding and the following passages also. What 
is the force of the words “ throughout the land?” (They lead us to 
infer) that at the time when (under a Jewish government) liberty is 
proclaimed throughout the land (Palestine) it should be proclaimed 
outside the land; but if it is not proclaimed in the land, it need not 
be proclaimed outside the land. 

“And also for the Planting of Trees.” Whence do we 

* /. e., The Jubilee year is, at the same time, the fiftieth year of the last and the first of the 
coming series. 
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know this? From Lev. xix. 23 where it is written, “Three years 
shall it be as uncireumcised,’’ and also, [ibid. 24] “ But in the fourth 
year.” We compare the term “ year ’’ used here with that of Deut. 
xi. 12, “ from the beginning of the ‘ year,' ” and deduce by analogy 
that they both mean Tishri. The Rabbis taught: For one who 
plants, slips or grafts (trees) in the sixth year (the year before the 
sabbatic year) thirty days before the New Year’s day (as soon as the 
first of Tishri arrives) a year is considered to have passed, and he is 
permitted to use, during the sabbatic year (the fruits they may pro¬ 
duce) , but less than thirty days are not to be considered a year, and 
the fruits may not be used, but are prohibited until the fifteenth 
of Sliebhat, whether it be because they come under the category of 
“ uncircumcised ” or under the category of “ fourth year planting ’’ 
[Lev. xix. 23, 24]. Whence do we deduce this ? It is said in the 
name of R. Jo’hanan or R. Janai: The Torah says [Lev. xix. 24, 25], 
“And in the fourth year. . . . And in the fifth year,” /. e. y it may 
happen that in the fourth year (from the planting, the fruit) is pro¬ 
hibited because it is still “ uncireumcised,” and in the fifth year 
(from the planting) because it is still the product of the fourth year. 

We have learned: R. Eliezer says, I11 Tishri the world was 
created, the patriarchs (Abraham and Jacob) were born, and the 
three patriarchs died; Isaac was born on the Passover; on New Year’s 
Day Sarah, Rachel and Hannah were visited with the blessing of 
children, Joseph was released from prison, and the bondage of our 
fathers in Egypt ceased; in Nisan our ancestors were redeemed from 
Egypt, and in Tishri we shall again be redeemed. R. Joshua says: 
In Nisan the world was created, and in the same month the patri¬ 
archs were born, and they also died; Isaac was born on the Passover; 
on New Year’s day, Sarah, Rachel and Hannah were visited, Joseph 
was released from prison, and the bondage of our fathers in Egypt 
ceased. In Nisan our ancestors were redeemed from Egypt, and in 
the same month we shall again be redeemed. 

We have learnt in a Boraitha: R. Eliezer says, Whence do we 
know that the world was created in Tishri? From the Scriptural 
verse in which it is written [Gen. i. 11] “And God said, let the earth 
bring forth grass, the herb yielding seed, and the fruit tree, etc.” 
In what month does the earth bring forth grass, and at the same 
time the trees are full of fruit? Let us say, Tishri; and that time 
of the year (mentioned in Genesis), was the autumn; the rain 
descended and the fruits flourished, as it is written [Gen. ii. 6] 
“ But there went tip a mist from the earth, etc.” R. Joshua says: 
Whence do we know that the world was created in Nisan ? From 
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the Scriptural verse in which it is written [Gen. i. 12] “And the 
earth brought forth grass, and herb yielding seed, and the tree 
yielding fruit, etc.” In which month is the earth covered with 
grass (and at the same time) the trees bring forth fruit ? L,et us 
say, Nisan; and at that time animals, domestic and wild, and birds 
mate, as it is said [Psalm lxv. 14] “The pastures are clothed with 
flocks, etc.” Further says R. Eliezer: Whence do we know that 
the patriarchs were born in Tisliri ? From the passage [1 Kings 
viii. 2] “And all the men of Israel assembled themselves unto King 
Solomon at the feast, in the month ethanim (strong), which is the 
seventh month; i. c., the month in which etiianim, the strong ones 
of the earth (the patriarchs) were bom. How do we know that the 
expression ethan means strength ? It is written, [Numb. xxiv. 
21] ethan moshabhrkha “ strong in thy dwelling place,” and it 
is also written [Micah vi. 2] “ Hear ye, O mountains, the Ford’s 
controversy, and (ve-haethanim ) ye strong ones the foundation, 
etc. ’ ’ 

Further says R. Joshua: Whence do we know that the patri¬ 
archs were born in Nisan? From 1 Kings vi. 1, where it says “in 
the fourth year, in the month ziv (glory), which is the second 
month, etc.,” which means in that month in which the “glorious 
ones” of the earth (the patriarchs), were already born. Whether 
the patriarchs were born in Nisan or Tisliri, they died (in later 
years), in the same month as that in which they were born; as it 
is written [Deut. xxxi. 2] “ Moses said I am one hundred and 
twenty years old to-day.” The word “to-day” implies “just this 
day ” my days and years are complete, ” for God grants the righteous 
the fulfillment of the years of their life to the very mouth and day, 
as it is said: “The number of thy days, I will fulfill,” [Ex. xxiii. 
26]. 

Isaac was born in Nisan. Whence do we know this? It is 
written [Gen. xviii. 14] “At the next festival I will return to thee, 
and Sarah will have a son.” What festival was it when he said 
this? Shall I say it was Passover, and he referred to Pentecost? 
That cannot be for what woman bears children after fifty days gesta¬ 
tion ? If I say it was Pentecost, and he referred to Tisliri, a similar 
objection might be raised, for who bears children after five months 
gestation ? If I say it was Tabernacles, and he referred to Passover, 
a similar objection may be made, for who bears children in the sixth 
month of gestation ? But we have learnt that that year was a leap- 
year, and Mar Zutra says that although a child born after nine 
months’ gestation is never born during the month (but only at the 
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end of the required time) still a seven months’ child can be born 
before the seventh month is complete, as it is said [i Samuel i. 20] 
“ and it came to pass, u-tequphath ha-yamim (when the time was 
come about);” the minimum of tequphoth * is two and of yamim 
is also two (/. e., after six months and two days gestation, childbirth 
is possible). Whence do we know that Sarah, Rachel and Hannah 
were visited on New Year’s Day ? Says R. Elazar: By comparing the 
expression “visit,” that occurs in one passage, with the word 
“visit” that occurs in another passage; and also by treating the 
expression “remember” in the same way. It is written concern¬ 
ing Rachel [Gen. xxx. 32] “And God remembered Rachel,” and 
of Hannah it is written [1 Samuel i. 19] “And God remembered 
her.” He institutes an analog)’ between the word “remember” 
used in these passages and in connection with New Year’s Day 
which is called [Eev. xxiii. 24] “a Sabbath, a memorial ( liter¬ 
ally , a remembrance) of blowing of cornets.” It is also written 
concerning Hannah [1 Sam. ii. 21] “And the Lord visited Han¬ 
nah;” and of Sarah it is written [Gen. xxi. 1] “And the Eord 
visited Sarah,” and by analogy all these events took place on the 
same day, New Year’s Day. Whence do we know that Joseph was 
released from prison on New Year’s Day ? From Ps. lxxxi; in verses 
3, 4, it is written, “ Blow the trumpet, when the moon is hidden 
in the appointed time on our solemn feast day. For it is a statute 
for Israel.” I11 verse 5 of the same Psalm it is written, “ This he 
ordained (for the day) when Joseph went out, etc.” O11 New 
Year’s Day the bondage of our fathers in Egypt ceased. Whence 
do we know this? It is written [Ex. vi. 6] “I will bring you out 
from under the burdens of the Egyptians,” and it is written in Ps. 
lxxxi. 6, “ I removed his shoulder from the burden,” (/. c. t I relieved 
Israel from the burden of Egypt on the day spoken of in the Psalm, 
viz. , New Year’s Day ) . I11 Nisan they were redeemed, as it is recorded 
in the Bible. I11 Tishri we shall again be redeemed. This he 
deduces by analogy from the word “cornet” found in the follow¬ 
ing passages. In Ps. lxxxi. 3, it is stated, “ Blow the cornet on the 
new moon” (/. c. y 011 New Year’s Day) and in Isaiah xxviii, 13. it 
is written, “And in that day the great cornet shall be blown ” (and 
as it means New Year’s Day in the one place, so does it also in the 
other). R. Joshua says: “ I11 Nisan they were redeemed and in 
that month we shall be redeemed again.” Whence do we know 

* Tiiori’ii a—S olstice or equinox : hence, the period of three months, which elapses 
between a solstice and the next equinox, is also called tequph.a. The Talmud reads the 
Biblical term as if it was plural. 
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this? From Ex. xii. 42, which says, “It is a night of special 
observance,” /. c., a night specially appointed, since the earliest 
times, for the final redemption of Israel. The Rabbis taught: The 
Jewish sages fix the time of the flood according to R. Eliezer, and 
the solstices according to R. Joshua, but the sages of other nations 
fix the time of the flood also as R. Joshua does. 

“And for Herbs.” To this a Boraitha adds “tithes and 
vows. ’ ’ (Eet us see. ) ! What does he mean by ‘ ‘ herbs ’ ’ ? The tithe 
on herbs ; but are not these included with other “ tithes ” ? (Nay ! 
for the tithe on herbs) is a Rabbinical institution, while the others 
are Biblical. If so, should he not teach the Biblical command first? 
(This is no question); because it was pleasing to him (to have dis¬ 
covered, that although the tithe of herbs is only a Rabbinical institu¬ 
tion, yet it should have a special New Year, to prevent the mixing of 
tithes from year to year) he, therefore, gives it precedence. And the 
Tana of our Mishua teaches us the Rabbinical institution (viz., the 
New Year for herbs), leaving us to infer that if that must be ob¬ 
served so much the more must the Biblical law be followed. 

The Rabbis taught: If one gathers herbs on the eve of New 
Year’s Day before sunset, and gathers other*after sunset, he must not 
give the heave-offering or the tithe from the one for the other, for it 
is prohibited to give the heave-offering or tithe from the product of 
the past year for that of the present, or vice-versa. If the second 
year from the last sabbatic year was just ending and the third year 
was just beginning, then, for the second year he must give the first 
and second tithes,* and for the third year he must give the first and 
the poor tithes. Whence do we deduce that (in the third year 110 
second tithe was to be given)? R. Joshua b. Levi says: I11 Deut. 
xxvi. 12, it is written, “When thou hast made an end of tithing all 
the tithes of thine increase the third year, which is the year of the 
tithe" i. e . , the year in which only one tithe is to be given. What is 
to be understood (by one tithe)? The first and poor tithes, and the 
second tithe shall be abrogated. But perhaps it is not so (that the 
first and poor tithe are one tithe), but that the first tithe shall be also 
abrogated? This can not be so, for we read [Numb, xviii. 26] 
“ The tithe which I have given you from them, for your inheritance, 

♦Tithes must be given even to-day. according to the Rabbinical law, throughout Palestine 
and Syria. 

It was the duty of the Israelite to give of his produce the following offerings and tithes : 
(1) Teruma a heave-offering to be given to the priest every year ; the measure was not fixed 
by the Bible; (2) Maaser Rishon, or first tithe, to be given every year to the I„evite; (3) 
Maaser Sheni, or second tithe, was to be taken in the second year to Jerusalem and eaten 
there, or to be converted into money, which was to be spent there ; (4) Maaser Ani, or the 
poor tithe, to be given in the third year. 
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etc.” (From this we see that) the Scripture compares this tithe to 
an inheritance; and as an inheritance is the perpetual property of 
the heir, so also is the first tithe an uninterrupted gift for the Levite. 

“And for Vows.” The Rabbis taught: whoso vows to 
derive no benefit from his neighbor for a year, must reckon (for the 
year) twelve months, from day to day; but if he said “ for this year,” 
if he made the vow even on the twenty-ninth of Elul, as .soon as the 
first of Tishri comes, that year is complete, for he vowed to deny 
himself some pleasure and that purpose (even in so brief a period) 
has been fulfilled. But perhaps we should say Nisan (should be 
regarded as the new year in such a case) ? Nay, in the matter of 
vows we follow the common practice among men (who generally 
regard Tishri as the New Year). We have learnt elsewhere: (We 
reckon the year for giving the tithe), for fenugreek as soon as it begins 
■to grow; for grain and olives as soon as they are one-third ripe. 
What do you mean by “ as soon as it begins to grow?” When it 
has put forth its blossoms. Whence do we know that we reckon the 
tithe on grain and olives when they are one-third ripe? R. Asi says 
in the name of R. Jo’hanan, and some think in the name of R. Jose 
of Galilee: The Bible says [Deut. xxxi. io] “At the end of every 
seven years, in the solemnity of the year of release, in the feast of 
tabernacles.” What has the year of release to do with Taberna¬ 
cles; it is already the eighth year (because the Bible says “at the 
end of even' seven years ” ) ? It is only to tell you that all grain which 
was one-third ripe before New Year’s Day must be regarded even in 
the eighth year as the product of the sabbatic year. And for this 
we find support in a Boraitha: R. Jonathan b. Joseph says, It is 
written [Dev. xxv. 21] “And it shall bring forth fruit for three 
(lisiifosh) years. Do not read ushlosii “for three,” but in this 
case read fishlisii “for a third” (/. c ., it is considered produce 
when it is a third ripe). We have learnt elsewhere: Rice, millet, 
poppies and lentils which have taken root before New Year’s Day 
come under the category of tithes for the past year, and therefore one 
is permitted to use them during the sabbatic year; but if the}’ have 
not (taken root), one is forbidden to use them during the sabbatic 
year, and they come under the categorj’ of tithes, of the following 
year. 

Says Rabha: (Let us see ) ! The Rabbis say that the year (for 
giving tithes) begins as follows: “ for a tree from the time the fruits 
form; for grain and olives when they are one-tliird ripe; and for herbs 
when they are gathered. Now under which head are the above (rice, 
etc.) classed? After consideration Rabha remarked: Since these do 
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not all ripen simultaneously but are gathered little by little, the 
Rabbis are right when they say they are tithable from the time they 
take root. A Boraitha teaches: R. Jose of Galilee says that from 
the words [Deut. xvi. 13] “When thou hast gathered in thy corn 
and thy wine” we infer that as corn and wine, now being gathered, 
grow by means of the past year’s rains, and are tithed as last year’s 
(before New Year’s Day) products; so every fruit that grows by the 
rain of last year is tithable as the last year’s produce; but herbs do 
not come in this category, for they grow by means of the rains of 
the new year, and they are tithable in the coming year. R. Aqiba 
says that the words “ when thou hast gathered in thy corn and thy 
wine ” lead us to infer that as corn and grapes grow chiefly by means 
of rain and are tithed as last year’s products, so all things that grow 
chiefly by rain, are tithed as belonging to the past year; but as 
herbs grow even by watering, they are tithed as the next year’s pro¬ 
ducts. In what case is this difference of opinion applicable ? An ¬ 
swered Abbaliu: In the cases of onions and Egyptian beans; for a 
Mishna says onions and Egyptian beans which have not been watered 
for thirty days before New Year’s Day are tithed as last year’s pro¬ 
ducts, and are allowed to be used during the sabbatic year, but if 
they have been watered, then they are prohibited during the sabbatic 
year and are tithed as next year’s products. 

“On the First of Siiebhat is the New Year for Trees.” 
Why so ? Said R. Elazar, in the name of R. Oshaia, because at 
that date, the greater part of the early rains have fallen, although the 
greater part of the Tequpha is yet to come. The Rabbis taught: 
It once happened that R. Aqiba picked the fruit of a citron tree, 011 
the first of Shebhat and gave two tithes of them, one in accordance 
with the custom of the school of Sliammai and one in accordance 
with the school of Hillel’s custom. Says R. Jose b. Judah: Nay ! 
Aqiba did not do this because of the custom of the school of Sliammai 
or the school of Hillel, but because R. Gamliel* and R. ICliezer 
were accustomed to do so. Did he not follow the practice of Beth 
Sliammai because it was the first of Shebhat? Answered R. ’Haniua 
and some say R. ’Hananya: The case here cited was one of a citron 
tree whose fruit was formed before the fifteenth of last Shebhat and 
he should have given the tithe of it even before the present first of 
Shebhat, but the case happened tobeascited. But Rabhina says: Put 
the foregoing together and read the (words of R. Jose) as follows: 
It did not happen on the first of Shebhat but on the fifteenth; and 
he did not follow the regulations of the school of Hillel or the school 

* The opinion of R. Gamliel is stated a little further on. 
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of Shammai, but the custom of R. Gamliel and R. Eliezer. Rabbali 
b. Huna says: Although R. Gamliel holds that a citron tree is 
tithable from the time it is picked, as is the case with “ herbs,” 
nevertheless the new year for tithing it, is in Shebhat. R. Jo’hanan 
asked R. Janai: “ When is the beginning of a year for (the tithe 
on ) citrons ? ” 4 ‘ Shebhat, ’ ’ he answered. 4 4 Do you mean ’ ’ said he, 

44 the month Shebhat as fixed by the lunar year or by the solar year 
(from the winter solstice)?” “ By the lunar year,” he replied. 
Rabha asked R. Na’hman, “ How is it in leap-years (when there are 
thirteen lunar months) ? ” “Shebhat, as in the majority of years,” 
answered he. We have learnt : R. Jo’hanan and Resh Laqish both 
say that a citron that has grown in the sixth year and is unpicked at 
the entrance of the sabbatic year is always considered the product of 
the sixth year. When Rabhin came (from Palestine) he said, in the 
name of R. Jo’hanan; A citron that was as small as an olive in the 
sixth 3'ear but grew to the size of a (small) loaf of bread during the 
sabbatic year, if one used it without separating the tithe he is culpable 
because of Tkbhul.* 

The Rabbis taught: A tree whose fruits formed before the fif¬ 
teenth of Shebhat, must be tithed as the product of the past year, 
but if they formed after that, they are tithed during the coming year. 
R. Ne’liemiah says: This applies to a tree that bears two crops a 
year. How can there be two crops ? It looks like two crops (as is 
the case with grapes) ; but in the case of a tree that produces but 
one crop, as for example, the palm, olive or carob, although their 
fruits may have formed before the fifteenth of Shebhat, they are 
tithed as the products of the coming year. R. Jo’hanan remarked 
that in the case of the carob, people follow the opinion of R. 
Ne’hemiah. Resh Laqish asked R. Jo’hanan: Since white figs take 
three }’ears to grow full}' ripe, must not the second }-ear after the sab¬ 
batic year be regarded as the sabbatic }’ear for them ? R. Jo’hanan 
was silent. 

MISHNA. At four periods in each year the world is judged; on 
Passover in respect to the growth of grain; on Pentecost in respect 
to the fruit of trees; on New Year’s Day all human beings pass before 
God, as sheep before a shepherd; as it is said [Ps. xxx. 9] 44 He 

who hath fashioned all their hearts, understandeth all their works ;”f 
and on Tabernacles judgment is given in regard to water (rain). 

GEMARA. What grain (does the Divine judgment, affect 011 


♦Produces, in that stage in which the separation oflevitieal and priestly shares is required 
before one can partake of them, 
f Vide introduction. 
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the Passover) ? Does it mean the grain now standing in the field 
(about to be reaped) ? When then were all the accidents that have 
happened to it until that time appointed (by Divine will) ? It does 
not mean standing grain but that just sown. Shall we say that only 
one judgment is passed upon it? Does not a Boraitha teach: If an 
accident or injury befall grain before Passover it was decreed on the 
last Passover, but if it happen (to the same grain) after Passover it 
was decreed on the most recent Passover: if an accident or misfortune 
befall a man before the Day of Atonement, it was decreed on the pre¬ 
vious Day of Atonement, but if it happened after the Day of xVtone- 
ment it was decreed on the most recent Day of Atonement ? Answers 
Rabha: Dearn from this that it is judged twice (in one year). There¬ 
fore says Abayi : When a man sees that the grain, which ripens slowly 
is thriving, he should as soon as possible sow such grain as ripens 
quickly, in order that before the time of the next judgment, it may 
already have begun to grow.* 

With whose opinion does our Mishna agree? Certainly not 
with that of R. Meir, nor with that of R. Judah, nor with that of R. 
Jose, nor with that of R. Nathan, for they say as follows in a Borai¬ 
tha: All are judged on New Year’s Day and the sentence is fixed on 
the Day of Atonement; so says R. Meir. R. Judah says all are 
judged on New Year’s Da}' but the sentence of each is sealed each at 
its special times, at Passover for grain, at Pentecost for the fruit of 
trees, at Tabernacles for rain, and man is judged on New Year’s Day 
and his sentence is sealed on the Day of Atonement. R. Jose says 
man is judged every day as we read [Job vii. iS] “ Thou reinem- 
berest him every morning; ” and R. Nathan holds, man is judged at 
all times, for we read [ibid] “ Thou triesthim every moment.” And 
if you should say that the Mishna agrees with the opinion of R. Judah 
and that by the expression “judgment” it means the “sealing of 
the decree,” then there would be a difficulty about (the fate of) 
man. Says Rabha: The Tana of our Mishna is in harmony with the 
school of R. Islnnael, which says: At four periods is the world judged; 
at Passover in respect to grain; on Pentecost in regard to the fruit of 
trees; on Tabernacles in respect to rain, and on New Year's Day man 
is judged, but his decree is sealed on the Day of Atonement, and 
the Mishna speaks of the opening of judgment only (and not the 
final verdict). R. ’Hisda asked: Why does not R. Jose quote the 
same passage in support of his opinion as R. Nathan ? You may 
say that “trying” means simply “probing.” But does not “re¬ 
membering” also convey the same idea? Therefore says R. 'Hisda, 

* An example of Talmudical humor. 





and to weep for her ” [Gen. xxiii. 2] (And all this only applies to 
eases where appeal cotild have been made to a civil court;. R. 
Isaac also said: Four things avert the evil decree passed (by God) 
on man, viz: Charity, Prayer, Change of Name, and Improvement. 
Charity as it is written [Prov. x. 2] “Charity delivered: from 
death;” Prayer, in accordance with [Ps. cvii. 19] “They prayed 
unto the Ford in their trouble, and he saveth them out of their 
distresses;” Change of name, as it is written [Gen. xvii. 15] “As 
for Sarai, thy wife, thou shalt not call her name Sarai, but Sarah 
shall her name be,” and the Text continues by saying [ibid. 16] 
“ Then will I bless her and give thee a son also of her; ” Improve¬ 
ment, we deduce from Jonah iii. 10, “And God saw their works 
that they turned from their evil ways,” and the chapter continues 
and immediately adds “And God repented of the evil, he had said 
he would do unto them and he did. it not;” Some add to these 
four, a fifth, Change of location, as we read [Gen. xii. 1 and 2] 
“And God said to Abraham, get thee out from thy land ” (and 
afterwards) “ I will make of thee a great nation.” 

R. Kruspedai * saj'S in the name of R. Jo’hanan: Three books 
are opened on New Year’s Da}’; one for the entirely wicked; one for 
the wholly good; and one for the average class of people. The wholly 
righteous are at once inscribed and sealed for life; the entirely wicked 
are at once inscribed and sealed for destruction; the average class 
are held in the balance from New Year’s Day till the Day of Atone¬ 
ment; if they prove themselves worthy they are inscribed for life; if 
not they are inscribed for destruction. “ \Y hence this teaching,” 
asked R. Abhin ? From Ps. lxix. 2S which reads “ they shall be 
blotted out of the book of life and they shall not be inscribed with 
the righteous.” 

We have learned in a Boraitha: The school of Shammai says: 
There are three divisions of mankind at the Resurrection; the wholly 
righteous, the completely wicked, and the average class; the wholly 
righteous are at once inscribed and sealed for life; the entirely wicked 
are at once inscribed and sealed for Gehinnom; as we read [Dan. 
xii. 2] “And many of them that sleep in the dust shall awake, some 
to everlasting life, and some to shame and everlasting contempt.” 
The third class, the mean between the former two, descend to Gehin¬ 
nom, but they weep and come up again, in accordance with the pass¬ 
age [Zeeh. xiii. 9] “And I will bring the third part through the 
fire, and I will refine them as silver is refined, and wilj try them as 
gold is tried; and he shall call on My Name, and I will answer him.” 


* Vide Introduction. 



Concerning this last class of men Hannah says: [i Sam. ii. 6] “ The 
Lord causeth to die and maketli alive, he bringetli down to the grave 
and bringetli up again.” The school of Hillel says: The Most Com¬ 
passionate inclines (the scale of justice) to the side of mercy, and of 
this third class of men David says [Ps. cxvi. i] “I would that God 
should hear my voice; ’ ’ in fact David applies to them all that Psalm 
down to the words “ I was brought low and he helped me.” 

Transgressors of Jewish birth and also of non-Jewisli, who sin 
with their body descend to Gehinnom, and are judged there for 
twelve months; after that time, their bodies are destroyed and burnt 
and the winds scatter their ashes under the soles of the feet of the 
righteous, as we read, [Mai. iv. 3] ‘‘And ye shall tread down the 
wicked, forthey shall be as ashes under the soles of yourfeet; ” butasfor 
Minim, informers, and skeptics who deny the existence of the Torah, 
or the Immortality of the soul or separate themselves from the con¬ 
gregation (of Israel), or who inspire their fellowmen with dread of 
them, or who sin and cause others to sin, as did Jeroboam the son of 
Nebat and his followers, the}’ all descend to Gehinnom and are 
judged there from generation unto generation, as it is said [Isaiah 
lxvi. 24] “ And they shall go forth and look upon the carcases of 

the men who have transgressed against me; for their worm shall not 
die, neither shall their fire be quenched; ” “ even when Gehinnom 

will be destroyed, they will not be consumed, as we read [Ps. xlix. 
14] “And their forms shall endure even when the grave is 110 
more.” Why does so terrible a fate await the above ? Because just 
such people stretched out their hands against the dwelling (of God, 
7. e. the temple at Jerusalem); as we read [ibid.] “ because of what 
they did against His dwelling,” and concerning them Hannah says, 
[1 Sam. ii. 10] “The adversaries of the Lord shall be broken to 
pieces.” R. Isaac b. Abhin says: Their faces are black like the 
sides of a caldron ; whilst Rabha remarked: Those who are now 
the handsomest of the people of Me’liuza will yet be called the 
children of the nether-world. 

What do you mean by Jews who transgress with their body ? 
Says Rabli: The Oarpapiita ( frontal bone) on which are not placed 
the phylacteries.* And who are meant by non-Jews who transgress 
with the body? Those guilty of the sin (of adultery). Who are 
those who inspire their fellowmen with dread of them ? A leader 

* There were sects at that time who did not wear the phylacteries on the frontal hone, but 
on other places. The people here referred to are those mentioned in Mishna Megillah III. 5. 
Those who do not wear phylacteries at all are, under no circumstances, included under the 
head of these transgressors. (Vide Tosaphoth, ad.loc. ) For fuller information the reader is 
referred to “The History of Amulets,” by the editor. 
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of a community who causes the people to fear him over-much, with¬ 
out furthering thereby a high purpose. R. Judah says in the name 
of Rabh: No such leader will ever have a learned son, as it is said 
[Job xxxvii. 24] “ Men do therefore fear him: he will never see (in 
his family) any wise of heart. ’ ’ 

The school of Hillel said above: He who is full of compassion 
will incline the scale of justice to the side of mercy. How does He 
do it ? Says R. Eliezer: He presses on (the side containing our vir¬ 
tues) as it-is said [Micah vii. 19] “He will turn again, he will 
have compassion upon us; he will suppress our iniquities.” R. Jose 
says: He lifts off (the .sins), as it is said [ibid. 18] “He removes 
iniquity and passeth by transgression,” and it was taught in the 
school of R. Ishmael that this means that He removes each first sin 
(so that there is no second), and this is the correct interpretation. 
But, remarked Rablia, the sin itself is not blotted out, so that if one 
be found in later times with more sins (than virtues), the sin not 
blotted out will be added to the later ones; but, says Rablia, Whoso 
treats with indulgence one who has wronged him (forms an excep¬ 
tion to this rule) for he will have all his sins forgiven, as it is said 
[Micah vii. 19] “ He removes iniquity and passes by transgression;” 
from whom does He remove iniquity ? From him who passes by 
transgression (committed against him by his neighbor). R. Huna 
b. R. Joshua fell sick and R. Papa went to visit him. The latter 
saw that the end was near, and said, to those present, “ Make read}' 
his provisions (shrouds).” Finally, he recovered, and R. Papa was 
ashamed to see him. “ Why did you think him so sick,” said they ? 
“He was so, indeed,” he replied, “but said God, since he was 
always indulgent (with ever}' one), he shall be forgiven,” as it is 
said, “ He removes iniquity and passes by transgression.” From 
whom does He remove iniquity? From him who passes by trans¬ 
gression. 

R. A’hasays: The phrase “of the remnant of his inheritance ” 
[Micah vii. 18] is like unto a fat tail (of an Arabian sheep) with a 
thorn through it (that will stick some that la}- hold of it); (for He 
forgives) the remnant of His inheritance, and not all His inheri¬ 
tance. (What is meant by remnant) ? Only those who deport 
themselves like a remnant (/. e., modestly). R. Huna points out a 
contradiction in these passages: It is written [Ps. cxlv. 17] “The 
Lord is just in all his ways ” and in the same passage, “and pious 
in all his works.” It means, in the beginning He is only just, but in 
the end He is pioits\ (when He finds that strict justice is too severe 
on mankind He tempers justice with piety or mercy.) R. Elazar 
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asked about the contradictory phrase iu Ps. lxii. 12. “ Unto thee, O 
Lord, belongeth mercy; for thou renderest to every man according to 
his work." This is explained as the above; in the beginning He 
rewards every man according to his works, but in the end He is 
merciful. Ilphi, or Ilpha asks a similar question about Ex. xxxiv. 
6, where it is written, “abundant in goodness and truth,” and gives 
a similar explanation. 

“And the Lord passed by before him and proclaimed.” R. Jo’lia- 
nan said: Had this passage not been written, it would have been im¬ 
possible to have said it; for it teaches us that the Holy One, blessed 
be He, wrapped Himself, as does one who recites the prayers for a 
congregation, and pointing out to Moses the regular order of prayer, 
said to him: Whenever Israel sins, let him pray to me, after this 
order, and I shall pardon him. 

“ The Lord, the Lord” (these words mean), I am the same 
God before a man sins as I am after he sins and does repentance. 
“ God, merciful and gracious;” R. Judah said (concerning these 
words): The covenant made through the thirteen attributes [Ex. 
xxxiv.] will never be made void, as it is said [ibid. 10] “ Behold / 

make a covenant. ’ ’ 

R. Jo’hanan says: Great is repentance ! for it averts the (evil) 
decreed against a man, as it is said [Is. vi. to] “ Make the heart of 
this people fat. . . .and hear with their ears, and understand with 
their hearts, and repent , and be healed." R. Papa asked'Abayi: 
Do not these last words, perhaps, mean before the (evil) decree has 
been pronounced? It is written, he replied, “be healed.” What 
is that which requires healing ? I can only say that, against 
which, judgment has been pronounced. Is this not contradictory to 
the rule: He who repents between (New Year’s Day and the Day of 
Atonement) is forgiven, but if he does not repent, even though he 
offered the choicest sacrifices, he is not pardoned? There is no diffi¬ 
culty here; in the one case it refers to (the sins' of) an individual, 
and in the other, to (those of ) a community. Come and hear ! It 
is written [Ps. evii. 23-28] “ They that go down to the sea in ships, 
that do business in great waters; these see the works of the Lord. . . . 
for he commandeth, and raiseth the stormy wind, which lifteth up 
the waves thereof, they reel to and fro, and stagger like a drunken 
man. . . . then they cry unto the Lord in their trouble, and he 
bringeth them out of their distresses; O, that men would praise the 
Lord for his goodness, etc.” Signs are given, such as the words 
“ but ’ ’ and “ only ” in the Torah (which intimate limiting qualifica¬ 
tions) to indicate that if they cried before the decree was pronounced, 
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only then would they be answered; but if after, are they not an¬ 
swered? (Would not this be a contradiction to the words “to those 
of a community) ? Nay, for those on a ship are not a community 
(but are considered as a unit). 

Come and hear ! The proselyte Beluria asked R. Gamliel (con¬ 
cerning the following apparent contradiction): It is written in your 
Torah [Deut. x. 17] “The Lord which regardeth not persons’’ ( lit¬ 
erally, who lifteth not up countenances); and it is also written [Numb, 
vi. 26] “ May the Lord lift up his countenance.’’ R. Jose, the 
priest, joined her, and said to her, “ I will tell thee a parable. To 
what may this be compared? To one who lent money to his neigh¬ 
bor, and set a time for its repayment before the king; and (the bor¬ 
rower) swore by the king’s life (to repay it on time). The time 
arrived and he did not pay and he came to appease the king. Said 
the king to him, ‘ I can forgive you only your offence against me, 
but I cannot forgive you 3' our offence against 3'our neighbor; go and 
ask him to forgive 3*011.’ ’’ So also here; in the one place it means 
sins committed b} r a man against Himself; but in the other, it 
means sins committed b} r one man against another. Nevertheless, 
the Tanaim differ as to the decree pronounced against an individual, 
as we 111a3 T see from the following Boraitha: R. Meir used to sa)*, of 
two who fall sick with the same sickness, and of two who enter a 
tribunal (for judgment), on similar charges, one may recover, and 
one not, one may be acquitted, and one condemned. Why should 
one recover and one not, and one be acquitted and one condemned ? 
Because the one prayed and was answered, and one prayed, and was 
not answered. Whj r should one be answered and the other not ? The 
one pra>-ed devoutly and was answered; the other did not pra} r 
devoutly and therefore was not answered; but R. Elazar says it was 
not because of prayer, but because the one prayed before , and the 
other after the decree was pronounced. R. Isaac says: Prayer is 
helpful for man before or after the decree has been pronounced. Is 
it then so, that the (evil) decree, pronounced against a congregation 
is averted (through the influence of pra} r er)? Does not one Scrip- 
tural verse [Jer. iv. 14] sa)’, “Wash thine heart from wickedness, 
and another runs [ibid. ii. 22] “ For though thou wash thee with nitre, 
and take thee much soap, yet thine iniquity is marked before me.’’ 
Shall we not say in the one case it means before , and in the other after 
the sentence has been pronounced? Na}-; both refer (to a time) after 
the decree has been pronounced and there is no contradiction, for in 
one case it refers to a decree issued with an oath, and in the other, to a 
decree pronounced without an oath, as R. Samuel b. Ainmi points out; 
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for he says in the name of R. Jonathan: Whence do we know that a 
decree, pronounced with an oath, cannot be averted? From [Sam. 
iii. 14] which says: “Therefore I have sworn unto the house of 
Eli, that-the iniquity of Eli’s house shall not be purged with sacri¬ 
fice nor offering forever. ” Says Rabha: Even in such a case, it is 
only through sacrifices that sin cannot be purged, but by (the stud}' 
of) the Torah it may be; and Abayi says: With sacrifice and offer¬ 
ing it cannot be purged, but by (the study of) the Torah, and by 
active benevolence, it can. (Abayi based this opinion on his own 
experience for) he and (his master) Rabba were both descendants 
of the house of Eli; Rabba, who only studied the Torah, lived forty 
years, but Abayi, who both studied the Torah and performed acts of 
benevolence, lived sixty years. The Rabbis tell us also: There was 
a certain family in Jerusalem whose members died at eighteen years 
of age. They came and informed R. Jo’hanan b. Zakkai. Said he: 
“ Perhaps you are descendants of Eli, of whom it is said ‘all the 
increase of thy house shall die in the flower of their age ’ ” [1 Sam. 
ii. 33]; “ Go, then, study the Torah, and live ! ’’ They went and 
studied, and they lived, and they called that family R. Jo’hanan’s. 
R. Samuel b. Inai says in the name of Rabh: Whence do we know, 
that if the decree against a community is even sealed, it may never¬ 
theless be averted? From Deut. iv. 7 where it is written “as the 
Lord, our God, in all things that we call upon him for ; (but how 
can you harmonize that with the passage) [Is. lv. 6] “ Seek ye the 
Lord while he maybe found?” The latter passage refers to an 
individual, the former, to a community. When is that time that 
he will be found even by an individual? Answered Rabba b. 
Abhuha: During the ten days, from New Year’s Day till the Day of 
Atonement. 

“ On New Year’s Day all the Inhabitants ofthe World 
Pass Before Him Kibhne Maron (Eire Sheep).” What does 
the Mislina mean by these last two words ? “ Dike Sheep,” as they 

are translated in Aramaic; but Resh Eaqisli says they mean “ as 
the steps of the Temple” (/. c ., narrow, so that people ascended 
them one by one); R. Judah, however, says in the name of Samuel: 
(They mean) “ like the armies of the house of David” (which were 
numbered one by one). Says Rabba b. Bar ’liana in the name of 
R. Jo’hanan; Under any circumstances they are mustered at a glance. 
Said R. Na’hman b. Isaac: Thus also we understand the words of 
our Mislina: “He that fashioned all their hearts alike” [Ps. 
xxxiii. 15] /. c. f the Creator sees all their hearts (at a glance) 
and (at once) understands all their works. 
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MISHNA: Messengers were sent out* in the following six 
■months; in Nisau, on account of the Passover; in Abh, on account 
of the fast; in Hiul, on account of the New Year; in Tishri, on ac¬ 
count of appointing the order the (remaining) festivals;! in Kislev, 
on account of the Feast of Dedication; in Adar, on account of the 
Peast of Esther; also in Iyar, when the Temple was in existence, on 
account of the minor (or second ) Passover. J 

GEMARA: Why were they not also sent out in Tamuz and 

Tebheth (in which months there are also fasts) ? Does not R. ’Hana 
b. Bizna, say in the name of R. Simon the pious: What is the 
meaning of the passage [Zech. viii. 19], “Thus saith the Ford of 
hosts; the fast of the fourth, and the fast of the fifth, and the fast of 
the seventh and the fast of the tenth, shall be to the house of Judah, 
joy and gladness” etc., that they are called fasts, and also days of 
joy and gladness? Are we not to understand that only in the time 
of peace (cessation of persecution) they shall be for joy and gladness, 
but in the time when there was not peace, the}' shall be fasts ? Answered 
R. Papa it means this: When there was peace, these days should be 
for joy and gladness; in the time of persecution they shall be fasts; 
in times when there are neither persecution, nor peace, people may 
fast, or not, as they see fit. If that is so, surely then (messengers 
should not have been sent out) on account of the fast of Abh ? An¬ 
swered R. Papa: The fast (ninth day) of Abh is different, since 
many misfortunes occurred 011 that day, as the teacher says: On the 
ninth of Abh, the first and second Temples were destroyed, Bether 
was captured, and the city was razed to the ground. 

A Boraitha teaches: R. Simon says, there are four matters that 
R. Aqiba expounded, but which I interpret differently; “ the fast of 
the fourth ’ ’ means the ninth of Tamuz on which the city was broken 
up, as it is said [ Jer.lii. 6, 7] “ in the fourth, in the ninth day of 
the month. . . .the city was broken up.” What does he mean by 
fourth ? The fourth of the months. “The fast of the fifth,” means 
the ninth of Abh, on which the Temple of our God was burnt; and 
what does he mean by calling it, fifth ? The fifth of the months. 
“The fast of the seventh ” means the third of Tishri the day on 
which Gedaliah the son of Ahikam was slain (and we fast) because 
the death of the righteous is equal to the loss of the house of our 


* The Beth Din sent them from Jerusalem to announce toother places the day which had 
been appointed New Moon, and thus to inform them whether it was the thirtieth or thirty- 
first day from the preceding New Moon. 

fe. g. Tabernacles. This was necessary since the Beth Din might have made the month 
intercalary. 

I Vide, Numb. ix. io, n. 
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God; and what does lie mean by calling it the seventh ? The sev¬ 
enth of the months. “ The fast of the tenth,” means the tenth of 
Tebheth, the day on which the king of Babylon set himself against 
Jerusalem, as it is said, [Ezek. xxiv. i, 2] “Again in the ninth 
year, in the tenth month, in the tenth day of the month, the word 
of the Eord came unto me saying, Son of man write thee the name 
of the day, even of this same day; the king of Babylon set himself 
against Jerusalem; ” and what does he mean by calling it the tenth? 
The tenth of the months; and actually this last event should have been 
placed first, (since it occurred first) and why is it placed here last in 
order ? To mention the months in their regular order. However, 
(says R. Simon): I do not explain (the passage quoted above) in 
this manner, but as follows: “ The fast of the tenth ” means the fifth 
of Tebheth, on which day the news came to the exiles that the city 
was smitten, as it is said [Ezek. xxxiii. 21] “ And it came to pass 
in the twelfth year of our captivity, in the tenth (month) in the fifth 
day of the month that one that had escaped out of Jerusalem came 
to me, saying, The city is smitten,” and they held the day on which 
the)’ received the news as the day (on which the Temple) was burnt. 
Moreover (says R. Simon) my opinion appears more satisfactory 
to me than R. Aqiba’s, for I speak of the first, first, and of the last, 
last; while he speaks of the last, first, and of the first, last; he men¬ 
tions them in the order of the months, whilst I mention them in the 
order in which the misfortunes occurred. 

We have learnt: Rabli and R. ’ Hanina say, The Book of Fasts 
(which contained the names of minor holidays on which it was pro¬ 
hibited to fast) is abrogated, but R. Jo’hanan and R. Joshua b. Eevi 
say: It is not. When Rabh and R. ’Hanina say that it'is abrogated 
they mean: In the time of peace, the (fast) days are days of joy and 
gladness; but, in the time of persecution they are fast days, and so 
also with other (days mentioned in the Book of Fasts); and when R. 
Jo'hanan and R. Joshua b. Eevi .say it is not abrogated (they mean) 
that those (four fasts mentioned in Zechariah) the Bible makes de¬ 
pendent on the rebuilding of the Temple; but those (mentioned in the 
Book of Fasts) remain as they are appointed. R. Tobi b. Matana 
asked a question: On the twenty-eighth of (Adar), the good news 
came to the Jews that they need no longer abstain from studying the 
Torah; for the king (of Syria had earlier) issued a decree, forbidding 
them to study the Torah, or to circumcise their sons, and compelling 
them to desecrate their Sabbath. What did Judah b. Shamua and 
his friends do ? They went and took counsel of a certain matron, 
whose house the celebrated people of the city frequented. Said she 
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to them, “Go and cry aloud at night.” They did as she advised 
and cried aloud, “ O heavens ! Are we not all brethren ? Are we 
not all the children of one Father ? Are we not all the children of 
one mother ? Why should we be treated differently from other 
nations, and from all people who speak other languages inasmuch as 
ye issue such cruel edicts against us?” The decrees were annulled, 
and the day (on which this happened) they appointed a holiday. 
But if it is true that the Book of Fasts has been abrogated, ( /. c ., the 
former (feasts) have been all abrogated), may, then, new ones be 
added? The Tanai’m differ (on this question); for a Boraitha 
teaches: The days recorded in the Book of Fasts, whether during 
or after the existence of the Temple, are not permitted (to be kept as 
fasts), so says R. Meir; but R. Jose is of the opinion, so long as the 
Temple stood it was not permissible (to fast on them) because they 
were days of joy, but since the Temple fell it is allowed, because 
they are days of mourning. One rule says that they are abrogated; 
but another rule says they are not abrogated. There is a question 
here caused by one rule contradicting the other ? There is no ques¬ 
tion; in the latter case it refers to the Feasts of Dedication and 
Esther (which are never to be abrogated); and in the former case, 
to all other (minor feast) days. 

“ In Eeue on Account of New Year's Day and in Tisiiri 
on Account op Appointing the Order of the ( Remaining) 
Festivals.” Since (the messengers) were sent out on account of 
Elul, why need they go again on account of Tishri ? Shall Isay 
because (the Beth Din) desired to proclaim Elul an intercalary 
month ? (That cannot be) for have we not learned that R. ’Hanina 
b. Kahana says in the name of Rabh: Since the time of Ezra we 
have not discovered that Elul was an intercalary mouth ? We have 
not discovered it, because it was not necessary (to make it so). But 
if it will be necessary, shall we make it an intercalary mouth ? This 
would disturb the position of New Year’s Day ! It is better that the 
position of New Year’s Da}* alone should be disturbed, than that all 
the holidays should be disarranged. And the best evidence for this 
is that the Mishna says that the messengers were sent in Tishri on 
account of appointing the order of the festivals. 

“And in Kislev on Account of tiie Feast of Dedication 
and in Adar on Account of the Feast of Esther.” But the 
Mishna does not say if it be a leap-year, that the messengers were 
sent out in the second Adar on account of the Feast of Esther ? 
From this we learn that the Mishna is not, according to Rabbi; for a 
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Boraitha teaches: Rabbi says: in a leap-year, messengers are sent 
out also in the second Adar on account of the Feast of Esther. 

When Ulla came (from Palestine) he said: They have made 
Elul an intercalary month, and he also said: “Do my Babylonian 
comrades know the benefit we have gained through it?” Because 
of what is this a benefit? “Because of herbs, ”* said Ulla. R. 
A’lia b. ’Hanina, however, said: “ Because of dead bodies.” f What 
difference is there between them ? The}" differ concerning a holiday 
that falls immediately before or after the Sabbath ( on the sixth or 
first day of the week). According to the one who says ‘ ‘ because of 
herbs ” we ought to add an intercalary day; but (it is not necessary) 
according to him who says “ because of dead bodies,” for we can em¬ 
ploy non-Jews (to bury the dead for us on the holidays). If this is 
the explanation, why is this a benefit only for us (in Babylon); is it 
not also to the advantage of them (in Jerusalem)? Our climate is 
very hot, but theirs is not. 

Is that so? Did not Rabba b. Samuel teach: One might sup¬ 
pose that as we intercalate the year when necessary, so we intercalate 
the month when necessan’? Says the Torah [Ex. xii. 2], “This 
month shall be unto you the first of the months, ’ ’ which means as soon 
as you see (the new moon) as on this occasion, you must consecrate 
the month (whether or not it is necessary to intercalate it). (How 
then could they intercalate Elul, which had always only twenty-nine 
days) ? To intercalate it (when necessary) was permitted; but to 
consecrate it, was not permitted; and Rabba’s words should read: 
One might suppose that as it is permitted to intercalate the year and 
the month when necessary, so we may eonseerate the month when 
necessary ? Says the Torah [Ex. xii. 2] , “ This month shall be unto 
you, etc.,” which means, only when the moon is seen as on this occa¬ 
sion, may you consecrate it. 

Samuel said: “I can arrange the calendar for the whole cap¬ 
tivity.” Abba, the father of R. Simlai, said to him, “ Do you know, 
sir, that which a certain Boraitha teaches, concerning the secret of 
the intercalary day, viz.: Whether the new moon appears before or 
after midday ? ” Answered he, “No.” “ Then, sir,” said he, “ if 

you do not know this, there may be other things which you do not 


* By adding an intercalary day to 1^1 til, the holiday (New Year or Atonement Day) was pre¬ 
vented from falling on Friday or Sunday, the intention being to separate the holiday by an 
intervening day from the Sabbath. Thus, herbs that were to be eaten fresh, and other foods, 
would not spoil, as they might, if kept from Thursday till after the Sabbath. 

t A similar practice was followed with regard to the keeping of a dead body over the Day 
of Atonement and a Sabbath. Since it was impossible to keep the dead body two days, the 
Sabbath and the Atonement Day were separated by the means of the intercalated day. 




know.” When R. Zera went (to Palestine) he sent back word to 
his comrade (saying): The evening and the morning( following) 
must both belong to the month (/. e., when the old moon has still 
been seen after dark on the twenty-ninth day of the month, the 
thirtieth evening and following day belong to the closing month). And 
this is what Abba, the father of R. Simlai, meant: We calculate only 
the beginning of the new moon; if it began before midday, it is certain 
that it was seen close upon the setting of the sun, but if it did not 
begin before midday, it is certain that it did not appear close upon the 
setting of the sun. What difference does it make (in practice)? 
Answered R. Ashi, to refute witnesses. R. Zera says in the name 
of R. Na’hman, in every case of doubt (about the holidays), we post¬ 
date but never antedate.* Does this mean to say that (in a case of 
doubt concerning the exact day on which Tabernacles begins) we 
observe the fifteenth and sixteenth but not the fourteenth; let us 
keep the fourteenth also; perhaps Abh and Elul have each only 
twenty-nine days ? That two consecutive months should each have 
twenty-nine days is a matter that every one would know. Revi went 
to Babylon on the eleventh of Tishri. Said lie, “ Sweet is the food 
of Babylon, on the great Day (of Atonement now being held) in Pal¬ 
estine.” They said to him, “ Go and testify.” Answered he, “ I 
have not heard from the Beth Din the words, “ It is consecrated,” 
(and therefore I cannot testify). For R. Jo’hanan announced: In 
every place that the messengers sent in Nisan reached, but that the 
messengers sent in Tishri cannot reach, they must observe two days 
for the holidays; and they make this restriction for Nisan lest people 
would do in Tishri as in Nisan.f Rabha used to fast two days for 
the Day of Atonement. .}: Once it happened that he was right (because 
the Day of Atonement fell one day later in Palestine than in Baby¬ 
lon). R. Na’hman was once fasting on the Day of Atonement, and 
in the evening a certain man came and said to him, “To-morrow 


*/. e . if there be a doubt al>out which day is the Passover or the feast of Tabernacles, the 
festival should be kept for two days ; not, however, by ante-dating and keeping the fourteenth 
and fifteenth (of Nisan or Tishri) but by post-dating and keeping the fifteenth and sixteenth 
of either month. 

fin Tishri, messengers might be delayed reaching distant places, to which they were 
sent to announce the date of the festival (Tabernacles), on account of New Year's Day and the 
Day of Atonement, on which they could not travel more than a short distance. In Nisan, 
however, they could, without delay, reach those places, and having announced the date of 
the festival, only one day was hallowed. Fearing that people might do, in regard to the Feast 
of Tabernacles what they did with regard to Passover, (/. c., keep one day, even when in 
doubt about the date), the Rabbis instituted that both Tabernacles and Passover should have 
two days hallowed instead of one. 

t He was in doubt whether the Beth Din at Jerusalem had made Flul intercalary or not, 
and as the messengers did not arrive until after the Day of Atonement, he fasted two days. 
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will be the Day of Atonement in Palestine.” He angrily quoted, 
“Swift were our persecutors” [Lamen. iv. 19]. R. Na’hman said 
to certain sailors, “Ye who do not know the calendar take notice 
that when the moon still shines at dawn (it is full moon, and if it 
happens to be Nisan) destroy your leaven bread, (for it is then the 
fourteenth day). 

MISHNA: For the sake of (the new moon) of the two 

months, Nisan and Tishri, witnesses may profane * the Sabbath, 
because in these months the messengers went to Syria, and the order 
of the festivals was arranged; when, however, the Templef was in 
existence, they might profane the Sabbath in any month, in order to 
offer the (new moon) sacrifice in its proper time. 

GEMARA: For the sake of these two months and not more? 
Against this I raise a question of contradiction: (Is it not said), For 
the sake of six months messengers were sent out? Answered Abayi: 
Thus h£ means: For all new moons, the messengers were sent out 
while it was still evening, but for Nisan and Tishri, they were not 
sent out until they heard from the lips of the Beth Din, the words 
“It (the new moon or month) is consecrated.” The Rabbis taught: 
Whence do we know that for them we may profane the Sabbath ? 
From [Lev. xxiii. 4] which runs “These are the feasts of the Lord, 
which ye shall proclaim in their seasons;” mightnotonesuppo.se 
that as (witnesses) were permitted to profane the Sabbath until the 
new moons had been consecrated, so were messengers permitted to 
profane the Sabbath, until (the festivals) were introduced? Says the 
Torah: “ which ye shall proclaim,” i. c., you may profane the Sab¬ 
bath in order to proclaim them, but not to introduce them. 

“When, However, the Temple Was in Existence, 
They Might Profane the Sabbath, in Any Month, in Order 
to Offer the (New Moon) Sacrifice, in Its Proper Time.” 
The Rabbis taught: Formerly they profaned the Sabbath for all 
(new moons); but since the destruction of the Temple, said R. 
Jo’hanan b. Zakkai, have we any (new moon) sacrifice to offer? 
They then instituted that (witnesses) might profane the Sabbath 
only on account of Nisan and Tishri. 

MISHNA: Whether the new moon had appeared clear to all 
or not, (the witnesses) were permitted to profane the Sabbath 
on its account. R. Jose says: If it appeared clear to everyone, J the 

* To travel to Jerusalem in order to inform the Beth Din might have necessitated walk¬ 
ing more than the distance permitted on the Sabbath. 

fThe Temple in Jerusalem. 

| It, might then be presumed that everyone had seen it, and it was therefore unneces¬ 
sary for anyone to go to Jerusalem to announce it to the Beth Din. 
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Sabbath should not be profaned (by witnesses >. It once happened 
that more than forty pair (of witnesses) were on the highway ( to 
Jerusalem) on the Sabbath, when R. Aqiba detained them at Lydda. 
R. Gamliel then sent word saying, “ If thou thus detainest the peo¬ 
ple, thou wilt be the cause of their erring in the future (/. <•., they 
may refuse to come and testify). 

GKMARA: The Rabbis taught: The words [Kccles. xii. io] 
“ Qoheletli sought to find out acceptable words, ’ ’ mean, that Qoheleth 
sought to invent laws, without the aid of witnesses or warning. An 
echo was heard saying, [Ecclesxii. ro], “ Let that which is written 
be upright, even words of truth ” (which meant that) by means of 
two witnesses (should the words of truth be established). 

“ It Once Happened That More Than Forty Pair (of 
Witnesses) Were on the Highway (to Jerusalem) and R. 
AqibaDetainedThem, etc.” A Boraitha teaches: R. Judah says, 
God forbid that R. Aqiba should have detained them; it was Shazpar, 
the superintendent of Gader who detained them, and (and when) R. 
Gamliel (heard of it, he) sent and dismissed him. 

MISHNA: When a father and son have seen the new moon, 
they must both go to the Beth Din, not that they may act together 
as witnesses, but in order that, should the evidence of either of them 
be invalidated, the other may join to give evidence with another wit¬ 
ness. R. Simon says: Father and son, and relatives in any degree 
may be accepted as competent witnesses to give evidence as to the 
appearance of the new moon. R. Jose says: It once happened that 
Tobias the physician, his son, and his freed slave, saw the new 
moon in Jerusalem (and when they tendered their evidence), the 
priests accepted his evidence and that of his son, but invalidated that 
of his freed slave; but when they appeared before the (Beth Din) 
they received his evidence, and that of his freed slave, but invali¬ 
dated that of his son. 

GEMARA: Asks R. Levi: What is the reason for R. Simon’s 
opinion? It is written [Ex. xii. 1] “And the Lord spake unto 
Moses and Aaron saying: This month shall be unto you^ “which 
means, this evidence shall be acceptable from you ( although you 
are brothers). And how do the Rabbis explain it? They say it 
means: This testimony shall be given into your hands (/. e., the 
Beth Din’s). Says Mar Uqba in the name of Samuel the rule is 
according to R. Simon. 

MISHNA: The following are considered incompetent to be 
witnesses: gamblers with dice, usurers, pigeon-breeders,' 51 those who 

* Those who breed and train pigeons for racing. 

5 
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deal with the produce of the sabbatic year, and slaves. This is 
the rule: All evidence that cannot be received from a woman cannot 
be received from any of the above. One who has seen the new 
moon, but is unable to go (to give evidence), must be brought (if 
unable to walk) mounted on an ass, or even in a bed.* Persons 
afraid of an attack by robbers may take sticks with them ;* and if 
they have a long way to go, it will be lawful for them to provide 
themselves with, and carry their food.* Whenever (witnesses) 
must be on the road a day and a night, it will be lawful to profane 
the Sabbath to travel thereon, to give their evidence as to the ap¬ 
pearance of the moon. For thus it is written [Lev. xxiii. 4] “These 
are the feasts of the Lord, the holy convocations, which ye shall 
proclaim in their appointed seasons.” 

* Even on the Sabbath, when under ordinary circumstances this might not be done. 




CHAPTER II. 

MISHNA: If the Beth Din did not know him (the witness) 
another was sent with him to testify in his behalf. In former times 
the}’ would receive evidence (about the appearance of the moon) 
from any one; but when the Boethusians used their corrupt practices 
the rule was made, that evidence would only be received from those 
who were known (to be reputable). 

GEMARA: What is meant by “another” (in the above 
Mishna) ? Another pair (of witnesses). This is proved by the fol¬ 
lowing reasoning: If you do not say so, then what is the meaning of 
“ him,” in the words of the Mishna “ If the Beth Din did not know 
him f ’ ’ Shall I say it means one (witness)! Surely the evidence 
of one was not received, for this transaction was called “judgment ” 
[Ps. lxxxi] (and two witnesses are necessary) ? What then does 
“him” mean? That pair; so also here, “another” means another 
pair. Is then the evidence of one not accepted ? Does not a Boraitha 
state:^ It once happened that R. Nehorai went to Usha on the 
Sabbath to testify (to the character) of one witness? He knew, that 
there was one witness in Usha and he went to add his evidence (and 
thus make two witnesses). If that is so, why need it tell 11s (that R. 
Nehorai went on the Sabbath) ? One might suppose that, as there 
was a doubt (that he might not meet the other witness), he ought 
not to have profaned the Sabbath (by traveling to Usha as a single 
witness); therefore he teaches us (that even in such a case of doubt 
the Sabbath might be profaned). 

When Ulla came (to Babylon, from Palestine), he said: They 
have already consecrated the New Moon in Palestine. Said R. 
Kahana: (In such a case) not only Ulla, who is a renowned man, 
is to be believed, but even an ordinary man. Why so? Because 
men will not lie about a matter, that will become known to every 
one. 

“ In Former Times They Would Receive Evidence From 
Any One, etc.” The Rabbis taught: What corruption did the 
Boethusians practice ? They once sought to deceive the sages, and 
they bribed, with four hundred zuz (silver coins), two men, one 
belonging to their party and one to ours. The former gave his evi¬ 
dence and went out; to the latter, they (the Beth Din) said, “Tell 
us what was the appearance of the moon ? ” “I went up, replied 
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he,” to Maale Adumim,* and I saw it crouching between two rocks. 
Its head was like a calf, its ears like a goat, its horns like a stag, and 
its tail was lying across its thigh. I gazed upon it and shuddered, 
and fell backwards; and if you do not believe me, behold, here I 
have two hundred zuz bound up in my cloth. “ Who induced you 
to do this ” they asked? “ I heard,” he replied, “ that the Boethu- 
sians wished to deceive the sages; so, I said to myself, I will go and 
inform them, lest some unworthy person may (accept their bribe) 
and come and deceive the sages.” Then, said the sages, “ The two 
hundred zuz may be retained by you as a reward, and he who bribed 
you, shall be taken to the whipping-post (and be punished).” Then 
and there they ordained that testimony should be received only from 
those who were known (to be of good character). 

MISHNA: Formerly bon-fires were lighted (to announce the 
appearance of the new moon); but when the Cutheans f practiced 
their deceit it was ordained that messengers should be sent out. How 
were these bon-fires lighted ? They brought long staves of cedar 
wood, canes, and branches of the olive tree, and bundles of tow 
which were tied on with twine; with these they went to the top of 
the mountain, and lighted them, and kept waving them to and fro, 
upward and downward, till they could perceive the same repeated by 
another person on the next mountain, and thus, on the third moun¬ 
tain, etc. Whence did these bon-fires commence? From the mount 
of Olives to Sartabha, from Sartabha to Grophinah, from Grophinah 
to Hoveran, from Hoveran to Beth Baltin; they did not cease waving 
the burning torches at Beth Baltin, to and fro, upward and down¬ 
ward, until the whole country of the captivity appeared like a blaz¬ 
ing fire. 

GEMARA: The Rabbis taught: Bon-fires were only lighted to 
announce the new moon that appeared and was consecrated at the 
proper time (after twenty-nine days). And when were they lighted ? 
On the evening of the thirtieth day. Does this mean to say that for 
a month of twenty-nine days the bon-fires were lighted, but not for a 
month of thirty days ? It should have been done for a month of 
thirty days, and not at all for a month of twenty-nine days. Says 
Abayi: That would cause the people a loss of work for two days 
(because they would wait to see if the bon-fires would be lit or not 
and thus lose a second day).! 

*The name of a place between Jerusalem and Jericho. 

t A sect of Samaritans. 

JThe thirtieth day from the last New Moon was always New Moon, but in intercalary 
months the thirty-first day was also New Moon f second day); In the latter case the thirtieth 
day (first day of New Moon) belonged to the passing month, and the second day of New Moon 
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“ How Were These Bon-Fires Fighted ? They Brought 
Fong Staves of Cedar Wood, etc.” R. Judali says: There are 
four kinds of cedars: the common cedar, the Qetros, the olive tree, 
and the cypress. Qetros says Rabh, is (in Aramaic) Adara or a 
species of cedar. Every cedar, says R. Jo’hanan. that was carried 
away from Jerusalem, God will in future times, restore, as it is said 
[Is. xli. 19], “ I will plant in the wilderness the cedar tree,” and 
by “wilderness” He means Jerusalem, as it is said, [Is. Ixiv. 
10], “Zion is (become) a wilderness.” Further says R. Jo’lia- 
nan, ‘ ‘ Woe to the Romans, for whom there will be no substitu¬ 
tion,” for it is said [Is. lx. 17], “ For brass, I will bring gold, and 
for iron, I will bring silver, and for wood, brass and for stones, 
iron;” but what can He bring for R. Aqiba and his comrades (who 
were destroyed by Rome) ? Of them He says [Joel iii. 21] , “I will 
cleanse them, (but for) their (Aqiba’s and his comrades’) blood, I 
will not cleanse them.” 

“And Whence Did These Bon-Fires Commence?” From 
Beth Baltin. What is Beth Baltin? “Biram,” answered Rabh 
What (does the Mishna) mean by the captivity? Says R. Joseph. 
“ Pombeditha.” And how was it that the whole country looked 
like a blazing fire ? We learn that each Israelite took a torch in 
his hand and ascended to the roof of his house. 

MISHNA: There was a large court in Jerusalem, called Beth 
Ya’azeq, where all the witnesses met, and where they were examined 
by the Beth Din. Great feasts were made there for (the witnesses) 
in order to induce them to come frequently. At first, they did not 
stir from there all da}' (on the Sabbath),* till R. Gamliel, the Elder, 
ordained that they might go two thousand cubits on every side; and 
not only these (witnesses) but also a midwife, going to perform her 
professional duties, and those who go to assist others in case of con¬ 
flagration, or of an attack of robbers, or of flood, or (of rescuing 
people) from the ruins (of a fallen building) are considered (for the 
time being) as inhabitants of that place, and may go (thence on the 
Sabbath) two thousand cubits on every side. How were the wit¬ 
nesses examined ? The first pair were examined first. The elder 
was introduced first, and they said to him: Tell 11s, in what form you 

was the first day of the new month. Bonfires were always lighted on the night of the 
thirtieth day, i.e., on the night after new moon ; and if no bonfires were lighted then there 
were two days New Moon. In the case of the month of Klul they would, after twenty-nine 
days, observe New Year's Day. Now if that month happened to be intercalary (’ >'■ have 
thirty days) and bonfires would have been lighted, the next day would have had to be ob¬ 
served as New Year’s Day again, aud the people would consequently have lost a second day. 

* For if they had already traveled two thousand cubits, they were prohibited from jour¬ 
neying more thau four cubits more. 
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saw the moon; was it before or behind the sun ? Was it to the north 
or the south (of the sun)? What was its elevation on the horizon ? 
Towards which side was its inclination ? What was the width of her 
disk? If he answered, before the sun, his evidence was worthies-. 
After this they introduced the younger (witness) and he was exam¬ 
ined; if their evidence was found to agree, their testimony was 
accepted as valid; the remaining pairs (of witnesses) were asked 
leading questions, not because their testimony was necessary, but 
only to prevent them departing, disappointed, and to induce them to 
come again often. 

GEMARA: Do not the questions (asked by the Mishna), “ was 
it before or behind the sun?” and “was it to the north or to the 
south?” mean the same thing? Answered Abayi: (The Mishna 
asks) whether the concave of the crescent was before or behind the 
sun, and if (the witness said) it was before the sun, his evidence 
was worthless; for R. Jo’hanan says: What is the meaning of the 
passage [Job xxv. 2] “ Dominion and fear are with him; he maketli 
peace in his high places? ” It means that the sun never faces the 
concave of the crescent or the concave of a rainbow. 

“ What Was its Elevation on the Horizon? Towards 
Which Side Was its Inclination?” In one Boraitha we have 
learnt: If (the witness) said “ towards the north,” his evidence was 
valid, but if he said, “towards the south,” it was worthless; does 
not another Boraitha (which says the following) teach the very 
opposite: If (the witness) said “towards the south,” his testimony 
was accepted, but if he said ‘ ‘ towards the north ’ ’ it was valueless ? 
There is no difficulty here; in the latter case it speaks of the summer, 
while in the former it refers to the winter. The Rabbis taught: If 
one (witness) said its elevation appeared about as high as two ox- 
goads and another said about as high as three, their testimony was 
invalid, but either might be taken in conjunction with a subsequent 
witness (who offered similar testimony). The Rabbis taught: (If 
the witnesses say) “ we have seen the reflection (of the moon) in the 
water, or through a metal mirror, or in the clouds,” their testimonj' 
is not to be accepted; or (if they say we have seen) “ half of it in the 
water, and half of it in the heavens, or half of it in the clouds, ” their 
evidence carries no weight. Must they then see the new moon again 
(before their testimony can be accepted) ? Answered Abayi: This 
is their meaning, if the witnesses testify that they saw the moon, 
accidentally, and they then returned purposely and looked for it, but 
they saw it not, their evidence is worthless. Why so? Because 
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one might say they saw a patch of white clouds ^and they thought 
it was the moon). 

MISHNA: The chief of the Beth Din says “ It (the new 
moon) is consecrated,” and all the people repeated after him “ It is 
consecrated, it is consecrated.” Whether the new moon was seen at 
its proper time (after twenty-nine days) or not, they used to consecrate 
it. R. Klazar b. Zadok said: If it had not been sent at its proper 
time it was not consecrated, because it had already been consecrated 
in heaven (/. c. , of itself). 

GEMARA: Whence do we know that the (chief of the Beth 
Din must say 14 It is consecrated ”) ? Answered R. 'Hiyya b. Gamda 
in the name of Rabbi: The Torah says [Dev. xxiii. 44], ‘‘Moses 
declared unto the children of Israel the feasts of the Lord ’ ’ from 
which we deduce that (as Moses, who was the chief in Israel, 
declared the feasts to Israel, so also does) the chief of the Beth Din 
announce the words “ It is consecrated.” 

“All the People Repeated After Him ‘‘It is Conse¬ 
crated, It is Consecrated.” Whence do we know this? 
Answered R. Papa: The Torah says [Lev. xxiii. 2], “Which ye 
shall proclaim,” /. e ., which j T e, all the people shall proclaim; but R. 
Na’hman b. Isaac says: We know it from the words [ibid.] “ These 
are my feasts,” i. e. ( these people) shall announce my feasts. Why 
are the words ‘ ‘ It is consecrated ' ’ repeated twice ? Because in the 
Scriptural verse just quoted we find it written “ holy convocations ” 
(,literally , announcements, and the minimum of the plural expression 
is two). 

“ R. Elazar b. Zadok Said: If it Had Not Been Seen at 
its Proper Time, it Was Not Consecrated, etc." Pelimo* 
teaches in a Boraitha: When the new moon appears at its proper time, 
they used not to consecrate it, but when it appears out of its proper 
time, they used to consecrate it. R. Eliezer, however, says: In neither 
case used they to consecrate it, for it is written [Lev. xxv. 10] “And 
ye shall consecrate the fiftieth year; ” years should be consecrated, 
but not months . R. Judah says in the name of Samuel: The law is 
according to R. Elazer b. Zadok. Abayi says: We have also a 
Mishna to the same effect, viz.: If the Beth Din and all Israel saw 
the new moon (on the thirtieth day) and if the examination of the 
witnesses had alread} T taken place, and it had become dark before 
they had time to announce “It is consecrated,” the month (just 
passing) is intercalary. That (the month) is intercalary is men¬ 
tioned ( by the Mishna), but not that they said “It is consecrated ? ” 

* The name of a Tana, a contemporary of Rabbi. 
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It is not clear that this is a support for Abayi’s argument, for it was 
necessary to say that it was intercalary, or we would not have known 
that the next day was the intercalary day. One might have thought 
since the Beth Din and all Israel saw the new moon, that it was 
apparent to all, and that the month does not become intercalary, 
therefore he teaches us that (nevertheless the month becomes inter¬ 
calary)- 

MISHNA: R. Gainliel had on a tablet, and on the wall of his 
upper room, illustrations of the various phases of the moon, which 
he showed to the common people, saying, “Did you see the moon 
like this figure or like this ? ” 

GEMARA: Is this permitted? Does not a Boraitha teach that 
the words “Ye shall not make with me” [Ex. xx. 23] mean, ye 
shall not make pictures of my ministers that minister before me, 
such as the sun, moon, stars or planets? It was different with R. 
Gamliel, for others made it for him. But others made one for R. 
Judah, yet Samuel said to him “Thou, sagacious one, destroy that 
figure ! ” * In the latter case the figure was embossed, and he was 
afraid that one might suspect the owner (of using it as an idol). 
Need one be afraid of such suspicion ? Did not that synagogue in 
Shephithibh of Neliardea have a statue (of the king), yet Rabh, 
Samuel, and Samuel’s father and Levi went there to pray and were 
not afraid of being suspected (of idolatry) ? It is a different case 
when there are many. Yet, R. Gamliel was only one? Yea, but 
he was a prince, and there were always many with him; and if you 
wish you may say that ,he had them made to teach by means of 
them; and that which is written [Deut. xviii. 9] “thou shalt not 
learn to do,” means but thou mayest learn, in order to understand 
and to teach. 

MISHNA: It happened once, that two witnesses came and said: 
We saw the moon in the eastern part of the heavens in the morning, 
and in the western part in the evening. R. Jo’hanan 1 ). Nuri de¬ 
clared them to be false witnesses; but when they came to Jamnia, 
Gamliel received their evidence as valid. (On another occasion) two 
other witnesses came and said: We saw the moon on its proper day, 
but could not see it on the next evening of the intercalary day; R. 
Gamliel received them: but R. Dosa b. Harkhinas, said: They are 
false witnesses; for how can they testify of a woman being delivered 
(on a certain da}'), when, on the next day, she appears to be preg¬ 
nant ? Then R. Joshua said unto him: I approve your opinion. 
Upon this Gamliel sent him ( R. Joshua) word, saying, “I order 

* literally “ put out the eves of that figure ! *’ 
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you to appear before me on the Da)' of Atonement, according to 
your computation, with your staff and with money. R. Aqiba went 
to him (R. Joshua), and found him grieving; he then said to him, 
I can prove that all Gamliel has done is proper for it is said, 
“ These are the feasts of the Lord, holy convocations which ye shall 
proclaim,” either at their proper time, or not at their proper time, 
only their convocations are to be considered as holy festivals. When 
he (R. Joshua) came to R. Dosa b. Harkliinas, the latter told him, 
“ If we are to reinvestigate the decisions of the Beth Din of Gamliel, 
we must also reinvestigate the decisions of all the Beth Dins which 
have existed from the time of Moses till the present day; for it is 
said [Ex. xxiv. 9], “Moses, Aaron, Nadab, Abiliu, and seventy 
elders went up (to the Mount).” Why were not the names of the 
elders also specified ? To teach us, that every three men in Israel 
that form a Beth Din are to be respected in an equal degree with the 
Beth Din of Moses. Then did R. Joshua take his staff and money 
iu his hand, and went to Jamnia, to Gamliel, on the very day on 
which the Day of Atonement would have been according to his com¬ 
putation: when Gamliel arose, and kissed him on his forehead, say¬ 
ing, “Enter in peace, my master and disciple! My master in 
knowledge; and my disciple—since thou didst obey my injunction.” 

GEMARA: A Boraitha teaches us: that R. Gamliel said to the 
sages, thus it has been handed down to me from the house of my 
grandfather ( Hillel ), that sometimes the new moon appears elongated 
and sometimes diminished. R. ’Hiyya saw the old moon yet on the 
morning of the twenty-ninth day, and threw clods of earth at it, 
saying, “We should consecrate thee in the evening, and thou art 
seen now? Go, hide thyself ! ” 

Said Rabbi to R. ’Hiyya: “Go to Entob and consecrate the 
mouth and send back to me as a password* ‘ David, the King of Israel 
still lives.’ ” The Rabbis taught: Once it happened that the heavens 
were thick with clouds and the form of the moon was seen on the 
twenty-ninth of the month (of Elul), so that the people thought that 
New Year’s Day should be then proclaimed, and they ( the Beth Din) 
were about to consecrate it. Said R. Gamliel to them: Thus it has 
been handed down to me by tradition, from the house of my grand¬ 
father, the consecration of the moon cannot take place at a period 
less than twenty-nine and a half days, two-thirds and .0052 ( i.c ., 
seventy-three ’Halaqim) of an hour. O11 that self-same day the 
mother of Ben Zaza died and R. Gamliel delivered a great funeral 

* This device was resorted to because, in the days of Rabbi, the Romans had prohibited 
the Jews, under penalty of death, to consecrate the moon. 
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oration,* not because she specially deserved it, but in order that the 
people might know that the new moon had not yet been consecrated 
by the Beth Din. 

“When He ( Rabbi Josiiua) Came to R. Dosa b. Hark- 
h ixas, etc. The Rabbis taught: The reason that the names of 
those elders are not mentioned, is in order that one should not say: 
Is So-and-so like Moses and Aaron ? Is So-and-so like Nadabh and 
Abihu ? Is So-and-so like Kldad and Medad ? (And how do we know 
that one should not ask thus) ? Because, it is written [1 Sam. xii. 6] , 
“And Samuel said unto the people the Lord that appointed Moses and 
Aaron ” and in the same connection it is said [ibid. 11.], “And the 
Lord sent Jerubaal and Bedan and Jephtha and Samuel. ” Jerubaal 
is Gideon; and why is he named Jerubaal? Because he strove 
against Baal; Bedan is Samson; and why is he named Bedan? Be¬ 
cause he came from Dan. Jephtha means just what it is (/. c., he 
had no surname or attribute). It is said [Ps. xcix. 6] “ Moses and 
Aaron among his priests, and Samuel, among them that called upon 
his name; ’’ the sacred text regards the three common people equal 
with the three noblest, to teach us that Jerubaal was in his genera¬ 
tion like Moses in his; Bedan in his generation was like Aaron in 
his; Jephtha in his generation was like Samuel in his generation. 
From all this one must learn, that if, even the commonest of the com¬ 
moners is appointed leader by a community, he must be consid¬ 
ered as the noblest of the nobility, for it is said [Deut. xvii. 9] 
“And thou shalt come unto the priests, the Levites, and unto the 
judge that shall be in those days.” (Why does the Torah say “ in 
those days ”?) Can you imagine that one could go to a judge who 
was not in his days? (Surely not ! but by these words Scripture 
teaches us that a judge is to be held “ in his days ” equal in author¬ 
ity with the greatest of his antecedents). We find a similar teaching 
in Eccles. vii. 10: “ Say not thou, that the former days were better 
than these ! ’’ 

“ He Took His Staff, etc.” The Rabbis taught: (Gamliel 
said to R. Joshua): Happy is the generation in which the leaders 
listen to their followers, and through this the followers consider it so 
much the more their duty (to heed the teachings of the leaders). 


* No funerals or funeral orations were, or are, permitted on the holidays. 
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MISHNA: If the Beth Din, and all Israel saw (the moon on 
the night of the thirtieth day), or, if the witness had been examined, 
but there was no time to proclaim “ It is consecrated ” before it has 
become dark, the month is intercalary. If the Beth Din alone saw 
it, two of its members should stand and give the testimony before 
the others, who shall then say “ It is consecrated, It is consecrated.” 
When three who formed a Beth Din saw it, two should stand and 
conjoining some of their learned friends with the remaining one, give 
their testimony before them, who should proclaim “It is conse¬ 
crated, It is consecrated,” for one (member of a Beth Din) has not 
this right by himself alone. 

GEMARA: “ If the Beth Din Alone Saw It, Two of Its 
Members Should Stand and Give Their Testimony Before 
The Others, ETC.” Why so? Surely hearsay evidence is not 
better than the testimony of an eye-witness ! Says R. Zera: It refers 
to a case where they saw it at night (and on the next day the)' could 
not consecrate the new moon until they had heard the evidence of 
two witnesses). 

“When Three, Who P a ormed a Beth Din, Saw it, Two 
Should Stand and Conjoining Some of Their Learned 
Friends With the Remaining One, etc.” Why so? Here 
also we may say, surely hearsay evidence is not better than the tes¬ 
timony of an eye-witness ! And if you should object that this also 
means where they saw it at night, is this not, then, the same case? 
The case is the same, but he needs to state the above, because of the 
concluding words, “one (member of a Beth Din) has not the right 
by himself alone;” for you might possibly think that we say, since 
in civil cases three (are required to constitute a Beth Din), but 
where he is well known (as a learned authority) one judge may act 
alone, so here we may consecrate (the new moon ) on the authority 
of one judge, therefore, he teaches us (that three are required). 
Perhaps I should, nevertheless, say here (that one learned authority 
is sufficient) ? Nay, for there is no greater authority than Moses, 
our master, yet God said to him, that Aaron should act with him. as 
it is written [Ex. xii. r, 2], “And the Lord spake unto Moses and 
Aaron, in the land of Egypt, saying: This month shall be unto you 
the beginning of months.” 
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Does this mean to say that a witness may act as judge ? And 
shall I then say that the above Mishna is not according to R. Aqiba, 
for a Boraitha teaches: If the members of the Sanhedrin saw a man 
commit murder, part of them may act as witnesses and part as 
judges, according to R. Tarphon; but according to R. Aqiba all of 
them are witnesses, and no witness (of a crime) may act as judge ? 
You may state (that the Mishna is) according to R. Aqiba even. In 
the latter instance R. Aqiba only refers to capital cases, for the Torah 
says [Numb. xxxv. 24, 25] “Then the congregation shall judge 
. . . .and the congregation shall deliver,” and since they saw him 
commit murder, they will not be able to urge any plea in his favor; 
but here (concerning the new moon) even R. Aqiba assents (that a 
witness may act as judge). 

MISHNA: Every kind of cornet may be used (on New Year’s 
Day) except those made of cow-horn, because they are called “ horn ” 
(QEREN) and not “ cornet” (Shophar). R. Jose says: Are not all 
cornets called “ horn,” as e . g. } it is said [Josh. vi. 5] “And it came 
to pass that when they made a long blast with the horn.” 

GEMARA: How comes it that the word Jobhel means ram ? A 
Boraitha teaches: R. Aqiba says, When I went to Arabia, I found 
they called a ram “ Yubla.” The Rabbis did not know the meaning 
of the word SalseEEHO in the passage [Prov. iv. 8] “Salseleho and 
she shall promote thee.” One day they heard Rabbi’s maidservant 
say to a certain man who was (conceitedly) playing with his hair, 
“ How long wilt thou mesalsee (twist up) thy hair ? ” The Rabbis 
did not know the meaning of the word yehabhekha in the passage 
[Ps. lv. 22] “ Cast yehabhekha (burden) upon the Lord.” Says 
Rabba b. Bar ’liana, “One day I went with a certain Arabian car¬ 
avan merchant and I was carrying a burden. Said he to me, ‘ Take 
down Yehabiiekh (thy burden) and put it on my camel.’ ” 

MISHNA: The cornet used on the New Year was a straight 
horn of a wild goat; the mouth-piece was covered with gold. The 
two trumpets were stationed one on each side: the sound of the 
cornet was prolonged, while that of the trumpet was short, because 
the special duty of the day was the sounding of the cornet. O11 the 
fast days two crooked ram’s-horns were used, their mouth-pieces 
being covered with silver, and the two trumpets were stationed in the 
middle between them: the sound of the cornet was shortened while 
that of the trumpets was prolonged, because the special duty of the 
day was the sounding of the trumpets. The Jubilee and New 
Year’s Day were alike in respect to the sounding (of the cornet) and 
the benedictions, but R. Judah says on the New Year we blow (a 


cornet) made of ram’s-horn, and on the Jubilee one made of the horn 
of a wild goat. 

GEMARA: R. Levi says: It is a duty on New Year’s Da)' and 
the Day of Atonement to use a bent cornet, but during the rest of 
the year a straight one. But have we not learned that the cornet 
used on the New Year must be the “ straight horn of a wild goat? 
He (R. Revi ) supports his opinion with the following Boraitha 
which teaches that R. Judah says: On New Year’s Day they used to 
blow (a cornet) made of a straight ram’s-horn and on the Jubilees, 
one made of wild goat’s horn. About what do they dispute ? R. 
Judah holds that on New Year’s the more bent in spirit a man is, 
and on the Day of Atonement, the more upright he is (in his confes¬ 
sions), the better; but R. Levi holds the more upright a man is on 
New Year’s Day and the more bowed in spirit on the Fast Days, 
the better. 

‘‘The Mouth-Piece Was Covered With Gold.” Does not 
a Boraitha teach, however, that if one covers the place to which the 
mouth was put the cornet may not be used; but if (lie covers) 
another place it maybe used? Answered Abayi: Our Mishna also 
means, a place to which the mouth was not put. 

44 The Two Trumpets Were Stationed One on Each Side.” 
Could the two sounds be easily distinguished? Nay; and therefore 
the sound of the cornet was prolonged to indicate that the special 
duty of the day was the sounding of the cornet. 

‘‘On the Fast-Days Two Crooked Ram’s-Horns Were 
Used, Their Mouth-Pieces Being Covered With Silver.” 
Why was the cornet used in the one case covered with gold and in 
the other, with silver? All (signals for) assemblies were blown on 
horns made with silver as it is written [Numb. x. 2] “ Make unto 
thee two trumpets of silver . . . that thou mayest use them for the 
calling of the assembly, etc.” R. Papa b. Samuel was about to 
follow the practice laid down by the Mishna; said Rablia to him, 
that was only customary so long as the Temple was in existence. 
A Boraitha also teaches this applies only to the Temple; but in the 
country (outside of Jerusalem) in a place where they use the 
trumpet, they do not use the cornet, and vice-versa . And so also 
did R. ’Halaplita, in Sepphoris and so too did R. ’Hanina b. 
Teradjon in Si’lmi, when the matter was brought to the attention 
of the sages, they said: That was the custom, only at the eastern 
gates or the Temple Mount. Rablia, but some say R. Joshua b. 
Levi asked: From which Scriptural verse is this deduced ? From 
Ps. xeviii. 6 which runs, “ With trumpets and sound of cornet, 
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make a joyful noise before the Lord, the King; ” i. c . , before the 
Lord, the King ( in the Temple) we need both the trumpets and the 
cornet, but not elsewhere. 

“The Jubilee, and the New Year Were Alike in 
Respect to the Sounding (of the Cornet), and the Bles¬ 
sings.” R. Samuel b. Isaac said: According to whom do we now¬ 
adays pray: “This day celebrates the beginning of thy work, a 
memorial of the first day?” According to R. Eliezer who says: 
The world was created in Tisliri. R. Ina asked a question: Did we 
not learn in our Mishna that the Jubilee and New Year are alike in 
respect to the sounding (of the cornet), and the benedictions, and 
now how can that be so when we say “This day celebrates the be¬ 
ginning of thy work, a memorial of the first day,” which is said on 
New Year but not on the Jubilee? (That which we have learnt in 
our Mishna that they are alike means) in every other respect but this. 

MISHNA: It is unlawful to use a cornet that has been split and 
afterwards joined together; or one made of several pieces joined 
together. If a cornet had a hole that had been stopped up, and pre¬ 
vented (the production) of the proper sound, it might not be used; 
but if it does not affect the proper sound, it might be used. If one 
should blow the cornet inside a pit, a cistern or a vat and the sound 
of the cornet was (plainly) heard (by one listening to it) he will 
have done his duty (to hear the cornet on the New Year), but not if 
he heard only an indistinct sound. Thus also, if one should happen 
to pass by a synagogue, or live close by it and should hear the cornet 
(on the New Year) or the reading of the Book of Esther (on the 
Feast of Esther), he will have complied with the requirements of the 
law, if he listened with proper attention but not otherwise; and 
although the one heard it as well as the other, yet the difference (on 
which everything depends) is, that the one listened with proper 
attention, and the other did not. 

GEMARA: The Rabbis taught: If a cornet was long and 
they shortened it, it might be used; if one scraped it and reduced it 
to its due size, it might be used; if one covered it on the inside, with 
gold, it might not be used; if on the outside and it changed the tone 
from what it originally was, it might not be used, but if not, it might 
be used; if a cornet had a hole in it and they closed it up, and 
thereby prevented (the production ) of the proper sound, it might not 
be used, but if not it might be used; if one placed one cornet inside 
another and the sound heard ( by a listener) was produced from the 
inner one he has complied with the requirements of the law, but if 
from the outer one, he has not. 
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“Or One Made of Several Pieces Joined Together.” 
The Rabbis taught: If one added to a cornet never so small a piece, 
whether it be of the same kind of horn or not, it might not be used. 
If a cornet had a hole, whether one stopped it up with a piece of the 
same kind (of horn) or not, it might not be used, but R. Nathan 
held (only when repaired with material) not of the same kind, it 
might not be used, but otherwise it might. < To which ) R. Judah 
added: That is, if the greater part of a cornet was broken. From 
this we may prove that if repaired with material of the same kind, 
although the greater part was broken, it may, nevertheless be used. 

“ If one covered a cornet on the inside with gold it might not 
be used; if on the outside, and it changed the tone from what it 
originally was, it might not be used, but if not, it might be used.” If 
a cornet had been split lengthwise, it might not be used, but if cross¬ 
wise, yet enough remained with which to produce the sound, it might 
be used, but if not, it might not be used. [And how much is that ? R. 
Simon b. Gamliel explains it to be as much as we may hold in our 
closed hand, and yet on either side a portion is visible] .* If its tone 
was thin, or heavy or harsh, it might be used, for all tones were 
considered proper in a cornet. The schoolmen sent a message to the 
father of Samuel: (One has complied with the requirements of the law 
if he bored a hole in a horn and blew it. That is self-evident! for 
in) every cornet a hole must surely be bored. Says R. Ashi: If one 
bored a hole through the bony substance inside the horn (which 
ought to be removed), are we to suppose that one substance causes 
an interposition with another of the same nature, ( and that, there¬ 
fore it might not be used) ? Therefore they sent to say that this is 
no objection. 

“If One Should Blow the Cornet Inside a Pit or a 
Cistern, etc.” R. Huna says: They taught this only in the case 
of those who stood at the pit’s mouth, but those who were in the pit 
comply with the requirements of the law. If one heard a part of 
(the required number of) the sounds of the cornet in the pit, and the 
rest at the pit’s mouth, he has done his duty; but if he heard a part 
before the dawn of day, and the rest after the dawn, he has not com¬ 
plied with the requirements of the law. Asked Abayi: Why in the 
latter case (should he not have done his duty, because he did not 
hear the whole of the sounds at the time when the duty should be 
performed), yet, in the former case ( he is considered to have done 

* The opinion of the editor is that this parenthesis is a fair illustration of the interpola¬ 
tions in the Talmud. The term PtRESH is not Talmudical and was only used in later times. 
It has only been left here because the explanation happens to be correct. 
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his duty) under similar circumstances? How can you compare 
these cases ? In the latter case, the night is not the time of perform¬ 
ing the obligation at all, while in the former case, a pit is a place 
where the duty may be performed for those who are in it ! Shall we 
say that Rabba held: If one heard the end of the sounding (of the 
cornet;, without having heard the beginning* he complied with the 
requirements of the law, and from these words we must understand 
that if he heard the beginning, without the end he has also done his 
duty ? Come and hear ! If one blew the first sound (Teoia) and 
prolonged the second (Teoia) as long as two, it is only reckoned 
as one; and (if Rabba’s opinion is correct) why should you reckon 
it as two? (This is no question) ! If he heard a half the sounds, 
he has done his duty, but when one blows one sound on the cornet, 
we may not consider it two halves. Rabha says: One who vows to re¬ 
ceive no benefit from his neighbor, may blow for him the obligatory 
sounds (of the cornet); one who vows refusal of any benefit from a 
cornet, may blow on it the obligatory sounds. Furthermore says 
Rabha: One who vows to refuse any benefit from his neighbor may 
sprinkle on him the waters of a sin-offering in the winter, but not in 
the summer. One who vows to receive no benefit from a spring, 
may take in it an obligator}’ bath in the winter, but not in the sum¬ 
mer. The schoolmen sent a message to the father of Samuel: 
If one had been compelled to eat unleavened bread (on the first night 
of Passover, i. c. } he had not done so of his own accord) he has also 
done his duty. Who compelled him? Answered R. Aslii, Persians. 
Rabha remarked: From this statement we can prove that if one plays 
a song on the cornet, he complies with the requirements of the law. 
It is self-understood ! The cases are similar? But one might sup¬ 
pose that in the former case, the Torah commanded him to eat 
(unleavened bread) and he ate it, but in the former case the Torah 
speaks of “ a remembrance of blowing the cornet ” [Lev. xxiii. 24] , 
and (when he plays a song he does not remember his duty for) he is 
engaged in a worldly occupation ! Therefore he teaches us that even 
under such circumstances he docs comply with the requirements of 
the law. To this an objection was raised. We have learnt: If one 
who listened (to the sounds of the cornet) paid the proper attention, 
but he that blew the cornet did not, or vice-versa, they have not done 
their duty, until both blower and listener pay proper attention. This 
is all right as far as the case where the blower, but not the listener, 
pays the proper attention, for it is possible that the listener imagines 
he hears the noise of an animal; but how can it happen that the 
listener should pay due attention and the one who blows (the cornet) 
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should not, except he was only playing a song (by which he does 
not do his duty)? (It is possible) if he only produced a dull sound; 
(; i . e. and not, for example a Teqia). 

Said Abayi to him: But now, according to your conclusion (that a 
duty performed without due attention is the same as if performed 
with due attention) will you say that he who sleeps in a tabernacle 
on the eighth day of the feast of Tabernacles receive stripes (because 
he had no right to observe the law for more than seven day )? 
Answered he: I say that one cannot infringe a command except at 
the time when it should be performed. R. Shamen b. Abba raised an 
objection: Whence do we know that a priest who ascended the plat¬ 
form (to pronounce the priestly benediction ) must not say: Since the 
Torah has given me the right to bless Israel, I will supplement (the 
benedictions Numb. vi. 24-26) by one of my own, as for example 
[Deut. i. 11] “ May the Ford God of your fathers make you a thou¬ 
sand times so many more as ye are ?” From the Torah which says 
[Deut. iv. 2] “Ye shall not add unto the word.’ ’ And in this case as 
soon as he has finished the benedictions, the time for performing 
that duty has gone by, still if he add a blessing of his own he is 
guilty of infringing the law which says “ Ye shall not add ? ’’ Said 
Rabha: (I mean), To fulfill the requirements of the law one need 
not pay attention; # to transgress the law against supplementing, at 
the time prescribed for performing it, also, does not require one’s 
special attention; but to transgress the law against supplementing 
at the time not prescribed for performance, needs one’s special atten¬ 
tion. R. Zira said to his attendant: “Pay attention, and sound 
(the cornet) for me ! ” Do we not thus see that he holds that to 
fulfill the requirements of the law the act is not enough and one 
must pay attention ? This is a disputed question among the Tanaim, 
for a Boraitha teaches: One who hears (the blowing of the cornet) 
must himself listen in order to perform his duty, and lie who blows 
(the cornet) blows after his usual manner. R. Jose says: These 
words are said only in the case of the officiant for a congregation; 
but an individual does not comply with the requirements of the law 
unless both he that hears and he that blows pay proper attention. 

MISHNA: (It is written in Ex. xvii. 11 that) “When Moses 
held up his hand, Israel prevailed, etc.’’ Could then the hands 
of Moses cause war to be waged or to cease ? ( Nay ); but it means 

that as long as Israel looked to Heaven for aid, and directed their 
hearts devoutly to their Father in Heaven, they prevailed; but when 
they ceased to do so, the}’ failed. We find a similar instance also in 
[Numb. xxi. 8] “ Make unto thee a fiery serpent and set it on a 
pole, and every one that is bitten, when he looketh upon it shall 
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live.” Could then the serpent kill or bring to life ? (Nay); but it 
means when the Israelites looked (upward) to Jleaven for aid and 
subjected their will to that of their Father in Heaven they were 
healed, but when they did not, they perished. A deaf mute, an 
idiot, or a child cannot act in behalf of the assembled congregation. 
This is the general rule whosoever is not obliged to perform a duty, 
cannot act in behalf of the assembled congregation (for that duty). 

GEMARA: The Rabbis taught: All are obliged to hear the 
sounding of the cornet, Priests, Levites and Israelites, Proselytes, 
Freed-Slaves, a monstrosity, a hermaphrodite, and one who is half 
slave and half free. A monstrosity cannot act in behalf of those like 
or unlike itself, but a hermaphrodite can act in behalf of those of the 
same class, but not of any other. The teacher says: It is said, All 
are obliged to hear the sounding of the cornet, Priests, Levites and 
Israelites. This is self understood, for if these are not obliged, who 
are? It was necessary to mention priests here, for one might have 
supposed, that since we have learnt, ‘ ‘ the Jubilee and New Year’s Day 
are alike with regard to the sounding of the cornet and the benedic¬ 
tions,” that only those jvho are included under the rule of Jubilee are 
included in the duties of New Year’s Day; and as the priests are not 
included in the rule of Jubilee (for they have no lands to lie fallow, 
etc.), might we not therefore say that they art 1 not bound by the 
duties of New Year’s Day ? Therefore he teaches us (that they must 
hear the sounding of the cornet). 

Ahabha, the son of R. Zera teaches: With regard to all the 
benedictions, although one has already done his duty he may never¬ 
theless act for others, with the exception of the blessings over bread 
and wine; concerning which, if he has not yet done his duty, he 
may act for others, but if he has done his duty, he may not act for 
others. Rabha asked: What is the rule in the case of the benedic¬ 
tion of the unleavened bread, and the wine used at the sanctification 
of a festival ? Since these are special duties, may one act for others, 
or perhaps the (duty is only the eating of the unleavened bread and 
the drinking of the sanctification wine) but the benediction is not a 
duty, and therefore he cannot act for others? Come and hear ! R. 
Ashi says: When we were at the home of R. Papa, he said the bles¬ 
sing of sanctification for us, and when his field-laborer came from work 
he said the blessing for him. The Rabbis taught; One may not 
say the benediction over bread for guests, unless he eats with them, 
but he may for the members of the family, to initiate them into 
their religious duties; with regard to the Service of Praise [Hallei. 
Ps. cxiii-cxviii.] and the reading of the Book of Esther, although 
one has already done his duty, he may, nevertheless, act for others. 


CHAPTER IV. 


MISHNA: When the feast of New Year happened to fall on 
the Sabbath, they used to sound (the cornet) in the Temple, but 
not outside of it. After the destruction of the Temple R. Jo’hanan 
b. Zakkai ordained that they should sound (the cornet) in ever}' 
place in which there was a Beth Din. R. Elazar says that R. Jo’hanan 
b. Zakkai instituted that for Jamuia alone; but they (the sages) say 
the rule applied both to Jamnia and every place in which there was 
a Beth Din. And in this respect also was Jerusalem privileged more 
than Jamnia, that every city, from which Jerusalem could be seen, 
or the sounding (of the cornet) could be heard, which was near 
enough, and to which it was allowed to go on the Sabbath, might 
sound the (cornet) on the Sabbath but in Jamnia they sounded 
(the cornet) before the Beth Din only. 

GEMARA: Whence do we learn these things? Says Rablia: 
The Rabbis issued a decree concerning them according to Rabba; 
for Rabba says, Although the duty of sounding (the cornet) is 
obligatory upon all, yet all are not skilled in sounding (it), there¬ 
fore they feared lest one might take (the cornet) in his hand, and 
go to an expert and carry it more than four cubits on the New 
Year. The same rule applies to the palm branch (Eulabh) and 
also to the scroll (on which is written the) Book of Esther. 

“After the Destruction of the Temple, R. Jo’hanan b. 
Zakkai Ordained, etc.” The Rabbis taught: Once it happened 
that New Year’s Day fell on the Sabbath, and all the cities gathered 
together. Said R. Jo’hanan b. Zakkai to the Benai Betherali:*” Eet 
us sound (the cornet)!” “ First,” said they, “let us discuss!” 
“ Eet us sound it,” replied he, “ and then we will discuss ! ” After 
they had sounded (the cornet) they said to him “ Now let us dis¬ 
cuss ! ” He answered “ The cornet has now been heard in Jamnia, 
and we cannot retract after the act has been performed.” 

“ But They (the Sages) Say the Rule Applied Both 
to Jamnia and Every Place in Which There Is a Beth Din.” 
Says R. Huna, that means, in the presence of the Beth Din. Does 
this preclude people from sounding (the cornet) out of the presence 
of the Beth Din ? And, when R. Isaac b. Joseph came (from 

* A scholarly family of Babylonian descent, much favored by Herod. 
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Jamnia) did lie not say: When the officiant appointed by the con¬ 
gregation in Jamnia had finished sounding (the cornet) one could 
not hear his own voice on account of the sounds (of the cornets) 
used by individuals? (Even individuals) used to sound (the cor¬ 
net) in the presence of the Beth Din. We have also been taught: 
Rabbi says, We may only sound (the cornet) during the time that 
the Beth Din is accustomed to sit. 

“Jerusalem Was Privileged More-Than Jamnia, etc.” 
(When the Mishna speaks of) “Every city from which Jerusalem 
could be seen,” it means with the exception of a*city located in the 
valley (from which it could be seen only by ascending to an elevated 
spot); by “the sounding (of the cornet) could be heard,” it means 
to except a city located on the top of a mountain; by, “ which was 
near enough,” it means to exclude a city outside the prescribed 
limit (of a Sabbath journey); and by, “ and to which it was allowed 
to go ” it means to exclude a city (even near by) but divided (from 
Jerusalem) by a river. 

MISHNA: Formerly the palm-branch (Eulabh) was taken to 
the Temple seven days, but in cities outside (of Jerusalem) it was 
taken (to the synagogue) one day. Since the destruction of the 
Temple, R. Jo’hanan b. Zakkai ordained that the palm-branch 
should everywhere be taken seven days, in commemoration of the 
Temple, and also that it should be prohibited ( to eat the new pro¬ 
duce) the whole day of waving (the sheaf-offering; vide Lev. xxiii. 

11-15). 

GEMARA: Whence do we know that we do this in commem¬ 
oration of the Temple? The Scriptures say [Jer. xxx. 17] “For 
I will restore health unto thee, and I will heal thee of thy wounds, 
saith the Lord, because they called thee an outcast, saying, This is 
Zion whom no man seeketh after.” By implication (we see) it 
(Zion or the Temple) needs being sought after (or commemora¬ 
ted). 

“And That it Should be Prohibited to Eat ... on 
the Whole Day of Waving (the Sheaf-Offering) etc.” R. 
Na’lnnau b. Isaac remarks: R. Jo’hanan b. Zakkai says this 
according to the opinion of R. Judah, for it is said [Lev. xxiii. 
14] “And ye shall eat neither parched corn . . . until the self¬ 
same day,” /. c. y until the very day itself, and he holds that when¬ 
ever the expression “until” ( Adh) occurs it is inclusive. How 
can you say the above according to (R. Judah ); surely he differs 
from him? For we have learnt: Since the destruction of the Temple 
R. Jo’hanan b. Zakkai ordained that it should be prohibited (to eat 
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of the new produce) the whole of the day of waving (the sheaf¬ 
offering)! Says R. Judah: Is this not prohibited by the Torah 
which says: “ Until the self-same day? ” R. Judah was mistaken; 
he thought that R. Jo’hanan b. Zakkai taught that (the prohibition) 
was Rabbinical, and it was not so, for R. Jo’hanan also said it was 
Biblical. But does the Mishna not say “ he ordained?” Aye; but 
what does it mean by “ he ordained ? ” (It means), he explained 
the ordinance. 

MISHNA: Formerly the}' received evidence as to the appear¬ 
ance of the new moon the whole (of the thirtieth) day. Once, the 
witnesses were delayed in coming, and they disturbed the song of 
the Levites. They then ordained that evidence should only be 
received until (the time of ) the afternoon service, and if witnesses 
came after that time both that and the following day were conse¬ 
crated. After the destruction of the Temple, R. Jo’hanan b. Zakkai 
ordained that evidence (as to the appearance) of the new moon 
should be received all day. 

GEMARA: What disturbance did they cause to the Songs of 
the Levites? Said R. Zera to Ahabha his son: Go and construe (the 
Mishna) thus: They ordained that evidence as to th e appearance of 
the new moon should not be received, only that there might be time 
during the day to offer the continual and the additional sacrifices and 
their drink offerings, and to chant the (daily) song without dis¬ 
turbing the order. A Boraitha teaches: R. Judah says in the name of 
R. Aqiba, what (song) did (the Levites) chant on the first day of 
the week ? “ The earth is the Lord’s and the fullness thereof” [Ps. 

xxiv.], because he is the Creator, the Providence and the Ruler of 
the Universe. What did they sing on the second day? “ Great is 
the Lord and greatly to be praised ” [Ps. xlviii.], because He distrib¬ 
uted His works and reigned over them. On the third day they sang 
“God standeth in the congregation of the mighty” [Ps. lxxxii.], 
because He, in his wisdom made the earth appear and prepared the 
world for its occupants. On the fourth day they sang 4 ‘ O Lord, to 
whom retribution belongeth ” [Ps. xciv.], because (on that day) He 
created the sun and moon, and (determined) to punish in the future 
those who would worship them. On the fifth day they sang “Sing 
aloud unto God our strength ” [Ps. lxxxi.], because (on that day) 
He created birds and fish to praise Him. On the sixth day they sang 
4 4 The Lord reignetli, He is clothed with majesty ’ ’ [Ps. xciii.], because 
(on that day) He finished His works and reigned over them. On 
the seventh day they sang 4 4 A Psalm or Song for the Sabbath Day ’ ’ 
[Ps. xeii.] , for the day that is wholly Sabbath. R. Xehemiah asked: 
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Why did the sages make a distinction between these sections (for the 
last refers to a future event, while all the others refer to the past)? 
It should have been said, that they sang that Psalm on the Sabbath 
day because He rested ! 

What did the Eevites sing when the additional sacrifices were 
being offered on the Sabbath ? R. Anan b. Rabha says in the name 
of Rabli: Six sections of Deut. xxxii.* R. ’Hanan b. Rabha also 
says in the name of Rabli, as these sections were divided ( by the 
Eevites) so they are divided for the reading of the Torah (on the 
Sabbath on which they are read). What did they sing at the Sab¬ 
bath afternoon service? Says R. Jo’hanan, a portion of the song of 
Moses [Ex. xv. i-io]; the conclusion of that song [ibid. 11 - 19] 
and the song of Israel [Numb. xxi. 17]. The schoolmen asked: 
Did they sing all these 011 one Sabbath, or did they, perhaps, sing 
one section on each Sabbath? Come and hear ! A Boraitha teaches: 
During the time that the first choir of ( Eevites who sang at the time 
of the additional sacrifice) sang their sections once, the second choir 
(that sang at that time of the afternoon sacrifice) had sung theirs 
twice; from this we may deduce that they sang but one section on 
each Sabbath. 

R. Judah b. Idi says in the name of R. Jo’hanan: According to 
the Rabbinical explanation of certain Scriptural passages, the Shek- 
hinah made ten journeys; and according to tradition, a correspond¬ 
ing number of times was the Sanhedrin exiled, viz.: from the cell of 
Gazith (in the Temple) to the market-place; from the market-place to 
Jerusalem; from Jerusalem to Jamuia; fr@m Jamnia to Usha; from Uslia 
(back again) to Jamnia; from Jamnia (back again) to Usha; from 
Usha to Shapram; from Shapram to Beth Shearim; from Beth Shearim 
to Sepphoris; from Sepphoris to Tiberias, and Tiberias was the sad¬ 
dest of them all. 

R. Elazar says they were exiled six times as it is said [Is. xxvi. 5] , 
“For he bringeth down them that dwell on high; the lofty city he 
layeth low; he layetli it low even to the ground; he bringeth it even 
to the dust.” Says R. Jo’hanan: And thence (from the dust) they 
will in future be redeemed, as it is said [Is. lii. 2] “Shake thyself 
from the dust; arise, and sit down, etc.” 

MISHNA: R. Joshua b. Qar’ha says: This also did R. Jo’hauan 
b. Zakkai ordain: that it mattered not where the chief of the Beth 
Din might be, the witnesses need only go to the meeting-place (of 
the Beth Din). 

*i-vii; viii-xiii ; xiv-xix ; xx-xxvii; xxviii-xxxvi ; xxxvii-xliv. These passages arc called 
Hazyv IvAK h because the initial letters are H, Z. V, V, I <( KI1. 
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GEMARA: A certain woman was summoned for judgment 
before Amemar in Nehardea. Amemar went away to Me’huza, but 
she did not follow him, and he then excommunicated her. Said R. 
Aslii to Amemar: Have we not learned that it mattered not where 
the chief of the Beth Din might be, the witnesses need only go to 
the meeting-place (of the Beth Din ? Answered Amemar: That is 
true in respect to evidence for the new moon; but with regard to my 
action “The borrower is servant to the lender” [Prov. xxii. 7]. 
The Rabbis taught: Priests may not ascend the platform in sandals, 
to bless the people; and this is one of the nine ordinances insti¬ 
tuted by R. Jo’hanan b. Zakkai; six are to be found in this chapter, 
one in the first chapter; another one is, if one become a proselyte now- 
a-days, he must pay a quarter of a shekel for a sacrifice of a bird, 
(so that if the Temple should be rebuilt the authorities would have 
a contribution from him towards the daily sacrifices). R. Simon b. 
Elazar said, that R. Jo’hanan had already withdrawn this regulation 
and annuled it, because it easily led to the sin (of using the money 
for different purposes). And what is the ninth (ordinance of R. 
Jo’hanan)? R. Papa and R. Na’hman b. Isaac dispute about this; 
R. Papa says it was with regard to a vineyard of the fourth year’s 
crop; but R. Na’hman b. Isaac says it was with regard to the crimson 
colored strap (displayed on the Day of Atonement). 

MISHNA: The order of the benedictions (to be said on New Year 
is as follows): The blessings referring to the Patriarchs (Abhoth), 
to the mighty power of God (Gebhuroth), and the sanctification of 
the Holy name; to these he adds the selection in which God is pro¬ 
claimed King (Malkhioth), after which he does not sound the 
cornet; then the blessing referring to the sanctification of the day, 
after which the cornet is sounded; then the Biblical selections refer¬ 
ring to God’s remembrance of his creatures (Zikhronoth) after 
which the cornet is again sounded; then the Biblical selections re¬ 
ferring to the sounding of the cornet (Shophroth), after which the 
cornet is again sounded; he then recites the blessings referring to 
the restoration of the Temple, the adoration of God, the benediction 
of the priests; such is the opinion of R. Jo’hanan b. Nuri. R. Aqiba 
said to him, if the cornet is not to be sounded after the Malkhioth, 
why are they mentioned? But the proper order is the following: 
The blessings referring to the Patriarchs (Abhoth), to the mighty 
power of God (Gebhuroth), and the sanctification of the Hoi}’ name; 
to this last, the Biblical selections referring to the proclamation of 
God as King (Malkhioth) are joined and then he sounds the cornet; 
then the Biblical selections referring to God’s remembrance of His 


creatures (Zikhronoth), and he then sounds the cornet; then the 
Biblical selections referring to the sounding of the cornet (^Shoph- 
roth), and he again sounds the cornet; then he says the blessings 
referring to the restoration of the Temple, the adoration of God, and 
the priestly benedictions. 

GEMARA: The Rabbis taught: Whence do we know that we 
should recite the Malkhioth, Zikhronoth, and Shophroth ? Answered 
R. Eliezer: From the passage [Rev. xxiii. 24] in which it is written 
“Ye shall have a Sabbath, a memorial of blowing cornets, a holy 
convocation,’’ the word “Sabbath ” refers to the consecration of the 
day; “a memorial” refers to the Zikhronoth; “blowing of cor¬ 
nets” refers to the Shophroth; “a holy convocation” means the 
hallowing of the day in order to prohibit servile work. R. Aqiba 
said to him: Why is not the word “Sabbath” construed to mean 
the prohibition of servile work, since the passage (quoted above) 
begins with that? And then, let the passage be interpreted thus: 
“Sabbath ” means the hallowing of the day and the prohibition of 
servile work; “memorial” refers to the Zikhronoth; “blowing of 
the cornets ” refers to the Shophroth; “ a holy convocation ” means 
the consecration of the day. Whence do we know that we should 
recite the Malkhioth ? A Boraitlia teaches : The words, “ I am the 
Rord, your God; and in the seventh month” [Rev. xxiii. 22, 24] 
may be interpreted to refer to the proclamation of God as King. 
R. Jose says it is not necessary to cite this passage; for the Torah 
says [Numbers x. 10] “that they may be to you fora memorial, 
before your God: [ am the Rord your God.” These concluding 
words “I am the Rord, your God” are entirely superfluous, but 
since they are used, of what import are they ? They form a general 
rule, that in every selection, in which (God’s) remembrance of His 
creatures is mentioned there should also be found the thought that 
He is the King of the Universe. 

MRSHXA: Not less than ten Scriptural passages should be used 
for the Malkhioth, ten for the Zikronoth and ten for the Shophroth. 
R. Jo’hanan b. Xuri says the requirements of the law will be fully 
complied with, if but three of each class have been used. 

GEMARA: To what do the ten Scriptural passages used for the 
Malkhioth correspond ? Answered Rabbi: To the ten expressions 
of praise used by David in the Psalms. But there are more expres¬ 
sions of praise found ? Only those are meant, in conjunction with 
which it is written “praise him with the sound of the cornet,” 
[Psalm ci. 3]. R. Joseph says they correspond to the ten command¬ 
ments that were proclaimed to Moses on Sinai. R. Jo’hanan says 
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they correspond to the ten words with which the universe was 
created. 

“The Requirements of the Law Will be Fully Complied 
With if but Three of Each Class Have Been Said.” The 
schoolmen asked: Does he mean three from the Pentateuch, three 
from the Prophets and three from the Hagiographa, which would 
make nine, and they differ about one (passage)? or perhaps one 
from the Pentateuch and one from the Prophets and one from the 
Hagiographa, which would make three, and they differ about many 
passages? Come and hear ! A Boraitha teaches: Not less than ten 
Scriptural passages should be used for the Malkhioth, ten for the 
Zikhronoth, and ten for the Shophroth; but if seven of them all were 
recited, corresponding to the seven heavens, the law has been com¬ 
plied with. R. Jose b. Nuri remarked: He that recites less (than 
ten of each) should not, however, recite less than seven, but if he 
recited but three, corresponding to the Pentateuch, Prophets, and 
Hagiographa, but some saj’ corresponding to the Priests, Levites and 
Israelites, the requirements of the law have been fulfilled. R. Huna 
b. Samuel says the rule is according to R. Jo’hanan b. Nuri. 

MISHNA: We do not cite Scriptural passages for the above 
three series that contain predictions of punishment. The passages 
from the Pentateuch are to be recited first, and those from the Prophets 
last. R. Jose, however, says if the concluding passage is from the 
Pentateuch the requirements of the law are fulfilled. 

GEMARA: Passages, proclaiming the kingdom of God that 
should not be used, (because of the above) are such as the following 
[Ezekiel xx. 33]: “As I live, saith the Lord God, surely with a 
mighty hand, and with a stretched out arm, and with fury poured 
out, I will rule over you,” and although as R. Na’hman says (of this 
passage): Let Him be angry with us, but let Him take us out of 
captivity, still, since it refers to anger, we should not mention ‘ ‘ anger, ’ ’ 
at the beginning of the year. An example of the same idea being 
found in conjunction with the Zikhronoth is to be read in [Ps. 
Ixxviii. 3], “ For he remembered they' were but flesh; and in con¬ 

junction with the Shophroth an example is found in Hosea v. 8. 
“Blow ye the cornet in Gibeali, etc.” We must not mention the 
remembrance of the individual (in the Zikhronoth) even if the pas¬ 
sage speaks of pleasant things, as, for example [Ps. cvi. 4], 
“ Remember me, O Lord, with the favor that thou bearest unto thy 
people.” According to R. Jose passages that contain the expression 
of “visiting” may be used in the Zikhronoth, r. <r. , “And the 
Lord visited Sarah [Gen. xxi. 1] or “ I have surely visited you” 
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[Ex. iii. 16] so says R. Jose; but R. Judah says, they may not. But 
even if we agree to what R. Jose says (shall we say that) the passage 
“ and the Lord visited Sarah ” speaks of an individual (and therefore 
it should not be used) ? Nay; since many descended from her, she 
is regarded as many and therefore that passage though speakiug of 
one only, is regarded as though it spoke of many. 

Tin the Malkhioth, they used Ps. xxiv. 7-10, which is divided 
into two parts). The first part can be used as two of the required 
passages, and the second as three, so say's R. Jose; but R. Judah 
says: The first part can be used only for one, and the second for 
two.* So too [Ps. xlvii. 6, 7] “Sing praises to God, sing praises, 
sing praises to our King, sing praises; for God is the King of all 
the earth; 1 ’ R. Jose says: This may be used for two of the Malkhioth; 
but R. Judah says it is to be reckoned as one only.f Both, how¬ 
ever, agree that the next verse of the same Psalm ‘ ‘ God is King 
over the nations; God sittetli upon the throne of his holiness,’’ is to 
be used for one only. A passage containing a reference to God’s 
remembrance of His creatures and also to the cornet as, for instance 
[Lev. xxiii. 24] “ Ye shall have a Sabbath, a memorial of blowing 
of cornets’’ may be used in the Zikhrouoth and the Shophroth; so 
says R. Jose; but R. Judah says: It can only be used in the Zikh- 
ronoth. A passage in which God is proclaimed King, containing 
also a reference to the cornet, as for instance [Numb. xxiii. 21] 
“The Lord his God is with him, and the shout (Teruath) of a 
king is among them,” maybe used in the Malkhioth and in the 
Shophroth, says R. Jose; but R. Judah sa\ r s: It may only be used in 
the Malkhioth. A passage containing a reference to the cornet, 
and nothing else, as for instance [Numb. xxix. 1] “It is a day of 
blowing the cornet; ’’ may' not be used at all. 

“The Passages From the Pentateuch Are to be Re¬ 
cited First and Those From the Prophets Last.” R. Jose 
says: We should conclude with a passage from the Pentateuch, but 
if one concluded with a passage from the Prophets, the law has been 
complied with. \Ye have also learnt: R. Elazar b. R. Jose says, The 
Yathiqin used to conclude with a passage from the Pentateuch. That 
is all very well as far as Zikhrouoth and Shophroth are concerned for 
there are many such passages; but as for the Malkhioth there are but 
three in the Pentateuch, viz.: “ The Lord his God is with him, and 
the shout of a King is among them ” [Numb, xxiii. 21] : “ And he 


* He excludes the two interrogative sentences “ who is the king of glory ? " 
t He rejects one, because the words "our king," referring to one people only, was not a 
sufficiently broad expression of praise for Him, who is the King of the universe. 
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was king in Jeshurun ” [Deut. xxxiii. 5]; and “The Lord shall 
reign forever” [Ex. xv. iS], but we require ten and there are not 
so many ? Said R. Huna: We have learned that, according to R. 
Jose, the passage, “ Hear, O Israel, the Lord our God, is one Lord ” 
[Deut. vi. 4], may be used in the Malkhioth, but R. Judah says it 
may not; so also they hold with regard to the passages, “Know, 
therefore, this day, and consider it in thine heart, that the Lord, he 
is God there is more else ” [Deut. iv. 39], and “ Unto thee it was 
shewed, that thou mightest know that the Lord, he is God; there 
is none else beside him.” (Deut. IV. 35). 

MISHNA: The second of those who act as ministers of the 
congregation on the feast of New Year shall cause another to 
sound the cornet; on days when the HALEEE (Service of Praise, Ps. 
cxiii-cxviii) is read, the first (minister) must read it. I11 order 
to sound the cornet 011 New Year's Day it is not permitted to go 
beyond the Sabbath limit, to remove a heap of stones to ascend a tree, 
to ride on an animal, to swim over the waters, nor to cut it (the cornet) 
with anything prohibited either by the (Rabbinical) laws against 
servile work or by the Biblical laws; but if one wishes to put water 
or wine in a cornet (to cleanse it) he is allowed to. Children may not 
be prevented from sounding the cornet, but on the contrary we are 
permitted to occupy ourselves with teaching them until they learn 
to sound it; but one who thus teaches, as also others who listen to 
sounds thus produced, do not thereby fulfill the requirements of 
the. law. 

GEMARA: Why are the above prohibitions made ? Because 
the sounding of the cornet is a mandatory law; now, the observance 
of a festival involves both mandatory and prohibitory laws, and the 
mandatory do not render the prohibitory laws inoperative. 

“ Children May Not be Prevented From Sounding the 
Cornet, etc.” May then women be prevented? Does not a 
Boraitha teach: Neither women nor children may be prevented from 
sounding the cornet 011 the New Year's Day? Answered Abayi: 
There is 110 difficulty here; the one is the opinion of R. Judah and 
the other of R. Jose and R. Simon, who say that as women are per¬ 
mitted (in the case of sacrifices) to lay their hands on the animals, 
so here, if they desire to sound the cornet, they may. 

“Untie They Learn.” R. Elazar says: Even on the Sabbath; 
so also does a Boraitha teach: We are permitted to occupy ourselves 
with teaching (children) until they learn to sound the cornet) even 
on the Sabbath; (and if we do not prevent them doing this on the 
Sabbath) how much less do we, on the feast (of New Year). Our 


62 


Mishna says, “ we do not prevent them ” (but it does not say that 
we should tell a child to go and sound the comet). Is this then pro¬ 
hibited? No; a child already initiated in the performance of reli¬ 
gious duties is not prohibited, but we do not tell a child, not yet 
initiated, to go and sound the cornet; yet, if he sounds it of his own 
accord, no law has been infringed. 

MISHNA: The order of sounding the cornet is three times 
three. The length of a Teqia is equal to that of three TeruoTh, and 
that of each Terua as three moans (Yababhoth). If a person 
sounded a Teqia and prolonged it equal to two, it is only reckoned 
as one Teqia.* He who has just finished reading the benedictions 
(in the additional service for the New Year) and only at that time 
obtained a cornet, should then blow on the comet the three sounds 
three times. As the Reader of the congregation is in duty bound 
(to sound the cornet) so too is each individual; but, says R. Gamliel, 
the Reader can act for the congregation. 

GEMARA: But we have learnt in a Boraitha that the length of 
a Teqia is the same as that of a Terua. Says Abayi: Our Mishna 
speaks of the three series, and means that the length of all the Teqioth 
is the same as that of all the Teruoth. But the Boraitha speaks of 
only one series and says that one Teqia is equal to one Terua ( which 
is the .same thing). 

“Each Terua is (as Long as) Three Moans.” But we 
have learnt in a Boraitha, a Terua is as long as three broken (staccato) 
tones (Shebharim ). Says Abayi: About this they do indeed differ, 
for it is written [Numb. xxix. i] “ It is a day of blowing the cornet ’ ’ 
which in the (Aramaic) translation of the Pentateuch, is “ It is a 
day of sounding the alarm (Yababha); Now it is written con¬ 
cerning tne mother of Sisera [Judg. v. 28] “The mother of Sisera 
. . . . moaned” (Yat’yabeth); this word, one explains to mean a 
protracted groan, and another to mean a short wail. The Rabbis 
taught: Whence do we know (that one must sound) with a cornet ? 
From the passage in which [Lev. xxv. 9] “Thou shalt cause the 
cornet .... to sound, etc.” Whence do we know that (after the 
Terua) there should be one Teqia? Therefore it is said (later in the 
same verse) “Ye shall make the cornet sound.” f But perhaps this 


*The cornet is sounded three times, corresponding to the Malkhioth, Zikhronotli and 
Shophroth. The order of the sounds is Teqia, Terua, Teqia ; Teqia, Terua, Teqia, etc. The 
case here supposed is that the one who sounded the cornet sustained the second Teqia as long 
as two Teqioth. intending thereby to sound the second and third Teqioth. This, we see, is 
not permitted 

+ The Hebrew words Vtheqatem Tert'a are interpreted to mean that first a Teqia should 
be sounded, and then a Terua. 



6 


only refers to the Jubilee. Whence do we know that it refers also to 
New Year’s Day? Because it says (in the same verse) “ in the 
seventh month.” These words are superfluous; for what purpose 
then does the Torah use them ? To teach us that all the sounds 
of the cornet during the seventh month should be like each other. 
Whence do we know that the sounds are to be three times three ? 
From the three passages, “ Thou shalt cause the comet ... to 
sound ” [Dev. xxv. 9] ; “A Sabbath, a memorial of blowing of cor¬ 
nets” [Few xxiii. 24] ; “ It is a day of blowing the cornet ” [Numb, 
xxix. 1]. But the following Tana deduces it by analogy from (the 
rules given in) the wilderness [Numb. x. 1-10]; for a Boraitha 
teaches: The words “When ye sound an alarm” [Numb. x. 5] 
means one Teqia and one Terua. Do you mean one of each, or 
do you mean that both together should constitute one ? Since the 
Torah says [ibid. 7] “ But when the congregation is to be gathered 
together, ye shall blow but ye shall not sound an alarm,” we deduce 
that (in the first citation) it means one of each. But whence do we 
know that there should be one Teqia before the Terua. From the 
words [ibid. 5] “ When ye sound an alarm ” (/. <r., first a “ sound,” 
or Teqia, and then an “alarm,” or Terua). And whence do we 
know that there should be one after the Terua ? From the words 
[ibid. 6] “An alarm shall they sound ! ” R. Ishmael, the son of R. 
Jo'hanan b. Beroqa, says: It is not necessary (to deduce it from these 
passages, but from the following), in which the Torah says, “When 
ye sound an alarm the second time” [ibid. 6], The words “a 
second time ” are unnecessary, but since they are used, what do they 
signify ? They form a general rule that on every occasion, on which 
“ alarm ” (Terua) is mentioned, a sound (Teqia) must be used with 
it as a second (or following) tone. Possibly all this only refers to the 
practices followed in the wilderness, but how do we know that they 
refer to New Year’s Day also ? We learn it by analogy from the 
use of the word “cornet” (sic! Terua), which is found in the three 
passages, [Rev. xxiii. 24] “A sabbath, a memorial of cornets; ” 
[Numb. xxix. 1] “It is a day of blowing of cornets;” and [Dev. 
xxv. 9] “ Thou shalt cause the comet. . . .to sound; ” and as for 
each Terua there are two Teqioth, we, therefore, learn that on New 
Year’s Day there are sounded three Teruoth and six Teqioth. R. 
Abbahu enacted in Ccesarea that the order should be first a Teqia* 
then three single staccato sounds, or Shebliarim, then a Tema, and 
then again a Teqia. What are we to think of that ? If by Tema is 

* The Teqia is a long tone produced by sounding the cornet. The Terua is long tremulous 
sound. The Shebarim consists of three short staccato sounds. 
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meant “a protracted groan” then he should have instituted the 
order to be a Teqia, a Terua and then a Teqia; and if it means “ a 
short wail ’ ’ then he should have instituted the order to be, a Teqia 
then Shebharim (three single broken sounds) and then again a 
Teqia ? He was in doubt whether it meant one or the other (and 
therefore he enacted that both should be sounded). 

‘‘If a Person Sounded a Teqia and Prolonged It Equal 
to Two, etc.” R. Jo’hanan says: If one heard the nine sounds at 
nine different hours during the day, the requirements of the law are 
fulfilled and we have also learnt: If one heard the nine sounds at 
nine different hours of the day the requirements of the law are ful¬ 
filled, and if he heard from nine men at one time, a Teqia from one 
and a Terua from another, etc., the law has been complied with even 
if he heard them intermittently, and even during the whole day or 
any part of the day. The Rabbis taught: (Generally) the sound¬ 
ings of the cornet do not obviate each other, nor do the benedictions; 
but on New Year’s Day and the Day of Atonement they do. 

“ He Who Has Just Finished Reading (the Additional 
Service) and Only at That Time Obtained a Cornet Shall 
Sound on the Cornet the Three Sounds Three Times.” This 
means, only when he did not have a cornet at the beginning (of 
the service); but if he lr.d one at the beginning of the service 
when the sounds of the cornet are heard, they must he heard in 
the order ot the benedictions of the day. R. Papa b. Samuel rose 
to recite his prayers. Said he to his attendant, When I nod to you, 
sound (the cornet) for me.” Rabha said to him: This may onty be 
done in the congregation. A Boraitha also teaches: When one 
hears these sounds, he should hear them, both in their order, and in 
the order of the benedictions (in the additional service of the New 
Year). These words only apply to a congregation, but one need 
hear them in the order of the benedictions only, if he is not in a 
congregation; and a private individual who has not sounded the 
cornet (or heard it sounded) can have a friend sound it for him; 
but a private individual who has not recited the benedictions cannot 
have a friend say them for him; and the duty to hear the cornet 
sounded is greater than that of reciting the blessings. How so ? 
If there be two cities (to which a person may go) and in one city 
they are about to sound the cornet and in the other to recite the 
benedictions, he should go to the city in which they are about to 
sound the cornet; and not to that in which they are about to recite 
the benedictions. This is self-evident ! for is not one a duty pre¬ 
scribed by the Torah and the other by the Rabbis? (It is not so 
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self-evident as one might suppose); but it is needed to tell us that 
in the case in which one is sure that they have not recited the 
benedictions in one city, and with regard to the other he is in doubt 
(whether the}' have sounded the cornet or not, he must nevertheless 
go to the place where they are about to sound the cornet.) 

“Just as the Reader of the Congregation is in Duty 
Bound (to Sound the Cornet) so too is Each Individual.” 
A Boraitha teaches: The schoolmen said to R. Gamliel, why accord¬ 
ing to your opinion should the congregation pray? Answered he: 
In order to enable the Reader of the congregation to arrange his 
prayer. Said R. Gamliel to them: But why, according to your 
opinion, should the Reader pray? Answered they: In order to en¬ 
able those who are not expert, to fulfill the requirements of the law. 
Just as he enables those who are not expert, said he, so too he causes 
those who are expert, to fulfill the requirements of the law. R. Bar 
b. ’Hana said in the name of R. Jo’hanan: The sages accept the 
opinion of R. Gamliel; but Rabh says there is still a dispute between 
them; conld (the same) R. Jo’hanan say this? Have we not heard 
that R. ’Hana of Sepphoris said in the name of R. Jo’hanan: The 
rule is according to R. Gamliel: from these words (“ the rule is ac¬ 
cording to R. Gamliel’’) we see that there must have been some that 
disputed with him ! Says R. Na’hman b. Isaac: It is perfectly clear; 
by the words, “the sages accept the opinion of R. Gamliel,’’ R. 
Meir is meant, and the rule arrived at through those who disputed 
with him £was arrived at) through other Rabbis; for a Boraitha 
teaches: R. Meir holds that with regard to the benedictions 
of New Year’s Day and the Day of Atonement, the Reader can act 
for the congregation; but the other Rabbis say: Just as the Reader is 
in duty bound, so too is each individual. Why, only for these bene¬ 
dictions (and no others) ? Shall I say it is because of the many 
Biblical selections used ? Does not R. ’Hannanel say in the name 
of Rabh: As soon as one has said (the passages beginning with) the 
words, “And in thy law it is written,” he need say no more? It is 
because there are many (more and longer) benedictions (than usual). 
We have also learnt, R. Joshua b. Levi says: Both the private indi¬ 
vidual and the congregation as soon as they say (the passages begin¬ 
ning) with the words, “And in thy law it is written,’’ need say no 
more. R. Elazar says: A man should always first prepare himself 
for prayer and then pray; concerning this R. Abba says: The remarks 
of R. Elazar clearly apply to the benedictions of New Year’s Day 
and the Day of Atonement, and to the various holidays, but not to 
the whole year. It is not so: for did not R. Judah prepare himself 
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(even on a week day) before liis prayers and then offer them ? R. 
Judah was ail exception, for since he prayed only once in thirty 
days, it was like a Holiday. When Rabhin came ( from Palestine) 
he said that R. Jacob b. Idi said in the name of R. Simon the pious: 
R. Gamliel did not excuse from public service any but field-laborers ! 
What is the difference (between them and others)? They would be 
forced to lose their work (if they went to a synagogue) but people 
in a city must go (to the House of Prayer). 
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“iaib mabn v mansb naiysy p:ai Mynn navy rnaym,, (na sapn) b"n 
."'y'ayn ynna,, maib mabn v paa n:y*n ysna ,bara sbs 'b psi /'isiy* imayn,, 
ynnn mynn ba imy ry'aen ynna b"n nai /'y'ayn ynna,, b"n pse (.“ftJ 
pnar pnay ,nynn nsiy nnaym,, b"n ?ebe ebe by trbeb p:a .nra nr 'yaen 
(’ m-aa) x'jm ,nana?a y";a nb mma s:n \sm ."Dab hm’ nynn Dr ,nynn 
asa nynn nais nns ; navy aaa nynm navy aaa ny-pn "nynn onypm,, 
mais xinya ? sm nns nynm nynn sbs lrx is .navy asa nynm navy 
nynm navy asa nynn nais nn nynn xbi iypnn bnpn ns bmpnav, (=-**) 
paai ."nynn onypni,, (=-) maib mabn ? naab naiyae paai ; navy asa 
nn be* i:a bxyay 'an ."iypm nynn,, (cyj naib mabn ? nnnsb naiysy 
b"n pxy ,"nay nynn Dnypm,, mais sin nn :-pnv irx ,nais spina p pnr 
may ny'pn snn nynn nas:y Dipa bay .as n:a nr ? nay* b"n nai ,nay 
mynn ebm ; y":b nynn nynn b"n ? paa n"na ,nanaa sbs s b ps ; np 
(na mpn) ,"nynn di\, (m mm:) ."nynn pnar pnay,, (» xnpn) n"na nas: 
yyi mynn a pnan irva ,nnxi nns bab mynn nn /nynn nsiy nnay.m,, 
nynn ,Dnay yby ,ny’pn : napa mas nn ppmx ,n"na nas: my*pn 
Tayb n;: naj ”xi nynm nynn nrpn Tayb b'b 4 'bib 4 'x : -jya: na ny'pn 
ypn .b^b 1 'bib 4 \s ,m: na: 's : mb xpsaa ? nynm D*nay nyby njrpn 
myy yyna my’pn yen (rh) yay pnr n /y s am nayn pyai n:iysna 
nns aa 'aa ,sv' ova myy* yyna my'pn yen yay* pan va: san sv' ova 
n"n .1^13 Din Pa i^ssi .pjivna lPnsi k sv* nra nynm nra nynn nnsa 
n"n by manai mynn nr ns ir maaya ps mana ,ir ns ir maaya ps my'pn 
saya -ypim ynai ypin nmy ib n:aPi: a"nsi pmay 4 a .niaay?a a"m pyi 
mana nnns mb yay* n ,snp s ya nsiy n'b mn sn ,snp'ya nsiy n 4 b nin sbn 
•'b ypn ,pb snn: n n^yayp n 4 p nas pnbvb Dp bsiay na snn an -mb yay* 
by jyairr ,;yaiy sinya nn na: san .my nana sbs nas sb ,san n^p nas 
]yaiy*mynana spy* bas .my nana omas Dnan naa ; mana nnD byi man 
nan ps rpn spy* nnn ; lb ypin nan .ypn sby nnn ; mana nno py 
pypin nnsa nn^y nny ? nvn ; panaan ja nnv pypina mvai ; vby pnaa 
sn ! sann .panaoy Dipap nbm psi .pypiny oipab pabin .panaa nnsai 
mav mb'yy nya .pno sm >sni sm :"ysn ,sanv sb ? pann sn smmsn 
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i-i cmm) ,niab> nrx ioix min' y i ,'dp y n nan ,maS>o "*mx y n irnb *n 
; ’or y i 'i]i ,mab /my px ombn xin y n '3 paaa b macm orn nyi'i,, 
my px D'nbn xm y n '3 nyb n'xin nnx,, (ctr) mab nrx ,ioix min' y n 
ob naiyn br,2 mab nrx ioix min' 'an ; 'Di' y n nan ,mab /nab 
'xra b-l -bnn nx xnpo pcxnn bnr. nycai ,y'pno ocn n"n b o yy 'a namn 
j'x n"i b* narj* bn.0 .ire* mabn nn'w nyca pnr n"x Vy'pno 're-* xjc 
:“v pa3ii xS b'xa pSiy x’p bn nx rpy pnpso pxi ,mnnn nx vpy pmayo 
pa mac dic’d Nine iaia pa mix pamn pxi ,0'on os Py poc x^i ,nona 
paayo px .in' ,p'ix ova lamp pb nvi nx bx ; ncyn xp dico xinc iaia 
yoicm ,xs' xP poynom ,nobc ny pray ppoyno bx ,yianb mpunn nx 
ncy pxi ,ncyn xbi ncy o"'i ,xin ncy isic ? o"o .xv' xt> poynon pa 
crco xn .yipnb nipirnn nx paayo px (.bj .ncyi ncyn xi> nx nnn 
v o"'a yipnb nipirnn nx xh D'con nx xp paayo px : x'mm ? paayo 
.man niaoiD d'cj noxn , pyoc 'am 'Di' 'an xn ,min' y i xn ,pb ,"ax nox 
ibx no>c ny jna ppoyno ,n y on .naca bsx iryb 'an nox ."new ny„ 
xi.n xaiay .aicnra imp “pnx pxi ,naca yipnb nipirnn paayo pxi ,nra 
yonc |Dpa t:b) |xa X'cp x!> ?iypn ;mox xp np'nnap xn ,paayo xb 
•cb* cb b cb niy'pn tid bn 2 --prb yon xb** joaa jxa ,-jir.b 
moca icoi nrcxna ypn .maa' Oa nynn my'c* ,mynn eba ny'pn my'c 
■ypim y'noi ypm ,isic ip njon: pa nnxi -p'ac 'o .nnx xb n'a px omca 
: noix Px'Poj pn .a"n mn'i n'n' b pa ,a"n ma'V mpcc oca -D'oys 0 
nox vnyinna ny'pn my'c* xonm '*2j .pain 'n' D'ann nx x'sio ma'v n'b** 
xp xna xm ; 'aa inpian niymni 'aa inpian my'pn a'cn xp jnn xm ,"ax 
■ncpc’3 nynn my'c xonm .maa' y :a -nynn my'c .x^> mi ,xaa nn a'cn 
J/ caS n'n' nynn m'„ C’^ nanos) a'nan rrb 'xm xna ,"ax nox ? D'nac 
nnpco pbn nya„ (n c*uns*) xna'Dn n'oxa amai ,pai xn' xaa' orp'onnoi 
viDicac j"3o ,pan lm P'P"PiP' naa noi ,ma 'maa naD no , yy xnD'D ex a am 
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Tsiib nVsr. PPsnr:n ,‘*'pno y 'mo .mm D'Strn ’'i iaxpn min ;na yiixi ,117 p^i 
coin , 138 * nisnon mT.i nytri 'raj .rs yiTyi pnoxn PPn xi’P nnn ,PPnn .y'pr.a 
.yinai yiprP mnoyn naP nnne* nisn ypS mytr t*8* Pa anP yinx vm o*pn’ xPe iit.i 
.x:ra pna xp ]:nax xpi /n do .ny’pn yv:c*P cmnP pin pP’P ,Dinn.n nx y 'mo 
larni* y"»i najp nimuin ,piaya co*: xn .in’oonp »yn ,piaya xPi xin nipirn y oJ 
xiii’x xa’p xnp manosi .v'yx xaPx men maaio .p’Din Pi xi’x ’ypn 01 ,x’n xana 
.puya pxe* e*"3i naP’t? pm ppsyna ,pmm yone* pap .xai.i iarne* ntry nisaP .mm 
ny’pn e*Pe* L e’ trPe* .mine*P nnxi manatp nnxi mo^ap nnx ,'ia e’Pe* y ono 

neieo ,n:ie*xni .xine* Pi xapyi mPip y .i ,mii’ trPtr .nnxi nnx PiP ny’pni nymm 
n’ne* c’ne*’T ni nxsp cneo ne*a nynnn nnx Pe* ny’pn ,n”ie*i ne*ai .nymnn oiPe* 
./■nnx xPx no px .minin nosPe* naie*si ni’ipan nnnxPe* naieo it me*yp pm 
.mini nytrn pnoi I’seia nPsn PPsnn ,pnoe* 0 .p’pesa xP n»ntrP nnx ny’pn ’piccn 
nnxp oni ,01 mPiii y o: .nnne* Potri pi mamir p’ie*i pi nviPa Potri poys y .i 
xnP’a xnn in”inm nynnn myoi ny>pnn niy’e* ,xn xnm .mynnn '.11 niy’pn y a my’e* 
^y x^ xemm x:a’pixn .i"yx pnPi ’xm xn 1 ”ix nax .mii’a minx ,D’me* pnax 
-ii’m x;e”P *xn 0: i’ni xnDon no’xn xn' nynn , pv:.m,an ,\vp£ xio xm p.m 
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mpx:y ,mb: yy maix mybx mi ."'inn pnxrp nbcyi,, 0-2 mya") max:y 
ny n:yp' px ny nb'sy' n:b'sy' nn:y: nnp dhd myv nyn m,, (ra c?i 
."' ay 'oip isyo my:nn„ (znoir) max:y bx:'b pmny Qy*ai ,pnv m max "nsy 
yxn lb'sxy pxar p pnv p-i ppnn nxr “nyi ,nmp p yyi.m m max '*ir*2 
xnmx s'nn '*2^ mynn Dipob pabm nmyn in' xby ,nipo Saa pn n'a 
ana ,nnna nbrx xbi xnmab mavax brx ,’y"nn:n mavaxi mrap x:mb m:rarxn 
baa pn n'a yxn lb'ax pn px xm : ma'raxb 'yx an .tS max ,mib'y xmns 
ynnn nny p:yb 'b'ra ':n ,b"x ? nynn aiprab xbx pabin omyn in' xby ,mpra 
an'biJDa mbybpxyn D':nn px ,n"n'."mbra y'xp mb nay,, pa man: ) xan bax 
,xrap xpnan xnn: xpms \xm n'y : r"an ppnny m:pn yynn nnx in ,pnb 
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pmra ,n"n '*21 a':na nanai nxnim nmay n?aixi ,ypim nnavy ,ypim 
pnar pnay„ pa xnpn) ,a'nan ,maix x"n ? mnaiyi mnnai nvabra anraixy 
; mnavy lbx nymn ,m:mar ibx pnai ,avn nymp nr pnay "ymp xnpra nynn 
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pnar .naxbra n"yya inynp pnaa f xbx ? nb'nn ainan nna lay may pnay 
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xaita a'bibn -a'bn nsaa mn nraxy a'bib'n nnyy n;:a 'an max v na n::a 
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x.man ryae* ma'a anm xman py; in lri'a* ypn.n '’anran i-sm 'xn xnn ,xp'a 'xnn me* 
xnm .nynn cipran xnx pan.n any in' xSen avn na i'napra in'an max inia nan av 
p pi nan 'an ia"nn Spa* ,yam ,na"a 'ncm r:'a Sy xnx pnnr.ra in' xSa* ,xrap xpnan 
rmia.li max .laanpn lava'a anpran n'a naa' x*aa* ia';;n yam a"nr' panm ,p ’an 
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pnnn ?2"n2 snnyr "nr* nnaH mp am iit.x p:rm .myr^ nrrr.n p 2 □'“>> 
anSn lppp'p SpT*p nr ,arn ^2 trinn nny pnppr m *y 'X2T p pnr pn 
nny i'Pp’p in' x^r lrpnn :i,t ':'n pd nni nanxT xvr n Vx v ppp 
nr: nnh ,dppd:i pnrrvpi prrn anprp dip m.Tj' xnp M np x s x pnnn 
? :'t:ix vn nr piyxnp -.y"n cnny nnx min' pi xan (.XT) .rp*L*p x^r- 
nr 2 ; V 2 PUP r'Prn n:pm n;pi M ay* Sy "nxipri pxn 'ni\# nr a'nrv 
-,pny rtryr pT'ntr ay ; y "nx?2 TTinoi \n Tnj« (nr: ey) v anrix rn 
inram |ps dTp’ dp Sy "^x myn av: crnyx., nr c-i :ansix vn 'ppyp 
ncn N"i2*- M t**"y "P nv2p; ^x„ itj ay) : bp?:*x rn s ypnz pmyr Pn pzm 
"i:ny □ n^xS irjin, ixr cyi : anrix rn p M cna ;,np2iy?2 ynsp -i-nyi npp 
nP *n„ us cp*) : rrrp x rn p'pp ; rpyT nnyp ami rv.siy xnpy* ay* py 
(esc*:*) :an» x rn ppyp ; p'py ■pai naxrp n»jy □*» sy "ypp nix* 
nSnS a v 22n ixn n<2 ppp.n; p nrx .nay n ay ai S nnayn ar s my mrir,, 
an nrxn ,xrap ama rPanapi pay a* ay bv P”aya x^x ' PTn ap^an pa 
ara na’ s a;yr ( , u mytr') nrxry ,ann nm rrpy rn py n^x xrry xrap 
nra xnayn pavaa ."avavo imp ;i yen) mrxry ann nn nrx "as ,"xinn 
nrx xan na pn an nraxi .'fi v-rn ,an n?ax xan na py an nrx v anoix rn 
?anmx rn nr xnayn xnnraa .noj:n nr: pmpn na ;xa apPny -pna pn 
xnay nna min rn nnS xpa'x .my' txi pvaa rai ,np' tx ,pnr n nrx 
ny rar n w x xrnn ,yay xn ? nn nrx xnayi xnay ^2 x?2pn ix nn^ n?ax 
p?px xnacn xnay ^a n:va yry ,apy mnn n M :*y ,nnx nnyx nryxnny 
'xnp?a ,nray nya; mya?a nyy ,pnr n"x p'x ny min' an n?yx .n:va yry nn 
a^ynpi p^ynp nvwnci nn:n* s ,nr:n nayPa .xn?a:r ,pnnn:a nnp p::y 
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nna any '.sir' sar ymp 1: v.n: nycn ana*y rrcncan 'x~ n;'»n rs-z /emp 
any isz asi ,.nn:an ny avn na nnaS pi sin a * i "p n;n nn^nc* xsa:i t: mirnpi 
nSyar n*ran ;a cxi nanip ia i.in: ns'C ym:i trnnn pvX a’anpa pn rn nn:an amp 
c'nau r -ays nnan invynp" rns rs r*ay'i avn vrnp*' pis p'-apa n a psa* a ys ixa 
avn ^a raxna ia ia*yn nxan nz's* n'a 'ni.^rn v.x xa-n naxnaa maxi nunnpa ins 
pn ; rn pia Taj .^in 1a i:.m:i wntn .Pya^i nn:an p:i c:n enip ia i:.in; npnex maxn 
cos* ,n:pa* .natan p ,pnxn ^nn yin ^a* n"« maxa* 'na 1 " n:aar r xn"na cn na 
arvp' p: ypn ^nan ,va*ya pp'-y .nrprn 'na n:ip nara na 'arv^ u an ,n:pm .pnxi 
P'ivx: cvr' r‘:*a* “'aa* n^n nvansn pa p"r-n y n nx" na .amaa ayn nnynp 'nrnr^ 
r'" n'a-: r ,x:'*ap anna '.ran: xp: .xan- ay ^y ray ; yi nayy ay ^y r-n c'pnan 
i:'*xn nn'*y r*:*na p '' i w 'Tn max n*y 'xa ,xnayn 'man ."axn x-s ,x:”jp a^n n’-* 
,px:n P xn'i ,pnx 'mar Sy ina'rn' p-’iy rv:' mat ,i:nxn :a'pna .nyy 1 ’ mix c’pm- 
r'aa ]'pSn pa .jjo rxtn nn'y.n 'pn»r ^ppiSn'y pnna nay 'n pn' 'a pi:x anx aya 
rn*y ,my' tx .pnm nn'yn *a xmp ; tni nmr nara pxnipn nyy arts pxmp 'a ,na:an 
max xnay nna .nxa '**yn nxny' p'y' txi .nn'yn pir ny paiar 'ai .naiaa *a ny a\n 
pman nn'y ,n:iyxnny ny ,-nx pna r*x nayp pnri pna ^a ,xaSn ix .a'Pn ,1m 
'p*"a n'y annn ,a'ny mtin c'anyn n'an ny m:an nn*y ,n":y .n~x aya n^n rnnn 
o"xn cvya Pa myaa nyy .cSa pi .may raya mat ,nnx naya auxn :xnm xani 
•ixar.ya aya aya ^xm" ^ya pmam ,nray nya: .x:n n ; ap: n:a' ^y rapra 'ara 
r*ar -na an*: iyy nan ,.-**:■ - r*t.in ray^a .('xnpx *aam ir 1, 'ym nama px^pah 
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aipra pan pypm lma* ,'xar p pm* pn ppnn ampran n '2 nnna*a , n:n?22 
; naPa njT 3 xPx pxar p pnv pi ppnn xp mrypx '2-1 max .pn n'n 12 a M a’ 
nmn* D'Srim nivn nxr myi .pn n'n 12 a"a* aipra nnxi n:a' nnx ip inrax 
vn xS n:n'ni ,pypin xiaP npiav nan pi nyaian nxn x'.na* my Paa* ,n:a' Py 
manna ,n'n nm xin pm xm max ? ?a"nva '* 2 j mapa pn maa xPx ,pypin 
1:^0' xraa* nmn nsir ny'pnn px'pn ''nn pxi maia* ny'pnn pa'm Pan nan nrnxn 
lvmi ,aPiPn xoyo irmi m"na nvnx m umayn mvaPP 'pnn psx -jp'i ,ima 
oya ,pan nn -'in *xat p pm' pn ppnn anpran n'n anna'ra .npnran xrayn 
na^ 'xnT p pnv pn D.np mnx ,pDjanta D'nyn Pa rm ,1122*2 nvnp nn n n nnx 
inraxiypna* nnxP ; pm amxi ypm :Dnp nrnx ; pnn :ip inrax ; ypm :nmna 
)b inrax .na*y?a nnxP pa'ana pxi ,n:n'n pp nyraan nnn : nnp nrnx : ip 
'piaxp ,pn n'n naa (. 2 ) /Xnn nn max .ma 12 a*'2* aipra Pn nnxi n:a' nnx 
xmpa* D"D?a mn p /max spv nn pnv nn xnx *n ,xni vxh pn n'n naa xPa* 
vnn"a naa ?'xmmn xny'pma nmx Pp avrx yraa* x^ m:a'a ny'pn xnia'vn 
,'121 n:a' Py nmn' .pnn' n"aa* par pn xSx pypm px ‘nn nrnx ,*?a: mamx .pypin 
pin naamb nna nanp /nnn a*xna naamp onL nyraia* ,pn:a naami> tnna nxn 
anpraa tan atan n'n nna'xna 'rr *2 .xnnj np pmanp tnna xiap npia'immnp 
aPiP xn'tr 'xnr p pnv pn ppnn anpran n'n annava nnx dv nrnraai myaa* 
nnrpnnyn tSnrnn '*25 -max 1P13 spn dv xn'nn /pHpmp nn* nynn* nrmnn Pd*: 
*n n dxj pxanx pninarm nnnx n^yx *2,, msaT) xnp mnxn ? nnprnP 
rn 8 j:n dv xnnn .nn^nn x*ynn pSna "np px cnn x'n p-v pp ixnp nnn: 
,nnrnx nmn' 'nn no'trn (:b) 'xnr p pnv ;nn pm;' nn pnj nn nrnx max 
'mi .ppnn nyi ny nnapi ,av Pu" irnvy ny "nrn avn avy ny„ (.m xnp^i) nmxn 
pnv pn ppnn cnpmn n'n nnna’m ,pnn ? n'^y :*>n rPao xm mmn np naa 
n'nan ,max xm nninn pn x^ni ,nnm' n"x max ihn av xn'c* 'xnr p 
'xnr p pnv pn nna imx :*ym xpn xm mm' n ann ? mn avn avy ny 
m /ppnn 'xm ? mnp ppnn xm .nrnxp xn"mxnrn ,xm xpi ,nmxp pnnnm 
D'nynnnnam nnx aya ,dvh Pn i"*nn mny ppnpm vn nna’xnn 'rr*2 .ppnm 
ixn axi ,nn:mn ny x!?x ppnpm in' xPa* irpnn ,n'n*n anpn ippppnii xmprn 
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.pi n*2 111x1 p^y pin 


“■£ niwTi rXl pr:w »i 

,biDS laixb pia: pra lxb dxi /bias m nr nvaara lbip run-:*: dx pnara 

* nr? n ny'r naai ; bios lxb dxi ,ira nynn ny*r in m'nr: ax nmib 
*vnv ix nay ix pi mp irn ; ;xa?i jxab nxmi ira i:mx"r *ia ,:"nm rms 
.xv' 12 ypm imp : bxvari maxb mb inbr .isirn pmra mbipn par ,mra 
noth ima yinnaia impr rx ai max ! mb imp mpva '22 mbia : xtrra 
xb ,x:m ai idx .nnn pinb ix nan pinb ypinn ! b"rap ? pvin irea pa 
yor (.PC) oxv' naa pmaiyn jmx Pax man nar by Q'maiyn ;mxP xbxirr 
dup ny'pn nvpn ; xv 1 man naa* by ny'pn nvprai ,naa ny’pn nvpra 
n'b max xv' xP nnrn mray npy'a* nnxb ny*pn nvprai ,nna*n m?ay nby'r 
nbia xrya 'd: xan ? xa'bi xnimn ny'pn npia xryai ,onn x:r 'xra ,'nx 
nia xan ,bba xin xarn pr ixp nb'b Dnn ! xna*n 'an v xa'bi xarna ny'pn 
xba ny'pn ?iid yraa* : nan naan iraiab maa pnaiyn ;nixb xm xnim Dipra 
ypn ! r"n ? xv' ny'pn ?|iD x’pa ny'pn nb'.nn xb'raoi ,xv' ny'pn rib'nn 

? 'nma nb pban 'xraxi ,nnx xbx li'a px ,D'nra n":rn prrai n:irxia 

yipnb nniD ,11'anra nx:n miran ,xni max p'pDa xb Tins xny'pn 'pica 
Taxi .mvra pa' ny'pn la yipnb inira naiaaa nx:n miran : mvra ba* ny'pn ib 
nva'a xb Pax ,D'rar:n nira'n nxtan 12 rby nra /mama nx:n ninn ,xni 
xb bax ,a'?aaan nira'n ,mvra ba* nb'nr la baita ,pyrara nx:n *rman .nrann 
t'x ? ]XD ixaa xv" nva bnxi ixaa -.bxirari maxb n'b mba* .nrann nva'a 
:pni:"n ,xra'ra ,xv' n'a*b ypinn mraix nxi ,xan n’ax .Q"Dia mixaaa* ,*rx 
<aa xipi) xan bax C:n 2 ) ,bax xm ,x:ram max nvo biax Dnn ,xo'm mra 
xbi ,yrair pian: ,mn'mx ! b"rap ,xin x*abya pDynra 'xm a'na "nynn ynar„ 
xoba»a .y'?aavai y*aia* pian'a* ny ,xv' xb yraia* plan: xbi y'raa*o ,yiaa*?a pian: 
xh yraia* pian: xbx ,xin x?abya nran niaca ,yraia* plan: xbi y'rarra pian: 
b <; x nma: na:*a xpi xrab'i ?n'a*b ypina ix’ s ,nb nnarra 'a'n ,y'raa*ra pian: 
iaiy irx nivra nraix ':xa* ,b"x v npb' naioa 'rraa*a ja*'n ,nnyra xbx pax 
max* xPa* ,pnb nbiya* ;nab p s :ra ,xax na pa* an a'n*a .prara xbx p'by 
(k en=i) p:a nba*?a nnx naia ^'dix bxna” nx pia " 1 man nnn 'b n:n:i b'xin 

, // J.. ^ 

rn:n ip: nap', \i\: ,imp .c*a* pcP prs nao ny^pr, ny’s* .id m:n cip 12 r' icr; 
pK’sioi lain 11 c:a:^ train p taiia nsy narsaa mna ainra ,innaTs lmpc* naxp ns 
nattrn Sip ;nc ixr nas piaiyn jnia .nnarn ns ap: six f ix’sin s' nn ,*.anrra ms 
sm iaiy n\n :iraxp am pnyi spaa sp /ia naa nrpnn rspsa ycc* nyiac* cSiya 
cnp 4 svv ’a: nspsi san p’yraa’si ,ny'pnn 'ana inn' xan naa ypm n'am nan naa*a 
sf3*'J3 nSn naia’ ny'pri icr ci*n Pa :nP'JS 2 raaraa pnraxna sin n^rar isP ,nna*n na*; 
pa*ai .nvaPran nynn 'iaPa* naia*a /nma’sna ypn .nPn spi nv ,caP rrrv nynn ci'.a 
n:na?n nynn *:sPa' nava*a 'n ps na nxa' i’lanm B’na’a nnnx Pa* nsia*£z mI”-’- z 
.i:n'2 nwmP isP nisei cia-o in nan says ,r yipn' ima .up .'a’n yipnP l'Py nnya* 
^.ann niaa sP 'as .naan ci’p nx:n sPs jsa i’sa* ,D*aran man vPy nta nnn 
'a* iia'S' -’Pa naa nain n’ nssP pian: sPa* :-ysi ,c”anr mixaaa* .nun r,x;n sa’sn 
ina .ja maix nxn ^s’cd .;prn ma *aa ’nyaa* -a natpi mtrP , 1 ’cP ypinn ,ss» naa 
sp .sin payna isP iaPn in''asa n:n:i ,Pax xm s:ani nasp nsa Pias cnn xan- 
;a*n .’ai i'lanaa maa^ i’iana psan ,mya s's .sa> sin pcynai .vysn yaa*a 




,za*x min' n xam ; x:n *xn 'Z zaxz xin cz’z bv' s z* n-z PZ* z-nz* anz> 
zzc za \xaz -o'py' pz’z mpzrzi ,pai23 c'zzr ?z*z pypin vn rrza, 

ppya'za n'riyi z*;'X a'z'zz naz zztzi ppya '2a mnyn n 

tra'x =p'zn naz maynz'i ,*Sya ' 2 a Tnn z*a'x LVZ’Ln naz n;rn z’xzz zzc zai 
,Sczvznzn cizaz zn? mc'V xanm .znr nzvxa vzi f.7Zi .'Kva 'za n'o,n 
nrun dips a x^z* pnana 'oj j:n 'z mzx zax ? zza rz nn:n cipaz xpz* 
,z2iz*z -pzxa -pz ? 'yanzvz M z *zp nm .c'nzn pz nizvisr. mzi ,;;n nz 
x)L H *xa .=pz nz'va V 21 pmsz cnzr S'J’ maynzi .zzvz*z cvn nwaz* ym> 
~p nz*y, r m-az) zznzn ,xin =pzi X'zivz zz ? spzn xzn z’"zi ,znn cnn 
rrb zax ,pnanaz xnziy nzv'ap zzz Sxvzz* zz xzz zz vpzz mzvvzn 'nz* 
Pzx ,z’ipzz D'zvax c'zzz naz ,*zn 'zj xan .znpaz xzx nax xp nz■> 
rn:n pi .mzzvzn px zriz* z M, z* on: ,z 2 iz* px nnvivn z* z* ciza ,pmz;z 
:nax D'azn Ssx nzn xzz’zi ; azzz ;nin ;z xa;z 'zzi vziz'vz xnzSn *z^ 
S"Z'z xaTrxi xzi zax .zz^z n'zn znzi mrz 'zyza xpx p p:na vn x s 
aai> p"n ppan asp iynn zzvz* Pipi nrz'Ynz,, (n: mmn) z'nzn v xzp \xa 
nypni? n"zS ^zvn mz* -xS xazyz ^zx ,zzvz* s ipi nnzivn jryzn x*n j n ppan 
-pz*ya nb'nn cvn nr : xrrxn p'pva ;xaz pnz' zz Pxvzz* z-x viz mzzzm 
mz* : xvy zz z'na .cSiyn xzz: 'zz*nz zaxz .zryp'x 'zz ? pz*xz zr 1 ' pzzr 
pvz'xz zvp pzzr i'z*ya nS'nn ovn nr xz'x xm -mzzz^ ny'pnp n"->b b z" 
,SiD 2 lpzm pzdjz* zziz* xzxz’x anp 'z ? xn'S pzvzi xn\s* n"zzn 

axi ,SiD 2 ny*pnn nx zzya zs vznzi zp'3 i:*r> ; s izz rizziz* 'zzz M ^z*z 
hp axi -xz' yaz* zsiz* ''ip ox ,za*zn pinS ix »nnn 'jznS ypinn .zz*z ix> 
pvzz in'z n'izz* ix ,nz:zn n'z mr.x zziy n*nz‘ *a pi , xz' x'' yaz* nzzn 
,xz‘ xS ix" 1 dxi xz* izp p'z cx npaa hp ix ,zsiz* ’ s iz yazz ,nz;zn n'zz 
lzzpi pnx ,z"n j *2j .up p'z xS nn ,iz^ jvz nr : yaz* nn yaz* nrz* z"yx 
lhp n:nza cx ,pinza iicz c*:zza znr mz'Z ;zz’z nia Sy n*aym nz; .zz’z 
;zz*z p"xi ^1D3 ny'pnn nx zzya cx lanm zp*j ;zz*z S"xi / s idz n'nz* niaza 
'zzz* pz'i .xz' xS yaz’ pz'nSipcxi ,xz*yaz*'aa 2 i>ip cx nziz* mnz z£v« ;r: 
lanci zp'j ; Sics iraz xSz* pz a*az pz ,r"z vSy si'Din ,z"n .SiD 2 nizcvz* 
xim ,'"zx .Size iraz xSz* zza lraznaix ;n: 'zz pies iraz xSz* pzi iraz pz 
.Sica oaaza znr ina'Z ; zz*z iziz nnajc c"yx lvazn ^za nzn nnz:z* 

' u z* z 

Sir* ,nje*n rzz 'aj >-v rz* cnizar, cvz mzzz nytrn >yzz ,r,izz=zi .psvj'ss 
p-x 1, r’tizzz v:s infers ,b”5’» ^"zz r.cz .mm’ 'zi sap s:r pz^s’a sp waz ,rv:yr 
nz: nmiszn ovm s'n nzzrrn parzaz mz'.z z’xzz pzvn ,pny 'z*z a’zaz .zaz ,?;zy 'za 
c'.paz .sz'zr 1 ' pzizz pmzyi.p rzz\x jr s’zirzzi nayr.zi mtr .zzn.iz n”v«z zvj-a 
,sni',y “izyia^ .sin suiz'n .zznrz ^zsa zzS .zziua sm znrz ny’pr.zz' ,'^.ss nz rn:n 
,.vn:n .rvayn i«a ^ziz^ivn s*^ cipa .Zzn nn p.iz ,zzi*z* tre* cipa .zzitri r.nsiznz 
nycz s 'i ,r'zn znz mi a nyt**z s*n srva szn ,r:zn znzi •rzuvni zzvz* ivnrz’az 
.pn zni Sy .nnsir arz nn mm Zizd ,pznz ppzm -ana .c'*za nztyz nzra 
i:\s ns ,“>trz i;vzz .ny’pnn nzesa »aazn ,mv'.za sz*sz sz .znrz py’prne* r^iz-z 
cipa ;a ,iz ns .is*pm izzn -z nzm^ pm: ;zi V'Z ,pm; ,ny*pm ns zzya 
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Tim Px cn'n'anD la'KTi S'rcn ntajr ,Pa pi nap* inixn .anipD a*rpD 
T'a inisi '*P u:vy '"y pax; Trim pxy ,tmp» L'TpD iTax'i nn';aa vry'i 
/S"i'r vx ?n"x?a n’ s n; ny'ratr xnn xS ,'ndxi :cn'*aa n*n C':l m nsy' 
H*x cnn'znra lZ'yn a':y m?ay' pi r;a pi na^a* inixn .np'^a in*sic* p;a 
p;a rn xdt ‘21 ? t'x-.d n L m; nyrna* xnn xb xd'; 'd; xan \x:ax -rn'n 
,vavy 'T ry pax; tth pxn ,t s xi'naTx xtd ? T]n i;"n pS'^a irr&ra* 
p D'ani? nnDiD rrn cxi ,na'Pa'a nireo dh ;;ni 5 "xin xr?ax “|nyn xppan 
“S px ?va; 'an xd'xi :p y?;ana xp v 'ttz nnp': 'd; xzn ,Tn'a i L, zx 
pnna pnx xz‘X“i ny rrapn np vaxpi ,'rzn nyraD nnr Pxna-'a D'ann nnrava 
r.rn annn TaxS D'n vra pnxa pnx \xi ny?a Kx m Tax'V, O motr) aman 
ixna* pmnjD ,x':m ,y"na xp 'dhd xdP v pH na*y; nyn xnD'Dp ."cap 
'an "an ,p;"n ia y; pyp?;i ,cny iyy; jrvpra f.“C) L M s:n nx nny nnx 
'an xd\h Pax ?pn nyy; ny pxi ,DHy pro pa ,-.dix xapy 'an ;ps-t: 
(nn nzno n?ax xranm ,r.ia a; 'i'na x L x ,cr,n xa'py 'an nrzxp xS ;xa ny ,xa*py 
Px ,xniar n'Ptn hd x s ,xya; ppn nvrnn ;vzi "myn l^yni myn vzzyi,, 
*;zd ,nna py?a pin D'nya nnr.yn p y pp*J .mva xa'py ‘an iS'ax ,xzn 
“pama,, (* ycmO nrax;y !pp ixnp; nraitrn p xpm pdv 'an nes ,pp xma* 
,xz'ny P tzx ,x';m v xin xnznn x:ap x* s ar ‘xnn yrzana 'xd ."pi'n ppa 
(i 'xd pan 'yn' inn x' s (: % ,ri .xpv ,xnanS pnip vn x'anyp 'nz^ntra 
,xnz: x^nni? nnDX mnn /'an *an xhdxp myec* nn xdv 'pDDinm npp„ 
UH‘ nn x^ ? pnya-a PdPd nnx wa ny n'S nnDX r , ,n'nya*a pann xp n*.m 
rnn nn xcr /n:n na na nan -?;x .pan' ; n Sy *iP*n„ (r; cP) 'xd pa-' 
.'xpd:x 'nan pan' ppa’ 'S n?axi -x^o xmn nm ,xy"t 3 xinn *n.na xrPx 
pa niniivn ':an ,anr naiVD rai ,Dia*a p" P M nra*n a xn p* nara f 'prt? 
Z'^aPa*a m';ynai ; “ , ava , a cvn jmvaa* /nnvpD nnv'.vm -]hxd nava* f pnnsn 
.n z'nxra nmvivm nvp'a nava* ,yvDxa ninsixn 'ran ,^ca naivra p'ai ,paisa 
L a*a rravai ,a'nzr p*a pypin nn: nraix ‘"n ,mznah ny'pni? n"nb Pvn nva* 
.pD*a-aa n:a*n ^a ^an ,'aiaaa a".n' 5 ?an n"n pa* nwa '\b ; n nrax '* 2 j .d'P' 

'"a* n 

r) ,cn xP.s* Ty’K‘ h psr nr?z n"z imxn .cnyn mpr: »k ,cnyn npn;i 

p' 32 * c"y«i ,cn*:ss m'yn C';a* .np^ mr.tr n\nc* xnx ,na’a*nn pnara 'sp x*«nx 
i^rn pns -p ,iosy tmpo naH ,ia »3 n'nn pxc* ,cnrn ,zn';-:r *.Tyn .imsn 
mwnr .cn v xn= tmt:n;n ]Ha imxn x'n n^yn caff nay» pxcxi Pa n^'x inn’zno 
rvn ; nx-!!’ h ,pn ncya ran xinv :- 1 ,v*np» no ?y ny»off *.x ; 'x men pann /-nnr 
,nny prya pspo nnsn c^ia n - ff cny rvP n^-xn po rxi ,pn nrys n^nn ny 
r-rrn nny n.n ,cn*:y i:in let?' x^ cn*yan ^rx pey: ;rvpei .cn»*":n n-rz vryn 
iry’ Vzn^me iz um' ^ non : xi ; c , : , n e'ey: cnyn mP Hrez x:nrzx xn *03 nsu 
izzr’ ,myn nn’m .n'y.P z*isn ,nrr cny piz .iz’ipn 'ey cn izz*' na " , nxi nn,' nn 
snzn Pvi /Szvr, ppz .zhs nciff a n' ’zai nntr nnp i:\x ,}ip x'.nff PnD .'mzrz 
y::trz ,pypr ppms rrxisr.ff nnxn ,~nxe nsiff nexp enpo P*z ,z,n* ns we vsi .x*,n 
4 ]‘rizz pr.iff c'rx ,cn:» ntrz .typn cn.nz.n iypn nv:ynz p^exn ,nv:ynzi .nsiffn nip 
tvn rner .yvexz ;r*. ;vre ~'x* pro y x ;,P r.rsiff ':tr ,yvoxz nnswn 'r:n 
rty'pr^ .myn x'-r:- r.'m z*nrn rnsisnz X'zi:r ‘'zi irr; xenyz x'ciarH pnmnz 
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□1>2’3 X12 :1> 10 X ,12’X1 >2 lp201 >KPOJ |31 102 0:i2L M r.2 ni'1> 2"1',' >12’ 

1 21 nip iox x*:n /i2i nx n>2P2* *TO>n ,10312 '21 ,'To*>m '21 

X22* D'Opai .1211X2 N32* D'022 ,X2X *3X 1*20 ':>21pO >2 : D'031> 1X'>03 

pna x>i >p*j* ,122*11 □*12*21 X12V3 *xp nin xii*d> x"Ti x"n '21 -mm2 

'21 1'> ~OX ! *D3’X S'? ? X21 DO"P 1X1 ,^2 '2Tlp> p'23 S1HXP ,10X ,1*2 
.□'pi '1 >X12*' >>0 111 : XJO'D '1 1121 ,Nm'> 1'2’lpl 212 P2> ^'T ,X"n '211 
,2*111 122*11 2*12*22 133> 1221 l'X'21 2*222 2222* 11*2*pi: 11X 222 ,J231 121 
1*30 0>2p0 “12 : n 211 1*2X ,12*1 pi pi 1'2 12*p21 ,1"1 101> 221 2'11222 
'2”>2* *2*2*1 121*21 21' 122*11 2*12*2*2 11112 1221 >2’ 1*2*111 pK : X2X *2X 
Xl ,>11J 1221 2"1 1T2D11 XTT p >2* IOX 110 21'1 111X1 ,2'P^I 2"21 122* 
1> X2 .2*111 IX pi 1’2 12*1*1 X12’ 221 12T2* '12 XlX ,“pS 1'1X12* '22*2 
v ifen D'JpT >2* 211*22’ 12*1212 X> 10> ,1"1 .12 D2'2T,1 J2 X211 1 h»X 
V11V21 11**X2 '2112 y XII'2X1 2122 '21 s 2 V piXI 1*2122 '21^2 :21X “OX* X>2’ 
."pix 1X1 12**2 IX 12*2 12’X '1 221 >X >X'02‘ 10N'1„ (-' X ixmr) 1*21X1 
1? -12-11' "1X1ID2* 1X1 112' 1X1 p2 1X1 >2311' IX 'l n>2’*1„ (nrj 1*21X1 
X1p2 1*211 /|12’’22* IT p2 ,>231 22 13*1*2 1*2*22’ ? >2311* 102* X1p2 1011 ,J12U 
10123 pIXI 1212,, (axc’V!) 101X1 (:“!) ,1202123 112* ,pO *1X1 ? p2 102* 
,^S 101> 2>12 'lion 12*>2’2 2>12 *>p 12*>2* 21121 >p*2* ,"102* *X1ip2 >X1021 
; 11112 >XV22’2 11112 H2* ,11112 p1X3 ri12 p2 ,11112 12123 11112 ^2311* 
,2*1*3X22’ 1*2X3 XII *11 113V1 >2 DJ12 130131 p>p32* >p 1>'2X2* H0>> 
."□11 I2*’2'2 1'1' 12’X 12212*1 >X1 D'1>1 D0121 >X 1X21„ O’ coilJ 101X1 
X>X >>'i? >> px XI ? 112*2 1*1 X>2* P'11 >2X -jS>11 D1X2’ ”|121 >2 1>2H '31 
□'2112 1'1 0'312’XH D'0'12* 1*1 ID 10X1 ^*X„ (T rinp} 101X1 ,*'0'32* 0212’ >J»X 

□*2*320 □*>11312* inn 'i*2*x :i> iox ,i"i .11*2 1*11201 i>po >03 ."n>xo 

•P2V23 rp DOOp.1 D'X2*13 IT -]in*21 DOOp^ 

r 7 - i rs t? p” 

12 ,2’iipo ioi> ip'2Di x>i C'i2i npn: ,>xi2*' >21 pi n'2 *rpiN7 

: IIOX'1 C1'j 22 ll'2'l DM2* 1102' /12>3 1"3 111X1 .12120 IT '11 ,12"2Ti2* 


*" 2* 1 

U V inn vein* '2in v i ixxni --n ,ixsni -in .nnn nx iz**i ,1*i-i mk *:x nxn 
*ri ,r xi . i in in ixm pn r*i rxnpi ,*.xipr ic» .i".n* iini viv in x'trmtr 
miiVip- t:*v- xn^ix- .c*in ri’i ,xip ipi* ..n;r* ,xin*ri x*rn '03 .xin *rn ivx v-n* 
r*xn xnn cxn ,xm no**p nxi .irx nx mi n n ii* a'i* ni*in mc*vi lix pans 
m-n- ini* ri,v:’ n*2 ’-in n’vnpi in pvi i'? .uni cinn r.x isnp* x- nr n*i-v 
;ii* ni'i rnn ixn n inx:r n:i-n irn: ,-xir* --n m .run r,x ic-p* x L t* 
vn*ir i i -v ,cix mx* x-r .a i*i ]*i*£in pxr ,rmn rx i i mp xirrvi*r .ciiyi 
,pnxi nrm i:*x ix ii mix vinir: xir vnv ?'** v^-xr pnsi nrm *:iin *;i-2 *n 
x*i:n ixinr ,pnx rxi nrn nx nrp irx .in *n v"'* pvxr i*:pT -xrn mxi xm *-.i 
nn*i Ti-i iv-n’ ]"ixi nrn :i--n i*:it nr_- * v c^i nrv n v ipi ix-r*- mx 
nmrx-n c*nnm ,p*nxi nrn iv ixmr nrin -prr *-n ,mr *xnpi ixmn .ixmri 
1** T’x xn .mini nrir cv c*-p nr-r ixmn pnxi nrn cv nnm ]ii ivm* i*n 
.1*n*i n*nr nnr xlx trpi- pxr ,;si nr,in nm*i on /n pio 
p*"20 ;:*x ex i s 2 pn 
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P01X P"3 3XP3* (S30 "M HJ?1D nx HC'ID -imM,, (52 Kipnj Nip PDX ,*3P PJOX 

(=-) xpp ins .xdd np ios v -CHipo 3Hipro inns pry ayn ini .trmpo 
□n "nyiro on-6s* (ctrj ids pnv 13 r'p .anx .nn np /'nnix ixnpn P 3 *x\/ 
"»3 s'n ."amp xnpro,, 3'nan ? 'P n»^ 'jo't nn 3mp?o cmpo .nyio rax*' 
px 130T3 ,pb x i?3'P xnn .mix p3*np*o px iron nx-o xp ox mix pm 
ri'npopxpD pm pa noix nry^x np ;imx ponpo iron xp 3 * ,imx p*onpro 
nnx \xi fpp‘o nnx ano* "Dnnonn n:3» nx ancnpu (m ctrj nroxrr , 1-1 x 
vnx p’ox . .pm* po nrypx *3P3 mi>n ,i>xi*03’ nrox min* n"x .amn on pro 
rnp'o npip ipnon xpi anyn.npm ,Sxn3* im n"3 imsp :xr;n vo: px ^x 
n"D ,mp xanasx P3iy?o ? xp onipro ,ps n3iy*o ;p3iyro nr nn ,n3*3Ti3* ny 
man '-:na .Vrop ,nn3jrb xr xsana'x ,Pxn3*' ini nn imxpi p\xm xrrox 
: pdisi nvjvnnn nx nxpro]n3*o» ,im^>y3 imi33i xin*03 j"np ip vn n:o^ nimv 
mona pryn x? "nx pryn xP„ xnnm CT2) ? n*r m 't:; vnn is ,mxn nnn 
i*3*y annxn ,j"n *3X3* ? niprtoi '*3313 ,nn^i n*on p33 ,'32p pmromron n*ro3* 
iromn onn ? pnn nmy ns ,xare* : v 'n^ pxiroo* b"xi ibvry annxn v nxm .ip 
xynpn:3 3'nn?]3Hxn*on3nxinn xm ?xn*o’np pn*^n m .xncrnaic'ainin 0 P 13 
n”m xbi onn iPvroi npi pxiroon nnxi i>xi*33'i 3 p 'W mm ,xann:x nn mm 
nnj ann mnty xm xn*n pn ? mn nn' 3 "n xm *3X3* anp ? sna*nS 
p 3 np toP nnx P3X ,"msryp nrobn xp„ (.m annj 3*n3i my nropnnp x"y 3 xi 
nnpyi C.n-J nnrro3 nnmo* i.mrxp -.nroxi mro* 1 x 33 * nmyro '"ir? .nmnpi 
myi ; Px'fei pp r^3'p r\) 2 'b 1 x 33*3 ,on ppo* ny ,nu p pnv p"x npyro 3 
p xom p"x -a"n |ii3*pi ,nxpj xP mijr P'p3i 13*013 mu'xp :iproxi c*j 3 * 1 x 3 
? mrtr p3 no'P3 nmopi ,nnp'3* n*3*xn i?y pn*yro ^x'.n ; n pp*j* ny oromn 
'Svx X3ne*^y nnno 6x'Proi n i5> np*3* .^nan nx ':x nxip : yy-in* n iS nrox 
p*ox .ny*ro xn'py nn ixnroi ^n p3i33*n3 nvnb pn*r 3"n*3 -pmy*03i pi?pD3 
# n nyiro npx,/ ( w xppn) noxaty vi3*y 3"n na*y3 M nD P33* niropp *p 3 *' ,p 
.ipx x^x nmyiro 'b ps ,pot3 xi?^ p3 pron p3 "cnx ixnpn P3*x 3*mp \xnpro 
pn p3* i:n m 3 pnx pnP i:x px*3 dx :ip p*ox ,D:npm p xom n p^*x ip X3 
,mny nyi nrro nvo'ro n-oyo* pn nm pn nn ; 3 nnx pnP ux psnv ,px*P *03 
xP nroPi ; 6 xp 3’' '33T?3 D*y33n xinnxi 3n: pnxi nyn Vi^ na rv:c) proxro* 
Sxny’'^y pn n*3 mroyy* nrpyn nr'n* P 33 ’ n’o^P x* s x ?onpr P*3* rnvoy lyncn? 
□in :"n Wx nj3'P *=i^m inn vrnyroi iPp*o pd: .nyn Po* in n*33 xm 

* " 3* p 

♦yatro 'ia'T nn ( np ’K'.pa .tz 1, -r ,s:*v sr'in i'*-np '-r ,'"rya 
.nzyna na’cnira yoaan nnya .pirn p*Pi* ,:nw p^ipo i'N 

«ni , 2 'n’p 73 pnaP c^iyp nanr so'-a-x .p-a^ mpna nr nn arp ,xS anna', 
nn x:n 'si ,nnzy'P n 1 ’ Nna ,n*,x“i isarzi .nziyo rryiarx^ xzna x- cvo*a nnn 
,xyrn:z rnn qtin .nnnyia rripna sap sava cpiyp sras nn nr mpna rr 
nn':i ,ni.n pnnvp sm .pPan mai oSs ,sav::x .n:=r nrni z-no* r’-rv a*n ,sn c^ _ a 
ny .ntrnn rs ,znyaz n* 3 i*n .narn rs y npnz n'pn* im:*S' '':nro ,s—rn ’a: 
S'Si .c v Jpr sv 3 ,*.:aTz nrs' .sit: ' n : 'ytr ,p;z"si entry r^ sa**pn ,cn * , -z’ 
.cnP nsi: s" ,zvz nisi c-13r.tr nnsa ms*n nPiaa snnu* cym r: pasa vn*r ,C'trPr 
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n rn cwn 




n an ton* v nSi: \s'o .ova it c^D 01 ton V pnSo J ">'- \*<*o .pnSo 
trsaSnSnn rro npiax Sou injo nns So son V o*sn ninoa \xs .snnris 
0'*ipn Sa do’Si ,nsip: nn*n prr moi d'So’ito nn'n nSn: isn '*:ri -i:; 
.noS pSm i.t:p S'OO’O »onS poiy mSn; nmyoi do* omx ppvo toi .po:orro 
O'spn poSno imp ,;ptn Sx*So: pi ppnn ,crn ^o 00*0 pn rn xp n;ro*xio 
,npPin pa S'vnS not ,iP 4, S nxon noon ^x x\x ,io^n lSx xSi ;nn Sop nox 
.nn SaS D’oSx onS l m, i ,vyn **j*:xo ipx 'in ,nS. 2 on poi ,m:n poi ,o":n pa 
Sn:n nx pouooi ,;vj\xi jmx ppmo ,pi M xi xo*. M an v o'-iyn nx ppno iro 
v rvonn inx> ix ,nonn us? ,n:aSn nx mxi nmo ,nox :iS .pioixi patr 
nox ox v am mi nooi r nai: mi pxSi ? mas n'n noo ? nornS ix ,n; ovS 
ixvo: ox ,inix ppnai oom nx pouoo rn o"nxi .01S2 iox X s ,nonn uoS 
rnr xS ,0'iai *o\xi pvx pSxnr ni:nn Sa 1x01 ,no"p jnnp ,001100 o.tiop 
im '*1; : xioS o'Sui ln'L" S'Otra ,i M o: *noo ixm xSc 'ia x^x ,on ; D'o'iu 
nnous P'ox Tax v noun inn ,nonn mxS ir\n v n;*EsS i;*m ,nonn osS 
'xo ,pnr txi ,oiSo vax x^ ,nonn usp iox ox ,nonn inxp ix ,nonn 00S 
non nnxi x ' 1 oSwo ,'Ttonoa oiSo* noip ray nnoi Sivon,, (m crxj mnon 
nou mi pxSi ma: mi noo (.ID n:pp So’ nnooo x?i ,n;oS So* nnooo 
nomS ; xoo\x xunm ,oipa vox xS nomS ,po"pmai n:i 2 vS :xin x:n .10 
mo'o jxo ,nonn mo'o jxo ,x'0’p xp V oiSo vax x? n:iov’ s ,p'a"p riai 
Pax ,np’oa ;nnp itaix mxi ,myn?a 'a mo: vaix inx ,i M n .o'aoun 
px ,D'aj] l.nvxi ,n'op*pa mirxi ,o'?aa mivxi ,i"n .mnx nnyp psicsa 
np nn 'an Pa ,rPy pryo px ,0'ava vvn /rpia vvn 01aa rvn ; rpp pi'p*a 
px ,inu\xi xSi u'nyira mixip i:an lvpxa mirxi : p“.i ^ax vax v 'Ptxi 
i'aix i ;/ a l m xi '' 11*1 .nm xin xaSya xa'in xn'aia itaix vova ,rpp pi'ra 
nxi:xS'j*pa ovata nxira* pa -a’lipa cnpo vinx p:n? opn Pai .ompta 
mix po’ipa px uata nxi: x’^ ox ,i'aix pn* ia x"i .mix pan pa u»ta 
Vxa* ja ’or i"x xia: ia x M n i"x v 'p v a un:*a '*D .o'raa* mra’i'i loao* 


'" L" 1 

.nap nasSia 11171 'jzpi 7 cv:r 71' /; er "ix* i:-x nixinv: 'a ^ax m 

err ,pa22iia n*i“n ^2 'una .Pxio*' Pr ca*r: cp:x x^ pr’p; x" cr ~r 
.max 7 'xPn iP px cinnP pin ixru* 'sP ,ir*: pn rn x^ .17*111 xiaP nm-e* r.rtrn 
ciipP nsPin nann ,.i:m,i *3sP -c’iPm rxi 17.1 y :z rx psitri cixns Pi; xini!’ ,in;n ]ci 
piiaa x“x c’-ip 1 * u'i*Pr cn r’xi: ni'x mum f psnP aipmai enw emi n~ t. m; 
':np sis ; .1r111.11 .lannc up- n*xi; nrx n;spi n ( n x’r.c -irmi* ,r.enn rp’-rP 
cx :n*ipn ns p-xu* vnir i "i xpi ci^ir cm n'xi: px n:'s pic m-piP ix nni:::P 
Vi*:i ■'C 11*11*' ix ,111s ci'X" 111 n:issP ? mix** ix ,ninn ':eP 12P11 mxi 
: pi-; is rrx-* ii*;:n 'ex*' ,i;i: im px** .1:17 i"x-' ,pixi ;i ,i*,r; im nor 
nrvv x'i xiP'i xii xi .1:1:^**' i;m iinn 'is 1, i;"i a: V cri ii" ix ,p.fis Tip 
»:si iix cx sr*: >:i ( i iPpi ,nx isp ix nm i^ mir ,111.1 12P in me .'""s'" 
n::P ixii; c’i*:*;n him .nsep Pa* him: hi iix*' x-- empn ,cim "ix x^ 1111 
nx ip cp ppraso ;m inx ,ninx m«p priasa is .cm: rxsi; nan 11:11 ,ti:vc 
pr;m cr ,CMpc . m:P "*c 11m 12'xi P71 ix in: pin ,C'i; in rxi .line ns*c* 
Vmxi" com cn cpi**p 01 pPixi nn on Pc ,:p loip pn n-"xi ni:*xn ,im 
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onp nos '> n:oSn ns msn nvx ,mos :ip nos i:X“ ,svn ininy myn anay* 
,Xy? non vy\xn ,dtSo n pa pan siny rmsai ,cnoins npyoa wm nSv* 
\oynn:i ia vivmi ,vmam pa ip nn:io ia:n vavP mom mp ,hj6 pon lots 
n:x /no: 'P pmny m aviso nn ,n mvoso ans ps nsi pnin^P s nPs:i 
,a'oan ns myonp mowa rapay \nyoa* ,onS nos ? ipp Tjp'prn vo ip 
.moann ns iytvi p::m?a an sir onx oa isia' soa* ,nnp ymsi os -|Ps nnnos 
n;a* nmsa .moyn ^y nno' -parjvn ,n:noa ^ p:in: m aviso ip nos 
oiisiyo psx’O vn n:iysna y 'ir *2 .pnovon pa s\s ppapo in' spy irpnn 
«\x*ao mismo psovo vn ma .pssv pmpy imy irpnn crman ippppyra 
npiyi nmyaa pmai ,jnya Pa* nmy:i pay xyi nopi ,pans ns Pa* msorpa 
ns nsn sin a* ny nniroi npyoi xnoi ippioi ,mxn ns ;na mvm nnn yxnp 
ps'yo vn pssai v y ,s a *n nnn yxna pi /ran nnn yxna p nany sin a* non 
pnnai ,pnm xramoi ,xrsnjp xaoaooi -xaoaop nnyon nno ? nisiara 
nn.” ny nnna: npyoi ,s'a’a: *ppio s’^s ,aava in sp pnPa maoi ,pnpa map 
annn py sps msrava ps'ava ps ,n-n '22 .a*sn nmnoa v:ai> n‘-ian Pa nsn 
pnay nrns‘i xao'O'' .max mxp ' psora \Trxi ; ia*npp irara nxnry 
ovro "as nos ?PPa nans TayX s’pi xPox maypi (.;n vpnay sp s^ras 
nos -Pai mooipa pxno mxryy psora vn nan .a'r oa* ayp nasPo Pitra 
/av nos ,annp ; amni pray py ,onnp ,nx ipavnswon ,nmm a 
ponnp n-apn my a'Pannra mo's ipava* nta'an nary* Pa ,pnv n"s snns 
nos:a* ^a^ann^ s^s nanoa psi pnta'anns nanoa ;ns» (na n^rv nos:a* ,np 
aipoa nnopoi min naipn Pa ,pnv on nosi ,ui y; nnnn nan?a px» m ctr» 
psa* a'sonp anp ns ,pnr n"si ;annn nanoa annp non ,aan nvapn psa* 
nnm ?]aa s'as Xnan nnm anr nos nan:n nnn,, fa atrj nos:a* ,n:pn anp 
annyi v psno 'so warn sa'py on nnn ,"Pma aoasn nnm nan: axyn 
nnoi Pa msia'O ps v a*o vn psoi . y/, mpJ sp a?an vrp:i„ n hnv) nois sin 

, „ «. 

y ',:Pa*a ms .lynrraa r'S'xo rrc* mnaa o:so* n:n rvnss penn ]ntr ,rar2 ms. 
-hr ’s:n maim sPtr v sysi psya 'sm snm n*naa pa cnn: tv c*rsa .nnon sPt 
n:iL M sa: .npaa^ ,mayn Py nna’ .apen lmtryPi ,yaa DvpP n-ra men tmt pa- 1 -a 
,ymna nPwP matra DTiiPc mstrP pans vn sPt rn-n lya-y* nns^ ,nsira psnm vn 
niysnp cann ]aTr sar nisira cn c;, is'orn ,c'r*,aa np'-yya pris c’yma nsvran o 
i'n xT 3 i fppaoa 'oasnr ^ evs tnpr:^ trma s^s msvra Ipjvra vn s^ n jv Psac* 
1 s , u , n s^T trann rs a 2 lary ms =ysT naiya nan:" pyav Pan n cv rayp ps’tra 
,D’2Px .aan mvjyP naun v: ns iy^m cnp2* conz ms'en cn:ni > 1 ’- ray 1 ' nixura 
nn’ear pan*, .nnP" c'rarr iPs parr py nvy;i pry 'S;n cryi .pnaa 1, isa^y 'ar 
ana ?a'ann cy na ,mxrra ps*ya vn psai ,V::Pn 'ysar ni'ya py ana cayip 
ns 'm prnP .xraaa ana p psiay ay D'pyia* v?Py cam an sin ^^nna ^nnyan 
jymna ,iyipp y o: .Paa naoa oa Pa ; pyma nani ,snoaais mas paa aa ,nPvn 
,sPas aoy^Pi .nu'y av nap c'srrr cv ,s*p \n.v o'ypy av aayp ,niao* aisP ,yapn:y 
1'aan can Paa ,xm asm vn’ yava p*aay xPi ray aaya aan n : a yppa 01 ,ains s ; i 
paaana pxy n a ps /ia nasm Pvj*a airs ms aas may sa va: 'sm pnay s^ 
nvm conn rs naiy say s^P nvi ,n' a cvn say ^ cv : c'C' ay nasPaa nPun aa 
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nrc’n 


rrxn "HiiL*' xpx ,;aa'y yn*:* rn /mirv n"x x'3n -'id yn pap 3ir D'yanxra 
nx ixnr uai ax '*:r? .inPn;?a lmriini px'pe; pi npan ,pry *nj pr 
ay pj’.n *-pnv' ,;n?a nnx Par:' cxl** xt>x ,n? cy nr pnevey xp nap' nnn 
manra mnyo ,'dv n"x a’nnn mnyp ptra pnnpn pai ax ,n?a:x am nnx 
mix D':nan lPapi ,rmira nayi uai xin nnn nx nxna 1 ,xann 

.i;a nx ipan may nxi mix ipap n"a ':sp ixaa’ai may nx lpcai ,i:a nxi 
pnx Pxi nc’D ^x m nox'v (-' mss*) aman ? amn xraye *x?a nP i"x 
xnnimny ,;:am ,caa nna M a xnn it nny "Dap ntn trnnn nraxp ans?a pxa 
ipSiDBn p ipx .a*"na xnapn psiraa* max xap^y no max -cr 1, nmcra 

Pa :ppan m .anayi mTaa* nniDi ,D'3V 'nnsai mana npei ,x-aipa pncen 
inxi ,a*nnn nx nxnc* na .nP p'ca px p ? ,x ,nP nva’a nawrn pxa* nny 
p-a pnpi!? ,anp nmv axi ,nutaa ip‘sx ,ni?ann py mix ma'pva p^np pia* 
pPnra an n^p pnra pya* rnrnpa dt: pnpiS mpim pn nnn nxi ,rr6pe 
ixipn iL’X m nyic nPx„ x-p} max3J* ,a*nnn mnyp pxvm ,naa*n nx 

."□nyiiaa cnix 






nny ppapo rn n:ia*xna .imynp nnx ray pnPa'ra ,imx pmao p\x CK 
.pmaon pa xPx ppap*a im xPa* nmnnn ,D'Din" 2 n ^pppa*» ,dix ?ae nnn 
ppe ]rx nx Pan xram xP \xn ,xnano?a 3"n .nnx aiT ( : 22 ) vnnx *x?a '*21 
X s x ,ma ana "csa'B* (»£='Vn) ?j?anra ia nm nn mix xrr^x vinix \x?a nn\x 
nna n*j'y?a ,x’:nm ? yanra xP nm .nnx ;tt rnx 'x?a : w n , 2 irn imx nmx'xra 
S'j’ixa n*.n xrnnx xnno rxanxa naan vpy n*ynp nyn Pvx ^bnc \xmn: 
xP xp'SDO X'ann m?a ? xnranap 'xn /an \s* -nnna nncvxp 'xmn: nn ptxt 
x:na annex .xanyea xnnp manp :nex xhy xnx n ! P"ep ,xnai M p'PPma 
,;e'n» '»3 xeSyn c m 3'x l^ax xPx ,pan?an xin nan xna:n xpTy x'yana xP 
nny p^apern n:ic*xna nyrx na nppe xS "ip3xS xnnyn xnpna Sa ? ePa 
vj*pa nnx ays ?pD)rran i^ppp ^ppp no ,pan nan .Pai nnx Parj annn 
,Dnpy*e nnxi i;Pa^a nnx ,m nix*a na anx '3a '3C* naa* <D'raan nx niyonp 


•"a* n 

msr xnn na: # impn=n ?2 vs: nrc' cx*j* 'one .isstr .-‘it "»nx .n cny 

ti’-nn '.mpn nmyn iPip'u* nen: ':n inn 'r.cnP nnas xnr c*nx enr 2 yxi ,car 
^pntrtar ssy ^ir n:mn ,x'2ipi pnrr:n /, 3 n?a x: :wp n'ra-n x c ' 
•33 i: M n ,c’iv *nn£» .cm ny rtrn Px ciro cPcrnn in:'; xr'^ixn p;P?.i ixp ,r:z"z 
n py mry L ipx L z ncnii? ‘s^i ,n'y’:tr nn'2: nine ytriy nmrt .x’ep ]*yr 

]0'3in /n trnn rx nxne* n .mien y.33 v 'y ipe* nn^yo nvnP :nrn nr::: rr:nr: 
cnP c'liix vn cn cm:ni c'cn^m: ,n*n: c'rmx e” cx ,cnP mvi cxi ,n:e*e six nix 

.nn::n rx nyer^ n: eery' 
□or *a*xn nyanx ^py pnn 

ir:y -t»x .r'yarr 1 e ,yr,Ptrr: «xn ie*ei ;r:x: cx nyn rx n e ,]H’2r: p»x DX 
ce* pnn:c nctr'trc ,xenxc .trnnn r.nyp ,pnr: v: nn na: .Pn,n t: ':sP vPy n»y.np 
x;:':* /p'scc .nrn nyn rx noen ,xenxc nm x:nnx xnnr .L-nnn rx ptrnpo in. can 
,i:r:rc mnn nxna x^i retre 'nx Pc ^ nv y"xm ,c’ernn rx nyem ,m>:: nyn inx px 
rmryi ,n:rc -nx: n::iyn rr:n xnre* m: rcc: nee m** ;iirx' cm xn'e* pixrr: pcir’mm 
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pmay norm id "Dm xno’ob ,p’ncy rvopb xp'£D bs ion: an nox xti 'an 
? bibxb nncm axb nmcn xeb’n ,nD’anx 'oj nay s bi .pmay x? no’anx 
D'oa no a ,’-e'na nDnna baab ybp*x ’ib .mb r,\x xbp ’Ten ’rrr mn (fcC) 
’nyoe* xb ,inb nox inmcx ,mb mox .xa-jxn xan Nova 'xbaan xb’can 
mibe' mo xbi ;d\ 3 'm u c’ icon xam ba ,pr.v 'an mzo .trnipo :n"a *eo 
xnoyna am’ mm b’jn nm xan .mem iox |do m'TJ :’cv mn narb mem 
.msmn 'ov rrbia xnoyna am’ J"n .rrnv.a nancx xnn x;o’t ;’ov nn 
D’bp (n na\s) mby "ip .xanyca nan xov ".nob b"x ,xnaj xmn xnx xmixb 
,nmn xy’apain’n’ xbn jinx :xo’ ’nm: manb pan: an mb nox .lranm vn 
pbbno D'trnn ’:l m by (:N2J -xn’on ivya ,xorb D’be’on xn.TDin’tn ’a 
.nmyinn nx pjpno pa: .xmoa ptrer pnibe’inae* ,nem byi iD-a by racn nx 
D’trnn 'a by '2.1 .pnpn n:pn oso ]bia by fix pbbno n”p tnpcn no nmcai 
pmpy jbia by :p"n "ax nox ?parev pmbtrn D'pnn n by ,inyon ?xa mi 
pbbnoe* poo ,n"n ! trnpo :n"a ’so lyotre* ny mem byi po py ,anyao pxvr 
bia’ pmnyioa Dmx ixnpn ne*x m nyio n^x„ fas xnpn) b"n naem nx jrrby 
,"nmx ixnpn ne*x„ b"n ?io’’pn’e» ny pb;no 7p le’npn’e’ ny pbbnoe* oe*a 
by fix pbbno D”p n"a nmeoi .jovp by bbno nnx xi ,bbno nnx onxmp by 
enpon ma annex ,jbia ?y ?)x pbbno vn nne’xna ,n"n .pnpn n:pn 020 jbia 
|oo by xbx pbbno in’ xbe* lj’pnn ?pnp V' 'ai t'xat p pnv pn ;.nb nox 
nx vby pbbno b'bya nxn: xbr pa b'bya nxn:r pa .na^a nt M n ?n 

nayc* nryo -naam nx vby pbbno px b’bya nxn: dx noix ’dv ’an .naam 
nxvo: D’ann nx nnx aayo ax :"n lb nba* ,mba y„n oaa’yi jit D’yanxo ^nv 
a»p'a "pan ’nan xivob nbnp a’p’a,, C=’ r.nnpj ,n"n .xab n’nyb |b’a*ao 
ainai,, ib nnoxi p"a nnv’ mxnnna xban nnya xba* abac» pj’n pnb nbnp 
nnv may a* ntryo (.^2) -"noui any Doa* a"y (v cej ,"nox man na*v 

’"a* n 

12s pans ,nyc*m entry cm trim n« Y"i itrnp .v^r* pee r.ana "inx Sen ns ^tr 
nnxi ntr^tr nva ]an lyrpi nnxn rx " v : me'y xae* -sea T'a eve ae* ivj cv mryS 
nan xaSn .on pna an iryatrx nai^a .xninaa ,'o nar.'en aa'ann xna'aS .SSxa pi 
13 iyapi ].nStr ctrStr cv nn :x rx wna’yc 1 - L ^ nytrn entry cv xia:i ,2^ 
nonyaS nnS iSax ,’xS 3 n xS'tr 3 n noa .a 3 C'S ran xaSn pa p;yS pi ,n:tr.n trxn 
xS .Sax: xSi 12'Sy ^apn pnax .eoyna vm trnr.n nx nap to nntr f v-xrtr a-no 
po mSe* .pa mSe* vaan .etr pv.naa laco* cv.aa Trn xSe* .trupa n"a oa oiyae* 
n n V' ntrnai naayS n"n:a com cm’ px nr.tr ,py\so ’■'cn viiStr pxe’ epaS pyaa 
.myop dv D'mStrn enS n*jntr e";‘‘ s, i ’-' j /’ov nn nayS .0 yaSin pmStm pxtr a nn 
BTnStr a"y xSe* nena p i.in:’ nnx ev paa ncyS c:\n:n cxe* ,ntrn mx p:a r.nn;. 
nnx cm trnnn nx n'o ma’y xae* ,cn\mS’S cy ,mi’ nn xnayna ao’ .lyo-tr cmyei 
12’xtr nann p:n cy mixa c’Sca nn’.nc .xai'S cScan xn.no .jnStr noy xin iaStr ntry 
to ,B’rnStr cnar .conn nx ixnr any ,natrn nx pSSno A Jno -mm rytr ny -ppno 
pxsv 'oj .i:aTa anp'tr nm Sc* ^anp napn .cmyop cv nSiaS ymnS xmaS pnSir 
pxsvpniSr px ,ntrn Syi pa Sy .no oa trni|'a lyotr'tr nnaS ny paoaa pxi ,aiyaa 
,pSSnac‘ ctra Sia’ .jnxnp ja; Str nyian m:y» xStr cnyiaa .c-ipa n^a »sa iya;ro* ny 
nxna) 'OHO .para mnyian la^pno* ny nmStrn ,pSSna ia .jara icnpn’tr na enyn 
os? pit eponx .-pis j’xtr oS ,pSSna ]’x .(p^x? S’Sya laa nS: pt?S xnaaa trnaa ,S’Sya 
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'oar vix pyi naun ':£‘o r>aa Syi .’3":** ,nny:?on n:pn ass ne*n Py ':npi 
V':np xP D'Tisn 'oa’o 'or mx ^y ^x pxvr ,njrn mayna iSxi .omen 
':*jm -nx by *|x px»v ,nro*n maym ax moix 'an x'am ,'ana x!n pmamo 
'xpaapnarvym ,xpiy vox .Sps" 1 mnay ,mox xiny xnx 'a (O) -anisn p-yo 
na xnx 'an ,xpv avjva vox xPiy v xma'LO 'X’o .imnna jrnay xma'to 'xro 
pa mac? *pDan to"' irrra xa'x nrrra 'xro .x'mo av«o vox xo'on 
nrax ,x'nio arovo T'n prnay’o ,x'pv mtro voxn ;xo r.vnnxSo pa maSo 
i.tpiS »xapy ;P Sari pnp v moo inmnp iSax pnp x:y \x*o pan 'x ."orya 
notrn nx pnayror ora Sia' Sxiroi** na nan ':nm prx .x’opy inp Pan X s ? 
cxn aap nm tnnn„ (m mao ,S'n v pmvS trnnn nx pnayr ^a ,ynvp 
: voxp 'am nanpp ;xa mayp ;xa ,p“p ,xan max v an pi nxn ma •"□vnn 
?Tnxi> annn nx ptrnp'o rja ,-pivi trnnn nxi notrn nx pnayrotr otra Sir' 
nPiaS \npnP xjP'd' Pxid*“ vox (Oi .rnpi nxn nra "aap nrn trnnn,, b“n 
maa X'onn xnimo 'xn mo yi' PxiarP 'xPtotr 'an max xax n'p ntox npio 
x^ xma ,m? nax ; xP ,P"x ?mvn nnx nSio ix mvn amp npio : ma'yn 
xmtrtpnv : mS n?tr xvpan p'Pa'a na ym xPn xrronnx ,s 'a xa'x na ym 
nSo ,imSin nx patrnro :'xSotr 'nn max xax moxtr in ,anmn po am np'p 
xPa* yn'a mvn amp nSio xP ,monn ny'pa'P ^iaa nxnotr yima mvn amp 
vox .nna 'trinaxP Pa’X an nax vnra xpao 'xaP .nann nppaS piaa nx -1 : 

'" a* -i 

prs jaryro c« nrPro nP*nn nsr; .x-r xifo:” ,mu*n *j\x-i .x-?pppv:p xm ..x'rr: 
.r,?s* rx na'yr Px'it?’ p's >;z pa;* ptriyr r.=ita i':n p:n: nano p-ion a*'' 

nrea c'n ]nu*o r.raxan mpi’ ins:' x u u* ns ,n7a m a"vi nor -insn 1 ' ^’pi’ ciira 
na nna’ ,ma n* rnri nrtr nnanP ,x’na cvna .nre* nnx’o* a w ’a ix a-' inxr 
.imn’x in^ivn onm'; 'xa .nr xn nvn x*' irp’ xn ,ptrx*i xn'a* ]na nnxs ms'r 
':z i:x ,xaPy p ‘"an pnP .paay is ipaym pcxn ta w va na "a iaxi ,*aay= "rzx 
i:'v« pxi , v xo niyzzi nnn pnx nnxi xn npiay ^zzc* ’gp ,Pzn i:P trn c ; iyn cn 
'zi ,a\x .l^'zrz x?x ,x»p-i' aural xma ci--a iz*;S pans Pxntr’ pix 'i- pxi nnx xz 
p'xn mmsi nzipnni z>zx- asa p*nsP natr.-i nx inayoc* era .-pur: run pmzya 
nrny- ,i*iz*;P .nvs iz rip nxnna* ;i’3 ,trnpi nxi nr: ,;mnsai sap 'zz xn'xno 
nna cn ny irno’ cxi ,n’xm x- razSm n’car erz rimpp .nma pmuP x^a nznn nx 
,*»np z"nxi nPnn nxn ,snpi r.xn n:z .pn^ penpa px , paisa emsan cm nee* xn’ 
nnPma ':x 'pz a cay n”xn x-z nnpn^ xaP’a’ .xin capi nx*’ mays nrxnz Pzx 
nz nssr pa ,n«n nnx^ ix .cnaiz nnrn «r,n: piz’yn me .mPtan mai naipmi n:cPn 
,in ; rPs* VC” piSn na ,na ym .men mxP nm:a piPn mvn emp naiP xin xaPyc Tam 
trim ;a cvn nnrP nS’-n nnx ppm cvn ,cann ;a .;xz na ; c earn ac* Pzzzc* imzrn 
Pa xmc* nycm aac*y cr nc'cmna n:s*’n naaPn n’xna cxc* i:na- ,vssPtr ia nvnc* 
na ncasP ym xpi ,Pxiar a 2 u yx^ac* m- mzx .D’rPe* eve mix ycapa px c'V'a* 
.n:a-n nma nx ,pccna .cap near a ax ,mvn nnx ; mvn emp nm: pz piPm 
i s aaa ncana nzzPn pxc nann ypc*nc* emp cvn nxn:v yma cvn ,mvn emp nmz 
-nsP myc* ire’a cPiy 1, nzzPnc n:aip pin a nenna nnx myc* re* x^x anyaz onr 
n:ap xac ovn nxr x-c* yimz ,nvn as .c-P n'xnzi n'aim nanya ppz nra*n 
’ »,aapa i:x cay a Py an ? cema” ,ns'a xps: ’xa 1, .Pa pya raPyai myc* trr 
,cvn icap-' aa ,nann ny’pc av ncan.n mxn maxi ,mvn nnx nPi: ex ,anc amnzxP 
n’yPtr cvp n a mair ix nrD cannP pa«s i;x px pzac* mapp xpac .cn ”pr ay 
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n:c?n c':r rr; 

See ^?i2 i^d n: ,neoe mcp nr ,mtryn arv .B'ennS 'ynty ? ’yntr n*S 
mtyyn cnne rvy'irnn n^tre 'Sx 'n ncn wv (na Sxpn’j n?ex:tr ,a'ScrT Sy 
iSre -|dd nrn am avy nx am air nx pS enc anx p nrexS mnp nr try 2 
ane’S nr nxn rvn xSnr ,o'trnnS miry v mtry np np wrxr /'O'Strrv px See 
ervxSx ,p nrerx nx nxr ; pp'nc ertrnn nnonS na ?;xa anej naSi ,ptrxn 
<-*S w) noxrj* myn nnarntr nSuS nyrotr nxe retr ,nana ntrren nr mtryn 
c’Strrm tvSan 'Sx xa rrnrSsS trnnS ntrona mtrya n:tr nntry vrtra vn„ 
narx nxtr /incite nan pxnjr ,namr era nyrretr av rtryr /myn nna'in noxS 
ipw\xn ,pnnx Syr ,pnnx ,ptrxn Sy nterx xrnr ,pnnx ,pnnx Syr psrxn ,ptrxn Sy 
xr:n nnr an ,n?en\x .nnynra maS n:r?e nxr ,D'trnn map n:rv xrntr x-x 
m an :myn nS've nStea xS ,n»ex ^am pnv n ;nnyn nSrra nSaa ,n»x 
,nntetrSr ptrtrS vn^ ,arStr tr'tr pera :ntexp 'an ,n s ;yn nS';?e nStea nrex xr;n 
nS've nSce xS nrex nS p ytrrn'nr pnv n r:n n na: ^jnr ; arv ,arStr px 
awe (OV) ne"p va^pna *qan Sax ,n"a pjaa x:ran^ rnvSm xrn nnr ,nnyn 
pry sSn 'xnnrS xnaa xnmtra nnx n’a x^tenr antrya : n:nra na mte an 
.□n\ja nx rSva' xStrr ,nnrna pay' xStr ,nrn nreSen nnwtr .xrvnrxa 
nnrntete’e nvy rSu:i « 5 >n ? vnnm ynaa* p nnrn' na*y n*a .mnaa* pS.Tan 
irjam iaSn .nS'Sa rr:am ixn :DnS nnrax ,nSvx pnva n'yn Pm Saa* ,nnx 
';a xp n:n;x nnx ax aa xSi ?un:x aa’nx xS :anaa‘ \s : max ;nppa 
vnvj'p nnn; i;Py pnnj anxy ,papi naix Sa?a ir:naa na vwn:x nnx ax 
,Snaa xnnap ,nayn nS^a nSaa ,n"a \xi .ava av mxry avn lmxi •□pD'ai 
/nayn nSaraa parnrn Pxn anann :xann ,x\n 'x:n (: ) vpa'orra xn’annx 

•an ,ra"n nan ;pmax ,a"p ?a' y na pxa’ para pa ,a"p an pan naa* pra pa 
an nan rra px ,anS xnn nnaaa** aaa ,pmax ,a”p ra"naa* para narx ’or 
x v a'p •naa xS xnaS'm pSaa xnaSm .anS xnn Saxa* aaa ,pnm?a ,a"p 
•:sa SiSx ’ s y -"av nxa*a ,xa ^cn'isi naana ;xa ,x'a*p xS ? xnaSnx xnaSn 
nr ? rnS naS na’nx ,hSxx rnS 'pan pn .nnyran n:pn asa nan Syr n"n 
xnry nrrana an nax x:na na xarn nn nraxnr ? SrSxS nrnay xaSn ,xa'n 
? nn ;:naya ^nav\x xn ;^nav\x xSn ,rvva xS vnaryra SrSx rrva xS iS\xr 
rn: xpn .nnyrra rnSra rSpSpn' xSr ,nran a*xn SpSpnn a tar a ! nn Sp^na xn 

, u L ., 

nyrisir ,n’f?y nr^n nnr.n ^22 n^r2 *?2n .nman xnsrins pn:tr ‘sm r>na r.ns m ,'12 ^-r, 
rypnn rP’-nns nraynraS ,p.c*xn .x-ipo ia:c ,prxn Sy naix axr .ri'iy rnSj’- 
nrs= mnx^tr rra::i nnn.t :.nn: vnnxStr ncnai ~x: nyrns n^n pa nnx: nyn 
]irxn ,xnprary ^nnx Syi .rwymsS jrns ,pn2ac’ ,]itrxn Sy nraix xini .nyrayn 
ra'aaS pnnx xnpr:a pc*xi xnc* ran: t " 1 xya: ,nypsrn a' rxi naa nSnn nnt? nayms 1, 
Sy x^x xnpan i'2pn x^c* naxi ,a’c*nn maS n:ia xinc xSx .xipas nxa xintr ,Srr 
,rayr r.S^a nSa: .mayns maS ^x nr,a axi f r\2'^ amp nan n:a -2^ ,c^nn n: 
raT2nyxi ,cis ciSr px .nayn: cnaxi 012 lyn^xtr cn '3 v, y c^aan lyapa* c»2ia an' 
pSaa >:m n'n o ,inS nnt:*a ’:n o ,nayn n ; oan .na n:m .enra cnyia m:np nnn 
p’ , “*ya .a v 'S lyapm jaan v, yi aivS lyapin janinn v, yn paaa inrSm .'Saa \aj an 
ipya n^s.n .minn ;a ;avy pnaS ianas» xSa* ,xnnx }a rn»y» xSn mxa ,n>a xaan 
cira 'X ,xpn' citra 'X ,nnu^x xn .nayn nSaa nSaa 'x ,x'n 'x:n .nainnai c’pira 
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nsx ."nrssai naia 'by ma py naan' ex 'Sy mb 'nyar: pSi„ (a x bxmtr) 
nrssai naia nsx ’’as -mina naans Sax naans lrx rimsai nara ,xan 
; lnxp 'Sy mans "axi nan .nnon mS'sm nmna naans Sax naans s'x 
mn onan mS'sm nmna psyn "ax ; prr pyanx mn ,nmna pojn nan 
is a ,nrr n"' sa pns mns v.nr Q'Srnn nmn nnx nnaa’S f n"n .prr pmr 
n*a annan ? nnx 'Sy nnarss xsr ,cnS nsx pxa? p pnv pn nx lymim 
nmnaipayi nSn .vm nmna ipayi laS ,"D'r:x inis' pma mans Sai„ la or) 
msrs xs\x na Sxisr an nsx .isa* Sy snv pn nnars nmx pmp vm .vm 
'na., (n nnnj nsx:r * ynpj ,annrr r'yxr nn Sr pn nnS pss ,ann 
,mma onn "vixssna Pn irnn„ (-: mytr') mnam ,"vSx sxnp Saa i:\nnx 
.a"mS n"n par D'S' nnryiSx ,max na nan nsx ? ns'x mma .mrva xan 
saa issnn xan ?pns saa \xs .pns saa isaS pnaiy oSiyn 'xa Sa rr-a 
s r mS"na Sxisr nsx mim am .pns ma mSysa nsx r'pS cn ; x:ns\x 
)sn: an nsx .nnx nmpoa pnpo: jSiai ,pnv rx run na na nan nsx .mn ns 
caS nm nxn mmn "ca 1 ' nm nvvn w lab ennn) xv:n's i px *|x pmr na 
sas jds Sy : pxw pniSr.n D v jnn nrr by .Dmrys ^a Sx pasi 

.nnyisn njpn sas nrn Sy ,n"n sas SiSx Sy ,nsynn sas ax Sy .naan 
,m'x Sy *ix px'iV D"p n"a mnrai .D'man sas nnx Sin ,nasn sas vSaa Sy 
xma na x:n an nsxn (:iT) ?nasi nsnx's: ipmSi 'UDJ -jtap naa sas 
Dim 'y'ann div nixas 'n nsx na„ (n nnai) a*nan \xs ,xTDn r"n nsx 
inS np ,"nnsrSi prrS min' maS mm mryn nivi 'y'arn Dim "rvann 
,□'iS'r px ,nnsrSi pas’S mn' ,aiSr rs M para ? nnsrn prr inS mpi ,div 
nns r 1 f nnsrSi prrS vm ciSr l m, l m ;sra :nsxp 'an xaa an nsx ? mv 
pan 'X .pjyns px wn ,pjyns v»n ,aiSr pxi niaSsn nns px ,maSsn 
'sa ns nsxn ,nnv ia iSaaim S'xm axa's 'jxl m ,xdd an nsx V's: a"s 
,r 'n nsx xsn .n'yn nannm nma nnaS^i n"jrai nnrxna n'an ann axa 
nr ,nsna nyrn nr py'ann mv :imsa nn px sxi rmn y"n mn anan n 
P'n'yn ypam Pn rnnS nyma 'y'ann asna,, (=: many) nsxrr p'yn nypain 
n'a 5)nas nr pxa's nr ,'r'snn on .D'rnnS 'y'an ? 'ynn mS 'np 'xsxi 
nr pnrna P n? ,'y'arn mv .D'rnnS 'r'sn v *r*sn n'S np \xsxi s'nSx 
'np ^xsxi .s'pSx nn nsnra D'pnv br jnn's nSiprr ep'nx p n'Sn; jnn: 

' " r n 

nb"na .nr 1^2 n: nb'b pbia* c’sc pxi nip -mn ,pnra n»a nryaa .nrxa rx-^ 
.nonbab onxsa ht nnx n; c'Xiv :cmx ]’2ia vn -pi ,ni:nxi r.na prb ,pna ,nn nm "'s 
itn-tr* ,D'Xii' D'mbc’n c'trnnnrrby 'sns .nnx nn'pai c'^pc: ibsn ,xr:n 'a: ps rx 
nvn cx ,mi!riptr cv nbi^b ombirn c';ni 3 i ennn nx ix^tra csy E"y ennn t 2 
b’nnn ma o»yma ,n n '22:2 brx byi -xba nrya* trim ,x"b ova ix pan naytr mm 
n:pn yaa nam byi .naiya bibx ]>x c':a* aim ,nbua bibxb c’trbL- cis n m pciyi mbs 
1’biD'a? mp*2 ny ]obmi nnnan cvb px'Si* pmbrn ntynb i"2 i.mcnpt? nnxb ,r.inyian 
nraxn 'S 3 nas ,pp nas .ixb 0x1 bibx nx pn ma ma»y ex '»ymai ann ny yv.rP 
I'xtp ,ara* w .o«p n 7/ a pxtr mn para inn: n*syn '»' mbs- /s x:rs na xem 2^ 
,01s maban mw tr .nsynai nrana nax’b ,maffbi prtrb vm .bxnr’ by nrpn y m.x n, 
□nan y n .mmy nmibc lannaa xb xn mtrnn jisi ,p;yna px r»n .pna n.synnb nain 
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p&wn uj vn wm cr:r 'ran ny:™ 

?"inyyaa £"{6 nSyn nnx 'a„ mnai ,"non M ^?i„ (aa or) a'na pen nrySx ’an 
/on xsS’x n 5 ? nraxi 'sS'x .non 'n tjSi spoaSi pnyyoa dSl'ti nnx 'a nS'nnn 
.non am spaaSi ,n?axi nS'nna "?n£Xi„ mnai /nan an,/ (nP mse*) a*na 
nbSo rnmxSnyax 'x ama xnpa xS.aSx pnr n"x ,"xnpn ns Sy 'n nay"!,, 
Sxny'y P'a iS max ,nSan hd nyraS iS nxnm mas mSya n"apn spymy 
,mxn somy amp sin 'jx '"n 'n„ .onS SniE ':xi ,nrn nnDa 'jsS iyy' ,pxmn 
Jina min' an nax "ji:m mm Sx„ ;naiyn nyyn cnxn xomy nnxSxm':x<i 
n"x ."ma mia 'ajx n:n„ (cyj maxry ,opn nnnn jrxy nine 3 "'S nnna 
nyn aS j?ayn„ 0 rvye**) maxry ,mx Sy irn nr: nynpoy naiyn npn: ,pnv 
nr: 'jaS xraSm P'axS xaa an S"x ."iS xam ayi pa' nnSi yray' rrxai Or nrn 
'arms !pn nr: nr nmx "in ? nxian -pmyy nan mrx ,a'na pnS xam„ p /y x ? pn 
px aSiyay nvai 'S\x Sa x'an ip'ax ,mnra ay xS pS ppmo ,D'nra nyn 
nnsa mn 'nm\, Op D'Pn) ,y"n .mava xn ,i'n'a xn ,x'yp x s ?iS pSmia 
nanni nnya mn mam max'i nr M 'yyra ixn nan man ora a naxSra 'any 
nry ,"n*aipi nan 'nS nr nr anp m»a 'n Px lpym nr mama iyiri 1:1m nS: 
nnxp ipyy ,pjyj ,pn np amp ipyv ^p nan ,nmnay ppm paxa ,nr:a'D jnS 
pn nx nnnn xmSa nSxy ,y"n nan pn'n'a 'a: 'jn ? pro p'x ,pn nr: 
nn xy\, (1 nansa) amai ,"m:a xa M x^ nyx# (> on:!) nanmna a'na : Sx'So: 
? nan nann naS ,S*ra ^S Prrax np nax ,pan 'ar 'an np Paa: /p'^x ns 
ran ,^an "na i 5 > yaaai ,^pan 'jaa ;ar ip yapi ,n:a n'ana nanrr anx 1 ' 
pman nx D"a ^ ,^P Sin a aiaSy ip naxi ppan nx a'-a^ xa ,iyna xSi par 
nuW.n\) .n'anS ms pay mn'aya ,xa ,mpap anx pay mn'aya ;xa ra: xan 
,niy p'ni pn'S annjS iSyy aay =naix a 4/ n mn ,X':nn ,x'n 'xan n'n'n pn 
Sva nr ,nn' xS nn pirn nr na 'jaa ; Ss'j xS nn # Ss': nr ,nn' xS nn nn' nr 
x 1 ' nn ,n:yj nr na aaa .njy: xSi SSann nn ,n:yr SSsnn nr ?Sva xS nn 
.n;y: xS ,na'Sy nS'an SSann sp nn ,n:yj ,na'Sy nS'an SSann nr ? n:y: 
nnyy na' pax pm?' 'an .j'n na nnx’^ jxa ,pn n« amp ;xa ,nax nrySx 'an 
aina xm ? ynp'a 'a ma'vn pn nai pn na nnx 1 ' pa pn na amp pa anx s 
'annmnra 'aaan ax 'a., (2 22*1 a'nai Ppa^ nyna 'aaa„ (n man’) naix nnx 
m'x rxS ?n"a nn*S jxa ,n (/ a amp jxa ixS 'xa ,"'J 3 ’ S -jry ana: nma 
pxa* j'n naa jxa ,nyiay lay y'y j'n naa jxa ,x*yp xSi ,}'n na nnxS 'n'xi 
n /; x nS 'naxi pax na Sxiay an naxn pax na Sxiay anna ,nyiay lay 
naxay ? ynpj irxy nyiay lay y'y pn na’ s pra ,jnai' ms aara na Sxiay 

' " y n 

nx sam 2 * nny nr nmp onnri ay ,c’ann nno pn 'n .pnz c^pra cPiyn yxn* rxrr: 
n:n .cpn nnnn jrx cnayr nnanz Pynr' cnan :x*r i’' ,;, n r.nta mtry trPrP nnnr rn: 
pns pa ,nv:ma .omsan nnP n:trn rx' ,n»na'a .nm*^ masn Py ,nna nma »aay 
;nr j’pm jnxa mann ns ayra 1 ' nrr r’- y - /pp* 11 J ,:ix ■* nra j'a'.an jnraa r* pias^ 
nyy ja ax x^x ox'sv srf ni*a 'n ; x ipyytr nytr ; aa xP paiy'?3 

man Py itrana anw ,nva* ami .mnnP nrsa ia n^na* nyn n'a ,nnn:P pn n» cmp 
n nvo ,no'X mnn .jinn: ,nra' ; a* n^an .nynn ra ,Piy: nt .naan ja ,n-" nr ,nx 
Pxc* rap nnsa nr nnx nr pxnn j-'ry 1, paisa* C’raaa ,x:nax naa .ixvrana rra* 
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'5>i Ti'ibiw nha nanan in i£X on'pyi ,"'Pip nx 'n yec 1 ' '3 vianx* 
3 "' H3 pjmi.ajrrA piv jaiaa a"iay 'ymai rfaua ^ic" ''yens •"r"-' 
'x::2 ,B'p'*is 'Pn niaa nnn jbitbo nni n^y (an “in 3"' inxS ,ynr, 
nniDoni pron bax ."aa'Sn 3123 nnn idx vrv '3 B'yen aniayv 0 nx**.*: > 
i:n;iri mas'ana vom-nri ,a'3an n v nn3 naam ,33133 naatr n'Diip'axni 
,m'ani D 33 |3 ayai' jus , train nx ix'anrti ixiantri ,a"n )*ns<3 anwn 
'i:aa 1X33 ixs'i* (n n” % c*’) Taxrj* ( nrin 'aiP ns Danai i'nv 

aaisi,, (-J3 o’Snj I'oxrj’ ,p’t*3 p's ;m n>2 Bam main "'3 a'yanan Dr:xn 
."i*s ^2V2„ nosrj* ,Put3 nnn' lora'J' '33*3 ? nop ^a Pai ,'6 ixl** nipa’*' 
pan arraai ,pax 33 pur i"x ."varna inn- 'n„ (2 x ^xioo*) n:n nnax nn'pyi 
.□in’: ":3 p*ap:ai ,xnn*a '33 'a'ay matyo inrxi xai 3 * 3 x 1 .na'ip 
o"iay'yiria .p^sn n;ia xn c >: ‘ xnapap 31 aiax ?in'a 'xia (aiaa Pxac*' 'yiria 
S'can Daaa nr„ ,xid 3 33 i*ax ,B"n paxa BB'B'n lanaipi . -na'aya ,fs*.:a 

S'DO.l DJ33 P3 ,33 33X X313' l"X .0333* D3^ 313'XH Py 33*3' ,3C\X 

(V? 2 VX) 3?3XJL*’ ,DDn TD^n |3 3X13 12'X ,a*DC D3’p XpL*’ 3131»3 Sy 33M* nn'X 
'3*n ,3Dn '2p3 3120 3D3 331 X“33 ."3p '‘333 ^3 3X3' xS D'OOX 131X3' pP„ 

•"irniaiy 3*133' laona* 313*' „ (* 33*12 j aoxair oiraia max ary'^x '33 ! 3*33 
'33*33 X23 .'^3*2 bj 33iyi (IV X332, (St?) 30X212 ,X1213 30X X2'23 33 'D1' '3 
,3302 12'X 1T3Vy pyi ,X33 3*3X .33133 X'3 pi ,(112X3 p3’X3 3'3VD ^KyDST 

]'3'3 , ; , 3 n'313'3 b'J 3'3*;?33 p3 (X33 3*3X1 .13"333 3'3’3)3 ni31iy X313 X3'X 'X3 

by 33iy:* '133 ? py x:*n *aS ,"yi M a Sy 33iyi py X3i3 ff 3*3XJ3* ,vy3 M a b py i3 
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:n"3pn ids .xin ib*xn hits jdt meye* *:srs v mvya enbn me* ix'an nnn 
mcx n*s ':srsi .p'xn mi's sab isiame* 'is ,nivya anbn me* ':sb ix'an 
'bit: asb laiarre* 'is ,:na bid ':sb isb: :n"apn max y:na aia isd: ,nnn 
;Qnby 'rs'brane* 'is ,nvsb» ;nnsie*i nimsr ,nvabc :n"is ':sb nrsxi ,n:e* 
pypin nrab .max i"x .isie*s ? nasi ,narob ':sb as'riar npy'e* ns ,nimsr 
nnpy aab msrxe* 'is ,b;x be* isis’s ':sb iypn : n"spn max ? b'x be* isie*s 
I'x ,pm>" i"x (:TE) .':sb aaravy ampy ib'xs as'by :x nbyrai ,amax p prnr 
bx a'nbx y»e* 's„ (xa me*xi j irax:e* nye* nmx be* re*yra *ab xbx mxn nx p:i 
• p ibx ,mx be* vm:iy p'srrs ansi ': ,pmr i"xi pae* xin ie*xs iy:n bip 
xin n'sn by pi imran bs pax i"xi omen by pi idusi „nben p'yi pits: i'p 
O dc*) nnsi f^T'by 's^n aisx bx ne* iraxm,, (vet?) irax:e* ,nb'nn e*:y: 
i"xi ;[(:: r==J wnxa wn nb n'xi ra"m] nmssbi me*b isab amax pan 
'ire*, ,ae’n'ire* ,npys ,npiv :;n lbx^aix be* in in pyipra ansi n ,pmr 
ipyv'vOp c^nn) a'nsi ,npyx /'mrara b">*n npm, (" 4 ?a) s'nsi „npis ;ne'yra 
^ne*x ne*„ (v n'trxi) s'nsi ,ae*n 'ire’ /'ax'vv an'nipivrarsi anb ixa M bx 
*|b n:rs*a 'nn: a:i nmx 'naiav ,a'nsi /nee* me* 's me* nrae* nx xipn xb 
anri„ (>•-*•) ,a'nsi /'a.Te*yra nx a'nbxn xti„ (.1 n:v) s'nsi ,ne*yra 'ire* ,"p 
s'nsi ,aipra 'ire* six x"'i ,Me*y xbi anb me*yb isi ie*x nym by a'nbxn 
i"x ."bn: i:b ne*yxi» ,nm "t]vixd ib pb max bx *n i?sx*i„ (a’ mtrx-a 
be* inxi ^piira; a'yen be* inx :n"la pnns: ansa ': ,;nr i"x 'xisans 
,a"nb inbxb pan n:i pans: purs: o'p'is ; a'mra be* inxi ,pnis: a'pnv 
pP'iyi n"i?s piaiyip'ibn a":ira ,nmrsb mbxbpannr pans: pnrs: a'yen 
iriD' ff (taia c'inn) ? xip 'xra ,]*ax i"x .nmsb pans: ,isr xb ,a"nb pans: ,isr 
nnx :pm arb ;n nins ': a'ioix e*“a x':n .'nans' bx a'pnv ayi a"n isars 
pna: a'pnv ;a":ira be* nnxi .pnrs: a'yen be* nnxi ,pna: a'pnv ; e- 
,a:.n:b inbxb pann:i pans: j'nrs: a'yen ,abiy "nb inbxi prsnnr pans: 
msinb nbxi any "nb nbx imp' iay nrsix *:e*'?s a'an„ (=» iax:e* 
(r ms?) irsxre* ,pbiyi a'svsvrsi (.P) a:n':b pin* a":ira ,"abiy pxnb 
anrn nx pnas a'n:nai ^ssn nx spvs a'nsivi e*xa n'e*'be*n nx 'nxam* 
n'nai n'aa ‘n„ (= x bxvsyj n:n mrsx ai'byi /mix n:yx ':xi 'ae*a xip' xin 
(7 c'Sn) in i*sx an'byi ,ian 'sbs na*s /nan an,, xms ."byn bixe* i'n*s 
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1S2 in '3 cnx sax*! /cv ':i 3 ,ns 't?n?n pv- M n n .cmn ,H’sp .3 ns mxn pi 
ron^n 'nt? .n n:ii': nxiznnc* jar ,x’n nxisr ;rst n:snt? -mrtS mix i:n’tr SSann nv 
y'trvh nny xin insxt ,ny’” nmx it? .B'-naa xnn? psmia jne* ]nxn mi's ip nn' 
vnnn naiyi f iaa i'p .in;t?a x^x enpn nx p irx ,cc* xin rrxa saxrn .jst nnxi 
loie ,.iien jvyi .pia: xin pa -pnoi li rmry'i nt nxs niia inixt? ,vnmy -I'ariai 
mis : noix ^mai ya M one*' 10a ,]n isira .mi pi 3^ i-axnai nyat?s xnna* mi-m i« 
.myna at? ,nrya 'i:'L w .nmx 12p xin /m cn'i 2 X xan yn' iy man trsy't? xin 'ixn 
,cmon vn'tra /pin evi .nvian nt?yo ia* pi 3 T '12s .pnns: c'irs mma* 
|ni 3 ' pmo D'2i2i D'pyis ,c'£i* 2 Sr 3 ..n»na iy nsna ,c" 2 i:'a .many cam ,cniaa cyan 
.mar isi yiann nx naa nn nsna iy nsnai i*mn ,ian mm naa .pnyi nnx nya* 
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'ny nyiyy j’p'xa anvax anai nea rman: n max .nxan n:yp nyynra 
;P'X P 3 X ,rVQ'"Q T,l* P>D X'OX X\X VT‘C ni 2 "l 3 T.y ; n:ya r.iana 
amp p'Diva ita:ny *a py ?,x .panni awi a ,s pi ;i;a ,nnx nan a nyiyn 
.man: 'm 3 panna oyn i:n: ,pnv i"x .nxan n:yp piyyne ,eay 3 i"e 
ypyp niyiyy ' 3 E»a ,n":y jnpy n'n:” my ni:a : pnv *aip cvp m ma'mx 
,nxiann py naaa :;it: D^iyn d*p"iq nyaixa ‘' 2 T \'2 (.»L 2 ) -P*ny'x v D':yn 
i 5 - trPn) iraxry ,pita *322 leap piaiy aPiy \\'2 Pa nna ,;P'xn nii'a Py mvya 
,nxian *n .aian ^y p:iT: :nai /amayra Pa Nx )'3':n D2 S im ivvn„ 
nxun xpx v jnn'X ne'X npy nyi 'pnmn *:n ^2 v xra'-pi nxian xn xra'P'x 
a:ix np nn yvxy nxian : 'ynm v n;to xn im xira'iaP ,nymrzai 
ix np 13 yvxy aix ,xanp n* 3 n *3 naan -inxS nayyp n* 3 n *3 ,naan amp 
';*i "in ra"y ,xai vax ! xanp pv: 2"m -inxr nayyp pr: 3 ".t anp ,a:ix 
,xam yirpi anpn ,xP2x xyir navai yrx *rn *2 *ppn max max .xnnra 
,'dv '3 x^i ,mim '1 xPi pom xp ? '':n?a ':ra .p'Pa anp ,n' 3 *no^ 'em nyi 
; ran mm , 2 "n *3 ann: anpy pn n?:i ,n"i 3 B' 3 iT 3 Pan : x*:m !;n: '21 xPi 
: 130 D inxi inx Pa ann: anpy pi ir:i ,n"i 3 p:iv: Pan ,vaix min' 'm 
,n"i2 pi'3 dixi -e'en py p:iv: :na pp'xn mva Py mvyz ,nxmnn bv nosa 
( » rvx) iex:y ,dv P22 p-12 mx meix 'dv 'm : 2"n'2 ann; ipy pi nroi 
a'y3ip» (cri Toxjy ,nyy ^32 pi': aix ,ieix ;n: '21 v, a'ip 2 '' impsm,, 
x'yp pan *x ,pi nr:x 'ene enp '31 ,x'n min' '21 apiy^ x"'n '21 “i::n2n 
ny2“X2 : ^xyoc*' '21 ' 2 i x* 3 m ,x'n ’ s xy?ay'm mi x:n 'xn ,xai nex ? aix 
py p:ii': m2 ,p'xn nnm py mvya ,nxi 2 nn py naa 2 ;pi *3 aPiyn a'pis 
.pi n^'nnx /':nra *:np '21 ,2M'2 ann: ipy pn n:i ,-"“2 p.i'jaixi ,avan py 
.x'n x?apy2 ' 3 i'y nrna v ;n: '313 nex xp e"e 'av ' 2 ii :xicn 21 nex 
xane 'av 'am n'eye xian 31 nex xpx v x'n x’apya x:vy '03 m'pa 
t]Di' i"x ."vavr. av 131 pxim vay taatrei nay eama niyyp.w fr. x c'rira) 
':a‘a ,ym aire min' n"x x':n .'av '313 ryn’axi n'vnx xn\xn p'pvrajxea 
nmpn i?ax : xm nxian par naany ':ara vnaaa i*aiy ix'an min max nra 
nvax ne ':arai ; nnyay nxian aaP^iannyna ,nosa iraiy ':ap ix'an 
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nisc .na | 3 'Ptx rvj’pP -nr ,m« p-p>: vrr’etr ,^’x Pax .p-^£ pirya* -,irc nv:cp 
n«:tr n:ca n.im: jnPtr r.»y':tr ‘n-a 1 r: y’atr .xmvn ’rxn r'y raaaa y-s?: ,my 

n«:tr rut? ly pia 53 px r.’y’atra na c’csinn mi's /C’ry y-yp myiyy ’232 .rvjray -y 
,'pnsm .icir.aa xr.yn ,xa M pi nxian ‘Vj .n:y: ,c*pia nyrnxr '*:n?a .nscy ^y 
eye ,xvi im .x:n pyrnas yum imyy ,nyiiTai .n’Py nsyy ,n-y nyi .rixipa 
r:r;*: .ipr.yx py n:s i:*'m nyvry mip nayyP n'sima .peiy ix m 3 p:r ,np .rrx 
niyy 3 ",t= f xrn- .vpy iT 3 s ipnyx py 3 M’ri ,izytrP ;n '3 .nrym nnxy rr .52 ,xrnP 
sym nPi'r2i y:'x in ’2 .m»'p L ' -;ia 2 i nnynt cup ,x:ir*a *ri nn -mps vyry 
nmyyn ,x:m yivPi cnp’P .-y=nn- pnnaa pxy f’ynnac py-T:y narin nai ,x 4 x 
nasc pi’: nnc- nra yay nPsa x-sxn rvm pixi s=yr mix cymi : y:nnP nr nr: a 
--31 P: C’ip .xrn h:ec ^n^’i’aP ’aai nyi .n ir ny*n= yrn ,-cyy 
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6 iei po'ion D'bvz inzx i"x ? ii":’z ’xo .nxzn n: 3 *b pirynoi d*o bz by 
dv a'cw D'o pn y:o 3 * 'ivon bisi ponon o'bvz ,pm :in”:’z xz'x nxcn 
n'y'ztrz pnox ixb dxi ,n'y' 33 *z pnio: izycyb pi 3 *yno ,n: 3 *n 3 *xi oeb 
N'yyix i"x irybx Y'x ?o"o -fb'xb n"i 033*3 mxz nxzn ,1:1*6 pi3*ynoi 
xrpy ' 3 ia ,i 3 *yo P"n pnzo nsipn 3113* s"yx .,1:3* ’ 03 *: 311 ixvi b*xin 
/no3* n'z '1313 inx C;T) :piiL M 'y 03 * *13 :n:i ,1:33*3 inx3 :nnx op'bc* 
:i: bbn n' 3 ) \xo 3 * rrz :n:o xb ioix min' 13 'Dr '31 .bbn n '3 '1313 inxi 
:n: *xo 3 * n'33 033*3 inx 3 .13 :n: ity’bx '11 bx’bo: pi :n:o xbx ,13 
zmp n'nii'D 10:13* :nnx *3 X 3 i x'::n '31 xovrxi x:on 'i iox viz 
n', 13 * i 3 »yoi ,pb mip P'EX XI,i pzi ,p'pcy 033* p’xi i 3 *y ,13*01 
,n*n 033*3 V'o xbx ,n',i 033*3 inx xb :':ni -pis iox x:'3i .,im p 
.nz:n:iry'bx '311 bx'bo: pi :,n:o xbx nz :n: bbn n'31 'X 03 * n'z :i:o xbi 
»pi'z no'pb inx :nnx bx'bo: pi ioxi 3: by ejx :x:m 13 ,131 iox 
, n' 3 **b 3 *b no:z: n": 3 * nn'n ox :':npi nnn x: 3 * 'xo .033* 63* n: 3 *n 3 *xi 
n*mix z:x xnb'o ? n'y'zib no:z: n' 3 p 3 * nn'n dx : ':npi xzn x:y* \xoi 
n:yo xb ,n'y' 33 *z xoby 'biz ,13 '3*03*001 'i'*xi ,xi' n*b x' 3 *p :nnxi ,b"op 
rno'x n: 3 *n 3 *xi :nnx : \x:' '310 pnr '31 n’ro xyz .p: 3 * nbn iy *i*e 
nvo xyz .D' 3 *im : b"x ? ,121pm 033* ix ,D' 3 *im 033* .033* : n*b iox 
,b"x ?mo mziyo 1:3* nn'n :*x:' 'zio pnr '31 nb noxi /on: 310 xzi 
:nnx : li'iin 'iox 3 *'pb 3 *'ii pnr '31 ,ion'x (:VJ) .me* zn inx ^bn 
nz :nnx :pnr i"x pzi xnx '3 .i' 3 *iy nbiyb ,n'y'33*b id:z: 3* n*3*3' nz 
?b'x ,i"n .bzo di 3*0 n'by pz"n ,izz n' 3 *y:i mz '’dx n'y' 33 *b 10:3:3* nw 
033*3 i 3 *y ,i 3 ; on inx ,nizy 3 ’ n: 3 *p i 3 *yno ,033*3 v'o onp rnno io:nc* 
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-'..i 14 :'- xd’x .wyn inx x-x id id-m x^i xin n’atap yir iyit >xi ,pi'i iyi:m nvan 
mx ^ian’Dr'1 Id ,pm .nn inx pph m asS cr /C ? ipmn xii ma cna yaam paz 
,mzym lam’a‘Sy ySna ixvaa ,ti a si nr c’n^u* n>r: jvdi # '»n’:nt 5 xn r,r 

p'x mi’sr: paiin yxi ^rx 1 ? i"i ddd’d inx: .xrni pic*yrai n»o id n'S’i: nn 
,n:L M ’ay: m ixsi Sxm .^xdd i-xS rjany ]“"xi nii'2 •'y pS mip vnn*£ in:nr* 
.nnya yu:in mi’sn ixdsdi niD^’XD qin*n niyi ny’ni p* xinn* D’aD*:n ma’ mi id** iddd* 
r.:vz ay ltryoi n«:y n:c'D am lyyo p'nm’y am .minx p*x mi’s ,minx ap’im 
iddd: idd n:m mmn: naxm ,c*-d 'idid mx .n’mom" nD 3 D: n”:m nn*nm ,n’m’im 
nn:a xS .id imy nman iy n:m nmin.i: xi paixn ,,td ’idid inxi .nD’mnma n’m^m 
f : id hd in prD mma x ; x ,h'dd pDD m'DD psD aimr: ixi nz :n:m pnm»y am /id m d 
-i*xi .niii’x ixmD id iDln na:n nnx 13x1 x' id xam ix ,p’D nmpi inx jnnx inxi 
rxss: p'm^m nxm xS piyi n'm'^m n:m p,d:d: ipnmxi ddd’d vddi ,ipnmxi ,anm 
fi'iim'y am ,id jus mn ’a: jdS cup nap'' dxi ,xin *’idi .n’m’-'mD napi:i n'amD na:nm 
*dv *di ’iDi nx ^isd ,am -pm ,n*n anmD ihxd ,n’nm nmya x ; x -x-n 3 -1 3,i:a nima 
—Dm .id mmamaa ci’ 3 iinxn yyi nmp ,xi’ n'i x’mp 3 imx .mpmia *nm ~d n: m 
nn’n .nan Sm aDm d:d: nDa nsipn Sm n’mim ?idS ,121pm azm ix .-zz* Sm ,a’mim 
mx ?azm nipaz xinm pmxin nx ix ,n.Dai iiazn any ?,T! »na»x ,ina n.iziya ram 
i^'dx ,niD iS’sx .ny’D .1 p nnasi imyaz nz”n ,pi’mm niiyS .aDm lamm >a ,nam dh 
inn Sza nima nz”n ,idd n’myzm iy n’y’zmz nii 3 nzni aya xix n’mmz n ; i3 ,11 
-mm mi’s nprn :pmc ,msiyc xSx S21: nr pmi ]’x ,i"D niD’iz ’nm .p’Srx naan 
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,n;cn nsva nb np xpi ,n"n ';sp cPc ns'anc yiva ,;na nivprj* nxian ' ; an 
iv c'-z-n arnam ,sin "i'vp 5 ]'dk 'sm nnox irsc vai ,xr;n '21 np sppno 
an snn vs ? nans airan apn pi; nbicEa is nosi P'^apnai nacsa,, 
pjn;r 'an V fro ,xbs ,x;n; rva xntn sr:n 'n snxi ,;va 'sin snpc 

xSn ,L M W>*xnpn \x (-. .,\ P'dmch l* 6 l m S nxiann ns ncyi,. in: x”i' n?ais ?,or 
n:cn ns onynn,, (nz xipn) s;nns sip ama v.Ts«i> np 'yava xm pj’Pr> 
pmam jnnm nixn ,onn pn .MTmn .ucn ny pc' nxiann pa cnSaxi n'rracn 
piDS ixS osi ,n'y'aca pniLi nayi*^ pncyno ,n"n ':2? lcncnc poirrarcm 
nxian ,no;n nna p'x :;;an vox ,nan max .nxan rrjp pncyntai my'aca. 
Tpno ,nan ids nnn v pan mere jxraa ';n ,ntcpS nna pm pcp-'c nna cm 
ntaix PP:n 'dv 'an xon (.V) .mcncn nna pan prx pans pans pncytn 
mayc rue* "o ^y p^njr pnnro apn pi; no "Tjap^n -pn;?a ^DDxa„ (?» enm) 
mnaycnjc? pntryr.o ,nnayc n:c '0 ; y pSnrc Sa =}X ,nnayc nrcS ptrynoi 
noix xa'py 'an .nxan n:c> pmcynoi ,nxan n;c 'o Sy pSn;c mpm 'xy 
n;trb pntrynoi d'd am py ppn;c pinna ap'i pi; no "’pp'oi ^;n;o ^saxa,.- 
ppn;c mpm ixy ,nnayc nrcS pneyma ,D'o an Sy p‘pn;c ^2 t]X ,n-.ay;r 
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mx iz imp nnx icx q*ex ,mcn ja meya nx ~2zxz xm irx am p".m ,i*xp 'ix 
mS c'p: f m:ytr n:r nn» pin .mn nntpe* ;xa ,rxvvn n:c‘r: x L x ,r, 233 ar. -n;rs 

.nm ’IE 1, c'Sc nx'z.nc* pn»r jnr mspar nsisn Sai r-'^v n~x nxunn naxc* pzV 
p^p q'ax 'xm .w’ t,x ,nxi:n xa L x ,r»svp. nare x\nc* ,natm nxva nm xp; 
.-jzp'oi i:nao peexz xr:r;= ,a’Pi3 xm .xm n*sp ptr? minm-V xi'n' »,’2x ’xr- maxp- 
pxt M “in ,r,msn pirp ]i;a zpn pi:. n*iBC3 naic ra* par mrp s mrrn --rraSir pa -axt 
nxizmc* ;xza nmSatr ;mzc ir\n ,p'z mn xrnv; xn .pixn ;a v?n*ai nxaia "ipa 
xnpT x:tr ,c ?z yonca i’2C* j^’cx 'xm lai^ ; xana n 1 : xn** xaan ’zn xnsi .zVr ms 
xmtrz nntrytr xSx npn L x ernmn nxiznn r.x ntryi .xm xit' ix?? 

pn m;i3p ’;’c /m imni mxn .my'zz'n natr= Szxa na Sy nzwn ,n'£ia? .nSiL M *z r'-rz 
jnmai .ay r«ya n'tr^z* cxi atr ncyo n":c* ex ,n*izyc* nac nnryaz pzyc^ ;-tryra 
-xca dx jna’pS n:z*z ,nxzn nairz cnu*yrai .mn as*: r.'yatt* z _ y icnum ex ,r»yzrz 
cr.p vmi’S laanir p*x ppmsz nS x:n ;apS f nean nrz .n'y'zz* na*xu* ,x*n yizz* ar 
^•yS paxnz rnapm -rz pi' .nizye* natr? iz*yna ,'a t ”X : ' nn xirstr ,z:zl m z icy near: 
p'icyc -,wa .ncitrn nnx ].nz izSnc ; m:nc ;xaz r.vaap ,an Pm mn ziy pi* -jp>S 
pjya psisai I’opm cvn xSx pnxz papi: pxc* pay a aya icy jamar -ina pais pzie 
ex ,mn inxS pain cy nn aaS pziz:n pm pznya ;cn cm ixzazi eya ina'-: 
]cm Sy cirm ]a icya rm ,rmicya enza xmez pi' ixcz nep- mx ;nz pzim 
nnx nzz ’-nc ,mcn -z ncica nnx nreze ,nc- , cn mz me '-:x pznnn -y ;c*.n ja: 
'ei ]a: yizpS c'aznn n'z nSmi pn pzna pin ni'iapi p'xn mm2 icyai nnx pym: 
emizn pi’ icya ;ai yizpS c'azn izae ;xza pzp'a: 1:1.1a ieznz .mx: mx ^zi cnyn 
mx nnn pz nzmnc ppn pu nannz xn* pSc qax Sz ,«aiyz xnzazxi n.a’pS mx 
p,n^na x'n \rhv c’^c nxznc p.’anzz iii.ic n;c mx ;nz nzmnc’m pePe nxanc n:r 
vni'2 nSn: h 2 V ,mz:n mx ]S'xz iz^n iz 1 ? /iz iz qx .pniiz isp*i nnxi nyc nmsar 
n:c i:'*m ,nxzn n:c -y p^n.ic mpm ixs' .xm naan asi p'x.n ?-c nxiync * 7 
^y c' u ’i.i D'yi; zrc ,e'ac.i 'a cn ,c'a zn .nmi.n run x’m nnx pma 'me pne’pS* 
pz -,Saiz mpem iax:c p:yz p*an ;mx ppcai pmic pzixc -y qx ,c*a ^z h? ,cv 
^121 .D'Ssz ixcz p^na pey: ]'xc ,c:n:n c'-zz .nxpenz .zn pmn ja enz ,pmm 
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p'i Kjm .rvn?N mp sram 'T\x ? xtrna xn'nisi omin .xrrnun onpi 
up'h irm <e*Drn Nan spy’ ny ,Tn any pi' op'P vn .NmniNi y>"ai pan x:n 
piLTi po-nn pssi? 'si> ,nr Py nro pnryoi pomn px ,tr»trn Nanco (:D 
rmirpiV naaaa moa* nn'n as .trinn py ;•_**'n ;o xpi pj«n Py nnn p xp 
nox ?»"nao ,-oy nyyoi pyxi nryo rnypiy ,\ra’ ly’yoi pawn niryo moy* 
nrj' mr'^rn nara prison ny*yo Pa nx nyyp npan 'a„ (.12 01121 ) i>* 3 'i 
,oy nyyoi prxn ny*yo ? mra xn ,nnx nyyo xPx na pxc* nay ,"ny*yon 
bxi (rv i 2 n» 2 ) p 7 n ?S>t 3 a' va: pyxi nyyo *ix xPx irx lx ;paa' oy myyoi 
□aS 'nn: nyx nyyon nx Voy*' ':a nxo mpn 'a Dmpx nnoxi nam D'iSn 
jvyxn nyyo s)x ,pasn np px nPna no ,n*pmp aman iy" pn "aanPnja ddno 
nin nyy noy nava ,n:*yp imano nxan mion ,n"n .'iai omaSi .posn ip px 
p'a ,W^xa nyym mnyya xfix may x’p ip'ax nr nayp iox dni ,di'S dvo 
. m u nyovx xm mpy p'ap mye: mysfi ,n:y ip nnpy pnyna nnx dv yon a* 
nxiann ^nosna’o ppnn ,ann pn .din oa py? inx ppn D'naa ? po x^'xi 
dti'MI nxiann .mynA novnyva v mavnyo 'xo ,y'py* ix'a'yo ditmi 
'dv 'an moyo na 1001 pnv n"x 'dx an max ?o"n:?a ,c*'Sc* ix'a'y?a 
"maion ana nooyn me* nwaa coy ya*y ppo„ (nP omri) xip max ,'p'pjn 
nxian Pa ^ noip xVx i x'n n'nay ,maiD,i ana n'nray 'xo nuoc*n n:L" 
n'’; 10 .« .n'raa'a n'y'aa* :n:o ia am: nnx n"n n'yan l m 'Pl m nx'ana* 
an ny ^rm oom xran noxpi P;a S"y xp xopn (.;,") .'ax aip xn 'an 
? *1'dx 'xo "natrn nxva *p'Dxn am,, (.12 no?) a'nai ,t'd xP ? maian 
,paip inp D'pi ,TVp ,^'dx 'xo x s x P'-jaaxa,, a'nan ,na'cx p:ta xan an xo'P'x 


'" L M 1 

.»n«iiKi era iP yinp am p'yo-rxi ,pm xan .nneva? x:n xPi nipi’P x;ni 
cop 'ripe apPa ex /x ,1:2*2 iiap B"yxi ,ipya p:yP P’tx ,12'pP ins pn p»yiopx ,pi> 
n:P 2 opPap no ,,n:tr .nap ,i:p 2 ’n 2 i ,pn Py pir.n p ponn pxp ,]pi c*m in 
“^pyo rvcVs* napa tapPaw* nrai ,D’p2*n'2 *ap 11P p 2 *x^ ipyo nc’op Pp n^ac* 

,-12 am: yx2* nap .'aa* ipyo na am: i:*x r’P’ppai ,’P’O on xao y:y ipyoi ]ipxn 
ny ;na*p -nns ]r: ,y,pxn ipyo is ’2 xn .n’as^D* dop ',12*2 ian;p mipyon ya ,nnx xPx 
px ix .’ay ipyo xm r.naoPx^ ain'P nap 2M212 opipye Dips2 eyzjv pay ipyoi ,n:n 
xm ,naoPxPi oin’P naP ipp P'txi pnson x».in ,ioxp nn ipyon napi ,Paa’ jipxn npyra 
121 x:p pi P2 )ra*xn npyo? ,nPn X2i .pX 2 pPn iP yxp ’ay P ; 22 ip c|xp oy ipyo 
ima aix yxp ,aixo2 ppp .lai iPn X2i loiai nop pPp n^pra :2*n2 n’P’ppnapa xn*, 
,ho«ppo -i’p2n yo ,jnPnn .,m npn nnpp aix 02 -pm ri2iP P’an xmp ypp Py xPx 
.i2in2 no 12 yiT.np ,2’yntP nosnpo .mo’pP nap nnx xPi npyno xin mmoi nac* nm: 
ix*r'pa nni*’ ,D’n’tm , 2 p> nxianai * t ma n.x 1202 2 ’non ,nxi 2 n ynnp pii’m ;an ,nxi 2 nn 
,’P’O on xaa .n'P’ 1 ?”* □ x n*op cx cPra*’2 P'PpP 12 iy*a,np n:p nnx pnpyno P’Pu* 
nnpp ,n*nn’2y ’xa ? ’P?x p’Pr 1.121 ;Paai ,xn”mxn inn*n -pyai *xp D’nnxi nxi2nx 
.no’ap n:a2a 1221 n v na na’apn nx**’122 nn f io’OP.i nap cop yap c|io 2 P mam an 
nxian mnxi n'yvapc max xm no’aa* Pp xinp 121 ",P p> xip pm /12 V naiP x^x 
nuo xaannaxp n’;*’2P2 pyann? iP’.mn xP iPox: ,PPc P”y xP xaPm ,p»pp nx’anp 
ix'2np2 x'.x xip ’ynpPi ,i"2 xp .nsppi pnnPa maian an ny nma’x ipa’P n’y’22* 
ns’rx pi2 xai cip-ai niria dp xmm xa*P*x ,iyaxn an ’xa .xannx xip ncian P’Pp 
vxa xPx .-’pya nx 122x2 n'sia x**p xmna 20*2 xn v”:an 'in xip m2 20121 *P nap 





rJ 


I •-s-1 p-s n:vn 

'sm yjaya 'xo .DMy "M\x ia nSira* nv "M 3 D"M\xn nvn Sxaa* trx Sa 
o 22*12) asixi ,"“| 3 a*io pvx,, (m ana=) aMaaa ? xm 'D'pm x:a*"S ;n\x 
nSu ppaa* p:», asix yanrr *aa ."pax non o^n'xm 'n an nx nnn lyDav 
Sxaa*" s ;a nXiS n:y* roxo ya^xi n:a* nmca’a \ti„ 0 » no^aj acsra* ? nax 
pra i‘‘n .oSiy ":nn ia nSirj* nra "vr can a rpjraan natra onvo paxo 
□rrpx asx'i,, (xS nnn') acxatr ,mo n*j*na ,nSu nrna a"D pnra pra ,ni?u 
vr ixS '3 dim ?nrn S"n noi ,dim S"n pxa* "nvn "a;x rue* ontryi nxs p 
,nn> cnnoi nvS dvo Dpn* by Drpmatr xSssi xjt n"apn:r larapp ,Mi:tri 
aTiaaa ?jSm ,pax "pi: naaa ."xi'ss i'S' aaao nx„ Qsa mar) a'axrj* 
,nayya np asxm masa xxS'x V \xp n*rx "tSx aitrx ayittS,, (rv mrtn=) 
niyona Max paxna rrS aoxpi mxya "xpa xax v naS' xp "D per ptrena 
xp \s 'nr xrrxa Max ,pna rvS mxpi ana \xpa X'X ? mS" xp "d at 
nyjnS naSv a"ttS ^ax ,xaait a*a aaxi ,nnm naaiyo nat? nmx xm ? naS' 
nn„ (x x Sr.ar) aoxaa* pyoipaS naSr nyatrS naSr ,pytaip?aS mSr nrx 
Sna f mt? mpaa n"aa .aaa* anx ixynai DMa* msipn uiyna "d'pm naipnS 
Snia aMD ,nvar m^ar xmx ,nrpa rrppa xmx ,arySx a"x ?;p;o ,nam 
xmxi "m man,, (x x Sxiac*) nana 3 M 3 i ,"Sm rx dmSx aiar„ (S narxaz) 
a'n: ,nTpa nrps ;"nyian paar pnaa*„ f-n xnpn) aMaa ,n"aa nanr nanr 
nx apa mi„ nw;) naa'a aMai M:n nx M apa n„ (- x px^acj n:na 
anna lypn,, (xa cnr'i aMaa ? £a» ,pa^axn naa sjdv xm nma .*naa* 
inxva ioa* ^\d^2 may,, (rS’ 1 ) "aiaw xm SxaaP pn 'a i;an cvS naaa aava* 
MXMrn,, (i ma'. H ) xan aMa ,anvoa irmaxra may ntaa nram a’xaa ."aaai 
]Daa .naaa* ^aaa aiaan { x: c^nn ) ann aaaai "anva mSaa r.nnra aanx 
:mina iypn„ xan aMa ,aara* aavj* xmx pa My na*na ,xn\xaa ,iSx:: 

]aaaa*aix yaan^aa ."hu aaia*a ypn' xinn ora»(t 3 ''y-'J onn aMai "aaia* 
aava’an b'b "D'aiDC P'S,, moir) xap aax ?;S:a ,SxrS paMy paa.,i?x^: 
naipnSi ,ary'Sx na piaaS p:io Sxaa n naan ,a'M (.y) .n'a’xaa na 1 na*ana xai 
nipn'S xm MipvSi .yaan' na Sia^aS ax p:va oSiyn nnaix '?aan ;ya*i.T 'aaa 
,^aaa xm ! nnyya iraa ? pa" aa*y?a ,inrj *xra mpa'p ,a'aa;Si maa’ynaSi 

’ " a* a 

p 1 ;- p;»’T i"x ,par i.r ivu i"x cin.aitrr ,cny ':nv; n hSj? .xm i«x ,v; cin: 
prxn x:n t"'h ,p’Sx ncx nyiaS .m:m M-v.xirn 1 : .n::^ Str *nx pir: -ro: nsipn 
.cit c , tr?tr Str v, :aSts* c’cnna x?x f pyaipo^ nSv n:*x ,m: jaspas p M'zx .p ari 
m: 6)av3 ,n:c ; ::a m':n .Sxatrn pa m -M2 x-ip xinm nnna ,102* nai.a’i nny 
m2? y:ia pry^x ^120^ psia nxar 1 »aaa .nhx^ ,s*n aa^an .m 1 "’- nay ars 
,naiyn x^i: ncns m 2 'a'zaa mca xn par.a rrn.a n2*,aa nann *ai22a aaiy nx*an n: 
ysv3 “222211 nana r:ipr y:if22*2 ^•U’ln' m2 ri2ip,aSi ; c'22*a 21:2*2! trxa ’atrna x^x 
rhs 1: pa naipn px ~2'r2 ,p*:i r,r:n 212*122* 'yna Sr r ; *nr2i ,1x222 p’2-22* aaiS ,p»:a 
a"x: Sirai Miia 1 ' p*:a panna naiaa m:c* p:aS * , ai?2 pi:r:S ^x .ev.a *y’ra '12 x^x 
Si2!2.a aia 222*1: nn2* xi2i pa ,C’»2i 122.22* ;i2*xa2 mxa 2*2*1 n.ax: aaxr.ra 2 y ,aa> 
Sy a a zay 22^221 pa*i: ]*122M pxz* ,;2*'i 2*22 p:*/* pa' atrya ,mpa*Si .2*22 ary 2*22* 
2*22 p:yS yiza “/ a 2*'2* 2y*a2*.2 ,p:aa x:.a .2*2:1: p:p> p'M:^ .222*2 2*s^ anx ap^sn 
,p*- X 221 .^2* p:*'l 2*222 y*. 2 p 2 " f ?.X 2 * p.2 22 *ya X 22 2221 ,J 2222 p2« a?ya= p-1 
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pn nniDo it ,n!r-m x!n s^iyn sjidd nn xs'in ntrsx x ,xe'M *31 ? nnx 
'ni min' n nnn ir pnv n"x xsx ns x"n 'in nrsx .pn nn’n nmm na*x in 
*:si?i vasS nu xnp.o ,nsDpi ,is nissyrs pw D'mix snssn t'sx pdv 
, xinn "pnxs„ Tram ,pnx^> nvins ib'sxn xinn “bir,, smsni .innxh vas 
nvins ama ia'x ,pnxs ama ia'xy pn ,pix^ nvins am: ( pM im amac* pn 
navsi,, (ctr) smsi "D'iny D'atr r^tr,, (s' *npn) snnsn ^ao .ny'ca^i ,pix^ 
nnx ,vn ."natrn mtrxnrs,, («* nnn) arnsn nyTm nar nay spH "my'snn 
,nayn trxn 'asS dv D'Pl*’ ,myns‘ sny s'sncn nnxi Tpnson nnxi yzaian 
nr 6 y x^ ,nai M n span 'asS or 'ta nins .n'y'srrs p"pi> nnmi ,natr \b nn^y 
.tastra v'ta ny pnisx ,it ny'oa nimsi f .* 1 j /'y'strs p"pb moxi ,n:L M i> 
iimi |anr n nox xsx “a x"n vx ? ?s"nta /ysn 'ysnb dxi ,niny rh^vb dx 
"rrsmnn naysi my'snn narsi,, (a» xnpn) ,xnp -idx rxa' nn metre ns 
Ditm miox pnyi msmns‘.r Dmysi »nSny Ditm htidx pnyi my'snstr D'eya 
inn ntrns ,nnx nSia ntrns shyn xnna nrrs ,noix x"n ,x'an (:**) .'ym 
rvsrs spr xv' nacrn trxns ,nam ^nn mr nnpsa mns ,pnv" “61a ness ,max 
pmny ntrns n^xaa p'as .Dnvrss la'msxe nmsy n’^ias nns (•N'M ,pniDxn 
,msx inn p'as ,msx inbia p'as ,D^iyn xnsa p*as n?six ytnm '31 -bxa'b 
,pmsxn mso spr xv' n y/ -)3 ,nam bm m? mpaa n"na ,pmr nha ncsn 
' 3 i x'an 3 xa^ pn'ny jD'an ,i^saa p'aa ,d'-ivd 3 i:\m 3 xn miay n^D 3 n"i 3 
xym D’n^x nox'iir (« n’ffxi) 'ac» ? aSyn xi3a n^nac* pan nmx iry^x 
x^n j^xi D'xcn nx'vva *pxn l m nn inrx "ns py yir y'nn 33*y xyn pxn 
innvi D'ny*a mn ,nn'n ny'31 pi pnsn mixi , nyn nr mix nn ,nrra 
? n^iyn xnaa p'aaa* p'an ,mix yann' n ,";nxn p n^y' nxi„ (3 nr) mxaa- 
cnn inrx "ns ncny pyi y it ynrn aa*y xan pnxn xvinv, (n d») mxai M 
pt pnan imxi *,p'a n: mix nn ,nvra x'vm ^'xi D'xan nxpn jnxny 
,"miai ixvn ona iraS, ( nr cnr) ,mxau M -nr ^vx m pammy* sjiyi mm .mna 
noSc* ^Snn Sx iSnpn,, (n x a) mxaa* ?max nina ncnac* p'an mix x ; n 

, /v L ., n 

* 1^13 fTN nSn nrrn rhrvs ian \sb c" pa’c 5 ? c^y- nvo ■nsitr* xn' xStr ,T-rx \xi 
miD» DH3y ni^ci ,yipnS cni 1 ?^ mis'? .r ib nii:a 1213* ny»pn xn .abv;b nvan 
nnro 2’nan mypnp ra*at:* innx^i .12 2irrn ix L r xS -;a^n Tarn rar ;xa’ cxi dh’H'S 
nbv nm ,]’aa ny'uaSi .0"0 Sav yairoa maiS ^av anam .intnx ax r\x craa , i 
cr ynnc* jra ,n:ir ■ \b nnSy .n»ana irx ,anaa .paxa nuarn rx ^sia ,~jnao ? ns*n 
nan ny ,n:tr ^ nn 1 ?;* xS cv c'trr^o mns .nSny nt? r:a^ n:a* n nnSy ntrna ins 
psmotr n’yntr nscin cwa ra«pS max x*n n’y’atr aiy cxi ,r'y’=tr any nrx c» ,xan 
bv nn anxS mi’s na va:n c* n:a* n nnSy inraxe* s*‘yxi /ia cmax .amp Sy Sno 
,ny'!2^ ntrn nia’n a'xair '3 ay ~xa* ,naay mtrra nnSiy in pnax pny m n'y ,£ ?y* nay 
ny nny H’O rx^S rinnro npay px -a'r 1 ? ,p'X n’yya naa in ;\b'*b r/n uaya ra 
taaya v/v ; mp a^aiann nn's inxa payoa ’yarn nS*iy nuffp ,'Sva 'an xa*a .u:ya i"a 
•\xa' '-n maae naraixS it 'yiraya yynaai paa vr ,na lam ?n £ ny 'ay nySy iSay inxS 
paa ,n'yanaa' n'ayr .aaa i asT n'y'aia aianS rnn’s m'O as paa ,n'y’aiay D'rays 
nanar xa f n*iy mpaa .apyn cmax ,max nha .^l^n paiya -ay mip na laany nil's 
.niay'yn pcs cnSxa 'as 1 ? c'yin nyy ,irniaxa miay n?aa .pnn .my iraai naim 
.p'aa cfia'y lyynr'y ;ata ,c^i lyaS .naa ns py xSi ns ntriy pyi .ins maay .ns py 
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mpxP 022*0., Pm vpoo V"mxi 3 Pxitrp nPn 'P ps ,xin Psw'P pn '2 ,7p\s x';n 
2113 .pi7 np'nn po:2: Pntj'j* ,iopo "vPiW'P pn '3,, PM no 2"x "2py' 
HZ’; 02213,, (n x cry) 20 x: 2’ -pip np'nn d: 3 : ~;Po ni2*vi •yo ,20x1 xicn 
'xnx joPo Qp'o* s xyix mix ixP ,xo\x n'pa *n v xoyo \xo "ioy cscw 
.1:2*21,, (nr xipv} 2 M 3 i ?;P:o .puwPi .^x pin 2*i2'pi 'opo ,xo'H n'y3 \xi 
ix'mm) 2 M 3 i ( 'T;n ?3 n:r ,.1:2*10:1 "pixp n\n* pn22* n22* n'y'22*n 
f nr xipij 21121 v xin '12712 'm ,'12*12 mx 2 nip2V .m’p2i'pi .M;2*n n'2*sio„ 
,nm npvu p j:nv '21 P2’ 1:2 Payee*' '21 ,':o xn "1212* wayn 2M'2„ 
" 3 “>T 3 » 10*02* '2 s vp"n no ,M:tr 2'2*'onn n:2* nx an2*ipi w (=t?) xvm 
noPo Q'V'onn n:e* nx a non pi Pm ,pp\xi 3Mir x^x nyipnrr xnn xp P12' 
:xpn2 p pnv rf i P2* "02 i\xyo2*' i"x 1x20 ,nnP'nno naimi 12*1 pno2* 
x^x ,arv:n«P pi2yn2*o xpi mmdP pica: anay im x’p d",t ly n"io 
fi2iL”2 i"2 iypn ,2 ".t yinrr p'2 ;;n'2\xi2 pi'mioyi pnori pni2*i p?2ix 
'2 s "?Sm no,, nm P21' /pi\x xon .p^ynp nnnn nil 2*1 ,aiM2P omay 1102: 
yj2 ,nnP'nno naPini ntripnoe* 02*2 P13' ,M'2*'onn n:2* nx ancipi, '*02* 
P21',, (ce*) Pm ?2*ippy Pino ps'Dio nne* ,nonn i>ai ,nsno~ n2y.n1 i.ipno 
.nnxi D' 2 **onn n: 2 * 2 *ipo nnx \xi 2 *ipo nnx D' 2 *onn roe* ,"D' 2 *onn n:e* xm 
piDxP .nnxi a'2*'on rue* .1:10 nnx \xi ,n:io nnx D'2”on n:e* ,1:211 (.t 2 i 
i:n (■ i 2 ) -xpi ,;P yoe*o xp ,fN 3 pi jx 3 *P npiy D'2*'cn n:c* ,-.sai „mi.i' 'no 
aPe* s"yx P12’ .iypn ape* '2 Py =]x 1002* xpy* 2"yx "xm P21',, <nr xipi) p2i 
XX** 2 "yx "XM ^ 21 \. P 01 X MV '21 ; llliT '21 '121 !X ',1 ,ir 31 p HOpH V inp 2 ’ 
xipoL“inxo mi ! x'n p"n ? iypn xpj* '2 * s y ^x ^13' ,inpc* xpi*’ 2"yx ,icoi w 
pxnnpc* xPc* 2"yx xm P21' ioix ':x no ':so o'yoo nnx xipoi .1210 mx 
xn apiyp ic*2x 'xi M'i2y nip'c xi?2 a’piyp 12*2x2’ '»p Viypn 2"x xPx Pav 
in 'xo .pi n'2P niiDO nrx m .pi n'2^ mico ir ,mx 121 .1212’ ny'pn 

'" 2 * 1 

nrr L i M ,nry -sra .nvnn r:r: -y cmx p n rpnro ,^rsi .n rpni *r=ti*rr x.i* 
nrx', n/'ia r.mpis nrvrr’ n:trs’ ,f?:rr .ir’s m:ny P’rrr ,*\« pin ..n -irrsp 

my.11 c’:r nnre yrr* nxc ;vrrr n n nrr c'W'ann nr*- M nncipi V yp^pn miryr 
,rr:r: Prv rrrrr .uiprr nnx r':r* .itra.in n:u* xmc* vx yiv py’rtrn yinr ir'.r 
pr trrpn nxi r* ir x"ir ,*j*m cr; nprr nrx 'xi .n:c*n ntmpo irrr v r r Py mvrr 
,r'r::in n:tr nx cm pi urxrc* .mix pciprr ;*x i:;rrr nxi: xPe* pr i:^rr nxirr 
V ny learn m mx ,nnrr nnpnr ~r ■nr* .nnP'.in?r n*mpnatr r.ivr n'rn 
;:’irrxir ,tmp Py Purr proirr ’inr .nnnx^c* nrr “in: nnx jn^yrr ex ,n?rnn L xi 
pnenx xPi nnP'nnn npnne* nmpirr xn ,;:rn .x'n xciy^o ,xm -rv P'-n .;rrp : ' 
n:c* * , :vn ry? nnrr nnx ’xi n:irr nnx crvrnn n:r :mn >rn nrir <siyaP xm 
nrrv: x^x xrn ^rvn nrt? nnrr nnx >xi ,xrn ^rv prrrS nnxi iryy ^rv ? t ir*' c'^rrn 
n:c* pxr u i ;xr ; n-iy c'm nm cm: nrrrrr irrxn ,mm' m:r ’pirx^i >rvn *nxPc* 
nrr nnrr P’y" /ir vrac* x-c* .1 yx Prv xm Prv .nxrn mr nnrxi ran u iv~ 
cr ; ,iMn xm ^zv nrr -2.11 ivn cnxipi n:cr c'crmn nnr* nx empi intr nrryn 
enm ir my: xP iP'rxi ciprr ; rrr cr ; xm Prv n:cmn ’rni xemp xm xim’ xipi 
.ni’ypi ni’yri nyntr ncx rvnp vPy ; rvn re* p e"yx ,nnnx ‘■x rvrPi leie* mryn nP^n 
ixP cxi ,yv xm ypn ciri n»ry ex ,xm P n ?Prv xn* ,c'-rry ,in-c* x^c* r yx nr’ 
•niy? pyam * , x^ , _ M, r Mry iry pxr cvry-* ,c’iry x**r c^iy 1, re*rxe* prv i:»x 
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, f 'T"i x:3i ,Nrrnn xop x:m ; n:x D'03*:i3 mo’ 1 . 3 S 123 ,X3'3 3'rx n;x 
?*:o ."nona 33*yoP . 1 : 3*3 3*xn ,p6x3 inx3„ :no'p n'33* n33*'o 'o: ;oo3 
»jiyo3* 'ana np -qd Q'pjin : 'x:nn xzr^x ni? 3'o:i x'i '31 ,«pv 31 nox 
nyznx X3n nox ? nn 33*on ,ny33x "an w .n*xo '333 np 330 nonn ntryoai 
•3033 33*yO M ,HJ?33X py 03 * '33p ,Q'p33 ^3 ,3y33X 3'XO '33p : p 3 H '333P 

~i?y’ s x '33* (,n» -2'jw’ *3’xn 303 p3i ,D v ;nn nyanx ,nox pnv' 33 pro 33 
nox:3* , 13*33 nnx xnpo 0303*1 ,pnv n"x ."'33333 33 x 3 onoix ;ij03* '331 
ms'X ,332 ?3"3 "13'3" =]X lyynrr 33 i2oy' D'povi jxvn D '33 I3*3p„ (na cowi) 
:33XD ,33 1201*' D'poy 'HO'Xl ; 33 lDOy' O'pOyO* pT3 ,|XV3 0'33 13’3p 
•now* omoix o*"3i nrypx '33 .SiPx ;np3* n"3 , 3 x 3 nnpn , 33 x 3 nrayno 
;p*:3 ? !33'3’ nnoix D*p33* 'n?3'x /13'3’' e^x lyynn'o* joi3 vjxvn c '33 io*3p 
;xv.3 D'33 13’3p ,y"33 30 X X33 .'33*71 |3p3* 3"3 ,PlPX3 ninpl'l JD03 01331*710 
v 33*yn 33*y„ (3* oncn) ops'op X3p 'x .33 X33i , 33^3 33 12 m*' D'poi’3* ]0T3 
3”p0 ,330 0"3 ;p3 33TO 33X1 ,3033 33*yo 33X : 3330 31333 ni3CTD 03*3 
^100 30.33 3*w M yO 5]X .13'-3*'y 1303P ^100 p3 33*1*0 .30 ,pl 33’1’Op 3033 33*1*0 
3"3 jn 33*1*0 30 ,p3 3L**yOp 3033 33*1*0 3*'P0 ,'333 3*"31 X"31 ,niry 13o;P 
'XOP :"DOL M P 3"3 '33*33 33X3,, -'33*3 1p3* 3"3 ,3033 33*1*0 3X ,'3C3 lP3* 

103: 33 .Dpiy3 X33J '33713 30X3 -X'3 X"31 .321p3P X3'T '33 30X ? X33p3 
n*3*X3o "3 :3* nnnx 3yi 3 : 3*3 rrpxno,, < s' cn:i ) 33333 ,pp pox prre' 33 

3*1*33 iyp3„ fxa C'Min ) 3'333 '* X13 '33*33 'XOO .32103 X3' 30 p“I'3 3:3*3 
' 3"3 3? ,301X '13 ?13 30330 3*31333* CPU Jn 13T 'X /'OOn Dl'P 3033 3213* 
.^xntr'p pn '3„ n"3 ."3py' '3pxP osc*o ,xi3 Px33*'^ pn *3„(s3 c' L nr) 3'33i 
-3*333 3X 300 p3* 3"3 13’1'P 3"XX ,j'3p pOJ3: 3py0 Pu’ 3"3 j'XO* ,30p0 

' " 3* 3 

.j*av yr.Pr.a i^’zP w: i.va*' ir:*x rna x 1 '- ,x".ix xrr x'nm xn^ixi x^'^i 

?nmP nrpy n»«n y^ns* y*r P*.Pxz *xi x^x nay x-* cx ,c*r,r r.H':*r** n ** ,nrr xr:*x*. 
-ax x ; t ,»n’n;n p'ni .mx c'ar.in *a* l.^Pir 1 ' yiar xro !r*:*x mx *r arai 

max xin ,x*n on .c’aran nao *131 ;mv c*aaai ycpra coy ya’p .c\*o rnoc*^ 
ao:i yn*:3aP max xnr.i 333 ,*cn *x .x:r 3ro X33i ,x:r nr,c xin xrP’a ro:i /ora 1, 
yfx: nnxi ,poc nry nc*am ,pac nnx : in:*: cairn *c*xn ntran ,x:r. nnc xnn n*rP*a 
n**mm poc ,pyac* , _-'c xymP rp r.apia *x xno xn Jatco **cy ncani ,ncr= inxi 
**m oPiyP ,x:i 3ax ! x*c*p in:oax x:n nn *x x^x piPxc inx no tPt ,m:a nyrix 
r,p 3’xi p*xa 033 .nypx: *P cma an in*ai X3or “c*an x:x naxp 031 ,x'n 
pyau* Ppi .P'ym xr’nzc x*:nc prxn a: *oiy 3rx M3- noom p*M,n pPxi nnx 
"3x- r.ac pn .xin natrn c*X3 *a: -"pya ixPn ,nrnc nnxs x ; x n’r'^n pan: 3s*ya "n 
-r.-pcynac* c*c*;-n mcoPra ,;xvn cor ico- .n*- :o*np nn ,nr. no r*x3 pa -:Pr ,c*:r 
rrxor.m ^*up,3 p; ywco ;r*:r ,i3'*j” ?,x iyynr* .nr* r^coi nnais nyoTnc* pr ory ' 
rtar.r -O'y ;a: ,3*,-3iy*ar r.*x3:i Pipn yac*: ,i* -y it co*pi: pi rocaa ni3ni mr* *o*pr 
lair .n:rn cr.'r.P ;r,?c* ;y**i *-* , 33 pi oam ni^nn ppx pPu* n" m ' .c'cm naan npn 
.pp u n*P an om nan nnaya 1, nn ,i-ia*y n::.f paa ;.m -aya .c*Po*an ,iyynn*a 
;aiaa *'ai t * ,nsipr,P .mnara nanrr arn nnaa nann nia* Pan ,x*n ran ~,iaa nan 
**a nx nan a p n apna ,|np .nana naa^n ninnai nann maipn Pa pp’m ;n* , *ia ; ’ 
**aP naia aaP nonyi anya aa^ nnna p.ia cpim 1, ,ia naan a annna .c*iyr, *xa 
annn pn nx Pxna^ lyap cx p m , 3 a annn lanp p cx xpx .nan’r.p -iaa s*n n:apa 


n P“.s ruOTi Pin - - 'rs- ,v;-n * 

ib pis 'nurse ,1122 ,mb R'pis ! nnera nn\x sna ,n'b pismi ,"as b\s 
; nsvmb nsarj* nycae aes apy an sns 31 ,abey nyy*e aes "as v n:r 
n'b D'pa r ? n'b b'as '*e *e me bya .Die byaa sn C-Tj ,ona sn ,e'bs sbi 
.D'bpc* nennbi ,paiyybi ,D'tnnb nm ,;Dea ansa ,a w n .vcnn ip ibay* ne: 
nrn crinn,, (-’ n:ar) arnica v ;b;e D'cnnb .D*na nia'nirb *is ,oneis crn 
cnnns aiey\, (v mrajnrnai ,"nrjm 'iranb Dab sin pysa D'tnn i**sa Daa 
se'bi .ptrsa n'b npi ,pe nr neis 'in ? a'as 13 nn mrs "3'3sn 
:S3,ne sacn aa aes sbs v 3 'n 2 3 ' 3 S an n'e .sapi , 3 'as an svya ? ms 
inrs "pasn nsian ns Dnaasa 'ynan ranb dv ayy ncena ^s„ (« xap«i) 
? bibs se'si .'y' 3 L M n'b 'ip spi ,"i*m nr ,aeis 'in ? nn'os ia m*’ inn 
sbs ? 3 'na sj'ds an n'e .sa'bi i*tds 21a xryn ?nsb 'y'atr ,'y'aty 'sei 
(.1 anrx) ,meb nbap naae ,eaeb sb ivaa nee name nr am ,sraa aes 
ps senm ?pee pee paiay'b .paia'ybi ."pe trin sin pesan anna* 
seni .paia'y npoan ? paia'y \xe ,pm»" aa ;em aa aes : aas sbs paaye 
rvsrs' a"s ? ;bie .D'bpa* nennbi .n"ep sb npcann n"ep nbnnna ,;an 
,e*nn nam naes ,"nrjn 'yirh irana ann nbiy nsr„ (nr araer) sap aes 
sin prrsa,, (r» nsr) nmaa ,pee njy n:r nen : nann nenne pap sam 
,pea ansa psan aim neaap rsiea* aes nam' aa aes ."nyjm 'annb Dab 
aa:nna’a'n'i .mve acmir sbs sm ppm je s'an dsi , annn ;e s'anb niae 
sb (.?} sea’ aan'b ,sema me ! sra’a .anab Daae'a* aabai ,pa'a*a iba*o 
sb /sa' s'an ds enna p'a ,pn sam .fb yeava sp ,ns' nr aia'ab Dace’ 
n'anb n'a a'aa*en ,paa en ."dtq nn'arb sps D'aeis an,, .n'b sp’cs 
sbs aey s^ ib’as ,ir nr_**b aes dsi ,ovb dvo anm aa*y Dea* nne -nraP 
'a dhd ? nam se'si .n:a* ib nnby pea ans dv yena* p'a ,aasa ansa 

'" a’ a 

•anr naatr. mm ,.anoc c.tra pc'aa nr^nn xa^n ix ,anxn m 1, c ,c ?m jar nr “"r s * 1 
dvo ,pnr anca aaea miar aairr* ,m Syr .nxsan? nxera nxsa.ab 'xpa ,cnr x.a 
a»si ni.a Srr xaSn aSeir cvr ,ne S'rx >sa n .aStrra r j’liai aaS axa sin an:r* 
xpSa xp f pai2'yS ..a:r’,a ’tnn proa .c’cnS ? c’O’ n:ior cnrtr ay ma.ara nam.r 
ptrsn rnp.a 1 ' p'Spe* naianSi .arymS nans nxrn n:r*n cx # p»ySi pa rvr rtr>S nmya 
n’rnS ne aeiran ,c\ar rr':^ ax .it n:tr eptr* Sc* ninp naiana cmipSn risr^p 
,crS nrn nan .aax tran xax ir aa xa ’exi ,p':r aaxr map nr Sr ,n ,a:L M S aaxi 
ir ,rex.a nn: nrsnr xannx xaa rmri ,nasS nc snS mpn mm ? pea pmt 
,pea naa^a arrr ,xr'Si rex xvy- .nSrrr r.Smra r.vnS :r mer nxirnnr ,r:s 
.aaxa arrnan xsan xya? xr^xa ,aax xavxi .^'rx x^x ,aer ht px nS’sx xyar xr’x \xi 
':3a neS nine 12 preras* ,nsex 12 .',2 r*.arm mxirn na ire ,22s 21a 

nSeS ymaS air's easr pa^yo r’x ,pa:ya px .rr'^ prna nary pa p'pn Sri ,c'ar;.a 
p2'ria j’x ,aax xSx parya px .xrn mx ay aran nrrm x^r ,n:rn ns a'2 lar'yr 
.laair rex xir^r ,ary 'iarn ran ,2'rxn ran ns mar mm ,aax x s x n:rn s y ram 
aiy nanya nvnSa naryr n:r nprr p»a crS rann rx irapr per ,pair'y nprsn 
pa’m xp xS nprrnr .air'y peyS naax nar nrara arrr ,aa.x jre niryS r’xr -1 pxr 
rSr ,nr nr’ .xraaS xam' 'ran pranS iraar ran .n«a xp xS nprrna c'ar 'rx-r 
nrram x.aS'a nS xpes x^ xi’ sen cx on pa p'r .’enar n”:n xSa ,ra'a xrn: .=Sr 
,na'Sr n:r nr aa: n:r 1S nnSy pnax x'' ena a'srr arx pax: anxr x^x .c':r 'rx^r 
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(ot?) hnsi nnetr cpb nr ,**ioyo./ (ce) .Tern nncyoi mpnv iPn , ipnbs m, 
nrco it "“pnEtP nvvj„ (.n cm*:) m n (.1) . xcn ^: 2 "ip 3 ssn xcn ^2 nmn 
nr ,"nnnj ntrxe,, ."ptrjptp n' i ebnnnTX"n'L*’y , i„ mcyn ab nwen / 'nurjT>„ mry 
^mniTj’x,, .'lyreyoD'men^.cneben nihy miocwmNombx "TjrnbNmb,, .m; 
mnbwxb nby Tm'o npnvi ,sr nox mpn* it "-pcx, .n*en pne 'trip ibx 
ny ,xemc nmnpn w:yn p*D xomn mo : xo'cc .troy 'D"p xm ? o"o 
xan bex m^ane Xjonn m:bnn xm nnn ,b"op mmnpe trbn '3 mby neyn 
neiy cm cv bee ,n'b:n rby nay*:' p '3 ,xm noxi [■.)) .coy moy xm ,xb 
xbe mtr Dirby mye’ p'a ( D*npn be nnxi -1133 nnx pemro mnxn pen 
,x:m 31 nox ? cnevn *xo \xm ! nnxn bee ncy ,mv x^e cbn ,cbri 
on bee onp mnc xp nxbx x:n mco : cnio xp rs*:’ ,Tnio xpn ;xo 
xp xb 'TjT oxbc mno xp ixbe cyepob x:n # -[txi ? nnxn bae neiy cm 
nnaevo 'em ,D'ban xbc ?w xbx mb nnatro my x^e cbm xobce mm: 
pice mb rrbn fxob xpx mb nncyo -pice mb n'xn jxob xrrm ? np 
nnc Tjmpxn mneyo mi M a nb n nacre *enb xobce ? nb nneco 'em 
pmb xbx pbo xb cbm ,xbo me marine mx mb'e xoo »en ; mvon m 
cove mee coye neon coys mnvy m'yoe en onne ? nb nneeo 'em 
nnxi xbo nnx myee ,pncn poe meon ,pxbo poe vnyexn mycm 
nox "nm nnn 'e„ 1:0 enn) ? nnxn bee mo env ,xmr P 'ye ■ nr:’ men 
! e*m*o xm moe cnxcm noe nxm„ «.v xebn ix mn: xb xm xarern 
nr ,np 'ye v o "i! 3 j*o w 'xm mnvb cnc -preyre,, (aa crj xnn nn ':m ,e"n 
x'n no nyx ,xtt 'en 'ye poyo me npi p?ey n'e np ? nxci nnac cp^ 
? nmrj’e nn*x xn x?ebn ix m-xne ne^nve xb xn ,pn?jx m ? nnxn s ec 

'" *J’ n 

’:sn .npns mnn p 1 m* db* zinrB* rnB*yr:i np“B 'nrs*? n'~ cm a ,n~t .np*::- 
':y L ts* lpn.n jnir .nsn mrc upS nr -jaya m-*' 5 ntrya 7ms '.n *:2- rnrs*. pnrx m 
nso it I’fiBir ksio .73- P?a |-“pn px ,sun p:npr xm .pay ':y.n rx .mr 2'r:~ 
mnxn x ; c ,ncyn xp niso it -r.ac.n m"p 7ms*:* xsio : xnp nax ':n xenran ,n-y 
jxra nrra 7 y ,r.'B*yi .Ma -xt p -ac.n -ax:*:* aipa na ’syrx - x pax* ; -na 
mp-12 it 7':a .namaa* -a- na-** ,xamn xm x-'n* x-p ,7'n-x y .n*7 .^la*? a a 7 nnr.tx 
,n' 7 Jn xaa n:a* ,i:anp» n»rna ana xnn ,xm xnm’ xnp ,imx anp’ .cm xnm* xnp 
nx^x m.aa* nnxn ^a rnnr.n pT n»s aa -ynma pan a xp ix^a myapaa -ensa nv:p- 
nnayn ma rnaca pnaa ’yan ;xa- xn>:n .lac c'aan jnxa pymnS ,mra xa n*r' 
,a*n ,pana c^an nay x’-a* £ yx ,rt:a‘ mayn p’an pnaai ,paaa a'-.n nay x-i n;c 
risen ja t:\x ma*yn cn.n naxn ,»anS xa s a*a .xnna nny s aai xnna *:ns m naiaa 
,msari :.n nna .nnaiya r:ca na r.naca ,r.:a-r, -y xnm* nan r:ca* nv x 'a pin 
mx xsnr anxS x ; x ,xpn ix 1, xar.a mx \naa*i 4 *in *^nxa naxn mxi mnn -;.ra 
c'B’ann zv pna nca 1 xmc m-ti* ^sys .c*a* ream ran r'.xa y a /X^a r:c max7 
ncana c’can mS xaa m\xn y m paa c*a» vu nn m"xi ^aa ,c»x^o cnaa* maiy 
y r.a nnsy yrx*i ,a»xSo nnaa* pro .aman xaa me nn rna'cai ,na x-a nn« .p'aa 
paa na may y-'xi ,c*nan pac vn nxan n:cai ,p’aa 7 a nma- nenpm ,p*aa 
hy ,nnxn Saa ma cm .ray may nay xp pnyi ,'cmpnca ]naa P era 'xaa .nsen 
xnm» 'ai ay ‘re ip^n n’b yaea payn ;*mn na enni mayai pay ma np .vax —: 
pa'aS na^ma xan p*ai /pniaT 7 a aman ,n\xna nam*a xa xn pnax *a .env ’av a- 







; p-2 nr^M =-:r 'rs- rr;-s 

cp;n ; ; maxn ,x'n py?a:r 'am pnxn Paa mpy oppaP ptl'P ,na'?a xpo; .D'panp 
mocrxi mxonmoHpnnipo-inni panympo-in Tnn'n .nS'nnmven jmpnca 
P '3 ,nxai nnaa* cpp C: 1 i ,n 3 ai mryrai naa .nnyyoi mpnv ,o'ok"i niPiy 
;m ,piD: o'Pn nippy* noix L M, r pnxn Paa naiy ,D'P:n nippy p'‘ s y nayir 
my'px ‘1 .inxn Paa naiy nnx ion p^y rayo’ p'a p?aix 0 -1 .npmn rvrcen 
moix o*-na xr .nnxn paa naiy ,D'pan olt p'Py nayy jva ,noix opr ja 
mao ■ xrap x;m tro .nnxn paa p^y na*y maion ;n p'Py nayy ;va 
pnai myiayn :nai nivon ;na„ p- anavai mnop "b nob mbo im'ro 
lar ,maiDn :na noip Tpv lrx noix i M/ ni .nnxn ; a’p ,nyo yor "?niaion 
noy nxai„ ia'aa*'i a*nan vtro ram .pnnx npy noip vnox: n?:P , air an ran 
iyyn npx- (na nan?:a) a'nan ? xoyo 'xo apy' p nryTx 'm ."noy onxani 
ynn xn xonn ?t 2 o cna nrypx 'ni .ooy cmyio oiyra oapyioa 'nb 
omi -oma npy noib V nox; nob ,ainan nan iar maion :n nox' xb :noix 
?ma iyon 'xo "maion jnai myiayn :nai mson ;na r - *xn ,apy* p nTybx 'am 
nnvyb poo : xyanx nx x n noxn 'n nox ^rybx nnaP mb 'ya*o 

ypo 'maion mai myiayn jnai nrcon ;na b'n ? nyay Pa paibyn nb y'y 
myiayn an ?,x ,nyac* ^a palmar 1? mv?an an n?a ,mv?an :n^ myiaan an 
n'a'ipx^ ? maion anp xarann nnna xnapnn 'xvb .nyac* Pa pDi’prn ip L*' , 
?pa*a onni .na ,- P pyu maion an s|« ,na^ pyo mu?:n an n?a (TO ,niv?an anp 
pan lann ? 'b*v "anao ( :H » /'T'pnxp naPm npaa rnaai,, O cnan) a'nan 
-iax;i nna |xa nrax: ? pa?a nana ,ma x^x 'P px - nna mnn 'a (aa nnm 
i nb» pray nana ;xa t|x may nana fpnp nra /nana ix nna ox (t xn-n) £nS 
• vaSon nr.xn xp i» cnan) .mo’npnm ponn.m panyn ponn ipx ,'pnn^x 
(=r) ,d*? 2 ^c*i m^iy m*aa’xi nixon iS>x laynn' nm 'a (ar) ,1'oipnn xpi xin 

• i“ n 

-nr:2 mi y:yp .r.'n \xm ,nro xps: .no.nP n"i N*„n p>;n nn«= a:r:.n cnns 
na2 xn'ti* ny nriy lyxc* '^nra ppratrxi c’^-in ncPc min*x air an npni ,nnxr, t, aa 
,y?ann.m r ; y i»n arax ,pann *ann .naiy irx pnaa x ; a‘ vPy nay cxl- ,p-itrpy*P p.yxn 
n:tra c'oys laPa* :a'na.n naxra .p’Pa iman na*a ..nana ntrya ,nc*yoi maa .ma.i na^n 
:a'ax.n rin rx niratr p:ya npya^ ama naa /npiy n'.n cnra n;.i ms'an ana pn-.at aa nx*" 
?maian an 'tmaa ma'afani ,m.TsP 'S nraP .“S nryn r.iaian an f ~" naan nayiac* nyaa* 
,niaian an ,opn wan xPi canna □Pa* 1 ' vaaP jw- rn p'.nn ,n-xn '"2^ iyv 

ainan nan laa* ,ia pi ay pay.n nna* nmn- nm: nn x^ nnxn ^a - ' pnnna*a r,x 
ana ip\xn ,nnsyp p’ara .ran nnna cmx may’e* ny ,jnr:x nttr nraiP nrax; nr: 1 ' 
V't Pa paam in' Pia> axa' nyaa* 'np an max nmamra p xpa: ms?:n arai maia.n 
/'raiPcn^ v 't nrax: nra ; p nx pr Pa aam nnx 'xi ,aain nnx mix .mix Pn 
,npaa n'aei ann ,na'P py*a n:ra naanp' ,ps*xna ma*an an x 1 - cxa* 

n:n Paxn /P'ra >;n xara .nnrya nixn'P lavnir cv xin nna* ,xnp **raxp xp a'’a 
rxi pna ]PnP nrax; .it nn ( nan; .'^y nn pn; ?nnxn Pa xa'x P’y^ y 'anca x*;nn 
pna D’anaP pxi 'nP piai man pna 'a*np pa* ,na panym yrann iPx /iai nan; ix nn; 
j-a*nn; ]ncr ,mraa*xi nixan rx .vriP'n Py xPi naiy nnx v u y .vrr'n xr xin .era 
,nam pna> naan 'raPan n*'xn niPiy par p’JaPn mPiyi pry pP-ira an nam 'nna* ~;:ra 
->--x <n .nam pa* nasi *'a*yra t, i maa 1 * va; n ni nam a xnpn xa-na nan;i n^;^ P*xn 
ama *n naai ,i;a ,-, n' e*rn 'a rn.ara 1, nr mnn ,xm xnm* xnp xnn ,nra*yrai mpna rx 
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iO ?DHp 122 u’"I nB*J,’0 X?airi ,D'lp 2ST na'ym *X:2?21 -D'TV?2 nx'SP |.\2 
?in'D nm max pnxi n'a*£: n: '21 "jinm nx inian nns»» tor) nmai ,i' j d 
yoa* ?y:aa* nyi?aa* nc 'PiypPa oy:an y:aa"i,, (>2 ^=-722= ) ,amai .d*m 
iioaonn ,vai va PxTa'M DnimS man n:rr: naoai 1122 o:y ipSiD:i pnx r,:aa* 
pxirpr: -i-nv m mriVD xon .;y:a xm ,ny sin ,pn*D xm ,x:n ?;in*D xan 
mx ?3 yaixi n:a* Dovaan \-m„ 0 x 2*2^0: ,\s:a* V pora x\x dm^ DnS pva 
pan pnx Vi/> (P 32102^ ,amai "1:21:1 dmsjs pxo nx'it:**' 02 nxsP ,i:a* 
Tnai "ann ia*y mmya n:a’ omaixa mn., amai "1:21:1 m *2 p;* -inn nn 
' ' ui ^yjan yarn,, (xa 32-02) maixi "1*21:1 pmo nx inian nnx,. (x cnrp 
nja*2 pa* sin anna "nn/, (* 22*) 1:21x1, 1:21:1 pnx yi: '2 myn bz ixmi. 1121x1 
tj * 2-*) 1:21x1 "1:21:1 oam anna noam n:ao mt,, (.a mar) 1:21x1 "1:21:1 noam 
i' x ."1:21:1 nuabbrn,, (j a n'D 1:21x1 '‘1:21:1 btnc 02 nxsp m’Pam anna,, 
n!2x:a» ,;r::a nam *3 npyn m:aix *aW? ^ax pxia** 'Jin*? xSx ira* xS ,xicn 
U2L-) amai "1:21:1 Dna*y n:a* Poa anna mi npan p man: nai„ (x man:) 
n:a* np npi lPoaa \xpiD "1:21:1 xnacnnixp ana*y nx> po anna mi,, 
pxMxaSra xm po ixi> n"n ^Pa?a ,Dna*y n:a* np npi poa *xpi ,Dna*y 
xrinx xj^dS (:j) ,XDin ‘Pxnaammxin *x:a :3 pxn x^x ,xnDamnixSi an2:2 
,xriD 2 Mnixb arm 1:2 :ma* n-mp entry n:a* ana*y n:tr ,xa 2 31 max -\xin 
V dmp pm na’y:a x?api ,Dnp vboan na*yoi \x:2?2i .xnaa’nnixS xan =]x 
ppm nran: pax ,1^222 manP n:n iaxa* onai ,xnm pnyi xpi?D x^ 
D'ia*y n:a^ iSoa anna mi n^an p man: nai„ (.x n*an*o n:ax:a* ,pna 
,1:201 a*xa ins: nnyei ,ici:i mx? 2 mx o:n xai ni^an jaira m*m ox: 
p^an 02S ami ,1:21:1 v:sfr p^an xnaa-TinixS nna’y n:e* po anna mi 
ona ann? nyaixi ona*y ova- P ui) ,pav ai ana -"par iS n:nxi on^mi 
,xn\x dxi "ann^ mxi nna'ya ^aan. (atr) ,anai .'-arna dm a’ n:a*a 
pa'2 1 ^ nn ia*a pp:a ama max mi max ? np 'ya*i? n'a’Pa* n:a*a m^a’a 
2Mai !mnx 'xip ia*p a xi xin ,pDr ai n> ppma Pxia’' mS:aa ii>i:ra 
ma’pDi jTw* r,:a* xm n nx nip xnpn Dr ly x:i xnm x'S'a'v, (i xmy) 
,aMai ,vay inP:i ^aa:a xmy nSy nxan n:a 6 pi mixa ,xom "xa^a aim 
n:a f ,xmx dxi "pW n^aam n:e* xm ’e w onn anna Dpaim xa'v, (1 cl m ) 
,oPrPi(."j) • X'ap V aim xan ama Dnn pm 13 ,nyi ? np para nmaam 
n:am a’xi ua M ,i?:i ,xiDn ai lax ? xm poa vra ,xin poa lnxa D'^:i 

'" a* 1 

.men n:e*e me* ,;rron nap.m x::in ,x w a n:t? 1222*2 nn ,mn ,i"i nen *xt n"i ix^ 
inx: ,pio rx mm mx .Dpmx n:c* ,1^:2: vaa^r? ncm ,cnp am ,mryr: xaPi 
1232* X2 D'^irnia p::n X21 ,P;*3 nnxi \x*ip * L ' , i32 p:nv ni nnna x^r .min ,1:2*02 
.,u*iTi2nx 31X2* 2*:m in; ,xn2B*nrixi 2*me*nx *0*2; von 22* vm 2*312 r.iO’O ,m 1.1,1 02 Py 
P03 n\:2*on 32* nn nPan ]z ,mon:i ,1222 13x2*2 ,123,11 ,2*inp erntr 122*2 mn ,12222* 

'22* pi222 21,12 X202 X31 X3^02 p322 ;'2,1 11X12:2 21*22* ,2 12* 122*2 '2*2*2 .,13'2l J2*12*2 
P'20 2X1 ,X31 .2*12* 122*2 12 21122* ’Xp 120‘1 13;'0 ^2* ,312532* V * pX 2MB* 1:2*2 

in:i .-,2*22 ,ioo P xn myne* 2 "? ,1x21 ,122*3 |or 111x2 .H 3 ix *x 3 p icp |2*:o 

.XM 1’2'02* pro 13 120 'XI ,-iSoS 1'2’22*1 122* X’,1 '2*'011 2*312 2'32*l3' X2'l X3ty2* 
.X113* “23 ,20.133 11 122* -23 .1*1 32*2 p30 2*312 130X 1X1 I2*0"p 2*1*332 ]2X ,3iyi 
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ppxi -inxa .cr^nyi D'a^rr’ n"n ,pva inxa ■. an d'jl m 'trxn n*' 2 “lS 
nvtrV n"o y-pr.n “inxa ,nynn inxa ,onci« ^'n n"i ;niann itry»^ n"~ 
,D*nipx n 2 . 2 * :n 3 iD,jfen i ,caya inxa .nipTVi ny*pj s noarh ptrEC^* 
^?a pan i:n .nnDw 6 xion ai i?ax .xnaVM \xrap rn'abob .u itryntpana 
icy xS dx^ ; nvj* ^ nn^y pva mx yvna* yva ,nxa ryc*ni anpya Taya* 
n"i pvi (: 2 ) nnx ]D'j rrp iy ,n:c» iS pn?a px ,p\ 3 a inxa xVx 
)b pns px ,p*:a inxa xVx Try xV dxi • nrp arpn nvpa mx on .a'aS'a 1 ' 
pmn .tV via*: sew mra mso n^y ud'xi y'yxi inx pv y'rtr iy hit 
,id ;nrh nrS nrp pno ,nxa vnnn ins nayi 22x2 rvr ,2- n V?ap ,p:p 
,pva vnnn inx irryi nxa no ;nrh nA nasi* pnra ,p*aa vnnn inx nayi pva 
?pv*r x\x an> pvrapxPD'aViaS poo .pnri"x. 7 p!vTyji .ppxo’l nnyxi p:vr 
poxo SxitP 02 nxvV n:i** nixia yaixi n:y 00102*2 'm„ h « 2’aVoj ,nox:r* 
y'po "Vxi:p Vy nrrpy* ^VirS oc*n cnnn xin vr Pima n'y'ain n:*j*‘a c*^: 
.poo nope* niaVft 5 jx ,poo onxo nxm no .onxo nx'PV naVa* mapo 
,-pyi xpVa xV ?pwa ncroa xdSh ,poo pool para nau anvra nxpv 
□'yaixn natra dl m non 'n "2 bv "inn in ^x pan pnx ?yn„ faV oaooaj a*nz“ 
*nn„ fx non) npai "a*inV mxa ^""onn anna anvia ;nxo Vxitp va rxv" 
npi 2x2 'xpT2 "navi nc*o 221 c-mV mxa am nyy nyya n:a* D'ymx2 
xin nc*n ix^ n /y 2i PP20 ,D>y2ix nw nb npi 022*2 'xpi ,a'y2ns n:a* np 
xoSt otvo nx'V^n 'xoo /xn x^x ,anvo nx'V'Pn anao px*n xoP2*a 
s)n ,cnxo nx'S'S ,X2 no ,nvj* m^Q'joixnr Q'y 2 ix n;2* Vp2*on n?rpn u 


' /y 2* -i 

-Pr>r. r: Tayir TtrB ms-P nn*r,vt:c* pi* nvs? vn cVon 
-ns2 ix 222*2 " 2 *‘ y oxi m: 2 * rPnnP pos nnx c'r22n o *-" 1 nvc* CV2T2 pu'.* nrrr;2 

cnPi:n p ynu’yr^ yxr ,nar;2 isryoP ,n’vc* n:2* v m:aP lP’nrvi p '3 yonra 1.-22* rr-2 
.nnnn p ynrpi pn-, 1 * max na*n 02222*12 ,mS2V I ?i I’ap-jS .nm'2.12 •n'rvn by v r,22 2 
woyts 2*120 1-21221 v.Px c^ioS n:i2*xin nn:2* nr,?2 2x2 rya2 '0x1 nPay 122* p2i2 ; ,-y*2:- 
,p\sp ,p. t inx 22* ^y n 1 02S 2->2n p pi2*yai yonr px2* pn’ *i 8 *yoS pipn*^ .^222 

p’X22* ,222* nnxS 122H|2* b? 222* DTp 122H2* p’XH Pin’S^ffyn pX2*,12*y2 J’:* ,L 

^2 -^2* now p’rvrn *rn»e nv **2pin n2 u nova ,xravr, ’Xi2 ; j oj .r.o:n nnx --ir, 
nv’Ni r.iaoa mpio am *122* nvx pnar.S ,r.ris2*“’ .12 noya* eve 1.-22* ^'nnn 7?21 p-12 
12122 p.Vy 122’xn . n”22* H22* in pio nryei nnrr v r.naa 101^2 P22* i s rr s y .nnixi: 
21,02V nm cx ,’22*n na* , 2* nnxV ~nx2 -22* air2" ,-*Vi otV .im:oa 2^2*0 1-021 

r.o ,-oya* viVa iVoV 02i2*xn 022*2 201a nvn axi ,201a 0122* -Von ’2iVa 022*2 022*2 

0.120V 02101 ,X20 ]2’2 0**2* 2’2*000 ^*20 00X2 OOy OX p"0 X101 ,p’22 I’OOO VX 00^1 p’22 

-VoV 0212’XO 022*2 2012 021001 ,02112 p2*XOO T122* poV ’22*0 012**2*0 ia02’2* 01022*0 “22 
iVtr 11 022* j'X2* ,002* -V: ;V 0”22* 022* 020’ xV 01 00y2*0 2102V X20 ,’22’i 0”22*1 .ooyj* 
,1'1 2*002 ,’22’V O212*X0 11 0”22* xVx ,0”22* 02 00**2* 022*0rpV ,’22'^ 0212’XOO ON 020’ SO 
-,VoV .2’2‘onn p’212 ooa ; o n ja’2 jopV p’ooxi ’22*0 2-00 xio xop 2^2002 -*’X x- 
Vxo2*’ Vy 00V2* ~f'zr 07*20 022*2 :xm aoiao xopoi ,’xp o’y’20 n:c*« ,Vx-e*» Vy oo u 2* 

xopon ’ 102 * C ’100 OX’V’V C’ 22*0 V 20 p 2 yV ,- 012 * 012-0 2 *’pO .* 22*0 2*000 XI' *.’1 2 002 

00 ,00-2* -,lVoV 0**20N 022*21 2*000 OX’O’V 2*2102*1 01X0 y l 022* 11 022* 020 OTO 
, ’oc*oo xo’x ,;a*20 oaVc* maVo ox ;a*:o yV’ono o- pio2* oaro po ,2’ouo rx’O’ 
ON*020 2*2020 2*22**’ O'0 ’O2'02* ’20 ,0”22* 022* iV INOp ’00*0 y’,102'0 J0’22 1X2*2* L X 
"*2*00 ^4*30 ,00100 OX 0S2 02*0 W ’X10 022* D’y20X2 ’O’l ,2’020 ON’2’0 y00 XlOl 2-iy 
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'yxn nyaaxnxvDir nryD nDCDa* nya(*nabnn p m:Dn nx pnb xbi inna 
nips baa nrn nx niamb arabni xm xani .D'can nyaaxa ,D\]y 
tc* did nnm ayxa njyon navn ,ia pyxanb ,c*mnn» Dim nx ba:mi 
mynaanxa ,bibxaanxa ;}DDa anxa :jn DDa* 'yxa nyaax naaon nmx -an 
bab yrr nmy jruD.a ddd ,yasb ^aiv ba anb nm xbtr -Day a anxai 
-ma d;i bxay' 'aba aiy im xb VD'ay nryon nx moan'aa ^xi ^x^a" 
snbraai p"D.aaa aiy inu M xb amm DDnana* aso ,nsnnm ayysn =pnn: 
a:i rrsna ayy?ab /D'abab ,n:c’on aix'aa spmn ,aia mab narm dtd mom 
cnana nx ayyb aiy apnim amann nvpab ms my pxa* y"ai xm nya nx 
nmyyn p byi ,nxan rutra ianym a: dx yyn px *a bibx yainaanxian nxi 
-n"3i y"a maaa spin pv> ;inya d: xm p 'a raab nm Nmy mbban nrya 
(.bbn mas nm lavy xim na:nn nnnxn: VD'ay dsd 'Six 
mn n:y»n va'a aaaa* ,nxa] pm abiyn n'paa nyaaxa n:ycn p (3 
amyay iraxb aan aiayy xm naiynn apyy jyn ,.aaiyn ava njyn yxa dv 
nyxa nmi (i"a l.aixa piaa) injyiaa 'an xa ,a\xDnn nnpa ^y nbanni 
’*D'a nr ,anayb abn aiayan nbya 'aba mbannnn pn m arapb nai it nyo 
D'nna:n Dmaona my njri' xa px " a"am\, nn'banav ayn'mp xina* naiynn 
ramb x*vna Da nraxy vaa nvanb a ,s "pa:„ nbam p'nanxn lx'ttany nma 
; a by paan Dab an' awn ainan p n'xam ,ypm a"nxi pap (xnD;a papb) 
**.nE!abiyy 3 yD'yy»n aaaa*a nam: rpya 'abambanann'a ,nibn'xnnnn'yy ?3 
mm ,paarn dv n'ban nx ,n':y.a 'yxa pjs nx lvaa aaay mnx (4 
va n'n a* aaiam ampaa nma* mva.a nx pi pa dj avi'pa asiy* nymaa ny'pn 
i»aa D":ana minx *oiyn x"a aaicny'pnb n:ana ^aiv Dia* pxaa anr nsixo 
maaia* niniar nvapra ba* D'piaan naaax m;?a d;i nnain nx na-y asia 1 bip 
'abanibanDHD aaan apy nx jnb nmpn aaaa* 'anx,pa?aj av»'pa niy'pnn ma s 
nxa* m:abn n'*xa pjya niyjm.a nimaaan pa axo “imxn .abn aiayaa npra 
*6 vna» mbapm o"ab v.aa* nibaDn naix m'xmn my p":a i;ra* n'amn pvab 
ppn.ar mapnn nxi ,omyn nx bap nnm byy /noxn paamn aDiba .vmaxD 
ivx dx d: aaa ppnnb arm biaab mam na a*'a* yvaa-n n?aa* 'xar p pnv m 
^iam a'Pn a'a ixaa mmaa by ?i'DiD ix yama nxa' dj nxi ,nmna ama 
-bia:o vn'a* six d'd^d D'a^xbi anx a"ab xbi Dvnm nmyion ipnb mamn 
pixnnb nbia ma aaa ibn.a vc'a 'a ,nxrn mamxn rx nnm namsa* ':£» ,nyn 
.n;abn 'amn paam '"ay novyb n'ayion ;pnbi mx'amn biy nx Dnra amnb ivana 
m ayi Dvaan p xaia m ay bx'bm m iaptb napy ns aaob imxn p pyi 
aiam xim irD'ay pa n'a nyyra x'^x mb pxy ia?axi iD'bnn nran ova* yym' 
m x'n it .njy ix .ayay ba pyb nxary m by *ix vavya iraa nam nyyoa 
: m?ai ba -Dap n'amo'nb maa nixan naamy ,naia xnama.a 

k; yy' r.^ nnum cn^y ]'sp «nsin rvnan rx ( rya^ per,- m (* 

r'n'S’ :nm 5"’ t;: jr:m mir: men ;p ,u ^r; riL-r isnayn: rx^m 20 nxa \xp*i2 «m:n: 

.mm ny i:x"pn mrmn 

xr nrn p mpe prnsa once fn:p , v, n zvz ’xnscra m tj* news (** 
rir»"«2i c'izz 17 Ti* r.xi) ini 23 cmen n”nn eva n:irn cr Srx pin cir c»nn 23 

^X2 r.rr^ nnm can 12 ’2 tnrapx j:nv m cira rex i2*xi fnTn cipe 2 m:trm nreaa 
. c ? , 2U , e t ? m .12 rr, pm rxr -.mn pnv 'r prpr’r rm naisn nrx 121 Sr; 
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■laz t:i v ."s 313 onb pnpi bna ms bp nn s £2122 lP'ornr "nebnn msc 
dsp* □: n ?2 '131 '131 D'snani nnsn by Dai D'?33n 'isp* by D'sa sb D'ipq \z\ 
*bp2i mw 'bps im sbn rism 'p*s 313 o'»3n D'annsn omssn im sb Dass. 
obis'—'bp?o sbi'P’aso isms naannis — .nbss pbo s'xv oms sbi ps -pi 
cai omms imp* \sn 133 pin '3 mP'pa sb Dssm nb'pin s 1 ' ncbnn nmnn 
.pn m b33 vbp lS'Dim onyio cm onsi ivsbnn lomn D'aisan 
mibn smp* ism oyn bsp-i nap*Dn tanpnni biann prshp* ,sican mon 
□3 '3 maiP’bo mb sb lpipi pbi msinb pi .13 ory?3 bs idp* ,np*D mm3 pi 
nrs n onisi3i D'snani np*D mm33 pmii ptaip'o ono oa itrni nmi'niss 
ip*S 3 mbprsb ivass Dm D'iap*3 nms ixnbi ipm ,Dmr3'3 nsbnn dp nosmz 
by* Dmn o'laaon 'm3 nvj’pb mi3m nr bsi “pans Dninsn op D'sann ip*p p 
lbsp* nr 'as'pp* msinsn mm3 pi nm sbp* nnocn mmn naa niaipm nm3n 
i 3 i os !sd'p*s nvonn o;i ?|bao ,snppn p'lisrs ia\sp* lai b3 bp siean *E3n 
.napnn npvppm ic'so ins pirns bsiD la's sipon liaitra '3 is ,pms?3 3m3 nr 
?\xn3bn'SEP,,ibsp* ,mnpbi nmnb b'pmb mvsbi DiiD'i3pnanaE3P*Dn3ibpi 
m 3 D'piop iasp* nsm 'conhc* nasmi nice nssa nnpi ;mrp3 pnbm S3 ip 
ns npib labm ia»*ai? bna ipp ,Dnin3ni D'snan ,np*?3 mm3 sm ion 
,iaban ia'T sis'sb bsia sb npbso ip*s , 0 'apm pars sim ,D’dm non obiyn me 
.□nap* pata ns D'aimpn ia» on emn nrsa is ,pn np nrso i?3sa sbp* 
napm 'p*nnb 33 b sin jip*si mpnn p*si 03 b nm taninn :tma» 3in3 oatas 
nm' p'a tninne* 13 b sP n :ppinen niso liaitra p?3ip 'sbp* (.1 ,3' nv:p*> 
nsian la'asb ms Dins Da bss ,nac*n paw bmnn ia»D Da s"3 mbpon ;ip*si 
is 3 a sb dsp> (ns 03 dp*) "napm nsva sj'osn am,, smi ,mis inics nmssb 
=idis bs* ann oc’an p?3ip 'Pp pr "naL M n "nacn nsv3^ mbo 

nan bp sab la'asb sm nsp n pn .bibs cnin lamp* navm irsas nsizr.n 
ns Dnbjan ia ?3 p'ao n msiai nmnomno lab pnm ncien bp pa Dmrsn 
pia nr nrsiybi mspm nobeva bsio n nb?3 Da s"3 D'ivdh nbrs 13 b sb ,cnar 
sin^ ia?3pt2DPD 3’iin?3 cnap* ns rs ia?3 onmni D'ayoisn mrzn mb d bs n 
ia*o ds ;pas pis ns omris bsis*' 'as lanann nss's pia s^ Da?zs dsi ziyn 
:sin 1113 nan ,!oipo ns il”s Dpns m is ,ia?3?3 sv' itrs opna onay* ns 
nbbisn onay ns iao na^n mnn nsm ,nnns mb?33 ,n»npn na^en pn n 
onbons jD'aD Dnap» ns iao 'asm n'sn nbo n n: bs Dp pm bss pitrnc 
pp'sn ,nn*nn ysi Dsb„ dpopd mo» sip»3 besanb Da ic*n 'bisi) D'Diipn 
□nap* ns D'avzn no*^ d\ss ansp* D ian np’p?33 ic*yn sby* i'nmb ' Dsb sin 
nm p il"S 3 nnnbo nap* ns D3 npa bsip*' 'as Dao» nntay.n bssi (nyno 
pT 3 nno’pcni nionnn .p'ao naiam nbnnn sm's nnm ,D M zpn bs bvs anarsn 
vjman ,^pin bss nocai D'ansn nbc’OD nnn nnm nmiap* 31133 * 'asm nnn 
snmpi nipibmsn ps pmnnb (onbon nao'b sb mbbsn na'aob) n:rn nsvs 
pnm ip 11 ns ib'sn mi's iryoisi .bibscmns sini nai**b naro msunn s 3 r 
dp 1 ; nap* nims 3ipb sbe* ms 3"a niab'sn bs* niaann 'ins sp'n b"i dsp* 
■ dt n*p?33 Dwb D'ibn D'ansnb i' nnb sbi mssn nap* 
nsbnn ;pnbi anaon ps i'Dn 131 b nsn nn'n pp* nonpn naron (2 
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impn ,m.Sanaia DipraS pin ma* nirs ,, i a'anno maa aminx annnpi mnS 
inSanara Dipraa □: me: nun i:e» jnix imnam x'pia ma be 'Si::ma vSy 
"n:a*ra„ aa*n nx onra wen ’an mnaSn ”|X ,1ml: 'nnx pn icansn: na*x 'xama 
,a"nx isomra' S"na* mr.sain ae*a pm ntro mm 'nnx nSyraa m:ty nnxmna* 
nms'nS pn n:aa*nna* S"na* nimma d:i nmpyn pa xpi msai: pi n:na* '3 ix 
□a*a □: Sax ,mmpySi mva':sS xSi mmnvSi annran ma 'Sna pa pin i:a*:a* 
pan Sa* m:a*?a pa* mm mamma* uyraai aSiyn Saa imra 'nnx T?a nra: nrn 
'a ,'an Sa* in:a*ra nx pmsn? mSm: ni:'r p'rnnS lmnaSn iaaxn: xS xmi 
my'Sara vna* main ninmai ninsoinn pa noipn nS nmn xp layraa nny 
f mrraai aiyraa mrrn Sa* pay Sa n\n pSa> ,n:aip Sx nxa 'a ym: nSi nmx 
in:avaa m:nSi piayS ,x:nc*'Ssa \:nv "m *x:' "11 ,^aaa Sxiraan ai Sa>pia'a*'a 
'i a'"y Dixnpa* nimnai xnsaina ppSin mSy e'e Dipraa nmx pnnS 'an Sc* 
lsmim n:ia*S nx imp man D'raysi ;Dyn mya ma'an ma* xy'anx '11 x"n 
S"n "'an xra'x,, mrax 'a ix ,xmnnn pa*S*. nyn na lyapa* xiono miona mSy 
xnsDinn oy ix D'xnn |y*ap ,n:a*raa nama iSxa ixipi n:a*raa aman pa pamn 
nan para iS nm naxra nmx nmx Sapi n:na*:a* ;n:ran ay ix ,nS nn::nc.n 
n:ia*pai nnmxa ma'Sa* n:a*ra d: imam nmx mma dhS nm xSa* Dipraai 

,in:a*?a rjma nm:i 

ixnp: nimmam mnaainn -pna ix 'an be inrana “pra mar:a* D’*aann (n 

.professor "maS*a„ ,"nm?a„ inxm.na’ "x:n w mma ,"c'x:m, aa*n 
D'mraSnn itran ;mx me mxo mra* pavaa ma v jm be annya'S (rs 
iSnna’n 'a ,mDt idj orn pa ,xiraj oa’a txip: n'b n"a a"nx *,pny:i mavyS 
ix nra naSnn nx nyajp n: am '"ayi xn'nani nrcran "an nx nvamS'i mra:S 
ny naman naSnna im:m x L c’ pnv 'an i'nrn r"y a neyvb xS a ox) ,nra 
"xnraxn, n'ma ,D'xmrax uez c'xipa xi'am naam r (veyn p trnara na irax'i” 
pi inn a ;sn .inaS para i:'xl m c'lann nx nyb ixaai anara , w pmin?a„ xina* 
L M, a xS dx .xn'nan ix nranan pa x:nn Sy piSnS man ip px nxarai e^tiz 
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nzn ns* vzyn ,,-nin* pprz Bayin' nirznz my Psnyz D\nn; vny ,n?zznm 
-DiyoiT pypz Dznzi nnvp nzyz -Dmzz Pun DnirzPn nvnp ,D?zvy^ nvzznn 
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Dyn 'ysn Pvs D.myz am: n\ny jnjzzn n*n niDnpn niuyrzn pin 
mxo'Z ,y"pi np-:n ,nzy mv?zz DiprzP dps pz D'snpjn Dnznz pz r;*n;*z' 
urn ,D*nzyi D’yj unz nzn’p dps pzz* D'nzm pzi ,nmDS mPzsrzi ninnyi 
yzp jnjrzn ns nvyyp Dnz D'pizy vn ym?zn *nzzy ,niya: un an nuvz*z 

.d'sv’zj Ssny' uzy Dip*z Szz 

Diym duzi inymz y\x niuyon ns p'nyn’p iSnny D'?z*n mznz (.* 
"’•zn„Dyzzrr" 2 y snpjn x*yjn sun* Iran Dp ,Dn*z lymi Dmpy lS'Dim Dmzsrz 
Dnnonyyp Dnixnnzi nnzi "nz Dnrzi mz'y' Ps nnyrzn ^z pzpp pm ,Dno 
;nnnD .D'znp ,ppn -D'zu nyirz ,D'ynT : cr:y *zS nvzz* nn’ s nnp zz s* D’"ir,v?z 

.Px-il*" n*zp Dznpn 

i:u2ppn;i jnsz* ns* n:c spy nps nisvrz: *zn "nz nys nr:*j?zn pz h 
nivpz jms y-i’zy nps dj jryn p’Py p'Diny pz py' dj ps* ,nnpn pvySz 
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pj'orz n:n:n nninnz ^sny' Pz U'yS inryrz Pzipnyi n;: ysn 10m sb*y 
mnn ,Ssny^z mpiPnD.n y*y*znp d*?zz* D*yp injiz *z isn nyxz D’P'xn i*"i*rz^m 

.nSzpn: innini n*z ippnn 

•z^nnnzi ,;Piz rynp mzz n*n s^ ^zs ab'yn pz 'zn nyz mzn muy*z (t 


XXII 


niaSn 210'p nr.' ns'i 213 in pai'yS 020*2 
13 121122* 0*322: invn C '**232 3 o*x ,nio 
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xe.io'22 nitryS 221 ^ 2:1 ’ : jxr:'p2X2 3 ? Sx2'3 
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rax? ,212 *” 32*32 32232S nysSi 3 iy? 
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xonnS ^ 3 v po- nt 1 - c' 3 iv:n nixsinc 17' 
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Baltimore,Jan. 16. 1895 oyn 33*3 
‘’XO'ooin 3377 xin i:nyS 7123 mix 
ni 7 E 02 mix'pri moSm yni:n ix 2 :'p-x 7 .b 
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,v7i3“2 DD7i3r2n Span 37,7 2 r, 2'2 
puy' my Snp3 rmSysoi vrnno 
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7io ; nnnyp pxo* roi poopmyoo op 722 * 
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M. Jastrow. 

To ~SL L. Uodkinson. 
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.7yr^*?3 -77 '** nyr 
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Dr. M. Alielziner, 

7'N*ny' pn'Nion Sn:n 37,7 Sr; 3nre 
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Cincinnati, Oli., Jan, 14, 1SQ5. 
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,x’unn xii r.axn maa ix xiai 72*“ 1x1 
N’iinii nai nnn ppa ipni xin izi sin 0 
ep “iznnnz max nz’i ,pr’ '22 a nn 
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mmn iz ip Mian oiisi .(p’a’ip') rmn 
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p’npnia narn ix (x .nx nn D>in.n nn* x: 
p.n:r na ninzi lapn pnainz '-an '’2 
;ai2 n nx a'arn a; dx ,p:pn nr an n:zni 
sir, o (apa xim) »'c*i rziz ""iznzn rx 
.vx-ipS Dinn irrz maim inmi xni2ci2n 
zip a 'rzz Dava z’anra nzrn x 1 ? (z 
nxim -npi »zS zazizn dmzi a’arn irx 
nsnn Szi ,-nx naXnz zaipa *s ivXin 
, DzipS ix c;:niS ]nzn x-pi xiz> nr pi 
iz >a a ,ixnpn nr.’ 72 xaia L z x^i 
sin |z*m p.n izi iz h; a’inm izi’ cixn 
(.* ?L*rnn ja ix 

"iizzai -[i’pia inziai -jarc mm -izp 
.(Dr. Landau) f]S x ^ 2.xr j'W2 I’psn 
.-2’iam jpiTpiz tzx i r ’ a-,nz 

mi'inzi 300 iipnz 2212 znzan 73 (* 
pix’123 309 iipnz C2i2 li ’:r n«i nrn’a 
.ixa iz’ 


jrm a ,;, inn Dnn inzu 

_ n’i<r„ Q’xisjn vn^nz nivisn 

n"nn pirn*’ L*7iDn nna nni?o "pv 

.'7 ;smns n’x ?3 

,p "zi ,1'nia d’izi ; n 

,iS<S5 nil’ 16 

n"ia nznn zm ; ".p,n nx iran nzzi 

'a ;xz2’pixi ii ixzvz 
’nsip '2 "P’lini ’22m ’nizp pnza nx 
ex ,i’2’2v znz zin nazsnz -iaxa nx 
naz a’arni xsia nnxz* izz c'zzx xi ’z 
’zn'a a’arni an nsn ax pxr ’nnznr 
jziaz nx nia nxz nlizzr Jizi 'izi Maxa 
’zn.’a ai2Zi ]a‘;n ippi an D’Z”n xmix 
7 « izx ,i’ip xipz ?arr .'izi xmit ia 
xn nzmi x z izm px ,-z ix -z n'r.’c 
D2’x nazn ’7*z ’z pr’apixpx i*i nrpai 
z pi nazn rpz D2’x ^cz ’ipz? izz ’ipz 
zaiz 2 nz’zi vazn nazn nnzxv, : i:z c’pr: 
nzn pzn iizn ’ipza -2'xr ’"2**xi /mnrn 
’X22 7 ’nssa xi ’z jaxm ,~nnzn ir 
p^^nn japz -,12s ip aisri ’izi mxiai npi 
izi nanp M’z azi izixn rx» nzirn ’z 
.mzirrn 

l * .err r’x nxa "izzam “ 1 ’pian 

ti^eh n'np > nunn Sn:n pin arise 
nnaa* aeain isom i.u invn 
n"ss'n rnnea pivei vl-iepzi iie^ns 
as; pe^a an nrirsm prym p (/ i 
Nnuxb .n 

*c” xim n:ri zx '’ 7 dv jpiipm n z 

.p'zi p'’'nVn' 1 'x 

r z izz2,n ipinm eznn zm nzzi err 

• 'a pxT 2 ’pixi ii ixza 1 m,ia 
i.M ’m2 pza -zia iipn nx rpar 
12,111,1 nzzi nzmi D’ip iz npaz irx 
izi nx ,1,12 ’z ixir’ nazn pp D’-'nii 
Diri nxa r.ip’.n nir.in nzxian i.s* zipi 
nnzianz nz ipzr nnnn nx ix-'Z” az azi 
naz lain -jraz nz izipnn D~a r:irxin 
,Daixanai d’x-izd zaz-na r.irnn nazi 
i’ 3 ,ii D2i ,nzin.i ippz ran n.p.i r^za 
vis 1123:3’ n.nzx nazi naz 1127,1 ;a 

Mzirn Dp ,299iipnz dzi: rrr, znzan (* 

■'izi Dr 'rxm ’-a a c.i iz xnpn iip 
i’ 3 C’ xi ' ; iz npiia ava pi axi, c **nnr.M 
aaapi -,”r sin ’z pr;, nr nr pi 
.rar irair ^ zip a ;xz px izx 
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rvrr ray: h'3 npyn sp |e tist ns -|s ,nsT \nas s ?a by navan ypaP pay a 
mp::s naira inyn mm nays naya npnn anas 'jynn nny .'nSnn pr ::a' s 
nap :nyn ns ;m: n:ny .Psncarpva .nn .nean napy y'y'n P:n;n anma 
nn d: '2 nsra 'ib mayr ,n;yn ysn "odd mpy 10 rn v:zb c:: msmpn 
ins '::n mnnsi> .yiuo ray 0: \t: rmtnpy craann cy maaaro nrn nann 
,Pva; open Sa 'Pa ns: nyyy “tnpray '"a nS nnasyp mn Damn p'nyranp nn:n 
joa^na did ,nSa:nirap 3 'aEpsnpPnTn\nsrnL:nns rpy PapP u:D 3 P'sin nan 
psrnsn ns masma s*n 'a vrsn: raa 'a*y 'nee* sp nysinpnyn Pan nan ps: 
nys Saa lpnnyny nnn:n :pap' pspnya: *iaspDsnp craann □: 
pnasPo ^s ny;P pais ;yrap ysn?a spa rapy nys mrainna *t ns nranp ra' 
nyyap2,naisap:2 anaa pa P ntm 'Tnsiaram nys nPs pap nray'ira 'aan: 
,aray ns pans an -pa' arayn pa Pisa mm aaayy ns: nap 'a ,nyy»a pa: 
•ve nsra svs n:a: .n\san mnaaran nyya a'arain: ann yb npan nan aray 'a 
pav ,nn?raS ,ysn pama rmnsPmy'DE a^ya s"a ,m:nnym nmpa si? ,snipn 
.a^a*a ray ns-pa''m .a:npp: pinnb aipy ,aipy nraisi ana: 
.psP n"nn taay n"a a:o n :a Paainy nr pnsn: 

•np a s a-j a Vr aa:aa’ s s n mann anna .psana 


♦rpnn 

% aany ,nrn: arsi? nay nyy ann 'Pna ana 'anaay nranaran .aran nasi 
nay nayp ‘npnyn nrnn msya n'ainnn .rmna ,nna\na ar aaaa ,nms ;m: 


: snip Sa aa prr ;y?ap 

a: a ran ^a na max': m nan' cioraryays 
ya cnxi ;nna nnn'm air:nnn nanP a.n*ii 
c.aaan aipaP annn.a r« nun' nw nnx 
^yao on nana ,ca:nP ^2 vaaa ax a* »a ix 
Py nans ,na annen man msepi nn asip 
S*i n»nyn nmp Py ac*> uaa era nan> ja 
nniaann p ::P n;xyn nti’x maaran mynn 
nai: ana npray maaiann n» ny a* s ‘ , ^' s 
,n:a nra nmn nvy cau ; 
naanm .Tnayn nannn ; y ca cPw 
.tnPn'nnapn iaam nxi: nP r.rac M nasPanP 
•^an 1, n» nn ,c, rP »S narpe r,r:a ny c:r:x 
n.npP /vsn ay ,narx x" 1 n’-s a’cn^i nrn 
.na ejnnrnP a« na :x na naxPra »asy Py 
ma*a ’an*aa nan nmay ny naray nzaya 
ny evaynP u aix xni »«c*a nnn pan ’:ana‘ 
nyai /nan nyvm Pray nanyn nann nn*ay 
inp'ir nnn vaan na*an Py mipP ‘'aix xPa* 
r’aan c.n nyn 'P nano ma zaraz .nta ppn 
^naPa* nsnana iznax np an-ra .nr 
naaran 

.DnsvsP 


l m, PjjsP DTpnyn nay nay a a'ainan: 
ynnn n'aa nnran Pn:n ann anara 
ray na: npyraran pyr: ppnaa mynran 
. (, a cnsvsp ny?a n y nn aayrap yn:: 

Berlin, den 20 July. 1S85. 

inaaan mx ixaa’pnxn 
t nP n"' era npn nnara Py nayraP 

:nv.nP nan 

n’xnn nraxra nx nxnp nn?aa*ai a" c*,a*a 
nnpp n'rnn nan na Pax ,29s '1; npnz 
.rnana 'naaaann nnx na-' 
irana yawn ntn xn*:n jvynn 'a 'rnrar 
^ax Pipra pan* :«ra cm: rnr.’n epay Pa* 
n ,yraxnP nan’ xP 'i' •’a , xra n *'S ca 
nmya nnx naPiysP nxi’v -naanra nx nxnx 
. *n”n c”na 

nrxz: cipra nrxa ’a ‘a“ , a paa Pa px 
cmna nran ’a ,' , y>zn Px "nan ‘x^’’ pr 
pn nnrynp Pain nxm nax^ran Pax ^’anyr 
n'.n’ cn car p’pniva craan »ryai naax ’ y 
nix^inP navan iPap' n yarraa’r nra u y nn 1 * 
.z’znai cn*ry cnmva ntn Pnan na nn 
; yn:’xnr lanax own mx p r.Pxa ^ax 
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mana D?an nyxo (x Dvayo 'ay?a amp nnnS "nayn yxn„"DDamnna (t 
Son xny osra o ( 3 i SpSpna nya ny Dana nyxi xmy 10a pmyon no xm 
oapytan nx npaS Savynpaon Sy SpnS ,nno npnynn ay nnnS 'man nann 
pinai Sina pay Son ,naSnn naS nxrn xnaoen nxr nSin -nr,' oa npnynm 
eoa SaS niyn onnyi r"ao napn yninn yrrp payai raaSm nrann may paea 

.S"rnna p'yrai npm 

xini ,D'Soyo.ni D'noiSn Sa naioS niyySi nman^ 'aan nnx my (n 
xnaooa pino nxnn ooipo Sy x"a xnoaai ni'ayoa lxainy aoann Sa moynS 
ixa'y oipoa Sax .nyvD xini moyS pn noio paya xmpn nxr xxo' nxrn 
noyx maaona nanon payS 'ixnn ooipoa xSy DnS xnoam meSc* nvayra 
xnaooi xnaoo Sa nann nai ,nrn paya nan' nnpy nyx xmn xnaconS mix 
xmpn xvo' ,xnaarcnnxr onxcpm yoin nyx pynpai .nova n?:yy payra pn 
ponS mpxi paan nnonS nSna nSyin inn pxtrn Sy ana pmi nr?a nSna xrean 
>naxS?a nx nonS nnnx lax' xS ax 'a ,iareya maSson Sa nxra nra pvn 
Sai nnaxni naSnno moSnn niv'p,, man o ,nv anna Sy xSn mnpn nvaSr.S 
,xnoaa nnpS nax' nyx poo SaS nxo Spin 01 nona xS ana |noi xyren 

.Dinnn naaa vasS nm na nyy 

o ,v rno moipo nxnon Synnna anaraa mix my.n nyaoSva .nn a"mn(a 
"nix nma, naan nx mnai 1S □: myray p'nnx Q'nan Sy niyi nianaa iraoyay 
o 'Sy inrnnx Sapra 'a\x Sax lamno xainy xnpoi xnpra Sa 'asS vaipra Sy 
naxSran nx 'Sy mnpS xS peony: Dips nxoany moipra npxa mxxo d;?cx cx 
nnoia xinyvaa vnnan pSi ,nnySao osS naxSran an o mnx p'ySi trsnS 
Sy 1S mio oam oS m»y S"an aann omyny ooann nn' Sy d:i miaym 
□'aannS mira 'aan p .nnpiai nmin nmpa pya 'nnoo nnx po xnpS iny'a' 
'nypaS innyay nSxo .a .nn a"nnm iix-oox' .0 .nn a"nnn ?xny"a'y o'Snan 
Sxny' pa 'j'yS 'iS: onyn nx * ninSi nnpa pya 'naxSrara d*ido pSn Sy mayS 
yxn .'n'xran Sman ann nx Sxny' n'a jpr nx pax pioy aSi anprai mnoyni 
American Israelite DyS ynian p.nyn nx “jniyi 'taxa'Da'oa D'janS trnnen no 
Sy m nyu m' pnxoai iao:a Sar px nyx Saa mx amnS in' nx n'a' xS ncx 
•Sxny' n'a nnuSi nnxanS onmiaan onna' n'nxnS aSia 
'a ,naoxn no Sa nvpS nySnxp p"->n nraiSon nann n^‘y 'rya nnp' p 
.a'aaSa'ay nyy nr 'ax 'nana pi ,ima'x Snan mioaa pap' nyx Say x'n inyn 
'n' anaxSo aian anoyy D'aaxn 'SSa ny'oaa pS Saix xS o*oa poxnS Sax 
nm xin '.a moinmi mnn'n S'aao iSoyi iny'a' noya nniao nySnxp ann oy 
D'aaia 'anao D'annS 'aivn loynx'S anann D'aaS ooy ySy nr nrx pyxm 

pSy .na yranynS nysxa px o ny D'yaiyo vny 'asp D'rsnan nova no 
mpo nxnran o ox ,nnn?a ny'nm 'Sieo '^yna ny nnnS_ nxrn 'D*:a mnna 
Saa p'San nsnrao nnv inpS '"ynsi nip'caon nmipai nSxynv nx'ppn ':od 
iSaa na di oaox dxi pyxnra moo xS nyx nan moan nySy oa 'Sixi ,noy 
an Dona o mnann xm naio SSaa nax ,niomn ninixo conn mxvy nrx 
ninaDran nn'a Snnyai /.nn"annnaxSoi'SySapxmi mpsnn moSna pai Soyo 

•Spa nix'ay na'.nn xS 0 
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(i.npon pxa nor ,n s SSan amaoi nioSin pya nn n;: nony anan nyn 
nyaxa px oyoa '2 mwiy aipoa a'SSan Pxo a: mxv' amyaS <1 
anar aoa np pin annS pav pa mao ;ni:n :ioa ,n\n .122*2 pmynS 1x1 
.id .1:2102 i:i2Vi nSo pmynS nxo nyp* iyx "a;oa xSon *]:iam x:y 
.ainano n\xi avy px tx a;i mnx nxnn iS 2" 21122 nSon pioy 020 "nix:,, 
,'mann xipo n'xm nxi noxon \nn:n p Syy map:o a: xSon pan ‘2 
xi ipn Say .minx xnn ai (2,xnnono ? nx pmo (-X2» ixin n22*22 pi 
pmynS in22 .t.t xS pmyoni nSym Sa 1:00 i:S px2* nr.i SyoS xSx .1x12: 
p:yna yi;:S 'Sao miann nrS ampin Pa .lmnyyo spony nyon mix sjx 

.iosy 

nax* ax xnpn Sy SpnS ,n:ym 1110:22* ?pn nx ivi iv * s aa mrm (.1 
2 moy '2 /x moy .2 S“iy (:2) (.2) SSian joaai ,iDnn nx a: xnpS 

.aSia pi 

21 1:00 myi: a:ox axi 112:2’ aipoa mn:n xiny 102 '"yi yima nx n 
ayoa 000 npS nr ; a Sy my ima mySao xio:n nx panS xnpn Savy aipoa 
i2’xa nSnio m22'no mm p xS '2 ,max xS noxm ,moy S22 pp:n jvvno 
omyn S' r xi:xS 1:012 Sn: invn noiSon 2m }V' ^ax ,02* nnaa xnpn nxm 
p non: **2 ax mnoan mop ,1121 npS yio 2 *S iS mnoan 0x1 121,202 r*y 
nS:nn xS i2*x naxSo .1122 v 'yin a'annS miSnn 122 11222 'aoa '2 ,21 pr: 

( 3 -ixrn nrnoa nvrpxn mao na 

ri2i22 13001 n*Sy 1222*1 'siip^ nnx so 3 ii nxinS 21-0 *osy rx «W 33 n (1 

0"22 C**OX* n 22*1 *2 21a: 2*122* Sill Jill’ 2213 2"2*2) pil’ 22*2 ,1'22*1 ION* (_■*) 

*v.i*x rmri ntrxr 2**21 ntrx2 nr nr.e m Sy ,12*21 1,1*12’ 12-2 c r .(p, 3 i* 1 22*2 is 
ipm2* nsoin p*yi c*Smn S22 xso: x 1 * ,1x12 mix 12*1-21 .12 *rin "2 ntrx: 2**21 2**xn 
mSnro pi rnria c*n*2*an ryi *rS"12*31 noS,,12*12 n:ni .21*2 nrSy x- -x zv''" cosy 
r,*tron 1212 n 22*1 nyi nxi /12 *nn Sr *i2*x /■?:«*]» 12 iprs. / nnx *:r. ,i*2*r:n Sr* 

012* 22*2 Xlpsn y2*3*11 .11,1 12*11222 ,S X 2*1 P 12*111 ,1*2*0 y l Sc 1112*2 XI*.pi Xi*«, 

n:n i*ixx S2S1 .*012*11*2 rmrn *22 uya ,121: *13*2*2 SxirirxnS m*2*a r,iyi2**ri ' n*2*an 
n.*22 iSi3 n*2*ai2* in*Sx *sa r nn:2* :iaix nr2*1 xintr :i*ynS pi *33,1 ,n£ 1312^ 2*2“^ 
*2 (.tap 122*2J iaix *rxso mix . Sii 3 n pn ci*S i*Sy nrno m*Sx xi.iri ,nnn* cr 1 * 
xm "pixn yi232 *n*i *r laixn cyuo xS) nnn *2*011 nr-on sSi 12S mm *122 nyrr* 
noSnr 1x0 0*21 moipor mr, p,3.122 1210 *nxso mix 4 (20*n xnpn X 3 j**y* mi*o 122 
ms-sinr ;(c y/ 2*n *:vs f *1202 cmxvxS Snrn C'^.n C 3 i*s *nnr *inx) *Ssx n*r*iso n^iri 
p*:i*2*on *i* ntryaS 12*31 noS noron *3*yr ii2*n *r nrx xSi ,nSxr cnoxo *mcnn 
2,-ix n*i,iS c:ox * 32*11 ixriyr**! o 1 1 in pi pi on or,in *3x1,1 ,ny ixso 3 D.1102 irxi 
*2 23 no .Divon x*n nr xS Srx ,cno mx Sy Six2// no*nn *S nsin c.11 102*2 23 Sy 
*2 i*.iiS nrn 1, *S ritrnx nx* px 1:00 2*nr* 1^21* c*xnpm ;xriyr**i xm, *n *nS n.nm 
2 nx n*rxi*o irx nnx npm n*.xi *320 ,*2^2 i u mmn 2",1x1 r poxni *r ; 32 nSn.no 

.’2S2 121.1 yrp;i 

.121 .13123 *2 ,121 *X1*1 *X011T ,1102*1 1312 ./ ]*lSn,l ,1X1 (2 
mv_‘* vt noa ampo iyy*S 10x2 xii nnaa naxpo a:i) (3 
rjny /"ansa* aipoa nnvp noai ,xio:n Sy '"inny aipoa 112m 
niyyS Sp: pj’ii D"yno '2 poipoa '"ana nm**:* nan nx noa’S xmn nyai 
2"yi .ppnSi moS iiv:l m na a"XL**o n:n any niio:n S20 aminy *:ao nx 
mSaa S:in nx oya nnxn 11212 mo maam amian pya .aoiyop iSia nSy 
a "j.s’iopySy nmS aoyya SpSpS main oym .noixo mSap xSi r pyxi pia 
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PV2' jairan ny"*Px x 2 my'Pa-p,, my nnx xsn '2 ,ppa nxmp "pip na„ 
D 3 taa nin nasxn ayn nx mxnp amry snpa: ny*x ana 'aym ,xan apiy "nS 
mxnp non as sSnn ,na:a may 1 ' maa my p*o mnaa pas ma yraas npsy 
'X'2^ am x’p maxi ssy' la psny*as myai mPtn amry '2 ax s'Px em:a 
•P^m "B3n„i .pxipm "'21,, as x"a ,p‘ s apnar spxn masy\m mayr.a 
maw* pap yxs: ‘max ayaa nya *ry uap may nrx nrann xm nxr 

mrxa '2 mi Sx 'ht: 12 a; 'nm: mrx ymm pm aHya msi n;n 
-mam nnv a: mm nixS»n a; amm a'ay* a: ':sn sm; ,nymn jnx nya* 
ayaarPmsa mxva x s i ,a'pysya asvpy'i ansaia maa iy*N B'rm a'2'sx a; 
.“I-ni maSas 121 pa paaya ,ny ^aas aipaPaa aspnas'yi pax mna'maxn xp 
• amrya mm pnvaa iyx lyas my nypaa anan 'sap mp nsP;S myia xPs 
n'nn yis's paan aann assyn inn nx vyni mxn a'aya a'P'aa iyx iy 
mas’pn aim -|p am, :'S lax iyx "amx nanx, mya 
n:ns nma iyxi myy iyx pi 1 nnna x'vin ,n pips panp -jnaa y' iy\sa 
msv'pn npx snaii? "mryf' mya -jp ,mn: na yea y' '2 nxi: ax nms prsap 
m'xi txi maxpanx myy^'mpnm xias 'i? map usyaa 'aay nx msaa -pm 
nmyxin xarim Pnr jap or 'S wp rx "|xi pi'a mpy' m pan *a 

•aaasp nnssa 

mayp x: smxsn mnsm mpa py ip iyx mi max 'y;x .a’p *aan nnxs 
nnan ixi ,B3asP nmna nrj-n xmaan mnn vj-x nya npia nxm xnaaan py 
mraSP 20'n lpnpm DDaiaai ,na iann Paa aa'n ipanan a^a paayra x-xinp 
ir’yn bji ;na lxvan xp ic*x minx mpa an anvpo ,ava'pyn anaxan nx 
.^2 pyp pi^: ^aaaa^a lyx nx x: nax ,txi mva a^cn miaaa 
'n ,"s' ; ya2* unmn-, ayp maSnn a26 x"a a :p x^ pmxi 'nx ,i:P mp 
mip aa^ nrnn ,pivm naxn ,nnanm nym »maa i:n ,max natrji mnn 
nann xm '2 lxvan ax nm -nyyran pncai nax Pan py napa ippi osca 
rrn' '2 ,aaSp*P yiayp pra '22n 1 Xj myiaan ^ipiaa ix maipa npxa ,pp'n 
ap amx x^ ,trxia laa s ::n ,na 'laipi naian mpap px ,naxn arpi a era 

. .'py a211 am n*y' xpi 

nx lanp 'mx in'iaia* ,ayam na'an nx max anaa amix ,mva iaaa 
,'i'a 'mny nnnn ax piva iaya inxi mx Pa ,a"yn ^2a nan:^ anam 
mxa m'^x'i f oiain nnra ivpn maPnn xv' naa 'a ,mxip ayn 'jar nnx 
Pa»x ,|xuxPa aixyrva yyanaa ana a'cacaa a'ai 1*2* a'lacn avix s naa 
nx naiy ’::n ams b’y amx a'P^a na a: nnp anna iayy nx xna n:n 

:n?am ,na a: pnaxp'a 

py pa ,nvp ;mp 1:'2*a as pas u r 'pa pa anain spaasy a spa Paa (s 
a s p a a nnx aye pn sxsa' ,D ; ‘2’n paa annaa maspaa pan aaspa 

.a n p mxi n 

npnnnP mannxn mxaa saasnsy* ,nvim mPp-^ "jsna ,mnas mppy (2 
pi ,nsnai nxa’aa sx navy naSma aim aia* j' a ' a 1 a p*xa* ,ma^nn 
.na'iv x'na* aipaa xsan x:paan pm ; nam ,msna 
'paa a'an la'jan irx tas mra B'nman amn-n sa sa'san ny^ nx (v. 
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naianm mmo' jvoan p naox ! naiax ? nvnyn boa cnn '3 ix mtrya 
inntynonypn nynm mabrn^ xbboan '3 nonx bnx ,nmpo bnnn moi omoxn 
.nxrn naionn nimb 10 b bmab non aoix px mpom nvyon 3:1 
,anyno non nvnnn xb nnn nbnnn vronn lab iry* irx nxrn n;v3nn 
V ox px dx noxb ,mnn prn bbn uxdo crxn nmx nan nay D*a?X3 nr d 
nr:3 ryn D"nm nmon xti p Pip nm ibip bnx vmo'x V3*ny xb ax V'b'o nb 
laxmo by insn iiob nr onn rarym ,anan poiyn b"rn 1 x 1 ;vbx oab ioy x^ 
laoab nxn nny naoxa naion 10 b ix-in i;ion nxi mm* nx ixnbi snapi m? 
lirnpny Donnxn b"tn ix prion nxnmy nx ,inan omi inyn poiy nx *nya 
non in' »bnnn ms nribi onn nx pnb ,anxn naian nx nobb cmo' bn nx 
nmxn oyn 3’aa noo nxi ,ynrm lonn pyn p3' nbn nmna nx nynb nob myx 
aavoa min nob in ,im po-ym min'bv myx lovyi pn lb mrny 3’pnon 
-ion' ryxi 1P3* yyrxn nnro by aovy nx nnpon poo 3 *no r.xT3 naion xsob 
□3D myx .nnpn rnynn lb ntn nnnx in xivob aai ibi3 Dpiyn nx in ;pn’ s 

.miaa' xnn obiy 

irn nny no X'vmb d ,mirn moan d poon nxn 1 non minm iaioya 
ypaoi vbx nam mam mnn a*jrn oyn 31*10 nnry mbn ir bxb px byinn ^x 
nnD ivynn abiyn irnr 3 ’ nnrn 'b'N nx yyb xmp man prn 110m d o'om 
d ,amain d ix ,10m nan nm yo 3 D 3 ’ D'onnn on nx nbno man ,y^pnn 
mnnnnni aa'p ion n 3 'aaian pnx nipron oyn bx van 3012 man ,np ib iod’* 
px ,ann nx in man 10b pnyob lbty yyrxn nx mp 'd ,amiD' nDbipncm 
,onbn mvx aym on 3 3 * by nba pi nxrn loan ib inx ib oyb' iinny * 1 nnx 3 abi 3 
nm ? a'OD , ’yyn , xn pn nn'X nan ,nnmy 3 pnb oybn ? D 3 nnnbpDobn nbiay' 
0103 m 'a laosy by D'om 3 *pna nnypnb nnyac* ny d nb D'onn bx pb nan 
laap D '30 a '3313 pm iax' 3 * iby' ovncb x m x D'X 3 on niyaan ,D'onn annn 
,xnn obiyn D^van iabi 3 nannmy nnx ianax DD 3 M no iabi 3 jn ? 3 'yyTx "byn 
!*?ia'bx nnpnrn nnx'01 pamxn ^n tjxiamD n?y ^ my ix nn D'pmy i:bi 3 
nnx nnpn no 3 ’i man 03* nrn bac*a poipo bx ,nxi 3 i oy ,xia'x ib nnn 
."nn iab 3 *' *3 lar.mcno nx ynan bxi inn lanxoi imiyynoxi 
nxyn nrxnn xD mn vbx cnnnn inn nbaa xbx nnb xb ,nrn nmxn ix 
xv” ,nnna nyn 3 » nny nan d \amnn ix ,nnDa 33 inpmn 3 * nxn ix d >n 
bx nr 33130 papbi nanb ^ 1 nono m3’ abnb m3 n ^3 bnnb ,nnnn mbyb np 3 * 
□nnn by mono vn 13*3 mi bxi a no nnb bx noxo noy by noyn prnnn nnx bro 
nxm nbnm ,nim qo 3 ’ mom mnnx yyn'xn nx 3 * nmnn mo3* no ,Qvnnn 
nmnb 3 * nno'yn D'onn omby ^nn ,=iD 3 .n maa nnb xvy* !nnr ,L| ix^'O' pnnbi 
xbi D'yyr'xn iann xb " 3 *x puabip’aD ,i 3 »in D 3 in oanano 03 ’ia nynn xb 
d ! d xbx 'ibn yyrxn px ,obn min nan xb mnnb noi nnrb no iy*m 
/□oix nm nn n*nn 3 ’\xb mo iana nxra nmm ! ? d nmry px oxn d ,nnb 
rr xP ,no30 in mma xb oyon n dxi ;iovy Don pn i3\sn Di 3 'b ry mano 
ix ,py px nbyo oao' mm bnnn nvpn rnxn* ny ,imtao nx amony* ny 33*0 
nbiyi 3200 man 210 dv bnm iaar xbi nnx' in .mnpn pvym yyn'xn 3 *xo 
□a vmnxo varx nayonm rx ix ! nxbm laoo ry naa'Xi innoo bx nnpnoi 
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iai mennxnD D 3 la laoin: ne*x ninjnn bai 'Dabx.n oy ,vba 'sn:i 

nveipen nxne mee ,emae Die* .n"\x nex xei rmin yyai nn'ptya me^x 
xnpx 'ebenm D"e*n nx dj pi xnpx e^xn.m mabx nx D 3 i eeyb Dev'em 
nnaiy taya Dienx manb nrai ninth no ta'bnxi pianx nnxi ,et?'ty Dipea 
,'naxbenx m'e>y nfai'"enei Deane ,'b mxemb mebnn ne*x nx ppn D"e*na 
ix mynb xvex ntyx nx pm ,'be*e nnx nix lb'ax syoix xb neon oeaa '3 
D'nnve oeeoa Dienx xmn nn;nn ix nexen nx maty yne D'xmpnb enab 
* 7 i* ve'be*x xb xinn neon nxi ,nnve naea nab ex pi Da nnpb beix nex 
' 33*5 xm .mi rnmn my'm mb '3 ry'i .D"e*n bee nbia maxbe nx nbax ne*x 
Die* '33 mexbeb D'anvm l'ba 'xe*ei venae pa ny nnx xne 3 pib nnx nye* 
obenmn be dji ibie mix mxnp naae* eae ,eeyb y:e lrxe* ms bia^a 
-peyx xb ne'en nye* dj ne*x nbxe D'an arem ,83—S4 spina niee*ei xnaom 
ne*en a"ay dv ben yanbi mebb maa n*n* n:n ,onb p'aen nye* 'vn D 3 i nnb 
ne*x D'»' 550 my pi mexbeb 'b *inv 3 nai ,Dianb Deaie vn' ne*x xnej pan 
D 3 cn xne 3 (meeker nbir) D'an 2570 -j-iyb '3 dv bee mye* ne*en one meyx 

.'bee D"e*n baa 

nnx dx e”n vnexpee nxee> nrx xven xven D3 dx nbx be nnxi 
'3 ix ,mebnn npve mix ixvo' D'oenn ne*x 121 nrx e'ee*x neaian.nn .be 
my'saa me pvpxxb ten ,mebnnnp'yee'xe*inixi»*e' D'oenn ne*x 121 ceex 
jvynn '3 xin npyn ,nenb ibev ppe.m ny bee D'be*nb ibev nnn.n nx '3 ,bbe 
i2i ny t?' my nbbebi nnxab ne'bembi ;nejm nee’xnn nexbem byiab x*' 
beiee> ne ne>yx '33X ,D3e*' my mebnn 'mpiei ,pxn p D'cen van xb myi 
xb 'e neix xb bex ,nx:n nmayn nx meyx 'eee neine*ei mine beei 'by 
ynvi man nx ex ynv ,mb mmn vavy nx ynv '3x 'nyn ibap„ n ix ,n:e*x 
beien nx ie*y nram vbe* nx ne*yxi menne* n?ae pienx ex ,mm nx ex 
ixt ne>x D'en bebi bxne*' beb nanebi o:b n"'x .mm nvpn mebnm orrby 

.inpnynei innne mvpe mix 

e>\x ba /Daeabe mboe jvynn xvo ee*x nbx ba bxme*' ea onx nnyi 
vjieen ,mmni inn vay naiea pann be /neineni nenpn enmn va'ya np' ncx 
Deis: vm ,Danone 'by enn ' 3 ' 0 'b ney ,nrn bn:n nanb Den' en ! enty 
e^npnne’X axiei“jne*'x n' by nmneni n:e*'.i n*ampn a"yae»i 3 nmn nx bapb 

.D'eem p lananm ,nxrn nntaeb V'n nx 

n v ' b v n-n a 

,;p;n ‘rbn nzi rs rrsz^n n::zrr; 

ffpnsty iy jD'iann 'Sy itrpn /ni^TOi ,1:2^1 1:21 ,p*<i enr ,my=.n enn 
,^21 V212 p2 1 vsi rvjn ! n ihn mn yx ryx ! i:osy vpn 
qji xSx Dmx D’^apotr yn x^ naxi 12 ei 122 ,xin any ”rr ]oito u ,2 Sip ra 
,(xn*vn ncyoa t"» t y) .cr.ix D'jnip »a* 
bnj Dene nee e31en.n1 xa lee D'vax on"v mjn lenp D'cnn naen 
ne*ye ,D'bo nmpei bin maea b"r eraan oa'jab nnne* it nnen e':ab n"vb 
nmx nxnn oeeab nenna.n nyn*n byn nbam D 3 ie*ynn ,ceab n:e* mxra 
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nnx mx 1a nap xp p mar 'nnx ,naan mnra ynv 'nnx p a; np : ppy 
/*’'atm naa □ ' x S3jn B'ntaxra la jincm -jxi naa p'Dyn Saa Dan:m anaan 
nnvn a'xppn aai ,xrap xSraa ?]X lanyra a"yn nx nnaran cnnr xSi nSy' xS 
nan xSi iravya mraSnn nan xSx nrn nsana px p anS ynv “jx nx apina 
nx lyara' xS ,13 non: apatan anann pm ,nn;xi naSna nnx ;py a: prara 
pvan pa nnpS D'vam B'avy nx apnix man a: p ,imaSSi la mraSSra a*avy 
nSxynS □: naiyn avax ;xapi,... a:n a*avy nx yvSi SiraySra ,nyp'i pay xSa 
a; Sxy: nxrS s]Di 3 Sax ,nnx y'xra pn mm ax ayS naan Saip' ax npyn 
xsraan ix ?apn amanrara nann: nyx anaaa xnpS ayn yaan jaann :pn:x 
mat / max' ,nymra nyraSnynpn pnmn nx n"apn S'mny nyra \n v nra n^o 
Kin Sin: nnvn naa'an! ,nnxn amnama aya anaan Sa lap: , nay nyra nmn 
,xypnx m x"n P y"y xnsainn ,ynpn uan y"y nxnp: n:y*an :apy.n 
rxrai ,'iai an a* y naan ,nan xnn y"y ynnran (i pyx am xran y"y a"an 
maSnn vxnx an y"y mnSxyn ,B'mn'.n amnama y"y anean B'xnp: nxSm 
p iviami anaa nan nyx anmxa.n ananan an ,xn"pta i"n y-p mSin: 
|n: nn max ,x"nn pna iaa B'Sn:n ya nnx ay nx anpy lxnp anaa Saip' 
nnx y'xra pn nann: nnxi nnx Sa nyx apann naaa nanS my yxi .niyi myi 
anaan naaxa 'nn naa nann: xS aSiyiai ,nyyraSi naSnp xin 'nn naa a: ax 
nx prann lS np' a"x xia'xi ,Sxnyp myn an '"ayi ynaynxpx na'y' '"ay 
nxy: xS nai ?piraenn naya pyi' apian anaan mara xv'*y naD ypaS jvynn 
naa'xi naS naxStan Sx ny:S 'ya:a nranx nyx Sm: 'na nraa ynaS xSx p 
nrn yarn nmxaS nyx nya a':y ySy ya nnv xp naxSran myy y.r nyyp Saix 
x'.n n'xi ? anpa 'xym vynaa ay a y.n Sa Sy mayS naiSra y'xS a: 

Sanx xS nrS a: nyx o"y.n ya npnynn naxSra ,nxo nnaani nypn naxS'an 
Svx 'nmaya 'paya naa 'n'D:y ':a*ai ,anS aSaP nryra n' yxy para nny avy 
nyxra nnv 'mny prara nnpS p'nyran naxSraS nn:n,n 'a anxvxn .axnan ynxn 
,apy ySa* ^yraa Spa nnrap ira naxSp Py Sapx xiax p'xi vravya 'npnyn 

V aiann mara a: /n p"m ax 

'naxSraa mnra pjn p vravy Sy aiynS'S nS'Sm ,nSx ^a nx pmx px ynv 
nan npnanna pin 'navpn T'Pyi ,P'p anraiS'an ya'aix ,nmn naan Sara nn' 
rx an nxrn naxS'aS pnv:n Sna nnvn xin nrn yarn 'a nxn pam .mnnraai 
'xmp 'S pnax' jypSi .yiaya a'O' n*yy ,av Saa myy try vrran pn niayx ax 
':vxy y"xra aann py ana naa 'a ,nma nx nS:xi naxS*an nna nx ynax 
■ pn nxsrra xSi app xS p pan ixn' rxi man pyata 
nyaan naxSraa ':x 'pa p iyn' naa apa’ s dpl** yran ;/ Sipn„ 'xmp 
'n'a pvx p ,ia n'ynan nay 16 is u p'Saa) nma nx 'n'Sa naai araSipn 
a: nyx nnx naxSra my 'nncSi apy yran 'naain ,'nx Sax fia pyS pnna 
nyx nxrn naxSran nxi a ' n a a ra n naxSra xim apn aneia lyary' na 
D'nsDraai pnn 'Saya nx mayx 'taya xSi 'appipa xS npx nyaS ^pix px 

.p'a vn'*y B'nnn 

D'cnacn Sa ay Sma a c* nnn' nnxn p'ay 'nya 'naxSra nx nyyx px 
.nry nsincrni ntr« n-atrn p' , £2 rn n y, n mn 1222 t 2 ym** C 1 
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nmin pxi ivy px 'a yii pa 1 punoni niyi nr.ni Sa '3 npx pai 
,D\mipi viexe Sa nx SapS pi'iaiSi imp A ,iiE>Snn nx incS x 3 ninx 
omx 2'inSi ,rmaS omainSi trpyi Snaj Sa Dia pxa* nnjxm niaSm Sa nx 
9"ya3' minn xm nxr„ :naxP in:»i i:'xnr pa 'rySi Sxia*' Sa 'j'yS 33 Sy 
mr pp3 innm nana ,yn\3ixa n:i» 1 x 3*11 piioSm 'Sya S"rn i:P hoc* ia*x 
xS ,.i3 iy yr xS i3*x iraPni nx Sxiy' yi' nm ,Simi xa* SimS nsnn ^ai 
'3 21*2 iaya i:m i:'x:y*o d:i ,Sxi3*' n 3*13' ny xSi ,i':aS litaSS ny xt* 
xS.i tx '3 u'Sy 2i3*S to* xS yivaixa a'nnra nxana* 3'iexeie nmnxn nx 
Sis aaS ui:x ontDix ppra* pa» BD'p Sid uS anoix anxy iy 2 nS lax: 

.*l'ry pao mip 

mSaiDii mx '3 nna’xii 'nnxa 2aS nyiin nix ! mx nnyi 
nx aynp 3'y.iS iS'Pi oar n:?a p'yin 'P |u xS nxrn unnsD bv nujiannm 
,nSi32 mnayaaSi -pi xin 'a wxn 'urani nnx ,DyiS lvaSnn ivaSnn 
nnxi ,Sii3*.i 2'3*:x pxa* Bip?aa P"ti nay nx {yyyaS *S nnpS ia*x nnxi 
,13 xSe.h ntryon nvnj nx mini aaaaSa nipaza xara 'ji'yi n nxn \*x iy*x 
jvj'jS idix tj’x mnay 'taia Sa nxi ira 'naans Sa nx aasaS cieS aitrx 
:pinx pyxi pyi ]vj*xi pinx bv njyxi pmax 'pSx mrya d'dm 3ip3 mSx 
ny n;?3’3 wS: xSi 'X3’i3 'naxSs nx niyyp *nSa' xiS n sx nira 
D'3123 d:i ,3'inx 3'0i23 nai m 310 inr nny n pm nJ3i^ n^n nnn 
bspn: xp dj* 3X 3xi ,3'ynp f x n33 ny*yjn nx n novys nsxP^n^ onnx 
ppim xi? mpipn nn pjS mmn dvo , 3^131 rn^ip xp3 133 dil m i:?vx 

3'3T’3 ,D^\X31 H 01 3^1313 ;D13in n’3?3 13DH XX' 133 1L M X3 TX 3: 

pnivan nn xn 13m nn 3 m inr p’pi ,xnn ny 3 3: i:P nom xp 
\n 3 Xpo nPn 131 mm pioyp xpi nyvob 3 ^y vbv nm :»3 nivb 
yi*DC^ wan n? 3 X 33 * 1231 ,nrn 13m nx mtryb naa pxtr ^2^3 Sax ,nxM 
SoaS xp n m’xi naxSon ns'm Sy^ p'yin avy Sy a^iinm niaann nyi 

.131312 33 T 3 }vym nx n?SaSi naxp^n nx 
nn’xiSanx naan npapp p'v ,n 4 m ay pel** *3 nnnx iyin* iyx Tyi 
pi' 13 n? 3.1 33 ’ Xp 3 1231 nX 3 ' 211 p (X ,1313 11313*1 M 3 * n;i , 13 Xp *31 
33 * nEpyna D'iay '123 p'anp n*TJ 33 *xm n'P::xn jx'D'on npnn nya *3 pixo 
i:: xin imoo 33 3 X 33 M nrapyia y'av i 3 *x 123 Pa Py tjm.i Por nanran 
X 3 i' unx 3 'xipn myip p't' i 3 *x? 3 in' 3 i jX'D'EnSi'myia pion 2:1 px*' 3 'En 
i 23 n nx xipS 2 " 33 in nx y^iE urx nrn itrin nj 22DX 2x1 ,.iti 13*11 pa 
nx rynp naan Sav xP txi puio n*ay'i larara iyir ayn pon Sax ,13 paiSi 
, 1 JE ?3 1113 E2'X 22 Sax ( T 11331 11X ^111 'JJ'X D2EX 2 X 3 * , 1 ' 23 ’ 1XT1 ;1112E 
I'l* 2X ppl ?nySaD '2X 3*2111 1311 '3 pllX ^111' X 113 ” pi21X xS‘ 3 ’ '22E 
Sara nay* nr ji 'a ,i'Sy 'E 3 * xip' 'a pvanx in iaxS?an nx iiojxi 'inya n 

j o n:'s »yat 32 r ix ’:*yz ip< i:rxtr ix nix x:ti'xr 'asss xS (i 

p 'jrx o iKEnnP Paix xPo .1221 p’£in.i rx 2 y n x 022* ny xPi c ' 2 111 n 
nyp^a nvr.P Paixtr nya =122.1 nnx xi cj ,c i 1 y 2 121 bip nnu c^min 
Danina »3i.i *2 nrn jnann rx ny px’so* xi c’ni3 “ , nvn ’«3W c; ’2 ^ n3ni?22i 

..i2itra ix n:i33 i2i nrx nnx 
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nya ,naya nai irn myan iy nna no ias ,nmiy 3 ? D'ya psi ymansa 
p-nxm sii yvransa d njvo oaianpn onoyn ms;© ?nsn:i aiu iran Dianne* 
nyy ion 0213 i 3 i n 2 c no i a ay mainm ,mai»np tnni psisysni 
ns p'nvnii nsrn myan ns iapi np:n ann omasn a'yn I msisi man 
onin' '3 anoisi anw 13ms a: nys ,13ms ? 13 D'pnnan umsi mainn 

?! 12m anif^n 

pjnv urns psymainm mnrnnrasn ns nmnsany sis ,naia it sii 
niapn nvtnai ian iy s'aimi'sa ,ma?a mmpna ,mana mns;siisa ,p'a na 
nan nt 3 -a ,(1 nsa ai lp'vniym. ,n ?ainn is nmso 3 nan 0:3* ,nnnn 3 naam 
oysi miia' ers nys ,an::an n:yu ns D'prnai 1 i 1 3 mainn ns a'cnpa 
,n' 3 ianpn naa iy mmna oa'asa n 3 \xy iaa mainn mmna pasni manv 
D3 psi ,iisn nya nann onann iaa yaa ps ns„ 133 lisy isy sin '3 
maii mo'sna nns nys mainna oms imnn si yna jpira lia -1331 ,i'yia 
naipsymmaa nwiiaa nmnan '3 nnaisi an D'p'tna namy osi !?nain 
? nns niiyn iaa naiaa psy nan 'iya sin ,nna :yia ia naavya 
,nnnsn mayn a'ya si prm in: nyn nyyn ,'mam ma ,nstn ray am 
myni miar aj'si ,mainn ns mynv ors nany navy nni.rn iy s"a 
n:ya nsi vs:iy 'sa pn maina ainan ns myay nan '3 ,nny siny imaaa 
nyyn nnsn :mAaa yiyiipin: p iy nysi ,oaia oaani nnim ars vpnva 
may 'simv ,D'tan ,nniD sia sin '3 nnaisi mynp ynpi liia mainn ns 
rra, ,mm 'simv 3"' n"na "nya,, a'cnaa nan) ,vmn: ia by nnnn: naam 
miinay man "iin ma„ ,aiiyn ia by iyian na i"n \say snaa py^a "'say 
nnn nn'i? na^nyiySi nnana^ mp' nyy mvan Sa ns ,fy"y 3 nn ns amayai 
n:: snns snaan -ran on mnbb pn 'bib inp' n Sn nsi nmnayi n"aip ns 
njya nn^n .10233 nys nayn ^z'nb is ,nbn na bi) n'b'b ,pyn ,a"cn 
nan ,n'^n ny nvnnn nans D'aoiy ma'^nn pn omn' lannyn nn s by m > D'i 3 :an 
,nnas t 1 a s b a ms y : .nnnas non nnn "n 1 aSnn ns nns nys 
bam xb nys mySym ;n , mn , n omasa nSay aaa pn omn' n'snpj nam 
,nnn nrsn pasnS nn'U 3 ns ^anp pain sS ,n 3 vnsn ynvy ns nn^a ynyp 
nns ayaa nas' nrai o^ya ns nnaa nnnaa nan ,n'an mi ns nmyn 
linn nya mrainn i*an D’Sin nan .miasna sS ias mnay na iaai mainno 
nyn? ivnann nrn nann ns os ?vni 3 non ns nisnni iaiD ns a'iyni vn;a 
nnaoa by ,anympo iaaisny aansoapy a'anii nnmn pva ianani D 3 ' L y 
I pin oyn sn Ssny' nyy nya /jyjs'Sva nyay by pis avya ^\nv'^ s?y i^ian 
,o*ayn bi by nm C'am nns nany nya mya msva:n n*ayn iaa on pm 
r; n-iyn; nj nt*n» 'in n^sS mn: ^:=a o jyjn nsi) nna nins nma 
si ansoa 'a n:i33m nT.asn naon sn nai (26 ns 285 hpn: V'-m ar.ra 
b y n 3 a m n a sis n 1 v n s a a 3 si *y„ nsr si ns imm sii nann' 
nna sv' nys iay ,nyna i 3 naiJi i 3 'sn naa i 3 ys 3 pasni n !?"n i y 1 n' 

/my n'is ay si main.n 

"n^i 12 12 nni// »riEO Sy iasc* pnnro r,i:an cann '121 i:r:s: nm (1 

niics S2 vtj’ira T21 n 22 121 vz s; -hzz„ :ipsa cmica 
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baba* nnna* ,oyi Dy ba ba* nnsDnra bxny*' ninao nm n:ia> p '3 n:n 
may ns ns ooipn D'ym D'raan D’wn D'naD nmo d;l* m noia*bni D'oyn 
iso 101am DDaa nx ix'xr did ny*xi ,n»vy yarn by did'sti D'oann ?t? 
nniD ob px ,'";a ny ,ub njn nnyiai inaioa ,Dyb lnianDvna ,ison nmoa 
ba tayoa /unnao nannna ipoym ny*x D'ym D'oan conx xbi nbxa d'ied 
bn pn paa*n by nnnx niboa ix ,oovy paan by omnaD nx d'd'did Dnanon 
,D;iaa*n by Dnanon mao nx ix d'j'sid ,uaa* D'D'aiom ,vb nx ibxa*' 'bao 
fyrab Dovy p.aa*n by Dnosba* no by nieoin Dy mn naoi nobnn nx ix 
oodi nnoyoi nirnni D'anmai maom oy mbsn nno ix ;nnpo nay* 
pan 'onax 'n nan an pm' n nan ,'iai 'iai nbinb nnbrb D'bnn pbo'axpn 
•max; nvaa irby mn'nroi nyb D'D'pi D*av; nan 
pny 'a? ny*x nra a; x"a nunon baa D'oyn bao la-baa nab nta xb px 
imnaDo D'raya maan dj 'bixi o'oya ^bxunnaa bum ,D'oyn ba no onsco 
bba annv ux pxi panoi nnbo naxa omx pan nan ay'a ,ayi ay ba ba' 
ranaai nobnn n;'nb an ,'bban naan ma ny'nb ,D'yion anno ma ny'nb 
?paa nra nna 2 xbn; axi ,i;a*ip nay* nx ta yra pa; dx ob n ,'yno ied nanb 
D'amn am dosd ob an nanpn onaa* nua oai nua man may* ub a*' 
nonrib iua^ nipo mn nanoi nxao bai ,mx'a D'anv nun omx'a an nixa 
a*' xbn ,n 'ba ny anix'ai D'anna man naa d; dsi ,mx'ab mx'a nanb ia 
npMran oyio xni D' 00 nanm mo pnxra namx unmn ,nmnb dud D'yaa* ub 
'n nmn nbx baai maaa ubap D'ol-d a'abx 'abxi D'amva maan ,nanon nx 
nx nxo xb nyn bn;o a"yi ! a*'x ba i' ny na yo x s i x'.i n ra ' ra n nmy 
nvJinn nniaram niainan uvnini ,nym nx nxn: xn D'vyn ainai a'vyn 
□"pa ox nra xbx„ :noxa* '"aa*n nbbp oa no'pna 'a ub onnn Di'aa ob pn 
n : a* ra i n n 11 a n a b n 1 x v ra ' x b a* ixya' xbi m nan apab iDDia" 
.b"n inx aipoa ''2X b"m (-ta^bp naa*) "inx Dipoa nnma 
x ,; raa nnx na*xai ,ixra nan; nn*aa nrn b mxra ua nraxn; p n:rax 
vby -.moxi nrn nnn nx mby isa nyra 'a ,D'bsaa ipbi D'Psaa ixan bxny" 
la'Din bax oraa lyn; xba* 'nan '^*nn pn u'pn: nrx "ym;b px o^rai p'Dinb px 
ann baa* ma*a nam nxa* na*xai ,n;;a M ai pira mn mn baa ixra nann vby 
nixrab onsD naina* ny nnman;a*rainabnubpxa*nab x^ (:"n nmia vnxnn 
io't aysa Dysai nx*a nn moi mrabnn 'ntaa*ra Dna* xbx ,i;b na s nn x'vranb 
nbxn vnoxrarai ,i'bam vni'in ,ini;bac-'x nnna*ra mxnnb vnraxra nx d; by 
nia'O mn mi pan ox D'xm nbxa D'nan .nancbi n'bab mn it; nx D'amn 
,ntn nna nypyoan o'bnxn ny pxpnyaayaa ,ny;;yo;yT"x ,nyabxn pixa*i ,py 
nanpa D'b'aon amnx D'noxra D'aoxra non ?nrabnn 'p'i\*o D'any no 7]x 
noiyb’ Dip'V'i lai Pai ,nan nobao ,na*m mraa cnx nanx ,nma*' nno 
px 'ra nx,, ipvjn' nrabnn *xna* van' na*x D'noxon nanai ,b";n omoxon 
xvo; Dn'mann Dnmnxa ,aoioipn D'on'pina a*an: dx' a ? ;, nbx 10a 
nmn nbia* nxrn njytam , nobnn 'nraxora an nn' D'yimn nxo D'an omai 
yivansa Dnnra va*inn vnmxnobnn vmbx mnoxi npm n;yo rvnb nraxa 
Dn'ni'rm nnpan ,Dn'ma M nn on'nn;x ,D';ic*ipn ann 'pin D'njiraa* 10a 


— IX 


,12 iox xb xm .annnap xnn ay xb axi ,B'oyn pa ayb imn ,acio nnnn 
□map nN'r:’ inaia nnm ax 101b "pis nm iyxa inn nnn aannap xnn 
□ sir aannap xnn D'am moixn pa ay j ay :X"a .mbap' xb ax inn nnn 
ay iar xbi ayb mmbo ibmm anma ibbianm mynn nnnn nx ibapn xb 
noxa xm xsm pan 'onax 'i by "nobon,. 'a a’xi i:x nj.m — .my bxiy 
non d bsu x^ 'a bxiy' bba by ion mar mnbo xm ,ixo man bn: lobo 
mainn by p .anion nb anb e;i .nn'ta no lyn xby nai bapb moixn imo 
.T233 inim nx bapb niaio m:n xm bn apy' pnpy oaoy inn nx arn^y 
man aooxn aon noa nyi — avnyn in' pa iap' xb jyobi ,mm pob .anxai 
n"aa xpib ? iar ba i:b ixy: axn ub moyy unmn xbib n rx ba pa' nbx 

?i:bia mm xiax nm m baa nma inn 
in baa mana uniin nx B'bapo i::n : mixi mx .xm p 
mo'o ,unmn mbybnyn ma nx nyo sjx ynm mx bai pan ny baa nm 
lain by amyio) bnm ainn bipbbxim ba isapj iyx monn xiry ny nma 
pan nny mobnn ly .xmm nai by miiya njy on ny xiry .moymoi 

ly ,(mmx nmai amon nono) ymb px 1:001 cpomb px rby maxi \xnaa 
ibnny annnxy aoain '12a ly ,nba:o mba nbyooa ibyoy amxm ".2a 
panpo apy 'i .nonnn 12a j"oan n'axmj a'oyn |o ibap annai 'a nmb 
nx nxr ,"m:yb pxi., nny ammxm amyxm B'pDian nsa iy (myi nyi 
aoio nmnn nx ibapn ax.. 101x1 nbyobo nny a: mby io\yi span inn 

.... "ixb axi 

nnyy moixn avpb noxa nnm annay amyxm a'2ian ax abixi 
man by liman 'a ax) nrn Dim iy aixbn nx np'rnni ,ai 'is nbnm amaa 
mya nnnn nnyy: bbm 'xoy nnabn iaiyo noxi aovya bnn imxnn iyxa 
ia nyyjy ava bxiy'b nyp mm,, 11 ox anmon anam by my a"ai .nnn 
'a ixo nam nyib nry amsaai nxon nx iyn: aminxn a'2ian nm ("b:yn 
nx xb ny ixn xbi naan inn nnno abmb ixv' iyx nxo ixo non a'ai 
nnn iyx nnny aminxn iyy nxr a: cjxi — aim nx xbi nym nx xpi inn 
.nabmx y'x anb naan nao n'n a:ox axy ,mobnn ann:y iy amyxm 
aminxn ixn nm nanb nonxi nnrb no nx vmobn ayi lbo on ay a"ny pyi: 
inn nx naan 12a inn ,mnb miaai inyi ' ay iovyb non nnx ba anb 1:21 
xb .yipnn bapn' nsa 'a .iaa nano ba by m'aa nnm non iy ,imbap' 'a 
(•niooo oyoa 'nxr inai ixo loxon ammi ^ixm 'a) .ixab aipon na 
by aoam by monanni ,a':iyxm naa pma mxib y'x ba ha' nxr bax 
D'lpaon ibm xb ,bxiy'a:n:ob mmbnioaann ibin nyo a:i .aminxn "aa 
nx mani iaan nx mx'bson mam nmyn myniom amyn 'anaoa ampam 
D'nnan by a'l'tno nxr xbi nr xb anb px iyx amyn a'lanoni /im nai inn 
,nmiDB ibaip'y .anbma my noa iy .inn nx non a: a'aiai an'iaa ay 
nnaaa isdi 12a m px 'a nxi: mum naio pya bana: ax iaa by ibba 
iar ^n ib n'n x^ nxr mbai .nam axi oyo ax inn nx nya 12a xby bxiy> 
iyx nbx a: ajy' n'saa aon:n a'laan pa 'a aio 'ba yi px abixi .abiya 
.bxiy' nroixp avpb ixo ib'yvi ai nx i^'2' 
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D'sSa3n nnaxan bv piannii ,nrn dim ny pmyxna nmoam nainan nmnn 
nowi ,ntn naxa l h x^ D'n:vn nys um*n n^ap *no 13 ^ onsDon 
vn xp ana^ D'ainan 'pvna 'a ,nxa ny pa' npipa ns )b nys y'x bi 
pya nany nix'paan amnimn ns napp xam pi varnax m pnv n D'Pia' 
xhp aasy Pxmy'p aai ,;iyi>i naix bib papnnp my* n:\sc* nmnn py tyb nxym 
ini -Q13 i^xn amnimn a^apna vn xp nnr myi ,nnn ns an^y iaa 
xim Id hdd nynvD ;sd’d ids '"a sns 'ny ny nn:sn 'aan PaP D'pi pa: 
x’pn ay a:) naa ipapy nn va'py nns pr nmnn mWnyna yanb -pasn 
naPan,, aaa ?'an na'ab iva vai y"mx py ixpann D"yn mooi (nm D 3 isa 
□'nnaia y"nix a: ipsa —! mpap sPi nmnn ns n"apn mnn "a pnv 'n xnay 
naiypa navy sin man.n ns lay annaan 'aim si ;.nrn maSan ^ipa jnort non 
"iapan„ aaa pm ",nnn ns 13'Sy maa aiPa„ ^y /maPap xh iat> nna aipa„ p 
nys mann "'naiva,, Paa ipsn "amapan,, py ana na' naai ? 'anas 'n py 
!? oi'py pa'ya psi ana ppxvy psi nsa ?isim yiyn aaxa 
'aa pn nisifvn nnan p'X ipsn nnann 'a ,n?avy py myn naxn ^as 
f]S psi anp nm xPi aa’na niyiapi aiaann 'aa nimaa vn x"a i^sn amapan 
myx sin ,a J yay nmnn 'ammai na'aa nm nys nm pnv 'n — pnnaxa yai 
ins D'a'aaan a'aa.n naas s^a nai? naiman ns nna ynnpn laan 'a nyn mn 
'n sim (vyim n ma nsn a'aann an py anyn n;a nms nna sin nans) 
133T3 ayn py pmP nms avypi nsrn nmnn ns prnS pm:P xva nys vavy pnv 
i3*ara a^aa^ aian pa ayn anym Spiam nsr spiS 'a nmpa pya nsny asa) 
nns bis’ as:nasp a'X'paa D'PPa ay'i (nm'yan nmnn npnanai nvna nysa 
na’m nsa as - (Pn s a nay 'apyim) npymy- ,nya ny nyvay.n ns bvbvb 
o"oS main noay nns nanP narban ^s na v a na yiv nns psi pn' nnn 
n? p'aaa smina sv sna ^a CT"a nsa ay; ,pan na'y*] nayvaa myiap 
aa’^a ni^aa isva man 'a nsn xini fp a pamy a-a mana ay) "psaa pnnsa 
pn 'a Pxry’ naya nnns *ynnt> Pia' nnn asn f nynpn3i npapn: innini ayn 
nais Pa ^P psi ,;ma na pynv avsy* mapn Papp anyaiai a'pipy Psny' '3a 
"laPan-, 'aa ay n-ys ynn nsa *b asn ?ips vaa niapn Papny* apiya pypi 
sPi Cany' p; nana) mavy?n Sa^i niaisn bib inmn ns nnn rrapn 'a ib*y 
nyaP ny npyny*pi na'pSi nnvnn^ na^na an ma nay naa ny 'a ? nPapP lvn 
ns ij' 3 ' a'aann Pa nys nan naiai naa niPaP nnasa ma Pin: n'n p '3'aa 

ia ma' x^i innas 

nainan lanmn Py n^p3^ sa sin ,a"naa nb a sa'n pan 'anas m apisi 
nainan nmnn nasa 'a ,D3ixai n'aaa s s s nPvx npapn3 s^ ainya 'a nmaam 
'3'D nn ,pm navy b'P -naa py -D'pnai mSip vn nmnn npapa ,iy"cn nniDam 
D'naia 'nan cnn,, nmoan nmnai "yaaai nyy3 nas'i ayn Pa nnn ,ifva pyy 
ny nmna maa mis paa» - nn'a a"n D'aan man Py naiyn Sa„ /'nmn 'nana 
n'Pn pam s'in mpna'P D'aan nn:y nn; pman ^a„ dji ( r /Yya3 svny 
ns i^apn ds-, miasn vaya ns D3 nb: nm nann ns inip33 ^as ! smos 

,n»nnnsi c'nys *,x ncc rmr 'mn ^y nmyrP nsa rvtmnn cmyr icyy na f r 
,(:"ian pm:: crs n:u* c’yrrr nns nmaS i2ir pnnn:rn rs i.snp 'r ny 



— Til - 


^;n"’ ii'3’.“n “naSnn rr.ix::i No 300 Sipnz n:i: pn nc“*r ;x i:r: xS dSid 

nrvSam nnsSa-i m3 22 \n nxira natre’ nn:m npy rrr pn:^ Kino 

nxi mn p:y2 ’npcy xSa* cat? ntry ,:, y ncytr nnx nny c; men w:b* x'"* "irs, 
:cn rxi ",22 no cnzn crstr nznS 1:^ c'c 4 ' ’2 trp2» xnpn 

•':3* nns 

irms nnr.,- rx crx cx 

m:: “inn rx crib? rrrpn nrrr noi'o xor n: xo*i:« n x ' nnn mm: izxt.’i* 

"12 xnx T'x .c:mi:p x _ n c? is 1 : cxi 2010 nmnn rx D’frcpa nnx cm cn? -nxi 
i 3 ’p rrnirnirnx »a *3 mn:p inn 2"’sy» x:n nax .xn’mxS nzi n;na ;x:o rpy» 

.(t d n:tr) .n:: rape* nr: io'p ,r:pi 

':’sa 'n naxn,/ 2*n:m (c“i;*n maixn mirn nx jna xS n ip.ns’j ’:n nr:'an 12a m 
i:nr T'x vpx 32 iy: 'xai 3 »yr 2 ’”2 ’xr: "M:.i x:» jama n ; x ,ia? 3 »ytra rr.n x: 
n’x tetr ny nf:p xt p.trSi noix ^2 “y m mm nr.nn rx n :pn npnr nano 
zin: / n*:x am xnx 3 : msa'p xt m^rp 2^2 nax ':n x^x ? rrzpi nsne** 

4 (/x ry) , 3 : 'tsv:^ n'trytr 1a: m: ; ;p xh wa nn i: ,; y r.'cr 
msbnn 3333 ':ryn \n'b: nx ?3 n 3 y ennx mynm ^x : ';nxi *nx 
,bb 33 nrn p;in nx inaam 1313 ' nrx D' 3 n D' 3 n 3?3 ':ir:n ' 33 b nnsrbi 
□bi 3 i , 3 X 3 i:b pin: "nuabnn nixp,, b 3 nrn 333.3 "3 Dnoixi Dnvi abi 3 
□x mn ui 3 ' pb ntrxi i:\ay ^1 pi nim’.n D'ririi^ynsnrxn bv D'jnxn'i 
|pn 33 DnxvxP nxDDysxnDn pnxm ,nn miin nixS'in nx 't: nSr 
x^p ni’x nnxL** nxr cj n? 3 X" ,nnn£or nnnn miDp v? 3 ' ^3 nx enpn 'L m x 
xS nz’XD n v J'nn nnn d: m:nx nesj nvp;m m:ninnn 3 ^ qv:d nnx’i nx 
nnS xin m-x nx*o pixnm mSiysS xvr nann nx mxn^ nap vt.d my n pDX’ 
xp XiDP ,mriD 3 nniinP nn’nnS , in 33 px tj\x nan mny in:n cviy n 33 
.P 3 i '131 Dr’ajynyamixn ^20 nip' xp on;P 
Dn , niyn 3 D^rnn cn □ , L ,, :xr 3 ;rx lyoy* Dmn 33 'n^pir nss ini’ myi 
3 i nnx px: Dy □: D 3 in 3 i nrn pn:n p'ynn nmx nnx nnn 3 n nrx DnnyeD 3 i 
D’^nDD d !?131 zin'y Pdl’D d"dh p':: np pnn: nyx x'Din 3 bn: 1^33 n" 3 xi 
D’ 3 n ':'y nx npa' nyx "ivpn d"l*m niv’n: nx ir 3 ' nbi 3 ,n 3 Xp? 3 n axyb 
3 * 11'3 n':nb pi 2 m nr ,n 3 X L ?in thd 3 mn m:n M Dnnmyn ^xi ,13 b' 3 «*nbip 3 nb 
,anpy nxnxi nvn pi D’yx ni 3 Di:n n n?ix' nn ,c 3 i:n m^'pn by v< L*n 
DD'iiDb , xi 3 p'xy* Dnnx d'did myi P'xin ^di:i ynn nr nxn„ :i'rxb y 3 VX 3 
nnry x ^3 n 3 X ! mn nx nsb nv 3 :S n' bxb nn' dx (XD'pDicn nnx 3 d^id ^ 3 X 
i 23 n b 3 'p' dx pnDxb.D nx npDXi brjx '3 '3333 xn' xb (3 ,D' 3 *n' ix D' 3 n 
n 3 xb' 3 n nnxsn mnn dx c , 133 ^ nnx l m 'xd px nn' dx bxny” nny b 3 ^ nrn 
nyy '::n:** ,m 3 nD 'nix Dn' 3 ? 3 i D'ynv 333 '3 'nnx ,n'by 'ey xnpnb nxrn 
rxnn nrn 33 nn nx 'nnons yino D'nnx nxi M ' in ,bxnL -'3 n'D’sn nn*pnn nx 
'xi M n 3 'n 3 xbo nx nry 'n"n dxd* n^n D'n'D 3 dh ynm ? D '33 n 3 'n n*yn jyob 
•D'x:pnp 3 s]x ns nxia did* r"y nn xb rx ,^2 nD'snDi nn* 3 i: ttyi-i 
, nxrn n 3 xbon 3333 3 D'n 3 x 3 n'rj* 'nn'y* cnab *:nmy nbxn D' 333.3 
nryx n'j*y '3 \nipn n:n n*n ,naxbon bx nyab bn: 'na n '33 ymara 3 ':nb 
mbz’bny’n by ninxb D' 3 nbi 3 iyb nnava '::n nxr nrryx Dnn ^ 3 x .b 3 ix bi 3 ' d:i 
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?n Dai;i** unaraa xnpn nxr iy*xa ,ixd cin'by mnn xb ,'jipn nx ixn 
n; ix dwc*':c' irx D"crn bao DDpyD.n nx p'nyj dx nai .(inya pipna 
nxo an inioaa pp idd ub ixy*' n:n ,x\nn xo:nn 'sb ia i£Dinj inr 
htidd n\m xmi ,m ba id.t xbi unx rrnn nobc* B"yae» nnnn .lma'xa 
min nx pn'ara i3XL** ioa mxn ba o'yb px:a nmxinbi n'a;nb bam UT 3 
•"bxiy’' ba myb n:**D dl** id*x nnnn xm nxn„ :D'ioixi D'xnpi nacr baa ntyo 
:imx xipj unjxy ianran mobnn nyp '3 'mr ni 'nyr ,ra d:ox 
Q' biu D'oan nsax'"y pi nvrynb xin 0 x 1 "nobn iyoay iyn„ -ipyn nrabnn 
pn onaxboa mm imx D'bban '"ay mix m 3 ' itrx "oioybbyp VDinyby:,, 
nm' dj nx upnbi mrryb inx y*'xb xbi ,Diann n'an ddiid' cbm nononD 
maxbo'a 'no.i?ai 'sen nxr pi |n ':ns bax ,inae» Doitrxin fra bru toibo 
';dopi nmy ox nxr d;i .dbco on*by pinn x\n irx D'Dann t.bdx osb xam 
«naD naxbra rby bapb pan'cr may D'Dann p inx d: px ‘a ,ixra lyyixr 
vinxn' Dicnm Doa* nay' ,D'Dann nx irpar xipb xa: oxt ,nxra noisy) 
xsn did nm dod* naxbon ^tronn nnxn' dj dxi ,nrn pjjya onmiynn 
nrx Dbiaa nan icoopn ny D'brun urn naan nx narni ox ynr n ,byiab 
npna* na poiy Nina* mnvo naxbra ib a*' nnxi nnx ^a ,nniBD nninyi d'ob 
'I' anb baia bba vnai .omyp Dmuyni c.Tnicma D'picy cnaa* noaim ,iny ba 
naxboa 'a ,a*Dyon pa D'oyo pi pxvo' 'bixi nxrn naxbob cna-aio Dai xb 'a 
pi )3X D'anv nxrn nbn:n naxbob /nryon x /y a ipyn x'.n noann x^ nxrn 
ba* n:va*b p::a ,nvaba*n'.Ti n'baan uirPp^Dimobnn nx ata'.i D'ynrn nbxb 
i3*bn' xbi ,ni3nn 'byai D*a*non ba* Daia*b pjjci ,xnnam xnsDinn ,n:con 
D'bo pan ia*x nyoia* pxi mn py naiv: nxrn naxhab pra nr nx itd" xbi 
par b'aa*nbi nobb ia pa noix ia*x ioxo pa ,bmb amp pa bnanb para abi 
ip nbx ia*x a*'x bar ;D'ony pa*ba laibi bn.np pi u pa nra^x ia*x ioxo 
xb D3 dx -D'yiran a*no n*a?a moan bap xb D3 Dy nxrn naxbob xin nxi 
;P'na by n’jv mon maa*n para ia*x d; oyi nxcoyexiabi nopnb praaa 
'b aa*nn in' naa*b xbi 'a*aja ':x a°nrai 'jx ynv —,connxn nbxra 'a jn 
,nxbn*ai bray xiaob pra bon .psiei prn pvi an'py 'b sidoi 'a:x dj n:ox —nxt 
^apra *::n pnvn 'naxbora o;ia' xba* ,nxa* bar baon naa* nr a ny biaabi 
man' nxa* pjvam' did 'nxso:i oia'pa' did nxrn naxbran bx naob 'by 
':x ;ava Diaiab xvn did D.i'by Dry Dia*bi 'naxbo nx ipab bxia*' naan 
naxbon iaa* 'a ,nxan naiD dji- ,aiai iaa* na*pa Dia* xba an'jab nc’onb 

.'iaa* nr "nbiyei nosya 'raxbra 'b n'.nn 
xajnn rx ]nioP 'na:- mn Dipaai nnine m.‘xn Spni tx mxn D'inn Pa 

,“2>Pan naa c.i n”pr:a nin #a»nnai na-ji-a man cnaxa »an anas y aaa 
asxan r.x noais niaa ni’xP pSa cPiyn rjr^a xsn icx nPnn r^ynnai 

'rtt’pa cji pn rrn: naxian naain r. M xa anx ntryxt? nai nrx^an ^x >n?J dtj 
xra’ cnyiP psnm lai lai nnyi nin 'h mPc*P ':naa* man; 'a inn ’aan Pa nx 
c'-.nva n'araa c^i .nciar nnms maxai .231 — 235 no rvtr'tr n:tr Pipna nmx 
xn:xP y n .rmn :n*Pnjin D’ornn nma*n 'n^ap m Pyi roin ’aano u'inxi ’ms'in 
crya iasi: non naa* ,aPa* a*'x i’x» n j r.im ,anysxP .0 m a'an am ,P"T 
noaanai nuitn myia annx c’anao D’conai (ht naxa ^paa oa’amP ava*xi) 


nvnxa pn spTn' ,ma nao nynx dxi ,nymn moon Ns* bmn xb 'o' mnxy 
,D' 3 i *a'ya ata' □: dxt D"yn bao nnx n x qx y'r xbi rr xb Pax nnycn 
mopnn 'byao tidx: xb naian ba 'bay onoxon ba nx Tynn ttd' □: dxt 
n: Tnnr mobnn n:oT ,nxbn Dnr xb a'D'anon mobnno nor xb ,racxoT 
xn 'o *□ ,tx Darnin' xbimx D'vm' oa'xy nbxT pnao y*ain Dnta cnpoa tx 
by jin' nao '"ayi ,mo?na manb xa' nyx nya itd nao np' nyx 'nan 
nxr nybao □: nyx D'yaian D'xapn 'a □: no ? mobnn pa D:\xy nnoxon 
tx non ,xan ny 'b lp'V'T 'ay* tPd:' nny □: nyx ,naiay* nonai ^xa 'nix Tanm 
? nr by* ivipa ?]X 'nnoob acm 'bao ,'ya:b ynx xia'x nobi ,':iyba' D"n 
pinax xbi ,'aab 'ynio piab noo\x 'nym xPt *nicio ooo Tpn: p 'a non 
nx p'nynb anno b'nnnb ia"n ,mobnn nx nvpb 'aab by p'ynn n?y -aa 'a 
xb '□ y*xno ynx nyx nnoxon ba nx manbi nab mopnno 'b nxn:n Pd 
nyvob ,Tnnnn bibaT 'p: mobnn xv' hdt aa pax nyx nbx □: tx ,non mobnnp 
nypT nnDD naxbon 'd 'n'xn Pax ;n:ian ba nny 'p px nyx anoxon nbx 
nxr npy' ax nnax pjtd ba spai 'mny nnno Pd rx ';oo D*onn x'.n nxo 
,Diann nara by nmbynbi nxai nyy mny npnyypi n:pnb nnoi:b ,nnab *n'y 
no nyx n'b pp onoaip nnpon mpn xbib ,nxrP a: yxi: 'nnox cyoai 
,nany pdx nxbo myny yx by* pivo tod 'ya:a 'nyynn ,td 'naaianm vmxn 
'ry ina oyoa nyx ny Pm nix 'n'xn td ,'aab non ba nx npvvoa n'nn.n x*.n 
,panien anvnob 'pmy 'pan iyy ^x pmn nx *ny:nn T]X 'H't pmx x*y;P 
□'nny pxso' ox ,nyxfen i?x nyap 'ncpnm ,nvy'npcyn pnyyn ,'ypy 'mry 
□yi ,y*'x nrnp Pnnyn D'y»ax pxy* Dipcy,, ^'mxa Py jyyx xP dxt yic '-n 
,hdjx (many) ny: "inn ny: n'Pn nnxyi ,nnxy n:p pap nSl :xnpx xnap na 

!,na 'by niyyn 'nyp '"d 

"niobnn mnix by nyn„ icy* nr 'yyp by nx npb nyx ppn onoaipn 
*iyn niyab ,yTpy> y*'x n'xa 'n namyi nyic py byy nnnn ynn *n' t::td mixi 
dt'd n'D 'b T:nDC"i) nay* D'yyyib nxpo arb d"ii n"x # n p.nyryn y~n incxi 
jny D'ny* nixo:m ncni .n:; io tx D'by 5 Pn P'dc laaim (pnnxn n'yyT b (/ :n 
xscan ba nx bab nxn' lbxn mxo:nny*y nn:na D'nyn nabna n'ny ;yynx 
cm ,y*n'ai x'ynp ^nna tx ,d:x pna nx td Tamn: nyxT mobnn npyra ana 
xv' txt hypyT DTyny xba '^ 3 T 'pa p:yn nvna n'n' npbo: nxy ,nnyn.n 'anna 
pnpn: cxy )xa n'y: y:x 'nnnyT "nnyn nx d"d?d xth hdt ,m:nnn □: i:b 
hot x':tdh npy a xiny nc n'anb baT: s)a'm nna tx mabnyy mnybn p::ca 
nbn: nyTyn ht?dt ,ht nnx nr ^DTn:y* no nma: maoinn TnTx d:t „ny cjcTnay* 
pxT D'aTaaT D'aa Tbx rnyn ;/ n:i?aT yTna mobnn n'n xby n'lDTcn nnTx by 
xth nam .nTobnn nmo nx n'a?aT ym'.m y*:nnn ynn tP y'y* 'o bab prn n'a'nv 
nv 4 $ b'aon cnpycn pa D'nsa /; c?a y'na nabnn nannxn xannna xv*a 
'npna 'nnon ':xt ;mann man ;noy* mmy* 60 jo -ini' xb npyn mobnn nx 
nva pn ,nv 'vm yanxn bao 'pan onpytan nxy*:y* ny mmy 25 my tx \napny* 
td moxn p:yn pTn bao ! Dibo xb ,noixo T:b nom xb m ba byi pp nnx 
nxn' nyxa p"T xnaxb n nn laon bn: nm'.n noTbon ynn n' by To'yom 
nnx Tnyno nrn xb oaox dx Tovya XTn d:t D'an n'oan TnxT Tanaoa xmpn 


IV — 


noi pnnb no Dvnr o:'x non □: bxny' ma pon baai 1:00 noixo D'yno 
‘/omninsyobi Drpsnxb ooiy.n D'oyn baa nra a'syo pon omsnn :anpb 
*'« omaai onnin ns i:b a'ynb :xm oa ps nrn nann by i:nxo nbm pxi 
?bxrm maa nsia n'nn 'no nyi p:yvb nnoy non.nb nrn bin:n nanb ab D'yo 
f maia ,vbn:o ,i'yxn noon ,bxmm 'oan oa'bx ! snps D"mx Daps 
mobnn ns i:b nn ! onnin ns ob ian„ noxb yiysi pyrx maiD'bai mis: 
Hobbi sin onnin ,i:ap vbo oiybi ia xnpb bai: nys nmro naca p:i spn¥ 
Damns xa"o oiPymoboP innbi nnobnmpp 'ibnnann Daap ,D'a'm» i:s 
vnn ds oa'yyo nnx nnnm oai ? pna nans x'a' 'o ? iyyn naa nys 'nnx 

?nns nvyai nnoxa oabia 

nanoa snip pi pa =]S mm sb 'nxnp pip 'a nso ny mym a: d:ox 'nrn' 

□ ns ,na'nison ns os yni'i Dans 'nyn' 'a -Daorx 1 ' yo' ono 'ps aim son 
,.mi?a paon noan dsi ,pa*m span bsa sb nys ms nanb oaaab lo'yn sb 
nnosa lansnn xb obiybi mam msy i"p by i:a p rpi ,inypai insnp rp 
nxsb 'na xbs 'nsnp sp , oa'bx 'ns np dsi nnmm bxny' naiob nns nsyai 
bas ,ib yoiy ps □: ds sin bin: bip'bip 'a nab mxonb 'na posyb 'nain 'n' 
ia |' s y 'inn ) pyyo ba by oaoab nmnsi 'b s: iyoy oins 'bns cyan 
y'vs d: 'a Da':ab sias mopn D'n'a sbi pmayno ba ns oaosb nb:x(nonn 
.na nana isnn nbapb ivann ps ds nys nns nysn oaoab 

! .nnaoxi s: iyoy 

yya by son o'D'Dion nmnoi nmo o:n nbso nns pa:s D'naian nns 
'ab nys D'an D'nosoi Dnao man ooy nr D'anoi ama o:n ,nnay.n nnaca 
non D'aio ,nbn:o n'aiarpnn imn 'nb' nsi 10a ns nsmn y's baa , 0 'y nisn 
nbyin is'an naa 'a 'n'sn ors n:iy ds d:i nnn naan ismyab D'b'y'oi 
'naa 'a msnb 'mar d:i pmaynoi 'ann ns io'sm nys D'noibon D'nnsb 
'O' ba nyo'i'o o:n bas ,m pa y:n sb nys onaan mnyisa D'noiyi D'ana: 
naa nys n'mo'b nbyin sbi byiaa nnym ,n'ymo nbyin ,'oyb nbyin s'anb 
nbyinb nrnb 'nsan nab 'oyb sb nnax sbi — D'an D'oan nms is'an is'an 
naa's :oryna p'oyo o:n , piano o:n oym o:m nym Dnsn po bab d: x"a 
n\m sib *a nab noisa sbi byiaa mobnn bs oym Dynb mobnn ns a'ynb 
□'ny'n D'aosn ba bs d: x"a naba bsny' oyb sp nbymn n'nn rs 'a ,nxja 
bas ,m:iyoi ni:iy nivy 'aba 'nsy' naai - nos nan by ino*m nys Dniaba 
.nm mym non ^an 'a 'n'sn nnpa py omby 'noy 'nns 
sb nb'ba d:i nrn ba oiom *nn'y sin ,ni:o 'b pm sb nrn -oi'yn pas 
n i s'Vinb ^'s mbiann apaxi nv ^s nso ^anns mb ba 'aayo by pab mr 
D'nsvo na’s D'noson ba ns fpaxb 'a’ s a 'nnos nbnnoi ,byi*a.n bs n? 'van 
naa by nns Dipo bs , 1 'ryboi mobnn 'n:oo dsi D'yiy'no ds ,ia isoin: 'a 
ba ':'ybi bsn*y' pa ':'yb D'amn amaioai mpsio nrsna ,d: ?j DO'n.nbi nnvo 
nann ns bob 'nnos nrai ;bsny'bi 'nb ymp ibia on' may:.n bai ,D'oyn 
'nnosi nsrn 'nvy by 'nnoy oyoai ,vn:o 'rya ip'nvnpi S sny' byo mobnn 
,nnpan taaynnn nms omnnaym nso 'n::iann 'nns bas ,nasbo.n bs naob 
ba nb y'npnb Tjnovs 'bis nys nsm 'nasbo d: ,ban nr d: 'a 'n'sn msvo 
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pania DnnnxSe* nnna isaim non 'a Don nioipo by Mb ixnm ,anynp mn 
jo D'oann Mb ip'yin no ,njrj*a in pin ax D'ensom aoixmo 'tfniao 
iana mrx Donnxn omemo ncaa pbn '"m V'nxn ny D'vipnn ny D'EDXon 
moSn.n pa orxe' anoxan nx non is'Prn axn ? npxa avnya D'an ansa 
ansa nan pn non a: }n ?ia pa.npi xnpp biM nrx "p: mo!m ub urn ,rrcmn 
amnsa ne*x ansan nxixi pi 3"j /imyne' no miy'i irym ,Doanna nimm 
r6x p ni?xa nirx vniyoi venae* i?a ay mo^nn asm' .nai ,(iiain px ejax' 
.aoe* ana iba ne*x vnfe:r sppnnpi in no Pi mipab ap d'l**o pxa ,ana anio 
jnpvj* a; aonnxn D'paisn ie*y p moi>nn ay Doixm aoann ne*yoai 
iS nojm ,omana iaaa mix a; ,m:n.nSi nvnp ux a'ans vs by ne*x *pnyn 
vpSn nyanx nx ipsa ,a^i:yi O'aaa ,nvmx ,D':vva ixbo lain nxi ninny 
DnnvD ansoa is'Dinne’x napi a'ami D'anxo^na ansD mioe* a.no li’Ti 
irm 'O' bib Mb p'san iwroi vpais mmso ^a ny uoo nnx naPn dj 'a ny 
nr ,Pdid nn mcao nr ,nmo mi noix nr 'a ivpmi ivt p xvo: xP rx can 
sp nSir — ovn nnao xvn ne*x nnpo uosp nnp' dx nai C 2 nv:no mi pp'o 
nx Mb lp’DS' non 'a mmup umx D'a'nv ,ne*a by* nvnpa nannae* nabin 
m'ano nnx ipxtr'ph ,dsl m o pnr6nno' xpi pna non aoino non “|x—pnn 
ixv' D.noi—nnya xP nnx an prom Sai aoiPa* nnax ay rrani? nnx bj la'tr'i 
na’x mynni niaion nmon mnaoni (:)a"nn 'sjy Paa "maiem nipxev Mb 
nxn — D'oPe* ansa D'p'rno amnioe* no'en 'a ny rue* Paa imam ian' ms' 
unsnr6 Pna oya nmnnn unxon x'n nxr ,ianoe\xa nnvia ne*x laronaa x'n 
— q'S'dsi d'P'Pn nxaa nmx anxso ,nmxo'a'nno lanaxi— nva nnaro iane*ah 

! ? onxn Paa n'na 'a pisnai 

ne*x mn ae*nai mnn lao^iya -Mb pxe* (samopnn Dmn'n lanax nai 
moPnn Pa* mox n xPx— la'xaian lvanix 'so xnpa pi laovy nx xnpa la 
xin no D'ynv lax px ! jop aeno a: laoo lap pxi ,moPnn nx yna xP papa 
dj'x nabaiaoy pon pn xpi nioimn joivx xn noi asn:m ainan ^aa moSnn 
^a ay ipia mix D'V'nyoi a'L M npo non a"ye* laoo ninri? noi nan^ no D'ynv 
avx la'sia'psi la'nio 13'oan a; x"a ,an'vy nxnop la mtrpm pian.m ip nsam 

D’arnn nu\x ,Doo*m nnvm d'ivj nnrn norm -r ,sin p manpn n:n (i 
oynao na*« cooy nrx in-!' ny Pn nya oms irmn nan mann' ,ny-:n no:r nr ,in 
.P sun ns’r ny n' in y:n nP tni norm nyis Pn inn'ay' n hni ,nnp n'a: n.nP b*’ 
naip 'mn: npmr yotrn onx oorn n’n’an Nvan nrom na'nn* nmPn Py (2 
/Nprr pra p:yp onasnP nai mpsa icy: nnx pm ja ,i::a |'n nna noapPi ennn oyi 
i'ii o ny / Nmy , n ; 'mn payp nasnayn jyaP nNa mnn nimyo nrya nnx Nmyoa 1 
m':' nP my T'ayi ,nv:m '-r: PmxP -,'py nno ntrn pmxp nsnn cn no'mn 'rn pyap 
.npori na’nn* ':’:yn noosi coup nosn innn'i crnPsn nno' rx n*nnitm 
nPna my'as iyns mn mrx nPx c:i ,nan coiaPn n’.xnpn nnp noin’n Pn (3 
nan noiaPn nx nan n.i ,n’nnn nan:an -n rs ipan nnn nn*xi ,'n nvn nnen nv rx ir'Pnn 1 
nmnm piaPnn pn i:P nao nrx pon 'a*rn nymirn an rx nan nonin o nxn - ( P m 1 
I yi ,mPnx onn inian i;.n:n' na*x nnP ,]an: xP nv nvxm nna*n nnnaa n'xmp i:x 
:i;naxan axpxunx nnxrynnm The Pentateuch etc. :i:nmn ,maPm sin na nanaxa 3 

Is the Je^vish religion non dogmatic? 


It 


^ 'ba onpoa nny a: nmoiyi nnbn nlbxtrn '3 ,mxnb D^nw ? Dip' p 
hdid ,D'auan 'ny by naiani nny a: ni:iyoi n:n m:iy n'ynnm ,(i;nra 
,maiyn.m mbxy.n ,D‘ann omaan bai pya: xvny ny nxbn a: naa'i nny c: 
nnn nxtan by ny b: ,bn: niya' movy be* b: pn non ,|yoxavnni ,D*niaT.n 

Iinaiyo byi 

Din ay ba be* nnaan by 'abi uu 'noyi lbxn b"rn nana 'naan 'nay* 
ba 'bai n:ban ba 'ba non B'O'pi o'\n annan *a 'mxm ,nny i:nnaa byi 
nbn:n i:nnaaa nn bao i:yia ny bao i:oyx D'mmn i:n:x noxa 'a xrana 
D'yno D'nsD'i ,'iai n'raxnsxp ,n\]xbxy.no mnn pn nbia oyoa xmy ,namm 
pm:n nan.n by D.n'oayo pmnb ibav p'a:m yinm dtid' punm my'y.n nyx 
nyx nyro oyo pi in ,bba i:nxo nann: xb ,nyanx any n':y D'oya 'jya 
,mnyna ,nm:na .Dunnaa xin i:n:x i:pay bai ,o'oyn naan macro ipnyn 
nbx bao: /imnxby ouann naaai mobna ainan nana DioD'axoi iryoxama 
nan.n ,1:00 anna: d:i :b onainoi mobnn a'aa ounn anaa anano i:n:x 
nox: dn nnon by Tina: xb nan ,ab:a nonnpymn men 'a nox: xb oxi ,nxo 
nnayoa ouyi n'ya nnxb pn lbui'inxo noyo ,o.nay D'aion by a: ,onbym 'a 
namb a: <bba xian xb nnba nbyin *jx ,nnaon nmna D'poiy: auoibo.n 

•b'y'.nb easy a*y:'o nony 

mabnn naa nx nu:ij Dumnxn o'::x:n mao nx xo:nb x: np: 
ny' xb ix nana xrpy uao lovyb noa n:a nnxi nnx ba nyx ouiyxnno 
nyr'x y"n ,x:bmo x"n:na (nnx oipoa nro man naa nyx :onpy 'nan iuua 
rmmp: vmboa pnpnbi mobnn nx nunb ibnn non nyx ,myi nun ,p'a '"n 
j:oo imon nxn ,Dmnin:na mobnn rx nra.n lD'ann axn ? vyy noi n'oyoi 
DH'm.njn lana nra.n : xb ? ;n*nnn nnnx lrayi D.nu'ya ny' xb nyx mbtan nx 
nvabnn'brya D'D'jan nnpra nay ;y?ab a'D'anoni "nvnp p„ nraxb naD by 
njyi nry baa D'D'anran iD'an' nai ,nxo nuiyi man mn;no a'aa nr ib lyyn 
mm id'dv nyx D'nyra □'ynai nuiy nnyn Dy ,mynn mn:n oy a"yn nx 
D'jy yai niobnn pan bnm ,D':nnx.n D'nx:n nyyoa myyb a'pnnon nnn 
xb D'vyn anrai x:bm Dian D'bnj a'ana n"a ryyj D'anm nny D*ana nnyy 
xbram mix a'noiyn anra vaiynaa baan nvabn.n nx nxnj xb ! nyn nx nxn: 
'sna nnjiara nyanraiD'nuy /D'aan .Durv ,B':vyrai nuiy nvmxra i:a'na □: 
mranb pan: axi n'aD anrn n?a pub nnx ba onion nai myano ma*na ,n:ab 
'O' ba by nnx naao i:b paon rx rmn:m l'yin'a na oy la panbi mobnn nx 
xia'x xban: axn :?n;obnno :ano na ib px ayn am 'a xiax x^ann ir*n 
nyx oyon pa oyo px xvo: B'aoPani ooxbxynon oonvon anaann pa ajy 
Dmmn:na D'nuon xia'x ub lbum noi ? lbia mobnn ba nx mobi lxnp 
.1:001 iamb xui' pxi xa pxi — mya inn: pn non jn ? onurvaa B'ynaom 
nnpa pya mobnn by may nyx D'b'ayon i:b iyy no xdo pn^xb pi 

mrmnn m: D’umtr.m nso mxtr: - ” cmanni nmstrn nz" (1 

/DMivT ,pia n.m |*Kt? b *!3 ,m:uy nznz nizicm nmsz* c.i o ,na ny mnsr: sn y"is*ni 
mi:itt*ni mb»s*// nss nszo o ex ,c':znn pnnz 5 ? nmnoi mmpi mnmy n;nz ,msnn 

? nzrz morn x'rz nr pxn .eo^xn yu* 


.(r r-s - ■-•) pppn-jp Damp nrir pe 

P-*' nr: 

nx am' lannai anny ina; nyx prnm pinan ;P\xn 'e:j;d pap nnx cpy 
ppaa nva’pnn xm ,pnxn msj: yanxa pxny' nn pa nx nnxn nypn npiyn ba 
xnanoa ,n':ia: n\xnip na':n’ s man ,n:y mxo mcy cmra nr ia^ nnnay 
nnnxi ; naiyxn mix -rxn nyx rvn nsL M 3 nnpnyn oy nxn "nayn yxn„ 
□'anynaa '2 ,D"yn anna mmxsm n'aaPninmpn mnaDcn n'nran n;xzn 
□ xi nnaianraai moa ,D'ya nyna mynr mcc mnaccn Pa lanx Dmcyi i:ra 
ni no D'ynp ppna nnnra ninano.n Pa n:\nn ,nnx nay my innna 'n mm 

.lann ,cnrso 

xn ian:in p pyy nnan vnna Pa i>y ic” xPo 'a dx ,xin ynn |pap 
:maxP nxrn nynnn rmnn.n n v yxna nnnx D'ta n'lsnp myy nnna amnnp 
noi ,nxn nnaaam npnan naxpran px ny,p lanix ran nrai naa by u\xn no 
? ipia Dpiyn PaPi rpxn*" nnP n:?a.a xvn nyx npym.n xnn 
nraxai na'Py nranan p'Py bxP nnmai ,nnoya D'xPoo laan nxrn lanain 
nanpn n'y: Dipn ianaxi p"?n inox /nay a"a ly aio Dibnp cpx he*' npiyp,, 
nynp laxm a"onn naya myi ,nay may D\nya nr iappD mayo Py laaryn 
om*n naa arm onan ia iD’aan vryp’ai mopnn mao 'a /osro npaP„ lanana 
,p:y ana ntn mPnn nx mam n"onn nayai mo^nn 'edxd py Dnym 
max,, mnnro nnaina on ,298 ,99 / 3 °° i?ipna laynpn nyx n^na onoxoa 
□’anna iPiaxvo xp na nyi "noy.n mopnn maxi,, "cmnni maninn Pap nnma 
unnn iy-i' jy’aPi ; □ , raPa M pi Q'Pn: c'an tx ixvd: nrn ai’ann 'a-oo 'a ex 
,D';aP 2 'yy na*y ,irrai pan naan pa rnc nnann *aipn ^a nx irnnx Q'xani 
D'annn i:xmp ':ap D’aia^i onann npy nx map nmoS xp aicnj nn pjya 
:29s pipna unan n'yxn in na .nannn pxa 
n^in ’ran nran x^x cm \r: xp Pxr^ wan x ; xPaPx n "x xnx 
onsa ncy nntn nana nrvi .icc cm:) cya c“i naan a*ia ’a ac Pai naaa 
.(n^np cma) in'a ; caara sin nr:ma ima pi rp cnx ana*an pair Pai nain 
□'nn umxi ! Q'jaP nay mxra nyy noxa »'anxi vnx npxn cnann 
,□ ^'3:n naD Py nxra max \xm n'-a’a P"rn ax ?inmnax nay: n^a nn nna 
,an”a'ay nva^nni n:y*an py f on'yn i'L M a c^ynpn imp ’ s yi ,ynpn nna Sy 
naias man maip nvia nyx n':mm nmrapnn nmsan py un:x max: nra 
nxtan annsc nn’.n nn'rya nx ? nv Px dvo annnni Sn:nn pnsn myi ,na::i 
nmnn i:mnaa nnn n*a nnna nrainn D':an inn ^nb nD'aaian Pai Pnpn 
□npap n'u’in nrvn ,nS: nyx omn nnsDnp i:n:x n:a: cy nrxi Virmya 
;n ? dtP:ii D'anopono n'arani tranTama n^ann ninaoi moPnn nana 
,D'r ami i^n: nn ixpo' nnx Sx nn dedx: dxiPii: Pa nayi iciay non □: 
ninmn D'rya nsi in'pna ono ia D':anp mp*a pxa D'y^yi D'nnn 
inn 1 in'Pyy mPxan pa nnx n: nnna: nxn Pxy:i ,csn:n 1 nox:n s a nx on: 
imaxi n:oon va'Pnm nnx nyn ^Pab nyvo’p nnx nanaixanx ,Dnnn nmaDfl 
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D 'hpv p'£ 

,pon p pyatr mn aura nais b^baa p ppatr m-| (n 
Kan ba byi ,n;nso pan ansn D'snr bn ,naa nmy n:na 
antrp nanni nan tryms nan» ,pain ymKi cnrr Kam 
trban ,n:a> ban pany nmnn ,rrtrp3 Kinn ^nn n:ae?ai ,na« 

♦nniK pbmna anna m«a 

nbin pa nKaian nxn pa ,xaa:a? a^amp 'amp narj 0 
,ansn Pina?* 1 ban amaiK 'xaa? rra ,pmn pa ,ansn pa mxaian 
p]aa^ ban anaix bbn rra ; pinn nxamn nxn xaa:a ■’a pn 
♦anan nxaian nbin Kaaaa* m pm ,pmn 
,n^nn pa ,nxaian nxn «aa:ar ns ,naix ntrbx cr 
atr ,mxaa aipa naix xn^pp ai ; □■ana spar ,pnn pa 

•inana? 

ban ,nman naabi ran mna pama rann nn$$ (n 
a-ann mxn ban ,nnyan naabi ran mna p:rr: paoio 
pn amanm a*bptrn ♦naana natan aiana nnna p:nn 
ninianm nana ntrpai pn nrra bnx ,nan asn xbx pjma 
ampa? ampan *nan naa xba? pa ,nan naa pa panna 
,amp aminn naixn ,naix pyaa* an ; amp nt nn ,aminni 

♦amp jrx 

.D’ijpr rDDD pin 


b " o “1 CM "P D 

ojn ,’xan ptte naan nitron '3 ’oStrnn aox’ nansn *1212 ,i u 2 ^n Cn 
nan |D am bv man monn ns lptrntr no nit mn nitron nx aitrm (:s pin) tea 
ii'x mix jteoon nonan nan ’a nxm wnattr Buchler *1203 nxnn nSixi /xan 
,d 10 tr a nnwai ntei ony^ trp’nm nixom asnn nitron nx lixvo xb ’a ,xona 
nnnntr nate ni te'QB” 'n aox aaa ’a pSa non 12’x o‘npS px.n y p a m b pi 
jo lii’x an: ’te monn nx mptrn 5 ? nil ,0^0120 nsoontr ns a"xtro ,mx na jitrSa naan 
ntra tr"o ’"xsna nxa) ,i"jn» ,trapoa vntr ant te nmryn ’an ’sS ,n»x^son nnaa 
aoax’sna n:tap yatso mn o ni’nS ‘jia* natasn nxstnS nasptr inn nai ,(xi^>mo pxi.a 
.nixotti ascn nitrontr tixito xa bbi taaa ’a ; nsaua mtrna ix p^trn n:noa nny 
,rxn motron ’ntr nxan’ a’on nanoa /inXDiD DpD /Dn&Zt ban (T /t 

• lOlpO D» ’3 

03 uni nmaai atr-o .nno 'aoa axan’ n"a ’smo \'2?b xintr ataaan jo;* (n 

.cn’maxo n^ni bz anb n’.a xStr ,0’iSn lion nx SaSaa man osa x^tr 





19 


P'£ 

pis 

pur ^r» fin ,pmna D'bm’: px 2 t»:n pprrn bQ cx 
,narn ms 1 nxirn onaix D'oam ; mx» 'an nan .p'b’pn 
,pmna jixaxair ^nn npirm ,pmna pnnxmri ,px»a jisaxzir 
.pnnxb ppbnca ,paj?i» jmr ’:aar ,pxea pnnxrin 
.nb’aan msb nmm inn .mbirnn pxxajir a'ban b^ (a 
•an nan ,;mbj? ,;nmm qnna *bv ; pmna ,mby “jnn ,pxaa 
.nanaen jai .ban ja fin ,pmna jbia naix nr m ; n*xa 

.nnapb pnnran .nxnarn 

nirbira ,nn na amir ,-iirj? nsnnxa nxxajir paQ 0 
bn ; b'aaai mur nia pai nia pa ,paipi; ‘raaai mur mrj? 
na amir mrr mrana ma na amir ,naira nrn 1 ? mrji nyanx 
.paca u na .paan mmp nxsa: ,m» 
a'jaa nmx pb’aaa ,nxaian nbia nxaanr nai”0 n 
nmx pb'aaa ,nxaian axa nxaajir nxi ,td nmx pa'iaai 
jj by nmx pnaur nann nnn axi ,bna nmx pnanri ,pina 
.nxi x'.mr ;naxba nx aj?n ixmir na .xaarxn 


!>‘m e> n ’ s 

rrair pna 

>2 |p>i ittaa Nine tun yn> (8 i"o mp’i) rrnra i2i;n irn pn ,)'pnn bo (X 
»pi*o omnia iya» xSc iw» *xi ,dv nv ntevvz xzc znn oyn pz pzt im xSc ntrsx 'x 
ubvw nimz una nzz’x ,anaon nx nacan laymen ,oteiv nizimz oztae nyz ztn Sc 
xSi juSyn picz laS lzSn run ’xaa Szc -lax a"? nani .iaiao Sy p"anzi nniScz 
Sa?n nycz n ,Dnaix nuaan Szx ,onman nx ixaa» xS paS c'*mx nizimzi nipicz 
vSxa piai ,-jEmS Smzi ,ysaxz izSn oninan Szi conn m nx O’xaun iSnaS lyzp 
mpoz xsajn pnne psz px pi ,nnSna cninanc mpaz lxsaac pnnS cm? yxc 

.xaa xmc ,noSna n^saanc 

rnn^ nnx nSnan nnS im owm kv o uno 5 ? n:can nxta ,D^an ^3 (3 
n»zSm i::n izSi ixaonn n’xoun nx ]n«^* nyz nnmtan ipE' xSc ,n'Sy^> nnxi 
n”Sj,*zi xoo x^a:n pxata p?zn ^z vnr mn^zi ,cns xzna ensn Sz ?ai?z znn nnx 
,n^n -pnz ix^az nz nw nxamS pnvoc Q^zn S;* nxi pma xxoan pinn rnc 
xSc pipn ixi ,nxt nnxVc nacaz pzzz na nrn cyam ; nnpma ^z rxnna pxtr »aeo 
nx » 3 inion cn»s’s Sy cznn uzx< -i"nn .xzno trns u’x o ,xm naic iz amtrS una 
cj i 3 'xn nxi wznz nnxi ,naicsz nacan nx i:c?d }zSi ,ixd pirn xmi nxrn n:ran 

.i:trn’EZ |iza xm czc /?x?tr» niXEn cn’EZ 
zxz yaze >a xnp’ "nyavzS pcx? w S"nc nxaitan nSi pay nsn2 (T 

xm nz yawn /"nxaiun mzx »zx w nxnpa xm "na nna„ : xm cnipSna *nai ,nxaiun 
pi ,>whv„ pi /nxaiaS we,, xnp’ jicxiz yaiam ; "pcxn ff xin iz yaiam "nxaiun zx„ 

.nnnu *noz nxzn* nan m?Ei ,"iy»zi. 
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nn-naai pnp bn:» npi a’brrra ns 3 ta:r nan^ n 
pais min’ 'an ; a’aar 'nai map: ,nibip ana: ,nn bab 
,nv a'© 1 ?© b:nb anp .a-nas B’naab 'ism 
,maa: s'ao sinr np msxia ns paras vn mirs-13 ( n 
bra pxa maa: in'© lrpnn prnnai nms pn*:a nvnb rim 

.nia’X 

-ins nil ,p ma irpnn aran npar ppar -an na{< 0 
panp ,B'aa: nap nbn ,a'n nnaa inbip nbrr *na: : pa 
,c'nai mini ,nsr - 1 : pi; ma’a bra panp ,isb asi ,ibra 
; ma'S bra panp ,isb a si ,ibra panp a'aa: v? r 1 as 
bra nanp inma snnr nar bn: pa bp sin ;n ma 's:m 
.nanp nmn na'bn prnv bra pais min 1 m .na 11 ; 
bpi ; pa pms 1 : a'inan imr ,a-spn bpi pban by Ct 
msa imr mbiaan ppn bpi pnssa pbpia in 1 sar men 
ns p'SDa pipn ns p’saan pais "av - aa ; na'a bra 

.nibiaan 


b “ o 1 v n' s 

ms xsaa nx pS ,maSe miaxS pi mnnaS nms mnnaa vn xSi natan Sy S*Sa nSiy 
yeein pSi nmnaS ynnaa vn ,]’Saix nanan vn naaae ,nxann Sax ,nSiy xine iaym nSe 
-pm nmn ,mia eeria mx^aan nx SSa mSaix vn xS naax nxi ,xm nxan xae 
mn xS nSenai txe ,iSaxi mx nay nx pm pa jyaS ,xsam lean pi nx lajpnenS 
namn mat lya pan ns amS mSia’ iai\n xS nirya pi ,smn nSoxn Sy mx me mm 
mx Sax nx Sax ,mamn mn xS niSiyna o ,nanaS Saxan mi ’xna nmn sne asa 
lean pin nx ixnn aaxi .S’Sn nSia nvnS nuceae x’n nSiya xae am tx ,nSe 
ieaa xine aim mx paSin pax xSi x'n na’nn *ix nxe Sxie’ ny Saa ssa^e pSin 
mnS mix laiyi nSaa xine asa lannS lrsn xS xaa* tyinS nSe> *iax Sy ix ,n^intr 
mx nnaxa na yaSin ,nana itranrr paia *]X ; narn nia’ Saa nnx ]aSi xinc iaa men 
.nan Sxne’ 1’yn ’eax ane mpraa ,ntaine neaa xine ann 
anp lxsaae nnarn mana Sy mspena pmf' xnm 'n /idi n«V03l? HDnn (n 
nmocn p mx xin »a xin 'xm 1 ? anptr imnac nx yanpa Sx*ie’ Sae nyn ,naB? 
nae ja mv iS wv nxiae nana Sy xSi nae ja nai Sy xpn inaia Sax # jn»Sj?aS naxae 
niSiyn ta p ,S’Sa nSia xme nSiyS anpv »a nnaixi ma na ya»ana n^aann ix r nnx 

•pma xSi empa ySyai x»n 
. 13 ,i xnpva *iax;n xm pa nnaa ,not^ bnJ jna (l 
p^aann lira nS’ya xSi nenp xS na yx minn 10 ’a nx ,n">SS2 pbjno Ct 
,mSiD2n ya’pn nan ,ns mata naeane naan np»yi ,maxa nmanea nanan v.ntr asa 
nnvn nya lSasa pen ’Sae paiana nnpSi mya nSe natane mx niSias ixsaa nx Sn 
ii 13 pa ,naa? Sea mnnn iaip^ nnnxi laian Sy nnvmx ]’x txe iaian v nnn iaa 
pS ,ia nayS iSm xS nnaian nne nnam ja nm ntn iai.ni ,navSyn Sy i’an eipnn 
nann imai .miaa naSn px -x ,nra na pSin ’nv hi ,nmva napna nx; ipnS laisin 

.naipaa nxan» oa’po 
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pis 


ibs' n’bpirb snp ,nan:b a'bpa-n pa ixxarc mj>£ Ct< 
a'a* pa ; nan: 1 ? ibs' .nrnab nana .nan: 1 ? ibr nan: 1 ? .c'bprb 
nana ,n:iabb ibs' n:iabb ,o'as?b iba' D'ayb anp ,n:iabb 
ibs' prpb anp ,nbip 'bn:b p:'p pa ; n:iabb ibs' nanab 
ibs' nanab nana ; nbij? 'bii:b ibs' .nbij? 'bn:b ,p:-pn? 
.pbinb ibs' pbinb anp ,';r ncpab pbm pa ; nbij? 'bn:*? 
na'i'ab iba' nanab nana ,':a' nrpab ibs' aa? na*j?ab 
n'annb nanab nana ,bpnb anpn -inx pabin ,bban m 
ma ; n»yo abiyb .nana nma as 1 ? ixaa:r nu - ^ (3 
ma’ ?a nxa-ai nrpa ,b;nn npra c'brn'a ; pbm ,n'an 

.pbin n:arn 

; mxan mavin ; mbiy pna’x .nnjra xaa:u» (3 
.nsnun ri'ab xan lmia naipn nn m ; D'abr nai a'bsn-i'a 
bnn ripen ; nnma maann .rnb'a: pna'x pbia:a xaa: 

•pnma pna'x *)x .nana arena* 


b “ d i v n ' a 

.’P'ar pns 

noinnai ,000:21 ni:oipo ntrnpS ntrnp po Sion tr’tr »bS jyij?d (x 

ibix pS ,nSp ntrnp pi naitr cooi mian ntrnpS iam:tr mya |a ni:pS lE’Sm xStr 
O’Sptrn nomS spon p nsmn natrtr i:«n ,0021.1 »:tra mtr njvtro cpon xsa oxtr 
nani niSiy pi p:ip onatr ,121: niya nan xatr trtrna ix ,in:n mo* n2i:n no’nSi 
spoo i:p» pS ,p:aixS pm: cai 121 So p:ip omaiotr o’Sptrn epo p mian ntrnp 
ntrnp n:ioSntr n:ioSi oo‘y 0;’ 12m pi ,o’Sptrn cpo |a mian ntrnp 120* 121 nn 
natran oitrnn itrx S22 pm xin pi ,pip o’troa pi c’sym pip xm m12Sr.tr 02a n’xyna 
nn .nSpn p miann man norn poo nya pSi ,n:itrxina inv ntrnp natrntr nsSn 
onn»aj? 12121 ,ma:2tr una mian ntrnp iotr 121 spans ni:pS S"i ,"i’annS„ maix 

/"xsn trnoo nxi onatn nnsiirn Str 

tr« ,oano nan 12 ooSinn 2112* non mo xsa:tr ^oon ,nDH 3 nniD (3 
oxi onnSuo oanon 1x0” xS o’tripn ^22 o 02a ,]*Sin nam onxa S2: ffioon o iptrS 
xS’aai /.notrSo mpo nanon by mix iSSn 122 p2D 'So ,pipn niaaS nomn ;a miSo: 
pED mSo xm nianon nnia ':oS inx oipao e^oon xua: ox 2"xtra ; pSinS eioon xi.*' 
ma’ S22 p otrn: pSi ,i:p' atr itrpa ^022 -ix oaipn 211 itrx /:tr itrya mysa 
:Sp’ Sxitr’ Soo» ,^in nytP 3 oStrii’ msina oipa S22 xsam eioon nrn oyaai .natrn 
Sox ,o’mixna mxa iox:tr 21m inx ooSin /:tr ^tr**a c]oo nx onx ism SjiS natr 

•j’Sin rpon ,manor, pro* nSn ,natrn ma’ S22 
oitrm oinio itro xva: ox 12S ,oix SoS i’pn S22 pSox: caSim ’nor o j«i (j 
mipnn’ 121 ,(mx nS’Si o’a’ ara inv S"i) ima xintr nvnS S12’ o jpi p'aSo-S mix 
nmn nSiyntr mryoi .mi: ’xno nsotrn naS ls’sin 1 ’ iSov jpaS inx nS’S up P202 



,awb nroon ,mbiy no pnpib ? nr pony vn no nm: .nonab 
sin atrs„ : bna jno mm ini onna mi ; amnob nmym 
aiomi son aio?o so sintr bo ,bbon m o *vo mn airs airs 
■w issco3 ; amnob nmy.m ,airb niron ,mbiy io npb' ,natrs 
rpoi airs P|DO« naisi ,amnob airsi mb airs : am^p ammo 
O' '3 msfns) m,T amnob m no sov sb msan 


b " » 1 K'lVQ 

nin£< x^tr 3isp 3ijntr t* p3n nrx 'by nn ioxi m: nx ^3X ,D3ip 3ia 3trx ma nx 
Buchler viED3i ponnS vn n i a 3 3 p n S3 bv nm vn 'a natron wjvoen 33 x 1 ,nro 
,nmyno n»anan^ nn»ntr n?nan nn’trpm nt3 n»poyno vn nona noa xnipn xso’ ^"an 
’fya ivanantri oonanS ipSnna ’no pi ,tnpoa nt S’atra vntr nnnvo niatrS noni 
nnvotro vntr ox ,Sna mvn pSnn nx para nosy 5 ? nnpSa D«ajjn n’ansn nx iSn yntn 
pxo 33 n*n nmyn mam , 3 x 0 nrp miay nn’ntr niaanprt nuajro cosy 

.(nointrni 
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'w2? D^ptP 

sr law ? ,t: 3' nyw law sip: nabi .mm nyw ,D’ci nyw 
nns : ib vn ptratra 'nan ,m:p': nyw : nntaa .imb:a mia' 
nwbw .aw jnb mn sbw ,anyaa avail /nsawa nnsi ,i!'S'8 
.e'naaan maa ww b» n:iaw : wnpaa vn nvnbitr nwy 
,v'v btr nns ,caan anyaa avtri ,a"anpn ns pmna p'byw 
,5]aa bw by .a’na'sn ns avm: vn ,ww bu by ; epa bw nnsi 
,w'w ?w nnx : man nns by pnaa abisa avn ; mr 'ba 
br byi .inavaa avan an 1 ? pm: ,ww btr by ; ant btr nnsi 
ant bin nnsi ; pma sbi trmpa pbyatr /ins'jna ,ant 

.Tan avan anb vbyc .avaaa 
pbpn : an'bs? atnat .trnpaa vn ninaitr ntry ntrbjy (n 
ant ,n:iabi ,a' 2 £y -nbiy 'bn:i ,pvp ,pp\n? pbpn ,pmn 
'a ,pp'nj?i ,n:tri n:tr baatr .pnnnpbpn .nan:b ntrtri ,nmeab 
,nbiy ’bti:i ,pmn ;n ,pvp ; nsan n:trb bpitr npntrs bptr xbtr 
,pvp ; nneis B'aam ; min' 'an 'nan ,mbiy ;bia ,n:v va jn 
.nibiy jbia ,nbty 'bnai ,nbiy nnsi nsan nns 
;pnr: vtra mna' sn ,*a':ry 'by nn. : neisp o 
ntrtr ,ant nvna nine' sb /ant. ; paipa mna' sb # *nnab. 


b" 01 t? n ’ a 

,ixian nunSitrn joyi .ninSin nnx naaS *.8 nincS j’oaano vn c’ri o’iS ix nonai 
iS i3’ixn ,=nt Sc jnSitr by 0*203 n3io n»n o’3sn DnStr odd ,xin "npa j’Syo,, :noxi 

.tmpn jo mxsa C 2 nr a jnSic 

is S"i "rmn j’Spn* vSy aina n’n jicxin lsicn "iL M y (n 

: noxS "pp’ny i’Spn ff vSy ains n’n ocm fiaun >223 it naco mSpcn nx -j’ScnS vans 
iS mn’C ,nSap odd ‘japo xini laran '22a a"a mayn nara 1322 xSc D’Spcn idScv ia 
.13 inaia -pSc’ "jo’pw by aiaS pnn o laxS ,p’p vby 3 ina n’n ’c’Scn .1U12 y nx 
nx nSijr oisS nsraS n 3 i’ ’ 33 i cmn n;*a Q’ 3 n 2 an is’Str’ 13 "nSij? ’Sti 3 „ ’i*’ 3 in 
S’ 3 tra "naiaS,, i’Sj? 3 in 3 ’trcn ,nanyoS Q’uyn Sy nm 2 S 3 ipna “wy,, ’c’onn ,an’ni 3 n 3 
trip S’ 3 C 3 msnnc nian2n vn 13 ’3 "n^aS anr,, 'jr’acn ,n2iaSn by man2 n’ 3 i 2 ? 2 n 
,n 3 i 3 cnoS vnc ntrcm ,D ,, 2itt*xnn nnaic njracn non nSx ,nc n’nc nmram Q’cnpn 
’o b ,/m \ /'nxnn *inio„ pcxnn by : om (□"30m njnS) annvo moc n’nnn vn nn’Sjr 02 
s)D3.n ]oc lyoS mn laica oa’Sco n*n one ny iS nxtr2 ini2p nnxi nxunS niyo cnpnc 
’V’ann ,"nnSvi i’ 3 t ’ 3 ’p *imo„ ’tr’Sen ,"dcx nnio„ ocn ,nxun ’ 3 bi»*S pn npv xS ntn 
nnx monS niyo cnan ox ,S W 23 mtc jaip *inio„ ’C’onni ,"nv3 nwanp nnoS,, 

,i 2 j?oS pioon Dipoa nnx S 3 imon S’U’ mans nauoS nno x’umtr nnx n’a nxcoi nno 
-la-sal .naioS ix cipoS i*vJ2n SaS pnpiS vn nroc nno "nan2 ff aina n’n ’tren Sjri 
i3p’ D 2 D 30 C ,x’n p 3 ’pS D’ 3 i 2 on n^ic D’naiD D’ODnn ’3 xm ’"iS D’oann j’ac xn2iS2n 
.D’ODna naSnnsr noix c^aonni ,S’Sa iSia naion by nS;*’tr ban 
manaS D’conco vntr nourn nvi2icn joy vixanac* nnx ,’Sy nn nDixn (1 
nStro i 3 ’x dk ,xmc S 3 iS’2xi jnen’C noa nn2icnS -j’SenS inio tx pi ’3 ,ixan .1121c 
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♦w pis 

mu aiba? .nunbw ia>s? na -t ?a> ,nnaia? ia?p naib^y (« 
xrin "ai n ’3 ban bx'ba:! pi rvo ba? ;anpaa in nmnnan 
?mvr nnn jam ; map paix annnwa vn avian ;;□ 
.133: jnx.n awe? .arrmaxa ana mioa pa? .a'ajn in 1:3a 
xna? ns 3 :in nxii ,papna mar ,inx jnaa nrpQ o 
lain rx 1133b p’san xb ,iTanb laxi xa .rrmiana nsiaia 
.1333 pixn Bair nrra 15m ,inaen .mira? u? 
a?ba? ,ama jiaixi ,pasa j?aix ? ainnira in p',T| 0 
: aijiab piao ,B'ain .anjia? 3"- 1 133a ,315333 avian miaa 
xip 3 nail ; ava.i ij?a? ,niiaan ipw ,pbin ij?a? .jvbjn ij?a? 
" 3 i .ilia a\a *|iD 3 ba? nnibsc pDvaa laa? y am ijjr laa? 
px 3 cv' mnb pivipi ,paaa a'an is : laix apr p iiinbx 

.man jnaa nnna 

,pip ipa? ,nva' ipa’ : aipai paiaa paata [naipp ci 


b * a a cn’D 

/a'a pis 

ni 2 i:n m n’Spcn rps om vntr niawitr men -i;a ,nnsic icy ntlbc (x 
pi ,nsma D3sS i’ Ssm xStr ntaoSo n’smi nSyoSo cnxp vntr oeo nnsitr o»»»ipa 
itry ntrStr ibdos tripos n\ntr no Ss nx nson nxtn nttrom ,nr oytso o*oipy vn 
'1 ppnn oi333tri ,xipos nnsrsn camn nno nitry trStr 1333) ,onS trnpn isoon 
nncitr 3"\i vn no trisn m nstroai ,(minn nx ens trinS nwo nitry ntrStr Sxyotr’ 
iym ’3 ,nxi3 nxrn nitron pin 10 ) .nvinntrnn vn pipo nvxa trisn pi ,j*trontro 
jyoSi poioipn o’O’s 03 nSvwxS str,i3 n»n 13 icaom D’lEDon isia onxixtVD nto^o 
iai3 ’Six ix ,nrn iscoa o’trnp enai i3pn ,nxtn nSstsn naiox.n nx penn sSa Ton 
1330T3 c3i ; o>trnp onsiS miiiistr nta 13 isdos trantron Str iSto yn pmon 1 ? nts 
ponnS nixnnS 13 “isdos pn nnnn S 3 c'trontron "Thirteen-Club" dm man moia 
.n’syn m n’n xie’x ixan’ nno Poet (.13 n333i rtrn S 3 I’xc 
poyno n>n pn mtaipn miayS Sidsi mo Sya n»n insn ntryo (3 
in'Sytr myn )o n»sjrn nx pS^eo vn pi; O’Sids vn D’apnin ix mySmontr D’iyn naS 
trnpom 1 ’yn Stfintr mpn ny yxe* ixi itrxa pmxi mipos my 1333 pixm * nmoS 
The Pen = i3*iED3 j”yi ; nrn non nx mSiS nvia’ »aeo ,no nm inani jonvan ’mo 

tateuch etc., Chicago > 1894 . 

,]3nv p »dv X 3 x xm ,tripos vn onytr 3 "’ ’3 noixn ,Dinn^D vn p’m Ci 
vn nnytr nystr pi D’osnn njnS Ssx / 3 tr tripos vntr mSii 3 n oonsn jo n« 
nt3 pStr ; 01113 ’xiiotrn n’si p"onss oovn isieit nms 3"’ 1333 vn nvmntrnm 
ootri cnioo’s nytrn sitrnn itrx nitron o ; ixi ,nmn rys nS{<n nisien 1333 nvinntrn 
pi ipSn o’osnni) nm p nnais ’3 nxrn ,oies vn xie’x nioixi mvo ntr xSs 
•CioSmS ntrp vsx oo*s itni’si ,m’ 3 tron Sy ’"xsns nxn ,nSspno xSi mytrnno 
mnsS ptrpi piss vn niSiiin »a ,mSii 3 n -jins mstap nmSi o’xipi # psrDK'B Cn 
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pns 

ixaa ns ,anpn iy 1 1 ? prnaa ,amn uaa naxir Cn 
nrn an yb nyms vn xb ,1s 1 ? axi ,ib pm: /iamn na ip 

.pxsnn ysa jmbs? sin: 

nnxi ,a'scn nan’ 1 : nnx : npaa vn macb 0 

,'scnn nainb psm: xan ’xm a'xn'n nar 1 ? ; n'Pan nan 1 : 
Pn arban nan 1 : ; anna naina pansna aaa ya najn 
pay ,nv n-nbn 1 : nnxi .namb lpmi , ,! na ansna xinn a 
pma ,nan pub -put la lxxan Pa bai ,nms pnms 
.nan pna narbS pbsisi nana pnaa: -ixnm ,imx 


b “ o 1 v n ' a 

navSjrn by rnpn *v nfl't? max ab omn nax ex ,1Dmn 1JDD nnxtr (n 
bp -in* span m.n cxi mean cpann n»tny vn nnpa x"a ,01*0 :vr> xS lDjiin naxam 
pnu vn ,iomn nya nsipn inar myon uy me* iSr msom now inun mar meninn 
i3'si nvn cr vSy aina n’n 'o ,xii‘oS mix r*VDp» vn x-> cmnn by\ maaa iS 

.nnx dvS 

i£DV c’xtrn rarS p d'e' n'nvs x'aa 'aSrw maSna ,mac6 'W* 0 
xS nrx cnnvo mara rnpaa vn man mar 1 ? nam *nxtn npnsn nr” a a man mnan 

.napa' mar 1 ? 'nr rna'rn*? ”xi ,ns earn' 
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D^ptP pTS 

1’cnp pxi ^anax npasrai pnau naibira prime ca 
'^in bya ,mnx pa pin ,B'j»a nine paaa by m*w 
•imby ma’jtn an ibap jmxir ,nanan yyv uybxi ,n ,, ra 
.na ,nat diy : jmby ainai ,anpaa vn niamn nya~i{$ o 
nai ,b:y : jmby aina manxi i\n nran naix 'xiy p ; sain 
d’Shj npa pd: ay raise ,b:y .mry xaim ,bi sain ,nj 
,D’japi dPhj ,pa PD3 ay rare ,nj; mapji anai a^api 
;napa b’S’k 'aas ay rare nai; B’^x Sira pin ,niapji nnat 
.Q'jnisa bv niana vbv naj ay rare ,xain 
rmaa sin© ,pnr bxx i*? "[Sin .ana: ispaa kto ^ d 
,mnx bxx I 1 ? xa ; anin uaa bapai ,niya i 1 ? ;m: ,maninn by 
anybi .bpcj uaa bapai ,amn ib pma ,a*3a;n by n:iaa xinr 
,niya p::a bapai .nianinn nx x’jtia mnxi ,m bax nt pxa 
mis ,in’3B pnr aba" ,inr® axi ,cnpn*? vvnm i-vmn axi 

.n;vbyn by rnpn 


b" ki cm' d 

,cn’a’2 vn O’Sxnr’ ca ix ,c’iS ,cona coioon vn cx mate na’x nation nani 
,iSxn o’aiooni conan naian nx nynS nsnn oSixi ,iaaoT ’oan nnn ma man nan 
Die Priester und der Cultus von Prof. Buchlcr n£D2 J”yS vSy ,0mnmE2 cyaoi na’B 
mnryS nxm ,c’bSnS xSi mxoS sS iSy naS n*anan neao o nxm non Wien^ 1895 
nvx *5jn c’anano pn coioon vn oman nrx Sy pi ,nxo an n'n c’iSn naan pi ,c'sSx 
nana nar 'do epos mo my ianan lanaxi ,47= 6 7 nso nr nxn ,c’Sxnr’i cnSo ca cnan 

.nomnn Syi c’anan Sy c’oan mtar nmna n"\n 
,i;an vnnxi ,Sma pan vnnxi *]Son : p vn rnpoa mx'ran ns ,]'nnis: pa C2 
nai D^an vnr pnann nnnnxi ,nyar vnr pSanoxn nnnnx ,nor vna* pp^npn vnnxi 
uisai xovi n’on 'Doa nxiao nno nnx aa more nam .n*an coioo vn amnnn 

.n'jyo 1 ? natan naona 

aiyp *vno n’n D’aoan ^aVi,yn*a vn noirpnp SaS n’aajn ,nionin nym« (J 
ca p’rco n’n "na„ nmm vn nntr nnat? cnatn ca nnyi O’raa ’aca nani ,rap02 
n’nr "nat,, cmna ironrn pSi i:oo Sna nnvo ica n’n n^'x^ Sax ,raa iaa*ip x’aonS 
ironrn pSi nianpm D’Snan niapam cnatn jvr nnpaa 7ax ,"S’x„ laanpr ’oS pa 
tonS) "xoin„ cmna ironrn c’ymson ]a*ip Syi .npan p isanpr 'oS "Say,, cmna 
n’n ,cn’acai nnx ntraai c’Sx otr x’anS mn nn’tryn ayr (xonn 020 nxa nvisnt? 
vbv D’ynson c”ayn Sy Sax ,mma nanntr c’aaan nx cnS nnS p’aco x o i n cninn 
nox xSa ]or aiSi nSia nnx pnry pm ,nmn ’nn nnx raa pn x’anS cnS nm 
’C’onn Syr vn monm nron ’a ,noix n’n ’sty pi ;nnvo joaS ins n'n xS ’a p'oann 
xSi n’onx p’Sy aina n’.nr noixi j” ca n’nsn na nxro iS»nanS S n = x o 1 n aina n’n 
naron ;o nxnj pi n’onx vn rnpoar C’aoD.n Sa ’a ,m’a nSap nn’.n pao ’Sai n’n ay 
ny niSiarxn pi n’onx pn c’anan man Saao cniSy ’nnx an iot) n’annn Saa nosy 
.CS"an nyaa’a nsDa nxm ,c:ir?a ia'sm n’onxa cnmy map nvnya cai ,’xon SSn nnx 



1 




11 


D'bpP pns 
.'BHDn pID 

mamrm by eras p j;nr : cnpaa rmr pjiasn p ib}$ (« 
.prpn b$? ranns ,ma"sn by bxia® p ranns ,a'sa:n by ranx 
anana nms hmp ? ranna isr xnpj nab ; ana m ranna 
"lain naira ,a"5?a 'bin bp ranx p .pcb apac pni'i jcnm 
P'pan ?i? "aa p ,ans:r nbp: yy nai p ,ma 'raj ,prair 
mrpa bp lara n’a pirn bp 'in p Drum ,bj£bsn bp xnx p 
nanan bp upbx ,miopn ncpa bp araax n'a ,D':an anb 

.anaban bp araai 


b “ o -i v n' b 
rip'an pna 

nnn x"a ,naeaa aem Nine paiaan vn ins pta nS r pjiDDn jn lbx (n 
l’ayi ,in Saa j*aiaa vne nn*anm o*aiun pi niara naean Sax ,jn*a*a nnen doi 
nayS nSy* *a an*:*a Sna pS*aa evanan vne :jn ,niD'*sn .'i naeaa ixan* nianinn 
D«eS nSy* ’0 iSsx mei h'iTw man p*mnS naiaaS pans vm ,i* miay *ai it miay 
man vne *j£ai anpnS nans nn*n niSv nrx Sae nnmpn p prp .maS *ai avn 
i*naa pa*pn nx nS ian*ei aiip anpn cup nxan Sae ,non pnnnS na ea paiaaS rn pans 
'an nmnS naisa nan naani px’aan *ian *asa paiyna vn cai ,jn*Sy in* xSi aispn 
,eipaa ixa S*ain nan n*n D'TO 'bin .Sxie* mxsn en»sa j>*y ,nSxn nianyn 
Sy o*sn* D’aSin i*ni ,anp nnaa nya-ixn pi miayn nya cn*Sy tvxeia n*anan vne *asa 
,inia n*S o*eip ix*a* xSe manpn lea nx SiaxS vn n*n*iaia na pai e*e Se nssm 
nxisnn oipaS ix*anS nSnae inx Sa Sy n*xn vn D’aiaam ,o**ya *Sina i*an iSna pSi 
naiaan pi nunan Saa aena nei ,ntS n*ai n*aiaa vn pSi ,Dn*nnn n*mx niaaSi 
Saa x"a D*Sen*i eipaa pi xS ,pn'tr lain .innaen nnn neya n*n ^ane *exm 
,iaspa tnaa n*ne naiaan xin ,Tn3 .eipa *xaSi Sail *SipS n*a panS ,x’iioai pixn 
SipaS ,nam n*aiaa vn mS na ,D'iytP nb'yj .naaia miayi miay Sa .T*ianS nisa ix 
nanSa nya xSe ^x eipan nx naeS nisan n*n p *a ,eipa.i nx naeSi lye Sa 
iS’ei je** xSe laipa Sy laie Sa n*i*aya vn n*aiaam ,i*an Pan ixan* iexa ,naaai 
nx psnei mix ppSa vn ,pe* nna inx nx pxsia vn nxi ,iS Saame mpaa a’aa a*ao 
.□’lye nS'ya Sy n*aiaan naS nnnx n*aiaa nrS vne yps xipa n*n n?i mica 
D’iSn nn*nx nx n*iSa vn ]ai ,niaaipn naipn nya y*aenS cna c*aa vne n*sinn nan 
=Syaxp„ n*i*en Sy nsaan *]xi ,m:aipn naipn nya n*ixin oniaian nx iai *Saa caaaa 
n*ne ,mil3pn n^yo .n*nSsani n’ainn Sy n*aiaan naS ,mx naiaa n*n /, iyaa**a 
n*:aaa naaa naaiySi na*amS Sna payi pay nn*n naip*m cv Saa ,n*ay 2 *ne nansa 
n'3 vn ma n'ansan paaixn jai ,nSiy nnapn jay n*n*e -*xi pnxi inx Sa ny*ei 
mpn* xSe j’aaixS pans vn yiae Saa mSn a"* peiy vne D':2n Dnb pi ,Drt33X 
mSi ,i*an 'Daa ixiaan ,nn*:ani nnns nai ,e*e Se jnSie Sy n*n;ia vne nya nma 
vne nsnsnb na ,nn*:aS onaaix nx jnaia vne nam nnn non: n'a j’aiaan n*n 
.inaxSai invpai inaaix nixiSi o*aiaana mix SapS inva naiaa n*n inn mix ps'Sno 
♦Sin *a£a n**pa vn*e c*n*aeai onnaaa D’anrn neaSna D'picy c*ai c*eax vn ca 
vn mai maeSi .nnnva c*aiaa vn cSia Sye pnaan *aaiai ,eipaa nS*ain o**yan 

.D'anan naaS pi nnnva vne eipaa 
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T3"> D^jW P' 3 

d’dd: nxz’ dj? lbs' ]msm) .n’abw to? *3"iaS naa" niap:i 
mapji ,nibip uip' jasi? nnai naix pznm m ; (man pnab 
coai nxzn .mbip prana ix’a"i .anbii’ nai riza' 

mpnx m nan nx ax nxn ,-iaix xa’pp 'an ;n’zn pna 1 ? l^a’ 
p©im ’an ,in*ra nx man ntp'Sx me* ,p»irp "an nana 
,trn’sa tmpan : j.tju nana njraa? ,d”eb m nax ;pSn 
.l?unrr 'an nanz ,cno rnpam ,-iip’bx m nanz 
: natan ’aa by p'lxn nnzn pa vm ,rcz: arnpap (n 
,pan imx "zmsb nza’ ,naix nip-bx 'an ,nisipi aaaa? ,nu" 
.man pnab i^a' ana: nxzn; niPij? jmana x’aa 
vbp napan Sz ; nza^bn nx jnpwa nv a'aPa'b nn$$ (o 
©bira ; npanxa psc ,®ba?a nap ,npanxa mnSa pseb 
cxi ; mvbsn by anpn me? ppanxa paa^ ,npanxa napi 
bapa irxi ; )b pann ,p pann oxi ,ib npPnn ,nbio np^nn 
.nna naian xm© ny ,Trope nx 


b * o i & n ’ d 

onatn pSts> n’an pia |a am mv naraS »a ,viai cna oa on ,xm trnpan njn o 
,aiaan otra anpnS pSia» law D'aStrS pi nvixm niapa Sax aiaan ctra nSiyS iaip* 
y"n .aiaan oe»n niSiy iaip> inmiai mxS mn -pv?S nan* pS ,naipnn nya iaa’x nx 
ion* ynaaa d«ee 'i Sax ,x"i nai nx nxn xm »a iax* ,x"ia tripn ona payS myitr 
inx Sa *a maia tx ,osra oxip xSi na:aS niana vn on’a'ai nno voaa Sa enpn axe* 
ninnam omaan,, : iaxi cn’D nx Sax ,yenn' 'i naia aaipu ,iS nxi.n mpa 1 ? aip» 
msiip Sac» myi n;a nSa ,natoS laipv nuanan »a erneo iox xSi "snpn nSia 'Sts* 
nnx iT?n nj? ^oinS ^S n<n ,ntra monan xiptr pn ,p xS nx n ; n’an piaS ,{n nnx 
iaip> pSi jins nnS px nisiyi d’jqb* ma”tr ueo ,xna nno mnstr naa’aai ."naraS,, 

.'m niSij? nn’oia 

laDD’tP onaion nx pnp vn trim Saatr ,na»on nxr i»ay ,Di' nns* (n 

pama vn n'nn ta»oan SaSi ; £yiinn Sa Sj» n’an piaSi nataS iivan iai Sa S;* man nx 
,trnnn Sa by vn nmx D’a^ip vnt? Q’npani ; n'an piaSi nataS jnix I’a^a* nanpn nx 
by cnpnn n» ,iys>n Sun ox Sax ,pran nx onaian o’aaio vn ,onam np»na oxr pixa 
n^*a onS nnayn onaian ox ,Svn iyrn »sa pi dSb*S xStr o’xaaS n»n mtrim ; navSjrn 
imnnx nj? nn mj?on nx iSap oa ox S ;/ i ,onaiani jp'Snn ,j?»Snn oxi maixsr nai .Sit 
man xSi on jhht oanam ,i’a myan nx ]’Sapa vn nan o ,iaix 'aSeni'a Sax ,in’Sy 

•pannS pm nxi yfnnS nSion nx 



n 
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’jrm p~3 

naiab p'p mvan ina paix l ?xj>»im 'an ; a'unpn 'enp 
nannn mia naix xa'pp 'an ; nnc 'baS nannn nmai 
c'j.nan j;c xr:n 'an ; nnr 'nab D'aaj nmai .naiab f"p 
; ms Pa 1 ? nannn nmai ,naiab p"p a'ac: nma ,naix 

.fin'sa o'ma vn xb mi nt 
nac? n:aa puvnso V na pan? i'.n na nmapn nniQ (n 
.pars pjaixb p:m:i ,p;aixn nair bv nmx pbbnai .pjaixn 
pnpib ,uaja rnnn xa cx ; nenn nainna nmx pnpibi pnnm 
,njrn ja ixb nxi ,ncnn nainna nmx 
ma'Jtn nuanpb p'ixn anm ;na vm .voa: cppap (' 
nrx 'xw p 1* *7 nax ; xa'pp 'an 'nan .para pjaixb um' 
b'j nmx pbbnai ,p;aixn nar pa prnaa x*?x .man x'.n 
pix pnpibi pnnm ,para psaixb ;mx p;m;i ,p;aixn mra 

.nrnn nainna 

.naian 'asb n'ixn nana pa nmm ,i’ca; rppajq (r 
,ninij? 'ana 1 ? naa' C'naj ,naix nir’sx 'an ,map:i B'nai 


b “on f n ’s 

nana inn xtr> nnj? ,nwan nniD ? na trtny no mayt? n:u*o qaa “ittcra nx ,n3trn 
'n now f monipn natroaa a’aaano imnnu* nvnna ;wy rn no ntrnn nW 
-imxn y"n ^ax ,n’avn maanp pxa toaa noiy naton mnu» na mp cx maanp pip vntr 
,mayt? n:tro qaan nmoo j»npA rn naton pp'? »a noix trnpn myoo minn*? maxc* 
panpoi ntrvu maa pnpp vn ’a) ,n’aa: Su* nnon ’moo nxuotr no V'n aoa: nmoi 
man) nxtn natron p nmi .nta i 1 ? nmx nyn oonan pa n"m ,nr (npmo mo 
maa nan bn c’p’tno notoon connn r.n trnpon iota ’a nxaa (motron baa nb nana 
niyi ,pmnn nnx qa’n miso npibnon nn’.n Nb nxT xbib ’a ,unarm q’x -tan ynu xbi 

*n pi tnpon pta n’attrn nona vn bxyott”i yu*’bx vntaxt jna ,n»n bxyou” 'nu* mv 
.nvtaaa ipbn qxt Jtmon nx iyn’ xS an cat puiumn nonan p mn nunan pa x:on 
,jva:n ’so mot*? po nnx pxi anaon “tana mpbinu' nratro noab qxtaa ntn bban atom 
vn nannn natrot maytr n:a*o nat?n qtaa axaon Vh ,nTit3pn nniD (n 
nn’n l’xt rasn xSo x’n miupn mo o p;n ,n'annn n’Spco m:p:n mtapa a’trontro 
na» Saa axtra n'n ,toan x'ro pn ^uts a"a mn mop t^tr *rntr ]nat ,ntttr pmt ^naa 

.mopn oqod nno nvx 

na ax ^p’o p^t man pna 1 ? xtn y"n aox’ tnpn cna ,rD33 tJ'Hptsn bl (1 
b'; conp nvn 1 ? cansn xSt mopn oooa toa /nita^ cnsnn nnan tmpnn ’san pa vn 
n'ytxt ,]opS motrona nta nan’ r«” ca pi natoS cnxnn cm nnana cStxt ,naton 
pnp’tr nnr nata ’xnta raaa trnpon nyn ’a ,tn;no .nnapn oooaa ca n’nno »xt;» ]a 
vntim jootxn ntyo b'; o^tS’n trpao pS na*x ; iosj* naton by ,natoS c’txnn nnan 
.a»npon r\y^b ’xnta i3ia’ t^’^tr ntrm nonno nmx j’npt^t 
Sa« ,man pnaS xtn tmpn cna ’a nata x"n na ,nibijJ 1130' DnDT (T 

pna^ nS”’ d’ib* na ox naton to ixm ab natoS pixnn easy nnann ’a non’ t"ay 
nox’ ,nta ’xty ]aa naian yarn’ 'n qxi ,iosy naton qnr» ,c ? nnaioS qnso p^tr n’an 
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T31 D 'hpw pns 

W21 pi D 

psoia ,p’on ns pnpib ? na prij? vn no nannn (x 
.na'sn nuanp bai ,n’ 3 sn anbi ,anbn wen naipn ,DiT3d:i 
' an ;narbn nanna pair pbai; .n'jraira on'se noir 
nns ,ib nos ; Din voir axna main. ?]s nais 'dv 
. na'3£ bra sbs psa psr nais 
nanna psa nmnt br prbi nbnran n’pri mp (3 
,vnp par prbi ,nbnron -rj?r raai ,nns raa .narbn 
n'ra psa Tpn 'ans bai .n’mbxai ~rj?n naim ,D’en nasi 
pnp D’bru avna ms raa : nais bisr sas ; narbn 

.joxp bra pis 

;na pnpib ? pa pnp in na narbn n'r mift 0 
m ; bspan 'an nan ,rnpnb narni .rnnboi nvar nu" 
.D"ip bra sbi ,rnpn bra pnanra ps ,nais sa'pp 
nnb 'IB's am 'pipn ? na pnp in no nannn nnift (n 

* a 1 v n ’ a 

,'P'an pna 

]*1XB pi 1X12' '2 ,D 3’1 1 CX DnSn 'PCM lOiyn ,rnT 3 C'l D'lT’DD 'IDlt? (X 
my’aen mea nmx tvnpiS vn yxa ,n:en va nSiae neinn nxian p xpm Sxie’ 
nymse no nxian c’Hi oipa nvxa mxiS nnn D’nSie vn ? nxp xSi iyir xS Txe 
i' na taiSen xSe nmx naeSi maa (n"a xip’i) xipan jieSa nxipae nanpn naea 
mei pxi ipan xin ban my’aen naeae » 3 sa ,naaa }2ipn xave mip nip”*? mx 
vn iSSn nnaiem minn .nxianm n’nasn ns eiSm D’inx nanS ’SaS men SyaS 
mx SaS e’e nxiann nx ia «p iSxa aena nm spai ,naeSn nanna mae D’Sapa 
nvnS nanea -vm pipe iaio nan laie nvnS mx aianae naixn ’dv '11 .ona pSn 
naaip ixea o cx ,nn bn mei aaiya imaa nabn yx Sax inis 213a xin nx nan* Sr 
.(n"i nxi) na’ yya iia’sS nmx 212a xin ns i’n’ Sea nnpS ima 
mSnan nvan rSrS 0323 n’.n xSr naan ima ,mini ni 3 (3 

pxaaSx ’"y vSy D’Siy vne ,maa Dipaa mix pma vm narSn ’i’e xips ,nSyaS laiarr 
,nanx ma nseaa isan’ ia»oe ,nanx maS eaa c’eiy vn nm c\aanai ; mSya xSa 
n’an naxS ;ai ,xava nxan’ na’ue laip pae pe^Si SixiyS nSneai 1’yeS eaan pi 

.ppm D’ani? vn nx n^eii’ i’yn nainSi 

vn na nae’S^ yin r^oa axes ny n^x Sa mx nx y"i ,nac 6 n n’C' nnira (J 
pei nSiai natan Sy ids'? ]” mspS v^y ,pip s’aae ’a Sa i'np^ ? ia yeiy 
j^aan ima nya ’a piaix nxtn nseani ,aacaa nirya naip vn nSx Sai pnsai 
,eipnS mya imn’ jyaS p’anpanS ni’aaS ninSai naae ysip vn ,naeSn n*e Se 
’aSeii’ai ,D” 3 y Se myaa pi eipn myaa mino meyS nase ,iaixi pSm y"i Sax 
maSn ,nume maSn na’S lae laa n’Spen =ica imaa leye na c>ai D’lai aem 
laa nyi ; naeSn n»e myaa ynpiS vn nSx Sae naaipn ’aia nx ipaS iai ,ni 3 aip 

.(pisn ma 'i naSn ce nxi) pSx 

nae c’Spea nem nann e’ laae paa mx yan ds S"i pDnnn iniD (n 
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i '&'bv pns 

nnnna nasn ,“rcr sac is ,’jpn nacbn ps?a nasn 
■jn: ,nipan 'T nsab pns nnse 'eh nvcyn naebn 
..bsnc’ai 'na n ,, p: an^nr : nasie ,mnan 'T nsab -pnae 
.U’woj »ansi □tit's T’jn aia Paci jn saar : naisi 0-" 1 ’ lauM) 
lpmti ,vnij?aaK pa lbpci bs’ba; pi n.a biy 0 
,amn nninn ps .naipb lanni piana aninm ,anmn ■aab 
!ann ! ann ! ann : ib nnais jm ? nnns : an 1 ? nas’c tj 

•B'ayB cbc 

nsnai nnc ,msbaapa nsnai nncsnn ns ann (n 
nnnn nnnn ns nae' sac ,nsna n\n sb nncbe .msbaapa 
nncm .bsic ps neb nnesnn ns ann .nnnn nan ns 
nicbi ,nn nicbi ,naa men n'C'be ,nb pspian a-ana nicb 

•mpinnn mrna 


b“D1 KMI’B 

.p anana rvn vSptr jnw nntr nyaa"*! rvaa nn« <?3 :"i rrn 0 

cyca maa S'nnn naa;? rmtrinn n&ipn ;a nata ,Dnnn *im DK Dnn’i (T 

.ruitrjnn 
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'trto D^piy pit 

swbw pns 

naan ansa ,nawbn ns psrnn nj»a n’pna nirbc^ (« 

'2“i ,-| 2 T ,nana "iwab rmu ;m ,jn~ ansa ,mxs? ansa 
Q'Twjjai ,fraa nnxi mxa np»m Dnsrjn niaix 's;y ;a; xa'pj? 
mxa ,p'ja nnxa onaix ppew "am usAx ’an ,axa nyrm 
n»®m ana’i'a mas na "3aa .bibxa ajwm o'urjn ,jraa 
ns?i>b niras 'xi ,ai» av xiro '3sa ? nma mxa max xbi 
•bibxa npcrm ones? 1 ? imanpn -p^ 1 ? aio ova 
.naapn ns pamn pxa a'br a*bw ,maip (2 

aina nan ,naix bspaw ’an ;baa ,rra .^bx : jna ainai 
,man nanaa x2 ,3335 amnn px .x2a: ,xn’a .xa^x : jna 
xaa ,rapa xbi .p'rana xbi ,Sn3aa x2i .binaa xSi 


b" 01 K» \ 1' a 

na'^a' pna 

ni 32 *ipr. by n^pirn nixsin no xin mn pnen py /id D’pis nsrbcQ (k 
naS *n2>s niaanpa p^n Ssir*o nnx bib n»rw n^ptwi spa nx aany*? n^inffa vntr 
vn p»a nSmna o’Sptrn So nx 122 naaff nnxtr: ycny vn pi ,b'yb-i namnff ’x:nn 
yoaa vm ,nnx bi i>xd nytrn -py ,mSna nion vbv mn spona a\x^aa 
niEipn nx yx^aa vm yxD '2 nnx So niaap msip trSff yxoa vn o"nxi ,ninEB 33 jmx 
nvanna nnxi nnx ^25 ,nav2 is nnaya .2 .2 .x nvmx ffSffa niaaioa vnc maapn 
ays ^'om ; nia^s maanp jna m:pS span nx yxsia vn nuapn niEipnai ,niSn 2 n 
2n ’22S d»d» i"a yciy vn 121 ,noEn mip min *sn xmcr paa i"aa nn»n naicxin 
nysa ixSa ncaff nannxn nv2nn ;a iSmn.n natr orox 1x2a icx nya -\n ,myiaffn 
ixSa a"nxi .x mx2 naaiaan nsipn nx nny ixSa /2 mx2 n:aican nsip.n nx niicxnn 
naa* rnipa nnw n’ff’Sffn iai .2 mx2 n2aican nsipS n2iffxn mip nn»r»ff natrn ;a 
ni2^* ni22*ip2 pSn nnx n’.n’ff D»BDan 22*iyS na nxr iffyi .2 mx2 naaiaon nsip 1 ? 
^nn’ .^aaff^a’D 1 ? nmx nD2a n»n xS n’trW 1x122 cys ^22 |2Sff ,n* 2 n pi22 ix 
ooi2n Dff2 n’affm o^ffn^ mv n2npn Sxiff* px ntrS n:iffxnn nx mm ,-rny 1 ? 
2inpn biv ’2Ea mpimn mana S2 ^25*2 n’ff^trm ,bsiv?' pxa mpimn rain mepian 
D'triy vn t"2i ,on2 p^n Sxnff’a x'PS n»m jnnya myon vn t'Py ix ; mip nnp 
mn ri2ff n 2 ff t ?S oa 2 an bi 02 ix mmm ,n’X 22 n by Tffn niff mn* xS jya? Sn 2 cidi £2 
nixpans 1x^2201^232 x 5 ? 021 do ni’x nn2 ff’ff on22,n S2 nna non 5 ? jonna vn,s]02n 
naffff ni2up nn’ni n*aap ana ff’ff y’apai inona n2 xSi qaan *i»non? o^io’ff nipa 
taco ,:nn Dnsa mvy onsa /121 owpa nn«m nmon Soffa Sam ,e|D 3 .n 1’nonS 0*^12’ 
^ax ,*i”X 2 n"o 2 naffn nsipn nx nine 1 : n’maia vn pS ian nosn ’a 1 nyara maanpnp 
natrn nsipn niya vn jaS f masn spaa niaanpn 12*1 x^i nnx nv p*i xinff niyiaffn 2n 
nai^o ,nnni m:u pi .mc^ffn nsipn nx inns tx ^xff Vi^x »sn ny mpooa 

ffiEin ana ].na ‘yiax'ri janffS moxi 1*1122 nnaiy iaa an mana ^ff nn^im iS^n a*aain 
lyaptr oyani .iffyan ntmEn mip 02 nSoxS vn C'Xffn i^n a»aein pa bin ,*iffyan 
nSaffa 12x11 a^cn^ mSyS 0^21 my iSnn ixir >2sa xn ^nncyaS aaarn i^x nx 
asa p*i ma a’p^in ff"ii xm »xry p pDlX 'NTy jl .nap^ cnS ansa manan vmtr 

.tx pi ]na» iffyan onyi^ff pffyan ni2i2 
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a 'r6s? D*i?pt? pis 

Q’bprb rjx naix mimm ; naxp n 1 ? px nstsnb raup jn 1 ? 
,m:iann j'^pia? vn n?i:n ja *?xna?' lbsnaaa? rasp jn 1 ? ps 
; jr:r nipa? 1 ? lrpai ,;maa bipir 1 ? run .a’pba bipr 1 ? run 
xra nj ,nxan *?bx ,nw jbia t ja's by rjx ,ji 5 ?ac ’an nax 
.rbra xra nn .amira xra m .pboa 
nma ,ns’xn m'cp nma ,pbm a'bpa? nniQ (n 
.nan: jnrma maiaxi nixam nr6v mpi mai mp ,]'aT mp 
,nan: jnrma nairx aari xun ac? 1 ? xa xra? na .bnan ni 
/D’abar dwb nma rma 1 ? nn:a nma rbij; 1 ? nbip nma 
ran: 1 ? nn: nma .am: 1 ? am: nma .a'abt' 1 ? nas nma 
,anaa - b anaa? nma ,':j; mix 1 ? ':y nma .a":? 1 ? arj? nma 
mam 1 ? nan nma .anna 1 ? aman nma ,naa? mix 1 ? vaa- nma 
jn: 'an ; imbx xa'a? ns? mia xm nan nma naix mxa m 
.rap *?j? a's: i 1 ? jma nan nma naix 


* D 1 K’ n ' B 

'eS San »a rmp on? ps n^ptrV natr naisi pSin sm.“P hi ,"3 tp nan* sS n^m,, 
n’trn t*j? Sas ,anra mtrnn Spir n?n nnn pan b)pvb nnjna >a»^nn csi m*non pde 
pn Sipt?^ a«n ] 2 'x n^ia o n 3 s p d n S v » t s mt? ,nmaa nayo pynt? 'n 
,anp» nnn? naa nyai ,yataa Sa i 1 ? psts* nsun a # stra ,noSpnntp yataaa 
sin jyn'i tr"ai n"a nyn ns natron ns moon s'antr nns ,'ia Tp "iniD (n 
pnn cnsai ; p*?in sin n^ptrn nmoir n"aa nonotr nstn natron ns s^a* ,n"aa naSnntr 
nya itrnpntr no f?"n ,nan nma pm d'Oodd oSwt? npuntr nan hi by nman jo 
S'atra ;m sS ntn span ’a asa pn^s sanr ny mia sm 'a nasn a"n nynyi /nmap'? 
i^Vn nnann Sa c^isi ,nan maa a"a sin p»sn paa >a nais :"ni papa naa nam n»mi’n 
ns ni3c ,£ 7 iSav ,nv;i ama D’oansn ,n^n mjraa n\n ns Sas ,n*m Sa* rpan n^n cs nan 

OQ’nSi nmyS nnatra laa npnsn ns 
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p">s 

p"lB 

vnv nz'D -nn "wa ":a& rmirnnb a^pw panatft (« 
ns *6pw Tpn ":n ♦nnas nnaiip vn *p ,irnpaa nnairc 
□xi ananb pyntr: nann nanna nx ,naxw ix j.Tbpw 
ix ,iKxaa •jiTnnn pbpitr to ^ai ,vpn "jab pparc: ixb 
.man n:rcb a,nb pbip pxi crbptr ibxi iSx ,aa::in avmnt? 
•’T 1 7r iSptrn ,it by b^vb nark r?pxr in::p| (a 
□x ,«npn mpaa ibptr ?pwn ; Sya nann nann: dx /mp 
^anai *w nwa "ana ,bpa nanan nanpi nannn nann: 

♦p:i:a bax" rrpaw 

marc rrn f "'bpzn ibx nn« : naixi mpa c:aap^ 0 
jna xnxtr« ; ;mn pma nnaix bbn rrm nan: pma anaix 
nan: nnianrc pnxr /nxanb :bx, ; pbin nmana? pit? ,""bpcb 
♦pbm nmantr pitr? /nxanb pa xnxc« 
un aPp^rb ? nxanb crbpa* pa na ppaa? "an naj^ (n 


b"» n c^iva 
♦*w p-ia 

xipat d»i?Sd »atr Sptro ant Sts* i?nuo rvn |tnnn ,ni»n 5 > panvo (x 

vntr oeo ,otrn ns?o amt mx t?o ixp ntiattr n?a vn mavtni /'Dxp»ixi„ ]v 'Sa 

vnt ma xSt vaya pann Snaa npa pi rvn fvSi?n ixat nntao ntavin nx nnS pnta 
"pixo,, tioxt .nnwD vntr nj?a ntro nnnpS D’Stn' vn xS ix ntatann otr piSro 
vn inn ntro osn ’a ; niatnSpa nn"n na^x ntatann arvSptr nx tsvSnn i^n nn nxtr S"i 
ixnnn inn dx S"i ,nonn nmnj DX .tripnS pta hto px pSt p nttri?S onnno onatan 
nSx pa n»n tSxa n’Sptrn tSx Da tatrna Txtr ,nnn pin ix m:aip by D’Spe*n r^aara pSn 
poS n'Sptr intan inx^ mx Saa pSn a*» Spts> Saats* o.n’va ’xann n»n p o) ix^ints* 
n’pSnno vn» Q’Sptrn SSao wxin na dx pSi ,(nn pia ix pipna pSn mx SaS ,*vn» 
,ppSia nsipn onnts* ny inxn ni SaS nnx nsipa D’rontwo vm rvsip a*?a*S 
xS ax Sax ; m'S lyun xS dx na cnS dot non na D'Sptrn *a pnanS D^ats*: tx 

ca xn nm Distant ,D>nran n*S tjs’a’tr ijs *visn »aa Sa* D*Spc*n ntrn 1 tx ,n»nnn noina 

panpo vnts* ’asa ,ts*ipna Sjsa tot?;* n» by Sptrt Stpts^S nan tS jna dx*^ nnnxStr natron 
.(D"aoi) ^Sxnntr D»ai?n nx cjx D’Spa'.n Sy pantroo vn ’a ntaaS -pnjsn by oa 
itrjyono nn vm* ntjso Dtacn nx tSa* pStnn qcao np’ S"i /|1J3D ^dso (d 

.tnatn nx ana ntr**n ,Sptrn n’xnoS nno 'nnpSa* D’Sptrn nSx nnn tSx >nn :*toxn 
loixt ,i’ Si? mans papS S’nrotr ton : xtn nxm natron pin /pi DJD^n (: 

,papan Dtaono annon nx Sptr natr nnx SSn nn n;nStr "iSptrS npx nT.n eiDano,, 
Sax ,nma pnto ,iaan ixtro namS antx in’ pi nx tx na tr"n nj,n?t ;pStn inton 
’oStrti') ,SSn nnS tSnx naia pnto ,»Spc*S t S x nn lotxt ai qoa nn mtxtr *oa 

.(c"aoit 

pnto t Si? pip na cx nxona nnj?iS can* n"a naiS nya jnta ,pVDC* ‘l iox (n 
naxp cnS tr’ D'Sptr a^xtro ,d’i?Sd “*xoa na ntapS Stan nxtanS naxp pxtr taso ,naia 
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2 P~- 

sin nasi ;pabpn jo pmaa nana niryan pamtrai ,nana 
(•npa) -sn anaiK anam /vk& "an nan ,rpa npa ? pabp 

b"»i tr n ’ a 

“itryoa a»n u’«i uiarya nnSin nx Sapi vax iaa:a pSn dn dj in ,inx mxa nnSi 
tn pi D'smtrn p) ,vnxa nrnx nap o’nxna mx Sa iSxa nnSin nx patnn uxc* aaa 
ins Sa ^Sxa nnSm iatrn» ipSnn: it?xa Sax D'Dmtr nans? n^a nana itr^aa n>a»*n 
w*» p h';v ,-inx cixa latrn* m»a nan cTixnt? nyat? vSxa piai Oiamca am* nap 
easy Sc* xSi a.-pax Sc* Kin caoa ’a >:sa ,nn’:B» ipa j?Sd oanu ax paSpa C’a»n 
•paSpo hob t*in txt* ,mj?a Spur an>ax lSxa nc acm ipSn xSc* T"a 
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'» ns .pirai il'nnn irnpaa isanra .tripos iaan naiam 
n’C'3 si las ,D'iimo'a a’napi ana ,n'lsnan nil ? paras 
ms aw ,it Ip lipa’l vas I’nnnr jap la .nmapi Q'napi 
.ail® 'an 12 a aanan ns psaraa ps ,pms 
Ipianr pa la : n:a'a naia p Tpn min' 'an na$$ Ci 
ms® jna la sis ,'a si 'sat p pnv 'an il nas ,sain ms 
lav j 0 *v0 jaxpl nt snpa B’trmn n'inanr sis ,scin Ipia* 
□Pi'll anln ’nan naipi i’sin ,"!asn s 1 ! n'nn l'la jna nn:a 

? D'las: *js',n ,1:1a' naan 

ns ,B’japi anapi B’an p:araa ps nasr 'a by *)$$ (n 
psi ,pa plapa ps ilpa>® a'niani aoapn ,p*a plapa llpr 
.niarsi nisam nmlv mpi mat mpi n'ai mp (p'a) plapa 
ai'ji nnair la : llan m ,(p’a plapa main am: las) 
a’nisa sin pi ,p'a plapa ps snm ni '3 psr la ,p'a plapa 
."mnlsl n’a ni:a! 13*11 nab si.: O 1 « -i, y) nas;a' ,sntp 'i' by 
a'napi an: .a'lsnam B’i*i : palps pan® ils 1 ] 0 
'!' by Ipiwn .nmapi n'najn D'am anna si las ,a'nnm®a 
in’ by Ipa’ nsi mas jap 'i' Ip ,nap 'i' by ,na*s 'T Ip ,jns 
.mialp mr nais n'sa 'an ; nns palps s"n ,nan n' Ipi 
.ni 33 ip m® a"n Ipa' lam pin jni:n 
csi mas n'p p n’ Ipi i:a® i' Ipi ip 'T Ip Ipia'p 0 
na’paa pmas palps pa”n® peniwm pnsn .a"n piln 

b “ d i t’ n' q 

nrvn nnwi ? enist IiskS cAct w>n iK’n ,nna pbn lA ir> inAa (i 

vn non ^ss ; nons n:'s noSjn srm aim ins fnn Ssntr *320 ,xitr nstn nsytan 
.□nis inon oiSer on osai easy nsitaS itrni n^trian 
ens» ] 3 ) mS (oanai?) n’non b>; laiSs ,D' 3 T 'rp |T» piapD pxi (n 
pmS C 3 H’n n^ptrntr asai ombxS* JT 3 nm!? ubl D 3 ^> ab 
niatrsi mstan is ,pipV mSiy ,nma bix ,trnpan non pbn cnS n\-v o in sS non 
,v**b tr\x 10 Von ys not? ,nno n^spa /nn 1 ? msaS dSotc nnis joopac* 
D'Sptr oc» mt? n’ni ,n 3 tran nson pbon sin mina isTsn bpvn ^izpD (l 
bv bpvn Sptra pn sac^ itr^-m ,n 3 i^yn b ran vnpn i» n^nnc* aeai ,ns»oa n’snpsn 
ijijna 192 p nins xb □"rain n^nS) mins nasn ipc* ’s^n bv iSptra 1 ? mtr n 3 tran 
nw p prSp sip3 ntn jnsnni ,bpv on a*;a jnan in’tr wnsn jsS Cniiyty 
inis pi3 i3’s ,10 ’"e^ 3”n sinir osa sSi nnon nnvaa pi Spitrn Ssi “mxb$p„ 
vn xb ,oani3 vns* onrtr ononn p’Sptrr no^n C3'str anais vntr nanrm /joSp 

.mSs» on 132a ,ni 3 i:iSpn ns cna pnpiS 
,nvn s^i nnon ma pi inter ,i^oeo nsna pi 3 S"i ,'jy 'T» bv ^plU’n (T 
n3p ds is ,iSvs iSisna -js pi’ nan itrya /pi pnxn .jn^pa nas is 5 ? 



n 3 D 0 

rnram bpi D'bprn bp pp'oero msa nns^ c« 

rrnimn nsirD'rmn ns pjpn&ipD-cn nb'j&n ns pmp ,n nrp 
nnapn ns pr^ai ^am ^anii ba punpi ,D'an n’isipa nsi 

♦D\sban bp ns psan 

,Dm:ab pa^buai pnpip vn nawsna „Tri,T 'an na^ u 
irpnn ,D'amn bp pa'wai pnpip vn ,nn^ap naip lanra 

.nbia mm ba pTpsa i,-nr 
□ntrpa ; nrnaa patrv vn nvnbvc ,ia nrp ntran^ o 


5 j "o-i 


ty 11’ a 


na’na p; ,joon inxa mix ionn’2* ,D'bpCTi by p'Otyo ns 3 "insa (s 
nSy om ,('o 1102*) tairon npm cnnS inxa p2*xin trmna *mi ,iox:e* ,o’Spe*i 
in?nS pnao /D'Span by 'i .nonn noin: era ia p2*on npinn* ova ,(»oSirvva) 
nbaon ns pip U l "03 .xiaS anp nynin jot nxrn nyat? citro ,nianyno 
px onyn ant- 020 natron nxT marnS -ns n»n xSi ,i"n pip ninsa Sax , 0 ' 3 i 33 


,nairS anpi mayo 1 : 12 * noin 


cnya Sax ,nnatrS ptrm xSi noin nispio 


i"n mix ixip na nx o ,nSoon nxnp p; nx nnian lymt? n:t?oa nxt main -p’eS 
’oStnmn npios naSnn x»n p itrxa Van nyrn my nmipS am 


T 

"nixo 00 '1 mx„ 

’oStrimn moSnn 10x0 nx 2*iaS Q'cnnn c’tnson nosy iprn v n»pimn Sa nnx nSixi ,'ia 
y-iv »3’X , pcxi nxa num: p»x ,02* nw nuiian nisei Satr ,i;ioSS nxa 1:2*012* 
,iSpSpn:i D’oran mo» nays’ nnx ,n'3Ttn ns ppriDl .122*010 nxt naio inant 
iSpSpn: nnimit? ,mxipoi nmmS nyon xm ,nx iy pi xm 0*020 pi xvntrSam 
' 31 V ^3 pmm .Sam 02S nosy inaS iSav poS ,;mpa? pansi ,2*211 hzi mxipoai 
,mao on ,mtr2a on ,m:ioo on ?nS e\nxno i"an xmi nyas* ’oStrnn ioix ,D' 3 in 
,1121 nx i'biibi ,i2ny iSay ranyi ,iomi nx rptroi # nwnpm monn ,piy jmci 
ns pj^VOI -xmi nya oiatr iSx 10a myi ,ynsoi nx ]niraoi nay nay yysm 
iyoS nnapn nx p«sot? ioix »oStrnm ;i<na ,n*cwn nion iSpSpnatr , nnapn 
isoiai xins* ,xip» xon xom (a"’ xipi) xipo nsT nmoi ,nnaiyn nia ixota* xS 
r p S nnn vn xS mown 10m mra ,D'sbn by e\s psvn ."000 wns» nioixi nxnp 

.nns’i nx ipaS n»nSnr vn nx »a ,iaSa nnana 

;n»xSaa hit: xS ’a ixso nx n’mSc’i v-my Vis’ no ixaS xa s*nn' '1 Ca 
ntrStrS xa^ x? itrx Sav, (3 '0 xmy p ipsn x\ia> i"a ipsnS ?oo n>aio *oSrn»ai 
.ma nronne* naiy miro 11271 Sy ,onoBP ."mn’ o»o»i 

,niyaooi nx nmSy noiS n«nSi» nnx n’xcia vn nosSnic* 020 ,nynblC' 0 
nx 12'S.ms* nyi Sy SpnS ,n:noa nxa nnryi 12*01 iy manSwi n»o*c*o vn ’a ,iox» 
vn ia nnwyi 2*01 p pxi; nnS inx Sa ainon* ,mina ainan Sptrn o*n Sy ni*n:yo 
u2”2*oi ; n.mSptr nx iSp2* xS myi pnao »xaS Spc* isnn nx ns* x’soiS tnpoa i’at?v 
nx ix»a< ]yoS ,mnp2* isan xS i2*x iSx nx pxS yma na iaa*oS lS’nni ,2*ipoa 
n'a^n noian nai .nxTi 1100S mi2ia* vn n:noa na ’a ,]noa inx xia* ma nnonn 
V12* 0201 ,iopSia mo insnS nS’Sy ixso on Sax ,na’S noaipS nipy i2*x n»Sp2*a vn 
.mSn* on 020 ,nmx noaroo vn xS oa* trip01 iota non.— 
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nb pnn nnn« pnpnni naman nx enan Nnoanp d"kp aapo bn 
«b HK’3 T“>* nmrnan' aapon Nnoana anNino nrapon nan ,niN bn aai 
vnnn aapo bn oyonj? ,Doan aoapo b ’"an rnman aaenaN ,anypn pv> 
wnr |yo^> D\aan nonn nN abman pm "mma„ nann t& nan ,*\'dv n^N 
btpb Dppxn abn naopon naoaoo Dama bn Nnoa jw ns b« ,annnn 
p*b nnb nrb nNO pirn niNPn pb pann hn abtyni pn wb naNpa 

.natron naan pin 

b idvd abna ,non n^oyo /niNPn btro D'trnn p ,abNO pao 
b dji ,f*o'trab bsnm n"n.n ,Nnaaonnna oao'on ,n'tbmmn Nioan trama 
mrnN pbpn pay niNPn ion) bnnn D"trn Dm na D'^:n D'triTD.n 
onaona ,aaoo aoa ntrN D'rnnan *nNtr na: pnnm b mnaa pbnn '"tn trana 
’3 ,nnpnon nNO non t^pnb “innob natrnx pna (joapo nr«n my 
ipw anona ban D’trna.n pan no\n aaaann' ano astro N'sanb anno’ 
D'onnni ananb D'nm.n p ; anav'p oao naaaannn -pnvtr pnran n"a 
Dp’ann ,pNn 'oya anann ,Qpavnnb ,ntrpnN nybo nNtn atry' ,a\apon 
b by n^> ntrN annn ,pnn po in wn ma.nb ,e)”n ,nm ny nan inpb 
mnnn ntrN no b naan a n p n tr atrna ; matrpn abya' NP sbn ,abyb payn 
p moo xbn abas mnsbio mnnna nannn ayaa ab ayaa sba ,nn ny mnnya 
t6 nny Da p napNa ,nNtn ntrnnn mnxb naan a^yan nans' aona' ,anipn' 
wiry p npao ,annpaa arrnaobn ,annrb b D’trN Nb ,nynb p ayaa^ 
nmnN opn }n Nvob sjy'N xb ya’N ,pb^ '^ann >ax nrnxn 'n ,nn ny 
an^yan dddjd b nt^K ,pnN.n 'oya /D’aavn anan 'a^yn n!> px an k a 
xaa'x no a ,abyn D’Nsoa nay anion o'Nann p yna^ jyoia pn ,N'n naa 

? anb b 

jKDapnxn s o^o nanm p\snn xnn^ "bon mma„ ntn Sinaia mxnp 
mnpi> p oaop^' bb ,aniao nxi ynao oana b bn'o P «b b bp'o 
nnnn^pan P's* p anns nnxbn nnano pw a^n p ,"pn w nxan s ovy^ 
p aob' Nb p napxa >on>n mnx xb mb nanan an ,a^ pn nn mntbo 

.rnnn pnnao na p.nix 

bayon ona' ,bn onr^ Nan p ,nnax «b nonN nn t]yb inaan / nna 
naobn nnan bnanb nNin nnnnna nbnan nnxbn nx nioab ontyn pnv 
,]on ,amnn axn' 'N'atroa 'Nan*oa ,by nnatan 'n np noannb nnpNni? 

.t"nn ,*i”« trnna ,p *i k m a 

•IKDrpn«n •*? bD s a 


♦tanaoni npiyn nonpn 

! ntrn Dw*- 

iDinm 'baa mobnn Ps? ncrmn nsvim nanynn ,nnna.n 'nasbo 
ni'.nb ,s'm na ny 'n'oa sb n^s ne»nn nasbob 'ans'an,t?'baas na^a 
nDnb o ; ;nb mon n'baan snoanty ninaoon ba> nvatron ns enao Da 
jnniD' ibbn motion bac^ 'aao ,pn' sb nyio no p nsrn naoon ns 
-pnvn nan ,D'p nw pra ,in o'anan nmayi ba'nn nimp ,&?mp 'nn.na 
ni'acnan ns oannb bas , pinna ja nayn pipoa loa ,nsnpi ny'T ,mo'b 
D'aiP 'a ripas 'S 3 * nan oyoa sin iDana naa^ D'Dnn'an nns'a by ippn 
owl non d'Dio oaos dsi ,D'babiaoi D'ans nbiai nto nr D'erran non 
'biaba nbiT ,tiv biaba baa 'pan /oinna Da pontynb 'nbia' sb Dyb 
^oob DWi'an ba D'apinoi n^aio i\t s?tr noa ny nosai .novya snoan 
paaoa p ,inivpa ioa b"r '"tan wa Dy onionb pis dido baia sb ,nsrn 
payb nnaa Diiy 'baoi ,mv biaba on? 'ba ioipo by nan ba trnaon ,iaic>b 
na^a oannb jpmoi ns?aio nra ctpb ^si ; ia pioy sin^ payn nbir nns 
sbi Dana.n upon ns Dinnn b'a'P nsrn nsmna nsc nnra 'asi .n^n 
.nra ps&r no nra .t.t sbi plasty Dipoa nyvop ,i'by fpoi' sbi 1:00 ynr 
natro ba nsab ir\n ,nvp tanvDa nsrn naDon ns enab 'b 'nboy p byta> 
Dnanb D'trna ba 'bao ; nsrn naDob pn -p^.m ,nis' 3 i proa nanvn 
is nabna nr biabai nnnv rroa ba 'baoi ,nnns mnaDoa icnanai upas? 

.posn 'nsvoi 'nyn ,nsrn nsvi.nn baa 'ann p ntrsa ,snaDa 
mboa ,naDon >a ns mab 'Ta nnbytr ,snipn 'ns ,'b nomoa 
sb ,naitrsnn Dyaa ibsn ni'acpon ns snp'tp smpn oat? ny ,niaaioi nmvp 
pbi ; n'pna naiosp baa ao'n pn.n pay.n naan pi mbon ms'a ib non' 
wspy nai .tyiTaims'a Tns.n Dipoa nv bab pnnnn nnoa Dipo ip 'notr 
nspiy 'ascy 10a sb *D'avva noobo mn'an ns 'nDann 'baasn Dianna d: 
'svn 'a^a D'aaa in'aDO 'aancr '"t^n tinn'a Dy nmns ninaDo bcr pianna 

: si.m ,nso oit^a Dyoo ,naab 


(III) 
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TRACT PESACHIM (PASSOVER). 


CHAPTER I. 

REGULATIONS CONCERNING THE REMOVAL OF LEAVEN FROM THE 
HOUSE ON THE EVE OF PASSOVER AND THE EXACT TIME WHEN 
THIS MUST BE ACCOMPLISHED. 

MISHNA : “ Or” (by light) on the fourteenth (of Nissan), 
search should be made for leavened bread by the light of a 
candle, but it is not necessary to search all places in which it is 
not usual to put leaven. [Why then was it ordered, that two 
rows (of barrels) should be searched ? Because a warehouse or 
wine cellar is treated of, into which leavened bread is sometimes 
carried.] Beth Shammai decide “ that search must be made 
between two rows of barrels over the whole surface of the ware¬ 
house ” ; but Beth Hillel decree: It is sufficient to search 
between the two uppermost rows, as they are also the highest. 

GEMARA: What is meant by “Or”? Said R. Huna: 
“ The dawn of day,” and R. Jehudah said: “ Night.” At the 
first glance it was presumed that the word “ Or ” was actually 
explained by R. Huna to mean “ the break of day,” and by 
R. Jehudah to mean “ night.” 

An objection was made, however, based upon the passage 
[Genesis xliv. 3]: “As soon as the morning was light (‘ Or’) 
the men were sent away,” etc. Thus we see that “ Or ” means 
“ day ”? Does then the passage say in the light of the morning ? 
it says distinctly “ when the morning was light,” which means 
when the morning was already light, the men were sent away. 

Another objection was made: It is written [II Samuel xxiii. 
4]: And as in the light of morning the sun riseth,” whence 

we see that by light is meant “ day.” Does it then read in the 
passage “Or Boker ” (light is morning)? It reads “ Uchor 
Boker,” which means “ as the light of the morning,” and this 
should be understood thus: “ As the light of the morning on 
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this earth; so will the sun shine for the righteous in the world 
to come.” 

Another objection was made: 41 It is written [Gen. i. 5]: 

4 And God called the Or (light) Day/ whence we see, that light 
(Or) is day ? ” The passage means to say, that just as soon as 
it dawned the Lord called it “ day.” 

Another objection was made: It is written [Psalms cxlviii. 
3] : * Praise him, all ye stars of light (Or).’ Whence we see that 
Or means night ?” The passage means to say, 44 Ye stars that 
light.” 

Another objection was made: 44 It is written [Job xxiv. 14]: 
4 With the earliest light (Le-Or) riseth the murderer, he slayeth 
the poor and needy, and in the night he becometh like the thief/ 
Now, if the latter part of the passage states 1 in the night he 
becometh like the thief/ then the first part must certainly 
mean to state, that at break of day the murderer slayeth those 
that pass by, while at night he robbeth houses like the thief. 
Whence we see that * Or’ means day ?” The passage means 
to say the following: 44 If it is as clear as day to thee that the 
murderer cometh to slay thee, thou mayest slay him in self- 
defence; but if it is doubtful to thee whether he comes to slay 
thee or not, thou shouldst treat him as an ordinary thief and try 
not to slay him.” 

Another objection was made: 44 It is written [Job iii. 9]: 
* Let the stars of its twilight be darkened; let it hope for light, 
and there be none.’ Thence we see that by light (Or) is meant 
day ? ” The passage means to infer, that Job when cursing his 
fate, said also, that the man who announced his birth should 
hope for light and not be able to find it. 

Another objection was made: 44 It is written [Psalms cxxxix. 
1 1]: 4 Surely darkness shall enshroud me, and into night be 
turned the Or (light) about me.’ Whence we see, that by light 
(Or) is meant day ?” In this passage David means to express 
the following: I thought, that in the world to come, which is 
equal to daylight, darkness will enshroud me, and now I find 
that even on this earth (which compared to the world to come is 
as night) it has also become light for me. 

Yet another objection was made: 41 We learn further on in 
the Mishna: R. Jehudah said: 4 Leaven should be searched for 
” Or” on the fourteenth, and in the morning of the fourteenth 
and at the time when the leaven is about to be burned.’ If 
then R. Jehudah says, that on the morning of the fourteenth 
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leaven should be searched for, and preceding that he says ‘ Or ’ 
on the fourteenth, ‘ Or’ must certainly mean ‘ night’ ?” 
Therefore we must say, that it is not as was presumed at the first 
glance to be the case, that R. Huna differed with R. Jehudah 
concerning the time of searching for leaven, but that both 
agreed upon twilight as being the proper time for that purpose, 
and by ” Or” is meant ” night,” but the case was simply this: 
At the place where R. Jehudah resided twilight was called 
night, while in R. Huna’s place of abode twilight was still called 
(day)light. 

If this is so, why did the Tana of our Mishna commence 
with the word ” Or” ? Could he not have said plainly” on 
the eve ”? He wished to commence the Mishna with a pleasing 
word and not with one suggesting darkness, and this is as R. 
Jehoshua ben Levi said elsewhere: At no time should a man 
allow an ill-sounding word to escape from his mouth; for the 
following verse used eight superfluous letters in order to circum- 
vene the use of one ill-sounding word, as it is written [Gen. vii.J: 
” Of the clean beasts, and of the beasts that are not clean.” 
Thus instead of using the word unclean (Hatmeah), it is written 
” that are not clean,” which makes a difference of eight letters.* 

Now if the question concerning the word ” Or” has been 
finally decided and ” Or” is supposed to mean ” twilight,” let 
us see why leaven must be searched for at night. Both accord¬ 
ing to R. Jehudah and R. Meir (as will be seen further on) it is 
prohibited to eat leavened bread from the sixth hour, and further, 
of the fourteenth of Nissan, let the time for searching com¬ 
mence at that hour. If the claim be made, that pious men seek 
to fulfil a religious duty even before the specified time, let them 
commence to search for leavened bread at sunrise on the four¬ 
teenth ; but why at night? Said R. Na’hman bar Itz’hak: 
” This was ordained, because at twilight the men are generally 
in the house and the light of a candle at that time is the best 
means by which to search for leavened bread.” 

Said Abayi: Therefore a young scholar should not commence 
his study at twilight on the thirteenth of Nissan, as he might 
become engrossed in the ordinances and forget to search for 
leaven.f 


* There is a difference of eight letters in the Hebrew original, and by a strange 
coincidence there is the same difference in English. 

f These last two paragraphs are in the old edition, contained on page 4 a . 
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The master said: “A man should not allow an improper 
word to escape his lips. 

Two disciples sat before Rabh : One of them said to him: 
“ To-day's study of the ordinances made me as tired as a hog." 
The other one said: "To-day’s study made me as tired as a 
tired goat." From that day on Rabh did not speak to the first 
of these disciples. 

Two disciples (also) sate before Hillel, and one of them was 
R. Johanan ben Zakai. According to another version: Two 
disciples sate before Rabbi and one of them was R. Johanan. 
One of them asked: " Why must wine be pressed with clean 
utensils and olives do not require clean utensils ?" The other 
disciple at some other time inquired: "Why must wine be 
pressed with clean utensils whereas for oil unclean utensils may 
be used?" Whereupon the master remarked: " I am certain 
that the one who put the former query to me will very shortly 
be empowered to decide legal questions in Israel." As a matter 
of fact, it was not long after when this came to pass. 

There were three priests. One of them said: " My share (of 
the showbreads) was about the size of a bean." The other 
said : " My share was about the size of an olive." And the third 
one said: " My share was about the size of a lizard’s tail." 
When the language of the last was heard, an investigation was 
made, and it was found that he was not a genuine priest. 

There was a certain Aramaean who was wont to come to 
Jerusalem every Passover and, representing himself to be an 
Israelite, would partake of the paschal lamb. When he came 
back home in the city of Nisibis, he said to R. Jehudah ben 
Bathyra: " In your Law it is written [Exod. xii. 48]: ‘ But no 
uncircumcised person shall eat thereof.’ Yet I go to Jerusalem 
every year and eat of the best of the paschal lamb." Said R. 
Jehudah ben Bathyra to him: " Did they then give thee some of 
the fat of the tail ? " and he answered: " Nay." So R. Jehudah 
advised him when he should go there again to ask for it. When 
the Aramaean came to Jerusalem the following year, he asked 
that he be given some of the fat of the tail. Said they to him: 
" Who told thee that thou couldst have it ? Is not the fat of 
the tail sacrificed on the altar ?" and he answered them: " R. 
Jehudah ben Bathyra told me." Said they: " What does this 
mean?" (Surely R. Jehudah knoweth that this cannot be.) 
Accordingly an investigation was made and it was found out that 
the man was an Aramaean, and not an Israelite, and he was pun- 
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ished for the deception. To R. Jehudah ben Bathyra, however, 
they sent the following message: Peace be with thee, R. Jehu¬ 
dah ben Bathyra, who sittest in Nisibis and castest thy net in 
Jerusalem. 

R. Kahana became ill. So the sages sent R. Jehoshua the 
son of R. Idi to find out what ailed R. Kahana. He came and 
found that R. Kahana’s soul had already passed to its rest. R. 
Jehoshua accordingly made a rent in his garment, but made it so 
that it could not be perceived, and came back weeping. The 
sages asked him: “ Is the soul of R. Kahana gone to its rest ? ” 
and he answered: “Yea, it is; but I did not care to tell of it; 
for it is written [Proverbs x. 18] : ' He that spreadeth abroad an 
evil report is a fool/ 

Johanan of Hakukah (according to Rashi and Tosphath, but 
according to Rabbenu Hananel Johanan the Scribe) went out 
into the villages. Upon his return he was asked whether the 
wheat-crop was a success. He answered: “ Barley is plentiful/’ 
They rejoined: “ Go and report that to the horses and asses, as 
it is written [I Kings v. 8] : ‘ The barley and the straw also for 
the horses,’ ’’ etc. What then should Johanan have said ? He 
ought to have said: Last year’s crop was good or lentils are 
plentiful (i.e., spoken of something fit for human beings to 
eat). 

There was a man who used to go about and at every oppor¬ 
tunity would say “ Dono Dini ’’ (Judge ye my judgment). 
Whence it was inferred that the man was one of the tribe of 
Dan, concerning whom it is written [Gen. xlix. 16] : “ Dan shall 
judge his people, as one of the tribes of Israel.” 

There was another man who continually used to say: “ On 
the edge of the sea will I build my palaces.” It was said, that 
the man was probably of the tribe of Zebulon, concerning whom 
it was written [ibid. 13]: “Zebulon shall dwell at the edge of 
the seas.” 

A question was propounded to R. Na’hman bar Itz’hak: 
“ If a man let a house to another on the fourteenth (of Nissan), 
who of the two men must search for leavened bread ? Shall we 
say, the one who let the house, because whatever leavened 
bread there may be in the house is his, or that the renter must 
search for it, because it will be found in his domicile ?” An¬ 
swered R. Na’hman bar Itz’hak: “This was taught in a Bo- 
raitha, viz.: If a man let a house to another and have not yet 
delivered the keys before the fourteenth of Nissan, he must 
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search for leavened bread; but if the keys were delivered on the 
fourteenth, the renter must search for it.” 

Another question was propounded to the same R. Na’hman: 
“ How is it, if a house was rented on the fourteenth (of Nissan) 
(and it is not known whether the leavened bread had been 
searched for or not), shall we assume, that if the house was 
rented from an Israelite, there is no question, but that the leav¬ 
ened bread had been searched for on the preceding night, or shall 
we not assume such to be the case ?” [" What question was 

this: Let the man who let the house be asked.” ” In case the 
man who let the house could not be found] must the renter be 
troubled to go and search for leavened bread under those circum¬ 
stances or not ?” and R. Na'hman replied: " We have learned 
this in a Boraitha: 'All persons are credited if they assert, 
that the leavened bread was removed, even women, slaves, and 
minors.’ ” Why are they credited ? Because the probability is 
that such was the case; and the entire law concerning the search 
for leavened bread is merely a rabbinical institution, the biblical 
law holding it to be sufficient, if the use of the leavened bread 
was renounced in thought only; hence where a rabbinical regula¬ 
tion was concerned, anyone testifying that it had been complied 
with, was credited by the Rabbis. 

The schoolmen propounded a question: " If a man let a 
house to another and told him, that he had already searched for 
leavened bread; but it was subsequently proven, that he had 
not, what is the law governing this case ? Shall we say, that the 
renter may on that ground withdraw from his agreement (and 
not rent the house), or that the agreement is nevertheless bind¬ 
ing ?” Come and hear: Abayi said: " Not only in such places 
where the search for leavened bread is not paid for is the agree¬ 
ment binding, because it is more satisfactory to a man to per¬ 
form a religious duty himself; but even in such places, where 
men are hired and paid to make search for leavened bread, the 
agreement is binding, because it is more pleasing to a man to 
accomplish a religious duty with his own money.” 

Said R. Jehudah in the name of Rabh: "One who finds 
leavened bread in his house on the festival (of Easter) should 
cover it with a vessel (because it must not be handled).” Said 
Rabha: If the leavened bread was not his property but was con¬ 
secrated, he need not even cover it with a vessel (because the 
article being consecrated there is no fear of its being eaten, and 
people as a rule keep away from consecrated things). 
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The same said again in the name of the same authority: “ If 
there was leavened bread belonging to a Gentile in the house of 
a man, he should make a partition ten spans high as a sign 
that it should not be touched, but if the leavened bread was con¬ 
secrated he need not make that partition (because the bread 
being consecrated there is no fear of it being eaten)/’ 

He said again in the name of Rabh : “ One who leaves his 
house to go to sea or to go with a caravan prior to thirty days 
before the Passover, he need not search for leavened bread; but 
if he goes away within the thirty days preceding the Passover, 
he must burn the unleavened bread in his house.” Said Abayi: 
” A man who leaves his house within the thirty days preceding 
Passover must burn the unleavened bread if his intention is to 
return on the Passover, but if such is not his intention, he need 
not do this,” and Rabha rejoined: ” If a man leave his house 
and intend to return on the Passover , he must burn the unleav¬ 
ened bread even on the New Year day. Why only if he leave 
within the thirty days before Passover? Therefore,” ex¬ 
plained Rabha, ” the rule that one need not search for the 
unleavened bread if he leaves prior to thirty days before Passover 
applies to one who does not intend to return on Passover, but if 
his intention is to return on Passover, he must do this even if he 
leaves on New Year day.” And Rabha decrees thus in accord¬ 
ance with his theory elsewhere, namely: If one turned his house 
into a warehouse prior to thirty days before Passover and there 
was leavened bread in that house, he need not search for it 
(because, when the Passover arrives, the leavened bread will lie 
underneath the grain stored in that warehouse); but if he did 
this within thirty days preceding Passover, he must search for 
leavened bread (notwithstanding the fact that it will lie under¬ 
neath the grain; for during these thirty days the duty to search 
for leavened bread is already incumbent upon him, whereas prior 
to that time he was not even supposed to think of removing the 
leavened bread). Concerning the statement, that one need not 
search for the leavened bread if he turned his house into a ware¬ 
house prior to thirty days before Passover, it holds good only if 
he did not intend to do this before Passover; but if he did 
intend to turn his house into a warehouse before Passover, he 
must search for the leavened bread even then. 

Why are thirty days particularly specified ? It is as we have 
learned in a Boraitha, viz.: ” One may inquire and preach con¬ 
cerning the laws of Passover thirty days previous to that festi- 
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val.” R. Simeon ben Gamaliel said: “ Two weeks before. ” 
(Why does the first Tana prescribe thirty days ?) Because 
Moses at the time of the first Passover already made the regula¬ 
tions concerning the second Passover (which was celebrated 
thirty days later), as it is written [Numbers ix. 2]: ” That the 
children of Israel shall prepare the Passover lamb at its appointed 
season,” and [ibid. 10 and 11]: “ Speak unto the children of 
Israel,” etc. . . . ” In the second month, on the fourteenth 

day,” etc. Why, then, does R. Simeon ben Gamaliel not agree 
with the first Tana ? Because he holds, that Moses only enacted 
those regulations because it was Passover (yet this should not be 
made a general rule; hence two weeks are sufficient). 

R. Jehudah said in the name of Rabh: ” He who searches 
for the leavened bread must at the same time renounce its use in 
his mind.” Why so ? On account of the crumbs ? Those are 
of no value! Said Rabha : The reason is, lest he find a useful 
piece of bread and will not care to burn it (in which case should 
he even hold it for one second he will transgress the law of 
” There shall be no leavened bread in thy house,” etc.). Can 
he not renounce its use as soon as he perceives it ? It may be, 
however, that he will not find it until it is too late to renounce 
its use, for R. Elazar said: ” Two things are without the prov¬ 
ince of man; but the Law made him responsible for them never¬ 
theless, as if they were his property, and they are: A pit in 
public ground (concerning which a man is responsible if another 
falls into it as explained in Tract Babah Kamma) and leavened 
bread after the sixth hour (on the fourteenth of Nissan); 
although the bread is no more in his possession, still he is respon¬ 
sible for it. ” 

Let the man then renounce the use of the bread in the fourth 
or fifth hour ? As that is not the time either for searching or 
for burning, there is fear lest a man forget to do this at that 
time. Let him renounce its use then in the sixth hour, when he 
is about to burn it. (This being according to a rabbinical enact¬ 
ment illegal, makes it the equivalent of a biblical prohibition ?) 
(As R. Giddel said in the name of Rabh. Vide Chap. II., page 

31.) 

It is said, that after the prohibition to use bread had already 
gone into effect, it is not allowed to renounce its use, have we not 
learned in a Boraitha: ” If a man sate in the house of learning 
and was suddenly reminded that he had not removed the leav¬ 
ened bread from his house, he may renounce its use in thought, 
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whether this happened on a Sabbath or on a festival ? ” This 
would be correct if the eve of Passover fell on a Sabbath; but 
how can this be done on the festival itself (for it is already 
Passover and the leavened bread is no longer the property of the 
man, how then can he renounce its use) ? 

Said R. A’ha bar Jacob: The case referred to is that of a 
scholar who sits before his master (and cannot leave without his 
consent) and having been reminded that there is some dough 
still in his house, which would shortly become leaven, he may 
renounce its use before it becomes leaven. This can be inferred 
from the Boraitha itself, which distinctly states “if a man 
sate in the house of learning" (and if he had leavened bread 
in the house, what difference would it otherwise make, whether 
he sat in the house of learning or elsewhere) ? Hence the 
inference. 

Rabba bar R. Huna said in the name of Rabh: “ If musty 
bread was found in a chest used for unleavened bread and for 
leavened bread, and the chest was used more for unleavened 
bread than for leavened, the musty bread may be used.” How 
was the case ? If it was known that this bread was leavened, 
it would not be of any consequence that the chest was used more 
for unleavened bread; but if it was not known whether that 
bread was leavened or not, why say, that the chest was used 
more for unleavened bread ? The question at issue would then 
be for what purpose it was used last—for leavened or un¬ 
leavened bread. The use it was put to last is the main issue, as 
we have learned elsewhere (Tract Shekalim, Ch. VII., Mishna 2) 
concerning money found in Jerusalem : “ If found during the 
festivals, it is regarded as second tithes, and if at other times of 
the year, it is ordinary money ” ; and R. Shemaya bar Zera said: 
“ If money was found on the day following the festivals, why 
should it not be considered second tithes, because the markets 
of Jerusalem were as a rule swept daily ? ” whence we see, that the 
last contingency is the one to be considered, why not apply this 
to the case of the musty bread ? In the case of musty bread it 
is different. The very fact of its having become musty is suffi¬ 
cient evidence that it was not of recent use. Of what benefit 
then would it be to ascertain that the chest had been used more 
for unleavened bread than for leavened ? If the bread is musty 
it is no doubt leavened bread ? Said Rabba: Do not say, that 
Rabh meant to state, “ if the chest was used more for unleav¬ 
ened than for leavened bread, but the days on which unleavened 
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bread was used outnumbered those on which leavened bread had 
been previously used.” If so, the case would be self-evident. 
Why does Rabh come to tell us this ? Rabh means to state, 
that because the bread was very musty it might be assumed that 
it had been left over from the leavened bread, and he would tell 
us that this is not so, but that it may have been an instance of 
where unleavened bread had been baked on the first day of 
Passover and a piece was thrown into that chest, thus becoming 
musty. 

R. Jehudah said: “ He who searches for leavened bread 
must pronounce a benediction." How should he pronounce the 
benediction ? R. Papi said in the name of Rabha: " Blessed be 
He, etc., who commanded us to remove the leavened bread," 
and R. Papa said in the name of Rabha: " Blessed be He, etc., 
who hath commanded the removal of leavened bread." Con¬ 
cerning the benediction which reads " commanded us to re¬ 
move," etc., all agree that the words " to remove," signify an 
act which may be performed later; but as for the benediction 
" commanded the removal," R. Papi holds that " the removal " 
signifies an act already accomplished, while R. Papa maintains 
that it may refer to an act about to be accomplished. The Ha- 
lakha prevails, that the benediction must be pronounced upon 
“ the removal" (in the same manner as the benediction upon 
“ circumcision "). 

All agree, however, that the benediction must precede the 
act. Whence do we adduce this ? Because R. Jehudah said in 
the name of Samuel: " Benedictions must be pronounced prior 
to the performance of every religious duty." And the disciple 
of Rabh (R. Hisda) said: “ In all cases with the exception of 
(legal) bathing, in this instance the benediction should be pro¬ 
nounced after the act." So have we also learned in a Boraitha: 
“ When a man had bathed and is ready to depart, he should 
say: ‘ Blessed be He, etc., who has ordained for us (the law of) 
bathing/ " 

" By the light of a candle ." The Rabbis taught: Search for 
leavened bread must not be made by the light of the sun, of the 
moon, or of a flame of fire, but only by the light of a candle; 
because the light of a candle is efficient for search, and although 
we have no actual foundation for this regulation, still we are 
given a hint to that effect in the passage [Exod. xii. 19] : “ Seven 
days no leaven shall be found in your houses," and it is written 
[Genesis xhv. 12]: “ And he searched, at the eldest he began," 
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while [in Zephaniah i. 12] it is written: “ And it shall come to 
pass at that time that I will search Jerusalem through with lights 
(candles) ”; [Proverbs xx. 27] it is also written: ” A lamp of the 
Lord is the soul of man, searching all the inner chambers of the 
body. ” (Hence as it is written in the first quotation ” it shall 
not be found,” and in the latter quotations searching is men¬ 
tioned in connection with lights (candles), the hint is derived 
from those passages.) 

Under what circumstances shall search not be made by the 
light of the sun ? Shall we say in the case of a court ? Did 
not Rabha say, that in a court no search need be made, because 
the crows consume what leavened bread may be found there ? 
In the case of a balcony ? Did not Rabha say, that on a bal¬ 
cony one may search by the light of the balcony itself ? The 
injunction against using the light of the sun is applied to a win¬ 
dow of a room, namely: At the window proper search may be 
made by the light entering through the window, but at the sides 
this cannot be relied on and a candle must be procured in order 
to conduct a proper search. 

Not even a flame of fire may be used ? Did not Rabha say, 
referring to the passage [Habakkuk iii. 4] : ” And (his) brightness 
was like the sunlight; rays streamed forth out of his hand unto 
them: and there was the hiding of his power. ” ” The right¬ 

eous as compared with the Shekhina appear as the light of a 
candle to a bright flame; and concerning the benediction to be 
made at the close of the Sabbath-day which is pronounced over 
a light, he said, that a bright flame is more conducive to the 
efficient fulfilment of that duty?” (Why then should a flame 
not be permitted for the search ?) Said R. Na’hman bar Itz- 
’hak: ” A candle may be applied to a hole or a crack in the wall, 
whereas a flame cannot be moved to such a place.” 

* ‘ It is not necessary to search all places in which it is not usual 
to put leaven ,” etc. What would the Mishna mean to add by 
stating “ all places” ? The Mishna means to add what was 
taught by the Rabbis: ” The uppermost or nethermost holes in 
a house, the roof of an attic, the roof of a tower, a stable of 
oxen, a chicken-coop, a straw-shed, and the cellars where wine 
or oil is kept need not be searched.” R. Simeon ben Gamaliel 
said: ” A bed, which is placed in a room so that it divides the 
room into two parts and is so high that the space underneath it 
is used, must be searched.” 

A contradiction was interposed, based upon the following 
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Boraitha: We have learned: A hole through a wall standing 
between two houses must be searched by the householders of 
each house as far as they can reach from their respective sides, 
and the space which they cannot reach, they must renounce in 
their minds. R. Simeon ben Gamaliel said: “ A bed dividing a 
room into two parts, and having underneath it stones and wood 
though there still be space left between the stones and the bed, 
need not be searched.” 

Thus there is a contradiction both regarding the hole in the 
wall as well as the bed ? This presents no difficulty: As for the 
hole, one that should be searched is a hole in the centre of the 
wall, while the Boraitha refers to an uppermost and a nethermost 
hole, and as for a bed, one that is very high and has a great deal 
of space underneath it should be searched, while one that has 
but little room underneath need not be searched. 

Wine cellars need not be searched ? Have we not learned in 
a Boraitha that cellars where oil is kept need not be searched, 
but those containing wine must be searched ? In this case wine 
cellars are spoken of, that are used during meals, while in the 
other instance wine cellars that are only used for storage are 
referred to. If those that are used only, must be searched, why 
should cellars where oil is kept be exempt ? Because there are 
fixed times for meals and oil is used only during meals, while 
wine is constantly in use and the cellars are therefore frequently 
entered. 

R. Hisda said: The place where salt fish are kept need not 
be searched. Did a Boraitha say that it need be searched ? 
This presents no difficulty. The Boraitha refers to the places 
where small fishes are kept (i.e., it usually happens that during a 
meal one goes to bring more fish while having bread in his hands. 
R. Hisda, however, refers to a place where large fishes are kept, 
because usually one knows the quantity of fish he requires for 
the whole meal, and there is no need of getting up during the 
meal to bring more fish.) Rabba the son of R. Huna said: The 
places where salt and wax candles were kept must be searched 
(because it often happened that during a meal salt and candles 
were needed). R. Papa said : The places where wood and 
dates were kept needed also to be searched (because it happened 
that during a meal one might go for wood and by the end of a 
meal, go for dates). A Boraitha taught : That a man was not 
compelled to put his hand in a hole to search for leaven as it 
might be dangerous. 
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R. Hyya taught: “ The beer* cellars of Babylon were put 
on a par with the wine cellars of Palestine if they were fre¬ 
quently used.” 

[‘ ‘ Why then ivas it ordered , that two rolls of barrels should be 
searched? ” Where is a cellar mentioned in the Mishna, that 
barrels should be discussed ? The Mishna means to state as fol¬ 
lows: “ In all places, where it is not usual to put leaven, it is 
not necessary to search for leavened bread, and cellars of wine or 
of oil need not be searched.” Why then were two rows of bar¬ 
rels ordered to be searched ? If leavened bread was brought 
into such cellars and used there.] 

“ Beth Shammai decide that search 7 nust be made between each 
tzvo rozus," etc. R. Jehudah said: “The two rows mentioned 
are those from the ground to the ceiling, i.e., the first two rows 
facing the door of the cellar,” and R. Johanan said: The two 
rows mentioned are one from the ground to the ceiling and one 
on the top of the pile in the form of a (Greek Gamma) I\ 

We have learned a Boraitha supporting R. Jehudah, viz. : 
“ Beth Shammai said: * Between two rows over the whole sur¬ 
face of the cellar * and those two rows are from the ground to 
the ceiling.” 

We have learned another Boraitha supporting R. Johanan, 
viz. : “ The two rows are over the whole surface of the cellar. 
One row faces the door and the upper row faces the ceiling. 
The remaining rows behind the one facing the door and those 
underneath the row facing the ceiling need not be searched.” 

“ Beth Hillel decree : ( It is sujjicie 7 it to search between the two 
uppermost rows,' ” etc. Said Rabh : “Beth Hillel mean only one 
row not over the whole surface of the cellar, but one that faces 
the ceiling and the door, and another row beneath it facing the 
door only.” But Samuel said : “ Beth Hillel mean <pne row over 
the entire surface of the cellar and another row beneath it.” 
Why do they differ ? Because Rabh lays stress upon the word 
“uppermost” in the Mishna, which he explains as previously 
mentioned. [It says also “ as they are also the highest,” so 
there should be two highest. The Mishna calls them highest in 
order to contrast those beneath them, which are the lower], 
whereas Samuel lays stress upon the word “ highest.” [It also 
says “ uppermost.” These are called “ uppermost” to distin¬ 
guish them from those beneath them which also face the door] 
hence he explains the Mishna as above. 


* The beer of the Babylonians was made from dates. 
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R. Hyya taught in accordance with Rabh’s opinion and all 
the other sages taught in accordance with Samuel’s opinion. 
The Halakha prevails according to Samuel.* 

MISHNA: (And) it need not be suspected, that a weasel 
have dragged any leavened bread from (one corner that had not 
been searched to one that had); from one house to another or 
from one place to another; for if so, the same suspicion might 
apply to a (possible) removal from one court to another, or even 
one city to another, and thus make the search an endless task. 

GEMARA: This applies to a case where it was not observed 
that the weasel had dragged the bread; but if it was observed, 
the search must be made over again ? Why should this be so ? 
Let it be presumed, that the weasel consumed the bread. 

Have we not learned in a Mishna (Tract Ohaloth): The 
dwellings of the heathens must be considered unclean (because 
it was supposed, that they buried their miscarriages in their 
dwellings), and how long must the heathen have dwelt in such a 
dwelling in order to render it unclean ? Forty days, even if he 
had no wife; if, however, when the dwelling was vacated, it 
was left open so that cats and swine entered it, its uncleanness 
need not be even investigated. , (It is certainly clean, because 
even should there have been such a thing as a fcetus contained 
therein, the cats or the swine had no doubt already devoured it. 
Whence we see, that the supposition of the cats having devoured 
the unclean object renders the investigation unnecessary, why 
then should in our case the fact that the weasel had carried off 
the bread not eliminate the necessity of another search ?) Said 
R. Zera: “ This presents no difficulty; in the case of the 
heathen’s dwelling, the uncleanness was caused by flesh, and it 
is not probable that any of it was left over, but where bread is 
concerned, it may be that some of it was left.” 

Said Rablia: “What question is this? In the case of the 
heathen’s dwelling there is a twofold supposition. Firstly, the 
question is whether a fcetus was buried in the dwelling. Sec¬ 
ondly, assuming such to be the case, the supposition that it was 
devoured enters, while in our case, if the weasel was observed 
carrying out the bread, so much is certain, and there is merely 
the supposition that it was devoured and a supposition cannot 
emanate from an established fact.” 

Our Mishna states: *' It need not be suspected,” etc. Why 

* This last sentence is according- to others not contained in the earlier editions, 
and hence the questions on this point are decided according to Rabh. 
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then does the succeeding Mishna enjoin, that “ whatever remains 
must be well guarded ” ? Said Rabha: “ By ‘ whatever remains 
must be well guarded/ the Mishna means to provide against a 
weasel coming and dragging it away before our eyes, in which 
event another search will have to be instituted. ** 

We have learned in a Boraitha in support of Rabha’s dictum: 
“ Whosoever wishes to eat Chometz (leavened bread) after the 
search, should take what he has left over after the search and 
keep it in a well-guarded place lest a weasel come and carry it 
off before our eyes, in which case another search will be neces¬ 
sary. 

R. Mari said: There is apprehension, if a man have ten 
pieces of bread left over and finds subsequently only nine, that 
another search will have to be instituted. (Therefore what 
remains should be kept in a well-guarded place.) 

If there were nine heaps of Matzoth (unleavened bread) and 
one heap of Chometz and a mouse came along and took a piece 
of one of the heaps, but it is not known whether it was of a 
heap of Matzoth or Chometz, the same law applies to this as 
to the case where there were nine shops dealing in (ritually) 
slaughtered cattle and one shop dealing in carrion, and a man 
having bought some of the meat could not tell in which place 
he had bought it; in that case the meat must not be eaten (not¬ 
withstanding the fact that the majority of shops dealt in slaugh¬ 
tered cattle). If, however, meat was found near the shops, 
it is presumed to be of slaughtered cattle (because the proba¬ 
bility is that one of the majority lost it). (The same is the case 
in the instance of the above-mentioned nine heaps of Matzoth.) 

If there were only two heaps, one of which was Matzoth 
and the other Chometz, and two mice came along and taking a 
piece each of the two heaps ran into two different houses, in one 
of which search had already been made, while in the other it had 
not yet been made. If it was not noticed which mouse ran into 
the searched house, the one carrying Chometz or the other carry¬ 
ing Matzoth: It must be presumed, that the mouse carrying 
Chometz entered the house that had not yet been searched; be¬ 
cause we have been taught in a Boraitha referring to such a case 
as follows: If there were two heaps of grain, one being heave- 
offeripg and the other ordinary, and opposite there were two 
measures, one containing heave-offering and the other ordinary 
grain, and the heaps had fallen into the measures, but it was not 
known which had fallen into which, we must presume that the 


16 


THE BABYLONIAN TALMUD. 


heave-offering had fallen into the measure containing heave¬ 
offering and the ordinary had fallen into the measure containing 
ordinary. [It might be said, however, that in these days 
heave-offering is merely the offspring of rabbinical law while 
Chometz is based upon biblical law (hence should be surrounded 
with more caution)! Nay; is then searching for Chometz bib¬ 
lical ? According to biblical law renouncing the use of Chometz 
is sufficient.] 

How is it, however, if there was but one heap and that was 
Chometz, while there were two houses both of which had been 
searched and a mouse had carried some of that Chometz into 
one of the houses; but it was not known into which ? This 
presents an analogous case to two roads, one of which was clean 
and the other unclean and two men went on those roads but did 
not know which had taken the clean road and which the unclean. 
" If they both consecrated grain/’ said R. Jehudah, “ and each 
one separately comes to inquire concerning the law in his case, 
they are both considered clean; but if both come together, both 
are held to be unclean; (for one of them is surely so).” R. 
Jose, however, said: " In any event both are unclean.” Com¬ 
menting upon Rabha, according to another version, R. Johanan 
said:" If both come together, all agree that they are held to be 
unclean; if they come each separately, all agree that both are 
considered clean; their point of variance, however, is: if one 
comes and inquires concerning the other also. According to R. 
Jehudah, it is the same as if each had come separately, while 
according to R. Jose, it is the same as if both had come together. 
(The same rule applies to the two houses under consideration.) 

How is it, if it was not known whether the mouse that car¬ 
ried off some of the Chometz had entered either of the houses 
at all ? This presents an analogous case to a valley in which an 
uncleanness was lost, and remains a point of variance between 
R. Eliezer and the sages. (Tract Teharoth, Chap. VI., Mishna 5.) 

If the mouse had entered, however, and the man instituted 
another search but could not find the Chometz, must he go fur¬ 
ther and search the next house also ? This will present a point 
of variance between R. Meir and the sages and is analogous to 
a case where the uncleanness of a place was at issue where the 
object causing the uncleanness could not be found. (Bechoroth 
xxv. b). 

If the mouse had entered the house and the man when insti* 
tuting another search had actually found the piece of Chometz 
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but did not know whether it is the same, that the mouse had 
carried in or not, it presents a similar case to the one concerning 
which Rabbi and R. Simeon ben Gamaliel differ, viz. : if a grave 
was lost and subsequently a grave was found but it was not 
known whether it was the same grave or not [ibid. ibid.]. 

If a man had left over nine pieces of bread and found ten, it 
again presents an analogous case to the point of variance between 
Rabbi and the sages concerning a case where a man had depos¬ 
ited one hundred coins and found two hundred. According to 
one opinion it is all ordinary money and according to another it 
is ordinary and second-tithe money combined. 

If a man had left over ten pieces and only found nine, it again 
presents a point of variance between Rabbi and the sages similar 
to the case where a man had deposited two hundred coins as 
second-tithe and subsequently only found one hundred. Accord¬ 
ing to one opinion the remainder is still second-tithe, while 
according to the other, the remainder is ordinary money; for it 
is considered as if the two hundred coins had been stolen and 
another hundred of ordinary money had been left in place 
thereof. 

If the man had left the remainder of the Chometz in one 
corner and found it in another, according to the sages another 
search is necessary while according to R. Simeon ben Gamaliel 
it is not, and it is a similar case to the one in which they differ 
concerning uncleanness. 

Rabha said: “ If a mouse entered a house with some Cho¬ 
metz in its mouth and the man going in after it poured crumbs on 
the floor, he must make another search ; because as a usual thing 
a mouse leaves no crumbs behind; but if a child entered and he 
finds crumbs when entering after the child, he need not make 
another, for usually a child leaves crumbs behind it." 

Rabha propounded a question : “ If a mouse entered a house 
and another came out of the same house and both had pieces of 
Chometz in their mouths, shall we presume that it was the same 
mouse in both cases or not ? If it should be said, that it is the 
same, how is it if the mouse entering was black and the other 
was white, shall we assume that one took the piece of bread 
away from the other or that there were two separate pieces of 
bread ? If you will say that one mouse would not take anything 
away from another, how would it be if a mouse entered with the 
piece of bread and a cat came out with a piece of bread ? If we 
presume that the piece of bread is the same, would the cat not 


iS 


THE BABYLONIAN TALMUD. 


have held the mouse in its mouth also ? If then, you say, that 
the piece of bread was a different piece, how would it be if the 
cat came out with the mouse and the piece of bread in its 
mouth ? Shall we say that it is the same piece of bread and, the 
mouse having dropped it through fright, the cat picked it up, or 
that were it the same piece of bread the mouse would have had 
it in its mouth ? ” This question is not decided. 

MISHNA: R. Jehudah said: “ Search (for Chometz) should 
be made on the evening (‘Or’) before the 14th (of Nissan), 
early on the morning of that day and at the time (when all Cho¬ 
metz must be removed);’’ but the sages said: ” If search had 
not been made on the evening preceding the 14th (of Nissan), it 
may be made on that day; if neglected on that day, it may be 
made on the festival,* and if omitted even then, it must be done 
after the festival, + and whatever Chometz is left over, must be 
kept in a well-guarded place, in order that no further search 
may become necessary. 

GEMARA: What reason has R. Jehudah for his assertion ? 
R. Hisda and Rabba bar R. Huna both say: “ He bases his 
assertion upon the fact that the search or the removal of Cho¬ 
metz is mentioned three times in the Scriptures ” [Exod. xii. 15, 
ibid. 19, and ibid. xiii. 7]. 

R. Joseph objected: We have learned in a Boraitha: R. 
Jehudah said, “ If he did not make the search at any of these 
three times, he need not make any search at all. Hence we see 
that R. Jehudah does not differ with the sages only concerning 
the necessity of searching after the three stated times had 
passed.” R. Jehudah in reality only means to state that search 
should be made but once and that at one of the times mentioned, 
but if the three appointed times had passed he must not make 
search on the festival, lest he find some leavened bread and eat 
it; while the sages hold, that he may do so even on the festival 
and there is no fear of his eating any of the Chometz which he 
might find. 

MISHNA: R. Meir says: It is lawful to eat (Chometz on 
the 14th of Nissan) the whole of the first five hours and what 
remains must be burned at the commencement of the sixth 


* The term used in the Mishna, which we render with “ festival,” is Moed, and 
Rashi explains this to mean “ at the appointed time ” ; but we render it according to 
the explanation of Tosphath, which is more reasonable. 

f The reason that search must be made even after the festival is because the 
Chometz situated in the house during the festival must not at any time be used. 
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hour,” but R. Jehudah says: “It is only permitted to eat 
(Chometz) the first four hours ; during the whole of the fifth hour 
this must be abstained from and it must be burned at the com¬ 
mencement of the sixth hour.” 

R. Jehudah also taught: Formerly (during the existence of 
the Temple) two cakes of thanksgiving-offering which had 
become desecrated were exposed on a bench (of the Temple). 
As long as the two cakes remained there, all the people still ate 
leavened bread; when one of them was removed, they abstained 
from eating it but did not yet burn it; when both were removed, 
all the people commenced burning (the Chometz). Rabbon 
Gamaliel says : Ordinary (Chometz) may be eaten during the 
first four hours; but heave-offering may still be eaten during 
the fifth hour; both, however, must be burned at the commence¬ 
ment of the sixth hour. 

GEMARA: We see thus, that at the commencement of the 
sixth hour, all agree, Chometz must be burned.* Whence do 
we adduce this ? Said Abayi: From two passages, viz. [Exod. 
xii. 19]: “ Seven days no leaven shall be found in your houses,” 
and [ibid. 15]: “ But on the first day ye shall have put away 
leaven out of your houses.” According to this, then, on the 
first day there would still be leaven in the house and this would 
be contrary to the ordinance of the first passage ? Hence we 
must say, that by ” the first day” is meant the day preceding 
the festival. Then why say the sixth hour ? Say that already 
early in the morning of the day preceding the festival (leaven 
should be burned). The word “ but ” with which the passage 
commences divides the day into two parts, so that in the morning 
leavened bread maybe eaten while in the afternoon it must not. 

The disciples of R. Ishmael taught: The reason that Cho¬ 
metz must be removed on the 14th (of Nissan) (the eve of Pass- 
over) is because that day is referred to as the first day (of the 
festival) in the passage [Exod. xii. 18]: “In the first, on the 
fourteenth day of the month, at evening shall ye eat unleavened 
bread,” etc. 

Rabha said: “ The reason may be inferred from the passage 
[Exod. xxxiv. 25]: ‘ Thou shalt not offer the blood of my sacri¬ 
fice with leaven; neither shall be left unto the morning the sac¬ 
rifice of the feast of the passover,’ which signifies, that the 
Passover sacrifice must not be offered up as long as there is yet 

* The Gemara in the original old edition is on pages 40 to 6 b. The proper 
place for it, however, is here. 
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leaven/’ If that be the case, then it might be said that the 
leaven should be burned by each man immediately before offer¬ 
ing his passover sacrifice; why designate the sixth hour ? The 
passage means to state, that when the time for the Passover sac¬ 
rifice arrives, there must no longer be any leaven on hand. 

We have learned in a Boraitha in support of Rabha: It is 
written: ” But on the first day ye shall have put away leaven 
out of your houses,” and by the first day is meant the day preced¬ 
ing the festival. Whence do we know this ? Perhaps the first 
day of the festival is meant ? Nay; for there is another passage 
stating: ” Thou shalt not offer the blood of my sacrifice with 
leaven,” which signifies, that the Passover sacrifice must not be 
offered up while there is yet leaven on hand. So said R. Ish- 
mael. R. Aqiba, however, said: ” The second passage quoted 
is not necessary, for it is written, ‘ But on the first day ye shall 
have put away leaven out of your houses,’ and again [Exod. 
xii. 1 6] : ‘ No manner of work shall be done on them ’; thus we 
see that the leaven could not be burned on that day, for is not 
burning one of the principal acts of labor.” 

R. Jose, however, said: R. Aqiba’s additional passage is 
not necessary either; for it says” But,” and that” but ” signify¬ 
ing that the day must be divided, if the first day were the first 
day of the festival, how could it be divided ? No leaven must 
be eaten at any time during the festival proper. (If it should be 
said), that eating leaven only is prohibited but removing or 
burning it is permitted even on the first day, it would not be 
correct ; for removing leaven is mentioned at the same time as 
the prohibition to eat leaven bread and at the same time also it 
is ordered that unleavened bread be eaten, whence we see, that 
at the time when Matzoth should be eaten no leaven must be on 
hand. Matzoth must be eaten on the evening of the 14th, 
hence no leavened bread must be on hand at the time. In con¬ 
sequence the ” but ” signifies the division of the day preceding 
the festival. 

Rabha said: ” Three things may be inferred from the words 
of R. Aqiba, and they are: Firstly, that R. Aqiba holds accord¬ 
ing to the opinion of R. Jehudah, that Chometz can be removed 
only by burning it; secondly that he holds with the opinion of 
R. Nathan, that the additional commandment not to kindle a 
fire on a Sabbath was taught for the sake of separation (of 
other acts)*; and thirdly, that he does not hold that, because 


* Vide Tract Sabbath, Vol. I., page 136. 
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a fire may be made for the purpose of cooking on a festival, it 
may be also made for any other purpose.” 

The Rabbis taught: For what purpose is the passage “ Seven 
days no leaven shall be found in your houses” written; it is 
stated once already [Exod. xiii. 7]: “ And there shall not be 
seen with thee any leavened bread, neither shall there be seen 
with thee any leaven in all thy boundaries ”? Because from the 
latter passage it might be assumed that only such leaven as 
belongs to the man must not be seen; but leaven belonging to 
others or such as is consecrated may be seen, and it might also 
be assumed, that one may hide leaven or may keep for a Gen¬ 
tile leaven intrusted to his care and for that reason the other 
passage says: “ no leaven shall be found." Then again it may 
be presumed, that it is not permitted to receive any leaven from 
a Gentile living in a different place or one who is not under thy 
control, but how do we know that it is also not permitted to re¬ 
ceive leaven from one who lives in the same house or is under 
thy control ? To that end the passage reads “ no leaven shall 
be found in your houses." Thus we know that it must not be 
found in the houses , but whence do we adduce that it may not 
be stored in caves or cellars ? From the passage which reads: 
“Neither shall there be seen with thee any leaven in all thy 
boundaries. 

Then again it might be said that if any leaven was found 
in the houses, one is culpable for transgressing the ordinance 
relating to “ it shall not be seen” nor “found” nor “be 
hidden ” nor “ be received from Gentiles,” while concerning the 
boundaries, it might be assumed that one's own leaven must not 
be seen but that belonging to others or consecrated leaven may 
be seen; but whence do we know that the ordinances relating to 
the houses apply also to the boundaries and vice versa ? To that 
end the word leaven is repeated. Leaven is mentioned in con¬ 
nection with the houses and also in connection with the bounda¬ 
ries; thus if leaven be found in the house of a man, he is culpa¬ 
ble of transgressing the ordinances “ it shall not be seen ” nor 
“ found ” nor “hidden ” nor “ received from a Gentile” ; so is it 
also in the case of boundaries, and as in the boundaries a man’s 
own leaven must not be seen but that belonging to others may; 
so is it also in the case of houses, a man’s own leaven must not 
be seen, but that belonging to others and consecrated leaven 
may be seen. 

The master said: “ It is not permitted to receive any leaven 
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from a Gentile living in a different place or from one who is not 
under thy control, but whence do we know that it is also not 
permitted to receive leaven from one who lives in the same house 
or is under thy control ? ” How is this to be understood ? The 
question should be to the contrary ? Said Abayi: 44 Read the 
question in the opposite sense” (i.e., it may be presumed that 
only from a Gentile living in the same or under thy control 
leaven must not be accepted, but whence do we know that from 
one living elsewhere or not under thy control it must not be 
accepted ?) Rabha, however, said : The question need not be 
inverted, because it refers to the first part of the teaching of the 
Rabbis, which says, that a man’s own leaven must not be seen 
but that of others, or consecrated leaven, may; hence it is said, 
44 that leaven belonging to a Gentile living elsewhere or not 
under thy control must not be seen, but whence do we know that 
leaven of a Gentile under thy control may be seen ? ” Rabha con¬ 
cludes that the leaven of a Gentile under thy control may be seen 
and does this from the passage which distinctly states that it 
must not ? He does this because the passage contains the words 
44 with thee” twice. The master said: 44 It might be assumed, 
that one may keep for a Gentile leaven intrusted to his care, 
and for that reason the passage says, 4 it shall not be found.’ ” 
Was it not just said, that leaven belonging to others and such as 
was consecrated may be seen ? This presents no difficulty. 
Such as a man is not responsible for may be seen, but such as is 
intrusted to his care is considered as his own and must not be 
seen, as was said by Rabha to the inhabitants of Mehuzza: 44 Ye 
shall remove the Chometz belonging to the government from 
your houses, because ye are responsible for it and should it be 
stolen ye must make compensation, hence it is regarded as your 
own and must not be found in your houses.” 

This would be correct according to the Tana who holds, 
that an object which entails a possible pecuniary indemnity is 
not considered as the property of the one responsible for it; 
hence a separate passage is required to ordain, that this must 
not be kept; but according to the Tana who holds such an 
object to be the property of the one responsible for it (as if he 
had indemnified its original owner for its loss), why is a separate 
passage necessary ? Because we might assume, that the object 
not yet being subject to an indemnity it is still the property of 
another and hence may be seen, we are told that such is not the 
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The Rabbis taught: If a Gentile came into the court of an 
Israelite (on Passover) with a piece of leaven in his hand, the 
Israelite is not obliged to insist upon its removal. If the Gentile, 
however, had given it to the Israelite for safe-keeping, it must 
be removed. If a special place, however, was provided for such 
leaven, it need not be removed, because the passage only states, 
that ‘ ‘ leaven must not be found in your houses. ’ ’ Where a special 
place had been provided, that place is considered as belonging to 
the Gentile. 

“ R. Jehudah says : ” Rabha said: “ R. JehudalTs reason for 
his statement is the fact that he holds that the only manner in 
which Chometz may be removed is by burning, hence he allows 
us the fifth hour in order to prepare the wood for the fire.” 
Rabhina objected to this statement: “ Have we not learned, that 
R. Jehudah said removal by burning is only to be effected if the 
appointed time for the removal had not yet arrived ; but if it had, 
the leaven may be removed by any means whatever ? ” There¬ 
fore Rabha said: “ R. JehudalTs reason for his statement was 
the fact that the exact hour could not be ascertained on account 
of a cloudy day: and hence a man might mistake the sixth hour 
for the fifth.” If that be so, then it should not be allowed to 
eat leaven even in the fourth hour ? The fourth hour is a gen¬ 
eral time for eating,* hence no mistake can be made. 

R. Na’hman in the name of Rabh said: “ The Halakha pre¬ 
vails according to R. Jehudah.” Said Rabha to him: “Why 
does not the master say that the Halakha prevails according to 
R. Meir; for have we not a Mishna by anonymous teachers (the 
first Mishna in Chapter II.) which bears out R. Meir ? ” “ That 

Mishna is not in accordance with R. Meir, because it is opposed 
by others.” “ Then,” rejoined Rabha, “ why does master not 
say, that the Halakha prevails according to R. Gamaliel, who in 
this instance is the mediator between R. Jehudah and R. 
Meir?” Answered R. Na’hman: R. Gamaliel is not the 
mediator in this case, but merely asserts his own opinion, and if 
it is thy wish, I would tell thee, that Rabh holds with the Tana 
in the following Boraitha: If the 14th (of Nissan) fall on a 
Sabbath, all leaven must be removed before the Sabbath. Un¬ 
clean or doubtful heave-offering must be burned and from clean 
heave-offering, which, however, cannot be used on the Passover, 
sufficient for two meals only must be left over for consumption 


* Vide Tract Sabbath, page 17. 
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before the fourth hour. So said R. Elazar ben Jehudah the man 
of Barthutha in the name of R. Jehoshua. He was asked why 
the clean heave-offering should be burned, perhaps there may be 
found such as can eat it, and he answered: “ Such men were 
sought but could not be found/’ but the Rabbis persisted: 
“ Perhaps there were priests who passed the night beyond the 
town and might come in on the morrow and eat it ? ” R. Elazar 
replied: “According to your argument, the doubtful heave- 
offering should not be burned either lest Elijah come on the 
morrow and declare it clean ! ” and they rejoined: It is known 
that Elijah will not come on the eve of Sabbath.” In conclu¬ 
sion the Boraitha relates, that the sages carrying on the discus¬ 
sion did not move from their places until it was finally declared 
that the Halakha should remain according to the dictum of the 
mentioned R. Elazar ben Jehudah in the name of R. Jehoshua. 

Then, if the Halakha prevails according to R. Elazar ben 
Jehudah it may be assumed, that concerning eating on the day 
preceding Passover nothing must be eaten after the fourth hour. 
Said R. Papa in the name of Rabha: “The Halakha prevails 
according to R. Elazar only concerning the removal of leaven 
but not concerning the hour of eating.” 

Rabbi also holds in accordance with the opinion of R. Na’h- 
man; for Rabhin bar R. Ada related: “ There was a man who 
stored a basket full of Chometz with Johanan Hakuka, and mice 
having gnawed holes in the basket, the Chometz commenced 
spreading. In the first hour of the eve of Passover Johanan 
came to Rabbi and asked him what to do. Rabbi told him to 
wait. In the second hour he still told him to wait, and so also 
in the third and fourth hour (perhaps the man might come to 
remove the basket). In the fifth hour he told him to take out 
the basket and offer it for sale in the market.” We must as¬ 
sume, that he advised him to sell it in the market to Gentiles 
because Israelites could not use it at that hour and hence held 
with R. Na’hman that the Halakha prevails according to R. 
Jehudah. 

Said R. Joseph: “ Nay; he advised to sell it in the market 
and even to Israelites, thus holding to the opinion of R. Meir. ” 
Rejoined Abayi: “ What need was there of his selling it in the 
market (to an Israelite), he could have used it himself under 
those circumstances ?” And R. Joseph replied: “ He could not 
do this on account of a possible suspicion that he would not 
pay the man a fair price.” Said R. Ada bar Matthna to R. 
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Joseph: “ Thou thyself at one time told us distinctly that Rabbi 
advised him explicitly to sell it to Gentiles, because he was of 
the opinion of R. Jehudah. ,, 

“ 7 ?. Jehudah also taught ," etc. One Tana taught in the 
presence of R. Jehudah, that the two thanksgiving-offering cakes 
were laid on the benches. Said R. Jehudah: “ Was it then the 
intention to hide the cakes, that they should be put on the 
benches ? Say, rather, they were placed on the roof surmount¬ 
ing the benches, where they could be seen/’ 

Rahba said in the name of R. Jehudah: “On the mount 
of the Temple there was a double arched seat. We have also 
learned to this effect in a Boraitha, and R. Jehudah said: It was 
called Istavanith (columns) because a roof surmounted the seat, 
and the seat was composed of two arches one within the other.'’ 

Which had become desecrated . ” Why had they become 
desecrated ? Said R. Hanina: Because the cakes were such as 
had been brought with thanksgiving-offerings and there being 
so many of them they could not be consumed within the statu¬ 
tory time; hence they became desecrated by being left over 
night, as we have learned in a Boraitha: “ It is not permitted 
to bring thanksgiving-offerings on Passover, because cakes of 
unleavened bread must be brought with them." Is this not 
self-evident ? Said R. Ada bar Ahabha: “ The Boraitha refers 
not to the Passover but to the day preceding it; and we are 
told, that no thanksgiving-offerings should be brought on that 
day, because there will not be sufficient for the consumption of 
the leavened cakes before the morrow. Therefore such offerings 
were brought on the thirteenth; but as there were still more 
leavened cakes than could be consumed, the remaining ones 
became desecrated over night (and of these two were placed on 
the benches)." 

We have learned in a Boraitha upon the authority of R. 
Elazar, that the cakes were not desecrated; that when both were 
still on the benches all the people still ate leavened bread, when 
one was removed eating was abstained from and when both were 
removed it was commenced to burn the leaven. 

In another Boraitha we have learned: Abba Saul said: There 
was another sign, viz. : Two cows were drawing a plough on the 
Mount of Olives. While both cows were seen, all the people 
still ate leavened bread; when one of them was taken away, the 
people abstained from eating and as soon as the other was also 
taken away, it was commenced to burn the leaven. 
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MISHNA: R. Hanina, the Sagan of the priests, said: The 
priests never objected to burn flesh which had become unclean 
through a child of uncleanness * (i.e . 9 had become an uncleanness 
of the second degree) together with such as had become unclean 
with a parent of uncleanness ( i.e. y had become an uncleanness 
of the first degree), although the (legal) uncleanness of the first 
mentioned had become correspondingly increased. R. Aqiba 
added to this and said: “ The priests never objected to burn the 
oil of heave-offering, which had become unclean by being poured 
by an unclean person, who, however, had bathed on that day, 
into (a metal) lamp which had come in contact with an unclean¬ 
ness produced by a dead body, notwithstanding the fact, that a 
higher degree of impurity had thus been added to its former 
impurity/’ 

Said R. Meir: We learn from their words, that it is permis¬ 
sible, on account of the Passover, to burn clean heave-offering 
(of leaven) with that which has become unclean; but R. Jose 
rejoined: ” This is not a (correct) inference.” R. Eliezer and 
R. Jehoshua agree, however, that it is necessary to burn each 
separately. Wherein do they differ ? Concerning things whose 
uncleanness is doubtful, and things which are positively unclean; 
for R. Eliezer says: ” Each of them must be burned separately ” ; 
but R. Jehoshua says: ” They may be burned together.” 

GEMARA: Let us see! If flesh had become unclean 
through a child of uncleanness, it became an uncleanness of the 
second degree; the flesh which had become unclean through a 
parent of uncleanness, became an uncleanness of the first 
degree; now, if the first mentioned flesh came in contact with 
the last mentioned, it also only attains a second degree of un¬ 
cleanness, how can it be said that its degree of uncleanness had 
been increased ? Said R. Jehudah: “ The first named flesh had 
not been contaminated by a child of uncleanness, but by a sec¬ 
ond (degree) of uncleanness, in which it had become a third of 
uncleanness. Thus when brought into contact with flesh which 
was a first degree of uncleanness, it becomes unclean in the sec¬ 
ond degree, and R. Hanina holds, that a third degree of unclean¬ 
ness may be made unclean in the second degree.” 

It is known, however, that eatables cannot become unclean 
by contact with other eatables ? Here a case is referred to, 
where the flesh was soaked with a beverage, when it can become 

* For definition of the terms “ parent of uncleanness,” “ child of uncleanness,” 
etc., see Tract Shekalim, Ch. VIII., Mishna d. 
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unclean on account of the beverage. If so, why does the 
Mishna state flesh only ? It should have been mentioned 
in connection with beverages. Therefore we must say, that 
although, according to biblical law, eatables cannot become 
unclean by contact with other eatables, yet according to rabbin¬ 
ical law, eatables may become unclean in that manner. 

“ R. Aqiba added to this and said." Let us see ! What does 
R. Aqiba add to the above ? The oil which had been touched 
by the unclean person became primarily a third of uncleanness, 
and, when poured into the lamp which was a first of unclean¬ 
ness by reason of its contact with a parent of uncleanness, it 
became a second of uncleanness. (Hence where is the difference 
between R. Aqiba’s statement and that above ?) 

Said R. Jehudah: In this instance the lamp was of metal 
and the Merciful One said [Numbers xix. 16] : “ And whosoever 
toucheth in the open field one that hath been slain with a sword,’' 
which signifies, that the sword (which is of metal) becomes 
equally unclean with the object which it touches. Thus the 
lamp having come in contact with a parent of uncleanness also 
becomes a parent of uncleanness and the oil consequently be¬ 
comes through contact with the lamp a first degree of unclean¬ 
ness. This constitutes the addition made by R. Aqiba, viz. : 
A third of uncleanness may be turned into a first of uncleanness. 

“ Said R. Meir : 1 We learn from their words,' ” etc. From 
whose words do we learn ? Said Resli Lakish in the name of 
Bar Kappara: The Mishna in citing a parent or a child of 
uncleanness refers to such according to the biblical institution, 
and R. Meir’s statement: “ We learn from their words,” which 
refers to rabbinical enactments, has no bearing upon our Mishna 
but concerns the difference between R. Eliezer and R. Jehoshua 
elsewhere (Tract Terumoth, Chap. VIII., Mishnas 8 and 9), and 
signifies as follows: ” From the dispute between R. Eliezer and 
R. Jehoshua we learn, that clean heave-offering (of leaven) with 
that which has become unclean may be burned, etc.” 

This may be inferred also from our Mishna itself; for further 
it is stated, that ” R. Eliezer and R. Jehoshua agree,” etc., and 
had they not been referred to in the first place, how could they 
be quoted as agreeing upon the point involved ? So also said R. 
Na’hman in the name of Rabha b. Abuhu. 

R. Assi said in the name of R. Johanan: ” R. Jose and R. 
Meir differ only concerning the sixth hour but after that time R. 
Jose also admits, that the clean heave-offering may be burned 
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with the unclean." Said R. Zera to R. Assi: According to 
thy statement, then, R. Johanan holds, that R. Hanina the 
Sagan treats of the parent of uncleanness from a biblical point 
of view and of the child (first) of uncleanness from a rabbinical 
point of view; R. Meir, therefore, in his statement refers to the 
words of R. Hanina. (For the reason, that R. Meir speaks of 
the sixth hour, when, according to biblical law, even eating is 
permissible.) R. Assi rejoined: “ Yea; so it is." The very 
same statement was taught also in the name of R. Johanan: 
And R. Meir holds according to his theory elsewhere while R. 
Jose holds in accordance with his own theory. R. Meir's theory 
is, that contact with beverages which are unclean causes unclean¬ 
ness only according to rabbinical law, while according to biblical 
law this cannot take place (hence if R. Hanina the Sagan says, 
that flesh which has become unclean in the second degree was 
burned with flesh unclean in the first degree, the first named was 
only unclean according to rabbinical law while according to bib¬ 
lical it was clean and it was burned together with a biblical par¬ 
ent of uncleanness). R. Jose, however, holds, that contact with 
unclean beverages can cause uncleanness even according to bib¬ 
lical law; hence the first named flesh was made a child of un¬ 
cleanness biblically , in which case it cannot be equal to clean 
heave-offering in the sixth hour, at which time according to bib¬ 
lical law leaven may still be eaten. This we learn from the fol¬ 
lowing Boraitha: 

“ If there were doubtful beverages (/.*., it was not known 
whether they had come in contact with an unclean person or not) 
they are themselves unclean, but cannot impart uncleanness to 
others. Such is the dictum of R. Meir. So also said R. 
Elazar. R. Jehudah, however, said, that they can even impart 
uncleanness to others. R. Jose and R. Simeon both said: 
They can impart uncleanness to eatables only but not to vessels/' 

The master said: “ R. Jehudah, however, said, that they can 
even impart uncleanness to others/' Shall we assume, that R. 
Jehudah holds the capability of doubtful beverages to impart 
uncleanness to vessels also in accordance with biblical law ? 
Have we not learned in a Mishna [Tract Kelim xxv. i]: " all 
vessels having an inner side and an outer side, y.z., bolsters, 
pillows, sacks and bags, if becoming unclean on the inner side, 
the outer side is also unclean; but if the outer side only had 
become unclean, the inner side remains clean. Said R. Jehudah: 
Such is the case if they had become unclean through contact 
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with beverages, but if through contact with reptiles, it makes no 
difference which side had become unclean: both sides are 
unclean?” If we would say then, that uncleanness through 
contact with beverages is based on biblical law, why is there a 
distinction made (the same should be the case as with reptiles) ? 

Said R. Jehudah in the name of Samuel: “ R. Jehudah (of 
the Mishna) retracted this statement.” 

The schoolmen propounded a question: ‘‘Did R. Jehudah* 
retract his statement concerning vessels only but as for eatables 
he holds as R. Jose and R. Simeon, or did his retraction also 
apply to eatables and he is of the same opinion as R. Meir ?” 
Said R. Na’hman bar Itz’hak: ‘‘ Come and hear: The flesh of a 
cow, which had drunk the waters wherein were contained the 
ashes of the (sacrificial) red heifer and was slaughtered immedi¬ 
ately afterwards, is unclean. R. Jehudah, however, said, that 
the flesh is not unclean, as the water was annihilated in the 
entrails of the cow.” If, then, R. Jehudah's retraction only 
referred to vessels, but as for eatables he holds with R. Jose and 
R. Simeon, why does he say that the flesh is not unclean ? 
Granting that the water was not quite effective in the entrails of 
the cow, the uncleanness caused thereby is not severe but it cer¬ 
tainly constitutes a mild uncleanness ? R. Jehudah really means 
to state that the flesh was not severely unclean but was mildly 
so. R. Ashi, however, said, that the water was actually annihi¬ 
lated and R. Jehudah holds such to be the case not because of 
his retraction, but because the water mentioned is foul and can¬ 
not be considered a beverage. 


CHAPTER II. 


-REGULATIONS CONCERNING THE TIME FOR EATING LEAVENED BREAD 
ON THE EVE OF PASSOVER—MATERIAL USED FOR MAKING UN¬ 
LEAVENED BREAD AND BITTER HERBS. 

MISHNA: As long as it is lawful to eat leavened bread, one 
may also give it to his domestic or wild animals or to fowls; he 
may also sell it to strangers or derive benefit therefrom in any 
other way; when that time is passed, however, it is unlawful to 
derive any benefit from it whatever, not even use it for fuel or 
to light therewith an oven or a stove. R. Jehudah said: “ The 
removal of leaven cannot be effected except by burning’’; but 
the sages maintain, “ It can also be effected by crumbling it 
into small particles, casting it to the wind or throwing it into 
the sea.” 

GEMARA: According to the Mishna, at the time when one 
is no longer allowed to eat leaven himself, he must not give it to 
others either ? With which Tana does the Mishna accord ? 

Said Rabba bar Ula: The Mishna above is according to the 
opinion of Rabbon Gamaliel, who says, that ordinary eatables 
may be eaten only during the first four hours, but heave-offer¬ 
ings may be eaten even during the fifth hour and should be 
explained thus: As long as the priest may still eat heave-offer¬ 
ing an ordinary Israelite may give ordinary leaven to others, etc. 

Why does the Mishna enumerate domestic and wild animals 
and fowls ? Would it not suffice to simply mention animals ? 
Were domestic animals only mentioned, it might be assumed 
that they may be given that leaven, because should they leave 
any it will be seen and can be guarded against, whereas wild 
beasts generally hide what they leave uneaten and may thus 
cause the man to be guilty of having leaven in his house on the 
Passover. On the other hand, were wild animals only mentioned, 
it might be presumed that wild animals only are mentioned, 
because whatever they leave uneaten they hide and a man will 
not be able to see it, while if domestic animals should leave any 
of it, it will be within sight of all and will not be heeded by him, 

30 


TRACT PESACHIM (PASSOVER). 


3 1 


when he will become guilty of having leaven in his house within 
the view of all. Hence the enumeration is made. Why are 
fowls specially mentioned ? Because animals are specified, fowls 
are also added. * 

“He may also sell it to strangers." Is this not self-evident ? 
(If it may be eaten, why should it not be allowed to sell it to a 
Gentile ?) We are told this in order not to presume that the 
Halakha prevails according to the Tana of the following Bo- 
raitha: “ Beth Shammai say: Leaven should not be sold to 
a Gentile unless it is positively known that he will consume it 
before the Passover. Beth Hillel, however, hold, that if it may 
be eaten, it may also be sold. R. Jehudah ben Bathyra said: 
‘ Kuthach (a dish made with leavened bread) and any other 
dishes made with Kuthach must not be sold thirty days before 
Passover.’ ” 

“ Or derive benefit therefrom," etc. Is this not self-evident ? 
This refers to corn which had been parched during the first four 
hours and which may under those circumstances be used even 
after the appointed time, and the Mishna is in accordance with 
the opinion of Rabha, who decreed that. 

“ When that time is passed, hozvever, etc. Is this not self- 
evident ? The Mishna means to state that even from the sixth 
hour up to the time when the Passover sets in, no benefit may 
be derived from any remaining leaven notwithstanding the fact 
that eating during the time mentioned is rendered unlawful by 
rabbinical enactments only; for R. Giddel said in the name of 
R. Hyya bar Joseph, quoting R. Johanan : “ If a man betroth a 
woman on the eve of Passover after the sixth hour even with 
hard wheat,* it is not considered a valid betrothal.” 

“ Nor even use it for fuel." Is this not self-evident ? The 
Mishna means to state, that even according to R. Jehudah, who 
holds that removal of leaven cannot be effected except by burn¬ 
ing, we might assume, that while it is being burned it may also 
be used as fuel, hence we are told that this must not be done. 

Hezkyah said: Whence do we know that no benefit may be 
derived from leaven on Passover ? Because it is written [Exod. 
xiii. 3]: ” And no leavened bread shall be eaten,” and ” it shall 
not be eaten,” signifies, that no benefit may be derived from it 
in the same manner as it must not be eaten. How would it be, 


* A betrothal is not made effective unless the man gives something to the woman 
and she accepts it. The gift may consist of anything whatever, if of any value. 
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however, if the verse read “ ye shall not eat ” ? Then leaven 
could be used for everything else except eating ? Hence we 
must say, that Hezkyah differs with R. Abbahu, who said: 
Wherever it is written “ one shall not eat,” or ” it shall not be 
eaten,” or ” ye must not eat,” it implies, that no use whatever 
must be made of such thing unless it be explicitly stated that 
while it should not be eaten, one may otherwise derive benefit 
therefrom, as it is written [Deut. xiv. 21] : ” Ye shall not eat 
anything that dieth of itself, unto the stranger, etc., canst thou 
give it or thou mayest sell it,” etc. 

Concerning reptiles it is written [Levit. xi. 41] : ” And every 
creeping thing that creepeth upon the earth is an abomination, 
it shall not be eaten,” and still we have learned in a Mishna, 
that those who catch beasts, fowls or fish and among them there 
should be any unclean species, they may nevertheless sell them 
to Gentiles ? In that case it is different, for previously it is 
written [ibid. 23]: ” Shall be an abomination unto you,” which 
signifies, that it is theirs and they may derive what benefit they 
can thereof. Then why does the Mishna state, ” if there should 
be among them any unclean species, he may sell them,” why 
should it not be allowed to sell such to commence with ? Be¬ 
cause it is written ” shall be tint0 you an abomination ” and that 
implies, that they should always be an abomination, but if inci¬ 
dentally they should come within the possession of a man, he 
may use them at will. 

According to Hezkyah, who says, that wherever it is written 
“ it shall not be eaten” it is unlawful to derive any benefit 
from the object mentioned, why should it not be written instead 
” ye shall not eat,” in which event the additional passage ” shall 
be an abomination unto you ” will become unnecessary ? Hez¬ 
kyah could reply: That is just the ground upon which I base my 
assertion (for, because it is written ” ye shall not eat,” the addi¬ 
tional passage quoted legalizes the use of such objects; hence 
wherever it is written ” it shall not be eaten ” without such addi¬ 
tional passage, it is obvious that no benefit may be derived 
from the object mentioned). 

As for leavened bread again, concerning which it is written 
” it shall not be eaten,” and we have learned in a Boraitha that 
R. Jose the Galilean nevertheless states, that it is surprising 
why it is ordained that no benefit may be derived from it for all 
the seven days of Passover ? R. Jose may explain his state¬ 
ment by citing the other passage, which reads ** shall not be 
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seen with thee," and the words “with thee” signify, that the 
leaven belongs to the man and he may make use of it. What 
explanation will the sages bring forth ? The sages hold that the 
words “ with thee” merely suggest, that thy leaven must not 
be seen, which belongs to thee, but that of others and consecrated 
leaven may be seen. Whence does R. Jose infer this sugges¬ 
tion ? The words “ with thee" are written twice. What do 
the sages infer from the fact that “ with thee " is written twice ? 
They hold, that one refers to a Gentile under the control of the 
man, and the other to one, that is not under his control. Whence 
does R. Jose adduce this ? Because “ with thee " is written a 
third time in another passage [Deut. xvi. 4]. How will the 
sages explain the third citation of “with thee"? They claim 
that separate passages were necessary in order to make a distinc¬ 
tion between leaven and leavened bread. Were leaven alone 
mentioned it might be presumed that leavened bread was allowed 
or vice versa, hence both passages were necessary. 

Shall we assume that the difference of opinion between Hez- 
kyah and R. Abbahu is similar to the difference of opinion 
between the following Tanaim: It is written [Levit. vii. 24] : 
“ And the fat of a beast that dieth of itself, and the fat of that 
which is torn by beasts may be used for any manner of work, 
but ye shall in no wise eat of it." Why is it written “ for any 
manner of work" ? Because it might be presumed that the fat 
should be used for work pertaining to divine service, but not to 
ordinary work, hence we are told that it may be used “ for 
any manner of work." So said R. Jose the Galilean. R. 
Aqiba, however, said: “ On the contrary! it might be presumed 
that the fat could be used for ordinary work but for that pertain¬ 
ing to divine service it should not, hence we are told that this 
may also be done." 

Shall we assume that R. Jose the Galilean and R. Aqiba 
differ concerning the intent of the passage “ Ye shall not eat," 
R. Jose holding, that wherever the passage occurs, it signifies 
also, that no use may be made of the object in question and the 
verse quoted above [Lev. vii. 24] is required in order to permit 
of the use of such an object as must not be eaten, while R. 
Aqiba holds, that such things as are forbidden to be eaten may 
nevertheless be made use of and the verse quoted merely signi¬ 
fies the relation to cleanness or uncleanness ? 

Nay; it may be that both R. Jose and R. Aqiba agree, that 
wherever it is written “ Ye shall not eat " the object in question 
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must not even be used, and their point of variance concerns 
another matter. One holds, that the permission to make use 
of carrion does not include the fat of the carrion; hence an addi¬ 
tional passage is necessary in order to make the use of the fat 
lawful; while the latter holds, that fat is included in the permis¬ 
sion to use the carrion; hence the additional passage concerns 
only the relative cleanness or uncleanness. 

Let us see! Notwithstanding the citation of so many pas¬ 
sages, and the allegation of diverse opinions existing between 
Hezkyah and R. Abbahu, we do not find a single instance of 
where the two sages actually differ concerning the main issue 
involved, viz. : the permissibility or non-permissibility of using 
such objects as are forbidden to be eaten. Upon what point 
then do they disagree ? They differ concerning leaven on Pass- 
over, according to the sages, who prohibit its use, and concern¬ 
ing the ox, which must be stoned for goring a man,* and the 
flesh of which all agree must not be used. According to Hez¬ 
kyah, it must not be used on account of the passage which 
states “ his flesh shall not be eaten,” while R. Abbahu declares, 
that no passage to that effect is necessary, as by being stoned 
the ox becomes carrion and must for that very reason not be 
used. 

Even in this case there is no palpable difference of opinion 
between the two sages ? According to both the flesh of the ox 
must not be used ? They differ concerning an ordinary (non- 
consecrated) animal which had been slaughtered in the court of 
the Temple, where only consecrated animals could be slaugh¬ 
tered ; if an ordinary animal, however, had been slaughtered at 
that place (it is considered as if it were torn by beasts in the 
field and its flesh must not be used), Hezkyah says, that it must 
not be used, because the passage [Exod. xxii. 30] reads: “ Flesh 
that is torn of beasts in the field shall ye not eat; to the dogs 
shall ye cast it. 1 ' The word “ it” in his opinion, refers only to 
the flesh that is torn of beasts, which, though it must not be 
eaten, may be used as food for dogs, etc., but not to flesh of an 
animal slaughtered in the court of the Temple. According to 
R. Abbahu, however, such flesh may, from a biblical point of 
view, be used. 

One of the scholars sate before Samuel bar Na’hmeni and 
said in the name of R. Jehoshua ben Levi: Whence do we know 


* See Exod. xxi. 28. 
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” that all things, which are according to biblical law forbidden to 
be eaten are also forbidden to be made use of; f.i ., leaven on 
Passover and the ox which is stoned ? Because it is written 
[Levit. vi. 23] : “ And every sin-offering whereof any of the blood 
is brought into the tabernacle, etc., shall not be eaten; it shall 
be burned in fire.” Why is the additional injunction to burn it 
with fire made ? The words ” it shall be burned in fire” are 
superfluous in the passage [Lev. vi. 23] quoted, because further 
on [ibid. x. 16] it is written ” Behold it was burnt,” hence they 
should be applied to all other prohibitions of the Law; and if 
they cannot be applied in connection with such prohibitions as 
distinctly forbid the eating of the objects mentioned, they 
should be applied to the use of such objects ( i.e ., whatever is 
prohibited to be eaten should also not be used). 

Accordingly it might be said, that all such things which 
must not be used should be burnt ? Therefore it is written 
[ibid. vi. 23J: ” And every sin-offering whereof any of the blood 
is brought into the tabernacle of the congregation to make 
atonement therewith in the holy place, shall not be eaten; it 
shall be burnt in fire.” Whence we infer, that only such things 
as are brought into the holy place must be burnt but not other 
things the use of which is prohibited by the Scriptures should be 
burned. 

Replied Samuel bar Na'hmeni: ” From the verse just 
quoted R. Simeon decrees in another Boraitha that all things of 
sanctity which become desecrated,/.z., flesh of sacrifices which 
had been left over, must be burned.” 

The scholar rejoined: Thy teacher R. Jonathan inferred the 
above from the following passage [Exod. xxix. 34]: ” And 
if aught of the flesh of the consecration sacrifice, or of the 
bread, remain unto the morning, then shalt thou burn the re¬ 
mainder with fire; it shall not be eaten.” Is not the sentence 
“ it shall not be eaten” superfluous? It is already written, 
“ thou shalt burn the remainder with fire.” Hence it should be 
applied to the other prohibitions of the Law; and wherever it is 
already written “ it shall not be eaten,” apply it in the sense 
that it shall not be used. And lest it might be assumed, that 
whatever must not be used should be burned, therefore the 
verse distinctly states ” then shalt thou burn the remainder with 
fire.” Thus the remainder only should be burned but net other 
things which are not to be used. 

R. Abbahu said in the name of R. Johanan : ” All the prohi- 
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bitions of the Law 4 it shall not be eaten’ or 4 it-shall not be 
used ’ cannot, if disregarded, make one amenable to the pun¬ 
ishment of stripes unless the acts were committed in the manner 
incidental to their customary execution/’ What would he 
intend to exclude thereby? Said R. Schimi bar Ashi: He 
means to exclude the act of putting fat from the stoned ox on 
a wound; notwithstanding the fact that, contrary to the law, 
benefit was derived from the fat, the act does not make a man 
amenable to the punishment of stripes, and so much the more 
would he exclude the act of eating raw fat (tallow). 

It was also taught by R. A’ha bar Ivia in the name of R. 
Assi quoting R. Johanan: “ If a man put fat from the stoned 
ox on his wounds, he is not culpable; because all the prohibited 
acts of the Law cannot if committed make a man amenable to 
the punishment of stripes unless they were executed in the cus¬ 
tomary manner.” Said R. Zera: 44 We have learned a similar 
ordinance in another Boraitha (in Tract Cholin).” 

Abayi said : All agree, that concerning Kilaim in a vineyard, 
there is an exception and even if not carried out in the custo¬ 
mary manner, the man becomes amenable to the punishment of 
stripes, because in that instance eating is not mentioned at all 
(as it is written [Deut. xxii. 9] : 44 Thou shalt not sow thy vine¬ 
yard with divers seeds: that the ripe fruit of thy seed which thou 
hast sown and the fruit of thy vineyard shall not be defiled ”), 
but the injunction is against defilement in any manner whatever. 

R. Jacob said in the name of R. Johanan: 44 It is permitted 
for a man to cure himself by means of any of the prohibited 
things mentioned in the Scriptures with the exception of wood 
taken from the groves used for idolatry.” How is this to be 
understood ? If there is danger attending the illness, then even 
the wood from that grove may be used, and if the illness be not 
serious then no prohibited things whatever must be used ? A 
dangerous illness is referred to, and nevertheless the wood from a 
grove used for idolatry must not be used as we have learned in 
a Boraitha: 44 R. Eliezer said: 4 It is written [Deut. vi. 5], 44 Thou 
shalt love the Lord, etc., with all thy soul” therefore, even if 
thou shouldst be forced to give up thy soul thou shalt not do 
any things pertaining to idolatry/ ” 

When Rabhin came from Palestine, he said in the name of R. 
Johanan: 44 With all things it is permitted to cure one’s self 
except by means of idolatry, adultery, and shedding of blood.” 
Not by means of idolatry as we have learned above, and 44 not by 
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means of adultery and shedding of blood ” as we have learned 
in the following Boraitha: Rabha said: “It is written [Deut. 
xxii. 26] : For as when a man riseth against his neighbor, and 
striketh him dead, even so is this matter/’ hence the ravishment 
of a betrothed damsel is considered equal to murder, and as con¬ 
cerning murder it is said, that if a man be told to slay another 
or else he would be slain, he must rather permit himself to 
be slain than slay another, so it is also concerning a betrothed 
damsel, who should rather permit herself to be slain, than to be 
ravished by a man.” 

Whence do we know, that a man must rather permit himself 
to be slain than to slay another ? This is a matter of common 
sense, as it happened with Rabha: A man came to Rabha and 
told him, that the governor of the city had ordered that he (the 
man) slay a certain man or himself suffer death, and Rabha said 
to him: “ Rather than slay another, thou must permit thyself 
to be slain ; for how dost thou know that thy blood is better 
than his, perchance his blood is better than thine ?’’ 

It was taught: The benefit of a thing which is forced upon 
a man against his will, may, according to Abayi, be enjoyed (f.i ., 
if a man was carried into a house where fragrant incense was 
offered up to idols he may enjoy the odor of such incense). 
Rabha, however, maintains, that he must struggle against it. If 
he can avoid enjoying it and has no intention to derive any ben¬ 
efit therefrom, it is a case similar to the point of variance between 
R. Simeon and R. Jehudah concerning an act committed unin¬ 
tentionally. R. Simeon holds, that an act committed uninten¬ 
tionally does not make one culpable, while R. Jehudah holds, 
that it does. If one cannot avoid enjoying it, but had no orig¬ 
inal intention to derive any benefit therefrom, all agree, that he 
must not struggle against it. They differ, however, concerning 
a case where a man cannot avoid enjoying it, but also had the 
intention to derive pleasure therefrom. According to R. Sim¬ 
eon he is culpable, and according to R. Jehudah as long as the 
enjoyment cannot be avoided, the man is not culpable. Hence 
Abayi holds in accordance with the opinion of R. Jehudah. 
Rabha can also declare, that he is in accord with R. Jehudah; 
for R. Jehudah holds an intentional act and an unintentional 
act to be on a par only when a more vigorous ordinance is con¬ 
cerned (f.i ., in the case of an unintentional act committed on the 
Sabbath), but was it ever known, that R. Jehudah should be of 
the same opinion where a more lenient ordinance is concerned ? 
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Said Abayi: When do I adduce my statement ? From the 
following Boraitha: “ It was told of R. Johanan ben Zakai, that 
he sate in the shade of the Temple and lectured all day. (The 
Temple being sanctified must not be put to (profane) use, and R. 
Johanan, on account of the heat of the sun, sought the shade 
caused by the height of the Temple)/’ In this case it was a 
matter of necessity for R. Johanan to use an open space because 
he could not find a room sufficiently large to accommodate his 
audience, and when seeking the shade of the Temple he did so 
with the intention to avail himself of the benefit of the shade, 
whence I may infer, that such an act, even though it be inten¬ 
tional, is permissible. 

Rejoined Rabha: “ With the Temple it is different. It was 
constructed for use on the inside and not on account of its 
shade.” 

“ Or to light therewith an oven or a stove," etc. The rabbis 
taught: An oven which was fed with the peel of fruit from 
newly planted trees * or with the straw of Kilaim (divers seeds) 
of a vineyard (if the oven was new and by such burning had 
become fit), must be demolished. If the oven, however, was an 
old one, it must only be allowed to cool off and may subse¬ 
quently be used. If bread was baked with the heat caused by 
such fuel, Rabbi said, ” the bread must not be used,” while the 
sages permit its use. If food was cooked over the coals of 
such fuel, all agree, that such food may be consumed. 

Have we not learned in another Boraitha, that be the oven 
old or new it need only be cooled off and subsequently it may be 
used ? This presents no difficulty. The latter Boraitha is in 
accord with the sages, who hold, that bread baked in an oven 
fed with such fuel may be used, thus discountenancing the as¬ 
sumption that the heat of such fuel invalidates the bread; con¬ 
sequently they hold that the oven must simply be allowed to 
cool off but need not be demolished. 

Said R. Joseph in the name of R. Jehudah quoting Samuel: 
“ An oven fed with the peel of fruit from newly planted trees 
or with straw of Kilaim of a vineyard (if the oven was new) 
must be demolished. If it was an old one, however, it must 
only be allowed to cool off and may subsequently be used. If 
bread was baked with the heat produced by such fuel, Rabbi said 
4 the bread maybe used,’ while the sages prohibit it.” Did 


* Concerning the law of newly planted trees, see Leviticus xix. 23. 
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we not learn to the contrary, however, viz.: that Rabbi prohib¬ 
ited the use of such bread while the sages permitted it ? 

Samuel generally adheres to the rule, that wherever Rabbi 
differs with an individual, the Halakha prevails according to 
Rabbi, but when differing with the sages, the Halakha prevails 
according to the sages. In this instance, however, Samuel holds, 
that the Halakha prevails according to Rabbi in the forme* 
Boraitha; but knowing that the people hold to the rule that wher¬ 
ever Rabbi and the sages differ, the Halakha prevails according 
to the sages, he purposely inverts the Boraitha and makes it 
appear as if the sages originally prohibited the use of the bread 
in question. 

The Boraitha also stated: “ If food was cooked over the 
coals of such fuel, all agree, that such food may be consumed. ” 
R. Jehudah in the name of Samuel and R. Hyya bar Ashi in 
the name of R. Johanan differed concerning this ordinance. 
One holds, that the ordinance is effective only if the coals were 
already extinguished; but if still live, the food must not be used. 
The other, however, holds, that even if the coals were still live, 
it is also permitted to use the food. 

According to the former opinion, Rabbi correctly states, that 
bread baked in the heat caused by such fuel is not to be used, 
because he holds, that the use of the fuel is indirectly trans¬ 
mitted to the bread or, in the case of the live coals, to the food; 
but according to the one who permits the use of food cooked 
over the live coals of such fuel, how can Rabbi prohibit the use 
of the bread baked in the heat produced by such fuel ? Said 
R. Papa: Rabbi may refer to bread which is baked directly by 
the flame of such fuel. In that case, do the sages also permit 
the use of such bread ? Under what circumstances then does 
the fuel render the use of things unlawful ? When a man sits 
opposite the flame, said R. Ami bar Hama, caused by such fuel 
in order to warm himself and thus derives direct benefit from 
such fuel it is not permitted (but bread, being baked only when 
the flame is about to die out and heat remains, may be used). 

“ R. Jehudah said: 1 The removal of leaven caimot be effected 
except by burning .’ ” We have learned in a Boraitha: R. Jehu¬ 
dah said: “ Leaven must be removed only by burning and so 
should the law be; for if the remainder of the flesh of the sac¬ 
rifices, concerning which there are no commandments directing 
that it must neither be seen nor found, must be burnt, so much 
the more should leaven be burned”; but the sages replied: 
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44 Every regulation which is intended to be made more rigorous, 
but by force of circumstances eventually becomes even more 
lenient, cannot be considered a proper regulation; for in this case 
thou sayest 4 leaven must be removed only by burning/ but 
how would it be if a man could not find any wood at the time ? 
Should he do nothing towards removing it ? But the law dis¬ 
tinctly orders the leaven to be removed, as it is written [Exod. 
xii. 15]: 4 But on the first day ye shall have put away leaven 
out of your houses/ which signifies, that it must be removed by 
any means whatever. ” 

R. Jehudah, however, advanced another argument: 44 The 
remainder of the flesh of the sacrifices must not be eaten and 
leaven must not be eaten; hence as the former must be burnt 
so must the latter”; but the sages again replied: 44 Take the 
instance of carrion. Carrion must not be eaten, yet it need 
not be burned,” and R. Jehudah replied: 44 There is a difference 
between the two. The remainder of the flesh must not be eaten 
nor may any benefit be derived therefrom, which same law applies 
also to leaven.” 44 Then take the instance of the stoned ox,” 
said the sages again, 44 that must not be eaten nor even used 
and still it need not be burnt.” 44 There is still a difference,” 
rejoined R. Jehudah, 44 the remainder of the flesh must neither 
be eaten nor used, and if it is the culprit becomes amenable to 
the punishment of Kareth (being 4 cut off’); the same law ap¬ 
plies to leaven ; hence the latter should also be burned.” 44 Then 
what about the fat of the stoned ox,” queried the sages, 44 that 
must not be eaten, and if this be done, it constitutes a transgres¬ 
sion punishable with Kareth; still it need not be burned ?” R. 
Jehudah then advanced another argument: 44 Concerning the 
remainder the law prescribes, that it shall not be left until morn¬ 
ing, and concerning leaven it is also prescribed, that none should 
remain, then why should not burning apply to both ?” and the 
sages replied: 44 Take the instance, then, of a trespass-offering 
brought fora doubtful transgression or a sin-offering fowl brought 
for a doubtful case, which we ourselves declare should be burned, 
still thou maintainest, that it must not be put on the altar but 
should be buried.” This rejoinder silenced R. Jehudah. Com¬ 
menting upon this R. Joseph said: 44 This can be compared to 
the general saying, that a wood-carver carved a spoon and with 
that spoon he carried mustard to his mouth and burned his 
tongue.” Abayi, however, said: 44 It can be compared to a 
man making stocks, which are subsequently shackled to his own 
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feet,” and Rabha said: “ It can be compared to a man making 
arrows, one of which finally reaches his own heart.” 

“ But the sages maintain , it can also be effected by crumbling ,” 
etc. The schoolmen propounded a question: “ What does the 
Mishna mean, that it should be crumbled in order to be thrown 
forth to the wind but that it may be thrown into the sea whole 
or that it must also be crumbled before being thrown into the 
sea ? We have learned in a Boraitha: If the man is in a desert, 
he should crumble the leaven and throw it forth to the 
wind; but if he is at sea, he may throw it into the water 
whole.” 

MISHNA: Leaven belonging to a Gentile, which during the 
Passover was in possession of that Gentile, may be used after 
that festival, but not when it belonged to an Israelite, for it is 
written [Exod. xiii. 7]: “ Neither shall there be seen with thee 
any leaven in all thy boundaries.” 

GEMARA: According to whose opinion is this Mishna ? 
Not according to R. Jehudah, nor R. Simeon nor R. Jose the 
Galilean ? What is their opinion ? We have learned in the 
following Boraitha: One who ate Chometz (leavened bread) 
before or after the appointed time (which is the time between 
noon and sunset on the eve of Passover) transgressed a negative 
commandment. If he ate it during the appointed time he 
transgressed a negative commandment and is amenable to 
Kareth (being cut off). From the time when it is prohibited 
to eat Chometz and further, no benefit whatever maybe derived 
therefrom. Such is the dictum of R. Jehudah. R. Simeon, 
however, said: “Before and after the appointed time, eating 
Chometz does not constitute a transgression,” but at the 
appointed time he agrees with R. Jehudah, and R. Jose the 
Galilean said: “It is surprising to know, that no benefit 
maybe derived from Chometz during all of the seven days.” 
Whence do we know that a man who eats Chometz during the 
six hours preceding the time when Passover sets in, transgresses 
a negative commandment ? Because it is written [Deut. xv. 3] : 
“ Thou shalt not eat therewith any leavened bread.” Such is 
the dictum of R. Jehudah. Said R. Simeon to him: “ How 
canst thou say such a thing ? It is also written [ibid.] : * Seven 
days shalt thou eat therewith unleavened bread ’ (if thou shouldst 
say that ‘ therewith ’ refers to the Passover-sacrifice, did then the 
Passover-sacrifice continue for seven days ?). Thus * therewith ' 
refers to the moment when the eating of unleavened bread be- 
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comes compulsory; but before such time the negative command¬ 
ment, 4 Thou shalt not eat leaven/ is not effective/' 

Upon what grounds, then, does R. Jehudah base his dictum, 
that even during the six hours preceding the arrival of Passover, 
Chometz must not be eaten ? Because there are three passages 
referring to leaven [Exod. xii. 20, ibid. xiii. 3, and Deut. xvi. 
3], one of which has reference to the six hours preceding the 
appointed time, the second to the appointed time, and the third 
for the Chometz which was not removed before the Passover, 
and was left over until after Passover. 

How does R. Simeon account for the three passages ? He 
applies one to the appointed time, another [Exod. xii. 20] to 
such things as had become leavened by contact with leaven, and 
the third refers to the time when the Israelites went out of 
Egypt, when the eating of Chometz was prohibited for one day 
only, as stated by R. Jose the Galilean, who bases his assertion 
to that effect on the passages [Exod. xiii. 3 and 4]: No leav¬ 
ened bread shall be eaten. This day go ye out, in the month of 
Abib. ” Thus only on this day no leavened bread should be 
eaten. 

Now, then, according to whose opinion is the Mislina ? Shall 
we assume that it is according to R. Jehudah ? Does he not 
hold all Chometz to be unlawful after Passover, if in existence 
during the Passover, regardless of whether it belong to a Gentile 
or an Israelite ? According to R. Simeon, even that belonging 
to an Israelite may be used after the Passover ? And according 
to R. Jose the Galilean, even during Passover benefit may be 
derived from Chometz belonging to an Israelite also ? 

R. A’ha bar Jacob replied: “ The Mishna is according to the 
opinion of R. Jehudah, and the question how, according to R. 
Jehudah, leaven belonging to a Gentile may be used after the 
Passover can be answered by stating, that R. Jehudah infers a 
comparison by analogy from the fact that leaven, being men¬ 
tioned in connection with eating and also with seeing, in the 
same manner as only leaven belonging to the person concerned 
must not be seen, but that belonging to others may be seen, so 
it is also with respect to eating. % A man must not eat his own 
leaven, but that of another he may eat. Accordingly our Mishna 
should have taught that eating is also permissible; but in conse¬ 
quence of the necessity of mentioning that no benefit may be 
derived from bread belonging to an Israelite, the same term is 
used in connection with bread belonging to a Gentile. In the 
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same manner, our Mishna should have taught, that bread be¬ 
longing to a Gentile may be eaten even during the appointed 
time; but from the necessity of mentioning that bread belong¬ 
ing to an Israelite must not be used after the appointed time, 
the same is also taught concerning a Gentile/’ 

Rabha, however, said: " The Mishna may also be in accord¬ 
ance with R. Simeon, and the question, Why should no benefit 
be derived from bread belonging to an Israelite after the Pass- 
over ? may be answered by stating, that it was merely a punish¬ 
ment for the transgression of the two commandments, * it shall 
not be seen’ and 'it shall not be found,’ which the Israelite 
committed by leaving the leaven over from before the Pass- 
over.” 

The Mishna concludes by quoting the passage: "Neither 
shall there be seen,” etc. Thus Rabha’s statement is borne 
out; but according to R. A’ha bar Jacob, it should conclude 
with the passage: " No leaven shall be eaten.” Thou assumest 
that the conclusion of the Mishna refers to the prohibition of 
using bread belonging to the Israelite! This is not so! It refers 
to the first clause of the Mishna; namely, the bread belonging 
to a Gentile may be used, because it is written, " Neither shall 
there be seen with thee, but that belonging to a Gentile may 
not only be seen but also used, as stated above. 

Both of these sages (Rabha and R. A’ha bar Jacob) hold to 
their individual theories, as it was taught: " If a man had eaten 
leaven belonging to Gentiles on the Passover, according to R. 
Jehudah, said Rabha, he should be punished with stripes; but 
according to R. A’ha bar Jacob, he need not be punished in that 
manner.” Why does Rabha decree thus? Because beholds, 
that R. Jehudah does not put the eating of leaven on a level 
with the sight thereof; but R. A’ha bar Jacob holds, that R. 
Jehudah does put eating on a level with the sight of leaven, 
hence the punishment of stripes is not to be inflicted. 

Rabh said: “ Chometz, whether it became mixed with its 
own kind (which was unleavened) or with another kind during 
the appointed time (the seven days) is prohibited to be used. 
If it became mixed at any other but the appointed time, it is 
prohibited to be used only if it became mixed with its own kind; 
but if with a different kind it may be used.” 

[How is the case ? Does Rabh mean to state, that the 
Chometz which had become mixed with the unleavened can be 
tasted ? Why then does he permit its use at any other but the 
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appointed time and if mixed with a different ? The Chometz 
can be detected by means of the taste ? It might be said, how¬ 
ever, that the Chometz was of so trifling a quantity that it could 
not be detected; then why, if it became mixed during the 
appointed time and not with its own kind, should it be pro¬ 
hibited ? 

Rabh intended that his decree serve as a precautionary 
measure, and prohibits even a trifling quantity of Chometz dur¬ 
ing the appointed time, which had become mixed with a kind 
not its own, lest it be used if it became mixed with its own 
kind.] 

Samuel, however, said: “ During the appointed time only 
Chometz which had become mixed with its own kind is pro¬ 
hibited but not such as had become mixed with another kind, 
while at any other but the appointed time it may be used even 
if mixed with its own kind.” (Thus Samuel does not hold the 
precautionary measure of Rabh to be necessary.) 

R. Johanan, however, said: “ Chometz even during the 
appointed time and when mixed with its own kind is only then 
prohibited if it can be tasted (with the unleavened). In all 
other cases it may be used/’ (Because he holds with R. 
Simeon, who permits the use of Chometz after the appointed 
time in any manner.) 

Said Rabha: The Halakha prevails, that Chometz during the 
appointed time is prohibited to be used, if mixed with its own 
kind or with another kind even in trifling quantities, as Rabh 
decreed; and at any other but the appointed time it may be 
used in any manner, as R. Simeon decreed. Rabha holds to his 
individual theory and says: When we were at the school of R. 
Na’hman, he told us after the Passover to go and buy leavened 
bread from the soldiers of the government. 

Rabh said: “ Earthenware pots which had been used during 
the year must be destroyed before Passover/’ For what rea¬ 
son ? Let them be left over until after the Passover and then 
used for other kinds of food than formerly ? This is a precau¬ 
tionary measure, in order to prevent the possibility of their 
being used for the same kinds of food as formerly. 

Samuel, however, said: “They need not be destroyed, but 
kept until after Passover, and then they may be again used for 
any purpose whatever.” Samuel holds to his individual theory, 
for he said to the vendors of earthenware pots for the Passover: 
“ Lessen the prices of your pots for the Passover, otherwise I 
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shall decree that the law prevails according to R. Simeon (and 
the old pots will be valid after the Passover).” Why did he not 
proclaim this in reality ? He is of the opinion of R. Simeon ? 
The place where he was at the time was within the jurisdiction 
of Rabh; hence he could only threaten them. 

An oven was greased with fat immediately after it had been 
heated. Rabha bar Ahilayi prohibited the eating of the bread 
baked therein even with salt, lest it be eaten with Kutach (a dish 
made with milk), and prohibited the use of the oven for all time 
to come. An objection was made: We have learned: ” Dough 
must not be kneaded with milk, and if this was done the bread 
therefrom must not be eaten, in order to avoid the possibility of 
committing a transgression (i.e., eating such bread with meat). 
Likewise, an oven must not be greased with the fat of a ram’s 
tail, and if this was done, the bread must not be eaten and the 
oven must again be heated and other bread baked.” 

Thus we see, that the oven may be reheated and other bread 
baked therein; why does Rabha bar Ahilayi prohibit the use of 
the oven permanently ? Rabha bar Ahilayi can make no answer 
to this question. 

Said Rabhina to R. Ashi: ” Now, if Rabha bar Ahilayi’s 
statement was effectually refuted by the Boraitha, why should 
Rabh decree, that the pots which were used during the year 
must be destroyed before the Passover,* why could they not be 
burnt out and then used again?” and R. Ashi answered: 
” With an oven it is different. That is heated on the inside; 
hence as soon as it is heated again no traces of the fat will be 
left and it becomes the same as it was before; while pots are 
always exposed to the fire from the outside, and for that reason 
their condition will remain unchanged; and if thou shouldst ask 
why the inside of the pots should not be exposed to the fire 
also, the answer is, that there is fear of their bursting should 
this be done. Hence I say, that a pot which could withstand a 


* Why was the decree of Rabh confronted with the fact that Rabha bar Ahilayi’s 
statement had been effectually refuted by the Roraitha ? Why could not the Boraitha 
itself have been used in order to counteract Rabh’s decree ? In our opinion, this was 
not done because Rabh was a Tana, and in many instances the Talmud allows Rabh, 
as a Tana, to dispute a Boraitha. In this case, however, as Rabha bar Ahilayi could 
find no answer for the refutation, and it was not said in his defence that he held 
according to Rabh, which he could have done provided Rabh had actually differed 
with the Boraitha, hence we must assume that Rabh is in accordance with the 
Boraitha. Now, then, if such is the case, the question why Rabh holds that the pots 
must be destroyed according to Rabh is a logical one. 



4 6 


THE BABYLONIAN TALMUD. 


fire must not be used on Passover, unless it was filled with live 
coals and burnt out.” 

Rabhina asked of R. Ashi: “ What should be done on Pass- 
over with knives?” and he answered: “ I buy new knives for 
the Passover.” And Rabhina rejoined: “ In Master’s case it is 
proper; for thou art rich and canst afford it; but what should a 
poor man do ? ” I do not mean exactly new knives,” replied 
R. Ashi, “ but renovated knives,” i.e., knives the blades of which 
are covered with clay and placed in the fire, and after being' 
thoroughly burnt are taken out, and together with the hilts are 
soaked in boiling water, when they become equal to new ones. 
The Halakha prevails, however, that the whole knife need only 
be soaked in boiling water which had not been removed from the 
fire. 

Said R„ Huna the son of R. Jehoshua: “ A wooden ladle 
should be placed in boiling water which had not been removed 
from the fire,” for he holds, that in the same manner that the 
ladle absorbs the leaven contained in the pots, in the same man¬ 
ner can it be purified. 

Ameimar was asked: What is the law concerning glazed pot¬ 
tery ? If the color of the coating was green, there is no ques¬ 
tion but that they must not be used; but we refer to such as 
were glazed in black or in white. If the coating was cracked, 
there is also no question but that they must not be used; but 
we refer to such as were perfectly smooth. Ameimar replied: 
‘‘ I noticed that the fat cooked in such pots oozes out on the 
other side, and hence it is obvious that they absorb it; and the 
Scriptures attested that an earthen pot never yields forth what 
it has once absorbed.” * 

Said Rabba bar Abba in the name of R. Hyya bar Ashi, 
quoting Samuel: “ All vessels in which leavened food had been 
kept while cold may be used for unleavened food, with the excep¬ 
tion of such vessels as contained actual leaven, for that is very 
pungent.” Said R. Ashi: “Such vessels in which leavened 
bread and vinegar were generally mixed must also not be used, 
because that is equal to leaven.” And Rabha said: “ The large 
basins which are frequently used in the city of Mehuzza for 
kneading dough must also not be used, because they are con¬ 
sidered the same as kneading-troughs.” Is this not self-evident ? 
Because basins are open on all sides we might assume that the 


* Vide Leviticus vi. 21. 
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air surrounding it destroys the effects of the leaven, hence we 
are told that such is not the case. 

MISHNA: If a Gentile lent money to an Israelite, taking as 
security leavened articles, such articles may be used after the 
Passover; but if an Israelite had lent money to a Gentile on 
leavened articles they must not be made use of after the Pass- 
over. 

GEMARA: It was taught: If one man owed another money 
and pledged his property as security for the debt, and the debt 
becoming due had not been paid, Abayi said the articles pledged 
must be considered the property of the creditor from the time 
the loan was made, while Rabha said, “ Only from the moment 
the debt became due.” If the debtor sold or consecrated his 
property before the debt fell due, all agree that the creditor can 
recover such property, or (if consecrated) redeem it (for a 
trifle), in order that it may not be said that consecrated articles 
can be recovered gratuitously. Wherein they do differ is, if the 
creditor had, prior to the time the debt fell due, transferred his 
eventual right to the property to another or consecrated it. 
Abayi holds, that such transfer is valid in the event of consecra¬ 
tion; it holds good because, as we see that the debt was not 
paid when it became due, the pledged articles are considered the 
property of the lender from the time the money was loaned. 
Rabha, however, maintains, that on account of his having no 
right to the property until it was forfeited, the transfer or con¬ 
secration, whichever the case may be, is of no account, because 
if the debtor would have had the money he would have redeemed 
his pledge, consequently the pledge belongs to him until the 
time has expired. 

An objection was made based upon our Mishna: “ If a Gen¬ 
tile lent money to an Israelite upon leavened articles, they may 
be used after the Passover.” Thus, according to Abayi, who 
holds that the right of possession is vested in the creditor from 
the moment the loan is made, it would be correct, because dur¬ 
ing the Passover the leavened articles were the property of the 
Gentile; but according to Rabha, who holds that the right of 
possession is not the creditor’s until the property is forfeited, 
the leavened articles were the property of the Israelite during 
the Passover, how can they then be lawfully used ? In this case 
the Mishna refers to an instance where the pledged articles were 
deposited with the creditor, as we have learned in a Boraitha: 
” If a Gentile pledged a large loaf (used as a wedding-cake) with 
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an Israelite on Passover, the Israelite does not transgress the 
law prohibiting leaven to be seen or found with him. If the 
Gentile, however, told him that thenceforth that loaf should be 
his, the Israelite by accepting it would commit such a trans¬ 
gression ”; hence Rabha’s opinion is borne out. 

The rabbis taught: If there was a store of wine and bread 
belonging to an Israelite, and Gentile and Israelitish laborers 
worked there, the Chometz found therein after the Passover 
must not be used, much less eaten. If it was a store belonging 
to a Gentile and Israelitish laborers worked there, the Chometz 
found there after the Passover may be eaten, and so much the 
more be used. 

MISHNA: Leaven that had been covered by fallen ruins 
must be considered as annihilated and removed. Rabbon Sim¬ 
eon ben Gamaliel says: “ Only then, if it is covered to such an 
extent that a dog cannot drag it out.” 

GEMARA: Said R. Hisda: Nevertheless, the man should 
in mind renounce the leaven. 

The Mishna states: ” If it be buried to such an extent that 
a dog cannot drag it out.” We have learned in a Boraitha: 
” How much is that ? Three spans.” 

R. A’ha the son of R. Joseph asked R. Ashi: ” Samuel 
said: There is no better way of hiding money than by burying 
it in the ground. Should it be buried to a depth of three spans 
also ? ” and he answered: ” In the case of the leaven it is essen¬ 
tial that the dog should not scent it, hence three spans are neces¬ 
sary; but when burying money it is only required to hide it 
from view and a lesser depth is sufficient.” What should the 
depth be, however ? Said Raphram bar Papa of Sikhra: ” One 
span.” 

MISHNA: If any person should eat leavened heave-offering 
during the Passover by mistake, he must pay the principal and a 
fifth part* in addition; but if he ate it wilfully, he is exempt 
from the obligation of making restitution and also from payment 
of its value as wood (fuel) in case of the heave-offering being 
unclean. 

GEMARA: The schoolmen propounded a question: “ In 
what manner must the person make restitution, according to the 
quantity consumed or according to the value thereof ? We do 
not ask concerning a case where the value of the article con- 


Vide Leviticus xxii. 14. 
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sumed had been greater and had subsequently depreciated; f.i. y 
if it had originally been worth four zuz and later only one. In 
that case he must certainly refund its original value, for there is 
no difference between his case and that of a robber, concerning 
whom we have learned in a Mislina, that when a robber makes 
restitution for a pillaged article he must do so in accordance with 
the value of such article at the time it was purloined. We ask, 
however, concerning an instance of where the article consumed 
had enhanced in value; f.i., it had been worth one zuz and sub¬ 
sequently rose to the value of four zuz. Should he restore the 
article according to the quantity or according to the value, i.e., 
if he had only eaten the worth of one zuz, should he restore the 
equivalent of that amount ?” 

Said R. Joseph: “ Come and hear: ‘ If he ate dried figs and 
repaid with dates, may he be blessed *; thus we have learned in 
a Boraitha. If he paid in accordance with the quantity, i.e., he 
ate a measure of dried figs which is only of the value of one zuz 
and made restitution with a like measure of dates which was 
worth four zuz, it is obvious why he should be blessed; but if 
he restored only the value of the dried figs with dates of equal 
value, why the blessing ? 

Rejoined Abayi: “ He may have only refunded the value of 
the figs by an equal value in dates, but nevertheless he may be 
blessed on account of making restitution for a less salable article 
with one that is more easily marketable.’’ 

An objection was made based upon our Mishna: “ Our 
Mishna states, that ‘ he must pay,’ etc. If he must restore the 
leavened heave-offering in equal measure it would be correct, 
but if he must refund the pecuniary equivalent therefor, how 
can this be done ? Leavened articles have no pecuniary value 
on Passover ?” Our Mishna is in accordance with R. Jose the 
Galilean, who holds that benefit may be derived from leavened 
articles on the Passover. How then will the latter clause of the 
Mishna correspond ? Why should he be exempt from repay¬ 
ment if he had eaten the leavened heave-offering wilfully ? 
According to R. Jose, benefit may be derived therefrom on 
Passover ? He holds with R. Nehunia ben Hakana of the fol¬ 
lowing Boraitha: R. Nehunia ben Hakana says that the Day of 
Atonement is put on a par with the Sabbath in the event of a 
violation of the law concerning either of the two days. (I.e., if 
a man violate the Sabbath and by such violation cause damage 
to another, he need make no restitution for the damage inflicted 
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from the fact that he has committed an offence punishable with 
death by stoning; should he have done likewise on the Day of 
Atonement, the fact that he incurs the punishment of Kareth 
(being cut off) also exempts him from making restitution.* 
Thus in this case, where by eating leavened heave-offering the 
man incurs the punishment of Kareth, he need not make resti¬ 
tution for the article consumed.) 

This case presents a difference of opinion between Tanaim, 
as we have learned: If a person had eaten leavened heave-offer¬ 
ing on Passover, he is exempt from the obligation of making 
restitution and also from payment of its value as wood (fuel). 
Such is the decree of R. Aqiba. R. Johanan ben Nouri, how¬ 
ever, holds him liable. Said R. Aqiba to the latter: “ What 
benefit does a man derive from eating leaven on Passover ?” 
and he answered: ” What benefit can a man derive from eating 
unclean heave-offering at any time of the year, and still he is 
obliged to refund its value ? ” and R. Aqiba rejoined: “ While a 
man must not eat unclean heave-offering he may otherwise make 
use thereof, as fuel; how canst thou compare this to leaven on 
Passover, which must not be used in any manner ? The only 
comparison which can be made between the two can be made by 
comparing grapes or berries which had become unclean heave¬ 
offering and cannot even be used as fuel and leaven on Passover. 
If such grapes or berries had been eaten, I say, no restitution 
need be made.” This difference of opinion refers only to such 
heave-offering as had been set aside and become leavened before 
the Passover; but if a person had set aside leavened articles as 
heave-offering on Passover it cannot be accounted heave-offer¬ 
ing at all, for it does not accept of the sanctification of heave¬ 
offering. 

We have learned in another Boraitha: It is written [Leviticus 
xxii. 14]: ” And he shall make good unto the priest the holy 
thing.” This signifies that he must make good the thing eaten 
with another that can become holy, but if a man eat leavened 
heave-offering on Passover, he need not make restitution even 
for its value as wood (fuel). Such is the dictum of R. Eliezer 
ben Jacob. R. Eliezer Hasma, however, holds him liable for 
restitution. Said R. Eliezer ben Jacob to the latter: ” What 
benefit does a man derive from eating leaven on Passover?” 
(and he answered in the same manner as R. Johanan answered 

* The sages do not concur in this opinion of R. Nehunia where the punishment 
of Kareth is incurred. 
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R. Aqiba. Whereupon R. Eliezer ben Jacob made the same 
rejoinder as R. Aqiba to R. Johanan ben Nouri, and the con¬ 
clusion was, that) R. Eliezer Hasma said: “The priest can 
make use of such leavened heave-offering as food for his dog or 
as fuel for his stove/' 

Abayi said: “ R. Eliezer ben Jacob, R. Aqiba, and R. 
Johanan ben Nouri all agree, that no benefit may be derived 
from leaven on Passover, and R. Aqiba differs with R. Johanan 
ben Nouri only as follows: R. Aqiba holds, that restitution for 
holy things must be made in accordance with the value of the 
article consumed, while R. Johanan ben Nouri maintains, that 
restitution must be made in accordance with the quantity 
thereof/' Is this not self-evident ? We might assume, that 
their point of variance does not concern the value or the quan¬ 
tity of the article consumed, but whether any benefit may be 
derived from leaven on the Passover or not; hence we are told 
by Abayi that such is not the case. Whence does Abayi adduce 
that such is not the case ? Because otherwise R. Johanan ben 
Nouri would have answered R. Aqiba as R. Eliezer Hasma 
answered R. Eliezer ben Jacob. 

The master said: “ If leaven was set aside as heave-offering 
on Passover, all agree that it cannot be accounted heave-offer¬ 
ing/' Whence do we adduce this? Said R. Na’hman bar 
Itz’hak: “From the passage [Deut. xviii. 4]: ‘And the first 
shearing of thy sheep shalt thou give him / M Thus we see that 
it is written “ give him ," but not for fuel. 

R. Huna the son of R. Jehoshua objected: “We have 
learned, that heave-offering must not be set aside from unclean 
(grain) to serve for clean (grain), but if this was done uninten¬ 
tionally, the heave-offering is valid." Thus the heave-offering 
is nevertheless unclean and must not be eaten; still the priest 
may use it for fuel (and it is nevertheless valid ?). This presents 
no difficulty: In this latter instance the heave-offering at some 
time could have been eaten by the priest (when it was still 
clean), while in the case of leaven on Passover the priest never 
had an opportunity to use it for himself, but it could at any 
time only have been used as fuel. How should this be under¬ 
stood ? For instance, if the article whereof the heave-offering 
was to be set aside had become leavened while still growing. 

How is it, however, if the article had become leavened after 
it had been reaped ? Can it be accounted heave-offering ? R. 
Na’hman bar Itz’hak answered: “ Yea; ‘ This is the interpreta- 
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tion of the angels and this is the resolve of the Most High ' 
[Daniel iv. 21], and it is also decided in the colleges as I have 
said.” 

Subsequently, when R. Huna the son of R. Jehoshua came 
from Palestine, he gave as a reason why leaven set aside as 
heave-offering on Passover is not accounted heave-offering the 
following: “ It is written [Deut. xviii. 4]: ‘The first fruit of 
thy corn/ etc., which means that the first of fruit should be 
given to the priest and the remainder should be used by the 
donor; but when the remainder cannot be used, as was the case 
with leaven on Passover, the first cannot be given as heave¬ 
offering to the priest.” 

MISHNA: A person acquits himself of the duty (of eating 
unleavened bread) on Passover with the following articles: With 
cakes made of wheat, barley, spelt, rye, and oats; also with 
Demai (grain of which it is doubtful whether the legal dues had 
been separated), with first tithes of which the heave-offering had 
been taken, with the second tithes, and with consecrated things 
which have been redeemed. Priests (acquit themselves of the 
duty) with the first of the dough, with heave-offering, but not 
with (grain) which is still mixed (untithed), nor with the first 
tithes of which heave-offering has not yet been taken, nor with 
unredeemed second tithe and consecrated things not redeemed. 
Neither with cakes of thanksgiving-offering nor the thin cakes of 
the Nazarite’s offering, if they had prepared them for their own 
use; but if prepared for public sale, they may acquit themselves 
of the duty (of eating unleavened bread on Passover) therewith. 

GEMARA: We have leaned in a Boraitha: Spelt is consid¬ 
ered grain, and rye and oats are considered cereals. 

With the articles enumerated in the Mishna a person acquits 
himself of the duty, but not with rice or millet ? Whence do 
we know this ? R. Simeon ben Lakish and also the disciples of 
R. Ishmael said; and likewise the disciples of R. Eliezer ben 
Jacob taught: “It is written [Deut. xvi. 3]: ‘ Thou shalt not 
eat therewith any leavened bread. Seven days shalt thou eat 
therewith unleavened bread/ which signifies, that only such 
things should be used for unleavened bread which can become 
leavened; but rice and millet can never become leavened, only 
putrid.” Our Mishna is not in accordance with the opinion of 
R. Johanan ben Nouri, who said, that rice and millet are also 
grain, that they may become leavened, and that one may acquit 
himself of his duty therewith. 
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Rabba bar bar Hana said in the name of Resh Lakish: 
“ Dough which was kneaded with wine, oil, or honey, and 
becomes leavened, does not make the owner amenable to 
Kareth, if he had eaten it.” 

R. Papa and R. Huna the son of R. Jehoshua sate before 
R. Idi bar Abhin, and the latter was slumbering. Said R. 
Huna the son of R. Jehoshua to R. Papa: ” What reason did 
Resh Lakish have for his dictum ?” and he answered: “ Because 
the above passage [Deut. xvi. 3] implies, that only such things 
as can become leavened may be used for unleavened bread on 
Passover he holds that the dough in question being rich, and 
poor dough only being permissible for unleavened bread, it is 
not an offence punishable by Kareth to eat such (rich) dough.” 
In the meantime R. Idi awoke and said to them: ” Youngsters! 
Thus was the reason of Resh Lakish: ‘ The dough was made 
with juice of fruit and not with water, and juice of fruit cannot 
make dough leavened.' ” 

” Also with Denial." (The discussions concerning this 
citation of the Mishna occur many times in the Talmud and 
have been left in the Tract Berachoth (Benedictions), where 
they will appear once for all. See Tract Erubin, page 71.) 

” Priests—with the first of the dough." Is this not self-evi¬ 
dent ? We might assume that the unleavened bread for Pass- 
over must be valid for all alike, and as the first of the dough, 
etc., cannot be eaten except by priests only, they should not be 
used to discharge the obligation (mentioned); hence we are told 
by the Mishna that they may, because the verse reads Matzoth 
(the plural of Matzoh), implying that all kinds of Matzoth may 
be used. 

The rabbis taught : ” We might assume that a man may 
acquit himself of the duty of eating unleavened bread with 
grain of which all the legal dues had not yet been separated, 
f.i ., grain of which heave-offering had been separated but not 
the heave-offering of the first tithes or of which first tithes only 
had been taken, but not second tithes or even such of which 
only the tithes for the poor had not been taken; therefore the 
passage quoted states, that ‘ thou shalt not eat therewith any 
leavened bread: seven days shalt thou eat therewith unleavened 
bread ’; and this implies, that only such things should be 
eaten as would make one culpable if eaten in a leavened state 
only; but not such as would make a man culpable for other 


reasons. 
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What has become of the prohibition regarding the eating of 
leaven in that event? The rabbis are in accord with R. Simeon, 
who holds that a twofold prohibition cannot apply to one and 
the same thing, as we have learned in a Boraitha: ” R. Simeon 
said: One who eats carrion on the Day of Atonement is free of 
the sin of violating that day.” 

The rabbis taught: Shall we assume that a man may acquit 
himself of the duty of eating unleavened bread with the second 
tithes, which he had brought to Jerusalem ? Therefore it is 
written [Deut. xvi. 3], ” The bread of affliction,” which signi¬ 
fies, that only bread which can be eaten during affliction may be 
used; but second tithes, which must be eaten with joy (accord¬ 
ing to the passage [Deut. xxvi. 14], ” I have not eaten thereof 
in mourning”), cannot be used. So said R. Jose the Galilean. 
R. Aqiba, however, said: ” Because it is written Matzoth (the 
plural of Matzoh) and it is repeated several times, even second 
tithes are included.” Why, then, is it called bread of afflic¬ 
tion ? This implies, that the dough should not be kneaded with 
wine, oil, or honey. [What could R. Aqiba, however, say to 
the claim of R. Jose, that second tithes cannot be eaten as 
” bread of affliction ? R. Aqiba can say: Is it then written 
“ bread of affliction ” ? it is written ” poor bread.” *] 

Does R. Aqiba, then, hold that one cannot acquit himself of 
the duty with dough kneaded with wine, oil, or honey ? Have 
we not learned in a Boraitha: It is not lawful to knead dough in 
Passover with wine, oil, or honey, and if this was done, Rabbon 
Gamaliel decrees that it should be immediately burned; the 
sages, however, say, that it may be eaten. R. Aqiba, comment¬ 
ing thereon, said: ” At one time I took my Sabbath-rest in the 
house of R. Eliezer, and R. Jehoshua and I kneaded them dough 
with wine, oil, and honey, and they did not object?” [Al¬ 
though (according to Rabbon Gamaliel) this must not be done, 
if it was done, cold water may be poured on on the festival, in 
order to keep it from becoming leavened, and the sages said: 
” Such dough as may be kneaded may also be kept from becom¬ 
ing leavened by pouring water thereon on a festival; but such as 
must not be kneaded must also not be kept from becoming 
leavened in the manner described. All agree, however, that on 
Passover dough must not be kneaded with tepid water?”] 

* The difference between the two is as follows : The Hebrew term for affliction 
is Oni, written Ayni, Nun, Vav, Iod ; and the term for “ poor ” is also Oni, but is 
written Ayni, Nun, Iod, and in the verse it is spelled in the latter manner. 
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This presents no difficulty. On the first day of the Passover 
one cannot acquit himself of the duty of eating unleavened 
bread with dough kneaded with wine, oil, or honey; but on the 
remaining days such dough may be used, as was told by R. 
Jehoshua to his children: ‘‘On the first day (of Passover) ye 
shall not knead the dough for the unleavened bread with milk; 
but on the remaining days ye may do so.” (It is allowed to 
knead dough with milk, according to the opinion of Rabhina, 
providing it is made so that it can be distinguished from the 
other.) 

The rabbis taught: Shall we assume that a man may acquit 
himself of the duty of eating unleavened bread with firstfruits* 
(brought as a meat-offering on Pentecost) ? To that end it is 
written [Exod. xii. 20]: “ In all your habitations shall ye eat 
unleavened bread,” which signifies, that only such things as 
may be eaten in all your habitations may be used for the acquit¬ 
tal of the duty of eating unleavened bread, but such things as 
can be eaten only in Jerusalem, as is the case with the firstfruits, 
cannot serve for that purpose. Such is the dictum of R. Jose 
the Galilean. R. Aqiba, however, says, that the reason first- 
fruits cannot serve the purpose is because as the unleavened 
bread is put on a par with the bitter herbs which cannot be taken 
from the firstfruits (as no firstfruits were taken from herbs); 
hence the unleavened bread also cannot be taken from the first- 
fruits. Lest it might be said, on the other hand, that as the 
bitter herbs are prepared from articles of which kind no first- 
fruits can be brought, leavened bread which would serve for the 
acquittal of the obligation should be made only from material 
of a kind of which no firstfruits can be brought; but wheat and 
barley, of which firstfruits are brought, should be deemed unfit 
for such purpose; hence the passage repeats Matzoth (plural for 
Matzoh), which includes all kinds. If that term includes all 
kinds, why not also firstfruits ? R. Aqiba retracted his state¬ 
ment concerning the comparison between bitter herbs and 
unleavened bread, as we have learned in the following Boraitha: 
Shall we assume that a man may acquit himself of the duty of 
eating unleavened bread with firstfruits ? To that end it is writ¬ 
ten [Exod. xii. 20]: ” In all your habitations shall ye eat unleav¬ 
ened bread,” which signifies, that only such things as may be 
eaten in all your habitations may be used for the acquittal of the 


* Vide Leviticus ii. 12-14. 
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duty of eating unleavened bread, but such things as are eaten 
only in Jerusalem, as is the case with firstfruits, cannot serve 
the purpose. Accordingly, it might also be presumed that 
unleavened bread should not be made with second tithes, which 
should also be eaten in Jerusalem: therefore Matzoth is repeated 
several times in the passage and made to include even second 
tithes. If this be so, why are firstfruits excluded, while second 
tithes are included ? We include second tithes because they 
may be eaten under certain circumstances in any place, as R. 
Elazar stated: When second tithe becomes unclean even in 
Jerusalem, it may be redeemed, and with the ransom-money 
things may be bought which can be eaten in anyplace whatever, 
and firstfruits which cannot be eaten outside of Jerusalem under 
any circumstances are excluded.” Who holds, then, that un¬ 
leavened bread may be made with second tithes ? R. Aqiba, 
and he excludes firstfruits by reason of the passage quoted 
[Exod. xii. 20], and not through comparison with bitter herbs. 
Thus we see that he retracts his former statement, as mentioned 
above. 

The rabbis taught: “It is written ‘bread of affliction’; 
hence pancakes (made of flour, boiling water, and oil) and large 
loaves cannot serve for the acquittal of the duty of eating un¬ 
leavened bread.” Shall we assume, then, that only coarse 
(barley) bread can serve that purpose ? Therefore Matzoth is 
repeated in order to add that any kind may be used, even such 
as were as fine as those used in the time of King Solomon. For 
what purpose, then, is it written “ bread of affliction ” ? In 
order to exclude the two kinds mentioned; and whence do we 
know that large loaves (called in Hebrew “ Ashishah ”) are con¬ 
sidered articles of value which cannot be called “ bread of afflic¬ 
tion ” ? From the passage [II Samuel vi. 19]: “ And he dealt 
out to all the people, to the whole multitude of Israel, to both 
men and women, to every person one cake of bread, and an 
Ashpar (good piece of flesh), and one Ashishah.” Said R. 
Hanan bar Abba, by an Ashpar is meant the sixth part of a 
young bullock and by an Ashishah is meant a loaf which was 
made of flour to the quantity of a sixth of an Ephah (a half- 
saah), and this is at variance with the opinion of Samuel, who 
maintains that an Ashishah is a flagon of wine; as it is written 
[Hosea iii. 1]: “ Who turn themselves after other gods, and love 
Ashishai (flagons of wine).” 

The rabbis taught: “ Thick loaves must not be baked on the 
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Passover. Such is the decree of the school of Shammai, but the 
school of Hillel permit this to be done.” How thick should 
they be ? Said R. Huna: ” One span, because the thickness of 
the showbreads was one span.” R. Joseph opposed this: How 
can Beth Hillel permit the loaves on Passover to be one span 
thick, for what have the showbreads in common with Passover 
loaves ? In the case of showbreads there were priests who were 
thoroughly competent for their work; but the Passover loaves 
are prepared by ordinary people. The showbreads were pre¬ 
pared with the utmost skill, and how can they be compared to 
ordinary loaves ? For the former dry wood only was used, while 
for the latter even damp wood is used ? The former were baked 
in a hot oven, while the latter are often baked in a cooler oven; 
for the baking of showbreads an iron stove was used, while for the 
Passover loaves an earthen oven was considered sufficient. Said 
R. Jeremiah bar Abba: I especially asked our Rabbi (meaning 
Rabh), and according to another version R. Jeremiah bar Abba 
said in the name of Rabh, who asked his (Rabh’s) master (who 
was R. Jehudah the Holy) concerning this question, and he 
answered: By “ thick loaves” is meant in reality a large quan¬ 
tity of dough, and the reason that this should not be baked on 
Passover is in order to prevent the preparation of bread on the 
festival for the coming week-days. Why does the Tana teach 
this with especial reference to Passover ? It applies to every 
other festival ? Because he was at the time teaching concerning 
the Passover. In another Boraitha we were distinctly taught, 
instead of ” on the Passover,” on a festival. 

The rabbis taught: ” One may acquit himself of the duty of 
eating unleavened bread on the Passover with coarse or fine 
bread, and even with cakes adorned with figures, although the 
sages said that it is not allowed to bake cakes adorned with fig¬ 
ures on Passover.” 

Said R. Jehudah: ” This question was propounded by Bai- 
thus ben Zunin to the sages: * Why is it not allowed to prepare 
figured cakes on Passover ? ’ and they answered: ‘ Because the 
woman in preparing them tarries over her work, and in the mean¬ 
time the dough becomes leavened.' Rejoined Baithus: ‘ Could 
she not impress the figures on the cakes with a press and thus 
facilitate the work ? ’ and the sages replied: ‘ In that event it 
would be said, that all figured cakes are prohibited, with the 
exception of those made by Baithus.’ ” 

Said R. Elazar bar Zadock: ” I once went with my father to 
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the house of Rabbon Gamaliel, and he was served with figured 
cakes on Passover. Afterwards I asked my father whether it 
was not a fact that the sages had prohibited the use of figured 
cakes on Passover, and he replied: 4 My son, only such as are 
made by ordinary people are prohibited, but not such as are pre¬ 
pared by bakers.* ” 

R. Jose said: “ If such cakes are made, they should be made 
as thin as wafers, but not as thick as loaves, because in the lat¬ 
ter event they might become leavened/’ 

R. Assi said: “ Dough of second tithe, according to R. Meir 
(who holds second tithe to be consecrated) is exempt from the 
obligation of first dough (due the priests); but according to the 
sages it is not. Unleavened bread baked from such dough 
cannot, according to R. Meir, serve for the acquittal of the obli¬ 
gation of eating unleavened bread on the Passover, while accord¬ 
ing to the sages it may. According to R. Meir the citron, which 
must be used on the first day of the Feast of Tabernacles,* 
must not be bought with the proceeds of second tithes, while 
according to the sages it may.” 

” Neither with cakes of thanksgiving-offering nor the thin 
cakes of the Nazarite's offering ;” etc. Whence do we adduce 
this ? Said Rabba: ” From the passage [Exod. xii. 17]: ‘ And 
ye shall observe the unleavened bread,’ which signifies, that 
only dough which is observed for unleavened bread may be 
used, but not such as is observed for any other purpose, as is 
the case with that of the thanksgiving-offering and the Nazarite’s 
offering.” 

R. Joseph, however, said: ” This may be inferred from this 
passage: 4 Seven days shall ye eat unleavened bread,’ which sig¬ 
nifies, that only such bread should be eaten as can be used for 
the entire seven days, but the thanksgiving and Nazarite offer¬ 
ing can only be eaten on one day and night.” 

There are two Boraithas, one of which bears out the dictum 
of Rabba, while the other bears out that of R. Joseph. 

Why are passages needed upon which to base the decree of 
the Mishna ? Is it not sufficient that the cakes of both offerings 
mentioned are made of rich dough (/. e ., with oil) ? Said Sam¬ 
uel bar Itz’hak: The quantity of oil mixed with the dough is so 
insignificant that it is not counted; for a quarter of a lug of oil 
is used for a great many cakes. Then let it be said that the rea- 


* See Leviticus xxiii. 40. 
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son why those cakes cannot be used is because they cannot 
be eaten anywhere except in Jerusalem? Said Resh Lakish : 
” From the Mishna itself, we can infer that these two offerings 
were eaten not alone in Jerusalem, but also in Nob and in 
Gib’an.” 

We have learned in a Boraitha: R. Ilayi said: I asked R. 
Elazar whether the two kinds of cakes mentioned could serve 
for the acquittal of the duty on Passover, and he answered that 
he had not heard whether they could or not. So I went out 
and asked R. Jehoshua, and he answered: ” It was decided, 
long ago, that such as were made for personal use could not, but 
those prepared for public sale could be used.” When I came 
back to R. Elazar and told him what R. Jehoshua had said, he 
replied: ” Is this (the result of) a covenant ? Was it so decreed 
to Moses on Sinai, that no reason should be given for the enact¬ 
ment ? ” 

What is truly the reason for this ordinance ? Said Rabba: 
” An article prepared for public sale is of a necessity made con¬ 
ditional; for the intention is, if the article is not sold, the maker 
will use it for himself.” 

MISHNA: The duty of eating bitter herbs on the Passover 
maybe acquitted with the following herbs: with lettuce, wild 
endive and garden endive,* * * § with Harhabinah,f with bitter cori¬ 
ander,^: and bitter herbs (horseradish), either fresh or in a dried 
state, but not if pickled, boiled, or cooked in any way; they 
may also be combined to the size of an olive, and the obligation 
is discharged if the stalks of them only had been used; also 
with Demai (when it is doubtful if they had been tithed), or 
such as are of the first tithe of which the heave-offering had 
been taken, or of the second tithe, or of redeemed consecrated 
things. 

GEMARA: The disciples of R. Samuel taught: ‘‘ The duty 
of eating bitter herbs may be acquitted with the following herbs: 
with lettuce, wild endive and garden endive, with Harhabinah 
and bitter coriander, with oleander § and Harginin and Hardafni | 


* Hebrew for endive is Thamchah. According to De Pomis, it is the Carduus 
marrbium" Others consider it to be the green tops of horseradish, 

f A species of nettle. Landau’s dictionary translates it Urtica. 

\ According to De Pomis, this should be the Laciitca agrestis (wild lettuce). 

§ Oleander is poisonous, but here a certain non-poisonous species is meant. 

1 In explanation of this word, see Hamashbir (Warsaw, 58), opposing the Aruch 
in this matter. 
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(kinds of herbs having a bitter taste).” R. Jehudah said: 
“ Also with lettuce of Julin and of Galin.” 

Likewise said R. Ilayi: “ I heard from R. Eliezer that (Akar- 
banin) hart's tongue ( scolopendrium ) maybe used, and I inquired 
among all his disciples, seeking one to corroborate his statement, 
but could not find one; and when I came to R. Eliezer ben 
Jacob, he admitted that R. Eliezer had made that statement.” 

R. Jehudah said: ” All herbs which when cut emit white juice 
may serve for the acquittal of the duty of eating bitter herbs on 
Passover,” and R. Johanan ben Berokah, that such as when cut 
should become a shade paler. Anonymous teachers, however, 
say that all bitter herbs emit white juice, and become a shade 
paler when cut. Said R. Johanan: “ From these teachings we 
can infer, that all the bitter herbs enumerated so far are juicy 
and when cut become a shade paler.” Said R. Huna: “The 
Halakha prevails according to the decree of the anonymous 
teachers.” 

Rabhina noticed that R. Aha the son of Rabha always 
endeavored to have a certain kind of bitter herbs (horseradish) 
on Passover. Said he to R. Aha: “It is thy opinion that this 
kind of herbs is to be desired because it is more bitter; but have 
we not learned in the Mishna, and also from the disciples of R. 
Samuel, that lettuce stands first, and R. Oshiya also said that 
lettuce was more preferable. Even Rabha said that lettuce is 
called Hassa (in Arabic), which signifies, ‘ God has mercy on us,' 
and R. Samuel ben Nahmeni said in the name of R. Jonathan: 
* Why are the Egyptians compared to bitter herbs ? Because, 
as the bitter herbs are first soft and then hard, so were also 
the Egyptians: at first they treated the Israelites with kindness 
and afterwards with harshness ? * ” Answered R. Aha the son of 
Rabha: “ I shall not do so any more.” 

R. Rehumi said to Abayi: “ Whence do we know that bitter 
herbs must be used ? The passage says ‘ Maror ’ (bitterness) ? 
Can this not refer to the gall of a Khuphia (a certain kind of 
fish)?” and he replied: “ We adduce this from the Matzoth. As 
Matzoth should be made of the fruit of the earth, so should also 
the bitterness be derived from the fruit of the earth.” “ Can¬ 
not this also refer to oleander (which is poisonous) ? ” queried R. 
Rehumi, and Abayi replied: “ Fruit of the earth is required, 
and not fruit of trees.” “ Cannot this also refer to Harzapha ?* ” 


* Probably myrrh, or Greek rtvperpov. 
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Answered Abayi: “ It must be equal to Matzoth in that it may 
be bought with the proceeds of second tithes, and Harzapha 
cannot be bought therewith, as it is not an edible article.” 

Said Rabba bar R. Hanin to Abayi: ” As it is written 
‘ Maror ' (bitterness), (one kind), why should the bitterest of all 
kind of herbs be used ? ” and Abayi replied: ” In one place it is 
also written * Merarim ’ [Numb. ix. u], which signifies more 
than one.” ” Perhaps it means but two kinds ? ” Said Abayi: 
“ As Matzoth may be of several different kinds, so the bitter 
herbs should be of several different kinds.” 

” Either fresh or in a dried state f etc. Said R. Hisda: 
“ This refers only to stalks of the herbs, but if leaves of the 
herbs are used they may only be fresh but not dried.” If the 
latter clause of the Mishna, however, refers to stalks, then 
should it not be assumed that the first clause refers to the 
leaves ? Nay; the Mishna merely explains that the stalks only 
may be used, fresh or dried. 

The rabbis taught: If the leaves are withered the duty of 
eating cannot be discharged therewith; but upon the authority 
of R. Eliezer ben Zadock it was said, that even herbs with 
withered leaves may be used. 

MISHNA: It is prohibited to soak bran on the Passover to 
feed fowls therewith; but it is permitted to pour boiling water 
on bran. A woman must not soak the bran which she takes 
with her to the bath, but must use it in a dry state for the pur¬ 
pose of rubbing her body therewith. A person must not mas¬ 
ticate grains of wheat to put it (as a poultice) on his wound, 
because they will become leavened. 

GEMARA: The rabbis taught: The following things can 
never become leavened: ” Baked, cooked, and scalded arti¬ 
cles.” Cooked articles do not become leavened; but can they 
not become leavened while being cooked ? Said R. Papa: ” By 
cooked articles is meant, articles which had previously been 
baked and then cooked.” 

We have learned in a Boraitha: ” If water drip on flour even 
all day long, the flour cannot become leavened.” Said R. 
Papa: ” This is the case only if the water drip drop by drop.” 

The disciples of R. Shila said: ” Vathka (a dish made of 
salt, meal, and oil) may be used on Passover.” Have we not 
learned that Vathka must not be used ? This presents no diffi¬ 
culty. Such as was made with water and salt must not be used, 
but Vathka made with oil and salt is permitted. 
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Mar Zutra said: “ The bottom of a cooking-pot must not 
be strewn with dry flour, lest it be not thoroughly cooked and 
become leavened/’ R. Joseph said: “ A man should not pour 
boiling water on two grains of wheat together, lest one become 
attached to the other and the water will not reach every particle 
of the grain, in which case it may become leavened/’ 

The rabbis taught: “It is not allowed to soak barley on 
Passover, but if it was soaked it is not to be used, only if the 
barley fall asunder, whereas if it remained whole it may be 
used.” Said R. Jose: “ Even if it be observed that they are 
about to fall asunder, it is permitted to pour vinegar on them, 
which will prevent their becoming leavened.” Said Samuel: 
“ The Halakha does not prevail according to R. Jose.” 

R. Hisda said in the name of MarUqba: “The Boraitha 
which states that if the barley fell asunder it must not be used 
means to say, that even if they had not yet fallen asunder, but 
would when taken out, they must also not be used,” and Sam¬ 
uel said: “ Nay; it distinctly means to say, only if they had 
already fallen asunder,” and so Samuel acted on one occasion in 
the village of Bar Hashu. 

Rabba said: “ A man who wishes to guard his soul (z.^., a 
very pious man) should not soak grain on Passover.” Why only 
a man who wishes to guard his soul ? Does not the Boraitha 
prohibit this to all alike ? Rabba means to say, that one who 
wishes to be pious should not even soak wheat, which is less 
liable to become leavened than barley. Said R. Na’hman: 
“ One who would obey the dictates of Abba (Rabba) will be 
compelled to eat mouldy bread; for at R. Huna’s house wheat 
was soaked, and also at the house of Rabha bar Abin,” and 
Rabha said: It is a duty to soak wheat, for it is written, “ Ye 
should observe the unleavened bread,” and if it be not soaked, 
what would there be observed ? Shall we say, the kneading' 
should be observed; did not R. Huna say, that even with unleav¬ 
ened dough of a Gentile the obligation of eating Matzoth may 
be discharged, providing a piece of unleavened bread of the size 
of an olive is eaten afterwards ? Thus we see that the piece of 
unleavened bread must be eaten afterwards and not first, because 
the Gentile’s dough was not originally intended to serve for 
Matzoth. If, therefore, the baking alone should be observed, 
the dough could be baked for the express purpose of using 
it as Matzoth; the same applies to kneading the dough; 
hence the observing of the unleavened bread must take place 
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before the dough is kneaded, i.e ., from the time the wheat is 
soaked. 

Whence do we know that the unleavened bread must be 
observed before being kneaded ? Did not R. Huna say that the 
dough of a Gentile may be used, and a piece of unleavened 
bread must be eaten afterwards only because the dough was not 
originally intended to serve as Matzoth, but if the dough was 
made by the Gentile especially for that purpose, would it not be 
sufficient to discharge the obligation of eating Matzoth there¬ 
with ? 

Notwithstanding the fact that Rabha’s assertion was thus 
refuted, he did not retract; for he said to the sheave-binders in 
the field: “ When ye bind the sheaves, bear in mind that they 
are intended for the preparation of Matzoth”; whence we see 
that he holds that the unleavened bread must be observed from 
beginning to end. 

The mother of Mar, the son of Rabhina, would buy her 
wheat for the Passover directly from the field. 

It happened that a ship with a cargo of wheat was sunk in 
the river of Hishta. So Rabha advised that the (recovered) 
wheat should be sold in small lots to Israelites, in order that 
they could consume it before the Passover set in. 

The rabbis taught: A cooking-pot must not be strewn with 
flour on Passover, and one who would do this should first strew 
the flour and then pour vinegar thereon, while according to 
others, the vinegar may be poured on first. Who is meant by 
the others ? Said R. Hisda: ‘‘ R. Jehudah, who holds (in Tract 
Sabbath), that on Sabbath spices may be put in all vessels or 
cooking utensils, except in such as contain vinegar, because vin¬ 
egar facilitates cooking/’ Ula, however, said that this must 
not be done under any circumstances, for concerning a Nazarite 
it is said: ‘‘Go away! go away! Do not draw nigh unto the 
boundaries of the vineyard (meaning: One should avoid even 
such things as might appear as prohibited, lest the prohibition 
itself be disregarded).” 

R. Papa permitted the bakers in the house of the Exilarch to 
strew a pot with dry flour, and Rabha would even strew his own 
pots with dry flour. 

MISHNA: It is unlawful to put flour in Harosoth (sauce)* 


* Presumably a mixture of almonds, vinegar, and spice, in which food was 
dipped by the ancients. 



6 4 


THE BABYLONIAN TALMUD. 


or in mustard, but if this be done, it should be immediately 
eaten. R. Meir, however, prohibits it. The Passover sacrifice 
must not be boiled in any liquid or in juice of fruit; but it is 
permitted to moisten it (after it has been roasted), or to dip it 
(in a liquid when eaten). Water used by a baker (to cool his 
hands while kneading the dough for Matzoth) must immediately 
be thrown away, because it becomes leaven. 

GEMARA: R. Kahana said: They differ only concerning 
mustard; but as for Harosoth (sauce), all agree that (if flour had 
been put into it) it must be burned. We have also learned to 
this effect in a Boraitha, viz.: “ Flour must not be put into 
Harosoth, and if this be done the same must be immediately 
burned; and if it be put in mustard, R. Meir holds that it must 
be immediately burned, while the sages hold that it should be 
immediately eaten. ” Said R. Huna the son of R. Jehudah in 
the name of R. Na’hman, quoting Samuel: “ The Halakha pre¬ 
vails according to the opinion of the sages.” 

Said R. Na’hman bar Itz’hak to him: “ Concerning what 
does master hold, that the Halakha prevails according to the 
opinion of the sages, Harosoth or only mustard?” and he 
answered: What is the difference?” Said R. Na’hman bar 

Itz'hak: “ What about the statement of R. Kahana (just 
quoted) ?” and he answered: “ I have not heard his statement 
nor does it concern me.” 

“The Passover sacrifice must not be boiled." The rabbis 
taught: It is written [Exod. xii. 9]: “Ye shall not eat of it 
raw (rare), nor in any wise sodden with water.” Hence we see 
that it must not be boiled in water; but whence do we know 
that it must not be boiled in any other liquid ? Say, that it is 
an a fortiori conclusion, for, whereas it must not be boiled in 
water, which does not interfere with its taste, it should not so 
much the more be boiled in any other liquid which might affect 
its taste. 

Rabbi, however, said: “We infer this from the fact that 
it is written, ‘ nor in any wise sodden with water, ’ which signi¬ 
fies, that it must not be boiled in any liquid.” Wherein do 
Rabbi and the rabbis differ ? In a case of where the sacrifice 
i-s cooked in a pot without water. According to the rabbis it 
may be cooked in that manner, because no water is used nor is 
its taste affected, while Rabbi holds that it must not be cooked 
“ in any wise. ” 

What definition do the rabbis attribute to the passage “ in 
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any wise ” ? They explain according to the following Boraitha: 
” If a person boiled (the Passover sacrifice) and then roasted it, 
or first roasted and then boiled it, he is culpable.” In the 
former case it is correct to hold the man culpable; but in the 
latter, if he had already roasted, what difference does it make 
if it was subsequently boiled ? This is not allowed, because it is 
written, ” nor in any wise sodden with water.” 

The rabbis taught: Shall we assume, that a man would be 
culpable if he had boiled the sacrifice even after it had been 
thoroughly roasted ? Therefore it is written: ” Ye shall not eat 
of it raw (rare), nor in any wise sodden with water.” If it was 
rare and then sodden in water it makes a man culpable; but if 
it was thoroughly roasted, it does not. What is meant by thor¬ 
oughly roasted ? Said R. Ashi: ” If it was roasted brown.” 

The rabbis taught: We might assume, that if a man ate a 
raw piece of the Passover sacrifice of the size of an olive, he is 
culpable; therefore it is written: ” raw, nor in any wise sodden 
with water; ” but if not sodden with water, it does not make a 
man culpable. Shall we assume, then, that it may be eaten raw 
to commence with? To that end it is written [ibid., ibid.]: 
” but roasted by the fire.” What is meant by raw (rare) ? Said 
Rabh: ” That is what the Persians call * Abarnim ’ (rare).” 

R. Hisda said: “ If a thing is cooked on the Sabbath in the 
hot waters of Tiberias it does not constitute a culpable act; 
but it is a culpable act to cook the Passover-sacrifice therein.” 
What is meant by the word ” culpable ” in this connection ? 
Said R. Hyya bar R. Nathan: R. Hisda plainly said: Not cul¬ 
pable (for stripes) but guilty of transgressing the ordinance con¬ 
cerning ” roasted by the fire.” 

Abayi said: “ If a man eats the Passover-sacrifice raw (rare) 
he is amenable to a double punishment by stripes, the same as 
if he eats it cooked, and if he eats it cooked and raw he is ame¬ 
nable to a triple punishment by stripes, because he transgresses 
two distinct commandments, viz.: ‘ Ye shall not eat it raw ’ and 
‘ but roasted by the fire/ ” Rabha, however, said: ” For the 
violation of a negative commandment, which is derived from a 
positive regulation, no stripes should be inflicted. ”* 


* Of the two statements in this paragraph, in the old edition the former is 
attributed to Rabha, while the latter is credited to Abayi ; but the latter statement 
always appears in other portions of the Talmud as the opinion of Rabha ; hence we 
have exchanged the places of the two names. In this we are borne out also by R. 
Joseph Karo in his commentary entitled “ Keseph Mishna.” 
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The rabbis taught: If a man had eaten part of the sacrifice 
of the size of an olive, raw, while it was yet day on the eve of 
Passover, he is not culpable, but if it had already become dark, 
he is guilty. If he had eaten a part of the sacrifice of the size 
of an olive, roasted, while it was yet day, he did not exclude 
himself from the company with whom he had combined for the 
sacrifice. If he had eaten the same, however, when it had 
become dark, he did exclude himself from the others. 

The rabbis taught: “If he had eaten a roasted piece of the 
sacrifice while it was yet day on the eve of Passover, and a piece 
the size of an olive, raw, when it was already become dusk, he 
is culpable for both acts; because the roasted is held to be equal 
to the raw {i.e. y as he may eat the roasted only at night, he must 
not eat it during the day).” It is right, the act of eating a raw 
piece of the sacrifice is a culpable one, for the reason that it is 
expressly written: “Ye shall not eat it raw”; but as for the 
roasted sacrifice, it is written: “ Ye shall eat it only at night,” 
and from this it may be inferred that it should not be eaten 
during the day; hence it is a negative commandment derived 
from a positive, and it is known that the violation of such a com¬ 
mandment is only equal to the violation of a positive command¬ 
ment ? Said R. Hisda: “ This is in accordance with the opin¬ 
ion of R. Jehudah, who maintains that even for the violation of 
such a commandment, punishment may be inflicted.* 

* ‘ Water used by a baker must immediately be thrown away , 
etc. In one Boraitha we have learned, that the water must be 
thrown where it will run down, but not in a pit, where it will 
accumulate; while in another Boraitha we have learned, that it 
may even be poured into a pit. This presents no difficulty. 
The former Boraitha treats of a case where there is a large quan¬ 
tity of water, while the latter treats of a small quantity which 
is absorbed by the soil of the pit. 

R. Jehudah said: A woman should not knead dough (on 
Passover) except with water “ Shelanu.” t R. Mathna repeated 
the same words in Papunia. On the morrow, all of the inhab¬ 
itants came to him with jugs in their hands and begged him 
for water (thinking that the word “Shelanu” meant “our” 
and that he had the necessary water), whereupon he answered 

* This will be explained in Tract Tamurah, Chap. I. 

f “ Shelanu” has a twofold meaning. The more general definition is “ our” or 
“ of us,” and the other, which is more seldom used, is “ which has remained over 
night.” See Appendix at the end of this Tract. 
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them: “ I meant with water that had remained over night 
(debithu).” 

Rabh preached: “ A woman should not knead her dough in 
the glare of the sun, nor with water that had been heated by 
the sun. Also not with water that had been left over in a 
Muliar (teakettle), and should not remove her hands in general 
from the oven, until her bread is baked. She also requires two 
vessels filled with water. One to cool off her hands when knead¬ 
ing and the other to moisten her dough before putting it into 
the oven.” 

The schoolmen propounded a question: “ What is the law if 
a woman did knead her dough with such water (as thou hast pro¬ 
hibited) ? ” Said Mar Zutra: “ The bread will be lawful,” while 
R. Ashi maintained that “ it will not be fit for use.” Said Mar 
Zutra: “ Whence do I adduce my opinion ? From the previous 
Boraitha, which teaches that, while it is not allowed to soak 
grain in water, if this was done, it does not make a man culpable 
unless the grain fell asunder,” and R. Ashi replied: “Are all 
threads woven in the same (woof) ? Where this was explicitly 
taught, it remains so, but where it was not taught, it is not so.” 


CHAPTER III. 


REGULATIONS CONCERNING ARTICLES WHICH CAUSE TRANSGRESSION 
OF THE LAW PROHIBITING LEAVEN TO BE SEEN OR FOUND IN 
THE HOUSE OF AN ISRAELITE. 

MISHNA: The law (prohibiting leaven to be seen or found 
in the house) on Passover is transgressed by the following arti¬ 
cles: Babylonian Kuthach,* * * § Median beer (made of wheat or 
barley), Edomite vinegar (made by the fermentation of barley 
and wine), Egyptian zeethum,f the dough of bran used by 
dyers, the dough used by cooks, $ and the paste used by scribes 
(to paste the sheets of paper together). R. Eliezer says, also 
the ornaments used by women. This is the general rule: What 
is composed of any kind of grain can cause a transgression of 
the law of Passover, and they that become guilty of such a 
transgression incur the penalty attached to the transgression of 
a negative commandment § (i.c., a commandment commencing 
with “ thou shalt not ”); but not the penalty of Kareth (being 
cut off). 

GEMARA: The rabbis taught: “ Three things were said in 
reference to Babylonian Kuthach: It depresses the heart, blinds 
the eyes, and makes the body lean. It depresses the heart on 
account of the whey contained therein, it blinds the eyes on 
account of the salt, and makes the body lean on account of the 
mould (on the bread)/’ 

They also taught the three things which cause much waste 
(in Tract Erubin, page 171). 

They also taught: “ Three things lessen waste, make the 
body erect, and increase the light of the eyes, and they are: 
Bread made of fine meal, fat flesh of a virgin she-goat, and 


* This is explained to be a mixture of mouldy bread with milk and salt, used as 
a sauce for food. 

f According to the Talmud, this is a mixture of barley, salt, and wild saffron, 
while according to Pliny, who calls it “ zythum,” it is a medicine of Egyptian origin. 

% A dough used to attract the impurities in a pot where food is boiling. 

§ The penalty for such transgression is chastisement with thirty-nine stripes. 
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three-year-old wine. As a general thing, all things that are good 
for the eyes affect the heart and other parts of the body, 
while those that are good for the heart affect the eyes, excepting 
moist ginger* and pepper-pods and the three things mentioned 
above/’ 

Median beer and Edomite vinegar are prohibited, because 
they are both made of barley. 

What is Egyptian zeethum ? R. Joseph taught: ” A mix¬ 
ture of equal parts of barley, salt, and wild saffron,” but R. 
Papa substitutes wheat for barley. The ingredients of this mix¬ 
ture are soaked, then parched over the fire, and afterwards 
ground. (When the liquid is fermented) it is usually drunk from 
Passover to Pentecost. One who is constipated is relieved 
thereby, and diarrhoea is stopped. For a sick person or a preg¬ 
nant woman it is a dangerous beverage. 

” The dough of bran used by dyers ,” etc. This was explained 
to mean water of bran used to remove spots on the chest. 
(This is according to the explanation of Rashi in Tract Chulin 
and of Maimonides.) 

” The dough used by cooks f etc. This is explained to mean 
dough made of grain which had only been one-third mature, and 
when kneaded into dough and placed over a boiling pot of vic¬ 
tuals would attract all the impurities in the pot. 

“ Paste used by scribes.” This was explained to mean glue; 
but R. Shimi of Huzana said, that this is a cosmetic used by 
the daughters of rich men for the hair, and the reason it is 
called “ paste used by scribes” is, because the rich women 
would leave it for the use of the daughters of the poor scribes, 
and he does not concur in the opinion that it means glue, be¬ 
cause it would in that event be called ” paste used by shoe¬ 
makers.” Said R. Oshiya: “ It is glue, and the reason it is 
called ‘ past used by scribes ’ is because scribes also paste their 
sheets together therewith.” 

” P. Eliezer says also ornaments of women.” What connec¬ 
tion have ornaments with the Passover ? Read instead of orna¬ 
ments, paste used by women to adorn themselves, as R. Jehu- 
dah said in the name of Rabh: The daughters of Israel who 
have not yet attained the age of puberty, but have all the signs 
thereof, are ashamed in consequence, and the poor conceal those 


* The Hebrew term which we render with ginger is Zangbila, and according to 
other versions it is supposed to be sandal-wood. 
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signs with chalk, the rich with fine meal, and daughters of 
princes with oil of myrrh, as is written in Esther ii. 12. 

This is the general ride,” etc. Said R. Jehoshua: If the 
general rule was made that all things which are composed of any 
kind of grain cause a transgression of the law of Passover, what 
need was there of enumerating all the articles mentioned in the 
Mishna ? This was done in order to acquaint the people with 
the names of those articles in order that they might not commit 
an error, as it happened that a Palestinian came to Babylon, and 
having some meat in his possession asked for something to eat 
with the meat. He heard his host order that he be given Kut- 
hach, and having heard the name Kuthach he refused to accept 
it. 

They that become guilty , etc., incur the penalty attached to the 
transgression of a negative commandment . Who is the Tana who 
holds that suitable leaven combined with other ingredients, and 
unfit leaven by itself, also comes under the prohibition of the 
negative commandment ? R. Jehudah said in the name of 
Rabh: “ That is R. Meir,” and R. Na’hman said: “ It is R. 
Eliezer,” as we have learned in a Boraitha: “ For the transgres¬ 
sion of the law with leaven of suitable grain the penalty is 
Kareth; but if combined with other ingredients the penalty is 
that attached to the transgression of a negative commandment. 
Such is the decree of R. Ehezer; the sages, however, maintain 
that with leaven proper the penalty is Kareth; but if combined 
with other ingredients no penalty whatever is incurred.” Now, 
if R. Eliezer holds that the penalty for using leaven combined 
with other ingredients is the same as that attached to the trans¬ 
gression of a negative commandment, so much the more would 
the use of leaven itself, even if it be unfit, make one incur the 
same penalty. 

We have learned a Boraitha in accordance with R. Jehudah: 
It is written [Exod. xii. 20]: “ Nothing that is leavened shall ye 
eat,” which means to include Babylonian Kuthach, Median beer, 
Egyptian zeethum, and Edomite vinegar. Shall we assume that 
these articles, if used, would make a man incur the penalty of 
Kareth ? To that end it is written [ibid. 15] : ” Whosoever eat- 
eth leavened bread, that soul shall be cut off,” whence we infer, 
that only one who eats leavened bread made of suitable grain 
incurs the penalty of Kareth; but one who eats such as is com¬ 
bined with other ingredients only incurs the penalty attached to 
the transgression of a negative commandment. Now, then, who 
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is the Tana who holds that the use of leaven combined with 
other ingredients make one incur the penalty attached to the 
transgression of a negative commandment ? R. Eliezer; but we 
do not learn that he classes unfit leaven in the same category as 
that of mixed leaven, and for the simple reason that he does not 
consider the use of unfit leaven a violation of the law. (Hence 
the Tana who also holds the use of unfit leaven to constitute a 
transgression of the law is R. Meir.) 

Whence does R. Eliezer adduce that the use of leaven com¬ 
bined with the other ingredients constitutes a transgression of 
the law ? From the passage, “ Nothing that is leavened shall 
ye eat,” and he means to say that ” nothing” includes also 
leaven combined with the ingredients. How will he explain the 
“ whosoever ” * in the other passage [Exod. xii. 15]? That 
includes women, who must also not eat leavened bread on 
Passover. 

Did not R. Jehudah in the* name of Rabh say, that women 
are held to be equal to men as far as all prohibitory laws are 
concerned, on account of the passage [Numbers v. 6]: ” If any 
man or woman commit any sin ”? In this case a special passage 
prohibiting the eating of leavened bread by women is essential, 
for the following reason: The negative commandment prohibit¬ 
ing the eating of leavened bread and the positive ordaining the 
eating of unleavened bread [Deut. xvi. 3] being written together, 
we might assume that only those who are obliged to eat Mat- 
zoth must not eat Chometz; and as the women are not obliged 
to eat Matzoth, because the positive commandment ordaining 
the eating of Matzoth is dependent upon the time,f we might 
assume that women may eat Chometz; hence we are told by 
the passage, ” Whosoever eateth leavened bread, etc., shall be 
cut off.” 

Now, if we have arrived at the conclusion that women must 
not eat Chometz, we may add, that they are also obliged to eat 
Matzoth, and this is in accordance with the opinion of R. 
Eliezer, who said, that women are biblically obliged to eat 
Matzoth; because the negative and positive commandments are 
consequent one upon the other, I say, that as they must observe 


* Both passages quoted contain the word “ Kol,” Hebrew for “ all”; and the 
passages should read: “All that is leavened shall ye not eat” and “ All who eat 
leavened bread shall be cut off,” etc. Hence the analogous comparison made in the 
above paragraph, 
f Vide page 71. 
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the negative commandment prohibiting the eating of Chometz, 
so must they also observe the positive commandment ordaining 
the eating of Matzoth. 

Why is it adduced that the “ all ” (Kol) in the passage means 
to include women and to exclude leaven combined with other 
ingredients ? Say, that the “ all also means to include leaven 
combined with other ingredients. Common sense precludes this 
supposition ; because the passage refers to those who had eaten; 
hence if anything should be included, it must be that which is 
also capable of being eaten, but not things that are eaten, as 
leaven combined with other ingredients. 

MISHNA: Should there be any dough in the (holes or) 
crevices of a kneading-trough, and there is as much as the size 
of an olive in any one place, it must be removed immediately; 
but if there be less than that quantity in any one place, it may 
be considered as not in existence, being so inconsiderable. 
Thus it is also with respect to defilement: If the owner, how¬ 
ever, be particular about the dough, it constitutes an interven¬ 
tion (between the trough and possible defilement, and the trough 
is not rendered defiled); but if it is desired to leave the dough 
in the trough, it should be considered as an integral part of the 
trough. 

GEMARA: “ If there be less thci 7 i that quantity," etc. Said 
R. Jehudah in the name of Samuel: ‘‘This applies to a case 
where the dough was placed in the crevice of the trough in 
order to strengthen the trough; but if it is not there for that 
purpose it must be forthwith removed.’' Whence we infer, that 
even if there was a piece of the size of an olive in the crevice of 
a trough for the purpose of strengthening it, it must also be 
removed. We have learned to this effect in a Boraitha: 

Dough which was placed in the crevices of a kneading- 
trough for the purpose of strengthening it does not constitute 
an intervention to defilement nor a transgression of the law of 
Passover; but if it be found in places where it was not necessary, 
in order to make the trough firmer, it does constitute an inter¬ 
vention and does cause a transgression of the law. All this is 
said of dough which was less than the size of an olive; but if it 
was of that size, even if it was used to make the trough firmer, 
it must forthwith be removed. 

Said R. Na’hman in the name of Samuel: “ If there were 
two pieces of dough each the size of half an olive in the trough 
and happened to be connected with a thread, they are considered 
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as a whole olive, provided when the thread is lifted both pieces 
are carried with it, otherwise they are not and may remain in 
the trough.” Said Ula: “ This applies to dough situated in the 
trough; but if the two pieces were not in a trough but in the 
house, and being connected by a thread would not be carried 
with the thread, if lifted, they must nevertheless forthwith be 
removed, lest they in some manner become joined and there will 
be leaven in the house to the size of an olive.” 

The rabbis taught: If bread had become mouldy and while 
unfit for a human being could be eaten by a dog, it is subject 
to defilement as long as it is of the size of an egg, and may be 
burned together with unclean things on Passover, even though 
it be itself clean (heave-offering). Upon the authority of R. 
Nathan it was said, however, that not being fit for a human being 
it cannot be subject to defilement. 

The rabbis taught: If in a trough of the tanners flour had 
been put within the three days preceding the Passover, it should 
be removed ; but if it had been placed prior to that time, it 
need not be removed. This is said of a case where no skins had 
been placed in the trough by the tanner; but if this had been 
done, even flour placed in the trough during the three days need 
not be removed. Said Rabha: ” The Halakha prevails accord¬ 
ing to R. Nathan, and even if the flour was put in one day, yea, 
even one hour before Passover, it need not be removed.” 

” If the ozvner , however , be particular about the dough f etc. 
How can defilement be compared to the laws of Passover. 
Concerning the latter it depends entirely upon the size, while as 
for the former, it depends upon whether the owner is particular 
about it or not ? Said R. Papa: The Mishna should be ex¬ 
plained thus: ” So it is also with respect to defilement on Pass- 
over , if it be of the size prescribed on that festival; and ‘ if the 
owner be particular/ etc., refers to any other time of the year.” 
How should this be understood ? In this wise: If a reptile con¬ 
taminated such dough on the Passover, and the dough, being of 
the size of an olive, is for the time being a prohibited thing; 
hence it serves as an intervention between the uncleanness (of 
the reptile) and the trough; but at any other time it depends 
whether the owner is particular about it or not. If he is, it 
proves an intervention; but if he intends to leave it in the 
trough, it does not. 

MISHNA: Dull dough (which does not exhibit any signs of 
having risen) must not be used, if another dough which had been 
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kneaded at the same time and was of equal size and quality had 
already become leavened. 

GEMARA: How is it if there is no other dough on hand 
(with which to compare the dull dough) ? Said R. Abuhai in 
the name of Resh Lakish: “ If it had lain the length of time it 
is required to walk from the tower of Nunia to Tiberias/' which 
is a mile. 

MISHNA: How can the first of the dough (due the priest) 
be separated on the Passover when it had become unclean ? R. 
Eliezer says: ‘ ‘ It should only be named after it had been baked. ’ ’ 
Ben Bathyra says, however, “ It should be put in cold water.” 
Said R. Jehudah to him: “ This is not the leaven concerning 
which it is written, ‘ It shall not be seen nor found in thy house.' 
Therefore it may be separated, and left lying until evening, 
regardless of whether it become leavened or not.” 

GEMARA: It was taught: He who bakes on a festival for 
the coming week-days, R. Hisda says, incurs the penalty of 
stripes; but Rabba says, that he does not. R. Hisda says, 
that he incurs that penalty because he does not admit of the 
supposition that, had the man called guests, he could have con¬ 
sumed the entire quantity baked, while Rabba holds, that because 
this could have been done (whether it was done or not) the man 
is not culpable. 

Said Rabba to R. Hisda: ” If thou dost not admit of this 
supposition, how then can it be allowed to cook on a festival for 
the Sabbath?” and R. Hisda answered: “By means of the 
Erub of cooked things.”* ” May, then, a biblical prohibition 
be disregarded even by means of such an Erub?” queried 
Rabba, and R. Hisda replied: “ Cooking on a festival for the 
Sabbath is, according to biblical law, permissible, and the sages 
only prohibited it as a precautionary measure, lest some people 
would cook on a festival for week-days. Hence an Erub of 
cooked things is a sign that this must not be done.” 

Rabba objected: ” We have learned: ‘ An animal which is 
supposed to be in danger of dying must not be slaughtered on a 
festival, unless there will be sufficient time after the slaughter¬ 
ing to roast and eat a piece of the size of an olive.' Thus we 
see, that there must be sufficient time to roast and eat a piece 
of that size, even if the man have no desire to eat it. According 
to my opinion, from the fact that I admit of the supposition 


* See introduction to Tract Erubin. 
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that he could eat it, the man is allowed to slaughter the animal; 
but according to thy opinion, if thou dost not admit of such a 
supposition, how can the man be allowed to slaughter the dying 
animal ?” R. Hisda replied: “ In this case, where a pecuniary 
injury would have resulted, the prohibition was removed,’’ and 
Rabba rejoined: “Will, then, a biblical prohibition be disre¬ 
garded on account of a pecuniary injury ?” “ Yea,” answered 

R. Hisda;” on account of such pecuniary injury the man would 
make up his mind to eat a piece of that animal of the size of an 
olive, and as he cannot do this unless the animal is ritually 
slaughtered, it is permitted to slaughter it.” 

Said Rami bar Hama: “ The same point of difference as was 
quoted between R. Hisda and Rabba exists between R. Eliezer 
and R. Jehoshua. R. Eliezer admits of the supposition (that a 
certain act was done whether it was done or not); therefore he 
decrees, that the dough should first be baked and then named; 
because he holds that while the man is baking for himself he can 
bake for another also. R. Jehoshua does not admit of such a 
supposition and hence decrees, that the first of the dough should 
be separated before baking.” 

Rejoined R. Papa: “(How canst thou say of a certainty 
that R. Eliezer and R. Jehoshua differ concerning this supposi¬ 
tion ?) Perhaps R. Eliezer only admits of the supposition in a 
case of where a man, when baking each loaf of bread, may do 
so for himself alone (and afterwards separate a piece of a loaf 
as the legal first dough for all, which would not involve much 
labor); but as for the instance cited in the controversy between 
R. Hisda and Rabba, where it was an impossibility to consume 
the bread baked on a festival for the week-days without calling 
guests, and the supposition is, that guests were called, it may 
be that R. Eliezer in that case does not admit of such a suppo¬ 
sition.” Said R. Shesha the son of R. Idi: “ Perhaps the argu¬ 
ment may be reversed, namely: 4 In the case of loaves subject 
to the legal first of the dough, where it is a certainty that one 
of the loaves must not be used by the owner nor by anybody 
else, R. Jehoshua does not admit of the supposition, whereas 
in the point of controversy between R. Hisda and Rabba, where 
all the loaves baked may be eaten, if not by the man himself by 
guests, R. Jehoshua may admit of the supposition (that guests 
were called).’ ” 

The sages related the above to R. Jeremiah and R. Zera. 
R. Jeremiah accepted (the view of Rami bar Hama); but R. 
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Zera would not. Said R. Jeremiah to the latter: " Should the 
decision of a question which for such a length of time remained 
unanswered and was finally decided by so great a man as Rami 
bar Hama, not be accepted by us?” and he answered: How 
can I accept it ? Have we not learned in a Boraitha that R. 
Jehoshua said to R. Eliezer: " According to thy decree permit¬ 
ting the baking of the dough and the subsequent naming thereof, 
would the man not be culpable of transgressing the law con¬ 
tained in the passage [Exod. xii. 16], * No manner of work shall 
be done on them (the festival-days)/ and R. Eliezer did not 
reply. Should he not have said: * My reason is based upon 
" supposition ” ’ ?” Rejoined R. Jeremiah: " And according 
to thy opinon, does the teaching in another Boraitha, that R. 
Eliezer said to R. Jehoshua: Will not, according to thy decree, 
a man be culpable for the transgression of the law, ' It shall not 
be seen nor found in thy house/ and the failure of R. Jehoshua 
to answer, prove that he could make no reply to the query ? Is 
it not answered in the Mishna by' this is not the leaven referred 
to by that passage ’ ? Hence the former Boraitha brings only 
the question, but not the answer, and the answer may be found 
elsewhere. 

We have learned in a Boraitha: Rabbi said: " The Halakha 
prevails according to R. Eliezer,” and R. Itz'hak said: "The 
Halakha prevails according to Ben Bathyra.” 

How much must the quantity of the dough under discussion 
be ? Said R. Ishmael the son of R. Johanan ben Berokah: " If 
made of wheat it must be two Kabh, but if made of barley 
three Kabh.” Did we not learn in another Boraitha that the 
same R. Ishmael said: " If made of wheat, three Kabh, and if 
made of barley four ? ” This presents no difficulty. One Bo¬ 
raitha treats of good grain and the other of poor grain. 

Rabh said: "The measure of dough to be prepared on 
Passover is a Kabh as used in Lugan, and the same measure 
applies to a dough of which legal first must be acquitted (to the 
priests).” 

Have we not learned in a Mishna, however, that a trifle over 
five quarters of meal (equal to five lugs as used in Sepphoris and 
to seven lugs and a trifle over as used in the desert, which in 
turn equalled an Omer) are subject to the first of the dough ? 
A Kabh of Lugan contains about the same quantity. 

Said R. Joseph: " Our wives bake bread in small quantities 
on the Passover, not over three lugs of meal at a time,” and 
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Abayi remarked: ” Thou wouldst suppose that they do this in 
order to observe the more rigorous interpretation of the Pass- 
over law? However, a more lenient ordinance is thereby ob¬ 
served, namely: They thus become exempt from the duty of 
acquitting the first of the dough,” and R. Joseph replied: 

Nay; they do this in accordance with the opinion of R. 
Eliezer, who said in a Mishna elsewhere, that the basket wherein 
the loaves are deposited combine the quantities, and they acquit 
themselves of the duty of the first of the dough from the com¬ 
bined quantity of loaves, and R. Jehudah said in the name of 
Samuel, that the Halakha prevails according to R. Eliezer.” 

MISHNA: Rabbon Gamaliel says: ” Three women may 
knead dough on the Passover at the same time and bake it in 
the same oven, one after the other ” ; but the sages say: “ Three 
women may occupy themselves with their dough, but in the 
following manner: one should knead the dough, another form it, 
and the third bake it.” R. Aqiba said: ” Not all women, nor 
all wood, nor all ovens are alike.” This is the rule: as soon as 
the dough rises, let the woman plunge her hand in cold water 
(in order to moisten the dough). 

GEMARA: The rabbis taught: The same woman who 
kneads should also moisten the dough, and the one next to her 
should then take up the kneading; while the former is baking 
the latter should moisten the dough, and the third woman 
should take up kneading. Thus the first woman will commence 
kneading while the last is moistening the dough, and so on in 
rotation. The principle thereof is, that so long as the dough is 
being handled it does not become leavened. 

” R. Aqiba says," etc. We have learned in a Boraitha: ” R. 
Aqiba said: I argued thus before Rabbon Gamaliel: * Let our 
Master teach us whether skilled or inexperienced women are 
meant; whether dry or damp wood is spoken of; whether a 
heated or a cooled stove is under consideration/ and he an¬ 
swered: 4 We need only follow the teachings of the sages (and 
not concern ourselves as to details), but this bear in mind as the 
rule: As soon as the dough rises, let the woman moisten the 
dough/ ” 

MISPINA: Dough which commences to become leavened 
must be burned; but the person who had eaten it does not incur 
the penalty of Kareth (being cut off). Dough which becomes 
riven must be burned, and whosoever eats it incurs the penalty 
of Kareth. When is a dough considered as about to become 


78 


THE BABYLONIAN TALMUD. 


leavened ? When small rents can be observed, standing apart 
in different directions like the feelers of locusts. When is a 
dough to be considered riven ? When the rents cross each 
other; such is the dictum of R. Jehudah, but the sages say: 
Whoever eats either kind of dough incurs the penalty of Kareth. 
When is a dough considered about to become leavened ? When 
(no rents are visible, but) its surface becomes pale like the face 
of a person whose hair stands on end (through fright). 

GEMARA: The rabbis taught: What is called dough about 
to become leavened ? If its surface becomes pale as the face of 
a man whose hair stands on end. What is called riven dough ? 
If there are rents visible, standing apart like the feelers of a 
locust. Such is the dictum of R. Meir; the sages, however, 
maintain: When the rents standing apart like the feelers of a 
locust are visible, the dough is considered about to become leav¬ 
ened, and when the rents cross each other, the dough is consid¬ 
ered riven. Whosoever eats either kind incurs the penalty of 
Kareth. Have we not learned in our Mishna that dough about 
to become leavened must be burned, but one who eats it does 
not incur that penalty and that such is the decree of R. Jehudah ? 
The Mishna should be supplemented with the statement: 
According to R. Meir, whosoever eats either kind incurs the 
penalty of Kareth. 

Said Rabha: “ What reason has R. Meir for his decree?’' 
According to R. Meir, there can be no rents on the surface, even 
if they stand apart like the feelers of locusts, that have not 
many rents underneath which may even cross each other. 

MISHNA: If the fourteenth (of Nissan) fall on the Sabbath, 
all leaven must be removed before the Sabbath commences. 
Such is the dictum of R. Meir; but the sages say that it should 
be done at the proper time. R. Elazer* ben Zadok says: “ The 
heave-offering must be removed before the Sabbath, and non- 
consecrated things at the proper time.” 

GEMARA: We have learned in a Boraitha: R. Elazer ben 
Zadok said: “ Once my father spent the Sabbath in Yemen 
(Yamnia), and that Sabbath being the fourteenth (of Nissan), 
Zunin, the supervisor of R. Gamaliel’s household, came and 
said: ‘ It is time to remove the leaven.’ So I went with my 
father, and we removed the leaven.” 


* According to Strack, referring to Frankl, Brill, and Bacher. But Heilpern in 
his Seder Hadoreth and Mielziner in his introduction to the Talmud, Eliezer. 
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MISHNA: If a man (on the 14th of Nissan) went to slaugh¬ 
ter his Passover sacrifice, or to circumcise his son, or to eat the 
betrothal-meal at the house of his father-in-law, and on the 
road recollects that he has left leaven in his house: if he can 
return home, remove it, and then go back and accomplish any 
of the acts mentioned, he should do so and remove the leaven; 
but if he cannot, he should in his mind renounce (the use of 
the leaven). If his object in leaving home was to aid persons 
to escape from armed foes, from inundation, robbers, or fire, or 
to rescue persons from beneath the ruins of fallen buildings, he 
should in his mind renounce the leaven; but if his object in 
leaving home was to secure his sabbatical resting-place for his 
private purposes (in order to obtain his right to the legal limits), 
he must immediately return and remove the leaven. Likewise, 
if a person on leaving Jerusalem remembers having in his pos¬ 
session consecrated flesh: if he had gone beyond (the hill) 
Zophim, he may burn it wherever he may be; but if he had not 
gone beyond it, he must return and burn it before the sanctu¬ 
ary, with wood of the altar. What is the quantity (of conse¬ 
crated flesh or leaven) which makes it obligatory for a man to 
return ? R. Meir says: ** Either must be of the size of an 
egg.” R. Jehudah says: 44 Of the size of an olive”; but the 
sages say: ‘'Consecrated flesh if of the size of an olive and 
leaven if of the size of an egg.” 

GEMARA: There is a contradiction: (We have learned): 
44 One who goes to eat the betrothal-meal at the house of his 
father-in-law or to secure his sabbatical resting-place for his pri¬ 
vate purposes, should, if he remembered having leaven in his 
house, return immediately and remove it.” Said R. Hisda: 
” The point of difference between this teaching and the Mishna 
is only concerning the second meal (after the betrothal); but as 
for the first, all agree, that it is a religious duty and the man 
need not return.” 

We have learned in a Boraitha: ” R. Jehudah said: ‘ I only 
heard concerning the actual betrothal-meal, but not concerning 
the meal at which the bridal gifts are bestowed.' Said R. Jose 
to him: 4 I heard concerning both.' ” 

We have learned in a Boraitha: R. Simeon said: 44 A meal 
which is not served on account of some religious duty should 
not be enjoyed by a Talmud-chacham (scholar). ” What kind 
of a meal is referred to as not being served on account of a 
religious duty ? Said R. Johanan: ” The betrothal-meal served 
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when an ordinary Israelite weds the daughter of a priest, or 
when a common person weds the daughter of a Talmud-chacham 
(scholar)” ; for R. Johanan would always maintain, that such 
alliances do not end well. This is not so! Did not R. Johanan 
say elsewhere, that he who would become rich should ally him¬ 
self to the descendants of Aaron, when the union of prestige 
and learning will make him rich ? This presents no difficulty. 
For a scholar it is beneficial to wed a priest’s daughter, but not 
for one of the common people. 

R. Jehoshua wedded the daughter of a priest. Subsequently 
he became ill, and said: “ Is then Aaron not contented to have 
his descendants receive me as a son-in-law ? ” 

R. Idi bar Abhin also wedded a priest’s daughter, and they 
brought forth two sons, both of whom were admitted to fellow¬ 
ship were entitled to be ranked as rabbis). They were R. 
Shesheth and R. Jehoshua. 

R. Papa said: “ If I had not wedded a priest’s daughter I 
should never have become rich;” but R. Kahana said: “If I 
had not married a priest’s daughter I should never have gone 
into exile”;* and he was asked: “What hast thou suffered 
thereby; didst thou not flee to a place of learning?” and he 
answered: “ I did not go into exile voluntarily (to improve my 
learning or to better my condition), but was compelled to flee 
from the persecution of the government.” 

R. Itz’hak said: “ One who enjoys a meal which is not served 
for the sake of a religious duty finally incurs the penalty of 
exile, as it is written [Amos vi. 4]: ‘ That eat lambs out of the 
flock, and calves out of the midst of the stall,’ and further, it is 
said [ibid. 7] : ‘ Therefore now shall they go into exile.’ ” 

The rabbis taught: “A scholar who indulges in too many 
meals destroys his home, makes his wife a widow, his children 
orphans, his knowledge vanishes; he becomes involved in strife, 
his words are disregarded, he profanes the name of Heaven, 
puts to shame the name of his teacher and the name of his 
father, and leaves behind him an ill-repute for himself, and his 
children unto the end of his generations.” 

The rabbis taught: “ A man should sell all his possessions 
and wed the daughter of a scholar; for should he die or be forced 
to go into exile he will be assured that his sons will be scholars, 
and he should not wed a daughter of the common people; for 


* R. Kahana was forced to flee from Babylon to Palestine. 
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should he die or be forced to go into exile, his children will be 
common persons.” 

The rabbis taught: “ A man should sell all his possessions in 
order to secure a scholar as a husband for his daughter. This 
can be compared to grapes which are planted among other grapes 
in a vineyard, where they are readily assimilated and present a 
good appearance. If, however, a common person is secured as 
a husband, it is like planting grapes among thorns, where they 
cannot thrive.” 

The rabbis taught: “A man should sell all his possessions 
and secure the daughter of a scholar for a wife, and if he cannot 
secure the daughter of a scholar he should try to obtain a 
daughter of one of the most prominent men of the age. If he 
cannot succeed in that, he should endeavor to obtain a daughter 
of the most prominent men in his community; and failing in 
that, should seek the daughter of a man known to be charitable; 
and if he cannot succeed even in this, he should try and obtain 
the daughter of a teacher of children; only should he avoid 
wedding the daughter of a common person.” 

We have learned in a Boraitha: R. Aqiba said: When I was 
still a common (ignorant) man, I used to say: “ If I could lay 
my hands on a scholar I would bite him like an ass,” and his 
disciples said to him : “ Rabbi, say ‘ like a dog,’ an ass does not 
bite,” and he replied: “ When an ass bites he generally breaks 
the bones of his victim, while a dog only bites the flesh.” 

We have learned in a Boraitha: R. Meir said: “ One who 
gives his daughter to a common person virtually casts her to a 
lion; for as a lion tears and devours his victim without shame, 
so does a common person beat his wife, then they come together 
again and he is not ashamed.” 

We have learned in a Boraitha: R. Eliezer said: “If the 
common people did not require us for their own welfare, they 
would slay us.” 

R. Hyya taught: “A man who occupies himself with the 
study of the Law in the presence of a common person evokes as 
much hatred from that person as if he had stolen his bride. As 
it is written [Deut. xxxiii. 4] : “The law which Moses com¬ 
manded us is the inheritance of the congregation of Jacob.” 
Do not read H 5 SH 1 E (inheritance), but (betrothed). 

For the enmity of a common person toward a scholar is even 
more intense than that of the heathens towards Israelites, and 
that of their wives even greater than their own. A Boraitha 
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stated: That whosoever was at first a scholar and then resigned 
his studies, and became a common man, is even worse than if he 
were entirely ignorant. 

“ If a person on leaving Jerusalem y etc.: We have learned in 
a Boraitha: R. Nathan said: “ The quantity for either (the con¬ 
secrated flesh or leaven) must be the size of two eggs ”; but the 
sages did not coincide with him. 

It is written [Zechariah xiv. 6]: ” And it shall come to pass 
on that day, that there shall be no light, but fleeting light and 
thick darkness.” What is meant by ” fleeting light and thick 
darkness ” ? He means to point out, that what is considered a 
strong light in this world is nothing but fleeting light in the 
world to come. So said R. Elazar; but R. Jehoshua ben Levi 
said: ” The passage means to state, that those men who are con¬ 
sidered enlightened in this world are enveloped in darkness in 
the world to come,” as it happened that R. Jose the son of R. 
Jehoshua ben Levi once fell in a trance, and upon awakening 
was asked by his father what he had seen while in his apparently 
lifeless state, and he answered: ” I saw a reversed world : Those 
who are at the head in this world were at the bottom there, and 
those who are at the bottom here were at the head there.” 
And his father said to him: ” My child, thou hast seen the right 
world! But how do we scholars appear there?” and R. Jose 
replied: ” We are on the same footing there as we are here. I 
also heard it said there: Well is to the man who hath brought 
his learning with him, and further, it was said: The place of 
those who had suffered death (had been martyrs) for the glory 
of God cannot be entered by any other man.” Does this refer 
to R. Aqiba and his companions ? Were they accorded that 
place merely because they were martyrs; did they then possess 
no other merits ? Therefore this must refer to the two brothers 
who sacrificed themselves at Lud (Lydda).* 

It is written [Zechariah xiv. 9]: ” And the Lord will be king 
over all the earth; on that day shall the Lord be (acknowledged) 
one, and His name be one.” What is meant by “ on that 
day 99 ? Is He not one even to-day f Said R. A’ha bar Hanina: 
” This world is not like the world to come. In this world, when 


* It is related in Tract Taanith that a daughter of a prince in that city having 
been murdered, the crime was attributed to all the Israelites, when, in order to save 
their co-religionists, who were innocent of the crime, two brothers went up and con¬ 
fessed that they had committed the murder (although they were also innocent), thus 
shielding their brethren from persecution.— Rashi. 
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good tidings are received, a man says: 1 Blessed be He who is 
good and doth good to others/ and the recipient of bad tidings 
says: * Blessed be He who judgeth in truth ’; but in the world 
to come the first benediction only will be pronounced, for there 
shall be no more bad tidings.” Why is it said: “ His name 
shall be one,” is His name not one even to-day? Said R. 
Na’hman bar Itz’hak: ” Not as this world is the world to come. 
In this world the Name is written Yahveh and pronounced 
Adonai, while in the world to come it will be pronounced as it 
is written.” 

Rabha wished to preach concerning the name of Yahveh 
from the pulpit; so a certain elder said to him : “ In the passage 
[Exod. iii. 15] where it is written: ‘ This is my name forever/ 
the word Olam, which when written Ayin, Vav, Lamed, Mem, 
means ‘ forever/ is written in that passage Ayin, Landed, Mem, 
which also signifies ‘ concealed.’ Hence the name of the Lord 
should be concealed and not openly discussed.” 

R. Abbini propounded a contradictory question about the 
same passage: In the first part it says: “This is my name 
Leolam (concealed),” and in the last part it says, “ This is my 
memorial unto all generations” ? And he answered: So said 
the Holy One, blessed be He: Not as I (my name) am written 
shall I also be pronounced. I am written Yahveh and am pro¬ 
nounced Adonai. 


CHAPTER IV. 


REGULATIONS CONCERNING WORK WHICH MAY AND SUCH AS MUST 
NOT BE PERFORMED ON THE DAY PRECEDING THE FESTIVAL OF 
PASSOVER. 

MISHNA: In places where it is customary to work till noon 
on the day preceding the Passover, work may be done; but not in 
places where it is not customary to work on that day. If a person 
should go from a place where the said custom prevails to another 
place where it does not, or the reverse, he is subject to the rigor 
of the custom, either of the place he came from or of that to 
which he went. Thus it is always proper not to act differently 
from the established customs of a place, on account of the dis¬ 
putes to which such conduct may lead. 

Likewise, when a person brings fruit of the sabbatical year 
from a place where it is no longer to be found in the fields (and 
in consequence must not even be kept in the house), to another 
place where it is still to be found in the field (and may be kept 
in the house), or the reverse, he is obliged to remove the same. 
R. Jehudah, however, says: “ Such a person may be told to go 
and fetch for himself similar fruit, and eat.” 

GEMARA: Why does the Mishna particularly mention the 
day preceding the Passover ? is it not a fact that no work may be 
performed after the Minchah prayer on the day preceding a 
Sabbath or any other festival ? for have we not learned in a Bo- 
raitha, that “ whoever performs any work after the Minchah 
prayer on the day preceding a Sabbath or a festival shall find no 
blessing for his work ” ? The Boraitha only states that he shall 
find no blessing for his work, but not that he should be put 
under a ban; while a man who performs work after the Minchah 
prayer on the day preceding the Passover (in places where it is 
not customary to do so) may be put under a ban. 

The text of the Boraitha states further: “ One who performs 
work after the Minchah prayer on the day preceding a Sabbath 
or a festival, or on the night when the Sabbath or a festival has 
drawn to a close, or on the night following the Day of Atone- 
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ment, or at any time when there can be the faintest suggestion 
of a transgression, as for instance on a day which had been des¬ 
ignated as a fast-day for the sake of (praying for) rain, shall find 
no blessing for his work. " 

Rablia propounded a contradictory question: " It is written 
[Psalms lvii. n] : ‘ For great, even unto the heavens, is thy kind¬ 
ness,' and further, it is said [ibid, cviii. 5]: * Be thou exalted 
above the heavens, O God.' How can the two passages corre¬ 
spond ?" The inference is, that the first passage refers to one 
who fulfils a religious commandment, because it is customary to 
do so and his parents before him did so, while to one who fulfils 
such a commandment for the honor of the Lord, the kindness 
of God is manifested even higher than the heavens, and this is 
in accordance with R. Jehudah’s opinion, who said in the name 
of Rabh: " A man should always occupy himself with the Law 
and with religious duties, even if he bear not in mind always 
that he does so for the honor of God; for thereby he becomes 
accustomed to doing thus, and it will eventually be for the 
honor of the Lord." 

The rabbis taught: "He who depends upon the earnings of 
his wife or upon the proceeds of a hand-mill will never perceive 
the sign of a blessing." What is meant by the earnings of his 
wife ? If his wife go about with scales, relying upon others to 
use them and pay for their use. The same applies to the pro¬ 
ceeds of a hand-mill: if he rely upon others to use it and pay 
for its use. If, however, he use the hand-mill himself for the 
obtainment of his sustenance, or if his wife is actually engaged 
in traffic, he may even be proud of her, for it is written [Prov¬ 
erbs xxxi. 24]: " Fine tunics she maketh, and selleth them." 

The rabbis taught: " From the proceeds of four professions 
one can never perceive a sign of blessing, and they are: the 
professions of the scribes, the criers, those who earn their money 
from orphans, and the men who carry on their traffic at sea 
The reason the criers perceive no blessing for their work is 
because their work (of repeating the words of the rabbis) is gen¬ 
erally done on the Sabbath, and those who earn their money 
from orphans perceive no blessing because they cannot be for¬ 
given if they take the least advantage of orphans; the reason 
the men who carry on their traffic at sea see no blessing for their 
work is because a miracle does not occur every day (that a ship 
should reach port in perfect safety); but why should this also 
apply to scribes? Said R. Jehoshua ben Levi: "Twenty-four 
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days the members of the Great Assembly fasted and prayed 
that the scribes of Scrolls, Tephilin, and Mezuzoth should not 
become wealthy; for if they did, they would not write any 
more. 

The rabbis taught: The scribes, who write Scrolls, Tephilin, 
and Mezuzoth; those that deal in them, and those that sell them 
to the people, and all those who occupy themselves with religious 
works, even those who sell the blue wool for the show threads, 
do not perceive any blessing for their work. If, however, they 
occupy themselves with such work in honor of the Lord (not for 
gain) they will perceive the blessing. 

It was the custom of the inhabitants of Baishan never to go 
from Tyre to Zidon on the day preceding Sabbath. Their 
descendants came to R. Johanan and said: “ Our fathers could 
afford to dispense with that journey, because traffic was better in 
their days; but we cannot. What shall we do?” and he an¬ 
swered : ” From the fact that your ancestors already took it upon 
themselves not to do this, ye cannot act differently, as it is writ¬ 
ten [Proverbs vi. 20] : * Keep, O my son, the commandment of 
thy father, and reject not the teaching of thy mother/ 

The inhabitants of Huzai were wont to separate the legal first 
dough (due to priests) from rice. This was told to R. Joseph, 
and he said: “ Let an ordinary Israelite take that separated first 
dough and eat it before their very eyes.” Abayi objected: 
” We have learned: Such acts as are permissible but were re¬ 
garded as prohibited by some people must not be committed in 
the presence of such people,” and R. Joseph replied: “ Was it 
not reported that R. Chisda said that this refers only to Samari¬ 
tans ? ” Why must this not be done in the presence of Samari¬ 
tans ? Because they would take advantage of it and commit 
acts that are truly prohibited. Is this not also the case with the 
inhabitants of Huzai, who are also ignorant and might construe 
the action to imply that they need not separate the first dough 
even from grain ? ” Therefore,” said R. Ashi, “ let us see how 

the inhabitants of the city of Huzai do ? If the majority of 
them eat only rice, then the first dough thereof which they have 
separated should not be eaten by an ordinary Israelite in their 
presence, lest they forget about the law of first of dough entirely; 
but if the majority of them eat grain, then an ordinary Israelite 
should eat the first dough which they have separated from the 
rice in order to demonstrate to them that they need not do this, 
and warn them that if they separate the first of the dough from 
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rice to serve also for grain, they will commit a transgression of 
the law. ’ ’ 

When Rabba bar bar Hana came from Palestine to Babylon, 
he ate the fat around the stomach of an ox; this fat is, however, 
not eaten in Babylon. While he was eating this, R. Abhira 
the elder and Rabba the son of R. Huna entered the room. 
As soon as he perceived them, he covered up the fat. When 
they came out Abayi said to them: “ He treated you like 
Samaritans/’ 

Does not Rabba bar bar Hana hold that a man is subject to 
the rigor of the place whence he came and to which he went ? 
How could he allow himself to eat that fat? Abayi replied: 
” This rule applies to such persons as go from one city in Baby¬ 
lon to another, or from one city in Palestine to another, or even 
from Babylon to Palestine; but not to such as go from Palestine 
to Babylon; for we are under their protection and should do as 
they do.” R. Ashi, however, said: ” Even were the rule to 
apply to one who comes from Palestine to Babylon, Rabba bar 
bar Hana would still have been permitted to follow the custom 
in Palestine, for he did not intend to remain in Babylon, but to 
return to Palestine; hence the customs of Babylon need not con¬ 
cern him.” 

Rabba bar bar Hana said to his son: ” The fat which thou 
seest that I eat, thou shalt not eat, neither in my presence nor 
in my absence. I allow myself to eat it, because I saw R. 
Johanan do so, and he is worthy that I should depend upon him 
even in his absence; but thou must not depend upon me; hence 
thou shouldst not eat it in my presence nor in my absence.” 
By this statement, however, he contradicts himself, for he said: 
R. Johanan bar Elazar related: ” I was going with R. Simeon 
ben R. Jose ben Lakunia in a garden in a sabbatical year (after 
the crops were removed from the field), and he picked up an 
aftergrowth of a cabbage, ate part himself, and gave me some, 
saying: * My son, in my presence thou mayest eat it, but not in 
my absence; for I saw R. Simeon ben Jochai do this, and he is 
worthy that I should depend upon him either in his presence 
or in his absence; but I am not worthy of being depended upon 
in my absence/ ” 

” If a persoti should go from a place f etc. It would be cor¬ 
rect to say, that a man who comes from a place where the cus¬ 
tom to work on the forenoon of the day preceding the Passover 
prevails to a place where the custom does not prevail should 
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hold to the more rigorous custom of the place in which he 
arrived, to prevent any possible strife; but if he come from a 
place where the custom does not prevail to a place where it does, 
what is meant by saying that he should act so as to prevent 
strife ? That he should work on the forenoon the same as the 
others ? Then how can the rigor of the custom peculiar to the 
place whence he came be applied to him ? Said Abayi: ‘‘The 
injunction to prevent disputes applies only to the first instance, 
i.e. , if he comes to a place where it is not customary to work 
during that time.” Rabha, however, said: ” Nay; it applies 
even to the instance, and the injunction of the Mishna to pre¬ 
vent disputes implies, that no disputes will arise from the fact 
of the man not working, as his idleness will not be considered 
as the carrying out of a religious duty, but will be attributed 
to his want of employment, there being many who have no 
occupation.” 

Said R. Saphra to R. Abba: ” May we, who are well versed 
in the calendar, perform work on the second day of a festival 
(in exile) ? I do not ask concerning a place where it is not cus¬ 
tomary to do so, in order to cause any dispute; but I refer to 
the desert, where there are no other inhabitants ?” and he an¬ 
swered: “ So said R. Ami: “ In the cities it is prohibited, but 
in the desert it is allowed.” 

R. Nathan bar Assia went from his college to Pumbaditha 
on the second day of Pentecost. R. Joseph punished him for 
it. Said Abayi to R. Joseph: ” Why doth not the Master put 
him under a ban; for did not Rabh and Samuel both say, that 
the violation of any of the festivals (in exile) is punishable in 
that manner ? ” R. Joseph answered: “ This is the case where 
the offence is committed by a man of the common people, but 
a young scholar should be dealt with as leniently as possible. In 
Palestine it is the custom to cast votes for the punishment of a 
young scholar, but no votes were cast to put him under a ban.” 

“ Likezvise, when a person brings fruit of the sabbatical year," 
etc. Does not R. Jehudah hold, that the man is subject to the 
rigor of the custom both of the place whence he came and of 
that where he arrived ? Said R. Shesha the son of R. Idi: In 
this case another matter is concerned : R. Jehudah teaches as fol¬ 
lows : If a man came from a place where the fruit was not yet 
removed from the field, into a place where the same condition 
existed; but in the meantime had been advised that in the place 
whence he came the fruit had been removed, he should under 
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ordinary circumstances be in duty bound to act likewise. Such 
is the opinion of the first Tana. Whereupon R. Jehudah said to 
this first Tana: ” The man may be told to go to a place where 
the fruit is not yet removed and fetch his fruit, for at the time 
when he left his home the fruit had not yet been removed.” 

The rabbis taught: Fruit of the sabbatical year which has 
been brought from within the boundaries of Palestine to a place 
without may be destroyed wherever found; but R. Simeon ben 
Elazar said: “ Nay; it must be destroyed in Palestine proper, 
even if it has to be brought back, for it is written, ‘ In thy 
lands.’ ” 

R. Saphra journeyed from Palestine to a place without the 
boundaries and had with him a measure of wine made of fruit 
of the sabbatical year. R. Huna the son of R. Ikha and R. 
Kahana accompanied him, and he said to them: ” Has one of 
you heard whether the Halakha prevails according to R. Sim¬ 
eon ben Elazar or not?” R. Kahana replied: “ R. Abbahu 
declared that the Halakha prevails according to R. Simeon ben 
Elazar”; but R. Huna the son of R. Ikha rejoined: ” Thus 
said R. Abbahu :‘ The Halakha does not prevail according to R. 
Simeon ben Elazar.’” Said R. Saphra: ” Under all circum¬ 
stances the decision of R. Huna must be abided by, because he 
was very exact in his decrees, which he learned from his master 
Rahabha of Pumbaditha.” 

R. Ilayi pruned green dates on the sabbatical year. How 
was it possible that he should have done this ? Is it not written, 
that for eating purposes they may be gathered, but they must 
not be removed wantonly ? Lest, however, it might be as¬ 
sumed that such is only the case with ripe, edible fruit, but not 
with such as are unfit—did not R. Na’hman say in the name of 
Rabba bar Abbahu, that the peel surrounding the dates of uncir¬ 
cumcised trees must also not be used, notwithstanding the fact 
that it only serves to preserve the dates and cannot be considered 
fruit itself ? Thus we see that, although the peel surrounds 
dates only when the latter are not yet ripe, still he calls such 
dates fruit, and in consequence it cannot be said that R. Ilayi 
pruned dates which were not to be considered fruit ? 

R. Na’hman holds with R. Jose, who maintains that green 
fruit is prohibited (during the sabbatical year), because it is con¬ 
sidered fruit; but the sages differ with him. 

The rabbis taught: ” On the sabbatical year grapes may be 
eaten until the bunches of grapes are all plucked from the vines, 
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and should there be vines that still contain bunches, grapes may 
be eaten until even the latter are plucked. Olives may be eaten 
until the last of them fall off the trees in the city of Thequa. 
R. Eliezer said: * Until the last of them fall off the trees in the 
city of Gush-Halob.’ This means to say, that if a poor man 
goes to seek olives he cannot find any, neither on the branches 
nor at the roots of the tree. Figs may be eaten until the last 
fall off the trees in Beth-Hini." 

Dates may be eaten until the last fall off the trees in Tzoar. 
R. Simeon ben Gamaliel said: 44 They may be eaten when some 
are to be found among the unripe dates, but not if some are 
found among the bad dates which have fallen off the trees." 

MISHNA: In places where it is customary to sell small 
cattle (sheep, goats, etc.) to Gentiles, it is lawful to do so, but 
not in places where this is not customary. Large cattle must 
not be sold to Gentiles at all,* nor calves nor foals of asses, either 
sound or broken-legged. R. Jehudah permits the sale of the 
latter and Ben Bathyra permits the sale of a horse. 

In places where it is customary to eat roasted meat on the 
night of the Passover, it may be eaten, but not in places where 
this custom is not observed. In places where it is usual to 
burn a light on the night of the Day of Atonement, it may be 
done; but not in places where this custom does not exist. The 
synagogues and colleges, however, may be lighted, as may also 
dark alleys and (rooms) occupied by sick people. 

GEMARA: R. Jehudah said in the name of Rabli: " A man 
must not say: ‘ This animal shall serve for the Passover meal/ 
because, by thus specifying the purpose for which he intends to 
use it, he virtually consecrates the animal, and consecrated 
things must not be eaten outside of the Temple." Said R. 
Papa: ‘‘ This refers only to flesh, but wheat may be designated 
for use on the Passover; (because by being thus designated it 
will not become consecrated, but it will simply be preserved)." 

An objection was raised: Flesh must not be designated ? 
Have we not learned that R. Jose said: 44 Thodos of Rome 
instituted the custom among his co-religionists in Rome, that 
they should eat roasted goat-meat on Passover, and the sages 
sent him the following message: ‘ Wert thou not Thodos, thou 
wouldst have been put under a ban for thy action, since thou 


* This is a precautionary measure, lest the Gentiles put the cattle to work on Sab¬ 
bath ; but in the Schulchan Aruch this law is revoked. 
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inducest Israelites to eat consecrated things outside of Jerusa¬ 
lem ’ ? How can they say consecrated things? Say rather, simi¬ 
lar to consecrated things.” Hence we see, that only roasted 
flesh may be considered as consecrated; but how can this refer 
to raw flesh ? When roasted flesh is eaten it appears of itself as 
if it were consecrated, without being designated expressly for 
use on the Passover, whereas raw flesh is considered so only 
when it is expressly specified. 

The schoolmen propounded a question: “ Was Thodos really 
a great (learned) man or was he simply a very influential citizen, 
and hence the sages were afraid to put him under a ban?” 
Come and hear: ” Furthermore related Thodos, the man of 
Rome: ‘ What justified Hananiah, Mishael, and Azariah to per¬ 
mit themselves to be thrown into the fiery furnace ? They 
derived their justification from the following a fortiori conclu¬ 
sion: As the frogs [mentioned Exod. vii. 28], which were in no 
wise obliged to honor the name of the Lord, did not hesitate to 
enter the ovens which, as they still contained the dough, were 
hot, so much the more should a man who is in duty bound to 
honor the name of the Lord not hesitate to throw himself into a 
fiery furnace. 

R. Jose bar Abhin said: “ Thodos of Rome would give wares 
to the scholars in order to enable them to procure a livelihood 
by traffic, and R. Johanan said, that he who gives wares to 
scholars, so that they are enabled to gain a livelihood and study 
in peace, will merit the privilege of sitting in the colleges of 
learning in the world to come, as it is written [Ecclesiastes vii. 
12]: ‘ For under the shadow of wisdom (a man is equally well 
as) under the shadow of money/ ” 

“ In places where it is usual to burn a light f etc. Said R. 
Jehoshua: Rabha lectured: It is written [Isaiah lx. 21]: ” And 
thy people, they all will be righteous, forever shall they possess 
the land.” From this may be inferred, that all the people were 
righteous; and those that burned alight on the night of the Day 
of Atonement as well as those that did not, all had the same 
purpose in view, namely, to prevent a man from having inter¬ 
course with his wife on that night (some believing that when 
there was a light this would be avoided, while others thought 
that the light would rather stimulate the desire). 

Ula rode on an ass. R. Abba walked to the right of him 
and Rabba bar bar Hana to the left. Said R. Abba to Ula: 
11 Is it true that both of you, thou and Rabba bar bar Hana, 
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said in the name of R. Johanan, that a benediction is not pro¬ 
nounced over fire except at the close of the Sabbath-day, for at 
that time was fire created?” Ula glared at Rabba bar bar 
Hana and said to R. Abba: I did not quote R. Johanan in this 
connection, but in the following instance: A certain Tana taught 
in the presence of R. Johanan: “ R. Simeon ben Elazar said: 
‘ When the Day of Atonement falls on a Sabbath, even in such 
places where it is not customary to burn a light on the night of 
the Day of Atonement, this should be done in honor of the 
Sabbath.’ ” R. Johanan, however, replied that the sages pro¬ 
hibit this. 

Rabba bar bar Hana assented, and said: “Yea; such was 
the statement made by R. Johanan.” Commenting upon this, 
R. Joseph applied to these two sages the passage [Proverbs xx. 
5]: “ Like deep water is counsel in the heart of man; but the 
man of understanding will draw it out.” “ Like deep water,” 
R. Joseph compares to Ula, who, though not knowing what 
Rabba bar bar Hana might have said, did not reprove him, but 
merely glared at him; and “the man of understanding will 
draw it out” is applied to Rabba bar bar Hana, who immedi¬ 
ately understood what was passing in Ula’s mind and at once 
assented to his statement. 

If, then, R. Johanan did not make the statement attributed 
to him by R. Abba, whence do the people adduce that a bene¬ 
diction must be pronounced over a light at the close of Sabbath ? 
From the statement of R. Benjamin ben Japheth, who said in 
the name of R. Johanan: “ A benediction must be made over a 
light both at the close of Sabbath and on the night of the Day 
of Atonement.” And such is the general custom. 

An objection was made: Have we not learned, that a ben¬ 
ediction over a light should be made only at the close of Sab¬ 
bath, because at that time fire was created, and as soon as fire is 
perceived the benediction must be pronounced ? R. Jehudah, 
however, said, that at the time the benediction which is made 
over the goblet (of wine) the one over the light should also be 
made, and R. Johanan declared the Halakha prevails according 
to R. Jehudah ? 

This presents no difficulty: On the night of the Day of 
Atonement, according to R. Johanan, a benediction should be 
pronounced over a light that had been burning all day, but not 
over one that had just then been made. 

We have learned in one Boraitha that over fire arising from 
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wood or stone a benediction should be pronounced, while in 
another Boraitha we are taught to the contrary, that no benedic¬ 
tion must be pronounced. This also presents no difficulty: The 
former Boraitha refers to the close of the Sabbath , while the 
latter refers to the night of the Day of Atonement. 

Rabbi would as a rule scatter his benedictions at the close of 
the Sabbath, pronouncing them as the occasion demanded; i.e., 
if he perceived fire first, he would pronounce the benediction 
pertaining to fire, and then accordingly over spices, the goblet, 
etc. R. Hyya, however, would wait until the goblet was 
brought to him, when he would pronounce all the necessary ben¬ 
edictions together. Said R. Itz'hak bar Abdimi: “Although 
Rabbi would scatter his benedictions, he nevertheless repeated 
that over the goblet, for the purpose of fulfilling the duty of the 
family. ” 

Is it a fact that fire was created at the close of the Sabbath ? 
Have we not learned in Abhoth, where it is stated that ten 
things were created at twilight on the day preceding the Sabbath, 
that R. Nehemiah added fire and the mule to the ten things ? 
This presents no difficulty. The fire which we use was created 
at the close of Sabbath, while the fire of Gehenna was created 
at twilight on the eve of Sabbath. 

Was the fire of Gehenna then created on the eve of Sab¬ 
bath ? Have we not learned in Tract Nedarim that seven 
things were created even before the world was created, and 
among the seven was also the Gehenna ? The atmosphere of 
the Gehenna was created before the world, but the fire of 
Gehenna was created at twilight on the eve of Sabbath. 

Still, was the fire of Gehenna really created on the eve of 
Sabbath ? Did not R. Banaha the son of R. Ula say, that the 
reason it is not written, in the passages referring to the things 
created on the second day, that “ the Lord saw that it was 
good/' is because on that day the fire of Gehenna was created ? 
Therefore we say, that the atmosphere of Gehenna was created 
before the world, the fire of Gehenna was created on the second 
day of the week, and the fire which we use was to be created on 
the eve of Sabbath, but the creation was postponed; as we have 
learned in a Boraitha, R. Jose said: “Two things were post¬ 
poned to be created on the eve of Sabbath, but they were not 
created until the close of Sabbath: they are fire and the mule ” ; 
and at the close of the Sabbath the Lord put into Adam's 
mind to produce fire by striking two stones against one another 
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and to pair two different animals (the ass and the horse) and thus 
produce the mule. 

The rabbis taught: Seven things are concealed from man: 
The time of his death, the time of his contentment, the depth 
of judgment (according to another version, the depth of divine 
judgment), the thoughts of others, the source of profit, the 
time of the reestablishment of the kingdom of David, and the 
time of the downfall of the kingdom of Rome. 

The rabbis taught: Three things were intended to be insti¬ 
tuted, and if they were not intended to be instituted, it would 
be well if such were still the case. They are: that a corpse 
should putrefy, that the dead should be forgotten after a certain 
period, and that grain should rot (by exposure). Others add a 
fourth thing, namely, that coins should be minted, for without 
them traffic would be impossible. 

MISHNA: In such places as it is customary to work on the 
9th of Abh, work may be performed; but not where such is not 
the custom. The scholars, however, must in every place avoid 
working on that day. Rabbon Simeon ben Gamaliel said: 

Every man should in this respect consider himself a scholar 
(Talmud-chacham).” The sages, however, said: It was cus¬ 
tomary in Judaea to work until noon on the day preceding Pass- 
over; but in Galilee no work was performed on that day. As for 
the night preceding that day, the school of Shammai prohibit 
work to be done thereon, while the school of Hillel permit 
it until sunrise (of the day following). Said R. Meir: Every 
occupation which had been commenced prior to the 14th (of 
Nissan) may be finished on that day; but no new work may be 
commenced, even if it can be finished on that same day. The 
sages, however, are of the opinion, that the three following 
crafts may pursue their usual calling until noon on that day, 
namely: tailors, barbers, and clothes-washers. R. Jose ben 
Jehudah says that shoemakers may also do so. 

GEMARA: Samuel said: “There is no fast-day, imposed 
by the community upon its members in Babylon, except the 
ninth day of Abh.”* Shall we say that Samuel by this state¬ 
ment means to assert, that eating at twilight on the eve of that 
day is also prohibited ? Have we not heard that Samuel held to 
the contrary ? Shall we assume, that at twilight on the eve of 

* In Palestine in times of drouth especially, fast-days were imposed by the com¬ 
munity upon its members in order to pray for rain, while in Babylon there hardly 
ever arose the necessity for such occasions. 
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any fast-day imposed by the community eating is permitted ? 
Have we not learned in Tract Taanith, that on the day preced¬ 
ing congregational fast-days eating is permitted only while it is 
yet day; and thence we may adduce that as soon as dusk sets 
in it is prohibited? Nay; the statement that eating is only 
permitted while it is yet day signifies, that when night sets in 
eating is prohibited, but as for dusk (twilight), the prohibition 
does not apply. 

We have learned in a Boraitha: “ There is no difference 
between the ninth of Abh and the Day of Atonement as fast- 
days, except that in the doubtful time of the latter eating is 
prohibited, while in that of the former eating is permitted/’ 
Shall we assume, that by doubtful time the Boraitha refers to 
the twilight, when it is not known whether it is yet day or 
not, and thus would be a support to the opinion of Samuel, 
who permits eating at twilight on the eve of the ninth of 
Abh? Nay; by “doubtful time’’ the Boraitha refers, as R. 
Shesha the son of R. Idi said elsewhere, to the doubt existing 
whether the day was really the proper day according to the 
calendar. 

Rabha preached : “ Pregnant and nursing women must fast 
on the entire day of the ninth of Abh in the same manner as if 
it were the Day of Atonement; also, that at twilight on the eve of 
that day eating is prohibited.” This decree was also attributed 
to R. Johanan. How could R. Johanan have said this ? Did 
he not say elsewhere, that the ninth of Abh is not equal to a 
congregational fast-day ? Must it not be assumed that he holds 
eating on the eve of the ninth of Abh to be permitted ? Nay; 
R. Johanan means to state, that the ninth of Abh differs from 
a congregational fast-day only as concerns the number of bene¬ 
dictions to be recited. On a congregational fast-day the num¬ 
ber is twenty-four, while on that day it is not so. 

An objection was raised: The difference between a congre¬ 
gational fast-day and the fast of the ninth of Abh is merely that 
on the former no manner of work may be performed, while on 
the latter, in those places where it is customary to work on that 
day, this may be done. Hence are they not alike in all other 
respects ? Said R. Papa: “ All the Boraithoth quoted only cite 
the more lenient observance of the ninth of Abh as compared 
with congregational fast-days and the Day of Atonement, but 
do not mention the more rigorous observance.” 

“ Every man should in this respect co?isider himself a scholar. 
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Here we see that R. Simeon ben Gamaliel has no objection to a 
man vainly assuming that he is a scholar, whereas (in Tract 
Berachoth) concerning the reading of the Shema (prayer) he 
says, that not every man who so chooses may assume to be (or 
act like) a scholar. Said R. Johanan: “ Transpose the names 
in the Mishna, so that the statement attributed to the sages 
should be that of R. Simeon ben Gamaliel and the dictum of R. 
Simeon ben Gamaliel should be that of the sages/' R. Shesha 
the son of R. Idi, however, said: This is not necessary. There 
is no difficulty either as to the sages or as regards R. Simeon 
ben Gamaliel. According to the sages, a man who would not 
work, when all others do, would leave the false impression that 
he is a scholar, although he is not, while in the instance quoted, 
concerning the reading of the Shema, a man who is a bride¬ 
groom may (on his wedding-day) read the Shema, because all 
others do likewise, and he cannot be accused of being presump¬ 
tuous. According to R. Simeon ben Gamaliel, however, premedi¬ 
tation being necessary for a man who is to read the Shema, and 
it being a known fact that a bridegroom on his wedding-day can¬ 
not have the necessary premeditation—if he nevertheless per¬ 
sists in reading that prayer, he does so merely to gratify his 
vanity and to demonstrate that he is a scholar; hence it should 
not be permitted. In the case treated of in the Mishna, how¬ 
ever, it is different. The fact of his not working will not give 
others the impression that he wishes to pose as a scholar; for 
are there not a number of men who lack employment and are 
idling in the markets ? 

The school of Shammai prohibit work to be done ,” etc. So 
far the Mishna has been dealing with the customary usages, 
and suddenly prohibitions are cited? Said R. Johanan: This 
presents no difficulty. The decisions pertaining to customary 
usage are all rendered upon the authority of R. Meir, but R. 
Jehudah actually prohibits work to be performed in those places 
where it is not usually done, as we have learned in the following 
Boraitha: R. Jehudah said: “ In Judaea work was done on the 
day preceding the Passover until noon, while in Galilee no work 
at all was performed on that day/’ Said R. Meir to him: 
“ To what purpose dost thou cite the customs of Judsea and 
Galilee ? Is it not a rule that, wherever it is customary to per¬ 
form work on that day, it may be done, and wherever it is not 
customary it should not?” Thus, if R. Meir’s reply to R. 
Jehudah dealt with customary usage, it is obvious that R. Jehu- 
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dah must have directly prohibited work in places where it was 
not usually done. 

The schoolmen propounded a question: Does that part of 
the Mishna, which states that every occupation which was com¬ 
menced prior to the 14th of Nissan may be finished on that day 
refer only to such occupation as was necessary for the due obser¬ 
vance of the festival, but if it is not necessary for that purpose, 
it must not even be completed on that day, or does it refer to 
such occupation as was not necessary for the festival; but if it 
was, it is even allowed to commence and finish it on that day ? 
Or, on the other hand, does it refer to occupation which is even 
necessary for the festival and still it may only be finished but 
not commenced on the day preceding the festival ? 

Come and hear: R. Meir said: “ Every occupation necessary 
for the due observance of the festival may be completed on the 
day preceding the festival, but if it was not necessary for that 
purpose it must not be finished. Wherever it is customary, work 
may be done on the day preceding the festival until noon.” 
Thus we see, that only wherever it is customary work may be 
done until noon of the day preceding the festival but otherwise 
it must not, and only when the work is needed for the festival 
may it be completed on that day but otherwise it must not. 

“ The sages, however, are of the opinion , that the three follow¬ 
ing crafts , ” etc. We have learned in a Boraitha: Tailors may 
pursue their occupation, because any man may, if necessary, 
mend his garments on the days intervening between the first and 
last days of the festival. Barbers and clothes-washers may pursue 
their calling, because those that arrive from a sea-voyage or 
those that are released from imprisonment may trim their hair 
and wash their clothes on the days intervening between the first 
and last days of the festival. 

R. Jose ben Jehudah says, that shoemakers may pursue their 
calling, because the pilgrims who journey to Jerusalem for the 
festivals mend their shoes on the intervening days. Upon what 
point do R. Jose and the former Tanaim differ ? The former 
Tanaim hold, that permission to commence a certain act of labor 
cannot be derived from the fact that it may be completed; i.e., 
while shoes may be mended, it does not follow that it is per¬ 
mitted to make new shoes, while R. Jose maintains that it 
makes no difference, and as shoes may be mended, new ones 
may be made also. 

MISHNA: Fowls may on the day preceding the Passover be 
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placed in hatching-coops; a brooding hen which had run away 
(from her eggs) may be replaced on them, and if the hen had 
died another may be put on the eggs in her place. It is per¬ 
mitted to remove the stable-dung on the 14th (of Nissan) from 
between the feet of cattle; but it may only be removed to one 
side during the middle days (the days intervening between the 
first and last days of the festival). It is also permitted to carry, 
to and from the houses of mechanics, vessels and other articles, 
even though they be not needed for use during the festival. 

GEMARA: If a fowl may be placed in a hatching-coop on 
the day preceding the festival, why should it be necessary to 
state that she may be replaced on the eggs which she had aban¬ 
doned ? (Is this not obvious ?) Said Abayi: “ The clause per¬ 
mitting the replacing of the hen does not refer to the 14th (of 
Nissan) but to the middle days.” R. Huna said: “ When is it 
allowed to replace a hen on the eggs which she had abandoned ? 
If she had already been hatching the eggs for three days prior 
to her escape and three days had not elapsed since she had 
escaped; i.e., if the eggs had already become spoiled and at the 
same time retained warmth, so that when the hen is replaced she 
can still complete the hatching with success. If, however, the 
hen had not yet been hatching the eggs for three days and they 
had not become spoiled, or if three days had elapsed after she 
had abandoned them, so that it would be impossible to hatch 
them with success, the hen must not be replaced.” R. Ami, 
however, said: “ Even if the hen had not been hatching the 
eggs for three days and they had not yet become spoiled, she 
may nevertheless be replaced.” 

In which point do R. Huna and R. Ami differ ? The former 
holds, that on account of serious damage only may work be 
done on the middle days, while the latter maintains that even on 
account of slight damage this may be done. 

” 7 / is permitted to remove stable-dung," etc. The rabbis 
taught: The dung contained in the yard must be removed to 
one side, and that contained in the stable and in the yard may 
be entirely removed. How can this latter part be understood ? 
What is meant by dung contained in the stable and in the yard ? 
Said Rabha: “This signifies, that if the yard became like a 
stable, filled with dung, the dung may be entirely removed.” 

" It is also permitted, etc., to carry vessels," etc. R. Papa said: 
Rabha wished to examine us and said: “In our Mishna it is 
stated, that on the 14th (of Nissan) vessels may be carried to 
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and from the houses of mechanics, etc., even though they be 
not needed for the festival, and this is contradicted bv a Bo- 
raitha, which decrees that vessels must not be carried from the 
house of the mechanic; and if there is danger of their being 
stolen, they may be deposited in another court ? ” We replied: 
This presents no difficulty, as the Boraitha refers to the middle 
days, while our Mishna has reference to the 14th (of Nissan). 
We can also give another reason, namely: Both the Boraitha 
and the Mishna may refer to the middle days, and it merely 
depends upon whether the mechanic has sufficient confidence in 
his master to leave his tools with him; for if he has not, he 
may remove them. 

MISHNA: The inhabitants of Jericho were wont to do six 
things; three of these were done contrary to the wishes (of the 
sages) and three were done with the sanction (of the sages). 
The following were done with the sanction of the sages: They 
would graft palm-trees the whole day of the 14th (of Nissan), 
they would read the Shema (prayer) with an additional verse (or 
without interruption), and they would heap up new corn (into 
sheaves) before acquitting the “ omer ” (first-offering) thereof. 
All these things were done with the sanction of the sages; but 
the following were contrary to their wishes, namely: They would 
make use of plants (buds) growing on or near consecrated trees; 
they would eat fruit on Sabbath which had dropped off the trees 
on that day, and they allowed herbs to remain in the field as 
Peah.* All these things were contrary to the wishes of the 
sages. 

Six things were done by King Hezekiah,f three of which met 
with approval and three with disapproval: He caused the bones 
of his father to be transported on a litter of ropes,^ and this 
was approved of; he caused the brazen serpent to be broken to 
pieces, and this was approved of; he secreted the book of medi¬ 
cine, and it was also approved. The following, however, are 
the three things done by him which were not approved of: He 
cut off (the gold) from the gates of the Temple, and sent it to 
the King of Assyria; he stopped up the upper mouth of the 


* See Levit. xxiii. 22, and Deut. xxiv. 19. 

f “ Six things of Ilezekiah/’ This is, in the original, not a continuation of the 
Mishna, but it begins with, “ The rabbis taught,” which signifies a Boraitha. In 
the edition of the Mishna, however, this is the continuation of the Mishna, and so it 
should be. See Tosphath Yomtav Sanhedrin, Chap. 7. 

% As a mark of disrespect. 
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waters of Gihon, and made the month of Nissan intercalary—all 
of which were not approved of. 

GEMARA : “ They would graft palm-trees etc. How would 
they do this? Said R. Jehudah: “They would take a damp 
myrtle-branch, bayberries of which they made an extract, and 
barley meal, and would boil them in a vessel which had not been 
made more than forty days before. This brew they would pour 
into the core of the tree. Any tree which stood within four ells 
of a tree which was thus treated would, unless receiving the same 
treatment, wither and die immediately.” R. A’ha the son of 
Rabha, however, said: “ They would graft a twig of a male tree 
on a female tree.” 

“ They woidd read the Shema, etc. How did they do this ? 
Said R. Jehudah: “ They would recite the passage: ‘ Hear, O 
Israel/ etc., and without any interruption would continue: 

4 And thou shalt love/ ” etc. ; but Rabha said: “ They would 
transpose the stress in the following passage thus: Instead of 
saying: ‘ And these words, which I command thee this day, 
shall be in thy heart/ they would say: 4 And these words which 
I command thee— this day shall they be in thy heart/ so that 
one who heard them might have thought that the intent of the 
passage was to signify: ‘ This day shall they (the words which I 
command thee) be in thy heart, but not to-morrow .' 

The rabbis taught: How would they read the Shema ? They 
would recite the passage: “ Hear, O Israel, the Lord is our 
God; the Eternal is One,” and then would continue without 
interruption to say: “ And thou shalt love the Lord thy God,” 
etc. (i.e.y they would not stop to lay stress on the words, “ The 
Eternal is One,” sufficiently long to meditate on the power of 
God in the heavens and on earth in all directions). Such is the 
dictum of R. Meir; but R. Jehudah said: They would make 
that interruption, but what they did not say was the verse: 
“ Blessed be the name of the honor of His kingdom for ever and 
ever,” which should be inserted between the end of the first 
verse:” Hear, O Israel,” etc., and the one commencing: “ And 
thou shalt love,” etc. 

Why do we recite this additional verse ? It is not written in 
the Scriptures ? In accordance with what was related by R. 
Simeon ben Lakish: It is written [Gen. xlix. i]: “And Jacob 
called unto his sons and said, ‘Gather yourselves together, that 
I may tell you that which shall befall you in the last days/ ” 
which signifies that he wished to disclose to them when the end 
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of the days should occur. As he was about to accomplish this, 
the Shekhina left him, and he commenced to fear lest there were 
among his children an unworthy person like Ishmael the son of 
Abraham and Esau the son of Isaac. So his children spoke to 
him and said: ” Hear, O Israel, the Lord is our God; the Eter¬ 
nal is One.” They said to him : “ Father, as in thy heart there 
is but one God, so is there in our hearts but one God.” As 
soon as Jacob our father heard this, he opened his mouth and 
said: ” Blessed be the name of the honor of His kingdom for 
ever and ever. ” 

The sages then began to deliberate whether to say this also 
or not. To say it would not be in accordance with the words of 
Moses, who did not use the verse; not to say it would be to 
disregard Jacob. So they finally concluded to say it in a still 
manner (not audibly). 

Said R. Itz’hak: “ The disciples of R. Ami compared this 
to the following parable: A king’s daughter, smelling the odor 
of savory spices, which were being cooked in the kitchen, craved 
for some. To order her servants to bring a dish of those spices 
would be to expose herself to ridicule; not to do so would be 
to suffer: so her servants brought her what she desired surrepti¬ 
tiously, in order that nobody should perceive it.” 

Said R. Abbahu: In Usha, where there was a sect of 
Minim,'* it was ordained that the additional verse should be pro¬ 
claimed in a loud voice, in order that the adherents of that sect 
should not say that the verse which was said in a still manner 
was one praising their own Deity; but in Neherdai,f where there 
were no Minim, even unto this day the verse is said in a still 
manner.” 

The rabbis taught: The inhabitants of Jericho were wont to 
do six things; three of these were done contrary to the wishes 
of the sages and three were done with the sanction of the sages. 
The following were done with the sanction of the sages: They 
would graft palm-trees the whole day of the 14th (of Nissan), 
they would read the Shema without interruption, and they would 

* “ In Usha” is in accordance with the explanation of Rabbenu Hananel ; for 
the Gemara does not mention any particular place. By “ Minim ” is meant the Jewish 
adherents of several different sects, who in addition to their own creed accepted the 
doctrines of another religion. In this instance the Nazarenes, /.<?., the Jews who 
accepted the teachings of Jesus of Nazareth, are more particularly referred to. 

f Neherdai was the kingdom of Persia, and the Minim Jewish Christians did not 
exist then at all. (Not, as some one claimed, that they were driven out. See our 
History of the Talmud.) 
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cut off new corn before acquitting the “ omer” (first-offering) 
thereof. The following, however, were done contrary to the 
wishes of the sages, namely: They would heap up the new corn 
before acquitting the “ omer ” (first-offering) thereof; they would 
make breaches in the fences of their gardens and vineyards dur¬ 
ing times of famine, in order that the poor might enter and eat 
the fruit which had dropped off the trees on Sabbath and on 
festivals; and they would make use of the plants (buds) grow¬ 
ing on or near consecrated trees, carob-trees, and sycamore. 
Such is the dictum of R. Meir. Said R. Jehudah to him: “ If 
thou sayest, that the first three things were done with the sanc¬ 
tion of the sages, then it will be assumed that all men may do so 
and that the sages allow them; say rather, that the sages did 
not prevent their doing the first three things, but not that they 
sanctioned them. Shouldst thou, however, retort, that cutting 
off the new corn before acquitting the ‘ omer ’ thereof is cer¬ 
tainly permitted (because it thus taught in a Mishna), then, say 
I, substitute for ‘ cutting off,’ ‘ heaping up into sheaves/ and in 
the last three things substitute for ‘ they would heap up the new 
corn before acquitting the “omer” thereof/ 'they allowed 
herbs to remain in the field as Peah.’ ” 

Why did the inhabitants of Jericho make use of plants 
growing on or near consecrated trees ? They said : “ Our ances¬ 
tors only consecrated the wood of the trees, and if other plants 
subsequently grew on those trees, why should we prevent the 
poor people from making use of them ? It does not constitute 
a trespass to partake of plants which subsequently grew on 
consecrated trees!” The sages, however, said: “A trespass¬ 
offering need not be brought if this was done, but it is a 
trespass nevertheless.” 

R. Simeon ben Lakish was quoted by Ula to have said: 
The inhabitants of Jericho and the sages differed only con¬ 
cerning such plants as grew on the tops of trees, and the sages 
prohibited their use on the Sabbath or on a festival, lest they 
be torn off by the poor on those days, while the inhabitants of 
Jericho did not hold this precautionary measure to be necessary. 
As for unripe fruit at the foot of the trees, all agree that it may 
be gathered. 

When Rabhin, however, came from Palestine, he said in the 
name of R. Simeon ben Lakish to the contrary: That they 
differ only concerning the unripe fruit, the sages holding that 
what is prepared for the fowls of the air (crows) cannot be called 
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prepared for men, while the inhabitants of Jericho maintained 
that it may be considered prepared for man also. As for the 
shoots on the tops of the trees, however, even the latter admit 
that they must not be used, for they hold to the precautionary 
measure instituted by the sages above. 

“ And they allowed herbs to remain in the field as Peah ." 
The rabbis taught: “ Formerly Peah was left from turnips and 
cabbage, and R. Jose said: “Also from leek.” In another 
Boraitha we have learned: “ Formerly Peah was left from tur¬ 
nips and leek," and R. Simeon said: “ Also from cabbage/' 

The rabbis taught: “Ben Buhain allowed herbs to remain 
in the field as Peah. When his father arrived he saw some 
poor men already standing with the bundles of herbs at the 
entrance of the garden, and he said to them : 4 Children, throw 
down your bundles of herbs and I will restore twice their value 
to you after I shall have acquitted the tithes thereof; and I do 
not say this because I would grudge you the herbs, but because 
the sages did not permit the herbs to be left as Peah.' " 

The rabbis taught: “Formerly the hides of the sacrificed 
animals were left in the chamber of Parvah.* At night the 
priests ministering during that week would divide those hides 
among themselves. The more powerful among the priests, 
however, would appropriate more than their share. So it was 
ordered that the division should be made every eve of Sabbath 
in the presence of all the men comprising the twenty-four 
watches (shifts) of the Temple. Still the more powerful priests 
would appropriate more than was due them. In consequence, 
the persons bringing the sacrifices decided to consecrate the 
hides for the use of the Temple. It was said that it did not 
take very long before it was possible to cover the entire Temple 
with disks of gold one ell square and of the thickness of a golden 
Dinar. At the time of the festivals these disks were placed on 
the mount of the Temple, in order that the pilgrims to Jerusa¬ 
lem might see them; for they were beautifully worked and 
were not counterfeited." 

We have learned in a Boraitha: Abba Saul said: “There 
were sycamore-trees in Jericho which the priests forcibly appro¬ 
priated for their own use, in consequence of which the owners 
consecrated them for the use of the Temple." Concerning such 


* One of the chambers enumerated in Tract Midath in connection with the 
Temple. 
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outrages and such priests, Abba Saul ben Batnith in the name of 
Abba Joseph ben Hanin said: “ Woe is me on account of the 
house of Baithos, woe is me on account of their rods! Woe is 
me through the house of Hanin and through their calumnies! 
Woe is me through the house of Kathros and through their pens ! 
Woe is me on account of the house of Ishmael ben Piakhi and 
of their fists! for they were all high-priests, their sons were the 
treasurers, their sons-in-law were the chamberlains, and their 
servants would beat us with rods.* 

The rabbis taught: Four shouts were sent up by (the people 
in) the court of the Temple. The first shout was: “ Go away 
from the Temple, ye children of Eli, who have defiled God’s 
house” (I Samuel ii.). The second shout was: ” Leave the 
Temple, Issachar, man of the village of Barkai,” who by his 
arrogance desecrated the sanctity of Heaven. He would envelop 
his hands in silk while performing his services as a priest. The 
third shout was: ” Raise your heads, O ye gates, and let Ish¬ 
mael ben Piakhi the disciple of Pinhas enter and assume the 
office of the High Priest.” The fourth shout was: ” Raise 
your heads, O ye gates, and let Johanan ben Narbayi enter and 
fill his bowels with the holy sacrifices.” Of Johanan ben Nar¬ 
bayi it was said that he (and his family, which was very large) 
would consume 300 calves, 300 jugs of wine, and 40 saah of 
young doves as dessert after his meals. It was also said that 
during his administration as high-priest there never was any 
remainder left over of the sacrifices from one day to the next. 

What was the end of Issachar, the man of the village of 
Barkai ? It was said that at one time the king and the queen 
were disputing as to the relative merits of a kid or lamb as food. 
The question then arose who was to decide the dispute. So it 
was suggested that the decision be left to the high-priest, who 
at that time was Issachar, the man of the village of Barkai, who 
certainly ought to know which was the better, as he used to 
bring sacrifices daily. He was called, and coming into the pres¬ 
ence of the king, jokingly waved his hand and said: If a kid 
were the better it would be used for the daily sacrifice, and we 
know that a lamb only must be used.” Said the king: ” Be¬ 
cause he showed no respect to the throne and waved his hand, 
let his right hand be cut off.” Issachar, however, bribed the 
executioner, and his left hand was cut off instead. When the 


* See “ Priester und Cultus,” of Buechler. 
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king heard of this, he ordered that the right hand should also 
be cut off. Said R. Joseph: “Blessed be the Merciful One, 
who punished Issachar in this world, and thus enabled him to 
enjoy the world to come/’ Said R. Ashi: “Issachar never 
learnt the Mishna, for had he done so he would have learned the 
following: R. Simeon said: For sacrifices lambs are always pref¬ 
erable to kids; but shall we assume that this is because they are 
really more toothsome ? Therefore it is written [Lev. iv. 32]: 
‘ And if he bring a sheep for a sin-offering,’ and as it is previ¬ 
ously written that he should bring a goat, it may be inferred 
therefrom that both are equal.” 

Rabhina, however, said: “ Issachar did not even read the 
Scriptures, for it is written [Lev. iii. 7 and 12]: 4 If he offer a 
sheep for his offering,’ etc., and 4 If a goat be his offering,’ etc., 
thus showing that both are equal.” 


CHAPTER V. 


REGULATIONS CONCERNING THE SACRIFICE OF THE PASCHAL LAMB. 

MISHNA: The continual (daily) offering* was slaughtered 
half an hourf after the eighth hour, and sacrificed half an hour 
after the ninth hour; but on the day before Passover, whether 
that day happened to be a week-day or a Sabbath, it was slaugh¬ 
tered half an hour after the seventh hour, and sacrificed half an 
hour after the eighth hour. When the day before the Passover 
happened to be a Friday, it was slaughtered half an hour after 
the sixth hour, sacrificed half an hour after the seventh hour, 
and the Passover sacrifice celebrated (immediately) afterwards. 

GEMARA: Whence do we know all this? Said Rabha: 
Because it is written [Numbers xxviii. 4], “ toward evening,” 
we know that this religious duty must be discharged when the 
sun commences to move towards the west (evening). Then 
again, on all ordinary days, in respect to vow and voluntary 
offerings, as it is written [Lev. vi. 5]: “ And he shall burn 
thereon the fat of the peace-offering.” And the master said 
that this signifies that all the other offerings must be sacrificed 
before the daily offering. Hence this latter was slaughtered half 
an hour after the eighth hour (two and one half hours after 
noon); but on the day before Passover, when the paschal lamb 
had to be slaughtered after the daily offering, the latter was 
slaughtered an hour sooner. If the eve of Passover, however, 
fell on Friday, when the paschal lamb must be roasted before 
the Sabbath set in, the literal text of the passage in the Scrip¬ 
tures is abided by, and the daily offering is slaughtered as soon 
as the sun commences setting towards the west, i.e ., half an 
hour after noon. 

The rabbis taught: “ In the same manner as the daily offer¬ 
ing was proceeded with on a week-day, it was also treated on 


* See Numbers xxviii. 3. 

\ All hours mentioned in Mishnaoth and Gemara are counted according to Pales¬ 
tinian time. The first hour in the morning is counted from our time, six o’clock. 
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Sabbath.” Such is the decision of R. Ishmael. R. Aqiba, 
however, said: 44 In the same manner as it is proceeded with on 
the eve of Passover, so should it be treated on Sabbath.” 

What does R. Aqiba mean by this statement ? Said Rabba 
bar Ula: The Mishna teaches us as follows: The usual manner 
of treating the daily offering on week-days is carried out also on 
Sabbath, notwithstanding the fact that no vow or voluntary 
offerings are sacrificed on the Sabbath. Such is the decree of R. 
Ishmael; but R. Aqiba said: ” Nay, on Sabbath the daily offer¬ 
ing should be treated the same as on the day before Passover; 
i.e. y it should be sacrificed an hour sooner, and for the very 
reason that there are no vow or voluntary offerings to be sacri¬ 
ficed on that day.” The statement in the Mishna, that 44 on 
the day before Passover, whether that day happened to be a 
week-day or a Sabbath, it was slaughtered half an hour after 
the seventh hour,” refers to the paschal lamb, and this is in 
accordance with the opinions of both R. Ishmael and R. Aqiba. 
Wherein do they differ ? R. Ishmael holds that the time should 
not be changed on the Sabbath, lest this be done also on the 
week-days, and thus sufficient time will not be allowed for the 
vow and voluntary offerings, while R. Aqiba maintains that this 
precautionary measure is not necessary. If the precautionary 
measure is not necessary, why should the sacrifice be brought on 
Sabbath half an hour after the seventh hour ? why not a half 
hour after the sixth hour ? R. Aqiba holds, that first the addi¬ 
tional Sabbath-sacrifice must be brought in the sixth hour, then 
the frankincense is burned at the seventh hour, and finally the 
daily sacrifice half an hour after the seventh hour. 

The rabbis taught: Whence do we know that nothing must 
be offered prior to the daily morning sacrifice ? Because it is 
written [Lev. vi. 5]: ” And the priest shall burn wood on it 
every morning, and he shall lay in order upon it the burnt-offer¬ 
ing,” which signifies that the (daily) burnt-offering shall be the 
first to be sacrificed. Is this then conclusive evidence ? Said 
Rabha: 44 Yea, because it says explicitly the burnt-offering, 
and that means that the daily morning sacrifice should be the 
first.” 

Whence do we know that nothing must be sacrificed after 
the daily evening sacrifice ? Because it is written [ibid.] : 44 And 
he shall burn thereon the fat of the peace-offerings.” How 
does this signify that nothing shall be sacrificed after the 
evening sacrifice? Said Rabha: Because it says the peace- 
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offerings,* and that means that the peace-offerings shall be 
the last.” 

The rabbis taught: “The daily (evening) offering precedes 
the Passover-sacrifice, and the Passover-sacrifice precedes the 
burning of the incense, and the incense precedes the lighting of 
the candles.” Why should the Passover-sacrifice follow the 
daily offering ? Because an act concerning which it is written 
[Deut. xvi. 6]: “ There shalt thou slay the Passover (lamb) at 
evening, at the going down of the sun,” and [Exod. xii. 6]: 
“ They shall kill it toward evening,” must be accomplished later 
than an act concerning which it is only written [Numb, xxviii. 
4]: “ Thou shalt prepare it toward evening.” 

The rabbis taught: “ There is nothing which may be offered 
up before the daily (morning) sacrifice except incense, which is 
burnt before the daily sacrifice.” (Why is that so ?) Because 
it is written concerning incense [Exod. xxx. 7]: “ Every morn¬ 
ing when he dresseth the lamps shall he burn it,” while concern¬ 
ing the daily sacrifice it is only written plainly “ in the morning.” 
After the daily evening sacrifice nothing may be offered up 
except the paschal lamb, and the incense and the lighting of the 
candles may be accomplished. Also if there happen to be a 
man who had not yet had the atonement made for him by the 
priest before taking the legal bath, the offering necessary for 
the atonement may be sacrificed even after the daily (evening) 
sacrifice; then the man may go and bathe himself and partake 
of the paschal lamb. 

R. Saphra propounded a contradictory question to Rabha: 

It is written [Exod. xxxiv. 25]: * Neither shall be left unto 
the morning the sacrifice of the feast of the Passover'; hence 
the supposition is that, while it must not be left unto the morn¬ 
ing, it may be left over the entire night and should be burned at 
the approach of morning, which is already the festival day, 
although the sacrifice was offered before the festival; but we 
find it written further [Numb, xxviii. 10]: ‘This is the burnt- 
offering of Sabbath on every Sabbath,' and does this not sig¬ 
nify that only the burnt-offering of the Sabbath may be burned 
on that day?” Rabha answered: “ This question was already 
propounded to R. Abbahu by R. Abba bar Hyya, and R. 
Abbahu replied: “ The passage quoted [Numb, xxviii. 10] refers 

* The Hebrew term for peace-offerings is “ Hashlomim,” and “ Hashlom ” also 
signifies “ to complete," whence Rabha adduces that the peace-offerings complete 
the sacrifices for the day and nothing further must be sacrificed. 
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to an eve of Passover which fell on a Sabbath, and a sacrifice 
which was offered up on the Sabbath may be burned on a festi¬ 
val/' Rejoined R. Saphra: " Because a Sabbath-sacrifice may 
be burnt on a festival, does that carry with it, that the passage 
must be construed to refer to a Sabbath which happened to be 
an eve of Passover?" Rabha replied: "Let the passage be. 
It is difficult enough to understand at all events, and it will 
eventually prove to be in accordance with the explanation 
rendered." 

MISHNA: If the Passover-sacrifice had not been slaughtered 
for the purpose of sacrificing it as a Passover-sacrifice,* or its 
blood had not been received for that purpose, or the blood had 
not been brought to the altar and sprinkled for that purpose, or 
if one act had been accomplished with it in order to make it a 
Passover-sacrifice and another not for that purpose, or if the 
reverse had taken place—it is not valid. How is it to be under¬ 
stood that " one act had been accomplished with it as a Pass¬ 
over-sacrifice and another not for that purpose "? This signifies, 
that one act had been accomplished with it in order to make 
it a Passover-sacrifice, and subsequently another act had been 
accomplished with it in order to make it a peace-offering; and by 
" if the reverse had taken place " is meant, if at first an act had 
been accomplished with it in order to make it a peace-offering 
and another act had subsequently been accomplished with it for 
the purpose of making it a Passover-offering. 

GEMARA: R. Papa propounded a question: "Does the 
Mishna mean to state that the sacrifice is not valid if the dual 
intention was carried out even in one act only (i.e., if f.i . when 
slaughtering the lamb the original intention was to have it serve 
as a paschal sacrifice and subsequently the intention was 
changed and it was slaughtered for a peace-offering), and thus it 
is in accordance with the opinion of R. Jose, who maintains that 
a later intention annuls a previous one; or, does the Mishna 
mean to state that it is not valid only if the dual intention was 
divided between two acts ( [i.e ., if f.i . the lamb was slaughtered 
with the intention of making it a paschal sacrifice and its blood 
was sprinkled for the purpose of making it a peace-offering), and 
thus it can be even in accordance with R. Meir, who holds that 
the original intention holds good and cannot be made void by a 
subsequent intention ? Now the question is, does R. Meir hold 

* The manner of procedure necessary to make a Passover-offering efficacious will 
be more fully explained in Tract Zeba’him (Sacrifices). 
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that an original intention holds good only for one act where the 
intention had subsequently been changed, and maintains that, 
even if two acts were accomplished with two different inten¬ 
tions, the one accomplished with the original intention super¬ 
sedes the one committed with the subsequent intention; or does 
he admit that where two acts are accomplished with different 
intentions the later annuls the former ?" 

Now let us see! There can be no question that the Mishna 
does not consider the case of where an act had been accom¬ 
plished originally with the intention of having it serve for a 
peace-offering and then the intention was changed so as to bring 
the Passover-sacrifice; for in that event, according to both R. 
Jose and R. Meir, the sacrifice could not be valid as a Passover- 
sacrifice (it must be borne in mind that R. Jose does not state 
that a later intention supersedes a former, but that it merely 
annuls it, and R. Meir holds that the former intention super¬ 
sedes the later). Thus the question again presents itself whether, 
if the act had been accomplished first so as to serve as a Pass- 
over-offering and was subsequently intended to serve as a peace¬ 
offering, does the Mishna refer to a single act embodying both 
intentions, or is a case referred to where two acts were com¬ 
mitted each with a separate intention ? 

Come and hear: If the blood of the paschal lamb had been 
sprinkled with the intention to have the lamb serve for those 
that were to partake thereof and also for those that were not to 
partake thereof, the sacrifice is valid. Let us see! How was 
the case ? Was the dual intention embodied in two acts, i.e., 
while the lamb was slaughtered for those who were to partake 
thereof, the intention was to sprinkle the blood even for those 
who were not to partake thereof, and sprinkling only is men¬ 
tioned because that act alone, even if accomplished for another 
purpose, would not invalidate the sacrifice; if, however, the 
dual intention was embodied in one act only, say that of slaugh¬ 
tering, i.e., the lamb was slaughtered both for those who were to 
partake thereof and for others who were not, would that render 
the sacrifice invalid ? This is not so ? We know that such a 
proceeding would not render it invalid ? Hence we must say 
that, as the later (succeeding) Mishna treats only of one act em¬ 
bodying a dual intention, such is also the case with our Mishna 
above. 

This is not conclusive evidence! One (Mishna) may treat 
of one case and the other of another case. The succeeding 
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Mishna may deal with one act, while our Mishna may deal either 
with one or with two acts! 

The schoolmen propounded a question: ” What is the law 
concerning a sacrifice which had been offered up at any time 
during the year (not on the eve of Passover) with the dual inten¬ 
tion of having it serve both as the paschal sacrifice and as a 
peace-offering ? Shall we assume, that the latter intention super¬ 
sedes the former and the sacrifice is valid or not ? ” When R. 
Dimi came from Palestine he said: I desired to decide this ques¬ 
tion before R. Jeremiah in the following manner: “ Let us see! 
As a paschal lamb which was offered up for its proper purpose 
is thereby made valid for its proper season, and if not offered up 
for its proper purpose it is made valid when not in its proper 
season, then, if offered up for its proper purpose, although offered 
for its proper season, the intention to have it serve not for its 
proper purpose supersedes the original intention, and the sac¬ 
rifice is not valid, and consequently the intention to offer it up 
not for its proper purpose, although it is valid not for its proper 
season, does not supersede the original intention to have it serve 
for its proper purpose, and the paschal lamb is not valid.” R. 
Jeremiah, however, answered: “ Nay; how canst thou compare 
the paschal lamb to other sacrifices ? (Is it not a fact that, if 
any ordinary sacrifice is offered up not for its originally intended 
purpose, the sacrifice itself is nevertheless valid, and the man 
who brings it must only offer up another to carry out his original 
purpose, while a paschal lamb, if brought for any other but its 
actual purpose, becomes absolutely useless and cannot be sacri¬ 
ficed at all.) If the paschal lamb was brought for its proper 
purpose in its proper time (as is the case in the first instance), a 
subsequent intention to have it serve another purpose would 
have rendered it absolutely useless; in the next instance, how¬ 
ever, when a sacrifice for a certain purpose was brought at any 
time of the year, a subsequent intention would not render it 
useless: then if the sacrifice had been brought with the original 
intention of having it serve as a peace-offering and subsequently 
the intention was added to have it serve also as a paschal offer¬ 
ing, the sacrifice would nevertheless not become useless; and 
even if the original intention was to have the sacrifice serve as a 
paschal offering, from the fact that it was not the proper season 
it cannot render the sacrifice invalid. Thus the subsequent 
intention entirely supersedes the original.” 

Which is, however, the final law ? Said Rabha; ” A sacri- 
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fice which had been offered up at any other time of the year 
(not on the eve of Passover) with the dual intention of having it 
serve both as a paschal sacrifice and as a peace-offering is valid. 
Why so ? For, let us see how it would be if the paschal lamb 
were brought at any time other than on the eve of Passover ? 
It would certainly be invalid. If, however, the intention to 
bring as a Passover-sacrifice were changed to that of bringing it 
as a peace-offering, it would be valid; thus we must assume that 
the subsequent intention superseded the original. Therefore if 
the original intention was to offer it up as a paschal sacrifice, 
and the intention was added to have it serve as a peace-offering, 
we must say that in this case the subsequent intention super¬ 
sedes the original intention, and the sacrifice is valid.’’ 

Rejoined R. Ada bar Ahabha: “ Perhaps the difference 
exists, whether the man who brought the sacrifice stated ex¬ 
plicitly the purpose for which he brought it, or whether he was 
silent; for let us see! If he offered up the sacrifice both to 
serve for those who should partake thereof as well as for those 
who should not, it is valid; but if he offered it up expressly for 
those who should not, it is not valid. Why should this be so ? 
Had he offered it up without stating any intention it would 
certainly be valid, because it would be considered as serving for 
those who should partake thereof, and consequently we see that 
there a difference is caused by silence, or the expression of an 
intention. ” 

Rabha replied: * 4 What comparison is there between the 
two ? If a man brought the paschal lamb without comment, it 
is until the time of its slaughter considered the Passover-sacri¬ 
fice. If the man slaughtered it in silence, its condition remains 
unchanged; but can it be said that those who were to partake 
thereof were the same at the time of the slaughter as they were 
previously; for is it not the law that, until the time of slaugh¬ 
tering the lamb, those that were to partake thereof might 
change their mind and others take their place ? ” 

The schoolmen propounded a question: ” What is the law 
concerning a paschal lamb which had been offered up for its 
actual purpose at any time during the year but on the eve of 
Passover, but with a change in the name of the person for whom 
it was originally intended ? Shall we assume that this would be 
equal to a change in the purpose of the sacrifice only and it 
would remain valid; or that, having been brought as a paschal 
offering not in its proper time, it is useless?” Said Rabha: 
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“ A sacrifice which had changed owners must be considered 
as being ownerless during the time when it should be offered up 
and is thus rendered invalid/’ 

MISHNA: If the paschal lamb were slaughtered for those 
who will not partake thereof, or for any that do not belong to 
the persons numbered to eat it, or for the uncircumcised, or for 
the unclean, it will not be valid; but if it were slaughtered for 
those who may partake thereof and (at the same time) for those 
that will not, or for those that are numbered to eat it and also 
for those that are not, or for the circumcised and also for the 
uncircumcised, or for the unclean and the clean, it will be valid. 
If the paschal lamb be slaughtered before noon, it is not valid, 
because it is written [Exod. xii. 6] : “ Toward the evening/’ If 
it were slaughtered before the continual (evening) offering is 
brought, it is valid, provided someone had been stirring the 
blood until that of the continual daily offering was sprinkled; 
but if the blood (of the paschal lamb) had already been 
sprinkled (before that of the daily offering) it is nevertheless 
valid. 

GEMARA: The rabbis taught: “ What is meant by * those 
who will not partake thereof ’ ? A sick or an aged person. 
What is meant by* those that were numbered to eat it and those 
that were not ’ ? A family for whom the lamb had been slaugh¬ 
tered and another for whom it had not.” 

Whence do we adduce this ? From the following teaching of 
the rabbis: It is written [Exod. xii. 4]: “According to the 
number of the souls,” whence we infer that the paschal lamb 
must not be slaughtered except for those who were numbered to 
eat it. Shall we assume, that one who slaughtered the lamb for 
those who were not numbered to eat it only fulfilled a religious 
duty negligently, but the sacrifice is nevertheless valid ? To 
that end the passage reiterates [ibid., ibid.]: “ Shall ye make a 
count,” which signifies, that otherwise it would be invalid. 
Rabbi said: Instead of “ make a count” read “ slaughter it,” 
because the term “make a count” is expressed with “ Tha- 
choso ” and the Syriac term for “ slaughter ” is “ chos,” and 
thus the passage appears as if one said to the other: “ Slaugh¬ 
ter it for me.” Thus we have found the sources whence arises 
the prohibition to slaughter the lamb for those not numbered to 
eat it; but whence do we adduce that the lamb must not be 
slaughtered for those who will not partake thereof? In the same 
passage it is written: “ Every man according to what he eateth, 
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shall ye make a count for the lamb ” ; hence those that partake 
thereof are accounted the same as those who are numbered to 
eat it. 

If a man slaughtered the lamb for the circumcised only, but 
intended that the atonement which is made through sprinkling 
the blood should serve also for the uncircumcised, R. Hisda 
holds that the sacrifice is not valid, because an intention to 
serve the uncircumcised invalidates the sprinkling, while Rabba 
holds that such is not the case. 

Said R. Ashi: R. Hisda and Rabba differ concerning the fol¬ 
lowing passage [Lev. i. 4] : “ And it shall be accepted for him to 
make atonement for him/’ Wherever it is written “ for him/' 
it refers to that person only and not also to his companion, and 
Rabba holds that such is the case only if his companion be in 
all respects his equal and among those for whom atonement is 
made; but the uncircumcised, not being in that class, cannot 
prove an impediment, for he was never thought of. R. Hisda, 
however, said: “ The uncircumcised can be included in that class 
for whom atonement is made, because should he submit to cir¬ 
cumcision he becomes in every respect the man's equal, and the 
passage which says ‘ for him ’ would necessarily exclude him. 
Thus the supposition that he can be circumcised renders him 
equal to being so.” 

Does then R. Hisda hold that the supposition that a thing 
can be accomplished renders it equal to having been accom¬ 
plished ? Have we not learned (page 74) that he does not admit 
of that theory ? Let us say, then, that he does not hold to the 
theory of that supposition only in the case of a lenient ordi¬ 
nance, but in the case of one that is rigorous he assents to the 
same. 

R. Huna the son of R. Jehoshua objected: “We have 
learned: If the paschal lamb, which was over the age of one 
year and was slaughtered at the proper time and for its proper 
purpose, and also if a man had slaughtered other animals for 
the purpose of serving as the paschal offering, at the proper 
time, R. Eliezer said, the sacrifices are absolutely useless, but R. 
Jehoshua declares, that the sacrifices are nevertheless valid sac¬ 
rifices. Now, then, R. Eliezer holds the sacrifices to be useless 
if they were brought as paschal offerings at the proper time, 
but if they had not been brought at the proper time he would 
also admit that they were valid; why does he not hold to the 
(theory of) supposition that the sacrifice had been brought at the 
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proper time, and consequently hold it to be useless at all 
times ?” Said R. Papa: “ In the case of the Passover-sacrifice 
it is different; for it is written [Exod. xii. 27] : 4 It is the sacri¬ 
fice of the Passover unto the Lord/ and this signifies, that it 
should ever remain thus, i.e., it cannot be sacrificed for other 
purposes, nor can other things be sacrificed in its stead.” 

Thus, as the Passover-sacrifice if brought in its proper time 
for other purposes is rendered utterly useless, so other sacrifices 
if brought in its stead at the proper time are also rendered use¬ 
less; but, as the Passover-sacrifice if brought for other purposes 
not in its proper time remains a sacrifice nevertheless, so should 
other sacrifices if brought in its stead not at the proper time also 
be permitted to remain valid. 

R. Simlai came to R. Johanan and said to him: ” Let 
Master teach me the contents of the book of ancestry,” and R. 
Johanan asked him:” Whence art thou ?” He replied: ” From 
Lydda.” ” And where dost thou reside ?” asked R. Johanan. 
” In Neherdai,” was the reply. R. Johanan then remarked: 
” The contents of the book of ancestry must not be taught to 
inhabitants of Lydda or Neherdai, and so much the more thou, 
who art born in Lydda and residest in Neherdai, shouldst cer¬ 
tainly not be taught.” R. Simlai, however, was persistent, and 
persuaded R. Johanan to grant his request, whereupon R. Sim¬ 
lai remarked: ” Thou canst teach me the contents of that book 
in three months.” So R. Johanan picked up a clod of soil and 
threw it at R. Simlai, saying: ” If Brurah, the wife of R. Meir, 
who was also the daughter of R. Hanina ben Tharadion, and 
who could learn three hundred Halakhas from three hundred 
great men in one day, could still not master the contents of the 
book of ancestry in three years, wouldst thou then learn it in 
three months ? ” 

As R. Johanan was about to leave, R. Simlai said to him: 
” Rabbi, tell me the meaning of the clause in the Mishna stat¬ 
ing, ‘ if a man slaughtered the Passover-sacrifice for its actual 
purpose or not for its actual purpose, for those who will partake 
of it or for those who will not partake of it.’ What is the 
difference, and why is the one sacrifice valid and the other not ?” 
and R. Johanan replied: ” Taking into consideration that thou 
art a young scholar, I will answer thee: If the Passover-sacri¬ 
fice was offered for its actual purpose or for another purpose the 
validity of the sacrifice itself is questioned, whereas if it were 
slaughtered for those who will partake thereof or those that 
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will not, it does not concern the sacrifice itself. In the first 
case no distinction can be made as to which part is intended for 
the one purpose and which for the other, while in the latter 
instance one may divide the sacrifice and say, ‘ This part shall 
serve for those who will partake thereof while the other shall 
serve for the sick and aged, or the other part will not be given to 
the sick and aged,’ and thus the subsequent intention will be 
ignored, while in the first instance such would be impossible. 
The first instance can apply either to an individual or to a con¬ 
gregation, while the latter instance can only apply to a family 
but not to an individual. Again, the first instance can apply to 
all the four acts necessary to make it a sacrifice, namely, to the 
slaughtering, receiving its blood, bringing it to the altar, and 
sprinkling the blood; but the latter instance cannot apply to all 
four acts, because we have already learned that in the sprinkling 
of the blood the partakers of the sacrifice are not considered.” 
(Commenting upon the answer of R. Johanan) R. Ashi said: 
‘ The first two reasons cited by R. Johanan are virtually one and 
the same thing; for why is ‘ the validity of the sacrifice itself 
questioned/ because ‘ no distinction can be made ’ ? ” 

Rami bar Judah in the name of Rabh said: “ Ever since the 
book of ancestry was concealed, the power of our sages was on 
the wane and their eyes were stricken with blindness.” 

Said Mar Zutra: “The section of Chronicles between the 
passage concerning Azel and his six sons in the eighth chapter 
and the same passage in the ninth chapter (see Chronicles viii. 
38 and ibid. ix. 44) required so much space in the book of 
ancestry that the material whereon it was written had to be 
transported by four hundred camels. ” * 

We have learned in a Boraitha: Anonymous teachers say: 

If, when slaughtering the Passover-sacrifice, the intention origi¬ 
nally was that it serve for the uncircumcised and subsequently 
for the circumcised, it is valid. If the reverse was the case, it 
is not valid. ” 

MISHNA: If a man offer the Passover-sacrifice while still 
having leaven in his possession, he thereby transgresses a nega¬ 
tive commandment. R. Jehudah says: “ The same rule applies 
to the continual daily offering (of that evening).” R. Simeon 
says: “ If the paschal sacrifice was slaughtered for its proper 

* According to the Aruch the passage commencing with Azel and ending with 
Azel in the one chapter required so much space, while the version rendered above is 
according to Rashi. 
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purpose on the eve of Passover with leaven, the mentioned 
transgression was committed; but if offered for any other pur¬ 
pose no guilt was incurred. As for other sacrifices, whether 
they were brought for their proper purposes or not (under their 
proper denominations or not), no guilt is incurred. If offered 
as a Passover-sacrifice on that festival, no guilt is incurred; but 
if offered under any other denomination (not for its proper use) 
guilt is incurred. As for other sacrifices (offered under the same 
circumstances during the Passover), a transgression is committed 
whether they were offered under their proper denominations or 
not, excepting in the case of the sin-offering, slaughtered not 
for its actual purpose (because concerning the sin-offering it is 
expressly written, ‘ a sin-offering is it ’; hence if not brought 
for its actual purpose it cannot be considered a sacrifice at all). 

GEMARA: Said R. Simeon ben Lakish: “ No guilt is 
incurred unless the man slaughtering the lamb, or the one 
sprinkling the blood, or the one of those who are to partake 
thereof, have leaven in his possession, and that only if he have 
it with him in the Temple.’’ R. Johanan, however, said: “ Even 
if he did not have it with him in the Temple.” Their point of 
variance is based upon the word with ” (Hebrew (fy) “ al ”). 
R. Simeon ben Lakish holds that ” with ” signifies “ near by,” 
while R. Johanan maintains that ” with ” may also mean, if the 
man have it in his possession wherever it may be. (The ” with ” 
under discussion is that to be found in the passage [Exod. 
xxxiv. 25]: ” Thou shalt not offer the blood of my sacrifice 
with leaven.”) 

They have already disputed concerning the word ” with ” 
elsewhere ? Why should their discussion be repeated ? For this 
reason: If they disputed only concerning leaven on the Pas¬ 
sover, R. Johanan might say, that leaven being a prohibited 
thing on that festival, it matters not where it is found, but con¬ 
cerning the cakes of the thanksgiving-offerings, which only 
become sanctified upon being brought into the Temple, R. 
Johanan might admit that the thanksgiving-offering would 
become invalid unless the cakes were brought with it into the 
Temple; hence it was necessary that R. Johanan should express 
his opinion to the effect that even in that case ” with ” signi¬ 
fied, if they were in possession of the man bringing the thanks¬ 
giving-offering. 

If the instance of the cakes only were mentioned, it might 
be assumed that Resh Lakish only holds that the cakes must 
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be brought with the thanksgiving-offering into the Temple, 
because they only become sanctified in the Temple, while in the 
case of the leaven, which is a prohibited article on the Passover, 
he might also admit that, no matter where it was situated, if it 
was only in possession of the man it would render the sacrifice 
invalid; hence his opinion in this case had to be cited. 

R. Oshiya propounded a question to R. Ami: 14 If the man 
slaughtering the lamb had not leaven in his possession, but one 
of the congregation which was to partake thereof had, what is 
the law ?” Said R. Ami: “ What question is this ? Does the 
passage then read, ‘ Thou shalt not sacrifice it with thy leaven ’; 
it states explicitly, 4 with leaven'?” Rejoined R. Oshiya: 
44 According to thy opinion, then, even if any person had leaven 
in his possession, even if he were not connected with the sacri¬ 
fice, is the man sacrificing culpable?” and R. Ami replied: 
44 The passage reads: 4 Thou shalt not offer the blood of my sac¬ 
rifice with leaven; neither shall be left unto the morning the 
sacrifice of the feast of Passover,' and it signifies that one who 
can be culpable for leaving that sacrifice until morning is culpa¬ 
ble for slaughtering with leaven.” Said R. Papa: 44 Thus if the 
priest who burns the fat of that sacrifice have leaven in his pos¬ 
session, he is culpable, because the priest is subject to the nega¬ 
tive commandment not to leave the fat until morning.” 

We have learned a Boraitha in support of R. Papa : 44 If 
a man slaughter the paschal lamb with leaven, he thereby trans¬ 
gresses a negative commandment provided he himself, or the 
one who sprinkles the blood, or one of the congregation which 
is to partake of the lamb have leaven in possession. If any 
other person, however, have leaven in his possession, it matters 
not. Thus only the slaughterer, the sprinkler, and the one who 
burns the fat of the sacrifice are guilty if having leaven in their 
possession, but not one who on the 14th day (of Nissan) pinches 
off the head of the fowl, brought as a sacrifice, by the back of its 
neck.”* 

4 4 R. Jehudah says: This rule applies to the conthmal daily 
offering ,” etc. What is the reason for R. Jehudah’s state¬ 
ment ? Because it is written [Exod. xxiii. 18]: 44 Thou shalt 
not offer the blood of my sacrifice with leavened bread,” and 
44 my” signifies the sacrifice designated especially for the Lord; 
and which is that ? The continual offering (of the evening). 


* See Levit. v. 8. 
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“ R. Simeon says" etc. What reason has R. Simeon for his 
statement ? From the fact that in the same passage “ my” is 
mentioned twice, one refers to the paschal offering and the other 
to the other sacrifices. Why, then, did the passage not generalize 
the sacrifices and use the plural ? In order to convey that at the 
time guilt was incurred on account of the paschal offering through 
leaven, no guilt was incurred on account of other sacrifices 
through the same means; but when no guilt was incurred on 
account of the mentioned sacrifice, it was incurred on account 
of the others. 

“ If offered as a Passover sacrifice on that festival , ” etc. 
Thus guilt was incurred if the sacrifice was offered expressly for 
other than the Passover purpose, but if offered in silence no guilt 
was incurred ? Why should this be so ? Do we not know that 
if that sacrifice were brought at any other time of the year in 
silence it would be considered a peace-offering, and a peace¬ 
offering brought on the Passover with leaven would certainly 
make one culpable ? Thus, we infer from R. Simeon’s teach¬ 
ing to the effect that he is not culpable; that if a paschal 
lamb is brought without comment, it remains just what it is, 
and if it is intended for a peace-offering, it must be distinctly 
stated. 

Said R. Hyya bar Garuda: “ It was decided by the entire 
assembly that the Mishna should be explained thus: The case 
treated of is where the congregation were all rendered unclean 
through a corpse, in which case the Passover was postponed for 
one month and was called the Second Passover; then if the 
paschal offering was brought in silence, it was certainly brought 
as a Passover-sacrifice. ” 

MISHNA: The Passover-sacrifice was slaughtered for three 
successive divisions of men, because it is written [Exod. xii. 6]: 
“ The whole assembly of the congregatio 7 i of Israel shall slaugh¬ 
ter it”; (thus three divisions were necessary, according to the 
expressions) ” assembly ” congregation , ” and ” Israel . ” The 
first division entered until the court of the Temple was filled, 
when the doors of the court were closed, and the cornet (horn) 
sounded Tekiah (one blast), Teruah (a succession of quick 
blasts), and Tekiah (another blast). The priests then placed 
themselves in double rows (file), each priest holding either a 
bowl of silver or a bowl of gold in his hand, but one row of 
priests had to hold all silver bowls and the other all gold—they 
were not allowed to be mixed. These bowls had no stands 
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underneath, so that the priests might not put them down and 
allow the blood to become coagulated. 

The Israelite slaughtered and the priest received the blood 
and gave it to another priest, who in turn passed it to another, 
and each receiving a full bowl, at the same time returning an 
empty one; the priest nearest the altar squirted out the blood 
in one (continuous) stream at the base of the altar. (This done) 
the first division went out and the second entered; when that 
went out, the third entered; in the same manner as the first, so 
did also the second and third divisions proceed. 

The Hallel (prayer of praise) was read (by each division): if 
they had finished (before completing their duties), they com¬ 
menced it over again, and might even say it for the third time, 
although it never happened that there was occasion to say it 
thrice. R. Jehudah says: “ It never happened that the third 
division read as far as the chapter commencing, ‘ It is lovely to 
me, that the Lord heareth my voice ’ (Psalms cxvi.),* because 
they were few in number/’ 

The same things that were done on week-days were also done 
on the Sabbath, excepting that the priests would on that day 
wash the court, contrary to the wishes of the sages. R. Jehu¬ 
dah says: “ A cup was filled with the mixed blood (of all the 
sacrifices) and was squirted out in one (continuous) stream on 
the altar ” ; but the sages would not admit that such was the 
case. 

In what manner was the paschal sacrifice suspended and its 
skin removed ? Iron hooks were affixed to the walls and pil¬ 
lars, on which the sacrifice was suspended and its skin removed. 

Those who could not find a place to do it in that manner used 
thin, smooth sticks of wood provided there for that purpose, on 
which they suspended the paschal sacrifice (and resting the 
sticks) between the shoulders of two persons, to remove the 
skin. R. Eliezer says: “If the 14th (of Nissan) occurred on a 
Sabbath, one person would place his left hand on the right 
shoulder of another, the latter would place his right hand on 
the left shoulder of the former, and thus suspending the sacrifice 
on the arms would remove the skin with their right hands.” 

When the sacrifice had been opened, the pieces which were 
to be sacrificed on the altar were removed, placed on a large 
dish, and offered up with incense on the altar. When the first 

* The Hallel prayer consists of the recital of six chapters of Psalms, from cxiii. 
to cxviii. inch 
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division had gone out (on the Sabbath), they would remain on 
the mount of the Temple; the second would remain in the open 
space between the ramparts of the Temple, and the third 
division remained in its place. As soon as it became dark, they 
all went out to roast their sacrifices. 

GEMARA: R. Itz’hak said: “ The paschal sacrifice was 
not slaughtered unless there were three divisions of thirty men 
each; why so ? Because it is written: * The whole assembly of 
the congregatioji of Israel —thus ' assembly' means ten men, 

‘ congregation ’ ten men, and ‘ Israel ’ also ten men.” It was 
doubtful, however, whether the thirty men had to be together, 
or whether only ten men at a time had to be present. So it 
was ordered that thirty men should enter, and as soon as ten 
were ready they went out, and ten others took their place; the 
next ten then left, and another ten entered; finally, the last 
thirty men went out together—thus each division numbered fifty 
men, or all three divisions one hundred and fifty men. 

” The first division entered , ” etc. It was taught: Abayi said, 
** that as soon as the first division entered the doors closed of 
themselves,” while Rabha states, ” that the doors were closed 
(by men), according to the teaching of the Mishna.” What is 
the difference ? According to Abayi, who states that the Mishna 
teaches that the doors closed of themselves, a miracle could be 
depended upon to gauge the number who were permitted to 
enter, while Rabha maintains that no miracle was depended 
upon, but that men appointed for that purpose would see when 
the court was filled and would then close the doors. 

The rabbis taught: It never happened that a man was 
crushed to death by the vast throng except once during the time 
of Hillel, when an old man was killed in the crowd. On that 
account that Passover was called the ” crushed Passover.” 

The rabbis taught: ” Agrippa the king once wanted to know 
how many male Israelites there were. So he told the high-priest 
to keep account of the paschal lambs. The high-priest then 
ordered, that one kidney of each paschal lamb be preserved, and 
it was found that six hundred thousand pairs of kidneys were 
preserved; and this was twice the number of the Israelites who 
went out of Egypt. Naturally, this was exclusive of all Israel¬ 
ites who were unclean and could not offer the sacrifice, and all 
those who lived at a great distance from Jerusalem and were not 
in duty bound to be present. There was not a single paschal 
lamb that did not represent at least more than ten persons. 
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That Passover was ever afterwards known as the ‘ large 
Passover/ " 

How could the kidneys be preserved ? Was it not imperative 
that they should be offered up on the altar ? The kidneys were 
merely deposited by one priest until another came along and 
substituted something else in their place. 

The priests then placed themselves in double rows” etc. 
Why was this done ? Shall we assume that, if this were not 
done, a priest might empty the blood contained in a golden 
bowl into a silver bowl, and thus degrade the sanctity of the 
blood of the sacrifice; then might not a priest also empty the 
contents of a bowl worth two hundred (dinars) into one worth 
only a hundred, and thus bring about the same condition ? 
Hence we must say, that it was not on that account, but merely 
for the sake of better appearance. 

These bowls had no stands underneath” etc. The rabbis 
taught: There were no bowls on the Temple that had any 
stands except those used to contain the incense which was 
placed near the showbreads, for had those bowls no stands it 
was feared that they might fall over on the sides of the show- 
breads and crush them. 

“ The Israelite slaughtered ” This is related by the Mishna in 
order to demonstrate that an ordinary Israelite may slaughter. 

“ The priest removed the blood” etc. This is related in order 
to inform us that all subsequent acts necessary for the sacrifice 
were performed by the priests. 

Gave it to another priest” etc. The Mishna teaches us 
thereby that [Proverbs xiv. 28]: “ In the multitude of people 
is the King's glory." 

“ Receiving a fidl bowl ’, at the same time returning an empty 
one” This bears out the statement of R. Simeon ben Lakish to 
the effect that a religious duty must not be passed by; i.e ., it 
must first be accomplished and then transferred to another; but 
not the reverse. 

The priest nearest the altar” etc. Who is the Tana who 
holds that the blood of the Passover-sacrifice must be squirted 
at the base of the altar ? Said R. Hisda: “ That is R. Jose the 
Galilean, as we have learned in the following Boraitha: R. Jose 
the Galilean said: It is written [Numbers xviii. 17]: 'Their 
blood shalt thou sprinkle upon the altar, and their fat shalt thou 
burn as a fire-offering,' and as it does not say ‘ its blood' or ‘ its 
fat,’ but in the plural, ‘ their blood ' and ‘ their fat,' it signifies 
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that the blood of the firstlings and of the first tithes and of the 
Passover-sacrifice must be sprinkled, and the pieces which must 
be offered should be offered up on the altar/’ 

Whence do we know, however, that the blood must be 
squirted at the base of the altar ? Said R. Elazar: “ By means 
of a comparison by analogy with the case of a burnt-offering, 
concerning which it is written [Levit. i. 11]: 44 And the sons of 
Aaron, the priests, shall sprinkle its blood upon the altar round 
about.” Thus as in the passage quoted above [Numb, xviii. 7] 
44 sprinkling ” is also mentioned, the inference is that in both 
cases the sprinkling must be done at the base of the altar. 
Whence do we know that the blood of a burnt-offering must be 
sprinkled at the base of the altar ? From the passage [ibid. iv. 
18]: 44 And all the blood shall he pour out at the base of the 
altar of burnt-offering.” 

44 The first division went out,” etc. We have learned in a 
Boraitha that the third division was called the 44 tardy division.” 
Why should this be so ? One division had to be the last ? 
Everyone had to strive to be first, as we have learned in a Bo¬ 
raitha: 44 R. Jose said: The world cannot exist without an apothe¬ 
cary and without a tanner, yet well is to him who follows the 
profession of an apothecary and woe is to him who follows the 
calling of a tanner. The world cannot exist without males and 
females; yet well is to him who hath sons and woe is to him who 
hath daughters.” 

44 The priests , etc., would wash the courts , contrary to the 
wishes of the sages ” Who were the sages who were opposed to 
this ? Said R. Hisda: 44 That was only R. Eliezer, for the 
other sages all held that a rabbinical prohibition was never effec¬ 
tive in the Temple.” (See Tract Sabbath, page 187.) 

44 R. Jehudah says , ‘ A cup was filled ” etc. We have 
learned in a Boraitha: R. Jehudah said: 44 A cup was filled with 
the mixed blood lest the blood of one of the bowls held by the 
priests be spilled in transit, and thus the sacrifice whence the 
blood came became invalid.” R. Jehudah was asked, however: 
44 Supposing the mixed blood was taken from that which was 
spilled on the ground and not from that which had been received 
in the bowls, would this not be unlawful ?” and he replied: 44 I 
refer only to such as had been received in the bowls,” 

How could this distinction be made in the midst of such a 
vast multitude ? The priests were very dexterous. If so, why 
was there fear that the blood of one of the bowls might be 
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spilled ? Just because they were so dexterous, there is all the 
more reason to assume that in the handling of the bowls some 
of the blood might be spilt. 

Was it not certain, however, that in that mixed blood there 
was the last (life) blood of the sacrifice (which must not be 
offered up on the altar) ? R. Jehudah holds to his individual 
theory, that one kind of blood does not interfere with another, 
and if the proper blood was sprinkled it was sufficient. 

The pieces , etc., were placed on a large dish and offered up." 
Did the same person offer it up on the altar ? Read in the 
Mishna: He would place it on a large dish until a priest would 
come and offer it up. 

We have learned in a Boraitha: As soon as a man had fin¬ 
ished preparing his sacrifice, he would wrap up in the skin and 
carry it off. Said R. Elish: This is after the manner of the 
Ishmaelitish meat-dealers. 


CHAPTER VI. 


REGULATIONS CONCERNING ACTS WHICH SUPERSEDE THE DUE OBSERV¬ 
ANCE OF THE SABBATH-THE SACRIFICE OF THE PASCHAL OFFER¬ 
ING-WHAT IS TO BE DONE IF ONE SACRIFICE IS CONFOUNDED 

WITH ANOTHER. 

MISHNA: The following acts necessary for the sacrifice of 
the paschal offering supersede the due observance of the Sab¬ 
bath, namely: The slaughtering thereof, the sprinkling of its 
blood, the removal of its entrails, and the burning of the fat 
with incense; but the roasting of the sacrifice, as well as the 
washing of its entrails, does not supersede the due observance 
of the Sabbath. To carry and bring it beyond the sabbatical 
legal limits, or to remove a wen (or spreading sore) thereon, is 
an act which does not supersede the due observance of the Sab¬ 
bath. R. Eliezer, however, says they do supersede it. ” For,” 
said R. Eliezer, “ this is surely a logical sequence; if slaughter¬ 
ing an animal, which is prohibited on the Sabbath as being a 
principal act of labor, is allowed in this instance (of the Pass- 
over) and even supersedes the Sabbath, does it not follow that 
these two acts, which are only prohibited by rabbinical law, 
should also in this instance supersede the Sabbath?” R. 
Jehoshua answered and said: ” The laws concerning the festival 
will prove the contrary; for many things prohibited on the Sab¬ 
bath as being principal acts of labor are nevertheless permitted 
on the festival,* while other things which are prohibited by rab¬ 
binical law are yet prohibited on the festival. ”f R. Eliezer 
replied: ” What is the matter with thee, Jehoshua? How canst 
thou adduce proof from purely voluntary acts (such as cooking) 
to such as are distinctly prohibited by biblical law ? ” R. Aqiba 
then answered: ” The act of sprinkling (a person who had 
become unclean) will prove it; for that is a distinct biblical 
commandment and is only prohibited on the Sabbath by rab- 


* Such as cooking, lighting a fire, splitting wood, etc. 

f Such as moving things from one legal limit into another without the combina¬ 
tion of an Erub. (Vide Tract Betza.) 
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binical law, still it does not supersede the due observance of 
the Sabbath ;* do not therefore wonder that these acts, which 
are also religious duties, and are only prohibited on the Sabbath 
by rabbinical law, should still not be allowed to supersede the 
Sabbath/’ R. Eliezer replied, however: “I also adduce my 
inference from the act of sprinkling, and maintain that if slaugh¬ 
tering, which is prohibited to be done on the Sabbath as a princi¬ 
pal act of labor, is in this instance allowed to supersede the 
due observance of the Sabbath, does it not follow that the 
sprinkling of a person who had become unclean, and which is 
only prohibited to be done on Sabbath by rabbinical law, should 
in so much greater a degree supersede the Sabbath ? ” But R. 
Aqiba said: “ Rather conclude the reverse: for if the sprink¬ 
ling, which is only prohibited by rabbinical law, nevertheless 
does not supersede the Sabbath, does it not follow that slaugh¬ 
tering, which is prohibited as a principal act of labor, should a 
fortiori not supersede the Sabbath?” R. Eliezer then said to 
him: ” Aqiba! wouldst thou then annul what is written in the 
Scriptures [Numb. ix. 3]: ‘ Toward evening shall ye prepare it, 
at its appointed season / (and which signifies) whether it be a 
week ora Sabbath day?” Rejoined R. Aqiba: ” Rabbi, pray 
adduce a text that prescribes a particular (and appointed) time for 
the performance of these acts (mentioned in the first part of 
this Mishna), even as there is one concerning the slaughtering of 
the paschal sacrifice.” The following rule therefore did R. Aqiba 
lay down : Every act necessary for the paschal sacrifice, which 
can be accomplished previous to the advent of the Sabbath, does 
not supersede the due observance of the Sabbath; but as the 
slaughtering of the paschal lamb cannot be done before the Sab¬ 
bath, it supersedes the Sabbath. 

GEMARA: The rabbis taught: The Halakha in the Mishna 
was not known to the children of Bathyra; for it once hap¬ 
pened that the 14th (of Nissan) occurred on a Sabbath, and 
they did not know whether the Passover sacrifices superseded 
the due observance of the Sabbath or not. They therefore 
commenced to look around for a man who knew the Halakha, 
and they were told that there was a man who had recently come 
from Babylon, called Hillel of Babylon, and who had learned 
under the two greatest men of that generation, namely, Shemaiah 

* Even if that day be the last day on which an unclean person may be sprinkled, 
and occur on the 14th (of Nissan), when should he not be sprinkled, he would not be 
allowed to partake of the paschal lamb. 
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and Abtalion; he would probably be able to aid them in their 
dilemma. They sent for him and asked him : ” Dost thou know 
whether the Passover-sacrifice supersedes the Sabbath ? ’ ’ and he 
answered : ” Have we only one Passover-sacrifice that supersedes 
the Sabbath ? are there not over two hundred sacrifices that 
supersede the Sabbath ? ” (i.e., the continual daily offerings which 
are offered twice on the Sabbath and the additional two sacri¬ 
fices which are brought especially on the Sabbath). But they 
insisted upon his basing his assertion upon some actual text, and 
he said: “ As it is written concerning the continual daily sacri¬ 
fice [Numb, xxviii. 2]: * My offering, etc., shall ye observe to 
offer unto me in its due season,' and the same term, * at its 
appointed season,’ is mentioned in connection with the Pass¬ 
over-sacrifice [Numb. ix. 2], therefore both may supersede the 
Sabbath. Aside from this analogous deduction, there is also an 
a fortiori conclusion; for if on account of the continual daily 
sacrifice, for the neglect of which the penalty of Kareth is not 
incurred, the Sabbath may be violated, so much the more is this 
allowed on account of the Passover-sacrifice, for the omission of 
which the penalty of Kareth is incurred.” When they heard 
this, they immediately placed him at their head and made him a 
prince. Thereupon he sat all day and preached upon the Ha- 
lakhoth of the Passover. 

Subsequently Hillel began to reproach them, and said: 
“ What induced you to set me up as a prince among you ? 
Only your own idleness in not taking advantage of the learn¬ 
ing of the two great men of your generation, Shemaiah and 
Abtalion. ” 

The following question was propounded to Hillel: “ What is 
the law if a man had forgotten to bring the slaughtering knife on 
the day preceding the Sabbath ? ” He answered : ” I have heard 
the Halakha but have forgotten it. Leave this, however, to the 
Israelites themselves, for though they are not prophets they are 
descendants of prophets, and they will know what to do.” On 
the morrow he noticed that those who brought sheep as a sacri¬ 
fice had the knife thrust in the wool of the sheep and those that 
brought goats as a sacrifice had the knife stuck between the 
horns, whereupon he remembered the Halakha covering the case 
and exclaimed: ” Thus is the tradition which I have received 
from my masters Shemaiah and Abtalion.” 

The Master said: It is written, ” in its due season,” etc. 
Whence is it adduced, however, that the continual daily sacrifice 
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supersedes the due observance of the Sabbath ? From the pas¬ 
sage “ in its due season ? Is not the same passage to be found 
in connection with the paschal offering ? Why, then, was the 
question put concerning the latter, while concerning the former 
it seemed to be an established fact that the Sabbath might be 
violated on its account ? Certainly such is the case! For it is 
explicitly stated [Numb, xxviii. io]: ” This is the burnt-offering 
of the Sabbath on every Sabbath, besides the continual burnt- 
offering and its drink-offerings.” 

The Master said: “ On the morrow those who brought a 
sheep as their sacrifice had the knife thrust in the wool.” Would 
this not constitute the performance of work with a consecrated 
thing (which is prohibited) ? This is in accordance with the cus¬ 
tom of Hillel, concerning whom it is said, that in his time not a 
single transgression was committed with the consecrated animals, 
because he instituted the custom that they be brought to the 
court of the Temple in a non-consecrated state, and consecrated 
in the court of the Temple. 

How can the Passover-sacrifice, however, be brought as an 
ordinary animal in the Temple on the Sabbath ? It is not allowed 
to consecrate things on the Sabbath ? This applies only to ordi¬ 
nary articles which were to be consecrated, but not to such as it 
was a duty to consecrate; for R. Johanan said, that Passover 
sacrifices may be consecrated on a Sabbath and a festival sacri¬ 
fice on a festival. 

When bringing the sheep with the knife in its wool, did not 
that constitute an indirect performance of work on the Sabbath, 
which, although it was not prohibited by biblical law, was never¬ 
theless prohibited by rabbinical law ? This was the question 
propounded to Hillel, whether an act prohibited only by rab¬ 
binical law but not by biblical might be performed on the Sab¬ 
bath in order to discharge a religious duty, and in answer to 
which he said that he had forgotten the Halakha, but which he 
afterwards remembered and decided in the affirmative. 

Said R. Jehudah in the name of Rabh: ” He who is arro¬ 
gant, if he be one of the sages his wisdom leaveth him, and if 
he be a prophet his power of prophecy forsaketh him. If he be 
a sage his wisdom leaveth him, is aptly illustrated by the case of 
Hillel, who, as soon as he reproached the people and vaunted 
his own greatness, when asked concerning a certain Halakha 
admitted that he had forgotten it; and if he be a prophet his 
power of prophecy forsaketh him, may be inferred from the case 
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of Deborah the prophetess, as it is written [Judges v. 7]: ‘ Deso¬ 
late were the open towns in Israel, they were desolate until that 
I arose, Deborah, that I arose a mother in Israel,' while further 
on it is written [ibid. 12]: ‘Awake, awake, Deborah,’ whence 
the conclusion that her power left her, for otherwise the admoni¬ 
tion to awake would be unnecessary.” 

Resh Lakish said: A man who becomes angry, if he be a 
sage his wisdom leaveth him, and if he be a prophet his power 
of prophecy forsaketh him. The first instance is illustrated by 
the case of Moses, as it is written [Numb. xxxi. 14]: “ And 
Moses was wroth with the officers of the host,” and further it 
says [ibid. 21]: “And Elazar the priest said unto the men of 
the army who had gone to the battle, This is the ordinance of 
the law which the Lord hath commanded Moses,” whence the 
inference that Elazar said this because Moses must have forgot¬ 
ten it. The second instance is illustrated by the case of Elisha 
the prophet, as it is written [II Kings III. 14]: “And Elisha 
said, As the Lord of hosts liveth, before whom I have stood, 
surely, were it not that I regard the presence of Jehoshaphat 
the king of Judah, I would not look toward thee, nor see thee,” 
while in the following passage it is said: “ But now bring me a 
musician. And it came to pass, when the musician played, that 
the inspiration of the Lord came upon him,” whence the con¬ 
clusion that his power forsook him and could be restored only 
by the aid of a musician. R. Mani bar Patish said: If a man 
becomes angry, even if greatness had been predestined for him, 
it is not granted him, and whence do I adduce this ? From the 
case of Eliab, as it is written [I Samuel xvii. 28]: “And 
Eliab’s anger was kindled against David, and he said, Why didst 
thou come down hither ? and with whom hast thou left those 
few sheep in the wilderness ? I know thy presumption, and 
the wickedness of thy heart; for in order to see the battle art 
thou come down,” and it is also written, that when Samuel 
went to anoint one of the sons of Jesse as a king, and the other 
sons of Jesse were brought before him, he said: “ This one also 
hath the Lord not chosen ” [ibid. xvi. 8, 9], while concerning 
Eliab it is written [ibid. 7] : “ But the Lord said unto Samuel, 
Regard not his appearance, nor the height of his stature; because 
I have rejected him,” whence the conclusion that the Lord had 
previously intended to have him anointed, but on account of 
Eliab’s anger He had subsequently rejected him. 

From what we have learned so far, we know that the contin- 
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ual daily offering and the Passover-sacrifice supersede the Sab* 
bath, but whence do we know that they also supersede the law 
of uncleanness ? I will tell you ! In the same manner as we 
have deduced (by analogy) from the continual daily offering the 
law of the Passover-sacrifice, so we deduce from the Passover- 
sacrifice, which supersedes uncleanness, that the continual daily 
sacrifice also supersedes uncleanness. Whence do we know that 
the Passover-sacrifice itself supersedes the law of uncleanness ? 
Said R. Johanan: “ Because it is written [Numbers ix. 10]: ‘ If 
any man whatever should be unclean by reason of a dead body,' 
etc., we infer from the term, ‘ any man whatever/ that only 
individuals must defer the Passover-sacrifice until the second 
Passover; but if there is a congregation they should prepare 
the paschal lamb, notwithstanding the fact that they are un¬ 
clean/’ 

“ The washing of its entrails. What is meant by washing 
the entrails ? Said R. Huna: “ The entrails are pricked with a 
knife and then washed,” and R. Hyya bar Rabh says: “ They 
are merely pressed with a knife, and in that manner the filth is 
removed. ” 

It is written [Isaiah v. 17]: “Then shall the sheep feed 
according to their wont, and the ruins of the fat ones shall 
sojourners eat.” Said Menasseh bar Jeremiah in the name of 
Rabh: The term “ according to their wont ” being expressed by 
(the Hebrew word) Kedabram , and “ Debar ” meaning “ speak¬ 
ing,” the expression Kedabram should be explained to mean, 
“ as they were spoken of.” The word “ sheep ” refers to the 
Israelites, and thus the passage signifies: “ Then shall the Israel¬ 
ites feed as they were spoken of.” What was spoken of concern¬ 
ing them ? Said Abayi: “ By the latter part of that verse and 
by the 4 sojourners ’ are meant the righteous who at that time 
were strangers, but in the future they would be the inhabitants 
and feed on the ruins of the fat ones.” Said Rabha to him: 
This interpretation would be correct if there were not the word 
“ and ” between the two passages, but that word gives the latter 
passage a distinct significance; therefore, said he, the passage 
will have the meaning given it by R. Hananel in the name of 
Rabh, who said that in the future the righteous would have the 
power to arouse the dead; because in this passage quoted it is 
said: “ Then shall the sheep feed according to their wont,” and 
in another passage [Micah vii. 14] : “ Let them feed in Bashan 
and Gilead, as in the days of old.” By Bashan is meant Elisha, 
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the man of Bashan, as it is written [I Chronicles v. 12] : 44 Yanai 
and Shaphat in Bashan,” and [II Kings iii. 11] : “ Elisha the 
son of Shaphat” (hence Elisha, being the son of Shaphat, was 
from Bashan). By Gilead is meant Elijah, as it is written [I Kings 
xvii. 1]: ” Elijah the Tishbite, who was of the inhabitants of 
Gilead” (and both of these prophets Elijah and Elisha roused 
the dead). Thus the original passage quoted [Isaiah v. 17] 
should be interpreted as follows: As in the days of old Elijah 
and Elisha aroused the dead, so will in the future other right¬ 
eous men also have that power.* 

R. Samuel ben Na’hmeni in the name of R. Jonathan deduces 
the above conclusion from the passage [Zechariah viii. 4]: Thus 
hath said the Lord of Hosts, Again shall there sit old men and 
women in the streets of Jerusalem, and every one with staff in 
hand because of their multitude of years ” ; and as it is written 
[II Kings iv. 29]: 44 Lay my staff upon the face of the lad,” the 
inference that the righteous will have the power to arouse the 
dead is deduced from the analogy of the two passages, the latter 
of which deals with the arousing of the dead. 

44 The burning of the fat with incense We have learned in 
a Boraitha: R. Simeon said: “ Come and observe how pleasing 
the fulfilment of a religious duty at its proper time was to them! 
We well know that the burning of the fat and of certain pieces 
could be accomplished at any time during the night; still they 
did not postpone it, but accomplished it immediately.” 

44 To carry and bring it beyond the sabbatical legal limits . ” 
(This passage of the Mishna is explained in Tract Erubin, pages 
245-246.) 

“For, said R. Eliezer, if slaughtering an animal, ' ' etc. (What 
could R. Jehoshua reply to this ?) R. Jehoshua holds to his 
individual theory, that the enjoyment of a festival by feasting 
and drinking is also a religious duty (as explained in a Boraitha 
on Tract Betza).f 

44 R. Aqiba then answered: The act of sprinkling," etc. We 
have learned in a Boraitha: R. Eliezer said to him: “Aqiba, 
thou hast refuted my assertion with (the instance of) slaughter¬ 
ing; by slaughter shalt thou suffer death!” Said R. Aqiba: 
44 Rabbi, the time when thou judgest me, do not deny what 

* This lecture is inserted because in the previous paragraphs sheep were dealt 
with in connection with the Passover-sacrifice. 

\ The entire argument concerning the enjoyment of a festival will be brought up 
at its proper place in Tract Betza (Yom Tob). 
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thou thyself taughtest me! The tradition I quote comes from 
thee, that sprinkling (an unclean person) is a rabbinical law and 
does not supersede the due observance of the Sabbath/’ 

If R. Eliezer actually taught R. Aqiba to this effect, why 
was he angry with him ? R. Eliezer had forgotten that teach¬ 
ing, and R. Aqiba reminded him through his answer. Why did 
R. Aqiba not say at the time that he had learned it from R. 
Eliezer ? Because it is not seemly that a teacher be told that 
he had forgotten. 

Why should sprinkling not supersede the due observance of 
the Sabbath; it is only a matter of holding a little water, and if 
necessary to enable a man to partake of the paschal lamb, why 
should it not be permitted on the Sabbath ? Said Rabha: 
“ The prohibition is merely a precautionary measure, lest a man 
carry the water four ells in public ground.” 

According to R. Eliezer, however, who maintains (in Tract 
Sabbath) that the preparation for the accomplishment of a relig¬ 
ious duty supersedes the Sabbath, what matters it if the water 
was carried four ells in public ground ? I will tell you ! R. 
Eliezer in that instance refers to a religious duty which the man 
is already obliged to discharge, but in this case the man, being 
still unclean, is not subject to the performance of that duty, 
but by being sprinkled is merely rendered so, and in such a case 
R. Eliezer does not apply his decision. 

Rabha said: “According to the opinion of R. Eliezer just 
quoted, it is permitted to heat water on Sabbath for a child who 
is healthy , in order to strengthen it, and then circumcise it, 
because the child is already subject to the performance of that 
duty; but if the child is not well, heating water is not permitted, 
because in such a condition the child is not subject to that 
duty.” Replied Rabha: “ If the child is healthy, what need is 
there of heating water for it? Therefore,” said he, “with 
respect to circumcision, all children are considered as being 
unwell until they are bathed, and are not subject to the duty of 
circumcision prior to being bathed. Hence no water should be 
heated for a child who is healthy, according to R. Eliezer, on 
the Sabbath, but on the preceding day.” 

The following ride therefore did R. Aqiba lay down , ” etc. 
Said R. Jehudah in the name of Rabh: “ The Halakha prevails 
according to R. Aqiba.” Concerning circumcision R. Aqiba 
laid down the same rule, and R. Jehudah also said in the name 
of Rabh, that the Halakha prevails according to R. Aqiba. (At 
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the proper place in Tract Sabbath the reason why R. Aqiba 
made the rule in both instances is explained, page 295.) 

MISHNA: Under what circumstances is it allowed to bring 
a festal offering in addition to the paschal sacrifice ? When 
the paschal sacrifice is sacrificed on a week-day, when those 
offering it are legally (ritually) clean, and if it is insufficient for 
the number appointed to partake thereof. But if it is sacrificed 
on a Sabbath, if it is sufficient for those appointed to eat it, or 
when those are legally unclean, no festal offering may be 
brought in addition to the paschal sacrifice. The festal offer¬ 
ing may be brought of the flock, of cattle, lambs or goats, and 
may be either male or female (animals); the time during which 
it is a duty to consume it is two days and a night. 

GEMARA: The Tana who holds that a festal offering must 
not be brought on the Sabbath is also the same who maintains 
that bringing or carrying the paschal sacrifice from beyond the 
sabbatical legal limits does not supersede the due observance of 
the Sabbath. Thus the statement in our Mishna is merely sup¬ 
plementary to that of the previous Mishna, and signifies that a 
festal offering may be brought only on a week-day, but it does 
not supersede the Sabbath. 

For what purpose is a festal offering brought generally in 
addition to the paschal sacrifice ? As we have learned in the 
following Boraitha: “ The festal offering which is brought in 
addition to the paschal offering should be eaten prior to the 
latter, in order that the paschal offering may be the last to sati¬ 
ate the appetite of those who partake thereof.” 

” Two days and a night” etc. Our Mishna is not in accord¬ 
ance with the opinion of Ben Thamah. We have learned in a 
Boraitha: Ben Thamah said: ” The festal offering brought in 
addition to the paschal sacrifice is in all respects equal to the 
paschal sacrifice itself, and should be eaten only in the course of 
one day and night. The festal offering, however, brought on 
the 15th (the festival proper) should be consumed during the 
course of two days and one night. The festal offering brought 
on the 14th with the paschal sacrifice only fulfils the duty of 
enjoying the festival, but the injunction not to come empty- 
handed into the Temple is not satisfied thereby. The festal 
offering brought in addition to the paschal sacrifice must be 
brought of sheep only, but not of oxen; it must be male and 
not a female, and not over one year old. It should be consumed 
in the course of one day and night, and must not be eaten 
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except it be roasted, and not by any except those appointed to 
eat the paschal sacrifice/’ 

What is Ben Thamah’s reason for this statement ? He bases 
it upon the teaching of Rabh to Hyya the son of Rabh, as fol¬ 
lows: It is written [Exod. xxxiv. 25]: " Neither shall be left 
unto morning the sacrifice of the feast of the Passover/’ From 
the fact that the passage states “ the feast of the Passover,” 
while it could have merely said “ the Passover,” it must be 
assumed that the festal offering brought in addition to the pas¬ 
chal sacrifice is meant, and the verse distinctly states that it 
must not be left until morning. 

We have learned in a Boraitha: Jehudah ben Durthai and his 
son Durthai severed themselves from the company of the other 
sages and settled in the South (on account of the decree of the 
sages to the effect that the festal offering does not supersede the 
Sabbath). He said to them: ” When Elijah will come and ask 
you why ye did not offer a festal offering on the Sabbath, what 
will ye answer ?” and, moreover, he said: ” I am astonished at 
the two great men of this generation, Shemaiah and Abtalion, 
who were so wise and such excellent preachers, that they did 
not teach in Israel that the festal offering supersedes the due 
observance of the Sabbath.” 

Said Rabh: What was the basis of Ben Durthai’s state¬ 
ment ? It is written [Deut. xvi. 2]: “ And thou shalt sacrifice 
the Passover-offering unto the Lord thy God, of sheep and 
oxen,” and this surely cannot refer to the paschal sacrifice alone, 
which must be brought only of sheep and goats. Hence by 
“ sheep” is meant the paschal sacrifice and by “ oxen ” the 
festal offering, and as it says “ thou shalt sacrifice,” it cer¬ 
tainly refers to the Sabbath also. Said R. Ashi: Shall we rack 
our brains to find justifications for men who had severed them¬ 
selves from the company of our sages ? Therefore say, rather, 
that the passage just quoted refers to the statement of R. 
Na’hman, who said in the name of Rabba bar Abbahu: Whence 
do we know that such sheep as had been left over from those 
which had been separated as paschal sacrifices may be brought as 
peace-offerings? Because it is written: ” Thou shalt sacrifice 
the Passover-offering unto the Lord thy God, of sheep and 
oxen,” and this surely cannot refer to the paschal sacrifice alone, 
which must be brought only of sheep or goats. Hence we must say 
that whatever remains over from the paschal sacrifice may be used 
for such sacrifices as can be brought either from sheep or oxen. 
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Why does the festal offering in reality not supersede the Sab¬ 
bath, according to the decree of the sages ? Is it not a congre¬ 
gational sacrifice, and as such privileged to supersede the observ¬ 
ance of the Sabbath ? Said R. Ilayi in the name of R. Jehu- 
dah ben Saphra: It is written [Levit. xxiii. 41]: "And ye 
shall keep it as a feast unto the Lord seven days in the year/* 
The Feast of Tabernacles (to which this passage refers) is, how¬ 
ever, to be observed eight days ? Hence we must assume that 
the festal offering does not supersede the observance of the Sab¬ 
bath, and (leaving out the Sabbath in consequence) there are 
only seven days left. 

When Rabhin came from Palestine he said: " I once said in 
the presence of my masters that the Feast of Tabernacles may 
sometimes last only six days. If, f.i., the first day occurs on 
Sabbath, the last day would also be Sabbath, and as it is not 
allowed to bring festive offerings on those days, the festival lasts 
only six days." * 

Said Abayi: " This statement could not have been made by 
Rabhin (R. Abhin), but rather by Abhin Thekla (Thekla means 
one who is childless or has lost his children), because it cannot 
stand; for eight feast days can never occur in succession, as one 
must be a Sabbath; seven feast days are the rule, whereas it sel¬ 
dom happens that there should be only six." f 

Ula said in the name of R. Elazar: A peace-offering brought 
on the eve of Passover cannot serve for the fulfilment of the 
duty of rejoicing on the festival nor for the festal offering to be 
brought with the paschal sacrifice. The first duty is not dis¬ 
charged, because it is written [Deut. xxvii. 7]: " And thou shalt 
slay peace-offerings, and eat them there, and thou shalt rejoice 
before the Lord thy God." Hence the peace-offering must be 
slain when the time for rejoicing had already arrived, i.e. , on 
the festival; but on the eve of Passover it had not yet arrived. 
The second duty is not acquitted, because a festive offering 
must be brought of ordinary animals and not of consecrated, 

* This statement of Rabhin is virtually a refutation of R. Ilayi’s inference that 
the Feast of Tabernacles lasts only seven days, because the Sabbath, on which no 
festive offering is brought, is not counted—by stating that at times the Feast could 
last only six days. 

f The original text only reads : “ Could Abhin Thekla have said this ?” In the 
commentary of Solomon Lurie, entitled “Yam shel Shlomo,” it is stated, and rightly 
so, that Abayi would not have spoken so disrespectfully of Rabhin, who lived genera¬ 
tions before him and was a great man, and hence the explanation rendered by us is 
given. 
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and an animal brought as a peace-offering is already conse¬ 
crated. 

When Rabhin came from Palestine, he said, however, in the 
name of R. Elazar: ” A peace-offering brought on the eve of 
Passover fulfils the duty of rejoicing on the festival, as it need 
not be brought at the time when rejoicing is already a duty but 
maybe brought previously; but it does not fulfil the duty of 
bringing the festal offering, because it is consecrated, and the 
festal offering must be brought of non-consecrated (ordinary) 
animals/’ 

An objection was made: It is written [Deut. xvi. 15]: 
“ And thou shalt only rejoice,” and this is an additional behest 
to rejoice also on the night of the last day of the festival. Per¬ 
haps this additional behest refers to the first night ? The word 
“ only” in the passage makes the distinction, and confirms the 
view that it means the last night. Hence we must assume that 
on the first night rejoicing is not possible, because there was 
nothing to rejoice with; i.e., the peace-offering was not yet per¬ 
mitted to be slaughtered and the flesh (with which it is necessary 
to celebrate the festival) could not yet be had. (Is this not con¬ 
tradictory to Rabhin’s decree ?) 

Nay; the reason the first night is not included in the addi¬ 
tional behest is as is taught in the following Boraitha: Why 
is the last night of the festival included in the additional behest 
and the first night excluded ? The last night was preceded 
by rejoicing and is for that reason included, while the first 
night was preceded by ordinary days and is for that reason 
excluded. 

R. Kahana said: “ Whence do we know that the pieces of 
the festal offering which was sacrificed on the 15th day (i.e. , the 
festival proper) are invalid if allowed to remain until morning ? 
Because it is written [Exod. xxiii. 18] : 4 Neither shall the fat of 
my festive sacrifice remain until morning,’ and immediately 
following this it is written: ‘The first/ etc., whence we ad¬ 
duce that the morning must be the first and not the second 
morning.” 

R. Joseph opposed this: ” So it is only because the subse¬ 
quent verse commences with ‘ the first ’ that the pieces of the 
festal offering may remain only until the first morning, but if 
the verse did not commence with ‘ the first ’ it would be allowed 
to leave them even until the second morning ? Can it be that 
the pieces of a sacrifice the flesh of which becomes useless in the 


TRACT PESACHIM (PASSOVER). 


J 37 


night of the day it was offered may remain even until the second 
morning ? ” Rejoined Abayi: ” Why not ? Do we not find in 
the case of the paschal offering, according to the opinion of R. 
Elazar ben Azariah, that while the flesh thereof becomes invalid 
in the middle of the night, the pieces to be offered up become 
invalid only in the morning ? 

Rabha answered: “ R. Joseph means to ask, * Where do we 
find an instance of where the Tana dispenses with a passage 
referring to the flesh, whereas R. Kahana brings a passage 
regarding the pieces of the sacrifice.’ ” 

MISHNA: If a person brought a paschal sacrifice on the 
Sabbath, not for its proper purpose, he is obliged to bring a sin- 
offering in expiation. If he slaughtered other sacrifices to serve 
as a paschal offering, if they were such that they could not be 
suitable for the paschal sacrifice, he is guilty; but if they were 
suitable for that purpose, R. Eliezer declares him culpable, but 
R. Jehoshua declares him free. For thus argues R. Eliezer: If 
a person is held to be culpable for changing the name (denomina¬ 
tion) of the paschal sacrifice, which he is allowed to slaughter 
on Sabbath, does it not follow that if he brought sacrifices which 
were in themselves prohibited to be brought on the Sabbath, 
under another denomination, that he must in so much greater a 
degree be considered culpable ? To this R. Jehoshua replied: 
“ Nay; we cannot apply the decree concerning a sacrifice which 
was changed to what was prohibited to offer on the Sabbath, to 
other sacrifices which had been changed to that which was per¬ 
mitted to be brought on the Sabbath.” R. Eliezer replied: 
” The offerings brought for the whole congregation of Israel 
shall prove my assertion, for it is lawful to offer them on the 
Sabbath for their proper purpose; yet whoever brings other sac¬ 
rifices under their denomination is held to be guilty. ” Then R. 
Jehoshua rejoined: ” Nay; we cannot apply the decree concern¬ 
ing the offerings of the whole congregation, which have a deter¬ 
minate number, to the paschal sacrifices, which have no deter¬ 
minate number.” R. Meir said: One who also offers on the 
Sabbath other offerings under the denomination of those of the 
congregation is absolved. 

If a person slaughtered the paschal sacrifice for those who 
will not partake thereof, or for persons who are not appointed to 
partake thereof, and for uncircumcised and unclean persons, he 
is culpable; but if he had slaughtered it for those who will and 
also for those who will not partake thereof, for those appointed 
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to eat it and for those who are not, for circumcised as well as 
for uncircumcised, or for clean and also for unclean persons, he 
is absolved. 

If one slaughtered (the paschal lamb) and a blemish was 
found thereon, he is culpable; but if, after being slaughtered, it 
was found to be Trephah (prohibited to be eaten) on account of 
inward blemishes, he is not culpable. If after slaughtering (the 
lamb) the man was advised that the participants had withdrawn 
themselves from it, or had died, or become defiled, he is absolved, 
because when he slaughtered it, it was under lawful circum¬ 
stances. 

GEMARA: How is the case to be considered concerning the 
man who brought a paschal sacrifice not for its proper purpose ? 
Shall we assume that he made a mistake (and thought that he 
was slaughtering another sacrifice), and still he is held culpable ? 
Whence the inference that the denomination of a thing may 
also be annulled through error; but this is not so. There¬ 
fore it must be assumed that there was no error, but that the 
man intentionally sacrificed the paschal offering for another pur¬ 
pose (f.i., for a peace-offering); if so, how will the latter clause, 
to the effect that if he slaughtered other sacrifices to serve for a 
paschal offering and they were suitable for a paschal offering, R. 
Jehoshua declares him free, be consistent; for if he did so inten¬ 
tionally, what difference does it make whether the sacrifices were 
suitable or not, the fact that he sacrificed them on the Sabbath 
remains—how then could R. Jehoshua declare him free ? Hence 
it must be assumed that this latter clause refers to one who did 
so through error, and in such an event the first clause of the 
Mishna will treat of an intentional case while the next clause 
will refer to an act committed through error ? Said R. Abin: 
“ Such is indeed the case/' 

R. Itz’hak bar Joseph found R. Abbahu standing amongst a 
crowd of men in a room and asked him how this Mishna should 
be understood, and he answered: " The first clause deals with 
an intentional case and the next clause with an erroneous com¬ 
mission of an act.” R. Itz’hak learned this from R. Abbahu 
forty times, and he then retained it forever. 

An objection was made, based upon the Mishna where R. 
Eliezer said to R. Jehoshua: " If a person is held to be culpable 
for changing the denomination of the paschal sacrifice,” etc. 
If, however, the first clause treats of an intentional case and the 
next clause of a case of error, would not R. Eliezer’s argument 
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be sufficiently answered by R. Jehoshua simply claiming that the 
man is free because he committed the deed through error ? R. 
Jehoshua meant to state: According to my opinion, thy argu¬ 
ment does not hold good, from the very fact that I hold a man 
to be free if he committed the deed by mistake; but even accord¬ 
ing to thy opinion, that a man is also culpable when committing 
an act through error, thy argument is not effective, for in the 
first instance the sacrifice was changed to an offering which is 
prohibited to be brought on Sabbath, while in the second instance 
the sacrifice was changed to one which might be brought on 
Sabbath. 

R. Eliezer replied: “ The offerings brought for the whole 
congregation of Israel shall prove my assertion, for it is lawful 
to offer them on the Sabbath for their proper purpose; yet who¬ 
ever brings other sacrifices under their denomination is held to be 
guilty.” Then R. Jehoshua rejoined: “We cannot apply the 
decree concerning the offerings of the whole congregation, which 
have a determinate number, to the paschal sacrifices, which have 
no determinate number.” Shall we then assume, that where 
there is a determinate number R. Jehoshua holds a man to be 
culpable; have we not learned in the case of where two children 
were to be circumcised, one on the eve of Sabbath and the other 
on the Sabbath, and by mistake the father had the one to be 
circumcised on the eve of Sabbath circumcised on the Sabbath, 
R. Jehoshua declared him free, although there was just one (i.e ., 
a determinate number) to be circumcised on Sabbath ? Said R. 
Ami: “ The case of the two children to be circumcised was as 
follows: One of them was to be circumcised on the Sabbath and 
the other on the eve of Sabbath. When the Sabbath had 
arrived neither one was yet circumcised, and the father by mis¬ 
take had the one who was to have been circumcised on the pre¬ 
ceding day circumcised on the Sabbath. In doing this he was 
confused in the performance of a religious duty, however, and 
for that reason R. Jehoshua declares him free, while in the case 
of the offerings for the congregation the actual offerings to be 
brought had already been sacrificed and the man who brought 
other offerings under their denomination did so when the relig¬ 
ious duty had already been fulfilled, and for that reason he is 
held to be culpable.” 

What about R. Meir ? Does he declare a man free who had 
offered other sacrifices under the denomination of those of the 
congregation, even if the actual congregational offerings had 
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already been sacrificed? From R. Meir’s explanation* (Sab¬ 
bath, page 306), according to the teaching of R. Hyya of the 
city of Abel Arab, however, of the dispute between R. Eliezer 
and R. Jehoshua, do we not see that such is not the case ? 
Said the disciples of R. Janai: In the case of the circumcision 
R. Meir means to state that the child to be circumcised on the 
Sabbath had already been circumcised on the eve of Sabbath, 
and thus no child was left to make it obligatory to violate the 
Sabbath on its account, hence R. Jehoshua declares the man 
culpable; but in this case, where the Sabbath would be violated 
for a congregational sacrifice, R. Meir holds that any other sac¬ 
rifices brought under that denomination are brought with the 
intention of fulfilling a religious duty, and for that reason they 
do not make a man culpable. 

Said R. Ashi to R. Kahana: “ Why should this latter case 
differ from the former; if a Sabbath may be violated for other 
congregational sacrifices, it may surely be violated also for other 
children who are to be circumcised on that day ? ” R. Kahana 
replied: “ In that particular instance the Sabbath could not be 
violated by the father of the children, because he had no child 
for whom this would have been necessary, while the instance of 
the congregational sacrifice embodies a multitude of men and 
applies to all alike/' 

“ If a person slaughtered the pasehal lamb for those who will 
not partake thereoff etc. Is this not self-evident? We well 
know that if a man slaughtered on an ordinary Passover-day 
a sacrifice for those who will not partake thereof the sacrifice is 
invalid; surely, then, if he did so on a Sabbath which was also 
Passover, he is culpable! Because the latter clause, concerning 
one who slaughters a sacrifice for those who will and those who 
will not partake thereof, teaches that the man is not culpable, it 
also cites the instance of where he is culpable. Is this latter 
case not self-evident ? If the sacrifice was offered on an ordinary 
Passover-day under the same circumstances, we know that it is 
valid; surely, then, a man is not culpable if he offers it on Sab¬ 
bath! Hence we must assume that because the Mishna com¬ 
mences with an instance of where the sacrifice was brought not 
for its proper purpose, it also mentions the case of where it 
was brought for those who will not partake of it. 

* In the Boraitha of R. Meir’s explanation. Sabbath, 30, last paragraph before the 
Mishna, the words “ taught R. Hyya ” are missing. Here, however, it says, “ R. 
Hyya of Abel Arab,” which in the original of Sabbath is not mentioned at all. 
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For what purpose was the original clause in the Mishna 
cited ? In order to quote the dispute between R. Eliezer and 
R. Jehoshua. 

“ If after slaughtering the mail was advised that the partici¬ 
pants had withdrawn etc. R. Huna said in the name of 
Rabh: " A trespass-offering which became ownerless (when it 
must be allowed to feed until it receive a blemish) and was 
slaughtered without its being stated for what purpose, is valid 
as a burnt- offering. ” Thus we see that it is not absolutely nec¬ 
essary to annul its original denomination in order to make it 
valid for another, but it may be offered up without comment.— 
Why, then, should it be necessary to allow it to feed until it 
receives a blemish, would it not be valid if, for instance, the 
owner had offered up something in its place and immediately 
offered it up without comment ? This is merely a precautionary 
measure, to prevent a man from offering up a trespass-offering 
which was not yet substituted by another offering. 

R. Hisda objected to R. Huna, and based his objection upon 
our Mishna, which says: If after slaughtering (the lamb) the 
man was advised that the participants had withdrawn themselves 
from it, he is absolved, because when he slaughtered it, it was 
under lawful circumstances; and a Boraitha teaches, that if a 
case like this happen on an ordinary Passover-day and not on a 
Sabbath, the sacrifice must be immediately burned. This would 
be perfectly proper if the original denomination of the sacrifice 
had to be plainly annulled, because, as long as its denomination 
is not annulled, a paschal offering remains what it is, and if it 
have no owner it must be immediately burned, because it 
becomes of itself invalid; but if the denomination need not be 
plainly annulled and if sacrificed without comment it is of itself 
changed into a peace-offering, then it becomes invalid, not 
because the invalidity is contained in itself, but because it was 
offered after the continual daily offering (of the evening), and we 
well know that in such an event the offering must not immedi¬ 
ately be burned, but must be left until morning and then burned. 
Why, then, does the Boraitha decree that it must be immediately 
burned ? 

R. Joseph the son of R. Sala the Pious explained before R. 
Papa that the Boraitha is in accord with the opinion of Joseph 
ben Hunai, as we have learned in a Mishna: Joseph ben Hunai 
said: All sacrifices offered under the denomination of a paschal 
offering or a sin-offering are invalid. Whence we see that the 
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invalidity is contained in itself and does not arise on account of 
other circumstances. For that reason the Boraitha decrees that 
it must be immediately burned. So far as the commission of 
act through error is concerned, Joseph ben Hunai holds with 
Jehoshua, and absolves the culprit. 
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CHAPTER VII. 


REGULATIONS CONCERNING THE ROASTING OF THE PASCHAL LAMB— 

THE MANNER OF PROCEDURE IF THE PASCHAL LAMB BECOME 

DEFILED-WHICH PARTS OF THE LAMB ARE EATEN. 

MISHNA: How should the paschal lamb be roasted ? A 
spit made of the wood of the pomegranate-tree should be 
taken, put in at the mouth (of the lamb or kid), and brought 
out again at the vent thereof. Its legs and entrails should be 
placed inside, according to R. Jose the Galilean; but R. Aqiba 
said: This would be a kind of boiling, and for that reason they 
ought to be suspended on the outside (of the lamb). The pas¬ 
chal sacrifice must not be roasted on an iron roasting spit, nor 
on a gridiron. Zadok related that Rabbon Gamaliel once said to 
his bondsman Tabbi: “ Go and roast for us the paschal sacrifice 
on a gridiron.” 

GEMARA: Why should the spit be made of wood ? Let it 
be an iron spit. Nay; when part of an iron spit is heated the 
entire spit becomes hot, and in consequence the flesh nearest the 
spit will be cooked by the heat thereof; but the Scriptures dis¬ 
tinctly ordain that the lamb must be roasted over a fire, and not 
otherwise. 

Why not use the wood of a date-tree ? On account of the 
bark, which contains water, and when heated the water thereof 
will be the means of cooking part of the lamb, and this must 
not take place. Our Mishna is not in conformity with the opin¬ 
ion of R. Jehudah, who said that, as a wooden spit is not burnt 
while the lamb is being roasted, so also an iron spit will not 
become sufficiently heated to cook the flesh adjoining it. He 
was told, however, that while a wooden spit only becomes heated 
locally, an iron spit when partially heated becomes so through¬ 
out. 

“ The legs and entrails are placed inside ,” etc. We have 
learned in a Boraitha that R. Ishmael calls a lamb roasted in 
that wise a sizzling roast and R. Tarphon calls it a whole roast. 
The rabbis taught: What is called a roasted goat which must 
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not be eaten nowadays on the first night of Passover (outside 
of the Temple) ? One that has been roasted whole; but if one 
of the members was detached or boiled and the remaining part 
roasted, it may be eaten, because then it is not considered a 
roasted goat. R. Shesheth said: ‘'Even if a member was 
cooked (boiled) while still attached to the body of the goat and 
the remainder was roasted, it may also be eaten, and is not 
called a roasted goat.” 

Said Rabba: “ If the lamb was stuffed with flour it may be 
eaten, even if it was not salted prior to being roasted.” Re¬ 
joined Abayi: “Will not the filling absorb the blood in that 
event ?” And Rabba replied: “ Yea; but as soon as the roast¬ 
ing commences the blood recedes from the flour and is consumed 
by the fire.” 

Rabhin the Elder stuffed a dove with flour for Rabh, and 
the latter said: “ If it is toothsome, give me a piece and I shall 
eat it.” 

We know, however, that, when Rabha was served with a 
stuffed duck at the house of Exilarch, he said: “ If I did not 
see that the filling is as white as white glass I should not eat it.” 
Now if it is a fact, as Rabba maintained, that during the roast¬ 
ing the blood recedes from the filling, why should Rabha have 
made that assertion—what difference does it make whether the 
filling was white or not ? In this case the filling was made of 
coarser meal, which after absorbing the blood is not so easily 
purged thereof; hence it was necessary for Rabha to see whether 
the filling was white or not. 

The Halakha in this case prevails as follows: “ Where fine 
meal is used it makes no difference whether it had remained white 
or become red. If coarse meal was used it may be eaten only if 
it remained as white as white glass, while if any other kind of 
meal was used it may be eaten if it remains white, but not if it 
become red (or discolored). Even if a lamb (or goat) was 
roasted upside down (so that the blood could not escape through 
its mouth), it may also be eaten; but concerning half-roasted 
meat, the testicles of a ram, and the muscles of the neck of a 
lamb there is a difference of opinion between R. A’ha and Rab- 
hina. [In all cases of law, where R. A’ha and Rabhina dispute, 
R. A’ha upholds the more rigorous decrees and Rabhina the 
more lenient, and the Halakha prevails according to Rabhina; 
but in the above three instances R. A’ha inclines towards the 
more lenient ordinance and Rabhina to the more rigorous, and 
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the Halakha prevails according to R. A’ha.] If half-roasted 
meat, which was dripping with blood, was subsequently salted it 
may even be boiled. If it was roasted on a spit it is also fit, 
but if it was roasted on live coals there is again a difference of 
opinion between R. A’ha and Rabhina. One maintains that it 
must not be used, because the blood remains in the meat, while 
the other holds that the blood escapes, and the meat is therefore 
fit to eat. The Halakha prevails according to the latter opinion. 

The same case applies to the testicles of a ram. If they 
were cut up and salted, they may be cooked in a pot; and if 
they were roasted on a spit without being cut up and salted, 
they are still fit to eat, because the blood has been consumed by 
the fire; but if they were cooked over live coals, then is again 
the same difference of opinion between R. A’ha and Rabhina, 
and the Halakha prevails that they may be eaten. 

Said Mar the son of Ameimar to R. Ashi: “ My father 
would drink the juice of such meat.” According to another 
version, R. Ashi himself would do this, and Mar the son of 
Ameimar said to him: “ My father used to say that vinegar in 
which meat had been steeped once, must not be used for the 
same purpose again, because it is diluted.” What about diluted 
vinegar itself, why may that be used ? Vinegar, even if it be 
weak, still retains its original acidity, and stops the flow of blood 
in the meat, but vinegar which has been diluted by steeping 
meat therein has lost its acidity and cannot therefore be used. 

4 ‘ The paschal sacrifice must not be roasted, etc., on a gridiron , 
etc. Does R. Zadok relate this instance (in the Mishna) of Rab- 
bon Gamaliel as a contradiction to the Mishna ? The Mishna 
is not complete, and should read: “ If the gridiron, however, is 
perforated, it may be used for that purpose, as R. Zadok related 
that Rabbon Gamaliel,” etc. (vide Mishna). 

The rabbis taught: If the paschal lamb was cut up and 
placed over coals. Said Rabbi: “ I say, that this is equal to 
roasting it over a fire.” Rabha contradicted this saying: How 
can it be said that Rabbi calls coals “ fire ” ; have we not learned 
that the passage [Lev. xvi. 12]: “And he shall take a censer 
full of burning coals of fire,” means, that coals which have 
already become dim must not be used, because it says “ coals of 
fire,” and that a flame of fire should not be used, because of 
the term “ coals of fire” ? And R. Shesheth explained: Thus 
we see that live coals are meant, and that a distinction is made 
between fire and live coals. ” How then can Rabbi hold that 
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even live coals are equal to fire ? Said Rabha: Therefore, the 
statement of the rabbis must be explained thus: It is written 
“ coals,” and lest we assume that dim coals be meant, it is writ¬ 
ten “ coals of fire.” We might, however, assume that half 
coals and the other half fire should be brought, and by the time 
they are brought they will become coals entirely, hence it is said 
[ibid.] ” coals of fire from off -the altar,” which signifies that 
when taken from the altar they should be coals already. 

MISHNA: If any part of the roasted lamb had touched the 
earthenware oven on which it was roasted, that part must be 
pared off. If the fat dripping from the lamb had fallen on the 
oven and then had again fallen on the lamb, the part of the lamb 
touched must be cut out. If the dripping, however, fell on fine 
flour, a handful of that flour must be taken (and burned). If 
the paschal sacrifice had been anointed (basted) with consecrated 
oil of heave-offering and the company appointed to partake 
thereof consist of priests, they are allowed to eat it; but if the 
company consist of Israelites, they must wash it off the lamb if 
yet raw. Should the lamb have been already roasted, they must 
pare off the outward skin. If it had been anointed with oil 
of second tithe, its value must not be charged to the com¬ 
pany in money, because it is not lawful to redeem and sell it in 
Jerusalem.* 

GEMARA: It was taught: All agree, that if warm (meat) 
fall into warm (milk) both are rendered prohibited (for use). 
Cold (meat) in cold (milk), all agree, is not rendered prohibited; 
but if warm (meat) fell into cold (milk) or cold (milk) fell on warm 
(meat), Rabh said that the thing falling on top supersedes that 
on the bottom, and hence both may be used or are prohibited^ 
as the case may be; but Samuel said, on the contrary, that the 
thing on the bottom virtually absorbs that on top. An objec¬ 
tion was made, based upon the Mishna: ” If the fat dripping 
from the lamb had fallen on the oven, etc., the part of the lamb 
touched must be cut out.” At the first glance, it might be 
assumed that the oven in question was cold. This would be 
correct according to Rabh, who holds that the thing falling on 
top supersedes that originally at the bottom; and thus the oven, 
becoming in turn hot, causes the fat to boil. When the fat 
again falls on the lamb, the latter becomes roasted by the heat 
of the oven; and as the passage states that it should be roasted 
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by fire only, the part of the lamb touched must therefore be cut 
out. But according to Samuel, who holds that a thing originally 
on bottom absorbs that falling on top, when the fat touches the 
oven, the fat becomes cold; consequently, when it again falls on 
the lamb, the lamb is not affected. Therefore, why should the 
part touched be cut out ? Nay; the Mishna refers to a hot 
oven. (The same objection was made also to the latter part of 
the Mishna, which refers to the fat dripping on the flour, and 
the answer is similar.) 

We have learned in a Boraitha in support of Samuel's con¬ 
tention, viz. : Warm falling on warm renders both prohibited. 
Cold falling on warm does likewise. Warm (meat) falling into 
cold (milk), it is only necessary to pare off the outer skin of the 
meat and it may be used. If cold (meat) had fallen into cold 
(milk), it need only be rinsed. 

We have learned in another Boraitha: (Smoking) hot meat 
falling into (boiling) hot milk renders both prohibited. Cold 
(meat) in hot milk does likewise. If hot (meat) fall into cold 
milk, its outer skin must be pared off. Cold (meat) falling into 
cold (milk) need only be rinsed. 

Rabh said: " (Ritually) slaughtered fat meat, if roasted 
together with lean meat of carrion, must not be eaten, because 
one draws the juice of the other." Levi, however, said: 
“ Even slaughtered lean meat roasted together with fat meat of 
carrion may be eaten, because it only draws the odor of the fat 
meat, and that does not interfere with it." 

Levi acted in accordance with his decision in the house of the 
Exilarch, where a goat and a sucking pig were roasted together. 

An objection was made: We have learned that two paschal 
offerings must not be roasted together, lest they become mixed. 
Must we not assume that the reason is, that the taste of one 
will be affected by the other, and thus contradict Levi's opin¬ 
ion ? Nay; the reason is, that there is fear of the offerings 
themselves becoming mixed so that their respective owners will 
not be able to distinguish them. This view seems to be the cor¬ 
rect one, because it is taught further that even a lamb and a goat 
must not be roasted together (if they were paschal offerings), 
and if the reason therefor is that there is fear lest the offerings 
become mixed, the teaching is correct and is merely a precau¬ 
tion against roasting two lambs or two goats together. If, how¬ 
ever, the reason were to prevent the taste of either being 
affected by the other, what difference would it make whether 
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a lamb and a goat, or two of either species, be roasted to¬ 
gether ? 

Shall we say, that this is also a contradiction to Rabh’s 
opinion? Said R. Jeremiah: “ The case concerning the two 
paschal offerings which were roasted together refers to an instance 
of where they were roasted apparently in separate vessels, i.e. y 
over two fires which were separated by a heap of coals, and we 
should learn thus: Two paschal offerings must not be roasted 
together on account of one affecting the taste of the other; nor 
should they be roasted together even when separated as men¬ 
tioned, for fear of mixing them so that their owners will not be 
able to distinguish them, even if the two offerings consisted of 
a lamb and a goat/' 

R. Kahana the son of R. Hinana the Elder taught: If 
bread was baked and meat was roasted in one oven, the bread 
must not be eaten with Kutach.” 

It happened that fish was broiled together with meat, and 
Rabha of the city of Parziqaia prohibited it to be eaten with 
Kutach. Mar the son of R. Ashi, however, said: “ It should 
not even be eaten with salt, because it produces a bad odor and 
is the cause of sores/’ 

MISHNA: Five kinds of sacrifices may be brought, even if 
those who offer them should be in a state of ritual uncleanness; 
but they should not be eaten by those who offer them while in 
that condition. They are: The “ Omer ” (sheaf-offering), the 
two loaves (of Pentecost), the showbreads (of the Sabbath), the 
peace-offerings of the congregation, and the he-goats offered on 
the Feast of the New Moon; the paschal offerings, however, 
which were sacrificed by men in a state of ritual uncleanness, 
might also be eaten by them, though they (the men) still be in 
that condition, because the main object of the commandment 
concerning the paschal offering was that it should be eaten. 

GEMARA: The Mishna mentions five sacrifices; which does 
it intend to exclude ? It means to exclude the festal offering 
brought on the festival itself (15th of Nissan); for it might be 
assumed that this offering being a congregational sacrifice and 
also being one which was appointed for a certain time, it should 
also be eaten even by a man in a (ritually) unclean state; hence 
we are taught that, as the festival may be extended over seven 
days, and in consequence does not supersede the due observance 
of the Sabbath, it does not also supersede the law of unclean¬ 
ness. 
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Why does the Mishna not enumerate also thehe-goat brought 
as a sin-offering on every festival ? It does enumerate it, by 
including it in the peace-offerings of the congregation. Why, 
then, is the lie-goat offered on the Feast of the New Moon enu¬ 
merated separately ? Let that also be included in the congrega¬ 
tional offerings! Special mention must be made of the latter, 
because it might be assumed that the Feast of the New Moon is 
not a festival, and as a consequence the offering of that day does 
not supersede the law of uncleanness. Hence we are taught, 
that the Feast of the New Moon is also a festival and the he- 
goat sacrifice does supersede the laws of uncleanness. 

Whence do we adduce the several teachings of the Mishna ? 
From the following: The rabbis taught: It is written [Levit. 
xxiii. 44]: “And Moses declared the feasts of the Lord unto 
the children of Israel/* For what purpose is this written ? 
Because the entire chapter [ibid, xxiii.] deals with the paschal 
offering and the continual daily offerings, concerning which it 
states “ at their appointed seasons,” signifying, that they super¬ 
sede both the observance of the Sabbath and the laws of 
uncleanness; but whence do we know that the same rule applies 
to other congregational sacrifices ? To that end, it is written 
[Numb. xxix. 39] : “ These shall ye prepare unto the Lord on 
your appointed festivals.” Whence do we adduce, however, 
that the Omer (sheaf-offering) and the showbreads, together 
with their adjuncts, are also included in the rule ? The above 
passage: “ Moses declared the feast of the Lord,” etc., implies, 
that Moses appointed a fixed time for all festivals and made 
them all equal. 

From the above adductions the schoolmen reasoned, that all 
agree upon the fact that the law of uncleanness had only been 
temporarily set aside for congregational purposes, but not that 
it had been abrogated entirely, and also that the plate worn by 
the high-priest (through which he atoned for the sins of the 
community)* was brought in requisition to atone for the trans¬ 
gression of the law regarding uncleanness; for there cannot be 
found one Tana who holds that the said law was abrogated 
entirely, with the exception of R. Jehudah. They also assumed, 
that the plate of the high-priest atoned for the sacrifice of an 
unclean thing, but not for the transgression committed by eating 
an unclean thing; for there cannot be found one Tana who 


* Vide Levit. xxviii. 38. 



THE BABYLONIAN TALMUD. 


1 5 ° 

holds that the plate can atone for sins committed through eat¬ 
ing, excepting R. Eliezer. 

Shall we assume, therefore, that our Mishna is not in accord¬ 
ance with R. Jehoshua, as we have learned in a Boraitha: It is 
written [Deut. xii. 27] : “ And thou shalt offer thy burnt offer¬ 
ings, the flesh and the blood/’ etc. Said R. Jehoshua: “ If 
there is no flesh there is no blood, and if there is no blood there 
is no flesh ” (meaning, if one or the other had become unclean 
or was lost, the remaining thing is useless). Thus, if it be true 
that the plate of the high-priest does not atone for sins com¬ 
mitted through eating, will it not be evident that even the pas¬ 
chal sacrifice must not be brought in a state of uncleanness, 
because it must not be eaten ? The Mishna may be even in 
accordance with R. Jehoshua, who maintains further on that, 
though there be only sacrificial fat of the size of an olive left on 
the altar, the blood of that sacrifice may be sprinkled, and also 
that the plate of the high-priest atones for the offerings, parts of 
which are brought on the altar and which were offered in an 
unclean state. This would only apply, however, to those offer¬ 
ings of which certain parts were brought on the altar; how will 
it be in the case of the Omer and the showbreads, no parts of 
which are ever brought on the altar ? Therefore we must 
assume the following: The Mishna is in accordance with R. 
Jehoshua, but his prohibitory decision applies only to the per¬ 
formance of acts to commence with. If, however, the deed was 
accomplished, R. Jehoshua also admits that the act is valid. 
Whence do we adduce that R. Jehoshua holds to the distinc¬ 
tion between the performance of an act to commence with and 
one already accomplished ? From the following Boraitha: “ If 
flesh had become unclean or it became unfit for use by virtue of 
its having come in contact with a man who had bathed, but 
upon whom the sun had not yet set, or it had become unfit for 
use by protruding from its proper receptacle, R. Eliezer holds 
that the blood thereof maybe sprinkled, but R. Jehoshua main¬ 
tains that it must not. The latter admits, however, that if the 
sprinkling had already been accomplished it is atoned for.” 

Our Mishna, however, deals with the performance of acts to 
commence with, because it distinctly states: “Five kinds of 
sacrifices may be brought” ? Therefore we must render an¬ 
other explanation; namely, R. Jehoshua applies his decision 
only to the cases of individuals, but where congregational pur¬ 
poses are concerned, he interposes no impediment. 


TRACT PESACHIM (PASSOVER). 


151 

Shall we assume that the Mishna is not in accordance with 
the opinion of R. Jose of the following Boraitha ? “ R. Eliezer 

maintains that the plate of the high-priest atones also for sins 
committed through eating, but R. Jose holds that it does not.” 
If R. Jose does not admit of this supposition, at a casual glance 
we might think that he is in accord with R. Jehoshua, who 
declares, that both the flesh ( and blood are required, and if R. 
Jose positively asserts that the sins committed through eating 
are not atoned for, we must presume that the Mishna is not in 
conformity with his opinion! Nay; in this respect R. Jose 
agrees with R. Eliezer, that blood may be sprinkled even if the 
flesh be not there. 

R. Mari opposed this: If we admit that R. Jose agrees with 
R. Eliezer, it would be perfectly proper in the case of the sacri¬ 
fices, for the blood thereof is offered up on the altar in the case 
of the Omer because a handful is taken therefrom in the case 
of the showbreads because the incense brought with it is offered 
up; but what about the two loaves (of Pentecost), of which 
nothing at all is taken off ? If you say that the two loaves 
themselves are not meant, but the sacrifices brought with them, 
then there will be only four kinds, and the Mishna states that 
there are five ? Hence the most reasonable supposition is, that 
the Mishna is not in accordance with R. Jose. 

MISHNA: If the flesh of the paschal sacrifice has become 
(ritually) defiled and the fat thereof remains undefiled, its blood 
must not be sprinkled on the altar; but if the fat has become 
defiled and the flesh remains undefiled, the blood may be sprin¬ 
kled ; but such is not the case with respect to other consecrated 
sacrifices (under similar circumstances); for even i-f the flesh of 
such has become defiled but the fat has remained undefiled, their 
blood may be sprinkled. 

GEMARA: R. Giddel said in the name of Rabh: What is 
the case if the blood has been sprinkled ? In that event the 
duty has nevertheless been fufilled. Is it not obligatory, how¬ 
ever, to eat the paschal sacrifice, and in this case it must not be 
eaten ? Rabh holds with R. Nathan, who states that the fact of 
its not having been eaten proves no impediment to the lawful 
accomplishment of the duty to sacrifice the paschal offering, as 
we have learned in a Boraitha, viz. : If one company had been 
appointed to eat the paschal sacrifice and subsequently another 
company had been added thereto, if there was sufficient for the 
first company, so that each member thereof ate as his share the 
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size of an olive, this company has fulfilled the duty and need 
not celebrate a second Passover. If there was not sufficient 
remaining, so that the members of the second company could 
each eat a piece the size of an olive, they must celebrate a sec¬ 
ond Passover. R. Nathan, however, said: 14 Even the second 
company need not make a second Passover, because the blood of 
the sacrifice had already been sprinkled.” Perhaps the reason 
for R. Nathan’s dictum is, that had the first company withdrawn 
there would have been sufficient for the second each to eat a 
piece the size of an olive; hence the supposition that such was 
the case renders the sacrifice valid for both, but not because 
the fact of its not being eaten proves no impediment ? If the 
former reason were the acceptable one, the Boraitha should have 
stated the supposition, but the fact that it says, “ because the 
blood of the sacrifice had already been sprinkled,” is conclusive 
proof that the sprinkling of the blood is the main object of the 
commandment. 

What impels Rabh to construct the Mishna according to R. 
Nathan, and expound it in the sense that the blood must not be 
sprinkled to commence with, but that, if this was done, the act 
does not invalidate the sacrifice ? Let him explain it according 
to the sages, who hold that the blood must not be sprinkled, 
and that if this was done it invalidates the sacrifice! 

Rabh could not understand the Mishna, and he argued: Why 
should the Mishna state that the blood must not be sprinkled ? 
because while this should not be done to commence with, if it 
was done it is a valid act; for otherwise the Mishna could have 
plainly said, 11 the sacrifice is not valid.” 

According to which Tana is the following teaching of the 
rabbis: “ If a man who was appointed to eat of the paschal 
offering was ill at the time the sacrifice was about to be slaugh¬ 
tered and had recovered when the blood was about to be sprinkled, 
or was well when it was about to be slaughtered and became ill 
when the blood was about to be sprinkled, the sacrifice must 
not be slaughtered nor the blood sprinkled unless that man 
was well from the time of slaughter until the sprinkling of the 
blood ” ? Shall we say, that this is in accordance with the sages 
and not with R. Nathan ? Nay; it may be even in accordance 
with R. Nathan; for while maintaining that not eating the sac¬ 
rifice proves no impediment, he nevertheless admits that at the 
time when the sacrifice is slaughtered and the blood sprinkled 
the man must be in a condition to partake thereof. 
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According to which Tana is the following teaching of the 
rabbis: “ If at the time the sacrifice was slaughtered the partici¬ 
pants thereof were still undefiled and subsequently became 
defiled, the blood may be sprinkled as if for undefiled partici¬ 
pants but the sacrifice must not be eaten.’’ Said R. Elazar: 
“ This teaching is in accordance with the disputants and appears 
to be according to R. Nathan.” R. Johanan, however, said: 
The teaching may be in accord with the sages, but in that event 
it treats of the whole community and not of an individual, and 
we have learned that a community may sacrifice the paschal 
offering even if all the members thereof were defiled. Then 
why is the sacrifice not allowed to be eaten ? As a precaution¬ 
ary measure, lest at the next Passover they become unclean 
after the sprinkling and nevertheless claim that they are allowed 
to partake of the sacrifice because they were also unclean on the 
last Passover, forgetting, however, that they were already defiled 
before the sprinkling but did not become so afterwards. 

If you wish, I can tell you that Rabh holds with R. Je- 
hoshua, as we have learned in the following Boraitha : R. Jehoshua 
said: “ All the sacrifices mentioned in the Scriptures, whether 
the flesh had become defiled and the fat remained clean, or the 
reverse was the case, the blood thereof must nevertheless be 
sprinkled. But of Nazarite offerings or the paschal sacrifice, if 
the fat became defiled and the flesh remained clean, the blood 
may be sprinkled; but if the reverse was the case, the blood 
may not be sprinkled. If this was done, however, the duty is 
accomplished. If the owners of the sacrifice, however, have 
become polluted through a corpse, even if the blood had already 
been sprinkled, the sacrifice is not valid.” 

‘ ‘ Such is not the case ivith respect to other consecrated sacri¬ 
fices ,” etc. This clause of the Mishna will be in accordance 
with the opinion of R. Jehoshua, as taught in the following Bo¬ 
raitha: R. Jehoshua said: Of all sacrifices mentioned in the 
Scriptures, if a piece the size of an olive had remained, the 
blood may be sprinkled; but if a piece the size of half an olive 
had been left over, the blood may not be sprinkled, except in 
the case of a burnt- (whole) offering, where, should even a piece 
the size of half an olive be left over, the blood may also be 
sprinkled, because the whole sacrifice is offered up on the altar. 
In the case of a meat-offering which was still intact, if it had 
become defiled the blood must not be sprinkled. What has a 
meat-offering to do with the sprinkling of the blood ? Said R. 
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Papa: By this is meant the meat-offering brought with every 
sacrifice, and lest we assume that even if but a piece thereof the 
size of an olive remain, the blood of the sacrifice may be sprin¬ 
kled, we are taught that even if it had remained intact it does 
not legalize the sprinkling of the blood. 

MISHNA: If the whole or the greater part of the congre¬ 
gation had become defiled, or the priests were in a state of 
defilement but the congregation was undefiled, the sacrifice may 
be brought in this state of defilement; but if the minority only 
of the congregation had become defiled, the majority that are 
clean shall sacrifice the paschal offering at its proper time and 
the unclean (minority) shall sacrifice a second paschal offering 
on the 14th of the following month. 

GEMARA: The rabbis taught: If the congregation was 
defiled but the priests and the utensils necessary for the service 
were clean, or the reverse was the case; or, moreover, if the 
congregation and the priests were clean and the utensils alone 
were unclean, the sacrifice must nevertheless be brought in that 
state of defilement. Why so ? Because a congregational sacri¬ 
fice must not be divided; i.e . 9 even if there were some men 
among the congregation who happened to be undefiled, they 
must also participate in the sacrifice. 

It was taught: If the congregation was equally divided—one 
half being unclean and the other half clean—Rabh said that a 
half is equal to a majority, and one half should bring the sacri¬ 
fice in its state of defilement, while the other half should bring 
it in its proper condition. R. Kahana, however, said that a half 
does not constitute a majority, and hence the half which is clean 
should bring the sacrifice at the customary time, while the other 
half should bring it at the second Passover (one month later). 
According to another version, R. Kahana is supposed to have 
said: “The half does not constitute a majority, therefore the 
undefiled half should bring the sacrifice at its usual time; but 
the unclean half should not bring it at all; because, in the first 
place they were defiled, and on the second occasion they, not 
being a majority, cannot observe a second Passover. ” 

We have learned one Boraitha in support of Rabh’s opinion: 
“ If the congregation was equally divided, one half being unclean 
and the other clean, each half should bring a separate paschal 
offering/’ We have also learned a Boraitha supporting the first 
version of R. Kahana’s dictum, as follows: “ If a congregation 
was equally divided between unclean and clean members, the 
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latter should bring their sacrifice at its usual time and the former 
at the second Passover" ; and also a Boraitha supporting the 
second version of R. Kahana's opinion: “ If a congregation 
was equally divided between clean and unclean members, the 
former bring their sacrifice at the usual time and the latter need 
not bring it at all. ’ ’ 

The text of the Boraitha states: “ If the congregation was 
equally divided, one half being clean and the other unclean, each 
half should bring a separate paschal offering," and continues: 
“ if there was one majority in the unclean half, the sacrifice 
must be brought in the state of pollution, because a congrega¬ 
tional sacrifice cannot be divided." R. Elazar ben Mathia, 
however, says, that a single person cannot determine the unclean¬ 
ness of an entire community, because it is written [Deut. xvi. 
5]: "Thou mayest not slay the Passover within any of thy 
gates" (which signifies, that a single person cannot influence a 
congregation). R. Simeon, however, said: " Even if one tribe 
was unclean and the remaining eleven tribes (of Israel) were 
clean, the one unclean tribe must bring a separate sacrifice." 
The reason why R. Simeon maintains this, is because he con¬ 
siders each tribe a separate congregation; but R. Jehudah said: 

Even if only one tribe was unclean, all the remaining tribes 
must bring their sacrifices in a state of defilement." Why so ? 
Because he also holds that each tribe constitutes a congregation, 
and so the entire community is thus equally divided between 
unclean and clean; and as a communal sacrifice must not be 
divided, they must all join in bringing it in a state of defilement. 

It was taught: " If the congregation was equally divided, 
one half being clean and the other unclean, Rabh says that one 
member of the clean half should be defiled by contact with a 
dead reptile, and thus the entire congregation can bring the sac¬ 
rifice in a state of defilement." Why should this be done? 
Did not Rabh state previously that they should each bring sepa¬ 
rate sacrifices ? In this case there was already a majority of one 
in the unclean half. If that is so, then there was already a 
majority; why make another man unclean? Rabh holds with 
R. Elazar ben Mathia, that one person cannot determine the 
uncleanness of a congregation. If Rabh holds with R. Elazar, 
then the same question arises, why should not each half bring a 
separate sacrifice ? Rabh means to say as follows: If there is a 
Tana who holds with the first Tana of the Boraitha, to the effect 
that each half must bring a separate sacrifice, and at the same 
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time holds with R. Jehudah, namely, that a communal sacrifice 
must not be divided and in consequence is in doubt how to pro¬ 
ceed, he should make another man unclean and thus constitute 
an unquestionable majority. 

Ula, however, said: “ A member of the clean half should 
first be sent on a long journey, and then be defiled by contact 
with a dead reptile,” because he holds that a man who had 
become unclean through a reptile may nevertheless have the 
sacrifice brought for him; but if he was away on a journey and 
there becomes unclean, the sacrifice cannot be brought for him.* 
Why not defile the man by means of a corpse ? If this is done, 
he will be robbed of his right to bring even his festival offering. 
And, on the other hand, is he not deprived of his right to bring 
the paschal offering ? Yea; but he has the privilege of bringing 
the Passover sacrifice on the second Passover. Then, if defiled 
by a corpse, he will be enabled to bring his festal offering on the 
seventh day of Passover, which will be the eighth since his 
becoming defiled! Ula holds that the extension of the festal 
offering throughout the seven days applies only to one who was 
capable of bringing it on the first day, but not if he was legally 
incapacitated to do so on the first day. 

Said R. Na’hman: ” Go to Ula and say to him: Is it reason¬ 
able that a man should be asked to strike his tent and leave 
everything behind him in disorder in order to undertake a long 
journey on the eve of Passover ? Therefore, I say that Rabh's 
proposition to defile him with a dead reptile is sufficient.” 

MISHNA: If, after the blood of the paschal sacrifice had 
been sprinkled on the altar, it became known that it (the blood 
or the flesh thereof) was unclean, the plate of gold (of the high- 
priest) atones for the sin; but if the body (of the owner) of the 
sacrifice had been defiled, the plate of the high-priest does not 
atone for the sin; for it is a rule that the plate atones for (the 
sin of sacrificing) the paschal offering and that of the Nazarite, 
if the blood of these had become defiled; but not if the body 
(of the owner) of such sacrifice had become unclean. It does, 
on the other hand, atone for the defilement caused by an abyss 
or by the ground.t 

GEMARA : From the Mishna we learn, that the plate 
atones for the sin if it had become known that the blood or 


* Vide Numbers ix. io. 

f By this term is meant defilement caused by passing over an abyss or ground 
where it is supposed that a corpse was situated, without being aware of the fact. 



TRACT PESACHIM (PASSOVER). 


i57 


flesh was unclean, after the sprinkling; hence we must assume 
that if this was known before the sprinkling and the blood had 
been sprinkled nevertheless, the plate does not atone for the sin, 
and would this not be contradictory to the following Boraitha: 
4 ‘ For what things does the plate atone ? For blood, flesh, and 
fat which was rendered unclean either intentionally or inadver¬ 
tently, whether this was brought about by accident or voluntarily, 
whether the sacrifice be that of an individual or of a congrega¬ 
tion ” ? 

Said Rabhina: “ If the sacrifice was rendered unclean either 
intentionally or inadvertently, the plate atones for the sin (of 
sacrificing in such a state) ; but as for sprinkling, it atones only 
for unintentional sprinkling (i.e. y if the man had forgotten that 
the sacrifice was unclean) but not for intentional sprinkling/’ R. 
Shila, however, said: “(On the contrary!) As for sprinkling, 
whether done intentionally or unintentionally, the plate atones 
for the sin; but if the sacrifice became unclean, if it was rendered 
so inadvertently the plate atones for the sin, but if rendered so 
intentionally it does not, and thus should the Boraitha also be 
explained ; but as regards the statement in the Mishna that, if 
the fact of the sacrifice being unclean had become known, after 
the sprinkling of the blood, the plate atones for it, thus show¬ 
ing that if the sprinkling was done knowingly the plate does not 
atone for it, it is not correct, for the plate atones for the sprink¬ 
ling even if done knowingly, and the reason the statement is 
made is because in the latter clause of the Mishna it must be 
taught that even if the blood had been sprinkled without the 
knowledge of the fact that the owners of the sacrifice were 
unclean, still the plate does not atone for the sin; therefore an 
analogous teaching is made also in the first clause/’ 

‘ ‘ It does on the other hand atone for the defilement caused by 
an abyss , ' ’ etc. Rama bar Hama propounded a question: * ‘ Does 
the plate atone also for a priest who had contracted (doubtful) 
uncleanness through an abyss, or does this only apply to the 
owner of the sacrifice ? Shall we assume, that the tradition to 
the effect that the plate atones for such doubtful uncleanness 
applies only to the owners of the sacrifice, or that it applies to 
the sacrifice itself and hence also to either owner or priest ? “ 

Said Rabha: “ Come and hear! R. Hyya taught: 4 The law 
regarding doubtful uncleanness caused by an abyss treats oiily of 
uncleanness by means of a corpse/ What does he mean to 
exclude by using the word “ only “ ? Doubtless a reptile. Now 
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let us see who can be affected by contact with a reptile: If we 
should say the owner of the sacrifice, which owner does he refer 
to ? Shall we assume that the owner was a Nazarite ? then 
uncleanness through contact with a reptile does not change the 
legal status of a Nazarite, as it is written [Numb. vi. 9]: “ And 
if some one die very suddenly ” (but not a reptile). Then we 
must assume that the owner of a paschal offering is referred to. 
This would be correct, according to the Tana who maintains that 
for an owner defiled through a reptile a paschal offering may 
neither be slaughtered nor the blood thereof sprinkled; but 
according to the other Tana, who holds that such a condition of 
the owner does not interfere with the slaughtering of the paschal 
offering or the sprinkling of its blood, what would R. Hyya come 
to teach us ?—If the slaughtering and sprinkling are permitted for 
an owner unquestionably defiled through contact with a reptile, it 
is certainly permitted for one whose defilement through an abyss 
was not of a doubtful nature. Hence we must assume that even 
a priest is referred to, and thus the plate of the high-priest 
atones also for a priest who was supposed to have become unclean 
by passing over an abyss probably harboring a corpse. 

R. Joseph propounded a question: “ If there was doubt 
concerning the undefiled state of a priest who had passed over 
an abyss probably harboring a corpse, and was engaged in bring¬ 
ing the continual daily offering, does the plate atone for him 
also, or not ? If you should even say that he was atoned for 
when bringing other sacrifices, f.i ., as just mentioned in the case 
of a priest who sacrificed the paschal offering, the question con¬ 
cerning one engaged on the continual daily offering still remains; 
for while we have a tradition to the effect that the plate of the 
high-priest atones for a priest in the mentioned condition who 
had sacrificed a paschal offering, we have none affecting the case 
of a priest bringing the continual daily offering while in a state 
of doubtful defilement; or, on the other hand, from the fact 
that we have no tradition to that effect, should we draw the 
inference from the instance of the paschal offering ?” 

Said Rabba: “(This is not only an inference); it is an a 
fortiori conclusion! If in the case of other sacrifices, as the 
Nazarite offerings, the paschal offerings, etc., where positive 
uncleanness would interfere with the validity of the sacrifice, a 
doubtful case was not held to prove an impediment, then cer¬ 
tainly in the case of the continual daily offering, which must be 
brought even if all concerned are in a positive state of defilement, 
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it should so much the more be valid in a case of doubtful defile¬ 
ment/ ' Is it possible, then, to draw an a fortiori conclusion 
from a tradition ? Did we not learn in a Boraitha: “ Said to 
him R. Eliezer: Aqiba! That a bone of a corpse of the size of 
a barley-corn, when brought in contact with a man, defiles him, 
is a tradition, and thou wouldst draw therefrom the a fortiori 
conclusion that a quarter of a lug of blood would so much the 
more be a means of defilement. An a fortiori conclusion must 
not be derived from a tradition! " 

" Therefore/' said Rabh, " the case of the continual daily 
offering is not derived from the paschal offering by means of an 
a fortiori conclusion, but by means of a comparison by analogy, 
namely: As concerning both sacrifices it is written, ‘at their 
appointed seasons,' the same rules apply to both." 

Where do we find it written in general concerning the doubt¬ 
ful state of defilement caused by passing over an abyss probably 
harboring a corpse ? It has already been stated that this is 
merely a tradition, and is not particularly specified at any place. 

It was taught: Mar bar R. Ashi said: Do not learn in the 
Mishna, “ only if it became known after the sprinkling that the 
blood was defiled the plate of the high-priest atones for the sin 
committed, if previously known, however, it does not"; but 
" even if it was also known previously, the plate atones for it." 

MISHNA: If the whole or the greater part of the paschal 
offering had become defiled, it should be burned before the 
sanctuary with wood used for the altar; if the lesser part thereof 
had become unclean, or if some part thereof had remained over 
until the next morning (on the 15th), the owners may burn it in 
their own courts, or on their roofs, with their own wood. Ava¬ 
ricious persons, however, would burn it before the sanctuary, in 
order to get the benefit of the wood used for the altar. 

GEMARA: Why was the burning done in so public a man¬ 
ner ? Said R. Jose bar R. Hanina: In order to put to shame the 
owners of the sacrifice for their negligence in permitting the 
paschal offering to become defiled. 

" If the lesser part thereof f etc. Is this not contradictory 
to what we have learned in a previous Mishna, namely: " If a 
person on leaving Jerusalem remembers having consecrated flesh 
with him (even if it be only the size of an olive) he must return 
and burn it before the sanctuary with wood of the altar"? 
Said R. Hama bar Uqba: "This presents no difficulty: The 
Mishna mentioned treats of a visitor to Jerusalem, who had no 
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wood of his own, while our Mishna treats of a permanent resi¬ 
dent of Jerusalem.” 

The rabbis taught: “If the people came to burn (the unclean 
offering or the remainder) before the sanctuary with their own 
wood or desired to burn it in their own homes with wood of the 
altar, they must be prevented from accomplishing such an act.” 
It is perfectly proper to prevent their burning it in their own 
homes with wood of the altar, lest some of the wood be left 
over and they use it for profane purposes; but why should they 
not be permitted to burn it before the sanctuary with their own 
wood ? Said R. Joseph: “ In order not to disgrace those who 
have no wood of their own,” and Rabha said: “ In order not to 
cast suspicion upon them; for if they have some of their own 
wood left over and carry it back with them they might be sus¬ 
pected of appropriating the wood of the altar.”' Wherein do 
these two sages differ ? In a case where the wood brought was 
not like that used for the altar; for instance, the bark of date- 
trees or small sticks. (According to R. Joseph, not even such 
wood may be brought, while according to Rabha this would be 
permissible.) 

MISHNA: If a slaughtered Passover-sacrifice had been car¬ 
ried beyond the walls of Jerusalem or had become defiled, it 
must be immediately burned (on the eve of Passover). If the 
owners thereof had become defiled or had died, it must be left 
until its condition is changed (i.e., it must be left over until the 
next morning), and should be burned on the 16th of Nissan*). 
R. Johanan ben Broka said: (In the latter event) it should also 
be immediately burned, because there are none to eat it. 

GEMARA: If the Passover-sacrifice had become defiled it is 
perfectly proper to burn it, because it is expressly written 
[Levit. vii. 19] : * 4 And the flesh that toucheth any unclean thing 
shall not be eaten, with fire shall it be burnt ” ; but whence do 
we know that if it had been carried beyond the walls of Jerusa¬ 
lem it must also be burned ? Because it is written [ibid. x. 18]: 
” Behold, its blood was not brought within the holy place ” ; and 
thence we infer that, as it was not brought within the holy place, 
it must be burnt. Still, concerning a defiled paschal offering, it 
would be right to burn it, because the passage states that ordi¬ 
nary holy sacrifices which had become unclean must be burnt, 
but concerning the offering carried beyond the walls of Jerusalem 

* Because it is not allowed to burn a consecrated thing on the festival day 
proper, and the 16th is already one of the intermediate days of Passover. 
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the passage quoted [ibid. x. 18] refers only to most holy sacri¬ 
fices, and whence do we know that it applies also to ordinary 
holy offerings ? Aside from this, we have learned in a Boraitha: 
44 If the blood of the sacrifice had become spilled, or the flesh 
had remained within, but the blood had escaped beyond the 
walls of Jerusalem, the sacrifice must be burnt/’ Whence do 
we learn this ? The law concerning everything which becomes 
subject to burning with fire, whether it be ordinarily holy or 
most holy, is derived from a tradition, and as for the passage 
mentioning the sin-offering of Aaron, it is merely quoted because 
such happened to be the case. Now then, if the entire law 
ordaining that, whether the sacrifices be ordinarily holy or most 
holy, they must in the event of their becoming unclean be burnt 
with fire, is derived merely from a tradition, for what purpose is 
it written [Levit. vi. 23] : 4 4 It shall be burnt with fire ” ? That 
passage is necessary, in order to impart to us the information 
that it must be burnt in the holy place; for from the tradition 
alone we might presume that this could be done elsewhere, and 
hence the necessity for the passage. In that event, to what 
end is it written [ibid. vii. 19]: ‘‘And the flesh that toucheth 
any unclean thing shall not be eaten, with fire shall it be burnt ”? 
That passage is needed for its own particular purpose; for we 
might presume that the tradition making it obligatory to burn 
the invalid sacrifices applies only to those in respect to which, 
were they ordinary (non-consecrated) articles, the exigency could 
not possibly arise. For instance, if the blood had remained 
over night, or the blood had been spilled, or had escaped beyond 
the walls (of Jerusalem), or if the sacrifice had been slaughtered 
at night (which is not permissible); but if the sacrifice had 
become unclean, which state can also prevail in the case of ordi¬ 
nary articles, it might be assumed that it is not necessary to burn 
it, but that it may even be buried; therefore we find it written 
as above [Levit. vii. 19]. 

“ If the owners thereof had become defiled or had died," etc. 
Said R. Joseph: Wherein do they (the sages and R. Johanan 
ben Broka) differ ? Only if the owners had become defiled prior 
to the sprinkling of the blood; because, as the flesh was not yet 
(legally) suitable for the duty of eating thereof at the time, the 
uncleanness is considered to be in the sacrifice itself; but if the 
owners had become defiled after the sprinkling, in which event 
the flesh was already suitable for eating, all agree that the inva¬ 
lidity was not occasioned by the sacrifice itself but by some out- 
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side means, and for that reason it should be left until its condi¬ 
tion is changed (i.e., it should be left over night). R. Johanan, 
however, said, that even after the sprinkling the same is the case, 
and this he states in accordance with his individual theory; for 
both R. Johanan ben Broka and R. Nehemiah said one and the 
same thing (namely, that when the owners became defiled, the 
sacrifice should be immediately burned). Rabba added to this, 
that R. Jose the Galilean made the same statement.* 

MISHNA: The bones, sinews, and other remaining parts 
must be burned on the 16th; and should that day fall on a Sab¬ 
bath, they must be burned on the 17th, because the burning of 
these does not supersede the laws of the Sabbath or those of the 
festival. 

GEMARA: R. Mari bar Abbahu in the name of R. Itz’hak 
said: The bones, still retaining marrow, of consecrated sacri¬ 
fices, if left over as remainder, defile the hands touching them. 
Why so ? Because they are a basis to a prohibited article ( i.e., 
the marrow which was left over and should be burned). 

An objection was raised : (We have learned :) The bones left 
over from consecrated sacrifices are not subject to being burned, 
excepting only the bones of the paschal offering; (because they 
must not be broken but left in their original condition and) it 
might happen that some of the flesh should cling to them. Now, 
let us see what kind of bones are meant ! Shall we assume 
such as have not retained the marrow ? Who would hold that 
such should be burned ? Hence such as still retain the marrow 
must be meant. In that event, if the bones are considered a 
basis to a prohibited article, i.e., they serve the marrow as recep¬ 
tacles, why should they not be burnt ? 

Said R. Na’hman bar Itz’hak: “ Bones which had been found 
broken and the marrow extracted are referred to; thus the bones 
of other sacrifices, which may be broken, may have been broken 
and the marrow extracted from them before they had had an 
opportunity of becoming a remainder of a sacrifice; hence they 
need not be burnt. The bones of a paschal offering, however, 
which must remain whole, could have been broken and had the 
marrow extracted from them only after becoming a remainder, 
and for that reason they must be burnt.” 

R. Jehudah said in the name of Rabh: “ All sinews are con¬ 
sidered of flesh except the sinews of the neck {i.e., if one ate 

* Rabba supports his dictum on the strength of a Boraitha, which will be brought 
forward in Zeba’him, 
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only the nerves of the flesh of the paschal offering, it is the 
same as if he had eaten the flesh itself).” 

An objection was made based upon our Mishna, which 
teaches “ that bones, nerves, and other remaining parts must be 
burned on the 16th.” Now, let us see what sinews are referred 
to ? If the sinews of the body in general are meant, why not 
eat them; and if it is claimed that they were left over, why 
mention them separately—are they not the same as the other 
remaining parts ? Therefore we must say, that the sinews of 
the neck are meant. If that be the case and, according to Rabh, 
they are not considered as flesh, why should they be burned ? 
Said R. Hisda: “ By the sinews which must be burned, is meant 
the sinew of the thigh (which is not eaten), and, according to R. 
Jehudah’s opinion that only the sinew of one of the thighs is 
prohibited to be eaten, the sinew of the other is a legahremain¬ 
der and should be burned.” R. Ashi said: “ The Boraitha 
means to state, that not the sinew proper, but only the fat 
thereof on account of which the sinew is burned with it, is 
referred to, as we have learned in another Boraitha, that the fat 
of the sinew of the thigh may be eaten but it is not customary 
to do so (as will be explained in Tract Cholin),” and Rabhina 
said: “ The sinew which must be burned is the one on the out¬ 
side, which, while it is permitted to eat it, is not generally eaten 
by Israelites (as will also be explained in Tract Cholin).” 

” If that day (the 16th) should fall on a Sabbath ,” etc. Why 
should this be so ? Why should not the positive commandment 
(to burn the remainder) supersede the negative commandment 
(not to violate the Sabbath) ? Said Hezkiyah, and so also the 
disciples of Hezkiyah: It is written [Exod. xii. x]: ” And ye 
shall not let anything of it remain until morning; and that 
which remaineth of it until morning ye shall burn with fire.” 
Why is “ until morning” mentioned a second time ? In order 
to afford a man a second morning on which to burn the remain¬ 
der (/.*., if the 16th fell on a Sabbath, to give the man until the 
17th). 

Abayi, however, said: (It may be inferred from another 
passage.) It is written [Num. xxviii. 10]: ” This is the burnt- 
offering of the Sabbath on every 1 Sabbath,' ” i.e ., that only an 
offering of Sabbath may be burned on Sabbath, but not an offer¬ 
ing of a week-day should be burnt on a Sabbath or on a festival 
day. 

Rabha said: (It may be inferred from the following passage) 
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[Exod. xii. 16]: “ Save what is eaten by every man, that only 
may be prepared by you ” ; that only , and not a circumcision, 
which is not in proper time, and which is learned from an a for¬ 
tiori conclusion. 

R. Ashi said: “ The rest concerning a festival which is men¬ 
tioned [Lev. xxiii. 24] makes it a positive commandment, which 
states that no labor shall be done on a festival, so a festival has 
two commandments, a positive and a negative one; and to burn 
the remainder is only one commandment, which does not super¬ 
sede the above two commandments.” 

MISHNA: Every part usually eaten of a full-grown ox may 
be eaten of the paschal kid or lamb, such as the cartilage and 
tendons over the joints. 

GEMARA: Rabba found a contradiction in this Mishna, 
namely: ” It is stated that every part usually eaten of a full- 
grown ox may be eaten of the paschal kid or lamb, and then 
exemplifies the statement by mentioning the cartilage and ten¬ 
dons over the joints, and is it not a fact that these latter parts 
of an ox are not eaten ? ” Said Rabha: ” The Mishna means to 
imply that all parts of an ox eaten boiled may be eaten of the 
paschal kid or lamb roasted, and what are those parts referred 
to ? the cartilage and tendons over the joints.” We have also 
learned the same teaching as Rabha’s in a Boraitha, with the 
addition, ” that the small sinews of the body are also included.” 

It was taught: ” Sinews, which are at first soft and later on 
become hard,” said R. Johanan, ” may be selected by one of 
the men appointed to eat of the paschal sacrifice for his share, 
because at the time of selection they were soft and eatable”; 
but Resh Lakish said, “ that they must not be selected, because 
they eventually become hard and are thus at no time edible.” 

Resh Lakish made an objection to the statement of R. 
Johanan, based upon our Mishna, which states that the cartilage 
and tendons only may be eaten: ” Hence the small sinews are 
not to be included.” R. Johanan replied: Learn, that the 
parts mentioned and also the small sinews may be eaten; from 
the fact that they are eaten in a boiled state of the ox, the same 
cause applies also to the kid or lamb. 

R. Jeremiah said to R. Abin: ” When thou wilt come to R. 
Abbahu, propound the following contradictory question to him: 
Can, then, R. Johanan assert, that the small sinews may be 
selected as a share of the paschal sacrifice ? Did not Resh 
Lakish ask R. Johanan whether the skin of a young calf’s head 
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is subject to defilement, and the latter answered that (on account 
of such a skin eventually becoming hard) it is not subject to 
defilement (as is the case with hide); (hence should we not 
assume that R. Johanan did so because he took into considera¬ 
tion its final condition—then why should he not also consider 
the future condition of the sinews, which eventually become hard 
and inedible) ?” (R. Abbahu replied): “ The man who evolved 

this contradictory question did not watch the meal he had ground 
(/.**., he did not consider the correctness of his deductions); for 
we have learned that at the same time when Resh Lakish 
showed R. Johanan a Mishna which refuted the answer rendered, 
R. Johanan replied: * Anger me not! The Mishna thou citest I 
attribute to an individual opinion, that I myself do not uphold ’ 
(whence we see that he retracted his assertion to the effect that 
the future condition need not be considered)/’ 

MISHNA: Whosoever breaks any bones of the clean paschal 
lamb incurs the penalty of forty stripes; but the person who 
should leave a part of the paschal lamb over night, or who breaks 
a bone of an unclean paschal sacrifice, does not incur that 
penalty. 

GEMARA: It is perfectly proper that a man who leaves 
part of the paschal lamb over night should not incur the penalty 
of stripes, because the negative commandment [Exod. xii. io] : 
“Ye shall not let anything of it remain until morning,” does not 
involve the execution of an act, and the violation of a negative 
commandment of such a character does not carry with it the 
penalty of stripes; but whence do we adduce that a person who 
breaks a bone of an unclean paschal sacrifice should not incur 
that penalty? Because it is written [ibid. xii. 46]: “ No bone 
shall ye break in it" and the term “ in it" signifies, that only 
in a clean paschal sacrifice it is not allowed, but not in an 
unclean. 

The rabbis taught: It is written: “ No bone shall ye break 
in it" and this signifies that this must be done in a valid sacri¬ 
fice but not in an invalid. Rabbi, however, said: “ I do not 
derive this rule from this passage alone, but from the fact that in 
the same verse [Exod.,xii. 46] we find: ‘ In one house shall it be 
eaten, etc., and no bone shall ye break in it,’ and hence we must 
say, that only if a bone was broken in a lamb which may be 
eaten is the penalty of stripes incurred, but not in a lamb which 
must not be eaten.” Wherein do these two statements differ ? 
Said Abayi: “ The difference arises in a case where a bone was 
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broken in the lamb on the day preceding Passover. According 
to the one statement, which makes a man punishable with 
stripes if he break a bone in a valid paschal sacrifice, as the pas¬ 
chal lamb is already valid, the man incurs that penalty; but 
according to the other statement, the fact that the lamb could 
not at that time be eaten absolves the culprit from the penalty. ” 

An objection was made: Rabbi said, that if a man select 
only the brains of the paschal sacrifice as his share he may be 
included in the number appointed to eat it; but he must not be 
included if he selects as his share the marrow of the thigh-bone. 
Why should a man be allowed to select as his share the brains 
of the lamb ? Because, in order to extract them it is not nec¬ 
essary to break one of the bones (as they may be extracted 
through the nostrils). On the other hand, the marrow of the 
thigh-bone should not be selected because it would necessitate 
the breaking of that bone. If, however, it is allowed to break 
the bone during the day, why may not the bone be broken at 
that time, and thus the marrow, being accessible, be allowed to 
serve as the share of one of the number appointed to eat the 
paschal lamb ? If the breaking of the bone be the only impedi¬ 
ment, then Abayi may reply, there is no need of doing this dur¬ 
ing the day; for even in the evening the bone maybe placed 
over live coals and burned until the marrow is easily extract- 
able, and thus render it capable of serving as the share of one 
of the number; for we have learned in a Boraitha, that the burn¬ 
ing of the bones or cutting of the sinews cannot be considered a 
violation of the law against breaking the bones. 

Hence we must say, that the reason the bones must not be 
burned, according to Abayi, is for fear lest they split while burn¬ 
ing, which will be considered as breaking the bones, and, accord¬ 
ing to Rabha, for fear lest the marrow, which is a consecrated 
thing, be burnt (and the law is that consecrated things must not 
be burned to commence with); therefore it may be claimed that 
this should not be done during the day, as a precaution against a 
person doing it at night. 

R. Papa, however, said : Breaking the bone during the day is, 
according to the opinion of all, prohibited, even though the sac¬ 
rifice may not yet be eaten at that time, because at night it will 
be suitable for that purpose and is therefore considered suitable 
even during the day. They differ, however, concerning a part 
of a member which had protruded beyond the wall and which 
must not on that account be eaten. According to the one who 
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maintains that a person who is guilty of breaking a bone in a 
valid sacrifice incurs the penalty of stripes, if a man had broken 
a bone in that member which is valid, he incurs the penalty of 
stripes; but according to the one who maintains that breaking 
a bone of such a sacrifice as may be eaten only involves punish¬ 
ment with stripes, he does not incur the penalty, because the 
member must not be eaten, as we have learned in a Boraitha; R. 
Ishmael the son of R. Johanan ben Broka said: ” A man who 
had broken a bone in a member of the sacrifice which had pro¬ 
truded beyond the wall does not incur the penalty of stripes. ” 
R. Shesheth the son of R. Idi, however, said, that concerning 
such a member all agree that one who breaks a bone thereof 
does not incur the penalty, because it is invalid and must not be 
eaten. They differ, however, concerning one who had broken a 
bone in a paschal lamb that was yet raw. The one who claims 
that it is valid, maintains that the man incurs the penalty, but 
the other says that he does not, because the lamb cannot yet be 
eaten. 

R. Na’hman bar Itz'hak said: “ This is not the point of vari¬ 
ance, because all agree, that one who breaks a bone in a paschal 
lamb which was still raw incurs the penalty, as the lamb may be 
roasted and then be eaten. They do differ, however, concerning 
a man who breaks the tail of the lamb, which must not be 
eaten, but offered up on the altar. Those who hold that the 
sacrifice is a valid one hold him to the penalty, while the others 
claim that, as the tail must not be eaten, the man is exempt/’ 

R. Ashi, however, said: “ Not even on this point can they 
differ; for all agree, that as the tail must not be eaten, the break¬ 
ing thereof does not carry with it the penalty of stripes. 
Wherein they do differ is concerning a member of a paschal lamb 
that does not contain flesh to the size of an olive. According 
to one, the member being valid, breaking thereof incurs the 
penalty, while according to the other, the fact that there is 
not sufficient flesh thereon to be eaten exempts a man who 
broke it.” 

Rabhina, however, said: ” Neither on this point do they 
differ, because as there is not sufficient flesh on that member to 
be eaten, all agree, that breaking it does not involve the penalty; 
but they do differ concerning a member which a person had 
broken in a place where there was not sufficient flesh to be eaten, 
while the same member contained in another place sufficient 
flesh. Accordingly, some hold that as a member which was valid 
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was broken, the penalty was incurred, while others maintain 
that, as the part which could not be eaten was broken, the pen¬ 
alty is not incurred thereby/* 

We have learned in a Boraitha a support to four of the pre¬ 
ceding sages: Rabbi said: “ It is written [Exod. xii. 46]: ‘ In 
one house shall it be eaten, etc., and no bone shall ye break in it/ 
which signifies that one is culpable only if he break the bone in 
a valid sacrifice, but not in one that was invalid. If at one time 
the paschal sacrifice was valid, and subsequently became invalid 
while being eaten, the law against breaking its bones does not 
apply. If the bone broken had the prescribed quantity of flesh 
thereon, the law against breaking its bones does apply thereto; 
but if it had not, the law does not apply. Such parts as are to 
be brought on the altar are not affected by the law. During the 
time when the paschal lamb is eaten, the law mentioned applies; 
but at any other time, when it is not eaten, the law does not 
apply.” 

R. Ami said: “ One who carries out flesh of the paschal 
sacrifice from one company to another does not become culpable 
until he deposits it in a certain place, because it is written 
[Exod. xii. 46]: * Thou shalt not carry forth aught of the flesh 
abroad out of the house,* and the same rule applies to this as to 
carrying on the Sabbath, namely: There must be a removal 
from a certain fixed place and a deposit in another fixed place.** 

R. Abba bar Mamal made an objection: “ We have learned 
elsewhere, that if four persons carried it on rods and the first 
pair stepped outside of the wall of the Temple while the other 
pair remained on the inside, the clothes of the first pair become 
unclean but not those of the second pair. There was, however, 
no deposit of the sacrifice in a certain place; why should they 
become unclean?” The questioner himself answered this by 
saying: ” This was a case where the sacrifice was not carried, 
but dragged on the ground (hence there was a deposit in a cer¬ 
tain place)/* 

MISHNA: If part of a member (of the paschal sacrifice) 
protrude beyond (the Temple), it must be cut until the knife 
reaches the bone, then the flesh should be removed on the inside 
(of the Temple) until the joint is reached, when it may be cut 
off (and the bone must be cast away). With regard to other 
sacrifices (the bones of which it is permitted to break), the pro¬ 
truding part must be cut off with a slaughtering knife; if it 
extend from the door-wing (or lobby), it must be considered as 
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inward; if it protrude farther than this, it is to be considered as 
outward (and should be cut off). The apertures in a wall and 
the thickness of a wall may be considered as the inside. 

GEMARA: Said R. Jehudah in the name of Rabh: “The 
same rule applies to an assembly for prayer ” (if nine men were 
on the inside and one on the outside, the assembly is not com¬ 
plete), and he differs with R. Jehoshua ben Levi, who declares, 
that even an iron wall does not intervene between Israelites and 
their Heavenly Father. 

There is a difficulty in the Mishna itself; in one clause it 
states, that if the part of the member extend from the door¬ 
wing it is considered on the inside, hence the door-wing is itself 
considered on the outside; while in the next clause we find, if 
it extend farther than this it is on the outside, hence the door¬ 
wing itself is considered on the inside ? 

This presents no difficulty; the former clause refers to the 
door of the Temple, while the latter clause refers to the door of 
the walls surrounding Jerusalem, as R. Samuel bar R. Itz’hak 
said: “ Why were not the gates of Jerusalem sanctified (as if 
they were inside of Jerusalem) ? because those afflicted with 
sores seek shelter beneath them from the sun and rain,” and fur¬ 
ther, he said: “ Why was not the gate of Nikmor sanctified? 
Because those afflicted with sores who brought their sacrifices 
would thrust their forefingers through the holes in the gate in 
order to have them smeared with the blood of their sacrifices.” 

The apertures in a zvall and the thickness of a wall , ’ ’ etc. 
Rabh said: “The roof and the attics of the Temple were not 
sanctified.” This is not so! Did not Rabh say in the name of 
R. Hyya, that the companies partaking of the paschal sacrifices 
were so great that when they would shout the Hallel-prayer the 
roof would nearly burst through the sound of their voices ? 
Hence must it not be assumed, that the paschal sacrifices were 
eaten also on the roof ? Nay, they ate the sacrifices below, but 
went up on the roof to recite that prayer. 

Come and hear! Abba Saul said: The attic of the holy of 
holies was even more holy than the holy of holies itself, for 
while the latter was entered once every year, the former was 
entered only once in seven years; according to others twice in 
seven years, and according to others only once in fifty years, 
and then only to see whether any repairs were necessary (whence 
we see, that the attic was also sanctified?). Said R. Joseph: 
How can a comparison be drawn between the Temple and the 
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city of Jerusalem ? Concerning the Temple it is written 
[I Chronicles xxviii. 11] : “ Then gave David to Solomon his son, 
the pattern of the porch, and of its apartments, and of its treas¬ 
uries, and of its upper chambers, and of its inner chambers, and 
of the place of the cover of the ark ” ; and further, it is written 
[ibid. 19]: 44 All this, said David, was put in writing from the 
hand of the Lord, who gave me instruction respecting all the 
works of the pattern.’’ 

MISHNA: When two companies eat their paschal sacrifice 
in the same house (room), each turning their faces in a different 
direction while eating thereof, and the warming pot or kettle 
(containing the water to be mixed with the wine) is in the centre 
between the two companies, the waiter or servant must close 
his mouth (i.e., not eat), (in order not to be suspected of eating 
with both companies), while he waits on the other company to 
pour out wine for them; then he must turn his face towards the 
company he eats with, and he must not eat till he rejoins his 
own company. It is, however, permitted to a bride to avert her 
face from the company while eating the paschal sacrifice. 

GEMARA: This Mishna is in accordance with the opinion of 
R. Jehudah, as we have learned in the following Boraitha: It is 
written [Exod. xii. 7]: In the houses, wherein they shall eat 
it,” whence we may infer, that two companies are allowed to eat 
in one house. Should we assume that one may also eat it in two 
places of one house, therefore it is also written [ibid. 46] : 44 In 
one house shall it be eaten,” which signifies that it may be eaten 
only in one place. Thence the sages declared, that if the ser¬ 
vant who roasted the lamb (or the kid) had forgotten, and eaten 
a piece the size of an olive while he was engaged in roasting it, 
he should, if he knows his advantage, eat his fill right then and 
there, for he will not be allowed to eat any more thereof else¬ 
where; and if his company wish to show him favor, they can 
come and sit by him, and thus enable him to eat his fill if he 
had not already done so. Such is the dictum of R. Jehudah. 

R. Simeon, however, said, that the passage 44 In the houses 
wherein they shall eat it,” signifies, that a man may eat his pas¬ 
chal sacrifice in two different places; but lest a man should also 
assume that he may eat with two companies, the other passage, 
44 In one house shall it be eaten,” is added. 

If one company was sitting and suddenly a partition was 
created between them (by the falling of a curtain), those who 
say that it is permitted to eat the paschal sacrifice in two com- 
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panies allow them to eat, but those who say that it is not allowed 
to eat in two companies do not permit them to do so. If the 
contrary was the case, i.e., if a partition which had been between 
them was suddenly removed, those who say that the paschal sac¬ 
rifice must not be eaten in two places do not allow them to eat 
it, while those who say it may be eaten in two places permit 
them to eat it. 

R. Kahana was sitting and proclaiming this as a positive 
rule. Said R. Ashi to him: 44 This is not a positive rule. The 
question arises whether the partition which was formed or which 
was removed produced two companies and two places or not, 
and this question is undecided/’ 

41 It is , however, permitted to a bride to avert her face,” etc. 
Why so ? Said R. Hyya bar Abba in the name of R. Johanan : 
44 Because she is bashful.” 

R. Huna the son of R. Nathan happened to be a guest of 
R. Na’hman bar Itz’hak. The latter asked him his name, and 
he replied: 44 Rabh Huna.” Said R. Na’hman to him: 44 Let 
Master sit on a bed,” and he did so. A goblet of wine was 
handed him, and he at once accepted it and drained it in two 
draughts; but did not avert his face. He was finally asked why, 
when his name was inquired for, he called himself 44 Rabh Huna,” 
and he answered: 44 Such has been my name since my youth.” 
44 Why, then, didst thou immediately take thy seat on the bed 
when requested to do so ? ” was the question put to him, and he 
replied: 44 Because such is the rule, that whatever the master of 
the house requests his guest to do, the guest should comply.” 
44 Why didst thou at once accept the goblet of wine ?” he was 
asked again, and the answer was: 44 Because when a man supe¬ 
rior to thyself offers thee anything, thou shouldst at once accept 
it. while only one that is inferior to thee should be allowed to 
insist upon thy acceptance.” 44 Why didst thou drain it in two 
draughts?” 44 Because a Boraitha teaches: 4 One who drains 
his cup at one draught is a glutton. One who drains it in two 
draughts shows the proper respect, while one who drains it in 
three is a conceited man.’” 44 Why didst thou not at least 
avert thy face ? ” 44 Because it was expressly taught, that only 

a bride averts her face.” 

R. Ishmael bar R. Jose happened to be a guest of R. Sim¬ 
eon ben R. Jose ben Lakunia, and was given a goblet of wine, 
which he at once accepted and drained at a draught. The people 
present said to him: 44 Does not the Master hold, that one who 
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drains his cup at one draught is a glutton ?" and he answered: 
44 This was certainly not said of a goblet so small as this, espe¬ 
cially if containing wine so sweet and intended for a stomach of 
the capacity of mine/’ 

R. Huna said: “ A company which was appointed to eat 
the paschal sacrifice—if three had arrived and the rest were still 
absent—may commence to eat it. If the entire company had 
been there and gone away without eating the sacrifice, but one 
had remained, that one may eat it himself/' Said Rabha: 
44 This only applies if the three who entered had sent the servant 
to look for the others and they could not be found." Rabhina 
said: The three who did eat the paschal sacrifice should also be 
made to pay for it themselves, and the one man who had re¬ 
mained should also pay for more than his share. The Halakha, 
however, does not prevail according to Rabhina.* 

* All this is in accordance with the explanation of Rabbenu Hananel and not of 
Rashi, as it is the more reasonable. 



CHAPTER VIII. 


REGULATIONS CONCERNING THOSE OBLIGATED TO EAT THE PASCHAL 

SACRIFICE-WHERE IT MAY BE EATEN-COMPANIES APPOINTED 

TO EAT IT, AND THE DIFFERENCE BETWEEN THE FIRST AND 
SECOND PASSOVER. 

MISHNA: If a paschal sacrifice had been slaughtered for a 
woman living in her husband's house, by her husband, and 
another lamb had been slaughtered by her father (also counting 
her in), she must eat that of her husband. If she came to pass 
the first festival after her marriage at her father’s house and her 
father and husband have each slaughtered a paschal sacrifice for 
her, she may eat it at whichever place she prefers. If several 
guardians of an orphan have slaughtered paschal sacrifices for 
him, the orphan may go and eat it at the house he prefers. A 
slave belonging to two masters must not eat of the sacrifice of 
both masters. One who is partly a slave and partly free must 
not eat of the paschal sacrifice of his master. 

GEMARA: Does the teaching of this Mishna then mean to 
signify, that there is such a thing as premeditated choice, i.e., if 
the woman chose to eat at the house of either her husband or 
her father her intention to that effect was already existing at the 
time of the slaughtering of the lamb ? Nay; by the statement 
“ if she prefer it,” it is not meant that she prefers to do it at the 
time when she is about to eat, but at the time when the sacri¬ 
fice is to be slaughtered. 

The following presents a contradiction : We have learned in 
a Boraitha: The first festival after a woman’s marriage, she eats 
at the house of her father, but from that time on and further 
she may eat wherever she prefers to do so. This presents no 
difficulty. The Mishna refers to a case where the woman is not 
anxious to go to her father’s house, in which event she may eat 
at her husband’s house, while the Boraitha refers to a case of 
where the woman would rather eat at her father's house, as it is 
written [Solomon’s Song viii. io] : ” Then was in his eyes as one 
that found favor,” and R. Johanan held the passage to refer to 
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a daughter-in-law who was anxious to go to her father’s house 
and relate how she had found favor in the eyes of her husband’s 
family. 

It is written [Hosea ii. 18]: 14 And it shall happen at that 
day, saith the Lord, that thou shalt call me Ishi (my husband), 
and shalt not call me any more Ba’ali (my master).” Said R. 
Johanan: This signifies that (Israel will be as near to the Lord) 
as a woman who is in the household of her husband is to her 
husband, and not as one who is still in her father’s house. 

It is written [Solomon’s Song viii. 8]: “ We have a little 
sister, and she hath yet no breasts.” Said R. Johanan: This 
refers to the province of Elam, which was destined to learn 
only and not to teach (because there lived Daniel, who had no 
disciples, while Babylonia had Ezra, who left disciples). 

It is written [ibid. viii. io] : I am a wall and my breasts are 
like towers.” Said R. Johanan: I am a wall’ refers to the 

Law, and ‘ my breasts are like towers ’ refers to the scholars 
who study it; ” but Rabha said: “ ‘ I am a wall ’ refers to the 
congregation of Israel, and ‘ my breasts are like towers ’ refers 
to the synagogues and colleges.” 

R. Zutra bar Tobiah said in the name of Rabh: It is writ¬ 
ten [Psalms cxliv. 12]: ” So that our sons may be like plants, 
grown up in their youth; our daughters, like corner-pillars, 
sculptured on the model of a palace.” By ” our sons maybe 
like plants” are meant the youths of Israel who had not yet 
tasted of the flavor of sin, and by “ our daughters like corner- 
pillars ” are meant the maidens of Israel who lock their doors to 
men, as it is written in the next verse [ibid. 13]: “ May our 
garners be full, furnishing all manner of store.” By the pas¬ 
sage ” sculptured in the model of a palace ” is meant, that both 
the youths and the maidens who have not sinned are worthy to 
have the Temple built in their days. 

It is written [Hosea i. 1]: ” The word of the Lord that came 
unto Hosea the son of Beeri, in the days of Uzziyah, Jotham, 
Achaz, and Hezekiah, the kings of Judah.” At the same time 
four prophets prophesied, and the greatest among them was 
Hosea, as it is written further [ibid. 2]: ” The beginning of the 
word of the Lord by Hosea was,” which was explained by R. 
Johanan to mean the first of the four prophets that prophesied 
in that day, and they are: Hosea, Isaiah, Amos, and Micah. 
The Holy One, blessed be He, said to Hosea thus: ” Thy chil¬ 
dren have sinned,” and Hosea should have answered: ” They 
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are Thy children, the children of thy favorites Abraham, Isaac, 
and Jacob, and Thou shouldst extend towards them Thy mercy ” ; 
and not alone did he not make this reply, but even said: “ Crea¬ 
tor of the Universe! The whole world is thine. Why not 
exchange them for another nation ?” Whereupon the Lord said: 
“ What shall I do with this old man ? I shall tell him to take 
unto himself a wife of prostitution and have children of prostitu¬ 
tion [ibid. 2], and then I shall tell him to send her away; and if 
he will then be able to do so, I shall also cast off Israel, as it is 
written further [ibid. 3] : “ So he went and took Gomer the 
daughter of Diblayim.” [“ Gomer’’ (which means conclusion), 
said R. Jehudah, “ was so called because at that time the money 
of the Israelites was about to be abolished,” and R. Johanan 
said: “ It was already abolished, for the Israelites were robbed 
of all possessions, as it is written [II Kings xiii. 7]: ‘ For the 
king of Syria had destroyed them and had made them like the 
dust at threshing.’ ”] It is further written : “ And she conceived 
and bore him a son ” [Hosea i. 4]. “ And the Lord said unto 

him, Call his name Yizre’el (God will scatter, etc.).” [Ibid. 6:] 
“And she conceived again and bore a daughter; and He said 
unto him, Call her name Loruchamah (not finding mercy); for I 
will not further have any more mercy upon the house of Israel; 
but I will give them their full recompense, etc.” [Ibid. 8:] 
“ Now when she had weaned Loruchamah, she conceived, and 
bore a son.” [Ibid. 9:] “ Then said He, Call his name Lo’ammi 

(not my people); for ye are not my people, and I will indeed not 
be unto you (a God).” So after Hosea had born unto him two 
sons and a daughter, the Lord said unto him: “ Shouldst thou 
hot have learned from the example of Moses, who, immediately 
after I began to speak to him, separated himself from his wife ? 
Then as he did, so also shalt thou do.” Hosea answered: 

Lord of the Universe! I have children with her, and cannot 
cast her off nor send the children away.” So the Lord replied: 

If then thou, who hast a wife of prostitution and whose chil¬ 
dren thou knowest not even whether they be thine, canst not 
separate thyself from her, how then can I cast off my children 
(Israel), whose fathers, Abraham, Isaac, and Jacob I have tried 
—Israel, which is one of the four acquisitions which I have 
acquired in my world [see Aboth, Chap. VI., and Exod. xv. 16], 
and thou wouldst tell me to exchange them for another nation ! ” 
As soon as Hosea realized that he had sinned, he commenced 
to pray for mercy for himself, and the Lord said unto him: 
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“ Instead of praying for mercy for thyself, pray rather for mercy 
for Israel, for through thee I pronounced those three invectives 
[mentioned above] against them.” So he followed the behest 
of the Lord, and after praying for Israel, the three invectives 
were retracted and annulled. Finally, when this came to pass, 
Hosea commenced to bless the people, as it is written [chap. ii. 
1-3] : “ Yet shall the number of the children of Israel (once) be 
like the sand of the sea, which cannot be measured nor num¬ 
bered; and it shall come to pass that, instead that people say of 
them, Ye are not my people (Lo'ammi), shall they call them the 
sons of the living God. Then shall the children of Judah and 
the children of Israel be gathered together, and they will appoint 
for themselves one head, and they shall go up out of the land; 
for great shall be the day Yizre’el. Call ye your brothers Ammi 
(my people); and your sister, Ruchamah (that hath obtained 
mercy). ” 

R. Johanan said: Woe is to a dominion that overwhelms its 
own master, for we find that there was not one prophet who did 
not outlive four kings, as it is written [Isaiah i. 1] : “ The vision 
of Isaiah the son of Amoz, which he saw concerning Judah and 
Jerusalem in the days of Uzziyahn, Jotham, Achaz, and Heze- 
kiah, the kings of Judah,” and this also with the other prophets. 

R. Johanan said again: Why was it destined for Jeroboam, 
king of Israel, to be counted with the kings of the house of 
David ? (Vide Hosea i. 1.) Because he did not listen to calumny 
brought against Amos, as it is written [Amos vii. 10]: “ Then 
sent Amazyah the priest of Beth-el, to Jeroboam the king of 
Israel, saying, Amos hath conspired against thee in the midst of 
the house of Israel,” etc.; and further, it is written [ibid. 11]: 
” For this hath Amos said: By the sword shall Jeroboam die,” 
etc., and Jeroboam answered: ” God forbid that the righteous 
man (Amos) should have said this; but if he did, what can I do 
concerning him ? Surely the Shekhina put the words in his 
mouth! ’ ’ 

R. Elazar said: Even when the Lord is angered, he also 
remembers His mercy, as it is written [Hosea i. 6] : “I will not 
farther have any more mercy upon the house of Israel ; but I will 
give them their full recompense,” reads: ” I will not (go) far¬ 
ther; I will have mercy upon them,” * etc. 

* This version of the verse R. Elazar bases upon the fact that the Hebrew term 
“ Ara’hem ” means “ I will have mercy upon them,” and if it were as translated in the 
first version of the passage the term used would be “ Lera’hem.” 
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R. Jose bar Hanina said: “ The latter part of the verse can 
be construed to mean that 4 their sins will be obliterated.’ ” 

R. Elazar said again: “ The Holy One, blessed be He, sent 
the children of Israel into exile among the heathens only for the 
purpose of acquiring more converts, as it is written [Hosea ii. 
25]: * And I will sow her for me in the land,’ and as a matter of 
course sowing is done in order to reap a harvest.” 

R. Johanan infers it from the next passage [ibid, ibid.]: “ I 
will have mercy upon 4 Her that had not obtained mercy,’ ” 
refers to the heathens who were not yet converted and upon 
whom mercy will be had by scattering among them the Israelites 
as fruitful seed. 

R. Johanan said in the name of R. Simeon ben Jochai: It 
is written [Proverbs xxx. 10]: ” Do not calumniate a servant 
unto his master: lest he curse thee, and thou incur guilt,” and 
further, it is written [ibid. 11] : ‘'There is a generation that 
curseth its father, and doth not bless its mother,” which signifies 
that even in a generation that curseth its father, etc., a man 
should not slander the slave to his master. Whence do we know 
this ? From the instance of Hosea (who spoke in a derogatory 
manner of Israel and thereby incurred the wrath of the Lord). 

R. Oshiya said: It is written [Judges v. 11] : “ ’ Tzidkath 
Pirzono Be-Israel ” (the benefits towards the open towns in 
Israel). Read instead : ” Tzidkath Pizrono Be-Israel ” (the bene¬ 
fits conferred on Israel by scattering them among the nations). 
This is in accord with the statement of a Roman official to R. 
Hanina; viz., ” We are better men than ye are; for concerning 
you it is written [II Kings xi. 16] : ‘ For six months did Joab 
remain there with all Israel, until he had cut off every male in 
Edom.’ Yet we, who have dominated over you so long a time, 
have not destroyed you.” Said R. Hanina to him: “ Wouldst 
thou permit, that one of my disciples should argue the matter 
with thee ? ” (The official acquiesced.) R. Oshiya then came 
up and said to him: “The only reason why ye have not de¬ 
stroyed Israel, is because ye know not how to proceed. Should 
you desire to destroy all the Jews, it would be impossible, for 
there are numbers who are beyond your dominions; should you 
only destroy those that dwell among you, you would be called a 
curtailed dominion (because there would be a nation missing).” 
The official then answered: ” I swear by the ruler of Rome that, 
when deliberating upon this matter, we begin and end with that 
argument.” 


12 


i;8 


THE BABYLONIAN TALMUD. 


R. Hyya taught: It is written [Job xxviii. 23] : “ God alone 
understandeth her way, and he knoweth her place,” which sig¬ 
nifies, that God knew that the children of Israel could not bear 
the tyrannical behests of the Edomites (or Romans), and for 
that reason He sent them into exile to Babylon or Persia, where 
they were not compelled to suffer so much. 

R. Elazar said: Why was Israel exiled to Babylon ? because 
Babylon is as low as the grave, and it is written [Hosea xiii. 14] : 

From the power of the grave would I ransom them, from death 
would I redeem them.” R. Hanina said: “ They were exiled to 
Babylon because the language there is similar to the vernacular 
of the Law.” R. Johanan said: They were exiled there because 
that was their native country (for Abraham came from Babylon); 
and this may serve as an example of a man who becomes angry 
with his wife and sends her back to her mother, and this is 
according to R. Alexandre’s opinion, who said: “ Three things 
returned whence they originated; namely, “ Israel, the money 
carried out of Egypt by the Israelites, and the script of the tab¬ 
lets of the Law”: Israel, as just mentioned; the money carried 
out of Egypt, as it is written [I Kings xiv. 25]: “ And it came 
to pass in the fifth year of King Rehoboam, that Shishak the 
King of Egypt came up against Jerusalem [ibid. 26], and he 
took away the treasures of the house of the Lord and the treas¬ 
ures of the king’s house, etc.”; “ the tablets,” as it is written 
[Deutr. ix. 17]: “ And I broke them before your eyes,” and we 
have learned in a Boraitha that the tablets were broken and that 
the letters inscribed thereon vanished. 

Ula, however, said: “ Israel was exiled to Babylon because 
the necessities of life were cheap there, and the men would thus 
be enabled to live cheaply and at the same time study the Law.” 
Ula once came to Pumbaditha, and a basket of dates was 
brought to him ; so he asked how many baskets like that could 
be bought for one zuz, and he was told that three could be 
bought for one zuz. Said he to himself: “A big basket of 
honey for one zuz, and still the Babylonians do not study the 
Law sufficiently! ” He ate too many dates, and it proved inju¬ 
rious to him. Said he to himself this time: “ A whole basket 
of poison for one zuz, and still the Babylonians study.” 

R. Elazar said again: It is written [Isaiah ii. 3]: “And 
many people shall go and say, Come ye and let us go up to the 
mountain of the Lord, to the house of the God of Jacob.” Of 
the God of Jacob, and not Abraham and Isaac ? (Not that the 
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God of Jacob is not also the God of Abraham and Isaac,) but 
the house of God is not the mount concerning which it is writ¬ 
ten [Genesis xxii. 14]: “ On the mount of the Lord shall it be 
seen/’ nor yet the field of Isaac where he went out to perform 
his devotions [Gen. xxiv. 63], but the house of the God of 
Jacob, as it is written [Gen. xxviii. 19] : “ And he called the 
name of the place Beth-el (house of God).” 

R. Johanan said: The day on which all the children of 
Israel will be recalled from exile will be as great as the day on 
which the world was created, because it is written [Hosea ii. 2] : 
“ Then shall the children of Judah and the children of Israel be 
gathered together, and they will appoint for themselves one 
head, and they shall go up out of the land; for great shall be the 
day of Yizreel ” ; and as it is written [Genesis i. 5]: It was 
evening and it was morning, the first day , ” and hence the com¬ 
parison. 

“ If several guardians of an orphan have slaughtered , ” etc. 
Infer from this, then, that there is such a thing as premeditated 
choice! Said R. Zera: It is written [Exod. xii. 3]: “ A lamb 
for every house,” and that signifies, that the head of the house 
can slaughter a lamb for the entire family without consulting 
them. 

The rabbis taught: “It says: ‘A lamb for every house.' 
Whence we may infer that a man may slaughter the lamb for his 
minor sons and daughters, for his Canaanitish bond-men or bond- 
women, whether he have their consent or not; but he must not 
slaughter it for his adult sons and daughters, for his Israelitish 
bond-men or bond-women, or for his wife, without their con¬ 
sent.” 

“ A slave belonging to two masters f etc. R. Aina the Elder 
propounded a contradictory question to R. Na’hman : “ We have 
learned in our Mishna that a slave belonging to two masters 
must not eat the paschal lamb at the houses of both, and in 
another Boraitha we have learned that if he chooses he can cat 
it at either one or the other,” and R. Na’hman answered : “ Old 
Aina! This is a case analogous to you and myself. (If we are 
on good terms we can partake of a joint meal, and) thus also the 
Mishna treats of masters who are not on good terms with each 
other, while the Boraitha treats of masters to whom it makes no 
difference where the slaves eat.” 

MISHNA: If a person order his slave to go and slaughter 
for him the paschal sacrifice, and the slave go and slaughter a 
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kid or a lamb, he may eat it; if he slaughter a kid and a lamb, 
he may only eat that which he slaughtered first. How is he to 
act when he has forgotten the exact words of the order of his 
master ? He should kill a lamb and a kid, and say (at the time 
of the killing and sprinkling of the blood), “ If my master said 
* a kid,’ then may the kid be for him and the lamb for me, but if 
he said * a lamb,’ then be the kid for me and the lamb for him.” 
If the master also had forgotten the precise terms of the order 
he gave, both animals must be burned, and neither master nor 
slave is bound to bring a second paschal sacrifice. 

GEMARA: It is self-evident that if the slave slaughtered 
a lamb, although he generally slaughtered a kid, he may partake 
of the lamb, and if he slaughtered a kid, contrary to his usual 
custom of killing a lamb, he may eat of the kid; but is not the 
further statement in the Mishna, to the effect that if he slaugh¬ 
tered both he should only eat of that which he slaughtered first, 
contrary to the teaching of the Boraitha ” that one man should 
not be appointed to eat of two paschal sacrifices” (how then 
may he eat of the offering slaughtered first) ? The Mishna treats 
of the case of a king and a queen, as we have learned in a Bo¬ 
raitha, viz.: ” One man must not be appointed to eat of two 
paschal sacrifices”; but it happened that a king and a queen 
ordered their slaves to slaughter the paschal sacrifice for them, 
and the slaves went and slaughtered two—a kid and a lamb. 
Afterwards they came to the king and asked him (which of the 
two he would eat), and he told them to ask the queen. When 
they asked the queen, she ordered them ask Rabbon Gamaliel, 
and when they came to R. Gamaliel he said: ” In the case of the 
king and the queen, who are not particular whether they eat a 
kid or a lamb, they should eat of the first one slaughtered; but 
if this occurred to a man in our condition of life, he would not 
be allowed to partake of either.” 

At another time it happened that a reptile was found in the 
slaughter-house of the king, and it was thought that the reptile 
was dead, thus causing the entire meal prepared for the king and 
queen to become unclean. The servants came to the king and 
asked him concerning the matter, and he referred them to the 
queen, who in turn ordered them to inquire of Rabbon Gama¬ 
liel. When they came to R. Gamaliel, he asked them where 
the reptile had been found—among hot (food) or cold. They 
answered that it was found among hot; so he told them to get a 
cup of cold water and pour it on the reptile. This was done, 
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and the reptile moved. Accordingly R. Gamaliel held all the 
meal to be undefiled (for only the dead body of a reptile causes 
defilement, but not a live one). From this we can see, that the 
king depended upon the queen and the queen upon R. Gama¬ 
liel, and thus the entire meal of the king depended upon the 
decree of Rabbon Gamaliel. 

44 If the master also had forgotten the precise terms of the 
order f etc. Said Abayi: 44 Such is the case only if he had for¬ 
gotten after the blood of the sacrifice had been sprinkled, for at 
that time the sacrifice was already fit to eat, and therefore no 
second Passover-sacrifice is necessary; but if he had forgotten 
prior to the time when the blood was sprinkled, in which case 
the sacrifice was not yet suitable to be eaten, he must bring a 
second Passover-offering. 99 

According to others, Abayi did not make the above statement 
with reference to the Mishna but with respect to the Boraitha 
which follows: 44 If five skins of five different sacrifices were 
mixed and a blemish was found on the skin of one, all five sac¬ 
rifices must be burned, but still neither one of the five owners 
need bring a second Passover-sacrifice. ** Commenting on this, 
Abayi said: 44 They need not bring a second sacrifice if the skins 
had become mixed after the sprinkling of the blood; for when 
the blood was sprinkled there were four of the sacrifices fit to be 
eaten. But if they had become mixed prior to the sprinkling, 
in which case none of the five were yet fit to be eaten, the own¬ 
ers are in duty bound to bring second Passover-offerings.” 

Those who hold that Abayi refers the statement mentioned 
to the Mishna, hold so much the more that he makes it with 
respect to the Boraitha also; but those who hold that he refers 
it to the Boraitha, maintain that in all probability he does not 
make the statement with reference to the Mishna: because in the 
case of the Boraitha one of the sacrifices was beyond doubt 
invalid through the blemish on the skin, and therefore a second 
Passover-offering should be brought; but in the Mishna the 
sacrifices were at all events valid, and the owner had merely 
forgotten what he had ordered. Still to the Lord his intention 
was known, and for that reason a second Passover-offering is not 
necessary. 

The Master said (in the Boraitha): 44 Neither of the five 
owners need bring a second Passover-sacrifice. ” Why not ? 
One of them had surely not acquitted himself of his duty! Be¬ 
cause it is impossible to remedy the case. Should each of the 
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five bring a second Passover-offering, the four whose sacrifices 
were valid will be guilty of bringing ordinary animals into the 
Temple for paschal sacrifices, and that is prohibited. Should all 
five bring but one, then it will be eaten by persons not appointed 
for that purpose. Hence all five are exempted. 

MISHNA: If a man say to his sons: ” I slaughter the pas¬ 
chal sacrifice for whichever one of you shall arrive first in Jeru¬ 
salem ; then the first of them, whose head and greater part of 
the body first appears (in the city gate), thereby acquires a 
right to his own share and acquires the same for his brothers. 

GEMARA: Infer therefrom that there is such a thing as 
premeditated choice (for originally the man did not know which 
one of his sons would arrive first, and when one did arrive, it 
must be assumed that that son was the one for whom the man 
intended to slaughter the sacrifice at the time of slaughtering). 
Said R. Johanan: ° The man actually intended the sacrifice 
for all of his sons, but he merely mentioned the one who arrived 
first in order to cause his sons to hasten to fulfil their duty.” 
This can be inferred from the Mishna itself, which teaches that 
the one son can also acquire the right to their shares for his 
brothers. This would be proper if the man intended the 
sacrifice for all his sons to commence with; but if we should say, 
that he did not intend it for all of them at the time of the 
slaughter, how can a right be acquired for them after the slaugh¬ 
tering had been done ? for we have learned in a Mishna: ” They 
may be numbered for the sacrifice, and can withdraw from it only 
until the time of slaughtering. ” Such, then, is the conclusion. 

We also learned in support of this in a Boraitha: It once 
happened that the daughters of a man made their appearance 
before the sons did, and the daughters were consequently held 
to be alert while the sons were tardy. 

MISHNA: As many people may partake of a paschal sacri¬ 
fice as can obtain therefrom the quantity of flesh of the size of 
an olive. Those that were appointed to eat it may withdraw 
(from the company) before the paschal sacrifice is slaughtered. 
R. Simeon said: ” They may do so until the blood thereof is 
sprinkled.” 

GEMARA: What would (this Mishna) teach us ? It would 
inform us that, even if one company had already been numbered 
to eat the sacrifice, another company may nevertheless be ap¬ 
pointed, provided always that there will be a quantity of flesh 
of the size of an olive for each member of the second company. 
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“ Those that were appointed to eat may withdraw, etc. 
Said Abayi: The point of difference between the sages and R. 
Simeon is only as regards the withdrawal. The sages hold that 
the passage [Exod. xii. 4]: ” And if the household be too small 
for a lamb,” refers to a lamb which is still alive, while R. Sim¬ 
eon holds that it refers to a lamb which is still on hand (in a 
slaughtered state); but as for the appointment of the company^ 
all agree, that this can be done only until the time of slaughter¬ 
ing, because it is written [ibid, ibid.]: “ According to the num¬ 
ber of souls,” and immediately following it says, ” shall ye make 
a count for the lamb.” 

We have learned in a Boraitha in accordance with the above: 
Those appointed to eat of the sacrifice may withdraw until the 
time of the slaughter; but R. Simeon says: “ The appointment 
may be made until the time of the slaughter; but withdrawal 
therefrom may be effected until the sprinkling of the blood.” 

MISHNA: If a person had appointed others to partake with 
him of his share of the paschal sacrifice, his company are at 
liberty to give him his share so that he may eat it apart from 
them with his guests, and they may eat their own share (apart 
from him and his guests). 

GEMARA: The schoolmen propounded a question: If a 
member of a company have a larger capacity than the other 
members, may the rest of the company offer him his share to 
eat separately, or can he insist upon his right to partake of the 
sacrifice jointly with them ? And can they, on the other hand, 
maintain that they received him as a member only in order to 
prevent a remainder being left over from the (consecrated) sacri¬ 
fice, but that they did not calculate upon his appropriating more 
thereof than the other members of the company ? 

Come and hear! If a member of a company had a larger 
capacity than the other members, the rest may say to him: 
“ Take thy share and go! ” and not only this; but even if five 
persons had formed a partnership for the entire year and one of 
them appropriated more than his due, the others might say to 
him : ” Take thy share and go ! ” Hence the conclusion. 

What additional information would the statement, “ not only 
this, but even if,” etc., impart to us ? We are told by this state¬ 
ment, that not only can a man be ousted from a company ap¬ 
pointed to eat the paschal sacrifice on the ground that he was 
taken in only to avoid having a remainder left over, but even in 
an ordinary case of partnership, where such a claim cannot be 


184 


THE BABYLONIAN TALMUD. 


brought forward, a man may be ousted if appropriating more 
than his just share. 

According to another version, this was not the subject at 
issue, but the question was merely whether a company which 
had gone into partnership (for any purpose whatever) might be 
divided or not. Come and hear: If a member of a company 
had a larger capacity than the other members, he might be told 
to 44 take his part and go ” ; whence we may infer that this may 
be done only if he had a larger capacity than the others, (because 
he was taken in only to avoid a remainder being left over,) but 
where such a claim cannot be put forth he cannot under any cir¬ 
cumstances be ousted. Such is the conclusion. 

R. Papa and R. Huna the son of R. Jehoshua agreed to take 
a meal in common. In the time it took R. Huna to eat one 
(date) R. Papa would consume four. Said R. Huna to him: 
44 Give me my share (and let me go)! ” and R. Papa answered: 
44 We are in company ! (Eat also as quickly as I do.) ” Where¬ 
upon R. Huna propounded to him the previous questions (con¬ 
cerning divisions of partnership mentioned above), and was 
answered accordingly. He then asked him concerning the Bo- 
raitha, bringing the instance of an ordinary partnership (cited 
above), whereupon R. Papa gave him his share. 

R. Huna then left and made common cause with Rabhina. 
In the time R. Huna bar R. Jehoshua would eat one (date) Rab¬ 
hina would consume eight. So R. Huna said: 44 Rather an 
hundred Papas than one Rabhina.'’ 

The rabbis taught: If one man invite several others to go 
with him and partake of his paschal or festal offering, the money 
in his possession obtained from the guests he invites is non-con- 
secrated, (notwithstanding the fact that money was given with 
the intention of applying it to a consecrated purpose). One who 
sold his burnt-offering or his peace-offering is not considered to 
have done anything, and the money obtained, whatever it be, 
should be applied to a voluntary offering. If the man is not 
considered to have done anything, why should the money 
obtained be applied to a voluntary offering ? Said Rabha: This 
is virtually a punishment for the purchaser (in order to prevent 
him from buying burnt and peace offerings from another); (for 
not the mouse is the thief but the hole, i.e., the thief is not as 
guilty as the receiver of stolen property who aids him). What 
is the meaning of 44 whatever it be” ? This means to imply, 
that even if the amount paid was in excess of the value of the 
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sacrifice,/.?., it was worth four, and five (zuz) were paid, even 
the one zuz in excess of the value is assessed as a punishment, 
and not, as might be assumed, allowed the purchaser. 

MISHNA: If a person, having a running issue, had observed 
such issue twice on the same day, and the seventh day after (his 
malady had subsided) fall on the 14th day (of Nissan), (when he 
is no longer defiled), he may have* the paschal sacrifice slaugh¬ 
tered for him on that day; but if he had observed the issue three 
times in one day, it may be slaughtered for him only if the 
eighth day (when he again becomes clean) should fall on the 
14th (of Nissan). For a woman whose menstruation continued 
for a day beyond her regular period, the paschal sacrifice may be 
slaughtered if the second day (after her menstruation had sub¬ 
sided) fall on the 14th (of Nissan); if it continued two days 
beyond her regular period, the sacrifice may be slaughtered for 
her if the 14th (of Nissan fall) on the third day after the men- 
• struation had subsided; but for a woman whose flow of menses 
continued three days beyond her regular period, the sacrifice 
may be slaughtered only if the 14th (of Nissan) fall on the 
eighth day after the flow had stopped.* 

GEMARA: R. Jehudah said in the name of Rabh: 44 For a 
person who had a running issue the paschal sacrifice may be 
slaughtered on the day on which he takes his legal bath even 
before the sun had set on him (if that day be the 14th of Nis¬ 
san). The same law applies to one who had already bathed, but 
had not yet received forgiveness from the altar (z. e ., had not yet 
brought the legal sacrifice); but for one who had contracted 
uncleanness through contact with a dead reptile the sacrifice 
must not be slaughtered nor the blood sprinkled, even though 
he may legally take his bath on that day.” Ula, however, said, 
that for the latter also the sacrifice may be slaughtered and the 
blood sprinkled. 

According to Rabh, why may the sacrifice be slaughtered for 
one who had a running issue and had taken his legal bath ? 
because he will at night be allowed to partake thereof. Why, 
then, should he not accord the same permission in the case of 
one who had become defiled through a dead reptile ? For the 
reason that the latter had not yet taken his legal bath. But 
even for the one who had bathed, is not sunset lacking ? The 


* The detailed laws concerning the cases under discussion in the Mishna will be 
brought forward in Tract Niddah. 
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sunset must eventually take place, while one may neglect to take 
a bath. What about the one who still lacks forgiveness ? 
Surely that may be delayed ? The case of a man is spoken of, 
who already has the necessary sacrifice in his possession. If that 
be the case, then the one who had not yet taken his bath can 
claim that the bath is ready for him ? Still, there is fear that he 
might not take advantage of it. Can this not also be the case 
with the one who lacks forgiveness, even if he have the sacrifice 
in his possession ? “ In his possession ” signifies, that the sacri¬ 

fice had already been delivered to the tribunal of the priests, 
and this is in accordance with R. Shamaiah’s opinion, which 
reads: “ We are certain that the tribunal of the priests does not 
adjourn until all the money contained in the chests and set 
apart for the sacrifices of the day is properly disposed of.” 

Let us see! Rabh, who does not permit the sacrifice to be 
slaughtered for one who had become defiled through a reptile 
and had not yet bathed, does so, because he claims that there is 
fear lest the man should not take his legal bath, which is merely 
a rabbinical precautionary measure, while according to biblical 
law the precaution is dispensed with and the sacrifice may be 
slaughtered for him. How, then, can Rabh prescribe that if a 
congregation is equally divided between clean and unclean mem¬ 
bers, one of the clean should be defiled by being brought in 
contact with a reptile ? Therefore we must say, that, according 
to Rabh, one who had become defiled through contact with a 
reptile cannot even according to biblical law have the sacrifice 
slaughtered for him; for it is written [Numbers ix. 10]: “ If 
any man whatever should be unclean by reason of a dead body/’ 
and we know that even if the seventh day of such a man’s 
uncleanness fall on the eve of Passover, still the Law prescribes 
that he should bring his sacrifice on the second Passover, and the 
seventh day is the equivalent of a day on which a man had 
become defiled through a dead reptile. 

Whence do we know, that the seventh day fell on the eve of 
Passover, perhaps it is not the seventh day (but the fifth or 
sixth) ? Because we know that Rabh holds with R. Itz’hak, 
who states as follows: '‘It is written [ibid. ix. 6]: “ But there 
were certain men who had been defiled by the dead body of a 
man, and they could not prepare the Passover-lamb on that day .” 
Whence we adduce, that they were defiled by a corpse for which 
no burying-ground had been provided, and the seventh after 
their defilement happened on the eve of Passover, because it is 
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distinctly written, “ on that day/’ which signifies, that though 
they could not prepare the sacrifice ” on that day ” they could do 
so on the morrow, and still the Law prescribed that they should 
bring their sacrifice on the second Passover. 

MISHNA: For a mourner who has lost a relative, for whom 
he is obliged to mourn, on the 14th (of Nissan); for a person 
employed in digging out of a heap of fallen ruins persons 
buried among them; for a prisoner who has the assurance of a 
release (in time to eat the paschal sacrifice); and for aged and 
sick persons, it is lawful to slaughter the paschal sacrifice while 
they are able to partake thereof a quantity at least the size of an 
olive. For none of these, however, may it be slaughtered on 
their account alone, because they may cause the paschal offering 
to become desecrated and useless; therefore, if any one of the 
persons enumerated becomes disqualified to partake of the pas¬ 
chal sacrifice, he need not bring a second, with the exception of 
a person who had dug out a dead body from beneath the ruins, 
since such a person is unclean to commence with. 

GEMARA: Said Rabba bar Huna in the name of R. Jo- 
hanan: A prisoner on whose account alone the paschal sacrifice 
should not be slaughtered is one who is imprisoned in the prison 
of the heathens; but one who is in a prison of the Israelites, if 
his release for that day was promised him, may have the paschal 
sacrifice slaughtered for him, because the promise will surely be 
fulfilled, as it is written [Zephaniah iii. 13]: ‘‘The remnant of 
Israel shall not do injustice, nor speak lies.” R. Hisda said: 
“ In treating of the prisons of the heathens, only such are meant 
as are outside of the walls of Beth Paagi; but if a prisoner is 
confined in a prison of the heathens inside of the walls of that 
place, he may have the paschal sacrifice slaughtered for him 
even if he be not released on the eve of Passover, as it may 
be brought to him while in confinement and he is allowed to 
partake thereof.” 

” Therefore , if any one of the persons enumerated becomes dis¬ 
qualified etc. Said Rabba bar bar Hana in the name of R. 
Johanan: ” Thus we have also learned in a Boraitha in the name 
of R. Simeon the son of R. Johanan ben Broka, viz. : If a man 
dig out of a heap of fallen ruins (persons buried among them), he 
is sometimes exempt from the duty of bringing a second Pass- 
over-offering and at other times he is obliged to do so. How 
so ? If the heap was round and when commencing to dig he 
virtually formed a tent over the corpse which he was attempting 
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to dig out, and at the time the paschal offering was being 
slaughtered, he was already unclean and should therefore bring 
a second Passover-offering; but if the heap was oblong and the 
digging was commenced at the side, it is doubtful whether by 
the time the corpse was reached, (making the man unclean,) the 
sacrifice had already been slaughtered, and wherever there is a 
doubt a second Passover-offering need not be brought/’ 

MISHNA: The paschal sacrifice must not be slaughtered for 
a single individual. Such is the dictum of R. Jehudah. R. 
Jose, however, permits this to be done. It must not be slaugh¬ 
tered even for a company of a hundred persons, if each one of 
them cannot eat as his share at least a piece the size of an 
olive. Neither may a company for the purpose of eating 
the paschal sacrifice be formed of women, with slaves and 
minors. 

GEMARA: The rabbis taught: Whence do we know the 
paschal sacrifice must not be slaughtered for a single individual ? 
because it is written [Deut. xvi. 5]: “Thou mayest not slay 
the passover within any one,” etc., and this signifies, that it 
must not be slaughtered for one (person). Such is the dictum 
of R. Jehudah. R. Jose, however, said: “ If one can eat the 
entire sacrifice it may be slaughtered for him; but if ten cannot 
eat it up entirely, then it must not even be slaughtered for the 
ten.” How then will R. Jose explain the term “ any one” in 
the passage quoted ? He will apply it to the dictum of R. Sim¬ 
eon as follows: We have learned in a Boraitha: R. Simeon said: 
” Whence do we know that one who slaughtered a paschal sac¬ 
rifice on an altar of his own (not in the Temple) is guilty of 
transgressing a negative commandment ? This is demonstrated 
by the passage: “ Thou mayest not slay the passover in any one 
of thy gates.” Shall we assume, that even in the interim between 
the destruction of the first Temple and the erection of the sec¬ 
ond, when it was allowed to slaughter the paschal sacrifice out¬ 
side of the Temple, one would also be culpable if he slaugh¬ 
tered it on his own altar ? (Nay; for) to that end it is written, 
“ in any one of thy gates,” which signifies that only when there 
was a common gate for all the Israelites this would constitute 
a transgression; but when there was not, no guilt was incurred. 

R. Uqba bar Hinana of the city of Prishna propounded a 
contradictory question to Rabha: “ How can R. Jehudah say, 
that the paschal sacrifice must not be slaughtered for a single 
individual—have we not learned in a Boraitha: For a woman 
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the first paschal sacrifice maybe slaughtered individually; but in 
the case of the second sacrifice she must be counted in with a 
company; such is the decree of R. Jehudah ? 

Rabha answered: “ Do not read, ‘maybe slaughtered for 
her individually,’ but ‘ for them separately,’ which means that 
there were several women together.” Rejoined R. Uqba: “ But 
have we not learned in our Mishna that a company must not be 
formed of women, slaves, or minors, i.e. , of any of the 
three?” and Rabha replied: “ Nay; it means that a company 
must not be formed of the three together. It must not be 
formed of women and slaves, in order to prevent sin; not of 
slaves and minors, in order not to spoil the manners of the 
children. ” 

R. Jacob said in the name of R. Johanan: A company should 
not be formed entirely of proselytes, because they are over-scru¬ 
pulous and may cause the sacrifice to become invalid. 

The rabbis taught: The paschal sacrifice, the eating of unleav¬ 
ened bread and of bitter herbs, are only obligatory on the first 
day of the Passover, but after that it is optional, and a man may 
or may not perform either. R. Simeon, however, said: “These 
duties are obligatory for men during the entire festival, but for 
women they are obligatory only on the first day ? ” 

To what does R. Simeon refer ? Shall we say to the paschal 
sacrifice—that may only be brought on the eve of the first day ? 
Hence we must assume that he refers to the eating of unleav¬ 
ened bread and bitter herbs ? Does not R. Simeon hold with 
the dictum of R. Eliezer to the effect that women are in duty 
bound to eat unleavened bread by biblical law; because it is 
written [Deut. xvi. 3]: “ Thou shalt not eat therewith any leav¬ 
ened bread; seven days shalt thou eat therewith unleavened 
bread,” etc., from which R. Eliezer infers that, as it is prohib¬ 
ited to eat leavened bread, it is obligatory to eat unleavened 
bread, and this rule applies to women also ? Therefore say, that 
the paschal sacrifice and eating of unleavened bread and bitter 
herbs are obligatory on the first day only, and optional there¬ 
after; and R. Simeon said, that the paschal sacrifice on the first 
day is obligatory for men only, and women are exempt (because 
it is a positive commandment dependent upon its season). 

MISHNA: A mourner (who is obliged to mourn for a near 
relative who is not yet interred) may eat of the paschal sacrifice 
at eve after having taken his legal bath, but must not eat of other 
holy sacrifices. One, however, who has only received informa- 
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tion of the decease of a near relative, or who has the bones of 
a deceased person exhumed (and removed) for him, may eat 
even of other holy sacrifices after having bathed. A Gentile 
proselyte, who was circumcised on the day before the Passover 
festival may, according to Beth Shammai, bathe himself, and 
eat in the evening of the paschal sacrifice. Beth Hillel, how¬ 
ever, say: 44 One who has parted from the uncircumcised must 
be considered as one who has just parted from the grave.” * 

GEMARA: Why may a mourner eat of the paschal sacri¬ 
fice? Because, while on the day of the decease of the relative 
the mourner is, according to biblical law, exempted from the 
performance of all religious duties, on the night of that day the 
Tana (of the Mishna) holds that he is exempt only by rabbinical 
law, and on account of rabbinical law they would not assume 
the responsibility of avoiding a commandment the non-observ¬ 
ance of which is punishable with Kareth (being cut off). As for 
other holy (sacrifices) which do not involve such punishment, 
if not partaken of they held the rabbinical law to be effective. 

Who has the bones of a deceased person exhumed ,” etc. 
Must not a man who exhumes the bones of a deceased person 
undergo the period of uncleanness for seven days and be 
sprinkled on the third and the seventh. Read in the Mishna, 
that a man is referred to who has the bones exhumed for him , 
and thus is only bound to mourn. 

44 A Gentile proselyte , who was circumcisedf etc. Said 
Rabba bar bar Hana in the name of R. Johanan: They differ 
only concerning a Gentile proselyte, for Beth Hillel hold that it 
might happen on the next year that the Gentile should be 
unclean, and say: 44 I will bathe and eat of the paschal sacrifice,” 
thinking that having done so the preceding year he is allowed to 
do it also then, and not realizing that in the preceding year he 
had not yet been an Israelite and therefore not subject to unclean¬ 
ness, while this year he is now an Israelite and is subject to the 
law of uncleanness. Beth Shammai, however, maintain that 
such a precautionary measure is not necessary. As for an Israel¬ 
ite, however, who had been circumcised on the day before the 
Passover, all agree that he may after bathing partake of the sac¬ 
rifice and that the precautionary measure is in his case superfluous. 

The same we have learned in a Boraitha in the name of R. 
Simeon ben Elazar. 

* And is therefore unclean for seven days; hence he must not eat the paschal 
sacrifice. 



CHAPTER IX. 


REGULATIONS CONCERNING THE SECOND PASSOVER—THE PASSOVER 
AT THE EXODUS FROM EGYPT—CONCERNING CASES WHERE THE 
PASCHAL SACRIFICE HAD BECOME MIXED. 

MISHNA: Persons who, in consequence of being (ritually) 
unclean or on a distant journey, did not observe the first Pass- 
over, must observe the second. Also such as have, either through 
error or compulsion, been prevented from observing the first, 
must observe the second Passover. Why, then, the verse 
[Numb. ix. io] : “ If any man whatever be unclean by reason 
of a dead body, or be on a distant journey ? In order to teach 
us, that in case of the neglect of the observance of the second 
Passover by them, they do not incur the penalty of Kareth 
(excision), but others do incur it. 

GEMARA: It was taught: If a man was on a distant jour¬ 
ney and the paschal sacrifice was slaughtered and the blood 
sprinkled for him also, R. Na'hman said that the offering is 
accepted for him, and he need not observe the second Passover; 
because the Merciful One had pity on him : but if he offered up 
a second Passover-sacrifice nevertheless, an additional blessing is 
bestowed upon him. R. Shesheth, however, said: " The offer¬ 
ing is not accepted for him, even from the fact that the keeping 
of a second Passover has been provided for by the Law, as if he 
were unclean; hence the offering brought for the man is not 
even considered as brought at its proper time, and hence is of no 
account .' 9 

Said R. Na’hman: “ I adduce my teaching from the Mishna 
itself; for it states, 4 that persons who, in consequence of being 
unclean or on a distant journey, did not observe the first Passover, ’ 
implying thereby, that had they chosen to do so they could have 
observed the first Passover." Said R. Shesheth: "Then how 
can we account for the latter clause of the Mishna, which states, 
that such as have, either through error or compulsion, been pre¬ 
vented from observing the first; shall we assume that they could 
in this case also, had they chosen to do so, observe the first Pass- 
over, were they not prevented by compulsion ? Therefore we 
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must say, that the latter case includes even one who intention¬ 
ally neglected the observance of the first Passover, and he 
should observe the second. Thus also the first case, by stat¬ 
ing, ‘ did not observe the first Passover,' includes mourners (who 
mourn for a dead relative that was not yet interred).” 

The rabbis taught: w The following persons are obliged to 
observe a second Passover: Men and women afflicted with a 
running issue, men and women afflicted with sores, women suffer¬ 
ing from their menstruation and such as had sexual intercourse 
with them during that time, women lying in, those that neg¬ 
lected the observance of the first Passover either through error 
or compulsion, those that neglected it intentionally, those that 
were unclean, and those who were on a distant journey. If all 
these are included, why does the verse mention only those that 
were unclean and on a distant journey ? In order to exclude 
these from the penalty of Kareth.” 

This teaching of the rabbis coincides with the opinion of R. 
Na'hman to the effect that if a paschal sacrifice had been slaugh¬ 
tered for one who was on a distant journey it is favorably 
accepted. 

Is a woman, then, obliged to bring a second Passover-offer- 
ing ? Have we not learned in a Boraitha: We might assume 
that the duty of offering the second Passover-sacrifice was only 
incumbent upon those who were unclean (through contact with 
a dead body) and upon those who were on a distant journey; 
whence do we know that men having a running issue, men 
afflicted with sores, and one who had sexual intercourse with a 
woman suffering from her menstruation are also included ? To 
that end it is written [Numbers ix. 10]: “ any man whatever.” 
Thus we see that “ man ” is mentioned, but not woman ? 
This presents no difficulty. According to R. Jose women are 
also bound to bring the second Passover-sacrifice, while accord¬ 
ing to R. Jehudah and R. Simeon women need not. 

The rabbis taught: “ Kareth is the penalty for the non-observ¬ 
ance of the first Passover as well as of the second.” Such is 
the dictum of Rabbi. R. Nathan, however, said that punish¬ 
ment is incurred only for the non-observance of the first, but 
not of the second Passover. R. Hananiah bar Aqabia said: 
” Even for the non-observance of the first Passover the penalty 
is not incurred unless the second Passover is also not observed.” 

The opinions of all three are in accordance with their indi¬ 
vidual theories, as we have learned in the following Boraitha: 


TRACT PESACHIM (PASSOVER). 


i93 


If a proselyte had become converted (to the Judaic faith) in 
the interim between the two Passovers, or if a minor had 
attained his majority during that time, Rabbi holds that they 
should observe the second Passover. R. Nathan, however, says 
that only one who was obliged to observe the first Passover 
should observe the second; but not one who was not in duty 
bound to observe the first. Wherein do these two sages differ ? 
Rabbi holds that the two Passovers are separate festivals, while 
R. Nathan maintains that the second is only supplementary to 
the first but not a substitute therefor; i.e. f the observance of 
the second Passover does not absolve a man from the punish¬ 
ment incurred for the neglect of the first; but R. Hananiah bar 
Aqabia states that the second Passover is merely a substitute 
for the first, and its observance exempts a man from the penalty 
incurred through non-observance of the first. All three sages 
adduced their teachings from the one passage, viz. [Numb. ix. 
13]: 0 But the man that is clean, and is not on a journey/’ 
Rabbi holds that the following words, " and forbeareth to pre¬ 
pare the Passover-lamb, even that same shall be cut off from his 
people,'’ refer to the first Passover, and the sentence, " because 
the offering of the Lord hath he not brought at its appointed 
season, his sin shall that man bear," refers to the observance of 
the second Passover, and instead of " because " (Hebrew Kec *) 
it should read "or." R. Nathan, however, holds to the literal 
text of the verse, and says that it should read, " because the 
offering," etc. R. Hananiah bar Aqabia says that instead of 
" because " it should read " if," and then the sentence will read, 
44 if he hath not brought," etc. 

Thus the conclusion is as follows: If a man had intentionally 
neglected the first and second Passover, all agree, that he incurs 
the penalty of Kareth. If he had inadvertently neglected both, 
all agree, that he is not culpable. If he had neglected the first 
intentionally and the second unintentionally, he is, according to 
Rabbi and R. Nathan, culpable, and according to R. Hananiah 
absolved. If he had neglected the first unintentionally and the 
second intentionally, he is, according to Rabbi, culpable, but 
according to R. Nathan and R. Hananiah bar Aqabia he is 
absolved* 

MISHNA: What must be considered a " distant " journey ? 


* The Hebrew word “ Kee ” can be translated in four different ways; namely, 
because,” “ therefore,” “ perhaps,” and “ if.” 

13 



194 


THE BABYLONIAN TALMUD. 


According to R. Aqiba, it is from Moodayim and beyond, and 
from all places around Jerusalem, situated at the same distance. 
R. Eliezer said: “Any distance beyond the outside of the 
threshold of the Temple-court should be considered as coming 
in under that term.” Said R. Jose to him: “ It was to confirm 
this (Rabbi’s statement) that it is (even to this day) directed 
that a dot must be placed over the Heh in the word Rahuqa’h 
(meaning * distant'), to indicate that it is not necessary that a 
person should actually be on a distant road, but that he is con¬ 
sidered distant so long as he has not passed beyond the thresh¬ 
old of the court of the Temple.” 

GEMARA: Said Ula: “From Moodayim * to Jerusalem is 
a distance of fifteen miles,” and he is in accordance with the 
opinion of Rabba bar bar Hana, who said in the name of R. 
Johanan : “ What is the distance that a man can traverse in one 
day ? Ten Parsaoth.f From the time the morning star appears 
until sunrise five miles, from sunset until the stars appear five 
miles, and from sunrise until noon fifteen miles, and from noon 
until sunset fifteen miles.” 

Ula’s reason for calling fifteen miles a distant journey is 
because he holds, that if a man were in Moodayim after sunrise 
he could not reach the court of the Temple in time to witness 
the slaughtering of the paschal offering. 

The Master said: “ From the time the morning star appears 
until sunrise a man can traverse five miles.” Whence does he 
adduce this ? From the passage [Gen. xix. 15]: “And as the 
morning dawn arose, the angels urged Lot,” etc. ; and further, 
it is written [ibid. 23] : “ The sun rose over the earth, when Lot 
entered into Zoar ” ; and R. Hanina said: “ I saw the distance 
between Sodom and Zoar, and found it to be five miles.” 

Thus it is said that Ula calls a journey distant if the court 
of the Temple cannot be reached in time for the slaughtering on 
the same day, and R. Jehudah says that the journey is distant 
if the court of the Temple cannot be reached in time for the 
eating of the paschal lamb on the same day. Said Rabba to 
Ula: “ According to both thine and R. Jehudah’s opinion there 
is a question. According to thy own opinion, for one who had 
become unclean through a reptile the paschal offering may be 

* The place Moodayim is frequently mentioned in Josephus and the history of the 
Maccabees under the name of Modain. 

\ Parsaoth is plural for Parsah, which is the equivalent of four miles, called in 
Hebrew “ Milin.” 
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slaughtered and the blood sprinkled notwithstanding the fact 
that he will not become clean until evening and hence cannot 
enter the Temple, and still thou sayest that if a man cannot 
reach the court of the Temple in time for the slaughtering, the 
paschal sacrifice should not be slaughtered for him. Now, 
according to R. Jehudah, who states that if a man can reach 
the court of the Temple in time for eating, the paschal sacrifice 
may be slaughtered for him, why does he hold that the paschal 
offering must not be slaughtered for one who became unclean 
through a reptile ? A man in such a condition becomes clean and 
may enter the Temple after sunset, and at that time the pashal 
lamb is eaten/’ 

Replied Ula: “ There is no difficulty, neither according to 
my opinion nor according to R. Jehudah’s 0 According to my 
opinion there is no difficulty, for the law concerning a man on a 
distant journey applies only to a (ritually) clean man but not to 
one that is unclean ; and according to R. Jehudah’s opinion there 
is also no difficulty, for one that had become unclean through 
contact with a dead reptile was excluded by the Law itself, as it 
is written [Numbers ix. io]: 'If any man whatever should 
become unclean by reason of a dead body,’ etc., and we will 
know that a man in such a condition, even if his seventh day of 
uncleanness fall on the eve of Passover, must postpone his 
Passover-sacrifice until the second sacrifice ; and is this not equiva¬ 
lent to a man who had become unclean through a reptile on the 
eve of Passover ? 

The rabbis taught: If a man was situated on the further side 
of Moodayim, and while he could not reach the court of the 
Temple on foot could reach it by means of a mule (or convey¬ 
ance), we might assume that if he did not come to Jerusalem to 
offer his sacrifice he is guilty; hence the passage says that only 
such as are not on a distant journey are culpable if they neg¬ 
lect the Passover, but the man under discussion was on a distant 
journey. How is it, however, if the man was this side of 
Moodayim, towards Jerusalem, and could reach it under ordi¬ 
nary circumstances, but was prevented by the obstruction 
caused by camels and conveyances ? We might assume that 
such a man does not incur punishment; hence it is written, 
“ But the man that is not on a distant journey,’* and such a man 
cannot truly be considered on a distant journey. 

Rabha said: “ The entire world measures six thousand Par- 
saoth (24,000 miles), and the depth of the sky is one thousand 
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Parsaoth.” One of these assertions is based upon tradition and 
the other is a reasonable conclusion, and Rabha is in accord with 
Rabba bar bar Hana, who said in the name of R. Johanan that 
the average man can walk ten Parsaoth in one day; hence if the 
sun traverses 6,000 Parsaoth in one day and a man can traverse 
1 Parsaoth between dawn and sunrise, which is a sixth of the 
distance he can traverse from sunrise to sunset, the sun takes 
one-sixth of the time to pierce the sky that it takes to traverse 
during the day, which is 1,000 Parsaoth, hence the sky must be 
1,000 Parsaoth deep. 

An objection was made: The disciples of Elijah taught: R. 
Nathan said: “The whole earth stands under one star, and 
proof is, that wherever a man is situated he sees the same star; 
and there being so many stars, the sky must necessarily be more 
than 1,000 Parsaoth deep.” This objection was not answered. 

The rabbis taught: “ The sages of the Israelites assert, that 
the ring (wheel) in which the different constellations * are situated 
is fixed, and every month one of the constellations appears and 
then recedes, making room for another, while the Gentile sages 
declare that the wheel is constantly turning and every month 
brings forth a different constellation, which is, however, fixed in 
its place in the wheel.” Said Rabbi (in order to contradict the 
Gentile sages): “ We have never found the Bull in the south nor 
the Scorpion in the north, and were it as the Gentile sages 
declare, the position of the constellations would constantly 
change/' 

The sages of the Israelites said: “ During the day the sun 
moves underneath the sky and at night recedes beyond the 
sky,” while the Gentile sages say: “During the day the sun 
moves underneath the sky and at night it recedes beneath the 
earth.” 

Said Rabbi: “The assertion of the Gentile sages seems to 
be the more reasonable, for during the day the springs are all 
cold and at night they are all warm.” 

We have learned in a Boraitha: R. Nathan said: “In the 
summer time the sun moves in the zenith of the sky, hence all 


* According to the sages there were twelve different constellations, one of which 
appeared every month, and they were : for the month of Nissan, the Ram ; for the 
month of Iyar, the Bull ; for Sivan, the Twins ; for Tamuz, the Crab ; for Ab, the 
Lion ; for Elul, the Virgin ; for Tishri, the Scales ; for Cheshvan, the Scorpion ; for 
Kislev, the Archer ; for Tebeth, the Goat ; for Shebat, the Water-bearer ; for Adar, 
the Fishes, 
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the earth is warm and the springs are cool; but in the winter the 
sun moves in the base of the skies, hence all the earth is cold 
and the springs are warm/' 

The rabbis taught: The sun moves in four different paths. 
During the months of Nissan, Iyar, and Sivan it moves over the 
top of the mountains, in order to melt the snow. During 
Tamuz, Ab, and Elul it moves in the cultivated portions of the 
earth, in order to ripen the fruit. In Tishri, Mar-Cheshvan, and 
Kislev it moves over the seas, in order to dry up the lakes; and 
in Tebeth, Shebat, and Adar it moves in the desert, in order not 
to parch the seed sown. 

“ R. Eliczer said: 1 Any distance, etc. Even if the man 
can enter, is he not told to do so, or given the alternative of 
incurring the penalty of Kareth ? Have we not learned in a Bo- 
raitha, that an uncircumcised Israelite, if he does not partake of 
the paschal sacrifice, incurs the penalty of excision; for he is 
told to be circumcised, and then partake of the sacrifice ? Such 
is the dictum of R. Eliezer. Rejoined Abayi: “A ritually 
clean man is exempt by law if he is on a distant journey, and 
outside of the Temple is considered a distant journey; but in 
the case of an unclean person this privilege is not granted; and 
he is equal to an unclean person/' Rabha, however, said: Con¬ 
cerning this there is a diversity of opinion among different 
Tanaim, as we have learned in a Boraitha: R. Eliezer said: The 
Scriptures mention a distant journey in the case of the paschal 
sacrifice and in the case of second tithes, and as in the latter 
instance if a man is outside of the Holy Land he is considered 
as being on a distant journey, so in the former case if a man is 
outside of the place where he is allowed to eat the paschal offer¬ 
ing, i.e. y beyond the walls of Jerusalem, he is considered as 
being on a distant journey. R. Jose the son of R. Jehudah, 
however, said in the name of R. Eliezer, that a man is not con¬ 
sidered as being on a distant journey if he is outside of the place 
where he is allowed to eat the paschal sacrifice, but only if he is 
outside of the place where he should prepare it, and that is 
beyond the walls of the Temple. 

According to whose opinion is the statement of R. Itz’hak 
the son of R. Joseph to the effect that the paschal sacrifice must 
be brought in accordance with the condition of the majority of 
the people inside of the Temple; i.e .,if the majority of the men 
on the inside of the Temple-court were in a state of defilement 
although the majority of the entire community standing outside 
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of the Temple were undefiled, the paschal sacrifice must never¬ 
theless be brought in a state of defilement (because those stand¬ 
ing on the outside are considered as being on a distant journey) ? 
This is in accordance with the opinion of R. Jose bar Jehudah, 
quoting R. Eliezer. 

“ R. Jose said: ‘ It was to confirm this ,’ ” etc. We have 
learned in a Boraitha: R. Jose the Galilean said: The term 
“ distant journey,” as mentioned in the Scriptures, would lead 
us to presume that at least a three or four days' journey is 
meant; but as it is written further [Numb. ix. 13], “ if he was 
not on a distant journey,” we may conclude that as soon as a 
man is outside of the threshold of the court he is considered as 
being on a distant journey. 

MISHNA: What is the difference between the first and 
second Passover ? They differ, that during the (seven days of 
the) first Passover no leaven of any kind may be seen or even 
found in the house, while in the second both leavened and unleav¬ 
ened articles may be used in the house. At the eating of the pas¬ 
chal offering on the first Passover, the “ Hallel ” prayer must be 
recited but not at the eating on the second Passover. During 
the time, however, that the offering is sacrificed, either on the 
first or on the second Passover, the “ Hallel ” must be recited; 
the sacrifices on both Passovers must be roasted and eaten with 
unleavened cakes and bitter herbs, and the sacrifice of both 
supersedes the due observance of the Sabbath. 

GEMARA: The rabbis taught: It is written [Numb. ix. 
12]: “ According to the whole ordinance of the Passover-lamb 
shall they prepare it.” Thus this passage refers to the Passover- 
lamb itself; but whence do we know that its accessories are to be 
observed in the same manner ? To that end it is written [ibid. 
11] : “With unleavened bread and bitter herbs shall they eat 
it.” Shall we assume, that all other ordinances that are not 
directly accessory to the sacrifice should also be observed ? For 
that purpose it is also written [ibid. 12]: “No bone shall they 
break on it ” ; and as this behest concerns only the sacrifice when 
it has been slaughtered, so should all other commands be 
observed only in so far as they concern the paschal lamb itself. 

Issi ben Jehudah said: “ (All these explanations are unnec¬ 
essary, as) the words, * shall they prepare it, ’ signify that the 
behest concerns only that which belongs to the preparation of 
the sacrifice ” (when it was slaughtered). 

The rabbis taught: From the passage, “According to the 
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whole ordinance of the Passover-lamb shall they prepare it," we 
might infer that the laws ordaining against leaven being seen or 
found in the house should also be effective on the second Pass- 
over; to that end the single ordinance providing for its being 
eaten with unleavened cakes and bitter herbs is quoted, thus 
demonstrating that it is only in this respect that the second 
Passover should be observed in conformity with the first. Thus 
we see that so far the "whole ordinance" of the Passover- 
lamb was made up of the positive commandment, but whence do 
we derive a negative commandment on the " whole ordinance " ? 
For that purpose it is written [Numb. ix. 12]: "They shall 
leave none of it until morning." Still, this negative command¬ 
ment is virtually contained in the positive commandment, " they 
shall eat zV," or " they shall burn what is left over." Whence 
do we derive, however, an independent negative commandment ? 
The behest, " No bone shall they break on it," furnishes that 
negative commandment. From the particularization of this 
whole ordinance of the Passover we find that concerning the 
Passover-lamb both the first and second have in common a posi¬ 
tive commandment, a negative dependent on or contained in the 
positive, and an independent negative, and thus the rule may be 
derived that only such behests are to be carried out on the sec¬ 
ond Passover as are covered by the three kinds of command¬ 
ments on both Passovers. 

What other positive commandment may be added which is 
analogous to the one ordaining that the paschal lamb should be 
eaten with unleavened cakes and bitter herbs ? The one ordering 
that it should be roasted with fire. Which commandments, 
however, are excluded by the particularization ? The removal 
of the leaven. Perhaps the contrary should be done, i.e ., the 
removal of leaven should be added to the positive and the roast¬ 
ing with fire should be excluded ? Nay; a commandment per¬ 
taining to the sacrifice itself should be given preference. What 
other negative commandment contained in a positive should be 
added to the one, " They shall leave none of it until morning " ? 
The negative commandment, " They shall not carry aught of 
the meat outside." Which negative commandment, dependent 
on a positive, is excluded ? The one ordaining, " It shall not 
be seen nor found." Perhaps the contrary should be done ? 
i.e., "they shall leave none of it" should be excluded, and 
" it shall not be seen nor found " included ? Nay; a command¬ 
ment pertaining to the sacrifice itself should be given preference. 
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Which independent negative commandment should be added to 
the one, “ No bone shall they break on it” ? The negative 
commandment, “Ye shall not eat of it raw.” And which 
should be excluded ? The one stating, “ Y^e shall not offer up 
with leaven the blood of my sacrifice” [Exod. xxxiv. 35]. 
Perhaps the contrary should be done ? Nay; a commandment 
bearing upon the sacrifice itself is given preference. 

“ At the eating of the first paschal offering £ HalleV should 
be recited , but not at the eating of the second , ” etc. Whence do 
we adduce this ? Said R. Johanan in the name of R. Simeon 
ben Jehu Zadok: From the passage [Isaiah xxx. 29]: “Then 
shall ye have a song, as in the night when a festival is ushered 
in.” Hence on the night which ushers in a festival “ Hallel 
should be recited,” but on the night of the second Pass- 
over, when no festival follows, the recital of “ Hallel” is not 
necessary. 

During the time the offering is sacrificed 071 both Passovers 
i Hallel ' shoidd be recitedP Why should this be done ? Rea¬ 
son teaches us that; for will then the Israelites sacrifice the 
paschal lamb, hold the palm-branches in their hand, and not 
recite the “ Hallel ” ? 

The sacrifice of both supersedes the Sabbath .” Whence we 
see that they supersede the Sabbath, but not uncleanness. 
We must say, therefore, that the Mishna is not in accordance 
with the opinion of R. Jehudah of the following Boraitha: 
“ The second Passover supersedes the Sabbath, but not unclean¬ 
ness. R. Jehudah, however, maintains, that it supersedes even 
uncleanness.” What reason has the first Tana for his state¬ 
ment ? He maintains, that if uncleanness was the cause of the 
postponement of the first Passover, should uncleanness on the 
second Passover be entirely disregarded ? What is R. Jehudah’s 
reason for his (own) opinion ? He claims, that while the law 
requires a man to bring the paschal offering in a state of clean¬ 
ness, still, if the man did not succeed to be undefiled, he may 
bring it in a state of defilement. 

The rabbis taught: “ Both the first and second Passover su¬ 
persede the Sabbath. Both the first and second Passover super¬ 
sede uncleanness. Both the first and second Passover require 
that the man who offers up the paschal lamb should remain 
in Jerusalem over night.” 

Thus we see, that concerning uncleanness the teaching of the 
rabbis coincides with the opinion of R. Jehudah. Shall we say. 
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that concerning the obligation of remaining over night the 
teaching of the rabbis also coincides with the opinion of R. 
Jehudah ? Have we not learned in the following Boraitha: “ R. 
Jehudah said: ‘ Whence do we know that the man bringing the 
second Passover is not required to remain over night in Jerusa¬ 
lem ? From the passage [Deutr. xvi. 7]: “And thou shalt 
turn in the morning and go unto thy tents,” while in the next 
verse it is written [ibid. 8] : “ Six days shalt thou eat unleav¬ 
ened bread.” Thus where unleavened bread is eaten for six 
days it is required that a man should remain over night, but 
where such is not the case it is not necessary/ ” This consti¬ 
tutes a diversity of opinion between two Tanaim. One says 
that R. Jehudah requires the man to stay over night in Jerusalem 
when bringing the second paschal offering, while the other main¬ 
tains that R c Jehudah does not. 

MISHNA: When the paschal sacrifice was brought in a state 
of defilement, it must not be eaten by men or women having a 
running issue, by women in their ordinary period of menstrua¬ 
tion, nor by lying-in women; if they have eaten thereof, how¬ 
ever, they do not thereby incur the penalty of Kareth (exci¬ 
sion). R. Eliezer considers these as also not subject to such 
punishment, if they have entered the sanctuary while in that 
condition. 

GEMARA: The rabbis taught: Shall we assume, that if 
men or women having a running issue, or women in their ordi¬ 
nary menstrual period, or lying-in women partake of a paschal 
sacrifice brought in a state of defilement, they thereby incur the 
penalty of Kareth ? To that end it is written [Levit. vii. 19]: 
“ And as for the flesh, every one that is clean may eat thereof,” 
and further, it is written [ibid. 20] : ** But the person that eateth 
of the flesh of the sacrifice of peace-offering, that pertaineth to 
the Lord, having his uncleanness upon him, even that person 
shall be cut off from his people”; whence we infer, that if an 
unclean person eat of flesh which may be eaten only by clean 
persons, he incurs the penalty of Kareth, but if he ate flesh 
which was not fit for a clean person, i.e., unclean flesh, he is not 
guilty. R. Eliezer said: “ We might assume, that if persons 
having a running issue had intruded into the sanctuary while 
the sacrifice was being offered in a state of defilement, they 
thereby incur the penalty of Kareth; to that end it is written 
[Numb. v. 2]: * Command the children of Israel, that they send 
out of the camp every leper, and every one that hath a running 
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issue, and whosoever is defiled by the dead,’ whence we may 
infer, that only at the time when those defiled by the dead are 
sent out the lepers and those afflicted with a running issue 
should be sent out; but when those defiled by the dead are not 
sent out, as is the case during the offering of the paschal sacri¬ 
fice, the lepers and those having a running issue are also allowed 
to remain.” 

R. Joseph propounded a question: w If those that have 
become defiled by means of a dead body had intruded into the 
sanctuary when the paschal sacrifice was brought in a state of 
defilement, shall we say that, as the court of the Temple was 
allowed them for the purpose of bringing the sacrifice, the sanc¬ 
tuary itself is also allowed them; or is only that which was 
explicitly allowed them rendered lawful for them to enter, but 
that which was not, must not be entered ? ” 

Said Rabha: “ The verse following the one quoted [Numb, 
v. 2] states again [ibid. 3]: ‘ To without the camp shall ye send 
them,’ which means also outside of the court also; hence those 
who have been excluded from the court are guilty if they enter 
the Temple itself, but those who cannot be excluded from the 
court cannot be guilty if they enter the Temple itself.” 

R. Joseph propounded another question: ” If those who 
have become defiled by means of a dead body have eaten of the 
pieces which are to be offered up on the altar, of a paschal sac¬ 
rifice brought in a state of defilement, what is the law govern¬ 
ing their case ? Shall we say, that as the flesh was rendered 
lawful to be eaten, the pieces also became lawful, or was only 
that which was expressly allowed lawful, but that which was 
not expressly allowed, was not ? ” 

Answered Rabha: 41 Let us see! Whence do we know that 
one can become guilty of eating unclean pieces in general ? 
From the passage [Levit. vii. 20]: 4 But the person that eateth 
of the flesh of the sacrifice of peace-offering, that pertaineth 
unto the Lord,' which means the pieces to be offered up on the 
altar. Now, then, if the uncleanness of the flesh itself is no 
longer considered, why should that of the pieces remain ? ” 

MISHNA: What is the difference between the Passover as 
celebrated (by the Israelites while) in Egypt, and that observed 
by later generations ? The Egyptian Passover-sacrifice was spe¬ 
cially ordered to be purchased on the 10th (of Nissan), and it 
was required that its blood should be sprinkled with a bunch of 
hyssop on the lintel and on the two sideposts of the door; also 
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that it should be eaten with unleavened bread on the first night 
of Passover in a hasty manner; while in later generations the 
law of the Passover applies for the entire seven days of the 
festival. 

GEMARA: Whence do we know all this ? From what is 
written [Exod. xii. 3]: “ Speak ye unto all the congrgegation of 
Israel, saying, On the tenth day of this month they shall take 
to themselves/’ etc., whence we infer that only on the tenth of 
this month, but not of the other months, in later generations 
shall this be done, and the same rule applies to all other laws 
concerning-the Passover. 

It is written, however [Exod. xiii. 5]: “ That thou shalt per¬ 
form this service in this month ! ” We adduce therefrom that in 
later generations each recurring month should be in all respects 
alike ? 

What significance has the passage [ibid. xii. 6]: “ And ye 
shall keep it until the fourteenth day of this month” ? This 
verse implies that the second Passover (which is similar to the 
Egyptian in being kept only one day) does not require four days 
of preliminary investigation the same as the other sacrifices. 

We find another passage, however, stating [ibid. xii. 8]: 
“ And they shall eat the flesh in that night,” and we surely can¬ 
not say that only in that night should flesh be eaten but not in 
the recurring nights of other generations! This passage is 
required for the comparison by analogy brought by R. Elazar 
ben Azariah and R. Aqiba in Tract Berachoth (Benedictions). 

If the main argument* is centred upon the term ” in this," 
why should not the same argument be applied to the passage 
[ibid. xii. 48]: “ No uncircumcised person shall eat thereof” ? 
He may not eat thereof , but why not of others ? This cannot 
be; for the Passover laws must be observed, as we have learned, 
in every recurring month alike. By ” thereof ” in the quoted 
passage is merely meant the paschal lamb, but even an uncircum¬ 
cised person may partake of unleavened bread and bitter herbs. 

We find it written again, however [ibid. 43]: “ No stranger 
shall eat thereof" We could not say, that only on that partic¬ 
ular Passover was he not allowed to eat it but later he was, 
on account of the teaching previously mentioned. The term 
” thereof” signifies in this case that an apostate is prevented 
from eating the Passover-sacrifice only through his apostasy, but 
a priest who had become an apostate is not prevented thereby 
from eating the heave-offering. Both cases, that of the uncir- 
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cumcised and that of the stranger, require illustration in the 
Scriptures; for if the case of the uncircumcised only were men¬ 
tioned, we might have assumed, that it would merely have been 
a disgraceful act for an Israelite who was uncircumcised to eat of 
the paschal lamb but that a stranger was allowed to partake 
thereof. If the stranger only were mentioned, we might say, 
that a stranger who would not eat the Passover-sacrifice as a 
religious duty, not having been commanded to do so, should be 
prohibited, but an uncircumcised Israelite whose duty it is to eat 
thereof should be permitted to do so. For that reason both 
cases are mentioned. 

“ In a hasty manner ,” etc. Whence do we know this? 
From the passage [Exod. xii. 11] : “ Ye shall eat it in haste,” 
and “ it” signifies the paschal sacrifice, but not anything else. 

‘ 4 In later generations the law of Passover applies to the entire 
seven days,” etc. What is meant by the law applies to the 
entire seven days ? Surely not the paschal sacrifice ! It must 
be then the law concerning leaven, and shall we infer therefrom, 
that at the Egyptian Passover it was only prohibited to eat 
leaven on that one night but during the day it was permitted ? 
Have we not learned in a Boraitha : R. Jose the Galilean said: 
Whence do we know that on the Egyptian Passover they were 
not allowed to eat leaven but on one day ? Because it is written 
[Exod. xiii. 3 and 4] : “ No leavened bread shall be eaten. This 
day go ye out in the month of Abib,” which conjoined would 
read: “ No leavened bread shalj be eaten this day.” Thus the 
Mishna means to say, that the paschal lamb was offered up on 
the first night only of the Egyptian Passover and should only be 
brought on the first night of the Passover of later generations, 
but leaven which was not eaten but on the first day of the 
Egyptian Passover should not be eaten for the seven days of 
the Passover of later generations. 

MISHNA: R. Jehoshua said: “ I once heard (of my teachers), 
that an animal which was substituted for another animal intended 
for the paschal sacrifice may be offered up; and I have also 
heard, that it must not be offered; and I am unable to explain 
this.” Said R. Aqiba: “ I will explain it; if a paschal offering 
had been lost and subsequently found, before the animal 
intended to replace it had been slaughtered, it must be left to 
graze until it contracts a legal blemish, when it must be sold and 
peace-offerings purchased with the proceeds of the sale; so also 
must it be done with the animal substituted for it (and which had 
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become lost): if it was found after the other animal had already 
been slaughtered, it may be sacrificed as a peace-offering, and 
this applies also to any animal substituted for it.” 

GEMARA: Why does R. Jehoshua say, “ I have heard that 
an animal which was substituted/' etc. ? Why does he not 
apply his statement to the paschal sacrifice direct, and say, that 
it may be offered up and it may not ? He intends to impart 
to us the information, that it may even happen with a substi¬ 
tute for a paschal sacrifice that it may not be offered up. 

The entire case presents a diversity of opinion among 
Tanaim, as we have learned: If a paschal sacrifice had been lost, 
and found before the animal intended to replace it had been 
slaughtered, it must be left to graze; but if the substitute had 
already been slaughtered, the original may be offered up as a 
peace-offering. R. Eliezer, however, said (that it does not 
depend upon the slaughter itself but upon the time of the 
slaughtering): If the paschal sacrifice was lost, and was found 
in the forenoon, it must be allowed to graze, but if found in the 
afternoon, even before the paschal sacrifice was slaughtered, it 
may then and there be offered up as a peace-offering. 

“ So also must it be done with the animal substituted for," 
etc. Said Rabha: When is this case? If the original was 
found before the sacrifice had been slaughtered and had been 
exchanged for another animal at the same time; but if it was 
found before and was exchanged after that, the substitute may be 
offered up as a peace-offering. Why is this so ? Because the 
slaughtering sanctifies the animal which is substituted at the 
time when it may still be killed; but an animal which is ex¬ 
changed after the slaughter, not being suitable for a paschal sac¬ 
rifice, cannot be slaughtered. 

Abayi objected: We have learned in a Boraitha, that the 
reason it is written, “ if he offer a sheep or a goat/' is to give 
us the additional information that, if a substitute of a paschal 
sacrifice had been found after the Passover, it may forthwith be 
offered up as a peace-offering. Shall we assume, that the same 
is the case if it was found before the Passover ? To that end it 
says 11 he,” which refers to the sacrifice alone, but not to the 
substitute. What is meant by ” if the substitute was found 
before the Passover ” ? Shall we assume, that the paschal sacri¬ 
fice itself was found before the substitute was slaughtered and it 
was exchanged for another before the substitute was slaughtered ? 
This is self-evident. Then for what purpose is the verse needed ? 
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Therefore we must assume, that it was found before the substi¬ 
tute was slaughtered and exchanged afterwards, and still it may 
not be offered up as a peace-offering! The objection to Rabha 
is not replied to. 

MISHNA: If a person had set apart or selected as a paschal 
offering a she-goat or a ewe-lamb, or a male two years old, they 
must be left to graze until they contract a legal blemish; they 
must then be sold,* and the proceeds turned over to the fund of 
voluntary burnt-offerings. If a person who had selected his 
paschal offering die (in the interim before it is sacrificed), his son 
cannot bring it as a paschal offering, but must bring it as a 
peace-offering. 

GEMARA: R. Huna the son of R. Jehoshua said: From 
this Mishna we can infer three things: Firstly, that although a 
(living) thing is not suitable for consecration, the moment it is 
set apart for a consecrated purpose it is rejected for any other 
use; secondly, that it is not absolutely necessary that a thing 
must be suitable for a consecrated purpose in order eventually to 
become rejected, but that it may become rejected even if it was 
at no time suitable for consecration; thirdly, that even the pro¬ 
ceeds of the sale of a thing not suitable for a paschal offering 
is also rejected as a paschal sacrifice (because the Mishna itself 
states, that the proceeds derived from the sale of the animal 
which was left to graze until it contracted a blemish must be 
used for a peace-offering and not for a paschal sacrifice). 

“ If a person had set apart f etc. The rabbis taught: ” If a 
person had set apart a paschal offering and had died, his son 
may, provided he was one of the number appointed to eat it, 
bring it in his stead; but if he was not among the number 
appointed, he must not offer it as a paschal sacrifice but as a 
peace-offering on the 16th day of Nissan.” On the 16th day 
and not on the 15th ? Why so ? Because vow and voluntary 
offerings must not be sacrificed on a festival. Such is the opin¬ 
ion of the Tana of the preceding teaching. 

Now let us see! When did the father die ? If he died on 
the forenoon of the day preceding the Passover, how can the 
son offer it in his stead ? Is he not a mourner whose dead is 
not yet interred ? Then he must have died on the afternoon of 
that day c If that was the case, then, as soon as the noon had 

* According to the Mishna which is contained in the original Talmud, the 
proceeds should be devoted to peace-offerings, and the commentary Tosphat Yom Tab 
said such should be the right interpretation. 
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passed, the sacrifice was made a paschal offering in itself; how 
then may the son, if he was not among the number appointed 
to eat it, bring it as a peace-offering ? Said Rabhina: “ The sac¬ 
rifice was set apart and the father died on the afternoon of that 
day. If the son was among the number appointed to eat it, 
the duty to sacrifice the offering superseded that of mourning 
for the deceased, hence he may offer it up as a paschal sacrifice. 
If he was not among the number, however, he may sacrifice it 
as a peace-offering, because at noon of that day the sacrifice was 
not yet a paschal offering. ” 

MISHNA: If a paschal sacrifice had become mixed with 
other animals intended as sacrifices, they must all be left to graze 
until they contract a legal blemish; they are then to be sold, 
and the owner must bring, with the price obtained for the finest 
animal among them, another sacrifice of each kind of offering 
(with which it was mixed), and the eventual loss must be 
defrayed from the private means of the owner. A paschal 
offering which had become mixed with first-born (of animals) 
may, according to R. Simeon, be eaten by an assembly of priests. 

GEMARA: According to R. Simeon, who holds that a pas¬ 
chal offering may be eaten by an assembly of priests if it had 
become mixed with first-born (of animals), the following com¬ 
plication might arise: A paschal offering must be eaten only on 
one night and the remainder burned in the morning; the sacri¬ 
fices of the first-born may, however, be eaten on two nights and 
one day; now, if the priests should mistake first-born sacrifices 
for paschal offerings, they will eat of them only one night and 
burn the remainder in the morning, thus wantonly spoiling a 
consecrated thing to commence with. 

R. Simeon holds in accordance with his individual theory (in 
Tract Zebahim), that this may be done. And according to the 
sages, what should be done with a paschal offering that became 
mixed with first-born (of animals)? Said Rabba: They must 
all be left to graze until they contract a legal blemish, then the 
owner of the paschal offering must bring a fat cow and should 
say: “ Wherever the paschal sacrifice may be, let it be exchanged 
for this, and then sacrifice it as a peace-offering. ” The priests 
may then eat all the first-born animals which have a blemish as 
usual. 

MISHNA: If a company have lost their paschal sacrifice 
and say to some person : “ Go, seek and slaughter it for us, 1 " 
and he went, found, and slaughtered it, while the company had 
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also slaughtered one—if the man had slaughtered his sacrifice 
first, he shall eat of it and the others shall join with him in eat¬ 
ing; but if they had slaughtered their sacrifice first, they shall 
eat of theirs and he of his; if it is uncertain which had been 
slaughtered first or if both had been slaughtered at the same 
time, then shall he eat of his paschal offering, of which the 
others are not permitted to partake, and theirs must be burned: 
they are not obliged, however, to observe a second Passover. 

If he had said to them: “ Should I stay away long, go ye 
and slaughter a paschal sacrifice for me/’ and he went, found, 
and slaughtered the lost paschal sacrifice while the others had 
also slaughtered one—if theirs had been slaughtered first, they 
shall eat it and he may eat it with them; but if his had been 
slaughtered first, he shall eat of his and they shall eat of theirs; 
if it be uncertain which had been slaughtered first or if both had 
been slaughtered at the same time, then they may eat theirs, 
and he is not permitted to eat with them; and his sacrifice must 
be burned, but he is not obliged to observe a second Passover. 

If the man said to them: “ Slaughter a paschal offering for 
me,” and they had said to him : “ Seek and slaughter for us our 
lost sacrifice,” they should all eat of that which had been 
slaughtered first; if it is uncertain which had been slaughtered 
first, then both must be burned; but if there was no express 
agreement between all the parties, they are not to be consid¬ 
ered as at all connected with each other (and each should eat the 
sacrifice separately). 

When the paschal sacrifices of two companies had become 
mixed, each company should take one of the animals and a 
member of each company should go to the other, and each com¬ 
pany should address the member of the other thus: ” If this 
paschal offering be ours, we withdraw from thy company, and be 
thou numbered with us; but if it belong to thy company, we 
withdraw from ours and will be numbered with thee. ” Thus 
shall five companies of five members each, or ten companies of 
ten members each, act; namely, one member of each company 
shall join with him one of another company, and shall thus 
address him. 

When a paschal offering of two individuals has become 
mixed, each shall take one of the animals to himself and invite 
a person from the street (a stranger) to eat it with him; then 
they should go to each other and thus address each other’s 
guest: " If this sacrifice is mine, withdraw from this and be 
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numbered with me; but if it is thine, then I withdraw from mine 
and will be numbered with thee.” 

GEMARA: The rabbis taught: If there was an express 
mutual agreement between the company and the man, they 
should all eat of that which was slaughtered first; but if neither 
said anything to the other, they are not considered as at all con¬ 
nected with each other. Whence the sages adduced that silence 
is beneficial to the wise, and so much the more to the foolish, as 
it is written [Proverbs xvii. 28]: ” Even a fool, when he keepeth 
silence, is counted wise.” 
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CHAPTER X. 


REGULATIONS CONCERNING THE MEAL ON THE EVE OF PASSOVER 
AND THE FOUR CUPS OF WINE TO BE DRUNK WITH THE MEAL. 

MISHNA: On the eve of any Passover it is not lawful for 
a person to eat anything from the time of Min’hah (afternoon 
prayer) until after dusk. Even the meanest in Israel shall not 
eat until they have arranged themselves in proper order at ease 
round the^able; nor shall a person have less than four cups of 
wine, even if they must be given him from the funds devoted to 
the charitable support of the very poor. 

GEMARA: Does the law (in the first clause of the Mishna) 
apply only to the eve of Passover ? is it not unlawful to eat 
aught on the eve of the Sabbath or any other festival from the 
time of Min’hah until after dark, as we have learned in the fol¬ 
lowing Boraitha: A person must not eat aught on the eve of 
Sabbath or of a festival from the time of Min’hah on, in order 
that the entry of the Sabbath or the festival may find him in 
condition to relish a meal ? Such is the decree of R. Jehudah; 
R. Jose, however, said: “ One may eat continually until it 
becomes dark.” 

Said R. Huna: “ Our Mishna is even in accordance with the 
opinion of R. Jose, who says that one may only eat continually 
on the eve of Sabbath or of any other festival until dark, but on 
the eve of Passover, when, as soon as the night of the Passover 
commences, unleavened bread must be eaten, he also admits 
that nothing should be eaten from the time of Min’hah until 
dark.” 

We have learned in a Boraitha: If a meal was in progress on 
the eve of Sabbath, and before it was finished the Sabbath was 
ushered in, the table must be cleared off and then reset, the 
Sabbath benediction made, and then the meal may be contin¬ 
ued, in order to demonstrate that the Sabbath had set in. Such 
is the decree of R. Jehudah; but R. Jose states that this is not 
necessary. 

“ It once happened that R. Simeon ben Gamaliel, R. Jehudah, 
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and R. Jose were sitting on the eve of Sabbath and partaking 
of a meal in the city of Achu, and when the Sabbath was 
about to set in, R. Simeon ben Gamaliel said to R. Jose the 
Great: “ Wouldst thou desire that we clear off the table, and 
act in conformity with the opinion of our colleague, R. Jehu- 
dah ? ” Replied R. Jose : “ Ordinarily thou wouldst favor my 
decrees in preference to those of R. Jehudah, and now thou 
favorest, in his presence, his decree in preference to mine. 1 Will 
he even do violence to the queen before me in the house ?’ “ 
[Esther vii. 8]. Rejoined R. Simeon ben Gamaliel: “True! 
Let us rather not interrupt the meal, for if the disciples should 
observe this, they might establish the ordinance for future gen¬ 
erations. ” It was said that they did not leave their places until 
it was decided that the Halakha should prevail according to R. 
Jose’s opinion. 

R. Jehudah said in the name of Samuel: “The Halakha 
does not prevail either according to R. Jehudah or R. Jose; for 
if a meal was in progress on the eve of Sabbath, when Sabbath 
set in they should change the table-cloth as a sign and then 
recite the Kiddush (Sabbath benediction).’’ But this is not so! 
For did not R. Ta’hlipha bar Ab. Dimi say in the name of 
Samuel, that in the same manner as a meal must be interrupted 
on account of the Kiddush, so must‘it also be interrupted on 
account of the Habdalah (the benediction recited at the close of 
the Sabbath). Must we not assume that by interruption is meant 
clearing away of the table entirely? Nay; by interruption is 
meant, that the table-cloth should be changed. 

It once happened that Rabba bar R. Huna came to the house 
of the Exilarch, and a small table was set before him; so he 
covered the table with a cloth and recited the Kiddush. We 
also learned in a Boraitha: “ A table must not be brought for 
each guest separately unless the Kiddush had already been 
recited (by the head of the household); but if a table had been 
set before him before the Kiddush had been recited, then the 
guest should cover the table set before him with a cloth and 
himself pronounce that benediction.’’ 

“ Those that heard the Kiddush pronounced in the syna¬ 
gogue,’’ said Rabh, “ need not recite it at their homes, but 
should merely pronounce the customary benediction over wine ’’; 
but Samuel said: “ They have not acquitted themselves of the 
duty of reciting the Kiddush.’’ 

According to Rabh, then, why should a man recite the Kid- 
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dush at home ? In order to give the household an opportunity 
to hear it, and according to Samuel, for what purpose should the 
Kiddush be recited in the synagogue ? In order to afford the 
guests who eat, drink, and sleep in the synagogues an opportu¬ 
nity to hear it. Samuel thus holds to his theory, that the duty 
of hearing the Kiddush recited can be acquitted only in the 
place where the person takes his meals. We might suppose, 
therefore, that Samuel's opinion refers only to different houses; 
i.e ., if a person hears the Kiddush recited in one house he should 
not eat in another, but that it makes no difference as to rooms 
in one house, whereupon R. Anan bar Ta’hlipha said to the 
schoolmen: “ I was several times in the presence of Samuel 
when he was in the attic of his house, and I observed that he 
did not recite the Kiddush until he went below." 

R. Huna also opines, that the Kiddush must be recited only 
in the place where the meal is taken; for it once happened that 
after R. Huna had recited the Kiddush, the light went out in 
the room, and he ordered that the vessels containing the food 
should be taken into the wedding-room of his son Rabba, where 
the lights were still burning, and after again reciting the Kid¬ 
dush he sat down to his meal. 

Rabba also holds that the Kiddush must be recited only in 
the place where the meal is taken; for Abayi said: 44 When I 
was at Master's house, while he recited the Kiddush (prayer) he 
would say to the guests: * Partake of something before ye go to 
your houses, for should ye come home and find the lights gone 
out ye will not be able to recite the Kiddush in your homes, 
and thus ye will not acquit yourselves of the duty unless ye eat 
something where the Kiddush was recited.' " 

R. Johanan, however, said: " One who heard the Kiddush 
in the synagogue has not only discharged the duty of the Kid¬ 
dush but need not even pronounce a benediction over the wine 
which he might drink at home." 

R. Johanan holds to his own theory; for R. Hanan bar 
Abayi said in the name of R. Padath, quoting R. Johanan: 
“ Whether the wine was changed or whether the places were 
changed, it is not necessary that another benediction be 
made." 

An objection was made: 44 We have learned in a Boraitha, 
that if the places were changed another benediction is necessary; 
but if the wine was changed it is not!" The objection is not 
answered. 
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R. Idi bar Abin sat in the presence of R. Hisda, and the 
latter said in the name of R. Huna: ” The teaching, that when 
places are changed another benediction must be made, refers to 
a case of where one went from one house to another; but if he 
only went from one room to another in the same house, another 
benediction is not necessary.” Said R. Idi to him: “ We have 
learned in a Boraitha, from the disciples of R. Hinaq, a teach¬ 
ing identical with thine.” [Would then R. Huna say in his own 
name that which is taught in a Boraitha ? R. Huna had not 
heard of that Boraitha.] 

R. Hisda sat, and said upon his own authority: “ The teach¬ 
ing, that if places were changed another benediction must be 
made, refers to such objects as require a benediction only before 
consumption; but if the objects were such as require also a 
benediction after consumption, even if one went from one 
house to another, he need not make another benediction, 
because it is considered as a continuous meal.” R. Shesheth, 
however, said : * * In either case another benediction is necessary. 

We have learned in a Boraitha in support of R. Hisda: ” If 
a company was sitting and drinking wine, then left their places 
and returned, they need not make another benediction.” 

The rabbis taught: ” If a company were sitting at a meal, 
and during the course of the meal Sabbath had set in, a cup of 
wine is brought to one of the company, who recites the Kid- 
dush, and another one pronounces the final benediction at the 
close of the meal over that cup, thus interrupting the meal. 
Such is the decree of R. Jehudah. R. Jose, however, said: 
They may continue to eat until they finish, or until it becomes 
dark, and then the first cup of wine brought is used for the bene¬ 
diction at the conclusion of the meal. The next cup is then 
used for the recital of the Kiddush.” 

Why are two cups of wine required ? Cannot the two bene¬ 
dictions be pronounced over the one cup ? Said R. Huna in 
the name of R. Shesheth: “ Two benedictions must not be 
made over one cup.” Why so ? Said R. Na’hman bar Itz’hak: 
” Religious duties are not to be bunched.” Must this indeed 
not be done ? Have we not learned in a Boraitha, that when one 
enters his house at the close of Sabbath, he pronounces a bene¬ 
diction over wine, light, spices, and then the benediction of the 
Habdalah over one cup, and if he has not another cup of wine 
in his house he may leave that cup until after he has had his 
evening meal, and then recite the benediction after the meal 
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over the same cup of wine ? Where a man has not another cup 
of wine, it is different. 

If a festival follow a Sabbath, a man has doubtless more 
wine in his house, and still Rabh says, that one must, over one 
cup of wine, pronounce the benediction over wine, recite the 
Kiddush, pronounce the benediction over light, and the Hab- 
dalah ? Because Rabh mentions all these benedictions but omits 
that of the season (which must be said at the commencement of 
each festival), it must be presumed that he refers to the seventh 
day of Passover as the festival (because on that day the benedic¬ 
tion of the season is not said), and at that time it is possible 
that a man has only one cup of wine left. 

How is this possible ? On the first day of a festival, when a 
man surely has more wine, still Abayi said, that over one cup 
the benediction of wine, Kiddush, of the season, of light, and 
the Habdalah should be pronounced, and Rabba said, of wine, 
Kiddush, light, Habdalah, and finally of the season (and both 
agree that all this maybe done over one cup of wine); hence 
we must say, that all these benedictions, like Kiddush, Habda¬ 
lah, etc., are classed as one, because the duty of such benedic¬ 
tions devolves upon a man as soon as the Sabbath draws to a 
close, and hence maybe made over one cup; but the benedic¬ 
tion before the meal, and that after, are two separate kinds of 
benedictions and should not be said over one and the same cup 
of wine. 

The statement previously quoted: ” If a festival follow a 
Sabbath, Rabh says, one must pronounce the benediction of 
wine, recite the Kiddush, say the benediction of light and the 
Habdalah/’ is supplemented by “ Samuel says, he must pro¬ 
nounce the benediction of wine, light, Habdalah, and then 
recite the Kiddush; Rabba says, of wine, Habdalah, light, and 
then Kiddush; Levi says, Kiddush, light, wine, and Habdalah; 
other sages say, Kiddush, wine, light, and Habdalah; Mar the 
son of Rabhina says, light, Kiddush, wine, and Habdalah; and 
Martha says in the name of R. Jehoshua, light, wine, Hab¬ 
dalah, and Kiddush.” 

The father of Samuel sent to Rabbi the request: ” Let Mas¬ 
ter teach us the order in which the benediction of Habdalah 
should be made over the cup of wine,” and Rabbi sent the 
reply: ” So said R. Ishmael the son of R. Jose in the name of 
his father, who in turn said in the name of R. Jehoshua ben 
Hananiah: 4 Light, Habdalah, wine, and Kiddush.’ ” Said R. 
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Hanina: This can be compared to the exit of a king from, and 
to the entrance of a high official into, a city. First the king is 
escorted out of the city, and then the high official is ushered in. 
(Likewise the Sabbath, being the holier, is first escorted out 
with Plabdalah, and then the festival is ushered in with the 
Kiddush.) How does, finally, the Halakha prevail ? Abayi 
said: 44 Wine, Kiddush, season, light, and Habdalah,” and Rabba 
said: “Wine, Kiddush, light, Habdalah, and season.” The 
Halakha prevails according to Rabba. R. Jacob bar Abba once 
happened to be in the house of Rabha, and he noticed that 
Rabha said the benediction, 44 Who hath created the fruit of the 
vine,” over the first cup, and after the meal was over, before 
the benediction at the conclusion of the meal was pronounced, 
he again made the same benediction over the wine and then 
drank it. So R. Jacob asked: 44 Why dost thou say so many 
benedictions ? Thou hast already made one over the wine, why 
dost thou make another?” Rabha replied: 44 When I was at 
the house of the Exilarch we would do likewise,” and R. Jacob 
replied: 44 At the house of the Exilarch this was proper, because 
it was not known whether more wine would be given, hence a 
benediction was said at the commencement, and then if more 
wine was given another was said; but here, when we have the 
wine before our eyes, surely this is not necessary!” Said 
Rabha: 44 I act as the disciples of Rabh; for R. Brona and R. 
Hananel the disciples of Rabh were sitting at a meal, and were 
waited on by Yeba the Elder. In the meantime they said: 
4 Give us a cup of wine and we will say the benediction (at the 
conclusion of a meal)/ Subsequently they reconsidered it, and 
asked for more wine to drink. Said R. Yeba to them: Thus 
said Rabh, 4 As soon as ye have said, give us a cup and we will 
make the benediction, ye have given up the intention of eating 
any more, hence ye must not drink until ye have pronounced 
the benediction at the conclusion of the meal ’ (whence we see 
that the concluding benediction disconnects all previous benedic¬ 
tions, and if anything else is eaten afterwards another benedic¬ 
tion thereon must be made).” 

[Ameimar, Mar Zutra, and R. Ashi sat at one meal, and R. 
Aha the son of Rabha waited on them. Ameimar made a bene¬ 
diction over each separate cup of wine. Mar Zutra made a 
benediction over the first, and then over the last cup. R. Ashi 
only made one over the first cup, and no more.] (Referring to 
R. Jacob’s visit to Rabha again:) When the time for the Hab- 
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dalah prayer arrived, the servant of Rabha lit several candles 
and joined them into one flame. Said R. Jacob to him: “ Why 
dost thou need so many candles ?” and Rabha replied: “ The 
servant did this of his own accord,” and R. Jacob rejoined: ” If 
the servant did not know that such is thy wont, he would 
not have done this; therefore thou probably doest this always, 
and I ask thee again, Why so many candles? ” He then an¬ 
swered: ” Doth not my master hold, that the flame used at the 
Habdalah prayer is a religious duty of the highest degree ? ” 
When Rabha commenced to recite the Habdalah prayer he 
said thus: “ Who hath made a distinction between sanctified 
and ordinary days, between light and darkness, between Israel 
and other nations, and between the seventh day and the six 
working days.” Said R. Jacob to him: ” Why dost thou 
recite such a voluminous prayer? Did not R. Jehudah say in 
the name of Rabh, that R. Jehudah Hanassi’s mode of reciting 
the Habdalah was merely, * Who hath made a distinction between 
sanctified and ordinary days’? ” and Rabha replied: “I hold 
with the following Tana, R. Eliezer in the name of R. Oshiya 
said: ‘ One who desires to embody few distinctions in the Hab¬ 
dalah prayer should not recite less than three, and he who would 
multiply them should not recite more than seven.’ ” Then R. 
Jacob remarked: “ Yea, but thou, Master, hast not recited 
either three or seven, for there were four.” Answered Rabha: 
“ The last one was merely an adjunct to the conclusion of the 
prayer, for R. Jehudah said in the name of Samuel that one 
who recites the Habdalah prayer must make the words immedi¬ 
ately preceding the conclusion of the prayer similar to the con¬ 
clusion itself.” The sages of Pumbaditha, however, said: “ The 
conclusion of that prayer must be identical with the commence¬ 
ment.” Wherein do they differ? Both the commencement 
and the conclusion read, “ Who hath made the distinction 
between sanctified and ordinary days.” They differ in a case of 
a Sabbath followed by a festival, when the initial and concluding 
benedictions read: ” Who hath made a distinction between sanc¬ 
tification and sanctification.” According to those who say that 
the words immediately preceding the conclusion must be similar 
to the conclusion itself, the additional sentence, “ Who distin¬ 
guished between the sanctification of the Sabbath and that of 
the festival,” must be included; while according to those who 
say that only the conclusion and the commencement must be 
identical, the additional sentence is not necessary,. 
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An objection was made: We have learned in a Boraitha: 
That one who is accustomed to incorporate many benedictions 
in the Habdalah prayer may embody as many as he chooses, 
while one who is not, may only recite one ? This constitutes a 
diversity of opinion among Tanaim, as R. Johanan said: “ The 
son of the Holy says, that only one benediction should be recited 
in the Habdalah, but the people generally pronounce three. 
[Who is called the son of the Holy ? R. Mena’hem bar Sinai, 
and the reason he was called ” son of the Holy” was because 
he never saw the likeness of a zuz.] 

Said R. Jehoshua ben Levi: “ One who recites the Hab¬ 
dalah prayer must recite it similarly to the Habdalah in the 
Scriptures.” 

An objection was made: How is the order of the Habdalah 
to be observed? As follows: “ Who hath made a distinction 
between sanctified and ordinary, between light and darkness, 
between Israel and other nations, between the seventh day and 
working days, between unclean and clean, between the sea and 
dry land, between the waters above and beneath, between 
priests, Levites, and Israelites,” and must conclude with, 
Blessed be He who hath arranged in order the creation,” and 
others say, ** who hath created all things.” 

R. Jose bar R. Jehudah said: 0 He must conclude with 
‘ who hath sanctified Israel.' ” How then can it be said that the 
scriptural order should be observed ? It does not mention sea 
and dry land ? This should be eliminated. If that should be 
so, and taking into consideration that the distinction between 
the seventh day and working days is merely an adjunct to the 
conclusion, then seven benedictions will not remain ? I will tell 
thee : Between the priests, Levites, and Israelites are virtually 
two separate distinctions, because it is written [Deut. x. 8]: ” At 
that time did the Lord separate the tribe of Levi,” and 
between the priests and Levites, as it is written [I Chronicles 
xxiii. 13]: ” The sons of Amram : Aaron and Moses; and Aaron 
was set apart, to sanctify him as most holy.” 

What is the conclusion of the benediction? Said Rabh : 
” It concludes with * who hath sanctified Israel,' ” and Samuel 
said: ” It concludes with * who maketh a distinction between 
sanctified and ordinary.' ” Abayi, according to another version 
R. Joseph, denounced Rabh’s decree. 

We have learned in a Boraitha upon the authority of R. 
Jehoshua ben Hananiah, that one who concludes the benedic- 
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tion with both passages, viz., “who hath sanctified Israel “ 
and “ who maketh a distinction between sanctified and ordi¬ 
nary/' his years and days are prolonged for him; but the Hala- 
kha does not prevail accordingly. 

Ula once came to Pumbaditha. So R. Jehudah said to his 
son, R. Itz’hak: “ Go and carry a basket of fruit to Ula, and 
incidentally observe how he recites the Habdalah.” R. Itz’hak 
would not go himself, but sent Abayi in his stead. When 
Abayi returned, he related that Ula merely said, “ who distin¬ 
guished between sanctified and ordinary (days)/’ and nothing 
more. R. Itz’hak then went to his father and told him that he 
did not go himself, but had sent Abayi, who related that Ula 
merely said, “ who distinguished between sanctified and ordinary 
days/’ and R. Jehudah replied: “ Thy arrogance and disobedi¬ 
ence will be the cause of thy not being able to cite a Halakha 
in Ula’s name, but thou wilt have to cite it in Abayi’s name.’’ 

R. Hananiah bar Shlamia and the disciples of Rabh sat 
together at a meal, and R. Hamnuna the Elder waited on them, 
and they said to him: “ Go and see if the Sabbath has already 
set in. If it has, we will stop and make the meal for Sabbath.’’ 
He replied: “Ye need not do this; for Rabh said, that the 
Sabbath asserts itself without other aid, and it is not necessary 
to make a special distinction for it. * For,’ said Rabh, * as on 
the Sabbath the law of giving tithes must be particularly 
observed, even when a light meal is taken, because the Sabbath 
renders it an honorable duty, so in the case of the Kiddush 
(prayer)—even if a meal is in the course of being served, one may 
arise and recite that prayer without first clearing off the table.’ ’’ 

The disciples of Rabh desired to infer therefrom, that as the 
Sabbath makes it a duty to recite the Kiddush even when in the 
midst of a meal, the Habdalah should also be said, even though 
a meal have to be interrupted on that account. Said R. Amram 
to them: “ Thus said Rabh: ‘ For Kiddush this is imperative 
but not for Habdalah, and as for interrupting a meal, it need 
not be done for the sake of Habdalah; at the same time, it is 
not lawful to commence eating at the time appointed for the 
Habdalah, without first reciting that prayer. No interruption 
need be made when solid food is taken; but when drinking, the 
Habdalah should be said over the same cup, i.e . 9 an interruption 
should be made and the Habdalah recited. Again, the inter¬ 
ruption must be made only when wine or beer is drunk, but 
when water is the beverage that is not necessary.’ ’’ 
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Rabhina asked R. Na’hman bar Itz’hak: “ If a man did not 
recite the Kiddush on the eve of Sabbath, is it lawful for him 
to do so during the Sabbath day ?” and he answered: “ The 
children of Hyya having stated, that one who had not recited 
the Habdalah at the close of Sabbath may do so at any time 
during the week following, we must assume, that one who had 
not recited the Kiddush on the eve of Sabbath may do so dur¬ 
ing all the Sabbath day. ” 

Rabhina objected: “The eve of a Sabbath or of a festival 
brings with it the duty of saying the Kiddush over a cup (of 
wine) and also the duty of including the remembrance in the 
benediction at the conclusion of meals, but the Sabbath or the 
festival days only carry with them the duty of including 
remembrance in the benedictions after meals ? Now, if it were 
allowed to recite the Kiddush on the Sabbath or festival day, 
because they have the duty of the benediction in common with 
the eve of the Sabbath or the festival, could not a man wilfully 
postpone the recital of the Kiddush until the morrow ?” Re¬ 
plied R. Na’hman bar Itz’hak: “ The case of a man who does 
not act in accordance with the proper law is not considered/’ 

Rabhina again objected: “ The honor of the Sabbath day is 
more important than that of the eve preceding it, so that if a 
man have but one cup of wine for both the Kiddush on the 
eve of Sabbath and for the purpose of honoring therewith the 
Sabbath day, he should rather use it for the Kiddush; whence 
we can see, that it should not be postponed until the next day; 
for were this allowed, the owner could leave the cup until the 
following day and then use it for both purposes.” Answered 
R. Na’hman: “ The fulfilment of a religious duty at its proper 
time is the more preferable.” Rabhina, however, rejoined: “ Is 
this indeed the case ? Have we not learned in a Boraitha, that if 
a man enter his house at the close of the Sabbath, he pro¬ 
nounces a benediction over wine, light, and spices in the order 
named, and then recites the Habdalah over the cup ? Now if a 
man have only one cup of wine, he may leave it until after the 
meal and then pronounce all the benedictions over it at once. 
Is this not proof positive that the fulfilment of a religious duty 
at its proper time is not preferable?” Then R. Na’hman 
replied: “ I am not one of those sages who would proclaim a 
decree upon my own authority; neither am I a prophet nor do I 
quote an authority without corroboration. The traditional ordi¬ 
nance I quoted I did not learn from my teachers as referring to 
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Kiddush alone, but I merely took it upon myself to arrange the 
order of the benedictions in the Kiddush and Habdalah, and I 
did so because I was convinced that my order was correct ;* for 
thus it is also taught in the colleges, and the reason of all this 
is, that there is a great difference between the entrance of a 
sanctified day and its close. At the entrance of such a day, the 
sooner we observe its sanctification the better, for we thereby 
demonstrate that we consider the duty a pleasure; but at its 
close, the further we can postpone its termination the better, 
for thereby we demonstrate that it is not a burden to us. 
(Hence if a meal is in progress at the time when the Sabbath is 
about to set in, we should attempt the repast and say the Kid¬ 
dush in order to usher in the Sabbath that much sooner; but if 
we only have one cup of wine at the close of Sabbath with 
which to say the Habdalah, we should first finish our repast and 
pronounce the other benedictions, and then recite the Habdalah 
over that cup in order to postpone the termination of the holy 
day that much longer.) ” 

From the preceding Boraitha we may infer eight things: 
First: One who included the Habdalah in his evening prayer 
must nevertheless recite it again over a cup (this is inferred from 
the sentence “ if a man enter his house at the close of the Sab¬ 
bath/’ which signifies, that he came from the house of wor¬ 
ship, where he had already recited the Habdalah). Second: 
The benediction after a meal must be made over a cup (of 
wine). Third: The cup used at the benediction must be of a 
prescribed capacity (i.e., a quarter of a lug; for were this not so, 
it could be divided and part used for the Habdalah and another 
part for the other benediction). Fourth: One who pronounces 
the benediction over the cup of wine must taste some (for other¬ 
wise the benediction could be made and the wine left over for 
the next benediction). Fifth: As soon as part of the wine is 
tasted after a benediction, the cup of wine is rendered unfit for 
any other benedictions. Sixth: Even if a full meal is eaten 
at the close of Sabbath and the sanctification of the day had 
passed, it is still a duty to recite the Habdalah. Seventh: Two 
degrees of sanctification may be bestowed upon one cup of wine. 
Lastly: The entire Boraitha is in accordance with the school of 
Shammai and with the interpretation of R. Jehudah (i.e ., that 


* This explanation is taken from the commentary of Rashbam the grandson of 
Rashi. 
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the benedictions over light must be pronounced prior to that 
over spices, and not vice versa). 

R. Ashi said: " The inference that the cup of wine must be 
of a prescribed quantity, and the one that by tasting the wine 
the cup becomes unfit for other benedictions, are virtually one 
and the same thing, and the eight inferences are completed thus: 
Why does tasting of the cup of wine render it unfit ? Because 
the prescribed quantity is thereby lessened.” 

R. Jacob bar Idi was so particular, that if the jug containing 
the wine was ever so slightly damaged he would not use the 
wine for Kiddush or Habdalah, and R. Idi bar Shesha was only 
particular about the condition of the goblet; Mar the son of R. 
Ashi was particular even about the condition of the barrel con¬ 
taining the wine, and if it was at all damaged he would not use 
the wine for the Kiddush or the Habdalah. 

The rabbis taught: “ It is written [Exod. xx. 8] : * Remem¬ 
ber the Sabbath day to keep it holy.’ The remembrance should 
be effected over wine. This, however, refers to the Sabbath day; 
whence do we know that the night is also meant ? To that end 
it is written, * to keep it holy/ which refers also to the night.” 

44 Whence do we know that the night is also meant,” is the 
question ? Is not the night the principal time of the Sabbath, 
when the Kiddush must be said ? Then, again, how can the 
passage refer to the night, when it distinctly states the day ? 
The following is meant: “ Remember the day” implies that it 
should be remembered over wine, when the Sabbath sets in. 
This therefore refers to the night, and that the day also is meant 
is clearly proven by the words, ” the Sabbath day.” 

What benediction is made during the day of Sabbath ? 
Said R. Jehudah: ” Only the usual benediction over the wine, 
viz., ‘ who hath created the fruit of the vine.' ” 

R. Ashi came to the city of Mehuzza, and the people said to 
him: “ Let Master recite for us the great Kiddush,” and not 
knowing what they meant by the great Kiddush, he thought: 
” Let us see! The first benediction to be made is the usual 
one over wine.” Accordingly, he pronounced the benediction, 
” who hath created the fruit of the vine,” in a rather prolonged 
manner. He thereupon observed an old man bending over and 
sipping the wine (whence he concluded that the one benediction 
constituted the great Kiddush). He then applied to himself the 
passage [Ecclesiastes ii. 14]: “ The wise man hath his eyes in 
his head.” 
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We have previously learned that the children of R. Hyya 
said: “ If a man did not say the Habdalah at the close of the 
Sabbath, he may say it at any time during the following week.” 
Until what day of the week ? Said R. Zera: “ Until the fourth 
day of the week (for after that the days belong to the next 
week). 

R. Brona said in the name of Rabh: “ If a man had washed 
his hands for a meal, he should not make the Kiddush, because 
that will cause an interruption (and he will be obliged to wash 
his hands again).” Said R. Itz’hak bar Samuel bar Martha: 
“ Rabh is not yet dead, and still we have already forgotten all 
his Halakhoth. I myself stood before Rabh several times and 
noticed that whenever he preferred bread he would make the 
Kiddush over bread, and whenever he preferred wine he would 
make the Kiddush over wine.” 

Said R. Huna in the name of Rabh: “ If a man had eaten 
anything prior to making the Kiddush, he need not make the 
Kiddush.” R. Hana the son of Hinana asked R. Huna: “ If 
a man had eaten prior to reciting the Habdalah, what is the 
law?” and he answered: I say, that he must nevertheless 
recite the Habdalah, but R. Assi said, that he need not do so.” 

R. Jeremiah bar Abba was at one time in the house of R. 
Assi, and through forgetfulness ate something before saying the 
Habdalah. Afterwards he was given a cup of wine and he then 
said the Habdalah. Said R. Assi’s wife to her husband: “ Mas¬ 
ter does not do this ?” and he replied: “ Let him be; he acts 
according to the teaching of his masters.” 

R. Joseph in the name of Samuel said: “If a man had 
thoughtlessly eaten either before Kiddush or before Habdalah, 
he need not recite those prayers,” but Rabba in the name of 
R. Na’hman quoted Samuel to the contrary, namely, that he 
may do so. Said Rabha: The Halakha prevails that one who 
had eaten before Kiddush or Habdalah may nevertheless recite 
those prayers; if one had not made the Kiddush on the eve of 
Sabbath, he may do so during the Sabbath day; and if he did 
not say the Habdalah at the close of Sabbath, he may say it on 
the following day. 

Mar the Younger and Mar the Elder, sons of R. Hisda, 
related to R. Ashi the following: It once happened, that Amei- 
mar was a guest in our house, and not having any wine, beer 
was brought for the Habdalah; but he would not use it for that 
purpose, and went to sleep without supper. On the morrow, 
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after a good deal of trouble we succeeded in procuring some 
wine; and he said the Habdalah and ate. A year afterwards he 
was again our guest, and once more we did not have any wine, 
so we brought beer for the Habdalah. He then remarked: ” If 
wine is so scarce with you and your usual beverage is beer, then 
the beer may be considered as wine of your land.” Accord¬ 
ingly he said the Habdalah over it and ate his meal. 

From this narrative we can infer three things: First, that a 
man who heard the Habdalah in the house of worship, must 
nevertheless recite it in his house; second, that nothing should 
be eaten prior to the Habdalah; and third, that if a man did 
not say the Habdalah at the close of Sabbath, he may say it 
during the following week. 

R, Huna asked of R. Hisda: “ May the Kiddush be made over 
beer?” and he answered: * 4 If as to unfermented barley-beer, 
fig-beer, and senna-beer, concerning which Rabh was asked, who 
in turn asked of R. Hyya, who then asked Rabbi, it could not be 
decided whether they may be used or not, how then can I decide 
about ordinary beer ? ” 

It was thought, however, that while. Kiddush could not be 
made, it was surely allowed to make Habdalah with beer. Said 
R. Hisda to them: 44 So said Rabh: 4 As the Kiddush cannot 
be made over beer, so also must Habdalah not be made over 
it.’ ” It was also taught, that R. Ta’hlipha bar R. Abimi said 
the same thing in the name of Samuel. 

Levi sent Rabbi beer made of a thirteen-fold extract of 
dates, and it was very sweet in taste; and Rabbi said: “ With 
this kind of beer the Kiddush may be made, and all hymns and 
songs in praise of the Lord may be sung over it.” At night he 
felt some bad effects on account of that beer; so he said: 
” Should a thing which produces a bad effect be used for the 
Kiddush ? ’ ’ 

R. Joseph said: 44 I will register a vow before a multitude of 
people that I will never again drink beer,” and Rabha said: ” I 
would rather drink water in which flax was soaked than beer,” 
and continued he: 44 He who makes the Kiddush over beer, 
should never have anything else to drink (i.e., in a place where 
wine is to be had).” 

R. Huna once found Rabh making Kiddush over beer. So 
he said: 44 It seems to me, that Abba will soon commence to 
deal in beer, if it is so dear to him.” 

The rabbis taught: “ Neither Kiddush nor any other benedic- 
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tion should be made with anything except wine.” Is there then 
no benediction made over beer and water, namely: “ Through 
whose word everything came into being”? Said Abayi: “ The 
teaching of the rabbis relative to any other benediction means, 
that the cup given for the benediction after meals should only 
be of wine.” 

The rabbis taught: “ Kiddush is not made with beer.” It 
was said upon the authority of R. Eliezer bar R. Simeon, that 
Kiddush may be made with beer. 

The statement previously made, that the wine must be tasted 
when Kiddush is made, means that even ever so little may be 
tasted, and R. Jose bar R. Jehudah says, that a mouthful must 
be tasted. 

R. Huna said in the name of Rabh, and likewise R. Giddel 
of Narash taught: “If a man made Kiddush and tasted a 
mouthful of the beverage, he has fulfilled his duty; but if he 
had not tasted that much, he has not acquitted himself of the 
duty.” 

“From the time of Min'hah” etc. The schoolmen asked: 
Does this refer to the long MiiThah (the time for which com¬ 
mences in the half of the eighth hour, i.e ., at half-past one in 
the afternoon) or to the short Min’hah (the time for which com¬ 
mences on the half of the tenth hour, i.e., at half-past three in 
the afternoon in our time) ? Is it not lawful to eat from the 
time of the long Min’hah, because thereby the time in which the 
paschal offering must be brought will be taken up, or is it not 
lawful to eat from the time of the short Min’hah, because in 
that event a man would become satiated, and not be able to do 
justice to the Passover-meal of unleavened bread ? 

Said Rabhina: Come and hear: We have learned: Even King 
Agrippa, whose wont it was to eat at the ninth hour of the day 
(3 P.M.), should on the eve of Passover not eat until it becomes 
dark. Now if the short Min’hah is the time meant, after which 
it is not lawful to eat, then the case of King Agrippa is worthy 
of note; but if the long Min’hah is meant, what proof does this 
case exhibit then that it was only because the meal would inter¬ 
fere with the paschal offering, and why is Agrippa’s case spe¬ 
cially mentioned ? Hence we may infer therefrom that the short 
Min’hah is meant. Still, wherein is the case of Agrippa so 
noteworthy ? If he commence his meal as usual in the ninth 
hour, the time when it is already unlawful to eat will arrive 
while he is still at his meal ? We might assume, that the ninth 
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hour of Agrippa is the equivalent of our fourth hour. Hence 
we are told that such is not the case. 

R. Jose said: 44 While eating is not permitted after the time 
stated in the Mishna, it is allowed to partake of a light repast 
of fruit, delicacies, etc/’ R. Itz’hak would partake of herbs. 
Rabha would drink wine during all the eve of Passover, in order 
to arouse his appetite for unleavened bread at night. R. 
Shesheth would fast all through the eve of Passover, because, 
being in delicate health, had he eaten anything during the day 
he would not have been able to eat at night. 

14 Even the meanest in Israel etc. It was taught: When 
eating unleavened bread on the Passover-night it is required that 
one should recline in an easy position, but this is not required 
when the bitter herbs are eaten. When wine is drunk it was 
taught in the name of R. Na’hman that a reclining position 
should be taken, and also that it need not be taken. Still, this 
apparent contradiction presents no difficulty. The statement 
quoted of R. Na’hman that a reclining position is necessary 
when drinking wine refers to the first two cups, and the state¬ 
ment that it is not necessary refers to the last two cups. Some 
explain the apparent contradiction in the manner quoted because 
the first two cups symbolize the commencement of liberty for 
the previously enslaved Jews, while the last two cups have no 
such significance. Others, however, say on the contrary! The 
first two cups are a remembrance of the days of bondage, and 
should therefore not be drunk in a reclining position, while the 
last two cups are a remembrance of the dawn of freedom, and 
hence should be drunk in an easy reclining position. 

Leaning backwards is not considered reclining, nor is leaning 
over on the right side considered reclining in an easy position, 
and another reason why this should not be done is for fear lest 
the food enter the trachea instead of the gullet, and thus cause 
danger. 

The woman who sits with her husband need not recline when 
eating, but if she is a woman of prominence she should do so. 
A son sitting with his father must recline, and the schoolmen 
raised the question whether a disciple sitting with his master 
should also recline or not ? Come and hear: Abayi said: When 
we were at the house of our master (Rabba) we disciples would 
recline each on the other’s knee; but when we afterwards came 
to R. Joseph, he told us that we need not do this, for it is said 
in Aboth: 44 The fear of thy master should be as the fear of the 
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Lord. ” The schoolmen then inquired whether the servant in 
the house of his master must recline or not. Come and hear: R. 
Jehoshua ben Levi said: “ If the servant ate unleavened bread 
to the size of an olive in a reclining position, he has fulfilled his 
duty.” Whence we may infer that the servant must also recline 
(for he says ” in a reclining position,” but if not in a reclining 
position the servant would not have discharged the duty). 

R. Jehoshua ben Levi said again: ” Women must also drink 
the four cups, because they were also included in the miracles 
which delivered us all from Egypt.” 

R. Jehudah said in the name of Samuel: “ Each cup must 
contain wine which, when mixed with three parts of water, will 
be good wine. If unmixed wine was drunk, the duty has never¬ 
theless been fulfilled. If all the four cups were poured into one 
and drunk, the duty has also been fulfilled. If the household 
was allowed to drink part of the four cups, the duty has also 
been fulfilled.” Rabha, however, said: ” If the wine was drunk 
unmixed the duty of drinking the wine has been acquitted, but 
the symbolical feature thereof has not been carried out,” and 
in the case of where the four cups were poured into one, Rabh 
said: “ The duty of drinking wine has been accomplished, but 
the duty of the four cups has not.” If the household was 
allowed to drink part of the four cups, R. Na’hman said: M The 
master of the house has fulfilled the duty of drinking the four 
cups, provided he drunk the larger part thereof.” 

We have learned in a Boraitha, R. Jehudah said: ” The cup 
must contain the taste and the color of red wine.” Said Rab¬ 
ha: “ What is the reason of R. Jehudah’s statement ? Because 
it is written [Proverbs xxiii. 31]: * Do not look on the wine 
when it is red ’ (whence we adduce, that wine must be red).” 

The rabbis taught: ” The duty of drinking the four cups 
devolves upon all alike—men, women, and even children.” R. 
Jehudah, however, said: “ What benefit would children derive 
from wine ? They should rather be given nuts, parched corn, 
etc., on the eve of Passover, so as to keep them awake at night, 
and that may make them inquire into the reason of the 
festivity. ” 

It was said of R. Aqiba, that he would deal out nuts and 
parched corn on the eve of Passover to the children, in order to 
keep them awake and have them ask for reasons. 

We have learned in a Boraitha, R. Eliezer said: On the night 
of the Passover the unleavened bread is snatched out of the 
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children’s hand in order to keep them awake and have them ask 
for the reason.* 

A Boraitha states that it was told of R. Aqiba, that he never 
proposed adjourning the session at the college excepting on the 
eve of Passover for the children’s sake, that they should not fall 
asleep, and on the eve of the Day of Atonement, in order to 
see that the children be given their meals at the proper time. 

The rabbis taught: It is the duty of every man to cause his 
household and his children to rejoice on a festival, as it is written 
[Deut. xvi. 14]: “ And thou shalt rejoice on thy feast.” Where¬ 
with should a man cause his household to rejoice ? With wine. 
R. Jehudah, however, said: “ The men with the thing they like 
best and the women with what is most pleasing to them.” The 
thing men like best is, of course, wine; but what is most pleas¬ 
ing to women ? R. Joseph taught: “ In Babylonia multicol¬ 
ored dresses and in Judaea pressed linen garments.” 

We have learned in a Boraitha, R. Jehudah ben Bathyra 
said: “ When the Temple was still in existence, there was no 
better mode of rejoicing, than with (the eating of) flesh, as it is 
written [Deut. xxvii. 7]: ‘And thou shalt slay peace-offerings, 
and eat them there; and thou shalt rejoice before the Lord thy 
God ’; but now, when there is no Temple, wine is the principal 
means of rejoicing, as it is written [Psalms civ. 15]: ‘ And wine 
that maketh joyful the heart of man.’ ” 

“ Nor shall a person have less than four cups of wine. How 
can the rabbis order a thing which might involve danger ?t 
Have we not learned in a Boraitha, that a man should not eat 
two dishes, nor drink two cups, nor do anything by twos ? Said 
R. Na’hman : “ It is written [Exod. xii. 42]: ‘A night to be 
observed was this unto the Lord,’ which signifies that on that 
night one is exempt from danger.” Rabha said: “ The cup of 
benediction (after meals) is only counted in for good purposes 
but never for evil, because its very name implies that it is for 
good, and thus only three cups are virtually drunk.” Rabhina, 
however, said: ‘‘At all events, the four cups cannot be con¬ 
joined, for each one represents a different duty.” J 

* This is according to the explanation of Rashbam in the third instance. 

f There was a tradition extant at that time that anything done an even number 
of times involved danger to the perpetrator, but if done an odd number of times the 
danger was averted. (According to page 229.) 

\ In the original edition of the Talmud an entire page follows here relative to 
the tradition quoted in the preceding note, which we have omitted on account of its 
irrelevancy to the text proper. 
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In Palestine no attention was paid to even or odd numbers, 
but R. Dimi of Neherdai was even particular about the signs on 
his barrels; and it once happened that he paid no attention to 
the signs, so one of the barrels burst. Whence the rule may be 
adduced, that one who is particular about things lays himself 
liable to accidents, but one who is not is not affected by super¬ 
stition ; still, it might happen that an accident should occur to 
him. 

When R. Dimi came from Palestine, he said: Two eggs, two 
nuts, two cucumbers, and two of some other thing which I cannot 
remember, prove injurious to a man, is a Sinaic law; and because 
the rabbis could not find out what that other thing was, they in¬ 
cluded two of everything among the injurious as a precautionary 
measure. The statement elsewhere, that ten, eight, six, and four 
are excluded from the even numbers which are injurious only 
refers to acts caused by evil spirits; but where witchcraft is con¬ 
cerned, even those and more numbers may prove injurious, as it 
happened that a man once divorced his wife and she then became 
the wife of a wine-dealer. The first husband would generally 
go to that wine-dealer for his wine, and they tried to bewitch 
him, but without success; for he was always careful to avoid the 
even numbers. One day he imbibed too freely, and after drink¬ 
ing his sixteenth cup he became confused, and did not know 
how many he had drunk. So they saw to it that he drank an 
even number, and then succeeded in bewitching him. When he 
went out into the street he was met by a certain merchant, who 
said: “ I see a murdered man walking before me.” Not being 
able to proceed farther, the drunken man embraced a tree for 
support, when the tree emitted a groan and dried up, and the 
man was killed. 

R. Avira said: Bowls and loaves of bread are not affected by 
even numbers. The rule is, that all things produced artificially 
are not subject to the evil arising from even numbers; but 
natural productions, such as fruit and edible things, are. Shops 
are not affected by even numbers (if one eat in two shops). If 
one ate one of a certain thing and then considered it, and ate 
another, the rule of even numbers does not apply. Guests are 
not affected by even numbers; i.e., if one cup of wine was given 
a guest and then another, as he had not known in advance how 
many he would be given, he is not affected. 

A woman is not affected by even numbers, but a prominent 
woman should nevertheless be careful. 


TRACT PESACHIM (PASSOVER). 


229 

Said R. Hinana the son of R. Jehoshua: "Asparagus is 
always counted in with things tending to good but not to evil." 
R. Joseph said: Two cups of wine and one cup of beer are not 
counted together; but two cups of beer and one of wine are 
counted together. Proof of this can be adduced from a Mishna 
in Tract Kelim, to the effect that where uncleanness is concerned, 
the less valuable things are defiled by more valuable, but valu¬ 
able things are not defiled by things of lesser value. 

R. Na'hman said in the name of Rabh: " If two cups are 
drunk before going to the table, and one while at table, they are 
counted together, but one drunk before going to the table and 
two drunk at the table are not counted together." R. Mesh- 
arshia opposed this statement. Do we then concern ourselves 
with the table ? It is the man who is affected, and if he drank 
three cups, it is well. Therefore only if a man drank two cups at 
the table, pronounced the benediction after the meal, and sub¬ 
sequently drank another, the three cups are not counted 
together.* 

" Even if they must be given him from the funds devoted to 
charitable support ." Is this not self-evident ? (Is not the poor 
man equal to all others ?) This statement in the Mishna is made 
for the purpose of counteracting the decree of R. Aqiba, to the 
effect that a man should even make his Sabbath-day as any 
other, in order not to depend upon charity. When the observ¬ 
ance of the Passover, however, is concerned, and the miracles 
performed for our ancestors are to be proclaimed, even R. Aqiba 
admits that a man may avail himself of charity so that he may 
be enabled fitly to celebrate the event. 

The disciples of Elijah taught: Although R. Aqiba taught 
that a man should even make his Sabbath-day as any other, in 
order not to depend upon charity, still some slight distinction 
should be made in honor of the Sabbath [What is meant by 
some slight distinction? Said R. Papa: "Small fishes should 
be eaten "], as it is taught in a Mishna (Aboth): R. Jehudah 

* All that is stated here about odd and even numbers, as well as the subject of 
evil spirits (which covers here two and one-half pages of the original), is omitted in 
Maimonides ; and the author of the “ History of Oral Law ” maintains that, according 
to the opinion of Maimonides, it was not contained in the Talmud originally. (See 
page 223, vol. iv., Vienna, 1883.) We, however, although we agree with the above- 
mentioned author, do not care to omit these themes entirely, and have put in a little 
of both, as the tradition of the odd and even numbers at least existed at that time. 
(See, also, our Hebrew Commentary to Tract Shekalim, vol. iv., page 14, of the 
Hebrew.) 
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ben Thaima said: Thou shalt be bold as a leopard, light as an 
eagle, swift as a deer, and strong as a lion to do the will of thy 
Heavenly Father (which signifies, that a man should go even 
beyond his means in order to honor the Sabbath). 

The rabbis taught: Seven things R. Aqiba commanded his 
son R. Jehoshua, viz.: “ My child, sit not in the midst of a city, 
when thou desirest to study; do not live in a city the officials of 
which are scholars, for they do not attend to the wants of the 
city; do not enter thy house without warning, and so much the 
less into thy neighbor's house; never go bare-footed; always 
arise early, and immediately eat in summer on account of the 
heat and in winter on account of the cold; and rather make thy 
Sabbath-day as any other in order not to depend upon charity; 
and, finally, have transactions only with such men as have no ill- 
fortune." Said R. Papa: “ This last injunction does not refer 
to buying of or selling to a man in good fortune, but merely to 
entering into partnership." 

Now that we have heard from R. Samuel bar Itz’hak that the 
passage [Job i. io] : " The work of his hands hast thou blessed " 
signifies, that whoever only received a coin from the hands of 
Job was fortunate in all his undertakings, we can infer, that with 
a man who is fortunate it is not only beneficial to be associated 
as a partner, but it is even to one’s interest to buy from or sell 
to such a person. 

Five things R. Aqiba while in prison commanded to R. 
Simeon ben Jochai: When R. Simeon ben Jochai said to him: 
“ Master, teach me the Law," and R. Aqiba replied, " I do not 
wish to do this," the former said: " If thou wilt not, I shall 
complain to my father Jochai, and he will denounce thee to the 
government." R. Aqiba then remarked: “ My son, more than 
the calf desireth to suck is the cow anxious to yield her milk," 
and R. Simeon replied: " In this case, however, the calf is in 
greater danger" (because R. Aqiba had been in prison already 
for this offence, while R. Simeon ben Jochai (the calf) stood yet 
in danger of being detected). Whereupon R. Aqiba told him the 
five things, viz. : If thou wouldst hang thyself, select at least a 
stout tree (meaning, that if thou wouldst have thy words lis¬ 
tened to, quote them in the name of some great authority). If 
thou wouldst teach thy child, teach it from books free of errors. 
[What is meant thereby ? Said Rabha, and according to others 
R. Mesharshia: " If a child is taught incorrectly to commence 
with, it is next to impossible to correct it subsequently."] Do 
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not cook in the same pot that thy neighbor once used. [What 
is meant thereby ? A divorced woman whose husband is still 
living; because the Master said, that if a divorced man marry a 
divorced woman there are four different minds in one bed, and 
others say, that R. Aqiba even referred to a widow.] If thou 
wouldst do an act of charity or perform a religious duty, and 
incidentally derive material benefit therefrom, thou shouldst lend 
thy money to the husbandman and eat of the fruit of his land, 
in which case thou wilt do an act of charity and also derive 
material benefit. If thou wouldst perform a religious duty 
and keep thy body clean, thou shouldst take a wife and have 
children. 

Four things our holy Rabbi commanded his children, viz.: 
Do not live in the city of Shakantzib (because the inhabitants 
are scorners). Do not sit on the bed of a Syrian woman. 
[What is meant thereby ? Some say, that one should not lie 
down to sleep without reciting the Shema prayer; and others 
say, that one should not marry a proselyte; while still others 
say, that the literal meaning is to be accepted on account of what 
happened to R. Papa.*] Do not try to avoid taxation (for aside 
from the fact that it is a duty to pay taxes, should it be known 
that ye desire to avoid them, your property is in danger of being 
confiscated). Lastly, do not stand in front of an ox just emerg¬ 
ing from the swamps, for at that time he is so wild that it seems 
as if Satan were moving between his horns. R. Samuel said: 
“ This refers only to a black ox in the month of Nissan.” 

R. Oshiya taught: An ox that had attempted to gore a per¬ 
son once should not be approached for a distance of fifty ells, 
and one that had done so three times should be avoided as long 
as he is in sight. It was taught in the name of R. Meir: If 
thou hast perceived an ox so vicious, even if he still have his 
head in his crib, climb up an elevation and draw thy ladder after 
thee immediately. 

Three things R. Ishmael bar R. Jose commanded Rabbi, 
viz. : Thou shalt not cause a blemish on thyself \i.e. y thou shalt 
not deal with three men, one of whom will sue thee in a court 
of law and the other two will serve as witnesses against thee; 
for then thou wilt surely lose thy case]. Thou shalt not haggle 

* There is a legend that R. Papa had lent a Syrian woman money, and when¬ 
ever he would call on her to collect the debt, she would invite him to sit on a bed. 
One day she strangled a child and threw it upon the bed where R. Tapa sate. She 
then accused him of strangling the babe, and he was compelled to flee for his life. 
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over the price of a thing if thou hast not the wherewithal to 
purchase it with thee; and on the night when thy wife has 
returned from the bath thou shalt have nothing to do with her. 
Said Rabh: “ This refers to a woman who had been ritually un¬ 
clean according to biblical law but not to one who had been 
unclean according to rabbinical law; for in the former case, hav¬ 
ing been unclean only seven days, there is danger of a recurrence 
of her uncleanness, while in the latter, where she had been 
unclean fourteen days, there is no such danger.’’ 

Three things R. Jose bar R. Jehudah also commanded Rabbi, 
viz.: Thou shalt not go out at night alone. Thou shalt not 
stand naked before a light; and thou shalt not enter a new bath¬ 
house, lest it be imperfectly constructed and break down. [How 
long is a bath-house considered new ? Said R. Jehoshua ben 
Levi: 41 For twelve months.” Why should not a man stand 
naked before a light ? Because we have learned in a Boraitha: 
” One who stands naked before a light is liable to be seized with 
epilepsy, and one who has sexual intercourse before a light may 
produce epileptic children.”] 

The rabbis taught: ” One who has intercourse with his wife 
in a bed where a child sleeps may cause the child to be epileptic, 
but this is the case only if the child is less than six years old. If 
it is over six years old, or even if it be less than six years old 
but sleeps at the foot or at the head of the bed, it does not 
matter. If the man, however, put his hand on the child, no 
matter where it sleeps, there will be no evil consequences.” 

Why should not a man go out alone at night ? For we have 
learned in a Boraitha: 44 A man should not go out alone on the 
night following the fourth day or on the night following the 
Sabbath, because an evil spirit called Agrath, the daughter of 
Ma’hlath, together with one hundred and eighty thousand other 
evil spirits, go forth into the world and have the right to injure 
anyone they should chance to meet.” 

In former times this spirit would go forth every day. Once 
she met with R. Hanina ben Dosa and said to him: ” If I had 
not heard it proclaimed in the heavens, ‘ Hanina and his knowl¬ 
edge must be respected,’ I would inflict some injury upon thee,” 
and he answered: ” If I am esteemed in the heavens above, I 
command thee never to appear where men dwell,” and she 
pleaded: ” I must obey thy command, but leave me some free¬ 
dom,” whereupon he allowed the night following the fourth day 
and the night following the Sabbath. 
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At another time this same evil spirit met Abayi, and she also 
said to him: “Had I not heard it proclaimed above, 4 Respect 
Na’hmeni (another name for Abayi) and his knowledge,’ I would 
do thee harm and he answered: “ If I am respected above, I 
command thee never to appear where men dwell.’’ 

Rabh said to R. Assi: “ Do not live in a city where thou 
canst not hear a horse neigh or a dog bark, and do not live in a 
city whose (executive) head is a physician. Do not take unto 
thee two wives, because they might conspire against thee to do 
thee wrong. If thou, however, already hast two wdves, take a 
third (and should two conspire against thee the third will betray 
them to thee).’’ 

Rabh said to R. Kahana: “ It were better that thou shouldst 
occupy thyself with carrion (for a livelihood) than that thou 
shouldst break thy word (promise). Rather skin carrion in the 
market for pay than say that thou art a priest or an important 
person and above such work; for all honest labor is preferable to 
accepting charity. When thou goest on a journey, no matter 
how short, always take some food with thee. Even when a 
hundred cucumbers may be had for one zuz, do not say that thou 
wilt buy thy food on the way, but carry it along with thee, for 
thou never canst know what might happen on the way.” 

Rabh said to his son Hyya: “ Do not make a habit of taking 
medicine. Do not make long strides. Avoid as much as possi¬ 
ble having a tooth extracted. Never try to tease a snake, and 
do not make sport of a Persian.” 

The rabbis taught: Never tease a little (young) Gentile, a 
small snake, or a young pupil; because their kingdom is behind 
their ears (z. e ., when they become older they seek revenge). 

Rabh said to Aibo his son: “ I have tried to teach thee the 
holy Law, but I cannot succeed; come and I will teach thee 
worldly things. When the sand is still on thy feet (i.e., if thou 
hast returned from a purchasing trip), shouldst thou meet with 
a buyer sell out at once. Sell everything, even though thou 
mightst subsequently regret it, especially wine, which thou wilt 
never regret selling, for it might become spoiled. Make fast thy 
purse and open thy sack when selling, obtain the money 
first, secure it well, and then deliver the merchandise). If thou 
hast an opportunity to gain a kabh of land in thy immediate 
vicinity, it is better than a kpr of land far away. If thy basket 
is filled with dates, run to the brewer and have him brew the 
beer; for the dates might be eaten up, and then thou wilt have 
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naught.” [What quantity of dates should a man have before he 
goes to the brewer? Said Rabha: “Three saahs.” Said R. 
Papa: “ If I had not brewed beer, I should never have been 
rich,” and so also said R. Hisda. 

Said R. Papa: “ All debts requiring promissory notes are 
doubtful, and those where the signatures must be verified are 
even more so; and even should they be paid, the money will not 
be good ( i.e ., will come little by little).”] 

Three things R. Johanan said in the name of the great men 
of Jerusalem: When thou goest to war, and canst persuade 
others to join thee, stay as long as possible in order to see that 
the men that thou hast recruited all go, and then go thyself last 
of all. Then upon the return thy reward shall be that thou shalt 
be first. Rather make thy Sabbath-day as any other, and avoid 
depending on charity. Associate thyself with one upon whom 
fortune smiles. 

R. Jehoshua ben Levi also said three things in the name of 
the great men of Jerusalem, viz.: Do not commit private acts 
in public (on account of the evil consequences which have en¬ 
sued by reason thereof). If thy daughter is of marriageable age, 
free thy slave and give her to him in marriage (rather than allow 
her to remain single), and watch thy wife with her first son-in- 
law. [Why so ? Said R. Hisda: “ On account of love,” and 
R„ Kahana said: “ On account of money matters.” As a mat¬ 
ter of fact, both things should be looked after.] 

R. Johanan said: The following three kinds of men shall 
inherit the world to come: Those that live in the Holy Land, 
those that send their children to houses of learning, and those 
that make Habdalah over wine (i.e., those that have but little 
and leave some of the wine from the Kiddush for Habdalah, 
refraining from drinking it on the Sabbath). 

R. Johanan said again: The Holy One, blessed be He, him¬ 
self proclaims the virtue of the three following men: Of a bach¬ 
elor who lives in a large city and sins not; of a poor man who 
finds a valuable thing and returns it to its owner; and of a rich 
man who gives a tenth of his profits to charity unbeknown to 
others. 

R. Saphra was a bachelor, and lived in a large city. A cer¬ 
tain Tana repeated the statement of R. Johanan, just quoted, 
in the presence of Rabha and R. Saphra. R. Saphra’s face 
beamed with delight. Said Rabha to him: “ A bachelor such 
as thou art is not meant, but such men as R. Hanina and R. 
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Oshiya, who were shoemakers in the land of Israel and whose 
shops were in the markets of the prostitutes. They would make 
shoes for those women and carry the shoes to the houses where 
the prostitutes lived, and even fit them there. Still, though 
the women would look at them, they never lifted their eyes to 
look at the prostitutes. Thus when oaths were taken, they 
would swear by the lives of these holy rabbis of the land of 
Israel. ” 

The Holy One, blessed be He, loves three kinds of men, 
viz.: Those that never become angry, those that never become 
intoxicated, and those who do not insist upon asserting them¬ 
selves. The following three the Lord hates: The one who 
speaks with his mouth and thinks otherwise in his heart; the 
one who can testify in a man’s favor and does not do so; and 
the one who alone saw another man doing wrong and testifies 
against him in public, although knowing that the testimony of 
one man is not sufficient to convict, as it once happened that a 
certain man by the name of Tubia sinned. A certain Zigud 
came to R. Papa and testified against this Tubia. R. Papa 
ordered this Zigud chastised, and the latter said: “ Tubia has 
sinned, and Zigud should be punished ? ” and R. Papa answered : 
“ Yea; for it is written [Deutr. xix. 15]: There shall not rise 
up one single witness against a man,’ and thou art the single 
witness against Tubia; hence thy testimony is of no value and 
merely slanders a man.” 

The rabbis taught: The following three kinds of men do not 
live a life worth living, viz.: Those who have too much pity with 
importunates, those who are very excitable, and those who are 
too fastidious. Said R. Joseph: “ I combine in myself all those 
three defects.” 

The rabbis taught: The following three species hate others 
of their own kind, viz. : a dog, a cock, and a Persian Gueber 
(fire-worshipper); and others say, one prostitute hates another; 
and still others say, one scholar hates another. 

The rabbis taught: The three following love others of their 
own kind, viz. : Proselytes, slaves, and ravens. The following 
four are unbearable to the sound sense of a man, viz. : A poor 
man who is vain, a rich man who constantly tells lies, an old 
man who is lascivious, and a president of a congregation who 
considers himself superior to all others without cause. Others 
say, also one who divorces his wife once, remarries, then divorces 
her again and again marries her. 
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Five things Canaan the son of Ham the son of Noah com¬ 
manded his children; viz.: “ Love ye one another, love robbery, 
love lasciviousness, hate your masters, and never tell the truth.’’ 

Six things were said of a horse, viz.: He is very passionate, 
he loves war, he is very proud, he hates to sleep, he eats much 
and casts off little; and according to others, he loves to kill his 
owner in a battle. 

Rabba bar bar Hana said in the name of R. Samuel bar 
Martha, quoting Rabli upon the authority of R. Jose the man 
of Hutzal: Whence do we know that an Israelite must not con¬ 
sult astrologers ? Because it is written [Deutr. xviii. 13] : 44 Per¬ 
fect shalt thou be with the Lord thy God ” (which signifies that 
perfect confidence must be reposed in the Lord). Whence do 
we know that if a man is convinced of the superiority of his 
neighbor to himself, even in one instance only, he should respect 
him ? From the passage [Daniel vi. 4]: 44 Because a superior 
spirit was in him: and the king sought to appoint him over the 
whole kingdom.” When a woman continues in the blood of 
her purification,* although she is not defiled, she should not have 
any connection with her husband. 

We have learned in a Boraitha: Joseph the man of Hutzal is 
Joseph the Babylonian or Issi ben Gur Ariah or Issi ben Jehudah 
or Issi ben Gamaliel or Issi ben Mahalalal, and what is (really) 
his name ? Issi ben Aqabia. 

R. Itz’hak ben Tabla is R. Itz’hak ben Haqla and the same 
as R. Itz’hak ben Elazar (Ela’a), and where R. Itz’hak is men¬ 
tioned in Halakha it refers to R. Itz’hak ben A’ha, while where 
R. Itz’hak is mentioned in Haggada it refers to R. Itz’hak ben 
Pin’has. 

Rabba bar bar Hana said in the name of R. Johanan, quot¬ 
ing R. Jehudah bar Ilayi: Rather eat onions and sit in peace in 
thy house than geese and chickens, which thou wilt acquire a 
taste for and perhaps be unable to gratify it. Reduce the qual¬ 
ity of thy meals, if need be, in order to improve the quality of 
thy abode. When Ula came from Palestine, he said: 41 There is 
a saying in Palestine to this effect: He who always eats the fat 
of a ram’s tail must hide himself from his creditors in an altar, 
but he who satisfies himself with herbs, can sit in the centre of 
the market in full view of all.” 

MISHNA: When the first cup is poured out, the blessing 
pertaining to the festival should be said, and then the benedic- 


* Vide Leviticus xii. 4. 
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tion over the wine must be pronounced. Such is the dictum of 
Beth Shammai; but according to Beth Hillel, the benediction 
over the wine should be said first, and then the blessing of the 
festival may be pronounced. 

GEMARA: The rabbis taught: The following presents one 
of the instances wherein Beth Shammai and Beth Hillel contin¬ 
ually differ as regards meals, namely: Beth Shammai hold, first, 
that the blessing of the festival should precede that over the wine, 
because the festival is the direct cause of drinking the wine; 
and, second, the festival was already at hand while the wine was 
just brought. The school of Hillel, however, maintain, first, 
that the blessing over the wine has the preference, because, were 
it not for the wine or bread, no Kiddush could be said; sec¬ 
ondly, the wine is usual and drank every day, while the festival 
only comes once in a certain period, and the rule is, that 
between a thing which occurs frequently and one which occurs 
only at intervals, the latter is to be given preference. The Ha- 
lakha prevails according to Beth Hillel. 

MISHNA: Herbs and vegetables are then to be brought; 
the lettuce is then to be immersed, part thereof eaten, and the 
remainder left until after the meal arranged for the night is eaten ; 
then unleavened cakes are to be placed before him as well as the 
lettuce, sauce (Charoseth), and two kinds of cooked food, 
although it is not strictly obligatory to use the same; R. Elazar 
ben Zadok, however, said, that it is obligatory. During the 
existence of the Holy Temple, the paschal sacrifice was then 
placed before him. 

GEMARA: Why are two immersions necessary, the one 
when lettuce is immersed and the other when the bitter herbs 
are immersed ? In order to excite the curiosity of the children, 
and have them inquire into the reason therefor. Which kinds 
of the above-mentioned cooked food are meant ? Said R. 
Huna: “ Mangold and rice/’ and Rabh would see to it that there 
was only mangold and rice in place of the cooked victuals, 
because he wished to carry out the literal sense of R. Huna’s 
teaching. 

Hezkyah said: 14 Fish, together with an egg, may also serve 
for the two kinds of cooked food,” and R. Joseph said: “ Nay; 
there must be two kinds of meat (one roasted and the other 
boiled), one to serve as a remembrance of the paschal offering 
and the other as a remembrance of the festal offering. ” Rabhina 
said: “ A bone and some boiled meat suffice.” 
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It is self-evident that if a man have other vegetables besides 
lettuce he can say the blessing required for the vegetables, 
namely, "who hath created the fruit of the earth," and eat them, 
and then, when coming to the bitter herbs, he may say the bless¬ 
ing required, namely, " who hath commanded us to eat bitter 
herbs," and then eat them; but if a man have no other vegeta¬ 
bles besides lettuce, how shall he pronounce the benedictions ? 
Said R. Huna: " He should first say the ordinary benedictions 
for vegetables, eat a piece of the lettuce, then say the blessing 
over bitter herbs, and proceed to eat." 

R. Hisda opposed this: " How can the man say another 
blessing after he had already eaten of the thing ? Therefore he 
should say the two benedictions together, eat part of the lettuce, 
and when the time arrives to eat the remainder he can eat it 
without saying a blessing." 

In Suria they acted in accordance with R. Huna’s opinion, 
and R. Shesheth the son of R. Jehoshua would act in accordance 
with R. Hisda's decree. The Halakha prevails according to R. 
Hisda’s decree. R. A’ha the son of Rabha took care to have 
other vegetables besides lettuce, in order to avoid the difference 
of opinion between the two sages. 

Rabhina said: R. Mesharshia the son of R. Nathan told me, 
that so said Hillel, quoting a tradition: A man should not place 
the bitter herbs between unleavened cakes and eat them in that 
manner. Why not ? Because the eating of unleavened cakes is 
a biblical commandment, while the eating of bitter herbs in this 
day is only a rabbinical ordinance. Now if the two be eaten 
together, the bitter herbs might destroy the taste of the cakes, 
and thus a rabbinical ordinance would supersede a biblical com¬ 
mandment; and even according to those who hold that one 
commandment cannot nullify another when both are fulfilled at 
the same time, such is only the case where both are biblical or 
both are rabbinical; but when one is a biblical and the other a 
rabbinical commandment, the rabbinical nullifies the other, and 
hence their joint fulfilment is not allowed. 

Who is the Tana from whom we have heard that the fulfil¬ 
ment of one commandment does not nullify that of another ? 
That Tana is Hillel, as we have learned in a Boraitha: It was 
said of Hillel, that he would take a piece of the paschal offer¬ 
ing, an unleavened cake, and some bitter herbs, and eat them 
together, as it is written [Numb. ix. 11]: "With unleavened 
bread and bitter herbs shall ye eat it." 
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R. Johanan said: ” HillePs colleagues did not agree with 
him, as we have learned in a Boraitha: Lest we assume that the 
paschal offering, the unleavened bread, and the bitter herbs 
must be eaten together, therefore it is written, ‘ With unleav¬ 
ened bread and bitter herbs shall ye eat it,’ which signifies, that 
each may even be eaten separately.” R. Ashi opposed this: ” If 
this Boraitha is supposed to be in opposition to Hillel, why does 
it state that each may even be eaten separately ? (If they may 
be eaten even separately, then surely they may be eaten together.) 
Therefore the Boraitha means to state, that even if the three 
things were eaten separately the duty was acquitted, though 
they should rather be eaten together.” 

Now in this day, when it is not known whether the Halakha 
prevails according to the opinion of Hillel or of the opposing 
sages, the mode of procedure should be thus: A blessing should 
be said over the unleavened bread and a piece thereof eaten; 
then another blessing should be said over the bitter herbs and a 
piece tasted, and finally the unleavened bread and the bitter 
herbs should be put together and eaten at the same time, say¬ 
ing: " This is in remembrance of Hillel’s actions when the 
Temple was still in existence.” 

R. Elazar said in the name of R. Oshiya: ” When anything 
is dipped in sauce, the hands should be perfectly clean”; i.e ., 
previously washed. Said R. Papa: ” Thence we may infer that 
the lettuce must be entirely immersed in the Charoseth (sauce), 
for otherwise what need would there be of washing the hands, 
they would not touch the sauce?” Nay; perhaps this is not 
so: the odor of the sauce might neutralize any poison which 
might be lurking in the lettuce, and thus the lettuce need not be 
entirely immersed, and as for washing the hands, that is merely 
a precaution lest they accidentally touch the sauce. 

R. Papa said again: ” The bitter herbs should not be allowed 
to stay any length of time in the sauce, lest the spices draw 
out the bitterness, and thus make the bitter herbs tasteless.” 

R. Hisda led Rabbana Ubqa by the arms and the latter 
preached: ” If a man washed his hands prior to dipping the 
lettuce the first time, he should nevertheless wash his hands 
again when dipping a second time.” The rabbis told this to R. 
Papa, and remarked that the statement did not refer to the Pass- 
over-meal alone, but that it was a general rule; for if it re¬ 
ferred to the Passover-meal alone, why should a man wash his 
hands the second time, he had already performed that duty ? 
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Rejoined R. Papa: 44 On the contrary! The statement refers to 
the Passover-meal alone; for where do we find that a second 
dipping is required, and should it be claimed that the duty had 
already been performed, hence a second washing of the hands 
were unnecessary, it should be taken into consideration, that 
between the first and second washing of the hands the recital of 
the Haggada and the Hallel prayer was accomplished, and thus 
the first washing of the hands might have been lost sight of ? " 

Rabha said: 44 If a man swallowed unleavened bread (with¬ 
out masticating it), even if he did not taste it, he has acquitted 
himself of the duty of eating unleavened bread; but if he swal¬ 
lowed the bitter herbs without getting a taste of the bitterness, 
he has not discharged the duty pertaining to eating bitter herbs. 
If he swallowed unleavened bread together with bitter herbs, he 
has acquitted himself of the duty pertaining to unleavened 
bread, but not of that pertaining to bitter herbs. If he had, 
however, wrapped the unleavened bread together with the bitter 
herbs in a leaf (or peel of a fruit) and swallowed it, so that neither 
the unleavened bread nor the bitter herbs touched the palate, he 
did not even discharge the duty pertaining to unleavened bread/' 

R. Shimi bar Ashi said: 44 Unleavened bread, bitter herbs, 
and Charoseth must be dealt out to each man separately, but 
immediately before the Haggada is read, the tables on which the 
food is served * should not be removed at once, but only from 
the man who is about to recite." R. Huna, however, said: 
“ The things mentioned were only served to the man who was 
to recite the Haggada, and he would then deal them out to the 
others," and the Halakha prevails according to the decree of R. 
Huna. 

For what purpose were the tables removed ? Said the disci¬ 
ples of R. Janai: 44 In order to excite the curiosity of the chil¬ 
dren present, and induce them to inquire into the reasons." 

Abayi while still a child sat at a table in the presence of 
Rabba, and observed that the table of Rabba was removed. 
Said Abayi: 44 We have not yet eaten our meal, why are the 
tables being removed ?" and Rabba replied: 44 By thy question 
we are absolved from commencing with the passage: 4 Where¬ 
fore is this night distinguished from all nights ? ' and we can 
immediately proceed with the answer: 4 Because we were 
slaves,' " etc. 

* The custom was to serve each man separately on a small table which was placed 
at the couch upon which the men would lean while partaking of the meal. 
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Samuel said: It is written [Deut. xvi. 3]: Bread of afflic¬ 
tion ” (Le’hem Oni), and as ” Oni ” can also stand for “ pro¬ 
claiming, ” the bread may be called “bread of proclamation/’ 
i.e., " breadover which proclamations should be made,” and thus 
we have also learned in a Boraitha (with the following supple¬ 
mentary statement): Or “ Oni ” may still be called “ poor,” and 
for the reason that the benediction pertaining to the eating of 
the unleavened bread should be made over a broken piece after 
the manner of the poor. 

“ Although it is not obligatory to use Charoseth ,” etc. If it 
is not obligatory, why is it used ? For the purpose of neutraliz¬ 
ing any poison that might be contained in the bitter herbs, said 
R. Ami. 

“ R. Elazar ben Zadok , however , said : It is obligatory , ” etc. 
What religious purpose can it serve ? Said R. Levi: “ It serves 
as a remembrance of the apple-trees.” * R. Johanan, however, 
said: “ It serves as a remembrance of the loam which the Israel¬ 
ites were compelled to prepare when in bondage in Egypt.” 
Said Abayi : Therefore the Charoseth should be made to have 
an acid taste in memory of the apple-trees, and also thick, in 
memory of the loam. 

We have learned in a Boraitha in support of R. Johanan, 
viz.: “ The spices used in the preparation of the Charoseth were 
in memory of the straw used in the preparation of the loam, and 
the Charoseth was in memory of the loam itself.” R. Elazar 
ben Zadok said: “ The vendors of spices in Jerusalem would 
shout on the streets, ‘ Come and buy spices for the religious 
purpose ’! ” 

MISHNA: A second cup of wine is poured out; and the 
son should then inquire of his father (the reasons for the cere¬ 
mony). If the son is mentally incapacitated to do this, the 
father is bound to instruct him as follows: Wherefore is this 
night distinguished from all other nights ? That on all other 
nights we may eat either leavened or unleavened bread, but on 
this it must be all unleavened ; on all other nights we may eat all 
kinds of herbs, but on this we may only eat bitter herbs; on all 
other nights we may eat meat, roasted, boiled, or cooked in 
different ways, but on this night we may only eat it roasted ; on 

* The apple-tree that is mentioned in Solomon’s Song (viii. 5), “ Under the apple- 
tree have I waked thee,” upon which is based the legend that when the edict was 
promulgated in Egypt to slay the male children of the Israelites, the mothers would 
give birth to their children under apple-trees and thus shield them from the Egyptians. 

16 
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all other nights we immerse what we eat once, but on this night 
twice. And according to the powers of comprehension of the 
child, thus should his father teach him: first, he should inform 
him of the disgrace (of our ancestors), and then conclude with 
the recital of the favorable and laudatory passages; he should 
expound the passage [Deutr. xxvi. 5]: “A Syrian, wandering 
about, was my father,” etc., until the end of the passage [ibid. 9]. 

GEMARA: The rabbis taught: One who has an intelligent 
son should be asked by his son; if the son is not sufficiently 
intelligent, the wife should inquire, and if the wife is not capa¬ 
ble, he himself should ask those questions; and even if two 
scholars who are well versed in the laws of the Passover should 
sit together at the Passover-meal, one should ask the other the 
above questions. 

The Mishna states, 44 on all other nights we immerse what we 
eat once.” 44 Is, then, this done because it is a duty ?” asked 
Rabha. 44 Therefore,” said he, 44 it should state this: 4 On all 
other nights we are not even bound to immerse what we eat 
once, but on this night we must do so twice.' ” 

R. Saphra opposed this: 44 Shall we tell children of the duty: 
what do children know of duty ? Therefore let the Mishna 
rather state: 4 On all other nights we do not immerse what we 
eat at all, but on this night we do so twice.' ” 

MISHNA: Rabbon Gamaliel used to say: Whosoever does 
not mention the following three things on the Passover has not 
fulfilled his duty. They are: The paschal sacrifice, the unleav¬ 
ened cakes, and the bitter herbs. The paschal sacrifice is 
offered because the Lord passed over the houses of our ances¬ 
tors in Egypt, as it is written [Exod. xii. 27] : 44 That ye shall 
say, It is the sacrifice of the Passover unto the Lord, who passed 
over the houses of the children of Israel in Egypt,” etc.; the 
unleavened bread is eaten because our ancestors were redeemed 
from Egypt (before they had time to leaven their dough), as it 
is written [ibid. 34]: 44 And the people took up their dough 
before it was leavened,” etc. ; and bitter herbs are eaten because 
the Egyptians embittered the lives of our ancestors in Egypt, 
as it is written [ibid. 1-14] : 44 And they made their lives bitter,” 
etc. It is therefore incumbent on every person, in all ages, that 
he should consider it as though he had personally gone forth 
from Egypt, as it is written [ibid. xiii. 8]: 44 And thou shalt tell 
thy son on that day, saying, This is done for the sake of that 
which the Lord did unto me when I came forth out of Egypt.” 
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We are therefore in duty bound to thank, praise, adore, glorify, 
extol, honor, bless, exalt, and reverence Him who wrought all 
these miracles for our ancestors and for us; for He brought us 
forth from bondage to freedom, He changed our sorrow into 
joy, our mourning into a feast, He led us from darkness into a 
great light, and from servitude into redemption : let us therefore 
say in His presence, 41 Hallelujah ” (sing the Hallel prayer). 

How far is the Hallel then to be said ? According to Beth 
Shammai, till [Psalms cxiii. 9] : He causeth the barren woman 
to dwell,” etc.; but according to Beth Hillel, till [ibid. cxiv. 
8]: 44 Who changeth the rock into a pool of water,” etc., and 
they are to close with a blessing for the redemption. R. Tar- 
phon says: This is the form: 44 Blessed art thou, O Lord our 
God, Sovereign of the universe, who hast redeemed us and our 
ancestors from Egypt,” without any further concluding bless¬ 
ing. R. Aqiba, however, says: 44 (The preceding should be 
continued as follows:) Thus mayest thou, O Lord our God, and 
the God of our ancestors, bring us to the peaceable enjoyment 
of other solemn /easts and sacred seasons which are nigh unto 
us, that we may rejoice in the rebuilding of thy city and exult 
in thy service, that we may there eat of the paschal and other 
sacrifices,” etc., until 44 Blessed art thou, O Lord, who hast 
redeemed Israel.” 

GEMARA: Rabha said: One must say, the Lord hath 
redeemed us from Egypt, and he said again : The unleavened 
bread and the bitter herbs must be lifted up when about to be 
eaten, but the meat need not be lifted up; and, moreover, if the 
meat were lifted up, it would appear as if consecrated things 
were eaten outside (of the Temple). 

R. A’ha bar Jacob said: 44 A blind man is exempt from the 
recital of the Haggada, and this is adduced from the comparison 
by analogy of the two passages [Exod. xiii. 8]: 4 This is done,’ 
etc., and [Deut. xxi. 20]: 4 This our son is stubborn/ etc. ; and 
as concerning the latter verse it is taught elsewhere that, if the 
parents of the son be blind, and hence unable to point him out, 
the son shall not be stoned, so concerning the former verse it is 
taught, that a blind man is exempt from the duty of the recital.” 

Is this indeed the case ? Did not Mareimar say that he asked 
the teachers of the disciples of R. Joseph who recited the Hag¬ 
gada in the house of R. Joseph, and that they answered: 44 R. 
Joseph,” and who recited the Haggada in the house of R 0 
Shesheth, and they answered: 44 R. Shesheth ” (R. Joseph and 
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R. Shesheth were both blind) ? (The answer is,) both R. Joseph 
and R. Shesheth hold, that the entire ceremony pertaining to 
unleavened bread is in these days only a rabbinical institution 
(and therefore its observance is optional). 

“ It is therefore incumbent on every person f etc. Said R. 
Jehoshua ben Levi: “ With ten different expressions of praise 
the entire Book of Psalms was composed, namely: With Nitz- 
ua’ch, Nigon, Maskil, Mizmor, Shir, Ashrai, Thehiloh,Thephilah, 
Hodaah, and Hallelujah.* The most important of all the 
expressions is that of Hallelujah, because it contains within 
itself both praise and the Name/’ 

Said R. Jehudah in the name of Samuel: “ The song in the 
Scriptures [Exod. xv.] was sung by Moses with Israel when 
coming up out of the sea, and who recited the Hallel ? The 
prophets among them ordained, that at all times when they are 
delivered out of affliction, they should say it on account of their 
redemption. ” 

We have learned in a Boraitha: R. Meir said: All the praises 
uttered in the Book of Psalms were uttered by David, as it is 
written [Psalms lxxii. 20]: “ Here are ended the prayers of 
David the son of Jesse.’’ Do not read 44 Kolu ” (are ended), 
but 44 Kol Elu” (all these are). 

Who said Hallel ? Said R. Jose: “ My son Elazar says, 
that Moses together with Israel said it, when coming up out of 
the sea, but his colleagues differ with him, maintaining that 
David said it; but to me my son’s opinion seems the more rea¬ 
sonable, for how can it be that the Israelites should slaughter 
their paschal offerings and take their palm-branches, and not 
sing a song of praise ? ” 

The rabbis taught: All the songs and hymns in the Book of 
Psalms were, according to the dictum of R. Elazar, sung by 
David for his own sake; but R. Jehoshua says, that he did so 
for the congregation at large, and the sages say, that some were 
uttered by him for the congregation at large while others were 
only for his own sake, namely, those which he uttered in the 
singular were for his own sake and those uttered in the plural 
were for the community at large. The Psalms containing the 
terms Nitzua’ch and Nigon were intended for the future; those 
containing the term Maskil were proclaimed through an inter- 


* All these ten expressions are to be found in the original Psalms, and while not 
all of exactly the same meaning imply more or less the same thing. 
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preter; where the psalm commences ” Le-David Mizmor ” the 
Shekhina first rested upon David and then he sang the psalm, 
but where it commences “ Mizmor Le-David ” he first sang the 
psalm and then the Shekhina rested upon him, whence it may 
be inferred that the Shekhina does not rest upon one who is in 
a state of idleness, or sorrow, or laughter, or thoughtlessness, 
or upon him who indulges in vain words, but only upon one who 
rejoices in the fulfilment of a duty, as it is written [II Kings 
iii. 15] : “ But now bring me a musician. And it came to pass 
when the musician played, that the inspiration of the Lord came 
upon him.” 

Said R. Jehudah in the name of Rabh: ” The same applies 
to the study of Halakhaoth,” and R. Na’hman said: “ The 
same also applies to a good dream.” 

Is this indeed the case ? Did not R. Giddel say in the name 
of Rabh, that every scholar who sits in the presence of his Mas¬ 
ter in other than a serious mood cannot retain anything he has 
learned, so as to be able to repeat it with his lips? as it is written 
[Solomon’s Song v. 13]: His lips, like roses, dripping with 
fluid myrrh.” (The Hebrew term for roses is ” Shoshanim,” 
and for learning the term is “ Shanah.” The expression for 
” myrrh ” is ” mar,” which also signifies bitterness. Thus the 
passage may be interpreted as follows:) “ The lips that learn, 
drip with bitterness (seriousness).” Thus we see that serious¬ 
ness is necessary when learning, and not rejoicing ? This pre¬ 
sents no difficulty. Rejoicing is necessary for the teacher, i.e ., 
he should be in an agreeable mood; but the disciple who is 
learning must be serious, and if you wish, I will tell you that 
both apply to the teacher, but the former applies before the 
teacher commenced his lecture and the latter when he had 
already commenced, as Rabba was wont to do, namely: He 
would preface his lecture with a joke and bring his disciples into 
a good humor; then he would proceed in all seriousness and 
teach the Halakha. 

The rabbis taught: Who said the Hallel ? R. Elazar said: 
Moses and Israel said it when standing by the sea. They said 
what is written [Psalms cxv. 1] : ” Not for our sake, O Lord, 
not for our sake, but unto thy name give glory,” and the Holy 
Spirit replied [Isaiah xlviii. 11 ] : ” For my own sake, for my 
own sake, will I do it ” ; and R. Jehudah said: Joshua and Israel 
said it when they did battle with the kings of the Canaanites. 
Israel said: ” Not for our sake,” etc., and the Holy Spirit said: 
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4 * For my own sake,” etc. R. Elazar of Modai said: Deborah 
and Barak said it when Sissera waged war upon them. They 
said: ” Not for. our sake,” and the Holy Spirit replied: ” For 
my own sake,” etc. R. Elazar ben Azariah said: King Heze- 
kiah and his companions said it when Sennacherib waged war 
upon them. They said: ” Not for our sake,” etc., and the Holy 
Spirit replied: “ For my sake,” etc. R. Aqiba said: Hananiah, 
Mishael, and Azariah said it when Nebuchadnezzar was about to 
throw them into the fiery furnace. They said: “ Not for our 
sake,” etc., and the Holy Spirit replied: “ For my sake,” etc. 
R. Jose the Galilean said: Mordechai and Esther said it when 
Haman the wicked rose up against them. They said: “ Not for 
our sake,” etc., and the Holy Spirit replied: ” For my sake,” 
etc. ; but the sages said, that the prophets among the Israelites 
arranged so that whenever affliction overtook the Israelites, they 
said it in the hour of their redemption. 

Said R. Hisda: ” Each Hallelujah denotes the conclusion of 
a chapter in Psalms,” but Rabba bar R. Huna said: ‘‘ It denotes 
the commencement of a chapter.” Said R. Hisda: ” I saw the 
Book of Psalms in the hands of R. Hanan bar Rabh, and 
observed that a Hallelujah stood in the midst of a chapter, 
whence I infer that there must have been a doubt whether it 
belonged at the beginning of the chapter or at the end, and for 
that reason it was placed in the centre.” Said R. Hanin the son 
of Rabha: All agree, that after the verse [Psalms cxlv. 21] : 44 The 
praise of the Lord shall my mouth speak: and let all flesh bless 
His holy name for ever and ever,” the Hallelujah is the com¬ 
mencement of the chapter; and after the verse [ibid. cxii. 10]: 
” The wicked shall see it and be vexed; he will gnash with his 
teeth and melt away; the longing of the wicked shall perish,” 
the Hallelujah is also the commencement of a chapter; and 
after the verse [ibid, cxxxv. 2] : 44 Ye that stand in the house of 
the Lord, in the courts of the house of our God,” the Hallelu¬ 
jah is also the beginning of a chapter. The Karaites* add to 
these verses, ibid. cx. 7 and ibid. cxi. 10, after both of which 
the Hallelujah is the beginning of a chapter. 


* There was already in the time of the Talmud a class of men who did not care 
for the figurative explanation of the Scripture, but who explained it almost literally. 
They were called Karaier or Baali Mikra, which means men who depended only on 
the literal translation of the Scriptures, as the Hebrew word Kara means verse. The 
Karaier of the time of the Gaonim have probably derived their name from them. (See 
our “ History of the Talmud,” Chap. Karaites.) 
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Shalt we assume, that the Tanaim also differ concerning the 
Hallelujah in the above Mishna ? We have learned: How far is 
the Hallel to be said ? According to Beth Shammai, till 
[Psalms cxiii. 9] 14 the joyful mother of children/’ etc., but 
according to Beth Hillel, till [ibid. cxiv. 5] 44 who changeth the 
rock into a pool of water”; and we have learned in another 
Boraitha, according to Beth Shammai, till [ibid. cxiv. 1] 44 when 
Israel went forth out of Egypt,” and according to Beth Hillel, 
till [ibid. cxv. 1] 44 not for our sake, 0 Lord,” etc. Shall we 
then assume, that those who say till 44 the joyful mother of 
children,” hold that the Hallelujah which succeeds the verse is 
the beginning of a chapter, while those who say that the Hallel 
should be said till 44 when Israel went forth out of Egypt,” hold 
the Hallelujah to be the end of a chapter? Nay; R. Hisda 
may answer this according to his own theory, that all agree upon 
Hallelujah as being the end of a chapter, and that those who 
in accordance with Beth Shammai say the Hallel till 44 when 
Israel went forth out of Egypt,” are perfectly correct, as they 
already include the Hallelujah, but those who according to Beth 
Shammai in the first Boraitha say the Hallel as far as 44 the 
joyful mother of children,” mean to include that verse also with 
the Hallelujah. 

Rabba bar R. Huna, however, may answer this according to 
his theory, that all agree upon Hallelujah as being the beginning 
of a chapter, and that those who according to Beth Shammai say 
the Hallel as far as 44 the joyful mother of children,” are correct, 
while those who say it till 44 when Israel went forth out of 
Egypt,” mean to exclude that verse with the Hallelujah. 

4 4 They are to close with a blessing for the redemption . ’ ’ Rabha 
said: In the reading of the Shema and the Hallel the redemption 
of Israel should be referred to in the past tense, namely: 44 Who 
hast redeemed,” etc., while in the prayer embracing the eighteen 
benedictions it should be referred to in the future tense, namely: 
44 Who wilt redeem,” etc., for a prayer should be made to apply 
to the future and not to the past. 

R. Zera said: When the Kiddush is said, the benediction 
contained therein must read: 44 Who hast sanctified us with his 
commandments,” etc., but in prayer the sentence should read: 
44 Sanctify us with thy commandments,” etc., because such is 
the prayer for Mercy. 

R. Aha bar Jacob said: In the benediction contained in the 
Kiddush, the exodus from Egypt must be referred to, and this 
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is derived from a comparison by analogy in the verses [Deutr. 
xvi. 3]: 4 ‘ That thou mayest remember the day of thy going 
forth out of Egypt/' etc., and [Exod. xx. 8]: “ Remember the 
Sabbath day to keep it holy," whence the inference, that the 
exodus from Egypt must be remembered in the Kiddush. 

Rabba bar Shela said: In the prayer for redemption, the 
sentence, “ He causeth to sprout the foundation of help," 
should be said, and the benediction pronounced after the recital 
of the Haphtorah * should be concluded, after the blessing for 
the redemption, with " the shield of David." As it is written 
[II Sam. vii. 9] : “ I have made thee a great name, like the name 
of the great," etc., and R. Joseph taught that it signifies the 
conclusion with " the shield of David." 

R. Simeon ben Lakish said: It is written [Gen. xii. 2]: " And 
I will make of thee a great nation," and this is explanatory to 
the term " the God of Abraham " used in prayer. " I will bless 
thee" [ibid.] refers to "the God of Isaac," and " make thy 
name great " [ibid.] refers to " the God of Jacob " ; and lest we 
assume that the conclusion of the benedictions should also be 
made to embrace all three terms, therefore the passage [ibid.] 
ends with “ and thou shalt be a blessing," signifying that only 
one (and that is Abraham) should form the concluding blessing. 

Rabba said: I discovered that the sages of Pumbaditha once 
sat and proclaimed the following: " On Sabbath, both in the 
recital of the Kiddush and in prayer, the concluding blessing 
must be * who hath sanctified the Sabbath/ and on a festival 
also, both in prayer and in the Kiddush, the concluding bene¬ 
diction must be ‘ who hath sanctified Israel and the time of the 
festivals.’ " Said I to the sages: " On the contrary! On Sab¬ 
bath and on festivals the concluding blessing of the prayer should 
be * who hath sanctified Israel,’ but the concluding benediction 
of the Kiddush on the Sabbath should be ‘ who hath sanctified 
the Sabbath,’ while on a festival it should be ‘ who hath sancti¬ 
fied Israel and the time of the festivals,’ and I will tell you the 
reason both for your assertion and my own. Your reason is, 
that Sabbath is not an institution of the Israelites themselves, 
but one ordained for them from the beginning; hence it should 
be said ‘ who hath sanctified the Sabbath,’ but on the festivals, 
which are instituted by the Israelites themselves, by making 


* By Haphtorah is meant the several passages in the Prophets which are read 
after the reading of the section in the Pentateuch of the day has been ended. 
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months intercalary or ordinary, it should be said, ‘ who hath 
sanctified Israel and the time of the festivals.’ 

“ My reason is, however, that as prayer is generally offered 
up by an assembly, it should therefore conclude with ‘ who hath 
sanctified Israel ’; but Kiddush, which is recited by an individ¬ 
ual, should conclude with ‘ who hath sanctified the Sabbath,’ 
and, on festivals only, with ‘ who hath sanctified Israel and the 
time of the festivals.’” [This is, however, no argument; for 
prayer may be offered up by an individual, and Kiddush can be 
said in an assembly.] 

Ula, the son of Rabh, in the presence of Rabha, prayed in 
accordance with the dictum of the sages of Pumbaditha, and 
Rabha did not object; whence we may infer that he retracted his 
former statement and finally agreed with those sages. 

R. Nathan the father of R. Huna ben Nathan also prayed in 
the presence of R. Papa in accordance with the dictum of the 
elders of Pumbaditha, and R. Papa commended him for doing 
so. 

Rabhina said: “ I once came to Sura and prayed in the syna¬ 
gogue in the presence of Mareimar, and the reader prayed in 
accordance with the dictum of the sages of Pumbaditha. The 
congregation, however, desired to silence him, when Mareimar 
said to them: ' Let him proceed; for the Halakha prevails 
according to the sages of Pumbaditha.’ ” 

MISHNA: A third cup of wine is then poured out, and the 
benediction after meals is said. After pouring out the fourth 
cup, the Hallel should be concluded over it and the blessings on 
the songs of praise be said. A person may drink as much as he 
chooses between the second and third cups, but not between the 
third and fourth. 

GEMARA: Said R. Hanan to Rabha: Infer from this 
Mishna, that for the benediction after meals a cup (of wine) is 
required,” and Rabha replied: “ Nay; these four cups serve as 
a symbol of our freedom, and incidentally they were divided for 
the accomplishment of several religious duties, but no inference 
should be made that the benediction after meals requires a cup 
of wine.” 

” And the blessings on the songs of praise {should) be said." 
What are these blessings ? R. Jehudah said : The prayer follow¬ 
ing the Hallel, namely: “All thy works, O Lord, shall praise 
thee,” etc., and R. Johanan said: The prayer commencing: 
” The breath of all living,” etc. 
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The rabbis taught: On the fourth cup the Hallel is con¬ 
cluded, and the great Hallel should also be recited thereon. 
Such is the decree of R. Tarphon, and according to another 
version, R. Tarphon decreed that the chapter [Psalms xxiii.], 
“ The Lord is my shepherd/' etc., should also be said. Whence 
does the great Hallel commence? Said R. Jehudah: From 
[Psalms cxxxvi.] “ Give thanks unto the Lord/’ etc., until [ibid, 
cxxxvii.] “ by the rivers of Babylon/’ etc. R. Johanan, how¬ 
ever, said: From [ibid, cxx.] “A song of the degrees,” etc., 
until [ibid, cxxxvii.] “ by the rivers of Babylon,” etc. R. Aha 
bar Jacob, however, said: From [ibid, cxxxv. 4] “ For Jacob 
hath the Lord chosen,” etc., until [ibid, cxxxvii.] “ by the rivers 
of Babylon,” etc. 

Why is this called the great Hallel? Said R. Johanan: 
Because the Holy One, blessed be He, sits in the uppermost 
height of the world and thence deals out food for all his creatures 
(as it is written [Psalms cxxxvi. 25, 26]: “ Who giveth food 
unto all flesh; for to eternity endureth his kindness. O give 
thanks unto the God of the heavens,” etc.). 

R. Jehoshua ben Levi said: ” The twenty-six verses of the 
chapter [cxxxvi.] apply to the twenty-six generations existing 
before the Law was given, and who were nourished only by His 
grace.” 

R. Hisda said : The passage [ibid, cxxxvi. i], ” O give thanks 
unto the Lord, for he is good,” signifies that the Lord punishes 
man for evil deeds only by diminishing his (the man’s) posses¬ 
sions (goods); f.i. , a rich man is punished by the loss of an ox, 
a poor man by the loss of a sheep, an orphan by the loss of an 
egg, and a widow by the loss of her hen, etc. 

R. Johanan said: The earning of a man’s daily bread is twice 
as laborious to him as the bearing of a child is to a woman, for 
concerning a woman lying-in it is written [Gen. iii. 16]: “In 
pain (Be’etzeb) shalt thou bring forth children,” while concern¬ 
ing man it is written [ibid. 17] : “ In pain (Be’itzabon) shalt thou 
eat of it all the days of thy life,” which implies a greater 
degree of pain. 

R. Johanan said again: The earning of a man’s daily bread 
is beset with more difficulty than the redemption; for concern¬ 
ing the redemption it is written [Gen. xlviii. 16]: “ The angel 
who redeemed me from all evil,” while concerning a man's daily 
bread it is written [ibid. 15] : “ The God who fed me from my 
first being unto this day,” whence we see that for redemption it 
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only required an angel, while for the sustenance of a man it 
required God’s providence. 

R. Jehoshua ben Levi said: When the Lord said to Adam 
[Gen. iii. 18] : “ And thorns and thistles shall it (the earth) bring 
forth to thee,” tears ran from Adam's eyes, and he said: 
“ Creator of the Universe! Shall then I and my ass eat of the 
same crib ?” but when he heard the Lord say [ibid. 19]: ” In 
the sweat of thy face shalt thou eat bread,” he felt relieved. 
Said R. Simeon ben Lakish: ** It were better for us had we been 
left in our original condition, when we were doomed to eat the 
herbs of the field; then we would not have been obliged to 
work so hard for our bread. ” * Said Abayi: ” We have not yet 
been released from that doom, for there are quite a number of 
herbs which we can eat directly from the field.” 

R. Shezbi said in the name of R. Elazar ben Azariah: ” The 
earning of a man’s daily bread is as difficult of accomplishment 
as was the dividing of the Red Sea for the Israelites when going 
out of Egypt.” 

If it is necessary to recite the great Hallel, why must the 
small Hallel be recited at the Passover-meal ? Because the 
small Hallel contains the following five things: ” The exodus 
from Egypt, the dividing of the Red Sea, the giving of the Law 
to the Israelites, the resurrection of the dead, and the sufferings 
in the time of the Messiah.” The exodus from Egypt, as it is 
written [Psalms cxiv. 1]: ” When Israel went forth out of 
Egypt”; the dividing of the Red Sea, as it is said [ibid. 3]: 
” The sea beheld it, and fled the giving of the Law, as it is 
said [ibid. 6] : “ Ye mountains, that ye skip like wethers,” refer¬ 
ring to the time when the Law was given to Israel; the resur¬ 
rection of the dead, as it is said [ibid. cxvi. 9]: “I will walk 
before the Lord in the lands of life ” ; and the sufferings in the 
time of the Messiah, as it is written [ibid. cxv. 1]: “ Not for 
our sake, O Lord,” etc., commenting upon which, R. Johanan 
said that it refers to the time of the war of Gog and Magog 
(which will occur just before the coming of the Messiah and will 
be the worst period for the Israelites to pass through). 

R. Na'hman bar Itz'hak said: The small Hallel is recited for 
another reason, namely, because it contains the transposition of 
the souls of the righteous from Gehenna to Heaven, as it is 


* This explanation of the text is according to the commentary of Rabbi Samuel 

Aidiash (Marsha’). 
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written [Psalms cxvi. 4]: “I beseech thee, O Lord! release my 
soul ” (from Gehenna). 

Hez’kyah said: There is still another reason why the small 
Hallel should be recited, namely, because it is mentioned that 
Hananiah, Mishael, and Azariah were thrown into the fiery fur¬ 
nace and came out alive: for the passage, 0 Not for our sake, O 
Lord,” was said by Hananiah; “ but unto thy name give glory,” 
was said by Mishael, and ” for the sake of thy kindness, for the 
sake of thy truth,” was said by Azariah; and the next passage, 
“ Wherefore should the nations say, Where now is their God ? ” 
they all three said together. This happened when they were 
thrown into the fiery furnace, and when they came out Hana¬ 
niah said the passage [Psalms cxvii.], “ Praise the Lord, all ye 
nations”; Mishael said: “Praise him, all ye people.” “For 
mighty is his kindness over us,” was said by Azariah, and “ And 
the truth of the Lord endureth forever, Hallelujah!” all three 
said in unison. According to another version, this last sentence, 
“The truth of the Lord endureth forever,” was said by the 
angel Gabriel, because it was said that when Nimrod the wicked 
threw Abraham our father into the fiery furnace, the angel Gabriel 
said to the Lord: “ Permit me to go and make the furnace cold, 
that it may do no harm to Abraham,” and the Holy One, blessed 
be He, replied: “ Abraham is now the only one who has forsaken 
idolatry and believes in God, and I am the only One in the 
world, hence it would be but fair that the only One should res¬ 
cue the other exception,” and as the Holy One, blessed be He, 
would not deprive any one creature of the reward due, He said 
to Gabriel: “ Thou shalt have an opportunity to rescue three of 
his children from the fiery furnace, while I Myself shall rescue 
him.” (Whereupon Gabriel is supposed to have said: “The 
truth of the Lord endureth forever.”) 

R. Simeon of Shiloni preached: When Nebuchadnezzar the 
wicked threw Hananiah, Mishael, and Azariah into the fiery 
furnace, the angel Jurqami, master of the waters, came before 
the Lord and said: “ Permit me to go and cool the furnace, so 
that I might rescue the righteous from death.” Said Gabriel to 
him: “ This would not prove the power of the Lord, for it is 
well known that water can extinguish fire, and thou art the 
master of waters; hence it would be but commonplace if through 
thy means the furnace were cooled. Rather should I, who am 
the master of fire, be permitted to go, and I shall remove 
the fire on the inside and make it so much more fierce on the 
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outside, which will be a miracle within a miracle; for a master 
of fire will make the fire cool in one place and so much hotter 
in another.” Whereupon the Lord said: “ Go thou, Gabriel, 
and do so,” and Gabriel said: “ The truth of the Lord endureth 
forever.” 

R. Nathan said: The truth of the Lord endureth forever, 
was said by the fish of the sea, and this is in accordance with the 
dictum of R. Huna, who said: When the Israelites were brought 
forth out of Egypt, they were still sceptics, and when taken 
through the Red Sea, they said: ” Surely the Egyptians have 
passed through the sea at another point, and will overtake and 
slay us.” So the Lord said to the master of the sea: “ Throw 
out all the bodies of the Egyptians in the sea on dry land, so 
that the Israelites may see them,” and the master of the sea 
replied: “ Creator of the Universe! Is there then a slave who 
was given a gift by his master, and was then deprived of it 
again ?” So the Lord replied: “ I shall return to thee half as 
many again as thou shalt throw out,” and the master of the 
sea said again: Creator of the Universe! Is there then a 
slave who should demand restitution of his master?” and the 
Lord answered again: “The stream of Kishon shall be thy 
pledge.” Whereupon all the bodies of the Egyptians were 
thrown up on the dry land, and Israel saw them, as it is written 
[Exod. xiv. 30]: “ And Israel saw the Egyptians dead upon the 
shore of the sea.” Whence do we know that the Lord promised 
half as many again in return for the bodies of the Egyptians ? 
Because concerning the Egyptians it is said [ibid. xiv. 7]: “ And 
he took six hundred chariots,” while concerning Sissera it is said 
[Judges iv. 3]: “ For he had nine hundred chariots of iron.” 

When Sissera came to wage war upon the Israelites, he came 
with iron spears; but the Lord changed the position of the stars, 
as it is written [Judges v. 20]: “ From heaven they fought: the 
stars in their courses fought against Sissera.” As soon as the 
stars moved, the spears of Sissera’s army became heated, so the 
men went to cool them in the stream of Kishon, and then the 
Lord said to the stream of Kishon: “ Thou wast pledged. Go 
now, and redeem thy pledge.” Whereupon the stream threw 
them all into the sea, as it is written [ibid. 21] : “ The stream of 
Kishon swept them away, that ancient stream, the stream of 
Kishon.” Why is it called the ancient stream ? It is so called, 
because it was given as a pledge in ancient time. Then, when 
all those men were swept into the sea, the fishes, which were 
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thus provided with so much food, said : “ The truth of the Lord 
endureth forever.’* 

Rabha preached: It is written [Psalms cxvi. i] : “ It is lovely 
to me, that the Lord heareth my voice.” The congregation of 
Israel (Kneseth Israel) said to the Holy One, blessed be He: 
” Lord of the Universe! When do I know that I have found 
favor in thine eyes, when thou hearest my prayer ? ” Further, 
it is written [ibid. 6]: ”1 was in misery, and He helped me.” 
The congregation of Israel said to the Lord: ” Lord of the 
Universe! Although I am deficient in the fulfilment of relig¬ 
ious duties, I am nevertheless thine; hence it would be seemly 
that thou shouldest help me.” 

R. Kahanasaid: When R. Ishmael bar R. Jose became ill, 
Rabbi sent to him the following request: ” Tell us two or three 
things which thou wert wont to say in the name of thy father,” 
and R. Ishmael replied: So said my father: The passage [Psalms 
cxvii. i], “ Praise the Lord, all ye nations,” signifies that all the 
nations should praise Him, on account of the power and the 
miracles with which He has helped the nations, and so much 
the more should we Israelites praise him; for concerning us it is 
written [ibid. 2]: “ For mighty is his kindness over us.” My 
father also said: In the future, Egypt will bring a gift to our 
Messiah, and he will hesitate whether to accept it or not, when 
the Lord will say unto him: “ Accept it, for they were hospita¬ 
ble to my children in their land,” and it is written [Psalms 
lxviii. 32]: ” Nobles will come out of Egypt” (with gifts). 
Seeing this, Ethiopia will say: ” If the gifts of Egypt, which 
held the Israelites in bondage, were accepted, surely gifts from 
us, who never did them any injury, will be so much the more 
accepted.” So the Lord will say to the Messiah: ” Accept their 
gifts also,” and it is written [ibid.] : ” Ethiopia will stretch forth 
her hands eagerly unto God.” When Rome shall see this, they 
will say: ” Surely if the gifts of the Ethiopians, who are nowise 
near to the Israelites, were accepted, gifts from us, who are their 
brethren,* will be accepted.” And the Lord said to the angel 
Gabriel: ” Rebuke the wild beasts ” [Psalms lxviii. 31], and R. 
Hyya bar Abba in the name of R. Johanan explains this to 
mean: ” Rebuke the wild beasts, whose quills are used solely 
to write decrees to the detriment of the Israelites,” and the 

* The Talmud states that the Romans were descendants of the Edomites, 
children of Edom or Esau, the brothers of Jacob, as it is written [Gen. xxxvi. 1]: 
“ The generations of Esau, who is Edom.” 
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further passage [ibid.], “ the troop of steers among the calves 
of nations,” signifies that they (the Romans) were like a troop 
who slew the greatest among the Israelites like calves who had 
no owners. “That hasten along with presents of silver,” sig¬ 
nifies that they stretch forth their hands to receive bribes from 
the Israelites, promising them permission to carry out the ordi¬ 
nances of their law; but when in receipt of the bribe violate their 
promises and prevent the Israelites from performing their religious 
duties. “ He scattereth the nations that are eager for the fight,” 
signifies the following: “ What was the cause of the scattering of 
Israel among the nations ? Their own eagerness for strife.” 

Finally, R. Ishmael sent to them the following saying of his 
father: “ There will be a city containing 365 market-places; each 
market will have 365 stalls; each stall will have 365 steps ; and each 
step will contain merchandise sufficient for the entire world.” 
So R. Simeon the son of Rabbi asked his father, according to 
others he asked R. Ishmael ben Jose: “ To whom will such a 
city belong ? ” and the answer was: “ To thee, to thy colleagues, 
and to the friends of thy colleagues (t.e., to all righteous men), 
as it is written [Isaiah xxiii. 18]: ‘And her gain and her hire 
shall be holy to the Lord; it shall not be treasured nor laid up; 
but for those that dwell before the Lord shall her gain be, to 
eat to fulness, and for magnificent clothing/ ” 

[Said R. Samuel ben Na’hmeni in the name of R. Jonathan: 
The passage [Psalms cxviii. 21], “ I will thank thee, for thou 
hast answered me,” was said by David. The next passage [ibid. 
22], “ The stone which the builders rejected is become the chief 
corner-stone,” was said by Jesse (when David was chosen king). 
The following passage [ibid. 23], “ From the Lord is this come 
to pass,” was said by David’s brothers, and the next passage 
[ibid. 24], “This is the day which the Lord hath made,” was 
said by Samuel. “We beseech thee, O Lord! save us now” 
[ibid. 25], was said by the brothers of David. “ We beseech 
thee, O Lord! Send us now prosperity” [ibid, ibid.], was said 
by David himself. “ Blessed be he that cometh in the name of 
the Lord ” [ibid. 26], was said by Jesse, and “ We bless you out 
of the house of the Lord” [ibid, ibid.], was said by Samuel. 
“ God is the Lord, and he giveth us light ” [ibid. 27], was said 
by all. “Bind the festive sacrifice with cords” [ibid, ibid.], 
was said by Samuel. “Thou art my God, and I will thank 
thee ” [ibid. 28], was said by David, and “ My God, I will exalt 
thee ” [ibid.], was said by all.] 
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R. Avira preached at one time, saying it in the name of R. 
Ami, and at another time quoting it in the name of R. Assi: It 
is written [Gen. xxi. 8]: “ And the child grew and was weaned/* 
which signifies that the Lord will prepare a meal for the chil¬ 
dren of Isaac on the day when he will receive them into his 
favor. After the meal and the beverages will have been con¬ 
sumed, the Lord will hand the cup used for the benediction after 
meals to Abraham, and Abraham will say: “ I am not worthy; 
for from me issued forth Ishmael.” Isaac will then be asked to 
pronounce the benediction, but he will refuse on the ground 
that from him issued forth Esau. Jacob will then be offered the 
cup, but he will refuse on the ground that he married two sisters, 
which was afterwards prohibited by Law. Moses will then be 
requested to say the benediction, but he also will refuse, on the 
ground that he was not destined to enter the promised land, 
neither before nor after his death. Joshua will then be asked 
to accept the cup, and he also will refuse, saying: “ I am not 
worthy, for I died childless.’* David will finally be offered the 
cup, and he will accept it, saying: “ I am indeed worthy and 
shall recite the benediction,” as it is written [Psalms cxvi. 13]: 
“The cup of salvation will I lift up, and on the name of the 
Lord will I call.” 

MISHNA: It is unlawful to conclude the eating of the pas¬ 
chal sacrifice with a dessert. 

GEMARA: What is meant by a dessert ? Said Rabh: “After 
the paschal sacrifice had been eaten in one company, one should 
not go and eat aught in another company,” and Samuel said: 
“The literal meaning should be taken, as, for instance, I am 
used to eating mushrooms for dessert, and Abba (Rabh) eats 
doves for dessert.” 

R. Hinana bar Shila and R. Johanan both say: “ It means, 
that no dates, parched corn, or nuts should be eaten afterwards,” 
and so we have also learned in a Boraitha. 

R. Joseph said in the name of R. Jehudah, quoting Samuel: 
“ After the unleavened bread, dessert may be eaten.” Shall 
we assume that the Mishna supports this statement by teaching 
that after the paschal sacrifice no dessert should be eaten, but 
after the unleavened bread it may ? Nay; on the contrary, after 
unleavened bread, which has a hardly perceptible taste, dessert 
must certainly not be eaten, but lest we assume that after the 
paschal sacrifice, which is fat and has a pungent savor, we may 
do so, hence we are taught that it is unlawful. 
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And objection was made: “We have learned that sponge¬ 
cake, honey-cake, and sugar-cake may be eaten to satiety, pro¬ 
viding a piece of unleavened bread to the size of an olive be 
eaten afterwards, ’ ’ whence we see that those sweetmeats may be 
eaten before but not aftenvards. Nay; this is merely to teach 
us, that not only does a man fulfil by eating unleavened bread 
when he is hungry, but even if he does so when satiated, he 
also acquits himself of the duty. 

Rabha said: In the present day, the law pertaining to unleav¬ 
ened bread is biblical, but that pertaining to bitter herbs is rab¬ 
binical. Why is the law pertaining to bitter herbs rabbinical? 
Because the biblical law is, that it should be eaten with the pas¬ 
chal sacrifice; but where the latter does not exist, the bitter 
herbs need not be eaten ? Would this not apply also to the 
unleavened bread ? Concerning unleavened bread there is a sep¬ 
arate and distinct commandment, namely [Exod. xii. 18]: ‘‘In 
the first month, on the fourteenth day of the month, at evening, 
shall ye eat unleavened bread.” R. A’ha bar Jacob, however, 
said, that the law pertaining to unleavened bread is also rabbin¬ 
ical, and the passage just quoted refers to such as were incapaci¬ 
tated to eat of the paschal sacrifice, and who might assume that 
they were exempt from eating unleavened bread also, hence that 
passage imposes upon them the duty. 

The following Boraitha supports the statement of Rabha: 
The passage [Deut. xvi. 8], “ Six days shalt thou eat unleavened 
bread, and on the seventh day shall be a solemn assembly to the 
Lord thy God,” implying that on the seventh day eating of 
unleavened bread is not obligatory: the same is the case with 
the other six days. Why so ? Because the seventh day was 
excluded from the rule governing the whole seven days, and as 
there is a tradition that an exception holds good for the entire 
rule, so the exception of the seventh day holds good for the 
entire six; i.e., if it is not obligatory to eat unleavened bread on 
the seventh day, it is also not obligatory on the other six days. 
Shall we assume, then, that it is also not obligatory on the first 
night? for that reason it is expressly written: ‘‘At evening shall 
ye eat unleavened bread,” which makes it obligatory for that 
evening. 

Shall we say that as the paschal sacrifice was a duty only 
when the Temple was in existence, so it is with the unleavened 
bread, that after the destruction of the Temple it is not obliga¬ 
tory; therefore the passage says: “ In the evening ye shall 
17 
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eat Matzoth,” consequently the passage made this obligatory 
forever. 

MISHNA: If any of the company fall asleep during the 
meal, they may eat of the paschal sacrifice afterwards; but if 
the whole company have fallen asleep, they must not again eat 
thereof (upon awakening). R. Jose said: “ If they are only 
drowsy, they may eat it, but if they fall fast asleep, they must 
not eat of it afterwards/’ 

The paschal offering does, after the hour of midnight, render 
the hands unclean. Sacrifices which are rejected or that have 
remained beyond their prescribed time, also render the hands 
unclean. 

GEMARA: Abayi was sitting before Rabba. The former 
said that the Master was asleep, and he said to him: “ Are 
you asleep, Master ? ” and he answered: 41 I am only drowsy ” ; 
and we have learned in a Mishna that if they are drowsy they 
may eat, but if they are fast asleep they must not eat of it 
afterwards. 

Who is the Tana who holds that after midnight on the Pass- 
over eve the remaining portion of the sacrifice is called a 
remainder within the meaning of the law? Said R. Joseph: 
“ R. Elazar ben Azariah/’ 

Said Rabha : According to R. Elazar ben Azariah, if a man 
ate unleavened bread after midnight on the Passover eve, he has 
not accomplished his duty. Is this not self-evident ? If the 
unleavened bread is put on a par with the paschal sacrifice, then 
surely after midnight the time during which it must be eaten has 
elapsed. We might assume that, because the passage finally 
separates the unleavened bread from the paschal sacrifice, it can¬ 
not be classed with the latter, therefore we are taught that it 
remains on a par with the paschal sacrifice, as stated in the pas¬ 
sage, Exod. xii. 8. 

MISHNA: Whosoever has said the blessing on the paschal 
offering is not bound to say that on the festal offering, but one 
who has said the blessing on the festal offering is bound to say 
it on the paschal offering also. Such is the dictum of R. Ish- 
mael; but R. Aqiba said: “ Neither of these absolves from the 
obligation of saying the other blessing.” 

GEMARA: R. Simlai once happened to be at a celebration 
of the redemption of a first-born son, and he was asked the fol¬ 
lowing: 4 * It is self-evident that the benediction, ‘who hath sanc¬ 
tified us with his commandments and has commanded us the 
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redemption of our son,’ should be said by the father, but the 
other benediction, namely, * who hath permitted us to live to this 
time/ who is to say this — the priest, because he derives material 
benefit therefrom, or also the father, because he fulfils the relig¬ 
ious duty ? ” R. Simlai did not know; so he went to the college 
and inquired, when he was told that the father of the son must 
pronounce both benedictions, and so the Halakha prevails. 


APPENDIX A. 

(EXPLANATORY OF THE FIRST M1SHNA-PAGE I.) 

THIS Mishna we have explained in a different manner from 
that employed by the Amoraim, in our monthly periodical Bar- 
qai (in the note on p. 17); and as this explanation has been 
approved by many eminent scholars, we translate it here for the 
English public. The explanation quoted was in reply to the 
attempt of the learned Mr. Buhock of Cherson to interpret this 
Mishna, in an article printed in the same publication. 

After a short preface reviewing the statement of Buhock, the 
note in question reads: 

But before we endeavor to explain this Mishna according to 
its literal meaning, we will preface that on two points we cannot 
agree with the learned writer of this article, while on a third we 
can do so only partially: 

(1) That the word “ Or,” which the Tanaim have used in 
many Mishnas and Boraithas, signifies ” twilight,” when there 
is still some light lingering. Aside from the fact that reason does 
not admit of this interpretation, we have against it R. Eliezer b. 
Jacob, who fixes the time from “ Or ” as that when work is pro¬ 
hibited, and that is only dawn, or sunrise, as the sages of the 
Gemara also admit; and we must say that he used in his decision 
a word the meaning of which was known to the whole world, as 
his colleague designates the ” time after sunrise” by a term so 
well known that it is not subject to doubts. Then, as we see 
that all the sages understood ” Or ” to mean daybreak, we need 
not go out of our way to give to it another meaning. And inas¬ 
much as we are aware that the Tana desired to fix the time so 
that all should know it, why should he, in such a case, have used 
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an obscure expression, the meaning of which would be subse¬ 
quently a matter of dispute? 

(2) That when our Mishna used the expression “ the Cho- 
metz,” instead of “ Chometz,” it refers to the Chometz men¬ 
tioned in Scripture. But concerning the Sukka, the Tana has 
not made it known beforehand that it is obligatory to sit in a 
Sukka on certain days; and similarly of the Lulab and the cit¬ 
ron. And notwithstanding this, he begins, “ A Sukka which is 
high,” etc., and not “ the Sukka,” doubtless resting upon the 
presumption that the scriptural law is known. Therefore we 
must find another leaven which was known at that time, distinct 
from the leaven of the Bible, and which was searched for; for of 
biblical leaven this Tana says further: “The place where leaven 
is not brought,” not “ the leaven.” 

(3) Concerning Mr. Buhock’s statement, that when the Tana 
speaks of the usage in his time to search for leaven, he also fixed 
the time and quoted the Halakha ordaining that it be accom¬ 
plished by the light of a candle, we can only agree with the first 
half of the statement, viz., that the Tana speaks of the usage. 
But we deny that it was his purpose to fix the time and quote 
Halakhas in question; for in that case he would also have speci¬ 
fied the time until when the search should be made, in the 
beginning of the Mishna, as he did in specifying the time of read¬ 
ing Shema, of which he says in the very beginning, “ from this 
time to this time.” And if we should say that he wished to fix 
the time of search immediately after a man’s coming from the field 
or from work, so that the duty should not be forgotten, in that 
case he had also to specify the time of ending it, similar to his 
treatment of Shema, which was also fixed when one comes from 
the field, in order that it should not be forgotten, as it is said in 
Berachoth : “ That he should not say, ‘ I will eat first, will drink 
first,’ etc., and is then found sleeping the whole night.” Never¬ 
theless, they fixed times, one till the end of the first watch, one 
till midnight, and one till dawn, in the very same place where 
the time of the beginning is specified. But here, at the end of 
the Mishna even, he does not fix any time for stopping, as will 
be explained further on. Therefore we must seek another man¬ 
ner of explaining this Mishna, and in the same connection express 
our opinion about all the Mishnayoth which begin with diverse 
Halakhas before stating the source and obligatoriness of these 
Halakhas. We will proceed to do this after one other prefatory 
remark, viz., that our sages have long ago permitted us to 
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interpret the Mishna in a manner different from the sages of the 
Gemara; that is to say, not to be at variance with the Halakhas 
which are decided in the Gemara, but only in the interpretation 
of the meaning of the Mishna, which the Babylonians did not 
always understand, owing to their remoteness in place and time. 
(See A. H. Weiss, Vol. III., p. 17, etc., and 41 He’halutz,” 
V., p. 33; and also Tosphath Yom Tob, Tract Nazir, V., 5.) 
And sometimes even when they understood it, seeing that it 
would not agree with the Halakha which was customary, or even 
with the saying of a certain great Amora with whom they could 
not differ, they strained the Mishna, discovered it in different 
readings, and made strange comment, to make it correspond 
with the customary Halakha or the opinion of the Amora. 
Therefore they made deductions and additions at their pleasure. 
And now, without touching on the Halakhas concerning the 
search of leaven, we will investigate the origin of this usage in 
the times of the Mishna. 

The custom was in the East in former days, as well as at the 
present time, to eat fresh bread every day; and in every house¬ 
hold bread was baked daily (for bread of bakers was rare, and 
the populace scarcely used it). And on the day before Passover, 
when the first meal, i.e., of leavened bread, had to be taken in 
the morning not later than the fourth hour ( i.e ., 10 A.M.), they 
baked their bread in good time, before daybreak, and after this 
they searched for any leaven that might have been left, gathered 
it to one place, and cleared the house of it; and as dawn had not 
yet illuminated the house, they used a candle to make search in 
all those places where they were liable to carry leaven. The 
Tana of our Mishna, who everywhere used as a support the cus¬ 
tom well known in his time, without beginning to relate the 
law anew (of which the best proof is the mention of the Lulab, as 
he begins the Halakha, “ A purloined Lulab is invalid/' before 
he has stated that the palm-boughs mentioned in the Bible are 
equivalent to the Lulab; and if he did not make reference to 
the custom known to all in his time, he should have declared 
what the palm-branches meant), stated, here also, this custom 
as follows: “‘Or’ (at daybreak) on the fourteenth, search is 
made (by the women) for the leaven (which they are at the time 
using), by candle-light (that it may be transferred to other places 
before the sun illuminates the house).” And he approves the 
custom by saying: “ A place where leaven is not carried does 
not require searching” ; that is to say, this custom is proof that 
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leaven need not be searched for in other places, and at other 
times. 

” Beth Shammai say, * also two rows (of barrels) ranging 
across the whole cellar ’ (the women searched for leaven in, 
because they were accustomed to go there with hands fresh from 
kneading leavened dough to fetch the yeast obtained from the 
wine for baking) ; but Beth Hillel say, ‘ only the upper row of 
the two outer rows ’ (they made search in, because only from 
those rows did they fetch the yeast, but not from all barrels of 
the cellar). (And) it is not apprehended that a weasel had trans¬ 
ferred it from one spot to another, and from one house to another; 
for if so, then it will be feared, from court to court, etc. R. 
Jehudah says: Search was made at daybreak on the 14th, and on 
the morning, and at the time of clearing (i.e., when the bread is 
baked, when it is eaten, and when it is burned), and the sages 
say: If search has not been made at daybreak on the 14th, it is 
made on the 14th {i.e., in the morning); if not on the 14th, it is 
done on the intermediate days; if not on these days, it may be 
done after the festival (that is to say, the men are under no partic¬ 
ular obligation, and have no particular time prescribed for them, 
to make search for the leaven, and it is not feared lest they forget, 
for even if that occur, they lose nothing). ” 

This was the form of the Mishna which the arranger of the 
Mishnas had before him, or had heard orally, and he was not 
anxious to explain its meaning, as in his time also the custom 
had not yet undergone any change. But some copyist, who did 
not understand the relevancy of the cellar to the leaven, added 
at the margin: “ Why were the two rows of barrels in a cellar 
mentioned? That is a place whither leaven is carried.” Later 
this marginal note was inserted into the text of the Mishna. 
The sages of the Gemara, truly, were not satisfied with this 
remark, and put the question: ” Who spoke here of a cellar ?” 
For they thought that this Mishna stated the Halakha, and there¬ 
fore were anxious to ascertain the meaning of the word ” Or.” 
R. Huna explained it to mean “ Nog’hi ” (” light,” in Ara¬ 
maic), i.e., the beginning of the day; and R. Jehudah “ before 
daybreak,” as in the language of his part of the country it 
designated the time before daybreak, when it is yet night. The 
other also reasoned, and said: “ At the first glance, it seems 
‘ Nog’hi’ means ‘light/ ” etc. ; and as it was perplexing to their 
minds why candle-light was needed for the search, they sought 
for reasons in Scripture, and used passages thereof in support of 
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their opinions, arguments from analogies of expression, etc., 
etc., which did not enter the Tana’s mind at all. 

And it is manifest that in all the Boraithoth in which the 
word ” Or” was used, it means ” dawn,” which was the latest 
time for all duties to be performed in the night. Even in the 
Boraitha in Yoma, stating: Or’ on the Day of Atonement 

the prayer should be so and so,” etc., the word is also used 
to designate the whole night till the break of day, during which 
the prayer is yet called ” prayer of the evening ” ; but that after 
daybreak is called ** morning prayer.” 


APPENDIX B. 

(supplementary to second note, page 66.) 

It seems to us necessary, in explanation of this curious pas¬ 
sage, to make the following extract from our ” History of 
Amulets ’ ’: 

It is no wonder that the change of one letter in a word 
resulted in the writing of volumes upon volumes and the adop¬ 
tion of hundreds of restrictions. 

The following instance will illustrate this: R. Jehudah being 
once in a company of friends advised the housekeeper not to use 
for bread-making any other water than that kept in the house, 
and he expressed it in six words: 

vbw cron vb new 

(A woman should not knead with other than our water). 
The reason was that other water might have been poisoned by 
snakes, which are abundant in those countries. R. Jehudah said 
this in reference to the dispute in the Boraitha (Terumath VI.) 
where one maintained that bread made with water kept in an 
uncovered vessel outside the house should be burnt, even if it 
were bread of Terumah . R. Nehemiah was of the opinion that 
the snake poison loses its power when brought into contact with 
fire, and therefore that the bread might be used. To avoid this, 
R. Jehudah advised the use of domestic water, which he expressed 
by the word “ our.” 

R. Mathna, who lived sixty years after R. Jehudah, happened 
to be in the city of 44 Papuni ” and on a certain occasion (prob- 
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ably having some objection to the use of the water of that city) 
lectured in public about using the water which collects in the 
public streets, and he quoted R. Jehudah’s original words: “ A 
woman should not knead with other than our water.” The 
people present understood R. Mathna to have brought some water 
along with him because of his using the word ” our.” They 
therefore came to him the next day with vessels to get some of 
this water. Then R. Mathna explained in the Talmudic Ian- 
guage that he meant domestic water, namely 

(wnoKp arm area *ok) 

using the word (^JVm) (d’baitha with an $$) at the end, having 
the meaning “ domestic.” In course of time the word d'baiiha 
was incorrectly copied and the Aleph ($<$) at the end was changed 
to Vav (]), which would make it mean ” which has remained 
over night.” The Rabanim, finding the word in this changed 
form OrVm), concluded that it related to the Matzoth (un¬ 
leavened bread) used at the Passover and therefore maintained 
that the water used in making Matzoth must remain over night 
in the house before it is used. Neither R. Jehudah nor R. 
Mathna mentioned this, but it was assumed simply because 
these words of R. Jehudah are found in that tract of the Talmud 
which treats of the Passover feast. The later Rabanim wrote 
volume after volume upon this subject (see our journal Ha-Kol y 
Nos. 286, 287, 290, etc.). Still they could not give the least 
explanation of why they referred this to the Matzoth, and they 
did not care to investigate where R. Jehudah got it from nor 
how Matzoth were kneaded before his time. 


END OF TRACT PESACHIM. 
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Most Honored Rabbi : 

When, five years ago, in the month of October, I had the 
honor to visit you, and then expressed my sorrow in not being 
able to attend your seventy-fifth birthday, I promised you that 
I would write a work and dedicate it to you for your eightieth 
birthday. Now, after the lapse of five years, I praise God that 
He has preserved us both. I have fulfilled my promise, and 
written a work on the History of the Talmud, which I believe 
to be of some value, with the intention of dedicating it to you, 
but my circumstances do not allow me to publish it in time for 
your celebration. However, I redeem my promise in dedicating 
to you the Section Moed, which at that time I had no intention 
of translating into English. 

I hope to see your ninetieth birthday, when, among all your 
disciples and admirers who will celebrate it, I also may take part. 

M. L. R. 


TRACT YOMAH (DAY OF ATONEMENT) 





EXPRESSION OF THANKS. 


With the issue of this volume this section is almost complete 
(the last two volumes being in press), and I deem it my duty to 
express my heartfelt thanks to my patrons and supporters dur¬ 
ing the last three years, ever since my work was undertaken. 
Through their support I have been enabled to reach my present 
position. This is the first time in the history of the Talmud 
that an entire section of it was translated into a living and com¬ 
prehensible language, making it easily understood even to a lay¬ 
man. The synopsis of each tract indicates where the most 
interesting ethical and folkloristic portions may be found, thereby 
rendering the various tracts readily understood, even by one who 
is not a student. 

Three years ago, when I made up my mind to begin this 
work, I scarcely dared hope that thirteen * tracts of the most 
difficult part of the Talmud would be translated, more especially 
that seven of them, the most voluminous, would be published in 
the course of two years. Notwithstanding all the obstacles that 
were laid in my way by personal enemies, and notwithstanding 
all the financial difficulties f which I had to surmount, I have suc¬ 
ceeded in accomplishing the work mentioned above, chiefly 
through the aid of the few gentlemen who have encouraged me 
by enlisting their sympathy and interest in my work, and who 
also supported me financially,^: not as a matter of charity, but 


* The translation of one tract of section Jurisprudence is also already completed, 
f It must be borne in mind that the cost of publishing one volume is $700 or 
more. 

X In my “ History of the Talmud ” I take notice of the writers who complain 
that the Jewish people were always opposed to the translation of Jewish lore into 
foreign languages. They, moreover, assert that all the translations of the Bible, and 
all the collections of Hebrew manuscripts, as also the Massorah, were supported 
by different governments and private Gentiles. Zunz (“ Ges. Schr.,” vol. i., p. 
296), in recommending a translation of the Talmud, also relates (p. 273) that the Rus¬ 
sian Government, in July, 1829, paid 12,000 thalers to the Abbe Chiarini for a 
translation of the Talmud in the French language. In one of his works, issued at 
Paris, the latter complains that the Hebrews opposed and prevented him from 
accomplishing his commission. See also Wolfsohn’s “ Jeschurun,” p. 242, Breslau, 
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in the form of a subscription and payment in advance for the 
forthcoming volumes, for the issue of which in due time they 
have reposed their confidence in me. 

Many friends have assured me that this work is destined to 
become historical, and as the Talmud has indeed a great history, 
the first translation of it in a foreign tongue cannot fail to 
attract attention, and therefore I trust that my work will add 
somewhat in demonstrating its value and importance. In that 
event all the names of my supporters and sympathizers who 
will be known to the future historian (which may be after my 
death) will be mentioned with honor. 

With this view in mind, I enumerate herewith with grateful 
acknowledgment the names of my supporters since this work 
began, and especially those who aided me during the last two 
months of the past year, and enabled me to publish the present 
volume by paying for from twenty-seven to ten forthcoming 
volumes, at the rate of $2.50 each, in advance. May God bless 
and prosper them in all their undertakings! 

I also extend my thanks to all my subscribers, far and near, 
for their kindness in the past, hoping at the same time that it 
will be extended in the future. I am also grateful to the rabbis 
of the city of New York, who, with very few exceptions, sym¬ 
pathize with my work, and have assisted me with their influence 
and subscriptions. 

The list of patrons is arranged alphabetically. The asterisk 
indicates that the volumes already delivered and paid for are 
NOT included. Asterisk and dagger indicate also the subscription 
for two sets. The list of names on page ix shows those added 


during the last two months of the past year. 

Cowen, Newman. 20 volumes. 

Hirsch, Baroness Clara de. 30 “ 

Lewisohn, Leonard. 20 “ 

Rothschild, Baron Edmond de (through the Grand Rabbin de 

France, Zadoc Kahn, 1 who is himself a subscriber). 25 “ 

Seligman, Prof. Edwin R. A.*f. 20 “ 

Sulzberger, Judge Mayer. 24 “ 


1S04. It is also a well-known fact that Emperor Nicholas I. of Russia assigned 
100,000 rubles for a translation of the Talmud ; and that Dr. Pinner, who translated 
tract Berachoth into German, a work considered of little merit by all scholars, never¬ 
theless received 10,000 rubles from him. A German translation of the Talmud is 
now being published through the effort of Gentiles. I am proud to say that I am 
the first who has not sought the support of Gentiles, and that all that I have done 
was brought about by my coreligionists. 

.TptJ’i’ NnU'D NX-ri 1 
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Abraham, A.,* Brooklyn. 

Adler, Prof. Felix *. 

Borg, Simon. 

Friedlander, Albert. 

Gans, Louis *. 

Greenbaum, Samuel*. 

Hays, Daniel P. 

Hirsch, Nathan,* of Joseph Hirsch & Son 

Isaacs, Bendet *. .. 

Josephi, Isaiah. 

Knopf, Samuel *. 

Lehman, Emanuel*.. 

Marshall, Louis*. 

Platzek, M. Warley*f. 

Plaut, Louis,* Newark. 

Rice, Isaac L.*. 

Saks, Andrew*. 


20 volumes, 
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I have to thank once more the following gentlemen and 
lady, who, besides their subscriptions, have also exerted their 
influence in insuring me a considerable number of subscribers: 

Messrs. Samuel Greenbaum, Daniel P. Hays, Isaiah Josephi, 
Andrew Saks, and Miss Annette Kohn. 
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INTRODUCTION TO TRACT YOMAH, OR 
THE DAY OF ATONEMENT. 


The first seven chapters treat of the manner in which the 
Day of Atonement was celebrated in the second Temple : the 
different sacrifices brought on that day, the preparation of the 
high-priest for his ministry, and the order of service as he per¬ 
formed it, entering fully into minute details of every circum¬ 
stance connected therewith. Although all this has an historical 
value only, we cannot refrain from giving an introduction to 
this tract, on account of that day being so different from all the 
holidays of Israel. 

All the festivals, although they were not observed all the 
time during the first Temple, were nevertheless observed by 
some of the kings, who invoked the people to celebrate them 
some of the time; e.g., the Feast of Passover, with all its sacri¬ 
fices, in the reigns of Hezekiah and Josiah [2 Chron. xxx.; 
xxxv.]. There is also related [ibid. xxxv. 18], that in the days 
of the prophet Samuel, Passover was held. The Feast of 
Tabernacles was celebrated in the days of Solomon [1 Kings 
viii. 2], and although the children of Israel did not dwell in the 
booths since the days of Joshua b. Nun [Neh. viii. 17], never¬ 
theless the feast was celebrated with all its appertaining sacri¬ 
fices ; and also the Pentecost they have kept [2 Chron. viii. 13]. 
The Day of Atonement, however, is not mentioned in the entire 
Scriptures, with the exception of Lev. xvi., and among the 
prescription of the various sacrifices; but even then we see 
something unusual among the commandments of the Scriptures ; 
namely, the remark that he (Aaron) did as the Lord had com¬ 
manded Moses.* 


* Reading the Scriptures critically, we deem that Lev. xvi. is merely a continua¬ 
tion of Lev. x., where the death of the two sons of Aaron is related when they 
entered the sanctuary ; and after that Aaron is instructed as to the manner in which 
he can enter the sanctuary so he shall not die. In the entire chapter xvi. no mention 
is made of the Day of Atonement, except that from verse 29 to the end of the 
chapter, we find the command that it shall be a statute forever for all the Israelites, 
that on the tenth day of the seventh month the high-priest shall make an atonement 

xiii 
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Moreover, we can plainly see from the Scriptures, that at the 
time of King Solomon the Day of Atonement was one of the 
seven days of rejoicing, at the dedication of the Temple [i Kings 
viii.; 2 Chron. vii. 8, 9] ; and although it is said in the Talmud 
that the decision not to keep the Day of Atonement was only a 
temporary one (as it will be explained in Tract Moed Katan), 
still we cannot rely upon an individual opinion in the Talmud. 
The facts are that the Day of Atonement was not observed, not 
only during the first Temple, but at the beginning of the second 
as well, for even in Nehemiah the Feast of Tabernacles is men¬ 
tioned, but the Day of Atonement is not. And even during the 
middle period of the second Temple the Talmud states that the 
Day of Atonement was one of the holidays for the people, in 
which the daughters of Israel, all dressed in white, went forth to 
dance in the vineyards, as will be explained in Tract Taanith. 
It would be ridiculous to believe that, while observing the five 
afflictions of the day (see chapter viii. of this tract), they never¬ 
theless danced and sang, trying to captivate the youths. 

Ewald, in speaking of that day, also remarks that it is differ¬ 
ent in its respect from all the holidays; but even he does not 
explain the reason. He only indicates that it may be a remnant 
of the pre-Mosaic time. In order to give the reader an oppor¬ 
tunity of forming his own opinion, we herewith give an extract 
from Ewald concerning the Day of Atonement: 

“The preparatory celebration in the autumn, which took place on the 
tenth day of the seventh month, was essentially distinguished from that of 
the spring in not being a terror-stricken celebration at the commencement of 
the year, which sought to avert the perils of the dim future and, as it were, 
the wrath of a new coming God, but in being rather a pure feast of penance 
which endeavored to expiate all the human and national transgressions and 
impurities which had occurred during the year. For although the searching 
stringency of Jahveism, already described, required that every, even the 
smallest, impurity and defilement which had been contracted should be im¬ 
mediately expiated, yet the higher religion was well aware how little all the 


for his brother priests, for the sanctuary, and for the people of Israel ; but there is 
no command that he, on that day, shall perform all the ceremonies prescribed in the 
same chapter, for that concerns only the entrance of Aaron into the sanctuary. Also 
Ewald has considered this point ; and it is possible that the sages, during the first 
Temple, interpreted this passage in the same manner, and all the sages after them, 
until the middle period of the second Temple, since when the learned priests, for a 
reason unknown to us, decided that the entire chapter relates to the Day of Atone¬ 
ment ; and the sages of the Talmud, on account of this, afterwards deduced from 
the scriptural passages the elaborate manner of the service on that day to be found 
in the Talmud. 
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secret and slowly advancing desecrations were actually removed from the 
entire community. Hence this universal festival of penance and expiation 
was established in order that even all these might be expiated as far as 
human labor could avail, and that the community, as free as possible from 
all guilt, might celebrate with joyous feelings the great happy festival of the 
year which immediately followed. Both this origin and purpose, and also its 
narne,/^;/ of expiation , show its genuine Mosaic character. Here, more 
than in any other, the entire purpose and the absolute stringency of the 
higher religion found expression, and it was certainly this religion which first 
founded the festival. Only in one of its rites, which, strictly speaking, is 
hardly essential, do we find a remnant of pre-Mosaic belief and life. The 
festival, then, was by no means to be principally of a domestic character, 
like the Passover ; rather, in contradistinction to the latter, was it to become 
a thoroughly public festival. Accordingly, the people were not to offer any 
of the regular sacrifices, but a new one, which should go deeper and reach a 
more sensitive point in taming man’s sensuous nature than the regular offer¬ 
ings. This was to be a rigid fast from the evening of the ninth to that of the 
tenth ; the solitary fast which Jahveism annually required. The whole 
structure of Jahveism did indeed require that a sacrifice of the ordinary kind 
should be offered on this day, as its peculiar importance demanded ; but this 
continued to be purely sacerdotal. It was a great expiatory offering, to be 
made by the high-priest or his representative. Not only the human members 
of the community, including the priests, were now deemed impure and in 
need of expiation, but even the visible sanctuary as well, as though, like a 
wall between the nation and its God, it received all the stains of impiety 
which were incurred in the realm. Hence the high-priest employed expia¬ 
tory offerings of two kinds : one, purely sacerdotal and serving especially for 
the atonement of the sanctuary, and another, which had special reference to 
the share of the community, and must therefore also proceed from it. The 
latter bore quite a national stamp, and evidently forms that portion of the 
usages which was derived from a pre-Mosaic time, and still retained sub¬ 
sequently.” (“The Antiquities of Israel,” by H. Ewald, pages 361 to 364, 
which see.) 

It seems to us that Ewald’s opinion is not altogether right. 
We do not agree that this festival shows more of the Mosaic 
character than any other festival, nor with his opinion about 
the he-goat destined for Azazel, which he considers a pre- 
Mosaic rite. He is also not correct in saying that there were 
no regular sacrifices on that day, only new ones [vide Num. 
xxix. 7, 8], for the simple reason, if such was the case it 
would have been observed at the beginning of the second Tem¬ 
ple, at least, when the entire Law, as we now have it, was dis¬ 
covered by Ezra ; but, as stated above, the observance of that 
day with pomp and celebration (see Appendix) was begun some 
time during the middle period of the second Temple. 

On the contrary, from the great preparations and parade of 
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the high-priest to and from the Temple, and from other matters 
which took place during the service itself, we would be inclined 
to believe that the Hellenism which crept into Judaism has 
served a great deal towards their origination ; and also concern¬ 
ing the he-goat destined for Azazel we have something to say, 
but as we do not like to lay before our readers the grounds for 
our supposition, we refrain from making our statement. We 
content ourselves with referring the reader to the book “ Daath 
Elohim ba-Arez” (“ The Knowledge of God in the Land”), by 
Abraham Krochmal, where he will find some hints concerning 
the Azazel of the Scripture and the Tsuk (rock of its destina¬ 
tion) of the Mishna, and leave to him to form an opinion of the 
time of its origin. 

Concerning the services proper at the Temple, we have to 
translate here for our English readers what we have already 
written in our Hebrew commentary to Tract Shekalim, chapter 
iv., Mishna D : “ From this Mishna we can see that during the 
time of the Temple the leaders of the priests kept everything 
secret, and their customs were not known to any one else ; 
otherwise there could not have been a dispute concerning the 
services there immediately after the destruction of the Temple. 
Moreover, R. Ishmael, himself a priest, and his forefathers, 
Elisha and Ishmael, were prominent priests during the time of 
the Temple; also R. Hanina the Segan was one of the promi¬ 
nent priests, still they knew not exactly the ceremonies and the 
manner of their performance, and differed in their opinions 
greatly. This must be borne in mind by the readers of the 
tracts treating the services and sacrifices.” 

We have added to this volume the Tract Hagiga, as it relates 
to the sacrifices of the festivals, and is also of great historical 
value. Although in the old edition the Tract Hagiga is next 
to Moed Katan, the last of section Moed, still in our new edition 
we could not keep up the old rotation, as we have divided the 
volumes of the above section in approximately uniform size, and 
each part contains a complete tract. Nevertheless we number 
the pages of each tract separately, in order that if any one 
wishes to bind the volumes in the old order, there should be no 
hindrance. 


New York, January, 1899. 
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TRACT YOMAH (DAY OF ATONE¬ 
MENT). 


CHAPTER I. 

CONCERNING THE HIGH-PRIEST’s PREPARATIONS FOR THE SERVICE 
OF THE DAY OF ATONEMENT (WHEN THE TEMPLE WAS IN 
EXISTENCE). 

MISHNA: Seven days before the Day of Atonement the 
high-priest is to be removed from his house to the Palhedrin 
Chamber (jt apad poor), and another high-priest is appointed to 
substitute him in case he become unfit for the service by becom¬ 
ing unclean. R. Jedudah says another wife is to be appointed 
for him also, in case his own wife dies, whereas it is said [Lev. 
xvii. 11], “and shall make atonement for himself and for his 
house”; “his house”—that is, his wife. But it was objected 
that in this manner there will be no end to the matter. (The 
other wife may die too.) 

GEMARA: We have learned in a Mishna (Tract Parah, III., 
i): “ Seven days before the red cow * was to be burned, the priest 
who had to perform this ceremony was removed from his house 
to the northeastern chamber of the Temple,” etc. “ Whence 
do we deduce this ?” said R. Miniumi bar Helviah in the name 
of Mahassia b. Iddi, quoting R. Johanan: “It is written [Lev. 
viii. 34]: 4 As they have done this day, so hath the Lord com¬ 
manded to do farther, to make an atonement for you.’ 4 To do 
farther’ signifies the red cow; 4 to make an atonement for you ’ 
signifies the Day of Atonement.” But perhaps it signifies the 
atonement of sacrifices generally ? Could we know, in this case, 


* Some translators say [Numbers xix. 2] “red heifer”; but this would not be 
proper, according to the teaching of the Mishna that the red cow must not be younger 
than three years and is fit even from four to five years, for which the term heifer 
cannot be correctly used. 
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which priest is going to perform the rite ? How, then, could 
he be removed from his home ? But perhaps other festivals are 
meant ? We infer the removal seven days before one day from 
the removal, seven days (before) for the service of one day,* 
but not seven days (before) for a service of seven days [of the 
festivals of Passover and of Tabernacles]. Perhaps Pentecost, 
which also is only one day, is meant ? Said R. Abba: “We 
infer a day of one bull and one ram (when one such is sacrificed) 
[as on the days of consecration], from a day of one bull and one 
ram, which is the offering for the Day of Atonement; but for 
Pentecost two rams are prescribed/’ Perhaps New Year’s Day 
is meant (which is also only one day) ? Said R. Abahu: “ We 
may infer a day of the bull and the ram at the priest’s own cost 
from a day when the priest must act likewise, and that is the 
Day of Atonement. But on the days of Pentecost and of New 
Year the bull and ram are at the public cost.” R. Ashi, how¬ 
ever, said: “We may infer a day on which the bull is a sin-offer¬ 
ing, and the ram a burnt-offering (as on the day of consecration 
and on the Day of Atonement), but on New Year’s Day and 
Pentecost both are burnt-offerings.’’ 

Rabbina said: “ We may infer from a day on which the ser¬ 
vice is allowed only to the high-priest a day on which the same 
is the case, but on the other festivals [than the Day of Atone¬ 
ment] the service is permitted to other priests. 

R. Johanan taught: “ Both phrases, ' to do farther’ and * to 
make an atonement,’ refer only to one day, and that is the Day 
of Atonement.’’ Resh Lakish, however, infers from the same 
two phrases—from “ to do,’’ the red cow, and “ to make an 
atonement,’’ the Day of Atonement (as stated previously). But 
how can R. Johanan infer only one of these, since we have 
learned that for the red cow the priest was also removed ? That 
was not biblical, but optional. [To contradict the Sadducees, 
the priest was purposely made unclean, and therefore he was 
recompensed by honors, one of them that of being removed 
seven days before.] 

When Rabbin came from Palestine, however, he said in the 
name of R. Johanan, quoting R. Ishmael: “ By ‘do farther’ 
the red cow is meant, and by ‘ to make atonement ’ the Day 
of Atonement.” Said Resh Lakish to him: “ Whence do you 
deduce this? From the days of consecration! As on those 


* See Lev. viii. 33. 
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days everything mentioned is obligatory, so on these occasions 
it should be. Perhaps you will say, it is so. But have we not 
learned that a substitute is prepared ? and it is not written that 
the substitute must also be removed. If you will say, the sub¬ 
stitute was likewise removed, then why does the Mishna say, 
the high-priest was removed, and a substitute was prepared ? 
Let one expression be used concerning both.” 

Rejoined R. Johanan: ** Whence do you, Master, deduce 
this?” He answered: ”1 deduce it from what occurred on 
Mount Sinai. As it is written [Ex. xxiv. 16]: * And the glory 
of the Lord abode upon Mount Sinai, and the cloud covered it 
six days, and he called unto Moses on the seventh day.’ Let 
us see. He called him on the seventh day; to what purpose 
were the six days ? To make a rule for every man who must 
enter the abode of the Shekhina, that he must be separated six 
days.” But did we not learn ” seven days” ? Six days are 
sufficient; but our Mishna is in accordance with R. Jehudah b. 
Bathyra, who says that seven days are requisite (as will be 
further explained). 

Rejoined R. Johanan again to Resh Lakish: ” It is, accord¬ 
ing to me, who deduce it from the days of consecration, that 
the following Boraitha should say, that on the priests on both 
occasions they sprinkled during all the seven days of prepara¬ 
tion, from all the ashes of the red cows which were to be found 
there, because on the days of consecration there was also sprink¬ 
ling. But according to you, who deduce it from Mount Sinai, 
where do you find sprinkling on Mount Sinai ?” Resh Lakish 
answered: ” Even according to your theory, are they equal? 
In the days of consecration the sprinkling was of blood, and 
here water.” Rejoined R. Johanan: ” It presents no difficulty; 
because R. Hiya taught the water was later substituted for the 
blood. But according to your theory, on Mount Sinai there was 
no sprinkling at all?” Resh Lakish answered: ” The sprink¬ 
ling was an optional improvement.” 

We have learned of one Boraitha which is in accordance with 
R. Johanan, and of another which is according to Resh Lakish. 
The one according to R. Johanan is as follows: It is written 
[Lev. xvi. 3]: ” With this shall Aaron come into the holy 
place.” The phrase ” with this” means all that is said con¬ 
cerning the days of consecration. Namely, Aaron was separated 
seven days, and served but one; during the seven days Moses 
instructed him, to make him acquainted with the sendee. So it 
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should be in later generations; the high-priest should be sepa¬ 
rated for seven days, and serve one day, and two scholars of the 
disciples of Moses, excepting Sadducees, were placed in his 
society during the seven days to make him be practised in the 
service. Therefore it has been said, seven days before the Day 
of Atonement the high-priest must be removed from his house 
to the chamber of Palhedrin. And as the high-priest was sepa¬ 
rated, so the priest who was to burn the red cow was to be re¬ 
moved to the chamber in the northeast of the Temple. Both 
priests used to be sprinkled during all the seven days from the 
ashes of the red cow. And if you will say, on this occasion 
water of the ashes was sprinkled, and on the days of consecra¬ 
tion it was blood that was sprinkled, it can be replied, that that 
water was a substitute for the blood, as it is written: “ As they 
have done this day, so the Lord commanded to do farther, to 
make atonement for you” [Lev. viii. 34]. “To do farther” 
means the red cow; “ to make atonement,” the Day of Atone¬ 
ment. 

The Boraitha according to Resh Lakish is as follows: Moses 
ascended in the cloud, was covered by the cloud, and was sanc¬ 
tified in the cloud, in order that he should have been able to 
receive the Torah for Israel in a state of sanctitude, as it is writ¬ 
ten [Ex. xxiv. 16]: “And the glory of the Lord abode upon 
the Mount Sinai.” This occurred after the day in which the 
ten commandments were given, which was the first of the next 
forty days. So said R. Jose the Galilean. R. Aqiba, however, 
said: “ ‘ The Lord's glory abode,’ that was the first day of the 
month (Sivan); ‘ the cloud covered it,’ the mountain, not Moses 
(for during the six days the latter went from God to Israel and 
from Israel to God); 4 and he called,’ he called Moses himself. 
Although Moses and all Israel stood, yet to do honor to Moses, 
he called him alone.” R. Nathan said: “ To what purpose was 
Moses covered by the cloud six days ? That the victuals in his 
bowels should be digested, so that he should be pure as the 
angels.” R. Matthiah b. Heresh, however, said: “The entire 
separation was for the purpose of overawing him, that the Torah 
should be received with awe, shivering, and trembling, as it is 
written [Ps. ii. 11]: ‘ Serve the Lord with fear, and rejoice with 
trembling.’” What is meant by “rejoice with trembling”? 
Said R. Adda bar Matna in the name of Rabh: “ Where there 
is joy, there should be awe.” 

On what point do R. Jose the Galilean and R. Aqiba differ ? 
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They differ like the Tanaim of the following Boraitha: ” On the 
sixth day of Sivan the Torah has been given to Israel; R. Jose, 
however, says, on the seventh.” According to him who says 
that the Torah was given on the sixth day, Moses ascended on 
the seventh; according to him who says, on the seventh, he re¬ 
ceived the Torah and ascended on the seventh day, as it is writ¬ 
ten [Ex. xxix. 16]: <f And he called unto Moses on the seventh 
day.” R. Jose the Galilean holds with the first Tana, who main¬ 
tains that the Torah was given on the sixth of the month; and 
therefore, he says, ” the glory of the Lord abode ” after the day 
on which the commandments had been given. The cloud cov¬ 
ered Moses six days, and on the seventh he called him to receive 
the rest of the Law. But R. Aqiba holds, according to R. Jose, 
that the commandments were given on the seventh day, and 
that Moses ascended on the same day. 

” And the Lord called unto Moses, and spoke unto him ” 
[Lev. i. i]. Why was it need to call first, and then to speak ? 
The Torah teaches good manners, that a man should not com¬ 
municate to another anything before he tells him that he wishes 
to speak to him. And this is in support of R. Hanina, who has 
said the same. 

Said R. Menasseh the Great: How is it known, when one 
person communicates something to another, that one has no 
right to tell it to a third without permission ? It is written 
[ibid.], “ spoke unto him out of the tabernacle of the congrega¬ 
tion, saying” (in Hebrew “ Lemor,” which is considered here 
as equivalent to ” Lo Emor, ” not to speak). From the above 
saying of Resh Lakish to R. Johanan, that if you infer all this 
from the days of consecration, etc., we must assume that both 
agree that whatever is written concerning the days of consecra¬ 
tion is obligatory. Now from what has been taught, that about 
the days of consecration R. Johanan and R. Hanina differed, 
one says, all that is written is obligatory, and the other, that 
only which is obligatory for later generations, but what is not 
obligatory for later generations was not obligatory even then. 
Infer that R. Johanan is the one who says that all that is written 
there is obligatory. For were the case otherwise, R. Johanan 
would have replied to Resh Lakish that it is not so. 

In what consists the difference ? Said R. Papa, in the sepa¬ 
ration for the seven days. According to him who says that all 
that is written there is obligatory, the removal of the high-priest 
for the seven days is obligatory (and if it was not done, his ser- 
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vice is invalid); according to the other opinion, this is not obliga¬ 
tory. But how is it known that in the second case this is not 
obligatory ? Because it is written in the Mishna: “ A substitute 
is prepared,” and not “ removed.” What is the reason of him 
who says that all which is written is obligatory ? Said R. Itz’hak 
bar Bisna: It is written [Ex. xxix. 35]: “And thou shalt do 
unto Aaron and to his sons, thus." Thus signifies that it is 
obligatory. This would be right in regard to all the things writ¬ 
ten in the chapter about the days of consecration; but whence 
is it known that other things not written in this chapter are also 
obligatory (e.g. , the breastplate and Ephod, not mentioned in 
that chapter, yet known to be obligatory) ? Said R. Na'hman 
b. Itz’hak: We infer it from an analogy of expression; in that 
chapter the “ door of the tabernacle of the congregation ” is 
mentioned [Lev. viii. 4], and in the chapter about the breast¬ 
plate, etc. [Ex. xxix. 4] the same expression recurs. (As in the 
case of practice it is obligatory, so in the case of the command¬ 
ment.) R. Mesharshia says: It is inferred from “keep the 
charge of the Lord ” [Lev. viii. 35] (an analogy of expression is 
not necessary, it is plainly said “ keep,” hence it is obligatory). 
R. Ashi says, from “ for so I have been commanded” [ibid.]; 
hence it is obligatory. 

How did Moses attire Aaron and his sons on the days of con¬ 
secration ? [That is, to understand the verses of the Bible; we 
wish to know it, although it does not concern us.] The sons of 
R. Hiya and R. Johanan differ. One party says he attired 
Aaron first, and the sons next; and the other, Aaron and his 
sons at the same time. Said Abayi: About the coats and the 
mitres they do not differ—namely, that Aaron was attired in 
them first, and the sons later; for both in speaking of the com¬ 
mandments and the practice Aaron is mentioned first [Ex. xxix. 
56; Lev. viii. 7]. What they differ about is the girdle. The 
party who says, “Aaron, and his sons later,” does so because 
it is written, “ and girded him with the girdle” [Lev. viii. 7], 
and later, “girded them with girdles” [ibid. 13]. The party 
who says they were attired at the same time, do so because it 
is written, “ Thou shalt gird them with girdles, Aaron and his 
children ” [Ex. xxix. 9]. But how can it be said that he attired 
them at the same time (it is written plainly that first he attired 
Aaron, and then his sons) ? There is a difference between a 
girdle of the high-priest and that of an ordinary priest. That 
means, when it is written he girdled Aaron first, it is meant, 
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with the girdle of the high-priest; but with the ordinary girdles 
he attired them all at once. 

“ The high-priest is removed" etc. For what purpose was he 
removed ? “ For what purpose ? ” Has it not been said above, 

R. Johanan gave one reason, Resh Lakish another ? We mean 
to ask, why had he to be removed from his home (he could 
practise at home) ? Because it was learned in a Boraitha that 
R. Jehudah b. Bathyra said, it is apprehended lest he have inter¬ 
course with his wife, when there is doubt that she is in her 
sickness (then he would become unclean for the next seven days, 
and be unable to serve in the temple). 

It was taught: The uncleanness contracted from a dead body 
is not considered in the case of an entire congregation, according 
to R. Na’hman. R. Shesheth, however, says, it is only post¬ 
poned in that case. If there are individuals in the family of 
priests thus defiled, there is no difference of opinion that those 
individuals may not serve; but if the whole family was thus de¬ 
filed, there is a difference of opinion between R. Na’hman and 
R. Shesheth. According to R. Na’hman, clean individuals of 
another family need not be sought because, where there is a con¬ 
gregation, the defilement is not considered at all. And accord¬ 
ing to R. Shesheth, who says it is only postponed, individuals 
of another family may be looked for. According to others, 
R. Na’hman says: Even the unclean individual also served, as in 
case of a congregation defilement is not taken into consideration. 
Said R. Shesheth: The authority for my decree is the following 
Boraitha: “If one stand sacrificing the Omer, and it become 
unclean in his hand, he shall so notify, and the congregation 
shall bring another in its stead. But if there is no other, he is 
told to have sense and to keep silent.” Now we see that in the 
beginning it is said, another one should be brought in its stead; 
hence it is not permitted, but only postponed. Said R. Na’h¬ 
man : I grant that, in a case in which the remains of the sacrifice 
must be eaten, when undefiled can be obtained, it is better. 

On this point the Tanaim of the following Boraitha differed: 
“ The golden plate [Ex. xxviii. 36] which is made for the high- 
priest, whether it is on his brow or not, it atones for all defile¬ 
ments of the offerings.” So said R. Simeon; but R. Jehudah 
said, when it is on his brow it atones, but not otherwise. Said 
R. Simeon to him: The high-priest who serves on the Day of 
Atonement has not the plate on his brow, and nevertheless 
atones for all sins; hence we see that it atones even when not 
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on his brow. Answered R. Jehudah: Leave the high-priest on 
the Day of Atonement alone, for defilement is allowed to him 
when the whole congregation is defiled. Now, from R. Jehu- 
dah’s answer that the defilement is allowed, we must conclude 
that R. Simeon holds that the defilement is only postponed, but 
not allowed. 

Said Abayi: When the plate had been broken, all agree that 
it does not atone. They differ only when it is suspended on a 
peg. R. Jehudah says, because it is written [Ex. xxviii. 38], 
“ it shall be upon Aaron’s forehead, and Aaron shall atone,” 
etc., (therefore) it only atones when it is on the brow. But R. 
Simeon’s opinion is: Because it is said, “always they maybe 
received in favor before the Lord ” [ibid., ibid.]; and it cannot 
be said that it is meant that it should always be on his forehead, 
because he must satisfy human needs and sleep; hence we must 
say, it means that it always receives the Lord’s favor. But what 
will R. Jehudah say to this “ always ” ? He explains that it is 
meant, it should never be absent from his mind. 

Shall we assume that the former Tanaim differ as the Tanaim 
of the following Boraitha: Both the high-priest and the priest 
that was to burn the red cow were sprinkled upon during the 
seven days with all the ashes that were there. So said R. Meir. 
R. Jose, however, said: He was sprinkled only on the third and 
on the seventh day. R. Hanina the Segan of the priests said: 
“ The priest that was to burn the red cow used to be sprinkled 
on during all the seven days, but the high-priest was sprinkled 
only the third and seventh.” Now, shall we assume that the 
point of difference is, because R. Meir says the defilement is 
only postponed in case of the congregation, and therefore he has 
to be sprinkled upom during the seven days, and R. Jose holds 
the defilement is not considered at all ? (How can you say this ? 
If R. Jose holds that the defilement is not considered, why the 
sprinkling at all on the third and the seventh ?) Therefore we 
must say that all the Tanaim of this Boraitha hold that the de¬ 
filement is only postponed, and not allowed, and the point on 
which they are at variance is this: R. Meir holds we compare 
the sprinkling to the bathing; as the bathing at the proper times 
is a religious duty, so also is the sprinkling. And R. Jose holds, 
we do not compare (the sprinkling to the bathing). Now, then, 
what is the opinion of R. Hanina the Segan ? If we compare it 
to bathing, the high-priest has to be sprinkled also every day; 
and if not, why is the other priest of the red cow sprinkled every 
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day ? He does not compare; only in case of the priest of the 
red cow it is an optional improvement. R. Jose b. R. Hanina 
opposes this : Why is he sprinkled on the fourth day ? (The law 
is that one unclean must be sprinkled on the third day and on 
the seventh [Num. xix. 12]. The first three days it was appre¬ 
hended lest each be the third or seventh (after his unintentional 
defilement), but the fourth after the removal from his house can 
neither be the third nor the seventh. Even without this, could 
he be sprinkled all the seven days ? One of them must have 
been on Sabbath, and sprinkling does not supersede Sabbath ? 
Therefore we must say that what is said of the seven days, is 
meant with the exception of Sabbath. The same is the case 
with the fourth; it is meant, all the seven days, except the 
fourth. Said Rabba: Therefore the high-priest must be re¬ 
moved seven days before the Day of Ato 7 iement y whose date is 
not dependent on us; but on the third day of the month,* 
he must be removed seven days before that day, no matter when 
the fourth day falls. But the priest of the red cow, the date of 
whose removal depends on us, should be removed on such a day 
that the fourth shall fall on Sabbath. 

“ To the Palhcdrin Chamber f We have learned in a Borai- 
tha: R. Jehudah said: Was it called the Palhedrin Chamber, it 
was called the Chamber of the Lords ? He answers: Formerly it 
was called the Chamber of the Lords, but after the high-priests 
began to be appointed for money, and changed as government 
officers (Palhedrin, changed once in twelve months), it began to 
be called the Hall of the Palhedrin. What is meant by Palhe¬ 
drin ? Officers. 

Rabba bar bar Hana in the name of R. Johanan said: It is 
written [in Proverbs x. 27]: “ The fear of the Lord increases 
man's days, but the years of the wicked will be shortened." 
" The fear of the Lord increases the days " ; that refers to the 
first Temple, during whose existence of four hundred and ten 
years there were only eighteen high-priests. " The years of the 
wicked will be shortened," refers to the second Temple, which 
existed four hundred and twenty years, and more than three 
hundred high-priests succeeded each other during that period. 
Subtract the forty years during which Simeon the Righteous 
ministered, eighty years of Johanan the high-priest's ministry, 
and ten years of Ishmael b. Favi—according to others, eleven 


* The Day of Atonement always occurs on the tenth day of the month Tishri. 
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years of R. Eleazer b. Harsum—and compute, you will see that 
not even one liigh-priest completed his year. 

R. Johanan b. Turtha said: Why had Shiloh fallen? Two 
sins were committed there: adultery and sacrilege. Adultery, 
as it is written [i Sam. ii. 22]: 44 Now Eli was very old, and 
heard all that his sons were in the habit of doing unto all Israel; 
and how they w T ould lie with the women that assembled at the 
door of the tabernacle of the congregation/’ And sacrilege, as 
it is written [ibid. 17]: 44 And the sin of the young men was very 
great before the Lord; for the men despised the offering of the 
Lord.” 

Why has the first Temple fallen ? Because there were three 
things: idolatry, adultery, and bloodshed. Idolatry, as it is 
written [Jerem. xxviii. 20] : 44 For the bed shall be too short for 
a man to stretch himself out on it; and the covering too narrow 
to wrap himself in.” And R. Johanan said: The bed is too 
narrow that there should be two, God and the idols. [Said 
R. Samuel b. Nahmoni: When R. Jonathan used to come to this 
verse, he used to cry, saying: That the Lord, of whom it is said 
[Ps. xxxiii. 7], 44 He gathereth together like heaps the waters of 
the sea,” should feel too little space because of an idol.] Adul¬ 
tery, as it is written [Is. iii. 16]: 44 Forasmuch as the daughters 
of Zion are fraud, and walk with stretched forth necks and cast¬ 
ing about their eyes, walking and mincing as they go, and mak¬ 
ing a tinkling with their feet.” R. Itz’hak said to this: What 
is meant by tinkling ? They used to fill the shoes with spices, 
and when a young man was by, they pressed the spices with the 
feet, to attract his attention. 

Bloodshed, as it is written [2 Kings xxi.' 16]: 44 And also 
innocent blood did Manasseh shed in very great abundance.” 

But the second Temple, where the occupations were study 
of the Law, religious duties, and charity—why fell it ? Because 
there was groundless enmity.* From this we can infer that un¬ 
founded hatred is equal to all the three sins together: idolatry, 
adultery, and bloodshed. In the time of the first Temple, 
although they were wicked, yet because they put their trust in 
the Holy One, blessed be He, as it is written [Micah iii. 11]: 
44 Her heads judge for bribes, her priests teach for reward, and 
her prophets divine for money: and yet they will lean upon the 


* In the Palestinian Talmud it is said : Because they loved money, and hated 
each other without grounds. 
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Lord, and say, Is not the Lord among us ? evil cannot come 
over us.” For this, the Holy One, blessed be He, brought on 
them three chastisements, for their three sins; as it is written 
[ibid. 14]: ” Therefore for your sake shall Zion be ploughed up 
as a field, and Jerusalem shall become ruinous heaps, and the 
mount of the house, forest-covered high places.” 

R. Johanan and R. Elazar both said: In the time of the 
first Temple, as their sin was laid bare, therefore the date of the 
end of their suffering has likewise been revealed ; but in the time 
of the second Temple, when their sin was not stated clearly in 
writing, therefore the date of the end (of their suffering) was not 
revealed either. 

R. Johanan said again: The nail of those of the time of the 
first Temple was preferable to the belly (whole body) of those 
of the title of the second Temple. Said Resh Lakish to him: 
On the contrary, the last were better. Although they were sub¬ 
ject to a foreign government, nevertheless they studied and ob¬ 
served the Law. Rejoined R. Johanan: The fact of the Temple 
can prove it. The first obtained the Temple once more, and the 
last have it not yet. R. Elazar was asked: Who were greater, 
the first or the second ? He replied : Take the Temple as a sign. 

Resh Lakish was bathing in the Jordan : Rabba bar bar Hana 
came to him, and shook hands with him. Resh Lakish said to 
him: God detests you Babylonians, as it is written [Solomon's 
Song viii. 9]: ” If she be a wall, we will build upon her a palace 
of silver; and if she be a door, we will enclose her with the 
boards of cedar.” That signifies thus: If you were all strong as 
a wall, and went all with Ezra, you would have been like silver, 
which can never rot; but as you did not, you were like wooden 
doors, which are subject to decay. 

It is possible that Resh Lakish spoke with Rabba bar bar 
Hana ? If with R. Elazar, who was the principal man in Pales¬ 
tine, Resh Lakish did not speak; because it was a rule that, with 
whomsoever Resh Lakish spoke in the street, money could be 
given to him without witnesses. Should Resh Lakish then have 
spoken with Rabba bar bar Hana (who was an inferior man) ? 
Says R. Papa: Substitute another person. Either it was Resh 
Lakish and Z’eri, or R. Elazar and Rabba bar bar Hana. When 
the last came to R. Johanan and related to him what Resh Lak¬ 
ish had told him, he said: This is not the reason. If all had 
come with Ezra, even then the Shekhina would not have dwelt 
in the second Temple, since it is written [Gen. ix. 27]: ” May 
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God enlarge the boundaries of Japheth, and may he dwell in the 
tents of Shem that signifies, that although God enlarges the 
boundaries of Japheth, his Shekhina can only dwell in the tents 
of Shem (i.e., because the second Temple was under the rule of 
the Persians, who are of Japheth, the Shekhina could not dwell 
there, but only in Solomon’s Temple, which was Shem’s). And 
how is it known that the Persians are descendants of Japheth ? 
Because it is written [Gen. x. 2] : 44 The sons of Japheth : Gomer, 
and Magog, and Madai, and Jabon, and Tubal, and Meshech, 
and Thirass ”; and R. Joseph has taught, that Thirass is Persia. 

R. Joshua b. Levi said in the name of Rabbi: A time will 
come, when those who have destroyed the second Temple will 
fall into the hands of the Persians. As it is written [Jerem. xlix. 
20]: 11 Therefore hear the counsel of the Lord, that he hath 
resolved against Edom; and his purposes, that he hath devised 
against the inhabitants of Theman. Surely the least of the flocks 
shall drag them away: surely he will devastate their habitation. ” 
Rabba b. Ula opposed: How is it known that by the least of the 
flocks Persia is meant ? Because it is written [Dan. viii. 20] : 
14 The ram that thou hast seen, him with the two horns, signifies 
the kings of Media and Persia ? ” Perhaps Javan (the Greeks) 
are meant? As it is written [ibid. 21]: 44 And the shaggy he- 
goat is the king of Javan (Greece).” When R. Habiba b. Sur- 
mika went up to Palestine, he told to a scholar the objection of 
Rabba b. Ula. He said to him: A man who cannot explain the 
verses of the Bible should dare oppose Rabbi ? What is meant 
by 44 the least of the flock ” ? the youngest of the brothers (that 
is, Thirass), and R. Joseph has said, Thirass is Persia. 

Rabba bar bar Hana in the name of R. Johanan, quoting 
R. Jehudah b. Ilai, said: Those who have destroyed the second 
Temple will fall into the power of Persia. And this is an a for¬ 
tiori reasoning: If the children of Shem, who built the first 
Temple, and the Chaldeans, who destroyed it, fell into the hands 
of the Persians, how much more the destroyers of the second 
Temple, which the Persians themselves have built, must fall into 
the power of the Persians. Rabh, however, said: On the con¬ 
trary, it will come that Persia will succumb under those who 
have destroyed the Temple. Said R. Kahana and R. Assi to 
Rabh: Is it right that those who had built the Temple should 
fall under the dominion of those who have destroyed it ? He 
answered: Yea, such is the decree of the King. R. Jehudah 
also said in the name of Rabh: The Messiah, descended from 
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David, will not arrive until Rome shall have dominated over the 
entire world nine months. As it is written [Micah v. 2]: “ There¬ 
fore he will give them up until the time that she who travaileth 
hath brought forth”; and the end of the verse is, ” then shall 
the remnant of his brethren return with the children of Israel.” 

The rabbis taught: All the chambers of the Temple had no 
Mezuzahs,* except the Chamber of Palhedrin, which was a dwell¬ 
ing of the high-priest. Said R. Jehudah: Were there not many 
chambers in the Temple which were dwellings, and nevertheless 
were without Mezuzahs ? Therefore we must say that the Mezu- 
zah in the Palhedrin Chamber was only as a precautionary mea¬ 
sure (lest it be said of the high-priest that he was in prison, 
which requires no Mezuzah). What is the reason of R. Jehu- 
dah’s opinion that no Mezuzahs need be in the chambers of the 
Temple, even those which are dwellings ? Said Rabba: R. Jehu¬ 
dah holds that a house not made both for summer and winter is 
not considered a house requiring a Mezuzah. Abayi objected: 

Is it not written [Amos iii. 15]: “ And I will smite the winter 
house together with the summer house ” (hence each is called a 
house) ? He answered: It is called ” winter house ” or ” sum¬ 
mer house,” but not house alone. Abayi objected again: We 
have learned in Maasroth, III., 7: In regard to the booths 
made for the Feast of Tabernacles, during that feast things are 
made obligatory by R. Jehudah, but not by the sages.” And 
concerning this Mishna we have learned in a Boraitha: R. Jehu¬ 
dah makes obligatory in regard to them Erub, Mezuzah, and 
Tithes (hence we see even a booth is considered a house). But 
perhaps it will be said, this is only rabbinical, but not biblical ? 
This would be right of Erub and Mezuzah, but about Tithes it 
cannot be said that R. Jehudah makes them obligatory only on 
rabbinical grounds, lest he will thus tithe grain which is to be 
tithed rabbinically for that which is to be tithed biblically, and 
this is forbidden. 

Therefore said Rabha: During the whole year nobody differs - 
from the opinion that the booth is exempt from these duties; 
they only disagree about the seven days of the feast. And the 
reason for the Sukka is one, and that for the chamber of the 
Temple is another. The reason for the Sukka is, because R. 
Jehudah is consistent with his theory that a Sukka must be a 
permanent dwelling; and a permanent dwelling requires a Mezu- 


* See Deut. vi. 9. 
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zah. The rabbis are in accordance with their theory that a 
Sukka need be only a temporary dwelling, which requires no 
Mezuzah. And the reason for the chambers of the Temple is: 
The sages hold, a dwelling in which a person abides by compul¬ 
sion is considered a dwelling-house; and R. JehudalTs opinion 
is, it is not considered so. Therefore biblically it is exempt 
from a Mezuzah; but the rabbis have ordered a Mezuzah to be 
made, lest it be said the high-priest is imprisoned. 

Who is the Tana of the following Boraitha which the rabbis 
taught: “ All gates which were in the Temple had no Mezuzahs, 
except the gate of Nicanor, next to (before) which was the Pal- 
hedrin Chamber/' Shall we assume that this is only according 
to the rabbis, and not according to R. Jehudah ? For, if it were 
according to R. Jehudah, who thinks the Mezuzah in the cham¬ 
ber itself was only a precautionary measure, how could a Mezu¬ 
zah be made on the gate; that would be a precautionary measure 
against a precautionary measure ? Nay, that is all one precau¬ 
tionary measure. 

The rabbis taught: What is written [Deut. vi. 9] “ upon thy 
gates” applies to the gates of houses, courtyards, cities, and 
countries; all these are under the obligation of this religious 
duty towards God, as it is written: “ And thou shalt write upon 
the doorposts of thy house, and upon thy gates.” Said Abayi 
to R. Saphra: Why was no Mezuzah made on the city gate of 
Mechuzah (the majority of whose population were Jews) ? Abayi 
replied : It was not made, because it would have been dangerous. 
(The government in its ignorance would say it was a charm.*) 

As we have learned in the following Boraitha: A Mezuzah 
of an individual must be examined twice in a Sabbatical period 
(seven years, whether it is valid); and one of a congregation, 
twice in a jubilee (fifty years). And R. Jehudah said: It once 
happened a repairer examined a Mezuzah in the upper market 
of Ziporeth, and a quaestor surprised him doing this, and fined 
him a thousand Zuz. But did not R. Elazar say, that harm can¬ 
not befall a delegate for religious duties ? In cases where harm is 
usually to be expected, it is different. As it is written [1 Sam. 
xvi. 2]: ” And Samuel said: How shall I go ? If Saul should 
hear it, he would kill me ” ; and the Lord said: “ Take a heifer 
with thee; and say, To sacrifice unto the Lord am I come.” (It 


* In our Philactcrien-Ritus we have explained this differently. The danger was 
that it should be recognized as,a purely Jewish city and exposed to the Jews’ enemies. 
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is therefore evident that in cases of certain danger, even a dele¬ 
gate for a religious duty has to fear.) R. Kalina taught before 
R. Jehudah: A house where straw, cattle, wood, or grain is 
kept, is exempt from a Mezuzah, because women wash them¬ 
selves there. Said R. Jehudah to him: Is that the reason why 
these houses are exempt ? And otherwise, it were not so ? 
Have we not learned in a Boraitha, a stable is exempt from a 
Mezuzah in any event ? What is meant is, that in spite of the 
fact that women make their toilet there, and they may be con¬ 
sidered as dwellings, yet they are exempt from Mezuzahs. Re¬ 
joined R. Kalina: Is that so? We have learned in another 
Boraitha, a stable is exempt from a Mezuzah; but if the women 
make their toilet there, then a Mezuzah is obligatory ? What 
canst thou answer, except that it is one of several different opin¬ 
ions of the Tanaim ? So I can say, that what I have said about 
the reason of the women’s washing themselves, is also one opin¬ 
ion of the Tanaim. R. Jehudah, however, holds that when it 
is not known that the women make their toilet there, all agree 
they are exempt. 

R. Samuel b. R. Itz'hak taught in the presence of Rabba: 
Six kinds of gates are exempt from a Mezuzah: those of places 
where straw is kept, or cattle, wood, grain, or a Median (vaulted) 
gate, or a roofless gate, or one less than ten spans high. Thou 
hast said six, and hast enumerated seven ? He answered : About 
the Median gate the opinions of the Tanaim are different. 

The rabbis taught: “A prayer-house, a house belonging to a 
woman, and one belongingto two partners, must have a Mezuzah.” 
Is not this self-evident ? One might think, because it is written 
“ in thy house,” but not “ in her house ” or ” in their house,” 
such are exempt, he comes to teach us that it is not so. But 
whence do we deduce that it is not so ? It is written [Deut. xi. 
21] : “In order that your days may be multiplied, and the days 
of your children ” (a Mezuzah is then useful to longevity; does 
not a woman wish to live long ?). Why, then, is it written ” thy 
house” (Bethcha) ? It is according to Rabha, who said, it is 
equivalent to Biathcha (thy entering); as one enters the house 
with the right foot usually foremost, therefore the Mezuzah 
should be on the right side of the entrance. 

**Another high-priest is appointed, etc. It is certain that 
when the high-priest became unfit by some accident before the 
daily morning offering (on the Day of Atonement itself), the sub¬ 
stitute was exercised in the service of the daily morning offering 
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(and made to be recognizable as the high-priest). But if the 
accident happened after the daily morning offering, how was it ? 
(All the services were done in the four articles of dress of an 
ordinary priest, not in the garments of a high-priest). Said 
R. Ada bar Ahba: He was exercised in the girdle. (So that 
he was recognized to be the high-priest.) It is right, according 
to the Tana who says that the girdle of the high-priest did not 
differ from that of an ordinary priest; and on the Day of Atone¬ 
ment, as the high-priest’s girdle was of byssus, he was identified 
as the high-priest, but according to him who says that the high- 
priest’s girdle was different (and to girdle him with the high- 
priest’s girdle, except during service, is forbidden), how then 
was he identified ? Said Abayi: He attired himself in the eight 
articles of dress, and went with the basin, and turned over the 
sacrifice on the altar that it burn better. (This is considered a 
service, and he was thus exercised and recognized.) And that 
is according to R. Huna, who said*: A layman who turns over 
the sacrifice is liable to capital punishment, because it is a ser¬ 
vice. R. Papa, however, said: His service is his exercise (no 
preparatory ones are necessary). Because, did not a Boraitha 
state that all the vessels Moses had made, were consecrated 
by their anointment ? Who consecrated the vessels made later 
than the time of Moses ? Their use for service consecrates 
them. So also here, his service is his exercise. 

When Rabbin came from Palestine, he said: The girdle of 
the high-priest on the Day of Atonement was of byssus, accord¬ 
ing to all; during the whole year all agree it was of Kilaim 
(mixed of wool and linen). What they differ about is, whether 
a girdle of a common priest, during the whole year and on the 
Day of Atonement, was of Kilaim, as Rabbi says, or of byssus, 
as R. Eliezer b. R. Simeon says. Said R. Na’hman b. Itz’hak: 
We have also learned so in a Boraitha: It is written [Lev. vi. 3], 
“ upon his flesh.” Why is ” put upon ” necessary ? This is to 
add, that when he removes the ashes he must have on the mitre 
and girdle also. Such is the decree of R. Jehudah. R. Dosa 
said: This is to add that the four garments of a high-priest on 
the Day of Atonement may be worn by a common priest. Said 
Rabbi: There are two objections to this. The first objection is, 
the girdle of a high-priest on the Day of Atonement is not the 
same as that of a common priest; and, secondly, how can it be 
said that the garments employed for a more important (?) holi¬ 
ness, may be used later for any less important. What else is 
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the phrase " put upon ” to add ? That he may use his old gar¬ 
ments (and needs not new ones). R. Dosa, who prohibits old 
garments, except to common priests, decrees according to his 
theory in the following Boraitha: It is written [Lev. xvi. 23], 
“ And he shall leave them there that signifies they must be 
hidden. R. Dosa, however, said: He may not use them him¬ 
self the next year (on the Day of Atonement, but a common 
priest can use them). 

The rabbis taught: When the high-priest happened to be¬ 
come unfit for service, and his substitute performed it, then 
after the Day of Atonement the high-priest resumes his service, 
and all the laws regarding the high-priesthood apply to the sub¬ 
stitute (he can no longer be like a common priest). Such is the 
decree of R. Meir. R. Jose, however, says: The high-priest 
resumes his service, the substitute does not become like a high- 
priest, nor continues to be as a common priest. And R. Jose 
added: It happened to Joseph b. Alem of Ziporeth, that he 
was a substitute for the high-priest, who performed the service 
instead of the high-priest, to whom an accident had happened. 
Later the sages said, the high-priest should resume his sendee, 
and that Joseph b. Alem is fit no longer to be either a high- 
priest or a common priest. A high-priest, to prevent enmity; 
and a common priest, because there is a rule, in holiness one 
may increase but not decrease. Said Rabba bar bar Hana in 
the name of R. Johanan: The Halakha prevails according to 
R. Jose. R. Jose grants, that if the substitute has performed 
service in the Temple, this service is valid. 

R. Jehudah said in the name of Rabh also: The Halakha 
prevails according to R. Jose, and R. Jose grants that when it 
happens the high-priest dies, he may become high-priest. This 
is self-evident ? One might say, since he was his rival in life, 
he might not become a high-priest after his death. He comes 
to teach us it is not so. 

“ R. Jehudah says , another wife,” etc. The sages apprehend 
lest an accident happen to the high-priest himself, and prepare 
a substitute. Why not prepare another wife also ? The rabbis 
can answer: An accident of defilement can happen, but death 
(which is rare) is not apprehended. 

14 There will be 710 end,” etc. The sages have given a good 
answer to R. Jehudah ? R. Jehudah can reply: That one may 
die, is apprehended; that both should die, is not. 

The rabbis taught: The high-priest may sacrifice when he is 
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an Onen (one of his relatives had died, and not been interred 
yet), but he may not eat (of the sacrifices). R. Jehudah says, 
the whole day. What is meant ? Said Rabh: If he is in his 
home, he must be brought to the Temple to perform the ser¬ 
vice. Said Abayi to him : How canst thou say this ? We know 
that, according to R. Jehudah, he is told to stop, even when he 
is performing the service, as we have learned in the following 
Boraitha: ‘* When he stands sacrificing on the altar/’ and it is 
reported to him that one of his relatives is dead, he must in¬ 
terrupt the sendee, and go. So is the decree of R. Jehudah. 
R. Jose says: He must conclude the sendee, and then go. 
And thou sayest he is brought from his home. Therefore says 
Rahha: What is meant by “ the whole day” ? The whole day 
he is not obliged to perform the service, when he is an Onen, 
lest he eat of the sacrifices (but in the evening he may). Said 
R. Adda b. Ahba to Rabha: Does R. Jehudah take such a pre¬ 
cautionary measure against his eating ? Did we not learn in 
our Mishna, R. Jehudah said, another wife was prepared for 
him, lest his own wife die ? If his wife die, he is expected to 
perform the service, and R. Jehudah does not take the pre¬ 
cautionary measure lest he partake of the sacrifice? Rabha an¬ 
swered: What comparison is this ? This is the Day of Atone¬ 
ment, when nobody eats; it is not feared that he shall eat. But 
on a common day it is apprehended. 

MISHNA: During all the seven days he sprinkles the blood 
[of the daily offerings, to become practised], fumes the incense, 
trims the lamps, and offers the head and the leg. During all 
the other days, he sacrifices, if he chooses, since the high-priest 
offers the first portion as he prefers, and takes for his own use a 
portion of the first offering. 

GEAIARA: Who is the Tana who holds so ? Said R. Hisda: 
That is not in accordance with R. Aqiba. For R. Aqiba 
holds that when a clean man is sprinkled upon, he thereby 
becomes defiled. And since the high-priest was sprinkled upon 
all the seven days, how could he perform the service ? As we 
have learned in the following Boraitha: It is written [Num. 
xix. 19]: ” And the clean person shall sprinkle upon the 

unclean.” Infer from this (since unclean is written, not him), 
that only an unclean person becomes clean; but if a clean person 
is sprinkled on, he becomes unclean. So is the decree of R. 
Aqiba. But the sages said : This only applies to things sub¬ 
ject to defilement. Abayi, however, said: It may be said, the 
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Mishna can be even in accordance with R. Aqiba; and the case 
is, the whole day he can perform the service, in the evening he 
bathes, and when the sun has set, he becomes clean. 

‘ ‘ Fumes the incense , and trims the lamps. ’ ’ From this we see 
that the rite of the incense is performed first, and after that, 
of the lamps. There is a contradiction ? \Ve have learned in 
Tamid, III., 6: “ Who has got the privilege to clear the inner 
altar of the ashes, to trim the lamps and offer the incense’’ 
(hence we see, the lamps precede the incense). Said R. Joha- 
nan : The Tana who has taught the order of the rites on the Day 
of Atonement is R. Simeon, the man of Mitzpah, who differed 
from the sages of the Mishna in Tract Tamid. 

And there is a contradiction even in this tract in the order of 
the rites, as we learn in a Mishna farther on. The second lot is 
to determine who should slaughter, who should sprinkle, who 
should clear the inner altar, who shall trim the lamps, and 
who shall carry up the members on the staircase. The third lot 
is drawn by nine priests, to determine who should offer the 
incense. (Hence the lamps here precede the incense also.) 
Said Abayi: It presents no difficulty. In the one case the two 
lamps are meant, in the other case the five lamps. (Shall we 
assume that between the trimming of the two lamps and the five 
lamps incense was offered ?) Did not Abayi, who ordered the rites 
according to a tradition, say that between the trimming of the 
two and five lamps the blood of the daily sacrifice was sprinkled ? 
We can say, it presents no difficulty. This is according to R. 
Abbu Saul, and according to the sages of the following Boraitha: 
One shall not trim the lamps, and then offer the incense; but 
he must first offer the incense, and then trim the lamps. Abbu 
Saul, however, said: He must first trim the lamps, and then 
offer the incense. What is the reason of Abbu Saul’s decree ? 
It is written [Ex. xxx. 7]: “ Every morning, when he dresseth 
the lamps,” (and later) “ shall he burn it.” What will the sages 
say to this ? The sages say, at the same time both should be 
done, not that the lamps should be before the incense. For if 
you should not say so, how will the next verse be explained: 
“ And when Aaron lighteth the lamps toward evening, shall he 
burn it ” [ibid. 8] ? He should first light, and then offer the 
incense later ? And if you would say that so it is, did we not 
learn in a Boraitha, it is written, ” from the evening to the 
morning” [Ex. xxvii. 21] ? There is no service which is valid 
from the evening till the morning except this. (Hence we see 
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the lamps were the last.) (We must therefore say that) the 
Torah means, that at the same time the lamps are lighted, the 
incense is to be offered. So also is it with the cleaning of the 
lamps; when they are cleaned, the morning incense is offered. 
R. Papa said: The self-contradiction of this tract presents no 
difficulty, because one decree is according to the rabbis, and one 
according to Abbu Saul. What did R. Papa mean to say: He 
wants to ascribe our Mishna to the rabbis, and that speaking of 
the lots to Abbu Saul. Let us see how the end of that Mishna 
in Chap. III., namely, ” went in to fume the morning incense, 
and to trim the lamps,” will correspond. This is certainly 
according to the rabbis. Then the first part and the conclusion 
of the Mishna will be according to the rabbis, and the middle 
part according to Abbu Saul ? R. Papa can say, that this is 
the case. 

In the Mishna in Tamid we have learned: When he comes 
to the northeastern corners of the altar, he places the blood 
there, and when he comes to the southwestern corners, he places 
the blood there. And in addition to this, we have learned in a 
Boraitha: ‘'That R. Simeon, the man of Mitzpah, makes a 
difference in the daily offering; namely, when he comes to the 
northeastern corners, he places the blood on both corners at 
once, but at the southwestern he first places it on the western 
corner, then on the southern.” What is the reason of R. Sim¬ 
eon ? Said R. Johanan in the name of one disciple of the school 
of R. Janai: Because it is written [Num. xxviii. 15]: ” One lie- 
goat for a sin-offering unto the Lord, besides the continual 
burnt-offering, shall it be prepared with its drink-offering.” 
What is the sin-offering mentioned for, in connection with the 
burnt-offering ? To teach us that though it is a burnt-offering, 
in one respect it must be sacrificed as a sin-offering; namely, at 
two of the four corners he places the blood on both corners at 
once as a burnt-offering, and at the southwestern he puts the 
blood on the western first, and on the southern thereafter. 

We have learned in another Mishna (Tamid, III., 3): ” The 
superintendent said to them, Go and bring a lamb from the 
chamber of the lambs.” The chamber of the lambs was in the 
northwestern corner (of the house of heating. Such an apart¬ 
ment existed in the temple, to render the marble pavement of 
the temple warm, on which the priest had to walk barefooted). 

There were four chambers: one that of the lambs, one that 
of the seals, one that of the heating house, and one chamber 
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where the showbread was made. There is a contradiction to the 
Mishna in Midoth (I., 7): “ Four chambers were in the heating 
house, like small rooms opening into a great hall: two belonged 
to the sanctuary, and two were profane; and small wickets parted 
the sacred ones from the profane ones. And what was then- 
use ? The southwestern was for the lambs for the sacrifices. 
The southeastern was that in which the showbread was made. 
In the northeastern the Maccabees (Hasmoneans) had hidden the 
stones of the altar profaned by the Greeks. The northwestern 
was used as a passage to the bath-house.'’ (There is, then, a 
contradiction between the two about the names and use of the 
chambers and situation of the chamber of lambs ?) Said R. 
Huna: The Tana according to whom is the Mishna in Tract 
Midoth is R. Eliezer b. Jacob, as we have learned (ibid. II., 5): 
The chamber at the northeast was the place where wood was 
kept, and the blemished priests examined the wood there, as 
mouldy wood was unfit for the altar. The northwestern cham¬ 
ber was the place of the cured lepers (who came to the Temple 
to be sprinkled to sacrifice). The southwestern ? Says R. 
Eliezer b. Jacob: I forget what its use was. Abbu Saul says: 
Wine and oil for the offerings were kept there, and it was called 
the chamber of oil. Hence we see the Mishna in Midoth must 
be in accordance with R. Eliezer b. Jacob. And so it also seems 
from another Mishna in Midoth (IV.). R. Addi b. Abba said: 
Our Mishna is in accordance with R. Jehudah of the following 
Boraitha: R. Jehudah said: The altar stood in the middle of the 
court, and was in size thirty-two ells, ten ells opposite to the 
door of the Temple (wide twenty ells), eleven ells toward the 
north, and eleven ells to the south: so that the altar was oppo¬ 
site to the Temple and to its walls. Now, if you would say that 
the Mishna in Midoth is according to R. Jehudah, how can it be 
that the altar should be in the middle of the court ? R. Addi 
the son of R. Itz'hak said: The chamber of the lambs was at 
the western side, and extended toward both the north and south¬ 
western corners; and to him who came from the southern side 
it seemed to be the north, while to one who came from the 
north it seemed in the southern corner (but in reality it was in 
the southwestern). 

The high-priest offers the first portion etc. The rabbis 
taught: What is meant by his offering a portion the first ? He 
may say what burnt-offering or meal-offering he wants to offer 
(and no other priest may touch it). And what is meant by his 
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taking a portion the first ? He may say of which sin-offering or 
trespass-offering he desires to partake. And he can take one of 
the two loaves. He can also take four or five of the loaves 
of the showbread. Rabbi said: He always took five loaves, 
because it is written [Lev. xxiv. 9]: “And it shall belong to 
Aaron and to his sons.” We interpret it thus: Half should 
belong to Aaron (or the high-priest) and half to the children of 
Aaron (priests). Does not this Boraitha contradict itself ? 
First it is said, he takes one of the two loaves—that means, the 
half—and this is according to Rabbi, who maintains that the 
high-priest always takes the half. Now the middle part, which 
says that he takes four or five, must be according to the rabbis, 
who say he does not take the exact half; and in the conclusion 
it is said, Rabbi says he always takes five. It seems, then, that 
the first part and conclusion are according to Rabbi, and the 
middle part according to the sages ? Said Abayi: The first part 
and the middle part are according to the rabbis, but they admit 
that out of two loaves the high-priest could not but receive one, 
as it was not becoming to give him half a loaf. 

MISHNA: He is attended by some elders of the Beth Din, 
who read to him [out of Lev. xvi.] concerning the ceremonial 
of the day (of Atonement), and say to him: My lord the high- 
priest, say it aloud, lest thou hast forgotten, or not studied 
this. On the morning of the day preceding the Day of Atone¬ 
ment, he is placed at the eastern gate, and bulls, rams, and 
sheep are passed before him, that he should get a knowledge 
of the service. 

During all the seven days he is free to eat and drink, but on 
the eve of the Day of Atonement, at dusk, he is not permitted 
to eat much, as it would induce drowsiness. 

GEMARA: It is right that they should say to him, Perhaps 
thou hast forgotten. But that they should say to him, Perhaps 
thou hast not studied, is an ignorant man made a high-priest ? 
Have we not learned in a Boraitha: It is written [Lev. xxi. 
10]: “ And the priest that is highest of his brethren/’ That 
signifies, that he must be highest among his brethren in physical 
strength, in personal beauty, in wisdom, and in wealth. 

An anonymous teacher said: Whence do we know that, if he 
is not rich, his brethren the priests must make him rich ? Be¬ 
cause it is written: “ That is highest of his brethren,” that sig¬ 
nifies, his brethren must contribute to make him highest. 

Said R. Joseph: It presents no difficulty. That was the case 
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during the time of the first Temple, and this in the time of the 
second Temple. As R. Assi said: A whole measure of dinars, 
Martha daughter of Bithas gave to the king Janai, that he should 
make Joshua b. Gamla high-priest. 

“ On the morning of the day preceding the Day of Atonement 
We have learned a Boraitha: The he-goats were also passed 
before him. But why does not our Mishna mention it ? Be¬ 
cause (it holds that they were not passed), as the he-goats are 
only for the atonement of sin, he would have become dejected. 
If so, why were the bullocks passed, they are also for sins ? 
Because the bulls were to atone for his sins and those of the 
priests, his brethren; he would not have become dispirited, 
because if they had sinned, he would have been told, and he 
would have induced them to repent. But the he-goats were to 
atone for the sins of all Israel: so he could not know who had 
sinned. Said Rabhina: This is what people say. Even if your 
sister’s son is a (publican), you should not pass him in the street, 
for, since he knows your affairs, he will take from you more than 
from others. 

“ During all the seven days" etc. We have learned in a 
Boraitha: R. Jehudah b. Naqusa said: They gave to him to eat 
bread of the best flour, and eggs that it should be digested more 
easily (that he should not find himself compelled to interrupt 
his service on the Day of Atonement for a human necessity). 
The sages said to him: This heats yet more. We have learned 
in a Boraitha: Symmachos said: They gave him as food no 
citron, no eggs, no old wine. According to others, he received 
no citron, no eggs, no fat meat, no old wine. Still others say: 
Even white wine he did not receive, because white wine brings 
a man to uncleanness. 

MISHNA: The Elders of the Beth Din left him to the 
attendance of the Elders of the priesthood, who took him up to 
the house of Abtinas, made him swear, took farewell, and went 
away. They said: My lord the high-priest, we are delegates of 
the Beth Din, and thou art our delegate and the delegate of the 
Beth Din; we conjure thee by Him who has made His abode in 
this house, that thou shalt not alter one thing about which we 
have spoken to thee. He took farewell weeping, and they 
parted weeping. 

If he was a teacher, he lectured; otherwise, the scholars lec¬ 
tured before him. If he was practised in reading, he reads; if 
not, they read to him. From which books of the Scriptures ? 
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From Job, Ezra, and Chronicles. Zechariah b. Kabutal says: 
Many times I read to him out of Daniel. 

GEMARA: We have learned in a Boraitha: Teaching him 
the service consisted in teaching him to take a handful of 
incense (which had neither to be spilled nor any left on the top 
of the hand). R. Papa said : The high-priest had two chambers, 
one that of Palhedrin, to sleep in, the other that of Abtinas, to 
learn the service. One was in the north, one in the south. One 
in the north, as we have learned in Midoth (V., 3): Six cham¬ 
bers were in the court: three in the north, three in the south. 
Those of the south were the chambers of salt, of Parva, and that 
where the entrails were washed. The chamber of the salt was 
where the salt was kept for the sacrifices; that of Parva, where 
the skins of the sacrifices of the sanctuary were salted, and on 
its roof was a bath-house for the high-priest on the Day of 
Atonement. The washing chamber was where the entrails of 
the sacrifices of the sanctuary were washed. Thence a stone 
staircase led to the roof of the chamber of Parva. The three in 
the north were: a chamber for wood, the chamber of Exile, and 
the chamber of Gazith (hewn marble stones). 

About that of wood, said R. Eliezer b. Jacob, I forget for 
what purpose it was used. Abbu Saul says, the chamber of the 
high-priest was behind the first two of the above-mentioned 
ones; the roofs of them all were on the same level. In the 
chamber of Exile there was a well, which those returned from 
the Exile had dug; over it was a wheel, whereby water was 
drawn, to supply the whole Temple. In the chamber of Gazith 
the Sanhedrin of Israel held session, and examined there the 
priests. Whatever priest was found to be legally unfit for ser¬ 
vice, used to dress himself in black clothes, enveloped himself in 
black, and went away. If he was found fit, he would dress him¬ 
self in white, envelope himself in white, and enter the Temple 
to serve with his brethren. One other chamber was in the south, 
as we have learned in the following Mishna (Midoth V., 4): 
Seven gates were in the court: three at the north, three at the 
south, and one at the east. The south one was the Gate of 
Illumination, the other the Gate of the Sacrifices, the third the 
Gate of Water. At the east was the Gate .of Nicanor; to this 
gate were adjoined two chambers, one at the right and one at 
the left. One was the chamber of Pin’has, the superintendent 
of the priests' wardrobe; the other was where barrels were manu¬ 
factured. At the north was the Gate of Nitzutz. There was 
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a balcony and an attic over it, where priests were watching (the 
Temple) above, and the Levites beneath. Inside was the Choyl 
(a round walled and roofed place, in the Temple). The other 
was the Gate of Sacrifices. The third was the Gate of the Heat¬ 
ing House, and we have learned in another Boraitha that on that 
day the high-priest took five legal bathings, and ten times sanc¬ 
tified his hands and feet from the laver. [See Ex. xxx. 18.] Both 
the bathing and the sanctifications he performed on the roof of 
the chamber of Parva, in the sanctuary, except the first one, 
which he did not take in the sanctuary, but near the Gate of 
Water. The bath-house was on one side of his chamber, only I 
don't know whether the Chamber of Palhedrin was in the north 
and that of Abtinas in the south, or vice versa . 

14 TJiott art our delegate ." Shall we assume that in this 
Mishna is found an objection to R. Huna b. R. Joshua, who said 
that the priests are delegates of the Merciful One (not of Beth 
Din) ? If they were our delegates, then are there things which 
we ourselves may not do, and our delegates may (as in the case 
with the priests) ? They did not say to the high-priest that he 
is their delegate, but that they conjured him to act according to 
their opinion and to that of Beth Din. 

“He wept , and they wept . ” He wept for being suspected of 
being a Sadducee, and they wept because they probably sus¬ 
pected an innocent man, as R. Joshua b. Levi said: “ He who 
suspects an upright man is smitten by God in his body.” (See 
Sabbath, p. 191.) Why had he to be conjured ? It was feared 
lest he prepare the incense on the censer outside of the Holy of 
Holies, and then enter with the censer, as did the Sadducees. 
The rabbis taught: It happened to one Sadducee, who prepared 
outside, and entered the Holy of Holies with it, when he came 
out, he was rejoicing greatly. When his father met him, he 
said to him: My son, though we are Sadducees, yet we must 
fear the Pharisees. He replied: All my years I was anxious to 
fulfil the verse [Lev. xvi. 2], 44 For in the cloud will I appear 
upon the mercy seat," and I said to myself, When will come 
the day when I might do it ? And to-day, when I have had 
opportunity, should I not have done it ? It was said, it did not 
take long before he died, and lay amidst rubbish, and worms 
crept out of his nose. 

“ Zechariah b. Kabutal ," etc. R. Hanan b. Rabha taught to 
Hiya the son of Rabh in the presence of Rabh: Said R. Zecha¬ 
riah b. Kavutal: Rabh made to him a sign with the hand that he 
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should say Kabutal. Why did he not say it to him ? Rabh 
read Sh’ma’ at that time. Is it permitted to make signs when 
Sh’ma’ is read ? Did not R. Itz’hak b. Samuel b. Martha say: 
He who reads Sh’ma’ must not wink his eyes, whistle with his 
lips, nor make signs with his fingers ? And in a Boraitha we 
have also learned: R. Eliezer Hasma has said: He who reads 
Sh’ma’, and winks, or whistles, or makes signs with his fingers, 
of him the verse says [Isaiah xliii. 22]: ” On me hast thou not 
called, Jacob.” It presents no difficulty; in the first part of the 
Sh’ma’ one may not do so, but during the recital of the second 
one may. 

MISHNA: If he began to slumber, the young priests snapped 
with their fingers Tzreda, addressing-him: My lord the high- 
priest, rise, and cool thyself once on the [marble] floor. He was 
kept occupied until the time for slaughtering the daily offering. 

GEMARA: What is meant by the word Tzreda? Said R. 
Jehudah, the thumb. R. Huna showed this performance, and 
the sound went to all ends of the college. 

“ Cool thyself once on the floor." Said R. Itz’hak: They said 
to him, show to us Kidah (supported only on his thumbs and 
great toes, to kiss the floor). 

“ Until the time for slaughtering " We have learned in a 
Boraitha: He was not occupied by a violin or harp, but by 
voices: they sang to him. What? From Psalm cxxvii.: 
“ Unless the Lord do build a house, in vain labor they that 
build it.” The respectable men of Jerusalem forbore to sleep 
the whole night, and talked among themselves, that the high- 
priest might hear the sound of voices, and not fall asleep. We 
have learned in a Boraitha: Abbu Saul says: Even in the coun¬ 
tries where the temple was hot, they did it, in honor of the tem¬ 
ple, but they came to sin on these occasions. Said Abayi, 
according to others, R. Na’hman b. Itz’hak: By what Abbu Saul 
said of the other countries, he meant Nahardea. Elijah said to 
R. Jehudah, the brother of R. Sala the Pious: You think to 
yourselves why Messiah does not come. To-day is the Day of 
Atonement, and many virgins have been lain with to-day in the 
City of Nahardea. Said to him R. Jehudah; What says the 
Holy One, blessed be He, to this ? Elijah replied: He said in 
reference to this the verse in Genesis [iv. 7]: ” Sin lieth at the 
door.” He asked: What says Satan to this ? Elijah answered: 
On the Day of Atonement he has no right to bring forward 
accusations. 
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MISHNA: Every day the altar is cleared of the ashes at the 
time of the crowing of the Geber (cock), a little while before or 
after it; but on the Day of Atonement it is done soon after mid¬ 
night, and on the other holidays after the first watch of the 
night. And before the cock’s crowing the fore court used to be 
filled with Israelites. 

GEMARA: What is meant by Geber ? Said Rabh, a man 
(Geber signifies “man” also). But the disciples of R. Shila 
say, a cock. It happened once, that Rabh was at the place 
where R. Shila was the chief of the college. R. Shila had no 
interpreter (as he lectured). Rabh assumed the function of his 
interpreter. When they came to this Mishna, “ the cock’s 
crowing,” Rabh interpreted, “ man’s heralding.” Said to him 
R. Shila: Let the Master say, “the cock’s crowing.” Rabh 
answered: A song good for educated men is not good for tan¬ 
ners. I have interpreted it thus for R. Hiya; he did not cen¬ 
sure me, and you it does not please. Said R. Shila: Is the 
Master Rabh ? Then, leave off. It is not fit that you should 
be my interpreter (sit on my chair, and I will interpret for you)? 
Rabh replied: The world says, If one has hired himself to a 
man, even if he tells him to brush wool (a work only for women) 
he should do it. According to others, he answered to him: In 
matters of holiness one increases, but does not decrease. 

We have learned in one Boraitha according to Rabh, and in 
another according to R. Shila. We have learned according to 
Rabh: Gabini the Herald used to herald: Rise, priests, to your 
service; and Levites, to your chanting; and Israel, to your 
standing.* And his voice was heard at the distance of three 
parsaoth . It happened once that Agrippa the king being on the 
road, he heard Gabini’s voice at the distance of three parsaoth . 
When he returned home, he sent him presents. Nevertheless, 
the voice of the high-priest surpassed in strength that of Gabini 
the Herald. Because the Master said, when he used to say on 
the Day of Atonement, “ I pray Thee, O Lord,” his voice was 
heard at Jericho, and Rabba bar bar Hana said in the name of 
R. Johanan: Between Jericho and Jerusalem is the distance of 
ten parsaoth , and although on the Day of Atonement one is 
weak from fasting, and though his voice was heard by day, 
whereas Gabini heralded only by night. 

And we have learned in a Boraitha according to R. Shila: “ He 


* See Shekalim. 
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who walks on the road before the “ Kriath Hageber ” (cock’s 
crowing), his blood is on his head. R. Joshiah says: Before the 
second cock’s crowing. And according to others, before he 
crows the third time. Of what sort of cock is this said ? Of a 
moderate cock (not a hasty or tardy one). R. Jehudah in the 
name of Rabh said: ” When Israel used to come on the three 
pilgrimages, they stood crowded. But when they prostrated 
themselves, they had much space, and stationed themselves 
eleven ells behind the mercy-seat.” What does he mean ? Al¬ 
though they were eleven ells behind the mercy-seat, and were 
crowded, yet when they prostrated themselves they had much 
room, and this was one of the ten miracles that occurred in the 
Temple. (See Aboth, V., 2.) 

Were there only ten miracles ? Did not R. Ushia say that 
when Solomon built the Temple, he planted there all kinds of 
golden fruit-trees, and they bore fruits at the proper times, and 
when the wind blew on them, they fell down and were ripe ? As 
it is written in Psalm lxxii. 16: “ Its fruits shall shake like the 
trees of Lebanon.” And when the Gentiles had entered the 
Temple, the fruit-trees became withered (blighted), as it is writ¬ 
ten [Nahum i. 4]: ” The flowers of Lebanon wither,” and the 
Holy One, blessed be He, will restore them. As it is written 
[Is. xxxi. 2]: “It shall blossom abundantly and rejoice; yea, 
with joy and singing, the glory of the Lebanon shall be given 
unto it.” (So we see there were miracles besides the ten ?) In 
the Mishna are counted only the perpetual miracles, but those 
happening on certain times only have not been reckoned. 

The Master says elsewhere that in Jerusalem were two per¬ 
petual miracles: the rain never extinguished the fire on the 
outer altar, and the smoke was always straight in spite of the 
winds, in whichever directions they might blow. But we have 
learned in a Boraitha: Five things have been said of the fire on 
the altar : It had the form of a lion, it was clear as the sun, it 
was palpable, it consumed moist things as dry ones, and never 
emitted any smoke. (There is, then, a contradiction, since 
there was no smoke at all ?) The smoke was that of the fire 
kindled by men. As we have learned in a Boraitha: It is written 
[Lev. i. 7]: ” And the sons of Aaron the priest shall put fire 
upon the altar.” Infer from this, that although the fire de¬ 
scended from heaven, it was a merit to kindle an earthly fire also. 
(There is another contradiction ?) You say it had the form of a 
lion. We have learned in a Boraitha, R. Hanina the Segan of 
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the priests said : I have seen it, and it had the form of a dog ? It 
presents no difficulty: in the time of the first Temple it was like 
a lion, and of the second, like a dog. 

But in the second Temple there was no heavenly fire at all, 
as R. Samuel b. Inia said: It is written [Haggai i. 8]: “ That I 
may take pleasure in it, and be glorified M ; it is written “ Veika- 
bed,” and it is read “ Veikabdah.” Why is the “h M missing ? 
This is to hint that five (the numeral value of “ h ”) things were 
missing in the second Temple. What are they ? The ark, the 
mercy-seat, the cherubim, the heavenly fire, the Shekhina, the 
Holy Spirit, and the Urim and Tumim. So we see there was 
no heavenly fire in the second Temple at all ? We may say, it 
was there, only it did not assist in consuming. 

It is said above, that no wind could divert the smoke. But 
this is not so? Did not R. Itz'hak b. Abdimi say: At the 
expiration of the Feast of Tabernacles, all looked on the 
smoke of the altar: when it was inclined to the north, the poor 
rejoiced, and the wealthier were dejected, for it showed there 
would be too much rain, and the fruit would rot: but when it 
was inclined to the south, the poor were out of spirits, and the 
rich were glad, for this was a sign there would be little rain, and 
the fruit would remain well-preserved, and fetch a high price. 
When it was bent eastward, all rejoiced, and westward, all were 
deploring it (thus we see that the smoke was swayed by the 
wind ?). It was made by the wind oblique, but not crooked. 


CHAPTER II. 


CONCERNING THE LOTS THE PRIESTS DREW, WHAT PRIESTS SHOULD 
GO TO THE ALTAR, AND HOW MANY PRIESTS WERE NEEDED 
FOR EACH SACRIFICE. 

MISHNA: Formerly, whoever desired to clear the altar of 
the ashes did so. When there were many of them (priests), 
they ran on the staircase (leading to the top of altar). Whoever 
first came within four ells, merited it. When two were on a par, 
the superintendent said to them (all priests): Put forth your 
fingers. Which did they put forth ? One or two, but not the 
thumb in the Temple (which were counted instead of the per¬ 
sons they belonged to, and the service was given to the last). 

Once an accident happened: one of two who were running 
up the staircase pushed his companion, so that he fell, and 
broke his foot. Seeing that it is attended by accidents, the 
Beth Din made the reform, that the altar should be cleared by 
lot. There were four lots: this is the first lot. 

GEMARA: Why had not lots been used formerly ? Previ¬ 
ously it was thought that since it is done by night and not con¬ 
sidered an important service by the priests, they would not come 
in considerable number, but when it was seen that the case was 
otherwise, this reform was made. 

Was this' reform only for this purpose ? We know that he 
who cleared the ashes also arranged the pieces of wood on the 
altar, and brought the two measures of wood, and that was con¬ 
sidered an important service ? Said R. Ashi:Two reforms were 
made: at first, when it had been thought they would not come 
in considerable numbers, no lot was used at all; then, when it 
was observed that they came and accidents happened, the use of 
the lot was introduced. Then the priests ceased to come, since 
they were not sure of drawing the lot at all. It was then 
reformed, that he who clears the ashes should arrange the pieces 
of wood and bring the two measures also, that the priests might 
come to draw the lot, since it would be for important services. 

" Put forth your fingers." We have learned in a Boraitha: 
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“ He said to them thus. Put out your fingers, that they be 
counted.’’ Why did he not count the persons themselves? 
This can be a support to what R. Itz’hak has said: ” Israel 
must not be counted, even for religious duties.” As it is writ¬ 
ten [1 Sam. xv. 4]: “ And Saul ordered the people to assemble, 
and he numbered them by means of lambs.” * Said R. Elazar: 
Whoever numbers Israel, trespasses a negative commandment, 
because it is written [Hosea ii. 1]: ” Yet shall the number of 
the children of Israel be like the sand of the sea, which may not 
be numbered.” R. Na’hman b. Itz’hak says: He trespasses 
two commandments, as it is written, which cannot be measured 
nor numbered. R. Samuel b. Na’hman, in the name of R. Jona¬ 
than, found a contradiction in the same passage: It is written 
that the number of Israel will be like that of the sand (then 
a definite number is given), and then it is said, it cannot be 
counted—that is, has no number. It presents no difficulty: 
When Israel shall do the will of God, they will be without num¬ 
ber; but when they do not do God’s will, they will be of a defi¬ 
nite number. Rabbi in the name of Abbi Joseph b. Dustai says: 
There is no contradiction in it. Men cannot count the sand, but 
in Heaven they can count it. 

R. Huna said: How secure and careless should the man feel 
that knows that the Lord helps him: Saul committed only one 
sin; he lost his royalty: David committed two sins, and yet 
retained it. Saul’s sin was, that he spared Agag. But he mas¬ 
sacred the priests of Nob ? That which is written [1 Sam. xv. 
11], ” I repent that I have set up Saul as king,” was said already 
on the occasion of the sin of Agag [which was the first, chrono¬ 
logically]. What are David’s two sins ? That of Uriah and his 
numbering of Israel. But there is a third one ? That of Bath- 
Sheba ? For that of Bath-Sheba he was punished, as it is writ¬ 
ten [2 Sam. xii. 6]: ” For the ewe he shall pay fourfold.” What 
were the four punishments ? The death of Bath-Sheba’s child, 
the death of Amnon, the misfortune of Tamar, and Absalom. 
But for numbering Israel he was also chastised ? As it is written 
[2 Sam. xxiv. 15]: ” And the Lord sent a pestilence in Israel 
from the morning even to the time appointed.” In that case all 
Israel was chastised, but not he himself. But in those instances 
it was also his children on whom the wrath was visited, not on 


* The Talmud translates Telaim lambs, but the ordinary versions regard it as a 
proper name. 
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himself ? Nay, he was personally punished, too. As R. Jehu- 
dah says in the name of Rabh: For six months David became 
leprous, and the Sanhedrin separated themselves from him, and 
the Shekhina. As it is written [Ps. cxix. 79]: “ Let those that 
fear thee return unto me, and those that know thy testimonies. ” 
And it is written [ibid. li. 14]: “ Restore unto me the gladness 
of thy salvation/’ (The first refers to the Sanhedrin, and the 
second to the Shekhina.) But did not David also believe calum¬ 
nies ? (of Ziba). For this he was also punished, for R. Jehudah 
said in the name of Rabh, when David said to Mephibosheth 
[2 Sam. xix. 30], ” I have said, Thou and Ziba shall divide the 
field,” a heavenly voice was heard, proclaiming that Rehoboam 
and Jeroboam should divide the kingdom. 

It is written [1 Sam. xii. 1] : ” One year old was Saul in his 
reign.”* Said R. Huna: That means, he was innocent of sin 
as a child of one year. R. Jehudah said in the name of Samuel: 
Why did not Saul’s dynasty last long ? Because there was no 
stain on his whole family. And R. Johanan in the name of 
R. Simeon b. Jehozadak said: A man must not be made the 
head of a congregation unless he has a whole heap of reptiles 
(family disgraces) at his back, in order that, if he should become 
haughty, people should be able to say to him: Look around, 
behind your back. R. Jehudah in the name of Rabh said: Why 
was Saul punished ? Because he was willing to dispense with 
honors. As it is written [1 Sam. x. 27]: ” But the worthless 
men said, in what can this one help us ? And they despised 
him, and brought him no presents. But he acted as though he 
were deaf.” And soon after this is written: ” Then came up 
Nachash the Ammonite,” etc. 

R. Johanan in the name of R. Simeon b. Jehozadak said 
again: A scholar who is not revengeful and remembers not 
injuries as a serpent, cannot be called “Talmud Hakham ” 
(a teacher). But it is written [Lev. xix. 18]: “ Thou shalt not 
avenge nor bear any grudge”? There precautionary matters 
are spoken of (but in regard to bodily pain or honor it is differ¬ 
ent). As we have learned in the following Boraitha: “ What is 
called revenge, and what is called bearing a grudge ? Revenge 
is such a case: When one comes to the other, and asks him to 
lend a sickle to him, he says: Nay. On the morrow, the second 
comes to the first, and wants to borrow an axe. He answers: 


Literally it is thus, but translators have it, “ When he had reigned one year. 
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I do not wish to lend to you, as you have not lent to me. This 
is called revenge. What is bearing a grudge ? When one comes 
to another, and asks him to loan him an axe, and does not get 
it. On the morrow the second comes to the first, and wants to 
borrow a shirt. He answers: I lend it to you, because I am not 
like you, who did not want to lend me yesterday. This is called 
bearing a grudge. ” But in case of bodily pain, has not the 
Torah forbidden vengeance ? Have we not learned in the fol¬ 
lowing Boraitha: 44 Those who are wronged and not wronging, 
bear their shame and do not reply, do good deeds out of love, 
and rejoice not at afflictions, of them says the verse [Judges v. 
31]: 4 Those that love him are as the rising sun in his might.’ ” 

Reply they should not, bear a grudge in their hearts they 
may (and if another party avenges them, they need not inter¬ 
fere). Is that so ? Did not Rabha say: He who leaves his 
injuries unavenged, will have his sins forgiven in Heaven ? 
That means, if the offender comes to propitiate him, he should 
pardon. 

44 Which? One , or two? ” If two, why is it said at all, one 
(or two) ? This applies to those who have a disease, that they 
cannot stretch forth one finger, without stretching out the other 
also. We have learned in the following Boraitha: They used to 
put out one finger when healthy, but when diseased, they could 
stretch out two. 

44 Once an accident ,” etc. The rabbis taught: It once hap¬ 
pened two priests were running, and were on a par. When they 
came to the top, one outstripped the other by four ells; he took 
a knife and stuck it into the other one’s breast. R. Zadok stood 
on the staircase of the porch, and said: Brethren of Israel, hear! 
It is written [Deut. xxi. 1] : 44 If there be found a slain person 
in the land . . . shall take a heifer.” For whom shall we 

bring the heifer ? For the city, or for the Temple ? The whole 
people began to weep. Then the father of the young man 
arrived, and found him yet agonizing. He said: 44 May he (the 
dead) be an atonement for your sins; and as he shows yet signs 
of life, the knife has not become unclean (since he still lived).” 
We may infer from this, that the defilement of the knife was 
considered by them as a yet greater misfortune than bloodshed. 

The rabbis taught: It is written [Lev. vi. 4]: 44 He shall put 
off his garments, and put on other garments, and carry forth the 
ashes.” We might think that, as on the Day of Atonement, he 
should strip himself of his holy garments and put on profane 


3 


34 


THE BABYLONIAN TALMUD. 


garments, for removing the ashes. Therefore it is written in 
both cases " garments/' that from the analogy of expression 
we should understand that both are holy garments. And by 
“ other," older ones are meant. R. Eliezer, however, said: 
From the expression " other garments, and carry forth," we can 
infer that even a blemished priest may carry forth the ashes. 
Said Resh Lakish: As R. Eliezer and the first Tana differ about 
the carrying forth of ashes, so do they differ about the lifting up 
of the ashes from the altar. R. Johanan, however, said: They 
differ only about the carrying forth of the ashes, but about the 
lifting up all agree that it is a respectable service, which only 
an unblemished priest may perform. What is the reason of 
Resh Lakish, who says they differ on this point too ? The 
reason of Resh Lakish is: If it were a real service, could it be 
performed only in two garments [ibid. 3] ? And what will 
R. Johanan say to this? He says: The Torah only specifies 
these two, but all four are meant. 

Rabh said: For performing the following four services a lay¬ 
man deserves capital punishment: namely, sprinkling, offering 
of incense, officiating at the water-offering and the wine-offer¬ 
ing. And so also Levi taught in his Boraitha; also as to the 
lifting of the ashes. What is the reason of Rabh's decree ? 
Because it is written [Num. xviii. 7]: “ And thou and thy sons 
with thee shall keep your priesthood concerning every matter 
of the altar, and for that within the vail, where ye shall serve; 
as a service of gift do I give you your priesthood; and the 
stranger that cometh nigh shall be put to death." Service of 
gift, but not of removing. Levi says: It is written, " Every 
matter of the altar," which includes all things. Rabha pro¬ 
pounded a question: How about a service of removing from an 
altar in the Temple (inner) ? Is this considered by Rabh like a 
service of gift, or like a service of removal ? Rabha decided 
later, it is written [ibid.], " and for that within the vail"; but 
it is written, “ and within the vail ": that makes the service like 
to a service of removing. We have learned in one Boraitha 
according to Rabh, and in another according to Levi. Accord¬ 
ing to Rabh we have learned as follows: " The services for which 
the layman is guilty of death are: Sprinkling of blood, inside or 
in the Holy of Holies (on the Day of Atonement); sprinkling 
the blood of a sin-offering of a bird; wringing-out of a bird's 
blood which is a burnt-offering [Lev. i. 15]; and officiating at 
the offering of three lugs of water or three lugs of wine." We 
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have learned according to Levi as follows: 44 The services for 
which a layman is guilty of capital punishment are: Removing 
the ashes; performing the seven sprinklings within, and on a 
leper; and offering on the altar something either fit or unfit/' 

Wherefore was the drawing of lots repeated ? Said R. 
Johanan: To cause more excitement in the Temple, as it is 
written [Ps. xv. 15]: 44 So that we took sweet secret coun¬ 
sel together, and walked unto the house of God in a great 
company." 

In what garments were the lots drawn ? R. Na'hman says, 
in ordinary garments; R. Shesheth says, in holy ones. R. 
Na’hman says, in ordinary clothes, because some of the priests 
being strong men, they could snatch the lot by force, and go to 
perform the service, if they had the holy garments on. R. 
Shesheth says, in holy garments, because, if they had the ordi¬ 
nary ones on, they might by absence of mind perform the service 
in them, since they were very eager to perform the service. 

MISHNA: The second lot (determined) who should slaugh¬ 
ter, who sprinkle, who should clear of ashes the inner altar and 
who care for the lamp 3 who should take up members to the stair¬ 
case of the altar: the head, the leg, the two forelegs, the tail (tip 
of tail), the (left) leg (hind), the chest, the windpipe, the two 
flanks, the entrails, the fine flour, the things made in pans 
[1 Chron. ix. 31], and the wine. 

Thirteen priests are privileged to do all this. Ben Azai, 
however, said, in the presence of R. Aqiba, in the name of R. 
Joshua: It (the animal) was offered as it had walked. (See 
Gemara.) 

GEMARA: The schoolmen propounded a question: Were 
the lots drawn for each service separately, or at once for all ser¬ 
vices ? Come and hear: R. Hiya taught, the lots were not drawn 
for each service separately; but the priest who had drawn the lot 
of the daily offering, obtained the service for the other twelve 
following him. 

44 The second lot," etc. The schoolmen propounded a ques¬ 
tion : Who received the blood into the basin, the priest that 
slaughtered or the priest that sprinkled ? Come and hear! We 
have learned that Ben Katin made twelve cocks for the laver, 
that twelve priests might sanctify their hands at once. If the 
priest that slaughtered received the blood, then thirteen cocks 
would have been needed. Hence infer that the sprinkler did it. 

44 Ben Azai said,” etc. The rabbis taught: What is meant 


3 $ 


THE BABYLONIAN TALMUD. 


by 44 it had walked ” ? In the following order: The head and 
the leg, the chest, the stomach, the windpipe, the two forelegs, 
the two flanks, the tip of the tail, and the other hind leg. 
R. Jose says: As it has been stripped, so it was offered. How 
had it been stripped ? The head, the leg, the tail, the other 
leg, the two flanks, the two forelegs, the chest, the windpipe. 

R. Aqiba says: As it has been cut to pieces. How had it, 
then, been cut to pieces ? The head, the leg, the two forelegs, 
the chest, the windpipe, the two flanks, the tail, and the other 
leg. R. Joseph the Galilean says: According to the excellence 
of the members. How is that ? The head, the leg, the chest, 
the windpipe, the two flanks, the tail, the other leg, and the 
two forelegs. Said Rabba: Our Tana and R. Jose both agree 
that the members are to be offered in the order of their excel¬ 
lence. One, however, says, according to the size of the mem¬ 
bers; the other, according to the fatness. Why the head and 
leg together, according to all ? Because the head contains too 
many bones, the leg, which contains more flesh, is added. 

MISHNA: The third lot was drawn by new (priests) who 
had not yet fumed incense; the fourth, by new and old ones, (to 
determine) who should take up the members (parts) from the 
staircase to the altar. 

GEMARA: We have learned in a Boraitha: No man has re¬ 
peatedly offered incense. What is the reason ? Said R. Hanina: 
Because the offering of incense renders rich. Said R. Papa to 
Abayi: Whence do we deduce this ? Shall we assume this, be¬ 
cause it is written [Deut. xxxiii. io], 44 They shall put incense 
before thee,” and in the next verse, ” Bless, O Lord, his sub¬ 
stance ” ? Then it should not be due to incense alone, since at 
the end of the tenth verse it is also written, 44 and whole burnt 
sacrifice upon thy altar.” He answered him: A burnt-offering 
is frequent (besides being a daily sacrifice, it was offered by 
many individuals, and all could not get rich), but incense is not 
frequent. 

Rabba said: You will not find a young scholar who decides 
questions in Law, who should not be of the tribe of Levi or 
Issachar. Levi, as it is written [ibid.]: 44 They (the tribe of 
Levi) shall teach thy ordinances unto Jacob; and Issachar, 
because it is written [i Chron. xii. 32]: 44 And of the chil¬ 
dren of Issachar, those who had understanding of the times.” 
But why not also Jehudah ? As it is written [Ps. lx. 9]: 
“ Judah is my lawgiver.” I mean, to deduce the traditional 
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sayings from the written Law (this can only do those of Levi 
and Issachar). 

R. Johanan said: For the evening daily offering, lots were 
never drawn; he who had drawn the lot for that of the morning 
performed this service also. 

MISHNA: [The parts of] the daily sacrifice are offered [ac¬ 
cording to circumstances] by nine, ten, eleven, twelve—no less 
and no more. How so ? Itself by nine. During the Feast [of 
Booths] one carries a pitcher of water; thus it is ten. Toward 
evening by eleven, itself by nine, and two carrying two measures * 
of wood. On Sabbath by eleven, itself by nine, and two having 
in their hands two spoonfuls of frankincense for the showbread. 
On the Sabbath which occurs in the middle of the Feast [of 
Booths], one carrying a pitcher of water [added to the eleven], 

GEMARA: Said R. Abba, according to others Rami b. 
Hama or R. Johanan: Water must be offered during the Feast 
of Tabernacles only with the morning daily offering, but not 
with that of evening. This we deduce from the Mishna which 
states: When the Sabbath occurs during the festival, one is 
added for carrying water. If water had to be offered with the 
evening offering also, then it would occur on another day of the 
festival than a Sabbath, as two carry measures of wood, and a 
third would be needed for carrying the water (and twelve were 
needed). 

We have learned in a Boraitha: R. Simeon b. Jochai said: 
Whence do we deduce that the daily evening offering requires 
two measures of wood, carried by two priests ? Since it is writ¬ 
ten [Lev. i. 7], And (they shall) lay the wood in order/' and 
as this cannot occur in case of the morning daily offering, as it 
is written [ibid. vi. 5], 44 The priest shall burn wood upon it every 
morning, and he shall lay in order upon it the burnt-offering," 
we must suppose, then, that what has been said before, applies 
to the daily evening offering. 

R. Hiya taught: The lots amounted sometimes to thirteen, 
sometimes to fourteen, or fifteen, or sixteen (fourteen on the 
Feast of Tabernacles, for the pitcher of water; fifteen on the 
Sabbath; sixteen for the Sabbath during the Feast of Taber- 


* The Hebrew term is Gizrin—After Jost, we have translated it in Sheka¬ 
lim, VI., p. 28, “ cords ” ; but as it is too heavy for two men to carry two cords of 
wood, we have here translated only “ measures,” and according to all commentators 
on the Mishna it is a certain measure of wood for the altar, unknown to us. 
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nacles). But did we not learn, seventeen ? That Boraitha is not 
according to R. Eliezer b. Jacob, but according to R. Jehudah. 

MISHNA: A ram was offered by eleven: the flesh by five; 
the entrails, fine flour, and wine by two, respectively. A bull is 
offered by twenty-four: the head by one, the hind leg by two, 
the tail by two, and the [left] hind leg by two; the chest by 
one, the windpipe by three, the two forelegs by two, the two 
flanks by two; the entrails, fine flour, and wine by three, respec¬ 
tively. This refers to public sacrifices. ! A private sacrifice could 
be offered, if one chose, by one. In respect of skinning and 
cutting to pieces, both [sacrifices] are equal [private or public, 
both may be skinned, etc., by a stranger]. 

GEMARA: We have learned in a Boraitha: The flaying and 
cutting into pieces may be performed by a layman. Said Hez- 
kiah: Whence do we deduce this ? Because it is written [Lev. i. 
7]: “ And the sons of Aaron the priest shall put fire upon the 
altar." Hence only the fire must be put by priests, but the 
flaying may be done by others. But this verse is needful for its 
own sake, how can it be deduced from it ? Said R. Simeon b. 
Ashi: I once heard how Abayi explained it to his son as follows: 
It is written [ibid. 5]: “He shall kill." A layman is meant. 
How is this known ? Because it is written [Num. xviii. 7], 
" And thou and thy sons with thee shall keep your priesthood," 
one might say, that the slaughtering is also meant. Therefore 
it is written: " And he shall kill the young steer before the Lord, 
and the sons of Aaron the priest shall bring near the blood." 
From this we see that all that precedes the bringing near of the 
blood may be done by a layman. And it is also written [Lev. 
iii. 2] : " And he shall lay his hand . . . andkillit." From 
this it can be deduced that the layman who has laid his hand 
upon it may kill it. 

[Rashi explains, that all this is stated in a Mishna elsewhere, 
and Abayi explained to his son that what Hezkiah had said is in 
accordance with that Mishna.] Now let us see: We have con¬ 
cluded that from the sprinkling of the blood onwards all must be 
performed by priests; and the fire is put upon the altar later. 
Why is it then necessary to say that Aaron's sons should do it ? 
This is to exclude the flaying and cutting into pieces, which, 
though they come after the sprinkling of the blood, may be done 
by a layman. 

It was taught: R. Assi in the name of R. Johanan said: If 
a layman has put the two measures of wood on the altar, he is 
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liable to capital punishment, as it is a service belonging to the 
following day (and not the final service of the night). Rabba op¬ 
posed: According to this supposition (that it is a service of the 
day), a lot had to be drawn ? Rabba has forgotten what we have 
learned above, that he who drew the lot to lift the ashes, also 
obtained the privilege to arrange the measures of wood. Said 
Mar Zutra, according to others R. Ashi: How can it be said it 
is a service of the next day ? Did we not learn further in the 
Mishna: “ Go and see whether it is time to slaughter'' ? If 
the arranging of the wood was also a service of the next day, 
why was not this mentioned likewise (for if it were done when 
it was yet night it would be invalid) ? This is no difficulty. 
If the animal was slaughtered before the time, it was invalid, 
but if the wood was put on before the time, it could be removed 
and replaced by a priest after daybreak.* 


* In the text there is still another interpretation, that R. Johanan means to say that 
the service in question is but the final service of the night and does not belong to the 
day ; and again, questions and answers are raised and made, and it is so complicated 
that both Rashi and Tosaphoth could not explain it without additions and omissions, 
and the result seems to be, after all, that the service belongs to the day. We have 
therefore, contrary to our method, omitted it. 



CHAPTER III. 


REGULATIONS CONCERNING THE TIME OF SLAUGHTERING THE DAILY 
OFFERING, THE ENTERING OF A LAYMAN INTO THE COURT OF 
THE TEMPLE, AND THE ORDER OF THE HIGH-PRIEST’S SERYICE 
ON THE DAY OF ATONEMENT. 

MISHNA: The Superintendent used to say to them: Go 
out and see whether the time for slaughtering has come. If it 
had come, the one who saw it said: “{Barqai) It becomes 
light.” Matthew b. Samuel says: He used to ask: “Is the 
whole east bright, as far as Hebron?” and he answered: 
“Yea.” 

[Why was all this necessary ? Because on one occasion the 
moonlight was bright, and they mistook it for dawn. They 
slaughtered the daily sacrifice, and removed it to the place of 
burning (finding it unfit).] The high-priest used to be then 
taken down to the bath. This was the rule in the temple: After 
necessary human needs a bath had to betaken, and after making 
water one had to wash his hands and feet. 

GEMARA: We have learned in a Boraitha: R. Ishmael said : 
He said: “Baraq barqai .” And R. Aqiba said: “Aid barqai 
(The light has risen).” Ne’huma b. Aphaqshyon said: He said: 
“ It has become light even at Hebron. But R. Jehudah b. Bathyra 
said: He said: “ The whole east is bright, as far as Hebron.” 
Then each went to do his work. When each went to his work, 
it was full day. Did they wait so long ? It is meant, those who 
needed laborers went to look for them. Said R. Sophra: The 
Mincha prayer of Abraham was when the walls begin to be black¬ 
ened by shadow. Said R. Joseph: Have we to imitate Abra¬ 
ham ? Said Rabha: The Tana learns from Abraham, why shall 
we not ? As we have learned in the following Boraitha: It is 
written [Lev. xii. 3]: On the eighth day shall the flesh of his 
foreskin be circumcised.” But those who are devout do this 
religious duty early in the morning. As it is written [Gen. xxii. 
3]: “ And Abraham rose up early in the morning.” Therefore 
says Rabha: How can we learn of Abraham ? He was an older 
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man, who taught the public,* and his actions are not to be 
applied to common men. 

” Matthew b. Samuel says/* etc. Who used to say, “ Yea ” ? 
If you wish, I will say, he who stood on the roof used to say: 
” The east is bright/* and as the one who stood beneath asked 
him: “ As far as Hebron?” he would reply: ” Yea.” And if 
you wish, I can say: He who stood beneath used to say: ” Is 
the east bright ?” The one on the roof would then say: ” As 
far as Hebron ? ” He would reply: ” Yea.” (Rashi explains: 
It is written elsewhere: Why Hebron ? To remind of the merit 
of the patriarchs.) 

” Why zvas all this necessary ?** How could they have made 
this mistake ? Did we not learn in a Boraitha: Rabbi said: The 
beams of the moon are not like to those of the sun. For those 
of the moon rise straight like sticks, whereas those of the sun 
diverge in all directions. The disciples of R. Ishmael taught: 
That time it was a cloudy day, and the moon’s rays were multi¬ 
plied in all directions as those of the sun. 

R. Na’hman said: The heat during a clouded day is worse 
than the solar heat itself. A similar instance I can show: A 
barrel of vinegar smells more strongly when one hole is made 
in it than when it is wholly opened. A mixed light (of the sun 
and fire) is more unendurable (by the eye) than the solar light 
itself. A similar case: It is more difficult to stand under a 
shower, than to enter wholly into water. The thoughts about 
women are more exhausting than the sin itself. A similar case: 
The smell of wasted meat is more irritating than the meat itself. 
The heat of the end of summer is worse than that of the summer 
itself (because it is easier to catch a cold, because the body has 
been inured to heat during the summer). A similar case is: 
When an oven is heated four or five times a day, then even a 
couple of pieces of wood render it hot. Fever is much worse in 
the winter than in the summer. A like case is: In a cold oven 
much wood is necessary to heat it; hence if one has a high tem¬ 
perature in the winter, the fever must be great. To study old 
subjects is much more difficult than a wholly new subject. A 
like case: It is easier to make clay of new sand than of sand 
which had once been part of a building. 


* Here follows a passage to prove that whenever “old man ” is used in the 

Bible, one who teaches in a college is meant ; but as it is mentioned elsewhere we 
omit it. 
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R. Abahu said: What is the reason that Rabbi says that the 
solar rays are in all directions ? Because it is written [Ps. xxii. 
i]: 41 To the chief musician upon the hind of dawn.” As a hind 
has her horns diverging, so are the sun’s rays. 

R. Elazar said: Why are the prayers of the upright compared 
to a hind ? As the horns of a hind diverge as long as they grow, 
so the more prayers they will offer, the more they are heard. 

44 They slaughtered the daily sacrifice . ” To what does this* 
refer? If all the year (they mistook the passage beginning with 
44 The high-priest” to be connected with the foregoing), why 
was the high-priest taken to the bath? During the whole year 
he does not sacrifice ? If it refers to the Day of Atonement, 
then there is no moon in the middle of the night (as it is the 
tenth day in the month). The answer is, the two passages have 
no connection. When it was bright, they took him to the bath. 

44 This is the rule" etc. The feet he had to wash, since it 
was possible they had been defiled while performing the func¬ 
tion; but the hands ? Said R. Abba: Hence it can be inferred, 
that it is a merit to clean with one’s hand the feet in such a case. 
And this is in support of what R. Ammi had said: A man may 
not go out into the street when his feet have been thus defiled, 
lest it be said that he is suffering from a certain infirmity [Deut. 
xxiii. 2, end]—lest it be said his children are bastards. 

MISHNA: No one may enter the forecourt [even of Israel¬ 
ites, not priests] to do service, even when he is clean, before he 
has bathed. On this day the high-priest bathes five times, and 
washes his hands and feet ten times. All these ablutions are 
taken within the sanctuary, over Beth Haparva, except the 
first. A screen of linen [byssus] was placed between him and 
the people. 

GEMARA: B. Zorna was asked: What was the bathing 
needed for ? He said: If one passes from one holy place to an¬ 
other, and from a place which it is Karath to enter, to a similar 
place, still one must take a bath; how much more when one 
passes from the forecourt, which is not a holy place, and which 
it is not Karath to enter, to the sanctuary. R. Jehudah says: 
The bathing is not obligatory. It is only used as a reminder. 
If he was once unclean, and forgot to bathe, he will now remem¬ 
ber it, and will wait after bathing till sunset. On what point do 
they differ ? In case he entered without having bathed, accord¬ 
ing to R. Zorna, he has committed a sin, and rendered the ser¬ 
vice invalid; according to R. Jehudah, he has not. 
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Abayi asked R. Joseph: Ought there to be nothing between 
his body and the water in this bathing, as in other bathing ? Or 
if it is only as according to R. Jehudah, that does not matter ? 
He answered: All that the rabbis have ordered must be done as 
if it were biblical. He asked him again: If only a part of his 
body (as head, foot, hand) is introduced into the sanctuary, is a 
bathing also necessary? He replied: The thumbs and great 
toes of a leper, which must be besprinkled by the priest with 
blood [Lev. xiv. 14], he yet introduced into the sanctuary, while 
standing in the gate of Nicanor, as we have learned in a Boraitha. 
We see, then, that this was not considered entering, as he could 
not enter himself. 

14 Bathes five times . ” The rabbis taught: Five times the 
high-priest bathed, and washed his hands and feet ten times, all 
this in the sanctuary over the Beth Haparva, except the first, 
which was not in the sanctuary, but over the Gate of Water, and 
near the high-priest’s chamber. 

“A screen of byssus, etc. Why one of byssus ? That is 
according to R. Kahna, as he says further, to remind him that 
the service of this day is in the linen clothes (not golden). So 
we say it is meant in this case. 

MISHNA: He undressed, went down, and dived. After he 
had come out again, and wiped himself (dried himself with a 
sponge ?), the garments of cloth of gold were brought to him, 
which he put on, and then washed his hands and feet. They 
brought to him the daily sacrifice; he made an incision, and 
another completed the slaughtering in his presence. He took 
up the blood, and sprinkled it, went in to fume the morning 
(matinal) incense, and to trim the lamps, as well as to offer the 
head, the members, the things made in pans, and the wine. 

The morning incense was offered between the blood and the 
members; that of evening, between the members and drink- 
offerings. If he was an aged or delicate high-priest, the cold 
water of the bath was mixed with water warmed previously. 

GEMARA: Our Mishna, which says that after bathing he 
put on the garments of cloth of gold without having washed his 
hands and feet previously, is not in accordance with R. Meir, 
who maintains that the hands and feet must be washed twice at 
each time of his putting on the garments. As we have learned 
in the following Boraitha: A screen of linen was placed between 
him and the people. He undressed himself, went down, dived, 
came out, wiped himself. They brought him the garments of 
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cloth of gold, he put them on, he washed his hands and his feet. 
R. Meir, however, said: He undressed himself, washed his hands 
and feet, and then went down, and dived. He came up, dried 
himself. They brought him the garments of cloth of gold, he 
put them on, then washed his hands and his feet. It is right, 
according to R. Meir, who says that for each diving two wash¬ 
ings of the hands and feet are needed; that ten times he should 
wash his hands and feet, as in the Mishna. But according to 
the rabbis, who say only once, there will be but nine ? The 
rabbis can reply, that the last time he washed his hands and feet, 
was when he stripped himself of the holy garments and had to 
put on his week-day clothes, after the whole service. 

We have learned in a Boraitha: Rabbi Jehudah said: How 
is it known that the high-priest has to dive five times, and wash 
his hands and feet ten times ? Because it is written [Lev. xvi. 
23]: “ And Aaron shall then go into the tabernacle of the con¬ 
gregation, and he shall take off the linen garments, which he had 
put on when he went into the holy place, and he shall leave them 
there. And he shall wash his flesh with water in a holy place, 
and put on his garments, and come then forth, and offer,” etc. 
From this we infer that between one service and the other he 
had to dive. So also said Rabha, with the addition: Because 
it is written [ibid. 4], “ These are holy garments,” that proves 
that all holy clothes are equal. This day there were five ser¬ 
vices: The daily morning offering, in garments of cloth of gold; 
the service of the day, in linen clothes; his ram and the people’s 
ram, in garments of cloth of gold; the spoon and the censer, in 
linen clothes; the daily evening offering, in garments of cloth 
of gold. (For the five services, were five divings.) How is it 
known that for each diving two times have the hands and feet 
to be washed ? Because it is written [ibid.]: ” He shall take off 
his garments . . . and shall wash, . . . put on . . .” The 
phrase ” shall wash ” applies to the taking off and the putting 
on of the garments. From this we see only that when he takes 
off the linen garment, and puts on cloth of gold, he must wash 
himself. How do we know that when he takes off the garments 
of clotlvof gold, and puts on the linen ones, he must wash him¬ 
self ? The disciples of R. Ishmael have taught: This can be 
inferred by a reasoning# fortiori . If when he puts off the linen 
clothes, whose atonement is not great, still he must have a bath¬ 
ing, how much more when he puts off the cloth of gold, whose 
atonement is great ? 
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But it may be asked, Is the atonement of the linen clothes 
not great ? Did not the high-priest enter in them the Holy of 
Holies? It is written [ibid. 4]: “These are holy garments, 
therefore shall he wash his flesh in water (and both the cloth of 
gold and linen garments are holy.) ” 

“ He made an incision . ” How much? Says Ulla: The 
greater part of the windpipe and the gullet. So also have said 
R. Johanan and Resh Lakish. Abayi ordered the services 
according to a tradition he had, and it agrees with that of Abbu 
Saul. The (first) great arrangement of wood preceded the sec¬ 
ond arrangement of wood on the southwestern corner of the 
altar (as will be explained in Tamid). This preceded the two 
measures of wood, and they preceded the removal of the ashes 
from the inner altar, and this preceded the trimming of the five 
lamps. This preceded the sprinkling of the blood of the morn¬ 
ing daily offering, and this preceded the trimming of the two 
lamps; and this preceded the offering of the incense, which came 
before the offering of the members; this was before the meal¬ 
offering, and this was before the things baked in pans. This 
preceded the drink-offering, and this preceded the additional 
offerings (for Sabbath or festival), and these were before the 
spoonfuls of frankincense, that preceded the daily evening offer¬ 
ing, as it is written [Lev. vi. 5]: “ He shall burn thereon the fat 
of the peace-offerings/’ From the word Hasklamim (peace- 
offerings) can be inferred that they should complete the service 
of the day (this word means, also, completion ). 

The Master says: “ The first great arrangement of wood pre¬ 
ceded. The second,’’ etc. How is it known ? Because it is 
written [Lev. vi. 2]: “It is the burnt-offering which shall be 
burning upon the altar all night. And after that it is written: 
“ And the fire of the altar shall be burning upon it.” By this 
the other arrangement of wood is meant. How is it known that 
this precedes the two measures of wood ? Because it is written 
[ibid. 5]: “The priest shall burn wood on it every morning.’’ 
On it, and not on the other fire. From this we infer there is 
another fire. Which ? That of the two measures of wood. 
How is it known the two measures of wood precede the clearing 
of the inner altar? Although in both places it is written, “ every 
morning,’’ yet we understand that preparation for service pre¬ 
cedes the mere removal of ashes. Whence do we deduce that 
this precedes the trimming of the five lamps? Says Abayi: 
I have it so by tradition, but I know no reason. Rabba says: 
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I know it is according to Resh Lakisli, who says when one meets 
an opportunity to perform a meritorious act, one should not 
pass by it. When the priest enters, he meets first the altar, 
then the lamps. And what is the reason that this precedes the 
blood of the daily morning offering ? And this precedes the two 
lamps ? Says Abayi: Since it is written of the measures of 
wood ” every morning” twice, (in Hebrew) superfluously, let it 
apply to the five lamps and to the two lamps, the one to precede 
the blood of the morning sacrifice, the other to follow it. How 
do we know that these two lamps precede the incense ? Because 
it is written [Exod. xxx. 7]: ” When he dresseth the lamps, 
(then) shall he burn it.” How is it known that the incense 
comes before the members ? Of the incense [ibid.] it is said 
” every morning,” but of the daily sacrifice only ” morning.” 
[The first precedes the second.] Why do the members come 
before the meal-offering ? Because we have learned in a Boraitha 
as follows: Whence do we deduce, that before the daily morn¬ 
ing offering has been sacrificed nothing else shall be offered ? 
Because it is written [Lev. vi. 5]: He shall lay in order upon 
it the burnt-offering.” In addition to this Boraitha, said Rabba: 
By the word the burnt-offering is meant the first burnt-offering; 
that is, the daily offering. How is it known that the meal-offer¬ 
ing precedes the things made in pans ? Because they are men¬ 
tioned [Lev. xxiii. 37] in this order. How is it known the things 
made in pans precede the drink-offering ? Because they are also 
a meal-offering, and added to the daily sacrifice [Num. xxviii. 5]. 
And why do these precede the additional sacrifice ? Because 
in that verse [Lev. xxiii. 37] they are mentioned in this order. 
And why do these precede the spoonfuls of frankincense ? Did 
we not learn in a Boraitha that they succeed the frankincense ? 
About this, Tanaim differ. (Pesachim, p 107.) Said Abayi: It 
seems to me the Halakha prevails, that the additional sacrifices 
ought to precede the frankincense. Because we have seen that 
of which it is said ” every morning” precedes that of which it 
is said “ morning. ” [See Lev. xxiv. 7 and 8.] Here of the 
additional sacrifice is said ” every and each day," hence—not 
morning . 

The morning incense was offered betiveen the blood and mem¬ 
bers . ” According to whom is this ? If according to the rabbis, 
it should have been between the blood and lamps; and if accord¬ 
ing to Abbu Saul, it should have been between the lamps and 
the members ? The whole Mishna is according to the rabbis, 
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but about the order the arranger of the Mishna has not been 
particular. 

44 That of evening, between the members and drink-offerings ” 
How do we know this ? Because it is written [Num. xxviii. 8] : 
" As the meat-offering of the morning, and the drink-offering 
thereof, shalt thou prepare it.” As in the case of the meat¬ 
offering the incense precedes the drink-offering, so in the even¬ 
ing the incense shall precede the drink-offering. 

The rabbis taught: It is written [ibid. 7]: 44 The drink-offer¬ 
ing thereof shall be the fourth part of a hin.” 44 Thereof,” 
of the evening sacrifice [ibid. 4]. We deduce concerning the 
morning sacrifice from the evening sacrifice. Rabbi, however, 
said: On the contrary, we deduce concerning the evening offer¬ 
ing from the morning offering. It is right, according to the 
rabbis, since that of the evening is mentioned last. But what 
is Rabbi's reason ? Said Rabba b. Ulla: Because it is written 
[ibid. 7], 44 for the one sheep,” and [ibid. 4] 44 the one sheep,” 
hence in both cases the same morning offering is meant. 

** If he was an aged or delicate high-priest . ” We have 
learned in a Boraitha: R. Jehudah said: Iron plates were heated 
on the eve of the Day of Atonement, and were on the Day of 
Atonement plunged into the cold water, to warm it for the high- 
priest. But the iron gets tempered thereby (which is forbidden 
as a work) ? R. Bibi answers: The iron had not been heated so 
much as to become tempered. Abayi, however, says: It does not 
matter, since it is not intentional, and therefore not forbidden. 

MISHNA: They brought him to Beth-Haparva, which was 
in the sanctuary; a linen screen was spread out between him and 
the people; he washed his hands and feet and stripped himself. 
R. Meir says: He undressed, and washed his hands and feet. 
He went down and dived, came up and dried himself, white gar¬ 
ments were brought to him, which he put on, and he washed his 
hands and feet. 

In the morning, he put on linen of Pelusium, costing twelve 
M inas. In the evening, Hindoo linen, of 800 Zuz [8 Minas]. 
This is according to R. Meir. The sages say, in the morning he 
put on garments worth 18 Minas, in the evening of 12 Minas— 
together amounting to 30 Minas. This from public money [an¬ 
other version , taken from the holy funds ?]; but if he chooses, 
he can have them more costly out of his private means. 

GEMARA: Why is it called Parva ? Said R. Joseph: Be¬ 
cause it was built by one Parva, one of the magi. 
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“ In the morning he put on linen of Pelusiurn. Wherefore 
does he tell us the price ? He comes to teach us that linen less 
costly were invalid. Let us see: All agree that what he put on 
in the morning was more costly than that in the evening. 
Whence is this deduced ? Said R. Huna, the son of R. Ilai: 
Because [Lev. xvi. 4] linen is mentioned four times in that 
verse; in reference to the morning garments, they are to be of 
the best linen. 

R. Hunab. Jehudah, according to others R. Samuel b. Jehu- 
dah, taught: After the service of the congregation was finished, 
if the high-priest possessed a linen coat made by his mother at 
her own cost, he might put it on, and perform the services apper¬ 
taining to an individual (not congregation: carry out the spoons 
from the Holy of Holies, and the censer; the first had been used 
for frankincense, the second for incense), provided that when he 
puts it on, he shall bestow it on the congregation. It was said 
of R. Ishmael b. Phabi: His mother had made him a linen coat 
worth 100 Minas; he used to put it on, perform the services of an 
individual, and bestow it (in his mind) on the congregation. Of 
R. Etiezer b. Harsum it was said: His mother had made him a 
linen coat worth 20,000 Minas. His brethren the priests did not 
permit him to put it on, as in it he seemed to be naked (so deli¬ 
cate was its texture). How could this be, if it is said to have 
been thick, the threads six times twisted ? Said Abayi: As 
wine is seen through a glass, however thick it be. 

The rabbis taught: In the world to come, when a poor man, 
a rich man, and a wicked man come before the judgment, when 
the poor is asked, “ Why hast thou not studied the Law ?” if 
he answers: “ I have been poor, I had to earn my bread, and 
had no time,” they answer him: “ Wast thou poorer than Hillel 
the Elder?” Of Hillel the Elder it was said: Every day he 
went to work, and earned a Tarpeik (a Stater coin of 4 Dinars). 
Half he gave away to the porter of the college, to let him in, and 
on the other half he and his family lived. Once it happened he 
did not earn anything, the porter did not let him in. He as¬ 
cended the roof where there was an opening, and listened to the 
words of the living God, from the mouth of Shemaia and Ab- 
talian. It was said: That day was a Friday, and in the season 
of Tebeth (winter), and he was besnowed. When it dawned, 
Shemaia said to Abtalian: " Every day it becomes light at this 
time, and now it is dark. Is it such a cloudy day?” They 
raised their eyes, and saw the figure of a man. When they went 
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up, they found on him a layer of snow three ells thick. They 
took him down, washed him, dressed him with oil, placed him 
before a fire, and they said: “ Such a man deserves that Sabbath 
should be violated for his sake (by the making of fire). 0 

When the rich man is asked: “ Why hast thou not studied 
the Law ?° if he answers: “ Because I was a rich man, and had 
many estates, and had no time to study, 0 they answer him: 
“Wast thou richer than R. Elazar b. Harsum ? ° Of him it 
was said: His father had bequeathed to him a thousand towns 
on land, and a thousand ships on the sea, and he himself used 
to take a bag of flour on his shoulder, and wander from town to 
town and land to land to study the Law. Once his own slaves 
found him, and put him to hard labor. He said to them: “ I 
pray you, let me go to study the Torah.° They replied: “ We 
swear, by R. Elazar b. Harsum’s life, we will not let you go 
before you work.*’ Thus, as long as he lived, he did not attend 
to his affairs, but studied all day and all night the Law. 

When the wicked man is asked: “ Why hast thou not studied 
the Law ?° if he replies: “ I was handsome, and was absorbed 
by my sins,° they answer him: “ Wast thou more handsome 
than Joseph ? ° It was said of Joseph the Righteous, that every 
day Potiphar’s wife used to try to seduce him by her talk. The 
clothes she used to put on in the morning (to attract his atten¬ 
tion) she did not put on in the evening, and vice versa , and her 
refrain was always: “ Listen to me; do what I ask of you.° 
He answered: “ No.° She said: “ I will imprison you.° He 
replied [Ps. cxlvi. 7]: 0 The Lord looseneth the prisoners. 0 
She then said: 0 I will bend your loftiness. 0 His reply was 
[ibid.]: 0 The Lord raiseth up those who are bowed down.” 
She said to him: 0 I will blind you.” He answered [ibid. 8]: 
0 The Lord causeth the blind to see.° She gave him a thou¬ 
sand talents of silver. He was averse to her, or 0 to lie with 
her, or to be with her” [Gen. xxxix. 10]. 0 To lie with her 0 

in this world, 0 to be with her 0 in the world to come. 

From this we see that Hillel makes the poor man guilty, 
R. Eliezer b. Harsum the rich, and Joseph the wicked. 

MISHNA: He went to his bullock, which stood between the 
porch and the altar, his head due south, but his face due west. 
The high-priest stood on the east, his face due west. He put 
his two hands on him and confessed himself in the following 
terms: I beseech thee, Jehovah, L have committed iniquities, 
have transgressed, and have sinned before thee, I and my house. 


4 


5 ° 


THE BABYLONIAN TALMUD. 


I beseech thee, Jehovah, forgive, pray, the iniquities, the trans¬ 
gressions, and the sins, which I have committed, transgressed, 
and sinned before thee, I and my house, as it is written in the 
Torah of Moses thy servant, " For on that day shall he make an 
atonement for you/' etc. [Lev. xvi. 30]. They respond after 
him: " Blessed be the name of His kingdom's glory for ever! ” 

GEMARA: “ His head due south , but his face due west." If 
his head was turned to the south, how could his face be turned 
to the west ? Said Rabh: His head was turned aside. Why ? 
Says Abayi: It was apprehended, lest he should excrete. The 
rabbis taught: How were the hands imposed on his head ? The 
sacrifice stood in the north, his face turned westward; he who 
imposed his hand stood in the east, his face westward; he placed 
both his hands between the two horns, provided that there was 
nothing between his hands and the head of the sacrifice; then 
he confessed himself. On the sin-offering he confessed the sins 
for which a sin-offering has to be brought; on a trespass-offer¬ 
ing, the sins corresponding to it; and on a burnt-offering, sins of 
preventing the poor to gather, not forgetting for the poor, and 
not leaving corners [Lev. xix. 9]. So said R. Joel the Galilean. 

The rabbis taught: How did the high-priest confess? He 
said: “ I have committed iniquities, transgressed, and sinned." 
So he confessed over the goat [Lev. xvi. 21]: "‘And confess 
over him all the iniquities of the children of Israel, and all their 
transgressions, in all their sins." (The order of the terms is the 
same.) So also by Moses is it written [Ex. xxxiv. 7], “ For¬ 
giving iniquity and transgression and sin." So says R. Meir. 
The sages, however, say: By iniquities are meant intentional 
transgressions, for it is written [Num. xv. 31]: “ That person 
shall be cut off, his iniquity is upon him." By transgressions 
are meant rebellion. As it is written [2 Kings iii. 7]: "The 
King of Moab hath rebelled." (The term in Hebrew is the 
same.) By sin is meant unintentional wrong, as is written [Lev. 
iv. 2]: " If any person sin through ignorance." Now, is it pos¬ 
sible that after he has confessed the intentional'and rebellious 
sins, he will confess the errors ? Therefore we must say that he 
used to say differently: “ I have sinned, committed iniquities, 
and transgressed, I and my house." And so it is written by 
David [Ps. cvi. 6]; “ We have sinned together with our fathers, 
we have committed iniquity, we have done wickedly. . . ." 

And so also Solomon says [1 Kings viii. 47]: " We have sinned, 
we have committed iniquity, we have acted wickedly." So also 
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Daniel [Dan. ix. 5]: “We have sinned, and have committed 
iniquity, and have done wickedly, and have rebelled.” Why, 
then, is it said by Moses: “ Forgiving iniquity, and transgres¬ 
sion, and sin.” Moses said to the Holy One, blessed be He: 
4t Lord of the Universe, when the children of Israel will sin be¬ 
fore thee, and then repent, mayest thou consider their inten¬ 
tional sins as sins done through ignorance.” Said Rabbi b. 
Samuel in the name of Rabh: The Halakha prevails according 
to the sages. Is not this self-evident ? R. Meir is an individ¬ 
ual, the sages are a majority, and we know that the decree of 
an individual is prevailed over by that of the majority ? Lest 
one say, In this case the Halakha ought to prevail according to 
R. Meir, as he takes in his support what Moses said. He comes 
to teach us that here also the Halakha is according to the 
majority. 

One of the scholars prayed for the people in the presence of 
Rabba, and followed R. Meir’s decree. Said Rabba to him: 
Thou departest from the rabbis, and doest as R. Meir says. He 
replied: I hold with R. Meir, for it is written in the Bible that 
Moses said so. 

** They respond after him." We have learned in a Boraitha : 
Rabbi said: It is written [Deut. xxxii. 3]: ” When I call on the 
name of the Lord, ascribe ye greatness unto our God.” So said 
Moses to Israel: ” When I mention the name of the Holy One, 
blessed be He, ye shall add greatness to it.” Hananiah the son 
of R. Joshua’s brother said: From the following verse [Prov. 
x. 7]: ” The memory of the just is blessed.” That means, the 
prophet says to Israel: “ When I mention the Just One of the 
Worlds, ye shall add a blessing.” 

MISHNA: He came to the eastern part of the forecourt, to 
the north of the altar, the Segan of the high-priest on his right, 
and the head of the family ministering during the week [Rosh- 
Beth-Ab] on his left. There were two he-goats; and a box was 
there wherein were two lots. Of box-tree they were. [The 
high-priest] Ben Gamla made them of gold, for which his mem¬ 
ory was praised. 

[The high-priest] Ben Katin made twelve cocks to the laver, 
which had had only two. He also made a machine to the laver 
[to take it down into a well at will], that its water should not 
become unfit by being kept over night [in free air]. The king 
Monobaz made all the handles of the utensils used on the Day 
of Atonement—of gold. Helen, his mother, made a golden can- 
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delabrum over the temple-gate. She likewise made a tablet of 
gold, whereon was inscribed the section about a woman who 
goes aside [Num. v. 12]. Miracles happened to the gates which 
Nicanor brought. Therefore all these persons’ memory was 
praised. 

GEMARA: The Segan on his right . ” R. Jehudah said: 

One who goes on the right of his Master is a boor. An objec¬ 
tion was raised from this Mishna: It is written that the Segan 
was on his right. And we have learned in a Boraitha, that when 
three walk, the Master ought to be in the middle, the greater of 
two on his right, and the other on his left. And so we find 
that of the three angels that came to Abraham, Michael was in 
the middle, Gabriel on his right, and Raphael on his left. (How, 
then, is he a boor ?) 

R. Samuel b. Papa explained before R. Adda, that it is 
meant, he should walk on his right, but a little behind, and not 
side by side. Did we not learn in a Boraitha that he who pre¬ 
cedes the Master is rude, and he who walks behind his Master 
is too ostentatiously humble ? He should fall a little back—not 
precede, and not follow. 

14 And a box was there " etc. The rabbis taught: It is writ¬ 
ten [Lev. xxi. 8]: 44 And Aaron shall put lots upon the two 
goats.” Hence, lots of any kind. Should we assume, that he 
must place two on each goat ? Therefore it is written: 44 One 
lot for the Lord, one lot for Azazel.” Therefore one ought to 
be for the Lord, and one for Azazel. Should we assume that 
he should place both lots on one goat, and then draw them and 
then place them on the other goat, and draw again ? Therefore 
it is written, 44 one lot.” What, then, means the word 44 lots ” ? 
This signifies that they should be equal: one should not be made 
of gold, the other of silver; one large, the other small. It is 
said in the Boraitha, lots of all kinds. This is self-evident ? It 
must teach us this because of another Boraitha: Because the 
plate on the high-priest’s brow, on which the name of the Lord 
was written, was of gold, one might think this lot must also be 
so. Therefore it is written, 44 one lot,” twice, to teach that they 
may be of many kinds, of olive-tree wood, of nut-tree wood, of 
box-tree wood. 

44 Ben Katin made twelve cocks," etc. We have so learned 
in a Boraitha, to the end that the twelve priests engaged in the 
service of the morning daily offering might wash their hands and 
feet at the same time. We have learned again in a Boraitha: In 
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the morning, when the laver was full, the high-priest washed his 
hands from the upper cock; but in the evening when he de¬ 
parted, when it was not full, he did it from the lower cock. 

“ He also made a machine .” What machine ? Says Abayi: 
He made a sort of wheel, which brought it down into the well. 

“ Heleji his mother ,” etc. We have learned in a Boraitha: 
When the sun rose, from the golden candelabrum emanated rays, 
and all knew it was time to read Shema. 

44 Miracles happened to the gates" etc. The rabbis taught: 
What miracles have happened to his gates ? It was said, when 
Nicanor had gone to Alexandria, and was returning with the 
gates, the waves of the sea threatened to drown him; they took 
one of the gates and cast it into the sea. The sea was not ap¬ 
peased. They desired to cast the second gate overboard also. 
He took it on his body, and said: 44 Fling me together with it/' 
Thereupon the sea became quiet. He grieved for the other 
gate. When he came to the coast at Accho, the gate appeared 
by the ship. According to others, some beast of the sea had 
swallowed the gate, and afterward spit it out. Therefore all 
gates of the Temple were gilt, except Nicanor's, because mira¬ 
cles had happened to them, and they were therefore left as they 
were. Others say, because their bronze was brilliant. R. Eliezer 
b. Jacob says: It was polished bronze, and glittered like gold. 

MISHNA: And the memories of the following were men¬ 
tioned with blame; those of the house of Garmo, they were un¬ 
willing to teach the art of making the showbread; those of the 
house of Abtinas, who did not want to teach the art of prepar¬ 
ing the incense; Hogros b. Levi, who knew something in music 
which he was unwilling to instruct others in; Ben Kamtsar did 
not want to teach the art of writing. Of the first it is said: 
14 The memory of the just is blessed ” [Prov. x. 7]; but of the 
rest is said: “ But the name of the wicked shall rot.” 

GEMARA: The rabbis taught: 44 The house of Garmo were 
skilled in making the showbread, and did not want to teach it to 
others. The sages sent for workers from Alexandria, and they 
could bake as well, but could not take it out from the oven 
[it got broken]. They heated the oven from outside, and baked 
it there, and took it from there, while the house of Garmo heated 
it inside and baked it inside (and removed it from there). Also 
the showbread of the Alexandrian bakers used to become mouldy, 
and that of the former never became so. When the sages heard 
this, they said: All which the Lord hath created, He created 
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only for His glory. As it is written [Is. xliii. 7]: " Every one 
that is called by my name, I have created for my glory/' So the 
Beth Garmo had to be invited again to resume their post. The 
sages sent for them, they did not come: so their wages had to 
be doubled. They used to receive 12 Minas daily, and hence¬ 
forth 24. R. Jehudah says: They had received 24, and thence¬ 
forth 48. Then the sages inquired of them: 14 Why are you 
unwilling to instruct others?" They replied: "Our family 
knows by tradition that this Temple will one day fall, and then, 
if we will have taught it to an improper person, he may go and 
serve thereby other idols." And for this thing their memory 
was praised: their children were never seen to use bread of pure 
flour, that it should not be suspected they took it from the flour 
for the showbread. They did it, to fulfil what is written [Num. 
xxxii. 22]: "And ye be thus guiltless before the Lord, and 
before Israel." 

Those of the house of Abtinas f etc. The rabbis taught: 
The house of Abtinas were skilled in the preparing of incense, 
and were unwilling to teach it. The sages sent for workers from 
Alexandria. These could prepare the incense, but could not 
make it so that the smoke should not bend. The smoke of the 
incense prepared by the house of Abtinas rose straight, like a 
rod, and the smoke of the others' incense bent hither and thither. 
When the sages heard of this, they said, etc. [the same as previ¬ 
ously; the reason they gave for not teaching was also the same]. 
For the following thing they were mentioned with praise: Never 
a bride of their house went out perfumed, and even when one 
of their house married a woman of another family, it was on the 
condition that she should not be perfumed, that it be not said: 
" They take it from the incense." To fulfil what is written, etc. 
[as before]. 

We have learned in a Boraitha: R. *Ishmael said: I once was 
in the road, and met one of their grandchildren. I said to him: 
Your ancestors wished to increase their own glory, and diminish 
that of the Lord; now the Lord's glory persists, and yours has 
ended in nothing. R. Aqiba said: R. Ishmael b. Luga has re¬ 
lated to me: I and one of their grandchildren once went out into 
the field to gather grass. I observed that he wept and rejoiced. 
I inquired of him : Why weepest thou ? He replied : I recall the 
honor my ancestors once had enjoyed, and weep. And why did 
he rejoice ? " Because I feel sure that the Holy One, blessed 

be He, will restore it to us." He asked him: Why hast thou 
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been reminded of it just at present? He said: Because I see 
the grass we used to put in to make the smoke straight. He 
said to him: Point it out to me. He replied: We are under an 
oath not to show it to anyone. Said R. Johanan b. Nuri: It 
happened once I met an old man, who had a scroll on which was 
a list of the names of the spices composing the incense. I asked 
him: Whence art thou ? He replied: I am descended of the 
house of Abtinas. 44 And what do you hold in your hand ?” 
He said: The scrolls of the spices. I said to him: Show it to 
me. He said: As long as our family was in life, they did not 
show it to any man. But now, when they have all died, and 
the Temple itself no longer exists, I can give it to thee, but be 
cautious with it. When I related all this to R. Aqiba, he said: 
From this time one need not blame them any longer. To this 
said Ben Azai: 41 By thy name thou shalt be called and to thy 
position thou shalt be restored, and thine thou wilt always re¬ 
ceive, as so it is recorded Above.” It is a rule, one man can¬ 
not touch what is destined for another [as they were recalled and 
paid double wages]. 

44 Hogros b. Levi" etc. We have learned in a Boraitha: 
When he had to render his voice melodious, he placed his thumb 
in his mouth, and the index in his mustache. When all his 
fellow-priests heard his voice, they bent to the ground (from 
ecstasy). 

The rabbis taught: Ben Kamtsar did not want to teach the 
art of writing. It was said of him: He used to take four quills 
between his four fingers, and when he had to write a word of 
four letters, he wrote it at once. (Jehovah’s name is of four 
letters.) When they inquired of him : Why dost thou not teach 
it to others ? he found no answer. Therefore of the first it is 
said: 44 The memory of the just is blessed ” ; and of Ben Kam¬ 
tsar and his tribe it is said: 44 The name of the wicked shall rot.” 
What is meant by 44 rot ” ? How can a name 44 rot ” ? Said 
R. Elazar: Their name shall contract such a rottenness that 
children shall not be named after them. 

Rabbina said to one of the scholars who arranged for him the 
Agada: How do we know that the rabbis have said: 44 The name 
of the just is blessed ” ? He replied: Why rabbis—it is in the 
Bible, in the Proverbs ? He said: Nay. How is it known from 
the Pentateuch ? It is known from the following verse [Gen. 
xviii. 17]: 44 Shall I hide from Abraham what I am about to 
do ? ” And the next verse is: 44 Abraham shall surely become a 
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great nation/’ And how is it known from the Pentateuch that 
the name of the wicked shall rot ? Because it is written [ibid, 
xiii. 12 ]: "And pitched his tents close to Sodom/’ And the 
next: "The men of Sodom were wicked and sinners/’ R. 
Elazar said: From the blessings awarded to the righteous, one 
can infer what curses are bestowed on the wicked; as it is writ¬ 
ten [ibid, xviii. 19]: " For I know him, that he will command,’’ 
etc. And the next verse is: The Lord said, Because the cry 
against Sodom and Gomorrah is great.’’ And from the curses 
given to the wicked the blessings reserved for the righteous can 
be inferred, as it is written [ibid. xiii. 13]: " The men of Sodom 
were wicked and sinners.’’ And the next verse says: " And the 
Lord said unto Abram, Lift up now thy eyes and look," etc. 

R. Elazar says again : Even for one just man is a whole world 
created. As it is written [Gen. i. 4]: " And God saw the light, 
that it was good." And good is only a just man, since it is 
written [Is. iii. 10]: "Say to the just, that he is good.’’* 
R. Elazar says again: Whoever forgets something of his study, 
causes exile to his children, as is written [Hosea iv. 6]: "As 
thou hast forgotten the law of thy God, so will I myself also 
forget thy children." R. Abahu says: He is degraded from his 
high station, as it is written [ibid.] : " Because thou hast rejected 
knowledge, so will I also reject thee from officiating before me." 

R. Hiya b. Abba said in the name of R. Johanan : A right¬ 
eous man does not depart from the world, till another righteous 
man like him has been created, as it is written [Eccles. i. 5]: 
" The sun rises, the sun goes down." Before the sun of Eli had 
been extinguished, the sun of Samuel of Ramah already shone. 
The same said again: The Holy One, blessed be He, perceived 
that righteous men are few: He planted them in every genera¬ 
tion, as it is written [1 Sam. ii. 8]: For the Lord’s are the 
pillars of the earth, on which He hath set the world." And the 
same said once more, on the same authority: Even when there 
is only one just man in the world, the world can exist through 
his merit, as it is written [Prov. x. 25] : " The righteous is the 
foundation of the world." R. Hiya says, on his own authority, 
as it is written in a different verse [1 Sam. ii. 9]: " He ever 
guardeth the feet of his pious ones." But they are spoken of 
in the plural ? Says R. Na’hman, it is read in the plural, but it 
is written in the singular. R. Hiya b. Abba says again, in the 


* The Talmud translates it thus, literally. 
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name of R. Johanan: When a man has lived the greatest part 
of his life without having sinned, he will sin no more, for they 
will guard him Above, and this he infers from the above passage. 
The disciples of R. Shila have said: When a man has had occa¬ 
sion to commit a sin once and twice, and he escapes committing 
it, he will be guarded Above from sinning. They infer it from 
the same verse. Resh Lakish said: It is written [Prov. iii. 34] ; 
" The mockers He will mock, but to the modest He will give 
grace.'’ From this we can infer: If one wishes to defile himself 
(to sin) the door is opened to him; but he who comes to purify 
himself, he is assisted. The disciples of R. Ishmael have told 
a parable in reference to this: When one sells both naphtha and 
perfumes, when one arrives to buy naphtha, he saith to him: 
“ Measure the quantity you need"; but if one arrives to buy 
perfumes, he says: " Wait, we will both measure it, and con¬ 
tract the odor." The same disciples taught: A sin stops up a 
man’s heart, as it is written [Lev. xi. 43]: " And ye shall not 
make yourselves unclean with them, that ye should be defiled 
thereby." Do not read QnWOEDJI but QCDDCDJI (stop U P)- 
The rabbis taught: This verse signifies that when a man de¬ 
files himself a little here below, Above he is defiled much; and if 
he defiles himself in this world, he is defiled in the world to 
come. And it is written [ibid. 44]: "Ye shall sanctify your¬ 
selves, and be holy." When a man sanctifies himself a little 
here below, he is sanctified much Above, and when he sanctifies 
himself in this world, he is sanctified in the world to come. 


CHAPTER IV. 


REGULATIONS CONCERNING THE TWO GOATS OF THE DAY OF ATONE¬ 
MENT I HOW THEY WERE SLAUGHTERED, SENT AWAY, ETC. 

MISHNA: He shook the box, and took out two lots. On 
one is written, “to Jehovah”; on the other is written, “to 
Azazel.” The Segan is at his right, and the head of the family 
[see above] on his left. If that of Jehovah was taken up by his 
right hand, the Segan says to him, “ My lord the high-priest, 
raise thy right hand.” If that of Jehovah was taken up by his 
left hand, the head of the family addresses him: “ My lord the 
high-priest, raise thy left hand.” He placed them [the lots] on 
the two he-goats, and uttered: “ To Jehovah a sin-offering.” 
R. Ishmael says: It was not necessary for him to say “ sin-offer¬ 
ing,” but “ to Jehovah ” sufficed. They responded: “ Blessed 
be the name of His kingdom's glory for ever.” 

GEMARA: Why had he to shake the box ? That he should 
not have intentionally taken that for Jehovah in his right hand 
(as it was a good omen if he took it up by chance). Rabh said : 
The box was of wood, and was not sacred, and could contain 
only the two palms of the hand. Rabbina opposed: It is right 
that it had only capacity for the two palms, that he might not 
intentionally take the lot for the Lord; but if it was profane, he 
should have sanctified it ? The answer is: If he had sanctified 
it, it would have been a wooden sacred vessel, and in the Temple 
wooden sacred vessels were not used. Let them have made it 
of silver or gold ? Because the Torah wished to spare the wealth 
of Israel. The Mishna is at variance with the Tana of the fol¬ 
lowing Boraitha: R. Jehudah says in the name of R. Eliezer: 
The Segan and the high-priest both placed their hands in the 
box. When that for Jehovah was picked up by the high-priest, 
the Segan said to him: “ My lord the high-priest, raise thy 
right hand.” But if it was picked up by the Segan, the chief 
of the family said to him: “ Speak thy words.” Why not the 
Segan himself ? The lot came into the hand of the Segan, and 
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not of the high-priest; therefore the spirits of the latter would 
have been depressed. On what point do they differ ? One 
thinks, the right hand of the Segan is better than the left hand 
of the high-priest, and therefore both should put into the box 
their right hand; whereas the other thinks that the left hand of 
the high-priest is as good as the right hand of the Segan, and 
therefore he ought to place both his hands in the box. And who 
is the Tana who differs from R. Jehudah? That is R. Hanina, 
the Segan of the priests. As we have learned in the following 
Boraitha: R. Hanina the Segan of the priests said: Why did the 
Segan ever walk on the right of the high-priest? In case the 
high-priest became unfit for service, the Segan should enter at 
once to do the service. 

The rabbis taught: In the time of the forty years during 
which Simeon the Upright was high-priest, the lot for Jehovah 
always came into the high-priest’s right hand, but thereafter it 
sometimes fell into his right, sometimes into his left hand. And 
the tongue of crimson wool, during the time of Simeon the 
Upright, always became white. But after Simeon the Upright, 
sometimes it became white, sometimes it remained red. In 
Simeon the Upright’s time the western light ever burned, but 
after him it sometimes burned and sometimes went out. The fire 
of the altar ever waxed in strength, and except the two measures 
of wood prescribed they had not to add any wood, in Simeon 
the Upright’s time; but after him, sometimes the fire persisted 
and sometimes wood had to be added. In his time a blessing 
was sent into the Omer, the two loaves of bread, and the show- 
bread, and every priest who received only the size of an olive 
became satiated, and some was left over; but after him, these 
things were cursed, and every priest got only the size of a bean. 
And the delicate priests refused to take it altogether, but the 
voracious ones accepted and consumed. It once happened, one 
took his own share and his fellow’s: he was nicknamed * 'robber ” 
till his death. 

The rabbis taught: The year when Simeon the Upright had 
to die, he told the sages: “ Children, know ye that this year I 
am going to die.” They asked him: “ How dost thou know ?” 
He said: ” Every year when I entered and left the Holy of 
Holies, I was accompanied by one old man, dressed in white and 
enveloped in white; but this year it was an old man attired in 
black and in a black turban, and he entered with me but did not 
go out with me.” And after the festivals, he got sick, and died. 
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And thenceforth priests ceased to bless Israel with the name of 
Jehovah, but used 44 Adonai ” (the Lord). 

The rabbis taught: Forty years before the Temple was de¬ 
stroyed, the lot never came into the right hand, the red wool did 
not become white, the western light did not burn, and the gates 
of the Temple opened of themselves, till the time that R. Jo- 
hanan b. Zakkai rebuked them, saying: 44 Temple, Temple, why 
alarmest thou us ? We know that thou art destined to be de¬ 
stroyed. For of thee hath prophesied Zechariah ben Iddo [Zech. 
xi. i]: 4 Open thy doors, O Lebanon, and the fire shall eat thy 
cedars.’” 

44 He placed them on the two he-goats.” The rabbis taught: 
Six times the high-priest pronounced God’s name, as it is writ¬ 
ten (Jehovah), during the Day of Atonement: three times in the 
first confession and three times in the second confession, and the 
seventh time when he had drawn the lot. It happened, when 
the high-priest said, 44 I beseech thee, Jehovah,” his voice was 
heard in Jericho, ten Parsas distant from Jerusalem, according 
to Rabba bar bar Hana. And the sound of opening the Temple 
gates was heard at the distance of eight legal limits of Sabbath 
(16,000 ells). The goats that were in Jericho used to sneeze at 
the incense offered at Jerusalem. A bride in Jerusalem had 
never to perfume herself, as the odor of the incense imbued them 
all with aromatic smells. R. Joel b. Diglai said: My father had 
goats on the mountains of Michmar. They sneezed at the in¬ 
cense. R. Hiya b. Abbin said in the name of R. Joshua b. 
Kar’ha: A certain old man has related to me, that since the time 
when he was walking in Shiloh, he still felt the smell of its 
formerly offered incense. 

R. Janai said: To take out the lots from the box was obliga¬ 
tory, but to place them on the goats was not so. R. Johanan 
says: Even taking them out was not obligatory. An objection 
was made from the following Boraitha: The disciples asked 
R. Aqiba, If the lot came into his left hand, might he not put 
it into his right hand ? He replied: Do not give the Sadducees 
opportunity to rebel (by declaring it unbiblical). Now here the 
reason is only that the Sadducees should not rebel; but other¬ 
wise, we would say, he may transfer it from one hand to the 
other. How, then, can R. Janai say that it was obligatory? 
Then the lots would not be changeable. Said Rabba: They 
mean to say, not that he may transfer the lot in his left hand to 
his right hand, but that when the lot has been placed on the 
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goat for Azazel, whether he may transfer him to his right, and 
design him for the Lord ? The answer to this was: Although 
one may use a thing appointed to a less holy purpose for a more 
holy, yet the Sadducees will rebel. 

MISHNA: He tied a tongue of crimson wool to the head of 
the goat that was to be sent away [the scapegoat], and placed 
him opposite to the gate through which he was to be transferred; 
and the one to be slaughtered, opposite to the place of its slaugh¬ 
tering. He went to his bull a second time, putting his hands on 
him, and confessing in these terms: ” I beseech thee, Jehovah, 
I have committed iniquities, transgressed, and sinned before 
Thee, I and my house, and the sons of Aaron, Thy holy people: 
I beseech Thee, Jehovah, forgive the iniquities, transgressions, 
and sins which I have committed, transgressed, and sinned, I and 
my house, and the sons of Aaron, Thy holy people, as it is writ¬ 
ten in the Torah of Moses Thy servant: ' For on that day shall 
he make atonement for you, to cleanse you from all your sins, 
that ye may be pure before Jehovah/” They respond after 
him: " Blessed is the name of His kingdom's glory forever.” 

GEMARA: The schoolmen propounded a question: The 
Mishna states: He was placed opposite to the gate, and the one 
to be slaughtered opposite to the slaughtering-place. Were 
they to be tied in their places, or only placed there ? Come and 
hear! R. Joseph taught : He tied a tongue of crimson wool to 
the.head of the goat that was to be sent away, and placed him 
opposite to the gate, and the one to be slaughtered opposite to 
the slaughtering-place, for the purpose that they should not be 
confounded with one another, as with other goats. Now, if the 
Mishna means they were tied there, it is right; but if only 
placed, this can only prevent their being confounded with each 
other, as the one has the tongue of red wool tied to it, but with 
other goats the other may be confounded ? It is meant, then, 
that they should be tied in their places. 

R. Itz'hak said: I have heard a Halakha about two tongues 
of wool, one for the red cow and the other for the scapegoat, 
that one must be of a prescribed quantity and the other need 
not, and I do not know which it is. Said R. Joseph: Let us 
see. The wool for the goat which was sent away must be divided 
into two parts: one part tied to its horns, and one to the rack; 
therefore it seems that it must be of a prescribed quantity. But 
the wool for the red cow, which need not be divided, need be of 
no prescribed quantity. Rami b. Hama opposed: Even that for 
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the red cow must have a certain weight (as will be explained). 
Rabha answered him: Concerning the weight, the opinions of 
the Tanaim are different; consequently, no prescribed quantity 
is needed. When R. Dimi came from Palestine, he said in the 
name of R. Johanan: I have heard of three tongues of wool: 
one for the red cow, one for the scapegoat, and one for lepers. 
I have heard, one must be of the weight of io Zuz, one must 
have the weight of 2 Selas, and one of 1 Shekel, but I cannot 
explain which. When Rabbin came from Palestine, he explained 
this in the words of R. Jonathan: That for the red cow must 
weigh 10 Zuz, for the scapegoat 2 Selas, and for lepers 1 Shekel. 
(For the red cow, which must have a certain weight, it is 10 Zuz; 
that of the goat, which must be divided, 2 Selas; and the leper’s, 
which need be neither, it is a Shekel.) 

R. Itz'haksaid: I have heard about the two slaughterings, 
of the red cow and of the high-priest’s bull, one, if done by a 
layman, is valid, and the other is, in such a case, invalid; but 
I cannot explain which it is. It was taught: Concerning the 
slaughtering of the red cow and the high-priest’s bull, Rabh and 
Samuel differed. One said, if the red cow was slaughtered by 
a layman, it is valid, and the bull, invalid; and the other says 
the reverse. 

It maybe ascertained that Rabh is the one who says that the 
red cow slaughtered by a layman is invalid, because (when Rabh 
heard) R. Zerah said that the red cow slaughtered by a layman 
is invalid, Rabh said: The reason is, that in connection with the 
red cow is mentioned Elazar (a priest) and “ statute.” 

It was taught: Concerning the slaughtering of the red cow 
by a layman, R. Ammi said: It is valid; R. Itz’hak of Naph’ha 
said: It is invalid; Ulla said: It is valid; and others say: It is 
invalid. R. Joshua b. Abba objected to the statement that it 
is valid, and wanted to support Rabh from the following Bo- 
raitha: It is certain to us that the sprinkling of the water of the 
red cow is invalid, if a woman has done it instead of a man, or 
when it was not sprinkled in the daytime. But whence do we 
deduce further that the slaughtering of it, and receiving of the 
blood, and sprinkling of the blood, and burning it, and the put¬ 
ting in of the cedar-wood, hyssop, scarlet string, is invalid in 
such cases ? Therefore it is written, ” The law.” 

Shall we assume that to them shall be added the gathering of 
the ashes, and the drawing of the water, and the sanctification ? 
Therefore it is written: “ This ” is the statute [Num. xix. 2]. 
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But what is the reason of including those, and excluding these ? 
Because we find here an extension and a limitation, we will say 
that we may deduce all the ceremonies from the sprinkling of the 
water. As the sprinkling of the water must be done by a male, 
not by a female, and is valid only in the daytime, we may add 
to it the slaughtering, the receiving and sprinkling of the blood, 
the burning, putting in of cedar-wood, hyssop, a scarlet string; 
as it is certain to us that all these things are invalid when done 
by a female, so we conclude it is valid only in the daytime; and 
we will exclude the gathering of the ashes, the drawing of the 
water, and the sanctification, as they may be done by a female, 
so we will conclude they may be done also in the night-time. 
What is the objection ? If you will say: “ Because it is prohib¬ 
ited to a female, it is also prohibited to a layman,” you can infer 
from the sprinkling of the water, which is invalid when done by 
a female, but nevertheless is valid when done by a layman. 
Said Abayi: The objection is this, What is the reason that a 
female may not sprinkle it? Because it is written “ Elazar,” 
and we say Elazar, but not a woman. In the same manner, we 
say Elazar ( i.e ., a priest), but not a layman. Said Ulla: If you 
will read carefully the whole section about the red cow, you will 
see that one case cannot be compared with the other. Some 
apparently analogous inferences are yet in reality contradictory. 
And there are apparently analogous inferences which are really 
analogous. (Therefore care must be taken in making inferences.) 
Said R. Assi: (It is so), for when R. Johanan and Resh Lakish 
learned the section of the red cow, they carried away in their heads 
no more than a fox does earth when it runs across a ploughed 
field, for some apparently analogous inferences are really so, and 
some not. 

One Tana taught in the presence of R. Johanan: All slaugh¬ 
terings may be done by a layman, except that of the red cow. 
Said R. Johanan to him: ** Go and teach it outside of the col¬ 
lege; for we find no single kind of slaughtering invalid when 
done by a layman.” And R. Johanan not only disregarded this 
Tana’s teaching, but even his own Master’s; for R. Johanan said 
in the name of R. Simeon b. Jehozadak: ” The slaughtering of 
a red cow by a layman is invalid.” But I say it is valid, because 
we do not find any kind of slaughtering invalid when done by a 
layman. 

” He went to his bull.” Why did he not say in the first con¬ 
fession, ” The sons of Aaron, Thy holy people,” but does so in 
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the second ? The disciples of R. Ishmael taught: So is it right 
according to the law, for it is better that one guiltless should 
atone for the sinners than that one not yet purified from sins 
himself should atone for other sinners. (Before the first confes¬ 
sion, he was not atoned for himself.) 

MISHNA: He slaughtered it [the bull], and received in a 
basin its blood, giving (presenting) it to him who stirred (mixed) 
it, on the fourth row of marble stones in the Temple, that it 
should not become congealed. He took the censer, mounted 
the top of the altar, and cleared the coals on either hand: taking 
a censerful of the inner glowing coals, then he came down again, 
and placed it [the censer] on the fourth row of stones in the 
forecourt. 

Every day he scooped up with a silver censer, and emptied 
into a golden vessel. On this day he filled a golden censer, and 
also carried it in. Every day he used to scoop [the coals] up in 
one measuring 4 Kabs, and poured them into one of 3 Kabs; 
but on this day he filled one of 3 Kabs, and also carried them in 
it. R. Jose says: Every day he filled one of a Seah [6 Kabs], 
and emptied it into one of 3 Kabs; but on this day he filled one 
of 3 Kabs, and carried them in it.* On all days it was a heavy 
(massive) one, but on this day he took a light one. Every day 
its handle was short, on this day long; all days its gold was 
yellow, but on that day red. This is according to R. Mena’hem. 
On all days he used to offer half a Mina [50 Dinars in weight] of 
incense in the morning, and one half in the evening; but on this 
day added a handful more. Every day it was pounded finely, 
but on this day it was the finest [Lev. xvi. 12]. On all days 
priests went up on the eastern staircase [of the altar], and de¬ 
scended on the western. On this day the high-priest went up 
on the middle one, and came down on the same. R. Jehudah 
says: The high-priest ever mounts and descends on the middle 
one. All days the high-priest washed his hands from the laver, 
and on this day from the golden pitcher [cyathus]. R. Jehudah 
says: The high-priest ever washes his hands and feet from a 
golden pitcher. All days there were four fires [on the altar]; 
on that day five: this is according to R. Meir. R. Jose says: 


* The reason is, because the coals must be live coals, so as to give a flame. As 
the top ones become somewhat dull, he drops them on the floor and only the middle 
ones are used. They differ, however, as to the measure of coals extinguished. Ac¬ 
cording to the rabbis, no more than one quarter of the amount extinguishes, while 
according to R. Jose about one half extinguishes. 
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Every day three, and on this day four. R. Jehudah says : Every 
day two, on this day three. 

GEMARA: The Mishna states: He gave it to one who 
stirred it, on the fourth row of the marble stones. Is it not 
written [Lev. xvi. 17]: ” And there shall not be any man in the 
tabernacle” ? Said R. Jehudah: Read not” of the Temple,” 
but ” from the Temple”—the fourth row of stones away from 
the Temple. 

The rabbis taught: It is written: ” There shall not be any 
man in the tabernacle.” Shall we assume, that one may not be 
in the corridors either ? Therefore it is written, ” in the taber¬ 
nacle ” (but outside one may). All this has been said of the 
tabernacle in Shiloh. How is it known that it applied also to 
the Temple in Jerusalem ? Therefore it is written [ibid.], ” in 
the holy place.” All this is said of the time when he offers the 
incense. How is it known that when he sprinkles the blood no 
man should be in the holy place either ? Therefore it is written, 
” when he goeth in.” But how is it known that no man is to 
be found there till he comes out ? Because it is written, ” until 
he come out.” After that it is written, ” shall he make an 
atonement for himself, and for his household, and for the whole 
congregation of Israel”; from this is seen that first he must 
atone for himself, then for his household, then for the priests, 
and then for Israel. 

The Master says: It only applies to the time when he offers 
the incense. Whence is this inferred ? Said Rabba, and so said 
also R. Itz’hak b. R. Dimi, and also R. Elazar: It is written: 
” He shall make an atonement for himself, for his household, 
and for the whole congregation of Israel.” What atones for all 
these at once ? Only the incense. But how is it known that 
incense atones at all? Yea, for R. Hanania has taught: How 
is it known that incense atones ? Because it is written [Num. 
xvii. 12]: ” And he put on the incense, and made an atonement 
for the people.” And the disciples of R. Ishmael have taught: 
For what does the incense atone ? Slander. Why ? Slander 
is (quietly) done, so incense is (quietly) offered. 

“Every day he scooped up with a silver censer ,” etc. What is 
the reason (why not a golden one) ? Because the Torah has 
been sparing of Israel’s wealth. 

” On this day he filled a golden censer ,” etc. Why did he not 
do on this day as on all days ? Because of the high-priest’s 
weakness (from fasting). 
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" One measuring four Kabsfi etc. We have learned in a 
Boraitha: If one Kab of coals was spilled on the ground, he 
swept them into the trench. In one Boraitha we have learned 
one Kab, and in another, two Kabs ? It is right, one. This is 
according to the rabbis, who say he emptied one of four Kabs 
into one of three; but this is neither according to the rabbis nor 
R. Jose (according to whom three Kabs were left over). Said 
R. Hisda: The Boraitha is according to R. Ishmael the son of 
R. Johanan b. Beroqa of the following Boraitha, who says that 
he carried them into the Holy of Holies only in a censer of two 
Kabs. R. Ashi says this Boraitha can be according to R. Jose, 
and can be explained thus: Every day he used one of a Seah of 
the desert, which is one-sixth less than a Seah of Jerusalem, and 
emptied it into one of three Jerusalem Seahs. 

" It tvas a massive one," etc. We have learned in a Boraitha: 
On all days its sides were thick, but on that day thin. Every 
day the handle was short, and this day long ? That the high- 
priest should not need to make such an effort to hold it. 

In another Boraitha we have learned: Every day the censer 
was without a bell, and on this day with a bell (" His sounds 
shall be heard when he goeth in into the holy place " [Exod. 
xxviii. 38], since he carried it in in his white garments devoid of 
bells), so said the son of the Segan. 

" The gold w as yellow ," etc. Said R. Hisda: Seven kinds of 
gold there are: Gold, and good gold, gold of Ophir, best gold 
[Muphaz], beaten gold [Sha’hut], pure gold [Sagur], and gold 
of Parvaim. Gold and good gold, as it is written [Gen. ii. 12]: 
"And the gold of that land is good"; gold of Ophir, which 
comes from Ophir; best gold, which is scintillating [1 Kings x. 
18]; beaten gold, which is ductile like wire; pure gold—when 
this gold is exhibited all other wares are locked up; that of Par¬ 
vaim is like blood of bulls in redness. R. Ashi says: There 
were only five, only there was gold of each kind of good and bad 
quality; hence "gold" and "good gold" are deducted. We 
have learned also in a Boraitha: All days the gold was yellow; 
this day it was of Parvaim, which is red like the blood of 
a cow. 

" Finely pounded, but this day finest The rabbis taught 
(whence do we deduce this ?): Because it is already written [Ex. 
xxx. 36]: " Thou shalt pound some of it fine." Why has it to 
be repeated, " finely pounded" ? That means, on this day it 
must be finest. 
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14 Washed his ha?ids from the laver , on this day from the golden 
pitcher .” Why so ? For the honor of the high-priest. 

44 All days there were four fires," etc. The rabbis taught: All 
days were two, this day three; namely, one, the ordinary large 
fire, the second for the incense, one for this special day (for the 
extra incense of the Holy of Holies). So says R. Jehudah. 
R. Jose says: All days were three, this day four; namely, those 
enumerated by R. Jehudah, and one to keep the fire perpetual, 
as it is written: 44 A perpetual fire shall be burning upon the 
altar, it shall not go out ” [Lev. vi. 6], and one specially for this 
day. Rabbi says: 44 On all days four, this day five.” The four 
above mentioned, and one for the unconsumed sacrifices which 
had not yet been burned in the evening. 

Now, we see that all agree that this day a special fire was 
made. Whence do they deduce this ? From the expression, 
44 and the fire ” [ibid. 5]. And even he who does not deduce it 
from the 44 and," deduces it from 44 arid the." What ? As we 
have learned in the following Boraitha: It is written, 44 a per¬ 
petual fire, it shall not go out.” This is to teach that the second 
fire shall be on the outer altar. But how do we know there had 
to be fires for the censer and lamps ? Therefore it is written, 
44 perpetual fire shall be burning on the altar, it shall not be 
extinguished.” This signifies, the perpetual fire of the lamps 
which, I have taught you, shall be taken only from the outer 
altar. From this we know that on the altar must be kept fire 
for the lamps, but whence do we deduce that fire for the incense 
must be kept also ? Therefore it is written [Lev. xvi. 12]: 44 He 
shall take a censer full of burning coals of fire from off the altar, 
from before the Lord.” When do we find an altar which was 
partly before the Lord, and partly away from the Lord ? We 
must say that was the outer altar, which was in part outside in 
the forecourt. 

R. Elazar said in the name of Bar Qapara: R. Meir said, if 
members of the burnt-offering were left from the day before, he 
made a separate fire, and had them consumed, even on Sabbath. 
What does he come to teach us ? We have learned in the Mishna 
that there were four fires ? Said R. Abhin: He informs us, that 
even the members of a burnt-offering which had become invalid, 
were burnt by a separate fire, provided that they had been already 
attacked by the fire of the day before, but not those not touched 
by the fire. This we have also learned in the Mishna; namely, 
this day five ? Says R. A’ha b. Jacob: He had to teach this to 
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us. We might think all this applies to a Day of Atonement 
which falls on a Sunday, as we had learned somewhere else, that 
the fat left over from Sabbath should be burnt on the Day of 
Atonement next to it; but we might think, if it fell on other 
days of the week he had not to do so. Therefore he tells us. 

Says Rabba: Who is this man, that hears not what he speaks ? 
In the Mishna it is said: “ Every day.” So it is all days of the 
week. The objection remains. 

It was taught: If one extinguishes the fire of the censer, and 
of the lamps, Abayi says he is culpable. Rabba says: He is 
guiltless. If he has taken it from the altar to light it and has 
dropped it on the ground, and it is extinguished, all agree, he 
is not culpable; but if he took it from off the altar, and extin¬ 
guished it there, Abayi says he is culpable, since it is the fire of 
the altar, of which it is written, “ It shall not go out.” Rabba 
says he is guiltless: the moment he has removed it from the 
altar, the fire is not regarded any more as that of the altar. 
Now, what R. Na’hman has said in the name of Rabba b. 
Abahu, that he who has taken a coal from the altar, and extin¬ 
guished it, is culpable, will be neither according to Abayi nor to 
Rabba ? What comparison is there ? In that case he took it 
for a religious purpose, to light the lamp, or so, and it was ex¬ 
tinguished, but in this case he removed a coal and extinguished 
it wantonly. 


CHAPTER V. 


REGULATIONS CONCERNING THE REMAINING SERVICES OF THE HIGH- 
PRIEST ON THIS DAY IN THE TIMES OF THE FIRST AND SECOND 
TEMPLES. 

MISHNA: They brought to him a [golden] spoon and cen¬ 
ser: he took two handfuls [of incense] and filled the spoon with 
it. If he had a large hand, it was much; otherwise, it was a 
little: he used the hand as the measure. He took the censer in 
his right hand, and the spoon in his left hand. 

GEMARA: In a Boraitha we have learned: They brought 
him an empty spoon from the chamber of the utensils, and a 
censer full of incense from the chamber of Beth Abtinas. 

“ He took tzvo handfuls .” What was the spoon needed for 
on the Day of Atonement ? It is written [Lev. xvi. 12] merely, 
“ both his hands full of incense, and bring it within the rail " ? 
He could not dispense with a spoon. If he had carried in the 
censer first, and thereafter the incense, he would carry in twice, 
and it is written “ bring in ” only once ? If he should take the 
incense in both his hands, and put the censer upon them, and 
carry them in at once, what should he do then ? Take off the 
censer with his teeth, and put it down ? If it would be un¬ 
becoming to do so in presence of a human king, how much more 
in presence of the King of Kings, the Holy One, blessed be He ? 
Therefore it is impossible, and he is to do as the princes [Num. 
vii. 14], “ One spoon . . . full of incense/' 

" He took the censer in his right hand," etc. Shall the citizen 
be seated on the ground, and the stranger on the heaven of 
heavens ? (“ The spoon of incense in his left hand," etc.) The 

spoon is small, and more easily carried in the left hand, while 
the large censer is borne in the right hand. And if they should 
be equally heavy, as occurred to R. Ishmael b. Qim'hith, who is 
said to have taken two handfuls of four Kabs of incense, even 
he had to take the censer in his right hand, as the censer was 
hot (and he had to be more careful). 

It was said of R. Ishmael, the son of Qim'hith: It once hap- 
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pened on the Day of Atonement he spoke in a public place with 
an Arab, whose saliva was sprinkled on the high-priest's clothes. 
He became unclean (as the Arab might be so). Then his brother 
Jeshohab entered and took his place, so his mother saw two high- 
priests of her sons the same day. Another day it happened that 
he spoke with a Gentile nobleman, and the same happened. 
Then Joseph his brother took his place. And the rabbis taught: 
Seven sons had Qim'hith, their mother, and all officiated as high- 
priests. When the sages asked her: How hast thou deserved 
it ? She replied: The ceiling of my house never looked on my 
hair. The sages answered: Many did so, and it did not profit 
them. 

The rabbis taught: It is written [Lev. vi. 8]: “ He shall lift 
up from it his handful/' We might think, his hand might be 
overfilled; it is therefore written, “ his hand fall” not more. 
We might think, he may take some with the tips of his fingers. 
Therefore it is written, “ hand full ” He should bend his three 
middle fingers on his palm, and remove with the extreme finger 
and thumb the incense found outside of the three. This was 
one of the difficult services in the Temple. 

R. Johanan said: R. Joshua b. Uza’ah propounded a ques¬ 
tion, What is the matter with the incense between the middle 
fingers ? Is it considered as belonging to the handful, or the 
overflow ? He himself, said R. Johanan, decided later that it is 
doubtful. What, then, shall he do therewith ? Says R. Hanina: 
First he should offer the handful, and then this; for if he offered 
this first, perhaps it is superfluous: and elsewhere we have 
learned that if the remains of a meal-offering have been lost 
before the handful was offered, the handful must not be brought. 

R. Papa propounded a question: These handfuls, were they 
exactly measured according to the hand, or too full ? Said R. 
Abbi to R. Ashi: Come and hear the following Boraitha: The 
handfuls were not exactly according to the measure of the hand, 
nor overfull, but middling. 

R. Papa propounded another question: When the incense 
happened to be spilled by him, how is thp law ? Shall it be 
said, his hand is like the neck of an animal, and the incense is 
invalid (if the blood has been received from the throat, it is valid, 
but not if spilled on the ground), or shall we say his hand is like 
other utensils of the Temple, and if it had been spilled, it may 
yet be offered ? This question is not decided. 

The schoolmen asked R. Shesheth : If he had taken the blood 
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with his left hand, and placed it on the altar, is it valid, or in¬ 
valid ? He answered: We have learned it in our Mishna, that 
he took the spoon in his left hand (and yet it was offered). An 
objection was raised: We have learned in a Boraitha: “ A lay¬ 
man, a mourner on the first day, a drunkard, and one who has a 
blemish, if one of these has received the blood, or carried it to 
the altar, or sprinkled it, he makes it invalid. The same is the 
case if he did it sitting, or with his left hand/* This objection 
remains. 

R. Papa propounded a question: If his companion took two 
handfuls, and emptied them into the priest’s hands, how is the 
law ? Shall we say, he has two handfuls, and it is valid, or shall 
we say, since it is written, ” he shall take, and bring,” it is in¬ 
valid ? This question is not decided. R. Joshua b. Levi pro¬ 
pounded a question: When he had filled his hands with incense, 
and suddenly died, how then ? Can another take it out from his 
hands and bring it in, or is other incense required ? R. Planina 
said : Come and see what kind of questions our predecessors have 
asked. Was R. Joshua b. Levi older than R. Hanina ? Did 
not R. Joshua b. Levi say that R. Hanina had given me the per¬ 
mission to drink a beverage of cress on Sabbath ? (See Sabbath, 
Mishna, p. 226.) He means, R. Hanina asked a profound question 
like to those asked by the ancestors. How is the law ? Come 
and hear: " That was the measure.” From this we must infer, 
that as the measure was outside, so it must be inside (that priest 
has a different hand, hence other incense is to be taken). 

Perhaps the Mishna means to say that he may use his hand 
as a measure, or that he may not add to it or take away from 
what he has grasped ? Come and hear: How did he do it (empty 
the frankincense from the spoon into his hands, both of which 
were occupied) ? He took the handle of the spoon with his finger¬ 
tips—-others say, in his teeth—and moved his thumbs up the 
handle (being thus able not to spill the frankincense) till the 
handle fell, near his armpits, and the head of the spoon was 
above his palms. He then overturned the spoon, thus emptying 
the frankincense th^pce into his hands, and heaped the frankin¬ 
cense on the censer, that the smoke might be retarded; some 
say, he spread it out that it should smoke more rapidly. 

This was one of the most difficult services of the difficult ser¬ 
vices that were in the Temple. Hence we see, he took of the 
frankincense once two handfuls, and then once more. 

The schoolmen propounded a question: If he died while 
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slaughtering, might the blood be sprinkled ? Shall we say, that 
since it is written 44 with a bullock,’’ it is meant, the blood of 
the bullock alone, or the whole bull (so that the substitute can¬ 
not use him) ? R. Hanina says, the entire bullock; Resh Lakish 
says, the blood alone. Said R. Papa: The hide and the flesh 
and the dung, all agree, are only parts of the bull; about the 
blood they differ. One says, the blood is not the bull; the other 
thinks the blood only is the bull. Says R. Ashi: It seems to 
me, the one who says that the blood is considered as one with 
the bull is in the right. Because it is written [Lev. xvi. 3], 
44 With this shall Aaron come into the holy place: with a young 
bullock,” is it meant that he should lead him by the horns ? and 
not simply that he should bring the blood; hence the blood is 
considered as one with the bullock. And what can the other 
reply to this? His answer is: It is written, 44 for a sin-offer¬ 
ing”; the word 44 come” refers, not to the bullock, but to 
the sin-offering. Let him who says that the blood is one 
with the bull, give the reason that a sin-offering whose owner 
has died cannot be used for any purpose, and is only put to 
death. 

Said Rabbin b. R. Adda to Rabba: Thy disciples have said 
in the name of R. Amram that this bullock is considered a sin- 
offering for the congregation (who are considered its owners, 
because he comes to atone for himself and for his fellow-priests), 
and such is not put to death. 

MISHNA: He walked through the Temple till he reached 
the place between the two vails which separated the sanctuary 
from the Holy of Holies—one ell wide. R. Jose says: There 
was but one vail, as it is said [Ex. xxxi. 33] : 44 And the vail shall 
divide unto you between the holy place and the most holy.” 

GEMARA: Did not R. Jose say very correctly to the rabbis ? 
The rabbis may say: This was only the case in the tabernacle, 
but as in the second Temple there was no ell for the entrance at 
all (because a partition only an ell thick could not support itself, 
for the walls of the Temple were a hundred ells high) and only 
in the first, it was doubted whether this ell^of the entrance be¬ 
longed to the Holy of Holies or the sanctuary. Therefore they 
made two vails. 

The rabbis taught: He walked between the altar and the 
lamps, so said R. Jehudah. R. Meir says, between the table 
and the altar. Others say, he walked between the table and the 
walls. Who are the others ? That is R. Jose, who says the 
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door of the Temple was in the north. R. Jehudah says the 
door was in the south. 

R. Jose says that he walked between the table and wall, 
which is a public entrance, because the Israelites are a people 
beloved by God, and need no delegate to pray for them (as it is 
written [1 Kings viii. 38]: “ When they shall be conscious every 
man of the plague of his own heart, and he shall then spread 
forth his hands”), therefore their delegate to God needed no 
private entrance, but could do it in sight of the public. 

R. Nathan said: The ell of the entrance was a matter of 
doubt to the sages, whether it was holy as the Holy of Holies 
or the sanctuary, and that is what R. Johanan has said: Joseph 
the man of Hutzal has propounded a question: It is written 
[1 Kings vi. 19] : ” And the Debir in the house within did he 
prepare, to set therein the ark of the covenant of the Lord.” 
They did not know what is meant: whether the place inside of 
the Debir was prepared for the ark, or that the Debir was itself 
inside. 

MISHNA: The outer one was raised and looked to the 
southern [wall] and the inner one to the northern. He walked 
between them, till he reached the northern [wall]: having arrived 
thither, he turned his face to the south, he walked back with his 
left hand to the curtain, reaching the ark [which was on his right 
in the Holy of Holies, reaching the place where the inner curtain 
was]. Coming there, he placed the censer between the staves, 
heaped the incense on the top of the coals, so that the whole 
house was filled with smoke. He departed in the same manner 
as he had come [facing the Holy of Holies, walking backward], 
and said a short prayer in the outer sanctuary, but not making 
it a long one, so as not to alarm the Israelites [about his absence, 
lest he had been killed by God]. 

GEMARA: Of which Temple is it spoken? In the first 
Temple there was a partition, not a curtain, before the ark; if the 
second, there was no ark in it ? As we have learned in the fol¬ 
lowing Boraitha: Since the ark was concealed, with it were hid¬ 
den the flask of manna [Ex. xvi. 33] and the flask of anointing 
oil, Aaron's staff, its almonds and buds, and the box the Philis¬ 
tines sent as a gift to the God of Israel with the golden vessels. 
And who concealed them ? King Joshiah. Why ? Because it 
is written [Deut. xxviii. 36]: ” The Lord will drive thee and thy 
king whom thou wilt set over thee,” he concealed it; as it is 
written [2 Chron. xxxv. 3] : “ And he said unto the Levitesthat 
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instructed all Israel, who were holy men unto the Lord: Set the 
holy ark in the house which Solomon the son of David the King 
of Israel did build; ye have not to carry it any more upon your 
shoulders: now serve the Lord your God, and His people Israel. ” 
And R. Eliezer said to this: From the analogy of expression— 
namely, that of the ark—it is said 44 there ” [Ex. xxx.], and of 
the flask of manna also 44 there ” [ibid, xvii.] ; and there are also 
mentioned 44 generations ” and 44 for preservation. ” R. Eliezer 
infers that Joshiah concealed them. There was then no ark ? 
The second Temple is meant; and not the ark, but the place 
where it had to stand, is meant. But it is said, 44 between the 
two staves.” The place they would occupy is meant. 

44 Heaped the incense on the top of the coals." Our Mishnawill 
agree with him who has said in a Boraitha: Heap it, that the 
issue of the smoke be retarded (made slow). In one Boraitha we 
have learned: He heaps it inside, away from him. In another 
Boraitha: He heaps it outside, toward himself. How will they 
agree ? Says Abayi: There is a difference of opinion between 
two Tanaim; one says one way, the other, otherwise. Abayi 
says again: It seems to me the Halakha is according to him who 
says that he must heap it inside, away from himself; because, 
as we have further learned in a Mishna, they teach him not to 
heap near his face, lest he burn himself. 

The rabbis taught: It is written [Lev. xvi. 13]: 44 He shall 
put the incense upon the fire, before the Lord.” 44 Before the 
Lord ” : he must not prepare it outside, but inside, in the Holy 
of Holies. This is to contradict the Sadducees, who said that 
he must prepare outside. Why ? Because, they say, it is writ¬ 
ten [ibid. 2]: 44 For in the cloud will I appear upon the mercy- 
seat.” Cloud is interpreted, the cloud of the incense. When 
he prepares outside, he enters with a cloud of incense. The 
sages said to the Sadducees: Is it not written: 44 He shall put 
the incense upon the fire before the Lord"} So it has to be 
prepared inside. They rejoined: What will you make of the 
44 cloud ” ? The rabbis say: From this we deduce that he must 
put in the herb which straightens the smoke. How is it known 
that that herb has to be put in ? Because it is written [ibid. 13]: 
44 That the cloud of the incense may envelop.” Without that 
herb, how will the mercy-seat be enveloped ? If he has omitted 
to put in this herb or any ingredient, he is liable to capital pun¬ 
ishment. Why give this reason, when, if he come in without 
the incense being entirely prepared, he enters the Holy of Holies. 
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gratuitously, which involves capital punishment ? Says R. 
Shesheth: The case is, he had omitted one ingredient intention¬ 
ally, but entered unintentionally. R. Ashi says: Even if he did 
both things intentionally, but entered with two kinds of incense, 
one kind prepared as is lawful and the other not, for entering he 
is not culpable, but for having prepared incense lacking some 
ingredient he deserves capital punishment. 

“ He departed in the same manner as he had come." Whence 
do we deduce this ? Said R. Shama b. Na’hmain in the name of 
R. Jonathan: It is written [2 Chron. i. 13]: “ Then came Solo¬ 
mon from the high place that was at Gibeon to Jerusalem ” (lit¬ 
erally, at). How comes Gibeon to be in Jerusalem ? His return 
from Gibeon to Jerusalem is compared to his entering Gibeon 
from Jerusalem. As when he entered Gibeon from Jerusalem 
his face was turned to the high place, so when he left it, his face 
was still turned to the high place. So did also the priests after 
service, the Levites after their song, and the Israelites after they, 
had been standing. When they left, their countenances were 
turned to the Temple. So also a disciple, leaving his Master, 
should do. So R. Elazar, when he used to part from Johanan. 
When R. Johanan desired to leave first, he bent himself in his 
place till Johanan was out of his sight; when R. Elazar was to 
leave first, he walked backwards till he could see him no longer. 
Rabba, leaving R. Joseph (who was blind), used to walk back¬ 
wards till his feet struck against the threshold, so as to cause them 
to bleed. When this was related to R. Joseph, he said to Rabba: 
May God's will be that you shall raise your head above the whole 
city. R. Alexandri said in the name of R. Joshuah b. Levi: 
Who prays, should make three steps backwards, and then say, 

“ Maketh peace/’ etc. Said R. Mordecai to him: If he has made 
three steps backwards, he must stop there a while. It is like a 
disciple who has taken farewell of his Master, and then returns 
to him on the instant, which is like a dog returning to his vomit. 
If he has failed in doing so, he would better not have prayed at 
all. In the name of Shemaia it has been said: When he says 
these words, he should first bow to the right, then to the left; as 
it is written [Deut. xxx. 2]: “ From his right hand a fiery law.” 
Rabha saw Abayi, who said ” He maketh peace” first on the 
right, and then on his left. He said to him: Thinkest thou, 
thou must say this to the right side of thyself ? nay, of the Holy 
One, blessed be He, who is opposite to thee and whose right side 
thus corresponds to thy left side. R. Hiya the son of R. Huna 
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said: I saw Abayi and Rabha making the three steps backwards 
with one bow. 

“And said a short prayer What was the prayer ? Rabba 
and Rabbin the sons of R. Adda both said in the name of Rabh: 
May it be Thy will, Lord our God, that if this year will be a hot 
one, Thou mayest give plenty of rain. R. A’ha the son of 
Rabha said in the name of R. Jehudah that the high-priest used 
to conclude the prayer as follows: May no ruler cease from the 
house of Judah, and may Thy people Israel not depend for liveli¬ 
hood on each other (not be paupers), and mayest Thou not heed 
the prayers of travellers who ask for the cessation of rain. 

R. Hanina Dasa happened to be on the road. It began to 
rain. He said: Lord of the Universe, the whole world enjoys, 
but Hanina is afflicted. The rain ceased. When he reached 
home, he said: The whole world is in anxiety because no rain 
comes, only Hanina is contented (having no fields). Rain began 
to come again. 

Says R. Joseph: What availed the prayer of the high-priest 
against the prayer of R. Hanina Dasa ? 

The rabbis taught: It happened that one high-priest made 
his prayer very long. When the priests became alarmed, they 
went to see whether he had died, and met him returning. They 
inquired of him why he had made his prayer so long. He said: 
Is this displeasing to you, when I prayed the Lord that the 
Temple might not be destroyed ? They said to him: Do not 
thou repeat it, as we have learned in the Mishna, “ He should 
not make the prayer long, lest he alarm the congregation. ” 

MISHNA: When the ark had been taken away, there was a 
stone from the time of the first prophets, “ Shethia ” [founda¬ 
tion] it was called, three-finger high above the ground. There¬ 
upon he placed [the censer]. He took the blood from the one 
who stirred it, went to the place whither he had gone, and 
stopped where he had stopped [in the Holy of Holies], and 
sprinkled from his position once upward and seven times down¬ 
ward [Lev. xvi. 14], without being intent on sprinkling it either 
upward or downward, but holding the palm open, either turned 
outward or toward himself [meaning doubtful]. Thus he was 
counting: one [upward], one and one [downward], one and two, 
one and three, one and four, one and five, one and six, one and 
seven. He departed, and placed it [the basin] on the golden 
stand in the Temple. They brought to him the he-goat, he 
slaughtered it, and received in a basin its blood. He went to 
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the former place, stopping where he had stopped, and sprinkled 
thereof once upward, and seven times downward, without taking 
care to sprinkle upward or downward, but holding his palm open, 
turned in or out, and counting thus: one, one and one, one and 
two, etc. He came out, and placed it on the second stand that 
was in the Temple. R. Jehudah saith : There was but one stand 
there. He took up the bull’s blood, and put down the he-goat’s 
blood. He sprinkled thereof at the curtain which was opposite 
to the ark outside, once upward, and seven times down, without 
taking care, etc., and thus counting, etc. He lifted the blood 
[-filled basin] of the he-goat, and put down that of the bull’s 
blood; he sprinkled of it on the curtain opposite to the ark out¬ 
side, once upward, seven times down, etc. He emptied the 
bull’s blood into the he-goat’s blood, and transferred (the con¬ 
tents of) the filled basin into the empty one. 

GEMARA: The Mishna says, “ When the ark was taken 
away,” not concealed; it holds, therefore, that it was removed 
to Babylon. As we have learned in a Boraitha, R. Eliezer said: 
The ark was taken into exile in Babylonia. As it is written 
[2 Chron. xxxvi. io]: ” And with the expiration of the year did 
King Nebuchadnezzar send, and had him brought to Babylon, 
with the precious vessels of the house of the Lord ” (precious; 
that is, the ark). R. Simeon b. Jochai infers this from another 
passage [Is. xxxix. 6]: “ No thing shall be left ” : no word (for 
“diing,” “ word,” and ” commandment ” the same Hebrew 
word is here used) will be left, none of the ten commandments (or 
the ark which contained them). R. Jehudah, however, says : The 
ark was concealed in its place (Temple), as it is written [i Kings 
viii. 8] : And they had made the staves so long, that the ends 
of the staves were seen out in the holy place in the front of the 
Debir, but they were not seen without; and they have rejjiained 
there until this day . ” And he who says that R. Simeon b. 
Jochai thinks that the ark was taken into exile, differs from Ulla, 
who says as follows: R. Mathia b. Heresh had asked R. Simeon 
b. Jochai in Rome: We see that R. Eliezer infers from two 
verses that the ark was taken into exile. One verse is quoted 
above; the other is [Lam. i. 6]: ” There is gone forth from the 
daughter of Zion all her splendor.” Thereby the ark is meant. 
What hast thou to say thereto ? He replied: I say, the ark was 
concealed on the spot, and the proof is the verse quoted above. 
Said R. Na’hman b. Itz’hak: We have also learned it in a Mishna 
in Shekalim [VI., b]\ li Once a priest was engaged there, and he 
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noticed that one of the paving stones on one place appeared 
different from the others. He went out to tell others of it; but 
he had not yet finished speaking, when he gave up the ghost. 
Thereby it was known to a certainty that the ark of the covenant 
was hidden there.” What was he engaged in? Says R. Helbo: 
He was busy sporting with his axe. The disciples of R. Ishmael 
have taught: There were two blemished priests who picked out 
the wood, which was not mouldy. The axe of one fell down on 
the place where the ark was concealed; a fire issued, which con¬ 
sumed him. 

44 A stone , Shethia. We have learned in a Boraitha: The 
word Shethia means, that the universe has been created from it, 
as Shethia means foundation . This is according to him who says, 
that from Zion the world began to be created, as we have learned 
in the following Boraitha : R. Eliezer said : The world was created 
from the very middle, as it is written [Job xxxviii. 38]: 44 When 
the dust is poured out as molten metal, and the clods are made 
to cleave fast together” (first the central piece was made, then 
the other parts adhered to it). R. Joshua says: The world was 
created beginning with the extremities, as it is written [ibid, 
xxxvii. 6] : 44 For to the snow he saith, Be thou earth. Likewise 
to the pouring rain, and to the pouring rains of his strength.” 
Four times the word 44 rain” is repeated here (in Hebrew, but 
“rain” means in Talmudic dialect “matter”). There were 
then four pieces of matter, and of them was composed the world. 
R. Itz’hak says: The Holy One, blessed be He, threw a stone 
into the sea, and therefrom a world was made. As it is written 
[ibid, xxxviii. 6] : Upon what are her foundation-pillars placed 
at rest ? or who threw her zoxwzx-stone ”? The sages, however, 
said: The world was created beginning with Zion. As it is writ¬ 
ten [Ps. 1 . 1, 2]: “ The God of Gods, the Lord Speaketh,” etc. 
44 Out of Zion, the perfection of beauty.” That signifies, from 
Zion began to be the beauty of the whole world. In another 
Boraitha we have learned: R. Eliezer the Great said, It is writ¬ 
ten [Gen. ii. 4]: “ These are the generations of the heavens and 
the earth when they were created, on the day that the Lord 
God made earth and heaven.” The luminous stars, etc., were 
created from the heavens, and all earthly things from the earth. 
But the sages say: Everything was created from Zion. As it is 
written [Ps. 1 . 1] : “A Psalm of Assaph. The God of gods,” 
etc. “ The perfection of beauty,” i.e., the beauty of the whole 
world. 
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' 4 4 Holding the palm open" What is meant by this ? Said 
R. Jehudah: As one uses a lash first from the right to the left, 
and then downward. 

“ He took the blood from the one who stirred it," etc. We 
have learned in a Boraitha: When he sprinkled, he did not 
sprinkle on the top of the mercy-seat, but opposite; and not 
that the blood should fall on it, but on the ground. When he 
sprinkled on the top of the mercy-seat, he bent the palm down¬ 
ward, that it should not fall on the mercy-seat, and when he 
sprinkled beneath it, he held his palm bent upward, that it 
should not fall on the mercy-seat, but on the ground. Whence 
do we deduce this ? Because it is written [Lev. xvi. 15]: ” He 
shall sprinkle it above the mercy-seat, and before the mercy- 
seat.” This had not to be written, as it has already been writ¬ 
ten in the case of the bullock [ibid. 14]. It is meant to make 
the ” before ” and ” above ” equal; as by ” before ” the mercy- 
seat, it is meant that it should not be sprinkled at it, but oppo¬ 
site to it; so also by ” above ” is meant, not upon it, but oppo¬ 
site to it. 

The rabbis taught: It is written: “ And he shall sprinkle it 
above the mercy-seat.” From this we know only once above 
[it, in case of the goat). How many times had he to sprinkle 
downward ? This we have to infer from the bullock: as it is 
written of him seven times, so we infer in regard to the he-goat. 
We know that it is equal in case of the bullock and goat, down¬ 
ward ; but we do not know how many times he is to sprinkle 
downward in case of the bullock ? We apply to the bullock the 
law in reference to the goat: as in the case of the goat, so in 
the case of the bullock—once downward, seven times upward. 

One , one and one," etc. The rabbis taught: He counted 
one, one and one, one and two, etc., up to seven. So said 
R. Meir. R. Jehudah says: One, one and one, two and one, 
three and one, four and one, five and one, six and one, seven 
and one. They do not differ. Each said according to the cus¬ 
tom in his part of the country (in the one place they said, e.g., 
twenty-one, in the other one and twenty). Now we see that all 
agree that the first time of sprinkling had to be counted along 
with each of the other seven ? What is the reason ? Said R. 
Elazar: He should make no mistake in the number of countings. 
R. Johanan says: Because it is written again [ibid. 14]: 4 Shall he 
sprinkle,” superfluously, it is to teach us that the first he ought to 
count with all the others. What is the point of their difference ? 
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R. Elazar says: If he has failed to do it, but made no mistake, 
it is valid; but according to R. Johanan, it is not. 

“ He departed , and placed it on the golden stand .” One of the 
scholars read the prayer in the presence of Rabha, and read, 
” He departed, and placed it on the second stand”; and after 
this he read, ” He took the he-goat’s blood, and put down the 
bullock’s blood.” Said Rabha to him: The first thing thou 
readest according to the rabbis (who say'there were two stands), 
and the second according to R. Jehudah (who says there was 
but one stand, and therefore he took down the bullock’s blood 
when he came with the goat’s blood), you thus contradict your¬ 
self. You should say: He put down the goat’s blood (on the 
second stand), and took up the bullock’s blood (from the first 
stand). 

The rabbis taught: It is written [ibid. 16]: ” So shall he do 
for the tabernacle,” etc. Wherefore had this to be written ? It 
comes to teach us, that as in the Holy of Holies he had to 
sprinkle once and seven times, both from the bullock’s blood 
and the goat’s, so he had to do in the sanctuary. 

“That abideth among them in the midst of their unclean - 
ness. ,f This signifies, even when they were unclean, the She- 
khina continued to be among them. A certain Sadducee said to 
R. Hanina: At the present time, when the Temple is destroyed, 
ye are certainly unclean, as it is written [Lam. i. 9]: ” Her un¬ 
cleanness on her skirts.” He replied to him: Come and see. 
It is written: ” That abideth among them in the midst of their 
uncleanness.” 

We have learned in a Boraitha: When he sprinkled on the 
vail, he sprinkled not upon it, but opposite to it (that the blood 
fell on the ground). R. Eliezer b. R. Jose, however, said: I 
have seen on the vail in Rome the marks of the drops of blood 
of the bullock and goat of the Day of Atonement. 

What is the law, when the bloods of the bullock and goat 
got mingled ? What shall he do therewith ? Says Rabha: He 
sprinkled thereof once upward, and seven times downward, and 
this sufficed for both. This Halakha has been communicated to 
Jeremiah in Palestine: He said: Ye Babylonians are stupid. 
Because ye live in a dark land, ye say dark Halakhas. In this 
manner, he will sprinkle the he-goat’s blood before the bullock’s, 
and it is written [Lev. xvi. 20] : ” When he hath made an end 
of atoning for the holy place.” ” The end ”—hence everything 
must be in its proper turn. What, then, shall he do ? Says 
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R. Jeremiah: Once he sprinkles it as the bullock’s, and then 
a second time as the he-goat’s blood. 

How if the bloods got mixed, when he has already sprinkled 
the bullock’s blood upward ? Said Rabha: He should sprinkle 
it seven times downward as the bullock’s, and then upward and 
downward as the he-goat’s, blood. How if he has confounded 
the basins ? What shall he do then ? He should sprinkle three 
times, once for the bullock, then for the he-goat, and the third 
time for the he-goat (lest the he-goat’s blood had preceded the 
bullock’s when he sprinkled the first time). 

“ He emptied the bull's blood into the he-goat's." Our Mishna 
will be according to him who maintains that the bloods must be 
mixed, for the purpose of putting it on the corners of the altar. 
Because it was taught: R. Joshiali and R. Jonathan said, one 
of them that they had to be mingled, and the other that they 
ought not to be mingled, but put separately on the corners 
of the altar. It seems that R. Joshiah was the one who said 
they had to be mingled, as we have heard elsewhere, though 
it is not written “together” [Lev. xvi. 18 ]; yet since it is 
written “ and,” it is as good as though it had been written 
“ together.” 

We have learned in another Boraitha: It is written: “ He 
shall take from the blood of the bullock and the blood of the 
he-goat.” That signifies, they should be mixed together. But 
whence do ye know that it means that they should be sprinkled 
together, not separately ? Therefore it is written [Ex. xxx. io]: 
“ And Aaron shall make an atonement upon its horns once 
in a year”: once , not repeatedly. We see that the anonymous 
Boraitha is according to R. Joshiah. 

‘ * He transferred {the contents of) the filled one into the empty 
one." Rami b. Hama propounded a question of R. Hisda: If 
he had placed one basin in the other, and therein received the 
blood, how is it ? Should we say, as they are of one kind, that 
forms no invalidation ? or that though of one kind, it is an in¬ 
validation ? R. Hisda answered him : We have learned it in our 
Mishna: He has transferred the filled one into the empty one. 
Shall we not assume that it means, he placed the full basin in 
the empty one ? Nay. It means, he poured the contents of 
the full basin into the empty one. But this is already mentioned 
in the beginning of the sentence ? He transfers the mixed blood 
again into an empty vessel, to mix the two kinds of blood the 
better. 
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MISHNA: He then went out to the altar which is before 
the Lord, which is the golden altar, and began to cleanse it, 
downward. Whence does he begin ? From the northeastern 
corner [horn] to the northwestern, southwestern, southeastern. 
Where he begins to cleanse the outer altar, at that spot he fin¬ 
ishes cleansing the inner. R. Eliezer says he remains where he 
stands, and thence cleanses [the altar being one ell square]. 
Everywhere he sprinkled from below upward, except at the spot 
where he stood, whereat he sprinkled from above downward. 

He sprinkled on the clean place of the altar [where the gold 
was to be seen] seven times, and what remained of the blood he 
poured at the western base of the outer altar, and what remained 
of the blood of the outer altar he poured at the southern base. 
Both kinds of blood mingled in the trench, and flowed out into 
the brook Kidron. And it was sold to. gardeners as manure, but 
one offends by [using without paying for] them. 

GEMARA: We have learned in a Boraitha: Why is it neces¬ 
sary to repeat here, ” before the Lord ” ? Said R. Nehemiah: 
Because we find that when he held the bloods of the bullock and 
he-goat he stood inside of the altar, and sprinkled the blood on 
the vail, we might think that at the same time he should sprinkle 
on the golden altar: therefore it is written [Lev. iv. 7], “ the 
altar of the incense of spice, before the Lord,” to let us know 
that the altar was before the Lord, but not the priest. What, 
then, should he do ? He had to come out to the outside of the 
altar, and thence sprinkle. 

“Began to cleanse it, downward . ” The rabbis taught: He 
began to cleanse from above downward. And whence did he 
begin ? From the southeastern to the southwestern, northwest¬ 
ern, northeastern. So is the’ decree of R. Aqiba. R. Jose 
the Galilean said: From the northeastern to the northwestern, 
southwestern, southeastern. So that at the place where, accord¬ 
ing to R. Jose, he begins, according to R. Aqiba he finishes, and 
vice versa. Now we see that, according to all, he does not begin 
with the corner he meets first, but some definite corner. What 
is the reason ? Said Samuel: Because it is written, ” He went 
out to the altar,” till he has come out from the place inside of 
the altar, and comes outside. (What is the point of difference 
between the two Tanaim ?) The following: R. Aqiba thinks he 
has to walk round the altar, and R. Jose that he ought only to 
cleanse the altar at all corners, making its round with the hand. 
We have learned in a Boraitha: R. Ishmael said: Two high- 
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priests remained of the first Temple. One said, he had passed 
round the altar with his hand; and the other, he had walked 
round it with his feet. And both gave their reasons. The one 
said: As it is written, “ round.” The inner altar was like the 
outer, which was large, and had to be walked around; while 
the other said: It was small, and with his hand one could reach 
all corners, as it was only in size like one corner of the outer 
altar: hence it was not necessary to walk round it. 

“ He sprinkled at the clean place of the altar." What is 
meant by the clean place ? Said Rabba b. R. Shila: Where the 
altar was not covered, as it is written [Ex. xxiv. 10] : “ Like the 
color of heaven in clearness.” We have learned in a Boraitha: 
Hanania says, he sprinkled on the northern side, and e R. Jose 
says, southern. On what point do they differ ? The one says 
the door of the sanctuary was at the north, the other says, at 
the south; but all agree, that where he finished to put the blood 
on the corners, at that side he sprinkled on the top. What is 
the reason ? Because it is written [Lev. xvi. 19]: ” He shall 
cleanse it and hallow it.” That signifies where he had hallowed 
it, there he shall cleanse it. 

” What remained of the blood," etc. This is because it is 
written [ibid. iv. 7]: “ All the (remaining) blood of the bullock 
shall he pour out,” and when he comes out, he meets the west¬ 
ern base of the outer altar first. 

Of the otitcr altar, he poured at the southern base . ” The rab¬ 
bis taught: By the base of the altar, the southern base is meant. 

And another Boraitha states that, according to R. Ishmael, 
it was the western. The disciples of R. Ishmael, however, 
taught in the name of R. Ishmael, as the disciples of R. Simeon 
b. Jochai, that it was the southern (that is, R. Ishmael revoked 
what he said). 

One may offend," etc. The rabbis taught: One becomes 
guilty, when he uses the blood for his benefit. So is the decree 
of R. Meir and R. Simeon. The sages, however, said: The 
blood may be used. They are at variance only as to whether it 
is rabbinically an offence or not; but all agree that, biblically, 
one cannot offend (for if they thought it was biblical, they would 
not sell it to gardeners. Tosphath.) Whence do we deduce 
this? Says Ulla: It is written [Lev. xvii. 11] : ” I have ap¬ 
pointed it for you upon the altar to make an atonement for 
your souls”: for you, it should belong to you. The disciples of 
R. Simeon taught: To make an atonement, but not an offence. 
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R. Johanan says: In the same verse it is written, “For the 
blood it is that maketh an atonement for the soul.” It is (after 
the atonement) as it had been before the atonement. 

MISHNA: It holds true of all the rites on the Day ©f Atone¬ 
ment, whose order is prescribed by the Bible (and stated in the 
above Mishnas), that if they are performed in a wrong order, one 
has done nothing. Had he used the blood of the he-goat previ¬ 
ously to that of the bull, he should sprinkle once more some of 
that he-goat’s blood after that bull’s blood, and if while he had 
not completed the offering of the gifts in the inner part [Holy 
of Holies], the blood was spilled, it is incumbent upon him to 
fetch other blood, and once more sprinkle it inside, and the same 
is the case in the Temple, and also of the golden altar, because 
all [rites] are separate atonements. R. Elazar and R. Simeon 
say, however: From where he had been mistaken, he should 
begin anew. 

GEMARA: The rabbis taught: It holds true of all cere¬ 
monies of the Day of Atonement whose order is stated in the 
Mishna, if one of them has been performed earlier than that 
which should precede it, it is as nothing. R. Jehudah, how¬ 
ever, said: This is only true of the rites performed in the white 
garments in the Holy of Holies, but of the ceremonies performed 
in the white garments outside (e.g ., the lots, emptying the re¬ 
maining blood, or confessions), it is true that if he has done them 
out of the right order, they are still valid. R. Nehemiah said: 
The case is simply, all ceremonies performed not in the right 
order in the white garments, whether in the Holy of Holies or 
outside, are invalid; but the rites performed in the golden gar¬ 
ments outside must not be done again. Said R. Johanan : Both 
have deduced it from the same verse. It is written [Lev. xvi. 
34]: “ And this shall be unto you as a statute for everlasting, 
to make an atonement for the children of Israel for all their sins 
once a year.” R. Jehudah holds, what is meant by “ once a 
year 99 ? Where the atonements are made once a year, and that 
is in the Holy of Holies. R. Nehemiah holds, that not the 
place where once a year the rites are performed is meant, but the 
rites done for atoning once a year, and that is inside and outside. 

How can R. Jehudah say, the place is meant ? It is only 
written “ once a year.” We must say, the reason of R. Jehu¬ 
dah is this: It is written, “ and this shall be/’ and then “ once a 
year.” Hence two limitations, one excluding what is performed 
in the white garments outside of the Holy of Holies, the other 
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excluding what is done in the golden garments. And R. Nehe- 
miah says: The one expression excludes what is performed in 
the golden clothes, and the other the remainders of the blood, 
which, if not emptied at all, involves no transgression. 

R. Hanina said: If he has taken the handfuls of frankincense 
before the bullock has been slaughtered, he has done noth¬ 
ing. This cannot be according to R. Jehudah, for according to 
R. Jehudah it is only the rites performed in the Holy of Holies, 
but this is done outside ? Nay; even according to R. Jehudah 
it would have been invalid. Why ? Because it is a preparatory 
service for a service performed in the Holy of Holies (it is equal 
to such a service). 

Ulla said: If he has slaughtered the goat before the bullock’s 
blood had been sprinkled, he has done nothing. An objection 
was raised: It is said in our Mishna, if he has sprinkled the 
he-goat’s blood before the bullock’s, he should sprinkle once 
more. If it were as Ulla says, it should have been said: he 
should slaughter a second time. Ulla explained the Mishna: 
That is the case with the offerings in the sanctuary, but in the 
Holy of Holies the bullock’s blood must be sprinkled first, then 
the he-goat must be slaughtered. And so has also R. Ephes 
explained. 

” The same is the case in the Temple'' etc. The rabbis 
taught: It is written [Lev. xvi. 33]: ” He shall make an atone¬ 
ment for the sanctuary of holiness, and for the tabernacle of the 
congregation and for the altar shall he make an atonement; and 
also for the priests and for all the people of the congregation 
shall he make an atonement.” The sanctuary of holiness—that 
is, the Holy of Holies; by the tabernacle the Temple is meant 
—the altar, literally; “ shall he make an atonement”—by this 
is meant the court where the priests might walk; “ the priests,” 
literally, ” the people of the congregation,” Israel; ” make an 
atonement ” once more—that means the Levites. 

All are then equal in their atonement; that is, all are atoned 
for by the scapegoat for all sins except uncleanness. So said 
R. Jehudah. R. Simeon, however, said: As the blood of the he- 
goat, sprinkled inside, atones for Israel only the uncleannesses 
of the Temple and all sacred things, so the blood of the bullock 
atones for the priests only the sins of uncleanness. And as the 
confession over the scapegoat atoned for Israel’s other sins, so 
also the confession over the bullock atoned for the other sins of 
the priests. 
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In a Boraitha we have learned: Rabbi has said: My Master, 
R. Jacob, has taught me this difference of opinion of R. Elazar 
and R. Simeon in our Mishna is only in relation to the logs 
offered by lepers. 

R. Johanan said: The trespass-offering of a leper, if slaugh¬ 
tered for a wrong purpose, is where the same difference of opin¬ 
ion of our Mishna exists. According to R. Meir, who says that 
if he has made a mistake, he must begin anew, he must in this 
case also bring another trespass-offering. But according to R. 
Elazar and R. Simeon, who say that he must begin where he 
had made the mistake, there is no mending of this mistake; for 
it has been slaughtered already (and if he should slaughter an¬ 
other, he will offer two, while it is written one). The following 
Boraitha is according to R. Johanan: If a leper’s trespass-offer¬ 
ing has been slaughtered for another purpose, or some of its 
blood was not put on the thumbs and great toes of the leper, it 
may be offered on the altar, and requires a drink-offering; but 
another trespass-offering has to be offered. 

The rabbis taught: All things mentioned in our Mishna— 
bullocks, he-goats—that have become invalid, defile the gar¬ 
ments of him who burns them, and they must be burned in the 
place where the real sacrifices are burned. [See Lev. xvi. 27, 
28.] So is the decree of R. Eliezer and R. Simeon. The sages, 
however, say: They are not to be burned, because only those 
which have been used the last, because used for the atonement, 
must be burned there. Rabha asked R. Na’hman: (If the 
he-goats have become invalid, two others are required) how 
many shall he despatch as scapegoats ? R. Na’hman answered 
him: Shall he send a whole flock ? R. Papi says in the name 
of Rabha: He sends the first. R. Simi says in the name of 
the same: The last. It is right according to R. Simi, because 
the other of the couple has been used for the atonement; but 
what is the reason of Rabha, according to R. Papi’s saying ? 
He holds as R. Jose of the following Boraitha: If one separates 
his Paschal lamb and the same be lost, and after he purchases 
another one in its stead the first one is found, he may offer either 
one of them. So is the decree of the sages. R. Jose, however, 
says: There is a merit to offer the first one, unless the second 
was a better one. 


CHAPTER VI. 


REGULATIONS CONCERNING THE HE-GOATS OF THE DAY OF ATONE¬ 
MENT AND THE SENDING TO THE DESERT, AND THE CONFESSION 
THEREAT. 

MISHNA: It is a merit that the two he-goats for the Day 
of Atonement should be equal in color, stature, and price, and 
both (bought) at the same time; but if they are not equal, they 
may still be used. If one was bought to-day, and the other on 
the morrow, they are valid. If one of them died, then if this 
occurs before the lots are drawn, another is purchased to make 
up the pair; but if later, then a new pair should be acquired, 
Lots should be drawn again, and this should be said: If the 
Lord's lie-goat has died, “ The one on which the lot has fallen 
for the Lord may substitute him"; and if that of Azazel has 
died, “ The one on which the lot has fallen for Azazel may 
substitute him." And the remaining one of the previous pair 
should be allowed to feed (graze) till it chance to get a blemish, 
when it is sold, and the money goes as a gift-offering, since an 
animal designed to atone for the congregation is not put to 
death. R. Jehudah says, it is (put to death). Also said R. Jehu- 
dah: If the blood [of the Lord's he-goat, when slaughtered] had 
already been spilled, the scapegoat should be put to death; if 
the scapegoat had died, the other one's blood should be poured 
out [and a new pair purchased]. 

GEMARA: The rabbis taught: It is written [Lev. xvi. 5]: 
M He shall take two goats." Why is it mentioned, two? If it 
were in the plural, we would know, not less than two. It is 
meant, then, the two should be equals. How, then, do we know 
that when they were unlike they were still valid ? Because it is 
written twice “ goats " [ibid. 9, 10]. That shows, that if they 
were not alike they were still valid. But if “ goat " were not 
repeated twice, they would have been, according to you, in¬ 
valid ? Whence would you deduce this ? At the first glance, 
we would say, because it is written thrice “ two " [ibid. 5, 7, 8]; 
but if the repetition of “ goat " makes it valid, wherefore is this 
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repeated thrice ? Infer from this, it is a merit that they be, 
first, equal in color; secondly, in stature; thirdly, in price. We 
have also learned thus in a Boraitha of sheep offered by lepers: 
It is written “ two sheep/' Sheep would suffice ? From this it 
is also inferred they should be like each other, as stated above. 
But how do we know that if they are unlike each other they are 
valid ? Because it is written “ one sheep/’ The same Boraitha 
states in relation to the burnt-offering of a leper; there it is also 
written “ two birds.” The two could be dispensed with; and 
from the word two it is inferred that they should be alike. If 
it is so, why should we not say the same of the daily offerings, 
about which it is also written.“ two sheep ”? This two is needed 
for what is stated in the following Boraitha: It is written [Num. 
xxviii. 3]: ” Two on every day.” From this we infer that it 
must be before the day’s arrival (daybreak). (This is explained 
in Tract Tamid.) 

The rabbis taught: Should the two he-goats of the Day of 
Atonement have been slaughtered outside of the Temple, if 
this was done before the drawing of the lots, he is culpable for 
both; but if later, he is culpable only for that designed for the 
Lord (not that for Azazel. Why should he be culpable ?) Be¬ 
fore the lots have been drawn, what are as yet these simple 
he-goats fit for? Said R. Hisda: Because they are fit for the 
additional sacrifices of the Day of Atonement, which are sacri¬ 
ficed outside of the Temple. (But how is this to be understood ?) 
Why are they not fit to be sacrificed inside ? Because the lots 
have not been drawn. The same is the case with the additional 
sacrifices; since all the services preceding these have not yet 
been performed they are not fit for additional sacrifices either ? 

R. Hisda holds: The inappropriate time is not to be com¬ 
pared with the unfitness of the goat itself (before the lots are 
drawn). 

“If the Lord's he-goat dies .” Said Rabh: The second of 
the first pair must be sacrificed, but the second of the second 
pair must be left to graze. R. Johanan says conversely. On 
what point do they differ ? Rabh says: A living thing is not 
postponed. (The second goat of the first pair, being fit, should 
not be postponed in favor of another goat to be sought out), and 
R. Johanan says, that such are postponed. What is Rabh’s 
reason ? Because he deduces it from the too early time; as he 
was unfit only as long as he had no fellow, he is fit henceforth. 
What comparison is this ? In that case the he-goat was not yet 
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fit for anything, but here he has been already postponed. Why 
not continue to be postponed ? Therefore we must say: Rabh 
deduces it from a temporary blemish. After the blemish has 
passed away, he is fit; so here, his unfitness is considered tem¬ 
porary. 

According to Rabh’s theory (that a living thing is not post¬ 
poned), why only the second of the first pair and not as well of the 
second pair, say, then, he can choose which he likes? Said Rablia: 
Rabh holds as R. Jose that it is a merit to use the first (as 
mentioned at the end of the preceding chapter). Rablia said: 
It seems to us, that our Mishna is in accordance with Rabh, 
and a Boraitha is in accordance with R. Johanan. In our Mishna, 
it is stated: If the Lord’s he-goat dies, the one on which the lot 
lias fallen for the Lord shall substitute him; from this we infer 
that the other one continues to be as it has been. A Boraitha 
is according to R. Johanan, as we have learned: It is said in the 
Mishna*: The second should be allowed to graze. We do not 
know whether the second of the first or second pair. As it is 
written [Lev. xvi. 10]: “ Shall be placed alive.” Placed alive, 
not the one whose fellow is dead. How can that be inferred ? 
“ Shall be placed alive,” signifies that it shall be placed alive noiv . 
But the one whose fellow had died has been left alive already. A11 
objection was raised from the following sentence in our Mishna: 
” R. Jehudah said also: If the blood of the Lord’s he-goat had 
been spilled, the scapegoat should be put to death; if the scape¬ 
goat had died, the other one’s blood should be poured out.” 
It is right according to Rabh, who says that, according to the 
first Tana, living things are not postponed, and the second of 
the second pair is to be left to graze; and what R. Jehudah says 
of its being put to death refers to the second of the first pair. 
It is right according to Rabh, who says that according to the 
first Tana a living thing is not postponed, as it is said in the 
Mishna, ” also said R. Jehudah.” That is to say, he differs on 
two points: first, whether a sin-offering for the congregation is 
put to death (he says, it shall be put to death), and whether a 
living thing is postponed. R. Jehudah says, it is postponed, 
and shall be put to death, and the second of the first pair shall 
be put to death. But according to R. Johanan, who explains 
that the first Tana means to say the second of the second pair 


* This is according to Rashi’s explanation, although it is unusual for a Boraitha to 
mention a Mishna. 
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(shall be sacrificed), but of the first shall be put to death, because 
a living thing can be postponed, consequently R. Jehudah differs 
from the first Tana only on one point, on the congregational 
offering. Why does the Mishna say, 44 and also” ? This diffi¬ 
culty remains. (From this we see, the Mishna is according to 
Rabh, not R. Johanan.) 

44 If the blood has been spilled , the scapegoat should be put to 
death." It is right that if the blood has been spilled, the scape¬ 
goat should be put to death, because the duty with the blood 
has not been fulfilled yet; but if the scapegoat has died, why 
should the blood be poured out ? The duty (of drawing the lots, 
and of slaughtering the first) has been fulfilled already. Why 
need the blood be poured out ? Said the disciples of R. Janai: 
Because it is written [ibid.] : 44 Shall be placed alive before the 
Lord, to make an atonement for him.” That means he (the 
scapegoat) shall be alive till the atonement with the blood (of 
the other goat) has been made (and when he has died before, 
the blood must be poured out). 

We have learned in a Boraitha about the Mishna in Shekalim, 
II., a . ” If the inhabitants of a town sent their Shekalim,” etc., 
as far as, 44 and nothing is credited to next year’s account” 
(pp. 7, 8). R. Jehudah, however, said, they may be credited to 
next year’s account. What is the reason of R. Jehudah ? Said 
Rabba: R. Jehudah holds, the duties to be paid this year may 
be paid the next year. Abayi objected: From the following 
Tosephtha: The bullock and the he-goat of the Day of Atone¬ 
ment, if lost, and the he-goats offered for idolatry, if lost, and 
substituted by others and then recovered, then all should be put 
to death. So says R. Jehudah. If the duties of this year can be 
paid the next year, they could be left for the next year ? Rabh 
answered : You want to compare the he-goats for idolatry to con¬ 
gregational sacrifices. The latter are quite different. This is 
as R. Tebi said in the name of R. Joshiah : It is written [Num. 
xxviii. 14] : ” This is the burnt-offering of the new moon for every 
month throughout the months of the year.” The Torah says: 
Proclaim it a new month, and- also bring a sacrifice from the new 
products (Rosh Hashana, p. 9). This would be right in case of 
the he-goat, for it comes from the congregational funds; but the 
bullock, which is from the high-priest’s, what can be said to it ? 
And, secondly, what R. Tebi said in the name of R. Joshiah is 
only a merit, but not a duty, as R. Jehudah said in the name 
of Samuel [ibid., ibid.], that if it was done it is acceptable ? 
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Therefore says R. Zerah: The reason is, that the lot cannot de¬ 
termine during this year for the next year. Let him draw lots 
the next year ? It is a precautionary measure, lest it be said 
that the lot does determine during one year for the next year. 
All this is right of the he-goat ? But why should the bullock, 
for which no lots are drawn, be put to death ? It is a precau¬ 
tionary measure, lest one should deal with the he-goat as one 
would with the bullock. 

Shall he then be put to death for a precautionary measure 
against what itself is a precautionary measure ? Therefore, says 
Rabha: It is a precautionary measure, lest there should be a 
mistake. What mistake can be made ? That of sacrificing them 
(if left to graze). Then this apprehension ought to exist in all 
cases where animals are left to graze (till they get a blemish and 
are sold) ? If that of shearing their wool, or using them for 
work, the same fear ought to exist in all cases where invalid 
sacrifices are left to graze ? The mistake of sacrificing them is 
meant, but for others there is no intention to sacrifice them at 
any time, as they are left to graze until they get a blemish ; 
therefore a mistake cannot come to pass. But here, as the he- 
goat must be kept until the Day of Atonement of the next year, 
and it may be sacrificed by mistake before (the owner will take care 
it should not get a blemish). And whether a precautionary meas¬ 
ure is taken against a mistake or not, the Tanaim of the two fol¬ 
lowing Boraithas differ: one states, that a paschal sacrifice that 
has not been sacrificed during Passover may be sacrificed during 
the second Passover (the succeeding month, when those unclean 
before, celebrate it); and when not during the second Passover, 
it may be reserved for the Passover of the next year. And in 
another Boraitha we have learned: It may not be sacrificed at 
all. They differ, then, about the apprehension of a mistake; 
the Tana of the last Boraitha fears a mistake, and that of the 
first does not. 

MISHNA: He comes to the scapegoat, and puts both hands 
on him, and confesses, using the following expression: I be¬ 
seech Thee, Jehovah, they have committed iniquities, trans¬ 
gressed, sinned before Thee, Thy people the House of Israel. 
I beseech Thee, for the sake of Jehovah, forgive the iniquities, 
transgressions, and sins that they have committed, transgressed, 
and sinned before Thee, Thy people the House of Israel, as it 
is written in the Torah of Moses Thy servant, thus: “ For on 
that day shall he make an atonement for you, to cleanse you, 
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that ye may be clean from all your sins before Jehovah/' And 
the priests and people who stood in the forecourt, hearing the 
expressed name [of God, i.e., JehovaJi] issuing from the mouth 
of the high-priest, used to kneel, prostrate themselves, and fall 
on their faces, and say: ” Blessed be the .name of His kingdom’s 
glory for ever.” They delivered him [the scapegoat] to the man 
who was his conductor. All were fit to perform this function. 
Only the high-priests fixed a usage, that Israelites should not be 
permitted to do it. Said R. Jose: It happened the conductor 
was Arsala of Tsipore, who was an Israelite [not a priest]. An 
elevated walk had been constructed for him [the he-goat], on 
account of the Babylonians [Babylonian Jews; according to the 
Gemara, Alexandrian Jews], who used to pull him [the he-goat] 
by the hair, saying: ” Take [the sins] and go, take and go.” 

GEMARA: We see that in this confession the children of 
Aaron are not mentioned. According to whom is it ? Said 
R. Jeremiah: This is not in accordance with R. Jehudah; as he 
said, the priests are also atoned for by the scapegoat. Abayi, 
however, said: This may be according to R. Jehudah. Are not 
the priests included in the general phrase, ** Thy people Israel ”? 

“ They delivered him to his conductor The rabbis taught: 
It is written [Lev. xvi. 21] : “ A man appointed thereto." From 
the word “ man," it is inferred a layman is also fit. “ Appointed " 
means, appointed from the day before, even when the Day of 
Atonement falls on a Sabbath, and even if he is unclean. Where¬ 
fore does he tell us, even a Sabbath? If the he-goat has become 
sick, and cannot walk, he may take him on his shoulder, and 
carry him. Said Raphra’m : From this it is inferred, that the 
law of Erub and carrying applies to Sabbath only, but not to 
the Day of Atonement (else what difference between a Day of 
Atonement falling on a week-day and a Sabbath ?) * 

Why is it mentioned, even when unclean ? What case of 
uncleanness can be here? Said R. Shesheth: Even if the con¬ 
ductor became unclean, he may enter the Temple and take the 
he-goat. 

R. Eliezer was asked: When the he-goat had become sick, 
might he be taken on the shoulders ? He replied : The he-goat was 
so healthy that it could bear away you and me together. They 
asked him again: When the conductor had become sick, may 
another be appointed? He replied: Let us be healthy ; do not 


* What Raphram said is declared in Tract Tamid to be unfounded. 
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ask us about a case of sickness. They asked him again : If after 
having been pushed down he did not die, shall he go down and 
kill him? He gave them as answer the verse in Judges v. 31 : 
“Thus may perish all Thy enemies, O Lord." The sages, how¬ 
ever, said : If he had become sick, he must be taken on the 
shoulders; if the conductor is sick, another should be appointed ; 
if he had been pushed and has not died, he should go down and 
put him to death. 

R. Eliezer was asked whether a certain man would enjoy the 
world to come. He replied: You inquire of me concerning that 
man (he named a different man)/ They asked of him again : 
May a shepherd rescue a sheep carried away by a lion ? He 
replied: Do you ask me of a sheep ? They asked him again: 
May the shepherd be rescued from the lion’s mouth? He 
answered again : You ask me only of the shepherd. They asked 
him again: May a bastard be heir of his father? He asked 
them: May he espouse his dead and childless brother’s wife? 
They asked him : If he possesses a house, must a memorial of the 
Temple’s destruction be left, when his house is whitewashed 
(an ell is left bare)? He answered : I think you ask me whether 
his sepulchre is to be whitewashed? He answered thus, not 
because he wanted to repel them, but he never decided what he 
had not heard from his Master. 

A wise woman asked R. Eliezer: What was done with the 
golden calf being equally forbidden, why were the penalties 
different, some being slaughtered with the sword, some dying 
by water, or by a plague? He answered: The wisdom of a 
woman relates only to the spindle, as it is written [Ex. xxxv. 
25]: “All the wise women spun with their hands.” It was 
taught: Rabh and Levi said—the one, that he who slaughtered 
to the golden calf and offered incense was slain by the sword ; 
he who embraced and kissed it, died by the plague; and he who 
rejoiced in his heart thereat, died from dropsy. And the other 
says : They who did it in spite of warning by witnesses, were 
slain ; they who were not warned but only witnessed, by the 
pest; and those whom witnesses had not seen, died by dropsy. 

R. Jehudah said: The tribe of Levi was not idolatrous (in 
relation to the golden calf), as it is written [ibid, xxxii. 26]: 
“Whoever is on the Lord’s side let him come unto me. And 


* Rashi and Tosphath say, the question was about Solomon, and he answered, 
“ Do they mean Absalom ?” But it does not seem probable to them. 
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there assembled themselves unto him all the sons of Levi.” 
Rabhina was sitting and repeating this saying. The children 
of R. Papa b. Abba objected to him: It is written [Deut. 
xxxiii. 9]: “Who said of his father and his mother, I have not 
seen him.” * By this is meant, those who slew for worshipping 
the calf, inflicted penalty on their relatives. Whence we see 
some of the Levites were guilty. Rabhina replied: B y father is 
meant the maternal grandfather, who was of Israel, by brother 
a half-brother of the mother, and by children, the daughter’s 
children, whose father was an Israelite. 

“An elevated walk had been constructed ,” etc. We have 
learned in a Boraitha: R. Jehudah says: They were not Baby¬ 
lonian, but Alexandrian (Jews). Said R. Jose to him : May thy 
mind be appeased, as thou hast appeased mine (for he was a 
Babylonian himself). 

“ Take andgoT We have learned in a Boraitha: They used 
to say: Wherefore are they detaining the goat, the sins being 
so great ? 

MISHNA : Some of the prominent men of Jerusalem used 
to accompany him [the goat] as far as the first booth [of the 
ten, supplied with provisions for the conductor]. There were 
ten booths between Jerusalem and Tsuk [the rock of its destina¬ 
tion], a distance of 90 Ris [7! Ris are equal to one mile]. At 
each booth they said to him [to the conductor] : “ Here is food, 
and here is water.” And they [persons of the booth] accompa¬ 
nied him from booth to booth, excepting the last of them, for 
the rock was not reached by them ; but they stood at some dis¬ 
tance looking on what he [the conductor] did [to the scapegoat]. 
What did he do? He divided the tongue of crimson wool: the 
half of it he tied to the rock, and the second half between 
his [the scapegoat’s] horns; he pushed him down backward. 
He went rolling and falling down ; he did not reach halfway of 
the mountain before he became separated limb from limb. He 
[the conductor] returned to sit down under the last booth, till 
dark. And since when became his clothes unclean ? After he 
had issued from the walls of Jerusalem. R. Simeon says : After 
he had pushed it down from the rock. 

GEMARA: The rabbis taught: There were ten booths, and 
twelve miles: so says R. Meir. R. Jebudah says: There were 
nine booths, and ten miles. R. Jose says: Five booths, and 


* We follow Leeser’s translation in all our biblical quotations, which see. 
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ten miles. All were combined by an Erub. Said R. Jose: 
Elazar my son told me, if there were an Erub, two booths 
at ten miles would have been sufficient. Who is the Tana 
according to whom is what we have learned in our Mishna, 
that the last stood at a distance and looked? This is accord¬ 
ing to R. Meir, who says there were ten booths, and twelve 
miles. 

“ At each booth they said to him" etc. We have learned in a 
Boraitha: They never made use of it, but they were cheered by 
the consciousness that they could have it ? 

“ The half of it he tied to the rockf etc. Why not the whole 
of it? Because he had not yet fulfilled the duty of pushing 
down the goat, and as soon as he had tied it to the rock, it 
might have become white: he would have rejoiced so much at 
the thought of the sins having been pardoned, that he might 
not have attended to the pushing him down. Why did he 
not tie it wholly to the horns ? Because it might happen that 
the goat bent his head, so as to make him unable to perceive 
whether it had become white or not. 

The rabbis taught: Formerly the tongue of crimson wool 
used to be tied to the door of the porch, outside (that all should 
see). When it became white, all were rejoiced ; when not, all 
became out of spirits and ashamed. Therefore it has been 
reformed that it should be tied to the door of the porch inside. 
However, they used to take a look at it even then. It was 
then reformed that half should be tied to the rock, another half 
to the horns. 

“ Before he attained half way of the mountain f etc. The 
rabbis taught : It is written [Lev. xviii. 4] : “ My ordinances 
shall ye do.” This signifies, such things as, even were they not 
written, it would be wrong to do, as idolatry, adultery, blood¬ 
shed, robbery, and blasphemy. “ And my statutes shall ye keep ” 
[ibid.]. There are things that Satan laughs at, as abstaining 
from pork, from wearing mixed stuffs [Deut. xxii. 11], the tak¬ 
ing off of the shoe of the husband's brother, purification of a 
leper, and the despatching of the he-goat. Lest it be said, they 
are nonsense, it is therefore written [Lev. xviii. 4] : “ I am the 
Lord your God.” I have commanded it; you have no right to 
question. 

“ Since when became his clothes unclean ,” etc. The rabbis 
taught: The conductor defiles his clothes, but not the person 
that sends him (the conductor). Shall we assume that as soon as 
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he comes out from the walls of the Temple court he becomes 
unclean? Therefore it is written [Lev. xvi. 26]: “ He that 
takes away the goat to Azazel shall wash his clothes.” What 
is meant by taking away? He who pushes him head down¬ 
ward, and he defiles his clothes. 

MISHNA: He [the high-priest] went to the bull and to 
the he-goat destined to be burned. He ripped them, and tore 
out the parts to be burned upon the altar. He placed them on 
a charger (Magis), and kindled (for kindling) them upon the 
altar. He intermingled the limbs of the two animals, and they 
were removed to the place for burning. Since when are the 
clothes [of the porters] made unclean? When they came out 
behind the wall of the forecourt. R. Simeon says: When the 
fire is consuming most parts [of the animals]. 

GEMARA : He intermingled . Said R. Johanan, a sort of 
mingling. What is meant ? We have learned in a Boraitha: 
He did not cut them as all burnt-offerings, in which the hide is 
flayed; but the bullock and he-goat, he cut the hide and flesh to¬ 
gether. Whence do we deduce this ? Because it is further written 
[Lev. iv. 11]: “His inwards, and his dung.” How is it to be inferred 
from this? Said R. Papa: As the dung was in the inwards, so 
the flesh in the hide. 

“Since when are the clothes made unclean?" The rabbis 
taught: It is written [ibid. xvi. 28]: “He that burneth 
them shall wash his clothes.” He that burns, but not he 
who kindles, or he who lays the wood for the fire. Who is 
considered as the one that burns? He who assists at the burn¬ 
ing, his clothes become unclean. Shall we say, that when it has 
been burned to ashes they still defile the clothes? Therefore it 
is written “them”: he who burns them , but not the ashes. 
R. Eliezer b. R. Simeon says: When the flesh is still called 
flesh, it defiles; but when it has been dissolved, it no longer 
defiles. What is the difference between them ? According to 
R. Eliezer, singed flesh ceases to be flesh, and does not defile; 
but according to the first Tana it is, and does. 

MISHNA : The high-priest was told: “ The goat has reached 
the desert.” How was the fact known? Watches were sta¬ 
tioned on high towers [meaning doubtful], who lifted up flags 
[to give signals]. Said R. Jehudah: They could have excellent 
evidence [by calculating the time]. From Jerusalem to Beth 
Hadudo was three miles. The prominent men had walked one 
mile, went back one mile, and had tarried as long as a mile is 


TRACT YOMAH (DAY OF ATONEMENT). 97 

gone over. Thus they could calculate that the he-goat had 
reached the desert. 

R. Ishmael says: Why, they had another sign. A tongue 
of crimson wool used to be tied to the gate of the Temple, and 
as the he-goat had reached the desert, the wool used to become 
[by miracle] white; as it is said: “Though your sins be scarlet, 
they shall be as white as snow; though they be red as crimson, 
they shall become like wool ” [Isaiah i. 18]. 

GEMARA: Said Abayi: From this we see that the Beth 
Hadudo was in the desert. 
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CHAPTER VII. 


REGULATIONS CONCERNING THE PASSAGES READ BY THE HIGH- 

PRIEST AND WHAT GARMENTS HE MINISTERED IN AFTER, AND 

WHAT GARMENTS OTHER PRIESTS WORE. 

MISHNA: The high-priest came to read. If he desired to 
read dressed in linen [white, byssus] garments, he did so; other¬ 
wise, he was reading in a white stole of his own. The Hazzan 
[servant, attendant] of the congregation takes the scrolls of the 
Torah, and presents them to the president of the congregation, 
the president presents them to the Segan, and the latter gives 
them to the high-priest. The high-priest rises, receives them, 
and reads standing. He reads the section, “ After the death,” 
etc. [i.e., Lev. xvi.], and the section, “Also on the tenth,” etc. 
[i. e., Lev. xxiii. 26-32]. Then he rolls the scrolls together, and 
keeps them on his knees, and says: “ More than what I have 
read to you, is written here.” The section, “On the tenth,” 
etc. [in the book of Numbers, xxix. 17], he reads by heart, 
and pronounces over it eight benedictions; namely, over the 
Torah, over the service, over the thanksgiving, the atonement of 
iniquity, the Temple by itself, and Israel by itself (and Jerusalem 
by itself, in some versions ), the priests by themselves, and the 
rest of the prayer. He who sees the high-priest reading, does 
not witness the burning of the bull and the lie-goat; he who wit¬ 
nesses the burning of the bull and the he-goat, does not see the 
high-priest reading: not because he is not allowed, but because 
there was a great distance, and both were done at the same 
time. 

GEMARA : (Let us see:) If he might read in a white stole 
of his own, then we must assume that this is not a service for 
which the sacred garments are required; but at the same time, 
we see that he could read in the white garments. Hence we 
see they could be used even at other times than that of service. 
Infer from this, that the priestly garments he could use for his 
own benefit. Perhaps reading is different: though not itself a 
service, it is a preparation for service. Then the schoolmen pro- 
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pounded a question: May the priestly garments be used for per¬ 
sonal purposes or not ? Come and hear: The priest’s garments, in 
the country, may not be used ; but in the Temple, whether during 
service or not, they maybe used, because it is allowed to derive a 
benefit from the priestly garments. Infer from this, that he may. 
You say, in the country it may not be used ? Have we not learned 
in the following Boraitha: On the twenty-fifth of Tebeth is 
called the day of Mount Gerizzim, and no mourning is allowed 
on it. Why? Because on that day the Samaritans petitioned 
Alexander of Macedon to have our Temple destroyed, and he 
permitted them. When Simeon the Upright (the high-priest) 
was notified of it, he put on the priestly garments, and accom¬ 
panied by the respectable men of Jerusalem, they all went with 
torches the whole night till dawn, both parties approaching each 
other. When it dawned, Alexander of Macedon perceived from 
a distance the Jews. He asked, Who are these men? And the 
Samaritans told him: They are the Jews, who have rebelled 
against thee. As they reached the town Antipatris, the sun 
had risen, and they faced each other. As Alexander saw R. 
Simeon the Upright, he descended from his chariot, and bowed 
to him. They said to him: Will such a great king as you bow 
to that Jew ? He replied : His image I saw shining before me, 
whenever I gained a victory. He asked the Jews: Wherefore 
are you come? They said: The Temple wherein we pray for 
thee, and for thy empire, that it should not be destroyed, is it 
possible that thou shouldst be misled by the idolaters to bid 
its destruction ? He asked: Who are those idolaters? They 
replied : These Samaritans who stand near thee. He said to 
them: I deliver them into your hands. Treat them as you 
please. They were soon fastened to the tails of their horses, 
and thus dragged as far as Mount Gerizzim, which was ploughed, 
and sowed, as they had intended to do with our Temple. This 
day was made a festival. (We see that Simeon the Upright 
went out even into the country in his priestly clothes.) If you 
wish, I will say, not the priestly clothes were meant, but clothes 
similar; and if you wish, I will say, this was in a case of urgency, 
and it is written [Ps. cxix. 126] : “ It is time to act for the Lord : 
they have broken Thy law.” 

“ The Hazzan takes the scrolls ,” etc. Infer from this that 
honor is given to the disciple even in presence of the Master. 
Said Abayi: All this was only to honor the high-priest (that he 
might get it through many subordinate great officers). 
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“ The high-priest rises.” It seems then implied that hitherto 
he was sitting. Have we not learned in a Mishna (in Sotah) 
that nobody might sit in the Temple, except kings who are 
descendants of David? Said R. Hisda: He was then in the 
women’s court, and there all could sit. It is written: [Nehem. 
viii. 6]: “ And Ezra blessed the Lord, the great God.” Why is 
the epithet “great” employed here? Said R. Joseph in the 
name of Rabh: He then magnified him by calling him expressly 
“ Jehovah.” R. Gidel said : By saying as it is written [i Chron. 
xvi. 36]: “ Blessed be the Lord the God of Israel from ever¬ 
lasting even unto everlasting.” Said Abayi to R. Dimi: Why 
not as R. Jose said in Rabh’s name? R. Dimi answered: Be¬ 
cause “Jehovah” must not be pronounced outside of the 
Temple. 

Is that so ? Is it not written [Nehem. viii. 4] : “ Ezra the 
expounder stood upon an elevated stand of wood,” and R. Gidel 
has said, he then pronounced the name “Jehovah ”? This was 
only because on that occasion Ezra allowed himself to use it, as 
he deemed it necessary. It is written [ibid. ix. 4] : “ They cried 
with a loud voice unto the Lord.” What did they say? They 
cried : “ Woe ! Woe ! The tempter to idolatry has destroyed the 
Temple, has killed all the just men, and exiled Israel from their 
land, and we see him yet among us. Why hast thou created 
the tempter? To reward us more for overcoming him. We 
wish neither him nor the greater rewards.” Then fell down a 
billet from Heaven, whereon was written: “ Emeth ” (Truth). 
[Says R. Hanina: Infer from this that the seal of the Holy One, 
blessed be He, is “ Truth.”] They fasted three days and three 
nights. Then he (the evil spirit) was delivered into their hands. 
So they saw how a lion-cub of fire went out from the Holy of 
Holies. Then the prophet said to them: “ Here is the evil 
spirit of idolatry.” As it is written [Zechariah v. 8] : “This is 
the wickedness.” They caught him. When a hair was torn out 
from his mane, he issued a cry which was heard at the distance 
of four hundred parsas. They said : If he cries so loud, what 
can we do to him? Lest he be pitied in Heaven, what shall we 
do that his voice be not heard ? They were then advised to 
throw him into a leaden pot, as lead muffles the voice. They 
put him into a leaden pot, and covered it with a leaden lid, as it 
is written [ibid.] : “ And he said, this is the wickedness. And he 
cast it into the midst of the ephah, and he cast the weighty lead 
cover upon the mouth thereof.” (And since then idolatry ceased 
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among Israel.) They said : Since it is a time of favor (from 
Heaven), they would pray that the tempter to fornication be 
delivered to them too. They prayed, and he was delivered to 
them. It was said to them : “ Take heed. If ye kill this spirit, 
the world will perish.” They kept him imprisoned three days. 
They sought in all Palestine an egg laid on that day. They 
could not find. They said among themselves : What shall we 
do ? If we will kill him, the world will perish. Shall we pray for 
the half (that desire should exist only in legal cases)? We have 
a tradition that a half is not given from Heaven ; so they put 
out his eyes, and left him. The good result was, that since then 
he does not excite desire toward relatives. 

In Palestine they learned it thus: R. Gidel says: “Great,” 
because he pronounced the express name of God. R. Mathna 
says: What is written “the great,” means that he said [Nehem. 
ix. 32]: “ Our God the great, the mighty, and the terrible.” But 
what R. Mathna had said, will be according to R. Joshuah b. Levi, 
who said: Why was it called the Great Assembly ? Because 
they restored the old crown. What is it? Moses had said 
[Deut. x. 17]: “The God, the great, the mighty, and the 
terrible.” Then rose Jeremiah and said: The idolaters are 
destroying His Temple. Where is His terribleness ? So he said 
only “the great, the mighty,” omitting “ terrible.” Then came 
Daniel, and said: The idolaters keep as slaves His children. 
Where is His might ? So he omitted “ mighty.” Then came 
the men of the Great Assembly, and said: On the contrary, this 
is His might, that He is patient toward the wicked. And this 
is His terribleness, that if men had not felt His terror, how 
could such a small people (as Israel) keep itself among so many 
peoples of idolaters? Therefore they introduced again the 
phrase, “the God, the great, the terrible, the mighty.” And 
the rabbis (Jeremiah and Daniel), how did they dare to modify 
what Moses had established ? Says R. Elazar: Because they 
knew the Holy One, blessed be He, loves truth. So they did 
not wish to lie to Him, to tell Him what they did not think. 

“ More than what I have read to you” etc. To what purpose 
did he say so? That the scrolls he used should not be said 
maliciously to contain only that which he read (and be invalid). 

“ He reads by heart.” Why ? Let him have found the place in 
the scrolls? In honor of a congregation, it is not made to wait 
till the scrolls should have been unrolled for that purpose. Let 
him have used other scrolls? This they did not, because if they 
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brought other scrolls, it might be said, the first scrolls were 
invalid. So says R. Huna b. Jehudah. But Resh Lakish says: 
In that case, a second benediction would have had to be pro¬ 
nounced (over the new scrolls). Do we fear lest it be said that 
the scrolls are invalid? Did not R. Itz’hak of Naph’ha say: 
That when the first day of the month Tebeth falls on Sabbath, 
three scrolls have to be taken out: one for the section of that 
week, one for Hannkah, the third for the first day of the 
month? When three persons read in these scrolls, it is not 
feared; but when one man reads in two, it may be said he does 
not read in the first because the first is invalid. 

“Pronounces over it eight benedictions .” The rabbis taught: 
Over the scrolls as in the synagogue, over the service, over the 
thanksgiving, the atonement of iniquity as it has been ordered 
in the prayer of the Day of Atonement, over the Temple by 
itself, over the priests by themselves, over Israel by itself, and 
over the rest of the prayer. The rabbis taught: What is meant 
by the rest of the prayer? Songs, prayers: “We supplicate 
before (to) Thee for Thy people Israel, who need help,” and 
concluding, “ Blessed be he who heareth prayer.” After this, 
every one brought a scroll of the Torah from home and read it 
for himself. Why did they bring them? To show to the whole 
world that they had scrolls (and loved religion). 

“ He who sees the high-priest reading ,” etc. Is this not self- 
evident? We might think, lest one assume one may not pass 
from place to place in search of religious duties, he comes to 
teach us that it is not so. And what merit is there? Because 
it is written [Prov. xiv. 28]: “ In the multitude of people is the 
king’s glory.” 

MISHNA : If he read in linen garments, he washed his hands 
and feet, stripped himself, and went down to bathe, came out 
and dried himself with a sponge. Garments of cloth of gold 
were brought to him, he put them on, washed his hands and his 
feet, he went out and performed the rites on his ram, and the 
ram of the people, and the seven unblemished sheep, of one 
year—according to R. Eliezer. R. Aqiba says: They were 
offered with the daily sacrifice of the morning; and the bull for 
the burnt-offering and the he-goat used outside, were offered 
with the daily sacrifice of the evening. He washed his hands and 
feet, undressed, went down to bathe, came up and dried himself. 
White clothes were brought to him, he put them on, washed his 
hands and feet, he went in to fetch the spoon and the censer. 
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He washed his hands and his feet again, stripped himself, went 
down, bathed, came out and dried himself. Garments of cloth 
of gold were brought to him, he put them on, washed his hands 
and feet, and went in to offer the incense of the evening, and to 
trim the lamps. He then washed his hands and feet, stripped 
himself, put on his own clothes—which had been brought to 
him—and was accompanied to his own house. He then used to 
keep the day as a holiday with his friends, when he had come 
away from the Holy of Holies unhurt. 

GEMARA : The disciples of Samuel taught: R. Eliezer said : 
He went out, and performed the rites on his ram, and the ram 
of the people, and the members of the sin-offering. But the 
bullock of the burnt-offering, and the seven sheep, and the he- 
goat that was used outside, w r ere offered together with the daily 
evening offering. In a Tosephtha it was taught : R. Aqiba 
said : The bullock of the burnt-offering and the seven sheep 
were offered with the daily morning offering, as it is written 
[Num. xxviii. 23] : “ Besides the burnt-offering of the morning, 
which is for a continual burnt-offering.” And then he made the 
offerings of this day, and then the he-goat used outside, as it is 
written [Num. xxviii. 11]: “ One he-goat for a sin-offering, 
besides the sin-offering of the atonement ” ; and then he offered 
his ram, and the people's ram, the members of the sin-offering, 
and then the daily evening offering. 

We see that all agree, that there was but one ram for the 
people ; and this would be according to Rabbi of the following 
Boraitha: Rabbi said, the one ram mentioned here [Lev. xvi. 5] 
is the same as is mentioned in Num. xxix. 8. And R. Elazar b. 
R. Simeon says: Two were needed: one mentioned in Levit¬ 
icus, the other in Numbers. What is the reason of Rabbi’s say¬ 
ing? Because it is written “one.” What will R. Elazar b. R. 
Simeon say to this? That signifies, the only one (best) in his 
flock. Rabbi, however, says: There is no need to state it, as 
it has already been mentioned [Deut. xii. 11]: “Your choice 
vows.” According to R. Elazar b. R. Simeon, both statements 
are needed, because there it is only spoken of voluntary 
offerings. 

“He washed his hands and feet.” The rabbis taught: It is 
written [xvi. 23]: “ And Aaron shall then go into the tabernacle 
of the congregation.” Wherefore? To take out the spoon and 
the censer. Why? Because the whole section follows the 
order of his rites, except this verse. What is the reason of say- 
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ing that this verse applies to the taking out of the spoon and 
censer? Said R. Hisda: It is known to us traditionally, that 
five bathings and ten times of washing the high-priest performed 
that day. If thou wilt say, that this verse is not in a wrong 
place—namely, that no service done outside in the garments of 
cloth of gold would intervene between the day service (done in 
white) and the carrying out of the spoon and censer—then you 
would not find five and ten, but three and six. R. Zera opposed : 
Perhaps it was intervened by the he-goat used outside. Said 
Abayi: Because it is written [ibid. 24] : “ And come then forth 
and offer his burnt-offering/’ we infer that after the first coming 
forth he offered the burnt-offering (that goat). Then we must 
say that the spoon and censer he had not yet carried out, else 
it would be his second coming forth. 

When the conductor of the scapegoat returned, if he met the 
high-priest still in the street, he said to him: “ My lord the high- 
priest, we have done thy commission ” ; but if he came to his 
house (on the morrow), he used to say to him: “ We have done 
the commission of Him who giveth life to all living.” Rabba 
said: In Pumbaditha, when the rabbis took leave, they said: 
“He who giveth life to all the living should give thee long 
good, and orderly life.” 

It is written [Ps. cxvi. 9] : “ I will walk before the Lord in 
the lands of the living.” (What is meant by the lands of the 
living?) Said R. Jehudah: The market-places (where food is 
purchased). Rashi explains this, as to a “long life.” This is 
mentioned, and as for the markets, David persecuted by Saul 
prayed to be able to go to the markets to buy food. 

It is written [Prov. iii. 2] : “ For length of days, and years of 
life, and peace, will they increase unto thee.” What means “ years 
of life”? Are there any years not of life? Said R. Elazar: 
Those are the years of man when his circumstances change from 
evil to good. Said R. Brachia: It is written further [ibid. viii. 
4]: “Unto you, O men,* I call.” By this scholars are meant, 
who are weak like women, and perform feats as men. R. Brachia 
said again: He who wishes to bring a drink-offering on the altar 
should let scholars drink wine (which will be just as good). The 
same says again: When a man sees that learning has forsaken 
his sons, he should marry a scholar’s daughter. As it is written 
[Job xiv. 8, 9] : “ If even its root become old in the earth, and 


* Men is in Hebrew here (not as if the plural of —woman. 
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its stock die in the dust: yet through the scent of water will it 
flourish again, and produce boughs as though it were newly 
planted/’ 

“ He then used to keep the day as a holiday .” The rabbis 
taught: It happened to one high-priest going out from the 
Temple, and the whole world accompanying him, that they per¬ 
ceived Shemaia and Abtalian: the people then left the high- 
priest alone, and accompanied Shemaia and Abtalian. Later, 
Shemaia and Abtalian came to take leave of him. He answered 
them: May the children of the Gentiles (they were proselytes’ 
descendants) go in peace. They replied to him: The children 
of the Gentiles may go in peace, because they do what Aaron 
the high-priest did ; but the children of Aaron may not have 
peace, who do not what Aaron did (love not peace). 

MISHNA : The high-priest ministers in eight articles of 
dress ; a common priest in four: in a robe and breeches, a mitre 
and a girdle. To the high-priest’s are added : a breastplate and 
an ephod, and a coat and a tsits [plate on the forehead, Ex. xxviii. 
36]. The Urim and Tumim were inquired of only when he was 
thus attired ; but inquiries were not made for a common man : 
only for the king, the chief of the Beth Din, and for a person of 
whom the public had need. 

GEMARA : The rabbis taught: The stuff, which should be 
made according to the prescription of the Bible, of linen, should 
be six times twisted. Where twisted linen is prescribed, it should 
be eightfold twisted. The material of the robe of the high- 
priest was twelve times twisted ; that of the vail, twenty-four; 
and that of the breastplate and ephod, twenty-eight. How do 
we know that an ordinary thread is six times twisted ? Because it 
is written [Ex. xxxix. 27, 28] : “ And they made the coats of 
linen . . . the mitre of linen, and the goodly bonnets of 

linen, and linen breeches of twisted linen thread.” Five times 
“ linen ” is mentioned : once, to know that it is linen; the second 
time, that it be twisted six times; once, that it should be 
twisted ; and once, that even the articles of dress of which it is 
not said “ linen ” should be of linen ; the fifth time, to prohibit 
(those not of linen).* 

How do we know that “ Shesh ” means “linen ” ? Because 
it is written “ bad ” (in some places, as equivalent to “ Shesh ”) 
which signifies “ only,” and flax grows single from the reed in 


* Shesh (linen) means also six. 
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the middle, not in branches. Perhaps wool found between the 
tree and bark is meant ? That can be separated into threads, 
but flax can not. But flax can also be separated ? Flax can be 
separated when it is beaten, but that material can be so spon¬ 
taneously. Rabhina says : Because it is written [Ezek. xliv. 18] : 
“ flaxen bonnets,” and “ flaxen breeches.” Said R. Ashi to him: 
If thou adduce the proof from Ezekiel, how did they know it 
before Ezekiel? They had a tradition. Ezekiel wrote a verse. 
How do we know that “ twisted linen ” is eight times tw'isted ? 
Because it is written [Ex. xxxix. 24] : “ They made upon the 
lower hem of the robe pomegranates of blue, and purple, and 
scarlet yarn, twisted.” Hence we deduce from an analogy of ex¬ 
pression in another place (of the vail), by “ twisted ” twenty-four 
times is meant, so here, the thread of each kind being eight times 
twisted. How do we know that that of the robe should be of 
threads twelve times twisted ? Because it is written [ibid, xxviii. 

31] : “ And thou shalt make the robe of the ephod altogether of 
blue woollen yarn.” Here it is also inferred from an analogy of 
expression, as “blue” is mentioned speaking of the value also, 
as there every thread was six times twisted (since four kinds 
were twenty-four), so here, since it is written “ altogether,” it 
should be two times six. How do we know that the vail was of 
a material of threads twenty-four times twisted? Because it was 
of four kinds, and that each should not be less than six times 
twisted, it is unnecessary to deliberate upon. How do we know 
that that of the breastplate and ephod was of threads twenty- 
eight times twisted? Because it is written [Ex. xxviii. 15]: 
“ And thou shalt make the breastplate of judgment of weavers' 
work; after the work of the ephod thou shalt make it : of gold, 
of blue, of purple, and scarlet yarn, and twisted linen, shalt thou 
make it.” Four kinds, each sixfold, is twenty-four; and the gold 
four times, this makes twenty-eight. How is it known that the 
gold is four times? Perhaps also six times? Said R. Ashi: 
Because it is written [ibid, xxxix. 3] : “To work it in the blue 
and in the purple.” Therefore it must be at least thinner than 
those threads. 

Re’haba said in the name of R. Jehudah ; He who tears the 
priestly garments, receives stripes, as it is written [ibid, xxviii. 

32] : “ That it be not rent.” 

R. Eliezer said: He who takes off the breastplate from the 
ephod, or the staves from the ark, receives stripes, as it is writ¬ 
ten [ibid, xxviii. 28]: “That it be not loosed,” and [ibid. xxv. 
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15] : “ They shall not be removed therefrom.” We have learned 
also in a Boraitha: It is written [ibid.] : “In the rings of the 
ark shall the staves be.” We might think they must be always 
there, and may not be moved. Therefore it is written [ibid. 14]: 
“Thou shalt place the staves into the rings.” From the expres¬ 
sion, “place the staves into the rings,” we might think that as 
they are placed there, they may be removed thence also. There¬ 
fore it is written, “ In the rings of the ark shall the staves be.” 
How is it then ? They may be drawn out, but not wholly taken 
out (as their heads were too thick). R. Huma b. R. Hanina said : 
It is written [ibid. xxvi. 15]: “The boards for the tabernacle of 
Shittim wood, standing up.” What means standing up ? They 
shall be standing up as they grow. Re’haba said in the name of 
R. Jehudah : Bezaleel made three arks: the middle one was 
wooden, nine spans high ; the one inside was of gold, and eight 
spans high ; that outside was also of gold, and ten spans and 
odd high—nine, like the middle one, and a span and a trifle 
over, to screen it. We have learned in another Boraitha that it 
was eleven and a trifle ? It presents no difficulty. This is accord¬ 
ing to one who says, the gold on the top was a span thick ; and 
he who says it was ten, says it was not a span thick. Why was 
the fraction needed ? That it should seem like a small crown on 
the top of the ark under the mercy-seat. 

R. Johanan said : There were three crowns : one of the altar, 
one of the ark, and one of the table. Of the altar, called “ the 
Crown of Priesthood,” Aaron was privileged to receive ; of the 
table, that of royalty, David received ; that of the ark, called 
“ the Crown of Learning,” is yet to be bestowed. Shouldst thou 
say it is not valuable? therefore it is written [Prov. viii. 15]; 
“ Through me do kings reign.” 

It is written [Ex. xxv. 11] : “ Within and without shalt 
thou overlay it ” (the ark). Says Rabba : It can be inferred from 
this, That a scholar whose inside is not like his outside is no 
scholar. Abayi, according to others Rabba b. Ulla, says: Not 
only is he no scholar, he is even called “ corrupt,” as it is writ¬ 
ten [Job xv. 16]: “How much more abominable and corrupt 
the man who drinketh like water wrong-doing.” R. Samuel b. 
Na’hmain in the name of R. Jonathan said : It is written [Prov. 
xvii. 16] : “Wherefore is the purchase-money in the hand of a 
fool to acquire wisdom, seeing he hath no heart.” Woe to the 
scholars who study the Law, and have no fear of Heaven ! Said 
Rabba to his disciples: I pray you, that ye may not inherit 


108 THE BABYLONIAN TALMUD. 

two hells (he who studies and is yet wicked, has a hell on earth, 
and yet will have hell after his death). R. Joshua b. Levi said : 
It is written [Deut. iv. 44] : “This is the law which Moses set.” 
If he has merited, it becomes to him a medicine of life ; if not, 
it becomes to him a poison. And this is the same which Rabba 
has said above (about the two hells). R. Samuel b. Na’hmain in 
the name of R. Jonathan finds a contradiction of the following 
two passages: It is written [Ps. xix. 9] : “The precepts of the 
Lord are upright, rejoicing the heart,” and [ibid, xviii. 31]: 
“The word of the Lord is tried.” There is, then, a contradic¬ 
tion. Here it is said, it rejoices, and there, it is trying ? If he 
has merited, it rejoices him ; otherwise, it is a trial to him. Sajd 
Resh Lakish : This we may infer from the same passages : “ He 
is a shield to all those that trust in him.” If he merits, it tries 
him, to enable him the better to live ; if he does not merit, his 
trials kill him. It is written further [ibid. xix. 10]: “ The fear 
of the Lord is pure, enduring forever.” Said R. Hanina: That 
signifies, a man who studies the Law when he is pure. What is 
meant by pure? When he has first married a wife, and then 
studies. It is written [ibid. 8] : “ The testimony of the Lord is 
sure.” Said R. Hiya b. Abba: The Torah is itself a trusted 
witness against the students (about the manner in which they 
had studied it). 

“ The Urim and Tnmim were inqtiired off etc. When R. 
Dimi came from Palestine, he said: The clothes which the 
high-priest wore, the priest anointed for war could also wear. 
Whence is it deduced ? Because it is written [Ex. xxix. 29]: 
“And the holy garments belonging to Aaron shall be for his 
sons after him.” What is meant by “after him”? Next to 
him in office, and that was the one anointed for war. 

R. Adda b. A’hba, according to others K’di objected : We 
have learned in a Boraitha: Shall we assume that the son of 
the priest anointed for war shall succeed to the office of his 
father, as the high-priest’s son does? Therefore it is written 
[Ex. xxix. 30] : Seven days shall that one of his sons put them 
on who is to be priest in his place, who is to go into the taber¬ 
nacle of the congregation. That means, he who is fit to enter 
the tabernacle of the congregation on the Day of Atonement, 
which is the high-priest. (If it be according to R. Dimi, that 
the eight garments of the high-priest may be used by the priest 
anointed for war during the whole year, and that hence he is 
also fit to enter the tabernacle of the congregation, why should 
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the Boraitha say it is only the high-priest?) Said R. Na’hman 
b. Itz’hak: This is meant. “ Who is to go into the tabernacle 
of the congregation ” means, him who has been anointed for this, 
whereas that one has been anointed for war. 

An objection was raised: We have learned: The priest 
anointed for war may neither put on the four garments, like a 
common priest, nor the eight, like the high-priest. Said Abayi 
to R. Na’hman : Do you want to make of him a layman? The 
Boraitha means this : Like a high-priest he is not attired, to pre¬ 
vent rivalry ; and not like a common priest, because of the rule: 
In holiness one increases, but does not decrease. As while 
anointed for war he had eight garments on, he cannot be de¬ 
graded to the level of a common priest. R. Abahu was sitting, 
and said the Halakha of R. Dimi in the name of R. Johanan : 
R. Ami and R. Ashi turned away their faces from him (to indi¬ 
cate that R. Johanan had not said it). When Rabbin came 
from Palestine, he said ; It has not been said that the priest 
anointed for war may put on the garments, but only when he 
goes to consult the Urim and Tumim. We have also learned 
the same in the following Boraitha: The garments in which 
the high-priest performs the service may be used by the priest 
anointed for war when he consults the Urim and Tumim. 

The rabbis taught: How was the ceremony of inquiring of 
the Urim and Tumim ? The inquirer turned his face toward the 
priest (who inquires), but the priest’s face is turned toward the 
Shekhina. The inquirer asks, as e.g. in 1 Samuel xxx. 3 : 
“ Shall I pursue after this troop ? ” And the priest answers him : 
“ So has said the Lord. Go, and thou wilt succeed.” R. Jehu- 
dah, however, said : He need not say: “ So has said God.” He 
has only to say : “Go, and thou wilt succeed.” 

One must not ask in a loud voice, as it is written [Num. 
xxvii. 21] : “ And he shall ask of him ” ; no one else need hear. 
He should not have the question merely in his mind either, 
because it is written: “He shall ask of him before the Lord.” 
(How shall he speak ?) He shall ask as Hanna prayed [1 Sam. 

i- 133 - 

Two inquiries should not be made at once; and if he has 
made two inquiries, only one is answered, and the first. As it is 
written [ibid, xxiii. 11, 12]: “ Will the men of Ke’ilah surrender 
me into his hand ? Will Saul come down ? ” etc. And the 
Lord said: “ He will come down.” But you have said, Only 
the first question is answered ? David asked them in a wrong 
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order, and he was answered in the right order. Then, when 
David perceived this, he asked the second question: “Will the 
men of Ke’ilah surrender me and my men ?” And he was an¬ 
swered : “ They will surrender.” When, however, two questions 
must be asked at once, else it cannot be clearly understood, then 
the two questions are both answered. As it is written [ibid. xxx. 
8]Shall I pursue after this troop? shall I overtake them?” 
And the reply is: “Pursue, for thou wilt surely overtake them, 
and certainly recover.” And although the decision of a prophet 
can be revoked, the decision of the Urim and Tumim cannot be 
changed, as it is written [Num. xxvii. 21] : “The judgment of 
the Urim.” 

Why were they called Urim and Tumim? Urim , because 
they illuminate their words; Tumim , because they give a com¬ 
plete answer. It will be asked, Why were the Israelites beaten 
by the Benjamites of Gib’ah, though bidden to go to the battle 
by the Urim and Tumim ? Because those people did not think 
to ask whether they would be victorious or defeated. They 
were answered, “ Go,” and they were beaten ; but later, when 
they understood how to inquire, they received a right reply, as 
it is written [Judges xx. 28] : “ And Phinehas the son of El’azar, 
the son of Aaron, stood before it in those days, saying: Shall 
I yet continue to go out to battle with the children of Benjamin 
my brother, or shall I forbear ? And the Lord said : Go up, for 
to-morrow will I deliver him into thy hand.” 

How did the priest receive the reply? R. Johanan says: 
The letters constituting the reply became more prominent. 
Resh Lakish says: Nay, the letters composing the words came 
near each other. In the Urim and Tumim were only the names 
of the tribes, hence there was not the letter Tsadhe. Said R. 
Samuel b. R. Itz’hak: The names of “Abraham,” “ Itz’hak,” 
and “Jacob” were also written there. But there was not the 
letter Teth ? There were likewise the words “ Shibtei Jeshurun ” 
(“The Tribes of Israel”: hence there was a/). An objection 
was raised: We have learned that a priest on whom the She- 
khina does not rest, and is not inspired by the Holy Spirit, need 
not be inquired through. (How, then, is it said, the letters pro¬ 
jected, or arranged themselves together?) Why? We see that 
when Zadok inquired he was answered, and Ebiathar received 
no reply, as it is written [2 Sam. xv. 24] : “ And Ebiathar went 
up, until all the people had finished passing out of the city.” 
“Went up.” He resigned. The Holy Spirit enabled him to 
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perceive the letters that projected, which he could not do other¬ 
wise. 

“ Inquiries are not made except for a king." Whence do we 
deduce this ? Said R. Abahu : As it is written [Num. xxvii. 21]: 
“ Before Elazar the priest shall he stand, and he shall ask of him 
after the judgment of the Urim before the Lord ... he 
and all the children of Israel with him.” “ He” means the king, 
and all Israel “with him” means, the priest anointed for war; 
and all the congregation means, the Sanhedrin. 


CHAPTER VIII. 


REGULATIONS CONCERNING THE FASTING ON THE DAY OF ATONE¬ 
MENT, WHAT MAY BE DONE THEREON, AND WHAT MAY NOT BE 
DONE. 

MISHNA: On the Day of Atonement it is forbidden to eat 
and to drink, to wash, to anoint, to lace on shoes, and to hold 
sexual intercourse. A king and a bride may wash their faces; 
and a lying-in woman may lace on shoes. Such is the decree of 
R. Eleazar. But the sages forbid it. Whosoever eats food to 
the size of a large date—that is, the date with the kernel—or 
drinks a mouthful, is guilty. All kinds of food are reckoned 
together to the size of the date, and all liquids to the mouthful; 
but food and beverages are not reckoned together. 

GEMARA : In the Torah it is written, Karoth is the penalty; 
and you say, merely, it is forbidden ? [Lev. xxiii. 29]. Said R. 
Ila, according to others R. Jeremiah: What is said in the 
Mishna, “ forbidden,” applies to half of the prescribed quantity. 
This would be right according to him who says that half of the 
prescribed quantity is biblically forbidden, but of him who says 
that it is biblically allowed, what can you say? Then it was 
taught : A half of the prescribed quantity, R. Johanan says, is 
prohibited biblically; and Resh Lakish says: It is allowed bibli¬ 
cally. Then the Mishna would be according to R. Johanan. But 
of Resh Lakish what can be said ? Resh Lakish avows, that rab- 
binically it is prohibited. When it is said in the Mishna “ for¬ 
bidden/' it is meant, forbidden rabbinically. 

When Karoth is the penalty, is not the term “prohibited ” 
employed ? We have learned in the following Boraitha : Al¬ 
though the sages have said that it is prohibited in all regards, 
Karoth is due only for eating, drinking, and work. We see, 
then, that even when Karoth is the penalty, the term “pro¬ 
hibited ” is employed? The Boraitha meant to say as follows : 
When the Mishna says “prohibited," it is meant for the half of 
the prescribed quantity; but if he has eaten the prescribed 
quantity, Karoth is due for eating and drinking, and work; but 
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not for the other actions. If you wish, I can say, when it is 
stated in the Mishna “ prohibited,” the other actions only are 
meant (hence Karoth is not due). Rabba and R. Joseph taught 
from the books of the Pentateuch other than Leviticus, as fol¬ 
lows: Whence do we deduce that on the Day of Atonement 
one must not wash, anoint, lace on the shoes, and have sexual 
intercourse ? Because it is written [Lev. xvi. 31] : “A Sabbath 
of rest, and ye shall afflict yourselves.” What is meant by rest? 
Desisting from washing, anointing, etc. The text above states : 
Half of the prescribed quantity is biblically forbidden, according 
to R. Johanan ? Why ? Because if he will eat twice the other 
half, he will have eaten the whole. Resh Lakish says: The Mer¬ 
ciful One has said “ eat,” and this is not called “ eating.” 

The rabbis taught : It is written [ibid. 29] : “ Ye shall afflict 
yourselves.” Shall we assume that he should go and sit in the 
sunshine or in the cold, to cause himself suffering? Therefore 
it is written: “ No work shall ye do.” As about the work the 
prohibition is negative, so the affliction is meant to be only neg¬ 
ative ; i.e., abstinence. But perhaps it is meant thereby, if he 
sits in sunshine or in shade, and feels too hot or too cold, they 
should not say to him: “ Remove from this place,” that he 
might suffer ? The affliction is compared to the work: as in 
case of the work it matters not in which place it is, so in case of 
the affliction. 

The disciples of R. Ishmael have taught: It is written here, 
“ affliction,” and it is written further, “ affliction ” [Deut. viii. 
3] : (“ He afflicted thee and suffered thee to hunger ”). As there 
by affliction hunger is meant, so here. If he deduces it from 
an analogy of expression, let him deduce it from the expression 
[Gen. xxxi. 50]: “ If thou shouldst afflict my daughters.” It 
is deduced from an affliction suffered spontaneously (as hun¬ 
ger), but not from affliction inflicted by men. 

It is written [Deut. viii. 16] : “ Who hath fed thee in the wil¬ 
derness with manna, which thy fathers knew not, in order to afflict 
thee.” What was the affliction? R. Ami and R. Assi said— 
the one, that not to have bread ready in one’s basket is an 
affliction, whereas the manna had to be hoped for every day ; 
and the other says, not to see what one eats (the manna) is an 
affliction. (The manna had all flavors at will, but not the 
appearance of all foods whose flavors it had.) Said R. Joseph : 
Infer from this, that the blind are never satiated. Says Abayi : 
He who has to eat, therefore, should eat only by day, and not 
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by night. Said R. Zera: How can it be inferred from Script¬ 
ure? From Ecc. vi. 9: “Better is what one seeth with the eyes 
than the wandering of desire.’" It is written [Prov. xxiii. 31] : 
“ When he glances into the cup, it goes down smoothly.” 
R. Ami and R. Assi said—the one, that then (when he is 
drunk) all blood-relations are forgotten by him ; and the other 
says, that the whole world seems to him alike (he does not dis¬ 
tinguish between his own and others’ property). It is written 
[Prov. xii. 26] : “ If there is care in the heart of a man, he shall 
suppress it.” Said R. Ami and R. Assi—the one, he should 
suppress it, by driving it out of his thoughts ; and the other, by 
relating about it to another person. 

It is written [Is. lxv. 25]: “The serpent dust shall be his 
food.” R. Ami and R. Assi said—the one, that whatever he 
eats, he tastes the flavor of earth ; and the other, that whatso¬ 
ever he should eat, he is not filled, unless he eats earth after it. 

We have learned in a Boraitha: R. Jose said : Come and see. 
The visage of the Holy One, blessed be He, is not like that of a 
human being. When a human being incenses another, the latter 
tries to embitter his life ; the Lord, when He cursed the serpent 
to eat earth, the serpent finds his food wheresoever he goes. 
He cursed Canaan, that it should be subjected: so it eats what 
its master eats, and drinks what its master drinks. He has 
cursed woman, and all run after her. He has cursed the earth, 
and the world is nourished by it. 

It is written [Num. xi. 3]: “We remember the fish which we 
ate in Egypt.” Said Rabh and Samuel—one, that simply fish 
is meant; and the other, licentiousness (since forbidden by the 
commandments). He who says “ fish,” says it is plainly men¬ 
tioned “ate”; and the other, who says licentiousness is meant, 
proves it from Proverbs xxx. 20: “She eateth, and wipeth her 
mouth.” 

We have learned in a Boraitha : R. Jose said : As the prophet 
told the Israelites all that passed in their dwellings, and the 
very nooks, so the manna betrayed all their secrets. How so? 
For instance, two came to Moses, and one said : “He has stolen 
my slave,” and the other said : “You sold him to me.” Moses 
said : “ In the morning we will decide it.” O11 the morrow, if 
the Omer of manna for the slave was found for the one, it was 
a sign that the slave had been stolen ; but if for the other, it was 
evident that he had bought him. If one came and impeached 
his wife of adultery, and she charged him with that crime, then 
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the Omer decided. If her Omer was found for her husband, it 
was evident that she had sinned ; if for her father, it was plain 
that he had sinned. 

Three verses are written [Num. xv. 9] : “ When the dew fell 
upon the camp in the night the manna fell upon it”; and [Ex. 
xvi. 4] : “The people shall go out, and gather”; and [Num. xi. 
8]: “ The people went about, and gathered it.” How shall the 
three verses be reconciled ? This is meant: For the upright, 
the manna came down at the door of their tents ; for the general, 
they went out and found it; the wicked had to seek it, till they 
found it. 

In Exodus it is written, “ bread from heaven”; and [Num. 
xi. 4], “ made cakes of it ” ; and [ibid.] “ ground it.” How shall 
these be reconciled ? For the righteous, there was bread ready ; 
as for the general, they made cakes of the flour; and the wicked 
had to grind it. It is written [Num. xi. 8] : “ Its taste was as 
the taste of cakes mixed with oil.” Said R. Abahu : As the 
milk of its mother has various flavors for the infant, so the 
manna, so long as the Israelites ate it, had for them all flavors. 

It is written [Ex. xvi. 8] : “ Flesh to eat, and bread in the 
morning to the full.” It was taught in the name of R. Joshua 
b. Kar'ha: Because meat they asked for in an unbecoming 
manner, they did not receive it as was fitting, but bread which 
they had asked for properly, they had given to them properly. 
From this verse we can learn that the usage of the world ought 
to be that meat is to be eaten only by night. But Abayi has 
said above: He who has to eat a meal, should eat it only by 
day? He meant, when there is yet light. Said R. A’ha b. 
Jacob: At first the Israelites were like chickens, which eat out 
of the rubbish, till Moses came and fixed for them the times for 
the meals. 

It is written “bread,” “oil,” “honey.” What does this 
signify? For the young it was bread, for the old it was oil, and 
for the children it was honey. 

The rabbis taught: It is written [Ps. Ixviii. 25]: “ The 
bread of Abirim did man eat.” Said R. Aqiba: That means, 
the bread that angels eat. It was told to R. Ishmael. He said to 
them : Go and tell to Aqiba : Thou hast been in error. Do 
angels eat bread ? It is written [Deut. ix. 9] : “ Bread did I not 
eat, and water did I not drink.” What, then, means “Abirim ” ? 
It is like “ Ebrim ” (members) ; it is absorbed by all the two 
hundred and forty-eight members, and no refuse is left. But it 
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is written [Deut. xxiii. 14]: “And a spade shalt thou have.” 
Wherefore did they need it ? That is because they purchased 
from the Gentiles other foods also. R. Eliezer b. Parta, however, 
said : Even what they bought from the Gentiles, the manna dis¬ 
solved. The above verse applies to the time after they had 
sinned. 

“Forbidden to cat” To what do these five modes of affliction 
correspond? Said R. Hishda: To the five kinds of affliction 
found in the Torah : namely [Num. xxix.], “ and on the tenth ” ; 
[Lev. xxiii.] “but on the tenth”; [ibid.] “a Sabbath of rest”; 
and [ibid, xvi.] “and a Sabbath of rest”; and [ibid.] “may it 
be to you.” Here are only five, but in the Mishna we have 
learned six ? Drinking is included in eating, as it is written 
[Deut. xiv. 23] : “ And thou shalt eat . . . thy corn, of thy 

wine, and of thy oil,” etc. 

The disciples of R. Simeon b. Johai questioned him : Where¬ 
fore did not the manna descend for the Israelites once a year? 
He answered : I will explain it to you by a parable. There 
was a king who ordered that the rations of his son shall be 
issued but once a year; the son, then, came to see his father 
but once a year, [at which the king became angry, and] ordered 
again that the rations should be issued daily, so that the son 
was compelled to see his father every day. So it was with the 
Israelites. Whoever had four or five children, worried, and 
said : Perhaps no manna will descend to-morrow, and all will 
starve. Consequently they prayed to Heaven every day. 
According to others, the reason is: So they should have it 
fresh every day; and still others say: So they should not have 
to carry it on the road. 

It happened long ago that R. Tarphon and R. Ishmael and 
the elders (of the college) were discussing the subject of manna, 
and R. Eliezer the Modeite, who was among them, arose and 
said: The manna in the desert was sixty ells high. Said R. 
Tarphon to him : Modeite, how much longer wilt thou gather 
nonsensical words, and lay them before us? He rejoined: 
Rabbi, I take my theory from the following passages [Gen. 
vii. 20] : “ Fifteen cubits above them did the water prevail, and 
the mountains were (thus) covered.” (Now let us see how it 
was.) Was it fifteen ells above the valleys and fifteen ells 
above the mountains? Did, then, the water stand like pillars? 
And, besides, how could the ark ascend the mountains? We 
must, therefore, say that when all the fountains were broken up, 


TRACT YOMAH (DAY OF ATONEMENT). 


117 

etc. [ibid. 11], the water covered the earth, until it reached the 
top of the mountains, and over that the water was fifteen ells 
high. As we have a tradition, that the kindness of Heaven is 
much more than its affliction, and as at the affliction it is said 
[ibid., ibid. 11] : “ And the windows of heaven were opened,” and 
at the kindness it is written [Ps. Ixxviii. 23]: “Then he 
ordained the skies from above, and the doors of heaven he 
opened ” ; and as we know from another tradition, that a 
heavenly door is equal in size to four of its windows, conse¬ 
quently there are eight windows in two doors (doors and win¬ 
dows, both plural, not less than two), and as at the affliction 
from two windows came water fifteen ells above the earth— 
therefore the manna which came from eight windows cannot 
be less than sixty ells high. 

We have learned in a Boraitha: Issi b. Jehudah says: The 
manna has increased itself in height till all the kings of east and 
west saw it, as it is written [ibid, xxiii. 5] : “ Thou preparest 
before me a table in the presence of my assailants.” 

How is it known that abstaining from washing and anointing 
is an affliction? Because it is written [Dan. x. 3]: “Costly 
food did I not eat, and flesh and wine came not in my mouth, 
nor did I anoint myself/’ What is meant by “ costly food ” I 
have not eaten? Says R. Jehudah the son of R. Samuel b. 
Shilath: Even bread of pure wheat he did not eat. How do 
we know it is thought an affliction ? Because it is written fur¬ 
ther [ibid. 12]: “From the first day that thou didst set thy 
heart to . . . afflict thyself,” etc. We have found that 

abstaining from anointing is an affliction, but how do we know 
that abstaining from washing is one? Said R. Zutra b. Tubiah : 
It is written [Ps. cix. 18]: “And it cometh like water within 
him, and like oil into his bones.” But perhaps drinking is 
meant? It is like oil; as the oil here spoken of is used exter¬ 
nally, so the water. If you wish, I will say, that we can infer 
abstaining from washing, as Itz’hak has said, from this verse 
[Prov. xxv. 25]: “As cold water is to a fainting soul.” Here 
drinking is perhaps meant ? That would be, if it were written 
“in a faint soul”; but here it is written (in Hebrew), “ on a 
fainting soul.” How do we know that the privation of shoes is 
an affliction? Said R. Na’hman b. Itz’hak: From the following 
passage [Jer. ii. 25]: “Prevent thy foot from being unshod, 
and thy throat from being thirsty/’ which means: Prevent thy¬ 
self from sin, that thy foot be not unshod, and prevent thy 
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tongue from speaking vain words, that thy throat be not thirsty. 
How is it known that abstinence from sexual intercourse is 
called an affliction? Because it is written [Gen. xxxi. 50] : “ If 
thou shouldst afflict my daughters.” This means, deprive them 
of sexual intercourse. 

The rabbis taught: It is not prohibited to wash an incon¬ 
siderable part of ones body, as the whole body. If one is soiled 
by clay, or any such thing, he may wash himself without appre¬ 
hension. One may not anoint a part of the body any more than 
the whole body. But if one is sick, or has an itch, he may 
anoint without apprehension. The disciples of Manasseh taught: 
A woman may wash her hand in water, and present bread to the 
children, without apprehension. It was said of Shamai the 
Elder: He was averse to give bread to his children, even with 
one hand, that he should not wash it ; so they decreed that he 
should feed them with both his hands. 

The rabbis taught: When a man goes to receive his father, 
master, or any superior, he may walk up to his neck in water, 
without apprehension. The schoolmen propounded a question : 
How if the Master goes to receive the disciple? Come and 
hear; R. Itz’hak bar bar Hana said: I have seen Z’eri go in 
water to R. Hiya b. R. Ashi, his disciple. R. Ashi, however, 
said : On the contrary, R. Hiya b. Ashi went to meet Z'eri, his 
Master. Rabha permitted the inhabitants across the river to 
go through the water to watch their fruit. Abayi said to Rabha : 
I have a Boraitha in support of what you say. Those who keep 
fruit, may walk through the water, up to their necks, without 
fear. R. Joseph permitted the inhabitants of Be Tarbu to walk 
through water to come to listen to the lecture, and return 
through the same element. Ahayi said to him: It is right that 
they should come to the lecture, but why return? He said: If 
they were not to be allowed to return, they would not come at all. 
R. Jehudah and R. Samuel b. R. Jehudah stood on the bank of 
the River Euphrates at the passage to ’Hatzdad. Rami b. Papa 
stood on the other side. He cried to them: How is the law? 
may I cross over to you ? I have to ask of you a Iialakha. R. 
Jehudah answered : Rabha and Samuel both say one way, but 
one may not draw away one’s hands from the skirts of one’s 
robe (not tuck it up on his back, like a burden). R. Pinchas said 
in the name of R. Huna of Tziporith : The spring that issued 
from the Holy of Holies was at first like the antennae of a grass¬ 
hopper; by the door of the sanctuary it was like a thread of 


TRACT YOMAH (DAY OF ATONEMENT). 


n 9 


the warp ; at the porch it was thick as a thread of the woof; at 
the door of the forecourt it was as broad as the mouth of a small 
pitcher. [This is what we have learned in a Mishna (Midoth, ii. 
4): “ R. Eliezer b. Jacob said: Water will issue in the times to 
come from under the sill of the Temple.”] Thenceforth, it waxed 
in strength, and when it reached the door of David’s house, it 
was like a streaming river, and these people bathed, as it is writ¬ 
ten [Zech. xiii. 1]: “On that day shall there be a fountain 
opened to the house of David . . . for cleansing from sins 

and for purification.” Z’irah b. ’Hama was the entertainer of R. 
Ami, R. Assi, R. Joshua b. Levi and all rabbis of Caesarea. R. 
Joseph the son of R. Joshua b. Levi said to him: Young scholar, 
come, I will tell thee of the good deeds thy father used to do. 
He had a kerchief which he used to soak in water on the eve of 
the Day of Atonement, and then used it on the morrow to wipe 
his face, hands, and feet. On the eve of the Ninth of Ab, he 
soaked it in water likewise, and on the morrow cleaned his eyes 
with it. When Rabba b. Mora came from Palestine, he related 
that on the eve of the Ninth of Ab, he himself was used to soak 
a kerchief in water, and take it out, putting it under his pillow ; on 
the morrow he used it for wiping his face, hands, and feet. On 
the eve of the Day of Atonement he did the same thing, wrung it, 
and on the morrow wiped his eyes with it. Said R. Jacob to 
R. Jeremiah b. Ta’hlipha: Thou hast related it in the reverse 
order that on the Day of Atonement the whole face, etc., was 
wiped. We have objected: On that day it is prohibited to 
wring it out. 

R. Mnashia b. Ta’hlipha said in the name of R. Amram, 
quoting Rabha bar bar Hana, R. Eleazar was asked, an Elder, 
who sat in the college, has he to receive permission from the 
Nassi to declare the firstlings which have got blemishes fit for 
slaughtering for personal use, or not?'"* [What was the point 
of the question the schoolmen have propounded? (Why is the 
question only about the firstlings? If he has license to decide 
Halakhas, those about firstlings are included ?) The point of 
the question was this: R. Idda b. Abbin said elsewhere: The 
matter of firstlings was left to the Nassi, to honor them. But in 


* The law of firstlings, after the destruction of the Temple, is as follows : The 
firstling must be given to a priest, who has to keep it until it gets a blemish. And 
as he was suspected of making a blemish intentionally, it could not be slaughtered 
unless examined by the rabbi of the city. The latter, however, has no right to decide 
such a question unless he gets permission from the Nassi. 
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this case, when he is an elderly man, and one of the first in the 
college, must he also receive permission, or not ?] 

Then R. Zadok b. ’Haluqah arose, and said: I have seen 
R. Jose b. Zimra, who was an old man and prominent in the 
college, and he was even a degree higher than the grandfather 
of our Nassi, and nevertheless he received permission to decide 
about the firstlings. Said R. Abha to him: The case was not 
so : R. Jose b. Zimra was himself a priest, and the question that 
was propounded was this: Shall we assume that the Halakha 
prevails according to R. Meir, who says, “ Who is suspect in a 
matter, must not decide upon it, nor bear testimony about it/' 
or according to Rabhan Simeon b. Gamaliel, who says, “ He 
is believed in reference to his colleague, but not in reference 
to himself”? And it was decided then that the Halakha pre¬ 
vails according to R. Simeon b. Gamaliel. 

The same propounded another question to R. Elazar: 
Whether one might put on a shoe made of cork on the Day of 
Atonement, and R. Itz’hak b. Na’hmain rose, and said : I have 
seen myself R. Joshuah b. Levi wearing such shoes on the Day of 
Atonement, and /(Rabha bar bar Hana) asked him : How is it, 
to put on these shoes on a congregational fast for rain? He 
answered: There is no difference. 

The rabbis taught: Children may do all these things, except 
putting on shoes. Why ? Because it will be said : The adults 
have laced them on their feet. But the same is the case with 
the other actions ? The other are necessary and usual, but a 
child is usually barefooted ; and if it has shoes, the adults put 
them on its feet. As Abayi said : My mother told me that warm 
water and oil, for a child, is good for its growth, and also eggs 
and Kutah (see Pesachim, p. 68, foot-note), and also objects to 
break, as Rabha used to buy cracked clay vessels, and gave them 
to his infants, that they might break them. 

“ A king and a bride may wash their faces .” Our Mishna is 
in accordance with R. Hanania b. Thradian of the following 
Boraitha: A king and a bride may not wash their faces. R. 
Hanania b. Thradian says in the name of R. Elizer: They may. 
A lying-in woman may not put on shoes. R. Hanania b. 
Thradian says she may. Why may a king? Because it is 
written [Is. xxxiii. 17] : “The king in his beauty shall thy eyes 
behold.” And why a bride? Because she will otherwise dis¬ 
please her husband. Rabh asked R. Hiya: How long is she 
called a “ bride ” ? He replied: This is as we have learned in 
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the following Boraitha: A bride may not be forbidden to put on 
even her ornaments, when she is a mourner, the first thirty days 
after her marriage. And why may a lying-in woman put on 
shoes ? Because otherwise she will catch cold. Said R. Samuel: 
Where there is a danger of snakes, or scorpions, all may put on 
shoes. 

“ Whosoever eats food to the size of a large date ,” etc. Said 
R. Jehudah: The size of a large date exceeds that of an egg, 
and it was certain to the rabbis that with such a quantity of 
food one might appease his hunger, but not with less. An objec¬ 
tion was raised : We have learned in a Boraitha: What is the 
prescribed quantity of the food of a man who may join the three 
men necessary to say the blessing after a meal? The size of an 
olive. So is the decree of R. Meir. R. Jehudah says : The size 
of an egg. Because it is written [Deut. viii. 12]: “Thou hast 
eaten, and art satisfied ”; and by food less than the size of an 
egg we cannot appease hunger. We see, then, that R. Jehudah 
says: One can be satisfied by food the size of an egg. Why 
does he say, above, of a large date ? Therefore we must say, 
R. Jehudah must have said a large date is somewhat smaller 
than an egg. With food the size of an egg, one may be satisfied; 
but in this case one can still appease famger with food to the 
size of a large date. 

We have learned in a Boraitha: Rabbi said : All prescribed 
quantities are only of the size of an olive, except in case of 
defilement of eatables, about which Scripture has deviated from 
its rule. Therefore the sages have also altered this prescribed 
quantity, and a proof of this is the Day of Atonement. How 
has Scripture deviated in regard to them? It has said [Lev. 
xxiii. 29] : “ Every soul that will not afflict itself.” The sages 
have altered in this case the prescribed quantity by making it 
as a large date. Why could he say, the Day of Atonement is a 
proof? (We see, as will be written further, that Scripture has 
deviated in case of defilement also. Why, then, could he say, 
the Day of Atonement is proof ?) The deviation in regard to 
defilement we might have thought to be the usual language of 
Scripture. But here, when it is said u shall not afflict itself,” it 
is a deviation, because it might have been said: “ The soul that 
had eaten.” (What is it ? It was taught:) What is the reason 
that an eatable subject to defilement must be of the size of an 
egg? Because it is written [ibid. xi. 34] : “ Of all eatables which 
may be eaten.” What is that? What is an eatable which 
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comes from an eatable ? An egg of a hen (which can be eaten 
itself, as well as the hen). 

“ Or drinks a mouthful!' Said R. Jehudah in the name of 
Samuel: Not a whole mouthful is meant, but so much as would 
make the cheek bulge out. But we have learned, a mouth fid? 
Nay, it is meant, as a mouthful. The disciples of Zera opposed : 
Why do they say, about food “ the size of a date ” (equal for all), 
and about beverages, “a mouthful ” (differing in every person)? 
Abayi answered: It was certain to the rabbis that food of the 
size of a date appeases hunger, but only that one’s own mouth¬ 
ful of water will quench thirst, not necessarily another’s mouth¬ 
ful. 

“ All kinds of food are reckoned together to the size of the date A 
Says R. Papa : When one has eaten meat and salt, both are 
reckoned. And although salt is no food, yet as salt is used with 
meat, it is also reckoned. Resh Lakish said : The sauce which 
is upon herbs is reckoned with them. Is this not self-evident? 
One may say, the sauce is a beverage, and not counted; hence 
he came to teach, that since it is only made to flavor the herbs, 
it is reckoned part of the dish. Resh Lakish said again: When 
one commits an excess in eating on the Day of Atonement, he 
is not culpable. What is the reason ? Because it is written, 
“ They should afflict themselves,” and this afflicts him. Said R. 
Jeremiah in the name of Resh Lakish: A layman who has eaten 
to excess of the heave-offering must only pay the costs, but not 
one-fifth more; because it is written [ibid. xxii. 14] : “ If a man 
eat.” But eating to excess, to one’s hurt, is not called eating. 

“ Food and beverage are 710 1 reckoned together .” Who is the 
Tana who says so? Said R. Hisda, and also Resh Lakish : In 
this differ the Tanaim, in Tract M’ilah, and our Mishna is accord¬ 
ing to R. Joshua. R. Johanan says: It may be even according 
to the rabbis, but there they differ from R. Joshua on the point 
of defilement, but not from our Mishna, where the question is 
about appeasing hunger or thirst, for which purposes foods and 
beverages are not to be reckoned together. 

MISHNA: If one has eaten and drunk through forgetful¬ 
ness, he must bring only one sin-offering. If he has eaten and 
also done work, he must bring two. If he has eaten food not 
fit for eating, or drunk liquids not fit for drinking, as brine or 
fish-lye, he is not guilty. 

GEMARA: Resh Lakish said : Why is there no positive com¬ 
mand to afflict one’s self? It is only said: “Every soul that 
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will not afflict itself, will be cut off.” It could not be otherwise: 
If it were written, “ shall not eat,” instead of “ will not afflict 
itself,” then we might think, eating food of the size of an olive was 
also a sin. Then, should it have been written : “ Beware lest you 
should not afflict yourselves,” we might think, beware not to 
afflict ourselves, but go and eat!—The disciples of R. Ishmael 
have taught: (It is an analogy of expression.) Here it is written, 
“ affliction,” and [Deut. xxii. 24], “ because he has afflicted 
(done violence to; in Hebrew it is the same term) the wife of 
his neighbor.” As the penalty is preceded by a warning previ¬ 
ously, so here the penalty (of being cut off) must have been pre¬ 
ceded by a warning. R. A’ha b. Jacob says : (There is another 
analogy of expression.) Here it is written, “ A Sabbath of 
rest,” so it is like all Sabbaths ; and as in cases of Sabbath there 
is a warning, so there must have been a warning (positive pro¬ 
hibition) here. R. Papa says: The Day of Atonement itself is 
considered as a Sabbath, as it is written [Lev. xxiii. 32] : “ Your 
Sabbath.” [It is right if R. Papa says differently from R. 
A’ha b. Jacob, because he does not deduce it, but finds it ex¬ 
pressed in the same passage. But why does R. A’ha b. Jacob 
not say as R. Papa? R. A’ha b. Jacob requires that verse for 
what we have learned in the following Boraitha: It is written 
[ibid., ibid.] : “ Ye shall afflict your souls on the ninth day of 
the month.” Shall we assume that we should begin to fast on 
the ninth? Therefore it is written, u at evening.” We might 
think, when it became entirely dark? Hence it is written, “ the 
ninth.” How then? One shall begin to fast while it is yet 
day. From this we infer that something from the profane must 
be added to the holy. This is when the Day of Atonement 
arrives, but how do we know that is so when it departs ? 
Therefore it is written, “ from evening to evening.” This we 
know about the Day of Atonement, but about other Sabbaths? 
Therefore it is written further, “ shall ye rest ” (Tishb’thu). 
How do we know about other holidays? Because it is written, 
“ your Sabbaths.” From this we deduce that whenever “ rest ” 
is enjoined, some portions of the profane day must be super- 
added to the holy days. But that Tana who infers all these 
things from the following verse [ibid. 28], “ No manner of work 
shall ye do on this same day,” that the penalty is due for violat¬ 
ing the day itself, but not the additions made thereto, and this 
above implies that there are additions, what will he make of 
these verses? He needs these verses for what R. Hiya b. 
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Rabh of Diphthi has taught, as follows: It is written : “ Ye shall 
fast on the ninth.” Do we fast on the ninth? We fast on the 
tenth. This comes to teach, that he who eats and drinks on 
the ninth, the verse makes him equal (in merit) to him who would 
fast the ninth and the tenth.] 

“ If he has eaten food not fit for eating." Rabha said : If he 
has chewed pepper or ginger during the Day of Atonement, he is 
not culpable. The rabbis taught: If he has eaten leaves of reeds 
he is guiltless ; but twigs of vines, he is guilty, What is meant 
by twigs of vines ? Said R. Itz’hak of Magdala : Those that 
flourish between the first day of the year and the Day of Atone¬ 
ment. R. Kahna says : All the thirty days. We have learned in 
a Boraitha, as R. Itz’hak of Magdala has said: If he has eaten 
leaves of reeds he is guiltless; of twigs of vines, he is guilty. 
What are twigs of vines? Such as flourish between the begin¬ 
ning of the year and the Day of Atonement. 

“ If he has drunk . . . brine as fish-lye .” How if he has 

drunk vinegar? He is guilty? We must say our Mishna is 
according to Rabbi in a Boraitha which says vinegar refreshes a 
man. 

R. Gidel b. Menasseh of Biri d'Narash once lectured: The 
Halakha does not prevail according to Rabbi: when the Day of 
Atonement arrived, the whole world mixed vinegar with water, 
and drank. R. Gidel heard of this ; he became indignant. He 
said : I have said, when it has been drunk already, one is not 
culpable, but have not recommended it. I meant a little, but 
did not mean much. I spoke of vinegar, but not of mixed vinegar. 

MISHNA : Children are not made to fast on the Day of 
Atonement, but when one or two years old they are accustomed 
to do it, so that they become habituated to obey the religious 
commandments. 

GEMARA: If it is stated “ two years,” one is understood? 
Said R. Hisda : It presents no difficulty. The one applies to a 
healthy child ; the other, to a weakly child. R. Huna said: 
When the child is eight or nine years old, it may be accustomed 
to fast some hours. When it becomes ten or eleven years old, 
it may be made to fast rabbinically the whole day. A girl must 
fast biblically at the age of twelve. R. Na’hman, however, said: 
When nine or ten years old—some hours; at eleven or twelve— 
rabbinically the whole day; at thirteen—biblically, a boy. R. 
Johanan says: So long as it is rabbinical, they need not fast the 
entire day. Only at ten or eleven they must be habituated to 
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fast for hours, and at twelve they must fast the whole day bibli¬ 
cally. 

MISHNA: A pregnant woman, who longs for food which 
she smells, should be fed until relieved. An invalid is fed by 
the direction of persons possessing medical knowledge ; if there 
be none such, he is to be fed at his own desire, till he says, 
“ Enough.” 

The rabbis taught: If a pregnant woman has smelled sacred 
meat, or pork, something should be dipped in the sauce thereof, 
and presented to her mouth. If she is relieved thereby, it is 
good; otherwise, the sauce must be given to her. If this has 
not satisfied her either, the meat itself must be given to her. 
Because nothing is prohibited which is needed to save a life, 
except idolatry, adultery, and bloodshed. 

It happened to a pregnant woman that she smelled food. 
They came to ask Rabbi. He said : Go, tell her in her ear, To¬ 
day is the Day of Atonement. They did thus, and she became 
composed. Rabbi said of this child the verse in Jeremiah 
[i. 5]: “ Before yet I had formed thee in thy mother’s body I 
knew thee.” That child became R. Johanan. The same acci¬ 
dent happened to another woman. They came to ask R. Hanina. 
He said the same ; but it availed not. He said of him the verse 
[Ps. Iviii. 4] : “ The wicked are estranged from the womb” ; and 
this child became Sabbathai, who used to buy fruits to sell in 
time of dearth (and this is forbidden in Palestine). 

“An invalid is fed” etc. Said R. Janai: When the invalid 
says, “ I must eat,” and the physician says he need not, the 
patient is obeyed. Why? Because it is written [Prov. xiv. 10]: 
“ The heart knoweth its own bitterness.” Is this not self-evi¬ 
dent? We might think the physician has a better comprehen¬ 
sion of the patient’s needs. He chooses to teach us; it is not 
so. How, if the case is reversed ? Then the physician is obeyed, 
because the patient only fancies he does not need to eat. 

An objection has been made to our Mishna: If no medical 
persons are there, he is fed at his own desire. Hence, when 
there are such, he is not to be fed at his own desire? The 
Mishna means : When the patient says he does not need to eat, 
then he is not fed at the recommendation of medical persons; 
but if he says he docs need to eat, no one is to be consulted. 

MISHNA: If a man is seized with bulimy, he may be fed 
even with unclean food, till his eyes become clear. One who 
is bitten by a mad dog may not have the dog’s midriff above 
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the liver given to him. R. Mathia b. Harash allows it. More¬ 
over, R. Mathia b. Harash also said : u If a person has a sore 
throat, it is permitted to put drugs into his throat on Sabbath, 
because the disease may endanger his life, and whatsoever 
threatens to endanger life supersedes Sabbath.” 

If a building tumble down, and it is doubtful whether any¬ 
one is buried beneath the ruins or not; if it is doubtful whether 
he be dead or alive, it is permitted to remove the ruins from 
above him on the Sabbath. If he be found alive, the ruins are 
to be entirely removed ; but should he be dead, he is to be left 
there. 

GEMARA: The rabbis taught: Till his eyes become clear. 
How is it known when his eyes are clear? When he regains his 
reason to distinguish between good and evil. Said Abayi: Good 
and evil in taste is meant. 

The rabbis taught: He who has been seized by bulimy must 
be fed with less strictly prohibited foods. For instance, if there 
is grain from which the heave-offering has not yet been separated, 
and carrion, he must be given the carrion (as for eating the first 
the penalty is death from Heaven). When there is such grain 
and grain of a Sabbatical year, he must be given the latter. 
When there is that grain, and the heave-offering itself, then 
there is a difference of opinion between the Tanaim of the fol¬ 
lowing Boraitha: They may give him the grain from which 
the heave-offering has not been separated, but not the heave¬ 
offering itself. R. Thema said : The heave-offering, but not that 
grain. (The heave-offering is less strictly prohibited because a 
priest may eat thereof, but of other kind even a priest may not 
eat.) 

The rabbis taught : He who is seized by bulimy must be fed 
on honey, and other sweet things, as these things make the eyes 
clear. And although there is no support thereto in the Bible, 
yet it is written in proof of it [i Sam. xiv. 29]: “ My eyes have 
become clear because I have tasted a little of this honey.’' 
Why is this no support ? Because Jonathan had not been seized 
by bulimy. Said Abayi: This must be given after his repast, 
but if it be given to him before he has received the food, it will 
only increase his hunger. As it is written [ibid. xxx. 11, 12]: 
‘'And they found an Egyptian man in the field, and took him 
to David, and gave him bread and he did eat; and they made 
him drink water; and they gave him a piece of a cake of fig, and 
two clusters of raisins, and he ate, and then his spirit returned 
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to him, for he had not eaten any bread, nor drunk any water, 
three days and three nights/’ 

R. Na’hman said in the name of Samuel: He who has been 
seized by bulimy should be given the fat of a sheep's tail in 
honey. R. Huna the son of R. Joshua said: Fine flour with 
honey is also good. R. Papa says, even barley flour with honey. 

R. Johanan said : Bulimy once seized me. I ran to the east¬ 
ern side of a date palm, and ate the dates. I fulfilled in my own 
person one verse [Eccl. vii. 12] : “ Wisdom giveth life to him who 
possesseth it." [As R. Joseph has taught: He who desires to 
feel the real taste of dates, should take them from the eastern 
side of the palm, as it is written [Deut. xxxiii. 14]: “ And 
through precious fruit, brought forth by the sun " (east).] 

R. Jehudah and R. Jose were on the road. R. Jehudah was 
seized by bulimy. He overpowered a shepherd, and robbed 
him of his bread. Said to him R. Jose: Thou hast robbed the 
shepherd ! When they came to the city, R. Jose was seized by 
bulimy. He was overladen with food and sweet things. R. 
Jehudah said to him : I have only robbed the shepherd, but thou 
—the whole city. It happened again that R. Meir, R. Jehudah, 
and R. Jose were on the road. R. Meir was particular about the 
names of his innkeepers, but the other two were not. When 
they arrived at an inn, they asked the host: What is thy name? 
He answered: “ Kidor." R. Meir thought: He must be a 
wicked man, because it is written [Deut. xxxii. 20]: “ Ki dor 
tah puchoth liana "—“ for a perverse generation are they." R. 
Jehudah and R. Jose intrusted him with their purses for safe¬ 
keeping over Sabbath, and R. Meir did not, but hid it in Kidor’s 
father’s sepulchre. Then his father appeared in a dream to 
Kidor, and told him: “Go and take away the purse that is over 
my head." Kidor rose in the morning, and told everybody of 
his dream. They said to him: A dream dreamed on the eve of 
Sabbath has no significance. Nevertheless, R. Meir kept watch 
over his money the whole day, and by night removed it. On 
the morrow R. Jehudah and R. Jose required of Kidor their 
purses. He said to them : You have never given them to me ! 
R. Meir then said to them: Why were you not particular about 
names? They said to him: Why has the Master not told us 
about it ? He replied : I say, such men ought only to be suspect, 
but I could not have said with certainty. Finally, they took him 
to a store. They perceived he had lentils on his mustache. They 
went to his wife,'and told her that her husband had eaten that 
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day lentils, and she should give them their money. She returned 
their purses to them, and they went away. He (Kidor) then 
went and murdered his wife. And this is what a Boraitha states : 
The failure to wash his hands before the meal caused a man to 
eat pork (as he was taken for this reason in the inn for a Gentile) ; 
and after the meal, caused a murder. 

“ One bitten by a mad dog.” The rabbis taught: Five things 
have been mentioned as symptoms of a dog’s madness: his 
mouth is opened, his saliva flows, his ears are lowered, and the 
tail is held between his thighs, and he ever takes the bypaths ; 
and others say, he barks spasmodically. We have learned in a 
Boraitha: He must be killed by an arrow, or other projectile, 
for whoever touches him becomes dangerously sick, and who is 
bitten, dies. What are the remedies ? He whose clothes have 
been touched by the dog, should cast them off, and run away. 

R. Huna the son of R. Joshua happened to be rubbed against 
by a rabid dog; he stripped himself, and ran away, and said: I 
have fulfilled in my own person the verse: “ Wisdom giveth life 
to him who possesseth it.” What is the remedy for a bite ? 
Says Abayi: He should fetch the hide of a hyena, and inscribe 
on it: “ I, So-and-So, son of the woman So-and-So, have in¬ 
scribed on the hide of a male hyena, I have inscribed on it thus: 
Kanti Kanti Qlirus ” ; others say: “ Kandi Kandi Qlirus ; Yo } Yo , 
Yehavah Tsebaoth . Amen , Amen. Selah .” Then he should strip 
himself of his clothes, and inter them for twelve months ; then 
he should take them out, burn them in an oven, and spread the 
ashes on the roads. During these twelve months he should 
drink water only out of copper vessels, that he should not see 
the image of the dog, as from this he may become dangerously 
sick. In the case of Abba b. Martha, who is Abba b. Minyumi, 
to whom this happened, his mother made for him a golden 
pitcher to drink out of it. 

“ R. Mathiah b. Heresh said also” etc. R. Johanan had the 
scurvy. He went to a matron of Rome. She did something 
to relieve him on a Thursday and the eve of Sabbath. He 
asked her, What shall I do on Sabbath? She said: You will 
not need to do anything. He said : But if, notwithstanding, I 
should be obliged to do something? She said: Swear to me 
that you will not tell of it to anyone, so I shall tell you. [After 
this, when she had told him, he went and lectured about it to 
everybody. But he had sworn not to tell? He had sworn, 
“To the God of Israel I will not reveal ” ; but to the people of 


TRACT YOMAH (DAY OF ATONEMENT). 


129 


Israel he could. But this deception was a profanation of God’s 
name? Ke had told her immediately thereupon : I had sworn 
not to say it to God, but to Israel I would. What was it that 
she told him? Said R. A’ha the son of R. Ammi: Water of 
leavened dough, olive oil, and salt. R. Y^emar says: Not the 
water, but leavened dough itself, olive oil, and salt. R. Ashi 
says : Fat of the wing of a goose. Said Abayi : I have used all 
these things, and was not cured until an Arab merchant said : 
The stones of olives, one-third grown, should be taken and 
burned in a new Mar, and be applied to the rows of the*teeth. 
This I have done, and have been cured. What causes such a 
sickness? Eating of hot wheat bread, or the remains of a dish 
of Haisana (fish fried in oil) from the previous evening. What 
are its symptoms? When something is put on the teeth they 
begin to bleed.] R. Johanan did it on the Sabbath and was 
cured. How did R. Johanan do this? His life was not threat¬ 
ened ? R. Na’hman b. Itz’hak said : Scurvy begins in the mouth 
and ends in the entrails. Said R. Hiya b. Abha to R. Johanan: 
Do you hold, then, as R. Mathiah b. Heresh, who says: If one 
has a sore mouth, it is permitted? He said: Yea, for I say, to 
put drugs into his mouth. In regard to this sickness the sages 
agree with him, but about other diseases they do not. Come 
and hear in support of this: Rabba b. Samuel taught: A preg¬ 
nant woman, who smells food, should be fed till relieved. One 
bitten by a mad dog should be fed on the midriff of its liver ; 
and he who has a sore mouth may have medicines put into it on 
Sabbath. So has said R. Eliezer b. Jose in the name of R. 
Mathiah b. Heresh. And the sages say: In this case, but not 
other cases. Which case? Should we say, that of the pregnant 
woman, there are none differing about it ; if of the mad dog, 
they are at variance about it. Hence the putting in of medi¬ 
cines is meant. Said R. Ashi: From our Mishna we can per¬ 
ceive it; for all the things about which the sages and R. 
Mathiah are at a variance are mentioned before, and then it is 
said: “ R. Mathiah b. Heresh said also,” and the rabbis do not 
differ with him. Now, if it were something from which the 
rabbis differed, it would be mentioned above, among the other 
things. 

“ Whatsoever threatens to endanger life supersedes Sabbath 
Why has this to be mentioned again ? Said R. Jehudah in the 
name of Rabh : Not only when it is doubtful whether his life is 
threatened this Sabbath, but even the next, it is allowed. How 
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can this happen ? E.g. f when it has been estimated on a Sabbath 
that the patient must take the remedy the next eight days, lest 
it be said: The evening will be waited for ; so that only the 
next Sabbath will have to be violated, it comes to teach us it is 
not so. We have learned thus in a Boraitha: Warm water has 
to be heated for a patient, whether for drinking or to wash him, 
even when the consequences of these measures will be felt the 
next Sabbath. It should not be said: It will be delayed, per¬ 
haps these remedies will not be needful; but immediately he 
must Ijet them, because the danger to life supersedes Sabbath, 
not only if the danger is this Sabbath, but will be the next Sab¬ 
bath. But these things must not be done through Gentiles as 
Samaritans, but the greatest Israelites. But such things must not 
be done when neither the physician nor the patient says this is 
necessary, but only women as Samaritans. But their opinion is 
added to give weight to others’ opinions. 

The rabbis taught: The Sabbath is superseded when life is 
threatened ; and with more alacrity this is done, the greater the 
praise. Permission from Beth Din need not be taken for it. How 
so? When a child is seen to have fallen into the sea, it should 
be fished for immediately; and the sooner one does this, the 
more praiseworthy one is; and no permission from Beth Din is 
to be taken for it, even when he will take up in the net at the same 
time game fish. If one has seen a child fall into a pit, he may 
remove a piece of earth to save it the sooner. The more quickly 
he does it, the more praiseworthy he is, and though he forms by 
this means a staircase, he need not take license from Beth Din. 
If he saw a child enter, behind which the door got locked, he should 
break open the door immediately, and the sooner the better; 
and he need not take permission from Beth Din, even when by 
this means he breaks it for kindling. If he has perceived a fire 
kindled on Sabbath, he should extinguish it immediately; and 
the sooner the better, and even when the coals he saves from 
consumption will be used by him later for roasting meat. 

“ If a building tumble down.” How is it to be understood? 
It is meant to say, that not only when it is doubtful whether 
one is there, and lives, or is not there; but even when the uncer¬ 
tainty is whether, being there, he lives, or is dead, nevertheless 
the ruins are to be removed. If he is found alive, the ruins are 
entirely cleared. Is this not self-evident? The Mishna means 
to say, when it is known that he is dying, still the ruins are to 
be removed. If he is dead, he is to be left. Is not this also 
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self-evident? This is to teach us that it is not according to R. 
Jehudah b. Lakish of the following Boraitha: Sabbath is not 
superseded to save a corpse from fire. R. Jehudah b. Lakish, 
however, said : I have heard, a corpse may be saved from fire, 
even on Sabbath. But even according to R. Jehudah b. Lakish, 
a corpse is to be saved only from fire; because otherwise he to 
whom the corpse is dear will extinguish the fire. But in this 
case, even when the dead body is dear to him, what can he do 
(to violate the Sabbath)? 

The rabbis taught: When the body under the ruins seems 
dead, what members are to be brought to light and examined ? 
As far as the nose. Others say, as far as the heart. When it does 
not beat, he is taken to be dead. But if one has commenced 
with examining the head and heart, and found them defunct, 
one should nevertheless bring to light the other parts, and 
examine them. As it happened, that the upper parts were 
dead, and yet the lower had still some life, said R. Papa: 
The sages differ when one has commenced the examination from 
below upwards ; but from above downwards, that is, when the 
nose has been found to have ceased breathing, no further ex¬ 
amination is needed, as it is written [Gen. vii. 22] : “ All in whose 
nostrils was the breath of life.” It happened long ago that 
R. Ishmael, R. Aqiba, and R. Eliezer b. Azariah were on the 
road; and Levi, the Sadar, or Sarad,* and R. Ishmael the son 
of R. Eliezer b. Azariah followed them. They were asked the 
following question : How is it known that, when life is in danger, 
Sabbath may be violated ? R. Ishmael answered : It is written 
[Ex. xxii. 2] : “ If a thief be found while breaking in and be 
smitten so that he die, there shall no blood be shed for him.” 
We can deduce, a fortiori , from this: If in this case, when it is 
doubtful whether he had come to steal only, or to murder, yet 
taking his life is permitted, although bloodshed defiles the land 
and causes the Shekhina to remove from Israel, how much more 
is violation of the Sabbath (less important than bloodshed) per¬ 
mitted to save a human life. 

R. Jonathan b. Joseph says: From the following verse: Of 
Sabbath it is written [Ex. xxxi. 14] : “ For it is holy unto you.” 
Unto you: The Sabbath is for you, but not you for the Sabbath. 
R. Simeon b. Menasseh says : It is written [ibid. 16] : “ And the 


* According to one “ Aruch,” it is the maker of the clothes of sendee (Bigde 
S’rad). 
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children of Israel shall keep the Sabbath.” The Torah enjoins 
thus: Violate one Sabbath, that ye may keep many Sabbaths. 
R. Jehudah said : Samuel has said: If I had been there, I would 
have said a thing better than this ; namely, it is written [Lev. 
xviii. 5] : “ Ye shall keep my statutes . . . which, if a man 

do, he shall live by them.” He shall live by them, but not die. 
Said Rabba: All the verses from which they have deduced it 
may be questioned, but to Samuel’s nothing can be objected. 
Rabbina, and according to others R. Na’hman b. Itz’hak, has 
said of this: One grain of pungent pepper is better than a whole 
basket of cucumbers. 

MISHNA: Sin-offerings and trespass-offerings atone. Death 
and the Day of Atonement, if one is penitent, atone. Penitence 
atones for slight breaches of positive or negative command¬ 
ments ; for grave sins, it effects a suspension, till the Day of 
Atonement completes the atonement. To him who says: “I 
will sin, repent, sin again, and repent again,” is not given the 
opportunity to repent. For him who thinks, “ I will sin; the 
Day of Atonement will atone for my sins,” the Day of Atone¬ 
ment does not atone. A sin towards God, the Day of Atone¬ 
ment atones for; but a sin towards his fellowman is not atoned 
for by the Day of Atonement so long as the wronged fellowman 
is not righted. R. Eliezer b. Azariah lectured : It is written 
[Lev. xvi. 30] : “ From all your sins before the Lord shall ye be 
clean.” (This is our tradition.) The sin towards God, the Day 
of Atonement atones for ; but sins toward man, the Day of 
Atonement cannot atone for till the neighbor has been appeased. 

Said R. Aqiba : Happy are ye, O Israel. Before whom do 
ye cleanse yourselves, and who cleanses you ? Your Father 
who is in Heaven. For it is written [Ezek. xxxvi. 25] : “Then 
will I sprinkle clean water upon you, and ye shall be clean ”; 
and it is also written: “ The Migveh (hope, or legal bath) of 
Israel is the Lord.” As a legal diving-bath purifies the unclean, 
so does the Holy One, blessed be He, cleanse Israel. 

GEMARA : u Death and the Day of Atonement ,” etc. Only 
when one is penitent, but otherwise they do not atone ? Shall 
we assume that the Mishna is not in accordance with Rabbi, in 
the following Boraitha: “ Rabbi says: All sins mentioned in the 
Bible, whether one is penitent or not, are atoned by the Day of 
Atonement, except throwing off the yoke (of God), expounding 
the Torah falsely, and abolition of circumcision (and mocking a 
fellowman). These sins are atoned for by the Day of Atone- 
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ment, if one is penitent, but not otherwise.’' It may be said 
even that the Mishna is in accordance with Rabbi: Penitence is 
supplemented by the Day of Atonement or Death, but the Day 
of Atonement does atone alone. 

“ Penitence atones for slight breaches , if positive or negative 
etc. Why has it to be told, positive? If negative, so much the 
more positive? Said R. Jehudah: The Mishna meant to say, a 
positive commandment, or a negative commandment inferred 
from a positive. But a real negative commandment is not 
atoned ? There is a contradiction from the following Boraitha 
What are called slight sins? A breach of a positive and nega¬ 
tive commandment, except the negative commandment [Ex. xx. 
7]: “Thou shalt not take the name of the Lord thy God in 
vain” ; and all things equal to this: since this, which is a real 
negative commandment, is excepted, the other negative com¬ 
mandments are atoned for ? Come and hear another contradic¬ 
tion : It is written [Ex. xxxiv. 7]: “And he will clear of sins.” 
We might think, from this sin, the breach of the negative com¬ 
mandment, “ Thou shalt not take the name of the Lord,” etc., 
he will also clear. Therefore it is further written, “ by no means.” 
Shall we assume, that from the breaches of all negative com¬ 
mandments he will not clear ? Therefore it is written [Ex. xx. 
7] : “ For the Lord will not hold him guiltless (the Hebrew term 
is the same) that taketh His name in vain.” Infer from this, that 
breaches of other negative commandments he does atone for ? 
(How, then, does Jehudah say that the breaches of real negative 
commandments are not atoned for?) There is a difference 
of opinion among the Tanaim, as we have learned in the follow¬ 
ing Boraitha : “ What does penitence atone for ? For breaches 
of positive, and negative inferred from positive, commandments. 
And for which does penitence only gain a suspension, and the 
Day of Atonement atones? The sins for which the penalties 
are Karoth, death by Beth Din, and real negative command¬ 
ments.” 

The Master has said : Because it is written [Ex. xxxiv. 7] : 
“ He will clear of sins,” how is it to be understood ? That is as 
we have learned in the following Boraitha: R. Elazar said : We 
cannot say it means, He clears of sins, because it is written 
further, “ by no means ” does He clear. We cannot say, He does 
not, because it is written “clear of sins.”* We must therefore 


* The literal translation is : “ And clear he will not clear. 
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explain the verse : He clears of sins those who do penance ; and 
does not, those who are not penitent. 

R. Mathiah b. Heresh asked R. Elazar b. Azariah at Rome : 
Have you heard of the four differences made in atonements, 
about which R. Ishmael lectured ? He replied to him: There 
are only three, and penitence is combined with each. When 
one has transgressed a positive commandment, and done pen¬ 
ance, he is atoned for before he goes away from his place. As 
it is written [Jerem. iii. 14] : “ Return, O backsliding children/’ 
If he has transgressed a negative commandment, penitence sus¬ 
pends (the sentence), and the Day of Atonement atones. As it is 
written [Lev. xvi. 30] : “ For on that day shall he make atone¬ 
ment for you, to cleanse you from all your sins/’ If he has com¬ 
mitted sins for which the penalties are Karoth , or death by Beth 
Din, then penitence and the Day of Atonement suspend (the sen¬ 
tence in Heaven) and afflictions wipe it out. As it is written 
[Ps. Ixxxix. 33] : “ Then will I visit with the rod their transgres¬ 
sions, and with plagues their iniquity.” But he who has on his 
conscience the defamation (profaning) of God, neither penitence 
can suspend, nor the Day of Atonement atone for, nor sufferings 
wipe out. But all the three only suspend, and death wipes out, 
as it is written [Is. xxii. 14] : “And it was revealed in my ears 
by the Lord of hosts: Surely this iniquity shall not be for¬ 
given unto you, until ye die.” 

What is called defamation of God ? Says Rabh: For in¬ 
stance, if I take meat from the butcher, and do not immediately 
pay, I profane God (by its being said, a great and religious 
man robs). Says Abayi : This is when it is the custom to pay 
cash, but not where it is the usage to pay later. R. Johanan 
says: For instance, when I should walk four ells without To¬ 
rah (in my mind), I profane God. R. Janai’s disciples have 
said : When a man’s companions are ashamed of his reputation, 
it profanes God. Said R. Na’hman b. Itz’hak: (What is meant 
by reputation ?) When people say of a man : “ O God, pardon 
him for his deeds.” And Abayi says, as we have learned in the 
following Boraitha: It is written [Deut. vi. 5] : “Thou shalt 
love the Lord thy God.” That means, God’s name should be 
loved through thee; that is to say, a man must read and study 
the Torah, and attend on (serve) scholars, and his dealings with 
the world should be mild. What do people then say of him? 
Well with his father, who taught him Torah; well with his 
teacher, who has instructed him in Torah, and woe to those peo- 
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pie who have not learned the Law ! Behold, the one who has 
learned Torah, how beautiful are his ways, how just his deeds! 
Of him says the verse [Is. xlix. 3]: “ And he said unto me, My 
servant art thou, O Israel, thou on whom I will be glorified.” 
But if one has learned Torah and served the scholars, but is in 
his dealings not honest and speaks with people not gently, then 
what do people say about him ? Behold, him who has learned 
Torah, woe to his father, that has taught him Torah ; woe to 
his teacher, who has instructed him in Torah ! See the one 
who has learned Torah, how evil are his ways, how evil his 
deeds! Of him says the verse [Ezek. xxxvi. 20]: “They pro¬ 
fane my holy name, because they said of them, these are the 
people of the Lord, and out of his land are they gone forth.” 

R. Hania b. Hanina said: Penitence is great, and brings 
healing to the world, as it is written [Hosea xiv. 5]: “I will 
heal their backsliding, I will love them freely.” The same has 
found a contradiction: It is written [Jerem. iii. 14]: “Return, 
O backsliding children ” ; by which seems to be implied a former 
backsliding. And here it is written : “ I will heal thy backslid¬ 
ing,” where it seems to be implied that it will remain, only be 
healed. It presents no difficulty. When one does penance out 
of love towards God, he is as he had not been ; but if he does 
penance only out of fear, his previous sins remain, only they 
are healed. 

R. Jehudah finds a contradiction: In these verses it is writ¬ 
ten, “ backsliding children,” and elsewhere [Jerem. iii. 14] : “ For 
I am become your husband and will take you.” It presents no 
difficulty. Children they are called, when they do penance out 
of love or fear ; and otherwise, when they do it through suffering.* 

R. Levi said : Penitence is great. It reaches the throne of 
His glory, as it is written [Hosea xiv. 2]: “Return, O Israel, 
even unto the Lord thy God.” R. Johanan said : Penitence is 
great, so that it supersedes a negative commandment in the 
Torah. As it is written [Jerem. iii. 3] : “ One could say, Behold, 
if a man send away his wife, and she go from him, and become 
another man’s, can he return unto her again? Would not that 
land be greatly polluted? and thou hast played the harlot with 
many companions, and wilt yet return to me, saith the Lord.” 
(So penitence is greater than the commandment not to take 
back one’s wife, married to another.) 


* The passage is difficult, and Rashi is also uncertain. 
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R. Jonathan said: Penitence is great, so that it brings the 
redemption, as it is written [Is. lix. 20] : “ But unto Zion shall 
come the redeemer, and unto those who return from transgres¬ 
sion in Jacob/’ which means, Why is the redeemer come ? 
Because Jacob has returned from transgressions. Resh Lakish 
says: Penitence is great: even the sins that have been done 
intentionally are considered as if they had been done uninten¬ 
tionally. As it is written [Hosea xiv. 2]: “ For thou hast 
stumbled in thy iniquity.” Iniquity is intentional, and yet it is 
called “ stumbling.” This is not so? Did not Resh Lakish him¬ 
self say: Penitence is great, so that intentional sins come to be 
considered as merits, as it is written [Ezek. xxxiii. 19] : “And 
when the wicked returneth from his wickedness, and executeth 
justice and righteousness, he shall surely live for them ” ? It 
presents no difficulty. One is from love, and the other from 
fear. R. Samuel b. Na’hmani in the name of R. Jonathan says: 
Penitence is great. It causes man to live long, as it is written : 
[ibid., ibid.] : “ He shall surely live.” R. Itz’hak said : In Pales¬ 
tine, they say in the name of Rabha b. Mari as follows: Come 
and see. The ways of the Holy One, blessed be He, are not 
like the ways of a man. When a man had incensed another 
man by his speech, it is doubtful whether he has really appeased 
him or not; but the Holy One, blessed be He, even if a man 
commits a sin in secret, allows himself to be appeased, as it is 
written [Hosea xix. 3] : “ Take with you words, and return to 
the Lord.” And not this alone, but He takes it as a favor, as it 
is written [ibid., ibid.]: “ Accept good ” ; and not this only, but 
the verse makes him equal to one who has sacrificed bullocks, as 
it is written at the end of the verse : “ Let us repay the steers 
with our lips.” Perhaps it will be thought like steers as sin- 
offerings. Therefore it is written [ibid. 5]: “I will heal their 
backsliding, I will love them voluntarily.” 

We have learned in a Boraitha : R. Meir used to say : Repent¬ 
ance is great: when an individual repents, the whole world is 
pardoned, as it is written: “ I will heal their backsliding, I will 
love them freely; for my anger is turned away from them.” * It 
is not said from them, but from us, from all of us. 

What is a penitent man? Said R. Jehudah : When he had 
an opportunity to do a sin once, and a second time he did not 


* The Hebrew for “ from them ” is “ Mehem,” but here “ Mimenu” (“ from 
us ’) is used. 
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do it. The same explains: That is meant, the same woman, the 
same place, the same time. R. Jehudah said again: Rabh found 
a contradiction in the following passages: It is written [Ps. 
xxxii. 1] : “ Happy is he whose transgression is forgiven, whose 
sin is covered,” and [Prow xxviii. 13]: “ He that concealeth his 
transgressions will not prosper.” It presents no difficulty: This 
refers to a sin publicly known : he ought to confess, and repent; 
but that refers to one not yet known ; he ought to repent before 
it has become known. R. Zutra b. Tubia said in the name of 
R. Na’hman: The one refers to a sin toward a man: he must 
make it public, and appease the man ; but a sin toward God, 
one need not make public, but repent. 

We have learned in a Boraitha: R. Jose b. R. Jehudah said: 
When a man sins the first time he is pardoned ; the second time, 
he is pardoned; the third time, he is pardoned ; the fourth time, 
he is not pardoned, as it is written [Amos ii. 6]: “ Thus hath said 
the Lord, For three transgressions of Israel, and for four, will I 
not turn away their punishment.” And it is written [Job xxxiii. 
29]: “ Lo, all these things doth God two or three times with 
man.” [What is the second passage required for? From the 
first we might think it is only the case with a congregation ; but 
the second shows to us that it is true in case of an individual 
also.] 

The rabbis taught: The sins one has confessed on one Day 
of Atonement, he need not confess on the next Day of Atone¬ 
ment. This is the case, if he has not repeated the sin ; but in 
that case, he should repeat the confession. If, without having 
sinned again, he confessed again, then to him applies the verse 
[Prov. xxvi. 11] : “As a dog returneth to his vomit, so doth a 
fool repeat his folly.” R. Eliezer b. Jacob, however, said: So 
much the more may he be praised, as it is written [Ps. li. 5] : 
“For of my transgressions I have full knowledge, and my sin is 
before me continually.” 

When he confesses, he must specify his sin, as it is written 
[Ex. xxxii. 31] : “This people hath sinned a great sin, and they 
have made themselves a god of gold.” So said R. Jehudah b. 
Babha. R. Aqiba, however, said : “ Happy is he whose trans¬ 
gression is forgiven, whose sin is covered.” [Why, then, has 
Moses specified the sin? It is, according to R. Janai: Moses 
said to the Holy One, blessed be He: “Lord of the universe, 
thou hast given so much gold that they said, ‘ Enough.’ This 
has caused that they made a golden god.”] 
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Two good leaders Israel had : Moses and David. Moses said : 
May my sins be inscribed, as it is written [Num. xxii. 12]: 
*•' Because ye have not confided in me, to sanctify me.” And 
David said: May my sins not be inscribed ; namely, “ Happy 
is he whose transgression is forgiven, whose sin is covered.” 

Moses and David may be compared to two women punished 
in court: one, because she has really sinned, and the other, 
because she has eaten fruit of the Sabbatical year. The second 
said: Pray, proclaim what my transgression is, that it should 
not be thought I am punished for the same sin as the other 
woman. They took the fruit, and suspended it on her neck, and 
proclaimed: Be it known, she has been chastised for eating fruit 
of the Sabbatical year. 

The evil deeds of hypocrites should be made public, that the 
name of the Lord may not be profaned. As it is written [Ezek. 
iii. 20] : When a righteous man doth turn from his righteousness 
and doeth what is wrong, then will I lay a stumbling-block 
before him.” 

When a confirmed sinner repents, the execution of the 
punished is not carried out, even after the decree has been sealed. 

The mirth of the wicked ends in sin ; and the possession of 
power (dominion) buries him who wields it. Naked he enters, 
and naked he comes out. Were he but as clean when he goes 
out as when he came in ! He who is given to philanthropic 
activity, him sin reaches not; and he who induces the public to 
sin, to him is not given from Heaven the opportunity to repent. 
The first is not allowed (from Above) to sin, that he may not be 
in Gehenna while his disciples are in Paradise, as it is written 
[Ps. xvi. 10]: For Thou wilt not abandon my soul to the grave, 
Thou wilt not suffer Thy pious to see corruption ; and the second 
is not permitted to repent, that he should not be in Paradise 
while his disciples will be in Gehenna, as it is written [Prov. 
xxviii. 17]: “A man oppressed by the load of having shed 
human blood will flee even to the pit: they shall not support 
him.” 

“I will silly the Day of Atonement will atone'' Shall we 
assume that our Mishna is not in accordance with Rabbi, who 
said in the following Boraitha: All the sins mentioned in the 
Bible, whether one has repented or not, are forgiven on the Day 
of Atonement? The Mishna may be according to Rabbi; but if 
he sins, relying on the Day of Atonement to atone for his sins, 
then Rabbi also agrees that he is not pardoned. 
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“ Trayisgressions towards God” R. Joseph b. Habu pointed 
to a contradiction to R. Abahu : Here it is said : The sins against 
men the Day of Atonement does not atone for. But is it not 
written [2 Sam. ii. 25]: “If one man sin against another, God 
will forgive him when he will pray” ? Not God is meant [Elo- 
him, God or Judge], but the Judge ; and by (l Upil’lo,” not “ will 
forgive for prayer” is meant, but “shall punish.” If it is so, 
what means what is written further, “ If against the Lord a man 
should sin, who shall judge him ? ” (Cannot God himself judge 
him?) This is meant: If one sins against a man, and appeases 
him, God forgives ; but if he sins against God, who can pray for 
him (not judge)} Repentance and good deeds. 

R. Itz’hak said : He who has provoked his neighbor, even 
by words, must appease him, as it is written [Prov. vi. I, etc.]: 
“My son, if thou hast become surety for thy friend,” etc., “go 
hasten to him and urge thy friend,” which means, if thou hast 
his money, open thy palm, and restore it to him ; if not, request 
some persons to pray him to forgive thee. Said R. Hisda: He 
must try to appease him three times, and among three circles 
of persons, as it is written [Job xxxiii. 27] : “ He then should 
assemble men around, and say, I have sinned, and perverted 
what is right, yet have I not received a like return ” (three 
verbs: “ sinned,” etc.). 

R. Jose b. Hanina said : When one tries to appease another, 
he need not try more than three times, as it is written [Gen. 1 . 
17] : Oh, I pray Thee, forgive, I pray Thee, the trespass of thy 
brothers, and their sin, for evil have they done unto Thee, and 
now we pray Thee, forgive (“pray Thee ” repeated three times). 
And if the offended person is dead, he should bring ten persons 
to his grave and say : I have sinned against God and him who 
lies here. 

R. Jeremiah had been not on quite good terms with R. Abha: 
he went to appease him. He sat down on the threshold. The 
servant-maid came out to empty dirty water, and bespattered 
him. He said: I was made like unto mud, and applied unto 
himself the verse [1 Sam. ii. 8]: “From the dunghill he lifteth 
up the needy.” When R. Abha heard about this, he came out 
and said : Now I have to ask forgiveness of you, as it is written: 
“ Go hasten to him, and urge thy friend.” 

When R. Zara was on bad terms with any person, he passed 
him repeatedly, that the other might recollect and appease him. 
Rabh once had a quarrel with a butcher. When the eve of the 
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Day of Atonement arrived, the butcher did not come to ask his 
forgiveness. Rabh said : If he does not come to me I will go 
to him to ask his forgiveness. On the road, R. Huna met him, 
and inquired of him: Whither goes the Master? He said: I 
go to appease that man. Then R. Huna said to himself: Abha 
(i.e., Rabh) is going to kill a man. Meanwhile Rabh came to 
the butcher, who was cleaving heads of cattle. When the latter 
raised his eyes and perceived Rabh, he said : Abha, is that thou? 
Go away, I don’t want to have any dealings with thee. When 
he resumed the cleaving of the heads, a bone flew out, and stuck 
in his throat, so that he died. 

Rabh read a section from the Prophets before Rabbi. In the 
meantime R. Hiya entered. Rabh began again from the be¬ 
ginning. Then entered Bar Kapara. He began from the begin¬ 
ning again. Later came R. Simeon the son of Rabbi. He read 
from the beginning once more. Then came R. Hanina b. 
Hama. He said : Shall I begin again from the beginning, after 
so many times? and he did not do it. R. Hanina was provoked 
by this. Rabh went to him thirteen eves of the Day of Atone¬ 
ment, and yet that man did not permit himself to be appeased. 
How did he do it? Did not R. Joseph b. Hanina say: More 
than three times one need not try ? Rabh is different. He 
treated himself more rigorously. How did R. Hanina do so ? 
R. Hanina saw in a dream that Rabh was hanged on a tree, and 
there is a tradition, if one dreams of a man that is hanged, he 
will become a head. He said : If I will not permit myself to be 
appeased, he will go to Babylon, and become a head (of a col¬ 
lege) there, and I will become one here.” 

The rabbis taught: The duty of confession is on the eve of 
the Day of Atonement, when it grows dark. Still, the rabbis 
said, one should confess previously to the meal; for if something 
happen to him at his meal, he will have remained without a con¬ 
fession. But although one has confessed before the meal, he 
should confess again in the evening, and once more the next 
morning, and in the additional prayer, Minchab prayer, and the 
concluding prayer (N’ilah). 

At what place in the prayer should he confess? An indi¬ 
vidual, at the end of the prayer; and the reader for the congre¬ 
gation, in the middle of the prayer. What shall he say? Rabh 
says : He shall begin : “ Thou knowest the secrets of the world ”; 
R. Samuel says, he should begin: “From the depths of the 
heart”; and Levi says, he shall begin: “In thy Torah it is 
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written thus.” R. Johanansays: He should begin: “ Lord of 
the Universe (not for our merits we pray of Thee mercy,” etc.); 
and R. Jehudah says: He shall begin: “ Our transgressions are 
too numerous to be counted, and our sins too mighty to be told 
of.” R. Hamnuna says: He shall begin: “My God, before I 
was created I had not been worthy to be created ; and now when 
created, I am the same as previously. I am earth during my 
life, and so much the more when I will be dead. I am entirely 
before Thee as a vessel full of disgrace and shame. May it be 
Thy will that I may not sin more ; and my sins hitherto mayest 
Thou in Thy great mercy wipe off, but not by means of suffer¬ 
ing.” And this was the confession of Rabha the whole year, 
and that of R. Hamnuna the Y'ounger on the Day of Atone¬ 
ment. Said Mar Zutra: All this has to be said, if he has not 
said previously, “ It is true we have sinned.” If, however, he has 
pronounced this, he need add nothing to it. As Bar Hamduri 
related, when he stood once before Samuel on the Day of 
Atonement, he perceived that as soon as the reader came to 
this sentence, “ It is true we have sinned,” all rose. Hence he 
understands that this is the principal part. Ulla b. Rabh was a 
reader in the presence of Rabha: He began the concluding 
prayer with: “Thou hast chosen us,” etc., and concluded with, 
“ What are we and what is our life ? ” etc.; and Rabha praised 
him. R. Huna the son of R. Nathan, however, said: When an 
individual reads the concluding prayer, he should say, “ What 
are we and what is our life,” etc., after it. 

Rabh said : The prayer of N’ilah substitutes the evening 
prayer also. Rabh is in accordance with his theory elsewhere, 
that it is an additional prayer, and if it has been read, no other 
prayer is needed for the evening. Did Rabh say so ? Did he 
not say elsewhere that the evening prayer is in general voluntary, 
not a duty? He means, even according to him who would say 
it is a duty, the “ concluding prayer ” substitutes it. An objec¬ 
tion was made: We have learned in a Boraitha: In the begin¬ 
ning of the evening before the Day of Atonement, one shall 
read as prayers the seven benedictions, and confess. The same 
one does in the morning, and also in the additional prayer, the 
seven benedictions, and confessions; the same in the “ con¬ 
cluding prayer ” : but in the evening one shall say as prayers 
seven of the eighteen week-day benedictions.* R. Hanina b. 


* What the seven of the eighteen are, will be explained in Tract Berachoth. 
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Gamaliel said in the name of his ancestors: He shall say all the 
eighteen week-day benedictions, because he must include the 
Habdalah in the benediction of Wisdom (Honen Hadaath). 
The opinions of the Tanaim differ about it. 

The disciples of R. Ishmael taught: He who sees Qeri on 
the Day of Atonement, he shall pray the whole year; but if he 
has survived this year, he shall be sure of entering the world to 
come. R. Na’hman b. Itz’hak said: The proof is when the 
whole world is hungry, he was full. When R. Dimi came from 
Palestine, he said : He will live long, he will see children and 
grandchildren, as it is written [Is. iii. io]: “ Shall see seed, live 
many days.” 


END OF TRACT YOMAH. 


APPENDIX. 


We think it will please our readers to have placed before 
them the following letter, written by a Gentile who had wit¬ 
nessed the services at the Second Temple on the Day of Atone¬ 
ment. We give the entire extract as it is translated in “ Shevet 
Jehudah ” by Solomon Aben Virga, who translated it from a 
letter written by Versovius to King Alfonso the Pious, although 
it began with the Feast of Passover, part of which is already 
mentioned in Tract Pesachim, as it will be of much interest to 
the historian to know some details of the Jewish services at the 
Temple. 


Extract from a Letter Written by Versovius to King Alfonso the Pious, 

Who Copied It from a Written Report Sent by Marcus, Consul of 

Jerusalem, to Rome, 

. . . Tenth .—Concerning the service at the Temple, these 

Jews were reluctant to inform me about it, as they declared it 
was against their law to inform a Gentile about the manner of 
their serving God. They have enlightened me upon two sub¬ 
jects only, part of which I saw with my own eyes, and was 
greatly rejoiced thereat. One was the sacrifice which they 
brought on the feast that they call Pessach, and is considered 
to be the greatest of all their feasts; and the second is the 
entrance of the high-priest, whom we call sacerdote mayor, into 
the Temple on the day which to them, in regard of holiness, 
purity, and strengthening of the soul, is the most important of 
all the days in the year. The Pessach sacrifice, which I have 
partly witnessed, as also, as I was told, the entire ceremony, 
takes place in the following manner. When the beginning of 
the month which they call Nissan approached, by the command 
of the king and the judges, swift messengers visited every one in 
the vicinity of Jerusalem who owned flocks of sheep and herds 
of cattle, and ordered him to hasten to Jerusalem with them, in 
order that the pilgrims should have sufficient animals for sacri¬ 
fices and food ; for the people were then very numerous, and 
whoever did not present himself at the appointed time, his pos¬ 
sessions were confiscated for the benefit of the Temple. Conse¬ 
quently all owners of flocks and droves came hastily on, and 
brought them to a creek near Jerusalem, and washed and cleaned 
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them of all dirt. They believed that in regard of that Solomon 
said [Solomon’s Song iv. 2]: “A flock of well-selected sheep, 
which are come up from the washing.” When they arrived at 
the mountains which surround Jerusalem, the multitude was so 
great that the grass was not seen any longer, as everything was 
turned white, by reason of the white color of the wool. When 
the tenth day approached—as on the fourteenth day of the 
month the sacrifice was brought—every one went out to buy 
his paschal lamb. And the Jews made an ordinance, that when 
going forth on that mission, nobody should say to his neighbor, 
“ Step aside,” or “ Let me pass,” even if the one behind was 
King Solomon or David. When I remarked to the priests that 
this was not seemly nor polite, they made answer that it was so 
ordered, to show that there is no rank before the eyes of God, 
not even at the time of preparing to serve Him, more especially 
at the service itself; at that time all were equal in receiving 
His goodness. When the fourteenth day of the month arrived, 
they went to the highest tower of the Temple, which the 
Hebrews called Lul, and whose stairway was made like those in 
our church towers, and held three silver trumpets in their hands, 
with which they blew. After the blowing, they proclaimed 
the following: “ People of the Lord, listen! The time for 
slaughtering the paschal lamb has arrived. In the name of Him 
who rests in the great and holy house ! ” As the people heard 
the proclamation, they donned their holiday attire; for since 
midday it was holiday for the Jews, being the time for sacrifice. 
At the entrance of the great hall stood twelve Levites on the 
outside, with silver staves in their hands; and twelve within, 
with gold staves in their hands. The duties of those on the 
outside were to direct and to warn the incoming people not to 
injure one another in their great haste, and not to press forward 
in the crowd, to prevent quarrels ; as it previously happened on 
one of the feasts of Pessach, that an old man, together with his 
sacrifice, was crushed, in consequence of the great rush. Those 
on the inside had to preserve order among the outgoing people, 
that they should not crush each other. They were also to close 
the gates of the hall when they saw that it was already full to 
its capacity. When they reached the slaughtering place, rows 
of priests stood with gold and silver bowls in their hands: one 
row had all gold bowls and another row had all silver bowls. 
This was done to display the glory and splendor of the place. 
Every priest who stood at the head of the row received a bowl 
full of the sprinkling blood. He passed it to his neighbor, and 
he to his, until the altar was reached ; and the priest who stood 
next to the altar returned the bowl empty, and it went back in 
the same manner, so that every priest received a full bowl and 
returned an empty one. And there occurred no manner of dis¬ 
turbance, as they were so used to the service that the bowls 
seemed to fly back and forth, as the arrows in the hand of a 
hero. For thirty days previous they practised that service, and, 
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therefore, found out the place where there was the possibility that 
a mistake or a mishap might occur. There were also two tall 
pillars, on which stood two priests with silver trumpets in their 
hands, who blew when each division began the sacrifice [the 
paschal lamb was slaughtered in three divisions—see Pesachim], 
in order to give warning to the priests who stood on their emi¬ 
nence to begin Hallel amid jubilee and thanksgiving, and accom¬ 
panied by all their musical instruments; on that day, namely, 
they brought forward all the instruments. The sacrificer also 
prayed the Hallel. If the sacrifice was not ended, Hallel was 
repeated. After the sacrifice, they went into the halls, where 
the walls were full of iron hooks and forks; the sacrifices were 
hung upon them and skinned. There were also many bundles 
of sticks; for when there were no more empty hooks, they put 
a stick upon the shoulders of two of their number, hung the 
sacrifice upon it, skinned it, and put the particular portion upon 
the altar, and went away rejoicing, as one who went to the war 
and returned victorious. The one who did not bring the paschal 
lamb at the appointed time, was eternally disgraced. During 
the service the priests were dressed in scarlet, that the blood 
which might accidentally be spilled on them should not be 
noticed. The garment was short, reaching only to the ankle. 
The priests stood barefoot, and the sleeves reached only the 
arms, so they should not be disturbed during the service. On 
their heads they had a cap, around which was tied a three-ell- 
long band; but the high-priest, as they told me, had a band 
which he could tie around his cap forty times. His was white. 
The ovens in which they roasted the paschal lambs were before 
their doors, in order, as they told me, to publish their religious 
ceremonies, also on account of the festival joys. After the 
roast, they ate amid jubilee songs and thanksgiving, so that 
their voices were heard from afar. No gate of Jerusalem was 
closed during Passover night, because of those who were con¬ 
stantly coming and going, who were considerable in number. 
The Jews also told me that on the Feast of Pessach the number 
of those present was double of that which went out of Egypt, 
for they wished to acquaint the king with their number. 

The second service was the entrance of the high-priest in the 
sanctuary. Of the service itself they did not tell me, but of the 
procession to and from the Temple. Some of it I have also 
seen with my own eyes, and it surprised me so greatly that I 
exclaimed: “Blessed be He who imparts His glory to His 
nation ! ” Seven days before that day which they call Atone¬ 
ment Day, and which is the most important in the entire year, 
they prepared at the house of the high-priest a place and chairs 
for the chief of the courts, the Nassi, the high-priest, his sub¬ 
stitute, and for the king; and besides these, also seventy silver 
chairs for the seventy members of the Sanhedrin. The oldest 
of the priests got up and delivered an oration before the high- 
priest, full of earnest entreaty. He said: “Bethink thyself 
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before whom thou enterest, and know that if thou wilt loose the 
devotion of thy mind, thou wilt at once drop down dead, and 
the forgiveness of the Israelites will come to naught. Behold! 
the eyes of all Israelites are turned upon thee. Investigate thy 
deeds. Perchance thou hast committed some slight sin ; for 
there are sins which equal in weight many good deeds, and only 
the Almighty God knows the weight thereof. Investigate also 
the deeds of the priests, thy brothers in office, and have them 
repent. Take it to heart, that thou art going to appear before 
the King of all kings, who sits upon the throne of judgment, 
who sees everything. How darest thou to appear, when thou 
hast the enemy within thee! ” The high-priest then makes 
answer that he has already investigated himself, and has re¬ 
pented all that which seemed to him sinful ; that he has also 
already assembled all the priests, his brother officers, in the 
Temple, and by Him who rests His name there conjured them 
that each one should confess the transgressions of his brother 
officers, as well as his own, and that he prescribed for each 
transgression a corresponding repentance. The king also spoke 
to him kindly, and promised to shower upon him honors, when 
he should safely come out of the sanctuary. After that it was 
publicly proclaimed that the high-priest was about to take pos¬ 
session of his room in the Temple. Whereupon the people 
made ready to accompany him, and marched before him in the 
following order, which I witnessed myself: First went those who 
traced their ancestry to the kings of Israel, then those who were 
nearer in the priesthood; then followed those who were of the 
kingly house of David, and, indeed, in the most perfect order, 
one after the other, and before them was exclaimed: “ Give 
honor to the family of David! ” Then followed the Levites, 
before whom it was exclaimed: “ Give honor to the family of 
Levi!” Their number amounted to 36,000. At this time the 
substitute Levites donned blue silk garments ; but the priests, 
24,000 strong, donned white silk garments. Then followed the 
singers, the musicians, the trumpeters; then the closers of the 
gates, the preparers of the incense, the preparers of the holy 
curtains, the watchers, the masters of the treasury; and then a 
corps which was called chartophylax; then all who were employed 
at the Temple, then the seventy members of the Sanhedrin, then 
a hundred priests with silver staves in their hands to make room, 
then the high-priest, and behind him the older priests in pairs. 
At the corner of every street stood the heads of the colleges, 
who spoke to him thus: “ High-priest, enter in peace. Pray to 
our Creator for our preservation, so that we may occupy our¬ 
selves with the study of His Law.” When the procession 
reached the mount of the Temple they halted and prayed for 
the preservation of the kings of the house of David, then for the 
priests and the Temple, whereat the Amen exclamation, because 
of the great crowd, was so loud that the birds overhead fell to 
the ground. After that the high-priest bowed before the entire 
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people very respectfully, and, weeping, separated himself from 
them all, and two substitute priests led him into his room, 
where he took leave of all the priests, his brothers in office. All 
that took place at the procession to the Temple; but at the pro¬ 
cession from the Temple his honor was double, for the entire 
population of Jerusalem marched before him, and most of them 
with burning candles of white wax, and all attired in white; all 
windows were draped with varicolored kerchiefs and were lighted 
dazzlingly, and, as the priests told me, the high-priest, during 
many years, because of the great crowds and rush, could not 
reach his house before midnight; for although all fasted, never¬ 
theless they did not go home before they convinced themselves 
whether they could kiss the hand of the high-priest. On the 
following day he prepared a great feast, to which he invited his 
friends and relatives, and made that day a holiday, because of 
his safe return from the sanctuary. After that he caused a gold¬ 
smith to make a gold tablet with the following inscription 
engraved upon it: “ I, so and so the high-priest, son of so and 
so the high-priest, have performed the service of the high-priest 
in the great and holy Temple, in the service of Him who rests 
His name there, in the year of creation so and so. May He who 
favored me with the performance of that service, favor also my 
son after me, to perform the service before the Lord.” 
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CHAPTER I. 

REGULATIONS CONCERNING THE HOLOCAUST, AND THE APPOINTED 
TIME FOR THE PEACE-OFFERING. 

MISHNA : All are bound in the case of a holocaust * except 
a deaf man, a fool, a minor, and one of doubtful sex {axprjToi) 
and one of double sex (androginos), and women and bondsmen, 
the lame, the blind, the sick, the old, and he who is not able to 
go upon his feet. What is a minor ? Every one who is unable 
to ride on his father’s shoulders, and to go up from Jerusalem 
to the mountain of the Temple. So is the decree of the School 
of Shammai. But the School of Hillel say: Every one who 
is unable to take hold of his father’s hand, and to go up from 
Jerusalem to the mountain of the Temple, as it is said [Ex. 
xxiii. 14], “ Three times,”f etc. The School of Shammai say : 
The holocaust involves two silver coins (one-third of a gold 
dinar), and the feast-offering one meah (one-sixth of a dinar). 
But the School of Hillel say the contrary. 

GEMARA: What is meant to be added by the word “ all ” ? 
It -means to add a man who is half a slave (he was a slave to two 
men, and one gave him liberty). But according to Rabhina, 
who says that such a man is absolved from holocaust, what did 
the Mishna mean to add ? One who was lame on the first day, 
but on the second day he became well. This would be correct 
according to him who says that on every day of the succeeding 
six days the obligation of the holocaust exists, but according to 
those who say that all the six days are only a completion of the 


*The Hebrew term is which means “ appearing” [vide Deut. xvi. 16], and 
because of the statement [ibid.], “ And no one shall appear before the Lord empty,” 
it is construed to mean the sacrifice ; i.e ., the holocaust. 

fThe Hebrew expression for “times” is “ Regalim,” the singular of which is 
11 Regel,” and means “ a foot” also, hence the meaning “ if the minor can go with 
his feet.” 
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first day, and as he was not obliged the first day, although he 
was fit for it later, he is free from it. What did the Mishna mean 
to add by the expression “all”? Therefore we must say that 
it is as stated above (one who is a half-slave), and Rabhina's 
statement is in accordance with the later Mishna, which states 
as follows: For the sake of the world, it was ordained that 
the master of the slave shall be compelled to set him free for 
the purpose that he should be able to marry a free man, and the 
slave shall give him a note for it for the half of his value. And 
the School of Hillel retracted their decision and decided as the 
School of Shammai; consequently if he is yet half a slave, he is 
obliged, because he will be free, and the Mishna adds by “ all ft 
such a case. 

“ A deaf man, a fool y and a minor," etc. The Mishna men¬ 
tions the deaf man together with fool, to teach us that as the 
fool has no intelligence, so also the deaf man is absolved when 
he has no intelligence, i.e., when he is both deaf and dumb ; but 
if he speaks but cannot hear, or vice versa , he is obliged. But 
did we not learn in a Boraitha: Both when he can hear but 
not speak, or speak and not hear, in either case he is free ? 
Said Rabhina : The Boraitha is not completed, and must read 
thus: All are obliged in case of a holocaust, and to enjoy the 
festival, except a deaf man who hears but speaks not, or vice 
versa , then he is free from holocaust, but not from rejoicing. 
But he who neither hears nor speaks is free from rejoicing also, 
because he is exempt from all commandments contained in the 
Law. And so we also learned in a Boraitha plainly. 

But why is a man who hears but speaks not, or vice versa, 
exempt from holocaust ? Because about holocaust he deduces 
from an analogy of expression as follows: It is written [Deut. 
xxxi. 12]: “Assemble the people together, the men and the 
women, and the children,” and [ibid. 2] : “ When all Israel came 
to appear before the Lord thy God.” But whence do we deduce 
that he who hears not but speaks, etc., is exempt from pilgrim¬ 
age ? Because it is written [ibid. 12]: “That they may hear, 
etc., that they may learn.” And a Boraitha taught: “May 
hear” to exclude one who can talk but cannot hear, and “may 
learn ” to exclude those who can hear but cannot speak. Is that 
so, that he who cannot speak cannot learn? We know there were 
two dumb men in the neighborhood of Rabbi, who were sons of 
the daughter of R. Johanan b. Gudguda (and others say, sons of 
his sister), who, when Rabbi entered the house of learning, went 
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in also, shook their heads, and muttered with their lips; and 
Rabbi prayed mercy for them and they were healed; and it was 
found that they were well versed on Halakha, and on the whole 
six sections of the Mishna? Said Mar Zutra: Read in the 
Bible : They may teach* (not “ learn ”), and who cannot speak 
cannot teach. Said R. Ashi: Assuredly, it must be so, because 
if learning is meant it could be deduced from the words “ and 
they may hear,” and he who cannot hear cannot learn. 

R. Tan’hum said : He who is deaf in one ear is free from 
holocaust, because in the verse stated above [ibid. 2] it is writ¬ 
ten : “In their cars ” (in the plural). R. Tan’hum said again : 
He who is lame in one foot, is also exempt, because it is writ¬ 
ten: “Three times” [Regalim (times), which means also feet 
(plural) ]. 

Rabha lectured : “ It is written (Song of Songs, vii. 2) : “ How 
beautiful are thy steps in sandals, O prince’s daughter.” This re¬ 
fers to the pilgrims on the festivals (see Succah, chap. iv.). R. 
Kahana said : R. Nathan b. Minyumi lectured in the name of 
R. Tan’hum: It is written [Gen. xxxvii. 24]: “And the pit was 
empty, there was no water in it” If it was empty, is it not self- 
evident that there was no water in it ? Infer from this that it 
was empty from water, but not from snakes and scorpions. 

The rabbis taught: It happened that R. Johanan b. Broka 
and R. Elazar b. Hasma went to visit R. Jehoshua in the city of 
Pekiin, and he asked them: What news is to-day in the house 
of learning? They answered him: We are your disciples, 
and we drink only your waters. He rejoined : Nevertheless, 
it cannot be there should not be something new in the college; 
tell me whose Sabbath was it for lecturing ? And they said : R. 
Elazar b. Azariah’s. And on what verse did he lecture ? 
(asked he again). On the portion of the Assembly. And 
what did R. Elazar preach? He lectured thus: It is writ¬ 
ten [Deut. xxxi. 12] : “Assemble the people together, the men 
and the women and the children.” It is right, the men came to 
learn, the women came to hear ; for what purpose were the chil¬ 
dren brought ? Only that those who brought them should be 
rewarded. And he rejoined: You have had a good pearl in 
your hand and you wanted to deprive me of it. 

He also lectured on the verse Deut. xxvi. 17. (See Bera- 


*The expression “ Ylmdu,” which means “to learn and Mar Zutra said it 
should be read “ Yelamedu,” which means “ to teach.” 
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choth.) The same lectured again: It is written [Eccl. xii. 2]: 
“ The words of the wise are like goads, and like nails planted * 
are the words of the men of the assemblies which are given by 
one shepherd.” As the goad keeps the animal which ploughs 
(to make it straight) furrows, so as to produce sustenance for the 
world, so also the words of the Law (keep those who study 
them) away from the ways of death for the ways of life. But 
if you would say, that as the goad is movable so also the words 
of Law. Therefore it is written : “ Nails.” But if you will say, 
as the nail (makes a hole in the wall and) diminishes (and does 
not add to it), so also the words of the Law diminish and do 
not add. Therefore it is written: “ Planted ”; as a plant is 
fruitful and multiplies, so also the words of the Law. “The 
men of assemblies,” which means the scholars who sit in assembly, 
studying the Law and discussing—these make clean, the others 
make unclean, these prohibit and those allow, these make valid, 
those make invalid. But if one may say : If it is so, how can 
I learn the Torah? Therefore it is written: “Given by one 
shepherd.” One God gave them, and one Master (Moses) said 
it from the mount of the Lord of all creatures, blessed be He, 
as it is written [Ex. xx. 1]: “And God spoke all these words.” 
And therefore you must make your ears as an Z 7 cixv 6 i$ (a kind 
of strainer which receives but lets not out), and gain an under¬ 
standing heart to comprehend the reason why these make un¬ 
clean, those clean, etc. Then R. Jehoshua rejoined: I tell 
you, it is not an orphan generation in the midst of which R. 
Elazar b. Azariah lives. Why did they not tell him at once 
the news in the house of learning? Because of the occurrence 
stated in the following Boraitha: 

It happened once that R. Jose, the son of a Damascene 
woman, went to visit R. Eliezer in the city of Luda, and R. Ela¬ 
zar asked him : What news was there in the house of learn¬ 
ing to-day? And he answered : It was voted, and the decision 
was that in the lands of Amman and Moab the tithe to the poor 
is to be given on the Sabbatical year (this is explained in 
Tract Maasroth),and he told him: Jose, stretch out your hand, 
and take out your eyes. And he did so. Then R. Elazar 
wept and said : It is written [Ps. xxv. 14]: “The sacred coun¬ 
sel of the Lord is for those that fear him, and his covenant to 
make it known to them.” And he said to R. Jose : Go and tell 


* Netuim , “ planted” or “ fastened. 1 
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them, you should not doubt about your conclusion to-day, be¬ 
cause I have a tradition from R. Johanan b. Zakkai, who heard 
it from his master, and his master from his master, etc., up to 
Moses on Sinai, that the land of Amman and Moab may give 
the tithe to the poor on the Sabbatical year. [The reason is 
because those who went out of Egypt subjugated many fortified 
cities, but those who went out from Babylon did not, and the 
first sanctification had sanctified the land only for that time, but 
not for the future. And those who went out from Babylon left 
these lands for the poor; they should be supported on them 
on the Sabbatical year. In another Boraitha it was taught: 
After R. Elazar became calm he prayed that it should be the 
will of God that Jose’s eyes be cured, and they were cured.] 

The rabbis taught: What is called a fool? He who goes 
out alone in the night, and who sleeps in a cemetery, and who 
tears the clothes he wears. It was taught: R. Huna said: It 
is only when he does all these things together. How is the case ? 
If because he is a fool, then any of these is sufficient, and if he 
does it not through folly, what is the proof of all these ? It is 
meant he does it through folly; but when he does all these 
things, he is like an ox goring another ox, a camel, and an ass, 
after which he is considered vicious as to all creatures, so he is 
considered a fool in all respects. Said R. Papa : If R. Huna had 
heard the following Boraitha, which states, Who is a fool? 
When he destroys all things that are given to him, he would 
have retracted his decree. 

“ One of doubtful sexf etc. The rabbis taught: It could be 
written [Deut. xvi. 16] : “The males,” which would exclude only 
the women, but it is written “ Thy males,” which means to exclude 
also those of doubtful as of double sex. But why is needed a 
verse to exclude the women? Is not this a commandment 
which is dependent upon the time? and it is known that of all 
commandments which are dependent upon the time the women 
are exempt. This verse is needed, for at the first glance one 
might say that it shall be drawn from an analogy of expression, 
“ the assembly”; as to the assembly women are also bound, so 
would be the case here, therefore, it comes to teach us. The 
master said: “All thy males” to include the minors. But did 
not we learn in our Mishna, “ Except a deaf man, a fool, and a 
minor?” Said Abayi: It presents no difficulty : There is the 
case of a minor who has not arrived at the age of education yet, 
and here is the case when he has arrived at such age. When a 
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minor who has arrived at such age, his duty is only rabbinical. 
Why then is needed a verse ? Yea, it is only rabbinical, and the 
verse is only a support. But to what else does the verse apply? 
To that of the following Boraitha: Anonymous teachers said: 
Those whose work imparts to them a bad odor which accom¬ 
panies them wherever they go, are exempt from the holocaust, 
because it is written, “ All* thy males,” i.e., all that can go 
together with others, but not such as cannot be in others' com¬ 
pany. 

“ Women and bondsmen .” This is correct as to women, as it 
was said above, but whence do we deduce about bondsmen? 
Said R. Huna: Because it is written there [ibid, ibid.] : “Before 
the Lord thy God,” which means one who has only one Lord, but 
not such as has another lord. Let us see: To what purpose is 
needed a separate verse ? It is known that all the command¬ 
ments which are obligatory to a woman are so also to a bonds¬ 
man and all the commandments from which a woman is exempt 
a bondsman is also exempt, and this is inferred from an analogy 
of expressions [Deut. xxiv. i] : “ Write her,” and [Lev. xix. 20] 
“ Her freedom given her,” hence a woman and bondsman are 
equal in duties. Said Rabhina: The verse is needed for one 
who is half a slave and half free, and it seems to be so because 
the Mishna taught: Women and bondsmen who were not 
freed. To what purpose is stated “ not freed ”? If it is meant 
that they were not freed at all, “ bondsmen ” alone is enough. 
We must say, therefore, that the Mishna meant those who were 
not wholly free. And what can that be? One who is half a 
slave and half free. 

“ The lame , blind , sick” etc. The rabbis taught: It is written 
“ Regalim ” to exclude the lame, sick, blind, and old men wha 
cannot go with their feet. What is meant to be added by “who 
cannot go with their feet”? Said Rabha: Such delicate per¬ 
sons as cannot walk without shoes (and in the Temple it was not 
permitted to go in shoes), as it is written [Is. i. 12]: “When 
you come to appear in my presence, who had required this at 
your hand to tread down my courts? ” 

We have learned in a Boraitha: If one is uncircumcised, or 
unclean, he is exempt from the holocaust. It is right of one 
unclean, because it is written [Deut. xii. 5,6]: “And thither 
shalt thou come, and ye shall bring thither.” From this we infer, 
that he who can come in ought to bring, but he who cannot, 
should not; (and he who is unclean cannot come into the Tern- 
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pie). But of an uncircumcised, wherefrom is it deduced ? This 
is in accordance with R. Aqiba, who makes an uncircumcised 
equal to an unclean one, as we have learned in the following 
Boraitha: R. Aqiba said: It is written [Lev. xxii. 4]: “Any 
man whatsoever of the seed of Aaron.” “ Any man ”—it could 
be written “a man.” Why “any man/’to include that “the 
uncircumcised shall be equal to the unclean ones”? 

The rabbis taught : R. Johanan b. Dahabai said in the 
name of R. Jehudah: A man blind in one eye is exempt from 
the holocaust, because it is written [Deut. xvi. 16] : “ Shall 
appear,” * as if one comes to see, it is with both eyes; so if he 
appears, he must be with both eyes. R. Huna, when he 
came to the verse above cited, used to weep and say: That a 
slave whose master exhorts him to come to see him should be 
debarred from seeing him, as it is written [Is. i. 12]: “When 
you come to appear in my presence, who had required this at 
your hands to tread my courts?” Also when he came to the 
following verse [Deut. xxvii. 7] : “ And thou shalt slay peace- 
offerings, and eat there.” A slave who is invited to eat from 
his master’s table, shall be debarred from seeing him, as it is 
written [Is. i. 1]: “ Or what serveth me the multitude of 
your sacrifices?” R. Elazar, when he came to this verse [Gen. 
xlv. 3] : “And his brothers could not answer him, because they 
were terrified at his presence,” he wept and said : If one is 
thus terrified when a human being has recognized his guilt, how 
much the more will it be before the Holy One, blessed be He. 

Also when he came to the verse [1 Sam. xxviii. 15] : “ And 
Samuel said to Saul: Why hast thou disquieted me, to bring 
me up? ” If Samuel, the upright, was afraid of the judgment, 
so much the more must we be afraid of it. How shall this be 
understood? It is written [ibid. 12]: “And the woman said 
unto Saul: Divine beings have I seen ascending (Olim) out of 
the earth.” Olim is plural. (Who were they ?) It was Samuel 
and Moses, because Samuel was afraid. Perhaps he was asked 
to the judgment, and he had gone to Moses and asked him to 
testify, that he (Samuel) had done all that was written in his 
Law. R. Ammi, when he came to the following verse, used to 
cry [Lam. iii. 29] : “ That he put his mouth in the dust, perhaps 
there still is hope.” He said : After so much had been done, 

* The Hebrew expression is nxT which means “ shall be seen” ; the same let¬ 
ters with following punctuation HXT would be “ shall see,” hence the analogy. 
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nevertheless it is said “perhaps." Also when he came to the 
following verse [Zeph. ii. 3] : u Seek righteousness, seek meek¬ 
ness, perhaps ye will been protected,” he said : After so much 
will have been done, still it will be “perhaps" R. Asi, when he 
came to the following passage, used to cry [Amos v. 15] : 
“ Hate the evil and love the good, and establish justice firmly 
in the gate: perhaps the Lord, the God of hosts.” He said : After 
so much will have been done, it will still be “perhaps." 

R. Joseph, when he came to the verse [Prov. xiii. 23] : “ But 
there are many who are taken away without justice,” * cried. R. 
Johanan, when he came to the following passage [Job ii. 3] : 
“ And thou hast incited him against me to destroy him without 
cause,” he cried. He said : If a slave persuades his master, and 
the master is persuaded, what cure can there be? Also, when he 
came to the following passage [ibid. xv. 15] : “In his holy one 
he putteth no trust,” he cried and said: If he puts no trust in 
his holy one, whom will he believe? Once when on the 
road he saw a man pick figs from a tree. He left the ripe 
ones and picked the unripe ones. R. Johanan asked him: Are 
not the ripe ones better? He answered: These which are 
unripe I need for the route, because the ripe ones will be spoilt, 
but not these. Then said R. Johanan: This is as what is 
written : He putteth no trust in his holy ones (*>., they are 
gathered in before they are tempted to sin). 

R. Johanan, when he came to the following verse [Mai. 
iii. 5] he wept: “And I will come near unto you to hold judg¬ 
ment, and I will be a swift witness against the sorcerers, and 
against the adulterers, and against those that swear falsely, and 
against those that withhold the wages of the hired laborer, fear 
me not, saith the Lord of hosts.” 

R. Johanan b. Zakkai said : Woe is to us, the verse makes 
equal for us light sins as well as grave sins.” (Rashi explains it 
that the light sin is that of those who withhold the wages of the 
hired laborer, who is here equal to sorcerers, etc.) R. Hanina bar 
Papa said : When a man commits a sin and soon repents of it, he 
is forgiven immediately, because it is written [ibid.]: “ And fear 
me not, saith the Lord of hosts.” When he fears and asks for 
forgiveness, he is pardoned. R. Johanan, when he came to the 
verse [Eccl. xii. 14] : “ For every deed will God bring into the 

* Here is a legend of what happened to R. Bibi bar Abayi with the Angel of 
Death, who killed a man prematurely, which is omitted according to our method. 
This, however, can be found in the translation of Mr. Streane. 
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judgment, concerning everything that had been hidden,” he cried. 
He said : If there is a slave whose master reckons his uninten¬ 
tional sins as his intentional sins, what cure can there be ? What 
is meant by “ everything that hath been hidden ” ? Said Rabh : 
When one kills a louse in another man’s presence, and makes 
himself disagreeable thereby to him. And Samuel says : Even 
if he spits in the presence of his neighbor, and makes himself 
disagreeable. 

What is meant [ibid.], “ Whether it be good, or whether it 
be bad”? The disciples of R. Janai said: That applies to a 
man who gives charity to a poor man publicly. As R. Janai saw 
a man give a Zuz to a poor man publicly, he said to him : It 
would be better if you gave him not at all than as you did now, 
and put him to shame. The disciples of R. Shila said: It 
means a man who gives charity to a woman secretly, which 
brings on him suspicion. 

It is written [Deut. xxxi. 21] : “ And it shall come to pass 
when many evils and troubles.” What is meant by “ evils and 
troubles”? Said Rabh: Evils that trouble one another; for 
instance, a man who was bitten by a bee and by a scorpion—for 
the bee’s sting warm water is needed, and for a scorpion’s bite 
cold water is needed, hence the use of either will harm the other 
wound. Samuel said : What is written before, “ whether good 
or bad,” means one who (whether he is in good or bad circum¬ 
stances) gives money to the poor only when the latter is in 
extreme poverty. Said Rabha: This is what people say: A 
Zuz for pleasure is not to be obtained, but a Zuz for trouble 
must be found (at any time). 

It is written [Deut. xxxi. 17]: “ And my anger shall be 
kindled against them on that day, and I will forsake them, and 
I will hide my face from them, and they shall be given to be 
devoured.” Said R. Bardala bar Tebiumi in the name of Rabh: 
A man from whom God hides not his face is not an Israelite, 
and he who is not given to be devoured is not an Israelite, either. 
Said the rabbis to Rabha: It seems to us that you are neither 
included in the “hiding of the face ” nor in the “devouring.” 
And he rejoined: Can you know how much I must spend 
secretly on the government ? Nevertheless the rabbis looked 
at him with an evil eye, and finally they came from the govern¬ 
ment and robbed him of everything. Said he: This is what R. 
Simeon b. Gamaliel said : Whatever the sages looked at with 
their eyes, either death or poverty followed. 
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It is written [ibid.] : “ And I will hide my face from them.” 
Said Rabha: The Holy One, blessed be He, said: “Although 
I have hidden my face from them, nevertheless I will talk to 
them in the dream.” R. Joseph said: Still His hand is inclined 
to us, as it is written [Is. li. 16] : “ With the shadow of my hand 
have I covered thee.” 

R. Joshua b. Hanania was before the Emperor (Caesar). A 
Min who stood by showed him with his hand a people from whom 
God had turned away His face. R. Joshua b. Hanania showed 
him with his hand that “ His hand is still over us.” Asked the 
Emperor of R. Joshua: Do you know what the Min has 
shown you with his hand? He replied: Yes, he showed me a 
people from whom God had turned away His face. He asked 
him: What have you shown him with your hand? He an- 
swered : I showed him that God’s hand is still inclined over 
us. The Emperor then asked the Min: What have you 
shown to R. Joshua b. Hanania? He said the same. And he 
asked him : What did he show you ? He replied : I do not know. 
Then the Emperor said: A man that does not know what is 
shown to him by a sign, should he dare to raise his hand in the 
presence of an emperor? He ordered, and the Min was killed. 

When R. Joshua b. Hanania was dying, the rabbis asked 
him: What will become of us with the Minim? He rejoined: 
It is written [Jer. xlix. 7]: “ Is counsel vanished from the sons, 
is their wisdom become corrupt ? ” And this must be inter¬ 
preted : When the children of God love their adviser the wis¬ 
dom of their adversaries becomes corrupt. [And if you wish, we 
can infer it from the following passage (Gen. xxxiii. 12): “Let 
us depart and move farther, and I will travel near* thee,” which 
means we will be always equal to those against us.] 

R. Ula, when ascending the steps of the house of Rabba bar 
Shila, heard a child read the following passage [Amos iv. 13] : 
“ He that formeth the mountains, and createth the wind and de- 
clareth unto man what is his thought.” And he said: If there is 
a slave whose master can declare him what his secret thought 
is, what cure can there be ? What is meant by “ He declareth ” ? 
Said Rabh : Even a superfluous conversation between a man and 
his own wife is mentioned to him at the time of his death. 

It is written [Jer. xiii. 17] : “ My eye shall weep sorely and 
run down with tears, because the flock of the Lord is driven 


* Lnegdecho and Neged mean “ against.” 
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away captive.” Said R. Elazar: What signify the three tears?* 
One over the first, one over the second Temple, and one over the 
exile of Israel from their land. 

The rabbis taught: For the following three things the 
Holy One, blessed be He, weeps every day: For him who has 
the power to study the Law every day and does not; for him 
whose circumstances do not allow him to study, but who never¬ 
theless does, and for a chief of the congregation who is haughty 
toward his congregation. Rabbi held the book of Lamentations 
and read. When he came to the verse [Lam. ii. 2]: “ He had 
cast down from heaven unto the earth,” the book dropped out 
of his hand.. He said: It fell from the highest attic to the 
lowest pit. 

Rabbi and R. Hyya were on the road. When they came to a 
city they said: If here is a scholar we will go to pay him a visit. 
They were told : There is here a young scholar, but he is 
blind. Said R. Hyya to Rabbi: You, as a Nasi, stay here, not 
to degrade your dignity, and I will go to see him. Rabbi did 
not listen, but perforce accompanied him. The blind man said 
to them when they were departing: You have come to see a 
countenance that can be seen, but cannot see ; therefore ye 
should deserve to see that countenance which sees all, but which 
no one sees. Said Rabbi (to R. Hyya): If I had listened to 
you, and refrained to accompany you, I could not have received 
this blessing. They then asked the blind man: From whom 
have you heard this beautiful saying? (That to visit a scholar 
is so great a merit.) He replied: I heard it at the lecture of 
R. Jacob of the village of Hitaya, who used to visit his master 
every day. When he became old, his master said to him : Do 
not take this trouble now, for you are too aged to walk every 
day. He answered : Is this slight in your estimation what is 
written about scholars [Ps. xlix. 10]: “ Should he still live for¬ 

ever, and not see the pit, for he must see that wise men die ” ? 
Now, if he who sees the wise die lives forever, much more so he 
who comes to see them when alive. 

R. Idi, the father of R. Jacob bar Idi, had the custom to be 
three months on the road, and one day in college. The students 
of the college called him “ the single-day student.” So he 
became discouraged, and said in application to himself the verse 
[Job xii. 4]: “ I am as one laughed at by his friends.” Said R. 


* In this verse in the Hebrew “ tears” is mentioned three times. 
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Johanan to him : “ I pray thee, do not cause the rabbis to be 
punished (by Heaven for their wrong to him), and he himself 
went and lectured thus: It is written [Is. Iviii. 2]: “Yet me do 
they ever seek day by day, and to know my ways do they always 
desire,” and said : Do they seek only by day, and not in the 
night? This comes to teach us that he who studies the Law 
even one day in the year, the verse makes him equal to one who 
studied the whole year. 

“ Every one unable to ride on his father's shoulders etc. R. 
Zera was opposed to this teaching, and asked : And who brought 
him as far as Jerusalem ?” Abayi answered: As his mother is 
bound to rejoice, she brought him, and there if he can go up to 
the Temple mountain with his father, he is no longer a minor. 
To defend the teaching of the School of Hillel, Rabbi replied 
thus: It is written in 1 Sam. i. 22: Hannah said: “So soon as 
the child shall be weaned, I will bring him.” Why did she let 
him wait till he would be weaned, since the father could have car¬ 
ried him ? Said Abayi* to him : According to your question, why 
did Hannah herself fail to go, since she was bound to rejoice ? 
It must be said, that because of the too delicate condition of the 
child (which his mother noticed in him) she did not w r ant to go. 

“ Beth Shammai say two silver coins f etc. The rabbis taught: 
Beth Shammai say two silver coins for holocaust, because the 
sacrifice is a burnt-offering and must be more valuable, but for 
the feast-offering, which is only a peace-offering, one meah 
suffices. And we find also in case of Pentecost, about which 
the Law commands the burnt-offering should cost more than the 
peace-offering. And the Beth Hillel say: For the holocaust 
only one silver coin is sufficient. But the feast-offering had 
existed before the Law was given to Moses, as it is written 
[Ex. xxiv. 5]: “And they offered burnt-offerings and peace- 
offerings.” (Although in the Bible it is written after the Law was 
given, this occurred before.) And we also find when the princes 
of Israel offered sacrifices, the cost of the peace-offerings was 
greater than the burnt-offerings. 

Abayi said: Beth Shammai (R. Elazar and R. Ishmael) all 
hold that the sacrifice the Israelites offered in the desert was a 
holocaust-offering, and the Beth Hillel (R. Aqiba and R. Jose 
the Galilean) all hold that it was the daily offering, but not that 
of holocaust. We have learned in Tract Peah, Chap. I., the fol- 


This must be Abayi the Elder, who lived at that time. 
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lowing things have no biblical prescribed quantity: Peah (the 
corner); the first-fruit [Deut. xxvi.], and the holocaust-offering, 
and the conferring of kindness and the studying of the Law. R. 
Johanan taught to say: They have no prescribed maximum, but 
they have a prescribed minimum, until R. Oshia the Great came 
and taught: The holocaust has no prescribed quantity, even a 
minimum. But the sages said : The holocaust-offering should 
not be of less worth than a silver coin, and the feast-offering not 
less than two. 

The expression in the above-cited Mishna for the holocaust is 
“ the seeing ” (Haraion). Now the question arises what is meant 
by “ the seeing ” ? R. Johanan said: He can come to the court as 
many times as he likes to see it; the sacrifice, however, is only 
once in each festival. Resh Lakish, however, said : Every time 
he comes to visit the court he must offer a sacrifice. And they 
differ only during the whole year, not in the festivals. Accord¬ 
ing to R. Johanan he may visit it without a sacrifice, but 
according to Resh Lakish he must bring a sacrifice, but both 
agree, in the festivals, he must come with a sacrifice, and one is 
sufficient for all days of the feast. And Resh Lakish agrees also 
that when one comes to visit in the middle of the year without a 
sacrifice, he may nevertheless enter the court and the Temple, but 
they differ when he came in the middle of the year and brought 
a sacrifice with him. According to R. Johanan it must not be 
accepted from him as an offering of the holocaust, because it is 
not prescribed how many times he should visit, but is prescribed 
that only one sacrifice in each festival. And according to Resh 
Lakish it may be accepted, because there is no prescribed 
quantity for sacrifices also, and he can sacrifice as much as he 
likes. 

We have learned in a Boraitha: It is written [Prov. xxv. 17] : 
“ Make thy foot scarce to the house of thy friend.” From this 
we may infer: Thou shalt forbear to bring too many sin-offer¬ 
ings. Whence do we deduce this? Perhaps it means too many 
burnt-offerings or peace-offerings? It cannot be, for it is written 
[Ps. lxvi. 13]: “I will enter thy house with burnt-offerings; I 
will pay unto thee my vows (peace-offerings).” Now we see that 
burnt-offerings and peace-offerings he can offer when he likes. 
What, then, does the verse mean ? Sin-offerings. 

MISHNA: Burnt-offerings on the intermediate days come 
from ordinary things, but the peace-offerings from second-tithe. 
On the first day of Passover the School of Shammai say that 
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they come from ordinary things, but the School of Hillel say 
that they come from the second-tithe. Israelites generally ful¬ 
fil their duty with vows and voluntary offerings, and with cattle- 
tithe, and the priests by the eating of sin-offering and of the 
trespass-offering, and by the first-born, and by the breast which 
hath been waved, and the shoulder which hath been lifted up, 
but not by eating of birds or of meal-offerings. 

GEMARA : According to this Mishna, burnt-offerings are 
only to be sacrificed on the intermediate days, but not on the 
festival itself, and this would not be according to the School of 
Hillel concerning the Mishna in the next chapter? The Mishna 
is not completed, but must read thus: Burnt, vow, and voluntary 
offerings can be brought only on the intermediate days, not on 
the festival itself. The holocaust-offering, however, may be 
brought even on the festival. And when it is brought it must 
be only from ordinary things, but the peace-offerings of enjoying 
may be brought also from the second-tithe; the feast-offering, 
however, on the first day of Passover, the School of Shammai 
say, from ordinary things, and the School of Hillel say, from 
second-tithe. And so it was taught plainly in a Boraitha. Why 
is the feast-offering on the first day of the Passover different? 
Said R. Ashi: The Mishna comes to teach us only the feast¬ 
offering of the fifteenth of Nisan may be brought on the festival, 
but not of the fourteenth (which is brought together with the 
Paschal lamb). [From this we see that R. Ashi holds that the 
feast-offering of the fourteenth is not biblical.] 

The Mishna says: The School of Hillel say: It may be 
brought from the second-tithe. Why? Is this not a duty¬ 
offering, and all that is a duty-offering must come from ordinary 
things? Said Ula : They meant to say, when he added the 
money of the second-tithe to the ordinary money. Hezkyah, 
however, said : An animal from second-tithe can be added to an 
ordinary animal, but with money it cannot be done so. R. 
Johanan, however, said : That, on the contrary, money to money 
can be added, but an animal to an animal cannot be added. 

We have learned in one Boraitha in accordance with Hezkyah, 
another in accordance with R. Johanan. 

“ Israelites fulfil their duty," etc. The rabbis taught: It is 
written [Deut. xvi. 14]: “ Thou shalt rejoice on thy feast,” 
that is to add, all the moneys you have for rejoicing you can 
add to the money for this rejoicing. (It is said in another place 
that there is no rejoicing without meat, and as he has money 


TRACT HAGIGA (HOLOCAUST). 15 

for the second-tithe as for other rejoicing, he can use it to eat 
the meat of the peace-offerings.) From this the sages infer that 
the Israelites can fulfil their duty with vow and voluntary offer¬ 
ings and with cattle-tithe ; and the priest with sin and trespass- 
offerings, with the firstlings, and wave (breast) and heave 
(shoulder), lest one say, also with birds or meal-offerings. It is 
therefore written : “ Thou shalt rejoice thy feast/’ and from this 
we may infer that all the things of which a feast-offering may be 
brought can be used for enjoying, excluding the above, of which 
a feast-offering cannot be brought. And R. Ashi said : From the 
expression only “Thou shalt rejoice ” it can be inferred, because 
meal and fowls are not used for rejoicing. 

MISHNA: He who has many to eat with him and few pos¬ 
sessions brings more peace-offerings and fewer burnt-offerings. 
He who has more possessions than persons to eat with him 
brings more burnt-offerings and fewer peace-offerings’. If one has 
little of both, to this case applies the saying about the meah of 
silver and the two pieces of silver. If he have enough of both, 
to this case applies the words : “ Every man shall give as he is 
able, according to the blessing of the Lord thy God, which he 
hath given you ” [Deut. xvi. 17]. 

GEMARA: More peace-offerings? Where should he take 
them? Said R. Hisda: He should add money, and shall bring 
a large bull. Ula said in the name of Resh Lakish: If one 
have separated ten animals for his feast-offerings, if he have 
offered five on the first festival, he may offer the other five on 
the second day of the festival. R. Johanan, however, said: As 
soon as he stopped offering, he shall not do it more. Said R. 
Abba: They do not differ, however. R. Johanan says he must 
do so, when he stopped, without any condition, but Resh Lakish 
meant the case when he said, when he stopped, that he would 
offer more. So it was taught also, that R. Shaman bar Abba 
said in the name of R. Johanan: The case where he cannot 
continue his offerings is only when he has no time to continue 
this day, and did not do so, but when he had time he may con¬ 
tinue on the morrow. 

MISHNA: If one has not offered the feast-offering on the 
first day of the festival, he may do it on any of the seven inter¬ 
mediate days, and even on the last day of the festival; but if 
the feast is over and he has not done it, he is not responsible for 
this. Of such a person is said [Eccl. i. 15]: “That what is 
crooked cannot be made straight, and what is defective cannot 
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be numbered.” R. Simeon b. Manassea, however, said : Who is 
this that is crooked that cannot be made straight ? That is he 
who forms an illegitimate connection and begets therefrom 
a bastard child. If you should say: Nay, it has to do with 
theft and plunder, then he could make restitution of it 
and be made straight? R. Simeon b. Jo’hai said: Nothing is 
called crooked that was not straight at the beginning and has 
become crooked. And what is this? A scholar that separates 
himself from the Law. 

GEMARA: Whence do we deduce this? Said R. Johanan 
in the name of R. Ishmael: It is written of the seven days of 
Passover: “ Assembly, ” and it is also written of the eighth day 
of the Feast of Tabernacles: “Assembly.” As the eighth day of 
the Feast of Tabernacles is a completion, so also is the seventh 
day of Passover, and this expression is “empty” (seemingly 
superfluous), because if it would not be superfluous it could be 
objected to that the seventh day of Passover is not separated 
in anything from the former days, but the eighth day of the 
Feast of Tabernacles is separated from the former days in the 
offerings and in many things (as is stated in Succah). And in 
reality this expression “ assembly ” is superfluous : for let us see : 
What is meant by “ assembly to the Lord thy God ” ? They 
shall assemble not to do any labor, and this is already written 
above [Deut. xvi. 8]: “You shall not do any labor.” Why “ as¬ 
sembly ” again? Infer from this to make it “empty” for the 
analogy stated above. But the Tana of the Boraitha infers this 
from the following passage: It is written [Lev. xxiii. 41] : “Ye 
shall celebrate it as a feast unto the Lord seven days in the 
year.” Might we assume he shall celebrate the holidays all the 
seven days? Therefore it is written “ it ”— it but not all the seven 
days. And for what purpose then is it written “ seven days ”? 
You must say, they are only for a completion. But whence do 
you know that if he has not offered the feast-offering on the 
first day, he may do so on all the succeeding six days of the fes¬ 
tivals ? Therefore it is written [ibid.] : “ In the seventh month 
shall ye celebrate.” If the seventh month, one might assume 
that he shall celebrate the whole month ? Therefore it is writ¬ 
ten “ it ” (on the festival), but ye cannot do so outside of the 
festival. 

“ If the feast is over,” etc. Said Ben Hei Hei to Hillel: If it is 
so, why is it written, “ Cannot be numbered ” ? It should be writ¬ 
ten, “ Fulfilled ” ? We must therefore say that this verse means, 
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that if a man was numbered among his colleagues for a religious 
duty, and he did not want to be numbered—of him is said the 
verse. So also we have learned plainly in a Boraitha (Bera- 
clioth). Ben Hei Hei again asked Hillel : It is written [Mai. 
iii. 18] : “ And ye shall return and see the difference between the 
righteous and the wicked, between him that serveth God and 
him that has not served him.” What is the difference between 
the righteous and the servant of God, or the wicked and him 
who serves not God ? Is it not the same ? And he answered : 
Both he who serves God and serves not are really upright men, 
but when one repeats his chapter of the Law one hundred times 
he is not equal to him who does it one hundred and one times. 
Said Ben Hei Hei again : Can the man be called upright who 
serves not God, because he did not repeat the one hundredth and 
first time? And he said: Yea, go and learn from the market¬ 
place, where asses are hired : when one hires an ass for ten 
parsa, he pays one Zuz, but if for eleven, he must pay two. 

Elijah said to Ben Hei Hei, according to others to R. Ela- 
zar: It is written [Is. xlviii. 10] : “ Behold, I have refined thee, 
though not into silver : I have approved thee in the crucible of 
affliction.” * Infer from this when the Holy One, blessed be He, 
looked for merits given to Israel, he found only poverty. Said 
Samuel, and according to others R. Joseph : This is what peo¬ 
ple say: Poverty becomes Israel as a red leather trapping a 
white horse. 

“ R. Simeon b. Menassea ,” etc. If born, yea, but if not, nay? 
Did we not learn in a Boraitha: Simeon b. Manassea said: If 
one has stolen something, he can return it and repair his sin ; if 
one has robbed, he can return, and make all good, but he who 
has had a connection with his neighbor's wife, and disqualified 
her for his neighbor, this man is destroyed from the world, and 
is lost? R. Simeon b. Jo’hai said: We do not say, one shall 
examine a camel, or one shall examine a pig (because they are 
unfit, and there is nothing to examine). But what is to be 
examined? A sheep (which is fit for an offering). Perhaps it has 
received a blemish which makes it unfit—that is, a scholar who 
has departed from the Law. R. Jehudah b. Lakish said: Of a 
scholar who separated himself from the Law the verse [Prov. 
xxvii. 8] said : “Asa bird that wandereth away from her nest, so 
is a man that wandereth away from his place.” Of him is also 


Oni is translated “ affliction,” but by the Talmud “ poverty. 
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written [Jer. ii. 5]: “What fault did your fathers find in me, 
that they went away from me ? ” (Now we see, however, that he 
who has a connection with his neighbor’s wife, although he has 
no bastard born, is also destroyed from the world ? It presents 
no difficulty : If he forced her, she may continue with her hus¬ 
band and he may repent and make it good, but if a bastard 
was born, she cannot live with her husband, and he is lost; but 
if he did it with her will, even when there is no bastard, he is 
lost). And if you wish I will say: In both cases it is when he 
used force. If he had a connection with the wife of a priest 
(who cannot live with her husband in any case), he is lost even 
when no bastard was born ; and when it is stated that he is 
lost only when a bastard is born, the wife of a common man is 
meant. 

It is written [Zech. viii. 10]: “And for him that went out 
or came in there was no peace.” Said Rabh : That means, if a 
man goes out from the study of the Mishna to read the verses 
of the Bible, this man can have no more peace (because noth¬ 
ing can be decided from the verses without the commentary of 
the Mishna). Samuel, however, said : Even the man who sepa¬ 
rates himself from the Talmud to learn the Mishna (because 
nothing can be decided from the Mishna without the explana¬ 
tion of the Talmud). R. Johanan said : Even he who separates 
himself from the Palestinian Talmud, and goes to the Babylonian 
Talmud (because nothing is to be decided from the Babylonian 
Talmud, as it is said in Sanhedrin: “ In dark places that he set me 
to dwell,” etc. [Lam. iii. 6], which means, the Babylonian Talmud); 
and so explains Rashi; but Tosphath says, it can be explained 
vice versa , i.e., one who goes from the Babylonian Talmud before 
understanding it thoroughly to the Palestinian Talmud, who will 
surely not understand it. 

MISHNA: The laws about the dissolving of vows hang in 
the air, and have no basis (in the Bible). The Halakhath con¬ 
cerning Sabbath, feast-offerings, and trepasses are as mountains 
suspended by a hair, because the verses of the Bible concerning 
this are very few, and the Halakhath are very many. The juris¬ 
prudence, the Temple services, and the purification, and un¬ 
cleanness, and the cases of illegal unions, have a basis in the 
Bible, and they are the essential parts of the Law. 

GEMARA: We have learned in a Boraitha : R. Elazar, how¬ 
ever, said: They have a basis in the Bible, as it is written : 
[Lev. xxvii. 2]: “If a man make a particular vow,” and [Num. 
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vi. 2] it is written again : “ Pronounce an especial vow." Why 
twice? It is to signify—one is to make the vow, the other is to 
dissolve it. R. Joshua said also: They have a basis, as it is 
written: [Ps. xcv. 11]: “So that I swore in my wrath.” From this 
we infer, what I have sworn in my wrath, which later I recalled 
(and from this we infer, who swears, or vows when he is ex¬ 
cited, or so, may later ask to have it dissolved). R. Itz’hak 
said : There is a basis from the following [Ex. xxxv. 5]: 
“ Whosoever is of a willing heart.” From this we may infer, he 
can make a vow with a willing heart, but otherwise he can ask 
for its being dissolved. Hananiah the son of R. Jehoshuah’s 
brother said : Their basis is the following verse [Ps. cxix. 
106]: “ I have sworn and I will perform it, to observe thy right¬ 
eous ordinances,” and when he says, “ I will perform it,” he may 
sometimes not do it, although he has sworn, because he will ask 
it to be dissolved. Said R. Jehudah in the name of Samuel: 
If I would be there I would say to them: The following verse 
would be better than yours, viz. [Num. xxx. 3] : “ He shall 
not profane his word.” He shall not profane, but others can 
make him profane it. Said Rabha : To all said above I can 
object, but what Samuel said could not be objected to. 

“ The Halakhath concerning Sabbath .” Are not written many 
verses about Sabbath ? Why do they say, they are as moun¬ 
tains suspended by a hair? It is prohibited only to labor with 
an intention, but what is and what is not labor with an intention 
is not written at all; but the Talmud concludes that it is such 
that was done in the Tabernacle, because the commandment of 
Sabbath immediately precedes the building of the Tabernacle 
[Ex. xxv.]. 

“ The offering of peace.” Why, it is written ? (It is said 
above, “Ye shall celebrate”? Yea, it is written, “Ye shall 
celebrate it,” but where is it written an offering shall be brought ?) 
This may be inferred from an analogy of expressions. It is writ¬ 
ten [Ex. v. 1] : “That they may hold a feast unto me in the 
wilderness ,” and it is written [Amos v. 25] : “ Have ye offered 
unto me sacrifices and meat-offerings in the wilderness?” Hence 
as there is plainly stated “ offerings,” so also “ hold a feast ” 
means to bring offerings. Why, then, is it said, they are as 
mountains hanging by a hair ? Because between the words of 
the law of the Pentateuch and the words of the Prophets we do 
not draw any analogies. 

“ Trespass .” Is that not written ? Said Rabha: It means as 
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a case of the following Boraitha: If the owner has remem¬ 
bered, but his messenger did not remember, the messenger has 
trespassed. Now, what has the poor messenger done to trespass? 
That is, these laws are as mountains hanging by a hair. 

“ I?i the Bible are very few," etc. We have learned in a Bo¬ 
raitha: That about plagues, tents for a dead body, the verses 
are few, and the Halakhath are many. Is that so? Of plagues 
there are very many verses? Said R. Papa: The Boraitha 
meant to say thus: About plagues there are many verses, but 
few Halakhath ; but about tents there are few verses, but many 
Halakhath. And what is the difference? That is, if one is 
doubtful in a Halakha concerning plagues, he should look up the 
Bible, but if he is doubtful concerning tents, he must look up 
the Mishnas. 

“ Jurisprudence (The Mishna says, it has only a basis. Is 
it only that?) Is it not written all about it? It is meant a 
case as in the following Boraitha: Rabbi said : What is written 
[Ex. xxi. 23] : “ Life for life ” means money. But whence do 
we deduce this? Perhaps it means life in the reality? There¬ 
fore here it is written: “Thou shalt give,” and in the preceding 
verse it is written: “ He shall give by the decision of the 
judges.” As there it is to pay money only, so it is here. 

“ The Temple services .” Is this not written ? It means to 
say about the bringing of the blood to the altar, as we have 
learned in a Boraitha. The passage [Lev. iv.] “shall bring" 
means “ receiving" the blood, as it is a service that must be 
done by the priest with the observation of all the regulations of 
the Law. 

“ Clean and unclean." Is this not written? The Mishna 
means, the prescribed quantity for a legal bath, which is not 
written at all. But about unclean things, is it not written ? It 
means to say, the size of a lentil from a reptile defiles, which is 
not written. 

“ Illegal miions." Is it not written about this plainly? It 
was necessary to meet the case of the daughter of a woman 
whom he has forced, which is not written about in the Bible and 
that is only drawn from an analogy of expression. 

“ And they are the esse?itials of the Law." Are only these the 
essential parts? and the former not? Say, they are also. 


CHAPTER II. 


REGULATIONS CONCERNING PUBLIC LECTURES WHICH ARE AND 
WHICH ARE NOT ALLOWED. 

MISHNA: One should not discuss illegal unions unless 
there were three besides him, nor the creation unless there were 
two besides him, nor the divine chariot with one individual, 
unless he was a wise man and had much knowledge of his own. 
Every one who tries to know the following four things, it were 
better for him if he had never come into the world, viz.: What 
is above and what is beneath, what was before creation, and 
what will be after all will be destroyed. And every one who 
does not revere the glory of his Creator, it were better for him 
he had not come into the world. 

GEMARA : In the first part it is said: “The divine chariot 
with an individual ” (because he may deviate from the tradition 
and add out of his own mind, and there will be nobody to remind 
him), and afterwards it is said : “ Unless he is a wise man and 
will understand by himself? ” (from this we infer, that no tradition 
is necessary). The Mishna meant to say thus: One must not 
lecture about illegal unions even to three, nor about the creation 
even to two, and not about the divine chariot even to one, unless 
the lecturer was a wise man and will understand himself to an¬ 
swer, if they will question him about something. Why so ? Said 
R. Ashi: One must not lecture about illegal unions not men¬ 
tioned in the Bible (e.g., his daughter of a forced woman, or the 
mother of his father-in-law, which is drawn only from an analogy 
of expression ?) And why not to three ? This is common sense. 
If there are only two, the Master speaks to one, and the other 
listens to him. But if there are three, one listens, and the other 
two discuss it between them, and can err and come to a wrong 
conclusion to permit an unlawful thing. If it is so, why only 
about unlawful unions, the case should be the same with the 
whole Law? In case of unlawful unions it is different, because 
the Master says: Robbing and vice a man desires. If so, why 
only in case of illegal unions, let him not lecture about robbery 
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also to three ? Robbery one desires when the thing to be 
robbed is in his presence, but this is desired in the party’s ab¬ 
sence also. 

“ And not about creation to tzvo .” Whence do we deduce 
this? As stated in the following Boraitha : It is written [Deut. 
iv. 32] : “ For do but ask of former days” (this is in the singular). 
From this we may infer, that one may ask, not tzvo. Lest one 
assume that a man can ask, What was before the creation? 
therefore it is written [ibid.] : “ Since the day that God created 
man from the earth ” ; but lest one assume, a man must not 
ask even what was done in the six days of creation? therefore 
it is written [ibid.] : “ Which were before thee ” [i.e., the six days 
before]; lest one ask, What is above and what is beneath, what 
was before creation and what will be after it ? therefore it is writ¬ 
ten [ibid.]: “From one end of the heavens unto the other end 
of the heavens,” “but not what is beyond.” [If we infer this 
from what is written : “ From one end of the heavens unto the 
other end,” why is needed the verse further: “ Since the day that 
God created man upon the earth”? This is according to R. 
Elazar, who said that Adam was tall from the earth up to heaven, 
and after he had transgressed, the Holy One, blessed be He, laid 
His hand upon him, and made him lower, as it is written (Ps. 
cxxxix. 5) : “ Behind and before hast thou hedged me in, and 
thou placest upon me thy hand.”] 

R. Jehudah in the name of Rabh said: Ten things were 
created on the first day, and they are: heaven and earth; chaos 
and desolation ; light and darkness; wind and waters; the 
measures of the day and those of the night—heaven and earth, 
for it is written [Gen. i. 1]: “ In the beginning God created the 
heaven and the earth”; chaos and desolation, for it is written 
[ibid. i. 2] : “And the earth was without form and void (chaos)” ; 
light and darkness—darkness, for it is written [ibid., ibid.] : “And 
darkness was upon the face of the deep ”; light, for it is written 
[ibid. i. 3]: “And God said, Let there be light”; wind and 
water, for it is written [ibid. i. 2] : “ And the spirit (wind) of 
God was waving over the face of the waters ” ; the measures of 
the day and those of the night, for it is written [ibid. i. 5] : 
“And it was evening, and it was morning, the first day.” 

We have learned in a Boraitha: Chaos is a green line com¬ 
passing all the world, and from it darkness springs, as it is writ¬ 
ten [Ps. xviii. 12]: “He made darkness his hiding place, 
round about him.” Desolation—this means the stones covered 
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with mud, which are sunk in the deep, from which waters come 
forth, as it is written [Is. xxxiv. 11] : “ And he shall stretch out 
over it the line of destination and the weights of desolation.” 

Was light created on the first day ? Is it not written [Gen. 
i. 17]: “And God set them in the expansion of the heaven,” 
and also [ibid. i. 19]: “ And it was evening and it was morning 
the fourth day ” ? This is as R. Elazar said: The light which 
the Holy One created on the first day, Adam saw by its means 
from one end of the world to the other. When the Holy One 
considered the generation of the flood and the generation of 
the dispersion, and that their works were vain, He took it from 
them and concealed it for the upright in the world to come. 
In this, however, the following Tanaim differ, as we have learned 
in a Boraitha: The light which the Holy One, blessed be He, 
created on the first day, Adam observed and saw by its means 
from one end of the world to the other. So said R. Jacob. 
But the sages said : These are the luminaries which were created 
on the first day, but were not hung up until the fourth day. 

R. Zutra bar Tobiah in the name of Rabh said : By ten 
things the world was created : by wisdom and by understand- 
ing; by knowledge and by strength ; by rebuke and by might; 
by righteousness and by judgment; by mercy and by compas¬ 
sion.* R. Jehudah in the name of Rabh said: At the time 
that the Holy One, blessed be He, created the world it went 
spreading on like two clews of shoot and warp, until the Holy 
One, blessed be He, rebuked it and brought it to a standstill, as 
it is written [Job xxvi. 11]: “The pillars of heaven tremble 
greatly, and are astounded at his rebuke.” And this is what 
Resh Lakish also said : What is meant by [Gen. xvii. 1] : “ I am 
the Almighty God” ? 0 * 1 ^). It means: I am He Who (£?) said 
to the world, “ Enough ” (*>*"|). Resh Lakish said again : At the 
time the Holy One, blessed be He, created the sea, it went 
spreading on, until the Holy One, blessed be He, rebuked it and 
made it dry, for it is written [Nah. i. 4]: “ He rebuketh the 
sea and maketh it dry; and all the rivers he dried up.” 

The rabbis taught: The School of Shammai say: The 
heavens were created in the beginning, and afterwards the earth 
was created, for it is written [Gen. i. 1]: “In the beginning God 
created the heaven and the earth.” But the School of Hillel 
say : The earth was created in the beginning, and afterwards the 


* All these are deduced from passages. See foot-note further on. 
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heavens, for it is written [Gen. ii. 4] : “On the day that the 
Lord God made earth and heaven.” Said the School of Hillel 
to the School of Shammai: According to your words, a man 
builds an upper story, and afterwards builds a house; and the 
heavens are the upper story, as it is written [Amos ix. 6] : “ That 
buildeth in the heavens his steps, and hath founded his vault 
over the earth.” Said the School of Shammai to the School of 
Hillel: According to you, a man makes a footstool, and after¬ 
wards makes a throne, as it is written [Is. lxvi. 1] : “Thus 
saith the Lord, The heaven is my throne, and the earth is my 
footstool.” The sages say : Both were created together, as it is 
written [ibid, xlviii. 13]: “My hand also hath laid the founda¬ 
tion of the earth, and my right hand hath spanned out the 
heavens. I call unto them, they stand forward together.” 

What is meant by “heavens”? Said R. Jose bar Hanina: 
It means, the place where there is water. In a Boraitha it is 
explained as equivalent to fire and water, thus teaching that the 
Holy One, blessed be He, brought them and mingled them one 
with the other, and made from them the firmament. R. Ish- 
mael questioned R. Aqiba when they were on the road: Thou 
art one who hast served for twenty-two years Na’hum, the man 
of “ Gimzu,” the man who expounded the meaning of all the 
particles “ eth" (the) which are in the Law. What was his 
exposition of “ Eth-ha-shamayim v’eth haaretz”? R. Aqiba 
answered: If the words had been simply: First created God 
heaven and earth, I should have said, “ Heaven ” is another 
name of God. But as it is now, all know that heaven and earth 
are to be taken in the literal meaning. And why do I find the 
expression “ v eth haaretz ” ? To show that heaven preceded the 
earth. 

There is a Boraitha of R. Jose which says: Woe to the 
creatures which see and know not what they see, which stand 
and know not upon what they stand. Upon what does the 
earth stand? Upon the pillars. The pillars stand upon the 
waters; the waters upon the mountains ; the mountains upon 
the wind; the wind upon the storm;* the storm is suspended 
upon the strength of the Holy One, blessed be He, as it is writ¬ 
ten [Deut. xxxiii. 27]: “ And here beneath, the everlasting 
arms.” The sages say: It stands upon twelve pillars, as it is 


* There are here adduced biblical passages for every statement, but we omitted 
them, as they are not in point. 
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written [Deut. xxiii. 8] : “ He set the bounds of the tribes 

according to the number of the sons of Israel.” According to 
others, seven pillars, as it is written [Prov. ix. 1] : “ She had 
hewn out her seven pillars.” R. Elazar b. Shamua said : Upon 
one pillar, and its name is Zaddik (The Righteous), as it is writ¬ 
ten [Prov. x. 25] : “ But the righteous is an everlasting founda¬ 
tion.” R. Jehudah said: There are two firmaments, as it is 
written [Deut. x. 14] : “ Behold, to the Lord thy God belong the 
heavens and the heavens of the heavens.” Resh Lakish said, 
they are seven, viz.: Vilon, Rakia, Shchakim, Zbul, Maon, Ma- 
khon, Araboth. Vilon serves no purpose whatever save this, that 
it enters in the morning, and goes forth in the evening, and 
renews every day the work of creation. Rakia is that in which 
are set sun and moon, stars and constellations. Shchakim is that 
in which the millstones stand and grind manna for the righteous. 
Zbul is that in which is the heavenly Jerusalem and the Temple, 
and the altar is built there, and Michael the great prince stands 
and offers upon it an offering. Maon is that in which are com¬ 
panies of ministering angels, who utter His song in the night 
and are silent in the day for the sake of the glory of Israel. 
Resh Lakish said: Every one who studied in the Law in this 
world, which is like the night, the Holy One, blessed be He, 
stretches over him the thread of grace for the future world, 
which is like the day, as it is written : “ By the day the Lord 
gives his merciful command, and by night his song is with me.” 
Makhon is that in which are the treasures of hail, and the high 
dwelling-place of harmful dews and the high dwelling-place of 
the round drops, and the chamber of the whirlwind and of the 
storm, and the retreat of noisome vapor; and their doors are 
made of fire. Araboth is that in which are righteousness and 
judgment and grace, the treasures of life and the treasures of 
peace and the treasures of blessing, and the souls of the right¬ 
eous and the spirits and souls which are about to be created, and 
the dew with which the Holy One, blessed be He, is about to 
quicken mortals. There also are celestials and seraphs and holy 
beings and ministering angels and the throne of glory, and the 
King, the Living God, high and lifted up, sitting over them 
among the clouds, and darkness and cloud and thick darkness 
surround Him. How is there darkness in the presence of the 
Lord? Is it not written [Dan. ii. 22] : “ He is that revealeth 
what is deep and secret: he knoweth what is in the darkness, 
and the light dwelleth with him ” ? This presents no difficulty. 
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The one refers to that which is within, the other to that which 
is without. R. A’ha bar Jacob said: There is again a firma¬ 
ment above the heads of the living creatures, for it is written 
[Ezek. i. 22]: “And the likeness of a vault was over the head 
of the living creatures, shining like the glitter of the purest 
crystal.” So far thou hast permission to speak. Thenceforward 
thou hast not permission to speak. For thus it is written in 
the book of Ben Sira: Seek not out the things that are too 
hard for thee, and into the things that are hidden from thee 
inquire thou not. In what is permitted to thee instruct thyself ; 
thou must not discuss secret things. 

We have learned in a Boraitha: Rabban Johanan b. Zakkai 
said: What answer did the heavenly voice make to that wicked 
man at the time when he said [Is. xiv. 14], “ I will ascend above the 
heights of the clouds ; I will be equal to the Most High ” ? The 
heavenly voice said to him: Thou wicked man, son of a wicked 
man, grandson of Nimrod the Wicked, who led all the world to 
rebel against Him in his kingdom, how many are the years of a 
man ? Seventy years, as it is said [Ps. xc. 10] : “ The days of our 
years in this life are seventy years, and if by uncommon vigor 
they be eighty ...” And is not from the earth to the firma¬ 
ment a journey of five hundred years, and so too the interspace 
of the firmaments? Above there are the holy living creatures. 
The feet of the living creatures are of corresponding measure to 
all the things mentioned above, the ankles of the living creatures 
are of corresponding measure, the legs of the living creatures are 
of corresponding measure, the knees of the living creatures are 
of corresponding measure, the thighs of the living creatures 
are of corresponding measure, the bodies of the living creatures 
are of corresponding measure, the necks of the living creatures 
are of corresponding measure, the heads of the living creatures are 
of corresponding measure, the horns of the living creatures are 
of corresponding measure. Above them is the throne of glory. 
The feet of the throne of glory are of corresponding measure. 
The throne of glory is of corresponding measure. The King, 
the Living and Eternal God, high and lifted up, sitteth upon 
them. And thou didst say: “ I will ascend above the heights 
of the clouds; I will be equal to the Most High”? Yet thou 
shalt be brought down to hell, to the uttermost parts of 
the pit. 

“ Nor the divine chariot with one R. Hyya taught : But 
you may impart to him the quintessence of the chapters. Said 
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R. Zera : Even that may only be imparted to a chief of the Beth 
Din, and only then when his heart yearns for knowledge. 

R. Ami said : The secrets of the Law may be imparted only 
to the one who has the five prescribed things, viz. [Is. iii. 3]: 
“ The captain of fifty, and the honorable man, and the counsel¬ 
lor, and the skilful artificer, and the eloquent orator.” R. Jo- 
hanan said to R. Elazar: Come, I will fully instruct thee in the 
subject of the divine chariot. He said to him : I am not old 
enough. When he was old enough, R. Johanan’s soul had 
passed away. R. Asi said to him : Come, I will fully instruct 
thee in the subject of the divine chariot. He said to him : If I 
had been worthy, I should have received full instruction from 
R. Johanan, thy teacher. R. Joseph was giving full instruction 
in the subject of the divine chariot. The sages of Pumbeditha 
were teaching the subject of creation. They said to him: 
Would the master instruct us fully in the subject of the divine 
chariot? He answered them: Instruct me in the subject of 
creation. After they had instructed him, they said to him: 
Would the master instruct us in the subject of the divine 
chariot ? He answered : In reference to this we have learned in 
a Boraitha: It is written [Song of Songs iv. 11] : “ Honey and 
milk are under thy tongue.” That means, let words sweeter 
than honey and milk be under thy tongue. R. Abuhu infers the 
same thing from the following passage [Prov. xxvii. 26]: “ The 
sheep are for thy clothing.” That means, things that are the 
secrets of the world shall be under thy clothes. They said to 
him: We have worked in them as far as the words [Ezek. ii. 1]: 
“And he said unto me, Son of man.” And he said to them: 
But this is the real subject of the divine chariot. 

The rabbis taught: It happened once that a certain child, 
who was reading in his teacher’s house in the Book of Ezekiel, 
was pondering over ’Hashmal, and there came out fire from 
’Hashmal and burnt him, and they sought in consequence to 
conceal the Book of Ezekiel. Said Hananiah b. Hezkyah to 
them : If he was wise, are then all wise ? 

It is written [Ezek. i. 4] : “ And I saw, and behold, a storm 
wind came out of the north, a great cloud, and a flaming fire, and 
a brightness was on it round about; and out of the midst of it 
was like the glitter of amber, out of the midst of the fire.” 
Whither did it go? Said R. Jehudah in the name of Rabh : It 
went forth to subdue the whole world under the wicked Nebu¬ 
chadnezzar. And this was done that the nations might not 
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say: The Holy One, blessed be He, delivered His children 
into the hands of a low nation. The Holy One, blessed be He, 
said: What forced Me to minister to worshippers of carved 
images? The iniquities of Israel, they forced me. It is written 
[ibid. i. 15] : “ And I looked on the living creatures, and behold, 
there was one wheel upon the earth close by the living creatures.” 
Said R. Elazar: It means a certain angel who stands upon the 
earth, and his head reaches to the level of the living creatures. 
In a Tosephtha we are taught that his name is Sandalphon, 
who is higher than his fellows by the space of a journey of five 
hundred years, and he stands behind the divine chariot and binds 
crowns for his Creator. This is not so, as it is written [Ezek. 
iii. 12]: “ Blessed be the glory of the Lord from his place.” 
From this we may infer that His place is impossible to know? 
He utters one of the holy names of the Lord over the wreath, 
and thereupon he goes and rests by His head. Rabha said : All 
which Ezekiel saw Isaiah saw, but Ezekiel was like a villager who 
saw the king for the first time (and therefore he said all that he 
has seen); Isaiah, however, was like a townsman who has often 
seen the king (and therefore he said little). 

Resh Lakish said: What is the meaning of the passage [Ex. 
xv. 1] : “I will sing unto the Lord, for he hath triumphed 
gloriously”? It means a song to Him who takes His place 
proudly above the high, as the Master said : The king among 
living creatures is a lion ; the king among domestic beasts is an 
ox; the king among birds is an eagle, but man takes his place 
proudly above them, and the Holy One, blessed be He, takes 
His place proudly above them all, and above the whole world 
in its entirety. We have learned in a Boraitha : Rabbi said in 
the name of Abba Jose b. Dosai: It is written [Dan. vii. 10]: 
“ Thousand times thousands ministered unto him.” This is the 
number of one troop, but all his troops cannot be numbered. 
R. Jeremiah bar Abba, however, said: This passage refers to the 
fiery stream, as it is written [ibid., ibid.] : “ A stream of fire issued 
and came forth from before him ; thousand times thousands min¬ 
istered unto him; and myriad times myriads stood before him.” 
Whence does it come forth ? From the perspiration of the living 
creatures. And upon what is it poured? Said R. Zutra bar 
Tobiah in the name of Rabh : Upon the heads of the wicked 
men in Gehenna, as it is written [Jer. xxiii. 19]: “ Behold, the 
storm wind of the Lord is gone forth in fury ; yea, a whirling 
storm upon the head of the wicked shall it fall grievously.” R. 
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A’ha bar Jacob said : Upon those who were held back, as it is writ¬ 
ten [Job xxii. 16]: “Who were shrivelled up before their time, 
whose foundation was flooded away like a river ? ” There is a 
Boraitha to the effect that R. Simeon the Pious said: There 
are nine hundred and seventy-four generations which were held 
back from being created. The Holy One, blessed be He, 
scattered them through all the successive generations, and 
these are the impudent (Q*> j£ who are in a generation. R. 
NaTiman bar Itz’hak, however, said: On the contrary, this 
passage refers to those who are wrinkled for blessing, as it is 
written : As for these scholars who have become wrinkled over 
the words of the Law in this world, the Holy One, blessed be 
He, discloses to them the secrets of the world to come, as it is 
written [Job xxii. 16] : “ Whose foundation was flooded away 
like a river/’ 

Samuel said to Hyya bar Rabh : Thou son of a scholar, come 
and I will tell thee something of those noble words which thy 
father used to say: Every several day ministering angels are 
created from the fiery stream, and they utter a song and perish, 
as it is written [Lam. iii. 23]: “ They are new every morning; 
great is thy faithfulness/’ 

When R. Dimi came he said : Eighteen curses did Isaiah 
pronounce upon Israel, and he was not satisfied, until he had 
spoken against them this passage [Is. iii. 5]: “ The boy shall 
demean himself proudly against the ancient, and the base against 
the honorable.” 

What are the eighteen curses? The following [Is. iii. 1-4]: 
“ For, behold, the Lord, the Eternal of hosts, doth remove from 
Jerusalem and from Judah stay and staff, every stay of bread, 
and every stay of water. The hero and the men of war,” etc., 
etc. “ Stay ”—these are the learned in the Law. “ Staff ”— 
these are the learned in the Mishna; e.g., R. Jehudah b. Tema 
and his fellows. [R. Papa and the rabbis differ in respect to 
this: One says, there were six hundred sections of Mishna, and 
another says, there were seven hundred sections.] “ Every stay 
of bread ”—these are the learned in Talmud, as it is written 
[Prov. ix. 5] : “ Come, eat of my bread, and drink of the wine 
which I have mingled.” “And every stay of water”—these are 
the learned in Agada, who draw a man’s heart like water by 
means of Agada.” “ The hero ”—this is the man versed in oral 
tradition. “And the man of war”—this is he who knows how 
to handle matters in the battle of the Law. “The judge ”—this 
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is a magistrate who gives decisions faithfully. “ And the 
prophet”—this is in its literal meaning. “ The prudent ”—this 
is a king, as it is written [Prov. xvi. io] : “There should be a 
wise sentence on the lips of the king/’ “And the ancient ”—this 
is he who is worthy to sit as a teacher presiding over an 
academy. “ The captain of fifty ”—this is in accordance with 
R. Abuhu, who saith : From this we may infer, that an inter¬ 
preter who is less than fifty years old is not appointed over the 
congregation. “ And the honorable man ”—this is he for whose 
merits his generation is forgiven; by Heaven (e.g., R. Hanina b. 
Dosa) ; in this world R. Abuhu in the house of Caesar). 

“ And the counsellor ”—one who knows how to intercalate years 
and to fix months. “And the skilful ”—this is the disciple who, 
by his keenness, sharpens the minds of his teachers. “ Artificer ” 
—at the time he is unfolding the words of the Law all are made 
like deaf men.* * * § “And the eloquent ”—this is he who, having 
knowledge of one thing, can derive therefrom knowledge of 
another thing, f “Orator”—this is he to whom it is fitting to 
impart the words of the Law, which is given in a whisper (e.g. y 
the subject of the divine chariot. See page 21). “And I will 
set up boys as their princes ”—that is, as R. Elazar said: 
These are men who are deprived of good works. X “ And chil¬ 
dren shall rule over them ”—as R. A’ha bar Jacob said : These 
are foxes and sons of foxes. § And he was not satisfied until 
he had said to them : “ The boy shall demean himself proudly 
against the ancient,” etc. [ibid., ibid.]—these are the men who 
are deprived of good works. They shall demean themselves 
proudly against the one who is filled with good works as a 
pomegranate. “And the base against the honorable”— Le. y 
that one to whom heavy sins are like light ones will demean 
himself proudly against the one to whom light sins are like 
heavy ones. 

R. Kattina said: Even at the time of the destruction of 


* The Hebrew term is D'&Hn, and is explained to have the same meaning as 
a deaf man. 

f The Hebrew terms are the literal meaning of which is “ the instructed 

whisperer,” but we give in the text Loesser’s translation. 

\ The Hebrew term is ETiyj, which means also “ to shake off, to be deprived,” 
as in (Judges xvi. 20) njpXh 

§ The Hebrew term is and is interpreted here as derived from the 

Aramaic ^pri, a fox ; i.e., men who are shrewd as a fox, but deprived of any good 
qualifications. 
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Jerusalem there did not cease from them faithful men. Is that 
so? Did we not learn: Rabha said: Jerusalem was not laid 
waste till there ceased from it faithful men, as it is written [Jer. 
v. 1]: “Roam about through the streets of Jerusalem, and see 
now, and notice, and search in its broad places, if ye can find one 
man, if there be one who executeth justice, that searcheth for 
truth : and I will pardon it” ? This presents no difficulty. The 
former means, faithful in the study of the Law, and the latter 
means, honesty in common business. 

The rabbis taught: It happened with Rabban Johanan b. 
Zakkai that he was riding upon his ass and was travelling on the 
road, and R. Elazar b. Arakh was behind him, as driver. Said 
the latter to him: Rabbi, teach me a chapter on the subject of 
the divine chariot. And he answered him: Have I not taught 
you : Nor the chariot with one individual, unless he was a wise 
man and had much knowledge of his own? Then he said to 
him: Rabbi, allow me to say before thee one thing which thou 
hast taught me. He allowed him. Immediately R. Johanan b. 
Zakkai dismounted from the ass, and wrapped himself up and 
seated himself upon the stone under the olive tree. R. Elazar 
asked him : Rabbi, wherefore didst thou dismount from the ass ? 
He answered him : Is it right that thou shouldest investigate 
the subject of the divine chariot, and the Shekhina is with us 
and ministering angels accompany us, and that I should ride 
upon the ass? Then R. Elazar b. Arakh entered upon the sub¬ 
ject of the divine chariot and lectured: And there descended fire 
from heaven and encircled all the terebinth trees of the field, 
which uttered a song. [What was the song which they uttered? 
[Ps. cxlviii. 7, 9, 14] : “ Praise the Lord from the earth, ye sea 
monsters, and all deeps . . . fruitful trees and all cedars . . . 
Hallelujah.”] An angel answered from the fire: This is the real 
subject of the divine chariot. R. Johanan arose and kissed him 
upon his head, and said: Blessed be the Lord God of Israel who 
hath given to our father Abraham a son who is able to under¬ 
stand and lecture on this subject. There is one who lectures well, 
but doth not perform well. There is one who performeth well, 
but does not expound well. Thou dost expound well and dost 
perform well. Blessed art thou, Abraham our father, from 
whose loins hath come forth Elazar b. Arakh. 

And when these things were told to R. Joshua, he and R. 
Jose the priest were travelling on the road. They said : Let us 
also expound on the same subject. R. Joshua opened his mouth 
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and lectured : And it was the day of the summer solstice. The 
heavens were wrapped in clouds, and there appeared the form of 
a bow in the cloud, and the angels were assembling and coming 
to hearken, as the men assemble and come to look at the festivi¬ 
ties of bridegroom and bride. R. Jose the priest went forward 
and related the whole occurrence to Rabban Johanan b. Zakkai, 
who said: Blessed are ye, and blessed is she that bare you. 
Blessed are mine eyes, that they have thus seen. And also in 
my dream I and ye were resting upon Mount Sinai, and a 
heavenly voice was heard, which said: Come up hither, come up 
hither. Large banqueting chambers are prepared and fair cover¬ 
lets are spread for you, you and your disciples and your disciples' 
disciples, as fitted to attain to the third degree of blessedness. 

Is it so? Have we not learned in a Boraitha: R. Jose in the 
name of R. Jehudah said : There were three consecutive exposi¬ 
tions. R. Joshua explained things before R. Johanan b. Zakkai; 
R. Aqiba explained things before R. Joshua; Hananiah b. 
Hachinai explained before R. Aqiba. Hence we see that R. 
Elazar b. Arakh was not mentioned. (This presents no diffi¬ 
culty :) He who teaches and before whom others teach is men¬ 
tioned, while he who teaches and before whom others do not 
teach is not mentioned. But was not Hananiah b. Hachinai one 
who taught and before whom others did not teach? And still 
he was mentioned? Yea, for he taught at least in the presence 
of one who taught others. 

The rabbis taught: Four men went up into the heavenly 
garden,* and they were : Ben Azzai and Ben Zoma, A’her and 
R. Aqiba. Ben Azzai gazed and died; f to him the scriptural 
passage may be applied [Ps. cxvi. 15] : “ Grievous in the eyes 
of the Lord is the death of his pious ones." Ben Zoma gazed 
and went mad ; to him the scriptural passage may be applied 
[Prov. xxv. 16]: “Hast thou found honey? eat so much as is 
sufficient for thee, lest thou consume too much of it, and have 
to vomit it forth." A'her cut the plants.;]: R. Aqiba departed 


*The Hebrew term is Pardes , meaning “ a garden” ; the commentaries explain 
it to mean “ heavenly.” Tosaphoth states : “ They did not go up literally, but it 
appeared to them as if they went up.” See Streane’s “ Hagigah,” p. S3. 

f In the Palestinian Talmud it reads : Ben Zoma gazed and died ; Ben Azzai 
gazed and was injured. This seems to be the more correct, as can be seen from 
many other places in the Babylonian Talmud and Tosephtha. See our “ Eben Ha- 
rosha,” at the end. 

j These terms are used because he speaks of a garden ; i.e., in some way made 
bad use of his learning. 
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in peace.* A’her cut the plants; it is to him that the scriptural 
passage may be applied [Eccl. v. 6]: “Suffer not thy mouth to 
cause thy body to sin.” There came out a heavenly voice and 
said [Jer. iii. 14]: “Return, O backsliding children” (except 
A’her). When he learned it he said: Inasmuch as that man is 
excluded from yonder world, let him go and enjoy himself in this 
world. A’her went forth into evil courses. A’her asked this 
question of R. Meir, after he had gone forth into evil courses: 
What is the meaning of the passage [Eccl. vii. 14] : “ Also this 
hath God made in equal measure with the other ” ? He answered 
him : Everything which the Holy One, blessed be He, created, 
He created with its counterpart. He created mountains; He 
created hills: He created seas; He created rivers. He said to 
him : R. Aqiba thy teacher did not say so, but he explained it 
as meaning that He created righteous ; He created sinners: He 
created the Garden of Eden ; He created Gehenna. To every 
individual belongs two shares, one in the Garden of Eden and 
one in Gehenna. If one is meritorious and righteous, he re¬ 
ceives his own portion and also the portion of his neighbor in 
the Garden of Eden. If he has incurred guilt, he receives his 
own portion and also the portion of his neighbor in Gehenna. 
[R. Mesharshia said : What is the Scripture proof ? As regards 
the righteous it is written [Is. lxi. 7]: “Therefore in their hand 
shall they possess a twofold (portion)” ; as regards the wicked it 
is said [Jer. xvii. 18] : “ And strike them with a double breach.”] 

A’her asked again of R. Meir: What is the meaning of the 
passage [Job xxviii. 17] : “ She cannot be estimated after gold 
and glass; and not in exchange for her (can) vessels of refined 
gold (be taken) ” ? He answered him : These are the words of 
the Law, which are difficult to buy, as vessels of gold and of 
pure gold, and are easily lost, as vessels of glass. He said to 
him : R. Aqiba thy teacher did not say so, but he explained it 
as meaning that as vessels of gold and vessels of glass, although 
they are broken, may be mended, so a disciple of the sages, 
although he have sinned, may be mended. He said to him : 
Return thyself also. He answered him : I have already heard 
from behind the curtain [Jer. iii. 14] : “ Return, O backsliding 
children ” (except A’her). 

* We have omitted here a question put to Ben Zoma, for the reason that the same 
was inserted in the Talmud not by the Talmudists. See our“Eben Sapir,” p. 56. 
Also, what happened to Ben Zoma.with R. Jehoshua b. Ilananiah, as it seems to us 
the version of the Palestinian Talmud is correct. See note above. 
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The rabbis taught: It happened that A’her was riding upon 
his horse on the Sabbath, and R. Meir was walking behind him 
to learn the Law from his mouth. He said to him: Meir, turn 
thee backwards, for I have already measured by means of my 
horse’s hoofs up to this point the legal limit of the Sabbath. 
He answered him: Return thyself also. He said to him : And 
have I not already answered thee what I have heard from 
behind the curtain? He forced him to enter a place of lectur¬ 
ing. He said to a child: Repeat for me thy verse. He said to 
him [Is. xlviii. 22] : “ There is no peace, saith the Lord, unto the 
wicked.” He brought him to another synagogue, until he had 
brought him into thirteen synagogues. They all repeated to 
him the same way. In the last one he said to him: Repeat for 
me thy verse. He said to him [Ps. i. 16]: “ But unto the wicked 
God saith: What hast thou to do to relate my statutes, and why 
bearest thou my covenant upon thy mouth?” That child was a 
stammerer. It sounded as if he had said : ‘‘And to Elisha said 
God,” etc.* And he said : If there had been a knife in my 
hand I would have cut him in pieces. 

When A’her died it was said : Let him not be brought into 
judgment (because he has studied the Law), but let him not be 
admitted to the world to come (because he sinned). R. Meir 
said : It would have been better if he would have been brought 
to judgment and punished, and then admitted to the world to 
come. I wish I would die, in order that smoke should go up 
from his grave (i.e., that he should be brought to judgment). 
When R. Meir died it was so: smoke went up from the grave of 
A’her. Said R. Johanan : A mighty deed it was to consign his 
teacher to the flames. There was one among us, and we should 
not find a way to save him? If I take him by the hand, who 
will snatch him away from me? Would that I might die and 
extinguish the smoke from his grave. And it was so. When 
R. Johanan died the smoke ceased from the grave of A’her. 
The public mourner then uttered this expression over him: 
Even the keeper of the door of Gehenna stood not his ground 
before thee, O our teacher! 

The daughter of A’her came to Rabbi and asked him for 
food. He said to her: Whose daughter art thou ? She an- 

* The Hebrew term is “Ul’rosha” (“to the wicked”), and because of the 
stammering it sounded as “ Ul’Elisha,” which was the true name of *U1S, this latter 
meaning “ another ”— i.e., not Elisha, because it was not believed that the great Tana 
Elisha should have deserted the true teachings. 
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swered : I am the daughter of A’her. And he said to her: Is 
there still of his seed in the world ? Is it not written [Job xviii. 
19]: “ He will have neither son nor grandson among his people, 
nor any that escapeth in the places of his sojourning ” ? She 
said to him: Remember his studiousness, and not his deeds. 
Immediately there came down fire, and consumed the seat of 
Rabbi. Rabbi wept and said : And if those who disgrace them¬ 
selves through it, are honored thus, how much more those who 
obtain praise through their use of it. 

How did R. Meir study the Law from the mouth of A’her? 
Have we not learned (see Tract Moed Katan) that if it is not 
certain that the rabbi is equal to an angel, no instruction must 
be received from him ? Said Resh Lakish : R. Meir interpreted 
the following passage thus [Prov. xxii. 17] : “ Incline thine ear, 
and hear the words of the wise, and apply thy heart unto my 
knowledge.” It is not written, “Unto their knowledge,” but 
“ unto My knowledge.” R. Hanina said the following passage 
[Ps. xlv. 11 ] : “ Hearken, O daughter, and look and incline thy 
ear, and forget thy own people, and thy father’s houses,” etc. 
But do not these passages contradict each other? Nay, the one 
is the case of an adult, the other of a young person (who cannot 
distinguish between good and evil). 

When R. Dimi came he said : They say in the West: R. 
Meir, while eating the date, he threw away the stone (i.e. y he 
picked out the good and threw away the bad teachings). 

Rabha expounded the meaning of the passage [Song of 
Songs vi. 11]: “Into the nut-garden was I gone down, to look 
about among the plants of the valley,” etc. Why are scholars 
likened to a nut? It means to say that, as a nut, although 
soiled, what is within it is clean: so also, although a scholar has 
sinned, his study of the law is not rejected. 

Rabba bar Shila met Elijah and said to him : What is the 
Holy One, blessed be He, doing? He answered him : He had 
uttered doctrine in the name of all other rabbis, but in the name 
of R. Meir He had not uttered. He said to him : Why? Be¬ 
cause he learned doctrine from the mouth of A’her. He said to 
him again: Why? R. Meir found a pomegranate. He ate its 
inside and cast away its husk. He answered him: He is at this 
moment saying: Meir my son is speaking and says: At the time 
that men were afflicted, the Shekhina used the following lan¬ 
guage: My head and my arm are heavy on me (i.e., I am sorry 
that the men I have created have to die for their sins). If the 
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Holy One, blessed be He, is thus grieved when the blood of 
wicked men is poured out, how much more when the blood 
of the righteous man is poured out. 

Samuel found R. Jehudah when the latter was swinging upon 
the bolt of a door and weeping. He said to him : Is it a small 
thing that is written concerning the rabbis [Is. xxxiii. 18] : 
“ Where is he who wrote down? where is he that weighed? 
where is he that counted the towers”? “Where is he that 
counted ? ” for they counted all the letters that are in the Books 
of the Law. “ Where is he that weighed ? ” for they weighed 
the light and the heavy things which are in the Law. “Where 
is he that counted the towers?” for they taught three hundred 
doctrines concerning the tower which flies in the air. And R. 
Ami said: Three hundred questions were treated by Doeg and 
Ahithophel concerning the tower which flies in the air. And 
we learned, however, in a Mishna (Tract Sanhedrin, chap. xi. i): 
Three kings and four private persons have no position in the 
world to come, and we—what will there be for us? He said to 
him : Oh, clever one, there was uncleanness in their hearts. 

It was said about A’her: Greek melody ceased not from his 
mouth, as it was said of him (A’her), that at the time when he 
stood up to go out of the college many books of the Minim used 
to fall from his lap. 

Nimus of Gardi * asked R. Meir: Does all wool which goes 
down to the dyeing-vat come up with the right color? He 
answered him: All which was clean on its mother’s (sheep’s) 
back does so come up ; all which was not clean on its mother’s 
back does not so come up. 

It is said above: R. Aqiba went into the heavenly garden in 
peace and came down from it in peace. And it is to him that 
the scriptural passage may be applied [Song of Songs i. 4] : “ Oh, 
draw me ! after thee will we run.” Nevertheless R. Aqiba was 
also in danger of being thrust away by the angels, but* the Holy 
One, blessed be He, said to them : Leave this elder, for he is 
worthy to avail himself of My glory. 

What kept R. Aqiba from being misled, as was A’her? The 
passage [1 Kings xix. 11, 12]: “But not in the wind was the 
Lord ; and after the wind was an earthquake, but not in the 


* Nimus of Gardi was a Gentile, and it is stated of him in Midrash that he was 
one of the greatest men that ever lived among the nations. The modern writers 
differ very much as to who he was, but we showed in our “ Saneiger/’ p. 193, that 
he was one of the judges of the Supreme Criminal Courts of Gardum. 
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earthquake was the Lord; and after the earthquake was a fire, 
but not in the fire was the Lord ; and after the fire was the sound 
of a soft whisper. And, behold, the Lord passed by ” (/. e., 
from the whisper he understood that there was the Shekhina). 

The rabbis taught: Six things are said with regard to demons, 
three in which they are like the angels: they have wings, they 
float from one end of the world to the other, and they know 
what is about to be; and three in which they are like men : they 
eat and drink, they are fruitful and multiply, and they are 
mortal. 

Six things are said with regard to men, three in which they 
are like angels: they have knowledge like the angels, they go 
with stature erect, and they speak in the holy language; and 
three like the beasts : they eat and drink like beasts, and they 
are fruitful and multiply, and they relieve nature. 

“ Every one who docs not respect the glory," etc. What is 
meant by this? Said R. Joseph : This is the man who commits 
a transgression secretly. This is in accordance with R. Itz’hak, 
who said : Every one who committeth a transgression secretly 
is as though he jarred the feet of the Shekhina, as it is written 
[Is. lxvi. i] : “ Thus hath said the Lord, The heaven is my throne 
and the earth is my foot-stool.” But this is not so, for R. Alea 
the Elder said (in Tract Moed Katan), that in such a case he 
may go to a place where he is not known ? (as it will be ex¬ 
plained in Moed Katan). This presents no difficulty. The 
former is the case of a man who has found a means of checking 
his evil nature ; the other, of one who is not able to do so. 

R. Jehudah in the name of R. Na’hmani, the interpreter of 
Resh Lakish, lectured : Every one who gazes upon three things, 
his eyes grow weak, viz.: upon the bow, and the prince, and the 
priests. Upon the bow, for it is written [Ezek. i. 28]: “ Like 
the appearance of the bow that is in the cloud on the day of rain 
. . . this was the appearance of the likeness of the glory of 

the Lord.” Upon the prince, for it is written [Num. xxvii. 20]: 
“And thou shalt put some of thy greatness upon him.” * He 
that gazeth upon the priests—this has to do with the time that 
the Temple was in existence, when they stood upon their plat¬ 
form and blessed Israel in the ineffable name. 

The same lectured again in the name of the same authority: 


* Such hagadical statements must not be taken literally, merely in their allegori¬ 
cal sense. Some of them we will explain in our introduction to the Hagadah. 
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It is written [Mic. vii. 5] : “ Trust ye not in a friend, put ye not 
confidence in a confidant/’ It means, if the evil imagination 
say to thee, Do thou sin and the Lord will forgive, be not per¬ 
suaded, as it is written : “ Trust ye not in an evil one ” ;* and 
“an evil one” is nothing but the evil imagination, as it is 
written [Gen. viii. 21]: “The imagination of a man’s heart is 
evil ” ; and there is no “ guide ” but the Lord, as it is written 
[Jer. iii. 4]: “My father, the guide of my youth art thou.” 
Perhaps one might say, Who witnesseth against me ? The 
stones of a man’s house and the timbers of his house, these 
witness against him, as it is written [Hab. ii. 11]: “For the 
stone will cry out of the wall, and the beam out of the wood 
(work) will answer it.” The sages say: The soul of a man wit¬ 
nesseth against him, as it is written [Mic. vii. 5]: “From her 
that lieth in thy bosom guard the doors of thy mouth.” What 
is this that lieth in a man’s bosom ? Say, it is the soul. R. 
Zerika said : The two angels which lead him, these witness 
against him, as it is written [Ps. xci. 11] : “ For his angels will 
he give charge concerning thee, to guard thee on all thy ways.” 
Others say: The limbs of one’s body testify against him, as it 
is written [Is. xliii. 12]: “And ye are my witness, saith the 
Lord, and I am God.” 

MISHNA : Jose b. Joezer says that one must not lay on his 
hand (on a sacrifice on a biblical festival), but Joseph b. Johanan 
says that one may. Joshua b. P’ra’hia says that one must not 
lay it, but Mathai the Arbelite says that one may. Jehudah b. 
Tabbai says that one must not, but Simeon b. Sheta’h says he 
should. Sh’maia says he must, but Abtalian says he must not. 
Hillel and Mena’hem did not differ. Mena’hem went out (left 
the Sanhedrin) ; Shammai entered it. Shammai says one must 
not; Hillel says one may. The first of the several pairs were 
princes, the second to them were chiefs of the court. 

GEMARA: The rabbis taught: In the three former pairs, 
which say that a man is not to lay, and in the two latter pairs, 
which say that a man is to lay, the first were princes and the 
second chiefs of the court. So said R. Meir. But the sages 
say: Jehudah b. Tabbai was a chief of the court and Simeon b. 
Sheta’h was a prince. 

“ Mena hem went out," etc. Whither did he go out ? Said 
Rabha : He went out from the service of the king. We have 


* The Hebrew term is JH, which is here read as “ evil. 1 
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learned in a Boraitha: Mena’hem went out from the service of the 
king, and there went out with him eighty pairs of disciples clothed 
in Syrian robes. Said R. Shaman bar Abba in the name of R. 
johanan : Let a rabbinical decree concerning the Sabbath not be 
a light thing in thine eyes, for the laying on of the hand is only 
a rabbinical prohibition, and the greatest men of the different 
generations were divided upon this matter. Is this not self- 
evident ? He comes to teach us that even a rabbinical prohibi¬ 
tion which is seemingly contrary to a positive command of the 
Bible must also not be light in thine eyes. But this is also self- 
evident from the teachings of our Mishna? This is needed to 
object to those who say that they differ not as to the rabbinical 
prohibition, but as to the laying on of the hand itself, because 
they maintain that the laying on of the hand is necessary only 
in case of a voluntary peace-offering, but not in that of an obli¬ 
gatory peace-offering.* 

Said Rami bar Hama: Infer from this that the laying on of 
the hands must be with all one’s strength, because if we would 
imagine that all the strength is not necessary, what labor is it 
or what is he doing to the animal that the rabbis prohibited it 
on the festival ? 

An objection was raised : We have learned elsewhere : It is 
written [Lev. i. 2-4] : “ Speak unto the children of Israel . . . 
and he shall lay his hand.” He —the males, but not the females 
of Israel. R. Jose and R. Simeon, however, said that the females 
of Israel, if they wish, they may lay on their hands (although 
it is not obligatory for them); and R. Jose added to this: My 
father Elazar told me that it happened once that we had a calf 
of peace-offering, and we brought it to the department of the 
women, and the latter laid their hands on it. It was not because 
the laying on of the hands belongs to women, but so as to 
gratify them. Now, if you think that the laying on of the hand 
must be with all one’s strength, would it be right, in order to 
gratify the women, to allow them to do labor with the holy 
things? Infer, therefore, from this that it is not necessary to 
use all the strength. Nay, maybe it is necessary, but in that case 
it was told to the women to lay on their hands lightly. If so, 
why does R. Jose say: Not because the laying on of the hands 
belongs to women, etc. Let him say, because it was not con- 


* What is a voluntary and what is an obligatory peace-offering will be explained 
in Tract Mena’hoth. 
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sidered laying on at all? Said R. Ami: He meant both, firstly, 
because it was not considered laying on the hands at all; and, 
secondly, in order to gratify the women. 

MISHNA: The House of Shammai say: A peace-offering 
may be brought without laying the hands on them, but not 
burnt-offerings. But the House of Hillel say: Both peace-offer¬ 
ings and burnt-offerings may be brought, and also lay the hands 
on them. 

In the case of Pentecost, which falls upon the eve of a Sab¬ 
bath, the House of Shammai say: The day for sacrificing is after 
the Sabbath. But the House of Hillel say: There is no day for 
sacrificing after the Sabbath. Both, however, admit that if it 
fall upon a Sabbath the day for sacrificing is the day after the 
Sabbath. And on that day (which is called the day of sacrific¬ 
ing) a high-priest is not to clothe himself in his costly garments, 
unless in case of a mourning or of a fast. The prohibition was 
in order not to confirm the words of those who say, Pentecost 
is after the Sabbath (only). 

GEMARA: (The Gemara begins with the saying of R. 
Elazar in the name of R. Oshiyah, that the Pentecost-offering 
is transferable to all the six succeeding days, and repeats here 
all the statement contained in Tract Rosh Hashana, p. 6, lines 
15-29.) 

“ In the case of Pentecost which falls on the eve of a Sabbath,” 
etc. Does that not mean that there is no day at all for sacri¬ 
ficing? Nay, it means that a substituted day is necessary for 
this. But what does it come to teach us—that it shall be sacri¬ 
ficed on the very day of the festival? Was this not discussed 
already in the beginning of our Mishna? It is needed. For if 
the statement would be in the latter paragraph only, one might 
say that the School of Shammai hold so because it can be done 
on the morrow, but if it fall on the eve of a Sabbath, when it 
cannot be done on the morrow, they agree with the School of 
Hillel; and if the statement would be in the first paragraph 
only, one might say that the School of Hillel allow it to be sac¬ 
rificed on the very day of the festival because it cannot be done 
on the morrow, but when the Pentecost falls on the Sabbath 
day, they agree with the House of Shammai; therefore both 
statements are needed. (An objection was raised:) Come and 
hear: He who has not kept the feast for the seven days of 
the Passover, and the eight days of the Feast of Tabernacles, 
and the first day of Pentecost, he cannot afterwards keep the 
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feast. Did this not include also the day of Pentecost, that it 
has no compensation? (i.c., if not sacrificed on the very festival, 
it cannot be done so on any other day). Nay, it means the last 
day of compensation. 

The disciples of R. Eliezer b. Jacob taught: It is written 
[Lev. xxiii. 21, 22] : “ And ye shall proclaim.” “ And when ye 
reap.” What is the feast in which thou makest proclamation 
and reapest ? Thou must say, it is the Feast of Pentecost. Now, 
let us see. When is it? If I am to say on the holiday itself, 
how is reaping lawful on a holiday? We must then say, it 
means the completion days. Resh Lakish, however, said : It is 
inferred from the following passage [Ex. xxiii. 16]: “ And the 
feast of the harvest.” What is the feast on which thou feastest 
and reapest ? Thou must say, it is the Pentecost. When is it ? 

If I am to say, on the holiday itself, how is reaping lawful on a 
holiday? We must then say, it means the completion days. 
Said R. Johanan : According to thee, the beast of Ingatheiing. 
What is the feast in which there is an ingathering ? Thou must 
then say, it is the Feast of Tabernacles. When is it? Shall I 
say, on the holiday itself? How is work lawful on a holiday. 
And if you will say, that it means on one of the middle days. 
But even then is work allowed on those days? Therefore we 
must say, that it means the feast that falls during the time of 
the gathering in. Say, also, this is the case here. 

We see from this that both are of the opinion that on the 
middle days the doing of work is forbidden. \\ hence do we 
deduce this? From the following Boraitha: It is written [Lev. 
xxiii. 8] : “ No servile work shall ye do.” That means, that on 
the middle days the doing of work is forbidden. So said R. Jose 
the Galilean. R. Aqiba says: It was not necessary, because it 
is written [ibid. 4]: “These are the feasts of the Lord, etc. 
With reference to what is the Scripture speaking? If to the 
first day, it has been already called a Sabbath day; if to the 
seventh day, it has also been already called a Sabbath day. We 
must therefore say, it refers to the middle days, to teach that 
doing of work is forbidden thereon. 

There is another Boraitha: It is written [Deut. xvi. . 
“ Six days shalt thou eat unleavened bread, and on the seventh 
day shall be a solemn assembly to the Lord thy God: thou shalt 
do no work.” As on the seventh day work is prohibited, so also 
on the six days. But one might say, as on the seventh day no 
work at all is to be done, so also on the six days; therefore it is 


42 


THE BABYLONIAN TALMUD. 


written [ibid.] : “ And on the seventh day shall be a solemn 
assembly . . . thou shalt not work/' thus indicating that on 

the seventh day no work at all shall be done, but on the six days 
there is not a prohibition from all work. Consequently, the 
Scripture has communicated only to the sages that they can 
decree on which days work is and on which work is not allowed, 
and what labor may and what labor may not be done, etc. 

“ But it is allowed in case of a mourning or of a fast after the 
Sabbath .” But have we not learned in a Boraitha: It happened 
that Alexis died in Luda, and all Israel assembled to mourn him, 
and R. Tarphon had not allowed them because it was the festi¬ 
val ? Now, if it was the festival itself, how did they come to 
assemble at all? We must therefore say, it was on the day of 
sacrificing, and hence we see even on those days it is not 
allowed to mourn ? The Mishna refers to a case when the Pen¬ 
tecost falls on a Sabbath. And the case of Alexis was when it 
fell on the first day of the week. 

MISHNA : One may wash his hands for common food and 
for second-tithes and for heave-offerings, but for hallowed things 
they must be bathed legally. For the sin-offering, if one s hands 
be defiled, his whole body is defiled. 

If he have dipped for common food, he has credit as clean 
for common food, but is forbidden tithe; if for tithe, he has 
credit for tithe, but not for heave-offering; if for heave-offering, 
he has credit for heave-offering, but not sacred things; if for 
sacred things, he has credit for sacred things, but not sin-offer¬ 
ing. If for a weightier thing (more rigorous), he is free for a 
lighter thing (lenient). If he have dipped without any inten¬ 
tion for cleanness, it is as though he had not dipped. 

The garments of a common person are defiled by pressure 
(i.e., are looked upon as affected by uncleanness arising from 
pressure) for Pharisees; the garments of Pharisees are defiled by 
pressure for those that eat heave-offering ; the garments of those 
that eat heave-offering are defiled by pressure for those that par¬ 
take of sacred things; the garments of those that partake of 
sacred things are defiled by pressure for those that partake of 
sin-offering. Jose b. Joezer was the most pious among the 
priests, and yet his apron was defiled by pressure for those that 
partake of sacred things. Johanan b. Gudgodah was one who 
ate his ordinary food all his days with observance of the laws of 
purification which belong to sacred things, and yet his apron 
was defiled by pressure for those that partake of sin-offering. 
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GEMARA: Is, then, for common food and tithes, washing 
of hands needed ? (Have we not learned elsewhere that it is not 
needed?) This presents no difficulty: The one has to do with 
bread, the other with fruit. For R. Na’hman said : Every one 
who washes his hands for fruit is overscrupulous and affected. 

“ He that dips for common food and has credit for common 
food,” etc. According to whom is our Mishna? Shall we say it 
is according to the rabbis, for they make a distinction between 
common food and tithes? According to whom, then, would be 
the latter part of the Mishna: The garments of a common per¬ 
son are defiled by pressure for Pharisees; the garments of Phari¬ 
sees are defiled by pressure for those that eat heave-offering ? 
which is certainly in accordance with R. Meir, who says, com¬ 
mon food and tithes are exactly the same ? Then this conclusion 
would be that the former part is according to the rabbis, and the 
latter part according to R. Meir? Yea, it is so. R. A’ha bar 
Ada, however, teaches in the latter part five orders, and estab¬ 
lishes it all according to the rabbis. 


CHAPTER HI. 


REGULATIONS REGARDING IN WHAT CASES SACRED THINGS ARE 
MORE RIGOROUS THAN HEAVE-OFFERINGS, AND VICE VERSA. 

MISHNA: More rigorous rules hold in sacred things than 
in a heave-offering, for we may dip vessels in the midst of vessels 
for a heave-offering, but not for sacred things. The outside and 
the inside and the place for laying hold are reckoned as distinct in 
the heave-offering, but not in the sacred things. One who takes 
up that which has been made unclean by pressure, may offer the 
heave-offering, but not the sacred things. The garments of those 
that eat the heave-offering are unclean through pressure in 
regard to sacred things. The manner of the heave-offering is 
not as the manner of the sacred things. For in the case of 
sacred things, one loosens a knot and wipes and dips and after¬ 
wards ties up again, but in the case of a heave-offering he ties 
up and afterwards dips. 

Vessels finished in purity need dipping for sacred things, but 
not for a heave-offering. The vessel includes what is within it 
for sacred things, but not for heave-offering. 

The unclean in the fourth degree in the case for sacred things 
is disqualified, but in the third degree in the case of heave¬ 
offering. 

Though one of his hands be unclean in the case of heave¬ 
offering, its fellow is clean; in the case of sacred things, how¬ 
ever, both are dipped, for the hand makes its fellow unclean in 
the case of hallowed things, but not in the case of heave-offering. 
One may eat dry food with ordinary (not ceremonially clean) 
hands in the case of heave-offering, but not in the case of sacred 
things. 

A mourner, before the burial of the dead (who has not defiled 
himself yet on the dead), and one who lacks atonement, need dip¬ 
ping in a legal bath for sacred things, but not for heave-offering. 

GEMARA: “ In sacred things .” Why are sacred things 

more rigorous? Said R. Aila: Because the weight of the inside 
vessel intervenes. Shall we assume, that as the reason for the 
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statement in the latter part of the Mishna is because of inter¬ 
vention, the first part has another reason? (For if both have 
one and the same reason, why state both ? One would suffice.) 
Nay, both the earlier and the later cases are because of inter¬ 
vention, and still it was necessary that they should be separately 
mentioned, for if he had taught us the first only, one should 
say, this is the reason for the rigorousness of sacred things, viz.: 
because of the vessel’s weight, which actually exists. But in the 
latter case, where the vessel s weight is not an element, one 
should say, in regard to sacred things, that it is not considered 
an intervention; and if he had taught us the latter only, one 
should say, the reason why it is not allowed for sacred things is 
because a knot in water is drawn tighter, while in the former 
case the water makes the vessel to swim, and so the intervention 
is not considered. Thus it was necessary that they should be 
separately mentioned. R. Aila is in accordance with his theory 
elsewhere, who said in the name of R. Hanina bar Papa: Ten 
degrees of superior excellence are taught here. The first five 
refer alike to sacred things, and to ordinary things which are 
treated with the observance of the law of purification belonging 
to sacred things; the latter refer to sacred things only. Why so ? 
Because the former five could constitute a biblical defilement 
(when he dips one vessel in another vessel, and an intervention 
would be discovered). The rabbis have ordained that they 
apply to both. The later one, however, in which there can be 
no biblical defilement, the rabbis did not care to ordain. 

Rabha, however, said : Since the later portion of the Mishna 
is on account of intervention, the former is not on that account, 
but because it is a precautionary measure, in order that needles 
and pipes should not be dipped in a vessel, the mouth of which 
is not of the size of the pipe of a wine-skin bottle. (This will be 
explained in Mikwooth, VI., 7.) And Rabha holds in this case, 
as R. Na’hman said elsewhere in the name of Rabba bar Abuhu, 
viz.: Eleven features of superior excellence are taught here. 
The first six refer alike to sacred things and to ordinary things 
which are treated with the observance of the laws of purifica¬ 
tion belonging to sacred things. The latter ones refer to sacred 
things only. What real difference is there between Rabha and 
R. Aila? It is this: In the case of a basket and a wine-strainer 
which are filled with vessels and dipped. According to the one 
who says, the prohibition is because of intervention, there is an 
intervention ; but according to the one who says, that it is a 
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precautionary measure, lest haply needles and pipes should be 
dipped in a vessel, the mouth of which is not of the size of the 
pipe of a wine-skin bottle, there is no such thing in a basket and 
a wine-strainer. 

“ The outsides and the insides ,” etc. What is meant by this ? 
As we have learned in a Mishna [Kelim, XXV., 6]: In the case 
of a vessel the outside of which is defiled by beverages, its out¬ 
side is defiled, but its inside, its rim, and its short handles, and 
its long handles are clean ; but if its inside is defiled, it is all 
defiled. 

41 And the place for laying hold ,” etc. What is meant by Beth 
Hazibtah? Said R. Jehudah in the name of Samuel: The part 
by which he reaches it, as it is written [Ruth ii. 14] : “ And he 
reached her parched corn ” (Vaitzboth). R. Asi in the name of 
R. Johanan said: It means that part of the dish of which fas¬ 
tidious persons lay hold. 

“ One that takes up that which has been made unclean etc. 
Why not sacred things? Because of the following occurrence: 
R. Jehudah in the name of R. Samuel said: It happened to a 
certain man, who was carrying a cask of wine from one place to 
another, and the thong of his sandal came off, and he took it up 
and placed it on the mouth of the cask, and it fell into the 
inside of the cask, and it was made unclean. And thereupon it 
was ordained : One that taketli up that which has been made 
unclean by pressure may offer the heave-offering, but not the 
sacred things. If so, why not also the heave-offering? This 
is in accordance with R. Hananiah b. Aqabia, who said: This 
restriction was made only as regards Jordan or a ship, and in 
accordance with the matter that occurred. What was that ? It 
was that which R. Jehudah said in the name of Rabh: It hap¬ 
pened with a man who was carrying the sprinkling water and 
the ashes of the red cow over Jordan in a ship, and a piece of a 
dead body as large as an olive was found fixed in the bottom of 
the ship ; thereupon it was ordained that such a thing should 
not happen again. 

“ Vessels finished in purity etc. Finished by whom? If a 
learned man has finished them, why should they be dipped? If 
a learned man has finished them, how is it that the Mishna calls 
them “ finished in purity ” ? Said Rabba bar Shila in the name 
of R. Mothnah quoting Samuel: The case is, that a learned man 
has finished, yet because of a drop of spittle of a common man 
which may have fallen upon it, it is treated as unclean. “ May 
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have fallen upon it” when? Should we assume, before it is 
completed, then it is not yet a vessel; if after, then he takes 
good care of it ? The case may be, before it is completed, yet 
perhaps at the moment it was made, it was still liquid (and it 
may be defiled). 

“ The vessel includes zvkat is within" etc. Whence do we 
know that? Said R. Hanin: It is written [Num. vii. 14, etc.]: 
“ One spoon of ten shekels of gold, full of incense/’ The 
Scripture makes everything that is in the spoon one. R. 
Kahana objected : We have learned, that R. Aqiba added to 
the teaching, which immediately follows, the flour and the in¬ 
cense, and the frankincense and the coals, for if the person, in 
the course of purification, touch the extremity of it, he disquali¬ 
fies the whole. Now, this addition of R. Aqiba is certainly rab¬ 
binical, as the first part of the Mishna states (Edeoth, VIII., 1): 
R. Simeon b. Bathyra bore testimony with reference to the ashes 
of the red cow, that if an unclean person touch the extremity of 
them, he makes all of them unclean ; and immediately he says, 
that R. Aqiba added this? (And R. Hanin says, it is rabbinical.) 
Said Resh Lakish in the name of Bar Kapara: The addition was 
only necessary for the rest of the meat-offering. For, biblically, 
what stands in need of a vessel, the vessel includes it; what does 
not stand in need of a vessel, the vessel does not include it; but 
the rabbis went further and ordained that, although a thing 
does not necessarily belong to a vessel, the vessel, nevertheless, 
includes it. 

“ The unclean in the fourth degree ,” etc. We have learned in 
a Boraitha: R. Jose said: Whence do we deduce the case of 
the unclean in the fourth degree, that in the matter of sacred 
things he is disqualified ? By an a fortiori argument. For he 
who has entered on the last stage of his atonement, while he is 
free as regards heave-offering, he is disqualified as regards sacred 
things, so much the more when one is unclean in the third 
degree who defiles heave-offering that he should become dis¬ 
qualified as regards sacred things if unclean in the fourth 
degree. We have learned, however, that he who is unclean in 
the third degree is disqualified as regards sacred things, biblically, 
and that he who is in the fourth degree—by an a fortiori argu¬ 
ment, namely: It is written [Lev. vii. 9]: “And the flesh that 
touchcth any unclean thing shall not be eaten.” Are we not 
here treating of the touching of a thing of secondary unclean¬ 
ness? And nevertheless the Scripture says, it shall not be 
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eaten ? That which is unclean in the fourth degree is proved to 
be disqualified by the a fortiori argument stated above. 

“And though one of his hands be unclean .” R. Shezbi said: 
It is only in the case of contact, but not otherwise. Abayi 
objected : We have learned : A wiped hand renders its fellow 
unclean so far as to make unclean for sacred things, but not for 
heave-offering. Such is the dictum of Rabbi. R. Jose b. R. Jehu- 
dah says: This is the case so far as to disqualify, but not to 
render unclean. It is correct if the Mishna treats of a case where 
it did not come in contact, and therefore the importance of 
“ wiped ” hand? But if the case is only when there is contact, 
but not otherwise, where is the importance of “wiped ” hand? 
It was taught also that Resh Lakish said the Mishna refers only 
to his own hand, but not to the hand of his companion (R. Jo- 
hanan, however, says both his own hand and his companion’s 
hand), with the same hand he may only disqualify, but not 
render unclean. Whence did he learn this? From the fact 
that it has been taught in the latter portion of the Mishna. For 
the hand makes its fellow unclean in the case of sacred things, 
but not in the case of heave-offering. Why the repetition? 
Was it not taught in the preceding clauses of the same Mishna? 
We must therefore say, it comes to teach us that the hand of 
the companion is included. And Resh Lakish himself retracted 
his decision, as R. Jonah said in the name of R. Ami that Resh 
Lakish said, whether it be his own hand, or the hand of his com¬ 
panion, with that same hand he may disqualify, but not render 
unclean. 

“ We may eat dry foodf etc. We have learned in a Boraitha : 
R. Hanina b. Antigonus said : Does such a question as to 
whether a thing be dry or wet exist as regards sacred things ? 
Does not love for the sacred things make men cautious in regard 
to defilement ? The Mishna treats of a case, that a man’s com¬ 
panion put a piece of the sacred things into his mouth, or he 
put it into his own mouth with a spindle or with a skewer, or 
attempted to eat along with these an onion or garlic taken from 
unconsecrated things. As to sacred things the rabbis ordained 
so, but as to heave-offering they did not. 

“ The mourner and he who lacks atonement .” Why so ? Be¬ 
cause they were under restriction, the sages ordained that they 
shall dip. 

MISHNA : More rigorous rules, on the other hand, hold in a 
heave-offering, for in Judea people are believed with regard to 
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purity of wine and oil all the days of the year, but at the time 
of the vintage and the oil-pressing, with regard to heave-offering 
also. 

When the vintage and the oil-pressing are over, and a cask 
of wine for heave-offering was brought, it must not be received, 
but it may be left for the next vintage. But if he say to him, I 
have separated and put into the midst of it a fourth part of 
something consecrated for sacred things, he is believed. In the 
case of jugs of wine and jugs of oil which are mixed, men are 
believed with regard to them at the time of vintage and oil¬ 
pressing and for seventy days before the vintage. 

GEMARA : In Judea, yes; but in Galilea, no? Why so? 
Said Resh Lakish : Because there is a strip of the Gentiles mak¬ 
ing a separation between them. But let him bring it in a box, 
a chest, or in a balloon ? This is in accordance with Rabbi, who 
said: A tent projected is not a real tent. But let one bring it 
in an earthenware vessel tied round with a line of thread ? Said 
R. Eliezer: We have learned in a Boraitha : Sacred things are 
not preserved from uncleanness by a line of thread. 

“ But at the time of vintage f etc. There is a contradiction 
from the following Boraitha : He who finishes his olives shall 
leave aside one box and place it before the eyes of the priest (in 
order that he shall examine it as to whether they are not ripe 
yet, and the priest shall place them in cleanness when they 
become ripe. Hence we see that even at that time they were 
not believed?) Said R. Nahman : This presents no difficulty. 
The one is the case of those early in season, the other of those 
late in season. Said R. Ada bar Ahba to him: For instance, 
things like those belonging to the house of thy father. R. 
Joseph, however, said, the Mishna (in Taaroth) refers to Galilea. 

“ When the vintage and the oil-pressing are over, etc. The 
schoolmen questioned of R. Shesheth: Suppose that it is over, 
and yet he receives it, what about the law that he shall leave it 
for the next vintage ? He answered them : This we have already 
learned in the following Mishna (Dmai, VI., i): A learned man 
and a common person who are their father’s joint heirs. The 
common person may say to him: Take thou the wheat that is 
in such a place, and I will take the wheat that is in such a place ; 
take thou the wine that is in such a place, and I will take the 
wine that is in such a place. But he may not say to him : Take 
thou the liquid and I will take the dry ; take thou the wheat 
and I will take the barley. And in regard to this we have 
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learned: That same learned man burns the liquid and leaves the 
dry. Why ? Let him leave it for the next vintage ? It may 
be one of the things that have no vintage. But let him leave it 
for one of the feasts? It may be one of the things which will 
not keep till the feast. 

“ But if he say , 7 have separated for sacred things , he is be¬ 
lieved.” We have learned in a Mishna (Choloth, XVIII., 4): Both 
the School of Shammai and the School of Hillel agree that we 
are to investigate a field in which a person is buried for those 
who are to bring the paschal Iamb, but not for those who desire 
to eat heave-offering. What is the meaning of investigate ? 
Said R. Jehudah in the name of Samuel: A man blows upon 
the unclean land as he walks along.* And R. Ilyya bar Abha 
in the name of Ula said : An unclean place of this sort that is 
trodden is clean for those who bring their paschal lambs ; as it 
is a case of Kareth, they did not insist upon their decisions, but 
for those who desired to eat heave-offering, they did insist on 
their decisions, as it is a case of death penalty (by Heaven). 

11 In the case of vessels of wine,” etc. There is a Boraitha: 
They are not believed, either about the cans or about the heave¬ 
offering. Cans belonging to what ? If they belong to sacred 
things, then if he is believed about the sacred things, he is 
believed also about their cans? M the cans belonging to heave- 
offerings are meant, then it is self-evident. About heave-offering 
he is not believed—shall he be believed about cans that belong 
to it? It is a case of sacred cans which are empty, and it is 
during the remaining days of the year. And the same is the 
case of those full of heave-offering, and at the time of the vintage 
they are believed. (And although no precautionary measure 
was ordained as to their heave-offering, in order not to cause any 
loss to the priests, still they were not believed as to the cans, 
and the priests receive from them the heave-offering with the 
cans, but place the heave-offering in other cans of their own.) 

“ For seventy days before the vintage.” Abayi said : Infer 
from this that the law is, that the farmer shall go up to dip the 
casks seventy days before the time of the presses. 

MISHNA : From Modiim and inwards men are believed with 


* /.<?., one who is on the way, bringing the paschal lamb, and comes across a 
field in which a human body was buried, he may examine it by blowing as he walks 
along ; and if there is a bone of the size of a barley, and he notices it and avoids to 
walk over it, he does not contract uncleanness, as it does not communicate unclean¬ 
ness unless by contact. 
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regard to earthenware vessels ; from Modiim and outwards they 
are not believed. How so? The potter who is selling the pots 
goes inwards from Modiim. That is the potter, and those are 
the pots, and those are the buyers. He is believed. If he goes 
out he is not believed. 

GEMARA: We have learned in a Boraitha: The place of 
Modiim itself is sometimes considered within and sometimes 
without. How so ? When the potter goes out, and the mer¬ 
chant goes in, it is considered within. Both go in, or both go 
out, it is considered without. Said Abayi: We have learned 
the same in our Mishna, viz.: The potter who sells the pots and 
goes inwards from Modiim. What about Modiim itself? Is it 
not believed? Then how is the latter part: When he goes out 
he is not believed? From this we may infer that Modiim itself 
is believed. Hence the case is as stated in the Boraitha. Infer 
therefrom. 

MISHNA : The tax collectors who have gone into the midst 
of a house, and so too the thieves that have restored the vessels, 
are believed when they say: We have not touched. And in 
Jerusalem they are believed as regards sacred things, and at the 
time of a feast as regards heave-offering also. 

GEMARA: There is a contradiction from the following 
Boraitha: In the case of the tax collectors who have gone into 
the midst of the house, the whole house is unclean? There is 
no difficulty. The one is when there is a Gentile with them; 
the other is when there is not a Gentile with them. For there 
is another Mishna: If there is a Gentile with them, they are 
believed when they say, We did not enter; but they are not 
believed when they say, We entered, but we did not touch. And 
if there is a Gentile with them, what of it ? R. Johanan and R. 
Elazar: One says that they fear that the Gentile should not 
punish them, and the other says that they fear that the stranger 
should not give them away to the government. What is the 
difference between them ? A Gentile who is not of import¬ 
ance. 

“And so too the thieves ,” etc. There is a contradiction from 
the following Boraitha : In the case of the thieves who have gone 
into the midst of the house, only the place where the thieves’ 
feet trod is unclean. Said R. Pinhas in the name of Rabh : 
They are to be believed only in the case they have repented. 
It seems that our Mishna intended the same thing, for the state¬ 
ment is: Who have restored the vessels. Infer from this. 
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“And hi Jerusalem they are believed," etc. We have learned 
in a Boraitha : They are believed as regards large earthen vessels 
for sacrifice. And the reason is, because they do not make ovens 
in Jerusalem. 

“And at the time of the feast," etc. Whence is this deduced ? 
Said R. Joshua b. Levi: Because it is written [Judg. xx. 11] : 
“ So all the men of Israel were gathered against the city, asso¬ 
ciated together as one man/’ The Scripture makes them all 
equal. 

MISHNA : One that opens his cask, and one that commences 
his dough at the time of a festival, R. Jehudah says: He shall 
finish it, but the sages say he shall not. 

GEMARA: R. Ami and R. Itz’hak of Naph’ha sat at the 
portico of the latter. One began and said: According to the 
sages, may he keep it for another festival? He answered : Every 
one’s hand has been handling it, and dost thou say, he shall keep 
it for another festival ? He said to him: But hitherto as well, 
has not every one’s hand been handling it? He rejoined : What 
comparison is that ? Hitherto the uncleanness of a common 
person in a festival, the Law makes him clean, but now it is a 
case of uncleanness. 

MISHNA: As soon as the festival is over, they make them 
pass on to the cleansing of the court. But if the festival is over 
on a Friday, they do not make them pass on, on account of the 
honor of the Sabbath. R. Jehudah said: Also not on Thurs¬ 
day, for the priests are not at leisure. 

GEMARA: And the Boraitha adds: That the priests are not 
at leisure because of the removing of the fat. 

MISHNA: How is that made-out, that they make them 
pass on to the cleaning of the court ? They dip the vessels 
which were in the Temple, and say to them: Be ye clean that 
ye touch not the table. All the vessels that were in the Temple 
had second and third sets, so that if the first became unclean 
they might bring the second instead of them. All the vessels 
which were in the Temple were subject to dipping, except the 
altar of gold and the altar of bronze, because they were like the 
floor. Such is the dictum of R. Eliezer. But the sages say, 
because they were overlaid. 

GEMARA: We have learned in a Boraitha: Be ye clean lest 
ye touch the table or the candelabrum. Why did our Mishna 
not mention the candelabrum ? Because the table is called in 
the Scripture perpetual; the candelabrum is not perpetual. 
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Resh Lakish said : It is written [Lev. xxiv. 6] : “ Upon the pure 
table.” From this it may be inferred that it may be defiled. 
Why? Is it not a vessel of wood made to rest, and as such is 
not subject to defilement? Infer from this that the table was 
raised up and exhibited the shewbread on it to the pilgrims, and 
they were told: See how beloved you are before the Lord, that 
the shewbreads are as warm now as they were when placed on 
the table. For R. Joshua b. Levi said: A great miracle was 
wrought in the shewbread. As its placing was miraculous so 
was its end, for it is written [i Sam. xxi. 7]: “So as to put 
down hot bread on the day when it was taken away.” It is 
written [Ezek. xli. 22]: “The latter was of wood, three cubits 
high, and its length was two cubits, and its corners and its top- 
piece and its walls were of wood, and he spoke unto me: This 
is the table that is before the Lord.” He began with “altar” 
and he ended with “table.” R. Johanan and Resh Lakish both 
say: At the time that the Temple was set up an altar made 
atonement for a man; now a man's table makes atonement 
for him. 

“All the vessels that were in the Temple had secojid and third 
sets ,” etc. The altar of bronze, because it is written [Ex. xx. 21] : 
“An altar of earth shalt thou make unto me.” The altar of 
gold, because it is written [Num. iii. 31] : “The candlestick and 
the altars.” The altars are placed in comparison one with the 
other. 

“ Becaitse they are overlaid .” On the contrary, since they are 
overlaid they may become unclean. Said the rabbis to R. 
Eliezer: Why do you think them capable of defilement, because 
they are covered over? Their covering is of no avail in respect 
of them. 

R. Abuhu in the name of R. Eliezer said: As to the scholars, 
the flame of Gehenna has no power over them. For this is 
shown by an a fortiori argument drawn from the salamander. As 
only the creature of fire, and still he that anoints himself with 
its blood, flame has no power over him, how much more then that 
the flames have no power over the scholars, whose whole body is 
fire, as it is written [Jer. xxiii. 29] : “ Is not thus my word like 
fire? saith the Lord.” Resh Lakish said the flame of Gehenna 
has no power over the transgressors of Israel, as is shown by an 
a fortiori argument from the altar of gold. For the altar of 
gold, upon which is only about the thickness of a denarius of 
gold, it lasted so many years and was not affected by fire; how 
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ich less can butt have power over the 
who are full of the commandments^a? _ ^ ^ ^ a 

seeds, as it is written [Song & cheek ” etc. Read not 

pomegranate is the uppeiM?* , o ^ {ellows that are 

“ the upper part of thy cneek, 

in thee. ,> 


end of tract hagiga. 
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TO THE READER. 


This volume contains three tracts, in order to maintain some 
uniformity in the size of the volumes,* whereas in former issues 
one subject required three volumes and another one volume, 
while in two instances each of two volumes treated of two 
different subjects; viz., three volumes being devoted to subject 
Sabbath (including Erubin), one volume to Passover, one to 
the Half-shekels (Shekalim—which were to be given in the be¬ 
ginning of each year) and New Year, one to the Day of Atone¬ 
ment (including also the Holocausts for the Altar). Of the 
three tracts now presented, Tract Suceah treats of the Booth, 
Palm Branches, Citrons, etc., and specially appertains to the 
Feast of Tabernacles, the other two treating of the laws and 
regulations as to festivals in general; viz., Yom Tob (literally 
“Good Days") of all festivals, including also the New Year, 
and Moed Katan (Minor Festivals) of the middle days between 
the first and seventh days of Passover and between the first 
and eighth days of Tabernacles. 

As to the treatment of the semi-festivals, viz., Hanukka and 
Purim—the former is included in Tract Sabbath, Volume I., and 
the latter, which has a tract to itself, named “ Megilah,” or 
“ Book of Esther/’ is to appear in the next and last volume of 
this section, and contains Taanith (the Regulation of Fast Days), 
Megilah (which is to be read while fasting), and, finally, Ebel 
Rabbathi (Great Mourning),, which is also called “ Sema’hoth ” 
(Joys) for reasons which will be explained in our introduction 
to it. 

We do not at present say more about the tracts of this sec¬ 
tion, as it is our intention to make further comment on them in 
our next volume. 

New York, April , 1S99. 


* Each tract, however, is paged separately, for the reason stated in Introduction 
to Vol. VI., p. xvi. 
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CHAPTER I. 

REGULATIONS CONCERNING EATABLES AND BEVERAGES : PREPARA¬ 
TIONS FROM THE FIRST DAY OF FESTIVALS TO THE SECOND, FROM 
THE FESTIVALS TO THE SABBATH, AND VICE VERSA. 

MISHNA: An egg laid on a festival may be eaten on the 
same day. So say the school of Shammai; the school of Hillel, 
however, say it must not. The school of Shammai say that 
leaven the size of an olive and leavened bread the size of a date 
(are to be removed before Passover), but the school of Hillel say 
that both must be removed when of the size of an olive only. If 
wild game or fowl is to be slaughtered on a festival, the school of 
Shammai say one should dig up (the earth) with a spade and 
cover the blood, but the school of Hillel forbid the killing unless 
loose earth had been prepared for that purpose the day before. 
Both schools, however, agree that if the killing had been done, 
one may loosen some earth and covfer the blood with it, for ashes 
are always ready in the hearth. 

GEMARA: To what kind of hen does the Mishna refer? If 
to a hen designed for eating, why then does the school of Hillel 
prohibit the eating of the egg? Is it not a part of the eatables 
which were prepared (for the festival)? If to a hen kept for lay¬ 
ing eggs only, what is the reason of the school of Shammai, who 
permit to eat it ? Is this not Muktzah (designation *)? Should 
we suppose that the school of Shammai do not hold the theory 
of Muktzah, even then the eating of it could not be permitted, 
as it is a new-born thing, and even one who denies the theory of 
Muktzah should hold to the theory of Nolad (new-born thing). 
Nay, R. Na’hman has declared that one who denies the theory of 
Muktzah denies also the theory of Nolad. 


* See footnote on p. 79 of Tract Sabbath. 
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If so, then the school of Shammai will be in accordance with 
R. Simeon (who denies the theory of Muktzah), and the school 
of Hillel will be in accordance with R. Jehudah (who holds it); 
but this would not be the case, because did not R. Na’hman state 
(in Tract Sabbath) that the school of Hillel are always in accord¬ 
ance with R. Simeon and the school of Shammai with R. Je¬ 
hudah ? R. Na’hman may say : Because we found an anonymous 
Mishna (in Tract Sabbath, p. 375) which is in accordance with R. 
Simeon, therefore he declares that concerning the Sabbath the 
school of Hillel hold with R. Simeon, and concerning the festi¬ 
vals we found an anonymous Mishna (Sabbath, p. 375) in ac¬ 
cordance with R. Jehudah, therefore he declares that the school 
of Hillel are in accordance with R. Jehudah, who is more rigorous. 

Let us see: Who makes the Mishna.anonymous? Rabbi (its 
editor). Why does he make it anonymous in regard to Sabbath 
in accordance with R. Simeon, and in regard to festivals (makes 
it anonymous) according to R. Jehudah? This is no question. 
Relating to Sabbath, which is so rigorous that it has a capital 
punishment and there is no fear that anyone will dare to dis¬ 
regard its rules, therefore Rabbi made an anonymous Mishna 
in accordance with the more lenient R. Simeon ; but relating 
to festivals, which have no capital punishment at all, and the 
rules are lenient, for fear that otherwise they may be disre¬ 
garded, Rabbi made an anonymous Mishna in accordance with 
R. Jehudah. 

Now, then, if the Mishna means a hen which is kept for laying 
eggs, and the reason that the school of Hillel prohibit it, is be¬ 
cause the egg is Muktzah, why do they not differ about the hen 
itself? (whether it is permitted to eat it or not). Therefore said 
Rabba: The Mishna refers to a hen kept for eating, and to a 
festival which falls after Sabbath; and the teaching of the school 
of Hillel is not for the reason of Muktzah, but of preparation; 
i.e. f an egg which is laid to-day Rabba is certain that it was ripe 
the preceding day, and it is in accordance with his theory, thus : 
It is written [Ex. xvi. 5] : “ And it shall come to pass on the sixth 
day, when they prepare what they shall have brought in ” ; i.e. t 
only on a week-day shall anything be prepared for the Sabbath 
or for festivals, but nothing should be prepared on a festival for 
the Sabbath, and vice versa . 

Said Abayi to Rabba: Let it then be permitted on a festival 
which does not come after Sabbath, and he answered: It is as a 
precautionary measure for the festival which falls after Sabbath. 


3 


TRACT I3ETZAH (YOM TOB). 

Said Abayi again : Let it then be permitted on a Sabbath, and 
he rejoined again : It is a precautionary measure for the Sabbath 
which falls after a festival. Said Abayi again : Do we take such 
precautionary measures? Have we not learned in a Boraitha: 
If one kills a hen on a festival and finds in it ripe eggs, he is per¬ 
mitted to eat them? Now, if such precautionary measures are 
taken, why should not the same precautionary measure be taken 
for the above eggs, for fear lest one eat new-laid eggs? Rabba 
again rejoined : Ripe eggs in the entrails of a hen are not a usual 
occurrence, and for an unusual occurrence no precautionary meas¬ 
ures are taken. 

R. Joseph, however, said that (the prohibition of eating an 
egg from a hen kept for eating) is as a precautionary meas¬ 
ure lest one may eat fruit which has fallen from a tree on 
Sabbath. R. Itz’hak said that the precautionary measure is 
taken lest one drink the beverages which flow from a tree on Sab¬ 
bath. From the following teaching we learn that R. Johanan 
agrees with R. Joseph’s opinion, viz.: R. Johanan found R. Je- 
hudah contradicting himself, namely: We have learned in a 
Mishna in Sabbath, one may not press fruit to derive beverage 
from it; and even if the beverage flowed of itself, it is prohibited. 
R. Jehudah, however, said: If the fruit was for the purpose of 
eating, the beverage which flows from it is permitted, and if the 
fruit was for beverage, the latter is not permitted. From this we 
see that although the beverage which flows from the fruit was not 
prepared on the preceding day, its use is nevertheless permitted; 
and in another place we find that the same R. Jehudah said, 
“ that an egg which was laid on one festival day may be eaten on 
the second festival day”—on the second, but not on the first. 
This contradicts his first dictum, that the beverage may be used 
on the same day. And R. Johanan answered about this contra¬ 
diction thus: Say, that it is on the contrary, that not R. Jehu¬ 
dah permits to drink the beverage, but the first Tana in the above 
Mishna. Now, when R. Johanan contradicted the teaching con¬ 
cerning the beverage and the egg, we must say that the prohibi¬ 
tion of both is for one and the same reason. 

Rabbina the son of R. Ula said: It is not so. R. Jehudah, 
who says that the egg must be eaten on the second day, and not 
on the first, refers to a case where the hen was kept for laying 
eggs only, and this is according to his theory of Muktzah. 

An objection was raised from the following Boraitha: An egg 
which was laid on Sabbath or on a festival day must not be 
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handled to cover a vessel with it, or to support the foot of a bed 
with it. It is permitted, however, to cover it with a vessel to 
prevent it from breaking. If it is doubtful whether the egg was 
laid on that day or not, it is also disallowed to use it. Should it 
become mixed in even with a thousand eggs, all the eggs are pro¬ 
hibited to be used on that day. It is right according to Rabba’s 
teaching, who says that when the egg is prohibited for the reason 
of preparation, which is biblical, therefore a doubtful egg must 
not be used because it is doubtful according to a biblical law, 
and all doubts about biblical ordinances must be decided more 
rigorously; but according to R. Joseph and R. Itz’hak, who say 
that it is prohibited only as a precautionary measure, why then is 
it not allowed to use the doubtful egg that is so only according 
to a rabbinical ordinance, and all doubts concerning rabbinical 
ordinances must be decided more leniently? The latter part of 
the Boraitha means that it was doubtful whether it was laid by a 
hen biblically forbidden to be eaten (e.g. y sick or crippled). If it 
is so, how will the latter part of this Boraitha, “ if it were mixed 
in even with a thousand eggs, all are prohibited/’ be explained ? 
It would be right if there were a doubt whether it was laid on a 
week-day or on a festival, where the prohibition is temporary 
(because on the morrow all may be eaten); and there is a rule 
when anything is temporarily prohibited, if it is mixed in with 
a thousand, the prohibition remains, but if the egg was doubtful 
to be from a biblically forbidden hen (in which case the prohibi¬ 
tion remains in force always), then if it is mixed in with other eggs, 
why should they all be invalid? Let it be ignored as against 
the majority? (that one egg be removed, and the remaining 
should be used). The assumption that an egg is a thing of value, 
and therefore must not be ignored, would apply only to those 
who say that all things usually counted must not be ignored ; but 
what can be said to those who say that only things which are 
always sure to be counted may be ignored? (This objection 
remains.) 

R. Ashi said : The meaning of “ doubtfulness ” in the Borai¬ 
tha is, whether it is a week or festival day, it is nevertheless 
prohibited to use it, although according to R. Joseph and R. 
Itz’hak it is only a rabbinical doubt, because the prohibition is 
only temporary, and in case of a temporary prohibition even a 
rabbinical one must wait till the prohibition is over. 

We have learned in a Boraitha: Anonymous teachers in the 
name of R. Eliezer said that the egg in question may be eaten 
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together with the hen that laid it. To what case does the 
Boraitha refer? If the hen is kept for eating, then it is self- 
evident ; if it is a lien kept for laying eggs, then both are not 
allowed to be used. Said R. Zera: The Boraitha means to say 
that the egg can only then be eaten when the hen which laid 
it was also eaten. How shall it be explained? Said Abayi: In 
case the hen was bought not for any definite purpose, if it was 
slaughtered and prepared, then it is clear that it was bought for 
the festivals, and the egg may also be used ; but if the hen is 
kept alive, then it is clear that it was bought with the intention 
to keep it for laying eggs, and then it must not be used. R. 
Mari, however, said that the Boraitha meant to say nothing, but 
merely exaggerated (*>., the egg may be eaten in any manner), 
as we have learned in the following Tosephta: Anew-laid egg 
may be eaten with the hen that laid it, and a new-born pullet 
with its shell. As the shell cannot be used and is only an exag¬ 
geration, so is it also meant with the egg and the hen which 
laid it. 

It was taught : If Sabbath fell after a festival, or vice versa , 
anything born on one of these days must not be used on the 
other. So said Rabh. R. Johanan, however, allowed it to be 
used on the morrow. 

Shall we assume that Rabh holds that both are of one and the 
same sanctitude ? Did not Rabh say that the Halakha prevails 
according to the four old sages* who are in accordance with R. 
Eliezer, who said that Sabbath and the festivals are of different 
sanctitudes? Nay, here they, do not differ concerning the 
sanctitudes, but as to the law of*preparation mentioned above 
in the name of Rabba. Rabh is in accordance with this theory 
and R. Johanan is not. 

The Tanaim of the following Tosephta differ on the same 
point: If an egg was laid on the Sabbath, it may be eaten on the 
festival, and vice versa. R. Jehudah in the name of R. Eliezer, 
however, said, that there is still a difference of opinion among 
the schools of Shammai and Hillcl. According to the former it 
may, and according to the latter it may not be eaten. 

The householder of R. Adda b. Ahabah had eggs which were 
laid on a festival preceding the Sabbath; he came to him and 
inquired whether it is permitted to roast them that day, to be 
eaten on the morrow. He answered : What is thy question ? 


* See Tract Erubin, p. 82. 
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Because thou thinkest that when Rabli and R. Johanan differ the 
Halakha prevails according to the latter; yet even R. Johanan 
permits only to sip the egg when raw on the morrow, but he 
never permitted to handle it on the same day. 

The householder where R. Papa lived, according to others 
another man, had eggs which were laid on a Sabbath preceding a 
festival, and he asked R. Papa if they could be eaten on the mor¬ 
row, and R. Papa answered him: Leave it until to-morrow and 
come again, because Rabh did not use an interpreter on a festival 
day after meals to decide questions belonging to the next day, 
for fear, perhaps, that he had drunk more than a quarter of a lug 
of wine. When he came on the next day R. Papa said to him : 
If I had decided the question yesterday, when I was a little light¬ 
headed, I would have erred, and would have decided according to 
R. Johanan, as the rule is where Rabh and R. Johanan differ, the 
Halakha prevails always according to R. Johanan, and this would 
not be right, because Rabha said that the case in question is one 
of the three* where the Halakha prevails according to Rabh, both 
when he is lenient as well as rigorous. 

R. Johanan said: Wood which falls from a tree on Sabbath 
must not be used on the following festival day; and if it would 
be asked what is the difference between the wood and the egg, it 
can be said that the egg can be used while raw just after it has 
been laid, and if left until the next day, because it must not be 
used on the same day; but if the wood will be used just after 
Sabbath is over, one might say that the use of the wood was 
allowed on the same day, and that it was not used because it was 
prohibited to make a fire on Sabbath. 

R. Mathna said: If wood had fallen down from a tree directly 
into an oven on a festival day, one may add wood which had been 
prepared on the preceding day and burn it; but is not this han¬ 
dling a prohibited thing? To this the answer is, because the bulk 
of the wood may be handled, the rest is ignored. But did he 
not ignore the prohibited wood intentionally? and a Mishna 
teaches that a prohibited thing must not be ignored on purpose. 
This, however, is only true of a biblical prohibition, but not of a rab¬ 
binical. But according to R. Ashi, who said that a thing which 
is prohibited only temporarily, cannot be ignored by any means, 
what can be said ? This is when the prohibited thing is preserved ; 
but here, when the wood is to be destroyed by fire, it is different. 


* As it will be explained further on, p. 8. 
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It was taught about the two festival days in exile: Rabh said 
if anything was born on the first day, it may be eaten on the 
morrow, but R. Assi says it must not. Said R. Zera : It seems to 
me that R. Assi is correct in his opinion, because in our time the 
time of the calendar is known to us, and nevertheless we hold in 
exile two days of festival (consequently we must hold all the 
ordinances which were ordained in that time). Abayi, however, 
said : It seems to me that Rabh is correct in his opinion, and our 
keeping of two days of festival in exile is merely because a message 
was sent to us from the West: Take heed of the customs of your 
ancestors, as it can happen that the government might forbid the 
keeping of festivals, and the exact date might be forgotten (after 
the government should retract the command). 

It was taught : Rabh and Samuel both said of the two festi¬ 
val days of New Year: Something born on the first day must 
not be used on the other. 

Rabha said: From the day of the ordinance of Rabban 
Johanan ben Zakkai,* an egg which is laid on the first day of the 
New Year festival may be eaten on the next day. Said Abayi to 
him : Did not Rabh and Samuel both say that it is not allowed ? 
Rejoined Rabha: I say to you that of Johanan b. Zakkai, and 
you mention Rabh and Samuel to me [says the Gemara : Do 
really Rabh and Samuel contradict a Mishna ? Nay, it presents 
no difficulty: The ordinance of Johanan b. Zakkai was only for 
Palestine, but Rabh and Samuel speak for the exile]. 

R. Joseph, however, said even after the ordinance of Johanan 
b. Zakkai the prohibition of the egg remains in force, because the 
prohibition has been ordained by the vote of a majority of sages, 
and everything that has been ordained by a majority some time 
ago, must again be voted by a majority. Said Abayi to him : 
Did the sages in Johanan b. Zakkai’s time discuss about an egg? 
They discussed only about the witnesses of the new moon. 
When it was ordained that the witnesses should not be received 
on the 30th day (consequently two days were kept festival), the 
egg was prohibited, but after that, when it was again allowed to 
receive the witnesses the entire 30th day, in consequence holiday 
was kept only one day, and the egg could not be any longer pro¬ 
hibited. 

R. Ada and R. Shalman [both from the city of Khaluchith] 
said : The reason why the egg is prohibited even after the ordi- 


* For this ordinance of R. Johanan ben Zakkai see Tract Rosh Hashana, pp. 55-56. 
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nance of R. Johanan b. Zakkai, is because the Temple will soon 
be rebuilt, and then one may say the last year, have we not eaten 
the second day of the festival the egg that was laid on the first 
day? We will do the same now, and they will not know that 
the last, year had two separate sanctitudes ; and now, when the 
Temple is built, the two days are as one long day of one and the 
same sacredness. 

If it is so, let the witnesses who come to testify about the new 
moon, also not be received? because soon will the Temple be 
rebuilt, and they will say : Did we not receive the last year the 
whole 30th day ? The same will we do now ? What comparison 
is there? Only the court (Beth Din) can receive the testimony 
of the witnesses, but eating an egg appertains to the common 
people. Rabha, however, said : That even after the ordinances 
of R. Johanan b. Zakkai the egg is prohibited for this reason: 
Would not R. Johanan b. Zakkai himself agree that if the wit¬ 
nesses were coming after the Min’ha prayer (in the afternoon), 
both the 30th day and the morrow would be kept sacred ? 
(Therefore we who are at a great distance from Palestine, and do 
not know when the witnesses appeared, must keep both days 
holy, and as of one kind of sacredness ; in consequence an egg 
laid cannot be eaten on what is considered as the same day.) 

Rabha said again : The Halakha prevails according to Rabh 
in these three ordinances, both when he is lenient and rigorous 
(namely: 1. An egg laid on a Sabbath preceding festival day or 
on a festival day preceding a Sabbath may be eaten on the mor¬ 
row. 2. The same is the case with the two festival days in exile. 
3. But if it was laid on the first day of the two New Year’s days, 
it must not be eaten). 

Rabha said: The preparing for the burial of a dead body on 
the first day of the exile festival must be done by Gentiles; but 
on the second day Israelites may do it, even if it is New Year. 
With a new-born thing, however, in the two days of New Year 
it is different (because these two days are considered as of one 
sacredness). The sages of Nehardai, however, said the case is 
the same with a new-born thing also. Said Mar Zutra: The law 
concerning burial on holidays refers to a case when the corpse had 
been lying some time and there is fear of corruption; but if it 
had just died it may lie until after the holidays and then be 
interred. R. Ashi, however, said : Even if it has just died it can 
be buried on the same day, as the sages considered the second 
day of a festival a week-day in relation to a dead body, and it is 
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allowed even to cut myrtle for it and prepare (a nice cloak for him 
besides) the shrouds. 

Rabbina was sitting in the presence of R. Ashi on the first 
day of New Year, and noticed that he was downcast. He asked 
him : Why is the Master downcast ? R. Ashi answered : Because 
I have not made a combining of cookery (Erub Tabshilin; i.e. y 
the third day of the new year was a Sabbath, and it was neces¬ 
sary to prepare on the second day of New Year for the Sabbath 
by making a “ combining of cookery ”). Said Rabbina to him : 
Let Master make it to-day. Did not Rabha say that whoever 
forgot to make a combining on the eve of a festival, is permitted 
to make it on the first day ? And R. Ashi rejoined: Rabha 
allowed it only on the exile festival day, but not on the two days 
of New Year. Said Rabbina again : Did not the sages of Neher- 
dai decide that the same is the case with New Year's day? R. 
Mordecai answered to Rabbina: I have heard Master plainly de¬ 
clare that he did not agree with the sages of Neherdai (Master 
means R. Ashi). Therefore do not molest him with this question. 

The rabbis taught: A pullet which was born on a festival 
must not be eaten on the same day. R. Eliezer ben Jacob said 
even on a week-day it is not allowed to eat it on the same day, 
because its eyes are not yet open. We also learn in the follow¬ 
ing Boraitha: It is written [Lev. xi. 22] : “All flying insects that 
walk upon four legs shall be an abomination to you.” By “ all ” 
it is meant to add the pullet whose eyes are not as yet open. 

R. Huna said in the name of Rabh: An egg becomes ripe as 
soon as it is laid. What does Rabh mean to teach us by this 
statement ? Shall we assume that he meant to say that it be¬ 
comes ripe enough to be eaten with milk, which would not be the 
case if the egg were found in the entrails of a hen ? Did not a 
Boraitha say: He who kills a hen and finds in it ripe eggs may 
eat them with milk? Shall we assume that Rabh means to teach 
us that when it is laid on a festival it may be eaten on that same 
day; but how if it were found in the entrails of a hen, would it 
not be allowed to eat it on a festival? Did not a Boraitha say 
that if ripe eggs are found in the hen on a festival day, they may 
be eaten? If it be said that Rabh means to teach us what the 
Boraitha has added to the Mishna (this cannot be said either, 
because) we have learned in the Mishna, an egg laid on a festival 
the school of Shammai permit to be eaten, etc. We see there¬ 
fore that the above schools differed only about an egg laid 
already, but not about an egg found in the entrails of a hen; and 
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it cannot be said of the school of Hillel that they prohibited this, 
for then the above Boraitha which allows this would not be in 
accordance with any of the schools. 

Rabh comes to teach us that only an egg which is laid is ripe 
to be put under a hen for hatching; but an egg which is found 
in the entrails of a hen, even if it were ripe, cannot be used for 
hatching, as it cannot breed pullets. 

And the difference is in matters of buying and selling (/.<?., 
if one buy eggs for hatching and he was given eggs which were 
found in the entrails of a hen, the seller must return the money 
to him). As it happened once, one came to the market and asked 
for new-laid eggs and he was given eggs which were found in a 
killed hen. When the case was brought before R. Amai he de¬ 
cided that the sale was null and void and the seller must return the 
money. Is that not self-evident ? One may say that when the 
buyer asked for new-laid eggs he meant eggs for eating, and he 
who sold him the eggs which were found in the killed hen has 
only to return to the buyer the difference between the value of a 
new-laid egg and one found in a killed hen. Therefore he comes 
to teach us that it is not so, but that the whole sale is null and 
void and the seller must return the money. 

It happened, also, that one came to the market and asked for 
eggs of a hen which had paired with a cock, and he was given 
eggs of a hen which laid them by warming herself by scratching 
the earth; and when this case was also brought before R. Amai, 
he made the sale null and void for the same reason. 

And if you wish, we will explain (the above saying of R. 
Huna in the name of Rabh), that an egg is ripe as soon as it is 
laid, means, that as soon as the greater part of it is out of the 
body of the hen, it is considered ripe ; and this will be in accord¬ 
ance with R. Johanan, who said that an egg, of which the greater 
part was out on the eve of a festival, and it slipped back, and 
came out on the festival, it might be eaten the same day. And 
still others say, that Rabh means to teach that when the egg is 
wholly out then it is ripe, but not otherwise, the reverse of the 
opinion of R. Johanan. 

The text says : When one has killed a hen and found ripe 
eggs in it, they may be eaten with milk. R. Jacob, however, 
said : When the egg is as yet covered with veins, it must not be 
eaten with milk. 

The rabbis taught: All the females which have communica¬ 
tion with their males in the day-time only, give also birth in the 
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day-time only; and those which have communication in the 
night-time only, give also birth in the night-time only. Those, 
however, which have communication at all times, give birth also 
at all times. Those that have communication in the day-time 
only: e.g a hen ; and in the night only, e.g., a bat; and at all 
times, e.g ., man and all animals similar to him. 

To what purpose did the Master say all this? This is neces¬ 
sary to the following Halakha: R. Mari the son of R. Cahana 
says: One who has searched a chicken-coop on the eve of a festi¬ 
val at twilight, and docs not find any eggs, and on the morrow 
before sunrise does find one, it may be eaten the same day 
(as it could not have been laid during the night). But did he not 
search the day before? Say, then, he did not search thoroughly; 
and even if he did search thoroughly, it is possible that at that 
time the greater part of the egg came out and slipped back again ; 
and this is in accordance with what is stated above in the name of 
R. Johanan. 

This is not so? For did not R. Jose b. Saul say in the name 
of Rabh: If one has searched a chicken-coop on the eve of a 
festival at twilight, and does not find any eggs in it, and on the 
morrow he finds one, it must not be used? He has reference to 
a hen which bears by scratching the earth (and such a hen may 
lay even at night). If it is so, say in the case of R. Mari also 
that the egg which was found in the morning was laid by such a 
hen. 

There is the case where a male was in the coop. Even then, 
can it not happen that a hen may scratch the earth ? Said 
llabina: It is certain that when there is a male, no hen scratches 
the earth for the purpose of bearing. And at what distance in 
the neighborhood must the cock be? Said R. Gamda in the 
name of Rabh : As far as she can hear his voice in the day-time. 

R. Mari, according to his decision, has decided a case (in which 
it was searched on the eve of a festival and nothing found in it, 
but an egg was found on the morrow, and there was no cock 
at) a distance of sixty houses. 

When there is a stream between, the hen does not cross it, 
but she crosses a bridge ; neither does she cross over a plank. It 
happened once that a hen crossed over a plank. 

“ The school of Shammai say that leaven the size of an olivef 
etc. What is the reason of their teaching ? They maintain if the 
same size would be for leaven and leavened bread, why did the 
Torah need mention leaven at all? Let it have been written 
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“ leavened bread/’ and it would be known from an a fortiori conclu¬ 
sion that leaven the size of an olive is prohibited (i.e., as leavened 
bread, which is not as sour as leaven itself, one is culpable if he eats 
the size of an olive, so much the more, leaven itself the same 
size). Now, when the law mentioned leaven and leavened bread 
separately it is only to teach us that their sizes are different (leaven 
the size of an olive and leavened bread the size of a date). The 
school of Hillel, however, maintain that both are needed, because 
if leaven only were mentioned, one might say that because leaven 
is very sour, it must not be used, but leavened bread, which is not 
so sour, one may eat; if leavened bread only were mentioned, 
one could say that leavened bread which is fit to be eaten is pro¬ 
hibited, but leaven itself which is not fit for eating one is not 
culpable if he eats; therefore leaven is also mentioned. 

We have learned also in a Boraitha : It is written [Ex. xiii. 7] : 
“ And there shall not be seen with thee any unleavened bread, 
neither shall there be seen with thee any leaven in all thy boun¬ 
daries.” This is the point of difference between the school of 
Shammai and the school of Hillel: The first says, leaven the size 
of an olive and leavened bread the size of a date, and according 
to the latter, both are of the size of an olive. 

“ When a person has killed ,” etc. If one has killed already ; 
but may he not commence it? Said Rabha: The Mishna meant 
to say that if a person wishes to slaughter an animal at a festival 
and comes to ask how he shall do it, the school of Shammai say 
he must be told that he may slaughter first, dig to get loose 
earth, and then cover; but the school of Hillel say he must 
be forbidden to slaughter unless he has loose earth prepared 
from the preceding day. R. Joseph, however, said, that accord¬ 
ing to the school of Shammai he must be told to dig first, 
slaughter, and then cover. Said Abayi to R. Joseph : Shall we 
assume that the Master and Rabha differ about what R. Zera 
said in the name of Rabh, as follows: Whoever slaughters a wild 
animal or fowl, must have loose earth beneath, to soak the blood, 
and some on the top, to cover with, as it is written [Lev. xvii. 13] : 
“ Then shall he pour out the blood thereof, and cover it up with 
(or hi) earth ” ? '* It is not said “ to place earth on it,” but to 
“ cover it in earth.” From this we infer that there must be earth 
underneath and earth on the top. Now, the Master agrees with 
R. Zera (and therefore he must be told to dig first), but Rabha 


* The Hebrew term is “ID]D, which signifies both in and with. 
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does not agree with R. Zera (therefore in his opinion he must be 
told to slaughter first and dig after). Rejoined R. Joseph : We 
both agree with the dictum of R. Zera, and we differ on another 
point, namely, Rabha holds if there is already earth underneath, 
he may slaughter, but he must not dig first, for it may happen 
that he should afterwards reconsider the matter and not slaughter 
at all (then he will have dug for nothing), but I hold it is better 
to permit him to dig first, else it may be that he would not 
slaughter at all, and not enjoy the festival as becomes it. 

“ Both colleges agree" etc. R. Zriqa said in the name of R. 
Jehudah: The case is when one had a spade sticking in the 
ground from the preceding day. But he pounds the earth ? 
(reduces the earth to powder). Said R. Hyya bar Ashi in the 
name of Rabh : It is meant that the spade was already in pow¬ 
dered earth. 

“As ihc ashes from the hearth f etc. Where are the ashes 
mentioned ? Said Rabha: The Mishna means to say, that the 
ashes from the hearth may be considered as always prepared. 
Said R. Jehudah in the name of Rabh : The case is when the 
hearth had been heated on the preceding day, but when the fire 
was made on the festival, it is not so. When the ashes, however, 
are hot enough for roasting an egg, they are considered as pre¬ 
pared. We have learned the same in a Boraitha, with the addi¬ 
tion, that if one has brought loose earth for his garden or for a 
ruin, he may cover the blood with it. 

R. Jehudah said again : One may bring a basketful of earth, 
and do with it all that he needs. Lectured Mar Zutra in the 
name of Mar Zutra the great: The case is when he has separated 
a corner for it. 

An objection was raised : We have learned elsewhere : A 
kui* must not be slaughtered on a festival, and when it is, its 
blood must not be covered. Now, if it be so, let him cover it as 
R. Jehudah said above? What question is it—he could also 
cover it with the ashes of the hearth, or with a spade in powdered 
earth? We must say, then, that they were not available; and 
it is the same with the basketful of earth mentioned above, that 
he has not any. If such is the case, why a kui, of which it is 
doubtful whether his blood must be covered or not? Even an 
animal of which it is certain that his blood must be covered, the 
same is the case ? The Mishna means to say, that not only an 


* Cross between a he-goat and a hind. 
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animal of which it is certain that his blood must be covered must 
not be slaughtered, unless he has prepared a covering; but even 
an animal which is doubtful, lest one say that because of the 
enjoyment of the festival it shall be slaughtered without covering, 
it comes to teach us that he must not. But did not the latter 
part of the Mishna state, that if it was slaughtered the blood 
must not be covered, from which we must infer that the first part 
of the Mishna means, even when he has a prepared covering 
for it ? 

Therefore said Rabha: The ashes of the hearth are only con¬ 
sidered to be prepared when the animal is of a species whose blood 
must be certainly covered ; but when the animal is of a kind about 
the covering of whose blood there is a doubt, it is not so (i.e., the 
ashes must not be handled for this purpose, as they are Muktzah). 
And this is in accordance with his theory elsewhere, that if one 
has brought earth to cover with it dung, he may cover with it the 
blood of a fowl, but not vice versa . The sages of Neharbelai, 
however, said that even if he has brought the earth for the pur¬ 
pose of covering with it the blood of a fowl, he may cover with it 
dung also. In the West R. Joseph bar Hama, and according to 
others Rabha the son of R. Joseph bar Hama, and R. Zera 
differed on this point. According to one a kui (about which it 
is doubted whether it is a wild or domestic animal) is regarded 
as dung, and according to the other it is not so (but who enter¬ 
tained either of these two opinions it was not known). Now, 
from the above teaching of Rabha, who said that earth prepared 
for a fowl must not be used for dung, we infer that Rabha is the 
one in whose opinion a kui is regarded as dung. 

Rami the son of R. Jebha, however, said that the reason that 
we do not cover a kui on a festival is as a precautionary measure, 
lest one think the use of its tallow permissible. If so, let it not 
be covered even on a week-day? Nay, on a week-day one (who 
sees the blood covered) may think it is done for the purpose of 
cleaning the yard. But what shall be the reply to him who comes 
to ask (whether he should cover the blood)? Therefore we must 
say, that the reason is this: On a week-day, when it is doubtful, 
the sages decree that nevertheless he should trouble himself to 
cover it, but on a festival day the sages do not wish to put him 
to perhaps unnecessary work. 

R. Zera taught: Not the blood of a kui only is it prohibited 
to cover on a festival day, but even when a slaughtered domestic 
animal’s and fowl’s blood were mixed together, it must not be 
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covered either. Said R. Jose bar Jasiniah : The case is when one 
cannot cover the whole blood with one (shovelful) stroke of the 
spade, but if he can, he must cover it. Is this not self-evident? 
One might say that we should prohibit this as a precautionary 
measure to prevent him from making two strokes. Therefore he 
comes to teach 11s that such precautionary measures are not nec¬ 
essary. Rabha said : If one has slaughtered a fowl on the eve of 
a festival, the blood must not be covered on the festival; but if he 
kneaded dough on the eve of a festival, he must separate the 
“ first dough ” on the festival. The father of Samuel, however, 
said that even this is prohibited. 

MISHNA: Beth Shammai say: It is prohibited to remove a 
ladder from one dove-cote to another; it may, however, be inclined 
from one opening to another (of the same dove-cote). But Beth 
Hillel allow both. 

GEMARA: R. Hanan bar Ammi said : Both schools differ ■ 
only when it is done in public ground : According to Beth Sham¬ 
mai one who will see him carrying a ladder may think he is going 
to repair his roof; but Beth Hillel do not care for that, for they 
say the dove-cote will show the man’s purpose of carrying the 
ladder. But if this is done in private ground (where there is no 
person to see his act), all agree that this is permissible. But is it 
so? Did not R. Jehudah say in the name of Rabh, that all which 
is prohibited on account of its liability to be seen (and misjudged) 
remains so even in the greatest privacy? In this .the Tanaim dif¬ 
fer (Sabbath, pp. 336, 337). 

Our Mishna does not accord with the Tana of the following 
Boraitha: R. Simeon b. Elazar said both schools agree that the 
ladder may be carried from one dove-cote to another; the point 
on which they differ is whether the ladder may be carried back. 
The school of Shammai prohibit it, and the school of Hillel 
allow even this. Said R. Jehudah: The Mishna refers only to a 
ladder used for a dove-cote, but a ladder to an attic all agree is 
prohibited. R. Dosa said he may inclirfc it from one window to 
another. Anonymous teachers say in the name of R. Dosa, that 
he may also trail the ladder (making it change its 'position by 
turning it about). 

The children of R. Hyya were going out into the villages. 
When they came back their father asked them, was no question 
asked of you, which you have decided ? and they answered that 
they were asked whether a ladder of an attic may be inclined on 
a festival, and they allowed it. And he said to them : Go, pro- 
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hibit what you have permitted. (Said the Gemara): “ The chil¬ 
dren of R. Hyya thought that R. Dosa had allowed what R. 
Jehudah prohibited, and it was not so; he only allowed what the 
first Tana did not prohibit; i.e ., a ladder to a dove-cote, allowed 
by the first Tana even to be carried, R. Dosa permits only to 
incline. 

“ It may , however , be inclined from one opening ,” etc. We 
learn also in another Mishna farther on : The shutters (of shops) 
must not be removed on a festival, so is the decree of Beth 
Shammai; but according to Beth Hillel they may be even re¬ 
turned to their places. From this we see that concerning the 
enjoyment of the festival, the school of Shammai are rigorous, 
and the school of Hillel are lenient. Is not this in contradiction 
to the first Mishna of this chapter, where we see the opposite ? It 
would be (intelligible) if we explain the first Mishna’s meaning 
that it speaks of a spade stuck in the ground before (then Beth 
Shammai would not be more rigorous). But what can be said of 
the self-contradiction of Beth Hillel? Said R. Johanan: Change 
the names of the authorities (assume the prohibitions to be made 
by Beth Shammai and the permissions by Beth Hillel). Says 
the Gemara: Perhaps it is not so, because we can explain the 
lenience of Beth Hillel in the case of the shutters by the fact 
that the law of building cannot be applied to vessels (according 
to their theory); but in the first Mishna, where such a reason 
cannot be fouad, they did not permit. 

MISHNA: Beth Shammai say : It is unlawful to remove the 
birds from their places, unless they have been handled before the 
festival; but Beth Hillel say: It is unnecessary to do more than 
stand on the eve of the festival before the dove-cote and say : 
“ This and this bird will I take for the festival/’ 

GEMARA: Said R. Hanan bar Ammi: They differ only 
about the first brood of pigeons. Beth Shammai hold that if one 
will not handle it before the festival, he may change his mind 
(and spare it when he (femes to take it on the festival, and will 
take others instead of them, but if he has handled it on the 
previous day, we are sure that he will not change his mind). 
Beth Hillel, however, do not entertain this fear. But as for 
the second brood, all agree that it is enough if he says before 
the festival: “ I will take this and this.” 

According to Beth Hillel, why is it needed one should men¬ 
tion the individual bird? Would it not suffice to refer to the 
whole dove-cote (and say, “ from this dove-cote I will take 
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more”)? Should we assume that the school of Hillcl do not 
hold the theory of premeditated choice (see Vol. III., p. 80)? 
But this would not be right, as from the Mishna (Oholath, VII., 
3), we know that the school of Hillel hold this theory. Said 
Rabha : It is needed for the reason that if he will not point 
out the individual, he may handle the next day all birds of 
the dove-cote except the one he chooses (if any) unnecessarily. 
But did not Beth Hillel say it is enough if he says: “ I will 
take this and this bird,” and yet he may reject it when he 
comes to take it for slaughtering ? Nay, this is on the eve 
of a festival, if he has chosen some of them, be they lean or fat, 
he will not exchange them for others; but if lie did not so on the 
eve, and lie comes to choose them on the festival itself, it may be 
that he will be compelled to handle many until he finds one that 
is fit, or it may happen he finds none fit, and he will handle them 
for no purpose, and he will be deprived of the enjoyment of the 
festival. 

MISHNA: If a person who had prepared for a festival black 
pigeons finds white ones, or having prepared white pigeons, 
should find black ones; or two birds, and he find three, they 
must not be used. If three birds had been prepared and two 
only are found, they may be used; but if they had been pre¬ 
pared within the nest, and are found before the nest, they must 
not be used unless there were no other birds but these in the 
dove-cote. 

GEMARA: Is not this self-evident ? Said Rabba: The 
Mishna" refers to a case when one had prepared both white and 
black, and on the morrow, when he comes to take them, he finds 
they have changed places. One might say that the pigeons arc 
all the same, but they have changed places, hence the Mishna 
comes to teach us that it is not customary for the birds to change 
places, and therefore we must say that all the old ones are gone, 
and those which are found are other pigeons. Shall we suppose 
that this Mishna is in support of the decree of R. Hanina, who 
said that when one has to decide according to the majority of cases 
similar to one at hand, or according to the intrinsic probability, one 
should decide according to the former? (As our Mishna decided 
that they are other pigeons, and that is because in the majority 
of cases pigeons do not change places, we see that the Mishna 
decides according to majority and not probability.) Nay, the 
case of the Mishna can be explained as Abayi says farther on, 
that it means not in the nest itself, but on the board before the 
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nest, where strange pigeons also come and roost (and so decides 
not according to majority, hut probability). 

“ Or two birds , arid he finds three," etc. Why is it so? For 
all reasons: Either all are strange pigeons, or at least one. 

“ If three birdsf etc. Why so ? Because two are the same, 
though one is gone. Shall we assume our Mishna is only accord¬ 
ing to Rabbi, and not the sages of the following Boraitha ? If 
one had left at a certain place one hundred zuz of second tithe, 
and he found afterwards two hundred zuz, the ordinary and the 
second tithe money are mixed together. Such is the decree of 
Rabbi. But the sages said that the whole is considered as or¬ 
dinary money (considering the first hundred as having been stolen, 
and this to be other money). But if he left two hundred zuz, 
and found only one hundred, it is considered that one hundred 
has been stolen, and the other hundred remains. So is the de¬ 
cree of Rabbi. But the sages said that the remainder becomes 
ordinary. Hence we see that the case of the doves in our Mishna 
is according to Rabbi? Nay, the Mishna can be explained even 
in accordance with the sages, for it was taught in addition to this 
Boraitha, that R. Johanan and R. Elazar both said that in the 
case of pigeons the law is different because pigeons have the 
habit of leaving their nest for short whiles. 

“ But if they had been prepared in the nest," etc. Shall we say 
this part of the Mishna is in support of the above decree of R. 
Hanina? Here it can also be explained as the former according 
to Abayi (that the board before the nest is meant where strange 
pigeons come to roost). Rabha, however, said : The Mishna re¬ 
fers to a case where there were two nests, one on the top of the 
other; and not only is one prohibited to use pigeons found be¬ 
fore the lower nest, when he had prepared same in the lower, and 
found both nests empty, because it is considered that from only 
the lower nest they are gone, and those from the upper nest 
have come down; but if he had prepared them in the upper one, 
and found them in front of it, while both nests are empty, the 
case is the same; though usually pigeons do not go up, it is con¬ 
sidered that the upper pigeons are gone, and those of the lower 
nest came up in front of the upper nest. 

“ Unless there were no other birdsf etc. How was the case? 
Shall we say flying pigeons arc meant ? Then it may be assumed 
that those that had been in the nest had flown away, and these 
are strangers. And if pigeons too young for flying are meant, 
then if there is a nest within fifty ells, we may say that those 
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that were here bounded away, and these are strangers; but if no 
strange nest is near, is it not self-evident that they are the same 
and may be used, as Mar Uqba bar Hamma said: A pigeon that 
cannot fly yet is not able to bound away more than fifty ells? 
Nay, it can be explained thus: There is a nest within fifty ells, 
but it is situated in a corner so that the pigeons could not see it. 
They are in their own nest, and the Mishna comes to teach us, 
that the fear of their bounding away is only when there is 
another nest within fifty ells, which is visible to them when they 
are in their own nest; but if not visible, they do not bound away 
at all. 

MISHNA: Beth Shammai say: The (large wooden) pestle 
may not be moved for the purpose of using it as a block to cut 
meat upon ; but Beth Hillel allow it. Beth Shammai teach : It 
is unlawful to lay down a skin to be trodden on (as a preparation 
for its being tanned) or to raise it from the ground unless the 
( minimum) quantity of meat of the size of an olive be thereon; 
Beth Hillel, however, allow it. 

GEMARA : We have learned in a Boraitha (an addition to 
this Mishna) that all agree that if one has already cut meat on 
this pestle, it may not be handled more (because the occasion on 
which it was necessary for the festival is over). 

Said Abayi : Even if the pestle mentioned in the Mishna was 
a new one, made only for breaking bones, the case is the same ; 
(and Abayi found this necessary to explain) lest one say, that 
because it is a new one, it shall be feared that he will chancre 
his mind and will not use it for this purpose, and so it will 
be handled unnecessarily, and therefore the Mishna comes to 
teach us that this fear is not entertained. From this we see that 
Beth Shammai have not such fear. But did we not learn in a 
Boraitha: Beth Shammai said the slaughterer and the knife must 
not be brought to the animal, nor, vice versa , it to them (for fear 
of his changing his mind, and not slaughtering at all, and being 
troubled for nothing) ? And the same is the case with spices 
and the pestle, which must not be carried to the mortar, nor 
vice versa . But Beth Hillel allow both (hence we see that the 
school of Shammai fear his changing his mind). What comparison 
is it? He can reject on second consideration an animal because 
he wants a fatter one, or spices because he resolves to have a 
dish without spices, but in this ease the animal is already 
slaughtered and the meat is for cooking; hence he must cut 
it and prepare it for eating. 
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“ Beth Shammai teach it is unlawful to lay down a ski?i t " etc. 
We have learned in a Boraitha’: Both schools agree that meat for 
roasting may be salted on the skin. Said Abayi: Only for 
roasting is it permitted to salt meat on it, but not for boiling 
(because for roasting much salt is not necessary, but for boiling 
more is needed). Is not this self-evident ? It is plainly stated, 
“ for roasting." Abayi comes to teach us that even for roasting, 
if more salt is needed than ordinarily, it is not permitted. 

The" rabbis taught: Tallow must not be salted and must not 
be turned over. In the name of R. Joshuah, however, it was said 
that one may spread it out upon nails for being aired. Said R. 
Mathna : The Halakha does not prevail according to R. Joshuah ; 
but wherein differs this case from the case of the skin in our 
Mishna? (The cases are not identical.) When one sees him spread¬ 
ing out the skin, he may think because it is fit for sitting on, it is 
spread out for such purposes ; but when one will be allowed to salt 
the tallow, he may say : For what purpose have the sages allowed 
it? Only that it shall not become spoiled. Then what is the 
difference between spreading and salting, and he will also salt it ? 

R. Jehudah in the name of Samuel said : One may salt several 
pieces of meat at one time, though only one of them is needed. 
R. Adda bar A’hbah had recourse to ingenuity, and used to salt 
meat for a festival meal (salting one piece with the pretext that 
he will use it, and then rejecting it, and choosing another, and 
so on). 

MISHNA: The shutters of stalls must not be removed on a 
festival according to Beth Shammai; but Beth Hillel allow even 
to replace them. 

GEMARA : What kind of shutters is meant ? Said Ula : The 
shutters of movable stalls. He said again: There are three 
things of which the finishing was allowed (though not essential 
for the festival), for the reason of the beginning (which zvas 
necessary; i.e. y if it would not have been allowed to finish them, 
they would not have been begun). They are: The skin for the 
tanner, the shutters of the shops,* and the replacing of a plaster 
(on the priest’s hand f) in the Temple. And Rhaba said in the 


* It means that he would not slaughter the animal at all if he would not be sure 
that the skin would not be spoiled ; and so he would not open the shop to take out 
what was necessary for the festival, if he would not be allowed to shut it again, and 
the festival would be without enjoyment. 

f As the priest is not permitted to do his work of sacrificing when there is some¬ 
thing between (Hatzitzah, intervention) his hand and the victim. 
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name of Rabh Jehudah the Babylonian Amora : * The same is the 
case when one opens a barrel or begins to knead dough on the 
festival (he may stop up the barrel, or finish the kneading, be¬ 
cause he would not begin if he were not permitted to finish, and 
his enjoyment of the festival would not be complete), and this 
is according to Rabbi Jehudah the Tana, who said (in Hagigah, 
p. 52), he shall finish it. 

Our Mishna is not in accordance with the Tana of the follow¬ 
ing Boraitha : R. Simeon b. Elazar said : The schools both of 
Shammai and Hillel agree that the shutters may be removed on 
the festival; they differ only about the replacing of them. Beth 
Shammai do not permit this, and Beth Hillel allow even this. 
But this is in case there are hinges, but if there is none all agree 
it is permitted. But have we not learned in another Boraitha 
the contrary of this? Said Abayi : It can be explained so: If 
the hinges are at the sides of the shutters, all agree it is pro¬ 
hibited ; f if there are no hinges at all, all agree it is permissible. 
They differ only on this point when the hinges arc in the middle : 
Beth Shammai prohibit it as a precautionary measure, lest one 
think it permissible also even when they are at the sides, and 
Beth Hillel think such a precautionary measure is not to be taken. 

MISHNA: A child, a Lulab (a branch of a date-tree), holy 
scrolls, must not be carried in public ground according to Beth 
Shammai; but Beth Hillel allow it. 

GEMARA : In the presence of R. Itz’hak bar Abdimi one 
Tana taught as follows: If one slaughters a voluntary offering 
on a festival, he is liable to the penalty of stripes. Said R. 
Itz’hak to him : According to whom is your teaching? That is 
only according to Beth Shammai, who do not hold the theory 
that because it is permitted to carry things for the purposes of 
the festival, it is permissible to earry other things, even when 
they are not necessary for the purposes of the festival; but ac¬ 
cording to Beth Hillel, who hold this theory, we can say, because 
slaughtering for the festival is permitted, slaughtering for other 

* Rashi says : To some people it is doubtful if it was in the name of R. Jehudah 
the second, or R. Jehudah the disciple of Samuel; but I say, he added, that Rhaba, 
who was from Pumbeditha, had never seen R. Jehudah the second, as we do not find 
that he, sometime in his life, ever went to Palestine. Moreover, it is said elsewhere 
that no one was so particular in his study as Rhaba of Pumbeditha, and we must 
assume that Rhaba was so particular that he would not leave in his words any doubt 
about the man in whose name he said it; and if it was Jehudah the second, he would 
have certainly mentioned it. 

f As when the hinges are at the sides, it is very difficult to remove and replace. 
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purposes is also permitted, consequently he is not liable to stripes. 
R. Johanan’s opinion is also that Beth Shammai and Beth Hillel 
differ about the acceptation of the above theory. 

Because a disciple has taught in the presence of R. Johanan 
thus: If one cooks the sinew which shrank [Gen. xxxii. 33] in 
milk on a festival, and eats it, he is liable to five times stripes: 
once for cooking the sinew, once for eating it, once for cooking 
meat in milk, once for eating meat with milk, and once for kin¬ 
dling a fire on the festival. And R. Johanan said to him: Go 
with thy teaching out of the college, because for kindling a fire 
and cooking on the festival he is not liable for stripes, according 
to the teaching of the Mishna ; and even if you would find a 
Mishna which is in accordance with your teaching, it could be 
only according to the school of Shammai, who deny the theory 
that, because it is permitted to kindle a fire and to cook for the 
purposes of the festival, it is permissible also for other purposes; 
then, according to the school of Hillel, who agree with this theory, 
no Mishna could teach so. Now then, when kindling and cook¬ 
ing are permitted on the festival, you must remove the stripes 
for cooking and kindling out of the whole case. 

MISHNA: It is unlawful, according to Beth Shammai, to 
carry to the priest on a festival the first dough (Halah) or other 
gifts, whether they had been set apart for that purpose on that 
day or on the preceding day. Beth Hillel, however, allow this. 
Said Beth Shammai: Let us say to them: Is there not an 
analogy of expression in both ? First dough and other priestly 
dues are called gifts to the priest (Matanoth); and heave-offering 
(Terumah) is also called gifts to the priest. Now, as the last is 
prohibited, the same must be the case with the first ? Rejoined 
Beth Hillel: Nay, how can the gifts be compared to heave-offer¬ 
ing? The last one is not allowed to be set apart on the festival, 
whereas other gifts may. 

GEMARA: At the first glance, the teaching of the Mishna, 
“ whether it had been set apart on the same day/’ would seem to 
mean that it was slaughtered and set apart on the same day, and 
the expression, “ the preceding day,” would seem to mean that it 
was slaughtered also on that day. If it is so, however, according 
to whose opinion would the Mishna be? Not according to R. 
Jose, not according to R. Jehudah, but according to the anony¬ 
mous teachers. As we have learned in the following Boraitha : 
R. Jehudah said : Beth Shammai and Beth Hillel do not differ 
about the gifts that were set apart on the eve of a festival, 
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whether they might be brought together with the gifts set apart 
and slaughtered on the festival. What they differ in is only 
whether those set apart on the eve of the festival might be brought 
to the priest separately. Beth Shammai do not allow this, and 
Beth Ilillcl permit it. R. Jose, however, said that the above schools 
do not differ about gifts at all, but only about the heave-offering ; 
but an anonymous teacher said that they never differ about the 
heave-offering, which is prohibited according to all, but only 
about other gifts. Hence our Mishna is in accordance with the 
anonymous teachers. Said Rabha: Did the Mishna teach that 
they were set apart and slaughtered on the same day? They 
were set apart on that day, but may have been slaughtered on the 
previous day. Then the Mishna will be according to R. Jehudah 
only, but not according to the anonymous teachers? Nay, we 
may say it is in accordance with the anonymous teachers also, but 
the point on which they differ would be the gift that had been 
slaughtered on a preceding day. If it is so, the anonymous teachers 
would say the same as R. Jehudah? Nay, there is a difference 
about the adding of the gifts set apart on the preceding day to 
those set apart on the festival itself (according to R. Jehudah it 
may be done, and according to the anonymous teachers it may 
not). Said R. Jehudah in the name of Samuel: The Halakha 
prevails according to R. Jose. 

R. Tubbi the son of R. Nehemiah possessed one pitcher of 
wine of heave-offering on a festival, and he came to R. Joseph 
and asked him: Can I give it away to the priest to-day ? And 
the answer was, that R. Jehudah in the name of Samuel declared 
the Halakha prevails according to R. Jose (who permits). 

The host of an inn where Rabha bar R. Hanan was staying, 
possessed bundles of mustard stalks, and he asked his guest: 
May I thrash it and eat it on a festival? And he did not know 
the law. And he came before Rabha, who told him : We have 
learned in a Tosephta, one may pluck ears or crush pea-pods to 
get out the grains or peas on a festival. Abayi objects : We have 
learned in a Boraitha: Whoso has plucked ears on the eve of 
Sabbath, he may blow away chaff on the Sabbath from one hand 
into another, and eat, but not sieve. If he has done it on the eve 
of a festival, he may sieve it on the next day in a small but not a 
large sieve (that it may not be thought he does it for the next 
day). Hence it seems from this that to do it on the festival 
itself is not allowed. Rabha answered : The same would be the 
case on the festival itself. But as in the first part it is said : On 
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the eve of Sabbath, so in the last part he speaks of the eve of the 
festival. (Said Abayi again :) If it is so, then we find a case in 
which it is allowed to set apart heave-offering on a festival (as 
it is usually taken from a quantity of grains, not ears); and here, 
when he thrashes the ears for the purpose of eating the grain, you 
allow him to separate the heave-offering of it, for otherwise he 
is not allowed to eat, and in our Mishna it is plainly stated that 
the heave-offering is not allowed to be set apart on the festival. 
Rabha answered : It presents no difficulty. Elsewhere it is said, 
according to Rabbi's opinion heave-offering may be separated on 
the festival, and only R. Jose bar Jehudah opposed him, and our 
Mishna is in accordance with the latter. 

How shall one pluck (a change from the ordinary week-day 
manner there must be)? Abayi in the name of R. Jose said : He 
shall pluck it with the thumb and the index-finger. But R. Ivya 
upon the same authority said : The thumb and the two fingers 
next to it. Rabha, however, said : As soon as he does it in a 
peculiar manner, the number of fingers he employs is a matter of 
no great consequence. 

How shall one blow? R. Adda bar A’hba said in the name 
of Rabh : He shall blow only off his fingers (but not the palms). 
But in Palestine they ridiculed this, saying that, provided he does 
it in a peculiar manner, he may employ his palms also. There¬ 
fore R. Elazar said : He may blow it off one hand with his whole 
might (but must not use the other). 

MISHNA: Spices may be pounded on a festival with a 
wooden pestle only, and salt with an earthenware jug, or with a 
large wooden spoon, according to Beth Shammai. But Beth 
Hillel say: Spices may be, as usual, pounded with a stone pestle, 
and salt with a wooden spoon. 

GEMARA: From this we sec that all agree that salt must be 
pounded in a different manner. Why ? R. Huna and R. Hisda : 
One said, because all the dishes must have salt, but not all 
the dishes must have spices; and the other said, all the spices 
lose their fragrance, but not salt. What is the difference between 
the two? If one knows on the eve of a festival what dish hewiil 
prepare on the morrow? According to the former it needs a 
peculiarity (because he could have prepared it on the eve); and 
according to the latter it needs not, because had he prepared it 
on the eve the spices would lose their fragrance. 

R. Jehudah in the name of Samuel, however, said: All that is 
pounded maybe pounded on a festival as on week-days, even salt. 
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Did we not say above, that salt must be pounded differently ? 
He holds with the Tana of the following Boraitha: R. Meir said : 
Both schools of Shammai and Hillel never differ about the point 
that all things may be pounded on a festival as on week-days, 
and salt when it is among them : what they differ about is, 
whether it may be done so when it is separate. According 
to Beth Shammai it must be pounded with an earthenware jug 
or a large wooden spoon ; and only in a quantity needed for 
roasting, but not for stewing into a pot; but Beth Hillel allow 
any quantity. 

R. A’ha Bardla said to his son : If it shall happen that you 
will have to pound something on a festival, you should incline 
your mortar, and then pound (/.*., he shall make some change in 
the manner of pounding). R. Shesheth heard on a festival the 
sound of pounding in a mortar, and he said: It is surely not in 
my house. Why was he sure? Perhaps the mortar was inclined? 
Because he could infer from the sound that this was not so. Per¬ 
haps they were pounding spices? Then the sound would have 
been different. 

The rabbis taught: Ptisana * must not be made on a festival, 
for nothing may be pounded. But a small quantity may be 
pounded in a small mortar. 

It once happened that R. Papa was the guest of Mar Samuel, 
and Ptisa 7 ia was offered him, but he did not partake of it. Why ? 
Perhaps it had been done in a small mortar? He did not choose 
to trust his host’s servants, because they were disobedient. 

MISHNA: When one picks pulse on a festival, he may, 
according to Beth Shammai, only pick out the eatable part and 
eat it; but according to Beth Hillel he may pick it as usual in 
his lap, in a basket with holes, or in a large dish, but not on a 
large table, or through a small or large sieve. Rabban Gamaliel 
says: It is also lawful to pour water thereon, and remove the part 
not fit to eat, by hand. 

GEMARA: We learn in a Boraitha: Said R. Gamaliel: The 
Mishna refers to a case when there was more of the eatable part 
than of the part unfit for eating; but if the opposite was the case, 
then all agree that lie may take out only the eatable part and 
leave the rest. Is there any one who is allowed to do as usually 
even when the unfit part was larger than the rest ? R. Gamaliel 
meant to say, that even when the quantity of the unfit part was 


* Latin for a dish of pounded barley. 
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small, but to pick it out would be more trouble than to pick 
out the eatable part, all agree that he shall do what gives less 
trouble. 

“ Rabba?i Gamaliel said" etc. We have learned in a Borai- 
tha: R. Elazar bar Zadok said : Such was the custom in the 
house of Rabban Gamaliel; They usually brought a pail full of 
lentils and poured water on it, and the eatable part settled 
down, while the unfit part remained floating; but another Borai- 
tha states the contrary (that the unfit part settles down, etc.)? 
It presents no difficulty: the straw floats above, but if there is 
any dust or other such matter, it sinks. 

MISHNA: It is unlawful for one to send to another as a 
present on the festival anything but eatables, according to Beth 
Shammai. Beth Hillel, however, permit to send even cattle, 
game, and poultry, either slaughtered or alive; also presents of 
wine, oil, fine flour, and pulse, but not grain. R. Simeon allows 
also to send grain. 

GEMARA : R. Je’hiel taught: This is permissible only when 
he sends it by a few persons, but not by a whole line of men. 
A Boraitha taught that a line is not constituted by less than 
three men. 

“ R. Simeon" etc. A Boraitha taught: R. Simeon permits 
to send grain; eg., wheat, to make of it a dish which the inhabi¬ 
tants of Lydia used to make (by grinding the grains of wheat); 
barley, to give it to cattle; and lentils, to make of them a 
dish. 

MISHNA: It is also permitted to send clothes, sewed or not, 
even of “ Kelayim,” in case they can be used on the festival, but 
not sandals with iron nails or unfinished shoes. R. Jehudah 
says: White shoes may not be sent either, because an artificer is 
required to make them fit for use. This is the general rule: 
Whatever can be used on the festival, may be sent as a present 
thereon. 

GEMARA : It is right that sewed clothes should be permitted 
on a festival, because they can be used, and clothes not sewed 
may also be used for covering; but how can Kelayim be used? 
The Mishna meant to say rough clothes which can be used for 
sitting upon, and this is according to R. Huna the son of R. 
Joshuah, who said that felt of the city of Narash (which was 
rough) might be worn even if in it is Kelayim (linen and wool 
mixed together). 

“But not sandals" etc. What is the reason? Because once 
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an accident occurred.* Said Abayi: Sandals with iron nails 
must not be worn, because an accident happened on account of 
them, but they may be handled; and this we infer from our 
Mishna, which says that they shall not be sent, and if it were dis¬ 
allowed to handle them, it would be self-evident that they could 
not be sent. 

“ Or unfinished shoes!' Is it not self-evident ? The Mishna 
means to say that even if there were nails in them already (so 
that they could be put on), yet being unfinished, they might not 
be sent. 

u R. Jehudah says," etc. We have learned in a Boraitha : R. 
Jehudah permits to send black shoes, but not white, because lime 
is needed to make them white ; and R. Jose prohibits black shoes, 
because they must be polished. They do not disagree, however. 
Both speak of the customs in their respective places. In the 
place of one Master the skin of the shoes had the inner side turned 
out, and therefore it had to be made white; while in the other 
the opposite was the case, and polishing was needed. 

“ This is the general rule," etc. R. Shesheth permitted to his 
disciples to send phylacteries on a festival. Said Abayi to him : 
Did not we learn in our Mishna, only a thing which can be used 
on the festival may be sent (and phylacteries are not used then)? 
And he answered : The Mishna meant to say things fit to be 
used on' a week-day may be sent on a festival. Said Abayi : 
When the phylacteries arc spoken of we would like to say some¬ 
thing: If one was on the road on the eve of Sabbath or of a fes¬ 
tival, and the Tefilin were on his head and the sun set, he may 
lay his hand on the Tefilin and thus come to his home. The same 
is the case when he was sitting in the house of learning and the 
Tefilin were on his head, he may lay his hand on them until he 
comes home. 


*Scc Tract Sabbath, p. 116. 
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REGULATIONS CONCERNING THE COMBINING OF COOKERY ON A FESTI¬ 
VAL PRECEDING A SABBATH. 

MISHNA: When the festival falls on Friday, it is unlawful 
to prepare thereon, on purpose, any food for the Sabbath, but for 
the festival alone, and whatever remains may be used for the 
Sabbath ; and one may prepare on the eve of the festival one 
dish for the Sabbath especially, and then he may continue cook¬ 
ing on the festival for the Sabbath. Beth Shammai, however, say : 
Two dishes are necessary; Beth Hillel say: One is sufficient. 
Both, however, agree that fish and egg upon it may be considered 
as two dishes. If the dish thus prepared has been eaten or lost, 
nothing more may be cooked in addition to it; but if any small 
portion whatever is left, it suffices. 

GEMARA: Whence is this deduced? Said Samuel: It is 
written [Ex. xx. 8] : “ Remember the Sabbath day to keep it 
holy ”; from which we infer that we should remember it when 
we are liable to forget it (i.e. y when it is holiday already, one can 
forget it). Our Tana, however, infers this from the following 
passage [ibid. xvi. 23] : “ What ye shall bake, bake to-day; and 
what ye shall seethe, seethe to-day.” From this R. Elazar in¬ 
ferred that it shall not be baked unless same is baked already, 
and it shall not be cooked unless same is cooked already. And 
this is used by the sages as a biblical support to the law of the 
combining of cookery. 

The rabbis taught: It once happened that R. Eliezer was 
sitting and lectured a whole day (of the festival) about the 
laws relating to festivals. The first part of his audience arose 
and went out, and R. Eliezer said : These people must have 
great barrels of wine, and they are in a hurry to drink them. 
The second portion of the audience went away, and he said: 
These people must have smaller barrels. Of the third part 
he remarked: They must have cans. Of the fourth he said : 
They must have lugs . When the fifth part left him, he said : 
They must have only goblets. When the sixth part began to 
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depart, he said : They are worthy to be scolded (because the 
college began to be empty). At the same time he looked upon 
his disciples and saw the color of their faces was changed, and he 
said to them : My children, I did not mean you. I spoke only 
about those people who leave eternal life for temporaiy affairs. 
When his disciples were going away, he said to them [Nehem. 
viii. io] : “ Go your way, eat fat things, drink sweet drinks, and 
send portions unto him for whom nothing is prepared ; for this 
day is holy unto our Lord: and do not grieve yourselves; but 
let the joy of the Lord be your stronghold.” 

The Master says: “Because they leave eternal life for tem¬ 
porary affairs.” Is not the enjoying of the festival a religious 
duty ? R. Eliezer said this in accordance with his theory that 
the enjoying of a festival is not obligatory, as we learned in the 
following Boraitha : R. Eliezer said : A man has nothing to do 
on a festival but either to eat and drink the whole day, or to sit 
and study; but R. Joshuah said: He must divide the day—one- 
half of it for eating and drinking, and one-half of it for religious 
purposes. Said R. Johanan : The above both sages deduce from 
the following verse [Deut. xvi. 8] : “ On the seventh day shall be 
a solemn assembly unto the Lord thy God ” ; another verse 
[Num. xxix. 35]: “An assembly shall be to you.” How can 
the contradiction between these two verses be explained ? R. 
Eliezer explains it thus: The whole day shall be either for you 
or for the Lord; but R. Joshuah explains it thus: Divide the 
day—one-half for the Lord and one-half for you. Said R. 
Elazar:* All agree that on Pentecost the day must be partly 
devoted to one’s self also. Why so ? Because on this day the 
law was given to Israel, and we must enjoy it. Said Rabha: All 
agree also that on a Sabbath the day must be devoted to one’s 
self also. Why? Because it is written [Is. lviii. 13]: “Thou 
shalt call the Sabbath a delight.” And R. Joseph said : All 
agree that on the festival of Purim the day must also be devoted 
to one’s self, as it is written [Esther, ix. 22] : “ To make them days 
of entertainment and joy.” Mar the son of Rabina was fasting 
the whole year except on Pentecost, Purim, and the eve of the 
Day of Atonement: Pentecost, because the law was given; 
Purim, because they are days of joy and entertainment ; and the 
eve of the Day of Atonement, for a reason that is explained in 
Tract‘Yomah, p. 129. 


This is transferred from Pesachim, p. 68, b. 
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R. Joseph on the days of Pentecost used to say to his domes¬ 
tics : Prepare for me a calf which is the third-born (of the third 
birth), saying: If not this day be the reason, how many Josephs 
are there abroad ! (and but for the law, he would not be distin¬ 
guished among them). 

R. Shesheth used to repeat his studies every thirty days, and, 
supporting himself against the wall of the college, said: Rejoice, 
my soul! Rejoice, my soul! For thy sake I have read, for thy 
sake I have studied. 

What is meant, in the above verse of Nehemiah, by “ send 
portions to those for whom nothing is prepared ” ? Said R. 
Hisda: It refers to those men who have not made an Erub Tab- 
shilin (combining of cookery). What is meant by “ let the joy of 
the Lord be your stronghold”? Said R. Johanan in the name 
of R. Elazar bar Simeon : The Holy One, blessed be He, said to 
Israel: My children, borrow money for my sake, and rejoice on 
the holy day, and trust to me, I shall pay it. 

R. Tachlipha brother of Rabanai Huzaah taught: All the nec¬ 
essaries of a man are appointed for him in the Heavenly Court 
in the ten days between New Year and the Day of Atonement, 
except the expenses for Sabbath, the festivals, and the studies of 
his children: the amount for these purposes appointed for him 
in Heaven is the same as that which he spends (and varies with it). 

We have learned in a Boraitha: It was said that Shammai the 
Elder used to eat all days for the honor of Sabbath. When 
he found a good animal, he used to say: This shall be for Sab¬ 
bath. But when he found a better one, he ate the former, 
and left the better one for Sabbath; but Hillel the Elder had 
another habit: Because all his deeds were for the sake of Heaven, 
as it is written [Ps. lxviii. 20] : “ Blessed be the Lord ! day by day 
he loadeth us with benefits” (trusting in God to provide for 
Sabbath at the proper time).* 

** One may prepare on the eve of the festival one dish,” etc. 
Said Abayi: Only a dish is good for the purpose, but bread alone 
is not. Why so? Shall we assume it is required to have an 
article of food which is not often eaten, and bread is always eaten, 
then a dish of disa (mush), which is rarely eaten, is nevertheless 
disallowed by R. Nehuma bar Zachariah in the name of Abayi? 
The reason is this: One must have a thing which can be eaten 


* The saying of R. Johanan here is transferred in our edition from here to Tract 
Sabbath, p. 18, as it belongs there. 
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with bread, and disa cannot be eaten with bread. As it hap¬ 
pened that R. Zera saw people eating disa with bread, he said : 
The Babylonians are fools, they eat bread with bread ! 

R. Hiya taught: Lentils which are on the bottom of a pot 
may be used as an Erub Tabshilin, if the quantity is of the size 
of an olive. R. Itz’hak the son of R. Jehudah said that the fat of 
a fowl, if it is of the size of an olive, may be similarly used. And 
R. Abha said in the name of Rabh : The prescribed quantity 
for an Erub is the size of an olive, and it is sufficient for one 
or for one hundred persons. Said R. Huna in the name of 
Rabh : The combining of cookery must be done intentionally. 
It is certain that the person who makes the Erub must have the 
intention, but how is it with the person for whom the Erub 
is made? Is his intention also needed, or is it not? Come and 
hear: The father of Samuel made an Erub for all the inhabitants 
of Nehardai, and R. Ammi and R. Assi made an Erub for the 
whole population of Tiberia (hence the intention of those for 
whom the Erub is made is not necessary). 

R. Jacob bar Idi proclaimed : Everybody who has not made 
an Erub Tabshilin shall rely on my Erub Tabshilin (and shall do 
the preparing for Sabbath). And at what distance? Said R. 
Nehuma bar Zachariah in the name of Abayi: As far as the legal 
limit of Sabbath (2,000 ells). 

There was a blind man who had classified Mishnaioth before 
Mar Samuel; and Mar Samuel saw he was downcast. And he 
asked him : Why are you downcast ? And he answered : Because 
I have not made an Erub Tabshilin. Said Mar Samuel to him : 
Rely upon mine. The next year he saw him again sad, and got the 
same answer, and Mar Samuel rejoined: If it is so, you are a 
transgressor (you have not made one intentionally). All can rely 
upon my Erub Tabshilin, but not you. 

The rabbis taught: On a festival which happens to be on 
Friday, the Erub of legal limit and the Erubin of courts are not 
to be made. Rabbi, however, said : The Erub of legal limit is 
not to be made, but the Erubin of courts may, because you can 
prohibit one to do a thing for to-morrow which he may not do 
to-day ; but you cannot forbid a man to do a thing for to-morrow 
which he may do to-day (Erubin of courts are needed only for 
Sabbath, but not on festivals). It was taught : Rabh said the 
Halakha prevails according to the first Tana, but Samuel said 
the Halakha prevails according to Rabbi. 

The rabbis taught: On a fest ; val following on Sabbath one 
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shall say eight benedictions; that is to say, the Sabbath benedic¬ 
tion separately. Beth Hillel, however, said : One shall pronounce 
seven benedictions, and he shall begin and close with Sabbath, 
and shall include the holiness of the day. Rabbi said : He shall 
close with the benediction : “ Blessed be He who sanctifies the 
Sabbath, Israel, and the festivals/’ A disciple taught in the 
presence of Rabina: “ Who sanctified Israel, the Sabbath, and 
the festivals, ’’and Rabina rejoined : Does Israel then sanctify the 
Sabbath? 'The Sabbath is itself holy: Say then : “ Who sanc¬ 
tified the Sabbath, Israel, and the festivals.” Said R. Jose : The 
Halakha prevails according to Rabbi as interpreted by Rabina. 

The rabbis taught: On a Sabbath following on the first day of 
the month, or any day of the intermitting days, one shall pro¬ 
nounce in the three prayers of evening, morning, and Min’ha seven 
benedictions; and concerning the festival he shall include the 
prayer about the return of the Temple-service, and if he has 
omitted it he must begin all again. But in the Additional Prayer 
he shall begin and close with the benediction of Sabbath, and the 
holiness of the day shall be included. 

Rabban Simeon b. Gamaliel and R. Ishmael the son of R. 
Johanan b. Broka say that whenever there are seven benedictions, 
he shall begin and close with Sabbath, and the benediction of the 
day shall be included. Said R. Huna: The Halakha does not 
prevail in accordance with last pair. 

R. Hyya bar Ashi in the name of Rabh said : One may lay 
an Erub of legal limit on the first day of a festival (in exile, 
where two days are kept) with a condition, if the right day of the 
festival is to-day, then the Erub is null and void, because one can 
go to-morrow without any Erub at all; and if the right day 
of the festival is the next day, this Erub shall be for that 
day. Said Rabha: The same is the case with the Erub for 
cookery. 

The rabbis taught: It shall not be baked from one festival 
day for another. It was truly said that a woman may fill a whole 
pot with meat though she do not need more than one piece (for 
that day). The same is the case with a baker, who may fill a 
whole barrel with water, though he need only one can (for the 
day); but it is not allowed to bake except as much as is needed 
for the day. R. Simeon b. Elazar, however, said, that a woman 
(not a baker) may fill a whole oven with bread, because it is better 
baked when the whole oven is full. Said Rabha : The Halakha 
prevails according to the latter. 
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The schoolmen propound a question : If one has not made an 
Erub Tabshilin, is he only prohibited to do anything for Sabbath, 
but not his flour? Or is his flour also forbidden? What is 
the difference? To transfer his flour to others, if you say the 
flour is not prohibited, then another one can take his flour and 
prepare for him; but if you say his flour is prohibited, then he 
must transfer it. Come and hear: One who has not made an 
Erub Tabshilin must not bake nor cook nor save either for him¬ 
self or for others, nor may others do it for him; but what shall 
he do (to eat something on Sabbath)? He shall transfer his flour 
to others, and then they may bake and cook for him. From this 
we infer that both he and his flour are prohibited. 

The schoolmen propounded a question : How is it if one has 
transgressed and baked without an Erub? Come and hear: If 
one has not made an Erub Tabshilin, etc. (as mentioned above). 
Now, if it would be allowed to eat, why does not the Boraitha 
state that if one has transgressed and has baked, it is allowed to 
eat ? Said R. Adda b. Mathna: From this nothing can be 
inferred. The Tana advises only how to dispose for a man, he 
shall be able to prepare something in accordance with the Law ; 
but when one has acted against the Law, this Tana does not 
speak of it at all. Come and hear another Boraitha: If one has 
made an Erub Tabshilin, he may bake, cook, and save, and if he 
wants the Erub, it is allowed ; but if he has eaten the Erub 
before he has baked or saved, then he is not allowed to bake, 
cook, or save either for himself or for others, neither are others 
allowed to do so for him. He may, however, cook for the festi¬ 
val and use what is left on the Sabbath, provided he does not do 
it cunningly ( i.e ., he shall not add so much that he shall have suffi¬ 
cient for the whole Sabbath), and when he does it cunningly he 
must not use it for the Sabbath. (Hence we see, that if he 
acted against the Law, it is prohibited.) Said R. Ashi: The 
case of cunning is different, because the rabbis were very rigor¬ 
ous with such. R. Na’hman b. Itz’hak said : The Boraitha which 
said that cunning is prohibited is not at all in accordance with 
the decision of the rabbis, but of an individual, Hananiah, who 
taught it in accordance with the decision of Beth Shammai, as it 
is to be understood from the following: Hananiah said: Beth 
Shammai declare: One shall not bake unless he has made an 
Erub with bread ; one shall not cook unless he has made it with 
something cooked ; and one shall not save, unless he has already 
saved warm water for the Sabbath. Beth Hillel, however, 
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said : One may make an Erub with something cooked, and 
through it he may prepare everything. 

“ Beth Shammai say two dishes ,” etc. Our Mishna is not in 
accordance with the Tana of the following Boraitha: R. Simeon 
b. Elazar said: Both schools agree that two dishes are needed. 
In what they differ is about a fish and egg which is upon it. 
According to Beth Shammai it is considered as two dishes, but 
according to the school of Hillel it is considered only as one dish. 
Both agree, however, that if one put in a cooked egg in the fish 
or ££<parAzd03 in the cooked fish, it is considered as two dishes. 
Said Rabha: The Halakha prevails as our Tana and according to 
Beth Hillel. 

“ If it has been eaten or lost,” etc. Said Abayi: We have a 
tradition that he who has begun to knead dough and heard mean¬ 
while that the Erub was lost, may finish his work nevertheless. 

MISHNA : When the festival falls after a Sabbath, Beth 
Shammai say: Everything requiring purification must be im¬ 
mersed before the Sabbath. But Beth Hillel say : Vessels must 
be immersed before the Sabbath, and human beings on the Sab¬ 
bath. Both schools agree that water which has become polluted 
may be purified by pouring it into an earthenware vessel, but not 
on earth itself. It is lawful, however, to dip vessels whose original 
appropriation has been altered, and men may bathe when they 
have changed from one company to another (to eat the Paschal 
lamb).* 

GEMARA: We see from this Mishna that, according to all, 
a vessel must not be dipped on Sabbath. Why so? Said R. 
Bibbi: It is a precautionary measure, lest one leave the vessels 
unclean on the week-days for purification on Sabbath. We have 
learned in a Boraitha in support to R. Bibbi: A vessel which has 
become unclean on the eve of the festival must not be dipped on 
the festival; and this is a precautionary measure, as the one 
above mentioned. Rabha, however, said : The reason why one 
must not immerse on Sabbath is that it would seem as if one 
repaired the vessel. If it is so, why may a man bathe on Sab¬ 
bath (and a man cannot eat Terumah, etc., when he has not 
bathed). A man is different, as it can be said that he is doing so to 
cool himself. That would be right, if he bathed in pure water; 
but if he immerses himself in turbid water? Said R. NaTiman 
bar Itz’hak: It happens that a man becomes heated, and then 


* See Tract Pesachim, Chap. IX., Mishna r. 
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he bathes even in water in which flax 1 ms been steeped, to cool 
himself. This would be right in summer-time, but what can be 
said if he does it in winter-time? Said R. Na’hman bar Itz’hak: 
It may happen a man becomes dirty and soiled, and then con¬ 
siders not the quality of the water. All this is right on a Sab¬ 
bath, but what would be the law on a Day of Atonement ? Said 
Rablm: Do you find something allowed to be done on Sabbath 
that is not allowed on the Day of Atonement? (Therefore, be - 
cause it is permitted on Sabbath, it is permitted also on the Day 
of Atonement.) 

“ But not on earth itself.” What is meant by this? Said 
Samuel: He may bring it in contact with water of a legal bath, 
but not in an unclean vessel. 

According to whom is our Mishna ? As it is not according 
to Rabbi, nor according to the sages of the following Boraitha : 
One must not immerse the vessel with the water therein to purify 
it, nor bring it in contact with water in a stone vessel to purify 
the water therein : so is the decree of Rabbi. The sages, how¬ 
ever, permitted both. (Hence according to whom is the Mishna ?) 
We may say that it is according to the sages’ opinion, and the 
Mishna refers not to purification on a week-day but on Sab¬ 
bath. 

“ Whose original appropriatio?i has bee?i altered,” etc. The 
rabbis taught: If one wishes to immerse his vessels for the pur¬ 
pose of filling them with the oil of newly crushed olives, and 
afterwards changes his mind and resolves to crush the olives in 
them, or vice versa , he may do so. If one was engaged to cat 
the Paschal lamb with one company, and thereafter he changed 
his mind to eat with another company, he might do so. 

MISHNA: One may bring peace-offerings on the festival, 
but not lay his hands on them; * and burnt-offerings may not be 
brought at all—according to Beth Shammai. Beth Hillel, how¬ 
ever, allow all this. 

GEMARA: Said Ula: The point on which both schools 
differ is the laying of the hands on the peace-offerings of the 
feast and whether burnt-offerings of the pilgrimage may be 
sacrificed at all. Beth Shammai hold: It is written [Ex. xii. 
14]: “Ye shall celebrate it as a feast unto the Lord” ; it, i.e., 
the peace-offering, but not the burnt-offering. But Beth Hillel 
say: “ unto the Lord”: that signifies, all that is unto the 


* See Lev. i. 4. 
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Lord is allowed. But vows and voluntary offerings, all agree, 
are not. Such also is the opinion of R. Adda bar A’hba. 
An objection was raised : We have learned elsewhere (in addi¬ 
tion to this Mishna): R. Simeon b. Elazar said: Both schools do 
not differ concerning a burnt-offering which does not belong to 
the festival, that it must not be offered, and also that peace-offer¬ 
ings which belong to the festival may be offered. In what they 
differ is, when the burnt-offering belongs to this festival and con¬ 
cerning the peace-offerings which do not belong to this festival. 
According to Beth Shammai they must not be offered, and accord¬ 
ing to Beth Hillel they may. (Hence we see that according to 
both, vow and voluntary offerings are to be offered on the festi¬ 
val?) Answer this objection that the saying of R. Simeon b. 
Elazar must read thus : He said. Both schools do not differ when 
the burnt and peace-offerings do not belong to this festival, that 
they must not be offered, and the peace-offering which belongs to 
this festival, that it may; they differ only about a burnt-offering 
which belongs to this festival, that according to Beth Shammai it 
must not, and according to Beth Hillel it may. Said R. Joseph : 
Is it necessary to make out the Boraitha as erroneous because of 
the saying of Ula ? Are there not other Tanaim who differ on 
this point, and Ula's saying can be according to them ? As we 
have found in the following Boraitha: Peace-offerings which 
belong to this festival, when they are to be offered on it, Beth 
Shammai said : He may lay his hands upon it on the eve of the 
festival, and it shall be slaughtered on the festival; Beth Hillel, 
however, said : Both may be done on the festival ; but vow and 
voluntary offerings must not be offered on the festival. 

And the Tanaim of the following Boraitha differ on the 
same point: One must not bring thanksgiving-offerings on all 
days of Passover, because they contain unleavened bread; 
nor on Pentecost, because it is a festival; but he may bring 
them on the Feast of Tabernacles (on the intermitting days). 
R. Simeon, however, said: It is written [Deut. xvi. 16] : “ On 
Passover, on Pentecost, and on the Feast of Booths.” From 
this we may infer that all that may be brought on Passover 
and Pentecost, may be brought also during the Feast of Taber¬ 
nacles ; but what must not be brought on the first two, one 
may not on the third. R. Eliezer b. R. Simeon, however, 
said : One may bring thanksgiving-offerings during the Feast of 
Tabernacles, and by this will be fulfilled the duty of enjoying 
the holiday, but not the duty of bringing a feast-offering. Is not 
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this self-evident ? Are not the feast-offerings a duty, and it is cer¬ 
tain that a duty must be brought of a profane (ordinary) quality? 
He means to teach us, that even if one has explicitly said that 
he intends the thanksgiving-offering also for a feast-offering, nev¬ 
ertheless the duty of the feast-offering is not fulfilled. As R. 
Simeon b. Lakish asked of R. Johanan : If one say, “ I will bring 
a thanksgiving-offering, and with this I will fulfil the duty of a 
feast-offering ” ; or, “ I will be a Nazarite, but when I shall bring 
the offering after shaving,* I will take it from the second tithe 
money,” what is the law? And R. Johanan answered him : He 
must bring a thanksgiving-offering, but the duty of the feast¬ 
offering is not fulfilled ; he is a Nazarite, but cannot bring the 
shaving-offering from the second tithe money. 

It once happened a man said : Give four hundred Zuz to a 
certain man, and he shall marry my daughter. Said R. Papa: 
The four hundred Zuz must be given to him, and the daughter, 
if he likes her, he can marry, but not otherwise. The reason is, 
because he has said first, “ give him the money ” ; [but if he had 
mentioned the daughter first he would get the money only if he 
married]. If he had said : He shall marry and take the money, 
then he must marry her first. Meremar was sitting and declar¬ 
ing the Halakha in his own name. Said Rabbina to him: You 
teach this as if it were a Boraitha; we, however, learn it as the 
question of Resh Lakish from R. Johanan, mentioned above, and 
the decision is R. Johanan’s. 

The rabbis taught: It happened to Ilillel the Elder that he 
brought his burnt-offering to the Temple-court for laying hands 
on it on the festival. The disciples of Shammai the Elder, how¬ 
ever, surrounded him, and asked him: What is the matter with 
this animal? And he answered: It is a female, and I have 
brought it for a peace-offering. And he shook the animal’s tail, 
and they went away. And on that day the school of Shammai 
took the upper hand over Beth Hillel, and the people wanted to 
decide the Halakha according to them ; but one old man was 
there among the disciples of Shammai the Elder, Baba ben Butta 
by name, who was certain that the Halakha prevailed according 
to Beth Hillel. And he sent and brought of the best sheep of 
Jerusalem, and placed them in the Temple-court, and said: 
Everybody who wants to lay his hands upon them shall come 
and do so. And on that day Beth Hillel took the upper hand, 


* See Num, vi. 9. 
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and the Halakha was decided according to them, and no objec¬ 
tion was made by anybody. 

Again, it happened once that a disciple of Beth Hillel brought 
his burnt-offering into the Temple-court for the purpose of laying 
his hands upon it, and a disciple of the school of Shammai met 
him and said: Why the handling? And he replied: Why are 
you not silent ? So he silenced him with a rebuke, so that he 
went away. Said Abayi: From this we may infer that if a young 
scholar says to another a few word^s, the answer shall not be more 
lengthy than the remark which was addressed, as we have seen 
in the case of the two disciples, when he asked him : “ Why the 
laying of the hands ? M he answered him : “ Why not be silent ? ” 

We have learned in a Boraitha: The disciples of Hillel 
said to the disciples of Shammai: (Is not this an a fortiori?) 
If on Sabbath, when all things to be done for a human being 
are prohibited, nevertheless in honor of the Lord all is per¬ 
mitted ; on a festival, when all things necessary for a human 
being may be done, so much the more everything may be done 
for the Lord ( i.e., and why, then, shall a burnt-offering of the 
pilgrimage not be sacrificed?). And they answered: You can 
infer this from voluntary and vow offerings, that are permissible 
for a human being, and nevertheless even you own that they 
must not be sacrificed on a festival. Said Beth Hillel again : 
There is no comparison here because voluntary and vow offerings 
have no appointed times. The burnt-offerings, however, have 
stated times. Rejoined Beth Shammai: Nay, even these have 
no appointed time, as we have learned in a Mishna: One who has 
not brought his feast-offering on the first day of a festival may 
do it during the whole festival and even on its last day. Re¬ 
joined Beth Hillel again : Is this not a fixed time? As we have 
learned in another Mishna, if one has not brought a feast-offering 
during the whole festival, he is no longer responsible to do it 
(consequently there is a stated time for it, and if we will prohibit 
him from bringing it on the first day of the festival, he may not 
bring it any more at all). Said Beth Shammai again : Has it not 
been said in the verse, “ an assembly shall be unto you/’ which 
may signify for your sake and not for the Lord’s sake ? And 
they answered : Does not another verse say: “ An assembly 
shall be unto the Lord ” ? Whence we may infer that all which 
is in honor of the Lord shall be done. And from the expression 
“ unto you ” we may infer “ for your sake but not for the sake of 
strangers.” 
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R. Iviah the Elder asked R. Iluna: An animal which is half 
a Gentile's and half an Israelite's, how is the law of slaughtering 
it on a festival? And he answered: One may do it. And he 
asked him again : What is the difference between this and volun¬ 
tary vow-offerings? And he replied : A raven flew away. When 
R. Iviah was gone, said Rabba, R. Huna's son, to his father: 
Was this not R. Iviah the Elder, whom you praised to me as 
a great man ? And he answered : What could I have done with 
him ? I am to-day weak, I have lectured, and need what is writ¬ 
ten in Song of Songs, ii. 5, to “ strengthen me with flagons of 
wine, refresh me with apples ” ; and he asked me a thing of which 
the reason must be explained (at length). [And in reality, what 
is the reason ? This: An animal which is half a Gentile’s and 
half an Israelite's may be slaughtered on a festival, because if one 
wants to eat meat even the size of an olive, he cannot take it 
from the animal when it is still alive, but it must be slaughtered ; 
and as this animal belonged half to an Israelite, he can certainly 
slaughter it. But vow and voluntary offerings, they are con¬ 
sidered all for Heaven, and although the priests eat some of 
their meat, this is only because of their reward from Heaven, and 
not from the one who brings the offerings.] 

Dough, however, which is half an Israelite’s and half a Gen¬ 
tile’s, is not to be baked on the festival, because it can be divided 
when it is yet dough. R. Hana bar Hanilai objects: We have 
learned of dough made for dogs, if the shepherd can eat of it, 
one is liable to take of it first dough, and may make an Erub 
with it, and may use it for the combining of the entrance; 
and the benediction of eating may be said over it, and if 
three or more men had eaten of it, they may pronounce the 
benediction of the meal, and it may be baked on the festival, 
and the man who eats it (when it is not leavened) on the first 
evening of Passover has done his duty of eating Matzah. 
Now, if it is possible to divide it when it is dough, why should 
it be baked on a festival (let him set apart the portion for the 
dogs, and bake for himself)? The dough for the dogs is dif¬ 
ferent ; because one can give a carcass to the dogs, instead of the 
dough. But does R. Hisda hold the supposition of because ? 
Was it not taught (Vol. V., p. 74) that R. Hisda is against this 
supposition ? Say, the case is when the shepherd has a carcass 
and intends to do so. 

R. Huna was asked: May the inhabitants of Baga, who 
had the duty to give bread to the military, bake it on the festi- 
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val? And he answered: Let us see. If the soldiers are not 
particular when one takes a piece of the bread and gives it to 
a child, then of every loaf we can say : “ This is fit for a child,” 
and it may be baked. But if they are particular, it may not be so 
done. But have we not learned in a Boraitha as follows : It once 
happened to Simeon of Teman that he did not visit the house of 
learning on a festival day. On the morrow Jehudah b. Baba 
asked him: Why wast thou not yesterday in the house of learn¬ 
ing? And he answered: Military were coming yesterday into 
the city, and wanted to rob the whole city; and we slaughtered 
for them calves, and made them eat, and they went away in peace. 
Rejoined R. Jehudah b. Baba: I wonder whether your loss was 
not greater than your benefit, for the Torah teaches “ unto you,” 
but not unto Gentiles. (They should not have done work for the 
soldiers.) Now, why? Were not the calves fit for Israelites also? 
Said R. Joseph : The calves were Terepha. * 

But was it not fit for dogs when the owners are obliged to feed 
them? The Tanaim of the following Boraitha differ about this 
law: It is written [Ex. xii. 16] : “ Save what is eaten by every 
soul, that only may be prepared for you.” From the expression 
“ every soul,” we may infer, even a soul of an animal, as we find 
[in Leviticus xxiv.], “ he that taketh the soul of an animal shall 
pay for it.” Therefore the verse says plainly, “ for you,” and not 
for dogs. So said R. Jose the Galilean. R. Aqiba, however, 
said : For all souls, even souls of animals, are included. But for 
what purpose is it written “for you” ? To indicate only animals 
for whose support you are responsible, but not for strangers, for 
whose support you are not responsible. Rabha accompanied 
Mar Samuel to the pulpit and the latter lectured: One may 
invite a Gentile on Sabbath, but not on a festival day, because on 
a festival day he may increase the Israelite’s work in his behalf. 
When a Gentile guest came to Maremar or to Mar Zutra on a festi¬ 
val day, they said to him : If you are satisfied with what we have 
already done for ourselves, then you are welcome; and if not, 
you must excuse us, because we must not do any work for 
you. 

MISHNA: It is prohibited to boil water on the festival for 
the purpose of washing the feet, unless the water is also fit to 
drink, according to Beth Shammai. But Beth Hillel allow it. 


* Legally prohibited to be eaten by Israelites, as will be explained in Tract 
Hulin. 
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(All agree, however,) that a fire is to be made for the sole pur¬ 
pose of warming himself by it. 

In three things Rabban Gamaliel decides like the school of 
Shammai more rigorously, namely: They prohibit to commence 
to preserve the heat of pots for Sabbath on its eve, when it hap¬ 
pens to be a festival; to put together the pieces of a candela¬ 
brum ; and to bake large loaves, but only thin cakes. Rabban 
Gamaliel said : They never used to bake in my father’s house 
large loaves on the festival, but only thin cakes. The sages, 
however, said to him : What does this usage of your father’s 
family prove, who though strict in this respect nevertheless 
allowed all Israel to bake on the festival large loaves and thick 
cakes ? 

GEMARA: How is the case? If an Erub Tabshilin was 
made, why do Beth Shammai prohibit it ? And if none was made, 
why do Beth Hillcl permit it? Said R. Huna : It maybe ex¬ 
plained, when the case is that an Erub Tabshilin was not made, 
but nevertheless what is necessary 7 for one’s life, the sages permit. 
And this is according to his theory elsewhere, where he said : 
If one has not made an Erub Tabshilin, one loaf and one pot 
may be baked, and cooked for him, and also light may be kin¬ 
dled for him. In the name of R. Itz’hak it was said: They may 
roast for him also a small fish. The same we have learned in a 
Boraitha, with the addition that one pitcher of water may be 
heated for him. Rabha, however, said : The Mishna can be ex¬ 
plained also thus: that an Erub Tabshilin was made, and never¬ 
theless Beth Shammai prohibit it, because the preserving of the 
heat everybody can sec is done only for Sabbath. 

“ To put together pieces of a candelabrum." What labor is in 
it? Said R. Hin’na bar Bisna: This refers to a candelabrum 
whose parts have to be screwed together, and is regarded like an 
act of building (construction) (see Tract Sabbath, p. 266). 

It happened once that Ula came to R. Jehudah ; his servant 
inclined the lamp so that the wick should sooner be extin¬ 
guished (by the oil being out of its reach). R. Jehudah ob¬ 
jected : Did we not learn that whoso puts oil into the lamp is 
culpable of kindling fire? and whoso removes the oil therefrom is 
culpable of extinguishing? .Answered Ula: The servant did it 
without my knowledge. 

Rabh said : To snuff a lamp on a festival is permitted. 
Abayi asked Rabba : How is the law to extinguish a con¬ 
flagration on a festival ? When there is danger of loss of life 
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I do not ask, for it is allowed even on a Sabboth ; what I ask is, 
when there is a pecuniary loss only? He answered: It is not 
permitted. Abayi objected to him : Did we not learn: A chip 
of wood must not be extinguished in order to save it. However, 
for preventing the house or the pot from being filled with smoke, 
it is permitted ? He rejoined : This is in accordance with R. 
Jehudah, but my decision is in accordance with the majority of 
the rabbis. 

R. Ashi asked Amemar: How is the law to paint the eyes 
(for a medical purpose) on a festival? When there is danger, eg., 
when they prick, or are bloodshot, or drip, or drop tears continu¬ 
ally, or are in fever at the first stages, it is not doubtful to me, as 
this is allowed even on a Sabbath. Where I am uncertain is, 
when they are almost cured, and the painting is done only for 
improving the sight? He decided that it is not allowed. R. 
Ashi objected to him with the same Boraitha which Abayi 
objected to Rabba as stated above, and Amemar’s answer was 
the same. 

Amemar himself, however, used to dye his eyes through a Gen¬ 
tile on the Sabbath. Said R. Ashi to him : What is your opinion 
in doing it? Because Ula the son of R. Ilai said: All that is 
necessary for a sick man may be done through a Gentile on 
Sabbath. And also R. Hamnuna said : All things which are 
not dangerous, it may be said to a Gentile that he should 
do them. But when is this the case? When the Gentile does 
it himself without assistance from the Israelite. But you, 
Master, assist him in his dyeing by your opening and closing 
the eyes. And he answered : There is R. Zbid, who has also 
asked the same question, and I answered him that assistance 
is not considered a labor at all. The same Amemar allowed 
that one should dye his eyes on the second day of New Year. 
Said R. Ashi to him: Did not Rabha say that in the two days 
of New Year the case is different with an egg (see above, p. 8)? 
And he answered : My opinion is as that of the sages of Nehardai, 
who say there is no difference. 

u To bake large loaves" etc. The rabbis taught : The school of 
Shammai said : Thick loaves must not be baked on the Pass- 
over. Beth Hillel permit it. What are called thick loaves? Said 
R. Huna : If it is a span in thickness, for the showbread was thus. 
R. Joseph opposed: What comparison is this? There it is 
related of the specialists, who knew their work and were careful; 
there a great deal of labor was necessary (as stated in Menahoth, 
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that the flour of the showbread required three hundred oscil¬ 
lations and five hundred beatings of the fist); there it was baked 
with dry wood (as stated in Taanith, that on the fifteenth of Ab 
they had ceased to cut wood for the Temple); there was a hot 
oven which was constantly fired, and it was of iron. Should it be 
compared to common people, to common bread, to wet wood, 
and a brick oven which may not be heated as required ? 

Said R. Jeremiah bar Abha in the name of Rabh : I have asked 
especially our Master, our holy rabbi, what is meant by thick 
loaves ? And he said : A great quantity ; t\e., not the loaves arc 
thick, but the quantity of the dough is great. But why does 
he call them thick loaves? Because it is thick when kneaded. If 
so, why is it prohibited only on Passover, why not on other festi¬ 
vals also? It means also other festivals, but the Tana was teach¬ 
ing them the laws of Passover, and therefore mentioned that 
festival. Another Boraitha says plainly: Much bread shall not 
be baked on a festival, according to Beth Shammai; but Beth 
Hillel allow it. 

MISHNA: He (Rabban Gamaliel) decided the law leniently 
in respect to the following three things: lie allowed to sweep on 
the festival between the couches (or sofas on which the ancients 
used to eat), to put spices on live coals (after meals), and to pre¬ 
pare a complete roasted kid on the nights of Passover (as a 
memorial to the Paschal lamb). But the sages prohibit all these. 

GEMARA: Said R. Assi: They differ only about the enjoy¬ 
ment of the odor of the spices, when they are already there ; but 
to put the spices on the live coals, all prohibit. The schoolmen 
propounded a question: How is the law to put fruit in the 
smoke of spices to flavor them on the festival (as the custom 
was to do)? R. Jeremiah bar Abha in the name of Rabh said : 
It is prohibited, but Samuel permitted it. R. Huna said: It is 
prohibited, because one extinguishes the live coals. Said to him 
R. Na’hman : Let the Master say, because one kindles the spices ? 
And he answered : In the beginning, when he pours out the 
spices on the coals, he extinguishes the coals, and afterwards 
they kindle. R. Jchudah, however, said: That is prohibited 
only on live coals, but in a heated oven it is permitted. Rabba, 
however, said : This is also prohibited, because he produces a new 
odor in the oven. [Rabba and R. Joseph both said : It is unlawful 
to cover a silk garment with a goblet of spices on a festival in 
order to impart an odor to it. Why so? Because the garment 
produces a new odor. But why is this different from grinding 
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or cutting spices for smelling, which is allowed? There the 
odor is in it when grinding or cutting them, the odor is only 
increased, but here he produces a new odor altogether.] 

Rabha, however, said : Even on live coals it is also permitted, 
because is it not allowed to put meat on live coals for eating on 
a festival? R. Gbiha of Be-Kthil at the door of the exilarch 
lectured: Fuming is allowed. Said Amemar to him : What 
is meant by fuming? Does it mean to perfume the sleeves of a 
woman’s dress? This must be done by a specialist, and this is 
certainly prohibited. And if it means to fume to produce good 
odors, the producing of a new odor is not permitted also ? Said 
R. Ashi: I have declared this law to him and in the name of a 
great man, that it may be even to produce a new odor, and it is 
nevertheless permissible, because it is equal to meat on live coals, 
which is permitted. 

MISHNA: Rabbi Elazar ben Azariah permitted three things 
which the other sages prohibit: His cow was going out on a Sab¬ 
bath with a strap attached to her horns; he permitted also to 
curry cattle on the festival, and to grind pepper in a pepper-mill. 
R. Jehudah says: It is not permitted with an iron currycomb, 
because a wound may be inflicted ; but with a wooden comb it is. 
The sages, however, prohibit both. 

GEMARA : Did R. Elazar ben Azariah possess but one cow? 
Did not Rabh, or according to others R. Jehudah in the name of 
Rabh, say that thirteen thousand calves used R. Elazar ben 
Azariah to give as tithes from his cattle yearly? We have 
learned in a Boraitha that the cow mentioned in our Mishna was 
not his, but his neighbor’s, and because he did not protest, it was 
considered as if it was his own. 

“ He also permitted to curry cattle," etc. The rabbis taught : 
What is called ? An iron comb with small teeth, which 

produces a wound. What is called *")p ? A wooden comb 
with large teeth, which produces no wound. And three Tanaim 
differ about this law. R. Jehudah holds that if a thing was done 
even unintentionally, it is prohibited; but we do not take a 
precautionary measure to a wooden comb, lest one do it with 
one iron one. The sages are of the same opinion as R. Jehudah, 
but they say that such a precautionary measure may be taken. 
R. Elazar b. Azariah, however, holds with R. Simeon, who said 
that a thing done unintentionally is not prohibited at all, and 
therefore he permits both. Said R. Na’hman: The Halakha 
prevails according to R. Simeon, because R. Elazar ben Azariah 
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agrees with him. Said Rabha to R. Na'hman: Why does not 
the Master say that the Halakha prevails according to R. Jehu- 
dah because the sages agree with him ? And he answered : I 
hold with R. Simeon, and confirm my opinion because R. Elazar 
ben Azariah agrees with him. 

MISHNA: A pepper hand-mill is subject to defilement in 
all the three separate vessels whereof it is composed : the upper, 
because it is of metal; the middle one, because it is a kind of a 
sieve (which allows only the finely ground particles to pass 
through) ; and the lower one, because it is a vessel of capacity 
(where the ground pepper is collected). 

A child’s cart is subject to defilement through pressure (as 
will be explained in Tract Taharoth), and may be moved on Sab¬ 
bath from one place to another, provided it is dragged over cloths 
or carpets. R. Jehudah said : It is not allowed to drag any piece 
of furniture except such a cart, because it makes but a slight im¬ 
pression on the ground (and does not remove the soil so as to 
make a furrow). 

GEMARA: The cart is subject to defilement through pres¬ 
sure, because the child is in the habit of sitting on it. It may be 
handled on Sabbath, because it is a vessel; and may be dragged 
only on pieces of cloth, but not over the ground itself, because it 
would make a furrow, and the whole Mishna is in accordance 
with R. Jehudah, who holds that a thing which is made uninten¬ 
tionally, is also prohibited; but according to R. Simeon, who 
holds that it is not, it may be dragged on the ground also, no 
matter if it makes a furrow. 


APPENDIX TO PAGE 42. 

R. Zutra bar Tubiah said in the name of Rabh : If an eye has rebelled (bulges 
out), it may be painted even on Sabbath. The hearers thought, that is if the paint 
was already prepared ; but to prepare and bring it through public ground on the 
Sabbath, it may not. Said one of the scholars, whose name was Jacob, to them : It 
was explained to me by R. Jehudah that even all this may be done. R. Jehudah 
permitted to paint an eye on Sabbath. Said R. Samuel bar Jehudah : Who will 
follow Jehudah, who permits to violate the Sabbath ? Finally himself had sore eyes, 
and he sent to R. Jehudah to inquire whether it was permitted (to paint the eyes) or 
not, and the answer was : It is permitted to all, but not to you (because you have 
rejected iny decision). And in reality, was it then my decision ? It was Mar Samuel’s. 
When his servant had fever in her eyes on a Sabbath, she cried, but none attended 
her (because of Sabbath). Finally the eye burst. On the morrow Mar Samuel 
lectured in public that if an eye has bulged out it may be painted on Sabbath, be¬ 
cause the veins of the eye are connected with the cells of the heart. 

R. Joshua b. Levi said : Unkli may be cured on Sabbath. What is “ Unkli”? 
Said R. Abba : Asthma .—From Abodah Zarah, pp. 2§a-2C)b. 



CHAPTER III. 


REGULATIONS CONCERNING FISHING AND HUNTING ON FESTIVALS. 

MISHNA: It is not allowed to catch fish from aquaria on 
festivals, nor to give them food ; but one may hunt beasts or 
birds in parks, and feed them. Rabban Simeon b. Gamaliel says : 
Not all aquaria and parks are regarded in the same light. 
This is the general rule. In case the animals have to be 
hunted it is prohibited ; but when no hunting is required, it is 
not. 

GEMARA : There is a contradiction. We have learned in a 
Tosephta that in parks beasts and fowls must not be caught on 
the festival, and must not be fed. The contradiction between 
the Tosephta and Mishna concerning the beasts could be explained 
that the Tosephta is in accordance with R. Jehudah, who pro¬ 
hibits this (Sabbath, p. 216); but the contradiction about fowls, 
how can it be explained? And if it be said, that here also there 
is no difficulty, because the Tosephta meant an unroofed park, 
while the Mishna spoke of a roofed park, did not the Mishna in 
Tract Sabbath state that according to all a fowl must not be 
caught in a house, and a house is certainly meant a roofed one ? 
Said Rabha bar R. Huna: The Tosephta meant a bird called 
Durur in Arabic, which it is very difficult to catch, and which 
never becomes domesticated. As the disciples of R. Ishmael 
taught: Why is this fowl named Durur? Because to it the 
house and the field are the same. Now, when we know this, 
the contradiction about beasts can also be explained, that the 
Mishna speaks of a small park, and the Tosephta of a great 
one, where it is difficult to catch. What is called a small park, 
or a great park? Said R. Ashi: If the shadows of the two walls 
on the ground touch, then it is small, but otherwise it is great. 

“ R. Simeon b. Gamaliel says" etc. Said R. Joseph in the 
name of R. Jehudah quoting Samuel : The Halakha prevails 
according to R. Simeon b. Gamaliel. Said Abayi to him : Is 
there any one that differs from him, that it is necessary for you 
to declare that the Halakha prevails according to R. Simeon b. 
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Gamaliel? Said the former: And what difference is it to you ? 
Rejoined Abayi: Shall the Gemara be like a song, to learn it 
without knowing any reason for each decision ? 

“ This is the general rtile ,” etc. What is meant by “have to 
be hunted ”? The same authority says in the name of the same 
authority: If one must say, bring a net to catch it. Said Abayi 
to R. Joseph: Of geese and chickens it is usually said, bring a 
net, we will catch them. Nevertheless we have learned in a 
Boraitha that whoso catches geese and chickens is not culpable? 
Said Rabba bar R. Iluna in the name of Samuel: The latter 
come to their places in the evening, and the owner is responsible 
for their feeding (therefore whoso catches them is not culpable), 
but animals of a park do not do so, and the owner is not obliged 
to feed them. 

MISHNA: If nets have been spread for fish or wild game 
on the eve of a festival, it is not allowed to take from them, on 
the festival, unless it is known that they have been caught be¬ 
fore its commencement. It once happened that a Gentile brought 
on the festival a present of fish to Rabban Gamaliel, when he said : 
It is allowed to use them, but I do not wish to accept presents 
from that man. 

GEMARA: Is the deed of R. Gamaliel not in contradiction 
with the teaching of the Mishna? The Mishna is not completed. 
It must be read thus: If it is doubtful whether a thing was pre¬ 
pared from the day before, it is prohibited; but R. Gamaliel per¬ 
mits it; and it once happened also that a Gentile brought fish on 
a festival, in the morning, as a present to R. Gamaliel, and he 
said: They are permitted, etc. R. Jehudah in the name of 
Samuel said: The Halakha does not prevail according to R. 
Gamaliel. According to others, R. Jehudah declared his decision 
about the following Boraitha : Beasts from parks may be slaugh¬ 
tered, but not from nets (because it is not known on what day 
they were found there, on the festival or before it). R. Simeon 
b. Elazar said : If one found the nets disturbed on the eve of 
a festival, it is certain that they had been caught before the festi¬ 
val, and they are permitted ; but if he came on the festival, and 
saw them disturbed, it is certain they were caught during the 
festival, and they are not allowed. Is this saying not contra¬ 
dictory in itself? It says: If he found it disturbed on the eve 
of a festival, it is certain that they were caught before the festi¬ 
val, and they are allowed, from which it is to be understood, that 
if it was doubtful, it is not allowed ; and in the latter part it says: 
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If he found it disturbed on the festival, etc., it is certain that 
they were caught during the festival, and they are not allowed, 
from which it is to be inferred that when there is a doubt it is 
permissible? It means to say thus: If he found it disturbed on 
the eve, it is certain that they were already caught, and are per¬ 
missible ; but if it was doubtful, it is to be considered that they 
were caught on the festival, and are not permissible. Said R. 
Jehudah in the name of Samuel : The Halakha prevails according 
to R. Simeon b. Elazar. 

“ When he said , it is allowed ,” etc. Allowed what ? Rabh 
said : They are permitted to be received, but Levi said, they are 
permitted to be eaten. 

Said Rabh : A man should never absent himself from the 
house of learning, even for one hour, because I and Levi both 
were in the college when Rabbi declared this Halakha. In the 
evening he said : They are permitted to be eaten; but in the 
morning he said : They are permitted to be received. I, who 
was in the college in the morning and heard his second decision, 
gave up the first; but Levi, who was not, did not. 

R. Papa said : The Halakha is as follows : If a Gentile brought 
a present to an Israelite on a festival, if the same kind of produc¬ 
tions are found yet on the trees or ground, it is prohibited ; and 
even in the evening, one must wait till the time when such a 
thing may be gathered and brought. But if that kind of produc¬ 
tion is no longer found on trees or on the field, then, if the 
present has been carried from within the legal limit, it may be 
accepted, but if from beyond the legal limit it may not. And if 
it has been brought for one Israelite, another may use it. 

Rabba bar R. Huna said in the name of Rabh : When one 
has choked a pond, on the eve of a festival, and on the morrow 
he found there fish, they are permitted. Said R. Hisda : From 
the teaching of our Master we can infer that a beast which was 
overnight in the garden need not have been prepared on the pre¬ 
ceding day (may be used). Said R. Na’hman : My colleague has 
attempted to decide the quarrel of great men. In the case of the 
fish, the man does nothing; but in this case, he must catch it. 
But how could R. Hisda decide that it has not to be prepared, 
did we not learn in a Boraitha, that a beast that was overnight 
in a garden must have been prepared, and a bird must have had 
its wings bound that it should not be exchanged for another ? 
And this law is one of those which it has been testified, that they 
were said by Shemaia and Abtalian ? This objection remains. 
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MISHNA: It is not allowed to kill on a festival an animal 
suffering from a mortal disease, unless there is time to cat thereof, 
on that day, at least the size of an olive, roasted. Rabbi Aqiba 
allows it, if there be only time to eat thereof the size of an olive, 
raw, even in the very place where it is slaughtered. If it has 
been killed in the field, the entire carcass may not be carried 
home on poles or sticks, but only piecemeal, by hand. 

GEMARA: Said Rami bar Abba: The taking off the skin, 
and the cutting of a burnt-offering (which could be burnt without 
this) is only to teach the latter generations, that one shall not eat 
meat of a slaughtered animal before the skin is taken off, and was 
not cut in the usual pieces. Is this also a necessary teaching? 
Yea, as we have learned in a Boraitha, a man shall not commence 
eating garlic or onions from the roots, but from the leaves; 
otherwise his taste is coarse. Likewise, a man should not empty 
his goblet at a draught, otherwise he resembles a drunkard.* 

A Boraitha states in the name of R. Meir: Why was the Law 
given to Israel ? Because they are bold (difficult to be van¬ 
quished). The disciples of R. Ishmael taught: It is written 
[Deut. xxxiti. 2]: “ From his right hand he gave a fiery law unto 
them.” The Holy One, blessed be He, said : The Israelites arc 
so bold that a fiery law must be given to them. According to 
others, the law of this people is like fire, because if such a law 
had not been given to them, no nation and tongue could stand 
before them. And this is as R. Simeon b. Lakish said: The 
boldest nation of all nations is Israel.f 

“ The entire carcass may not be brought 071 poles." The rabbis 
taught: A blind man should not walk with his stick on a festival, 
nor a shepherd with his bag (pouch); also, a man must not be 
carried in a chair. It matters not whether it is a man or a woman. 
This is not so? Did not R. Jacob bar Iddi send a message that 
an old man was in his neighborhood and he was carried in a litter 
(Lectica), and they went to R. Joshuah b. Levi and asked him 
whether it was lawful, and his answer was, that if he was needed 
by many people, he could do so. And our Masters use as a sup¬ 
port to this opinion words of Ahi Shakia, who said : I have carried 
R. Huna in a chair on the festival from Hini to Shilli, and back. 
And R. Na’hman bar Itz’hak told : I have carried Mar Samuel 


* See Tract Pesachim, p. 171. 

f This is explained in our periodical “ Hakol," also in our “ Lebaker Mishpat,” 
and we will touch upon it in our present translation. 

4 
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from the shadow into sunshine, and back. The reason is stated, 
because if many people needed him it was allowed. 

Says R. Na’hman to Hama bar Adda, the messenger of Zion: 
When you go to Palestine, turn down from your road and ascend 
the “ Ladder of Tzur ” and visit R. Jacob bar Iddi and ask him: 
How is their custom with a litter? When he arrived there, R. Jacob 
bar Iddi was dead, and he found R. Zrika, and asked him : How 
is your custom in regard to litters? And he answered : So said 
R. Ammi: One may be carried in them, provided he shall not 
put his hands on the shoulders of the bearers. What is meant 
by this? Said R. Joseph the son of Rabha: He shall not be car¬ 
ried in a palanquin (a kind of litter which required that he who is 
carried should hold by the shoulders of the bearers). Is that so ? 
Did not R. Na’hman allow his wife Yalta to be carried in a palan¬ 
quin? The case with Yalta was different; she was timid. 

Amemar and Mar Zutra were carried on the Sabbath before 
the festivals on a palanquin, because there was a great crowd and 
it was feared they would be injured. According to others: Be¬ 
cause it was so crowded by the people who came to hear, that 
they could not pass through. 

MISHNA: If a first-born animal fall into a pit on the festival 
(and it is not known whether it was injured), R. Jehudah says: 
An expert may descend and see whether it had already an in¬ 
curable and permanent blemish, in which case it may be drawn 
up and killed, but not otherwise. R. Simeon, however, said : If 
a blemish in a first-born animal was not recognized on the eve of 
the festival, this is not considered prepared, and must not be 
killed on the holiday. 

GEMARA: On what point do they differ? Shall we assume 
that the point is, if it is allowed to examine blemishes on the 
festival, that according to R. Jehudah it is allowed, and accord¬ 
ing to R. Simeon it is not, then let him say so plainly. Why do 
they differ here when it fell in a pit ? This case was necessary’, 
lest one say that, because here is pity for the living thing which 
falls in the pit, it shall be allowed to be taken out for the 
purpose of slaughtering it, if it has a blemish, as R. Joshua said 
further on (Chap. V., p. 75). Therefore it comes to teach us 
that even in this case there is yet a difference of opinion. 

If it is so, then the Mishna should say, he shall bring it up 
and slaughter it ? And the difference on this point is only 
whether it should be slaughtered or not ? The case is, when he 
has already brought it up, lest one say that when it is brought up 
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it may be slaughtered. Slaughtered ! is it not a first-born with¬ 
out a blemish ? That means, if it got a blemish. But if it has 
the blemish now, is it not yet Muktzah ? The case is when it 
has a blemish which has to be examined on the eve of the 
festival, and now through its fall it has got a permanent blemish, 
and it can be slaughtered without any examination, lest one say 
that because a blemish was from yesterday, the owner had it in 
his mind, and might be slaughtered to-day, the Mishna comes to 
teach us that it is not so. 

The rabbis taught: Of a first-born animal which was with¬ 
out blemish (if it fall into a pit on a festival), R. Jehudah the 
Nassi said : An expert shall descend and sec whether it had 
a blemish, and then it may be drawn up and slaughtered; and if 
not, it shall not be slaughtered. Said R. Simeon b. Menasia to 
him: Did not the sages say that blemishes must not be examined 
on a festival? How so? If it got a blemish on the preceding 
day it must not be examined on the festival; but if it got the 
blemish on the festival, R. Simeon said that it could not be killed, 
because it was not prepared from the day before. They all agree, 
however, that if it was born on a festival with a blemish, it is con¬ 
sidered as prepared. Rabba bar R. Huna lectured : If the animal 
was born with a blemish, the examination may be commenced 
on the festival. Said R. Na’hman to him: Abba,* we have 
learned if he has transgressed and had already examined, the 
examination can be useful, and thou sayest that they may com¬ 
mence the examination ? Said Abayi: It seems to me that 
Rabba bar Huna is right, because the Boraitha teaches three 
cases. If it got a blemish on the eve it must not be examined 
on the festival. From this we may infer that it must not be 
examined, but that if it has already been examined, it may be 
used. (The second case is) if the blemish was got on the festi¬ 
val, R. Simeon said that it is not prepared. From this we see 
that, even if it has been examined and a real blemish found, it 
must also not be used. (And the third case is) all agree that if 
it was born with a blemish on a festival, it is considered prepared. 
Consequently, the examination may be commenced. 

(Is that so?) We know that when R. Oshija came from 
Palestine he brought a Boraitha. Either when he got a blemish 
on the eve of the festival, or on the festival, according to the 


* Rabba’s name was Abba y and Rabba means Rab Abba. R. Na’hman as a 
colleague addresses him by name. 



5 2 


THE BABYLONIAN TALMUD. 


sages it is not to be considered prepared (and the Boraitha must be 
in accordance with R. Simeon, who says that it must not be ex¬ 
amined on the festival; and nevertheless the Boraitha teaches that 
even if the blemish was from the eve of the festival, it is also not 
to be considered as prepared, we can say, then, that if it was born 
with a blemish, it is permissible only when it was examined, but 
it is not allowed to commence the examination, as R. Na’hman 
said above?) Yea, it can be said so, but the following Boraitha 
is yet a contradiction to him (why, then, should you prefer the 
Boraitha which R. Oshiya brought to the former f) Because the 
former Boraitha came from the sources of Adda bar Ukhmi,* who 
was known to be erratic in the Boraithas which he taught. Said 
R. Na’hman bar Itz’hak: It seems from our Mishna also that it 
is in accordance with the Boraitha of R. Oshiya, because it states: 
R. Simeon said : If the blemish was not recognized on the eve, 
etc., it is not considered prepared. Now let us see what is meant 
by “ recognized ” ? Shall we assume that it was not visible at 
all? This would be self-evident. We must then say that it was 
not examined whether it was a permanent blemish or a temporary 
one; nevertheless it states that it is not considered prepared, even 
when one slaughtered it. (Consequently the latter part of the 
Mishna, which states that “ all agree,” etc., “ it is prepared,” must 
be explained as R. Na’hman corrected.) 

Hillel asked of Rabha: Does the law of Muktzah exist for 
a half of Sabbath (*>., whether a thing is fit for one half of Sab¬ 
bath, but not for the other half)? How can such a case be? If 
it was fit in twiligh't, then it was fit for the whole Sabbath; and 
if it was not fit at twilight, then it was not fit for the whole Sab- 


*This name is mentioned only once in the whole Babylonian Talmud. In the 
Palestinian Talmud, however (Chap. I., Halakha 3) is mentioned R. Adda bar 
Uikhuma. The different pronunciation of the two Talmuds is usual, and so this 
Amora is the only one who was erratic. We are surprised why Zacuto and Ileilprin, 
in “ Seder-Hadoroth,” ascribed this to Adda bar Abhimi, who is also mentioned 
only once in the whole Talmud. (In our edition, Vol. III., p. 24, and in the old 
edition the same saying is repeated, 9 b and 12 a), and there is not to be found even a 
hint that he was erratic. Also in the Palestinian Talmud the same is mentioned 
twice (Berakhoth, Chap. I., Halakha 3), with whom two great men of the Amoraim, 
R. Tanhum and R. Hezekiah, communicated. There it is also said that he was a 
disciple of R. Zera (Zeera—according to the pronunciation of the Palestinian 
Talmud). Why, then, should it be ascribed to such a man that he was erratic ? 
Moreover, Heilprin does not mention Adda bar Ukhmi among the Amoraim at all, 
although he mentions his name in the paragraph of Adda bar Abhimi, and gives also 
all our citation mentioned above. We also do not know the sources from which 
Heilprin states that according to others it is Abba bar Abhimi, 
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bath? He meant to say it was fit at twilight, but afterwards it 
got wet from rain, and dried again, as it was in the beginning, and 
not fit during one part of Sabbath, and then fit again. How is it ? 
The answer was : There is no law of Muktzah for a half of Sabbath. 
Shall we assume that the above Boraitha, which declares that if 
it was born with a blemish it shall be considered as prepared, is a 
support to Rabha’s decree? Because the first-born, when it was 
yet in the womb of its mother, was fit along with its mother 
(because it was not reckoned a firstling before its birth); and as 
soon as it is born, it is not fit; and after its being examined by 
an expert and found blemished it becomes again fit (from this 
we see that the law of Muktzah docs not exist for a half of Sab¬ 
bath, as it was fit before its birth, became unfit at birth, and be¬ 
came fit again after examination). 

Nay, said Abayi in the name of R. Saphra : It may be that the 
case was, the expert was by when it was born, and saw it was fit 
from its birth. 

R. Jehudah the second possessed a firstling, and sent it to R. 
Ammi on a festival for examination. At first he thought he 
would not examine it. Said R. Zrika, or according to others 
R. Jeremiah, to him: If R. Simeon and R. Jehudah differ, the 
Halakha prevails according to R. Jehudah. 

At another time he sent it to R. Itz’hak of Naph’ha, and the 
same happened again. Said R. Abba to R. Zrika: Why did not 
you let people do a thing in accordance with R. Simeon? And 
he answered him : Have you heard any decision that the Hala¬ 
kha is according to R. Simeon? And he said : Yea, so I have 
heard from R. Zera. Said some one of the disciples present: If I 
will be worthy to go to Palestine, I would like to learn the Hala¬ 
kha from the mouth of R. Zera. Later when he came to Palestine, 
he asked R. Zera: Did the Master say that the Halakha prevails 
according to R. Simeon? And he answered: I did not say it is 
so, but I said: It seems so to me, because the Mishna relates, 
R. Simeon said : If the blemish was not recognized while it was 
yet day, it is not prepared, and the Boraitha teaches the same in 
the name of the sages (in plural). And I thought the Boraitha 
did so because the Halakha prevails accordingly. How is it in 
reality? Said R. Joseph : Come and hear. I will base my de¬ 
cision on the words of great men, that R. Simeon ben Pazzi in 
the name of R. Joshuah b. Levi, quoting R. Jose b. Saul in the 
name of Rabbi, upon the authority of the Holy Assembly of 
Jerusalem, said that R. Simeon (b. Mcnassch) and his colleagues 
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decide the above Halakha according to R. Meir. How can they 
have decided it according to R. Meir? They lived (the Holy 
Assembly of Jerusalem) in an earlier age than he. Say, they 
decided it in accordance with the system of R. Meir (this will be 
explained in Tract B’choroth). 

Ammi of Vardinaa was the examiner of the firstlings of the 
Nasi; and he did not examine on festivals. When this was told 
to R. Ammi, he said, he does right. Is it so? Did not R. 
Ammi himself examine the blemishes of the firstlings? Nay, he 
used to see them the preceding day, but he kept his decision 
until the morrow, when he asked the owner how the animal had 
come by the blemish. As it happened when a man brought a 
firstling before Rabha on the eve of a festival, after noon, and at 
that time Rabha was washing his head. He raised his eyes, and 
looked on the blemish, and told the man: Go away to-day, and 
come to-morrow. The next day he asked him what was the 
cause of the blemish, and he answered: I have given it barley on 
one side of thorns, and it was on the other side; when it wanted 
to eat, it put forth its head between the thorns and thus tore its 
lip. And Rabha asked him: Perhaps you did it intentionally ? 
And he said : No. 

MISHNA: An animal which dies on the festival may not be 
removed thereon. It happened once, when Rabbi Tarphon was 
questioned on the subject, and also concerning a separate piece 
of dough, which had become polluted, he went to the college and 
inquired. They told him: They may not be removed from the 
spot. 

GEMARA: Shall we say that this anonymous Mishna is not 
in accordance with R. Simeon (see Sabbath, p. 375)? Nay, the 
Mishna can be explained in accordance with him, but he owns 
that animals that died on Sabbath are prohibited. This would 
be right according to Mar bar Amemar, who said in the name of 
Rabh that R. Simeon owns it; but according to Mar b. R. Joseph, 
who declares in the name of Rabha that R. Simeon differs, even 
when the animals died on Sabbath, and said that they may be 
used ? (What can be said to that ?) Zera explained this Mishna, 
that it refers to an animal that was consecrated for sacrifice. 
And it seems Zera is right in his explanation, because the Mishna 
speaks further on about Hala that became unclean; and as the 
Hala was a consecrated thing, so must be also the animal in 
question. 

MISHNA: An association for the purpose of jointly pur- 




TRACT BETZAH (YOM TOB). 


55 


chasing an animal may not be formed on the festival; but if this 
was arranged before the festival, the animal so purchased may be 
slaughtered and shared on the festival. 

GEMARA: What is meant by “ may not be formed ” ? Said 
R. Jehudah in the name of Samuel: The price of the animal must 
not be fixed on the festival; but how shall it be done? Said 
Rabh : Two animals shall be brought, and placed side by side, 
and it shall be said: The value of this animal shall be as the 
value of that. We have learned also in a Boraitha : One shall 
not say to his neighbor: I will be a partner with you in this 
animal for one Sela or more ; but he may say: I would be a part¬ 
ner with you for one half, third, or quarter of it. 

MISHNA : R. Jehudah said : (A butcher who sells meat on 
a festival) may weigh it against a vessel or hatchet; but according 
to the sages he may not even look on the scales at all. 

GEMARA: What is meant by “ at all” ? Said R. Jehudah 
in the name of Samuel: Even to preserve the meat from mice, 
he must not put it on the scales. Said R. Iddi bar Abbin: That 
is, when the scales hang on the lever. R. Jehudah in the name 
of Samuel says again: A butcher who is a specialist must not 
weigh the meat on his hand. He says again : The same must not 
weigh the meat in water. R. Hyya bar Ashi said : It is not per¬ 
mitted to make a hole in the meat, to use it as a handle. Said 
Rabina : But if he made it with his hand, not with a tool, it is 
allowed. R. Huna said: One may make a sign upon the meat, 
as Rabba bar R. Huna would cut the meat in the shape of a tri¬ 
angle for a sign. R. Hyya and R. Simeon the Great used to 
weigh one piece against the other, and they did it according to 
R. Joshua, as we learn in the following Boraitha: R. Joshua 
said : One may weigh one piece against the other. And R. 
Joseph said : The Halakha prevails according to R. Joshua, be¬ 
cause there is a Mishna in Tract B’choroth in accordance with his 
decision. 

MISHNA : Knives may not be ground or set on the festival; 
but it is permitted to sharpen one knife with the other. 

GEMARA: Said R. Huna: It is only on a whetstone, but 
on wood one may. Said R. Jehudah in the name of Samuel : 
Even on a whetstone it is only prohibited to sharpen, but to 
remove the fat from it one may. We may infer from this, that 
on wood it is allowed even to sharpen. 

Who is the Tana who holds that on a whetstone it is not per¬ 
mitted? Said R. Hisda: It is at any rate not according to R. 
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Jehudah, as we have learned in a Boraitha: R. Jehudah allows 
to make on a festival even the arrangements for the preparation 
of food (Sabbath, p. 309). 

Said Rabha to R. Hisda: Shall we lecture in thy name that 
the Halakha prevails according to R. Jehudah? And R. Hisda 
answered: It may be the will of the Lord that all good things 
like this shall ye lecture in my name. 

R. Nehemiah b. R. Joseph said: Once I was standing before 
Rabha, and saw that he took the knife and made passes with it 
over a basket. And I said to him: Does Master intend to 
sharpen it, or to remove the fat? And he said: To remove the 
fat. But I saw that he intended to sharpen it. From this it is 
understood that the Halakha prevails thus, but is not to be pro¬ 
claimed to the people. Abayi told that the same thing happened 
to him and his Master, Rabba. 

The schoolmen propound a question: May one give the 
slaughtering-knife to the wise for examination on the festival? 
R. Mari the son of R. Bizna allowed this, but the rabbis pro¬ 
hibited. R. Joseph, however, said : A scholar (Talmud Hakham) 
may examine the knife for his own use, and then lend it to others. 
R. Joseph said again : A knife that becomes blunt may be 
sharpened by pressure, provided that the knife becomes only 
blunt, but not injured. 

R. Jehudah in the name of Samuel said : A spit that became 
crooked must not be repaired on a festival. Is not this self-evi¬ 
dent? He meant to say, that even with the hand, without the 
aid of tools, it is not allowed. The same says again : After the 
meat has been roasted on the spit, it may not be handled more 
(because the blood defiling it makes it unfit for use until cleaned). 
Said R. Adda bar Ah’bah in the name of R. Malkiya: He may, 
nevertheless, take it to put into a corner, the same as it is per¬ 
mitted to do with a thorn that is seen in public ground. (Sabbath, 

P- 75 -) 

MISHNA: One must not say to a butcher: Give me meat 
for a Denar ; but the butcher may slaughter the animal, and divide 
it among the customers. 

One may say to another (on the festival), fill me this ves¬ 
sel, but it must not be a vessel appropriated to measure with. 
R. Jehudah says: If a measure is used it must not be quite 
filled Abba Saul b. Batnit used to fill his measures on the day 
before the festival, and delivered them to the customers on the 
festival. The same Saul said : One may do so even on the inter- 
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mediate days, on account of the froth in the measure. The 
sages, however, say: One may do so also on week-days in order 
to let out the entire contents of his measure into the vessels of 
his customers. 

GEMARA : What is meant by “ vessel appropriated to meas¬ 
ure with” ? Said Rabha : That is, he shall not mention the kind 
of measure, but if the vessel is a measure he may do so. And 
R. Jehudah comes to teach that even this must not be done. From 
• this we see that, about the enjoyment of the festival, R. Jehudah 
is more rigorous, and the sages are more lenient ; but did we not 
learn in the Mishna about the scales (p. 55), that R. Jehudah is 
more lenient and the sages are more rigorous? And this would 
be a contradiction to that teaching? It presents no difficulty. 
The above Mishna referred to a thing which was not a weight, 
but this speaks of a vessel that is a measure. This reconciles 
the contradiction between one teaching of R. Jehudah and the 
other. And as regards what sages teach about the scales? 
They merely say that a man shall not do as is usually done on 
week-days, but here he does not do as on week-days, because it is 
not usual that a man should give wine to his guest to drink from 
a measure. 

“ Abba Saul b.Batnit," etc. A Boraitha taught : One may do 
it in the intermediate days to prevent interruption in the house of 
learning (if he will busy himself with the measuring, he will fail to 
go to the college). 

The rabbis taught: Abba Saul collected three hundred pitch¬ 
ers of wine barely from the froth of the measures;* and his col¬ 
leagues collected the same amount from what remained in the 
measures after emptying them for the customers. Both brought 
this wine to the treasurers of charityat Jerusalem. The treasur¬ 
ers said to them : It is not necessary for you to do so (because it 
is your own). But they replied : We do not wish to use (because 
we do not consider it ours). And the treasurers rejoined : If 
you are so rigorous towards yourselves, go and dispose of it for 
the benefit of the people. 


* Rashi explains thus : It was known to him how many lugs there had been in his 
barrel, and also how many he sold out to his customers, and the remainder which was 
in the barrel he considered was left because of the froth of the measures, and during 
the year it amounted to three hundred pitchers. And his colleagues who sold oil, 
which makes no froth, collected the same number from the remainder of the measures, 
as there is always some oil left in them, and during many years they collected from 
this the same amount. 
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R. Hisda accompanied Rabbana Uqba, and the latter lectured : 
One must not measure barley to give it to cattle; but one may 
nevertheless take a Kab full, or two Kabs, and give it to the cat¬ 
tle without fear. But the baker (cook) may measure the quantity 
of spices for putting into the pots, lest he spoil the flavors. 

R. Jeremiah bar Abba in the name of Rabh said : A woman 
may measure the flour on a festival for her dough, for the pur¬ 
pose of separating a due share of the first dough. Samuel, how¬ 
ever, prohibited to do so. But did not the disciples of Samuel 
teach in his name that it is allowed? Said Abayi: Now, when 
the disciples declared in his name that it is permitted, and from 
himself it was heard that it is not, we may assume that he re¬ 
tracted his decision in order to teach us how to act. 

The rabbis taught : One must not resieve flour on the festi¬ 
val ; but R. Papias and R. Jehudah b. Bthera both permit it. All 
agree, however, that if some dust or a chip fell into the flour, 
that may be done. One disciple taught in the presence of 
Rabina that if a chip has fallen into it, he shall remove it 
with the hand. And Rabina rejoined that this is by an a 
fortiori argument, not allowed, because it looks as though he 
sifts it. 

Rabha bar R. Huna the Minor lectured at the gate of Nehar- 
dai: One may resieve flour on the festival. Said R. Na'hman to 
the people of Nehardai: Go and tell Abba, Take thy favor and 
put it on the thorns (/.**., he did not any good with his lecture). 
Go and see how many sieves are used in Nehardai on the festi¬ 
val (even before his lecture). 

The wife of R. Joseph has sifted flour on the back of a sieve, 
and he said to her: See, I want to have good bread (it means, 
you should not make any change). The wife of R. Ashi sifted 
the flou? on the .back of the table (to show a change from the 
week-c!ays)^;: Said R. Ashi: My wife is the daughter of Rami bar 
Hama, who was very particular in his deeds, and if she had not 
seen it done in the house of her father, she would not do it. 

MISHNA: One may go to a shopkeeper with whom one is 
used to deal, and say to him : “ Give me so many eggs or nuts,” 
because the master of a house is used to count similar articles by 
numbers. 

— pEIMARA: The rabbis taught: One may go to his shepherd 
who is an acquaintance, and ask him for one goat or one sheep; 
t.0” his butcher, to ask him for a shoulder or leg; to the bird- 
seller, and ask him for one old or young pigeon, to his baker, and 
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ask him for a loaf or roll ; and to his grocer, and ask him for 
twenty eggs or fifty nuts or ten peaches or five pomegranates or 
one lemon—provided one does not mention any numbers of 
measures. R. Simeon b. Elazar said: Provided one does not 
mention the prices. 


CHAPTER IV. 


REGULATIONS CONCERNING THE CARRYING AND HANDLING OF THINGS 

ON THE FESTIVAL. 

MISHNA: If one has to transport jars of wine from one 
place to another (on a festival) he must not carry them in a bas¬ 
ket or a case, but on the shoulder, or in his hand in front of his 
person. The same is the case when he has to carry straw; he 
must not put the bundle on the shoulder behind, but must carry it 
in his hand. One may commence to take a heap of straw (for 
fuel), but not of stacks of wood in an unused yard behind the 
house. 

GEMARA : A Boraitha taught: If it is impossible to change 
the manner usual on week-days, it may be done as ordinarily. 

Rabha has ordered in Mehuzah as follows: “ A heavy burden 
which a man carries on a week-day with great trouble, if he has 
to bear it on a festival, he may carry it with the help of a Rigla 
(a long, crooked pole for bearing burdens), and though it is 
also heavy and a trouble, it is a change of the manner, on week¬ 
days. And what one man carries on week-days with the help of 
a Rigla , two men shall carry. The burden which two men carry 
on a pole on their shoulders, they shall carry on a festival with 
the hand, and what is carried with the hand, shall on the festi¬ 
val be carried with a cloth.” All this shall be done, if possible; 
but if it is impossible, it shall be carried as usually, because the 
Master said: If it is impossible to change the manner it is 
allowed. 

Rabha bar R. Hanin said to Abayi: A Mishna teaches: It is 
prohibited to clap with the hands, strike on the hips, and to 
dance on a festival. And in our time we see people do so, and 
we do not say to them anything. And he answered: And 
according to yGnr theory, come and see the women who take 
their cans and go and stand at the gates of the entry, which is 
also prohibited, and we say nothing to them (would you also 
blame us for this?). This is not so (because it is a rule). Let 
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Israel do things unintentionally rather than intentionally (/>., 
they were sure that if it was told to them, they would not listen, 
and to preserve them from conscious transgression, they keep 
silence). And there is no difference in such a case between 
a biblical and a rabbinical prohibition. Because the adding from 
the eve of the Day of Atonement to the Day of Atonement (about 
half an hour) is biblical, nevertheless we see women eating and 
drinking till dark, and we say nothing. 

44 But not of stacks of woodf etc. R. Kahana said: From 
this it may be inferred that we must not commence to take of a 
whole store (stock storehouse), because it is “ designated.” Then 
it would be according to R. Jehudah, who holds the theory of 
Muktzah. How then would be explained the beginning of the 
Mishna, that one may begin to take of a heap of straw, that 
would be according to R. Simeon, who does not hold the theory 
of Muktzah? The Mishna refers to spoiled straw (which is no 
longer fit for food of animals). But it may yet be used for bricks? 
It refers to a case when there were thistles (or thorns) in the straw.’ 

MISHNA: Wood may not be taken from a booth, but the 
pieces lying by may be used. 

GEMARA: R. Hyya bar Joseph taught before R. Johanan 
the following Boraitha: Wood must not be taken from a booth, 
but only the pieces lying near it. R. Simeon, however, permits 
it. But all agree that from a booth made for the Festival of 
Tabernacles it must not be taken then . If the booth was made 
conditionally, all must be done according to the condition. 

It has been said: R. Simeon permits it. But did lie not de¬ 
molish a tent? Said R. Na’hman bar Itz’hak: The case is when 
the tent is already demolished, or so weak as to fall down soon, 
so that even on the preceding day he had the intention to take 
wood of it. 

The Boraitha states : If the booth was made conditionally, etc. 
Can then a condition affect it ? Did we not learn in Succah (p. io), 
that R. Shesheth said in the name of R. Aqiba: that the wood 
of the Succah is prohibited in all the seven days at all events? 
This part of the Boraitha means an ordinary booth, not a taber¬ 
nacle. 

MISHNA: One may bring wood from the field when it is 
a stack, and from a wood-shed, even of the dispersed pieces of 
wood. What is called a wood-shed? If it is near the city. So 
is the decree of R. Jehudah. R. Jose, however, said : If there is 
a door which can be locked, even if it is within the legal limit. 
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GEMARA: R. Jehudah said in the name of Samuel: Wood 
may be brought only from the stacks that are in the wood-shed, 
but not dispersed pieces. Did not our Mishna teach that from a 
wood-shed may be taken even dispersed pieces? The Mishna is 
only according to an individual Tana, but the other sages differ 
from it. Rabha said: Leaves of a vineyard or of branches, 
although they are gathered and lie together, because by a wind 
they may be dispersed, are to be considered as dispersed already, 
and may not be used. But if one had put a heavy thing on 
them the preceding day, they may be used. 

u IV/iat is called a wood-shed," etc. The schoolmen propound 
a question : Did the Mishna mean both ? Did it mean that it is 
near the city and has a door, and R. Jose comes to teach if it has 
a door it is enough, if it is not near the city, but within the legal 
limit, or when it has no door, even near to a city, also not ? 
Come and hear: Because R. Jose teaches that if it can be entered 
through a door, and the door can be locked, it is allowed even 
within the legal limit, we may infer that R. Jose decides in both 
cases leniently. Said R. Sala in the name of R. Jeremiah : The 
Halakha prevails according to R. Jose, leniently. 

MISHNA: It is not permitted to cut wood from new beams, 
even from an otcl beam that was broken on the festival; neither 
may wood be cleft with an axe, or saw, or bite-hook, but with a 
chopping-knife only. 

GEMARA: Has not the first part of the Mishna said that we 
must not cut wood at all? Said R. Jehudah in the name of 
Samuel: The Mishna is not completed, and must be read thus: 
It is not allowed to cut from a pile of logs, neither from a beam 
that was broken on the festival; but from a beam that was broken 
the preceding day. And when they cut it, they shall not do it 
with an axe, etc. The same we have learned in the following 
Boraitha: One may not cut wood from a pile of beams, nor from 
a beam broken on the festival, because they are not considered 
prepared while it is yet day. 

“ But with a chopping-knife only." Said R. Hinna bar Salmia 
in the name of Rabh : It is only with the side of the blade used 
for chopping wood, but with the broad side wherewith one can 
cleave beams, it is not allowed.* 


* It is difficult to understand the argument* as it is not known to us how the 
chopping-knife was made. Even Tospheth remarks because we do not know what 
kind of a chopping-knife it was, therefore it is not allowed to cut wood with any 
knife, only with the hand. 
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MISHNA: A house filled with fruits, if a hole was made, it 
is allowed to take fruit through this hole. R. Meir, however, said 
one may make a hole in the house, to commence with, for the 
purpose of taking the fruit. 

GEMARA : Why so? Is he not demolishing a tent? Said 
R. Nehuma bar Adda in the name of Samuel: The Mishna refers 
to a house of bricks without mortar. R. Zcra said: R. Meir 
allowed this only on a festival, but not on Sabbath. The same 
we have learned plainly in a Boraitha. Samuel said : If the doors 
of the cellars are tied with ropes, one may untie; but he may not 
untwist the ropes themselves, nor cut them off. When, however, 
with such ropes vessels were tied, he may untwist them and cut 
them off, and there is no difference between Sabbath and a festi¬ 
val in this case. 

An objection was raised from the following Boraitha: If the 
doors of the cellars are tied with ropes, on Sabbath, one may 
untie, but he may not untwist the ropes themselves, nor cut them 
off. On a festival, however, all this is allowed ? The Boraitha is 
according to R. Meir, who allows this on a festival to commence 
with, but I say according to the rabbis. But did the rabbis 
differ with R. Meir that if the doors of the cellars, etc.? Have 
we not learned in another Boraitha, that the sages agree with R. 
Meir concerning this case ? Samuel holds with another Boraitha 
which stated differently. 

MISHNA : It is not permitted to make a cavity in a lump of 
potter s clay for the purpose of using it as a lamp, because a 
utensil is thereby formed; neither may charcoal be made on a 
festival, nor the wick of a lamp be cut in two. R. Jehudah says: 
With fire it may be done. 

GEMARA: Who is the Tana who holds that when a hole is 
made in such a lump it is called a utensil? Said R. Joseph: 
That is R. Meir (who states so in Tract Kelim). 

The rabbis taught: One must not make a hole in a lump of 
clay to use it as a lamp, nor plates used by rustics (who are not 
particular about fine china, but use them as soon as made, before 
they have been hollowed out and baked in fire).* R. Simeon b. 
Gamaliel, however, allows it. 

“ Neither may charcoal be made ,” etc. Is this not self-evident ? 
What use can one make on that day of charcoal? Taught R. 


* The commentators, Rashi and Tospheth, also the dictionaries, try to explain 
this term, but it remains obscure. 
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Ilyya: The Mishna refers to those who need the charcoal for an 
olearius on this day (i.e., a machine to heat oil to be fit for the 
body and clothes). Is it allowed then to take a bath on this 
day ? As Rabha had explained in another place that it was 
allowed to go to sweat before it was prohibited, so also can 
this Mishna be explained to mean sweating, before the prohibi¬ 
tion was made (see Sabbath, pp. 71, 72). 

“ Nor the wick of a lamp /’etc. Why is it not allowed to do it 
with a knife? Because he makes of it a utensil (i.e., he makes 
two out of one). Is not the same with fire? Taught R. Hyya : 
R. Jehudah meant to say that the ends shall be placed in two 
lamps, and shall be separated by burning the middle part, (and he 
only kindles the lamps). 

R. Nathan bar Abba said in the name of Rabh: One may 
snuff a wick on the festival. Bar Qappara taught: Six things were 
said about a wick: three rigorously and three leniently. Rigorously: 
One must not commence to braid the wick, nor singe, nor cut 
it in two; and leniently : One may twist it with the hand, soak in 
oil, and make two wicks by burning the middle part. R. Nathan 
bar Abba in the name of Rabh said again: The rich men of the 
Babylonians are among those who descend to Gehenna; as it 
once happened Sabathai bar Merenus came to Babylon and asked 
them to support him in some business, and they did not; and he 
asked that they should feed him at least, and they also re¬ 
fused. Then he said: They are descendants of the “ mixed 
multitude,” as it is written [Deut. xiii. 18]: “ And grant thee 
mercy, and have mercy upon thee.” From this we infer that 
whosoever has mercy for creatures, he is surely of the children of 
Abraham our father, but whosoever has not mercy for creatures, 
it is certain he is not. The same says again in the name of the 
same authority: Whosoever is dependent upon the table of his 
neighbor, the whole world is dark for him. As it is written [Job 
xv. 23] : “ He wandereth abroad for bread, (saying), Where is it ? 
he knoweth that there is ready at his hand the day of darkness.” 
R. Hisda said : His life is no life at all. 

The rabbis taught: There are three men whose lives are not 
counted as lives at all: He who is dependent on the table of his 
neighbor; he whose wife dominates over him ; and he who has 
bodily suffering. According to others, he who has no more than 
one shirt. 

MISHNA: One may not break pieces of earthenware, nor 
cut paper for the purpose of roasting salted fish on it. Ashes 
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from the oven or hearth may not be removed, but they may be 
moved to one side. Two barrels must not be brought near each 
other, to place a pot on them over the fire, nor may a piece of 
wood be used to support a pot, nor a door. Cattle may not be 
driven on the festival with a stick; but R. Eliezer b. Simeon 
permits it. 

GEMARA : Why so? Because he produces thereby uten¬ 
sils. 

u Ashes of the ove?if etc. R. Hyya b. Joseph taught in the 
presence of R. Na’hman that if it is not possible to bake in the 
oven unless one removes the ashes, one may do so. It happened 
to the wife of R. Hyya that half a brick from the wall of the 
oven fell down into the oven on a festival. Said R. Hyya to her: 
See to its removal, because I like to have good bread. Rabha 
said to his servant: Roast for me a duck, and see that it shall not 
be singed. Said Rabina to R. Ashi: We were told by R. 
Aha of Hutzl that the Master’s servants, when the oven is 
closed, smear it with clay on the festival. And he answered : 
We live near the River Euphrates, where clay is ready at hand. 
The case is, when he makes a sign on the clay on the previous 
day. Said Rabina: To knead ashes, it is permitted (because 
they cannot keep for a long period). 

“ Nor may a piece of wood," etc. The rabbis taught: A pot 
must not be supported with a piece of wood nor a door, because 
wood is prepared only for fuel. R. Simeon, however, allows this. 
Cattle must not be driven with a stick, but R. Eliezer the son of 
R. Simeon permits it. Shall ^ve assume that R. Eliezer holds 
with his father, that no theory of Muktzah exists? Nay, he is 
more lenient than his father; for his father would assent that 
they must not be driven with a stick, because it seems as if they 
are taken to the market. 

Hizra (Abhazar in Arabic), R. Na’hman prohibited to use 
for the purpose of roasting on it meat ; but R. Shesheth permits 
it. If it was dry, all agree it is permitted ; they differ only when 
it is wet yet. Whosoever prohibits it, does it because it is not 
fit for fuel, and whosoever permits it, does it because in a great 
fire this also can be used. The Halakha, however, prevails thus: 
That a dry one is allowed, but not a wet one. 

Rabha lectured : A woman shall not enter a wood-shed to 
take a crooked piece of wood for a poker; and if a poker was 
broken on the festival, it must not be burned, because fire may be 
made with vessels, but not broken vessels (Sabbath, p. 270). Shall 
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we assume that Rabha holds with R. Jehudah regarding the 
theory of Muktzah ? Did not Rabha say to his servant: Roast 
me a duck, and throw the entrails to the cat ? With the entrails it 
is different; because, as they become putrified he made up his 
mind the day before that they must be given to the cat. 

MISHNA: Rabbi Eliezer says: One may take a splinter 
from the wood lying near him to clean his teeth with, and gather 
in the yard small pieces of wood, and burn them, because what¬ 
ever is in the yard may be considered as prepared for the festival. 
But the sages allow one to pick up only those pieces that lie near 
him, and only to burn them. Fire may not be produced on the 
festival from wood, stones, dust or earth, or from water; nor may 
one heat tiles to broil food on them. 

GEMARA: R. Jehudah said: To food fit for cattle the law 
of making a utensil does not apply (eg, to take straw or other 
fodder of cattle, and break it for cleaning the teeth, or so, is per¬ 
mitted ; because, being fit for cattle, it may be handled, etc.). 

R. Kahana objected him : We have learned that branches of 
spice-trees may be handled to enjoy the odor, and to fan with them 
a sick man. One may gri?id y also, to produce an agreeable odor; 
but one must not break them for the purpose of enhancing the 
odor. If he did so, he is not liable to a sin-offering; but if he 
broke them for the purpose of cleaning the teeth with them, he 
is liable. And he answered : If the Boraitha had said that one 
may not break them for the purpose of cleaning the teeth, it 
would be a great difficulty to me; much more, when it says he 
is liable to a sin-offering for it. The Boraitha must be incom¬ 
plete and must be stated thus: He may grind with his hand 
for the purpose of odor; he may break them for this purpose, but 
the case is only when they are yet soft. But when they are 
already hard, he shall not break them. If he did so, however, lie 
is not culpable, although it is prohibited ; but if he broke for the 
purpose of cleaning the teeth, he is liable to a sin-offering. 

In one Boraitha we have learned, he may break it in order to 
smell it, and in another one—that he must not break it for this 
purpose? Said R. Zera in the name of R. Hisda : It presents no 
difficulty. The Boraitha which allows it means when they are 
soft, and the other one, when they are dry. R. A’ha bar Jacob 
opposed : Why shall dry ones not be allowed ? Did not a Mishna 
(Sabbath, p. 332) state: One may break open a cask to cut dry 
figs therefrom, etc.? Furthermore: Rabha and Rabbin, the sons 
of R. Adda, both say : When we were at the house of R. Jehudah, 
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he used to break twigs off a spice-tree, and give us sticks of the 
same, although the sticks were so large that they could be used 
for an axe or a spade handle. Therefore we must say that of the 
two Boraithas (mentioned above) one is according to R. Eliczcr 
and one according to the rabbis of the following Boraitha: “ R. 
Eliezer said : One may take a splinter from the wood lying near 
him to clean his teeth with; but the sages say: He can take it 
only from a manger. All agree that he shall not break it off, and 
if he did so, to clean the teeth or to open the door with it, if unin¬ 
tentionally on a Sabbath, he is liable to a sin-offering, and if inten¬ 
tionally on a festival, he is liable to the punishment of stripes. 
So is the decree of R. Eliezer. The sages, however, say: In both 
cases he is free, because this is only a Shbuth (Sabbath-rest, rab- 
binically).” Now, the Boraitha which states that he must not 
break it off is in accordance with R. Eliezer, who says there that 
he is liable to a sin-offering; and the Boraitha which states that 
he may do so is in accordance with the rabbis, who say there that 
he is free, even if he broke it off for the purpose of cleaning his 
teeth. Here, however, when it is for the purpose of smelling, it is 
allowed to commence with. But does not R. Eliezer hold what 
is stated in the above Mishna, that one may break open a cask, 
etc.? Said R. Ashi: According to R. Eliezer, the Mishna must 
be explained that the cask was cemented with resin, and it is im¬ 
possible to use it afterwards as a vessel. 

“And gather in the yard.” The rabbis taught: He may 
gather in the yard and burn, because all things that arc in 
the yard are considered as prepared, provided he does not 
make of them heaps. R. Simeon, however, permits even this. 
On what point do they differ? One holds that if he makes 
heaps, it seems as if he prepared them for the day subsequent 
to the festival; but the other holds that his pot proves that it is 
for to-day. 

“ Fire may not be produced” etc. Why so ? Because to pro¬ 
duce a new thing is not lawful. 

“ One may not heat tiles'' etc. What labor is that? Said 
Rabba bar bar liana in the name of Rabbi Johanan: The Mishna 
refers to new tiles, that must be examined as to whether they 
can stand fire. According to others, it is a labor because they 
must be heated long, until they become hard. 

The rabbis taught: New ovens or hearths are considered as 
ordinary vessels that may be handled in the yard ; but they must 
not be anointed with oil, nor cleaned with a wet cloth, nor cooled 
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in cold water to harden it. But if all this should be done only for 
the purpose of baking on that day, it is allowed. 

The rabbis taught: The head and the feet of an animal may 
be scalded, also singed. The hair may be removed by fire, but 
not with lime, clay, or earth; nor must it be cut off with scissors. 
Herbs must not be cut out with the same scissors with which 
they are usually detached from the ground. But one may pre¬ 
pare x iva P a (artichoke) and thistle and bake in a large oven, and 
water may be formed in an “ antikhi ” (a kind of kettle: see Sab¬ 
bath, p. 74). A new large oven, however, must not be heated on 
the festival, because it may burst. 

The rabbis taught: One must not blow bellows, but one may 
blow through a pipe. A spit must not be sharpened and fixed 
(for the purpose of roasting). 

The rabbis taught: A cane must not be splintered for the 
purpose of roasting salted fish. A nut, however, may be cracked 
through a piece of cloth, without fear lest that the latter be torn. 

MISHNA : R. Eliezer said again : In a Sabbatical year a man 
may place himself on the eve of Sabbath at the place where figs 
or raisins are kept, and say: From there I will take to-morrow. 
But, according to the sages, he must point out the exact spot, 
and say : I will take from this point to that point. 

GEMARA : In a Mishna (Maasroth, Chap. IV., 2) it is stated : 
If children had saved dates from the eve of Sabbath and forgot 
to separate the tithe, when the Sabbath is over they must not 
eat them until the tithe is separated. Also in another Mishna 
(ibid. III., 1): If one passed dates through his yard to dry them, 
his household may eat of them moderately. Now, Rabba asked 
R. Na’hman : Does the Sabbath fix the time for separating tithe 
even from things the labors belonging to which are not finished 
yet? Shall we assume that because it is written [in Is. lviii.]: 
“ Thou slialt call the Sabbath a delight/’ it fixes the time of tith¬ 
ing even for things the labors belonging to which are not finished 
yet, or it fixes the time only for thingsthe labors on which are fin¬ 
ished and not otherwise? And he answered: Sabbath fixes the 
time in any event. The former said again : Why shall not Sabbath 
be equal to a yard which does not fix the time for things on 
which the labor is not finished yet ? Let the law of Sabbath be 
the same? And he answered: We have an explicit teaching 
that the Sabbath fixes the time for the thing in any event. 
Said Mar Sutra the son of R. Na’hman: Our Mishna which 
states that only on Sabbatical years it may be done so, and not 
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in an ordinary year, must also be explained, that because the 
Sabbatical year is exempt from tithe, he may do so; but in an 
ordinary year it must not be done so, because the Sabbath fixes 
it for tithe. When Rabbin came from Palestine he said, however, 
in the name of R. Johanan, that Sabbath, Ileave-offcring, a Yard, 
and Price all do not fix for tithe, only in things on which all the 
labor belonging to them is already done.* 

Sabbath —to state that the law is not after Hillel in the fol¬ 
lowing Boraitha : If one transferred fruit from one place to another 
to cut it, and Sabbath overtook him, R. Jehudah said that only 
Hillel prohibited to eat it before separating tithe, but all his col¬ 
leagues differ from him. 

A Yard —to state that the law is not after R. Jacob in the 
following Mishna, which says that whoso passes dates through the 
yard, his household may eat of them moderately, and they arc 
free from tithe. And a Boraitha, in addition to this Mishna, 
states that R. Jacob says tithe must be separated, and R. Jose b. 
Jehudah frees it from tithe. 

Heave-offering —to state that the law is not after R. Eliezer in 
the following Mishna: Fruit of which the heave-offering was 
separated before all the labors belonging to it were finished, R. 
Eliezer prohibits to eat from moderately, but the sages allow 
this. 

And Price —as we learned in the following Boraitha: Whoso 
bought dates from a man of the common people in a place where 
the majority of gardeners press the dates, he may eat of them 
moderately; and when he comes to give tithe of them, he may 
separate tithe from it (but it is not necessary to separate heave¬ 
offering). And from this Boraitha we have learned three 
things: Firstly, that the price which is made does not fix for 
tithe until all the labor is done ; secondly, that the majority of 
the common people do separate tithes; and thirdly, that if one 
comes to separate tithes from fruits bought from one of the com¬ 
mon people, from a doubt lest the seller had not yet separated the 
tithe, he may separate it even from things the labors belonging 
to which are not yet finished. 


* The law of the tithe of all these will be explained in Tract Maasroth. The 
meaning of " Price” is, that if the grain v/as sold before it became ripe, it does not 
fix it for tithe. 



CHAPTER V. 


REGULATIONS CONCERNING LABORS PERMITTED AND NOT PERMITTED 
ON BIBLICAL FESTIVALS. 

MISHNA: It is allowed to throw down fruit (kept on the 
roof for drying) by a trap-door (into the yard) on the festival, but 
not on Sabbath. It is also allowed to cover fruit, or jars of wine 
or oil, with vessels to protect them from rain. One may also 
place a vessel to receive rain on Sabbath. 

GEMARA: Of which* quantity does the Mishna speak? 
Said R. Zera in the name of R. Assi, according to others R. Assi 
in the name of R. Johanan : The same quantity which we have 
learned in the Mishna (in Sabbath, p. 276). One may even clear 
off four or five chests of straw or grain in order to remove obsta¬ 
cles to instruction, etc. But perhaps there it is different, because 
there are obstacles to instruction; but here, where it is not the 
case, it may be a less quanity ? Or, on the contrary, there the 
Mishna speaks of Sabbath, which is rigorous, therefore a slight 
quantity is allowed. But here it is a festival, perhaps a greater 
quantity is allowed? It can be interpreted even in another way: 
There, where there are no damages of money , a quantity from 
four to five is allowed; but here, where there can be damages 
of money, even more is also allowed ? And another question: 
There the Mishna teaches that one must not clear out a whole 
barn, and Samuel explained this that the Mishna meant he shall 
not clear out the whole barn for fear he will notice pits and would 
like to fill them up (ibid. 276). How is the law in our case ? 
Shall we assume that because Sabbath is rigorous, the precaution¬ 
ary measure must be taken'; but in the case of the festival, 
which is lenient, it need not be taken? Or, on the contrary, 
there, where although the reason is the fear of interruption in the 
house of leaniing/yet it is not allowed to clear the whole barn, 
how much the more here, where such a reason does not exist ? 
And another question: Here the Mishna teaches that fruit must 
be thrown through a trap-door, and R. Na’hman said in addition 
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to this, that it is allowed only from that roof; but to throw it 
from this roof to another, it is not allowed. And so it was also 
taught in a Boraitha, that the fruit must not be carried from one 
roof to another, although the roofs are of equal altitude. Shall 
we assume that only in the case of the festival which is lenient 
this is prohibited as a precautionary measure, lest one shall come 
to hold cheap the holiday, and will do other things, but on Sab¬ 
bath which is rigorous and no such fear exists, perhaps this is 
allowed ? Or, on the contrary, as here, where the fruit can be 
damaged, we do not allow this; there, where no such a fear exists, 
so much the more it is not allowed. And another question: A 
Boraitha in addition to this Mishna teaches he shall not let it 
down by ropes and also not by ladders. Shall we say that only 
here, where the fear of the interruption in the house of learning 
does not exist, it is prohibited; but there, where such a fear does 
exist, it is allowed? Or, on the contrary, here, although there 
is fear of damages, it is not allowed, so much the more there ? 
All these questions are not decided. 

“ And fruits may be covered .” Said Ula: Even piled-up 
bricks not mortared may be covered. R. Itz’hak, however, said 
only fruit fit for consumption may be covered with vessels, but 
no other things. 

“ One may place vessels to receive rain” A Boraitha taught: 
When the vessel was full, he might empty it, and put it in its 
former place again ; and so repeatedly. The handmill of Abayi 
was exposed to the rain (and he had not enough vessels to pro¬ 
tect it). He came to Rabba his Master, and asked; and he 
answered : Go and place your bed in that room (where the hand- 
mill was), and then the handmill will be considered as a night 
chamber, which may be removed from a bedroom (and then he 
can remove the bed again). Abayi himself considered the law 
and said to himself: May one turn a clean thing into an objec¬ 
tionable thing intentionally? While he sat and thought thus, 
the handmill cracked. Said he: I deserve this punishment be¬ 
cause I was disobeying my Master. 

Samuel said: A chamber-pot and similar vessels may be 
removed, and voided on the garbage; and then washed, and 
returned. The schoolmen who heard this thought that the dirt 
may be removed only together with another vessel, but not 
without another vessel? Come and hear: Once a dead mouse 
was found in the place where R. Ashi’s spices were kept, and he 
said : Take it by its tail, and throw it out. 
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MISHNA: All transgressions of the precept of Shbuth,* 
whether by any optional actions, or actions for religious purposes, 
are also such on the festival. The following actions are forbidden 
on account of Shbuth: To climb trees, mount an animal, swim in 
water, clap with the hands, strike on the hips, or dance. The 
following are prohibited as optional actions: To administer jus¬ 
tice, to acquire a woman as a wife (by giving a ring, money, etc.), 
to take off the shoes of one refusing to marry the deceased 
brother’s widow (Halitzah), or to marry such a brother’s widow. 
The following actions are prohibited as though they are actions 
for religious purposes: To consecrate anything, to value sacred 
things, to pronounce anything as devoted (to the service of the 
Temple), to separate heave-offerings and tithes. All these have 
been decided to be prohibited on the festival, and a fortiori on 
Sabbath. (This is the rule) : There is no difference between the 
Sabbath and the festival, except that the preparation of food is 
permitted on the latter. 

GEMARA:To climb trees—lest one tear off something; 
mount an animal—lest one should cut off a twig (to drive it 
therewith); to swim—lest one make a swimming bladder; to 
clap the hands, strike on the hips, dance—all lest one fix musical 
instruments. 

“ The following are prohibited as optional .” To administer 
justice: is this not a religious act ? The case is, when there is a 
better man than he who can perform it. To acquire a wife: is 
this not a religious act ? The case is, when he has already a wife 
and children. The ceremony of Halitzah and fibum : are these 
not religious duties? The case is, when there is an elder brother 
than he, and the duty falls on the elder brother. And the reason 
why all these are prohibited is as a precautionary measure, lest 
he come to write. And these are prohibited , though religious acts : 
as a precautionary measure, lest he will come to buy and sell. To 
separate heave-offerings, etc.: is not this self-evident? Taught 
R. Joseph : The case is, when he wants to give it to the priest on 
the same day. But the law applies only to things wherefrom it 
is fit to separate the day before; but if he kneads dough on the 
festival, the first dough may be separated and given to the priest. 
All these on the festival, etc.: there is a contradiction to this (in 
the first Mishna of the chapter): “ One may throw fruit on the 
festival, but not on Sabbath”? Said R. Joseph: There is no 
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difficulty: Our Mishna is in accordance with Eliezcr: that the 
precautionary measures taken for Sabbath are to be taken also for 
festivals ; and the other Mishna is according to Joshua, who says : 
When mother and son fall in a pit, the first may be taken out 
for slaughtering, and then by connivance the other. R. Papa, 
however, said that the above Mishna is in accordance with Beth 
Shammai, and the first Mishna is in accordance with Beth Hillel. 
But perhaps it is not so? The statement of Beth Shammai refers 
only to carrying out, but not to handling it? Nay, is then 
handling not necessary in carrying out? 

MISHNA: Cattle and utensils maybe brought as far only 
as their owners may go, and when a person commits his cattle to 
his son or shepherd, they may not be brought or driven farther 
than the owner may go. Utensils that arc appropriated to the 
exclusive use of one among brothers living together in the same 
house may be brought as far as that brother may go; but if they 
arc not thus exclusively appropriated to one only, they may be 
brought to the places where all may go. 

A utensil that had been borrowed since the eve of the festival 
may be carried as far as the borrower may go ; but if on the fes¬ 
tival, as far as the lender may go. And when one woman has 
borrowed of another spice, water, or salt, to make dough, they 
may be carried as far as both may go. R. Jehudah excepts 
water, because its substance does not remain visible. 

GEMARA: Our Mishna seems to be not in accordance with 
R. Dosa of the following Boraitha : R. Qosa, according to others 
Abba Saul, said : Whoso had bought an animal from his neighbor 
on the eve of a festival, although he did not receive it until the 
festival, the animal may be driven as far as the buyer may go. 
The same is the case with him who gives an animal to the shep¬ 
herd. If the arrangement was made before the festival, but he 
delivered it on it, it must be considered as the shepherd’s? Nay, 
the Mishna can be explained also in accordance with R. Dosa, 
and it presents no difficulty. Our Mishna refers to a case where there 
are two shepherds in the town (when it was not known to which 
of them he would give); therefore it is considered as the owner’s. 
But R. Dosa speaks of a case where there is but one shepherd. 
This explanation seems to be right, because our Mishna teaches, 
“ to his son or shepherd.” And as there may be more than one 
son, so is it about shepherds. 

Said Rabba bar bar liana in the name of R. Johanan : The 
Halakha prevails according to R. Dosa. 
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The rabbis taught: If two men had borrowed one garment, 
one should go in it to the House of Prayer in the morning, the 
other to the Dancing-house in the evening. Thus one will make 
an Erub to the north and the other to the south. Whoso has made 
an Erub to the north may go in this garment only as far as he 
who has made an Erub to the south may go in it to the north; 
and vice versa . But if either has made an Erub at his legal 
limit, so that by giving the right to move two thousand ells more 
in one direction, he loses the right to walk in the opposite direc¬ 
tion even one step, then the garment belonging to both may not 
be moved from the town by either. 

It was taught: If two men bought a barrel and an animal in 
partnership on the eve of a festival, the barrel may be moved by 
either to places where he goes; but the animal is not allowed to 
be driven except to places where both are allowed to go. So is 
the decree of Rabh. But according to Samuel, the case is the 
same with the barrel as with the animal. (Let us see:) What 
is the reason of Rabh’s theory? If Rabh holds the theory of 
premeditated choice, then why shall the animal not be allowed ? 
And if he does not, why shall the barrel be allowed? We may 
say that in reality he holds this theory (and therefore the barrel 
is allowed); but the animal is different, because it was alive at 
the twilight before the festival, and the blood changing its place 
from one member to the other on the festival, neither half can be 
chosen by either man (and as the partners have to go in different 
directions, neither may jjiove the animal). Said R. Kahana and 
R. Ashi to Rabh : Even according to your theory, if the animal 
would be slaughtered, both partners would be allowed to eat of 
it, although the blood was circulating from one half designated 
for one man to the other half of the other man. Consequently 
the circulation of the blood is not feared in case of the law of 
Muktzah.. Why, then, shall it affect the law of legal limit ? Rabh 
was silent. What is in reality the law ? R. Hoshia said : There 
is the theory of choice, and R. Johanan says: There is not. Mar 
Zutra lectured that the Halakha prevails according to R. Hoshia. 

Samuel said An ox from the dealer may be moved by every 
buyer to the places where he goes; but an ox belonging to the 
herdsman may be driven only where the people of the town have 
a right to go. 

“A utensil borrozved since the eve of ,” etc. Is not this self- 
evident? The case is, when one actually received it on the festi¬ 
val, we would assume that as at twilight it was yet in the lender’s 
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house, it should not yet be considered as the borrower’s, he comes 
to teach us that the arrangement suffices to make it considered 
as the borrower’s. And this is in support of R. Johanan’s de¬ 
cree, who said: One who had arranged to borrow a utensil from 
his neighbor on the eve, and took it on the festival, is considered 
as the borrower’s. 

“ But if on the festival," etc. Is this not self-evident? The 
case is, when it was the custom of this man to borrow of that 
man often, and we would assume that the lender had the inten¬ 
tion to give it to him from the eve, and therefore it should be 
regarded as the borrower’s, he comes to teach us this is not the 
case; because it may happen that meanwhile another man may 
come and borrow it. 

“ And when a ivoman borrowed ,” etc. When R. Abba in¬ 
tended to go to Palestine, he prayed that it should be the will 
of the Lord he should say a thing which should be accepted (by 
those sages). When he arrived there, he found R. Johanan, R. 
Hanina bar Papi, and R. Zera; according to others, R. Abahu, 
R. Simeon b. Pazzi, and R. Itz’hak of Naphha, who were sitting 
interpreting our Mishna, saying: Why, let the water and the salt 
be ignored in the dough? Said R. Abba to them : Would it be 
right, when one threw in one Kab of wheat into ten Kabs of 
his neighbor’s, shall the owner of the nine Kabs take the one 
Kab as his own and enjoy it ? (The same shall be the case here. 
Because water and salt are of little value, shall they be ignored ?) 
They were laughing at him. Said R. Abahu to them: Why do 
you laugh ? Have I taken your garments? They laughed again. 
In reality, what is the reason of the Mishna’s teaching? Said 
Abayi: That is a precautionary measure, lest they will make the 
whole dough in partnership. Rabha said : The reason is because 
spices give a flavor, and everything that gives a flavor cannot be 
ignored. R. Ashi said: The reason is, this prohibition is only 
temporary, and anything temporarily prohibited cannot be ignored, 
even when it is among a thousand. 

11 R.fehudah excepts water," Did R. Jehudah except water, 
and not salt? Have we not learned in a Boraitha: R. Jehudah 
said that water and salt both are ignored, either in dough or in a 
pot? It presents no difficulty: Our Mishna speaks of Astrakhan 
salt, which is coarse, and must not be ignored, while the Boraitha 
means salt of Sodom, which is fine and is ignored. But we found 
another Boraitha, which says that according to R. Jehudah water 
and salt are ignored only in dough, but not in a pot, because of 
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its wetness (and it imparts a taste to every part). It presents no 
difficulty: One Boraitha applies to a pot where something thick 
is cooked, while the other means a pot of soup. 

MISHNA: Burning coals may be carried as far as the owners 
may go, but a flame may be carried everywhere. If a coal of 
consecrated fire has been applied to profane use, the sin of 
desecration has been committed ; but though no profane use must 
be made of a flame of sacred fire, yet a person who applies it thus 
has not incurred the penalty, and thus, if anybody carries (on 
Sabbath) a burning coal into a public place, he is guilty, but does 
not incur the penalty for a flame. The water of a well belonging 
to an individual may be carried as far as that man may go ; but 
if it belongs to a town, as far as the inhabitants thereof may go. 
The water of a well made for the use of travellers (such as those) 
who come from Babylon, may be carried as far as he who draws 
it may go. 

GEMARA: The rabbis taught: Five things have been taught 
about the burning coals: They may be carried as far as the 
owners may go ; but a flame, everywhere. The sin of desecra¬ 
tion applies only to a coal, but not to a flame; it must not, how¬ 
ever, be used. A coal of idolatry is prohibited to be used, but 
the flame is permitted. Whoso carries a coal into public ground 
on Sabbath is culpable, and a flame is innocent; and whoso has 
made a vow not to receive any benefit from his neighbor must 
not use his coal, but may use his flame. Why may a consecrated 
flame not be used, but a flame of idolatry may be ? In regard to 
idolatry, which is repulsive, and men avoid it in any event, no 
precautionary measure was taken ; but to a consecrated thing 
which is not so, it was taken. 

“ A well belonging to an individual," etc. Rabha suggested 
the following contradiction before R. Na’hman: Our Mishna 
teaches that the water of an individual may be carried only as far 
as he may go, and in another Boraitha we have learned : Running 
rivers and springing wells are to be considered as the feet of every 
man (Sabbath, p. 261). Said Rabba : The Mishna refers to a well 
where water is not springing, but collected, and the same was 
taught in the name of Samuel by R. Hyya bar Abbin. 

“ Babylonian travellers ”: as the feet of him who draws it. 
It was taught: If one draw it and give it to another man, R. 
Na’hman said it may be considered as the feet of him for whom 
it is drawn; but R. Shesheth says, as his who draws. In what 
point do they differ ? One holds that the well may be considered 
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as ownerless (and if the water was drawn for any one he becomes 
the owner), and the other holds that they are partners. 

MISHNA: If one has fruit in another town of which the 
inhabitants only made an Erub (but not the owner), they must 
not bring his fruit to him; but if he has made the Erub, the fruit 
may be carried to any place he is allowed to go. 

When one has invited guests, they must not carry home with 
them anything from the table, unless he had granted it to them 
the day before the festival. 

GEMARA: It was taught: If one has deposited fruit at his 
neighbor's house, Rabh said the fruit is to be considered the 
property of the keeper; but Samuel said it is still regarded as 
the property of the depositor. An objection was made, based 
upon our Mishna: If he made also an Erub, the fruit may be 
brought to him. Now if, according to Rabh, it is considered the 
property of the keeper, what is the use of his making an Erub? 
Said R. Huna: The disciples of Rabh explain our Mishna that 
it refers to a case when they assigned a corner for his fruit (so 
that it is as if under his supervision). Come and hear (another 
objection): “They must not carry home," etc., “ unless he had 
granted it,” etc. Now, if it is considered the keeper’s, what is 
the use of granting on the day before? The answer is, that 
granting is equal to assigning a separate place, as explained 
above, and if you wish it can be said that the case when granting 
is different. 

R. Hana bar Hanilai suspended meat on the bar of the door, 
and went away. After when he wished to use it he came before 
R. Huna and asked him whether he can use it or not (because 
the meat was brought to him by a butcher out of town, and he 
feared perhaps he brought it from over the legal limit), and R. 
Huna answered: If yourself have suspended it, you may use it, 
but if the butcher suspended it, you may not. 

MISHNA : One must not give drink to, or slaughter, animals 
living wild, but one may do it to domestic animals. And what 
are called domestic animals? When they are at night in the 
town or the suburbs; and those which are in the open field are 
called wild. 

GEMARA : To what purpose are both drinking and slaugh¬ 
tering stated? It is a thing by the way: it comes to teach us 
that before slaughtering it is good the animal shall drink, because 
it is then easier to take off the skin. 

The rabbis taught: Wild beasts are called those which depart 
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about the time of Passover, and feed in the marshes in the sum¬ 
mer, and return in the fall; and domestic are called those which 
go out every day beyond the legal limit, but return every night. 
Rabbi, however, said : Both kinds mentioned are called domestic ; 
but which are called wild beasts ? Those that never come to in¬ 
habited places. Does, then, Rabbi hold the theory of Muktzah 
(prohibiting to slaughter even a wild beast)? Did not his son, R. 
Simeon, ask him : Dates which become not ripe on the tree, but 
are put in boxes of palm-branches and remain there till they 
ripen, what is the law about eating them on Sabbath according 
to R. Simeon ? And he answered: The theory of Muktzah, 
according to R. Simeon, does not exist at all ? (And as we know 
that Rabbi’s opinion was according to R. Simeon, consequently 
he does not hold the theory of Muktzah at all ?) Rabbi said to 
the sages as follows: According to my opinion, no theory of 
Muktzah exists. But even in your opinion, would you not own 
to me that the animals which return in the fall must be called 
domestic? And the sages answered: No; in our opinion they 
are still called wild beasts. 
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made iron walls, and covered them with a legal roof, would it 
also be unlawful for a booth ? Rabha answered : I mean to say 
this: Up to twenty ells, which is an ordinary height for a tem¬ 
porary dwelling, even if one makes it a permanent dwelling, he 
can fulfil his duty; but over twenty ells, which is the ordinary 
height only of a permanent dwelling, even if one has made it a 
temporary dwelling, it is also unlawful? According to whom is 
the following saying of R. Joshia in the name of Rabh : The 
sages and R. Jehudah differ only when the walls do not reach the 
roof; but if the walls do reach the roof, all agree that the booth 
is valid though the walls be higher than twenty ells? It is in 
accordance with Rabha, who says that the sages make it invalid 
because the eye cannot reach the roof; but when the walls are 
attached to the roof, the eye is able to do so. 

According to whom would the following saying of R. Hannan 
in the name of Rabh be: that they differ only about a booth less 
than four ells square, but when it is four ells square all agree that 
it is valid ? This is in accordance with R. Zera, who says: The 
rabbis make it unlawful because of the lack of shadow, and in a 
booth four ells square there is a shadow. And according to 
whom is the following saying of R. Hannan b. Rabha in the name 
of Rabha: They (the sages and R. Jehudah) differ when the 
booth is only of a size to accommodate a man’s head and greater 
part of body, and his table; but if it is of a larger size, then if it is 
higher than twenty ells, is it also valid ? It is not, according to 
any one. An objection was raised : We have learned in a Bo- 
raitha: A booth which is higher than twenty ells is not valid. R. 
Jehudah, however, makes it valid, even if its height is forty or 
fifty ells; and he said: It happened that the Queen Helen, in 
the city of Lud, was sitting in a booth which was higher than 
twenty ells, and the older sages were entering and going out of 
it, and they did not object. And the sages answered him: This 
is not proof. She was a woman, and it is not obligatory" for a 
woman to sit in a booth at all. And he rejoined : Everybody 
knows that she had seven male children; and besides this, all her 
acts were only in accordance with the will of the sages. 

Now, it is right according to him who said that they differ in 
a case where the walls of the booth do not reach the roof, because 
usually a queen is sitting in a booth whereof the walls reach not 
the roof, that air may come in; but according to him who said 
that even in case of a small booth they differ, is it customary that 
a queen should sit in a small booth ? Said Rabba bar R. Adda: 
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The case was of a booth separated into chambers. But is it cus¬ 
tomary that a queen should sit in a booth separated into cham¬ 
bers? Said R. Ashi: Yea, the case was that of a large booth 
with chambers, and the sages differ about the chambers. They 
hold that she sat in a separate chamber, but her children were 
sitting in a lawful booth, and therefore the elders did not object; 
but R. Jchudah said, her children sat with her, and nevertheless 
they did not object. 

R. Samuel bar Itz’hak said : The Halakha prevails that the 
booth must be large enough to accommodate the head, the 
greater part of the body, and a table. Said R. Abha to him : 
According to whose opinion is this? And he answered: It is 
according to Beth Shammai, and nevertheless one shall not deviate 
from this law. R. Na’hman bar Itz’hak opposed this: Where do 
you find that Beth Shammai and Beth Hillel differ about a small 
booth? Perhaps they differ about a large booth, and the case 
was that the man was sitting at the entrance of the booth, and 
the table was i^j the house. Beth Shammai prohibit this as a 
precautionary measure, lest he incline himself toward the table, 
and then he will not be sitting in the Succah at all, and Beth 
Hillel does not call for such a precautionary measure. And a 
support to this I can bring from the following Boraitha: If one 
whose head and greater part of body was in the booth, and his 
table was in the house, Beth Shammai say it is not lawful, and 
according to Beth Hillel it is. Now, if they differed about the 
size of the booth, it should be said : if one sat in a booth which 
cannot contain more than the head and greater part of the body. 
And another Boraitha stated that Rabbi says if a booth does not 
contain four ells square it is invalid; but the sages say, if it 
contains the space for the head and the greater part of the body 
it is valid ? Nay, they differ in both cases, and the Boraitha is 
not complete, and must be read thus: if one was sitting with 
his head and greater part of his body in the booth, and the table 
was in the house, he did not fulfil his duty, according to Beth 
Shammai; but Beth Hillel say he did, and a booth which cannot 
contain more than the greater part of the body and the head is 
unlawful, according to Beth Shammai; but Beth Hillel say it is. 

Who is the Tana of the following teaching of the rabbis: In 
a house which is not four ells square, it is not obligatory to have 
a Mezuzah (a battlement),* and it is not subject to being defiled 
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by plagues, and it is retained at the jubilee year in a fortified town 
[Lev. xxv. 29], and a man possessing such a new house must not 
be kept from going to war, and an Erub must not be made in it, 
and it is not counted as a house to combine with the houses of the 
alley, and an Erub (from the courts) must not be deposited in it, 
and it must not be regarded as a house on the border between 
two towns, and brothers and partners do not divide it ? Shall we 
assume it is according to Rabbi, not the sages? Nay, we can say 
that it is in accordance even with the sages. Do the sages allow 
a dwelling of less than this size ? Only when it is a Succah which is 
temporary; but a house which is a permanent dwelling even the 
sages agree must be at least four ells square. Then men can live 
in it; but if less, it is not called a house at all. 

If the booth was higher than twenty ells, and one put in 
pillows and feather-beds, it is not considered as made lower 
thereby; even when he renounces their use for any other pur¬ 
poses, because we ignore his resolve, as people in general do not 
do it. But if one puts there straw, and renounces it, it is con¬ 
sidered as made lower; and so much the more, loose earth. But 
if one puts there straw which he does not renounce, although he 
does not purpose to remove it, and also sand, which he does not 
renounce—in that case Jose and the sages differ (Tract Ahaloth, 
Chap. XV. 6). If the booth was higher than twenty ells, and 
from the roofing hung down small twigs, then if they are so 
numerous that there is more shadow than sunshine, they are con¬ 
sidered to make it lower; but if less than that, they do not make 
it lower. If it was high only ten spans, and small twigs hung 
down from the roof, Abayi thought that if there was more sun 
than shadow between the twigs, it was valid. Said Rabha to 
him : It is an unendurable dwelling, and nobody would live in it. 
(Therefore it is not valid.) 

If it was higher than twenty ells, and one constructed in it a 
bench along the whole middle wall, if the bench is as large as the 
legal size of a booth (seven spans and a trifle), then the booth is 
valid (the whole booth because of a crooked wall); but if he con¬ 
structed a bench along a side-wall, if from the edge of the bench 
to the opposite wall it is four ells, it is not valid ; but if less than 
this, it is valid (because the bench legalizes two walls, the third 
being without the legal limit). If he constructed a bench in the 
midst of the booth, if from the edge of the bench to each of the 
walls it is four ells, it is not valid; but if less, it is valid, because 
of a crooked wall on all sides. If, however, he put the bench on 
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one side, then if it is less than four ells of the wall, it Is valid 
(because of a crooked wall on one side); but if it is four ells, it is 
not. If the booth was less than ten spans in height, and he dug in 
it a pit to make it ten spans high, if from the edge of this pit to the 
wall is three spans, it is invalid; but less than that, it is valid. 
Why, then, in the case when it is twenty ells high, are less than 
four ells needed to make it valid, while here, when it is ten spans 
high, less than three spans are needed ? Because there a wall is 
in existence, and to make it invalid one must have four ells; but 
in the case of ten spans, the wall is not considered a wall at all, 
and to make it a wall less than three spans are wanted (because 
then it is Lavud, i.e., considered as attached to the ground of the 
pit when it would be ten spans high). (See Sabbath, p. 12, 
note §.) 

The rabbis taught: If one has placed four poles and roofed 
them, according to R. Jacob, it is valid in cases when the poles 
admit of partition, as will be explained further, for a booth, but 
according to the sages it is invalid. Said R. Huna: They differ 
only about the edge of the roof. R. Jacob holds the theory of 
Gud Assik (see Erubin, note, p. 6) applies here, and the sages 
hold that it does not. But about the middle of the roof they all 
agree it is invalid. R. Na’hman, however, said : They differ even 
about the middle of the roof. The schoolmen propounded a 
question: Does R. Na’hman mean to say they differ about the 
middle, but about the sides all agree that it is valid ? Or does 
he mean to say, they differ even about the middle? This ques¬ 
tion is not decided. 

The rabbis taught: If one drove into the ground four poles 
and roofed them, R. Jacob said, it should be seen whether each 
of the poles is so thick that if it would be divided it would reach 
a span on each side (see illustration of enclosures, Erubin, p. 18), 
then they must be considered as enclosures and the booth is 
valid ; but if they have not such a thickness, it is not valid. And 
this is according to his theory elsewhere, that the enclosures of 
a booth must be not less than a span at each side. But the 
sages said, the booth is not valid unless there are two walls as 
usually; and the third wall is sufficient, even if it is one span. 

“ If less than ten spans!' Whence is this deduced? It was 
taught : Rabh and Mar Hanina, R. Johanan and R. Habiba, taught 
[in the whole section of Moed, whenever these names are men¬ 
tioned, they put R. Jonathan in the place of R. Johanan], the 
ark was nine spans, and the cover to it one span, together it is 
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ten. As it is written [Ex. xxv. 22] : “ And I will meet with thee 
there, and I will speak with thee from above the cover.” And 
we have learned in another Boraitha: R. Jose said that the 
Shekhina never descended, and Moses and Elijah never ascended 
the heaven. As it is written [Psalms, cxv. 16] : “ The heavens 

are the heavens of the Lord, but the earth hath he given to the 
children of man ” ; but is it not written [Ex. xix. 20] : “ And the 
Lord came down upon Mount Sinai ”? And the answer is, that 
He did not come down lower than ten spans* from the ground. 
(Now, when He says, “ I will speak to thee from above the 
cover," that means ten spans higher. From this we see that ten 
spans are counted as separate premises; hence ten spans is the 
minimum height of a dwelling.) 

It is true, the ark is nine spans, because it is written [Ex. xxv. 
10] : “ And they shall make an ark of shittim wood : two ells and 
a half shall be its length, and one ell and a half its breadth, and 
an ell and a half its height ” (and as an ell is six spans, the height 
of one and a half is nine spans). But where do we find that the 
cover is one span ? From the teaching of R. Hanina as follows : 
Of all the utensils that Moses made, the Law had prescribed 
before the length, the breadth, and the height. In case of the 
cover, however, the length and the breadth are written, but not the 
height; and we must go and draw this lesson from the meanest 
of the utensils, as it is written [ibid., ibid. 25] : “ And thou shalt 
make unto it a rim of a hand’s breadth round about." As the 
height of the rim is a span, we infer that the height of the cover 
is also a span. But why from the meanest of the utensils—why 
not from the utensils themselves ? Because there is a rule, when 
much is grasped at, nothing is grasped ; but when little is grasped, 
it is retained. R. Huna said : We infer it from this passage [Lev. 
xvi. 14] : “ On the face of the cover, eastward ” ; if less than a 
span, it would not be called face. But where do we find that the 
distance between the roof and ground should be ten spans? Per¬ 
haps the roof itself should be included ? Therefore we say this 
theory they draw from the Temple; as it is written [in I Kings, 
vi. 2] : “ And the house which King Solomon built unto the Lord 
was sixty ells in length, and twenty in breadth, and thirty ells in 
height ” ; and [ibid., ibid. 26] : “ The height of the one cherub 
was ten cubits, and so was the other ” ; and a Boraitha states, as 


* See the article, “What is the Talmud?” in our pamphlet, “ The Pentateuch, 
its Languages and Characters,” for an explanation of this saying. 
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we have found in the Temple, that the cherubim were a third of 
the height of the house, so also in the tabernacle in the desert 
they were one-third. Now, the height of the tabernacle was ten 
ells, as it is written [Ex. xxvi. 16] : “Ten ells shall be the length 
of each board.” llow many spans are in ten ells? Sixty. A 
third thereof is twenty: take off ten, which was the height of the 
ark with the cover, ten is left. And it is written [ibid. xxv. 20] : 
“And the cherubim shall spread forth their wings on high, over¬ 
shadowing the cover.” Hence we see that the Torah calls “ over¬ 
shadowing ” when above ten spans. Therefore we infer that the 
roofing overshadowing the booth must be above the ten spans. 

This would be right according to R. Meir, who said that all 
the ells mentioned in the Torah measure six spans ; but accord¬ 
ing to R. Jehudah, who says that the ells of a building meas¬ 
ured six spans, but other ells only five spans, what can be said ? 
If so, the ark with its cover would be only eight and a half: then 
remain for the cherubim eleven and a half. Shall we say that 
the booth must be high at least eleven and a half? According 
to R. Jehudah the size of a booth is (Sinaic). (As it is said in 
Tract Erubin, p. 5.) 

“ One which has ?iot three walls." The rabbis taught: Two 
walls must be as usually, but the third one may be even one 
span. R. Simeon, however, said : Three must be as usually, and 
the fourth one may be a span. In what point do they differ? 
The rabbis hold, the bases are the Massorah (*>., if we came to 
draw something from Scripture the basis must be the Massorah) 
and as [in Lev. xxiii.] “ in booths” is mentioned three times, and 
the Hebrew term for this is rQD 2 > 5" that is, 

two of them are written in the singular and one in plural, and 
from each term in the singular we infer the necessity of one wall, 
and from the term in the plural two, which make four: take off 
one expression intended as a commandment to make booths in 
general, we infer from the two which are superfluous the ne¬ 
cessity of three walls; that is, two as usually, and the third one 
the tradition reduces to a span in case it is valid. But according 
to R. Simeon the basis must be the biblical words as they read; 
and as all three read in the plural, we infer the necessity of six 
walls: take off one term as a general commandment, we have 
left four; hence three must be as usually, and the fourth tradi¬ 
tion reduces to one span. And if you wish, we will say: that all 


In our Scripture we do not find so, but see the Massorah. 
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agree that the basis must be the Massorah, but the point 
whereon they differ is, one holds that the first verse, where the 
commandment is written, we also take into consideration to infer 
the necessity of a wall—consequently it is four walls; and one 
holds that the first must not be taken into consideration, and it is 
only three. R. Mathua said : R. Simeon infers his theory from 
the following passage [Isa. iv. 6] : “ And a tabernacle shall it be 
for a shadow in the daytime from the heat, and for a refuge, 
for a covert from tempest and from rain ” (i.e., if it is not three 
walls, it cannot be a protection from wind, etc.). 

Where shall be placed the wall which is one span wide? 
Said Rabh : One may place it where one wall ends, no matter 
which; it was taught that the same was said by Samuel in the 
name of Levi, and so also it was decided in the college. R. 
Simon, and according to others R. Joshuah b. Levi, said: The 
wall which is a span shall be wide as a span made by the palm 
when extended, and one shall place it at a distance of less than 
three spans from another wall, so that the theory of Lavud 
should apply. 

R. Jehudah said: A booth that was made as an entry is valid 
(the two walls need not be adjacent, but may be opposite, while 
the wall of one span can be placed at any side one likes). R. 
Simeon, and according to others R. Joshuah b. Levi, said: Such 
a booth is lawful only when one places an enclosure four spans 
and a trifle wide, and at a distance of less than three spans from 
the wall, so that the theory of Lavud can apply : then it will be 
counted together seven spans and a trifle, which is the lawful 
width for a booth. Why is it said there that it is sufficient 
when it is wide as an extended span, and here that an enclosure 
of four spans is needed? There, where there were two walls, 
as usually, a span is enough ; but here, in which case they are op¬ 
posite, an enclosure of at least four spans is required. Said Rabha : 
And to it must be added an appearance of a door (on the other 
side). R. Ashi found R. Ivahna, who made a third wall extended 
a span wide, and on the other side an appearance of a door; and 
he said to him: Does not the Master hold with Rabha, who 
said that an appearance of a door is sufficient for a third wall? 
And he answered: I hold with the saying of Rabha, as it is inter¬ 
preted above, that an appearance of a door must be added too. 

Again: “ Two zvalls as ustially ,” etc. Said Rabha: This 
booth is considered private ground in reference to a Sabbath 
falling in the Feast of Tabernacles, so that things may be carried 
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from another private ground into this booth, and vice versa (al¬ 
though fora legal private ground three walls are needed), because 
as the two walls are considered a Succah, it is considered also 
private ground for this Sabbath. Rabha said again: If one has 
made a roof above an entry which has a side-beam, it is valid for 
a booth.* And the same said again: If one has roofed the en¬ 
closure of a well (see illustration in Erubin, p. 18), it may be used 
as a booth. 

“ If there is more siui than shadow , it is not valid The rabbis 
taught: If there is more sunshine than shadow from the roof, 
but not from the walls. R. Joshiah, however, said: Even if it is 
more sunshine from the walls, it is also invalid. Said R. Yemar 
bar Shlomiah in the name of Abayi: What is the reason of R. 
Joshiah’s decree? Because it is written [Ex. xl. 3] : 4< Thou shalt 
cover the ark with a vail ”; now the vail was a partition, and the 
Torah says : “ Thou shalt cover with it ”; we may infer from this, 
the partition shall be equal in law to the cover (or roof). And 
what will the rabbis say to the query of R. Joshiah? The rabbis 
explained the expression, “ Thou shalt cover it,’* that it means he 
shall fold the vail a little towards the ark, so that it shall seem as 
a cover. 

Abayi said : Rabbi, R. Joshiah, R. Jehudah, R. Simeon, and 
Rabban Gamaliel, the school of Shammai, R. Eliezer, and the 
anonymous teachers all hold that a booth must be considered not 
as a temporary but as a permanent dwelling. (Rashi explains 
that it means that it should be possible to turn it into a perma¬ 
nent dwelling.) Rabbi, as we have learned above, that a Succah 
that was not four ells square is invalid; R. Joshiah, from the 
statement just mentioned; R. Jehudah, as he declares valid 
a booth which is higher than twenty ells; R. Simeon, as he 
requires four walls (three as usually, and one, one span wide); 
Rabban Gamaliel, as he declares invalid (farther on) a booth con¬ 
structed on board a vessel or on a w'agon ; Beth Shammai, as they 
declare in a Mishna, farther on, that it is invalid if it can contain 
a man’s head and greater part of body, while his table is in a 
house; R. Eliezer, as he declared a Succah constructed in the 
shape of a pyramid is invalid ; and the anonymous teachers, who 
declare invalid a circular Succah. 

R. Johanan said: A booth which is made like a lime-kiln (/.*., 
round), if its circumference is large enough that twenty-four 


*The law of an entry with a side-beam is explained in Tract Krubin, Chap. I. 



10 


THE BABYLONIAN TALMUD. 


persons may sit at the walls, it is valid ; but if not, it is invalid.* 
And this teaching is according to Rabbi, who said that a booth 
which is not four ells square is not considered a booth at all. 

R. Levi in the name of R. Meir said: Of two booths of pot¬ 
ters which are one within the other, the innermost is not valid 
for a legal booth, and is liable to have a Mezuzah, but the outer¬ 
most may be used as a legal booth, and needs not a Mezuzah. 
Why so ? Let the outer one be considered as a passage to the 
innermost, and a passage is not exempt from a Mezuzah ? Be¬ 
cause of both booths the outer one is only temporary, and it is 
exempt from a Mezuzah. 

The rabbis taught: The booths of strangers, made only for 
the summer, booths for women (to make the toilet), booths made 
for animals, or booths made by Samaritans for the feast, and 
everything whatever called a booth is valid as a religious taber¬ 
nacle, provided that it is roofed according to the Law. What is 
meant, “according to the Law”? Said R. Hisda: If it was 
roofed for this end, what is meant by the saying: “Anything 
whatever that is called a booth is valid ” ? To include the booths 
of shepherds, of those who watch dried figs, watchmen outside 
of the towns, and of those who watch fruit (all these are booths 
if they are roofed according to the Law, and are valid for relig¬ 
ious purposes). 

MISHNA: An old Succah, Beth Shammai hold, is not valid, 
but Beth Hillel hold it is valid. What is called an old Succah? 
One which was constructed thirty days before the festival; but 
if it has been constructed on purpose for the festival, even 
though it be one year old, it is valid. 

GEMARA: What is the reason of Beth Shammai’s opinion? 
It is written [Lev. xxiii. 34] : “ The feast of the booths shall be 
seven days unto the Lord.” From this we infer that the booths 
must be made for the purpose of the feast. And what would 
Beth Hillel say to this passage? They infer from it another 
theory in accordance with R. Shesheth, who says in the name of 
R. Aqiba: Whence do we know that the wood that was used for 
the booths, must not be used for another purpose all the seven 
days? Because it is written : “The feast of the booths shall be 
seven days unto the Lord.” And we have learned in a Boraitha: 


* The Gemara interprets this law by a geometric calculation how much space a 
person needs, and the relation of a circle and a square, with illustrations, which do 
not belong here, and therefore we omit. 
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R. Jehudah b. Bethyra said : In the same manner that the name 
of the Lord rests on the feast-offering (and this prohibits the 
eating of the feast-offering till the pieces are offered on the altar), 
so does the name of the Lord rest on the booth, to prohibit the 
use of the material of which it is constructed during the seven 
days. But did not Beth Shammai also infer this prohibition from 
the same passage? Yea, we must therefore say that the reason 
of Beth Shammai is another passage [Dcut. xvi. 13] : “ A feast of 
tabernacle . . . seven days.” Infer from this that the booth 

must be made for this purpose. And what do Beth Hillel infer 
from the above passage? They infer from it that a Succah may 
be made during the intermediate days also, while Beth Sham¬ 
mai do not allow it. 

MISHNA: If one constructs his Succah under a tree, it is 
the same as if he made it in his house (under the roof). Should 
he construct one Succah above another, the upper one is valid, 
but the lower one is not. R. Jehudah says: Should the upper 
one not be inhabited, the lower one is valid. 

GEMARA: Rabha said: The Mishna refers only to a tree 
under which there is more shadow than sunshine; but if the sun¬ 
shine is more than the shadow, it is valid. And I infer this, because 
the Mishna teaches that a booth which was made under a tree is 
as if made in a house, why does it express it thus? Let it say, it 
is invalid? We must therefore assume that it means: As in a 
roofed house there is more shadow than sunshine, so is it also 
under a tree, under which the same is the case. But if there is 
more sunshine than shadow, what is the use, since the branches 
of the tree, which are invalid, will combine with the roofing of 
the booth to shut out the sunshine, and thus make the Succah 
invalid ? Said R. Papa: The case is when one has cut off the 
branches. If they have been cut off, is it not self-evident that 
the booth is valid ? One might say, we shall take a precau¬ 
tionary measure (lest any make it under a tree which has its 
branches) and he comes to teach 11s that such precautionary 
measures arc not to be taken. 

“ One Succah above another," etc. The rabbis taught: It is 
written [Lev. xxiii. 22]: “Ye shall sit in booths.” We may 
infer, in booths, but not in a booth which is under a booth, or 
under a tree, or in a house. On the contrary, it is written in the 
“ booths ” in the plural (that can mean, in this and in that)? Said 
R. Na’hman bar Itz’hak: It reads plural, but it is written in the 
singular. 
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What distance must be between the upper and the lower 
Succah, that the second should be invalid? Said R. Huna : One 
span, as we find this measure in the law of defilement (Ahaloth, 
Chap. III. /): R. Hisda and Rabba bar R. Huna both said : Four 
spans. The reason is, that we do not find any distance considered 
to be of any significance if it is less than four spans. Samuel, 
however, said : Ten; and his reason is, that as to make it valid it 
must be no less than ten spans, so as make it invalid there 
must be ten spans. When R. Dimi came from Palestine, he said 
that in the west they so interpret: If the roof of the lower one 
could not bear the pillows and feather-beds of the upper one, 
then the lower is valid. From this we may infer that the first 
Tana holds that, although the lower one cannot bear the pillows 
in the upper one, it is nevertheless invalid? We may say that 
the difference between the first Tana and the sages is in a case in 
which the roof of the lower one could bear it, but not easily 
(according to him it is invalid, according to them it is valid). 

MISHNA: If a cloth be spread over the (roof of the Succah 
as a screen) against the sun, or below (the roof, inside) to catch 
the falling leaves, or if one spread a cloth over a (four-post) 
bed-tester, the Succah is not valid, but one may spread a cloth 
over two bed-posts. 

GEMARA : Said R. Hisda: The case is if one spread a cloth 
to catch leaves; but if he did it only for ornament, it is allowed. 
Is not this self-evident ? Did not the Mishna say plainly “ to 
catch leaves ” ? One might say the same is the case when it is an 
ornament also, but the Mishna mentioned a thing, it is usually so 
done; he comes to teach it is not so. It was taught: That such 
ornaments do not make it lower (if it was more than twenty ells 
high, it is not lowered thereby, or if it was ten spans they do not 
make it invalid). Said R. Ashi: But if the cloth was hung 
before a side-wall, it makes it smaller. It happened once that 
the shirt of Menymin, the servant of R. Ashi, was soaked in water, 
and he spread it on the roof of the booth to dry. Said R. Ashi 
to him: Take it off, for one might say, we cover the roof with a 
thing which is subject to defilement. But everybody will see 
that it is wet? I mean to say, that when it will be dry, you 
shall take it off. 

It was taught: If the ornaments of the Succah are four spans 
under the roof, R. Na’hman said the Succah is valid, but R. Hisda 
and Rabha bar R. Huna both say it is invalid. But sages were 
once the guests of the exilarch, and R. Na’hman made them 
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sleep in a booth where the ornaments were four spans beneath 
the roof; and they kept silent, and said nothing. Then he asked 
them: Did the Masters retract their decision? And they an¬ 
swered : We are delegates for a religious purpose, and therefore 
we are free from the duty of a Succah. 

R. Jehudahin the name of Samuel said : One may sleep in a 
nuptial bed, because its canopy is not considered as a roof (being 
slanting) even when it is ten spans high. An objection was 
raised: We have learned, who sleeps under a canopy in a booth 
does not fulfil his duty? There is the case when the canopy is 
not of a nuptial bed, but different, like a roof. Rabha bar R. 
Huna lectured: One may sleep under a canopy, although it is 
like the roof, and high ten spans; and it is according to R. 
Jehudah, who said that a temporary tent cannot make a perma¬ 
nent one be ignored, as we have learned in a Mishna. R. Jehudah 
said : Our custom was to sleep in the booth under the bed in 
the presence of the elders. But let him say: The Halakha pre¬ 
vails according to R. Jehudah? If he would say so, one might 
say it is only the case with a bed because it is made to be 
slept on, but not underneath it (and therefore cannot make the 
permanent tent ignored); but in the case of a bed with a canopy, 
which was made for sleeping in, it may be thought different. 
Therefore he teaches us there is no difference. 

MISHNA: If one has trained a vine, or gourd v or ivy over 
the booth, and covered it, it is not valid ; but should the covering 
be the greater part of the roof (and they the smaller part), or if 
they had been cut off, it is valid. This is the rule: Everything 
subject to defilement, and not growing from the ground, must 
not be used as a roof to the booth; but everything not subject to 
defilement, and growing from the ground, may be used. 

GEMARA: R. Joseph was sitting in the presence of R. Huna, 
and said : To the Mishna which says, if they are cut off, the Succah 
is valid. Said Rabh: They (the remainder of the roof) must 
nevertheless be shaken (after having been cut off). Said R. Huna 
to him : This said Samuel. R. Joseph turned away his face from 
him and said : Did I say to you Samuel did not say it ? I told 
you Rabh said, and Samuel may have said it also. Rejoined 
R. Huna: But I tell you that only Samuel said it, and not Rabh, 
because, according to the latter, it is valid without shaking, as 
it happened once that R. Amram the Pious made fringes [Num. 
xv. 38] on the garment of his wife, but he did not cut asunder 
the heads of the thread; and later, when he came to ask about 
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it, R. Hiya b. Ashi said to him: So said Rabh : The cutting 
asunder of the thread, this makes the fringes lawful. From 
this we see that according to Rabh the cutting off makes it 
valid, though nothing but this was done. And the same is the 
case here also. Cutting off makes valid. Shall we assume that 
the point of difference between the Tanaim of the following 
Boraitha is the same as that of Rabh and Samuel? Namely, we 
have learned in an addition to the Mishna: If a myrtle bough has 
more berries than leaves, it is invalid till the latter are made fewer; 
but it is not allowed to do so on a festival (Succah, Chap. III.). If, 
however, one transgressed, and cut off the berries on a festival, 
the myrtle bough is invalid according to R. Simeon b. R. Jehozo- 
dok, but is valid according to the sages. Now, the schoolmen 
thought the point on which R. Simeon and the sages differ is 
whether the cutting is a final preparation, for they thought all 
agree that the Lulab should be tied together in the beginning 
with the other branches, drawing a lesson from the Succah, about 
which it is said: “Ye shall make" i.e., you shall commence to 
make, but not use what is made already. And R. Simeon says 
it is invalid, because he does not regard the cutting as a final 
preparation, and the Lulab, being tied with an invalid myrtle, is 
invalid ; but the sages hold the cutting is a final preparation, and 
therefore the Lulab is valid. Hence the point whereon they 
differ is the same as that whereon Rabh and Samuel differ: 
whether the cutting off is a final preparation (and then shaking 
is not needed) or not. Nay, all agree that the cutting off is not 
considered a final preparation, but R. Simeon and the sages differ 
whether the Lulab has to be tied together at all, or not; R. Simeon 
maintains that it must, and the sages say, it must not; as we 
find in a Boraitha that the sages make no difference whether it 
was tied or not, and only R. Jchudah maintained that if untied 
it is invalid. But according to whom would be the following 
teaching: There is a merit in tying the Lulab; it is, however, 
valid if it is untied? This is in accordance with the rabbis, and 
the merit is because it is nicer when tied, as it is explained else¬ 
where that the word [Ex. xv. 2] VnjfcO means, “ beautify your 
religious performances for the Lord’s sake.” 

“ This is the ride: everything subject to dejilemcnt” etc. 
Whence is all this deduced ? Said Resh Lakish: It is written 
[Gen. ii. 6] : “ But there went up a mist from the earth.” As 
a mist is not subject to defilement, and ascends from the earth, 
so also must the Succah be a thing not subject to defilement, 
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and growing from the earth. This would be right according to 
those who said that the booths in the desert were of clouds of 
glory; but according to those who say that they were ordinary 
booths, what can be said? Namely, as we learn in the following 
Boraitha: It is written [Lev. xxxiii. 43] : “ I caused the children 
of Israel to dwell in booths ” : these were clouds of glory, R. 
Eliezer said. But R. Aqiba said : They were ordinary booths. 
Said R. Ashi: It is written [Deut. xxi. 13]: “Of thy threshing- 
floor and wine-press.” Of thy threshing-floor, but not the thresh¬ 
ing-floor itself; front thy wine-press, but not the wine-press itself. 
R. Hisda said: From the following passage [Nehem. viii. 15]: 
“ Go forth unto the mountain and fetch olive leaves, and oleaster 
leaves, and myrtle leaves, and palm leaves, and leaves of the 
three-leaved myrtle, to make booths, as it is written.” Are not 
the leaves of the myrtle and those of the three-leaved myrtle the 
same? Said R. Hisda: The myrtle leaves for the Succah, and 
the three-leaved myrtle for a Lulab. 

MISHNA: Bundles of straw, of wood, and of twigs must not 
be used to cover the Succah; all of these are become valid, how¬ 
ever, if the bundles are loosed. As side-walls, however, all of 
these may be used. 

GEMARA: R. Jacob said: I have heard from R. Johanan 
two things which he explained to me, namely: the above Mishna, 
and the Mishna farther on, “ Should one hollow out a space in a 
stack (of sheaves) to use it as a Succah, it is not considered such.” 
Of one of them he says the reason is that it is only a precau¬ 
tionary measure, lest one make his storehouse for a Succah, 
which biblically is allowed; and of the other he said the reason 
is, because it is written : “ Ye shall make,” from which we infer, 
it must not be ready-made (and this is biblical). But I don’t 
know for which Mishna the reasons are respectively given. Said 
R. Jeremiah : Let us see. R. Hiya bar Abba said in the name 
of R. Johanan: Why is it prohibited to cover with bundles of 
straw, wood, or twigs? Because it may happen a man comes 
from the field in the evening with his bundle on the shoulder 
and puts it on the roof for the purpose of drying, and later he 
resolves to leave it there as a roof to the booth, and it is said, 
“Ye shall make it,” but not have ready-made. Now, as we 
see that the reason for this is biblical, that for our Mishna must 
be a precautionary measure. Then why was R. Jacob doubt¬ 
ful ? Because he had not heard the saying of R. Iliya in R. 
Johanan’s name. Said R. Ashi: What is the difference ? Does, 
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then, the law, “ shall make/’ apply only to our Mishna, and not 
to the other Mishna farther on, or does the precautionary 
measure apply only to the other Mishna, and not to ours ? Both 
are alike (and why, then, does he make a difference between 
them?). R. Johanan can say that his teaching is correct, be¬ 
cause our Mishna states, they must not cover it; that means, to 
commence it, and it is a precautionary measure, but if he has 
covered, it is valid. But there it is said, It is not a Succah, even 
after it has been covered ; it is even biblically not a Succah. 

Said Rabha bar bar Hana: I have heard in the name of 
R. Johanan three things: If he has roofed it with bundles of 
flax it is invalid, but if with unsoaked flax, it is valid ; and as 
for Hushne [meaning uncertain] flax, I am in doubt about it. 
Rabha bar bar Hana added to this: What he meant by Hushne 
flax, I don’t understand. Does he mean, flax soaked and 
dried, but not brushed ; or brushed already, but not made into 
bundles? 

R. Hanan bar Abba said : With thorns and weeds a Succah 
may be covered. Abayi, however, said, if they have no leaves, 
one may; but if they have leaves, one must not. Why so ? 
Because, when the leaves fall down, this will trouble him, and he 
will leave the booth and go out. R. Gidl said in the name of 
Rabh: The roots of a tree may be used to cover with, although 
they are intertwined, because a bundle made by nature is not 
called a bundle. And even if he tied together the extremities, 
he may nevertheless use them, because as at the base they inter¬ 
twine naturally, the bundle at the top is not considered such. 

R. Hisda in the name of Rabbina b. Shila said: Branches 
(stalks) of dixpc* may be used for covering, though they arc inter¬ 
twined, because a bundle made by nature is not considered as a 
bundle. And although one ties them together himself, he may 
nevertheless use them, because as at the base they intertwine 
naturally, the bundle at the top is not considered such. So also 
we have learned in a Boraitha: The stalks of Sixpa may be used 
as covering. 

Maremar lectured: The bundles they sell out in the market 
in Syria may be used to cover, although they are tied together, 
because they tied them only to know the number. Huts of 
reeds, used by fowlers, if they are untied at the top, may be used 
as a covering for a booth although they are yet tied together 
below ? Said R. Papa: One loosens them at the bottom also. 
R. Huna the son of R. Joshuah, however, said: Even if they 
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were not untied at the base, they also may be used, because a 
bundle that cannot hold together is not called a bundle. 

R. Abba said in the name of Samuel: If of herbs by which 
the sages said a man can fulfil his duty to eat bitter herbs 
on Passover was made a tent, they bring defilement, when a 
corpse or part of a corpse was in it, to all vessels that are in 
the tent; but if a partition was made of them they do not pre¬ 
vent the defilement to spread further, and if they are used to 
cover a Succah, they make it invalid, because when they become 
dry they crumble and fall. Therefore, even if they are wet, they 
are considered not to exist at all, and in place of a roof an empty 
piece of space. 

MISHNA: One may cover with thin boards, according to 
R. Jehudah, but R. Mcir prohibits it. If one has put a deal 
board four spans wide over the booth, it is valid, provided that 
one sleep not under it (the board). 

GEMARA: Said Rabh: They differ only about boards that 
are four spans wide. R. Meir prohibits it as a precautionary 
measure, lest he come to make a ceiling, and R. Jehudah does 
not take this measure; but if they were less than four spans, all 
agree that it may be used. Samuel, however, says, on the con¬ 
trary: They differ only if it is less than four spans ; but if more, 
all agree it is prohibited. If it is less than four spans and even 
less than three (they differ), how can it be? Is it not considered a 
stick? Said R. Papa: Samuel meant to say thus: If it is four 
spans, all agree it is not valid; less than three, all agree it is 
valid. They differ only from three to four; one holds because it 
is not of the prescribed size (four spans), it is valid, because they 
are considered as sticks; and another holds, as it is more than 
three, to which the theory of Lavud cannot apply, wc take the 
precautionary measure. Come and hear: Two sheets, if put in 
the middle of the roof, each of which is less than four, but whose 
combined width is four spans or more, make the booth invalid ; but 
two boards of the same sizes do not combine to make it invalid. R. 
Mcir, however, said : The same is the case with both. It would 
be right according to Samuel, who said that they differ when it is 
less than four spans ; but if it is four spans, all agree it is invalid, 
because then it would be explained that the combined width 
makes the Succah invalid if it is on the side of the roof (attached 
to a wall), and their combined width is four ells, not four spans 
(for otherwise, if the roof is by the wall, it is valid up to four ells 
because it is considered as a crooked wall continued). But 
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according to Rabh’s opinion, this can be only according to R. Meir; 
but according to R. Jehudah, what can be meant by the expres¬ 
sion “combined width,” since according to him, if they are less 
than four spans, they are considered sticks? R. Jehudah does 
not mean combined width, but only uses the same expression as 
R. Meir (without a particular meaning). 

We have learned in a Boraitha according to Rabh, and in 
another Boraitha according to Samuel: according to Rabh, if 
one has covered the Succah with boards of cedar that are less 
than four spans wide, all agree they are valid ; but if they are 
four spans, R. Meir makes it invalid, and R. Jehudah makes it 
valid. Said R. Jehudah : It happened once, in a time of danger, 
we brought boards four spans wide, and roofed a balcony and 
used it as a Succah, and the sages answered him : A dangerous 
time does not prove. According to Samuel: If one has roofed 
the booth with cedar boards four spans wide, all agree it is in¬ 
valid ; if less, according to R. Meir, it is invalid ; according to R. 
Jehudah, valid. R. Meir agrees, however, that if there was be¬ 
tween one board and the other the width of a board, one may lay 
between anything fit, and the Succah is valid. And R. Jehudah 
agrees, that if one board was wide four spans, it is valid, but one 
must not sleep under it, and who does so does not fulfil the duty 
of a Succah. 

It was taught: If one placed the boards on their edges on 
the Succah, R. Huna said the booth is invalid, but R. Hisda and 
Rabba bar R. Huna both said it is valid. It happened once R. 
Na’hman came to Sura: R. Hisda and Rabba bar R. Huna vis¬ 
ited him and asked him the law about the boards in question, 
and he said: They are considered as iron spits, and certainly 
invalid. Said R. Huna to them: Did I not tell you that R. 
Na’hman agrees with me? And they answered him: Did the 
Master explain to us the reason of this, and we did not accept 
it? Rejoined R. Huna: Did you ask me for the reason, and I 
did not tell it to you ? 

MISHNA: If small rafters, over which is no ceiling, are to 
be used for a booth, R. Jehudah says: Beth Shammai hold, the 
rafters must be loosened, and the middle one out of every three 
removed. But Beth Hillel hold: One must either loosen them, 
or else remove one of every three. R. Meir says: One must 
remove one out of three, but one need not loosen. 

GEMARA : It is right according to Beth Hillel, as their rea¬ 
son is because it is written: “Ye shall make ,” and not have 
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ready-made. Hcncc either of the two is sufficient. But what is 
the reason of Beth Shammai? If the reason is the same, why 
must he do both ? Is not one sufficient ? It is as a precaution¬ 
ary measure, and Beth Shammai meant to say thus : Although 
one has loosened, it is not valid until he removes one of every 
three. If it is so, then Beth Shammai said the same as R. Mcir. 
R. Meir meant to say, Beth Shammai and Beth Hillcl did not 
differ, if one has removed same, though they were not loosened. 

MISHNA: If one roofs his booth with iron spits, or with 
boards of a bedstead, if there is as wide a space between them 
(covered with anything fit) as one of them, it is valid. If one 
should hollow out a space in a stack (of sheaves) to use it as a 
Succah (although of the prescribed size), it is not considered as a 
Succah at all. 

GEMARA: Shall we assume that the decision of R. Huna 
the son of R. Joshuah, who says, that if the open spaces of a 
fence equal the fence proper it is not valid (Erubin, p. 35), con¬ 
tradicts this Mishna? R. Huna can explain the Mishna, that it 
means an interspace a trifle wider than the spit or board itself, so 
as to allow it to be taken out and replaced without difficulty. 
But can it not be made precisely to fit ? (Rashi explains this 
question thus: At the first glance the answer of R. Huna is that, 
whenever the thing is mentioned to be of the same width, it is 
meant to be a trifle less wide, so as to be removed without diffi¬ 
culty : and to this comes the question, why should it be so made ? 
can it not be made to fit precisely? And to this question the 
answer of R. Ammi will be farther on. But Tospheth oppose 
to this another explanation, which is still more complicated, and 
we have therefore translated the text literally.) Said R. Ammi: 
Yea, but this Mishna means, it is only valid then, when it is a 
trifle more. Rabba, however, said : The Mishna can be explained 
even if it was precisely ; • but if it was laid lengthwise, it should 
be placed crosswise, and vice versa (and above them the lawful 
roofing, so that the fit must be more than the unfit roofing, and 
thus the fit portion above neutralizes the unfit portion below). 

14 With boards of a bedstead .” Shall we assume that this is a 
support to R. Ammi bar Tibiumi, who said that if one covered 
the Succah with broken utensils it is invalid? Nay, the Mishna 
can be explained as R. Hanan said in the name of Rabbi. If 
the side-board of the bedstead was laid with two short boards, or 
two short boards with the side-board, which is subject to defile¬ 
ment (as will be explained, Kclim, Chap. XIX. 9). What is meant 
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by broken utensils? Said Abayi: Remnants of silken togas, 
that measure less than three fingers square, and are of no value to 
either rich or poor (Sabbath, p. 272). We have learned in a 
Boraitha in accordance with R. Ammi bar Tibiumi: The remain¬ 
ders of a mat of bark or reeds, although they are less than of the 
prescribed size to be subject to defilement, must not be used to 
cover a Succah. A mat of sticks, if it is large, may be used to 
cover it (because a large one is only made for a covering, and is 
not a utensil subject to defilement) ; but if small, it may not. R. 
Eliezer, however, said, that even a large one is subject to defile¬ 
ment, and may not be used. 

“If one should hollow" etc. R. Huna said: The case is, 
when there is no hole of the size of one span in length by seven 
in width; but if there was, it is a Succah.* We have learned so 
also in a Boraitha: If one hollows out a space in a stack to use it 
as a Succah, it is a Succah. And this Boraitha must be explained 
as the decree of R. Huna to prevent the contradiction to our 
Mishna. 

MISHNA: If one suspends textile walls from the roof down¬ 
wards, if they do not reach the ground within three spans, it 
is invalid. If they stand on the ground and are high ten spans, 
it is valid. R. Jose, however, said : Even when the walls do not 
reach the ground by more than three spans the law of ten spans 
applies to both cases (and in either case it is valid). 

GEMARA: On what point do they differ? One holds that a 
hanging partition makes the Succah valid, and the other that it 
does not. We have learned in the Mishna in Erubin, Chap. VIII. 
p. 206,concerning a wall that was between two courts and a partition 
was made, and R. Jehudah said there: The partition is not more 
effectual than the wall which is between them. Said Rabba bar 
bar Hana, in the name of R. Johanan : R. Jehudah’s decree there 
is of the same system as R. Jose’s in our Mishna, who says that a 
hanging partition makes valid. In reality, however, it is not so. 
R. Jehudah does not agree with R. Jose, and vice versa. Because 
R. Jehudah, who allows it there, does so because Erubin of the 
courts are rabbinical; but here, in the case of the Succah, which 
is biblical, he would not allow it. And, on the contrary, R. Jose, 


* The reason is because a hole of a span constitutes a legal tent in the law of 
defilement, and the covering above it is called roofing. Now, if one enlarged this 
hole to the size prescribed for a Succah, from the base upwards, so that he diminished 
the covering, he is considered to have made a new roofing and thus a new tent for 
this purpose, and it is a valid Succah. (Rashi.) 
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who allows it here, does it because the Succah is only a positive 
commandment; but concerning Sabbath, where there is a capital 
punishment, he would not allow it. And if it be asked, What 
happened in Ziporeth (which will be related farther on), accord¬ 
ing to whose opinion was it? Not according to R. Jose, nor in 
accordance with R. Jehudah, but according to R. Ishmael bar 
Jose. Namely: When R. Dimi came from Palestine, he told 
that it happened once (in Ziporeth) that they had forgotten to 
bring the holy scrolls on the eve of Sabbath, and on the morrow 
they put sheets on the pillars and brought the holy scrolls, and 
read them (and these hanging partitions were made at the com¬ 
mand of R. Ishmael). 

R. Hisda in the name of Abimi said : A mat which is large 
four spans and a trifle can be used as a side-wall to the Succah. 
How shall it be placed? It shall be hung in the middle, less 
than three spans from the ground, and less than three spans from 
the roof, because we apply the law of Lavud to both places. Is 
not this self-evident ? One may say that two Lavuds in one 
case do not apply, he comes to teach us that we may. 

MISHNA: If the roof is three spans distant from the walls, 
the Succah is invalid. If the roof of a house was broken, and it 
was covered, then if there arc four ells between the wall and the 
covering, it is invalid ; but if less it is valid. The same is the 
case with a court surrounded by balconies. If the top of a large 
Succah was covered with something unfit, if it is distant four ells 
it is not valid. 

GEMARA: Rabha said: I once found the rabbis of the col¬ 
lege sitting and declaring: Air makes the Succah invalid with 
three spans, but unfit covering makes it invalid only with no less 
than four ells; and I said to them: Where do you find that air 
makes invalid with three spans ? In our Mishna, which teaches 
if the roof was at a distance of three spans it is invalid ? Then, 
learn also from it that unfit covering should not make the Succah 
invalid if it is less than four ells? as it teaches farther on, that a 
house whose roof was broken, and it was covered in the middle, 
if there is from the covering to the wall four ells, then it is in¬ 
valid ? And they answered : Leave alone this teaching, because 
Rabh and Samuel both said that this teaching is only because we 
consider it as a crooked wall. And I rejoined : If it is so, what 
would be according to your opinion ? If there would be air less 
than three spans, and unfit covering less than four ells, in the 
same place, it certainly would be valid; but if one covered the 
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vacant space with iron spits, it would make it invalid. Now, the 
air, which is so rigorous that it makes invalid by three spans, will 
not be equal to an invalid covering which is so lenient that it makes 
invalid only by four ells? And they said to me: And according 
to your theory, that unfit covering makes invalid only when it is 
four ells, how would the case be if empty air less than three spans 
were added to it ? Would it not be valid ? But if one puts iron 
spits over the empty place, would it not make it invalid ? Now, 
then, does not the same question apply to your theory also? 
And I rejoined again : What comparison is this ? In my opinion, 
unfit covering makes invalid with four ells, because that is the pre¬ 
scribed quantity, and the same is with air ; and as both quantities 
are not equal, they do not combine together to make the Succah 
invalid. But according to your opinion, that the reason is not 
because it is a prescribed quantity, but because the roof is sep¬ 
arated from the wall, then the question is, what is the difference 
whether it be separated from the wall by air less than three spans 
and unfit covering, or by iron spits and unfit covering ? Said 
Abayi to him : And even according to the Master’s opinion, that 
because the quantities are not equal they do not combine, this 
can be said only of a large Succah, where unfit covering makes 
not invalid unless it is four ells; but in a small Succah, where 
unfit covering makes it invalid with three spans, are not the 
quantities then equal ? Consequently they must combine, even 
in a large Succah. Answered Rabha : In a small Succah it is not 
because the prescribed quantities are equal, but because the pre¬ 
scribed size for a Succah does not remain. 

Abayi said : If there was air three spans wide in a large Suc¬ 
cah, and one diminished it by sticks or iron spits, it is considered 
as diminished; but if it was a small Succah, if with sticks it is 
lawful, but with iron spits it is not. But this is the case only 
when it is near the wall. If in the middle of the roof, however, 
R. A’ha and Rabina differed: According to one, the law of 
Lavud applies also in the middle, and according to the other it 
can only be applied when they are at the side. 

R. Jehudah bar Ilai lectured: If the roof of a house was bro¬ 
ken, and one covered it with fit covering, it is valid for a Succah. 
Said R. Ishmael bar Jose to him: Rabbi, explain your decision, 
because my father had explained thus: If it is less than four ells 
from the wall, then it is valid; but if four or more, it is invalid. 
Again lectured the same: An abrumci (a small fish not distin¬ 
guishable from prohibited reptiles) is permitted. Said R. Ish- 
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mael to him : Rabbi, explain the decision, for so said my father: 
From one place it is permitted, from another it is not. Accord¬ 
ingly, Abayi said : The small fish called Tza’hntha (smelt), of the 
river Bab, are permitted (and from another not). 

It was taught: If one has covered a balcony which has small 
pillars (less than three spans one from the other), it is valid for a 
Succah: but if it has no pillars, Abayi said it is valid, because 
the edge of the roof downward may be considered as making 
(forming) a wall; but Rabha said it is invalid, because he docs 
not hold this theory. Said Rabha to Abayi: According to thee, 
who boldest this theory, even if the middle wall of the Succah was 
broken, let it also be valid, as the edge of the roof is considered 
to descend and make a wall. Said Abayi: I yield to thee in 
this point, because it looks like an open entry. An objection 
was raised from our Mishna: If a court is surrounded by bal¬ 
conies, etc., why? Let it also be considered that the edge of the 
roof makes it a wall? Rabha explained, in accordance with 
Abayi’s opinion, that the case is that the edge projected not over 
the wall, but was even with it. 

R. Ashi found R. Kahna, who had roofed a balcony that had 
no small pillars, and he asked him: Does not the Master hold 
what Rabha said, that when there are no pillars the Succah is 
invalid ? And he took him outside and showed him that there 
were pillars not visible inside, but only outside ; and it was taught 
in Erubin (p. 17), if it was seen from outside, and not from inside, 
it is regarded as a side-beam, and a side-beam is the same as a 
small pillar. 

A Boraitha taught: A vestibule, outside of the booth, is con¬ 
sidered as the booth itself. What is meant by this ? Said Ullah : 
A vestibule formed by sticks projecting beyond the Succah. 
Are not three walls needed ? When there are. But is it not 
needed that there be more shadow than sunshine? If there was. 
But is not a prescribed size needed? If it was. If so, what 
comes he to teach us? Lest one say, that because the Succah 
was made for sitting inside, shall the outside not be considered a 
Succah at all, he comes to teach us it is not. 

MISHNA: If one makes a Succah in the form of a cone, or 
leans the roof against a wall, R. Eliezer says it is not valid, 
because it has no roof; but the sages declare it is valid. 

GEMARA: A Boraitha taught: R. Eliezer admits, if one 
placed it one span over the ground, or separated it one span from 
the wall, the Succah is valid. What is the reason of the sages? 
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for the theory of Lavud applies to them, and they are regarded 
as upright. They hold that the slanting parts of a tent are con¬ 
sidered as the tent itself. Abayi found R. Joseph sleeping in a 
nuptial bed in a Succah. Said Abayi to him: According to 
whom do you do so ? According to R. Eliezer ? Then you left the 
majority of rabbis, and followed an individual. Answered he: 
The Boraitha teaches the contrary: That R. Eliezer makes it 
valid, but the sages say it is invalid. Rejoined Abayi: Then you 
leave a Mishna, and act according to a Boraitha. And he an¬ 
swered : The Mishna is written according to an individual’s opinion, 
as we have learned in a Boraitha: if one makes a booth in the 
form of a cave, or leans the roof on a wall, R. Nathan said that 
R. Eliezer makes it invalid, because it has no roof, but the sages, 
permit this. 

MISHNA: A large reed mat made for sleeping on is subject 
to defilement, and a Succah must not be covered with it; but if it 
was made to cover a booth, it may be used, and is not subject to 
defilement. R. Eleazar said: There is no difference whether it 
is large or small, but only the use for which it was made is consid- 
ered ; if for sleeping, then it is subject to defilement, and must 
not be used; but in the other case, if for covering, it is not sub¬ 
ject to defilement, and may be used. 

GEMARA: Did not the Mishna contradict itself? In the 
first part it says, if it was made for sleeping, then it is subject to 
defilement, etc., but if the purpose for which it was made was not 
expressed, it must be considered as for a covering. And the 
second part says, “ If it was made for a cover ”; from this we 
may infer, if the purpose was not expressed we consider it for 
sleeping? Said R. Papa: In case of a small one, if the purpose 
was not expressed, all agree it may be considered as for sleeping; 
but in case of a large one, the first Tana holds that where no pur¬ 
pose was expressed it is considered to have been made for cover¬ 
ing. But R. Eliezer holds, that even a large one is also usually 
made for sleeping, and the expression in the Mishna, “ if it was 
made for sleeping/’ is to be explained so : if it was made, say it is 
for the purpose of sleeping, unless he expressed another purpose. 

The rabbis taught: A mat made of bark or papyrus, if large, 
may be used for a cover; but if small, it may not. If it is of 
reeds, or hilath , a large one may be used for covering ; but if they 
are woven together, it may not. R. Ishmael bar Jose said in the 
name of his father: Both may be used to cover, and the same 
said R. Dosa. 
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We have learned (Edioth, III. 4): “ All hutzlahs* are liable 
to become unclean from a corpse, so is the decree of R. Dosa ; 
but the sages said: They are liable to become unclean only by 
pressing/' What are liutzlahs? Said R. Simeon bar Lakish : It 
means ordinary mats, and the same is according to his theory 
elsewhere, where he said : I would sacrifice myself to bring back 
to life R. Hiya and his children, because in the ancient time, 
when the Torah was forgotten by Israel, Ezra came from Baby¬ 
lon, and reestablished it again ; when afterwards it was again for¬ 
gotten, Hillel the Babylonian came up from Babylon and restored 
it again; and when it was again forgotten, came R. Hiya and his 
children and restored it again. And they said to this: That R. 
Dosa and the sages did not differ about the mats of the city of 
Usha, that they are subject to defilement, and that the mats of 
Tiberia are not; what they do differ about is the mats of other 
places: one holds that because nobody sits on them, they are 
equal to those of Tiberia; and the others hold that because it can 
happen that somebody should sit upon them, they are equal to 
the mats of Usha. 

We learned in a Boraitha: R. Hananiah said: When I came 
into the exile, I found an old man who said to me that to cover 
a Succah with a mat is lawful; afterwards, when I came to R. 
Joshuah my father's brother, he admitted this theory. Said R. 
Hisda: This is only when it is not seamed. Said Ullah : The 
mats from the city of Mehuzah, but for their seams, would be 
lawful to be used for covering. So also we have learned in a 
Boraitha: Mats may be used for covering, provided they have 
no seams. 


* See Levi’s Dictionary. 



CHAPTER II. 


REGULATIONS CONCERNING THE SITUATIONS IN WHICH A BOOTH MAY 
BE PLACED, WHAT MUST BE DONE IN IT, ETC. 

MISHNA: He who sleeps under a bed in the booth has not 
fulfilled his duty (of sleeping there). Said R. Jehudah : We were 
in the habit of sleeping under a bed in the presence of the elders, 
and they never said anything to us. Said R. Simeon: It hap¬ 
pened that Tabbi, the slave of R. Gamaliel, used to sleep under 
a bed. But R. Gamaliel said to the elders: Do you see my slave 
Tabbi ? He is a scholar (Talmud Hakham), and knows that 
slaves are exempt from the duty of Succah. Therefore he sleeps 
under a bedstead. From this we infer that he who sleeps under 
a bed has not fulfilled his duty. 

GEMARA: Why? The bed is usually not ten spans high? 
Samuel explained this, that the case is when the bed is high ten 
spans. (But if so,) what is the reason of R. Jehudah’s decree? 
This is according to his theory elsewhere, that the Succah must 
be a permanent dwelling, and the bed is only a temporary dwell¬ 
ing, and a temporary dwelling cannot make ignored a permanent 
one. But did not R. Simeon hold the same theory, that a Succah 
must be a permanent dwelling (because his decree is that it must 
have four walls), and nevertheless he does not allow to sleep under 
the bed ? This is the point of their difference: according to 
R. Simeon a temporary dwelling makes ignored, and according to 
R. Jehudah it does not. 

“ It happened once that Tabbi the slave]' etc. We have learned 
in a Boraitha: R. Simeon said: From R. Gamaliel's remarks we 
have learned two things: That slaves are free from the duty of a 
Succah, and that one who sleeps under a bed has not fulfilled the 
duty of Succah. Let him say, “ from R. Gamaliel’s decree," he 
comes to teach us by the way that R. A’ha bar Adda, according 
to others the same in the name of R. Hamnuna, quoting Rabh, 
said: Whence do we know that even a remark of a scholar must 
be studied ? Because it is written [Ps. i.] “ And the leaf does not 
wither,” even a slight thing as a leaf is not valueless. 
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MISHNA: If one supports his Succah with a bedstead, it is 
valid. R. Jehudah said : A Succah that cannot stand by itself is 
invalid. 

GEMARA: What is the reason of R. Jehudah’s decree? R. 
Zera and R. Abba bar Mamel differed : One says : Because so it is 
not made a permanent dwelling; and one says: Because he sup¬ 
ports it with a thing subject to defilement. What is the differ¬ 
ence ? If one put iron spits and covered it, according to them 
who say because it is not permanent, the iron spits are permanent; 
but according to those who say because he supports with a thing 
subject to defilement, the iron spits arc subject to defilement, and 
are invalid. Said Abayi: They differ only if he supports the 
booth with the bedstead; but if he has roofed the bed itself, all 
agree it is valid. Why so? Because to them who say, because 
it is not permanent, it can be said the bed is permanent; and to 
them who say because he supports with a thing subject to defile¬ 
ment, it can be said the roof is not subject to defilement. 

MISHNA: A Succah covered thinly, if there is more shadow 
than sun, is valid; if the covering is close, like the roof of a 
house, though the stars are not visible through it, it is nevertheless 
valid. 

GEMARA: What is meant by thin covering? Said Rabh: 
Scanty covering (too much empty space between one stick and 
the other). And Samuel said: Irregular covering—one twig 
down, one twig up, that is. Rabh interpreted that the Mishna 
teaches only one case, a poor Succah, in which there is more 
shadow than sun. is valid ; and according to Samuel, the Mishna 
teaches two things: first, that a Succah with an irregular cover¬ 
ing is valid ; and secondly, that all Succahs where the shadow is 
more than the sunshine are valid. Said Abayi: The Mishna 
refers to a case where there is not three spans distance from one 
twig to the other; but if there is, it is invalid. Rabha, however, 
said : Even if there were three spans between, provided the twig 
was not wide at the top a span, it is invalid ; but if it was, it is 
valid, because we say: Havit rami* and it is valid. 

“ If there is more shadow than sun." From this we may infer, 
that if they were equal, it is not valid; but in the first chapter 


* This expression has the same meaning as gud achith , explained in Erubin, p. 6, 
and means, if the twig was a span at the top, it is considered whether the top lies 
over the empty place. And Rashi explains this, that the twigs were not lying but 
standing upright, and therefore the top when wide a span is considered to be lying. 
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the Mishna teaches, if the sunshine was more than the shadow it 
is invalid, from which we may infer that if they were equal it is 
valid? It presents no difficulty. If on the top the empty place 
was equal to the covering, because on the ground the sunshine 
would appear larger; but if on the ground the sunshine and the 
shadow are equal, it is valid, because then on the top there must 
be more covering than empty space. Said R. Papa: This is ac¬ 
cording to what people say: If on the top it is of the size of a 
Zuz, it appears on the ground the size of a Sela.* 

“ If close like the roof of a house.” The rabbis taught: If it 
was close as a roof of a house, although the stars cannot be seen 
through it, it is valid ; but if the rays of the sun do not penetrate, 
Beth Shammai hold it is not valid, and Beth Hillel hold it is. 

MISHNA : If one constructs a Succah on the top of a wagon, 
or on board a vessel, it is valid, and he may ascend thereto on 
the festival. If he has constructed the Succah on the top of a 
tree, or on the back of a camel, it is valid; but he must not 
ascend thereto on the festival days. If two walls are formed by a 
tree, and one by human hands, or two by human hands and one 
by a tree, the Succah is valid, but one must not ascend thereto 
on the festival. This is the rule: Whenever the Succah can 
stand by itself, even should the tree be removed, the Succah is 
valid, and it is lawful to ascend thereto on the festival. 

GEMARA: This Mishna is in accordance with R. Aqiba 
only, as we have learned in a Boraitha : If a Succah was made on a 
ship, Rabban Gamaliel makes it invalid, and R. Aqiba makes it 
valid. It happened once that Rabban Gamaliel and R. Aqiba 
were on a ship, and R. Aqiba constructed a Succah on the ship. 
On the morrow a wind blew it off, and Rabban Gamaliel said to 
him : Aqiba, where is thy Succah? Said Abayi: If the Succah 
cannot withstand an ordinary wind from land, all agree that it is not 
a Succah at all; if it can hold out a storm on land, all agree it must 
be regarded as a Succah; but if it can hold out an ordinary wind 
from land, but not an ordinary wind from the sea, there is the point 
of their difference : R. Gamaliel holds it must be a permanent 
dwelling, and as it cannot withstand an ordinary wind from the 
sea, it is not considered as anything; but R. Aqiba holds that 
only a temporary dwelling is needed, and so soon as it is proof 
against an ordinary wind from land, it is called a temporary 
dwelling. 


* Two coins, the first a small one, the second very large. 
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“ Or on the back of a camel." The Mishna is in accordance 
with R. Meir, as we learn in the following Boraitha: If one has 
made his Succah on the back of an animal, it is valid, according 
to R. Meir; but not according to R.Jehudah. What is the 
reason of R. Jehudah? Because it is written [Deut. xvi. 13]: 
“ The feast of tabernacles shalt thou hold seven days.” From 
this we infer that a booth fit for all seven days may be called a 
Succah, but not otherwise (and as the sages prohibited to mount 
an animal on the festival, it is not fit for the first day of the 
festival). But what would R. Meir answer to this ? Biblically it 
is fit, but only the rabbis prohibited as a precautionary measure 
to mount an animal (and if biblically fit, it is called a Succah). 

If the animal was used as a wall to the Succah? R. Meir 
makes it invalid, and R. Jehudah makes it valid. Because R. 
Meir used to say: All things which have life must not be made 
a wall to the Succah, nor a side-beam to an entry, nor an enclosure 
to a well, nor a covering of a grave; and in the name of R. Jose 
the Galilean it was said : Also, a letter of divorce must not be 
written on it. What is the reason of R. Meir? Abayi said: 
Because it may die. R. Zcra said : Because it can run away. If 
an elephant were tied to a wall and used as a wall, all agree it is 
valid, because, even if it should die, its carcass measures more 
than ten spans. In what they differ is, when the elephant is not 
tied : according to them who fear its death, it is valid ; but ac¬ 
cording to those who fear its flight, it is not valid. But did 
Abayi say that R. Meir feared its death, and R. Jehudah did not? 
Have we not heard the contrary from him in Gittin, that R. 'Meir 
feared it, and R. Jehudah did not? Read these conversely: 
Abayi said R. Meir feared its death, and R. Jehudah did not. 
But did we not learn in Tract Yomah, R. Jehudah declares: To 
the high-priest another wife must be prepared for the Day of 
Atonement, lest his wife die ? (So he apprehends death.) Is it 
not taught, in addition to the same Mishna: R. Huna the son of 
R. Joshua said, that for forgiving the sins an exceptional rule 
was made ? 

Let us sec: According to both sages — who apprehend 
death or flight—biblically it is valid as a wall; and only as a 
rabbinical precautionary measure is it forbidden. Why is it 
not subject to defilement when it covers a grave, according 
to R. Meir? Said R. Alia bar Jacob: R. Meir holds that 
all partitions not made by human hands are not called partitions 
at all. 
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MISHNA: If one makes a booth between trees which form 
side-walls, it is valid. 

GEMARA: A’ha bar Jacob said : All partitions that are not 
proof against an ordinary wind are not partitions at all. An ob¬ 
jection was raised from our Mishna, which teaches that if the 
trees were used as walls, it is valid; but did not the trees shake 
by an ordinary wind ? The case is, when they are old trees. But 
even if old trees, are there not branches? If one weaves the 
branches into the walls. If it is so, what does he come to teach 
us ? Is it not self-evident ? One might say that perhaps it shall 
be prohibited as a precautionary measure, lest on the festival he 
climb the tree, he comes to teach us that such a measure is not 
taken. 

MISHNA: Delegates for a religious purpose are free from 
the duty of Succah; also sick persons, and those who nurse them. 
One may occasionally eat or drink something outside of the 
booth. 

GEMARA: Whence do we deduce this? From what the 
rabbis taught: It is written [Deut. vi. 7] : “ When thou sittest in 
thy house ”: that means, except when thou art occupied by a 
religious observance ; [ibid.] “ When thou walkest by the way ” 
means, except when thou goest to marry. From this is said, 
that he who marries a virgin is exempt, but he who marries a 
widow is not. But how can this be inferred ? Said R. Huna : From 
the expression “ on the way,” as one goes on the way, means as a 
voluntary act, and this is to exclude one occupied by a religious 
duty. R. Abba bar Zabda said in the name of Rabh : A mourner 
is not exempt from the duty of the Succah. Is not this self- 
evident? One might say, because the same authority says else¬ 
where that one who is afflicted by something is exempt from the 
duty of Succah, and a mourner is certainly afflicted, one might say 
that he is exempt, he comes to teach us that it is when the affliction 
is caused by the Succah; but here, when he afflicts himself, he 
must divert his attention, and fulfil the duty of Succah. The 
same says again in the name of Rabh: A bridegroom and his 
attendants and all who belong to the wedding-party are exempt 
from the Succah all the seven days. Why so ? Because they 
must enjoy themselves. But let them enjoy themselves in the 
Succah? No enjoyment can be had outside of the house where 
the wedding is. But let them eat in the Succah and enjoy them¬ 
selves in the house. There is no enjoyment except where the 
banquet is. But let the house where the wedding takes place 




TRACT SUCCAH. 


3 * 


be made in the Succah? Abayi said, it cannot be made, be¬ 
cause the bride must not be left with strangers; and Rabha 
said, because the bridegroom will find it inconvenient. What is 
the difference? when even in the house, where men come in and go 
out, they arc not in privacy, but it is inconvenient. According to 
Abayi, it may be made in the Succah, and according to Rabha it 
may not. R. Zera said: When I was a bridegroom, I ate in the 
Succah, and enjoyed myself in the bride's house, and I enjoyed 
myself the more because I fulfilled two religious duties. 

The rabbis taught: A bridegroom and his attendants and 
all the wedding-party are exempt from prayers, from phylacteries, 
but they must read Shema. In the name of R. Shila it was said : 
Only the bridegroom is exempt, but all the others arc not. A 
Boraitha states, R. Hanania b. Akabia said: Writers of the holy 
scrolls, or tefilin, or mezuzoth, they and the wholesale sellers and 
the retail sellers, and all men engaged in work for Heaven, in¬ 
cluding also the sellers of blue threads for tzitzith, are exempt 
from the reading of Shema, from praying, from tefilin, and all the 
religious duties commanded in the Torah. He said so to confirm 
the words of R. Jose the Galilean, who said: Who is engaged in 
one religious work, is free from another one. 

The rabbis taught : Those who are on the road in the day are 
exempt from the duty of Succah during the day, but not during 
the night; and if they travel by night, it is conversely. If they 
travel during both, they are exempt wholly. But who goes on a 
religious mission, is exempt from the duty of Succah both by day 
and by night. As it happened, R. Hisda and Rabha bar R. 
Huna coming on a Sabbath falling on one of the intermediate 
days, to the exilarch to hear his lecture, they slept on the bank 
of a river of Sura. They said, we are delegates for a religious 
purpose, and exempt from the duty of Succah. 

The rabbis taught : The watchmen of a tower who watch by 
day are exempt from the Succah by day, but not by night ; and 
those who watch by night are exempt for the night, and those 
who watch during both are entirely exempt. Those who watch 
gardens and vineyards are exempt from the Succah by day and 
by night. But let them make the booths there, and sit in them ? 
Said Abayi: It is written : “ Ye shall dwell in booths." It must 
be where the dwellings arc. And Rabha said : The hole brings 
the thief (*>., he will not be able to watch carefully). What is 
the difference? When the whole of the fruit would be visible 
from his position in the Succah (he should sit in one). 
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“ Sick persons and their nurses ” The rabbis taught: Not 
only those who are dangerously sick, but if there is no danger, if 
one has sore eyes or a headache, he is also exempt. R. Simeon 
b. Gamaliel told : It once happened I had sore eyes when I was 
in Caesarea (Kisrin), and R. Jose the Great allowed me and my 
servants to sleep outside of the Succah. Rabh, however, allowed 
R. A’ha of Bardla to sleep under a canopy in a booth (though 
ten spans high), to prevent mosquitoes. Rabha allowed R. A’ha 
bar Ada to sleep outside of the Succah, because it was freshly 
whitewashed. And Rabha acted according to his theory else¬ 
where, that whoever suffers is exempt. But have we not learned 
in our Mishna that only sick persons are exempt, and we may 
infer, not those who are in sorrow ? Nay, in case of a sick person, 
he and his nurses are exempt, but he who is in sorrow may 
only himself stay out, not his servants. 

“ Men may occasionally eat ,” etc. What is meant by some¬ 
thing? Said R. Joseph : Two or three eggs. Said Abayi to him : 
But many times a man finds three eggs sufficient for a meal? 
Therefore said Abayi: As much as a young scholar partakes 
before he goes to hear the lecture. 

The rabbis taught: One may eat a hasty meal outside of the 
Succah, but one must not take a nap outside. Why so? Said 
R. Ashi: As a precautionary measure, lest he fall profoundly 
asleep for the whole night. Said Abayi to him : If it is so, why 
does a Boraitha allow a man to take a nap with his tefilin on, but 
not to sleep long? Let it be apprehended lest he fall asleep? 
Said R. Joseph bar Ilai: This is the case when he has engaged a 
man to wake him up. Rabha, however, said : There is no ap¬ 
pointed time for sleeping; concerning the tefilin, it is for a dif¬ 
ferent reason (as will be explained in Tract Benedictions). Rabh 
said: One must not sleep by day longer than a horse sleeps. 
How long is it? So as to be able to make sixty respirations. 
Said Abayi: My Master used to sleep by day as long as Rabh, 
and Rabh as Rabbi, and Rabbi as King David, and David slept 
as long as a horse. And how long is the sleep of a horse ? Sixty 
respirations. Abayi himself sleeps as long as it would take to 
walk from Pompeditha to Be Kubi. Exclaimed R. Joseph about 
him the verse in Proverbs [vi. 9] : “ How long, O sluggard, wilt 
thou lie down ? When wilt thou arise out of thy sleep ? M 

MISHNA: It happened that a dish was brought to R. 
Johanan b. Zakai to taste, and two dates and a jar of water to 
Rabban Gamaliel. Each of them said : Bring it to the booth. 
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But when food less than an egg was brought to R. Zadok, he took 
it in the napkin, and ate it outside of the booth, but did not pro¬ 
nounce the benediction after meals for it. 

GEMARA: Is it customary to adduce an act as a contra¬ 
diction to the former teaching of the Mishna above (which says 
a hasty meal may be eaten outside of the Succah)? The above 
Mishna is not completed, and must read so: If one wants to 
make it more rigorous for himself, he may do so, without it 
being said he is vain; and it also happened with R. Johanan b. 
Zakai and Rabban Gamaliel that a dish and dates were brought 
to them, and they said they should be carried to the Succah. 

“And when food less than the size of an egg" etc. But if the 
size of a whole egg? Then the Succah is needed? Shall we 
assume that this will be an objection to the teaching of R. Joseph 
and Abayi (which states above, three eggs, or as much as a young 
scholar, which is at any rate not less than an egg)? Nay, it may 
be explained that if it would be of the size of an egg, the legal 
washing of hands before and benediction after the meal would be 
needed (but Succah would not be needed). 

MISHNA: Fourteen meals must be eaten in the Succah, one 
in the morning and one at night (of each day of the festival), 
according to R. Eleazar; but the sages say it is not fixed by law, 
except that one must eat in the Succah on the first night. R. 
Eleazar said again: He who has not eaten on the first night can 
make amends for it by eating in the booth on the last night of the 
festival; but according to the sages no amends can be made, and 
they apply it to the verse [Eccl. i. 15] : “What is crooked cannot 
be made straight, and that which is defective cannot be numbered.” 

GEMARA: What is the reason of R. Eleazar? Because it is 
written: “Ye shall dwell.” And as in a dwelling it is usually 
eaten in the morning and in the evening, so must it be done also in 
the Succah; but according to the sages, it is as a dwelling, where 
one eats or not, at his pleasure. If it is so, why is he bound to cat 
the first evening of the festival? Said R. Johanan in the name 
of R. Simeon b. Jehozodok: It is written here in the fifteenth, 
and about the Passover the word fifteen is written : there is an 
analogy of expression, as on Passover the first night must Matzah 
be eaten, and later it is optional, so on the first night of the 
Feast of Tabernacles it must be eaten in the Succah, and hence¬ 
forth it is optional. But whence is it known that on Passover it 
is obligatory? Because it is written [Ex. xii. 18]: “At evening 
shall ye eat unleavened bread.” This verse makes it obligatory. 
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“ R . Eliezer said again ,” etc. But did not R. Eliezer say that 
it is obligatory to eat fourteen meals in the Succah: every day 
one meal in the morning and in the evening? Said Bira in the 
name of R. Ami: R. Eliezer retracted what he had said. But 
with what shall he make amends? Shall he eat another meal? 
A man cannot eat more than he needs. With extra dishes for 
dessert. We have also learned in a Boraitha, if one makes 
amends with extra dishes, he has done his duty. The manager 
of the house of Agrippa the king ( znirponoi) asked R. Eliezer: I, 
for instance, who eat only one meal in twenty-four hours, may I 
do so in the Succah—eat one meal and fulfil my duty ? And 
he answered him: Did you not make every day many dishes of 
delicacies for the sake of yourself, and can you not add one dish 
for the sake of your Creator? He asked him again: I, for ex¬ 
ample, who have two wives, one in Tiberia and one in Ziporeth, 
and have also two booths, one in Tiberia and one in Ziporeth, 
may I go from one Succah to the other, and my duty shall be 
fulfilled ? And he answered : Nay, because I say who goes from 
one booth to another abolishes the religious duty he has done in 
the first. 

We have learned in a Boraitha: R. Eliezer said: One must 
not go out from one Succah to another (to eat in one and sleep 
in another), and a Succah must not be made in the intermediate 
days. The sages, however, say: Both may be done. All agree 
that if the Succah has fallen, he may rebuild it on the interme¬ 
diate days. What is the reason of R. Eliezer? Because it is 
written [Deut. xvi. 13] : “ Seven days shall ye hold the feast of 
tabernacles. ,, From this we infer the Succah shall be made to 
be fit for seven days. The rabbis, however, explained this pas¬ 
sage so : On the Feast of the Tabernacles ye shall make a booth 
(during the whole feast). They all agree that if the Succah falls, 
it may be rebuilt. Is not this self-evident? We might assume 
that the second Succah cannot be made for seven days, and 
therefore shall not be made at all. He comes to teach us that it 
is not so. 

We have learned in a Boraitha: R. Eliezer said: As a man 
cannot fulful his duty with a Lulab belonging to his neighbor on 
the first day, as it is written [Lev. xxiii. 40] : “ And ye shall take 
unto yourselves on the first day the fruit of the tree hadar, 
branches of palm trees,” etc.—“unto yourselves,” that means, 
your own, but not those belonging to your neighbor; so also a 
man cannot fulfil his duty in a Succah belonging to his neighbor, 
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because it is written : “ Seven days shalt thou make unto thee the 
feast of the tabernacles,” and we infer from “ for thee” it shall 
be thy own. The sages, however, said : Although it was said 
that a man cannot fulfil his duty with the Lulab of his neighbor, 
he may nevertheless do his duty of Succah in the neighbor’s Suc- 
cah, because it is written [ibid.]: “ All that are Israelites born 
shall dwell in booths.” From this we learn that all Israelites may 
sit in one Succah. But how will the sages account for the ex¬ 
pression “ unto thee ” ? They say it is to exclude a robbed Suc¬ 
cah, but a borrowed Succah may be used. 

The rabbis taught: It happened once to R. Ilai that he came 
to see R. Eliezer his Master in the city of Lud on the festival; 
and the latter said to him : Ilai, thou art not of those who rest 
on the festival, because R. Eliezer used to say: I praise the slug¬ 
gards, who do not go out on the festival from the house, because 
it is written [Deut. xiv. 26] : “ Thou shalt rejoice, thou and thy 
household.” This is not so: did not R. Itz’hak say: Whence do 
we know that a man must visit his teacher on the festival ? Be¬ 
cause it is written [II Kings, iv. 23] : “ Wherefore art thou going 
to him to-day? It is neither new moon nor Sabbath?” From 
this we may infer that on a new moon, and a Sabbath it is obliga¬ 
tory to visit one’s Master? It presents no difficulty: If one’s 
Master is in the same city, where one can go and return the same 
day, he must; but not otherwise. 

The rabbis taught: It happened once that R. Eliezer took 
his rest in the booth of Johanan bar Ilai in the city of Kisri, of 
Upper Galilea, according to others in Kisrion, and the sun 
reached the Succah. And the host asked R. Eliezer: Shall I 
spread a sheet on it ? And he answered: There was not one 
tribe of Israel from which a judge did not descend.* The sun 
reached the middle of the Succah, and he asked again: How if I 
should spread a sheet on it ? And he answered : There was not 
one tribe of Israel from which prophets have not descended, and 


* Rash! explains this as follows: The Judges of the Book of Judges, *.<»., the 
Rulers of Israel since Joshua’s death to the prophet Samuel : From the tribe 
Ephraim was Joshua ; from Benjamin, Ehud ; Manasseh, Gideon—that is, from 
the children of Rachel. Samson was of Dan, Barak of Kaddesh was of Naphtali— 
Bilha’s children. Ibzan, or Boaz, from Judah ; Eli of Levi, Tola from Issachar, 
Elun from Zebulun ; Olhniel, Jephlhah, Shamgar, Abdan—it is not known of what 
tribes they were descended. From the tribes of Reuben, Simeon, Gad, and Asher, 
I have not found, says Rashi, explicitly that Judges were descended from them. 
But it may be the Judges whose tribes were not named were traditionally said to be 
of those. 
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the tribes of Judah and Benjamin chose kings at the command 
of the prophets. Finally the sun reached R. Eliezer’s feet, and 
Johanan took a sheet and spread it over the Succah; and R. 
Eliezer took his garments and shouldered them, and left the 
booth. This was not because he did not want to teach him the 
law, but because R. Eliezer never decided a thing which he had 
not heard from his Master. But how could R. Eliezer do this ? 
Did he not himself declare that a man must not go out from one 
Succah to another? They answered : That was not on the Feast 
of Tabernacles at all; it was another festival, and they sat in the 
Succah only for fresh air. But did not R. Eliezer declare : I 
praise the sluggards who do not leave on a festival their houses? 
It was not on a festival; it was an ordinary Sabbath. 

The rabbis taught: It happened with R. Eliezer that he took 
rest in Upper Galilea, and he was asked thirty Halakhoth about 
the law of Succah. To twelve he answered : So I have heard; 
and to eighteen he answered: I did not hear them. R. Jose b. 
R. Jehudah says: On the contrary, to eighteen he answered : I 
have heard ; and to twelve: I have not heard. And they asked 
him: Are all your decisions only from what you have heard ? 
He answered : You compelled me to tell you one thing which I 
had not heard from my Masters. That is, never in my life came 
a man to the house of learning before me and I never slept in the 
house of learning a long or a short time; I never left a man in 
the house of learning when I went away, and I never talk about 
worldly affairs, and I never decided a thing which I had not heard 
from my Masters. 

It was said of R. Johanan b. Zakai: Never in his life did he 
talk of worldly affairs; he never walked four ells without study¬ 
ing the Law and without tefilin; he was never anticipated by an¬ 
other in turning to the house of learning, and did not sleep in the 
house of learning even a short time; he did not teach about the 
Law in dirty alleys ; he did not leave a man in the house of 
learning when he went away; he was never to be found silent, 
but always studying aloud, and never anybody opened the door 
for his disciples but himself; he never decided a thing he had not 
heard from his Master, and he never said it was time to go out of 
the house of learning except on the eves of Passover and on the 
eves of the Days of Atonement. And R. Eliezer his disciple 
conducted himself similarly. 

The rabbis taught: Hillel the Elder had eighty disciples: 
thirty of them were worthy that the Shekhina should rest on 
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them as on Moses our Master; thirty of them were worthy the 
sun should be stopped for their sake, as it did before Joshua 
the son of Nun, and twenty were mediocre. The greatest of all 
the disciples was Jonathan b. Uziel, the least of all was R. 
Johanan b. Zakai. It was said of the latter, that he did not leave 
out the Bible, the Mishna, the Gemara, Halakhoth, and Agadoth 
(legends), the observations of the Bible, observations of the 
Scribes, lenient ones and vigorous ones, the analogies of expres¬ 
sion, equinoxes, geometries , the language of the angels and the 
language of the evil spirits and the language of the trees, the 
fables, the great things, the heavenly chariots and small things, 
the discussions of Abayi and Rabha, to confirm what is written 
[Prov. viii. 21] : “ That I may cause those that love me to inherit 
a lasting possession and their treasures will I fill.” And when 
the least of all was so, how much the more was the greatest of 
all. It was said of Jonathan b. Uziel, that when he studied the 
Law every bird that flew over him was burned. 

MISHNA: If the head and greater part of a man’s body is 
in the booth, and his table in the house, Beth Shammai say he 
has not fulfilled the duty of Succah, but Beth Hillel say he has. 
Said Beth Hillel to Beth Shammai: Did it not happen that the 
elders of Beth Shammai and those of Beth Hillel visited R. 
Johanan b. Hahoronith, and found him sitting with his head and 
greater part of his body in the booth, and his table was in the 
house ? and they said to him nothing. Beth Shammai replied: 
Do you adduce this as a proof? They said to him : If such has 
always been your custom, you have never in your life properly 
fulfilled the duty of Succah. 

Women, slaves, and minors are exempt from the Succah. A 
boy that needs no longer the nursing of his mother must obey 
the command of Succah. It happened that the daughter-in-law 
of Shammai the Elder gave birth to a son on the festival, so he 
caused the roof to be taken off, and covered it as a Succah for 
the sake of the infant. 

GEMARA : Whence is all this deduced ? From what the rab¬ 
bis taught: The verse could say Ezrah (“ an Israelite born ”). That 
would include the women. But it is written Ha ezrah, “ the 
Israelites born,” which means the certain Israelites, and to ex¬ 
clude women. And by the word u all ” it is meant to include 
minors. Shall we assume that the expression “ Israelites born ” 
includes women also? Did not we learn in a Boraitha (concern¬ 
ing the Day of Atonement), where it is written, “ the Israelite 
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born,” which means to include women, for whom it is as obliga¬ 
tory to fast as for males? From this we see that when it is 
written, “ Israelites born,” only males are meant ? Said Rabha: 
That is not deduced from the passages, but it is all Sinaic, and 
the passages were taken as a support. But which passage, and 
which Sinaic law? And, again, to what purpose was a verse or a 
Sinaic law needed at all ? Is not the Succah a commandment 
dependent on a certain season, and from all commands depend¬ 
ing on certain seasons women are free ? This is concerning Suc¬ 
cah ; and concerning the Day of Atonement this is deduced from 
what R. Jehudah says in the name of Rabh; and so also taught 
the disciples of R. Ishmael. It is written [Num. v. 6] : “ If any 
man or woman commit a sin.” From this we see that the verse 
made the man and the woman equal in all penalties of the Torah. 
Said Abayi: That a woman is exempt from the Succah is a 
Sinaic law, and nevertheless this support of a verse was needed, 
because one might say it is written, “ Ye shall dwell ” ; and as in 
a dwelling are usually a man and wife, we might think that in 
the Succah there should also be a man and wife, it comes to teach 
us that it is not so. Rabha said: It is needed lest one say, by 
an analogy of expression, it is written about Passover on the 
fifteenth, and here, as on Passover, it is obligatory, for women, so 
it is also on the Feast of Tabernacles, it comes to teach us that 
it is not so. Now, when you say there is a Sinaic law, why is 
the passage needed ? It comes to include the proselytes; one 
might say the Israelites born, but not a proselyte, we are taught 
that they also are included. But the Day of Atonement, that is 
inferred from the above saying of R. Jehudah in the name of 
Rabh. Why is the Sinaic law here needed ? This is needed 
for the addition to the Day of Atonement from the preceding 
day, which is biblical, but has no capital punishment. One 
might say that because the addition has no punishment, the 
women are exempt; the Sinaic law comes to say it is not so. 

The Master says: All, to include the minors. But have we not 
learned in our Mishna, that women, slaves, minors , are free from 
Succah? This presents no difficulty : The Mishna means a case 
in which the minor is not yet old enough to be trained in a relig¬ 
ious duty, and the Boraitha means a case of a minor old enough 
for that. But in case of a minor who has reached such an age, 
the duty is only rabbinical? Yea, the passage is taken only as a 
support. 

“ A minor that needs not the nursmg of his mother A What is 
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meant by this? A minor whe can obey the call of nature with¬ 
out the aid of his mother. So said the disciples of R. Yanai. 
But Resh Lakish said : A child that on awakening does not cry: 
Mother! mother! 

“ It Jiappe 7 ied that the daughter-in-law of SJtammai," etc. Is 
not this act a contradiction to the former teaching? The Mishna 
is not completed. It must be read so : ** And Shammai the Elder 
is more rigorous, and it happened also that his daughter-in-law 
gave birth to a son, so he caused the roof to be removed, and 
covered it as a Succah for the sake of the infant/' 

MISHNA: During the seven days of the festival one must 
use the booth as the regular domicile, and the house only as an 
occasional abode. If it rains, when is he permitted to remove 
from the Succah ? When a mess of porridge has been spoiled. 
The elders illustrate this by a comparison : What does such a cir¬ 
cumstance resemble ? As if a servant presented a goblet to his 
master, who throws a bowl full in his face. 

GEMARA: The rabbis taught: All the seven days one 
must use the booth as one’s regular domicile. How so? If he 
has fine utensils, he shall place them in the Succah; if he has fine 
bedding, he should transfer it to the Succah; and he should eat, 
and drink, and walk only in the Succah. Whence is this deduced ? 
From what the rabbis taught : It is written : “ Ye shall dwell ” ; 
it means, it shall be as a regular dwelling, and from this was de¬ 
duced that all the seven days one shall make the Succah his reg¬ 
ular dwelling, and his house a temporary one. He shall eat, 
drink, and study in the Succah. Is it so? Did not Rabha say 
that only to read the Bible and to learn a Mishna one may in the 
Succah, but study one may not? This presents no difficulty. 
The Boraitha means to repeat what he had studied already, and 
Rabha—to study something new, as Rabha and Rami, while 
studying under R. Hisda, used to repeat his lecture among them¬ 
selves first, and afterwards tried to find out the reasons of it. 
Rabha said : The vessels for drinking shall be kept in the Suc¬ 
cah ; but the vessels for eating, outside. A pitcher of clay, 
outside of the Succah, a candlestick of clay in the Succah, and 
according to others, outside, and they do not differ; it means, in 
a large Succah it may; in a small one, it may not, because it is 
dangerous. 

“ If it rains!' We have learned in a Boraitha : When a mess 
of gris is spoiled (which is spoiled easily). 

Abayi was sitting in the presence of R. Joseph in the Succah, 


40 


THE BABYLONIAN TALMUD. 


Succah, and a wind blew the chips from the covering into the dish, 
and R. Joseph said: Take off the dishes, and we will go out. 
Said Abayi to him: Have we not learned in the Mishna: Till 
the porridge is spoiled ? And he answered: As I am delicate, 
the chips do me as great harm. 

The rabbis taught: If one ate in the Succah and rain fell, and 
he went away and took his meal in the house, when it clears again 
we do not trouble him to interrupt his meal, and to go back to 
the Succah. If he was sleeping in the Succah and it rained, and 
he went away to sleep in the house, he is not aroused when it 
clears again, till the next morning. 

u What does such a circumstance resemble? ” The schoolmen 
asked: What is meant by this? Come and hear. We have 
learned in a Boraitha: As if the master threw the pitcher into 
the servant’s face, and said to him: I do not want your service 
more. 

The rabbis taught: An eclipse of the sun is an ill omen to the 
whole world. What does this resemble? A human king making 
a banquet for his servants, and placing a great lantern before 
them, when he gets angry he says to his servant: Take away the 
light, let them sit in the dark. 

We have learned in a Boraitha: R. Meir said: When the sun 
and the moon are eclipsed, it is a bad sign to the enemies of the 
Israelites (meaning, the Israelites themselves), because they are 
used to troubles: it is equal to the teacher’s coming to the school 
with his whip in his hand. Who is more afraid ? The child used 
to being beaten. This is the case when Israel do not do the will 
of the Creator; but when they do, they need not fear anything, as 
it is written [Jeremiah, x. 82] : u Thus hath said the Lord : Do not 
habituate yourselves in the way of the nations, and at the signs 
of the heavens be ye not dismayed ; although the nations should 
be dismayed at them.” 

The rabbis taught: On account of the following four things 
the sun becomes eclipsed : When a chief judge dies, and is not 
lamented becomingly; when a betrothed virgin calls for help in 
the town, and is not aided; unnatural vice; when two brothers 
are killed on the same day; and on account of the following four 
things both the sun and the moon are eclipsed: Forgery, false 
witness, when fruit-bearing trees are cut out, and when sheep and 
goats are kept in Palestine. On account of four things the prop¬ 
erty of householders is transferred (confiscated) to the govern¬ 
ment : When paid notes are kept; usury; and when men had the 
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power to prevent, but would not; and when charity was promised 
to the people, and was not given. Rabh said : For four things the 
property of householders becomes annihilated: When they keep 
workers, and do not pay them in time; for robbing them ; when 
the strangers free themselves from the yokes on their necks and 
put them on their neighbors’ necks; and for arrogance. And 
arrogance is the worst of all. But of those who are modest is 
written [Ps. xxxvii. 11]: “But the meek shall inherit the land, 
and shall delight themselves because of the abundance of peace.” 


CHAPTER III. 


REGULATIONS CONCERNING. PALM BRANCHES, MYRTLES, WILLOWS, 
AND CITRONS USED ON THE FIRST DAY OF THE FEAST OF 
TABERNACLES, 

MISHNA: A palm branch* which has been acquired by 
theft, or which is dried, is not valid. One which comes from a 
grove (devoted to idolatry) or from a rejected town f is not valid ; 
if the point has been broken off, or the leaves torn off, it is not 
valid ; if they are only dissevered, it is valid. R. Jehudah says: 
It must be tied together at the top. A palm branch from the 
Iron Mount f is valid. A palm branch that is three spans long, 
sufficient to shake it by, is valid. 

GEMARA: The Mishna does not mention on which day it is 
valid, and on which not; and from this we can infer that it is 
invalid even for the second day. This would be right only in 
case of a dried one, because it is written hadar, which means 
“ beauty,” which a dried one has not; but a robbed one—that is 
prohibited only because it must be his own, as stated above (p. 
34)—but on the second day, which is wholly rabbinical, why 
should it be invalid? Said R. Johanan in the name of R. Simeon 
b. Jochi: Because it is a religious duty that is performed by a sin. 
R. Johanan said again in the name of the same authority: It is 
written [Is. lxi. 8]: “ For I, the Lord, love justice: I hate rob¬ 
bery with burnt-offering.” It resembles a human king who passed 
the custom-house and said to his servants: “ Pay the duty to the 
officers ” ; and the servants said to him: “ Why shall we give 
duties? All the duties are thine”; and he said: “All pas¬ 
sengers shall learn it from me, and shall not shirk to pay their 
duty.” So the Holy One, blessed be He, said: “ I, the Lord, 
hate robbery with a burnt-offering*': of me shall my children 
learn, and avoid robbery. 

It was taught also in the name of R. Ami: A withered one 

* Lev. xxiii. 40. f Deut. xiii. 12. 

\ A mountain near Jerusalem, southward, the palm branches of which were very 
short. 
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is invalid, because it has no beauty; and a robbed one is invalid, 
because it is a religious duty done by a sin. 

R. Huna said to the sellers of the myrtles: If you buy myr¬ 
tles from the heathen, do not cut them off yourselves, but let 
themselves cut off, and give them to you. Why so ? Because 
most heathen have robbed the ground from the Israelites, and 
the robber is not considered the owner of the ground, even when 
the original owner has despaired of it (but the law is different 
about movable property). And therefore, if you will cut off your¬ 
selves, that will be as taking a robbed thing; but when they cut 
off, and as the original owners have despaired, the cut-off myrtle 
boughs become theirs, and you may buy them. 

The rabbis taught: A robbed Succah or a roof made in a 
public street, R. Eliezer makes invalid, but the sages make it 
valid. Said R. Na’hman : They differ only when the ground on 
which the Succah is built belongs to his neighbor, and he put out 
the neighbor and took the Succah to himself. This is according 
to R. Eliezer’s theory, who said that one cannot fulfil his duty in 
his neighbor's Succah. It is invalid in any case. According to 
those who say that the robber of ground is considered the owner 
of it, after the original owner has despaired, it is a robbed Succah ; 
and even according to those who say that he can never become 
the owner of the ground, it is nevertheless a borrowed Succah 
(because it is not a robbed one). But the sages hold to their 
theory that one can fulfil his duty in a borrowed Succah, and 
also that ground cannot be robbed; therefore it is valid, because 
it is considered as a borrowed Succah. But if one has robbed 
wood, and made a roof, according to all, the owner of the wood 
has only to claim his money, but the wood becomes the property 
of the robber, and the Succah is valid. And he infers this from 
the expression of the Mishna, “a robbed Succah or a roof made 
in public ground,” as in the latter case the ground was certainly 
not his, so also the robbed Succah means, that the ground was 
also not his and he has robbed it. 

It happened once that an old woman came to R. Na’hman 
and said: The exilarch, and all the sages of the house ot the 
exilarch, are sitting in a robbed Succah. She complained, but 
he did not answer her. Said she again : A woman whose father 
had three hundred and eighteen slaves complains before you, and 
you do not pay attention. R. Na’hman said to the sages: The 
woman is only a prattler: she has to claim only the money for the 
wood that has been taken for the use of the Succah. 
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Rabhina said: If a beam of the roof of a Succah has been 
robbed, the sages have arranged that only money for it should 
be returned to the owner, and not the beam itself. Is this not 
self-evident ? What is the difference between a beam and wood, 
as just mentioned above? One might say wood can be found in 
any place, and one can buy it for the money; but a beam, which 
is not so common, should be returned. They come to teach us 
that during the seven days of the festival, one can lay claim only 
to money, but after the festival it must be returned, provided one 
has not attached it with clay; but if one has, even after the seven 
days only the money shall be given. 

We have learned in aBoraitha: A withered palm branch is 
invalid, but R. Jehudah makes it valid. Said Rabha : They differ 
only about a Lulab that is rabbinical. The sages hold that we 
compare a Lulab to a citron : as the citron must be beautiful, be¬ 
cause it is written hadar (beauty), so the Lulab must be beauti¬ 
ful; and R. Jehudah does not hold this theory, and says that a 
Lulab need not be beautiful, but a withered citron, according to 
all, is invalid. Does R. Jehudah require that a citron shall be 
beautiful? Did we not learn in a Boraitha: The four kinds that 
are with the Lulab, as there must not be less, so nothing shall be 
added to them? If one did not find a citron, he cannot replace 
it with a lemon or a pomegranate, or anything else; and if they are 
withered they are valid, but if dried, then invalid. R. Jehudah, 
however, said: Even when dry, they are valid. And he says 
again : The inhabitants of great cities used to transmit their 
Lulabs to their grandchildren. And they answered him: This 
cannot prove, because the places where such things are rarities do 
not prove. Hence we see that R. Jehudah said that even dry 
ones are valid, and this includes also citrons? Nay, R. Jehudah 
meant only the Lulab when he said dry ones are valid. 

The text says: “If he cannot find a citron, he shall not re¬ 
place it with a lemon/’ etc. Is not this self-evident ? One might 
say, he shall replace it with something, lest the command of a 
citron should be forgotten: it comes to teach us that if it would 
be done so, the later generations might use such things forever. 
Come and hear: An old citron is invalid, but R. Jehudah says it is 
valid. Is this not a contradiction to the saying of Rabha * above, 
that R. Jehudah meant only the Lulab, and not a citron ? Yea, it is 


* The name of Rabha is not mentioned above, but it must have been known to 
him that Rabha said so. 
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a contradiction. But how can R. Jehudah say that an old one is 
valid? Is it not written hadar (beautiful)? R. Jehudah explains 
the word hadar* not to mean “ beauty,” but “ dwelling”; that 
means, a fruit which dwells on its tree the whole year. 

“ If the point was broke?i off.” Said R. Huna : If it is broken 
off; but if it is only split, it is valid. But have we not learned 
in a Boraitha: A bristly Lulab or one crooked like a scythe, a 
split one, a hardened one, is invalid. But if it seems hardened, 
and in reality is not, it is valid. Hence we see that a split one 
is also invalid? Said R. Papa: By “ split” is here meant one 
growing as a'fork, into two different directions. “Crooked like 
a scythe,” said Rabha; “ that is only if it is bent forward, but if 
backward it is natural, and it is valid.” Said R. Na’hman: If 
bent sideways, it is as if forward. According to others, R. 
Na’hman says it is as if bent backward. Rabha said again : A 
Lulab that has all the leaves on one side, and on the other side 
none at all, is blemished and is invalid. 

“ If the leaves were torn off” Said R. Papa: By torn off is 
meant that it is made like a broom. What is meant by dissev¬ 
ered ? When the leaves grow as branches of a tree, in different 
directions. 

R. Papa put a question: If the “twins” of the Lulab are 
divided, how is the law (the double leaves on a palm branch are 
called “twins”)? Come and hear: R. Mathun in the name of 
R. Joshuah b. Levi said : If the “ twins ” are divided, it is as if 
the leaves were torn off, and it is invalid. 

“ R. Jehudah says,” etc. We have learned in a Boraitha: 
R. Jehudah said in the name of R. Tarphon : The expression 
“ branches of palm trees ” is Kapoth Tmarim. As the word Jta - 
poth signifies in Aramaic “ bound,” “ tied,” if the Lulab was 
separated, it must be tied together. Said Rabhina to R. Ashi : 
How is it known that by Kapoth Tmarim is meant a young 
Lulab that has been the first year on the tree ? Perhaps the 
branches are meant when they are two or three years old, when 
the leaves spread on all sides ? We require that they shall be 
tied together, and in that case they cannot be tied at all. 

“ A Lulab from the Iron Mount.” Said Abayi : The case is 
only when the top of one reaches the lower part of the one that 
grows over it; but if not, they are invalid. 


* The word hadar in Hebrew has two meanings : “Beauty”; and dar means 
" dwelling ” (see Ps. Ixxxiv. n). Hence R. Jehudah explains this in the latter sense. 
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“ A Lulab three spans long” Said R. Jehudah in the name 
of Samuel: The prescribed size for a myrtle bough and willow is 
three spans, and of the Lulab four, so that the Lulab shall be 
one span higher than the myrtle bough and willow when they 
are tied. R. Parnach in the name of R. Johanan said: (Not 
the leaves, but) the back of the Lulab, should be one span higher. 
Come and hear: The prescribed size of a myrtle bough and 
willow is three spans, of a Lulab four spans : is it not meant 
with the leaves? Nay, it is meant, besides the leaves. The 
Boraitha says farther on: R. Tarphon says: It shall be measured 
with an ell of five spans. Said Rabha : May the Lord forgive R. 
Tarphon for such teaching: A myrtle bough of three spans is not 
to be found, and he calls for a myrtle bough of the length of five 
spans. When Rabbin came from Palestine, he said that R. 
Tarphon meant to say so: An ell which was five spans, consider 
it as if it was six spans, and three spans of this take off for the 
myrtle bough, and the remainder, which is about two and a half, 
for the Lulab. If it is so, then it is a contradiction to Samuel, 
for according to R. Tarphon the myrtle bough would be only 
two and a half spans, and Samuel said it must be three spans? 
Samuel was not particular in his decision, and said more rigor¬ 
ously, three. But, nevertheless, R. Huna says in his name that 
the Halakha prevails according to R. Tarphon. 

MISHNA: A myrtle bough which has been acquired by 
theft, or which is dry, is not valid. One which comes from a 
grove or from a rejected town is invalid. If the tip has been 
broken off, or the leaves torn off, or if one has on it more berries 
than leaves, it is invalid; if the berries are diminished in num¬ 
ber it becomes valid, but this must not be done on the festival. 
A willow of the brook, which has been acquired by theft, or 
which is dry, is invalid. One which comes from a grove, or 
a rejected town, is not valid. If the point has been broken off, 
or the leaves torn off, or if it be a Tzaphtzapha ,* it is invalid. 
One which is faded, or from which some leaves have dropped 
off, or which has grown on dry ground (not near a bank), is 
valid. 

GEMARA: The rabbis taught: It is written: “ Boughs of 
the myrtle tree ”; that is, a tree whose branches cover the whole 
tree, and this is only a myrtle tree. Rabha said: We take a 
myrtle bough because it is written [Zechariah, viii. 19] : “ Only 


* The Gemara will explain the term. 
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love ye the truth and peace ” (as a myrtle is an emblem of peace 
and love, therefore we take it on the festival).* 

The rabbis taught: A branch that is twined like a chain, that 
is the myrtle. R. Eliezer b. Jacob says: It is written: “The 
branch of a twined tree.” That means, a tree whose trunk and 
fruit have the same taste, and that is a myrtle. In a Boraitha we 
have learned : A branch that is twined, is valid ; if not, it is in¬ 
valid. What is meant by twined? Said R. Jehudah: On each 
stem are three leaves. R. Kalina however, says: Even if on one 
stem are two, and on the other one, it is also reckoned three. R. 
A’ha the son of Rabha was looking for a myrtle bough which had 
two and one and two and one because this has been announced 
by R. Kahna. Said Mar bar Amemar to R. Ashi: My father 
calls such a myrtle a wild myrtle. 

The rabbis taught: If the greater number of leaves have 
dropped, and on three stems they remained, it is valid. The 
rabbis taught: If the greater part of the leaves on the bough 
have dried up and only three twigs, each containing three leaves, 
remained, it is valid. Said R. Hisda, provided that the remainder 
are on the top of each. 

“If the tip has been broken ojf." Ulla bar Hinna taught: If 
the tip has been broken off, and in its place is a green fruit like a 
date (Rashi explains this, that on the top of a myrtle there happen 
to be green fruits, with which women paint their vails), it is valid. 
R. Jeremiah put a question : If the tip had been broken off on the 
eve of the festival, and this green fruit grew up on the festival, how 
is the law ? Shall it be said that, because it was not fit on the 
eve, it has been rejected, and cannot be used any more; or, the 
law of rejecting does not apply to religious duties? This question 
is not decided. Shall we assume that this is a point of difference 
between the following Tanaim : We have learned: If one has 
transgressed, and cut off the berries on the festival, it is invalid, 
according to R. Elazer b. R. Zodok; but according to the sages 
it is valid? Must we not assume that he who says it is invalid 
does it because he holds the law of rejecting applies to religious 
duties, and as this branch with the berries was rejected on the 
eve of the festival, it was rejected for the whole festival, and he 
who says it is valid does so because lie holds that the law of 
rejecting does not apply to religious duties? Nay, all agree that 


* Rashi explains it in another manner, which is complicated. We, however, 
think that our explanation is right. 
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the law of rejecting applies to the positive commandments of re¬ 
ligious duties, but in this case they differ whether a Lulab must 
be tied or not, as on this point differ the Tanaim of the following 
Boraitha : A Lulab, whether tied or not, is valid. R. Jehudah, 
however, said : A tied one is valid ; if not, it is invalid. What is 
the reason of R. Jehudah? He infers it from an analogy of 
expression. It is written here [Lev. xxiii. 40] : “Ye shall take 
unto yourselves on the first day,” and [in Ex. xii. 22] “ and ye 
shall take a bunch of hyssop as there it is plainly written a bunch, 
so also here it must be tied as a bunch, and the sages do not 
take into consideration this analogy of expression.* 

“ If one has more berries on it than leaves .” R. Hisda said: 
The following thing said our great rabbi ( i.e. } Rabh), and the 
Lord come to his help: The case is only if it was in one place, 
but if the berries were in two or three places, then it is valid. 
Said Rabha to him : If it was in two or three places, it seems 
spotted, and it is invalid ? Therefore if such a thing was taught, 
it was taught thus, said R. Hisda: The following thing our great 
rabbi said, and may God come to his help: The case is only 
when the berries were black; but if they were green, they are the 
same as the myrtle bough, and it is valid. 

“ If they have been diminished in number ,” etc. They have 
been diminished in number when? If before it was tied, it is 
self-evident, and if after it was tied, then it was rejected for the 
festival, and how made good? Infer from this that the law of 
rejecting does not apply to religious duties! Nay, we can say 
that the case is even after it had been tied, but the Tana of the 
Mishna holds that the tying is not considered a construction, but 
only a preparation, and does not therefore count it. 

The rabbis taught: They must not be diminished in number 
on the festival. In the name of R. Eliezer bar Simeon, however, 
it was said : It may be done. But is not this like repairing a 
utensil on the festival? Said R. Ashi: R. Eliezer means to say, 
that if he took off the berries for the purpose of eating, and he 
holds as his father, that a thing which was done unintentionally 
is allowed. 

The rabbis taught: If the binding of the Lulab was loosened 
on the festival, one shall tie it as he usually ties a bundle of herbs. 
Why? Let him tie it into a loop (not a knot). That is according 
to R. Jehudah, who said in Sabbath (p. 233), that tying into a loop 

* See page 14, lines 32-37, beginning “ But according," etc., which also belong 
here. 
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is like a knot, for either is culpable. But according to R. Jehu- 
dah the Lulab must be tied not as a bundle of herbs, but in a 
good knot? This Tana holds as R. Jehudah in one thing, and 
differs from him in the other. 

“ A willow of the brook" etc. The rabbis taught: It is written : 
“ A willow of the brook.” That means, they usually grow near 
every brook. According to others, the willow of the brook means 
that it has leaves smooth as a brook. In another Boraitha we 
have learned : The willows of the brook! Whence do we deduce 
that willows from dry ground and mountains arc valid? It is 
written “willows,” in the plural: all arc included. Abba Shaul, 
however, said: The plural signifies that two are needed : one for 
the Lulab and one for the Temple. And whence do the rabbis 
deduce that one for the Temple? They hold it is Sinaic (as will 
be explained farther on). 

The rabbis taught: Willows of the brook, that grow only at 
brooks; but the Tzaphtzapha , which grows only between moun¬ 
tains, is excepted. 

The rabbis taught: How can we recognize what is a willow 
and what is a Tzaphtzapha ? The willow’s stem is red, with the 
leaves elongated and their edges smooth. But a Tzaphtzapha has 
the stem white, and the leaves round, and their edges like a 
scythe. But have we not learned, if it is like a scythe, it is valid, 
and when like a saw it is invalid? Said Abayi: This we learned 
of the willows of IlilphaGila : they arc valid. Abayi said again : 
We may infer from this that the same willows may be used for 
the seventh day when Hosha'noth arc used. Is not this self- 
evident? One would say that because the willows of Hilpha 
Gila have an additional name, they are not valid, he comes to 
teach that it is not so. But perhaps it is so? Because it is written 
in the plural, all are included. 

MISHNA : R. Ishmael says: Three myrtle boughs, two wil¬ 
lows, one palm branch, and one citron are needed. If two out of 
the three myrtle boughs had the tips broken off, they may be 
used. R. Tarphon says: Even if all three should have the tips 
broken off. R. Aqiba says: As one Lulab and one citron arc 
needed, so are only one myrtle bough and one willow needed. 

GEMARA: We have learned in a Boraitha: It is written: 
“ The fruit of the tree hadar," in the singular, one fruit; “ a 
branch of a palm tree,” in the singular,* one branch; “boughs 


* The word Kapath is written in the singular, but is read Kapoth , in the plural. 
4 
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of the myrtle tree,” in the plural, three ; and “ willows of the 
brook,” also in the plural, two. And even if two had the 
tips broken off, it is valid. R. Tarphon, however, said : Three 
are needed; and if all the tips are broken off, it does not matter. 
R. Aqiba said : As the Lulab and the citron are only one, so of 
the myrtle boughs and the willows is needed only one. Said R. 
Eliezer to him : According to thee, the citron must be tied 
together with the Lulab ? And he answered : Did the verse say : 
“ The fruit of the tree hadar and a branch of a palm tree ” ? It 
mentions them separately. If so, whence do we know that one 
depends upon the other? Because it is written : “Ye shall take.” 
That means, you shall take all things that are enumerated, and 
not one without the other. How shall we imagine the case, 
according to R. Ishmael? If all kinds have to be entire, why 
are the myrtle boughs allowed if they are broken ? And if it is 
not required that they should be entire, let even the other kinds, 
if broken, be used? Said Birah in the name of R. Ammi: R. 
Ishmael retracted this decision. Said R. Jehudah in the name of 
Samuel: The Halakha prevails according to R. Tarphon, and 
Samuel said this according to his theory, because he said to the 
sellers of the myrtles: Make the price lower, and if you will not 
do so, I will lecture that the Halakha prevails according to R. 
Tarphon. Let him then lecture according to R. Aqiba, who is 
more lenient, and says only one is needed ? Three with the tips 
broken are more easily procurable than one uninjured. 

MISHNA: A citron which has been robbed, or is withered, 
is invalid. One coming from a grove or a rejected town is in¬ 
valid. One taken off a tree less than three years old * is not 
valid. Nor one taken from heave-offering that is unclean. From 
clean heave-offering a man is not to take a citron ; but if he has 
taken, he has fulfilled his duty. One taken from Demai (fruit 
from which it is doubtful whether the legal dues have been paid) 
Beth Shammai hold invalid, but Beth Hillel hold it valid. A 
man is not to take a citron from second tithe in Jerusalem; but 
if he has taken one, he has done his duty. If a stain spread over 
the greater portion of the citron, if it has lost its crown, or the 
fine rind has been peeled off, or if it is split, or perforated, if ever 
so little thereof is wanting, it is not valid. If, however, the stain 
is spread over the smaller portion of the citron, if it has lost its 
stalk, or if that be perforated (but the citron itself is entire) so 


* Lev. xix. 23. 
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that no part, however small, be wanting, it is valid. A dark- 
colored one is invalid, a leek-green one R. Mcir pronounces valid, 
but R. Jehudah invalid. 

The minimum size of a small citron, R. Meir says, is like a nut; 
R. Jehudah says, like an egg; and of a large citron, that one can 
hold two in one hand. So is the decree of R. Jehudah; but R. 
Jose says, even one must be taken with both hands. 

GEMARA : The rabbis taught: The fruit of the tree hadar ; 
that is, a tree whose wood and fruit have the same taste, and that 
is a citron. Perhaps it is pepper, as we learn in the following 
Boraitha: R. Meir used to say: Because it is written [Lev. xix. 
23] : “ Plant any kind of tree, bearing edible fruit.” Why was it 
needed to say, a tree bearing edible fruit? Is it not self-evident 
that if it is bearing fruit it is edible? I 7 rom this we infer that 
to pepper, whose wood and fruit have the same taste, the law of 
Arlah applies. And in the land of Israel nothing is lacking (even 
pepper), as it is written [Deut. viii. 9] : “A land . . . wherein 
thou shalt not lack anything”? Because it is impossible: how 
shall we do? Shall we take one pepper-grain, that will not be 
noticed at all, many of them; the law says one, not two or three; 
and therefore it cannot be. R. Abahu says: Do not read hadar , 
but ha-dar; that is, a thing that dwells on its tree the whole 
year. Ben Azzai said : Do not read hadar, but adur y because in 
Greek they call water vdoop, and that means a tree which can 
grow in all waters, and that is only a citron. 

“ One that comes from a grove f etc. Because it must be burned, 
and therefore it is considered to have no size. 

“ Fro?) 1 a tree less than three years]' etc. Why so? R. Hiya 
bar Abbin and R. Assi differed : one says, because it is not 
allowed to eat it, it must not be used either; and one says, be¬ 
cause at that time it is worth nothing (because it must not be 
used for any purpose). 

R. Assi said: With a citron of second tithe, according to R. 
Meir, a man cannot fulfil his duty; but according to the sages, he 
can. The same is the case with Matzah of second tithe. And 
dough of second tithe, according to R. Meir, is exempt from 
Halah , and according to the sages, is not. 

“ From unclean heave-offering .” Because it is not allowed to eat 
it. And from clean heave-offering? “ One shall not take]' etc. 
R. Ami and R. Assi differ: one says, because he makes it subject 
to defilement, and one says, because he spoils it (because, when he 
holds it in the hand, it gets black, and is spoiled). 
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“ But if Jie has taken, it is valid!" According to those who say 
that it must not be taken, because it is not allowed to be eaten, 
this law is according to all; and according to those who say be¬ 
cause it has no value, this Mishna is only in accordance with 
the rabbis. 

“From Demai.” What is the reason of Beth Hillel ? Because 
if one wishes, he can relinquish his estates, and then he would be 
poor, and he would be allowed to eat it; therefore now also we 
consider it proper. 

“ If a stain ,” etc. Said R. Hisda : The following thing our 
great rabbi said, may the Lord come to his help : The case is only 
when it is in one place (of the citron), but if it is in two or more 
places, it is like a spotted one, and is invalid. Said Rabha: On 
its top, even if it is but trifling, it is invalid. 

“ Its crown,” etc. R. Itz’hak b. Elazar taught : The crown, 
but not the stalk at the bottom. 

“Peeled off,” etc. Said Rabha: If a citron has been peeled, 
and gets the color of a red date, it is valid. But did we not learn 
in our Mishna that if peeled, it is invalid? It presents no diffi¬ 
culty. If it was in part peeled off, it is like a spotted one, and 
invalid ; but if entirely peeled, it is valid. 

“ Split or perforated etc. Ulla bar Hanina taught: When 
it is perforated through and through, even if it is trifling, it is 
invalid ; but otherwise, then if the hole is of the size of an Isar 
(a coin), it is also invalid, but if less it is valid. 

A citron that is swollen, ill-smelling, soaked, boiled, black or 
white, or spotted, is invalid. A citron round as a sphere (not 
elliptical) is invalid. According to some, twins (two growing to¬ 
gether) are also invalid. An unripe citron R. Aqiba makes in¬ 
valid, and the sages do not. If it was made to grow in a mould, 
and it came out of an irregular shape, it is invalid. 

It was taught: “ A citron that mice have perforated,” said 
Rabh, “ cannot be called beautiful.” 

“ A?id of a large citron,” etc. We have learned in a Boraitha : 
R. Jose said it once happened to R. Aqiba that he came to a 
prayer-house with his citron, and it was so large that he brought 
it on his shoulder. Said R. Jehudah to him: It proves nothing, 
because the sages told him then: This cannot be considered 
beautiful. 

MISHNA: The Lulab must only be tied with its own kind 
(threads of palm branches). So says R. Jehudah. But R. Meir 
says: It may be tied even with twine. R. Meir also said : It 
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happened that the inhabitants of Jerusalem tied a Lulab with 
gold lace. But the sages answered: Yes, they did so, but be¬ 
neath the gold lace they tied it with its own kind. 

GEMARA: Said Rabha: With the bark or the root of the 
same tree it may be tied. And he says again : What is the rea¬ 
son of R. Jehudah’s decree? Because according to him the 
Lulab must not be used unless it is tied, and if it be tied with 
another kind, it should be five kinds, and not four. lie says 
again: Whence do I deduce that the bark and the root of the 
palm tree are considered of the same kind as the Lulab itself? 
From the following Boraitha: It is written : “ Ye shall dwell in 
booths/' That signifies, a booth of any materials : so is the de¬ 
cree of R. Meir. R. Jehudah, however, said: A booth must be 
made only of the four kinds used for the Lulab. And it seems 
to me that such is right, because if a Lulab which is used only in 
the day, and not in the night, must have the four kinds only, for 
a Succah which is used both by day and by night, so much the 
more are the four kinds needed. Replied the sages to him: 
Every law which is at the beginning more rigorous, and is finally 
more lenient, is no law at all. And our case, according to your 
opinion, if one did not find the four kinds, he should sit in his 
house, doing nothing; and the Torah says: “ Seven days ye 
shall dwell in booths." Therefore we say a Succah should be 
made of any materials. And so it is written in Nehemiah, viii. 15 : 
u Go forth unto the mountain and fetch olive leaves, and oleaster 
leaves, and myrtle leaves, and palm leaves, and leaves of the three- 
leaved myrtle to make booths." R. Jehudah, however, ex¬ 
plains this verse thus: That olive leaves and oleaster leaves are 
for the walls of the Succah, and myrtle leaves, etc., are for the 
covering. And we have learned in a previous Mishna: It may 
be roofed with boards, so is the decree of R. Jehudah. Hence 
we see that, although R. Jehudah requires only the four kinds for 
the covering, nevertheless, if one has covered it with boards, it is 
valid, because the boards of the bark and of the roots of the same 
tree are considered by him of the same kind. But have we not 
learned in a Boraitha that if one has covered it with boards of 
cedar, it is valid according to R. Jehudah? By cedar is also 
meant myrtle, as Rabha bar R. Iluna says elsewhere: There are 
ten kinds of cedar, and the myrtle is among them, as it is written 
[Is. xli. 19] : “ I will place in the wilderness the cedar, the acacia, 
the myrtle." 

Said Rabba to the men who tied the Hosha’noth for the 
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exilarch : When you tie them, leave the breadth of a hand at the 
bottom ; there shall be no intervention between the hand and 
the Hosha’na.* Said Rabha: All that was made to beautify it, 
does not intervene. Rabba says again: A man shall not hold 
the Hosha’na through a cloth, because it is written: “Ye shall 
take,” with your own hands. Rabha, however, said : Even if one 
takes it through another thing, it is still called takuig . Rabba 
says again: After the Hosha’na and the myrtle bough have been 
tied, one shall not insert the Lulab, lest some leaves be torn off 
from them, and they will be an intervention between the Lulab 
and them. Rabba, however, said : A thing of the same kind 
makes no intervention. 

Rabba says again : A myrtle bough used for the religious 
purpose may not be smelled, but a citron may. Why so? Be¬ 
cause the myrtle is only used because of its odor, and as it has 
been designated for a religious purpose, it must not be smelled; 
but a citron, which is made for eating, has been designated only 
for eating, and may be smelled. The same authority says again: 
A myrtle attached to the ground may be smelled on the festival, 
but a citron must not. Why so? Because a myrtle, which is used 
only for smelling, if one will be allowed to smell it, when yet at¬ 
tached to the ground, he will not cut off; but a citron, which is 
for eating, if he will be allowed to smell, he will cut off, and eat. 
He says again: The Lulab must be held in the right hand, and 
the citron in the left hand. Why so ? Because by the Lulab 
three duties are performed, and by the citron only one. 

Said R. Jeremiah to R. Zrika: Why do we pronounce the 
benediction over the Lulab only? Because it is higher than the 
other kinds. But let one raise the citron, and pronounce the ben¬ 
ediction over it ? And he answered : Because by nature it grows 
higher than the other kinds. 

MISHNA: When must the Lulab be shaken ? At the verse : 
“ Praise ye the Lord ” (in the prayer), at the beginning and end¬ 
ing (of that part of the prayer), and at the verse: “ O Lord, we 
beseech thee, save us ”: so is the decree of Beth Hillel. But 
Beth Shammai hold, also at the verse: “ O Lord, we beseech 
thee, prosper us.” R. Aqiba said : I watched Rabban Gamaliel 
and R. Joshuah (in the time of prayer), and I saw while all men 
shook the Lulabs at both the above-mentioned verses, they shook 
theirs only at: “ O Lord,” etc., “ save us.” 

* The Gemara calls Hosha’na the Lulab, and the myrtle bough and willow tied 
together. 


V 
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GEMARA: Where is it mentioned that it should be shaken ? 
In the first Mishna of this chapter: it teaches, a Lulab which is 
three spans long “ sufficient to shake it by ” ; and now it is asked, 
When shall it be shaken ? Said R. Johanan : The shaking shall 
be towards all four sides—to the Creator, that all the sides are 
His; and it shall be raised and lowered to Him to whom the 
heaven and the earth belong. In the West they taught so : R. 
Hama bar Uqba in the name of R. Jose bar Hanina said : He 
shall shake towards all sides, to prevent bad winds; and up and 
down, to prevent bad dews. 

MISHNA : If one is on the road, and has no Lulab, he must, 
when he gets home, shake it before his meal. If he has not done 
it in the morning, he must do it toward evening, as the duty may 
be done during the whole day. 

If a slave, woman, or minor reads Jiallel (see Pesachim, Chap. 
X., pp. 242-46) to a man, he should repeat after them word for 
word, but it is a disgrace to him (not to have learned to read). 
If a grown man reads to him, he only responds “ Hallelujah.” At 
the places where certain verses are said twice, he is to do so. 
Where they are recited once, he must do so. Where a bene¬ 
diction is said after the Lulab, he must say it. In every case he 
must do as is the custom of the country. 

GEMARA: Rabha said: Great Halakhoth can be inferred 
from the custom of saying Hallel: From the custom of our time, 
when almost all men can read the Hallel themselves, never¬ 
theless they repeat the beginnings of the chapters after the reader, 
we may infer what are the essential portions of Hallel, and how 
it was done in the ancient times, when the people could not read 
themselves, and a man was wanted to read it, for them to repeat 
after him. The Mishna says: He responds “ Hallelujah.” From 
this we see that Hallelujah is of the essential portions which must 
be responded. We see also in our time, when the reader begins: 
“ Praise, O ye servants of the Lord,” and the people respond, 
“ Hallelujah,” we may infer that if a grown man is the reader 
of the Hallel, it is sufficient for the hearer to respond “ Halle¬ 
lujah,” and not to repeat the whole chapter (part of the prayer). 
From what we see, that when the reader says, u Praise ye the 
Lord,” they also repeat, “ Praise ye the Lord,” we infer that it is 
a merit to repeat the first verses of the chapter. 

[It was also taught: R. Hanan bar Rabha said: It is a merit 
to repeat the first verses of the chapter.] When the reader says: 
“ O Lord, save us,” they should repeat it. If the reader is a 
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minor, howev r er, one must repeat after him word for word. When 
he says: “ O Lord, prosper us,” they repeat it, and from this we 
see that if one wishes to say it twice, he may do so. When he 
says, “ Blessed be he that cometh,” they respond, “ in the name 
of the Lord.” From this we see that he who listens to the prayer 
is equal to him who himself repeats it. 

R. Hiya bar Abba was asked : If one has listened to the 
prayer, and not responded, how is the law? And he answered: 
The sages, the scribes, the heads of the people, the preachers, all 
have decided that he who has listened, and not answered, has ful¬ 
filled his duty. 

“ At the places where verses are said tiviceP etc. We have 
learned in a Boraitha: Rabbi used to say twice in the Hallel same 
parts. R. Elazar b. Parta has added parts to the same prayer. 
What is meant by “ added ” ? Said Abayi: He added the man¬ 
ner of saying twice every verse from the 21st verse of Psalm 
cxviii. to the end of that psalm. 

“ When it is the custom to say a benediction ,” etc. Said Abayi, 
that is only at the end of the Hallel; but before, it is not a cus¬ 
tom, but obligatory. As R. Jehudah said in the name of Samuel: 
All the religious duties must have a benediction pronounced be¬ 
fore they are performed. 

MISHNA: If one buys a Lulab from a man of the common 
people in a Sabbatical year, he shall ask of him that the citron 
shall be given to him as a gift, because it is not allowed to buy a 
citron in the Sabbatical year. 

GEMARA: But how is the law if the seller does not want 
to give him this as a gift? Said R. Huna: He shall include the 
price of the citron in the price for the Lulab. Why? Let him 
give it to him publicly ? Because one must not give money for 
fruits forbidden to be sold on the Sabbatical year to a man of 
the common people. As we have learned in a Boraitha: One 
must not give money for fruit on the Sabbatical year to a man of 
the common people more than is sufficient for three meals; and 
if one has done it, he shall say: This money that I give to this 
man shall be exchanged for the fruit which I have in my house, 
and after that he uses the fruit which he has had in the house 
only for purposes for which fruit of the Sabbatical year may be 
used. When is that the case? When he saw that the man sold 
to him fruit from a field left to the public, which had no owner; 
but if he sold it from his own field, one must not buy even 
for half an isar. If it is so, why only the citron ? What is the 
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case with the palm branch? The Lulab cannot be of the Sab¬ 
batical year, because it had been ripe on the sixth year. But the 
same is the case with the citron ? In case of a citron, it is not 
counted from the time of its ripeness, but its removal from the 
tree (as is explained in Tract Rosh Hashana, p. 19). But we 
know that according to both R. Gamaliel and R. Eliezer, in refer¬ 
ence to the Sabbatical year, in case of the citron it is counted 
from the time of its budding. As we have learned in the follow¬ 
ing Mishna: The citron is equal to a tree in three respects, and 
to herbs in one respect—to a tree in three respects, to wit: Of 
aria (the first three years), rebai (the fourth year) [Lev. xix. 
22-24], an< 3 of the Sabbatical year, in reference to which it is 
counted from the time of its budding; and to a herb in one 
respect, that it must be tithed when it is gathered the tithe 
must be used for the purpose of that year). So is the decree of 
Rabban Gamaliel. R. Eliezer, however, said: A citron is equal 
to a tree in all respects (hence we see that all agree that in refer¬ 
ence to the Sabbatical year it is counted in case of the citron 
from the time of its ripeness, not of its budding). The Tana of 
our Mishna holds as the Tana of the following Boraitha: R. 
Jose said : Abtulmus testified in the name of five elders, thus: 
The citron must be counted from the time when it is gathered 
for tithe. Our Masters, however, have voted and decided in the 
city of Usha that in reference both to tithe and Sabbatical year 
it is to be counted from the time of its gathering. But where 
is here mentioned the Sabbatical year ? The Boraitha is not 
completed, and must read thus: The citron is counted when 
gathered in reference to tithe, and from budding in reference to 
the Sabbatical year. Our Masters in Usha, however, have de¬ 
cided that in both cases it is counted from the time of the 
gathering. 

R. Elazar said : The fruit of the Sabbatical year does not 
become exchanged, unless it is done in the manner of buying and 
selling. R. Johanan, however, said : It becomes exchanged even 
through exchanging. What is the reason of R. Elazar? Be¬ 
cause it is written [Lev. xxv. 13] : “ In this year of the jubilee,” 
and the next verse says, “ shall he sell,” from this we infer, only 
through buying and selling. What is the reason of R. Johanan? 
Because it is written [ibid., ibid. 12] : “For it is the jubilee, holy 
shall it be unto you ”; and as in case of all holiness there is no 
difference between selling and exchanging, the same is the case 
with the fruit of the Sabbatical year. We have learned in one 
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Boraitha In accordance with R. Elazar, and in another Boraitha we 
have learned in accordance with R. Johanan. 

A Boraitha according to R. Elazar: The Sabbatical year holds 
the money exchanged for its fruit, because it is written : “ It is a 
jubilee year and shall be holy.” As the holy things hold the 
money exchanged for it, and makes it holy, so also do the fruit 
of the Sabbatical year. But should we assume, as the holy things 
become ordinary, when exchanged, the same shall be with the 
Sabbatical year, therefore it is written: “ It shall he ”—which 
means, so shall it stay. How so? I.e., if one bought for its 
fruit meat, both must be destroyed ; if, however, he bought fish 
for the meat, the fish becomes its substitute, and the meat is free; 
the fish, again, exchanged for wine, the latter becomes the sub¬ 
stitute. The same is the case when the latter is exchanged for 
wine: the very last always becomes the substitute of the pre¬ 
ceding one, except the original fruit, which remains as it was. 
Now, then, when the Boraitha mentions at every exchange the 
word “ lokah ,” which means bought, we may infer from it that 
it was done only by purchase, but not by exchange (hence R. 
Elazar* s opinion). 

A Boraitha according to R. Johanan : Both the fruit of the 
Sabbatical year and of the second tithe may be exchanged for 
wild game, cattle, and fowl when they are either alive or slaugh¬ 
tered. So is the decree of R. Meir. But the sages say that only 
for slaughtered ones, but when alive they must not be taken in 
exchange, lest he shall raise a herd from them. Said Rabha : 
They differ only as to males, but females, all agree that only 
slaughtered ones may be exchanged, but not living ones, for the 
precautionary measure stated above. 

Said R. Ashi: They differ only about the fruit exchanged 
already for the Sabbatical fruit, but about the Sabbatical fruit 
itself all agree, only through selling and not through exchanging. 
But have we not learned in a Boraitha: The fruit of the Sabbat¬ 
ical year and second tithe may be exchanged for animals, wild 
beasts, and fowls? By this is meant, not the fruit but the money 
obtained for it. And this must be so, because it is mentioned 
together with second tithe, and by second tithe could not be 
meant the fruit itself, because it is written [Deut. xiv. 25] : “ Bind 
up the money in thy hand.” 

MISHNA: Formerly the Lulab was used in the Temple all 
the seven days of the festival; in the countiy, however, only one 
day. When the Temple was destroyed, R. Johanan b. Zakkai 
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ordained : In the country it shall also be used all the seven days, 
in memory of the Temple. He ordained also at the same time 
that on the sixteenth day of Nissan, called the day of Noph (the 
day of waving the omcr: Lev. xxiii. 11), it should not be allowed 
to eat new grain. 

GEMARA: Whence do we infer that it must be done in 
memory of the Temple? Said R. Johanan : Because it is written 
[Jeremiah, xxx. 17] : “This is Zion, whom no one seeketh after.” 
From this we infer that it must be sought after. 

“ The day of Nophf etc. What is the reason ? Said R. 
Na’hman bar Itz’hak: R. Johanan b. Zakkai said this in accord¬ 
ance with the system of R. Jehudah, who said that it is biblically 
prohibited to eat the whole day, because it is written [Lev. xxiii. 
14], “ until the self-same day M ; and the self-same day means this 
day shall be included. Does R. Johanan b. Zakkai indeed hold 
with R. Jehudah, did he not differ from him? As we learn in 
the following Mishna : When the Temple was destroyed, R. 
Johanan b. Zakkai ordained that the whole day of Noph it shall 
be prohibited. And R. Jehudah said to him: Why such an 
ordinance ? Is it not biblically prohibited, as it is written, “ on 
the self-same day,” which means to include the whole day? R. 
Jehudah erred, because he thought R. Johanan b. Zakkai in¬ 
tended to make his ordinance rabbinical, and it was not so ; R. 
Johanan b. Zakkai ordained this biblically. If biblically, what 
is meant by the expression “ ordained M ? Read : He lectured 
that this is biblical and so ordained. 

MISHNA: If the first day of the festival falls on a Sabbath, 
the people bring their Lulabs to the synagogue on the eve of 
Sabbath and leave them there, and on the next morning they 
come early to synagogue, and each seeks out his own Lulab, and 
performs with it his duty, because the sages hold that the duty 
cannot be fulfilled on the first day by means of a Lulab belong¬ 
ing to his neighbor; but it can be fulfilled on the subsequent 
days of the festival. 

R. Jose says: If the first day of the festival falls on the Sab¬ 
bath, and one carries out the Lulab into public ground through 
forgetfulness, he is not culpable, because he carried it out with 
the intention to do a religious duty. 

GEMARA: Whence is this deduced? From what the rabbis 
taught: It is written [Lev. xxiii. 40]: “Ye shall take,” that 
means, it shall be taken with the hand ; “ unto yourselves,” it 
shall be your own, but not a borrowed one or robbed one; and 
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from this the sages said that one cannot fulfil his duty with the 
Lulab of his neighbor on the first day, unless he has made of it 
a present to him. And it happened to Rabban Gamaliel, R. 
Joshuah, R. Elazar b. Azariah, and R. Aqiba, when they were 
on board a ship, that they had but one Lulab, which was the 
property of Rabban Gamaliel, who had bought it for a thousand 
Zuz ; and R. Gamaliel performed with it his duty, and then made 
of it a present to R. Joshuah ; R. Joshuah did the same, and 
gave it away to R. Elazar, who did the same, and gave it as a 
present to R. Aqiba ; and R. Aqiba, after having fulfilled his 
duty, returned it to Rabban Gamaliel. To what purpose do 
they tell us that R. Aqiba returned it to Rabban Gamaliel ? It 
is to teach us by the way, that a present with the condition that 
it shall be returned after, is called a present. As Rabha said 
elsewhere: “ If one say: I present to you this citron to fulfil 
your duty with it, and afterwards you shall return it to me,” if 
the man returned it afterwards, he had fulfilled his duty, but if 
he failed to return it, it is not counted as anything. And to 
what purpose do they tell us that he bought it for a thousand 
Zuz? To let us know how dear to them were religious duties. 
Said Mar bar Amemar to R. Ashi: My father used to pray, 
holding the Lulab in his hand. We have learned in a Boraitha: 
R. Elazar * bar Zadok says: So was the custom of the men of 
Jerusalem : when one was going out of his house, the Lulab was 
in his hand; when he went to the house of prayer, the Lulab 
was in his hand ; when he read the Shema and prayed, the Lulab 
was in his hand; when he read in the Torah and raised his hands 
(when a priest) to bless Israel, he laid it away on the floor, and 
afterwards took it up. If he went to visit the sick, or console 
mourners, the Lulab was in his hand. When he went, however, 
to the house of learning, he sent it away through his son, or 
servant, or messenger. To what purpose is all this told ? To let 
us know how mindful they were of religious duties. 

il R. Jose said," etc. Said Abayi: He is not culpable so long 
as he has not fulfilled his duty with it; but if he has, he is. But 
has not the duty been performed as soon as he has taken it into 
his hand and raised it ? Said Abayi: It means, if he carried it 
out inverted (because the duty is not fulfilled so long as he does 
not hold it as it grows). Rabha said : Even if he has not in¬ 
verted it, but carried it out in a vessel. But did not Rabha him- 


* See foot-note in Tract Pesachim, p. 78. 
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self say that taking through any other thing is called taking? 
That is, if he took it thus to honor it; but if in a vessel not 
appropriate to a Lulab, it is not called taking. 

MISHNA: A woman may receive a Lulab out of the hand 
of her son or of her husband, and put it back into water on the 
Sabbath. R. Jchudah says: On the Sabbath it maybe put back, 
on the festival they may add fresh water, and on the intermediate 
days they may change the water. A minor who understands 
how to shake the Lulab is bound to perform that duty. 

GEMARA: Is this not self-evident? Lest one say, that be¬ 
cause the Lulab is not obligatory for a woman, she must not 
handle it, it comes to teach us that she may. 

“A minor," etc. The rabbis taught: A minor who knows how 
to shake the Lulab is bound to perform this duty. If he knows 
how to wrap himself in a cloth, he is bound to perform the duty 
of Tzitzith; if he is able to take care of Tefilin, his father may 
buy for him Tefilin. As soon as he can talk, his father shall 
teach him the Torah, and to read Shcma. [What is meant by 
Torah? Said R. Iiamnuna: The verse of Deuteronomy, xxxiii. 
4 : “ The law which Moses commanded us is the inheritance of the 
congregation of Jacob.” What is meant by Shcma? The first 
verse.] (The Boraitha says farther on): If he knows how to 
slaughter animals, it may be eaten of his slaughtering. Said R. 
Huna : Only if an adult was standing by. If he is capable to cat 
bread the size of an olive, one must remove from him to the dis¬ 
tance of four ells (if one has to pray or to study), on certain occa¬ 
sions. Says R. Hisda : This is only if he can cat the piece of 
bread in the same length of time that a grown person can eat 
bread of the size of three eggs, or more. Said R. Iliya the son 
of R. Ycba: In the case of a grown man who is sick and unable 
to eat as much, in the above-mentioned length of time, one must 
nevertheless remove four ells. Because it is written [Eccl. i. iS] : 
“Where there is much wisdom, there is much vexation.” If the 
minor is able to cat roasted meat of the size of an olive, the 
Paschal offering may be slaughtered for him, as it is written [Ex. 
xii. 4] : “ Every man according to what he catcth.” R. Jchudah, 
however, said : It must not be given to him until he is able to 
distinguish. How? If he is given a chip, he drops it; but a nut, 
he accepts it. 


CHAPTER IV. 


REGULATIONS CONCERNING THE FOUR KINDS TIED WITH THE LULAB, 

CONCERNING HALLEL, POURING THE WATER ON THE ALTAR. 

MISHNA : The Lulab and willow to surround the altar were 
sometimes used on six days, and sometimes on seven days of the 
festival. The Hallel and the eating of peace-offerings took place 
on eight days. The dwelling in the Succah and the pouring out 
of water lasted seven days, and the pipes were played on some¬ 
times five, sometimes six days. In which case was the Lulab 
used seven days? When the first holy day of the festival fell 
on a Sabbath, the Lulab was used on seven days; but when 
the first day of the festival fell on any other day of the week, 
the Lulab was only used six days. In which case was the willow 
used on seven days ? When the seventh day of the willow hap¬ 
pened to fall on a Sabbath, the willow was used seven days ; 
but when the seventh day fell on any other day of the week, 
the willow was only used six days. How was the command to 
take the Lulab fulfilled when the first holy day of the festival 
fell on a Sabbath ? It was the custom that every man brought 
his Lulab to the Temple mount, where it was received by in¬ 
spectors, who deposited it in a gallery. The elders placed theirs 
in a separate chamber, and the people were taught to say : Who¬ 
ever gets hold of my Lulab, be it his as a gift. On the next 
morning the people came early; the inspectors threw all the 
Lulabs down before them ; every man seized on one, and it often 
happened that they hurt each other. When the Beth Din saw 
that the people were thus exposed to danger, they ordained that 
every man was to use his Lulab in his own house. 

GEMARA: Why? It is only handling it, and as the com¬ 
mandment of this is biblical, that it shall be taken in the Temple 
all the seven days, why shall it not be preferred to Sabbath ? 
Said Rabba: As a precautionary measure, lest one take it into 
his hand to go with it to an expert to learn the performance, and 
at the same time one will carry it four ells in public ground. 
And the same reason is with the cornet, and the same reason is 
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with the Rook of Esther, when Purim falls on Sabbath. If it is 
so, let it be forbidden even on the first day of the festival ? On 
the first day of the festival, was it not ordained that it shall be 
used in the house, as mentioned above? Yea, that was after it 
was ordained ; but what was the case before it was ordained ? 
Therefore we must say, that the reason is because for the first 
day, which is biblical even in the country, the rabbis did not 
take the precautionary measure; but the other days, which for 
the country is only rabbinical, the rabbis took it. If it is so, why 
shall we not take it now on the first day, when it falls on Sab¬ 
bath ? If one may say, because we do not know exactly the 
calendar, why do the Palestinians, who know exactly the calen¬ 
dar, not carry it on Sabbath? Yea, they did so, even after the 
Temple was destroyed, as we have learned in the Mishna above 
that the people brought their Lulabs to the Temple mount; and 
another Mishna said, they brought it to the prayer-house, from 
which we may infer that in the time of the Temple they took it to 
the Temple mount, and after its destruction they took it into the 
house of prayer. But whence do we deduce that in the country 
it is biblically obligatory on the first day? From the following 
Boraitha : It is written : “ Ye shall take.” That signifies, it shall 
be taken with the hand. “ Unto yourselves,” it shall be your 
own, excluding a borrowed or a robbed one; “ on the day,” 
even on Sabbath; “ the first,” even in the country. “ The first,” 
from this we infer that only when the first day falls on Sabbath 
it must be taken, but not on the other days. The text says, 
“ the day,” to include Sabbath. Let us see. This is only hand¬ 
ling. Do we need a biblical verse to allow handling? Said 
Rabba: It is meant to allow the preparing of the Lulab, and this 
is in accordance with the Tana of the following Boraitha: The 
Lulab and all its preparations violate the Sabbath. So is the 
decree of R. Eliezer. And the reason of R. Eliezer is, because 
it is written, “ the day,” it is meant the Sabbath. 

The rabbis taught: It is written : “ In booths shall ye dwell 
seven days.” “ Days ” signifies the nights also; but perhaps 
only the days arc meant, and not the nights? And it would be 
an analogy of expression: it is written here “the days,” and 
about the Lulab “the days”; as of the Lulab only days are 
meant, and not the nights, so also it may be with the Succah ? 
Or take another way, the analogy of expression of “ the seven 
days of Aaron’s consecration ” [Lev. ix.] ; as there the nights are 
included, so shall here also the nights be included. Now let us 
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see what it resembles more: We may draw a lesson about a thing 
the duty of which is the whole day, from another thing of which 
the duty is also the whole day, and not draw the same from a 
thing the duty of which is only one hour. Or in another way : We 
shall draw a lesson about a thing of which the duty is forever 
from a thing of which the duty is also forever, and not about 
a thing of which the duty is forever from Aaron’s consecration 
of which the duty was only for that time. Therefore another 
analogy of expression is found: It is written here: “Ye shall 
dwell,” and about the seven days of Aaron’s consecration it is 
also written [Lev. viii. 35]: “Ye shall dwell”; as there it is 
plainly written days and nights, so is here also meant days and 
nights. 

“ In which case is the willow used seven days f ” Why shall the 
willow violate the Sabbath ? Said R. Johanan: To let the pub¬ 
lic know that the willow is biblical. If it is so, let the Lulab also 
violate the Sabbath, to make it public that the Lulab is biblical? 
The precautionary measure, which Rabbi mentioned above, is 
taken in reference to the Lulab. But why not in reference to the 
willow? Because usually the messengers of the Beth Din were 
sent to take the willow for the performance, but the Lulab was 
taken by private persons. Said Rabha to R. Itz’hak the son of 
Rabba bar bar Hana: Son of a scholar, come and I will tell you 
a good thing that your father said : What we learn in a Mishna 
farther on, that every day they went round the altar once, and on 
that day seven times, said your father in the name of R. Elazar: 
That is meant with the Lulab (not with the willow). R. Itz’hak 
objected: We have learned in aTosephta: The Lulab violates 
the Sabbath in the beginning of its duty, and the willow in the 
end of its duty. It happened once that the seventh day of the 
willow fell on Sabbath and the branches of the willow were 
brought on the eve, and were laid in the court of the Temple ; 
and when the Baithusees got wind of it, they took the branches 
of the willows, and hid them under the stones of the court. On 
the morrow the common people pulled them out from beneath 
the stones, and the priests erected them around the altar, because 
the Baithusees do not agree that the performance of the duty of 
willows violates the Sabbath. Hence we see that they performed 
the religious ceremony with the willows, and not with the Lulab ? 
The question remains: But why did they bring them on the eve 
of Sabbath, why not on Sabbath (let the bringing of the wil¬ 
lows violate the Sabbath as the handling while the duty is per- 
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formed)? Because as we, who are in exile and arc not certain of 
the calendar, do not violate the Sabbath for the willow, they in 
Palestine also do not violate the Sabbath for the bringing. But 
we see that on the first day we do not violate the Sabbath for 
the Lulab, and they do? It was told, that now they also do not 
violate even with the Lulab. 

Abayi said to Rabha: Why do we use the Lulab all the seven 
days in memory of the Temple, and not the willow? Rabha an¬ 
swered: We use the willow tied with the Lulab together all the 
seven days. Rejoined Abayi: But we use it not for the sake of 
the willow, but for the sake of the Lulab ; and if you would say 
that we raise it again for the sake of the willow, we see proofs 
every day that we do not do so. Said R. Zbhid in the name of 
Rabha: The Lulab, which is biblical, we use in memory of the 
Temple all the seven days, but the willow, which is rabbinical, we 
do not use so. 

It was taught: R. Johanan and R. Joshuah b. Levi differ: 
One says that the basis of the willow is a tradition from the 
prophets, and one says that the willow is only a custom of the 
prophets. From the following saying of R. Abahu we may as¬ 
sume that R. Johanan is the one who said that the basis is a 
tradition of the prophets, because he said in his name that so said 
R. Johanan. Said R. Zera to R. Abahu : Did R. Johanan say 
so? Did he not say in the name of R. Nehumia, the man of 
the valley of Beth Hursa, that the ten plants concerning Kilaim, 
the willow, and the pouring of water are Sinaic laws? He was 
astounded for a little while, and said : They were forgotten once, 
and then reestablished. But how could R. Johanan say so? 
Did he not say to the sages of Palestine: Do not say that the 
ordinances derived from the Torah are yours : they are the Baby¬ 
lonians’, because we have received all our learning from them. 
(R. Johanan said this when he saw R. Kahna, one of the disciples 
of Rabh, come to Palestine and explain many questions which R. 
Johanan could not decide.) Hence we see that R. Johanan did 
not think that in Babylon the Torah was forgotten, and how can 
it be said it was forgotten? It presents no difficulty: In the 
Temple it was Sinaic, but in the country it had for a basis the tra¬ 
dition of the prophets. 

R. Ami said : The willow has to be of the prescribed size, and 
must be taken separately, and a man docs not fulfil his duty with 
the willow which is tied with the Lulab. R. Hisda in the name 
of R. Itz’hak, however, said that a man can fulfil his duty with 
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the willow which is tied with the Lulab. What is the prescribed 
size? Said R. Na’hman : Three moist twigs with leaves. R. 
Shesheth, however, said : Even if there was one leaf on one twig. 
Said Aibu : I was standing in the presence of R. Elazar bar 
Zadok, and a man brought a willow before him; and he took the 
willow into his hand, and knocked off the leaves, but without any 
benediction, because he held that the willow was only a custom 
of the prophets. Aibu and Hezekiah, the grandsons of Rabh 
by his daughter, brought a willow to Rabh, and he also took it 
and knocked it, without benediction, because he also held it was 
only a custom of the prophets. 

Aibu said again : I was standing before R. Elazar bar R. 
Zadok, and a man came to him and said : I possess some villages, 
and the inhabitants of the villages weeded the orchards in the 
Sabbatical year, and for their labor they ate the olives: did they 
right, or not ? R. Elazar answered: It is not right. And the 
man went away. Said R. Elazar: I am living in this country 
forty years, and I have not seen a man walk in the right path as 
this man. Afterwards the man came again, and asked R. Elazar 
what he should do in this matter, and R. Elazar told him he 
should abandon the olives to the poor, and the laborers he should 
pay from his purse. 

Aibu says again in the name of R. Elazar: A man must not 
walk on the eve of Sabbath more than three Parsaoth. Said R. 
Kalina: The case is when he goes home, and his family does not 
know that he will come, and do not prepare anything for him for 
Sabbath ; but if he is going to an inn, he may walk more, because 
he has prepared everything that is necessary for Sabbath. Ac¬ 
cording to others, R. Kahna said that even to his house he shall 
not go, so much the less to an inn. And he added to this: It 
once happened to me that I was coming home late on the eve of 
Sabbath, and my family did not expect me: I did not find even 
small fish prepared for Sabbath. 

“How was the commandment to take the Lulab fulfilled?” 
One Tana taught in the presence of R. NaTiman : He deposited 
it on the roof of the gallery. And R. Na’hman said to him : 
Why on the roof, did he intend to dry it? Read, “on the 
galleries.” 

MISHNA: How was the command to take the willow ful¬ 
filled? There was a place below Jerusalem called Motza. 
Thither the people descended, and gathered drooping willow 
branches. These they brought and erected at the side of the 
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altar, the tips inclining over it. While this was doing, a blast, a 
long note, and again a blast were blown. Every day they made 
one circuit round the altar, and recited the verse: “ O Lord, help 
us; O Lord, prosper us.” R. Jehudah said the words : “ I and 
he, help us,” were also said. On the particular day for using 
the willows (the seventh of the festival) they made seven circuits 
round the altar. When they withdrew, what did they say? 
“ Beauty is thine, O altar! Beauty is thine, O altar ! ” R. Elazar 
said, they also said: “ To God and to thee, O altar! To God 
and to thee, O altar! ” As they did on week-days, so did they 
likewise on the Sabbath ; excepting only that they gathered the 
willow branches on the Sabbath-eve and put them into golden 
casks (filled with water), that they might not fade. R. Johanan 
b. Beroka said: They fetched branches of palms and threshed 
them to pieces on the sides of the altar. Thence the day was 
called “ the branch-threshing day.” Directly afterwards the chil¬ 
dren threw down their Lulabs and ate the citrons. 

GEMARA: In a Boraitha it was taught: that the place 
where they were taken was free from taxes, and one Tana of the 
Mishna calls it Motza, because this word signifies exempt from 
taxes. 

“ They brought and erected at the side of the altar." In a 
Boraitha was taught: They were soft and eleven ells high, so 
that they could cover the altar one ell. Said R. Abahu : From 
what biblical passage is this inferred ? From Psalm cxviii. 27 : 
“ Bind the festive sacrifice with cords,” etc. He said again in the 
name of R. Elazar: One who takes the Lulab with its binding, 
and the myrtle bough with its braiding, the verse makes him 
equal to one who would build an altar and offer a sacrifice on it, 
and he infers it from the end of the passage just quoted. Hezekiah 
said in the name of R. Jeremiah, quoting R. Simeon b. Jochai, 
and R. Johanan in the name of R. Simeon the Mehuzi, quoting 
R. Johanan the Mekuthi: One who added a day to the festival 
for eating and drinking, the verse makes him equal to one who 
built an altar and offered a sacrifice on it, as it is written: “ Bind 
the festive sacrifice with cords (leading it) up to the horns of 
the altar.” 

Hezekiah said again in the name of R. Jeremiah, quoting R. 
Simeon b. Jochai: All the prescribed plants for religious duties 
must be taken as they grow, as it is written [Ex. xxvi. 15]: 
“ Shittim wood, standing up.” Hezekiah said again in the name 
of the same authority : I could exempt the whole world from the 
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Day of Judgment since I was born till now; and if Eliezer my son 
would be with me, I could do it for all men since the world was 
created till now. And if King Jotham ben Uzziah would be with 
us, we could do it for all men from the creation of the world till its 
end. The same says again in the name of the same: I see the 
greatest men in the world are very few. If they are a thousand, 
I and my son are included; if they are a hundred, I and my son 
are included, and if they are only two, they are I and my son. 
Said Abayi: There are no less than thirty-six upright men in the 
world who receive appearance of the Shekhina every day, as it is 
written [Is. xxx. iS] : “ Happy are all those that wait for him,” 
and him is expressed by which counts thirty-six. 

“ To God and to thee .” How did they do so ? Did they not 
combine the name of the Lord with another thing, and we have 
learned in a Boraitha: Who combines the name of the Lord with 
another thing, will be destroyed from the world ? As it is written 
[Ex. xxii. 19] : “ Save unto the Lord only.” The Mishna meant 
it was said so: “To God we bow, and Thee we praise.” 

R. Jehudah in the name of Samuel said: The benediction 
over the Lulab must be pronounced all the seven days, but in 
the Succah the benediction must be made only the first day. 
Why so ? Because the nights intervene between the days, and 
ever}’ day it is a separate commandment; but in case of the 
Succah, which is a duty during the nights also, all the seven days 
are considered as one long day, and one benediction is enough. 
Rabba bar bar Hana in the name of R. Johanan, however, said : 
The benediction over the Succah must be pronounced all the 
seven days, but over the Lulab only the first day. Why so ? 
Because the Succah is biblical, the benediction is to be made 
every time ; but the Lulab being rabbinical, it is sufficient on the 
first day. When Rabbin came from Palestine, he said in the name 
of R. Johanan, that over both it is to be pronounced every’ day 
all the seven days. Said R. Joseph: Keep what Rabba bar bar 
Hana said in your mind, because all the Amoraim hold with him 
concerning Succah. Other Tanaim, however, differ also on the 
same point. As we have learned in the following Boraitha: Over 
the Tefilin, every’ time one lays them, one must pronounce a bene¬ 
diction. So is the decree of Rabbi. The sages, however, said : 
In the morning only. And it was taught Abayi said the 
Halakha prevails according to Rabbi, and Rabba said the Ha- 
lakha prevails according to the sages. Said R. Mari the son of 
the daughter of Samuel: I have seen Rabba did not follow his 
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own decision, and we also all are doing according to Rabbi, and 
pronounce the benediction on every one of the seven days. 

R. Jehudah in the name of Samuel said: The commandment 
of the Lulab is all the seven days; but R. Joshuah b. Levi said: 
The biblical commandment is only for the first day, and from 
this day further on it is the commandment of the Elders; and so 
said also R. Itz’hak. Rabh, however, holds that the command¬ 
ment is for all seven days, and R. Na’hman bar Itz’hak taught 
plainly that Rabh said so. 

The rabbis taught: If one made a Succah for himself, he must 
pronounce the benediction of the time. When he comes to dwell 
in it, he must pronounce the benediction: “ Blessed be He, etc., 
who has commanded us to dwell in a Succah ” ; but if the Succah 
had been prepared, if he is able to fix there something new, he 
may pronounce the benediction of the time; if not, when he 
comes to dwell in it, he should pronounce both benedictions. 
Said R. Ashi: I have seen R. Kahna, who used to pronounce all 
the benedictions over the goblet, together with the benediction 
of the day. 

The rabbis taught: If one have before himself many religious 
duties, he can say : “ Blessed be He who has sanctified us with His 
commandments, and commanded to us many duties.” R. Jehu¬ 
dah, however, said: He must pronounce the benediction before 
each one separately. Said R. Zera, according to others R. Ha- 
nina bar Papa: The Halakha prevails according to R. Jehudah. 
And he (either of the two mentioned) says again : What is the 
reason of R. Jehudah? Because it is written [Ps. lxviii. 20]: 
“ Blessed be the Lord, day by day.” Do we only bless Him by 
day, and not by night? We may learn from this that every day 
we should bless Him for the duties of that day (if Sabbath, we 
must bless Him for the Sabbath ; if a festival, for the duties 
belonging to each festival). The same authority says again : 
Come and see. The usages of the Holy One, blessed be He, 
are not as the usages of human beings: A human being can 
put only something into an empty vessel, but if the vessel is 
full, he can put in nothing; but the Holy One, blessed be He, 
can add to a full vessel, but can put nothing into an empty one, 
as it is written [Deut. xxviii. 1] : “If thou wilt hearken dili¬ 
gently ”; * i.e., if you have heard diligently, you can receive 


* The Hebrew term for this isJttOCTiy?X\ which is literally, “ by hearing you will 
hear more.” 
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more knowledge, but if not diligently, you can hear nothing. 
Another interpretation for this verse is this: If you have given 
your attention to what you have learned before, you can learn 
from it new things; but if you have turned away your heart from 
the old teaching, you cannot learn anything new. 

“ The children t/irciv down/* etc. Said R. Johanan: The citron 
on the seventh day is prohibited to be eaten, but on the eighth 
day it is allowed ; but the wood of the Succah, even on the eighth 
day, is not allowed to be used. Resh Lakish, however, said : 
Even on the seventh day the citron is allowed. R. Johanan 
made an objection to Resh Lakish from our Mishna: The chil¬ 
dren throw down their Lulabs and eat their citrons. From this 
we may infer that only the children may do so, but not adults. 
Answered Resh Lakish: Nay, adults may also do so, but the 
Mishna mentions children because it was usually done so. R. 
Papa asked Abayi: What is the reason that R. Johanan makes 
a difference between the Succah and the citron? And he an¬ 
swered : The Succah is fit for twilight, so that if one had to eat 
at twilight, he must sit in the Succah and eat there; and because 
it was designated for twilight, it is designated for the whole eighth 
day; but the citron, which is not to be used at twilight, and was 
not designated for the twilight, is not designated for the whole 
eighth day. Levi, however, said : The citron is prohibited even 
on the eighth day. And the father of Samuel said : On the sev¬ 
enth day it is not allowed, but on the eighth day it is allowed. 
The father of Samuel afterwards retracted his teaching, and re¬ 
mained in accordance with the system of Levi. R. Zera, how¬ 
ever, remains in accordance with the old teaching of the father of 
Samuel, and taught in the house of learning that a citron which 
becomes invalid must not be eaten all the seven days. R. Zera 
said again: One must not give as a present to a child a Lulab on 
the first day of the festival. Why so? Because a child may re¬ 
ceive a present, but cannot make a present to another; and after¬ 
wards if the man uses the Lulab for the religious purpose, he has 
used a thing which is not his (by which he cannot fulfil his duty). 
He says again : A man shall not promise a child something, and 
afterwards not keep his word, for the child can learn from it to 
tell a lie. 

We in exile, who keep two days of the festival, how shall we 
do? Said Abayi: On the eighth day, which it is doubtful per¬ 
haps it is the seventh, it is prohibited ; but the ninth day, which 
it is doubtful perhaps it is the eighth, it is allowed. Meremar, 
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however, said : Even on the eighth day, which it is doubtful per¬ 
haps it is the seventh, it is also allowed. In Sura they acted 
according to Meremar; but R. Shesheth the son of R. Iddi 
acted according to Abayi, and the Halakha prevails according to 
Abayi. 

R. Jehudah the son of Samuel bar Shilath said in the name 
of Rabh: The eighth day, which it is doubtful whether it is not 
the seventh, may be considered as the seventh day in reference 
to the Succah, but is considered the eighth day in reference to 
the benediction. R. Johanan, however, said: It may be consid¬ 
ered the eighth day for both purposes. (The Gemara explains 
it so): In reference to the benediction, all agree that the benedic¬ 
tion may not be said. What they differ about is only the 
citron. According to Rabh, on the eighth day one must sit in 
the Succah, and according to R. Johanan, even sitting is not 
necessary either. Said R. Joseph: Keep in your mind what R. 
Johanan said, because the Master of this Halakha, R. Jehudah bar 
Samuel, who declared it in the name of Rabh, did not act accord¬ 
ing to his teaching, and we have seen him on the eighth day 
sitting outside of the Succah. The Halakha prevails: That we 
do sit in the Succah, but do not pronounce the benediction 
over it. 

R. Johanan said : The benediction of the time must be pro¬ 
nounced on the eighth day of the Feast of Tabernacles, but not 
on the seventh day of Passover. Said R. Levi bar Hama, accord¬ 
ing to others R. Hama barHanina: This may be approved, 
because the eighth day of the Feast of Tabernacles is different in 
three things from the preceding days: It needs not Succah, it 
needs not Lulab, nor the pouring of water. If it is so, the 
seventh day of Passover is also different, because it is not a duty 
to eat Matzah thereon, as the Master said (p. 33) that only the 
first night it is a duty to eat Matzah? What comparison is this? 
There it is different only from the first night, but not from the 
first day; but here it is different from the day also. Rabhina said : 
The eighth day of the Feast of Tabernacles is different from the 
preceding day ; but the seventh day of Passover differs only from 
the first day, but not from the one preceding it. How shall we 
act? Said R. Na’hman : The benediction of the time maybe 
said on the eighth day, and R. Shesheth said it must not, and the 
Halakha prevails that it may be said. We have learned in a 
Boraitha in support to R. Na'hman : The eighth day is a holy 
day by itself, has lots cast for itself (which priest should perform 
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the service of the sacrifice, as is explained in Shekalim), the bene¬ 
diction of time for itself, offerings for itself, a separate song 
for itself (all seven days one song was sung by the Levites at 
the sacrifice), and also a blessing for itself (“ the eighth day of 
assembly ” was pronounced in the benediction). 

MISHNA: The Hallel and the enjoying of peace-offerings 
were eight days. How so? We infer from this, that a man is 
bound to recite the Hallel and enjoy the peace-offerings the last 
day of the festival the same as the preceding days. 

GEMARA: Where is this deduced from ? The rabbis taught: 
It is written [Deut. xvi. 15] : “Thou shalt only rejoice”; it comes 
to add the night of the last day of the festival, and to exclude the 
night of the first day. But perhaps it is meant only for the first 
day? The word ( acli) “ only ” separates it. But why do you in¬ 
clude the last day, and exclude the first day? I include the last 
night, before which there was enjoyment; but I exclude the first 
night, before which was no enjoyment. 

MISHNA: The Succah is dwelt in seven days. How so? 
When a man has taken his last meal therein, he is not directly to 
pull down his Succah ; but, after noon, he may move the furni¬ 
ture back into the house, in honor of the last day of the festival. 

How was the pouring out of the water? A golden pitcher 
that held three lugs was filled with water from the brook Siloah. 
When they came with it to the water-gate, they blew a blast, a 
long note, and again a blast. The priest then ascended the stair of 
the altar, and turned to the left. Two silver basins stood there. 
R. Jehudah says: They were of gypsum, but had a dark appear¬ 
ance from the wine. Each was perforated with a small hole, like 
a nostril (at the bottom), the one for the wine somewhat wider, 
the other for the water narrower, that both might get empty at 
once. The one, to the west, was used for water; the other, to the 
east, for the wine. But if the water was poured into the wine 
basin, or the wine into the water basin, one’s duty was reckoned 
to be fulfilled. R. Jehudah says : They poured out one lug on 
each of the eight days. To him who poured out the water the 
people called: “ Raise thy hand ”; for once it happened that 
one priest charged with this duty poured the water over his feet, 
and all the people pelted him with their citrons. As they did on 
the week-days, so they did likewise on the Sabbath, except that 
they fetched the water from the Siloah on the Sabbath eve in a 
golden cask that had not been consecrated, and placed it in a 
chamber; if it was upset or uncovered, they filled again from the 
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laver. For it was not lawful to bring on the altar water or wine 
which had been uncovered. 

GEMARA: Whence is it deduced? Said R. Eina: It is 
written [Is. xii. 3]: “Ye shall draw water with gladness." 

“Ascended the stair" etc. The rabbis taught: All who 
ascended the altar ascended on the right, went round, and de¬ 
scended on the left; except that those who ascended for the 
following three purposes (duties) ascended on the left, and went 
back on the same side: to pour water, to pour wine, and to offer 
a burnt-offering of a fowl when it was too much on the east 
side of the altar.* 

“Each was perforated" etc. Shall we assume that the 
Mishna is according to R. Jehudah and not according to the 
sages, as it teaches farther on: “ R. Jehudah said with a lug," 
etc.; because if the Mishna would be according to the sages, the 
quantity of the wine and water was equal ? (And why was one 
wider, and the other narrower?) Nay, we may say the Mishna is 
according to the sages; but wine is thick, and water is thinner, 
and this is the reason for the unequal sizes of the holes. It seems 
to us it is so, for according to R. Jehudah one must be wide and 
the other narrow, as we learn in the following Boraitha: R. 
Jehudah said: Two urns were there, one for water and one for 
wine: that for wine had its mouth wide, and that for water nar¬ 
row, that they should be emptied at the same time. 

Rabha lectured: It is written [Song of Songs, vii. 2] : “ How 
beautiful are thy steps in sandals, O prince's daughter! " How 
beautiful were the steps of Israel, when they pilgrimaged for the 
festival! “ Prince’s daughter ” means, daughter of Abraham our 

father, who was called prince; as it is written [Ps. xlvii. 10] : 
“ The nobles of the people are gathered together, the people of 
the God of Abraham." The God of Abraham, and not the God 
of Isaac and Jacob? It means, the God of Abraham, who was 
the first of the proselytes. 

The disciples of R. Anan taught: It is written [Song of Songs, 
ibid.]: “ The roundings of thy thighs." As the thighs are 
in a hidden place, so the words of the Law must all be hidden, and 
this is similar to what R. Elazar said, as follows: It is written 
[Micah, vi. 8] : “ He hath told thee, O man, what is good, and 
what the Lord doth require of thee : nothing but to do justice, and 


*The burnt-offerings and east side of the altar will be explained in Tract 
Tamid, Chap. I. 



74 


THE BABYLONIAN TALMUD. 


to love kindness, and to walk humbly with thy God.” To do jus¬ 
tice, i.e.y judgment; to love kindness, i.e., the bestowing of favors; 
and to walk humbly with thy God, that means, to bear a dead body, 
and to conduct a bride under the canopy. Is this not an a fortiori 
conclusion? If things usually done publicly are to be done sur¬ 
reptitiously, so much the more things usually done privately ? 

R. Elazar said : The doing of charity is greater than all the 
sacrifices; as it is written [Prov. xxi. 3] : “ To exercise righteous¬ 
ness and justice is more acceptable to the Lord than sacrifice.” 
The same says again: The bestowing of favors is greater than 
charity; as it is written [Hosea, x. 12] : “ Sow then for yourselves 
righteousness, that you may reap the fruit of kindness.” If a 
man sows, it is doubtful whether he will eat from his sowing, or 
not; but if a man reaps, he is sure to eat of it (and so it is with 
charity, sometimes it is useful, sometimes not, but kindness is 
always so). 

R. Elazar says again : Charity is rewarded only according to 
the kindness with which it is done; as it is written: “ Sow for 
yourselves righteousness, that you may reap kindness.” 

The rabbis taught: In three things is the bestowing of favors 
greater than charity: Charity is only with money, but the be¬ 
stowing of favors is either with one's money or with one's 
person; charity is only to poor men, but the bestowing of 
favors is to poor and rich; charity is only for the living, but 
the bestowing of favors is both for the living and the dead. 
The same says again: One who does charity and judgment is as 
if he filled the whole world with kindness; as it is written [Ps. 
xxxiii. 5]: u He loveth righteousness and justice; the earth is 
full of the kindness of the Lord.” But if you mean that every 
one who wants to do charity is given the opportunity to do real 
charity, it is therefore written [ibid, xxxvi. 8] : “ How precious 
is thy kindness! ” It is different, however, with a man fearing 
Heaven; as it is written [ibid. ciii. 17]: “But the kindness of 
the Lord is from everlasting to everlasting over those that fear 
him .” R. Hama bar Papa said: A man who finds favor every¬ 
where, it is certain that he fears God; as it is written: “ The 
kindness of the Lord is from everlasting to everlasting over those 
that fear him.” 

He says again : It is written [Prov. xxxi. 26] : “ She openeth 
her mouth with wisdom, and the law of kindness is on her 
tongue.” Are there two laws, one of kindness, and one not 
of kindness? That means, if one studies the law in honor of the 
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Lord, it is a law of kindness; but if one studies the law for his 
own interest, it is a law not of kindness. According to others, if 
he studies the law to teach it, it is a law of kindness; but if he 
studies it for himself, it is not. 

“ If it zvas upset or ujicoveredf etc. Why so ? He can strain 
the water? Shall we assume that our Mishna is not according to 
R. Nehemiah from the following Boraitha : Even if the water was 
strained, the law of uncovered water does still apply to it. R. 
Nehemiah, however, said : This is only when the lower vessel was 
uncovered, but when the lower vessel was covered, though the 
upper one was uncovered, the law of uncovered water does not 
apply to it, because the venom of a snake, like a sponge, rises to 
the top. The Mishna can apply also to R. Nehemiah, but he 
spoke of preparing for an ordinary man, but in honor of the Lord 
could he say so? Did not R. Nehemiah consider the verse in 
Malachi [i. 8] : “ Do but present it unto thy governor, will he be 
pleased with thee, or receive thee with favor? says the Lord of 
hosts.” 


CHAPTER V. 


REGULATIONS CONCERNING THE ENJOYMENTS AND THE SONGS IN 
THE TEMPLE DURING THE TIME OF THE SACRIFICES, AND THEIR 
ORDER. 

MISHNA: The pipes were played sometimes on five days, 
and sometimes six. This means, the pipes played on during the 
time of water-drawing, which does not supersede either the Sab¬ 
bath or the festival. 

GEMARA: The rabbis taught: The playing of pipes super¬ 
sedes the Sabbath, so is the decree of R. Jose bar Jehudah; but 
the sages said, even the festival it does not supersede. Said R. 
Joseph : They differ only about the music of the sacrifices. R. 
Jose holds that the music of the sacrifices is instrumental, conse¬ 
quently it is a service, and supersedes the Sabbath ; but the sages 
hold it is vocal, and therefore not a service, and does not super¬ 
sede the Sabbath; but the music of the drawing of the water all 
agree is only an enjoyment, and does not supersede the Sab¬ 
bath. But R. Jeremiah bar Abba said: They differ only about 
the music of the drawing of water. R. Jose bar R. Jehudah holds 
that this enjoyment also supersedes the Sabbath, and the sages 
hold it does not; but about the music of the sacrifice all agree it 
is a service, and does supersede the Sabbath. 

What is the reason of those who say that the main music must 
be instrumental? Because it is written [II Chron. xxix. 27]: 
“And Hezekiah ordered to offer the burnt-offering on the altar. 
And when the burnt-offering began, the song of the Lord began 
with the trumpets, and with the instruments of David the King of 
Israel.And what is the reason of those who said the main music 
is vocal? Because it is written [ibid. v. 13] : “And it came thus 
to pass, as the trumpeters and singers were as one, to make 
one sound.” But what will they do with the former passage? 
Hezekiah meant, the voices accompanied the instruments. And 
those who hold it was only instrumental, what will they say to 
the last-quoted passage? They explain it thus: The singers 
were as the trumpeters, i.e., used instruments also. 
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MISHNA: He who has not witnessed the rejoicings at the 
water-drawing has, throughout the whole of his life, witnessed no 
real rejoicing. At the expiration of the first holiday of the fes¬ 
tival they descended into the women’s court, where a great 
transformation was made. Golden candelabra were placed there, 
with four golden basins at the top of each; and four ladders were 
put to each candelabrum, on which stood four lads from the 
rising youth of the priesthood, holding jars of oil containing 120 
lugs, with which they replenished each basin. 

The cast-off breeches and belts of the priests were tom into 
shreds for wicks, which they lighted. There was not a court in 
Jerusalem that was not illuminated by the lights of the water¬ 
drawing. Pious and distinguished men danced before the people 
with lighted flambeaux in their hands, and sang hymns and lauds 
before them; and the Levites accompanied them with harps, 
psalteries, cymbals, and numberless musical instruments. On the 
fifteen steps which led into the women’s court, corresponding 
with the fifteen songs of degrees, stood the Levites, with their 
musical instruments, and sang. At the upper gate which leads 
down from the court of the Israelites to the court of the women 
stood two priests, with trumpets in their hands. When the cock 
first crowed they blew a blast, a long note, and a blast. This 
they repeated when they reached the tenth step, and again (the 
third time) when they got into the court. They went on, blow¬ 
ing their trumpets as they went, until they reached the gate that 
leads out to the east. When they reached that gate they turned 
westward, with their faces towards the Temple, and said : Our 
ancestors, who were in this place, turned their backs on the Tem¬ 
ple of the Lord, and their faces towards the east; for they wor¬ 
shipped the sun towards the east; but we lift our eyes to God. 
R. Jchudah says: They repeated again and again: “ We belong 
to God, and raise our eyes to God.” 

GEMARA : The rabbis taught: Who has not seen the rejoic¬ 
ing at the drawing of water, has not seen a real rejoicing in 
his life. He who has not seen Jerusalem in its beauty, has not 
seen a beautiful great city in his whole life; and who has not 
seen the building of the Second Temple, has not seen a handsome 
building in his life. What is meant by this? Said Abayi, accord¬ 
ing to others R. Hisda: It means the building of Herod. Of 
what materials was it built ? Said Rabba: Of black and white 
marble; and according to others, of other colors also. He made 
one tier of stones projecting outward, and one tier of stones 
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remaining inside. He wished to overlay it with gold, but the 
sages said to him: Leave it so, because it is more beautiful, hav¬ 
ing the appearance of waves of the sea. 

We have learned in a Boraitha: R. Jehudah said: Who has 
not seen the SinXo (ftoa (diuplustin, double portico) of Alex¬ 
andria in Egypt, has not seen the glory of Israel. It was said it 
was a great fia 6 i\ixv (a palace with colonnades), and the palace 
could contain twice the number of men who went out from Egypt 
(the Israelites), and there were seventy-one golden cathedras (arm¬ 
chairs with footstools) for the seventy-one sages of the Great 
Sanhedrin, and each cathedra was no less than twenty-one 
myriads of talents of gold ; and a wooden / 3 ?j/Aa (pulpit) was in 
the middle of the palace, where the sexton of the congregation 
stood, with a flag in his hand, and when the time came in the 
prayer to respond “Amen,” he raised the flag, and the whole 
people said “ Amen/’ And they did not sit promiscuously, but 
separately; the golden chairs were separate, the silver chairs were 
separate, smiths sat separately, carpenters separately, and all of 
the different trades sat separately, and when a poor man went in, he 
recognized who his fellow-tradesmen were, and went to them, and 
thus got there work for the support of himself and his family. 
Said Abayi: And all these were killed by Alexander of Macedon. 
Why were they so punished ? Because they had transgressed 
the passage [Deut. xvii. 16] : “The Lord had said unto you, Ye 
shall henceforth not return on that way any more/' And they 
returned, and resided in Egypt. When Alexander came, he found 
them reading the passage [ibid, xxviii. 49] : “ The Lord will 
bring up against thee a nation from afar,” etc., and he said: “ I 
had to go ten days on board the ship, and the winds blew and 
brought me here in five days (certainly I was meant by the quoted 
passage) ” ; and he killed them. 

“At the expiration of the first holy day,” etc. What was the 
transformation? Said R. Eleazar: Similar to what we have 
learned in the following Boraitha: The court of the women was 
formerly without a balcony, but they surrounded it with a bal¬ 
cony, and ordained that the women should sit above and the 
men below. 

The rabbis taught: Formerly the women sat in inward 
chambers and the men in outer ones; but thereby was produced 
some levity, and therefore it was ordained the men should sit 
inwardly and the women outwardly; but still levity arose, and 
therefore it was ordained that the women sit above and the men 
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below. How could they do so ? Does not the passage say [in 
I Chron. xxviii. 19]: “All was put in writing from the hand of 
the Lord, who gave me instruction respecting all the works of 
the pattern ” ? Said Rabh : They found another passage and 
lectured about it, namely [Zech., xii. 12]: “And the land will 
mourn, every family apart by itself, the family of the house of 
David apart, and their wives apart.” And they said : Is this not 
an a fortiori conclusion ? At the time of mourning, when the 
passions are powerless, it is said the women and the men should 
be separate; so much the more in the Temple, where they were 
occupied in rejoicing, and the passions can have power over 
them. 

What was the mourning for? R. Dosa and the rabbis differ: 
One holds that it was for the Messiah the son of Joseph, who was 
killed ;* and one holds that it was for the evil angel, who was 
killed.f It would be right according to one who holds that it 
was for the Messiah the son of Joseph, because he explains as 
supporting him the passage [Zech. xii. 10]: “And they will look 
up toward me (for every one) whom they have thrust through, 
and they will lament for him, as one lamentcth for an only son, 
and weep bitterly for him, as one weepeth bitterly for the first¬ 
born but according to one who says that it was for the death of 
the evil angel, why mourning? must it not be, on the contrary, an 
enjoyment? Why then weeping? This can be explained as R. 
Jehudah lectured: In the future the Holy One, blessed be He, 
will bring the evil angel and slaughter him in the presence of 
both the upright and the wicked. To the former he will look 
like a high mountain, and to the latter he will look like a thin 
hair. Both, however, will cry. The upright will cry, saying: 
How could we overpower such a high mountain? and the wicked 
will cry, saying : How could we not subdue such a thin hair? And 
also the Holy One, blessed be He, will join them in wondering, as 
it is written [Zech. viii. 6] : “Thus hath said the Lord of hosts : If it 


* There was a tradition among the ancient Hebrews that two Messiahs would ap¬ 
pear before the redemption of Israel : one of the tribe of Joseph and one of the tribe 
of Jehudah, a descendant of David; and the expression “who was killed” means 
who will have been killed. The Jewish Christians at that time, who did not believe 
in the divinity of Christ, but in his Messiahship (i.e ., that the traditional Messiah ben 
Joseph meant the son of a man by the name of Joseph, but not of the tribe of Joseph, 
as Christ was, and that his fate was to be killed before the appearance of Messiah b. 
David), explain this passage to have reference to Christ, 
f See Tract Yomah, p. ico. 
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should be marvellous in the eyes of the remnant of this people in 
those days, should it also be marvellous in my eyes.* 

R. Assi said: In the beginning the evil angel appears as in¬ 
significant and thin as a cobweb, f and finally he becomes as thick 
as a wagon-rope, as it is written [Is. v. 18] : “ Wo unto those that 
draw iniquity with the cords of falsehood, and as with a wagon- 
rope, sinfulness. 

The rabbis taught: The Messiah b. David, who (as we hope) 
will appear in the near future, the Holy One, blessed be He, will 
say to him : Ask something of me and I will give it to thee, as it 
is written [Ps. ii. 7-8] : “ I will announce the decree . . . Ask 
it of me, and I will give,” etc. But as the Messiah b. David will 
have seen that the Messiah b. Joseph who preceded him was 
killed, he will say before the Lord: Lord of the Universe, I will 
ask nothing of Thee but life. And the Lord will answer: This 
was prophesied already for thee by thy father David [Ps. xxi. 5] : 
“ Life hath he asked of thee, thou gavest it to him.” 

R. Awira, according to others R. Joshuah b. Levi, lectured: 
There are seven names for the evil angel (tempting man). The 
Holy One, blessed be He, names him “ evil,” as it is written 
[Gen. viii. 21] : “ The imagination of man’s heart is evil from his 
youth ” ; Moses calls him “ obduracy,” as it is written [Deut. 
x. 16] : “ Remove the obduracy of your heart ” ; David calls him 
“ unclean,” as it is written [Ps. li. 12]: “ Create unto me a clean 
heart ” ; and when he says “ a clean heart,” it must be an unclean 
one. Solomon calls him “ enemy,” as it is written [Prov. xxv. 
21] : “ If thy enemy be hungry, give him bread to eat, and if he 
be thirsty, give him water to drink; for though thou gatherest 
coals of fire upon his head, yet will the Lord repay it unto thee.” 
Do not read (repay it), but (he will make him peace¬ 

ful toward thee). Isaiah calls him “ stumbling-block,” as it is 
written [Is. lvii. 14] : “ And he will say, Cast ye up, cast ye up, 
clear out of the way, lift up every stumbling-block out of the way 
of my people.” Ezekiel names him “ stone,” as it is written 
[Ezek. xxxvi. 26] : “ I will remove the heart of stone out of your 
body.” Joel calls him “ host of the north,” as it is written [Joel, 
ii. 20] : “ And the host of the north will I remove.” (The ex¬ 
pression in Hebrew is Tzephoni, which also signifies the “ hidden 


* Leeser in his translation has it in the form of an interrogation, but the Tal¬ 
mud takes it in simple form. 

f According to Rashi; according to Scheinhack, however, it means the thread of 
the XP°XV \ an ^ so it seems also from the Aruch. 





TRACT SUCCAH. 


81 


one,” and they interpret it as the evil spirit which is hidden in 
the heart of man.) 

The rabbis taught: And I will drive it into a land barren and 
desolate: the evil angel hidden in a man’s heart I will drive into 
the desert, i.e., where men do not live, that he might tempt 
them; “ with its advance towards the eastern sea/’ i.e., he set his 
eyes on the First Temple, and destroyed it, and killed the scholars 
that were there; “ and its rearward toward the western sea,” 
i.e., he set his eyes on the Second Temple, and destroyed it, and 
killed the scholars that were there; “ and its stench shall ascend, 
and its ill savour shall come up, because he hath done great 
things,” i.e., he leaves out the other nation, and comes to tempt 
only the Israelites. 

“ He hath done great things .” Said Abayi: Scholars he 
tempts more than any one else. As it once happened, Abayi 
heard a man say to a woman: “ Let us rise early, and we will 
go on the road ” ; and Abayi thought: “ I will follow them, 
and prevent them from a sin.” He went after them about 
three miles through reeds, and he heard them saying: “ Our 
conversation has been very agreeable, and now we must take 
separate roads.” Said Abayi: “ My enemy (meaning himself) 
would not have contained himself thus.” He leaned against the 
bolt of the door, and was very sorry that he would have been 
worse than a common man. And an old man came to him and 
taught him: “ The greater a man is, the more is he tempted by 
the evil angel.” R. Itz’hak said : The evil passions of man try 
to get the better of him all the day long, as it is written [Gen. 
vi. 5] : “ Was only evil all day long.” R. Simeon b. Lakish said : 
They try to get the better of him, and to slay him, as it is 
written [Ps. xxxvii. 32]: “ The wicked looketh out for the 
righteous, and seeketh to slay him ” ; and were not the Holy 
One, blessed be He, to aid him, man could not resist, as it is 
written further: “ The Lord will not leave him in his hand, and 
will not condemn him when he is judged.” 

The disciples of R. Ishmael taught: If this hideousness has 
attacked thee, take it to the house of learning; if it is a stone it 
will be ground to powder, and if it is iron it will be split to pieces. 
“ If a stone, it will be ground,” as it is written [Is. lv. 1]: “ Ho, 
every one of ye that thirsteth, come ye to the water” (i.e., the 
Law); and it is written [Job, xiv. 19]: “ The water weareth out 
stones.” “ And of iron, it will be split into pieces,” as it is writ¬ 
ten [Jeremiah, xxiii. 29] : “ Is not thus my word like the fire? 
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saith the Lord, and like a hammer that shivereth the rock?’' 
Said R. Samuel bar Na’hmani in the name of Jehonathan: The 
evil angel tempts man in this world, and bears testimony in the 
world to come, as it is written [Prov. xxix. 21] : “ If one rear his 
slave delicately from his youth, then will he at length become 
Mayion ” ; and in the Alpha Bctha of R. Hiya, which was called 
Atbach, a witness was called Manonr 

Rabh Huna pointed out a contradiction: It is written [Ho- 
sea, iv. 12] : “ For the spirit of lewdness has caused them to err” 
and [ibid. v. 4] : “ The spirit of lewdness is in their froso 7 n.” At 
first it causes to err, P and afterwards it remains in the bosom. 
Rabha said: In the beginning he is called “ traveller/' and then 
“guest/* and then “man,” as it is written [II Sam. xii. 4]: 
“ And there came a traveller unto the rich man; and he felt 
compunction to take from his own flocks and from his own 
herds to dress for the guest that was come to him ; but he took 
the ewe of the poor man, and dressed it for the man that was 
come to him ” (Rabha assumes the whole verse to refer to the 
evil angel). 

R. Johanan said: If it were not for the following three pas¬ 
sages, the enemies of Israel (meaning Israel) could not withstand : 
First [Micah, iv. 6] : “ And her to whom I have done evil ” ; and 
the second [Jeremiah, xviii. 6] : “As the clay is in the potters 
hand, so are ye in my hand, O house of Israel ” ; and the third is 
[Ezek. xxxvi. 26] : “ / will remove the heart of stone out of your 
body, and I will give you a heart of flesh/’ R. Papa says: Also 
from the following verse [ibid., ibid. 27] : “ And my spirit I will 
put within you.” 

It is written [Zech. ii. 3]: “And the Lord showed me four 
carpenters.” Who are the four carpenters? Said R. Hanah bar 
Bizna in the name of R. Simeon the Pious: Messiah b. David, 
and Messiah b. Joseph, Elijah, and Cohen Zedek. 

It is written [Micah, v. 4] : “And in this (manner) shall there 
be peace : If Asshur should come into our land ; and if he should 
tread in our palaces, then will we raise up against him seven 
shepherds, and eight anointed men. Who are the seven shepherds ? 
David in the centre; Adam, Sheth, Methushelach, at his right; 
Abraham, Jacob, and Moses at his left. And who are the eight 


* In Leeser’s version of the Bible he translates Manon “son/’ for which we do 
not know the authority; but the Mashbir translates Manon uevoivaco t i.t. y “vio¬ 
lent,” and quotes a Midrash where the evil angel is meant. 
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anointed men ? Jesse, Saul, Samuel, Amos, Zephaniah, Zedekiah, 
Messiah, and Elijah.* 

“ And four ladders,” etc. It was taught in a Boraitha, that 
the height of every candelabrum was fifty ells. 

“ And four lads,” etc. The schoolmen propounded a ques¬ 
tion : Is it meant that each of them held a pitcher that contained 
120 lugs, or the 120 lugs was the joint capacity of all the four? 
Come and hear : And in their hands were pitchers of oil containing 
each 30 lugs, which altogether amounted to 120. And a Borai¬ 
tha states that they were praised more than the son of Martha 
the daughter of Baithus. It was said of the latter that he used 
to take two legs from the large ox which was bought for a thou¬ 
sand Zuz, in his hands, and went with them slowly, step by step. 
And his fellow-priests did not let him do so, because it is written 
[Prov. xiv. 28] : “ In the multitude of the people is the king’s 
glory ” (i.e., if more men carried, God’s glory were greater). 
What is meant by, “ They were praised more than the son of,” 
etc. ? Shall we assume the 30 lugs were heavy—the legs were 
heavier? Yea, but there was only one step, and it was square; 
but here was a ladder, and standing upright (and it was more dif¬ 
ficult for children to carry the burden). 

“ There was not a court in Jerusalem that was not illuminated .” 
A Boraitha taught: A woman could pick wheat by this light. 

“ Pious and distinguished men,” etc. The rabbis taught: 
Among were such as said thus: “Well be to our youth which 
does not disgrace our age.” They were pious and distinguished 
men, and there were among them people who said : “ Well be to 
our age that has atoned for our youth.” And these are the peni¬ 
tents. Both used to say : “ Well be to those who have not sinned 
at all; but who has sinned shall repent, and he will be forgiven.” 
We have learned in a Boraitha: It was said of Hillel the Elder 
(the Prince): When he rejoiced at the drawing of the water, he 
used to say thus: If I am here, all are here; but if I am not here, 
who is here? He used also to say: To the places which I am 
fond of, my feet bring me; if thou wilt visit my house, I will visit 
thy house; but if thou wilt not visit my house, I shall never visit 
thine. As it is written [Ex. xx. 21]: “In every place where I 


* It is strange to Rashi why Isaac is not mentioned here among the patriarchs. 
He says it seems to him that it is stated elsewhere that- it is because Isaac went 
to redeem his children from Gehenna. It is so. This can be found in Midrash 
II Chronicles and in Jalkut Sbimoni Micah, v. The strangeness of this saying, 
however, remains. 
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shall permit my name to be mentioned, I will come unto thee, 
and I will bless thee.”* R. Johanan said: The feet of the man 
are securities for him : where he is needed, they bring him thither. 
Two Ethiopians were in the service of King Solomon, named 
Elihoreph and Achiyah the son of Shisha, and were his scribes. 
One day Solomon saw the Angel of Death was sad, and he asked 
him for the reason, and he said: Because the two men are re¬ 
quired from me. And Solomon took the two men and gave them 
away to devils, who should carry them away to the city of Luz, 
which the Angel of Death cannot enter. On the morrow he saw 
the Angel of Death was very cheerful, and when he asked him 
the reason, he told him : To the place where I was commanded to 
take the lives of these two men, thou hast sent them, for they 
died at the gate of Luz. Then said Solomon : The feet of a man 
are his securities; where he is needed, to that place they bring 
him. 

We have learned in a Boraitha: It was said that Rabban 
Simeon b. Gamaliel, when he rejoiced at the drawing of water, 
would take eight flambeaux in his hands, and throw them into the 
air, and catch, and one would not touch another. When he used 
to prostrate himself, he fixed his thumbs on the ground, and 
bowed, and kissed the floor, and then raised himself, and no 
creature can do so. And this is what is called Qidah. Levi tried 
to make such a Qidah in the presence of Rabhi, and became lame 
on one leg. Levi also tried in the presence of Rabhi to throw 
and catch eight knives. Samuel tried to do so in the presence of 
Sha’bur the king with eight goblets full of wine; and Abayi in 
the presence of Rabha with eight eggs, according to others with 
four eggs. We have learned in a Boraitha: R. Joshua b. R. 
Hananiah said: When we were engaged in rejoicing at the draw¬ 
ing of water, our eyes saw no sleep. How so ? The first hour 
for the morning daily sacrifice; afterwards for praying, and from 
that to the additional sacrifice; after that the additional prayer; 
afterwards we went to the house of learning; from there we went to 
eat and drink at home, and afterwards the Min’ha prayer; and 
from the Min’ha prayer to the daily evening sacrifices, and from 
that time we rejoiced at the drawing of the water till the morn- 


* Rashi explains this that Hitlel said so in the name of the Shekhina—that the 
Shekhina says : “ As long.as I am in the Temple, all are here ; but if I am not here, 
who shall be here ? ” In the Palestinian Talmud, however, it is explained that he says 
it of himself; Tosphoth, however, said that the second part based on the verse 
shows that Rashi’s explanation is correct. 
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ing. But this is not so ? Did not R. Johanan say : If one says : 
I swear I will not sleep three days, he shall get stripes for a false 
oath, and shall go to sleep immediately ? He meant to say: We 
have not tasted any sleep, for we slept each on the other’s 
shoulders. 

“ Fifteen songs of degrees ,” etc. Said R. Hisda to one of the 
rabbis who read the Agada (legends) before him : Have you heard 
of the fifteen songs of the degrees, for what purpose David com¬ 
posed them? He answered: So said R. Johanan: When David 
was mining under the altar to get water, water burst out ready 
to overflow the world; there he composed the fifteen songs of 
degrees, and therewith checked it. 

“ We belong to God and we raise our eyes to God!' This is not 
so? Did not R. Zera say : One who said twice, “ Shema, Shema,” 
is the same as if he had said, “ Modiw, Modim," * of which a 
Mishna says, that he must be silenced ? The Mishna meant 
thus: Our ancestors bowed toward the east to the sun, but only 
to God we bow, and our eyes we raise in hope to God. 

MISHNA: In the Temple they never blew the trumpet less 
than twenty-one times a day, nor oftener than forty-eight times. 
They daily blew the trumpet twenty-one times : thrice at opening 
the gates, nine times at the daily morning offering, and nine 
times at the daily evening offering. When additional offerings 
were brought, they blew nine times more. On the eve of the 
Sabbath, they blew six times more: thrice to interdict the peo¬ 
ple from doing work, and thrice to separate the holy day from 
the work day. But on the eve of the Sabbath, during the festi¬ 
val (of Tabernacles) they blew forty-eight times: thrice at the 
opening of the gates, thrice at the upper gate, thrice at the lower 
gate, thrice at the drawing of water, thrice over the altar, nine 
times at the daily morning offering, nine times at the daily even¬ 
ing offering, nine times at the additional offerings, thrice to inter¬ 
dict the people from doing work, and thrice to separate the holy 
day from the work day. 

GEMARA: Our Mishna is not in accordance with R. Jehu- 
dah of the following Boraitha: According to those who say they 
were few, they were not less than seven ; and according to those 
who say that they were many, they were not more than sixteen. 

What is the point on which they differ? R. Jehcdah holds 
that blowing and alarming are one and the same thing, while 


* This is explained in Tract Berachoth, Chap. V., Mishna 3. 
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the sages hold that they are two separate things. But what is 
the reason of R. Jehudah? Because it is written [Num. X. 5 ]: 
11 And when ye blow an alarm/’ The rabbis, however, maintain 
that the passage means to say, that before and after the alarm¬ 
ing a common blowing must be used. What is the reason of the 
rabbis’ decree? Because it is written [ibid. 7]: “ But at the as¬ 
sembling of the assembly, ye shall blow, but he shall not sound 
an alarm ”; hence blowing and alarming are two separate things, 
for if they were not, how could the Merciful One command to 
do only half of the merit. 

According to whom would be the saying of R. Kahana that 
there is no difference between a Tekiah (a blowing) and a Temah 
(an alarming) whatever? This is certainly in accordance with R. 
Jehudah. 

“ But on the eve of Sabbath , during the festivals The Mishna 
does not count the times that they blew when they ascended the 
tenth step, and therefore v/e must assume the Mishna is in ac¬ 
cordance with R. Eliezer b. Jacob from the following Boraitha: 
Three times they blew, when they ascended the tenth step. R. 
Eliezer b. Jacob, however, said : These three times they blew 
over the altar. From this we see that those who said it was blown 
over the altar, do not hold it was blown on the tenth step; 
and he who says it was blown on the tenth step, does not mean 
to say it was blown over the altar. What is the reason of 
Eliezer b. Jacob? He meant, when it was blown at the opening 
of the gates, it was not necessary to blow again on the tenth 
step. And what is the reason of the rabbis? They hold that 
when it was blown at the drawing of the water, it was unnecessary 
to blow over the altar. And therefore they gave preference to 
the ascending of the tenth step. When R. A’ha bar Hanina 
came from the South, he brought a Boraitha with him, thus: 
It is written [Num. x. 8]: “And the sons of Aaron the priest 
shall blow with the trumpets.” This verse is superfluous, because 
there it is already written [ibid. 10] : “ Shall ye blow with the 
trumpets over your burnt-offerings, and over the sacrifices of your 
peace-offerings.” And why is the first-cited verse needed? To 
signify that they have to blow when there are additional sacri¬ 
fices. He taught the Boraitha, and he explained it that it meant 
to say, that it was a duty to blow at every additional sacrifice. 

An objection was raised based upon our Mishna: But on 
the eve of Sabbath during the festival they blew forty-eight 
times. Now, if it was so (to blow at each additional sacrifice) 
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let the Mishna state that if the Sabbath falls during the festival 
there were fifty-one (because there was one additional sacrifice) ? 
Said R. Zera: Because they did not blow at the opening of the 
gates on Sabbath. Said Rabha : Who is that who is not careful 
in his statements? The saying of R. Zera cannot hold good at 
all events. First, the Mishna states that there was blowing every 
day , which certainly includes Sabbath, and, secondly, even if 
the Sabbath, falling during the festival, were equal to the eve of 
Sabbath (in regard to blowing), the Mishna would not mention 
the eve of Sabbath, instead of the Sabbath itself, of which we 
could learn two things : that of R. Eliczer b. Jacob, that the 
blowing was not on the tenth step, but over the altar, and, secondly, 
what R. A’ha b. Hanina stated above, that they blew at each 
additional sacrifice. 

Therefore said Rabha that the reason (for not mentioning 
Sabbath in our Mishna) is because they did not draw water on 
Sabbath, but on the eve of Sabbath, as stated supra; and 
then there were many blowings less (namely, the blowing when 
they reached the upper and the lower gate, the water-gate, and 
over the altar). 

But let the Mishna state, when New Year falls on a Sabbath, 
when there are three additional sacrifices, namely, the New Year, 
the new moon, and the Sabbath sacrifice. The Mishna, in real¬ 
ity, left this out, as well as it left out the case when the eve of 
Passover falls on a Sabbath, when there were many additional 
blowings at the slaughtering of the Paschal lamb. 

11 Nor of teller than forty-eight times .” Is that so? Did they 
not blow, when the eve of Passover fell on Sabbath, according to 
R. Jehudah fifty-one, and according to the rabbis fifty-seven, 
times? When the Passover offering was brought, it is explained 
in Tract Pesachim (Chap. V., Mishna 5, p. 119) that it was blown 
many times during the time when the three divisions brought their 
offerings. This, which was done every year, is counted in the 
Mishna; but the eve of a Passover that fell on Sabbath, which 
is not every year, but only seldom, is not reckoned. But does 
the eve of Sabbath fall every year on the festival; it may happen 
that the first day of the festival falls on Friday, and then there 
is no eve of Sabbath during the whole festival? If this hap¬ 
pens, then we prolong the festival for another day, because if the 
first day of the Feast of Tabernacles would be on Friday, the 
Day of Atonement would fall on Sunday, and no Day of Atone¬ 
ment must fall on Friday or on Sunday. An objection was raised : 


83 


THE BABYLONIAN TALMUD. 


We have learned that if the first day of the month falls on Sab¬ 
bath, the song of the first of the month supersedes the song of 
the Sabbath. Now, if it would be as R. A’ha interpreted the 
Boraitha before, that they blew at every additional sacrifice, why 
does it supersede? Let the song of the first of the month be 
sung, and that of Sabbath also? Said R. Saphra : The Boraitha 
which says “supersedes the Sabbath” means, it is said before 
the song of the Sabbath. Why so? Is there not a rule as to 
that which is frequent and that which is rare, that the frequent 
has the preference? Said R. Johanan: This was an exception to 
the rule, that the people should know that this month is con¬ 
secrated by Beth Din in its time. 

Another objection was raised : Rabha bar Samuel taught: One 
may say, as we must blow every Sabbath separately, and every 
first month separately, so shall we blow at every additional sacri¬ 
fice? Therefore it is written [Num. x. io] : “ On the beginnings 
of your months” (on the beginnings of the months only, but not 
at additional sacrifices). This objection to R. A’ha’s teaching 
remains. How is it inferred from this passage? Said Abayi: 
Because it is written, “ on the beginnings of the months,” in the 
plural, all the months shall be equal (and if a first day of the 
month falls on Sabbath, and it would be blown for every addi¬ 
tional sacrifice, the months would not be equal). R. Ashi says: 
We may infer it from the following: It is written “ your months,” 
and the “ beginnings,” in the plural. Which month can happen 
to have two beginnings? That is New Year, which is the be¬ 
ginning of the year and of the month, and it is nevertheless 
written, “your months.” From this we infer, all the first days of 
the months must be equal. We have learned in another Boraitha : 
On the intermediate days the songs were as follows: On the first 
day they used to say from Psalm xxix.: “ Ascribe unto the Lord, 
O ye sons of the mighty”; on the second, from Ps. 1 . 16; on 
the third, Ps. xciv. 16; on the fourth, ibid. 8; on the fifth day, 
Ps. lxxxi. 7. On the sixth day they used to say lxxxii. 5 : “ All 
the foundations of the earth are moved ”; and if Sabbath fall on 
one of these days, “All the foundations of the earth are moved ” 
should be superseded. (Now, from what is said, that when Sab¬ 
bath falls it is superseded, we see that it was not blown for addi¬ 
tional offerings.) The objection of R. A’ha remains. But did 
not R. A’ha bar Hanina cite both a verse and a Boraitha? Said 
Rabbina: The Boraitha which says it was blown at additional 
offerings, meant to say it was blown a little longer, but not a 
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greater number of times. The rabbis of Caesarea in the name 
of R. A’ha said: It was added to the number of trumpets. 

And we in exile, who keep two days of festival, how shall we 
say in the additional prayer the passages [Num. xxix. 17-32] 
about the sacrifices ? Amcmar ordained in Nehardai: The sec¬ 
ond day we should leave out verse 17, but on the third day we 
should say (17-20) “ both on the second and third ” ; on the fourth 
day (20-23) “the third and the fourth/’ etc., because in exile it 
was doubtful when the first of the month was consecrated. 

MISHNA: On the first holy day of the festival there were 
thirteen bullocks, two rams, and one goat to be offered. There 
then remained fourteen lambs for eight orders of priests. On 
the first day of the festival six of these orders offered two lambs 
each, and the other two orders one lamb each. On the second 
day five of the orders offered two lambs each, and the remaining 
four orders one lamb each. On the third day four orders offered 
two lambs each, and the remaining six orders one lamb each. 
On the fourth day three orders offered two lambs each, and the 
remaining eight orders one lamb each. On the fifth day two 
orders offered two lambs each, and the remaining ten orders one 
lamb each. On the sixth day one order offered two lambs, and 
the remaining twelve orders one lamb each. On the seventh day 
they were all equal. On the eighth day they cast lots, as on 
other festivals. It was so regulated that the order which offered 
bullocks one day were not permitted to offer bullocks the next 
day, but it went in rotation. 

GEMARA: These seventy bullocks, for what purpose were 
they offered? Said R. Elazar: For the sake of the seventy 
nations which existed then. And to what purpose was offered 
the one bullock [Num. xxix. 36]? For the sake of the single 
nation (Israel). It can be compared to a human king who says 
to his slaves: Make for me a great meal for several days. On 
the last day he says to his friend: You make for me a little meal, 
that I should have a benefit from yourself only. Said R. Jo- 
hanan: Woe be to the nations, they have lost, and they do not 
know even what they have lost! When the Temple was in ex¬ 
istence, the altar atoned for their sins, but now who shall atone 
for their sins ? 

MISHNA: Three times in the year all the twenty-four orders 
of priests were alike entitled to share the pieces of offerings of 
the festival, and in the shewbread ; and on the Feast of Pente¬ 
cost the distributors say to each priest: “ Here is leavened bread 
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for thee, and here is unleavened bread for thee.” The order of 
priests whose regular time of service occurs in the festivals offer 
the continual daily offerings, vows, and voluntary offerings, and 
all congregational offerings, and every sacrifice. 

GEMARA: The pieces of the offerings? They were brought 
to the altar? Said R. Hisda: Do not read “ pieces * of the offer¬ 
ing/* but " the offerings that were said to be sacrificed on the 
festivals.” The rabbis taught: Whence do we deduce that all 
the orders of the priests had equal shares of the offerings of the 
festival ? Because it is written [Deut. xviii. 6] : " And come with 
all the longing of his soul ... he shall minister/* Lest one 
say, on any day of the year it should be also so, therefore it is 
written, " from any one of thy gates,*’ to signify, this is only 
when all Israel comes through one gate. 

" And in the shewbread .” The rabbis taught: Whence do we 
deduce that all the orders of the priests have equal shares of the 
shewbread? From what is written [Deut. xviii. 8] : "They shall 
have like portions to eat.** That means, according to his share 
in the service shall be his share in eating. But what is meant by 
eating ? Shall we assume, that means to eat his share of the sac¬ 
rifice? This is already deduced from Leviticus, vii. 9: "Shall 
belong to the priest that offereth it alone.** Hence it means only 
the eating of the shewbread. But lest one say, they shall have a 
share also in the duty-offerings which are not dependent on the 
festival, therefore it is written [Deut. xviii. 8] : " Beside that 
which cometh of the sale of his patrimony.” What is meant by 
selling the patrimony ? That they have divided the weeks: I 
and my children shall take this week, and you shall have the 
other week. 

" And on Pentecost ,” etc. It was taught: (If one has to pro¬ 
nounce two benedictions, of the Succah and the time,) Rabh said, 
he shall pronounce first the benediction of the Succah, and after 
this that of the time; and Rabha bar bar Hana said, that of the 
time first. The reason of Rabh is because the duty of the day 
must be given preference ; and Rabha bar bar Hana*s, the frequent 
thing has the preference over the rarer thing (and the benediction 
of the time is said many times in the year, and that of the Suc¬ 
cah only once a year). An objection was raised from our Mishna : 


* The expression in the Mishna for pieces is and in Hebrew signifies 

also “saying” ; and R. Hisda interprets it not pieces , but the saying what ought 
to be sacrificed. 
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On Pentecost it is said : “ Here is leavened bread, and here is 
unleavened bread.” Now, on the Pentecost, the duty of the day 
is with leavened bread, and nevertheless it mentions unleavened 
bread first, and this would be an objection to Rabh, who says 
that the duty of the day must be given preference? Rabh might 
say : On this differ the Tanaim, as we learn in the following 
Boraitha: Here is unleavened bread, here is leavened bread. R. 
Saul, however, said : Here is leavened bread, here is unleavened 
bread. R. Na’hman b. R. Hisda lectured: It shall be done not 
according to Rabh to pronounce the benediction of Succah before 
that of time, but that of time should be said before that of Suc¬ 
cah. R. Shesheth the son of R. Idi says: The Succah before the 
time. And so the Halakha prevails. 

“ The order of priests , zvhose regular time," etc. What is 
meant by “ all congregational sacrifices”? It means to add the 
bullock, which the congregation has to offer for ignorance [Lev. 
iv. 13, 14], and the goat for idolatry. 

“ And every sacrifice .” What is meant by eveiy sacrifice ? It 
means, to supply the deficit on the altar. (See Tract Shekalim, 
Chap. IV., Mishna D.) 

MISHNA: If a festival falls before or after a Sabbath, all the 
twenty-four orders share alike in the shewbread. But if a day 
intervenes between the Sabbath and the festival, the order whose 
regular turn it was, received ten of the shewbread, and the loi¬ 
terers received two shewbread. At other times of the year the 
order which entered on their duty received six, and that which 
went off duty received also six. R. Jehudah says: That order 
which enters on duty received seven, and that which goes off 
receives five. Those who entered shared them on the north side, 
and those who went out, on the south side (of the Temple court). 
The order Bilgah always divided their share on the south side; 
their slaughter ring was fastened down, and the window of their 
chamber blocked up. 

GEMARA: What is meant by “ before or after ” ? Shall we 
assume that “ before ” means the first day of the festival, and 
after a Sabbath? The last day of the festival, is it not the same 
as a Sabbath during the festival? Therefore we must say that 
“ before ” means, the last day was before a Sabbath, and “ after ” 
means, the first day was after Sabbath. Why, then, shall the 
shares be equal ? The Sabbath does not belong to the festival at 
all ? Because those who have to work on the succeeding week 
must come before the Sabbath, and those whose duty was out 
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could not go away on the festival, and they all stayed in the 
Temple. Therefore the sages ordained they should have an 
equal share. 

“ If a day intervene” etc. And according to R. Jehudah, 
what is the reason that those who enter received two more? Said 
R. Itz’hak: That was the reward for opening the gates. But 
why did they not say, let it be equal for ever, for in the other 
week those who take seven this week will have five the next ? 
Said Abayi: It is better to take a ripe small orange than to wait 
for an unripe large melon. 

“ Those who entered shared them on the north,” etc. The 
rabbis taught: Those that entered took their shares on the north 
side, that it should be seen they were entering; and those who 
took them on the south side did it that everybody should see 
they were going out. 

“ The order Bilgah” etc. The rabbis taught: It happened 
to Miriam the daughter of Bilgah that she became an apostate, 
and was married to an officer of the Greek kingdom. When the 
Greeks entered the Temple, she took her sandal and knocked on 
the altar, and said: Lucus, Lucus, how long will you destroy the 
money of Israel, if you cannot help them in their trouble? 
When the sages heard this, they fastened down their ring 
and blocked up the window. But according to others, the 
order of Bilgah was always late to come, and the order of 
Jeshebab his brother substituted them; and although always 
the neighbors of the wicked are not benefited, the neighbors of 
Bilgah have benefited, because they took their share always in 
the south, and those of Jeshebab his brother always in the north. 
It is right according to those who say that the whole order was 
late, therefore it was punished; but according to those who say 
that only Miriam, Bilgah’s daughter, became apostate, can it be 
that the Bilgah should be punished for his daughter? Said 
Abayi: Yea, because people say, what a child speaks in the street, 
it has heard either from its father or from its mother. But must 
the whole order be punished for the sin of her father and mother? 
Said Abayi: Woe be to the wicked, and woe be to his neighbor; 
well be to the righteous, and well be to his neighbor, as it is 
written [Is. iii. io]: “ Say ye to the righteous, that he hath done 
well; for the fruit of their doings shall they eat.” 

END OF TRACT SUCCAH. 
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REGULATIONS CONCERNING LABOR AND MARRIAGE IN THE INTERMEDI¬ 
ATE DAYS. 

MISHNA: Beth Hasharhin (Dry Land) may be irrigated 
during the middle days, and also during the Sabbatical year, as 
well from a fountain that is newly sprung forth as from one that 
is not newly sprung forth ; but one must not irrigate it with rain¬ 
water, nor with water (drawn) from a deep well; nor may one 
make trenches (to hold water) round vines. 

R. Elazar ben Azariah said: “ One must not make (dig) a 

fresh trench (conduit, or water course) during the middle days, or 
during the Sabbatical year.” The sages, however, hold, that a 
fresh trench (water course) may be dug during the Sabbatical 
year, and that those (conduits) which are choked up may be repaired 
during the middle days. One may likewise repair water reservoirs 
(which are) on the public ground, and cleanse them. One may 
also repair the roads (streets), the market (public) places, and the 
spring-baths. In short, it is allowed to do whatever the exigen¬ 
cies of the public (service) require. Tombs may be marked, and 
messengers are to be sent out on account of possible Kilaim.*' 

GEMARA: As the Mishna permits irrigation from a newly 
sprung fountain, although its sides are likely to cave in, it is self- 
understood then that it is the more so allowed from a fountain 
not newly sprung, the sides of which are not likely to cave in ? 
For what purpose then did the Mishna state expressly that irriga¬ 
tion is also allowed from a fountain not newly sprung? If not for 
this statement we might assume that from a newly sprung foun¬ 
tain whose sides are likely to cave in, dry land may and lowland 


Vide Shekalim, Chap. I., M. a. 
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may not be irrigated, but from a spring not newly sprung even 
Beth Habal (lowland not requiring frequent irrigation) may also 
be irrigated, it therefore comes to teach us that there is no differ¬ 
ence. 

But whence do we deduce that “ Beth HashaPhin ” means 
dry land. From the passage [Deut. xxv. 18] : “ When thou wast 
4 faint ’ and weary ” ; the translation of Onkeles of which is: 
44 When thou wast 4 Mshalhi ’ and wear}\ M (The letter 44 h ” is 
changeable for 44 ’h ” ; and 44 mshalhi ” is equivalent to 44 mshaPhi.”) 
And whence do we deduce that 44 Beth Habal ” means 44 husband 
Reids”? From the passage [Isaiah, Ixii. 5]: 44 For as a young 
man 4 espouseth ’ a virgin,” etc., the translation of Jonathan 
whereof being 44 as a young man 4 husbands * a virgin,” etc. 

Who is the Tana who holds that irrigation is permitted only 
for the purpose of preventing loss but not for the purpose of de¬ 
riving gain ; and even in case of loss no troublesome work is per¬ 
mitted? Said R. Huna: 44 It is R. Eliezer ben Jacob, as we have 
learned in the following Mishna: R. Eliezer ben Jacob said: 
Water may be conveyed from one tree to another, provided the 
whole orchard be not irrigated.” (This is in the case of lowland and 
because it is only for gain; R. Eliezer said it must not.) From 
this statement it may only be deduced that R. Eliezer holds so 
in case of gain, but no deduction can be made therefrom as to 
where loss is involved ? Therefore said R. Papa : It is in accord¬ 
ance with R. Jehudah of the following Boraitha : From a newly 
sprung fountain even lowland may be irrigated, this is the dictum 
of R. Meir. R. Jehudah holds that only dry land which became 
ruined may be irrigated. R. Elazar b. Azariah, however, agrees 
with neither of them. R. Jehudah w r ent further than that and 
said : 44 One may not direct a water channel to irrigate his garden 
and ruined land, during the middle days.” 

What is meant by 44 ruined ” ? Does it mean actual ruin ? 
why then irrigating it ? Said Abayi: 44 It means, land one spring 
of which was ruined but another one sprung forth.” R. Elazar b. 
Azariah, however, does not allow even in this case. But why all 
this argument? Perhaps R. Jehudah did not allow the irrigation 
of lowland only from a new spring, for the reason stated above; 
but from an old spring, the sides of which are not likely to cave in, 
it is permitted? If this be so, then according to whom would be 
the statement in our Mishna ? We, therefore, must say, that 
according to R. Jehudah from both newly sprung and not newly 
sprung fountains dryland may and lowland may not be irrigated ; 
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and the statement in the Boraitha: 44 From a newly sprung foun¬ 
tain,” etc., is for the purpose of indicating the extent of R. Meir’s 
permission, viz., that dry land may be irrigated, and even from a 
newly sprung fountain. It was taught: 44 One who weeds or 
waters plants on Sabbath, against what principal labor must he 
be warned ? ” * Said Rabba : 44 Ploughing, as these are derivative 
from it.” R. Joseph, however, said: “ Sowing, as these are 
derivative from it.” 

This would be correct as for the intermitting days, during 
which work is permitted in case of loss; but as for the Sabbatical 
year, during which both ploughing and sowing are prohibited, how 
can it be allowed ? Said Abayi: “ The Mishna treats of the 
Sabbatical year subsequent to the destruction of the Temple, and 
Rabbi said elsewhere that this is only rabbinical.” Rabha, how¬ 
ever, said: “ The Mishna may be explained even according to 
the rabbis, who hold that it is biblical, but the Scripture prohibits 
only principal labors but not derivative; as it is written [Lev. 
xxv. 4] : 44 But in the seventh year there shall be a sabbath of 
rest unto the land, a sabbath of the Lord ; thy field shalt thou 
not sow, and thy vineyard shalt thou not prune,” etc. Let us 
see: Is not sowing the principal of pruning, and is not reaping 
the principal of gathering? For what purpose then did the 
Scripture expressly state pruning and gathering ? We must say 
that it is to point out the derivatives for which one is liable. 

But is one not liable even for other derivatives? Did we not 
learn in a Boraitha: It is written [Lev. xxv. 4] : 44 Thy field shalt 
thou not sow, and thy vineyard shalt thou not prune”? Whence 
do we deduce that weeding, grubbing up vines, cutting, plucking, 
sawing (off branches, when they are too numerous), and support¬ 
ing (trees), manuring, removing rubbish from the roots, or cover¬ 
ing the roots with earth, or smoking (for the purpose of killing 
the insects on the tree) are also not permitted to be done during 
the Sabbatical year? From the arrangements of the words in 
the passage: It is not written: 44 Thou shalt not sow thy field, 
and thou shalt not prune thy vineyard,” but, 44 Thy field shalt 
thou not sow,” etc., which indicates that all work pertaining to 
the field and all work pertaining to the vineyard shall not be 
done. But this generalization does not include grubbing up 
olive-trees, or vines, or filling water conduits, or digging trenches 


* No capital punishment, nor even that of stripes, is inflicted without a previous 
warning. Vide Introduction to Sabbath, p. xxvi. 
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round vines. Whence do we deduce these exceptions? From 
the statement, “ Thy field thou shalt not sow.” Was not sowing 
included in the general commandment, “ A year of rest shall it 
be unto the land”? Why the repetition of sowing? For the 
purpose of comparison: As “ sowing ” includes both the field 
and the vineyard, so other labor similar to it is prohibited. 
(Hence we see that for other derivatives one is also liable?) 
Nay, all those enumerated in the Boraitha are only rabbinical 
prohibitions, and the biblical passage is only a slight reference. 

Is grubbing up olive-trees permitted during the Sabbatical 
year? Is it not written [Exod. xxii. 11] : “But the seventh 
year shalt thou let it rest and lie still,” etc., and it was construed 
to mean, “ let it rest from being grubbed, and lie still from being 
cleaned from stones”? Said R. Uqba bar Llama: “Grub¬ 
bing is done for two different purposes, viz., to promote the 
growth of, and to fill the cracks in the tree ; the latter is per¬ 
mitted, the former is not. 

We have learned in a Mishna (Shekalim I., i) : “ Up to what 
time is it permitted to dig in an orchard during the year immedi¬ 
ately preceding the Sabbatical year ? The school of Shammai 
hold, during all the time the fruit may benefit thereby. The 
school of Hillel, however, decree, up to the feast of Pentecost.” 
Both these limits are almost identical. And up to what time is 
it permitted to plough corn-fields during the year preceding the 
Sabbatical year? Until the ground ceases to be damp, and 
during all the time people till the soil to plant melons and 
cucumbers. Said R. Simeon : “ If this be so, then the Law per¬ 
mitted every individual to fix his own time ? ” Therefore, the 
time is fixed as follows : Corn-fields may be tilled up to the Pass- 
over and orchards up to Pentecost. (The school of Hillel fix the 
time at the Passover.) And R. Simeon ben Pazzi in the name of 
R. Joshua ben Levi, quoting Bar Qappara, said: “ Rabban Ga¬ 
maliel and his tribunal have abolished those two limits.” Said R. 
Zera to R. Abbahu (and according to others, Resh Lakish to R. 
Johanan) : “ How could Rabban Gamaliel and his court abolish 
a regulation established by the schools of Shammai and Hillel ? 
Did we not learn in a Mishna : No one court is permitted to over¬ 
rule the decision of another court, unless they exceed the other 
in number and wisdom? He was astound for one hour [Daniel, 
iv. 16], and then answered : Say, so was the condition of the 
first court, that those who differ with them may overrule them. 
R. Ashi, however, said: Rabban Gamaliel and his court are in 
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accordance with R. Ishmael, who holds that this was oral law, 
and as such it was binding only during the existence of the 
Temple, similar to that of “ pouring water on the altar,” but not 
after. 

The rabbis taught: “ It is not permitted to irrigate from the 
water basins, or trenches, which were filled with rain-water on 
the eve of the feast, unless there is a water-channel passing 
between them.” Said R. Papa : “ Even this is permitted only 
where the greater part of the land is irrigated therefrom.” R. 
Ashi, however, said : “ It is permitted even if this is not the case, 
for when water is likely to flow in (into the channel) one is not 
likely to do any troublesome work, and is rather likely to think 
to himself, 4 if it cannot be irrigated in one day it will be so in 
two or three days/ ” 

The rabbis taught : “ It is permitted to irrigate dry land from 
a water basin which receives its water supply from the dry land 
situated above it ” (the upper land being irrigated from a well 
and some water is dripping down into the basin). But is it not 
likely to cease (and some troublesome work may be done in 
bringing water from another place)? Said R. Jeremiah : “The 
case is when it is still dripping.” Abayi adds : “ This case holds 
good only when the original spring has not ceased.” 

“ One must not make a fresh trench," etc. This would be cor¬ 
rect in reference to the middle days, because it is considered 
work, but what is the reason for the Sabbatical year? R. Zera 
and R. Abba bar Mamel: One holds, the reason is because it 
resembles delving; and the other says, because it is considered a 
preparation of the adjacent ground for sowing. 

“ And those conduits that are choked up may be cleansed A 
What is meant by “choked up”? Said R. Abba: “If it was 
only one span deep, it may be restored to its original depth of 
six spans.” 

Abayi allowed the inhabitants of Hamdoch to cut off the 
branches of the trees growing in the river (during the middle 
days). R. Jeremiah allowed the inhabitants of Sekutha to 
cleanse a choked well of the river. R. Ashi permitted the inhab¬ 
itants of Matha M’hasiah to deepen the river Burniz ; and the 
reason assigned by him for this permission was, that because 
many persons used its water it was to be considered as a public 
necessity, and our Mishna states that all work for public service 
is permitted. 

“ One may repair water reservoirs located on public ground!' 
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Is cleansing only, and no digging, permitted? Said R. Jacob in 
the name of R. Johanan: The Mishna refers to a case in which 
the public do not need it, but otherwise even digging is per¬ 
mitted. Is that so ? Have we not learned in a Boraitha: 
“ Basins, pits, and cavities may be cleansed, if they belong to 
private persons, and so much the more if they are public. But 
it is not allowed to dig even when they are public, and so much 
the more when they are private.” Should we not assume, that 
it is not permitted even when needed by the public ? Nay, the 
case is when the public do not need it. Then how would it be in 
case of the private ones? Shall we assume that it is even when 
one does not need it ? Then why should cleansing be permitted ? 
Explain thus: Private basins may be cleansed when needed by 
him, and so much the more public basins if required by the 
public; but it is not permitted to do so even when they are 
public in case they are not needed by the public, and so much 
the more private ones if not needed by the owners, for if not 
needed by the owners even cleansing is not permitted. Said 
R. Ashi: “ The explanation of our Mishna seems to mean the 
same, as it states all that is necessary,” etc., and this word “ all ” 
adds also digging. But the expression “ all ” may include the 
works enumerated in the following Boraitha: Messengers may 
be sent out (on the middle days) to remove prickles from the 
roads and to repair the markets and thoroughfares, and to ascer¬ 
tain the contents of the legal baths; and if they do not contain 
the prescribed measure they must be regulated. And whence do 
we deduce that if the messengers were not sent out and in conse¬ 
quence thereof an accident happened, that those guilty of such 
neglect are personally charged with having caused that accident ? 
Therefore it is written [Deut. xix. io] : “ And bloodguiltiness 
be brought upon thee ” ? Are all these not expressly stated in our 
Mishna ? “ The roads,” etc., “ may be repaired ? ” why then 

repeat, “ all ” what is required by the public, etc.? We must then 
assume that it adds digging. Infer herefrom. 

u A?id tombs may be marked,” etc. R. Simeon b. Pazzi said: 
Where is it hinted at in the Scripture that tombs must be 
marked? It is written [Ezek. xxxix. 15]: “When any one 
seetli a man’s bone, there shall be set up a sign by it.” Said 
Rabina to R. Ashi: Were not tombs marked prior to Ezekiel? 
Therefore we must say, that it was traditional and the passage in 
Ezekiel only refers to it. Rabina, however, said: We may find 
a reference to this in the following passage [Psalms, 1 . 23]: “And 
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to him that ordered his course aright will I show the salvation of 
God.” (From this passage it maybe inferred that the tombs were 
marked in order not to pass over them.) As R. Joshua b. Levi 
said : One who weighs his ways will be rewarded in seeing the sal¬ 
vation of the Holy One, blessed be He. As the Hebrew term of 
the above passage is“Vessom derech,” do not read “ vessom,” 
but “veshom.”* A pupil of R. Janai who was wont to ask 
questions of the latter whenever he was lecturing, refrained from 
doing so on the Sabbath preceding a holiday, when a multitude 
of people used to gather (for fear that R. Janai might not be 
able to answer him and get confused), and R. Janai referred to 
him the passage just quoted (as explained by R. Joshua b. Levi). 

The rabbis taught: Those things which cannot communicate 
uncleanliness when in a tent need not be marked; but the fol¬ 
lowing parts of a dead person must be marked : the spinal cord ; 
the head; the major part of the structure of the skeleton, and 
the major number of parts of the skeleton. Those places which 
are known to be unclean need not be marked, but those which 
are doubtful need be. The following are considered doubtful 
places: Those having trees with spread out branches, places near 
fences the stones of which are projecting forward, and Beth 
Haperes (Perch): and no signs should be put up on the very spot 
of the uncleanliness (but a short distance away), in order not to 
injure those who are clean (because if one inadvertently approaches 
the sign he becomes unclean); neither shall a sign be put too far 
away from the unclean spot, in order not to injure the land of 
Israel (*>., not to mark too much clean space as unclean). R. 
Jehudah said : “ No marking should be done unless there is the 
Elder (of the congregation) or a scholar, for not every one is 
experienced in such things.” Said Abayi: “ From this we may 
infer, that if there is a young scholar in the city, all the business 
of the congregation must be attended to by him ” (if there is no 
one else do do it). 

“And messengers are to be sent out on account of Kilaim'' 
Were messengers sent out on the middle days ? Have we not 
learned in a Mishna (Shekalim, I., a) that they were sent out on 
the first day of Adar? R. Elazar and R. Jose bar ’Hanina: One 
explains the contradiction thus: “ Our Mishna relates to those 

* The letter “Shin” in Hebrew when pointed rightward reads “ sh when 
pointed left reads “ss.” The word “shorn” in question is pointed left and the 
rabbi reads it as if pointed right, and explains it to have the meaning of the Ara¬ 
maic “ Shomin ”—to weigh, to estimate. 
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plants which are late in season and the other to those early in 
season.” The other explains that our Mishna refers to vegetables 
and the other to herbs. Said R. Assi in the name of R. Johanan : 
This is the case only when the plants have not sprung up, but 
when they have (and Kilaim were noticed) messengers are sent 
out even before. Why are messengers sent out on the middle 
days? Said R. Jacob in the name of R. Johanan: Because on 
those days labor is cheap. How much of the mixed seeds must 
there be in order to constitute Kilaim ? Said R. Samuel bar 
Itz’hak: As we have learned (in Kilaim, II., i) : “ Every Sail 
that contains one-fourth of seed of another species must be 
lessened.” But did we not learn in a Boraitha: “ It was de¬ 
termined that the whole field be confiscated (made ownerless)”? 
This presents no difficulty. The former was said before and the 
latter after the determination was made, as we have learned in a 
Boraitha: Formerly the messengers used to pull out the Kilaim 
and throw them to the cattle, and the owners used to be doubly 
pleased, first because their fields were weeded, and secondly be¬ 
cause their cattle were fed ; so it was determined that it be pulled 
out and thrown on the roads, but the owners were still very 
pleased because of the weeding of their fields, and it was finally 
determined that the whole field should be given to the free use 
of the people. 

MISHNA: R. Elazar ben Jacob said: “ One may lead water 
from one tree to another, provided always the whole orchard be 
not irrigated ; plants which have not imbibed (water) before the 
middle days, must not be irrigated during the middle days. The 
sages, however, permit both.” 

GEMARA: R. Jehudah said: “ If it was damp land it may 
be done.” So also we have learned in the following Boraitha: 
The prohibition to irrigate during the middle days applies only 
to plants that have not imbibed prior to the feast, but those that 
have may be irrigated during the middle days. And if it was 
damp land it may. Withered land, however, must not. But the 
sages permit both. Rabina said: From this it is to be inferred 
that a yard-garden may be besprinkled during the middle days, 
for what is the reason for withered land ? because by irrigation it 
is changed from one late in season unto one early in season ? 
The same is the case with a yard-garden. 

MISHNA: One may catch Ishuth (moles) and field mice in 
orchards and fields in the usual manner, both during the middle 
days and the Sabbatical year. The sages, however, said, that in 
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an orchard (the vermin may be caught) in the usual manner, but 
that in a corn-field it must not be caught in the usual manner. 
During the middle days one may pile (loose stone) to stop a gap 
in a fence; on the Sabbatical year, however, it may be repaired 
in the ordinary way. 

GEMARA: What is “Ishuth”? Said R. Jehudah: It is 
an eyeless insect. Said Rabha bar Ishmael, and according to 
others R. Yemar bar Shlamia : Where is it mentioned in the 
Scripture that Ishutli is an eyeless insect? It is written [Psalms, 
lviii. 9] : “ As a snail which melted, let him pass away, like the 
untimely birth of a woman: (Ehsheth)* which hath not seen the 
sun." 

“ But that in a corn-field it must not be caught in the usual 
manner." We have learned in a Boraitha: “ R. Simeon ben 
Elazar (or ben Jacob) said: This refers only to those corn-fields 
that are adjacent to a town, but in case of those adjacent to an 
orchard it may be done even in the usual manner, for the reason 
that they might overstep the boundary and injure the trees.” 

“ During the middle days one may pile loose stones to stop a gap 
in a fence." With what is it stopped? Said R. Joseph: With 
the twigs of shrubbery and the bay-tree. In a Boraitha we have 
learned: “ The stones may be piled up but no mortar must be 
used/’ Said R. Hisda: “This applies only to garden fences, 
but in case of court walls it may be rebuilt in the usual manner.” 
Said R. Ashi: This may be inferred from our own Mishna. It 
states: “And during the Sabbatical year it may be rebuilt in the 
usual manner.” This statement cannot relate to a court wall, 
because there is no reason why it should not be permitted; it 
must then relate to garden fences, and although it looks as if 
done for the purpose of protecting the fruit, infer herefrom that 
it is permitted. 

MISHNA : R. Meir said : Priests make the first inspection of 
the plague (of leprosy) in order to relieve (the patient) but not 
to restrict him. The sages, however, decide, neither to relieve 
nor to restrict. 

GEMARA: We have learned in a Boraitha: “ R. Jose holds, 
neither to relieve nor to restrict, for the reason that if an inspec¬ 
tion is made, if you cannot relieve him you must restrict him.” 
Said Rabbi: “ R. Meir’s decision seems to be more proper in the 


* “ Ishuth ” and Ehsheth are similar in pronunciation, and it states, “which 
hath not seen the sun.” 
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case of one who is still subject to the examination; and R. Jose’s 
decision seems to be the more proper one in the case of one who 
was decidedly afflicted with the disease.” Said Rabha: They 
all agree that no examination is made (during the middle days) 
of a clean person; they also all agree that an inspection may be 
made during the first seclusion ; * in what they differ is: in the 
case of the second seclusion. One holds that it is discretionary 
with the priest. If he finds him clean, he informs him ; but if he 
finds him unclean, he keeps silent. And the other holds that, as 
it is written [Lev. xiii. 59] : “ To pronounce him cleaner unclean,” 
he must in either case pronounce it. The Master said : “ Said 
Rabbi: R. Jose’s decision seems to be more proper,” etc. But 
have we not learned in a Boraitha, vice versa ? There is a dif¬ 
ference of opinions between the Tanaim in regard to Rabbi’s 
statement. One holds that one (who is afflicted with the plague) 
prefers association with the public; and the other holds, that he 
appreciates more the society of his wife. 

MISHNA: R. Meir further said: One may gather the 
bones of his father or mother (during the middle days to inter 
them), because it is a joy to him (it relieves his mind). But R. 
Jose said : “ It is a grief to him ” (afflicts his mind). One must 
not grumble over his dead, nor hold a funeral oration for thirty 
days before the festival. 

GEMARA: There is a contradiction : We have learned in a 
Boraitha (Ebel Rabbatti, XII.): f “ One who gathers the bones of 
his dead father or mother shall mourn over them the whole day, 
but not in the evening. Said R. Hisda : This is applicable even 
if they are wrapped up in his mantle (and are not readily seen by 
him?) Said Abayi: Read in the Mishna: R. Meir said, etc., for 
the enjoyment of the festival will prevent him from mourning.” 

“ One must not grumble over his dead” What is meant by 
“ grumble ” ? Said Rabh : The funeral orators in Palestine use 
the following expression in their funeral orations : “ Let all the 
perturbed join him in mourning.” (The Mishna means, then, 
that he should not excite others to mourn.) 

“ Thirty days before the festival .” Why thirty ? Said R. 
Kahana, according to others Rabh : “ It happened once that a 
funeral orator came around to the house of one who had 
saved up some money for the prescribed pilgrimage to Jerusalem, 


* See Lev. xiii. 5. 

f See our introduction to same tract. 





TRACT MOED KATAN (MINOR FESTIVALS). n 

and he so pleased the wife of the latter with his orations that she 
handed him all her savings, and her husband was prevented from 
going to Jerusalem. And therefore it was then determined that 
no exciting oration be held within thirty days preceding a fes¬ 
tival.” Samuel, however, said : The reason is, because no one 
departed is forgotten by his mourners during the first thirty days. 
In what respect does it make a difference, whether the one or the 
other is the reason ? In case one volunteers to do it without 
compensation. (According to Rabh it may, and according to 
Samuel it may not take place.) 

MISHNA: One must not dig graves or burial vaults on the 
middle days; but one may prepare graves (previously dug); and 
also make a washing pit, and a coffin in the same court where the 
corpse lies. This, however, R. Jehudah prohibits, unless the 
boards have been (previously) provided. 

GEMARA. What part is called “ grave,” and what part 
“ vault ”? Said R. Jehudah : Grave is the excavation, and vault 
is that part which is built in the grave. So also we have learned 
in a Boraitha. 

“Bui one may prepare graves." What is meant by “ prepa¬ 
ration ” ? Said R. Jehudah : “ If it was too long it may be short¬ 
ened.” In a Boraitha we have learned that it may be made both 
longer and wider. 

“ And a coffin in the same court where the corpse lies. ” What 
we read in this Mishna has reference to what the rabbis taught: 
“ All that is necessary to be done for the dead may be done: his 
hair may be cut, his wrapper washed; and his coffin may be pre¬ 
pared from boards cut before the festival.” R. Simeon ben 
Gamaliel said : “ Timber may be also brought and boards cut 
therefrom, privately in the house.” 

MISITNA: One must not espouse a wife on the middle days 
—neither virgins nor widows; nor must one marry the childless 
widow of his deceased brother,* as that (the espousal) is a cause 
of joy to him (individually), but one may receive back his own 
divorced wife. A woman may prepare her ornaments on the 
middle days. R. Jehudah said : “ She must not apply lime (chalk 
as a cosmetic), because it may disfigure her. A layman may sew 
(make stitches) in the regular way ; but the tailor must do it zig¬ 
zag. One may twine (the ropes in the sacking) of bedsteads.” 
R. Jose, however, said : “They may only be tightened.” 


* See Deut. xxv. 5-11. 
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GEMARA: And if it is a cause of joy to him, why not ? 
Said R. Jehudah in the name of Samuel, and so also said R. Ela- 
zar in the name of R. Oshiya or Hanina: “ For the reason that 
two different joys must not be comingled.” Rabba bar Huna 
said : “ For the reason that the enjoyment of the festival is neg¬ 
lected on account of the enjoyment over his wife.” Said Abayi 
to R. Joseph: The statement of Rabba bar Huna was originally 
made by Rabh, as R. Daniel bar Ktina said in the name of 
Rabh : Whence do we deduce that it is not permitted to espouse 
wives on the middle days? For it is written [Deut. xvi. 14]: 
“ And thou shalt rejoice on thy feast.” Over thy feast thou shalt 
rejoice , but not over thy wife. Ula said : “ The reason is : Because 
there would be too much trouble.” R. Itz’hak of Naf’ha said : 
“The reason is, in order not to restrict reproduction (for every 
one will postpone his marriage until the festival).” 

An objection was made: We have learned elsewhere: “ All 
those said to be prohibited from espousing wives on the middle 
days, may do so on the eve of the feast.” This seems to contra¬ 
dict all those reasons assigned ? This presents no difficulty: 
According to the one who said, because of the enjoyment—the 
main enjoyment over his bride is on the first day only; according 
to the one who said, it is the trouble—the main trouble is also on 
the first day only; and according to the one who said, in order 
not to restrict reproduction—for one single day no one will post¬ 
pone it. 

But whence do we deduce that two different joys may not be 
comingled ? It is written [I Kings, viii. 65]: “ And Solomon 
held at the time the feast,” etc., “ seven days and seven days, 
even fourteen days.” Now then, if comingling of two different 
joys were permitted, why did Solomon not postpone it until 
the feast and the seven days of the feast would have served for 
both? R. Parnach in the name of R. Johanan said: On that 
year the Israelites had not observed the Day of Atonement and 
they were perturbed and thought they were sinful, and a 
Heavenly voice was heard announcing: “ All of you are prepared 
for the world to come.” 

It is written [I Kings, viii. 66] : “ On the eighth day he-dis¬ 
missed the people, and they blessed the king and they went unto 
their tents,” etc. 

“And they went unto their tents,” meaning, they found their 
wives clean. “ Joyful ”—they were delighted with the brightness 
of the Shekhina. “ Glad of heart ”—the wife of every one be- 
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came pregnant with a male child. “ Because of the good,” etc. 
—for the announcement of the Heavenly voice, as stated above. 
“ For David his servant and Israel his people”—this would be 
correct so far as Israel is concerned, for they were forgiven their 
neglect to observe the Day of Atonement; but what is hinted at 
by the statement, “ For David his servant”? Said R. Jehudah 
in the name of Rabh: When Solomon desired to place the ark in 
the Temple, the gates became fastened to each other and they 
could not be opened. Solomon then pronounced twenty-four 
prayer-songs and was not answered. He then commenced to pray 
[Psalm, xxiv. 7]: “ Raise your heads, O ye gates,” etc., and still 
he was not answered; but when he finally said [II Chron. vi. 42]: 
“ O Lord God, turn not away the face of thy anointed, remember 
the pious deeds of David thy servant,” he was at once answered. 
At that moment the enemies of David became as black as the 
bottom of a pot, and then it was known to all that the Holy One, 
blessed be He, had forgiven David that sin (of Bath-Sheba). 

R. Jonathan ben Esmai and R. Jehudah b. Gerim had been 
studying the chapter treating of Vows before R. Simeon b. Jo’hi. 
In the evening they took leave of him and departed. On the 
following morning they returned and asked leave again. R. 
Simeon b. Jo’hi questioned them : “ Did you not take leave of 
me last night ? ” They answered him : “ Did not our Master teach 
us, that a disciple who takes leave of his instructor and remains 
in the same place over night must take leave again ? ” As it is writ¬ 
ten [I Kings, vii. 66] : “ On the eighth day he dismissed the peo¬ 
ple, and they blessed the king” ; and it is again written [II Chron. 
vii. 10] : “ And on the twenty-third day of the seventh month 
he dismissed the people.” Infer from this, that a disciple who 
after taking leave of his Master remains over night in the same 
place must take leave again. Then he (R. Simeon b. Jo’hi) said 
to his son : “ These men are of nice countenance (scholarly). 
Go and receive their blessing.” He went, and found them dis¬ 
cussing the contradiction of the following passages: It is written 
[Prov. iv. 26] : “ Balance well the track of thy foot, and let all 
thy ways be firmly right ” ; and ibid. v. 6 reads: “ So that (she) 
cannot balance the path of life ” ? This presents no difficulty. 
The first passage refers to a commandment that can be performed 
by others, and the other passage has reference to such as cannot 
be performed by others. They again propounded a question : 
It is written [Prov. iii. 15]: “ She is more precious than pearls, 
and all the things thou vainest are not equal unto her.” From 
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this it seems that Heavenly things are equal. And it is written 
[ibid. viii. 2] : “ And all the things that men wish for are not equal 
to her” ; from which it seems that Heavenly things are also in¬ 
cluded? And the above answer was applied also to answer this 
contradiction. 

They then turned to him and asked him what his wishes were, 
and he answered : “ Father sent me here to receive your blessing.” 
They then pronounced: “ Let it be the Will that thou shalt sow 
but not reap, thou shalt bring in but not give forth, thou shalt 
give forth but not bring in ; thy house shall be ruined and thy 
temporary dwelling shall remain; thy table shall be confused; 
and thou shalt not see a new year.” When he returned to his 
father he said : “ Not only did they not bless me, but, on the 
contrary, they cursed me ! ” and he recited the above. His father 
replied: All those are blessings; viz.: “ Thou shalt sow and 
not reap ” means, allegorically, “ Thou shalt bear children and they 
shall not die.” “ Thou shalt bring in and not give forth ”— 

“ Thou shalt bring in thy house wives for thy sons, and thy male 
children shall not die, so their wives will not need to leave thy 
house.” “ Thou shalt give forth and not bring in ”—“ Thou 
shalt have daughters and their husbands shall not die, so that 
they shall not be compelled to return to thy house.” “ Thy 
house shall be ruined and thy temporary dwelling shall remain ” 
—for this world is only a temporaiy dwelling and the world to 
come is the real house, as it is written [Psalms, xlix. 12] : “Their 
inward thought (Kirbom) is, that their houses are to be forever.” 
Do not read “ kirbom,” but “ kivrom ” (their graves). “ Thy 
table shall be confused ”—by .thy many children. “ And thou 
shalt not see a new year ”—“ Thy wife shall not die, so that thou t 
shalt not be compelled to marry another.” 

R. Simeon b. Halafta took leave of Rabh, and the latter said 
to his son: “ Go to him and receive his blessing.” R. Simeon 
pronounced the following: “Let it be the Will that thou shalt 
not shame others and others shall not shame thee.” When he 
returned to his father he said: “ He did not bless me, but only 
advised me.” And his father rejoined: “ Nay, it is a blessing; 
and it is the same, the Holy One, blessed be He, pronounced 
over Israel, as it is written [Joel, ii. 26]: “And ye shall eat in 
plenty,” etc., “and my people shall not be ashamed unto eter¬ 
nity ” ; and repeated in the next passage : “ And ye shall know 
that I am in the midst of Israel,” etc., “ and my people shall 
not be made ashamed unto eternity.” The repetition herein 
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means, botli that they shall not shame othcis and others shall 
not shame them. 

‘‘A woman may prepare her ornaments' etc. The wife of R. 
Ilisda was once ornamenting herself in the presence of her 
daughter-in-law. R. Huna bar Dinna, who was present at the 
time, said : “ It seems to me that only a young woman is allowed 
to prepare her ornaments, but not an old one ? ” And R. Hisda 
rejoined: “ By the Lord! even your mother and your grand¬ 
mother, and even the woman who is on the brink of her grave; 
as the proverb goes: ‘ A woman of sixty is as enthusiastic over 
the music of a cymbal as a girl of six.’ ” 

“ R. Jehudah said: She must not apply lime," etc. R. Bibi's 
daughter applied gradually cosmetics to every part of her body, 
and she improved so much that she received a dowry of four 
hundred Zuz. The daughter of a stranger who resided in the 
neighborhood (of R. Bibi), learning of that, applied a cosmetic at 
once to all parts of her body, and in consequence thereof died. 
The stranger then said : “ Bibi killed my daughter.” R. Na’hman 
said: “In R. Bibi’s house, where beer was used, his daughters 
had to use cosmetics, but in our houses, w'here beer is not used, 
our daughters need not apply cosmetics.” 

“ The layman may sew in the regular way," etc. Who is con¬ 
sidered a layman ? The school of R. Janai explained, one who is 
not experienced in gathering on the needle ; R. Jose bar Hanina 
said: “One who cannot properly place the foundation in the 
border of a garment.” 

“ They may twine the ropes," etc. What is the difference 
between “twining” and “tightening”? When R. Dimi came 
from Palestine he said : “ R. Hyya bar Abba and R. Assi, both 
in the name of Hezckiah and R. Johanan, differ: One says 
“ twining ” means both the shoot thread and the warp, and 
“ tightening ” means the shoot only; and the other holds that 
“ twining ” means the warp and not the shoot thread, and “ tight¬ 
ening” means “ if they were not tight they might be tightened.” 
When Rabin, however, came from Palestine, he declared that as 
to “ twining,” all agree that it means the shoot thread and the 
warp ; they differ only as to “ tightening ”: one holds it means 
the shoot only, and the other holds that if they w'crc not tight 
they might be tightened. 

MISHNA: One may erect an oven or a hearth, or a mill, on 
the middle days. R. Jehudah says : “ New millstones must not 
be chipped.” 
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GEMARA: What is the meaning of “ chipping ”? Said R. 
Jehudah: It means notching. R. Je’hiel said: “It means the 
boring of the centre-hole in the millstone/’ R. Hama lectured : 
“ Millstones may be cleaned during the middle days/’ In the 
name of R. Meir he said: Even the hoofs of the horse and ass 
may be pared, provided they are used for riding; but not the 
hoofs of an ass employed in a treadmill. R. Jehudah permitted 
to pare the hoofs of an ass employed in a treadmill, to place the 
millstones in proper position, and to build a new mill; to erect 
a foundation for the millstones, and also to erect a stall. Rabha 
permitted to comb a mare, to erect a stand and a colonnade. 
Rabha also permitted to let blood to a domestic animal during 
the middle days. Said Abayi to Rabha: “We found a Boraitha 
in your support: ‘ Blood may be let to a domestic animal; and no 
restriction is made to the administration of medicines to domestic 
animals during the middle days/ ” Rabha permitted to press gar¬ 
ments. Why so? For the reason that it can be done by any 
unskilled person. Rabha said again : “ Trading even in the most 
moderate degree is not permitted/’ Said R. Jose bar Abin : 
“ But in case of perishable articles it is.” Rabina was to com¬ 
plete a transaction in which he would have earned six thousand 
Zuz, and by postponing it till after the middle days he earned 
twelve thousand. Rabina had to collect some money from the 
inhabitants of the fortress of Shnuatha, and he consulted R. Ashi 
whether to go there or not. R. Ashi told him: “ If you think 
you can find them now and not on other days, it is as if it were 
perishable articles and you may do it.” We have learned in a 
Boraitha similar to that just stated, in regard to dealings with 
idolaters: “ It is permitted to attend markets of idolaters and 
to purchase domestic animals, male and female slaves, land 
and vineyards, and to write out the deeds and record the same, 
for it is considered as if rescued from their hands.” Rabh 
permitted Hyya bar Ashi to construct a fisher’s net on the 
middle days. R. Jehudah permitted Ami, the oven-builder, to 
erect an oven, and to Rabba bar Eshbi he permitted to mesh 
a sieve. 

MISHNA: A railing (balustrade) may be made round a roof, 
or gallery, in the way a layman does it, but not in the way it is 
done by a mechanic. Rents (in the roofs) may also be closed, and 
(then) smoothed with a roller, or with hand and foot, but not 
with a trowel. Should the hinges of the door-frame, or the beam, 
or the lock (of the door), or the key (thereto) have been broken 
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they may be repaired on the middle days, provided always one 
does not intentionally put off the repairs till the middle days. 
All (kinds of) pickled food of which one can eat during the mid¬ 
dle days may be pickled. 

GEMARA: What is meant “ in the way of a layma 7 t 99 ? Said 
R. Joseph: “With twigs or wire.” A Boraitha states: When 
the railing was not smeared with clay. 

“ Rents may be closed 99 etc. If they may be smoothed with a 
roller, it is self-understood then that it may be done so with the 
hand and foot? This should be understood thus: “ Rents may 
be closed and smoothed with hand and foot as if done with a 
roller, but not with a trowel.” 

“ Should the hinges of the door," etc., “ they may be repaired 99 
etc. Is there not a contradiction from what we have learned, 
that “up to his days (of R. Jo’hanan, the high-priest) the 
sound of the hammer (falling on the anvil) used to be heard 
in Jerusalem,” etc., from which we see, only up to his days, 
but not afterwards? Nay, this presents no difficulty. The 
statement just quoted has reference to a blacksmith’s ham¬ 
mer, and that mentioned in our Mishna relates to that of a 
carpenter. 

“All pickled food of which," etc. The river Bditha of Libai 
had an abundance of fish, and any one who wanted to fish them 
could do so. Rabha permitted to go there, bring fish and salt 
them. Said Abayi to him : “ Does not our Mishna state, only 
those foods that can be eaten on the middle days ? ” Rabha 
replied : These can also be eaten by washing them first, as it 
happened once with Samuel, who was served with (pickled) 
fish, and he ate them after washing them sixty times. Rabha 
happened once to be in the house of the Exilarch (on the 
middle days), and he was served with pickled fish which were 
washed sixty times, and he partook of them. Rabh was once 
the guest of R. Shapir and fish was served, one-third of which 
was cooked, another third pickled, and the rest fried. Rabh 
related : “ Ada the fisher once told me that fish taste best some 
time after they are caught.” Rabh further stated : “ The same 
told me: 1 Fish should be fried with their brother (salt — for 
both are found in water); after they are fried they should 
be placed with their father (water—which produces fish), and 
they should be eaten with their offspring (their juice); and 
after eating them, drink their father (water).’ ” Rabh said 
again: “Ada the fisher told me: 4 One who eats fish, dates, 




CHAPTER II. 


REGULATIONS CONCERNING LABOR. MOURNING AND BUYING AND 
DOING BUSINESS IN THAT TIME, AND ALSO IN THE INTERMEDIATE 
DAYS. 

MISHNA: One who has turned his olives, and a death 
occurred in his family; and one who is prevented from at once 
putting them to press, or has been disappointed by his laborers, 
may put the first press-block on, and leave it until after the feast. 
Such is the dictum of R. Jehudah. R. Jose, however, said ? “ He 
may put the olives into the oil-press and finish pressing them, and 
bung up the casks in the usual manner.” 

GEMARA : It begins with mourning and ends with the middle 
days (without stating the law relating to the former) ? Said R. 
Shesha, son of R. Idi: “ Infer from this, that things permitted on 
the middle days are, nevertheless, prohibited during mourning.” 
R. Ashi says to the contrary: “ Not only in the mourning time, 
which is only rabbinical, are these things allowed, but even on 
the middle days, during which work is prohibited biblically, in 
the case of loss the rabbis permitted it.” 

The following Boraitha is in support of the assertion of R. 
Shesha, son of R. Idi: The following things are done by others 
for one who is in mourning: If his olives are turned, the press- 
block may be put on, the cask bunged, his flax removed from the 
buck, his wool taken out of the boiler, and his land watered when 
his turn comes on. R. Jehudah said: “ Even his ploughed land 
may be sown and the flax-field planted.” The sages, however, 
maintain, that if not sown early in the season it can be done so 
late in the season ; and if not flax, other plants can be raised. R. 
Simeon b. Gamaliel, however, said that if he is the only special¬ 
ist in the place, of all those things mentioned above, they may be 
done by himself privately. And even more than that the same 
Rabban allowed : If he were the only mechanic in the place em¬ 
ployed by the public, or a barber, or a bather, and the feast was 
approaching, he might perform his functions. Contractors of all 
kinds must have others to do their work (during their mourning). 

io 
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Those who hire out asses, camels, or ships to others, must not do 
their work. But if at the time (their mourning commences) they 
were already hired out, they might continue. A day laborer, 
although in a place where he is not known, must not work. If 
he were to work for others in his own house, whether under con¬ 
tract to do it for a definite time or not, he must not do it. If 
others were working for him in his own house, they must postpone 
their work; but in a house other than his own, they might con¬ 
tinue. Marian, son of Rabhin, and Mar, son of A’ha son of 
Rabha, had a team of oxen in copartnership. One day a death 
occurred in the family of Mar b. A’ha and he kept in his ox. Said 
R. Ashi : Why should a great man like Mar do such a thing? If 
he does not consider his own loss, he must consider that of 
another. As stated above : “ If they were hired out at the time, 
they might proceed with their work.” He (Mar), however, was of 
the opinion that the case is different when a prominent person is 
concerned. Samuel said : “ Those who do their work under con¬ 
tract for a definite period of time, if within the legal limits, may 
not; if outside those limits, they may do it.” R. Papa, however, 
said : Even where it is outside the legal limits, the case is only 
when there is no town adjacent. R. Mesharshia, however, said 
that even where there is no town adjacent the case is so only in 
reference to Sabbath days and festivals, for on those days people 
are few; but as regards the middle days, during which people are 
numerous, it is not permitted. Mar Zutra, son of R. Na’hman, had 
a house built under contract outside of the legal limits. R. Saphra 
and R. Huna bar Hinna happened to be in the neighborhood of 
that house and declined to enter it ; and according to others, 
R. Zutra himself also declined to enter it. But has not Samuel 
said that if it was outside of the legal limits it is permitted ? R. 
Zutra himself assisted them in placing the straw during the 
progress of the work. R. Hama permitted the Abunagars 
(waiters) of the Exilarch to do their work on the middle 
days; for, he said, they receive no salary, and work only for 
their board. (It is therefore not considered labor, and does 
not matter.) 

The rabbis taught: Work may be taken under contract dur¬ 
ing the middle days to be done after the feast. But on the 
middle days it is not permitted. The rule is : All that one him¬ 
self may do, he may have a Gentile do it for him, but not what 
he may not. We have learned in another Boraitha: “Work 
may be taken under contract on the middle days to be performed 
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after the feast, provided always lie does not measure, weigh, or 
count in the usual manner.” 

The rabbis taught: 44 No animals should be copulated on the 
middle days; the same applies to the firstborn and also to the 
desecrated ones at any time.” 

The rabbis taught: Cattle must not be brought into the field 
for the purpose of manuring, either on Sabbath days, feast days, 
or middle days. But if they come there of themselves it is per¬ 
mitted. And no assistance may be afforded to those in charge, 
neither a watchman assigned them to watch their sheep. But 
the case is different if they are hired by the week, month, year, 
or for a period of seven years. Rabbi, however, says : 44 On Sab¬ 
bath days it may be done without compensation; on feasts days, 
for food only ; and on the middle days, even for compensation.” 
Said R. Joseph: 44 The Halakha prevails as Rabbi decreed.” 

MISHNA: The same is the case when one whose wine is in 
the press-pit and a death occurred in his family or another acci¬ 
dent happened; or if he had been disappointed, he may pour the 
wine into casks, cooper, and bung them up in the usual manner. 
Such is the dictum of R. Jose. But R. Jehudah said : 44 He must 
only cover the pit with boards, so that the wine may not grow 
sour.” 

GEMARA: Said R. Itz’hak bar Abba: 44 The Tana who 
holds that on the middle days it must not be done in the usual 
manner, does not accord with R. Jose.” Said R. Joseph: 44 The 
Halakha, however, prevails as decreed by R. Jose.” A question 
was propounded to Na’hman bar Itz’hak: 44 Is it permitted to 
bung up a beer barrel on the middle days?” He answered : 
44 Sinai (R. Joseph) had already stated that the Halakha pre¬ 
vails as decreed by R. Jose.” But R. Jose’s statement relates 
only to wine, but not to beer? What was the reason for wine— 
because there is a great loss? The same is the case with beer. 
R. Hama bar Guriah said in the name of Rabh: The laws 
regarding the middle days are distinct from each other and can¬ 
not be compared for the purpose of inference. As Samuel 
said : 44 A jug may, but a barrel may not be covered with tar.” 
R. Dimi of Nehardea holds the reverse. The one considers the 
loss involved; the other, the trouble with which it is accom¬ 
panied. 

The rabbis taught: Grinding is permitted on the middle days 
for use on those days only, but not otherwise; but if some of the 
flour remain till after the festival, it may be used. Such is also 
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the case with wood-cutting and beer-brewing, but one must not 
go too far. R. Hananel said in the name of Rabh : “ One may 
fell a tree, even if he needs only the splinters.” Abayi, however, 
censured that. R. Aslii owned a forest in the neighborhood of 
Shalnayi, and he went there once during the middle days to chop 
wood. Said R. Shela of Shalnayi to R. Ashi: “You do this, 
relying on the statement of R. Hananel in the name of Rabh? 
But has not Abayi censured it ? ” And he replied: “ I do not 
care for that.” When he commenced to chop, his axe slipped 
off the handle and almost injured his shoulder. He thereupon 
left the forest (for he took it as a punishment for his statement 
in reference to Abayi). R. Jehudah permitted to pluck flax, 
hops, and poppy. Said Abayi to R. Joseph: “This would be 
correct as regards flax and hops, for the one may be used for 
covering (figs, etc.), and the other in beer-brewing; but what use 
can be made of poppy? Its seed can be used. R. Janai owned 
an orchard the fruit of which got ripe on the middle days, and he 
gathered in the fruit; on the following year every one postponed 
the gathering in of his fruit until the middle days. R. Janai (as 
a punishment to himself for having caused others to postpone 
their work until the middle days) gave away on the very same 
year that orchard to the free use of the public. 

MISHNA: One may house his fruit from (dread of) thieves, 
and take flax out of the buck, that it be not spoiled, provided 
he does not intentionally defer doing it till the middle days; but 
should he have so deferred, then in all these cases he forfeits the 
articles in question. 

GEMARA: A Boraitha states: “ Provided he does it pri¬ 
vately.” R. Joseph had removed beams to his house in the day¬ 
time. Said Abayi to him: “ Have we not learned that it should 
be done privately?” He answered: “In this case it may be 
considered more privately in the day-time than in the night-time; 
for in the night-time it must be done by light, and it requires 
therefore more men.” 

“ And take the flax out of the buck ,” etc. R. Jeremiah pro¬ 
pounded the question to R. Zera: “ One who deferred intention¬ 
ally doing it until the middle days and soon afterwards died, shall 
we impose the fine on his sons ? Shall we assume that the rabbis 
intended to punish him personally, and, therefore, his sons are 
released ? or shall we assume that the fine was directed against 
his property, and, therefore, his sons must pay it?” And he 
answered: “ This we have learned in the following Mishna: A 
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field which has been cleaned from prickles during the Sabbatical 
year may be sown immediately thereafter; but this is not the 
case if it was manured either by man’s labor or by animals.” Said 
R. Jose bar Ilanina: ‘‘There is a tradition that if one had 
manured his field (on the Sabbatical year) and soon afterwards 
died, his son might sow it.” Hence we see that the fine was 
directed against him, and not against his son. The same is the 
case with working on the middle days, stated above. 

MISHNA: One must not purchase houses, slaves, or cattle, 
excepting for the use of the whole festival, or for the use of the 
vendor, who otherwise might have nothing to eat. 

GEMARA: Rabha asked R. Na’hman: “ What is the law if 
a laborer has nothing to eat?” And he answered him: “This 
we have learned in our own Mishna, * or for the use of the ven¬ 
dor,’ which intends to include the case of the laborer.” (For the 
case of the vendor is included in the statement, “ for the use of 
the whole festival,” which includes the middle days.) Rejoined 
Rabha: Perhaps the Mishna explains only what is meant by the 
expression “ use of the vendor.” 

MISHNA: One must not remove things from one house to 
another, but this may be done from the house of another court 
to his court. Things must not be brought home from the me¬ 
chanic’s house, but if he fears (that they might be lost) he may 
remove them to another court. 

GEMARA : Did not the Mishna begin with the statement 
that it must not be removed at all ? Said Abayi: The last 
clause of the Mishna means to say, that it may be removed from 
the court-house to the court (but not to another house). 

MISHNA: Dried figs may be covered with straw. R. Jehu- 
dah says: “ They may, likewise, be put in layers. Dealers in 
fruit, garments, or utensils may privately sell what is required 
for use on the middle days. Huntsmen (fishers) and manufac¬ 
turers of peeled barley and grits may carry on their occupations 
in private, as the exigencies of the festival may require it.” R. 
Jose said : “They have of their own accord adopted the more 
rigorous observance and do not carry on their occupations (on 
the middle days).” 

GEMARA : R. Hyya bar Abba and R. Assi, both in the name 
of Hezekiah and R. Johanan, differ. One holds that “covering,” 
mentioned in the Mishna, means “ thinly covering,” and “put in 
layers ” means “ thickly covering ” ; and the other one holds that 
“ covering ” means both thinly and thickly covering, and “ put in 
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layers ” means “ heaping up.” So also we have learned in a 
Boraitha: “ Putting in layers—placing in a heap. Such is the 
dictum of R. Jehudah.” 

“ The dealers in fruit” etc. The schoolmen propounded a 
question: 41 Does it mean that they adopted a rigorous, etc., not 
to do any work at all, or only not in public ? ” Come and hear : 
The dealers in fruit, garments, and utensils may sell in private, 
for use on the middle days. R. Jose said: “ The dealers of 
Tiberias adopted of their own accord a more rigorous observance 
and did not sell at all.” (The Boraitha states further on that R. 
Jose said that the same was the case with the hunters and fishers 
of Achu and the manufacturers of grits of Sepphoris.) Abayi 
said: “ It is called grits, if it (the kernel) is crushed into two; 
pearl grits, if into three ; and meal, if crushed into four parts.” 
When R. Dimi came he said : “ It (grits) means spelt.” R. Huna 
permitted the dealers in spices to trade in their usual way. R. 
Kahana objected: We have learned elsewhere: A store opening 
into a gallery may be locked and unlocked in the usual way, but 
if it opens into a public street he must open one door and lock 
the other; and on the eve of the last day of Tabernacles one may 
decorate his stores with fruit in honor of the last day of the fes¬ 
tival. But not otherwise ? This presents no difficulty : the one 
is the case regarding fruit; the other, regarding spices (which 
may be done in the usual way). 




CHAPTER III. 


REGULATIONS REGARDING MOURNING ON FESTIVALS, REGARDING 
THOSE WHO ARE UNDER THE BAN, AND WASHING. 

MISHNA: The following may shave (trim their hair) on the 
middle days: One who arrives from the sea countries, or returns 
from captivity, or has been discharged from prison ; or one who 
was absolved by the sages from the ban, or from his vow (not to 
cut his hair for a certain period of time); also a Nazarite and the 
leper who is restored to cleanness. The following may wash 
their garments on the middle days : One who arrives from the 
sea countries, or returns from captivity, or has been discharged 
from prison ; and one whom the sages have absolved from the 
ban, or from his vow. Towels, barbers’ napkins, and bathing 
towels (may be washed). Men and women who have had a run¬ 
ning issue, women after their courses or lying-in, and all persons 
who from uncleanness are restored to cleanness, are permitted to 
wash their garments; but all other persons are forbidden. 

GEMARA: What is the reason for not permitting other per¬ 
sons? As we have learned in the following Mishna (Taanith): 
“ The priests of the weekly watch and the standing Israelites arc 
prohibited from shaving their beards and washing their clothes ; 
but on Thursday they are allowed to do so in honor of the 
Sabbath.” And Rabba bar bar Hana in the name of R. Elazar 
said: “ The reason why they are prohibited to do so the whole 
week is in order that they shall not enter upon the fulfilment of 
their duties when they are filthy (if they would be allowed to do 
so during the days of their duty).” The same reason applies to 
the festival (if they will be allowed to do so in the middle days 
they will not shave themselves before the festival). 

“ Who arrive from the sea countries .” Our Mishna is not in 
accordance with R. Jehudah of the following Boraitha: R. 
Jehudah said: “One who returns from the sea countries may 
not shave, for he went to sea of his own accord.” Said Rabha: 
“ If he went to sea for adventurous purposes, all agree that he 
may not; if to earn his bread, all agree that he may. They only 
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differ in case he went to sea to accumulate profits one who 
was well provided with an income, but went to sea to increase his 
riches). One equals it to the case of adventurous purpose; and 
the other, to that for the purpose of earning his bread. Samuel 
said : “ A minor (child) may be shaved on the middle days, and 
it makes no difference whether he was born on or before the 
middle days.” Said R. Pin’has: “We also have a Mishna to the 
same effect: All those who were permitted to shave on the middle 
days may also do so during their mourning.” From this we must 
assume that those prohibited to shave on the middle days are 
also prohibited from doing so during their mourning? Now, if a 
minor would be prohibited, then mourning would be customary 
to a minor also, but the following Boraitha states: “ The garments 
of a minor mourner are rent for the purpose of moving others to 
mourn ? ” Hence we see that to a minor himself mourning is not 
customary? Said R. Ashi: Does, then, the Mishna state “ those 
who are prohibited ” ? (It only states “ those who are allowed ”) 
and possibly some are prohibited who are not mentioned in the 
Mishna. 

A mourner must not observe mourning on festivals, for it is 
written [Deut. xvi. 14]: “And thou shalt rejoice on thy feast.” 
Then, if the mourning commences before the festival the positive 
commandment of the rejoicing of the feast which relates to the 
whole public is relieving from the positive commandment of 
mourning of an individual; and in case it began on the festival, 
the commandment of mourning to an individual cannot relieve 
from the commandment (of rejoicing) to the public. What is the 
law of one who is under the ban as regards the festival? Said 
R. Joseph: Come and hear: “Cases involving capital punish¬ 
ment or stripes, or civil cases, may be tried (on the middle days), 
and if one (of the parties) is in contempt he may be put under the 
ban.” Now then, if you should think that if one who was already 
under the ban the festival comes and postpones it, how could we 
put one under the ban originally on the festival ? Said Abayi 
to him: “ Perhaps the Boraitha meant, by 1 tried/ the examina¬ 
tion only (but not the result)?” Therefore said Abayi: This 
can be decided from our Mishna, which states: “One whom the 
sages absolved from the ban.” And if the festival would post¬ 
pone it, why then the absolving by the sages? 

Said Rabha : Does, then, the Mishna state : The sages have 
absolved the ban ? It states : “ Who was absolved by the sages 
from the ban,” which means that he has previously arrived at an 
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understanding with his opponent and then come to ask the rab¬ 
bis that they should absolve him. (Hence the question remains 
undecided.) 

Is the law of leprosy customary on the festival ? Said Rabha : 
Come and hear: It is written [Lev. xiii. 45]: “And the leper.” 
That means to include even if it was the high-priest. Now, it is 
certain that as to the high-priest all the week-days are considered 
feast-days, as we have learned in a Mishna (Sebo’him): “ The 
high-priest may sacrifice in his mourning before the interment of 
the corpse, but not to eat of it.” Infer from this that the law of 
leprosy is customary on festivals. * 

Rabha said: Whence do we know that the court has power 
to summon one to appear before them ; to appoint a time for the 
trial before the chief of the court; and to fix a time for the 
appearance of both parties? It is written [Num. xvi. 12-16]: 
“And Moses sent to call Dathan and Abiram, the sons of Eliab,” 
etc. “ And Moses said unto Korah, thou and thy company be 
ye before the Lord,” etc. “ Thou and they and Aaron to-mor¬ 
row.” And whence do we know that the court has power to 
postpone the trial to another day? It is written [Jerem. xlvi. 17]: 
“ They called out there,” etc., “ he hath let the time appointed 
pass by.” And whence do we know that the report of the court 
messenger, that the summons is disobeyed, is not considered 
slander ? From the report of the messengers to Moses [Num. xvi. 
14]. And whence do we know that a great man has the power 
to put one under the ban? From [Judges, v. 23] : “Curse ye 
Meroz, said the messenger of the Lord.” [It means that he was 
a great man.] And whence do we know that the court has power 
to excommunicate him and to prohibit to eat or drink in his com¬ 
pany, or to stand near him within a distance of four ells? From 
the passage [ibid., ibid.] : “ Curse ye bitterly, curse its inhabi¬ 
tants.” And whence, that his disobedience is made public? 
From [ibid., ibid.]: “ Because they came not to the help of the 
Lord.” And whence, that his property may be confiscated 
(made ownerless)? From [Ezra, x. 8]: “And that whosoever 
should not come within three days,” etc., “ all his substance 
should be forfeited f and himself separated from the congrega- 


* All the laws of mourning- not belonging to festivals we transfer to Tract Ebel 
Rabbathi (Great Mourning) as the proper place, and they will be published in the 
next volume, which will complete this section, 
f I^eeser translates “ devoted." 
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tion of the exiles/’ Whence, that he may be cursed, beaten, 
his hair plucked, and made to swear? From [Nehem. xiii. 25]: 
“ And I contended with them, and cursed them, and smote cer¬ 
tain of them, and plucked out their hair, and made them swear,” 
etc. Whence, that his hands and feet may be bound, and he may 
be tied to the whipping post, and prosecuted? From [Ezra, vii. 
26] : “ Whether it be unto death, or to banishment, or to a fine 
on goods, or to imprisonment.” What is meant by “ banish¬ 
ment”? Said Ada Mari in the name of Ne’hemiah bar Baruch 
in the name of R. Hyya bar Abin, quoting R. Jehudah: “It 
means, prosecution.” What kind of prosecution ? Said R. 
Jehudah, son of R. Samuel bar Shilath, in the name of Rabh : 
“ It means that he is put under the ban at once, and if he does 
not repent within thirty days the ban is continued ; and if he still 
continues to be disobedient, he is excommunicated after the 
lapse of sixty days.” Said R. Huna bar Hinna to him : “ But 
has not R. Hisda stated: He is first warned on a Monday, 
Thursday, and the following Monday”? This relates only to 
cases involving money; but if he is accused of having denounced 
the authorities, he is at once put under the ban. A certain butcher 
was disobedient to R. Tubi bar Mathna, and he was put under 
the ban by the concurrence of Abayi and Rabha. Subsequently 
he came to an understanding with his opponent. Said Abayi: 
“What shall be done in such a case? Shall we absolve him? 
Thirty days have not passed yet ? Shall we not ? The rabbis 
need him ? ” And he turned to R. Idi bar Abin and asked him: 
“Do you know anything about such a case?” And the latter 
answered him: “ R. Ta’hlipha bar Abimi said in the name of 
Samuel: ‘The horn that announced that he was placed under the 
ban, may announce that he was absolved.’ ” And Abayi re¬ 
joined : “ This is only in cases involving money; but in the case 
of denouncing the authorities, the ban must continue for thirty 
days.” Ameimar said: “ The Halakha prevails, that if scholars 
declare the ban over a person, he may be absolved therefrom by 
three other scholars.” Said R. Ashi to Ameimar : Have we 
not learned in a Boraitha: R. Simeon b. Gamaliel said : If one of 
the scholars who declared the ban over a person died, his part 
cannot be absolved from ? Shall we not assume that it cannot be 
absolved from at all? Nay; that means, only until other three 
absolve him. 

The rabbis taught: The ban is declared for not less than 
thirty days; rebuke, however, is only for seven days; and al- 
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though there is no explicit proof for that, there is a hint [Num. 
xii. 14]: “If her father had spit in her face, would she not 
be ashamed seven days?” R. Hisda said: “Our (Babylonian) 
ban equals in point of time their (Palestinian) rebuke; and their 
rebuke is only for seven days.” Is that so ? Has it not happened 
that R. Simeon bar Rabbi and Bar Qappara have been studying 
together, and they came across a difficult question ? Said R. 
Simeon to Bar Qappara: “This question must be solved by 
Rabbi (my father).” And Bar Qappara answered him : “ What 
could Rabbi say to this?”* R. Simeon reported this statement 
to his father, and he became angry. Subsequently Bar Qappara 
came to visit him, and Rabbi said to him : “ Bar Qappara, I have 
never known thee.” Bar Qappara understood this reproach, and 
he reprimanded himself for thirty days? It also happened that 
Rabbi ordered not to teach disciples in the public streets. R. 
Hyya disregarded the order, and did teach his two nephews, 
Rabh and Rabba bar bar Hana, in a public street. When Rabbi 
heard of it, he was angry. Subsequently R. Hyya came to visit 
him, and Rabbi said to him : “ Eyya, you are wanted in the 
street.” R. Hyya understood what was hinted at, and he repri¬ 
manded himself for thirty days. 

[On the thirtieth day Rabbi sent a message to him to come; 
and a short while after he sent him another message not to come. 
Subsequently R. Hyya came. Said Rabbi to him : “ Why didst 
thou come?” He answered : “ Because the Master sent for me 
to come.” Said Rabbi: “ But did I not subsequently send thee 
not to come?” And he replied: “The first message I received, 
the second one I did not.” And Rabbi applied to him the follow¬ 
ing passage [Proverbs, xvi. 7] : “ When the Lord recciveth in 
favor a man’s ways, he maketh even his enemies to be at peace 
with him.”] Hence we see from this that the rebuke of the Pales¬ 
tinians is for thirty days ? The rebuke of a prince is different. 

For how long, however, is our rebuke? For one day only, as 
seen from the following: Samuel and Mar Uqba, studying to¬ 
gether, the latter used to sit (out of respect to Samuel) four ells 
distant from the former ; but when sitting as a court, the reverse 
used to be the case, and Mar Uqba used to sit on a low platform 
(near the candelabrum f) in order that his voice might be heard 


* Rash i explains this to mean: “There is no scholar who could answer this.*' 
Hut our explanation seems to us more proper, 
f For Mar Uqba was an Exilarch. 
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well. Mar Uqba was in the habit of accompanying Samuel every 
day to his residence. One day he was so engrossed in a case that 
he forgot to do it, and the latter, instead, followed him to his 
house. When they reached the house, Samuel said to him : “ Is 
this sufficient for thee? May I now return?” And Mar Uqba 
understood that Samuel was angry, and he reprimanded himself 
for one day. There was a woman who was sitting in a pathway, 
and was in the habit of stretching out her foot to pick up the 
barley. A young scholar happened to pass by and she paid no 
attention to him, and he remarked: “ How insolent this woman 
is!” The woman came before R. Na’hman and he asked her: 
“ Did he utter the ban ? ” And she answered : “ Nay.” He then 
ordered her to be reprimanded for one day. Zutra bar Tubiah 
was once arranging biblical passages before R. Jehudah. When 
he came upon the passage [II Sam. xxiii. i] : “ And these are the 
last words of David,” he said to him: “ If these w r ere the last, 
what were the first words of David?” R. Jehudah remained 
silent. But when he (Mar Zutra) repeated the question, R. 
Jehudah said: “ Art thou of the opinion that if one cannot ex¬ 
plain this he is no more a great man?” And Mar Zutra under¬ 
stood that R. Jehudah was angry, and he reprimanded himself 
for one day. How is this passage, however, to be explained ? It 
plainly reads “the last”; then there must be the first words? 
[Ibid. xxi. i]: “And David spoke unto the Lord the words of 
this song, on the day that the Lord had delivered him out of the 
hand of all his enemies, and out of the hand of Saul.” This 
passage was expounded thus: The Holy One, blessed be He, said 
unto David : “ David, thou singest songs over the downfall of 
Saul; if thou wert Saul and he were David, I would annihilate 
many a David for his sake.” And this is meant by [Psalms, vii. 
i]: “A Shiggayon of David * which he sang unto the Lord, con¬ 
cerning the affairs of Cush (the Ethiopian) the Benjamite.” Was 
then his name Cush? It was Saul, but as an Ethiopian is dis¬ 
tinguished from others by the color of his skin, so was Saul dis¬ 
tinguished from others by his good deeds. Likewise [Num. xii. 
i] : “ On account of the Ethiopian woman which he had married.” 
Was then her name Ethiopian ? Was it then not Ziporah ? But 
it is to state, that as an Ethiopian is distinguished by the color of 
his skin, so was she distinguished by her kind deeds. Likewise 
[Jerem. xxxviii. 7]: “ Now when the slave of the king, the Ethio- 


* The root of Shiggayon is meaning “ error.” 


*v. 
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pian,” etc. Was then his name Ethiopian ? * Was it then not Zede- 
kiah ? But as it is stated above. Likewise [Amos, ix. 7] : “ Are 
ye not like the children of the Ethiopians, O children of Israel? ” 
Was then their name Ethiopians ? Was it then not “ Israel ? 
But as the Ethiopians differ from others in the color of their 
skin, so does Israel differ from all idolaters by their good deeds. 

R. Tan’hum said in the name of R. Huna, and according to 
other's R. Huna himself said it: A disciple who put one under 
the ban for disobedience to himself, the ban is valid, as we have 
learned in a Boraitha: “ One who is put under the ban by the 
Master is considered so also towards the disciple; but if put by 
a disciple, is not so towards the Master.” Hence towards the 
Master he is not so, but as towards the general public he is so 
Now then, let us see: To what case is this applicable? Shall 
we assume that it applies to Heavenly things ? Is it not written 
[Psalms xxi. 30] : “ There is no wisdom nor understanding nor 
counsel 'against the Lord" ? Hence it must be assumed, even for 
the disobedience to himself. R. Joseph said: ” Even a young 
scholar, if only he is certain that his demand against another is 
just, may render judgment in his own favor. There was one 
young scholar concerning whom evil rumors were current. Said 
R. Jehudah: “ What shall be done in this case ? Shall we put 
him under the ban ? The rabbis need him. Shall we not ? 
The name of Heaven will be profaned.” And he asked Rabba 
bar bar Hana: “Do you know anything about such a case?” 
He answered him: So said R. Johanan: “It is written [Mal- 
achi, ii. 7]: ‘ The priest’s lips are ever to keep knowledge, and 
the law are they to seek from his mouth, for he is the mes- 
sengerf of the Lord of hosts.’ That means: If the Master is 
equal to an angel, law may be sought from his mouth, but not 
otherwise.” Thereupon R. Jehudah put him under the ban. 
Subsequently, R. Jehudah was taken ill and the rabbis made him 
a sick-call, among whom was also that young scholar. When 
R. Jehudah beheld him, he smiled. Said he to R. Jehudah: 
” Is it not enough that you put me under the ban, that you still 
laugh at me?” R. Jehudah answered him: “ I do not laugh 
at you, but in the world to come I will be proud to say that I 
was not biased even towards so great a man as you. 


♦The Talmud translates the meaning of the words literally. Hence our transla- 
tl0n j The text reads “ Malach,” which means a messenger, and also an angel. 
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When R. Jehudali died the young scholar came to the col¬ 
lege and asked to be absolved from the ban, and the rabbis 
answered him: ” There is not here a man equal in esteem to 
R. Jehudah to absolve you. Go to R. Jehudah the Second, 
and he may absolve you/’ He went to him. Said the Nasi to 
R. Ami: “ Go and examine his case, and if found favorable, 
absolve him/' R. Ami did so, and was about to absolve him 
when R. Samuel bar Na’hmeni arose and said: “ Even when 
the maid-servant of the house of Rabbi declared one under the 
ban the sages did respect it for three years, and so much the 
more we must respect Jehudah our colleague/’ Said R. Zera: 
“ How did it happen that this old man came to-day to college 
after an absence of several years ? It is a token that the young 
scholar is not to be absolved/' He left weeping, and on the 
way he was stung by a bee and he died. He was brought to 
the vaults of the Pious, and was not accepted; he was then 
removed to those of the Judges, and was accepted. Why so ? 
For he acted as R. Ilai of the following Boraitha: “ If one can¬ 
not withstand the temptation, he shall go to a place where he is 
not known, and shall dress in black and wrap himself in black 
and do as he pleases, but shall not profane the name of Heaven 
openly/’ 

What was the occurrence with the maid-servant of the house 
of Rabbi ? The maid-servant of the house of Rabbi saw once 
one beating his grown-up son, and she said: “ Let that man be 
under the ban, for he has transgressed the commandment [Lev. 
xix. 14] : ‘ Thou shalt not put a stumbling-block before the 
blind/” And the following Boraitha states that this passage 
relates to one who beats his grown-up son. Resh Lakish was 
watching an orchard, and there came a certain man and ate of 
the figs. Resh Lakish shouted to him not to do it, but he paid 
no attention to him. Resh Lakish then said: “ Let this man 
be under the ban.” And the man answered him: ” On the 
contrary, let that man be under the ban; for if I am responsible 
to thee in damages, am I then liable to be put under the ban ? ” 
When Resh Lakish came to the college, he was told: “ His 
placing you under the ban is valid, but not yours.” “ How can 
it be corrected ? ” ” Go and ask his pardon.” ” But I do not 

know where to find him ?” And he was told: “ You have to 
go to the Nasi in order to be absolved, as we have learned in a 
Boraitha: 1 One who was put under the ban and he does not know 
the person, he must go to a Nasi in order to be absolved.’ ” 
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R. Iluna said: It was enacted in Oslia that if the chief of 
the court should be delinquent, if for the first time he should 
not be put under the ban, but should only be told: “ Be digni¬ 
fied and stay at home.” But if for the second time, he should 
be put under the ban, lest the name of Heaven be profaned. 
This is not in accordance with the following statement of Rcsh 
Lakish: A scholar who is delinquent is not put under the ban 
publicly, for it is written [Hosea, ii. 5]: “ Therefore shalt thou 
stumble in the day-time, and the prophet also shall stumble 
with thee in the night,” which means: See that he is devoid of 
publicity, as the night is devoid of daylight. 

Mar Zutra the Pious, when a young scholar was delinquent 
and deserving to be reprimanded, first reprimanded himself and 
then the young scholar. When he entered his residence, he 
first absolved himself and then the young scholar. R. Giddel 
said in the name of Rabh: “A scholar may first put himself 
under the ban (for a certain period of time) and afterward absolve 
himself therefrom.” Said R. Papa: ” I may be rewarded; for, 
as a matter of fact, I have never put a young scholar under the 
ban.” 

“And the Nazarite and the leperf etc. R. Jeremiah ques¬ 
tioned R. Zera: “ Does it mean in the case when they had no 
opportunity to do so before, or even when they had?” And he 
answered him : “ We have learned this in the following Boraitha : 
All those who were said to be permitted to shave on the middle 
days, may do so only when they had no opportunity to do it 
before, but not otherwise. A Nazarite, however, may do so, 
although he had the opportunity to do so before, in order that 
his sacrifice be not delayed. 

The rabbis taught: “ All those who were said to be permitted 
to shave on the middle days, may also do so in their mourning.” 
But have we not learned in another Boraitha that they may not ? 
Said R. Hisda in the name of R. Shila: “The first Boraitha 
relates to a case where the mournings succeeded one another.” 
If this is the case, why only “ those who were said,” etc.? Why 
not every one? As we have learned in a Boraitha : “ When one 
mourning succeeds the other, and so on for a long time, and his 
hair has become heavy, it may be made light by a razor, and he 
may wash his clothes in water?” Yea, but as to this, it was 
taught that R. Hisda said : The Boraitha means by a razor 
only, but not by scissors; in water, but not with Spanish chalk 
(which was used then instead of soap) or lye. Said R. Hisda: 
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“ From this it may be inferred that a mourner must not wash his 
clothes/’ 

The rabbis taught: “ As it is not allowed to shave on the 
middle days, so also is it not allowed to trim the nails. Such is 
the dictum of R. Jehudah. R. Jose, however, permits it.” And 
the same is the case in regard to mourning. Said Ula: “The 
Halakha prevails according to R. Jehudah in regard to mourning, 
and according to R. Jose in regard to the middle days.” Samuel, 
however, said : “The Halakha prevails according to R. Jose in 
regard to both mourning and the middle days.” As Samuel said 
elsewhere: The Halakha prevails according to the one who is 
lenient, in regard to mourning. R. Shaman bar Aba said : I was 
present once on the middle days in the college of R. Johanan, 
and saw him trimming his nails with his teeth and throwing the 
parings away. And from the above occurrence three things 
were inferred : that the nails may be trimmed on the middle 
days; that there is no aversion to trimming them with the teeth; 
and that the parings may be thrown away.* R. Itz’hak bar Jacob 
barGeurah in the name of R. Johanan sent the following mes¬ 
sage : “ Flaxen garments may be washed on the middle days.” 

MISHNA: The following documents may be written on the 
middle days: contracts of betrothing, bills of divorce, and 
receipts in discharge of debts; also wills or codicils; deeds of 
gift; premonitions; and deeds of maintenance, certificates of 
Halitza, and certificates of refusal; arbitration bonds; decrees 
of the Beth Din; and powers of attorney. 

GEMARA: Samuel said: “One is permitted to become 
betrothed to a woman on the middle days, for fear that he may 
be preceded by another one.” Rabh said in the name of R. 
Reuben b. Atztrubli: It appears from the Law, the Prophets, 
and the Hagiographa that the union of a woman to her husband 
comes from God himself. The Law [Gen. xxiv. 5 °] : ** Then 
Laban and Bethuel answered and said: The thing hath pro¬ 
ceeded from the Lord," etc.; the Prophets [Judges, xiv. 4]: 
“But his father and his mother knew not that it was from the 
Lord"; the Hagiographa [Prov. xix. 14] : “ Houses and wealth 
are an inheritance from fathers; but from the Lord cometh an 
intelligent wife.” f Rabh further said in the name of the same 
authority; and according to others this was learned in a Boraitha : 


* This subject will be explained in Tract Niddah. 

f See our “ Maamar Ha'ishuth," Wien, 1S87, p. 6. 
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44 R. Reuben b. Atztrubli said: 4 No one is suspected of having 
done something (wrong), unless he has really done it; and if he 
has not done it all, he has done part of it; and if not even that 
much, he at least had in mind to do it; and if not even that 
much, he probably approved of it when it was done by others.' " 
An objection was made: Come and hear [Psalm cvi. 16]: 
44 Moreover, they envied Moses in the camp and Aaron the 
holy one of the Lord." And R. Samuel bar Itz’hak said: 
44 From this it is inferred that every one suspected his own wife 
of having relations with Moses ?" (Hence we see that one may 
be suspected although there is no particle of foundation for it ?) 
In that case it was different, for it was done out of hatred. 
Another objection was made: Come and hear: R. Jose said: 
44 May my share in the world to come be with those who were 
groiuidlessly suspected." And R. Papa said: 44 I was once sus¬ 
pected without any ground whatever ?" This presents no diffi¬ 
culty. The one is the ease when the suspicion has ceased; the 
other is, when it has not. What is meant by not having ceased ? 
Said Abayi : 44 My mother told me: 4 A town rumor is for a day 
and a half.’ " The case is only if it has not ceased at intervals, 
but if it has it does not matter; and if, however, it has ceased 
out of fear, it is not taken into consideration; and even if it was 
not out of fear, the case is when it was not circulated again 
more vigorously. All this, however, is the case when the person 
suspected has no enemies; but if he has, the latter circulated it. 

MISHNA: Bonds of debts must not be written on the mid¬ 
dle days; but if the lender does not otherwise want to trust the 
borrower, or the latter has nothing to eat, they may be written. 
Holy Scrolls, Phylacteries, or Mezuzoth must not be written on 
the middle days, and not a single letter may be corrrected— 
even in the Book of Ezra.* R. Jehudah, however, says : 44 One 
may write Phylacteries and Mezuzoth for his own use, and he 
may also spin sky-blue wool for show-threads in his garment." 

GEMARA: The rabbis taught: One may write Phylacteries 
and Mezuzoth for his own use and may spin sky-blue wool for 
show-threads in his garment; but for others he may do it as 
a favor only (without compensation). Such is the dictum of 


* It means the first Tentateuch which Ezra wrote. Rashi, however, says that he 
heard that it should not be read “ Ezra,” but mtj?, which means the Temple ; as to his 
knowledge, there was a correct copy of the Holy Scrolls, from which all the others 
were corrected. 
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R. Meir. R. Jehudah, however, said: " One may connive and 
sell his own, and then write another one for his own use." But 
R. Jose said: " He may write and sell in the usual way as much 
as necessary for his living expenses/' Rabh, and according to 
others Rabba bar bar Hana, rendered his decision to R. Hana- 
nel: " The Halakha prevails, that one may write and sell in the 
usual way as much as necessary for his living expenses." 

MISHNA: One who buried his dead three days before the 
commencement of the festival is freed from the observance of 
the seven (days of deep mourning); if eight days before the 
festival, he is freed from the observance of the thirty days; for 
the sages hold: " The Sabbath enters into the computation, but 
does not supersede the mourning, whereas the festivals super¬ 
sede the mourning, but do not enter into the computation." 
R. Elazar said: " Since the destruction of the Temple, Pente¬ 
cost is to be considered (in respect to mourning) like the Sab¬ 
bath." R. Gamaliel said: "The New Year and the Day of 
Atonement are to be considered like festivals; the sages, how¬ 
ever, say that it is neither as the one nor as the other, but hold 
that there is no distinction between the Pentecost and any other 
festival, but the New Year and the Day of Atonement are like 
the Sabbath." 

GEMARA: Rabh said: " Only the observance oi the thirty 
days is dispensed with, but not the days themselves." So also 
said R. Huna. R. Shesheth, however, said: " Even the days 
are dispensed with." In what case may it happen that the days 
shall still not be dispensed with ? If (the observance of the 
thirty days being dispensed with) one had not shaved himself 
on the eve of the festival, he may not do so after the festival 
(during all the thirty days). We have so also learned in a 
Boraitha: One who buries his dead three days before the 
festival is freed from the observance of the seven days; if eight 
days, he is freed from the observance of the thirty days, and he 
may shave himself on the eve of the festival; if he, however, 
failed to do so on the eve of the festival, he must not do so 
after the festival. Abba Saul, however, said: " He may do so, 
for as the observance of the three days frees from the observance 
of the seven days, so also does the observance of the seven days 
free from the observance of the thirty days." Seven days? 
Have we not learned eight ? Abba Saul is of the opinion that a 
portion of a day counts for a whole day, and the seventh day 
enters into the computation of both. Said R. Hisda in the 
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name of Rabina bar Shila: 44 The Halakha prevails according to 
Abba Saul, and even the sages concede to Abba Saul that in 
case the eighth day falls on a Sabbath which is incidentally the 
eve of a festival, he may shave on the eve of Sabbath.'* Accord¬ 
ing to whom is the statement of R. Amram in the name of 
Rabh: 44 A mourner, as soon as his condolers have left him, is 
permitted to wash himself" ? It is according to Abba Saul. 
Said Abayi: The Halakha prevails according to Abba Saul in 
regard to the seventh day; and the sages concede, in regard to 
the thirtieth day, that a portion of a day counts for a whole 
day. Rabha said: The Halakha prevails according to Abba 
Saul regarding the thirtieth day, but not regarding the seventh 
day. But the sages of Nehardea maintained that the Halakha 
prevails according to Abba Saul in both cases, as Samuel said: 
"The Halakha prevails according to the one who is lenient 
in regard to mourning." Abayi inquired of Rabba: 44 If one 
buried his dead on the festival, does, or docs not, the festival 
enter into the computation of the thirty days ? Certain it is to 
me that it does not enter in regard to the seven days, for the 
observance of the seven is not customary on the festival; but 
my question is in regard to the thirty days, because the observ¬ 
ance of the thirty days is customary on the festival ?" And he 
answered him: 44 It does not enter." Abayi raised an objection 
based on the following Boraitha: The festival enters into the 
computation of the thirty days. How so ? If the burial took 
place in the beginning of the festival, the observance of the 
seven days begins after the festival, and his work may be done 
by others, and his male and female servants may do their work 
privately, and the public need not condole with him during the 
seven days, for they have already done so on the festival; and 
the festival enters into the computation of the thirty days ? 
This objection remains unanswered. When Rabbin came from 
Palestine he said in the name of R. Johanan: 44 Even if he was 
buried on the festival" (the festival enters into computation). 
So also has R. Elazar decided to his son R. Padath. 

The rabbis taught: If one has observed the lowering of the 
couch for three days prior to the festival, he need not observe it 
any more after the festival. Such is the dictum of R. Eliczer. 
The sages, however, hold: 44 Even one day, and even one hour." 
Said R. Elazar b. R. Simeon: These are, respectively, the de¬ 
crees of the school of Shammai and the school of Hillel. For 
the school of Shammai decrees: 44 Three days "; and the school 
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of Hillel decrees: " Even one day." Said R. Huna in the 
name of R. Hyya bar Abba, quoting R. Johanan, and according 
to others R. Johanan said to R. Hyya bar Abba and R. Huna: 
"Even one day, and even one hour." Rabha said: "The 
I-Ialakha prevails according to our Tana (of the Boraitha), who 
holds three days." 

Rabina happened to be in Sura of Euphrates. Said R. 
Habibha to him: " What is the Halakha ?" And he answered 
him: " Even one day, and even one hour." R. Jose bar 
Abin said: " One who receives information which is recent on 
the festival, but becomes remote after the festival, the latter 
counts, and mourning is observed only one day." Rabbi 
Ada of Kisri taught before R. Johanan: "One who receives 
information which is recent on the Sabbath but becomes re¬ 
mote thereafter, must mourn one day only." Must he rend 
(his garments) or not? R. Mani said: " He may not." R. 
Hanina, however, said: " He may." Said R. Mani to R. 
Hanina; "As to my statement, it is correct, because rending 
is customary only together with the observance of the seven 
days; but as to your statement, is then there a case in which 
one must rend although there is no mourning of the seven 
days?" Is there not such a case? But has not R. Isi the 
father of R. Zera, and according to others the brother of R. 
Zera, taught before R. Zera: " One who has no garment to rend 
and he becomes a mourner, if within the seven days, he must 
rend; if after the seven days, he may not" ? And R. Zera 
rejoined: "This is the case only in the five cases of relatives 
whom one is bound to bury, but over his father and mother he 
must rend notwithstanding (the lapse of the seven days ?). In 
this case it is only out of respect to his father and mother," 

44 Because the sages held that Sabbath enters into computation , 
etc. The inhabitants of Judea and the inhabitants of Galilea: 
Those hold that the law of mourning applies on Sabbath (to 
things done privately), because the Mishna states: 44 It enters 
into computation"; and these hold that it does not apply, 
because the Mishna states: 44 But it does not supersede." 

But does not the Mishna state that it enters into computa¬ 
tion ? It is only because it has to state in the latter part, that 
it does not enter, he uses also in the first past “ enter." But 
did not the Mishna state plainly 44 it does not supersede " ? This 
is for the same reason, as it has to state in the latter part 44 it 
does supersede " it uses the same term in the first part also. 
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Raphram bar Papa said: 44 We have learned in Tract 4 Great 
Mourning *; 4 A mourner is prohibited to have sexual inter¬ 
course during his mourning. It happened once that one did 
have sexual intercourse with his wife during his mourning, 
and his corpse was dragged about by hogs/ " Samuel said: 
44 To remove the wrapping from the head, the rent from the 
front to the back, and to put the couch in proper condition (on 
the Sabbath) is obligatory; but to wear shoes, to have sexual 
intercourse, and to bathe the hands and feet in warm water on 
Friday evening is optional/* Rabh, however, said that even 
removing the wrapping is also only optional. 

Abayi found R. Joseph during his mourning walking around 
in the house with his mantle wrapped around his head (on the 
Sabbath), and he said to him: 44 Does not the Master hold that 
mourning is not customary on the Sabbath ? " And he answered 
him : 44 So said R. Johanan: 4 Things of a private nature are per¬ 
mitted/ " 

44 R. Elazar said: Since the destruction of the Temple, etc. 
R. Giddel bar Menasiah said in the name of Samuel: 44 The 
Halakha prevails according to Rabban Gamaliel (Berachoth), 
who said that a mourner on the Sabbath is bound to observe all 
the commandments/' 

R. Anni bar Shashan lectured in front of the house of the 
Nasi: 44 If (the mourning is) observed one day before Pentecost 
and on Pentecost, it is considered to have been observed four¬ 
teen days." (For Pentecost counts for seven days, and so also 
does the day preceding it, as stated above.) When R. Ami 
heard of this he was angry, and said: 44 Is this then his own ? 
This was stated long ago by R. Elazar in the name of R. 
Oshiya." The same thing was stated in a lecture by R. Itz’hak 
of Napl/ha in Babylon at the cottage of the Exilarch, and R. 
Shesheth became angry because R. Elazar in the name of R. 
Oshiya, the author of this statement (Hagiga, 40), was not 
mentioned. R. Papa, accompanying R. Avia the elder, lec¬ 
tured: 44 One day (of observance of mourning) before the New 
Year and the day of New Year count for fourteen days." Said 
Rabina: 44 Therefore, one day before the Tabernacles, the 
Tabernacles, and the eighth day (which counts for a separate fes¬ 
tival) count (regarding mourning) twenty-one days." Rabina 
happened to be in Sura of Euphrates. Said R. Habibha of 
same place to him: 44 Do you, Master, hold: 4 If observed one 
day before the New Year and on the New Year it counts four- 
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teen days’ ?” And he answered him: “ I have only stated 
that it seems to me that the Halakha prevails according to R. 
Gamaliel/’ 

MISHNA: The garments are not rent, nor the shoulders 
laid bare, nor the funeral meal eaten (on the middle days), 
unless by the near relatives of the deceased. The funeral meal 
is not to be taken except on a couch standing up properly. 

GEMARA: Does this apply to a scholar also? Have we 
not learned in a Boraitha: ” When a scholar dies, all must rend 
their garments, bare their shoulders, and partake of the funeral 
meal served in the public thoroughfare, for all are considered as 
his relatives” ? Nay, this Mishna refers to one who is not a 
scholar, but an upright man over whom also rending is obliga¬ 
tory, as we have learned in the following Boraitha: ” Why do 
little children die ? Because their parents failed to weep (mourn) 
over the death of an upright man; to one who does so, all his 
sins are forgiven, for the honor he has done to the deceased.” 
In the case of the death of an ordinary person, however, rend¬ 
ing is obligatory only on the one who is present at the time of 
the death, as we have learned in the following Boraitha: ” R. 
Simeon b. Elazar said: 1 One who is present at the time when 
the death occurs is bound to rend his garments, for it is similar 
to the case of one who is present at the time the Holy Scrolls 
are burned, in which case he is bound to rend his garments.’ ” 
When R. Saphra’s soul passed unto rest, the rabbis intended 
not to rend their garments, for they said: ” We received no 
teachings from him.” Said Abayi to them: ” Does, then, the 
Boraitha treat of a rabbi ? It treats of a scholar, and still more 
so in the present case, when his Halakhas are always on our lips 
in the college ?” Still they were inclined not to rend, for they 
said: ” The time for doing so has already passed.” Said Abayi 
to them: ” We have learned: In the case of a scholar, so long 
as the funeral orations are still going on, one is bound to rend.” 
They then wanted to rend at once (without holding funeral ora¬ 
tions). Said Abayi to them: ” There is a Boraitha that states 
that the honor paid to the remains of a scholar lies in the funeral 
oration.” When R. Huna departed, it was intended to place 
the Holy Scrolls on his bier. Said R. Hisda to them: ” Shall 
we now act against his will? Has not R. Ta’hlipha said: 1 I 
was once present when R. Huna wanted to sit down on a cot on 
which the Holy Scrolls were lying, and he first removed the 
latter and then sat down ’ ? Hence we see that he was of the 
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opinion that one must not sit on a cot on which the Holy Scrolls 
are placed? 0 When the cot was to be removed from the 
house, it was found out that it could not pass through the door; 
and it was about to be removed through the roof opening, when 
R. Hisda remarked: 44 We have a tradition from him that the 
honor to a deceased scholar demands that he be removed 
through the door opening. 0 They then wanted to place him 
on a cot of smaller dimensions, but R. Hisda again remarked: 
44 We have a tradition from him that the respect to a deceased 
scholar demands that he be removed in the cot he died on.” 
Then they broke away the door-posts, and passed him out. Then 
R. Abba began the following eulogy: 44 Our rabbi was worthy 
that the Shekhina should rest upon him, but Babylon prevented 
it.° When his corpse arrived in Palestine, R. Ami and R. Assi 
were informed that 44 R. Huna had arrived. 0 And they said 
(under the impression that he was alive): 44 When we were in 
Babylon we could not raise our heads on account of him (for his 
great learning), and now he has followed us here. 0 And they 
were then told: 44 His coffin has arrived. 0 R. Ami and R. Assi 
went out (to pay their respects). R. Aila and R. Hanina re¬ 
mained in the house. Others, however, said that only R. Hanina 
remained. What was the reason of those who went out ? The 
following Boraitha: 44 When a coffin is being removed from one 
place to another, those present must stand in a row and must pro¬ 
nounce the mourning benediction and the words of consolation. 0 
The reason, however, of those who did not go out is the follow¬ 
ing Boraitha: 44 When a coffin is being removed from one place 
to another, those present need not stand in a row,° etc. But do 
not these Boraithas contradict each other ? Nay, the one relates 
to a case where the skeleton is still in good condition; the other 
where it is not. But R. Huna’s skeleton was still in good con¬ 
dition ? They were not aware of that. They then began to 
deliberate where to place his remains, and concluded to place 
them alongside of those of R. Hyya. For they said : 44 R. Huna 
diffused the Torah among Israel as much as did R. Hyya.° 
The question then came up as to who should do the placing. 
Said R. Ilaga to them: 44 I will do it, for I was his disciple since 
the age of eighteen. I never had a wet-dream, and I have 
served him since then and knew his ways: once it happened that 
one of his phylactery fillets turned over, and he fasted forty 
days. 0 When R. Haga brought in the coffin into the arch, he 
noticed that Jehudah was sleeping at the right of his father and 
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Hezekiah at his left. He heard Jehudah say to his brother: 
44 Rise, for it would not be correct not to pay respect to 
R. Huna.” When he arose, a pillar of fire arose with him. 
R. Haga became frightened and, lifting up the coffin of R. 
Huna, left the arch. 

When R. Hisda died they wanted to place the Holy Scrolls 
on his bier. Said R. Itz’hak: 44 A thing which was not approved 
by his Master (R. Huna), we must not do to him.” They also 
intended to leave their rent garments unmended, when R. 
Itz’hak bar Ami said to them: 44 In case of a scholar, the rent 
may be sewed together as soon as those who follow the coffin 
turn away their faces from the latter/* When Rabba bar Huna 
and R. Hamnuna had died in Babylon, their bodies were brought 
on camels to Palestine. Arrived at a narrow bridge, where the 
two camels could not pass at once, both remained standing. 
An Ishmaelitish merchant present, surprised at the interruption 
of the journey, asked for the reason, and was told that each of 
the deceased wished to give the other the preference of the way. 
44 If I were to give my view of the matter,” the Arab said, 44 I 
should decide in favor of Rabba bar Huna (as he was known to 
me as a venerable man).” The Arab had hardly concluded his 
remarks, when the camel bearing Rabba passed the bridge. 
(As a punishment for not paying proper respect to R. Ham¬ 
nuna), the molars and front teeth of the Arab fell out. A 
disciple declaimed the following elegy: 

A learned scion of an ancient race 
Upward to Sacred Palestina draws, 

And bears into illimitable space 

The code of battles, the great book of laws. 

The cormorant and the hedgehog nightly gloat 
Upon destruction spreading far and wide ; 

For God His wrath upon the earth has hurled, 

Our pious sage His voice has called away ; 

And God is glad that from this sinful world 
His dearest servant has come home to stay.* 

When Rabina died, the funeral orator held the following 
oration : 

Bend, ye majestic palms, in grief sincere 
O’er one who like a palm had flourished here ; 

Nor cease your mourning when the moon’s soft ray 
Changes to shadowy night the brilliant day. 

* From “The Poetry of the Talmud,” by Sekels, with metrical corrections, as 
also the verses following. 
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For moon's broad glare had oft to midnight waned 
Ere slumber o’er his studious eyelids reigned, 

R. Ashi said to Bar Kipuk (the funeral orator): “ What ora¬ 
tion will you make on that day (of my death) ? ” And he 
answered him : “ The following: 

How can the lowly hyssop still survive, 

When with devouring flames the cedars strive ? 

With huge Leviathan the angler’s prey, 

What have the fishes of the pond to say ? 

If the dry torrents shame the fisher’s hook, 

How fares it with the waters of the brook ? ” 

Said Bar Abhin to him: “ Heaven forbid that ‘ net ’ and 
‘ flame ’ be used in orations over the righteous/' “ What, then, 
would you say ? ” “I would say : ‘ Weep for the losers but not for 
the lost (deceased), for he passed into rest but we into grief/ ” 
R. Ashi felt discouraged (for one orator used the words “ net ” 
and “flame,” and the other the word “lost”), and their (of the 
orators) feet upturned. When he died, neither of the orators 
came to hold orations. And this was meant by R. Ashi when 
he said : “ Neither Bar Kipuk nor Bar Abhin would be bound to 
perform the ceremony of Halitza.” ( Vide Yebamoth, 103^, where 
it is stated that those who have deformed feet are not bound to 
perform Halitza.) 

When Rabha came to Hiddekel, he said to Bar Abhin : “ Pro¬ 
nounce an (appropriate) prayer,” and the latter began: “ The 
major part of Israel went through water; remember, and have 
mercy. We went astray from Thee as a woman goeth astray 
from her husband; do not cast us off, for it may have the same 
indication as that of the bitter-water.” [ Vide Num. v. 11-28.] 

R. Hanin, the son-in-law of the Nasi, had been for a long time 
childless ; he prayed and was answered. On the day of the birth 
of the child he died. The funeral orator on this occasion de¬ 
claimed the following elegy: 

Parental joy was changed to hopeless pain : 

Where bliss had entered, grief was doomed to reign ; 

For in the moment of his hope fulfilled, 

The joyful beating of that heart was stilled. 

The child was named Hanin after his father. When R. Johanan 
died, R. Itz’hak b. Elazar began the eulogy as follows: “This 
day is as momentous to Israel as the day of which the prophet 
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spoke [Amos, viii. 9]: ‘And it shall come to pass in that day 
that I will cause the sun to go down at noon/ ” which R. Johanan 
explained to have reference to the day of the death of the King 
Josiah. When R. Johanan departed, R. Ami observed both 
the seven and the thirty days (of mourning). Said R. Abba the 
son of R. Hyya bar Abba: “ R. Ami stands alone in his action, 
for so said my father in the name of R. Johanan : * Even over an 
instructor in science one need not mourn more than one day/ ” 
When R. Zera departed, the funeral orator delivered the follow¬ 
ing oration: 

In Babylon this noble sage was bom, 

In Palestine he was admired and cherished; 

41 Woe unto me ! ” doth Reketh * sadly mourn, 

“ For my most precious jewel now has perished.” 

When R. Abuhu died, the pillars of Kisri shed tears; when R. 
Jose died, the gutters of Sepphoris were overrun with blood ; 
when R. Jacob died, the stars were seen in the day-time; when 
R. Assi, all the trees were rooted out; when R. Hyya, fire-balls 
fell from heaven; when R. Mena’ham (ben R. Simai), all the 
images became obliterated and as smooth as if passed upon with 
a roller; when R. Tan’hum bar Hyya died, all the impressions 
upon the images were effaced ; when R. Eliashib, seventy bur¬ 
glaries were committed in Nehardea ; when R. Hamnuna, hail¬ 
stones fell from heaven; when Rabba and R. Joseph died, the 
bridge-arches of Euphrates collapsed ; when Abayi and Rabha, 
the bridge-arches of Hiddekel collapsed ; when R. Mesharshia 
died, the trees were laden with thorns (instead of fruit).f 

MISHNA: The food for the funeral meal is not placed 
before the mourners on a table, nor in a silver tureen, nor in a 
dish, but in wicker baskets. The mourning prayers must not 
be pronounced on the middle days, but the rows are formed and 
the consolation is pronounced and the people assembled are at 
once dismissed. The bier must not be set down in any public 
place, that the mourning may not spread (in the middle days). 
The bier of women must at no time be there set down, on ac¬ 
count of respect (to the sex of the deceased). X 

** The bier must 7 iot be set down in any public street. ’ ’ Said R. 

* Reketh is Tiberias. (Rashi.) 

1 All this must not be understood literally but allegorically. 

\ The Gemara belonging to this Mishna, which properly does not come in here, 
will be found in its proper place. 
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Papa : “ No middle days are considered in regard to a scholar 
(Talmid-Hakham), and so much the more so the half-feast of 
Hanuka or Purim. This, however, is the case only in the pres¬ 
ence of the corpse/' This is not -so? Has not R. Kahana 
lamented over the death of R. Zbhid of Nehardea on the banks 
of the river (and surely the corpse was not there) ? Said R. 
Papa: 44 That was on the very day he received the information, 
which is equivalent to the presence of the corpse." 

MISHNA: The mourning women may wail during the mid¬ 
dle days, but not clap (their palms together). R. Ishmael said : 
The nearest to the bier may clap. On the days of the New 
Moon, on the half-festivals of Hanuka and Purim, they may wail 
and clap, but must not sing lamentations; but when the corpse 
is interred, they must neither wail aloud nor clap. 

What is meant by wailing? When all of them join in one 
chorus. What is meant by lamentation ? When one recites and 
the others respond, as it is written [Jer. ix. 20]: “ Teach your 
daughters wailing and every one her neighbor lamentation.” 
But of the age that is to come it is written [Isa. xxv. 8] : “ He 
will destroy death to eternity ; and the Lord Eternal will wipe 
away the tear from off all faces.” 

GEMARA: R. Levi bar Hitha said : One who takes leave 
of the dead shall not say, “ Go in peace,” but “ Go with peace,” 
as it is written [Gen. xv. 15] : “ But thou shalt come to thy fathers 
with peace ” (Zfrsholom); but the contrary must be said when 
taking leave of the living. When David said to Absalom: “ Go 
with peace” [II Sam. xv. 9], the latter hanged himself; while, 
when Jethro said to Moses [Exod. iv. 18]: “ Go in peace” 
(Zrsholom), Moses went and was successful. R. Levi further 
said : One who goes from the college to the prayer-house, and 
vice versa , is rewarded by receiving the appearance of the She- 
khina, as it is written [Psalms, lxxxiv. 8] : “ They go from strength 
(college) to strength (the prayer-house); each of them appeared 
before God in Zion.” R. Hyya bar Ashi said in the name of 
Rabh : “ Scholars (Talmide-Hakhamim) have no rest even in the 
world to come, as it is written [ibid.] : 'They go from strength to 
strength ; each of them appeareth before God in Zion.’ ” 


END OF TRACT MOED KATAN (MINOR FESTIVALS). 
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A WORD TO THE PUBLIC. 


With this voluiyie Section Moed (Festivals), the weightiest 
and most difficult of the six Talmud sections, becomes com¬ 
plete. Students of the Talmud will observe that while the old 
edition contains twelve treatises, we have embodied thirteen, 
taking one—viz., Tract Ebel Rabbathi from Section Tsezikin 
(Damages), for reasons which will be stated further on. 

Section Festivals contains all the Halakhoth (ordinances) per¬ 
taining to the Sabbath, to festivals, semi-festivals, fast-days, 
feast-days, and days of mourning, and stands practically inde¬ 
pendent of all other sections, inasmuch as we have been careful 
to cull all matter bearing upon the subjects discussed in this 
section from the other sections, and to insert the same in its 
proper place. (See Betza, p. 45.) “ 

And now that by the grace of the Almighty we have suc¬ 
ceeded in editing and translating an entire section of the Tal¬ 
mud, a work that, with due modesty, we can claim stands unique 
in the annals of literature, we deem it but fair to explain to our 
readers the method adopted by us in the accomplishment of this 
task, and demonstrate as well the innovations and changes intro¬ 
duced in comparison with the original, ancient edition. They 
are: 

(a) In the original the name of each separate treatise alone 
indicated its contents, while the chapters into which such treatise 
was subdivided were known merely by the words with which 
they began. We have, however, headed each chapter with a 
line or two giving in succinct form the subjects discussed 
therein. 

(b) Rashi’s commentary, without the aid of which even stu¬ 
dents of the original Talmud cannot comprehend the intricate 
meanings of portions of the text, we have, wherever practicable, 
embodied in the text, denoting such commentary by the use of 
parentheses, and where this was not feasible on account of the 


* This is only one instance where this policy was pursued. There are, of course, 
countless others, too numerous to mentio n 
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vagueness of the phraseology and its inseparability from the 
text proper, we have made the commentary an integral part of 
the text. 

(c) Wherever Rashi’s commentary was insufficient or rather 
vague, and we were in consequence compelled to make use of 
one of the several other commentaries forming part of the origi¬ 
nal Talmud, we have added a footnote giving the name of the 
other commentator and the reasons for taking his opinion. (See 
Erubin, p. 21 1.) 

(< d ) The frequent repetitions of discussions, some literally 
alike and others having a similar tendency even though employ¬ 
ing a change of terms, occurring in the several sections and cor¬ 
responding treatises, we have translated once only. We have 
been careful, however, to mark such places where a repetition 
occurs and is not embodied, giving the name of the treatise and 
the page where it can be found. In this section, now completed, 
we have also omitted some discussions which are repeated in 
treatises where they are more pertinent. There they will appear 
in due time, and where they are at present lacking, a notice to 
that effect will be found, and the place of their proper insertion 
is denoted. (See Succah, p. 48.) 

(e) The original Talmud, with its innumerable biblical quota¬ 
tions, nowhere indicates where such biblical quotations may be 
found, simply stating: “ It is written,” etc. One savant named 
Joshua Boas went to the trouble of publishing a work called 
“ Thora Or,” in which he provides each biblical quotation found 
in the Talmud with its place in its respective book and chapter 
without naming the verse; but, either through misprints or neg¬ 
ligence, they are for the most part incorrect. In our edition 
we give the book, chapter, and exact verse of each biblical quo¬ 
tation, as well as its correct form, as far as obtainable. 

{/) We have, wherever necessary, made a footnote explain¬ 
ing the much-encountered Talmudic peculiarity of dividing up a 
word so as to put a different construction upon its meaning, and 
thus obliterate its actual linguistic purport. Wherever a word 
is totally untranslatable the fact is recorded and the word cir¬ 
cumscribed likewise in a footnote. We have also had occasion 
to refer the reader, for the elucidation of some passages, to our 
previously published works, but in no case is such reference 
absolutely necessary. 

(g) It has become necessary in some cases to provide a 
treatise with a special introduction or an appendix, or both, and 
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this we have done whenever it seemed to us to facilitate the 
understanding of such treatise. 

(Ji) Wherever the Talmud made use of a Greek word, natu¬ 
rally in Hebrew letters, and consequently at times incorrectly, 
we have, to avoid errors, rendered the word into pure Greek. In 
a doubtful case we have appended a footnote giving the word in 
several versions and emphasizing the one most likely to have 
been the correct one. (See Erubin, p. 208.) 

(1) While any index of subjects treated in the Mishna and 
Gemara is impossible for reasons we have already explained in 
the few lines heading the synopsis of Volume I., we have pro¬ 
vided each volume with a synopsis of a sufficient scope to enable 
the reader to find any subject of peculiar interest to him without 
perusing the entire volume. 

(/) Wherever two disputing Amoraim are not of the same 
period—on the contrary, were in existence a century or so apart— 
we have called the attention of the reader to this in a footnote 
explaining who the discussing teachers were, their probable 
names, etc. 

(£) Whatever misprints occurred in the original edition of the 
Talmud we have carefully corrected, and have explained their 
probable origin and cause. (Erubin, p. 192.) 

(/) The absence of commentaries to the tracts Shekalim and 
Ebel Rabbathi gave us an opportunity to add our own comment, 
which we have done with as much care and zeal as possible. 

Finally, we call attention to the explanatory remarks printed 
on the reverse of the title-page of each volume. 

Now it remains for us to state the reason why we embody 
the Tract Ebel Rabbathi in this section. 

Maimonides tried to find some explanation for the sequence 
of sections and tracts of the Talmud, and whether he succeeded 
in this endeavor or not we will leave to the decision of the 
reader. At all events, as far as the Tract Ebel Rabbathi is con¬ 
cerned, he could not give any reason why it should have found 
a place in the Section Nezikin (Damages). 

As a matter of fact, the Tract Ebel Rabbathi is not among 
the thirty-seven main tracts comprising the Babylonian Talmud, 
but is accounted one of the minor tracts written after the orig¬ 
inal was finished. Yet it would be decidedly wrong to class 
Ebel Rabbathi with the minor tracts, and for the reason that in 
a number of instances we find a passage in the Talmud reading, 
“ We have learned in Ebel Rabbathi/’ proving conclusively that 
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it antedates the final completion of the original Babylonian 
edition. 

The bibliographers Zunz and N. Bruell endeavored to prove 
that the Tract Ebel Rabbathi, so frequently mentioned in the 
Talmud proper, is not identical with the one found among the 
minor tracts, and Dr. Mielziner, in his Introduction to the Tal¬ 
mud, adds: “ It seems to be a reproduction of the same with 
later additions/’ We do not care, as the Talmud says, “ to 
put our heads between the mountains,” and contradict these 
learned gentlemen, although they have not quoted by a good 
many all the quotations of Ebel Rabbathi used by the Talmud, 
and we have found that all quotations from Ebel Rabbathi are 
verbatim reproductions from the tract now before us. Be this, 
however, as it may, this tract is the only source in the Hebrew code 
from which the ordinances and laws pertaining to the modeof pro¬ 
cedure with dying, dead, burials, and mourners, in vogue even at 
this day with all classes of Jews, emanate. Were we to leave this 
tract untranslated, the Section Festivals would be incomplete. 

It must be borne in mind that laws pertaining to mourners 
are thoroughly discussed in one of the tracts of Section Festi¬ 
vals, Moed Katan, and hence our, we hope valid, excuse for 
embodying the Tract Ebel Rabbathi as part and parcel of that 
section. We wish to call attention to the fact, however, that 
such mourners' ordinances as had no connection with festivals 
and feast-days we have eliminated from the original tract in 
which they were contained, and have transferred them to Ebel 
Rabbathi, where they properly belong. 

Having thus, in this introduction, outlined as fully as possible 
our method -of disclosing the weighty contents of Judaism’s 
greatest example of literature to laymen and those of the archaeo¬ 
logical students unacquainted with the idioms employed by the 
Talmudic teachers, we lay our work open to the critics and 
invite, in all honesty of purpose, scholarly, pithy criticism. So 
far we have only been favored with spasmodic efforts at criti¬ 
cism, consisting mainly of dissenting opinions as to the use of a 
term or the spelling of a word taken from the Hebrew and tran¬ 
scribed into English. What we would appreciate, however, is a 
fair and just summarizing of the work as a whole, of its value 
as such, and of its merit in facilitating the general knowledge 
among laymen, Gentiles and Jews alike, of ancient customs, 
ordinances, laws, and usages. M. L. R. 

New York .June 18, 1899. 




A LETTER FROM PROF. DR. M. LAZARUS, GEH. 
REGIERUNGSRATH. 


Meran (Austria), d. 14 Juni, 1899. 
HERRN M. L. RODKINSON, New York: 

Gechrter Herr Rodkinson : In meinem Briefe vom 20. Juli, 
85, habe ich meine Ansicht ausgesprochen, dass nur eine Ver- 
bindung von mehreren hervorragenden und bewahrten Gelehr- 
ten den hohen Zweck einer neuen kritischen Talmud-Ausgabe 
vollkommen erfullen konnten. Inzwischen liaben Sie selber 
die Ausfiihrung des Werkes nebst einer englischen Uebcrsetz- 
ung unternommen und bereits 7 Bande drucken lassen. Je- 
dermann muss deshalb Ihren Muth und Ihre Ausdauer be- 
wundern. Auf ein Urtheil, ob Ihre Uebertragung zutreffend 
ist, muss ich bei meiner bescheidenen Kentniss der englischen 
Sprache verzichten; aber Ihr genaues Verstandniss des Origi¬ 
nals steht ja ausser Zweifel und an dem erforderlichen Beirath 
in Bezug auf die englische Fassung wird es Ihnen ja nicht ge- 
fehlt haben. 

Jeder Schritt zur Verbreitung einer eingehenden Kentniss 
des Talmuds auch im Kreise derer, welche die Sprache des Origi¬ 
nals nicht kennen, betrachte ich als nutzlich und vverthvoll. Ich 
wunsche und hoffe deshalb, dass Sie zur Ausfiihrung Ihres 
grossen Unternehmens reichliche Unterstutzung finden mogen. 

Mit hochachtungsvollem Grusse, 

Lazarus. 
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SYNOPSIS OF SUBJECTS 

OF 

VOLUME VIII.—TRACT TAANITH.* 


CHAPTER I. 

MlSHNA I. The difference of opinion about the mention of the power of 
rain in the prayer on the days of Tabernacles. Whence do we know that 
mention must be made. Who of the readers shall mention it on the feast of 
Passover. Must one repeat his prayer if he made no mention ? Three men 
prayed to God for things that were not suitable. The congregation of Israel 
also prayed for an improper thing.1-7 

Mishna II. Till what time is the rain to be prayed for. What was eaten 
during the seven years of famine [II Kings, viii.] Jacob, our father, never 
died. When begin the rain fructifications ? The knowledge of the Law is 
an elixir of life. Why the words of the Law are compared to water, wine, 
and milk. To what the day of rain is equal in importance. The different 
explanations of the interpretation of the passage Eccles. x. 10. Come and 
see how great are the men who have faith (see footnote, pp. 18, 19). When 
there are famine and pestilence what shall be prayed for ? The explanation 
of the passage “ thou shalt truly tithe.” When Aaron died the pillar of 
cloud left, etc. What happened to the disciples of Rabha when he died ? 
About the measurements of the Gehenna and the Garden of Eden, . 7-24 

Mishnas III. to V. From what time in fall must rain be prayed and 
fasted for if it has not descended ? The punishment of one who leaves the 
congregation when the latter is in trouble, in order to avoid it. What means 
the “God of truth.” Who is called a sinner when he fasteth ? Is a fast of 
hours considered ? Until what time may food be partaken of on the day 
preceding the fast ? If fast-days pass without answer, what shall be done ? 
What would the elders do when they assembled in the morning ? The query 
to Rabbi by the inhabitants of Nineveh. Not every one has a right to rend 
his clothes (when praying),.24-35 

CHAPTER II. 

Mishna I. What is the order of procedure on the fast-days ? What has 
happened to Halaphta and Hanina b. Teradion ? About the days that are 
mentioned in the “Roll of Fasts.” On what days of the week the order of 
fasts may begin. Why do they congregate in an open place ? Why are 
ashes strewn on the heads of all ? Who has a right to address the congre- 

* See introduction to synopsis in Tract Sabbath, Vol. I., p. xxix. ; also note at end 
of synopsis in Vol. V. 
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Ration ? What the reader has to say to each benediction. The strife carried 
on between the Pharisees and Bathusees concerning the continual daily 
offering (see footnote, p. 44), Has one to complete his fast if rain de¬ 
scends ?.36-46 

CHAPTER III. 

Mishna I. On what fast-days an alarm must be sounded. What hap¬ 
pened to Honi Hama’gel and what message Simeon b. Shetah sent to him. 
What is considered a plague causing death ? What price must grain reach 
in order to arrange a fast? The legend of Nakdimon b. Gurion when he 
borrowed water from a heathen. For the sake of Moses, Joshua, and Nakdi¬ 
mon the sun shone. The good things that R. Huna did, and what Rabha 
had to say to this. Concerning the sickness of Shaibatha. The legend of 
Hilpha and Johanan when they studied together, and what they heard 
of the angels. What happened to Na’hum of Gimzo, and the legend about 
it. The men who have a share in the world to come, who were pointed out 
by Elijah (the prophet) to Beroka of Huzaah. An alarm should be sounded 
over attacks of wild beasts, etc. For a pest an alarm should be sounded even 
on a Sabbath. What is meant by the passage Levit. xxvi. 4. The legend about 
Honi Hama’gel at length, and how he slept seventy years. The legend 
about Abba Helkyah, his grandson, and also of Hanan the Hidden, who was 
a grandson of his daughter. How the Amoraim of Palestine prayed for rain 
and how those of Babylon did. What happened to Oshiya, the youngest 
of the college, with the Nasi when he had ordered a fast-day. The merits of 
the men who have prayed for rain in the presence of Rabbi and Rabh (at 
different places) and were answered at once. Legends about different 
Amoraim who have prayed for rain that were or were not answered. The 
legend at length of Hanina b. Dosa, his wife, etc. How much rain should 
fall in order that the congregation should stop fasting ? What happened 
with Samuel the Little when he ordered a fast, .... 46-77 

CHAPTER IV. 

Mishna I. The periods of the year at which the priests shall raise their 
hands for prayer. When the standing men used to fast. The days when Hal- 
lel was sung. The five calamities that happened on the seventeenth of Tamuz 
and those on the ninth of Ab. What is prohibited during the week of the 
ninth of Ab. The festivals of the fifteenth of Ab and the Day of Atone¬ 
ment. The twenty-four watches which were in the land of Israel. How 
many watches were established by Moses, and how many by David. What 
did the men of the watches pray for ? Who were the Gonebe Eli and Kotze 
Ketzioth (see note, p. 84)? Who were the family of Pa’hath Moab ben Jehudah, 
etc. ? Whence do we know that the five calamities have happened on the 
seventeenth of Tamuz? Whence do we know that the second Temple was 
also burned on the ninth of Ab ? Also that the city of Bethar was con¬ 
quered on that day ? What is allowed to eat on the afternoon of the eve of 
the ninth of Ab ? Which ordinance of mourning is applicable to the ninth 
of Ab? The custom of Jehudah bar Ilai on the night preceding the ninth 
of Ab. What occurrence makes the fifteenth of Ab a festival ? What 
Elazar has to say about the ring of righteousness that the Holy One, blessed 
be He, will make in the future in the Garden of Eden, . . . 78-92 
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CHAPTER I. 

REGULATIONS CONCERNING THE TIME WHEN MENTION IS MADE OF 
RAIN IN THE DAILY PRAYER, WHEN RAIN IS TO BE PRAYED FOR, 
WHEN FAST-DAYS ARE ORDERED ON WHICH TO PRAY ESPECIALLY 
FOR RAIN, AND THE CHARACTER OF SUCH DAYS OF MOURNING. 

MISHNA: From what time should the power manifested in 
the descent of rain be commenced to be mentioned (in the daily 
prayer)? R. Eliezer said: “ From the first day of the Feast of 
Tabernacles.” R. Jehoshua, however, said : “ From the last day 
of that festival.” “For,” said he to R. Eliezer, “since rain on 
the Feast of Tabernacles is considered unpropitious, why should 
it be mentioned in the prayers?” And R. Eliezer answered: 
“ I do not mean to say that rain should be prayed for, but only 
that it should be mentioned with the words, * He causcth the 
wind to blow, and the rain to descend in its proper time.' ” “ If 

so,” rejoined R. Jehoshua, “ such mention might be made at all 
seasons of the year.” 

Prayers for rain should not be said sooner than shortly before 
the commencement of the rainy season. R. Jehudah said : “The 
last of the ministers of the congregation who on the last day of 
the Feast of Tabernacles officiates at the reading-desk should 
mention the rain, but not he who officiates first. On the first 
day of Passover, the minister who officiates first (at the morning 
prayer) should still mention it, but not he who officiates last (at 
the Additional Service).” 

GEMARA: Whence does the Tana of this Mishna adduce 
that the rain must be mentioned or prayed for at all (in the daily 
prayer), that he commences by saying: “ From what time should 
it be mentioned ” ? He adduces this from the Mishna in Tract 
Rosh-Hashana (New Year) where he has learned that on the 
Feast of Tabernacles judgment is passed concerning rain, and 
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having learned this, he proceeds to inform us when rain must be 
mentioned and prayed for. If so, let him teach us concerning 

the rain _ why does he mention “ the power manifested in the 

descent of rain”? Said R. Johanan: “Because rain descends 
with the power of God, as it is written [Job, v. io] : ‘ W ho giveth 
rain upon the surface of the earth, and sendeth out waters over 
the face of the fields ’ ; and further it is written [ibid. ix. io] : 

< Who doeth great things which are quite unsearchable, and 
wonders which are quite without number (and rain is also 
included among these “ great things ”). 

Whence do we know, however, that mention must be made 
of rain in the eighteen benedictions of the daily prayer? Be¬ 
cause we have learned in a Boraitha thus: It is written [Deut. 
xi. 13] : “ To love the Lord your God, and to serve him with all 
your heart and with all your soul.” And what service can be per¬ 
formed with the heart ? The service of prayer, and immediately 
following the passage quoted it is said [ibid. 14] : “ I will send 
rain for your land in its due season, the first rain and the latter 
rain,” etc. 

R. Johanan said : Three keys are in the hands of the Holy 
One, blessed be He, which are not intrusted to any messenger, 
and they are: The key of rain, the key for a woman lying-in, and 
the key for the resurrection of the dead. The key of rain, as it 
is written [Deut. xxviii. 12] : “ The Lord will open unto thee his 
good treasure, the heaven, to give the rain of thy land in its 
season ” ; the key for a woman lying-in, as it is written [Genesis, 
xxx. 22] : “ And God remembered Rachel, and God hearkened 
to her, and opened her womb ] and the key for the resurrection 
of the dead, as it is written [Ezekiel, xxxvii. 13] : “And ye shall 
know that I am the Lord, when I open your graves and when I 
cause you to come up out of your graves, O my people. The 
sages of the West say, that also the key to a man’s earnings are 
in the hands of God alone, as it is written [1 salms, cxlv. 16] . 
“Thou openest thy hand and satisfiest the desire of every living 
thing.” 

Why did not R. Johanan mention this also? Because R. 
Johanan may claim that rain itself is the means of earning a live¬ 
lihood. 

“ R. Eliezer said: ‘ From the first day of the Feast of Taber¬ 
nacles.' ” The schoolmen propounded a question: Whence 
does R. Eliezer derive his teaching ? Does he derive it from the 
palm-branch which is brought along for use at the morning ser- 
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vice only, or from the pouring of water, which is brought also in 
the evening, as the Master says : “ It is written [Numb. xxix. 24] : 
4 Their meat-offerings and their drink-offerings ' (in plural), that is 
to say, that they may be brought even in the evening, and there¬ 
fore R. Eliezer holds that mention of the rain should be made 
even on the eve of the Feast of Tabernacles ? ” 

Come and hear : R. Abbahu said : 44 R. Eliezer derived his 
teaching from the palm-branch/' Some say, that R. Abbahu had 
a tradition to that effect, while others hold that he takes it from 
the following Boraitha : From what time is mention made of rain 
in the daily prayer? R. Eliezer said : 44 From the time the palm- 
branch is taken ” from the time the morning-prayer is said). 
R. Jehoshua, however, said : 44 From the time when the palm- 
branch is laid aside” (; i.e ., from the time of the Additional Prayer, 
when the palm-branch is not used). Said R. Eliezer: “ Because 
the four articles* of the Feast of Tabernacles are used only for 
the purpose of favorably inclining the judgment concerning rain ; 
and as those four articles cannot grow without water, neither can 
the world exist without water, therefore mention of rain must be 
made even in the morning.” And R. Jehoshua replied : 44 But 
rain during the festival of Tabernacles is considered an unpro- 
pitious event! ” (because it prevents the sitting in the booth). 
Whereupon R. Eliezer rejoined : 44 1 do not mean to say that 
rain should be prayed for but merely that it should be mentioned, 
and it is the same as the mention of the resurrection of the dead, 
which though this can take place only at the appointed time, it 
is nevertheless mentioned all the year round. Therefore if a man 
desires to mention rain in the prayer the whole year, he may 
do so.” 

Rabbi, however, said : 44 I say, that when a man ceases to 
pray for rain, he should also cease mentioning it.” And R. Jehu- 
dah ben Bathyra said : 44 Mention of the rain should begin to be 
made on the second day of the Feast of Tabernacles.” R. Aqiba 
said : 44 Even on the sixth day.” R. Jchudah in the name of R. 
Jehoshua said : 44 The last of the ministers of the congregation 
who on the last day of the Feast of Tabernacles officiates at the 
reading-desk should mention the rain ; but not he who offici¬ 
ates first. On the first day of the Passover, the minister who 
officiates first should still mention it, but not he who officiates 
last.” 


* See Leviticus, xxiii. 40. 
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We have learned in a Boraitha : Our sages did not impose the 
duty on a man to make mention of the dew and wind in the 
prayer; but if he desires to do so, he may. Why so? Said R. 
Hanina : Because dew and wind are never withheld. Whence 
do I know this? Because it is written [I Kings, xvii. i] : “Then 
said Elijah the Tishbite, who was of the inhabitants of Gilead, 
unto Achab, ‘ As the Lord the God of Israel liveth, before whom 
I have stood, there shall not be in these years dew or rain, except 
according to my word ’ ” ; and further, it is written [ibid, xviii. i] : 
“ Go, show thyself unto Achab ; and I will give rain upon the 
face of the earth,” but in the latter passage dew is not men¬ 
tioned, because it was never withheld. It might be asked, how¬ 
ever, why Elijah swore that it would not fall ? He meant to say 
merely that no dew which would benefit the soil would fall, for 
all the dew which should fall would not be productive of any 
good. 

Whence do we know that the wind will not be withheld ? 
Said R. Jehoshua ben Levi : “ Because it is written [Zech. ii. io] : 

‘ For as the four winds of heaven have I spread you abroad/ 
which signifies, that as the world cannot exist without winds, so 
it cannot also exist without Israel.” 

R. Hanina said : From what we have learned so far, we see 
that if a man said in his prayer during the dry season, “He 
causeth the wind to blow,” he is not obliged to say his prayer 
over again ; but if he said “ He causeth the rain to descend,” he 
is bound to say the prayer again. During the rainy season if he 
omitted in his prayer the words, “ He causeth the wind to blow,” 
he need not be made to say the prayer over again, but if he 
omitted the words, “ He causeth the rain to descend,” he should 
be made to say the prayer again. And not only this, but if the 
man said in his prayer the words, “He causeth the wind to cease 
and the dew to vanish,” he need not repeat the prayer, because 
those words are of no consequence. 

We have learned in another Boraitha : The sages did not 
impose the duty of mentioning clouds and winds in the prayer; 
but if a man chooses to do so he may, because they are not 
withheld. 

R. Jehudah said : The wind which comes after the rain does 
as much good as the rain itself; the sun which comes after the 
rain does as much good as two rains. 

Rabha said : Snow to the mountains is as beneficial as five 
rains are to the ground, as it is written [Job, xxxvi. 6] : “For 
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to the snow he saith, ‘ Be thou on the earth ’; likewise to the 
pouring rain, and to the pouring rains of his strength.” * 

Rabha said again : “ Snow is good for the mountains; a light 
rain is good for the trees; a heavy rain is good for the budding 
fruit, and a shower is even beneficial to the seed lying dormant 
in the ground.” 

Again Rabha said : “A young scholar is like a seed, lying in 
the ground, which, once sprouting, will continue to grow.” And 
he said also : “ When a young scholar appears excited, it should 
be known that it is his knowledge that is excited within him, as 
it is written [Jeremiah, xxiii. 29] : ‘ Is not thus my word like the 
fire? saith the Lord.’ ” And R. Ashi said that a scholar who is 
not as firm as iron cannot be considered a scholar, because the 
end of that passage reads: “ And like a hammer that shivereth 
the rock.” Said Rabhina : “Still, a man should train himself to 
speak calmly without anger, as it is written [Ecclesiastes, xi. 10] : 
‘And remove anger from thy heart.’ ” 

R. Samuel ben Na’hmeni in the name of R. Jonathan said: 
Three men prayed to God for things that were not suitable (for 
prayer). Two were answered in a proper manner, but one was 
answered accordingly. They are : Eliezer the slave of Abraham, 
Saul the son of Kish, and Jephthah of Gilead. Concerning 
Eliezer it is written [Genesis, xxiv. 14] : “ Be (she) the one thou 
hast appointed for thy servant Isaac.” Now, the maiden may have 
been blind or maimed, but still the Lord ordained it so that 
Rebekah was the one. Concerning Saul the King it is written 
[I Samuel, xvii. 25] : “And it shall be that the man who killeth 
him, him will the king enrich and his daughter will he give him,” 
etc. It might have happened that a slave or an illegitimate son 
might have accomplished the feat, but still the Lord destined it 
to be David. Concerning Jephthah it is written [Judges, xi. 31] : 
“ Then shall it be, that whatsoever cometh forth out of the doors 
of my house ... I will burn it up for a burnt-offering.” 
The prayer was improper, because an unclean thing (such as a 
swine or a dog) might have come forth which would not be a 
proper sacrifice, and the answer was also not proper, for his own 
daughter came forth to meet him. This causes the wrathful query 
of Jeremiah the prophet, as it is written [Jeremiah, viii. 22] : “ Is 
there no more balm in Gilead? or is no physician there?” 


* This is signified because in the Hebrew rain is mentioned five times in this 
passage—including snow. 
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(meaning was there not Pin’has the high-priest in Gilead, who 
could have released Jephthah of his vow?).* And further, it is 
written [ibid. xix. 5] : “ Which I had not commanded, nor 
spoken, and which had not come into my mind,” which implies, 
“ I had not commanded ” refers to the sacrificing of the son of 
Mesha the King of Moab by his father [II Kings, iii. 27] : “ now 
spoken,” refers to the daughter of Jephthah; and “ which had 
not come into my mind,” refers to Isaac, whom his father 
Abraham was willing to sacrifice. 

Said R. Berachiah: The congregation of Israel also prayed 
for an improper thing, but the Holy One, blessed be He, answered 
it in a proper manner, as it is written [Hosea, vi. 3] : “ And let us 
feel it, that we may strive to know the Lord; bright as the 
morning dawn is his rising; and may He come as the rain unto 
us, as the latter rain that maketh fruitful the earth.” And the 
Holy One, blessed be He, said : My daughter, thou askest a thing 
which at times is necessary and at other times is superfluous, but 
I will be to thee as a thing which is at all times needed, as it is 
written [Hosea, xiv. 6] : “I will be as the dew unto Israel.” 
Once again the congregation of Israel prayed improperly, saying: 
“ Sovereign of the universe ! Set me as a seal upon thy heart, as 
a seal upon thy arm ” [Solomon's Song, viii. 6], and the Lord 
said: Thou askest me to do a thing which at times can be seen 
and at other times cannot, for sometimes the heart is closed and 
the arms are covered; but I will set thee as a seal in a place that 
is always exposed; as it is written [Isaiah, xlix. 16]: “ Behold, 
upon the palms of my hands have I engraved thee.” 

“ Shortly before the commencement of the rainy season .” The 
schoolmen thought that mentioning rain in the prayer and pray¬ 
ing for it was one and the same thing, therefore they said that 
this Mishna is in accordance with the opinion of R. Jehoshua, 
who said previously that rain must be mentioned from the time 
that the palm-branch is laid aside. Said Rabha to them : “ Nay ; 
this Mishna may even be in accordance with R. Eliezer's opinion, 
for mentioning rain and praying for it are two different things.” 

“ R. fehudah said: ‘ The last of the ministers' ” etc. Is this 
not a contradiction to what we learn in the next Mishna, namely: 
Until when is rain to be prayed for? R. Jehudah said: “Until 


* Elsewhere the Talmud rebukes both Jephthah and Pin’has ; Jephthah would not 
go to Pin’has because he, being a prince, considered himself the superior of Pin’has, 
while Pin’has, being high-priest, thought it below his dignity to go to Jephthah, and 
on account of this pride a human life was sacrificed. 
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after the Passover,” etc. Said R. Hisda : “ This presents no diffi¬ 
culty. Our Mishna refers to the mention of the rain, while the 
Mishna quoted refers to praying for rain, and rain may be prayed 
for during the entire Passover.” Said Ula: “ This statement of 
R. Hisda is as vinegar to the teeth and smoke to the eyes. If a 
man may mention rain even when he should not pray for it, why 
should he not when praying for it also be allowed to mention it ? ” 
Therefore, says Ula, this contradiction can be explained from the 
fact that two Tanaim differ as to the opinion of R. Jehudah. 

R. Assi in the name of R. Johanan said: “ The Halakha pre¬ 
vails according to R. Jehudah.” 

How shall tve do, however, who have two days as the last days 
of the festival ? (Shall we apply the Halakha to the first of those 
two days or to the last?) Said Rabh : “ The rain should be first 
mentioned in the Additional Prayer on the first of the two last 
days, then it should be omitted in all prayers until the Additional 
Prayer on the second of those days, when it should again be men¬ 
tioned.” Said Samuel to those who repeated Rabh’s statement : 
“Go ye and tell Abba this: ‘Is it proper that after thou hast 
sanctified the day thou shouldst make it ordinary again ? For in 
the afternoon prayer of that day thou hast omitted the mention 
of the rain.’ Therefore I say that mention should be made first 
at the Additional Prayer on the first of the two last days, also in 
the afternoon prayer, then it may be omitted at night and in the 
morning of the following day ; but it should be again mentioned 
in the Additional Prayer of the last day.” Rabha, however, said : 
“ As he once began to mention it, it should not be stopped again.” 
And so also said R. Shesheth, and even Rabh retracted his former 
statement, for R. Hananel said in his name that twenty-one days 
should be counted from the New Year day the same as the ten 
days preceding the Day of Atonement are counted, and on the 
twenty-first day he should commence to make mention of the rain 
and should then not omit it in any of the prayers. So the 
Halakha prevails. 

MISHNA: Till what time is the rain to be prayed for? R. 
Jehudah says until after the Passover ; R. Meir says till the 
month of Nissan is passed, because it is said [Joel, ii. 23] : “And 
he hath caused to come down for you the rain, the first rain, and 
the latter rain in the first month.” 

GEMARA : Said R. Na’hman to R. Itz’hak : “ Does the first 
rain then descend in the month of Nissan, does it not descend 
in Mar-Cheshvan ? As we have learned in a Boraitha, namely: 
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‘ The first rains fall in Mar-Cheshvan and the latter rains in 
Nissan.’” And R. Itz’hak answered: R. Johanan said thus: 
The passage quoted in the Mishna, which states that both the 
first and the latter rains come down in the first month, refers to 
the time of Joel the son of Pethuel, when, it is written [Joel, i. 4] : 
“ What the caterpillar left, hath the locust eaten,” etc. In that 
year the month of Adar had already passed, and the first rain 
descended in the month of Nissan. Said the prophet to Israel: 
“ Go and sow your seed.” And they replied : “ Should one who 
has a patch of barley or wheat eat it and live, or sow it and die 
(until the new grain becomes ripe)?” And he said to them: 
“ Still, see that ye sow as much as ye can.” Thereupon a mira¬ 
cle occurred, and the grain which had been hidden in the walls 
and in the subterranean passages of the ants was discovered. 
They then went and sowed their grain on the second, third, and 
fourth days of Nissan. On the fifth of Nissan the second rain 
fell, and on the sixteenth of that month they already offered up 
the new grain which had ripened. Thus the grain which should 
have taken six months to ripen, matured in eleven days; and the 
offerings which were usually brought of grain that had been 
growing six months, were that time brought of such as had only 
been growing eleven days, and concerning this generation it is 
written [Psalms, cxxvi. 5] : “ Those that sow in tears shall reap 
in joyful song.” 

R. Na’hman said again to R. Itz’hak: “ It is written [II 
Kings, viii. 1] : ‘ For the Lord hath called for a famine, and it is 
also coming on the land for seven years.’ What was eaten during 
these seven years?” And he answered : “ So said R. Johanan: 
In the first year they ate the reserve store that they had in their 
houses ; in the second year they ate the reserve store they had 
in the fields ; in the third they ate the flesh of ritually clean ani¬ 
mals ; on the fourth, the flesh of ritually unclean animals; in the 
fifth year they ate reptiles ; in the sixth year the famine was so 
severe that people had to eat their own children ; and in the 
seventh it reached a stage where some had to eat the flesh from 
off their own arms; and the saying [Isaiah, ix. 19] : ‘ They shall 
eat every man the flesh of his own arm,’ was verified thereby.” 

Again, R. Na’hman asked R. Itz’hak : It is written [Hosea, xi. 
9] : “ The Holy One in the midst of thee, and I will not come 
into the city.” How is this to be understood? Because the in¬ 
habitants did so much good in the city that they were called 
holy, and the Holy One did not wish to enter? And R. Itz’hak 
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answered: “Thus said R. Johanan : The Holy One, blessed be 
He, said that He would not .enter the Jerusalem of the heavens 
until he could enter the Jerusalem below.” “ Is there then a 
Jerusalem above? ” asked R. Na’hman. “Yea,” was the answer, 
“ for it is written [Psalms, cxxii. 3] : ‘ Jerusalem ! which art built 
as a city wherein all associate together ’ ” (i.c., Jerusalem is built 
as that Jerusalem which is connected (associated) with it. Hence 
there is another Jerusalem, and that is above in the heavens). 

R. Na’hman again asked R. Itz’hak : “ How is the passage 
[Jeremiah, x. 8] : ‘ But at once shall they be shown to be brutish 
and foolish : it is a doctrine of vanities, it concerneth but wood,’ 
to be understood?” And he replied : “Thus said R. Johanan : 
One thing will cause men to burn in Gehenna, and that is idola¬ 
try ; for it is said above, ‘ a doctrine of vanities, it concerneth 
but wood,’ and further, we find it written [ibid. 15] : ‘ They are 
vanity, the work of deception ; in the time of their punishment 
shall they vanish/ ” 

R. Na’hman asked R. Itz’hak again : “ What does the passage 
[Jeremiah, ii. 13], ‘For two evils have my people committed,’ 
mean ? Are there only two, and the twenty-four which are sub¬ 
sequently enumerated * (in the same chapter) were forgiven 
them?” And R. Itz’hak answered : Thus said R. Johanan : One 
evil which is considered as two—namely, idolatry—as it is written 
further [ibid.] : “ Me have they forsaken, the source of living 
waters, to hew out for themselves cisterns, broken cisterns, that 
cannot hold water”; and it is also written [ibid. 10 and 1 1] : 
“ For pass over to the isles of the Kittites, and see; and unto 
Kedar send, and consider well : and see if anything like this 
hath happened. Hath a nation exchanged its gods, which are 
yet no gods ? and still my people hath exchanged its glory for 
that which cannot profit.” In a Boraitha we have learned as 
follows: The Kittites worship fire and the inhabitants of Kedar 
worship water, and though knowing that water extinguishes fire, 
they nevertheless did not exchange their god, while my people 
exchanged their god for “ that which cannot profit.” 

R. Na’hman and R. Itz’hak sat together at a meal, and R. 
Na’hman said to the latter : “ Let Master relate something ! ” 
And R. Itz’hak said: “So said R. Johanan : ‘While eating one 
should not talk, lest the food enter the windpipe (trachea) before 


* According to the commentary of Rabbenu Hananel there are altogether twenty- 
six evils, committed by the Israelites, enumerated in Jeremiah ii. 
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the gullet and inflict an injury.' ” After having finished their 
meal, he said: “ So said R. Johanan: ‘Jacob our father never 
died.’” And R. Na’hman rejoined: “Then was it in vain that 
he was mourned and embalmed?” And R. Itz’hak replied: “I 
make this assertion from the following passage [Jeremiah, xxx. 
io] : ‘And thou, do not fear, O my servant Jacob, saith the Lord, 
and be not dismayed, O Israel; for, behold, I will save thee from 
afar, and thy seed from the land of their captivity; and Jacob 
shall return, and shall be at rest, and be secure, with none to 
terrify him.’ And Jacob is compared to his children ; as the latter 
are still living so is he also.” * 

When R. Na’hman and R. Itz’hak were about to part, the 
former said to R. Itz’hak : “ Bless me.” And he answered: “I 
shall tell thee a parable to which this can be compared : A man 
once went into the desert, and when hungry, thirsty, and tired came 
to a tree bearing luscious fruit and affording plenty of shade, and 
underneath which there was a spring of water. He ate of the 
fruit, drank of the water, and rested beneath the shade. When 
about to leave he turned to the tree and said : ‘ Tree, tree, where¬ 
with can I bless thee? That thy fruit maybe sweet—it is already 
sweet; that thou shouldst afford plenty of shade—that also thou 
dost; that a spring may be near thee—even that thou hast. The 
one thing left me which I can wish for thee is, that all trees 
planted from thy seed may be as fruitful as thou art.’ So it is 
with thee. Should I bless thee with knowledge—that thou hast; 
should I bless thee with riches—that thou also hast; should I 
bless thee with children—even children thou lackest not; hence 
all I can wish thee is that thy seed be as prosperous as thou art.” 

The rabbis taught: Why is the first rain called Yorah ?f 
Because it teaches the people to paint their roofs, take in the 
fruit, and otherwise prepare for the winter; and also because it 
satiates the earth and penetrates into the very depths, as it is 
written [Psalms, lxv. 11] : “Watering her furrows abundantly; 
smoothing down her ridges, thou softenest her with showers; 
thou blessest her growth.” Another thing that is meant by 
“ Yorah ” is “ a rain that comes without storm ” ; and as the first 
rain is intended for a blessing, so also is the latter rain. And 
whence do we know that the first rain is intended for a blessing? 

* The commentary of Tosphath says that it is a noteworthy fact that while the 
Scriptures state that Abraham and Isaac died, they say that Jacob “departed this 
life” [Gen. xlix. 33]. 

f In addition to Yorah, meaning the first rain, it also means to show or to teach. 
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From the passage [Joel, ii. 23]: “And ye children of Zion, be 
glad, and rejoice in the Lord your God; for he hath given you 
the first rain in beneficence, and he hath caused to come down for 
you the rain, the first rain and the latter rain in the first month.” 

The rabbis taught: The first rain falls in the month of Mar- 
Cheshvan and the latter rain in Nissan. Whence do we know 
that the first rain should fall in the month of Mar-Cheshvan, 
perhaps it would do if it fell in the month of Kislev? Because 
the first and latter rains are mentioned together and by the latter 
rain is meant that falling in Nissan; for otherwise it would be of 
no benefit. Hence by the first rain is meant that falling in Mar- 
Cheshvan. In another Boraitha it is added that such is the 
dictum of R. Meir; but the sages say: “The first rain falls in 
Kislev.” Who are those sages? Said R. Hisda: That is R. 
Jose, who says, in another Boraitha, that the time for the first 
rain is the third day of Mar-Cheshvan; ordinarily it falls on the 
7th of that month, and if it is delayed it falls on the 17th. Such 
is the dictum of R. Meir. But R. Jehudah says the three dates 
are the 7th, 17th, and 23d, and R. Jose says they are the 17th, 
the 23d, and the 1st of Kislev; and he added that fasting for 
rain is not necessary until the 1st of Kislev has passed without 
rain having fallen. Said R. Hisda: “The Halakha prevails 
according to R. Jose.” 

Ameimar taught the same as R. Hisda with reference to 
another Boraitha: We have learned : As early as the 3d of Mar- 
Cheshvan, rain should be prayed for. R. Gamaliel said : “ On 
the 7th of that month is the time when the delayed rain should 
be prayed for.” Said R. Hisda: “The Halakha prevails accord¬ 
ing to R. Gamaliel.” 

According to whom will the following Boraitha be ? We have 
learned: R. Simeon ben Gamaliel said: “ If there was rain for 
seven consecutive days it must not be considered as too much 
rain, but merely that there was a threefold fructification of the 
earth by the rain.” (This will be according to R. Jose, who said 
that seven days elapse between each fructification, and R. Hisda 
said the Halakha prevails according to R. Jose.) Said R. Ab- 
bahu : “Why is it called fructification? Because it fructifies the 
earth; for R. Jehudah said that the rain is the husband of 
the earth, as it is written [Isaiah, lv. 10] : ' For as the rain and 
the snow come down from heaven, and return not thither, but 
water the earth, and render it fruitful, and cause it to bring forth 
plants.' ” 


12 


THE BABYLONIAN TALMUD. 


R. Abbahu said again : “ The first fructification takes place if 
the rain penetrates one span into the ground, and the second 
fructification is accomplished when the soil is so pliable that it 
can be used to stop up a barrel without the addition of other 
water.” 

R. Hisda said : “ If at the first fructification the soil becomes 
so pliable that it can be used to stop up a barrel, it cannot be 
considered as if the heavens were closed (and no rain had fallen).” 
He said again : “ If it rained in some cities, but was dry in others, 
it cannot be said that the heavens are closed.” This is not so! 
For is it not written [Amos, iv. 7] : “ And I also had indeed 
withholden from you the rain, when it was yet three months to 
the harvest; and I caused it to rain upon one city, and upon 
another city I caused it not to rain ; one piece of land was rained 
upon, and another piece whereupon it rained not became dried 
up.” And R. Jehudah said, in the name of Rabh, that the entire 
verse was in the form of a curse? This presents no difficulty. 
For the verse signifies that in one city it will rain too much and 
in another it will not rain at all, which is a curse ; but if it rain 
ordinarily in one city and not at all in another (one city can draw 
its supply from the other). Said R. Ashi: “This very thing 
may be inferred from the passage itself; for it says ‘ one piece 
of land was rained tipon] and that implies that in that piece of 
land there will be too much rain.” * 

R. Abbahu said : “ The day of rain is of more importance 
than the day of resurrection ; for on the latter day only the 
righteous will arise from the dead, but rain falls for all alike, 
righteous and wicked.” And R. Abbahu differs with R. Jose, 
who declares that the day of rain is just as important as the day 
of resurrection, and for that reason is mentioned in the prayer at 
the benediction regarding the resurrection of the dead. 

R. Jehudah said : “ The day of rain is as important as the day 
on which the Law was given, because it is written [Deut. xxxii. 
2] : ‘ My doctrine shall drop as the rain,’ and by doctrine is 
meant the Law; for it is written [Proverbs, iv. 2]: 'For good 
doctrine do I give you : my law must ye not forsake.’ ” And 
Rabha said : “ The day of rain is even more important than the 
day on which the Law was given ; for it says : ‘ My doctrine shall 
drop as the rain/ and surely the thing upon which another is 


* The benediction on rain is transferred from here to Tract Berachoth, as the 
proper place. 
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dependent, or to which another is compared, is more important 
than that other.” 

The same interpreters cite the following contradiction : It is 
written [Deut. xxxii. 2]: “ My doctrine shall drop as the rain, 
my speech shall distil as the dew.” I11 the first he says “rain,” 
and in the other “ dew.” (It is said above that dew is always 
good, but with rain the case is different?) From this it is to be 
signified that if the scholar is a conscientious man, consider him 
as dew, which is always useful; but if he is not, turn your neck to 
him * as we do to rain. 

We have learned : R. Banaha said : “ He who studies the Law 
for the honor of God, his knowledge becomes to him the elixir of 
life, as it is written [Proverbs, iii. 18]: ‘A tree of life is she to 
those that lay hold on her’; and it is also written [ibid. 8]: 'It 
will be healing to thy body’; while, further, it is said [ibid. viii. 
35]: 4 For he who findeth me, findeth life’; but he who studies 
the Law, not for the honor of God (but in order to injure others 
or for other purpose), his knowledge becomes to him a deadly 
poison.” As it is Avritten in the passage just quoted, the term 
Yaaroph is to be interpreted as the term Vearphu [Deut. xxi. 4] : 
“And they shall break there the neck of the heifer in the valley.” 

R. Jeremiah said to R. Zera: “Let Master go and teach.” 
And he answered: “ My heart is weak, and I cannot.” “Then 
let Master relate some trifling thing from the Haggada,” said R. 
Jeremiah. And R. Zera spoke: “ Thus said R. Johanan : ' It is 
written [Deut. xx. 19]: “The man is a tree of the field.”’ Is 
then a man a tree of the field ? The passage says previously : 
* For of them mayest thou eat, and thou shalt not cut them 
down ’; and further, it says [ibid. 20] : ‘ Only those trees of which 
thou knowest that they are not fruit-trees, thou mayest destroy 
and cut down.’ And this implies that the man is compared to a 
tree, and that if thou knowest a man to be a scholar and a good 
man, thou shouldst enjoy his company and derive benefit from 
him ; but if he be a scholar but an evil man, thou shouldst avoid 
him and cut off thy intercourse with him.” 

R. Hama bar Hanina said : “ It is written [Proverbs, xxvii. 
17] : ‘ Iron is sharpened by iron,’ and this applies to two scholars 
who study together, when one sharpens the intellect of the other.” 


* The Hebrew term for this is arpehit , the term in the beginning of the passage 
quoted is yaaroph, the term for “ neck” in Hebrew is aroph ; hence the explanation 
according to Samuel Eidlis, which is more proper here than Rashi’s. 
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Rabba bar bar Hana said: Why were the words of the Law 
compared to fire, as it is written [Jeremiah, xxiii. 29] : “ Is not 
this my word like the fire? saith the Lord.” As fire cannot burn 
without having hold of an object, so the words of the Law cannot 
remain with one who is alone. 

R. Na’hman bar Itz’hak said : Why are the words of the Law 
compared to a tree, as it is written [Proverbs, iii. 18] : “A tree of 
life is she to those that lay hold on her.” As a small piece of 
wood kindles a larger, so a lesser scholar brightens the wits of the 
greater by his queries, and this is as R. Hanina has said : “ I have 
learned much from my teachers, more from my colleagues, and 
most of all from my disciples.” 

R. Hanina bar Papa cited a contradiction : “ It is written 
[Isaiah, xxi. 14] : i Toward him that is thirsty they bring water ’; 
and further, it is written [ibid. lv. 1] : i Every one of ye that 
thirsteth, come ye to the water’?” (This presents no difficulty.) 
If a man is a diligent disciple and cannot come to the master, the 
master should go to him ; but if he is not a diligent disciple, the 
master need not go to him, but if he comes to the master he 
should be taught. 

R. Hanina bar Hama cited another contradiction : It is 
written [Proverbs, v. 16] : “ So will thy springs overflow abroad ” ; 
and further, it is said [ibid. 17] : “ They will be thy oivn only ”? 
This means to say, that if a man is a thorough scholar his teach¬ 
ings should be allowed to spread abroad ; but if not, they should 
be for him alone. 

R. Hanina bar Idi said : Why are the words of the Law com¬ 
pared to water, as it is written [Isaiah, xxi. 14] : “ Toward him 
that is thirsty they bring water”? Because as water leaves a 
higher place for a lower, so the words of the Law cannot be 
retained by one who does not deport himself in a lowly (humble) 
manner. 

R. Oshiya said : Why are the words of the Law compared to 
the following three beverages — water, wine, and milk? “To 
water,” as it’s written in the verse just quoted; to “wine and milk,” 
as it is written [Isaiah, lv. 1] : “ Yea, come, buy without money and 
without price wine and milk.” In order to teach us, that as those 
three beverages can best be kept in common utensils such as 
wooden or earthen vessels, so the Law can only be retained by 
those who are humble in their manner. As the daughter of the 
Caesar once said to R. Jehoshua b. Hananiah : “Alas for such 
handsome wisdom, which is in an ugly vessel ” (it means that the 
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rabbi was very homely). And he said to her : “ In what does 
your father keep his best wine?” And she answered: “In 
earthen vessels.” And he rejoined : “ Then what is the differ¬ 
ence between your father and a commoner?” And she asked: 
“ In what, then, shall it be kept ? ” And he said : “You, who are 
wealthy and mighty, ought to keep it in golden and silver ves¬ 
sels ! ” She then told her father, and he commanded that his 
wine should be kept in vessels of gold and silver. And it became 
sour. When the Caesar was informed of this, he asked his 
daughter: “ Who told you that we should keep our wine in 
golden vessels?” And she named the above rabbi. He was 
sent for, and questioned as to the reason of his advice. And he 
rejoined: “This was only an answer to the question of the prin¬ 
cess.” “ But are there not,” the Caesar said, “ men who are 
handsome and nevertheless are very scholarly ? ” “ Believe me,” 

said the rabbi, “ that if they would be homely, their wisdom 
would be greater still.” 

R. Hama bar Hanina said : The day of rain is of equal impor¬ 
tance with the day on which heaven and earth were created, as it 
is written [Isaiah, xlv. 8] : “ Drop down, ye heavens, from above 
and let the skies distil blessing; let the earth open, and let them 
all be fruitful of prosperity, and let righteousness spring up like¬ 
wise : I the Lord have created it.” And as it is said “ created 
it ” and not “ created them," it proves that rain is referred to ; (and 
hence the day of rain is equally as important as the day of the 
creation of the heavens and earth). 

R. Oshiya said : The day of rain is so great that, even if a man 
be blessed with prosperity, the prosperity becomes more fruitful, 
as it is said in the verse quoted: “ Let the earth open, and let 
them all be fruitful of prosperity.” 

R. Tanhum bar Hanilai said : “ Rain does not descend unless 
the sins of Israel are forgiven, as it is written [Psalm lxxxv. 2-3] : 
‘Thou hast been favorable, O Lord, unto thy land ; thou hast 
brought back the captivity of Jacob. Thou hast forgiven the 
iniquity of thy people ; thou hast covered over all their sin. 
Selah.’ ” Said Zeiri of Dehabath to Rabina : “ Ye learn this from 
the above passage. We, however, apply to this the following : 
[I Kings, viii. 34] : ‘ Then hear thou in heaven, and forgive the 
sin,’” etc. R. Tanhum the son of R. Hyya of the village Acco 
said : “ Rain is not withheld unless the enemies of Israel (mean¬ 
ing Israel itself) deserve to be destroyed, as it is written [Job, 
xxiv. 19] : 1 Drought and heat speedily consume the snow-waters : 
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so doth the grave those who have sinned.’ ” Said Zeiri of De- 
habath to Rabina : “Ye learn this from the above passage. We, 
however, apply to this the following [Deut. xi. 17]: ' And he 
will shut up the heavens . . . and ye shall perish quickly.’ ” 

R. Simeon ben Pazi said : “ Rain is not withholden except 
from such as slander each other, as it is written [Proverbs, xxv. 
23] : 'The north wind bringeth forth rain ; so doth secret talking, 
angry countenances.’ ” 

R. Sala said in the name of R. Hamnuna : “ Rain is withholden 
only on account of the impudent, as it is written [Jerem. iii. 3] : 
* And though the early showers were withholden, and the latter 
rain came not : yet hadst thou a forehead of an adulterous wife, 
thou refusedst to feel shame.’ ” 

R. Sala said again in the name of R. Hamnuna: “ The man 
who is impudent will finally stumble into idolatry.” And he 
derives it from the passage just quoted, “ Yet hadst thou a fore¬ 
head of an adulterous wife.” And R. Na’hman said : “An impu¬ 
dent man must be considered as having already stumbled into 
idolatry ; for the passage does not say, ' thou wilt have a fore¬ 
head,’ etc., but ' thou hadst! ” 

Rabba bar Huna said : “ An impudent man may be classed 
with the wicked, as it is written [Proverbs, xxi. 29] : ' A wicked 
man showeth impudence in his face.’ ” And R. Na’hman bar 
Itz’hak said : “ He may even be hated, as it is written [Eccles. 
viii. 1] : 'And the boldness of his face Yesuna (will be lessened) ’ 
Do not read 'Yesuna’ (will be lessened) but ' Yisonei ’ (may be 
hated).” 

R. Joseph said : Rain is witholden only for abolishing the 
the Law, as it is written [Job, xxxvii. 21] : ''Yet men see not 
the light which is bright in the skies, when the wind hath passed 
along and purified them.” By light is meant the Law, as it is 
written [Prov. vi. 23]: ''For the commandment is a lamp, and 
the law is light ” ; and bright , the disciples of R. Ishmael interpret 
thus : “ Even when the sky was spotted with clouds, the wind 
of the law clears them away.” 

R. Ami said : Rain is withholden solely on account of the sin 
of robbery, as it is written [Job, xxxvi. 32] : ''His hands he cov- 
ereth with light.” By “ his hands ” is meant the hands of rob¬ 
bery, as it is written [Jonah, iii. 8]: ''And from the violence 
which is in their hands and by “light” is meant rain, as it is 
written [Job, xxxvii. 11] : “ He scattereth the cloud of his light¬ 
ning.” 
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R. Ami said again : It is written [Eccles. x. io] : “ If the iron 
be blunt and man do not whet the edge, then must he exert 
more strength ; but the advantage of making it properly sharp is 
wisdom/’ which signifies, that if the heavens became closed as 
the “ iron is blunt,” it was because of the persistent wickedness 
of the men who “ did not whet the edge ” (of righteousness). 
What is the remedy for the evil ? Praying for mercy, as it is 
said : “ Then must he exert more strength ” ; and so much the 
more will they be granted mercy if at the beginning their deeds 
were those of wisdom. 

Resh Lakish said : If thou shouldst see a scholar whose mind 
is blunt as iron, because of unsystematic study, the remedy for 
him is, that he should devote more time to systematic study in 
the colleges, as it is said : “ Then must he exert more strength.” 
And a better remedy yet is, if he arrange all he had hitherto 
learned in order, as Resh Lakish would arrange his studies forty 
times before entering into the presence of R. Johanan [deriving 
it from the forty days which Moses occupied in receiving the Law 
on Mount Sinai]. R. Ada bar A’hbah would arrange his studies 
twenty-four times before entering into the presence of Rabha 
[deriving it from the twenty-four books of the Scriptures.] 

Rabha said : “If thou shouldst see a disciple whose mind is as 
blunt as iron because his teacher does not thoughtfully explain 
the teachings to him, the remedy for him is, to request his friends 
to intercede for him with the teacher in order that the explana¬ 
tions may be more lucid and especially if the disciple’s behavior is 
proper towards the teacher and others.” * 

R. Ami said again: It is written [Eccles. x. u): “ If the ser¬ 
pent do bite because no one uttered a charm, then hath the man 
that can use his tongue (in charming) no preference,” which 
signifies that if thou shouldst see a generation in whose time the 
heavens became firm as copper and would not give forth dew and 
rain, because there was no one to utter a silent prayer for rain, 
the remedy is to obtain someone who can pray silently for the 
removal of the curse. And if the one who is able will not pray, 
what benefit will he derive from it ? hence it is more than 
probable that he will do so. If, however, he persist in refusing, 
the most pious of that generation should be appealed to. And 

* The above teachings of R. Ami, Resh Lakish, and Rabha are all based upon 
the one passage—Ecclesiastes, x. 10; but the interpretations of several of the words 
contained therein are so diversified that we have deemed it advisable merely to render 
their teachings alone, without reference to the literal text of the verse. 
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if he did pray and was answered, and because of that he becomes 
too proud, he brings down wrath upon the world. 

Rabha said : Two scholars who reside in one town and are 
not agreeable to each other in Halakha, they cause wrath and 
bring the same down as it is written [Job, xxxv. 33]. 

Resh Lakish said : It is written [Eccl. x. 11] : “ If the serpent 
do bite because no one uttered a charm, then hath the man that 
can use his tongue (in charming) no preference.” In the future 
all the wild beasts will come to the serpent and question him 
thus: A lion presses and eats, the wolf tears and eats; but thou, 
what benefit dost thou derive from killing the creatures? And his 
answer will be: Do, then, the evil tongues derive any benefit ? 

Again R. Ami said : The prayer of a man is not answered 
unless he put his whole soul into it, as it is written [Lamenta¬ 
tions, iii. 41] : “ Let us lift up our heart with our hands unto God 
in the heaven.” This is not so! For did not Samuel through 
an interpreter preach as follows: It is written [Psalms, lxxviii. 
36 and 37] : “ Nevertheless they prayed insincerely to him with 
their mouth, and with their tongue they lied unto him. For 
their heart was not firm with him, and with their tongue they 
lied unto him ” ; and further, it says [ibid. 38] : “ Still he, being 
merciful, forgave the iniquity.” This presents no difficulty. If 
a man prays alone, he must put his whole soul into it; but if a 
congregation is engaged in prayer and one of the members does 
not happen to be as devout as he should, the prayer is neverthe¬ 
less heard. 

R. Ami said again : “ Rain falls only for the sake of those 
who are truthful, as it is written [Psalms, lxxxv. 12] : 'Truth will 
grow up out of the earth and righteousness will look down from 
heaven.’ ” And he said again : “ Come and see how great are 
the men who have faith, and 1 know this from the story of the 
cat and the well; for if a man have faith in a cat and a well so 
much the firmer should his faith be in God.” * 


* The legend of the cat and the well is not to be found in the Talmud proper, but 
the Aruch and Rashi relate it as follows : A youth of a patrician family while stroll¬ 
ing through a forest chanced to meet a beautiful maiden with whom he fell violently 
in love. The maiden received his advances favorably : and he plighted his troth to 
her, calling upon a well standing near by and upon a cat which at that moment rushed 
past them as witnesses of his undying affection. Returning to his home, the young 
man in the midst of festivities forgot about his adventure with the maid of the forest 
and became betrothed to another maiden of a prominent family. He married her 
and in due course the union was blessed with a child. Not long after the child was 
born, its nurse accidentally let it fall into a well. Another child was born to them, 
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R. Johanan said : “ He who justifies all his actions here below, 
is closely scrutinized by the Power above, as it is written [Psalms, 
lxxxv. 12] : ‘Truth will grow up out of the earth and righteous¬ 
ness will look down from heaven.’” R. Hyya bar Abin in the 
name of R. Huna adduces the same teaching from another 
passage [Psalms, xc. 1 1] : “ Which is like the fear of thee,” imply¬ 
ing that as a man endeavers to prove his fear of the Lord here 
below, so is he scrutinized as to his sincerity from above. Resh 
Lakish adduces this same teaching from the passage [Isaiah, 
lxiv. 4] : “ Thou acceptest him that rejoiceth and worketh 
righteousness, those that remember thee in thy ways: behold, 
thou wast wroth, for we had sinned on them continually ; and 
can we thus be saved?” which implies that when we accept one 
who wishes to appear righteous before us, his sins are looked into 
from above and he is closely observed. 

R. Jehoshua ben Levi said : “ One who rejoiceth in his afflic¬ 
tion brings prosperity to the whole world, because the last two 
words of the above-cited verse are ‘ Aulom Venosha,’ which 
should be interpreted, ‘ the world will be helped.’ ” 

and one day, when the child was left alone for a moment, a wild eat carried it off and 
devoured it. Thus was retribution meted out to the youth who had violated his 
promise. 

In Vol. VI., p. 64, of the periodical JIakol (the Voice) we published in an article 
an explanation of the above passage in the Gemara, as follows : “It is entirely 
unreasonable to assume that one could believe in a cat or a well otherwise than as a 
means by which God would punish an iniquity, and therefore it is highly probable 
that the words TIuldah and Bor, meaning cat and well, originally were intended for 
Tluldah and Deborah, the prophetesses of the Scriptures, and that simply a Daled 
and a Heh were omitted in the manuscript. The Talmud generally treats prophetesses 
with but little consideration and regards their prophecy as of small value, for it says 
in Tract Megilla, p. 37, ‘ Greatness is not seemly for women. Two prophetesses we 
had and one was called Deborah (a bee) and the other ’Iluldah (a cat).’ It then con¬ 
tinues to criticise their behavior in general ; but still the King Voshiyahu (Josiah) 
believed in 'Iluldah the prophetess (see II Kings, xxii. 13 to 20) and Barak the son 
of Abino'am believed in Deborah (see Judges, iv. 8). Thus it would be far more 
reasonable to explain the above passage in the Gemara, not with reference to the cat 
and the well, but rather as referring to Deborah and ’Iluldah, and say: If a man 
have faith in the prophetesses ’Iluldah and Deborah, lie should be so much the f.rmer 
in his faitii in God.” This explanation met with the approval of a number of the 
most orthodox scholars, but the well-known Rev. Dr. M. Mielziner, in a letter 
addressed to us, called our attention to the fact “that, were it so, Deborah would 
stand before ’Iluldah in the above passage, having preceded 'Iluldah in the chrono¬ 
logical order of the Scriptures.” In Tract Megilla Deborah really does precede 
’Huldah, but we forstalled this query in that article by stating that in all probability 
TIuldah was mentioned first in the above passage from the fact that a King (Josiah) 
believed in her, while a commoner (Barak) was the man who placed his faith in the 
prophetess Deborah. 



20 


THE BABYLONIAN TALMUD. 


Resh Lakish said : It is written [Deut. xi. 17]: “And he will 
shut up the heaven.” When the heaven is shut up from giving 
rain, it is compared to a woman lying-in, who has all the pain of 
travail but cannot bear the child; and this is what Resh Lakish 
said in the name of Bar Qappara : The expression “ shut up ” is 
said about rain, as quoted above, and the same expression is used 
of a woman [Gen. xx. 17] : “ For the Lord had fast closed up* 
every womb.” It is said “ birth ” of a woman [ibid. xxx. 23]: 
“ And she conceived, and bore a son ” ; and the same expression 
is used for rain [Isaiah, lv. 10]: “And render it fruitful,” f etc. 
It is said “ visiting ” of a woman [Gen. xxi. 1] : “ And the Lord 
visited Sarah ” ; and the same expression is used for rain [Psalms, 
lxv. 10] : “ Thou hast visited £ the earth and waterest her abun¬ 
dantly ; thou greatly enrichest her; the brook of God is full of 
water.” 

In the days of R. Samuel ben Na’hmeni there were two evils 
in the land—famine and pestilence—and the sages said : What 
shall we pray for ? We must not pray for two things, and we do not 
know which to pray for—the cessation of famine or of pestilence. 
Let us pray, then, for the abatement of the pestilence and we 
shall suffer with the famine. Said R. Samuel ben Na’hmeni to 
them : “ Nay, let us pray for relief of the famine; for if the Merci¬ 
ful One will give bread he will give it to the living, surely not 
to the dead, and thus the pestilence will cease of itself, as it is 
written [Psalms, cxlv. 16] : 'Thou openest thy hand and satisfiest 
the desire of every living thing.’ ” Whence do we know that two 
things must not be prayed for? From the passage [Ezra, viii. 
23] : “ So we fasted and besought our God for this.” Whence 
we see that if they besought God for this , there must have been 
something else besides, and only one thing was prayed for. 

In the days of R. Zera the government issued proclamations 
detrimental to the interests of the Jews, and remarked that no 
fast-days were to be kept. Said R. Zera to the people: “ Let us 
take a fast-day upon ourselves now , and when the government 
shall have rescinded its decree, we will then fast.” And they 
asked him : “ Whence dost thou know that this would be bene¬ 
ficial?” And he answered: “I know it, because it is written 
[Daniel, x. 12]: 'And he said unto me: Fear not, Daniel! for 


* The Hebrew term for both is Otzar. 
f The Hebrew term for both is Holid . 

x Leeser translates in the first visited , and in the second thought of. The Hebrew 
term, however, for both is Pokad . 
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from the first day that thou didst set thy heart to obtain under¬ 
standing, and to fast before thy God, were thy words heard : and 
I am come in consequence of thy words.’ ” 

R. Itz’hak said : “ Even if the years be years of drought, as were 
the days of Elijah, and rain fall on the eve of Sabbaths, it cannot 
be considered as a sign of blessing.” Again, R. Itz’hak said: 
“ The day of rain is such a blessed day, that even the coin in one’s 
pocket is blessed; for it is written [Deut. xxviii. 12]: ‘To give 
the rain of thy land in its season, and to bless all the work of thy 
hand.’ ” * 

R. Johanan said : “ Rain is not withholden only on account of 
such men as promise publicly to give charity and then do not 
carry out their promise, as it is written [Proverbs, xxv. 14] : ‘ Like 
clouds and wind without rain, so is a man that vaunteth falsely of 
a gift.’ ” 

R. Johanan said again : “ The passage ‘ thou shalt truly tithe ’ 
signifies that a man should give tithes in order that he may him¬ 
self become rich.f R. Johanan met a child of Resh Lakish (after 
the latter’s demise) and he asked him : “ How far along art thou 
in thy studies ? ” And the child answered : “ I am at the passage 
[Deut. xiv. 22]: ‘Thou shalt truly tithe,’” and then asked, 
“What does that passage mean?” R. Johanan replied: “It 
means: Give tithe in order that thou mayest become rich.” The 
child then said: “ Whence dost thou know this?” And here- 
plied : “ Go and try it, and see if it is not so.” But the child 
rejoined : “ But is it then allowed to try God—is it not written 
[Deut. vi. 16] : ‘ Ye shall not tempt the Lord your God.’ ” And 
R. Johanan said: “Thus said R. Hosea: ‘In all things except 
tithes, for it is said [Malachi, iii. 10] : “ Bring ye all the tithes into 
the storehouse, that there may be provision in my house, and 
prove me but herewith, saith the Lord of hosts, if I will not open 
for you the windows of heaven, and pour out for you a blessing, 
until it be more than enough.” ’ ” Replied the child : “If I had 
already come to that verse (in my studies) I would not have 
needed thee nor Hosea thy rabbi.” 

Once more R. Johanan met the child of Resh Lakish, learning 
the passage [Proverbs, xix. 3] : “ The folly of man perverteth his 
way and against the Lord will his heart rage.” R. Johanan sat 


* The other sayings of the same authority are transferred to tract Baba Metziya 
as the proper place, and some of them are repeated there, 
f Vide Tract Sabbath, p. 252. 
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and pondered, saying: “ Is there then anything written in the 
Hagiographa, of which there should not even be a hint in the 
Pentateuch ? ” Said the child of Resh Lakish to him : “ Is there 
not a hint of this in the Pentateuch ? Is it not written [Genesis, 
xlii. 28] : ‘ And their heart failed them and they were afraid, say¬ 
ing one unto another, What is this that God hath done unto 
us’?” (and was it not their own folly in selling their brother, 
that brought the sons of Jacob into their position) ? R. Johanan 
(who had very large eyebrows—so large, in fact, that he had to 
lift them with silver pincers before he could see well) raised his eyes 
and wished to gaze at the child, when the mother of the child 
immediately took him away, saying: “ Go away from him, or he 
may do unto thee what he did unto thy father.” (What R. Joha¬ 
nan did to Resh Lakish is explained in Tract Baba Metziya.) 

R. Johanan said : Rain may descend even for the sake of the 
merits of one man, but general prosperity comes only for the 
sake of the public, as it is written [Deut. xxviii. 12] : “ The Lord 
will open unto thee his good treasure, the heaven, to give rain,” 
etc.; and it is written [Exod. xvi. 4] : “ I will rain for you bread 
from heaven.'” 

• An objection was raised : R. Jose the son of R. Jehudah said : 
Three good leaders were given to Israel, and they are : Moses, 
Aaron, and Miriam ; and three good gifts were given through 
them, namely: the well of water which the Israelites had along 
with them in the desert was given them for the sake of Miriam ; 
the pillar of cloud which led them by day was given them on 
account of Aaron, and the Manna was given them for Moses’ 
sake. When Miriam died, the well vanished, as it is written 
[Numbers, xxi. 1] : “ Miriam died there, and was buried there ” ; 
and immediately afterwards it says: “ And there was no water 
for the congregation.” Still, the well was again given to the 
children of Israel through the prayers of Moses and Aaron. 

When Aaron died, the pillar of cloud left.* Still, both the 
well and the pillar of cloud were returned for the sake of Moses; 
but when Moses died, everything vanished, as it is written [Zech- 
ariah, xi. 8] : “ And I removed the three shepherds in one month.” 
Did then Moses, Aaron, and Miriam die in the same month? 
Did not Moses die in Adar, Aaron in Abh, and Miriam in Nissan ? 
Therefore infer from that passage that the three gifts which were 
given to Israel vanished in the same month that Moses died. 


* Vide Tract Rosh-IIashana, p. 3. 
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Does all this not prove that the Manna was given solely on 
Moses’ account ? Nay ; Moses prayed for the whole congrega¬ 
tion, and thus he was equal to the whole congregation. 

R. Huna bar Manoah, R. Samuel bar Idi, and R. Hyya of 
Vastania were disciples of Rabha. When Rabha died, they came 
to R. Papa. When R. Papa would say something that was not 
quite pleasing to them, they would wink at one another ; and he 
became downhearted. At one time in a dream the passage just 
quoted : “ And I removed the three shepherds in one month,” 
was read to him. On the morrow before they left him he blessed 
the three disciples, saying: “ The rabbis may go in peace” 
(not wishing that any harm might befall them). 

R. Shimi bar Ashi was also a visitor at the college of R. Papa, 
and would put so many questions to him that it happened at 
times that R. Papa could not answer them. One day R. Shimi 
noticed R. Papa, who was reciting the prayer at which the face 
was generally hidden in the arm, and overheard him pray : “ May 
the Merciful One save me from the disgrace which I suffer at the 
hands of that Shimi.” So at that time he resolved to be silent 
and not trouble R. Papa any more with questions. 

We have learned in a Boraitha : R. Eliezer said : The whole 
world drinks of the water of the ocean, as it is written [Gen. ii. 
6] : “ But there went up a mist from the earth and watered the 
whole face of the ground.” Said R. Jehoshua to him : “ How 
can that be ? Are not the waters of the ocean salty? ” And he 
replied : “ They become sweet in the mist (when evaporating).” 
R. Jehoshua, however, says : The whole world drinks of the 
waters above, as it is written [Dcut. xi. 11] : “ IAom the rain of 
heaven doth it drink water.” Thus the significance of the first- 
quoted verse is, that the mists rise unto heaven, open their mouths 
like bags, and drink in the water, as it is written [Job, xxxvi. 27] : 
“ For he taketh away drops of water, which are purified into rain 
in the mist ” ; and the mist is porous like a sieve, through which 
the rain descends to the earth, as it is written [II Samuel, xxii. 
12] : “ Heavy masses of water, thick clouds of the skies,” and the 
space from one drop to another is only the width of a hair. All 
this teaches us that the day of rain is as great as the day of the 
creation of heaven and earth. 

The rabbis taught: The land of Israel was created first of all 
and the rest of the world afterwards, as it is written [Proverbs, 
viii. 26] : “ While as yet he had not made the land and open 
fields,” and the land of Israel was already made. 
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The land of Israel is watered by the Lord himself, while the 
rest of the world is watered by a messenger, as it is written [Job, 
v. io] : “ Who giveth rain upon the surface of the earth, and 
sendeth out waters over the face of the fields/’ 

The land of Israel is watered by rain, while the rest of the 
world is watered by the residue remaining in the clouds, and this 
is inferred from the same passage [Job, v. io], which also implies 
that the land of Israel is watered before the rest of the world. 

R. Jehoshua ben Levi, however, said that the whole world is 
watered with the residue remaining after the garden of Eden had 
been watered, as it is written [Gen. ii. io] : “ And a river went 
out of Eden to water the garden ” ; and in a Boraitha we have 
learned that with the residue of water left over from a quantity 
necessary to water a Kur of land, a Tharqabh (one-sixtieth of a 
Kur) of land can be watered. 

The rabbis taught: Egypt measures four hundred square 
Parsah, and that is only one-sixtieth of Mesopotamia; Meso- 
patamia is a sixtieth of the whole earth; the earth is one-sixtieth 
of the garden of Eden ; the garden is one-sixtieth of Eden, and 
Eden is in turn only one-sixtieth of Gehenna. Thus it follows 
that the whole world is but a lid to the pot. Others say again 
that Gehenna is immeasurable, while still others maintain that 
Eden is immeasurable. 

R. Oshiya said: “It is written [Jeremiah, li. 13]: ‘O thou 
that dwellest upon many waters, great in treasures/ etc., which 
implies that the reason why Babylon is great in treasures is be¬ 
cause it dwelleth upon many waters.” Rabh said : “ Rich indeed 
is Babylon, that reapeth her grain without rain.” Abayi said : 
“ I know of a tradition which tells me that swampy ground is 
better than dry.” * 

MISHNA: On the third of Mar-Cheshvan prayers for rain 
should be said ; but according to Rabban Gamaliel, on the sev¬ 
enth of the same month—namely, fifteen days after the Feast of 
Tabernacles—in order to give the last of the Israelites (returning 
to their homes from the city of Jerusalem, where they had been 
during the festivals) an opportunity to reach the River Euphrates 
(the northern boundary line of Palestine). 

GEMARA: Said R. Elazar: “The Halakha prevails accord¬ 
ing to R. Gamaliel.” We have learned in a Boraitha : Hananiah 
said: “ In exile, prayers for rain should be said sixty days after 


* This passage is in accordance with the explanation of the Aruch. 
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the equinox of Tishri ” ; and Huna bar llyya said in the name 
of Samuel that the Halakha prevails according to Hananiah. 

The schoolmen propounded a question : “ What about the 
sixtieth day after the equinox? Is it included in the sixty days, 
or is it counted as one of the days on which the prayers are already 
to be recited?” Said R. Papa: “The Halakha prevails: The 
sixtieth is considered as the day after the sixty days.” 

MISHNA: If the seventeenth of Mar-Cheshvan have passed 
without the rain having yet descended, private individuals com¬ 
mence to keep three fast-days. As soon as it becomes dark on 
the fast-days, however, it is allowed to eat and to drink; and on 
the fast-days themselves it is permitted to work, to bathe, to 
anoint the body, to wear shoes, and to perform the duty of 
cohabitation. 

If the new moon of Kislev has arrived without rain having 
yet descended, the supreme court shall order three public and 
general fast-days. As soon as it becomes dark on those fast-days, 
however, it is lawful to eat and drink; and on the fast-days them¬ 
selves it is permissible to work, to bathe, to anoint the body, to 
wear shoes, and to perform the duty of cohabitation. 

GEMARA: Who are meant by private individuals (in this 
Mishna)? Said R. Huna : “ The rabbis.” We have learned in a 
Boraitha that if private individuals commenced to keep the fast- 
days, they should fast on Monday, Thursday, and the following 
Monday ; and they may interrupt their fast-days if a Monday or 
a Thursday fall on the day of the new moon or on such days as 
are mentioned in the Roll of Fasts. 

The rabbis taught: “A man should not say : ‘ 1 am too young 
a scholar to be counted in among the rabbis, and thus be included 
in the meaning of the term “ private individuals,” hence I need 
not keep the fast-days ’; but every young scholar should consider 
himself a rabbi for that purpose.” 

Who is called a private individual? One who is worthy of 
being elected Parnass (president) of the congregation. And who 
is called a young scholar? One who is asked concerning passages 
in his studies even in Tract Kalah and can make satisfactory 
answer. 

The rabbis taught: Not every one who would count himself 
among the private individuals may do so, and not every one who 
would count himself among the young scholars may do so. Such 
is the dictum of R. Simeon ben Elazar. Rabban Simeon ben 
Gamaliel, however, said : “ This only applies to those who do so 


2 6 


THE BABYLONIAN TALMUD. 


for the glory thereof, but not to such as only incur an inconve¬ 
nience by so doing; and the latter, when counting themselves 
among such persons, should be favorably remembered therefor.” 

The rabbis taught : One who fasted on account of some trou¬ 
ble, or for the recovery of a sick person, even though the trouble 
had passed away during the day of his fasting, or the sick person 
had recovered during that day, should nevertheless continue to 
fast until nightfall. One who came from a place where there was 
no fast-day to a place where there was a fast-day must keep that 
fast-day; but if a man came from a place where there was fasting 
to a place where there was none, he must nevertheless quietly 
end his fast. If he forgot that the day was a fast-day, and ate 
and drank, he should not at least make it apparent to others, and 
should also not participate in any pleasures on that day, as it is 
written [Gen. xlii. i] : “ Why do ye look at one another? ” which 
signifies, that Jacob said to his sons : Why do ye make it appear 
that ye are satisfied when the other races of Esau and Ishmael 
around you are starving ? 

R. Jehudah said in the name of R. Hyya : One who travels 
on the road should not eat much—no more, in fact, than is eaten 
in a year of famine. Why so? Here in Babylon they say: 
“ In order that the stomach be not filled and thus make walking 
difficult ” ; but in Palestine they say: “ In order that the supply 
of food which is carried along be not too quickly exhausted.” 
The difference in the two opinions is therefore concerning a man 
on board of a ship. There is fear of the supply of food being 
exhausted, but not that walking will be hindered. On the other 
hand, the difference of opinion also concerns a man travelling from 
village to village. There is no fear of the supply of food becom¬ 
ing exhausted, but there is fear of overloading the stomach and 
thus impeding further progress. 

R. Papa when travelling would eat a small loaf after traversing 
a Parsah, because he thought that eating too much would be 
injurious to the stomach. 

R. Jehudah said in the name of Rabh : A man who has plenty 
in years of famine and still eats sparingly because others have but 
a small supply will be saved from sudden death, as it is written 
[Job, v. 20] : “ In famine he redeemeth thee from death.” Why 
is it said “ in famine,” it should say “ from famine he redeemeth 
thee ” ? Therefore the passage means to imply that because one 
ate sparingly in times of famine, he will be redeemed from sudden 
death. 
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Rcsh Lakish said : “ A man should not cohabit with his wife 
in years of famine, as it is written [Gen. xli. 50] : ‘And unto 
Joseph were born two sons before the years of famine came.’ ” 
A Boraitha, however, teaches that a man who is childless may do 
so even in times of famine. 

The rabbis taught : When Israelites arc in trouble and one of 
them leaves them for the purpose of avoiding the trouble, the two 
angels who accompany each man lay their hands upon his head 
and say: “ The man who secludes himself from the community 
which is in distress shall not see the prosperity of the com¬ 
munity. ” Therefore a man should share the common distress of 
the community, as we see in the case of Moses, who always 
shared the troubles of the congregation, as it is written [Exod. 
xvii. 12]: “But when the hands of Moses became heavy, they 
took a stone, and put it under him, and he sat thereon.” Did 
not Moses possess a pillow or bolster upon which he could have 
sate down? Yea; but Moses said thus: “Because the com¬ 
munity is in distress I shall not use a pillow, but sit on a stone 
and share their woes.” Thus everyone who shares the misery of 
the community shall also see the prosperity, and lest a man say : 
“ Who will testify that I took no part in the woe of the com¬ 
munity ? ” he should know that the stones and beams of his 
house will bear testimony to the fact, as it is written [Habakkuk, 
ii. 11] : “For the stone will cry out of the wall, and the beam 
out of the woodwork will answer it.” The disciples of R. Shila 
say, that the two angels who accompany a man will testify 
against him, as it is written [Psalms, xci. 11] : “For his angels 
will be given charge concerning thee.” R. ’Hidka said: “The 
soul of man will testify against him,” as it is written [Micah, vii. 
4] : “ From her that lieth in thy bosom guard the doors of thy 
mouth.” Others say that the members of a man’s body will 
testify against him, as it is written [Isaiah, xliii. 10]: “Ye are 
my witnesses, saith the Lord.” 

It is written [Deut. xxxii. 4] : “ The God of truth, and with¬ 
out iniquity.” By the “ God of truth ” is meant, that as retri¬ 
bution is meted out above to the wicked for every transgression 
which they commit, so are the righteous also held to account in 
this world for every transgression committed ; and as the right¬ 
eous are rewarded in the world to come for every little good act, 
so are the wicked rewarded in this world for every fulfilment of a 
religious duty, be it ever so insignificant. It says further [ibid.] : 
“Just and upright is He.” Infer therefrom that when a man 
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comes into the world beyond, all his deeds are laid before him in 
detail, and he is told where and on what day he committed them. 
The man then answers : “Yea, I did so” ; and he is told to sub¬ 
scribe his name, which he does, as it is written [Job, xxxvii. 7] : 
‘‘ He sealeth it on the hand of every man.” And not alone this, 
but the man also exclaims : “ I have been justly judged,” as it is 
said [Psalms, li. 6] : “ In order that thou mightest be righteous 
when thou speakest, be justified when thou judgest.” 

Samuel said : “A man who fasteth is called a sinner.” R. 
Shesheth said : “ If a young scholar sitteth and fasteth, may a 
dog eat his meal.” Said R. Jeremiah bar Abba: “In the com¬ 
munity in Babylon there is no fast-day except the 9th of Abh ”; 
and in the name of Resh Lakish he said: “ It is not lawful for a 
scholar to fast, because by fasting he diminishes the work in the 
heavenly cause.” 

“As soon as it becomes dark” etc. R. Zera said in the name of 
R. Huna : “ If an individual took it upon himself to fast the next 
day, even if he had eaten and drunk the entire night, he may on 
the morrow recite the fasting-prayer in the Min’hah (afternoon 
prayer). If a man, however, fasted a day and a night, he must 
not on the following morning recite the fasting-prayer.” Asked 
R. Joseph : “ What does R. Huna hold ? That fasting at night is 
not considered and for that reason the fasting-prayer must not be 
recited on the following morning, or that fasting at night is con¬ 
sidered the same as fasting for a few hours, but for fasting of the 
latter kind no prayer should be said?” Abayi answered : “ R. 
Huna holds, that fasting at night is considered as fasting for a 
few hours, and for such a fast the prayer may be said ; but the 
reason that he disallows the fasting-prayer on the morning follow¬ 
ing the night is because the man originally intended to fast only 
during the day and did not take upon himself previously to fast 
the night through also.” 

Said R. Hisda: “A fast of hours is considered only if the man 
had not tasted food until night.” Said Abayi: “This would not 
be a fast of hours! it would be a regular fast-day? ” R. Hisda 
means to say that if a man had not eaten before noon through 
lack of time, and then resolved to fast the remaining half of the 
day so as to have a fast-day to his credit—although he had only 
taken it upon himself to fast a half of a day, still it is considered 
as a regular fast-day. 

R. Hisda said again: “A fast-day which was not kept until 
sunset cannot be called a fast-day.” A11 objection was made: 
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We have learned in a Mishna : “The priests who had the weekly 
watch of the Temple fasted, but not the whole day.” (This 
presents no difficulty.) In that case the men of the watch did 
not intend to fast, but merely to share the trouble of the rest of 
the community. 

Samuel said : “ A man who had fasted without having previ¬ 
ously taken it upon himself to do so is not considered to have 
fasted at all.” But what if a man did fast without having previ¬ 
ously resolved to do so ? Said Rabba bar Shila: “ That is con¬ 
sidered the same as inflating a bag with air.” When must a man 
resolve to fast? Said Rabh : “ On the preceding day during the 
time of the afternoon-prayer.” And Samuel said : “ On the pre¬ 
ceding day at the afternoon-prayer.” 

Said R. Joseph : “ It seems to me that the opinion of Samuel 
is correct.” 

The rabbis taught : “ Until what time may a man eat on the 
night preceding a fast-day?” “ Until the advent of the morning 
star.” Such is the dictum of Rabbi; but R. Eliezer bar R. 
Simeon said: “Until the cock crows.” Said Rabha: “This 
applies to one who had not slept ; but if he had once retired and 
slept, he must not eat at all.” 

Abayi objected : “ Did we not learn that if the man slept and 
arose again, he may eat?” That teaching does not mean if the 
man had slept, but had only slumbered. 

R. Jehudah said in the name of Rabh : “A man, after taking 
it upon himself to fast on a certain day, may postpone that day 
and fast on another day; and,” continued R. Jehudah, “when I 
told this to Samuel, he said: 'This is self-evident, for cannot a 
man vow to do a certain thing and postpone it to some other 
time? * ” 

R. Jehoshua the son of R. Idi was a guest of R. Assi; and a 
calf, the third of its mother, was prepared for him. And they 
said to him : “ Let Master partake of something.” Whereupon 
he replied : “ I am fasting this day.” And they rejoined : “Why 
not postpone this fast-day ? Does not Master hold with R. 
Jehudah’s decree in the name of Rabh, that a fast-day may be 
postponed ? ” And he said : “ This is a fast-day to me on account 
of a dream, and Rabba bar Mahassia in the name of R. llama bar 
Guria, quoting Rabh, said : ‘ A fast-day is to a bad dream what 
fire is to flax’; and R. Hisda said that the fast-day should be 
kept only on the same day, and R. Joseph said that even on 
Sabbath such a fast should be kept, and for the violation of the 
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Sabbath caused thereby he should keep an additional fast-day 
later on.” 

MISHNA: If these (three fast-days) have passed without 
their prayers having been favorably answered, the supreme 
court shall decree three more public and general fasts ; on the 
nights preceding these it is not permitted to eat or drink, and 
on the fast-days it is prohibited to work, to bathe, to anoint the 
body, to wear shoes or to perform the duty of cohabitation, and 
the public bathing places are to be closed. Should even these 
fast-days have passed without their prayers having been favor¬ 
ably answered, then shall the Beth Din decree seven more fast- 
days, which altogether will make thirteen public and general 
fasts. These last seven fast-days differ from the preceding six, 
in that on them the alarm is sounded ; the shops remain closed, 
excepting that on Mondays, towards evening, the shop-shutters 
(of the dealers in articles of food) may be loosely fastened (i.e. y not 
entirely closed, but in a slanting position), and on Thursday they 
may be taken off entirely in honor of the Sabbath. 

Should even these seven fast-days have passed without a 
favorable answer to the prayers, the people are to avoid and 
withdraw from engaging in any joyous occupation, and also to 
diminish their business; from the erection of buildings and from 
the planting of pleasure-gardens; from betrothals, weddings, and 
mutual greetings, like men who are rebuked by the Omnipotent; 
(pious) private individuals recommence fasting till the end of 
the month of Nissan. If Nissan had passed and then rain de¬ 
scended, it must be considered a curse, for it is written [I Sam¬ 
uel, xii. 17] : “ Is it not wheat harvest to-day? ” etc. 

GEMARA: It would be right to prohibit bathing, anointing 
the body, etc., on the fast-day, because those things are luxuries ; 
but why should working be prohibited ? Surely working cannot 
be considered a luxury! Said R. Hisda in the name of R. Jere¬ 
miah bar Abba: It is written [Joel, i. 14]: “Sanctify ye a fast, 
proclaim a solemn assembly, gather the elders,” etc. Thus we 
see that it says, “ Proclaim a solemn assembly ” ; and as certain 
festivals on which no work may be done are also called “ assem¬ 
bly ” (Atzereth), it follows that no work may be done on a fast- 
day also. We might assume then that, as on those other festivals 
no work may be done from the time of dusk on the preceding 
eve, such should also be the case with these fast-days. Said R. 
Zera: It was explained by R. Jeremiah bar Abba that as it is 
written, “ Gather the elders,” this might be compared to them ; 
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and as the elders assemble only during the day, so work should 
not be done only during the day. If that be so, then let it be 
prohibited to work only from midday on ; for the elders generally 
assemble about midday. Said R. Shesha the son of R. Idi : 
This bears out the opinion of R. Huna, who said that in 
olden times the assemblies of elders would take place from 
the morning on. 

What would the elders do when they assembled in the morn¬ 
ing? Said Abayi: From morn until midday they would occupy 
themselves with municipal affairs; and the first part of the after¬ 
noon would be consumed in the reading of the scrolls and of the 
Haphthorah, while the other part would be devoted to the recital 
of prayers, as it is written [Nehemiah, ix. 3] : “And they stood 
up in their standing-place, and read in the book of the law of 
the Lord their God the fourth part of the day; and another 
fourth part they made confession, and prostrated themselves 
before the Lord their God/’ Perhaps the contrary was the case ; 
i.e they read the Law and prayed in the forenoon and occupied 
themselves with the municipal affairs in the afternoon ? This 
would not be consistent; for it is written [Ezra, ix. 4] : “ And 
then assembled themselves unto me every one that trembled at 
the words of the God of Israel, because of the trespass of the 
exiles: and I sat astounded until the evening sacrifice; [ibid. 5] 
And at the evening sacrifice I rose up from my fasting, and 
while rending my garment and my mantle, I knelt down upon 
my knees, and spread out my hands unto the Lord my God.” 

Raphram bar Papa said in the name of R. Hisda: “ On days 
when one is fasting on account of a mournful occurrence, as the 
9th of Abh, or when is mourning the loss of a near relative, bath¬ 
ing in either cold or warm water is prohibited ; but where bathing 
is not allowed as a luxury, as on ordinary communal fast-days* 
warm water must not be used but cold water may be.” Said R. 
Idi bar Abin : “ This we have learned also in our Mishna, for it 
says 4 that the bathing places are closed,’ which signifies that 
bathing in warm water is prohibited.” Said Abayi to him: 
“ What proof is that? If then cold water was prohibited, would 
the Mishna say that all rivers and lakes should be drained or 
stopped up?” And R. Shesha the son of R. Idi replied: “ My 
father meant to say that the following was the difficulty in the 
Mishna: It says that bathing is not allowed, why then should it 
add that the bathing places were closed? Therefore the Mishna 
evidently meant to imply that the bathing places were closed in 
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order to prevent the use of warm water, but cold water may be 
used.” 

Where should the fasting-prayer be mentioned ? R. Jehudah 
led his son R. Itz’hak to the desk, and the latter proclaimed : 
“ If an individual takes it upon himself to fast, he must recite 
the fasting-prayer and insert it among the eighteen benedictions, 
between the benediction of redemption and healing.” 

R. Itz’hak (of a later generation) opposed this : May, then, an 
individual say an additional benediction ? Therefore, according 
to his opinion, he should say it in the prayer commencing: 
“ Hear our voice, O Lord,” etc. And so also said R. Shesheth. 
What is the final decision ? Said R. Samuel bar Sassartai, and 
so also said R. Hyya bar Ashi in the name of Rabh : “ It should 
be said between the benedictions of redemption and healing.” 
R. Ashi, however, said in the name of R. Janai the son of Ish- 
mael : “ In the prayer commencing , 1 Hear our voice/ ” etc. And 
thus the Halakha prevails. 

We have learned in one Boraitha that pregnant women and 
those suckling infants should fast only during the first fast-days 
ordained by the community, but not during the subsequent fast- 
days. In another Boraitha we have learned that they should fast 
in the last fast-days, but not in the first ; and in a third Boraitha 
we have learned that they should fast neither in the first nor in 
the last. Said R. Ashi : Hold firm to the middle Boraitha and 
the others will be readily explained (j.e., the first Boraitha means 
to say that they should fast on the three days between the first 
three days and the last seven, but not on the last seven days ; the 
second Boraitha calls the three middle days the last because they 
were preceded by three others, hence it says that they should fast 
only on the last three days, i.e., the three days mentioned above; 
and the last Boraitha means to say that they need not fast on 
the first three days or on the last seven, but only on the three 
middle — thus all three Boraithoth mean one and the same thing). 

“ The alarm is sounded." Wherewith was the alarm sounded? 
Said R. Jehudah : “ With the cornets.” And R. Jehudah the 
son of R. Samuel bar Shilas, quoting Rabh, said : “ With the 
shout, £ Answer us, O Lord ! ’ ” All agree that where cornets are 
used it is referred to as “ sounding an alarm,” but they differ con¬ 
cerning the prayer, “ Answer us, O Lord ! ” One says that that 
is also called sounding the alarm, while the other says that it is 
not. He who says that the alarm was sounded by reciting the 
prayer mentioned, also admits that the cornets were used ; but 
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the one who says that the cornets were blown, does not hold that 
the prayer was also said. 

Did we not learn in a Boraitha that on account of other kinds 
of plagues, such as the itch, locusts, flies, wasps and gnats, and 
snakes the alarm, was not sounded, but the prayers were merely 
shouted ; and as shouting signifies that the prayer, “Answer us,” 
was merely said, it must be assumed that where it says that the 
alarm was sounded it means that the alarm was sounded with 
cornets ? This constitutes a difference of opinion among Tanaim, 
as we learn in a subsequent Mishna (Chap. III. of this Tract), 
which says: “ For the following calamities an alarm is to be 
sounded even on Sabbath,” etc.; and as on the Sabbath it is not 
permitted to sound an alarm with cornets, we must assume that 
the prayer, “ Answer us,” etc., is also called an alarm. Such is 
the conclusion. 

In the days of R. Jehudah the Third there was a calamity. 
He ordained thirteen fast-days, but no favorable answer was 
received. He accordingly desired to ordain more fast-days; but 
R. Ami said to him : “ It was said that the community must not 
be troubled to too great an extent.” Said R. Abba, the son of 
R. Hyya bar Abba: “ R. Ami said that from a selfish motive 
he did not care to fast any more), for my father said in the name 
of R. Johanan that only when rain is withholden thirteen fast- 
days should be kept, and no more; but on account of other 
calamities the people should fast until their prayers are answered, 
and thus we have also learned in a Boraitha. 

The inhabitants of Nineveh sent a query to Rabbi : “ Should 
we, whose soil is unusually dry and in need of rain already in tRe 
month of Tamuz (June—July) be considered as a community and 
when praying for rain insert the prayer in the benediction of 
years, or should we be regarded as individuals and insert the 
prayer in that commencing, ‘ Hear us, O Lord ! * ” He answered 
them: “Ye are regarded as individuals and must insert the 
prayer for rain in that commencing, ‘ Hear us, O Lord/ ” 

An objection was raised from the following Boraitha: R. 
Jehudah said: “All this applied to the time when the Israel¬ 
ites were in their own land and Palestine was the principal place, 
but in the present time the prayers are said according to the 
place, time, and year?” And he answered him: Thou askest 
concerning a contradiction of Rabbi to a Boraitha ? Rabbi is a 
Tana, and consequently may have his own opinion and differ 
with the teaching of a Boraitha. How does the Halakha prevail, 
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however? R. Na’hman said: “The prayer for rain must be 
inserted in the benediction of the years,” and R. Shesheth said: 
“ It must be inserted in ‘ hear our voice,’ ” etc. And the Halakha 
prevails according to R. Shesheth. 

“But on Thursday they may be taken off entirely ,” etc. We 
have learned in a Boraitha: On Monday towards evening, the 
shop-shutters were only partly closed ; on the Thursday they 
were entirely opened in honor of the Sabbath ; but if there were 
two doors to the shop, one of them could be opened even on 
Monday; and if there was a bench against the door, it was 
allowed to open the door on Monday as usual. 

“ From the erection of buildings and from the planting of 
pleasure-gar dens ,” etc. We have learned in a Boraitha: What 
is called a building of pleasure ? A house which was built espe¬ 
cially for a son about to be married ; and what is meant by a 
pleasure-garden ? A bower for princes. 

“ And mutual greetings.” The rabbis taught: The scholars 
would not greet each other at all; but the common people when 
greeting the scholars would be answered very feebly and with a 
faint nod. Amongst themselves the scholars would sit wrapped 
in their cloaks, silent and morose, the same as mourners and as 
men who were rebuked by the Omnipotent, until the Lord would 
have mercy upon them. 

R. Elazar said : A prominent man must not clothe himself in 
sackcloth unless he knows positively that his prayers will be 
answered, as was the case with King Jehoram the son of Achab, 
concerning whom it is written [II Kings, vi. 30] : “And it came 
to pass when the king heard the words of the woman, that he 
rent his clothes, as he was passing along upon the wall; and the 
people looked, and behold he had sackcloth beneath upon his 
flesh,” etc. 

R. Elazar said again: “ Not everyone has a right to rend his 
clothes, nor is it proper for everyone to fall upon his face (in 
prayer). Moses and Aaron fell upon their faces [Numbers, xiv. 5], 
and Joshua and Caleb rent their garments” [ibid., ibid.]. 

R. Zera, and according to others R. Samuel ben Na’hmeni, 
opposed this : “ If it said, ‘ Joshua and Caleb rent their garments,’ 
the statement of R. Elazar would be correct, but as it says ‘ And 
Joshua and Caleb rent,’ etc., it signifies that they did both —fell 
upon their faces and rent their garments.” 

R. Elazar said again: Not to everyone is it allowed to praise 
God by rising or by bowing. Kings may do so by rising, as it is 
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written [Isaiah, xlix. 7] : “ Thus hath said the Lord, the Redeemer 
of Israel, his Holy One, to him who is despised by men, to him 
who is abhorred by nations, to the servant of rulers, kings shall see 
it and rise up.” Princes may do so by prostrating themselves, as 
it is written [ibid.] : “ Princes, and they shall prostrate them¬ 
selves.” 

R. Zera, others say R. Samuel ben Na’hmeni, opposed this : 
“If the verse read, ‘and princes shall prostrate themselves/ it 
would imply that they would not rise and prostrate themselves; 
but as it reads ‘ princes, and they shall prostrate,’ etc., it implies 
that they did both.” 

Said R. Na’hman bar Itz’hak: “ I would also remark that not 
everyone is worthy of obtaining light, and not everyone is worthy 
to have joy. The righteous are deserving of light and the upright 
of joy, as it is written [Psalms, xcvii. 11] : ‘ Light is sown for the 
righteous, and joy for the upright in heart.’ ” 


CHAPTER II. 


REGULATIONS CONCERNING THE ORDER OF PROCEDURE ON THE LAST 
SEVEN FAST-DAYS, AND THE PRAYERS TO BE RECITED ON THOSE 
DAYS. 

MISHNA: What is the order of procedure on the fast-days? 
The ark containing the Holy Scrolls is to be brought into an 
open place in the city, ashes of burnt substances are to be strewed 
on that ark, on the head of the Nassi (prince), on the head of the 
chief of the Beth Din (court of justice); and other persons shall 
also themselves strew ashes on their heads. The eldest among 
them shall then address them in heart-moving terms, as follows: 
“ My brethren ! Consider that it is not written, anent the (repent¬ 
ance of the) Ninevites, that God regarded their having wrapped 
themselves in sackcloth and considered their fast-days, but that 
‘ God saw their zvorks , that they had turned from their evil way ’ 
[Jonah, iii. io], and the tradition of the prophets is (as it is 
written): ‘Rend your hearts, and not your garments’” [Joel, 
I 3]- 

After standing up to pray, the people shall place at the 
praying-desk, to minister, an old experienced person who has 
children and whose larder is empty, so that his mind may be 
entirely devoted to his prayer. This person shall say twenty- 
four benedictions; namely, the eighteen benedictions of the 

daily prayer, with the addition of six more, which are as 

follows: The texts of Zikhronoth (remembrance of His creatures) 
and of Shophroth (sounding of the cornet); the chapters : 
[Psalms, cxx.) “ Unto the Lord, when I was in distress, did I 
call, and he hath answered me ” ; [ibid, cxxi.] “ I lift up my 

eyes unto the mountains,” etc. ; [ibid, cxxx.] “ Out of the 

depths have I called to thee, O Lord ; and [ibid, cii.] “A prayer 
of the afflicted, when he is overwhelmed.” R. Jehudah said: 
It was not necessary to mention the Zikhronoth and Shophroth, 
but the following passages are to be read instead, namely: 
[I Kings, viii. 37] “ If there be famine in the land, if there be 
pestilence,” etc.; and [Jeremiah, xiv.] “The word of the Lord 
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that came to Jeremiah concerning the drought”; and the con¬ 
cluding is then added to each. 

To the first he (the reader) shall say additionally: “May 
He who answered Abraham on Mount Moriah answer you, 
and listen to your (prayer and) cry on this day. Blessed art 
thou, O Lord, Redeemer of Israel! ” To the second he shall say : 
“ May He who answered our ancestors on the Red Sea answer 
you, and listen favorably unto your cry this day. Blessed art 
thou, O Lord, who rememberest all things forgotten (by man)! ” 
To the third he shall say: “May He who answered Joshua in 
Gilgal answer you, and listen to your cry this day. Blessed art 
thou, O Lord, who deignest to listen to the sound of the cornet! ” 
To the fourth he shall say: “May He who answered Samuel in 
Mizpah answer you, and listen this day to your cry. Blessed art 
thou, O Lord, who hearkenest to (our) cry ! ” To the fifth he 
shall say: “ May he who answered Elijah on Mount Carmel 
answer you, and listen favorably to your cry on this day. Blessed 
art thou, O Lord, who hearkenest to prayer!” To the sixth he 
shall say: “May He who answered Jonah in the bowels of the 
fish answer you, and listen unto your cry this day. Blessed art 
thou, O Lord, who answerest in the time of distress!” To the 
seventh he says: “May he who answered David and his son 
Solomon in Jerusalem answer you, and listen unto your cry on 
this day. Blessed art thou, O Lord, who hast compassion on the 
earth ! ” 

It happened in the days of R. Halaphta and R. Hanina the 
son of Teradion, that a minister advanced to the praying-desk 
and completed the entire benediction without any (of the con¬ 
gregation) answering thereto “Amen.” (The sexton then pro¬ 
claimed): “Sound, priests! Sound!” (The minister who said 
the prayers then continued): “ May He who answered our father 
Abraham on Mount Moriah answer you, and listen favorably to 
your prayer this day.” (The sexton then called) : “ Sound an 
alarm, sons of Aaron ! Sound an alarm ! ” (The previous minister 
continued): “May He who answered our ancestors on the Red 
Sea answer you, and listen favorably to your cry this day.” 
When the sages were informed of this, they said : “This was not 
our custom, except at the eastern door (of the Temple) and on 
the Temple mount.” 

On the first three fasts, the priests who had the weekly watch 
of the Temple fasted, but only part of the day, and the minister¬ 
ing priests did not fast at all. On the second three fast-days, the 
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priests on the weekly watch fasted the whole day* but the 
ministering priests only fasted part of the day; but on the last 
seven fast-days both classes of priests fasted the whole day. So 
said R. Jehoshua. But the sages say: “The first three fasts 
were not kept by either of the two classes; on the second three 
fasts the priests on weekly watch would fast part of the day, but 
the officiating priests would not fast at all. On the last seven, 
however, the priests on the weekly watch would fast the whole 
day; but the officiating priests would fast only part of the day.” 

The priests having the weekly watch may drink wine at night, 
but not during the day,* but the officiating priests may drink it 
neither by day nor by night. The priests of the weekly watch 
and the standing men (commoners attending the public sacrifices 
as the representatives of the congregation at large) are not 
allowed to shave their beards or to wash their clothes; but on 
Thursday they are permitted to do so, in honor of the approach¬ 
ing Sabbath. (Moed Katan, p. 25.) 

Wherever it is mentioned in the “ Roll of Fasts ” that “ no 
lamentation and mourning is to be made ” on certain days, it is 
also prohibited to do so on the day preceding, but permitted on 
the day following. R. Jose, however, says: “ It is prohibited to 
do so on both the day preceding and the day following.” Where 
it is said, however, “No fasts are to be kept thereon,” it is 
allowed to fast on the day preceding and following days. R. 
Jose, however, says: “It is prohibited on the preceding, but 
allowed on the following day.” 

Public fasts must not be ordered to commence on a Thursday, 
in order not to raise the price of victuals in the markets; f but 
the first three fasts must be kept on Monday, Thursday, and the 
following Monday. But the second three fasts may follow on 
Thursday, Monday, and the following Thursday. R. Jose says: 
“ Even as the first fasts are not to be commenced on Thursday, 
so also are the second and last fasts not to commence on that 
day.” 


* This regulation is a general one and applies to ordinary days as well as to 
fast-days. 

f Precautions were taken in every instance to prevent exorbitant prices being 
charged for victuals and at times even existing ordinances were abrogated for this 
purpose. Thus no fast-days were ordered to commence on Thursday in order that 
the dealers in articles of food might not take advantage of the greater demand pro¬ 
duced by the necessity of laying in an extra supply for the day preceding the fast and 
for Sabbath. 
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Public fasts are not to be ordered to take place on the feast 
of the New Moon, on that of Dedication (Hanukah), nor on that 
of Lots (Purim); but if the fast had already been commenced on 
one of those feasts, it need not be broken. Such is the decree of 
Rabban Gamaliel. R. Meir, however, says, that although Rab- 
ban Gamaliel said that the fast need not be broken, he admits 
that on those days people are not to fast the entire day. Such is 
also the case with the fast of the ninth of Abh, if it happen to 
fall on a Friday. 

GEMARA : “ What is the order of procedure on the fast- 
days ?" Does this apply also to the first three fast-days? Then 
it would be a contradiction to the following Boraitha: The first 
and the second three fast-days they enter into the praying-house 
and pray as usual; but in the last seven the ark is to be brought 
into an open place, etc. Said R. Papa: “Nay; our Mishna also 
refers to the last seven.’' 

“ On the head of the Nassi ( prince ) ” ; and further, the Mishna 
teaches that “ other persons shall also strew ashes on their heads.” 
This should not be so ! For did not Rabbi teach in a Boraitha 
that where an act of honor is to be accomplished the most prom¬ 
inent persons are commenced with, while when an act of humilia¬ 
tion is to be performed the lowest in rank are first considered ? 
The strewing of ashes on the heads of the prince and of the chief 
of the Beth Din first is also an act of honor ; for they are told 
that they arc more worthy of praying for mercy for us and for 
all the world. 

“ Other persons shall also strew ashes on their heads." Why 
must the prince and the chief of the Beth Din have someone else 
to strew ashes on their heads? Can they not do so themselves? 
Said R. Abba (or Ada) of Kisri: “ The humiliation of disgracing 
one’s self by one’s own hands is not equal to that of being dis¬ 
graced by the hands of others (where prominent persons are con¬ 
cerned, but as for common people it does not matter).” On 
what part of the head are the ashes put ? Said R. Itz’hak : “ On 
the place where the phylacteries are generally worn, as it is 
written [Isaiah, lxi. 3]: ‘To give unto them ornament in the 
place of ashes,’ implying that where ornaments (phylacteries) 
were worn ashes were put.” 

Why do they congregate in an open place? Said R. Hyya 
bar Abba : “In order that they might say : ‘ We have prayed 
privately and were not answered, hence we shall humiliate our¬ 
selves by praying in public.’” And Resh Lakish said: “In 
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order that they might say: ‘We have been driven from our 
abodes, and may our banishment be the means of our forgive¬ 
ness.’ ” Why is the ark brought into an open place ? Said R. 
Jehoshua ben Levi: “ In order that they might say: ‘We had 
a hidden treasure, but through our transgressions that also has 
become profaned.’ ” Why do they clothe themselves in sack¬ 
cloth ? Said R. Hyya bar Abba: “ In order that they might say: 
‘We are now like the beasts of the field.’” Why are ashes 
strewn on the ark? Said R. Jehudah ben Pazi: “In order to 
say that this is an allusion to what is written [Psalms, xci. 15] : 

‘ With him I am in distress,’ meaning that the Shekhina shares 
the distress of the people.” Resh Lakish said : “ In order to say 
that this is an allusion to the passage : ‘ In their affliction he was 
afflicted.’ ” Said R. Zera : “ When I saw the rabbis strew ashes 
on the ark, my whole body trembled.” 

Why are ashes strewn on the heads of all ? Concerning this, 
R. Levi bar Hama and R. Hanina differ. One says that this is 
equal to saying: “We are now before thee, O Lord, as ashes” ; 
and the other says: “ It is for the purpose of begging the Lord 
to remember the ashes of Isaac.” For what purpose did they go 
out to the cemeteries ? * Concerning this, R. Levi bar Hama 
and R. Hanina also differ. One says, in order that they might 
say they were now equal to the dead ; while the other says that 
it was for the purpose of having the souls of the departed pray 
for them. 

Why was the Mount called Mount Moriah [II Chronicles, 
iii. 1] ? Concerning this there is again a difference between R. 
Levi bar Hama and R. Hanina. One says that Moriah is the 
equivalent of Horaah (i.e., enactment), while the other says that 
Moriah is the equivalent of Mora (fear) ; for when the Temple 
was built, other nations were awed. 

“ In heart-moving terms." The rabbis taught: If the eldest 
among them was also a scholar he would address them ; otherwise 
a scholar, even if he was younger, would address them, and if 
there was no scholar among them a prominent man would do it. 
And he would say to them : “ Brethren ! It is not written, anent 
the repentance of the Ninevites, that God regarded their having 
wrapped themselves in sackcloth and considered their fast-days, 


* In the Palestinian Talmud it is stated, in addition to what is taught in this 
Mishna, that they would clothe themselves in sackcloth, go out to the cemeteries, and 
sound the cornet. 
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but that ‘ God saw their works, that they had turned from their 
evil way ’ ” [Jonah, iii. 10]. 

Concerning the Ninevites it is written [Jonah, iii. 8]: “But 
let man and beast be covered with sackcloth/’ How was it 
done? They separated the suckling animals from their mothers 
and said: “Sovereign of the Universe! If Thou wilt not have 
mercy upon us, we will not have mercy upon them.” And 
further on : “ Let men call unto God with might.” What is meant 
by “ with might ” ? That means to say that they said : “ Lord of 
the Universe! Who of the two should give way unto the other? 
The oppressed and the one who cannot be oppressed, the righteous 
and the wicked ? ” (Now, as we are the oppressed and Thou canst 
not be oppressed, shouldst Thou not overlook our iniquity ?) 
Further, it is written [ibid.] : “ And let them turn every one from 
his evil way, and from the violence which is in their hands.” 
What is meant by “ the violence which is in their hands ” ? Said 
Samuel : “If a man had wrongfully appropriated a beam which 
he had used in building a house, he would tear down the house 
and restore the beam to its rightful owner.” 

R. Ada bar Ahabha said: “If a man confesses to a wrong 
committed, and repents it without making proper restitution 
therefor, he is equal to a man holding a dead reptile in his hands 
and bathing himself in order to become clean; for, as a man who 
has a dead reptile in his hands, even should he bathe in all the 
legal baths in the world, would not become clean until he had rid 
himself of the reptile—but if he threw away that unclean thing a 
bath measuring forty Saahs would cleanse him — so it is with a 
man who had committed a wrong: unless he made proper resti¬ 
tution all confession and repentance is in vain, as it is written 
[Proverbs, xxviii. 13]: ‘ He that concealeth his transgressions will 
not prosper; but whoso confesseth and forsaketh them will obtain 
mercy’; and as it is written [Lamentations, iii. 41] : ‘ Let us lift 
up our heart and our hands unto God in the heavens.’ ” 

“ After standing up to pray .” The rabbis taught: At prayer, 
though there be the eldest and a scholar present, neither should 
be placed at the reading-desk unless they were experienced in 
prayer; but only one who has had thorough experience. R. 
Jehudah said : “ The minister should be a man who has children 
and cannot provide for them, who works hard in the field but 
has empty storehouses, who has good manners, who is modest, 
who is popular, who has an attractive, sweet voice, who can read 
the entire Holy Writ, and is competent to learn Midrash, Hala- 
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khoth, and Haggadoth, and is conversant with all the benedic¬ 
tions.” The rabbis looked among themselves and cast their eyes 
upon R. Itz’hak bar Ami, who had all those qualities. 

(R. Jehudah said:) “‘Who has children and cannot provide 
for them and who has empty (store) houses.’ Is that not one 
and the same thing?” Said R. Hisda : “ By an empty house is 
meant one free from sin.” What is meant by “ good manners ” ? 
One who never had a bad reputation since his earliest youth. 

“ With the addition of six more!' Are there not seven addi¬ 
tional benedictions? as the Mishna states further on: “To the 
seventh he says,” etc. Said R. Na’hman b. Itz’hak: By the 
seventh is meant the seventh to the long benediction, as we have 
learned in a Boraitha : He says twenty-four benedictions, namely : 
the eighteen benedictions of the daily prayer, with the addition 
of six more, and those six are said between the benediction of 
redemption and healing, and the benediction of the redemption 
is made longer. After each benediction the congregation answers 
“ Amen.” Such was the custom, however, only outside of the 
Temple, but in the Temple the reader would say: “ Blessed be 
the Lord the God of Israel, from the beginning to the end of 
the world”; and they would conclude by saying: “Blessed be 
the Redeemer of Israel.” But no “Amen ” was answered ; and 
why not? Because in the Temple it was not allowed to answer 
“Amen.” Whence do we deduce this? Because it is written 
[Nehemiah, ix. 5]: “Arise, bless ye the Lord your God from 
eternity to eternity. And let men bless thy glorious name, 
which is exalted above all blessing and praise.” This signifies, 
that after each blessing the Lord’s name should be praised (but 
not that “ Amen ” should be said). 

The rabbis taught : To the first benedictions the reader would 
say: “ Blessed be the Lord the God of Israel, from the beginning 
unto the end of the world. Blessed be the Redeemer of Israel! ” 
and the people answered after him: “ Praised be the name of 
the glory of His kingdom for ever and ever.” The Chazan (sex¬ 
ton) of the congregation then says: “ Sound, priests, sound ! ” 
The reader then continues: “ May He who answered Abraham 
on Mount Moriah answer you, and listen to your cry on this 
day.” The priests then sound, make an alarm, and sound again. 
To the second, the reader says at the conclusion : “ Blessed be 
the Lord, who remembereth all things forgotten (by man) ” ; and 
the people answer: “Praised be the name of the glory of His 
kingdom for ever and ever.” The Chazan then says: “ Sound 
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an alarm, children of Aaron, sound an alarm ! ” The reader then 
says: “May lie who answered our ancestors on the Red Sea 
answer you, and listen favorably unto your cry this day.” The 
priests then make an alarm, sound, and then make another alarm ; 
and such is the manner of procedure with everyone of the bene¬ 
dictions. The Chazan says alternately, “ Sound ! ” and “ Sound 
an alarm ! ” until all the benedictions are said. 

Thus did R. Halaphta proceed in Sepphoris and R. Hanina 
ben Teradon in the city of Sikhni; and when the sages were in¬ 
formed of this, they said : “This was not customary except at 
the eastern door of the Temple, and at the Temple Mount.” 

“ R. Jehudah said: 1 It was not necessary to mention the 
Zikhronoth,' ” etc. Said R. Ada of Jaffa: “The reason of R. 
Jehudah’s dictum is, that the Zikhronoth and Shophroth are only 
mentioned on the New Year day, on the day of the jubilee, and 
during times of war.” 

“ To the sixth ... to the seventh he shall say," etc. Let us 
see! Jonah lived after the time of David and Solomon, why is 
he mentioned first ? Because he must conclude the benediction 
to the seventh with, “ Blessed be thou, O Lord, who hast com¬ 
passion on the earth,” therefore he must mention Jonah first. 
We have learned in a Boraitha: It was said upon the authority 
of Symmachos that instead of the benediction, “who hast com¬ 
passion on the earth,” the benediction, “who makest humble 
those that are arrogant,” is said. 

“ On the first three fasts , the priests etc. The rabbis taught: 
Why was it said that the priests on the weekly watch were al¬ 
lowed to drink wine at night and not during the day? Lest the 
officiating priests be overwhelmed with work and those on the 
weekly watch would be required to assist them. And why was it 
said that the officiating priests must not drink either during the 
day or at night ? Because they were compelled to work day and 
night. 

“ The priests of the weekly watch and the standing men," etc. 
What was the reason that they were not allowed to shave their 
beards? “In order that they may not enter upon their duties 
while they are ugly to look upon,” said Rabba bar bar Hana in 
the name of R. Johanan* 


* The proper time when kings, officials, and the common people may shave 
their beards will be explained and discussed in Tract Sanhedrin, and for that reason 
the discussion pertaining thereto is here omitted. 
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“ Wherever it is mentioned in the ‘ Roll of Fasts,' " etc. The 
rabbis taught: It says in the “ Roll of Fasts”: These are the 
days on which fasting is not permitted, and on some of them it 
is not even allowed to mourn. From the first of Nissan on, until 
and including the eighth, on which days it was resolved that the 
strife carried on between the Pharisees and the Bathusees con¬ 
cerning the continual daily offering* should be amicably con¬ 
cluded by adopting the decree of the Pharisees, it was enacted 
that no mourning or lamenting should be permitted ; and from 
the eighth day of Nissan until after the Passover festival it was 
established when the feast of Pentecost should be celebrated,f 
and for that reason on those days no mourning or lamenting is 
allowed. 

The Master said : “ From the first day of Nissan,” etc. Why 
does he say from the first ? That is the day of the New Moon, 
and in itself a feast-day when one must not mourn — why does 
he not say from the second day of Nissan? Said Rabh : “ He 
said * from the first day of Nissan ’ so as to provide that even on 
the day preceding that, one must not mourn.” But the first day 
of Nissan being a feast of the New Moon, it is self-understood 
that on the preceding day one must not mourn ; for such is the 
law concerning all days preceding a feast-day! Nay; but the 
feast of the New Moon is a biblical feast-day, and no additional 
measure need be enacted to provide for its faithful observance ; 
and mourning on a day preceding a feast-day is only prohibited 
as a precautionary measure, lest the mourning be continued on 
the feast-day itself. If the feast-day, however, is a biblical one, 
such a measure is not necessary and is only enacted for rabbinical 
feast-days. 


* The strife carried on between the Pharisees and the Bathusees concerning the 
continual daily offering was as follows: The Bathusees maintained that because it is 
written [Numbers, xxviii. 4] : “ The one sheep shalt thou prepare in the morning and 
the other sheep shalt thou prepare toward evening,” it is permitted for an individ¬ 
ual to bring the continual daily offering, while the Pharisees held that the offering 
must be brought by the congregation from communal funds, basing their claim 
upon the passage [ibid. 2] : “ Shall ye observe,” etc. 

f The Pharisees and Bathusees also disputed about the date when the feast of 
Pentecost was to be celebrated, the latter claiming that as it is written [Lev. xxiii. 15] : 
“ And ye shall count unto you, from the morrow after the Sabbath . . . seven 

complete weeks,” the day of Pentecost must necessarily fall on the first day of the 
week; but the Pharisees, through R. Johanan ben Zakkai, maintained that the pas¬ 
sage implies that counting must be commenced on the day following the first day of 
the festival, and therefore the feast of Pentecost would fall on the sixth day of the 
month of Sivan. 
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The Master said : “ From the eighth day until after the festi¬ 
val,” etc. Why does he say “ until after the festival ” ? Why not 
until the festival? Surely one must not mourn on the festival 
itself! Said R. Papa: “ In the same manner as Rabh said, that 
the first day of Nissan is mentioned in order to provide for the 
day preceding it as a day on which one must not mourn, so in 
this case it says ‘ until after the festival’ in order to include the 
day following the festival among the days on which it is not 
allowed to mourn ; and this will be in accordance with the dictum 
of R. Jose, who says in this Mishna ‘that it is prohibited to 
mourn on both the day preceding and following/ ” 

It was taught: R. Hyya bar Assi said in the name of Rabh 
that the Halakha prevails according to R. Jose, and Samuel said 
that the Halakha prevails according to R. Meir. 

R. Na’hman ordained a fast-day on the thirteenth day of 
Nissan, and he was reminded by the sages that that was the day 
ofTorainos; but he replied that the day of Torainos was abol¬ 
ished, for on that day Shmaia and Ahia his brother were slain. 
Why was R. Na’hman reminded that the day was that of Torainos, 
he could have been apprised of the fact that it was the day be¬ 
fore the feast of Nikanor? Said R. Ashi : “If the day was 
abolished as the feast-day of Torainos, should it be kept as a 
precautionary day for the observance of the day of Nikanor ?” 

What is Nikanor and what is Torainos ? We have learned in 
aBoraitha: Nikanor was one of the Greek viceroys, and every 
day he would lift up his hand and vow that if ever Judea and 
Jerusalem came into his hands he would crush them. After the 
Maccabees conquered him in battle, his thumbs^and big toes were 
cut off and hung up in the gates of Jerusalem, and it was said 
that the mouth which had vowed against Jerusalem and the 
hands which had been lifted up against it should be made to 
suffer. 

What is Torainos? It was said: When Torainos desired to 
slay Lolainos and his brother Papos in Ludkia (Lydda), he said 
to them : “ If ye be of the same nation as Hananiah, Mishael, 
and Azariah, let your God come and save you from my hands as 
He did them from the hands of Nebuchadnezzar/’ They an¬ 
swered : “ Hananiah, Mishael, and Azariah were truly righteous 
men and Nebuchadnezzar was a just king, deserving of being the 
means through which a miracle was to be performed. But we 
have incurred the death penalty before Heaven in any event, 
and if thou shouldst not slay us, God has other agents who will 
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accomplish this—for instance, lions, bears, and other wild beasts 
who could kill us ; and thou art a wicked man, who art not worthy 
of having a miracle occur through thee, and God hath given us 
into thy hands in order to hold thee to account for our blood 
which thou wilt have shed.” Still, he had them executed, and it 
was said that he did not leave his place before two envoys arrived 
from Rome, and his skull was split into pieces. 

“ Public fasts are not to be ordered ,” etc. What is meant by 
“ but if the fast had already been commenced”? Said R. Aha: 
“ If three fast-days had already been kept and R. Assi said : 
“ Even if one had been kept.” 

R. Jehudah said in the name of Rabh : All (of) this (clause of 
the Mishna) is in accordance with the dictum of R. Meir in the 
name of Rabban Gamaliel; but the sages said that one must 
complete his fast. Mar Zutra went and preached in the name of 
R. Huna, that the Halakha prevails that one must fast under 
those circumstances and, moreover, complete the fast. 
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CHAPTER III. 


REGULATIONS CONCERNING OCCURRENCES ON ACCOUNT OF WHICH 
FAST-DAYS ARE ORDERED, OR ALARMS ARE SOUNDED. WHEN 
FASTING ON ACCOUNT OF RAIN IS STOPPED. 

MISHNA : The order of procedure on fast-days, as mentioned 
(in the preceding Mishna) above, applies only when the first 
fructifying rains do not descend; but when the sprouts com¬ 
mence to degenerate, they shall immediately commence to sound 
an alarm. It should also be immediately sounded if there be 
an interval of forty days between each rain; for that is a general 
plague on the land, causing dearth. 

If sufficient rain for the growth of sprouts and herbs had fallen, 
but not for the growth of trees; or sufficient for the growth of 
trees, but not enough for the growth of herbs; or sufficient for 
both, but not enough to fill the wells, cisterns, and caves (creeks), 
an alarm is immediately to be sounded. 

Thus, also, if no rain should have fallen over some particular 
city, similar to that which is written [Amos, iv. 7] : “ I caused it 
to rain upon one city, and upon another city I caused it not to 
rain; one piece of land was rained upon/’ etc.—the inhabitants 
of such a city must fast and sound an alarm, and those of the 
circumjacent places shall fast, but not sound. R. Aqiba, how¬ 
ever, says, “ They are to sound, but not to fast.” 

Thus, also, when pestilence is raging in a city, or when the 
walls fall down, the inhabitants of such a city must fast, and 
those of the adjacent places should fast, but not sound. R. 
Aqiba, however, says: “ They should sound the alarm, but not 
fast.” What is considered a pestilence? If in a city capable of 
furnishing five hundred able-bodied men three persons die in 
three consecutive days, it is a pestilence; less than this is not a 
pestilence. 

An alarm should be sounded in all places for the following 
plagues: For a corn-blast, mildew, locusts, crickets, attacks of 
wild beasts, and hosts of armed men ; for all these an alarm should 
be sounded, because they are spreading evils. 
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It once happened that some elders going from Jerusalem, 
each to his own place, decreed a fast, because a corn-blast, the 
grainless stalks of which were sufficient to heat an oven, had 
been seen near Ascalon. 

They also decreed a fast on account of two children having 
been devoured by wolves on the other side of Jordan. R. Jose 
says: “It was not ordered because of the wolves having de¬ 
voured the children, but because of their presence (in the towns 
prowling for food).” 

On account of the following calamities an alarm should be 
sounded even on the Sabbath : For a city surrounded by enemies, 
for a flood threatening to inundate the country, and for a ship 
in imminent danger of being wrecked at sea. R. Jose says: 
“ This sounding is intended to obtain assistance from men, and 
not as an imploring cry to God.” Simeon the Temanite says: 
“They shall also sound on the Sabbath in case of pestilence”; 
but the sages did not coincide with him. 

On account of every plague—with which may the community 
never be visited !—an alarm should be sounded except on account 
of an excess of rain. 

It once happened that Honi Hama’gel (the circle-drawer) 
was asked by the people to pray for them, that rain might de¬ 
scend. Said he to them : “ Go and bring in the Passover ovens,* 
that they may not be spoiled by the rain.” He prayed, but the 
rain did not descend. What did he then? He drew (marked 
out) a circle around him, and placing himself within it, prayed as 
follows: “Creator of the Universe! Thy children have always 
looked up to me as being like a'son of Thy house before Thee. 
I swear, therefore, by Thy Great Name, that I will not move from 
this place until Thou wilt have compassion on Thy children.” 
Whereupon the rain commenced to drop down gently. Said he: 
“ It was not for this I prayed, but for rain sufficient to fill the 
wells, cisterns, and caves.” The rain then fell in torrents, and 
he said : “Not for such rain have I prayed, but for mild, felici¬ 
tous, and liberal showers.” The rain then descended in the 
usual manner, until the Israelites of Jerusalem were obliged to 
seek refuge from the city to the Temple Mount, on account 
of the rain. They came and said to Honi: “ Even as thou didst 
pray that the rain might descend, so pray now that it may cease.” 


* The ovens were movable, and were used to roast the paschal lamb on the Pass- 
over. When not in use they were kept outside of the house. 
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And he replied: “ Go and see whether the stone To’yim * is 
covered by the waters.” Simeon b. Sheta’h sent him word, say¬ 
ing : “If thou wert not Iloni, I would order that thou be anathe¬ 
matized. But what shall I do with thee, since thou art petulant 
towards God, and yet He forgiveth and indulgeth thee like a 
petted child who is petulant towards his father and is neverthe¬ 
less forgiven and indulged ? To thee may be applied the passage 
[Prov. xxiii. 25] : ‘ Let thy father and thy mother rejoice, and 
let her that hath born thee be glad.' ” 

If, while the people are fasting, rain should fall before sunrise, 
they shall not continue to fast the whole day; but they must do 
so if the rain fall after sunrise. R. Eliezer says: “ If it rains be¬ 
fore noon, they need not continue to fast the whole day; but 
they must do so if the rain commenced after noon is passed.” 
It once happened that a fast was ordered in Lydda and it rained 
before noon, whereupon R. Tarphon said unto the people: “ Go, 
eat and drink, and make a feast.” They went, ate and drank, 
and made a feast; but in the evening they returned and sang the 
great Mallei. 

GEMARA: “ When the first fructifying rains do not de¬ 
scend .” A contradiction was made: “We have learned in a 
Boraitha: * If the first and second fructifying rains did not de¬ 
scend, prayers for rain must be commenced, and only if the third 
fructifying rain was withheld fasting is resorted to ’ ? ” Said R. 
Juhudah: “The Mishna means to say this: If the time for the 
first, second, and third fructification had passed without rain hav¬ 
ing descended, then the order of fasting goes into effect; but if 
the first fructification has taken place, yet the seed had not 
sprouted, or the sprouts had degenerated, then the alarm must 
be sounded.” Said R. Na’hman : “ Only if the sprouts had de¬ 
generated the alarm is sounded, but not if they had withered (for 
in the latter event there is still hope that they might revive). Is 
this not self-evident? It says, distinctly, 'if the sprouts had de¬ 
generated ’ ? ” R. Na’hman means to say that, even if the sprouts 
had already reached the stage of stalks and had then withered, it 
might be assumed that there was no hope of their ever again re¬ 
viving—hence we are told that all hope is not yet lost. 


* This was the name of a high stone in Jerusalem, where the finders of lost arti¬ 
cles would deposit what they had found, and then proclaim that they had found 
something. The owners would then come, and upon sufficient identification of the 
lost article it would be restored to them. 
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“ For that is a general plague on the laud y causing dearth 
What is considered a “plague causing dearth”? Said R. Jehu- 
dah: “ That is a plague which eventually results in a famine.” 
Said R. Na’hman: “ If a town had no grain, but could procure a 
supply from another town by means of ships, it cannot be said to 
be suffering from an actual famine, but merely from temporary 
want; but if the entire land has no grain and it can procure a 
supply only from another country, and not by means of ships but 
by means of asses, then a state of famine can be said to exist.” 

R. Hanina said : “ Even if the price of grain has reached the 
sum of one Sela for one Saah, but at that price it is obtainable, 
this would merely constitute a case of want ; if, however, the 
price of grain remained one Sela for four Saah, but it was not ob¬ 
tainable at all, then a state of famine actually exists.” Said R. 
Johanan: “All this applies when grain is dear but money is 
plentiful; if, however, grain is not dear but money is scarce, an 
alarm must immediately be sounded ; for I recollect it happened 
at one time in Tiberias that although four Saah of grain were to 
be had for one Sela, still many people were starving to death, be¬ 
cause they did not have the necessary coin with which to pur¬ 
chase their grain.” 

“If sufficient rain for the growth of sprouts . . . had 
fallenf etc. It may well be that sufficient rain can descend for 
the growth of sprouts that would not be beneficial to the growth 
of trees—for instance, a heavy rain ; or that the rain be suffi¬ 
cient for trees but inadequate for the growth of sprouts—for 
instance, a light rain (see page 5). It might also be that suffi¬ 
cient rain should descend for both the trees and the sprouts, 
which would, however, be inadequate to fill the wells, cisterns, 
and caves; but how can that take place, after what we have 
learned in a Boraitha, namely : “ that sufficient rain descended to 
fill the wells, cisterns, and caves, which was, however, inadequate 
for the trees and sprouts ” ? That (Boraitha) refers to a rain 
which fell in torrents and filled up the wells, etc., but did no good 
to the trees and sprouts. 

The rabbis taught: In the midst of Passover, if sufficient rain 
had not yet fallen for the trees, the alarm is already to be 
sounded ; and if there was not sufficient rain by the time the 
middle (day) of the Feast of Tabernacles was reached, the alarm 
must immediately be sounded; and at all times where there is 
not sufficient drinking-water on hand, the alarm should at once 
be sounded. What is meant by “ at once ” ? The Monday, 
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Thursday, and Monday following; and the sounding must be 
effected in the capital of the province concerned. 

On account of croup (quinsy or whooping-cough), if fatalities 
arise therefrom, the alarm must be sounded ; but if all affected 
become cured an alarm is not necessary. On account of locusts 
(Gobai),* as soon as they make their appearance the alarm is to 
be sounded. R. Simeon ben Elazar said : “ Also on account of 
grasshoppers ” (Chagabim).f 

The rabbis taught: An alarm may be sounded on account of 
the trees (when they have not succeeded) in ordinary years; but 
when there is a want of rain for the wells, cisterns, and caves, 
this may be done even in the Sabbatical years. R. Simeon b. 
Gamaliel, however, said : “ It may so be done in Sabbatical years 
even on account of the trees, as they constitute the means of 
livelihood of the poor.” The same we have learned in another 
Boraitha, with the addition that even on account of the . . . 

it may be done, as they are the means of livelihood of the 
poor. 

The rabbis taught: It once happened that the Israelites came 
to Jerusalem for the festivals, and there was not sufficient water 
for drinking purposes. So Nakdimon ben Gurion went to a 
certain master (a heathen), and requested him to lend him twelve 
wells of water for the pilgrims, promising to return either the 
twelve wells of water or in lieu thereof twelve talents of silver, at 
a certain time. When the time arrived, the master sent to 
Nakdimon in the morning demanding either the wells of water 
or the silver, and Nakdimon replied : “ I have still the whole 
day’s time.” At noon the same demand was made, and the same 
answer given. Late in the afternoon the master sent the same 
demand, and received a reply that the day had not yet passed. 
So the master laughed at the idea, saying that if a whole year 
had elapsed without it having rained, was it possible that it should 
still rain on that day? and went to his bath rejoicing over the 
prospect of soon possessing the money due him. At the same 
time that he entered his bathroom, Nakdimon went into the 
Temple, wrapped himself in his cloak, and commenced to pray, 
saying: “ Creator of the Universe! It is known to Thee, that 
not for the sake of glory for me nor for my father’s house, but 


* In Tract Chullin, 65 a, it says Go-bai zeh Arbah = Gobai, and means locust, 
f Chagab is also a locust, and presumably a grasshopper. See Numbers, xiii. 
33 ; Isaiah, xl. 22, etc. 
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for the glory of Thy name, that the pilgrims in Jerusalem might 
have water, did I borrow those wells.” Immediately upon this 
the sky became clouded, rain began to fall, and the twelve wells 
became filled up to overflowing. 

When the master stepped out of his bath-house, Nakdimon 
went out of the Temple, and they met. Said Nakdimon to him : 
“ Refund to me the amount for the water in excess of that which 
I borrowed from thee.” And he replied : “ I know well that the 
Holy One, blessed be He, caused the world to storm only on thy 
account, yet I can still claim the amount due me, for the sun has 
already set and the rain descended after the stated time had ex¬ 
pired.” Nakdimon then reentered the Temple, again wrapped 
himself in his cloak and commenced to pray, saying: “ Creator 
of the Universe ! Announce to the world that Thou hast favorites 
here on earth ! ” Whereupon the clouds immediately scattered, 
and the sun again commenced to shine. The master seeing 
Nakdimon, said to him : “ Had the sun not reappeared, I should 
have had a valid claim for the amount of money due me.” We 
have learned in a Boraitha : His name was not Nakdimon, but 
Boni, and he was called Nakdimon because on his account the 
sun hastened.* 

The rabbis taught : “For the sake of each of three men alone 
the sun shone, and they are Moses, Joshua, and Nakdimon ben 
Gurion.” This is correct in the case of Nakdimon ben Gurion, from 
the above-mentioned tradition. In the case of Joshua it is also cor¬ 
rect, because so is it written [Joshua, x. 13] : “ And the sun stood 
still in the midst of the heavens.” But whence do they adduce 
that the sun shone for Moses alone? Said R. Elazar: This 
may be inferred from the analogous term : “ I will commence.” 
It is written [Deut. ii. 25]: “This day will I commence to put 
the dread of thee,” and [Joshua, iii. 7]: “ This day will I 
commence to make thee great,” etc. R. Johanan said: “(No 
analogous comparison is necessary, for) it may be adduced 
from the passage itself [Deut. ii. 25]: 4 Whoever will hear of 
thee shall tremble and shall quake because of thee.’ Why 
will they do this? Because on Moses’ account alone the sun 
shone.” 

The rabbis taught: A man should always be soft (i.e., plia¬ 
ble, yielding) as a reed, and not hard as a cedar-tree. It once 


* Hastening is called in Hebrew “ K’dimah,” and Nakdimon is derived from 
K’dimah, according to the annotations of Joel Sirkosh. 
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happened that R. Elazar ben R. Simeon (should rather be R. Sim¬ 
eon ben Elazar) went from the tower of Gador, where resided his 
Master, riding on an ass. He rode leisurely on the banks of the 
river, being greatly rejoiced and feeling very proud on account of 
the wealth of knowledge he had accumulated from his Master. 
On the way he met a man who was terribly ugly (of face).'* That 
man greeted R. Elazar respectfully, and said to him : “ Peace 
be with thee, Rabbi! ” The rabbi did not, however, return the 
greeting, and, moreover, said : “ Vain man, how terribly ugly art 
thou ! Are all thy townsmen as ugly as thou art ? ” And the man 
replied : “ That I know not; but it would be seemly if thou wert to 
go to the Creator who formed me and say to Him : ‘ How ungainly 
is the creature Thou hast made ! ’ ” Realizing that he had offended 
against the man, R. Elazar dismounted and, making an obeisance, 
said : “ I have sinned against thee—forgive me, I pray! ” But 
the man refused, saying: “ Nay, I shall not forgive thee until 
thou shalt go to the Creator and say to Him : * How ungainly is 
the creature Thou hast made ! ’ ” R. Elazar, however, would not 
leave the man, and followed him on foot until they reached the 
city where R. Elazar dwelt. As soon as the townsmen per¬ 
ceived him they thronged towards him with greetings. “ Peace 
be with thee, Rabbi, Rabbi! Master, Master ! ” The ugly man 
who preceded R. Elazar asked them whom they were addressing 
with “ Rabbi ” and “ Master/’ and they answered : “ The man 
who is following thee.” Said he: “ If he be a rabbi, may there 
not be many like him in Israel.” And they asked : “ Why not ? ” 
So he replied that thus and so had he been served by him. They 
then pleaded with him: “ Still forgive him, for he is a great man 
in the study of the Law.” And he said : “ For your sakes I will 
forgive him, but upon the condition that he shall not do likewise 
again.” Immediately following this, R. Elazar went forth and 
preached : “ A man should be soft as a reed and not hard as a 
cedar.” 

On account of having been compared with man, it was des¬ 
tined for a reed that the Scrolls, Phylacteries, and Mezuzoth 
should be written with it. 

“ When walls fall doivn." The rabbis taught: “By Avails’ 
are meant sound walls; i.e., such as were not expected to fall, 


*In Tract Derech Eretz, as well as in the commentaries of Rashi and Tosphath, 
this man is said to have been Elijah the Prophet, who assumed that disguise in order 
to humble R. Elazar. 
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but not such as were tottering.” What is meant by “ such as 
are tottering”? Walls that stand on the banks of a stream. As 
it once happened in Neherdai there was a wall resting on a weak 
foundation; and although it had been standing for thirteen 
years, Rabh and Samuel would never pass by beneath it. One 
day R. Ada bar Ahabha came to Neherdai, and together with 
Rabh and Samuel set out to go somewhere. Said Samuel 
to Rabh : “ Let the Master go with me in a roundabout way, 
so as to avoid the wall.” But Rabh replied: “To-day this 
is not necessary. For R. Ada is with us, and his merits are 
such that a wall would not fall where he is about to walk; hence 
I have no fear.” 

R. Huna had wine in a room which was in an unsafe condi¬ 
tion, and the walls of which were momentarily expected to fall. 
He wished to remove the wine, but was afraid to enter the room. 
So he got R. Ada bar Ahabha to enter the room with him, en¬ 
gaged him in a discussion concerning a Halakha, and while they 
were arguing R. Huna’s men removed the wine. After they left, 
the walls of the room fell in. When R. Ada realized how he had 
been used, he became angry. 

(What R. Ada did to be so eminently favored will be related 
in Tract Megilla.) 

Rabha asked Raphram bar Papa: “ Canst thou not relate to 
me the good things which R. Huna did? ” And he replied : “ I 
do not remember anything of his youth ; but when he was of 
mature age, I know that whenever there was a storm in the city 
where he lived, which caused any damage to the buildings, he 
would have himself carried about in a golden palanquin and ex¬ 
amine the city, and wherever he noticed an unsafe wall, would 
order its demolition. Wherever the owner of that building 
could not afford to have it rebuilt, R. Huna would have it done 
at his own expense. On every eve of Sabbath he would send his 
servants to the markets with instructions to purchase all the 
vegetables, which the marketers had left on their hands, and 
throw them into the stream, in order that they might not be put 
on sale again the following week in an unwholesome condition.” 
[Why did he not rather distribute them among the poor than 
throw them into the stream ? Because the poor would depend 
upon receiving them free the second time, and would not buy 
any at all. Then why did he not use them as food for the ani¬ 
mals? Because R. Huna held that articles which a man can use 
as food should not be purchased as fodder for cattle to com- 




TRACT TAANITH (FASTING). 


55 


mcncc with.] "Whenever the sickness of Shaibatha* occurred 
in his city, he would examine it and give the sufferers relief; 
outside of his house he placed a jar of water for the use of 
all who desired him to relieve them. When sitting down to 
a meal, he would order a servant to throw open the doors 
and call out : ‘ Whoever desires to eat, let him come in and 
do so.’ ” 

Said Rabha : " I could accomplish all that R. Huna did, 
with the exception of throwing open my doors and inviting 
everybody to eat; for there are a great many poor people in 
Mehuzza, and I could not feed them all.” (According to 
another version, he said that he could not do this on account 
of the many soldiers and Persians stationed in Mehuzza, who 
would take advantage of such an invitation and eat him out of 
house and home.) 

Ilpha and R. Johanan studied the Law together. They were 
in very poor circumstances and were in want of food. So they 
said : “ We will lay aside our studies and engage in some re¬ 
munerative occupation, thereby carrying out what is written 
[Deut. xv. 4] : * Indeed, there should be no needy man among 
thee.’ ” In the meantime they sat down to eat beneath an un¬ 
safe wall. So two angels appeared, and R. Johanan heard one of 
them say to the other : “ Let us throw this wall down upon them, 
for they are about to leave the pursuit of the future life in order 
to obtain a worldly livelihood.” But the other angel replied : 
"Let them be; for there is one of them whom the time will 
succor and who will shortly become great.” R. Johanan heard 
this, but Ilpha did not, and the former asked : “ Did Master hear 
anything?” And Ilpha replied : "Nay; I heard nothing.” So 
R. Johanan thought : "Because I heard it and Ilpha did not, in 
all probability I am the one who is referred to as shortly to be¬ 
come great.” And he said to Ilpha : " I have reconsidered it and 
will return to the study of the Law, thus fulfilling what is writ¬ 
ten in another passage [ibid. 11] : ‘ For the needy will not cease 
out of the land.’ ” Thus R. Johanan returned to his studies and 
Ilpha engaged in business. By the time Ilpha returned, R. 
Johanan became the chief of the college. The schoolmen after- 


* Concerning the sickness of Shaibatha there is a lengthy discussion among the 
commentators of the Talmud. Some say that it was a muscular disease peculiar to 
children between the age of two months and seven years. Others say that it was a 
disease produced by evil spirits, etc. No definite term for the word can be found. 
The Aruch devotes two whole pages to the different opinions regarding this disease. 
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wards said to Upha: If thou hadst stayed here with us, we would 
have made thee the chief of the college.* 

It was said of Nahum the man of Gim-Zu—who was blind 
in both eyes, crippled in both hands, both of whose legs were 
crushed and whose whole body was covered with sores, and who 
was lying on a bed the feet of which stood in buckets of water so 
as to prevent worms from reaching his body, and his bed stood in 
a house which was in a tottering condition—that his disciples 
at one time wished to remove his bed from that house and then 
remove all the other vessels contained therein. So he said to 
them : “ My children ! First take out everything contained in this 
house and then remove my bed; for ye can rest assured that as 
long as I am in this house it will not fall.” They did so, and 
after removing his bed the house fell in. Said the disciples to 
him: “ As we can perceive, Master, thou art a truly upright man. 
Why, then, art thou so terribly afflicted ? ” And he replied : 
“ My children ! I myself am the cause of it. I was at one time 
on my way to the house of my father-in-law and had with me 
three asses, one laden with food, another with drink, and the 
third with delicacies. In the course of my journey a poor man 
came to me and said: ‘ Master, give me some food,’ and I 
answered : ‘ Wait until I can unload my asses.’ But before I 
had done so, the poor man expired. So I fell on his face and 
said : ‘ My eyes, which had no compassion on thy eyes, may they 
become blind ! My hands, which had no mercy upon thy hands, 
may they become crippled ! My feet, which had not pity with 
thy feet, may they be crushed ! ’ And I could not assuage my 
grief until I had said : ‘ May my whole body become covered 
with sores.’” Said the disciples to him: “Woe is unto us that 
we must see thee in this condition.” And he replied: “ Woe 
would be unto me if ye did not see me in this condition.” 

Why was he called Nahum the man of Gim-Zu ?f Because 
whenever something happened to him he would say : “ Gam Zu 
Le-Toboh ” (This also is for good). 

It once happened that the Israelites had to send a present to 
the imperial house, and Nahum was selected to carry out the 
mission, because it was quite usual for miracles to be performed 


* Here follow the questions put to and answered by Ilpha, which are, however, 
not essential in this tract, and which will appear in Tract Kethuboth. 

f According to Zach. Frankel, in his work about the generations of the Tanaira 
and Amoraim, and also according to Dr. I. M. Wise, Dr. H. Strack, and Mielziner, 
Nahum was a resident of Gimzo, a town in southwestern Judea. 
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on his account. They intrusted to him a casket containing pre¬ 
cious stones and pearls. When he arrived at his quarters for 
the night, thieves became aware of his treasure, and they removed 
the valuables contained in the casket, substituting therefor dry 
earth. When he arrived at the imperial palace, the casket was 
opened, and it being observed that it contained nothing but 
earth, the emperor became very wroth and determined to destroy 
all the Jews, thinking that they had merely mocked him. Na- 
hunij however, said to himself: “ Even this will lead to good. 
When a conference was held as to the manner in which the Jews 
were to be destroyed, Elijah appeared disguised as one of the 
councillors, and after the conference said : “ Perhaps this earth is 
of the greatest value, as it may be the same earth which Abra¬ 
ham their father had within his domain, and which possessed the 
merit of turning into swords which would cut down the enemy 
when thrown at a hostile army. The coarser pieces would turn 
into arrows when thrown at the enemy, as it is written [Isaiah, 
xli. 2]: 1 He rendered as earth his sword, as driven stubble his 
bow.’ ” * 

His advice was taken, and they said: “ There is one land 
which we cannot conquer, let us try this earth and test its 
powers.” This was done, and the land was conquered. The 
earth was thereupon deposited in the treasury, and the casket 
filled with precious stones and pearls. Nahum (who had been 
kept a prisoner in the meantime) was sent away with an escort 
and laden with great honors. On the return, it happened that 
Nahum and his escort had to pass the night in the same quarters 
where the precious stones had previously been stolen. When it 
was observed with what honors Nahum returned, he was asked 
what gifts he had brought the emperor, to be thus honored. He 
replied : “ I brought the same casket there that I took away with 
me from this place.” The men then, thinking that their earth 
was so valuable, tore down their houses, gathered up the earth, 
and sent it to the emperor, saying: “The earth which Nahum 
brought thee was our earth and not that of the Jews, for we took 
out the precious stones contained in his casket when he spent 
the night here and substituted this earth.” The earth was ex¬ 
amined and found to be unlike the other, so the senders were 
all put to death. 

“ What is considered a pestilence ? If in a city capable of fur- 


* This is a literal and not a figurative translation of that verse. 
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nishing five hundred able-bodied men," etc. The rabbis taught: 
A town that can furnish fifteen hundred able-bodied men—as, 
e.g. y the village of Ako—and nine deaths occurred in three days, 
i.e.y three deaths each on three consecutive days, is said to be 
afflicted with pestilence. If, however, all the nine died in one 
day or in four days, it is not considered a pestilence. A town 
that has not more than five hundred able-bodied persons— e.g., 
the village of Amigo—and three deaths occurred in three days, 
i.e.j one on each consecutive day, can be said to be afflicted with 
a pestilence. If, however, all three died in one day or in four 
days, no pestilence can be said to exist (for it is considered as 
only an accident). 

In the town of Darograth, which had five hundred able-bodied 
persons, three deaths occurred in one day, and R. Na’hman the 
son of R. Hisda ordered a fast-day. Said R. Na’hman bar Itz’hak 
to him : “ Thou art presumably of the opinion of R. Meir, who 
regards a bull as vicious if he had gored three men in one day (as 
explained in Tract Baba Kamma).” 

R. Na’hman bar Hisda requested R. Na’hman bar Itz’hak 
to remove to his (the former’s) city (so that they could study 
together). Said the latter: We have learned in a Boraitha: R. 
Jose said: Not the place where he lives makes the man distin¬ 
guished, but the man makes the place distinguished. And so 
we find with respect to Mount Sinai, that so long as the Shek- 
hina rested there, cattle were not allowed to graze even near 
the mountain, as it is written [Exod. xxxiv. 3] : “ Neither let 
flocks or herds feed near the mount,” and after the Shekhina 
had withdrawn from the mount, it is written [Exod. xix. 13] : 
“ They may come up to the mount.” A similar instance can be 
found with respect to the Tabernacle, near which the leprous 
could not come (as well be explained in Tract Menachoth). 

Said R. Na’hman bar Hisda to him : “ If this be so, then will 
I go to the place where thou, Master, dwellest.” And he an¬ 
swered : “ Nay, that would not be right; for thou art a rabbi 
and a son of a rabbi, while I am the son of one who was not 
among the scholars; therefore it would be more fitting that I 
should come to thee.” 

It happened that pestilence raged in Sura, but in the neigh¬ 
borhood where Rabh resided the pestilence was not prevalent. 
The townsmen concluded that this was due to the especial merits 
of Rabh ; but in a dream they were told that this would be but a 
small object wherewith to demonstrate Rabh’s merits, and that 
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this was so in consideration of the merits of a man who lends 
his hoe and other digging-tools used for burials, without compen¬ 
sation. 

In Darograth there was a great conflagration, but in the 
neighborhood where R. Huna lived the fire did not reach, and it 
was thought that it was on account of the merits of R. Huna 
that it was spared; but they were also told in a dream that this 
would be but a small recognition of R. Huna’s merits, and that it 
was merely in consideration of a certain woman who would heat 
her oven and then place it at the disposal of such as desired to 
bake their bread, without remuneration. 

R. Jehudah was apprised of the fact that locusts had made 
their appearance, and he ordered a fast-day. Subsequently he was 
told that the locusts were not doing any damage, and he replied : 
“ Did the locusts then bring their food with them?” 

R. Jehudah was also advised that a pest had broken out among 
the swine, and he ordered a fast-day. Does then R. Jehudah 
hold that if a pest break out among one kind of animals it affects 
all others? Nay; but with swine it is different, for the entrails of 
a swine are similar to those of a human being (and the pest may 
prove contagious). 

Samuel was told that a pest had broken out in Huzai, so he 
ordered a fast-day. He was reminded, however, that the place 
was a great distance off, and he replied : “ Is there then a parti¬ 
tion between here and there that would prevent the entrance of 
the pest in this place? ” 

R. Na’hman was told that a pest had broken out in Palestine, 
so he ordered a fast-day, saying : “ If the princess is stricken, 
surely the slaves are affected.” Is it only when a princess is 
stricken that a slave is affected ? What about slave and slave ? 
Did not Samuel order a fast-day in Neherdai when Huzai was 
stricken ? From Huzai to Neherdai there was a regular caravan 
traffic, and Samuel apprehended lest one of the caravans should 
carry the pest from Huzai into Neherdai. 

Abba the (expert) bleeder received greetings every day from 
the heavenly college ; Abayi received such a greeting only once 
every eve of Sabbath ; and Rabha would receive such a greeting 
only once every eve of the Day of Atonement. Abayi was 
grieved because of the greater distinction conferred upon Abba, 
and he was told : “ The things that Abba does, thou canst not 
do.” [What did Abba do that was so inimitable? First of all, he 
had a separate place for bleeding men and a separate place for 
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women. Then he had a certain garment for women with which 
he would clothe them, and which was split so that he could insert 
the lancet at anyplace without looking at the woman. Then he 
had a certain place where his fee for bleeding was deposited, and 
which was so arranged that as soon as it was touched a ring 
was heard; but he never looked at the amount deposited, and 
those that had not the necessary amount would merely touch the 
place and depart. If a young scholar came to him to be bled, 
he would not alone refuse to accept money, but would give him 
money, saying: “ Take this and become well, for after bleeding 
a good meal should be eaten.”] 

One day Abayi sent two of his disciples to Abba to examine 
into his actions. Abba entertained them with meat and drink, 
and even made for them couches of fine wool to use as beds. 
On the morrow the disciples folded up their woollen couches and 
carried them into the market in order to sell them. They there 
encountered Abba. Said they to him : “ Let Master estimate the 
worth of these.” And he said : “ So much.” And they rejoined : 
“ Perhaps they are worth more.” And he answered: “ For so 
much money I can purchase them.” Said they to him : “ These 
couches are thine; we took them from thee.” And they con¬ 
tinued: “What didst thou suspect us of?” And he replied: 
“ I thought that perhaps some prisoners had to be ransomed, and 
ye did not wish to tell me what amount that would require last 
night. So ye took the couches, and probably thought to tell me 
this day.” They then said: “Then take them back; they are 
thine.” But he answered: “Nay; I have already made up my 
mind to devote them to charitable purposes, and hence I cannot 
take them back.” 

Rabha was grieved over the greater distinction conferred 
upon Abayi, who was greeted on the eve of every Sabbath, while 
he only received the heavenly greeting on the eve of every Day 
of Atonement; so he was told that it was sufficient for him that 
the entire town where he lived profited by his merits. 

To R. Beroka of Huzaah, Elijah would frequently appear, 
when he (R. Beroka) would be standing in the market of Be- 
Lepht. One day he asked Elijah whether there was any one in 
the market who would have a share in the world to come, and 
Elijah answered: “ Nay.” Suddenly Elijah perceived a man 
wearing black shoes, and the garments of that man had no show- 
threads. So he pointed him out to R. Beroka, and said : “ That 
man will have a share in the world to come.” R. Beroka ran up 
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to the man and asked him his occupation, and the man answered: 
44 1 have not time to-day. Come on the morrow.” On the mor¬ 
row R. Beroka again approached him and asked to know his 
occupation. The man replied : “ I am a warden of a prison ; I 
keep the men and women prisoners in separate compartments, 
and my own bed stands between the two compartments. There 
I sleep alone, and take care that no evil acts arc perpetrated. If 
there is a daughter of Israel upon whom evil eyes have been cast 
(by the higher officials), I do my utmost, even at a personal sacri¬ 
fice, to save her. One day it happened that a betrothed girl, 
upon whom the higher officials had cast an eye, was brought to 
my prison ; so I took lees of wine, spread them over her couch, 
and said to the officials that she was suffering from her menstru¬ 
ation and could not be approached.” 

R. Beroka then asked the warden why he wore black shoes 
and garments without show-threads, and he replied : “ In order 
that I should not be recognized as a Jew ; for thus, if I hear of any 
plots that are formed against the welfare of my co-religionists, I 
can immediately advise the rabbis that they may pray to God to 
avert the impending calamity. And yesterday, when thou didst 
approach me, I told thee to come on the morrow, because I had 
heard a discussion pertaining to action to be taken against the 
Jews and I hastened to learn the true facts of the case.” 

Again it happened that two brothers were passing by, and 
Elijah said to R. Beroka: “ These two brothers shall also have a 
share in the world to come.” R. Beroka approached them and 
asked to know their occupations, and they replied : “ Our occu¬ 
pation is to cheer and comfort all those who are downcast, and 
when we see two men quarrelling, to make peace between them.” 

“ An alarm should be sounded in all places for the following 
plaguesf etc. The rabbis taught: For a corn-blast, mildew, 
locusts, crickets, and attacks of wild beasts an alarm must be 
sounded wherever they make their appearance. And R. Aqiba 
said : “ For the first two, as soon as they make their appearance 
ever so slightly in any place, an alarm must be sounded ; but for 
locusts, as soon as the wing of one single locust is perceived in 
Palestine, an alarm must be immediately sounded.” 

u Attacks of wild beasts .” The rabbis taught: “ For attacks 
of wild beasts an alarm should be sounded only if it is obvious 
that the attacks are in the nature of a curse, but otherwise no 
alarm need be sounded. How can the distinction be made? If 
the wild beasts are seen in a city, then it is to be considered in 
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the nature of a curse; but if they are seen in the field, it is noth¬ 
ing unusual. If seen in the day it is a curse, at night it is not. 
If the wild beast saw and pursued two men together, then it is a 
curse; but if it slank away and sought to hide, it is not. If the 
wild beast killed two men and only devoured one, it is to be con¬ 
sidered a curse; but if it devoured both (then it was simply hun¬ 
gry, and) it is not considered a curse. If the beast climbed up 
on a roof and snatched a child from the cradle, it is most assuredly 
a curse.” 

44 Hosts of armed men!' The rabbis taught: Even if hosts of 
armed men are seen, who have no intention of attacking the 
place, but merely desire to pass through to make war upon others, 
an alarm must nevertheless be sounded; for there can be no 
more friendly intentions in a host of armed men than in that 
which was sent by Necho, King of Egypt, to Josiah, King of 
Judah, and still Josiah lost his life on their account, as it is writ¬ 
ten [II Chron. xxxv. 21] : 44 But he (Necho, King of Egypt) sent 
ambassadors to him (Josiah), saying: What have I to do with 
thee, thou King of Judah ? I come not against thee this day, but 
against the house wherewith I have war, and God hath com¬ 
manded me to make haste: forbear thee from meddling with 
God who is with me, that He may not destroy thee.” What is 
meant by “ God who is with me ” ? What God could Necho 
have had with him? Said R. Jehudah in the name of Rabh : 
44 It was an idol, and for the reason that Necho had confidence 
in the idol, Josiah thought that he could surely vanquish him in 
battle.” 

Further it says [ibid. 23]: 44 And the archers shot at King 
Josiah ; and the king said to his servants: Carry me away; for I 
am sorely wounded.” What is meant by 44 sorely wounded”? 
Said R. Jehudah in the name of Rabh: 44 From that it maybe 
inferred that his whole body was perforated by the arrows like a 
sieve.” Before Josiah died, Jeremiah the prophet noticed that 
his lips were moving, and thinking that, God forbid, he was say¬ 
ing something blasphemous on account of the terrible pain he 
was suffering, Jeremiah stooped down and heard Josiah justify¬ 
ing the judgment which had befallen him, saying the passage 
[Lament, i. 18] : 44 Righteous is the Lord ; for against his orders 
have I rebelled.” Whereupon Jeremiah lamented his death with 
the words [ibid. iv. 20] : 44 The breath of our nostrils, the anointed 
of our Lord, was caught in their pits.” 

44 Should be sounded even on Sabbath." The rabbis taught : 
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On account of a city surrounded by foes, a ship that was wrecked 
at sea, or even on account of an individual pursued by foes, rob¬ 
bers, or evil spirits, a man may keep a fast-day himself (without 
waiting for the order instituting it). R. Jose, however, said: 
“A man is not allowed to do this by himself, lest he become 
weak through fasting and unable to work, when he would become 
dependent upon others who might have no pity for him, because 
he himself was the one responsible for his condition.” Said R. 
Jehudah in the name of Rabli: “What reason has R. Jose for 
this assertion ? Because it is written [Genesis, ii. 7] : ‘ And the 
man became a living being,’ which implies, that man should let 
the living soul, given him by the Creator, live and not wilfully 
kill it.” 

“ Simeon the Temanite says,” etc. We have learned in a 
Boraitha: For a pest an alarm should be sounded on a Sabbath, 
and so much the more on a week-day; but R. Hanan bar l’itom, 
the disciple of R. Aqiba, said in the name of his Master that for 
a pest no alarm need be sounded even on a week-day. 

“ On account of every plague ,” etc. The rabbis taught: On 
account of every plague—with which may the community never 
be visited—an alarm should be sounded, except on account of an 
excess of rain. What is the reason? Said R. Johanan: “Be¬ 
cause it is not permitted to pray for the cessation of too much 
good.” Said Rami bar R. Jod : “ In the land of exile (Babylon) 
an alarm should be sounded for an excess of rain. \\ e have 
also learned in a Boraitha that in a year when there is an excess 
of rain the priests of the weekly watch would send word to the 
standing men : “ Take care of your brethren in exile, that their 
houses may not become their graves.” 

The rabbis taught: It is written [Lev. xxvi. 4] : “ Then will 
I give you rains in their due season,” which means, that the earth 
shall not become too full of water nor that it shall be thirsty, but 
have just sufficient; for if there is too much rain, the earth be¬ 
comes too sodden and fruit cannot grow. Another explanation 
of the term “ in their due season ” is, that the rains will fall on 
the night of the fourth day of the week and on the night of Sab¬ 
bath, when men do not go out; for so do we find, that in the 
days of Simeon ben Sheta’h rain fell only on those nights, and 
grain prospered so that wheat -grains became as testicles, bai lev- 
corns as the kernels of olives, and lentils as golden Dinars ; and 
part of these fruits of the earth were preserved to show to future 
generations, in order to demonstrate to them that the only reason 
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why crops were not as prosperous as they formerly were was be¬ 
cause of the transgressions of the people, as it is written [Jere¬ 
miah, v. 25] : “Your iniquities have turned away these things, 
and your sins have withholden what is good from you/’ 

So it was also at the lime when Herod built the new Temple. 
It would rain only at night, and in the morning the wind would 
disperse the clouds, the sun would commence to shine, and the 
people would go to their work in peace, so that all men knew 
that they were engaged in a heavenly undertaking. 

“It once happened that Honi Hama'gel” etc. The rabbis taught: % 
It once happened the greater part of the month of Adar had 
passed, and no rain had yet fallen. Honi Hama'gel was there¬ 
upon requested to pray for rain. He prayed, but no rain de¬ 
scended. So he marked out a circle around him, the same as 
Habakkuk did, as it is written [Habakkuk, ii. 1] : “ Upon my watch 
will I stand, and place myself upon the tower/' placed himself 
in the midst of it, and said : “ Creator of the universe ! Thy 
children have always looked up towards me as being like a son 
of Thy house before Thee. I swear therefore, by Thy great 
Name, that I shall not move from this place until Thou shalt have 
compassion upon Thy children.” Whereupon the rain com¬ 
menced to drop down gently. Said the disciples to him : “ May 
it be that we may see thee and not die ; for we think that the 
rain is merely dropping in order to release thee from thy vow.” 
And he replied : “ It was not for this I prayed, but for rain suffi¬ 
cient to fill the wells, cisterns, and caves.” The rain then fell in 
torrents, each drop being as large as the mouth of a barrel, and 
the sages opined that each drop contained no less than a lug of 
water. The disciples again said to him : “ Rabbi, may we see 
thee and not die ! We believe that the rain is falling in order to 
destroy the world.” He again said : “ Not for such rains have I 
prayed ; but for mild, felicitous, and liberal showers.” The rain 
then descended in the usual manner, until the Israelites of Jeru¬ 
salem were obliged to seek refuge from the city to the Temple 
mount on account of the rain. They then came to him and said : 

“ Rabbi, even as thou didst pray that the rain might descend, 
thus pray now that it may cease.” And he replied : “ I have a 
tradition that it is not permitted to pray for a cessation of too 
much good. Still, bring me a praise-offering.” It was accord¬ 
ingly brought to him, and putting both hands upon it, he said : 

“ Creator of the universe ! Thy people which Thou hast brought 
out of Egypt cannot be sustained either with too much evil or too 




TRACT TAANITH (FASTING). 


6 5 


much good. When Thou becamest angry with them, they could 
no longer bear it; and now that Thou hast showered too much 
good (rain) upon them, they cannot bear it either. Let it be Thy 
will that the rains may cease and the world become happy.” 
Thereupon a wind came up, dispersed the clouds, the sun com¬ 
menced to shine, and the people went out into the fields and 
brought back mushrooms. 

Simeon ben Sheta’h then sent him word, saying: If thou wert 
not Honi, I would order that thou be anathematized; for were 
these years as those when Elijah said that no rain should fall 
and when he had the key to the rain, thou wouldst have 
merely desecrated the Holy Name; but what shall I do with 
thee, since thou art petulant towards God, and yet He forgiveth 
and indulgeth thee like a petted child who is petulant towards 
its father, and says: “ Father, bathe me in hot water, bathe me 
in cold water, give me nuts, almonds, apricots, and pomegra¬ 
nates,” and is nevertheless forgiven and indulged? To thee 
may be applied the passage [Prov. xxiii. 25] : “ Let thy father 
and thy mother rejoice, and let her that hath born thee be 
glad.” 

The rabbis taught: What was the word which the Sanhedrin 
sitting in the chamber of marble sent to Honi Hama’gel after the 
occurrence ? They cited the passage [Job, xxii. 28] : “ And if thou 
decree a thing, it will be fulfilled unto thee; and upon thy ways 
the light will shine,” and said : “ Thou hast decreed below, and 
the Holy One, blessed be He, ratified it above, and the genera¬ 
tion which was in darkness thou hast enlightened with thy 
prayer.” 

R. Johanan said: All the days of this righteous man (Honi), 
he troubled himself concerning the meaning of the passage 
[Psalms, exxvi. 1] : “When the Lord bringeth back again the 
captivity of Zion, then shall we be like dreamers.” Honi would 
constantly say: “ How can a man sleep or be like a dreamer for 
seventy years?” Once he was travelling on the road, and he 
noticed a man planting a carob-tree. He asked him how many 
years it would take before the tree would bear fruit, and the man 
answered : “ Seventy years.” Honi then asked : “ Art thou, then, 
sure that thou wilt live seventy years?” And the man replied: 
“ I found carob-trees in existence when I came into the world, 
consequently my ancestors must have planted them. Why 
should I not also plant them for my children?” About that 
time Honi became hungry, and sat down to eat near the newly 
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planted tree. After the meal he fell asleep, and a bay * formed 
about him so that he could not be noticed, and thus he slept for 
seventy years. When he awoke, he observed a man gathering the 
fruit from the carob-tree; and he asked the man: “ Didst thou 
plant this tree ? ” The man replied : “ Nay ; I am the grandson of 
the man that planted it.” Honi then realized that he must have 
slept for seventy years, and when he looked around for his ass, 
he noticed that there were many smaller asses. He then went to 
his home, and inquired whether the son of Honi Hama’gel was 
still alive. He was told that the son was no longer living, but 
that a son of the son was alive. He then said : “I am Honi 
Hama’gel ” ; but they would not believe him. He went to the 
house of learning and heard them say: “ To-day the Halakhoth 
are as clear as in the days of Honi Hama’gel, who would im¬ 
mediately render a clear decision when any questions whatever 
were put to him by the rabbis.” He went in and said to them : 
“I am that Honi”; but they would not believe him, nor would 
they accord him due respect. This caused him to become down¬ 
cast and despondent, and he prayed to God that he might die, 
and so he died. Said Rabha : “ This illustrates the saying : ‘ Give 
me the glory due me, or give me death.’ ” 

Abba Helkyah was a grandson of Honi Hama’gel. When 
the country was in need of rain the rabbis would send to him, 
and he would pray for rain, which thereupon commenced to fall. 
One day the country was in need of rain, and the rabbis sent a 
committee of two younger rabbis to him, with the request that 
he pray for rain. They came to his house, but did not find him. 
They went to his field, and found him weeding it. They greeted 
him, but he made no reply. On his way back to his home, he 
placed some wood and the hoe on one shoulder and a garment 
on the other shoulder. The entire way he did not wear shoes, 
but whenever he came to water which he had to ford he would 
put them on. When he came to a thorny path, he would raise 
his garments. When he came to the city, his wife met him 
dressed in fine apparel. When he reached his house, his wife 
entered first, then he, and finally the two young rabbis entered. 
He sat down to his meal, but extended no invitation to the 
rabbis to join him. When dealing out bread to his children, he 
gave the elder one loaf and the younger two. Afterwards he 


* The Hebrew term is “ Meshunitha.” Rashi explains it to mean a rock, while 
the dictionaries define it as given in our text. 
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said to his wife in a low voice : “ I know that these rabbis came 
on account of rain. Come, let us go up into the attic and pray 
for rain, and should the Lord have mercy on His children and 
cause it to rain, it will not appear as if it came about through us.” 
They went up into the attic, and he stood in one corner, while 
she stood in another. The rain-cloud appeared in the direction 
where the wife was standing. 

When he went down again, he said to the rabbis: “ What 
hath brought the rabbis here ? ” And they replied : “ 1 he rabbis 
have sent us to Master that he may pray for rain.” And he 
answered: “ Blessed be the Lord, that ye no longer need Abba 
Helkyah’s favor.” Said they to him: “We well know that this 
rain is come only on account of Master, still we should like to 
know the reason for several actions on his part which appear to 
us surprising. Why, when we greeted the Master, did he not turn 
his face towards us?” He replied: “I hired myself out for the 
day and my time was not my own, hence I did not wish to waste 
any.” “ Why did the Master carry the wood on one shoulder 
and the garment on the other ? ” “ Because the garment was bor¬ 

rowed by me to wear, but not to use as a pad for wood.” 
“Why did the Master go barefooted all the way, and put on 
his shoes when coming to water?” “Because the entire way I 
could see what I was stepping on, but in water I could not.” 
“ Why did the Master raise his dress when walking in a thorny 
path?” “Because if my flesh should receive a scratch, it will 
heal; but if the garment should become torn it cannot be 
mended.” “ Why, when the Master came to the city, did his 
wife come forth to meet him, dressed in her best apparel?” 
“ In order that I may not look at any other woman.” “ Why 
did she enter first, then the Master, and then we? ” “ Because 

I know nothing about you.” “ Why, when the Master sat down 
to eat, did he not invite us to partake also?” “Because there 
was not sufficient bread for all, and I did not wish to invite you 
merely to receive your thanks in vain.” “ Why did the Master 
give the elder child one loaf and the younger two?” “ Because 
the elder was at home all day and probably helped himself pre¬ 
viously, but the younger was at school all day and more hun¬ 
gry.” “ Why did the rain-cloud appear first in thy wife’s cor¬ 
ner?” “Because my wife is always at home, and when a poor 
man begs for a meal she always gives it to him readily, while I 
can but give him a Zuz and he must first go and purchase food 
for it. Thus her charity is more effective than mine.” 
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Hanan the Hidden was a son of the daughter of Honi Hama’- 
gel. When the country was in need of rain, the rabbis would send 
the school-children to him, who would surround him, take hold of 
his garments, and cry: “Father, father, give us rain!” And 
he would say to the Holy One, blessed be He : “ Creator of the 
universe ! Cause rain to descend, for the sake of those who can¬ 
not distinguish between a father capable of giving rain and one 
who is not.” Why was he called Hanan the Hidden? Because 
whenever he would do some good, he would hide himself so as 
not to be observed. 

Said R. Z’reiqa to R. Saphra : “ Come and see the difference 
between the pious of Babylon and the righteous of Palestine. 
The pious of Babylon— e.g., R. Pluna and R. Hisda—when the 
country was in need of rain, would say : “ Let us combine and 
pray to God, perhaps we shall find favor in His eyes, and He 
will give us rain ” ; and the righteous of Palestine— e.g. , R. Jonah 
the father of R. Mani—when the country was needing rain, 
would go to his house, ask for a sack, and say : “ I will go to the 
market and buy a Zuz’ worth of grain.” When going out he 
would seek a deep place, as it is written [Psalms, cxxx. i] : “ Out 
of the depths have I called to thee, O Lord,” and he would sta¬ 
tion himself in a hidden place, cover himself with the sack, and 
offer up a prayer for rain to the Lord, and forthwith rain would 
descend. When returning home, he would be asked : “ Didst 
thou buy the grain for a Zuz ? ” And he would reply: “ I no¬ 
ticed that it commenced to rain, and hence thought it unneces¬ 
sary to go to the market for it, as it can be had now anywhere.” 

Again it happened that R. Mani the son of Jonah was sorely 
troubled by the members of the house of the Nassi (prince); so 
he went and threw himself on his father’s grave, exclaiming: 
“ Father, father, the men of the house of the Nassi are troubling 
me.” One day the retainers of the Nassi were riding by the 
burial ground where Jonah was interred, and their horses could 
not proceed until they vowed not to trouble R. Mani any more. 

R. Mani would frequently come to the house of R. Itz’hak 
ben Aliashib, and he once told R. Itz’hak that the members of 
his father-in-law’s family were giving him much trouble. Said R. 
Itz’hak : “ May they become poor ! ” and they really did become 
poor. R. Mani then came again, and complained that now his 
relatives were poor they were compelling him to support them. 
Said R. Itz’hak: “ May they then become rich again ! ” and ac¬ 
cordingly they became rich. 
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At another time R. Mani complained to R. Itz’hak that his 
wife was too ill-favored. Said R. Itz’hak : “ What is her name ? ” 
And R. Mani replied: “Hannah.” Said R. Itz’hak: “May 
Hannah become handsome ! ” and accordingly she became hand¬ 
some. Subsequently R. Mani came again, and complained that 
now his wife had become handsome she made life a burden to 
him by her vanity, and R. Itz’hak said : “ May Hannah again 
become ugly! ” and Hannah again became ugly. 

Some time later, two disciples of R. Itz’hak ben Aliashib 
begged him to pray to the Lord for them, that they might be¬ 
come wiser and more capable for study. Said he to them : “ I 
used to do that at one time and would succeed ; but I have 
stopped that practice and shall not do it again.” 

Elazar the man of Birtha would be shunned by the men who 
were sent out to collect money for charitable purposes, because 
he would give away everything he had. One day he went out 
into the market to buy the articles necessary for the proper cele¬ 
bration of his daughter’s marriage. The collectors of alms per¬ 
ceived him, and hid themselves. He, however, pursued and 
overtook them, and said : “ I adjure you, tell me for what purpose 
ye are sent out now and what ye need.” And they answered : 
“ We are collecting money for two orphans who are about to be 
married.” Said he: “I vow they have precedence over my 
daughter.” And he gave them everything he had, with the ex¬ 
ception of one Zuz, for which he bought some wheat and de¬ 
posited it in his storehouse. The mother (Elazar’s wife) said 
to the daughter: “What did your father bring?” And the 
daughter replied: “ All that he brought he deposited in the 
storehouse.” She then went to the storehouse, but could not 
open the door, as the wheat was piled up so high and the store¬ 
house was so full that the wheat forced its way through the 
cracks in the walls. Thereupon she betook herself to the house 
of learning, where Elazar her husband was studying, and calling 
him out, said: “ Come and see what thy friend did for thee.” 
Arriving at the storehouse, Elazar said : “ I vow that all this 
wheat is devoted to the poor, and thou hast but a share in it 
equal to the other poor.” 

R. Jelntdah Hanassi (the Second) once ordered a fast-day and 
prayed for rain, but without success. Said he: “What a differ¬ 
ence there is between Samuel the prophet and Jehudah the son 
of Gamaliel! W r oe is to the generation that has retrograded to 
such an extent and woe to the Nassi (prince) who hath witnessed 
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it.” He became very despondent, and forthwith rain began to 
fall. 

A fast-day was ordered from the house of the Nassi, and no 
previous notice thereof was given to R. Johanan and Resh Lakish. 
Said R. Johanan to Resh Lakish : “ What shall we do? We did 
not take it upon ourselves to fast to-day or yesterday? Re¬ 
plied Resh Lakish : “ We are dependent upon the Nassi; hence 
it is not necessary for us to take it upon ourselves a day in 
advance.” 

Again it happened that the house of the Nassi ordered a fast- 
day ; but no rain descended. So Oshiya, the youngest of the 
colleagues, taught : It is written [Numb. xv. 24] : “ Then shall 
it be, if through inadvertence of the congregation it was com¬ 
mitted by ignorance,” which is a simile to a bride in the house of 
her father—if she have beautiful eyes, there is no need of exam¬ 
ining her body, but if her eyes be bad her entire body should be 
examined (z>., if the prince of the congregation be a righteous 
man, the congregation need not be tried, but if he be wicked the 
congregation itself must be examined). So the servants of the 
Nassi came to Oshiya, threw a cloth over his neck, and tortured 
him. Said the townsfolk to the servants: “ Let him be, for 
though he often offends us with his sayings, still, as we see that 
he means well and does so for our good, we let him have his own 
way.” 

Rabbi once ordered a fast-day, but no rain descended. So 
Ilpha, others say R. Ilphi, went up to the reading-desk to pray. 
As soon as he came to the sentence, “ He causeth the wind to 
blow,” a wind sprang up; and when he said, “ He causeth the 
rain to descend,” rain began to fall. So Rabbi asked Ilpha: 
“What are thy merits?” And he answered: “I live in a very 
small town, where it is almost impossible to obtain any wine for 
the Kiddush and the Habdalah on the Sabbath; but I go to 
great trouble to procure it and distribute among my townsmen, 
and when reciting the Kiddush prayer I also include my towns¬ 
men in the prayer.” 

Rabh came to a certain place and ordered a fast-day, but no 
rain descended. The minister of the congregation went up to 
the reading-desk and commenced to pray. Arriving at the sen¬ 
tence, “ He causeth the wind to blow,” a wind sprang up; and as 
soon as he said, “ He causeth the rain to descend,” rain began to 
fall. Said Rabh to him: “What are thy merits?” And he 
answered : “ I teach little children, and treat the children of the 
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poor like the children of the rich. Those that cannot afford to 
pay, I teach without remuneration ; and being also a fisherman, 
I persuade those who do not wish to come and learn, to do so by 
giving them fish to take home with them.” 

R. Na’hman ordered a communal fast. He prayed for rain, 
which, however, did not come. And he said to the people : “ Take 
ye Na’hman and throw him from the roof to the ground.” He 
became downcast, and rain commenced to fall. Rabba ordered 
a fast, he prayed, and no rain came. And they said to him : 
“But when R. Jehudah orders a fast, then rain comes.” He 
replied : “ What can I do ? In point of learning we are better 
than they; for in the years of R. Jehudah all their studies were 
confined to the Section of Damages, while we study now all the 
six sections. And when R. Jehudah came to the Section of 
Taharath (Purification), Tract Uqtsin, and the Halakha, ‘ When 
a woman put herbs in a pot,’ or, according to others, to the Hala- 
kha, ‘If olives were soaked with their leaves, they are clean,’ * 
R. Jehudah used to say: * I find it as deep as would befit the 
times of Rabh and Samuel.’ But we have thirteen colleges which 
are studying the Tract Uqtsin, and nevertheless when R. Jehudah 
would put off one shoe, the rain would come; and we are crying 
the whole day, and there is nobody to look at us. And if one 
might say, R. Jehudah was better than we by his deeds, then if 
there is any one here that knows we have not acted rightly, let 
him say so; but the true reason is, what can the leaders of the 
generation do, when the generation itself is not good ? ” 

R. Jehudah saw once two men throwing bread at each other, 
and he said : “ I see from this that there is plenty in the world.” 
He cast an evil eye, and a famine began. Said the rabbis to R. 
Kalina the son of R. Nahuniah : “ We have heard that the Mas¬ 
ter frequents the house of R. Jehudah : cause him to go into the 
market (he should become aware that a famine reigns).” He did 
so, and took him out into the market. He saw a crowd of men. 
He asked : “ What is the matter?” He was answered : “ There 
is a measure of dates for sale, and each is eager to obtain it.” 
Said he : “I perceive from this that there is famine in the world.” 
He said to his servant : “ Take off my shoes.” He had taken off 
but one of his shoes, when it began to rain. 

R. Mari the son of the daughter of Samuel said : “ At that 
time, when R. Jehudah had his shoes taken off, I stood on the 


* This will be explained in its place in Tract Uqtsin. 
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bank of the River Papa. I saw angels clad like sailors, who took 
sand, filled the ships therewith, and it was turned to fine flour, 
and the whole world came to buy it. I said to the persons of my 
household : ‘ Do not buy of it, for it is only through a miracle, 
and I wish to derive no benefit from miracles.’ I waited till 
the morrow, when ships laden with wheat actually arrived from 
Parzina.” 

It happened once that Rabha came to the city of Hagrunia, 
and he ordered a fast, but no rain came. Said he to the people : 
“ Fast over night.” On the morrow morning he said to them : 
“ If any one saw something in a dream, he should come to 
tell what he saw in the dream.” R. Elazar of the same city re¬ 
lated that he had been told in a dream the following words: 
“ Good peace to the good master who received his knowledge 
from a good master, and who with his goodness is doing good to 
his people.” Said Rabha: “ I infer from this that it is a favor¬ 
able time.” He prayed again, and rain came. 

It happened once that a man had committed a crime for 
which he had to receive stripes in a court where Rabha was the 
chief judge. Rabha had the penalty inflicted on him. He 
could not endure it, and died. When the government of Sabbor 
the king heard of this, they wanted to cause trouble to Rabha. 
Said Iphra Harmyz, the king Sabbor’s mother, to her son : “ I 
advise you to have nothing to do with the Jews, for all that they 
request of their God, He grants to them.” Said he: “What, for 
example? ” Said she : “ Whenever they pray to God for rain, it 
rains.” Said he to them : “ That is only because they pray in 
the season when it has to rain. Now, when it is Tamuz [July], 
when it ought not to rain, let them pray for rain, and you shall 
see that it will not come.” So she sent for Rabha, and said to 
him : “ Fix your mind on it, and pray to God to send rain.” He 
prayed, and no rain came. Said he: “ Before the Lord of the 
universe [Ps. xliv. 2] God, with our ears have we heard, our 
fathers have told us ... in times of old, but we with our 
eyes do not see it.” Then it rained so much that all the canals 
of Me’huza overflowed and the water spread in the streets into 
the River Tigris. His father appeared to him in a dream and 
told him : “ Is there any other man who gives so many pains 

to Heaven? Go and change the place of your couch.” On the 
morrow he found marks of a knife with which his bed had been 
slashed. 

R. Papa also ordered a fast : no rain came. Meanwhile he 
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felt too weak from fasting. He took a spoonful of daitka [a 
kind of dish], and went on praying. Still, however, no rain 
came. R. Na’hman, his fellow-lodger in the inn,* said to him: 
“ If the Master would partake of another spoon of daitJia, then 
rain would surely come” (ironically). He felt shame, he became 
downcast, and rain came. (See Yomah, p. 76: “ R. Hanina b. 

Dosa,” etc.) 

Said R. Jehudah in the name of Rabh : “ Every day a heavenly 
Voice goes forth and says: ‘ The whole world is nourished merely 
by the merits of Hanina my son, and for Hanina alone one Kabh 
of carobs is sufficient from one Sabbath-eve to the other.’ ” 

The wife of Hanina would make a fire in her oven on the eve 
of every Sabbath in order not to be ashamed before her neigh¬ 
bors. She had, however, one bad neighbor who said : “ I know 
that Hanina and his wife have nothing to cook for the Sabbath, 
why does she make fire in her oven ? I shall go and see.” She 
went and knocked at the threshold, and Hanina’s wife became 
ashamed and went into another room. In the meantime a miracle 
happened, and the oven became filled with bread. The neighbor, 
noticing the bread in the oven, called to Hanina’s wife : “ Bring 
the bread-shovel, or the bread will be burned ! ” And she replied : 
“ I just went in for that purpose.” We have learned in a Boraitha: 
Hanina’s wife really did go into the next room for a shovel, 
because she was accustomed to have miracles happen to her. 

One day the wife of R. Hanina said to him: “ How long shall 
we yet be troubled with the want of our daily bread?” And he 
replied: “ What can I do?” Said she: “ Pray to God that He 
should give thee something.” He accordingly went and prayed. 
A hand came forth and gave him a leg of a golden table. Sub¬ 
sequently his wife saw in a dream that all the righteous in heaven 
ate on golden tables having three legs, while her table only had 
two. Said she to Hanina: “ Wouldst thou then like it, that all 
should eat at a table having three legs, while we should eat at 
one only having two ? Pray to God that the golden leg may be 
taken back.” He prayed, and the leg was taken back. We have 
learned in a Boraitha that this latter miracle was even greater 
than the former; for we have a tradition, that it is usual for 
heaven to bestow but not to take back. 


* According to the Aruch the text should read, “ I>ar-Ushpirti,” i.e, % the son 
of Ushpirti, who was the mother of R. Papa, and he said to him thus : “ You, son 
of Ushpirti,” etc. 
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One eve of Sabbath Hanina noticed his daughter in a de¬ 
spondent mood. Upon asking her what the trouble was, she 
replied : “ I got the two vessels containing oil and vinegar mixed, 
and poured the latter into the Sabbath lamp and lit it.” Said he : 
“ My daughter! why should that trouble thee ? He who hath 
ordained that oil should burn can also ordain that vinegar should 
burn.” We have learned in a Boraitha that the vinegar in that 
lamp burned all night and all day, till some of it was used for the 
Habdalah prayer. 

R. Hanina ben Dosa had a few goats, and he was told that 
his goats caused damage to others. Said he : “ If my goats do 
damage, may wolves devour them ; but if they do not, may they 
each bring a bear impaled upon their horns.” That same even¬ 
ing, each goat really brought in a bear mounted on its horns. 

How did Hanina happen to have goats? Was he not a poor 
man ? Said R. Pinchas: “ It once happened that a man left a 
few chickens at the house of Hanina, and the latter said to his 
wife: * Do not use the eggs, for the chickens do not belong to 
us/ ” Accordingly the eggs were left untouched, and in the 
course of time quite a number of chickens were produced, so that 
they became too troublesome, and Hanina sold them and with the 
proceeds purchased goats. Subsequently the man who left the 
chickens returned to claim them. He was asked for a description 
of his property, which he gave correctly, whereupon Hanina 
turned over the goats to him, and these are the goats that 
brought bears upon their horns.* 

The same Hanina had a neighbor who was building a house, 
and the beams were too short. So she came to him, and said : 
“ I have built my house, but my beams do not reach far enough.” 
And he asked her her name. And she answered : “ Aikho.” He 
then said: “Aikho, may thy beams become longer.” We have 
learned in a Boraitha that they really became so long that they 
protruded an ell on each side, while others say that pieces were 
conjoined with the beams so that they attained the required 
length. We have learned in another Boraitha: “ Plimo said : < I 
saw that house and noticed that the beams protruded an ell on 
each side. And I was told that the house was the one for which 
Hanina prayed to have the beams become longer/ ” 

R. Hama bar Hanina ordered a fast-day, but no rain de- 


* According to Hananel and other commentaries the whole paragraph was inserted 
here from other sources than the Gemara. In the Ain Jacob this is not to be found. 
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sccnded, and he was told : “ Why, R. Jehoshua ben Levi would 
order a fast-day, and rain would commence to fall! ” Said he: 
“ That was the son of Levi, and not I! ” And they said : “ We 
meant to say, that we should again congregate, and perhaps, if 
we prove contrite of heart, the rain will descend/' They did so, 
and still no rain descended. Said he to them : “ Think ye that 
ye deserve rain to descend for you?” And they answered: 
“ Yea.” Said he to the sky : “ Cover thy countenance.” No re¬ 
sults, however, were produced, and he exclaimed : “ How impu¬ 
dent are the skies ! ” Whereupon they became covered, and rain 
commenced to fall. 

Levi ordered a fast-day, but no rain descended. Said he : 
“ Creator of the universe! Thou didst ascend to the heavens, 
and didst sit down, but hast no compassion upon thy children.” 
Whereupon rain descended, but Levi fell and became lame. 

R. Hyya bar Lolaini heard one cloud say to another : “ Come, 
let us go and deposit our waters in the lands of Ammon and 
Moab.” Said R. Hyya: “ Creator of the universe ! when thou 
gavest Thy Law to Israel, Thou hadst gone to other nations, 
offering it to them, and they would not accept it ; and now Thou 
wouldst allow the clouds to pour forth their waters on their 
lands! ” and turning to the clouds, he exclaimed : “ Pour forth 
your waters on this spot,” and they did so. 

The same R. Hyya preached : “ It is written [Psalms, xcii. 
13]: ‘The righteous shall spring up like the palm-tree; like a 
cedar in Lebanon shall he grow' high.’ Why are both the palm- 
tree and the cedar mentioned? If the palm-tree only were men¬ 
tioned, I would say that as a branch of the palm-tree which is 
broken off does not grow out again, so it will be with the right¬ 
eous — if he dies, he will leave no one in his stead ; therefore a 
cedar is also mentioned, for with a cedar it is not so. And if a 
cedar only were mentioned, I might say that as the cedar does 
not bear fruit, so will it also be with the righteous (which may 
God forbid). Hence the palm-tree is also mentioned.” 

The rabbis taught: It once happened that R. Eliezer ordered 
thirteen fast-days, but no rain descended. When the congrega¬ 
tion dispersed after the thirteenth fast-day, he asked them if they 
had already ordered their graves, and they commenced to weep 
aloud, whereupon rain commenced to fall. 

Another time it happened that R. Eliezer recited the twenty- 
four benedictions at prayer, but he was not answered. R. 
Aqiba followed him at the reading-desk, and said : “ Father and 
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King ! we have no other king but Thee. Only for Thy sake have 
mercy upon us ! ” And his prayer was answered. The people 
then began to murmur (and say that R. Aqiba was a greater 
man than R. Eliezer). A heavenly Voice went forth and said : 
“ Not because R. Aqiba is a greater man than R. Eliezer was his 
prayer answered, but because he always gives in to another, 
while R. Eliezer never did that.” 

The rabbis taught: ITow much rain should fall in order that the 
congregation may stop fasting? When the rain fills up a furrow 
made with a plough. So said R. Meir, but the sages say : If the 
water is a span deep on dry land, two spans on moist earth, and 
three spans on ploughed soil. 

“ If while the people are fasting rain should fall before sun¬ 
rise!' The rabbis taught : “ If while the people are fasting 
rain should fall before sunrise they may stop fasting, but if after 
sunrise they must not. Such is the dictum of R. Meir. But R. 
Jehudah said: If it fell before noon they may stop fasting, but 
if afternoon they should not. R. Jose, however, said : They may 
stop if rain fell before the end of the ninth hour (3 P. M.), but 
not if it fell after that hour. And so we find in the case of 
Achab, King of Israel, who fasted from the ninth hour on, and 
further, as it is written [I Kings, xxii. 29] : “ Hast thou seen 
how Achab hath humbled himself before me?” (It is explained 
elsewhere that kings used to eat their meal at the ninth hour.) 

R. Jehudah Nesseah (the Second) ordered a fast-day, and rain 
commenced to fall after sunrise. He thereupon desired to stop 
fasting, but R. Ami said to him : “We have learned that if rain 
falls before noon or after noon there is a difference of opinion, 
but after sunrise all agree that fasting may be stopped.” 

Samuel the Little ordered a fast-day, and rain descended be¬ 
fore sunrise. The people wanted to infer therefrom that it was 
in praise of the congregation ; for as soon as a fast was ordered, 
rain commenced to fall. Said Samuel to them : “ This can be 
compared to a case of where a slave begs for something of his 
master, and the master says : ‘ Give it to him ! I do not care 
even to hear his voice.’ ” 

Again it happened that the same Samuel ordered a fast-day, 
and rain fell after sunset. Then said the people : “ Surely this is 
in praise of the congregation that after fasting and praying rain 
came.” Said he to them again : “ Nay, this is not to be con¬ 
sidered ; for it can be compared to a slave begging of his master, 
who says: ‘ Let him pray and trouble himself for some time be- 






CHAPTER IV. 


REGULATIONS CONCERNING THE PRIESTS’ BLESSING OF THE PEOPLE, 
THE INSTITUTION OF THE STANDING MEN—THEIR FASTS AND 
PRAYERS. THE FAST OF THE SEVENTEENTH DAY OF TAMUZ 
AND THE NINTH OF ABH, AND THE CELEBRATION OF THE FIF¬ 
TEENTH DAY OF ABH, 

MISHNA : At three periods of the year the priests shall raise 
their hands (to bless the people) at each prayer, ( i.e .) four times 
on each day ; viz., during the morning, additional, afternoon, and 
closing prayer. (The three periods mentioned are :) On the fast- 
days, on the fast of the standing men, and on the Day of Atone¬ 
ment. 

(The reason for the institution of) these standing men is be¬ 
cause it is written [Numb, xxviii. 2] : “ Command the children of 
Israel, and say unto them : My offering, my bread for my sacri¬ 
fices . . . shall ye observe,” etc. How can an offering be 

brought for a person without his being present (at the time when 
it is sacrificed) ? Therefore did the elder prophets institute 
twenty-four watches (divisions) : each watch always had a section 
of standing men, composed of priests, Levites, and Israelites, 
stationed at Jerusalem. When the turn of each watch came 
around to go up (from their cities to the Temple), the priests and 
Levites went up to Jerusalem, and the Israelites who belonged to 
that watch assembled in (the synagogues of) their cities to read 
the history of the creation {i.e., the first chapter of Genesis). 

The standing men used to fast four times in the week; viz., 
from Monday until Thursday (inclusive), but they did not fast on 
Friday, on account of the honor due the Sabbath, nor on Sun¬ 
day, that they might not (too suddenly) pass over from rest and 
pleasure to weariness and fasting—for that might endanger their 
lives. On Sunday the standing men read (the sections com¬ 
mencing) : “ In the beginning,” etc. [Genesis, i. 1 to 5], and, “ Let 
there be an expansion,” etc. [ibid. 6, etc.] ; on Monday they read : 
“ Let there be an expansion,” and, “ Let the waters,” etc. [ibid. 
9, etc.]; on Tuesday: “ Let the waters,” and, “ Let there be 
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lights,” etc. [ibid. 14, etc.] ; on Wednesday : “ Let there be lights,” 
and, “ Let the waters bring forth,” etc. [ibid. 20, etc.] ; on Thurs¬ 
day : “ Let the waters bring forth,” and, “ Let the earth bring 
forth,” etc. [ibid. 24, etc.]; on Friday: “Let the earth bring 
forth,” and, “Thus were finished,” etc. [ibid. ii. 1 to 4]. The 
long section of the day was read by two persons and the short by 
one ; this was done, however, during the morning and additional 
prayers; but at the afternoon prayers they entered (the Syna¬ 
gogue) and recited the sections mentioned by heart, even as the 
Shema’ is recited. On Friday afternoon they did not go to the 
synagogue at all, in honor of the Sabbath. 

On the days on which the Hallel was sung, the standing men 
would not attend during the morning prayer (in Jerusalem). 
When there was an additional offering, they did not assemble at 
the time of the closing prayer. When a wood-offering was 
brought, they did not assemble during the afternoon prayer. 
Such is the dictum of R. Aqiba; but Ben Azai said to him : “ R. 
Jehoshua taught as follows : ‘ When there was an additional offer¬ 
ing, the standing men did not assemble during the afternoon 
prayer; and when a wood-offering was brought, they did not as¬ 
semble at the time of the closing prayer.' ” Thereupon R. Aqiba 
changed (his opinion) and taught like Ben Azai. 

The times when the delivery of wood (for the altar) was made 
by priests and people were on nine appointed days: viz., on the 
1st day of Nissan, the family of Arah ben Jehudah (made the 
delivery); on the 20th of Tamuz, the family of David ben 
Jehudah ; on the 5th of Abh, the family of Par’os ben Jehudah; 
on the 7th of that month, the family of Jonadab ben Rekhab ; 
on the 10th of the same month, the family of Sinaha ben Benja¬ 
min ; on the 15th of that month, the family of Zathoo ben 
Jehudah, and with them priests and Levites, and all those who did 
not know from which tribe they were descended — also the family 
of Gonebe Eli and the family of Kotzc’li Ketzi’oth ; and on the 
20th, the family of Pa’hath Moab ben Jehudah ; on the 20th of 
Elul, the family of Adin ben Jehudah; and on the 1st of Tebcth, 
the family of Par’os for the second time. 

There was no meeting of the standing men on the 1st of 
Tebeth; because Hallel was sung and additional sacrifice and 
wood-offering were brought 011 that day. 

Five calamities happened to our ancestors on the 17th of 
Tamuz, and five on the 9th of Abh: viz., on the 17th of Tamuz 
the tables of the Holy Law were broken; on that day the 
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continual daily offerings ceased, and the city of Jerusalem was 
stormed; on the same date Apostamos burned the Holy Scrolls 
and placed an idol in the Temple;—on the 9th of Abh it was 
decreed that our ancestors should not enter the Holy Land; on 
that day the first and second Temples were destroyed, the city 
of Bethar was taken, and the site (of Jerusalem) was ploughed 
up (like a field). From the 1st of Abh it is incumbent upon a 
person to lessen his participation in joyful events (until after 
the 9th of that month). 

During the week in which the 9th of Abh occurs, it is pro¬ 
hibited to a person to shave himself, or to wash (his clothes), 
but on Thursday this is allowed in honor of the Sabbath. On 
the day before the 9th of Abh a person should not partake of 
two different kinds of dishes of meat, nor may he drink any wine. 
Rabbon Simeon ben Gamaliel says: “ He should change” (his 
ordinary mode of living). R. Jehudah considers it obligatory 
for a person to turn over the bed places,* but the sages do not 
coincide with him. 

Rabbon Simeon ben Gamaliel said: Never were there any 
more joyous festivals in Israel than the 15th of Abh and the 
Day of Atonement, for on them the maidens of Jerusalem used 
to go out dressed in white garments—borrowed ones, however, 
in order not to cause shame to. those who had none of their own. 
These clothes were also to be previously immersed, and thus the 
maidens went out and danced in the vineyards, saying: Young 
men, look and observe well whom you are about to choose (as a 
spouse); regard not beauty alone, but rather look to a virtuous 
family, for” false is grace, and vain is beauty: a woman only 
that feareth the Lord shall indeed be praised ” [Proverbs, xxxi. 
30]; and it is also said [ibid. 31]: ” Give her of the fruit of her 
hands, and let her own works praise her in her gates.” Thus 
also is it written (alluding to that custom): “ Go forth and look, 
O ye daughters of Zion, on King Solomon, with the crown 
wherewith his mother hath crowned him on the day of his 
espousals, and on the day of the joy of his heart ” [Solomon’s 
Song, iii. 11]. “ The day of the espousals” refers to the day 

on which the Law was given, and ” the day of the joy of his 
heart” was that when the building of the Temple was com¬ 
pleted. May it soon be rebuilt in our days! 

* It was the general custom among the Israelites of that day to turn over the 
couches on which they sate during the day, and slept during the night, on any occa¬ 
sion of mourning and also as a sign of their being in actual mourning. 
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GEMARA: “ At three periods of the year, etc. Is there 
then an additional prayer on fast-days and for the stari mg 
men ? The Mishna is not complete, and should read thus. 

“ At three periods of the year the priests shall raise their hands 
(to bless the people) at each prayer, and among such periods 
there are days when this is done four times during the day: 
viz., during the morning, the additional, the afternoon, and the 
closing prayers; and the three periods of the year are on fast- 
days, on the fast of the standing men, and on the Day of Atone¬ 
ment ” Said R. Na’hman in the name of Rabba bar Abbahu . 

“ Such is the dictum of R. Meir. But the sages maintain that 
during the morning and additional prayers the priests ra.se their 
hands; but not during the afternoon and closing prayers^ 
Whose opinion is that attributed to the sages ? That is the 
opinion of R. Jehudah, as we have learned in the following Bo- 
raitha: “ In all the four prayers mentioned above, the pries s 
are to raise their hands. This is the dictum of R. Meir but R. 
Jehudah said that this is not done in the afternoon and closing 
prayers, while R. Jose maintains that it is not done in the aft - 
noon prayer, but it is done in the closing prayer Said R. 
Na’hman: “ The Halakha prevails according to the opinion of 

R. lose.” And so it remains. 

Why is it, then, the custom at present that the priests raise 

their hands in the afternoon prayer of a fast-day ? Because the 
afternoon prayer is said very near to the time of sunset, it 

regarded the same as the closing prayer. , 

“ These standing men," etc. How is the Mishna to be under¬ 
stood > The Mishna means to say: '* These are the standing 
men, and the reason of their institution is because .t is written, 

CtC The rabbis taught: ‘‘There are twenty-four watches in the 
Land of Israel, and of these there are twelve in Jericho. When 
the watches were to go up to the Temple, half went up from all 
parts of the Land of Israel to Jerusalem, and the other half from 
Tericho ” Why were half of them in Jericho ? Because they 
had to prepare food and drink for their brethren in Jerusalem. 

R. Jehudah said in the name of Samuel: Priests Lev.tes, 
and Israelites that compose the division of the standing men 
prevent, in the event of their absence, the offering of the sacri¬ 
fices In a Boraitha we have learned: R. Simeon ben Elazar 
said - ‘‘The priests, Levites, and the musical instruments pre¬ 
vent, by their absence, the offering of the sacrifices, because he 
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holds that the chanting at the offering of the sacrifices must be 
accomplished mainly through the musical instruments, and not 
vocally. 

R. Hama bar Guria said in the name of Rabh: Moses estab¬ 
lished for the Israelites only eight watches; viz., four for the 
descendants of Elazar the priest and four for those of Ithamar. 
Subsequently Samuel the prophet increased the number to six¬ 
teen, and finally David further increased them to twenty-four, 
as it is written [I Chronicles, vi. 26]: 44 In the fortieth year of 
David were they inquired into, and there were found among 
them mighty men of valor at Ya’zer and GiPad.” 

The rabbis taught: 44 Four watches went up out of exile, 
and they are: Yida’yah, Harim, Pash’hor, and Imar. And the 
prophets who went with them increased them to twenty-four. ” 
How was this done ? They threw lots into an urn, and Yida’yah 
came and drew lots for himself and companions to the number of 
six. Then came Harim, and drew lots for himself and for his 
companions to the number of six. Likewise did Pash'hor, and 
thus also Imar; and the prophets also enacted that, even should 
Jehoyoreb, the chief of the watches, come up out of exile, he 
should not displace Yid’ayah, but Yid'ayah should be first, and 
Jehoyoreb act merely as an additional (to Yid’ayah). 

The rabbis taught: The men of the watch would pray that 
the sacrifices of their brethren should be favorably accepted; and 
the standing men would congregate in the synagogues and fast 
four fast-days; viz., from Monday until Thursday, inclusive. 
On the first fast-day they would fast for those who plied the 
seas; on the second, for those who traverse the desert; the 
third, that the children might be saved from the disease of 
croup; and the last day, for pregnant women and for those 
suckling their babes—that the former might be happily deliv¬ 
ered and the latter retain their strength. On the day preceding 
the Sabbath they would not fast, in honor of the Sabbath, and 
most assuredly not on the Sabbath itself. Why did they not 
fast on Sunday? Said R. Samuel ben Na’hmeni: 44 Because 
that is the third day (after man was created)”; and Resh La- 
kish said: 44 Because of the second soul that is given to man on 
the Sabbath, and which leaves him at the close of the Sabbath 
day” (hence he would be too weak to fast on the following 
day). 

4 4 On Sunday the standing men read , 4 In the beginning , * ’ 9 etc. 
We have learned in a Boraitha: The first section, i.e ., from the 
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passage commencing, 44 In the beginning/' until that commenc¬ 
ing, 44 Let there be an expansion,' 1 was read by two men, while 
the second section, commencing, 44 Let there be an expansion," 
until, 44 Let the waters," etc., was read by one man only. 

The long section of the day was read by two persons, ' ’ etc. 
We have learned in a Boraitha: During the morning and addi¬ 
tional prayers they would enter into the synagogues and read 
the sections from the Scrolls as usual; but during the afternoon 
prayer one man would recite the section by heart. Said R. 
Jose: 44 May, then, an individual recite a section of the Scrip¬ 
tures by heart in the presence of the entire congregation?" 
44 Therefore," said he, 44 the entire congregation went in and re¬ 
cited the section by heart, just as they do the Shema' prayer." 

On the days on which the Hallel was sung , the standmg men 
would not attend," etc. What is the difference ? (/>., why, when 
a wood-offering was brought, was the closing prayer omitted and 
the afternoon prayer retained ?). Because the closing prayer 
was a rabbinical institution, while the afternoon prayer was a 
biblical ordinance. 

The times when the delivery of wood was made by priests and 
people ." The rabbis taught: Why did the Mishna have to men¬ 
tion both the times when the priests and when the people made 
the delivery of wood ? Because it was said that when the chil¬ 
dren of Israel returned from exile they found no wood in the 
wood-chamber, and the priests contributed the wood of their 
own accord. In consideration of this fact, the prophets at that 
time made the enactment that even when the wood-chamber 
was filled with wood, the priests be allowed to furnish wood of 
their own accord (and from their own means), as it is written 
[Nehemiah, x. 35]: 44 And we—the priests, the Levites, and the 
people—cast lots concerning the procuring of the wood, to bring 
it into the house of our God, unto the house of our fathers, at 
fixed times, year by year, to burn upon the altar of the Lord 
our God, as it is written in the Law." 

44 And with thejn priests and Levites ," etc. The rabbis 
taught: Who were those Gonebe Eli and Kotze Ketzi'oth ? 
It was said that at one time the government decreed that 
the Israelites should not bring any wood for the altar, nor the 
firstfruit-offerings to Jerusalem, and guards were appointed to 
watch the wagons in the same manner as Jeroboam ben Nebat 
appointed guards to prevent the Israelites from going to Jeru¬ 
salem for the festivals. What did the pious and those who were 
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afraid of transgressing do ? They would place a basket contain¬ 
ing the firstfruits at the bottom of the wagon, and cover it with 
dried fruits. In addition to that they would carry a pestle, and 
when stopped by the guards would tell them that they were on 
their way to a place where they desired to pound the fruit; and 
after having safely passed the guards, they would ornament the 
basket containing the firstfruits and bring it into the Temple. 
And we have learned in a Boraitha, in addition to this, that the 
Gonebe Eli and the Kotze Ketzi’oth are the same who are 
called elsewhere the family of Salmai Hanthophathai. Who were 
the Salmai Hanthophathai ? The rabbis taught that when it 
was decreed that no wood should be brought for the altar they 
would construct ladders, which they would carry past the guards 
appointed to watch for any men who would violate the decree, 
and when stopped would claim that they were about to take 
down some doves from their dovecots. Having safely eluded 
the guards and arrived at the Temple, they would take the lad¬ 
ders apart and carry in the wood for the altar.* To these men 
and those emulating their example the passage may be applied 
[Proverbs, x. 7] : “ The memory of the just is to be blessed.” 

” On the 20 th, the family Pa'hath Moab ben Jehudahf etc. 
In a Boraitha we have learned: By “ the family Pa’hath Moab 
ben Jehudah ” is meant the family of David ben Jehudah (mean¬ 
ing David the King of the tribe of Judah). Such is the opinion 
of R. Meir; but R. Jose said that they were of the children of 
Joab ben Tzeruyah. 

“ On the 20 til of Elal ’ the family of A din ben Jehudah, etc. 
The rabbis taught: By “ the family of Adin ben Jehudah ” is 
meant the family of David ben Jehudah. Such is the opinion 
of R. Jehudah; but R. Jose said that they were of the children 
of Joab ben Tzeruyah. 

“ There was no meeting of the standing men on the 1 st of 
Tebeth." Said Rabha: The Hallel which is sung on the feast 
of new moon is not based upon a biblical ordinance, because 
R. Johanan said in the name of R. Simeon ben Jehozadok: 
“ Eighteen times during the year an individual may recite the 


* The names Gonebe Eli, Kotze Ketzi’oth, and Salmai Hanthophathai were 
not in reality proper names, but signified the following : Gonebe Eli means those 
who stole the pestle ; Ketzi’oth means dry figs or cinnamon, from the Arabic cassia; 
and Salmai is derived from the word Sulam, a ladder.’ The connection is easily 
established, as alluding to the means employed by those pious men safely to elude 
the guards appointed to watch for the firstfruits and the wood for the altar. 
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whole Hallel, and they are: On the eight days of the Feasi of 
Tabernacles, on the eight days of the Feast of Dedication 
(Hanukah), on the first day of the Passover, and on the day of 
Pentecost. While in exile, however, one may recite it twenty- 
one times during the year, namely: On the nine days of the fes¬ 
tival of Tabernacles, on the eight days of Hanukah, on the first 
two days of Passover, and on the two days of Pentecost/' 

Rabh happened to be in Babylon (i.e. y before he removed 
there permanently) and he saw the people reading the Hallel on 
the first day of the month. He first intended to interrupt them, 
but seeing that they read only portions of it, he said : I under¬ 
stand they follow the customs of their ancestors, and it does not 
matter. In a Boraitha we have learned that an individual shall 
not start, but if he had already started he may conclude it. 

“ Five calamities happened to our ancestors ,” etc. Whence 
do we know that on the 17th day of Tamuz the tables of the 
Holy Law were broken ? Because we have learned in a Boraitha 
as follows: On the sixth day of Sivan the ten commandments 
were given, and on the seventh day Moses ascended unto heaven. 
R. Jose says: “ On the seventh day the ten commandments were 
given.” All agree, however, that on the seventh day of Sivan 
Moses ascended unto heaven, because it is written [Exodus, 
xxiv. 16]: “ And he called unto Moses on the seventh day out 
of the midst of the cloud”; and further, it is said [ibid. 18]: 
“ And Moses went into the midst of the cloud, and ascended 
the mount; and Moses was on the mount forty days and forty 
nights.” Thus Moses was there twenty-four days in Sivan and 
sixteen days in Tamuz, and on the 17th he descended and broke 
the tables, as it is written [ibid, xxxii. 19] : “And it came to 
pass, when he (Moses) came nigh unto the camp, and he saw the 
calf and the dancing, that the anger of Moses waxed hot, and he 
cast from his hands the tables, and broke them at the foot of the 
mount. ” 

That the continual daily offerings ceased on the 17th of Ta¬ 
muz is traditional; and the statement that the city was stormed 
on that day refers to the second destruction. That the other 
two calamities occurred on that day is also traditional. 

“ On the gth of Abh it was decreedf etc. Whence do we 
know that? From the following Boraitha: We have learned 
that on the twenty-ninth day of Sivan Moses sent out the spies, 
as it is written [Numb. xiii. 25]: “And they returned from 
s pying out the land at the end of forty days,” and those forty 
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days (included the day of their return, that is) were in reality 
forty less one, and Abayi said that in that year the month of 
Tamuz was a full month of thirty days, as it is written [Lam. 
i. 15]: “ He hath called an assembly against me to crush my 
young men." * 

Further, it is written [Numb. xiv. 1] : “ And all the congrega¬ 
tion lifted up their voice, and cried aloud, and the people wept 
that night." Said Rabba in the name of R. Johanan: 44 That 
night was the eve preceding the ninth of Abh, and the Holy 
One, blessed be He, said: 4 Ye have cried on this night in vain, 
and I shall ordain it that your generations shall lament on this 
day forever/ " 

" On that day the first a 7 id second Te 7 nples were destroyed ." 
It is written [II Kings, xxv. 8]: 44 And in the fifth month, oil 
the seventh day of the month," etc., and [Jeremiah, lii. 12]: 
44 And in the fifth month, on the tenth day of the month." It 
cannot be said that on the seventh day the calamity occurred, 
because it is also written 44 on the tenth." Neither can it be 
said that it happened 44 on the tenth," because it says 44 on the 
seventh "—hence it must be assumed that entrance to the Tem¬ 
ple was gained by the enemy on the seventh, and they ate and 
did damage therein on the seventh, on the eighth, and on the 
ninth. Toward the evening of the ninth they set it on fire, and 
it continued to burn all day on the tenth, as it is written [ibid, 
vi. 4]: 44 Wo unto us! for the day waneth, for the shadows of 
the evening are stretched out." And this bears out the state¬ 
ment of R. Johanan, who said as follows: 44 Were I living in 
those days, I would have ordained the fast for the 10th of Abh; 
for on that day the greater part of the temple was burned." 
The sages of that day, however, held that the day when the 
calamity began should be observed as a fast-day. 

Whence do we know that the second Temple was also de¬ 
stroyed on the 9th of Abh ? We have learned in a Boraitha: 
44 A happy event is credited to the day on which another happy 
event happened, while a calamity is ascribed to the day when 
another calamity occurred; and it was said that when the first 
Temple was destroyed it was on the eve preceding the 9th of 
Abh, which was also the night at the close of the Sabbath and 
also the close of the Sabbatical year. The watch at the time 


* How it is inferred from the passage is not understood by us, nor explained by 
any commentary. 
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was that of Jehoyoreb, and the Levites were chanting in their 
proper places, at that moment reciting the passage [Psalms, 
xciv. 23]: “ And he will bring back upon them their own injus¬ 
tice, and in their own wickedness will he destroy them ”; and 
they did not have time to end the passage, which concludes, 
“ yea, he will destroy them—the Lord our God,” before the 
enemy entered and took possession of the Temple. This hap¬ 
pened also at the destruction of the second Temple. 

That the city of Bethar was taken on the 9th of Abh is tradi¬ 
tional. 

“ And the site was ploughed up like a field. ” We have learned 
in a Boraitha: When Torosnopos the Wicked destroyed the Tem¬ 
ple, a decree was promulgated that Rabbon Gamaliel (the First) 
should be executed. A certain master came into the house of 
learning, and said that the man of the nose * was being looked 
for(*'.*\, the most prominent member of the community). R. 
Gamaliel understood that he was meant thereby, and hid him¬ 
self. The same master surreptitiously came to the place where 
R. Gamaliel was concealed and asked him if, should he (the 
master) be instrumental in saving his (R. Gamaliel’s) life, he 
would assure him a share in the world to come, and R. Gamaliel 
answered that he would. The master then demanded that he 
swear to it, and R. Gamaliel swore. Thereupon the master 
ascended to an attic, threw himself down, and died. The tradi¬ 
tion goes on to say that if one of the signers of a death-warrant 
or any other unfavorable decree died, the decree became null and 
void. Thus was Rabbon Gamaliel saved. A heavenly Voice 
then came forth, and declared that the master would have a 
share in the world to come. 

The rabbis taught: When the first Temple was destroyed, 
groups of young priests, who had the keys of the Temple, went 
up to the roof and said : ” Creator of the Universe! it being that 
we were not destined to live and be trustworthy keepers of thy 
treasure, we herewith return the keys.” With that they threw 
the keys up into the air, and something like a hand was seen to 
come forth and grasp them, whereupon the priests immediately 
threw themselves down into the fire beneath. They were 
mourned by Isaiah the prophet in the verses [Isaiah, xxii. 1 and 


* The expression in the original is 'Hotam, meaning nose; but Abraham Kroch¬ 
mal asserts that TIotam should read 'llotham, meaning a seal , and thus the passage 
would read *' the man of the seal,” i.e ., the prince of the community. 
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2]: “ The doom of the valley of vision. What aileth thee now, 
that thou art wholly gone up to the roofs ? O noiseful, tumul¬ 
tuous city, joyous town ! thy slain ones are not slain with the 
sword, and not those that die in battle/’ 

“ From the 1 st of Abh it is incumbent upon a person to lessen 
his participation in joyful events," Said R. Jehudah, the son of 
R. Samuel bar Shilath, in the name of Rabh: “ As from the 1st 
of Abh participation in joyful events must be lessened, so, as 
soon as the month of Adar enters, joyous festivities should be 
increased.” 

“ During the week in which the gth of Abh occurs ,” etc. Said 
R. Na’hman: “ The washing of clothes is prohibited only when 
they are washed for the purpose of immediate wear, but it is 
allowed to wash clothes and put them away for future wear.” 
R. Shesheth, however, said that even washing for future wear is 
also not allowed, and the proof is that the laundresses of Rabh 
would stop work on that entire week. It was taught also that 
R. Benjamin said in the name of R. Elazar: ” Washing for im¬ 
mediate wear is prohibited during that week, but for future wear 
it is permitted.” 

An objection was raised : We have learned : ” It is not allowed 
to wash clothes before the 9th of Abh, even if they be intended 
for use after the 9th. In those days the washing of the clothes 
was similar to our laundrying, and as for linen garments the pro¬ 
hibition is not effective (only for silk garments) ?” The objec¬ 
tion remains. 

R. Itz’hak bar Giuri in the name of R. Johanan sent word, 
saying: “ Although the prohibition against washing does not 
apply to linen garments, still it is not allowed to put on such 
garments during the week in which the 9th of Abh occurs.” 
Said Rabh: ” This applies only to the days preceding the 9th 
of Abh, but not to those succeeding it,” while Samuel said 
that even on the days following the 9th of Abh it is also not 
allowed. 

This constitutes a difference of opinion among Tanaim, as 
we learn in the following Boraitha: ” If the ninth day of Abh 
falls on a Sabbath, or even if the eighth falls on a Sabbath, one 
may eat and drink whatever he chooses, and may place on his 
table even such viands as were eaten by Solomon while he was 
yet king. He must not shave or wash (his clothes) from the day 
of the new moon until after the fast of the 9th of Abh. Such 
is the dictum of R. Meir. R. Jehudah, however, says that it is 
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not allowed to do this the entire month of Abh ; but R. Simeon 
ben Gamaliel maintains that the prohibition applies only to the 
week in which the 9th of Abh occurs/’ 

In another Boraitha we have learned: 44 A man should be in 
a state of mourning from the first day of Abh until after the 
fast-day. Such is the dictum of R. Meir. R. Jehudah, how¬ 
ever, says that during the entire month one is not allowed to do 
things prohibited for a mourner; but R. Simeon ben Gamaliel 
maintains that one must be in such a state only during the week 
in which the 9th of Abh occurs.” (Hence the difference of 
opinion between Rabh and Samuel arises from the fact that 
Rabh holds with R. Meir, while Samuel holds with the other 
Tanaim.) 

Said R. Johanan: All the three Tanaim of the Boraitha 
quoted derived their teachings from the following passage [Ho- 
sea, ii. 13]: 4 And I will cause to cease all her mirth, her festi¬ 
val, her new moon, and her Sabbath,’ etc. The Tana who 
teaches that one should be in a state of mourning from the 1st 
of Abh 011, derives his teaching from the word 4 festival ’ in the 
passage, because the 1st, being New Moon, is a festival. The 
Tana who applies his teaching to the whole month derives it 
from the words 4 new moon,’ and infers that it means the entire 
month; and the Tana who applies his teaching only to the week 
in which the 9th of Abh occurs, derives it from the word 4 Sab¬ 
bath,’ and infers that it means the week of that Sabbath.” 

Said Rabha: 44 The Halakha prevails according to R. Meir,” 
and on another occasion he said: 44 It prevails according to R. 
Simeon ben Gamaliel”; and by both statements he meant to 
render the more lenient construction of the ordinance. Thus it 
was necessary to make both statements. For had he said that 
the Halakha prevails only according to R. Meir, the state of 
mourning would extend for the nine days from the 1st to the 
9th of Abh inclusive; and had he said that the Halakha prevails 
only according to R. Simeon ben Gamaliel, the state of mourn¬ 
ing would extend over the days following the 9th of Abh in the 
same week. By citing both decrees, however, the ordinance is 
made more lenient, in that the state of mourning commences 
only with the first day of the week in which the 9th occurs and 
ends with the 9th itself. 

On the day before the gth of Abh a person should not partake 
of two dishes .” Said R. Jehudah: 44 This applies only to the 
time from the sixth hour on (12 M.), but previous to that time 
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it may be done." And again he said: This applies only to 
the concluding meal, but during the other meals he may eat 
what he chooses, and both statements are intended for the more 
lenient construction of the ordinance ( i.e ., if one eats his last 
meal before noon, or if he eats a meal after noon but intends to 
eat again before the fast commences, he may in either case eat 
as many dishes as he chooses). We have learned in a Boraitha: 
On the eve of the 9th of Abh one must not eat two dishes, nor 
eat meat nor drink wine. R. Simeon b. Gamaliel, however, 
said: “ He shall make a change." Said R. Jehudah: “ What 
is meant by making a change ? E.g. y if he usually eats two 
dishes, he shall now eat one; if he usually eats in the company 
of ten men, he shall now eat in the company of five; if his cus¬ 
tom is to drink ten cups of wine, he shall now drink five. But 
all this applies to the time from the sixth hour on; but previ¬ 
ously to the sixth hour, everything is permitted." In another 
Boraitha we have learned: On the eve of the 9th of Abh one 
should not eat two dishes, nor eat meat, nor drink wine. So is 
the decree of R. Meir. The sages, however, said: " He shall 
make a change, and shall use less meat and wine. How so ? 
If his custom had been to eat a littre of meat, he shall now eat 
one-half of it; if his custom had been to drink a lug of wine, he 
shall now drink one-half of a lug; but if his custom had been to 
drink no wine at all, he must not drink it at all—even a drop." 
R. Simeon b. Gamaliel said: “ If his custom had been to eat 
radishes or something salt, after his meal, he may continue to 
do it." In yet another Boraitha we have learned: “ In case of 
the concluding meal before the 9th of Abh he must not eat 
meat, neither drink wine, nor wash himself; but if this meal is 
not the concluding meal, he may eat meat and drink wine, but 
must not wash." R. Ishmael, the son of R. Jose, however, 
said in the name of his father: “ As long as it is allowed to eat 
meat, it is allowed to wash one's self also." 

The rabbis taught: All ordinances applicable to a mourner 
are effective for all (Israelites) on the 9th of Abh; viz., one must 
not eat, drink, anoint himself, wear shoes, or have sexual inter¬ 
course. The Pentateuch, the Prophets, and the Hagiographa 
must not be read. The Mishna, Gemara, and Midrash must 
not be studied, nor Halakhoth or Haggadoth discussed; but 
something which one has not previously read he may read, and 
may study something which he had never before studied. The 
school-children must not learn on that day, because it is written 
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[Psalms, xix. 9]: “ The precepts of the Lord are upright, rejoic¬ 
ing the heart.” R. Jehudah, however, says that one must not 
even read something new to him nor study anything which is 
new to him; but all agree that one may read Job, Lamenta¬ 
tions, and the evil prophecies of Jeremiah, and the school-children 
must be idle on that day. 

“Nor drink any wine.” We have learned in a Boraitha: 
One may eat salt meat and drink wine still in a state of fermen¬ 
tation (on the day before the 9th). How long must the meat 
lie in salt in order to be classed as salt meat which may be 
eaten? Said R. Hinana bar Kahana in the name of Samuel: 
As long as the time during which a peace-offering may be eaten ; 
i.e., if meat lie in salt two days and one night it is not yet salt 
meat, but if it lie longer it may be eaten on that day. The pro¬ 
hibition concerning drinking wine that has been standing uncov¬ 
ered does not apply to wine in a state of fermentation, and how 
long is wine in such a state ? Three days. 

R. Jehudah said in the name of Rabh: “ Such was the cus¬ 
tom of R. Jehudah bar R. Ilayi: On the night preceding the 
9th of Abh, dry bread with salt and a jug of water were brought 
to him; he would sit behind the oven and eat the bread and 
drink the water, and his manner was the same as if the dead 
body of a near relative were lying before him.” In a Boraitha 
we have learned: To him who eats meat and drinks wine on the 
9th of Abh is applied the passage [Ezekiel, xxxii. 27]: “And 
their iniquities were upon their bones.” 

“But the sages do not coincide with him.” Said Rabha; 
” The Halakha prevails according to the sages.” 

“ On the l$th of Abh and on the Day of Atonement ,” etc. It 
is right that the Day of Atonement should be a day of rejoicing, 
because that is a day of forgiveness, and on that day the second 
tables of the Law were given to Moses; but why should the 15th 
of Abh be a day of rejoicing ? Said R. Jehudah in the name of 
Samuel: “ On that day it was permitted to the members of the 
different tribes to intermarry. ” Whence is this deduced ? Be¬ 
cause it is written [Numb, xxxvi. 6]: This is the thing which 
the Lord hath commanded concerning the daughters of Zelo- 
phehad,” etc., they claim that “ this is the thing” implies that 
only for that generation was it decreed, but for later generations 
the decree does not apply. 

R. Joseph in the name of R. Na’hman said: On that day the 
members of the tribe of Benjamin were permitted to intermarry 
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with the other tribes, as it is written [Judges, xxi. i] : 41 Now 
the men of Israel had sworn in Mizpah, saying: Not any one of 
us shall give his daughter unto Benjamin for wife.” Whence 
was it deduced that subsequently permission might be given to 
intermarry with the tribe of Benjamin ? Because the quoted 
passage says 44 Any one of us/’ and Rabh said that their de¬ 
scendants were not included in the vow. 

Rabba bar bar Hana said in the name of R. Johanan: On 
that day the last of those who were destined to die in the desert 
died, and the destiny was thus fulfilled; for the Master said that 
so long as the destiny was still unfulfilled, the Lord did not 
speak to Moses for his particular sake, as it is written [Deut. ii. 
16 and 17] : 44 So it came to pass, when all the men of war were 
spent by dying from the midst of the people, that the Lord 
spoke unto me, saying”; and 44 unto me” signifies that the 
Lord spoke unto Moses in particular. 

Ula said: 44 On that day the guards appointed by Jeroboam 
to prevent the Israelites from coming to Jerusalem were abol¬ 
ished by Hoshea the son of Elah, and he said: 4 Let them go 
wherever they choose.' ” 

R. Mathnah said: 44 On that day permission was given to 
bury the dead who were killed in battle at the city of Bethar. ” 
And R. Mathnah said again: 44 On that day, when it was per¬ 
mitted to bury those killed at Bethar, the assembly at Yamnia 
ordained the benediction reading: 4 Blessed art thou, God the 
good, that doth good.’ What is meant thereby? By 4 good ’ 
is meant that the bodies were not left to putrefy, and by 4 doth 
good ’ that burial was permitted.” 

Rabba and R. Joseph both said: On that day they ceased to 
cut wood for the altar, as we have learned in a Boraitha: R. 
Eliezer the Great said: 44 From the fifteenth day of Abh the 
heat of the sun was lessened and the timber was no longer dry, 
so they ceased to cut wood for the altar.” [Said R. Menasseh: 
44 That day was called the day on which the saws were broken ”], 
and from that day on, he who adds the night to his time for 
study may have years and days added to his life. 

44 In zvhite garments—borrowed ones," etc. The rabbis 
taught : The king’s daughter borrowed from the daughter of 
the high-priest; the daughter of the latter would borrow from 
the daughter of the Segan (assistant); the Segan's daughter 
would borrow from the daughter of the priest who was anointed 
for the war [see Deut. xx. 2]; and she in turn would borrow 
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from the daughter of an ordinary priest. The daughters of the 
ordinary Israelites would borrow one from the other, in order 
not to put to shame those who had none of their own. 

" These clothes were also to be immersed ." Said R. Eliezer: 
“ Even if the clothes were folded and laid in a chest, they must 
also be immersed." 

“ The maidens went out and danced ," etc. We have learned 
in a Boraitha: Those that had no wives would go there to pro¬ 
cure a spouse. 

“ Saying: ( Young men, look and observe / " etc. The rabbis 
taught: The pretty ones among the maidens would say: “ Re¬ 
gard but beauty alone, because a woman is made only for 
beauty/’ Those among them who were of good family would 
say: " Rather look to a good family," for women are but made 
to bear children (and those of good family produce good chil¬ 
dren). The ill-favored ones among them would say: " Make 
your selections only for the glory of Heaven, but provide liber¬ 
ally for us." 

Said Ula Biraah in the name of R. Elazar: " In the future 
the Holy One, blessed be He, will make a ring of the righteous, 
and He will sit among them in the garden of Eden, and they 
everyone will point to Him with their fingers, as it is written 
[Isaiah, xxv. 9]: * And men will say on that day, Lo, this is 
our God, for whom we have waited that He would help us: this 
is the Lord, for whom we have waited; we will be glad and we 
will rejoice in His salvation/ " 


END OF TRACT TAANITH. 
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REGULATIONS CONCERNING THE TIME WHEN THE BOOK OF ESTHER 
MUST BE READ ON THE RABBINICAL FEAST OF PURIM IN OPEN 
TOWNS AND WALLED CITIES, ETC. 

MISHNA: The Megilla is read sometimes on the nth, I2th, 
13th, 14th, or on the 15th of the month Adar, neither earlier nor 
later. Cities which, from the time of Joshua the son of Nun, 
were surrounded with walls, read it on the 15th. Villages and 
large open towns should read it on the 14th, and inhabitants of 
villages may read it in advance on the day of assembly.* How 
is this to be understood ? When the 14th fell on Monday, 
inhabitants of villages and of large open towns used to read it 
on that day, and those of walled cities on the day following. 
When it fell on Tuesday or Wednesday, the inhabitants of vil¬ 
lages used to read it in advance (the preceding Monday) on the 
day of assembly, those of large open towns on that day (the 
14th), and those of walled towns on the morrow. When it fell 
on Thursday, inhabitants of villages and large open towns used 
to read it on that day, and of walled towns on the following 
day. If it fell on the eve of Sabbath, inhabitants of villages 
read it in advance on the preceding or day of assembly, and 
those of large open towns and of walled towns on that day 
(14th). When it fell on Sabbath, inhabitants of villages and 
large open towns read it in advance on the preceding Thursday, 
the day of assembly; and of walled towns on the morrow (the 
Sunday). When it fell on Sunday, in villages they read it on 
the preceding day of assembly (Thursday), and in large open 
towns on that day (14th), and in walled cities on the morrow. 

* In the time of the Mishnn the tribunals of justice kept the courts open on 
Mondays or Thursdays for the sake of the men who came to the markets, which were 
usually on these days. The reading of the Holy Scrolls in the synagogues was also 
on these days, and therefore they were called “ days of assembly.” 
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GEMARA: The Megilla was read on the i ith day. Whence 
do we deduce this ? Whence do we deduce this! (Is this, then, 
a biblical commandment, which you want to deduce from the 
passages of the Bible ? This is only rabbinical), and as it will 
be explained further on, the sages made it easier for the inhab¬ 
itants of villages, who usually came to the towns on Mondays 
and Thursdays, that they should read then the Book of Esther, 
and should have time to provide their brethren of the towns with 
water and with food ? We meant to say so: let us see. The 
reading of the Megilla the men of the Great Assembly have 
ordained. Now, at the first glance, if the men of the Great 
Assembly had ordained it should be on the 14th and 15th, have 
then the sages the power to abolish the ordinances of the Great 
Assembly ? Have we not learned in a Mishna that a Beth Din 
is not able to abolish the ordinances of its colleagues unless they 
are greater than they in wisdom and in members ? Therefore 
we must say that all the mentioned days were ordained by the 
Great Assembly. Where, then, is the hint in the Bible for it ? 
Said R. Shamen bar Abba in the name of R. Johanan : It is writ¬ 
ten [Esther, ix. 31] : “ To confirm these days of Purim in their 
times.” In their times: this signifies that many times are to 
be ordained. But if so, say even the 16th and 17th ? Nay, it is 
written [ibid. 27]: “ So that no one should trespass it.” That 
means, it must never be after the appointed time. R. Samuel 
bar Na’hmani, however, said: It is written [ibid. 22]: ” like 
those days whereon the Jews had rest from their enemies.” 
And those ” days” are plural, meaning two; ” like the days” 
means to add also the nth and the 12th. But perhaps it is the 
12th and the 13th ? Said R. Samuel bar Itz'hak: The 13th day 
was the time when all Israel in all places were assembled to take 
revenge on their enemies, and it is certain that such a day must 
not be added from the verse, because this day was the day of 
the main miracle; and therefore if you add something, it can be 
only the nth and the 12th. But again, perhaps it is the 16th 
and 17th ? That is already explained by the verse: “ He shall 
not trespass.” Said Rabba bar bar Hanah in the name of R. 
Johanan: This is only according to R. Aqiba, according to 
whom are many anonymous Mishnas; but the sages say that in 
our time, (when the messengers are no longer sent) and the peo¬ 
ple look to the reading of the Megilla as to a sign of the coming 
feast-day (of Passover), therefore it must be read only in its 
main time (14th). And so we have learned also in a Boraitha: 
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R. Jehudah said: The old ordinance was only when the years 
were fixed (by the court in Palestine), and Israel dwelt on its 
own land; but in our time, when they look to make the feast 
only when the Megilla is read, it must be read only in its time. 
Did R. Jehudah say so ? Did not we learn in another Boraitha 
that R. Jehudah said that the ordinance was only in those places 
where the people from the villages came to the towns on Mon- 
days and Thursdays; but in the places where they do not come, 
it must be read only in its main time ? From this we see that 
where they come, even in our time, they can read it not in its 
appointed time, and this contradicts his teaching above. This 
contradiction was made by R. Ashi, and he answered it: That 
one Boraitha is not according to R. Jehudah, but according to 
R. Jose his son. 

" Cities which, from the tune of Joshua b. Nun,” etc. How 
do we deduce this from the Book of Esther ? Said Rabba: It is 
written [ibid. ix. 19]: "Therefore do the Jews of the villages 
that dwell in the unwalled towns,” etc. Now, when the inhab¬ 
itants of the unwalled towns read on the 14th, it is self-evident 
that the inhabitants of the walled towns read on the 15th. But 
perhaps the inhabitants of unwalled towns read on the 14th, but 
of walled towns do not read at all ? Do not read at all! Are 
they not Israelites? And furthermore, it is written [ibid. 30]: 
" And he sent letters unto all the Jews, to the hundred and 
twenty-seven provinces of the kingdom of Ahasuerus,” * ** and 
that means all Israel ? But perhaps it means the inhabitants of 
open towns should read on the 14th only, and those of walled 
towns should read on both the 14th and 15th, as it is written 
[ibid. 21]: "To take it on themselves as a duty that they 
should celebrate the fourteenth day of the month Adar, and the 
fifteenth day of the same, in each and every year.” If it would 
read, " the fourteenth and the fifteenth, ” it would be right as you 
said; but when it is written, " the fourteenth day,” separately, 
and " the fifteenth,” separately, that means that the inhabitants 
of open towns should celebrate on the fourteenth, and those of 
walled towns on the fifteenth. But this is only about the cele¬ 
bration, which means the eating and the drinking; but the read¬ 
ing of the Megilla, which is only a memorial, whence do we 
deduce that this is also different ? It is written [ibid. 28]: 

* The text says it is written “ from India to Ethiopia ” and refers to verse y, chap, 
viii., but as there it is written not about the Book of Esther, we have cited the other 


verse. 
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“ And these days are remembered and celebrated. " And we 
compare the celebration to the remembering; as the celebration 
is different, so is the remembering. 

But what is the reason of the Tana of our Mishna, who says 
“ walled towns from the time of Joshua b. Nun " ? He makes 
an analogy of expression: it is written here, “ therefore the Jews 
of the unwalled towns"; and it is written [Deut. iii. 5], “ be¬ 
sides the unwalled towns/' As thereby unwalled towns are 
meant those from the time of Joshua, so also is it meant 
here. 

Our Mishna will not be in accordance with R. Joshua b. 
Kor’ha of the following Boraitha: R. Joshua b. Kor'ha said: 
The inhabitants of towns surrounded with walls from the times 
of Ahasuerus should read on the 15th. What is his reason ? It 
shall be as in Shushan ? As in Shushan they read on the 15th, so 
all towns surrounded with a wall shall read on the 15th. But the 
inhabitants of Shushan itself act according to whom ? It is cer¬ 
tainly not in accordance with the sages, because it was not sur¬ 
rounded with a wall in the time of Joshua b. Nun ? Said Rabha, 
and according to others Kdi: The case with Shushan is different, 
for there was the miracle, and they feasted on the 15th. R. 
Joshua b. Levi said: A large city, and its neighborhood, and all 
the places around that can be seen with it, must be considered 
like the large city itself. But how much distance is meant ? 
Said R. Jeremiah, according to others R. Hyya bar Abba, as 
the distance from Hamtn to Tiberia, which was a mile. The 
same says again: The double letters in the Hebrew alphabet— 
Mem, Nun, Zadik, Pe, Kaph—the- prophets have added. Is 
this possible ? Is it not written [Lev. xxvii. 34] : “ These are the 
commandments"; from which we infer these are the command¬ 
ments, and no prophet has the power to make new ones from 
that time? And furthermore, did not R. Hisda say that the 
Mem (when it is the last letter of the word) and Samekh (which 
is round), which were chased through the tables of Moses, were 
held in only by a miracle ? This is so, but it was not be¬ 
fore known which letter must be in the middle of the word and 
which at the end; and the prophets ordained that the open one 
should be at the middle and the closed one final.* But even that 
much had they then the right to do ? Therefore we must say that 
it was forgotten and the prophets only restored them. The same 


* The open one, e.g., £ ; the closed one, as D. So also with the other letters. 
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authority says again: The Targum (translation) of the 1 enta- 
teuch was made by Unkelas the Proselyte under the supervision 
of R. Eliezer and R. Joshua; the Targum of the Prophets— 
by Jonathan b. Uziel under the supervision of the three prophets 
Haggai, Zechariah, and Malachi. Then the ground of Palestine 
trembled (as if shaken by an earthquake) four hundred Parsaoth 
square, and a heavenly voice was heard: Who are these who 
have revealed My Mystery to man ? Then Jonathan b. Uziel 
arose and said: “ I am the one who hath revealed Thy Mystery 
to man, but it is known unto Thee that not to my honor, nor in 
honor of the house of my father I did this, but for Thy glory, 
to prevent controversies in Israel.” He intended to do the 
same with the Hagiographa, when a heavenly voice was heard : 

“ Refrain from doing this.” Why so ? Because in the Hagi¬ 
ographa the time of Messiah’s arrival would be known if it should 
be translated (and this must be hidden). 

Why at the translation of the Pentateuch did not the ground 
tremble, and at the translation of the Prophets it trembled ? 
Because the Pentateuch is almost all explained; but in the 
Prophets there are many things not explained at all. As it is 
written [Zechariah, xii. ii]: “ On that day will the lamentation 
be great in Jerusalem, like the lamentation at Hadad-rimman in 
the*valley of Megiddon.” And R. Joseph said, but for the 
translation of this verse, I would not know at all what it means. 
The translation is: “ On this day will the mourning in Jerusa¬ 
lem be as it was over Aliab b. Amri, that was killed by Hadad- 
rimman b. Tabrimon in the city of Ramotli Gilead, and as they 
mourned over Joshia b. Aman, who was killed by Pharaoh 
Necho (the lame one) in the valley of Megiddon.” 

It is written [Dan. x. 7]: “And I, Daniel, saw alone this 
appearance, but the men that were with me did not see the 
appearance; nevertheless a great terror fell upon them, so that 
they fled to hide themselves.” Who were these men ? Said 
R. Jeremiah, according to others R. Hyya b. Abba; They were 
Haggai, Zechariah, and Malachi. They were better than he, 
because they were prophets, and he, Daniel, was not a prophet. 
And he was better than they because he saw it, and they did not 
see it. But if they did not see, why fell a terror upon them ? 
Although they did not see literally, they saw it clairvoyantl). 
Said Rabbina: From this we may infer that whoso is terrified, 
although he does not himself see, he sees clairvoyantly. 

We have learned in a Boraitha: The priests during their ser- 
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vice, Levites from their balcony, and the Israelites standing 
around, all must leave their places to go and hear the reading of 
the Book of Esther. And so also said R. Jehudah in the name 
of Rabh. This the houses of learning took as their support 
when they stopped the learning of the Law, and went to hear 
the reading of the Megilla. They draw an h fortiori conclu¬ 
sion from the Temple service: as the Temple service, which was 
very vigorous, they stopped for the sake of the Megilla, the 
learning of the Law so much the more. But did not R. Samuel 
bar Unia say that the learning of the Law is greater than the 
daily sacrifices? It presents no difficulty; the learning of an 
individual is not greater than Temple service, but the learning 
of a congregation together is greater. 

Rabhasaid: It is certain to me that of the Temple service 
and the reading of the Megilla the latter has the preference, as 
it is said above. Between the studying of the Law and the 
reading of the Megilla the latter has the preference, as did 
the houses of learning. Between the studying of the Law and 
the burying of a dead man who has no friends the latter has the 
preference. Between the Temple service and the burying of a 
dead man the latter has the preference. But what is doubtful 
to me is, if a man has to read the Megilla and to bury a man 
who has no friends, which has the preference ? Shall we assume 
the Megilla has the preference, because it proclaims the miracle; 
or the burying has preference, for the honor of man ? After he 
had considered, he himself decided that the burying has pref¬ 
erence, as the Master said (Sabbath, p. 85): Great is the honor of 
man, which supersedes even a negative commandment of the 
Torah. The text says: R. Joshua b. Levi said that “ a large 
city and its neighborhood,'’ etc., are considered as the city 
itself. We have learned in a Boraitha, in addition to this: If it 
is in the neighborhood, even if it cannot be seen from a distance 
together with the city; and when it can be seen with the city, 
although it is not near the city. (This is explained, when the 
city is in a valley or on a mountain.) 

R. Joshua b. Levi says again: A city where the inhabitants 
had resided before, and later it was surrounded with a wall, 
must be considered as a village. Why so ? Because it is writ¬ 
ten [Lev. xxv. 29]: " And if a man sell a dwelling-house in a 
walled city." Whence we may infer that the city was walled 
before he dwelt in it, but not if he had dwelt in it and afterward 
it was walled. He says again: A city where there are not ten 
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unemployed men * who devote all their time to the study of the 
Law must be considered as a village. What does he come to 
teach us ? Did we not learn this in the following Mishna: What 
is called a great city ? If there are ten unemployed men and 
less than this it is a village ? His teaching is needed to tell us 
that, even if it was a great city and men came thither from the 
whole world, if there are fewer than ten men unemployed there, 
it is considered as a village. The same says again: A large city 
that was destroyed, and afterward was rebuilt, must be consid¬ 
ered as a large city. What is meant by destroying ? Shall we 
assume it is meant that the walls were destroyed ? Then if 
they were only rebuilt it is considered a large city, and not 
otherwise ? Did we not learn in a Boraitha, R. Eliezer b. R. 
Jose said: It is written [ibid. 30]: “ The house in the city which 
has a wall,” from which we infer, which has had a wall previ¬ 
ously, even though it has not now ? Nay, what is meant by the 
expression ” destroyed ” is, that it has not now ten unemployed 
men (who learn the Law). R. Joshua b. Levi says again: It is 
obligatory for women to hear the reading of the Megilla, because 
they benefited also by the same miracle. He says again: If the 
Feast of Purim falls on Sabbath, it may be lectured about the 
duties of this day (Purim). Why only the Feast of Esther ? Is 
this not a rule for all festivals ? Did we not learn in a Boraitha: 
Moses ordained that the Israelites should lecture on the duties 
of each day: the Halakhoth of Passover on Passover, those of 
Pentecost on Pentecost, and those of Tabernacles on the Feast 
of Tabernacles ? One might say, we shall take a precautionary 
measure not to lecture about the Megilla, lest one carry it four 
ells in public ground. As Rabha explains further on, he comes 
to teach us that such a precautionary measure is not taken about 
lecturing. The same says again: So also said R. Helbu in the 
name of Ulla: One is obliged to read the Megilla in the evening, 
and to repeat it in the daytime, as it is written [Ps. xxx. 13]' 
“ To the end that my glorious soul may sing praise to thee, and 
never be silent. O Lord my God! forever will I give thanks 
unto thee.” (As this psalm in the Pesiqtha is interpreted to 
refer to Mordecai and Esther, he explains ” may sing praise to 
thee” means to read the Megilla in the night, and ‘ never be 
silent ” means to read it in the day.) 


* The Hebrew term for this is “ Batlonim." The true meaning is that every city 
must hire ten persons who shall do nothing but study and pray. 
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“ Inhabitants of villages shall read," etc. R. Hanina said: 
The sages made it easier for the inhabitants of villages to read 
on the days of assembly, because they usually supply with water 
and food the inhabitants of towns on those days. 

" How is to be understood? 6 If it falls on Monday ,' " etc. 
Why, in the first part of the Mishna, does it begin with the 
order of the days of the month and when it comes to explain it, 
it begins with the order of the days of the week ? (It does not 
say “ read on the 15th/' but 44 on the morrow/') Because con¬ 
fusion between the numbers of the days in the month and in the 
week would have arisen, therefore it begins with the dates of 
the month alone. 

“ If it fell on the eve of Sabbath," etc. According to whom 
is this Mishna ? According to Rabbi, or according to R. Jose ? 
Which Rabbi and R. Jose ? Of the following Boraitha: If it falls 
on the eve of Sabbath, villages and large open cities used to 
read it on the day of assembly, and inhabitants of walled towns 
read it on that same day. Said Rabbi: / say that the large 
open towns must not have the appointed time postponed, and 
must be equal to walled towns, and both read the same day. 
And which R. Jose ? From the following Tosephtha: If it falls 
on the eve of Sabbath, the inhabitants of walled towns and vil¬ 
lages read on the day of assembly, and the large open cities read 
on the appointed day. R. Jose, however, said: The inhabitants 
of walled towns do not read in advance of those of the large 
cities, but both read on the appointed day. But does Rabbi 
hold that for the inhabitants of large cities we do not change for 
the day of assembly ? Did we not learn in another Boraitha: If 
the Feast of Purim falls on Sabbath, the inhabitants of villages 
read in advance on the previous assembly day, and the inhab¬ 
itants of large open cities read on the eve of Sabbath, and those 
of walled towns on the day following ? As the appointed day 
has already been changed for the inhabitants of large cities for 
the previous day, (I say) it shall be fixed on a day before, which 
is the assembly day ? What comparison is this ? In case of the 
above Boraitha the right-time was on Sabbath, and as they had 
it changed it was set two days before; but in the previous Bo¬ 
raitha the right-time was the eve of Sabbath, why should it be 
changed ? According to whom is what R. Helbu said in the 
name of R. Huna, as follows: If the Feast of Purim fall on Sab¬ 
bath all is postponed for the day of assembly (Thursday). [What 
is meant by “ all ” ? Is it possible, “ all ” ? Do not the inhab- 
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itants of a walled town read it on the Sabbath itself ? It means, 
for those for whom it has to be postponed, it shall be set on the 
assembly day.] This will be according to Rabbi. 

We see, however, that all agree that the Megilla must not be 
read on the Sabbath. Why so ? Said Rabha: All are obliged 
to read the Megilla, but not all are able to read it; and this is a 
precautionary measure, lest one take the Megilla in his hand and 
go with it to an expert to learn to read it, and at the same time 
he will carry four ells in public ground. (Therefore it must not 
be read on Sabbath at all.) And the same is the reason why we 
do not blow the cornet on the New Year’s day when it falls on 
Sabbath, and do not use the Lulab on the first day of the Feast 
of Tabernacles when it falls on Sabbath. R. Jose said: Here is 
another reason: It is because the poor hope only for the day 
when the Megilla is read to receive gifts, a thing which cannot 
be done on Sabbath. We have learned the same also in the fol¬ 
lowing Boraitha: Because it was said that the inhabitants of vil¬ 
lages read in advance on the day of assembly, the charity that 
must be given on that feast shall be collected and distributed on 
the same day, because the poor hope only for the day when the 
Megilla is read. The enjoyment of eating and drinking, how¬ 
ever, must be only on the appointed time. 

Rabh said: If the Megilla is read in the right-time, it may 
be read even by an individual; but if not on the right-time, then 
only when ten men are together. R. Assi, however, said: In 
both instances it must be read only when ten men are together. 
It happened once that Rabh had not ten men: he took the 
trouble to assemble ten men because of R. Assi’s decision. 

MISHNA : What must be considered as a large town ? Any 
town in which there are ten Batlonim . Should there be less than 
that number, it is legally considered a village. It was said with 
respect to these, that” it may be done sooner, but not later”; 
but the day of the delivery of wood for the priests, the fast on 
the 9th of Abh, the festive sacrifices, and the day of assembly 
(to fast and pray for rain) are to be postponed to a later day, 
but must not be kept before their proper time. 

Although it was said in respect to the reading of the Megilla 
that it may be done earlier but not later, it is yet permitted on 
these days to pronounce funeral orations and to fast, also to give 
the gifts to the poor. Said R. Jehudah: When is it allowed to 
read the Megilla before its proper time ? In places where it is 
customary for the country people to assemble in the towns on 
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Mondays and Thursdays; but where that does not take place, 
the Megilla may only be read on its proper day. 

GEMARA: We have learned in a Boraitha: By the ten 
Batlonim are meant those who are always in the house of prayer 
(and must be supported by the congregation, so that at the 
prayer should never be less than ten men, as is explained in 
Tract Berachoth). 

“ It may be done sooner , but not later." Why so? Said 
Samuel: Because in the Book of Esther it was said, “ shall not 
trespass.” 

“ Delivery of wood for the priests , the gt Ji of Abh,” etc. The 
9th of Abh shall not be made sooner, because calamities are not 
lamented in advance; and concerning the festive sacrifice and 
the assembly, it cannot be done earlier, because that duty has 
not arrived yet. And a Boraitha taught: “ The festive sacri¬ 
fice, and all the time appointed for it (if it was not brought in its 
right time), can be postponed, but not made earlier.” It is right, 
the festive sacrifice itself; if the festival falls on Sabbath, we 
postpone it till after Sabbath. But what is meant by “ its time 
shall be postponed ” ? Said R. Ushia: The Boraitha meant to 
say thus: The feast-offering, when the festival falls on Sabbath, 
and the burnt-offering which must be brought when the pilgrims 
visit Jerusalem [see Deut. xvi. 16, 17], even when the festival 
did not fall on Sabbath, the offering had to be postponed for the 
time during the seven days after it. And this is according only 
to Beth Shammai (Betzah, Chap. II., Mishna 3). Rabha, how¬ 
ever, said: What is meant by “the time of the feast-offering 
may be postponed ” ? Only for the seven days it can be post¬ 
poned, not later. 

R. Eleazar said in the name of R. Hanina: Rabbi used to 
set out a plant on Purim, and washed himself in the market of 
Ziporith (publicly) on the 17th day of Tamuz (which is a fast- 
day), and intended to abolish the fast of the 9th of Abh. But 
the sages did not agree with him. Said to him R. Abba bar 
Zabda: Rabbi, this was not so, for it once happened when the 
9th of Abh fell on Sabbath, and it was postponed to Sunday, and 
Rabbi declared : When it has been postponed, it shall not be kept 
at all. And the sages did not agree with him. And the former 
then read the verse [in Ecc. iv. 9] : “ Two are better than one.” 
(Rashi explains this, that he means to say the second statement 
was better than the first; but it seems to us the explanation is 
different. He means to say that if so, both happened twice, and 
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Rabbi did not intend to abolish the 9th of Abh, but did 
abolish.) 

Hezekiah used to read the Megilla in Tiberia both days— 
the 14th and the 15th—because it was doubtful to him whether 
Tiberia had been surrounded with a wall from the time of Joshua 
b. Nun. But how can this be doubtful ? Is it not written [Josh, 
xix. 35]: “ And the fortified cities Ziddim, Zer and Chammath, 
Rakkath and Kinereth ,, ? And we have a tradition that Rak- 
kath is Tiberia. It was doubtful to him, because on one side 
the sea was its wall. If so, why is it doubtful ? The sea is not 
a wall, and we have learned in a Boraitha that what is written 
[Lev. xxv. 30], “ the city that has a wall,” means a wall, but 
not if the houses are built around like a wall—and that excludes 
Tiberia where the sea is the wall ? He was not doubtful in 
respect to the law about houses in a walled town, but in respect 
to the Megilla, because the expression in the Megilla is “ open 
towns,” and he doubted whether the city, having the sea as a 
wall, is called open or not. 

R. Asi used to read the Megilla in the city of Hutzl also on 
both days, because he doubted whether it was surrounded in the 
time of Joshua with a wall or not. According to others, R. 
Asi said: This Hutzl, which was in the tribe of Benjamin, I am 
certain was walled in the time of Joshua b. Nun. 

R. Johanan said: When I was a child I said a thing, and 
afterward the elders were asked, and it was found that I was 
right; namely, Hammath, that is, Tiberia. And why is it called 
in the Bible Hammath ? Because of the hot springs that are in 
Tiberia.* Rakkath is Ziporith, but why is it called in the Bible 
Rakkath ? Because it is situated on the summit of a mountain, 
as the banks of a river are more elevated than the river.t Kin- 
ereth, that is, Genoser; but why is it called Kinereth ? Because 
the fruit of this city is agreeable as the sound of a violin.;}: Said 
Rabha: Is it possible a man exists who says that Rakkath is not 
Tiberia ? It is known to us that if a great man dies here in 
Babylon, they in Tiberia, in the funeral oration, say thus: The 
man was great in Sheshakh (Babylon,—Rashi explains this be¬ 
cause Sheshah is, by the alphabet of Athbash, Babel) and his 
name has reached Rakkath. And if the coffin is brought thither, 
they say in the funeral oration so: Ye lovers of Israel, inhab- 


* Ham is in Hebrew hot. 

f Rakkath in Aramaic means the bank of a river. 
| Kinor is a violin. 
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itants of Rakkath, go and receive the man who was killed in 
the valley of Babylon. And when R. Zera died, in the lamen¬ 
tation was mentioned Rakkath (see Moed Katan, p. 44.) There¬ 
fore said Rabha : Hammath means Iiammei-Grar, Rakkath is 
Tiberia, Kinereth is Genoser. And why is it called Rakkath ? 
Because even the common men there are full of religious merits 
as a pomegranate.* 

R. Jose bar Hanina said: It is written [Zechariah, ix. 7]: 
” And I will remove their blood out of their mouth, and their 
abominations from between their teeth; and their land also shall 
be left for our God.” I will remove their blood out of their 
mouth,—that means, their Beth Bamia “ and their abomina¬ 
tions from between their teeth”—that is, their Beth Galia;\ 
“ and the land also will be left to our God ” means, the houses 
of prayer and of learning which are in Edom (meaning Rome); 
“ and it shall be as a prince’s dwelling in Judah, and Ekron 
shall be like Jebusi”—that means the theatres and circuses 
which were in Edom, but in the future the princes of Judah will 
teach the Torah publicly in them. R. Itz’hak said: Leshem 
is Pamias, Ekron is Cesaria—why is it called the daughter of 
Edom ? Because it was the metropolis of kings. Same said 
because there kings were reared, and according to others because 
from the inhabitants of that city were made kings. Of Cesaria 
and Jerusalem—if one will say to thee, Both are destroyed, 
thou shalt not believe; if one will say, Both are in their splen¬ 
dor, do not believe; but if one will say, Cesaria was destroyed 
and Jerusalem is in its glory, or vice versa , you may believe, as 
it is written [in Ezek. xxvi. 2] : ”1 shall be made full, now she 
is in ruins”—that means, if one is full the other is destroyed, 
and if one is destroyed the other is full. R. Na’hman bar Itz’hak 
says, we infer it from the following passage [Gen. xxv. 23]: 
“ one people shall be stronger than the other” (Israel and 
Edom, i.e.y Rome). And R. Itz’hak said: It is written [Is. 
xxvi. 10]: “If favor be shown to the wicked, he will not 
learn righteousness.” Isaac our father said before the Holy 
One, blessed be He: Creator of the Universe! let Esau be 
favored. And He said: “ He is wicked.” Said Isaac again: 

It is because he has not learned righteousness.” And the Lord 
said again: “ (It is known before me that even) in the land of 


* Rek is in Hebrew empty, idle. 
f Places for the worship of idols in Rome. 
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uprightness he will deal unjustly.” Rejoined Isaac: “ If it is so, 
(then) he shall not regard the majesty of the Lord.” R. Itz’hak 
says again: It is written [Ps. cxl. 9]: Grant not, O Lord, the 
longings of the wicked : suffer not his wicked device to succeed : 
lest they exalt themselves. Selah.” Said Jacob before the Holy 
One, blessed be He: Creator of the Universe! do not grant to Esau 
the wicked longing of his heart; “ his wicked device to succeed,” 
meaning Germamia of Edom, for if they would go out they 
would destroy the whole world. He says again: If one will say to 
you : I have exerted myself, and not found, do not believe him; if 
one will say, I have not exerted myself, and have found, do not 
believe him. But if he will say, I have exerted myself, and 
have found, then believe him. This is all in the studying of the 
Law, but in business it is a matter of fortune sent from Heaven. 
And even in studying the Law you must not believe in his 
sagacity; but if he says what he has learned he has retained 
without much trouble, you may believe him, because this can 
be a help from Heaven. He says again: If you have seen a 
wicked man on whom fortune smiles, do not provoke him, as it 
is written [Ps. xxxvii. 7]: ‘‘Do not fret thyself because of the 
evil-doers ; so much the more when in his ways he is success¬ 
ful, as it is written [ibid. x. 5]: “ Prosperous are his ways at all 
times.” And not only this, but he always wins in a lawsuit, as 
it is written [ibid., ibid.]: *‘ Far in the height remain thy pun¬ 
ishments from him ; and not this only, but he sees vengeance 
on his enemies, as it is written [ibid.]: ‘‘ All his assailants, he 
puffeth at them.” This is not so ? Did not R. Johanan say 
in the name of R. Simeon b. Vochi, that one may provoke the 
wicked in this world ? As it is written [Prov. xxviii. 4] : ‘‘ They 
that forsake the law praise the wicked; but such as observe the 
law contend with them.” And we have learned also in a Bo- 
raitha: R. Dusthai bar Matliun said: A man may provoke the 
wicked in this world ? [And lest one say: ‘‘ Do not fret thyself 
because of the evil-doers, neither be thou envious against the 
workers of iniquity, this can be said only about him whose 
heart trembles. But the interpretation of this passage is thus: 

Do not strive to be like the wicked, neither be thou envious 
to be like the workers of iniquity,” as it is written [Prov. xxiii. 

1 7 ] ; “ Let not thy heart be envious against sinners.”] (Hence 
we see that the wicked may be provoked ?) It presents no diffi¬ 
culty, for if it is in his own interest he shall not do so; but if in 
heavenly things, he may. And if you like, I can say: Both are 
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in his own interest; yet when he is a really upright man he may 
do so, but when he is not really upright he shall not do so. As 
R. Huna said: It is written [Habakkuk, i. 13]: “Wherefore 
wilt thou look upon those that deal treacherously; and be silent 
when the wicked swalloweth up him that is more righteous than 
he?” From this we may infer that the wicked swallows him 
who is more righteous than he, but him who is really upright he 
cannot swallow. And if you wish, I can say: with him whom 
fortune favors it is different. 

MISHNA: If the Megilla had been read in the first Adar, 
and the year declared (by the Sanhedrin) to be intercalary, it 
must be again read in the second Adar. There is no difference 
between the first Adar and second, but in the reading of the 
Megilla and the gifts to the poor. 

GEMARA: The Mishna says that the two Adars do not dif¬ 
fer; that is to say, in the order of the portions that must be read 
from the Bible on the Sabbaths of the four weeks of Adar, the 
two Adars are equal. According to whom is the Mishna ? 

Not according to the first Tana, and not according to R. 
Eliezer b. R. Jose, and not according to R. Simeon b. Gamaliel 
of the following Boraitha: If they have read only the Megilla in 
the first Adar, and the year becomes intercalary, it must be read 
again in the second Adar, because all the duties that are obliga¬ 
tory in the second Adar are so also on the first Adar, except the 
reading of the Megilla. R. Eliezer b. R. Jose said: It must not 
be read in the second Adar, because all the duties customary in 
the second are so also in the first. R. Simeon b. Gamaliel in 
the name of R. Jose said: It must be read also in the second 
Adar, because all the duties obligatory in the second must not 
be done in the first. And we asked there, is R. Simeon b. 
Gamaliel not saying the same as the first Tana ? And R. Papa 
answered: The order of the portions is different between them. 
Hence our Mishna is not in accordance with the first Tana, 
because of the gifts to the poor, which according to the Tana 
of the Boraitha must be given in the first Adar also; and not in 
accordance with R. Eliezer, who says the Megilla must not be 
repeated at all in the second Adar; and not in accordance with 
R. Simeon b. Gamaliel, as according to him there is a differ¬ 
ence in the order of the portions (as R. Papa explained). The 
Mishna is in accordance with R. Simeon b. Gamaliel, but is not 
completed, and must read thus: There is no difference between 
the fourteenth day of the first Adar and the fourteenth day of 
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the second Adar, except in the reading of the Megilla and gifts 
to the poor. But the next day, in respect to mourning and 
fasting, they are equal. Concerning the order of the portions, 
the Mishna does not speak about it. Said R. Hyya bar Abin 
in the name of R. Johanan: The Halakha prevails according to 
what Rabban Simeon b. Gamaliel said in the name of R. Jose. 
Said R. Tabi: The reason why R. Simeon b. Gamaliel declares 
so is, that one redemption (from Haman) should be near to 
another redemption (from Egypt, Passover). R. Elazar said : 
The reason of R. Simeon b. Gamaliel is, because it is written 
in Esther [ix. 29]: “ To confirm this letter of Purim the second 
time. The second ’ means in the second Adar. 

R. Samuel bar Jehudah said: Esther sent to the sages the 
request: Establish me for the later generations.” And they 

answered: ‘‘You want to excite the envy of other nations 
against us.” She rejoined: ” My history is already written in 
the chronicle of the kings of Media and Persia.” Rabh and R. 
Hanina, R. Johanan and R. Habiba(see Sukka, page 5), taught : 
Esther sent to the sages: ‘‘Write about me for later genera¬ 
tions.” And they answered to her: It is written [Prov. xxii. 
20]: ‘ ‘ Have I not written for thee thrice ? ” * (thrice means, three 
times shall be mentioned in the Torah the war with Amalek—in 
Exodus, in Deuteronomy, and in I. Samuel): only thrice, and 
not four times. ^ Finally, they found a passage in the Pentateuch 
[Ex. xvii. 14]: “ Write this for a memorial in the book” - and 
they interpreted the passage thus: “ Write this ”—what is’writ- 
ten here and in Deuteronomy; ” for a memorial "—i.e., what is 
written in the Prophets (Samuel); ” in the book "-i.e., what is 
written in the Book of Esther. We have learned in a Boraitha: 
R. Eliezer said: The Book of Esther was dictated by the Holy 
Spirit, as it is written [Esther, v. 16]: ‘‘ And Haman said in his 
heart”; and if it were not by the Holy Spirit, how could we 
know what he said in his heart? R. Aqiba said: *‘ Esther” 
was dictated by the Holy Spirit because it is written [ibid. ii. 
IS]: ‘'And Esther found favor in the eyes of all those that 
e eld her (this also could not be known, but for the Holy 
Spirit). R. Meir said: “Esther” was dictated by the Holy 
Spirit, because it is written [ibid. 22]: “ And the thing became 
known to Mordecai ” (and who told him ? We must say that it 


* T , h< ; expression is Shalishim , which the Talmud translates literally 
—though m Leescr it is different. 


' thrice ' 
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was the Holy Spirit). R. Jose b. Durmaskes said: From this 
passage [ix. io]: “ But to the spoil did they not stretch forth 
their hands ” (and it could not be known what was done in the 
one hundred and twenty-seven provinces by everyone). Said 
Samuel: If I had been there, I would have said a thing better 
than all these sayings: It is written [ibid., ibid. 27]: ” The Jews 
confirmed it as a duty, and took it upon themselves.” That 
means, they confirmed in Heaven what they took upon them¬ 
selves below. Said Rabha: To all the above sayings I have 
objections, except to Samuel, to whom it cannot be objected. 
What R. Eliezer said—that was common sense. Haman knew 
there was not a man in the king’s court that was so respected as 
he himself, and it is self-evident that thus he thought. What 
R. Aqiba said—perhaps it was as R. Elazar explains farther on, 
that every nation thought Esther was of its race; and what R. 
Meir said—perhaps it was as R. Hyya bar Abbi will explain 
farther on, that Mordecai understood the language of Rigthau 
and Theres; and what R. Jose b. Durmaskes said—perhaps they 
may have sent messengers to the king; but to what Samuel said 
there is no objection. Said Rabbina: That is as people say, it 
is better to have one pungent pepper-grain than a full basket 
of cucumbers. R. Joseph said: From this passage [ix. 28]: 
” And these days of Purim will not pass away” (and how can 
this be known ? Only from the Holy Spirit). And R. Na’hman 
b. Itz’hak said (from the end of the verse): ” Nor will their 
memorial cease from their seed.” 

” Gifts to the poor." R. Joseph taught: It is written [ix. 
22] : ” Sending portions one to another.” ” Portions ” in plural 
—two portions should be sent to one man; ” and gifts to the 
needy”—needy is in plural: that means, no less than two por¬ 
tions to two men. R. Jehudah the Second * sent to R. Oshyia a 
leg of a third-born calf and a pitcher of wine, and the latter sent 
to him the message: ” The Master has confirmed both duties— 
to send portions one to another; and to give gifts to the needy.” 
Rabha sent to Mari bar Mar through Abayi a bag of dates and 
a goblet full of flour of dried wheat. Said Abayi to him: Now 
Mari will say: When a countryman becomes a king, he is still 
unable to remove the basket from his shoulder. And it is the 
same with you: now you are the Head of the College, and send 

* We doubt whether it was the second or the third, as there were also two Oshyias, 
one in the time of the second and one in the time of the third. See Seder Hadoroth, 
parag. Oshyia. 
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to him commonplace articles. R. Mari bar Mar returned to 
Rablia through Abayi a pouch ( tasca , Lat.) of ginger and a goblet 
full of long pepper. Said Abayi: Now the Master will say: I 
had sent him sweets, and lie has sent to me pungent things. 
Said Abayi again: When I went out from the house of my 
Master, I was sated. When I arrived there, they furnished the 
table with sixty diverse dishes, and they ate all; and the last 
dishes were called ” roast of Kedar,” and it was so good that 
I wanted to eat up the dish with it. And this is what people 
say: “ The poor does not know even when he is hungry.” Or, 
as people say: “ The stomach is wide enough for sweet things.” 

Abayi bar Abbin and R. Hanina bar Abbin used to change 
their meals on Purim. Said Rabha: A man is obliged to in¬ 
toxicate himself on Purim, till he cannot distinguish between 
” cursed be Iiaman ” and ” blessed be Mordecai.” Rabha said 
again: If one has eaten the festive meal in the night, he has not 
fulfilled his duty, because it is written, ” days of entertainment 
and joy.” 

R. Ashi was sitting in the presence of R. Kahana. It 
became dark, and the rabbis had not yet come. Said R. 
Kahana to him: Why have not the rabbis come yet ? And he 
answered him: Perhaps they are engaged with the festive meal ? 
And he rejoined: Could they not have the festive meal in the 
evening ? Said R. Ashi: Has the Master not heard what Rabha 
said, that if one has eaten the meal of Purim in the night, he 
has not fulfilled his duty. And he rejoined: Did Rabha indeed 
say so ? And he answered: Yea. And he learned it from him 
forty times, and afterward it was as if he had put it into his 
pocket. 

MISHNA: There is no difference between Sabbath and fes¬ 
tivals, except in the preparation of food. There is no difference 
between the Sabbath and the Day of Atonement, excepting that 
those who knowingly and wilfully profane the Sabbath are pun¬ 
ished by man, while those who wilfully profane the Day of 
Atonement are punished with Karoth (by Heaven). 

There is no difference between one who by a vow has inter¬ 
dicted himself from receiving a benefit from another man and 
one whose vow was confined to the interdiction of accepting any 
food from another, except that it is not lawful for the first to set 
his foot in the house (or property) of the other and to borrow 
vessels (of the other) which are not used for the preparation of 
food. There is no difference between vows and voluntary offer- 
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ings, except that in the case of the first-mentioned the person 
who thus vows is liable for the risk, but he is not liable for the 
last-mentioned. 

GEMARA: “ Except in the preparation of food .” But in 

the preparations for the preparing of food, they are equal. 

“ He is punished with Karoth.” But in paying of damages, 
both are equal. And the Mishna is in accordance with R. 
Nehunia b. Hakana of the following Boraitha: He decided that 
the Day of Atonement is equal to Sabbath with regard to dam¬ 
ages: as on Sabbath, because it is a capital punishment, no 
damages are to be paid, so on the Day of Atonement, as the 
punishment is Karoth , he is exempt from damages. 

Vessels which are not used,” etc. But in regard to vessels 
which are used for the preparation of food, they are equal. 

“ He is not liable for the last-mentioned But with regard 
to the commandment, “ Thou shalt not delay,” they are equal. 
(This is explained in Tract Rosh Hashana, page 5.) 

MISHNA: There is no difference between a person laboring 
under an involuntary emission of semen who has experienced it 
twice (on the same day, or on the two following days) and one 
who has experienced it thrice (in the same time, or within three 
days), excepting that the last-mentioned must bring a sacrifice. 
There is no difference between a leprous person who has only 
been shut up and one whom the priest has declared as leprous, 
excepting that the latter must go with rent clothes, and suffer 
the hair of his head to grow wild. There is no difference be¬ 
tween the leper declared clean after being shut up and one who 
has been cured of that disease, excepting that the latter must 
be shaved, and bring offerings of birds. 

There is no difference between the Holy Books and Thephi- 
lin and Mezuzoth, except that the first-mentioned may be writ¬ 
ten in any language, but the latter in Assyrian characters only. 
Rabban Simeon b. Gamaliel says: The permission to write the 
Holy Books in another language was limited to the Greek lan¬ 
guage only. 

There is no difference between a high-priest anointed with 
the sacred oil and one whose dignity was marked by additional 
sacerdotal vestments only, except the bull which the first- 
mentioned is to offer, in case he gave a wrong decision which 
led to a transgression of a precept. There is no difference 
between an officiating high-priest and his late substitute, 
except the bull offered on the Day of Atonement, and the 
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tenth of the ephah of flour (which the real high-priest alone 
might offer). 

There is no difference between a large high place * and a small 
one, except the Paschal offering. This is the rule: All offerings 
which are brought in consequence of vows, and all peace-offer¬ 
ings, may be offered on a small high place, but not sacrifices of 
another kind. 

There was no difference between the Tabernacle of Shiloh 
and the Temple of Jerusalem, except that at the former place it 
was lawful to eat of sacrifices having a minor degree of holiness, 
and of the second tithe, in any place from whence Shiloh might 
be seen; but in Jerusalem it was lawful to eat these within the 
walls only. In both places, however, sacrifices which were most 
holy might be only eaten within the hangings (of the court of 
the sanctuary). The holiness of Shiloh had subsequently a 
period in which it became lawful (to offer sacrifices elsewhere), 
but the holiness of Jerusalem has no such period. 

GEMARA: 44 Excepting that the last-mentioned must bring a 
sacrifice But in respect to their lying, sitting, and the seven 
days which they have to wait till it is allowed to take a legal 
bath, both are equal (all this will be explained in Tract Zabim). 

44 There is no difference between a leprous person," etc. But 
in regard to sending him away outside of the assembly and in 
respect to defilement they are both equal (as will be explained 
in Tract Negaim). 

44 There is no difference between the Holy Books," etc. But to 
sew it with dried veins of a clean animal and to make unclean 
the hand (see Appendix, Sabbath) both are equal. 

44 May be zvritten in any language." There is a contradiction 
to the following Boraitha: If one wrote a Targum instead of 
portions of the Holy Book (in the original); or, vice versa, if he 
wrote the translation in characters of the original, and also if he 
wrote it not in Assyrian but ancient Hebrew (square) characters, 
it is not holy to make unclean the hand, until it should be writ¬ 
ten in Assyrian characters, in a book and with ink (and there it 
has been said the Holy Books can be written in all languages). It 
presents no difficulty: the Boraitha meant, not Holy Books, but 
the Thephilin and Mezuzoth, and the Mishna means Scripture. 
What is the reason that Thephilin and Mezuzoth if written in 


* High places are the public altars on which they used to sacrifice before the 
erection of the Temple at Jerusalem. Small places are altars of private persons. 
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another tongue are not holy ? Because it is written [Deut. vi. 
8] : “ They shall be as frontlets between thy eyes.” They shall 
be as originally. 

What is meant, if the Targum was written in the original 
characters ? If in the Torah, it is right. The words “ Yegar 
Sahadutha ” [Gen. xxxi. 47] are Aramaic; but what Aramaic 
words are in the Thephilin ? Therefore we must answer the 
contradition thus: The Boraitha refers to the Book of Esther. 
Why must it not be written in other languages ? Because it is 
written [Esther, viii. 9] : “ According to their writing, and accord¬ 
ing to their language.” But what Aramaic words are in the 
Book of Esther ? Said R. Papa [in Chapter I., verse 20], “ The 
king's decree ” (Pithgam), which is not a Hebrew word, but 
Aramaic. R. Na'hman bar Itz’hak said [ibid., ibid.]: The last 
word, “will show respect ” (Yekar), is not Hebrew. R. Ashi, 
however, said: That the Boraitha means, not the Holy Scrolls 
(Pentateuch), but the Prophets and Hagiographa. And this is in 
accordance with R. Jehudah of the following Boraitha: Thephi¬ 
lin and Mezuzoth must be written only in Assyrian characters; 
and our sages have not allowed they shall be written in any lan¬ 
guage, only in Greek. And in addition to this Boraitha it is stated : 
Said R. Jehudah: The sages allowed to write in Greek only the 
Pentateuch, but not anything else. And this was also allowed only 
because of what occurred with Ptolemy the king, as follows: It 
happened to Ptolemy the king that he took seventy-two elders 
from Jerusalem, and placed them in seventy-two separate cham¬ 
bers, and did not inform them to what purpose he had brought 
them. And afterward he entered to each of them, and said to 
them : Translate me the Torah of Moses from memory. And the 
Holy One, blessed be He, sent into the heart of each of them a 
counsel, and they all agreed to have one mind, and changed as 
follows: Instead of “ In the beginning God created the world,” 
they wrote, “ God created the world in the beginning ” ; instead 
of Gen. i. 26 they wrote, “ / will make a man in an image ” ; in¬ 
stead of Gen. ii. 2 they wrote, “ And God finished on the sixth 
day, and rested on the seventh day” ; instead of Gen. v. 2 they 
wrote, “ created him ” ; instead of Gen. xi. 7 they wrote, “ Let 
me go down ”; [xviii. 12]: “ And Sarah laughed among her rela¬ 
tives ” ; instead of xlix. 6, “ In their anger they slew an ox, and 
their self-will lamed a fattened ox.” And instead of Ex. iv. 20, 
“ Set them on a porter (man-carrier)”; instead of ibid. xii. 40, 
“ Dwelt in Egypt and in other lands ” ; and ibid. xxiv. as ibid., 
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“ Against the respectable men of Israel/' Instead of Num. xvi. 
15, “Not one precious thing I took away"; and instead of 
Deut. iv. 19 they wrote, “assigned to light for all nations"; 
instead of ibid. xvii. 3, “ which I have not commanded to wor¬ 
ship " ; and instead of Lev. xi. 6, “ the hare," which is expressed 
in the Bible “ Arnebeth," as Ptolemy's wife was named so they 
wrote, “ and the beast that has small feet." 

“ Rabban Simeon b. Gamaliel says," etc. Said R. Abahu in 
the name of R. Johanan: The Halakha prevails according to 
R. Simeon b. Gamaliel. And he says again : What is the reason 
of R. Simeon b. Gamaliel ? Because it is written [Gen. ix. 27] : 
“ May God enlarge the boundaries of Japheth, and may he dwell 
in the tents of Shem." That means to say, the most beautiful 
thing which Japheth has—that is, the Greek language—shall 
dwell in the tents of Shem. 

There is no differ cnee between a high-priest ," etc. But in 
respect to the bullock of the Day of Atonement, and the tenth 
of an ephah, which the high-priest must bring, both are equal. 

There is no difference between Shiloh and Jerusalem." Said 
R. Itz’hak: I have heard that one may sacrifice in the Temple 
of Plonin in Egypt, even at this time. He holds that the Tem¬ 
ple of Honin is not a temple for idolatry, but for God, and also 
that the sanctitude of Jerusalem was only while the Temple 
existed, but is not so for the future, since its destruction. As 
it is written [Deut. xii. 9] : For ye are not as yet come to the 
rest and to the inheritance." “ To the rest," i.e. y the Taber¬ 
nacle of Shiloh; “ to the inheritance," i.e., the Temple of Jeru¬ 
salem : and we see that the Tabernacle of Shiloh is compared to 
the Temple of Jerusalem, as Shiloh, after the Tabernacle was 
destroyed, ceased to be holy, and it was lawful to sacrifice else¬ 
where, the same was with Jerusalem. The sages then said to R. 
Itz’hak: Do you say so ? And he answered : No. Said Rabha : 
I swear by God that he has said so, and I have learned it from 
him. But what is the reason that he himself receded from this ? 
Because R. Mari objected to this, from a Boraitha which states 
that the sanctitude of Shiloh was gone after the Tabernacle was 
destroyed, but of Jerusalem the sanctitude was not gone even 
after the Temple’s destruction. 

It is written: “ And it came to pass in the days of Ahasue- 
rus." R. Levi, according to others R. Jonathan, said: This is 
a tradition among us from our ancestors—the men of the Great 
Assembly—that wherever it is written (it came to pass), 
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was some disaster. Here there was Haman. In Ruth: “ And 
it came to pass in the days of the judges/' There was hunger. 
Genesis, vi. I: “ And it came to pass when men began to multi¬ 
ply/’ and soon after is written : “ And God saw that the wicked¬ 
ness of man was great ” ; [ibid. xi. 2]: “ And it came to pass as 
they journeyed toward the east.” And there was the disper¬ 
sion. And ibid. xiv. 1: “ And it came to pass in the days of 
Amrophel.” There was a war. In Joshua, v. 13: “It came 
to pass when Joshua was by Jericho,” it is written he saw a man 
with a drawn sword in his hand; ibid. vi. 27: And the Lord 
was with Joshua” (the Hebrew expression is the same); and 
soon it is written: “And the children of Israel committed a 
trespass ” ; I Samuel: “ There was a certain man ” ; and after¬ 
ward it is written: “ Hannah he loved, but the Lord had shut 
her womb.” Ibid. viii. 1: “It came to pass when Samuel was 
old.” His sons walked not in his way. Ibid, xviii. 14: “ And 
David was successful in all his ways,” and soon comes: “ Saul 
was in dread of him.” II Samuel, vii. 1: ” And it came to pass 
when the king dwelt in his house.” And he was not allowed 
to build the Temple. But is it not written [Gen. xxix. 16]: 
“ When Jacob saw Rachel,” and in Genesis [i. 5]: “ And it was 
evening, and it was morning, the first day”—and so in many 
other instances, and no disaster happened ? Wherever it is said, 
“ it came to pass,” there may or may not be a calamity; but 
whenever it is said, “ and it came to pass in the days,” there 
surely happened a misfortune. There are five expressions, “ it 
came to pass in the days ”; viz., in the days of Ahasuerus, the 
Judges, Amrophel, Ahaz [Is. vii.], and Yoiakim [Jerem. i.], and 
in all instances there were troubles. 

R. Levi says again: We have a tradition from our ancestors 
that Amuz and Amaziah were brothers. What does he come to 
teach us ? It is similar to what R. Samuel b. Nahmani said in 
the name of R. Jonathan: A bride who is chaste in the house of 
her husband’s parents deserves that kings and prophets should 
descend from her, and this we infer from Tamar, as it is 
written [Gen. xxxviii. 15]: “And Judah saw her and thought 
her to be a harlot, because she had covered her face.” Be¬ 
cause she had covered her face he took her for a harlot ? 
That means, she had covered her face when she had been 
in his house, so that he did not know her. Therefore she 
was rewarded that from her descended kings and prophets— 
kings from David; and prophets, as R. Levi said above. Amuz 
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and Amaziah were brothers, and Isaiah the son of Amuz was 
a prophet. 

R. Jonathan, when he came to lecture about the Book of 
Esther, began with this passage [Is. xiv. 22]: " I will rise up 
against them," etc., " and I will cut from Babylon name and 
remnant, and son and grandson, saith the Lord." Name, i.e., 
they will not have their own writing; " remnant," they will not 
have their own language; " son," they will not have any king¬ 
dom; " grandchild," that means Vashti. 

R. Simeon b. Nahmani, when he came to lecture, began his 
lecture with the passage [Is. lv. 13] : " Instead of the thorn shall 
come up the fir-tree, and instead of the nettle shall come up the 
myrtle." " Instead of the thorn," i.e., instead of Haman the 
wicked, who made himself an idol, as it is written [ibid. vii. 19]. 
"All thorn-hedges"; "shall come up the fir-tree," i.e., Mor- 
decai, who was the essence to all the spices, as it is written [Ex. 
xxx. 23] : " And thou, take unto thyself principal spices, of pure 
myrrh "—this is translated in the Aramaic Mor-decai; " instead 
of the nettle," i.e., Vashti the wicked, who was granddaughter 
of Nebuchadnezzar the wicked, who had burnt the house of 
God, shall rise Esther the upright, who was called Hadassa 
(Myrtle), as it is written: " And he had brought up Hadassah 
—that is, Esther" [Esther, ii. 7]; "And it shall be unto the 
Lord for a name," i.e., the reading of the Megilla; " for a sign 
of everlasting that shall not be cut off," i.e., the Days of Purim. 

R. Joshua b. Levi began his lecture from this passage [Deut. 
xxviii. 63]: " And it shall come to pass that as the Lord rejoiced 
over you to do you good, and to multiply you, so will the Lord 
rejoice over you to bring you to nought, and to destroy you." 
Let us see. Does the Holy One, blessed be He, rejoice when 
the wicked are in misfortune ? It is written [II Chron. xx. 21]: 
"As they went out before the armed array, and said: Give 
thanks unto the Lord; for unto everlasting endureth his kind¬ 
ness." Said R. Johanan: Why is it not here said, as usually, 
" for He is good " ? Because the Holy One, blessed be He, 
rejoices not at the misfortunes of the wicked. And R. Johanan 
said again : It is written [Ex. xiv. 20]: " And the one came not 
unto the other all the night." That means, the angels of heaven 
wanted to sing the usual song, and the Holy One, blessed be 
He, said to them : My creatures are drowning in the sea, and 
you want to sing songs! Said R. Elazar: He Himself does 
not rejoice, but He makes others rejoice. And it seems to be 
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so, because it is not written: “ As he rejoiced/' etc., “ so will 
he rejoice ” (others).* 

R. Abba bar Kahana began his lecture with this passage 
[Ecc. ii. 26]: “ For to a man who is good in His presence He 
giveth wisdom and knowledge and joy”—this means Mordecai 
the Upright; “ but to the sinner he giveth employment to gather 
up and to bring together”—that means Hainan; “ that he may 
give it to him that is good before God,” i.e ., Mordecai and 
Esther, as it is written afterward [Esther, viii. 2]; “ And Esther 
appointed Mordecai over the house of Haman.” 

Rabba bar Upbron began his lecture with the following pas- 
sa ge [Jerem. xlix. 38] : “ And I will set up my throne in Elam, 
and I will destroy thence kings and princes.” By kings is meant 
Vashti, and by princes Haman and his ten sons. 

And R. Dimi b. Itz’hak begins to lecture from this passage 
[Ezra, ix. 9]: “ For we are bondmen; yet in our bondage hath 
our God not forsaken us, but hath extended unto us kindness 
before the kings of Persia.” And that was in the time of Mor¬ 
decai. 

R. Hanina bar Papa begins his lecture from this passage [Ps. 
lxvi. 12]: “Thou hast caused men to ride on our heads: we 
entered into fire and into water.” “ Into fire,” in the time of 
Nebuchadnezzar; “ into water,” in the time of Pharaoh. “ But 
thou broughtest us to the enjoyment of overflowing plenty.” 
That was in the time of Haman. 

R. Johanan began his lecture from this passage [Ps. xcviii. 
3]: ” He hath remembered his kindness and his truth to the 
house of Israel: all the ends of the earth have seen the salvation 
of our God.” When did all the ends of the earth see it ? In 
the time of Mordecai and Esther. 

Resh Lakish began his lecture with this passage [Prov. 
xxviii. 15]: “Asa roaring lion and greedy bear, so is a wicked 
ruler over an indigent people.” “ The roaring lion ”—that is, 
Nebuchadnezzar, as it is written [Jeremiah, iv. 7]: “ The lion is 
come up from his thicket.” “ A greedy bear” is Ahasuerus, 
about whom it is written [Daniel, vii. 5]: “ And behold, there 
was another, a second beast, like a bear.” And R. Joseph said: 
The Persians are meant, who eat and drink like a bear, and are 
corpulent like a bear, and let their hair grow like a bear, and 


* The Hebrew is “be will make rejoice.” “He will rejoice himself” 

should have been tyjty. 
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have no repose, like a bear. 44 Wicked ruler, 77 i.e. y Haman; 
44 indigent people, 77 i.e., Israel, who are poor in merits. 

R. Elazar begins his lecture with this passage [Ecc. x. 18]: 
44 Through slothful hands the rafters will sink, and through idle¬ 
ness of the hands the house will become leaky. 77 That means 
to say, because Israel became idle, and did not observe the Law, 
the enemy of the Holy One, blessed be He (meaning Him), 
becomes sunk, i.e., poor. 

R. Na’hman b. Itz 7 hak begins his lecture with this passage 
[Ps. cxxiv. 2]: 44 If it had not been the Lord who was for us, 
when men rose up against us. 77 Men, and not a king (that is 
Haman). 

Rabha begins his lecture with [Prov. xxix. 2]: 44 When the 
righteous are in authority, the people will rejoice; but when the 
wicked beareth rule, the people groan. 77 When the righteous 
rule, i.e. , Mordecai and Esther, the people rejoice, as it is writ¬ 
ten [Esther, viii. 15]: 44 And the city of Shushan was glad and 
joyful.” And when the wicked rule, i.e., Haman, the people 
groan, as it is written [ibid. iv. 15]: 44 But the city of Shushan 
was perplexed. 77 

R. Mathna begins with the following passage [Deut. iv. 7]: 
44 For what great nation is there that hath God so nigh unto 
it ? 77 

R. Ashi begins with the following passage [ibid., ibid. 34]: 
44 Or hath God essayed to go to take to himself a nation from 
the midst of a nation ? 77 (What they lectured is not written.) 

44 And it came to pass in the time of Ahasiterus." Said Rabh: 
Woe! woe! This is what is written [ibid, xxviii. 68]: 44 And 
there ye will offer yourselves for sale unto your enemies for 
bondmen and bondwomen without anyone to buy you.” Sam¬ 
uel said: It is written [Lev. xxvi. 44]: 44 I will not cast them 
away, neither will I loathe them, to destroy them utterly. 77 I 
have not cast them away —in the times of the Greek, and I have 
not loathed them — in the time of Nebuchadnezzar; 44 to destroy 
them 7 ’—in the time of Haman; 44 to break my covenant with 
them ”—in the time of the Persians; 44 for I am the Lord their 
God 77 —in the time of Gog and Magog. A Boraitha stated: 
44 I will not cast away 77 —in the times of the Chaldeans, as in 
that time I raised for them Daniel, Hananiah, Mishael, and 
Azariah; and have not loathed men in the times of the Greeks, 
when I gave them Simeon the Upright and the Maccabees; 44 to 
destroy them 77 —in the time of Haman I gave them Mordecai 
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and Esther; “ to break my covenant ”—in the time of Rome I 
gave them the House of Rabbi and the sages of that generation; 
“ for I am the Lord their God”—in the future no nation or 
tongue will dominate over them. 

R. Levi said: From this verse [Num. xxxiii. 55], and R. 
Hyya from ibid. 56. (What they lectured is unknown.) 

4< Ahasuerus. 1 ' Said Rabh: He was the brother of a head* 
and the companion of a head. ” The brother of a head,” i.e ., 
brother of Nebuchadnezzar the wicked, who was called ” head,” 
as it is written [Daniel, ii. 38]: “ Thou art the head of gold.” 
“And the companion of a head ”—what Nebuchadnezzar did, he 
intended to do. Nebuchadnezzar killed, he intended; Nebu¬ 
chadnezzar destroyed, he had the intention. As it is written 
[Ezra, iv.]: “ In the beginning of the reign of Ahasuerus, 
they wrote slanders on the inhabitants of Judea and Jerusa¬ 
lem.” Samuel said: Ahasuerus signifies ” black,” f i.e., in 
his time the faces of the Jews were black as the bottoms of 
pots. R. Johanan says: Ahasuerus signifies ” woe to his head ” 
(ah, rosh) ; and R. Hanina says it signifies “ poor” (rash) —his 
taxes were so heavy that men became poor. 

It is written [Esther, i. 1]: “ The same Ahasuerus”—he 
was the same in his wickedness from beginning to end. (Sim¬ 
ilarly) it is written [in Gen. xxxvi. 43]: “ This is Esau,” i.e., 
the same in wickedness from beginning to end; and [Num. xxvi. 
9]: ” These are Dathan and Abiram,” i.e., they were the same 
in wickedness always; and [II Chron. xxviii. 22]: ” He, King 
Ahaz,” i.e., the same in wickedness always; and on the con¬ 
trary, also [I Chron. i. 27]: ” Abram—the same is Abraham,” 
i.e., Abraham was the same in his righteousness from beginning 
to end; [Ex. vi. 26] : “ These are Aaron and Moses,” i.e., were 
the same in righteousness from beginning to end; [I Samuel, 
xvii. 14]: ” And David was the youngest,” that means, he was 
as in his youth from beginning to end: as in his youth he hum¬ 
bled himself before one greater than he, so also when he was a 
king he was modest before a man superior to him in wisdom. 

“ Who reigned .” Said Rabh: He was a self-made king. 
Some say, it was in his praise, there was none so fit to be a king 
as he; and some say it is to his disgrace—he was not fit to be a 
king, but he had much money, and the money made him king. 


* Ah is brother and Ras is head, and it is considered as composed of two words, 
f Ska'hor is “ black.” 
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The rabbis taught : Three kings reigned over the whole 
world — Ahab, Ahasuerus, and Nebuchadnezzar. Ahab, as it is 
written [I Kings, xviii. 10]: “As the Lord thy God liveth 
. he caused that kingdom and nation to take an 
oath . . . ” ; and if they would not be under his dominion, 
how could he cause them to take an oath ? Nebuchadnezzar, as 
it is written [Jerem. xxvii. 8]: “ And it will come to pass that 
the nation or kingdom which shall not serve Nebuchadnezzar, 
king of Babylon, and not place its neck under the yoke of the 
king of Babylonia.” Ahasuerus, as stated in Sanhedrin, was 
king of the whole world. Are these all ? Was not Solomon 
also king of the whole world ? Solomon was not a king to the 
end of his life. 

This is right, according to those who hold he was first a king 
and then a common man; but according to those who say he 
was a king, a common man, and then again a king, what can 
be said ? Solomon is different. He reigned over the beings 
above* and below, as it is written [I Chron. xxix. 23]: ” Solo¬ 
mon sat on the throne of the Lord.” (He is not reckoned with 
them.) But there is Sennacherib ? As it is written [Is. xxxvi. 
19] : “ Which of all the gods of the lands have saved their coun¬ 
tries from my hand?” There was Jerusalem, which was not 
subject to him. But there is Darius ? As it is written [Dan. vi. 
26] : “ Darius the king wrote to all peoples, nations, and tongues 
that live on the whole earth : Your peace shall be great.” There 
were seven countries not under his dominion; as it is written 
[ibid. 2]: “It pleased Darius, and he raised over his kingdom 
120 satraps” (while Ahasuerus reigned over 127). But there is 
Cyrus? As it is written [Ezra, i.]: “ So said Cyrus, king of 
Persia: All the kingdoms of the earth the Lord hath given unto 
me.” He only vaunted. 

“ When the king sat,” and, “ in the third year of his reign.” 
That is a contradiction ? Nay, it is when he became firmly 
seated on the throne. 

R. Na’hman b. Hisda lectured: It is written [Is. xlv. 7]: 
“ Thus hath said the Lord to his anointed, to Cyrus, 1 Whom 
I have taken hold of by his right hand.' ” Was then Cyrus a 
Messiah ? It is meant that God had said to Messiah : I com¬ 
plain of Cyrus; I have thought he would build my House, and 
gather all my people that were in exile, and he only says [Ezra, 


According to Rashi—“ the demons. 
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i. 3]: ” Whoever among you that is of all his people, may his 
God be with him, and let him go up to Jerusalem” [but did 
not command all to return]. 

It is written in the first chapter: ” The army of Persia and 
Media”; and [x. 2] ” The kings of Media and Persia.” Why 
is Media here mentioned first, and in the other verse Persia ? 
Said Rabha: They made this agreement between them: When 
one of our nation will be king, the governors will be of your 
nation, and vice versa; [ibid. i. 5]: ” And when these days 

were completed.” Rabh and Samuel say, one that he was a 
wise king, and the other that he was a foolish king. One says 
he was a wise king, because he made the feast first for the 
remote subjects, because for his townsmen he could make it at 
any time; and the other says he was a fool, for he should have 
made it first for his townsmen, so that if those would rebel, 
these at least would defend him. 

The disciples of R. Simeon b. Yochi asked their Master: By 
what sins had the Israelites incurred the decree of Haman in 
that age? Answered he: What is your opinion? They said: 
Because they enjoyed the feast which Ahasuerus the wicked 
man made. If so, only those of Shushan should have suffered. 
Why did those of all provinces ? They said to him: Let the 
Master explain. So he answered: Because they kneeled to the 
image. Said the disciples to him: If so, they were guilty, and 
why were they not killed ? And he answered: They bowed to 
the image not because they wanted, but only for appearance; 
so the decree against them was also for appearance not carried 
out. And this is what is written [Lam. iii. 33] : ” He doth not 
afflict of his own will.” 

“ In the court of the garden of the king’s palace.” Rabh and 
Samuel—one says every one was placed in the place he fitted: 
the court, garden, and king’s palace; and one says he first tried 
to place them in the court, and it could not contain them; he 
then placed them in the garden, and it also could not contain 
them, until he placed them in the king’s palace. A Boraitha, 
however, states that he placed them in the court from which two 
doors opened, one into the garden and another into the palace. 

” And the royal wine was in abundance” [Esther, i. 7]. 
Said Rabh: We infer from this that he gave to each to drink 
wine that was older than he. 

” And the drinking was according to the order” [ibid. 8]. 
What is meant by “ according to the order” ? R. Hanan said 
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in the name of R. Meir: It was according to the order of our 
Torah. As in our Law eating precedes drinking, so he gave 
more to eat than to drink. 

“ Without compulsion/’ Says R. Elazar: From this it can 
be learned that to each was given to drink wine that grew in his 
country. 

” On the seventh day, when the heart of the king was merry 
with wine/* And till then, what did he do ? Was he not till then 
merry with wine ? Said Rabha: The seventh day was Sabbath. 
When Israelites eat and drink on Sabbath, they begin with say¬ 
ings of the Law and praises to God; but the nations, when they 
feast, speak about women. These said the Medians are beau¬ 
tiful, and those said the Persian women are more fair. And 
Ahasuerus said to them : The one that I have is neither Median 
nor Persian, but Chaldean, and she is fairer than they all; and 
if you wish you can see her. They said : Yea, we wish to see 
her, but she must be naked. And the same measure which 
one uses, is used against one: as Vashti used to take Israelite 
maidens, and make them work nude, on Sabbath, so also it was 
decreed that she should be brought nude. And this is what is 
written [Esther, ii. 1] : ” After these events, as the king’s fury 
was appeased, he remembered Vashti, and what she had done, 
and what had been decreed concerning her”; i.e., the decree 
had been the same as what she had done. ” And the king was 
very wroth.” What was the cause? Said Rabh : She sent to 
him this message: Thou groom of my father, my father used to 
drink wine as a thousand persons, and never had he committed 
such follies when he was drunk as thou.” And therefore he 
was so wroth. 

Then said Memuchan.” We have learned inaBoraitha: 
Memuchan was Haman. Why was he called Memuchan ? Be¬ 
cause he was destined * for the troubles that befell him afterwards. 
R. Kahana said: From this we see that usually an ignorant 
man comes forward first (as he is mentioned last in verse 14). 

“ That every man should bear rule in his own house.” Said 
Rabha: But for the first letters, there would have been left no 
remnant of Israel; because the men laughed at such a decree, 
that every man should rule in his own house. For even a tan¬ 
ner is in his own house a prince, and therefore they did not pay 
so much attention to the second decree in the later letters. 


* Muchan in Hebrew is “prepared,” “ designed.” 
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“ And let the king appoint officers.” Said Rabh: It is writ¬ 
ten [Prov. xiii. 16]: “ Every prudent man acteth with knowl¬ 
edge, but a fool spreadeth abroad his folly.” ” Every prudent 
man acteth with knowledge”—that was David, as it is written 
[I Kings, i. 2]: “ Wherefore his servants said unto him, Let 
them seek out for my lord the king a young virgin.” Everyone 
who had a daughter, brought her himself to the king. “ But a 
fool spreadeth abroad his folly,” i.e., Ahasuerus, who had to 
appoint officers, for whoso had a beautiful daughter hid her 
from him. 

“ There was a certain Jew in Shushan the capital . . . a Ben- 
jamite.” What is meant by ” he was a Benjamite ” ? If it is 
meant to give his genealogy, let it have been traced to Benja¬ 
min ; otherwise, why were the first three of his ancestors men¬ 
tioned ? In a Boraitha it is explained that all the three names 
are not those of his ancestors, but are his own. The son of 
Yair, i.e., the man who made the eyes of the Jews light* with 
his prayer; the son of Shimi, the man whose prayer God heard; * 
the son of Kish, i.e., the man who knocked on the gates of Mercy, 
and they were opened to him.* Said R. Na’hman: Mordecai was 
crowned with these fair names. It is written, ” a Judean man,” 
and then, “a Benjamite.” Which was he? Said Rabba bar 
bar Hana in the name of R. Joshua b. Levi: His father was a 
Benjamite and his mother was a Judean. The sages, how¬ 
ever, said: The tribes disputed with each other. Judah said: 
Through me Mordecai was born, for if David had killed Shimi 
b. Gera, he could not have been born; and Benjamin said, he 
belongs to me, because he is of my tribe. Rabha says: On the 
contrary, the Kneseth (congregation) of Israel said: See what 
Jehudah did to me, and see what the Benjamites have done to 
me: Judah, because David did not kill Shimi, made possible the 
birth of Mordecai, of whom Haman became jealous; and because 
Saul had not killed Agag was born Haman, who caused troubles 
to Israel. 

R. Johanan said: He was a Benjamite. Why is he called a 
Judean ? Because he did not want to worship idols, and every 
Israelite who rejects idols is called a Judean, as it is written 
in Daniel x. 12: “ There are certain Judean men,” etc. ” Thy 
gods they do not worship.” 

R. Simeon b. Pazzi, when he wanted to lecture about Chroni- 


*Our is “ light,*' SJiema is 44 hear,” Kish is 44 rap.” 
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cles, began thus: All the names which are mentioned in the 
Chronicles without any explanation, we are nevertheless able 
to explain them. It is written [I Chronicles, iv. 18]: “And 
his wife the Judean bore Jered the father of Gedor, and Cheber 
the father of Socho, and Jekuthiel the father of Zanoach. And 
there are the sons of Bithya the daughter of Pharaoh, whom 
Mered had taken (for wife)/' Why was she called “ the Ju¬ 
dean J ’ ? Because she denied idolatry, as it is written [Ex. ii. 
5]: “ And the daughter of Pharaoh went down to wash herself 
at the river.” And R. Johanan said: She went to cleanse her¬ 
self of the idolatries of her father’s house. 

“ Bore Jered.” Did she bear him—she only reared him ? 
From this we may infer that whoso rears an orphan is the same 
as if she bore him. Jered—that is, Moses. Why is he called 
Jered ? Because in his day manna descended* from heaven to 
Israel. “ Gedor,” * i.c., he fenced up the breaches of Israel. 
“ Cheber,”* i.e., he joined the Israelites to their Heavenly Fa¬ 
ther. “ Socho ” * —he was to Israel as a tabernacle (protection). 
“ Jekuthiel ” — the Israelites hoped to God in his days.f Zano¬ 
ach,” i.e. , he abandoned f or atoned for the sins of Israel in his 
days. It is written three times “ Abi ” (father), i.c., he was the 
father of Torah, the father of Wisdom, and the father of Proph¬ 
ets. And these are the sons of Bithya the daughter of Pharaoh, 
whom Meret had taken. Was, then, his name Meret — it is 
known that his name was Kaleb ? The Holy One, blessed be 
He, said: “ Kaleb, who rebelled\ against the advice of the spies, 
shall take the daughter of Pharaoh, who had rebelled against 
the idolatries of her father.” 

“ Who had been carried away into exile from Jerusalem ” 
[ii. 6]. Said Rabha: He had not been exiled, but came by his 
own will. 

“ And he had brought up Hadassah.” Is she called Hadassah 
and called Esther ? We have learned in a Boraitha, R. Meir 
said : Her right name was Esther, but she was called Hadassah, 
because the upright are called thus, as it is written [Zechariah, 
i. 8J: “ He was standing among the myrtle- trees.” f R. Jehu- 
dah said: Her right name was Hadassa. Why was she called 
Esther ? Because she concealed f her words, as it is written [ii. 

* Jar od is “to descend ” ; Geder , “ fence " ; IIabor y “ join " ; Sukka , a “ protec¬ 
tion.” 

f Jekan, “hopes”; El , “God”; Zanoach y “abandon”; Marod, “rebel”; 
I/adas , “ myrtles ” ; Ilaster , “ conceal.” 
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io]: “ Esther told nothing.” R. Nehemiah said: Her right 
name was Hadassah. Why was she called Esther ? Because 
the nations called her for her beauty “ star ” ( cvaryp ). B. Azzai 
said: Esther was not tall or short, but of moderate size, like a 
myrtle. R. Joshua b. Kar’ha said: Esther’s complexion was 
yellow, but she had grace. 

” For she had neither father nor mother. And when her 
father and mother were dead, Mordecai had taken her to him¬ 
self as a daughter.” Why this superfluous repetition? Said 
R. Aha: To tell us that when the mother became pregnant her 
father died, and when she was born the mother died. 

” And the seven maidens who were selected to be given to 
her ” [ibid. 9]. Says Rabha: By them she counted the days to 
know when Sabbath was. 

“ In the evening she went and in the morning she returned ” 
[ibid. 14]. Said R. Johanan: Among the blameworthy actions 
of that wicked man, it can be said in his praise that he had inter¬ 
course with women only by night. 

“ And Esther found favor” [15]. Said R. Elazar: Every 
nation thought her to belong to itself. 

” And the king made a great feast ” [ibid. 18]. And Esther 
still did not tell her nation ; he lightened the taxes of all nations, 
and she did not tell; he sent presents to his governors, and she 
still did not tell; so he asked the advice of Mordecai how to dis¬ 
cover it; and he told him that a woman becomes jealous only of 
another woman, and when he will take other women she will tell 
(as a favor to him). But this availed not either, as it is written: 
” And Esther had not yet told of her descent or her people.” 

R. Elazar said: It is written [Job, xxxvi. 7]: ” He with- 
draweth not his eyes from the righteous.” In reward of the 
modesty of Rachel, King Saul descended from her; and in re¬ 
ward of Saul’s modesty Esther descended from him. Wherein 
was Rachel modest? It is written [Gen. xxix. 12]: ” And 
Jacob told Rachel that he was her father’s brother.” Was he 
her father’s brother? He was the son of her father’s sister! 
That means, he asked her: Will you marry me ? And she an¬ 
swered: Yes, but my father is a trickster, and he will deceive 
you. To this he answered: I am his brother in trickery. And 
she asked him: May an upright man do it ? And he answered: 
Yea, it is written in II Samuel, xxii. 27: “ With the pure thou 
wilt show thyself pure, and with the perverse thou wilt wage a 
contest.” And he asked Rachel: How can he cheat me ? And 
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she replied; I have an elder sister, and he will not let me marry 
before her. So he confided to her some signs by which to dis¬ 
tinguish her. And when Leah was brought in her stead, Rachel 
said: 3 \Iy sister will be put to shame. So she confided to her 
the signs. And this is what is written: ” And it came to pass 
that in the morning, Behold, it is Leah.” That means, till the 
morning he knew it not. And therefore she was rewarded by 
Saul’s being descended from her. 

And what was Saul’s modesty ? It is written [II Sam. x. 
16]: “Of the matter of the kingdom, whereof Samuel had 
spoken, he told him not.” For this he was rewarded by 
Esther’s being descended from him. R. Elazar said again: 
When the Holy One, blessed be He, decrees greatness for a 
man, it is for him and his descendants to the end of ages; as it 
is written [Job, xxxvi. 7]: “ He doth establish them forever, 
and they are exalted.” But if they become proud, he humbles 
them, as it is written [ibid. 8.]: “ If they be bound in fetters.” 

In those days, while Mordecai was sitting in the king’s 
gate, Bigthan and Theresh . . . became wroth” [Esther, ii. 
21]. Said R. Hyya bar Abba in the name of R. Johanan: 
The Lord makes the masters wroth against their servants, in 
order to do good to the upright; as it was in the case of 
Joseph, as it is written [Gen. xli. 12]: “ And there was with us a 
Hebrew lad,” etc. And he makes slaves wroth against their 
masters, to perform a miracle for the good of the upright. And 
who is it ? Mordecai, as it is written : “ And the thing became 
known to Mordecai.” R. Johanan said Bigthan and Theresh 
were Tar sees, and spoke their own language, and said among 
themselves: “ Since Esther has come into the court, we know 
no sleep. Therefore let us put poison into the king’s drink, in 
order that he should die.” And they knew not that Mordecai 
was of the Great Sanhedrin, every one of whom knew seventy 
languages. Then Bigthan said to Theresh: Our watches are not 
the same. He answered: I will watch for you too (and say you 
are sick). “ And the thing was inquired into, and found true.” 
What was found ? That he had not been at his post. 

“After these events” [ibid. iii. 1]. What events? Said 
Rabha: After the Holy One, blessed be He, had created a cure 
to their woe. Because Resh Lakish said: The Holy One, 
blessed be He, afflicts not Israel before He has prepared the 
cure for them in advance. As it is written [Hosea, viii.]: 
“ Should I desire to heal Israel, then would the iniquity of 
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Ephraim be laid open/' But with idolatrous nations it is differ¬ 
ent. First He smites them, then He heals them, as it is written 
[Is. xix. 12]: “ And the Lord will thus strike Egypt, striking 
and healing/’ 

“ But it appeared too contemptible in his eyes to lay his 
hand on Mordecai alone” [6]. Said Rabha: In the beginning 
he wanted to lay hand on Mordecai alone, and later on the peo¬ 
ple of Mordecai, i.e., the scholars, and later on all the Jews. 

“ Some one cast the Tur, that is the lot” [7]. We have 
learned in a Boraitha: When the lots fell on the month of Adar, 
Haman rejoiced very much, for he said: It is the month in 
which Moses died. But he did not know that on the 7th of 
Adar Moses had died, and also had been born. 

“There is one people” [ibid. 8]. Said Rabha: Theie was 
no man who could calumniate so well as Haman. He said to the 
king: Let them be destroyed. And he answered: I am afraid 
of their God, lest he act toward me as toward others that did 
evil to Israel. Then Haman replied: They no longer observe 
their God’s commandments. Then the king said: But there 
are among them rabbis, who observe them. Then he rejoined: 
They are one people, all are the same, no one observes. And 
if thou shouldst think I shall leave a void in thy kingdom, thou 
must know that they are scattered among all nations, and their 
extermination will not be perceptible. And perhaps thou wilt 
say, thou derivest a benefit from them. Know that they are 
like mules,* that are unproductive. And if thou shouldst imag¬ 
ine there is one country in which they dwell together, know that 
they are scattered in all the provinces of thy kingdom. 

And their laws are different from those of every people,” 
i.e., they do not eat with us, and do not intermarry with us. 

“ They do not execute the laws of the king.” The whole 
year they find excuses not to give the taxes, saying: Now is 
Sabbath, now is Passover. 

“ It is no profit for the king to tolerate them.” Because 
they eat and drink in a manner to disgrace the king, for if a fly 
fall into a goblet of wine, they will take it out and drink it; but 
if the king should touch the goblet of wine, they will pour it 
out. 

“If it be pleasing to the king, let it be written to destroy 
them, and ten thousand talents of silver will I weigh out.” Said 


* “ Separated,” I and TlD is “a mule,” 
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Resh Lakish: It was known to Him who said one word, and 
the world was created, that in the future Haman would give 
talents of silver to buy Israel. Therefore He had commanded 
that in the same month they should give Shekalim of silver to 
the Lord, as we have learned in a Mishna that on the first day 
of Adar it was heralded that the Shekalim be given. And the 
king said to Haman: The silver is given to thee; that people 
also, to do therewith as it seemeth good in thy eyes. 

Said R. Abba: The parable of Ahasuerus and Haman resem¬ 
bles what ? Two men, one of whom had a hillock in his field 
and the other a valley (or pit); he who had the valley, when he 
saw the hillock, said: If one would sell it to me, I would buy it 
to fill up the valley. Then it happened they met, and he who 
had the valley said: Sell me the hill. And he answered: Take 
it for nothing, so that you remove it. (So Ahasuerus also had 
wanted to get rid of the Israelites, and when Haman came to 
him he gave them away for nothing.) 

“ And the king drew his signet ring from off his hand.” 
Said R. Abba bar Kahana: The removal of this ring had a greater 
effect than forty-eight prophets and seven prophetesses, who 
preached that Israel should better its ways; but this made them 
really better. 

The rabbis taught: Forty-eight prophets and seven prophet¬ 
esses preached to Israel, and subtracted or added nothing, save 
the reading of the Megilla, which was instituted by the prophets 
alone. What basis had they for that ? Said R. Hyya bar Ab- 
bin in the name of R. Joshua b. Kar’ha: They drew an a fortiori 
conclusion: if when Israel was delivered from slavery to free¬ 
dom they sang, so much the more when they were saved from 
death to life. Why, then, do we not say Hallel on Purim ? 
Because we do not say Hallel for the miracles that happened 
outside of Palestine. But the exodus from Egypt was also a 
miracle outside of Palestine ? This is in accordance with the 
teaching of the following Boraitha: Till Israel entered Canaan, 
they said praises for all miracles, but since they occupied Pales¬ 
tine they sang praise only for miracles in Palestine. R. Na’h- 
man, however, said: The reading of the Megilla, that is the 
same as Hallel. Rabha said: There, when they went out of 
Egypt, it was right to say Hallel, because it is said : ” Praise, 
O ye servants of the Lord,” and not Pharaoh’s; but now, 
how could they say so on Purim, since they continued to be 
slaves of Ahasuerus ? 
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Who were the seven prophetesses ? Sarah, Miriam, Debo¬ 
rah, Hannah, Abigail, Huldah, Esther. 

Sarah, as it is written [Gen. xi. 29] : “ The father of Milcah 
and the father of Yiscah.” And R. Itz’hak said: By Yiscah is 
meant Sarah. Why was she called Yiscah ? Because that signifies 
seeing , and she was a seer through the Holy Spirit. Miriam, as 
it is written [Ex. xv. 26]: “ Then took Miriam the prophetess, 
the sister of Aaron.” Aaron’s, and not Moses’ sister? Said 
R. NaTiman in the name of Rabh: She had prophesied even 
when she had been yet but Aaron’s sister, before Moses’ birth, 
and she said: In the future my mother will give birth to a child 
that will deliver the Israelites. Finally, when Moses was born, 
the whole house was filled with light. And her father rose, and 
kissed her on her head, and said: Daughter, thy prophecy is ful¬ 
filled. Afterward, when he was cast into the river, the father 
asked : Daughter, what has become of thy prophecy ? And this 
is what is written [ibid. ii. 4]: “ And his sister placed herself 
afar off, to ascertain what would be done to him,” i,e . 9 to know 
what would be the end of her prophecy. 

Deborah, as it is written [Judges, ix. 4]: “ And Deborah, a 
prophetess.” 

Hannah, as it is written [I Sam. ii. 1] : And Hannah prayed 
and said, My heart is glad in the Lord, my horn is exalted 
through the Lord.” My horn is exalted, and not my flask. 
David and Solomon, who were anointed with the horn, their 
dynasty endured; but Saul and Jehu, who were anointed with a 
flask, their dynasties did not last. 

“ There is none holy like the Lord, for there is none beside 
thee” [ibid. 2]. The expression for “none beside thee” is 

Said R. Jehudah b. Menassia: ‘ Do not read “jrfea but 

because not as a human being is the Holy One, blessed be He: 
a human being is survived by his own work, but God survives 
all His works.* 

“ There is not any rock like our God,” i.e., there is no sculp¬ 
tor like our God. Do not read (rock), but f a man 

makes a statue, and cannot endow it with a soul; but the Holy 
One, blessed be He, makes an image within an image, and en¬ 
dows it with a soul and life, entrails, etc. 


* nh is “to rot, fade, dwindle, wear out.” 
f Which means “ painter, sculptor.” 
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Abigail, as it is written [I Sam. xxv. 31]: “ And when the 
Lord will do good unto my lord.” She prophesied that he 
would be king. 

Huldah, as it is said [II Kings, xxii. 14]: “ Huldah the 
prophetess. ” 

And Esther, because it is written [Esther, v. 7]: “ Esther 
put on royalty.”* It should be written, “royal apparel”? 
That means, she clothed herself in the Holy Spirit, and this is 
inferred from an analogy of expression; here it is written, “ she 
put on,” and in I Chron. xii. 18, “a spirit invested f Amassoi.” 
As there the Holy Spirit is meant, so here. 

Said R. Na’hman: Pride does not become women. Two 
women were proud, and they both had unlovely names: one 
was called Bee (Deborah) and one Cat (Huldah). Of Deborah 
it is written [Judges, iv. 6]: “ And she sent and called Barak 
and went not herself ” ; and of Huldah it is said [II Kings, xxii. 
15]: “ Say unto the man that hath sent you to me”; and she 
did not say, “ unto the king.” 

“ And Mordecai ascertained all that had been done ” [Esther, 
iv. 1]. What had been done? Said Rabh: That Haman had 
persuaded Ahasuerus. 

“Then called Esther for Hathach ” [5]. Said Rabh: Ha- 
thach is Daniel. Why was he called Hathach ? Because he 
was cut from, or deprived of, his office.J Samuel says: On the 
contrary, he had the office, but he was called Hathach because 
all laws were decided^ by him. 

“ And they told Mordecai t Y ; words of Esther” [12]. But 
he went not himself to her ? 7 rom this is inferred that an evil 
tiding must not be brought p' sonally. 

“And Mordecai went about” [17]. Said Rabh: What is 
meant by “ went about ” ? He transgressed | by fasting on the 
first day of Passover; he fasted three days, and the third was 
Pesach. And Samuel says : It means “ be passed. ” There was 
a piece of water between the court and Shushan, and he crossed it. 

“ And it came to pass on the third day that Esther put on 
royalty” [iv. 1]. Said R. Elazar in the name of R. Hanina: 
From this we infer that she clothed herself in the Holy Spirit, 
as explained above [66]. 

The same says again: The blessing of a common man shall 


* In Hebrew it is so. \ In Hebrew it is the same expression. \ Hathach , “ cut. 
§ Which is in Hebrew expressed by cutting. |j Abor has all these meanings. 
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never be held light, because we find that two who were the 
greatest in their generations were blessed by two common men, 
and the blessings have been fulfilled, and they are David and 
Daniel. David, whom Araunah blessed, as it is written [II Sam¬ 
uel, xxiv. 23]: “ And Araunah said unto the king, may the Lord 
thy God receive thee favorably. ” And Daniel, whom Darius 
blessed, as it is written [Dan. vi. 17]: “ May thy God, whom 
thou worshippest, continually, truly deliver thee.” The same 
authority says again: Do not hold light the curse of a common 
man. For Abimelech cursed Sarah, saying [Gen. xx. 16]: 
“ This is to thee a covering to the eyes,” and it happened to 
her children as is written: “And Isaac’s eyes became dim” 
[Gen. xxvii. 1]. The same says again: He who repeats some¬ 
thing said by another, in that person’s name, brings salvation to 
the world, as it is written: “ And Esther said it to the queen 
in the name of Mordecai.” And thus Israel was saved. He 
says again: When an upright man is lost, he is lost to his gen¬ 
eration; but not he himself. He is like to a pearl, which may 
be lost to the owner, but is and remains a pearl. 

“Yet all this profiteth me nothing” [v. 13]. Said R. 
Elazar in the name of R. Hanina: That was because Mordecai 
once had a 7 tp 8 (T/ 3 svTal y and Haman had sold himself to him as 
a slave, as said R. Hisda. The same said again: In the future, 
the Holy One, blessed be He, will be Himself a crown on the 
head of every upright man, as it is written [Is. xxviii. 5]: “ On 
that day will the Lord of hosts be for a crown of glory and a 
diadem of beauty.” What is meant by “ a crown of glory and 
a diadem of beauty ” ? It is to those who do His will, and hope 
for His glory. But shall we assume, to all of them? Therefore 
it is written: “ Unto the residue of his people.” That means, 
to those who are so modest that they consider themselves like 
the remnant of the people. 

“ And for a spirit of judgment ” [ibid. 6], To those who 
judge their own resolutions. “ To him that sitteth in judg¬ 
ment.” It is the judge who does justice. “ And for strength.” 
It is to those who conquer their own desires. “ To those that 
drive back the battle.” That means, the disputing about the 
Law. “To the gate.” That means, the scholars who come to 
the gate of the houses of prayer and learning in the morning and 
the evening. The Severity of Justice said to the Holy One, 
blessed be He: Creator of the world, what is the difference 
between the Israelites and other nations ? And He answered: 
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Israel studied the Torah, and the idolaters did not. To this 
Justice replied [ibid. 7]: 44 But these also are now stumbling 
through wine, and reeling through strong drink." 

44 And placed herself in the inner court of the king’s house ’’ 
[Esther, v. 1]. Said R. Levi, as she came to the house of idols, 
the Shekhina left her; so she began to say [Ps. xxii. 2]: 4 4 4 My 
God, my God, why hast thou forsaken me ? ’ Canst thou hold 
guilty one who does a thing unintentionally as if she did it 
intentionally, and what she is forced to do as if she did it vol¬ 
untarily ? 

44 And it happened when the king saw Esther the queen" 
[2]. Said R. Johanan: Three angels came to her help at the 
same time: one angel raised her head, that the king might see 
her; one, who gave her grace; and one who made longer the 
sceptre which the king stretched out to her. How much did it 
become longer? Says R. Jeremiah: It was two ells long, and 
became twelve ells long. And others say sixteen, and others 
say twenty-four ; and in a Boraitha we have learned sixty. Rabba 
bar Uphran said in the name of R. Eliezer, who had heard it 
from his Master, and his Master from his Master: It became 
longer two hundred ells. 

44 Let the king and Haman come this day unto the banquet " 
[v. 5]. The rabbis taught: Why did Esther invite Haman to 
the feast ? R. Elazar says : She spread for him a net, as it is 
written [Ps. lxix. 23]: 44 May their table become a snare before 
them." R. Joshua says: She learned it in her father’s house, 
as it is written [Prov. xxv. 21]: 44 If thy enemy be hungry, give 
him bread." R. Meir said that at the time when Ahasuerus 
would be at the feast, Haman should not get wind of the mat¬ 
ter, and rebel. R. Jehudah said: She did it that it should not 
be noticed she was a Jewess. R. Nehemiah said: That the 
Israelites say not, We have a sister in the king’s court. There¬ 
fore we need not pray to God. And R. Jose said: He should 
be near, if she wanted him. R. Simeon b. Menassia said : That 
He above should see that she was so humbled as to be forced to 
flatter her enemy, and should perform a miracle. R. Joshua b. 
Korba said: She meant to make herself agreeable to Haman, 
that the king might become jealous, and should kill both him 
and her, whereby Israel would be saved. R. Gamaliel said: 
Because she knew Ahasuerus was very fickle (and if she told 
him to kill Haman, he might repent; but if he should be in her 
house, it would be executed immediately). Said R. Gamaliel: 
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After all, we must still hear what the Median has said. As we 
learn in the following Boraitha, R. Elazar of Media said: She 
had intended to make Haman jealous of Ahasuerus, and Ahasue- 
rus jealous of Haman. Rabha said: As it is written [in Prov. 
xvi. 18]: Before downfall goeth pride.” Abayi and Rabha 
both said: She intended to do as is written [in Jeremiah, li. 39]: 
“ When they are heated I will prepare their drinking feasts and 
will make them drunken.” Rabba bar Abahu once found Elijah 
the prophet, and asked him: What did Esther intend to do ? 
And he answered: As all the Tanaim and all the Amoraim 
opined. 

“ In that night sleep fled from the king ” [vi.]. He thought, 
What could be the meaning of Esther’s invitation of Haman ? 
Perhaps they conspired against him to kill him ? Then he con¬ 
sidered that some friend of his would be found to inform him. 
But then he said: Perhaps there are men who have rendered me 
services, and I have not rewarded them. Therefore people do 
not care to do me a kindness. As soon as this struck him, he 
commanded to bring to him the Chronicles. “ And they were 
read” by themselves; t.e., that place in the Chronicles turned 
up accidentally. 

Said R. Ashi: R. Shila of the village Tamratha lectured: If 
what is recorded about Israelites below is not erased, so much 
the more what is written about them in Heaven above. 

“ There hath nothing been done with him ” [3]. Says 
Rabha: They said so, not because they loved Mordecai, but 
because they hated Haman. 

” Do this to Mordecai” [10]. And Haman asked: Who is 
Mordecai? And the king answered: The Jew. And he said 
again: There are many Jews by the name of Mordecai. And 
he answered: The one that sits at the gate of the king. He 
said: For this man it will suffice if thou wilt give him a village, 
or the tolls of a river. And the king said: Give him this too. 
Therefore it is written: ” Leave out nothing of all that thou 
hast spoken.” “ And Haman then took the apparel and the 
horse” [n]. As Mordecai saw that Haman came to him on 
the royal horse, he trembled, and said to the rabbis who sat 
near him: This man probably comes with an order to put me to 
death. Go away from here, that you may not get harmed 
through me. Mordecai wrapped himself, and stood up to pray. 
When Haman entered, he sat down and waited till Mordecai 
ended the prayer. Then Haman asked Mordecai: What was 
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your occupation when I entered ? He replied: We studied the 
laws of a handful [Lev. vi. 8]. We deliberated what a handful 
should be. Raman answered: Your handful, which you have 
offered to God, has outweighed the ten thousand talents that I 
had proposed to the king, for your destruction. Then said he to 
him: Put on the royal apparel and mount the horse, for the 
king wants you. Mordccai said: I must not put on the royal 
garments before I wash myself. Hainan took him himself to 
the bath, and washed him, and cut his hair. Thereafter, he 
bade him mount the horse. He replied: I cannot; I am too 
weak from fasting. So Hainan bent himself, and helped him to 
climb the horse, by letting him step on his back. 

“ And proclaimed before him : Thus shall be done unto the 
man,” etc. [ 11]. Hainan’s daughter heard this, and saw from 
a distance a man riding on a horse. She thought her father sat 
on the horse, and Mordecai led him. When they came nearer, 
and she perceived her mistake, she threw herself from the bal¬ 
cony, and died. And this is what is written : “ Haman hastened 
to his house, mourning, and having his head covered ”—mourn¬ 
ing over his daughter, and his head covered, because of the dis¬ 
grace. 

“ And Haman related to Zeres his wife and to all his 
friends” [13]. And afterward it is written: “Then said unto 
him his wise men and Zeres his wife.” First they are called 
friends, and then wise men ? Said R. Johanan: A man even of 
the nations who says an intelligent thing may be called wise. 

” If Mordecai be of the seed of the Judeans.” They said: 
If Mordecai is descended from other tribes, you will get the 
better of him ; but if he be descended from one of these tribes— 
Jehudah, Benjamin, Ephraim, Menasseh, then you cannot over¬ 
come him. From Jehudah because it is written [Gen. xlix. 8]: 
“ Thy hand shall be on the neck of thy enemies”; and the 
other three, because it is written [Ps. lxxx. 3]: “ Before Eph¬ 
raim, Benjamin, and Menasseh, awaken thy might.” 

But thou wilt surely fall before him.” R. Jehudah b. Ilai 
lectured: What is meant by “ surely fall ? His wise men and 
wife said to him thus: This nation [Israel] resembles earth, and 
resembles stars; when they sink they sink to the dust, and when 
they rise they rise to the stars. 

“When the king’s chamberlains arrived” [Esther, vi. 14]; 
“and they hastened.” From this we infer that they brought 
him in a hurry. 
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“ For we have been sold, I and my people . . . for the 
adversary regardeth not the damage of the king. ” She said 
to him : This enemy is not worth the damage he causes to the 
king: when he became jealous of Vashti, he killed her; and 
now he becomes jealous of me, and wants to kill me too. 

“And the king arose in his fury . . . and when the king 
returned” [vii. 7, 8]. From this we may infer that as he had 
gone out in fury, so he returned in fury. “ Haman was fallen 
upon the couch.” It is not written “ fell,” but “ was fallen,” 
from which we may infer that an angel came and pushed him. 
And the king said: Woe inside, and woe outside! 

“Then said Harbanah ” [9]. Said R. Elazar: Harbanah 
the wicked had been among those who had given the advice to 
make a gallows for Mordecai; but as he saw his plan not ful¬ 
filled, he deserted Haman and went over to Mordecai’s friends, 
and this is written [Job, xxvii. 22]: “ And will cast upon him, 
and have no pity; out of his hand will surely escape.” 

“And the fury of the king was appeased” [xii. 10]. The 
expression is rcoty. which is plural. (What signifies the 
plural ? His anger about Vashti and about Esther was ap¬ 
peased.) 

It is written [Gen. xlv. 22]: “To all of them he gave to 
each changes of raiment; but to Benjamin he gave . . . five 
changes of raiment.” Is it possible that what gave trouble to 
Joseph’s father, as Rabba bar Me’hassia said in the name of 
Rabh (Sabbath, p. 19), he (Joseph), the righteous man, should do? 
Said R. Benjamin b. Jepheth: That was a hint that from him 
would descend a man who would wear five royal garments, as it 
is written [Esther, viii. 15]: “ And Mordecai went out in a royal 
apparel of blue and white, and with a great crown of gold, and 
with a cloak of fine linen and purple.” 

“ And he fell upon his brother Benjamin’s neck* ...” [Gen. ^ 
xlv. 14]. How many necks had he—he had only one ? He 
wept for the two Temples, that would be situated in Benjamin’s 
land, and would be destroyed. “ And Benjamin wept upon his 
neck.” He wept for the Tabernacle of Shiloh, that would be 
in Joseph’s part of the land, and would be destroyed. “ And 
behold, your own eyes see, and the eyes of my brother Benja¬ 
min ” [Gen. xlv. 12]. Said R. Elazar: Joseph said to them: 
Just as I have nothing in my heart against Benjamin, who took 


* In the Hebrew text the plural is used. 
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no part in my sale, so I have nothing against you. “ It is 
my mouth that speaketh unto you.” What I speak with my 
mouth, I think in my heart. ” And to his father he sent after 
this manner [ibid. 23] . . . with the best things of Egypt.” 
What is meant by the best things of Egypt ? Said R. Benja¬ 
min b. Jepheth in the name of R. Elazar: He sent him old 
wine, which when old men drink they have their minds invig¬ 
orated. ” And Israel bowed himself upon the head of the bed ” 
[xxxvii. 31]. The same authority said: When the fox is at the 
head, the people bow to him. ” And he comforted them, and 
spoke kindly unto them ” [ 1 . 21]. Said the same authority again : 
He told them such things as are agreeable to be heard; namely, 
ten lights could not extinguish one, much less could one light 
put out ten. 

44 For the Jews there was light, and joy and gladness and 
honor” [Esther, viii. 16]. Said R. Jehudah: By light is meant 
the Law, as it is written [Prov. vi. 23]: ” For the command¬ 
ment is a lamp, and the law is light.” ” Joy,” that is, a holi¬ 
day, as it is written [Deut. xvi. 14]: ” And thou shalt rejoice 
on thy feast.” ” Gladness” means circumcision, as it is writ¬ 
ten [Ps. cxix. 162]: ” I am rejoiced over thy promise.” And 
by ” honor” is meant Thephilin, as it is written [Deut. xxviii. 
16]: ” And all the nations of the earth shall see that thou art 
called by the name of the Lord, and they shall be afraid of 
thee.” And we have learned in a Boraitha, R. Eliezer the 
Great said: By this are meant the Thephilin on the head. 

” And Parshandatha ” [Esther, ix. 7]. R. Adda, from the 
city of Jopha, said: The names of the sons of Haman and the 
phrase " and the ten ” must be pronounced in one breath. 
Why ? Because their souls left their bodies all at the same 
time. Said R. Johanan: The Vav of Vayzatha must be made 
longer, that it look like a gallows, for all ten were hanged on 
one gallows-tree. 

14 Words of peace and truth” [30]. Said R. Tanhum, and 
according to others R. Ashi: We may infer from this that it 
should be written like the Law of Truth; as that must be writ¬ 
ten on ruled parchment, so this. 

44 And the order of Esther confirmed” [32]. Said R. Jo¬ 
hanan: Read together the former verse and this: ” The matters 
of the fastings, the prayers, and the order of Esther confirmed.” 

44 For Mordecai the Jew was the second in rank after King 
Ahasuerus, and great among the Jews, and acceptable to the 
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multitude of his brethren ” [x. 3]. To the multitude, but not 
to all ? From this we may infer that a part of the Sanhedrin 
turned away from him. 

R. Joseph said: The study of the Law is greater than the 
saving of lives, for before Mordecai was mentioned the fifth, 
and later the sixth. It is written [Ezra, ii. 2]: "Who came 
with Zerubbabel, Jeshua, Nehemiah, Serayah, Realayah, Mor¬ 
decai, Balshan; ” and later, [in Nehemiah, vii. 7] he is mentioned 
the sixth. (Rashi explains this thus: From the return of Ezra 
to the return of Nehemiah twenty years elapsed, and meanwhile 
Mordecai became of high rank, but before he had been more of 
a scholar.) 

Rabh, and according to others R. Samuel b. Martha, said: 
The study of the Law is of more importance than the building 
of the Temple; for so long as Barach b. Neriah lived, Ezra re¬ 
turned not to the land of Israel. Said Rabha in the name of 
R. Itz’hak b. Samuel the son of Martha: The study of the Law 
is more important than the honoring of the parents; for in all 
the years that Jacob passed with Shem and Eber and studied 
the Law, he was not chastised for failing during that time to 
honor his father and his mother.* 


* The Gemara proceeds to prove this by certain calculations of the ages of Ishmael, 
Itz’hak, and Jacob, deduced from scriptural passages ; the proof being very flimsy and 
complicated, we have omitted it. 


V 



CHAPTER II. 


CONCERNING THE READING OF THE MEGILLA—BY WHOM, WHERE, 
AND IN WHAT LANGUAGES. 

MISHNA: Anyone who reads the Megilla in an irregular 
manner does not fulfil his duty; nor if he reads it by heart, or 
translated in any language which he does not understand. It 
is lawful, however, to read to those that know no Hebrew in a 
foreign language which they understand; if they have heard it 
in (the original language with) Assyrian characters, they have 
also done their duty (though they have not understood the 
Hebrew). Should anyone read it so as to make long pauses 
between the parts and slumber meanwhile, he will have fulfilled 
his duty. If anyone should read the Megilla while writing, 
expounding, or correcting it, with the intention of fulfilling his 
duty, it is fulfilled; but not, if he had no such intention. If the 
Megilla was written with paint, ruddle, gum, vitriol black, on 
papyrus, or on rough vellum, the duty is not fulfilled, but it must 
be written in Assyrian characters, in a book, on good parchment, 
and with ink. 

GEMARA: Whence do we deduce this? Said Rabha: It 
is written [Esther, ix. 28]: “And these days are remembered 
and celebrated.’’ The remembering is compared to the cele¬ 
brating, as the celebration cannot be earlier, because the 15th 
day cannot precede the 14th; so in remembering, the second 
chapter cannot be read before the first. We have learned in a 
Tosephtha that the same is the case with the Hallel Prayer, 
and the saying of Shema. And whence is this deduced ? Said 
Rabba : Because it is written [Ps. cxiii. 3]: “ From the rising of 
the sun unto his going down, the name of the Lord is praised ’ 
(as the sun does not go backward, so the praises of the Lord). 
R. Joseph said: From the following passage [Ps. cxviii. 24]: 
“ This is the day which the Lord has made’’ (as the day pro¬ 
gresses without irregularity, so is to be the prayer). R. Ivia 
says: From the following passage [ibid, cxiii. 2]: Let the name 
of the Lord be blessed ” (let it be as it is). And R. Na liman 
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bar Itz'hak, and according to others R. A’ha bar Jacob, says: 
From [ibid. 2]: “ From this time forth and for evermore” (as 
time progresses regularly, so should the prayer be). 

The rabbis taught: Whence do we deduce that we should 
mention the Patriarchs in the prayer ? Because it is written 
[Ps. xxix. 1]: ” Ascribe unto the Lord, ye sons of the mighty 
(by mighty are meant the Patriarchs). And whence do we de¬ 
duce that we should mention in the prayer the power of God ? 
Because it is written [ibid.]: “ Ascribe unto the Lord glory and 
strength . ” And whence do we deduce that His Holiness must 
be mentioned ? Because it is written [ibid. 2] : ” Ascribe unto 
the Lord the glory of his name; bow down to the Lord in 
the beauty of holiness .” And from what did they see that we 
should pray for Wisdom after Holiness is mentioned ? Because 
it is written [Is. xxix. 23]: “ Then will they sanctify the Holy 
One of Jacob, and the God of Israel will they reverence ” ; and 
in the succeeding verse: “ They also that were erring in spirit 
shall acquire understanding.” And why do we mention Repent¬ 
ance after Wisdom ? Because it is written [Is. vi. 10]: “ Lest 
his heart understand, and he will repent, and be healed.” If 
so, we ought to mention Healing after Repentance ? It would 
not be proper, because it is written [ibid. lv. 7]: ” And let him 
return unto the Lord, and he will have mercy upon him; and 
unto our God, for he will abundantly pardon.” Pardon is there¬ 
fore prayed for after Repentance. But why is preference given 
to this verse over that verse ? There is another passage [Ps. 
ciii. 3]: 44 Who forgiveth all thy iniquities, who healeth all thy 
diseases. Who redeemeth from the pit thy life.” Shall we 
assume that Redemption and Healing come after Forgiveness— 
in the verse above quoted it is written, 44 he will repent and be 
healed ” ? Not healing from disease is meant, but the forgive¬ 
ness is a healing. And why did they mention Redemption in 
the seventh Benediction ? Said Rabha: Because it is known 
they will be redeemed in the seventh year (in Sanhedrin it is 
said that in the last of the seven years before Messiah they will 
be redeemed). And w u y do Ll *~v pray for Healing in the eighth 
Benediction ; Said R. A’ha, because circumcision takes place on 
the eighth day, and requires a healing. And why do they pray 
for the Blessing of the Year in the ninth Benediction ? Said R. 
Alexandri: That is for those who raise the prices, as it is written 
[Ps. x. 15]: ” Break thou the arm of the wicked and of the bad 
man.” And this the ninth psalm. (This whole psalm, Rashi 
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explains, speaks only of people buying up grain to raise its price, 
and he infers it from the verse: “ He lieth in wait to snatch up 
the poor; he snatcheth up the poor as he draweth him into his 
net.” And why is it considered the ninth psalm ? Because 
they consider the first two psalms as one.) And why do we pray 
for Return from the Exile after the Benediction of the Year ? 
Because it is written [Ezek. xxxvi. 8]: ” But yc, O mountains 
of Israel, ye shall send forth your boughs, and your fruit shall ye 
bear for my people Israel; for they are near at hand to come.” 
And as soon as there will be a Return from Exile, there will be 
the Punishment of the Wicked, as is written [Is. i. 25] : ” I will 
turn my hand against thee, and purge away as with lye thy 
dross.” And further [26]: ” I will restore thy judges as at the 
first, and thy counsellors as at the beginning. ” After the Judg¬ 
ment of the Wicked there shall be no sinners, as is written [28] : 

But destruction shall come over transgressors and sinners to¬ 
gether.” And those that forsake the Lord shall perish, and 
when sinners cease to exist, the horn of the righteous is exalted; 
as it is written [Ps. lxxv. 1 1] : ” And all the horns of the wicked 
will 1 hew off, but the horns of the righteous shall be exalted.” 
And righteous proselytes are included among them, as it is writ¬ 
ten [Lev. xix. 32]: ” Before the hoary head shalt thou rise up, 
and honor the old man.” And soon after: ” If a stranger so¬ 
journ with thee, ye shall not vex him.” And where will be 
exalted their horn ? In Jerusalem. As it is written [Ps. cxxii. 
6] : Pray ye for the peace of Jerusalem: may those that love 

ye prosper.” When Jerusalem will be rebuilt, David will come, 
as it is written [Hosea, iii. 5]: ** After that will the children of 
Israel return and seek for the Lord their God and David their 
king.” And with David will come Prayer, as it is written 
[Isaiah, Ivi. 7] : Even these will I bring to my holy moun¬ 
tain, and make them joyful in my house of prayer.” And with 
Prayer comes Service in the Temple, as it is written further: 
” Their burnt-offerings and their sacrifices shall be accepted 
upon my altar.” And after service comes a thanksgiving offer¬ 
ing, as it is written [Ps. 1 . 23]: ” Whoso offereth thanksgiving 
glorifieth me.” (The order of the separate parts of the Eigh¬ 
teen Benedictions has already been laid down.) And why do 
they say the Blessing of the Priests after Thanksgiving ? Because 
it is written [Lev. ix. 22]: ” And Aaron lifted up his hands 
toward the people, and blessed them, and came down after lie 
had offered the sin-offering and burnt-offering and peace-offer- 
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ing. ” And perhaps he blessed them before the service ? Nay, 
we do not suppose so; for it is written, “ he came down after 
he had offered ”—not “ to offer/’ but after offering. If so, let 
it be said before the Thanksgiving ? It would not be proper, 
because it is written: “Whoso offereth the thanksgiving glori- 
fieth me.” And why is this verse preferred to that ? Because 
common sense tells that Service and Thanksgiving are the same 
thing. And why do we pray for Peace after the Blessing of 
Priests ? Because it is written [Num. vi. 27]: “ And they shall 
put my name upon the children of Israel, and I will bless them.” 
And the blessing of the Holy One, blessed be He, is Peace, as it 
is written [Ps. xxix. 11]: “ The Lord will bless his people with 
peace.” 

(Let us see:) If one hundred and twenty elders, and among 
them many prophets, have arranged the Eighteen Benedictions, 
why have we learned in another place that Simeon of Peculi had 
ordered them ? They had been forgotten, so he reintroduced 
the order. 

After these Eighteen Benedictions, it is not permitted to bless 
the name of the Lord more, as R. Elazar said : It is written 
[Ps. cvi. 2]: “Who can utter the mighty acts of the Lord? 
Who can publish all his praise ?” i.e. , who is fit to utter ? He 
who can publish all his praise (and as no one can do it, only the 
prayers that have been ordained should be said). 

Rabba bar bar Hana said in the name of R. Johanan: He 
who speaks too much in praise of God is uprooted from the 
world, as it is written [Job, xxxvii. 20]: “ Can all be related of 
him when I speak ? Or if a man talk even till he be swallowed 
up ?” R. Jehudah of the village Geboriah, according to others 
of Gibor-Hail, lectured: It is written [Ps. lxv. 2]: “ For thee 
praise is silent.”* Silence is the cure to everything: when R. 
Dima came from Palestine, he said that in the West they say: 
“ A word is worth a sela, and silence two.” 

“ If he reads it by heart." Whence is this deduced ? Said 
Rabha: There is an analogy of expression in the word “ memo¬ 
rial.” Here it is written [Esther, ix. 28]: “ These days are 
remembered”; and there [Ex. xvii. 14]: “Write this for a 
memorial in a book.” As there it is written “ in a book” so 
here it should be read out of a book. How is it known that 
loud reading is meant-—perhaps only looking through the book ? 


* So the Talmud translates iT’DIT. 
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It would not be reasonable; as a Boraitha states: It is written 
[Deut. xxv. 17]: “ Remember"; and it cannot mean “in thy 
heart," because it is written again [ibid. 19]: “ Thou shalt not 
forget.' ’ That means, certainly, in thy heart. Consequently 
" remember " must mean orally. 

“ Or translated," etc., i. c . , when both the language and the 
characters arc foreign. 

“ To those who know no Hebrezv" etc. But it is just stated 
that by hearing it read in a foreign language one has not fulfilled 
his duty. Rabbi and Samuel both said : By this Greek is meant. 
How is the case ? If it was written in Assyrian (characters), and 
one read it in Greek, then he reads it by heart ? Said R. A’ba 
in the name of R. Elazar: That means, when it is written in 
Greek, and he reads it in Greek. 

The same authority says again : How is it known that God 
called Jacob “ El " (one of the names of God) ? Because it is 
written [Gen. xxx. 20]: “ And called it El, the God of Israel," 
which he interprets, “ who called him El, the God of Israel." 
For if the altar was meant, the verse would say, “ and Jacob 
called it" An objection was raised: If one read the Megilla 
in Coptic, in Old Hebrew, Elamic, Median, or Greek, one has 
not fulfilled his duty ? What is said above, that Greek is law¬ 
ful, is like another Boraitha which says that if one has read in 
Coptic to Coptic, Hebrew to Hebrews, Elamic to Elamite, or 
Greek to Greek Israelites, they have done their duty. If so, 
why do Rabh and Samuel say the Mishna means only Greek: let 
them say it means all foreign languages may be read to those 
who understand them ? Rabh and Samuel mean that even to 
those who do not comprehend it, it may be read in Greek. But 
in the Boraitha it is said, that only if Greek is read to Greek 
Israelites it is lawful ? Rabh and Samuel are in accordance with 
Rabban Simeon Gamaliel, who says that even the Pentateuch was 
allowed to be written only in Greek, not in another tongue. If 
so, let them say, more briefly, the Halakha prevails according to 
R. Simeon b. Gamaliel ? If they said so, we would think it bears 
reference only to other books; but as of the Megilla it is writ¬ 
ten, “ according to its writing," we would think only in Assyrian 
characters it is allowed, and not Greek, therefore they come to 
teach us that even here Greek is proper. 

One who has it read to him from Assyrian characters ." 
But he does not comprehend it ? What is the use ? It is like 
the case of women and common people, who do not understand 
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it either, yet they are fulfilling their duty. Rabbina opposed: 
Why do you compare him to women and common people, and 
we ourselves, do we understand what is meant by D^^nt^Pi^n 
[viii. io] ? But as it does not matter, provided 
we understand the proclamation of the miracle, so it also mat¬ 
ters not in their case. 

“ Long pauses," etc. (The term used in the Mishna is “Seru- 
gin. M ) The rabbis did not understand the expression of the 
Mishna, until they heard that the servant-maid of 

Rabbi, when she saw that the rabbis came to Rabbi’s house in 
small detached parties, at intervals, said to them : Why do you 
come—Serugin, Serugin ? * The rabbis taught : If one made 
pauses in his reading, he has fulfilled his duty; but if he read it 
irregularly, he has not; R. Muna says in the name of R. Jehu- 
dah: Even when one has made pauses he has done his duty, 
provided they were not long enough for the reading of the whole 
Megilla, but otherwise he must begin again from the beginning. 
Said R. Bibbi: Rabh said that the Halakha does not prevail 
according to R. Muna, and Samuel says that it does. Said R. 
Joseph: Hold in thy mind what R. Bibbi has said, for Samuel 
decides more vigorously. When a single authority holds vigor¬ 
ously, even when the majority differ from him (and it is an old 
rule, that where Samuel and Rabh disagree the Halakha prevails 
according to Rabh, when the laws are not about pecuniary 
matters). 

The rabbis taught: When the scribe who had written the 
Megilla had omitted letters or sentences, but the reader read it 
like an interpreter, and supplied what was missing, the duty was 
done. 

The rabbis taught: If the reader has omitted one verse, he 
should not say: When I shall have read the entire Megilla I 
shall then read the omitted verse; but he should commence with 
that verse, and read further. The same is it when one comes to 
the house of prayer, and finds the first half of it gone through by 
the congregation, he should not say: “ I will read with the con¬ 
gregation to the end, and then read the first half ” ; but he should 
begin to read from the beginning, and read to the end. 

“ And slumber." What is meant by slumbering ? It means 
not sleeping, but being drowsy, so that when he is called, he an- 


* See Rosh-Hashana for other cases where the rabbis did not understand till 
they heard the explanation by Rabbi’s maid. 
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swers; but to answer intelligently he is not able before he is 
called a second time. 

“ If anyone should read whilst writing" etc. How was the 
case? If he had arranged the verses beforehand, and first read, 
then copied them, even if he had the intention, what is it ? It is 
reading by heart. Shall we say, if he was writing verse by verse 
and reading them, he has not fulfilled his duty either, because by 
R. Helba in the name of R. Hama bar Guria, quoting Rabh, said : 
The Halakha prevails according to him who said that legally the 
whole Megilla must be written and be before him ? This is 
meant: An entire Megilla lay before him, and he read each verse, 
and copied it. 

Rabba bar bar Hana said in the name of R. Johanan : Even one 
letter must not be written, unless copied from a Megilla. An 
objection was raised : R. Simeon b. Elazar said : It happened to 
R. Meir, that he went to make the year intercalary in Asia, and 
there was not any Megilla ; so he wrote it down from memory, and 
then read it to the community. Said R. Abahu : With R. Meir 
it is different : Of R. Meir was said the 25th verse of chap. iv. of 
Proverbs : 44 Thy eyelids see straight out before thee ” (he saw the 
Megilla in his mind as clearly as with his eyes). Ramai bar Hama 
asked R. Jeremiah of Diphthi: What is meant by this? He an¬ 
swered him : The words of the Law, of which it is said [Prov. xxiii. 
5] : “ When thou lettest merely thy eyes fly over it, it is no more/’ 
But in the case of R. Meir it was as if he saw it with his eyes, so 
was it engraved in his memory. 

R. Hisda found R. Hananal writing Scripture, not from a 
copy, and he said to him : It is true, thou art fit to write the 
entire Bible from memory; but the sages have said, nevertheless, 
that it is unlawful to write even one letter thus. From what we 
hear that he was fit for writing it all by heart, and we see that 
he knew it also by heart, yet he was not allowed to do so (how 
then could R. Meir do it ?). In the time of necessity, when 
there was no other Megilla, it was different. 

4 If the Megilla was zuritten zvith . . . vitriol black .” 

Said Rabba bar bar Hana: This means that which is used by 
shoemakers for blackening new shoes. 

44 Rough vellum f when the hide has been already salted, but 
not polished. 

44 But it must be written in Assyrian characters." Why? Be¬ 
cause it is said, 44 according to their writing.” 

44 In a book a?id with ink." Whence do we deduce this? 
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From an analogy of expression.' It is written [Esther, ix. 29] : 
“ Then wrote Esther” ; and [Jer. xxxvi. 18] : “ Then said Baruch 
unto them, With his mouth did he utter clearly all these words 
unto me, and I zvrote them in the book with ink.” 

MISHNA: If an inhabitant of an open town had gone to an 
anciently walled town, or vice versa , if he intends to return to 
his place, he shall read it at the same time they read in his place; 
if not, he may read with the inhabitants of the place in which he 
is. From where is it necessary to commence the reading of the 
Megilla, so as to fulfil one's duty ? R. Meir says: It is obliga¬ 
tory to read the whole. R. Jehudah says: It suffices if he com¬ 
mence at “ a Jewish man ” [Esther, ii. 5]- R- Jose says : Even if 
from “ after these events” [ibid. iii. 1]. 

GEMARA: Said Rabha: “If he intends to return.” That 
means, to return on the night of the 14th; but if he does not 
purpose to return on that night, he may read with the inhabi¬ 
tants of the place where he is. And he said again : Whence do 
I deduce this? Because it is written [Esther, ix. 19]: “There¬ 
fore do the Jews of the open towns, that dwell in open towns.” 
Let us see. It is stated already, “The Jews of the open towns.” 
Why is it repeated, “ that dwell in open towns ” ? He comes to 
teach us, that if one dwells even one day there, he is considered 
as an inhabitant of an open town. This is right about open 
towns, but how do we know that the same applies to walled 
towns? That is common sense : If one who dwells a day in an 
open town is considered an inhabitant thereof, the same must be 
in the case of a walled town. 

And Rabha says again : If a countryman has gone into a 
town, he must read with the inhabitants, for why was he per¬ 
mitted to read on the Assembly-day ? That he should not trouble 
himself to come to the town; but if he is there, he must read in 
any case, whether he intends to stay there or not. 

“ From where is it necessary to commence ,” etc. We have 
learned in a Boraitha: R. Simeon b. Jechayi said: He may be¬ 
gin from, “ in that night ” [chap. vi. 1]. 

Said R. Johanan: All these different opinions have been 
deduced from the following verse : It is written [ix. 29] : “ Then 
wrote Esther the queen, . . . with Mordecai the Jew, with 

all due strength.” Those who say the entire Megilla should be 
read, mean the whole might (strength) of Ahasuerus ; he who says 
it should be begun from “ a Jewish man,” means the whole power 
of Mordecai; and he who says from “ after these events,” thinks 
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the power of Hainan ; and he who says from “ in that night,” 
means the whole power of the miracle should be related. Said 
R. Helba in the name of R. Hama bar Guria, quoting Rabh : The 
Halakha prevails according to him who says: The whole Megilla 
must be read. And even he who says from “ a Jewish man ” also 
means it should be written wholly, if not read. The same says 
again : The Megilla is called “ a book,” also “ a letter.” That 
means, it is called a book because if it is stitched together with 
threads of flax it is invalid, as the Holy Scrolls are ; and it is 
called a letter because if only three veins are used it is yet valid 
(unlike the Holy Scrolls). Said R. Na’hman : This is when every 
vein is triple (triply stitched). 

R. Jehudah said in the name of Samuel: If one has read the 
Megilla from the Bible, in which it is among other books, he has 
not fulfilled his duty, as the Megilla should be separated. Said 
Rabha: This is when the scroll of the Megilla was like the other 
scrolls; but if it was a little longer or shorter and distinguishable 
from them, it does not matter. 

R. Hyya bar Abba said in the name of R. Johanan : If one 
reads the Megilla bound with other books, he has not done his 
duty. Those who heard him repudiated him, saying : This is 
only the case when it is read in public ; but an individual may 
do so. The same says again in the name of the same authority: 
The law that, when the Holy Scrolls are stitched together, mar¬ 
gins must be left at the top and at the bottom is a Halakha from 
Moses on Sinai. And those who heard him repudiated him,* 
saying: It is not a Halakha from Moses on Sinai, but it has been 
ordered only that the parchment may not be torn. The same 
says again in the name of the same authority: If in the case 
where Moses and Elijah were, there had been a chink as narrow 
as a needle, they would not have remained alive when the Lord 
passed, as it is written [Ex. xxxiii. 20] : “ For no man can see me 
and live.” The same says again in the name of the same author¬ 
ity : It is written [Deut. ix. 10]: “And on them was written ac¬ 
cording to all the words which the Lord had spoken with you 
on the mount.” We infer from this that God revealed to Moses 


* Rashi explained this, that not others objected, but he himself retracted his as¬ 
sertion. But this seems to us incorrect : firstly, as the word “ repudiated,' 1 in the 
original, is in the plural ; and secondly, when R. Ilyya bar Abba said in R. Johan- 
an’s name he no longer lived, how could he contradict himself at that time? There¬ 
fore we translate it as it seems to us right. See our “ Ursprung und Entwickelung 
des Philaclerien-Ritus beiden Tuden,” p. 140, where this passage is explained. 
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all the particulars of the Bible (i.e. f what words signify that some¬ 
thing is to be included or to be excluded), and of the particulars 
the Gemara deduces from the Mishna, and what the scribes will 
discover later. And what is it ? The reading of the Megilla. 

MISHNA: All are qualified to read the Megilla, except a 
deaf person, fool, or a minor. R. Jehudah, however, allows it to 
be read by a minor. 

GEMARA: Who is the Tana that holds that even when a 
deaf man has already read it the duty is not fulfilled ? Said R. 
Mathna: The Tana is R. Jose of the following Mishna in 
Rerachoth : “ He who read Shema, and did not himself hear 
what he read, he has done his duty. R. Jose, however, said, he 
has not.” How do we know that our Mishna is in accordance 
with R. Jose, who says that even if he has done it already, he has 
not fulfilled his duty. Perhaps it is in accordance with R. Jehudah, 
who says that he must not commence ; but if he has done it 
already, he has done his duty ? It would not be reasonable ; be¬ 
cause the deaf person is mentioned together with the fool and 
the minor, and as when the last two have done it the duty has 
not been fulfilled, so it must be with the deaf. 

“ Jehudah allows a minor." We have learned in a Bo- 
raitha : R. Jehudah said : When I was a minor I read the Megilla 
in the presence of R. Tarphon and the elders in the city of Lud. 
The sages answered : One adduces no proof from a minor. We 
have learned in another Boraitha : Rabbi said : When I was a minor 
I read the Megilla in the presence of R. Jehudah. The sages said 
to him: One cannot adduce a proof from a man who permitted 
it (because the majority differed from him). Why have they not 
answered here also. One brings no proof from a minor? They 
meant it; firstly, he was a minor, but even if he were not, they 
would not recognize it as a proof, because R. Jehudah was an 
individual exception. 

MISHNA : The following religious acts may not be done 
before sunrise on the day on which they are obligatory: To read 
the Megilla, to circumcise, to bathe (on the seventh day of the 
purification of an unclean or defiled person), to sprinkle (the un¬ 
clean as a purification); nor may a woman (who had experienced 
her menses beyond the usual time, and who was to) wait a day 
(before she might bathe) do so before the sunrise of that day. 
But if any of these acts has been done at any period after day¬ 
break, it is valid. 

GEMARA: Whence do we deduce this? It is written 
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[Esther, ix. 28]: “And these days are remembered and cele¬ 
brated ” The days, and not the nights. Shall we assume that 
this is in contradiction to R. Joshua b. Levi, who said above 
(p. 7.) that one must read the Megilla in the evening, and repeat 
it on the day? What this Mishna teaches, that before sunrise 
the Megilla must not be read, refers to the second time, i.e ., the 

reading by day. ^ 

“ To circumcise!' Because it is written [Lev. xn. 3]: On 
the eighth day shall the flesh of his foreskin be circumcised.” 

“ To bathe , to sprinkle .” Because it is written [Num. xix. 19] : 

“ And the clean person shall sprinkle upon the unclean 
on the seventh day ” ; and bathing is equal to sprinkling. 

« After daybreak .” Whence is this deduced ? Said Rabha : 
Because it is written [Gen. i. 5] : “ And God called the light 
day ” ; and the beginning of the light is called day. If so, then, 
as it is written, “and the darkness he called night,” let the time 
when it begins to be dark be called “ night ”; and we have a tra¬ 
dition that until the stars appear it is not reckoned to be night. 
Therefore, says R. Zera, infer it from the following passage [Ne- 
hemiah, iv. 15] : “ So we labored at the work, while the half of 
them were holding the spears from the rising of the morning 
dawn till the stars appeared. 

MISHNA: The following religious acts may be done during 
the whole of the day (on which they are obligatory): The reading 
of the Megilla, of the Hallel; the sounding of the cornet; the 
handling of the Lulab; the prayer at the additional offering; the 
additional offering; the confession of sin on sacrificing the bulls, 
the confession to be made on bringing the second tithe, the con¬ 
fession of sin by the high-priest on the Day of Atonement; the 
imposition of hands (on the sacrifice); the slaughtering of a sac¬ 
rifice ; the waving of the offering; the bringing it to the altar; 
the taking of the handful of flour [Lev. ii. 2]; the burning 
with incense of the fat of a sacrifice on the altar; the pinching 
or wringing off of the head of fowls brought at sacrifices 
[Lev. i. 15]; the receiving of the blood of a sacrifice; the 
sprinkling thereof on the altar; the giving the bitter water 
to drink to a woman suspected of adultery; the striking off 
of the heifer’s neck [Deut. xxi. 4], and the purification of a 
leprous person. The following acts may be done during the 
whole of the night: The cutting of the sheaves for the “ omer,” 
and the burning of the fat and members of a burnt-offering on the 
altar [Lev. vi. 9]. This is the rule: Whatever is commanded to 
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be done by day may legally be done during the whole of the 
day; and whatever is commanded to be done by night, it is 
lawful to do during the whole of the night. 

GEMARA: Whence do we deduce this? Because it is writ¬ 
ten : “ Those days are remembered and celebrated.” The read¬ 
ing of Hallel, as is written [Ps. cxiii. 3] : “ From the rising of the 
sun unto the going down.” R. Joseph says: As it is written 
[ibid, cxviii. 24] : “ This is the day which the Lord hath made.” 
“ The use of the Lulab,” because it is written [Lev. xxiii. 40] : 
“And ye shall take unto yourselves on the first day :” “The 
sounding of the cornet,” because it is written [Num. xxix. 7]: 
“A day of blowing of the cornet shall it be unto you.” “And 
the additional offering,” as it is written [Lev. xxiii. 37] : “ Every¬ 
thing upon its day.” And the prayer at the additional offering 
is like the offering itself.* 

“ This is the rule,” etc. What is it meant to include? The 
putting away of the spoon of frankincense, and the taking it 
away (because the old must be taken away at the same time that 
the new is brought, as will be explained in Tract Mena’hoth). 

“By night” etc. What is it meant to include? The eating 
of the Paschal lamb, which is only before sunrise ; and the Mishna 
is not in accordance with Elazar b. Azariah (as will be explained 
in Tract Mena’hoth). 


* The remaining laws of the Mishna are also deduced here from verses or from 
analogies of expression ; but they are found in other and more proper places, and 
are therefore here omitted. 


APPENDIX TO FOOTNOTE ON PAGE 53 * 

Jastrow’s Dictionary has just reached us, and we are surprised not to find under 
sub. 'TO the quotation 1 TO 1 » repeated twice on page 19b, old ed., mentioned by us 
in our note, which means they struck the Halakha on its head. We fail to find 
any reason for this omission, as it seems to us very important that the quotation 
should occur. 






CHAPTER III. 


REGULATIONS CONCERNING THE POSTURE OF THE READER OF THE 
MEGILLA, AND HIS CLOTHES, BEFORE PRAYER. 

MISHNA : The Megilla may be read cither sitting or standing, 
by one person only, or by two persons at the same time. They 
alike fulfil their duty. In places where it is usual to say a bless¬ 
ing (after reading it) it is obligatory to say it, but not when it is 
not customary. Three men are called to read in the Holy Scrolls 
on Mondays and Thursdays; and in the afternoon of the Sabbath 
neither more nor less than that number may be called, nor shall 
any section from the Prophets then be read. He who commences 
the reading of the Holy Scrolls shall pronounce the first benedic¬ 
tion before reading it, and he who concludes the reading shall 
pronounce the last benediction after reading it. 

On the first of the month, on the intermediate days of the 
festivals, four men are to be called. This number may neither 
be added to nor diminished, nor shall any section of the Prophets 
then be read (the first of these men shall say the first blessing 
before reading, and the last who concludes the reading shall say 
the last blessing after reading). This is the rule : On all days, 
when an additional offering is prescribed, which are nevertheless 
not festivals, four men are to be called; five on festivals; six on 
the Day of Atonement ; and seven on the Sabbath. This number 
may not be diminished, but it may be increased, and a section of 
the Prophets must be read on those days. The first and the last 
readers shall pronounce the benedictions before and after reading. 

GEMARA: We have learned in a Boraitha: It is not so 
with the reading of the Torah, which can be read only when the 
congregation sits. Whence do we deduce this? Said R. Abahu : 
It is written [Deut. v. 28] : “ But as for thee, stand thou here by 
me.” From this we infer, he should stand, and the congregation 
should sit. He says again : How do we know that the Master 
should not teach the disciple when he sits on the bed, and the 
disciple on the floor? Because it is written: “ Stand by (with) 
me ” (as I stand so you should stand). 

57 


- ' } 
5 ° 


THE BABYLONIAN TALMUD. 


The rabbis taught: From the time of Moses till Rabban 
Gamaliel the Law was studied standing; when R. Gamaliel died, 
sicknesses came into existence, and they began to study sitting. 
And this is what we have learned in a Mishna elsewhere, that 
since R. Gamaliel had died the honoring of the Law had ceased. 

One verse says [Deut. ix. 9] : “I sat on the mount ” ; and 
another [ibid. x. 10] : “ I stood on the mount.” Said Rabh : 
He stood when he studied, and he sat when he repeated. R. 
Johanan, however, said: By “sitting” is meant abiding, as is 
written [Deut. i. 46] : “ And ye sat in Kadesh,” which means 
“dwelt.” Rabha says: The easy things he learned standing, 
and the difficult things he sat down to understand. 

“ By one person , or by two ,” etc. We have learned in a Borai- 
tha: The law is not so with the Holy Scrolls (which only one 
can read, not two). 

The rabbis taught: The scrolls of the Pentateuch one should 
read and the other should interpret; but not one shall read and 
two interpret; but the Prophets : One should read and two may 
interpret it, but two should not read and two interpret. In case 
of Halleland the Megilla, however, even ten may read and ten in¬ 
terpret. Why so? Because Hallel and the Megilla are dear to 
the people, and even if ten read they will give their attention. 

“ In places where it is usual to say a blessing ,” etc. Says 
Abayi: The Mishna refers only to the benediction after it ; but 
before, it is obligatory. As R. Jehudah said in the name of Sam¬ 
uel : For all religious duties, one should pronounce a benediction 
before they are done. 

What blessing should be pronounced before the reading of the 
Megilla ? R. Shesheth of Qartazia said in the presence of R. 
Ashi: Three blessings : Blessed be He, etc., who has commanded 
us to read the Megilla; Blessed be He, etc., who has performed 
miracles for our ancestors; and the benediction of the time. 
What blessing is said after the reading of the Megilla ? “ Blessed 
be Thou, O Lord our God, King of the Universe, who hast taken 
up our quarrels, who hast judged our judgments, who hast taken 
revenge for us, who hast retaliated for us on our adversaries, and 
who recompensest according to their deservings all our enemies. 
Blessed be Thou, O Lord, who punishest all the adversaries of 
Israel.” Rabha said : “ Blessed be Thou, God of salvation.” Said 
R. Papa: Therefore, we should say both: “ Blessed be Thou, O 
Lord, who punishest our adversaries, God of our salvation ! ” 

“ Three men are called to rcadT etc. To what do the three 




TRACT MEGILLA. 


59 


correspond? To the Torah, the Prophets, and the Hagiographa. 
So said R. Ashi. Rabha said : To priests, Levites, and Israelites. 
And R. Simi taught: One must not read less than ten verses 
in the house of prayer; and if one of them consists of the words, 
“ And God spoke to Moses,” it is reckoned among the ten. To 
what do these ten correspond? R. Joshua b. Levi says: To the 
ten unemployed men in the synagogue. And R. Joseph said: 
To the ten commandments given to Moses on Sinai. R. Johanan 
says: To the ten sayings of the Lord, by which He created the 
world. 

Rabha said : The first of the three men who goes to read in 
the Torah, if he has read four verses, he may be praised; if not 
the first, but the second did it, he may be praised; if the third 
did this, he may be praised (and if all three read four verses each, 
all may be praised). It happened once R. Papa came to the 
synagogue of Abiguber; and he read four verses to the first, and 
R. Papa praised him. 

“ Neither more nor less .” We have learned in a Boraitha: 
“ The beginner shall pronounce the benediction before the read¬ 
ing, and the last reader after.” But in this time, when we have 
the custom that everyone says the benediction both before and 
after, the reason why the rabbis have ordained so is that those 
who enter and go away in the middle of the reading should not 
fail to hear either the blessing before or after. 

“ On the first of the month." Ula bar Rabh asked Rabha: 
The portion about the beginning of the month [Num. xxviii. u], 
how should it be read ? Shall we begin to read with the first 
verse of the chapter which speaks about the daily offering—eight 
verses— how shall we do? If two each read three verses, only 
two will be left for the third, and two should not be read? If 
they read each four, then for the third will be left seven verses, 
because about Sabbath there are two, and about the first of the 
month five? If the third should begin with the ninth verse 
(about Sabbath), and read the two about Sabbath and one about 
the first of the month, we have learned in a Boraitha: One must 
not begin a portion (containing less) than three verses? (and 
about Sabbath there are two). If the third begin with Sabbath, 
and read three about the first month, then two verses will be left. 
Rabha answered: This I did not hear, but I heard something 
similar. We have learned in the Mishna, in Tract Taanith: 
“ The first day one reads in Genesis from i. 6: ‘ Let there be an 
expanse.’ ” And a Boraitha added to this : From “ In the begin- 
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ning” should be read by two, and from “ Let there be an ex¬ 
panse ” should be read by one. And it was discussed : It is right 
that from “ Let there be an expanse ” should be read by one, be¬ 
cause there are three verses; but up to that there are only five 
verses, and how can two men read it ? Have we not learned in a 
Boraitha that each must read no less that three verses ? And in 
answer to it, it was taught: Rabh said : The second should begin 
from the third verse, which has been already read ; and Samuel 
says: They shall divide the third verse into two parts. 

[Why does Rabh say he shall read a second time, and not be¬ 
gin in the middle? Because Rabh holds the verse which Moses 
did not leave in the middle we may not split ; but Samuel says we 
may. And accordingto Samuel may we stop in the middle of the 
verse? Did not Hanania Kara say: I had great trouble when I 
was by R. Hanina the Great, who did not permit me to stop in 
the middle of a verse, except for the schoolchildren, because I 
had to teach them ? Why did R. Hanina permit ? Because 
schoolchildren could not otherwise be taught; and so Samuel 
allowed, because it was necessary. But why does not Samuel 
say as Rabh ? Because if one enter in the middle, and hear the 
second reading the third verse, he may think the first has read 
only two.] 

An objection was raised: We have learned in Taanith : “A 
portion containing six verses may be read by two men, but if it 
contain five, only one man must read ; but if the first has only 
read three, the second must read the remaining two, and one of 
the next portion. But, according to others, he must read three 
verses of the next, because he must not begin to read a portion, 
unless he read three verses.” Now, if it were as Rabh and 
Samuel say, why does not the Boraitha teach he shall repeat a 
verse, or stop in the middle ? There the case is different; because 
it is practicable, but not here. 

Said R. Tan’hum in the name of R. Joshua b. Levi: The 
Halakha prevails according to the saying of the Boraitha in the 
name of the others. And he says again : As one must not begin 
a portion, to read less than three verses, so one must not stop 
unless three verses are yet left. 

Rabba the son of Rabha sent to ask R. Joseph how the 
Halakha prevails. And he sent him the answer: The Halakha 
prevails, that it shall be repeated by the second reader. 

“ This is the rule : When an additional offering .” The school¬ 
men propounded a question : On a fast of the congregation how 
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many persons should be called to read ? Should we say that be¬ 
cause on the first of the month and intermediate days there is an 
additional offering, four should read ; but on this occasion, when 
there is no additional offering, only three should read? Or that, 
because there is an additional prayer, four should be called to 
read ? Come and hear: It happened that Rabh came to Babylon 
on a congregational fast-day. He arose and read in the Torah, and 
said a benediction when he began, but not when he finished. The 
whole congregation fell upon their faces, and he did not. Now 
let us see : Rabh (who was no priest) could read only what an 
Israelite reads (i.e., was the third). Why, then, did he not pro¬ 
nounce the benediction after he had finished? We must assume 
because he thought a fourth would yet read, so there would be 
four? Nay; Rabh was the beginner, and substituted a priest, 
because he was the best man ; and we find in Gittin, that R. Huna 
did so too. It is right of R. Huna, because, as it is said there, 
R. Ammi and R. Ashi, although they were priests themselves 
and the most honored men of Palestine, nevertheless bowed be¬ 
fore R. Huna ; but Rabh, how could he substitute a priest? Was 
there not Samuel, who was a priest, and always had preference 
before Rabh ? Nay; Samuel also bowed to Rabh; but Rabh 
gave preference to him only to honor him, and it seems to us 
that this is correct, that Rabh read first ; because if not so, why 
did he pronounce the benediction before ? But perhaps it was 
after it was ordained that the benediction should be pronounced 
both before and after? Then he would have pronounced the 
benediction after it also ? It is different. Where Rabh was, the 
people were permitted to enter the house of prayer, but not to 
leave, till Rabh finished lecturing. Hence there was no fear for 
those who might leave. (The question is therefore not decided, 
because after the first may be cither two or three.) Come and 
hear. This is the rule: On the day when no labor is done, as 
on a congregational fast and the 9th of Abh, three must read ; 
and on those days when to do labor is not prohibited, as on the 
first of the month and intermediate days of a festival, four read. 
This decides the question. 

Said R. Ashi: Have we not learned in our Mishna: This 
is the rule: On the day which has an additional sacrifice, but 
is not a festival, four men read? Now, when it is said, “this 
is the rule,” may we not assume that it is meant to include 
a congregational fast and the 9th of Abh ? Nay, a sign only 
was given that it should not be thought festivals and interme- 
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diate days are equal in the reading of the Torah : they gave us 
a rule that even on a day having a preference over another day, 
one man more must be called to read. Therefore, on the first 
of the month, intermediate days, which have an additional sacri¬ 
fice, four read ; on a festival, when no labor may be done, five 
must read ; on the Day of Atonement, which has a punishment 
of Kareth, six read ; on Sabbath, which has a capital punishment, 
seven read. 

It is said above: Rabh did not fall on his face. Why? Be¬ 
cause he was the most honored man ; and this is similar to the 
teaching of R. Elazar: He said, an honored man must not fall 
on his face, unless he is sure he will be answered as Joshua b. 
Nun, of whom it is written [Josh. vii. io] : “And the Lord said 
to Joshua: Get thee up; wherefore best thou upon thy face?” 
Said R. Hyya bar Abbin : I saw that Abayi and Rabha used 
not to fall on their faces, but only reclined their heads on their 
hands. 

“ Six on the Day of Atonement!' According to whom is our 
Mishna? Not according to R. Ishmael, and not according to R. 
Aqiba of the following Boraitha: “ On the festival five, on the 
Day of Atonement six, and on the Sabbath seven—not more and 
not less. So is the decree of R. Ishmael. R. Aqiba says : On a 
festival five, on the Day of Atonement seven, on Sabbath six— 
not less, but it may be more.” If the Mishna was in accordance 
with R. Ishmael, it would not allow, as he, more; and if in ac¬ 
cordance with R. Aqiba, the latter says, on Sabbath six ? Said 
Rabha: The Mishna is in accordance with the disciples of R. 
Ishmael, who teach : On festivals five, on the Day of Atonement 
six, on Sabbath seven—not less, but more is permitted. So said 
R. Ishmael. This is in self-contradiction of R. Ishmael? There 
are two Tanaim : One says R. Ishmael had said so, and the sec¬ 
ond he had said otherwise. To what do the three, five, and 
seven correspond? R. Itz’hak b. Nahmani and R. Simeon b. 
Pazzi, according to others R. Samuel b. Nahmani—one said that 
it corresponds to the blessings of the priests (where there are 
three words in the first verse, five in the second, seven in the 
third), and the other said that they correspond to the three 
door-keepers [II Kings, xxv. 18] and the five men who could 
come unto the kings presence [ibid. 19] and the seven who could 
see Ahasuerus [Esther, i. 14]. And the same taught R. Joseph. 
Said Abayi to him : Why has the Master not explained it to us 
before ? He answered : I did not know you needed an explana- 
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tion of it, and you asked me not ; did you ever ask me anything 
to which I answered not ? 

Said Jacob, one of the Minim,* to R. Jchudah : The six men 
who read on the Day of Atonement, to whom do they corre¬ 
spond ? He said : To the six men who stood on the right and the 
left of Ezra, as is written [Nehem. viii. 4] : “The names of the 
six who stood on the right, and of the six that stood on the left.” 

The rabbis taught: All are entitled to be counted read among 
the seven on Sabbath, even a minor and a woman. The sages, 
however, said : A woman should not read in the Torah for the 
honor of the congregation. The schoolmen propounded a ques¬ 
tion : May the last reader from the Prophets be counted among 
the seven? R. Huna and R. Jeremiah bar Abba differ: One 
says yes; the other says no. The first gives the reason that, 
although he reads from the Prophets, he reads from the Pen¬ 
tateuch also, and why should he not be counted? while the 
second holds with Ula, who said that the reader from the 
Prophets reads from the Pentateuch only in honor of the Torah, 
not because it is his task; and therefore it is not counted. An 
objection was raised : We have learned that he who reads por¬ 
tions from the Prophets should read not less than twenty-one 
verses, to correspond to the verses from the Torah read by the 
seven men (each of whom read three). Now, if the same person 
reads also from the Pentateuch, he should read but twenty-four 
verses from the Prophets, as he himself read three in the Torah? 
As he reads only in honor of the Law, it should not be counted. 
Rabha opposed: Do not we read Jeremiah, vii., from verse 21 to 
chapter viii., where twenty-one verses are not found ? There it 
is different, because the subject is concluded there. And where 
the subject is not finished, must we read twenty-one verses? Did 
not Samuel bar Abba say : I stood many times before R. Johanan, 
and when we had done reading ten verses, he told us to stop, 
though it was in the midst of the subject? Where there is an 
interpreter, the law is different. As R. Tahlipha b. Samuel 
taught: When must he read twenty-one verses? Where there is 
no interpreter, otherwise he may cease earlier. 

MISPINA : When men come into the synagogue after the 
prayer has been finished, they may not repeat the prayer if they 


*Tosphoth proposes it should be read Matzaa, of the city of that name, because, 
if he would be of the Minim, the Gemara would nQt mention his name. We, how¬ 
ever, have explained in our Philactericn-Ritus that Jacob the Mini is right. 
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are less than ten in number, nor may any of them act as minister 
before the reading-desk, nor may priests raise their hands (to say 
the priest's blessing), nor may they read in the Law, nor read 
a section from the Prophets. When there are less than ten men 
present at a burial, the customary standings and sittings with 
the corpse, may not take place, nor may the blessing for mourners 
be said, nor the forms used in condolence with mourners, nor the 
seven blessings said on the celebration of a marriage, nor may the 
persons who join to say grace after meals mention the Divine 
name. And on an occasion of redeeming land that has been con¬ 
secrated it is necessary that at least nine Israelites and a Cohen 
(priest) shall be present, and the same also at the valuation of a 
man (if he had said : I consecrate the value of my person to the 
sanctuary). 

GEMARA: Where is this deduced from ? Said R. Hyya b. 
Abba in the name of R. Johanan: Because it is written [Lev. 
xxii. 32] : “ I may be sanctified among the children of Israel." All 
things sanctified must not be less than ten.* 

“ Standings and sittings." Because it was the custom for a 
mourner to say: “ Rise, honored men, rise! " and “ Sit down, 
honored men, sit down ! " which may not be said to less than ten. 

“ Blessing for mourners ," etc. What is the blessing for mourn¬ 
ers ? The benediction they said in the streets after the burial. 
Then R. Itz’hak said in the name of R. Johanan that the bene¬ 
diction of mourners was pronounced by not less than ten men, 
and the mourners themselves are not counted. The benediction 
of bridegrooms, however, is also said by ten, including, however, 
the bridegrooms. 

“Mention the Divine name." Why so? Because he must 
say: “ Let us bless our God," and this is not suitable when there 
are less than ten.f (The Owner of Rewards shall recompense 
you for the kindness of accompanying the deceased. Blessed art 
Thou, O Lord, who givest rewards), and the same was said to the 
condolers. 

MISHNA: Not less than three verses of the Holy Scrolls 
may be read in the synagogue by each person (called to read). 
One verse only of the Law may at one time be read to the inter- 


* The Gemara deduces this from an analogy of expression, where a congrega¬ 
tion is mentioned, and it is said a congregation is not called an assembly if less than 
ten. 

f It is also shown from what the other laws are deduced, but they will all be 
found in other and more proper places in the Talmud. 
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preter. From the Prophets, however, may be read three also; 
but if each verse should form a separate section, each must be 
read separately. Passages may be skipped in the reading of the 
Prophets, but not in that of the Holy Scrolls. What time may 
be suffered to elapse to skip from one passage to another ? while 
the interpreter does not conclude his interpretation. 

GEMARA: " A separate section," etc. For instance, Isaiah, 
lii. 3, 4, and 5, treat of different subjects. 

“ Passages may be skipped . ” There is a contradiction: We 
have learned in a Mishna in Yoma the following: He reads Lev. 
xvi. 7, “ After the death/' etc., and then in xxiii. 27, “ But on 
the tenth." From this we see that he skips in the Pentateuch 
also ? Said Abayi: It presents no difficulty. In the Pentateuch 
one may not skip when it is one subject; but if there are two 
different subjects one may. But we have learned in a Boraitha 
that even when the subject is the same one may skip in the 
Pentateuch, and in the Prophets only when the subjects are dif¬ 
ferent ? In both cases it is meant, while the interpreter does 
not conclude his interpretation. 

In another Boraitha we have learned: One must not skip 
from one Prophet to the other. In the reading of the twelve 
Minor Prophets, however, one may do so; but not from the ter¬ 
mination of one to the beginning of the other. 

MISHNA: Whoever reads in the house of prayer the section 
from the Prophets may also repeat the prayer (Shema) and act 
as minister before the reading-desk; and if he is a priest, may 
say the blessing of the priests. If a minor, his father or teacher 
shall act for him. 

A minor may read in the Law (in the synagogue) and act as 
an interpreter, but may not publicly recite the Shema, nor act 
as minister at the reading-desk, nor (if a priest) say by himself 
the blessing of priests. A man in rags may repeat the Shema 
and act as interpreter, but he may not read in the Holy Scrolls, 
nor act as minister before the reading-desk, nor (if a priest) say 
the blessing of priests. A blind man may repeat the prayer and 
act as interpreter; but R. Jehudah says: One who never beheld 
the light (i.e., was born blind) may not repeat Shema. 

GEMARA: Why so? Said R. Papa: This is a reward of 
honor (because to read portions from the Prophets is not such 
an honor as to act as minister). Rabba bar Simi, however, said: 
To prevent quarrels (one should not say: I will read the Prophets 
and thou read the Shema). 
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“ A man in rags." Ula bar Rabh asked Abayi : May a minor 
in rags read in the Torah ? He answered : Why did you not 
ask about a naked man ? Because we are certain that he must 
not, for the honor of the congregation, the same is the case here. 

We have learned in a Boraitha: The sages said to R. Jehu- 
dah : Many persons lectured about the Merkabha (Divine Chariot) 
[Ezekiel, i.], although they had never seen it. Answered R. 
Jehudah: That deals with things in the inner consciousness, and 
if one meditates about them one may be fit to lecture. But if 
a man blesses for light it is for the benefit received, and a blind 
man has no benefit by it. The rabbis, however, hold that a 
blind man does derive benefit from light, as R. Jose of the fol¬ 
lowing Boraitha said: My whole life I was sorry about the fol¬ 
lowing verse [Deut. xxviii. 29]: “ And thou shalt grope about 
at noonday, as the blind gropeth about in the darkness.’’ I 
always asked, what matters it to the blind whether it be light or 
darkness, he gropes at any rate ? till it happened once I walked 
in a dark night, and I met a blind man who walked with a torch. 
I asked him: My son, thou art blind. Why walkest thou with 
fire ? He replied: So long as the torch is in my hands, people 
see me, and would not let me fall into a pit or tread on thorns. 

MISHNA: A priest whose hands are deformed must not 
raise them (to bless the people). R. Jehudah also prohibits it 
to a priest whose hands are stained with wood or with madder 
roots, because the people stare at him. 

GEMARA: We have learned in a Boraitha: By the blem¬ 
ishes are meant those on his hands, face, or feet. R. Joshua b. 
Levi said: If there are eruptions on his hands, he must not raise 
them. We have learned the same in the following Boraitha: If 
he has eruptions on the hands, or they are crooked, he must not 
raise them. Said R. Ashi: The priests from the villages ’Hiphni 
and Bishni all stutter, and must not bless either. The same we 
have learned in the following Boraitha: One must not make men 
act as ministers who are from Beth Sheon or Beth Hippa; also 
the men of Tibonin, because they pronounce an a as an h , and 
an h as an a. R. Johanan said: A priest of one eye must not 
raise his hands. But was there not a one-eyed priest in the 
neighborhood of R. Johanan who did bless, and he said to him 
nothing ? That man was known in his town, and nobody stared 
at him because of his peculiarity ; as is stated in a Boraitha: If 
one such is known in his town, he may. 

‘ ‘ R. Jehudah also prohibits . ” We have learned in a Boraitha: 
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If tlie majority of a town worked at the same kind of work, and 
their hands were stained also, he may. 

MISHNA: One who should say: 44 I will not minister at the 
reading-desk in colored clothes/’ may not be permitted to do so 
even in white ones [because we are afraid perhaps he becomes 
heretical, as only the Minim are particular about this]. If he 
refuses to minister with sandals on his feet, he may not be per¬ 
mitted to minister even barefooted. A man who makes the 
Tephilin round endangers himself, and has not properly observed 
the commandment.* A person who places them low down on his 
forehead, or on the palm of his hand, acts like the Sadducees. 
If he covers them with gold, or places them on his unkli ,f he 
acts like a dissenter who does not care for our tradition. 

If one says in his prayers: 44 The good shall bless Thee,” he 
acts heretically.J If he says: 44 As to birds’ nests were Thy 
mercies extended, so have mercy upon us ” ; or, 44 For Thy good 
be Thy name remembered or one who says twice 44 Modim,” 
he shall be silenced (by authority). Also, whoever explains the 
text [Lev. xviii. 21]: 44 And of any of thy seed shalt thou not 
let pass through to Molech ” to mean, 44 Thou shalt not give 
thy seed to an Aramite (heathen) woman,” (and those who ex¬ 
plain figuratively the section in the Law relating to carnal inter¬ 
course between relatives [Lev. xviii.]), shall be silenced, and 
publicly reprimanded. The occurrence of Reuben with Bilha is 
to be read without being interpreted; that of Tamar is to be 
read and interpreted. The first part of the occurrence with the 
golden calf is to be read and interpreted; but the second part 
[commencing Ex. xxxiv. 21] is to be read without being inter¬ 
preted. The blessing of the priests, and the occurrence of David 
and Amnon, are neither to be read nor interpreted ; the descrip- 


* In our P hilaetericn-Ritas , pp. 56, 87, 126, we have corrected this misprint as, 
“ it is dangerous and there is no merit in it.” We found this misprint corrected in 
Tract Tephilin of the seven new tracts by Kirchheim. 

f About this Mishna we have remarked in our “ History of Amulets, Charms, 
and Talismans,” p. 30, note 33, thus : We have already demonstrated in “ Phyl.-R.,” 
p. 56 (and at length on p. 65, under the heading that the Mishna in Megilla, 

“ If one cover them with gold,” etc., 44 he acts like a dissenter,” refers to the Jewish 
Christians. 

t The expression here is not plain. It seems to us that the Mishna meant to say 
he acts like the Persians, who believe in two Gods — one of good, the other of evil 
—as the latter part of the Mishna, “who says twice Modin,” means: Who 
praises the God of good for his kindness, and the God of evil that he has not done 
evil. 
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tion of the Divine Chariot [Ezek. i.] is not to be read as a por¬ 
tion from the Prophets, but R. Jehudah permits it. R. Eliezer 
says, neither [Ezek. xvi.]: “Cause Jerusalem to know her 
abominations,” etc. 

GEMARA: “The rabbis taught: The Scripture about the 
creation of the world maybe read and interpreted.” [Is this 
not self-evident ? Lest one say if it will be read and interpreted, 
one may ask what was before the creation, or what will be after 
the world, what is taking place above, and what is occurring 
below, they come to teach us this is not feared.] What hap¬ 
pened to Lot and his two daughters may be read and inter¬ 
preted. [Is this not self-evident ? One might say that we 
should care for the honor of Abraham: they come to teach it is 
not so.] What happened to Tamar and Jehudah may be read 
and interpreted. [Is not this self-evident ? Lest one say that 
we should care for the honor of Jehudah, they come to teach us, 
on the contrary, it is an honor for Jehudah that he confessed it.] 
What occurred with the golden calf may be read as far as the 
first part goes, and interpreted. [Is this not self-evident ? We 
might assume we should care for the honor of Israel. They 
come to teach us that it is more agreeable to them when it is 
interpreted, that it causes their forgiveness.] The blessings and 
the curses pronounced by Moses in Leviticus and Deuteronomy 
may be read and interpreted. [Is this not self-evident ? We 
might assume, perhaps, when they will hear it, they will become 
dejected, and say: If so, we will do all we please, as we will be 
punished so terribly in any event : they come to teach us it is 
not so.] The warnings and punishments may be read and inter¬ 
preted. [Is this not self-evident ? One might say if the pun¬ 
ishments will be read, one might think Israel should do their 
duties only from fear, they come to teach us this is not appre¬ 
hended.] The story of Abisolom, Amnan, and Tamar may be 
read and interpreted. [Is this not self-evident ? One might 
say we should spare the honor of David. They tell us it is not 
so.] The story of the concubine in Gibea may be read and inter¬ 
preted. [Is not this self-evident ? They come to teach us that 
we should not do as R. Eliezer of the following Boraitha: It 
happened to a man who read in Ezekiel, xvi. : “ Make known 
unto Jerusalem her abominations,” in the presence of R. Eliezer, 
that R. Eliezer said to him: “ Instead of investigating the 
unworthiness of Jerusalem, go and rather investigate the faults 
of your mother.” When it was heard, an investigation was 
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made, and it was found he was not a rightful Israelite.] Fol¬ 
lowing are those which may be read, but not interpreted: What 
happened to Reuben and Bilha may be read, but not inter¬ 
preted. It happened once to R. Hanina b. Gamaliel, who went 
to Kabul, and the reader of the congregation read [Gen. xxxv. 
22]: ” And it came to pass when Israel dwelt,” he said to the 
interpreter: ” Stop, do not interpret except the last verse.” 
And the sages commended him for this. The second part of 
the story about the golden calf may be read, but not inter¬ 
preted ? What is the second part ? From Ex. xxxii. 21-25. 

We have learned in a Boraitha: R. Simeon b. Elazar said: 
A man should always be prudent in his replies, for from Aaron’s 
answer to Moses, those that murmured became lawless; for they 
said: There is something in idolatry, for it is written: ” And I 
cast it into the fire, and there came out this calf.” The Bless¬ 
ing of Priests is read, but not interpreted, because it is written 
[Num. vi. 26]: ** The Lord lift up his countenance.” 

The occurrence of David and Amnan .” Did we not learn 
in a Boraitha that the story of Amnan and Tamar is to be read 
and interpreted ? It presents no difficulty: Where ” Amnan ben 
David” is written, it must not be read; but the other places 
may. 


CHAPTER IV. 


REGULATIONS CONCERNING SELLING OF SACRED PROPERTY AND ABOUT 
THE READING OF THE HOLY SCROLLS ON SABBATH AND HOLIDAYS. 

MISHNA: Inhabitants of a town who have sold the open 
(or market-) place of the town may buy for that money a prayer- 
house; the money obtained by the sale of a prayer-house they 
may apply to the purchase of an ark (to keep the Holy Scrolls 
in); for that obtained by the sale of such an ark, cloaks or wrap¬ 
pers for the Holy Scrolls may be purchased; for the proceeds of 
such wrappers, books of the Prophets and Hagiographa may be 
purchased; for the proceeds of the same books, the scrolls of the 
Pentateuch may be purchased; but if they had sold scrolls of 
the Pentateuch, it would not be lawful to apply that money for 
the purchase of books of the Prophets and Hagiographa, nor 
wrappers for the proceeds of such books, nor an ark for the pro¬ 
ceeds of wrappers, nor a prayer-house with the proceeds of an 
ark, nor a market-place with the money obtained by the sale of 
a prayer-house; and so in respect to any surplus fund. 

GEMARA: “ Inhabitants of a town." Said Rabba bar bar 
Hana in the name of R. Johanan : All this was said by R. Mena- 
hem bar Jose, in accordance with whom are many anonymous 
Mishnas; but the sages said that there is no sanctity in a 
market-place. But what is the reason of R. Menahem b. Jose ? 
Because on the congregational fast-days the people assembled 
in the market-places to pray (as is explained in Tract Taanith). 
The rabbis, however, do not care for what happens only occa¬ 
sionally. 

The money obtained by the sale of a prayer-house " Said R. 
Samuel bar Na’hmani in the name of R. Jonathan: The case is 
only about prayer-houses of villages, where they are the inhab¬ 
itants’ property; but in large towns, where money for them is 
collected from other places also, and to which other men come to 
pray, the congregation cannot sell it at all, because the prayer- 
house belongs to a majority who are absent, and it is not theirs. 

Said R. Ashi: The prayer-house in my town, Masa-Me'hasia 
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(Sura), although the money was collected from abroad, yet be¬ 
cause they all came for my sake, I am the owner of it, and if 
I wish, I may sell it. Rabha said: What is said, that the money 
obtained for sacred property must be spent only on other sacred 
things, applies only to a case where it was not sold by the seven 
elders of the town, in presence of the townsmen, but if they did 
so, it may be spent even on drinking beer (if all so wish). There 
was a hill, on which had stood a prayer-house, which Rabbina 
wanted to sow. He came to R. Ashi, and asked whether he 
might do so. He answered him: Go and buy it from the seven 
elders of the city, in the presence of the townsmen, and then 
you may sow it. Rami bar Abha was engaged in building a 
new prayer-house; but he also had an old prayer-house, which 
he wanted to pull down in order to use the bricks and beams for 
the new structure. He asked himself this question : R. Hisda 
once said, one may not destroy an old prayer-house before the 
new one has been finished; but this is only because one is not 
sure whether the new one will be completed; I, who am certain 
that it will, may I pull it down or not ? He went and asked 
R. Papa, who prohibited. He went then and asked R. Huna: 
he forbade him also. 

Rabha said: A prayer-house may be exchanged for another, 
or sold, but it may not be rented or pledged. Why ? Because 
when it has been sold, its sanctity departs from it; but when 
rented or pledged, it remains holy, and may not be used for 
profane purposes. The same is it with the bricks of a prayer- 
house: they may be exchanged or sold, but not pledged. This 
applies to old bricks, but not to new ones which have not yet 
been used. About giving away, however, as a present, R. Aha 
and Rabbina differ: one says one may do so, and the other not. 

The rabbis taught: Articles used for a religious duty may be 
cast away; but such as are used in holy service must be hidden. 
What articles are used for religious duties ? Such as a Sukkah, 
Lulab, cornet, Tzitzith. What are holy things ? Scrolls of 
Scripture, Tephilin, Mezuzoth, also cases of scrolls, of Tephilin, 
and their straps. 

Said Rabha : I had thought before, that the pulpit on which 
the Holy Scrolls are laid to be read is not itself a sacred article, 
but only one used for the preparation of a holy article; but 
where I saw once the Holy Scrolls put down on it (without a 
cloth between), I thought it was itself used for a holy purpose, 
and therefore must not be sold. Rabha says again: At first I 
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had thought the curtain of the ark was only an article used for 
a sacred article; but after I had seen that they folded it together, 
and put the Holy Scrolls on it, I knew it was a sacred article 
itself, and must not be sold. The same said again: Of an ark 
which fell to pieces one may construct a smaller ark, but not a 
pulpit. He said again: When the curtain of the ark is rotten, 
one may cut it smaller for the use of the Holy Scrolls, but for 
scrolls of parts of the Pentateuch he must not. The cases of the 
Holy Scrolls and of the Five Books, as they were used for sacred 
purposes, must be hidden. Is this not self-evident ? Lest one 
say that they are not made for the honor of the sacred things, 
but to preserve them, he comes to teach us it is not so. 

Mar Zutra said: The Holy Scrolls, when rotten, maybe used 
as shrouds for a dead man that has no friends to bury him, and 
left no property to be used for that purpose, and this is hiding 
them. 

Said Rabha: Holy Scrolls that were whole, and were torn, 
may be interred in the grave of a scholar, and even if he had 
learned only Halakhoth (and did not know Gemara). Said R. 
A’ha bar Jacob: But they must be put into a clay vessel, as it is 
written [Jer. xxxii. 14] : “ And place them in an earthen vessel/' 

R. Papi said in the name of Rabh: A prayer-house may be 
converted into a learning-house, but not vice versa; and R. Papa 
in the name of Rabha taught the contrary. Said R. A'ha: It 
seems to be according to R. Papi, because so said R. Joshua b. 
Levi: A prayer-house may be turned into a learning-house. 
Infer from it that it is so. 

1 ‘ It zvill not be lawful to buy books of the Prophets ,'' etc. The 
schoolmen propounded a question : May old Holy Scrolls be 
sold, to purchase with the money new ones ? Shall we assume 
that as the new ones have no preference over the old ones, they 
may not be sold; or that if the old ones are not sold, the new 
ones cannot be had, therefore it may be done ? Come and hear: 
Rabba bar bar Hana said in the name of R. Johanan, quoting 
R. Simeon b. Gamaliel: One must not sell old scrolls for the 
purpose of buying new ones. There it is different: It is a pre¬ 
cautionary measure lest he sell the old ones without buying new 
ones; but here the question is about such as are already written, 
and lie ready for us to be obtained when the money is had. 
How is the law ? Come and hear: R. Johanan said in the name 
of R. Meir: In any case the Holy Scrolls must not be sold, except 
for the purpose of using the money for study, or for marriage. 
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From this we see that to exchange the Law for study, one may; 
so to exchange old scrolls for new ones, one may also. But per¬ 
haps it is different, because from studying he will know how to 
act; and marrying, because it is written [Is. xlv. 18]: “ Not for 
naught did he create it; to be inhabited did he form it/’ But 
to exchange old Holy Scrolls for new ones, perhaps one may 
not ? (This question is not decided.) 

The rabbis taught: A man shall not sell Holy Scrolls, even 
when he does not need them; furthermore, says R. Simeon b. 
Gamaliel, even when he has nothing to eat, and has sold the 
Holy Scrolls, or his daughter for a slave, he will not see a sign 
of blessing all his life. Even when he has sold them, and bought 
new ones instead at a lower price, he will not see a sign of bless¬ 
ing in the remainder of the money. Said Rabha: The case is 
only when old Holy Scrolls have been sold, and new ones 
bought, so that some money was left; but when money was col¬ 
lected for this purpose and Holy Scrolls were bought, but some 
money was left, it may be used for all purposes. And even in 
the first instance it is so only when the old Holy Scrolls had 
been bought by the seven elders of the town, in the presence of 
townsmen, without any condition; but if it was bought condi¬ 
tionally, it may be used even for Duksusia. 

Said Abayi to one of the rabbis, who arranged Boraithoth be¬ 
fore R. Shesheth (who was blind): Hast thou not heard from R. 
Shesheth what is meant by Duksusia ? He answered: So said 
R. Shesheth: A rider, whom the people of the town hire for 
their needs. Said Abayi again: Therefore if a young scholar 
heard something and does not know it, he should ask a man 
who usually goes before the great rabbis, because it is impos¬ 
sible that he should not have heard an explanation from the 
great men. 

R. Johanan said in the name of R. Meir: When inhabitants 
of one town went away to another town, and the elders of that 
town ordered them to give charity for the poor of that town, 
they should give (that it should not be suspected they give no 
charity); but when they return, they may take it back, to sup¬ 
port therewith the poor of their own town. The same we have 
learned in a Boraitha. But if an individual went to another town, 
and was ordered to give charity there, it should be given away 
to the poor of that town. 

R. Huna ordered a congregational fast. Came to him R. 
Hana bar Hanilai, with many inhabitants of his town : he ordered 
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them to give charity, and they did so. When they had to return, 
they said: Let the Master give us back the money, that we may 
support therewith the poor of our own town. He said to them: 
We have learned in a Boraitha: When must it be given back ? 
Where there is no scholar in their town who occupies himself 
with the public needs; but if there is such a man, it must be 
given to him, that he should dispose thereof. According to 
this judgment, so much the more the poor of my town and 
yours, all are supported through me. 

MISHNA: Sacred public property must not be sold to 
private individuals, because the sanctity thereby becomes low¬ 
ered. This is according to R. Meir. The sages, however, said: 
If so, it would also be prohibited for a large town to sell sacred 
things to a smaller one. 

A prayer-house may be sold, according to R. Meir, only con¬ 
ditionally (that if they want it, it shall be returned to them). 
But the sages permit it to be sold permanently, except for the 
four following uses: to be made a bathing-house, a tanning- 
place, a legal diving-bath, or laundry. R. Jehudah says: It 
may be sold on the condition that it be made an open court, and 
then the purchaser is at liberty to turn it to what purpose he 
pleases. 

GEMARA: “ But the sages permit to be sold permanently." 
Said R. Jehudah in the name of Samuel: A man may let water 
within four ells of a prayer-house. Said R. Joseph, what does 
he come to teach us ? We have learned this in a Mishna, R. 
Jehudah said, he may sell it for a court-yard, and the buyer can 
do what he pleases. And even according to the rabbis, who for¬ 
bid it, it is only in case of a prayer-house whose sacredness is 
permanent; but in regard to the four ells before the prayer- 
house, which have no sacredness, even the rabbis admit. One 
Tana taught in the presence of R. Na’hman: One who prays, 
and wants to let water, shall step away four ells and do so; and 
he who has done so must walk away four ells before he may 
pray. Said R. Na’hman to him: ‘‘The last teaching is right, 
because we have learned in a Mishna that he must withdraw 
from such things to a distance of four ells; but that he who 
prays should go away four ells, why is this ? By this teaching 
you make all streets of Nahardea sacred, for there is no place 
there where men have not prayed; hence letting water would 
be unlawful in them ? Therefore teach, he must tarry for the 
length of time required for walking four ells, but need not walk/’ 
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It is right that he who has let water should wait as long as walk¬ 
ing four ells requires, because the feet can be besprinkled and he 
must wait till they dry; but why shall he who has prayed wait 
for that time ? Said R. Ashi: Because for that length of time 
the prayer is still in his mind and his lips still keep moving, if 
he had been praying. The disciples of R. Zakkai asked him: 
In reward of what have you been living so many years ? He 
replied: I never let water within four ells from a prayer-house, 
and I never called my neighbor nicknames. It never happened 
I should pronounce the morning benediction of the Sabbath with¬ 
out a goblet of wine: it happened once I had no money to buy 
with, and my old mother sold the cap from her head and brought 
me wine for Kiddush. 

[It is taught in a Boraitha:] when she died she left three hun¬ 
dred cans of wine, and when he died he left to his heirs three 
thousand cans of wine. R. Huna stood in the presence of Rabh, 
girdled with a piece of rubber gum. And Rabh asked him: Where 
is thy girdle? He said: I had not wine for Kiddush, and 
pawned my girdle to get it. Rabh answered him: May it be 
God’s will that you should be wrapped in silk. When he mar¬ 
ried his son Rabha, he slept on a bed; as he was not tall, his 
daughters and daughters-in-law threw their silken clothes upon 
him, and he was wholly hid. When Rabh heard of this, he was 
sorry, and said: When I blessed you, why did you not answer 
me: and the same to the Master. 

The disciples of R. Elazar b. Shamua asked him: In reward 
of what have you lived so long ? He replied: I never used the 
house of learning as a passage ( compendiarius , thoroughfare); I 
never trod on the heads of the holy people (he used to come 
earlier than his disciples, and did not make them rise from their 
seats on the ground, as it is in the East); and I never raised my 
hands (for he was a priest) to bless Israel without pronouncing 
first a benediction. R. Preda was asked the same question by 
his disciples. He told them it never happened a man should 
come to the house of learning earlier than I ; I never pronounced 
a benediction at a meal in the presence of a priest; and I never 
ate of an animal of which the gifts had not been separated, as R. 
Itz'hak said in the name of R. Johanan: It is not allowed to eat 
of an animal of which gifts have not been made to the priest 
even in these days. The Master says: " I have pronounced no 
benediction in the presence of a priest.” Is that a merit? Did 
not R. Johanan say a scholar for whom a priest, even a high- 
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priest, who is an ignorant man pronounces a benediction (which 
properly the scholar had to pronounce, and the latter had not 
protested, he) deserves death, because it is written [Prov. vii. 
36]: ” All those that hate me love death ” ? Do not read 
“ Mesanai,” etc. (see Sabbath, p. 236). R. Freda means when 
the priest was equal to him in scholarship. 

The disciples of R. Nehunia b. Haqana put to him the same 
question, and he answered: I never honored myself by the dis¬ 
grace of my neighbor, and I never went to bed with the curse 
of my neighbor (but reconciled myself to him before), and was 
liberal with my money. 

[“ I never honored,’' etc. As it happened, R. Huna bore a 
pickaxe . R. Hana bar Hanailai took it away from him, and he 
wanted to carry it. He said to him: If it is your custom to 
carry such a thing in your town, do it; but otherwise, if I will be 
honored by your disgrace, I do not want it. “I never went to 
bed.” As Mar Zutra, when he went to bed, used to say : I 
pardon all the men who have vexed me. ** I was liberal.” As 
the Master said elsewhere that Job was liberal with his money; 
that is, he allowed the storekeepers larger profits than was nec¬ 
essary.] 

R. Aqiba asked R. Nehunia the Great the reason for his 
longevity. His servants came and beat him (for the question). 
R. Aqiba fled from them, and went to the top of a tree, and 
said : Rabbi, when it is written [Num. xxviii. 4] ” one sheep,” 
if it is not in the plural why should ” one ” be written in addi¬ 
tion ? And he said to his servants: He is a young scholar ; do 
not hit him. And he answered to him: ”One” is added to 
signify that it shall be the best in its flock. (Then he answered 
to him to the first question thus :) I never accepted in my life 
presents, I never was obstinate, and I was liberal with my 
money. 

[” I accepted no presents.” As happened to R. Elazar, 
when gifts were sent to him from the house of the Nasi, he did 
not take them ; and when he was invited, he used not to go. 
He used to say: When they send to me gifts, they do not wish 
that I shall live, for it is written [Prov. xv. 27]: u He that 
hateth gifts will live.” And R. Zera, when gifts were sent to 
him, he did not accept; but went when he was invited, saying: 
” They only want to honor me.” ” And I was not obstinate.” 
As Rabha said: Who yields from his obstinacy has his sins can¬ 
celled. As it is written [Micah, vii. 18]: ” Pardoning iniquity 
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and forgiving transgression’’; and that is interpreted in Tract 
Rosh Hashana : To whom does God pardon iniquity ? Him 
who pardons the wrongs of his neighbor toward him. Rabbi 
asked R. Joshua b. Korha: In reward of what have you lived so 
long ? He answered to him: Does it grieve you that I live so 
long ? He rejoined him : Rabbi, it is a study, and I want to learn 
it from you. He replied: I never in my life looked into the 
face of a wicked man [as R. Johanan said: One shall not look 
at the appearance of a wicked man, as it is written (II Kings, iii. 
14)] : “ Surely, were it not that I regard the presence of Jehosha- 
phat the King of Judah, I would not look toward thee nor see 
thee.” Rabha says: From the following passage [Prov. xviii. 
5]: ” It is not good to favor the countenance of the wicked.” 
When R. Joshua b. Korha was dying, Rabbi asked him: Bless 
me! And he said to him: It shall be the will of God you should 
reach the half of my age. Said he to him: Rabbi, and not your 
whole age ? Do you not wish I should live as long as you ? He 
replied to him: And what will your sons do ? will they tend 
sheep ? If you will live so long, you will survive them (Rabbi 
was a Nasi). The disciples of R. Adda bar Ahba* asked him: 
Why have you lived so long ? He answered: I never was angry 
in my house, I never preceded a superior, I never thought of 
Divine subjects in unclean alleys, and I never walked four ells 
without thinking about the Law and without phylacteries, and 
I never took a nap in the house of learning; I never rejoiced 
when my neighbor was in misfortune, and I never called my 
fellowmen nicknames.] 

MISITNA: Furthermore, R. Jehudah says: No funeral ora¬ 
tions may be delivered in a house of prayer which had become 
ruinous, nor may it be used as a rope-walk, nor to spread nets 
therein, nor to spread fruit on its roof, nor to use it as a passage 
— compcndiarium —(by a shorter route), as it is said [Lev. xxvi. 
31]: “I will bring your sanctuaries into desolation.” That 
means, they remain sanctuaries even in their desolation. If 
grass spring up therein, it may not be pulled up, that the view 
may contribute to the affliction (of the beholder). 

GEMARA: The rabbis taught: The house of prayer must 
not be treated with levity: one must not eat therein, drink, 
decorate one’s self there, promenade, nor resort there from the 
great heat or from rain; one must not deliver there a funeral 


* In text it is written R. Zera, but it is a misprint. See Taanith, p. 54. 
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oration after an individual, but one may read there, study 
Mishna, and deliver a funeral oration after a scholar who was 
needed by many men. And it has to be swept always, also 
sprinkled with water, that there be no dust, and no grass grow 
(where there is no floor). R. Jehudah said : “ This is when they 
are in good condition; but when in ruins, if grass spring up, it 
may not be pulled up, that the view may contribute to the afflic¬ 
tion/ ' R. Asi said: The prayer-houses which are in Babylon, 
although they are built conditionally, yet in the meantime no 
one allows himself any levities in them. What does he mean 
thereby ? They do not make business calculations there. R. 
Asi said again: When business calculations are made in the 
prayer-house, finally it will become a place for a dead body for 
a night. How is this to be understood ? He means to say that 
in punishment of this, some one will die in the town who will 
have no friends, and will be left overnight in the house of prayer. 
“ Decorate one's self." Said Rabha: The scholars and disciples 
may do it in the learning-house. As R. Joshua b. Levi said: 
Why is a learning-house called the house of the rabbis ? Be¬ 
cause some things it is allowed to the rabbis to do which is not 
permitted to others. 

4t From the great heat or rain." As Rabbina and R. Ada bar 
Mathna stood and asked a question of Rabha, meanwhile it be¬ 
gan to rain. They entered the house of prayer, but remarked 
thereat: We go to the prayer-house not from the rain, but for 
the study of a Halakha for which the mind must be clear as the 
sunny day, when a north wind blows, purifying the air. R. A’ha 
b. Rabha asked R. Ashi: How is it when one wants to see a man 
who is in the prayer-house ? May one go in to call him, or not ? 
He answered: If he is a young scholar when he enters the 
prayer-house, he should speak about some Halakha. When 
he is a disciple studying Mishna, he should study, entering, a 
Mishna; if he can only read the Pentateuch, he should say a 
verse therefrom; if he is unable to do this, he should ask a 
child: What verse have you learned to-day ? If not even this, 
he should enter, and stay there a while, and only then leave 
(that it should not seem he came only for this purpose). " After 
a scholar who was needed," etc. What is meant by this ? R. 
Hisda pointed out, e.g., if anyone of R. Shesheth's disciples 
should die. R. Shesheth pointed out R. Hisda: If, e.g., one of 
R. Hisda's disciples would die. 

Raphram lamented his daughter-in-law in the prayer-house. 
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He said : For my honor, and in honor of the deceased, the whole 
world will come to hear my oration. R. Zera lamented after 
one of the rabbis in the prayer-house, and said: Either in my 
honor or in honor of the deceased all will come to hear. Resh 
Lakish delivered a funeral oration after a young scholar who had 
been in Palestine, and taught Halakhoth to twenty-four rows of 
disciples. He said: Woe ! that the land of Israel has lost such a 
great man. One scholar died who had known Halakhoth, Siphra, 
Siphri, and Tosephta. They came and told R. Na’hman he 
should lament him. R. Na’hman said: What shall I say to 
such a great man—shall I say, Woe! that such a book-case full 
of books was lost ? (He learned all by himself and not from 
masters, therefore he styles him merely thus, but not “ scholar,” 
because maybe he learned by heart but did not understand the 
reasons.) Come and see the difference between the mighty of 
the land of Israel and the pious ones of Babylon. (Rashi ex¬ 
plains it thus: Resh Lakish was of the most honored men of 
Palestine, as it is said elsewhere that even to Rabbi bar bar Hana 
he did not talk in the street. Nevertheless, as above said, when 
a young scholar, learned only in Halakhas, died, he made the 
lamentation without any questions. R. Na’hman b. Itz hak 
was of the pious men of Babylon, as it is said elsewhere that he 
said: Do not mention fear of sin, because I live yet.) 

We have learned in a Mishna in Aboth: 41 Who uses the 
crown, is lost.” Resh Lakish taught : That means, if one uses 
for his service a man who learns Halakhoth, which are the 
crown of the Law. Said Ula: A man can use the service of 
one who learns four Halakhoth, but not of one who teaches four 
Halakhoth; as happened with Resh Lakish, who walked on the 
road, and had to cross a stream. A man came, took Resh La¬ 
kish on his shoulders, and carried him across. Resh Lakish asked 
him: Can you read in the Torah ? He said yes. Can you read 
in the Mishna? He said: I have studied four sections of the 
Mishna. Said Resh Lakish to him: You have cut out for your¬ 
self four rows of gold, and still you carried the son of Lakish on 
your shoulders ? Throw him into the water! Said the man : It 
is agreeable to me to serve the Master. Said he: You may do 
it only when you will have learned from me something (and then 
he taught him a Halakha). 

The rabbis taught: The burial of a corpse and the marriage 
of a bride supersede the study of the Law. It was said of R. 
Jehudah b. R. Ilai: He used to interrupt his study for the above 
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two things. This is in the case when the dead man has not 
enough men to accompany him, but if there are enough, one 
need not interrupt his study. What is meant by 44 enough " ? 
Said R. Samuel bar Inia in the name of Rabh: It means thir¬ 
teen thousand men, and six thousand with cornets. And ac¬ 
cording to others, the six thousand are included in the thirteen 
thousand. And Ula says: As many men as could form a wall 
from the place where the man died to the grave. R. Shesheth 
says: Six hundred thousand men. As the Law was given to 
six hundred thousand men, so a man who has learned the Law 
should be accompanied by six hundred thousand men. This 
applies only to a disciple who has learned, but for the Master 
who taught, no definite number is to be prescribed. 

We have learned in a Boraitha: R. Simeon b. Yochi said: 
Come and see how the Israelites are beloved by the Holy One, 
blessed be He. Wherever they went in exile, the Shekhina 
accompanied them. They were exiled into Egypt, the Shekhina 
was with them, as is written [I Sam. ii. 27] : 44 Did I not appear 
unto the house of thy father, when they were in Egypt?" 
When they were exiled into Babylon, the Shekhina was with 
them, as is written [Is. xliii. 14]: 44 For your sake I was sent to 
Babylon." And in future, when they will be redeemed, the 
Shekhina will also come to them, as is written [Deut. xxx. 3] : 
41 The Lord thy God will return " ; it is not said, He will bring 
back you, but He will return with you. 

It is written [Ezek. xi. 16]: “ Yet will I be to them as a 
minor sanctuary." Said R. Itz’hak: This means the houses of 
prayer and the houses of learning that are in Babylon. R. 
Elazar said: That is the house of our Master who is in Babylon 
(i.e., Rabh). Rabha lectured: It is written [Ps. xc. 1]: 44 Lord, 
a place of refuge hast thou been unto us." That means the 
prayer and learning-houses. Said Abayi: Formerly I learned 
at home, and prayed at the house of prayer; but when I heard 
later what David said [in Ps. xxvi. 6]: 44 Lord, I love the site 
of thy house," I went to study also in the prayer-house. 

A Boraitha states: R. Elazar the Kapar said: The prayer 
and learning-houses which are at present in Babylon will in the 
future be established in the land of Israel, as it is written [Jer. 
xlvi. 18]: "... as Thabor is among the mountains, and as 
Carmel is by the sea, so shall he come." An a fortiori conclusion 
is to be drawn : If Thabor and Carmel, at which only occasionally 
the Law was studied, are counted among the land of Israel, the 
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prayer and learning-houses, at which the Law is still studied, so 
much the more that they will become the land of Israel. 

Bar Kapara lectured: It is written [Ps. lxviii. 17]: “ Why 
watch ye enviously, ye many-peaked mountains ? ” A Heavenly 
voice was heard, which said to the mountains: “ Why should ye 
be jealous of Mount Sinai ? Ye, all great mountains, are blem¬ 
ished in comparison with Sinai.” This is inferred from the 
expression ** Gabnunim ,” and by analogy of expression in Lev. 
xxi. 20, the expression ” crook-backed, * which is one of the 
blemishes, is ” Gibcn." Said R. Ashi: From this we may infer 
that a man who is haughty must be considered as blemished. 

” Nor used as a passage ” ( eompendiarium ). What is meant ? 
Said Rabha: The explanation is similar to the word; instead of 
going around, one goes through the house. Said R. Abahu : If 
the house was originally used as a shorter route, one may. R. 
Na’hman b. Itz’hak said: If one entered it without the intention 
to use it thus, but afterward wants to go through the other door, 
he may. And R. Helbi in the name of R. Huna said: If he 
entered to pray, he may go out by the shorter road. As is writ¬ 
ten [Ezek. xlvi. 9]: “ But when the people of. the land came 
before the Lord on the appointed feasts, he that entereth in by 
the way of the north gate to bow himself down shall go out by 
the way of the south gate.” 

“ If grass spring up ,” etc. But did we not learn in a Bo- 
raitha, he must not pull it up to feed therewith cattle, but he 
may uproot it, and leave it lie ? In the Mishna also is meant, 
he should not pull it up for animals. 

MISHNA: When the first of Adar falls on a Sabbath, the 
portion Shekalim [Exod. xxx. 11] is to be read; if it falls on 
any other day, that portion must be read on the preceding Sab¬ 
bath, and nothing additional is read on the following Sabbath. 
On the second, the portion ” Remember” [Deut. xv. 15] is to 
be read; on the third, that of the red heifer [Numb, xix.]; on 
the fourth, that of the new moon [Ex. xvii.] ; on the fifth, they 
return again to the regular order. The regular order of Aphta- 
roth is also to be interrupted on the days of new moon, on that 
of Hanuka, on Purim, and on public fast-days, also on the fast 
of the standing men (this is explained in d ract Shekalim), and 
the Day of Atonement. 

GEMARA: We have learned in the Mishna in Shekalim 
(vol. iv., p. 1): ” On the first day of the month of Adar warn¬ 
ings are heralded from Jerusalem concerning Shekalim and 
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Kelayim.” About Kelayim it is the time of sowing, therefore 
it is right that it is heralded they should have no Kelayim; but 
whence do we deduce that about Shekalim it must be heralded 
on the first of Adar ? Said R. Tebi in the name of R. Joshia: 
It is written [Num. xxviii. 14]: “This is the burnt-offering of 
the new moon for every month/' The expression is; “ Hodesh 
behodsho ” (i.e., new in its new), that means that the Torah said: 
Renew it. Ye shall bring the offerings from the new taxes of 
the year, and as with the first of Nisan begins the new year, it 
must be heralded in Adar that the new taxes shall be collected 
before or on the first of Nisan, for the purpose that they might 
be brought in time to the Temple. 

Is the Mishna not in accordance with R. Simeon b. Gamaliel, 
who said: Only two weeks before Passover shall it be lectured 
about the Passover ? Nay, we can say it is in accordance with 
R. Simeon b. Gamaliel also, but because in Shekalim, I, Mishna c t 
it is said: “ On the fifteenth of Adar the money-changers out¬ 
side of Jerusalem seated themselves at their tables/’ etc., we 
must be earlier in reading the portion of Shekalim. What is 
called the portion of Shekalim ? Rabh says: The portion about 
the daily offerings [Num. xxviii. 2]. And Samuel says: Ex. 
xxx. 21. It is right according to Samuel that it is called Sheka¬ 
lim, because it speaks about it; but according to Rabh, where is 
mentioned in that portion about Shekalim ? About Shekalim is 
not mentioned, but according to Rabh this shall be read because 
the daily offerings must be brought from the new Shekalim as 
R. Tebi said above. We have learned in the following Boraitha 
in accordance with Samuel: If the first of Adar falls on Sabbath, 
the portion from Ex. xxx. 21 shall be read; and the portion from 
the Prophets should be about Yehoyada the priest [II Kings, 
xii.]. R. Itz’hak of the city of Naph’ha said: If the first of 
Adar falls on Sabbath, three Holy Scrolls must be taken out, 
and it should be read from one the portion due on that Sab¬ 
bath, and from one the portion proper on the first of the month, 
and from one the portion of Shekalim [Ex. xxx. 21]. He says 
again: When the first of the month Tebeth falls on Sabbath, 
the same thing is to be done—three scrolls are to be taken out: 
one portion proper for the Sabbath should be read, the second 
that of the first day of the month, and the third about Iianuka 
[Num. vii.]. It was taught: When the first of Tebeth falls on a 
week-day, said R. Itz’hak; Three must read the portion of the 
first day of the month, and one about the sanctification; and 
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R. Dimi from the city of Hepha said, Three must read about 
the sanctification, and one about the first of the month. Said 
R. Mani: It seems to us that R. Itz’hak of Naph’ha is correct; 
because a frequent thing is given preference over an unfre¬ 
quent thing, and we read Hanuka once a year, while the first of 
the month is twelve times. Said R. Abbin: On the contrary, 
it seems to be according to R. Dimi, for what is the cause of the 
fourth man being called to read the Torah ? The first of the 
month. Therefore the fourth man must read the portion of the 
first of the month. How is it to be decided ? R. Joseph said: 
We must give preference to Hanuka; and Rabba said, to the 
first of the month. And the Halakha prevails that the main 
attention must be given to the first of the month, not to Hanuka. 

It was taught: When the Sabbath of Shekalim falls when the 
portion proper to this Sabbath is Thetzaveh * [Ex. xxvii. 20], 
said R. Itz’hak of Naph’ha: Six persons should read from 
verse 20 of xxvii. to verse 11 of xxx., and one from verse n in 
xxx. to verse 17. Said Abayi: The people will think the por¬ 
tion is so long, and will not notice that they read the portion 
Shekalim, therefore he says six should read from 20 in xxvii. to 
17 in xxx. (Thetzaveh), and then should come another and repeat 
from 11 in xxx. to 17 (Shekalim). It was taught: When the 
first of Adar falls on the eve of Sabbath, said Rabh, the portion 
Shekalim should be read the preceding Sabbath, because the 
tables of money-changers are set up two weeks after the read¬ 
ing, and if it will be read on the succeeding Sabbath, they will 
not be set up on the 15th, but two days later. Samuel, how¬ 
ever, said: It should be read on the succeeding Sabbath. The 
tables will not be set up at all events until Sunday, because they 
will not begin on the eve of Sabbath, consequently the reading 
will not cause any delay. Their point of difference is the same 
as that of the Tanaim of the following Boraitha: There must be 
an interruption between the Sabbaths, on which must be read 
the four portions before Passover; so is the decree of R. Jehu- 
dah Hanasi. R. Simeon b. Elazar, however, said: No inter¬ 
ruption must there be. And he said again: I say, there must 
be no interruption only then when the first of Adar falls on the 
eve of Sabbath, but if in the middle of the week, the portion 


* In Babylon they read through the Pentateuch once a year, as we do now ; in 
Palestine, once in three years. This question applies to both ; it can happen in both 
that the portion of Thetzaveh before that of Shekalim can come to have to be read 
when Shekalim should be. 
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Shekalim must be read on the preceding Sabbath, although the 
Sabbath is yet in the month Shebat. 

“ On the second the portion 1 Remember' is to be re add' It 
was taught: When Purim falls on the eve of Sabbath, said Rabh: 
The portion " Remember " should be read on the preceding Sab¬ 
bath, because, if on the Sabbath after, " Remember ” will be read 
after it has been done (with the reading of the Megilla). Sam¬ 
uel, however, said it should be read on the succeeding Sabbath; 
and concerning the fact, that the reading of the Megilla must 
not precede the reading of “ Remember/’ it will not precede in 
the walled towns, where it is read on the 15th, and then “ Re¬ 
member'’ will be read before the Megilla. When, however, 
Purim falls on Sabbath, said R. Huna, all agree it must not be 
read the preceding Sabbath, but on the same Sabbath. R. Na’h- 
man, however, said: Rabh and Samuel differ also about this. 
The same was taught also by R. Hyya bar Abba in the name 
of R. Abba quoting Rabh : When Purim falls on Sabbath, the 
portion " Remember" should be read the preceding Sabbath. 

The third , that of the red heifer ." The rabbis taught: 
What is meant by the third Sabbath ? The one falling after 
Purim. In the name of R. ITama bar Hanina it was taught: By 
the third Sabbath is meant the one after which comes the first 
day of Nisan. They do not differ, however, when the first of 
Nisan occurs on Sabbath. On the preceding Sabbath the por¬ 
tion of the heifer must be read; and when it falls on a week-day, 
it has to be read on the Sabbath after Purim. 

The fourth, that of the new moon.” The rabbis taught: 
When the first of Adar falls on Sabbath, the portion Shekalim 
must be read, and the portion of the Prophets should be about 
Yehoyada the priest. And what is called the first Sabbath ? 
The one after which the first of Adar falls in the same week, 
and even on the eve of the succeeding Sabbath. On the second 
has to be read " Remember," and the portion of the Prophets 
must be from I Sam. xv.: " I remember what Amalek," etc. 
And what is called the second Sabbath ? When Purim falls on 
the week after it, and even on the eve of Sabbath after it. On 
the third Sabbath it must be read about the heifer, and the 
portion of the Prophets in Ezek. xxxvi. 24: "I will sprinkle 
upon you." And what is called the third Sabbath ? When it 
falls after Purim. The fourth Sabbath it has to be read about 
the new moon, and the portion of the Prophets shall be from 
Ezek. xlv. 18: "Thus has said the Lord Eternal, in the first 
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month, on the first of the month.” And what is called the 
fourth Sabbath ? When the first of Nisan falls in the week after 
it, and even on the eve of the next Sabbath. 

“ On the fifth , they return again to the regular order." What 
order is meant ? R. Ami says: To the order of the portions 
usually read on each Sabbath; and R. Jeremiah says, to the 
order of the portions from the Prophets (because on these four 
Sabbaths the portions from the Prophets were different). Said 
Abayi: It seems to us it should be as R. Ami said, as the 
Mishna stated above (p. 81) agrees with his opinion. 

MISHNA: On the first day of Passover the portion in Leviti¬ 
cus relating to the festival must be read; on Pentecost that com¬ 
mencing “ Seven weeks shall ye count,” etc. [Deut. xvi.]; on 
the day of New Year, the portion commencing “ In the seventh 
month, on the first day of the month ” [Num. xxix. 7]; on the 
Day of Atonement that of “ After the death ” [Lev. xvi.]; on 
the first day of the Feast of Tabernacles, the portion of Leviti¬ 
cus relative to the festivals must be read; and on the other days 
of that festival the offerings for each day [Num. xxix. 17]. 

On the half feast of Hanuka, the portion of the offerings of 
the princes [Num. vii.] must be read; on Purim, that of “ And 
Amalek came” [Ex. xvii. 8]; on the first of the month, “ And 
on the beginnings of your months” [Num. xxviii. 11] ; on the 
fast-days for the standing men, about the creation [Gen. i.] ; on 
fast-days, the portion containing the blessings and maledictions 
[Lev. xxvi. 3]; the denunciations therein contained must be read 
without interruption; namely, one man must read the whole 
chapter. On Mondays and Thursdays, and on the Sabbath 
afternoon, they shall read the portion of the Torah in its regular 
order, but these readings are not available to reduce the regular 
number, for it is written [Lev. xxiii. 14]: “ Moses declared unto 
the children of Israel the appointed festivals of the Lord.” 
Whence it is inferred that each must be read on the appointed 
festival to which it refers. 

GEMARA: The rabbis taught: On Passover should be read 
the portions referring to this festival, and the portions from 
the Prophets should be from Joshua, v. 9, about Gilgal, etc.; and 
at present in exile, when we keep two days as festivals, the first 
day should be about Gilgal ; the second day from II Kings, xxiii., 
about Joshiah ; the last days of Passover should be selected small 
portions in which it is spoken about Passover. What are they ? 
(This will be explained further on.) And the last days of Pass- 
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over—on the first of them should be read [Ex. xiii. 17], “ And it 
came to pass when Pharaoh/’ and the portion from the Prophets 
should be from II Samuel, xxii., 44 And David spoke ” ; and on 
the next day [Deut. xv. 19], 44 All the first-born males,” and from 
the Prophets, in Isaiah, x. 32, 44 As yet to-day will he remain at 
Nob.” Said Abayi: And now people have the custom to read 
as follows: 44 Draw out ” [Ex. xii. 21], 44 When a bullock ” [Lev. 
xxii. 27], 44 Sanctify” [Ex. xiii. 2], 44 If thou lend” [ibid. xxii. 
24], and 44 Hew thyself ” [ibid, xxxiv. 1], 44 And the Lord spoke” 
[Num. ix. 1], and 44 It came to pass” [Ex. xiii. 17], and then 
44 All the first-born” [Deut. xv. 19]. On Pentecost, 44 Seven 
weeks shalt thou number ” [Deut. xvi. 9], and from the Prophets, 
in Habakkuk, iii. An anonymous teacher says [Ex. xix.]: 44 In 
the third month,” and the portion from the Prophets should be 
from Ezekiel, i., about the Divine Chariot. And now when in 
exile we keep two days Pentecost, we do as both have said, but 
reverse it on the first day of the New Year, as the anonymous 
teacher, and on the second as above. In the days of the New 
Year, 44 In the seventh month” [Num. xxix.], and from the 
Prophets, 44 Is not Ephraim a dear son ” [Jerem. xxxi. 20]. 
According to others, 44 And the Lord visited Sarah” [Gen. 
xxi.], and from the Prophets, about Hannah [I Sam. i.]. And 
now when we keep two days, we read on the first about Sarah, 
and the second, 44 God did tempt Abraham ” [Gen. xxii.], and 
the portion from the Prophets, 44 Is not Ephraim ” [Jer. xxxi. 
20]. On the Day of Atonement we read [Lev. xvi.], 44 After the 
death,” and from the Prophets [Is. Ivii. 15], 44 For thus hath said 
the High,” etc. And in the Min’ha prayer, we read about 
the laws of legal marriage [Lev. xviii.], and from the Prophets, 
Jonah. 

[R. Johanan said: In nearly every place where you find the 
might of the Holy One, blessed be He, you find also His mod¬ 
esty. This is written in the Pentateuch, and repeated in the 
Prophets, and mentioned a third time in the Hagiographa. In 
the Pentateuch [Deut. x. 17]: 44 For the Lord your God is the 
God of gods, and the Lord of lords”; and the next verse, 
44 Who executeth justice for the fatherless and the widow.” It 
is repeated in the Prophets [Is. Ivii. 15]: 44 Thus hath said the 
High and Lofty One, who inhabiteth Eternity, whose name is 
Holy ” ; and the end of this verse is 44 yet also with the contrite 
and humble in spirit.” The third time in Hagiographa [Ps. 
lxviii. 5]: 44 Extol him who rideth upon the heavens.” 44 The 
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Everlasting is his name,” and the next verse is ” A father of 
the fatherless, and the judge of the widows.”] 

The first festival day of the Feast of Tabernacles should be 
read the portion about this feast in Leviticus; and from the 
Prophets [Zechariah, xiv. 1]: ” Behold, a day is coming unto 
the Lord.” Now when we keep two days, we read on the sec¬ 
ond the same as on the first, but from the Prophets [I Kings, 
viii. 2]: ” And all the men of Israel assembled.” And on the 
remaining days of the festival we read about the sacrifices of the 
festival, and on the last day we read " All your first-born,” to 
the end of the chapter, and from the Prophets [ibid. iv. 1]: 
‘‘And it came to pass when Solomon had finished”; and on 
the morrow,‘‘And this is the blessing” [Deut. xxxiii.], and 
from the Prophets [I Kings, viii. 22]: ” And Solomon stood.’ 

R. Huna said in the name of Rabh: On the Sabbath in the 
intermediate days of the festivals, whether Passover or that 
of Tabernacles, should be read Ex. xxxiii. 12; and from the 
Prophets [Ezek. xxxvii.], about the dry bones, and on Feast of 
Tabernacles [Ezek. xxxviii.], about Gog and Magog. During 
Hanuka the portion in Num. vii. about the offerings of the 
princes, and from Prophets [Zechariah, iii.], about the candle¬ 
sticks. And when it happens there are two Sabbaths in the 
eight days of Hanuka, on the first Sabbath the candlesticks of 
Zechariah, on the last Sabbath from I Kings, vii. 49, about the 
candlesticks of Solomon. On Purim [Ex. xvii.], ” And Amalek 
came,” and ‘‘On the beginnings of your months ” [Num. xxvui.]. 
And if the first of the month falls on Sabbath, it should be read 
from Isaiah, lxvi. 23: ‘‘ And it shall come to pass that from one 
new moon to the other.” And when the first of the month falls 
on Sunday, the preceding Sabbath it should be read from the 
Prophets [I Sam. xx. 5]: ‘‘And Jonathan said unto David, 
to-morrow is the new moon/ 

R. Huna said: If the first of the month Ab falls on Sabbath, 
it should be read from the Prophets in Is. i. 14: ‘‘ Your new 
moons and your appointed feasts my soul hateth. On the 
ninth of Ab itself ? What portion do we read from the Proph¬ 
ets ? Said Rabh: Is. i. 21: ” How became a whore the faithful 
city?” Said Abayi: And now people have the usage to read 
from the Pentateuch [Deut. iv. 24]: ” When thou begettest chil¬ 
dren ”; and from the Prophets in Jerem. viii. 13: ‘‘I will make 
an end of them/' 

“ On the fast of the standing men." Whence do we deduce 
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this ? (Rashi explains it that the question is what connection 
there is between the creation and these fasts.) Said R. Ami: 
If not the standing men, the heaven and earth would not abide; 
as is written [Jerem. xxxiii. 25]: “ If my covenant be not with 
day and night, I would not appoint the ordinances of heaven 
and earth.” And it is also written [Gen. xvi. 8]: “ And he 
said, Lord God, whereby shall I know that I shall inherit it ? ” 
Said Abraham before the Holy One, blessed be He: Creator of 
the Universe, perhaps if Israel will sin before Thee, Thou wilt 
destroy them as the generation at the time of the Flood and of 
the Dispersion of Babel. And He answered: Nay. Said Abra¬ 
ham: Whereby will I know it ? And the Lord said: Take Me 
a heifer three years old (i.e., the sacrifices will forgive their sins). 
Then Abraham said again: Creator of the Universe, this will be 
as long as the Temple exists, but what will be when the Temple 
will be destroyed ? And the Lord answered: I have therefore 
ordained to them the order of the sacrifices, and every time they 
will read it, it will be considered by Me as if they had offered 
them, and I will forgive them all their sins. 

Without interruption." Whence do we deduce this ? Said 
R. Hyya bar Gamda in the name of R. Asi: Because it is writ¬ 
ten [Prov. iii. 11]: “ The correction of the Lord, my son, do 
not despise.” (And if there were interruption, it would seem as 
if the correction were disagreeable to them.) Resh Lakish, how¬ 
ever, said: That is because we do not pronounce a benediction 
over chastisement. What else shall he do ? We have learned in a 
Boraitha: He should begin a verse before the curses, and should 
end a verse after them. We have learned in a Boraitha: R. 
Simeon b. Elazar said: Ezra ordained that Israel should read 
the curses in Leviticus before Pentecost, and those in Deuter¬ 
onomy before New Year. Why so ? Said Abayi, and accord¬ 
ing to others Resh Lakish: That the curses should end with the 
year. It is right of Deuteronomy, because then begins a new 
year; but in Leviticus, before Pentecost, does Pentecost begin 
a new year ? Yea, Pentecost is also a New Year’s day, as we 
have learned in Tract Rosh Hashana, on Pentecost is decided in 
Heaven about the fruit of the year. 

The rabbis taught: From the same place where they stop to 
read in the Pentateuch on Sabbath in the morning, they begin 
to read in the Min’ha prayer; and from the same place they 
should begin on Mondays and Thursdays and the next Sabbath. 
So is the decree of R. Meir. But R. Jehudah said: From the 
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same place where they had stopped the last Sabbath, they 
should begin at the Min ’ha prayer, and Mondays and Thurs¬ 
days, and also the next Sabbath. Said R. Zera the Halakha 
prevails so. The rabbis taught: One shall open the Holy Scrolls 
and look on them, then pronounce the benediction, then read. 
R. Shephatia said in the name of R. Johanan: He who rolls 
together the Holy Scrolls, shall do it so that the sewn rolls 
should be in the middle, so that it be done easily. The same 
said again in the name of the same authority: They may be 
rolled together only from outside, but not from inside, so that 
the letters should not be seen outside. When one holds scrolls 
himself, and has to find in it something, he should not begin to 
roll away from his person, because one scroll might fall down, 
but he should roll them toward his person, so that they should 
remain on his knees. When he rolls them from both sides, he 
should begin with the side toward his person, because if from 
the other side, a man will be unable to see at a distance what is 
written in them, and it is a duty to let him see. 

The same says again: If ten men have read in the scrolls, 
the greatest of them should roll them together, for R. Joshuah 
b. Levi said: He who rolls them together, is rewarded as much 
as all of them together. 

He says again: Whence do we know that we may avail our¬ 
selves of a Heavenly voice? Because it is written [Is. xxx.]: 
” Thine ears shall hear a thing from behind them.” When is 
this the case ? When one hears a male voice in town, and a 
female voice in the country, and when it says: “ Yea, yea,” or 
” Nay, nay.” The same says again in the name of the same 
authority: Who reads without sweetness, and learns without a 
chant, of him says the verse in Ezekiel [xx. 25]: ” And I also 
have given unto them laws that are not good.” Abayi opposed. 
Shall I say, because he cannot make sweet his voice, the above 
verse should be applied to him ? Therefore we must say as R. 
Mesharshia said elsewhere, that if two scholars are in one town, 
that contradict themselves in Halakha, to them is the above 
verse applied. 

Said R. Pornach in the name of R. Johanan: Who handled 
the Holy Scrolls, while naked,* will be buried naked. Said R. 

* According to Rashi, it applies to the scrolls ; Mordchai Plungian, however, in 
his “Alphai Menashe,’ 1 interprets it in the name of Menashe of I la that it applies 
to the man, which seems to be more correct, though he was persecuted for this 
interpretation. 
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Janai the son of R. Janai the Elder: It is better that the mantle 
of the Holy Scrolls should be inserted between the scrolls than 
vice versa . It is written [Lev. xxiii. 44] : * 4 And Moses spoke of 
the festivals of the Lord to the children of Israel ” ; t\e., he told 
them the merit of reading the portions of the Torah each in its 
time. The rabbis taught: Moses ordered to Israel they shall 
discuss and lecture on the subject of the day: the Halakhas of 
Passover on Passover, the Halakhas of Pentecost on Pentecost, 
and the Halakhas of Tabernacles on the Feast of Tabernacles. 


END OF TRACT MEGILLA. 
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CHAPTER I . 1 

A . One in the struggle of death is to be regarded as living 
in all respects. He still binds the dependents to the law of 
Yibum , 2 and he exempts from the same . 3 He makes his de¬ 
pendents eat of heave-offerings , 4 and prevents them from eating 
it . 5 He inherits and makes others inherit . 6 When a limb or a 
piece of flesh is removed from him, it is regarded as of a living 
man . 7 The blood of his sin-offering and transgression may be 
sprinkled until he dies . 8 


EDITOR’S COMMENTARY. 

CHAPTER I. 

1 As the chapters are short, their contents will be found in the Synopsis. 

A . 3 If he is the only brother of him who died childless, the 
widow cannot marry again until he dies. And if it happened that 
she did marry in that time, the marriage is considered null and void. 
3 If he is the only son of his father who died at that time, he is con¬ 
sidered as a living child, and to exempt the widow from A’ibum or 
Halitzah. 4 His wife or slave if he is a priest, also his mother if she 
was the daughter of a commoner. 6 If his wife was the daughter of 
a priest, and he a commoner [Lev. xxii. 12-14]. 3 For instance, if 

his mother dies at that time and leaves property to him, it is con¬ 
sidered his; so that when he dies his relatives on his mother’s side 
inherit from him, but not those on his father’s. See Nidah, 440. 
T It is not a subject of defilement, to make him who touches it or 
the tent which contains it unclean, if it has not a certain quantity, 
as will be explained farther on. 6 The blood of an offering can be 
sprinkled only when the offerer is alive, and has a substitute in the 
Temple. 
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B. His mouth must not be closed, nor his openings stopped. 
No metal vessel or anything which chills 1 must be put on his 
navel till he dies, as it is written [Eccl. xii. 6]: “While the 
silver cord is not yet torn loose." 

C . He must not be moved, nor put on sand or salt, until he 
dies. 1 

D. His eyes must not be closed. Whoever touches or moves 
him is regarded as a shedder of blood. 1 

E . His relatives may not rend their clothes nor remove their 
shoes nor lament over him, nor may the coffin be brought into 
his room, till he dies. 

F. His death must not be announced, nor his deeds pro¬ 
claimed, until he dies; R. Jehudah, however, said: If he was a 
wise man, the latter may be done. 1 

G. Greetings must not be exchanged when there is a death 
in a village, but it may be done in a greater city. An infant cut 
or torn at birth, a miscarriage, or born alive at the eighth month, 
or born dead at the ninth—all the religious ceremonies do not 
apply to it. 

H . The same is the case with an idolater or bondsman, never¬ 
theless they may exclaim over him: “Woe, lion! lion! Woe, 
hero! " 1 R. Jehudah said: (It may be said also:) Woe, trusted 
man, who lived by his labor! They said to him: If so, what is 
there left to say of the upright ? He rejoined: If he was right¬ 
eous why should this not be said of him ? 2 No consolation is 
needed (on the death of) male and female slaves. 

I. It happened when the female slave of R. Eliezer died, his 
disciples went to console him. When he saw them he went into 


B. 1 See Sabbath, p. 353. 

C. 1 As was the custom at that time. 

D. 1 For the reason, see ibid., Mishna and Gemara thereon; 
here, however, this is said in the name of R. Meir. 

F. 1 Not in his presence, but people may say among themselves: 
“ What a great loss we have in the death of the man who did so and 
so.” Some say even in his presence, because he is used to hear his 
praises, and will not be alarmed; but we do not find any basis for 
this assertion. 

H. 1 If they were worthy of such a lamentation. 3 It seems to 
us that this is said of a bondman only, but not of an idolater, as an 
idolater, even if he was a Gentile, is called a sinner according to the 
Talmud, which declares that idolatry was prohibited to Noah for all 
nations. 
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the yard, and they followed him; he returned to the house, and 
they followed him. He then said to them: I thought that you 
might be scalded with lukewarm water, now I see that you can¬ 
not be scalded even with boiling. Have I not taught unto you: 
No consolation is needed (on the death of) slaves ? 

J. When Tebbi the slave of Rabban Gamaliel died, the latter 
accepted consolation. Said his disciples to him: Our master! 
hast thou not taught unto us that no consolation is needed on 
slaves? He rejoined: My slave Tebbi cannot be likened to 
other slaves; he was a righteous one. 

K . He also permitted him to lay Tephilin. Said his dis¬ 
ciples: Our master! hast thou not taught unto us that slaves 
are exempt from Tephilin ? And he made the same rejoinder. 

L. Slaves must not be distinguished as Father so and so, or 
Mother so and so. 1 The household of Rabban Gamaliel, how¬ 
ever, used the distinction of ” Father Tebbi” and ” Mother 
Tebbitha ” to the above-named and his wife. 2 

M. Ancestors must not be distinguished as the fathers of the 
nation (or the tribes), except the three Patriarchs; nor mothers 
of the nation, but the four mothers. 1 

CHAPTER II. 

A. A suicide must be buried without any ceremony. R. 
Ishmael said: It may be exclaimed: Alas, suicide! Alas, 
suicide! Said R. Aqiba to him: Leave him alone. Do not 
honor nor abuse him. 1 No rending, no removal of shoes, and 
no lamenting. They may, however, stand in line, 2 and say over 

Z. 1 The word Abba, which means “ Father,” was a title at that 
time, as ” Reverend ” is now, or as the Catholics entitle their supe¬ 
riors of the Church and nunneries ” Father” and ” Mother.” 2 In 
Midrash Rabbah [Lev. chap, xix.] is to be found Tebbitha, the 
female slave of Rabban Gamaliel, presumably Tebbi’s wife. 

M . 1 Sarah, Rebeccah, Rachel, and Leah, the wives of our patri¬ 
archs. See Berachoth. 

CHAPTER II. 

A. 1 With the saying that you lament him, you also blame him 
that he committed suicide. It is, therefore, better that nothing 
should be said. 2 When the mourners return from the burial, all 
those who accompanied them stand in two rows, through which the 
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him the mourners’ benedictions, because it is for the honor of 
the living. This is the general rule: Whatever is for the honor 
of the living may be done; but everything which is not for their 
sake, it is not imperative for the congregation to do for such. 

B. Who is to be considered a suicide ? If one ascended to 
the top of a tree or a roof, and he fell down and was killed, 1 he 
must not be considered a suicide, unless he says previously: “ I 
am going to drop myself!” and immediately afterward it was 
observed that he did so; then it is to be considered a suicide, 
and he shall be buried without any religious ceremonies. 

C '. When one is found hanging on a tree strangled, or lying 
on a sword killed, he is not to be considered a suicide, and noth¬ 
ing may be withheld from him. 

D. It happened to the son of Gornos in Lud, who ran away 
from school, that his father threatened him. Being afraid of his 
father, he drowned himself in a pit. When R. Tarphon was in¬ 
quired about him, he said: Nothing shall be withheld from him. 

E . It happened to a lad at the city of Bene-Berak, who 
broke a glass on the Sabbath, that his father threatened him. 
Being afraid of his father, he drowned himself in a pit. It was 
told to R. Aqiba, and he said: Nothing shall be withheld from 
him. 1 

F. From this the sages declared : One shall not threaten a child. 
He shall either punish him immediately, or he shall keep silence. 
Said R. Simeon b. Elazar: Lust, children, and women should 
be repulsed with the left, and attracted with the right hand. 1 

G. Those who are put to death by the decision of a court 
must be buried without any ceremonies. Their brothers and 
relatives may come and greet the witnesses and the judges, to 
show them that the judgment is considered just, and that they 

mourners pass, and each one consoles them. So was the custom 
at that time, and in some congregations it is still extant. The 
mourners’ benediction (Tzidduk Hadin) is said in the cemetery just 
after the interment. 

B. 1 Although he said he would do so sometime previous. 

E . 1 According to Rashi, Mishna A is incomplete, and must read 
thus: But if the suicide was a minor, it is different. He said so, 
that the decisions of Aqiba and Tarphon should not contradict it. 

F. 1 To all these three, to which human beings are attracted nat¬ 
urally, it is advisable not to be subject, but at the same time, when 
he attracts them with the right, he shall try to repel them with the 
left when necessary. 
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have nothing against them; that they do not mourn for them 
loudly, but are sorry for them, as sorrow is only in the heart. 
Rabbi Nathan, however, said: There is no difference between 
silent sorrow and loud weeping. 1 

H. No funeral meal 1 must be prepared for them, as it is 
written [Lev. xix. 26]: “ Ye shall not eat upon the blood.’' 2 

/. Whoever separates himself from the congregation, nobody 
shall have anything to do with him. And when he is dead, his 
brothers and other relatives may dress and wrap themselves in 
white, eat, drink, and rejoice that the enemy of the Place 1 is 
lost [Ps. cxxxix. 21]. This verse, with the following, is to be 
explained thus: Why do I hate them with the utmost hatred ? 
Because they have separated themselves from me, and become 
my enemies. 


G. 1 J.c., both are permitted or prohibited. 

H. 1 It is customary that when the mourner returns from the 
cemetery his consolers bring with them food for the first meal, and 
in the ancient times they dined together with him. The custom of 
dining together was abolished because of the poor, who could not 
afford the outlay for it; so the costly shrouds were also prohib¬ 
ited, as it is explained farther on. But the bringing of food to the 
mourner is in vogue even to-day. The reference to the passage 
mentioned in the text means to say, you shall not dine with such a 
mourner, whose death occurred for the crime of bloodshed (as the 
capital punishment by the court was only for bloodshed, as will be 
explained by us in Tract Sanhedrin). It is self-evident that the lit¬ 
eral translation of this passage does not mean so, but the sages took 
this passage as a support to many things. They take this passage 
elsewhere as a support that one must not eat before the morning 
prayers, and they explain it: 0 Ye shall not eat before ye have 
prayed for your blood”; but they nevertheless use the language as 
if it would be so written. 5 The continuation of this Mishna will be 
found in Tract Sanhedrin in a Mishna in Chap. VI. 

/. 1 In many places the Talmud gives to the Lord the appella¬ 
tion “ Place,” for the reason which is explained elsewhere, that He, 
the Lord, is the place of the world (it means that He bears the 
entire world), but the world is not the place of Him (because He 
does not merely fill the world, but He also expands out of the 
world). Others translate it 41 Omnipotent,” which needs no com¬ 
mentary. We will do the same in our further translations. We 
made an exception here, however, to explain the meaning of this 
term in the text. 
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J. The same is the case with those who steal the duties, or 
steal from devoted things, they are considered as shedders of 
blood; and not merely that, but also as idolaters, adulterers, 
and intentional violators of the Sabbath. 1 

K . From those who are killed by the government, nothing 
may be withheld, nor from those who were drowned in the sea 
or a river, or were eaten by a wild beast. From what time 
must the day of the mourning for them be counted ? Since the 
time that they have despaired of finding. If separate limbs are 
found, it cannot be counted till the head and the greater part of 
the body are found. R. Jehudah said: The backbone and the 
skull are considered as the greater part of the body. 

L. If a husband or wife, or parents, were crucified in the 
town, the wife, the husband, or the children shall not live in 
that town, except it be as large as Antioch, and even then they 
must remove to another part. Until what term are they not 
allowed to live there ? Till the flesh is totally destroyed, and 
the bones cannot be recognized any longer. 1 


CHAPTER III. 

A. An infant a day old must be regarded by his parents as 
if he would be a bridegroom; 1 and not merely a day old, but 
even if the head and the greater part of the body came out 
alive. The expression of “ a day 99 is used by the sages because 
it is more usual. 

B . An infant dying at birth is interred attended by one 
woman and two men, and is carried in the hand. Abba Saul, 
however, said: By two women and one man. The sages ob- 


J. 1 We translate here according to the corrections of Elias Wilna, 
as we follow his corrections throughout the tract. 

Z. 1 It refers to the barbarous times in which, when the govern¬ 
ment hanged a person, the body was never removed. We conclude 
this chapter here, as the following Mishna is taken in in Kethuboth, 
as the proper place. 

CHAPTER III. 

A. 1 See Nidah, 44 &, where it is explained that an infant even 
a day old must be regarded as a bridegroom, if someone kills it, and 
the same language is used here. 


v 
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iected to him that one woman is allowed to be with two men 
in a separate place, but not vice versa. No line of consolers is 
formed, no mourners' benediction is said, until it is thirty days 
old. From the age of thirty days till a twelvemonth it may be 
attended by men and women, and is carried in a case under the 
arm. From the age of one to three years it is attended by the 
same, with the addition that it may be carried in a case on the 
shoulder. R. Jehudah, however, said: If the father desires, 
a coffin may be brought to the cemetery to bury it in, even if it 

is not three years old. -oa k 

C. At the age of three it is carried in a hearse. R. Aqiba, 

however, said: If it is three years old, but looks like two, it is 
not carried in a hearse; but a hearse may be used for those who 
look like three even if they are less. Simeon the son of the 
brother of Azariah said: Anyone borne in a hearse, lus praises 
may be proclaimed. R. Meir in the name of Elazar b. Azariah 
said: If when he was alive he used to play on the street and was 
known to the people, then they are obliged to attend but not 
otherwise. R. Jehudah, however, said in the name of the same: 
Even if he was known only to his neighbors. 

D. Regarding lamentations, R. Meir in the name of R. is - 

mael said: The poor are lamented from the age of three, and 
the rich from the age of five; R. Jehudah, however, said m the 
name of the same: The poor from the age of five, and the rich 
from the age of six. R. Aqiba said: The poor from the age of 
six and the rich from the age of seven. 1 The poor are lamented 
the same as the rich, the rich as the children of the sages, and 
they as the princes. 2 . , . . . 

E. A child that was able to act for himself may be lamented 
for his own virtues; if he has none, for those of his parents ; if ns 
parents have no virtues, for those of his other relatives A bride 
may be lamented either for the virtues of her father or father-in- 
law, as honors should be exaggerated and not diminished, i o 
honor is to be invented, but may be added to the original. 

F. In Jerusalem they used to say: “ Prepare good things, 
they shall be used before thy hearse.” In Judah, however, t ley 


D. 1 Rashi explains this: Because the pain of the poor on the 
death of their children is much greater than that of the rich, as ueir 
children are their only joy, having no others. ’It means that no 
distinction must be made from the rank of the parents, but from 
corpse itself, as all Israel is alike in pedigree. 
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used to say: “ They shall be used behind thy hearse/’ Because 
in Jerusalem the lamenters used to walk in front of the hearse, 
and proclaimed only the virtues which he possessed; and the 
people who were behind the hearse, even such as he did not. 
And in Judah the lamenters were behind the hearse, and they 
spoke only of the virtues which he possessed; and the people 
who were behind them did not repeat anything. 1 From the age 
of three to thirty, one is lamented as if he were a bridegroom; 2 
from thirty to forty he is lamented as a brother; 3 from forty to 
fifty as a father. 4 

G . R. Simeon b. Elazar said: From the age of thirty to 
forty, if he has children, or if most others of his age have grand¬ 
children, he is lamented as a father; otherwise, as a brother. 1 

H. One dying under the age of fifty, it may yet be consid¬ 

ered as if he were under the punishment of Kareth (short life). 
When, however, he reaches the age of fifty-two, this was the 
death of Samuel the Prophet; at the age of sixty, this is the 
death mentioned in the Scriptures, as it is written [Job, v. 26]: 
” Thou wilt go in a ripe age unto the grave.” At seventy it is 
considered old age, as it is written [Psalms, xc. io]: ” The days 
of our years in this life are seventy years.” At eighty it is con¬ 
sidered uncommon vigor, as it is written [ibid.]: ” And if by 
uncommon vigor they be eighty. ” ” Above that age it is a 

life of affliction, and so said Barzillai the Gileadite to David,” 
[II Samuel, xix. 36]. 

Death after only one day of sickness is a death of wrath; at 
two days, it is a death of terror; at three days, a death of pest; 
at four and five days, a hastened death; at six days, it is the 
death mentioned in the Torah; at seven, it is a death of favor; 1 
more than that, it is a death of suffering. 

F. 1 We have translated according to the corrections of Elias 
Wilna, and as Rashi explains it in Sabbath, 153#, old edition. 3 It 
means to say, as he was in the best vigor of his life, the lamentations 
were as great as if it had happened to a bridegroom standing under 
the canopy. 1 It means that he was an active member of society, 
and his loss is felt by everybody. 4 Who was active so long that he 
was considered as a father. 

G. 1 One of the commentators supposes that at that time there 
were separate customs for a father, brother, etc. It seems to us, 
however, that our interpretation is right. 

H. 1 As six days are enough for one to reconsider all he has done 
in his life and to make his will, leaving the seventh for the purpose 
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The rabbis taught: * 2 One who dies suddenly, he is said to have 
died an abrupt death ; if the death was preceded by one day's 
sickness, it is a hastened death. R. Hananiah, however, said : 
The latter case is termed a plague-death, as it is written [Ezek. 
xxiv. 1 6] : “Son of man, behold, I will take away from thee the 
desire of thy eyes by a sudden death (plague)” ; and it is stated 
again [ibid. 18] : “ And when I had spoken unto the people in the 
morning, my wife died at evening.” If it was preceded by a two 
days' sickness, it is a hurried death ; if by a three days’, it is a 
reproach; if by a four days’, a rebuke; but if preceded by a five 
days’ sickness, it is an ordinary death. [Said R. Hanin : From 
what biblical passage is this adduced ? From (Deut. xxxi. 14): 
“ Helm korvu yomechu lomuth ” (Behold, thy days approach 
that thou must die). “ Hehn ” means “ one ” in Greek ; “ korvu ” 
(in the plural) is two; “ yomechu ” (in the plural) is also two; 
altogether five.] Death at the age of fifty is Kareth (cut off); 
at fifty-two, the age at which Samuel of Ramah died ; at sixty, 
a death by Heaven. 3 [Said Mar Zutra : Whence is this adduced ? 
From (Job, v. 26): “Thou wilt go in a ripe age, J-|^ 03 > unto the 
grave,” the numerical value of the letters of nte 4 being sixty.] 
Seventy is called an old age; eighty, an age of uncommon vigor, 
as it is written [Psalms, xc. 10] : “ And if by uncommon vigor 
they be eighty.” Rabba, however, said : “ From fifty to sixty it 
is Kareth ; and the reason why this is not stated in the Boraitha 
is because of the honor of Samuel.” When R. Joseph arrived at 
the age of sixty, he gave an entertainment to the rabbis, for he 
said : “ I have passed the age of Kareth.” Said Abayi to him : 
“ It is true that the Master has passed the age of Kareth, but has 
then the Master already passed the day of Kareth?” And he 
answered him : “ Be content for the present with half.” R. Huna 
died suddenly, which caused the rabbis great worry. A couple 


of taking his leave from his family. Where, however, six days of 
sickness are mentioned in the Torah we cannot imagine, nor do we 
find it in any of the commentators. 

2 All paragraphs beginning with, “ The rabbis taught,” or with italics, are 
transferred from Moed Katan (see there note, p. 27). The paragraphs not so begin¬ 
ning will be marked in the Commentary Getnara. 

3 There are different penalties for crimes : Kareth ; death by Heaven ; and 
death by the court, which latter was in four different forms. 

4 This Hebrew word aggregates sixty; namely, the first letter (from 
right to left) counts two, the second twenty, the third thirty, and 
the last eight. 
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of sages of Hadaeb taught them : “ It was stated (regarding a 
sudden death), only when the deceased has not reached the age 
of eighty ; but if he has, it is, on the contrary, considered a death 
caused by a kiss.” Rabha said : Longevity, fertility, and main¬ 
tenance do not depend on virtue but rather on fate, as is illus¬ 
trated by the case of Rabba and R. Hisda, both of whom were 
upright rabbis and both could bring down rain by their prayers, 
and still R. Hisda died at the age of ninety-two and Rabba at 
the age of forty. In the house of R. Hisda there were sixty 
marriages, while in that of Rabba there were sixty deaths. In 
the house of R. Hisda there was fine white bread in such an 
abundance that even the dogs did not care for it, while in that 
of Rabba there was not sufficient barley bread for human beings. 
Rabha further said : Three things I prayed Heaven to grant me. 
Two were granted, the third one not: the wisdom of R. ITuna 
and the riches of R. Hisda were granted me, but the modesty of 
Rabba bar R. Huna was denied to me. R. Seorim (Amram), the 
brother of Rabha, was sitting at the bedside of Rabha when the 
latter was in his last agonies. Said Rabha to him : “ Let the 
Master tell him (the angel of death) not to cause me any pain.” 
And he answered him : “ Is, then, the Master himself not a friend 
of him?” Rabha rejoined: “As my fate was already referred 
to him, he will not care for me any more.” R. Seorim then said 
to the sick: “ I would like that the soul of the Master should 
appear before me.” When it was so, R. Seorim asked : “ Had 
the Master felt any pain ? ” (at the time of the separation of the 
soul from the body), and he answered: “ It was as if pinched 
with the lancet.” Rabha was sitting at the bedside of R. Na’h- 
man when he was in his last agonies, and the latter said : “ Let 
the Master tell him (the angel of death) not to pain me.” And 
he said to him : “ Is not the Master a prominent person ? ” (to 
tell him so himself). And he answered him : “ Who is esteemed, 
or worthy, or who can contend (at such a moment)? ” He then 
said to the dying: “ Let the Master’s soul appear before me.” 
When it was so, he asked him : “ Had you pain ? ” And he 
answered : “ It was as easy as to remove a hair from milk; and 
yet, if the Holy One, blessed be He, would command me to re¬ 
turn to the world I was in I would pray permission not to do it, 
for the fear (of the angel of death) is too great.” R. Elazar was 
eating Trumah (heave-offering) when the death angel appeared 
before him, and he said to him : “ You see that I am now eating 
Trumah, is it not sacred ? ” And the appropriate moment passed 
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over. To R. Shesheth he presented himself in the market, and 
he said to him: “ Do you wish to take me when I am in the 
market, as if I were an animal ? Come to my house.” When he 
presented himself to R. Aslii in the market, the latter said to 
him : “ Extend my time thirty days, so as to enable me to re¬ 
view my studies, as ye say: ‘Happy is the person who comes 
here possessed of his studies.’ ” On the thirtieth day he ap¬ 
peared again, and R. Ashi said to him : “ Why such punctuality ? ” 
And he answered him : “You interfere with Bar Nathan, as no 
regency must interfere with another, even as much as a hair 
(*>., R. Nathan cannot become the head of the college so long as 
you are alive).” R. Hisda could not be overpowered (by the angel 
of death), for he kept on studying all the time, and the death angel 
climbed up and hid himself in a cedar in front of Rabha’s house. 
When the cedar broke down, R. Hisda discontinued his study 
for a moment and he was overpowered at that moment. R. 
Hyya was inaccessible (to the angel of death). One day he 
transformed himself into a mendicant, and knocked on the door 
and asked for a slice of bread. When R. Hyya handed him 
what he asked for, the angel said to him : “ Does not the Mas¬ 
ter have mercy with a poor man? Why does the Master have 
no mercy with me? I am the angel of death.” And as proof, 
he showed him the fire-rod. R. Hyya then delivered up his 
soul to him. 

I. Said R. Hanina b. Antigonos: If an old man has eaten 
forbidden things, or intentionally violated the Sabbath, the pun¬ 
ishment of which is Kareth, 1 and he is over the age that short 
life should be applied to him, what will signify to us that his 
death was that of Kareth ? Therefore we must consider that 
he who died after only three days of sickness, it is a death of 
Kareth; at four days, it is a hastened death, etc. Said R. 
Jehudah: The pious of ancient times have suffered of the sick¬ 
ness of the intestines two or three days before their death, 2 for 
the purpose of cleaning their bodies of all food and drink, that 
they should enter clean in the world to come, as it is written 
[Proverbs, xxvii. 2l]: “ (As) the fining-pot is for silver, and the 
furnace for gold, so is a man (proved) according to his praise.” 


I. 1 * Leviticus, vii. 25. 5 According to Elias Wilna's corrections, 

and according to him, it is to be understood that R. Jehudah opposes 

R. Hanina b. Antigonos, and maintains that even a pious man may 

die in two or three days. The text, however, reads twenty days. 
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CHAPTER IV. 

A. For relatives of the first degree— e.g ., father, mother, 
son, daughter, brother, wife, and sister—a priest may defile him¬ 
self. R. Aqiba said : For those of the second degree 1 he mourns 
and is prevented also from services, which he must not perform 
when his dead is not buried; but he must not defile himself. 

B. R. Simeon b. Elazar, however, said: He may defile him¬ 
self for his grandfather and his grandson, but the sages 1 say: 
For whomsoever he is obliged to perform all the ceremonies of 
mourning, are to mourn with him, but not otherwise. If it was 
doubtful, however, whether the deceased was his brother or son, 
or not, he mourns and is considered an Orvan, but he must not 
defile himself. 

C '. For his betrothed he must neither mourn nor defile him¬ 
self. The same is the case with his divorced wife, although he 
has children by her. 

The rabbis taught: Over all those of which it is written in 
the chapter relating to priests [Lev. xxi.], that a priest may 
defile himself on them, an ordinary person must mourn, and 
they are the following: wife, father and mother, brother and 
sister, son and daughter. To these were added: his brother 
and virgin sister by his mother, and his married sister either by 
his mother or by his father. And also over all their second 
degree of consanguinity. Such is the dictum of R. Aqiba. 
R. Simeon b. Elazar, however, holds that it extends only to his 
grandson and his grandfather. The sages, however, laid down the 


CHAPTER IV. 

A . 1 Grandfather, grandmother, grandson, etc. 

B . 1 The sages differ with R. Aqiba, who says: That for the 
second degree he must not mourn at all, and it is to be understood 
so: Whoever is obliged to perform all the mourning ceremonies, 
e.g. y not to sit in a chair, not to put on the shoes, etc., which are 
customary for the first degree, then also the priest must mourn and 
defile himself; but for the second degree, for whom he is not allowed 
to defile himself, the mourning is also unnecessary for him. The 
case where mourning without defilement can be found is only when 
it is doubtful, the doubtfulness meaning when the woman who bore 
the child was suspected. 
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following rule: “ Over whom one is bound to mourn, with him 
he must*mourn. ’ ’ 1 Does not the rule of the sages state the same 
thin" stated by the first Tana ? There is a difference as to 
those who are with him in the same house. 2 Rabh once said to 
Hyya his son, and so also said R. Huna to Rabba his son: In 
her (wife’s) presence observe mourning, but not in her absence. 
Mar Uqba’s brother-in-law died, and he was inclined to observe 
both the seven and the thirty days. When R. Huna came to him 
and found him mourning, he said : “ Dost thou desire to partake 
of the mourning-meal ? The rule that one must observe mourn¬ 
ing out of respect for his wife, extends only to father-in-law 
and mother-in-law.” We have also so learned in a Boraitha: 

” Ameimar’s grandson died, and he rent his garment. When 
subsequently his son arrived he rent again in his presence, and 
when he afterwards recollected that he was seated at the time 
he rent, he arose and rent once more.” 

D. [What is the term for Aninuth? 1 From the time of 
death till the interment, such is the dictum of R. Meir. The 
sages, however, say: One day only.] If a high-priest has mar¬ 
ried a widow against the written Law; or an ordinary priest has 
married a divorced woman, or one who has performed Halitzah, 
he may mourn for her, and has to keep the term of Aninuth, 
but must not defile himself. 

1 Es f or a father for whom one is bound to mourn, if the father mourns for his 

father the son may mourn with him. The same is the case with a son for whom 
the father is bound to mourn, if the son mourns for his son the father mourns with 

him. (Rashi.) , . . , 

•It means that according to the sages the grandfather or the grandson is bound 

to mourn only when the father or the son is mourning in the house. (Rashi.) 

D. 'The term “ Onen ” in the Talmud means one of the rela¬ 
tives of the deceased, just after he departed and before the burial. 
It is derived from Genesis [xxxv. 18]: “Ben Oni.” (See Leeser s 
translation, who did not translate Ben Oni, but inserted the words 
as written. He nevertheless translates Deut. xxvi. 14: “ I have not 
eaten thereof in my mourning,” the Hebrew term for which is the 
same, which is surprising.) The law of an Onen is, that only the 
high-priest may perform his service when a death occurs in his 
family; an ordinary priest, however, must not; and if he does, he 
violates the law. Hence is the question here, how long the term 
of Aninuth must be kept. According to R. Meir, even if there are 
several days from death to interment, the entire law of it must be 
observed; but according to the sages only one day, as it is explained 
elsewhere—from morning till evening. 
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E. For his sister, if she is betrothed, 1 R. Meir and R. Jehu- 
dah say he may defile himself. R. Jose and R. Simeon hold 
that he must not. 2 

F. If he has married a virgin but without virginity, 1 accord¬ 
ing to R. Jose and R. Meir he defiles, and according to R. 
Simeon he may not. If he has married a forced 2 or a seduced 
woman, all agree that he may not. If he married a vigaros, 3 all 
agree that he may. 

G. The general rule which R. Simeon laid down is: For 
every woman who was fit for the high-priest when she was yet 
a virgin he may defile himself, but not otherwise. 

H . For all those of whom it was declared that a priest may 
defile himself, it is not meant as a permission but as an obliga¬ 
tion. So also said R. Aqiba; R. Ishmael, however, said: It is 
meant as a permission. 1 

7 . It happened to Joseph the priest that his wife died on the 
eve of Passover, and he was reluctant to defile himself, so his 
colleagues pushed him on her and defiled him against his will, 
saying: It is not a permission but an obligation. 

J. Until what time may he defile himself? R. Meir said: 
That whole day; R. Jose said: Until three days; R. Jehudah 
in the name of R. Tarphon says: Until the grave is closed. 

K. It is related that when R. Simeon b. Jehozadok died 
at Lud, his brother Johanan came from Galilee to defile- 
himself with him, after the grave was already closed. When 
the sages were asked about it they decided: He must not defile 
himself; however, the grave may be opened to enable him to 
see him. 

7. It happened that a youth died and left his property to 
strangers, and left out his family. His relatives complained, 


E. 1 The high-priest. See Lev. xxi. 3. When she, however, is 
not married, but betrothed; hence the difference of opinion. 8 The 
names are corrected according to Tract Jebamoth, p. 60. 

F. 1 Without virginity—through sickness, or she has lost it 

through something else; and according to the sages, the high-priest 
was not allowed to marry one who had lost her virginity, whatever 
the reason. 2 Forced—Deut. xxii. 28. 3 Vigaros, also without vir¬ 

ginity, but only through age; therefore all agree that in marrying 
her he does not commit any transgression, as he himself could not 
know it. 

77 . 1 See Elias Wilna. 
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and demanded an examination. 1 When the sages were asked, 
they decided not to do so, because as soon as the grave is closed 
the corpse must not be moved. According to others: As soon 
as one dies, his hair is changed. 2 

M. An ordinary priest who is defiling himself with relatives 
must not do the same with a stranger, even at the same time, in 
case the stranger has sufficient attendants; but if he has not he 
may defile himself, and afterward retire to an undefiled place. 
The same is the case when he begins, and others come to relieve 
him. 

N. When there were two roads, one short but unclean and 
the other long but clean, if the people went on the long one he 
should accompany them, and if the people took the short road 
he should go with them, for the honor of the people. 

O. If he was engaged in burying his dead, so long as he is in 
the grave he may receive from strangers for burial, but if he was 
out he must not return. 

P. If he has defiled himself on the same day, R. Tarphon 
makes him culpable to a sin-offering, and R. Aqiba makes him 
free. All agree, however, that he is culpable when he does so 
on the morrow, because he has added one more day to be 
unclean, as he must count seven days after the last defilement. 

Q . A priest may defile himself for relatives even if they are 
not fit for the priesthood; e.g. y for his son, daughter, 1 brother 
or sister, begotten by a temple-servant or bastard, except for 
those begotten by a slave or a Gentile. 2 

R. A high-priest who defiles himself with the dead, or bares 
his head, or rends his garments, is liable to the punishment of 
stripes. 

5 . For all uncleanness for which a Nazarite must shave off 
his hair, he is liable to stripes; otherwise he is not. 

T. A high-priest who enters a cemetery is liable to stripes. 


Z. 1 If he was of age to make a will. 3 It is difficult to under¬ 
stand the real meaning of it. It seems to us that it means that the 
examination of the hair could decide nothing, as it could have grown 
after the death. 

Q. 1 If they were born by a woman whom he married unlawfully. 

3 According to the Talmud, an illegitimate child begotten by parents 
of two different creeds without being married, must be considered 
according to the creed of the mother; hence they are not his chil¬ 
dren. 
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V\ If he enters the yard of a cemetery, or if he goes outside 
of Palestine, he is liable to chastisement (rabbinically). 

F If he enters a field where there is a lost grave, he is not 
culpable till he traverses every bit of it. 

W. A priest may defile himself by going outside of Palestine 
to attend a civil or criminal court; to sanctify the month; to 
intercalate the year, and to save his field from the idolaters. 
He may bring a complaint and sign it in their courts; however, 
he must first make a declaration that he is going for this purpose. 

X . He may also leave Palestine for the purpose of studying 
the Law, or to get married. Said R. Jehudah: He may do the 
former when there is nobody in the place to learn from; other¬ 
wise he may not. R. Jose, however, said: Even if there is one 
to learn from he may do so, because not everyone can teach. 
It happened to Joseph the priest that he went to his master to 
study the Law; he went outside of Palestine to R. Jose in 
Zaidin. 

Y. A priest may defile himself with a piece of bone of his 
father’s body, even if it was as large as a grain of barley; R. 
Jehudah, however, said : He must not. A priest must not defile 
himself with a limb cut off a living body, be it even that of his 
father. 1 

Z. It happened to Joseph Parkass that he had an abscess on 
his foot, and the surgeon came to cut it off. He said to him : 
If thou wilt leave of it a bit of the size of a hair, let me know. 
When the surgeon told him that he did so, he summoned his 
son Nehemiah and said: My son, till here thou art obliged to 
attend me, but no farther. For the sages said: One must not 
defile himself for a limb cut off a living body, be it even that of 
his father. When the sages heard of it, they said: The follow¬ 
ing passage: “ My life is in my hand continually, yet thy Law 
do I not forget” [Ps. cxix. 109], applies to him; and also: 
“ There is many a righteous man that perisheth in his righteous¬ 
ness” [Prov. vii. 15]. 

AA. If he was on the road and he found a Meth-Mitzvah, 1 

K 1 The law is, if a whole limb was separated from a living 
body it is a subject of defilement; but if flesh was separated from 
that limb, even if it was more than the size of an olive, it is not. 
However, when the limb was separated from a corpse, and flesh 
separated from it the size of an olive, it defiles. 

AA . 1 This expression is used in the whole Talmud about one 
who died without relatives, or if he died somewhere far from them, 
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he is obliged to attend to it. What is to be considered such? 
If he would call for help and his cry could not be heard in the 
nearest town; but when it is heard, it is not considered as such 
(and he must not defile himself). 

BB. It is always considered a Meth-Mitzvah unless there are 
sufficient people to attend to its funeral. 

CC . If there was a high-priest and a Nazarite, the high-priest 
shall defile himself but not the Nazarite, according to R. Eliezer; 
for the latter must bring an offer for his defilement, and the 
former not. The sages, however, say: Rather let the Nazarite 
bring a hundred offers than cause defilement even to an ordinary 
priest; because the sanctification of the priest is from birth and 
forever, and the Nazarite’s is only temporary. 

DD . All agree that if there was an anointed high-priest and 
an unanointed one who is recognized only by his many gar¬ 
ments, 1 the latter must defile himself and not the former; when 
there was the latter and an overseer, or an overseer and an ex¬ 
overseer, or an ex-overseer and a priest anointed for the war, or 
he and a common priest, or a common priest and a Levite, or 
he and an Israelite, the second of each pair always must defile 
himself but not the first. If both are equals, the quickest of the 
two must do so; and if both are quick, the one that expresses 
the desire shall do so. 

EE. If it was found between a ploughed and an abandoned 
field, it shall be buried in the latter; between a ploughed and a 
sown field, it shall be buried in the former; between a sown field 
and an orchard, or an orchard and a field in which persca grows, 


or in a lonely place. ” Meth ” means a corpse, “ Mitzvah ” means 
a commandment, and together they express: A corpse which any¬ 
body who finds is commanded to attend to its burial. 

DD. 1 There is a tradition that in the time of King Josiah the oil 
of anointment made by Moses was concealed, and from that time 
the ascent of a high-priest was made only with his prescribed gar¬ 
ments, and in the Talmud such a high-priest was called by the name 
of “ who was known by his many garments.” Hence if it happened 
that an anointed ex-high-priest were in company with a high-priest 
who was elected after the oil of anointment was concealed, the latter, 
though he is a high-priest, must defile himself, because his degree 
in sanctification is considered lower than that of the former; and 
so is it with all the pairs—the second is lower in sanctification than 
the first. 
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it shall be buried in the former. If both places are equal in 
value, it shall be buried in the nearest one; and if they are equal 
in distance, it can be buried wherever desirable. 

FF . Said R. Aqiba: “ The following incident was the com¬ 
mencement of my reward to be counted among the wise. I 
once arose early and found a slain body. I burdened myself 
with it for three legal limits of the Sabbath, until I brought it 
to a cemetery, and I buried it. When I related this to the 
sages, they told me that my every step was considered as if I had 
shed blood. 1 Whereupon I drew the following a fortiori con¬ 
clusion : When, having in view to perform a meritorious deed, 
I have transgressed so much, how much the more would I have 
sinned if I had had no such intention! M Whenever R. Aqiba 
was reminded of this incident he said: This was the commence¬ 
ment of my reward. 2 


CHAPTER V. 

A. No work must be done by a mourner on all the seven 
days after the burial; nor by his children, his servants, or his 
cattle. As he and they all are not allowed, so are others not 
allowed to do any work for him. 

The rabbis taught: A mourner is prohibited to do any work 
during the first three days, even the indigent who lives on charity ; 
thenceforward he may do it privately; and the housewife may 
spin with her spindle. 

The rabbis taught : A mourner must not visit another 
mourner during the first three days ; thenceforth he may, but he 
must not sit among the condolers, but among those who are being 
condoled. 

The rabbis taught : A mourner is prohibited the first three 
days from greeting others; from the third to the seventh he may 
only answer a greeting ; thenceforward he may greet and answer 
as usual. When the sons of R. Aqiba died, an enormous crowd 
flocked to the funeral. R. Aqiba ascended the rostrum, and ad¬ 
dressed the people: “ Brothers in Israel, listen to my words: It 
is not because of merit or station of mine that ye appear here, for 


FF. 1 Because the law is that it must be buried on the place 
where it is found. 3 /.<f., From the answer of the sages he learned 
that he knew nothing of the Law, and he began to study until he 
reached his eminence. 
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assuredly there are my superiors in this city. Oh, your reward 
will be great. Ye have done homage to the Law ; your presence 
would suffice to console me, even if I had buried two bride¬ 
grooms; ye appeared here because you thought to yourselves 
[Psalms, xxxvii. 31]: 'The law of his God is in his heart.’” 
(Plence we see that it is permitted to greet even within the first 
three days ?) Where the honor of the public is concerned the case 
is different. 

" From the third to the seventh day he may answer, but not 
greet F There is a contradiction from the following Boraitha : One 
who meets his friend who is in mourning, if within twelve months 
he may speak to him words of consolation, but must not greet 
him ; if after twelve months, he may greet him, but not speak to 
him words of consolation, unless indirectly. R. Meir said : To 
what may the case of one speaking to his friend, a mourner, words 
of consolation after twelve months be compared ? To one whose 
foot was dislocated, and after having it cured, met a physician 
who said to him : “ Come with me and I will dislocate it again, 
and cure it in order to proveto you the efficiency of my drugs”? 
This presents no difficulty. This Boraitha relates to mourning 
over father or mother; the former statement relates to mourning 
over other relatives. But have we not learned in another Borai¬ 
tha that he may speak to him words of consolation indirectly? 
Our Boraitha may also be explained in the same sense ; viz.," He 
shall not speak to him words of consolation directly.” 

The rabbis taught: A mourner, during the first three days, if 
he arrives from a place not distant, may adopt the same compu¬ 
tation of the time as the local mourners, but if he arrives from a 
distant place he must have his own computation ; thenceforth, 
if he even arrives from a place not distant, he must have his own 
computation. R. Simeon, however, said : “ Even if he arrived 
on the seventh day, if only from a near-by place, he may adopt 
the computation of the local mourners.” The Master said above : 
"The first three days, one who arrives from a near-by place,” 
etc. Said R. Hyya bar Abba in the name of R. Johanan : “ This 
is the case only where the eldest of the family is at home at the 
time.” The schoolmen propounded a question : " How is it if 
the eldest of the family has gone to the cemetery? ” Come and 
hear: R. Hyya bar Abba said in the name of R. Johanan : “ Even 
if the eldest of the house has gone to the cemetery, he may com¬ 
pute with them (the local mourners).” But have we not learned in 
another Boraitha that he must have his own computation ? This 
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presents no difficulty: One case is when he arrived within the 
first three days, and the other when he arrived after the first 
three days. As Rabh said to the inhabitants of Zalpuni: “ Those 
who arrive within the first three days may compute with you ; 
those who do not, must compute for themselves.” Rabha said to 
the inhabitants of M’huza: “You who do not follow the coffin 
(to the cemetery, but only as far as the town-gate) may compute 
(the mourning) from the minute you turn your faces away from 
the town-gate.” 

'The Boraitha states : R. Simeon said, etc. Said R. Hyya 
bar Gamda in the name of Joseph b. Saul, quoting Rabbi: “ The 
case is only when he arrived before the condolers departed/’ 

2 It is written [Jerem. xxii. io] : ” Weep not for the dead and 
do not bemoan him.” Weep not—that is, not more than suffi¬ 
cient; and do not bemoan him—that is, not more than pre¬ 
scribed. How so ? During the first three days—weeping; the 
seven—lamentation; during the thirty days—not to calender 
clothes and cut the hair. After that period the Holy One, 
blessed be He, says: ” Be not more merciful than I am.” It is 
written [ibid., ibid.]: ” Weep sorely for him that goeth away.” 
Said R. Jehudah: ” This means one who goeth away childless.” 
R. Joshua b. Levi had never gone to console a mourner unless 
the deceased died childless, for it is written [ibid., ibid.]: 
“ Weep sorely for the one that goeth away, for he shall never 
return any more, and see the land of his birth.” R. Levi said: 
” A mourner the first three days must imagine to himself as if a 
sword is placed between his shoulders; between the third and 
seventh day, as if it is opposite him in a corner; from that day 
on, as if it passes in front of him in the street.” 3 

“ The bier of a woman mast at ?io time be set there y etc. 
R. Ami said: ” For what purpose was the death of Miriam 
stated closely following the law of the red cow ? To teach that 
as the red cow atoned for sin, so also does the death of the right¬ 
eous.” Said R. Elazar: ” For the same purpose was the death 
of Aaron closely written to the description of the priests’ garb; 
viz., as the priests in their garb atoned for the sins, so also does 
the death of the righteous.” 


CHAPTER V. 


A. 1 * Gemara from Moed Katan. 3 Ge?nara from Moed Katan. 

3 This illustrates the different degrees in which it must be borne in mind. 
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B. It is permitted for others to do work involving things 
perishable; e.g., his grain may be garnered and thrashed his 
tubs may be scoured, and if his olives are turned, R. Jehudali 
says he mav put the first press-block on, etc. 

The rabbis taught: The following things are prohibited to a 
mourner: labor, washing, anointing, sexual intercourse, wearing 
shoes, reading the Law, the Prophets, the Hagiographa, study- 
in- the Mishna, Midrash, Halakha, Talmud, and Agada; but if, 
however, the public require his services, he need not restrain 
himself. As it happened, the son of R. Jose died in Sepphoris, 
and the latter notwithstanding came to college and lectured the 
whole day long. Rabba bar bar Hana was once in mourning, 
and he was inclined not to go out to deliver his usual lecture. 
Said R. Hanina to him: “ If the public requires one’s services, 
he need not restrain himself.” He then wanted to employ an 
interpreter. Said Rabh to him: ‘‘We learned in a Boraitha: 

‘ But he should not employ an interpreter.’ ” How, then, sha 
he do it’ As we have learned in the following Boraitha: It 
happened that the son of R. Jehudah bar Ilai died, and the 
latter came to college followed by R. Hanama b. Akabia, w o 
took a seat at his side. He (R. Jehudah bar Ilai) whispered 
(the lecture) to R. Hanania b. Akabia, and the latter to t e 
interpreter, and the interpreter announced it aloud to the public. 

The rabbis taught: A mourner must not wear phylacteries 
during the first three days, but from and including the third 
dav he is allowed to do so, and need not remove them on the 
arrival of new persons. Such is the dictum of R. Ehczer. . 
Jehudah, however, said that he must not wear them only dur¬ 
ing the first two days, but from and including the second day 
he is allowed; but on the arrival of new persons he must remove 

thC R Hyya bar Abba, R. Ami, and R. Itz’hak of Naph’ha 
were ‘sitting in the cottage of R. Itz’hak b. Elazar, and a state¬ 
ment resulted: ‘‘ Whence is it deduced that mourning lasts for 
days - It is written [Amos, viii. .0]: ‘ And I will cl.angn 
your feasts into mourning.’ As the feast lasts for seven days, 
so does also mourning.” But perhaps Pentecost is meant, 
which lasts only for one day ? The latter one is applied accord- 
in- to Resh Lakish; for Resh Lakish said in the name of R. 
Jehudah the Second: Whence do we know that remote informa¬ 
tion (of the occurrence of a death in the family) makes mourning 
customary for one day only ? From the passage [ibid., ib.d.j: 
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“ And I will change your feasts into mourning. ” And we find 
one festival which lasts for one day only. 

C. 1 If he was the only baker in town, he may do his work 
privately for the sake of the people. 

D. If one was cutting another’s hair, or was having his hair 
cut, and he was told that his father was dead, he might finish it. 
Workingmen who receive work from a mourner are forbidden to 
do this work at his house, but they are allowed to do it at theirs. 
R. Simeon b. Jo’hai said: A day laborer is forbidden in any 
case. Contract work may not be done on his premises, but it 
may on theirs. Work on anything attached to the ground must 
not be done in either case, and work to be done in another city 
is allowed in either case. 

E. When one mourning succeeds another, he may cut his 

hair with a knife but not with shears. If his clothes are dirty, 
he may wash them in cold water but not in feet-water. 1 A 
mourner and one who is under the ban, when on the road, are 

allowed to wear sandals; however, they must remove them as 

soon as they reach the town. So is the law also for the 9th of 
Abh, or a general fast-day. 

2 It is certain that a mourner must not cut his hair, for the Mer¬ 

ciful One expressly directed the sons of Aaron [ibid. x. 6] : “ The 
hair of your head you shall not let grow long ” ; hence the case is 
not so with other mourners. The question, however, is, whether 
those who are under the ban, and lepers, may cut their hair? 

Come and hear: Those who are under the ban, and those 

afflicted with leprosy, are prohibited from cutting their hair and 
washing (their clothes). One who was under the ban and died in 
such a state, the Beth Din stone his coffin. Said R. Jehudah : 
“ It does not mean a heap of stones, as was the case with Achan 
[Josh. vii. 26], but it means that the Beth Din places a big stone 
on his coffin, to teach that whoever dies while under the ban, his 
coffin is stoned. 

3 A mourner must wrap up his head, for the Merciful One 

C. 1 For former Mishnas, see Moed Katan, pp. 19-20. 

E . 1 In Tract Krithath, where it speaks of the preparation of the 
spices for the incense, the Gemara says: To make it stronger— mei 
raglayim ; literally, “ feet-water (wine, according to some commen¬ 
tators) would be good for it”; but this must not be brought into 
the Temple court. The same term is found in Nidah, 6i£, in the 
Mishna, among the spices which remove stains. 2 Gemara from 
Moed Katan. 3 Gemara from Moed Katan. 
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directed Ezekiel [Ezek. xxiv. 17] : “ And cover not thyself to thy 
upper lip.” Hence, others must cover. How is it, however, with 
one who is under the ban? Said R. Joseph: Come and hear 
(Taanith) : u And they wrapped up their heads and sat as if they 
were under the ban, or mourners, until they were commiserated 
by Heaven.” Said Abayi to him : “ Perhaps they have done that, 
because they have considered themselves as put under the ban by 
Heaven, in which case it is very rigorous.” What is the law in 
regard to a leper? Come and hear : It is written [Lev. xiii. 45] : 

And he shall cover himself up to his upper lip.” Hence we see 
that wrapping up is necessary. A mourner must not wear phylac¬ 
teries, for Ezekiel was commanded [Ezek. xxiv. 17] to put them 
on. 4 Hence we must say that others must not. But the ques¬ 
tion is as to one who is under the ban, in regard to phylacteries? 5 
This question was not decided. It is certain that a mourner 
must not greet any one, as Ezekiel was commanded [ibid.] : 
“ Sigh in silence.” But how is the case with one who is under 
the ban? Said R. Joseph: Come and hear (Taanith, ibid.): 
“ And to greet one another as if they were rebuked from 
Heaven.” Said Abayi to him : “ Perhaps this case is different, 
because it is very strict.” 

F\ No ban is for less than thirty days, and no rebuke is for 
less than seven days. 

G. Said Rabban Gamaliel: He to whom the court has 
stretched out its hand, although he was again befriended, will 
not leave this world peaceably. 


CHAPTER VI. 

A . A mourner must not read the Pentateuch, Prophets, and 
Hagiographa. He is also not allowed to study Mishna, Talmud, 
Halakha, and Hagadah. He is also not allowed to wash, to 
anoint, to wear shoes, or to have sexual intercourse with his wife. 
He must cover his head and lower his couch. Rabban Gamaliel 
washed himself when his wife died (see Mishna Berachoth, 166). 

1 A mourner must not study the Law, because the Merciful 

4 The Talmud explains this passage to refer to the phylacteries. 

6 See our “ Phylacteries Ritual,” pp. 49 and 55. 

CHAPTER VI. 


A. 1 Gemara from Moed Katan. 
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One commanded Ezekiel: “Sigh in silence” [ibid.]. But how 
is it with one who is under the ban ? Said R. Joseph : Come and 
hear: We have learned : “ One who is put under the ban may 
study for himself and also with others; he may be hired and he 
may hire others. But the case is otherwise with one who was 
excommunicated ; the latter may, however, study for himself in 
order not to discontinue his studies. He may also establish for 
himself a small store in order to earn a living.” Rabh said : 
“ He may sell water in the market of Araboth,” 

2 A mourner must not wash his clothes, as it is written [II Sam. 
xiv. 2]: “Then sent Joab to Thekoa, and he fetched thence a 
wise woman, and said to her,” etc., “ and anoint thyself not with 
oil; but be as a woman that hath these many days been mourn¬ 
ing for the dead.” What is the case with those under the ban ? 
Come and hear: “ Those who are under the ban are prohibited 
from cutting their hair and washing their clothes.” Infer here¬ 
from. A mourner must have his garment rent, because the Mer¬ 
ciful One commanded the sons of Aaron [Lev. x. 6 ] : “ And 
your garments you shall not rend ”; hence others must. A 
mourner must lower his couch (place the mattress near or on the 
floor), as Bar Qappara taught: “ (God said) I had placed my image 
among them, and for their sins I upset it (decreed death). Let 
them now lower their beds.” A mourner must not work, for it 
is written [Amos, viii. 10] :• “And I will change your feasts into 
mourning.” As on the feast it is prohibited to do any work, so 
also is the case with the mourner. May one who is under the 
ban work? Said R. Joseph : Come and hear (Taanith) : “ When 
it was stated that it is prohibited to do work, it referred only to 
the day-time but not to the evening; and the same is the case 
with one who is under the ban.” A mourner must not wash 
himself, as it is written [II Sam. xiv. 2] : “And anoint thyself 
not with oil ” ; and anointing includes also washing. 

3 And the Halakha prevails that a mourner must not bathe 
his entire body in either warm or cold water for seven days, but 
he may bathe his face, hands, and feet with cold water but not 
with warm. To anoint himself ever so little is prohibited, how¬ 
ever, for a mourner; but he may do so for the purpose of remov¬ 
ing the dirt from a certain part of his body. 

4 A mourner must not wear shoes, because Ezekiel was com- 


2 Getnara from Moed Katan. 2 3 Transferred from Taanith. 4 Ge- 

mara from Moed Katan. 
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manded [Ezek. xxiv. 17]: “And the shoes put on thy feet.” 
Hence others must not. A mourner must have no intercourse 
with his wife, as it is written [II Sam. xii. 24]: “ And David 
comforted Bath Sheba, and he went in unto her, and lay with 
her.” Hence, before comforting it is prohibited. 

On the first three days if a mourner is greeted he shall say: 
“ I am a mourner.” However, from the fourth day onward he 
may answer half-heartedly. 

B . When the death occurs in the same city, he must not 
accompany the others on the first two days; on the third he 
may go out and stand in the line for the purpose of being con¬ 
soled, but he must not console others. All this is only when 
there are sufficient pall-bearers and burial attendants; otherwise 
he must accompany the others even on the first day. 

The rabbis taught: 44 A mourner on the first Sabbath 1 must 
be confined to his house. On the second he may leave the 
house, but he may not occupy his usual seat (in the prayer- 
house); on the third he may occupy his usual seat, but he must 
refrain from conversation; and on the fourth Sabbath he is as 
any other person.” R. Jehudah said: “As to the first Sab¬ 
bath, it was not necessary at all to state that he must be con¬ 
fined to the house, for it is self-evident, because all come to 
comfort him on that day. But the above order begins on the 
second Sabbath; viz., 4 On the second he must be confined to 
his house,’ etc., and only on the fifth Sabbath he is as any other 
person.” 

C. On the first and second days the mourner must not enter 
the Temple mountain; on the third, however, he is allowed to 
enter, but must go around to the left. The following must 
enter to the left: A mourner, one who is under the ban, one 
who has a sick person in his house, and one who has sustained 
a loss. 44 Why do you enter to the left ? ” (the people standing 
about ask him). 44 Because I am a mourner!” And they 
rejoin: 44 The One who rests in this house may console thee! ” 
And if he says: 44 Because I am in ban!” they rejoin: 44 The 
One who rests in this house may soften their hearts and they 
will befriend thee.” So says R. Meir. Said R. Jose to him: 
If so, you seem to insinuate that they have not judged him 
rightly? But they rejoin thus: 44 The One who rests in this 


B. 1 It means the first week, etc., even when he goes to prayer- 
house in the week-days. 
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house, will soften thy heart, that thou mayest listen to their 
advice, and they will again befriend thee.” To the one who 
had a sick person in his home they rejoined: “ The One who 
rests in this house shall have mercy upon him! ” and if the sick 
was his only son they should pray: “ Shall have mercy upon 
him immediately! ” 

D. It happened to a woman whose daughter fell ill, that she 
ascended the Temple mount, turned to the left, and did not stir 
from there till she was told that her child had recovered. 

E. To one who has sustained a loss they say: “ The One 
who rests in this house will soften the heart of the finder, and 
he will return it to thee immediately! ” It happened to Elazar b. 
Hananiah b. Hezekiah b. Gorion that he lost the Holy Scrolls, 
which cost him a hundred Manah. 1 He ascended the Temple 
mount, turned to the left, and did not stir till he was told that 
they were found. And the Temple was built by Solomon only 
for the purpose that everyone who should have any trouble 
should come and pray, as it is written [I Kings, viii. 37]: “ If 
there be famine in the land, if there be pestilence,” etc. From 
this we know only for individuals; when do we know that it is 
also for the public in general? It is written [ibid., ibid. 38]: 
“ Of all thy people Israel.” Lest one say it is also for the one 
who prays for children, or for riches which may not be good for 
him, therefore it is written [ibid., ibid. 39]: “As thou mayest 
know his heart, for thou thyself alone knowest the heart of all 
the children of men.” Whatever is good for him, grant him. 
Whence do we know that they should not persist in their rebel¬ 
lion ? 2 It is written [ibid., ibid. 38] : “ When they shall be con¬ 
scious every man of the plague of his own heart, and he then 
spread forth his hands toward this house.” All this concerns 
the Israelites, but whence do we know that it concerns also the 
Gentiles? Therefore it is written [ibid., ibid. 41]: “But also 
to the stranger, who is not of thy people Israel, but cometh out 
of a far-off country,” etc. 


E. 1 The coin Manah was of the value of a hundred Zuz. 8 This 
is to be understood thus: Whence do we know, if a rebel comes to 
pray that he shall be successful in his rebellion, that he shall not 
be listened to ? 
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CHAPTER VII. 

A. The period of thirty days must be counted to the fol¬ 
lowing: to mourning, to calender clothes, to cutting of hair, to 
demand debts, to a woman of handsome form, to betrothal, to 
marriage, to a virgin, to a widow, to a Yebamah, 1 to one who 
vowed against his wife, and to an indefinite Nazarite. 

B . “ To mourning . ” How so ? It is written [Deut. xxxiv. 
3 ]: “ And the children of Israel wept for Moses in the plains of 
Moab thirty days.” 

“ Calender clothes ” means all garments which come out from 
under the press. So is the decree of Rabbi. The sages, how¬ 
ever, say: Colored but not white. But R. Meir said the reverse: 
White but not newly colored; old, however, is permitted in any 
case. Funda , fascia , pileus ,* and helmets are also permitted. 
To give garments to be pressed is permitted within the thirty days. 

The rabbis taught: ” It is not permitted to calender clothes, 
whether new, or old ones which have just been removed from 
under the press, during the full period of thirty days.” Rabbi, 
however, said: ” It applies only to new ones.” R. Elazar bar 
Simeon said : ” They have prohibited new white garments only.” 
Abayi acted in accordance with Rabbi. Rabha, however, acted 
in accordance with R. Eliezer bar R. Simeon. 

“ To cutting of hair." He must not cut off the hair of his 
head, his mustache, his beard, or any hair of his body. A 
woman, however, is permitted to cut her hair after the seven days. 

“ To demand debts." If one lends money for an indefinite 
period, he cannot demand it before thirty days. 

C. “ To a woman of handsome form." It is written [Deut. 
xxi. 11 ]: ” And hast a desire unto her, that thou wouldst take 
her to thee to wife.” She must shave off her hair, and pare her 
nails. So is the decree of R. Meir;- but R. Aqiba said: The 
hair must be shaved, and the nails she must let grow. Said R. 


CHAPTER VII. 

A. 1 Yebamah is called a woman whose husband died childless, 
leaving living brothers [Deut. xxv. 5]. 

B. 1 All these garments have Roman names, and were used in 
those days, and we do not think it necessary to describe how they 
were made. The reader, however, will find it in “ Hamashbir M and 
similar works. 
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Eliezer: As in both the head and nails the Torah prescribed a 
doing, 1 and as the doing what is said by the head means that 
the hair shall be cut off, the same is the case with the nails; but 
R. Aqiba said: As the doing what is said by the head is meant 
to make her ugly, the same is the case with the nails (and noth¬ 
ing is uglier than long nails). A support to R. Eliezer can be 
found in II Samuel [xix. 25]: “ And Mephibosheth the (grand-) 
son of Saul came down to meet the king, and he had not dressed 
his feet, nor trimmed his head/' A support to R. Aqiba can 
be found in Daniel [iv. 30]: “ Till his hair was grown like eagles' 
(feathers), and his nails ' 1 were like birds’ claws.” 

3 Pin’has, the brother of Mar Samuel, was in mourning. When 
Samuel came to condole with him and noticed that his nails were 
untrimmed, he said to him: “ Why dost thou not trim them?” 
And he answered him: “ If this were the case with thee, wouldst 
thou disrespect the mourning to such an extent ? ” And it was 
[Eccl. x. 6] “ like an error which proceedeth from the ruler.” And 
a death occurred in Samuel’s family. When R. Pin’has came to 
condole with him , the former trimmed his nails and threw the 
parings in his face, saying: “ I see that thou dost not pay any 
attention to the saying: Words are ominous, as said R. Johanan. 
Whence is it deduced that words are ominous ? It is written 
[Gen. xxii. 5] : “ And Abraham said unto his young men,” etc., 
“ and we will worship and come again to you ” / and it so hap¬ 
pened that both of them returned. (Although Isaac was intended 
to be sacrificed.) It was understood from Samuel’s action that 
the nails of the hand only may be cut, but not those of the feet. 
R. Onan bar Ta’hlipha, however, said : “ It was explained to me 
by Samuel himself that there is no distinction made.” Said R. 
Hyya bar Ashi in the name of Rabh: “ With a nail file, how¬ 
ever, it is not allowed.” 

4 Rabh said (and Mar Zutra learned it in a Boraitha) : “ A 


C. 1 In the text it is termed 44 Maasse,” and in Yebamoth (480) 
44 Assiyah.” The meaning of both is doing , and Rashi there explains 
that, although the two above-mentioned terms are not to be found in 
reference to the head, R. Aqiba and R. Eliezer maintain that the 
cutting off of the hair is also called a doing; hence the analogy. 
8 The verse begins with, 44 and from men was he driven away/’ and 
concludes that his nails were like birds 4 claws; hence it is not an 
ornament. 3 Gemara from Moed Katan. A Gemara from Moed 
Katan. 
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couple from Hamthon once came before Rabbi and asked his 
permission to cut their nails in their mourning, and he permitted 
them to do so ; and if even they would have asked his permission 
to trim their mustaches, he would also have permitted them.” 
Samuel added : “ They actually did ask his permission and he 
did permit them.” 

D. It is written [Deut. xxi. 13]: 44 And she shall put off the 
raiment of her captivity.” If she was dressed in white or black 
which becomes her, or she had on jewelry, they must be removed 
from her, for the purpose of making her unhandsome. The case 
is only if she has declined to embrace the Jewish faith; but if 
she be inclined, she is dipped, is freed from slavery, and he may 
marry her. The purpose for which all this was done is to pre¬ 
vent mingling. 

E. “ To betrothal . ” How so ? It is not allowed to make 
the feast of betrothal within thirty days of the day of the funeral. 
“ To marriage . ” The feast of marriage is not allowed to be 
made within this period; but if everything was prepared before 
the death occurred of one of his or her parents he may marry, 
and have the first intercourse with her; but after that they must 
be separated for seven days. This is only in case one of his 
parents dies; but if his wife dies, he is not allowed to marry 
again until three regular festivals have passed. 1 R. Jehudah, 
however, said: Two, and he may marry at the third. This is 
the case when he has grown-up children; but if they are yet 
little ones, or he is childless, he may marry even within the 
thirty days. It happened that the wife of R. Tarphon died, 
and R. Tarphon said to her sister within the period of mourn¬ 
ing: 44 Enter this house, and educate thy sister’s children.” 
Nevertheless, he had no intercourse with her until the thirty 
days were over. 

The rabbis taught: 44 One is not permitted to marry during 
the full period of the thirty days. If he, however, mourns over 
his wife, he must not remarry again until three festivals shall 
have passed. R. Jehudah, however, allows after the first and 
second festival have passed.” But if he is childless he may 
remarry at once, in order not to restrict reproduction; so also is 


E, 1 If she dies before Passover, he may marry after Taber¬ 
nacles; if after Passover, he must wait till the three festivals Pente¬ 
cost, Tabernacles, and Passover have passed; and so on with the 
other festivals. 
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the case if he has minor children, for they have to be brought 
up. It happened that the wife of Joseph the priest died, and 
he said to the deceased's sister while still on the burial ground: 
" Go and rear thy sister’s children.” But still he did not 
cohabit with her for a long while. For how long ? Said R. 
Papa: ” Until after the thirty days.” 

“ To a virgin . ” The period in which to complain that one 
has not found virginity 2 is limited till thirty days after the mar¬ 
riage. 3 


CHAPTER VIII. 

A. During three days before the interment, experts repair 
to the cemetery and examine the dead whether they are really 
dead; [and although this is the custom of other nations], there 
is no fear of the prohibition of the deeds of the Amorites. 1 It 
happened that one of the dead was examined (and found alive), 
and he lived twenty-five years after that; and to another one, 
that he begat five children before he died. 

B. A canopy may be made for dead bridegrooms and brides, 
and either eatable or uneatable things may be hung on it. So 
is the decree of R. Meir. R. Jehudah, however, said: Only 
unripe things—viz., unripe nuts, unripe jnrAAo<?, tongus of pur¬ 
ple, and flasks of Arabian oil; but not when they are ripe, nor 
ripe pomegranates, nor flasks of sweet oil, as whatever hangs on 
the canopy, no benefit may be derived from it. 1 Strings of fish, 
pieces of meat, may be thrown before the dead bridegroom or 
bride in the summer, 2 but not in rain time; and even during 

2 Deut. xxii. 14. 

8 Concerning a widow and the other subjects mentioned above, they are explained 
in their respective tracts ; therefore we have omitted them here. 

CHAPTER VIII. 

A . 1 Lev. xviii. 3. 

B. 1 Therefore only unripe things were allowed, lest one should 
use them if they were ripe. 2 It must have been a custom at that 
time to throw some things which were prepared for the wedding 
feast. It is certainly difficult to explain, without a particular knowl¬ 
edge of this obsolete custom. Naumburg, however, maintains that 
it was done for a live bridegroom and bride; but we do not agree 
with him, for the reason that this is not mentioned in Berachoth, 
where it is enumerated what is to be done to honor the bride and 
bridegroom. 
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the summer, they must not do so with cooked fish or other eat¬ 
ables which will be spoiled after they are thrown on the ground. 
Nuts and other fruit in shells, as they are not spoiled, may be 
thrown at all times. There is a rule that anything which may 
be spoiled must not be thrown. 

C. Likewise wine and oil may be put in a water pipe in 
honor of live bridegrooms and brides. As it happened to Jehu- 
dah and Hillel the sons of R. Gamaliel, when they were the 
guests of Ben Zakkai in Babylon, 1 the townspeople flooded the 
water pipes with wine and oil to honor them. Also the bodies 
of kings, and their clothes may be burned, their cattle ham¬ 
stringed, without fear that it is after the usages of the Amorites. 
The ceremony of burning clothes and other things is performed 
for the corpses of kings only, but not for princes. When Rab- 
ban Gamaliel died, Aquilas the proselyte, however, burned in 
his honor clothes of the value of eight thousand Zuz, and when 
he was asked why he did so, he answered: It is written [Jerem. 
xxxiv. 5]: In peace shalt thou die; and as burnings were 
made for thy father,” etc. Was not Rabban Gamaliel more 
worthy than a hundred kings, for whom we have no use ? 2 

D. The hair of a dead bride may be loosened; and the face 
of a bridegroom may be uncovered, and the marriage contract 
and the pen may be put by his side, without fear that so is the 
custom of the Amorites. There may also be put in the coffin 
the key and the pinkas ( nivaB ,) of the dead, to call the attention 
of others to mourn, as it happened with Samuel the Little, that 
his key and pinkas were put in his coffin, because he did not 
leave a son. And Rabban Gamaliel the Elder and R. Elazar b. 
Azariah lamented him, saying: ” For this dead one it is meet to 
weep, it is proper to lament. When kings die they leave their 
thrones to their children, when rich men die they leave their 
wealth to their children, but Samuel the Little took with him 
the most precious thing in the world, and is gone! 

E. Before he died, he said: ” Simeon and Ishmael are pre¬ 
pared for the sword, and all the remaining people for being 
robbed, and great trouble will follow.” And he spoke this in 


C. 1 These were Jehudah the second and Hillel his brother the 
grandsons of Rabbi; and b. Zakkai must have been a prominent 
person in Babylon. 2 In Abodah Zarah, n a, is stated that burning 
of clothes was also done for princes, and Aquilas’ deed was used as 
a support without any explanation. 
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Aramaic. When this occurred, and R. Simeon b. Gamaliel and 
R. Ishmael were condemned to death, R. Ishmael was weeping; 
but R. Simeon said: I praise God that it is only two steps till I 
shall be received in the bosom of the righteous in the world to 
come, and you are weeping ? And the former rejoined: Do I 
weep because we are going to be slain ? I am weeping because 
we will be slain as if we were murderers and violators of the Sab¬ 
bath. After they were executed, and R. Aqiba and R. Jehudah 
b. Ethyra were informed, they put sackcloth on their loins, rent 
their garments, and said: Brother Israelites! If a good thing 
was to come for the whole world, these two sages would cer¬ 
tainly have been the first to receive it; and now, as they were 
the first to be executed, it must be only for their benefit: they 
shall not see the great calamities which will follow after that. 
Woe! " The righteous perisheth, and no man layeth it to 
heart " [Isaiah, Ivii. i]. " He shall come (to his father) in 

peace, they shall repose in their resting-place" [ibid., ibid. 2]. 

F. When R. Aqiba was executed, and R. Jehudah b. Baba 
and R. Hanina b. Teradion heard of it, they also arose, put sack¬ 
cloth on their loins, rent their garments, and cried: Brothers, 
listen to us! R. Aqiba was not slain because of robbery nor 
because he had not observed the Law with all his might, he was 
slain only for an example, as it is written [Ezek. xxiv. 24]: ‘ ‘ Thus 
shall Ezekiel be unto you for a token . . . then shall ye know 
that I am the Lord eternal." We are sure that within a few days 
there will not be a place in the whole of Palestine where corpses 
of the people will not be lying about. It was said that scarcely 
had a few days passed, when a canine appetite dissipated the 
whole world, which lasted from that time for a twelvemonth. 

G. When R. Hanina b. Teradion was seized by the govern¬ 
ment they sentenced him to the stake, his wife to the sword, 
and his daughter to a house of prostitution. He inquired: To 
what have they sentenced the poor thing (his wife) ? And he 
was answered: To the sword! Whereupon he exclaimed the 
following passage: "Righteous is the Lord in all his ways" 
[Ps. cxlv. 17]. When she asked to what the rabbi was sen¬ 
tenced, she was answered: To the stake. Whereupon she ex¬ 
claimed the passage: " Great in counsel, and mighty in execu¬ 
tion," etc. [Jer. xxxii. 19]. When he was to be burned they 
wrapped him in the Holy Scrolls, and his daughter cried and 
threw herself on the ground. He said to her: My daughter! 
If thou weepest and throwest thyself on the ground over me, is 
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it not better I should be consumed by a fire which was kindled 
in this world than by a fire which is not kindled (Gehenna)? As 
it is written [Job, xx. 2 6]: “A fire not urged by blowing.” And 
for the Holy Scrolls! Knowest thou not that the Torah is fire 
itself, and no fire can consume another ? The parchment only 
is burned, but the letters fly away. Thou must also know that 
the great servants of the king are mostly beaten through the 
lesser, as it is written [Hosea, vi. 5]: “Therefore did I hew 
(them) down by means of the prophets, I slew them by the 
work of my mouth.” * 1 

H. R. Aqiba said : There is a king who has four sons. One 
is struck and is silent; the second rebels; the third prays for 
mercy; and the fourth says to his father: Strike me (because 
I am deserving). Abraham was struck but was silent, as it is 
written [Gen. xxii. 2]: “ Take now thy son, thy only one, whom 
thou lovest, even Isaac . . . and offer him there for a burnt- 
offering.” He ought to have said: The other day thou didst 
tell me: “ For in Isaac shall thy seed be called ” [Gen. xxi. 12] ? 
and nevertheless it is written [ibid. xxii. 3]: “And Abraham 
rose up early in the morning,” etc. Job was struck and re¬ 
belled, as it is written [Job, x. 2] : “I will say unto God, do not 
condemn me: let me know for what cause thou contendest 
against me.” Hezekiah was struck, and he prayed for mercy, 
as it is written [II Kings, xix. 15]: “And Hezekiah prayed 
before the Lord,” etc. According to others, even Hezekiah 
rebelled, because he said: “ Did I not do what is good in thy 
eyes?” [ibid. xx. 3]. 1 But David is the one who said to his 
father: Strike me (because I am deserving), as it is written 
[Psalms, li. 4]: “ Wash me thoroughly from my iniquity, and 
cleanse me from my sin.” 

/. The study of the Torah must not be interrupted till the 
soul is out of the dying one. When R. Simeon the son of R. 
Aqiba was ill, 1 he (R. Aqiba) did not absent himself from the 
college, but inquired about him through messengers. The first 


G. 1 This is Leeser’s translation, but the Talmud takes it liter¬ 
ally—that the prophets were slain through the sin of Israel. 

H 1 1 It means that this expression is a protest against his afflic¬ 
tion, as it was not proper to remind the Lord of His good deeds. 

I. 1 See above, p. 18. The entire occurrence is repeated here at 
length, with some changes; therefore we leave it as it is in both 
places. 
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messenger announced that he was yet ill. He nevertheless said 
to the disciples: “ Question!"’ The second announced that he 
was worse, and still he did not interrupt his studies. The third 
one announced that he was in the struggle of death, and yet he 
said: “ Question!” till the fourth one announced the death. 
Whereupon he arose, removed his phylacteries, rent his gar¬ 
ments, and said to them: “ Brother Israelites, listen to me! 
Till now we were obliged to study the Law; now, however, we 
are obliged to honor the dead.” A great multitude assembled 
to bury the son of R. Aqiba. He said: “ Bring me out a bench 
to the cemetery.” He sat down and said: ” Brother Israelites, 
listen ! (You have assembled) not because I am a sage, for there 
are greater sages than I; not because I am rich, for there are 
richer men than I. If the men of the south know Aqiba, why 
should the Galileans know him ? If the men know Aqiba, what 
have the women and the children to do with Aqiba (but here is 
not Aqiba, here is the Torah) ? Oh! your reward will be great, 
ye have done homage to the Law. I am consoled, and had I 
even seven sons and buried them all, I would be consoled, [not 
that one is desirous of burying his children], but because I know 
that he will inherit the world to come; because it is known to 
all that he was given to philanthropic activity, to whom a sin 
never reaches.” (See Yomah, p. 138.) 

Moses, who was himself righteous, and was given to philan¬ 
thropic activity, the reward of the public was counted to him, 
as it is written [Deut. xxxiii. 21]: ** He executed the justice of 
the Lord, and his judgments with Israel.” Jeroboam the son of 
Nebat sinned and induced the public to sin: the sin of the pub¬ 
lic was counted to him, as it is written [I Kings, xiv. 16]: ” For 
the sake of the sins of Jeroboam, who did sin, and who induced 
Israel to sin.” 

J. (There is a tradition): The reward of virtue is brought 
about by a meritorious person (Sabbath, p. 55); e.g. y Israel was 
destined to be redeemed from Egypt, as it is written [Gen. xv. 
14]: ” And afterward shall they go out with great substance.” 
But as Moses and Aaron were meritorious persons, it was done 
through them. The same is the case with the receiving of the 
Torah: they would have received it without Moses, Aaron, and 
the generation of the desert, as it is written [Proverbs, ii. 7]: 
“ He treasureth up sound wisdom for the righteous.” The 
paragraph of Judges [Ex. xv. 18] would be said, even if Jethro 
would not appear. The same is the case with the paragraph 
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about the second Paschal lamb, it would be said even if the 
defiled men were not under the requirements of law [Numb. ix. 
7]; and the same is with the paragraph of inheritance, it would 
be written without the daughters of Zelophchad. 

K. The Temple also would have been built without David and 
Solomon, as it is written [Ex. xv. 17]: “ The sanctuary, O Lord, 
which Thy hands have established.” In the time of Haman, 
Israel would have been redeemed also without Mordecai and 
Esther, as it is written [Lev. xxvi. 44]: ” And yet for all that, 
though they be in the land of their enemies, I will not cast them 
away, neither will I loathe them to destroy them utterly.” But 
all that was done through the above-mentioned, because a reward 
shall be brought about by a meritorious person. 

L. The same is true of the reverse. Israel was destined to 
be enslaved, even if Pharaoh should not have existed, as it is 
written [Gen. xv. 13]: “And they will make them serve, and 
they will afflict them four hundred years.” Israel would wor¬ 
ship the idols even if Jeroboam b. Nebat should not have ex¬ 
isted, as it is written [Deut. xxxi. 16]: “And then will this 
people rise up and go astray.” The paragraphs of the blas¬ 
phemer and the violator of Sabbath would have been written 
even if the blasphemer and the stick-gatherer should not have 
existed. Israel was destined to be slain by the sword, even if 
the persecutors 1 at different times should not have existed, as it 
is written [Amos, ix. 10]: “ By the sword shall die all the sin¬ 
ners of my people. ” Jerusalem would have been destroyed also, 
without Nebuchadnezzar and his associates, as it is written 
[Micah, iii. 12]: “ Therefore for your sake shall Zion be ploughed 
up as a field, and Jerusalem shall become ruinous heaps, and the 
mount of the house as forest-covered high places.” But all this 
was done through the above-mentioned, because of the rule that 
the chastisement for sin is dealt out through a sinner, and this 
was explained by Papus and Lulianus his brother to Trajan their 
prosecutor. (Taanith, p. 48.) 

M. Those who are more particular in interpreting the verses 
of the Scriptures said: It is written [Deut. xii. 3]: “And ye 
shall overthrow their altars.” Wherein have the wood and 
stone sinned (to be destroyed) ? It must be only because people 
have stumbled through them. From this is to be drawn an 


L. 1 In Yalkut is mentioned Balaam instead of persecutors, blit 
it seems to us to be proper as explained here. 
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a fortiori conclusion : Wood and stones which have neither vir¬ 
tue nor sin, neither goodness nor wickedness, because people 
have stumbled through them, if the Torah nevertheless decided 
their destruction, so much the more he who causes his neighbor 
to sin, and inclines him from the path of life to the path of 
death, deserves to be destroyed! In the same manner they ex¬ 
plained the following: It is written [Lev. xx. 16]: “ Then shalt 
thou kill the woman and the beast.” If the woman has sinned, 
in what has the beast sinned ? It must be only because the 
woman has sinned with it, it must be killed; as otherwise, when¬ 
ever it would be seen in the street, people would say: “ This is 
the beast through which so and so was stoned.” And also here 
they draw the same a fortiori: An animal which has no virtue, 
etc., like the wood and stones, and nevertheless the Torah de¬ 
cided that it must be stoned—a man who causes his neighbor to 
depart from the path of life to the path of death, so much the 
more must he suffer for it. 

N. An a fortiori conclusion is also to be drawn from the 
stones of the altar; namely, it is written [Deut. xxvii. 5]: 
“ Thou shalt not lift up any iron tool upon them,” and it is 
also written [Ex. xx. 22]: “ For if thou lift up thy tool upon it, 
thou hast polluted it.” Why, then, shall iron be unfit for the 
altar more than any other metal ? It is because the sword is an 
unpropitious event and the altar is a propitious one, and a sign 
of curse must be removed from the thing which is forgiveness. 
Now, is this not an a fortiori: The stones of the altar which do 
not see, hear, talk, neither eat nor drink, but only because they 
made peace between Israel and their heavenly Father, the Torah 
said they should not be cut with iron, ” Of whole stones shall 
they build the altar of the Lord God” [Deut. xxvii. 6], we see 
then that the stones which bring peace in the world must not 
come in contact with iron and must be whole—the students who 
in themselves are a forgiveness to the world, so much the more 
must they not come in contact with evil things, in order to be 
perfect before the Holy One, blessed be He ? 


CHAPTER IX. 

A . For all the relatives, one must rend his garments, also for 
the teacher from whom he received his study. A wise man, 
however, all are his relatives, all must rend their garments, all 
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must take off their shoes, and all may take part in the funeral 
meal (which used to be eaten in the street on the return from 
the cemetery). R. Simeon b. Elazar, however, said that rend¬ 
ing of the garments is obligatory to all who are present at the 
death "of a human being; the relatives, however, must rend their 
garments and take off their shoes, even if they are not present. 
Different is it when a sage dies. All who are notified of his 
demise must perform the mourning ceremonies. 

B. For the death of the chief of a college all (the college 
men) are obliged to bare their right arm ; 1 for the chief of a court, 
the left; and for the Nasi both arms are bared. When the 
death of R. Eliezer occurred, R. Aqiba bared both his arms, 
beat his breast until blood spurted from it, and cried: 44 My 
father, my father, the chariot of Israel, and their horsemen 
[I Kings, ii. 12]. 

Ula said: 44 Lamenting is by striking on the breast, for it is 
written [Isa. xxii. 12] : 4 They shall strike on the breast, lament¬ 
ing.’ ” Clapping is done with the hands, and striking is done 
with the feet. 

The rabbis taught: 44 One who strikes with his feet must not 
do so with his sandals on, but with his shoes on, in order to 
avert danger.” R. Johanan said: 44 If the mourner motions his 
head (as if he is consoled already), his consolers need no more 
stay with him.” R. Johanan said again: 44 All persons must 
rise from their seats on the arrival of a Nasi, except a mourner 
and a sick person.” R. Johanan said again: 44 All persons are 
told to be seated (after they rose), except a mourner and a sick 
person. ” 

C. For all his relatives one is not obliged to bare his arm, 
except for father and mother. If something is on the arms 
which prevents their being bared, one is not obliged to do it 
even at the death of his parents. It happened that when the 
death of R. Aqiba’s father occurred, R. Aqiba did not bare his 
arm, though others did. 

1 In all cases it is praiseworthy to remove the corpse as soon 
as possible, excepting in the case of a dead parent, unless it is 


CHAPTER IX. 

B. 1 As this custom is obsolete, we cannot explain its meaning 
and how it was done. 

C. 1 Gnncira from Moed Katan. 
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on a Friday or on the eve of a festival, for the removal is then 
only for the honor of the deceased (in order that they shall not 
remain unburied until after the Sabbath or festival). In all 
cases of death it is optional with the mourner whether to lessen 
his attendance to his business or not; in the case of the death 
of a parent, he must lessen. As to baring the shoulder, it is 
also obligatory in case of parents only. It happened that the 
father of a great man of the generation died, and the great man 
wanted to bare his shoulder; another great man, who equalled 
him and who was present at the time, wanted to do likewise (in 
order to show his respect), and the first one refrained from doing 
it (in order to prevent the other one from inconvenience). Said 
Abayi: “ The great man of the generation was Rabbi, and the 
other one who was present at the time was R. Jacob bar A’ha.” 
According to others, it was vice versa . In all cases of death the 
mourner may cut his hair after thirty days; but in the case of 
his parents, not before he is censured by his friends (for wearing 
too long hair). In all cases of death one may participate in any 
enjoyment after thirty days, except in the case of his parents, 
when he may do so only after twelve months. Said Rabba bar 
bar Hana: “ In an entertainment of friends he may participate 
at once.” In all cases one may rend his garment only one span 
long; over parents he must rend so much as to bare his breast. 
Said R. Abuhu: From what passage do we know this ? From 
[II Sam. i. 2]: ” David thereupon took hold of his clothes, and 
rent them.” And it is known that wherever ” hold ” is men¬ 
tioned, it is not less than a span. In all cases, even if one has 
ten garments on, it is sufficient to rend the upper one only; over 
his parents, however, he must rend all the garments he has on, 
except the chest protector. And there is no distinction made 
between male and female. R. Simeon b. Elazar, however, said: 
“ A woman rends the undergarment, places the rent part on 
her back, and then rends her upper garment.” In all cases it is 
optional whether to tear asunder the outside hem or not, but 
over parents it is obligatory. R. Jehudah, however, said: “ If 
the hem is not torn asunder, it is not considered rending at 
all.” 2 Said R. Abuhu: ” What is the reason of R. Jehudah’s 
statement ? It is written [II Kings, ii. 12]: ” And he took hold 
of his clothes, and rent them in two pieces.” The superfluous 


2 In order to understand the explanation hereof of Rashi, a thorough knowledge 
of the ancient cut of garments is required, which we leave to the historian. 





EBEL RABBATHI, OR SEMA’HOTH. 


39 


statement, ‘ i in two pieces," indicates that it must be rent so 
that it should look as if torn in two pieces. In all cases the rent 
may be slightly sewed together after the seven days, and regu¬ 
larly mended after the thirty days; but over parents it may only 
be slightly sewed together after thirty days, but never regularly 
mended. Women, however, may sew it together at once, for 
the sake of decency. When Rabbin came from Palestine, he 
stated in the name of R. Johanan: “ Over relatives it is optional 
whether to rend by hand or with an instrument ; over parents, 
by hand only." R. Hyya bar Abba said in the name of R. 
Johanan: " Over relatives the rent is made in the house; over 
parents, even outside of the house." A prince once died. Said 
R. Hisda to R. Hanan bar Rabha : " Stand on an elevation and 
rend your garments, so that every one will see it." Over the 
death of a scholar, the right shoulder is bared ; over that of a 
chief of a court, the left one is bared; over that of a Nasi, both 
shoulders are bared. 

The rabbis taught: When a scholar dies, his college closes. 
When a chief of a court dies, all the colleges in the city in which 
he resided close, and those who come to the prayer-house to 
pray change their usual seats, so that those who have seats on 
the north benches take seats on the south benches, and vice 
versa. But when a Nasi dies, all the colleges close and the 
members of the congregation assemble in the prayer-house, and 
only seven read in the Law, and leave. R. Joshua b. Kar’ha 
said: “ That does not mean that they shall walk around in the 
streets, but that they must remain in their houses and keep 
silent." And no ordinance or Agada should be declared in the 
mourner’s house. It was said, however, of R. Hananiah b. 
Gamaliel that he had declared ordinances and Agada in the 
house of a mourner. 

The rabbis taught: “ And the following rent garments may 
not be mended: garments rent over the death of parents; over 
the death of one's instructor in Law; over a Nasi, chief of the 
court; over ill-tidings; over blasphemy; the Holy Scrolls which 
were burned by fire; the cities of Jehudah; the Temple; and 
over Jerusalem. And one may rend over the destruction of the 
Temple and add another rent (at the same place) over Jerusa¬ 
lem." 3 R. Helba in the name of Ula of Birah, quoting R. 


3 All this is adduced from biblical passages which we deem unimportant to quote 
here. 
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Elazar, said: “ One who beholds the cities of Jehudah in their 
desolate state, says [Isa. lxiv. 9]: 1 Thy holy cities are become a 
wilderness/ and rends his garment; when he beholds Jerusalem 
in her desolate state, he says [ibid., ibid.]: ‘ Zion is become a 
wilderness, Jerusalem a desolate place/ and rends; when he 
beholds the Temple in its desolate state, he says [ibid. 10]: ‘ Our 
holy and our beautiful house where our fathers praised Thee is 
burned up with fire; and all our costly things are become ruins/ 
and rends/' 

4 The Boraitha stated: "One may rend over the Temple 
and add another rent/' etc. There is a contradiction from 
the following Boraitha: " Both the one who heard it and the 
one who saw it, as soon as they reach Zophim they rend their 
garments, and they do so separately over the Temple and 
over Jerusalem?" This presents no difficulty: The first Bo¬ 
raitha relates to a case where he beheld the Temple first; the 
second, where he beheld Jerusalem first (Rashi explains the 
first case that he was under such circumstances that he could 
not see Jerusalem first, as for instance if he were in a closed 
carriage). 

The rabbis taught: " And all (rents) may be slightly sewed 
together, hemmed, gathered (a sort of stitch), and stair-stitched, 
but not regularly mended." Said R. Hisda: " Mending is not 
allowed only when it is done in the fashion of Alexandria" (for 
it then looks as if never rent). 

The rabbis taught: The original rending is a span long; the 
additional, three fingers. Such is the dictum of R. Meir; 
R. Jehudah, however, said: " The original rending is three 
fingers, and the additional a trifle." Said Ula: " The Halakha 
prevails according to R. Meir as regards the original rending, 
and according to R. Jehudah as regards the additional one." 
We have learned the same also in a Boraitha in the name of 
R. Jose. 

5 Rending which is not done in the moment of excitement 
(immediately after the occurrence of the death) is not considered 
rending at all. Was it then not stated that Samuel rent all the 
twelve different garments he had on when he was informed of the 
death of Rabli, saying: " The man whom I always feared (for his 
sharpness) has passed away " ? And was it not also stated of R. 
Johanan that he rent thirteen woollen garments when he was 


C. 4 Gemara from Moed Katan. 6 Gemara from Moed Katan. 
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informed of the death of R. Hanina, saying: 41 The man whom I 
always was in dread of has passed away ” (and in these instances 
it was not immediately after the occurrence of the death) ? In 
case of death of rabbis it is different, because, their teachings 
being always fresh in memory, the moment of excitement is when¬ 
ever the information of their death reaches. Rabhin bar Ada 
said to Rabha: 44 Thy disciple R. Amram taught the following 
Boraitha: A mourner during all the seven days must wear the 
rent part in front, and if he changes clothes he must rend again. 
On the Sabbath he must remove the rent part from the front to 
the back; if he, however, changes his clothes for the Sabbath, 
he must not rend again/’ (Hence we see that one must rend, 
although after the moment of excitement ?) Rabha answered 
him: 44 This applies only to parents, but over other relatives it 
is different.” 

6 May those rents be mended ? The father of R. Oshiya and 
Bar Qappara differ: One holds they may, and the other holds 
they may not. 

7 Rabha said: A mourner may walk around in his easy-dress 
in his house (in private). * 8 

D . If he was informed of his father’s death, and he rent his 
garments, and afterward he was told that it was not the father 
but the mother, his duty is fulfilled; and also vice versa. If 
after he has rent for his parents he was told that it was not his 
parents but one of his relatives, this rending is sufficient. If, 
however, he was informed of the death of a relative, and after 
he has rent he was told that it was not his relative but one of 
his parents, he must rend again. 

The rabbis taught: 44 If one is informed of the death of his 
father and he made a rent, and then he was informed of the 
death of his son and he made an additional rent, the lower rent 
may be mended but not the upper one. If, however, he was 
informed of the death of his son first, the upper one may be 
mended but not the lower one. If he was informed of the death 
of his father, mother, brother, and sister at the same time, he 
may make one rent for all. R. Jehudah b. Bathyra, however, 
said: 44 One rent over his father and mother, and another over 


C . 6 Gemara from Moed Katan. ' Gernara from Moed Katan. 

8 The term in the text for “easy-dress" is which has several different 

meanings. See our “ Phyl. Rit.," p. 65. Here, however, it seems to mean a gown 
worn in the house. 
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all the others; for an additional rent should not be added to the 
one over his parents/’ What is the reason ? Said R. Na’hman 
bar Itz’hak: “ Because the law of additional rending does not 
apply to the case of parents/’ Said Samuel: “The Halakha 
prevails according to R. Jehudah b. Bathyra/’ Could Samuel 
say so ? Did not Samuel decide that the Halakha prevails, in 
regard to mourning, according to the one who is lenient ? 
Mourning is one thing and rending is another. 

1 How far down must one rend ? As far as his navel. Accord¬ 
ing to others, as far as the breast. And although there is no 
direct support for that from the Scripture, there is nevertheless 
a hint for that in [Joel, ii. 13], “ And rend your heart , and not 
your garments/’ 

The rabbis taught: If a sick person has a case of death in his 
family he must not be informed of the fact, for it may cause him 
distress; and no rending is done in his presence, and the women 
are silenced (to keep any knowledge from him); and a minor’s 
garments are rent for the purpose of moving others to pity him; 
and rending is done over the parents of one’s wife out of respect 
to the latter. R. Papa said: “ We have learned in Tract Great 
Mourning : 1 But one (mourner) may not place a babe in his 
lap, for it may cause him to smile and thus be disliked by 
others/ ’’ 

“ The funeral meal is not to be taken except on a couch stand - 
ing up properly." The rabbis taught: “ One who comes to the 
mourner’s house, if he was intimate with the mourner, he takes 
the funeral meal on a lowered couch; if he were not, on a couch 
standing up properly/’ Rabha had a death in his family, and 
Abba bar Martha, who was also known as Abba bar Maniumi, 
came to console him. Rabha put up the couch, Abba bar 
Martha lowered it, and Rabha remarked: “ How little sense 
this young scholar has! ” 

The rabbis taught: “ A mourner who travels from one place 
to another, if it is convenient to him to lessen his attendance to 
his business he shall do so; if not, he shall attend at least in 
company with other traders.” 

The rabbis taught: From what time on must the couch be 
lowered ? From the time the deceased is removed from the 
house. Such is the dictum of R. Elazar. R. Joshua, however, 
said: “ From the time the top-stone is placed on the grave.” 


D . 1 Gemara from Moed Katan. 
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When R. Gamaliel the Elder died, 2 as soon as he was removed 
from the house R. Elazar told the mourners to lower the 
couches; when the top-stone was placed on the grave, R. 
Joshua told them to do so, and they answered: ” We have 
already done so by the direction of the elder teacher.’’ 

The rabbis taught: “ From what hour on may the couches 
be put in proper condition on Friday ? From the hour of the 
Min’ha prayer on.” Said Rabba bar Huna: ” One must not, 
however, sit down on them until sunset, and on Saturday even¬ 
ing he must again lower them, although he has but one more 
day to mourn.” 

The rabbis taught: “ One must lower not only his own couch, 
but all the couches in the house, even if they numbered ten and 
were placed in different places; and even if four brothers mourn 
over the death of a fifth brother, they all must lower their 
couches. If there is, however, one couch used exclusively for 
placing on it utensils, that one need not be lowered.” 

The rabbis taught: “ One (a mourner) who sleeps on a stool, 
a large mortar, or on the floor has not fulfilled his duty.” Said 
R. Johanan: “ For he has not performed the duty of lowering 
the couch.” 

E. If one bought a garment which was rent for a death, he 
must not sew it together, unless he knows that the rent is such 
that it may be sewed together. If one sells such a garment, he 
is obliged to acquaint the buyer what kind of a rent it is. All 
garments of which their rents must not be sewed together, must 
not be sold to Gentiles; neither can they be turned downward 
and sewed together. Such is the decree of R. Simeon b. Elazar. 
The sages permit it. If one comes to a dying person in a rent 
garment, he is robbing the dead. 1 It is a greater sin to rob the 
dead than the living, because one can always appease the latter 


2 It seems to us that it should read Gamaliel of Jamniah, as R. Gamaliel the 
Elder was his grandfather, and Eliezer and Joshua were colleagues of the former. 
Ileilprin in his “Seder Iiadoroth ” brought Abraham Zacutta’s opinion that R. 
Eliezer and R. Joshua were present at the death of both Gamaliel the Elder and 
his grandson of Jamniah without any remarks, which seems to us impossible. More¬ 
over, if R. Eliezer and R. Joshua existed in the time of the Elder, they could have 
been little children only. 

E . 1 The Talmud elsewhere says that he robs the living and the 
dead, because the people who see the rent in his garments may think 
that he rent it then, and to impose upon the people is considered a 
robbery. 
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and make restitution, which he cannot do to the dead. The 
same may be said of him who honors his parents after they are 
dead: it is more praiseworthy than when he honors them when 
they are alive, as in that case it may be said that he does so 
because he fears them, or because he expects to inherit from 
them; but when he honors them after they are dead, it is only 
for the sake of heaven. 

The rabbis taught: One who wears in the presence of a 
deceased person a garment which has been rent over another 
deceased, is imposing on both the deceased and the living. R. 
Simeon b. Gamaliel said: 44 One who borrows a garment of 
another for the purpose of visiting his sick father, and informing 
the borrower of the purpose for which the garment is to be 
used, does visit his father but finds him dead, he must rend, but 
may mend it and return it to the owner, paying him the differ¬ 
ence in value caused by the rending. But if he has not informed 
the owner of the purpose, he may not rend. 

F. If one has rent for one dead, and he be resuscitated, if he 
dies immediately after, this rent is sufficient; but if he live some 
time, one must rend again. 

G . One who saves the garment which was upon the dead is 
robbing the dead: this is only with the garments which are with 
him in the coffin, but not those which are with him in bed; 
nevertheless, the heirs must be told not to save even the gar¬ 
ments which were with him in the bed. 1 One who adds gar¬ 
ments to a corpse more than necessary, he transgresses the pre¬ 
cept, 4 * Thou shalt not destroy” [Deut. xx. 19]. 2 So is the 
decree of R. Meir. R. Eliezer b. Zadok said: He makes the 
corpse homely. 3 Rabban Gamaliel said : Also, they add vermin. 

H. Said R. Nathan: The garments in which the corpse is 
buried will be renewed with him in resurrection, as it is written 
[Job, xxxviii. 14] : 44 She is changed as the sealing-clay, and (all 
things) stand as though newly clad.” 


G . 1 It seems to us from Sanhedrin, 4 8a, that the Talmud advises 
that all the garments which were with the dead in bed shall be used 
for the purpose of honoring the dead, as their custom was to pour 
wine before the dead. 2 All things which were fit for use for human 
beings, or for their benefit, the Talmud does not allow to destroy, 
without a purpose, and calls the one who does so 44 a transgressor ” 
of the negative commandment cited in this passage. 8 It means, 
because when they are rotten it adds to the homeliness of the corpse. 
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CHAPTER X. 

A . A mourner is exempt from reading Shema, from prayers, 
and all the precepts commanded in the Torah, during the time 
that the corpse is in his house. If one desires to be rigorous 
with himself, he shall not do so, for the honor of the dead. 
When the time for reading Shema approaches, all the people 
read; he, however, must be silent. When they rise to pray, he 
shall acknowledge the justice, saying: “Lord of the universe! 
I have sinned against Thee; a little only of my indebtedness was 
called in, although I deserve much more. May it be Thy will to 
close up our breaches 1 and condole us! ” R. Simeon said: He 
also prays for the departed soul. 

B. The mourner must eat with his neighbors. If he has 
none, he shall eat in another room; if he has none, he shall 
make a partition of ten spans' distance; if he has nothing to 
make a partition with, he shall turn his face and eat. He must 
not lean 1 and eat, neither must he eat meat nor drink wine; he 
must not pronounce the meal benediction, nor can he be in¬ 
cluded where three are required in pronouncing it, neither may 
others pronounce it singly or in three for him. All this is only 
on week-days; on the Sabbath, however, he may eat and lean, 
and is allowed all the things mentioned above. As Rabban 
Gamaliel said: On the Sabbath a mourner is not considered as 
a mourner at all. 

2 R. Jehudah in the name of Rabh said: “ A mourner on the 
first day must not eat of his own bread, for the Merciful One 
said [Ezek. xxiv. 22] : ‘ And the bread of other men shall ye 
not eat.' ” Rabba and R. Joseph (when they were in mourning) 
used to exchange their meals between themselves. R. Jehudah 
in the name of Rabh said again: “ When a case of death occurs 
in a town, all the inhabitants of the town are prohibited from 
doing any work." R. Hamnuna happened to be in Drumtha, 


CHAPTER X. 

A . According to the translation of Leeser, and meaning that 
the doors shall be closed for further bereavements. 

B . 1 According to the custom in the Orient to eat leaning, and as 
we do at the Seder ceremony on the first eve of Passover. 9 Gemara 
from Moed Katan. 
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and he heard the horn announcing the occurrence of a death. 
When he subsequently noticed certain persons doing some work, 
he said to them: “ Let these persons be under the ban, for is 
there not a death-case in town ? ” They answered him : ” There 
are special societies for burying the dead/’ And he thereupon 
said to them: “ If such is the case, you are absolved.” R. 
Jehudah in the name of Rabh said again: ” One who laments 
excessively over a deceased may be sure to have to do so over 
another deceased.” There lived a woman in the neighborhood 
of R. Huna who had seven sons. Once one of them died, and 
she was weeping very much. R. Huna sent her a message not 
to do so, but she paid no attention to it, and R. Huna sent her 
the following message: ” If you listen to what I say, well and 
good; if not, you may as well prepare a shroud for another of 
your sons.” Subsequently another son died, and one by one 
all of them died. He then said to her: “ Now prepare a shroud 
for yourself.” And she also died. 

C. The corpse must not be carried out when near the time 
of reading Shema: it must be done an hour sooner or later. 
When the bearers of the hearse go out, those in front of it, as 
their services are required, are exempt from reading Shema, but 
are prohibited to wear their shoes; those who are behind it, 
however, as their services are not required, are obliged to read 
Shema and are allowed to wear their shoes. Both are exempt 
from prayer and phylacteries. If on their return from the burial 
there is yet time to begin and finish Shema before standing in 
line, they first read, and stand in line afterward; otherwise they 
stand in line first, and read and pray afterward. The inside row 
which sees the mourner is exempt from it; the outside, how¬ 
ever, is not. R. Jehudah said: Even if there is but one row, if. 
they stand for the sake of the mourner, they are exempt; but if 
they stand for the sake of their own honor, they are not. The 
people who come to console, if they see the mourner they are 
exempt, otherwise they are not. 

D. R. Simeon b. Elazar said: Rabban Gamaliel had a pre¬ 
pared sepulchre at Jamnia, wherein they used to deposit the 
corpse and lock the door. After that they came to stand in line 
around the mourner and consoled him; through this they ex¬ 
empted the public from doing these duties, and subsequently 
the corpse was brought up to Jerusalem. 

The rabbis taught: At first in the houses of the rich 
(mourners), silver and gold baskets and white glass were used; 
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and in those of the poor, willow baskets and colored glass were 
used, and the poor felt ashamod; and it was enacted that only 
willow baskets and colored glass should be used by all. At first 
they used to leave the face of the deceased uncovered and used 
to carry him on an expensive bier if he belonged to the rich 
class; but they used to cover his face (for their faces grew dim 
from hunger) and carry him on a common bier if he belonged 
to the poor class, and the poor people felt ashamed. So it was 
enacted that all should be covered and be carried on a common 
bier. At first they used to carry the rich in braided beds, and 
the poor in common ones, and the poor felt ashamed, and it was 
enacted that all should be borne in a common bed. At first 
spices used to be placed at the side of those who died from 
bowel-troubles, and those who suffered from that disease while 
still living used to feel ashamed; and it was enacted that spices 
should be placed at the side of every deceased person out of 
respect to those who were suffering from that disease while still 
living. At first the expenses accompanying the burial of a de¬ 
ceased person were more burdensome and painful to his rela¬ 
tives than the death itself, and they used to leave the corpse 
and run away, until Rabban Gamaliel, the Nasi, directed that 
he be buried in flaxen garments; and it became customary with 
the people to bury the dead in flaxen garments. Said R. Papa: 
“ And at present, even in a flaxen garment of the value of one 
Zuz. ” 

When the grave is closed, the mourner wraps up his head: 1 
when ready for the line, he bares it and exempts the others from 
doing it; if he steps outside the line, he covers it again; when 
he comes home and others come to visit him, he bares it again 
and exempts the others from doing it. 2 

E . When a death occurs in the family of a sage or a disciple 
of a sage, they may come and discuss about the laws of mourn¬ 
ing before him. If they err, he may set them right half-heart¬ 
edly; but himself must not propound a question. He may 
speak himself, if he so desires, or he may permit another to 


Z>. ‘See above, p. 27. 3 The literal translation of the text is to 

cover and to bare the head, and it may be that the custom was 
already in vogue, to honor those present in baring the head, as Paul 
required to bare the head in the house of prayer. We, however, 
translated “ wrap up,” in accordance with the text, page cited, and 
in accordance with other commentators. 
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speak for him. It happened that the son of R. Jehudah died, 
and the latter permitted another to speak for him; so also did 
R. Jose the Galilean when his son died. It happened to R. 
Aqiba that his son died, and he sat and lectured all day; so also 
did Rabbi when his son died. If it is necessary to discuss about 
something, they must begin concerning the laws of mourning, 
and then branch off to other matters, and finish again in regard 
to mourning. In Judah, on the Sabbath they greet the mourner 
on entering and leaving the college, to show that no mourning 
exists on the Sabbath. 


CHAPTER XI. 

A. When two deaths occur in town, the one that died first 
is buried first; and if the first has to be left over night, the sec¬ 
ond is buried. And although it is said: Whoever leaves his 
dead over night transgresses a negative commandment, 1 still, if 
it is done for the purpose of digging a grave, to prepare shrouds, 
or to enable his outside relatives to attend to his funeral, it does 
not matter. If a master and a pupil die on the same day, the 
master is buried first; a pupil and a common man, the pupil is 
buried first. If both are masters, or pupils, or common men, 
the one that died first is buried first. A man and a woman, the 
woman is buried first, because the latter is more liable to become 
disgusting. 

B. These are the differences between a man and a woman: 


CHAPTER XI. 

A. 1 The negative commandment is Deut. xxi. 23, although it 
is spoken only of one hanged by judicial decree. It seems to us, 
however, that it only means that the corpse must be taken away 
from the house in which it died, and not that it must be buried on 
the same day; and this we do for two reasons: first, because it 
would be a contradiction to what is said above that they deposited 
the corpse in a prepared grave, and also that they examine the deed 
the first three days; and second, if it meant that it must be buried 
the same day, the Talmud would say that he transgresses a positive 
commandment also, as further on the verse says, ** But thou shalt 
surely bury him on that day.” However, the expression “ negative 
commandment” is taken from the corrections of Elias Wilna, who 
took it from the Talmud elsewhere. 
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A man may be left in the street to hold an oration over him, but 
not a woman; the greatest man of the city may accompany a 
man, but he is not to be troubled for a woman. R. Jehudah 
said: He may; the funeral meal is taken over a man, but not 
over a woman. Said R. Jehudah: If she has little children, the 
meal is taken with them. 

C. They do not stand in line, nor is the mourning benedic¬ 
tion said after the burial of the first, but after the second; then 
they do all this, and console, and exempt the public from doing 
so. Two mourners may not be consoled together, unless they 
are in the very same position in the community. The same is 
the case with two corpses to be carried in one hearse: An acci¬ 
dent happened in the city of Usha wherein a house tumbled down 
and killed two male children and one female child, and R. Jehu¬ 
dah ordered that all three should be carried together. The male 
children were put on one side, and the female on the other, and 
they lamented over them: “ Woe, woe, bridegroom! Woe, 
bride! " Two funeral orations may not be held in one town at 
the same time, unless there is enough attendance for both. The 
same is the case with two brides, they must not be married at 
the same time, unless there is enough attendance for both. R. 
Simeon b. Elazar said: Even in this case it is not advisable to 
do so, because there may be enmity . 1 

D . The corpse must be set aside for a bride , 1 because the 
honor of the living precedes that of the dead. A bride, how¬ 
ever, must be set aside for a king, for the honor of the king. 
King Agrippa, however, stepped aside for the sake of a bride, 
and he was praised by the sages. His remark was: “ I have 
time to put on my crown every day, and she can put on her 
crown only once in her lifetime." 

E. The study of the Law (in the colleges) must not be inter¬ 
rupted for the sake of a burial or a bride. Abba Saul, however, 
said: The performance of meritorious deeds has preference over 
study, as was the custom of R. Jehudah. Whenever he saw a 
funeral or a bridal party coming, he glanced at the disciples, tell- 


C. 1 Enmity may be caused between certain persons and the 
bride, why they went to the other wedding and not to hers. He, 
therefore, differs only in the case of a marriage, but not in the case 
of a funeral. 

D. 1 It means when they meet together at the gate or on a nar¬ 
row street. 




5° 


THE BABYLONIAN TALMUD. 


ing them : The performance supersedes study. If one of the 
parents of a married couple die, the woman must not paint 
nor adorn herself, and her husband must not protest against it. 
Sweeping, washing glasses, and making of the beds is not con¬ 
sidered as labor to a mourner. 

The rabbis taught: “The mourner’s house may be swept 
and besprinkled, and the dishes, glasses, flasks, and jugs may 
be rinsed, but no gum to be put on coal, or spices, may be 
brought to the mourner’s house.” Must it not? But has not 
Bar Qappara taught: “ No benediction is pronounced over gums 
(to be put on coal) or spices in the mourner’s house”; from 
which it is inferred that only the benediction is not pronounced, 
but they may be brought there? These present no difficulty: 
the first statement relates to the place where the mourner is sit¬ 
ting; the statement of Bar Qappara, to the place where thd 
consolers are sitting. 

F. If one leaves five sons, who were at his table, but each 
one slept at his own house, each one must lower his couch in his 
own house, otherwise the performance is made only in the house 
which is used for sleeping. If, however, there were five rooms, 
and all were used, it must be done in all. One lodging in another’s 
house, if he is intimate with his host, he must lower his couch, 
otherwise he need not. One who is on a journey and hears of 
the death of one of his near relatives, if he can lower his couch 
without any difficulty, he may do so. One may turn over his 
couch on two benches, or on four stones, no matter if there were 
even five mattresses on top of it, and was four spans above the 
ground, provided the legs of the couch are in the air. This, how¬ 
ever, is after the burial; but when the corpse is in the house, he 
may not sleep even on an upturned couch. 

G . The performance of lowering the couch is sometimes for 
six days, and sometimes for five, four, and three days, no more, 
no less. How so? If the death occurred on a week-day, it is 
for six days; if in the afternoon of the eve of Sabbath, it is for 
five days; if a festival succeeds this Sabbath, for four days; and 
if the two days of New Year succeed this Sabbath, it is for three 
days . 1 


G. 1 The Mishna was taught before the existing calendar was 
made, as since then New Year cannot fall on Sunday. 
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CHAPTER XII. 

A. Renting on a death, the mourning of seven and thirty 
days, begin from the day of burial, or from the day he was 
informed, if he was not present. For whom one is obliged to 
rend at the time of death, he is also obliged when gathering his 
bones from one grave to be put into another. Also the law of 
sewing together the rent applies to that for gathering bones; the 
mourning, however, is only for one day, and the night belonging 
to that day does not belong to the day of mourning. 

The rabbis taught: A recent information makes customary 
both the seven and the thirty days; a remote information, how¬ 
ever, makes customary only one day’s mourning. What is a 
recent, and what a remote information ? A recent—if within 
thirty days; a remote—if after thirty days. Such is the dictum 
of R. Aqiba. The sages, however, hold either case makes cus¬ 
tomary both the seven and the thirty days. Said Rabba bar 
bar Hana in the name of R. Johanan: “ Whenever it is found 
that the majority is rigorous and the individual is lenient, the 
Halakha prevails according to the majority, with the exception 
of this case here, in which, although the majority is rigorous, 
still the Halakha prevails according to the individual ” (R. 
Aqiba). As Samuel stated: “ In the case of mourning the 
Halakha prevails according to the one who is lenient.” R. 
Hanina received information of the death of his father from the 
city of Husai, and he consulted R. Hisda. The latter said to 
him : “ A remote information causes mourning for one day 
only.” R. Nathan bar Ami received information of the death 
of his mother from the same place, and he consulted Rabha, 
who said to him: “ Are you not aware of what was said in 
regard to a remote information?” And the former objected: 
“ Have we not learned that this is so only in regard to the five 
cases of relatives whom one is bound to bury (son, daughter, 
brother, sister, and wife); but as regards father and mother, the 
seven and thirty days must also be observed?” And he 
answered him: “The Tana of the Boraitha is an individual 
(in his opinion), and we do not concur with him.” As we 
have learned in the following: It happened that the father of R. 
Zadok died in the city of Ginsak, and he was informed after 
three years, and he went and asked Elisha b. Abajah and the 
Elders who were with him, and they told him he shall keep seven 
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and thirty. The same occurred when the son of R. A’hiya died 
in exile, and his father has performed for him the mournings of 
seven and thirty (hence the above Roraitha is in accordance with 
the individual, and not according to R. Aqiba. And from the 
following we can see also that the Halakha does not prevail ac¬ 
cording to Elisha b. Abajah, namely,) Rabh was the son of the 
brother of R. Hyya on his father’s side, and also the son of his 
sister on his mother’s side. And when Rabh came to Palestine, 
R. Hyya asked him : Is thy father alive ? And he answered : My 
mother is alive. Then R. Hyya asked again : Is your mother 
really alive yet ? And he answered : My father is alive . 1 Then 
R. Hyya told his servant: Take off my shoes ; but a little later 
you shall take my garments in the wash-house. From this we 
have learned three things: First, that a mourner must not wear 
shoes; second, that a remote-information mourning is customary 
for only one day ; and, third, that a part of the day is considered 
as a whole day . 3 

B. There were different societies in Jerusalem, and each of 
them had to attend to different things. One was to attend 
mourners; one to attend marriages; one to attend circumcision 
or redeeming of a first-born male child, and one for removing the 
bones from one grave to another. The attendance to a bride’s 
house precedes a mourner’s house; circumcision or the redeem¬ 
ing of a first-born male child precedes the removal of bones. The 
ancient pious, however, preferred to go to a house of mourning 
instead of the house of a bride, as it is written [Eccl. vii. 2] : “ It is 
better to go to the house of mourning than to go to the house of 
feasting ; inasmuch as that is the end of all men, and let the liv¬ 
ing lay it to his heart,” as whoever follows the bier, knows that 
this will happen also to him. 

1 We have learned in a Boraitha: R. Meir used to say: It is 
written [Eccl. vii. 2] : “ It is better to go to the house of mourn- 


CHAPTER XII. 

A. 1 In the ancient times one was very careful not to bring a bad 
message; and even when asked, as the Talmud prohibits it, he would 
give'evasive replies. 2 This is inferred from what R. Hyya told his 
servant—to bring his garments into the wash-house, that, after he 
had mourned a part of the day, on the remaining part he might do 
all he liked. 

B. 1 Gemara from Moed Katan. 
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ing than,” etc., “ and let the living lay it to his heart,” which 
means, let the living lay to his heart matters connected with 
one’s death—viz., when he laments over him, that he will also 
be lamented over; when he buries him, that he will also be 
buried; when carrying him, that he will also be carried; and 
when eulogizing him, that he will also be eulogized. According 
to others one who is modest, and troubles himself with burying 
the dead, will be elevated by Heaven, as it is written [Prov. xxv. 
7] : “ For better it is that it be said unto thee, Come up higher, 
than that thou shouldst be put lower in the presence of the 
prince, which thy own eyes have (often) seen.” 2 

The rabbis taught: When the sons of R. Ishmael died, four 
elder sages came to console with him ; viz., R. Tarphon, R. Jose 
the Galilean, R. Elazar b. Azariah, and R. Aqiba. Said R. 
Tarphon to the other three: “You must know that he (R. Ish¬ 
mael) is very wise and he is well versed on Agada, and there¬ 
fore none of you must intrude when the other will be speaking.” 
Said R. Aqiba : “ And I will be the last one.” R. Ishmael began : 
“ His sins have increased, his mournings have succeeded one 
another, and he has inconvenienced his instructors once and 
twice.” R. Tarphon then arose and said: “ It is written [Lev. 
x. 6] : ‘ But your brethren, the whole house of Israel , may bewail 
the burning,’ etc. If this was ordered over the death of Nadob 
and Abihu, who have observed only one commandment, as it is 
written [ibid. ix. 9] : ‘ And the sons of Aaron brought the blood 
unto him,’ etc., so much the more so over the death of the 
sons of R. Ishmael.” R. Jose then followed and said : “ It is 
written [I Kings, xiv. 13] : ‘ And all Israel shall mourn for him, 
and bury him.’ If so much was done for Abiyah the son of 
Jeroboam, who has performed one kind deed only, as it is written 
[ibid., ibid.] : 1 Because there had been found in him some good 
thing,’ so much the more so over the death of the sons of R. 
Ishmael.” [What was the good thing? R. Zera and R. Hanina 
bar Papa : one says that he suspended his office and made a 
pilgrimage to Jerusalem on the feasts; the other says: he has 
abolished the guards which were established by his father to pre¬ 
vent the pilgrimage to Jerusalem.] R. Elazar b. Azariah then 
began: “It is written [Jerem. xxxiv. 5]: i In peace shalt thou 
die ; and as burnings were made for thy fathers,’ etc., if so much 

3 We must leave this without any explanation, as there are no commentaries for 
this besides Eidlis in his “ Ilidushe-Agadoth,” and it is too complicated to be trans¬ 
lated here. 
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was done for Zedekiah the king of Judah, who performed only 
one meritorious thing in that he ordered to bring up Jeremiah 
from the pit filled with mire, so much the more so over the sons 
of R. Ishmael.” Finally, R. Aqiba began : “ It is written [Zech. 
xii. 11] : ‘ On that day will the lamentations be great in Jeru¬ 
salem like the lamentation at Hadadrimmon in the valley of 
Megiddon.’ [And R. Joseph said: If not the translation of 
Jonathan of this passage, namely : On that day will the lamenta¬ 
tions be great in Jerusalem, like the lamentation for A’hab bar 
Omri, who was killed by Hadadrimmon bar Tabrimmon, and like 
the lamentations for Josiah bar Amon, who was killed by Pharaoh 
the Lame in the valley of Megiddon, I would not know its mean¬ 
ing.] If so much over A’hab the king of Israel, who has done 
only one good thing, as it is written [I Kings, xx. 35] : And the 
king was stayed up in his chariot against the Syrians’ (to prevent 
the defeat of Israel), so much the more for the sons of R. Ish¬ 
mael.” Rabha said to Rabba bar Mari: Zedekiah was promised 
that he would die in peace, and still it is written [Jerem. xxxix. 7] : 
“ And the eyes of Zedekiah did he blind?” (How was the 
promise to die in peace fulfilled ?) He answered him : “ So said 
R. Johanan: (It was fulfilled) that Nebuchadnezar died in his 
time.” Rabha further said to Rabba bar Mari: Josiah was 
promised [II Kings, xxii. 20] : “ Therefore, behold, I will gather 
thee unto thy fathers, and thou shalt be gathered unto thy grave 
in peace.” And still it is written [II Chron. xxxv. 23] : “ And the 
archers shot the king Josiah ? ” And he answered him : “ So said 
R. Johanan : (The promise was fulfilled in that) the Temple was 
not destroyed during his life-time.” 

3 R. Johanan said : “ The consolers are not permitted to speak 
consolation before the mourner engages in conversation, as it is 
written [Job, ii. 13] : “ But no one spoke a word unto him,” etc.; 
[ibid. iii. 1] : “ After this time Job opened his mouth,” etc.; and 
only [ibid. iv. 1] : “ Then answered Eliphaz,” etc. (These quota¬ 
tions are according to Na’hmanidus.) R. Abbuhu said: Whence 
do we know that the mourner takes his seat at the head of the 
consolers? It is written [ibid. xxix. 25] : “ I chose their way for 
them, and sat as chief,” etc., “ as the mourners being comforted ” 
(read QjTI^). Mar Zutra said: “ From the following passage 

[Amos, vi. 7] : ‘ And the noisy banquet of those who were 


B. 3 Ge?nara from Moed Katan. 
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stretched out shall pass away?’ 4 R. Hama bar Hanina said: 
Whence do we know that a bridegroom takes his seat at the 
head of the guests? It is written [Isa. lxi. io] : “As a bride¬ 
groom decketh himself with elegant attire.” (The Hebrew read- 
; n o- • “ Ke’hathan yechaehn pcear,” “ Hathan ” meaning a bride¬ 
groom, and “ yechaehn ” having the same letters as “ cohen, a 
priest), as a priest sits at the head, so also does a bridegroom. 
R. Hanina said: “ The separation of the soul from the body is as 
difficult as the removal of a knotty rope from the mast. 
Johanan said : “ It is as difficult as the removal of a knotty rope 
holding the masts of two ships together.” 

The bones and the veins must not be taken apart when 
gathering them; it must not be feared, however, that this will 
happen while gathering them. All bones one may handle while 
gathering, except that of his parents, which must be handled by 
others. Such is the decree of Rabbi Johanan b. Nuri; k. Aqiba, 
however, said: As the bones are not allowed to be gathered till 
the flesh is all destroyed, and the form is not recognized any 
longer, it does not matter even if they arc his parents’. 

C, The bones of two corpses may be gathered together, but 
he shall keep them separate in a casket; he shall put one s in one 
corner, and the other’s in another. So is the decree of R. Aqiba. 
R. Johanan b. Nuri, however, said: There is not any needfor 
keeping the bones separated, as the basket in which they will be 
buried will finally be rotten, and the bones will be mixed again; 
if, however, he desires that they shall be separate, he shall bury 
them in caskets of cedar. 1 


1 The Hebrew text reads : “ Vesor mirsah seru’him.” The letter Samech has the 
same sound as the left-pointed Shin, and therefore “ vesor ’’hasthesame meaning as 
if written with a left-pointed “ Shin,” viz., “ a chief.” “ Mirsah is given the same 
meaning of “ Mirseah ” [Jer. xvi. 5], a mourner-f.o, the mourner became chief of 
the seru’him, those who were stretched out (the comforters), by talcing his seat at the 


C. 'There is difficulty in understanding the meaning ot K. jo¬ 
hanan b. Nuri, as there are many errors in the text, which were cor¬ 
rected by different commentators. What we understand is, that in 
their time they had different baskets or coffin-like boxes, Aphikarstn , 
in which bones were gathered and buried with them; and R. Aqiba 
maintains that although it is allowed to put together the bones of 
two bodies in one basket, they must nevertheless not be mixed 
together- and R. Johanan b. Nuri maintains that it is no use sepa¬ 
rating them, and advises what one shall do when he wishes them to 


be kept separate. 
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D. The bones may be sprinkled with wine or oil, according 
to R. Aqiba; with oil and not wine, because wine destroys them, 
according to Simeon b. Nanes; the sages, however, maintain that 
they may not be sprinkled with any of these, but cover with dust. 

E. Said R. Eliezer b. Zadok: So my father commanded me: 
When I will die, you shall first bury me in a valley, then gather 
my bones, and put them in a cedar casket; but you shall not 
handle them yourself, and so I did. Johanan entered the grave 
and gathered (the bones) and spread over them a chest protector, 
and then I entered, rent my garments over them, and covered 
them with a sheet. I did to my father as he has done to his. It 
is not allowed for a man to wrap and tie up the corpse of a 
woman; a woman, however, may do so to a man. 1 The same is 
the case when a woman suffers in her intestines, a man must not 
examine nor attend her; a woman, however, is allowed to do so 
to a man. 

F. Abba Saul b. Botnith said in his will to his sons: Bury me 
at the feet of my father, and take off the Tzitzith 1 from my pa - 
Hum. 

1 G. With all relatives one is allowed to bathe, except with his 
father, father-in-law, his stepfather, the husband of his sister, and 
the instructor from whom he received his wisdom. R. Jehudah, 
however, said : If his father was old or sick he may enter the 
bath-house and bathe him, for it is in his honor. 

A hearse is not used unless the head and the greater part of 
the corpse are there. R. Jehudah said: The backbone and the 
skull are considered as the greater part of the body. 

H. It happened with the son of R. Haninab. Teradion, who 
associated with bad company and became a robber and was exe¬ 
cuted, when, after three days, he was found all swollen, his re¬ 
mains were put in a cage and that in a hearse, and was brought 


E. 1 Because a man is more excitable than a woman. 

F. 1 Tzitzith—the fringes (see Numb. xv. 38)—and Palm??i in our 
times is called Tallith, in which the show-fringes are put in, and are 
worn during prayer. 

G. 1 Speaking above of men who must not see the body of a 
woman, the Mishna tells also that it is not customary for a son to 
see his father or his father-in-law, whom he must respect, naked. 
As to the husband of his sister, however, there must be another 
reason—lest he see some deformity in his body, and inform his 
sister of it. 
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in the city. They wanted to lament him for the sake of his 
parents, but the father did not let them do so ; he instead ex¬ 
claimed on him the following [Prov. v. 11—14] ; “While thou 
meanest at thy end, when thy flesh and thy body are coming to 
their end, thou sayest: ‘ How have I hated correction, and how 
hath my heart rejected reproof, while I hearkened not to the 
voice of my instructors, and to my teachers I inclined not my 
ear; but little more was wanting and I had been in all (kinds of) 
unhappiness in the midst of the congregation and assembly. 
His mother also exclaimed over him the following passage [ibid, 
xvii 25] : “A foolish son is a vexation to his father, and bitter¬ 
ness to her that hath borne him.” His sister also exclaimed the 
following [ibid. xx. 17]: “Bread of falsehood is pleasant to a 
man, but afterward his mouth will be filled with gravel stones. 


CHAPTER XIII. 

A. One who gathers or guards the bones is exempt from read¬ 
ing Shcma, prayer, and all the precepts commanded in the Torah, 
and if he desires to be rigorous with himself, he must not do so, 
for the honor of the dead. R. Johanan b. Nuri, however, said: 
He should step outside a distance of four ells and read. Ben 
Azai said: If they were with him in a boat he should remove 
them to another place and read. R. Itzhak said : Only from the 
bones of relatives he is exempt; from strangers, however, he is 
not. R. Simeon said : He is exempt only on week-days, but not 
on Sabbath. R. Nathan, however, said: He is exempt only 
when the bundle (of the bones) is on his shoulders, because the 
duty of guarding it is on him, but not of prayer. 

B. One who removes bones or the Scriptures from one place 
to another, must not place them in a wagon, a boat, nor on a 
beast under his seat: however, in order to preserve them from 
thieves or robbers, he may. 1 

C. It is not allowed to pass through a cemetery with the 

phylacteries on, nor the Scriptures in the hand, as it is considered 
disrespectful to the dead. 1 _ 

CHAPTER XIII. 

B. 1 Corrected from Berachoth. 

q 1 r phe reason is explained in Berachoth, because the dead are 
exempt from all the commands given in the Law. 
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D. One finding a corpse in a grave must not move it, unless 
he is certain that the place was only borrowed for him. One 
finding bones on marshy ground, must put them in a grave. 
Such is the decree of R. Aqiba. The sages, however, say: He 
must not move them. One who finds bones in a grotto or a 
cavity must not move them. A corpse or his bones must not be 
moved from one place to another, even if they are equal in 
esteem, much less if the other place is lower; he may, however, 
do so from a lower to a higher place. However, if he moves 
them to a place on his estate, he is allowed to do so, even if the 
former place is more esteemed. 1 

Two corpses must not be buried in one grave, nor a corpse with 
bones, and vice versa . R. Jehudah, however, said : If they used 
to sleep together when alive, they may be buried together. 

E. A building over a grave which was vacated, no benefit 
may be derived from it ; if, however, it was excavated in a rock, 
and also the grave itself, when it was vacated a benefit may be 
derived from it; nevertheless, it must not be used for low pur¬ 
poses, such as a cow-house, straw-barn, etc. A grave which was 
dug for a person who was yet alive may be sold ; but if for one 
who was already dead, it may not. The same is the case with 
monumental stones. 

No benefit may be derived from a vacated coffin. If it is 
made of stone or clay', it must be broken, and if of wood— 
burned. Boards of the cemetery must not be moved from their 
place. 


CHAPTER XIV. 

A . A cemetery must not be considered vilely; eg, no aque¬ 
duct may be drawn through it, nor a path made ; no cattle must 
feed there, nor may one use it as a compendiarius , nor pick wood 
or grass therefrom. If he has picked he must derive no benefit 
from it, and if he picked them only to clean the grave, he must 
burn them on the same place. 

B. Though inheritances are movable from place to place and 
changed from one family to another, with graves, however, it is 
different; they are not movable or changeable from one family to 
another. A new grave may be measured, divided, and sold, but 


D . 1 It means to say that the estate belonged to the deceased, as 
it is agreeable to one to be buried on his own grounds. 
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not an old one; there is, however, a new one which must be con¬ 
sidered as old, and vice versa , namely: When there were in an 
old grave even ten corpses, but were buried without the permis¬ 
sion of the owner, it must be considered as a new grave and may 
be measured, divided, and sold ; if, however, it was with his per¬ 
mission, even if it was a miscarriage, it must be considered an old 
one, and nothing may be done with it. 

C. No occupancy must be considered with the graves of the 
exiles; c.g ., in time of a pest or war, the graves are not secured 
to the corpses by occupancy. 1 R. Simeon b. Gamaliel said : Mis¬ 
carriages do not acquire their graves, the same is the case with 
all who are buried without the permission of the owner. A 
woman who has inherited a grave, she and her offspring are to be 
buried in it. Such is the decree of R. Meir ; R. Jehudah, however, 
said : She, but not her offspring; however, he owns that all her 
offspring who existed during her life, may be buried with her. If 
her father requires she should be buried in his grave, and her hus¬ 
band says in his, the father has the preference; if she has chil¬ 
dren, then the husband has the preference; if her will states that 
she shall be buried with her children, it should be done so. If 
the father says she should be buried with her husband, or vice 
versa y she is buried with her husband, because it is his duty to 
feed, redeem, and bury her, and he must provide all the neces¬ 
saries, such as a hearse, flutes, and mourners, and where an ora¬ 
tion is held, he must provide also that. If he declines to do all 
that, it is done by the court on his account against his will. 

D. There are three kinds of graves: One that is found, 1 one 
that is known, and one which injures the public. The first is 
permissible to vacate, and if it was vacated, the place is clean, 
and a benefit may be derived from it; the second is not permis¬ 
sible to vacate ; if it was vacated, the place is unclean, 2 and no 


CHAPTER XIV. 

C. 1 The Hebrew term for occupancy is Hazakah, which means 
a surety—that is, if the property is in the possession of one a long 
time it is sure to be his, even if he has no documents for it. 

D . 1 It means that if it was found that there was a corpse buried 
without the permission of the owner, the place, after it is vacated, 
is considered clean, because no precautionary measures were taken 
for such a one. a A precautionary measure was taken to consider all 
graves unclean, even after their vacation, lest one use the ground 
when they are not yet vacated. 
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benefit may be derived from it; and the third is permissible to 
vacate; the place is clean, 3 but no benefit may be derived from it. 

E. A cemetery which surrounds the city on three sides, must 
be vacated; if on two sides, if they were opposite they can re¬ 
main ; if they were joined, they must be removed. 1 All graves 
may be removed for the necessity of the community. R. 
Aqiba, however, said : With the exception of those of a king 
and a prophet, as there was the grave of the prophetess Huldah, 
in Jerusalem, and it was never touched. His contemporaries re¬ 
joined : That is no proof, as there was a cavern from the grave to 
the brook Kidron, which drew off the uncleanness. 2 

F. One who sells the graves of his family, (it is considered as 
if) he did nothing. The same is the case if he sold the place of 
lamenting. The rabbis taught: One who sold his grave, 1 the 
way to it, or standing-place, and the house of lamenting, his fam¬ 
ily may come and reclaim them against his will, because it is a 
disgrace to the family that they should be sold to someone else. 

G. The rabbis taught: 1 There must be not less than seven 
standings and sittings after the burial, 2 to signify the seven times 
“vanity” is mentioned in Ecclesiastes [i. 2]: “Vanity of vani¬ 
ties, saith Koheleth, vanity of vanities: all is vanity.” Said R. 
A’ha the son of Rabha to R. Ashi: Explain me how they used 
to do, 3 and he rejoined : As we have learned in the following 
Boraitha: R. Jehudah said: Formerly in Jehudah they have 


D. 3 For the sake of the public, no precautionary measure is to 
be taken for this. 

E. 1 Taken from Tract Nazir, Palestinian Talmud, as the Mishna 
here is very complicated, after all the different corrections of the 
commentaries. 2 There is a law concerning defilement, that a hole 
of one span which reaches the air draws off the uncleanness. This 
wil 1 be explained in Tract Teharoth. 

F. 1 It was the custom then that each family had cares for the 
purpose of burying there the members of the family. The standing 
place means where the consolers stood or sat after the burial, and it 
was near the grave, and there was also a place where the lamenters 
stood. 

G . transferred from Baba Bathra, 100A 2 The custom was 

that when they returned from the burial they used to walk a few 
steps and then sit down and console the mourners or weep for the 
dead, and then rise and go on; and to repeat this seven times, so 
that they should remember the life of a human being is but vanity 
of vanities. 3 As in our place it is not customary. 
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made not less than seven standings and sittings for a dead body, 
and the funeral director used to say : “ Arise, dearests, arise ! M 
and “ Sit down, dearests, sit down ! ” Said the sages to him : If 
that was all, let them do so also on the Sabbath. 4 The sister of 
Rama bar Papa was the wife of R. Ivjah, and she died. He 
made for her a standing and a sitting. Said R. Joseph : He has 
erred in two things. First, this do only the relatives of the second 
degree, who are not obliged to mourn, and he was one of the 
mourners; and, secondly, this is to be done only on the day of 
burial, and he did so on the day after. Said Abayi: He has also 
erred in this: It is usually done near the cemetery, and he did 
this in the city. Said Rabha: He erred also in this: It is only 
done where it is customary, and in his place it was not customaiy 
at all. An objection was raised: It is said above that the sages 
said to R. Jehudah : “ If that was all, let them do also on the 
Sabbath.” Now if this is to be done only in the cemetery, and 
on the first day, can this occur on Sabbath ? The answer was: 
They meant to say, in a city which is near the cemetery, and 
when the consolers returned from the funeral which ended at 
twilight. 

Whoever reminds a mourner of his dead after twelve months 
are over, is to be blamed for renewing his wound. Said R. 
Simeon b. Gamaliel: One whose wife died and has married again 
within a twelvemonth, one who wishes to talk to him about his 
dead, shall do so in the market, but not in his house. 

All eatables may be brought to the house of a mourner—oval¬ 
shaped bread, meat, and fish ; and if an assembly does that, also 
herbs and pulse. Rabban Simeon b. Gamaliel said : Where it is 
customary, even cooked food. 

H . Ten goblets of wine have the sages ordered in the mourn¬ 
ing house : three before eating, to give an appetite ; three during 
the meal, to soften the food in the stomach, and four after the 
meal, for the four blessings contained in the after-meal bene¬ 
diction. Afterwards they have added four more : one for the 
sake of the sections of the city who have occupied themselves 
with the burial; one for the sake of the presidents of the congre¬ 
gations (for their advancing money for the sake of the burial of 
the poor); one for the Temple (to console for its destruction), 


G. 4 If that was all, without lamentation, it could be done also on 
the Sabbath, if they returned from burial on the eve of Sabbath at 
sunset. 
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and one in memory of Rabban Gamaliel (who was the first to 
command to be buried in linen garments, as said above). When 
the sages have seen that they became drunk, they have restored 
the original number. 

One who pronounces the meal benediction in the house of a 
mourner, what shall he say in the fourth blessing? “ The good 
One who does good to all.” R. Aqiba, however, said : “ The 
truthful Judge, the Ruler of His creatures. O give thanks unto 
the Lord, for He is good; because unto eternity endureth His 
kindness/’ 1 


H . 1 This passage is brought here at the conclusion of this tract, 
as it is usual to conclude each tract with a good expression. 


END OF TRACT EBEL RABBATHI (GREAT MOURNING) AND THE 
WHOLE SECTION OF FESTIVALS. 
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INTRODUCTION TO SECTION JURIS¬ 
PRUDENCE. 


With the present volume we begin the Section “ Damages,’’ 
also called “ Jurisprudence,” from the occurrence of discussions 
on criminal law. This section forms the fourth in the old edi¬ 
tion, and comprises the following treatises: “ First Gate,” “ Mid¬ 
dle Gate,” “ Last Gate,” “ Sanhedrin,” “ Stripes,” “ Oaths,” 
“Testimonies,” “Idolatry,” “Fathers” (or “Ethics of the 
Fathers of the Synagogue ”), and “ Decisions.” 

Notwithstanding the fact that in the old edition of the Tal¬ 
mud “ Fathers ” stands next to the last tract, we have placed it 
at the head of the section, relying upon the decision of Sherira 
Gaon in his letter (Goldberg edition, Mayence, 1872, p. 14) de¬ 
claring that it is perfectly permissible to change the order of 
sequence of tracts in the several sections. Therefore, because 
the treatise entitled “ Fathers ” deals entirely with the ethics of 
life, we have deemed it best to give it precedence over the other 
treatises. Just as in the Pentateuch we find the ten command¬ 
ments—the basis of all ethical religion—heading the subsequent 
detailed laws and ordinances, so it seems but fit that the Section 
“ Damages” should be headed by the tract setting forth the 
main ethical principles, and be continued by the detailed discus¬ 
sions. We are further borne out by the Talmud itself, which 
reads (First Gate, Chap. III., Mishna 3): “ One who wishes to 
be pious should observe the laws of damages. Rabhinasaid: 
‘lie should observe the teachings of the Fathers.’ ” Rabhina’s 
statement should, in our opinion, not be taken literally, but as 
indicative of the opinion that the decisions contained both in 
Fathers ” and in “ Damages ” generally are equivalent- ...uerecl 

“ Father s > but merely indicated at me toot of the page to 
only; *>./pter each paragraph belongs. 

nian or t irc bng the translation of “ Fathers,” i.c., the original 
out the A the first five chapters, we have found that the trans- 
tions c C. Taylor (Cambridge, 1877) is entirely too literal and 
Thci° s t incomprehensible without foot-notes and commentaries. 
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Nathan " which discusses most sentences of the original " Fa- 
thers " separately; in fact, begins the discussion of each sen¬ 
tence with the interrogation " How so ? " Forming, therefore, a 
valuable addition to the much-valued literature of the " Fathers," 
we have considered it our duty to incorporate it in our edition, 
and we have therefore inserted the said Tosephtha in the place 
where, in other tracts, we have placed the Gemara. 

Owing to the fact that the Tosephtha named above bears the 
name of Rabbi Nathan of Babylon, one of the most distinguished 
masters of his generation, but at the same time contains ethics 
similar to those of the Mishna, as well as lectures and discus¬ 
sions which could not have been compiled by that author and 
are evidently contributions from scholars of a later period, the 
historians of modern times, from Zunz in his" Gottesdienstliche 
Vortraege" to Brill in his " Jahrbuecher " and Weiss in his 
" Dor Dor Vedorshov," engage in elaborate speculation as to 
who was the compiler of the " Fathers of R. Nathan " and at 
what time it was compiled. The complicated nature of the 
Tosephtha in question brought to the front a number of com¬ 
mentators and text-revisers, and finally Solomon Tausik and 
Solomon Shechter made a search of manuscripts, and published 
new editions of the Tosephtha, with additions from the material 
found in the manuscripts. The latter, in fact, searched so thor¬ 
oughly that he found an entirely different version of the Toseph¬ 
tha, and then published in his edition two separate texts, calling 
them First Text and Second Text, respectively, with his own 
corrections, notes, and a long introduction (Vienna, 1887). 

True to our methods of translating the Talmud, we have, 
however, ignored the new versions of" Fathers of Rabbi Na¬ 
than," and have merely adapted the old version which forms 
part of the Talmud, simply adhering to the corrections made by 
Elias Wilner and the commentaries of Joshua Falk and others 
contained in the great Wilna (1890) edition of the Talmud. 
Further, in accordance with our wont we have omitted such of 
the passages as have already appeared in the preceding tracts of 
merely indicating the they can be 

■^dded foot- 

s of the 


*h ap- 
that 
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we cannot give preference to recently discovered manuscripts 
over those used by the compilers of the Talmud, and for a rea¬ 
son that is perfectly obvious, viz. : If those manuscripts were in 
existence during the construction period of the Talmud, the 
compilers, who sifted every manuscript with the utmost care, 
undoubtedly rejected them as valueless. If, on the other hand, 
they were at that time not in existence, but were written at a 
later period, they certainly cannot be used as a medium for cor¬ 
recting the antedating manuscripts. 

As for Schechter’s revised and corrected texts, we cannot 
accept them for the reason that he presumes to remark, anent 
Elias Wilner’s corrections, “ I do not favor them,” or, “ They 
are unnecessary.” After careful investigation we have, however, 
found that almost all the corrections made by Elias Wilner, and 
adopted by us, are founded directly on Talmudical and Midrashic 
passages scattered throughout the Talmud, a fact the learned 
Dr. Schechter no doubt overlooked. 

On the other hand, we find that the commentaries published 
in the above-mentioned Wilna edition and credited to Joshua 
Falk, Chayim Joseph David Azulayi, and Baruch Frankel Theo- 
mim are referred directly to passages of the Talmud in the 
several treatises. Therefore we have used these well-known 
authorities in our translation, eliminating merely their lengthy 
discussions and adductions of proof. 

As to the origin of the sayings of the “ Fathers of Rabbi 
Nathan,” the period during which they were compiled, and 
other historical events attending their conception, we refrain 
from rendering our opinion, even though it has become cus¬ 
tomary to do this in an introduction, leaving these matters to 
the philologists and historians in whose province such discussions 
properly fall. Our sole reason for the translation is that the said 
sayings have never before been rendered into any modern lan¬ 
guage and without them our work would not be complete. 

The ” Fathers of Rabbi Nathan ” contains in the original 
forty-one chapters. As we render them, however, in the form 
of a Gemara to the Mishna of “ Fathers,” we have not numbered 
the chapters, but merely indicated at the foot of the page to 
which chapter each paragraph belongs. 

Regarding the translation of ” Fathers,” i. e . , the original 
Mishna in the first five chapters, we have found that the trans¬ 
lation of C. Taylor (Cambridge, 1877) 1S entirely too literal and 
almost incomprehensible without foot-notes and commentaries. 
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On the other hand, the partial translation contained in the Home 
Prayer Book, compiled in the main by Dr. G. Gottheil and Dr. 
F. De Sola Mendes, is lucid and in accord with the original 
text. We have therefore made use of the latter rendition, with 
slight changes. The part remaining untranslated in the Prayer 
Book we have adapted from C. Taylor’s version, rendering it 
somewhat more comprehensively. In the rendition of the 
sixth chapter, which does not really form part of the Mishna 
but is added by the sages in Mishnaic language, we have fol¬ 
lowed Taylor, making numerous notes and corrections, in order 
to make it intelligible to the lay reader. 

We have not deemed it necessary to add a commentary to 
the “ Fathers” as we did to Tracts Shekalim and Ebel Rab- 
bathi, because the “ Fathers ” has been translated into all mod¬ 
ern languages and because there is already considerable literature 
concerning the ethics of Judaism, especially the recent publica¬ 
tion by Prof. Dr. M. Lazarus entitled ” Ethik des Judenthums,” 
an admirable work, issued at Leipzig (1899), and giving a mas¬ 
terly exposition of the philosophical tendencies of ‘‘ Fathers.” 
We have also devoted a special chapter to this subject in our 
forthcoming “ History of the Talmud.” 

We have also thought it well to give in this volume, which 
treats exclusively of the ethics of Judaism, the two Tracts 
Dcrcch Eretz (Rabba and Zuta), which contain the essential 
“rules of conduct of life,” as construed by Dr. Mielziner, or 
Worldly Affairs, as named by us, which latter is the prevailing 
interpretation among Hebrew readers. 

As to the origin of these two tracts, elaborate discussions 
maybe found in Zunz, “ Gottesdienstliche Vortraege,” pp. no- 
112, as well as in “ Der Talmud—Tract Derecli Erez Sutta Kri- 
tisch bearbeitet, iibersetzt und erlautert ” (Berlin, 1885), by Abr. 
Tawrogi. For Tawrogi’s reasons for not translating Derech 
Eretz Rabba, see his work; nevertheless, inasmuch as Derech 
Eretz Rabba has never been translated into any language, and 
of Derech Eretz Zuta, while there is a critical translation into 
German, there is none in English, in order to make this volume, 
which treats of the ethics of Judaism, complete, we have con¬ 
sidered it expedient to translate into English both tracts almost 
literally, although they are not counted among the thirty-seven 
treatises proper of the Babylonian Talmud, but only among the 
minor treatises added to them. We do not, however, deem it 
necessary to add any commentary, for the reason that the say- 
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ings arc very plain and lucid, and can easily be understood even 
by those who are not students of the Talmud. 

Because of the similarity in language and style of these two 
treatises and of the so-called Mishnayoth of the sixth chapter of 
Aboth, they appear in the same large type as the Mishnayoth. 
Following this treatise will be published the other tracts of this 
section in the regular sequence of the old edition. 

The Editor and Translator. 

New York, March , 1900. 
































SYNOPSIS OF SUBJECTS 


OF 

TRACT ABOTH (FATHERS OF THE 
SYNAGOGUE). 


[Several requests have been received by the translator that an index should be 
made to the volumes of the Talmud, as is customary with all modern works. It 
would be an utter impossibility to give a complete index of everything contained in 
the Talmud. Were it like other scientific works, which treat each subject separately, 
this could easily be done ; but with the Talmud it is different. On one page many 
different subjects may be discussed, and again a single subject may occupy several 
pages. The Talmud, therefore, has never had an index. 

After careful examination of the volumes, page by page, it has been decided to 
make a synopsis, i.e. y to give briefly the heads of the discussions and conversations 
upon each Mishna, indicating the page where the Mishna is to be found, and the 
Gemara of each one, which serves as a commentary. By this the reader should be 
able to refer to what he desires to know. 

A synopsis is therefore given of every Mishna which discusses a single subject, 
with its accompanying Gemara—in this volume, the Tosephtha ; but when several 
short Mishnas cover the same subject, a single synopsis is given of the whole, includ¬ 
ing the Gemara of each one ; and where a chapter is short, a synopsis of the whole 
chapter is made, without dividing it into Mishnas. 

This is the best that can be done, and it is hoped that readers will find it satis¬ 
factory.] 

CHAPTER I. 

Mishna A. The Great Assembly originated three maxims. Be deliber¬ 
ate in judgment. Mow so ? The books of Proverbs, Song of Songs, and 
Ecclesiastes were hidden. How was Adam created ? Why was Adam 
created on the last hour of the sixth day ? On the same day on which he 
was formed, on the very same day his countenance was created. Accord¬ 
ing to others : “ Be deliberate in judgment ” means not to have an irascible 
manner. Erect safeguards for the Law. The safeguard of the Lord, of 
Adam the First. The legend about Eve and the serpent, etc. The ten 
curses with which Eve was cursed at that time. " Shall I and my cattle eat 
out of the same trough ? ” The tradition about'the ox of Adam, the steer 
of Noah, and the ram sacrificed by Abraham, . . . . i-ii 



xii SYNOPSIS OF SUBJECTS. 

Continuation of Chapter II. of Tosephtha.—W hat is the safeguard 
that the Torah made to its words ? What Elijah the prophet answered the 
widow of the scholar who died in the prime of his life. What is the safe¬ 
guard that Moses made to his words ? The reason why Moses broke the 
Tables ? What is the safeguard that Job made to his words ? The safe¬ 
guard that the prophets made to their words. The safeguard that the Hagiog- 
raphers made to their words. The safeguard that the sages made to their 

words,. . 11—19 

Continuation of Chapter III. of Tosephtha.—W hoever takes a 
coin from charity when not in need of it, etc. Study the Law in thy old age, 
even if thou hast studied it in thy youth. If you gave a coin to a poor man 
in the morning, and another one begs of you in the evening, give him also. 
What happened to a poor man with R. Aqiba. What happened to Benja¬ 
min the Just,.19-21 

Mishna B. The motto of Simeon the Just. Upon the Torah, how so ? 
Upon service, how so ? Upon bestowal of favors, how so ? Rabban Jo- 
hanan b. Zakkai and Vespasian. In three things mankind differ one from 
the other, ........... 22-26 

Mishnas C and D. Be not like slaves who serve their masters for the 
sake of compensation. Let the fear of Heaven be upon you. Let your house 
be the meeting place of the wise. How did R. Aqiba begin his wonderful 
career ? Not less astonishing was the literary career of R. Eliezer. How 
his father Hyrkanus reached the seats of Ben Zizith Ha Kesseth, Nakdimon 

b. Gurion, and Calba Shebua,. . 26-32 

Mishnas E and F. Let thy house be wide open for the poor. When the 
great affliction came upon Job, he prayed, etc. Teach thy house humility— 
the different explanations of this saying. Get thee a wise teacher. Judge 
everyone from his favorable side. The legend about a maiden who was led 
into captivity and the pious men who went to redeem her. Not only were 
the upright of former times themselves very strict and particular, but also 
their cattle were so. The ass of R. Hanina b. Dosa, . . . 32-38 

Mishna G. Keep aloof from a wicked neighbor. Slanderers are pun¬ 
ished with plagues. The legend about Moses, Aaron, and Miriam. Do not 
consider thyself exempt from God’s chastisement, .... 38-41 

Mishnas H to K. Make thyself not as those that predispose the Judges. 
Love work—how so ? Do not care for superiority. See to it that your name 
be not known to the Government. Ye wise, be guarded in your words. 
Love peace—how so ? Moses desired to die the same death Aaron did— 
how so ? The legend of the death of Moses, at length. Pursue peace—how 
so ? Love all men too, and bring them nigh unto the Law, . . 41-50 

Mishnas L to Q. If I do not look to myself, who will do so? And if 
not now, when ? He who does not desire to learn from his masters is not 
worthy to live. He who increases not, decreases—how so ? He who serves 
himself with a tiara perishes. Fix a time for study. Promise little and do 
much. Receive everyone with friendly countenance. Make a master to 
thyself. “ I have never found anything better for a man than silence.” 
Three things support the world. The disciples of Hillel ; of R. Johanan b. 
Zakkai—what was said about them and what they used to say. The con¬ 
solation of R. Johanan b. Zakkai by his disciples when his son died. Thy 


N. 
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fellow’s honor must be as dear to thee as thine own. Do not allow thyself 
to be easily angered. The two proselytes that came before Hillel and 
Shammai. Repent one day before thy death, . 50-58 

CHAPTER II. 

Mishnas A TO M. In choosing the right path, see that it is one which 
is honorable to thyself and without offence to others. All who occupy them¬ 
selves with communal affairs should do it in the name of Heaven. Do His 
will as if it were thy own, that He may do thy wil is if it were His. Pass 
not judgment upon thy neighbor until thou hast put thyself in his place. 
The boor can never fear sin, and the ignorant can never be truly pious. 
The more feasting the more food for worms. What is the best thing to cul¬ 
tivate. Which is the evil way a man should shun. Warm thyself before 
the light of the wise. An envious eye, evil propensities, and misanthropy 
drive a man out of the world. The legend about Joseph the Just, R. Zadoq, 
R. Aqiba, R. Eliezer the Great, etc. How difficult it is for man to avoid the 
evil propensities. Love everyone except the infidels, the enticers, the mis- 
leaders, and the informers. Thy neighbor’s property must be as sacred as 
thine own,.58-65 

Mishna N, Set thyself to learn the Law. Johanan b. Zakkai and the 
daughter of Nakdimon b. Gurion. Let noble purpose underlie thy every 
action. The sages who were recounted of R. Jehudah the Prince. How 
they were named by Issi b. Jehudah,.65-70 

CHAPTER III. 

Mishnas A to V. Consider three things, and you will not fall into 
transgression. Pray always for the welfare of the Government. Whoever 
takes the words of the Torah to his heart. Render unto God what belongs 
to Him, for thou and all thou hast are His. Whomsoever fear of sin pre¬ 
cedes, his wisdom prevails. He whose works are in excess of his wisdom, 
his wisdom will endure. Be pliant with thy chief. Receive every man with 
cheerfulness. Mockery and frivolity are the forerunners of immorality. 
Everything is foreseen and free will is given. The world is judged by grace. 
All that we possess is merely a trust. Without knowledge of religion there 
can be no true culture, and without true culture there is no knowledge of 
religion. Qinim, canons, astronomy, and geometry are after-courses of wis¬ 
dom, . 70-81 


CHAPTER IV. 

Mishnas A to P. Who is a wise man ? He who learns from every¬ 
body. Despise no man, and consider nothing as too far removed to come to 
pass. Be exceedingly lowly of spirit. Wear not the law of God as a crown 
to exalt thyself withal. Judge not alone, for none may judge alone save One. 
Whatsoever congregation is for the sake of Heaven will in the end succeed. 
Let the honor of thy disciple be as dear unto thee as the honor of thine asso- 
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date. Be careful in thy study, for error in study counts for an intentional 

sin,.81-86 

Mishna Q. Neither the security of the wicked nor the afflictions of the 
righteous are within the grasp of our understanding. Be beforehand in 
saluting every man. Be the lion’s tail rather than the fox’s head. Do not 
seek to appease thy friend in the hour of his passion. Look not upon the 
pitcher, but upon what it contains. Envy, sensuality, and ambition destroy 
life. Accept not the assurance of thy passions, that the grave will be a 
place of refuge for thee. Without thy consent wert thou created, born into 
the world without thy choice. Thou art living without thine own volition, 
without thine approval thou wilt have to die. About the death of Eliezer 
the Great. Set something apart for charity, before you are compelled to do 
so by others. Lower thy seat two or three rows from the place you intend 
to occupy. There are three persons whose life is not worth living. The 
safeguard for honor is refraining from laughter. The safeguard for wisdom 
is silence. Whoever marries a woman not suitable to him transgresses five 
negative commandments. Do not be as the lintel, which no hand can reach, 
etc., ............ 86-95 

Mishna Q. (continued). Those that despise me shall be lightly esteemed. 
The support of the wise, etc. Do not keep away from a precept which has 
no limit. Let the honor of thy disciple, etc. There is grain in Judea, straw 
in Galilee, and chaff on the other side of the Jordan. There is no love such 
as the love of the Torah. There is no wisdom such as the wisdom of man¬ 
ners. Whoever maintains peace in his own household, etc. The words of 
the Torah are as difficult to acquire as silken garments and are lost as 
easily as, etc. All those things which are done in private shall be done as 
if they were done publicly. Do not isolate thyself from the community. 
The disciples are divided into three classes, etc. Whoever constitutes the 
Torah as the chief good, and considers worldly affairs as a secondary thing, 
etc. Conciliate not thy friend in the hour of his anger. The scholars are 
divided into four classes : One studies but does not teach others, etc. If 
one honor his friend for pecuniary considerations, he will in the end be dis¬ 
missed in disgrace, etc. On account of the four different means of forgive¬ 
ness, etc. Repentance must be to every one of them. However, one who 
has profaned the name of heaven has not the power to repent. Wherefore 
do scholars die before their time. Be careful in greeting thy neighbors. 
He who neglects the words of the Law on account of his riches. There is a 
case where one transgresses ignorantly, etc. One who connects himself 
with transgressors, etc. The punishment of the liar is that even when he 
tells the truth he is not believed, ....... 95-103 


CHAPTER V. 

MlSHNAS A TO G. By ten sayings the world was created. For what 
purpose is this stated ? Whence is it deduced that a single person is equal 
to the whole creation ? The Holy One, blessed be He, showed unto Adam 
all succeeding generations, together with their preachers, directors, leaders, 
prophets, heroes, criminals, and their pious. Nine hundred and seventy- 
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four generations before the creation of the world, the Torah was already 
written, etc. He created in man all that he created in his world—how so ? 
Ten generations were there from Adam to Noah. For what purpose was 
this stated ? The Lord said : I will not equal the evil thoughts to the good 
thoughts so long as their fate has not yet been sealed. Ten generations 
were there from Noah to Abraham. For what purpose was it necessary to 
state this ? With ten temptations was Abraham our father tempted. They 
are as follows, etc. In contrast with these ten temptations the Lord performed 
ten miracles for his descendants in Egypt. When our fathers stood by the 
sea, etc. “Arise, and pass through it,” etc. With ten temptations did our 
ancestors tempt God in the wilderness. By means of ten trials the Holy 
One, blessed be He, tested our forefathers. This sin with which the Israel¬ 
ites were afflicted is enough for that time, etc. Ten names of praise are 
applied to the Holy One, blessed be He. Ten ignominious names are 
applied to the idols. There are two sons of the clear oil. This refers to 
Aaron and Messiah. In the Torah there is written eleven times the word 
“she” when it ought to be “he.” Ten times did the Shekhina descend 
upon the earth. Ten degrees the Shekhina removed itself from one place to 
another. A prophet is called by ten different names. There are ten names 
for the Holy Spirit. Ten are called “living.” Ten miracles were wrought 

for our fathers in Egypt,.103-115 

Mishnas H to O. Ten miracles were performed for our forefathers in 
Jerusalem. Jerusalem never was defiled by leprosy. How Kimchith, the 
mother of R. Ishmael, saw her two sons as high-priests on the same day. 
The men of Sodom have no share in the world to come. About Kora’h and 
his company. “ The Lord ldlJeth, and maketh alive ; he bringeth down to 
the grave, and bringeth up,” has reference to them. The generation of the 
desert. “ Gather together unto me my pious servants, who make a covenant 
with me by sacrifice,” has reference to them. The ten tribes have no share 
in the world to come. R. Aqiba, however, said : “As the day is first'dark 
and then lightens up, so also their darkness will be followed by light.” The 
following seven have no share in the world to come, etc. There are three 
kings and four commoners who have no share in the world to come. Absa¬ 
lom has no share in the world to come. Seven things mark the clod, and 
seven there are for the sage. There are seven creations of as many grades 
of importance. Man possesses six qualifications, three of which belong also 
to the beast, and three to the angels. The evil spirits possess six qualifica¬ 
tions, three of which belong to man. There are seven sorts of hypocrites. 
That which is hidden is only so from human beings, but not from Heaven. 
There are seven things which, if used moderately, are wholesome to the 
body, and if in excess are the reverse. With seven things God created the 
world. Seven attributes are serving before the throne of Grace. There are 
seven dwelling-places. A wise man does not speak before those who sur¬ 
pass him in wisdom and years ; and does not interrupt another in his 
speech; admits the truth, etc. Seven kinds of punishments come on account 
of seven cardinal transgressions. About the execution of R. Simeon b. 
Gamaliel and R. Ishmael b. Elisha the high-priest. Captivity comes upon 
the world, etc. Five are not to be forgiven. Four kinds of views are held 
by men concerning property,.115-131 


XVI 


SYNOPSIS OF SUBJECTS. 


Mishnas P'YO GG. There are four kinds of dispositions among men. 
There are four kinds of pupils. There are four kinds of charity-givers. 
There are four kinds of visitors of the house of learning. There are four 
kinds of the disciples of the wise. Love inspired by ulterior motives, etc. 
Whatsoever gainsaying is for the sake of Heaven will have good results. 
Whosoever causes many to be righteous, sin prevails not over him. In 
whomsoever are the following three things, he is a disciple of Abraham, etc. 
Be courageous as the panther, light-winged as the eagle, swift as the deer, 
and strong as the lion. One five years old should study Scripture, etc. 
Turn it and turn it again, for everything can be found therein, . 131-133 

CHAPTER VI. 

Mishnas A TO R . Whosoever is busied in Torah for the love thereof 
merits many things. Every day a Heavenly voice goes forth from Mount 
Horeb and proclaims as follows, etc. He who learns from his companion 
one chapter, etc., is bound to do him honor. The path of Torah, etc. 
Seek not greatness for thyself, and desire not honor. Greater is Torah than 
the priesthood, and than the kingdom. There are four things which bear 
good fruit in this world. A meritorious act has both principal and benefit. 
One who causes many to be righteous, no sin prevails jupon him. Regard¬ 
ing dreams, there are four sages, three scholars, three books of the prophets, 
and three books of the Hagiographa. Every assembly that is for the sake of 
performing a religious duty remains everlasting. Comeliness, strength, 
wealth, honor, wisdom, age, hoariness, and sons are becoming to the right¬ 
eous, etc. If thou shouldst give me all the silver, gold, and goodly stones 
and pearls that are in the world, I would not dwell but in a place of Torah. 
Five possessions had the Holy One in this world. Whatsoever the Lord 
created in this world He created only for His glory. There are three 
crowns : the crown of Torah, priesthood, and kingdom. Three things were 
said of charitable men. There are three different kinds among scholars. 
There are three different kinds of sweat that are beneficial to the body. 
There are six kinds of tears. There are three advantages in an earthen 
vessel. There are three advantages in a glass vessel. The money that the 
Israelites carried away from Egypt returned to Egypt. If you do the least 
wrong to your companion, it shall be considered by you the greatest wrong, 
etc. The following articles were hidden, etc., .... 133-143 
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AND ZUTA. 


RABBA. 

CHAPTER II. 

Of the Sadducees, common informers, the wicked, the hypocrites, the 
heretics, the Scripture says, etc. Of the terrifying-, the overbearing, the 
haughty, the barefaced, and of those who develop only their muscular 
strength, the Scripture says, etc. Of evil-thinkers, story-tellers, tale-bearers, 
smooth-tongued persons, the Scripture says, etc. Who assaults his neigh¬ 
bor in private, and who insults him in public, etc. Who forestalls fruit, 
raises the prices, diminishes the measure, accepts payment in large-sized 
shekels only, and who lives on usury. The following leave no inheritance 
to their children, etc. The conceited, the slanderers, and those who indulge 
in obscene language, who are wise in their own eyes, etc. Who lets his 
young son marry an older woman, and who marries off his daughter to an 
old man, and who bestows favors upon those who are unworthy, etc. Who 
betrays his partner, does not return a lost thing to its rightful owner, loans 
money to another in order to get possession of his house and field, and 
who lives immorally with his wife, and maliciously slanders his wife, etc. 
Who are wronged and do not wrong, who consider themselves contemptible, 
and who overcome their passion, etc. Who loves his wife as himself, honors 
her more than himself, who leads his children on the right path, and who 
marries off his son in due time, etc. Who loves his neighbor, loans even a 
small amount to a poor man, etc. Who truthfully repent, who receive the 
repentant into their midst, who judge rightfully, reprove truthfully, propa¬ 
gate purity, are pure of heart, are merciful, distribute charity, exert them¬ 
selves in the study of the Law. Search for an opportunity to do good, pur¬ 
sue righteousness, etc. On account of the following four things an eclipse 
of the sun occurs, etc. On account of the following four things an eclipse 
of both the sun and the moon occurs, etc. On account of the following four 
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things the estates of the citizens are destroyed, etc. Do not fret thyself to 
be equal to the evil-doers. There is no sitting above, neither is there eating, 
etc.,.i~6 


CHAPTERS III. TO VI. 

One who bears in mind the following four things, etc., will never sin. 
Think of a big palace in the centre of which the vat of a tanner is placed. 
If a man allows his lips to pass only respectable words. Be careful, each of 
you, in honoring your neighbor. Be always pleasant at your entering and 
at your leaving. The angels, Abraham, and Lot. It is customary that, 
when entering, the master of the house enter first and the guest after him ; 
the reverse when leaving. Never shall a man enter the house of his neigh¬ 
bor without permission. The philosopher, Rabban Gamaliel, and his com¬ 
rades. Always consider strangers as burglars, and at the same time honor 
them as if each of them were R. Gamaliel himself. One who enters his 
neighbor’s house shall do what he is told by the host (provided it is legiti¬ 
mate). The legend about Simon b. Antiptaris, his guests, and R. Jehoshua. 
A man shall never be angry at his meals. Always shall a man try to agree 
with the majority of the people. Hillel the Elder, his wife, and the poor 
man. One shall not begin to eat the heads, but the leaves, of garlic or 
onions, , , , .6-12 


CHAPTERS VII. to IX. 

When two are sitting at the table, the elder one commences to eat first 
and the younger one after him. One shall not eat before the fourth hour. 
One who enters a house shall not ask for food, but shall wait until he is 
invited. One should not offer presents to his neighbor, knowing that he 
would not accept them. When one who does not intend to buy is in the 
market, he should not ask for the prices, for he misleads the sellers. One 
should not use a slice of bread to cover therewith a dish. Five things said 
Rabbi in regard to bread. One who comes to the table to take his meal 
shall not take his portion and give it to the waiter. Guests must not give 
anything to the son of the host, etc.,.12-15 

CHAPTERS X. AND XI. 

One who enters the bath-house may say, etc. How should one conduct 
himself before bathing? One who is not careful is an ass’s equal ; one who 
eats in the market is a dog’s equal. One must not spit in the presence of his 
neighbor, even in a bath-house. One shall not greet his neighbor when he 
is washing himself. He who walks the road. A common informer is con¬ 
sidered a murderer. He who hates his neighbor without cause is also con¬ 
sidered such. One who sets a definite time for the redemption of Israel 
through Messiah will have no share in the world to come, . , 16-19 
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ZUTA. 

CHAPTERS I. TO IV. 

What are the qualities of sages ? Their thought concerning this world. 
If you have sustained a loss of your property, remember that Job, etc. When 
you hear others insult you, do not answer them. Love the Law ; love all 
creatures and respect them. Love doubtfulness. Keep aloof from everything 
that may bring to sin. Keep aloof from grumbling. Seven patriarchs are 
resting in glory. Let all thy ways be for the sake of Heaven. Do not dis¬ 
cuss in the presence of one who is greater than you in wisdom. Accept the 
words of Law, even when you are in affliction. I3e afraid of a light sin. Do 
not say, “ I will flatter this man,” etc. If thou hast done much good to some 
one, consider it as very little. If others have done thee much wrong, etc. 
Do not hate the one who reproves thee. Let it be thy habit to say, “I do 
not know.” The commencement of making vows is the door to foolishness. 
Fifteen customs are ascribed to the sages. Be as the lower threshhold, upon 
which all persons tread. The society of scholars is always agreeable. What 
should one study more—Scripture, Mishnayoth, or Talmud ? No pay shall 
be exacted for teaching. Do not complain of your being less wise than 
another. Do not complain that another one is beautiful and you are ugly. 
Let your ears not listen to vain talk. Be not afraid of the court of justice on 
earth. If you perform all the commandments with joy, etc. All that is 
said above is a warning to you,.25-27 


CHAPTERS V. to IX. 

A scholar must not eat standing, etc., etc. By four things the scholar is 
recognized, etc. The beauty of wisdom is modesty. The beauty of noble 
performance is secrecy. Four things are derogatory to scholars, etc. When 
entering, the greater shall be first, etc. For saying benediction, the greater 
is first. The first step to sin is in one’s thoughts. A scholar must be care¬ 
ful in his eating, drinking, washing, anointing, etc. After peace but not 
after war. Rather follow behind a lion than behind a woman. Who 
respects the sages ?, etc. Keep aloof from anger. Love the poor in order 
that your children shall not come to poverty, etc. If you keep your mouth 
from slander, you will spend all the days of life in peace. When you see 
your neighbor has become poor, do not refuse to help him. If you lower 
yourself, the Lord will lift you up. This world resembles the eyeball of a 
man, etc.,.27-31 

THE CHAPTER ON PEACE. 

Although evil decrees are enacted, one after another, against Israel, still 
they endure forever. Seek peace at the place where you are, and if you do 
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TRACT ABOTH. 

(Fathers of the Synagogue — Ethics.') 


CHAPTER I. 

Mishna A. Moses received the Law on Sinai and 
delivered it to Joshua; Joshua in turn handed it down to 
the Elders (not to the seventy Elders of Moses’ time but 
to the later Elders who have ruled Israel, and each of 
them delivered it to his successor) ; from the Elders it 
descended to the prophets (beginning with Eli and 
Samuel), and each of them delivered it to his successors 
until it reached the men of the Great Assembly. The 
last named originated three maxims : “ Be not hasty in 
judgment; Bring up many disciples ; and, Erect safe¬ 
guards for the Law.” 

Tosephhta—A both of R. Nathan. 

* Moses was sanctified in the cloud, and received the Torah 
from Sinai, as it is written [Ex. xxiv. 16]: “ And the glory of 
the Lord abode upon Mount Sinai,” which means on Moses (for 
what purpose ?), to purify him; this occurred after the ten com¬ 
mandments had been given. So says R. Jose the Galilean; R. 
Aqiba, however, says: It is written [ibid.]: “ And the cloud cov¬ 
ered it six days.” This refers to the mountain, before the ten 
commandments had been given, and this is what is written fur¬ 
ther on [ibid.]: “ And he called unto Moses the seventh day out 
of the cloud ” (for what purpose ?—only) to confer honor upon 
him. 

Said R. Nathan: Why did Moses stay the entire six days 


* Chapter I. of the original* 
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without communication from the Shekhina ? To cleanse his 
body of all the food and drink it contained, that he might be 
like angels at the time of his consecration. 

Said R. Mathia b. Heresh to him: Rabbi, all this stated 
above was done only to overawe him, that he might receive the 
words of the Torah with awe, terror, fear and trembling, as it is 
written [Ps. ii. u] : " Serve the Lord with fear and rejoice with 
trembling.' ' 

It happened that R. Josiah and R. Mathia b. Heresh were 
both sitting and studying the Law. R. Josiah then departed 
to attend to worldly affairs. Said R. Mathia to him: " Rabbi, 
what dost thou gain by forsaking the words of the living God, 
and devoting thyself to worldly affairs ? Even though thou art 
my master, and I thy disciple, yet I dare say that it is not right 
to do so." (Lest one say that R. Josiah did so from jealousy,) 
it was said: While sitting and studying the Torah they were 
jealous of each other, but when they parted they were like 
friends from youth. 

Through Moses the Torah was given on Sinai, as it is written 
[Deut. v. 19]: " And he wrote them on two tables of stone, and 
he gave them unto me." And also [Lev. xxvi. 46]: "These 
are the statutes and ordinances and laws, which the Lord made 
between him and the children of Israel on Mount Sinai, by the 
hand of Moses." The Law which the Holy One, blessed be 
He, has given to Israel, was given only in the hand of Moses, 
as it is written [Ex. xxxi. 17]: " Between me and the children 
of Israel." So Moses (because of his purification and sanctifica¬ 
tion) was privileged to be the representative of Israel before the 
Lord. 

Moses offered the ram of consecration and prepared the oil 
of anointment, and anointed therewith Aaron and his sons dur¬ 
ing all the seven days of consecration. With the same oil high- 
priests and kings were afterward anointed, and Elazar burned 
the (first) red-cow, with the ashes of which the unclean were 
purified in later generations. Said R. Eliezer: "The oil of 
anointment was of such importance that it remained even for 
the later generations, for Aaron and his sons were consecrated 
with the oil of anointment, as it is written [Ex. xxx. 30] : * And 
Aaron and his sons shalt thou anoint, and consecrate them to be 
priests.' " (Hence we see that although Aaron was a high-priest, 
his sons, nevertheless, stood in need of anointment.) 

Joshua received it (the Law) from Moses, as it is written 
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[Numb, xxvii. 20]: ” And thou slialt put some of thy greatness 
upon him, in order that all the congregation of the children of 
Israel maybe obedient/' The elders (who lived after Moses) 
received it from Joshua, as it is written [Judges ii. 7]: ” And 
the people served the Lord all the days of Joshua, and all the 
days of the elders that lived many days after Joshua, who had 
seen all the great deeds of the Lord, which he had done for 
Israel.” The judges received it from the elders, as it is written 
[Ruth, i. 1]: ” And it came to pass in the days when the judges 
judged.”* The prophets received it from the judges (begin¬ 
ning with Samuel the prophet, who was also a judge), as it is 
written [Jerem. vii. 25]: ” And I sent unto you all my servants 
the prophets, sending them daily in the morning early.” Hag- 
gai, Zechariali, and Malachi received it from the prophets. The 
men of the Great Assembly received it from Haggai, Zecliariah, 
and Malachi, and they said the following three things mentioned 
in the Mishna : 

“Be deliberate in judgment . ” How so? It means a man 
shall be slow in his judgment, for he who is slow is deliberate, 
as it is written [Prov. xxv. 1]: “ Also these are the proverbs of 
Solomon, which the men of Hezekiah the king of Judah have 
collected.” They have not collected them, but they were de¬ 
liberating upon them before (making them public). Abba Saul, 
however, said: 4t Not only were they deliberating over them, 
but they also explained them.” 

Formerly it was said: The books of Proverbs, Song of Songs, 
and Ecclesiastes were hidden, because they are only parables, 
and do not belong to the Hagiographa; the men of the Great 
Assembly, however, came and explained them, as it is written 
[Prov. vii. 7-20]: ” And I beheld among the simple ones, I dis¬ 
cerned among the youths, a lad void of sense, etc. ; and, be¬ 
hold, a woman came to meet him with the attire of a harlot and 
obdurate of heart; she is noisy and ungovernable; in her house 
her feet never rest; at one time she is in the street, at another 
in the open places, and near every corner doth she lurk, and she 
caught hold of him, and kissed him, and with an impudent face 
she said to him, ‘ I had bound myself to bring peace-offerings; 
this day have I paid my vows; therefore I am come forth to 
meet thee, to seek thy presence diligently, and I have found 

* The Talmud infers this from the two words shephot hashophtim , which literally 
mean that the judges were judged. Hence, who have judged the judges? The 
elders. 
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thee. With tapestry coverings have I decked my bed, with em¬ 
broidered coverlids of the fine linen of Egypt. I have sprinkled 
my couch with myrrh, aloes, and cinnamon. Come, let us in¬ 
dulge in love until the morning: let us delight ourselves with 
dalliances. For the man is not in his house, he is gone on a 
journey a great way off; the bag of money hath he taken with 
him; by the day of the new-moon festival only will he come 
home/ ” And it is written also in Song of Songs [vii. 12, 13]: 
“ Come, my friend, let us go into the field; let us spend the 
night in the villages; let us get up early to the vineyards; let us 
see if the wine have blossomed, whether the young grape have 
opened (to the view), whether the pomegranate have budded: 
there will I give my caresses unto thee/' And it is written 
again in Ecclesiastes [xi. 9]: “ Rejoice, O young man, in thy 
childhood ; and let thy heart cheer thee in the days of thy youth¬ 
ful vigor, and walk firmly in the ways of thy heart, and in (the 
direction which) thy eyes see; but know thou, that concerning 
all these things God will bring thee into judgment/* And again 
in Song of Songs [vii. 10]: “ I am my friend’s, and toward me 
is his desire.” So we see that the last-mentioned passage of the 
Song of Songs explains all that was mentioned above; under the 
term “ my friend’s ” the Lord is understood. Hence (it is sure) 
that they were not only deliberating, but also explaining them. 

According to others the statement “ Be deliberate in judg¬ 
ment ” means to teach that one shall be careful with his words, 
and also not to have an irascible manner against those who have 
received his words, for one who is easily provoked by those who 
have received his words often forgets his (original) words; for so 
we find with Moses, our master, who had forgotten his (origi¬ 
nal) words. (See Pesachim, p. 129: “ Resh Lakish said,” etc.) 

And where do we find that Moses was irascible with his 
hearers? It is written [Numb. xxxi. 14]: “And Moses was 
wroth. . . . Have you allowed all the females to live?” 

And it is written [ibid., ibid. 16]: “ Behold . . . through 

the counsel of Bil’am.” How so ? Infer from this that this was 
the advice of Bil’am given to Balak: “ These people, your ene¬ 
mies, are hungry for food and are thirsty for drink, as they have 
nothing but manna. Go and put up tents for them, place in 
them food and drink, and seat in them beautiful women, daugh¬ 
ters of nobles, so that the people may turn to Baal Peor. ” (This 
will be given in Sanhedrin in detail.) 

Now from this we may draw an a fortiori conclusion. If 
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Moses our master, the wisest of the wise and the father of the 
prophets, at the time he became angry at his listeners forgot his 
original words, so much the more would we commoners. From 
this we should learn how necessary it is to be careful and not 
irascible. 

Ben Azai says : Be careful in thy words, that thy hearers shall 
not err through them. 

” And erect safeguards for the Law .” That means that one 
shall make a safeguard to his words as the Holy One, blessed 
be He, has done. Adam the First made one to his; the Torah 
made one to its words; Moses and Job likewise made safeguards 
to their words, and so also the Prophets and Hagiographers have 
all made safeguards to their words. 

The safeguard that the Holy One, blessed be He, made is 
this [Deut. xxix. 23]: “ Even all the nations will say, wherefore 
hath the Lord done thus unto this land ?” Infer from this that 
it was known beforehand to Him, by whose one word the uni¬ 
verse was created, that the future generations will ask this; 
therefore he said to Moses: Write the answer for the future 
generations [ibid., ibid. 24, 25]: “ Then shall men say, because 
they have forsaken the covenant of the Lord, etc., and they 
went and served other gods and bowed down to them—gods 
which they knew not, and which he had not assigned unto 
them." 

We see, then, that the Holy One, blessed be He, made these 
answers, to prevent His people from incurring His wrath by 
their questions, and that they might live in peace. 

Adam the First’s safeguard to his words was thus [Gen. ii. 
16, 17]: “ And the Lord God commanded the man, saying, Of 
every tree of the garden thou mayest freely eat; but of the tree 
of the knowledge of good and evil, thou shalt not eat of it; for 
on the day that thou eatest thereof thou shalt surely die.” 

We see, then, that Adam did not want to give Eve the exact 
words he received, but he added [ibid. iii. 3]: “Ye shall not eat 
of it, neither shall ye touch it, lest ye die,” in order that they 
should take care even not to touch the tree. At that time the 
wicked serpent said to himself: “ As it is impossible for me to 
make Adam stumble (for he himself received the words from the 
Lord), I will make Eve stumble.” He sat by her and had a 
long conversation with her. He said to her: “ As thou sayest 
that the Holy One, blessed be He, has forbidden thee to touch 
it, see that I am touching it and will not die, and the same will 
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be with thee.” And so he did: he arose and shook the tree 
with his hands and feet till the fruit fell down. [According to 
others the serpent did not actually touch the tree at all, because 
as soon as the tree saw the serpent it stopped him and said: 
” Thou wicked one, do not touch me," as it is written [Ps. xxxvi. 
12]: “ Let not come against me the foot of pride, and let not 
the hand of the wicked chase me off.” Another explanation of 
the above passage is, that it has referred to Titus, who beckoned 
with his hand, and struck the altar, saying: “ Xvxosl A vxosl 
(wolf!) thou art a king, and I am a king, come and engage with 
me in battle. How many oxen were slaughtered upon thee; 
how many heads of birds were pinched off on thee; how many 
measures of wine were poured upon thee; how much incense of 
spices was burned upon thee, thou art the one who destroys the 
whole world,” as it is written [Is. xxix. 1]: ” Woe to Ariel, to 
Ariel, the town where David dwelt! Add ye year to year; let 
the festivals come round in order.”] 

The serpent said again to her (Eve): ” If thou sayest that the 
Holy One, blessed be He, forbade to eat it, see I eat of it, and 
do not die, and thou mayest do the same and thou wilt not die.” 
So Eve said to herself, the injunctions of my master are un¬ 
founded. [(There is a tradition that) at first Eve called Adam 
nothing but master.] She then herself ate of the fruit and gave 
it to Adam, and he too ate, as it is written [Gen. iii. 6]: ” And 
when the woman saw that the tree was good for food, and that 
it was pleasant to the eyes,” etc. 

With ten curses was Eve cursed at that time, as it is written 
[ibid., ibid. 16]: ” Unto the woman he said, I will greatly multi¬ 
ply thy pain and (the suffering of) thy conception; in pain shalt 
thou bring forth (children), and for thy husband shall be thy de¬ 
sire, but he shall rule over thee.” ” I will greatly multiply”— 
those are the two afflictions of blood that a woman has to suffer: 
that of her menstruation and that primce 7 ioctis . “ And thy 

suffering” means the rearing of children; ” and thy concep¬ 
tion ” means the pain of pregnancy. ” In pain shalt thou bring 
forth children ” is to be taken in its literal sense. ” And for thy 
husband shall be thy desire ” ; infer from this that the woman is 
longing for her husband during his absence on a journey. She 
is wrapped like a mourner, separated from all men as if she were 
in prison and as if she were excommunicated from all mankind. 
And who caused all this ? The words that Adam added: ” Ye 
shall not touch it.” From this they deduced the maxims that 
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if one makes a safeguard to his words (without stating that it is 
such) he cannot stand by it. Consequently they said that one 
must not add to what he has heard. Said R. Jose (this is what 
people say): 41 It is better to have a wall of ten spans which is 
solid, than one of a hundred ells which is tottering.” 

What were the thoughts of the wicked serpent at that time ? 
44 I will slay Adam and marry his wife, and I will be king of the 
whole world, I will walk erect, and will banquet on the best of 
the land.” Then the Holy One, blessed be He, said to him: 
44 Thou hast thought to slay Adam and marry his wife, there¬ 
fore I will put enmity (between thee and the woman); thou hast 
thought to be king of the world, therefore be thou cursed among 
all the cattle; thou hast thought to walk erect, therefore upon 
thy belly shalt thou go; thou hast thought to banquet on the 
best of the land, therefore dust shalt thou eat all the days of 
thy life.” 

R. Simeon b. Menassia says: 44 Woe that a great servant was 
lost to the world, for if the serpent had not been accursed, every 
one would have had two serpents in his house. He would send 
one to the West, and the other to the East, and they would 
bring him diamonds, precious stones and pearls, and all the valu¬ 
able things of the world, and no creature could stand against 
them, and furthermore they could be used instead of a camel, 
ass, and mule in the field, garden,” etc. 

R. Jehudah b. Bathyra says: 44 Adam was sitting in the Gar¬ 
den of Eden and the angels served him with roasted meat and 
chilled wine.” When the serpent saw this and observed this 
honor, he became jealous. 

How was Adam created ? The first hour his dust was gath¬ 
ered, the second the form was created, the third he became a 
body, the fourth his members were joined, the fifth the open¬ 
ings were developed, the sixth the soul was put unto him, the 
seventh he rose to his feet, the eighth Eve was mated to him, 
the ninth he was brought into the Garden of Eden, the tenth 
the command was given to him, the eleventh he sinned, the 
twelfth he was driven out and went away; this is what is writ¬ 
ten [Ps. xlix. 21]: 44 Ve Adam bikor bal yolin.” * (Adam, 44 Bal 
Yolin ” — he shall not stay over night.) [We have learned in 
Tract Rosh Hashana, p. 55: On the first day which psalm did 


* The translation of this passage is entirely different. The Talmud, however, 
interprets this to mean Adam the First, and takes it literally. 
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they say ? “ Unto the Lord belongeth the earth with what fill- 

eth it” [Ps. xxi. 17]; this was because He created and is still 
continuing to create, and He is judging the world. On the sec¬ 
ond day they said: “ Great is the Lord and highly praised, in 
the city of our God” [ibid, xlviii. 2]; it is because He divided 
all His creatures and became the one ruler of the universe. On 
the third they said: “God standeth in the congregation of 
God, in the midst of judges doth He judge” [ibid, lxxxii. 1]; 
it is because He then created the sea, the land, and the earth 
was rolled to its right place, and room was made for His congre¬ 
gation. On the fourth day they said: “ O God of vengeance, 
Lord! O God of vengeance, shine forth” [Ps. xciv. 1]; be¬ 
cause then He created the sun, the moon, the stars, and the 
planets which give light to the world, and the Lord will punish 
those who worship them. On the fifth they said: “ Sing aloud 
unto God our strength; shout joyfully unto the God of Jacob” 
[Ps. lxxxi. 2]; because He then created the birds, the fishes, 
and the great sea monsters, who (the birds) fill the world with 
song. On the sixth they said: “The Lord reigneth, He is 
clothed with excellency; the Lord is clothed, He had girded 
Himself with strength : (therefore) also the world is firmly estab¬ 
lished, that it cannot be moved.” Because then He finished all 
His work He became exalted and placed Himself on the loftiest 
point of the world. On the seventh they said : “ A psalm or song 
for the Sabbath day ” [ibid. xcii. 1]. A day of entire rest, when 
there is no eating nor no drinking and no traffick, but the 
upright sit with their crowns on their heads and are nourished 
from the glory of the Shekhina, as it is written [Ex. xxiv. 11]: 
“ And they saw (the glory of) God, and did eat and drink,” just 
like the angels.] 

Why was Adam created on the last hour of the sixth day ? 
In order that he might immediately partake of the sabbatical 
meal. 

R. Simeon b. Elazar said: Adam can be likened to an 
Israelite who married a proselyte woman, and he constantly 
sought to impress upon her mind the following regulations: “ My 
daughter, eat not bread when thy hands are unclean, eat not of 
fruits which were not tithed, do not violate the Sabbath, do not 
get into the habit of making vows, and walk not with another 
man. If thou shouldst violate any of the commands, thou wilt 
die.” Another one, who wished to mislead her, did those very 
things before her that she had been told were sinful: he ate 
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bread when his hands were unclean, partook of fruits which were 
not tithed, violated the Sabbath, etc., and thereby caused this 
proselyte to think that everything that her husband told her was 
entirely false, so she violated all his commandments. 

R. Simeon b. Johai said: The case of Adam can be likened 
to one who, when intending to leave his house, took a barrel and 
put therein a certain number of dates and nuts; then he caught 
a scorpion and put it in the top of the barrel, he covered it well 
and put it in a corner, and said to his wife: ” My daughter, 
everything I have in this house is placed at thy disposal, except 
this barrel, which thou must touch not at all.” As soon as her 
husband went away, she, however, opened the barrel, put her 
hand into it, and the scorpion bit her. She took sick and went 
to her bed. When her husband returned, he asked her what the 
trouble was. She said: ” I put my hand in the barrel, and the 
scorpion bit me, and I am dying.” He said to her: ” Did I not 
tell thee before that thou must not touch the barrel?” He 
became angry, and drove her out of his house. The same hap¬ 
pened to Adam when the Holy One, blessed be He, told him: 
” Of every tree in the garden thou mayest freely eat; but of the 
tree of the knowledge of good and evil, thou shalt not eat of it; 
for on the day that thou eatest thereof thou shalt surely die ”; 
but as soon as he did eat he was driven out of the Garden of 
Eden, and this is what the passage said [Ps. xlix.] (see above). 

On the same day on which he was formed, on the very same 
day his countenance was created; on the very same day he was 
made a body, and his members were joined and his openings 
developed, and on the very same day the soul was put unto 
him. On the same day he stood upon his feet, and Eve was 
mated to him. On the same day he pronounced the names of 
all the creatures, and on the very same day he was placed in the 
Garden of Eden and received the command (not to eat, etc.), 
and on the very same day he violated it and was driven out, to 
comply with what is written [Ps. xlix.] (see above). On the 
same day they went to bed two, and descended from the bed 
four. R. Jehudah b. Bathyra, however, says that they de¬ 
scended six (two sons and two daughters). On that day three 
sentences were pronounced over Adam, as it is written [Gen. iii. 
17, 18]: ” And unto Adam he said, because thou hast hearkened 
unto the voice of thy wife, etc., cursed be the ground for thy 
sake, in pain shalt thou eat of it, etc., and thorns and thistles 
shall it bring forth to thee, and thou shalt eat the herbs of the 
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field.” As soon as Adam the First heard that the Holy One, 
blessed be He, said: “ And thou shalt eat the herbs of the 
field,” he trembled in his whole body. He said before Him: 
“ Lord of the Universe, shall I and my cattle eat out of the 
same trough ?” Said the Holy One, blessed be He: “ As thou 
hast trembled, therefore in the sweat of thy face shalt thou eat 
bread ” [ibid., ibid. 19]. 

As Adam was laid under three sentences, likewise was it with 
Eve. As it is written [ibid., ibid. 16]: “ I will greatly multiply 
thy pain and (the suffering of) thy conception; in pain shalt thou 
bring forth children.” The first few days of menstruation are 
painful. So also are the first few moments of her sexual inter¬ 
course with a man. Also when the woman becomes pregnant, 
her face loses its beauty and becomes yellow the first three 
months. 

When evening drew near, and Adam, looking toward the 
west, saw that it was becoming darker and darker, he said: 
“Woe to me is this, because I have sinned, that the Lord 
darkens the world upon me!” He did not know that it was 
the course of nature. In the morning, when he saw it lighted 
up and the sun risen in the east, he rejoiced greatly. He built 
an altar and sacrificed on it as a burnt-offering an ox, the horns of 
which were formed before his hoofs. (Rashi explains this else¬ 
where as follows: All the creatures of the first days of creation 
were created in their full-grown sizes, and as the head was 
formed first the horns thereon preceded the hoofs in point of 
time. This means to say that Adam sacrificed an ox of the first 
creation.) As it is written [Ps. lxix. 32]: “ And this will please 
the Lord better than an ox or bullock having horns and cloven 
hoofs.” 

(There is a tradition) that the ox of Adam, the steer of Noah, 
the ram sacrificed by Abraham in place of his son, were all of 
the first creation, as it is written [Gen. xxii. 13]: “ And Abraham 
lifted up his eyes and saw, and behold, there was a ram Achar 
(another one, which signifies that it was one differing from the 
usual ones). At that time (of the sacrifice of the ox, the Holy 
One, blessed be He, became merciful to him and) three divisions 
of angels came down with harps, and psalteries, and all musical 
instruments, and they sang with Adam, as it is written [Ps. xcii. 
1-3] : “ A psalm song for the Sabbath day. It is a good thing to 
give thanks to the Lord, etc. To tell in the morning of thy 
kindness, and of thy faithfulness in the nights.” ” To tell in the 
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morning of thy kindness/’ this means the world to come, which 
is likened to the morning, as it is written [Lam. iii. 23]: “ They 
are new every morning, great is thy faithfulness ” ; and [Ps. xcii.] 
“And of thy faithfulness in the night ” means this world, which 
is likened to night, as it is written [Is. xxi. 11]: “The doom 
of Dumah. Unto me one calleth out of Se’ir, Watchman, 
what of the night ? Watchman, what of the night ? ” 

The Holy One, blessed be He, said then: “ If I will not pun¬ 
ish the serpent, that would be as if I Myself were destroying the 
world, because it would be said that the one that I set up as 
king over the entire world has disobeyed My command and ate 
of the forbidden fruit “ ; therefore immediately He turned to the 
serpent and cursed him, as it is written [Gen. iii. 14]: “ And the 
Lord God said unto the serpent,” etc. R. Jose said: “ If the 
serpent had not been cursed, the world would have been de¬ 
stroyed immediately afterward.” 

When God created Adam, He formed him with two counte¬ 
nances, front and back, as it is written [Ps. cxxxix. 5]: “ Behind 
and before hast thou hedged me in, and thou placest upon me 
thy hand.” And the angels came down to serve him, and the 
Holy One, blessed be He, took him under His wings, as it is 
written: “ And thou placest upon me thy hand.” 

According to others, from this passage is to be inferred that 
Adam and the Temple were both created with both hands. This 
view is supported by the following passages [Ps. cxix. 73]: “ Thy 
hands have made me and established me”; and it is also writ¬ 
ten about the Temple [Ex. xv. 17]: “ The sanctuary, O Lord, 
which thy hands have established.” 


Tosephtha—Aboth of R. Nathan . 

* What is the safeguard that the Torah made to its words ? 
It is written [Lev. xviii. 19]: “ And a woman in the separation 
of her uncleanness shalt thou not approach.” One might say 
it is allowed to embrace and kiss her, and converse with her, 
therefore it is written: “Shalt thou not approach”; lest one 
say it is allowed to sleep with her on one bed when they are 
both dressed, therefore it is written [Lev. xv. 33}: “ And of her 
that is suffering in her separation,” that means during all the 


* Chapter II. of the original. 
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days of her separation she shall be as if under a ban; * from this 
it may be said that a woman who makes herself homely during 
her separation does it in accordance with the will of the sages, 
and one that adorns herself during that time incurs the dissatis¬ 
faction of the sages. 

It happened that a man, although faithfully studying (the 
Bible), learning (the Mishna), and serving (in the colleges) of 
the sages, died in the prime of life. His wife used to take his 
phylacteries f and go around and visit all the synagogues and 
colleges, weeping and crying: 44 My masters, in the Law it is 
written [Deut. xxx. 20] : 4 For he is thy life and the length of 
thy days ’; now there is my husband, who read and learned much 
and served the sages, why did he die in the prime of life ? " And 
there was no one that gave her a satisfactory answer. Once she 
met Elijah the prophet, of blessed memory, and he said to her: 
“ My daughter, wherefore criest thou ?" and she made to him 
the same complaint. He then said to her: 14 What was his wont 
with thee in the first days of thy separation ?" She answered: 
44 Rabbi, he did not even touch me with his little finger; further¬ 
more, he told me, 4 Do not touch anything, that thou mayest not 
bring it into suspicion.' " 44 And what was his habit with thee 

in the last days of thy separation?" he said again. She an¬ 
swered: 44 Rabbi, I used to eat and drink with him, and to sleep 
with him fully dressed on the bed, and his body touched mine, 
but with no intention of anything else." Elijah then said: 
44 Blessed be the Omnipotent that killed him, because it is writ¬ 
ten [Lev. xviii. 19]: 4 Shalt thou not approach.' " 

It is written [ibid., ibid. 6]: 44 None of you shall approach 
to any that are near of kin to him." From this it was said one 
must not stay in a separate room with any woman in a hostelry, 
though she be his sister or daughter, because of public opinion. 
For the same reason one must not converse with a woman in the 
market, not even with his wife. For the same reason a man 
shall not walk behind a woman, even though she be his wife. 
This was deduced from the following analogy of expression: It 
is written in the passage of illegal unions, 44 Ye shall not ap- 


* In the ancient times, and even now in some places of the Orient, a woman in 
her separation must be separated and avoid all communication with anybody during 
the whole time. 

f We have explained it in our “ Philac. Ritus,” that at that time only great men 
were allowed to bear phylacteries, and therefore she took them to prove that her hus¬ 
band was one of them. 
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proach," and here is also written, " Thou shalt not approach/* 
from which it is to be inferred that one shall not approach such 
things as can cause him to sin (or cause people to talk about 
him). 

There is an ancient saying: Keep thyself apart from the 
abominable, and from things which are equal to it; and the 
sages explained it thus: Keep thyself from trivial sin, that it 
may not lead thee to a grave one. Run to perform a slight 
meritorious deed, for it will lead thee to the performance of a 
great one. 

It is written [Song of Songs, vii. 3]: “ Thy body is like a 
heap of wheat fenced about with lilies. " Thy body is like a 
heap of wheat" refers to the assembly of Israel, and " fenced 
about with lilies" refers to the seventy elders. Another expla¬ 
nation of the words, "Thy body is like a heap of wheat," is 
that they refer to the lenient religious duties which seem to be 
of no consequence; " fenced about with lilies," nevertheless 
when the Israelites perform them they bring them to the world 
to come. How so ? When one is with his wife in his house he 
can do with her what he pleases even during the separation, as 
there is nobody to control him or reprove him; but when he 
refrains from having intercourse with her until she submerge 
herself, he is doing so only because he is afraid of him who com¬ 
manded the submerging (in the legal bath); and the same is the 
case with the first dough, the first wool of shearing (no control 
can be exercised). Hence such duties, which are as light as 
lilies, bring the Israelites who perform them to the world to 
come. 

Which is the safeguard that Moses made to his words ? It 
is written [Ex. xix. 10]: " And the Lord said unto Moses, Go 
unto the people and sanctify them to-day and to-morrow. M As 
Moses the upright regarded it inexpedient to speak to the peo¬ 
ple in the manner God spake to him, he added one day of his 
own volition, and said to them [Ex. xix. 15]Prepare your¬ 
selves for three days."* Why did he do so? Because he 
thought it might happen that one could have seminal intercourse 
with his wife that day, and so they will receive the Torah when 
they are unclean; " therefore I will add a third day, that in all 
the three days they shall refrain from intercourse, in order that 


*Leeser translates "against” the third day, but the Talmud translates it as we 
give it. 
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they may be clean when receiving the Torah from Mount 
Sinai." 

This is one of the things that Moses did of his own accord 
by drawing an a fortiori conclusion (as will be explained farther 
on), and his act was afterward sanctioned by the Omnipotent. 
The same was the case with the breaking of the tables, with his 
leaving the Tabernacle, and with his separation from a woman. 
How so ? He said: " Since relative to the Israelites who were to 
be sanctified for the time being only, for the purpose of receiv¬ 
ing the ten commandments from Mount Sinai, the Holy One, 
blessed be He, said unto me, ‘ Go unto the people and sanctify 
them to-day and to-morrow,' how much more incumbent is it 
on me to be particular about the cleanliness of my person, as I 
must be ready for such a divine call every day and every hour, 
and do not know when He would speak to me by day or by 
night." And this was exactly in accordance with the will of 
God. R. Jehudah b. Bathyra, however, said: Moses did not 
leave his wife before he was told to do so by the Mighty One, 
as it is written [Numb. xii. 8]: " Mouth to mouth do I speak 
with him." It means, mouth to mouth have I told him to sepa¬ 
rate himself from a woman. According to others, it is from the 
following passage: It is written [Deut. v. 2 7]: " Go say to them, 
return ye unto your tents " ; and immediately after [ibid., ibid, 
v. 28]: " But as for thee, remain thou here by me." There¬ 
fore he returned and separated himself. This was exactly the 
meaning of this passage. 

The a fortiori in the case of the Tabernacle was thus : He 
said: As for my brother Aaron, who is anointed with the oil of 
anointment, and clothed in holy garments for service, the Holy 
One, blessed be He, regarding him said [Lev. xvi. 2]: " Speak 
unto Aaron thy brother, that he come not at all times into the 
holy place." Now I who am not chosen for such service, as I 
am not a priest, how much more reason is there for me to leave 
the Tabernacle ? He did so, and it was in accordance with the 
will of the Omnipotent. 

The a fortiori in the case of the tables was thus: It is said 
when Moses ascended on high to receive the tables [which were 
written and preserved since the creation of the world, as it is 
written [Ex. xxxii. 16]: "And the tables were the work of 
God, and the writing was the writing of God, engraved upon 
the tables," do not read “Charuth" (engraved), but Cheiruth 
(free), for every one who is studying the Law is a free man]. 
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The angels conspired against Moses, saying: # ‘ Lord of the Uni¬ 
verse, what is the mortal, that thou rememberest him?” etc. 
[Ps. viii. 5-9]. They murmured against Moses and said: What 
is the distinction of one born of woman, that he should come into 
the council on high ? As it is written [Ps. lxviii. 19]: ” Thou 
didst ascend on high, lead away captives, receive gifts.” He 
nevertheless took the tables and descended with great rejoicing. 
When he saw the contamination with which they had stained 
themselves in worshipping the golden calf, he said: If I should 
give them the tables, I impose upon them a responsibility which 
might result in capital punishment by divine power, for on the 
tables is written : 11 Thou shalt have no other gods before me ” 
[Ex. xx. 3]. He started to return, but the seventy elders saw 
him and ran after him, and grasped the tables on one end, the 
other end being still in Moses’ hand, and he overpowered them 
all, as it is written [Deut. xxxiv. 12] : “ And in respect to all that 
mighty hand, and in all the great, terrific deeds which Moses dis¬ 
played before the eyes of all Israel.” He looked at the tables, 
and saw that they were without writing upon them. He then 
said: How shall I give Israel the tables, now that they have no 
value ? I will rather break them. As it is written [Deut. ix. 17] : 
” And I took hold of the two tables, and cast them out of my 
two hands, and I broke them.” Said R. Jose the Galilean: I 
will explain this with a parable. A king said to his ambassa¬ 
dor: ” Go, betroth to me a maiden who is beautiful, chaste, 
and of pleasing manners. ” The ambassador went and betrothed 
such to him. Soon he found that she acted the harlot. The 
ambassador was in a predicament. ” What is to be done ? If I 
grive her the marriage contract now, I may subject her to cap¬ 
ital punishment. No,” he said, ” I will tear the marriage con¬ 
tract and thereby release her from my master and save her.” 
So Moses the upright said, as stated above: ” Rather will I seize 
and break them (the tables) and save the Israelites by enabling 
them, in case they should be charged with idolatry, to say: 
' Where are the tables ? They did not exist at all.’ ” 

R. Jehudah b. Bathyra said: Moses would not have broken 
the tables had he not been told by the Mighty One to do so, as 
it is written: ” Mouth to mouth do I speak with him”; that 
means, I told him to break the tables. According to others, that 
thought is expressed in the following passage [Deut. ix. 16]: 
“ And I looked, and behold, ye had sinned against the Lord.” 
He would not say ” I looked,” unless he saw the writing of the 
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tables flying away. Anonymous teachers find the same in the 
following passage [Deut. x. 5] : “ And they have remained there, 
as the Lord hath commanded me.” He would not have said 
he was commanded unless he had been told to break them. R. 
Elazar b. Azariah infers it from the following passage [ibid, 
xxxiv. 12]: '‘Which Moses displayed before the eye of all 
Israel ; or, All that Moses did was by the command of the 
Lord,” as in other cases Moses acted according to the command 
of God. [R. Aqiba infers it from the following passage: “ And 
I took hold of the two tables.” What can a man take hold of ? 
Only what he can destroy if he had not been commanded 
to do so he could not have been able to destroy a thing given by 
God). R. Meir infers it from the following passage: ” Which 
thou hast broken ; it really means, “ which thou didst break 
rightfully” (see Sabbath, p. 165).] 

Also Hezekiah, King of Judah, did four things of his own voli¬ 
tion which were in accordance with the will of the Lord (see 
Pesachim, p. 99 in the Mislina) : ” And Hezekiah prospered in 
all his works ” [II Chron. xxxii. 30]. 

What is the safeguard that Job made to his words ? (Let us 
see), it is written [Job i. 1]: ‘‘And this man was perfect and up¬ 
right, and fearing God, and eschewing evil.” We learn there¬ 
from that Job kept aloof from anything that led to sin, from 
abomination and from what is equal to it. It may be asked [if it 
is so, are not the terms” perfect ” and “ upright ” superfluous? 
(the words ” fearing God ” and “ eschewing evil,” are they not 
sufficient) ? Infer from this that the term ” perfect ” means that 
he was born circumcised. Adam the first man also came forth 
circumcised, as it is written [Gen. i. 27]: ‘‘And God created 
man in his image.” Also Seth was so born, as it is written 
[ibid. v. 3]: “And begat a son in his likeness, after his im¬ 
age.” Noah, too, was born circumcised, as [ibid. vi. 9] the 
term “ perfect ” was used in reference to Noah. Shem was also 
so born, as it is written [ibid. xiv. 18]: “ And Malkizedek, king 
of Salem.” * Jacob the patriarch was also so born, as the appel¬ 
lation “ perfect ” was also applied to him [ibid. xxv. 27]. And 
Joseph was also so born, as it is written [ibid, xxxvii. 2]: 
” These are the generations of Jacob: Joseph.” It ought to be 
the generation of Jacob : Reuben (as he was the first-born). 


* There is a tradition in the Talmud that Malkizedek is identical with Shem. 
Salem in Hebrew means also “ perfect." Hence the analogy. 
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Why is it Joseph ? Infer from this, that as Jacob was born cir¬ 
cumcised, so also was Joseph. And Moses was born circum¬ 
cised, as it is written [Ex. ii. 2]: ” And when she saw him, that 
he was a goodly child. What good could his mother see in 
him ? Was he then more beautiful than all mankind ? Say, 
then, lie was born circumcised. Also Balaam the wicked was 
born circumcised, as it is written [Numb. xxiv. 4]: Thus saith 
he who heareth the sayings of God.” (According to the tradi¬ 
tion of the Talmudists, one who is not circumcised could not 
hear the words of God, and as Balaam was a Gentile, and not 
circumcised by his parents, and yet he heard the words of God, 
consequently he must have been born circumcised.) Samuel 
was also born so, as he is also graced with the appellation good 
[I Sam. ii. 26]. David was also born so, traditionally, as (the 
support from Ps. xvi. 1 does not imply anything). Also Jere¬ 
miah was born circumcised, as it is written [Jer. i. 5]: ” Be¬ 
fore yet I had formed thee in thy mother's body I knew thee, 
and before thou wast yet come forth out of the womb I sancti¬ 
fied thee.” Also Zerubabel was born so, as it is written [Hag- 
gai, ii. 23]: “ On that day, saith the Lord of hosts, will I take 
thee , O Zerubabel, the son of Shealtiel, my servant."] And he 
(Job) said [Job xxxi. 1] : "A covenant have I made with my 
eyes: how then should I fix my looks on a virgin?” Infer 
from this that Job was so scrupulous with himself that he did 
not even look at a virgin. This is to be made an a fortiori con¬ 
clusion—namely, if a virgin whom he could marry himself, or 
to his son, brother, or relatives was not looked upon by him 
because he was so rigorous with himself, so much the more did 
he refrain from looking at a married woman. But what was the 
reason that Job was so rigorous with himself as regards looking 
at a virgin ? Because he thought, if I look at her to-day (and 
like her) and to-morrow she marries some one else, I will have 
looked on (and liked) a married woman. 

What safeguard have the prophets made to their words ? It 
is written [Is. xlii. 13]: ” The Lord—as a mighty one will he 
go forth, like a man of war will he arouse his vengeance : lie 
will shout, yea, raise the war-cry.” Is then the Lord as one 
mighty one ? Is He not stronger than all the mighty ones of 
the world put together ? The same is in Amos [iii. 8]: ” The 
lion hath roared, who will not fear ? the Lord Eternal hath spoken, 
who will not prophesy ?” Is then the voice of the Lord equal 
to one lion—is it not as of all the lions of the whole world put 
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together ? The same meaning is conveyed by the following pas¬ 
sage [Ezek. xliii. 2]: “ Behold, the glory of the God of Israel 
came from the way of the east; and his voice was like a noise of 
many waters; and the earth gave light from his glory/’ (Now 
let us see. We know from a tradition that the words) ” like a 
noise of many waters” mean the angel Gabriel; and by” the 
earth gave light,’’etc., is meant the appearance of the Shekhina. 
Is not here an a fortiori conclusion to be drawn ? Gabriel, who 
is only one of the thousands of millions of servants who minister 
before the Lord, if his voice reached from one end of the world 
to the other, so much the more would that of the King of kings, 
the Holy One, blessed be He, who has created the universe, who 
has created the higher and the lower; but the reason why the 
prophets spake so is, that only such things are mentioned that 
the eye of a human being can see, and only such things are writ¬ 
ten that the ear of a human being can hear. 

What was the safeguard that the Hagiographers made to 
their words ? It is written [Prov. v. 8]: ” Remove far from her 
thy way and come not nigh to the door of her house.” ” Re¬ 
move far from her thy way ” means heresy against which one is 
warned. Lest one say, I have confidence in myself and I am 
sure that it would not influence me, therefore it is written [Ps. 
ii. 19]: ” All that come unto her return not again, and they will 
not reach the paths of life.” [It is written [ibid. ix. 2]: ” She 
hath killed her cattle, she hath mingled her wine; she hath also 
set in order her table.” This refers to the wicked. When one 
goes away with them, they give him food and drink, they clothe 
and cover him, and give him plenty of money; but as soon as 
he becomes one of them, each one recognizes what belonged to 
him and takes it away from him. Concerning them it is written 
[ibid. vii. 23]: ” Till an arrow cleaveth through his liver, as a 
bird hasteneth into the snare, and knoweth not that it is done 
to take his life.”] 

Another explanation to the above passage is this: ” Remove 
far from her thy way ” refers to a harlot. When one is warned 
not to go in this market, and not to enter into that alley, as 
there is a celebrated and much-spoken-of harlot, and he says, 
I have confidence in myself even though I go there I would not 
be seduced by her; nevertheless they must say to him, Go not, 
for after all thou canst be seduced by her. Did not our sages 
say: ”A man shall not be in the habit of passing by the door of 
a harlot, for it is written [ibid. vii. 26] : 1 For many deadly 
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wounded hath she caused to fall: yea, very numerous are all 
those slain by her ’ ” ? 

What is the safeguard that the sages made to their words ? 
e.g ., the reading of Shema (see Berachoth), and so also have the 
latter sages made a safeguard to their words; and they have 
multiplied disciples who did the same thing. As to this, how¬ 
ever, the schools of Shammai and Hillel differ. The School of 
Shammai maintain that one shall teach only those who are 
wise, modest, rich, and come from a good family; the School of 
Hillel, however, hold that one may teach every one, as there 
were many transgressors in Israel, and after they had become 
upright, pious, and righteous men, engaged in the study of the 
Law, they had the good fortune that from them descended men 
of uprightness, piety, and righteousness. 


Tosephtha—Aboth of R. NatJia?i . 

* R. Aqiba said: " Whoever takes a coin from the fund in¬ 
tended for charity to the poor when he is not in need of it, will 
not die before he will really be in need of assistance/’ f He 
used to say: One that bandages his eyes or his shoulders, and 
says: “ Give charity to the blind or to the leper,” will in the 
end speak the truth—that is, he will be such. Pie also said: 
One that throws his bread on the ground, or scatters his money 
in his anger, will not die before he will be in actual need of 
assistance. He said again: One that tears his garments or 
breaks his vessels in his wrath, will eventually worship idols, for 
this is the way of the evil thoughts : to-day they urge him to 
tear his garments, and to-morrow they will advise him to wor¬ 
ship idols. And again: One that is desirous that his wife shall 
die in order to inherit her property, or to marry her sister, or 
one who is desirous that his brother shall die in order to marry 
his wife, in the end will be buried by them. Regarding such it 
is written [Eccl. x. 8]: ” He that diggeth a pit will fall into it; 
and him who breaketh down a fence, a serpent will bite him.” 

(Here follows a repetition of a Mishna in Baba Kama, which, 
according to our method, we have omitted.) 

* Chapter III. of the original. 

f In a Mishna at the end of Tract Pcah it is stated the reverse, viz.: That one 
who needs charity and refuses to take it will not depart from this world until he will 
be in a position to give charity. 
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R. Dostai b. Janai said: Though thou hast chosen and sown 
in the first quarter, sow also in the second : perhaps a hail might 
destroy the first, but the second will be preserved ; for thou 
knowest not which will succeed, whether this or that, or both 
may be preserved, and both of them will be alike good, as it is 
written [Eccl. xi. 6]: In the morning sow thy seed, and in the 
evening let not thy hand rest.” And even though thou hast 
sown in the first and second quarters, do not neglect to do so 
also in the third, as it may happen that a blast might destroy 
the first, but the latter will be preserved, as is said in the pas¬ 
sage just mentioned. 

R. Ishmael b. R. Jose said: The above passage refers to 
study, thus: Study the Law in thy old age, even if thou hast 
studied it in thy youth. Do not say: " I do not want to study 
when I am aged ” ; but study it always, because thou knowest not 
which will succeed. If thou hast studied the Law in years of 
plenty, do not count it for the years of famine. The study dur¬ 
ing times of ease does not count for those of distress, because 
one thing done in distress is better than a hundred in ease, as it 
is written [ibid.]: “ In the morning sow thy seed, and in the 
evening let not thy hand rest.” R. Aqiba also said the same. 

R. Meir said : When thou hast studied under one master, say 
not: ” It is enough,” but go and study under another ; yet do 
not go to all of them, but only to those who were near to the 
Law from the start (meaning a scholar from a scholarly house), 
as it is written [Ps. v. 15]: “ Drink water out of thy own cis¬ 
tern, and running water out of thy own well.” 

It is a duty to study under three masters, such as R. Eliezer, 
R. Joshua, and R. Aqiba, as it is written [Ps. viii. 34] : 44 Happy 
is the man that hearkeneth unto me, waiting day by day at my 
gates, waiting at the posts of my doors.” * Because thou canst 
not know which master’s teaching will remain with thee, or per¬ 
haps all are good, as may be learned from the above-mentioned 
passage. 

R. Joshua said: ” The same passage applies also to this: 
Marry a woman in thy youth; marry one also (if need be) when 
you are old; beget children in thy youth, and do so also in thy 
old age. Do not say, I will not marry again as I have children, 
but marry and beget more children, as you do not know which 
of them will be the good.” 

* This is inferred from the superfluous letter and fl ; as “ gates,” is also 

plural, not less than two, from the added 1 and J"1 they deduce one more. 
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He used also to say: 44 If thou hast given a coin to a poor 
man in the morning, and another one begs of you in the even- 
ing, give him also, as thou knowest not whether both will be 
benefited by thy donation, and whether both are alike deserv¬ 
ing, as it is written: 44 In the morning sow thy seed.” * 

It happened that a pious man who used to spend much in 
charity, while aboard a ship encountered a great storm, and the 
ship foundered. R. Aqiba saw him go down, and came to tes¬ 
tify before the court in order that his wife might marry again. 
Before the court adjourned, the man came and stood before 
them. Said R. Aqiba to him: 44 Did you not sink into the 
sea?” He answered: 44 Yea.” 44 And who brought thee out 
of the sea?” R. Aqiba asked again. He answered: 44 The 
charities that I have given have saved me from the sea.” 
44 Whence dost thou know this?” He said: 44 When I went 
down in the deep, I heard the noise of the waves. It seemed to 
me that they said to each other: This man has done charity all 
his days (and they actually threw me on land).” R. Aqiba then 
arose and said: Blessed be the Lord the God of Israel, who 
has chosen the words of the Torah and the words of the sages, 
for they are preserved everlastingly. As it is written [Eccl. xi. 
i]: 44 Cast thy bread upon the face of the waters; for after many 
days wilt thou find it again.” It is written again [Prov. x. 2]: 
44 And charity will deliver from death.” 

It happened that to Benjamin the upright, who was the 
treasurer of charities, there came a woman and asked for food, 
lie said: 44 I assure you that the treasury is empty.” She said: 
44 Rabbi, if thou wilt not help me, thou wilt kill a widow and her 
seven children.” He then fed them at his own expense. Years 
afterward Benjamin the upright fell ill, and he suffered very 
much on his sick-bed. Said the angels before the Holy One, 
blessed be He: 44 Lord of the Universe, Thou hast said: He 
who preserves one soul of Israel is regarded (by Scripture) as if 
he preserved an entire world. Benjamin the upright, who has 
preserved a widow and seven children, (is entitled) so much more 
to such consideration, yet he is pining on the couch of a painful 
disease.” They implored the mercy of God in his behalf, and 
His decree was annulled, and twenty-tvo years were added to 
his life. 


* We omitted the narrative of a pious man who was compelled to stay over night 
in a cemetery, as its proper place is in Berachoth. 
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Mishna B. Simeon the Just was one of the remnants 
of the Great Assembly. His motto was: “ The order 
of the world rests upon three things : on law, on wor¬ 
ship, and on bestowal of favors.” 

Tosephtha—A both of R. Nathan. 

* “ Up 07 i the Torah.” How so ? It is written [Hosea, vi. 6]: 
“ For piety I desired, and not sacrifice; and the knowledge of 
God more than burnt-offerings. ” Infer from this that the burnt- 
offering is more favored than ordinary sacrifices, because it is all 
burnt up in the fire, as it is written [Lev. i. 9]: ” And the priest 
shall burn the whole on the altar/' and elsewhere [I Sam. vii. 
9]: “ And Samuel took the sucking lamb and offered it for an 
entire burnt-offering unto the Lord/’ Yet the study of the 
Law is more acceptable in the sight of the Lord than burnt- 
offerings, because he who is studying the Torah knows the will 
of the Lord, as it is written [Prov. ii. 5] : “ Then wilt thou under¬ 
stand the fear of the Lord, and the knowledge of God wilt thou 
find.” From this it may be inferred that when a sage lectures 
to the public it is accounted to him in Scripture as if sacrificing 
fat and blood upon the altar. 

Two scholars studying together, when a bride or a bier carry¬ 
ing a corpse passes before them, must observe the following rule: 
If the bride has all she needs to feel that she is such, and if the 
dead has all that is needed for decent burial, the students shall 
not interrupt themselves; but if such be not the case, let them 
suspend their study and go to add to the joy of the bride and to 
do honor to the dead. [It happened that a wedding procession 
passed by while R. Tarphon was studyingwith his disciples, and 
he directed that the bride be brought up to his house, and he 
told his mother and his wife to wash, anoint, and ornament her, 
and to dance for her until she should reach her groom. Accord¬ 
ing to Elias Wilna.] 

It also happened that, while R. Judah b. Ilai was teaching 
his disciples, a wedding procession, which had not sufficient fol¬ 
lowers, passed by, and he with his disciples took part in the pro¬ 
cession until the bride passed. 

It happened again that while the same was engaged in teach¬ 
ing his disciples, a bridal party passed by. He asked: ” What is 


* Chapter IV. of the original. 
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that ? ’ ' and they answered: 44 A bridal party/' He then said: 
" My sons, arise, evince your interest in the bride." So we find 
that the Holy One, blessed be He, bestowed His favor upon a 
bride, as it is written [Gen. ii. 22] : " And the Lord God formed 
the rib." And in the cities by the sea a bride is called Beniatha , 
44 the formed one." If He has done so, how much more reason 
is there for us so to do ? Infer from this that the Lord formed 
Eve and ornamented her like a bride, and brought her to Adam, 
as it is written [ibid.] : " And brought her unto Adam." Only 
once has the Lord become a mediator to Adam; henceforward 
man must procure a mediator for himself, as it is written [ibid., 
ibid. 23]: " Bone of my bones, and flesh of my flesh." Once 
only was Eve formed out of Adam; henceforward man betroths 
the daughter of his fellowman. 

" On service." How so ? As long as the service of the Tem¬ 
ple existed, the world was blessed for the sake of its inhabitants, 
and the rain came down in due season, as it is written [Deut. 
xi. 13, 14]: 44 I love the Lord your God, and to serve him 
. . . that I will send rain for your land in due season." 
But when the service of the Temple ceased, the inhabitants were 
not blessed, and the rain did not come down in due time, as it 
is written [ibid., ibid. 16]: 44 Take heed to yourselves that your 
heart be not deceived . . . and he will shut up the heavens 

that there be no rain." Also Haggai said [ii. 15, 16]: 44 Direct, 
I pray you, your heart from this day and upward, before the 
time that a stone was laid upon a stone in the temple of the 
Lord : since those days were, when one came to a heap of sheaves 
of twenty (in number), and there were but ten; when he came 
to the wine-press to draw off fifty measures out of the vat, and 
there were but twenty." [Why was it not said of the wine-press 
also " twenty, and there were but ten," the same as of the 
wheat ? Because the wine-press is a better sign than the wheat. 
There is a tradition that when the vine is spoiled it is a bad sign 
for the current year.] 

Said the Israelites before the Holy One, blessed be He: 
"Lord of the Universe, why hast Thou done thus to us?" 
The Holy Spirit answered: "Ye looked for much, and, lo, it 
came to be little, . . . because of my house that lieth in 

ruins, while ye ran every man unto his own house " [Haggai, i. 
9]. " If ye will employ yourselves with the service of the Tem¬ 

ple, I will bless ye as heretofore," as it is written [ibid. ii. 18, 
19]: 44 Direct, I pray, your heart . . . from the four and 
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twentieth day of the ninth month, even from the day that the 
foundation of the Lord’s temple was laid. ... Is the seed 
yet in the barn ? Y r ea, as yet the wine, and the fig-tree, and 
the pomegranate, and the olive-tree have not brought forth; 
(but) from this day will I bless you.” Infer from this that there 
is no service which is favored by the Lord more than the Tem¬ 
ple service. 

4< Upon bestowal of favors .” How so ? It is written [Hosea, 
vi. 6]: 44 For kindness I desired, and not sacrifice.” Moreover, 
at the beginning the world was created with kindness, as it is 
written [Ps. lxxxix. 3]: 44 To eternity will kindness be built up 
( e.g. f the world is built up with kindness), the heavens—yea, in 
these wilt thou establish thy faithfulness.” 

R. Johanan b. Zakkai once went out of Jerusalem, followed 
by R. Joshua, and seeing the destroyed Temple, R. Joshua 
said: 44 Woe to us, that this is destroyed, the only place where 
the sins of the Israelites were atoned!” R. Johanan corrected 
him, saying: 44 My son, do not grieve over it. We have other 
means of atonement as effective—namely, bestowal of favors, as 
it is written [Hosea, vi. 6]: 4 P"or kindness I desired, and not 
sacrifice.’ As we find with Daniel, who was occupied in doing 
good. And what good did he do ? He certainly did not sacri¬ 
fice burnt-offerings and voluntary offerings, as he was in Babylon, 
and with regard to the place of sacrifice, it is written [Deut. xii. 
13, 14]: 4 Take heed to thyself that thou offer not thy burnt- 
offerings in every place which thou mayest see; but in the place 
which the Lord will choose in one of thy tribes, there shalt thou 
offer thy burnt-offerings.’ What good, then, did he do? He 
rejoiced with people in their joy, he wept with them in their sor¬ 
row, he helped and cheered poor brides, he honored the dead by 
following them to the last resting-place, he gave material aid to 
the needy, and prayed three times every day, and his prayers 
were received with favor, as it is written [Dan. vi. 11]: 4 And 
three times every day he kneeled upon his knees, and prayed, 
and offered thanks before his God,’ etc.” 

When Vespasian came to destroy Jerusalem, he said to the 
inhabitants: 44 Fools, wherefore do ye seek to destroy this city 
and to burn the Temple? All I want of you is to send me a 
bow or an arrow— i.e. y to acknowledge my dominion over you. 
I will leave you in peace.” They, however, said: 44 Just as we 
killed the two who came before thee, so will it be with thee.” 
When R. Johanan b. Zakkai heard this, he invited the leaders of 
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Jerusalem to a conference, and said unto them: “ My sons, why 
should you occasion the destruction of the city and insist upon 
it, as it were, that the Temple be burnt ? All the enemy wants 
is that you send to him a bow or an arrow, and is willing on that 
condition to depart.” But they answered him in the manner they 
answered Vespasian. The latter had spies within the walls of 
Jerusalem, and whatever they heard they wrote upon an arrow 
and threw it outside the wall. In this manner Vespasian learned 
that R. Johanan b. Zakkai was friendly to Caesar (and so he 
really was, and confessed it frankly to the leaders of Jerusalem). 
When R. Johanan b. Zakkai saw that his efforts during several 
days in succession to win the leaders for peace proved futile, for 
the leaders did not listen to him, he sent for his disciples, R. 
Eliezer and R. Joshua, and said: “ My sons, try to take me out 
of here. Make me a coffin, and I will sleep in it.” They did 
so, and R. Eliezer held the coffin by one end, and R. Joshua 
held it by the other, and thus carried him at sunset to the gates 
of Jerusalem. When the gate-keepers asked them whom they 
had there, they answered: “ A corpse ; and you know that a 
corpse cannot remain in Jerusalem over night.” They were 
allowed to go, and they carried him till they came to V espasian. 
There they opened the coffin, and he arose and introduced him¬ 
self to Vespasian, who said: “ Since thou art the Rabban Jo¬ 
hanan-b. Zakkai, I give thee the privilege to ask a favor of me.” 
He answered: ” I request nothing but that the city of Jamnia 
shall be free to me to instruct there my disciples. I will build 
there a prayer-house, and will perform all the commandments 
of the Lord.” Hereupon Vespasian said: It is veil. Thou 
mayest go thither, and undisturbed carry out the object of thy 
desire.” R. Johanan b. Zakkai then asked permission to say 
something to Vespasian. This having been granted, he said: 
“ I can assure you that you will become a king.” How dost 
thou know it ?” He answered: ” We have a tradition that the 
Temple will not be delivered to a common man (in the name of 
the king), but to the king himself.” As it is written [Is. x. 34] : 
“ And he will cut down the thickets of the forest with iron, and 
the Lebanon shall fall by (means of) a mighty one. It was 
said that scarcely had a few days elapsed when a messenger came 
from the city of Rome with the tidings that Caesar was dead, 
and the resolution was adopted that Vespasian be his successor. 

* Elsewhere the Talmud explains that Lebanon means the Temple, and “mighty 

one ” a king. 
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At the time when Jerusalem was taken, R. Johanan b. Zak- 
kai, with a trembling heart, was sitting and watching as Eli did, 
as it is written [I Sam. iv. 13]: “ Lo, Eli was sitting upon a 
chair by the wayside, watching; for his heart was anxious for 
the ark of God.” When he heard that Jerusalem was destroyed 
and the Temple burnt, he and his disciples tore their garments, 
wept, cried, lamented, and said: * * Open thy doors, O Lebanon ! ’’ 
[Zech. xi. 1]—that is, the Temple; “ and the fire shall eat on thy 
cedars ”—that is, the priests of the Temple, who took the keys 
and threw them up high and said, before the Holy One, blessed 
be He: “ Lord of the Universe, here are the keys which thou 
hast intrusted us with, as we were no faithful treasurers and we 
are no longer worthy to do the work of the King and to eat at 
his table.” 

Abraham, Isaac, and Jacob, and the twelve tribes all wept, 
cried, lamented, and said [ibid. 2, 3]: “ Wail, fir-tree, for fallen 
is the cedar; those that were mighty are despoiled,” etc. ” Wail, 
fir-tree, for fallen is the cedar ”—that is, the Temple; ” those that 
were mighty are despoiled,” applies to Abraham, Isaac, Jacob 
and his twelve sons. ” Wail, O ye oaks of Bashan”—that is, 
Moses, Aaron, and Miriam; ” for the impervious forest is come 
down ”-—that is, the Holy of Holies; " the noise of the wailing 
of the shepherds, for wasted is their glory”—that is, David and 
Solomon his son; “ the noise of the roaring of young lions, for 
wasted is the pride of the Jordan ”—that is, Elijah and Elisha. 

In three things has the Holy One, blessed be He, made man¬ 
kind differ one from the other: in voice, behavior, and features. 
” In voice”: for what purpose? The Holy One, blessed be 
He, has varied the voices of mankind one from the other, to 
prevent the generations from adultery; because if it would not 
be so, when a man would leave his house, some one else might 
come in (in the night time) and do violence to his wife; but 
as the voices are different, she could recognize that of her 
husband. 

“ In behavior”: for what purpose ? The Holy One, blessed 
be He, has varied the behavior of mankind one from another, 
to prevent jealousy; if not so, mankind would be jealous of each 
other; therefore the behavior of one is different from that of 
another. ” In features”: for what purpose? The Holy One, 
blessed be He, has varied the features of mankind that the 
women might recognize their husbands, and the men their wives, 
otherwise all would be mixed up. 


TRACT ABOTH. 


27 


Mishna C. Antigonus of Socho, who received it from 
Simeon the Just, was in the habit of saying : “ Be not like 
slaves who serve their master for the sake of the compen¬ 
sation ; be like such servants as labor for their master 
without reward ; and let the fear of Heaven be upon you.” 

TosephtJia—Aboth of R. Nathan. 

The fear of God shall be upon you, that your reward may 
be double in the world to come." Antigonus from Socho had two 
disciples, who were studying his words. They communicated 
them to their disciples, and they in turn to theirs, who sought 
the reason which prompted the sage to make such an utterance. 
“ Wherefore,” they asked, ” have our ancestors said such a 
thing ? Is it possible that a laborer will work all day, and not 
expect to be rewarded in the evening?” What if they had 
known that there is a hereafter, and that there will be a resur¬ 
rection ? They would in that case not have expressed themselves 
in that manner. The result was, that these disciples deviated 
from the path of the Torah, and formed two new schools with 
exclusively worldly tendencies, that of the Sadducees and that 
of the Baitusees : Sadducees—because the name of the founder 
of their school was Zadok; and Baitusees—because the name of 
the founder of their school was Baitus. They surrounded them¬ 
selves with pomp and the brilliancy of shining metals, gold and 
silver, not so much for the delight and pleasure which they de¬ 
rived from those things as to spite the Pharisees, who deprived 
themselves of enjoyment here, in order to inherit the w r orld to 
come, which in their opinion was a mere delusion. 

Mishna D . Jose b. Joezer of Zereda and Jose b. Jo- 
hanan of Jerusalem received from them. Jose b. Joezer 
used to say: “ Let thy house be the meeting place of the 
wise ; sit gladly at their feet, and drink in their words 
with avidity.” 


Tosephtha—Aboth of R. Nathan. 

f “ Thy house shall be the meeting-place for the wise." What 
does this mean ? That the house should be for the use of 


Chapter V. of the original. 


f Chapter VI. of the original. 
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scholars, their disciples and their disciples, in the sense that 
one man says to the other: “ I shall wait for you at that place.” 
Another explanation of that phrase is this: If a scholar comes 
to thee for the purpose of being instructed by thee, and thou 
art able to comply with his wish, do so; if thou art not able to 
teach him, dismiss him at once. Neither shall he sit before 
thee on the bed, chair, or bench, but on the floor ; and every 
word that thou utterest he shall receive with awe, terror, fear, 
and trembling. 

“ Sit gladly at their feet." It means that when a renowned 
scholar comes to the city you shall not say: “ I need him not,” 
but go to him; and do not sit before him on the bed, chair, or 
bench, but on the floor; and every word that comes from his 
lips, receive with awe, terror, fear, and trembling, for so our 
ancestors received the Torah from Mount Sinai. According to 
another explanation the words: ” Sit gladly at their feet,” are 
referred to Rabbi Eliezer, and the words: ” Drink their words 
as a thirsty man drinks water,” are referred to Rabbi Aqiba. 

For how did R. Aqiba begin his wonderful career ? (Was it 
not in the manner hinted in the above words ?) It has been said 
that when he was forty years old he had not learned yet any¬ 
thing. (At that age, however, he conceived the idea of applying 
himself to study.) It once happened that, standing at a well, he 
asked: ” Who has made that hollow in the stone ?” The peo¬ 
ple whom he asked answered: ** The water which continuously, 
day after day, falls upon it.” They also said (by way of re¬ 
proach): ” O Aqiba, it is strange that thou knowest not the 
passage in Scripture which reads: ‘ Water weareth out stones 
[Job, xiv. 19]. Aqiba then drew an a fortiori conclusion. He 
said : ” If the soft has so much power over the hard as to bore 
it (water over stone), how much more power will the Torah, the 
words of which are as hard as iron, have over my heart, which is 
flesh and blood ? ” He at once turned to the study of the Law. 
He and his son * went to a school where children were instructed, 
and addressed one of the teachers: ” Master, teach me Torah.” 
Aqiba and his son took hold of the slate, and the teacher wrote 
upon it the alphabet, and he quickly learned it; and then wrote 
it in the reversed order, and learned as fast; then he learned the 
Book of Leviticus, and proceeded from one book to the other, 

* According to this legend, R. Aqiba had a son before he married the daughter 

of Calba Shebua, and thus can be explained the question of Tossaphat in Sabbath, 
old edition io6£, beginning with the paragraph, “ R. Joshua b. Karelia.” 


v 
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until he finished the study of the Bible. He then sat down at 
the feet of R. Eliezer and R. Joshua, and said: “ Masters, I beg 
of you to open to me the underlying principal Mishnayoth.” As 
soon as they recited one Halakha to him, he went away; and, 
contemplating what they had told him, a new realm of thought 
was open to him. He saw that there must be a reason why this 
thing was written here; why this thing was written there, and 
why this thing has been said so and not otherwise, and why it 
has been said at all. He went back to his masters questioning, 
and made them rise and deliberate. 

Rabbi Simeon b. Elazar said : I shall illustrate this point with 
the following parable: A stone-cutter who was doing his work 
in the mountains was once seen standing upon a rocky height, 
knocking off small pieces thereof. “What art thou doing ?” 
people asked him. His answer was: “ I am trying to uproot 
this mountain and throw it into the Jordan.’’ They laughed at 
him. He, however, continued his work; knocked off piece after 
piece, and when he had reduced the mountain to a big rock, he 
planted himself against it, and pushed and pushed until he had 
uprooted the rock, and then threw it into the Jordan, saying: 
“ This is not thy place, that one is.” So has R. Aqiba done 
too, with R. Eliezer and R. Joshua (he compelled them to im¬ 
prove and to rectify their method). 

Said R. Tarphon to him: Aqiba, to thee applies the follow¬ 
ing passage [Job, xxviii. 11]: “ The various droppings of water 
he uniteth into streams, and what is hidden he bringeth forth to 
light.” Things which were hidden from mankind, R. Aqiba 
brought forth to light. 

Every day during the entire time of his learning he used to 
cut a bundle of straw, half of which he would sell for his needs 
and the other half he used for light. His neighbors murmured, 
saying: “Aqiba, thou greatly dost annoy us with the smoke; 
rather sell it to us, and buy oil with the money and study by its 
light.” He answered them : “ The straw supplies me with many 
things: first, it gives me light for studying; secondly, I warm 
myself by its flame; and, thirdly, I make my bed on it when 
I go to sleep.” 

In the world to come, R. Aqiba will be a menace to the poor 
who have neglected study.* When they will be questioned why 


* See Section Moed, Vol. VI., Tract Yoraah, p. 49, that it is Iiillel who will be a 
menace to the poor. 
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they had not studied the Lav/, and they shall answer because 
they were poor and had to work for a livelihood, then R. Aqiba 
will be held up to them as one who was also poor and wearied, 
and yet did study; and if they should say because of their little 
children, again R. Aqiba will be pointed to, who had many sons 
and daughters, and yet supported them and his wife Rachel. 
At the age of forty Rabbi Aqiba began his studies, and at the 
end of thirteen years he lectured in public. It was said that he 
did not leave this world until he had tables of gold and silver, 
and also golden step-ladders to ascend to his bed. His wife 
went out with an ornament of gold which represented “ Jerusa¬ 
lem ” on her head; and when his disciples said to him: “ Rabbi, 
thou hast put us to shame by the profuse jewelry thy wife is 
wearing,” he answered: “She has undergone much suffering, 
great troubles and privations, for the sake of my study.” 

Not less astonishing is the beginning of the literary career of 
Rabbi Eliezer. He was twenty-two years old when, for the first 
time, he felt a desire for study; and when he intimated to his 
father that his intention was to sit at the feet of R. Johanan b. 
Zakkai, his father Hyrcanus told him to plough a full Maanah 
(a piece of land) without eating anything. R. Eliezer got up 
early in the morning and did the will of his father, but then left 
him. It is said that that day was Friday, and that he went in 
the evening to his father-in-law to eat. Others say that he did 
not eat at all, that he fasted from the sixth hour of the eve of 
Sabbath to the sixth hour from the expiration of Sabbath. On 
the road he saw something which looked to him like food—it is 
said that it was cow-dung—he picked it up and put it to his 
mouth. He continued his journey, and finally came to the place 
where R. Johanan b. Zakkai had his residence and his school. 
R. Eliezer remained over night at an hostelry in the neighbor¬ 
hood. In the morning he sat at the feet of the great sage, and 
whose attention he attracted by the offensive odor that came 
from his mouth. R. Johanan, attributing the bad smell to an 
empty stomach, said to him: “ Hast thou eaten anything to¬ 
day ? ” R. Eliezer made no answer. Again the master put the 
same question to him, and again he was silent. His host was 
sent for, of whom the sage inquired whether Rabbi Eliezer par¬ 
took of any food at his place. “ No, he did not,” the host said. 
“ I did not offer him any food, thinking that he might eat with 
the Rabbi.” “ And I,” the Rabbi said, “ did not offer him 
any food, assuming that he had eaten at your place. But while 
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we are conversing Eliezer is starving." (Food was given to 
Eliezer, and then) Rabbi Johanan blessed Eliezer, and said unto 
him: "As thy offensive odor is the result of privation for the 
sake of study, may thy name shine forth with the glory of 
scholarship." 

Hyrcanus was angry at his son for the course he had taken, 
and made up his mind to disgrace and disinherit him. But it 
came to the ears of R. Johanan what Hyrcanus resolved upon 
to do. It was the day when R. Johanan was lecturing to the 
great men in Israel that Hyrcanus meant to punish his disobe¬ 
dient son. And the Rabbi appointed watchmen, and advised 
them: 44 Should Hyrcanus come, do not allow him to enter the 
auditorium." They tried to carry out his instruction. But 
Hyrcanus managed to push himself through and to reach the 
seats of Ben Zizith Ha Kesseth, Nakdimon b. Gurion, and Calba 
Shebua, where he sat down with trembling. It is said that on 
that occasion R. Johanan threw glances of affection at Eliezer, 
and requested him to open an argument. Modestly did R. 
Eliezer attempt to decline the honor, saying that he did not 
know howto begin. But the master and his disciples prevailed, 
and Eliezer rose and discussed things in an astounding manner, 
and every subject he touched upon and elucidated pleased Rabbi 
Johanan to such an extent that he got up and kissed him on the 
forehead. But Rabbi Eliezer remarked: 44 Master, everything 
I said I have learned from thee." Before adjournment Hyr¬ 
canus, Eliezer’s father, got up and said: 44 Masters, I had come 
here with the intention to disgrace my son Eliezer by disinherit¬ 
ing him; but now, however (after I have seen this), I say that 
all my properties shall be given to him, and his brother shall get 
none of them." 

(It is mentioned that Hyrcanus took his seat by Zizith Ha 
Kesseth, etc., and is explained why he was so called; but as it is 
not completed here, the full explanation is given in Tract Gittin.) 

Concerning Nakdimon b. Gurion, it was said that the bed¬ 
ding of his daughter was of the value of twelve thousand golden 
dinars from the city of Tyre, and a golden dinar of Tyre she 
used to spend for spicing the cookery for every week. She was 
a childless widow, and was waiting for her brother-in-law to 
marry her. 

And why was he named Nakdimon ? Because the sun hast¬ 
ened for his sake. (See Vol. VIII. of Section Moed, Tract 
Taanith, pp. 51, 52.) 
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Why was he called Calba Shebua ? Because whoever entered 
his house hungry as a dog, left satiated.* When Vespasian 
came to destroy Jerusalem, the zealous fanatics were going to 
burn all his wealth. Said he to them: “Wherefore are ye 
destroying this city, and are going to burn my wealth ? Wait 
until I find out what I have in my house.” He found that he 
had food for twenty-two years, of which at least one meal a 
day could be had by each inhabitant of Jerusalem. He at once 
gave orders to thresh, to sift and to grind, to knead and to 
bake, and prepared food for twenty-two years for every one in 
Jerusalem, but they paid no attention to him. What did the 
Jerusalemites do ? They brought the wagons, sawed them, and 
smeared them with clay. They also did more than this: they 
boiled straw and ate it, and every Israelite who took part in the 
war was placed on the city walls. Said one: If any one give 
me five dates, I will go down and bring back five heads of the 
enemy. He received five dates, and he went down and took 
five heads of Vespasian's men. When Vespasian observed their 
excrement, and found there was nothing cereal in it, he said 
to his army: “ If those who eat nothing but straw are still 
slaughtering so many of you, if they would eat and drink as you 
do, how many more of you would they have killed ?'' 


Mishna E. Jose b. Johanan of Jerusalem was in the 
habit of saying : “ Let thy house be so wide open that the 
poor may enter it as were they inmates there ; and do not 
hold too much discourse with woman.” The sages have 
cautioned against talking too much with one's own wife. 
An inference can then be made with regard to talking with 
the wife of a neighbor. Hence the wise man said : “ The 
man who does talk overmuch with woman causes evil unto 
himself, makes himself insusceptive of the words of the 
Thora, and in the end will be an heir to Gehenna." . 

Toscphtha—A both of R. Nathan . 

t “ Thy house should be wide open." This means that one's 
house should be wide open south, east, west, and north, as was 

* Calba t means “ dog ” ; Shebua, “ satiated.” 
f Chapter VII. of the original. 
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the house of Job, which had four entrances made, so that the 
poor should not have the trouble of walking around the house 
looking for the entrance, but should find it whichever way they 
came without any difficulty. 

44 As were they inmates there ” [literally: 44 The poor shall be 
of thy household”]. It is not meant that the people of thy 
house shall be poor, but that the poor shall speak of what they 
ate and what they drank in thy house as they used to tell what 
they ate and drank in the house of Job. And when they met 
one another on the road, and asked, 44 .Whence do you come ?” 
the answer was: 44 From the house of Job.” 44 Whereto are 
you going ? ” 44 To the house of Job.” Job’s house was in a 

measure the house of the poor. 

When the great afflictions came upon Job, he prayed before 
the Holy One, blessed be lie: 44 Lord of the Universe, have I 
not fed the hungry and have I not given drink to the thirsty ?” 
as it is written [Job, xxxi. 17]: 44 Or if ever I ate my bread alone 
and the fatherless did not eat thereof.” 44 And have I not 
clothed the naked ?” as it is written [ibid., ibid. 20]: 44 And if 
he have not been warmed with the fleece of my sheep.” (Never¬ 
theless I am so punished.) The Holy One, blessed be He, an¬ 
swered him: Job, as yet thou hast not reached one-half of the 
performances of Abraham. Thou sittest and waitest in thy 
house, and wayfarers enter. The one who is used to wheat- 
bread gets wheat-bread, one who is used to meat gets meat, one 
who is used to drink wine gets wine. Not so Abraham. He 
was in the habit of going out of his house to hunt up wayfarers, 
whom he brought under his roof, and entertained them in a 
better manner than they had been accustomed to. He ofTered 
wheat-bread, meat, and wine to those who at home lived on 
coarser food. Moreover, he built booths on the road and sup¬ 
plied them with refreshments, and those who entered ate and 
drank, and blessed God for it. He was favored by heaven, and 
all that the heart desired and the mouth asked for was to be 
found in Abraham’s house, as it is written [Gen. xxi. 33] : 44 And 
Abraham planted an (orchard) in Beer-Sheba. ” (The let¬ 
ters of the word are the initial letters of the words rb'zx, 

rvnt^ eating, drinking, and accompanying. Hence the 

above statement.) 

44 Teach thy household humility .” For if he is humble, the 
members of his household are also humble, and the consequence 
then is that if a poor man comes to the door and asks: 44 Is your 
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father at home?” they answer: “Yes, sir. Please walk in.” 
As soon as he enters he finds a set table, and eats and drinks, 
and blesses heaven for the enjoyment afforded him.” When, 
however, one is not humble, and the members of his household 
are irascible, the outcome then is that if a poor man asks: “ Is 
your father at home ?” they answer harshly: “ No,” and assail 
the poor man with angry and menacing words. 

Others take the words: “ Teach the members of thy house¬ 
hold humility,” to mean this: When a man is humble and the 
members of his household are also so, the result is that when he 
has to go away to countries on the other side of the sea, he says: 
“ I thank thee, Lord my God, that my wife is at peace with her 
neighbors”; and so his mind is tranquil when he is away from 
home. But when one is not humble and the members of his 
household are irascible, it follows that when he has to go away 
to countries on the other side of the sea he has to pray: “ May 
it be Thy will, Lord my God, that my wife shall not quarrel 
with her neighbors, and my children shall not quarrel among 
themselves”; his heart is always trembling and his mind is 
restless until he returns. It has been said: “And prolong 
not converse with a woman.” It means not even with his 
own wife, much less with the wife of his neighbor; for he who 
holds much discourse with a woman causes evil to himself, 
neglects the teaching of the Law, and finally he is doomed to 
Gehenna. 

Another explanation of the above saying is, that when one 
enters the house of learning and is not treated with the honor 
due to him, or has a quarrel with his neighbor, he should not in¬ 
form his wife of what took place, for in informing her he dis¬ 
graces himself, and so also his neighbor; and his wife, who has 
heretofore respected him, will now laugh at him. When his 
neighbor hears of this, he says: Woe to me, words which were 
strictly between him and me, he revealed to his wife. The con¬ 
sequence of this is that he degrades himself, his wife, and his 
neighbor. 

Mishna F. Joshua b. Pera’hia and Nithai the Ar- 
belite received from them. The former used to say: 
“ Get thee a wise teacher, acquire a comrade, and judge 
every one by his good qualities (z\e., from his favorable 
side),” 
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TosephtJia—Aboth of R. Nathan . 

Get thee a wise teacher." This means that one should 
procure a constant teacher of whom he should learn the Scrip¬ 
ture, Mishna, Midrash, Halakhoth, and Agadoth. What he 
has left unexplained in the Scripture, he will finally explain in 
the Mishna, what is unexplained in the Mishna will be explained 
in the Halakha, and what is unexplained in the latter will be 
explained in the Agadah. The consequence of all this is, that 
one acquires all he desires in his own place and is full of bless¬ 
ings. 

R. Meir used to say: One that learns the Torah of one 
teacher, may be compared to one who has one field, part of 
which he sowed with wheat and part with barley; in one part 
he planted olives, and in another fruit-trees. And so this man 
acquires wealth and blessings. The one, however, who studies 
under two or three masters is to be compared to one who has 
many fields: in one he sows wheat, in another barley; in one 
he plants olives, and in the other fruit-trees. And so this man 
has to go from place to place in many countries, and has no 
enjoyment of his wealth. 

It is said: “ Win a friend/' How is a friend won ? This is 
to teach us that a man has to acquire an associate with whom 
he should eat, drink, read, learn, and sleep; to whom he should 
reveal his secrets, the secrets of the Torah, and the secrets of 
every-day life. The good to accrue from such an intimacy is 
that, if one of them should blunder in the recital of a traditional 
law or in the division of chapters, or one should declare anything 
which is unclean as clean, and vice versa , and anything which is 
prohibited as permissible, and vice versa , his associate will cor¬ 
rect him. How do we know that, if the associate really turns 
his attention to the mistake and sets him right, both will be 
rewarded greatly for their good endeavor ? We learn it from 
the biblical passage which reads [Eccl. iv. 9]: “ Two are better 
than one"; that is to say, the efforts of both will be crowned 
with success. 

When three are sitting and studying the Law together, the 
Holy One, blessed be His name, accounts it to them as if they 
had formed a league for His praise, as it is written: “ He that 
buildeth in the heavens his palace and established on earth his 


* Chapter VIII. of the original. 
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tabernacle/ ’ From this passage thou art to learn that if three 
sit and study together it is accounted to them as if they con¬ 
stituted a league to glorify the Holy One, blessed be He. 

When two persons are studying the Law together their 
reward will be received above, as it is written [Mai. iii. 16]: 
41 Then conversed they that fear the Lord one with the other: 
and the Lord listened and heard it, etc. But what is meant 
by the words: 44 They that fear the Lord” ? That when they 
have made up their mind to redeem the captives and release the 
prisoners, and the Holy One, blessed be He, has given them the 
opportunity to do so, they embrace it at once. What is meant 
by the words: 14 And for those who think after his name” ?* 
They whose thought of doing the above-mentioned great things 
never ripens into firm resolution, but are doubtful in the Lord 
whether they will succeed, and therefore the Lord gives them 
not the opportunity, and they are lost before doing anything 
they thought of doing. Also an individual who engages in the 
study of the Law, his reward is marked in Heaven, as it is writ¬ 
ten [Lam. iii. 28]: 44 That he sit in solitude because he hath laid 
it upon him.” This is illustrated by the following anecdote: A 
man had a little son whom he left alone when he went to attend 
to some business. The boy, instead of spending his time in 
play, took a scroll and spread it upon his knees, and thus he sat 
and studied. When his father returned and found his son in 
that commendable position, he joyfully said: 44 See what my 
little son has done! Left alone, he took to study of his own 
accord.” Even so the Almighty regards an individual who is 
absorbed in holy thought. His reward is marked in Heaven. 

4 4 Judge every one from his favorable side . ” It happened that 
a girl was led in captivity, and two pious men went to redeem 
her. One of them entered into a house of harlots. When he 
came out again, he said to his companion: 44 What were thy 
suspicions of me (when you saw me enter this house)?” He 
said: 44 I thought you went to investigate what sum her ransom 
would be.” He answered: 44 I assure you that so it was. As 
thou hast judged me from my favorable side, so may the Lord 
judge thee in the same manner.” 

It happened, again, that a maiden was led into captivity, and 
two pious men went to redeem her. One of them was suspected 


* The Talmud translates “think after” (doubt), but Leeser translates it 

“ respect.” 
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as a robber, and was confined in prison, and his wife brought 
him food and water every day. One day he asked her: “ Go to 
my companion and tell him that I am in prison because I went 
to redeem the maiden in question, and he who intended to take 
part in it is doing nothing and pays no attention to her.” She 
rejoined: “Thou art in prison, and thou think about foolish 
things?” She therefore did not listen to him. He again re¬ 
quested her to go and to notify his companion, and finally she 
did so. What did this man do ? He took gold and silver, and, 
accompanied by other people, came and released them both. 
When he was released he said: ” Let this maiden sleep with 
me* in bed with her clothes on.” In the morning he said: 
" Let me go and dip (in a legal bath), and let her do the same.” 
They did so. He then said to them: ” Of what did ye suspect 
me when I went to dip myself?” They answered: “We 
thought that in all the days thou wast in prison thou wert hun¬ 
gry and thirsty, and now, when thou hast seen fresh air, thou 
hast grown hot and perhaps thou hast become Kcri . ” “And 
what did ye suspect when she was dipped ?” They answered: 
“ We thought that in all the time that she was in prison among 
the idolaters, she was compelled to eat and drink with them, and 
you therefore ordered her to dip for the purpose of purification.” 
He then rejoined: “ I assure you such was the case, and as you 
have judged me favorably, so may the Lord judge you.” 

Not only were the upright people of former times themselves 
very strict and particular, but also their cattle were so. There 
is a tradition that the camels of Abraham our father never 
entered a place where there were idols, as it is written [Gen. 
xxiv. 31]: ” While I have cleaned the house, and room for the 
camels.” The first part of this passage relates that he cleared 
the house from Teraphim; but what is meant by the second 
part, which seems to be superfluous ? Infer from this, that the 
camels did not enter the abode of Laban the Aramite until all 
the idols were cleared away. 

It happened that the ass of R. Hanina b. Dosa was stolen 
by robbers. They tied him in the yard, and put straw, barley, 
and water before him; but he neither ate nor drank. They said 
then: ” If we leave him here, he will die and infect the yard.” 
Therefore they opened the gate and let him out, and he went 
on rejoicing until he reached the place of R. Hanina b. Dosa. 


* lie did so in order to prevent others from doing her violence. 




33 


THE BABYLONIAN TALMUD. 


When the latter’s son heard his voice, he said to his father: “ Is 
not the voice of this ass similar to that of ours ? ” He rejoined : 
” My son, hasten to open the gate for him, or else he will die of 
hunger.” He did so; he put food and water before him, and 
he fed and drank. Hence the above saying: ” In former times 
the upright men were pious, so were their cattle.” 


Mishna G. Nithai the Arbelite was accustomed to 
say: “ Keep aloof from a wicked neighbor, associate not 
with a sinner, and never consider thyself exempt from 
God's chastisement.” 

Tosephtha—Aboth of R. Nathan . 

Keep aloof from a wicked neighbor. This means any 
bad neighbor in the house, or outside, or in the field. ” In the 
house,” because plagues come only in the house of the wicked, 
as it is written [Prov. v. 22]: ” His own iniquities will truly 
catch the wicked.” Infer from this, that the plagues come only 
for the sins of the wicked. The sins of the wicked have caused 
the demolition of the wall of the upright. For instance, if 
leprosy breaks out on the wall of the house of the wicked, which 
is also the wall of the adjoining house of the upright, the entire 
wall must be demolished. Hence the wall of the upright is de¬ 
molished for the sins of the wicked. That is what R. Ishmael, 
son of R. Johanan b. Brokah, said: ** Woe to the wicked, and 
woe to his neighbors.” 

With ten trials have our ancestors tried the Ploly One, 
blessed be He, but they were punished only for one of them, 
which is calumny. They are as follows: One at the sea, one at 
the beginning of the manna period and one at the termination of 
it, one at the first and last appearance of quails, and at Marah, 
at Rephidim, one at Horeb, one on the occasion of the golden 
calf, and one when they sent spies. That of the spies was the 
hardest of all, as it is written [Numb. xiv. 22]: ” And (they) 
have tempted me these ten times, and have not hearkened to 
my voice.” It is also written [ibid., ibid. 37]: ” Even those 
men that had brought up the evil report of the land died by the 
plague before the Lord.” From this is drawn an a fortiori con- 


* Chapter IX. of the original. 
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elusion: If on account of the land, which has no mouth to talk 
with, no countenance and no shame, the Holy One, blessed be 
He, punished the spies who made it suffer, how much the more 
reason is there for the Holy One, blessed be He, to avenge the 
suffering of one who has been slandered and put to shame by 
his neighbor. 

R. Simeon said: Slanderers are punished with plagues, for 
we find that Aaron and Miriam, who slandered Moses, were 
stricken with plagues, as it is written [ibid. xii. i]: 41 And Mi¬ 
riam and Aaron spoke against Moses/’ Why is Miriam men¬ 
tioned before Aaron ? Infer from this, that Miriam made the 
beginning. (How so ?) What she had heard from Zipporah 
[the wife of Moses] she told to Aaron, and they both spoke 
against this upright man; therefore plagues came upon them, 
as it is written [ibid. xii. 9]: 44 And the anger of the Lord was 
kindled against them , and he went away.” For what purpose is 
it written: 44 and he went away” ? To intimate that the anger 
was removed from Aaron, and placed upon Miriam, because 
Aaron did not go into such details of the matter as did Miriam; 
therefore she was punished more. Miriam said: 44 Although I 
have not separated myself from my husband, still the Lord has 
spoken to me.” Aaron said: 44 The word of the Lord came to 
me, although I have not separated myself from my wife; and 
also to our ancestors came the word of the Lord, although they 
were not separated from their wives; but he (Moses) who is too 
proud in his mind separated himself from his wife.” Further¬ 
more, they judged him not in his presence but in his absence, 
and by a mere supposition. From this draw an a fortiori conclu¬ 
sion: If Miriam, who had spoken against her brother (secretly), 
and not in his presence, was so severely punished, how much 
severer must be the punishment of a common person who speaks 
against his neighbor in his presence and shames him. 

[At that time Aaron said to Moses: ” Moses, my brother, 
dost thou think that the leprosy is placed on Miriam’s flesh 
only, it is also on the flesh of our father Amram.” This is to 
be compared to one who takes a live coal in his hand, and even 
if he keeps on turning it from one place to another, still every 
place it touches is blistered (and as Miriam is the flesh and blood 
of our father, the leprosy afflicts also his flesh), as it is written 
[ibid., ibid. 12]: 44 Let her not be as a dead-born child.” At 
the same time, Aaron began to appease Moses, saying: 44 Moses, 
my brother, have we ever injured anybody in the world ? ” He 
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said : 44 No, you have not/’ 44 Now then/’ he said, 11 if we have 
not injured anybody else, how could we intend to do an injury 
to our own brother ? But what can we do ? Shall, through this 
error, our brotherly covenant be abolished, and our own sister 
be lost ? ” Then Moses made a circle, entered in it, and prayed 
for his sister and said: 44 I will not stir from here till she be 
healed,” as it is written [ibid., ibid. 13]: 44 O God, do thou heal 
her, I beseech thee.” The Holy One, blessed be He, then said 
to Moses: 44 If a human king would rebuke her, or her own 
father would do this to her, would she not be ashamed seven 
days ? Now if I, who am the King of the kings of kings, rebuke 
her, were it not proper that she should be ashamed fourteen 
days ? Yet for thy sake I will forgive her,” as it is written 
[ibid., ibid. 14]: 44 If her father had spit in her face,” etc. 

44 But the man Moses was very meek ” [ibid., ibid. 3]. Shall 
we assume that he was meek, but not beautiful and praised ? Is 
it not written [Ex. xl. 19]: 44 And he spread the tent over the 
tabernacle”? As the Tabernacle was ten ells in height, so was 
Moses. Shall we assume that he was as meek as the angels, 
since it is written [Numb. xii. 3]: More so than any man ” ? 
Consider that man is said, but not angels. Perhaps you think 
that he would have been considered meek in the former gener¬ 
ation. Mark that it is written [ibid.]: 44 Upon the face of the 
earth,” implying only his own generation. [But what is meant 
by 44 he was meek ” ? . . . There are three kinds of leprous 

people: moist, dry, and polypous (ulcer in the nose), yet Moses 
was humbler than the afflicted.] 

R. Simeon b. Elazar said: Leprosy comes also for the sin of 
slander, as we find in the case of Gehazi, who slandered his 
master, and was so punished, as it is written [II Kings, v. 27]: 
4 4 May then the leprosy of Naaman cleave unto thee . . . 

and he went out from his presence a leper, (white) as snow.” 

He also used to say that leprosy came upon those who were 
haughty, for so we find in the case of Uzziyahu, as it is written 
[II Cliron. xxvi. 16-19]: 44 His heart was lifted up to his de¬ 
struction, unfaithful against the Lord his God, and went into the 
temple of the Lord to burn incense upon the altar of incense. 
And there went in after him . . . the leprosy even broke 

out on his forehead.” At this time the Temple was split for 
a distance of twelve square miles, and the priests hurried out. 
44 And he also made haste to go out, because the Lord had afflicted 
him. And he was a leper until the day of his death, and dwelt 
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in the leper-house as such; for he was excluded from the house 
of the Lord, and Jotham his son was over the king’s house, 
(and) judged the people of the land ” [ibid. 20, 2i]. 

“ And thou sJialt not associate with a sinner .” By this is 
meant, that one should not attach himself to a bad or wicked 
man, as we find with King Jehoshaphat, who became attached 
to Ahab and went up with him to Ramoth-Gilead, and there 
was a wrath over him from before the Lord. The same was the 
case when he became a party to King Ahazyahu, with whom he 
made ships in ’Ezyon-geber, which the Lord broke down, as it 
is written [II Chron. xx. 37]: “ Because thou hast connected 
thyself with Ahazyahu, the Lord hath broken down thy work. 
And the ships were wrecked.” And so we find with Amnon, 
who associated with Jonadab, and received from him wicked 
advice, as it is written [II Sam. xiii. 3]: “ But Amnon had a 
friend whose name was Jonadab, the son of Shim’ah, David’s 
brother; and Jonadab was a very sensible man—sensible in 
wickedness, as it is written [Jer. iv. 22]: Wise are they to 
do evil.” According to others, it is meant that one shall not 
associate with the wicked, even to study the Torah. 

0 Do not consider thyself exempt from God's chastisement .” 
How so ? One should always fear in his heart every day lest 
affliction come on him to-day or to-morrow, for thus it is writ¬ 
ten about Job [Job, iii. 25]: “What I greatly dreaded,” etc. 
Another explanation of it is: If one sees that he is successful in 
all that he undertakes, he should not say: “ I deserve it all; the 
Lord gives me food and drink (as interest), and the principal 
remains for the world to come”; but he shall be afraid and 
think: “ Perhaps I possess but one desert and all the reward for 
it is given to me in this world, so that I have no claim in the 
world to come.” 

Mishna //. Jehudah b. Tobai and Simeon b. Shata’h 
received from them. The former was wont to say : “ Make 
not thyself as those that predispose the Judges,* and while 
the litigants stand before thee let them be in thine eyes 
as guilty ; and when dismissed from before thee let them 

* The Hebrew term is Kehorkhe Iladaionin . This translation is according to 
Rashi. Maimonidcs explains it as follows : “ Do not make thyself as those who 
instruct the litigants what to plead.” The explanation, however, of the ancient sages 
will be found in the Gemara. 
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be in thine eyes as righteous, because that they have 
received the verdict upon them.” 

Simeon b. Shata’h used to say : “ Interrogate the wit¬ 
nesses very closely, and be careful with thy words, lest 
they be put by them on the track of falsehood.” 

Tosephtha—AbotJi of R. Nathan. 

* “ Make thyself not as those that predispose the judges." 
Learn from this, that when entering a college and hearing there 
a saying or a Halakha, thou shalt not be hasty in answering, 
but sit and think over the reason why they have said so [and 
from what sources they derived such judgment; also investigate 
about which Halakha they were questioned, and also consider 
the time when it happened]. When two litigants come before 
thee for judgment, one of whom is poor and the other rich, say 
not: “ How shall I declare the poor innocent, and the rich 
guilty, or vice versa? If I declare one of them guilty, he will 
become my enemy"; neither say: “How shall I take away 
one's money and give it to the other? " for the Torah said [Deut. 
i. 17]: “ Ye shall not respect persons in judgment." 

According to others, for what purpose is the following pas¬ 
sage written: “ The small as well as the great shall ye hear" 
[ibid.] ? That means that both litigants shall receive the same 
treatment: one shall not be allowed to sit down while the other 
is standing, or one shall not be allowed to plead at length while 
the other shall be directed to be short in his pleading. 

Said R. Jehudah: “ I have heard say that it is not forbidden 
to have both litigants sit down (at the hearing), but what is for¬ 
bidden is, to allow one to sit down while the other one is directed 
to be standing," etc. From the above passage is to be inferred 
that the treatment must be alike, even if one of the litigants is 
a great man. The case of a common man shall be as carefully 
considered as that of a great man. The lawsuit of a very small 
amount shall receive the attention of a lawsuit of a great sum of 
money. 

He also used to say: Whoever would have told me before 
I had entered this great position, “ Enter," I would have chal¬ 
lenged him, and now that I am the incumbent hereof, should 
anybody dare to tell me to abandon it, I would be of a mind to 


* Chapter X. of the original. 



TRACT ABOTH. 


43 


throw at his head a kettle of boiling water, for there is a diffi¬ 
culty in the ascent, but when one has reached the top, it is as 
hard for him to descend. So we find it was with Saul, that 
when he was told to ascend the throne he hid himself, as it is 
written [I Sam. x. 22]: “And the Lord said, Behold, he hath 
hidden himself among the vessels”; but when told to give up 
the crown, he followed David even to take his life. 

Simeon b. Shata’h said : Examine the witnesses very closely, 
but while thou art so doing, be careful with thy words on ac¬ 
count of the deceivers. Thy words may give them the clue to 
lying. 


Mishna L Shemayah and Abtalion received from 
them. The former was in the habit of saying : “ Love 
work and hate to attain superiority, and see to it that 
your name be not known to the government.” * 

Tosephtha—Aboth of R. Nathan . 

f “ Love work .” How so ? That is, one should love work; 
at all events, he ought not to hate it, for as the Torah was given 
in a covenant, so was labor, as it is written [Ex. xx. 9, 10]: 
“ Six days shalt thou labor, and do all thy work, but the sev¬ 
enth day is the Sabbath in honor of the Lord thy God.” 

Said R. Aqiba: There comes a time when one does his work, 
and thereby escapes death; and on the other hand there comes 
a time when one does no work, and incurs the penalty of death 
by heaven. How so ? One who is idle the whole week and has 
nothing to eat on the eve of Sabbath, but having in his posses¬ 
sion consecrated money misappropriates it for his own use, in¬ 
curs the penalty of death by heaven; but if he was making 
repairs in the Temple, and is paid with consecrated money and 
uses it, he escapes the death penalty. 

R. Dostai said: “ How can it happen that one who did no 
work all the six days shall finally be compelled to labor all seven 
days ? Strange as this appears, yet it may happen. For in¬ 
stance, a man who did no work during the week, Friday comes 


* />., do not get into such affairs as will cause the government to investigate 
about you. The commentators, however, interpret this otherwise. See Gemara. 
f Chapter XI. of the original. 
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and he has nothing to eat. He starts to look for work, but is 
seized by conscription officers, who, holding him by an iron 
chain, compel him to make up on Sabbath for what he neglected 
during the six days.” 

R. Simeon b. Elazar said: Even Adam the First tasted noth¬ 
ing before he performed some work, as it is written [Gen. ii. 15]: 
“ And put him into the garden of Eden, to till it and to keep 
it”; and afterward he was commanded: ” Of every tree in the 
garden thou mayest freely eat” [ibid., ibid. 16]. 

R. Tarphon said: Even the Holy One, blessed be He, rested 
not His Shekhina in the midst of Israel before some work was per¬ 
formed by them, as them is written [Ex. xxv. 8] : ** And they shall 
make me a sanctuary; and I will dwell in the midst of them.” 

Rabbi Jehudah b. Bathyra said: What shall one do who is 
without work ? (Let him seek it, and he will find it.) Let him 
see whether there is no demolition in his yard or field, and em¬ 
ploy himself in that manner, as it is written [ibid. xx. 9] : Six 
days shalt thou labor, and do all thy work.” Wherefore is it 
said, ” And do all thy work”? R. Tarphon said: One is 
doomed to death only through idleness. R. Jose the Galilean 
explained (the saying of R. Tarphon) thus: If one through idle¬ 
ness stood upon the edge of a roof, castle, or building, or upon 
the edge of a river and fell down and died, his death was caused 
through idleness. 

R. Nathan said: Moses worked at the Tabernacle without 
consulting the princes of Israel, who right along thought that at 
any moment he might solicit their cooperation. When they 
heard the voice which went throughout the camp proclaiming 
that the material prepared was sufficient for all the work, they 
cried: ” Woe to us, that we have not participated in the work 
of the holy Tabernacle.” They, therefore, rose and added a 
great thing of their own accord, as it is written [Ex. xxxv. 27] : 
” And the princes brought the onyx stones.” 

” Do not care for superiority." It means that one must not 
place the crown merited by him upon his own head, but should 
let others do it, as it is written [Prov. xxvii. 2] : ” Let another 
man praise thee, and not thy own mouth; a stranger, and not 
thy own lips. ” 

R. Aqiba said: One that makes himself superior to the 
Law is compared to a putrefied carcass which lies in the road, 
so that every passer-by puts his hand to his nose and hastens 
away, as it is written [Prov. xxx. 32]: ** If thou hast become 
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degraded by lifting up thyself, or if thou hast devised evil, put 
thy hand to thy mouth.'' Said Ben Azai to him: The sense of 
this passage seems to be thus: One who degrades himself for the 
sake of the Law, and eats decayed dates, and dresses in worn-out 
clothes, and is watching at the door of the sages, the passers-by 
call him an idiot, but be sure that in the end it will be found 
that he is full of knowledge. This is what people say: One who 
makes himself superior to the Law will finally be put down, and 
one who lowers himself for the sake of the Law will finally be 
greatly elevated. 

“And see to it that your name be not known to the govern¬ 
ment . ” One should not have the ambition to be prominent 
among government officials, otherwise they will become jealous 
of him, slay him, and confiscate his property. Neither shall one 
proclaim his neighbor’s name to the government; that is, one 
shall not say: ” May the Lord protect so and so, from whose 
house to-day went out a hundred oxen, a hundred ewes, and a 
hundred goats,” etc., as it may happen that just at that time 
the officer passes by and hears this and reports it to his chief, 
and the latter surrounds his house and takes away all he has. 
As to this, the following passage applies [Prov. xxvii. 14]: 
“ When one saluteth his friend with a loud voice ... it 
will be counted a curse to him.” According to others, the word 
Rashuth means not the government but publicity, and the pas¬ 
sage is to be construed thus: If one’s friends say publicly in the 
market: ” May God protect so and so; to-day he brought into 
his house many measures of wheat and barley,” etc., etc., rob¬ 
bers may hear of it and come in the night, surround the house, 
and take away all he possesses, and in the morning he has noth¬ 
ing left. Of him it is said in Scripture: ” When one saluteth 
his friend with a loud voice,” etc. 

Others, again, say that it means the government, and the 
expression ” he shall not announce,” etc., means one shall not 
endeavor to be a solicitor for the governor of the city or his vice, 
for they rob the money of Israel. 

Still another explanation is: One shall not seek any govern¬ 
ing power, for although in the beginning it appears very pleas¬ 
ing, in the end he will find it very burdensome. 

Mishna J. Abtalion was wont to say : “ Ye wise, be 
guarded in your words ; lest you load upon yourselves 
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the penalty of exile and be exiled to the place of evil 
waters ; and the disciples that come after you may drink 
and die, and the name of Heaven be profaned/’ 

Tosephtha—Aboth of K. Nathan . 

44 Ye wise men , be guarded in your words .” Perhaps they 
will decide something in your name which will not be according 
to the teachings of Law, and ye will become liable to the pun¬ 
ishment of exile, and be banished to a place where the water is 
bad. What is meant by 44 bad water” ? It is permissible to 
say that it has reference to the vices of that place, as it is writ¬ 
ten [Ps. xvi. 35]: 44 And they will mingle with the nations and 
will learn their doings.” Some think that it is to be taken lit¬ 
erally. Others, however, think that it refers to hard labor. 


Misiina K . Hillel and Shammai received from them. 
Hillel said : “Be a disciple of Aaron, love peace, pursue 
peace, love all men too, and bring them nigh unto the 
Law.” 

Tosephtha—Aboth of R . Nathan . 

* 44 Love peace." How so ? One should love to see peace in 
Israel and peace everywhere, as Aaron loved peace, about whom 
it is written [Mai. ii. 6]: 44 The love of truth was in his mouth, 
and falsehood was not found on his lips; in peace and equity 
he walked with me, and many did he turn away from iniquity.” 
When Aaron went on the highway and met a wicked man, he 
bade him peace in the customary form of salutation. The result 
was that that man reformed. For when he was about to com¬ 
mit a sin, he remembered that Aaron the high-priest saluted 
him, and would say: 44 Woe, if I sin, how will I dare to raise 
my eyes and look Aaron in the face, who was so friendly to 
me?” and thus he is prevented from sin. 

Likewise, when two men quarrelled with each other (and it 
came to the ears of Aaron), he went to one of them and said: 
44 My son, see what thy neighbor does. He beats his breast, 
tears his clothes and cries, saying: 4 Woe is me! How will I 
dare to lift up my eyes to look my neighbor in the face ? I am 


* Chapter XII. of the original. 
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ashamed of myself, for it is I who wronged him/ " Thus Aaron 
allayed the bitterness of that man's feeling. Then Aaron went 
to the other man and addressed him in the same style, and like¬ 
wise pacified his heart. When those two men met, they no 
longer eyed one another as enemies, but embraced and kissed 
each other, as friends do. Because of Aaron's peace-making, 
it is written about him [Numb. xx. 29]: " They wept for Aaron 
thirty days." 

The passages about the mourning of Moses and Aaron are 
differently written. About Aaron it is written " even all the 
house of Israel," which includes also women; about Moses, 
however, it is written only, " and the children of Israel," which 
excludes women. To explain this, there are different opinions. 
Some say because Moses, who was a true judge and judged justly 
without favoritism, used to rebuke the sinner and say to him: 
Thou hast sinned in so and so. Aaron, however, when judg¬ 
ing them, judged them truly, but at the same time he did not 
rebuke them, even when the sinners were males, much less when 
they were females. And, secondly, many thousands were named 
Aaron, after the high-priest. For were it not for Aaron they 
would not have been brought to the world at all, as Aaron's 
special efforts were directed toward making peace between man 
and wife, so that if, after that, a child was born to them they 
named him after their peace-maker. 

According to others, the reason why even all the house of 
Israel wept is because they had seen Moses our master sitting 
and weeping, and who then would not weep ? And they also 
saw Elazar and Pinechas, who were high-priests, weeping, and 
who would not weep with them ? 

Then Moses desired to die the same death that Aaron died. 
Why so ? Because it was said that Moses saw his bier decked 
out with great pomp and many divisions of angels lamenting 
over him. And although Moses never expressed that wish, but 
only thought so in his heart, the Holy One, blessed be He, 
granted him his desire, as it is written [Deut. xxxii. 50]: " And 
die in the mount whither thou goest up, and be gathered unto 
thy people; as Aaron thy brother died on Mount Hor." From 
this is to be inferred that Moses had a desire to die the death of 
Aaron. 

At the time (when Moses was about to die), God said to the 
angel of death: " Go and bring unto me the soul of Moses." 
Coming to Moses, he demanded his soul. But Moses censured 
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the angel of death. He said to him: “ Thou art not entitled to 
be where I am, and thou art asking of me my soul ? ” and Moses 
drove him away with degradation. At length the Lord said 
unto Moses: ” Moses, Moses, thou hast lived long enough in 
this world, as thy share in the world to come has awaited thee 
ever since creation/' as it is written [Ex. xxxiii. 21]: ” And the 
Lord said, Behold, there is a place by me, and thou shalt stand 
upon the rock.” Thereupon the Lord Himself took the soul of 
Moses and placed it under His throne, as it is written [I Sam. 
xxv. 29]: ” Y r et will the soul of my Lord be bound in the bond 
of life.” And He took his soul with a kiss, as it is written 
[Deut. xxxiv. 5]: ” Through the mouth of God.” * 

[Not merely the soul of Moses is placed under His throne, 
but all the souls of the righteous, as it is written: ” Yet will the 
soul of my Lord be bound in the bond of life.” Should one 
assume that the souls of the wicked are also hidden there, there¬ 
fore it is written [I Sam. xxv. 29]: M And the soul of thy ene¬ 
mies will he hurl away, as out of the middle of the sling.” 

For the better understanding of this, let us think of who 
puts a stone in his sling: although he hurls it from one place to 
another, he knows not where it will finally land. So are the 
souls of the wicked: they are wandering and hovering in the 
world without rest. 

After the death of Moses the Lord again commanded the 
angel of death to bring Him the soul of Moses. He went to 
the place where he used to be found when alive, but did not 
find him. He then went to the ocean, and asked whether 
Moses was there. It answered: Since the day when the Israel¬ 
ites passed through me, I have not seen him. He went to the 
mountains and hills, and put to them the same question, and 
they said: Since the day when the Israelites received the Law 
from Mount Sinai, we have not seen him. So he went to the 
nether world and place of perdition, and asked them the same 
question, and they said: We have heard of his name, but have 
never seen him. Finally, he inquired of the angels, and they 
said: ” God (alone) understandeth her way, and he knoweth 
her place ” [Job, xxviii. 23]. The Lord preserved him for a life 
in the world to come, and no creature knows where he is, as it 
is written [Job, xxviii. 20-22]: ” But wisdom ... a report 
of her.” At the same time Joshua was sitting and grieving 


*nQ in Hebrew means “ mouth,” and the Talmud takes it literally. 
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because he did not know where his master was, till the Holy 
One, blessed be He, said to him: Joshua, do not grieve. My 
servant Moses is dead.] 

14 Pursue peace." ITow so ? One shall be a pursuer of peace 
in Israel among all kinds of people. If a man remains in his 
place silent, he cannot be a pursuer of peace. But what shall he 
do ? He should leave his place in search of peace, as it is written 
[ibid.]: 44 Seek peace, and pursue it.” Which means, seek it 
in thy place, and if thou canst not find it, pursue it in another. 

The Holy One, blessed be He, also made peace in heaven, 
in that He did not name ten angels Gabriel, Michael, Uriel, or 
Raphael, as, for instance, many people bear the same name; 
otherwise, when He would summon one of them, they would 
all respond, and be jealous of one another. Therefore He gave 
each one a separate name. When He summons one, only that one 
comes, and He sends him wherever He desires. They reverence 
and respect one another, and are meeker than human beings, for 
when they begin to sing the praises of the Lord, one says to 
another: 44 Begin thou, as thou art greater than I am”; and 
the other says: 44 Thou art greater than I am, and therefore 
begin thou.” With human beings, however, it is the reverse. 
Every one says: 44 I am greater than thou art.” Some say that 
not individual angels, but divisions of angels, say to each other: 
44 Begin ye, ye are greater than we are,” as it is written [Is. vi. 
3]: 44 And one called unto the other and said.” 

44 Love all men too." That is to say, that one should love all 
men, and not hate them; for so we find with the men of the 
44 generation of the division,” because they loved each other, 
the Lord was reluctant to destroy them, but only scattered them 
to all four corners of the world. The men of Sodom, however, 
because they hated each other, were annihilated by the Lord, 
both in this and the world to come, as it is written [Gen. xiii. 
13]: 44 But the men of Sodom were wicked and sinners before 
the Lord exceedingly.” 44 And sinners” implies that they were 
guilty of illegal unions; 44 before the Lord” implies that they 
were guilty of desecration of the Holy name; 44 and exceed* 
ingly,” that they sinned wilfully. 

44 And bring them nigh unto the Law." How so? One 
should try to uplift* people and bring them under the wings of 


* The Hebrew terra for this is “ Mekapeah,” derived from “ K’apah,” high 
(Bechoroth, 45^). 
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the Shekhina, as our father Abraham did; and not only Abra¬ 
ham, but also Sarah, as it is written [Gen. xii. 5]: And Abram 
took Sarah his wife, and Lot his brother's son, and all their sub¬ 
stance that they had acquired, and the persons that they made * 
in Charan." Is it possible ? Even all mankind combined could 
not create even a small insect. We must, therefore, say that 
the Lord considered the people that they brought under the 
wings of the Shekhina as if they had made them. 

As one cannot divide his life with his neighbor in this world, 
so he cannot divide with him his deserved reward in the world 
to come, as it is written [Eccl. iv. 1]: “ And, behold, there are 
the tears of the oppressed, and they have no comforter; and 
from the hand of their oppressors they suffer violence, and they 
have no comforter." Why is it written “ and they have no com¬ 
forter " twice ? To infer that, although there are men who eat 
(plentily), drink, and are successful with their sons and daugh¬ 
ters in this world, they may have nothing in the world to come, 
and they will have no comforter there. In this world, when 
something is stolen from one, or a death occurs in one’s family, 
his son, brother, and other relatives come and console him, but 
this cannot be done in the world to come, as it is written [ibid., 
ibid. 8]: " Yea, he hath neither son nor brother." 

The same is the case with one who has begotten an illegiti¬ 
mate son; for the latter may say to him: “ Scoundrel, thou hast 
lost thyself as well as me." For the bastard may have a thirst 
for knowledge, and therefore desire to study the Law in Jerusa¬ 
lem together with the other disciples, but cannot do so because, 
being a bastard, he is prohibited from entering Jerusalem. It 
happened once that a bastard was not allowed to pass Ashdad, 
as it is written [Zech. ix. 6]: " And bastards shall dwell in Ash¬ 
dad, and I will cut off the pride of the Philistines." 


Mishna L . He also used to say : “ A name made 
great is a name destroyed ; he who increases not, de¬ 
creases ; and he who will not learn from his masters is 
not worthy to live ; and he who uses his knowledge as a 
tiara perishes.” 

Mishna M\ He also used to say : “ If I do not look 


* According to the interpretation of the Talmud, but Leeser translates “obtained. 
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to myself, who will do so ? But if I look only to myself, 
what am I ? And if not now, when ? ” 


Toscphtha — Abot/i of R. Nathan . 

He used to say: * If I do not look to myself \ who will do so? ' ” 
(That is), if I cannot reach any reward while I am alive, who can 
reach it for me after my death ? 

44 And if not now , when ? ” (That is), if I can do nothing for 
myself while I am alive, who can do it for me after my death ? 
So also said Ecclesiastes [Lx. 4]: 44 For a living dog fareth better 
than a dead lion.” By 44 a living dog” is meant a wicked per¬ 
son who exists in this world, and 44 than a dead lion ” refers to 
all the righteous, who are highly received in the world to come, 
including even the patriarchs Abraham, Isaac, and Jacob. The 
living dog, that is, a wicked man who is still alive, fareth better 
—is accepted by the Holy One, blessed be He, when he repents 
and becomes virtuous and receives a share in the world to come, 
while a dead lion cannot add aught to his good deeds after he is 
dead. The same used to say: 44 If thou wilt come to my house,” 
etc. (See Section Moed, Vol. VII. ; Succah, pp. 83, 84.) 

It happened that Ilillel the First, while on a journey, met 
men carrying wheat. He inquired how much was a saah, and 
was told two dinars. Afterward he met others, who gave him 
the price of the same as three dinars. He said: 44 Did not the 
first men say it was only two dinars ? ” They rejoined : 44 Thou 
foolish Babylonian, dost thou not know that the reward is ac¬ 
cording to the trouble ?” (They came from a farther distance.) 
But he said : 44 Is that your answer to my civil question ?” 
Finally he succeeded in making them gentle and accommodating. 

He also used to say four things in the Babylonian dialect: 

44 A name made great is a name destroyed .” It means, a man 
shall not desire to have his name proclaimed to the government, 
for the reason stated above, p. 45. 

44 And he who docs not desire to learn from his masters." It 
was said that it happened to an inhabitant of Beth Ramah who 
adopted the customs of the pious, and Rabban Johanan b. Zak- 
kai sent one of his disciples to examine him. He found him 
occupied in heating oil on a range and then pouring it into 
peeled grain. On being questioned what he was doing, he 
answered, I am careful with the heave-offering, to eat it in its 
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purity, just as if I were a high-priest. Then he asked again: Is 
this range clean or unclean? Lie rejoined: Do we then find 
anywhere in the Torah that a range can be unclean ? An oven 
only is mentioned, as it is written [Lev. xi. 33]: “ Whatsoever 
is in it shall be unclean.” Then the disciple again rejoined: 
The law of the oven applies also to the range, as it is written 
[ibid., ibid. 35]: “ An oven or range shall be broken down, they 
are unclean.” The same added: If such was thy habit, thou 
hast never in thy life eaten clean heave-offerings. 

11 He who increases not , decreases . ” How so ? If one has 
learned one, two, or even three treatises, and has not added 
anything thereto, he will finally forget even that. 

“ And he who serves himself with the tiara perishes . ” Any 
one that uses the name of the Lord, as it is written, which is 
prohibited, has no share in the world to come. 


Mishna N. Shammai was in the habit of saying : 
“Fix a time for study; promise little, and do much; 
receive every one with friendly countenance.” 

Mishna O . Rabban Gamaliel said: “ Make to thyself 
a master, and free thyself of doubt, and tithe not much 
by estimation.” 

Mishna P. Simeon his son was wont to say: “All 
the days of my life have been passed among the sages, 
and I have never found anything better for a man than 
silence ; and the discussion of the law is not of such 
import as is the practice thereof. He who talks much, 
cannot avoid sin.” 

Mishna Q . He also said: “ Three things support the 
world—law, truth, and peace—as it is written [Zechariah, 
viii. 16]: 'Truth and the judgment of peace, judge ye in 
your gates.’ ” 

Tosephtha—Aboth of R. Nathan . 

Fix a tune for study f etc. It means, when one has 
heard something from a sage in the college, he shall not treat it 
as something unessential, but as a standard saying to be studied 


* Chapter XIII. of the original. 
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diligently, and what lie learns from the wise he shall teach it to 
others, as it is written [Dent. v. i]: That ye may learn them, 
and that ye may observe to do them.” And also of Ezra it is 
first written [vii. io] : 44 For Ezra had directed his heart to in¬ 
quire in the law of the Lord, and to do it.” And immediately 
after it is written [ibid.] : 44 And to teach in Israel statutes and 
ordinances.” 

“ Promise little , and do much .” As such is the custom of the 
righteous, who promise little but do much; the custom of the 
wicked, however, is to promise much and do nothing. Whence 
do we know that the upright promise little, and do much ? 
From Abraham our father, who said to the angels: 44 Ye will 
eat with me a morsel of bread,” as it is written [Gen. xviii. 5] : 

“ And I will fetch a morsel of bread, and comfort ye your heart. 
But what did he in reality do ? He prepared for them three 
oxen and nine saah of fine meal. And whence do we know that 
he baked for them nine measures of fine meal ? From [ibid. 6]: 
“And Abraham hastened into the tent unto Sarah and said: 
Make ready quickly three measures of fine meal.” “Three” 
is literal, 44 meal ” is six, and 44 fine meal ” is nine. And whence 
is it derived that he roasted for them three oxen ? From the 
following [ibid., ibid. 7]: 44 And Abraham ran unto the herd,” 
etc. 44 The herd” means one, 44 a calf” one, 44 tender” one. 
According to others it was four, because the word 44 good,” 
which is added, is also counted as one. 44 And gave it unto a 
young man ” [ibid.]; This means Ishmael his son, to accustom 
him to religious practice. 

Also the Holy One, blessed be He, promised little and did 
much, as it is written [ibid. xv. 13, 14]: 44 And he said unto 
Abram, know of a surety that thy seed shall be a stranger in a 
land which is not theirs, and they will make them serve, and 
they will afflict them four hundred years. And also that nation 
whom they shall serve, will I judge; and afterward shall they 
go out with great substance.” He promised him with *"] and |, 
the numerical value of which is 54 * But when the Lord at last 
avenged Himself on Israel’s enemies, He did so with seventy- 
two letters (contained in verse 34, Deut. xxxiv.):* “ Or hath a 

* There are seventy-five letters in the Hebrew text beginning: with the word 
and ending with the translation of which is “go to take to himself a nation 

from the midst of a nation, by proofs, by signs, and by wonders, and by war, and by 
a mighty hand, and by an outstretched arm, and by great terrors.” And in Midrash 
it is explained that one word, V U, of three letters is not counted, for it has reference to 
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god essayed to go to take to himself a nation from the midst of 
a nation, by proofs, by signs, and by wonders . . . and by 

great terrors.’’ 

Whence is it derived that the wicked promise much and do 
nothing? From Ephron, who said to Abraham [Gen. xxiii. 
15] : “A piece of land worth four hundred shekels of silver, what 
is that between me and thee?” Nevertheless, in the end he 
accepted the whole sum of the money, as it is written [ibid., 
ibid. 16]: ” And Abraham understood the meaning of Ephron; 
and Abraham weighed out to Ephron the silver.” 

“Receive every one with friendly countenance .” How so? 
That means, that even if one presents to his neighbor the most 
precious things with bad grace, it is accounted to him in Scrip¬ 
ture as if he had given nothing; but if one receives his neighbor 
with a friendly countenance, although he give him nothing, it is 
accounted to him in Scripture as if he had conferred upon him 
great favors. 


Tosephtha—A doth of R. Nathan . 

*Rabban Johanan b. Zakkai received from Hillel and Sham- 
mai. Hillel the First had eighty disciples, thirty of whom were 
worthy that the Shekhina rest upon them as on Moses, but their 
generation was not deserving of it. Thirty others were worthy 
to institute the intercalary years, etc., etc. (Continued in Sue- 
cah, pp. 36, 37.) 

“ He used to say : ‘ If thou hast accumidated much knowledge , 
do not boast of it, for it is for that that thou wast created .’ ” 

There are five disciples of Rabbi Johanan b. Zakkai whom 
he characterized in the following manner: Eliezer b. Hyrcanus 
as “ a plastered cistern which loseth not a drop”; Joshua b. 
Hananiah as “ a threefold cord that cannot quickly be torn 
asunder”; Jose the priest as ” the most pious in his genera¬ 
tion”; Ishmael b. Hananiah as ” a garden-bed in the desert 
which absorbs water”; and Elazar b. Arach he named “ as a 
flowing brook and swelling spring whose waters rise and over¬ 
flow abroad,” as it is written [ibid. v. 16]: “ So will thy springs 
overflow abroad; and in the open streets will be thy rivulets of 
water.” 

Egypt. Of the many commentaries upon this difficult and complicated passage this 
seems to us to be the best, which is according to Isaiah Berlin (Pick). 

* Chapter XIV. of the original. 
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“ / consider the Judgment of R. Llazar b. Arach, etc. Happy 
is the disciple who receives from his master such a testimonial of 
praise and acknowledgment. When the son of Rabban Johanan 
b. Zakkai died, his disciples came to console him. R. Eliezer 
entered first, sat down before him, and asked his permission to 
say something. The request having been granted, he said: 
“ Adam the First accepted consolation when his son died. And 
whence do we find it so? It is written [Gen. iv. 25]: And 
Adam knew his wife again ’ (‘ again ’ means after this consola¬ 
tion). Thou also shouldst accept consolation.” lie rejoined: 
“ Is not my own grief sufficient, that thou must remind me of 
that of Adam the First ? ” 

Next entered R. Joshua, and also asked for permission to 
say something, which was granted, who then said: “ Job, who 
had many sons and daughters, all of whom died in one day, yet 
lie accepted consolation. As it is written [Job, i. 21]: ‘The 
Lord gave and the Lord hath taken away; may the name of the 
Lord be blessed.’ ” He rejoined: “ Is not my own grief suffi¬ 
cient, that thou remindest me of that of Job ?” 

Next entered R. Jose. He sat down before him and said: 
“ Be it thy wish that I say something.” And being encouraged 
by the sage, he continued: “ Aaron had two full-grown sons, 
and both died on one day, yet he accepted consolation, as it is 
written [Lev. x. 3]: ‘ And Aaron held his peace,’ which means 
that he was consoled. Would it not be right that thou shouldst 
do likewise ?” The sage rejoined: “ Have I not enough of my 
own grief ? Why do you remind me of the grief of Aaron ? ” 

Then entered R. Simeon, and said: ” Rabbi, may I be 
favored by thee to say a word in thy august presence ? ” And 
the sage answered: “ Proceed.” Then the former said: “ King 
David had a son who died, and he received condolence. It well 
becomes thee to persuade thyself into comfort. As to King 
David, it is written [II Sam. xii. 24]: ‘And David comforted 
Bathsheba his wife, and he went in unto her, and lay with her; 
and she bore a son, and called his name Solomon.’ ” He re¬ 
joined: ” Is not my own grief sufficient, that you all remind me 
of the grief of others ? ” 

Finally R. Elazar b. Arach entered, and when the master 
saw him he said to his servant: “ Take a vessel and follow me 
to the bath-house; the man who is entering now is a great man, 
and I am sure that I could not withstand his arguments.” He 
entered, sat down before him, and said: “ I will entertain thee 
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by telling a parable: A king had intrusted one of his subjects 
with a precious article. The man used to exclaim, weeping: 
4 Woe is me! When will I be relieved of this responsibility ?’ 
This, O Rabbi, is thy case. Thy son, who spent his time in 
sacred study, departed from the world sinless. What a com¬ 
fort it ought to be to thee that thou hast returned the article in¬ 
trusted to thy care intact!” Hereupon the sage said: 44 Elazar, 
my son, thou hast consoled me as people should console each 
other.” 

When they left him, Elazar said: 44 I will go to Damsith, 
which is a fine place with excellent waters ”; and the other dis¬ 
ciples said: 44 We will go to Jamnia, where there are many 
scholars, and love the study of Law.” He that went to Dam¬ 
sith lost a good deal of his authority, but the names of those 
who went to Jamnia, the seat of great scholarship, became 
legion in learned circles. 


Tosephtha—Aboth of R. Nathan . 

* 4 4 Thy fellow's honor must be as dear to thee as thine own . 
How so ? As one watches over his own honor, so should he 
guard the honor of his neighbor, and as one is loath to see his 
own honor assailed, he should be so in regard to the honor of 
his neighbor. 

Another explanation of the above is: When one is possessed 
of an hundred thousand, and all is taken away from him, he 
should keep his conscience clear even of the value of a small 
coin. 

44 Do 7 iot allow thyself to be easily angered . ” That is, one 
should be as meek as Hillel the Elder, and not as irritable as 
Shammai the Elder. It is said about Hillel that two men once 
wagered the sum of four hundred zuz upon his patience; the 
one who could succeed to provoke his anger was to receive the 
amount. (See Sabbath, p. 50; the whole legend ending with): 
44 Take care of thy temper. A Hillel is worthy that twice that 
amount be lost through him; a Hillel must not get excited.” 

fWhat was the irascibility of Shammai the Elder? It was 


* Chapter XV. of the original. 

t This is also stated in Sabbath, p. 51 ; but because it is here more in detail, we 
give it again. 
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related that once a man came to Sliammai and said: “ Rabbi, 
how many Laws have you?” “Two Laws: the written and 
the ora! Law.” lie answered: ” I believe in the written, but 
not in the oral Law,” said the man. But Shammai rebuked 
him, and drove him away. 

The same man came to ITillel and said: ” Rabbi, how many 


Laws were given ? ” And he told him two—the written and the 
oral. The man said: “ I believe in the written, but not in the 
oral Law.” And Hillel said: ” Sit down, my son, and write 
for me the Aleph-Beth. After he did so, he asked him what 
the first letter was. “An Aleph,” said the man. “ It is not 
an Aleph, but a Beth,” said Hillel. And he again asked him: 

“ What is this ? ” And the man said:“ A Beth.” ” It is not 
a Beth, but a Gimel,” said Hillel. “Whence knowest thou 
that this is Aleph, the other a Beth, and the third a Gimel ? 
Because it is a tradition of our forefathers, and whereas thou 
believest in one tradition, believe also in the other.” 

It happened that a Gentile passing by a synagogue heard a 
child reading: “And these are the garments which they shall 
make: a breastplate, and an epliod, and a robe [Ex. xxviii. 4]. 
He came to Shammai and said: “ Rabbi, to whom belongcth all 
that honor?” “To the high-priest who serves at the altar,” 
was the answer. The Gentile then said: Convert me, on the 
condition that I be made a high-priest.” Said Shammai: Are 
there no priests in Israel, or have we no high-priests, but that 
we should raise to this dignity this lowly stranger, who came 
to us but with his staff and knapsack ? ” He rebuked him, and 
drove him away. 

He then came to Hillel with the same request, and the latter 
said: “ Sit down, and I will tell thee something. If one is to 
appear before a human king, is it not demanded of him that he 
learn how to make his entrance and exit ?” “ It is so,” said 

the Gentile. Then continued Hillel: “ Thou, who art desirous of 
appearing before the King of kings of kings, how much more 
necessary for thee to learn how to enter the Holy of Holies, how 
to trim the lamps, how to approach the altar, how to order the 
table, and how to prepare the fire on the altar.” The man then 
replied: “What seems right to thee?” So Hillel wrote for 
him the Aleph-Beth, and he learned it; then he instructed him 
in Leviticus, and he went on learning till he came to the pas¬ 
sage: “And the stranger that cometh nigh shall be put to 
death" [Numb. i. 51]. Then he of himself made the following 
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deduction: If the people of Israel, who are called the children 
of the Lord, and of whom the Shekhina said [Ex. xix. 6]: 
<4 And ye shall be unto me a kingdom of priests, and a holy 
nation/' were so warned by Scripture, should not I, an insig¬ 
nificant stranger who has come merely with his knapsack, take 
the hint ? Thus the stranger became reconciled of his own 
accord. 

He came to Hillel the Elder and said: 44 All the blessings 
that are contained in the Torah shall rest upon thy head, for 
hadst thou been as Shammai the Elder, I would not have be¬ 
come as one of Israel. His irascibility came near causing me to 
be lost both in this world and the one to come; but the patience 
of Hillel has brought me to a life in this world and the one to 
come." It was said that to this proselyte were born two sons: 
he named one Hillel and the other Gamaliel, and they were 
called Hillel's proselytes. 

“Repent one day before thy death “ The disciples of R. 
Eliezer asked him: 44 How can one know the day of his death, 
that he may then repent?" He answered: 44 For that very 
reason he should make every to-day a day of repentance "; that 
is, he should be repenting all his life. 

R. Jose bar Jehudah said in the name of his father R. Jehu- 
dah bar Ilai, who said it in the name of Ilai, quoting R. Eliezer 
the Great: 44 Repent one day before thy death, and warm thy¬ 
self before the light of the wise, but beware of their embers, 
perchance thou mayest be singed; for their bite is the bite of 
a fox, and their sting is the sting of a scorpion and also their 
words are as coals of fire." 


CHAPTER II. 


Mishna A. Rabbi (Jehudah the Prince) was in the 
habit of saying : “ In choosing the right path, see that it 
is one which is honorable to thyself and without offence to 
others. Be as scrupulous about the lightest command as 
about the weightiest, for no man knoweth the result of his 
actions. Weigh the present temporal disadvantages of a 
dutiful course against the reward of the future, and the 
present desirable fruits of a sinful deed against the injury 
to thine immortal soul. In general, consider three things 
and thou wilt never fall into sin : remember that there is 
above thee an all-seeing eye, an all-hearing ear, and a 
record of all thine actions.” 

Mishna B. Rabban Gamaliel, the son of R. Jehudah 
the Prince, was wont to say: “ Beautiful is the study of the 
Law when conjoined with a worldly avocation, for the 
efforts demanded by both stifle all inclination to sin. 
But study which is not associated with some worldly pur¬ 
suit must eventually cease, and may lead to iniquity. 
All who occupy themselves with communal affairs should 
do it in the name of Heaven, for the merit of their 
fathers sustains them and their righteousness stands for¬ 
ever. And ye yourselves shall have reward reckoned 
unto you, as if ye had wrought it.” 

Mishna C. [“ Be cautious with those in authority, for 
they let not a man approach them but for their own pur¬ 
poses ; and they appear like friends when it is to their 
advantage, and stand not by a man in the time of his 
need.”] 

Mishna D. He also used to say: “ Do His will as if it 
were thy own, that He may do thy will as if it were His. 
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Annul thy will before His, that He may annul the will of 
others before thy will.” 

Mishna E. Hillel was in the habit of saying: “Do 
not isolate thyself from the community and its interest. 
Do not rely upon thy spiritual strength until the day of 
thy death. Pass not judgment upon thy neighbor until 
thou hast put thyself in his place. Say not a thing which 
must not be heard, because eventually it will be heard. 
Say never, ‘ Sometime or other, when I enjoy leisure, I 
will attend to my spiritual advancement ’; perhaps thou 
wilt then never have the leisure.” 

Mishna F. He also said : “ The boor can never fear 
sin, the ignorant can never be truly pious. Whoso is 
ashamed to ask will never learn ; no irritable man can be 
a teacher. He whose mind is given to worldly gain will 
not acquire wisdom. Where a man is needed, endeavor 
that thou be the man.” 

Mishna G. Moreover, he saw a skull which floated on 
the face of the water, and he said to it : “ Because thou 
drownedst they drowned thee, and in the end they that 
drowned thee will be drowned.” * 

Mishna H. He furthermore said: “The more feast¬ 
ing the more food for worms ; the more wealth the more 
cares ; more women, more witchcraft; more maid-ser¬ 
vants, more lewdness ; more men-servants, more theft. 
But the more knowledge the more food for life ; the 


* All commentators concur in the opinion that the above Mishna teaches us noth¬ 
ing else but a lesson of retaliation ; namely, that “ the Almighty pays measure for 
measure,” or, in other words, that the punishment fits the crime. I am, however, 
inclined to believe that if the author of the above Mishna had intended to teach us 
only the said lesson, he could find better and more striking illustrations than “the 
skull,” etc. I am, therefore, of the opinion that a historical fact is underlying the 
above Mishna. Ilillel lived during the time of Herod and witnessed all the atrocities 
which that tyrant perpetrated on the people, and more especially on the Rabbis. 

Hillel was also an eye-witness of the foul murder which Herod had committed by 

having drowned in a bath his brother-in-law, the high-priest Aristobule III. (See 

Gratz’s History, Vol. III., page 203.) The (skull) of the Mishna does there¬ 

fore refer to Aristobule, and since Hillel could not openly express his indignation, 
for fear of the tyrant, he made an indirect allusion to the occurrence .—From the 
American Israelite , by Rev. Dr. Falk Vedaver. 



TRACT ABOTH. 


61 

more study the more wisdom ; the more reflection the 
better the counsel; the more charity the more peace. He 
who earns a good name gains something that can never 
be taken away. He who has gotten to himself words of 
Law has eotten to himself the life of the world to come.” 

Misiina I. Rabban Johanan b. Zakkai received it 
from Hillel and Shammai. He was wont to say: “If 
thou hast learned much, do not boast of it, for it is for 
that that thou wast created.” 

Misiina J. The above had the following five disciples: 
R. Eliezcr b. Hyrkanos, R. Joshua b. Hananiah, R. Jose 
the priest, R. Simeon b. Nathaniel, and R. Elazar b. 
Arach. He used to recount their praises : “ Eliezer b. 
Hyrkanos is a plastered cistern, which loseth not a drop ; 
Joshua b. Hananiah—happy is she that bare him ; Jose 
is pious; Simeon b. Nathaniel is a sin-fearer; Elazar b. 
Arach is a welling spring.” 

He used to say : “ If all the wise of Israel were in a 
scale of the balance, and Eliezer b. Hyrkanos in the other 
scale, he would outweigh them all.” Abba Saul, however, 
said in his name : “ If all the wise of Israel were in a scale 
of the balance and Eliezer b. Hyrkanos with them, and 
Elazar b. Arach in the other scale, he would outweigh 
them all.” 

Misiina K. He (Johanan b. Zakkai) said to them 
once : “ Go out and find what is the best thing to cul¬ 
tivate.” R. Eliezer said: A generous eye; R. Joshua 
said: A loyal friend; R. Jose said: A good neighbor; 
R. Simeon thought: Prudence and foresight; R. Elazar 
said : A good heart. Thereupon the Master said : “ I 
consider R. Elazar b. Arach’s judgment the best, for in 
his all of yours are included.” 

He said to them again : “ Go and find out which is the 
evil way a man should shun.” R. Eliezer said : An evil 
eye; R. Joshua said : An evil companion ; R. Jose said : 
An evil neighbor; and R. Simeon said ; He that bor¬ 
rowed and repaycth not; he that borrow's from a man is 
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the same as if he borroweth from the Omnipotent, as it 
is written [Ps. xxxvii. 21] : “The wicked borroweth and 
repayeth not, but the righteous is beneficent and giveth.” 
R. Elazar said : An evil heart. Thereupon the Master 
said : “ I consider R. Elazar b. Arach's judgment the best, 
for in his all of yours are included.” 

Mishna Z. Each of these disciples had three maxims. 
R. Eliezer : “ Thy fellowman’s honor must be as dear to 
thee as thine own. Do not allow thyself to be easily 
angered. Repent one day before thy death.” (He also 
said :) “ Warm thyself before the light of the wise, but 
beware of their embers, perchance thou mayest be singed ; 
for their bite is the bite of a fox, and their sting the sting 
of a scorpion, and their hiss is that of a fiery-serpent; and 
all their words are as coals of fire.” 

Mishna M ’ R. Joshua : “ An envious eye, sinful pro¬ 
pensities, and misanthropy drive a man out of the world.” 

Toscphtha—A both of R. Nathan . 

An envious eye / 9 etc. How so ? It means one shall look 
upon the house of his neighbor with the same eye as he looks 
upon his own; and as one is anxious that there be no bad repute 
against his wife and children, so should he be anxious in regard 
to his neighbor's or his children's. 

Another explanation of this passage is: One shall not be 
envious of the erudition of his neighbor. It happened to one 
who was envious, that his days were shortened, and he departed 
prematurely from this world in consequence thereof. 

“ Sinful propensities . ” How so ? It is said that the evil 
propensities are thirteen years older than the good propensities, 
as they begin to grow with the child in the mother’s womb, so 
that he defiles the Sabbath and commits other transgressions, 
and there is nothing in his mind to remonstrate with him. But 
when he is thirteen years old, the good thoughts are born. If 
he defiles the Sabbath, they tell him : Scoundrel, is it not written 
[Ex. xxxi. 14]: “ Every one that defileth it shall surely be put 
to death.” If he is about to commit adultery, they say to him: 


* Chapter XVI. of the original. 
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Scoundrel, is it not written [Lev. xx. 10]: " Then shall the 
adulterer be put to death, together with the adulteress." When 
one becomes excited and is about to commit incest, all the mem¬ 
bers of his body are willing, for the evil thoughts reign over all 
the two hundred and forty-eight members; but when he is about 
to perform a meritorious deed, all his members begin to pain him, 
for the evil thoughts within him reign over all the two hundred 
and forty-eight members of his body; and the good thoughts are 
compared to one who is imprisoned, as it is written [Eccl. iv. 
14]: " For out of the prison cometh the one to reign," which 
refers to the good thoughts. 

[There are others who say that it refers to Joseph the upright. 
This wicked woman (his mistress) used to persecute him with her 
words. She said: " I will imprison thee." He answered: 
"The Lord looseneth the prisoners." She said: " I will dig 
out thy eyes." He answered: "The Lord causeth the blind 
to see." She said: " I will bend thy stature." He answered: 
" The Lord raiseth up those who are bowed down." 

And in reality there is no wonder that Joseph the upright 
refused to listen to her, as the same happened to R. Zadoq, as 
it was said : To R. Zadoq, who was great in his generation, while 
he was in captivity, a certain matron sent a beautiful female 
slave; but as soon as he noticed her he turned around to the 
wall, so as not to see her, and absorbed himself with the Torah 
all night. In the morning she went to complain to her mistress, 
and said: " Death is preferable to me than to be with this man." 
The matron sent for him and asked : " Why hast thou not treated 
this woman as men usually treat women ?" He answered: " I 
could not do otherwise. I belong to a great family of priests. 
I have entirely ignored her, so as not to be tempted to have 
intercourse with her, and add bastards to Israel." When she 
heard this, she gave orders concerning him, and then dismissed 
him with great honor. Neither is there any wonder for the 
refusal of R. Zadoq, as R. Aqiba was greater in his act; and to 
him happened the following: 

R. Aqiba, while at one time in a certain country, was ca¬ 
lumniated before the Sultan (and was imprisoned). He sent to 
him two beautiful women, who were washed, anointed, and 
adorned as brides. They were hugging him all night, each one 
inviting him to herself. He, however, repulsed them. They 
complained before the Sultan, and said: " Death is preferable 
tous than to be with that man." He sent for him and asked: 
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** Why hast thou not treated these women as men treat even 
homely women—are they not human beings as thyself ? Hath 
not thy Creator also created them ? " He answered: " I could 
not do otherwise: their odor seemed to me to be that of putre¬ 
fied carcasses/' 

And even R. Aqiba is not to be admired for his act, for R. 
Eliezer the Great exceeded him by the following act: He brought 
up his own sister's daughter, and for thirteen years slept with 
her in one bed. When she became of marriageable age, he told 
her to get married. She, however, replied: 41 Am I not thy 
servant ? Use me as a slave to wash thy disciples’ feet." He 
again told her: " I am too old. Get married to one suitable to 
thy age." She answered: " Have I not already told thee I am 
thy servant, and to use me as a slave to wash thy disciples' 
feet ?" When he heard this, he proposed to her and married 
her.] 

Said R. Reuben b. Aztrobli: How difficult it is for one to 
avoid the evil propensities which are within him from the min¬ 
ute of his birth! As it is written [Gen. iv. 7]: Sin lieth at the 
door." So we see that a young animal is always careful not to 
approach harmful things, as fire or a well, because it has no evil 
propensities, while a human child must always be guarded against 
putting his hand into fire, and other harmful things, because he 
has a desire to do those things, and this is due to the evil pro¬ 
pensities born with him. 

Said R. Simeon b. EJazar: ** What are the evil thoughts to 
be compared to ? To a piece of iron which is placed in the fire; 
so long as it is there, various vessels can be formed out of it. 
The same is the case with evil thoughts: there is no other pre¬ 
ventive but the Torah, which is likened to fire. As it is written 
[Prov. xxv. 21, 22]: " If thy enemy be hungry, give him bread 
to eat; and if he be thirsty, give him water to drink; for though 
thou gatherest coals of fire upon his head, yet will the Lord re¬ 
pay it unto thee." Do not read (repay unto thee), 

but ( ma ^ e t ^ iee at P eace )* 

Said R. Jehudah the Prince: To the following parable the 
evil thoughts can be compared: Two men entered a hostelry, 
and one of them was arrested for robbery. When asked for an 
accomplice he said he had one, although he could easily have 
denied it, yet he said so in order to implicate also his compan¬ 
ion and make him share his own fate. The same applies to 
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evil thoughts: they are not satisfied with their destruction of 
the soul, they also destroy the body. 

Said R. Simeon b. Johai: From the following is to be de¬ 
duced that the Israelites will never sec Gehenna. The following 
parable can be applied to this: A Icing who had a barren field 
rented it to some persons at a yearly rental of ten measures of 
wheat. The land was manured, watered, and surrounded with 
ditches, and generally properly cared for. Still, at the end of the 
year the lessees paid the king only one measure of wheat in¬ 
stead of ten. When the king asked them for an explanation, 
they said: ” Our lord and king, thou knowest well that the land 
was barren, and brought thee no revenue at all; now even after 
so much of our labor invested, it did not produce more than this 
measure.” A similar plea will the Israelites make in the future 
before the Holy One, blessed be He: “ Lord of the Universe! 
thou knowest how the evil thoughts allure us.” As it is writ¬ 
ten [Ps. ciii. 14]: ” For he knoweth our frame” (and on that 
consideration will be forgiven). 

”And misanthropy .” This means: One should not say: 
Love the sages, but hate the disciples; or, Love the disciples, 
and hate the common people; but, Love every one except the 
infidels, the enticers, the misleaders, and the informers. So 
also says David [Ps. cxxxix. 21, 22]: ” Behold, those that hate 
thee I ever hate, O Lord! and for those that rise up against thee 
do I feel loathing. With the utmost hatred do I hate them: 
enemies are they become unto me.” 

It is also written [Lev. xix. 18]: ” But thou shalt love thy 
neighbor as thyself: I am the Lord.” Because I have created 
him; and if he practiseth what thy people do thou shalt love 
him, but not otherwise. 

R. Simeon b. Elazar said: The above passage was said as a 
strict admonition: If thou wilt love him, thou art assured of 
a good reward; otherwise (remember), I am the judge and I will 
see to it that thou art punished. 


Misiina N. R. Jose: “Thy neighbors property must 
be as sacred as thine own. Set thyself to learn the Law, 
for it is not an heirloom unto thee. Let noble purpose 
underlie thine every action.” 

Misiina O . R. Simeon : “ Be careful in reading the 
5 


66 


THE BABYLONIAN TALMUD. 


Shema, and in prayer ; do not look upon the prayer as an 
obligatory task, but as a privilege granted by mercy and 
grace before God, for it is written [Joel, ii. 13] : ‘ For 
gracious and merciful is he, long-suffering and of great 
kindness, and he bethinketh himself of the evil.’ Never 
think thyself too great a sinner to approach Him.” 

Mishna P. R. Elazar:* “Be most zealous in the 
pursuit of study ; be prepared always to answer a scoffer; 
remember in whose service thou laborest.” (He also 
added :) “ Know who is thy Master, that he may be 
trusted to recompense thee for thy work.” 

Mishna Q. R. Tarphon was in the habit of saying: 
“The day is short, the work is great, the workmen are 
slothful, the reward is rich, and the Master is urgent.” 

Mishna R. He also said: “It is not incumbent on 
thee to complete the whole task, but thou art not at lib¬ 
erty therefore to neglect it entirely. If thou hast learned 
much Law thou wilt be given much reward ; and faithful 
is the Master of thy work, who will pay thee the reward of 
thy work; and know also that the gift of the recompense 
of the righteous is for the world to come.” 


Tosephtha—Abotli of R. Nathan. 

f“ Thy neighbor's property must be as sacred as thine.” It 
means that one should be as careful of his friend’s property as 
he is of his own; and as he is desirous that there shall be no 
slur cast on his belongings, so shall he desire that there should 
be none on those of his friend. 

Others explain the above thus: When a disciple comes to 
thee with the request to teach him, if thou art able comply with 
his request; otherwise, dismiss him at once, and do not accept 
his money, as it is written [Prov. iii. 28]: “ Say not unto thy 
neighbor, Go, and return, and to-morrow will I give, when thou 
hast it by thee.’’ 

“ Set thyself to learn the Law.” How so ? When Moses 

* The text reads “ Eliezer,” but this must be a misprint, as Elazar was the fifth 
of the disciples, each of whom had three maxims. 

f Chapter XVII. of the original. 
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our master saw that his sons knew not enough of the Law to be 
able to succeed him, he wrapped himself up and prayed: Lord 
of the Universe ! designate to me the one who should be at the 
head of the people, as it is written [Numb, xxvii. 15-17]: “ And 
Moses spake unto the Lord, saying, Let the Lord, the God of 
the spirits of all flesh, appoint a man over the congregation, who 
may go out before them, and who may come in before them." 
Said the Holy One, blessed be He: “ Moses, take Joshua, ap¬ 
point an interpreter for him, and at the head of the great men 
in Israel let him lecture in thy presence. ” Thereupon Moses 
said to Joshua: Joshua! these people which I deliver in your 
care are not to be regarded as he-goats or sheep, but as kids and 
lambs; for they have not as yet had experience in the command¬ 
ments, and therefore cannot be considered as such. As it is writ¬ 
ten [Songs, i. 8 ]: “ If thou knowest this not, O thou fairest of 
women! go but forth in the footsteps of the flock, and feed thy 
kids around the shepherds' dwellings.” 

Rabban Johanan b. Zakkai once went in the market, and he 
noticed a girl picking up barley from under the feet of the cattle 
of the Arabians. ” My daughter, who art thou?” he asked 
her, but she made no reply. Again he put the same question 
to her, but again she was silent. Finally she said: ” Wait a 
little.” She enveloped herself with her hair, stepped up to him, 
and said: ” Rabbi, I am the daughter of Nakdimon b. Gurion.” 
” And what has become of thy father’s money ? ” he asked her; 
and she answered : ” Rabbi, on him was verified the saying which 
was proverbial in Jerusalem: ‘ One who desires to preserve his 
wealth, should lessen it (spending it in charities; but as my 
father did not sufficiently spend in charities, it all vanished).’ ” 
” And what has become of that of thy father-in-law ? ” he again 
interrogated her; and she answered : ” Rabbi, through my father 
also his was lost.” Thereupon said Rabban Johanan b. Zakkai 
to his disciples: “Whenever I used to read the passage: ‘ If 
thou knowest this not, O thou fairest of women ! go but forth 
in the footsteps of the flocks,’ I could not make out what pun¬ 
ishment was contained therein; but after what I have seen to¬ 
day, I can safely say that the punishment is meant that Israel 
must be under the domination of the lowest nation of the 
heathens; and not merely that, but also must lie among the 
manure of their cattle.” 

The same girl then asked him: “ Rabbi, dost thou recall that 
thou hast signed thy name to my marriage contract?” He 
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answered: “ I do”; and turning to his disciples, he continued: 
“ Verily, I signed my name to the marriage contract of this girl, 
which was for a million Tyrian dinars. Her father's family 
never left their house to enter the Temple, until a woollen cloth 
was spread for them.” 

It happened that a girl and her ten maids were captured, and 
a heathen brought her up in his house. One day he gave her a 
pitcher and told her to bring him some water. One of her maids 
got up and took it from her. “ Why hast thou done this?” 
he inquired of her; and she answered: “ Master, I swear by 
thy life that I am one of five hundred maids belonging to her 
mother.” When he heard this, he liberated the girl and her ten 
maids. 

The following happened to another young girl who was cap¬ 
tured and brought up in the house of a heathen. One night he 
had a dream, in which he was commanded to send her away. 
His wife, however, prevented him from doing so. Again he had 
a dream, in which he was told that if he would not send away 
the girl he would die. He did so, but desiring to know what 
became of her, he followed her. She kept on walking until she 
became thirsty. She went down to a spring to drink, and plac¬ 
ing her hand upon the wall, she was bitten by a snake and died. 
She floated upon the water until he went down, took her out, 
and buried her. When he returned home, he said to his wife: 
“ The people to which this girl belonged is punished by no other 
but their Father in heaven.” 

14 Let noble purpose underlie their every action." It means, 
for the sake of the Torah, as it is written [Prov. iii. 6]: “In 
all thy ways acknowledge him, and he will make level thy 
paths.” 

Said R. Simeon: Be punctual in the reading of Shema, and 
in prayer; and when thou prayest, let it not be as a conversa¬ 
tion, but supplication before the Holy One, blessed be He, as 
it is written [Jonah, iv. 2]: “ That thou art a gracious God, and 
merciful, long-suffering, and abundant in kindness, and repen¬ 
tant of the evil.” 

Said R. Elazar (see Mishna, and in addition he said): “ Noth¬ 
ing of the Torah shall be forgotten by thee. Know for whom 
thy exertion is and with whom thou hast made a covenant; and, 
who is thy master, who is surely to be trusted that he will recom¬ 
pense thee for thy work.” 
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Toscphtha—A both of R. Nathan . 

*(As Rabban Johanan b. Zakkai used to recount the praise 
of his disciples), so was R. Jehudah the Nassi recounted of the 
following sages: R. Tarphon, R. Aqiba, R. Elazar b. Azariah, 
R. Johanan b. Nuri, and R. Jose the Galilean. 

He called R. Tarphon “ a pile of stones”; others say, ” a 
pile of nuts,” which, should one be taken away, the whole pile 
is stirred and there is a rolling of nuts one upon the other. So 
it was with R. Tarphon, when a disciple came to him and said: 
” Teach me,” he taught him the Scriptures, Mishna, Midrash, 
Halakhoth, and Agadoth; and when he left him, he was full of 
the blessing of the Torah. 

lie called R. Aqiba ” a sealed treasure,” and compared him 
to a workman who, taking his basket, goes outside, and what¬ 
ever he may chance to find he puts into it. However, when he 
returns home, he assorts every article. So has R. Aqiba done 
(when he was studying), and made rules to the Torah to be easily 
comprehended, as rings are made to vessels to make it easy to 
take a hold of them. 

He called R. Elazar b. Azariah ” a huckster’s basket,” and 
compared him to a huckster who, taking his basket, goes about 
the country, and the people come flocking around him inquiring 
for various articles, and find that he has everything. So it was 
with R. Elazar b. Azariah, when a disciple came to him, he 
taught him everything that he desired; and when he left him, 
he was full of the blessings of the Torah. 

He called R. Jose the Galilean ” a gatherer of good things 
with no pride about him,” who collected the good manners of 
all the sages and the Mishnaioth that all the sages have taught. 

When R. Jehoshua became of old age, etc. (Sec Section 
Moed, Vol. VI., Tract Iiagiga, pp. 3 and 4: ” It happened that 
R. Johanan b. Broka,” etc., till paragraph beginning with ” It 
happened once.”) 

Issi b. Jehudah gave the sages names. To R. Mcir he gave 
the name of ” sage and scribe ” ; to R. Jehudah, ” a sage when 
he desires to be”; to R. Elazar b. Jacob, ” a small vessel (not 
of much knowledge), but very clear”; to R. Jose, ” a man of 
good reasoning in the science of the Law”; to R. Johanan b. 
Nuri, “ a basket of a peddler containing a variety of every- 


Chapter XVIII. of the original. 
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thing”; to R. Jose the Galilean, “ a gatherer of the very best 
things, with no pride about him”; to R. Simeon b. Gamaliel, 
“ a vault full of the best purple dye”; to R. Simeon, ” learns 
much and forgets little.” 

When, later on, R. Simeon met Issi b. Jehudah, he asked 
him: ” Why hast thou attacked me before the scholars ? ” And 
he answered: ” I have said only that thou learnest much and 
forgettest little, and even that little is of no importance.” 


CHAPTER III. 


Mishna A. Aqabia b. Mahalallel used to say : “ Con¬ 
sider three things, and thou wilt not fall into transgres¬ 
sion : know whence thou contest, whither thou art going, 
and before whom thou art about to give account and 
reckoning ; know whence thou comest — from a fetid drop, 
and whither thou art going—to worm and maggot; and 
before whom thou art about to give account and reckon¬ 
ing : before the King of the kings of kings, the Holy One, 
blessed be He.” 


Tosephtha—A both of R. Nathan. 

*“ Said Aqabia b. Mahalallel, whoever takes to his heart the 
following four things will never sin”: Whence he comes; 
whither he goes; what will become of him; and who is his 
judge. Whence he comes? from a dark place! Whither he 
goes? to a dark place! What will become of him ? dust and 
worms! And who is his judge ? the King of the kings of kings, 
the Holy One, blessed be He! 

Said R. Simeon: He comes from a dark place and returns 
thither; he springs from a fetid drop, from a place which no eye 
can behold, and finally becomes dust and worms, as it is written 
[Job, xxv. 6]: “ How much less the mortal, the mere worm ? 
and the son of earth, the mere maggot ?” 

Said R. Elazar b. Jacob: He is a worm while living, and a 
maggot when dead. What is meant by “ a worm while living ” ? 
the vermin that infest him; “ and a maggot when dead ” applies 
to those that are bred from him after his death. 

Said R. Simeon b. Elazar: To what can this be compared ? 
To a king who built a magnificent palace, in which he dwelt, 
and a tanner’s ditch passed in front of its entrance. Whoever 

* Chapter XIX. of the original. The phraseology of these sentences is a little 
different in the Mishna. 
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passed by said: “ How beautiful and how glorious this palace 
would have been, if this tanner’s ditch had not passed in front of 
its entrances.” So is man. If now, when from his entrails issues 
forth a rancid stream, he is so proud and haughty, had a stream 
of sweet-smelling water or oil issued from him, how much the 
more proud and haughty would he have been. 

When R. Eliezer fell ill, his disciples came to visit him. 
They sat before him and said: “ Our master, teach us the best 
of all the things you taught us.” He said: “ Be careful of your 
friend’s honor; and when you pray, know before whom you are 
standing, and through this you will be rewarded with life in the 
world to come.” 

Mishna B. R. Haninah, the Segan of the high-priest, 
said : “ Pray always for the welfare of the government ; 
were it not for the fear of it, men would swallow each 
other alive.” R. Haninah b. Phradyon said: “Two that 
sit together and do not discuss any portion of the Law, 
their sitting is considered that of scorners, as it is written 
[Ps. i. i] : ‘And sitteth not in the seat of scorners’ ; but 
two that sit together and are discussing some words of 
the Law have the Shekhina among them, as it is written 
[Mai. iii. 16]: ‘Then conversed they that feared the 
Lord one with the other; and the Lord listened and 
heard it,’ etc.” 

This is as to two. Whence is it deduced of even one 
who occupies himself with the study of the Law, that the 
Holy One, blessed be He, fixes his reward? It is writ¬ 
ten [Sam. iii. 28] : “That he sit in solitude and be silent; 
because He hath laid it upon him.” 

Tosephtha—Aboth of R. Nathan . 

*Said R. Hananiah the Segan: Whoever takes the words of 
the Torah to his heart, all thoughts of the sword and hunger, of 
foolishness and fornication, evil thoughts in general and thoughts 
of adultery, thoughts of nonsense and thoughts of human cares, 
are destroyed for him, for so it is written in David’s Psalms 


* Chapter XX. of the original. 
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[xix. 9]: “ The precepts of the Lord are upright, rejoicing the 
heart: the commandment of the Lord is clear, enlightening the 
eyes.” But one that does not take to heart the words of the 
Torah, to him the reverse comes, as Moses wrote in his Deuter¬ 
onomy [xxviii. 46-48]: “ And they shall remain on thee for a 
sign and for a token, and on thy seed for ever. For the reason 
that thou didst not serve the Lord thy God with joyfulness, and 
with gladness of heart, while there was an abundance of all 
things; therefore shalt thou serve thy enemies whom the Lord 
will send out against thee, in hunger, and in thirst, and in 
nakedness, and in want of everything. 

Since it says: ” In hunger,” what is meant by it ? At the 
time when one has not even a piece of barley-bread, his enemies 
demand of him wheat bread and fat meat. And what is meant 
by the words: “ And in thirst” ? At the time when one has 
not even a drop of vinegar, or beer, his enemies demand of him 
the best wine of the land. And what is meant by the words. 
“ And in nakedness” ? When one has not even a woollen or 
linen shirt, his enemies demand of him silken ones, the best of 
all lands. The words, “ And in want of everything,” mean that 
he will be without a light, knife, and table. Otheis says. W ith- 
out vinegar and salt. This corresponds with the manner in 
which people curse when they say: ” May there be no vinegar 
nor salt in thy house! ” 

He used to say the words: “ Look not so at me, because I 
am somewhat black, because the sun hath looked fiercely at 
me” [Song of Songs, i. 6], refer to the counsellors of Judah, 
who relieved themselves of the yoke of the Holy One, blessed 
be He, and chose a human king to reign over them. 

“ My mother’s children were angry with me” [ibid.] refers 
to Moses, who slew the Egyptian, as it is written [Ex. ii. II, 
12]: “And it came to pass in those days, when Moses was 
grown up, that he went out unto his brethren, and looked on 
their burdensome labors. . . . And he looked this way and 

that way, and when he saw that there was no one by.” What 
is meant by” and when he saw that there was no one by” ? 
Infer from this, that Moses inquired of the deliberating groups 
of angels, whether he should slay him (the Egyptian). They 
told him to do so, and he did it, not with a sword, but by a 
word, as it is written [ibid., ibid. 14]’ Saycst (intendest) thou 
to kill me, as thou hast killed the Egyptian ? brom this can 
be learned that he killed him by the Holy Name. 
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Others say that the passage: ** My mother’s children were 
angry with me,” refers to Moses, who fled to Midian, as it is 
written [Ex. ii. 15-17]: ” And Pharaoh heard this thing, and 
he sought to slay Moses; but Moses fled from the face of Pha¬ 
raoh, and tarried in the land of Midian, and he sat down by a 
well. . . . And the shepherds came and drove them away, 

but Moses arose and helped them and watered their flocks.” 
Moses constituted himself as judge, and said: “ It is usual for 
the males to draw the water and for the females to water the 
flocks, and here I see the reverse. There is in this place much 
perversion.” 

There are others who say that as long as Moses stood by the 
well, the water surged and came toward him, but when he left, 
the water also receded. At the same time, he said: ” Woe to 
me, that I have left my people and come to dwell among 
heathens. ” 

Another explanation of the above passage is, that it refers 
to the Israelites who made the golden calf, for although at first 
they said [Ex. xxiv. 7]: ” All that the Lord hath spoken will 
we do and obey,” nevertheless they soon afterward exclaimed: 
“ These are thy gods, O Israel ” [Ex. xxxii. 4]. 

Still others say that the above passage refers to the spies who 
brought and spread an evil report about the land, and caused 
that carcasses of Israelites fell in the desert, as it is written 
[Numb. xiv. 29] : ” In this wilderness shall your carcasses fall.” 

” They appointed me to be keeper of the vineyards ” [Song 
of Songs, i. 6]. Said the Holy One, blessed be He: Who has 
caused me to shower kindness upon the heathens, but Israel 
himself ? For when the heathens live in prosperity they are 
pushed, cursed, and persecuted. 

Others say that the above passage refers to the Israelites 
who were exiled in Babylon, and the prophets who were then 
among them told them to observe the laws of offerings and 
tithes. They, however, answered: “We were exiled because 
we refused to observe those laws, and you wish us to observe 
them now ? ” 

Mishna C. R. Simeon said : 44 Three that have eaten 
at our table, and have not blessed the Lord for His kind¬ 
ness, are as if they have eaten of the sacrifices of the dead, 
as it is written [Is. xxviii. 8] : ‘ For all tables are full of 
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vomit of filthiness, there is no place (clean).’ But three 
that have blessed the Lord when eating at our table, are 
as if they had eaten of the table of the Omnipotent, as it 
is written [Ezek. xli. 22] : ‘And he spoke unto me: This 
is the table that is before the Lord.’ ” 

Misiina D. R. Hanina b. ’Hakhinai used to say : 
“ He who awakens by night, and he who is walking alone 
on the road and turns aside his heart to idleness, it is his 
own fault if he incurs trouble for himself.” 

Mishna E. R. Nehunia b. Haqanah said : “ Whoso 
receives upon him the yoke of the Law ( i.c ., one who 
devotes himself wholly to study), the community removes 
from him the yoke of the government and the yoke of 
worldly cares ; but a student who breaks from him the 
yoke of the Law, the community lays upon him the yoke 
of the government and the yoke of worldly cares.” 

Misiina F. R. ’Halaphtha of the village of Hananiah 
said : “ When ten sit and are occupied in words of Law 
the Shekhina is among them, as it is written [Ps. Ixxxii.i] : 
‘God standeth in the Congregation of God.’ And whence 
is it proved of even five ? It is written [Amos, ix. 6] ; 
‘And hath founded his bundle * on the earth’ (and a 
bundle is at least of five). And whence even three ? It is 
written [Ps. lxxxii. 1] : ‘ In the midst of judges doth he 
judge ’ (and the number of judges is generally three). 
And whence even two ? It is written [Mai. iii. 16] : 
‘ Then they that favored the Lord spake often one to 
another.’ (The least number of persons who can speak 
to each other is two.) And whence even one ? It is 
written [Ex. xx. 24 (21) ] : ‘ In every place where I shall 
permit my name to be mentioned, I will come unto thee 
and will bless thee! ” 

Misiina G. R. Eliezer of Bartota said : “ Render unto 
God what belongs to Him, for thou and all thou hast are 
His, as David said [I Cliron. xxix. 14] : ‘ For all things 
come from thee, and of thine own have wc given thee.’” 


* Lceser translates it " vault,” but the Talmud translates it literally. 
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Mishna H. R. Jacob said: “One who walks by the 
way and learns, and breaks off his study and says, ‘ How 
beautiful is this tree!’ and, ‘How fine is this furrow 
field ! ’ is endangering: his own life.” 

Mishna / R. Dosithai b. R. Janai said in the name of 
R. Meir: “ When a scholar of the sages sits and studies, 
and subsequently forgets what he studied, Scripture likens 
him to one who endangers his own life, as it is written 
[Deut. iv. 9] : 1 Only take heed to thyself, and guard thy 
soul diligently, that thou do not forget the things which thy 
eyes have seen and that they depart not from thy heart 
all the days of thy life/etc. It might be thought that he 
is culpable of forgetting even when his study had grown 
hard to him, therefore it is written [Deut. iv. 19] : 'And 
they depart not from thy heart all the days of thy life/ 
from which it is to be inferred that he is not guilty unless 
he intentionally leads such a life as to forget them. 

ToscphtJia—Aboth of R. Nathan . 

* R. Hanina b. Dosa said : Whomsoever fear of sin precedes, 
his wisdom prevails, as it is written [Ps. cxi. 10]: 44 The begin¬ 
ning of wisdom is the fear of the Lord/’ 

44 He also used to say: 4 Whosesoever deeds exceed ” etc., as it 
is written [Ex. xxiv.]: 44 We will do and obey.” It was asked 
of R. Johanan b. Zakkai: 44 What praise is to be applied to one 
who is wise and sin-fearing ? ” He answered: 44 A mechanic 
who has his tools with him.” 44 And what praise is to be ap¬ 
plied to the one who is only wise, but not sin-fearing ? ” And 
he answered: 44 He is a mechanic who has no tools.” He was 
asked again as to what praise is to be applied to the one who is 
sin-fearing but lacks wisdom, and he answered: 44 No mechanic 
but has tools.” 

44 R. Elazar b . Azariah said: 4 If there is no Law,'” etc. 
He used to say: One who is possessed of good deeds and who 
has studied much law, to what is he to be compared ? unto a tree 
that is planted by waters, whose branches are few but whose 
roots are many, and which can withstand the severest storm, as 


* Chapter XXII. of the original. 
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it is written [Ps. i. 3]: “ And he shall be like a tree planted by 
rivulets of water/’ etc. One who lacks good deeds but who has 
studied law, to what is he to be compared ? to a tree planted in 
the desert whose branches are many and his roots few, which is 
easily uprooted by any wind, as it is written [Jer. xvii. 6]: 44 He 
shall be like a lonely tree in the desert.” 

44 R. Gamaliel said: i Set a teacher,'" etc. A teacher for 
wisdom and a companion to study with, and be quit of doubt 
and do not tithe much by estimation. 

Simeon his son used to say: All my days I spent among the 
sages, and I found silence to be the most advisable thing, and 
that not discussion but practice is the principal thing; and if 
silence is advisable for intelligent persons, so much the more for 
fools. Wisdom does not bring to much talk, nor does much 
talk bring to wisdom; the main thing is practice. Whosoever 
talks much causes sin, as it is written [Prov. x. 19] : “ In a mul¬ 
titude of words transgression cannot be avoided ” ; and it is also 
written [ibid. xvii. 28]: ” Even a fool, when he keepeth silence, 
is counted wise.” R. Simeon b. Eliezer said: ” He who studies 
the law and is sin-fearing is like a physician who is consulted 
about a wound and who has his instruments and drugs with 
him; but one who studies the Law and is not sin-fearing is like 
a physician who, when consulted about a wound, has the instru¬ 
ments to operate with but has no drugs to heal tfre wound up.” 


Misiina J. R. Hanina b. Dosa said: 44 Me in whom 
fear of sin precedes his wisdom, (may be sure that) his 
wisdom will endure ; and he in whom wisdom precedes his 
fear of sin, (may be sure that) his wisdom will not endure.” 

He also used to say : 44 He whose works are in excess 
of his wisdom, (it is certain that) his wisdom will endure ; 
and he whose wisdom is in excess of his works, (it is certain 
that) his wisdom will not endure.” 

He also said : 44 He who has earned man’s esteem and 
love, will also receive the favor of Heaven ; but he who 
is not worthy of such esteem, cannot expect to find favor 
with God.” 

Misiina K. R. Dosa b. Horkhinas said: 44 Sleeping 
away the morning, carousing at noonday, childish trifling,. 
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and the company of the vulgar waste a man’s life 
away.” 

Misiina L. R. Elazar the Modai said : “ He that pro¬ 
fanes things sacred and contemns the festivals ; he who 
causes his neighbor to blush in public, and annuls the 
covenant of Abraham our father, and acts barefacedly 
against the Torah,* even though he is possessed of Torah 
and good deeds, he has no share in the world to come.” 

Mishna M. R. Ishmael said : “ Be pliant with thy 
chief (although he is not deserving) and yielding to the 
impressment, f and receive every man with cheerfulness.” 

Mishna N. R. Aqiba said : “ Mockery and frivolity 
are the forerunners of immorality. Tradition is the 
rampart about the Law ; tithes (charity) are the rampart 
of wealth ; good resolutions are the preservative of ab¬ 
stinence ; and the safeguard of wisdom is—silence.” 

Misiina O. He used to say: “ Beloved is man, that 
he was created in His image, and, moreover, that he was 
notified that he was so created, as it is written [Gen. ix. 6 ]: 
‘ For in the image of God made he man.’” 

Mishna P. “ Beloved are Israel, that they are called 
children of God ; moreover, that it was made known to 
them that they are so called, as it is written [Deut. xiv. i] : 
‘ Ye are the children of the Lord your God.’” 

Mishna Q. “ Beloved are Israel, that there was given 
to them a precious article; moreover, that it was made 
known to them that there was given to them the precious 
article ” [as it is stated elsewhere that with this the world 
was created, as it is written [Prov. iv. 2] : “ For good 
information do I give you ; my teaching must ye not 
forsake ”]. 

Mishna P. “ Everything is foreseen and free-will is 
given. And the world is judged by grace ; and every one 


* This is according to Maimonides ; Rashi, however, says it means : one who says 
that Moses wrote in the Pentateuch ridiculous things, as, for instance, that Thimna 
was the concubine of Eliphaz [Gen. xxxvi. 12]. 
f Maimonides explains it otherwise. 
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is judged according to the majority of his deeds ” (i.e., if 
one has done more good than evil, he is judged more 
favorably—Rashi). 

Mishna .S’. He (Aqiba) used to say: “ All that we 
possess is merely a trust, and over all life a net is spread 
out. The storehouse is open, the proprietor sells on credit; 
the ledger lies ready and the purchaser’s hand makes the 
entry; whoever wishes may come and borrow, but the 
collectors are continually going the rounds of the debtors, 
and obtain payment from them voluntarily or involun¬ 
tarily ; they know whereupon they base their claims, and 
their court is a tribunal of justice, and everything is pre¬ 
pared for the banquet ” (/.<?., even the wicked have a share 
in the world to come—Rashi). 

Misiina T. R. Elazar b. Azariah was wont to say: 
“ Without knowledge of religion there can be no true 
culture, and without true culture there is no knowledge of 
religion. Where there is no wisdom, there is no fear of 
God; and without fear of God there is no wisdom. 
Without learning there can be no counsel, and without 
counsel there will be lack of learning. Where there is a 
dearth of bread, culture cannot thrive, and lack of culture 
causes dearth of bread.” 

Mishka U. He also used to say : “ With what is he to 
be compared, who can boast of more learning than char¬ 
itable deeds ? With a tree of many branches and but few 
roots—there comes a storm that uproots and prostrates 
it, as it is written [Jer. xvii. 6] : ‘ And he shall be like a 
lonely tree in the desert, which feeleth not when the good 
cometh; but abideth in the parched places in the wilder¬ 
ness, in a salty land which cannot be inhabited. ‘ But 
what does he resemble, who can show more deeds than 
learning? A tree of few branches and many roots: all 
the storms and winds may bear down and rage upon it, 
they cannot move it from its place. As it is written [Jer. 
xvii. 8] : ‘ And he shall be like a tree that is planted by 
the waters, and by a stream spreadeth out its roots, which 
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feeleth not when heat cometh, but its leaf remaineth green, 
and in a year of drought it is undisturbed by care, and 
ceaseth not from yielding fruit.’ ” 

Mishna V . R. Elazar b. ’Hasma said : “ ‘ Qinim ’ * 
and ‘ Pitteche Niddah ’ f are essentials of Torah ; canons 
of astronomy and geometry are after-courses of wisdom.” 

Tosephtha—A both of R. Nathan . 

Sleeping away the morning ." It means: One shall not 
wilfully sleep till past the hour of reading the Shema, for by so 
doing he neglects the Law, as it is written [Prov. xxvi. 13]: 
44 As a door turneth upon its hinges, so doth the slothful upon 
his bed. The slothful saith, There is a leopard in the way: a 
lion is between the streets.’’ 

“ Carousing at noonday" means: One should not make a 
practice of drinking wine at midday, for by so doing he is pre¬ 
vented from observing the Law, as it is written [Eccl. x. 16]: 
41 Woe to thee, O land! when thy king is low-minded, and when 
thy princes eat in the morning/’ Also: 44 Happy art thou, 
O land, when thy king is noble-spirited, and thy princes eat in 
proper time." When is the proper time? Say, then, in the 
world to come, as it is written [Is. lx. 22]: 44 I the Lord will 
hasten it in its time"; also: 44 At the proper time shall it be 
said to Jacob and to Israel," etc. [Numb, xxiii. 23]. Said the 
Holy One, blessed be He, to Balaam: 44 At the time, but not in 
the time; not in your time, but at the time when I will redeem 
Israel." 

44 Childish trifling ." By this is meant, that one should not 
make a practice of talking to his wife, sons, or daughters when 
he is studying at home; for by so doing he neglects the Torah, 
as it is written [Josh. i. 8]: 44 This book of the law shall not 
depart out of thy mouth; but thou shalt meditate therein, day 
and night." 

44 The company of the vulgar" means: One should not lounge 
with idlers in the market, lest he neglect the Torah, as it is writ¬ 
ten [Ps. i. 1, 2]: 44 Happy is the man who walketh not in the 

* The young doves sacrificed by a woman after confinement. 

f The three kinds of blood of menses, which are difficult to be distinguished from 
each other. 

% Chapter XXI. of the original. 
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counsel of the wicked . . . and sitteth not in the way of 

scorners; but whose delight is the law of the Lord/' Said R. 
Meir: For what purpose is it said: 44 And sitteth not in the way 
of scorners" ? Say, then, it refers to the assembly halls of the 
scoffers, as it is written [ibid. xxvi. 5]: "I have hated the assem¬ 
blage of evil-doers; and with the wicked will I not sit " ; and it 
is also written [Mai. iii. 19]: 44 For, behold, the day is coming, 
which shall burn as an oven, and all the presumptuous, yea, 
and all who practise wickedness, shall be stubble"; and " pre¬ 
sumptuous" are scoffers, as it is written [Prov. xxi. 24]: 41 The 
presumptuous and proud, scorner is his name." 

Once it happened that R. Aqiba, while sitting and teaching 
his disciples, was reminded of the way he spent his younger 
days. He said: 44 I thank thee, Lord my God, that thou hast 
placed me among the studious, and not among the idlers in the 
markets." 


6 


CHAPTER IV. 


Mishna A. Ben Zoma was in the habit of saying: 
“Who is a wise man? He who learns from everybody, 
as it is written [Ps. cxix. 99] : ‘ Above all my teachers 
have I obtained intelligence ! ’ Who is a hero ? He who 
conquers his passions, as it is written [Prov. xvi. 32] : 
‘One that is slow to anger is better than a hero ; and he 
that ruleth his spirit, than the conqueror of a city.’ Who 
is a rich man ? He who is satisfied with his lot, as it is 
written [Ps. cxxviii. 2] : ‘ For thou eatest the labor of thy 
hands : then wilt thou be happy, and it shall be well with 
thee.’ ‘ Wilt thou be happy’ in this world, ‘it shall be 
well with thee ’ in the world to come. Who is honored ? 
He who honors his fellowmen, as it is written [I Samuel 
ii. 30] : “ For those that honor me will I honor, and those 
that despise me shall be lightly esteemed.’ ” 

Mishna B. Ben Azai was in the habit of saying: 
“ Hasten to fulfil the commandment of little importance 
as if it were of much importance, and flee from all man¬ 
ner of sin, for the fulfilment of one precept brings about 
that of another, and one transgression brings about an¬ 
other ; for the reward of virtue is virtue itself, and the 
reward of sin is sin.” He likewise said : “ Despise no 
man, and consider nothing as too far removed to come to 
pass; for there is no man but hath his day, and no event 
that may not come.” 

Mishna C. R. Levitas of Jabneh said : “ Be exceed¬ 
ingly lowly of spirit, for the hope of man is the worm.” 
“ R. Johanan b. Baroquah said: “ Whoso profanes the 
name of Heaven in secret, they punish him openly. 
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Error, like design, is punishable as to the profanation of 
H is name.” 

Mishna D. R. Ishmael said : “ He that learns in order 
to teach, they grant him the faculty to learn and to teach ; 
he that learns in order to practise, they grant him the 
faculty to learn, to teach, to preserve, and to practise.” 

Mishna E. R. Zadoq was in the habit of saying : 
“ Wear not the law of God as a crown to exalt thyself 
withal, nor use it as a spade to dig therewith (for 
wealth).” [And thus was Hillel wont to say: “And he 
who serves himself with the tiara perishes.”] Thus thou 
art to learn that he who makes use of his learning in the 
Law to further his own selfish ends loses all merit. 

Mishna E. R. Jose said: “Whosoever honors the 
Torah is himself held in honor, and whosoever dishonors 
the Torah is himself dishonored with men.” 

Mishna G. R. Ishmael said : “ He that refrains him¬ 
self from judgment, frees himself from enmity, and rapine, 
and false swearing ; and he that is arrogant in decision is 
foolish, wicked, and puffed up in spirit.” 

Mishna H. He used to say: “Judge not alone, for 
none may judge alone save One; and say not, ‘Accept 
ye my opinion,’ for they are free to choose, and not 
thou.” 

Mishna/. R. Jonathan said : “ Whosoever fulfils the 
Law in poverty will at length fulfil it in wealth, and who¬ 
soever neglects the Law in wealth will at length neglect 
it in poverty.” 

Mishna J. R. Meir said : “ Lessen your business, that 
you have more time for the study of the Law, and be 
lowly in spirit unto every man ; and if thou idlest away 
thy time without study of the Law, thou wilt have many 
idlers against thee; and if thou laborest in the Law, He 
hath much reward to give unto thee.” 

Mishna K. R. Eliezer b. Jacob said : “ He who per¬ 
forms one precept has acquired unto himself one advo¬ 
cate, and he who commits one transgression has gotten 
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to himself one accuser. Repentance and good deeds are 
as a shield against punishment/’ 

Misi-ina L. R. Jehudah the Sandlar said: 41 Whatso¬ 
ever congregation is for the sake of Heaven will in the 
end succeed; and that which is not for a divine purpose 
will in the end not succeed.” 

Mishna M. R. BJazar b. Shamna said : 44 Let the 
honor of thy disciple be as dear unto thee as the honor 
of thine associate ; and the honor of thine associate as the 
fear * of thy master; and the fear of thy master as the fear 
of Heaven.” 

Mishna JV. R. Jehudah said : 44 Be careful in thy 
study, for error in study counts for an intentional sin.” 

Mishna O. R. Simeon was wont to say : 44 There are 
three crowns—the crown of the Law, the crown of the 
priesthood, and the crown of royalty. But the crown of 
a fair name excelleth them all.” 

Mishna P. R. Nehorai said : 44 Betake thyself to a 
place of Torah, and say not that it will come after thee, 
because thine associates will confirm it unto thee, and 
(moreover) lean not unto thine own understanding.” 

Toscphtha—A both of R. Nathan. 

t ‘ ‘ Who is a zvise man ? he who /earns from everybody .' ’ Who 
is the most modest ? One who is as modest as Moses our mas¬ 
ter was, as it is written [Numb. xii. 3]: “ But the man Moses 
was very meek.” Who is the richest of all ? One that is satis¬ 
fied with his lot, as it is written [Ps. cxxviii. 2]: ” When thou 
eatest the labor of thy hands: (then) wilt thou be happy, and 
it shall be well with thee.” Who is the greatest of all heroes ? 
One that controls his passion, as it is written [Prov. xvi. 32] : 
” One that is slow to anger is better than a hero; and he that 
ruleth his spirit, than the conqueror of a city.” And one that 


* Rashi explains it : The honor of a disciple can be as dear to one as one’s self, 
because the honor of the disciple is one’s own glory, which cannot be so in case of a 
neighbor ; and therefore the Torah equals it to the fear of one’s master, which 
includes honor also. 

f Chapter XXIII. of the original. 
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is the ruler of his spirit is considered as if he had conquered a 
city full of heroes, as it is written [ibid. xxi. 22]; “ A wise man 
scaleth the city of the mighty " ; and " mighty " means mighty 
in the Torah, as it is written [Ps. ciii. 20] : " Mighty in strength, 
that execute his word/' There arc others who say that it means 
the ministering angels, as it is written [ibid.]: " Bless the Lord, 
ye his angels, mighty in strength," etc. There are still others 
who say that the greatest hero is he who makes his enemy his 
friend. 

" Despise no man." As it is written [Prov. xiii. 13]: " Whoso 
despiseth the word shall fall in debt to it; but he that fearcth 
the commandment will be rewarded." 

He also used to say: " One who is taught the Law while 
young is like unto a heifer which was tamed while yet small, as 
it is written [Ilosea, x. 11]: " And Ephraim is as a well-taught 
heifer that loved to tread out the corn." The one who is taught 
the Torah in his old age, however, is like a cow which was tamed 
when already old, as it is written [ibid. iv. 16]: " For like an 
untamable cow is Israel disobedient." 

lie also used to say: " He that is taught the Torah in his 
youth is similar to a woman who kneads her dough with warm 
water, and one that is taught the Torah in his old age is similar 
to a woman who kneads her dough with cold water." 

* R. Eliezcr b. Jacob said: "One that is taught the Law 
when young is similar to a screed which was written on new 
paper, and one who is taught the Law when old is similar to a 
screed which was written on old paper." 

R. Simeon b. Gamaliel adds to the above the following: 
" One that is taught the Law when young is similar to a young 
man who marries a young woman; they are suited to and desire 
each other. One that is taught in his old age, however, is sim¬ 
ilar to an old man who marries a young woman: she is suitable 
to him, but not he to her. She desires him, but he avoids her, 
as it is written [Ps. cxxvii. 4]: " Like arrows in the hand of a 
mighty man, so are the children of youth"; and immediately 
after it is written [ibid., ibid. 5]: " Happy is the man that hath 
his quiver filled with them." 

One that learns and forgets is similar to a woman who bears 
children but buries them, as it is written [Ilosea, ix. 12]: " But 
though they were to bring up their children, yet would I bereave 

* Thisisadded here to It. Eliezcr b. Jacob. In the Mishna, however, this state¬ 
ment is ascribed to R. Elisha b. Abuyah. 
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them, that there should be no man.” Do not read 
(would I bereave them), but QinrDEJl (would I forget them). 
As it is written [Deut. xi. 18]: " Therefore shall ye lay up these 
my words in your heart,” etc., i. c. , the words of the Torah shall 
be distinguished from each other, and at same time shall be 
marked upon thee side by side, as it is written [Prov. vii. 3]: 
” Bind them around thy fingers; write them upon the table of 
thy heart” ( i.e ., as the fingers are separate from each other and 
still side by side of each other), and it is also written [ibid. vi. 
21]: “ Bind them upon thy heart continually, tie them about 
thy throat.” 


Mishna Q. R. Janai said: “Neither the security of 
the wicked nor the afflictions of the righteous are within 
the grasp of our understanding.” 

Mishna R. R. Mathia b. ’Heresh was in the habit of 
saying: “Be beforehand in saluting every man ! Be the 
lion’s tail rather than the fox’s head! ” 

Mishna 61 R. Jacob said : “This world is, as it were, 
the antechamber of the world hereafter; therefore, pre¬ 
pare thyself in the antechamber, that thou mayest be 
admitted into the banqueting hall! ” 

Mishna T. He used to say: “ Better is one hour of 
repentance and good deeds in this world than all the life 
of the world to come, though one hour of refreshment of 
spirit in the world to come is better than all the life in 
this world.” 

Mishna U . R. Simeon b. Elazarsaid : “ Do not seek 
to appease thy friend in the hour of his passion, and do 
not seek to console him in the hour when his dead is laid 
out before him ; and do not interrogate him in the hour 
of his vow, and strive not to see him in the hour of his 
disgrace.” 

Mishna V. Samuel the Little used always to repeat 
the following passage [Prov. xxiv. 17, 18]: “At the 
fall of thy enemy do not rejoice, and at his stumbling 
let not thy heart be glad, lest the Lord see it, and it be 
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displeasing in his eyes, and he turn away from him his 
wrath.’ ” 

Mishna W. Elisha b. Abuyah said : “ He who learns 
as a lad, to what is he like? To ink written on fresh 
paper. And he who learns when old, to what is he like ? 
To ink written on blotted paper. 

Misiina X. R. Jose b. Jehudah, the villager of Baby¬ 
lon,* said: “ Whom does he resemble, who learns from 
the young ? Him who eats unripe grapes and drinks the 
wine fresh from the wine-press ! But whom does he re¬ 
semble, who learns from old men ? Him who eats ripe 
grapes and drinks old wine! ” 

Misiina Y. Rabbi was in the habit of saying : “ Look 
not upon the pitcher, but upon what it contains. Many a 
new pitcher is full of old wine, and many an old one does 
not even hold new wine.” 

Misiina Z. Rabbi Eliezer the Kapar said, “ Envy, 
sensuality, and ambition destroy life.” 

Misiina A A. He likewise said : “ Those born unto the 
world are destined to die ; the dead to live on again ; and 
those who enter the eternal life, to be judged. Therefore 
let it be recognized, understood, and remembered, that 
He the Almighty, the Creator, Architect, He is the coun¬ 
sellor, He the judge, He the witness, He the accuser. 
He is always ready to give judgment ; blessed be He ! 
for, before Him there is no injustice, no oversight, no 
regard for rank, no bribery. Know that all will appear 
in the account! Accept not the assurance of thy pas¬ 
sions, that the grave will be a place of refuge for thee. 
For without thy consent wert thou created, wert born into 
the world without thy choice ; thou art now living with¬ 
out thine own volition, without thine approval thou wilt 
have to die ; so likewise without thy consent thou wilt 
have to render account before the Supreme King, the 
Holy One, blessed be He!” 

* The most of the Tanaim came from Palestine, and when there was one from 
Babylon he was pointed out. 



88 


THE BABYLONIAN TALMUD. 


Tosephtha—Aboth of R. Nathan. 

* Said Elisha b. Abuyah: “ A virtuous man who has studied 
the Law diligently is similar to one who builds a foundation of 
stones and a superstructure of bricks; though they be inundated, 
yet they cannot be moved. One who is not virtuous, in spite 
of having studied the Law, is similar to one who lays stones on 
a brick foundation: the smallest freshet will overturn the build¬ 
ing.” 

He used to say: “ The former is also similar to lime which is 
spread upon stones, even heavy rain cannot melt it; and the 
latter is similar to lime which is spread on bricks, the lightest 
shower will melt it.” 

He also used to say: “ The former is also similar to a cup 
which has a tpi]cpo<y (a four-cornered polished stone), even when 
it is turned over, still some of its contents remain; but the latter 
is similar to a cup without a as soon as it is turned over, 

everything in it is spilled. 

He used to say: “ The former is also similar to a horse which 
has a complete harness; and the latter is similar to a horse which 
lacks a bridle: the man who mounts him is soon thrown off.” 

He also used to say: One who is taught when young, ab¬ 
sorbs the words of the Torah in his blood, and he can utter them 
explicitly, but the reverse is with one who is taught when old. 
There is also a proverb to this effect: ” If thou hast not desired 
them in thy youth, how wilt thou reach them in thy old age ?” 

He also used to say: ” The words of the Torah are as hard 
to purchase as golden vessels, and as easy to lose as glassware, 
as it is written [Job, xxviii. 17]: ‘ She cannot be estimated after 
gold and glass/ ” He brings together gold with glass, as golden 
vessels when broken can be repaired; but glassware when broken 
cannot be repaired, unless melted and formed again. And what 
does it mean: ” And not in exchange for her (can) vessels of 
refined gold (be taken) ” ? [ibid.]. That the countenance of him 
who occupies himself with the words of the Torah, and observes 
them, shines as refined gold; but the countenance of him who 
occupies himself with them, and does not observe them, becomes 
dark as glass does. 

He also used to say: ” It is possible for a man to study the 
Law continuously for twenty years and forget it in the course of 


* Chapter XXIV. of the original. 
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two years.” How so ? If he has not gone over what lie had 
learned for six months, he will pronounce the unclean clean, or 
vice versa . If he has neglected to go over his studies for twelve 
months, he will confuse the sayings of the sages; in eighteen 
months, he will forget the beginning of the Tracts; and in 
twenty-four, even that of the chapters; and finally will have to 
be silent altogether. Of him said Solomon [Prov. xxiv. 30, 31]: 
” By the field of a slothful man I once passed along, and by the 
vineyard of a man void of sense: and, lo, it was all grown over 
with thorns, nettles had covered its surface, and its stone wall 
was broken down.” And when the wall of a vineyard falls, the 
entire vineyard is soon destroyed. 

He also used to say: ” One who causes his friend to perform 
a meritorious deed, it is as if he himself had done it.” This 
can be compared to a human king who caught a bird and gave it 
to one of his servants, saying: ” If thou wilt be careful of this 
bird, I will reward thee; otherwise, I will take thy life for its.” 
So also has the Holy One, blessed be He, said to the Israelites: 
“ The words of the Torah which I gave to you, if you will ob¬ 
serve them I will reward you; otherwise, I will take your lives 
for them,” as it is written [Deut. iv. 9]: ” For it is not a vain 
word for you; on the contrary, it is your life.” 


Tosephtha—Aboth of R. Nathan . 

* Ben Azai said: ” If the mind is tranquil because of acquired 
wisdom, it is a good sign;f but if made restless by acquired 
wisdom, it is a bad sign. If the mind is tranquil on account of 
faith in the Creator, it is a good sign ; but if the mind is restless 
on account of believing in the Creator, it is a bad sign. If one 
has the sympathies of the sages at the hour of his death, it is a 
good sign for him ; if he has not, it is a bad sign for him. When 
dying, if his face is turned upward, or he looks straight in the 
faces of the persons around him, or if his countenance shines, it 
is a good sign for him. The reverse is unfavorable.” 

When II. Johanan b. Zakkai was dying, he raised his voice 


* Chapter XXV. of the original. 

f The explanation at length of this saying is lo be found at p. 50 of our “ Ebert 
Harosha.” See also the letter of the late Professor Stcinthal printed in our “ Schulchan 
Aruch und seine Peziehungen, etc,” in which he fully agrees with us. See also Sec¬ 
tion Moed, Vol. VI., Tract Hagiga, p. 32, foot-note, concerning Den Azai. 
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in weeping. Said his disciples to him: “ Master, thou art as a 
high pillar, the light of the world, a strong hammer—wherefore 
criest thou?” He answered: "Am I going before a human 
king ? Such a one is angry at me, it can be only for this world; 
if he imprisons or slays me, it is only for this world. Moreover, 
I might appease him with words or bribe him with money. But 
I am going before the King of kings of kings, the Holy One, 
blessed be He: if He should be angry at me, it includes both 
worlds, and whom I cannot appease with words or bribe with 
money. Besides, there are two ways before me: one leads to 
the garden of Eden and the other to Gehenna, and I do not 
know whether I will be condemned to Gehenna, or I will enter 
the Garden of Eden, as it is written [Ps. xxii. 30]: * Before 
him shall bend the knee all that are going down into the dust,' 
etc.” 

It is also written [Ex. xxx. 23]: ” And then will I take away 
my hand”; also [Ezek. ii. 10]: ” And he spread it out before 
me, and it was written within and without,” etc. ” Within ” 
means this world ; ” without ” means the world to come. Others 
say: ” Within ” means the sufferings of the righteous, and the 
welfare of the wicked in this world; and “ without ” refers to 
the reward of the upright, and the expiation of the wicked in 
the world to come. 

“ And there were written therein lamentations, and dirges, 
and woe” [ibid.]. ” Lamentations” refers to the expiation of 
the wicked in this world, as it is written [ibid, xxxii. 16] : ” This 
is the lamentation wherewith they shall lament for her; the 
daughters of the nations shall lament for her.” ” Dirge ” * re¬ 
fers to the reward of the upright in the world to come, as it is 
written [Ps. xcii. 4]: ” Upon a ten-stringed instrument, and 
upon the psaltery; and with the sweet sound* of the harp.” 
” And woe ” refers to the expiation of the wicked in the world 
to come, as it is written [Ezek. vii. 26]: ” Mishap shall come 
upon mishap, and report shall be spread upon report.” 

Before he (Rabban Johanan b. Zakkai) died, he said: ” Clean 
the house of all defilement, and put in a chair for Hezekiah, 
King of Judah.” 

He used to say: ” Whoever dies with a sound mind, or when 
yet able to talk, or while conversing about the Law, or while 


* “Sweet sound” in Hebrew is JVJH; “dirge” is HUH. The Talmud plays 
upon the similarity of the two words. 



TRACT ABOTH. 


9 1 


doing something meritorious, or in a state of gladness, or while 
laughing, it is a good omen for him; if otherwise, it is a bad 
omen. If one die on the eve of Sabbath, or at the close of the 
Day of Atonement, it is a good omen for him; but if at the 
close of the Sabbath or on the eve of the Day of Atonement, it 
is a bad omen/' 

There is a tradition that when R. Eliezer fell ill, it was on 
the eve of a Sabbath. When R. Aqiba and his comrades visited 
him, he was sleeping in his chamber; so they stayed in the din¬ 
ing-room. When Hyrcanus his son entered to remove his phy¬ 
lacteries, lie was prevented from doing so by his father, who 
began to cry. He left the chamber, and said to the sages: 

“ My masters, methinks that my father is not clear in his mind/’ 
R. Eliezer, however, overheard him, and rejoined: 44 My son, 
it is not I who am not clear in my mind, but thou. For thou 
hast neglected the lighting of the lamps, for which thou art 
liable to a death penalty by the hand of heaven, and hast instead 
occupied thyself with the removal of my phylacteries, for which 
thou art guilty only because of Skbieth.” When the sages heard 
that his mind was clear, they sat down at a distance of four ells * 
from his bedside. They inquired of him as to cleanness and 
uncleanness of many subjects among them; also an amulet or 
torn phylacteries, are they subject to defilement or not ? He 
answered: 14 They are. Dip them as they are, and be careful 
about them, for they form part of the great Halakhoth which 
were told to Moses on Sinai." And they kept on asking him 
concerning cleansing, defilement, and the legal baths, saying: 
Rabbi, What is this ? and, What is that ? and he answered 
accordingly—clean, or unclean. 

Then R. Eliezer said to the sages: 44 I wonder whether the 
scholars of this generation will be punished with death by the 
hand of heaven ?" They inquired: 44 Rabbi, why so ?" And 
lie rejoined: 44 Because they have not served me." 

Later on he said to Aqiba b. Joseph: 44 Aqiba, why hast 
thou not served me ?" He answered: 44 Rabbi, I had not the 
opportunity." And he rejoined: 44 I wonder whether thou wilt 
die a natural death." There are others who say that he did not 
rejoin anything. 

When R. Eliezer spoke thus to his disciples, his blood froze 
within him. Said R. Aqiba: 44 Rabbi, what will my death be ?" 


* As he was at that time excommunicated. 
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He answered : 44 Aqiba, thine will be the hardest of all! There¬ 
upon the latter sat down before him, and said: “ Rabbi, now 
teach me.” And he taught him three hundred Halakhoth con¬ 
cerning a bright spot (in the skin of one's flesh). At the same 
time he raised his two arms, and laid them on his breast, say¬ 
ing: 44 Woe to me! that my two arms, which are like two holy 
scrolls, must leave this world. If all the seas were ink, and all 
the reeds were pens, and all mankind were writers, they could 
not write down everything I have learned and repeated, and 
what I heard while serving the sages in the college, and I have 
not left out of the Torah even as much as a drop of the sea. 
Moreover, I learn three hundred Halakhoth in the verse, 4 Thou 
shalt not suffer a witch to live ’ [Ex. xxii. 17] [there are others 
who say three thousand Halakhoth], and nobody ever asked me 
about them, except Aqiba b. Joseph; for he said to me once: 
4 Rabbi, teach me how melons are planted, and how they are 
pulled out.' I said one thing, and the entire field became cov¬ 
ered with melons. He then said: 4 Rabbi, thou hast taught me 
their planting; teach me also how they are pulled out.’ And 
I said one thing, and all the melons were gathered together in 
a heap." 

R. Elazar b. Azariah inquired of him as to cleanness and 
uncleanness of many subjects, and he answered: 44 It is clean," 
or 44 unclean," accordingly, correctly; and when answering of 
one thing that it was clean, his soul left him while saying 
44 clean." Whereupon R. Elazar b. Azariah rent his garments, 
and, weeping, went out and told the sages: 44 My masters, come 
and see R. Eliezer, who is clean for the world to come, because 
his soul left him while saying 4 clean.' " 

After the Sabbath, R. Aqiba came and found his coffin while 
being borne from Cesarius to Luda; he immediately rent his 
garments, and tore his hair till the blood flowed and dropped to 
the ground. He wept and cried: 44 Woe to me! Rabbi, because 
thou hast died. Woe to me! my master, because thou hast left 
the whole generation as an orphan." When standing in line he 
said: 4 4 4 My father, my father, the chariot of Israel and its 
horsemen 1 ' [ii Kings, ii. 12], there are many foreign coins 
which no money-changer can change besides you (i.e., I have 
many hard questions of law which cannot be solved by any one 
besides you)." 

* 44 Ben Azai said: ‘ Hasten to ,' " etc. He used to say: 44 If 


* See Chapter IV., Mishna B . 
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thou hast performed a meritorious deed, and art not sorry for 
it, it will draw many meritorious deeds in its train; but if one 
transgresses, and is not sorry for it, it will draw many sins in its 
train. For one meritorious deed draws another, and one trans¬ 
gression draws another in its train, as the reward for a meritori¬ 
ous deed is the performance of another, and the punishment for 
a transgression is a transgression.” 

He also used to say: 44 Set something apart for charity, be¬ 
fore you are compelled to do so by others, so that you get the 
reward of both the charity and the setting it apart, and not that 
the reward for the latter shall go to the one who compelled you 
to do it. ” 

He also used to say: 41 Lower thy seat two or three rows, 
from the place you intend to occupy. For it is better thou 
shalt be told to ascend than to descend, as it is written [Prov. 
xxv. 7] : 1 For better it is that it be said unto thee, Come up 
higher, than that thou shouldst be put lower in the presence of 
the prince.’ ” 

There are three persons whose life is not worth living: one 
who must eat at the table of others; one who lives in an attic; 
and one whose wife dominates over him. There are others who 
say: One who suffers in his body. 

He used to say: 44 It is easier to rule the whole world than 
to associate and discuss with hypocrites.” 


Toscphtha—A both of R. Nathan . 

* R. Aqibasaid: 44 The safeguard for honor is refraining from 
laughter; the safeguard for wisdom is silence; the safeguard for 
vows is abstinence; that for cleanness is holiness; and that for 
meekness is the fear of sin.” 

He used to say: Do not mingle with the scoffers, for thou 
mayest learn their doings; do not eat with an ignorant priest, 
for thou runnest the risk of desecration. Be not free with vows, 
lest thou wilt trespass upon oaths; do not get into the habit of 
dining sumptuously, for this may bring thee to eat the bread of 
charity; do not come to a doubt (upon slight evidence), and it 
will prevent thy coming to a certainty (upon scant proof); and 
do not go to a foreign country, for thou mayest be compelled to 
follow the ways of idolaters. So also said David [I Sam. xxvi. 


* Chapter XXVI. of the original. 
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19]: “ Because they have driven me out this day so that I can¬ 
not attach myself on the inheritance of the Lord, saying, Go, 
serve other gods.” Canst thou for a moment think that King 
David was an idolater ? He only meant to infer that he who 
leaves Palestine and goes to a foreign country is considered as 
if he were an idolater. 

He also used to say: 44 Whoever is buried in other countries, 
it is as if he were buried in Babylon; whoever is buried in Baby¬ 
lon, it is as if he were buried in Palestine; whoever is buried in 
Palestine, it is as if he were buried under the altar, because the 
whole (soil) of Palestine is fit for an altar; and whoever is buried 
under the altar, it is as if he were buried under the throne of 
glory, as it is written [Jer. xvii. 12]: 1 A throne of glory, exalted 
from the beginning, is the place of our sanctuary.’ ” 

He used to say: 44 The ignorant can never be truly pious.” 

He also used to say: 44 Why do disciples die while young ? 
Not because they are adulterers, or robbers, but because they 
interrupt their studies, and occupy themselves in idle conversa¬ 
tion, and also because they do not begin again where they 
stopped.” 

R. Simeon b. Elazar said: 44 The Israelites who live outside 
of Palestine arc unconsciously worshipping idols. How so ? 
And idolater gives a feast in honor of his son, and he invites all 
the Jews of the place, and although they eat and drink of their 
own, and their own servants wait on them, yet it is considered 
as if they had eaten the sacrifices of the dead, as it is written 
[Ex. xxxiv. 15]: 4 Any one call thee, and thou eat of his sacri¬ 
fice.’ ” 

44 And contemns festivals . ” R. Aqiba said : 44 Whoever mar¬ 
ries a woman not suitable to him transgresses five negative com¬ 
mandments; for 4 thou shalt not avenge,’ 4 nor bear any grudge ’ 
[Lev. xix. 18] ; for 4 thou shalt not hate thy brother in thy heart ’ 
[ibid., ibid. 17]; for 4 thou shalt love thy neighbor as thyself’ 
[ibid., ibid. 18]; and [Lev. xxv. 36] 4 that thy brother may live 
with thee ’: as he hates her, he desires her death, consequently 
he abolishes the commandment of the multiplication of man¬ 
kind.” 

He also used to say: 44 Whoever eats unhealthy food trans¬ 
gresses thrice: he despises himself, as well as the food, and pro¬ 
nounces a benediction upon unwholesome things.” 

R. Jehudah b. Ilai said: 44 When one dies and leaves a son, 
who did not care to learn the Torah from him, and he goes and 
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learns it from others, his only desire is to be flattered (and as 
the father was too proud to flatter, therefore he did not have 
the merit of teaching his son).” 

R. Elazar the Kapar said: “ Do not be as the lintel, which 
no hand can reach; neither as the upper cross-beam, on which 
the engravings are defaced; and not as the middle threshold, 
at which sometimes the feet strike; but as the lowest one, on 
which every one steps, and which, when in the end the entire 
building is demolished, is still left in its place.” 


Toscphtha—AbotJi of R . Nathan . 

* R. Jose said : Whoever venerates the Torah is himself hon¬ 
ored by the people, as it is written [I Sam. ii. 30]: ” For those 
that honor me will I honor, and those that despise me shall be 
lightly esteemed.” ” Those that honor me ” refers to Pharaoh, 
King of Egypt, who honored the One who said, ” Let there be 
the world,” and went out at the head of his court; and when 
his servant remarked that kings usually went in the rear of their 
court, he answered: Am I then going before a human king ? I 
am going before the King of kings of kings, the Holy One, 
blessed be He. Therefore the Holy One, blessed be He, also 
honored him and meted out his retribution Himself, as it is writ¬ 
ten [Habakkuk, iii. 15]: “Thou didst pass along over the sea 
with thy horses.” 

R. Joshua b. Kar'hah said: “ Pharaoh rode into the sea on a 
stallion, as it is written [Ex. xv. 19]: 4 For the horse of Pharaoh 
went in/ etc.; but when his retribution came, it was done with 
ahorse and chariot, as it is written [Habakkuk, iii. 15]: 4 Thou 
didst pass along over the sea with thy horses/ ” etc. 

44 Those that despise me shall be lightly esteemed ,” refers to 
Sennacherib, who despised the One who said, 44 Let there be the 
world ” ; therefore he was despised by the Holy One, blessed be 
He, as it is written [Is. xxxvii. 24, 25]: 44 Through thy servants 
hast thou . . . till besieged places.” Therefore the Lord 

punished him through an angel, who shaved his head and beard, 
and he returned to his kingdom shamefacedly. 

44 R. Ishmael the son of R. fohanan b. Broka said: 1 Whoever 
learns for the purpose of teaching / ” etc. He used to say: 


* Chapter XXVII. of ihe original. 
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“ Though thou hast not undertaken to accomplish the entire 
Law, yet thou art not free to neglect it altogether; and the 
more one occupies himself with it, the more reward he accumu¬ 
lates.’ ’ 

“ R. Eliezcr b. Hisma said ,” etc. R. Johanan b. Nuri, how¬ 
ever, said: “ The Halakhoth, the purification, and the law of 
menstruation and Qinim are the essentials of the Torah.” 

He used to say: “The support of the wise, the institu¬ 
tion of courts and their maintenance, bring much good to the 
world.” 

R. Johanan b. Dehabai said: “ Whoever says this Halakha 
is not seemly, forfeits his share in the world to come.” 

He used to say: “ Do not keep away from a precept which 
has no limit, or from a labor which has no end. This can be 
compared to one who was hired to take water from the sea and 
spill it on the land. When, seeing that the sea does not de¬ 
crease and the land is not submerged, he becomes disgusted and 
refuses to continue the work, he is to be told as follows: ‘ You 
ignoramus! Why should you become disgusted? Continue 
your work, and get your pay of a golden dinar every day.’ ” 

“ R. Eliezer b. Shamna said: ‘ Let the honor of thy disciple ,’ ” 
etc. Whence do we know that one shall be as particular regard¬ 
ing the honor of his disciple as regarding that of his colleague ? 
From Moses our Master, who said to Joshua: “ Choose for us 
men ” [Ex. xvii. 9]. He did not say choose for me , but for us . 
Infer from this that he regarded him as his equal, although he 
was master and Joshua the disciple. And whence do we know 
that one should be as particular regarding the honor of his col¬ 
league as regarding that of his master ? It is written [Numb, 
xii. it]: “ Then said Aaron unto Moses, Alas, my lord.” Was 
not (Moses) his younger brother ? Infer from this that he re¬ 
garded him as if he were his master. And whence do we know 
that one should be as particular in regard of the honor of his 
master as regarding that of Heaven ? As it is written [ibid. xi. 
28]: “ And Joshua the son of Nun, the servant of Moses from 
his youth, answered and said, My lord Moses, forbid them.” 
We see that Joshua equalled Moses to the Shekhina. 

At first they used to say: There is grain in Judea, straw in 
Galilee, and chaff on the other side of the Jordan; afterward 
they changed it to: There is no grain in Judea; there is no 
straw in Galilee, but chaff; and on the other side of the Jordan 
there is neither. 
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Tosepktha—A doth of R. Nathan . 

* R. Nathan said: 14 There is no love such as the love of the 
Torah; there is no wisdom such as the wisdom of manners; 
there is no beauty such as the beauty of Jerusalem; there are 
no riches such as the riches of Modea; there is no strength such 
as the strength of Persia; there is no adultery such as the adul¬ 
tery of the Arabians; there is no haughtiness such as the haughti¬ 
ness of Elam; there is no hypocrisy such as the hypocrisy of 
Babylon, as it is written [Zech. v. 11]: 4 And he said unto me, 
To build for it a house in the land of Shinar’; and there is no 
witchcraft such as the witchcraft of Egypt." 

R. Simeon b. Elazar said: 44 A sage living in Palestine is 
praiseworthy. When he leaves it for a foreign country, his wis¬ 
dom diminishes; and although his wisdom diminishes, still he 
has preference to a sage who never lived in Palestine. This can 
be compared to metal of Nadai which is brought to the coun¬ 
tries of the sea: although depreciated in its original value, it is 
nevertheless more valuable than all other iron of the world." 

Rabban Simeon b. Gamaliel said: 44 Whoever maintains peace 
in his own household, it is considered as if he maintains it among 
ever^ r one in Israel; and whoso causes envy and contention in 
his household, it is considered as if he had done so among every 
one in Israel; for everyone is king in his own house, as it is 
written [Esther, i. 22] : 4 That every man should bear rule in his 
own house.’ " 

Rabban Gamaliel said: 44 The following four regulations of 
the Romans annihilated the subjugated nations: the unlimited 
taxes, the high license on bath-houses, and theatres, and grain 
tithe." 

He used to say: 44 The words of the Torah are as difficult to 
acquire as silken garments, and are lost as easily as linen ones. 
Nonsense and foolish things are easily acquired, but arc hard to 
lose as a sack is* for sometimes one buys a sack in the market 
for a sela, and uses it for four or five years." 

R. Jehudah the Prince said: 44 Whoever indulges in the plea¬ 
sures of this world, the pleasures of the next are withheld from 
him; but one who does not, will not forego them there." 

lie also used to say: 44 The upright who fare badly in this 
world can be compared to a cook who prepares a feast for him- 
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self: although it had cost him much trouble, still he has done it 
for himself. The wicked, however, who fare badly in this world, 
are as the cook who prepared a feast for others: although it had 
cost him much trouble, nevertheless he has done nothing for 
himself, but for others/' 

He further used to say: " All those things which are done 
in private shall be done as if they were done publicly/' 

“ Hillelsaid: 1 Do not isolate thyself from the community .' " 
He also used to say: " One who eats much, merely increases his 
excrement, and who (adds flesh to his body) multiplies worms 
and moths; but whoever increases his good deeds, secures bodily 
rest." 

R. Elazar b. Shamua said: ‘ 4 The disciples are divided into 
three classes: Hewn stones, corner-stones, and a polished stone. 
A disciple who has studied Midrash, and only knows how to 
answer the question of the scholar appertaining to Midrash, and 
answers in that is compared to a hewn stone which has only one 
surface; one who has studied Midrash as well as Halakhoth, and 
he is able to answer a scholar in both, is like a corner-stone 
which has two surfaces; and one who has acquired a knowledge 
in Midrash, Halakhoth, Agadoth, and Tosephthas, and is enabled 
to answer in all four branches, is like a polished stone which has 
four surfaces, one on each of its four sides." 

R. Jehudah b. Ilai said: "Whoever constitutes the Torah 
as the chief good, and considers wordly affairs as a secondary 
thing, will attain importance in the world. If, however, he does 
the contrary, he will become insignificant in the world. This 
can be compared to a regiment which has to go between two 
roads, one of fire and the other of snow. If it keeps near that 
of fire, it will be scorched ; and if near that of snow, it will freeze. 
It is therefore best to go in the middle, and it will thus be 
guarded from heat and cold." 


Toscphtha—A both of R. Nathan. 

R. Simeon b . Elazar (in the name of R. Meir) said: 1 Co?i - 
ciliate ?iot thy friend in the hour of his anger / " etc. He used 
to say: 11 If some of thy neighbors praise, and others reprimand 
thee, love the latter and hate the former; for the latter are 


* Chapter XXIX. of the original. 
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bringing thee to a life in the world to come, and the others are 
withdrawing thee from it.” 

He also used to say: 44 Wherever a righteous man goes his 
heart goes along; if he stands still, his heart does so also.” 

lie further used to say: 44 One who applies himself to the 
study of the Law is assisted in his application. However, if he 
neglects it, he is further prevented from it by such as a lion, 
wolf, tiger, hyena, and snake; or soldiers or robbers surround 
and punish him, as it is written [Ps. lviii. 12]: 4 Verily, there is 
a God that judgeth in the earth/ ” 

Abba Saul (b. Nanes) said: 44 The scholars are divided into 
four classes: One studies, but does not teach others; a second 
teaches others, but does not study himself; a third one both 
studies for himself and teaches others; and a fourth neither 
studies himself nor teaches others. The first class learn a chap¬ 
ter, or two or three, study them repeatedly until they know 
them by heart, but do not teach them to others; the second 
learn an entire section two or three times, teach it to others, but 
not having studied it repeatedly forget it; the third learn one, 
or two, or even three, entire sections, teach them to others, and 
study them themselves, and therefore do not forget them; and 
the fourth class are those who have learned an entire section two 
or three times, but have not taught it to others, neither have 
they studied it themselves, and thus they forget it.” 

R. Hanania b. Jacob said: 44 One who keeps awake at night 
studying the Law, it is a good omen for him; however, if he 
spends the night only in conversation, it is a bad omen for 
him.” 

R. Jacob b. Hananiah said: 44 One who is awake by night, but 
does not study, it were better for him not to have been born.” 

R. Elazar the Kapar said: 44 If one honor his friend for 
pecuniary considerations, he will in the end be dismissed in dis¬ 
grace; but if he scorns him for a meritorious purpose, in the end 
he will be dismissed honorably. Whence is the former deduced ? 
From the case of Balaam the wicked, who honored Balak for a 
mercenary purpose, as it is written [Numb. xxii. 18]: 44 And 
Balaam answered and said unto the servants of Balak: If Balak 
would give me his house full of silver and gold.” And whence 
do we know that he was dismissed in disgrace ? As it is written 
[ibid. xxiv. 11]: 44 And now flee thou to thy place . . . but, 

lo, the Lord hath kept them back from honor.” Whence is the 
latter case derived ? From that of Moses our master, who 
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scorned Pharaoh for a meritorious purpose, as it is written [Ex. 
xi. 8] : “ And all these thy servants shall co?ne down unto me, and 
bow themselves down unto me, saying. ” Was, then, Pharaoh 
standing upon the roof, and Moses on the ground ? Say, then, 
that Moses said to Pharaoh: “ Even all thy servants who bow 
before thee on thy altar will come down and entreat me, but I 
will not listen to them.” And whence do we know that he was 
dismissed honorably? It is written [ibid. xii. 31]: “And he 
called for Moses and Aaron by night/* 

They answered: “ Are we, then, thieves, that we shall go out 
in the night?” Wait till the Holy One, blessed be He, will 
bring us seven pillars of honors, and accompanied by them we 
will go forth joyfully and openly, as it is written [Numb, xxxiii. 
3]: “ On the morrow after the passover-sacrifice the children of 
Israel went out with a high hand.” 

O11 account of the four different means of forgiveness, R. 
Matliia b. Heresh went to visit R. Ishmael b. Elazar the Kapar 
in Ladakia. He interrogated him: “ Hast thou heard the four 
different means of forgiveness on which R. Ishmael used to lec¬ 
ture ? ” He rejoined : “ I have heard they are three, but repent¬ 
ance must be to every one of them.” It is written [Jer. iii. 
22]: “ Return, ye backsliding children, I will heal your back- 
slidings.” And again [Lev. xvi. 30]: “ For on that day shall 
(the high-priest) make an atonement for you to cleanse you.” 
Also [Ps. lxxxix. 33]: “Then will I visit with the rod their 
transgressions, and with plagues their iniquity.” And also [Is. 
xxii. 14]: “ Surely this iniquity shall not be forgiven unto you 
until ye die.” How can these four contradictory passages be 
explained ? Thus: If one has violated a positive precept, and 
has repented, he is forgiven immediately—to this case the first 
passage is applied. If one has violated a negative precept and 
has repented, the repentance is suspended until the Day of 
Atonement, when he is forgiven—to this the second passage 
is applied. If one has committed a sin for which he is liable to 
Kareth, or death by the court, and has repented, the repentance 
and the Day of Atonement are suspended until he is cleared by 
sufferings—to this case the third passage is applied. However, 
one who has profaned the name of heaven has not the power to 
repent, and no sufferings clear him, and the Day of Atonement 
does not atone for him; but repentance and sufferings are sus¬ 
pended, and only death absolves him—to him is applied the 
last passage. 
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Issi b. Jehudah said: “ Wherefore do scholars die before their 
time ? Not because they commit adultery or robbery, only be¬ 
cause tliey condemn themselves.” 

R. Itz’hak b. Pin’has said: “ Whoever is versed in Midrash, 
but not in ITalakha, has not tasted of wisdom; and he who is 
the opposite, has not tasted of the fear of sin.” 

lie used to say: “ One who is versed in Midrash, but not in 
Halakhoth, is like unto a strong man, but who is unarmed; one 
who is the opposite is like an armed weakling. One, however, 
who is versed in both is like unto a man who is both strong and 
armed.” 

He further used to say: ” Be careful in greeting thy neigh¬ 
bors. Do not enter a house of strife, neither strive to see it. 
Be among thy colleagues, and be thou a head to a fox rather 
than a tail to a lion. ” 


Tosephtha—Aboth of K. Nathan. 

* “ R. Nathan 6 . Joseph said: f * He who neglects the words of 
the Lazo on account of his riches , he zvill finally do so on account 
of poverty ; but he who observes the Lazo even when he is poor , he 
will finally do so when rich / ” He used to say: “ The consol¬ 
ing of the mourners, the visiting of the sick, and the bestowing 
of favors bring much good to the world.” 

R. Mcir said: “One who transgresses one precept doubt¬ 
fully, it is considered as if he had done it in certainty. How 
so ? One commits a sin and has cognition of it, he brings a sin- 
offering of the value of a sela, or the tenth part of an ephah of 
the value of a Dupondius . However, if he is in doubt whether 
he sinned or not, he must bring a trespass-offering of the value 
of two sclaim. (So is the Law.) Now, let us see. It is certain 
that goodness of heaven exceeds considerably heavenly chastise¬ 
ment, is there not room to draw an a fortiori conclusion that if 
chastisement, which is less than goodness, still if one is in doubt 
whether he did or did not sin, heaven requires him to bring 
a trespass-offering to pacify his conscience and to be rewarded 
for bringing the offering, so much the more in case of goodness 
of heaven which exceeds chastisement, that heaven rewards him 
in case of doubt as if it were sure that he did it.” 


* Chapter XXX. of the original. 

f In the Mishna, however, this saying is ascribed to R. Jonathan. 





102 


THE BABYLONIAN TALMUD. 


R. Nathan b. Joseph said: There is a case where one trans¬ 
gresses ignorantly, and nevertheless it is considered as if he had 
done it wantonly. How so ? If one has killed a person un¬ 
awares, and escapes to a city of refuge, and the avenger of the 
blood find him before he reach the city of refuge and kill him, 
he is free. However, if one killed a person wantonly, and the 
avenger of the blood kills him (before the court has pronounced 
sentence, not heeding the warning of witnesses), it is equal to 
ordinary murder, although the avenger thought that he might 
do so as a relative of the murdered person, and he may be killed 
for the crime. Now let us see: Which is in excess, goodness or 
chastisement of heaven ? Surely the former. Now, if chastise¬ 
ment, which is less, if one commits a sin erroneously, still in 
such a case, it is considered as if done intentionally, so much the 
more so in case of goodness which is in excess. 

R. Aqiba said: “ One who connects himself with trans¬ 
gressors, although he has not done as they did, he is neverthe¬ 
less punished as they are. However, if he connects himself with 
the performers of the precepts, although he has not taken part 
in the performance, he nevertheless is rewarded as they are. 
How so ? When two persons give their testimony that some 
one has killed a person, and it is found that their testimony is 
collusive, they are sentenced to death; and as they are brought 
to the stoning place, somebody comes running up, saying: ‘ I 
know something about these witnesses ’; and when his testi¬ 
mony is also found to be collusive, he, too, is sentenced to 
death; and when he is brought to the stoning place, he wails: 
1 Woe to me! had I not come with them, I would not have been 
sentenced.’ Hence the same a fortiori conclusion stated before 
must be drawn. If one connects himself with transgressors and 
it is so, much the more one will be rewarded if he connects him¬ 
self with performers of precepts.” 

R. Simeon said: ** The punishment of the liar is that even 
when he tells the truth he is not believed, as w*e find with the 
sons of Jacob, who at first lied to their father, and he believed 
them, as it is written [Gen. xxxvii. 31]: And they took Joseph’s 
coat, and killed a he-goat also [ibid., ibid. 33]: * And he rec¬ 
ognized it, and said : It is my son’s coat.’ In the end, however, 
when they spoke the truth, he did not believe them, as it is writ¬ 
ten [ibid. xlv. 26]: ‘ But his heart remained cold, for he believed 
them not ’; and [ibid.] : 4 And they told him, saying: Joseph is 
yet alive, and he believed them not.’ ” There are others who 
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say: "The holy spirit which had left Jacob our father during 
the absence of Joseph returned to him at that time, as it is writ¬ 
ten [ibid., ibid. 27]: * The spirit of Jacob their father revived/ ” 


Toscphtha—Aboth of R. NatJian . 

* R. A’hai b. Joshiah said: “ One who buys grain from the 
market is compared to an infant whose mother died, and which, 
although nursed by many other nurses, is never satiated. One 
who buys bread from the market, is comparable to one for whom 
a grave was dug for interment. One who eats of his own is like 
an infant reared at the breasts of his mother/’ 

He used to say: “ One who eats of his own, his mind is tran¬ 
quil; but if he eats of that belonging to his father, mother, or 
his children, and especially of that belonging to strangers, his 
mind can never be tranquil.” 


* Chapter XXXI. of the original. 




CHAPTER V. 


Mishna A. By ten sayings the world was created; 
and why so ? Could it not have been created by one say¬ 
ing? But it was that vengeance might be taken on the 
wicked, who destroy the world that was created by ten 
sayings ; and to give a goodly reward to the righteous, 
who maintain the world that was created by ten sayings. 

Tosephtha—Aboth of R. Nathan . 

44 By ten sayings the world was created.” For what purpose 
is this stated ? To teach that if one carries out a precept, or 
observes one Sabbath, or preserves a soul, it is considered as if 
he had preserved the entire world, which was created with ten 
sayings. But he who transgresses once, or violates one Sab¬ 
bath, or destroys one soul, is considered like unto one who has 
destroyed the entire world, which was created with ten sayings. 
And so we find with Cain, who killed his brother Abel, as it is 
written [Gen. iv. io] : 44 The voice of thy brother’s blood (in 
plural).” He shed only the blood of one person—why is the 
plural used ? Infer from this that the blood of the decedent’s 
children, grandchildren, and all the descendants which were des¬ 
tined to be descended from him, were all crying before the Holy 
One, blessed be He. 

R. Nehemiah said: 44 Whence is it deduced that a single per¬ 
son is equal to the whole creation ? It is written [ibid. v. i]: 
4 This is the book of the generations of Adam.’ And before 
that it is written [ibid. ii. 4]: 4 These are the generations of the 
heavens and of the earth when they were created.’ We see that 
with reference to the creation of man almost the same wording 
is used as with reference to the creation of heaven and earth, 
which goes to show that one is as much as the other. Likewise 
may be inferred from this, that the Holy One, blessed be He, 
showed him (Adam) all the generation which were to spring from 
him, as if they were standing and playing before him.” There 
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are others who say that the righteous only were shown to him, 
as it is written [Is. iv. 3]: Every one that is written down into 
life in Jerusalem.” 

R. Joshua b. Kar’hah said: ” It is written [Ps. cxxxix. 16]: 

* My undeveloped substance did thy eyes see, and in thy book/ 
etc. Infer from this that the Holy One, blessed be He, showed 
unto Adam all succeeding generations, together with their 
preachers, directors, leaders, prophets, heroes, criminals, and 
their pious. In this or that generation, such and such a king 
will reign; in another, a certain sage will exist, etc.” 

R. Eliezer the son of R. Jose the Galilean said: ” Nine hun¬ 
dred and seventy-four generations before the creation of the 
world, the Torah was already written and reposing in the lap of 
the Lord, and sung praises together with the angels, as it is 
written [Ps. viii. 8, 9]: ‘ Then was I near him as a nursling; and 
I was day by day (his) delight, playing before him at all times; 
playing in the world, his earth/ They have compared this to 
one who desired to engrave many subjects on a piece of wood, 
and as it was not of sufficient size, he was in despair. What 
could he do ? Let him engrave upon the earth, where he has 
enough space. So also did the Holy One, blessed be He, whose 
great name shall be praised for ever and evermore, when He in 
His wisdom and understanding created the entire world. He 
created the heavens and the earth in the upper and lower re¬ 
gions, and created in man all that he created in his world: the 
world contains forests, so also does man, viz., his hair; the world 
contains evil beasts, so does man, viz., lice; there are thorns in 
the world, so also are they in man—his ears; there is odor, so 
also in man—his nose; light—man’s sight; evil-smelling liquids, 
so also in man—the excretion of the nose; salty water, so also 
in man—tears; rivers, so also in man—his urine; castles, so 
also in man—his lips; gates, so also in man—his teeth; sweet 
water, so also in man—his saliva; stars, so also in man—his 
cheeks; towers, so also in man—his neck; cathedrals, so also in 
man—his arms; nails, so also in man—his fingers; a king, so 
also in man—his head; advisers, so also in man—his kidneys; 
millstones, so also in man—his stomach; regulations, so also in 
man—his spleen; manure, so also in man—his belly; pits, so 
also in man—his navel; spring-water, so also in man—his blood; 
trees, so also in man—his bones; hills, so also in man—his 
ashes; a mortar and pestle, so also in man—his knees; horses, 
so also in man—his legs; hills and valleys, so also in man—when 
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standing he is like a hill and when lying he is like a valley. 
Hence all that which the Holy One, blessed be He, created in 
His world, He also created in man/’ 


Mishna B . Ten generations were there from Adam 
to Noah, to show how great was His long-suffering; for 
all the generations were provoking him, till He brought 
the deluge upon them. 

Tosephtha—Aboth of R. Nathan . 

* 41 Ten gc7ierations were there from Adam to Noah." For 
what purpose was this stated ? To teach that all these genera¬ 
tions persisted in provoking the Lord, nevertheless He did not 
bring the flood on the world, for the sake of the upright and 
pious. There are others who say: As long as Methuselah lived, 
the flood descended not upon the world; and it was even sus¬ 
pended for seven days after his demise; as it is written [Gen. vii. 
io]: “ And it came to pass, after the seven days.” What seven 
days ? The period of mourning for the upright, who prevented 
the retribution. 

Another explanation is: The above passage teaches that the 
Holy One, blessed be He, granted them an additional respite, 
after the original one hundred and twenty years, of seven days, 
in which time to repent. 

Still another explanation is, that the Lord changed the order 
of the world for seven days, causing the sun to rise in the west 
and to set in the east, so that perchance they would notice it, 
become frightened, and repent; however, it had no effect. 

Still another explanation is, that the Lord spread His table 
before them during seven days, and gave them an inkling of 
what there was in the world to come, so they might reflect and 
say: Woe to us, for all this good which is lost to us, and for the 
destruction of our offspring, as it is written [ibid. vi. 12] : “ And 
God looked upon the earth, and, behold, it was corrupt.” 

R. Elazar b. Parta said: ” It is written [ibid., ibid. 3]: 1 My 
spirit shall not always strive for the sake of man.' It means 
that the Lord said: ‘ I will not judge them until I will double 
their rewards/ as it is written [Job, xxi. 13]: 1 They wear out 


* Chapter XXXII. of the original. 
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their days in happiness; and in a moment they go down to the 
nether world/ " 

R. Jose the Galilean said: “ It is written: * My spirit shall 
not always strive/ It means that the Lord said: 4 I will not 
equal the evil thoughts to the good thoughts so long as their 
fate has not yet been sealed/ After that, however, both are 
equal in transgression/' 

He used to say: 44 The evil spirit is removed from the upright 
and the good spirit predominates, as it is written [Ps. cix. 22]: 
4 And my heart is deeply wounded within me/ From the wicked, 
however, the good thoughts are removed and evil thoughts are 
given them instead, as it is written [ibid, xxxvi. 2]: * Saith vice 
itself to the wicked, So I feel it within my heart, that he should 
have no dread of God before his eyes/ To people of mediocrity 
both are given: the one who is nearer to the good thoughts is 
ruled by them, and one who is nearer to the evil thoughts is 
ruled by them, as it is written [ibid. cix. 31]: 4 For he ever 
standeth at the right hand of the needy, to save him from those 
that judge his soul/ 

R. Simeon b. Elazar said : 44 It is written [Gen. vi. 3]: * My 
spirit shall not strive,' etc. This means the Lord said: 4 I will 
not judge them before I have rewarded the upright.’ This is 
only as to this world; but as to the world to come, it is written 
[ibid, cxlvi. 46]: 4 When his spirit goeth forth, he returneth to 
his (native) earth. 

R. Aqiba said, of the same verse: 44 The Lord said: 4 They 
have not reflected that they are flesh and blood.' On the con¬ 
trary, they were haughty, and said unto God: 4 Depart from 
us ’ " [Job, xxi. 14]. 

R. Meir said, of the same verse: 44 This means that the Holy 
One, blessed be He, said: 4 This generation said: God does not 
judge, there is no judge in the world; God has left it/ ” 

Rabbi said, of the same verse: 44 This means that the Holy 
One, blessed be He, said: 4 They have not instituted a Sanhe¬ 
drin on earth, therefore will I institute for them a Sanhedrin on 
high/" 

Mishna C. Ten generations were there from Noah 
to Abraham, to show how great was His long-suffering ; 
for all the generations were provoking Him till Abraham 
our father came, and received the reward of them all. 
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Tosephtha—Aboth of R. Nathan . 

* ‘‘ Ten generations ,” etc. For what purpose was it neces¬ 
sary to state this ? To teach that all these generations have 
provoked Him, and there was not one who walked in the way 
of the Holy One, blessed be He, till Abraham our father, as it 
is written [Gen. xxvi. 5]: “Because that Abraham obeyed my 
voice . . . and my laws.” Are there then two Laws ? In¬ 

fer from this that the Lord provided Abraham with two reins, 
which, like two sages, made him understand, advised him and 
taught him all night, as it is written [Ps. xvi. 7]: “I will bless 
the Lord, who hath given me counsel: also in the night season 
my reins admonish me.” And not only that, but Abraham our 
father was wont to practise charity first and justice afterward, 
as it is written [Gen. xviii. 19): “ For I know him, that he will 
command,” etc. When two disputants came before him, and 
one of them complained that the other owed him a manah, Abra¬ 
ham was wont to deposit a manah of his own with one of them, 
and then said: Make your complaints. When he found that 
one really owed the other, he said to the one with whom he de¬ 
posited the manah: “ Give it to thy neighbor”; and if neither 
owed the other, he said: “ Divide it between yourselves, and 
depart in peace.” However, David the king practised justice 
first and charity after, as it is written [II Samuel, viii. 15]: 
“ And David did what was just and right unto all his people.” 
When two disputants came to him, and one of them claimed 
that the other owed him a manah, he told them to make their 
complaints, and after finding one of them liable, he used to give 
the other the manah; otherwise, he said: “ Divide your claims, 
and depart in peace.” 


Mishna /?. With ten temptations was Abraham our 
father tempted, and he withstood them all, to show how 
great was the love of Abraham our father. 

Tosephtha—Aboth of R. Nathan . 

” With ten temptations ,” etc. They are as follows: two at 
“get thee out of thy country”; two with his two sons; two 


* Chapter XXXIII. of the original. 



TRACT ABOTH. 


109 


with his two wives; one with the kings; one at ” the pieces”; 
one at Ur of the Chaldees; and one at the circumcision. Where¬ 
fore so many ? For the reason that when Abraham our father 
will claim his reward, the angels shall say: More than us, even 
more than all of us, is he worthy to receive his rewards, as it is 
written [Eccl. ix. 7]: ” Go, eat with joy thy bread, and drink 
with a merry heart thy wine.” 

In comparison to these ten temptations, the Holy One, 
blessed be He, performed ten miracles for his descendants in 
Egypt, and also brought ten plagues (on the Egyptians); and 
performed ten miracles for the Israelites at the sea, and brought 
ten plagues on the Egyptians at the sea. The Egyptians roared 
at them with their voices, so also did the Lord roar at them at 
the sea, as it is written [Job, xxxvii. 5]: ” God thundercth with 
his marvellous voice.” The Egyptians came to the sea with 
bows and arrows, so also did the Lord appear, as it is written 
[Habakkuk, iii. 9]: ” Laid quite bare is thy bow”; also [Ps. 
xviii. 15]: ” And he sent out his arrows, and scattered them.” 
The Egyptians came to the sea armed with swords, so also did 
the Lord, as it is written [ibid.] : ” And he shot forth lightnings, 
and discomfited them ”—lightning means sword, as it is written 
[Ezek. xxi. 14, 15]: ” The sword, the sword is sharpened, and 
also polished: in order to make a thorough slaughter it is sharp¬ 
ened, in order that it may glitter* is it polished.” * The Egyp¬ 
tians came armed with spears, so also did the Lord, as it is 
written [Habakkuk, iii. 11] : ” At the shining of the flaming 
glitter of thy spear.” The Egyptians were proud of their shield 
and buckler; so was the Lord, as it is written [Ps. xxxv. 2]: 
” Take hold of shield and buckler, and rise up for my help.” 
The Egyptians came with sling-stones, but the Lord with hail¬ 
stones, as it is written [Ps. xviii. 13]: ” From the brightness 
before him his thick clouds passed away (with) hail-stones and 
coals of fire.” 

When our fathers stood by the sea, Moses said to them: 
” Arise and pass through it!” and they rejoined: “ We will 
not pass, till we see the sea become chips, chips.” f Whereupon 
Moses struck the sea with his staff, and it was converted into 
chips, as it is written [Habakkuk, iii. 14]: ” Thou didst strike 
through with his own spears the chiefs of his villages.” Again 

* The Hebrew term for both “glitter” and “ lightning ” is p-Q. 

f The text reads “nekabim,” and the verse quoted begins with “nakab-tha”; 
hence the supposition. 
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Moses said to them: " Arise and pass through it/' and they 
rejoined: " We will not pass till the sea becomes a valley." 
Moses struck the sea again, and it became a valley, as it is writ¬ 
ten [Ps. lviii. 13]: " He divided the sea, and caused them to 
pass through"; also [Is. lxiii. 14]: "As a beast goeth down 
into the valley." Moses again urged them to pass through the 
sea, and they answered: " We will not, till it becomes separated 
into parts"; as it is written [Ps. cxxxvi. 13]: "To him who 
divided the Red Sea into parts." When urged again, they said: 
" We will not pass till the bottom becomes loamy." Where¬ 
upon Moses struck the sea with his staff, and the bottom became 
loamy, as it is written [Habakkuk, iii. 15]: " But (thou) didst 
pass along over the sea with thy horses, over the piled-up bil¬ 
lowsof great waters." Again they refused to pass through, 
until the bottom of the sea should become a desert; and Moses 
caused it to be so, as it is written [Ps. cvi. 9]: " And he led 
them through the depths, as through the wilderness." They 
refused again until the sea became converted into small particles, 
and Moses caused it to be so, as it is written [ibid, lxxiv. 13]: 
" It was thou that didst divide by thy strength the sea." They 
again refused until it should become rocky, and Moses caused it 
to be so, as it is written [ibid.]: " Thou brokest in pieces the 
heads of the crocodiles on the water," and that can be broken 
on rocks only. They again refused until the sea should become 
dry land, and Moses made it so, as it is written [ibid. lxvi. 6]: 
" He changed the sea into dry land "; also [Ex. xv. 19]: " But 
the children of Israel went on dry ground through the midst of 
the sea." They refused again until the waters became as walls, 
and Moses made them so, as it is written [Ex. xiv. 22]: " And 
the waters were a wall unto them, on their right hand, and on 
their left." They still refused till there should be bottles, and 
Moses complied again, as it is written [ibid. xv. 8] : " The flood 
stood upright as a wall."f And the infants were drinking oil 
and honey out of these bottles, as it is written [Deut. xxxii. 13]: 
" And he made him to suck honey out of the rock," etc. There 
are others who say: " Living water issued out of the sea, when 
they were between the walls, and they drank of it, as the sea 
water is salty; for it is stated " the flood," and that means sweet 
water, as it is written [Songs, iv. 15]: "A well of living waters, 

* IDH means both “ loam ” and “ billows." 

j “IJ is “ wall,” TfrO is “ bottle.” The Talmud plays on the similarity of the two 
words. 
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and flowing down from Lebanon/’ The clouds of glory were 
above their heads, to protect them from the sun. 

R. Eliezer said: “The deep was arched over their heads, 
while passing through the sea, to save them from pain/’ The 
former and the latter both say: The upper and the lower waters 
overthrew the Egyptians, as it is written [Ex. xiv. 27]: “And 
the Lord overthrew the Egyptians in the midst of the sea/’ 


Misiina J 7 . With ten temptations did our ancestors 
tempt God in the wilderness, as it is written [Numb. xxv. 
22] : “ And have tempted me these ten times, and have 
not hearkened to my voice.” 

Tosephtha—Aboth of R. Nathan . 

* “ By means of ten trials the Holy One, blessed be He , tested 
our forefathers ,’’ and they were found wanting in all of them. 
They are as follows: In the wilderness, in the plain, opposite 
Suph, between Paran and Thophel and Laban and Chazeroth 
and Di-zahab. “ In the wilderness ’’ they made the golden calf, 
as it is written [Ex. xxxii. 8]: “ They have made themselves a 
molten calf.’’ “ In the plain’’ they quarrelled with Moses on 
account of water, as it is written [ibid. xvii. 3]: “ And the peo¬ 
ple thirsted there for water.’’ “ Opposite Suph ’’—their rebel¬ 
lion at the Red Sea. There are others who say: This has refer¬ 
ence to Michah’s graven image. “ Between Paran ’’—where the 
incident of the spies occurred [Numb. xiii. 3]: “And Moses 
sent them out from the wilderness of Paran.’’ “ And Thophel ” 
refers to the nonsense (slander) f they talked of the manna. 
“ And Laban ’’—this is the dissension of Korah. “ And Chaze¬ 
roth’’—near which place the incident of the quails occurred. 
All these are seven, and somewhere else it is written [Deut. ix. 
22]: “And at Thah’erah, and at Massah, and at Kibroth-hat- 
thavah/’ (Making altogether ten.) What does Di-zahab refer 
to ? Aaron said to them : “ Ye have enough of the sin of the 
gold which ye brought for the calf.’’ 

R. Eliezer b. Jacob said: “ This sin with which the Israelites 
were afflicted, is enough for that time till the resurrection of the 
dead.’’ 


* Chapter XXXIV. of the original. 

+ in Hebrew means also “ nonsense. 
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Ten names of praise are applied to the Holy One, blessed 
be He: “ Adonai,” “ Jab,” ” Eloim,” ** Eloah,” “ Eloechu,” 
Eloechem,” ” El," “ Eheh-ascher-Eheh,” “ Shadai,” “ Ze- 
baoth.” Said R. Jose: 41 I do not agree as to the name " Ze- 
baoth,” for it is written [Deut. xx. 9]: 0 That they shall ap¬ 
point captains for the armies ,” the Hebrew term for" army” 
being “ Zebaoth.” (These bein <g proper names of God, we have 
not translated them.) 

Ten ignominious names are applied to the idols. They are 
as follows: Abominations, idols, molten images, graven images, 
false gods, groves, sun-images, Atzabim, Aven, images. 

Two signs (the inverted letter Nun) are placed in the Torah 
at a small section, viz. : “ And it came to pass, when the ark set 
forward,” etc. [Numb. x. 35, 36]. Said Rabban Simeon b. 
Gamaliel: ” It would have been advisable to remove this sec¬ 
tion and put it in another place. Something like this we find 
elsewhere [Judges, xviii. 20]: 4 And Jonathan, the son of Ger- 
shom, the son of Menasseh/ was he the son of Menasseh, and 
not the son of Moses ? But because his deeds were not like 
those of his father Moses, therefore he is traced to Menasseh.” 

Likewise we find [Zech. iv. 14]: " These are the two sons of 
the clear oil, that stand by the Lord of the whole earth.” This 
refers to Aaron and the Messiah, and we do not know who is 
more beloved; but, as it is written [Ps. cx. 4]: ” The Lord hath 
sworn, and will not repent of it, thou shalt be a priest for ever.” 
It is to be inferred from this that the latter is more beloved. 

It is said [Ps. lxxx. 14]: ” The boar out of the forest doth 
gnaw at it.” Is it not written out of the river?* The differ¬ 
ence in the two words implies this: As long as Israel act con¬ 
trary to the will of the Omnipotent, the idolaters are likened to 
them as a boar out of the forest, which kills the people, dam¬ 
ages the cattle, and is an affliction to mankind. However, when 
the Israelites act according to the will of the Omnipotent, the 
idolaters are likened unto them, as the boar out of the river 
(hippopotamus), which does not kill people, nor injures any 
creatures. Many words of the Torah are dotted. They are as 
follows: ” May the Lord judge between me and thee" [Gen. 


* -)vn in Hebrew means a “ river ” and means a “ forest ” ; in the verse quoted 
the latter word is used, but the Massorah says that the middle letter is suspended above 
the line, and the Talmud maintains that this shows that originally the first-mentioned 
word was used, but subsequently the middle letter was changed and the change in¬ 

dicated by the suspension. 
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xvi. 5]. The second Yod is dotted in the word 44 ubenecha,” 
which hints that she (Sarah) applied it to Hagar. Others say 
she meant those who caused quarrelling between her and him. 
“And they said unto him , Where is Sarah thy wife?” [ibid, 
xviii. 9]. The Aleph, Yod, and Vav are dotted to imply that, 
although they knew where she was, still they inquired after her. 
“ And he perceived not when she lay down, nor when she arose ” 
[ibid. xix. 33]. The second Vav is dotted, to imply that he per¬ 
ceived only when the younger arose. “And Esau ran to meet 
him, and embraced him, and fell on his neck and kissed him" 
[ibid, xxxiii. 4]. All the letters of the word “ vayishokehu” 
are dotted, to signify that he was not sincere. R. Simeon b. 
Elazar said: “ It implies, on the contrary, that this kissing was 
sincere, but all his other acts were insincere.” “And his 
brothers went to feed his father’s flocks in Shechem ” [ibid, 
xxxvii. 12]. There are dots on the word “ eth,” to imply that 
they did not go to feed the flocks, but to eat, drink, and commit 
follies. “ All that were numbered of the Levites, whom Moses 
numbered with Aaron ” [Numb. iii. 39]. The entire word is 
dotted, to imply that Aaron was not included in the number. 
“ Or be on a distant journey” [ibid. ix. 10]. The Hell in the 
word “ rechokah ” is dotted, to imply that it docs not really 
mean a distant journey, only that he was prohibited from passing 
the threshold of the outer court (of the Temple). “ And we have 
laid waste (all) up to Naphach, which reacheth unto Medeba ” 
[ibid. xxi. 30]. The Resh in the word 44 asher ” is dotted, to 
imply that only the idolaters laid waste the countries. Concern¬ 
ing the first day of Tabernacles, it is written [ibid. xxix. 15]: 
“ And a tenth part each" The Vav of the word “ eissoron ” is 
dotted, to imply that there should be only one-tenth part. And, 
lastly: “ The secret things belong unto the Lord our God; but 
those things which are publicly known belong to us and to our 
children forever" [Deut. xxix. 30]. The entire two first words 
and the Ayin of the third are dotted, to imply that Ezra said : 
“If Elijah will come and question me why I have written thus, 

I will answer: 4 I have already dotted them.’ However, if he 
will say: 4 Thou Hast written well,’ I will erase the dots.” 

In the Torah there is written eleven times the word KTi 
(which means 44 she ”), when it ought to be (he). (See 

Massorah.) 

Ten times did the Shckhina descend upon the earth. Once 
in the Garden of Eden, as it is written [Gen. iii. 8]: 44 And they 
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heard the voice of the Lord God walking in the garden/’ Once 
in the generation of the (builders of) the tower, as it is written 
[ibid. xi. 5]: “ And the Lord came down to see the city and the 
tower.” Once in Sodom, as it is written [ibid, xviii. 21] : “ And 
I will go down now, and see if they have done according to the 
cry against them.” Once in Egypt, as it is written [Ex. iii. 8]: 
“ And I am come down to deliver it out of the hand of the 
Egyptians.” Once at the sea, as it is written [Ps. xviii. 10]: 
“ And he bent the heavens, and came down.” Once at Sinai, 
as it is written [Ex. xix. 20] : “ And the Lord came down upon 
Mount Sinai.” Once at the Temple, as it is written [Ezek. 
xliv. 2] : “ This gate shall remain locked, it shall not be opened 
. . . because the Lord, the God of Israel, hath entered in by 

it.” Once at the pillar of cloud, as it is written [Numb. xi. 25] : 
“ And the Lord came down in a cloud.” And once when it will 
come down in the days of Gog and Magog, as it is written [Zech. 
xiv. 4] : “ And his feet will stand on that day upon the Mount 
of Olives.” 

Ten degrees the Shekhina removed itself from one place to 
another: From the cover to the cherub, as it is written [II Sam¬ 
uel, xxii. 11 ]: “And he rode upon a cherub, and flew along”; 
from the cherub to the threshold, as it is written [Ezek. ix. 3]: 
“ And the glory of the God of Israel ascended up from the 
cherub, whereupon it had been, to the threshold of the house ”; 
from the threshold to the two cherubim, as it is written [ibid. x. 
18]: “ And the glory of the Lord went forth from off the thresh¬ 
old of the house, and halted over the cherubim”; from the 
cherubim to the roof, as it is written [Prov. xxi. 9]: It is bet¬ 
ter to dwell in a corner of a roof ” ; from the roof to the wall of 
the outer court, as it is written [Amos, vii. 7]: “ And, behold, 
the Lord was standing upon a wall (made) by a plumbline ' ’; from 
the wall of the outer court to the altar, as it is written [ibid. ix. 
1]: “ I saw the Lord standing upon the altar”; from the altar 
to the city, as it is written [Micah, vi. 9]: “ The voice of the 
Lord calleth unto the city”; from the city to the mount, as it 
is written [Ezek. xi. 23]: “ And the glory of the Lord ascended 
from the midst of the city, and halted upon the mount,” etc.; 
from the mount to the desert, as it is written [Prov. xxi. 19]: 
“It is better to dwell in a desert land”; and once when it 
ascended on high, as it is written [Hosea, v. 15]: “I will go 
(hence, and) return to my place.” 

A prophet is called by ten different names. They are as 
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follows: Ambassador, faithful, servant, messenger, seer, watch¬ 
man, man of scrutiny, dreamer, prophet, man of God. 

There are ten names for the Holy Spirit, namely: Proverb, 
metaphor, riddle, word, saying, calling, commandment, proph¬ 
ecy, sacred speech, and vision. 

Joy has ten different expressions: Gladness, joy, rejoicing, 
joyfulness, pleasure, relish, satisfaction, complacency, delight, 
cheer. 

Ten are called ” living”: The Holy One, blessed be He, as 
it is written [Jer. x. io]: ” But the Lord God is the truth: he 
is the living God”; the Torah, as it is written [Prov. iii. 18]: 
“ A tree of life is she to those that lay hold on her: and every 
one that firmly graspeth her will be made happy ” ; Israel, as it 
is written [Deut. iv. 4]: ” But ye that cleave unto the Lord 
your God are alive, every one of you, this day”; good deeds, 
as it is written [Prov. xi. 30]: ” The fruit of the righteous is of 
the tree of life ” ; the Garden of Eden, as it is written [Ps. cxvi. 
9]: “I will walk before the Lord in the lands of life ” ; the tree, 
as it is written [Gen. ii. 9]: ” And the tree of life in the midst of 
the garden ” ; Palestine, as it is written [Ezek. xxvi. 20]: ” But 
I will bestow glory in the land of life”; charitable deeds, as it 
is written [Prov. xii. 28]: ” On the path of righteousness there 
is life ” ; the wise, as it is written [ibid. xiii. 14]: ” The instruc¬ 
tion of the wise is a source of life ” ; light, as it is written [Job, 
xxxiii. 30]: ” In the light of life.” 

Misiina E . Ten miracles were wrought for our fath¬ 
ers in Egypt, and ten by the sea. 

Misiina G. Ten miracles were wrought in the Sanc¬ 
tuary : No woman miscarried from the scent of the holy 
meat, and the holy meat never stank ; and a fly was not 
seen in the slaughter-house ; and an unclcanncss befell 
not the high-priest on the Day of Atonement ; and a 
defect was not found in the sheep, nor in the two loaves, 
nor in the shew-bread ; and rains did not extinguish the 
fire of the fuel heaped upon the altar, and wind prevailed 
not against the pillar of smoke ; they stood serried, and 
bowed down at ease ; and serpent and scorpion harmed 
not in Jerusalem, and a man never said to his fellow, 
14 The place is too strait for me to lodge in Jerusalem.” 
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Mishna H. Ten things were created at twilight of 
the eve of Sabbath : the mouth of the earth and the 
mouth of the well, and the mouth of the ass, and the bow, 
and the manna, and the rod, and the Shomir worm, and 
the character and the writing, and the tables. And some 
say the evil spirits also ; and the sepulchre of Moses, and 
the ram of Abraham our father; and some say the first 
tongs with which subsequently other tongs were made. 

TosepJitha—Aboth of R. Nathan . 

*Ten miracles were performed for our forefathers in Jeru¬ 
salem: The holy meat was never spoiled; no woman miscarried 
from the scent of the holy meat; no one was ever injured; no 
accident ever happened to any one; no one ever stumbled; no 
conflagration ever occurred; no rain was ever there; no man 
ever said: “ I could find no oven wherein to roast the paschal 
lamb”; no man ever said: “I could find no bed wherein to 
sleep”; no man ever said to another: “ I could find no quar¬ 
ters in which to pass the night.” 

Jerusalem never was defiled by leprosy, nor condemned as a 
misled city; no ledges, galleries, or channels could be built on 
the public streets, because they would form a tent for unclean¬ 
ness; a corpse could not be left there over night, nor human 
bones be carried through the streets, and no stranger was per¬ 
mitted to settle within its avails. No graves could be maintained 
there except those of the house of David and the prophetess 
Huldah, which existed since the days of the early prophets. It 
was said that there was a grotto which caused the uncleanness to 
run into the brook Kidron. No plants must be planted there, 
and no gardens or parks might be laid out there, except gardens 
of roses, which existed there since the days of the early prophets. 
No geese nor hens might be bred there, much less swine; no 
dung might remain there, because of defilement. A stubborn 
and rebellious son is not judged there, such is the decree of R. 
Nathan, for it is written [Deut. xxi. 19]: “ Then shall his father 
and his mother lay hold on him, and bring him out unto the 
elders of his city, and unto the gate of his place ” ; but as they 
are not his city and place, he cannot be judged. Houses can- 
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not be sold there together with the ground on which they stand. 
No house can remain as a permanent possession after a twelve- 
month. No rent may be taken for houses, but it may be for 
beds and mattresses. Said R. Jehudah: “ It is not allowed to 
take rent even for that.” What did they do with the skins of 
the holocaust ? They were given to the lodging-house keepers. 
R. Simeon b. Gamaliel said: “ The innkeepers were in the inside 
and the lodging-house keepers on the outside. The innkeepers 
used to buy sheep, having nice wool, for four to five selahs, and 
sell them to the Jerusalemites, and made big profits on them.” 

One verse says: “ In one of thy tribes ” [Deut. xii. 14]; and 
another says: “Out of all your tribes” [ibid., ibid. 5]. The 
first relates to the tribes of Judah and Benjamin, and the second 
to Jerusalem, which belongs to all Israel. What belonged to 
Judah ? The Temple Mount, the chambers, and the outer 
courts; and to Benjamin belonged the Temple, the porch, and 
the Holy of Holies, and a triangle extended into the part of 
Judah in which the altar was built. Benjamin was favored, and 
became the host of the Mightiness, as it is written [ibid, xxxiii. 
12]: “ And between his shoulders will he dwell.” 

Said R. Jehudah: At the time when it became known that 
the Temple would be built on the boundaries of Judah and Ben¬ 
jamin, they had improved and separated the suburb of Jericho. 
And who ate its products all these years ? The children of the 
Kenite, the father-in-law of Moses, as it is written [Numb. x. 32]: 

It shall be, that the same goodness which the Lord may do 
unto us will we do unto thee.” However, when the Temple was 
built, they vacated. And whence do we know that they were 
sustained by charity ? They said: “ When the Lord will icveal 
His Shekhina, He will reward Jethro and his children, as it is 
written [ibid., ibid. 29]: For the Lord hath spoken (to bring) 
good upon Israel.” Said R. Simeon : They were prominent men 
and were proprietors of houses, fields, and vineyards. However, 
because of the work of tlie Lord they left everything and went 
away, as it is written [I Chron. iv. 23]: “There were the pot¬ 
ters, and those that dwelt in plantations,” etc. They dwelt 
with the king in his work. And where did they then go ? To 
Jabez, to study the Torah, and thus have become a people of 
the Omnipotent. Jabez was a very good and righteous man: 
he was a truthful man and pious, and occupied himself with the 
study of the Law; therefore the pious went to a pious. 

“ Ten miracles were wrought , etc.; and an unclcanncss befell 
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not the Jiigh-priest on the Day of Atonement "—except R. Ishmael 
b. Kimchith, who went out to converse with a certain dignitary, 
and some saliva dropped out of his mouth on his garments; and 
his brother entered and officiated as high-priest in his stead, and 
their mother had the satisfaction of seeing her two sons as high- 
priests on the same day. 

The sages saw her, and said to her: “ What piety hast thou 
practised?" And she rejoined: "The ceilings of my house 
never saw my hair." 

" No woman miscarried ." It never happened that there was 
anything left of the holy meat; and when they ate too much of 
it, they drank the waters of Shiloach, which assisted digestion. 

" And a defect zvas not foundf etc. Broken earthen vessels 
were sunk in the ground. 

“And wind prevailed not/* etc. And when the pillar of 
smoke went up from the sacrificial altar, the smoke went up 
straight as a staff until it reached the clouds; but the pillar of 
the incense went up from the golden altar in the direction of. the 
Holy of Holies. 

" They stood serried and bowed dozvn/’ etc. When the Israel¬ 
ites came up to kneel before their Father in Heaven, it was so 
that they were compact and no one could put his finger between 
them, but when kneeling every one had ample space. The 
greatest wonder of all was, that even when a hundred people 
entered at once there was no need for the inspectors of the syn- 
agogue to proclaim: " Make room for your brother!" (Some 
think that) the greatest wonder of all was, that when all stood 
up in prayer they were compact and no one could put his finger 
between them, but when they bowed there was a space of a 
man's height between them. 

Said Rabban Simeon b. Gamaliel: Jerusalem is destined that 
all the nations and kingdoms should be gathered together in it, 
as it is written [Jer. iii. 17]: " And all the nations shall be gath¬ 
ered unto it, to the name of the Lord "; and further: " Let the 
waters be gathered together" [Gen. i. 9]. As " the gathering 
together" there means that all the waters of creation shall be 
in one place, so also " the gathering together" here means that 
all the nations and kingdoms shall be assembled in it. 
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Tosephtha—Aboth of R. Nathan . 

* “ The men of Sodom ”—have no share in the world to come, 
and they are not judged, as it is written [Gen. xiii. 13]: “ But 
the men of Sodom were wicked and sinners before the Lord 
exceedingly.” “Wicked’"—one with another; “sinners”— 
in consanguinity; “before the Lord”—inasmuch as they des¬ 
ecrated the name of God; “exceedingly”—they did all that 
intentionally. And it is written [Ps. i. 5]: “Therefore shall 
the wicked not be able to stand in the judgment, nor sinners in 
the congregation of the righteous.” The first part of the pas¬ 
sage relates to the generation of the flood, and the second to 
the men of Sodom. R. Nehemiah said: “ Even in the con^re- 
gation of the wicked they are not included, as it is written [ibid, 
civ. 35 ] : * May the sinners cease from off the earth, and the 
wicked be no more.' ” 

Small children of the wicked have no share in the world to 
come, and are not judged, as it is written [Mai. iii. 19]: “ For, 
behold, the day is coming which shall burn as an oven . . . 

who will not leave them root or bough.” Such is the dictum of 
R. Eliezer. R. Joshua, however, said: They are included, 
and the words, “ who will not leave them root or bough,” refer 
to their own bodies, as it is written [Dan. iv. 11]: “ He called 
with might, and thus lie said: Hew down the tree and lop of! its 
branches, strip off its leaves and scatter its fruit”; and further 
[ibid. 12]: “Nevertheless leave the body of its roots in the 
earth, but (bound) with fetters of iron and copper.” As in both 
passages roots are mentioned, and as the roots mentioned there 
refer to the trunk of the tree, so the roots here refer to the 
body of man. If so, what do the words, “ who will not leave 
them root or bough,” imply? That no reward shall be found 
on which they could depend. 

Others say: “ They are included, and to them refers what is 
written [Is. xliv. 5]: “ This one will say, I belong to the Lord; 
and the other will call himself by the name of Jacob; and the 
other will inscribe himself with his hand unto the Lord, and 
surname himself by the name of Israel.” “ This one will say, 
I belong to the Lord,” refers to the perfectly righteous; “ and 
the other will call himself by the name of Jacob ” refers to the 
small children of the wicked; “ and the other will inscribe him- 
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self with his hand unto the Lord ” refers to the wicked who left 
off their wickedness, turned back, and repented; and, “and 
surname himself by the name of Jacob ” refers to proselytes. 

Korah and his company have no share in the world to come, 
and are not judged, as it is written [Numb. xvi. 33] : 44 And the 
earth closed over them, and they disappeared from the midst of 
the congregation/' Such is the decision of R. Eliezer. R. 
Joshua, however, said: “They are included, and the words, 

‘ The Lord killeth, and maketh alive: he bringeth down to the 
grave, and bringeth up ' [I Samuel, ii. 6], have reference to 
them, because here is mentioned the grave, as it is written 
[Numb. xvi. 33]: 4 And they went down, they and all they that 
appertained to them, alive into the pit.’ * Also there it is men¬ 
tioned, in both cases the bringing up from the grave is included.” 
Said R. Eliezer to him : 44 If so, how are we to understand, 4 And 
the earth closed over them and they disappeared from the midst 
of the congregation ? ” He answered: 44 We are to understand 
that they disappeared from the midst of the congregation, but 
not from the world to come.” 

The generation of the desert have no share in the world to 
come, and are not judged, as it is written [ibid. xiv. 35]: 44 In 
this wilderness shall they be spent, and therein shall they die ” ; 
and further [Ps. xcv. 11]: 44 So that I sware in my wrath that 
they should not enter into my rest.” Such is the dictum of 
R. Eliezer. R. Joshua, however, said: 44 They are included, 
and the words, 4 Gather together unto me my pious servants, 
who make a covenant with me by sacrifice ’ [Ps. 1 . 5], have ref¬ 
erence to them.” Said R. Eliezer to him: 44 If so, how dost 
thou explain the words, 4 so that I sware in my wrath ' ? ” He 
answered that this had reference to the spies, and all equally 
wicked of that generation. 44 But,” continued R. Joshua, 44 I 
am anxious to know how thou dost apply the words: 4 Gather 
together.'” 44 I apply them,” said the other, 44 to Moses, 
Aaron, the pious of the generation, and the tribe of Levi.” R. 
Jose the Galilean said: 44 They are not included, for it is written 
[Numb. xiv. 35]: 4 In this wilderness shall they be spent, and 
therein shall they die '; and further [Deut. xxi. 4] : 4 And they 
shall break there the neck of the heifer in the valley.' As the 
word 4 there ' mentioned here means that it shall die and not be 
moved from its place, so also the 4 there' mentioned in that 


* The Hebrew term for both “ grave ” and “ pit” is sheol, hence the analogy. 
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passage means that they shall die and not be moved from their 
places." An objection was raised, namely: Is in that passage 
the word "there" mentioned in connection with the wicked 
only, and not with the upright ? Is it not said [Gen. xlix. 31]: 

There they buried Abraham and Sarah his wife " ; and further 
[ibid. 5] : " In my grave, which I have dug for me in the land of 
Canaan, there shalt thou bury me"; and also [Numb. xx. 1]: 
"And Miriam died there and was buried there " ; and further 
[ibid, xxxiii. 38]: "And Aaron the priest went up . 
and died there"; and further [Dcut. xxxiv. 5]: "And Moses 
the servant of the Lord died there in the land of Moab, accord¬ 
ing to the order of the Lord" ? Said Rabban Gamaliel: It is 
written [Deut. xi. 21]: " In order that your days may be multi¬ 
plied, and the days of your children in the land which the Lord 
swarc unto your fathers to give unto them." It refers to the 
resurrection, when the parents and the children both will enjoy 
the same longevity. R. Jose the Galilean sides with R. Eliczer, 
and R. Gamaliel sides with R. Joshua. 

The ten tribes have no share in the world to come, and are 
not judged, as it is written [Deut. xxix. 27]: "And the Lord 
plucked them out of their land . . . and he cast them into 

another land, as it is this day." Said R. Simeon b. Jacob: 
" As the day in which they have rebelled will never return, even 
so will they not return." R. Aqiba, however, said: " As the 
day is first dark and then lightens up, so also their darkness will 
be followed by light." 

The following seven have no share in the world to come: A 
scribe, a teacher of little children, even the best of physicians, 
the city judge, the store-keeper, the beadle, and the butcher. 

There are three kings and four commoners who have no share 
in the world to come. The three kings are: Jeroboam, Achab, 
and Menasseh; the four commoners are: Balaam, Docg, Achito- 
phel, and Gechazi. Said R. Jchudah: Menasseh has already re¬ 
pented, as it is written [II Chron. xxxiii. 13]: " And he prayed 
unto him, and he permitted himself to be entreated by him 
and brought him back to Jerusalem, unto his kingdom." 
They argued against him thus: " Had the verse stated merely, 
' and brought him back to Jerusalem,’ we would then agree with 
thee, but since it is added, ‘ unto his kingdom,’ it can be said 
that He returned him to 11 is kingdom, but not to a life in the 
world to come." 

Said R. Mcir: " Absalom has no share in the world to come." 
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Said R. Simeon b. Elazar: ” Achaz, Achaziah, and all the kings 
of Israel who were wicked have no share in the world to come/' 
Said R. Johnan b. Nuri: “ Also one who pronounces the Name 
as it is written has no share in the world to come.” 

He used to say: “ One who scans the Song of Songs (like a 
secular poem), and one who cannot speak above whispering or 
has turned yellow in consequence of a wound or recites (in ridi¬ 
cule) the passage, ‘ I will put none of those diseases upon them,’ 
etc. [Gen. xv. 26], has no share in the world to come.” And 
the sages say: Every disciple who has studied, and then aban¬ 
dons his studies, has no share in the world to come, as it is writ¬ 
ten [Numb. xv. 31]: ” Because the word of the Lord hath he 
despised”; and further [Jer. ii. 5]: ” What fault did your 
fathers find in me, that they went away far from me ?” 

R. Meir said: ” Whoever does not visit the college which is 
in his city has no share in the world to come ” ; and R. Aqiba 
said: ” Also those who do not serve the sages.” 


Mishna /. Seven things mark the clod,* and seven 
there are for the sage. The wise man does not speak 
before those who surpass him in wisdom and years ; he 
does not interrupt another in his speech, he is not hasty 
in answering; he does not ask questions rashly ; asks with 
propriety and to the point; speaks first upon the matter 
first in order, and last upon last; when he does not under¬ 
stand the matter under discussion, he confesses, “ I do not 
understand it ” ; and admits it when he has been con¬ 
vinced. The opposite of these things mark the clod. 

Tosephtha—A both of R. Nathan . 

•[There are seven creations of as many grades of importance. 
The sky is very important; but more important are the stars, 
because they light up the world. Of a higher grade than the 
stars are the trees, because they produce fruit, and the stars do 
not. More significant than the trees are the pernicious winds, 
because they move hither and thither, and the trees do not. 
Greater than the pernicious winds is the beast, for the beast is 


* According to Maimonides. 
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active and eats, which the former cannot do. Of a higher kind 
of development is man; for man is intellectual, and the beast is 
not. More excellent than man are the ministering angels; for 
they are able to traverse from one end of the world to another, 
which man cannot do. 

Man possesses six qualifications three of which belong also 
to the beast, and three to the angels: Man eats and drinks, mul¬ 
tiplies, and excretes just like a beast; but he is endowed with 
intellect, walks erect, and speaks in the holy language, just as 
the angels do. 

The evil spirits (Shedim ; Deut. xxxii. 17) possess six quali¬ 
fications three of which belong to man, and three to the angels; 
namely, they eat and drink, multiply, and die as men do; but 
they have wings, a knowledge of the future, and traverse from 
one end of the world to another, just as the angels do.* There 
are others who say: They also can assume any shape and form 
they like, and see but are not seen. 

The rabbis taught: f There are seven sorts of hypocrites (who 
try to show themselves as if they were of the true Pharisees), 
and they are: Shichmi; Niqpi; Qoosai ; Medukhia; “What 
more is my duty, and I will do it?”; Pharisee of love; and 
Pharisee of fear. 

Shichmi — i.e., who acts like Shechem (Gen. xxxiv.), (who 
allowed himself to be circumcised, not to please God but for his 
own benefit). Niqpi — i.e., one who walks tiptoe (so that he 
strikes his feet against stones or other obstacles in the way), 
in order to show his meekness and thereby attract attention. 
Qoosai — i.e.y one who shows himself as walking with his eyes 
shut in order not to look upon women, and strikes his head 
against a wall and bleeds. Such is the interpretation of R. Nah- 
man b. Itz'hak. Medukhia — i.e., who so bends his body while 
walking that he resembles a pestle. Such is the interpretation 
of Rabba b. Shila. “ What more is my duty," etc. Why is this 
hypocrisy ? It means that he is boasting of having done every 
possible good thing, and challenges that he shall be told what 
more there is to be done and he will do it. “ Pharisee of Icroe," 
etc. Abayi and Rabha both said to the scholar who repeated 

* See Seclion Moed, Vol. VI., Ilagiga, 37. The repetition here is because of 
this addition. 

f Here is a statement which is repeated in Tract Sola, 226, under the head¬ 
ing: “The rabbis taught.” As there it is more comprehensible, we prefer to give 
it here in that form. 
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this: “ Do not place love and fear with the hypocrites, as R. 
Jehudah said in the name of Rabh: * Always shall one occupy 
himself with Torah and merits even not for the sake of Heaven, 
for once he makes it his custom to do so he will finally come to 
do it for the sake of Heaven/ ” 

Said R. Nahman b. Itz’hak: ” That which is hidden (in one's 
heart) is only so from human beings, but not from Heaven; and 
even visible hypocrisy can only be punished by the Upper 
Court/’ Said Janai the king to his wife: “ Do not fear of the 
Pharisees, neither of those who claim to be their opponents; 
but do fear of the colored ones (who put on false colors), who 
in reality act like Zimri (Numb, xxv.), and demand the reward 
of Phinehas.” 

There are seven things which, if used moderately, are whole¬ 
some to the body, and if in excess, are the reverse: Wine, work, 
sleep, wealth, travel, warm water, and the letting of blood. 

With seven things God created the world. They are as fol¬ 
lows: Wisdom, understanding, knowledge, strength, might, kind¬ 
ness, and mercy. And as He has created the world with seven 
things, so also has He created seven ancestors—three fathers 
and four mothers. 

Seven attributes are serving before the Throne of Grace, viz.: 
Faithful, Righteous, Justice, Kind, Merciful, Truth, Peace, as 
it is written [Hosea, ii. 21, 22]: “ And I will betroth thee unto 
me for ever: yea, I will betroth thee in righteousness, and in 
justice, and in loving-kindness, and in mercy. And I will be¬ 
troth thee unto me in faithfulness; and thou shalt know the 
Lord”; and further [Ps. lxxxv. 11]: “ Kindness and truth are 
encountered together; righteousness and peace kiss each other.” 
And what signifies, “ and thou shalt know the Lord ” ? Any 
one who is possessed of these attributes has a knowledge of the 
wisdom of the Omnipotent. 

There are seven dwelling-places: The high, the low, the at¬ 
mosphere, and the four winds. Said R. Meir: There are seven 
heavens: Curtain, firmament, welkin, dwelling-house, habita¬ 
tion, settled place, nebulae. Accordingly the earth has seven 
names: Land, earth, realm, dry land, globe, and nether world. 
Why is it so named ? Because it is seasoned with every thing. 
Others say, because it destroys all. 

“ A wise man docs not speak before those who stir pass him in 
wisdom and years .” This refers to Moses, as it is written [Ex. 
iv. 30]: ** And Aaron spoke all the words which the Lord had 
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spoken unto Moses, and he did the signs before the eyes of the 
people.” Now, then, who of the two was competent to speak ? 
Naturally, Moses; for he had the message direct from God, and 
Aaron only heard it from Moses. But Moses considered that it 
was not seemly to speak in the presence of his elder brother; he 
therefore conferred upon Aaron the honor of being speaker. 

“ Does not interrupt," etc.—refers to Aaron, as it is written 
[Lev. x. 19]: “ And Aaron spoke unto Moses: Behold, this day 
have they offered their sin-offering, and their burnt-offering,” 
etc. He was silent till Moses ceased speaking, and did not even 
say to Moses to be brief in his utterances. There are others 
who say that Aaron took him aside and said: “ My brother 
Moses, tithes, which arc less important than any other offering, 
a mourner (before the burial of the dead) is prohibited from eat¬ 
ing them; a sin-offering, which is of great importance, so much 
the more should it be forbidden to him.” And Moses at once 
admitted that he was right, as it is written [ibid. 20]: “And 
when Moses heard this, it was pleasing in his eyes,” and in the 
eyes of the Mightiness. 

“ And he was angry with Elazar and Ithamar the sons of 
Aaron ” [ibid. 16]. Learn from this that when one teaches his 
disciples he usually keeps his eyes on the great one, and when 
he is angry, he turns his anger to the one who is least: for he 
was angry even with Aaron. 

Aaron was older than Moses, and the Lord is greater than 
Aaron, and why did He not speak to Aaron ? Because his other 
sons did not prevent Nadab and Abihu from committing a sin. 

We find with Abraham our father, when he was praying for 
the men of Sodom, the Holy One, blessed be He, said: ” If 
I find in Sodom fifty righteous within the city, then will I spare 
the whole place for their sake ” [Gen. xviii. 26]. The One who 
said: “There shall be the world,” very well knew that there 
were not in Sodom even four or five righteous, only He waited 
till Abraham finished, and then answered him, as it is written 
[ibid. 33]: “And the Lord went away when he had finished 
speaking with Abraham; and Abraham returned unto his place.” 

“ He is not hasty in answering "—refers to Elihu the son of 
Barachel the Buzite, as it is written [Job, xxxii. 7]: “I had 
said, Days shall speak.” Infer from this that they were sitting 
silently before Job. When he rose, they also arose; when lie 
sat down, they did likewise; when he ate or drank, they did as 
he did, until Job asked their permission to speak, as it is writ- 
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ten [ibid. iii. 1-3]: 44 And after this time Job opened his mouth, 
and cursed his day. . . . Let that day whereon I was born 

perish, and the night when it was said, There hath been a male 
child conceived/’ The night when my mother came to my 
father and told him that she was pregnant shall perish. And 
whence do we know that they did not all speak at once ? As it 
is written [ibid. 2]: 44 And Job commenced, and said”; and, 
44 Then answered Eliphaz the Themanite, and said ” [ibid. iv. 1]; 
and, 44 Then answered Bildad the Shuchite, and said ” [ibid. viii. 
1]; and, 44 Then answered Zophar the Naamathite, and said” 
[ibid. xi. 1]; and, 44 And Elihu the son of Barachel the Buzite 
commenced, and said” [ibid, xxxii. 6]. Scripture has enumer¬ 
ated them one by one for the purpose of informing all who come 
into the world that the wise does not speak before one who is 
greater than he. 

44 And docs not interrupt another in his speech ; asks with pro¬ 
priety ”—refers to Jehudah, as it is written [Gen. xliii. 9]: 44 I 
will be surety for him.” 

44 Asks umvarranted ”—refers to Reuben, as it is written 
[ibid. xlii. 37]: 44 And Reuben said unto his father, thus: Two 
of my sons shalt thou slay.” 

44 Speaks first upon the matter which is first i?i order fi etc.— 
refers to Jacob. Others say to Rebecca, and still others say to 
the men of Haran. 

44 And says; 1 1 have not heard it, } when he actually did not 
hear ”—refers to Moses, as it is written [Numb. ix. 7, 8]: 44 And 
these men said unto him . . . and Moses said unto them, 

Wait ye, and I will hear what the Lord,” etc. 

44 Admits the truth ”—also refers to Moses, as it is written 
[Lev. x. 20]: 44 And when Moses heard this, it was pleasing in 
his eyes.” Also the Holy One, blessed be He, confessed to the 
truth, as it is written [Numb, xxvii. 7]: 44 The daughters of 
Zelophchad speak rightly.” 

Mishna J . Seven kinds of punishments come on ac¬ 
count of seven cardinal transgressions. When some men 
tithe, and some do not tithe, dearth comes from drought; 
some of them are hungry, and some of them are satiated. 
When they have not tithed at all, a dearth comes from 
tumult and from drought. And when they have not sepa¬ 
rated the first dough, a deadly dearth comes. 
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Misiina K. Pestilence comes unto the world for the 
capital crimes mentioned in the Torah, which are not to 
be brought before the tribunal,* and for the seventh-year 
fruits. 

Misiina L. The sword comes upon the world for 
suppression or perversion of judgment, and also for false 
interpretation of the Law. 

Misiina M. Noisome beasts come into the world for 
vain swearing, and for profanation of the Name. Cap¬ 
tivity comes upon the world for idolatry, for incest and for 
shedding of blood, and for not observing the Sabbatical 
year. 

Misiina A 7 ”. At four seasons the pestilence waxes: in 
the fourth year, in the Sabbatical year ; at the ending of 
the latter, and at the ending of the Feast in every year— 
in the fourth, on account of the poor’s tithe in the third ; in 
the seventh, on account of the poor’s tithe in the sixth ; 
and at the ending of the seventh, on account of the fruit 
of the Sabbatical year; and at the ending of the feast in 
every year, on account of the largesses of the poor. 


Tosephtha—A both of R. Nathan. 

t“ Seven kinds of chastisements,” etc. Said R. Jose: Be¬ 
cause of the sin of the first dough, there is no blessing in the 
fruit, and the people are delivered into the hands of their ene¬ 
mies, as it is written [Lev. xxvi. 16]: “ And ye shall sow in vain 
your seed; for your enemies shall eat it.” I'or the sin of offer¬ 
ings and tithes the heavens withheld the rain and dew, as it is 
written [Job, xxiv. 19]: “ Drought and heat speedily consume 
the snow waters,” etc. 

A plague comes to the world because of the sin of gleanings, 
forgotten sheaves, the corners and the tithes for the poor. 

It happened that a woman who was the neighbor of a land- 
owner sent her two children to glean in his field, but he did not 


* According to Rashi, it means when ihc Jewish tribunal ccnscil its existence 
during the last years of the Second Temple ; and according to other commentaries it 
means Karcth and heavenly death, with which the earthly tribunals had nothing to do. 
f Chapter XXXVIII. of the original. 
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let them. In their absence their mother wished that they return 
home, thinking they might bring something to eat; and they, 
too, wished to return home, thinking that their mother might 
have something to give them to eat. Coming home empty- 
handed and finding nothing at home to eat, the disappointment 
and the sorrow all around were so great that all three died in 
one day. Said the Lord: Ye took away their lives, I also will 
take away your lives, as it is written [Prov. xxii. 22, 23]: 44 Rob 
not the poor, because he is poor, neither crush the afflicted in 
the gate; for the Lord will plead their cause, and despoil the 
life of those that despoil them.” 

44 The sivord comes upon the world," etc. When R. Simeon b. 
Gamaliel and R. Ishmael b. Elisha the high-priest were seized 
and condemned to die, and the former was wondering and say¬ 
ing: 44 Woe to us, that we are to be slain as intentional violators 
of the Sabbath, idolaters, uncoverers of consanguinity, or blood- 
shedders.” Said the latter to him: 44 Dost thou desire that I 
shall say something before thee ? *' And he answered: 44 Say! *' 
Whereupon he said: 44 Mayhap when thou wert dining poor 
people came to thy door, but were forbidden to enter by the 
doorkeeper?” And R. Simeon answered: 44 By heaven, this 
was not done. On the contrary, watchmen were placed at my 
door: when they saw the poor approaching, they brought them 
to my table and were given food and drink, and they blessed 
heaven.” 44 Perhaps when thou wert sitting at the Temple 
mount and lecturing, and all the multitudes of Israel were sit¬ 
ting before thee, thou hadst become haughty for a moment ?” 
44 No, my brother Ishmael, I have never done that; but man 

should be prepared for affliction (without any reason what- 

\ * > 
ever). 

They then beseeched the executioner in the following man¬ 
ner: One said: 44 I am a priest, the son of a high-priest. Kill 
me first, and spare me the pain of seeing my colleague die.” 
And the other said: 44 I am a prince, the son of a prince. Kill 
me first, and spare me the pain of seeing my colleague die.” 
And he advised them to cast lots. They did so, and it fell on 
Rabban Simeon b. Gamaliel. Whereupon the executioner took 
the sword and cut off his head. R. Ishmael held it to his bosom, 
and wept and cried: 44 The holy mouth, the truthful mouth, 
a mouth whence issued precious stones, diamonds, and pearls, 
who has hidden thee in the dust, and who has filled thy tongue 
with dust and ashes? Thou art meant in the prophetic excla- 
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mation [Zech. xiii. 7]: 'Awake, O sword, against my shep¬ 
herd, and against the man whom I have associated with me.’ ” 
Scarcely had he finished when also his head was struck off. To 
them Scripture refers when it is said [Ex. xxii. 23]: “ My wrath 
shall wax hot, and I will slay you with the sword; and your wives 
shall be widows, and your children fatherless.” As the men 
arc slain, is it not self-evident that the women become widows ? 
(Wliy, then, does Scripture say: “ And your wives shall be 
widows” ?) To convey the idea that they were and were not 
widows; i.e., there was no evidence that the men were killed, 
as it happened in Bythar, where not a soul escaped to give evi¬ 
dence of any man’s death, and consequently the women could 
not marry again. “ And the children shall become fatherless” 
means that they could not inherit the property of their father, 
for the same reason. 

Captivity comes upon the world," etc. Because of idol¬ 
atry, as it is written [Lev. xxvi. 30]: “ And I will destroy vour 
high places”; and [ibid. 33]: “And you will I scatter among 
the nations”; and further [Deut. iv. 25]: “ When thou beget- 
test children,” etc. ; and [ibid. 27]: “ And the Lord will scatter 
you among the nations”; and [ibid. 28]: “And ye will serve 
their gods, the work of man’s hands.” The Holy One, blessed 
be He, said: “As you are desirous of being idolatrous, I will 
exile you to a place where idolatry prevails.” 

For not observing the Sabbatical year. Whence do we 
know this ? It is written [Lev. xxvi. 34]: “ Then shall the land 
satisfy its Sabbaths,” etc. Said the Holy One, blessed be He: 
“ Because ye do not observe the Sabbatical year, the land itself 
will observe it; and the number of months that ye fail to observe 
it, the land itself will observe it.” For that reason it is written 
[ibid.]: “ Then shall the land satisfy its Sabbaths, all the days 
of its desolation.” 


Toscphtha—A both of R. Nathan . 

* Five are not to be forgiven: The one who sins relying that 
he will repent, and repents and sins again (and thus he sins too 
much and repents too much); the one who sins relying upon the 
forgiveness of the day of atonement; and the one who instigates 
others to sin; and the one who is guilty of profaning the Holy 


9 


Chapter XXXIX. of the original. 
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Name. And were it not for the sins of mankind, the keys to 
the mysteries would have been intrusted to man, and he would 
know by what means earth and heaven were created and also 
what there is above. R. Aqiba used to say: “ Everything is 
foreseen and unconcealed, and everything is according to one’s 
understanding." He also used to say that everything was given 
as a pledge, and a net is spread out for all living, etc. The re¬ 
pentance of the wicked delays the execution of their judgment; 
their verdict, however, remains sealed until they make restitu¬ 
tion. The quietness of the wicked (without having remorse) 
ends badly. Superiority buries its claimers. 

A man arrives into this world naked and leaves it in the same 
state, and it is desirable that the leaving should be as (sinless) 
as the coming. For profaning the Holy Name there is no re¬ 
pentance pending, and the Day of Atonement does not forgive. 
Repentance forgives till the day of death, and that day wipes out 
(all sin). The wicked are paid (in this world) and the upright are 
given credit (that is to say, the wicked that have studied the 
Law without performing what is written therein and otherwise 
have done nothing good, and those upright that have studied 
the Law with a good intention and have done no evil—these and 
those are given a small portion of what they earned), and the 
greater part is counted to them for the future. 

R. Elazar b. Zadoq says: The upright in this world can be 
compared with a tree whose trunk grows on a clean spot, while 
one of its branches extends over an unclean spot, of which peo¬ 
ple say: Cut off the branch, and the whole tree will be on a clean 
spot. The wicked ones can be compared with a tree standing 
on an unclean spot and extending its branches to a clean spot, 
in which case, if the branches would be cut off, the whole tree 
would stand on an unclean spot. 

Six different names were applied to the lion: Arjah, Cphir, 
Lobhi, Laish, ShaTial, ShaTiaz. Six names were applied to the 
serpent; viz., Na’hash, Soroph, Tanin, Ziphoni, Eplieh, Ach- 
shubh. Six names were applied to Solomon; namely, Solomon, 
Jedidiah, Koeleth, Ben Iokoh, Ogur, L’muel. 

Misiina O. Four kinds of views are held by men con¬ 
cerning property. He who says : “ What belongs to me 
shall continue to be mine, and thou shalt keep thine own,” 
holds the common view. Some consider this the view of 
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the men of Sodom.* “ Mine shall be thine, and thine shall 
be mine,” thus say the ignorant. “Mine shall be thine, 
and thou shalt also keep thine own/' thus says the mag¬ 
nanimous. “ Thine shall be mine, and mine shall continue 
to be mine,” are the words of the godless. 

Mishna P. There are four kinds of dispositions among 
men. Some are easily enraged, but as quickly soothed 
—there the fault is neutralized by the merit. Some are 
slow to anger, but are calmed only with difficulty—there 
the merit is counterbalanced by the fault. One is slow 
to anger and easily pacified —he is of a gentle disposition. 
Another is easily irritated and hard to soothe—he is a 
wicked man. 

Misiina Q . There are four kinds of pupils: one un¬ 
derstands readily but forgets soon — there the advantage 
is swallowed by the failing ; another grasps but slowly, 
and seldom forgets—there the failing is outweighed by 
the talent; a third understands readily and is slow to for¬ 
get—his is a good portion ; a fourth understands slowly 
and forgets quickly — his is a poor endowment. 

Mishna R. There are four kinds of charity-givers : 
He who gives but does not care that others should give 
— his eye is evil towards others (z\c., the charity-giver shall 
not have the pleasure of doing charity and the poor shall 
be deprived of it) ; he who makes others give, but does 
not give himself, does not make the best use of his own ; 
he who gives, and makes others give, is pious; but he 
who neither gives nor suffers others to give is a cruel 
man. 

Mishna S . There are four kinds of visitors of the 
house of learning : he that goes and does not practise 
(/>., he accepts the lessons without any examination or 
study of them), the reward of going only remains with 
him ; he that practises (f.e., he who studies at home) and 
does not go, the reward of practice remains with him ; he 

“ I do not wish to derive benefit from others, and no one shall derive 
benefit from me.” This was the method of the Sodomites. 
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that does both is pious ; he that enrols among the college 
visitors, but neither goes nor practises, is wicked. 

Mishna T. There are four kinds of the disciples of 
the wise : sponge, funnel, strainer, and sieve ; sponge— 
sucking up all things ; funnel—allowing all that is received 
in the one end to flow out at the other ; strainer—letting 
the wine run through and retaining the dregs; sieve— 
blowing off the bran and keeping the flour. 

Mishna U\ Love, inspired by ulterior motives, dies 
out when those motives disappear; but love without such 
motives never fades. 

Mishna V. What love is that which is inspired by 
ulterior motives? Eg., the love of Amnon and Thamar. 
And what love is without such motives ? Eg ,, the love 
of David and Jonathan. 

Mishna W. Whatsoever gainsaying is for the sake of 
Heaven will have good results, and that which is not for 
the sake of Heaven will not have the desired result. 

Mishna X. What gainsaying is that which is for the 
sake of Heaven ? Eg., the gainsaying of Hillel and Sham- 
mai. And that which is not for the sake of Heaven ? 
Eg., the gainsaying of Korah and his followers. 

Mishna Y . Whosoever causes many to be righteous, 
sin prevails not over him ; and whosoever causes many 
to sin, they grant him not the faculty to repent. 

Mishna Z . Moses, who was righteous and caused 
many to become righteous, the righteousness of the many 
was therefore laid upon him, as it is written [Deut. xxxiii. 
21] : “ He executed the justice of the Lord, and his judg¬ 
ment with Israel.” 

Jeroboam, who on the contrary sinned and caused many 
to sin, the sin of the many, therefore, was laid upon him, as 
it is written [I Kings xiv. 16] : “ For the sake of the sins 
of Jeroboam, who did sin, and who induced Israel to sin.” 

Mishna AA. In whomsoever are the following three 
things, he is a disciple of Abraham, and in whomsoever 
are the contrary three things, he is a disciple of Balaam. 
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Mishka BB. He who possesses a good eye, a modest 
spirit, and a humble mind is to be counted the disciple of 
Abraham our father; an evil eye, a haughty spirit, and a 
bombastic mind is to be counted the disciple of Balaam. 
And what difference is there between the disciples of 
Abraham and those of Balaam ? The disciples of Balaam 
go down to Gehenna, as it is written [Ps. lv. 24] : “ But 
thou, O God, thou wilt bring them down into the pit of 
destruction : let not the men of blood and deceit live out 
half their days; but I will indeed trust in thee.’’ But 
the disciples of Abraham derive benefit in this world and 
inherit the world to come, as it is written [ Prov. viii. 21] : 
“That I may cause those that love me to inherit a lasting 
possession ; and their treasures will I fill.” 

Misiika CC. Jehudah b. Tema was in the habit of 
saying: “ Be courageous as the panther, light-winged as 
the eagle, swift as the deer, and strong as the lion, to exe¬ 
cute the will of thy Heavenly Father.” 

Misiika DD. He used to say : “ Gehenna will be the 
place for the bold of face, and the Garden of Eden will be 
that for the shamefaced.” 

Misiika EE. He used to say : “ One five years old 
should study Scripture; ten years—Mishna ; thirteen 
years—should practise the commandments ; fifteen years 
old—should study Gemara ; eighteen years old—the 
bridal ; at twenty—pursuits ; at thirty—strength ; at forty 
—discernment; at fifty—counsel; at sixty—age; at sev¬ 
enty—hoariness; at eighty—power; at ninety—decrepi¬ 
tude ; at one hundred—it is as though he were dead and 
gone and had ceased from the world.” 

Mishka EE. Ben Bag-Bag said : “Turn it, and turn 
it again (the Torah), for everything can be found therein. 
Study it, get old and gray with it, and never depart from 
it; for there is no better gauge of a moral life than—the 
Torah.” 

Misiika GG. Ben He-He said : “The reward is com¬ 
mensurate with the affliction.” 


CHAPTER VI. 


[Wise men have taught in the Mishna tongue. Blessed is He that made choice oi 
them and their Mishna.] 

Mishna A. R. Meir said : “ Whosoever is busied in 
Torah for the love thereof merits many things ; and not 
only so, but he is worth the whole world, as he is called 
friend, beloved, loves the Omnipotent and mankind; 
pleases the Omnipotent and mankind. And it clothes him 
with meekness and fear, and fits him to become righteous, 
pious, upright, and faithful; and removes him from sin, 
and brings him toward the side of merit. And they 
derive from him the benefit of good counsel, and sound 
wisdom, understanding, and strength, as it is written 
[Prov. viii. 14]: ‘Mine are counsel and sound wisdom : 
I am understanding; mine is might.’ And it gives him 
kingdom and dominion, and faculty of judgment. And 
they reveal to him secrets of Torah ; and he is made, as 
it were, a spring that ceases not and as a river that flows 
on increasing. And he becomes modest and long-suffer¬ 
ing, and forgiving of insult, and it magnifies him and 
exalts him over all things.” 

Mishna B. Said R. Jehoshua b. Levi: “ Every day a 
Heavenly voice goes forth from Mount Horeb, and pro¬ 
claims as follows : ‘ Woe to the creatures for contempt of 
the Law, for whosoever does not occupy himself in the 
Law is called “blameworthy,”’ as it is written [Prov. xi. 
22] : ‘As a golden ring in a swine’s snout, so is a hand¬ 
some woman that hath thrown off discretion ’; and it is also 
written [Ex. xxxii. 16] : ‘And the tables were the work 
of God, and the writing was the writing of God, engraved 
(charutk ) upon the tables.’ Do not read charuth, graven, 
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but chcruth, freedom, for there is no free man but him 
who is occupied in the study of the Law ; as whosoever 
is occupied in such study, behold lie exalts himself, as it 
is written [Numb. xxi. 19]: ‘And from Mattanah to 
Nachaliel ; and from Nachaliel to Barmoth.’ ” 

Misiina C. He who learns from his companion one 
chapter, or one Halakha, or one verse, or one word, or 
even one letter is bound to do him honor, for thus we find 
with David, King of Isra.el, who learned from Achitophel 
two things only, and nevertheless he named him his mas¬ 
ter, his guide, and his acquaintance, as it is written [Ps. Iv. 
14] : “ But it is thou, a man my equal, my guide, and my 
acquaintance.” And is there not an a fortiori conclusion 
to be drawn from this, that as David, King of Israel, who 
learned from Achitophel two things only, called him his 
master, his guide, and his acquaintance, he who learns 
from his companion one chapter, or one Halakha, or one 
verse, or even one letter is so much the more bound to 
do him honor ? And honor is nothing but the Torah, as 
it is written [Prov. iii. 35]: “The wise shall inherit 
glory”; and also [ibid, xxviii. 10]: “But the men of 
integrity will inherit what is good” ; and good is nothing 
but the Torah, as it is written [ibid. iv. 2] : “ P'or good 
information do I give you, my teaching (Torah) must ye 
not forsake.” 

Misiina D. This is the path of Torah : A morsel with 
salt shalt thou eat. Thou shalt drink also water by meas¬ 
ure (Ezek. v. 11) and shalt sleep upon the ground, and 
live a life of painfulness, and in Torah shalt thou labor. If 
thou doest thus, “ happy shalt thou be and it shall be well 
with thee” [Ps. cxxviii. 2]. “ Happy shalt thou be ” in 

this world, and “ it shall be well with thee ” in the world 
to come. 

Misiina E. Seek not greatness for thyself, and desire 
not honor. Practise more than thou learnest, and lust not 
for the table of kings, for thy table is greater than theirs, 
and thy crown greater than their crown, and faithful is 
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thy taskmaster, who will pay thee the wage of thy 
work. 

Misiina F. Greater is Torah than the priesthood, and 
than the kingdom ; for the kingdom is acquired by thirty 
degrees, and the priesthood by twenty-four, and the Torah 
is acquired by forty-eight. And these are they : by learn¬ 
ing, by a listening ear, by orderly speech, by discernment 
of heart, by reverence, by fear, by meekness, by cheerful¬ 
ness, by purity, by attendance upon the wise, by discus¬ 
sion with associates, by argumentation of disciples, by 
sedateness, by Scripture, by Mishna, by moderation of 
business, limitation of worldly things, by temperance in 
pleasure, by little sleep, by lessening converse, by reduc¬ 
ing merriment, by long-suffering, by a good heart, by faith 
in the wise, by acceptance of chastisements ; he that 
knows his place, and that rejoices in his portion, and that 
makes a face to his words, and does not claim merit to 
himself: he is loved, loves God, loves all creatures, loves 
righteousness, loves uprightness, loves reproofs, and 
retires from honor, and does not puff up his heart on 
account of his learning, and does not rejoice because he is 
privileged to give decision, bears the yoke with his asso¬ 
ciates, and inclines him to the scale of merit, and grounds 
him upon the truth and upon peace, and concentrates his 
mind in study, asks and answers, hears and adds thereto ; 
he that learns in order to teach, and learns in order to 
practise ; that makes his master wiser, and that considers 
what he has heard, and tells a thing in the name of him 
that said it. Lo, thou hast learned that whosoever tells 
a thing in the name of him that said it brings redemption 
to the world, as it is written [Esther, ii. 22] : “ And Esther 
said it to the king in the name of Mordecai.” 

Tosephtha—A both of R. Nathan. 

* There are four things which bear good fruit in this world, 
and yield greater benefits for the world to come, if man observes 


* Chapter XL. of the original. 
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them. They are honoring of parents, conferring favors, recon¬ 
ciliation of adversaries, and, above all, the study of the Law. 
There are four things for which one who is guilty of them is 
punished both in this and in the world to come; namely, idol¬ 
atry, incest, shedding of blood, and, above all, slander. 

A meritorious act has both principal and benefit, as it is writ¬ 
ten [Is. iii. 10]: ” Say ye to the righteous, that he hath done 
well; for the fruit of their doings shall they eat.” A trans¬ 
gression has principal but no benefit, as it is written [ibid. 11]: 
” Woe unto the wicked ... for the recompense of his 
hands,” etc. According to others, transgressors have benefit, 
as it is written [Prov. i. 31]: ” Therefore shall they eat of the 
fruit of their own way,” etc. 

One who causes many to be righteous , no sin prevails upon 
him." In order that he might not go to Gehenna, while his dis¬ 
ciples will enjoy the world to come, as it is written [Ps. xvi. 10]: 
” For thou wilt not abandon my soul to the grave.” On the 
other hand, ” One zuho causes others to sin is ?icver afforded the 
faculty to repent" — also for the reason that the reverse of the 
above shall not be the case, as it is written [Prov. xxviii. 17]: 
” A man oppressed by the load of having shed human blood will 
flee even to the pit.” 

One who says, ” I will sin and then do repentance,” is not 
afforded the opportunity to repent; “ I will sin, and the Day of 
Atonement will atone for it,” or, ” I will sin, and the day of 
death will wipe it out ”— it does not do so. 

R. Elazar b. Jose says: ” One who has sinned and repented, 
and thenceforward seeks to perfect himself, does not move from 
his place until he is forgiven ; and one who says that he will sin 
and repent thereafter, he is forgiven only up to three times, and 
no more.” 

” There arc four characters among men ,” etc. There are 
four characters among disciples : one who desires to teach and 
that others shall do likewise, he is of a good disposition; if he 
desires to teach, but does not like to see others do the same 
thing, he is of bad disposition. That others shall teach, and not 
he—this is medium. According to others, this is the character 
of Sodom (as the Sodomites did not want any one to derive any 
benefit from them). If, however, lie wishes that neither he nor 
others shall teach, he is decidedly wicked. 

There are four characters among those who sit in the house 
of learning. One who becomes friendly (with the sages who 
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study there) and studies with them has a share (with the sages); 
one who befriends himself but does not study with them has no 
share; one who estranges himself (from the sages) but studies 
himself has a share; and the one who both estranges himself 
and does not study has no share. 

One who propounds questions and gives their answers has a 
share (in the world to come); one who only questions has none; 
one who sits and keeps silent has a share. One who befriends 
himself in order that he might listen and learn has a share; if 
he befriends himself in order that others might say that he be¬ 
friends himself and sits before a wise man, he has none. If he 
sits at a distance in order to accord honor to one who is superior 
to him, he has a share; if, however, the reason is that others 
might say that he does not need that sage, he has none. One 
that propounds questions and gives their answers in order that 
others might say that he propounds questions and gives their 
answers and serves the scholars, has no share; if, however, he 
does so in order really to learn something, he has. If he sits 
silent in order to listen and learn, he has a share; if, however, 
the purpose is that others might say that he does so, he has 
none. 

“ There are four different characters among students," etc. 
One resembles a sponge: as a sponge absorbs all liquids, so does 
that kind of student absorb all that he studies: Scripture, Mish- 
nah, Midrash, Halakhoth, and Agadoth. One is like a sieve: 
as a sieve passes through the fine flour and retains the coarse 
particles, so an intelligent student retains what is good in the 
study and leaves out what is not. One is like a funnel: as it 
lets in the liquid through one opening and lets it out through 
the other, so is it with the unintelligent student—what enters 
his one ear goes out through the other, until all is gone. The 
fourth student is like a wine-strainer which lets the wine pass 
through and absorbs the dregs: so also the wicked student for¬ 
gets the good teachings and retains the bad ones. 

R. Eliezer b. Jacob named the last one a horn (which lets in 
the liquids at one end and lets them out at the other). How 
so ? For instance, a child who is given a pearl, he will drop the 
latter when given a slice of bread; and when given a potsherd 
he will drop the bread, and finally he has nothing but the pot¬ 
sherd. 

As to disciples, R. Gamaliel the elder compares them to the 
following four kinds of fish: an unclean, a clean fish, a fish found 
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in the Jordan, and one found in the Ocean. By an unclean fish 
is meant a disciple of poor intellect, who, notwithstanding his 
study of Scripture, Mishna, Ilalakhoth, and Agadoth, still re¬ 
mains poor-minded. By a clean fish is meant a disciple of rich 
intellect, who studies Scripture, Mishna, Ilalakhoth, and Aga¬ 
doth, and develops his mind. By a fish from the Jordan is 
meant a scholar who has studied all the mentioned subjects, but 
has not acquired the faculty of answering questions put to him. 
And by a fish found in the Ocean is meant a scholar who studied 
all the above subjects and has the ability of answering the ques¬ 
tions put to him. 

With regard to sight, it may be said that there are four dif¬ 
ferent misfortunes: those that see and are visible, e.g.y the wolf, 
the lion, the leopard, the bear, the hyena, the serpent, robbers, 
and soldiers (who in time of war commit robbery); those that 
are visible but do not see, e.g.y the sword, the arrow, the spear, 
the knife, the stick, the lance; those that see but arc not visi¬ 
ble, c.g. y the plague of an evil spirit; and those that neither see 
nor are visible, e.g. f the plague of stomach trouble. 

There are four sages: One who sees R. Johanan b. Nuri in 
his dream may hope to be fearful of sin ; R. Elazar b. Azariah 
—he may hope for riches and greatness; R. Ishmael—he may 
hope for wisdom ; R. Aqiba—he may fear being chastised. 

There are other three scholars (regarding dreams): One who 
sees Ben Azai may hope to be one of the pious; Ben Zoma—he 
may hope for knowledge; Elisha b. Abuyah—may fear being 
chastised. 

(The same is the case) with the following three books of the 
prophets: Kings—he may hope for riches, greatness; Isaiah— 
satisfaction; and Jeremiah—chastisement. 

(The same is the case) with the following books of the Ilagi- 
ographa: Psalms—he may hope to be modest; Proverbs—he 
may hope for wisdom; and Job—he may fear being chastised. 

There are also three things regarding the righteous and the 
wicked ones (which will be explained in Tract Sanhedrin). 

“ Every gainsayingy" etc. Every assembly that is for the 
sake of performing a religious duty remains everlasting; e.g.y the 
Great Assembly. And every assembly which is not for such pur¬ 
pose will finally cease; e.g.y the assembly for division [Gen. xi.]. 

Misiina G. Great is Torah, that gives life to those 
who practise it in this world and in the world to come, as 
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it is written [Prov. iv. 22] : “ For they are life unto every 
one of those that find them, and to all his body a healing.” 
And it is also written [ibid. iii. 8] : “ It will be healing to 
thy body, and marrow to thy bones.” And it is again writ¬ 
ten [ibid., ibid. 18] : “A tree of life is she to those who 
lay hold on her, and every one that firmly graspeth her 
will be made happy.” And again [ibid. i. 9]: “For a 
wreath of grace are they unto thy head, and chains for 
thy throat.” And again [ibid. iv. 9] : “She will give to 
thy head a wreath of grace ; a crown of ornament will she 
deliver to thee.” And again [ibid. iii. 16]: “Length of 
days is in her right hand ; in her left are riches and honor.” 
And again [ibid. iii. 2] : “ For length of days, and years 
of life, and peace, will they increase unto thee.” 

Misiina H. R. Simeon b. Menassia said in the name 
of R. Simeon b. Jo’hai : “Comeliness, and strength, and 
wealth, and honor, and wisdom, and age, and hoariness, 
and sons are becoming to the righteous, and becoming to 
the world, as it is written [Prov. xvi. 31] : ‘An ornamental 
crown is the hoary head, on the way of righteousness can 
it be found.’ And it is also written [ibid. xx. 29] : ‘ The 
ornament of young men is their strength ; and the glory 
of old men is a hoary head ’ ; and again [ibid. xvii. 6] : 
‘ The crown of old men is children’s children; and the 
ornament of children are their fathers ’; and again [Is. 
xxiv. 23]; ‘And the moon shall be put to the blush, and 
the sun be made ashamed ; for the Lord of Hosts will 
reign on Mount Zion, and in Jerusalem, and before his 
ancients in glory.’” 

S. Simeon b. Menassia said : “Those seven qualities 
which the wise have reckoned to the righteous were all of 
them confirmed in Rabbi and his sons.” 

Mishna /. R. Jose b. Qisma said : “ Once I was 
walking by the way and there met a man, and he gave me 
‘ Peace ! ’ and I returned him ‘ Peace ! ’ He said to me : 
‘ Rabbi, from what place art thou ? ’ I said to him : ‘ From 
a great city of wise men and scribes am I.’ He said to 
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me : ‘ Rabbi, should you like to dwell with us in our place ? 

I will give thee a thousand thousand dinars of gold, and 
goodly stones, and pearls.’ I said to him : ‘ If thou 
shouldest give me all the silver, gold, and goodly stones, 
and pearls that are in the world, I would not dwell but in 
a place of Torah, as it is written in the Book of Psalms 
by the hand of David, King of Israel [Ps. cxix. 72] : 

“ Better is unto me the law of thy mouth than thousands 
of "old and silver.” Moreover, in the hour of a man’s 

o 

decease, not silver, not gold, nor goodly stones and pearls, 
accompany the man, but Torah and good words alone, as 
it is written [Prov. vi. 22] : “ When thou walkest it shall 
lead thee, when thou best down it shall watch over thee ; 
when thou art awake it shall converse with thee.” “ When 
thou walkest it shall lead thee ” in this world ; 11 when thou 
liest down it shall watch over thee ” in the grave ; “ when 
thou art awake it shall converse with thee ” in the world 
to come; and it is also written [Haggai ii. 8]: “Mine 
is the silver, and mine is the gold, saith the Lord of 
Hosts.’ ” 

Five possessions had the Holy One, blessed be 
He, in this world, and these are they : Torah, one pos¬ 
session ; Heaven and earth, one possession ; Abraham, 
one possession ; Israel, one possession ; the Sanctuary, 
one possession. Torah, whence ? As it is written [Prov. 
viii. 22]: “ The Lord created * me as the beginning of his 
way ; the first of his works from the commencement.” 
Heaven and earth, whence ? As it is written [Is. lxvi. 1] : 
“ The heaven is my throne, and the earth is my footstool ; 
where is there a house that ye can build unto me ? and 
where is the place of my rest ? ” And it is also written 
[Ps. civ. 24] : “ H ow manifold are thy works, O Lord ! 
in wisdom hast thou made them all; the earth is full of 
thy riches.’’* Abraham, whence? It is written [Gen. xiv. 
19]: “And he blessed him, and said, Blessed be Abram 

* The Hebrew terms for these are derived from the verb mp, which the Talmud 
translates literally, “ to possess,” “ to acquire.” 
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of the most high God, the possessor of heaven and earth.” 
Israel, whence ? As it is written [Ex. xv. 16] : “ Till thy 
people pass over, O Lord, till this people pass over which 
thou hast purchased.”And it is also written [Ps. xvi. 
3] : “In the saints who are on the earth, and in the excel¬ 
lent—in them is all my delight.” The Sanctuary, whence ? 
As it is written [Ex. xv. 17] : “The sanctuary, O Lord, 
which thy hands have established.”* And it is also writ¬ 
ten [Ps. lxxviii. 54] : “ And he brought them to his holy 
territory, even to this mount, which his right hand had 
acquired.” * 

Whatsoever the Holy One, blessed be He, created in 
this world, He created not but for his glory, as it is writ¬ 
ten [Is. xl. iii. 7] : “ Every one that is called by my name, 
and whom I have created for my glory ; whom I have 
formed; yea, whom I have made.” And it is also written 
[Ex. xv. 18] : u The Lord will reign for ever and ever/’ 

R. Hanania b. Aqashiasaid : “ The Holy One, blessed 
be He, was pleased to give merit to Israel, therefore 
he multiplied unto them Torah and precepts, as it is 
written [Is. xlii. 21] : 'The Lord willed to do this for the 
sake of his righteousness ; therefore he magnifieth the 
law and maketh it honorable/ ” 

Toseplitha—Aboth of R. Nathan . 

f R. Simeon said there are three crowns: the crown of Torah, 
that of priesthood, and that of kingdom; the crown of a good 
name, however, is above all. Concerning the crown of priest¬ 
hood: If one would offer all the gold and silver in the world for 
it, he could not acquire it, as it was only for Aaron and his chil¬ 
dren [Numb. xxv. 13]. 

The same is the case with the crown of kingdom, which can¬ 
not be gotten for all the gold and silver in the world, as it was 
only for David, as it is written [Ezek. xxxvii. 24] : “ My servant 
David will be the prince for ever.” But with the crown of Torah 

f The Hebrew terms for these are derived from the verb i"0p, which the Talmud 
translates, literally, “ to possess,” “ to acquire.” 

f Chapter XLI. of the original. 
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it is different; every one who wants to possess it, he may come 
and take it, as it is written [Is. lv. i] : “ Every one of ye that 
thirsteth, come ye to the water ” (meaning the Torah). Occupy 
thyself with the words of the Torah, and do not occupy thyself 
with idle things. 

It happened to R. Elazar b. Simeon, etc.* 

Three things were said of charitable men: he who gives 
charity may be blessed, but if he gives it in the form of a loan is 
still better; but he, however, who gives one money to do busi¬ 
ness with, with the understanding that he shall pay him half of 
the profits, is above all. 

There are three different kinds among scholars ; one who is 
able to ask questions and to answer them is a wise one; one 
who is only able to ask questions but not to answer them is in¬ 
ferior to him; but he who is able neither to ask nor to answer 
questions is not to be considered at all. 

There are three different kinds of sweat that are beneficial to 
the body: the sweat following a sickness; the sweat produced 
by a bath; the sweat of labor. The sweat following a sickness 
is healing, but the sweat produced by a bath has no equal. 

There are six kinds of tears: three of them are good and 
three are bad. Those produced by weeping, smoke, and in the 
toilet are bad (see Sabbath, p. 355). Those produced by spices, 
laughing, and by sharp fruit are good. 

There are three advantages in an earthen vessel: it absorbs, 
does not exude, and gives no bad smell to the thing that is in it. 

There are three advantages in a glass vessel: it does neither 
absorb nor exude, and it exposes to view what is therein con¬ 
tained; and keeps warm in a warm temperature, and cold in a 
cold temperature. 

The money that the Israelites carried away from Egypt re¬ 
turned to Egypt, as it is written [Ex. xii. 36]: ” And they 
emptied out Egypt”; and it is also written [Gen. xlvii. 14]: 
“ And Joseph gathered up all the money,” etc.; and it is writ¬ 
ten [I Kings, xiv. 25, 26]: “ And it came to pass in the fifth 
year,” etc. 

The heavenly writing on the tables returned to its origin (see 
Pesachim, 178). 

“ R. Jchuda b. Thcnia said," etc. He used also to say: Love 
Heaven, love all the commandments. If you do the least wrong 

* See Section Festivals, Vol. VIII., Tract Taanith, pp. 52-53, the legend at 
length. 




144 


THE BABYLONIAN TALMUD. 


to your companion, it shall be considered by you the greatest 
wrong; but if you have done him good, though it have been a 
great deal, you shall consider it little. On the contrary, if your 
companion has done you the least good, you shall consider it 
much; and if he has done you a great wrong, consider it little. 
Be as a tight leather-bag that has no opening to let in the wind. 
Be prepared to receive affliction, and be forgiving to those who 
oppress you. 

The following articles were made and were hidden: The first 
tabernacle, and the vessels therein contained; the ark, the 
broken tables and the receptacle of the manna, the staff, the 
bottle of the oil of anointment; the staff of Aaron, its buds and 
blossoms; the garments of the first priests and the garments of 
the anointed priest. But the mortar of the house of Abtinas, 
the table, the candelabra of the Temple, the curtain, the 
golden plate, are still in Rome. 

All that the Holy One, blessed be He, created in His world 
was so created only for His glory, as it is written [Is. xliii. 7]: 
“ Every one that is called by my name, and whom I have cre¬ 
ated for my glory, whom I have formed—yea, whom I have 
made”; and it is also written [Ex. xv. 18]: “ The Lord will 
reign for ever and ever.” 

R. Hananiah b. Akashia said: The Holy One, blessed be 
He, desired to reward Israel in the world to come, and therefore 
He magnified the Law for them and gave them a great number 
of merits, as it is written [Is. xlii. 21]: “ The Lord willed to do 
this for the sake of his righteousness; therefore he magnifieth 
the law, and maketh it honorable.” 


END OF TRACT ABOTH AND OF ABOTH OF R. NATHAN. 
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CHAPTER II* 

The Sadducees, the common informers, the wicked, 
the hypocrites, the heretics, of them the Scripture says 
[Job, xiii. 16] : "For a hypocrite cannot come before 
him ” ; the terrifying, the overbearing, the haughty, the 
barefaced, those who develop only their muscular strength, 
of them the Scripture says [Psalms, xxxvii. 17]: “For 
the ovens of the wicked shall be broken ; but the upholder 
of the righteous is the Lord." Evil-thinkers, story-tellers, 
talebearers, smooth-tongued persons, of them the Scrip¬ 
ture says [ibid. xxxv. 5] : “ May their way be dark and 
slippery, and may the angel of the Lord pursue them.” 
Those who assault their neighbor in private and those 
who insult him in public, those who trifle with majorities, 
and those who cause quarrels, they will become as Kora’h 
and his society, of whom the Scripture says [Numb. xvi. 
33] : “ And the earth closed over them, and they dis¬ 
appeared from the midst of the congregation.” I hose 
who forestall fruit, those who raise the prices, those who 
diminish the measure, those who accept payment in 
large-sized shekels, and those who live on usury, of them 
the Scripture says [Amos, viii. 7] : “ Sworn hath the 
Lord by the excellency of Jacob. Surely I will not for¬ 
get to eternity all their works.” 

The following leave no inheritance to their children, 

o 


* Chapter I. belongs to Tract Kedushin, and will be added to that tract. 
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and if they do leave to their children, nothing of it comes 
to their grandchildren : viz., those who play at dice, and 
those who raise tender cattle (in Palestine); those who 
do business with the money obtained from the fruit of 
the Sabbatical year, and those who pay with coins (of 
doubtful genuineness) coming from the sea-countries, and 
a priest and a Levite who obtained advances on their 
shares (of heave-offering and tithes), and those who dis¬ 
grace the Holy Name, of them the Scripture says [Ps. ix. 
18] : “ The wicked shall return into hell, all the nations 
that are forgetful of God.” And of them it is also writ¬ 
ten [Eccles. i. 15] : “What is crooked cannot be made 
straight.” Those who motion with their hands, stamp 
their feet, walk on their toes (to show pride), of them 
the Scripture says [Ps. xxxvi. 12]: “ Let not come 
against me the foot of pride, and let not the hand of the 
wicked chase me off.” The conceited, the slanderers, 
those who indulge in obscene language, those who are 
wise in their own eyes, of them the Scripture says [Mai. 
iii. 19]: “ For, behold, the day is coming which shall burn 
as an oven,” etc. 

One who lets his young son marry an older woman, 
and one who marries off his daughter to an old man, and 
one who bestows favors upon those who are unworthy, 
concerning such Scripture says [Deut. xxix. 19]: “The 
Lord will not pardon him.” The collectors, the war- 
instigators, the publicans, of them Scripture says [Ezek. 
xxvii. 27]: “Thy wealth and thy warehouses, thy com¬ 
merce, thy mariners and thy pilots, thy caulkers and the 
conductors of thy commerce, and all thy men of war that 
were in thee, and in all thy assemblage which was in the 
midst of thee, fell into the heart of the seas on the day of 
thy downfall.” One who betrays his partner, one who 
does not return a thing found to its rightful owner, one 
who loans money to another in order to get possession of 
his house or fields in case of non-payment, and one who 
lives immorally with his wife, and one who maliciously 
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slanders his wife in order to divorce her, of them the 
Scripture says [Jer. xvii. ioj : “I the Lord search the 
heart, probe the veins.” 

Those who arc wronged and do not wrong, etc. [see 
Yomah, p. 33, 1 . 9]; those who consider themselves con¬ 
temptible and despicable, those who overcome their pas¬ 
sion, and arc altogether modest, of them the Scripture 
says [Is. xlix. 8] : “ Thus hath said the Lord, In the time 
of favor have I answered thee, and on the day of salva¬ 
tion have I helped thee, and I will preserve thee, and I 
will appoint thee as a people of my covenant to raise up 
the land, to divide out desolate heritages.” Trustworthy 
men, those who keep other people’s secrets, those who 
gladly return articles intrusted to their care, and found 
things to their rightful owners, of them Scripture says 
[Ps. ci. 6]: “My eyes shall be upon the faithful of the 
land, that they may abide with me.” One who loves his 
wife as himself, who honors her more than himself, and 
one who leads his children on the right path, and one 
who marries off his son in due time to prevent him from 
sin, of them it is written [Job, v. 24]: “ And thou shalt 
know that there is peace in thy tent ; and thou wilt look 
over thy habitation, and shalt miss nothing. And thou 
shalt know that thy seed is numerous, and thy offspring 
as the herbage of the earth.” 

One who loves his neighbors and is friendly to his 
relatives, and one who marries off his sister’s daughter, 
and one who loans even a small amount to a poor man in 
his need,* of them the Scripture says [Is. lviii. 9] : “ Then 
shalt thou call, and the Lord will answer.” 

One who executes his trust rightfully,f those who 
truthfully repent, and those who receive the repentant 
into their midst and instruct them so that they shall not 

* Some say it means when the lender himself is in need, and it seems to us that 
it is the correct meaning. 

f The text reads “ Ilamnadin,” which means “those who put under the ban,” 
but the commentators came to the conclusion that this is an error. \Yc have trans¬ 
lated it according to Elias Wilna. 
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return to their former sins, of them it is written [ibid. 8] : 
“ Then shall break forth as the morning-dawn thy light.” 

Those who judge rightfully, those who reprove truth¬ 
fully, those who propagate purity, and those who are pure 
of heart, of them it is written [Ps. lxxiii. i] : “ Truly, 
God is good to Israel, to such as are pure of heart.” 
Those who sigh, weep, and in their lamentations are hope¬ 
ful of the redemption of Jerusalem, of them it is written 
[Is. lxi. 3] : “ To grant unto the mourners of Zion, to give 
unto them ornament in the place of ashes.” Those who 
are merciful, feed the hungry, quench the thirst of the 
thirsty, clothe the naked, and distribute charity, of them 
the Scripture says [ibid. iii. 10] : “ Say ye to the righteous 
that he hath done well.” The poor, the bashful, and 
those who are humble in spirit, and those who are sub¬ 
missive to youth, and those who carry out their promises, 
of them the Scripture says [Job, xxii. 23] : “And if thou 
decree a thing, it will be fulfilled unto thee, and upon thy 
ways the light will shine.” Those who exert themselves 
in the study of the Law, and study it for the purpose of 
observing it, and those who search for the opportunity to 
do good, and those who frequent the temples, of them the 
Scripture says [Prov. viii. 24]: “ Happy is the man that 
hearkeneth unto me, watching day by day at my gates, 
waiting at the posts of my doors.” Those who pursue 
righteousness, and seek peace for their nation, and those 
who participate in the affliction of the community, and 
those who stand by the community in case of distress, of 
them the Scripture says [Nahum, i. 7]: “The Lord is 
good, a stronghold on the day of distress.” 

On account of the following four things an eclipse of 
the sun occurs (see Succah, p. 40) : When the head of a 
college (Ab Beth Din) died and was not properly la¬ 
mented ; when a betrothed damsel cried for help (Deut. 
xxii. 23-28) in town and no one offered help; male 
sodomy; and the shedding of the blood of two brothers 
at one and the same time (there is no explanation of this 
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in any of the commentaries, and it seems to us that there 
happened something like that in the author’s time which 
is unknown to us). 

On account of the following four things the eclipse of 
both the sun and the moon occurs : Those who write 
defamatory reports about others, giving false testimony, 
raising tender cattle, and destroying fruit-bearing trees. 
On account of the following four things the personal 
property of citizens is seized by the government : For 
keeping paid notes (with the intention to demand another 
payment), for the practice of usury, for not exercising 
one’s power to prevent sin when he could do so, for sub¬ 
scribing publicly to charity and not paying the sub¬ 
scription. 

On account of the following four things the estates of 
the citizen are destroyed : For robbing or withholding 
the wages of a wage-earner [Lev. xix. 13J; for remov¬ 
ing the yoke from one’s own neck and placing it upon 
the neck of another, and for haughtiness above all. 

R. Dusthai b. R. Jehudah said : Do provoke the 
wicked (see Megilla, p. 13), as it is written [Prov. xxviii. 
4] : “ They that forsake the law praise the wicked, but 
such as observe the law contend with them ” ; but lest one 
say, is it not written [Ps. xxxvii. 1] : “ Do not fret thyself 
because of the evil-doers, neither be thou envious against 
the workers of iniquity ” ? say to him that this is the 
answer of him whose heart-beating prevents him from 
doing so (because of this passage), but the true inter¬ 
pretation of this passage is thus : “ Do not fret thyself to 
be equal to the evil-doers, neither be thou envious to be 
like them of the workers of iniquity.” 

There is no sitting above (in heaven), neither is there 
eating, drinking, sleep, multiplication, animosity, hatred, 
provocation, envy, nor stubbornness, weariness nor delay, 
and that is what David the King of Israel said [ibid, xviii. 
12]: “He made darkness his hiding-place” ( i.c ., it is 
dark and hidden to all mortals). To what end did David 
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say this ? To none other than to praise of the Holy One, 
blessed be He, who is “Yah,” rules on high, whose unity 
is one, whose name is one, and who rests in three hundred 
and ninety heavens, and on each His name and mode of 
pronunciation are marked ; and in each of them there are 
servants, seraphim, ophanim (wheels, Ezek. i.), cherubim, 
galgalim, and a throne of glory; and there is no wonder 
at that, for even as a mortal king has many palaces for 
the seasons of the year, so much the more the Everlasting, 
since all is His. And when Israel are doing His will, He 
rests in the seventh heaven, named Araboth, and does 
not keep distant from His world, as it is written [Numb, 
vii. 89] : “ From between the two cherubim : and thus he 
spake unto him.” When offended He ascends to the 
highest heaven, and all cries and weeping are not listened 
to, and fasts are ordered, and they roll themselves in 
ashes, cover themselves with sacks, and shed tears (and 
all in vain, until He has mercy upon them). 


CHAPTER III. 

Ben Azai said : One who bears in mind the following 
four things, and never loses sight of them, will never sin ; 
namely, whence he came, and whither he goes, who is his 
judge, and what will become of him. Whence he came ? 
—from a place of darkness ; and whither he goes ?—to 
darkness. Whence he came ?—from a dirty place ; 
whither he goes ?—to make unclean every one who will 
touch him. Whence he came ?—from a fetid secre¬ 
tion, and from a place which is invisible to a human 
being; whither he goes ?—to sheol and Gehenna, to be 
burned in fire. And who is his Judge? Remember that 
his Judge is not of flesh and blood, but the Lord of all 
the creation, blessed be He, before whom there is no 
iniquity, no oblivion, no consideration of person, no 
bribery. And what will become of him ?—worms and 
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maggot, as it is written [Job, xxv. 6] : 11 Mow much less 
the mortal, the mere worm ? and the son of earth, the 
mere ma^ot ? ” R. Simeon said: A human bein^ has 
worms in his body when alive — i.c., lice, and he is con¬ 
verted into a maggot after his death. 

R. Eliezer b. Jacob said : Think of a big palace in the 
centre of which the vat of a tanner is placed : so is a hand¬ 
some and respected man who lets an unbecoming word 
pass his lips. If a human being would issue from his 
body perfume (instead of excrement), how would he 
pride himself against all other creatures ? (So, if this 
man allows his lips to pass only respectable words, he 
can pride himself.) When R. Eliezer was about to 
depart, his disciples paid him a visit and requested him 
to teach them only one more thing. And he said unto 
them : Go, and be careful, each of you, in honoring your 
neighbor; and when you are praying, remember before 
whom you stand and pray, and for the observation of 
these you will have a share in the world to come. 


CHAPTER IV. 

Be always pleasant at your entering and at your leav¬ 
ing. Lessen your worldly business in order to study the 
law. It happened with R. Simeon b. Elazar, etc. (See 
Taanith, pp. 52 and 53, for the whole legend repeated 
here.) How shall one honor his master? (See Yomah, 
p. 52.) And so also we find with the three angels 
Gabriel, Michael, and Raphael, who came to Abraham 
our father. Gabriel’s errand was to destroy Sodom and 
Gomorrah ; Raphael’s was to heal Abraham ; and 
Michael’s, to inform Sarah. And when Abraham saw 
the angels, the Shekhina came and stood above him, and 
he addressed the angels, saying : “ My masters, wait 
awhile, until I take leave of the Shekhina, for you also 
must respect her,” as it is written [Gen. xviii. 3] : “And 
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he said, My Lord, if now I have found favor in thy eyes, 
pass not away, I pray thee, from thy servant.” And 
after Abraham took leave of the Shekhina he returned, 
and bowed to them and brought them under the tree, as 
it is written [ibid. 4] : “ Let a little water, etc., be fetched, 
and wash, etc.” ; And then he said [ibid., ibid.] : “ I will 
fetch a morsel of bread.” Lot, however, said [ibid. xix. 2] : 
“ And tarry all night, and (then) wash your feet ?” Some 
of the anonymous teachers observe that in this very point 
Lot showed his prudence. He reasoned : If the Sodom¬ 
ites will see them after they have washed their faces, 
hands, and feet (i.e., I give them shelter overnight), they 
will kill me, my wife, and my daughters ; but let the 
Sodomites see them with the dust on their feet, they will 
then think that they have just arrived. 

He who accompanies his master ought not to depart 
from him without permission. When two disciples go or 
sit together (they need not ask for permission from each 
other), they are both equal. 

It is customary that when entering, the master of the 
house enters first and the guest after him, and when 
leaving the house the o-uest leaves first and the master 
after him. And he who departs from his comrade, whether 
his comrade is greater than he or he is greater than his 
comrade, he must inform him of his leaving. And every 
one may learn this from the Lord, who said to Abraham, 
“ I leave you,” as it is written [Gen. xviii. 33] : “ And 
the Lord went away when he had finished speaking with 
Abraham ; and Abraham returned unto his place” (from 
the wording, “and the Lord went away,” it is inferred 
that He informed him). 


CHAPTER V. 


Never shall a man enter the house of his neighbor 
without permission, and this conduct may be learned 
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from the Holy One, blessed be He, who stood at the 
gate of the garden, and called to Adam [Gen. iii. 9] : 

“ And the Lord God called unto the man, and said unto 
him, Where art thou?” It happened with the four 
elders Rabban Gamaliel, R. Jehoshua, R. Elazar b. 
Azariah, and R. Aqiba, who went to the interior cities of 
Rome, in one of which there lived a friend of theirs, a 
philosopher—R. Jehoshua asked Rabban Gamaliel if he 
would like to go and see their friend the philosopher, and 
he answered he would not. On the next morning, how¬ 
ever, he asked him again, and he said he would. They 
then went, and R. Jehoshua knocked at the door of the 
philosopher, and at once the philosoper concluded that 
this must be the manner of a wise man. W hen he 
knocked again, the philosopher arose and washed his 
face, hands, and feet. When he knocked the third time, 
the philosopher opened the door, and saw that the sages of 
Israel were coming from both sides of the street; namely, 
Rabban Gamaliel being in the centre, R. Jehoshua and 
R. Elazar b. Azariah to his right, and R. Aqiba to his 
left, and the philosopher was somewhat puzzled as to 
the manner of saluting them. He said within himself : 
“Whom of the sages shall I greet first? If I should 
greet R. Gamaliel first, I might thereby offend the other 
sages; and if I should address my greeting to all of 
them (without naming the head of them), I will offend R. 
Gamaliel.” He therefore concluded to address them thus : 
“ Peace to you, sages of Israel, and to R. Gamaliel first.” 

Always consider strangers as burglars, and at the 
same time honor them as if each of them were R. Gama¬ 
liel himself. It happened to R. Jehoshua that a man 
called at his house, and lie gave him to eat and drink, 
and took him up to the roof to sleep there, and then re¬ 
moved the step-ladder leading to the roof. I he man 
was a thief, and arose by night, and took things of value 
that Rabbi Jehoshua had on the roof and packed them up 
in his garment, and in the attempt to descend and carry off 
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the booty he fell down and almost broke his neck. When 
R. Jehoshua came in the morning and found him in that 
condition, he said to him: “You ignoramus, is this the 
way people like you do ?” He answered : “ Rabbi, I did 
not suspect that persons of your station would remove 
the ladder.” And he rejoined : “ Did you not notice 
yesterday that I was cautious about you ? ” From that 
time on R. Jehoshua proclaimed that always should 
strangers be considered as burglars, and still one should 
honor them as he would R. Gamaliel. 


CHAPTER VI. 

One who enters his neighbor’s house shall do what 
he is told by the host (provided it is legitimate). And it 
happened that guests came to the house of Simeon b. 
Antiptaris, and he invited them to eat and drink, and 
they vowed by the Torah that they would not do so. 
Nevertheless, they afterwards ate and drank; but when 
they were about to depart, he punished them with stripes. 
When this came to the ears of R. Johanan b. Zakkai and 
the sages, they became angry, and said, “ Who will go 
and inform him of our displeasure ?” Said R. Jehoshua : 
“ I will go and investigate.” When he came there he 
found him on the threshold of his house, and he greeted 
him, saying: “ Peace to you, master” ; and he answered, 
“Peace to you, my master and teacher.” Then Rabbi 
Jehoshua said: “I need shelter.” And he answered: 
“Take it here in peace.” They then occupied themselves 
with the study of the Law until evening. In the morning 
he told him : “ Rabbi, I would like to take a bath.” And 
he rejoined: “Do as you please." R. Jehoshua, how¬ 
ever, was afraid that he would beat him. When he re¬ 
turned from the bath, they ate and drank. When he 
desired to leave, he said : “ Who will accompany me ? ” 
And the host said : “I will.” R. Jehoshua then thought 
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to himself : “ What information can I give to the sages 
who sent me here?” He then looked backward, and 
when he asked him : “ Rabbi, what are you looking for ? ” 
he answered : “ I would like to question you about one 
thing. Why did you beat others who came to your 
house with stripes, and you did not do so to me ?” He 
rejoined : “You are my master. You are a great sage, 
and of course your manners are refined. The other 
men, however, that came to me, I told to eat and drink, 
and they vowed by the Torah that they would not, and 
afterwards they disregarded their vow ; and I have heard 
from the sages that one who vows by the Torah and dis¬ 
regards his vows is to be punished with forty stripes." 
He then answered : “ Be thou blessed by Heaven, that 
thou hast done so. I swear by thy life that he who thus 
conducts himself deserves that thou give him forty stripes 
in thy name, and another forty in the name of the sages 
who sent me to investigate thy method.” R. Jehoshua 
then came back and informed the satres of what he had 

o 

discovered in Simeon Antiptaris. 

A man shall never be angry at his meals. It happened 
with Hillel the First that he invited a man to a meal. In 
the meantime a poor man came and stood at his door, 
and said to his wife : “I am to marry to-day, and I have 
nothing in my house.” His wife then took the meal she 
had prepared for the house, and gave it to him. She then 
kneaded a new dough, and cooked other dishes, and 
served them before her husband and the guest. Hillel 
said then to her : “ My child, what is the reason of the 
delay?” And she related to him what happened. He 
then remarked: “My daughter, 1 have also judged you 
from the favorable side, because it is known to me that 
all that you do is for the sake of Heaven.” 

Corner-tithe for the poor is not set aside in the cook- 
ing-pot, but in the dish. It happened with I\. Jehoshua, 
etc. (See Erubin, pp. 120, 121, for the whole legend 
repeated here.) 
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Always shall a man try to agree with the majority of 
the people (this is explained in Khethuboth, p. 16 b, and 
will be translated there). For the first meal-benediction, 
the hard part and not the soft part of the bread is to be 
used. Never shall a man hold a slice of bread of the size 
of an egg and bite from it, and one who does so is called 
a glutton ; and one shall not drain his cup of wine at a 
draught (see Pesachim, p. 171), and if he does so he is 
considered a glutton. But how shall he do? If he does 
it in two draughts, it is respectable ; if in three, it is 
considered putting on airs. 

One shall not begin to eat the heads, but the leaves 
of garlic or onions. If he does so, he also is called a 
glutton. One shall not drink two cups of wine before 
the after-meal benediction (and subsequently pronounce 
the benediction without a goblet, but he shall leave one 
goblet for the benediction. The commentaries explained 
this otherwise, the reason being that there should be no 
“ pairs ”—see Betzah, p. 49—but we cannot agree with 
them) ; if he do so, he can be taken for a glutton. 


CHAPTER VII. 

When two are sitting at the table, the elder one com¬ 
mences to eat first and the younger one after him ; and if 
the younger commences first, he is a glutton. It hap¬ 
pened that R. Aqiba prepared a meal for his disciples 
consisting of two dishes of meat, one half-roasted and the 
other one well cooked. The half-roasted was served first; 
the most sensible of them took the whole piece into his 
one hand and with his other hand he tried to break off 
some part of it, but could not, and he placed it back and 
ate bread alone. One of them, who was less sensible, 
took the whole piece and bit off a piece. Said R. Aqiba 
to him : “Not so, my son. Put thy foot on it in the dish, 
and then you will probably succeed better.” Finally, the 
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well-cooked meat was served, and they ate and were satis¬ 
fied. Then said R. Aqiba to them : “ My children, I did 
all that to see whether you had refined manners.” 

One shall not eat before the fourth hour, neither shall 
he take a bath prior to that hour. Hot water in large 
quantities is injurious to one’s body, but in small ones is 
beneficial. The same is the case with wine. Three 
things are equal one to the other: wisdom, fear of God, 
and modesty. One shall not rejoice among those who 
are weeping, neither shall he weep among those who 
rejoice; he shall not be awake among those who are 
asleep, nor shall he sleep among those who are awake ; 
he shall not be standing among those who are seated, nor 
shall he be seated among those who are standing. This 
is the rule : One shall not have different manners from 
those of his friends and of people in general among whom 
he is. 


CHAPTER VIII. 

One who enters a house shall not ask for food, but 
shall wait until invited. When the goblet is filled, he 
shall drink it slowly. What is meant by slowly ? If it is 
a cold beverage—in four draughts ; if a warm beverage— 
in three. Said R. Jehudah : This applies to the goblets 
of Galilee, but as regards the goblets of Judah, which 
were larger, he may drink it as slow as he pleases. One 
must not say to his friend : “ Come and eat with me, as 
I did with you,” for it gives the impression that he wants 
to repay with interest. In Jerusalem, however, they 
invited each other in turn. One shall not send to his 
friend a barrel of wine with oil on the top thereof, because 
a serious accident may result from it. It actually hap¬ 
pened that one invited his friends to his son s wedding, 
and when going down to his cellar to get wine, he noticed 
that the barrel had oil (on the top, and thinking that it 
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was all filled with oil) he hanged himself for shame, and 

died. Hence the above warning is given. 

One should not say to his neighbor, “ Take oil from 
that jug and anoint thyself,” knowing that it is empty 
(even when knowing that the man has no habit of anoint¬ 
ing himself), because he puts the man under obligation 
to him for nothing. The same holds good of food : one 
should not ask his neighbor to take a meal with him when 
he knows that he would not do so. One should also not 
offer presents to his neighbor, knowing that he would not 
accept them, for the same reason. One should mrtserve 
his neighbor with new wine, telling him that it is old 
wine, because it is equivalent to robbery (if lie takes 
money from him, and even if he does not take money 
from him he deceives him). For the same reason, when 
one serves wine to ass-drivers, he shall not say . aixe 
it away from this one (whom he does not like), and give 
it to the other one.” When one is in the grain-market 
and has no intention of buying, he should not ask for the 
prices, for he misleads the sellers. 


CHAPTER IX. 

One should not use a slice of bread to cover there¬ 
with a dish. One should not wipe the dish with a piece 
of bread and lay it on the table, for he disturbs the mina 
of his neighbor. For the same reason, one shall not bite 
off a piece of bread and place the remainder in the dish 
intended for another person. One should also not drink 
from a goblet and give the balance to another one to 
drink, for it may cause danger to life. It happened that 
R. Aqiba stopped at the inn of a certain person, who 
offered him a goblet, first tasting its contents, and R. 
Aqiba told him to drink the whole of it. He offered lum 
another one, first having tasted it. R. Aqiba to mm 
to drink it all, until Ben Azai said to him: “ How long 
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wilt thou continue doing so ? ” It again happened that 
R. Aqiba was lodging with a certain person, and he 
placed a piece of bread underneath the dish to support it, 
and R. Aqiba took hold of it and swallowed it. Said the 
man to R. Aqiba: “ Rabbi, had you no other bread to 
eat than that piece with which I supported the dish ? ’ 
And he answered : “ First, I thought that you could burn 
yourself with lukewarm water (?>., you will understand a 
slight hint). Now I sec that you cannot burn yourself 
even with boiling water.” One shall also not empty his 
cup and then place it on the table, but he shall keep it in 
his hand until taken away by the waiter. 

Five things said Rabbi in regard to bread, namely . 
Raw meat must not be placed on bread, nor shall a cup 
or dish be placed on bread, nor shall bread be used to 
support a dish, nor shall it be thrown from place to place , 
nor shall one sit at the table when others are eating, for 
he disturbs their appetite. One who comes to the table 
to take his meal shall not take his portion and give it to 
the waiter, for the reason that some unforeseen thing 
may happen during the meal (and his portion may be 
needed) ; but he shall place it in front of him until the 
end of the meal, and then give it to him. Guests must 
not give anything to the son of the host, nor to his ser¬ 
vant 0 or messenger, without the permission of the host. 
It happened once with a man who invited three guests in 
years of famine, that he served them three eggs. The 
son of the host then came and stood in front of them, 
and the first guest took his portion and gave it to him, 
and so did the second and third. When the host returned, 
and found his son holding one in his mouth and one in 
each hand, he raised him full height and struck him to 
the ground, and he died. The mother, hearing of what hap¬ 
pened when standing on the roof, was so shocked that she 
fell down dead. When the father heard this, he also threw 
himself from the roof, and died. I hen R. Elazar said : 
“Three human beings were killed on account of this. 
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CHAPTER X. 

One who enters the bath-house may say : “ Let it be 
thy will, God my Lord, that thou cause me to come in 
and go out in peace, that thou cause me to return to 
my place in peace, and save me from this and from similar 
peril in the world to come.” 

How should one conduct himself before bathing ? 
Thus: He shall first remove his shoes, take off his hat, 
remove his overcoat, take off his girdle, then take off his 
shirt, and after all the drawers. After bathing, when a 
towl is brought to him, he first wipes his head and then 
the other parts of his body. When the oil is brought to 
him, he shall first anoint his head and then other mem¬ 
bers of his body, and then he shall put on first his draw¬ 
ers, then his shirt, the girdle, then he shall wrap himself 
in his mantle, and then he shall put on his hat, and then 
his shoes. And if he has his son, his slave, or bonds¬ 
man, they shall do it for him. Always shall the right 
shoe be put on first, and then the left one; and when 
taking off the shoes, the left one shall be taken off first. 
One who enters a bath-house must not fatigue himself, 
nor excite himself, but let him be in every respect care¬ 
ful. Said R. Simeon b. Gamaliel: “One who is not 
careful is an ass’s equal; one who eats in the market is a 
dog’s equal ” ; and according to others, he is ineligible to 
be a witness. In the toilet-room the one who enters 
must not hurry the one who is sitting there, and the 
same is in a bath-house. One shall not bring oil into a 
bath-house in a glass vessel (for it may break and cause 
injury). One must not spit in the presence of his neigh¬ 
bor, even in a bath-house. The law relating to a bath¬ 
house and toilet may be discussed in the respective 
places, but other things must not be discussed, not alone 
in the bathing-room but in the dressing-room, and even 
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when the majority of the persons were dressed as well, 
because when even a few are undressed all are considered 
undressed. One shall not greet his neighbor when he is 
washing himself ; and if he does so, the other may answer 
him that it is a bath-house. According to others, he may 
answer the greeting, and there is nothing in it. One 
should not put his foot in a bath-tub when another one 
is sitting in it, for it is a disgrace for the one bathing. 


CHAPTER XI. 

He who walks the road, etc. (See the whole Boraitha 
in Yomah, pages 27, 28, paragraph : “ We have learned 
according to R. Shila”). One who, soon after returning 
from the road, takes a bath, gets intoxicated, sleeps on 
the bare floor, and indulges in congrcssu femiiuc, his 
blood is on his head (it is equivalent to suicide).* He 
who sells his books, or his daughter, etc. (See Megilla, 
p. 73.) R. Itzhak says: “ A common informer is con¬ 
sidered a murderer, as it is written [Lev. xix. 16] : ‘ Thou 
shalt not go up and down as a tale-bearer among thy 
people.’” R. Eliezer said: “He who hates his neigh¬ 
bor without cause is also considered such, as it is written 
[Deut. xix. n]: ‘But if any man be an enemy to his 
neighbor,’ etc. (?>., if he is so, he is capable of doing 
what is further written in the verse).” Ben Azai says : 
« He who hates his wife is also considered such, as it is 
written [ibid. xxii. 13 and 14] ( i.c ., if he hates her he will 
finally lay an accusation against her, etc., and he will lure 
witnesses to accuse her with a view to take her life). R. 
Jose says : “ One who sets a definite time for the redemp¬ 
tion of Israel through Messiah will have no share in the 
world to come. And the same applies to one who hates 
the scholars and their disciples. The same applies to a 

* Here the Boraitha continues to enumerate things dangerous to life and health 
which seem to us unimportant in our age, and therefore wc omit them. 
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false prophet and a slanderer.” R. Meir says : “ One who 
has a house of learning in his town, and is able to go there 
but does not do so, is not worthy of living, as it is written 
[Numb. xv. 31] : ‘ Because the word of the Lord hath he 
despised ; ’ etc.” Haughtiness is equivalent to idolatry, 
as it is written [Deut. vii. 26] : “And thou shalt not bring 
an abomination with thy house ; ” and it is also written 
[Prov. xvi. 5] : “ An abomination of the Lord is every 
one that is proud of heart.” Since the abomination men¬ 
tioned in Deuteronomy is idolatry, and the same expres¬ 
sion is used in Proverbs, hence we learn that haughtiness 
is equivalent to idolatry.* 

* Here follows the benediction before retiring, etc., which will be explained in 
the proper tract. 



TRACT DERECH ERETZ-ZUTA. 


CHAPTER I. 

The qualities of the sages are: Modesty, meekness, 
eagerness, courage, bearing wrongs done to them, and 
being endeared to every one ; submission to the members 
of their household, fear of sin, and judging every one 
according to his deeds. 

Their thought concerning this world is : All that is in 
this world is of no importance to me, for this world is 
not mine. They are occupied in teaching others, and no 
one can see in their teaching anything wrong. Their 
questions are to the point and their answers are accord- 
ing to the Law. 

One shall always be like an air-bag which is open to 
receive the air, and as a deep excavation which preserves 
the water therein contained, and as a glazed jug that pre¬ 
serves the wine therein ; as a sponge that absorbs every¬ 
thing. Be as the lower threshold that all tread upon, 
and as a nail in the wall that is within the reach of every 

one to hang his clothes on. 

If you have sustained a loss of your property, remem¬ 
ber that Job lost his property, children, and health. Be 
careful about all that you see with your eyes, for the prin¬ 
cipal deception is by the eye. Be careful with your teeth 
(with your meals), that you should not eat too much. Do 
not discuss with the Sadducees, that you shall not fall into 
the Gehenna. When you hear others insult you, do not 
answer them. If people are praising you for having done 
a great thing, you shall nevertheless consider it of no im- 
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portance. An ordinary man shall be considered to your 
eyes great, if you have insulted him, until you shall have 
asked him to forgive you. This passage may also be so 
rendered : If others say something bad about thee, though 
it be of a serious nature, treat it as insignificant. But, on 
the other hand, if thou say something bad about others, 
though it be insignificant, thou shouldst regard it as 
serious and have no rest until thou beg pardon. Your 
behavior shall not be bad, for this is no praise for the 
Torah (which you possess, but let your behavior be good, 
for this is a praise for the Torah). 

Love the Law, and respect it; love all creatures, and 
respect them. Subject your will to the will of others, as 
was done by Leah for Rachel and by David for Saul. 
But ignore your will, and even the will of others, for the 
will of Heaven, as we find by Jacob that he did not kiss 
Joseph (because he was engaged in prayer). Love doubt¬ 
fulness (i.e., everything shall be doubtful to you until you 
convince yourself of it), and hate the expression : “ And 
what of it?” (i.e., even of the most unimportant things 
you should not express yourself thus). Keep aloof from 
everything that may bring to sin, and from the abominable, 
and from what is equal to it, that you should not be sus¬ 
pected by others of transgression. Do not slander your 
neighbor, because he who does so has no remedy. Keep 
aloof from grumbling, for by grumbling you may come to 
growl at others, and it will be added to your transgres¬ 
sions. With seven patriarchs covenants were made, and 
they are : Abraham, Isaac, Jacob, Moses, Aaron, Pinchas, 
and David—Abraham [Gen. xv. 18], Isaac [ibid. xvii. 21], 
Jacob [Lev. xxvi. 42], Moses [Ex. xxxiv. 27], Aaron 
[Numb, xviii. 19], Pinchas [ibid. xxv. 12], David [Ps. 
lxxxix. 4]. Seven patriarchs are resting in glory, and 
worm and maggot do not affect their earthly remains, and 
they are : Abraham, Isaac, Jacob, Moses, Aaron, Amram 
their father, and, according to others, also David, as it is 
written [ibid. xvi. 9]: “ Therefore is rejoiced my heart, 
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and my spirit is glad; also my flesh shall rest in safety. 
Nine entered the Garden of Eden when they were still 
alive, and they are : Enoch (Chanoch) the son of Jared, 
Elijah Messiah, Eliezer the bondsman of Abraham, 
Hirom the king of Zor, Ebed-melech the Cushi [Jcr. 
xxxviii. 7J, and Jabetz the son of R. Jehudah the I rince, 
Bothiah the daughter of Pharaoh and Serech the daughter 
of Ascher, and, according to others, also R. Jehoshua b. 
Levi. 


CHAPTER II. 

Let all thy ways be for the sake of Heaven. Love 
Heaven, and fear it. Tremble at, and at the same time 
rejoice over, all commandments. Sit before the elders, 
and let thy ears be attentive to their words. Incline 
thine ears to the words of thy comrade. Be not hasty in 
answering, and consider everything from the right point, 
and answer to the first question first, and to the last, last; 
and always confess the truth. Do not discuss in the 
presence of one who is greater than you in wisdom. If 
somebody wants to teach you something, do not say that 
you have heard it already. If you are questioned on 
the most unimportant matter, and you do not know it, 
be not ashamed to say, “ I do not know.” If somebody 
taught you something and you did not listen to it, be not 
ashamed to say, “Repeat it again”; and say not that 
you have not listened to it, but that you did not under¬ 
stand it. Do everything for the sake of the Creator, and 
talk of thy deeds in the same sense (according to Elias 
Wilna). Do not make thy merits as a crown to be glori¬ 
fied by it, and not as a hatchet to cleave with it, nor a 
spade to dig with it. Accept the words of Law, even 
when you are in affliction. Do not seek to wrong urn 
who wronged you. Let thy accounts always be correct, 
and thy conduct excellent. Keep thy promise. Love 
the Law, righteousness, rebukes, straightforwardness. 
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Do not run after honor. Be not proud when rendering 
a decision : Consider that all of which thou art possessed 
to-day may not be thine to-morrow; and if thou art not 
certain, as to property already in thy possession, that it 
will remain with thee, what is the use of thy striving to 
possess what belongs to others? Remember what the 
prophet says [Habakkuk, ii. 6] : “ Woe to him that in- 
creaseth what is not his! for how long ? and to him that 
loadeth himself with a burden of guilt! ” Let it be thy 
habit to finish everything in a good manner. Let thy 
tongue be always soft. Be a good merchant', pay well, 
and strive always to do good. Be afraid of a light sin, 
for this may bring you to a grave sin. Respect all kind 
of men. Do not say, I will flatter this man, that he may 
give me food ; that man, to give me beverages; that 
man, to cover me: for it is better that thou shouldst bear 
thine own shame than to be ashamed of others who will 
do so unto thee. Take care that thy teeth shall not 
shame thee, and thou shalt not be disgraced by thy mouth, 
and not cursed by thy tongue, and not put to shame by 
thy lips. Take care that thou shouldst not need to bow 
to some one on account of thine own words. If thou 
wishest to become attached to thy neighbor through 
bonds of love, always consider what good thou art able 
to do unto him. If it be thy wish to be kept away from 
sin, always look to the result of it. If thou art craving 
for merits, consider carefully their details. If thou hast 
done much good to some one, consider it as very little; 
and thou must also not say that thou hast done it from 
what belongs to thee, because there is One who has done 
that unto thee, and thou art obliged to thank Heaven for 
it. If, however, some one has done thee some good, con¬ 
sider it as if he has done much. Do not say that Heaven 
has done good to me because of my good deeds; on the 
contrary, be afraid that it was done unto thee because of 
thine unworthy deeds [Deut. vii. io] : “And repayeth 
those that hate him to their face, to destroy them.” If, 
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however, thou hast done any wrong, consider it much, and 
say: “Woe is me that I have sinned,” or, “Woe is me 
that I was the cause of the wrong.” If others have done 
thee much wrong, it shall be considered in thine eyes as 
little, and say : “ This is only a part of the retribution 
that I deserve.” 


CHAPTER III. 

Deliberate before a word passes thy lips, and be 
thoughtful how thou shouldst act in worldly affairs. See 
always that thy steps shall be rewarded. Justify the 
judgment that was imposed upon thee and free thyself 
from anger. Judge favorably thy neighbor, and see that 
thy verdict shall not make him guilty (if his guilt is not 
fully established). Be content with thy share, and adorn 
thyself with the little thou dost possess. Do not hate 
the one who reproves thee. Thy share wilt be blessed 
forever if thine eye will always be good, and thy soul 
always satisfied. Let it be thy habit to say, “ I do not 
know” (of a thing that thou art doubtful about), for thou 
mayest be caught lying. If thou neglect one command, 
thou wilt finally be negligent of other commandments. 
The same is if thou hast overlooked the words of the 
Law willingly : finally thou wilt be overlooked, willingly 
or unwillingly. If thou hast taken away others’ property, 
thine will be taken away. 

The commencement of making vows is the door to 
foolishness. Frivolity with women is the beginning of 
adultery. If thou hast guaranteed for some one, remem¬ 
ber that it must be paid by thyself. If thou hast borrowed 
money, know that thou hast borrowed it to be repaid in 
time. If thou hast loaned money to somebody, be pre¬ 
pared to have difficulty in collecting it. Remember the 
time thou hast to repay, and settle thy accounts. 

The following fifteen customs are ascribed to the sages: 
He is pleasant in entering, and so also when leaving; is 
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prudent in his fear for Heaven ; versed in wisdom ; wise 
in his ways, has a good conception, a retentive memory, 
is clear in his answers, questions to the point, and answers 
according to the Law; he learns something new from 
every chapter taught to him ; he is going to the wise ; he 
learns for the purpose of teaching it and performing it. 

Be as the lower threshold, upon which all persons 
tread, and still it lasts even when the whole building 
is demolished. 


CHAPTER IV. 

Scholars always are agreeable in society, but not so 
ordinary people. He who occupies himself only with study 
of the Scripture pursues the right course, yet the sages 
do not think so ; with Mishnayoth, it is a course to be re¬ 
warded ; but he who occupies himself with the study of 
the Talmud pursues a course than which there is no bet¬ 
ter. Still, it is advisable that one shall occupy himself with 
the study of Mishnayoth more than with that of the Tal¬ 
mud. Do not exact pay for thy teaching. Moreover, 
take no compensation whatever for it, for the Omnipo¬ 
tent has given His teaching to thee gratuitously; for the 
one who asks for reward destroys the whole world (be¬ 
cause there are many who cannot afford to pay and 
will remain ignorant). And do not say: “ I have no 
money to live on, and therefore I must take reward for 
my teaching.” Remember all money is the Lord’s, as it 
is written [Haggai, ii. 8] : “ Mine is the silver, and mine 
is the gold, saith the Lord of hosts” (and He will supply 
you with money). 

If you have done charity, be sure that you will be 
favored with money; and if it has been your good lot to 
acquire money, do charity with it so long as it is in your 
power. Give it to those who need it in this world, in 
order that you may get the world to come ; for if you do 
not use it for charitable purposes, it will disappear sud- 
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denly, as it is written [Prov. xxiii. 5] : “ When thou let- 
test merely thy eyes fly over it, it is no more.” Do not 
complain of your being less wise than another, for you 
have not served (the sages) as much as he did. Neither 
shall you complain that the other one is rich and you are 
not, for it is not every man who is favored with two 
tables (of this and of the world to come). Do not com¬ 
plain that another one is beautiful and you arc ugly, for 
at the time of death a man becomes a carcass ; moreover, 
a carcass of any animal may be sold or presented to 
somebody, while no one cares even to look at a human 
carcass. Do not say : “ That man is righteous, while I 
am not” ; for both of you will have to account. Do not 
say : “ That man is powerful, while I am weak” ; for there 
is no power aside from the Torah, as it is written [Ps. 
ciii. 20]: “Bless the Lord, ye his angels, mighty in 
strength, that execute his word, hearkening unto the voice 
of his word.” Bear always in mind the following: Know 
whence you come, whither you go, and before whom you 
will have to render an account, and do not turn your eyes 
on money which is not yours ; for they close the gates of 
heaven against prayer. Let your ears not listen to vain 
talk, for they are most likely to get burned. Do not 
slander, for the mouth will be first on the day of judg¬ 
ment to give account. Be not possessed of slander or 
other bad things, or of robbery, for all the members of 
thy body will testify against thee on the day of judg¬ 
ment. Let thy feet not hasten thee to evil-doing, be¬ 
cause it is likely that the angel of death will get there 
sooner, and wait for thee. Be not afraid of the court of 
justice on earth, where only witnesses may be bought, 
but fear the Court above, because thou art certain that 
there will be witnesses who will testify against thee. And 
not only this, but your own deeds proclaim thy accusa¬ 
tion from time to time. 

If you have performed all my commandments with 
joy, my attendants will come to meet you, and even I my- 
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self will say to you : “ Let thy coining be in peace.” 
Your eyes that never looked at property not belonging 
to you shall have light in darkness, as it is written [Is. 
lviii. io] : “ Then shall shine forth in the darkness thy 
light, and thy obscurity be as the noonday.” Your ears 
that have not listened to vain talk shall hear of peace in 
the world to come, as it is written [ibid. xxx. 21] : “ And 
thy ears shall hear the world behind thee, saying, This is 
the way, walk ye in it, when ye turn to the right hand, 
and when ye turn to the left.” Your mouth that has not 
slandered will be coveted by those who were used to 
slander. Your mouth that has studied the Torah will be 
a blessing to those who wish to be blessed. Your hands 
that have kept away from robbery, what can do unto you 
those who do injustice? Your hands that you have not 
withdrawn from doing charity, what can do to you those 
mighty men? Your feet that have not carried you to 
sin, what can the angel of death do unto you ? 

All that is said above is a warning to you, and you 
may do as you please, but do not say that you were not 
warned. 


CHAPTER V. 

A scholar must not eat standingly, nor lick his fin¬ 
gers, nor yawn in presence of others. Talk little, laugh 
little, sleep little, indulge little in pleasure, say little 
“yea” and little “nay.” One has always to know with 
whom he is sitting, near whom he is standing, with whom 
he is eating, with whom he is conversing, for whom he 
signs contracts and notes of debt. By four things the 
scholar is recognized : his pocket, his goblet, his anger, 
and his dress ; and, some say, even his talk. The beauty 
of the Law is wisdom ; the beauty of wisdom is modesty ; 
the beauty of modesty is the fear of Heaven ; the beauty 
of the fear of Heaven is noble performance ; the beauty 
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of noble performance is secrecy ( i.c ., not publicly, for the 
purpose of being praised). One shall not be awake, etc. 
(see above). 


CHAPTER VI. 

Four things are derogatory to scholars: to walk alone 
in the dark (and arouse suspicion) ; to be perfumed ; to 
be the last in entering a prayer-house, and to hold much 
discourse at a meeting of dunces. 

When entering, the greater shall be first ; when 
leaving, the smaller shall be first. \\ hen ascending 
steps, the greater shall be first; when descending, the 
smaller shall be the first. At a public meeting, the 
greater shall have the preference. When entering a 
prison, the smaller shall do so first. For saying bene¬ 
dictions, the greater is first. The one entering the house 
must always greet first the one who is in the house. One 
must not lean at meals (as was the custom in the Orient) 
when a greater man than he is at the table. One shall 
not drink in public unless he turns away his face from 
the bystanders. The first step to sin is in one’s thoughts, 
the second is scorn, the third is haughtiness, the fourth 
is cruelty, the fifth is idleness, the sixth is causeless hatred, 
and the seventh is an evil eye; and these were meant by 
Solomon [Prov. xxvi. 25] : “ For there are seven abomi¬ 
nations in his heart.” 


CHAPTER VII. 

Seven things mark the clod, etc. (See Aboth, Chap. 
V., Mishna /.) A scholar must be careful in his eating, 
drinking, washing, anointing, in wearing the sandals, in 
his walking, dressing, in the use of his voice, in the act of 
spitting, and also with all his good deeds. As a bride, 
who so long as she is in her father’s house pursues 
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privacy and modesty, and when she is given away in 
marriage announces publicly, saying : “ All those who can 
come to testify against me, let them come and do so,” so 
a scholar must pursue privacy in his deeds but publicity 
in his ways ; namely, he must run after truth but not 
after falsehood, after honesty but not after robbery, after 
modesty but not after haughtiness, after peace but not 
after war, after the advice of the old but not after that 
of the young. He shall rather follow behind a lion than 
behind a woman. 

Who respects the sages ? he who gives food, drink, 
dress, shoes, goes out to meet and accompanies when 
leaving, without distinction between rabbi or disciple. 
And who shows them disrespect ? he who occupies the 
seat of his master even during his absence, or substitutes 
him (without permission) in lecturing, or contradicts him. 


CHAPTER IX.* 

R. Eliezer the Kapar said : Keep aloof from anger, 
for by being angry at others you will add to your trans¬ 
gression. Love your admonisher, for by doing so you 
will add wisdom to your ability ; and rather shun the one 
who honors you, that your wisdom be not lessened. Love 
the prayer-house, in order that you shall be rewarded daily; 
and the house of learning, in order that your children 
shall come to study. Love the poor, in order that your 
children shall not come to poverty. Love modesty, that 
you may enjoy longevity; love the pious, in order that 
you may be saved from the black angel. Be careful in the 
reading of Shema, and prayer in general, in order that 
you be saved from Gehenna. Your house shall be wide 
open, in order that you shall never lack food. Be care¬ 
ful that the doors of your house shall not be closed when 
you take your meals, that you may not be punished 


* Chapters VIII. and X. are a repetition of what was stated in other places. 
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therefor with poverty. Be careful about the honor of 
your wife. Be glad of your chastisement, for this prob¬ 
ably saves you from Gehenna. Be joyful at your table 
when the hungry derive benefit from it, in order that you 
enjoy longevity and have a share in the world to come. 
Be also joyful when giving charity from your house, in 
order that you may pacify the anger of death, as it is 
written [Prov. xxi. 14] : “A gift in secret pacifieth anger, 
and a bribe in the bosom, strong fury.” If you have 
troubled your feet for the poor or for the sake of a merit, 
the following passages may be applied to you [Deut. 
xxviii. 6] : “ Blessed shalt thou be at thy coming in, and 
blessed shalt thou be at thy coming out.” If you keep 
your mouth from slander, you will spend all the days 01 
life in peace. One who is audacious towards one who is 
greater than he will finally be punished with a plague. 
If you run to do honor to a sage, you will be rewarded 
with enviable children ; and for running to do honor to 
the poor, you will be rewarded with sons of learning and 
a law-abiding record in Israel. Dost thou see a sage die, 
do not turn away from him until after burial, that thou, 
too, mayest receive respect and attention when it v ill be 
thy time to die. When you see your neighbor has be¬ 
come poor and his power is on the decline, do not refuse 
to help him, as it is written [Eccl. viii. 5]: ‘‘Whoso 
keepeth the commandment will experience no evil thing.” 
If you have loaned him something when he was in need, 
the following passage will be fulfilled on you [Is. lviii. 9 ] : 
“Then shalt thou call, and the Lord will answer.” If you 
lower yourself, the Lord will lift you up ; but if you as¬ 
sume superiority over your fellowmen, the Lord will 
lower you. If others quarrel with thee, whether in a 
house of learning or at an ordinary meeting-place, do not 
leave until peace is restored, and they shall praise thee 
in thy absence as Pinchas b. Elazar. Great is peace, 
that even when it reigns among idolaters nothing can be 
done to them, as it is written [Hosea, iv. 17]: “ Ephraim 
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is bound (bound together) to idols ; let him alone.” But 
if they quarrel among themselves, it is said of them [ibid, 
x. 2] : “ Their heart is divided ; now shall they bear their 
o-uilt.” Hence that house in which there is strife will 
be destroyed, and the sages say that even a prayer- 
house in which there is strife will be demolished. The 
same is it with two chiefs of the court who live in one 
town and quarrel with each other, they will finally die. 
Abba Saul said : Strife between courts is a destruction 
of the world. Abba Issi b. Johanan said in the name of 
Samuel the Little : This world resembles the eyeball 
of a man. The white is the ocean that surrounds the 
whole land; the black is the world; the circle in the 
black is Jerusalem, and the image (the pupil) in the 
circle is the Temple, which will be rebuilt in the near 
future. Amen. 


THE CHAPTER ON PEACE.* 

R. Jehoshua b. Levi said : Great is peace, for it is 
as the leaven to dough. If the Holy One had not given 
peace to the world, sword and beast would devour up the 
whole world, as it is written [Lev. xxvi. 6] : “ And I will 
give peace in the land.” 

It is written [Eccl. i. 4] : “One generation passeth 
away, and another generation cometh, but the earth en- 
dureth for ever.” King Solomon meant to say thus : 
Although one generation passes away and another one 
comes, one kingdom disappears and another one appears ; 
and although evil decrees one after another are enacted 
against Israel, still they endure forever. The Lord does 
not abandon them, and they are never abandoned. They 
are never annihilated, neither do they decrease, as it is 
written [Mai. iii. 6] : “ For I the Lord have not changed : 
and ye sons of Jacob, ye have not ceased to be ” (?'.<?., as I 


* This chapter is considered a separate treatise. See Zunz and other bibliographers. 
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have never changed and will never change, so ye sons of 
Jacob have never ceased and will never cease to be). But 
[Deut. iv. 4] : “ Ye that did cleave unto the Lord your 
God are alive, every one of you, this day.” R. Jehoshua 
said : Great is peace, for at the time Israel arose and said 
[Exod. xxiv. 7] : “All that the Lord hath spoken will we 
do and obey,” the Holy One was pleased to give unto 
them His Torah and blessed them with peace, as it is 
written [Ps. xxix. 1 1 j : “ The Lord will bless his people 
with peace.” Hezekiah said: Great is peace, for at 
every commandment in the Torah it is written “ if,” as, for 
instance, Exod. xxiii.4, “ If thou meet,” etc., which means, 
if such a thing occurs to you, you must do the command¬ 
ment ; but concerning peace it is different, there it is 
written [Ps. xxxiv. 15]: “Seek peace, and pursue it,” 
which means, seek peace at the place where you are, and 
if you do not find it, seek it in other places. Great is 
peace : about all the journeys of Israel it is written, “ And 
they removed . . . and . . . encamped,” which 

means they removed in strife and encamped in strife, but 
when they came to Sinai there was no more strife, and 
they encamped in peace, as it is written [Exod. xix. 2] : 
“And Israel encamped opposite the Mount” (/>., all Is¬ 
rael were united). The Holy One, blessed be He, then 
said : “ Because Israel hates discord and loves peace, and 
all are united, this is a favorable time that I should give 
them my Torah.” Adoniah the son of David was killed 
because he was quarrelsome, and it is permitted to sup¬ 
port the accusation of a quarrelsome man, as Nathan the 
prophet did when Bath-Sheba accused Adoniah [I Kings, 
i. 14] : “ I myself will come in after thee, and confirm thy 
words.” And Rabbi said : All manner of lying is pro¬ 
hibited, except it be to make peace between one and 
his neighbor. Bar Ivappara said: Great is peace, as 
among the angels there is no animosity, no jealousy, no 
hatred, no commanding, no quarrelling, because the 
Holy One, blessed be He, has made peace among them, 
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as it is written [Job, xxv. 2] : “Dominion and dread are 
with him : he maketh peace in his high places.” “ Do¬ 
minion ” is the angel Michael and “Dread” is Gabriel, 
one of whom is of fire and the other one of water, and 
still they do not oppose each other, for the Holy One, 
blessed be He, has made peace between them. 

R. Jehoshua said : Great is peace, in that the covenant 
of the priests was made with peace, as it is written [Numb, 
xxv. 12] : “I give unto him my covenant of peace.” The 
name of the Holy One, blessed be He, is also “peace” 
(Shalom), as it is written [Judges, vi. 24] : “And called 
it Adonay-shalom.” R. Jose the Galilean said : The 
name of the Messiah is also “ peace” (Shalom), as it is 
written [Is. ix. 5]: “The prince of peace.” Said R. Je¬ 
hoshua : Israel is also called “ peace,” as it is written 
[Zech. viii. 12]: “For the seed shall be undisturbed, the 
vine shall give its fruit,” which is to be interpreted thus : 
“The vine will give its fruit to the seed of peace” (Is¬ 
rael). R. Jose the Galilean said: When the Messiah 
shall come to Israel, he will begin with peace, as it is 
written [Is. lii. 7] : “ How beautiful upon the mountains 
are the feet of the messenger of good tidings, that pub¬ 
lished! peace, that announcet'n tidings of happiness, that 
publisheth salvation, that saith unto Zion, Thy God 
reigneth.” He also said: Great is peace, because even 
wars are waged for the sake of peace, as it is written 
[Deut. xx. 10] : “ When thou comest nigh unto a city 
to make war against it, then summon it with the word of 
peace.” R. Jehoshua said : In the future the Holy One, 
blessed be He, will uphold the righteous with peace, as 
it is written [Is. xxvi. 3] : “The confiding mind wilt thou 
keep in perfect peace ; because he trusteth in thee.” 
Again he said : Great is peace, because it accompanies 
the living as well as the dead—the living, as it is written 
[Exod. iv. 18] : “And Jethro said to Moses, Go in peace” ; 
the dead, as it is written [Gen. xv. 15]: “ But thou shalt 
come to thy fathers in peace.” 
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R. Jehoshua of Sachnin said in the name of R. Levi : 
Great is peace, in that all the benedictions and prayers 
conclude with “ peace.” The reading of Shema we con¬ 
clude with “ peace,” ‘‘and spread the tent of thy peace”; 
the blessing of the priests concludes with peace, “and 
give thee peace” ; and the eighteen benedictions con¬ 
clude : “ Blessed be thou, master of peace.” 

Said R. Jehoshua b. Levi: The Holy One, blessed 
be He, said to Israel, You have caused me to destroy 
my house and to exile my children, now pray for peace 
and I will forgive you, as it is written [Ps. cxxii. 6] : 
“Pray ye for the peace of Jerusalem.” Therefore he 
who loves peace, runs after peace, offers peace, and an¬ 
swers peace, the Holy One, blessed be He, will make 
him inherit the life of this world and the life of the world 
to come, as it is written [Ps. xxxvii. 11] : “ But the meek 
shall inherit the land, and shall delight themselves be¬ 
cause of the abundance of peace.” 


END OF TRACT DERECH ERETZ—RABBA AND ZUTA. 
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INTRODUCTION TO THE THREE GATES OF 
SECTION JURISPRUDENCE. 


The three tracts Baba Kama , Metzia , and Bathra (the First, 
Second, and Third Gates) are unique in the whole Talmud in 
this respect, that they bear no name indicating the contents, as 
is the case with all other tracts of the Talmud, and we do not 
find in any commentary any explanation or discussion of the 
fact. It may be because the reason is very simple, namely, that 
these three tracts are the only ones which treat purely of civil 
law, for even in cases of larceny only the civil side (as the actual 
damage, and the fine for causing it) is treated of (if there is here 
and there mentioned some criminal liability, it is only incident¬ 
ally as a citation in course of the discussion); and as the cases 
are very numerous and varying in character, no appropriate title 
could be found to indicate the contents of each tract. Indeed, 
so numerous are they that we may safely say there is no civil 
case which can possibly arise between man and man that is not 
treated of in these tracts. The other tracts of this section, which 
are enumerated in our introduction to Volume I. (IX.), treat each 
of a separate and distinct subject and not of purely civil law. 

For those especially interested in comparative jurisprudence 
we give below two articles by prominent publicists, which 
illustrate only two of the many important principles scattered 
all over the Talmud. 

The first, “The Talmud/’ by I. D’lsraeli, is an extract from 
“ Curiosities of Literature,” and is as follows: 

In the order of damages containing rules how to tax the damages done by 
man or beast or other casualties their distinctions are as nice as their cases 
are numerous. What beasts are innocent and what convict. By the one 
they mean creatures not naturally used to do mischief in any particular way, 
and by the other, those that naturally or by a vicious habit are mischievous 
that way. The tooth of a beast is convict, when it is proved to eat its usual 
food, the property of another man, and full restitution must be made ; but 
if a beast that is used to eat fruit and herbs, gnaws clothes or damages tools, 
which are not its usual food, the owner of the beast shall pay but half the 
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damage when committed on the property of the injured person ; but if the 
injury is committed on the property of the person who does the damage, he 
is free, because the beast gnawed what was not its usual food. And thus, if 
the beast of A gnaws or tears the clothes of B in B’s house or grounds, A 
shall pay half the damages, but if B’s clothes are injured in A’s grounds by 
As beast, A is free, for what had B to do to put his clothes in A’s grounds ? 
They made such subtile distinctions, as when an ox gores a man or beast, 
the law inquired into the habits of the beast ; whether it was an ox that used 
to gore, or an ox that was not used to gore. 

However acute these niceties sometimes were, they were often ridiculous. 
No beast could be convicted of being vicious till evidence was given that he 
had done mischief three successive days ; but if he leaves off those vicious 
tricks for three days more, he is innocent again. An ox may be convict of 
goring an ox and not a man, or of goring a man and not an ox ; nay, of gor¬ 
ing on the Sabbath and not on a working day. Their aim was to make the 
punishment depend on the proofs of the design of the beast that did the in¬ 
jury, but this attempt evidently led them to distinctions much too subtile 
and obscure. Thus some rabbins say that the morning prayer of the SJiem'ah 
must be read at the time they can distinguish blue from white ; but another, 
more indulgent, insists it may be when we can distinguish blue from green / 
which latter colors are so near akin as to require a stronger light. With 
the same remarkable acuteness in distinguishing things is their law respect¬ 
ing not touching fire on the Sabbath. Among those which are specified in 
this constitution, the rabbins allow the minister to look over young children 
by lamp-light but he shall not read himself. The minister is forbidden to 
read by lamp-light, lest he should trim his lamp ; but he may direct the chil¬ 
dren where they should read, because that is quickly done, and there would 
be no danger of trimming his lamp in their presence, or suffering any of them 
to do it in his. All these regulations, which some may conceive as minute 
and frivolous, show a great intimacy with the human heart, and a spirit of 
profound observation which had been capable of achieving great pur¬ 
poses. 

The owner of an innocent beast only pays half the costs for the mischief 
incurred. Man is always convict and for all mischief he does he must pay 
full costs. However, there are casual damages—as when a man pours 
water accidentally on another man ; or makes a thorn-hedge which annoys 
his neighbour; or falling down, and another by stumbling on him incur 
harm : how such compensations are to be made. He that has a vessel of 
another’s in his keeping, and removes it, but in the removal breaks it, must 
swear to his own integrity ; i.e., that he had no design to break it. All of¬ 
fensive or noisy trades were to be carried on at a certain distance from a 
town. Where there is an estate, the sons inherit, and the daughters are 
maintained, but if there is not enough for all, the daughters are maintained 
and the sons must get their living as they can, or even beg. The contrary 
to this excellent ordination has been observed in Europe. 


The second, of which a literal translation follows, was written 
in Hebrew by Dr. D. H. Farbstein, a counsellor-at-law in Zurich, 
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Switzerland, in the “ Hashana ” (Year-book) for 1900, under the 
title “ One Cannot Grant that Which is not in Existence.” 

There is no law which has not its reason. Every legal principle is the 
result of a certain economic and political condition ; it is the product of a 
certain epoch, aiming to benefit the political and economic life of that his¬ 
toric epoch. 

The legal principle that one cannot grant that which is not yet in exist¬ 
ence had its origin in the Hebrew nation and was the product of a certain 
epoch, and we shall endeavor here to explain the motives which prompted 
the development of this legal precept. 

This principle existed also in the laws of other Semitic nations in general, 
and in the Mahometan laws in particular. It was, however, unknown to 
the Roman law, as according to the Roman law one could grant that which 
was not yet in existence, and the sale of an article which existed only in 
expectation was valid, and even the mere expectation could form the subject- 
matter of a purchase or sale. 

The reason of this difference between the Semitic laws in general, and 
the Jewish laws in particular, and the Roman laws on this point lies, in my 
judgment, in the prohibition of taking usury. 

“Thy money shalt thou not give him upon usury, nor lend him thy vic¬ 
tuals for increase ” [Lev. xxv. 37] is one of the principal Mosaic laws. And 
as it is prohibited to give money upon usury, so also is it prohibited to raise 
the price ; as, for instance, if the price of an article is such and such in cash, 
it is prohibited to raise the price of such article if sold on credit for a 
certain time, for it is nothing but indirect usury. 

This law was necessary as long as it was prohibited to give money upon 
usury ; in our own times, however, when industry and commerce have 
developed so much, it is very usual to buy and sell things which exist only 
in expectation. In the time of the Talmudists the one who sold that which 
was not in existence was not an ordinary merchant, but only one who 
needed money. For instance, a farmer needed money. He applied to the 
money-lender for a loan. The money-lender was willing to make the loan, 
but was kept back by the prohibition to give money on usury. In order to 
evade this prohibition he bought of the farmer the future products of his 
farm, paying him only a very low price. The difference between the actual 
value of the products and the price paid by the lender is nothing but indirect 
usury. 

Similar methods are practised even now in those countries where usury 
is prohibited by the law of the land. The Talmudists, in order to prevent 
such and similar evasions of the prohibition to take usury, have established 
the principle that no one can grant that which is not yet in existence ; for 
the same reason, they also prohibited the fixing of a price upon future products 
before the market price is established. They were, at the same time, careful 
in stating that one cannot grant , and not that one cannot buy , affording 
thereby protection to the grantor only that he may rescind the sale if he. 
elects to do so. 

We see, then, that the rule that “one cannot grant,” etc., was established 
with the end in view of preventing any evasion of the prohibition to take usury. 


via 
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In those days commerce was not so developed as it is in our days, nor was 
money of such established currency as it is now. Nowadays one invests 
money in merchandise and then sells the merchandise and realizes his money 
with a profit, which was not so in those days ; and for that reason the taking 
of usury was prohibited, for money could bring no economic benefit to its 
owner. 

But although it was prohibited to grant that which was not yet in exis¬ 
tence, still it was allowed to grant that which would bring benefit in the 
future— as, for instance, to lease land for cultivation—for the substance pro¬ 
ducing the benefit is in existence. 

This distinction between interest (compensation for the use of money) 
and rent (compensation for the use of an article producing benefit) was 
drawn also by the Catholic theologians of the middle ages, who also prohib¬ 
ited the taking of usury, but permitted the receipt of rent. 

We, however, cannot fully agree with Dr. Farbstein, for the 
following reasons: 

(a) The principal things concerning which this rule was made 
were marriage and inheritance. If one marries a woman upon 
the condition that she should become a proselyte, the marriage is 
null and void, because it is on condition of something which was 
not yet in existence. The same is the case as regards inheritance 
—one cannot say to a woman: “ I will leave my estate to the 
children you may bear/' In both these cases, usury cannot be 
the reason. 

(b) The rule that a man cannot grant that which is not yet 
in existence is not an established one by all the sages, for there 
were many of the most popular—as R. Eliezer b. Jacob, R. Meir, 
and R. Juhudah the Prince—who held that one might grant that 
which is not yet in existence (see Kiddushin, 62 b, at the end), 
and certainly all of those sages were aware of the prohibition of 
usury. 

It seems to us, therefore, that the sages who hold that such a 
thing cannot be sold is because they considered speculative trans¬ 
actions as robbery, so that they prohibited all kinds of gaming 
existing at that time ; and the one who participated in such 
games was disqualified as a witness, because he was considered a 
robber. We find, however, in this volume, p. 198, that a woman 
may sell the benefit of her marriage contract, although it looks 
like speculation; for she may die during the life-time of her 
husband, and her husband will inherit from her. But even this 
is discussed, and seems to be an enactment of some sages for the 
benefit of .the woman. (See text.) 
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CHAPTER I. 

Mishna /. There are four principal cases of tort, etc. One thing is 
common to all. They are all likely to do damage and must be guarded 
against. The case of doing damage by digging up gravel. The different 
explanations of the word " mabeh ” by Rabh and Samuel (foot-note). 
There are thirteen principal tort-feasors. The depository,! etc. There are 
twenty-four principal tprt-feasors. What are the derivatives of all those 
principals? Why are the four principals, ox, excavation, mabeh, and fire, 
enumerated separately in the Scripture? From what and what kind of 
property must damage be collected ? When the standard is taken, is it 
taken of one’s own lands or of those of the public in general ? In order not to 
close the door to borrowers, the sages have enacted that creditors should be 
paid out of the medium estates. If one conveys his estates to one or several 
persons, from whom and from what estates shall the creditors collect the 
money due them ? In case one does a meritorious thing he shall do it up 
to one-third,.I—16 

MlSHNAS II. TO V. In all that I am charged with taking care of I have 
prepared the damage. There is a more rigorous rule in case of the ox 
than in the cases of the pit and the fire, and vice versa. How so ? If one 
left his ox in charge of five persons, and one of them left intentionally and 
the ox caused damage, what is the law ? No appraisement is made for a 
thief or robber. If one hypothecates his slave or his ox and thereafter sells 
him. There is a difference between movable and immovable real estate. 
Slaves are considered movable real estate. During the killing, the bring¬ 
ing of the suit, and the making of the award there shall be one and the 
same owner. There are five cases which are considered non-vicious and 


* See introduction to Synopsis in Tract Aboth, Vol. I. (IX.), p. xi. 
f Farther on we use the term “ gratuitous bailee,” as being more compre¬ 
hensive. 
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five which are considered vicious. The tooth is considered vicious to con¬ 
sume, etc. What is a Bardalis ? What is meant by “ best estates ” ? The 
meaning of the verse Is. xxxii. 20,.16-29 


CHAPTER II. 

Mishnas I. TO III. What tendency makes the foot to be considered 
vicious ? Cocks that were flying from one place to another, and broke 
vessels with their wings. Cocks that were hopping on dough or on fruit, 
and made the same dirty, or that were flying and the wind produced by 
their wings damaged vessels, or that were pecking at a rope from which a 
water-pail was suspended, and, severing the rope, broke the water-pail— 
what is the law ? The distinction between primary and secondary force, 
A dog that snatched and carried off a cake from the burning coals, and with 
the burning coal that stuck in the cake set fire to the barn, etc. There can 
be viciousness in case of “gravel in the usual way." If an animal was 
walking in a place where it was impossible not to kick up gravel, and she 
kicked, and by so doing kicked up gravel and caused damage ; or if an animal 
caused damage by shaking the tail—what is the law ? What tendency 
makes the tooth to be considered vicious ? It happened that an ass con¬ 
sumed a loaf of bread contained in a basket and chewed up the basket, etc. 
If an animal was standing on private ground and an article was rolling 
toward the private ground, etc. About one who takes up his dwelling in 
the court of his neighbor without the latter's knowledge. One who rents a 
house from Reuben must pay the rent to Simeon, etc. If one uses an un¬ 
occupied house of another for storing wood and straw, etc., what is the law? 
A certain person erected a palace on the ruins belonging to orphans, etc. 
A dog or a goat that jumps down from the top of a roof and breaks vessels 
liable for the whole damage. If, however, they fall down, there is no 
liability. Is one’s fire considered one’s arrow or one’s property ? There is 
no liability for damages done by fire to concealed articles. How can such 
a case be found in the biblical law ? The mouth of an animal (consuming 
something on the premises of the plaintiff), is it considered as if yet in the 
court of the plaintiff? There were certain goats belonging to the family of 
Tarbu that were doing damage to the property of R. Joseph, . 30-47 

Mishnas IV. to VI. What ox is considered non-vicious and what 
vicious ? One that has been warned for three days. The three days in 
question, are they such as to make the ox vicious, or do they also involve 
the owner ? For one who sets his neighbor’s dog on a third person, what is 
the law ? An ox that gored, pushed, bit, lay down on, or kicked while on 
public ground pays half. The a fortiori argument regarding the half¬ 
payment of the horn. An ox that steps with his foot on a child lying on the 
premises of the plaintiff, what is the law in regard to the payment of atone¬ 
ment money ? A human being is considered always vicious. One who 
carries a stone in his lap without being aware of it, and while getting up 
from his seat drops it, as regards damages he is liable. One who drops a 
vessel from the top of a roof upon the ground which has been covered with 
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pillows, and if another person remove them before the dropping- of the 
vessel, etc., what is the law ? Is a slave considered one’s body, and an ox 
one’s property ?.47-56 


CHAPTER III. 

MlSHNAS I. TO V. If one place a jug on public ground and another 
person stumble over it and break it, what is the law ? One who kicks an¬ 
other with his knee is fined three selas ; with the foot, five ; with the fist, 
thirteen ; what is the fine if one strike his neighbor with the handle or the 
iron of the hoe ? A jug that broke on public ground and its contents caused 
3 person to slip and fall, or one to be injured by its fragments, what is the 
law ? About one who renounces ownership to his articles that cause 
damage. One who empties water into public ground, or one who builds 
his fence of thorns ; or a fence that falls into public ground, and some 
persons were injured thereby, he is liable. The former pious men used to 
bury their thorns and broken glass in their fields three spans below the 
surface. All those who obstruct a public thoroughfare by placing chattels 
therein and cause damage are liable. If one carrying a barrel followed one 
carrying a beam, and the barrel was broken by the beam, what is the law ? 
Potters and glaziers that walked one following the other, and one stumbled 
and fell, etc. If they all fell because of the first one, the first is liable for the 
damage of all of them,.57-69 

MlSHNAS VI. TO XIII. Two that walked on public ground, one running 
and the other one walking, etc., what is the law ? One who chopped wood 
on public ground and caused damage on private ground, etc. One who 
enters a carpenter’s shop without permission, and was struck on his face by 
a flying splinter. About employees who came to demand their wages from 
their employer and were gored by his ox or bitten by his dog. About two 
non-vicious oxen that wounded each other. 

The difference in the explanation of the verse Exod. xxi. 35. About a 
non-vicious ox that has done damage and was sold, consecrated, slaughtered, 
or presented to somebody. About an ox of the value of two hundred selas 
that gored another ox of equal value and the carcass was of no value what¬ 
ever. There are cases when one is liable for the acts of his ox and is free if 
they are his own acts, and vice versa. How so? The rule is that the 
burden of proof is upon the plaintiff. If one claims that he is positive, while 
the other one is not positive, what is the law ? 69-81 


CHAPTER IV. 

MlSHNAS I. TO IV. An ox that gores four or five oxen one after another, 
the last of them must be paid from the body of the goring ox, if he was yet 
considered non-vicious. About an ox that is vicious towards his own species, 
but not towards other species, or towards human beings, etc. There is a 
case where an ox became vicious " in alternate order.” About an ox 
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belonging to an Israelite that gored an ox belonging to the sanctuary (see foot¬ 
note). An ox of a sound person that gored an ox belonging to a deaf-mute, 
idiot, or minor, there is a liability. If the reverse was the case there is 
none. There is a difference of opinion of the Tanaim as to whether a 
guardian is appointed in order to collect from the body of the ox. Guardians 
pay from the best estates, but do not pay the atonement money. About one 
who borrows an ox with the understanding that he was non-vicious and it 

was found out that he was vicious,.82-93 

Mishnas V. to IX. An ox that killed a man by goring him, if he was 
a vicious one, the atonement money is to be paid, but not when he was a 
non-vicious one. How can there be found a vicious ox in regard to man ? 
If one confers, saying, “ My ox has killed a certain person,” or “ his ox,” he 
has to pay on his own testimony. If one’s fire has done damage without 
intention, is there a liability or not? About an ox that was rubbing against 
a wall, whereby the wall fell upon a human being and killed him. About 
an ox belonging to a woman, to orphans, or their guardian, etc., that killed 
a man. About an ox that was sentenced to be put to death and his owner 
consecrated him. About an ox delivered to a gratuitous bailee or a borrower, 
etc. About an ox which was properly locked up, but yet broke out and did 
damage. Whence is it deduced that one must not raise a noxious dog in his 
house, nor maintain a defective ladder ?.93-105 


CHAPTER V. 

Mishnas I. to VI. About an ox that gored a cow and the new-born calf 
was found dead at her side. The cow and her offspring are not separately 
appraised. A potter that placed his pottery in the court of another, or one 
who led his ox into the court of another without permission, what is the 
law ? When he assured the safety of the ox, did it only extend to himself or 
also to all cattle ? About a woman that entered a house to bake, and the 
house-owner’s goat, having consumed the dough, became feverish and died. 
About one who enters a court without permission and injures the court- 
owner, or the latter is injured through him. About one who said: “Lead 
in your ox and take care of him,” and he did damage or was injured. About 
an ox which intended to gore another ox, and injured a woman and caused 
her to miscarry. To whom must the compensation for the miscarriage be 
paid, to the woman or to her husband ? Does the increase in the valuation 
also belong to the husband? About an Israelite’s pledge which is in the 
hands of a proselyte, and the latter dies without heirs. About one who digs 
a pit on private ground and opens it into public ground, or vice versa. One 
who digs and opens a well and delivers it over to the community is free. 
About one who digs a pit on public ground and an ox or an ass falls into it. 
Are the vapors therein contained, or is the shock received by the animal, the 
cause of death when falling into a pit ?.106-120 

Mishnas VII. to IX. When a pit belongs to two partners, and one of 
them passes by and does not cover it, and so also does the second, the latter 
only is liable. About a pit which was ten spans deep and which was com- 
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pleted by another one to be twenty, and still by another one to be thirty 
spans deep. Each span of water equals two of dry ground. If one dig a 
pit ten spans deep and another widen it toward one direction only, what is 
the law ? One who sells his house, the title passes with the delivery of the 
keys. If he sells a flock of cattle, title passes with the delivery of the Mash- 
khukhith (the forerunning goat kept at the head of the flock as a leader). 
If he covered the pit sufficiently to withstand oxen but not camels, and 
camels came along and made the cover shaky and then oxen fell therein, 
what is the law ? What about the germon of damage ? About one who 
places a stone on the edge of the opening of a pit, and an ox stumbles over 
the stone and falls into the pit. About an ox and a man who together push 
some other into a pit. There is no difference between an ox and another 
animal as regards falling into a pit, to have been *kept distant from Mount 
Sinai, payment of double, restitution of lost property, unloading, muzzling, 
Kilayim, and Sabbath. Nor is there any difference between the above-men¬ 
tioned and a beast or bird. Why in the first commandments is it not writ¬ 
ten “that it may be well with thee,” while in the second commandments 
it is ?.120-130 


CHAPTER VI. 

Mishnas /. TO III. If one drive his sheep into a sheep-cot and properly 
bolt the gate, but still they manage to come out and do damage, he is free. 
There are four things for which one who does them cannot be held respon¬ 
sible before an earthly tribunal, although he will be punished for them by 
the Divine court. Is armed robbery, when not committed publicly, still 
considered theft as regards the payment of double ? For frightening away 
a lion from one’s neighbor’s field the law awards no compensation. How 
does it pay what it damaged ? About one who came before the Exilarch 
and complained of another who destroyed one of his trees. One who de¬ 
stroys a young date-tree, what amount of damage must he pay ? There was 
a case, and Rabh acted in accordance with R. Meir ; but in his lectures, 
however, he declared that the Halakha prevails in accordance with R. Sim¬ 
eon b. Gamaliel (see foot-note). About one who puts up a stack of grain on 
another’s land without permission. One who started a fire through the 
medium of a deaf-mute, etc.,.131-142 

Mishnas IV. to VIII. The law about one who starts a fire and it con¬ 
sumes wood, stones, or earth. No chastisements come upon the world un¬ 
less there are wicked ones in existence. When pestilence is ragingin town, 
stay indoors, etc. Why does the verse begin with the damage by one’s 
property and end with damage done by one’s person ? About a fire that 
passed over a fence four ells high. If one starts a fire on his own premises, 
how far must it pass to make the starter liable ? About one who causes his 
neighbor’s stack of grain to burn down, and there are vessels therein which 
also are burned. If one allowed another to place a stack of wheat and he 
covered it with barley, or vice versa, what is the law ? Is it customary 
with people to keep pearls in a money-pouch ? The law about a spark that 
escapes from under a blacksmith’s hammer and does damage, . 142-148 
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CHAPTER VII. 

Mishna /. The payment of double is more rigorous than the payment 
of four and five fold. The law about one who stole a lamb, and while in his 
possession it grew into a ram, etc. That a change acquires title is both 
written and taught. Why did the Scripture say that if he slaughtered and 
sold it he must pay four and five fold ? A stolen thing, which the owners 
have not resigned hope to regain, cannot be consecrated, etc. The pious man 
used to place money in the vineyard on a Sabbatical year, declaring : “ All 
that is plucked and gathered of this fruit shall be redeemed by this money.” 
A writ of replevin which does not contain the following directions : “Inves¬ 
tigate, take possession, and retain it for yourself,” is invalid, . 149-159 

Mishnas II. TO VI. About two witnesses who testify that the one stole 
an ox or a sheep, and either the same or other witnesses testify that he 
slaughtered or sold the same. If he stole from his father. From what time 
on is a collusive witness disqualified to give testimony ? If two witnesses 
testify that a certain person blinded his slave’s eye, and thereafter knocked 
out one of his teeth, and they also testify that the owner of the slave admit¬ 
ted it, and subsequently the witnesses are found collusive, what must the 
collusive witnesses pay? If two witnesses testify that he stole it, and one 
witness, or he himself, testified that he slaughtered or sold it, he pays only 
two, but not four and five fold. One who admits that he has incurred the 
liability of a fine, and thereafter witnesses appear, what is the law ? About 
a confession which is made after the appearance of witnesses, and the dif¬ 
ferent opinions in regard to it. If the thief sells all but one hundredth part 
of it or he is a co-owner of it, what is the law ? One who steals an animal 
which is lame or blind, or which belongs to a copartnership is liable, but 
partners that steal together are free. About one who steals an animal 
within the premises of the owner and slaughters or sells it outside of it, or 
vice versa . Why did the Scripture treat more rigorously with the thief 
than with the robber ? Ponder over the greatness of labor, etc., . 159-174 

Mishna VII No tender cattle must be raised in Palestine but in its 
forests. A shepherd (who raises tender cattle) that repented, we do not 
compel him to sell out all his cattle at once. No tender beasts shall be 
raised in Palestine, except dogs, cats, and monkeys. R. A’ha b. Papa said 
in the name of R. Hanina b. Papa three things. Upon ten conditions did 
Joshua divide the land among the settlers. The ten enactments of Ezra. 
No swine is permitted to be raised at any place. Rabbi, the Prince of Pales¬ 
tine, objected to the use of the Syriac language, and insisted that only the 
Holy and the Greek languages should be used in Palestine. R. Jose objected 
to the use of the Aramean language in Babylon, and insisted that the Holy 
and the Persian languages should be used. No dogs shall be kept unless 
on a chain. In the towns adjoining the frontier they must be kept on a 
chain only in the day time, . 174-181 


CHAPTER VIII. 

Mishnas I and II. The four items of damage : pain, healing, loss of 
time, and disgrace. How so? It happened that an ox lacerated the arm 
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of a child, and the case came before Rabha, etc. When the damage is paid 
for, how should the pain be appraised separately? Healing. If pus col¬ 
lected by reason of the wound, and the wound broke out again, etc. The 
sages say that healing and loss of time go together. If the defendant should 
say, M I will cure you myself, the plaintiff may object," etc. Shall we assume 
that the appraisement for the deafness is sufficient, or each of the injuries 
must be appraised separately ? (See foot-note.) If one strikes another and 
makes him temporarily unfit to labor, what is the law ? Disgrace—all those 
who sustain injury are looked upon as if they were independent men, etc. 
One who causes disgrace to a nude, blind, or sleeping person is liable. If 
one causes shame to a sleeping person who subsequently dies while asleep, 
what is the law ? Is the reason because of the hurting of his own feelings, 
or because of the feelings of his family? Is a blind person required to per¬ 
form all the commandments ? and what R. Joseph, who was blind, said of 

that.182-193 

Mishnas ///. TO V. The law is more rigorous in regard to a man than 
in regard to an ox, etc. One who assaults his father or mother, but does not 
bruise them, and one who wounds another on the Day of Atonement, are 
liable to pay all the items of damage. To whom belongs the compensation 
received by one's minor daughter for a wound ? About an investment for 
a minor and the nature thereof. Is a slave considered a “ brother"? The 
Halakha prevails that the benefit in case of a woman who sells her right in 
the marriage contract belongs to herself; and if she bought estates therewith, 
her husband has nothing even in their income. If one blow into the ear of 
another, he pays one sela for the disgrace he caused him. What if one 
strikes another with the palm or with the back of his hand on the cheek ? 
This is the rule : Rank and station of the parties are taken into considera¬ 
tion. May a witness be a judge in the same case ? A non-vicious ox that 
killed a man and also caused damage to another, must his owner pay for 
the damage, besides the payment of the atonement money ? All that was 
said concerning disgrace is only for the civil court, as to how much the 
plaintiff should receive, but there can be no satisfaction for the injury to the 
feelings, for which, if he would even offer all the best rams of the world, 
they would not atone, unless he prays the plaintiff for forgiveness. The 
origin of a series of sayings by the rabbis as well as by ordinary people. If 
one says to another, “Break my pitcher," etc. A money-pouch containing 
charity funds was sent to Pumbeditha, and R. Joseph deposited it with a cer¬ 
tain man who did not take good care of it and it was stolen from him, and 
R. Joseph held him responsible. What Abayi said to him about it, 193-210 
















TRACT BABA KAMA (THE FIRST 

GATE). 


CHAPTER I. 

THE FOUR PRINCIPAL TORT-FEASORS ; THE DIFFERENT MODES OF 
RESTITUTION ; THE VICIOUS AND NON-VICIOUS ANIMALS ; THE 
APPRAISEMENT BEFORE THE COURT. 

MISHNA /. : There are four principal causes of tort (ex¬ 
pressly mentioned in the Scripture): the ox; the (uncovered) 
excavation; the mabeh (the pasture of one’s cattle in another's 
field); and the fire. The measure of the damages done by the ox 
is different from that of the damages done by the mabeh, and vice 
versa ; and that of both, which are animated beings, is not like 
that of the damages caused by the fire, which is not animated. 
And the measure of damages caused by the three last men¬ 
tioned, which are movable, is different from that of the damages 
caused by the (uncovered) excavation, which is stationary. 
One thing, however, is common to all, and that is, that they 
are all likely to do damage, which must be guarded against, and 
if damage is done, the one responsible for it must make good 
from his best estates. 

GEMARA: If the Mishna states that there are ” principals M 
there must be derivatives. Are those derivatives as their prin¬ 
cipals or nQt ? Said R. Papa: “ Some of them are and some of 
them are not” (as explained further on). The rabbis taught: 
“ It was said of the ox that he has three principals, the horn, 
the tooth, and the foot. Of the horn the rabbis taught: 
It is written [Ex. xxi. 28]: 44 If an ox gore," and goring is only 
with the horn, as it is written [Deut. xxxiii. 17]: 44 And his 
horns are like the horns of reem ; with them shall he push (gore),” 
etc. What is the derivative of the horn ? Hurting, biting. 
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lying upon,* and kicking; (because they are usually done inten¬ 
tionally, as goring). Why is 44 goring " called a principal? Be¬ 
cause it is written [Ex. xxi. 28]: 44 If an ox gore ?" Let also 
hurting be a principal, because it is written [ibid., ibid. 35]: 
44 And if a man's ox hurt. " That hurting means goring, as 
we have learned in the following Boraitha: 44 It starts out with 
hurting, and it ends with goring, to teach thee that the hurting 
mentioned here means goring/’ Why does the Scripture in 
case of a man use the term 4 4 gore, ’ ’ while in the case of an animal 
it uses the term 44 hurt" ? For a man, who is fortunate,f (who 
is guarded by his planet) 44 gore ’’ is used (because it is certain 
that the ox gored him intentionally with all his might to harm 
him), but of an animal, which is not fortunate, 44 hurt" is used, 
and by the way it teaches us that an ox which is vicious toward 
a human being is considered vicious toward an animal, which case 
is not so in the reverse. But is then 44 biting " not the deriva¬ 
tive of the 44 tooth" ? Nay, the tooth usually derives benefit 
by doing the damage (consuming), which is not the case with 
biting. Are not lying upon and kicking the derivatives of the 
foot (because it cannot be done without bending of the feet) ? 
Nay, damage by the foot is of frequent occurrence (because 
whenever the animal walks and there is something in the way it 
damages it), which is not the case with the above. But to what 
does R. Papa refer in stating that the derivatives are not like 
their principals ? Shall we assume that he refers to those just 
stated ? This cannot be, for they are all of the same nature, as 
stated above, and the owner must guard against it, and he must 
pay the damage. We must therefore say that there is no dif¬ 
ference between the principal and derivatives of the horn, and R. 
Papa’s statement refers to the derivative of the foot, in case of 
doing damage by digging up gravel with the foot, in which case 
only one-half of the amount of the damage must be paid, and 
which is Sinaic (; i.e ., the restitution is for actual damage and 
not as a fine, which is always the case whenever one-half dam¬ 
age is paid). But why is this case called a derivative of the 
foot ? (only one-half of the damage is paid, while in the case of 
the principal the whole must be paid). It is a derivative in re¬ 
spect that (by the same tradition that if the damage-doing animal 

* Spoiling vessels thereby. 

f According to the other explanation of Rashi it is because a human being is 
provident, i.e. careful, and it is not easy to kill him unless by penetrating his body 
.with the horns with great force. 
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is not of sufficient value to pay the amount of the damage) the 
balance must be paid from the best of one’s estates, which is only 
so in case of damage by the foot. Is the latter part of this then 
certain ? Did not Rabha further on (page 33) propound a ques¬ 
tion wherefrom the damages shall be collected ? (This does not 
matter.) Rabha was not certain about it, but R. Papa was. 
Why, then, is it called a derivative of the foot, even according 
to Rabha’s theory, who was not certain about it ? To equal it 
to the foot in that respect, that it is not liable if the damage 
was done on public ground (as damages done by the foot are not 
paid unless done on the ground belonging to the party damaged). 

44 And mabeli etc., 44 and fire,” etc. What is meant by 
44 mabeh * ” ? Said Rabh : 44 It means a man ”; Samuel, how¬ 
ever, said it means the tooth (of the ox). Why does Rabh not 
explain it as Samuel ? Because when the Mishna states 44 ox,” 
it means everything with which an ox can do damage (conse¬ 
quently 44 mabeh” must be something else). And what is the 
reason of Samuel ? Is Rabh’s opinion, then, not correct ? The 
Mishna states ox. Said Rabh: 44 It states 4 ox ’ for the damage 
done by the foot, and 4 mabeh ’ for that done by the tooth, and 
it must be explained as follows: The law of damages done by 
the foot, which is of frequent occurrence, cannot be applied to 
that of the tooth, which is not of frequent occurrence; on the 
other hand, the law of damage done by the tooth, which usually 
benefits thereby, cannot be applied to that of the foot, which 
derives no benefit.” 

But what is the matter with the horn ? Why is it left out ? 
This is included in the statement, 44 And if they do damage, the 
one responsible,” etc. Why is it not mentioned expressly? 


* Modern scholars come to the conclusion that originally the Mishna read TlDOn* 
which means one who started a fire, instead of njQOfl, which latter word cannot be 
found either in the Scripture or in the Mishna elsewhere, and that this latter word 
originates from an error on the part of the transcriber in writing an n instead of V. 
And it seems to us that this view of the scholars is correct, for we find in one 
Tosephtha plainly the word “ Hamabir ” instead of “ Hamabeh.” We may add to 
this that Rabh’s explanation, 44 It means a man,” shows also that “ Hamabir” is the 
correct word. We have therefore omitted all the citations of the passages to explain 
the meaning of the word 44 Hamabeh,” as they are too far-fetched and were probably 
added by the expounders of Rabh’s statement. Abraham Krochmal, however, main¬ 
tains that in the first Mishnayoth it was used 44 Hamabir,” but Rabbi, the editor of 
his Mishnayoth, wrote “ Hamabeh,” for the reason that this word has two meanings 
which can be applied to foot and tooth. (See his Notes on the Talmud, Lemberg,. 
1881, page 260.) 
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The Mishna states only cases of those which are considered 
vicious from the very beginning (and must pay the full amount 
of damage, as tooth and foot, etc.), but not cases of those which 
are not considered vicious from the beginning (as the horn, 
which pays the full amount of damages only on the third time 
of doing damage). Why does Samuel not concur with Rabh ? 
He maintains that it cannot mean a 44 man,” because this latter 
is enumerated in a subsequent Mishna: 44 A vicious ox, and an 
ox doing damage on the estate of the party suffering the dam¬ 
age, and the man.” Why is 44 man ” not mentioned in the first 
part of the Mishna ? Our Mishna treats only of injuries done 
by one's property, but not of injuries done by one's person. 
Now as to Rabh, is then the 44 man " not enumerated in the 
subsequent Mishna ? (Why, then, state it also in our Mishna ?) 
Rabh may say: 44 It is mentioned in the later Mishna only be¬ 
cause other vicious ones are mentioned therein, and according 
to him (who says that 4 mabeh ' means a man) the statement in 
the Mishna, 4 the law of damages,' etc., must be explained 
thus: 44 The law of damages of an ox differs from that of a man 
in that the former pays 4 atoning money,’ while the latter does 
not (if a vicious ox kill a man by goring he pays atoning money, 
therefore if only the law of the ox would be stated, that of the 
man could not be deduced therefrom, because if a man kill an¬ 
other man unintentionally he is banished; if intentionally he 
suffers the death penalty, and pays no atoning money); and the 
law of a man differs from that of an ox in that the former is 
liable (in case of personal injuries caused to another man, in 
addition to the payment of actual damages) to four things (ex¬ 
plained further on), which is not the case with the ox; the one 
thing common to both is that they are likely to do damage, 
and one is charged with taking care of them.” [Is it then usual 
for an ox to do harm ? It means a vicious one. But is it then 
usual for a man to do harm ? Yea, when asleep. How is it to 
be understood ? It is usual for a man when asleep to contract 
and stretch out his limbs, and all that is then in his way he 
damages.] But is not the man charged with his own care of 
himself ? This can be explained as R. Abbuhu said elsewhere 
to one Tana: 4 ‘ Read, 4 The man is charged with his own care of 
himself' ''; so also is it to be read in our Mishna (and the state¬ 
ment in the Mishna that one is charged with taking care of them 
refers to the others mentioned). 

R. Oshiyah taught: There are thirteen principal tort-fea- 
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sors: the depositary; the one loaning for use; the bailee for 
hire; the bailor for hire; the actual damage sustained through 
the personal injury; the expense incurred in curing the injury; 
the earnings lost through such injury and the shame suffered 
(this will be explained in Chapter VIII.), and those four princi¬ 
pals mentioned in our Mishna, which make thirteen. (The de¬ 
positary is liable for arbitrary damage; the one loaning for use 
is liable even for an accident; and the bailee for hire and the 
bailor for hire are responsible even for theft and loss, and, mani¬ 
festly, for arbitrary damage; actual damage means that if one 
inflicts an injury on another person he must pay the difference 
in value of the person injured; the pain suffered, i.e., so much 
as one whose arm, for instance, was to be amputated by an 
instrument would pay to be relieved by a drug from such pain 
as amputation would cause; all the others are explained further 
on in this volume.) Why did the Tana of our Mishna not 
state those nine ? It is correct according to Samuel, because 
the Mishna treats only of injuries done by one’s property, and 
not of injuries by one’s person, but according to Rabh (who 
says that “ mabeh ” means a man, and so injuries by one’s per¬ 
son are treated of) why does he not state them ? The Mishna 
treating of “ a man ” means to include all damages done by a 
man. And according to R. Oshiyah, are they not included in 
the “ man” stated in the Mishna? There are two kinds of 
damages done by man, viz., those done by him to another man 
(which constitute a crime), and those done by him to an ox (in 
which case the liability is restricted to civil damages only). If 
so, why not state the same thing in regard to an ox ? Let him 
state a case where an ox injured a man, and a case where he in¬ 
jured another ox. What question is this ? As to a man there 
is a difference between the injury done to a man and that done 
to an ox, for in the former he is liable for the four things, and 
in the latter case he pays only actual damages (and therefore 
both are stated); but in the case of an ox, what difference is 
there between the injury done by him to a man and that done 
by him to an ox ? In both cases he pays only actual damages. 

R. Hyya taught: 44 There are twenty-four principal tort¬ 
feasors, viz., those who pay double [see Ex. xxii. 4]; those who 
pay four or five [ibid. xxi. 37] ; the thief (who confesses his guilt, 
in which case he pays only the actual value) and the robber (who 
is also a principal because he is mentioned in the Scripture [Lev. 
v. 23]; the collusive witness; the one who commits rape (is a 
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principal because mentioned in Deut. xxii. 29); the seducer 
[mentioned in Ex. xxii. 16]; the slanderer [Deut. xxii. 19]; the 
one who defiles heave-offering; the mingler (one who mingles 
together heave-offering with ordinary food); the one who brings 
a drink-offering (to the idols); (the three latter are not men¬ 
tioned in the Scripture, but still they are principals for they pay 
pecuniary damage, and the latter is stated in the Scripture); and 
these with those thirteen mentioned above make twenty-four. 

But why does R. Oshiyah not enumerate these mentioned 
here ? He enumerates only those who pay actual damages, but 
not those who pay in form of a fine. If so, why does he not 
enumerate the thief and the robber who pay actual damages 
(as explained above) ? He does so, for he states the depositary 
and the one loaning for use (in the case of the depositary it very 
often occurs that he sets up as a defence that it was stolen from 
him, and we have learned elsewhere that if one sets up a defence 
of theft or robbery he is responsible as a thief and robber). And 
as to R. Hyya, does it not state the depositary and the one loan¬ 
ing for use ? He states separately property which came lawfully 
into his possession (as in the case of the depositary, etc.), and 
property which came unlawfully into his possession (as the 
thief). 

It is correct according to the Tana of our Mishna, who states 
” principals” because there are also derivatives (which were 
enumerated above), but according to R. Hyya and R. Oshiyah 
if they state 41 principals” there must be derivatives; what are 
they? Said R. Abbuhu: They are all as principals in that re¬ 
spect that the damage must be paid from the best estates. 
What is the reason ? It is deduced by an analogy of expres¬ 
sion; in all those cases either the word “ for” or “ give” or 
“ pay” or ” money” is written. (Where it is written ” for” 
we deduce it by analogy from the ” for ” stated as to the vicious 
ox, as there it is from the best estates (which in turn is deduced 
from the tooth and foot) ; so also it is here, if ” give ” or ” pay ” 
is written we deduce it from the ox that gored a slave where 
these words are written; if “ money” is written we deduce it 
from the pit where the same word is written; and in all those 
cases it is paid from the best estates.) 

The law of the dai 7 iage done by an ox is ?iot like that” etc. 
For what purpose does he mention this here at all ? Said R. 
Zbid in the name of Rabha: ” He means to say with that, that 
no question should be raised why the Scripture does not state 
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one of the tort-feasors and leave the others to be deduced (by 
way of analogy) therefrom, for one cannot be deduced from the 
other (as it is stated above; Rabh according to his theory and 
Samuel according to his). 

44 And that of both which are animated," etc. For what pur¬ 
pose does the Tana mention this ? Said R. Mesharshia in the 
name of Rabha: 44 He means to say that it should not be ques¬ 
tioned why the Scripture does not state two of the tort-feasors 
(the ox and the mabeh), and fire would be deduced from these 
two ; for this one cannot be deduced from those two (for the 
one is not like the others, etc., as stated in the Mishna). Said 
Rabha: 44 If any one of these should be mentioned with the 4 pit,* 
all others could be deduced from those two by reason of having 
something common to all (as e.g ., if he would state the pit and 
the horn, the tooth could be deduced thus: the pit, the nature 
of which is not to move and do damage, must pay; the more so 
the tooth, the nature of which is to do so; and if you should 
say the pit is made from the very beginning to do damage, 
which is not so with the tooth, I will cite you the horn (which 
is not made so); and if you will say that the horn does the dam¬ 
age intentionally, I will cite you the pit and the conclusion will 
return (the former argument will be reinstated); the one thing 
common to all is that it is their nature to do damage, and one 
is charged with taking care of them, etc. I will also bring in 
the tooth. In such a way I would also deduce the foot, if the 
pit and the horn should be stated; and if it should be objected 
that the pit is from the beginning made to do damage, which 
is not so with the foot, the horn would be cited; and if it should 
be objected to on the ground that the horn does damage inten¬ 
tionally, the pit would be cited. And so forth as to all, with 
the exception of the horn, for the objection might be raised that 
they are all considered vicious from the beginning (which is not 
so with the horn). For what purpose, then, did the Scripture 
enumerate all of them ? To teach their different peculiarities; 
viz., the horn—to distinguish between a vicious and a non-vicious 
one; the tooth and foot—to exempt them from liability if the 
damage was done on public ground (for it is written, Ex. xxii. 4, 

44 and they feed in another man’s field,” but not on public 
ground); the pit—to exempt it from liability if vessels fell into 
it (and were damaged); the man—to make him liable to pay for 
the four things (which is not so in the case of the others); fire—- 
to exempt it from liability if it consumed concealed articles (as 


8 


THE BABYLONIAN TALMUD. 


e.g.y if articles were concealed in a stack of grain, in which case 
the liability is only for the grain, but not for the articles). 

44 The one thing common to them ally ' etc. What does this 
mean to include ? (As from the statement it seems to include 
all other things the nature of which is to do damage, and one is 
charged with taking care of them, what other such things can 
there be ?) Said Rabhina: 44 It means to include that which we 
have learned in the following Mishna: 4 If notice be given to 
one to remove (within a certain time usually given by a Beth 
Din) a wall, or to cut a certain tree, (and he failing so to do 
within such time) they fall, he is liable .' 99 How is the case? 
If he renounced his ownership of them, then according to both 
Rabh and Samuel it is like the case of the pit; as a pit because 
it does often damage one must take care of it, so also is the case 
here.* If he has not renounced ownership, then, according to 
Samuel who says that they are all deduced from the pit, are 
they the same as the pit ? Nay, the case is that he has renounced 
ownership, but lest one say that they are not like the pit which 
is originally made to do damage, which is not the case with the 
above things (the building of a wall or the planting of a tree), 
then the case of the ox proves that; and lest one say that the 
ox is different because of its usual way of doing damage with its 
feet, then again the case of the pit may prove and so the con¬ 
clusion will return (and the original argument is reinstated). 

44 To pay the damages ." The rabbis taught: It is written 
[Ex. xxii. 4]: 44 With the best of his own field, and with the 
best of his own vineyard shall he make restitution." That 
means the best field and the best vineyard of the plaintiff (e.g ., 
if A’s ox grazed upon a parcel of land belonging to B, the best 
land of B is taken as a standard, and A must pay an amount of 
damages equal to the difference in value of such a parcel of land 
before and after having been grazed upon). Such is the dictum 
of R. Ishmael; R. Aqiba, however, said: 44 The passage intends 
to state only that damages are collected from the best estates 
of the defendant (/.<?., the parcel of land of the plaintiff is ap¬ 
praised, and if the defendant wishes to pay in land he must do 
so with land of his own best estates), and so much the more in 
case of damages to consecrated articles. Is it possible that ac- 


* This is no contradiction of what was stated above, that a pit does not do 
damage often, for it means that it does not do so as often as the foot, which treads 
on everything in its way. 
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cording to R. Ishmael restitution must be made with the best 
land even if land of an inferior quality be damaged ? Said R. 
A'ha bar Jacob: 44 The case treated of here is that the best 
land of the plaintiff was of the same quality as the worst land 
of the defendant, and they differ on this point. R. Ishmael 
holds that the land of the plaintiff is taken as a standard, 
and the passage stating that he shall pay from the best 
estates, means from the best estates of the plaintiff, and R. 
Aqiba holds that that of the defendant is taken as a standard 
for best.” 

What is the reason of R. Ishmael's statement ? The word 
44 field” is written below (with the best of his own field ) and 
also above (and they feed in another man's field) (ibid., ibid.); 
as above it has reference to the land of the plaintiff, so also in 
the statement below (and the passage is to be expounded thus: 
When the defendant has land which equals the best of the 
plaintiff's, he must pay out of such land the amount of the dam¬ 
age). And R. Aqiba ? He may say, it is written: 44 With the 
best of his own fields, etc., he shall make restitution.” That 
means not that of the plaintiff (and no deduction by analogy is 
admissible when the statement is so plain). R. Ishmael, how¬ 
ever, may say: In this case we must derive the benefit of both 
the analogy of expression and the passages; the analogy of ex¬ 
pression as I have explained, and the benefit from the passage 
I derive for explaining that it refers to a case where the defendant 
has both best and worst land, and the plaintiff has only best 
land, and the worst land of the defendant is inferior to the best 
of the plaintiff, in which case he cannot say to the plaintiff, 
collect your damages from my worst (because the passage 
gives the benefit to the plaintiff to be paid from the best), 
and therefore he must make restitution from his own best 
estates. 

Abayi propounded the contradiction of the following pas¬ 
sages to Rabha: It is written [ibid., ibid.]: 44 With the best of 
his own fields,” etc., which means from the best estates only 
and with nothing else, and we have learned in another Boraitha: 
M It is written [Ex. xxi. 34]: 4 And to return money (make 
restitution)'; means this to include equivalents of money, even 
bran ? ” (Rabha answered): This presents no difficulty. When 
he returns of his own will he may give even bran, but if through 
the court he pays from the best estates. Said Ula, the son of 
R. Ilai: 44 The wording of the passage seems to lead to the same 
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conclusion, for it is written * shall he make restitution/ which 
signifies involuntarily .” Said Abayi to him : ” Is it then written 
‘restitution shall be made’?” (which would mean involun¬ 
tarily). It is written “ he shall make,” etc., which can also 
mean voluntarily. When R. Papa and R. Huna, the son of R. 
Jehoshua, returned from the college they explained the above 
passage as follows: ” Anything (of personal property) is con¬ 
sidered as the best of estates, for if he cannot sell it (at a 
reasonable price) at one place, he can take it to another place 
(and therefore if he makes restitution with personal property he 
may do so even with bran); except (if he makes restitution with) 
land, he must do so only with the best estates in order to enable 
him to procure a buyer.” 

R. Samuel bar Abba of Akkrunia propounded the following 
question to R. Abba: When the standard (as to which are the 
best and which are the worst lands) is taken, is it taken of those 
lands of his own, or of those of the public in general ? (/.*., has 
the defendant to make restitution out of his own best estates, 
and if his worst lands are as good as the best of the public in 
general, must he nevertheless pay out of his own best, or if his 
worst lands are as good as those of the public in general, may he 
make restitution out of his worst lands ?—for they are as good as 
those of the public in general). According to R. Ishmael this 
is no question, for he says that those of the defendant are taken 
as a standard (and therefore if his worst are as good as those of 
the plaintiff he pays out of his worst estates), but the question 
is only according to R. Aqiba, who holds that those of the de¬ 
fendant are to be taken as a standard. How is it ? Shall we 
assume that the passage ” the best of his own fields ” means to 
exclude the lands of the plaintiff, or it means to exclude the 
lands of the public in general? And he answered him: The 
Scripture states expressly ” of his own land,” and you ask 
whether the land of the public in general is taken as a stand¬ 
ard ? R. Samuel objected: We have learned (in case there 
are to be collected a woman's claim under her marriage contract 
[Kethubah], damages, and other debts): If one has only good 
lands, all the claims are collected from the good lands; if he has 
only medium lands, all are collected from those lands; if only 
poor-quality lands, all are collected from those lands; if he has all 
the three, damages are collected from the good; ordinary cred¬ 
itors collect from the medium; the Kethubah is collected from 
the poor-quality lands; if he has good and medium land only, 
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damages are collected from the good; ordinary debts and the 
claim of his wife are collected from the medium lands; if he 
has medium and poor-quality lands only, damages and ordinary 
debts from the medium and the wife's claim from the poor- 
quality lands; if he has only good and poor land, damages from 
the good and the other two from the poor-quality land. Now, 
we see that the middle part of this Boraitha states " that if he 
had medium and poor land, damages and ordinary debts are col¬ 
lected from the medium and the other two from the poor land," 
and if it is as you say, that his own lands are taken as a stand¬ 
ard, let the medium he has be considered the best (as they are 
his best), and the creditors shall be referred to the poor lands ? 
Therefore said Rabhina: They differ as to the statement of Ula. 
For Ula said: "According to the Scripture the creditors are 
paid out of the poorest, for it is written [Deut. xxiv. 11] : 'In 
the street shalt thou stand, and the man to whom thou dost lend 
shall bring out unto thee the pledge into the street.' Now if 
it depends on the will of the debtor, he usually brings out the 
poorest article he possesses as a pledge; but why have the sages 
enacted that creditors shall be paid out of the medium ? In 
order not to close the door to the borrowers." The one master 
holds of Ula's enactment, the other one does not (but adheres 
strictly to the meaning of the passage). 

The rabbis taught: "(One who had to pay damages, ordi¬ 
nary debts, and the wife's claim), if he convey all his estates (the 
good, medium, and poor) to one person, or to three different 
persons at the same time, they pass to the grantees subject to 
the same liabilities as if in the hands of the grantors (i.e . 9 the 
one who bought the good pays off the damages, the one who 
bought the medium pays off the creditors, etc.). If at different 
times, all are paid from the estate sold last (for the buyers of 
the prior estates may each say: When I bought my land there 
were other lands from which to pay). If this estate is not suffi¬ 
cient, the last but one is resorted to; if still insufficient, the last 
but two is resorted to." How is the case, if he conveyed to 
one person ? Shall we assume that he conveyed them by one 
deed, then surely they pass subject to the original liability, for 
even if he sold them to three persons, in which case one must 
have priority, you say that they pass subject to such liabili¬ 
ties, still more so if he sold to one ? (what was the necessity of 
stating it ?) Therefore we must say that it means that they 
were conveyed one after another (on three different days), and 
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why does he state three? To teach that although each one of 
them may say: 14 I left room enough for payment/' the same 
thing may be said even if sold to one. He will say on each 
parcel of land: When I bought this parcel of land there were 
other parcels out of which to pay. The case here is that the 
good lands were the last to be sold (in which case it is more ad¬ 
vantageous for him to let them collect according to their rights 
than to advance the argument that he left room for payment). 
So also said R. Shesheth. If so, shall they all collect of the 
good lands? (for at the time the first two estates were sold all the 
liability shifted over to the best lands). The grantee may tell 
them: 44 If you will be quiet and collect according to your orig¬ 
inal rights well and good, but if not I will return the deed for the 
sale of the poor land to the grantor (and then the liability will 
shift over to those lands, for no claims are collected from con¬ 
veyed lands when there are free lands), and all of you will have 
to collect your claims from the poor land." 

It is certain that when the grantee conveyed the medium and 
the poor lands, and left the best for himself, that they all collected 
their claims from the best lands, for those were the only ones 
which remained, and the others were no more in his possession so 
that he could refer to them saying, 44 I do not care for the enact¬ 
ment of the sages (for my benefit) ” ; but in case he conveyed the 
good land and left for himself the medium and the poor, how is 
it? (shall the claims be collected from the second grantee because 
he took his lands subject to the liability? and from the first 
grantee they cannot collect, for he can say he accepts the enact¬ 
ment of the sages, and the good estates which were at the time 
of the first conveyance free were subject to the liability for pay¬ 
ment of the claims ?). Abayi intended to decide that all collect 
from the best estates. Said Rabha to him: 44 Did not the first 
grantee convey to the second grantee all his rights and interests 
he may have in them ? And now, if they would come to the 
first grantee, they could collect from the medium lands only, and 
although at the time the medium and poor lands were conveyed 
the good ones were still free, he could say, 44 I do not want to 
avail myself of the enactment of the sages ”; so also the second 
grantee can tell them : 44 Collect your claims from the medium and 
poor lands," for when the second grantee bought the estates he 
did so with the intention to acquire all the rights and interest 
the first grantee had at the time. R. Huna, however, said: (The 
above passages, one mentioning 44 money" and the other 44 the 
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best estates, 1 * do not contradict each other), it means either 
money or best estates.* 

R. Assi, however, said: “ Money is as good as land/’ For 
what purpose is this statement ? If for the purpose that it is 
considered the “ best ” (t.e ., although he has good land he may 
pay in money), then it is the same that R. Huna stated, and it 
would be sufficient to say ” and so also said R. Assi.” Shall we 
assume that it is for the purpose of teaching as in the case of two 
brothers who have divided up land between themselves, and sub¬ 
sequently a creditor (of their father) comes and levies upon the 
share of one of them (that the other may pay his share of con¬ 
tribution either in land or in money) ? Did not R. Assi already 
state this case? For it was taught: “ Two brothers parti¬ 
tioned their estates and subsequently a creditor came and levied 
upon the share of one of them ; Rabh said the partition is thereby 
annulled (and a new partition must take place of the lands which 
remained), because he holds that brothers in such a case are as 
heirs. Samuel, however, said that it is valid, because he holds 
it is as an ordinary sale and as one who buys without a responsi¬ 
bility. R. Assi says he (the other brother) must pay his share 
of one-fourth in land and one-fourth in money, for he was in 
doubt whether they are considered as heirs, and he must con¬ 
tribute his share in land and not in money, or as an ordinary 
sale with responsibility, and he must pay to him what he lost, 
but in money, and therefore he must pay one-fourth in money 
and one-fourth in land), therefore he must pay one-fourth in land 
and one-fourth in money. But what is meant by the state¬ 
ment ” it is as good as land ” ? that it is considered ** best ” ? 
then it is again the same statement made by R. Huna ? Say: 
“ And so also said R. Assi.” 

R. Zera in the name of R. Huna said: In case one does a 
meritorious thing he shall do it up to one-third. What does 
this mean ? Shall we assume that it means up to one-third of 
his own property ? If so, then if he has occasion to perform 
three meritorious things he must spend his whole property? 
Said R. Zera: It means up to one-third in endeavoring to adorn 
the meritorious thing (e.g ., if there are two scrolls of Law, and 
one is more expensive than the other, he shall spend one-third 
more to buy the more expensive one). R. Assi questioned: 


* The reason why this was not stated till now is that there should be no inter¬ 

ruption in the discussion of R. Ishmael and R. Aqiba. 
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Does it mean one-third of the cheaper one, or does it mean 
one-third should be added? This question remains unanswered. 
In the West it was said in the name of R. Zera: Up to one- 
third he shall spend from his own (without expectation to be 
rewarded in this world), thenceforward from the Holy One’s, 
blessed be He (i.e ., that part will be repaid to him in this world). 

MISHNA //. : (The following is the rule :) In all that which I 
am charged with taking care of I have prepared the damage (i.e., 
if damage was done it is considered that I was instrumental in 
doing it). If I prepare only a part of the damage I am responsi¬ 
ble nevertheless for the whole, as if I prepared the whole. And 
only as to property which cannot be desecrated (but for that 
which is desecrated there is no responsibility), or property of 
persons governed by laws adopted by their community,* or such 
that has an owner, and at any place (the damage was done), ex¬ 
cept if done on the ground exclusively belonging to the defend¬ 
ant, or on that belonging to both together, the defendant and 
the plaintiff. If damage was done, the defendant must complete 
the payment of the damages with the best of his estates. 

GEMARA: The rabbis taught: “ In all that which I am 
charged with taking care of,” etc. How so ? If one intrusts 
a deaf man, a fool, or a minor with the charge over a pit, or 
an ox, and they cause damage he must pay for such damage, 
which is not so in case of fire (explained further on). What 
case is treated of here ? when the ox was kept on a rope, or the 
pit was covered, equivalent to which in case of fire is as if it were 
live coals; and if you should ask why there should be a differ¬ 
ence (between the former and the latter), (it may be said) in 
the case of the ox he is likely to get loosened, and in the case 
of a pit the cover is likely to slip off (and therefore the owner 
should have that in mind and bestow better care), but in the 
case of coal it is the reverse, for it is likely to get more and 
more extinguished. But according to R. Johanan, who said 
(elsewhere) that if one intrusts even a flame (to those stated 
above) he is also free (and consequently the statement above, 
“ which is not so in case of fire,” must be explained as meaning 
a flame), and in such a case the equivalent thereof here would 
be a loosened ox and an uncovered pit. Why should there be a 


* This seems to be the true meaning of the expression “ Bene Brith,” and not, as 
some thought, that it means Israelites. See our introduction to this edition in our 
“ History of the Talmud.” 
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difference ? There (in case of fire) the deaf man has so closely 
connected himself with the fire {i.e., if he would not move it, it 
would remain stationary), that it is considered that he himself 
has done the damage (this is according to Rashi's second ex¬ 
planation, and it is stated elsewhere that if a deaf man, etc., do 
damage there is no liability), but here it is not so (for the ox or 
the pit did the damage without the aid of those mentioned). 

The rabbis taught: There is a more rigorous rule in the case 
of the ox than in the cases of the pit and the fire, and vice versa . 
(How so ?) The rigorousness of the rule in case of the ox is 
that he (the owner) pays the atoning money (when the ox kills 
a free man, and 30 shekels if a slave) which is not so in the case 
of the pit and fire. The rigorousness of the rule in the cases of 
the pit and the fire is that the pit is originally made to do dam¬ 
age, and the fire is considered “ noxious from the beginning,” 
which is not so in case of the ox. There is a more rigorous rule 
in the case of fire than in the case of the pit, and vice versa . The 
rigorousness of the rule in case of the pit, which is made origi¬ 
nally to do damage, lies in that one is responsible if he intrusted 
it to a deaf man, minor, or fool, which is not so in case of fire, 
and the more rigorousness is in the case of fire, which has in 
its nature to move and to do damage, and is considered nox¬ 
ious in that it consumes everything whether fit or unfit for it, 
which is not so in the case of the pit. Let him also teach that 
the case of the ox is more rigorous because he is liable for 
damages to vessels (by breaking them intentionally either with 
the horn or with the foot), which is not so with the pit. The 
Tana enumerates some and leaves out others. m Is then anything 
else left out that also this is left out ? Yea, the case of con¬ 
cealed articles (e.g ., if an ox has kicked upon a sack containing 
vessels, or an ox carrying a sack containing vessels fell into a 
pit and the vessels broke, the owner is responsible for the ves¬ 
sels, which is not so in case of fire). 

“If I have prepared a part of the damage ,” etc. The rabbis 
taught: “ How so ? If one dug a pit nine spans deep and an¬ 
other one came and completed it to be ten spans deep, the 
latter is responsible (whether the ox falling into it was killed or 
only injured). Shall we assume that this is not according to 
Rabbi (who said further on that for damages both are liable) ? 
Said R. Papa: The case is that the ox that fell in was killed (in 
which case Rabbi also agrees that the one who dug the last span 
must pay). R. Zera opposed: Is this the only case—is it not 
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the same if one left his ox in charge of five persons, and one 
of them left intentionally and the ox caused damage—is the 
one who left responsible ? And R. Shesheth also opposed, say¬ 
ing that there is another case when one added fuel to a burning 
fire, and the latter caused damage; the last one is responsible, 
and R. Papa himself opposed, saying there is also another case 
of the following Boraitha when five persons sit on a bench, and 
it does not break, and another one comes and sits down and it 
breaks, the last one is responsible (for the whole damage); and 
he himself explained it as it had been, Papa bar Abba (who was 
a heavy-weight man). Now, let us then see; in all those three 
cases how is it to be understood ? If without the last one no 
damage would have been caused, then is it self-evident that he 
is responsible ? And if even without him damage would have 
been caused, then what has he done that makes him liable ? 
(and therefore these illustrations cannot be cited, because in the 
case of the pit the one who dug it nine spans can say to the 
other : If you had not dug the tenth span the animal would not 
have been killed (as there is a tradition that a pit less than ten 
spans deep cannot kill), but only injured, and I would have had 
to pay only for the injury, but not for the whole animal). But 
finally how is this Boraitha, after all, to be explained ? (for the 
former two cases which are not Boraithas we do not care)* It 
can be said that if he would not have sat down it would have 
not broken before the lapse of two hours, and he hastened it to 
break in one hour, in which case the first five can say to the last 
one: “ If not for you, we would have remained sitting a little 
longer, and would have left (and the bench would not have 
broken).” But why should he not reverse the argument and 
say: “ If you were not with me on the bench, it would not 
have broken at all ? ” The case is that it broke while he was 
leaning on them. What is the difference ? Lest one should say 
that, as he caused the damage only by his strength (leaning) 
and not by sitting down, he should not be liable, he comes 
to teach us that one's strength is equivalent to one’s weight 
of body. 

“ I am responsible to pay the whole damage .” It does not 
state ” I am responsible for the damage,” but ‘‘ I am responsi¬ 
ble to complete the compensation for the damage”; this is a 
support to what was taught by the rabbis: ” The completion 
of the compensation for the damage.” This is to teach that the 
plaintiff must trouble himself with the disposal of the carcass. 
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Whence do we deduce it ? Said R. Ami: It is written [Lev. 
xxiv. 21]: “ And he that killeth a beast shall make restitution 
for it ” (yeshalmenah). Do not read “ yeshalmenah, ,, but read 
“ yashlimenah,” he shall complete her (i.e., the plaintiff shall 
take the final trouble of disposing of it by sale and the defendant 
shall pay the balance of the damage). Hezkyah says, it can be 
deduced from the following passage [Ex. xxi. 34]: “ And the 
dead beast shall be his,” which signifies it shall be that of the 
plaintiff. So it was explained by the disciples of Hezkyah. 
“ Thou sayest it belongs to the plaintiff ” ; perhaps the passage 
means that it belongs to the defendant ? It was said : “ It was 
not so.” What does that mean ? Said Abayi: If thou shouldst 
think that the carcass belongs to the defendant, it should have 
been.written ” an ox for an ox” [ibid., ibid.], and no more (and 
I would know that the defendant can have the carcass); why the 
addition of the above passage ? Infer here from that the pas¬ 
sage means that it shall remain the plaintiff’s. Said R. Kahana 
to Rabh: Is that so, that without the addition of that passage 
it could be thought that it belongs to the defendant ? Where is 
the common sense ? Since if he (the defendant) has a number 
bf carcasses he may give them to the other party (in payment of 
the damages), for the master said above: It is written [ibid.] 
“He shall ‘ return*; that includes equivalents of money, and 
even bran.” The more so the carcass in question, which is his 
own?: This statement (as to who has to trouble himself with 
the,disposal of the carcass) was necessary as to the loss in value 
pf ; the carcass (i.c., that from the time the animal was killed its 
owner is charged with its disposal, and if through his negligence 
it, was pot disposed of, and there resulted a loss in value, that 
loss is charged to the plaintiff). 

V Shall we assume that the Tanaim of the following Boraitha 
diffepas to this case ? It is written [ibid. xxii. 12]: ” If it be 
torn in pieces let him bring it in evidence that it happened so 
by”!accident, and he will not be liable” (for a bailee for hire is 
not responsible for accident). Abba Saul, however, says it 
means he shall bring the carcass into court (to be appraised). 
May we not suppose that they differ thus (for we cannot sup¬ 
pose that they differ in case it was done by accident, for even 
Abba Saul must concede that a bailee for hire is not responsible 
in such a case, but they probably differ in a case where the bailee 
is liable): One holds that the loss in value is chargeable to the 
plaintiff, and the other holds that it is chargeable to the defend- 


2 



THE BABYLONIAN TALMUD. 


18 

ant ? Nay, both .agree that it is chargeable to the plaintiff, but 
they differ as to the trouble of transportation of the carcass. 

As we have learned in the following Boraitha: The anony¬ 
mous teachers say: Whence do we deduce that the owner of 
the pit has to bring up the killed ox from the pit (at his ex¬ 
pense) ? It is written [ibid. xxi. 34]: “ He shall make restitu¬ 
tion in money unto the owner thereof; and the dead” (i.e., he 
must give also the carcass, which cannot be done unless brought 
up from the pit). Said Abayi to Rabha: Jt How is this case of 
transportation of the carcass ? Shall we assume that when in 
the pit it is worth one Zuz and when on the brink thereof it is 
worth four ? Then this trouble is for his own benefit ? Why 
the passages?” He answered him: ” The case is that it is in 
either case not worth more than one Zuz ” (and even then he 
must bring it up). But can there ever happen such a case ? 
Yea, as people usually say: ” A beam in the forest is worth one 
Zuz, and the same, although in the city, is also only of same 
value. ” 

Samuel said: ” (It is the custom of the courts that) no ap¬ 
praisement is made for a thief or robber {i.e. , if one stole an 
article, etc., and the same was broken, he does not return the 
broken parts and pay the difference in value, but must return 
good articles), but only in case of damages. And I, however, 
add also the borrower, and Aba (Rabh) agrees with me.” 

It was taught: Ula said in the name of R. Elazar: An ap¬ 
praisement is made for a thief and a robber. R. Papi, however, 
said : No appraisement is made. And the Ha-lakha prevails that 
no appraisement is made for a thief and robber; but for a bor¬ 
rower, however, it may be made, according to R. Kahana and 
R. Assi. Ula said again in the name of R. Elazar: ” A first¬ 
born (of a man) which was killed by an animal within the thirty 
days need not be redeemed.” So also has Rami bar Hama 
taught : Because it is written [Numb, xviii. 15] ” thou shalt 
redeem ” one might think that this were so even if it were killed 
within the thirty days; therefore it is written [ibid., ibid.] ” ne¬ 
vertheless ” * to distinguish (that in case it was killed it need not). 

The same said again in the name of the same authority: 
” Of brothers who have divided up (their estates of inheritance), 
that wearing apparel which they have on is appraised, but that 
which their sons and daughters have on is not appraised, because 


* According- t© Leeser’s-translation. 
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they have no case in court, and therefore we do not trouble them 
to come.” Said R. Papa: ” Sometimes, however, even what they 
have on is also not appraised; this may be the case if the eldest 
brother was the manager of the estates, and he was dressed in 
better clothes for business purposes.’' 

The same said again in the name of the same authority: 
“ The Halakha prevails that debts are collected from slaves (be¬ 
cause they are considered as real property). Said R. Na’hman 
to Ula: Did R. Elazar say so even when the slaves fall inheri¬ 
tance to orphans ? Nay, only from him. From him ? Would 
you say even from the only garment he has on ? The case here 
is that he has hypothecated the slave, as Rabha said: ” If one 
hypothecates his slave and thereafter sells him, the creditors 
nevertheless replevy the slave. If he has, however, hypothe¬ 
cated his ox, and thereafter sold him, the creditor cannot re¬ 
plevy him. Why so ? Because when a slave is hypothecated 
people talk about it, and therefore the vendee is charged with 
notice, which is not the case with an ox.” After R. Na’hman 
left, Ula said to those present: ” So said R. Elazar: ‘ Even 
from the orphans (for a slave is as real estate).’ ” Said R. Na’h¬ 
man (when he heard of this): ” Ula avoided me (to state that 
in my presence, for fear I would cut him off with numerous 
objections).” Such a case happened in Nahardea and her judges 
collected a debt (from the slaves which fell an inheritance to 
orphans). In Pumbeditha such a case happened, and R. Hana 
bar Bizna collected it. Said R. Na’hman to them: ” Go and 
return it, and if not I will collect it from your property.” Said 
Rabha to R. Na’hman: ” Ula, R. Elazar, the Judges of Nahar¬ 
dea, and R. Hana bar Bizna are all your opponents; according 
to whom then is your decision ? ” He answered: ” I know a Bo- 
raitha, which was taught by Abimi: ”A premonition ( TtpeoftoXij ) 
is effective as to land, but not as to slaves; personal property 
passes with land (if personal property is sold with land, and 
only the land is taken possession of, the personal property also 
passes), but not with slaves.” (Hence we see that slaves are 
considered personal property.) Shall we assume that the Ta- 
naim of the following Boraithas differ as to this case: If one sold 
slaves and land, and the vendee took possession of the slaves, the 
land does not pass. The same is the case if vice versa . Land 
and personal property, if the vendee took possession of the land, 
the personal property passes, but not vice versa . Slaves and 
personal property do not pass, unless the vendee takes posses- 
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sion of both of them, as one does not pass with the other. In 
another Boraitha it was taught that if one takes possession of 
the slaves the personal property sold therewith passes. Shall 
we not assume that they differ in this: One holds that slaves are 
considered real, and the other holds that they are personal prop¬ 
erty ? Said R. Ika, the son of R. Ami: “ Nay, all agree that a 
slave is personal property, and that Boraitha which states that 
it does not pass is correct, and that Boraitha that states that it 
does pass, treats of a case where the clothes which are on the 
body of the slave were sold.” [And even when so, what of 
it ? Is this then not considered a moving court, and with a 
moving court (personal property) does not pass ? And if you 
should say that he was then not moving, did not Rabha say 
(Baba Metzia, Chap. I.) that if it does not pass when moving, it 
does not do so also when standing or sitting ?] The Halakha 
prevails that it passes only when the slave is tied and cannot 
move. 

But have we not learned in another Boraitha that if he takes 
possession of the land the slaves also pass ? There is the case 
that the slaves are standing upon it. Would you say that the 
Boraitha which states that they do not pass means that they do 
not stand upon it ? This would be correct according to the one 
who says that slaves are considered personal property, and there¬ 
fore if they stand upon it they do, and if not they do not pass; 
but according to the one who says that slaves are as real property, 
why is it necessary that they should stand upon it ? Did not 
Samuel say that if one convey to another ten different parcels 
of land located in as many different states, the taking possession 
of one of them acquires title to all ? (Says the Gemara:, What 
a question is this ?) Even according to the opinion of him, who 
says that slaves are considered personal estates, why is it needed 
that they should stand upon it ? Have we not the tradition that 
if personal property be sold with real property, the former need 
not be upon the latter when possession is taken of the latter ? 
What answer can you give to this, that there is a difference.be¬ 
tween personal estates that are movable and those that arejiot ? 
Say the same thing here: There is a difference between movable 
and immovable real estate. Slaves are considered movable real 
estate, the body of the earth is one wherever it is (consequently 
all his lands are attached to each other). t 

Property which ca 7 inot be desecrated ,” etc. R. Abba,said: 
“ An ox intended to be sacrificed as a peace-offering, which,has 
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done damage, the (half) damage is paid out of his meat, but not 
out of those pieces prepared for the altar.” Is that not self- 
evident, for those pieces are for the Lord ? It means to teach 
that the value of the half of these pieces is not collected from 
the other half of the flesh (< e.g ., a non-vicious ox consecrated 
for a peace-offering, of the value of two hundred Zuz when 
slaughtered, that has killed another ox of the same value when 
alive, in which case according to law he must pay the damage 
out of half of his body. Now the pieces being burnt the value 
of the half body is diminished, nevertheless the amount dimin¬ 
ished cannot be collected from the other half of the body). 
According to whom is this ? According to the rabbis, (who 
hold in case one ox has pushed another ox into a pit) that only 
the owner of the ox has to pay, but not the owner of the pit 
(although it is not sufficient); then this is self-evident. If it is 
according to R. Nathan, who in the above case holds that the 
owner of the pit must complete it, why should in this case the 
parts sacrificed be exempt ? This can be according to both 
R. Nathan and the rabbis; according to the rabbis, because 
we might say that the rabbis held so only where there are two 
distinct elements (the ox and the pit), but in this case where 
there is only one body, the plaintiff may say: I will collect my 
damage from any part I wish. And according to R. Nathan : 
In that case the owner of the ox may say to the owner of the 
pit: I found the ox in thy pit; whatever I cannot collect from 
that party, I will collect from thee. But in the case herein can 
he then say the flesh has done the damage, but not those pieces 
in question ? (Hence the statement.) 

” And that property that has owners . ” What does this mean 
to exclude ? We have learned in a Boraitha, this means to ex¬ 
clude ownerless property. How is the case ? If our ox gore 
an ownerless ox, who claims damages ? If the reverse is the 
case, let him go and take the ox ? The case is that (after he has 
done the damage) he was appropriated by some one. Rabhina 
said: ” This means to exclude the case where he first did the 
damage, and then was consecrated by his owner, or declared 
ownerless (by driving him out).” So also we have learned 
in a Boraitha: ” Further than that said R. Jehudah: Even if he 
damaged and then was consecrated, or his owner declared him 
ownerless he is exempt, as it is written [Ex. xxi. 29], ‘ and warn¬ 
ing have been given to his owner, and he killeth a man or a 
woman/ etc., which signifies that during the killing, the bring- 
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ing of the suit and the making of the award there shall be one 
and the same owner/’ 

“ Except 071 the property of the defe 7 ida 7 it /' For he can say 
to him: 44 What has your ox to do on my premises ? ” 

“And 07 i the property of both the defe 7 idci 7 it a 7 id the plaintiff. 
Said R. Hisda in the name of Abimi: In a partnership court 
one partner is liable to the other partner for damages done by 
the tooth and foot, and our Mishna is to be explained thus: 
44 Except on property exclusively belonging to the defendant, 
where he is free, but on premises belonging to both the defendant 
and the plaintiff, if damage is done, the one doing it is liable/' 
R. Elazar, however, makes them free and explains the Mishna that 
there is no liability for foot and tooth when it belongs to the 
plaintiff or to both the defendant and the plaintiff, and what is 
stated further on of one's liability refers to damage done by the 
horn, because partnership property is for that purpose considered 
a public ground. It is right according to Samuel ( a 7 ite y p. 5), 
but according to Rabh, who says that the expression 44 ox " in the 
Mishna includes everything in relation thereto, what does this 
mean to include ? It means to include that which the rabbis 
taught: 44 If damage is done the defendant is responsible/' 
This means to include the depositary, the loan for use, the loan 
for hire, and the bailor for hire; if an animal has done damage 
on their ground, a non-vicious ox pays half and a vicious ox 
pays the full amount of damages. If the enclosure wall in good 
condition broke in in the night time, or it was broken in by 
burglars and (the animal) went out and has done damage, there 
is no liability/' How was the case? Shall we assume that 
the ox of the bailor for hire has injured the ox of the bailee, let 
the bailor say to the bailee: If he should damage some stranger's 
property you would have to pay (because you are charged with 
taking care of him); why should I pay you when he has injured 
your ox ? And if the reverse were the case (and still it is said 
that only one-half is paid), let the owner say to the bailee: If he 
were injured by an ox of a third person would you not have to 
pay me the full amount of damage ? (because in the case of a 
loan for use he is liable for damages occurring by accident), now 
when your own ox has caused the injury you want to pay me 
only one-half ? The case is that the ox of the bailor has injured 
the ox of the bailee, and the objection just stated can be ex¬ 
plained that the bailee has agreed to take care that the ox shall 
not be injured, but not that he shall do no injury to others. 
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If so, how will be explained the later part which states that if 
the wall was broken in in the night-time, or the same was broken 
in by burglars, and the animal went out and did damage, he is 
free, from which is to be inferred that if in the daytime there 
is liability. Why should it be so? Did he then warrant against his 
injury to others ? The Boraitha meant thus: If lie has war¬ 
ranted against his injury to others he is liable only in the day¬ 
time, but not if in the night-time or by accident. Is that so ? 
Has not R. Joseph taught: “ In a partnership court and an inn, 
one is liable for damages done by the tooth and the foot ? ” Is 
this not contrary to the statement of R. Elazar ? R. Elazar 
might answer: Do not the Boraithas themselves contradict each 
other? Have we not learned in another Boraitha: R. Simeon 
b. Elazar laid down four rules in regard to damages: 44 If done 
on ground exclusively belonging to the plaintiff and not to the 
defendant, the liability is for the whole (even if done by the 
horn and in case of a non-vicious animal); if vice versa there is 
no liability at all; if on ground belonging to both, as e.g , a part¬ 
nership courtyard or valley, there is no liability for the foot and 
tooth, but for goring, pushing, biting, lying upon, and kicking, a 
non-vicious pays one-half and a vicious pays the whole. If on 
ground belonging to neither of them, as, for instance, a court¬ 
yard belonging to neither of them, there is a liability for the 
tooth and foot; for goring and biting, pushing and lying upon 
and kicking, a non-vicious ox pays one-half and a vicious pays 
the whole damage/' Hence, we see that it is stated that in a 
partnership courtyard or a valley there is no liability for the 
tooth and the foot, and hence do the two Boraithas contradict each 
other. That one (which says there is no liability) treats of a 
courtyard which is held in partnership for both storing fruit and 
keeping oxen (in which case it is considered a partnership court¬ 
yard as to both the foot and the horn), and therefore in case of 
the tooth he is free, and in case of the horn he pays half, as it is 
equal to public ground; and that Boraitha taught by R. Joseph 
treats of a court held in partnership only as to fruit, but not as 
to oxen, in which case as to the tooth it is considered the ex¬ 
clusive ground of the plaintiff. It seems to be so also from the 
difference used in the wording of the Boraithas. In one case 
things similar to an inn (which is not used for oxen), and in the 
other—those similar to a valley (where generally oxen are pas¬ 
tured) are stated. Infer herefrom. R. Zera opposed: If there 
was a partnership for fruit, can it be called another man s field, 
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as required by Ex. xxii. 4 ? Said Abayi to him : 44 So long as it 
is not partnership as to oxen it is considered another mans 
field/' 

1 MISHNA IIL : Damages are assessed in money, and are 
collected from what has a value of money; and it must be done 
before the court, and only on testimony of witnesses who are 
freemen, and they must be members of a community who have 
adopted a set of laws for their government; and women are on 
the same footing with men as to damages; both the defendant 
and the plaintiff must contribute (sometimes) toward the pay¬ 
ment of the damages. (The whole Mishna will be explained 
further on in the Gemara.) 

GEMARA: What is the meaning of 11 assessing in money " ? 
Said R. Jehudah: It means the assessment shall be made by the 
Beth Din in money only, and this is explained in the following 
Tosephtha which the rabbis taught : 44 If a cow has damaged 
a garment (on the ground belonging to the owner thereof), and 
subsequently the garment of same owner lying on public ground 
was trod upon by the cow, and was damaged, it is not said, 
because each party is entitled to damage from the other, that 
both shall be relieved from paying each other at all, but the 
damages in each case are separately assessed, and the excess paid 
to the party due." 

4 4 They are collected 07 ily from zvhat is valued in money .' ' The 
rabbis taught: The expression in the Mishna 44 what is valued 
in money" teaches that the Beth Din is not obliged to collect 
damages unless from real estates, but if the party entitled to be 
paid, however, has anticipated and has seized upon personal 
property the Beth Din may collect his claim from that property. 
How is it so inferred from the Mishna? Said R. Ashi: The 
expression 44 which is valued in money " means to say but real 
money itself, and all those things (personal property, slaves, 
evidences of debt, etc.) are considered money itself. R. Jehu¬ 
dah bar Hinna propounded the following contradiction to R. 
Huna, the son of R. Jehoshua: It states 44 what is valued in 
money " ; this teaches that the Beth Din is not obliged to collect 
unless from real estates; and another Boraitha states: It is writ¬ 
ten [Ex. xxi. 34]: 44 (he shall give) unto the owner," which in¬ 
cludes even equivalents of money, and even bran ? (Hence a 
contradiction ?) The case treated of here is that if they are to be 
collected from orphans' estates, for damages due from their de¬ 
ceased father, in which case they are to be collected from realty 
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only. If it is from orphans, what does the last part state—that 
if the party has seized personal property the Beth Din may col¬ 
lect therefrom ? The case is as Rabha said in the name of R. 
Na’hman elsewhere, that he made the seizure during the lifetime 
of the father, so also is the case here. 

44 On testimony of zuitnesses." This is to exclude the case 
when one admits his guilt, and thereafter witnesses appear, so 
that he is no more liable to pay a fine. This is correct accord¬ 
ing to the one who holds that if one admits his guilt and there¬ 
after witnesses appear that he is no more liable to fine, but 
according to the one who says that in such a case he is y what 
does the statement in the Mishna mean to exclude ? It is 
needed in regard to the latter part, which states that the wit¬ 
nesses must be freemen, to exclude slaves. 

44 And the women are on the same footing ,” etc. Wherefrom 
is this deduced ? In the schools of Hezkiah and R. Jose the 
Galilean it was taught: It is written [ibid. xxi. 28]: “ If an 
ox gore a man or a woman "; this signifies that the Scripture 
made equal a woman and a man in respect to all crimes which 
are mentioned in the Scripture. 

It was taught: The one-half damage paid (in case of a non- 
vicious ox); R. Papa said damages, because he is of the opin¬ 
ion that usually oxen require particular care and according to 
the law he would have to pay the whole damage, but as that 
happened only once the Scripture had pity with him and re¬ 
mitted one-half, and R. Huna the son of R. Jehoshua holds 
that it is a fine, because he is of the opinion that oxen usually are 
considered guarded and according to the law he would have to 
pay nothing at all, but the Scripture nevertheless fined him in 
order that he should take particular care. An objection was 
raised, based upon the Mishna. Both the plaintiff and the de¬ 
fendant sometimes contribute toward the payment of the dam¬ 
age. It is right according to the one who says that the half 
damages paid is considered damage ; therefore sometimes the 
plaintiff must also contribute (t.e ., he takes less than he suf¬ 
fered), but if according to the one who holds that it is a fine, then 
he takes what he is not entitled to, how can you say that he is 
contributing ? This statement is only in regard to loss in value 
of the carcass. But this was already stated in the first Mishna, 
as explained above, 44 to complete the damage.” Infer that the 
owners are charged with the disposal of the corpse ? This need 
be stated twice, once in case of a vicious and once in case of a 
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non-vicious animal; and it would not suffice to state it only 
once ; for if it should be stated only in case of a non-vicious 
animal it would be argued that it is so because of that fact that 
he was not vicious, but in case of a vicious animal I would say 
it is not so; and if it would be stated only in case of a vicious 
animal, it could be said that it is so because the full amount of 
damage is paid, but in the case of a non-vicious animal it is not 
so, hence the necessity of stating it twice. 

(An objection was made.) Come and hear: “ The following 
is the rule: All those who pay more than actual (punitive) dam¬ 
age (e.g., in case of killing a slave where thirty shekels are to be 
paid) do not pay so on their own admission (but it must be 
proved by other evidence). Is it not to be inferred herefrom 
that in case of paying less (than actual damages), one does pay 
so on his own admission ? Nay, this means in case where the 
whole damage is paid. But how is it in case of paying less—is 
the same the case ? Then why should it state, “ the rule is that 
all those who pay more,” etc.; why not state, “ the rule is that 
all those who pay damages not according to the actual amount 
of damage done/’ which would make it clear as to those who 
pay more as well as to those who pay less ? This objection re¬ 
mains, and the Halakha, however, prevails that the half damage 
is a fine. Can there be a settled Halakha in spite of an objec¬ 
tion ? Yea, for what is the reason of raising the objection, be¬ 
cause it does not teach, “ as much as they have damaged ” ? It 
could not state so because there is the half damage in case of 
raking up gravel, which is Mosaic that it is damage and not fine. 
Now, when the conclusion arrived at is that the half damage is 
a fine, when a dog consumes a sheep or a cat consumes a hen, it 
is unusual (and therefore considered the derivative of the horn 
and pays only one-half damage); such a damage is not collected 
in Babylon, where fines are not collected. But this is so only 
where those killed were big ones, but in case they were small 
ones it is usual, and it is to be collected in Babylon also; but if 
the plaintiff has seized upon the property belonging to the de¬ 
fendant (even in the former case), we do not compel him to sur¬ 
render it, and also if he says : “ Fix me a time to go to Pales¬ 
tine/’ his request may be granted. And if he does not go he is 
put under the ban. In either case we place him under the ban 
until the tort-feasors are removed, as stated further on (end 
Chapter IV.), in the name of R. Nathan. 

MISHNA IV .: There are five cases which are considered 
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non-vicious and five which are considered vicious. A domestic 
animal is considered non-vicious to gore, to push, to bite, to 
lie upon, or to kick; the tooth (of an animal) is considered vi¬ 
cious to consume that which is fit for it; the foot is considered 
vicious to break everything on its way while walking; the vicious 
ox; the ox doing damage on the estates belonging to the plaintiff 
exclusively; and a man. The wolf, the lion, the bear, the 
leopard, and the bardalis and the serpent are considered vicious. 
R. Elazar says: When they are domesticated they are not, with the 
exception of the serpent, which is under all circumstances vicious. 

GEMARA: From the teaching of the Mishna that “ the tooth 
is considered vicious to consume,” it must be inferred that the 
case is when the damage was done on the ground belonging to 
the plaintiff, and it is nevertheless taught “ the animal is not 
vicious,” which means not to pay the whole, but to pay half, 
and this is according to the rabbis, who say that the horn doing 
damage on the estate of the plaintiff is considered unusual, and 
pays only one-half of the damage; then according to whom 
would be the latter part ? ” The vicious ox and the ox doing 

damage on the estate of the plaintiff and the man,” which 
means that they pay the whole damage, according to R. Tar- 
plion, who says that the horn, although it is unusual for it to do 
damage on the premises of the plaintiff, still pays the whole. 
Then the first part of the Mishna will be according to the rab¬ 
bis, and the latter part according to R. Tarphon ? Yea, so it is, 
as Samuel said to R. Jehudah: Genius, do not trouble yourself 
about the explanation of our Mishna, and follow my theory that 
the first part is in accordance with the rabbis and the latter 
part is in accordance with R. Tarphon. R. Elazar in the name of 
Rabh, however, said that both parts are according to R. Tarphon, 
but the first part treats of a court that was separated for fruit only 
to one of the parties, and for oxen for both of them, and in such a 
case concerning ‘ 4 tooth ” it is considered the premises of the plain¬ 
tiff only, and concerning ” horn ” it is considered public ground. 

Said R. Kahana: I have explained this Halakha to R. Zbid 
of Nahardea, and he rejoined: How can both parts of the 
Mishna be in accordance with R. Tarphon ? Did not the Mishna 
state, “ the tooth is vicious to consume what is fit for it,” which 
signifies that it is vicious only as to what is fit for it, but not as 
to what is unfit (as then it is like the horn and pays only half), 
and R. Tarphon says plainly that even the horn pays the whole 
on the premises of the plaintiff ? 
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Therefore said Rabhina: 11 The Mishna is not completed, and 
ought to read as follows: There are five cases which are consid¬ 
ered non-vicious until they are declared to be vicious ; the 
tooth, the foot, however, are considered vicious from the very 
beginning, and this is called the vicious ox; as to the ox doing 
damage on the estate of the plaintiff, the rabbis and R. Tarphon 
differ; and there are other vicious animals similar to those: the 
wolf, the lion, the bear, the bardalis, the leopard, and the ser¬ 
pent/’ So also we have learned plainly in a Boraitha. 

“And not to lie upon ” Said R. Eliezer: 4 < It is so only when 
it lies on large vessels, but if on small ones it is usual, and it 
comes under the law applying to the foot.” 

44 The wolf, the lion , etc., and the bardalis .” What is a bar¬ 
dalis? Said R. Jehudah : It is a Nephrasa. What is a Nephrasa ? 
Said R. Joseph: It is an Apa (Hyena).* Samuel said if a lion 
on public ground had caught an animal and ate it up alive there 
is no liability, for it is his usual way to do so, and therefore it is 
as if an ox had consumed fruit or herbs in public ground; but if 
he had first killed it and then ate it up he is liable, for it is not 
usual, and it comes under the law applying to the horn. 

MISHNA V .: There is no difference between a vicious and 
a non-vicious animal, only that a non-vicious pays one-half of 
the damage, and only from the (money realized from the sale of 
the) body of the animal having done the damage; and a vicious 
animal pays the whole damage and from the best estates. 

GEMARA: What is meant by 44 best estates”? said R. 
Elazar: It means, the highest of his own estates; and so it is 
said [II Chron. xxxii. 33]: 44 And Hezekiah slept with his 
fathers, and they buried him in the best place of the sepulchres,” 
etc., and R. Elazar said, 44 best ” means among the 44 highest of 
his own family”—that is, David and Solomon.” 

It is written [ibid. xvi. 14]: 44 And they buried him in his 
sepulchres, which he had dug for himself in the city of David, 
and they laid him in the couch which was filled with sweet odors 
and divers kinds of spices,” etc. 44 And all Jehudah and the 
inhabitants of Jerusalem showed him honor at his death ” [ibid, 
xxxii. 33]. Infer from this that his disciples were placed on his 


* There is a long discussion in the Talmudical dictionaries as to the correct 
meaning of bardalis , which is mentioned in several places in the Talmud and 
seems to have different meanings ; we translate it “hyena” according to Mr. Shein- 
hack in his “ Hamashbir.” 
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grave to study the law. R. Nathan and the sages differ as to 
how long it continued; one says it lasted three, the others say 
seven, and still others say it lasted thirty days. 

The rabbis taught (referring to the passage just quoted) 
that it means the thirty-six thousand people who preceded the 
coffin of ITezekiah, the king of Judah, all their shoulders bared. 
So said R. Jehudah. Said R. Ne’hemiah to him: Was not 
the same thing done upon the death of Ahab ? ” The great 
honor consisted in that the Holy Scrolls were placed on his 
coffin, and it was announced, 44 That one resting in the coffin 
has performed all that is written in these Scrolls/* But do we 
not do the same thing at present ? At present we only take the 
Scrolls out, but we do not place them on the bier, and if you 
wish you may say that at present we even place them on the bier, 
but do not say 44 that he performed,’* etc. Said Rabba bar bar 
Hana: I was once walking along with R. Johanan, and he said 
that at present we say even 41 he performed,** etc., but we do 
not say 44 he taught ** (that which is written in the Scrolls, which 
was said at the funeral of Hezekiah). But did not the master 
say: 44 The study of the Law is great because it causes action ** ? 
Hence we see that action has preference over study, and why 
was it said of Hezekiah that he 44 taught ” ? This presents no dif¬ 
ficulty. Over learning, action has a preference; teaching, how¬ 
ever, has preference over action. 

R. Johanan in the name of R. Simeon b. Johai said: 44 It is 
written [Isa. xxxii. 20]: 4 Happy are ye that sow beside all 
waters, freely sending forth the feet of the ox and the ass.* ” It 
means that those who occupy themselves with the study of the 
Law and those bestowing favors on others will be rewarded with 
the inheritance of two tribes, as it is written [ibid., ibid.] : 
44 Happy are ye that sow,” and 44 sowing” means nothing else than 
charity, as it is written [Hoseax. 12]: 44 Sow then for yourselves 
after righteousness, that you may reap (the fruit) of kindness **; 
and by 44 water” is meant the Law, as it is written [Isa. lv. 1] : 
44 Ho, every one of ye that thirsteth, come ye to the water” 
(i.e.y the Torah) ; 44 is rewarded with the inheritance,** etc., 
means he overcomes his enemies as the tribe of Joseph, as it is 
written [Deut. xxxiii. 17]: 44 With them shall he push nations 
together to the ends of the earth,** and he acquires understand¬ 
ing as the tribe of Issachar, as it is written [I Chron. xii. 32] : 
44 And of the children of Issachar, those who had understanding 
of the times to know what Israel ought to do/* 


CHAPTER II. 


RULES REGULATING THE PRINCIPLE OF VICIOUSNESS AND NON-VI- 
CIOUSNESS IN THE FOUR PRINCIPAL TORT-FEASORS ENUMERATED 
IN THE FIRST MISHNA. 

MISHNA/.: What tendency makes the foot to be consid¬ 
ered vicious ?* That of breaking (everything in its way) while 
walking. An animal has a tendency to cause breakage while 
walking in her f usual way. If, however, she were kicking (which 
is not her habit to do, and therefore considered a derivative of 
the horn), or there were gravel being kicked up from under her 
feet (which is sometimes her habit to do) and vessels were 
broken, one-half of the damage is paid. (In the case of gravel 
it is so by tradition; and the case is that it was done on the 
premises of the plaintiff.) If she stepped on a vessel and broke 
it, and the fragments thereof fell on another vessel and broke it, 
for the first vessel the full amount of the damage is paid (for it 
is the damage of the foot), but for the second vessel only one- 
half is paid (for it is,the same as that of “ gravel ”). Cocks have 
a tendency to walk in their usual way and cause breakage. If, 
however, something was attached to their feet, or they were 


* See Gemara. 

f We are compelled to use in our translation of this section for male and female 
animals the same terms used when speaking of human beings, for the following 
reasons : (a) The Bible translators use the same terms when speaking of animals, 
either of common or distinct gender, <?.£*., see Leeser’s translation (which we follow 
in the translation of the Talmud), Numb. xxii. 25, Exod. xxii. 5, as regards “ ass,” 
which is of common gender, also ibid., Exod. xxi. 29, Numb. xix. 3, as regards a 
distinct gender ; and so in many, many other places. Now, as the Mishna and the 
Gemara following use the word “animal” here in the feminine (probably for the 
reason that in those times of domestic animals the female was usually permitted 
to walk the highway without one directing her, which was not so with an ox, which 
was usually hitched to a wagon and in charge of a driver whose duty it was to take 
care that the ox did not step on articles lying in the way), and as “ it ” is usually used 
for the neutre gender, we could not very well use this term. (We follow strictly this 
rule as regards gender in all other places, to correspond with the original.) 

( b ) If we used “ it” and “ its" instead of the above terms, it would be very hard 
for the reader to comprehend the true sense of the discussions. 
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hopping and they broke vessels, only one-half is paid (the rea¬ 
son is explained further on in the Gemara). 

GEMARA: Said Rabhina to Rabha: (Let us see.) Does not 
the term “ foot” in the Mishna mean the foot of the animal; 
and does not the term “ animal ” mean its foot ? Why, then, 
the change of the terms in the Mishna? He answered: Our 
Mishna begins with “ foot,” because the same term was used in 
a previous Mishna (page 27), (but the proper term is “ animal ”). 

The rabbis taught: An animal has a tendency to walk in her 
usual way and cause breakage. How so ? An animal that en¬ 
tered upon the premises of the plaintiff and caused damage with 
her body, or with her hair while walking, or with the saddle which 
she had on, or with the freight she was loaded with, or with the 
halter placed in her mouth, or with the bell suspended from her 
neck; and an ass with his load the whole must be paid. Sum- 
machus says: In the case of gravel and in that of a swine raking 
in rubbish, if damage was done the whole must be paid. “ Dam¬ 
age was done ?” Is this not self-evident ? Read therefore: If 
he hurled it and thereby did damage, the whole must be paid. 
“ Gravel ? ” Where is this here mentioned ? The Boraitha is 
not complete, and ought to read thus: In case of gravel, although 
it is in their nature to kick up, still half only is paid; and the 
same is the case if damage was done by a swine that was raking 
in rubbish and hurled some of it. Summachus, however, says: 
Gravel and swine pay the whole damage. 

The rabbis taught: Cocks that were flying from one place 
to another, and broke vessels with their wings, pay the whole; 
if, however, the damage was caused by the wind produced by 
the wings, only half is paid (for whatever is not done directly by 
the body, but only by the force produced by the body, is con¬ 
sidered to be on the same level with “ gravel,” and pays half). 
Summachus, however, holds that the whole must be paid. 

Another Boraitha states: Cocks that were hopping on dough, 
or on fruit, and made the same dirty or punctured them, the 
whole damage must be paid. If they throw on them dust or 
gravel, half is paid. Summachus, however, holds that the 
whole must be paid. 

Still another Boraitha teaches: If a cock were flying from 
one place to another, and the wind produced by the wings dam¬ 
aged vessels, only half must be paid. So we see that the above 
anonymous Boraitha is according to the Rabbis. Said Rabha: 
On the contrary, the last Boraitha is correct according to Sum- 
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machus (who opposes that it was a tradition that 44 gravel ” pays 
only half) and says that the whole must be paid, because he holds 
that one's force is on the same level with one’s body (and therefore 
damage done by the wind, caused by the wings, is equivalent 
to damages done by the wings themselves), but according to the 
rabbis, if it is considered as done by the body, then the whole 
must be paid ; if it is not considered as done by the body, nothing 
is to be paid. Subsequently Rabha himself explained : It is undis¬ 
puted that one’s force is equivalent to one’s body, but the force 
(wind) being unusual, it is considered as 44 gravel,” for which 
there is a tradition that only half is paid. 

Rabha said again: All that which in case of one having a 
running issue is considered a sufficient contact to make the 
article unclean, in case of damages pays the whole; and all that 
which in case of one having a running issue is not sufficient con¬ 
tact to make unclean, pays in case of damages half; and he 
means to teach us the case of the wagon carrying one having a 
running issue (; i.e ., as in case of a wagon carrying one having 
a running issue which passes over vessels the latter become un¬ 
clean, but if only 44 gravel ” is kicked up from under the wagon 
and falls upon vessels the latter do not become unclean; so also 
in case of damages, in the first instance the whole, and in the 
latter instance only half is paid). There is a Boraitha support¬ 
ing Rabha: 44 An animal has a tendency,” etc. (as stated above, 
page 31), with the addition that a wagon carrying a person pays 
the whole damage. 

The rabbis taught: 44 Cocks that were nibbling at a rope 
from which a water-pail was suspended, and severing the rope 
broke the water-pail, pay the whole.” Rabha propounded a 
question: If an animal stepped on a vessel which did not break 
at once, but only rolled away for some distance and then broke, 
what is the law ? Do we follow the origin and consider it to 
have been broken by the body (and the whole is paid), or do we 
follow the place where the breakage took place, and it is the 
same as in the case of 44 gravel ” (and only half should be paid) ? 
Come and hear: Hopping is not to be considered vicious; ac¬ 
cording to others, however, it may. Is it possible that damage 
done by hopping shall not be considered vicious (is it not in the 
nature of the cocks to do so) ? Must it not be assumed that 
while hopping the vessel rolled away and then broke, and they 
differ on the following: One holds we trace the damage to the 
origin, and one holds that we consider only the place where the 
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damage occurred ? (Hence we see that in this case there exists 
a difference of opinion.) Perhaps (all agree that we consider 
only the place where the damage occurred, but) this is in accord¬ 
ance with Summachus, who holds that even 44 gravel'’ pays the 
whole. If so, how would you explain the latter part: 44 If a 
fragment flew off and fell on another vessel and the latter 
broke, for the first vessel the whole, but for the second only 
half must be paid ?" Now if it be according to Summachus, 
does he then hold to the theory of half damage ? And if you 
should say that he distinguishes between primary and secondary 
force (in case of the rolling of the water-pail it was primary 
force, but in that of the vessel damaged by the fragments of the 
pail it was secondary force), let the question of R. Ashi as to 
whether or not Summachus distinguishes between primary and 
secondary force be solved from this, that it is not on the same 
level with primary force ? We must, therefore, say that the 
above Boraitha is according to the rabbis. Infer from this that 
we trace the damage to its origin. 

R. Bibi bar Abayi, however, said: In the case of the above 
water-pail the latter was rolling by the continuous original action 
of the cock (even in the moment of breaking). 

Rabha questioned: The one-half damage paid in case of 
44 gravel," is it paid out of the body of the tort-feasor, for we 
do not find anywhere that half damage is paid from the best 
estate; or is it paid from the best estate, for we find nowhere 
that damage done by usual means shall be paid out of the body 
of the tort-feasor ? Come and hear: 44 A dog that snatched and 
carried off a cake from the burning coals on which it was being 
baked to a barn, and there consumed the cake, and with the 
burning coal that stuck in the cake set fire to the barn, must 
pay for the cake the whole, and for the barn only one-half." 
Is the reason for that not because the damage of consuming the 
cake is that (directly) of the tooth, and the damage to the barn 
is only indirectly (remote), as in 44 gravel," and we have (never¬ 
theless) learned in a Tosephtha in regard to this latter that the 
half damage is paid out of the body ? (Hence that it is paid 
out of the body ?) But, on the other hand, can it enter the 
mind that the reason for the liability in this case is because it is 
the usual case of "gravel," according to R. Elazar of the Bo¬ 
raitha, even if he concurs with Summachus that 44 gravel " pays 
the whole damage ? Do we find anywhere that such is paid out of 
the body ? We must, therefore, say that in the usual case of 


3 


34 


THE BABYLONIAN TALMUD. 


44 gravel’’ the damage is paid out of the body, but the case in 
the above Mishna is that the coal was handled not in the usual 
way, and R. Elazar holds in this respect with R. Tarphon, 
who said (page 50) that where damage was done by the horn 
in an unusual way on the premises of the plaintiff, the whole 
damage must be paid. In reality, however, it is not so. For 
what is the reason of the assertion that it is, according to R. 
Tarphon, because of the whole damage ? We can say that 
R. Elazar holds, according to Summachus, that “ gravel ” pays 
the whole, and he agrees also with R. Jehudah, who says fur¬ 
ther on that the non-vicious element (even in case of vicious¬ 
ness) remains intact, and therefore when it is stated here that it 
is to be paid out of the body, it refers to that element (and in 
case of non-viciousness it is always paid out of the body). 

Said R. Sama, the son of R. Ashi, to Rabhina*: (Even ac¬ 
cording to this theory) you can explain R. Jehudah’s statement 
only in case of a non-vicious animal that became vicious, but 
how can you explain his statement when the animal is consid¬ 
ered vicious from the beginning, as in the case of “ gravel in the 
unusual way ” ? 

We must, therefore, say (if you wish to explain that it is 
44 gravel in the usual way”) that R. Elazar held that the whole 
damage must be paid, according to him, only when it became 
vicious by doing so thrice, and they differ in the following: One 
holds that the theory of vlciousness does not apply to gravel, 
and one holds that it does. If it should be so, then why did 
Rabha question whether there can be viciousness in case of 
44 gravel in the usual way ” as when we say that the first 
time one-half damage is paid, as in the case of the horn, so also 
it becomes vicious by being done thrice, as the horn), or vicious¬ 
ness cannot apply here, (for as it is a derivative of the foot (be¬ 
cause it is natural) it is considered vicious from the beginning, 
and still pays only one-half damages); according to the rabbis 
it certainly is not, and according to R. Elazar it is ? Rabha 
might answer: My doubt whether the theory of viciousness ap¬ 
plies to gravel is according to the rabbis, who differ with Sum¬ 
machus; in our case, however, both the rabbis and R. Elazar 


* The Rabhina mentioned here is Rabhina Zuta. a nephew of the first Rabhina, 
who is mentioned in Kethuboth 100b; for Rabhina, who was a disciple of Rabha and 
colleague of R. Ashi, died long before in the time of R. Sama, the son of R. Ashi. 
See Doroth Harishonim, Presburg, 1897. 



35 


TRACT BABA KAMA (THE FIRST GATE). 

agree with Summachus, and the reason why the rabbis hold 
that only half is paid, is because the cause was in the unusual 
way (in which case it is a derivative of the horn), and it does not 
become vicious, and the point of their difference is the same as 
that of the rabbis and R. Tarphon. We have heard R. Tar- 
phon say only as to the whole damage, but have we ever heard 
him say that it must be paid out of the body ? Yea, it is suffi¬ 
cient that the result derived from an inference be equivalent to 
the law from which it is drawn, and as this is a derivative of the 
horn, it cannot pay more than the principal or in another man¬ 
ner. But we know that R. Tarphon does not hold to the rule 
just stated ? (There is no difficulty.) He does not hold to that 
rule only in cases where the rule of a fortiori is applicable (as 
explained further on, page 51), but where this rule is not appli¬ 
cable he does hold to the former rule. 

R. Ashi questioned: According to the rabbis, who differ 
from Summachus and hold that in “ gravel in the usual way ” 
only one-half is paid, does the “ unusual way ” in gravel (as, for 
instance, if done by kicking up gravel) change it to the payment 
of one-fourth of the damage (i.e., as the “ usual way ” is consid¬ 
ered vicious, does the “ unusual'’ way make it non-vicious to 
pay one-half of the amount paid in case of viciousness)? Can 
this not be solved from Rabha’s question, whether there is or 
there is not viciousness in the case of gravel, from which it is to 
be inferred that it does not change it (for if it does change it to 
one-fourth, then in case of viciousness it would pay only half, 
how can Rabha doubt whether viciousness in this case pays the 
whole—does viciousness, then, pay more than double the amount 
of non-viciousness)? We can explain that Rabha was doubtful 
in both rules (both as to change and viciousness). If you will 
assert that in case of gravel the rule of change dfbes not apply, 
can we apply to this case the rule of viciousness ? This ques¬ 
tion remains unanswered. 

“ If she were kickingf etc. R. Abba bar Mamal questioned 
R. Ami, and according to others R. Hyya bar Abba: If she 
(the animal) were walking in a place where it was impossible for 
her not to kick up gravel, and she kicked, and by so doing 
kicked up gravel and caused damage, what is the law ? Shall 
we say that because it was impossible for her not to do it, it is, 
although done by kicking, considered the usual way (and pays 
half), or we do not consider it so, because still it was done by 
kicking ? This question remains unanswered. 
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R. Jeremiah questioned R. Zera: If she were walking on pub¬ 
lic ground and gravel being kicked up from under her feet caused 
damage, what is the law ? Is this a derivative of “ horn ” (be¬ 
cause gravel pays half), and she must pay even if it was on pub¬ 
lic ground, or gravel is the derivative of ” foot” (because it is 
done with the foot), and there is no liability if done on public 
ground ? He answered him: Common-sense dictates that it is 
a derivative of the ” foot.” (He asked again:) If she were walk¬ 
ing on public ground and kicked up gravel which fell on private 
ground causing damage, what is the law? He answered: If 
there is no starting, shall there be a resting (z.e., the starting 
being on public ground > where there is no liability, shall the 
resting-place of the gravel be taken into consideration) ? The 
questioner objected: Have we not learned elsewhere: If she were 
walking on the road and kicked up gravel, whether on public or 
on private ground, there is a liability. Shall we not assume 
that it means that both the kicking up of the gravel and the 
damage were done on public ground ? (Now if kicking up 
gravel is compared with the ” horn,” therefore there is a liabil¬ 
ity, as in the latter case; but if it is a derivative of the ” foot,” 
why should there be a liability ?) (He answered:) Nay, it means 
that the kicking was on public, but the damage was done on 
private ground. But did you not argue, ” If there is no start¬ 
ing, shall there be a resting?” He answered: I retract my 
argument. 

R. Jehudah the second and R. Oshiyah were sitting on the 
porch of R. Jehudah’s house, and a question was asked: If she 
has done damage by shaking her tail, what is the law ? (Is it 
considered to be in her habit to do so, and there is no liability, 
or not ?) Said the other: Is there any duty on the owner to 
hold her by the tail when leading her ? If so, why not apply 
the same argument to the horn, shall the owner hold him (the 
ox) by the horn when leading him ? What comparison is this ? 
In the latter it is not in his nature to do so, but in the former it 
is (and therefore it is a derivative of the 44 foot ”). If it is in her 
nature to do so, then what is the question for ? The question 
was only in case it was extraordinary shaking. (This question 
remains.) 

” Cocks have a tendency , ” etc. Said R. Huna: The state¬ 
ment that he pays only half and no more relates only to a case 
where the article got attached of itself; but if a human being 
attached it, the one who did so is liable to the whole damage 
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(for it is considered a 44 pit”). 44 If it got attached of itself, 
who is liable ? If we assume that the owner of the article 
attached is liable, how was the case ? If he kept the article with 
good care, then it was only an accident ; if he did not, then it 
was wilful, and the full damage must be paid. We must, there¬ 
fore, say that the owner of the cock is liable. 

Why does he not pay the whole damage ? Because it is writ¬ 
ten [Ex. xxi. 33]:” If a man dig a pit,” which means to limit it 
to a human being only, and exclude the case of an ox digging 
a pit (in this case the article attached is considered 44 a pit” 
which the cock created), let the same argument apply even to 
the half damage, and let us say: 44 If a man dig a pit, but not if 
an ox dig a pit ” (and let there be no liability at all). We must, 
therefore, say that our Mishna treats of a case where the cock 
has done the damage by hurling the article for some distance 
(in which case it is 44 kicking up gravel,” and only half damage 
is paid), and the statement of R. Huna applies to the following 
case: 44 Of an ownerless article, R. Huna says if it got attached 
of itself there is no liability at all; but if it was attached by a 
human being, the one who attached it is liable.” On what 
principle is he liable (for, after all, it does not resemble a ” pit ” 
in all respects, because a 44 pit ” is stationary, while here it was 
removed from the place where it was tied on) ? Said R. Huna 
bar Munoa’h: He is liable on the principle of a 44 movable pit,” 
which is made so either by human beings or by animals ( e.g. y if 
one places a stone in the public highway which, while lying in 
that place, did not cause any damage; and another person or an 
animal removed it from that to another place and damage was 
caused there, the latter is liable). 

MISHNA II. : What tendency makes the tooth to be con¬ 
sidered vicious ? That of eating what is fit for it. An animal 
has a tendency to consume fruit and vegetables; if she, how¬ 
ever, chewed up a garment or vessels, only half damage is paid. 
This is said only if on the premises of the plaintiff, but on pub¬ 
lic ground there is no liability. But if she derived any benefit 
therefrom, the value of such benefit is paid. How so ? If she 
consumed from the middle of the public highway, the value of 
the benefit is paid; if from the sideways of the highway only, 
the amount of the damage is paid; if from the front of a store, 
the value of the benefit; if from within the store, only the value 
of damage is paid. (This Mishna is explained further on.) 

GEMARA: The rabbis taught: The tooth has a tendency 
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to consume what is fit for it. How so ? For an animal that en¬ 
tered the court of the plaintiff and consumed food that is fit for 
her or drank liquids that are fit for her, the whole damage must 
be paid. The same is when a beast entered the court of the 
plaintiff and killed an animal, or consumed meat, the whole 
damage must be paid. 

For a cow, however, that consumed barley and an ass that con¬ 
sumed beets, or a dog that was licking oil or a swine that de¬ 
voured meat, the whole damage must be paid (although it is not 
their usual food). Said R. Papa : Now that you lay down the 
rule that an article consumed which constitutes the food of the 
consumer only in case of unusual necessity is considered food; 
for a cat that devoured dates and an ass that consumed fish, the 
whole must be paid. It happened that an ass consumed a 
loaf of bread contained in a basket and chewed up the basket, 
and R. Jehudah decreed that the whole be paid for the bread 
and half for the basket (because the former is in his habit to eat 
and the latter not). Why so ? Is it not in his habit to chew 
also the basket while eating the bread ? The case was that he 
first consumed the bread and then chewed up the basket. Is 
then bread the usual food of cattle ? Have we not learned : “ If 
she consumed bread, meat, or cooked food, half is paid ” ? Shall 
we not assume that it treats of cattle ? Nay, it means a beast. 
If so, then it is in its habit to eat meat ? The case is that the 
meat was roasted. It can be explained also that the meat was 
raw, but that the animal was a deer. And if you wish to explain 
it that it treats of cattle, then the case was that the food was 
placed on the table (which is unusual for cattle to eat from). It 
happened that a goat, noticing beets on the top of a barrel, 
climbed up and consumed the beets and broke the barrel, and 
Rabha ordered to pay the whole for both. Why so ? Because 
as it is in her habit to consume beets, so it is also her habit 
to climb up the barrel. Upha said: An animal being on public 
ground, that extended her neck and consumed some article from 
the back of another animal, is liable. Why so ? Because the 
back of the other animal is considered as the plaintiffs premises. 
Shall we assume that he shall be supported by the following 
Boraitha: “ When his basket was placed on his back and an ani¬ 
mal extending her neck reached the food therein and consumed 
it, it is to be paid for” ? Nay, the case is as Rabha said, that 
it was reached by the animal jumping at it, so also was the case 
here, viz., by jumping. Where was Rabha’s explanation taught ? 
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On the following statement of R. Oshiyah: An animal on pub¬ 
lic ground, if she has consumed while walking there is no liabil¬ 
ity, but if she has done so while standing in one place there is a 
liability. (And it was questioned): Why is this so ? Is it not 
usual for an animal also to stand in the public highway ? Said 
Rabha: R. Oshiyah meant to say if the animal jumped. R. 
Zera propounded a question: If it was rolling, what is the law ? 
To what case has R. Zera reference ? If the animal was standing 
on private ground and the article was rolling toward the private 
ground.* (Do we follow the place where it was consumed, and 
there is no liability, or do we follow the place wherefrom it was 
removed, and there is a liability ?) 

Come and hear: 44 R. Hyya taught: A bundle of food being 
placed partly within and partly without (private premises), if 
the animal consumed that portion placed within, there is, and if 
that portion placed without, there is no liability/' Shall we not 
assume that it was rolled in (i.e., that the whole was consumed, 
and it was rolled wholly in or wholly out, respectively ; hence, 
that we follow the place of consumption) ? Nay, R. Hyya taught 
so only in long-leafed grass (in which case every leaf is partly 
within and partly without the premises, and as soon as one end 
is touched the other goes after it, and therefore we follow the 
place of consumption, but not so in case of grain). 

44 If she chewed tip a garment ," etc. To what part in the 
Mishna has this reference? Said Rabh: To all parts. Why 
so ? If one does an unusual thing (as in this case the placing 
of a garment in public ground), and another does an unusual 
act to that thing (as in this case the chewing up of the gar¬ 
ment by the animal), there is no liability. Samuel, however, 
says this was taught only of fruit and vegetables, but for gar¬ 
ments and vessels there is a liability. Resh Lakish, however, 
concurs with Rabh (because he adheres to his theory further on, 
Chap. III., Mishna 6.) 

44 If she derived benefit etc. How much ? Rabba said the 
value of hay. Rabha said the value of cheap barley. There is 
a Boraitha in accordance with Rabba, namely: 44 R. Simeon b. 
Jo’hi says: Only the value of hay or straw is paid, and no more." 
There is another Boraitha in accordance with Rabha, namely: 
44 If she derived benefit, she pays as much as the value of the 
benefit. How so ? If she consumed a kabh or two, not the 


* According to Maimonides and others. 
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full value is paid, but only so much as one requires to feed his 
animal on food fit for her, although he is not in the habit of using 
such food. Therefore (as the fitness of the food is taken into 
consideration) if she consumed wheat or other food injurious to 
her, there is no liability (if on public ground)/ ’ 

R. Hisda said to Rami bar Hama: I regret that you were 
not in our neighborhood the other evening when very acute 
questions were asked of us. What were they? Thus: One 
who takes up his dwelling in the court of his neighbor without 
the latter’s knowledge, must he, or must he not, pay rent ? 
How was the case ? If the court was not to be let, and the 
dweller was such that he did not need to rent any {e.g.> if he 
had a dwelling of his own, or could get one without paying 
rent), then the one derives no benefit and the other suffers no 
loss ? And if the court was to be let and the dweller needed a 
dwelling-place, then one does derive benefit and the other suffers 
loss (and why should no rent be paid) ? The case was where the 
court was not to be let, but the dweller needed one. How is it ? 
Can the dweller say to the court-owner: “ What loss have I 
caused you ? ” Or can the court-owner say to the dweller: “ It 
does not matter, for you derived benefit at any rate ” ? And 
he answered him: For this there is a Mishna. Where is that 
Mishna ? He said to him: If you will render me some services, 
I will tell you where it is. He took off his coat and rolled it 
together for him. He then said: It is the above Mishna which 
states that if any benefit was derived the value thereof must be 
paid. Said Rabha: How secure and careless does the man feel 
that knows that the Lord helps him. (See Yomah, page 31, a 
similar saying in the name of R. Huna.) He accepted the 
Mishna as a case similar to the one above, when in reality the 
facts of the Mishna are different from those of the case above, 
as in the case stated in the Mishna one derives benefit and the 
other suffers damage, while in his case one derives benefit and 
the other does not suffer any loss. 

[What could Rami bar Hama say to that ? Generally, one 
who places fruit on public ground renounces ownership of it 
(and therefore there is no loss).] 

Come and hear: R. Jehudah said also that one who occupies his 
neighbor’s court without the latter’s knowledge must pay rent. 
Infer from this that in case one derives benefit, although the 
other suffers no loss, there is a liability ? Nay, there it is differ¬ 
ent; it treats of a new house, the walls of which become soiled 
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from use (and this is considered a loss to the owner). (Finally) 
this question was sent to the school of R. Ami, and he answered: 
What has he done, what loss has he suffered, or what damage 
has he caused ? Said R. Hyya bar Abba: Nay, we have still 
to consider this matter (as the soiling may be considered a dam¬ 
age). Afterward they sent to him (to R. Hyya b. Abba) for his 
decision in this matter, and he said: They continue sending me 
this question; if I could find any reason to decide this, would 
I not have answered ? 

(In reference to above question) it was taught: R. Kahana said 
in the name of R. Johanan : He need not pay any rent. R. Abbuhu 
said in the name of the said authority that he need pay rent. 

R. Abba bar Zabda sent a message to Mari bar Mar to ask 
R. Huna for his decision in the above matter. In the mean¬ 
time R. Huna departed life. Said Rabba, his son: So said my 
father and teacher in the name of Rabh: He need not pay. 
(He also said): One who rents a house from Reuben must pay 
the rent to Simeon. How does Simeon come in here ? He 
meant thus: If the house, in which he was living there at the 
time, was sold to Simeon, the rent must be paid to Simeon 
(although Simeon had no knowledge that he was occupying the 
house). Could, then, R. Huna say two things which contradict 
each other ? There is no contradiction, because in the latter 
case the occupant intended to pay for its use. The very same 
case was taught by R. Hyya bar Abin in the name of Rabh, and 
according to others in the name of R. Huna. R. S’horah said 
in the name of R. Huna, quoting Rabh: One who dwells in the 
house of his neighbor (which was unoccupied and located in an 
unsettled district) without the owner's knowledge need not pay 
any rent, because the non-occupation causes damage, as it is 
written [Is. xxiv. 12]: “ And in ruins is beaten the gate" ( i.e ., 
if unoccupied the gate becomes ruined, and therefore the owner 
of the house derives benefit from the occupation). Said Mar 
bar R. Ashi: I once saw such a house which was damaged and 
looked as if gored by an ox. R. Joseph assigned another rea¬ 
son, viz., a house which is inhabited lasts longer (for the inhab¬ 
itants make all the repairs necessary). What is the difference 
between these two reasons ? There is a difference when the 
house is used for storing wood and straw.* 


* Rashi explains this that the owner of the house used it for storing wood and 
straw, and the tenant lived in the same place used for such storage ; and then as to 
“ ruin,” there is none, for it is being used ; but as to repairs, the owner would not see 
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A certain person erected a palace on the ruins belonging to 
orphans, and R. Na'hman collected the rent (for the use of the 
ruins) from the palace. Should we assume that R. Na'hman 
holds that one who dwells in the house of his neighbor without 
the knowledge of the owner must pay rent ? In this case the 
ruins were previously occupied by ancients who used to pay a 
nominal rent to the orphans, and R. Na'hman ordered Carmines 
to go and compensate the orphans, which order was disregarded 
by him, and therefore R. Na’hman collected it from the palace. 

“ How does she pay for the benefit ," etc. Said Rabh: This 
was taught only when she turned around her head (from the 
public highway to the sideway), but in a case where one leaves 
a portion of his own ground open to the public highway (and an 
animal enters upon it while walking on the public ground and 
consumes fruit stored there) there is no liability. Samuel, how¬ 
ever, says: Even in the latter case there is a liability. Shall we 
assume that they differ as (to the liability of a) pit located on 
one’s own ground (where the owner renounced his ownership 
of the ground, but not of the pit) ? Rabh holds that (the 
owner of the pit) is liable (and in this case in question the fruit 
is considered a “ pit," and the ground being ownerless, it is 
considered public ground, and therefore he ought not to have 
done so, and for that reason there is no responsibility for con¬ 
suming it). Samuel holds that for the pit in question there is 
no liability (consequently he was allowed to place his fruit there, 
and therefore the consumer is liable). Nay, Rabh may answer, 
I hold in case of a " pit on one’s own ground ’’ that there is no 
liability; but why is here the consumer liable ? Because the owner 
of the animal can say : You cannot have so much privilege as to 
place your fruit in the immediate neighborhood of public ground 
and hold my ox to liability. And the same is the case with 
Samuel, who may say: In case of a “ pit on one’s own ground," 
I hold that there is a liability, but here, if even it would be right 
(for the owner of the animal) to say that the ox could not be 
aware of the pit (and therefore if he should be damaged the 
owner of the pit would be liable), the case is different, because 


what repairs are necessary, as he does not live there ; consequently, in such a case, 
according to R. Joseph, he need not pay, and according to R. S’horah he need pay. 
We, however, would say, that the Gemara means that it was used for storing wood 
and straw by the stranger, and, on the contrary, according to Rabh, he need not pay, 
for the house is no more vacant; and according to R. Joseph he need pay, because he 
will not care to make repairs. We leave the choice to the reader. 
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the fruit was exposed to view and the ox could not escape 
noticing it (and therefore if the ox should be injured the owner 
of the fruit would not be liable ; the owner of the ox, however, 
is liable for the fruit consumed by his ox, because he derived 
benefit from another's property). Shall we assume that in the 
above case (turning the head) the Tanaim of the following Bo- 
raitha differ: 44 If an animal consumed from the middle of the 
highway, the value of the benefit derived is to be paid; if from 
the sideways, the value of the damage is to be paid. Such is the 
dictum of R. Meir and R. Jehudah; R. Jose and R. Elazar, 
however, hold that it is not her usual habit to consume, but 
only to walk (on the sideway, and therefore there is a liability). 
Now, shall we assume that R. Jose concurs with the first Tana, 
but they differ only as to 44 turning the head,” viz.: The first 
Tana holds that in that case she also pays only the value of the 
benefit, and R. Jose holds that she pays the value of the dam¬ 
age done (and hence that the Tanaim differ)? Nay, it may be said 
that all agree, that in case of 44 turning the head ” it is either 
according to Rabh or according to Samuel, but they differ here 
as to feeding in another man's field [Ex. xxii. 4]: 44 And he lets 
his beasts enter, and they feed in another man’s field.” 

One holds that it means to exclude public ground (and there¬ 
fore if she consumed from the middle of the street there is no 
liability), and one holds it means to exclude the ground of the 
defendant. ” The ground of the defendant?” (Why should 
there be any liability ?) Let the defendant say to the plaintiff: 
What right had you to place your fruit upon my ground ? We 
must therefore say that they differ in cases stated by Ilpha and 
R. Oshiyah (see supra , page 38). (R. Meir holds, if in the mid¬ 

dle of the highway only the value of the benefit is to be paid in 
both the case stated by Ilpha and that stated by R. Oshiyah. 
And R. Joseph maintains that it is not her usual habit, etc., 
and holds to Ilpha and R. Oshiyah.) 

MISHNA III \: A dog or a goat that jump down from the 
top of a roof and break vessels pay the whole damage; for they 
are vicious (as to jumping, and it speaks of a case on the 
premises of the plaintiff). A dog that snatched a cake (from 
the coal on which it was baked) and carried it to a barn and 
there consumed the cake and (with the burning coal stuck in 
the cake) set fire to the barn, the whole for the cake, but only 
one-half damage for the barn is to be paid (as explained further 
on in the Gemara). 
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GEMARA: The Mishna states a case of jumping, because 
in case of falling down there is no liability; we see then that 
the Tana holds that where the beginning of an act is wilful (in 
this case, allowing the goat or dog to be on the top of the roof), 
but the end is only by accident (the falling down, which he could 
not anticipate), there is no liability. We have so also learned 
in a Boraitha: " A dog or goat that jump down from a roof 
and break vessels pay the whole damage; if, however, they fell 
down there is no liability/' The rabbis taught: 44 A dog or a 
goat that jump up from below, there is no liability; if, however, 
they jump down from above there is. A human being or a cock, 
however, that jump are liable in either case." 

44 A dog that snatched ," etc. It was taught: R. Johanan 
said: One's fire is considered one’s arrow (i.e., one who allows 
a fire started by him to spread and do damage is liable on the 
same principle as one who shoots from a bow when the arrow does 
damage). Resh Lakish, however, said: The liability is because 
the fire is considered one's property. There is a contradiction 
from our Mishna: "A dog that snatched a cake," etc. It 
would be right according to the one who holds that one’s fire is 
considered one's arrow, for in this case it is the dog's arrow (and 
the dog is the person’s property); but according to the one who 
holds that it is because the fire is considered one's property, in 
this case it is the property of the owner of the dog. Resh La¬ 
kish may say: The case was that he flung it, in which case he is 
liable for the cake to the full amount; for the place on which 
the coal fell to one-half (for it is unusual); and for the barn he 
is not liable at all (for the liability for one’s fire is because it is 
his property, and in this case it is not). And R. Johanan may 
explain that he placed (the cake and the burning coal) in the 
usual way, and therefore for the cake and the place where the 
coal lay he is liable to the full amount, but for the barn he is 
liable only to one-half. Said Rabha: There are both a biblical 
passage and a Boraitha in support of R. Johanan, viz., a biblical 
passage, for it is written [Ex. xxii. 5]: " If a fire break out"; 
" break " means if it does so of itself, and still “ he that kindled 
the fire shall surely make restitution" [ibid.]. Hence we see 
that one’s fire is considered one’s arrow. A Boraitha: As we 
have learned: "The passage starts out with damages done by 
one's property (the above-quoted passage, which means ‘ break' 
out of itself ) without the aid of some person, and ends with the 
damages done by one's own person: ‘He that kindled,' etc. [ibid., 
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ibid.], to teach that the liability for one's fire is because it is con¬ 
sidered his arrow." 

Rabha said again: It was first a difficulty to Abayi: It is 
known that there is no liability for damages done by fire to con¬ 
cealed articles; how can such a case be found in the biblical law, 
according to those who hold that fire is considered one's arrow ? 
Afterward he himself tried to explain it thus, that the case is 
where a fire started in one court and the fence of the court fell 
in, not by reason of the fire (but by some other reason), and 
on account of this the fire spread to another court and caused 
damage, in which case the " arrow" ceased to be such at the 
boundary of the first court (for at the time the fire was started 
it was unable to spread outside of the court, before the falling in 
of the fence). 

If so, then the same thing may be said also in case of uncon¬ 
cealed articles ? We must, therefore, say that the one who 
holds that the liability is because it is his arrow, holds that it is 
so because the same is also his property, and that in this case 
he had sufficient time to repair the fence (before the fire spread) 
but did not do so; and although not liable for starting the fire, 
he is liable for allowing it to spread, in which case it is the same 
as if he had kept his ox in a stall without locking the door. If it 
should be so, that the one who holds that the liability for one's fire 
is because it is his arrow holds also of the other theory, that it is 
considered his property (and if not liable for one reason is liable 
for the other reason), then what is the difference between R. Jo- 
hanan and Resh Lakish ? The difference is as to the liability 
for the four things (see above, page 6). (According to the one 
who holds that it is because it is his arrow also, there is a liabil¬ 
ity; and according to the one who holds that it is because it is 
his property, there is none.) 

" For the cake," etc., “pays,” etc. Who is liable—the owner 
of the dog ? Why should also the owner of the coal not be 
liable ? (For according to both R. Johanan and Resh Lakish 
the liability is because it is his property, and according to R. Jo¬ 
hanan, who holds that half must be paid for the barn, the owner 
of the coal pays the other half; and according to Resh Lakish, 
who holds that there is no liability at all for the barn, let the 
owner of the coal be liable for the whole ?) The case is that the 
owner of the coal took good care of it. If so, how could the 
d*og get hold of it ? The case is that the dog dug under the 
door and in such a way gained access. Said Mari, the son of 
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R. Kahana: From the fact that the owner of the dog must pay 
the whole damages is to be inferred that ordinary doors are con¬ 
sidered unsecured in regard to dogs (and it must not be consid¬ 
ered unusual so as to pay only half). 

Let us see: The Mjshna states that the dog has consumed 
the cake, etc. Consumed where ? If not on the premises of 
the owner of the cake, why must it be paid ? This is not “ in 
another man’s field ” [Ex. xxii. 4] (which means on the premises 
of the plaintiff). We must, therefore, say that it was at the 
barn of the cake-owner. (From the fact that he must pay for 
the cake) then infer that the mouth of an animal (consuming 
something on the premises of the plaintiff) is considered as it is 
yet in the court of the plaintiff. (As the case stated in the 
Mishna was that the dog kept it in his mouth from the time he 
picked it up until he reached the barn, and it was not consid¬ 
ered that it was on the premises of the defendant, although the 
dog was his property,) for if it would be considered as the prem¬ 
ises of the defendant, he could say to the plaintiff: Your bread 
was all the time in the mouth of my dog, which is my property, 
and there it was consumed; why, then, shall I pay? We say 
infer, because a question was actually raised as to this. And 
there could no such question arise if it were certain that the 
mouth of the animal is considered the premises of the defendant; 
and besides, there could arise no case in which there would be a 
liability for damage by the tooth, as in order to consume it it 
must necessarily be taken into the mouth. Said Mari, the son 
of R. Kahana: If there could be no direct case of “ tooth,” 
there could arise a case which is its derivative, as, for instance, 
when the animal was rubbing against the wall for her own bene¬ 
fit and thereby did damage, or she rolled over fruits for her own 
benefit, and made them dirty (which cases are derivatives of the 
“ tooth”). Mar Zutra opposed: But is it then not written in 
the Bible that there must be complete destruction [I Kings xiv. 
10]: “Sweeps away the dung till there be nothing left”? 
Which is not the case here (as the wall or the fruit is still in 
existence). Said Rabhina: It can be explained that by rubbing 
against the wall she obliterated completely the engravings thereon ; 
(and in case of the fruit), said R. Ashi, that by rolling over the 
fruits she sank them into the mud (so that they could not be 
removed). 

There were certain goats belonging to the family of Tarbu that 
were doing damage to the property of R. Joseph, and he said to 
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Abayi: Go and tell their owners to keep them in safety. The 
latter answered him : If I do so they will tell me that you should 
put up a fence on your ground. [If one must put up a fence 
upon his premises in order to prevent consumption of, or other¬ 
wise damaging, his fruit, how can there be a case of liability for 
damage by the “ tooth,” for which the Scripture makes it plainly 
liable ? That may be in case she dug under the fence or the 
fence fell in in the night-time (if there was no opportunity of 
repairing it).] Announced R. Joseph, and according to others 
Rabba: It shall be known to all those who are ascending to Pales¬ 
tine and to all those who are descending to Babylon that if those 
goats that are kept for slaughter during the market days do 
damage, their owners shall be warned twice or three times. If 
they listen well and good, if not the goats are to be brought to 
the slaughter-house, even before the arrival of the market days, 
and the owners are to be paid their market value of that day. 

MISHNA IV. : What is considered a non-vicious and what 
is considered a vicious one ? A vicious ox is on® that has been 
warned three days. A non-vicious one is one that abstains 
(from goring) for three days. Such is the dictum of R. Jehudah. 
R. Meir, however, said a vicious ox is one that had been warned 
thrice, and a non-vicious one is one that, when children pat him 
on the back, does not gore them. 

GEMARA: What is R. Jehudah’s reason ? Said Abayi: It 
is written [Ex. xxi. 36]: “In time past” (in the original: 
“Mi- tmol, Shilshom ”). It could have been written “ tmol ” 
(yesterday), and then would have counted only once, but it is 
written “ Mi- tmol ” (since yesterday), therefore it signifies twice; 
when “ shilshom ” is added it signifies thrice, and then follows, 
“and his owner hath not kept him in” [ibid.], which means 
that viciousness begins upon goring the fourth time (for the 
third time, however, only half is paid). Rabha, however, is not 
so particular about the addition of “ mi ” to “ tmol,” and there¬ 
fore this word signifies only once, and the word “shilshom” 
signifies twice, hence “ and his owner,” etc., means the third 
time, when the ox becomes vicious, and he pays the whole 
damage. 

And what is the reason of R. Meir's theory ? This is ex¬ 
plained in the following Boraitha: R. Meir said: (Draw an a 
fortiori conclusion): If he gored at long intervals (only once 
a day), he is considered vicious on the third time; so much the 
mor« if he had gored thrice in one day he must be considered 
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vicious. They rejoined : There is no conclusion a fortiori to 
be drawn here, as there is a similarity in the case of a woman 
who has a running issue, who is unclean for seven days only 
when she notices the disease three days in succession once a 
day, but if she notices it three times or more in one day she has 
to wait only one day. He said again: (From this nothing can 
be inferred) as the verse made this case an exceptional one by 
the words “And this" etc. [Lev. xv. 3], which signify that it is 
so only in this case, and no others can be compared to it, for we 
see that in this case the verse made it, in case of a man, depend 
upon the number of times of noticing of the issue, while in the 
case of a woman, it made it dependent upon the number of days. 

The rabbis taught: What ox is considered vicious ? One 
that has been warned for three days; and a non-vicious one is 
one that is patted by children and does not gore; such is the dic¬ 
tum of R. Jose. R. Simeon, however, holds that a vicious ox 
is such as has been warned thrice (even in one day), and the 
statement as to the three days is only as to abstaining (that is, 
if after having been warned three times he abstains for three 
days from goring, then he is again considered non-vicious). Said 
R. Na'hman in the name of R. Ada bar Ahba: The Halakha 
prevails as stated by R. Jehudah in regard to a vicious ox, and 
according to R. Meir in regard to a non-vicious ox, for the reason 
that R. Jose agrees with them. Said Rabha to R. Na’hman: 
Let the master say that the Halakha prevails according to R. 
Meir in regard to a vicious ox, and according to R. Jehudah in 
regard to a non-vicious ox, for the reason that R. Simeon agrees 
with them in both. He rejoined: I concur with R. Jose, for he 
has always his valid reasons. 

The schoolmen propounded a question: The three days in 
question, are they as to make the ox vicious; but the owner 
may be liable for a vicious one in one day; or are those three 
days also as to the owner ? In what case can there be a differ¬ 
ence ? If there appear three different sets of witnesses in one 
day (and testify as to three gorings in three days), if those 
three days are as to the ox, then he becomes vicious; but if they 
are as to the liability of the owner, then the latter can say all 
the three sets appear only now (and the Scripture requires that 
they shall appear in three days). 

Come and hear: “ An ox does not become vicious until testi¬ 
mony is given in the presence of both his owner and the court. 
If in the presence of only one of them, he does not become 
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vicious until it is in the presence of both. If two witnesses 
testified as to the first goring, two as to the second goring, and 
two as to the third (each goring being at a different place, time, 
and man), we have then three sets of witnesses, but still all the 
three sets are considered one as to be proved in collusion. If 
one set is found collusive there is still the testimony of the 
other two sets, and neither the owner is liable to pay for a 
vicious one nor are his witnesses liable (to pay the other half for 
viciousness). The same is if also the second set proved collu¬ 
sive. If, however, all the three sets prove collusive, they are 
all considered as one set, and all of them are to pay the one-half 
for viciousness, and that is meant by the passage [Deut. xix. 19]: 
Then shall ye do unto him, as he had purposed to do unto his 
brother/' etc. Now let us see. If the three days are as to the 
ox (but the owner may become liable if testimony be given to 
him thrice in one day), it is correct that the witnesses are liable 
only when all the three sets proved collusive (for it may be that 
the one who was injured brought all the witnesses to testify to 
the three gorings, and each set knew of the other and to what 
they were to testify, and therefore they cannot say that they in¬ 
tended to make him pay only one-half); but if you should say 
that the three days are as to the owner also, why should the 
first set of witnesses (if proved collusive) be liable? Let them say 
that they did not know that others would come in two or three 
days later to testify as to make him vicious. Said R. Ashi: 
When I read this Halakha before R. Kahana, he said to me: 
Even if the three days are explained to be in regard to the ox 
only, would it then be correct, for (if even the first set cannot 
argue that they had no knowledge of the testimony to be given 
by the others, for they knew that on their own testimony he 
Could not be made vicious) the last set can say: How should we 
have known that all these witnesses before the court were going 
to testify as to this case; we intended to testify so as to make 
him pay only one-half ? We must, therefore, say (that if the 
three days refer to the ox) one set of witnesses gave the 
other a hint as to what they were going to testify. R. Ashi 
said: The case is that they all come together and therefore are 
supposed to know of the testimony of one another. Rabhina 
said: It may be that the witnesses knew the owner, but did 
not know the ox (and therefore by coming to testify they 
meant to make the ox vicious and must have known that there 
was already testimony given). If they do not know the ox,. 
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how can they make him vicious ? They testify and warn the 
owner that there is a ” goring ” ox among his cattle, and there¬ 
fore that he should take care of all his cattle. 

The schoolmen propounded the following question: For one 
who sets his neighbor’s dog on a third person, what is the law ? 
The first one is surely not liable (for he was only instrumental 
in the injury), but the owner of the dog, is he or is he not liable? 
Can he say: What did I do in this matter? Or can we tell him: 
Having known that your dog is capable of being set on, you should 
not keep him ? Said R. Zera: Come and hear. It is stated 
in our Mishna: What is considered a non-vicious ox ? One who 
when patted by children does not gore them, but if he does gore 
he is liable (although it was caused by the patting of the chil¬ 
dren). Said Abayi: Is this, then, so stated in the Mishna ? Per¬ 
haps the Mishna meant that if he did gore he is no more con¬ 
sidered entirely non-vicious, but that he is not liable for that 
goring. This question remains undecided. Rabha said: If you 
should say that one who sets on his neighbor’s dog is liable, it 
would follow that, if in such a case the dog turned on the one 
who sets him on and bit him, the owner is not liable. Why so ? 
As stated above, page 39, that one who does an unusual thing, 
etc., which is the same in this case. The man was wrong in 
setting on the dog, and the dog should not bite him. Said R. 
Papa to Rabha: It was taught in the name of Resh Lakish 
in accordance with your theory in the case of two cows (see 
post, page 70). Rejoined Rabha: I in such a case hold him 
to liability, for the reason that we can say to him: You had 
permission to step upon me, but had you then also permission 
to kick me ? 

MISHNA V . : " An ox that did damage on the premises be¬ 
longing to the plaintiff,” stated in Chapter I., Mishna IV.; how 
so ? If he gored, pushed, bit, lay down on, or kicked while on 
public ground, he pays half; if while on the premises of the 
plaintiff, R. Tarphon holds the whole; the rabbis, however, say 
one-half. Said R. Tarphon to them: (Are we then not to draw 
an a fortiori conclusion:) In a case in which the law is lenient 
with the ” tooth ” and ” foot ” on public ground, making them 
not liable, it decrees rigorously if the same happened on the 
premises of the plaintiff, namely, that the whole must be paid; 
in a case where it decrees rigorously that the ” horn ” on public 
ground must pay half, is it not a logical inference that we ought 
to strictly adjudge the same, if on the premises of the plaintiff, 
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liable for the whole ? They said to him: It is sufficient that the 
result derived from the inference be equivalent to the law from 
which it is drawn, viz., as if on public ground only half, so also 
if on the premises of the plaintiff. He rejoined: 44 I also do not 
infer 4 ‘ horn ” from 44 horn/’ but I infer 44 horn ” from 44 foot/' 
and I reason thus: if in cases in which the 44 tooth ” and 44 foot ” 
were dealt with leniently if on public ground, the 44 horn ” was 
dealt with rigorously, is it not a logical conclusion that the 
latter shall be rigorously dealt with in cases where the former 
were also so dealt with ? They rejoined again: It is neverthe¬ 
less sufficient that the result derived from the inference be 
equivalent to the law from which it is drawn. 

GEMARA: Did R. Tarphon ignore the theory of 11 It is 
sufficient/’ etc.? Is, then, this rule not a biblical one ? As we 
have learned in the following Boraitha: 44 An a fortiori conclu¬ 
sion must be considered biblical. Where is it to be found in 
the Bible ? It is written [Numb. xii. 14]: * And the Lord said 
unto Moses, if her father had spit in her face would she not be 
ashamed seven days ? ’ So much the more if it is toward the 
Shekhina, it must be fourteen days ? But there is a rule that 
it is sufficient that the result derived from the inference be 
equivalent to the law from which it is drawn.” (Hence we see 
that the rule of 44 It is sufficient ” is also biblical.) R. Tarphon 
does not hold to that rule only where an a fortiori argument can 
refute that inference, but where there is no such refutation he 
does, viz., in the Bible the seven days of the Shekhina are NOT 
written; only by an a fortiori argument we set it to be fourteen 
days, and therefore, by the rule above stated, we equal it to the 
father’s case, but in our case the half damage is written in the 
Bible and applies also to the premises of the plaintiff, and by an 
a fortiori argument we only add another half to it. Now if you 
should apply the rule above stated, then the a fortiori argument 
would be refuted entirely by it. The rabbis, however, maintain 
that the seven days in case of the Shekhina ARE written in the 
Bible, viz. [ibid., ibid.]: 44 Let her be shut up seven days.” 
R. Tarphon, however, may say that that is the very verse 
which indicates the application of the rule of 44 It is suffi¬ 
cient,” etc. And whence do the rabbis deduce the appli¬ 
cation of this rule ? There is another passage for that, viz. 
[ibid. 15]: 44 And Miriam was shut up.” R. Tarphon, how¬ 
ever, may say that that other verse is necessary to indicate that 
the rule of 44 It is sufficient,” etc., is applicable in ordinary cases 


5 2 


THE BABYLONIAN TALMUD. 


also, as one might say that it is applicable to this case only 
because of the honor of Moses; hence the passage. 

Let the 44 tooth ” and 44 foot ” be liable (if they do damage) 
on public ground by the following a fortiori argument: The horn 
(doing damage) on the premises of the plaintiff pays only half, 
still the same is the case even on public ground ; the 44 tooth ” and 
41 foot,” which pay the whole if on the premises of the plaintiff, 
is it not logical that they should be liable on public ground ? 
Therefore the Scripture reads plainly [Ex. xxii. 4]: 44 And they 
feed in ayiother man's field,” which signifies private, but not public 
ground. Do we then say that the whole must be paid (as the 
tooth, to which this passage has reference), we say that one- 
half should be paid ? There is another passage [Ex. xxi. 35]: 
44 And divide his money,” which signifies his money (of the 
horn), but not the money in other cases (*.*., in other cases the 
whole must be paid). 

Let the 44 tooth ” and 44 foot ” be liable only to one-half if 
on the premises of the plaintiff by the following a fortiori argu¬ 
ment: The horn which is liable on public ground pays only 
half on the premises of the plaintiff; the 44 tooth ” and 44 foot,” 
which have no liability at all on public ground, should they not 
so much the more pay only half on the premises of the plain¬ 
tiff ? To this the Scripture reads [ibid. xxii. 4], make resti¬ 
tution,” which means a satisfactory payment (the whole). 

Now let the horn on public ground not be liable at all by 
the following a fortiori argument: The 44 tooth” and 44 foot,” 
which pay the whole on the premises of the plaintiff are not 
liable on public ground; the horn, which pays only half on the 
premises of the plaintiff, should it not so much the more be en¬ 
tirely free on public ground ? Said R. Johanan: The Scripture 
added [ibid. xxi. 35]: 44 They shall divide” (which is super¬ 
fluous, as it was already stated before that his money shall be 
divided), to signify that it is also liable on public ground. 

Let a man (that kills another wilfully, but without warning, 
in which case he is neither to suffer the death penalty nor to be 
banished) pay a sum of money in atonement by the following a 
fortiori argument : An ox which is not liable to the payment 
of the four certain things (mentioned above, page 6) must nev¬ 
ertheless pay a sum of money in atonement; for a man who is 
liable to the payment of the above four things, is it not logical 
that he should be liable to the payment of a sum of money in 
atonement ? To this the Scripture reads [ibid. 30], 44 whatever 
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maybe laid upon him" which means upon him onljy (the ox), 
but not upon a man. 

Now let the ox be liable to the payment of the four things 
by the following a fortiori argument: A man who is not liable 
to the payment of money in atonement is nevertheless liable to 
the payment of the four things; for an ox, which is liable to the 
payment of atonement money, is it not logical that he should 
pay the four things ? To this the Scripture reads [Lev. xxiv. 
19]: “ And if a man , etc., in his neighbor/’ which does not 
mean an ox, etc. 

The schoolmen propounded the following question: An ox 
that steps with his foot on a child lying on the premises of the 
plaintiff, what is the law in regard to the payment of the atone¬ 
ment money ? Shall we say that it should be equal to the case 
of the horn, as when the horn gores twice or thrice it is consid¬ 
ered its habit and pays atonement money, the same shall be 
applied to the foot, as it is always its habit to step? On the 
other hand, can it be said that there is no similarity to the horn 
because the horn gores with the intention to do damage, which 
cannot be said of a foot which steps without such intention ? 
Come and hear: One who leads his ox into one’s court without 
the owner’s permission and the ox gore the owner to death, the 
ox is to be stoned and his owner, whether in case of vicious¬ 
ness or non-viciousness, must pay the full sum of atonement. 
Such is the dictum of R. Tarphon. Now let us see: Whence 
does R. Tarphon infer that in case of non-viciousness the full 
sum of atonement money must be paid ? Is it not because he 
holds with R. Jose the Galilean, who says (Text, 486) that 
a non-vicious ox pays half atonement money on public ground, 
and he (R. Tarphon) draws an a fortiori conclusion from the 
“ foot ” (viz., the tooth and foot, which are not liable at all on 
public ground, pay the full amount of atonement money on 
premises belonging to the plaintiff, and the horn, which pays, 
according to R. Jose the Galilean, half atonement money on 
public ground, so much the more should be paid the full atone¬ 
ment money on premises belonging to the plaintiff). Hence we 
see that the case of atonement money applies also to the foot. 
Said R. A’ha of Diphthi to Rabhina : Common-sense also dic¬ 
tates so. For if one should think that it does not apply to the 
foot, and the Tana (R. Tarphon) deduces it only from the in¬ 
juries caused by the foot (but not from the killing) (viz., if the 
foot, which on public ground is not liable for damages, pays the 
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full damage if on premises of the plaintiff, the horn, which pays 
on public ground half atonement money, according to R. Jose 
the Galilean, is it not logical that on premises belonging to the 
plaintiff it should pay the full sum of atonement money ?) It 
could be refuted and said: As far as the damage of the foot is 
concerned, it is its habit (to damage all things lying in its way 
when walking), but it is not so as to killing. Infer from this 
that the case of atonement money applies to the case of the foot 
also, and R. Tarphon has drawn his a fortiori conclusion from 
this case. And so it is. 

MISHNA VL : A human being is considered always vicious, 
whether he acts intentionally or unintentionally, when awake 
and also when asleep. If one blind the eye of his neighbor, or 
break his vessels, he pays the whole damage. 

GEMARA: The Mishna teaches if one blind the eye of 
his neighbor that, as in the case of breaking one's vessels, 
only damage is paid for, but not the four things; so also in 
the former case only for the damage, but not the four things, 
is to be paid (when done unintentionally). Whence is that 
deduced (that the damage is paid for even when unintention¬ 
ally) ? Said Hyzkiah, and so also was it taught by his disciples: 
The passage says [Ex. xxi. 25] “ wound for wound ” (which is 
superfluous, for it is stated [Lev. xxiv. 19]: “ And if a man 
cause a bodily defect ”), to make one liable for unintentional as 
for intentional damage, and for an accidental as for a deliberate 
act. But do we not need this passage to make one liable for the 
pain (which is one of the four things explained above) where 
damages are paid ? If so, let the passage say “ wound for 
wound," why then 14 wound instead * of a wound 99 ? Infer from 
this both. 

Rabba said : One who carries a stone in his lap without being 
aware of it, and while getting up from his seat drops it, as re¬ 
gards damages he is liable (for there is no difference whether it 
was intentional or not), but as regards the four things he is not; 
regarding the Sabbath the Scripture prohibits only intentional 
work; as to banishment (if a human being was killed thereby), 
he is not liable; as to his liability to a slave (if it fell on a slave 
and blinded him), R. Simeon b. Gamaliel and the rabbis differ (as 
to whether he must manumit him or not [Ex. xxi. 26]). If in 
the above case he was at first aware of the presence of the stone, 


* The literal translation of the text reads “ a wound instead (ta’hath) a wound . 1 
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but subsequently forgot it, as to damages he is liable, as to the 
four things he is not (for the fact that he forgot it cannot be 
considered wilfulness); as to banishment he is liable, as regards 
Sabbath he is not; as regards a slave, R. Simeon b.Gamaliel and 
the rabbis differ. If he intended to throw the stone two (ells) 
distant and threw it four, as to damages he is liable; as to the 
four things he is not; as regards Sabbath, intention is necessary; 
as to banishment, the Scripture said [ibid. xxi. 13]: “ And if he 
did not lie in wait ,” excepting this case under discussion; as re¬ 
gards a slave, R. Simeon b. Gamaliel and the rabbis differ. If 
he intended to throw four (ells) and threw it eight (ells) distant, 
as to damages he is, as to the four things he is not liable; as 
- regards Sabbath he is free unless he said: Let it fall wherever it 
may; as regards banishment the above-quoted passage means to 
except such a case as to his liability to a slave. R. Simeon b. 
Gamaliel and the rabbis also differ.* 

Rabba said again of one who drops his own vessel from the top 
of a roof, and before it reaches the ground another person strikes 
it with his cane and breaks it, the latter person is not liable, for 
it is considered that he broke a broken vessel. 

The same said again: One who drops a vessel from the top 
of a roof upon the ground which has been covered with pillows, 
and another person removes them before the dropping of the 
vessel (without the knowledge of the person who drops it) and 
the vessel was broken, there is no liability on the part of the 
person who drops it, for at the time he dropped it he thought 
it could not break, nor was the person who removed the pillows 
liable, because he was only the remote and not the proximate 
cause of the damage. 

The same said again: If one drop a child from the top of a 
roof, and before it reaches the ground another person cut it with 
his sword, this is similar to the case of the following Boraitha, 
in which R. Jehudah b. Bathyra and the rabbis differ: If one 
was assaulted by ten different persons, no matter whether at once 
or at different times, and was killed, none of them has to suffer 
capital punishment, as according to the Scripture it must be 
known who was the cause of the death. R. Jehudah b. 


* In the last two cases there is only a difference as regards Sabbath. In the first 
case, even if he said, “ Let it fall wherever it may,” there is also no liability, for the 
Scripture requires that it should be intentional work, and in the first case the distance 
is so small that there can be no question as to his intention to do work.—Rashi. 
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Bathyra, however, holds, in case the assault was made by one 
after the other, that the last one is guilty, for he hastened his 
death (and this rule can be applied to the above case of the 
child). 

If (in the case of the child) a vicious ox killed it with his 
horns before it reached the ground, this is similar to the case of 
the Boraitha ( post , pages 90 and 91) in which R. Ishmael, the son 
of R. Johanan b. Broka, and the rabbis differ. 

The same also said: One who falls from the top of a roof by 
an extraordinary wind and does damage, or falls on a woman and 
causes her shame, is liable for the damage, but not to the four 
things. If, however, it happen by an ordinary wind and causes 
damage or disgrace to a woman by falling on her, he is liable for 
all the four things except for the disgrace. 

Lastly Rabba said: One who causes the death of another by 
placing live coals upon his (bare) breast has no liability (for the 
deceased could remove them); if he placed the coals upon 
another one’s clothes and they were burned he is liable (because 
the moment the live coal was placed on the clothes the latter 
were at once damaged). 

[Said Rabha: Both these cases are explained in Mishnayoth. 
The first one in Tract Sanhedrim, Mishna II., and the second 
in this tract, Chapter VIII., Mishna 5.] He, however, pro¬ 
pounded the following question: If one placed a live coal upon 
the breast of his neighbor’s slave, is the slave considered in such 
case as his own body (and there is no liability, for the slave 
should remove it), or is he considered only his property (and he 
is liable) ? And if one should say that a slave is considered the 
body of his master, what is an ox under such circumstances con¬ 
sidered ? He subsequently solved it himself. A slave is con¬ 
sidered one’s body, and an ox is considered one’s property (and 
there is liability in the latter case, for the ox cannot remove it). 


CHAPTER III. 


RULES CONCERNING PLACING VESSELS ON PUBLIC GROUND. INJURIES 
CAUSED BY PEDESTRIANS TO EACH OTHER WITH THEIR LOADS. 
THE VICIOUS AND NON-VICIOUS OXEN—IF THEY HAVE DONE 
INJURY TO EACH OTHER OR TO HUMAN BEINGS, ETC. 

MISHNA /.: If one places a jug on a public ground and 
another person stumbles over it and breaks it, the latter is not 
liable; if he is injured, the owner of the barrel is liable for the 
damage. 

GEMARA: The Mishna starts out with 44 jug ” and ends with 
44 barrel/’ and it is the same way in several subsequent Mishnas. 
Said R. Papa: Jug and barrel are one and the same thing (as to 
the cases cited). (If so) for what purpose did the Mishna change 
the terms ? For business transactions {e.g ., if one sells barrels 
he may deliver jugs, and vice versa). How is the case ? Shall 
we assume in the case of a certain locality where these terms are 
decidedly distinct, then jug is one thing and barrel another ? It 
is only in the case where most of the people use those terms 
distinctly and separately, but there is also a small portion who 
use them interchangeably, in which case I would say that the 
majority is to be followed; hence the statement that in money 
matters the majority is not to be followed (but the burden of 
proof is on the plaintiff). 

44 And another person ,” etc. Why is he not liable—must he 
then not look out ? Said the disciples of Rabh in his name: 
The Mishna speaks of a case where he filled up the whole thor¬ 
oughfare with barrels. Samuel said: When it is done in dark¬ 
ness. R. Johanan, however, said : The Mishna may be explained 
in that he placed the jug in a corner (where it could not be 
noticed). Said R. Papi: Our Mishna cannot be explained un¬ 
less according to Samuel’s or R. Johanan’s interpretation, but 
not according to Rabh, because if it should be according to 
Rabh’s interpretation he would not be liable if even he should 
break the barrel intentionally, as he had no passage way. (The 
Gemara, however, says that it can be explained also according 
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to Rabh’s interpretation, as R. Zbid in the name of Rabha ex¬ 
plains it further on.) Said R. Aba to R. Ashi: In the West it 
was said in the name of Ula that the reason for the statement of 
the Mishna is that pedestrians are not in the habit of looking 
around. 

Such a case happened in Nahardea, and Samuel held him 
liable. In Pumbeditha—and Rabba held him liable. It is cor¬ 
rect of Samuel, for he follows his theory; but Rabba, shall we 
assume that he concurs with Samuel ? Said R. Papa: It was in 
a corner of an oil-mill (and it was customary with those who 
came to the mill to place their vessels outside when waiting for 
their turn to enter the mill), and because it was customary to 
place there the vessels the pedestrian had to take care not to 
break them. R. Hisda sent the following message to R. Na’h- 
man: 44 It was said (it is the custom of the judges to fine) one 
who kicks the other with his knees three (selas); one who kicks 
the other with the foot, five; one who strikes the other with his 
fist, thirteen—what is the fine if one strikes his neighbor with 
the handle of a hoe or with the iron of the hoe ?” He returned 
the following answer: 44 Hisda, Hisda, you are collecting fines 
in Babylon; state to me the facts in the case.” He then sent 
him the following facts: There was a partnership water-basin 
out of which each of the partners irrigated his land every second 
day. Once one was irrigating his land from the basin when it 
was not his turn, and when the other one asked him why he did 
so and the former did not heed him, he struck him with the 
handle of the hoe. Said he (R. Na’hman) to him (R. Hisda): 
He would have been justified if he had even struck him a 
hundred blows, for even according to the one who holds that a 
man ought not to take the law into his own hands, in cases of 
loss one may do so, for when one is in the right he need not 
trouble himself (to go to court). And R. Na'hman says this, 
according to his theory which was taught elsewhere, that a man 
may take the law into his own hands even not in case of loss. 
According to R. Jehudah, however, this is permitted only in 
case of loss. R. Kahana objected: There is a Tosephtha: 44 Ben 
Bag Bag says: Do not enter the courtyard of thy neighbor 
secretly to take what belongs to you, for fear that he may 
look upon you as upon a thief, but do so publicly, and tell him 
that you take your own (in contradiction to R. Jehudah, who 
holds that one must not take the law into his own hands).” R. 
Jehudah rejoined: Your support, Ben Bag Bag, is an individual, 
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and the majority differ with him. R. Janai, however, explained 
that “ take it publicly ** means to do so with the aid of the law. 

Come and hear: If an ox mount another to kill him, and 
the owner of the latter come along and pull out his own ox, 
and the former drop on the ground and is killed, he is not 
liable. Shall we not assume that this is in the case of a 
vicious ox, in which case there is no loss (for if he had not acted 
thus, and his ox should have been killed, he would have been 
paid in full; hence even where there is no loss one may take 
the law into his own hands) ? Nay, it is in case of a non- 
vicious ox where there is loss (for if he should have waited to be 
paid by law, he would have received only one half). If so, how 
is the latter part of the Boraitha: “ If, however, he pushed 
down the ox that mounted, and the ox was killed, he is liable/* 
Now, if it is in case of a non-vicious ox, why should he be liable 
(there is loss, and he acted according to law) ? Because he should 
have pulled out his own ox and not pushed the other so as to 
kill him. 

Come and hear: “ For one who obstructs the court of another 
by placing there jugs of wine and oil, the owner of the court 
may break the jugs while going in and out of the court/* 
(Hence we see that one may do so although there is no loss ?) 
Said R. Na*hman bar Itzhak: It means that he may break them 
while going out to go to court and also when coming in to get 
his documentary evidence (in case such is necessary; e.g. y when 
there is a dispute as to the ownership of the courtyard). 

Come and hear the statement of our Mishna: “One who places 
a jug,*' etc., “ he is not liable.** The reason being that he 
stumbled over it, but if he broke it without stumbling over he 
is liable. (Hence we see that even when there is loss [for Rabh 
explained, above, this to be when the whole thoroughfare has 
been filled with jugs] no person is allowed to take the law into 
his own hand.) Said R. Zbid, in the name of Rabha: Nay, the 
same is the case even if he broke it intentionally, but the reason 
why he mentioned stumbling is because he had to state in the 
latter part that if he was injured the owner of the barrel is liable, 
in which case stumbling is essential, for if otherwise he himself 
caused his own injury; he mentioned that also in the first part. 

Come and hear: “ It is written [Deut. xxv. 12]: 4 Then shalt 
thou cut off her hand *; this means that a fine of money shall 
be imposed upon her.** May we not assume that this is only 
when she could not save herself otherwise ? (Hence one may 
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take the law into his own hands ?) Nay, that means when she 
could do otherwise. Then how is the case when she could not— 
is she free ? If so, instead of the Boraitha stating in the latter 
part: It is written [ibid. 11]: 44 If she putteth forth her hand,” 
this signifies to exclude the messenger of the court, if he has 
done a similar thing he is free (from paying for disgrace), let 
the Boraitha teach that there is a difference also in her own act; 
viz., the case is when she could save herself otherwise, but if 
she could not she is free? The Boraitha maintains thus: The 
case is when she could save herself otherwise, but if she could 
not, her hand is to be considered as a messenger of the court 
and she is free. 

Come and hear: 44 One who set aside the due corner-tithe at 
one corner of his field and the poor came and took their due share 
at another corner, both are considered corner-tithe.” Now if 
you should say that one may take the law into his own hands, 
let the owner prevent them from taking at another corner by 
force? Said Rabha: The expression that “both are corner- 
tithe” means only that both are free from tithe (given to the 
Levites), as we have learned in the following Boraitha: “ One 
who renounced his ownership to his vineyard and then hast¬ 
ened in the morning and plucked the fruit himself, he must ob¬ 
serve peret [Lev. xix. io], gleanings [Deut. xxiv. 21], peak [Lev. 
xix. 9], and forgotten heaves [Deut. xxiv. 19], but he is free, 
however, from the Levites* tithe. 

MISHNA II .: A jug (filled with water) that broke on pub¬ 
lic ground and its contents cause a person to slip and fall, or one 
is injured by its fragments, he (the carrier of the jug) is liable. 
R. Jehudah, however, says, if he break it intentionally he is, 
otherwise he is not. 

GEMARA: Said R. Jehudah in the name of Rabh: It was 
taught only if he soil his clothes with the contents of the jug, 
but if he damage his person there is no liability, for the public 
ground (which has no particular owner) causes his damage. 
When I stated this before Samuel he said to me: Let us see; as 
to the liability for damage caused by one’s stone, knife, or load 
(placed on public ground), we deduced it from the 44 pit” on 
public ground, as explained post , page 111 (in which the Scrip¬ 
ture reads “ ox ” and “ ass ”), and in all of them I read “ an ox, 
but not a human being*’; 44 an ass , but not vessels,” and only 
as far as death is concerned (as the Scripture in this case speaks 
of death); as to damage, however, if to person there is, but if to 
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property there is no liability on the part of the one who placed 
them there. (Hence Samuel's theory is the reverse of that of 
Rabh.) What has Rabh to say to this ? This (that we deduce 
all that from “ pit ”) is only where he had renounced his owner¬ 
ship from them (as such is the case with the pit on public ground), 
but if he had not it is still his property (and we deduce his 
liability from the “ox"). R. Oshyiah objected: (There is a 
Boraitha:) It is written [Ex. xxi. 33]: “And an ox or an ass 
fall therein," and we say an ox , but not a human being; an 
ass , but not vessels ; and from this it was said that if an ox 
or an ass laden with vessels fell into the pit and they were 
broken, he is liable only for the injuries to the animal, but not 
for the damage to the vessels. Similar to this is his stone, 
knife, and load placed on public ground that cause damage. 
Therefore if one break his glass vessels by striking them against 
the stone so placed, he is liable. Now the first part of the Bo¬ 
raitha would be in contradiction to Rabh, who holds him liable 
for the vessels also, and the latter part (which treats of breaking 
glass vessels by striking them against the stone) would contra¬ 
dict Samuel ? [Why would this be a contradiction only to those 
two ? Do, then, those two parts of the Boraitha itself not contra¬ 
dict each other ? Say, then, that Rabh would explain the Bo¬ 
raitha in accordance with his theory that he renounce owner¬ 
ship, and Samuel according to his theory stated above.] 

Now, when we come to the conclusion that one’s stone, 
knife, or load is equal to one’s “ pit,’’ according to R. Jehudah, 
who holds that there is a liability for damages done to vessels 
by falling into a pit, if one strike his bottle against a stone he 
is liable. Said R. Elazar: Thou shouldst not think that he is 
liable only when both the stumbling and the breaking were 
caused by the stone, and not if only the breaking was caused by 
the stone, as in reality he is liable even in such case, as we con¬ 
cur with R. Nathan’s theory (which is explained on page 120). 

“ If intentionally " etc. What means intentionally? Said 
Rabba, when he intended to lower them down from his shoulders 
(and while doing so they struck against the wall, he is liable, for 
his carelessness is considered a deliberate act). Said Abayi to 
him: Should we infer from this that R. Meir (who is very rigor¬ 
ous) holds that one is liable even if the jug dissolve of itself 
(although it is an accident) ? He answered: Yea, R. Meir holds 
one liable if even only the handle remained in his hand. Why 
so ? Is this not an accident, and being such, the Scripture frees 
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him from liability, as it is written [Deut. xxii. 26]: 44 But unto 
the damsel shalt thou not do anything” ? And if you should 
say that this is only as regards capital punishment, but as re¬ 
gards damages one is liable, have we not learned in a Boraitha: 
44 If his jug break and he fail to remove the fragments, or if 
his camel fall and he fail to raise it, R. Meir holds him liable 
for the damage they cause; the sages, however, hold that he is 
free from human justice and is liable only to heavenly justice; 
and the sages concede to R. Meir, where one places his stone, 
knife, or load on the top of a roof, and they are blown down by 
an ordinary wind and do damage, that he is liable; on the other 
hand, R. Meir concedes to the rabbis that, where one places 
jugs on the roof in order that they should dry, and they are 
blown down by an extraordinary wind and do damage, he is 
free” (because it is an accident; hence even according to R. 
Meir damages by an accidental act are excusable)? Therefore 
said Abayi: They differ (in our Mishna) in two cases: during 
the falling and after the vessels rested upon the ground; one 
holds that for stumbling while falling he is liable for careless¬ 
ness, and the other one holds that it is an accident. And they 
also differ after the resting of the vessels, in case he renounce 
his ownership to the articles which caused the damage ; one 
holds him liable even in such a case, and the other one holds 
him free. And wherefrom is such a theory ? From the fact that 
the Mishna mentions two cases, viz. : 14 If he slipped on account 
of the water, or he was injured by the fragments,” which is prac¬ 
tically one and the same thing, we must say then that it means 
either when he slipped on account of the water while falling or 
that he stumbled over the fragments after they rested. But how 
is it with the above Boraitha, can you apply also to it the same 
interpretation ? This would be correct regarding the jug con¬ 
taining water, but how can we find the above two cases in regard 
to the camel, as you cannot hold one liable for the stumbling of 
his animal, even in a case where one is held liable for his own 
stumbling ; and if there should be a liability it should be only 
in one case, namely, if he renounced his ownership to the 
carcass? Said R. A’ha: It can be explained that the camel 
stumbled by reason of the overflow of a river. How is the 
case ? If there was another way, then he is surely liable; if there 
was no other way, is it not accident ? Therefore it must be ex¬ 
plained thus : that he himself stumble first and the camel 
stumble over him, in which case his stumbling is considered 
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carelessness. But (according to R. Jehudah, who requires in¬ 
tention in our Mishna in case one renounce ownership from his 
articles which caused damage) what intention can there be so 
that he should be held liable ? Said R. Joseph, and so also said 
R. Ashi: If his intention was that he should regain ownership 
of the fragments. R. Elazar also holds that they differ even 
during the falling and concurs with Abayi’s theory stated 
above. 

R. Johanan, however, said that they differ only as to after 
they rested, and he comes to teach us that only in this particu¬ 
lar case the rabbis freed him from liability if he renounced his 
ownership to the articles which caused the damage because it 
was accidental (but where there is no accident he is liable for 
renouncing his ownership). 

It was taught: “One who renounces ownership to his 
articles that cause damage, R. Johanan and R. Elazar: one 
holds him liable and the other holds him free.” Shall we 
assume that the one who holds him liable is in accordance with 
R. Meir and the other one is in accordance with the rabbis ? 
Nay, as to R. Meir, all agree (that he is liable); they only differ 
as to the rabbis: the one who holds him free concurs with the 
rabbis, while the one who holds him liable may say: I say that 
even the rabbis who held him free do so only in the case of an 
accident, as stated above, but in other cases they also held him 
liable. There is ground for the supposition that it is R. Elazar 
who holds one liable. (See Pesachim, page 8, line 22, “ Two 
things/' etc.) Have we not heard from him concerning the fol¬ 
lowing Mishna (above, page 30, end): “One who stirs up manure," 
etc., that it is so only in case he had an intention to claim it as 
his own, but otherwise he is not; hence we see that Elazar holds 
that if one renounce ownership to his articles which caused 
damage he is exempt. Said R. Adda bar Ahba: The case here 
is that he restored it to its original position. Said Rabbina: 
The case as explained by R. Adda bar Ahba is similar to one 
who finds an uncovered pit and he covers it and then again re¬ 
moves the cover (in which case he is not liable, for it is consid¬ 
ered as if he never had anything to do with it). Said Mar Zutra, 
the son of R. Mari, to Rabbina: I fail to see any similarity. In 
the case of the pit the former act (the uncovered pit) is still as 
it was, while in the case of manure the act of the first one is 
no more in existence (because the place it first occupied is now 
vacant). If it has any similarity to a pit it is in case one find 
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an uncovered pit and stuff it up, and then again dig it out, 
in which case the former act disappears entirely and is wholly 
his work (and therefore he is liable). Therefore said R. Ashi 
that the case of manure was that he stirred it up less than three 
spans (and therefore it is considered no stirring up at all [because 
of Lavud; see Sabbath, page 12], and whereas he had no intention 
of exercising any act of ownership, it cannot be considered his 
property, and if we cannot hold him liable as being his prop¬ 
erty, we can also not hold him liable for digging a pit). And 
why does R. Elazar force himself to explain it where he stirred 
it up below three, and the reason is only because he in¬ 
tended it as an act of claiming ownership, but not otherwise; let 
him explain it that it was above three, and although there was 
no intention of claiming ownership he is nevertheless liable ? 
(Because he holds that one who renounces ownership to the 
articles which cause damage is liable.) Said Rabha: He did so 
because of the phraseology of the Mishna, viz.; Why 44 stirred ” 
up—why not* * lifted ” up ? Hence that 41 stirring 99 means below 
three spans. 

Now when we come to the conclusion that it is R. Elazar 
who holds him liable, then it is R. Johanan who holds him free. 
Does then R. Johanan really hold so ? Did he not say else¬ 
where that the Halakha prevails as an anonymous Mishna, and 
there is such a Mishna: 44 One who digs a pit on public ground 
and an ox or an ass falls into it and is killed, he is liable 99 ? We 
must, therefore, say that R. Johanan holds that he is liable. 
Now, on the other hand, if R. Johanan holds that he is liable, 
then R. Elazar holds that he is not; but has not R. Elazar said 
in the name of R. Ishmael (Pesachim, page 8, “Two Things/' 
etc., hence, that he holds that he is liable ? These present no' 
difficulty. What is stated here is his own, and that in Pesachim 
is his teacher's opinion. 

MISHNA ///.: One who empties water into public ground 
and causes injuries thereby, he is liable for the injuries. One 
who hides away a thorn or glass, or one who builds his fence of 
thorns, or a fence that falls in into public ground and some 
persons were injured thereby, he is liable for the damage. 

GEMARA: Said Rabh: It was taught only if his vessels 
were soiled, etc. (see page 60). Said R. Huna to Rabh: If this 
should be considered even his mud (he ought to be liable) ? Re¬ 
joined Rabh: Do you understand that the water was not ab¬ 
sorbed ? I mean when it was absorbed, and yet he injured him- 
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self by the collected earth, and therefore there is no liability, for 
he should have been careful. 

[Why did Rabh repeat his statement here ? He said that 
already in connection with the preceding Mishna.] This was 
necessary: Once as to the sunny season and once as to the rainy 
season, and it is in accordance with the following Boraitha: 
“Although it is permitted during the rainy season to empty 
refuse-pipes and clean excavations, still it is not permitted to 
do so during the sunny season; and even in the rainy season, 
although they do it with permission, they are liable for the 
damage they cause.” 

“ One who hides away,” etc. Said R. Johanan: It was 
taught only in case it is jutting out, but if it is pressed in he is 
free. Why is he not liable even when it is pressed in ? Said 
R. A’ha, the son of R. Ika: For the reason that it is not the cus¬ 
tom of man to rub against the wall. The rabbis taught: One 
who hides away his thorns or glass in the wall of his neighbor, 
and the owner of the wall comes along and pulls down the wall 
and the thorns or glass falls into the public ground and does 
damage, the one who hid them away is responsible. Said R. Jo¬ 
hanan: This is the case where the wall was in bad condition, 
but where the wall was in good condition the owner of the wall 
only is liable. Said Rabhina: It is to be inferred from this 
that if one covers his well with the pail of another, and the owner 
of the latter comes along and carries away his pail, the former 
is liable (if some accident occurs). Is this not self-evident ? 
Lest one say that because the owner of the wall did not know 
who hid the thorns and could not inform him to remove them, 
therefore he is free; but in case of the well, as the owner of the 
pail knows him, he should have informed him that he took away 
the pail, and therefore the owner of the well should be free—he 
comes to teach us that there is no difference. 

The rabbis taught: The former pious men used to bury their 
thorns and broken glass in their fields three spans below the 
surface in order that they should not interfere with the plough. 
R. Shesheth used to burn them. Rabha used to throw them 
into the (river) Chiddekel. Said R. Jehudah: One who wishes 
to be pious should observe the laws of damages. Rabhina said: 
He should observe the teachings of the fathers (which were 
enumerated in the first tract of this section). 

MISHNA IV .: One who places straw or hay on public 
ground in order to convert them into manure, and some pedes- 
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trian sustains injury through them, he is liable; and the one 
who takes possession of them first is entitled to them. R. 
Simeon b. Gamaliel says: All those who obstruct a public thor¬ 
oughfare by placing chattels therein and cause damage are liable; 
and the one who takes possession of them first is entitled to 
them. One who stirs up manure on public ground and a pedes¬ 
trian sustains injury thereby is liable. 

GEMARA: Shall we assume that our Mishna is not accord¬ 
ing to R. Jehudah of the following Boraitha: “ R. Jehudah 
says: During the season of conveying manure one may remove 
his manure to the public highway and collect it there for thirty 
days in order that it should be trodden by man and animal, for 
on this condition did Joshua distribute the land ? It can be 
explained that R. Jehudah concedes that nevertheless he is 
liable for the damage. 

(There is an objection.) Come and hear: ” All those of 
whom it was said that they may obstruct the public highway, if 
they do damage they are liable; according to R. Jehudah, how¬ 
ever, they are not.” Said R. Na’hman: Our Mishna treats of 
the season when the manure is not conveyed, and it is according 
to R. Jehudah. R. Ashi, however, says: Our Mishna states 
“ straw ” and ” hay ” (which means before they were converted 
into manure, and the reason is) because they are slippery. 

“ The one who takes possession of them ,” etc. Rabh said : 
This applies to both the original substance as well as to its 
improvement. Zeira, however, holds that it applies to the im¬ 
provement only. What is the point of their difference ? Rabh 
holds that the original substance is also to be confiscated (as a 
fine) because of the improvement, and Zeira holds that only the 
improvement is to be confiscated. There is an objection from 
the clause of our Mishna : ” One who stirs up manure,” etc., 
and does not mention that the one who takes possession of it 
first is entitled to it. (Hence it contradicts Rabh.) Said R. 
Na’hman bar Itzhak: You quote a contradiction (to Rabh) from 
the subject of manure. In cases where there can be an im¬ 
provement {e.g.y straw) the original substance was also subjected 
to the rule as a fine, but where there can be no improvement 
(e.g , manure) there is no fine at all. 

The Schoolmen propounded a question: According to the 
one who holds that the original substance is to be fined because of 
the improvement, is it to be fined at once or only after the im¬ 
provement has taken place ? This can be inferred from the fact 
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that it was attempted to contradict Rabh from 4< manure ” 
(which does not improve; hence that he is to be fined at once). 
What answer is this ? Did not the Schoolmen propound their 
question after they heard of R. Na’hman’s answer, and never¬ 
theless they were doubtful ? Shall we assume that in this case 
theTanaim of the following Boraitha differ? “ One who removes 
his straw and hay to a public highway to convert it into manure, 
and a pedestrian sustains injuries, he is liable, and the one who 
takes possession of them first acquires title to them, and if one 
takes them it is considered robbery. Rabban Simeon b. Gama¬ 
liel, however, holds that all those who obstruct a public high¬ 
way and cause damage thereby are liable to pay the damage, 
and the one who lays his hand upon the articles of obstruction 
first acquires title to them, and it is not considered robbery.” 
Let us see. How is this Boraitha to be understood ? It reads 
that the one who lays his hand on the articles of obstruction first 
acquires title to them, and immediately thereafter it states that 
the one who takes them is guilty of robbery. It must, there¬ 
fore, be explained thus: " One who lays,” etc., acquires title to 
the improvement, but the original substance is prohibited as 
robbery, and R. Simeon b. Gamaliel, however, says the same is 
the case also with the original substance. According to Zeira 
surely the Tanaim differ in this case, but according to Rabh 
do they also differ ? Rabh may say that all agree that the fine 
applies to the original substance on account of the improvement, 
but in what they differ here is, whether this Halakha should be 
put into practice or not. As it was taught: ** R. Huna said in 
the name of Rabh: The Halakha is so, but it is not applied in 
actual practice. R. Adda bar Ahbah, however, holds that it is 
applied in practice.” But this is not so, for R. Huna once 
declared peeled baley (placed by one on public ground to dry 
it) ownerless, R. Adda bar Ahbah did the same with date-husk. 
It was correct for R. Adda bar Ahbah, as he followed his theory 
(stated above), but shall we assume that R. Huna retracted from 
his statement above ? Nay, in this case the owners were warned 
(several times). 

MISHNA V .: Two potters (each carrying pottery) that 
walked, one following the other, and the first stumbled and 
fell, and the second stumbled over the first and also fell, the 
first one is liable for the damages of the second. 

GEMARA: Said R. Johanan: It is not to be said that our 
Mishna is only according to R. Meir, who holds that stumbling 
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is considered wilful and therefore he is liable, but even 
according to the Rabbis who hold that it is an accident and he 
is free. Here, however, the case is different, for he had to get up 
(at once) and he had not done so. R. Na’hman bar Itzhak, 
however, holds that if he even could not get up he is liable, be¬ 
cause he had at least to give warning to the other, which he had 
not done. R. Johanan, however, denies this theory, for if he 
could not get up he could also not give warning (because of his 
excitement). 

There is an objection from the following Mishna: “ If one 
carrying a barrel followed one carrying a beam, and the barrel 
was broken by the beam, he is free, but if it broke because the 
carriers of the beam stopped, he is liable.’’ Is it not to be 
assumed that he stopped in order to place the beam on the other 
shoulder, which is usually done, and still it is said that he is 
liable, because he should give warning ? Nay, he stopped to 
rest. But how is it in the former case, is he free ? Then the 
Boraitha should state that it is only when he stopped to rest, 
but if to place it on the other shoulder he is free. Why then does 
it state in the latter part that he is free only if he told him to 
stop with the barrel ? With this he comes to teach us that, 
although he stopped to rest, if he called to him to stop he is 
free. 

Come and hear: “ Potters and glaziers that walked, one 
following the other, and the first one stumbled and fell, and 
the second one stumbled over him and the third over the 
second one, then the first is liable for the damage of the 
second and the second is responsible to the third. If, however, 
they all fell on account of the first one, he is responsible for the 
damage of all; but if they warned each other they are not re¬ 
sponsible.” Is this not so even if they could not get up ? Nay, 
they could get up, and it comes to teach us that even in such a 
case when they warned each other they are free. 

Said Rabha (in explanation of the above Boraitha): The 
first one is liable to the second one for both injuries to the per¬ 
son and to property. The second, however, is liable to the 
third one for personal injuries only.” [How is this to be under¬ 
stood ?] If stumbling is considered a wilful act, let the second 
one also be liable; if, on the other hand, stumbling is considered 
an accident, then let the first one also be free. The first one is 
considered wilful as it is equal to a “pit on public ground,” in 
which case the digger is liable for both injuries to the person 
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and to property; the second, however, who is considered as if 
he himself has fallen into the pit (because of the stumbling of the 
first) can be liable only for personal injuries because he did not 
get up in time, but not for damages to property, as he can say 
that he did not dig the pit. 

The Master said: If they all fell because of the first one, the 
first is liable for the damage of all of them. How was the case ? 
R. Papa said: He obstructed the way (crosswise) like a carcass 
(which obstructs the whole way). R. Zbid, however, said: If 
such should be the case the first one would not be liable for the 
damages of the third, who should be careful, seeing that the sec¬ 
ond one stumbled over the obstruction of the whole thorough¬ 
fare; therefore he maintains that the first one fell diagonally 
and did not obstruct the whole thoroughfare, and the third one 
in his intention to walk on the unobstructed portion of the thor¬ 
oughfare did not see the stumbling of the second and stumbled 
over him.* 

MISHNA VI .: If one was coming from one side of the 
street carrying a barrel, and the other one was coming from the 
other side carrying a beam, and the barrel was broken by the 
beam, there is no liability, as both had the right to go each his 
way (and the carrier of the barrel should be careful not to collide 
with the beam). The same is the case when the carrier of the 
barrel followed the carrier of the beam. If, however, the carrier 
of the beam stopped (without any reason), and the carrier of the 
barrel while walking broke it by striking against the beam, he 
is liable; if the carrier of the barrel was told to stop by the car¬ 
rier of the beam he is free. If the carrier of the barrel was pre¬ 
ceding, and the carrier of the beam was behind him and broke 
his barrel by colliding with the beam (although unintentionally), 
he is liable (because of carelessness); if the barrel carrier stopped, 
he is free; but if he told him to stop and the beam carrier did not 
heed him, he is liable. The same is the case with one carrying 
fire and the other hemp. 

GEMARA: Rabba bar Nathan questioned R. Huna: When 
one injures his wife by having intercourse with her, how is the 
law: is he free because he has done it with permission, or is he 


* The text reads, “ as the cane of a blind one," and Rashi explains it, that when 
feeling the way with his cane, the blind man places it wherever it happens, longwise 
or crosswise. The above explanation, however, which is more lucid, is according to 
Tosphath. 
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nevertheless liable because he had to look out for her health ? 
And he answered; This we have learned in our Mishna: “ He 
is free, as both had the right to go each his way/’ Said Rabha 
to the latter: Is there not to be drawn an a fortiori conclu¬ 
sion from a wood [Deut. xix. 5] in which case both had permis¬ 
sion to enter, and nevertheless when one was injured or killed, 
it is considered that the defendant entered the plaintiff's prem¬ 
ises, and he is responsible or guilty; so much the more here it 
must be considered that he entered upon her premises and in¬ 
jured her ? [But did not the Mishna state that each of them 
had permission to go his way ? There is no similarity. In the 
case of the Mishna both had equal permission, and each of them 
did the same thing the other did, but here only he acted but she 
did nothing. Is that so ? Did not the Scripture say plainly 
[Lev. xviii. 29]: " Even the souls that commit them shall be cut 
off" ? Hence we see that the Scripture considers the female 
also as acting. There both of them derive pleasure and therefore 
are punished, but here the act is only his.] Resh Lakish said: 
If there were two cows on public ground, one of which was lying 
and the other one walking, and the latter kicked the former, she 
is not liable; if, however, the reverse was the case she is liable. 
(This was explained above, page 50.) 

MISHNA VII .: Two that were on public ground, one run¬ 
ning and the other one walking (ordinarily), or both of them 
running, and they injured each other, both are free. 

GEMARA: Our Mishna is not according to Issi b. Jehudah 
of the following Boraitha: “ Issi b. Jehudah says: The one who 
was running is liable, for it is uncommon. He, however, con¬ 
cedes that if it was on the eve of Sabbath in twilight, that he is 
not liable, for he is permitted at that time to run (and therefore 
it is considered common)." Said R. Johanan: So the Halakha 
prevails. But has not R. Johanan said elsewhere that the 
Halakha prevails according to an anonymous Mishna, and our 
Mishna (which is anonymous) states not so ? The case in our 
Mishna is to be explained in that it speaks of the twilight on the 
eve of Sabbath, from the fact that it states, " or they were both 
running they are free." Then without the above explanation it 
would be superfluous after the statement that if even only one 
was running, etc., for it is self-evident that if both were running 
that so much the more they ought to be free; therefore the 
Mishna must be considered as incomplete, and should read thus: 
If one was running and the other one was walking, there is no 
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liability, when the case was in the twilight of the eve of Sab¬ 
bath ; on a week day, however, the one running is liable; if 
both were running they are free, even on a week day. 

The Master said: " And Issi concedes that if it was in the 
twilight of the eve of Sabbath he is free, for he did so with 
permission/' What is the permission ? It is according to R. 
Hanina, who used to say: Come with us to meet the bridal 
queen. And according to others, " to meet the Sabbath bridal 
queen." R. Janai used to get up, enwrap himself and say: 
Come bride, come bride! (Hence it is a merit to run at twi¬ 
light on the eve of Sabbath to meet the Sabbath.) 

MISHNA VIII. : One who chopped wood on public ground 
and caused damage on private ground, or vice versa ; or on his 
own private ground, and has done damage on another’s private 
ground, he is in either of those cases liable. 

GEMARA: And all the three cases were necessary to be 
mentioned, for if the Mishna should state the case of one who 
chopped wood on his own private ground, and did damage on 
public ground only, one might say that the liability is because 
on a public thoroughfare there are usually many passers-by; but if 
vice versa there is no liability because on private premises there 
are not many people. And if it should state the case of public 
to private ground only, one might say that the liability is be¬ 
cause he had no right to chop wood there, and as he did that 
without permission he is liable, but from private to public 
ground, where he had a right to do so, there is no liability even 
if it caused damage on public ground. And if it should state 
these two cases only, still one might say that in one case he is 
liable, for he has done it without permission, and in the other 
case because there are many persons, but from one private ground 
to another, where usually not many people are, and each owner 
is permitted to do such a thing on his own premises, there 
is no liability, therefore it was necessary to mention all. The 
rabbis taught: "One who enters a carpenter’s shop without 
permission, and was struck on his face by a flying splinter and 
died, there is no liability. But if he entered with permission 
the carpenter is guilty.’’ Guilty of what? Said R. Jose b. 
Hanina: It means the liability to pay the four certain things, 
but he is free from banishment, for it is not equal to the case of 
a forest, which is considered the ground of every one who enters 
it, but in this case he entered his neighbor’s estate. Said Rabha: 
Is not the following a fortiori conclusion to be drawn here: A 
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forest, where each one enters by his own will (without the permis¬ 
sion of the other), still it is considered as if he entered by the 
request of the other, and he is to be banished (in case he kills 
one unintentionally) ; in the case at bar, where he decidedly 
enters by the request of the other, shall he not so much the 
more be banished ? Therefore we must explain the Boraitha 
thus: He is free from banishment means that this alone would 
not be sufficient, and the reason of R. Jose b. Hanina is that it 
is such an act of negligence that almost amounts to an inten¬ 
tional act (for he should look out). 

An objection was raised from the following: “ One who 
throws a stone into a public ground and kills some one, he is 
to be banished.’’ Is this not such a negligent act as almost 
amounts to an intentional act, for he had to have in mind that 
on public ground people come and go, and still it says that he 
must be banished. Said R. Samuel bar Itzhak. The case is that 
he was tearing down his wall and threw the material into rubbish 
in the daytime. What was the nature of this rubbish ? Was it 
such rubbish as people are likely to be about, then it is inten¬ 
tional ? If not, then is it an accident ? Said R. Papa: The case 
is that it was rubbish that people do their necessities thereon in 
the night-time, but not in the daytime, but still it may happen 
that some might do so in the daytime; it cannot be considered 
an intentional act, for it is uncommon to do so in the daytime, 
and, on the other hand, it is also not an accident, for it may 
happen. 

R. Papa in the name of Rabha explained that R. Jose b. 
Hanina’s statement has reference to the first part only, viz. : 
“ One who enters a carpenter’s shop without permission, and was 
struck in the face by a flying splinter and died, the carpenter is 
free.” Said R. Jose b. Hanina: He is liable to pay the four 
things, but he is free from banishment (and the difference is 
thus): That he who explains that it refers to the latter part of 
the above Boraitha, so much the more as to the first part; but 
according to R. Papa, he who explains that it refers only to the 
first part, in the latter part where he entered by request he is 
to be banished. Is that so ? Have we not learned in the fol¬ 
lowing Boraitha: ” One who enters a blacksmith’s shop and was 
struck by an escaping spark and died, there is no liability, 
even if he entered with permission ” ? The case here is that 
it was the blacksmith’s apprentice. Assuming that it is so, 
may he be killed ? It was that his employer insisted that he 
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should leave the shop, and he did not do so. Supposing it 
so, may he be killed ? The employer thought that he did 
leave. If so, then any person would come under the same rule. 
In the former case the apprentice usually obeys his employer 
(and therefore the blacksmith assumed that he left when being 
told to do so), but in the case of a stranger the blacksmith should 
look around and see whether the stranger did leave or not. 

R. Zbid in the name of Rabha supported the above state¬ 
ment by the expression of the verse, viz. [Deut. xix. 5]: “It 
(the iron) found, 1 * * but not when he makes himself found to the 
iron. From this R. Eliezer b. Jacob said : One who drops 
out of his hand a stone, and another one puts out his head and 
is injured by it, he is free. Said R. Jose b. Hanina: Fie is not 
to be banished, but he must pay the four things. 

He who applies the explanation of R. Jose to the last case 
self-evidently holds that it also applies to the former case, and 
he who applies the explanation to the former case, in the last 
case may say that he is wholly free. 

The Rabbis taught: Employees who came to demand their 
wages from their employer, and were gored by his ox or bitten 
by his dog, to death, he is free. Anonymous teachers, how¬ 
ever, hold that employees have the right to demand their wages 
from their employer (and therefore he is guilty). How is the 
case ? If the employer usually comes to town, what reason have 
the anonymous teachers for their assertion ? If, on the other 
hand, he can be found only in the house, what is the reason of 
the first Tana ? It is in a case where he is not certain, and the 
employe when knocking on the door or gate is told ” In ”; one 
holds that ” in ” means ” come in ” (and therefore they had the 
right to enter), and the other one holds that ” in ” means ” stay 
where you are (and I will come out to you).” There is a sup¬ 
port to the latter construction of ” in ” from the following Bo- 
raitha: ” An employee that entered to demand his wages from 
his employer, and he was gored by his ox or was bitten by his 
dog, he is not guilty although he entered with permission.” 
Why so ? We must say that it means that when knocking on 
the door or gate he was told ” in,” and he meant that he had 
permission to enter, but in reality” in ” meant only” stay where 
you are (and I will come out to you).” 

MISHNA IX. : Two non-vicious oxen that wounded each 


The Hebrew term [Deutr. xix. 5] being literally “ it found. 
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other: the one who is hurt the most is to be paid one-half of the 
amount of the value of difference of the injuries. If both are 
vicious the full amount of difference of the injuries is to be 
paid. If one is non-vicious and the other vicious: if the vicious 
one injured the non-vicious more than he himself was injured he 
pays the full amount of the difference, if the reverse is the case 
only one-half is paid. So also if two men wound each other, the 
one who hurt the most must pay the full amount of the difference. 

A man who hurt a vicious ox and was also hurt by the ox, 
or when the reverse was the case, the full amount of difference 
is to be paid. If the case was with a non-vicious ox the man 
pays the full amount and the ox pays the half. R. Aqiba, 
however, says: Even if the ox was non-vicious, the full amount 
is to be paid. 

GEMARA: The rabbis taught: It is written [Ex. xxi. 
31]: ” According to this judgment shall be done unto him.” 
That means that as the judgment when two oxen gore each 
other, so also shall it be when an ox gores a man. As in the 
former case a non-vicious ox pays one-half and a vicious one the 
full amount ; the same is the case if it gored a human being. 
R. Aqiba, however, says: ” According to this judgment ” means 
that the judgment just mentioned applies to man, but not to 
the preceding case. Shall we assume that it must be paid from 
the best estates ? Therefore it is written [ibid., ibid.] : “ Shall be 
done unto himf which means that he pays only from the body 
of the ox, but not from the best estates. 

MISHNA X. : An ox of the value of one hundred selas that 
gored another one of the value of two hundred, and the carcass 
was worthless, the plaintiff takes the ox (i.e., one-half of the 
damage). 

GEMARA: Our Mishna is in accordance with R. Aqiba of 
the following Boraitha (which treats of the same case, and 
teaches): ” The ox shall be appraised in court, and if he is 
worth one-half of the killed one the plaintiff may take him.” 
Such is the dictum of R. Ishmael; R. Aqiba, however, holds 
that the plaintiff takes the ox without any appraisement. On 
what point do they differ ? R. Ishmael holds that the plaintiff 
becomes a creditor, and his demand is money, and it must be 
assessed by the court, and R. Aqiba holds that the plaintiff 
becomes a partner to the defendant, and they differ as to the 
explanation of the following passage [Ex. xxi. 35]: ” Then they 
shall sell the live ox and divide his money, and the dead ox also 
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they shall divide.'’ R. Ishmael explains that it means that this 
shall be done by the court, and R. Aqiba maintains that the 
passage makes the parties partners, if both oxen were of equal 
value; if, however, the goring ox was worth half he belongs at 
once to the plaintiff. What is still the difference ? When the 
plaintiff has consecrated him (according to R. Aqiba he is sacred, 
and according to R. Ishmael he is not until awarded to the 
plaintiff by the court). Rabha questioned R. Na'hman: If the 
defendant sold the ox, how is it, according to R. Ishmael, who 
holds him to be a creditor, is the sale valid? Or perhaps because 
the ox becomes subject to the appraisement of the court it is not 
valid ? He answered: The sale is not valid. But have we not 
learned in a Boraitha that it is valid ? He may recover him. 
If it is so, what is the validity of the sale ? In case the vendee 
used him in the meantime in ploughing he need not pay for it. 
Then infer from this that if a borrower sells his personal property 
the Beth Din can recover it for the benefit of the lender. Nay, 
from this case in which the Scripture made the ox hypothecary 
nothing can be inferred. 

R. Ta’hlipha, of Palestine, taught in the presence of R. 
Abuhu: If he sold him it is invalid, but if he consecrated him it 
is valid. Who sold him ? The defendant, and all agree that 
the sale is not valid, because even according to R. Ishmael he is 
still subject to the appraisement in court, and if he consecrated 
him all agree that he is sacred, because even according to R. 
Aqiba, who holds that he belongs to the plaintiff without any 
appraisement, a sacred thing is different by reason of the state¬ 
ment of R. Abuhu, who said that it was so decreed for fear that 
it might be said that consecrated things become ordinary with¬ 
out being redeemed. 

The rabbis taught: “ A non-vicious ox that has done dam¬ 
age, if he was sold, consecrated, slaughtered, or presented to 
somebody, the act is valid if it was done before the rendition of 
judgment; if, however, either of these things were done after 
rendition of judgment, it is null and void. If the creditors 
levied upon the ox, whether the damage was done before or 
after the recognition of the court of the debt the levy is void, 
for the damages in case of a non-vicious ox are paid from his 
body only. In case of a vicious ox all the above acts of his 
owner are valid without regard whether it was done before or 
after rendition of judgment, and even the levy of creditors is 
valid regardless of whether the damage was done before or after 
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recognition, for the reason that damages in case of a vicious ox 
are paid from the best estates only. 

The Master said: 14 If sold it is valid, as far as the non-pay¬ 
ment for the ploughing he has done; if it was consecrated it is 
valid for the reason stated by R. Abuhu; and if slaughtered or 
presented to somebody the act is valid.'’ It would be correct 
as to presenting, because it means as far as the value of plough¬ 
ing is concerned, but in case he was slaughtered, why should 
not the damage be collected from the value of his meat ? Have 
we not learned in a Boraitha: 44 It is written: 4 The live.'" 
Whence do we know that if even it was slaughtered ? There¬ 
fore it is written: 44 And they shall sell the ox," which means 
in whatever state he is? Said R. Shizbi: This (that the act is 
valid) was necessary only as to the reduction in value on account 
of being slaughtered (i.e., the owner of the ox need not pay the 
amount of such reduction). 

The rabbis taught: 44 An ox of the value of two hundred 
zuz that gored another ox of the same value, and injured him 
to the extent of fifty, and the injured ox then improved and 
became of the value of four hundred, although it is possible 
that if not for the injury he would have improved still more, 
and would have become of the value of eight hundred, still he 
pays him only as at the time of the injury (one-half of fifty 
zuz) ; if, however, the injured ox became lean and decreased in 
value, he pays him according to the value at the time of the 
trial. If the ox who caused the injury improved, he pays him 
as at the time of the injury; if he decreased in value, as at the 
time of the trial. On account of what was that leanness of the 
plaintiff's ox ? If it was on account of work done with him by 
the plaintiff, let the defendant say, Why should I suffer for the 
decrease in value caused by you ? Said R. Ashi: The case is 
that the leanness was caused by the blow, in which case the 
plaintiff can say the horn of your ox is still impressed (in my ox) 
and this caused leanness. 

MISHNA XL: An ox of the value of two hundred that 
gored another ox of equal value and the carcass was of no value 
whatever. R. Meir holds that of such a case it is written 
[Ex. xxi. 35] : 44 Then shall they sell the live ox and divide his 
money." Said R. Jehudah to him: So the Halakha prevails in 
reference to the passage cited by you, but how is the last part 
of this passage [ibid., ibid.]: 44 And the dead one shall they also 
divide " ? This can apply to a case where the carcass of the ox 
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(which ox was of the same value as the goring ox) is still worth 
fifty Zuz, in which case each takes one-half of the live and one- 
half of the dead ox. 

GEMARA: The rabbis taught: ‘'An ox of the value of 
two hundred zuz that gored an ox of equal value and the car¬ 
cass was worth fifty, each one takes one-half of the live and one- 
half of the dead ox, and this is the case of the ox intended by 
the Scripture/* Such is the dictum of R. Jehudah. R. Meir, 
however, holds this is not the ox intended by the Scripture, but 
it is where it is as stated in the beginning of the Mishna, and 
the provision of the passage that 44 also the dead ox shall they 
divide** is carried out by appraising how much the carcass is 
worth less than when the ox was alive, and one-half of that dif¬ 
ference (seventy-five zuz) is paid to the plaintiff from the live 
ox together with the carcass. If it is so, then, according to 
both, if the carcass is worth fifty each of them gets one hundred 
and twenty-five, as even according to R. Jehudah, who divides 
both oxen between them, the share is only one hundred and 
twenty-five, what is the difference between them ? Said R. 
Johanan: The difference is as to the increase in value of the 
carcass (since the time of the injury). R. Meir holds that it 
belongs wholly to the plaintiff, and R. Jehudah holds that they 
are considered partners, and each takes one-half. And this was 
because there presented itself a difficulty to R. Jehudah: If you 
say that the Scripture sympathized with the defendant and 
meant that he should share in the improvement (of the carcass), 
would you say in case of an ox worth five selas (twenty zuz) that 
gored an ox worth one hundred and the carcass is worth fifty 
zuz, that they also must divide equally the live and the dead 
ox (and so the defendant will still profit in that, because the 
one-half carcass is worth twenty-five zuz, and half of the live is 
worth ten zuz, which makes thirty-five zuz, while the value of the 
defendant's ox was only twenty zuz), and where do we find such 
a case wherein the defendant should still profit ? And further¬ 
more, is it not written plainly [ibid. 36] : 44 He shall surely pay,’* 
which signifies that the defendant pays , but should not profit. 
[For what purpose is this additional passage adduced ? Lest one 
say that he pays only where the plaintiff does actually suffer 
damages, but where he does not, as, for instance, an ox worth 
five selas that gored an ox of equal value, and the carcass was 
worth six selas (by increase in price, in which case the plaintiff 
profits), in such a case the defendant may profit, therefore this 
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passage is adduced to show that the defendant should always 
pay but never profit.] Said R. A’ha bar Ta’hlipha to Rabh: If 
it is so, then according to R. Jehudah, who insists upon the 
division of both, we find instances according to him that a non- 
vicious ox pays more than one-half, and the Scripture provides 
expressly [ibid. 35] : 44 Then shall they sell the live ox and divide 
his money ” (e.g. y when an ox worth fifty gored one worth forty, 
and the carcass was worth twenty, then the damage amounts to 
twenty, and if the plaintiff take one-half of the live ox which is 
twenty-five, and one-half of the carcass which is ten, he would 
receive altogether thirty-five, which is more than one-half of 
the damage). Nay, R. Jehudah also holds of the rule that the 
difference should be divided and deducted from the live one. 
Whence does he deduce it? From [ibid., ibid.]: 44 And the 
dead ox also they shall divide . 99 But does not R. Jehudah de¬ 
duce from this passage that each takes one-half of the dead and 
one-half of the live one ? The passage could read: 44 And the 
dead ox they shall divide/' Why 44 and the dead ox also”! 
To infer both. 

MISHNA XII .: There are cases when one is liable for the 
acts of his ox and is free if they are his own acts, and vice versa . 
How so ? If one's ox cause disgrace the owner is free,* but if 
he himself did so he is liable. If his ox blinded the eye of his 
slave or knocked out his teeth the owner is not liable the 
slave is not to be manumitted), but if he himself did it- he is. 
If his ox wounded one of his parents he is liable, but if he him¬ 
self had done so he is free; and the same is the case when his 
ox set fire to a barn on Sabbath he is liable, while if he himself 
did so he is free, for in both last cases he is guilty of a capital 
crime. 

GEMARA: R. Abbuhu taught in the presence of R. Jo- 
hanan: All those whose acts are of a destructive nature are not 
liable (as regards the observation of the Sabbath), except those 
who wound and set fire. Said R. Johanan to him: Go and 
teach this outside of the college (i.e ., such a statement is not to 
be respected by the college), as those two mentioned are no ex¬ 
ceptions (and are also of destructive nature); they can only con¬ 
stitute exceptions in case of the wounding (of an animal when he 
needed the blood) for his dog,| and in case of fire when he needed 


* As explained above, p. 53, from the verse Levit. xxiv. 19. 
f According to the commentary of R. Hananel. 



TRACT BABA KAMA (THE FIRST GATE). 79 

the ashes ( i.c ., when the act was done with an intention to de¬ 
rive benefit from the things acted upon). 

There is an objection from our Mishna: “ An ox that set fire 
to a barn,” etc. And as the Mishna equals the owner to his ox, 
is it not to assume that as the ox had no need of the fire so also 
had the owner none, and still it is stated that he is free (civilly) 
because he is guilty of a capital crime (hence we see that setting 
fire on Sabbath is an exception) ? Nay, the equality is in the 
reverse; that is, as the owner did it with some purpose, so also 
did the ox. How is this possible of an ox ? Said R. Avia: It 
may be explained that it was an intelligent ox that had an itch 
on his back, and he started the fire in order to roll in the ashes. 
But whence do we know that this was his intention ? From the 
fact that he really did roll in the ashes. Are there such intelli¬ 
gent oxen ? Yea, there are, as there was an ox that belonged 
to R. Papa, who when he once suffered from toothache removed 
the cover from the beer barrel and drank from the beer to be 
cured. 

Said the rabbis to R. Papa: How can you say that the 
equality is that the ox imitated the owner? Does not the Mishna 
state that if his ox cause disgrace he is free, but not if he him¬ 
self: now can an ox have such intelligence as to intend to dis¬ 
grace ? Yea, for instance, when he intended to do damage (but 
caused only disgrace), in which case the Master said elsewhere, 
if he intended to do damage but caused only disgrace, he is 
liable. 

MISHNA XIII .: An ox that ran after another ox, and the 
latter was injured, the plaintiff claims that the ox injured him 
while the defendant claims that it was not so, but that the 
injury was caused by rubbing against a stone: the rule is that 
the burden of proof is upon the plaintiff. If two oxen having 
different owners were running after a third, each of the defend¬ 
ants claiming that the other one's ox caused the injury, both 
of them are free; if the two oxen belonged to one person both 
are liable (as explained further on); if one ox was a big one 
and the other a small one, the plaintiff claims that the big one 
caused the injury while the defendant claims that the small one 
caused it (the difference being that the big one is of sufficient 
value to pay the half damage while the small one is not); or if 
one was non-vicious and the other vicious, the plaintiff claiming 
that the vicious one did the injury, and the defendant claiming 
that the non-vicious did it, the burden of proof is upon the 
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plaintiff. If the defendant’s oxen were two, one a big one and 
the other a small one, and so also were the plaintiff's oxen, the 
plaintiff claims that the big one injured his big ox and the small 
one injured the small ox, and the defendant claims that the 
reverse was the case (so as to reduce his payments); or when 
one was a non-vicious and the other one a vicious one, the 
plaintiff claims that the vicious one injured the big one and the 
non-vicious the small one, while the defendant claims that it 
was not so, but that the non-vicious injured the big one and the 
vicious the small one, the burden of proof is upon the plaintiff. 

GEMARA: Said R. Hyya bar Abba: This statement (in the 
Mishna, that the plaintiff has the burden of proof) shows that 
Summachus' companions differ with him, for Summachus holds 
(post, page 106)that money, the ownership of which is doubtful, 
must be divided among its claimants. Said R. Abba bar Mamel 
to R. Hyya bar Abba: Does then Summachus hold so even if 
both of them claim to be positive in their statements ? He an¬ 
swered: Yea. And whence do we know that our Mishna also 
speaks that both claim to be positive in their statements ? 
Because it teaches plainly: One party says: Your ox; and the 
other party says (positively): Not so, R. Papa opposed: Accord¬ 
ing to your explanation that both claim to be positive in their 
statements, the last part must naturally also treat of such a 
case; then how is it to be understood: If one was a big one and 
one was a small one, etc., the plaintiff has the burden of proof; 
how would be the law if he does not prove: he takes according 
to the statement of the defendant ? Would this not be in con¬ 
tradiction to Rabba bar Nathan, who says that where one party 
claims to have sold another party wheat, and the other party 
admits to have bought of him barley, that the latter is free (and 
according to the above rule the seller would be entitled to re¬ 
cover for barley) ? We must, therefore, say that the case is 
when one claims that he is positive, while the other one is not 
positive. Let us see who claims that he is positive. Shall we 
assume that the plaintiff claims that he is positive and the 
defendant does not, then there will still be a contradiction to 
Rabba bar Nathan. We must, therefore, say that the plaintiff 
does not claim that he is positive while the defendant does so 
(and therefore he claims his damages from both, and if he does 
not prove his assertion he recovers only according to the defend¬ 
ant's statement). Now as the latter part speaks of a case where 
the plaintiff was uncertain and the defendant was certain, the 
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same must be the case in the first part of the Mishna, and even 
Summachus holds to his theory, because if not it was not neces¬ 
sary for the Mishna to teach this case. Nay, in the latter part 
of the Mishna the plaintiff is not positive and the defendant is 
positive, and in the first part the reverse is the case. 

But after this explanation the first part and last part treat of 
different cases; then could you not explain that the first part 
speaks where both were positive (and only then Summachus says 
that the money should be divided), and the last part treats 
where one is positive and the other is not (in which case Sum¬ 
machus does not oppose). It can be said: Certainty and uncer¬ 
tainty in the first part, and uncertainty and certainty in the 
other part is still one and the same case, but if both assert cer¬ 
tainty in one case and certainty and uncertainty in the other 
case, there are two different things, and if the Mishna should 
mean so it would state so plainly. 

“Both are liable .” Said Rabha, of Pharsika, to R. Ashi: 
Infer from this that if non-vicious oxen cause damage the plain¬ 
tiff may collect his damages from any one of them. Nay, the 
case in the Mishna is that both oxen were vicious. Said R. A'ha 
the elder to R. Ashi: If the case were that they were vicious, 
why is it stated that both are liable ? It ought to be * 1 he" (the man) 
is liable, meaning the owner (as the damage is paid from the best 
estates). We must, therefore, say that the case is that they 
were non-vicious, and it is according to R. Aqiba, who holds 
that they (the parties) are considered partners, and the reason 
here is that both oxen are on hand, in which case he cannot 
shift the responsibility upon the missing ox, but where one of 
them is missing the defendant may say to the plaintiff: Prove 
that this ox has done the injury, and I will pay you. 
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CHAPTER IV. 


RULES IN REGARD TO OXEN REPEATEDLY GORING OTHER OXEN 
AND HUMAN BEINGS. OXEN OF ORPHANS AND GUARDIANS AND 
WHAT IS CONSIDERED “GUARDED.” 

MISHNA I.: An ox that gores four or five oxen one after 
another, the last of them must be paid from the body of the 
goring ox (if he was yet considered non-vicious., e.g. y when the 
goring was not in succession*), and from the balance of the half 
body the last but one must be paid, and if there was still a bal¬ 
ance left the last but two must be paid, so that the later the 
more privileged. Such is the dictum of R. Meir. R. Simeon, 
however, says that if an cx of the value of two hundred zuz gores 
an ox of the same value, and the carcass is worth nothing, each 
one takes one hundred; if he again gores another of the value 
of two hundred, the last one takes one hundred zuz, and the 
former takes fifty, and fifty zuz remain for the owner of the 
goring ox; if he again gores a third one of the same value, the 
last one takes one hundred, the last but one takes fifty zuz, and 
the first as well as the owner takes each a golden dinar (twenty- 
five silver dinars). 

GEMARA: According to whom is our Mishna ? It is cer¬ 
tainly not according to R. Ishmael, who holds that the plaintiffs 
are considered creditors, for if it be so, then not the last, but 
the first would be more privileged, for he was prior to the last 
one in point of time. Neither can it be in accordance with R. 
Aqiba, who holds that in case of a non-vicious ox the plaintiff 
and the defendant are considered copartners, for then if there is 
a balance left from the body of the ox after the goring of the 
last one, the same would have to be divided equally among all 
the plaintiffs previous to the last one, and the decree of the 
.’Mishna is that the last but one must be paid, etc. Said Rabha: 


* Rashi explains this as follows : After the first goring- he saw another ox and 
did not gore and after the second goring he saw two or three other oxen and did not 
gore them, and so after the third and fourth gorings in which case he is not considered 
•■vicious even in alternate order, as explained further on in the text. 
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The Mishna can be explained in accordance with R. Ishmael, 
and the difficulty that it is stated that the later , the more priv¬ 
ileged, which ought to be the first (according to R. Ishmael), is 
to be explained thus: that the plaintiff levied upon the ox, and 
in such a case the plaintiff becomes responsible for the damage 
done by the ox while under his control, as he is then consid¬ 
ered a bailee for hire as regards damages (and so was the case 
with all others). But if such was the case, then why is it stated 
that if there is a balance left it goes to the last but one? It ought 
to go to the owner of the ox (for all the gorings subsequent 
to the first one were made while the ox was not under his con¬ 
trol). Said Rabhina: The statement in question means that if 
after the last one was paid from the body of the ox, there still 
remained a balance, the same must be paid over to the preceding 
one.* And so when Rabhin came from Palestine he said in the 
name of R. Johanan that the Mishna is to be explained in the 
same sense that Rabha did; that is, that the Mishna treats only 
about the negligence of the plaintiffs who took the ox under 
their control and neglected to sufficiently guard him as was their 
duty to do. 

Now, when the Mishna is explained to be in accordance with 
R. Ishmael, how is it about the last part: “ R. Simeon said, 
etc., . . . the first as well as the owner take each a golden 
dinar’' ? This is certainly in accordance with R. Aqiba’s opin¬ 
ion that the goring ox becomes the common property of a 
copartnership. Then the Mishna would be in accordance with 

* This is very complicated, and the commentaries differ as to the explanation 
and illustration thereof. Rashi maintains that if the value of the fifth one was only 
fifty zuz, the carcass being of no value, he collects from the body of the goring ox 
his full half of twenty-five zuz, and turns over the balance to the fourth one, whose 
ox was of the value of one hundred zuz, who collects nevertheless only twenty-five 
zuz, for the reason that the twenty-five zuz collected by the fifth one are deducted 
from his half damage, because the ox was then under his control, and the balance is 
turned over to the third one, applying the same rule ; one full half value of the ox, 
however, belongs to the owner, as the ox was not under his control since the first 
goring. Hananel’s illustration of this rule, however, is in reverse order: The first 
one whose ox was of the same value of the goring ox, who had to collect one hun¬ 
dred zuz out of the body of the goring ox, loses fifty if the goring ox gores another 
of the value of one hundred while under his control, and so the second pays to the 
third the one half of the damage done to him, so that only the last one takes his full 
half damage, as the ox was not under his control. Tosphath remarks that in such 
cases it can happen that the third and fourth should collect nothing, and even the 
fifth one may not be able to collect his full half. See the objection of Samuel Eidlis 
(Marsha) to these remarks of Tosphath and the answer of Sabbati Kohen in his com¬ 
mentary on the Schulchan Aruch, §401, and their illustrations. 
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two different opinions, viz., the first part according to R. Ish- 
mael and the last part in accordance with R. Aqiba. The 
Schoolmen said: Yea, so it is, for Samuel said to R. Jehudah 
(concerning this Mishna): “ Genius, leave alone the explanation 
of the Mishna and agree with me that the first part is according 
to R. Ishmael and the last part according to R. Aqiba/’ * 

MISHNA II. : An ox that is vicious towards his own species, 
but not towards other species, or towards human beings but not 
towards animals, or towards young cattle, but not towards full- 
grown cattle, the whole damage is to be paid to those towards 
which he is vicious and half to those towards which he is not 
vicious. The disciples asked R. Jehudah what the law was 
when an ox was vicious on Sabbath days, but was non-vicious 
on week days. He answered: The same is the case also here. 
He pays the whole for damage done on the Sabbath days, and 
half for that done on week days. When is such an ox restored 
to non-viciousness ? If he refrained from doing damage for 
three Sabbath days in succession. 

GEMARA: It was taught: R. Zbid said: The Mishna 
teaches “ and not vicious ,” which means that as to other species 
it was certain that he was not vicious, but if it is not certain 
he is to be considered vicious towards all. R. Papa, however, 
said: The Mishna teaches “he is not vicious/' which means 
that an ox that is vicious towards his species is not considered 
vicious towards others. The reason for their difference of opin¬ 
ion is the following: The former lays more stress on the last 
part of the Mishna, which teaches that when he is vicious 
towards young cattle he is not considered vicious towards full- 
grown cattle, and this could be correct only in accordance with 
his interpretation that it is certain that he was not vicious, but 
according to the explanation that he is considered non-vicious 
this statement is entirely superfluous, as it was already stated 
that he is not considered vicious even to young cattle if it is 
not certain, and it is self-evident that so much the less towards 
full-grown cattle. The latter attaches more importance to the 
first part of the Mishna, which teaches that if vicious towards 
human beings he is not considered so towards cattle, and this 
could be correct only if it is explained that if it is uncertain that 
he is vicious to cattle he is also considered non-vicious; then the 


* Here is an omission which will be supplied in the eighth chapter of this tract, 
as there is the proper place for it. 
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statement of the Mishna is necessary to teach us that, although 
he is vicious towards human beings, he is still not considered so 
towards cattle, but if you should explain that he is considered 
vicious, even when it is uncertain, then this statement is entirely 
superfluous, as it was already stated that he is considered vicious 
even from cattle to cattle, and it is self-evident that so much 
the more so when he is vicious toward human beings. 

Said R. Ashi: The last part of the Mishna could support 
R. Zbid only. Come and hear: 41 The disciples questioned 
R. Jehudah what the law was, etc., . . . and he answered, 
etc. . . .” Now, if the Mishna is to be explained accord¬ 
ing to R. Zbid, that when not certain he is considered vicious, 
both the question and the answer are correct (i.e ., they ques¬ 
tioned him, when he was certain for Sabbath days and not cer¬ 
tain for weekdays, how was the law); but if you will explain 
the Mishna otherwise (/>., as R. Papa) what was their question ? 
The Mishna states plainly that he is not vicious. Did they in¬ 
tend to teach R. Jehudah and not to question him ? And, sec¬ 
ondly, was it then an answer of the latter? He only repeated 
what they said ? Said R. Janai: R. Zbid’s opinion is supported 
even from the first part of the Mishna, which states: 44 The 
whole is paid to those toward whom he is vicious, and half is 
paid to those toward whom he is not.” This statement can be 
correct only when he is certain to be non-vicious; then it is cor¬ 
rect that the Mishna explains its former statement: To those 
toward whom he is vicious he must pay so much, and to those, 
etc., but if the Mishna means to state that one vicious toward 
human beings is not vicious toward cattle, to what purpose is 
the latter statement ? Is it, then, not known how much a vicious 
ox and how much a non-vicious pays ? If, however, an ox 
gored another ox, an ass, and a camel, he must be considered 
vicious toward all species of cattle even according to the theory 
of R. Papa (as these three species make it certain that he is 
vicious). 

The Rabbis taught: There is a case where an ox may become 
vicious 44 in alternate order,” namely, if he meets an ox and gores 
him, and subsequently he meets another ox and does not, the 
third however he meets he again gores, when meeting the fourth 
one, though, he does not, but when meeting the fifth one he does ; 
and again the sixth he does not. There is another case where 
an ox may become vicious 44 in alternate order” towards all 
species, namely, if he meets an ox and gores him, and subse- 
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quently an ass and does not, a horse and does, a camel and does 
not, a mule and does, a wild-ass and does not gore him. 

The Schoolmen propounded a question : How is it if he gores 
three oxen in succession and subsequently one ass and one 
camel: shall we count the third ox together with the former two, 
and should he be considered vicious toward oxen only but not 
toward other species of cattle, or shall we count the last ox with 
the ass and camel, so that he gored three times in succession 
three different species of cattle, and he is then considered 
vicious toward all species of cattle ? This question remains 
unanswered.* 

Rabha said: " If an ox gored three times, each time upon 
hearing the blowing of a horn, he is considered vicious when 
hearing the sound of a horn.” Is this not self-evident ? Lest 
one assume that the first time is not to be counted because he 
became frightened, he comes to teach us that it is counted. 

MISHNA III .: An ox belonging to an Israelite that gored 
an ox belonging to the sanctuary, or of the sanctuary that gored 
one of a commoner, there is no liability, for it is written [Ex. 
xxi. 31]: ” The ox of another ” (man), but not of sanctuary, f 

GEMARA: This Mishna is not in accordance with R. Simeon 
b. Menassia of the following Boraitha: ” An ox of a commoner 
that gored an ox of the sanctuary, or vice versa , is free, for it 
is written: ‘ The ox of another ,’ but not of the sanctuary. R. 
Simeon b. Menassia, however, says that an ox of the sanctuary 
that gored an ox of a commoner is free, but an ox of a com¬ 
moner that gored an ox of the sanctuary, whether vicious or 
not, the whole damage must be paid.” Let us see what the 
reason is of R. Simeon's opinion. If R. Simeon interpreted the 
word ” another ma 7 i 99 literally, why, then, should the commoner's 
ox be liable when he gores an ox of the sanctuary (the sanctuary 
cannot be called another man) ? And if he interpreted the word 
not literally, why should an ox of the sanctuary be free when he 
gored a commoner's ox ? And if one might say that although 
he interpreted the word literally, he nevertheless makes the 


* Here follow several similar questions, all remaining unanswered, and they are 
of no importance. 

f For the first time in our translation we omit here a statement of the Mishna 
regarding the goring of an ox belonging to an idolater, for it seems to us that it was 
inserted here not by the editors of the Mishna ; the evidence for this we have set forth 
in a long article in Hebrew in the monthly “ Ner Hamarabi.” We will probably ex¬ 
plain this to our English readers in an appendix to the “ third gate ” of this section. 
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commoner pay on the ground of the following a fortiori conclu¬ 
sion : When one commoner's ox gores a similar ox he must pay; 
so much the more if a commoner’s ox gores one belonging to 
the sanctuary, and then his statement that even if he was non- 
vicious the whole damage must be paid would not be correct, as 
there is a rule that it is sufficient that an inference should be 
equal to the law from which it is derived (and under no circum¬ 
stances more rigorous); why then must he pay the whole damage 
if it is based only on this a fortiori conclusion ? Said Resh 
Lakish: In reality in all cases the whole damage must be paid; 
the verse, however, making an exception of goring and stating 
that half only is to be paid, added at the same time the word 
(which means, literally, 14 his comrade”), with the inten¬ 
tion to exclude all those cases where it cannot be considered of 
his comrade, e.g. y of the sanctuary; and the correctness of this 
statement may be proved from the fact that when the verse 
speaks of a vicious ox the above word ” Re-ehu ” is not men¬ 
tioned. 

When the daughter of R. Samuel bar Jehudah died, one of 
the Rabbis said to Ula: Let us go and console him. He said 
to them: What have I to do with the consolation of a Babylon¬ 
ian, for it may turn into a blasphemy, as they are in the habit 
of saying in such cases, ” What can be done ? ” (against the will 
of God), which means that if something could be done against 
His will they would, and this is certainly a blasphemy. He 
then went alone, and his consolation was as follows: It is writ¬ 
ten [Deut. ii. 9]: ” And the Lord said unto me, Do not attack 
the Moabites, nor contend with them in battle.” Could it, 
then, ever enter Moses’ mind to engage in war without the con¬ 
sent of the Lord ? But Moses drew an a fortiori conclusion for 
himself, thus: If of the Midianites who only came to help the 
Moabites the Scripture reads [Numb. xxv. 17]: ” Attack the 
Midianites, and smite them,” the Moabites themselves so much 
the more? The Holy One, blessed be He, then said: ” Thy 
conclusion was so because thou couldst not imagine what I bear 
in my mind. Two good doves I have to bring forth from them; 
namely, Ruth the Moabite and Naomi the Amonite.” Now is 
there not an a fortiori conclusion to be drawn ? If for two good 
doves the Holy One, blessed be He, has saved two great nations 
and has not destroyed them, so much the more would He have 
saved the life of the master’s daughter if she would be righteous 
and something good would have to come forth from her. 
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MISHNA IV I: An ox of a sound person that gored an ox 
belonging to a deaf mute, idiot, or minor, there is a liability. If 
the reverse was the case, there is none. An ox of the three 
last-named persons that gores, the court should appoint a guar¬ 
dian and the witnesses should testify in the presence of the 
guardian. If in the meantime the deaf mute is cured, the idiot 
becomes of sound mind, or the minor becomes of age, the ox is 
restored to his non-viciousness. . Such is the dictum of R. Meir. 
R. Jose, however, says that he remains in the same position. 
An ox of the stadium ( i.e ., the place where oxen are trained for 
fighting) is not liable to be killed when killing even a human 
being, for it is written: “ If an ox gore ,” which means of his 
own inclination, but not when he is trained to do so. 

GEMARA: Does, then, the Mishna not contradict itself? 
First it states that if an ox of the three named persons that 
gores an ox of a sound person, there is no liability, from which 
it may be inferred that no guardian is to be appointed when the 
ox is non-vicious to enable the plaintiffs to collect from his body, 
and immediately after it states that an ox of those three persons 
that gores, the court should appoint a guardian and witnesses 
should testify before him, from which it may be inferred that a 
guardian is appointed for the purpose of enabling to collect from 
his body ? Says Rabha: This is to be interpreted thus: If they 
were known to be goring oxen the court appoints a guardian, 
and the witnesses are examined in the presence of the guardian 
and the ox is declared vicious, so that if he subsequently gores 
again the damage is collected from the best estates. From 
whose best estates ? R. Johanan said: From those of the 
orphans.* R. Jose b. Hanina said: From those of the guardian. 

Did R. Johanan, indeed, say so ? Did not R. Jehudah say 
in the name of R. Assi that the estate of orphans must not be 
touched (until the orphans reach majority, even when there is 
a written obligation of their deceased father to be paid), unless 
interest would grow on the obligation ( e.g., when the deceased 
borrowed money from a Gentile). R. Johanan, however, says 
also when the widow's marriage contract is to be paid, because 
she must be paid out of the estate a sum of money for her sub¬ 
sistence so long as her marriage contract remains uncollected. 
Hence we see that only for the purpose of supporting the widow, 
or where there is interest growing, R. Johanan permits to collect 


* I.t. y those three named in the Mishna. 
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from orphans' estates, but not otherwise. Reverse the state¬ 
ment in our case, that R. Johanan holds from the estate of the 
guardian, and R. Jose b. Hanina said from those of the orphans. 
Said Rabha: Because there is a contradiction between the state¬ 
ments in the name of R. Johanan, you make R. Jose err. R. 
Jose b. Hanina was a judge, and he always dived to the bottom 
of the law. Therefore the statement in our case is not to be 
reversed, but the reason why R. Johanan states in our case that 
it shall be collected from the estates of the orphans, is because 
there is no other way, as if it should be collected from the estates 
of the guardian nobody would consent to become one. And 
the reason for Jose b. Hanina's statement that it shall be col¬ 
lected from the guardian's estates is because the guardian will 
be able to collect what he has paid from the orphans' estates 
when they reach majority. 

There is a difference of opinion of the Tanaim as to whether 
a guardian is appointed in order to collect from the body of the 
ox in the following Boraitha: 4< An ox who has gored and his 
owner subsequently became a deaf mute, an idiot, or went to the 
sea countries, Jehudah b. Nekussa in the name of Summachus 
holds that he must be considered non-vicious until the evidence 
of viciousness was given in the presence of his owner; the sages, 
however, hold that a guardian is appointed and the evidence is 
given in his presence. Should it happen that the deaf mute 
became cured, the idiot of sound mind, or the owner has re¬ 
turned home, Jehudah b. Nekussa in the name of Summachus 
says that the ox is restored to his non-viciousness, and remains 
so until the evidence is given in presence of the owner, and R. 
Jose says that he remains in the same position he was in." 
Now let us see what Summachus does mean by his first state¬ 
ment that he must be considered non-vicious, etc. Shall we 
assume that the ox was still non-vicious; i.e ., he had not gored 
thrice? Then how shall his second statement be explained, that 
he is restored to his non-viciousness, which means that he was 
already vicious ? We must then say that the statement that he 
is considered non-vicious means that it is considered that he 
had not gored at all, hence no guardian is to be appointed to 
collect from his body, and the sages say that there is one ap¬ 
pointed. This is the explanation of the first part of the above 
Boraitha. In the last part of the Boraitha they differ on another 
point; that is, if the change of control also changes his state 
(i.e., whether the change from the control of the guardian to 
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that of the owners changes also his viciousness to non-vicious- 
ness)? Summachus holds that it does, and R. Jose holds that 
it does not. 

The rabbis taught: “ An ox of a deaf mute, idiot, or minor 
that gored, according to R. Jacob, the half damages must be 
paid.” How was the case ? If it was a non-vicious ox it is 
self-evident that only half is to be paid, as the same is the case 
with an ox of a sound man, and if R. Jacob means that only 
half is paid even if he was vicious, let us see under what circum¬ 
stances it may be said so. If the necessary care was taken of 
him then even the half should not be paid (for it is plainly writ¬ 
ten [Ex. xxi. 29], ” and he hath not kept him in,” but here in 
this case he had kept him in), and if the necessary care was not 
taken of him why should not the whole damage be paid (as 
according to R. Jacob there is no difference who owns the ox) ? 
Said Rabha: This can be explained that it was a vicious ox, and 
care was taken of him, but not so much as was necessary to pre¬ 
vent him from coming into contact with other oxen; and the 
reason of R. Jacob’s opinion is because he holds in accordance 
with R. Jehudah, who says that the state of non-viciousness con¬ 
tinues until he is declared vicious, and he also agrees with him 
in that imperfect care is sufficient also for a vicious one, and he 
agrees also with the Rabbis that a guardian is to be appointed 
to collect from the body of the ox. Said Abayi to Rabha: But 
do not R. Jacob and R. Jehudah differ from each other in their 
opinions ? Have we not learned in the following Boraitha that 
the ox in question R. Jehudah holds him liable, and R. Jacob 
holds that he must pay half ? Said Rabbah b. Ula: R. Jacob 
only explains the liability to which R. Jehudah holds him, but 
does not differ with him. Rabhina, however, says that they do 
differ, but the case was that there was a change of control; that 
is, that the deaf mute was cured, etc. R. Jehudah holds that he 
remains in the same position he was in (and therefore he pays 
the whole), and R. Jacob says that the change of control changes 
also his status. 

The rabbis taught: ” Guardians pay from the best estates, 
but do not pay the atonement money ” (see Ex. xxi. 30). Who 
is the Tana who holds that the money (which is to be paid 
according to the verse mentioned) is in atonement, and orphans 
need not have atonement, for they are not of age ? Said R. 
Hisda: It is R. Ishmael, the son of R. Johanan b. Broka, of the 
following Boraitha: ” It is written [ibid., ibid., ibid.]: 1 And he 
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shall give the ransom of his life ’; that is, the value of the de¬ 
ceased. R. Ishmael, the son of R. Johanan b. Broka, however, 
says it means the value of the defendant.’’ Shall we not assume 
that the point of difference is, that the Rabbis hold that the be¬ 
ginning of that verse means the value of the deceased in money 
as damages, but not in atonement, and R. Ishmael holds that it 
is in atonement? Said R. Papa: Nay, all agree that it is in 
atonement, but their point of difference is: The Rabbis hold 
that the appraisement must be of the person who was killed 
(because his value is to be paid), and R. Ishmael holds that the 
appraisement must be of the person of the defendant, because it 
is written [ibid.]: “ And he shall pay the ransom of ZfA life.” 
And the Rabbis ? Yea, it is true that it states “ his life,” which 
means that his life is atoned for, but the amount to be paid for 
such atonement is the value of the deceased. 

Rabha once declared before R. Na’hman that R. A’ha b. 
Jacob was a great man, and R. Na’hman said to him: When he 
comes to visit you bring him to me. When he had done so, said 
R. Na’hman to R. A’ha: Question something of me; and he 
put him the following question: ” An ox belonging to two 
copartners (who has killed a man), how shall the atonement 
money be paid ? If each copartner should pay the full amount 
then there would be two atonements, and the verse reads one; 
and if we should say that each of them shall give only half, then 
each pays only half ’, while the verse states that < there shall be 
laid on him a sum of money,’ which means the whole sum, and 
not the half.” While R. Na’hman was sitting and deliberating 
over the case, he put to him another question, as to whether the 
property of the one who has to pay atonement is levied upon, 
as such is the case with one who owes sin and trespass-offerings 
(this will be explained in Tract Eruchin). And R. Na’hman 
said to him: Leave alone this question. I am still sorrowful 
that I could not answer the first question at once. 

The rabbis taught: ** One who borrows an ox with the 
understanding that he was non-vicious, and it was found out 
that he was vicious (and while being under the control of the 
borrower he gored again), the owner pays one-half and the bor¬ 
rower the other half. When, however, he became vicious while 
being under the control of the borrower, and he has returned 
him to the owner (and he gored once more), the owner must 
pay half and the borrower is free.” Let us see: The Master 
said that in case he was borrowed with the understanding of 
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being non-vicious, and was found vicious, each pays one-half. 
Why shall the borrower pay anything ? Let him say to the 
owner, I have borrowed an ox, but not a lion. Said Rabh: 
The case was that it was known to the borrower that he was a 
goring ox. But still, he can say that he was understood to be 
non-vicious, and he turned out to be vicious, why shall I pay 
half? Because the owner may answer him: What difference 
does it make to you in this case, if even he would be non- 
vicious? As soon as he has gored while being under your control 
you would have to pay half; the same is now, you pay only 
half. But still there is a difference, for a non-vicious ox pays 
from his body, while a vicious one from the best estates. The 
owner may say: Even in this case there is no difference to you, 
for you would have to pay for the other half of the ox to me in 
money. Now let us see (the second part of the Boraitha): 
“ When he became vicious while under the control of the bor¬ 
rower, etc., the borrower is free; ” hence we see that the change 
of control changes his status, and from the first part it is to be 
inferred that it does not change the status, as the whole damage 
is to be paid if he gored while under the control of the borrower. 
Said R. Johanan: Break* this Boraitha: the Tana who taught 
the first part did not teach the last one. Rabba, however, says: 
The Boraitha cannot be broken, as in the first part it is declared 
that change of control does not change the status, the same 
must be the case with the second part. The reason, however, for 
its decision is because the owner can say as regards the vicious¬ 
ness of the ox, which occurred while under the control of the 
borrower: The latter did not take care of him as he was not his, 
and therefore I do not consider him vicious at all. R. Papa, 
however, says: As in the last part of the Boraitha the control 
does change the status, so also is it in the first part, but the 
reason why there the whole amount is to be paid is because the 
ox always bears the name of his owner, even while under the 
control of the borrower, and therefore the change of control is 
not to be considered. 

“ The ox of the stadium" etc. The Schoolmen propounded 
a question : Is the ox in question fit for the altar or not ? Rabh 
said he is, for he was goring by compulsion, and Samuel said 
he is not, for at any rate a transgression was committed with 
him. There is a Boraitha supporting Rabh, which states 


* This form of expression is often used in the Talmud. 
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plainly that the ox of a stadium is not guilty of death, and is 
fit for the altar. 

MISHNA V : An ox that killed a man by goring him, if it 
was a vicious one, the atonement money is to be paid, but not 
when he was a non-vicious one. Both of them, however, must 
be killed. The same is the case when he gored a minor male or 
female. If he gored a male or a female slave he must pay thirty 
selas, without regard whether their value was one thousand zuz 
or only one dinar. 

GEMARA: If a non-vicious ox killing a man must be killed, 
how can there be found a vicious ox in regard to man ? Said 
Rabba: The case was that he was running after three men, two 
of whom escaped, and the court determined from the circum¬ 
stances that if he would have caught those two he would have 
killed them. R. Ashi, however, holds that such determination 
is of no value, but the case was that he gored two, injuring but 
not killing them at once, and then gored a third one to death, 
when the first two also died, and therefore he is considered 
vicious as to the third to pay the atonement money. R. Zbid, 
however, says: By “ vicious one ” is meant simply that he has 
killed three animals, and an ox that is considered vicious as to 
animals is considered so also as to human beings.* 

44 Both of them," etc. The rabbis taught: 44 From [Ex. xxi. 
28]: 4 Then shall the ox be surely stoned '; is it not self-evident 
that he became a carcass, and a carcass must not be eaten, why 
then does the verse add 4 and his flesh shall not be eaten ' ? ” 
The verse comes to teach that if he was slaughtered after judg¬ 
ment was rendered the flesh must not be eaten. This is the 
prohibition of eating it, but whence is it deduced that no benefit 
must be derived from it ? Therefore it is written [ibid., ibid.]: 
44 But the owner of the ox shall be quit/' which means he shall 
be quit from any benefit. Such is the explanation of Simeon b. 
Zoma. But whence do we know that the words, 44 his flesh shall 
not be eaten/' mean when he was slaughtered after judgment 
was rendered; perhaps it means after he was stoned, and the 
words 44 shall not be eaten ” are to be explained that he shall 
not derive any benefit, but if he was slaughtered the flesh may 
be eaten also ? The prohibition to eat it is inferred from 


* In the Gemara this last sentence is put as a question, and there are many answers 
to it which we deem of no importance to be translated. The law, however, prevails 
as we have translated in our text. 
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“ surely stoned/' and if the verse “ his flesh shall not be eaten ” 
would mean to prohibit any benefit, it should have stated “ shall 
not be derived any benefit/’ or “ he shall not be eaten.” Why 
the addition ” his flesh” to indicate that if he was turned by 
slaughtering into food, as other meat, it is also prohibited ? 

The rabbis taught: It is written [ibid. 28]: ” But the owner 
of the ox shall be quit.” Said R. Eliezer: He is quit from pay¬ 
ing the half of atonement money. (One might say as a non- 
vicious pays half damage in case of goring an animal, the same 
is the case when he first gores a man.) Said R. Aqiba to him: 
Is this not self-evident? The half payment is collected from his 
body, and here when the ox is stoned its owner may certainly 
say: ” Bring it into court and collect from it.” Said R. Eliezer 
to him: Do you consider me as common as not to know such 
a case? I speak of an ox that is not guilty of death; for 
instance, if he killed a man in the presence of one witness, or in 
the presence of his owner only (in which case the ox cannot be 
killed, but one might say that nevertheless the half atonement 
money must be paid). [You say in the presence of his owner, 
which means that the owner admits that it was so, then it would 
be equal to one who confesses of being liable to pay a fine, and 
the law is that he who confesses of being liable to fine is free ? 
R. Eliezer holds that this money is in atonement and not a 
fine.] 

In another Boraitha we have learned: Said R. Eliezer: 
” Aqiba, do you consider me so common as to speak of an ox 
which is to be killed ? I speak about an ox who intended to kill 
an animal but killed a human being, or who intended to kill a 
non-viable child and killed a viable one.” Which of these two 
statements has R. Eliezer made to R. Aqiba first ? R. Kahana 
in the name of Rabha said the one just mentioned was made 
first. R. Tibiumi in the name of the same authority said that 
the first statement was made first. The statement of the former 
is to be compared to a fisher who catches fishes in the sea; if he 
finds big fish he takes them, and if afterward he finds small ones 
he takes them also (although the second statement is much 
straighter evidence than the first one, he nevertheless made also 
the other statement), and R. Tibiumi’s statement is to be com¬ 
pared to a fisher who keeps the small fish if he catch them first, 
but catching afterward big fish he abandons the small ones and 
keeps the big ones. (So was the case with R. Eliezer. He 
tried to give him evidence from the first statement, but as this 
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was easily objectionable he tried to find stronger evidence and 
gave it to him.) 

We have learned in another Boraitha: “ But the owner of 
the ox shall be quit.” R. Jose the Galilean said that means 
that he is quit from paying the value of children (if she was 
pregnant). Said R. Aqiba to him (Is it necessary to have a 
separate verse for this)? Is it not written [Ex. xxi. 22]: ” If men 
strike, and hurt a woman with child,” etc., from which is to be 
inferred that only in case of human beings there is a liability for 
hurting children, but not in case of oxen? (Says the Gemara): 
Is not R. Aqiba correct ? Said R. Ula, the son of R. Idi: An¬ 
other verse is necessary for the following reason: From the verse 
just mentioned one might say men, but not oxen that are equal 
to men. That means, as men are considered always vicious, so 
vicious oxen are free from liability for hurting children, but non- 
vicious oxen should be liable. Therefore comes the other verse, 
” The owner of the ox shall be quit,” to teach that even in such 
a case there is no liability. Said Rabha: Shall the native remain 
on earth and the stranger be lifted up to the highest heaven ?* 
{i.e., how can it enter the mind that a vicious ox shall be free 
and a non-vicious shall be liable?) Therefore said R. Ada b. 
A'hba : (This verse alone would not be sufficient, for) in case of 
men they are liable for the children only when they intended to 
strike each other and struck the woman, but if they intended to 
strike the woman herself there is no money liability because they 
are guilty of a capital crime ; but in case of oxen one might say 
that even when they intended to strike the woman herself their 
owner shall be punished also to pay for the children, therefore 
the expression ” shall be quit ” indicates that it is not so. And 
so was it taught plainly in a Boraitha which R. Hagi brought 
when he came from the south, as R. Ada b. A’hba explained it. 

We learned in still another Boraitha: R. Aqiba said: ” But 
the owner of the ox shall be quit,” means from the payment for 
a slave (in case he was killed by the ox). But why should not 
R. Aqiba say to himself, as he said above to R. Eliezer, page 
143: ” Bring it into court and collect from it,” as the ox must 
be stoned ? Said Rabha: The verse is nevertheless needed for 
the following reason: One might say: Because there is more 
rigorousness about a bondman than about a freeman, as for a 
bondman thirty shekels are paid even if he was worth only one 


* See explanation of this expression in Tract Erubin, p. 16, footnote. 
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shekel, and in case of a freeman his actual value only is paid, 
therefore it might be said that the payment for the bondman 
must be from the best estates; hence the verse to make him 
quit. 

There is a Boraitha in support of Rabha, as follows: 44 The 
owner of the ox shall be quit.” Said R. Aqiba: Quit from 
payment for the bondman: but why is a verse needed for that, 
is it not common sense ? He is liable for a bondman and is 
liable for a freeman: as in the liability for a freeman you made 
a distinction between a non-vicious ox and a vicious one, is it 
not common sense that there shall also be made the same dis¬ 
tinction in the liability for a bondman. And in addition to that 
we may draw the following a fortiori conclusion: A freeman for 
whom there is a liability for his full value, and nevertheless 
there is a distinction between a vicious and non-vicious ox, a 
bondman for whom only thirty selas are paid (although he may 
have been worth one hundred or more), so much the more that 
there ought to be a distinction between a vicious and non-vicious 
one (why, then, is the verse needed) ? There is more rigorous¬ 
ness about a bondman than about a freeman, for in case of the 
latter, if he was worth one sela he pays that much—that is, only 
the actual value—but in case of a bondman thirty selas are paid 
if even he was worth one sela, and therefore one might say that 
whether vicious or non-vicious the full amount must be paid, 
hence the verse that he shall be quit. 

The rabbis taught: It is written [ibid., ibid. 29]: 44 And 
he killeth a man or a woman.” Said R. Aqiba: What does the 
verse mean to teach us by the expression 44 a man or a woman,” 
if it is only to teach that a woman is equal to a man ? This was 
already stated in the preceding verse: 44 If an ox gore a man or 
a woman.” This verse is to make a woman equal to a man in 
this respect, that as the damages for the killed man must be paid 
to his heirs, so also in the case of a woman it is paid to her 
heirs. But does R. Aqiba hold that her husband does not in¬ 
herit from her ? Have we not learned in the following Boraitha: 
44 It is written [Numb, xxvii. 11]: 4 And he shall inherit it’? 
From this is to be inferred that the husband inherits from his 
wife.” So said R. Aqiba. Said Resh Lakish: R. Aqiba meant 
the atonement money, which payment is made only after her 
death, and thus it is only considered inchoate and the husband 
does not inherit such a share in her inchoate as he does in her ex¬ 
isting estates. But what is the reason that it is collected only after 
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her death ? Perhaps it is to be collected as soon as the court 
came to the conviction that she must die from the injuries. 
Therefore it reads [ibid., ibid. 29, 30]: “ And he killeth a man 
or a woman, the ox shall be stoned, and his owner also should 
of right be put to death. But there shall be laid on him a sum 
of money in atonement.” From which is to be inferred that 
the money is paid only when ” his owner shall of right be put 
to death,” which cannot be when she is still alive. But did not 
R. Aqiba say that even in cases of damage her husband does not 
inherit from her ? Have we not learned in a Boraitha: “ If one 
struck a woman and caused her to abort he must pay for the 
damage and pain to herself, and the value of the children to the 
husband; if her husband is dead he pays to his heirs; if the 
woman is dead he pays to her heirs. If she was a bondwoman 
and became free, or she was a proselyte, the one who has to 
make the payment need not pay, for he himself acquires title to 
the payment, as these classes of persons have no legal heirs.” 
Hence we see that even for the damage and pain the payment 
must be made to her heirs and not to the husband. Said Rabba: 
The case was that she was a divorced woman; and so also said 
R. Na’hman: If the case was with a divorced woman, why 
should she not take a share of the money paid for the children ? 
Said R. Papa: The Scripture has awarded the money for the 
children to their father, even if they were begotten illegally, as 
it is written [Ex. xxi. 22]: ” As the husband of the woman lay 
upon him.” 

Resh Lakish said: An ox that killed a bondman uninten¬ 
tionally is free from the payment of the thirty shekels, as it is 
written [ibid., ibid. 32]: ” Thirty shekels shall be given to his 
master, and the ox shall be stoned,” from which it is to infer 
that only when the ox is to be stoned the money is to be paid, 
but not otherwise. Said Rabba: The same is the case as re¬ 
gards atonement money in case the ox killed a freeman uninten¬ 
tionally, for it is written [ibid.]: ‘‘ The ox shall be stoned, and 
his owner also should of right be put to death, but there shall 
be laid on him a sum of money in atonement,” from which is 
to be inferred that only when the ox is stoned, etc., the atone¬ 
ment money is to be paid, but not otherwise. Abayi objected: 
We have learned: ” (If one confess, saying) my ox has killed 
a certain person, or his ox, he has to pay on his own testimony.” 
Does it not mean atonement money also ? Nay, it means the 
money for damages. If it is so, why does the latter part state: 
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" My ox has killed the slave of a certain man; he is not com¬ 
pelled to pay on his own testimony ” ? Now if this is not the 
fine but damages, why should he not pay ? Said Rabba to him: 
I could answer you that the first part treats of damages and the 
latter of fine, but I do not like to give you a far-fetched answer. 
Both parts treat of damages, but in the first instance the atone¬ 
ment money is paid upon his own testimony under the following 
circumstances: That witnesses came and testified that his ox 
killed a man, but were unable to testify whether he was vicious 
or non-vicious, and the owner admits that he was vicious, in 
such a case he has to pay the atonement money on his own testi¬ 
mony, but where there are no witnesses he pays only the dam¬ 
age, but not the atonement money. And in the case of a slave, 
if witnesses come and testify that the ox killed the slave, but 
they are unable to testify whether he was vicious or not, and the 
owner admits that he was vicious, he has not to pay the fine 
upon his own testimony, and where there are no witnesses he 
need not pay even the damages. R. Samuel b. Itzhak objected: 
We have learned: “ The same liability one has for a freeman he 
also has for a bondman, either as to atonement money or as to 
the death penalty/’ Is there then any atonement money in 
case of a bondman ? We must therefore say that it means 
damages; hence we see that one pays damages even on his own 
testimony. Some say that he himself answered this objection, 
and others say that Rabba said to him: This Boraitha is to be 
explained thus: In every case where one is liable to pay atone¬ 
ment money—for instance, a freeman—when done with intention 
and there is testimony of witnesses, he is liable under the same cir¬ 
cumstances to pay a fine of thirty shekels in the case of a slave, 
and in case he is liable for damages only—as, for instance, when 
witnesses testify that he has done it without intention—in case of 
a slave under the same circumstances he pays only damages, but 
no fine; but if he himself admits, although in case of a freeman 
he has to pay damages, in case of a slave under such circum¬ 
stances he is free. Rabha questioned Rabba: If one’s fire has 
done damage without intention is there a liability or not ? Shall 
.we assume that it is only in case of an ox where, when intentionally 
he pays atonement money, when unintentionally he pays dam¬ 
age, but in the case of fire, where there is no atonement money 
at all (as, if intentionally, he is guilty of a capital crime), if it was 
unintentionally he shall not pay damages, or the atonement 
money is.not to.be taken into consideration, and the damages 
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must be paid at any rate; as we do not know of any reason why 
fire should be distinguished from an ox when done uninten¬ 
tionally, as both are his property ? This remains unanswered. 
When R. Dimi came from Palestine he said in the name of R. 
Johanan thus: It could be written: ” Shall be laid on him a 
sum of money in atonement/' Why is the word “ if ” * added ? 
To teach that the atonement money shall be paid when done 
unintentionally as well as if done intentionally. Said Abayi to 
him: According to your theory, why should we not say the 
same of a bondman, where it is also written [ibid. 31] " if,” 
even when done unintentionally; and if you should say that so 
it really is, why then said Resh Lakish that if an ox killed a 
slave unintentionally he is free from the thirty shekels ? He 
answered: What contradiction do you adduce? They are two 
different persons, and differ in their opinions. When Rabhin 
came from Palestine he said that R. Johanan has declared plainly 
that the same is the case with a slave when killed, even unin¬ 
tentionally, and that he deduced it from the word “ if,” as ex¬ 
plained above. 

” A male or female minor." The rabbis taught: It is 
written [ibid. 31]: “ If he gore a son or gore a daughter; ” that 
is, to make one liable for little children as for grown persons. 
But is this not common-sense ? There is a liability of a human 
being for a human being, and the same liability is of an ox for 
a human being; as in the former there is no difference as to 
whether young or old, so also in the latter case, and this can be 
inferred also by the following a fortiori conclusion: In the case 
of human beings, in which the murderer is guilty only when he 
is a grown-up person, but not a child, for it is written plainly 
” man ” (and a child is not called ” man ”); in the case of an ox, 
in which there is no difference as to whether it is old or young (as 
the Scripture calls him ox from the very same day he was born, 
Lev. xxii. 27), so much the more that he shall be guilty for 
children as well as for grown persons. Why, then, is a verse 
needed ? Nay (as to all that was said above could be objected 
thus): In the case of human beings there is a liability for the 
four certain things, which is not the case with an ox, and one 
might say, as in the case of an ox, there is no liability for the 
four things; so also should there be a distinction between chil- 


* The text reads “ Im,” which literally means “if”; Leeser, however, translates 
it “ but,” according to the sense of the verse. 
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dren and grown persons; hence the above passage. From this 
passage we deduce only as to a vicious ox; whence do we know 
that as to a non-vicious one ? This is common-sense: As there 
is a liability for a grown man or woman, and the same liability is 
for children, and as to grown persons no distinction is made 
between a vicious and non-vicious ox, the same is the case with 
children. This can also be inferred by a fortiori conclusion: 
Grown persons, who are responsible for their acts, if they were 
killed by an ox there is no distinction made between a vicious 
and non-vicious one; so much the less in case of children, who 
are not responsible for their acts, that no distinction is to be 
made whether the ox was vicious or not. Is it not against the 
rule to draw an a fortiori conclusion from a rigorous one to a 
lenient one to make the lenient rigorous ? (It is deduced that 
no distinction is made between a vicious and non-vicious ox in 
regard to grown persons from the case of the children, and the 
verse, “ If he gore a son,” etc., speaks of a vicious ox; now you 
compare again the case of children to the case of grown persons, 
to say that as there is no distinction, so is none here, conse¬ 
quently you draw from the rigorous one, i.e., grown persons, 
which is based only upon common-sense, to the case of children, 
where the Scripture says plainly that the ox must be vicious, and 
consequently lenient, as it can be said that only a vicious and 
not a non-vicious is meant, to make a non-vicious also liable.) 
And still we can say that the case of children is more lenient, 
for children are free from observance of the Law, which is not 
the case with grown man; therefore it is written: ” If he gore 
a son, or gore a daughter,” the repetition of ” gore” being 
superfluous, to teach us that there is no distinction between a 
vicious and non-vicious ox, between injured and killed, and in 
all cases it must be paid. 

MISHNA VI .: An ox that was rubbing against a wall where¬ 
by the wall fell upon a human being and killed him; if the ox 
intended to kill an animal and killed a man, or a non-viable child 
and killed a viable one, he is free. 

GEMARA: Said Samuel: He is free from death, but he is 
liable to pay the atonement money. Rabh, however, says that 
he is free from both. But why shall atonement money be paid ? 
Is he then not non-vicious ? (Is it not said that he was rubbing 
against the wall, in which case he is surely non-vicious, at least 
in this case ?) As Rabha explained this {post, page 112), that it 
was vicious in this respect as to fall into pits,, so also here that 
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it was vicious in rubbing against the wall. But if so, then he 
must be put to death. It would be correct in the case of 
Rabha’s explanation cited concerning a pit, because he noticed 
therein vegetables, and intending to eat of them he fell in, but 
in this case here what can be said ? He was rubbing against the 
wall to derive benefit. How do we know that ? From the fact 
that he continued rubbing even after the falling of the wall. 
But then is this the proximate cause ? Is it not the remote 
cause, as digging up gravel ? Said R. Mari, the son of R. 
Kahana: The case was that the wall was little by little removed 
by his rubbing until the very moment it fell, and therefore it 
was the proximate cause, but still there was no intention to kill. 

There is a Boraitha which is a support to Samuel and an ob¬ 
jection to Rabh, namely: “ There are cases in which the ox is 
put to death and the owner pays atonement money, and there 
are other cases in which atonement money is paid, but the ox 
is not put to death, and still others in which the ox is put to 
death, but no atonement money is paid, and finally such cases 
in which there is no liability to either. How so ? If there are 
both viciousness and intention, both atonement money is paid 
and the ox is killed. If viciousness without intention is pres¬ 
ent, atonement money only; non-viciousness but intentional, 
the ox is put to death, but no atonement money. Non-vicious¬ 
ness without intention, no liability at all. But if, however, he 
has done damage unintentionally R. Jehudah holds him liable 
and R. Simeon holds him free/' What is the reason of R. 
Jehudah’s decision ? He compares it to atonement money: as 
the latter is to be paid if unintentional, so also in damages; and 
R. Simeon compares it to the killing of the ox: as the ox is not 
to be killed if it was unintentional, so also is the case with 
damages. 

“ If the ox intended to kill an animal ,” etc. But how is the 
case if it intended to kill one man and killed another, is there 
a liability ? If so, then this Mishna will not be in accordance 
with R. Simeon of the following Boraitha, in which he says 
** that even if he intended to kill one man and killed another he 
is also free.” And his reason is because it is written [Ex. xxi. 
29J: ” The ox shall be stoned, and its owner,” etc. The killing 
of the ox is equal to the death of its owner: as the owner cannot 
be put to death unless he killed this man intentionally, so also 
the ox is not killed unless it killed this man intentionally. But 
whence do we deduce that it is so in case of murder ? Because 
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it is plainly written [Deut. xix. 11]: ” And he lie in wait for 
him , and rise up against him,” etc., which indicates that he 
must have the intention for the man he killed. 

MISHNA VII .: An ox belonging to a woman, to orphans, 
or their guardian, or an ownerless ox, or an ox belonging to the 
sanctuary, or the ox of a proselyte who died without heirs, all 
those (if they kill a man) are put to death. R. Jehudah, how¬ 
ever, holds that an ownerless ox, or that belonging to the sanc¬ 
tuary or to the proselyte in question are not put to death, for the 
reason that they have no owners. 

GEMARA: The rabbis taught: “The word ‘ ox ’ is re¬ 
peated seven times in the chapter of the Scripture treating of 
the goring of a man by an ox, which repetition means to include 
all those kinds of oxen stated in the Mishna. R. Jehudah, 
however, says that notwithstanding these repetitions, an owner¬ 
less ox, or one belonging to the sanctuary or to a proselyte are 
not put to death, because they have no owners. Said R. Huna: 
R. Jehudah makes him free even if he was consecrated or de¬ 
clared ownerless after the goring. Whence this theory ? Be¬ 
cause it is repeated in R. Jehudah's statement, “ an ox that is 
ownerless or one belonging to a proselyte,” etc., are they not 
both equally ownerless ? Hence for the purpose stated. And 
so it is plainly stated in the following Boraitha: Furthermore, 
R. Jehudah said: Even if it was consecrated or made ownerless 
after goring, they are also free, as it is written [Ex. xxi. 29] : 
“ And warning had been given to his owner,” etc., which means 
that it is put to death then only when during the bringing to 
the court, the judgment, and its execution its owner is still in 
existence. 

MISHNA VIII.: An ox that was sentenced to be put to 
death and his owner consecrated him, he is not consecrated. If 
his owner slaughtered him, his meat is prohibited. If, however, 
this was done before the completion of the sentence, he is con¬ 
secrated, and if slaughtered his meat may be used. 

If one delivered his ox to a gratuitous bailee or borrower, to 
a bailee for hire, to a hirer, all those substitute the owner as to 
responsibility for damage: a vicious one pays the whole, and a 
non-vicious one the half. 

GEMARA: The rabbis taught: “ An ox that killed a man; 
if before sentence he was sold or consecrated the act is valid, if 
slaughtered his meat may be used. If the bailee returned him 
to his owner the act is valid. If, however, all those enumerated 
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were done after sentence, neither of those acts is valid. R. 
Jacob, however, said that as regards the bailee the act is valid 
even if after sentence, and the point of their difference is thus: 
Whether the ox may be sentenced in its absence from before the 
court. The rabbis hold that the sentence must be pronounced 
in the presence of the ox. Now the owner may say to the bailee: 
If you would have returned him to me before sentence, I would 
have driven him away into the swamp (so that he could not be 
brought before the court), and R. Jacob, however, holds that as 
the sentence may be pronounced in his absence, there is no differ¬ 
ence. What is the reason for the rabbis’ theory ? The verse 
quoted above, “ The ox shall be stoned, and his owner,” etc., 
from which is to infer that the ox is in this respect equal to his 
owner, as his owner could not be sentenced to death in his ab¬ 
sence, the same is the case with the ox. R. Jacob, however, 
objected and said: The owner is different, because he could 
argue before the court, but for what purpose is the presence of 
the ox necessary in the court ? 

” If he delivered him to a bailee," etc. The rabbis taught: 
The following four substitute the owner: The gratuitous bailee, 
the borrower, the bailee for hire, and the hirer. If the ox under 
the control of the above killed a man while being non-vicious, 
he must be put to death, and no atonement money is paid; if 
while being vicious, also atonement money is paid; and all of 
them with the exception of gratuitous bailee must pay the value 
of the ox to its owner. Let us see how was the case. If they 
guarded him as required, let all of them be free; if they have 
not guarded him as required, let even the gratuitous bailee also 
pay ? The case was that they have not sufficiently guarded 
him. For the gratuitous bailee it is considered sufficient, and 
therefore he is free, but for all others it is not sufficient (because 
a greater degree of care is required of them). Let us see, accord¬ 
ing to whom is this Boraitha ? If according to R. Meir, who 
says that a hirer is equal to a gratuitous bailee: ” Why did not 
the Boraitha add to the gratuitous bailee also the hirer ? And 
if it is according to R. Jehudah, who says that a hirer is equal to 
a bailee for hire, why did not the Boraitha add to the gratuitous 
bailee also that all of them in the case of a vicious ox are free 
from atonement money ” (as R. Jehudah holds that even slight 
care is sufficient for the above substitutes) ? Said R. Huna b. 
Hinua: The Boraitha is in accordance with R. Eliezer, who says 
that there is no guard for a vicious ox unless the knife, and he 
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also holds according to R. Jehudah, who says that the hirer is 
equal to a bailee for hire. Abayi, however, says that the Bo- 
raitha is in accordance with R. Meir, and it is as Rabbah b. 
Abuhu changed the statement of the rabbis as follows: One 
who hires an ox, how shall he pay ? R. Meir says, as a bailee 
for hire, and R. Jehudah says, as a gratuitous bailee. 

R. Elazar said: One who delivered his ox to a gratuitous 
bailee, and the ox did damage, the bailee is liable, but if he was 
injured he is free. Let us see how the case was. If the bailee 
agreed to guard him against injury, then let him be responsible 
if even he was injured , and even he did not let him be free even 
if he did damage. Said Rabha: The case was that he did take 
the responsibility, but he knew at the time that he was a goring 
ox, and common-sense dictates that his intention was to guard 
him against goring as it was his habit, but it could not enter his 
mind that he will be gored by others. 

MISHNA IX.\ If its owner properly tied him and locked 
him up, and still he broke out and did damage, be it a vicious 
or a non-vicious one there is a liability. Such is the dictum of 
R. Meir. R. Jehudah, however, holds that a non-vicious is 
liable, and a vicious is not, for it is written [Ex. xxi. 29]: “ And 
he hath not kept him in,” but here he had. R. Eliezer, how¬ 
ever, says there is no guard for. a vicious ox except the knife. 

GEMARA: We have learned in a Boraitha: R. Eliezer b. 
Jacob said: ” Whether vicious or non-vicious, if they were 
slightly guarded (from negligence) he is free from the whole 
damage.” The reason for this is because he is in accordance 
with R. Jehudah, who said above that slight care is sufficient 
for a vicious ox, and he holds that even a non-vicious ox must 
also be guarded from the analogy of expression ” gore.” As in 
the case of a vicious one it is plainly written, ” He hath not kept 
him in,” so also it is in case of a non-vicious. 

R. Ada b. A’hba said: R. Jehudah made him free (in our 
Mishna) from viciousness, but not from ^;2-viciousness {i.e., he 
must still pay half). 

Rabh said: If he was vicious to gore with the right horn he 
is not considered vicious as to the left horn. According to 
whom is Rabh’s saying ? (The saying of Rabh is certainly not 
regarding the payment, as it is certain that even when he was 
vicious toward human beings he is not considered vicious toward 
an animal, and it is therefore self-evident that if it was known 
to be vicious with his right horn, no claim can be made that the 
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whole must be paid if he gored the first time with the left horn. 
Rabh’s saying therefore must be interpreted to have reference 
to “ taking care.’') If it is in accordance with R. Meir even a 
non-vicious one must be taken good care of ? And if according 
to R. Jehudah, who holds that only slight care is sufficient, then 
why is it necessary to make the distinction between viciousness 
and non-viciousness, as to goring with left and right horns: there 
is a distinction also in the very case of the right horn, viz., if no 
care at all was taken of him then the viciousness prevails, but if 
any care at all was taken of him, only the non-viciousness pre¬ 
vails and the viciousness is gone ? It can be said that he is in 
accordance with R. Jehudah, but he does not hold of the theory 
of R. Ada b. A’hba. And Rabh’s saying is to be explained 
thus: To find in one and the same ox both viciousness and non- 
viciousness, it can be only when he was vicious to gore with the 
right and not with the left horn; but if he was vicious as to both 
horns, then the element of non-viciousness can no more be found 
in him (i.e., if no care at all was taken of him he is vicious in all 
respects, but if any care at all was taken the viciousness is gone 
and the non-viciousness remains). 

“ R. Eliezer says for a vicious oxf etc. Said Abayi: The 
reason for R. Eliezer’s saying is as we have learned in the fol¬ 
lowing Boraitha: R. Nathan said: Whence do we deduce that 
one must not raise a noxious dog in his house, nor maintain a 
defective ladder? For it is written [Deut. xxii. 8]: That thou 
bring not blood upon thy house.” 


CHAPTER V. 


RULES CONCERNING A GORING OX; EXCAVATIONS ON PUBLIC AND 

PRIVATE PREMISES; EXCAVATIONS MADE BY PARTNERS, ETC. 

MISHNA /.: Should an ox gore a cowand the new-born 
calf be found dead at her side, and it be not known whether she 
gave birth to it before the goring or by reason of the goring, the 
owner of the ox pays half the damage for the cow and one- 
fourth for the calf. So also should a cow gore an ox and her 
new-born calf be found alive at her side, and it be not known 
whether she gave birth before the goring or by reason of the 
goring, the owner of the cow pays half the damage from the 
body of the cow and one-fourth from that of the calf. 

GEMARA: Said R. Jehudah in the name of Samuel: This 
is the dictum of Summachus, who holds that money about 
which there is a doubt as to whom it rightly belongs, must be 
divided. But the sages said: There is a principal rule—the 
burden of proof is upon the plaintiff. [For what purpose is the 
statement that there is a principal rule ? It was necessary that, 
even when the plaintiff claimed positively while the defendant 
only said that he was doubtful about it (in which case one might 
say that there need be no proof at all), this rule apply.] The 
same we have also learned in the following Boraitha (the exact 
statement of the Mishna with the addition): This is the dictum 
of Summachus, but the sages say that the burden of proof is 
upon the plaintiff. 

Said R. Samuel b. Na'hmani: Whence is this rule deduced ? 
From [Ex. xxiv. 14]: “ Whoever may have any cause to be de¬ 
cided, let him come unto them.” That means, he shall produce 
proof before them. R. Ashi opposed: Why is a verse neces¬ 
sary ? Is it not common-sense that one who feels pain goes to 
a physician ? We must therefore say that this verse applies to 
the saying of R. Na’hman in the name of Rabba b. Abbuhu: 
Whence is it deduced that in case of a claim and counterclaim 
the claim must first be passed upon and judgment awarded and 
executed, and then the counterclaim must be proved (as at this 
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stage the former defendant is now the plaintiff) ? From the 
above-quoted passage, which means that the plaintiff who has 
the cause to be decided shall be heard first. The sages of 
Nahardea, however, said that in some cases it might happen 
that the counterclaim must be passed upon first, and that is in 
case the judgment, if awarded against the defendant, would 
have to be collected from the latter’s real estate; for if the judg¬ 
ment were allowed to be collected before the counterclaim was 
proved, the estate would sell much cheaper than if he should 
prove his counterclaim and sell his estate at a proper price. 

“ So also shotild a cow gore an ox," etc. Half and a quarter 
of the damage! Why three-quarters—he has to pay only half ? 
Said Rabha: The Mishna meant to say thus: If the cow is 
there, one-half of the damage is collected from the body of the 
cow; but if she cannot be found, one-quarter is collected from 
the body of the calf, and the reason is because it is doubtful 
whether the calf was with its mother at the time of the goring 
or not; but if we should be certain that it was, half would be 
collected from the body of the calf. 

This decision of Rabha is in accordance with his theory else¬ 
where as to a cow that has done damage—the same may be col¬ 
lected from its offspring, because the latter is considered a part 
of her own body. A hen that has done damage—the latter 
cannot be collected from her eggs, for the reason that they are 
completely separated from the hen and it does not care any 
more for them. 

Rabha said again (in the first instance, when the ox gored 
the cow): The cow and her offspring are not separately ap¬ 
praised, but both of them together (i.e., the value of the cow 
before giving birth and that after she gave birth, and not the 
value of the cow separately and that of the calf separately); for 
otherwise it would work too much harm to the defendant. The 
same is the case if one cut off the hand of his neighbor’s slave 
or if one damage his neighbor’s field (that is, in each of those 
cases the value prior to doing the damage and that after doing 
the damage is ascertained, and thus the damage is appraised, 
and not by appraising separately the damaged part and the 
main body). Said R. A’ha the son of Rabha to R. Ashi: If in 
reality the law is so, what do we care for the defendant ? let him 
suffer. Why, then, did Rabha protect him ? Because the de¬ 
fendant might say: “ I caused injury to a gravid cow, and there¬ 
fore the appraisement must also be made of such a cow.” 
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It is certain, if the cow belonged to one person and the calf 
to another, that for the reduction of the fatness it must be paid 
to the owner of the cow; but for the depreciation on account of 
the reduction in fulness, to whom is this to be paid ? (. I.e if 

while the cow was gravid the owner of the cow sold the calf to 
be born to another person, and through the injury the cow mis¬ 
carried, and by reason thereof the cow became reduced both in 
fatness and in fulness (figure), both of which are elements mak¬ 
ing up the value of a cow; now, for the reduction in fatness the 
owner of the cow must be paid, for the calf has not contributed 
to it; but for the depreciation on account of the decrease in the 
fulness, shall the owner of the calf be paid ? for the calf gave 
her that fulness, or both the cow and the calf contributed to it, 
and the value of this damage must be divided.) R. Papa says 
it is paid to the owner of the cow only. R. A’ha the son of R. 
Iki says that it must be divided, and so the Halakha prevails. 

MISHNA //. : A potter that placed his pottery in the court 
of another without his permission, and the court-owner's cattle 
broke them, there is no liability. If the cattle were injured 
thereby, the potter is liable. If, however, he placed them there 
with permission, the court-owner is liable. The same is the case 
with one who placed his fruit in another’s courtyard and it was 
consumed by an animal of the court-owner. Should one lead 
his ox into the court of another without permission and it be 
gored by the ox of the court-owner, or be bitten by his dog, 
there is no liability. If, however, the ox in question gored the 
court-owner’s ox, or it fell into the well and spoiled the water, 
he is liable. If the court-owner’s father or son was in the well 
(at the time, and was killed), he must pay atonement money. 
If, however, he led it there with permission, the court-owner is 
liable. Rabbi, however, says that in all these cases the court- 
owner is not liable unless he expressly undertook to take care of 
the ox. 

GEMARA: Is the reason for the statement in the first part 
of the Mishna only because he placed them without permission, 
but if with permission the potter would not be liable for injuries 
to the animals of the court-owner, and we do not say that it is 
implied that the potter has assumed the care of the animals, 
and this can be only in accordance with Rabbi, who holds that 
wherever it is not expressly assumed there is no implied assump¬ 
tion to take care ? Now, the latter part, which states: ** If he 
placed them there with permission the court-owner is liable,” is 
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certainly in accordance with the rabbis, who hold that there is an 
implied assumption even when nothing was expressly men¬ 
tioned; and in the last part Rabbi declared that in all cases he 
is not liable unless the court-owner expressly assumed the care; 
hence the first and last parts will be in accordance with Rabbi, 
and the middle part in accordance with the rabbis ? Said R. 
Zera: Separate the clauses, and say that the one who taught 
this part did not teach the other. Rabha, however, says: The 
whole Mishna can be explained to be in accordance with the 
rabbis, and that the case was that he entered with permission 
and the court-owner assured the safety of the pottery (and the 
potter assumed nothing), in which case he is responsible if even 
the wind should break them. 

“ If he placed his fruit, etc. Said Rabh : The case is only 
if she slipped on account of them; but if she consumed them 
(and by reason thereof died) there is no liability, for she was not 
compelled to eat them. 

Come and hear: “ One who led his ox into another's court¬ 
yard, and it consumed wheat which caused it diarrhoea and it 
died, there is no liability. If, however, he led it in with per¬ 
mission, the court-owner is liable. Why not argue here the 
same way, and say that it was not compelled to eat ? Said 
Rabh: “You wish to contradict a case with permission by a 
case without permission ? In the former event he assured the 
safety of the ox, and therefore he is liable if even the ox should 
choke himself." 

The schoolmen propounded the following question: “ When 
he assured the safety of the ox, did it only extend to himself 
(i.e ., to protect the ox against the injury by his own animals), 
or also to all cattle?" Come and hear: “ R. Jehudah b. 
Simeon taught in Section Damages, of the school of Qarna: If 
one placed his fruit in the courtyard of another without permis¬ 
sion and an ox came from some other place and consumed it, 
he is free; if, however, with permission, he is liable. Who is 
liable and who is free—is it not the court-owner ?" (Hence we 
see that he must guard him also against injury by others ?) 
Nay, it may be said that it has reference to the owner of the ox. 
If so, what difference is there whether it was with or without 
permission? There is: If with permission, it is to be consid¬ 
ered the premises of the plaintiff, in which case the tooth is 
liable (for as soon as the court-owner allowed him to enter he 
thereby assigned him room in his court); but without permis- 
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sion, it cannot be considered that he consumed it ** in another 
man's field," which is required in the case of the tooth, and 
therefore there can be no liability. 

Come and hear: “ If one lead his ox into a courtyard with¬ 
out permission and an ox come from another place and gore 
it, he is free; if, however, with permission, he is liable." 
Who is free and who is liable—is it not the court-owner ? Nay, 
it is the owner of the ox. If so, what difference is there whether 
with or without permission ? The Boraitha is in accordance 
with R. Tarphon, who says that there is an extra rule as to the 
horn if on the premises of the plaintiff, in which case he pays 
the whole. Now, if with permission, it is considered the prem¬ 
ises of the plaintiff (for the reason stated above) and he pays the 
whole damage; but if without permission, it is equal to the case 
of the horn on public ground, in which case only half is paid. 

It happened that a woman entered a house to bake, and the 
house-owner's goat having consumed the dough, became fever¬ 
ish and died. Rabha then made the woman pay for the goat. 
Shall we assume that he differs with Rabh, who said that it was 
not compelled to consume it ? What comparison is this ? There 
it was without permission, and therefore the safety was not 
assured; but here it was with permission, and therefore the 
safety of the goat was assured by the woman (for the reason 
stated further on, that in baking by a woman modesty is re¬ 
quired, as she has to bare her arms and the owner of the house 
cannot stay in the room; it is therefore considered that he has 
assigned the whole room to the woman, and therefore she is 
responsible for the damage done to the house-owner). And 
why is this different from the following case: If a woman enter 
another's premises to grind her wheat without permission and 
the house-owner's animal consume the wheat, there is no liabil¬ 
ity. If, however, the animal was injured thereby, the woman is 
liable. The reason then is because it was without permission, 
but if with permission she would be free ? There is a differ¬ 
ence: In case of grinding wheat, where no modesty is required 
and the owner could be present, the care of the animal devolves 
upon him; but in case of baking modesty is required (as stated 
above). 

If one lead his ox into a courtyard," etc. Rabha said: One 
who leads his ox into a courtyard without permission, and the 
ox digs an excavation in the courtyard, the owner of the ox is 
liable for the damage caused to the court, and the court-owner 
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is liable for the damages caused by the excavation (if he re¬ 
nounced ownership), although the Master said elsewhere, on the 
strength of the passage [Ex. xxi. 33] : If a man dig a pit, a 
man , and not an ox; for here in this case he had to fill up the 
pit (before renouncing ownership), and by not so doing it is 
considered as if he dug it. 

Rabha said again: “ One who leads his ox into a court with¬ 
out the permission of its owner, and it injures the owner, or the 
latter is injured through it, he is liable. If, however, it lie down 
(and by doing so breaks vessels, or while being in such a position 
the court-owner stumbles over it and is injured), there is none.” 
Does, then, the lying down relieve him from liability ? Said R. 
Papa: Rabha means, not that the ox itself lay down, but that it 
lay down (voided) excrement and thereby soiled the vessels of 
the court-owner, in which case the excrement is considered a 
pit; and we do not find that there is a liability for damage to 
vessels by a pit. This would be correct according to Samuel, 
who holds that any obstacle is considered a pit; but as to Rabh, 
who holds that it is not considered a pit, unless ownership is 
renounced, what can be said ? Generally from dung ownership 
is renounced. 

Rabha said again: If one enter a court without permission 
and injure the court-owner, or the latter be injured through him 
(by jostling against him), he is liable; if the court-owner injure 
him, he is free. Said R. Papa: “ This was said only in case the 
court-owner has not noticed him; but if he has, he is liable.” 
What is the reason ? Because he can say to him: “ You have 
the right only to drive him out, but not to injure him.” And 
each follows his own theory, for Rabha, and according to others 
R. Papa, said: If both of them were there with permission (e.g ., 
on a public highway), or both of them without permission, if 
one injure the other (by striking with the hand, although un¬ 
intentionally), both are liable (for as to damages there is no 
difference whether with or without intention); but if one was 
injured through the other (as by jostling), they are free. The 
reason, then, is because both of them were either with or with¬ 
out permission; but if one was with and the other one without 
permission, the one who was with permission is free and the 
other is liable. 

“If he fall into the pit and spoil the water ,’’ etc. Said 
Rabha: This was taught only when it was spoiled through the 
body (e.g. y when the body was soiled); but if it was so because 
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of the (putrefied) smell, he is free. And the reason is, because 
the carcass is only th e germon (origin) of the smell, and for^r- 
mon there is no liability. 

“ If his father , his son,” etc. Why so ? Is he not a non* 
vicious one? Said Ula: It is in accordance with R. Jose the 
Galilean, who holds, with R. Tarphon, that the horn on the 
premises of the plaintiff pays the whole damage, so also here he 
pays the whole sum of atonement money, and for that reason 
he teaches, 44 if his father,” etc., to indicate that it was the 
premises of the plaintiff. 

44 If he lead him in with permission ,” etc. It was taught: 
” Rabh said: The Halakha prevails according to the first Tana, 
while Samuel holds that the Halakha prevails according to 
Rabbi.” 

The rabbis taught: 44 If he said: * Lead in your ox and take 
care of him,’ if he did damage, he is liable; if he was injured, 
there is no liability. If he, however, said: 4 Lead in your ox 
and / will take care of him/ the reverse is the case.” Is there 
not a difficulty in the explanation of the Boraitha ? First it 
states, if he told him to lead in the ox and to take care of him 
he is liable if he did damage, etc.—then the reason is because 
he told him expressly to take care of him; but if nothing was 
said as to care, the reverse would be the case, for the reason 
that, when nothing is mentioned, the court-owner impliedly 
assumes the care. How, then, should the last part: 44 If he, 
however, told him: 4 Lead in your ox and / will take care of 
him/ etc., be explained ? Is it not to infer that the reason was 
because he expressly said that he would take care of him, but if 
nothing was said as to care, the owner of the ox is liable and 
the court-owner is free, for the reason that under such circum¬ 
stances the court-owner does not assume the care, which is 
according to Rabbi, who holds that the court-owner is not liable 
unless he expressly assumes the care, and so the first part would 
be according to the rabbis and the last part according to Rabbi ? 
Said Rabha: The whole Mishna can be explained to be in accord¬ 
ance with the rabbis, thus: Because it states in the first part 
44 and you take care of him,” it states also in the last part, 44 and 
I will take care of him.” R. Papa said : The whole Mishna may 
be explained in accordance with Rabbi, but that he holds with 
R. Tarphon, who says that the horn on the premises of the 
plaintiff pays the whole, and therefore if he tell him, 44 You take 
care,” the court-owner has not assigned him any room, and thus 
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it is to be considered as the horn on the premises of the plain¬ 
tiff, which pays the whole; but if he keep silent, it is considered 
that he has assigned him room in the court, and thereby the 
court becomes a partnership, and under such circumstances only 
half is paid. 

MISFINA III\ : If an ox intend to gore another ox, and in¬ 
jure a woman and cause her to miscarry, the owner of the ox is 
free from paying for the child. If, however, a man intend to 
hurt another man, and hurt a woman and cause her to miscarry, 
lie must pay for the child. How is this payment made ? The 
woman is appraised as to the difference in her value (as a slave) 
before and after she gave birth. Said R. Simeon b. Gamaliel: 
If so, then her value increases after giving birth. We must 
therefore say that the worth of the infant is appraised and its 
value is paid to her husband if she has one, or to his heirs if she 
has no husband. If she was a manumitted slave or a proselyte, 
there is no liability. 

GEMARA: The reason is only because it intended to gore 
another ox, but if it originally intended to gore the woman he 
is liable for the infant. Shall we assume that this is a contra¬ 
diction to R. Ada bar A’hba, who said elsewhere that even in 
such a case there is no liability ? Nay, R. Ada b. A’hba may 
answer that, even according to our Mishna, there is no liability 
even if it intended to gore the woman. But why does the 
Mishna say that it intended to gore another ox ? Because in 
the last part it states a case where a man intended to injure 
another one, in which it is essential, for so states the Scripture; 
therefore the same expression was used. 

“ Hozv is this payment to be made ,” etc. The value of the 
infant ? It ought to read “ the increased valuation caused by 
the infant ” ? (for so does the Mishna state, that the woman is 
“ appraised,” etc.). It really means: “ How does he-pay the 
value of the infant and the increased valuation caused by the 
infant ? The woman is appraised,” etc. 

” Said R. Simeon b. Gamaliel ,” etc. What does he mean ? 
Said Rabha: He means thus: Is, then, the value of a woman 
during pregnancy higher than after she gives birth—is not the 
reverse the fact ? We must therefore say ” that the worth of 
the infant,” etc., and so also we have learned in a Boraitha else¬ 
where. Rabha, however, says: He means thus: Does, then, 
the increase in value of the woman belong wholly to the hus¬ 
band, and she has no share in the increase of value caused.even. 
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by her infant ? The infant is appraised and its value paid to 
the husband, and the money for the increase in valuation is 
divided between the husband and the wife. We have so also 
learned plainly in a Boraitha, with the addition that each item 
must be separately appraised: the pain, the damage; the value 
of the infant, however, must be paid to the husband only, but 
the increase in valuation caused by it must be divided. If so, 
then the two statements of R. Simeon b. Gamaliel contradict 
each other ? This presents no difficulty. The one case is that 
of a first-birth, and the other is not. 

And the rabbis, who hold that the increase in valuation also 
belongs to the husband, what is their reason ? As we have 
learned in the following Boraitha: From the Scripture, which 
reads [Ex. xxi. 22]: 44 And her children depart from her,” do 
I not know that she was with child ? Why does it state, 44 a 
woman with child” ? To tell thee that the increase in value 
caused by pregnancy belongs to the husband. R. Simeon b. 
Gamaliel, however, applies the passage quoted to the following 
Boraitha: R. Eliezer b. Jacob said: He is not liable unless he 
struck her over the womb. And R. Papa explained the above 
statement of R. Eliezer b. Jacob, that he does not mean the 
womb only, but any part of the body except the arm or foot. 

41 If she was a bondwoman , ’ ' etc., “ or a proselyte woman , ’ * etc. 
Said Rabba: This is to be explained that he wounded her before 
her husband died, in which case the deceased acquired title to 
the money to be paid, and upon his death the same is inherited 
by the defendant, in whose possession the money still is (and so 
is the law as regards the property of a proselyte who died with¬ 
out leaving heirs); but if he wounded her after the death of her 
husband, the money is to be paid to her. Said R. Hisda: 
” Who is the author of this statement ? Are, then, children as 
packages of money, that their ownership may pass from one to 
another ? Where there is a husband alive the Scripture made 
an exception, in that the money to be paid should belong to 
'him; but where there is none, no payment at all is to be made.” 
‘Regarding this statement the Tanaim of the following Boraitha 
differ: 44 An Israelite’s daughter that was married to a proselyte 
and she has conceived by him, and some one wounded her, if 
during the lifetime of the proselyte, the value of the infant goes 
to him; if after his decease, one Boraitha states that the defend- 
■ant-must pay to the mother and another Boraitha states that he 
us free.” 
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According to Rabba’s theory there is no doubt that the 
Tanaim differ, but according to R. Hisda’s theory, in accord¬ 
ance with whom will be the Boraitha which states that he must 
pay ? It is in accordance with Rabban Simeon b. Gamaliel, 
who said that the mother gets one-half of the money to be paid 
even when her husband is alive, and the whole if he is dead. 

R. Iba the elder propounded the following question to R. 
Na’hman: One who took possession of the documents of a 
proselyte (which he held against the lands of an Israelite), what 
is the law ? Shall we assume, of one who receives mortgages 
on estates, that his main intention is to take possession of the 
lands, and whereas of the latter the proselyte has as yet not 
taken possession, the one who took possession of the documents 
has acquired no title, because these documents are not consid¬ 
ered property, or is it considered that the proselyte’s intention 
was also as to the documents (and so they are his property) ? 
He said to him: Answer me, my Master, could the intention of 
the proselyte be to wrap up a bottle in them ? He answered; 
Yea, it may have been also for that very purpose. 

Rabba said: “ If an Israelite’s pledge is in the hands of a 
proselyte and the latter dies, and another Israelite comes and 
takes possession of it, he may be deprived of the possession (by 
the owner of the pledged article). Why so ? Because as soon 
as the proselyte died the lien on the pledge became null and 
void. If, however, a proselyte's pledge is held by an Israelite 
and the proselyte dies, and another Israelite takes possession of 
it, the pledgee has his lien on the pledge to the extent of his 
debt and the other one acquires title as to the balance. Why 
should not the pledgee’s premises (on which the pledge is 
located) acquire the title for its owner ? Did not R. Jose b. 
Hanima say that one’s premises acquire title for their owner 
even without his knowledge ? It may be explained that he was 
not there, and therefore when the owner is there, and he wishes 
he himself could acquire title, his premises can also do so for 
him; but where there is no owner to acquire title himself, his 
premises cannot do so for him. And so the Halakha prevails. 

MISHNA IV. : One who digs a pit on private ground and 
opens it into public ground, or vice versa , or on private ground 
and opens it into the private ground of another person, is liable. 

GEMARA: The rabbis taught: One who digs a pit on pri¬ 
vate premises and opens it into public premises is liable; and 
this is the kind of a pit that was meant by the Scripture. Such 


THE BABYLONIAN TALMUD. 


116 

is the dictum of R. Ishmael. R. Aqiba says: The pit men¬ 
tioned in the Scripture is where one renounced ownership to his 
premises (on which there was a pit), but did not renounce it to 
the pit. Said Rabba: As to a pit on public ground, all agree 
that there is a liability, but as to one on one's own premises, 
R. Aqiba holds that even in such a case there is a liability, for 
it is written [Ex. xxi. 34]: “The owner of the pit"; that 
means that the Scripture * meant a pit that has an owner, while 
R. Ishmael holds that it means the one to whom the cause of 
the injury previously belonged. But what does R. Aqiba mean 
by his saying, “That is the pit meant by the Scripture"? 
Thus: Why should this case be free from payment? Is this 
not the very case with which the Scripture began as regards 
payment ?* R. Joseph, however, says, that as to a pit on pri¬ 
vate premises all agree that there is a liability, for the reason 
stated by R. Aqiba; they only differ as to a pit on public 
ground. R. Ishmael holds that one is also liable in such a case, 
thus: It is written [ibid., ibid. 33]: “ And if a man open a pit, 
or if a man dig a pit " ; now, if for the opening one is liable, so 
much the more is he for the digging ? We must therefore say 
that the liability came to him because of the digging and open¬ 
ing only (i.e . 9 that neither the premises nor the pit is his, as 
being on public ground). R. Aqiba, however, may explain it 
thus: Both statements are necessary, for if the Scripture should 
state only as to the opening, one might say that only in case of 
opening it is sufficient to cover it, but in case of digging it is 
not, unless he stuff it up; and if the Scripture should state only 
the digging one might say that only in such a case it must be 
covered, for he has done some substantial act; but in case of 
opening only there is no need even to cover it, for no substan¬ 
tial act was done. Hence the necessity of both verses. And 
what does R. Ishmael mean by his statement, “ This is the 
pit," etc.? He means that this is the pit with which the pas¬ 
sage began as to damages. 

There is an objection from the following: One who digs a 
pit on public ground and opens it into private ground is free, 
although it is not permitted to do so, for the reason that no 
excavation must be made under public ground. One who digs 


* Rashi explains that of the pit mentioned as regards payment it is plainly written, 
the owner ol the pit shall pay”; of a pit, however, on public ground the Scrip¬ 
ture begins with, “ If one open a pit ”—and the Mishna treats of one that dug a pit. 
Hence R. Aqiba’s statement. 
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a round, oval, or obtuse-angle-shaped pit on private ground and 
opens it into public ground is liable. And one who digs pits 
on private premises adjoining public ground, as, for instance, 
those who dig pits to lay foundations for buildings, is free. R. 
Jose b. Jehudah, however, makes him liable, unless he put up 
a partition ten spans high, or unless the pit was at least four 
spans distant from the pathway for man and beast. Now the 
first Tana holds him free, because it was for laying foundations; 
but otherwise he would also hold him liable ? (Hence there is 
a liability for a pit on one's own premises ?) According to 
whose theory is the statement of the first Tana ? It would be 
correct according to Rabba, for it could be explained that the 
first part is according to R. Ishmael and the last part according 
to R. Aqiba; but according to R. Joseph, the last part is in 
accordance with all and the first part in accordance with none ? 
R. Joseph may say that the whole Boraitha is in accordance 
with all, but the first part treats of a case where he renounced 
ownership neither to the premises nor to the pit (and although 
he must not do so, nevertheless there is no liability). Said R. 
Ashi: Now that we arrive at the conclusion that according to 
R. Joseph’s theory the Boraitha is in accordance with all, the 
same may be explained also according to Rabba’s theory that 
the whole Boraitha is in accordance with R. Ishmael; but the 
reason why, according to your inference, there would be a liabil¬ 
ity, if it is not for laying a foundation, is because he extended 
the excavation under the public ground (and therefore, if not 
for laying foundations, it should be considered digging on public 
ground). 

The rabbis taught: One who digs and opens a well and de¬ 
livers it over to the community is free (if any accident hap¬ 
pened). Otherwise he is liable. And so also was the custom 
of Nehunia the pit-digger, to dig and open wells and deliver 
them over to the community. And when the rabbis heard of it, 
they said: " He is acting in accordance with the Halakha.” 

The rabbis taught: It happened to the daughter of the 
very same Nehunia, that she fell into a large well. They came 
and informed R. Hanina b. Dosa of it. During the first hour 
he said to them: “ Go in peace”; and so also during the sec¬ 
ond. At the third (when there was fear that she might have 
died), he said that she was out already and saved. When the 
girl was asked who saved her, she said that a ram passed by led 
by an old man (the ram of Isaac led by Abraham), who saved 
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her. When R. Hanina b. Dosa was asked whether he knew of 
her safety by prophecy, he said: I am no prophet, nor am I the 
son of a prophet, but I thought to myself, 44 Can it be that the 
children of that upright man (Nehunia, who was digging wells 
to enable the pilgrims to drink water from them) shall die by 
the very thing he was taking so much pains to prepare for the 
welfare of Israel?'' Said R. A’ha: Notwithstanding this, his 
son died of thirst. The reason is, that the Holy One, blessed 
be He, is particular with the upright around Him, even on a 
hairbreadth, as it is written [Ps. 1 . 3]: 44 And round him there 
rageth a mighty storm " * (and there must have been some sin 
committed by Nehunia for which he was punished). R. Nehunia 
says: From the following passage [ibid. lxix. 8]: 44 God is greatly 
terrific in the secret council of the holy ones, and fear-inspiring 
overall that are about him." R. Hanina said: One who says 
that the Holy One, blessed be He, is liberal (to forgive every 
one his sins), his life may be disposed of liberally (for he encour¬ 
ages people to sin), as it is written [Deut. xxxiii. 4]: 44 He is 
the Rock, his work is perfect; for all his ways are just." R. 
Hana, and according to others R. Samuel b. Na'hmani, says: 
It is written [Ex. xxxiv. 6], 44 Long-suffering " in the plural, 
and not in the singular, to signify that He is long-suffering 
towards the upright and also towards the wicked. 

The rabbis taught: One shall not remove stones from his 
own premises to public ground. It happened once that one did 
so, and a pious one passing by at the time and seeing him do 
that said to him: 44 Thou ignoramus, why dost thou remove 
stones from premises not belonging to thee to thy own prem¬ 
ises ?" He laughed at him. Some time later he was com¬ 
pelled to sell his lands, and while walking on the public highway 
in front of his former lands he stumbled over the stones he once 
piled up. He then exclaimed: 44 I see now that the pious one 
was right in his saying! " 

MISHNA V. : One who digs a pit on public ground and an 
ox or an ass falls into it (and is killed), he is liable. It matters 
not as to the shape of the pit, whether round, oval, or a cavern, 
rectangular or acute-angular, in all cases he is liable. If this is 
so, then why is it written 44 pit" [TQ] ? To infer from this 
that as a round pit in order to be sufficient to cause death must 


* The Hebrew term is “ Nisarah,” and the Talmud explains it to mean a “ hair,’* 
from the Hebrew word “saar” (a hair). 
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be no less than ten spans deep, so also all other forms must be 
at least ten spans deep. If they were of less depth, however, 
there is no liability for death; but for injuries there is. 

GEMARA: Rabh said: The pit for which the Scripture 
made one liable is because of the vapors (therein contained), but 
not because of the shock (the animal receives). From this may 
be inferred that Rabh holds that the vapors kill the ox for which 
the digger of the pit is liable; if the ox should be killed not by 
the vapors, but by the shock received at the bottom of the pit, 
there should be no liability, because the ground is considered 
ownerless. Samuel, however, holds because of the vapors, and 
so much the more because of the shock; and if one might say 
that the Scripture meant only as to the shock and not as to the 
vapors, and therefore if it should be proved that the death was 
caused by the vapors and not by the shock there should be no 
liability, it would be incorrect, for the Scripture is testifying that 
the digger of a pit is liable, and even if the pit were filled with 
wool sponges. On what point do they differ (for according to 
both, if the ox was killed he must be paid for) ? The difference 
is in case he formed a hill (ten spans high) on public ground 
(from which the ox fell down and was killed): according to Rabh 
he is not liable, while according to Samuel he is. What is the 
reason of Rabh's opinion ? The passage states [Ex. xxi. 33], 
“ Fall into it,” which signifies that there must be the usual way 
of falling (into an excavation, and face downward), but accord¬ 
ing to Samuel “ fall ” means in any manner. 

There is an objection from our Mishna: If so, then for what 
purpose is written “pit,” etc.? Now, it would be correct 
according to Samuel, for the “ so also,” etc., would include 
also a hill on public ground; but according to Rabh, what does 
this include ? It includes rectangular and acute-angular pits. 
But are these not expressly stated therein ? They are first 
stated, and then it is explained whence they are deduced; and 
it was necessary to enumerate all the forms of a pit, to teach 
that in each of them there are sufficient vapors to kill, if they 
are ten spans deep. It happened that an ox fell into a lake from 
which the neighboring lands used to be irrigated, and its owner 
slaughtered it. R. Na’hman nevertheless declared him trepha 
(illegal, because, according to his theory, the limbs of the ox 
were broken by the fall). The same, however, declared that if 
the owner would spend only one kabh of flour in going around 
and asking the law in his case, he would learn that if the animal 
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under such circumstances should be alive twenty-four hours 
after the fall it could be held fit for eating, and he would not 
lose his ox, which is worth many kabhim of flour. From this 
we see that R. Na'hman holds that an animal may be killed 
from shock in a pit less than ten spans deep. 

Rabha objected to R. Na'hman from our Mishna: “ If they 
were less than ten spans deep and an ox or an ass fell into them 
and was killed, there is no liability." Is not the reason because 
there is no shock ? Nay, because there are no vapors. If so, 
then why is it stated further: " If he be injured, he is liable." 
Why so—there are no vapors ? He answered: " There are no 
vapors sufficient to kill, but sufficient to injure." 

He again objected from the following Boraitha: It is written 
[Deut. xxii. 8]: “ If any one were to fall from there "—this sig¬ 
nifies that it means only from there, but not thereinto. How 
so ? If the level of the public highway were ten spans higher 
than the roof of the house, so that some one might fall from the 
highway to the roof, there is no liability (because there was no 
obligation to make a battlement); if, however, the highway 
were ten spans lower than the roof, there is a liability (for a 
battlement has to be made). Now then, if shock in an excava¬ 
tion less than ten spans deep also kills, why state ten ? He 
answered: “ This case is different, for it states 4 house,’ and less 
than ten cannot be called a ‘ house.' " 

MISHNA VI. : When a pit belongs to two partners, and 
one of them passes by and does not cover it, and so also does 
the second, the latter only is liable. 

GEMARA: Let us see. How can there be a pit of two 
partners on public ground ? This case could be if we should 
say that the Halakha prevails in accordance with R. Aqiba, 
who holds one liable for a pit even if it be on his own premises, 
and partnership in the pit would be possible if both partners dig 
a pit on their premises and subsequently renounce their owner¬ 
ship to the premises but not to the pit; but if the Halakha pre¬ 
vails according to him who says that if one dig a pit on his own 
premises there is no liability, how is it possible on the one hand 
that there should be liability for the same pit on public ground, 
and on the other hand how can there be a partnership pit on the 
public ground ? Shall we assume that both of them together 
hired an agent to dig the pit for them ? Is there not a rule that 
there can be no agent to commit a transgression, for the agent 
ought not to commit any transgression if even he was hired to 
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do so ? Consequently the partners could not be responsible for 
the acts of the agent. If we assume that the partnership con¬ 
sisted in that each of them dug five spans deep, then there can 
be no partnership, for the act of the first one can be taken into 
account according to Rabbi’s theory only as to injuries; but 
even according to him as to death, and according to the rabbis’ 
theory as to both injuries and death, it cannot be counted. 
How, then, can there be a partnership in a pit ? Said R. Jo- 
hanan: It is possible if both of them together removed a lump 
of earth from it which completed it to make it ten spans deep. 

Where are the theories of Rabbi and his colleagues, men¬ 
tioned above, stated ? In the following Boraitha: ” If one dig 
a pit nine spans deep and another one complete it to make it 
ten deep, the latter one is liable. Rabbi, however, says: The 
latter one only is liable in case of death, and both are liable in 
case of injuries.” 

What is the reason of the rabbis’ theory ? It is written 
[ibid., ibid. 33] : ” And if a man dig a pit,” which signifies that 
it must be by one only. Rabbi, however, explains this passage 
to mean that it must be dug by a man and not by an ox. 

The rabbis taught: ” If one dig a pit ten spans deep and 
another one complete it to make it twenty, and still another one 
make it thirty deep, all of them are liable.” There is a contra¬ 
diction from what we have learned in the following: ** If one 
dig a pit ten spans deep and another one plaster and lime it (and 
thereby makes it narrow and increases its vapors), the last one is 
liable.” Shall we not assume that the one case (where all are 
liable) is according to Rabbi and the other is according to his 
colleagues ? 

Said R. Zbid: ” Both maybe explained to be according to 
Rabbi only, thus: The case where all are liable is correct, as 
stated, and the case where only the last one is liable is where 
there were originally in it not sufficient vapors even to injure, 
and the other one by his acts produced so much vapors as to be 
sufficient both to injure and kill.” 

Rabha said: ” If one place a stone at the edge of a pit which 
is less than ten spans deep and thereby complete its walls to 
measure ten spans, whether he is responsible or not would raise 
the same difference of opinion as between Rabbi and his col¬ 
leagues stated above.” Is this not self-evident ? One might 
say that if one dig one span more in the bottom , and by doing 
so he increase the vapors to be sufficient to kill, he is liable, 
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because the vapors produced by him killed the animal; but if he 
raise the walls at the top (by placing the stone), by which he did 
not increase the vapors, as they were there already, one might 
say that he was not liable, because the animal was not killed by 
the vapors produced by him—he comes to teach us that there is 
no difference. 

Rabba bar bar Hana in the name of Samuel bar Martha said: 
A pit eight spans deep, two of which are filled with water, there 
is a liability. Why so ? Each span of water equals two of dry 
ground. The schoolmen propounded a question : If the pit was 
nine spans deep and only one span of them was filled with water, 
what is the law—shall we say that as there is only a little water 
there are no vapors in it, or shall we say that as it is nine spans 
deep the vapors of the water complete it to make it ten ? 
Again, if the pit was seven spans deep, three of which were filled 
with water, what is the law—shall we say that as there is much 
water in it there are vapors, or because it is not sufficiently deep 
there are none ? This remains unanswered. 

R. Shizbi questioned Rabba: 44 If one dig a pit ten spans 
deep and another widen it (toward one direction only), what is 
the law ?” He answered: 44 Then he diminished the vapors! ” 
The former rejoined: 44 But he increased the possibility of being 
injured ?” Rabba made no answer. Said R. Ashi: “ A case 
of this kind must be examined. If he fell in through the side 
which was widened, then he surely increased the possibility of 
falling in, and he is responsible; if, however, he fell in through 
the other side, then he diminished the vapors, and he is not.” 

It was taught: 44 A pit the depth of which is of the same 
dimensions as its width, Rabba and R. Joseph, both in the 
name of Rabba bar bar Hana quoting R. Mani, differ as to the 
decision of those quoted: One holds that there are always 
vapors (sufficient to kill) therein unless the width exceeds its 
depth, and one holds that there are no vapors therein unless the 
depth exceeds its width.” 

44 If one passed by and did not cover it I* From what time on 
is he free ? (That we say that the other one was charged with 
covering it, for the case undoubtedly is that the first one not 
only passed by but also used the pit; because if not so, then 
the first one ought to be liable as well, as it was negligence also 
on his part not to cover it.) As to this the following Tanaim 
differs: 44 One is drawing water from a well and another comes 
telling him to let him draw water, as soon as he lets him do so, 
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the liability of the first ceases. R. Eliezer b. Jacob, however, 
says that the liability ceases from the moment he delivered him 
the cover of the well. On what point do they differ ? R. 
Eliezer b. Jacob holds that the theory of choice * applies to such 
a case, and each drew water from his own part (and therefore 
the second is not considered to have borrowed from the first his 
share, so as to be charged with the care of the whole, and for 
that reason both are liable in case of damages; but if he accepted 
the cover, he thereby became charged with the care of the 
whole), and the rabbis hold that the theory of choice does not 
apply to such a case. R. Elazar said: One who sells his well, 
title passes with the delivery of the cover. How was the case ? 
If he sold it for money, let the title pass by the payment of the 
money; if by occupancy, let the title pass by this act? The 
case was by occupancy, which requires that he should expressly 
tell him, “ go and occupy and acquire title”; and if he deliv¬ 
ered the cover to him, it is considered as if he told him so. 

R. Jehoshua b. Levi said; One who sells his house, the title 
passes with the delivery of the keys (as it is the same as the 
delivery of the cover of the pit). 

Resh Lakish in the name of R. Janai said: 44 One who sells 
a flock of cattle, title passes with the delivery of the Mashkhuk- 
hith (the drawing-rope). How was the case ? If he drew them 
(removed them from one place to another), let title pass by this 
act ? If by delivery, let title pass by doing this ? The case was 
that he drew them, which requires that the vendor shall tell the 
vendee expressly, 44 Draw them and acquire title,” and as soon 
as he delivered the Mashkhukhith it is considered as if he told 
the vendee expressly, 44 Draw, and acquire title to them.” 
What is meant by Mashkhukhith ? It means the bell. R. 
Jacob said: 44 It means the forerunning goat kept at the head of 
the flock as leader, as a certain Galilean lectured in the presence 
of R. Hisda: When the shepherd gets angry at his flock, he 
blinds the leading-goat at the head of the flock (so that the 
leader falls and with him all the flock).” 

MISHNA VII .: If the first one covered it, but when the 
second one passed by he found it uncovered and did not cover 
it, the latter is liable. If the owner of a pit properly cover it, 
and still an ox or an ass fall into it and is killed, there is no 
liability. If however, he do not properly cover it, he is liable. 


* See Erubin, pages 80-82. 
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If an ox fall forward, face downward, into a pit by reason of the 
noise caused by the digging, there is a liability; if, however, it 
fall backward, there is none. If an ox or an ass with its hous¬ 
ings fall into it and the housings be damaged, there is a liability 
for the animal but not for the housings. If there fall therein 
an ox, deaf, raging, or young, there is a liability (explained 
further on). If a boy or a girl, a male or a female slave, fall in, 
there is none. 

GEMARA: Until what time is the first one free? Said 
Rabh: Until he again knows of his own knowledge that the pit 
is uncovered. Samuel, however, says: Until he is informed, 
even if he has not seen it himself. R. Johanan says: Time 
must be allowed him until he could be informed and could hire 
workmen to cut wood and cover it. 

“ If he cover it properly ,” etc. If he covered it properly, 
how could the animal fall in ? Said R. Itz’hak bar bar Hana: 
The case was, that the cover became rotten from the inside (and 
could not be noticed). 

The schoolmen propounded the following question: “ If he 
covered it sufficiently to withstand oxen but not camels, and 
camels came along and made the cover shaky and then oxen fell 
therein, what is the law ? Let us see. How was the case? If 
camels are usual there, then certainly the act is wilful; if they 
are not, then it is only an accident ? The question is only 
where camels come there at times. Shall we say that, because 
camels do come there, it is considered wilful, for he should have 
had it in mind, or do we say that because at that time they were 
not there it might be considered an accident ?” According to 
others the schoolmen did not question as to such a case; for 
there is no doubt that, as long as they came at times, he should 
have had it in mind, but what they did question was this: If he 
covered it sufficiently to withstand oxen but not camels, and 
the latter are usual there and the cover became rotten from 
within, what is the law ? Do we say that because it is consid¬ 
ered wilful as to camels it is so also as to allowing it to rot, or 
that the theory of because does not apply here ? Come and hear: 
" An ox that was deaf, raging, young, or blind, or an ox that 
walked in the night-time, he is liable; if, however, the ox was 
sound and it was in the day-time, he is free.” Now, why should 
it be so ? Why not say because it is considered wilful as to an 
unsound ox it is also considered so as to a sound one ? Infer 
from this that the theory of because does not apply to such cases. 
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44 If it fell in forward," etc. Said Rabh : By 44 forward " is 
meant that it fell on his face, and by 44 backward " that it struck 
the back of its head against the bottom of the pit. And both 
of them have reference to the pit. [And this is in accordance 
with his theory that the Scripture made one liable in case of a 
pit only because of the vapors, but not because of the shock.] 
Samuel, however, says: 44 In case of a pit there is no difference 
whether it fall forward or backward, but he is liable." [For he 
follows his theory as to the vapors, and so much the more 
because of the shock.] But how is the case possible that when 
it fall backward from the sound of the digging he shall be free ? 
As, for instance, when it stumbles over the pit and falls back¬ 
ward and strikes outside of the pit. Samuel objected to Rabh 
from the following Boraitha: 44 As regards a pit, whether it fall 
backward or forward, he is liable ?" This objection remains. 

R. Hisda said: Rabh admits in case of a pit on one's own 
premises that he is liable, because the owner of the ox may say, 
44 You are liable either way; for whether he died from the vapors 
or from the shock, it was yours." Rabha, however, says: The 
case in the above Boraitha, which states that he is liable if even 
the ox fall backward, was that he turned over; that is, he first 
fell face downward, but before he reached the ground he turned 
over and fell on his back, and therefore it is the vapors that he 
inhaled while falling face downward that kill him. R. Joseph 
says: The Boraitha in question does not mean to say that the 
owner of the pit is liable, but, on the contrary, that the owner 
of the ox is liable, and it treats of a case where the ox did dam¬ 
age to a well, namely, by (entering a courtyard without permis¬ 
sion, the owner of which renounced ownership neither to the 
courtyard nor to the well, and) falling into the well, spoiling the 
water therein contained; in which case he is liable, no matter 
which way it fell. R. Hanina taught in support of Rabh: It is 
written: 44 And fall "—that means that the falling should be in 
the usual manner, face downward. From this it was said that 
if he fell face forward into a pit from the sound of the digging 
there is a liability; if backward from the same cause, there is 
none. 

The Master said: 44 If he fall face downward from the sound 
of the digging, there is a liability." Why so ? Was this not 
caused by the one who was doing the digging ? (In this case it 
is assumed that the owner has hired another person to do the 
digging, and the latter is only the ger?non (medium), and there 
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is no liability for being th egermonf) Said R. Simi b. Ashi: It 
is in accordance with R. Nathan, who said that the damage 
must be paid by the owner of the place where it was done, for 
the reason that the digger cannot be liable, because he is only 
the germon of the damage, as we have learned in the following 
Boraitha: “ An ox that pushed another ox into a pit, the owner 
of the ox, and not the owner of the pit, is liable. R. Nathan, 
however, said that each one of them pays half (for both have 
their share in it).” But have we not learned in another Bo¬ 
raitha: 44 R. Nathan said: The pit-owner pays three-fourths and 
the owner of the ox one-fourth ” ? This presents no difficulty: 
One case treats of a vicious and the other of a non-vicious ox. 
But what does he hold in case of a non-vicious ox ? If he holds 
that each one has done the whole damage, let each one pay 
half ? And if, on the other hand, he holds that each one has 
done half the damage (and therefore the owner of the ox pays 
as for a non-vicious one one-fourth, which is half of the damage 
he did), only three-fourths are paid and one-fourth is suffered 
by the plaintiff ? Said Rabha: R. Nathan was a judge, and he 
dived into the very depth of the Halakha. He holds that each 
has done only half the damage; but as to the objection raised 
that the owner of the ox should pay only one-fourth, it may be 
said that the owner of the killed ox may say to the owner of the 
pit: 44 I found my ox in your pit and you killed him; therefore, 
whatever I can realize from the owner of the ox who pushed 
mine in I will, and the balance you will have to pay.” 

Rabha said: 44 One who places a stone on the edge of the 
opening of a pit and an ox stumbles over the stone and falls into 
the pit,” as to this question the difference of the rabbis and 
R. Nathan comes in (according to the rabbis the one who placed 
the stone is liable, for he caused the fall, and he cannot be con¬ 
sidered as the germon, for the placing of a stone in itself is con¬ 
sidered the same as a pit; and according to R. Nathan both are 
liable, for both contributed). Is this not self-evident ? Lest 
one say: In that case the pit-owner may say to the owner of the 
ox, 44 Were it not for my pit your ox would have (instead of 
pushing him in) killed him ” ; but here, in this case, the one who 
placed the stone may say to the pit-owner, 44 Were it not for 
your pit, what harm would my stone have done him ? Had he 
stumbled over, he would have gotten up at once ?” It there¬ 
fore teaches that he may, however, say to him, 44 Were it not 
for your stone, he would not have fallen into the pit.” 
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Rabha said: An ox and a man who together push some other 
into a pit (so that the ox, the man, and the pit havemll con¬ 
tributed), as regards damages all are liable; as regards the four 
things and the value of the infant (if it should be the case), the 
man is liable and the others are free; as to payment of atone¬ 
ment money and the thirty shekels for a slave, the ox is liable 
and the others are free; as regards damage to vessels and an ox 
that became desecrated and was redeemed, the man and the 
owner of the ox are liable, and the owner of the pit is free. 
Why is the owner of the pit free in this latter case of a redeemed 
ox ? Because it is written [Ex. xxi. 36]: 14 And the dead shall 
belong to him, which means in a case where the dead can 
belong to him, excepting this case (for although it was redeemed 
the carcass cannot be sold but must be buried). 

il If an ox fall inf etc. Our Mishna is not in accordance 
with R. Jehudah of the following Boraitha: 44 R. Jehudah makes 
one liable for damages to vessels caused by a pit.” What is the 
reason for the rabbis' theory ? It is written [ibid.]: 44 And an 
ox or an ass fall therein,” which signifies an ox but not a man, 
an ass but not vessels. R. Jehudah, however, holds that the 
44 or” means to add also vessels. Now, according to R. Jehu¬ 
dah, who admits that the word 44 ox” means to exclude man, 
what does the word 44 ass” mean to exclude ? Therefore said 
Rabha: The necessity of stating 44 ass ” as regards a pit accord¬ 
ing to R. Jehudah, and 44 lamb ” as regards a lost thing accord¬ 
ing to all, is really difficult to explain. 

44 If an ox, deaff etc. What does this mean? Shall we 
assume that the ox belongs to a deaf person, etc., but if he 
belongs to a sound person there is no liability ? How is that 
possible ? Said R. Johanan: It means that the ox was deaf, etc. 
But if he was sound, there is no liability ? Said Rabha: 44 Yea, 
an ox that is deaf, etc., but if he was sound there is no liability, 
because a sound ox is capable of taking care of himself. The 
following Boraitha is plainly in support of the above: If there 
fall therein a deaf, raging, young, or blind ox, or an ox walking 
in the night-time, there is a liability. If it was a sound one, 
however, and in the day-time, there is no liability. 

MISHNA VIII.: There is no difference between an ox and 
another animal as regards falling into a pit; to have been kept 
distant from Mount Sinai [Ex. xiii.], as to payment of double, 
to restitution of lost property; as regards unloading; muzzling, 
kilayim [of species], and as regards Sabbath. Neither is there 
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any difference between the above-mentioned and a beast or bird. 
If so, why does the Scripture mention “ ox or ass ” ? Because 
the verse speaks of what is usual. 

GEMARA: Concerning falling into a pit, it reads [Ex. xxi. 
34]: “ In money unto the owner thereof/' which signifies any 
animal that has an owner. Concerning Mount Sinai, it reads 
[ibid. xix. 13]: “Whether it be animal * or man, it shall not 
live,” which includes also beasts; and the word “ whether” in¬ 
cludes also birds. Concerning payment of double, it reads [ibid, 
xxii. 8]: ” For all manner of trespass,” which signifies that 
every manner of trespass (wilfulness and even as regards inani¬ 
mate subjects). Concerning restitution of a lost thing, it reads 
[Deut. xxii. 3]: “ Every lost thing of thy brother's.” Con¬ 
cerning unloading, we deduce it from the analogy of expression 
of * * ass ” used here, and in regard to Sabbath [Deut. v. 14] (as 
concerning the latter, other animals are also included, so also 
here). Concerning muzzling [Deut. xxv. 4], we deduce it from 
the analogy of the term “ ox” used here, and concerning Sab¬ 
bath [ibid.]. Concerning kilayim, if it relates to that of plough¬ 
ing, we deduce it from the analogy of the term “ ox” in the 
manner just stated; if it relates to that of coupling of animals, 
it is deduced from the analogy of the word ” any of thy cattle ” 
used here, and concerning Sabbath. And whence do we know 
that it is so as to Sabbath itself ? From the following Boraitha: 
R. Jose says in the name of R. Ishmael: At the first command¬ 
ments it is written [Ex. xx. 10]: “ Thy man-servant, nor thy 
maid-servant, nor thy cattle”; and at the second command¬ 
ments it is written [Deut. v. 14]: “ Nor thy ox, nor thy ass, nor 
any of thy cattle.” Why were they expressly stated ? Are, 
then, the ox and the ass not included in ” cattle” ? To tell 
thee that, as the terms “ ox” and ” ass” mentioned here in¬ 
clude beasts and birds, to put them on the same footing, so also, 
wherever these two terms are mentioned, they include beasts 
and birds. But perhaps the statement in the first command¬ 
ments should be taken as general and that of the last command¬ 
ments as particular , and as there is a rule that the general in¬ 
cludes nothing but the particular , this means to say that only 
ox and ass are meant, and nothing else ? Nay, it states, at the 
last commandments, also “all f of thy cattle,” and the word 

* Leeser translates “ beast.’' 

f The Talmud translates the Hebrew term literally, “all,” while Leeser trans¬ 
lates it “ any.” 
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“ all ” adds all other beasts. Is it really so, that wherever 
“all” is written it adds something? Is not the same word 
used at tithing, and still it is construed to be a case of general 
and particular ? (See Erubim, p. 64.) We may say that 44 all 
is sometimes also a ge?ieral y but in this particular instance it 
must be explained only as to add; for it would have been suffi¬ 
cient to state only 44 and cattle,” as it does in the first com¬ 
mandments, and still it states, 44 and all cattle,” to infer that it 
plainly means to add. 

Now, having come to the conclusion that this 44 all means 
to add, why was it necessary to state 44 cattle ” in the first and 
44 ox” and 44 ass ” in the last commandments ? It can be ex¬ 
plained that these particular expressions were mentioned for the 
purpose of deducing muzzling, unloading, and kilayim by the 
analogy of expression stated above. If also (that as regards 
kilayim it is deduced from Sabbath), let even a man be prohib¬ 
ited from drawing a wagon together with an animal, as he is 
also prohibited as regards Sabbath ? Why, then, have we 
learned in the following Mishna: 44 A man is permitted with all 
of them to plough and draw” ? Said R. Papa: One of the 
inhabitants of Papanai knew the reason for that, and that was 
R. A’ha bar Jacob, who explained it thus: It is written [ibid. 
14]: 44 In order that thy man-servant and thy maid-servant may 
rest as well as thou”—that means that they are compared to 
them only as regards rest, but not as regards any other thing. 

R. Hanina b. Egil asked R. Hyya b. Aba: Why in the first 
commandments is it not written 44 that it may be well with 
thee,” and in the second commandments it is so written [Deut. 
v. 16] ? He rejoined: 44 Instead of asking me for the reason, 
you had better ask me whether it is so written at all; for I did 
not notice it. You had better go to R. Tan’hum b. Hanilai, 
who used to frequent R. Joshua b. Levi, who was well versed 
in Agadah.” He went there and got the answer from R. 
Tan’hum. From R. Joshua b. Levi I heard nothing about it, 
but so told me Samuel b. Na’hum the brother of R. Aha b. 
Hanina’s mother [according to others, the father of the same] : 
The reason is because the first commandments (contained on 
the tables) were destined to be broken. And if so, what of it ? 
Said R. Ashi: If this had been written thereon and subsequently 
(the tables) had been broken, Heaven save! 44 good ” would 
have ceased from Israel. 

R. Jehushua said: One who sees the letter 4 4 Tcth ” in. his 


9 


130 


THE BABYLONIAN TALMUD. 


dream, it is a good omen for him. Why so ? Because the first 
time this letter is used in the Scripture is in the word “ Tobh 
(good) in the verse [Gen. i. 4] : “ And God saw the light, that 
it was good (tobh). " 

“ And so also a beast" etc. Said Resh Lakish: In this 
Mishna Rabh teaches us that a cock and a peacock and a pheas¬ 
ant are considered kilayim with each other. Is this not self- 
evident ? Said R. Habiba: Because they are usually raised 
together, one might say that they are one species. Hence this 
statement. 

Samuel said: The ordinary goose and the wild goose are con¬ 
sidered kilayim. Rabha b. R„ Hanan opposed. Why so ? If 
because the one has a long beak and the other a short one, then 
let a Persian and an Arabian camel also be kilayim, because the 
one has a thick and the other a thin neck ? Therefore said 
Abayi: The reason is because the one has his testicles on the 
outside, while the other has them inside. R. Papa said: The 
one hatches one egg at a time, while the other hatches many at 
a time. 


CHAPTER VI. 


REGULATIONS CONCERNING THE GUARDING OF ANIMALS AGAINST 
DOING DAMAGE. CONCERNING THE STARTING OF FIRE ; IF IT 
PASSES OVER A WALL. FOR WHAT DISTANCES PASSED BY A 
FIRE IS THE ONE WHO STARTED IT LIABLE? 

MISHNA /.: If one drive his sheep into a sheep-cot and 
properly bolt the gate, but still they manage to come out and 
do damage, he is free. If he do not properly bolt the gate, he 
is liable. If they break out in the night time, or robbers break 
in the- gate, and the sheep come out and cause damage, he is 
free. If the robbers lead them out, they are responsible for the 
damage. If one exposes his cattle to the sun, or he places 
them in the custody of a deaf-mute, a fool, or a minor, and they 
break away and do damage, he is liable; if, however, he places 
them with a (professional) shepherd, the latter substitutes him 
(as regards liability for damages). If the cattle fall into a gar¬ 
den and consume something, the value of the benefit they de¬ 
rive is to be paid. If, however, they enter the garden in the 
usual way, the value of the damage is paid. How is the value 
of the damage to be ascertained ? It is appraised how much 
a measure of the land required for planting a saah was worth 
before and how much it is worth after. R. Simeon says: If 
they consume ripe fruit, the value of ripe fruit is paid; if they 
consume one saah, the value of one; if two, the value of two is 
paid. 

GEMARA: The rabbis taught: When is it called properly 
and when not properly bolted ? If the gate is bolted so as to 
withstand an ordinary wind, it is called " properly"; if not, it 
is called “ improperly." Said R. Mani b. Patish: Who is the 
Tana who holds that slight care is sufficient for a vicious one ? 
It is R. Jehudah of the following Mishna {supra, page 104): If 
his owner secured him with the rope and properly locked him 
up, and still he came out and did damage, whether he was non- 
vicious or he was vicious, there is a liability. Such is the dic¬ 
tum of R. Meir. R. Jehudah, however, says: For a non-vicious 
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there is, but for a vicious one there is no liability; as it is writ¬ 
ten [Ex. xxi. 36]: 44 And his owner had not kept him in/' but 
here he had. R. Elazar, however, said: 44 There is no other 
care for a vicious one than the knife/* It can be said that the 
Mishna is in accordance with R. Meir also, but the tooth and 
foot are different, for the Scripture required only slight care 
with them, as R. Elazar, and according to others a Boraitha 
taught: 44 There are four things regarding which the Scripture 
diminished the amount of care, and they are the pit, the fire, 
the tooth, and the foot: The pit, as it is written [ibid., ibid. 
33]: 44 And if a man open a pit, or if a man dig a pit, and do 
not cover it"; but if he had only covered it (without placing 
a layer of earth on it), it is sufficient. Fire, as it is written 
[ibid. xxii. 5]: 44 He that kindled the fire shall surely make 
restitution," which signifies that it must be done purposely . 
The tooth and foot, as it is written [ibid., ibid. 4]: 44 And he 
let his beasts enter, and they fed in another man’s field," which 
signifies an intentional act, but not otherwise. Said Rabba: 
From our Mishna it is also to be inferred (that the reason is 
because the Scripture diminished the amount of care), for it 
states sheep instead of ox (although sheep require less care), of 
which it treats throughout. We must say, then, that this is 
because the Law requires only slight care, and therefore the 
Mishna mentioned only sheep, which usually do damage only 
with the tooth and foot, and not with the horn, and also for the 
reason that the tooth and foot are considered vicious from the 
beginning, which is not the case with the horn. Infer from all 
this that slight care only is required. 

We have learned in a Boraitha: 44 R. Jehoshua said: There 
are four things (for which) one who does them cannot be held 
responsible before an earthly tribunal, although he will be pun¬ 
ished for them by the Divine court, and they are: he who breaks 
the fence of the stall where his neighbor’s cattle are kept (only 
when the fence was shaky); he who bends his neighbor’s grow¬ 
ing crop in the direction of fire (only during the prevalence of 
an unusual wind); he who hires a false witness (only for the 
benefit of his neighbor); and he who suppresses his own testi¬ 
mony and thereby deprives his neighbor from its benefit (only if 
he was the sole witness). But if the circumstances are different, 
he is liable also to an earthly tribunal. 

R. Ashi said: The case of bending one’s crop in the direc¬ 
tion of the fire may be explained that he spread blankets over 
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the crop, and thereby made it “ hidden articles/' for which 
there is no liability for the one who starts the fire (as explained 
elsewhere). 

But are there not other cases in which one is liable only to 
heavenly justice ? Yea, there are, but those just stated had to 
be enumerated here, for one might say that in these cases there 
should be no liability even to the Divine court. Thus, in the 
first case, because it had to be abolished anyhow; in the sec¬ 
ond, because by an unusual wind it would have caught fire with¬ 
out that and (according to R. Ashi it is also necessary to mention 
this case, lest one say he may argue that he spread the blankets 
over it in order to protect it against the fire); in the third, be¬ 
cause the witness had not to listen to the one who hired him, 
as it was prohibited by the Law; and in the last case, because 
who could guarantee that if he should not have testified the 
other would have admitted his liability ? And lest one say that 
in such cases there is no liability, even to the Divine court, 
hence the statement. 

“ If he expose them to the sun,” etc. Said Rabba: And this 
is so even if they undermined (the fence and did damage); lest 
one say that in such a case the damage was done through acci¬ 
dent, he comes to teach us that even this is considered wilful. 
Why so ? Because the plaintiff may say to the defendant: Did 
you not know that when exposing them to the sun they would 
do all they could to break out ? 

“ If the robbers lead them out,” etc. Is this not self-evident, 
for by this act they place them under their own control as re¬ 
gards everything ? The case was that they only stood before 
them on each side (so as to leave only the way leading to the 
standing crop open). And this is in accordance with Rabba, 
who said in the name of R. Mathua, quoting Rabh: One who 
leads another one's animal to, and places it in, one's barn (and 
it does damage), is liable. “ Places ? " Is this not self-evident ? 
We must say, then, that it means that he stood before them (as 
explained above). Said Abayi to R. Joseph: You explained to 
us the above saying of Rabh, that the case was that he struck 
it (driving it on), so also was the case here with the robbers, 
that they did not lead them out, but only struck them with a 
cane (and this action is considered equivalent to leading them 
out with the hand). 

” If he deliver them to a shepherd,” etc. From the fact that 
it states that he delivered them to a shepherd, and it does not 
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state that 44 he delivered them to another,” it is to be inferred 
that the shepherd in turn delivered them to his assistant, for 
such is the custom of a shepherd; but if he delivered them to 
a layman the shepherd is not liable. Shall we assume that this 
will be a support to Rabha, who said elsewhere: 44 A bailee who 
intrusts his bailment to another bailee is liable?” Nay, per¬ 
haps the statement here is because it is customary so to do, but 
such is the law, even if it was delivered to a layman. 

It was taught: A bailee of a lost article, Rabba says that he 
is considered a gratuitous bailee for he derives no benefit from 
such bailment; R. Joseph, however, says that because the Scrip¬ 
ture imposed this duty upon him, against his will, he is consid¬ 
ered a bailee for hire. 

R. Joseph objected to Rabba from the following Boraitha: 
If he returned the lost article in a place where its owner were 
likely to see it, he is absolved from any obligation to further 
trouble himself with it; and if it was stolen or lost, he is re¬ 
sponsible. Does this not mean if it was stolen or lost while 
under his control (and still he is liable; hence he is considered 
a bailee for hire) ? Nay, it means from the place to which he 
returned it. But does it not state that he need not trouble with 
it any more ? He answered him : The case was that he returned 
it in the noon-time, and it teaches two cases, thus: If he re¬ 
turned it in the morning, when it could be noticed by its owner, 
who usually passes by that place, he need no more trouble him¬ 
self with it; if, however, he did so in the noon-time, when the 
owner does not usually pass by, and it was stolen or lost, he is 
responsible. He again objected from the following: 44 He is 
always liable until he return it to the control of the owner.” 
Does that not mean if even he placed it in his house, hence we 
see that he is considered a bailee for hire ? He answered him: 
I admit that in case of animated beings more care is required, 
for they are used to walk away. 

Rabba then objected to R. Joseph's statement from a Bo¬ 
raitha which teaches: It is written [Deut. xxii. i] : 44 Bring them 
back.” 44 Bring them ” means to the owner’s house; 44 back” 
means to his garden or to the owner’s ruined (vacant) house. 
We must say, then, that in the last two places the returned 
property is not guarded; because if it is, then what difference is 
there between these two places and the house ? Now then, if 
he is considered a bailee for hire, why is he not liable for it at 
the last two places? And R. Joseph answered: The Boraitha 
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speaks of a case where the property was guarded, and the differ¬ 
ence between those places and the house is that in the former 
case the owner is not notified, and it comes to teach us that the 
knowledge of the owner is not required, as R. Elazar states in 
Baba Metzia, p. 31*7. 

Said Abayi to R. Joseph: Do you yourself not admit that 
he is considered a gratuitous bailee ? Did not R. Hyya b. Aba 
say in the name of R. Johanan that, regarding found property, 
if the finder claims that it was'stolen from him (and it was found 
out that it was not so), he pays double (as it is written [Ex. 
xxii. 7, 8] : “ If the thief be not found . . . or for any man¬ 
ner of lost thing”); and if he would be considered a bailee for 
hire, why should he pay double (by his own claim he admits 
that he has to pay the value of the bailment) ? He answered: 
The case was that he claimed to have been robbed by armed 
robbers (i.e., an accident, in which case he is free). He objected 
again: If so, then it is robbery, and not theft ? R. Joseph re¬ 
joined : I say that even armed robbery, when committed not 
publicly, is still considered theft, and he must pay, according to 
Scripture, double. Abayi objected again: (It was stated else¬ 
where in regard to the comparison between a gratuitous bailee 
and a bailee for hire, as follows:) ” Nay, a gratuitous bailee pays 
double and a bailee for hire does not.” Now, if armed robbers 
pay also double, like ordinary thieves, there can also be a case 
of a bailee for hire who should pay double, as, for instance, 
when he claims that he was robbed by armed robbers (and it 
was found out to be not so) ? He rejoined : It means thus: Nay, 
there can be no comparison between a gratuitous bailee who 
pays double, whatever his claim may be, and a bailee for hire 
who pays double only when he claims to have been robbed by 
armed robbers. He still objected from the following Boraitha: 
It is written [Ex. xxii. 9] : " And it die, or be hurt ”; from this 
we know only as to death or hurt. Wherefrom do we know 
also as to theft or loss ? This is to be drawn by an a fortiori 
conclusion, thus: A bailee for hire who is not liable for death 
or hurt is still liable for theft or loss, a borrower who is liable 
for death or hurt ought so much the more to be liable for theft 
or loss. And this a fortiori conclusion is irrefutable. Now, if 
armed robbers are considered ordinary thieves, why is it irrefut¬ 
able—can it then not be refuted thus: There is an exception 
with a bailee for hire who pays double when he claims that he 
was robbed by armed robbers ? He rejoined : The Tana of this 
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Boraitha holds that even to pay only the actual value without 
an oath is better than to pay double under oath (and therefore 
the a fortiori conclusion cannot be refuted). (The explanation 
of this statement will be found in Baba Metzia, where this case 
is treated at length.) 

4 * If it fall into a garden ," etc. Said Rabh: The case was 
that it struck upon the growing crop, and the benefit derived for 
which payment must be made is that it was prevented from 
striking hard upon the ground. But how is the case if it con¬ 
sumed some plants, does it not pay ? Shall we say that Rabh 
is in accordance with his theory (above, page 109) “ that the 
animal ought not to have eaten " ? What comparison is this ? 
When did Rabh say this ? Only when the animal was injured 
by the fruit which it consumed and the owner of the animal 
claims payment for such injuries, in such a case the owner of 
the fruit can say that the animal ought not to have eaten; but 
when the animal did injtiry to the owner of the fruit by consum¬ 
ing it, did Rabh then say that it must not be paid ? But what, 
then, did Rabh mean by his statement above ? Rabh means to 
state a case of " not only " ; viz., Not only that he pays where 
it consumed, but even when it fell on the crop and consumed 
nothing it must pay, for the benefit it derived in being prevented 
from striking hard upon the ground, and lest the owner of the 
animal say that this was only his duty, similar to frightening 
away a lion from his neighbor's field, for which the Law awards 
no compensation, it comes to teach us that payment must be 
made for the benefit. But why is this really not to be com¬ 
pared to frightening away a lion from one's neighbor's field ? 
Because in such cases one does not incur any expense, but here 
he has actual loss. 

In what manner did it fall ? R. Kahana said that it slipped 
out by reason of the urine it let. Rabha, however, said that it 
was pushed in by another animal. According to the latter, so 
much the more if it happened by reason of her own urine; but 
according to the former, only in such a case; but when pushed 
in by another animal it is considered wilful, and the value of the 
damage is paid, for he (the owner of the field) can say to the 
owner of the animal: 4 ‘You should have seen to it that the 
animals could have passed one by one, without being pushed 
in." Said R. Kahana: The case is only if it damaged one 
plant-bed (that it pays the benefit that it derived); but if it 
went from one plant-bed to another, consuming the plants, it 
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pays the full value. R. Johanan, however, says that even in 
such a case, and even if it continued doing so the whole day, 
only the value of the benefit derived is paid (because when once 
it was already there it could not keep away from consuming), 
until the owner has noticed that the animal left the field and 
then returned again. Said R. Papa: It must not be said that 
the owner of the animal must have notice of both the leaving 
and the returning, it is sufficient if he only had notice of the 
leaving and did not care to keep it from returning, because the 
owner of the field may say to the owner of the animal: 44 You 
should have known that, so long as it knew the way, it would 
go there at the earliest opportunity, and you should have taken 
care of it.” 

44 Hoiv does it pay what it damaged ,” etc. Whence is this 
deduced ? Said R. Mathua: It is written [Ex. xxii. 4]: 44 And 
they feed in another man’s field”—this teaches us that the 
appraisement is made with the other field (which was not dam¬ 
aged). But is this passage not necessary, to exclude public 
ground ? If so, then the Scripture ought to read, 44 and they 
feed another man’s field.” Why in another man’s field ? 
Hence to infer both. 

How is the appraisement made ? Said R. Jose b. Hanina: 
One saah in sixty (*>., the Mishna means not only sixty times 
the portion damaged, but thus: To the measure of land suffi¬ 
cient for planting a saah of grain, on which the damage was 
done, are added fifty-nine measures of such dimensions, and 
appraisement is then made as to the value of such a lot of land 
if sold as one lot of land; then the value of a measure sufficient 
for the planting of one saah is apportioned, and then is ascer¬ 
tained the difference in price of such saah on account of such 
damage. The reason is, that no undue advantage should be 
taken of the defendant; for a small plot of land is compara¬ 
tively higher in price than a plot of sixty times its size, because 
a poor man can also afford to buy it and there are more pur¬ 
chasers). R. Janai, however, says: One Tirkav in sixty (thirty 
saah, and not sixty saah, in order not to take undue advantage 
of the plaintiff, as for plots of sixty saah buyers are not so 
numerous, because for a man of moderate means it is too much 
and for a rich man it is too small a plot). But Hezkiah says: 
The appraisement is made only by one in sixty times the quan¬ 
tity damaged. An objection was raised from the following: 
44 If she consumed a kabh or two, one must not say that their 
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value must be paid, but it is assumed as if it were a small plant- 
bed and is thus appraised.” Is it not to be presumed that this 
plant-bed is appraised separately and for itself ? Nay, it means 
in sixty times its size. 

The rabbis taught: ” The appraisement is not one kabh in 
sixty kabh, for it increases its value; neither one kur in sixty 
kurs, for it unreasonably reduces its value.” What does this 
mean ? Said R. Huna b. Menoa'h in the name of R. Aha the 
son of R. Ika, it means thus: A measure of a kabh is not ap¬ 
praised separately, for the plaintiff may unduly benefit by it; 
nor a kabh as relative to a kur, for the plaintiff may unduly be 
injured by it (for the damage may not be so well noticed), but 
every unit is appraised at sixty times its value (for the reason 
stated above). 

It happened that one came before the Exilarch and com¬ 
plained of one who destroyed one of his trees. Said the Exil¬ 
arch to the defendant: ” I know of my own knowledge that the 
tree was one of a group of three trees which was worth one 
hundred zuz. You will therefore pay him one-third of this 
amount.” The complainant refused to accept this decision, 
saying: Before the Exilarch, who applies the Persian law, what 
have I to do ? and he went before R. Na’hman, who assessed 
the damage by appraising the destroyed tree as relative to a 
group of sixty trees. Said Rabha to him: The rule of sixty 
was held when damage was done by one’s property (without the 
intention of its owner), and you wish to apply the same rule to 
this case, where the person himself has done the damage inten¬ 
tionally ? Said Abayi to Rabha: Why do you think that in 
case of damage done by one’s own person this rule should not 
apply, because ” sixty” is not mentioned in the following Bo- 
raitha: ” One who destroys the young grapes of his neighbor’s 
vineyard, the damage is assessed by appraising the value of the 
vineyard before and after the destruction ” ? But have we not 
learned in another Boraitha, similar to this as regards damage 
by one’s property, viz.: If the animal destroyed a bough, R. 
Jose said, the assessors of fines in Jerusalem say that a bough 
one year old is worth two silver dinars; two years old—four. If 
it consumed hay, R. Jose the Galilean says that the damage is 
assessed by appraising the value of what remained. The sages, 
however, hold that the value of the land before and after the 
consumption of the hay is appraised (and the difference in value 
is the damage). If it consumed grapes in the budding stage, 
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R. Jehoshua says that they are considered as if ready to be 
plucked, the rabbis, however, apply the former rule. R. Simeon 
b. Jehudah says in the name of R. Simeon : This was said only 
when the grapes or figs were still in sprouts; but if they were 
already developed to the size of a white bean, they are consid¬ 
ered as ready to be plucked ? Now then, as to the sages, 
although they do not mention the rule of sixty, still we know 
from elsewhere that such is their theory, and therefore it does 
not state it here expressly. Interpret the above Boraitha in 
the same manner. The Master said: R. Simeon b. Jehudah 
said, etc. This was said only when the grapes and figs were 
still in sprouts, from which it is to be inferred that if they were 
in the budding stage they are considered as ready to be plucked. 
How should the latter part be explained: 44 If it consumed figs 
or grapes when already of the size of a white bean, they are 
considered as ready to be plucked ”—from which it is to be 
inferred that if in the budding stage it is appraised as to how 
much it was worth before and how much after ? Said Rabhina: 
Add, and teach together thus: 44 This is in a case where it con¬ 
sumed grapes and figs in the sprouting stage; but if in the bud¬ 
ding stage or when they were already of the size of a white 
bean, they are considered as ready to be plucked.” If this is 
so, is it not the same as what R. Jehoshua said ? The differ¬ 
ence is as to the deduction from the amount of damage of the 
value of the increased sap (of the tree by reason of the de¬ 
stroyed fruit, which benefits the remaining fruit). But it is not 
known who is the one who holds him liable. Abayi, however, 
says: It is very well known, because the Tana who takes into 
consideration the increase of sap is R. Simeon b. Jehudah, who 
holds something similar in Khethuboth, p. 39 a, 

R. Papa and R. Huna the son of R. Jehoshua used to ap¬ 
praise the tree together with a small portion of the ground on 
which it was growing. The Halakha, however, prevails in 
accordance with R. Papa and R. Huna the son of R. Jehoshua 
as regards Aramean trees and in accordance with the Exilarch 
as regards Persian trees (because they are expensive). 

Eliezer the Little once put on black shoes and stood in the 
market-place of Nahardea. When the officers of the Exilarch 
asked him for the reason, he answered that it was because he 
was lamenting the fall of Jerusalem. 

They said to him: 44 Are you such a great man as to be 
worthy of lamenting the fall of Jerusalem?” And thinking 
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that he was doing that in search of notoriety, they placed him 
under arrest. He, however, protested and said: 44 I am a great 
man.” When asked to prove it, he said: 44 Either you ask me 
some difficult question, or I will ask one of you.” They said 
to him: 44 You ask the question.” He asked thus: 44 One who 
destroys a young date-tree (on which the dates are not yet ripe), 
what amount of damages must he pay?” They answered: 
44 He pays the value of the tree.” 44 But there are already 
dates on it?” They rejoined: 44 Then let him also pay the 
value of the dates.” 44 But did he, then, take the dates with 
him; he only destroyed the tree ? ” he argued. 44 Well, let us 
then hear what you have to say to that.” He answered: 44 The 
damage is appraised as to one in sixty.' ’ They said to him : 4 4 But 
who agrees with you in that ?” He answered: 44 Samuel is still 
alive and his college is in full bloom.” When they inquired of 
Samuel and verified that he agreed with him, they liberated him. 

44 R. Simeon says: If it consumed ripe fruit,” etc. Why so ? 
Was it not said above that [Ex. xxii. 4] 44 And they feed in 
another man's field” teaches that it should be appraised to¬ 
gether with the ground ? This is so only when the ground is 
needed, but in this case ( ripe fruit), where they no longer need 
the ground, it must be appraised separately and paid in full. 
Said R. Huna b. Hyya in the name of R. Jeremiah b. Aba: 
There was a case, and Rabh acted in accordance with R. Meir; 
but in his lectures, however, he declared that the Halakha pre¬ 
vails in accordance with R. Simeon b. Gamaliel. He acted in 
accordance with R. Meir of the following Boraitha: If he (the 
husband) transferred some of his estates to one, and his wife did 
not sign the release of her dower (the amount stated in her 
marriage contract), and then he transferred other estates to 
another and she did sign, she lost her dower. Such is the 
dictum of R. Meir. (And she cannot say: I did this favor to 
my husband and signed the release as to the second estates 
because I lose nothing thereby, as I take my dower in the first 
estates, from which I have not released my right.) And he 
lectured that the Halakha prevails in accordance with R. Simeon 
b. Gamaliel of our Mishna, that if the fruit was ripe it must 
be appraised separately.* 

* No commentary explains for what purpose this statement is made here and 
what the marriage contract has to do with the appraisement of fruit, or why R. Huna 
finds it necessary to declare that there is a contradiction in Rabh’s decision between 
his action in practice and the above lecture. It seems to us that this is to be explained 
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MISHNA II .: One who puts up a stack of grain on an¬ 
other’s land without permission, and the land-owner’s animal 
consumed some of the grain, he is free. If the animal was in¬ 
jured thereby, the one who put up the stack is liable. If, how¬ 
ever, it was done with permission, the land-owner is liable. 

GEMARA: Said R. Papa: It treats here of a case where 
there was a watchman who told him, “ Go and put up your 
stack,” which is construed to mean, ” Go, put up your stack, 
and I will take care of it.” 

MISHNA III.: One who started a fire through the medium 
of a deaf-mute, idiot, or minor, he is free from responsibility to 
an earthly tribunal, but he is liable to the Divine court. If, 
however, he started the fire through the medium of a sound 
person, the latter is liable. If one brought fire and the other 
wood, he that brought the wood is liable. But if the wood was 
brought first by one, and subsequently another brought the fire, 
he who brought the fire is liable. If one came and blew at the 
fire and kindled it, the one who did so is liable. If, however, it 
was kindled by the wind, all are free. 

GEMARA: Said Resh Lakish in the name of Hezkiah: He 
is not liable to earthly tribunals only if he delivered to the per¬ 
sons mentioned in the Mishna a burning coal and they blew at 
it; but if he handed them a flame, he who handed it to them is 
liable. Why so ? Because it is his own act that caused the 
fire. R. Johanan, however, says that even in such a case he is 
free. Why so ? Because it was the deaf-mute’s tongs (medium) 
that caused it. And the court cannot hold him liable unless he 
handed them both fire and fuel, for in such a case surely his 
intention was to cause it. 

” If the wind kindled it, all are free." The rabbis taught: 

If he was blowing at the fire and so also was at the same time 
the wind—if his blowing, independently of the wind, was suffi¬ 
cient to kindle the fire he is liable; if not, he is free. Why so 
—let it be as if he was winnowing and the wind helped him, in 

thus : The opposition to R. Simeon b. Gamaliel in our Mishna is anonymous, and 
there is a rule that the author of all the anonymous Mishnas is R. Meir; and R. 
Meir’s decree regarding the marriage contract agrees with the decision in our Mishna, 
as his theory as regards the marriage contract is that, although the two estates are 
separate, still they are considered one, because they belong to one owner; and 
according to this theory, although the fruit is ripe and no more needs the ground, 
it can nevertheless not be appraised separate from the ground, because they belong 
to one owner, and the verse quoted applies. Hence the contradiction. The state¬ 
ment of R. Huna is the only one of its kind in the whole Talmud. 
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which case he is liable ? Said R. Ashi: This was said only as 
regards Sabbath, where the Scripture requires intentional work 
(and of course he is satisfied with the help afforded him by the 
wind and thus it is intentional); but here he is the mere cause 
( germon ), and there is no liability as regards damages for being 
a mere germon . 

MISHNA IV. : If one start a fire and it consume wood, 
stones, or earth, he is liable; for it is written [Ex. xxii. 5] : “If 
a fire break out, and meet with thorns, so that stacks of corn, 
or the standing corn of the field, be consumed thereby, he that 
kindled the fire shall surely make restitution.’’ 

GEMARA: Said Rabha: All those various things were nec¬ 
essary to be enumerated in the Scripture, for one could not be 
deduced from the other by comparison. Thus, if it mentioned 
thorns only, it could be assumed that only in such a case there 
is a liability, because they are destined to be burnt and one does 
not take proper care, and therefore it is considered gross negli¬ 
gence; but in case of stacks, which are not so and usually one 
takes proper care of them, it would be considered an accident, 
for which there is no liability; again, if it mentioned stacks 
only, it could be assumed that there is a liability, because the 
damage is great; but in case of thorns, where the damage is 
little, one might say that there is no liability. But for what 
purpose is “ standing corn ’’ mentioned ? To teach that as 
standing corn is exposed to view, so everything is exposed to 
view (to exclude that which was concealed from view). [But 
according to R. Jehudah, who holds that there is a liability also 
for such things, what does the case just mentioned teach ? It 
comes to include all that is in a standing position, as trees and 
animals.] “ Field”—to include the case where the fire singed 
the surface of fallow ground or of stones. But let the Scripture 
mention only “ field,” and it would include all the others ? If 
so, one might say that it applies only to the products of the field 
(but not to the ground itself), hence it teaches us that (by stat¬ 
ing “standing corn” expressly and “field,” to include the 
ground itself). 

R. Simeon b. Na’hmani said in the name of R. Johanan: No 
chastisement comes upon the world unless there are wicked 
ones in existence, as it is written [ibid., ibid.]: “ If a fire break 
out and meet with thorns.” When does a fire breakout—when 
there are thorns prepared for it ? Its first victims, however, are 
the upright, as it is written [ibid., ibid.]: “ So that stacks of 
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corn be consumed”—not it shall consume, to signify that the 
stacks of corn (the upright) are consumed first . 

R. Joseph taught: It is written [Ex. xii. 22]: " And none 
of you shall go out from the door of his house until the morn¬ 
ing ? ” Infer from this that as soon as permission is given to 
the executioner he makes no distinction between upright and 
wicked; and furthermore, he picks out his first victims from 
among the upright, as it is written [Ezek. xxi. 8]: ” And I will 
cut off from thee the righteous and the wicked.” R. Joseph 
cried, saying: If they are liable to so much misfortune, what 
good is there in being upright ? Said Abayi: It is of great 
good to them, as it is written [Isa. lvii. 1]: ” Before the evil the 
righteous is taken away” that he shall not see the evil 

that will come in the future). 

The rabbis taught: When pestilence is raging in town, stay 
in-doors, as it is written [Ex. xii. 22]: ” And none of you shall 
go out from the door of his house until the morning ” ; and it is 
also written [Isa. xxvi. 20]: ” Go, my people, enter thou into 
thy chambers, and shut thy door behind thee ” ; and again it is 
written [Deut. xxxii. 25]: “ Without shall the sword destroy, 
and terror within the chambers.” Why the citation of the two 
additional passages ? Lest one say that it is so only as to night¬ 
time but not as to day-time, hence the passage in Isaiah, which 
means at any time; and lest one say that this is so only where 
there is no terror within the house, but when there is it could 
be assumed that it were more advisable to go out and associate 
with others, hence the last-quoted verse in Deuteronomy, to 
teach that although within the house terror reigns, yet without 
it is still worse, as ” without the sword shall destroy.” Rabha 
in times of fury used to keep the windows shut, for it is written 
[Jer. ix. 20]: “ For death is come up through our windows .” 

The rabbis taught: If there is a famine in town, do not 
spare your feet and leave town, as it is written [Gen. xii. 10] : 
” And there arose a famine in the land: and Abram ivent down 
into Egypt to sojourn there.” And it is also written [II Kings, 
vii. 4]: ” If we say,’ We will enter into the city, then is the 
famine in the city; and we shall die there.” For what purpose 
is the quotation of the additional passage ? Lest one say that 
it is so only where there is no risk of life, but where there is it 
is not so, hence the quotation, which is followed by [ibid., ibid.]: 
” If they let us live, we shall live; and if they kill us, we shall 
but die.” 
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The rabbis taught again: “When there is a pestilence in 
town, a person shall not walk in the middle of the road; for so 
long as the Angel of Death has received his permission to rage, 
he does so high-handed. On the contrary, when peace reigns, 
one must not walk on the sideways; for so long as he has not 
the permission, he hides himself away.” 

R. Ami and R. Assi were sitting before R. Itz'hak Nap’ha. 
One was asking him to say some Halakha, and the other to say 
some Agadah. When he began to say a Halakha he was inter¬ 
rupted by one, and when an Agadah he was interrupted by the 
other. He then said: I will tell you a parable: It is like unto 
a man who has two wives—an old one and a young one. The 
young one picks his gray hair and the old one his black hair. 
The result is that lie becomes bald-headed. I will tell you, 
however, now something which will be to the satisfaction of 
both of you: ( Agadah) —It is written [Ex. xxii. 5]: “ If a fire 
break out and meet with thorns”—that means, if it should 
break out of itself —” he that kindled the fire shall surely make 
restitution.” Said the Holy One, blessed be He,” I shall surely 
make restitution for the fire I kindled in Zion,” as it is written 
[Lam. iv. 11]: “ He kindled a fire in Zion, which had devoured 
her foundations ”; and, “ I shall also build it up again by fire,” 
as it is written [Zech. ii. 9] : ” But I—I will be unto her . . . 

a wall of fire round about, and for glory will I be in the midst of 
her.” ( Halakha )—Why does the verse begin with the damage 
by one's property (if a fire break out) and end with damages 
done by one's person (he that kindled the fire) ? To teach thee 
that one is liable for his fire on the same principle as liability for 
one's arrow. 

MISHNA V.: If the fire passed over a fence four ells high, 
or through a public highway or a river, there is no liability. 

GEMARA: But have we not learned in a Boraitha, as re¬ 
gards a fence of such height, that there is a liability ? Said R. 
Papa: The Tana of our Mishna counts regressively, viz.: For 
six, five, and down to (and including) four ells there is no liabil¬ 
ity; while the Tana of the Boraitha counts progressively, viz.: 
For two, three, up to (but not including) four, there is a liability. 
(Hence for four ells, according to both, there is no liability.) 
Said Rabha: The rule that for four ells there is no liability ap¬ 
plies also to a field filled with thorns (which makes it very in¬ 
flammable). Said R. Papa: The four ells begin to count from 
the edge of the thorns upwards. 
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Rabh said: Our Mishna treats of a case where the fire was 
rising upwards, but if it was creeping (and consuming whatever 
was in its way, and therefore if it even crossed a public highway, 
there is a liability) there is a liability even up to a hundred ells. 
Samuel, however, says the reverse: Our Mishna treats where 
the fire was creeping; but if it was rising upwards, any dimen¬ 
sions are sufficient to relieve from liability. The following Bo- 
raitha is in support of Rabh: This (that if it crossed a public 
highway there is no liability) was said only if the fire was rising; 
but if it was creeping and fuel was within reach, even a hundred 
miles, there is a liability. If it crossed a river or a pool eigh¬ 
teen ells wide, there is no liability. 

“ A public highway.'' Who is the Tana who holds so? Said 
Rabha: It is R. Eliezer, who says in the following Boraitha: If 
it was sixteen ells, as wide as a public highway, there is no 
liability. 

Or a river." Rabh said: It means a full-sized river. 
Samuel, however, said: It means a lake (from which the neigh¬ 
boring fields are irrigated). According to Rabh, it is so even if 
the river dried up (for so that it be wide enough, it is considered 
as a public highway), but according to Samuel there must be 
water in the lake. 

* 

MISHNA VI .: If one start a fire on his own premises, how 
far must the fire pass (in order to subject him to liability) ? R. 
Eliezer b. Azariah said: It is looked upon as if it were in the 
centre of a space of land sufficient for planting a kur of grain 
(and if it pass out of such distance, he is liable). R. Eliezer 
says: Over sixteen ells, as wide as a public highway. R. Aqiba 
says: Over fifty ells. R. Simeon, however, says: It is written 
[Ex. xxii. 5] : “ He that kindled the fire shall surely make resti¬ 
tution ”—that means that he must make restitution for all that 
was burnt through the fire he started. 

GEMARA: Does, then, R. Simeon not hold of distances in 
regard to fire ? (/.<?., that a fire must not be built unless it is a 
certain distance from other objects). Have we not learned in the 
following Mishna (Baba Bathra, Ch. II., M. 2): R. Simeon says: 
These distances were said only for the purpose that if they were- 
observed, and still damage was done, there is no liability (hence 
we see that he holds of distances ?). Said R. Na’hman in the 
name of Rabba b. Abuah : R. Simeon's statement in the Mishna, 
that one must pay for what was burnt through his fire means; 
that the fire was made by the one who started it ofi such, height. 
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that it could pass the different distances stated, respectively. 
R. Joseph in the name of R. Jehudah, quoting Samuel, said: 
The Halakha prevails in accordance with R. Simeon, and so 
also said R. Na'hman in the name of the same authority. 

MISHNA VIL : If one cause his neighbor's stack of grain 
to burn down, and there be vessels therein which also are burnt, 
R. Jehudah says that he must pay also for the vessels. The 
rabbis, however, hold that he pays only for a stack of wheat or 
barley, as the case may be, of such dimensions. If a bound kid 
were therein and a slave was standing near by and both were 
burnt, he must pay for the kid (but not for the slave, as he 
should have escaped); if, however, a bound slave were therein 
and a kid was standing near by and both were burnt, he is free 
(from damages, because he is guilty of murder). And the sages 
concede to R. Jehudah that, if one set fire to another's house 
(or palace), he pays for all that was therein contained, for it is 
customary with people to keep their property in the house. 

GEMARA: R. Kahana said: The rabbis and R. Jehudah 
differ only in case he started the fire on his own and it com¬ 
municated to another's premises, in which case R. Jehudah 
holds one liable for the damage done by fire to concealed arti¬ 
cles, and the rabbis do not, but if he started the fire on another's 
premises, they all agree that he pays for all that was contained 
therein. Said Rabha to him: If so, why does the Mishna state 
further on that " the rabbis concede," etc.—let it distinguish 
in that very statement, and say that the case is so only if he 
started the fire on his own premises, but if on another’s they all 
agree that he must pay for all that was contained therein ? 
Therefore said Rabha: They differ in both; viz., if he started 
the fire on his own premises and it communicated to another's. 
R. Jehudah holds him liable for concealed articles and the rabbis 
hold him free; and also in the other case, R. Jehudah holds that 
he must pay for all that was concealed therein, even if it were 
apvaxis (a belt made with pockets to place money therein). 
The^rabbis, however, hold that he is liable only for such articles 
as are usually kept there, as a threshing-board or an ox-bow, 
but not dor such articles as it is not customary to keep there. 

The rabbis taught: If one cause a stack of grain belonging 
to another to burn down, and there be vessels therein which also 
are burnt, R. Jehudah says that he pays for all that was con¬ 
tained therein. The rabbis, however, hold that he pays only 
for a Stack of wheat or barley, and the vessels are considered as 
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if their space was occupied with grain. This is so only when he 
started the fire on his own premises and it communicated to 
another's; but if he started it originally on another's premises, 
he pays for all that was therein. And R. Jehudah concedes to 
the rabbis that, if one permit his neighbor to place a stack of 
grain on his premises and the other did so and concealed some 
articles therein (and the owner of the premises cause a fire to 
burn them) he pays only for the grain; if he permitted him 
a stack of wheat and he placed there a stack of barley, or vice 
versa , or of wheat and he covered it with barley, or of barley 
and he covered it with wheat, that he pays only the value of 
barley. 

Rabha said: If one give a golden dinar to a woman and say 
to her: 44 Take care of it, for it is a silver dinar," and she dam¬ 
age it, she pays for a golden dinar; for he may say to her: 
44 What right had you to damage it ?" If, however, it was lost 
because of her negligence, she pays only for a silver dinar; for 
she can say to him: 44 I obliged myself to take care of a silver 
dinar only, but not of a golden one." Said R. Mordecai to 
R. Ashi: Ye learned this in the name of Rabha, while we de¬ 
rived it from the above Boraitha, which states that, if one 
allowed him to place a stack of wheat and he covered it with 
barley, or vice versa , he pays only the value of barley; hence 
we see that he may say to him that he obliged himself to take 
care of barley only. So also here. She may say, 44 I obliged 
myself to take care of a silver dinar, but not of a golden dinar." 
Rabh said: I heard something in regard to R. Jehudah of our 
Mishna, and I cannot recollect what it was. Said Samuel: Does 
(Aba) not recollect what was said in regard to R. Jehudah's the¬ 
ory that one is liable for concealed articles ? That he must 
make oath as to the value, as enacted in case of a bailee who 
claims that he was robbed. 

It happened that one kicked the money-pouch of his neigh¬ 
bor into the river. The owner came and claimed that such and 
such articles were therein. When it came before R. Ashi, he 
was deliberating as to what was the law in such cases. Said 
Rabhina to R. A’ha the son of Rabha, according to others R. 
A’ha the son of Rabha to R. Ashi: Is this not stated in our 
Mishna: 44 And the sages concede to R. Jehudah that if one," 
etc., 44 because it is customary with people," etc.? He an¬ 
swered: If he had claimed that he had money therein it would 
be so, but here he claims that he had therein pearls; and the 
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question is, is it customary with people to keep pearls in a 
money-pouch ? This remains unanswered. 

Said R. Jemar to R. Ashi: If one claimed that he kept a 
silver cup in his house, what is the law ? He answered : It must 
be investigated whether he is a man of such standing that he has 
silver cups, or whether he is a person whom others trust and 
deposit with him such article. Then he makes oath, and he is 
paid; if not, he is not believed, and no oath is given him. 

R. Ada the son of R. Avia questioned R. Ashi: What dif¬ 
ference is there between a robber and one who uses violence ? 
He answered: He who uses violence pays the value (to the 
owner who gives up the articles under duress) while a robber 
does not. He rejoined: If he pays the value, why is it called 
violence—has not R. Huna said: If even one were threatened 
with hanging in order to compel him to sell his property, the 
sale is valid ? This presents no difficulty. R. Huna said so 
only when he finally consented, and said plainly, “ I am willing 
to sell it"; but if he never voluntarily consented it is consid¬ 
ered violence, even if the value of the article was received by 
him. 

MISHNA VIII .: If a spark escape from under the black¬ 
smith’s hammer and do damage, there is a liability. A camel 
that was walking on a public highway laden with flax, and 
the flax pressed into a store and caught fire from the store¬ 
keeper’s lit candle and set fire to the house, the driver of the 
camel is liable. If, however, the candle was placed outside the 
store, the store-keeper is liable. R. Jehudah says: If it was a 
Hanuka lamp, there is no liability. 

GEMARA: Said Rabhina in the name of Rabha: From the 
statement of R. Jehudah it is to be inferred that there is a merit 
in placing the Hanuka lamp within ten spans (above the ground); 
for if it should be assumed to be above ten, why should R. 
Jehudah say that there is no liability—let him say that the 
store-keeper should have placed it above the camel and its 
rider ? Hence as stated: Nay, it may be said that it might be 
placed even above them; but as an answer to the claim that he 
should have placed it above the camel and its rider, he may say 
that when one is occupied in the performance of a merit the 
rabbis do not put him to so much trouble. 


CHAPTER VII. 


RULES AND REGULATIONS CONCERNING THE PAYMENT OF DOUBLE, 
AND FOUR AND FIVE COLLUSIVE WITNESSES; THE RAISING OF 
YOUNG CATTLE IN PALESTINE, ETC. 

MISHNA/.: The payment of double (in cases of larceny) 
is more rigorous than the payment of four and five fold; for the 
former is applicable to animate as well as to inanimate beings, 
while the latter is applicable to an ox and a sheep alone, as it is 
written [Ex. xxi. 37]; 44 If a man steal an ox or a sheep, and 
kill it or sell it,” etc. 

The one who steals a stolen article from a thief does not pay 
double, neither does he pay four or five fold if he afterward 
slaughtered or sold it. 

GEMARA: It does not state that the payment of double is 
applicable to a thief as well as to one who claims that the bail¬ 
ment was stolen from him, and the payment of four and five 
fold is applicable to a thief only. Shall we assume from this 
that this is a support to R. Hyya b. Aba, who said in the name 
of R. Johanan: One who avails himself, as regards a bailment, 
of the claim that it was stolen from him, pays double; if he 
slaughtered or sold it, he pays four and five fold ? Does, then, 
the Mishna state, 44 there is no difference,” etc., 44 and only in 
this case,” etc.? It states only 44 is more rigorous” and men¬ 
tioned only one, and did not care to enumerate all. 

44 For the payment of four y etc. Whence is this deduced ? 
From the following Boraitha: The rabbis taught: It is written 
[Ex. xxii. 6]: 44 For all manner of trespass”—this is a general 
term ; 44 for ox, for ass, for lamb, for raiment”—this is a par¬ 
ticular term; 44 or for any manner of lost thing”—which is 
again a ge?ieral term . It is, then, a general, particular, and 
again a general term, in which case it is construed to be limited 
to the particular term; and as the particular term states ex¬ 
pressly a movable subject, the substance of which is counted as 
money (a value is put on it), so also the others mean only mov¬ 
able subjects the substances of which are counted as money, 
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excluding land, which is not movable; slaves, who are likened 
to land; also documents, which, although movable, their sub¬ 
stance is not counted for money; as well as consecrated articles, 
because the Scripture reads'* his neighbor s” (The further dis¬ 
cussion which follows here belongs to Mishna VI., Chapter IX. 
of this volume, and is to be found there.) 

R. Uaa said: If he stole a lamb and while in his possession 
it grew into a ram, or a calf and it grew into an ox, this is con¬ 
sidered a (material) change while in his possession and he 
acquires title to it; and if he subsequently slaughtered or sold 
it, it is considered his own (and he is not liable to the payment 
of four and five fold). R. Hanina objected to him from the fol¬ 
lowing: If he stole a lamb and it grew into a ram, or a calf and 
it grew into an ox, he is still liable to the payment of double, 
and four and five fold, and the payment may be made in such 
cattle as they were at the time when the theft was committed. 
Now, if he acquired title by the change, why should he pay— 
did he not slaughter or sell his own ? He answered: But what 
is your opinion—that the change does not acquire title ? why 
should he pay as at the time the theft was committed—why not 
their present value ? He answered : Because he may say: 44 Did 
I then steal of you an ox ? I stole of you a calf!" He re¬ 
joined: May the Merciful save us from such opinions! He 
retorted: On the contrary, may the Merciful save us from such 
opinions as yours. 

R. Zera opposed: Let title be. acquired (if not by the change 
in the body of the stolen subject) by the change in its name ? 
Said Rabha: There was no change of name, for a calf one day 
old is already called "ox/' as it is written [Lev. xxii. 27]: 

When an ox or a sheep or a goat is born,” etc., and so also 
a ram, as it is written [Gen. xxxi. 38]: “ And the rams of thy 
flock have I not eaten/’ Did Jacob then mean to say that only 
rams he did not eat, but lambs he did ? Infer from this that 
a lamb one day old is already termed ram . But, in any event, 
is this not an objection to R. Ilaa ? Said R. Shesheth: The 
above Boraitha is in accordance with the school of Shammai, 
who hold that the change does not affect the title of the owner, 
as we have learned in the following Boraitha: If one give to a 
harlot as her hire wheat and she grind it into fine flour, or olives 
and she press them into oil, or grapes and she press them into 
wine—one Boraitha teaches that it is prohibited (to be used for 
an offering under Deut. xxiii. 19), and another Boraitha teaches 
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that it is permitted; and R. Joseph said that Gorion of Asphark 
explained the above, that those who prohibited their use are of 
the school of Shammai and those who permitted their use are of 
the school of Hillel. What is the reason of the Beth Shammai ? 
Because it is written [ibid., ibid.]: 44 For both (Q^) of them,” 
which means to include also their changed forms; and the Beth 
Hillel are not very particular about the word 44 both,” and hold 
that it means only their original but not their changed form. 

Now, let us see: The point of difference (between R. Ilaa 
and R. Hanina) is that one holds that the change does, while 
the other holds that it does not acquire title; but as to the pay¬ 
ment, both agree that the original value must be paid, as further 
on the Boraitha teaches: He pays double, four or five fold, as 
at the time the theft was committed. Shall we assume that 
from this there is an objection to Rabh, who said above that 
where the principal only is paid the original value at the time 
the theft was committed is paid, but double, four and five fold, 
is paid as at the time of the trial? Said Rabha: If he makes 
restitution in specie, he returns lambs; but if he pays money, 
he pays their present value. ■ 

Rabba said: That a change acquires title is both written and 
taught: Written [Lev. v. 23]: 44 And he shall restore the robbed 
article* that he hath taken violently away.” Why did the 
Scripture mention 44 that he hath taken violently away” ? (is it 
not understood from the words 44 robbed article ”?)—to teach that 
if it is still in the same state as at the time it was stolen it must 
be returned in specie; if not, money only shall be paid. Taught: 
if one robbed wood and made it into vessels, wool and made it 
into garments, he pays as at the time of the theft. 44 If he had 
not succeeded in giving it to him (to the priest, the first shorn 
wool) until he died he is free.” Hence we see that change 
acquires title. 

Resignation of hope (when an article was robbed or lost and 
its owner resigned his hope to regain it), the rabbis said that it 
does acquire title for the robber. But we do not know whether 
they mean that it is so biblically, or rabbinically only. It may 
be said that it is biblically, because it may be equal to one who 
found an article of which its owner resigned his hope to regain 
it immediately after it was lost and before it reached the hands 
of the finder; and the same can be said of the robber that, when 
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the robbed one resigned his hope of regaining it immediately 
after he was robbed, the robber subsequently acquired title. 
On the other hand, it cannot be equalled to a lost article, for 
when it reached the finder he took it permissively, while the 
robber, when he took the article, committed a sin. Therefore 
biblically he never acquired title; but rabbinically it was enacted 
that he should acquire title for the benefit of those who might 
wish to repent (that they might be able to return its value). 
R. Joseph, however, says that resignation of hope does not 
acquire title even rabbinically (and the stolen article must be 
returned in specie), and he objected to Rabba from the follow¬ 
ing: If he stole leaven and kept it over Passover, he may say 
to the owner, “Yours is before you as it was ” (although the 
owner can no more derive benefit from it, still the damage is 
not visible). Now, in this case it is certain that the owner has 
resigned his hope of regaining it, as it is of no value at all for 
him even if returned; and if this acquires title, why may he say 
to him, “ Yours is before you ”—did not the thief acquire title 
as soon as hope was resigned ? And if he desires to repent, he 
ought to pay the full value in money? He answered: What 
I mean is, in a case where the one resigned his hope and the 
other desired to acquire title to it; but in your case, although 
the owner resigned his hope, the thief did not want to acquire 
title, as also to him it was of no value. 

Rabha said: The discussion whether change in name or 
action, or resignation of hope, does or does not acquire title 
remained unexplained for twenty-two years, until R. Joseph 
became the president of the college, and explained that the 
change of name is equivalent to change in act, which surely 
acquires title, as the reason for both is the same. For instance, 
change in act—if he made vessels out of stolen wood, there is 
no more wood, but vessels, and at the same time the name was 
also changed; consequently the acquisition of title comes from 
both the change in act and in name. The same theory can 
apply to a thing where the change in act was slight, scarcely 
noticed; as, for instance, if he trimmed a hide into a horse- 
blanket, in which case the principal thing is the change in name; 
for before it was known as a hide, while now it is known as a 
horse-blanket, and title is acquired. 

But is there not a case of a robbed beam which was built 
into a house—a case very similar to the above, and in which the 
principal change was in name; because before it was known as 
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beam and after as a roof, and nevertheless, if not for the rab¬ 
binical enactment for the benefit of those who might wish to 
repent, biblically he had to take apart the building and return 
the beam in specie? Answered R. Joseph: In this case there 
was no change in name, as it was called a beam even after being 
built into the house (as all the beams together are called a roof, 
but each one separately still retains the name beam; and we so 
find it in a Boraitha elsewhere). 

R. Zera says: Even if the beam in question does no more 
retain its original name when built into the roof, it would still 
not be considered a change; for as soon as the building is taken 
apart the original name " beam " is used again, while in the case 
of the hide, as soon as it was changed into a horse-blanket, it 
will never be called " hide " again. 

R. Hisda in the name of R. Jonathan said: Whence is it 
deduced that a change does not acquire title ? It is written 
[Lev. v. 23]: " And he shall return the stolen article," which 
means in specie under all circumstances. But is it not also 
written " that he hath taken violently away" (which may be 
explained to include the value thereof) ? This verse is needed 
to deduce from it that he pays an additional fifth part for his 
own theft, but not for that of his father (as will be explained in 
Chapter IX.). 

Ula said: Whence is it deduced that resignation of hope to 
regain property does not acquire title ? It is written [Mai. i. 
13] : " And ye brought what was robbed, and the lame, and the 
sick"—that means that "what was robbed" is equal to the 
lame in this respect, that as the lame cannot be remedied neither 
can robbery, no matter whether before or after resignation of 
hope. Rabha deduced this from the expression [Lev. i. 3] " his 
offering," which means but not what was robbed. If before 
resignation of hope, it is self-evident—why, then, the verse ? 
We must therefore say that it means even after resignation. 
Infer from this that resignation of hope does not acquire title. 

" And the payment of four ," etc. Why so ? Let it be de¬ 
duced by an analogy of expression of the word " ox" mentioned 
here and " ox " mentioned in regard to observation of Sabbath; 
as there " ox " includes beasts and birds, so also here? Said 
Rabha: The verse says here [Ex. xxi. 37] : " An ox or a sheep " 
twice, to teach it of only those two, but no others. 

" The one who steals ," etc. Rabh said: This was taught 
only before resignation of hope; but if after that the first thief 
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acquired title, and the second thief must pay him double. Said 
R. Shesheth: “ I would say that Rabh said this while he was 
napping, for we have learned: R. Aqiba said: Why did the 
Scripture say that if he slaughtered and sold it he must pay 
four and five fold ? Because the sin was deeply rooted in him 
(and he acquired title to it by his acts). Now, let us see. 
When ? If before resignation, what deep-rooting is there ? (he 
has not acquired title and his acts helped nothing, as no one 
holds that title is acquired before resignation of hope). We 
must therefore say that it was after resignation. Now then, if 
resignation acquires title, why should he pay four and five fold 
—did he not kill or sell his own ? It may be explained as Rabha 
said (that he must pay four and five fold even before resignation 
of hope, and the reason is) because he repeated his sin. 

(An objection was raised.) Come and hear: It is written 
[Ex. xxi. 37]: “And kill it, or sell it”; as if killed it can no 
more return to life, so also in case of sale it must be such that 
it should not return again. When ? If before resignation, it 
does return ? We must therefore say that it relates to after 
resignation. Now, if resignation acquires title, why should he 
pay four and five fold—was it not his own when he slaughtered 
or sold it ? It is as R. Na’hman said elsewhere, that even before 
resignation of hope, if the thief hired it out to a third party for 
thirty days, although the thief had no title to it, still his act of 
hiring was valid. So also can our case be explained. 

It was taught: One who sells before resignation of hope to 
regain it, R. Na’hman says that he is liable to pay four fold 
because he sold it; and the Scripture holds him liable to pay 
whether before or after resignation. R. Shesheth says that he 
is free, because it cannot be called sale when the sale is invalid; 
and therefore his acts were of no effect, and the liability is only 
where his acts are of effect, as in case of slaughtering. So also 
was R. Elazar’s opinion, that it means after resignation of hope. 
As R. Elazar said: It must be declared that resignation of hope 
to regain stolen property comes generally immediately after the 
occurrence of the theft (and if the thief sold it, his act is valid, 
because there were both resignation of hope and change of con¬ 
trol); and this theory is supported by the Scripture, which holds 
the thief liable to the payment of four and five fold without fear 
that the owner might have not resigned his hope; and this is 
only because generally hope is resigned immediately after the 
occurrence of the theft. But perhaps the Scripture means even 
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before resignation of hope ? This would not be correct, for sale 
and slaughtering are written together; and as in case of slaugh¬ 
tering his acts are accomplished and cannot be undone, so also 
in case of sale. But perhaps this is so when we know for cer¬ 
tain that he has resigned his hope ? This also would not be 
correct, for the same reason that sale and slaughtering are writ¬ 
ten together; and as in case of slaughtering there is no differ¬ 
ence whether before or after resignation of hope, so also is the 
case with sale. Said R. Johanan to him: The case of kidnap¬ 
ping [Ex. xxi. 16], in which there is surely no resignation of 
hope, for no one gives up hope in such cases, and still the Scrip¬ 
ture makes him guilty, can prove that the Scripture does not 
require any resignation of hope. [From this we see that R. 
Johanan holds that he is liable before resignation of hope.] 
But what is the law after resignation of hope ? (Does he agree 
with Rabh's opinion stated above ?) Nay, he holds him liable 
whether before or after resignation of hope. Resh Lakish, how¬ 
ever, holds him liable only before resignation of hope but not 
after that; for after resignation he acquired title, and if he killed 
or sold it he did so to his own. 

R. Johanan said: A stolen thing of which the owners have 
not resigned hope to regain it cannot be consecrated. By the 
owner thereof, because it is not under his control; and by the 
thief, because he has no title thereto. Did, indeed, R. Johanan 
say so ? did not R. Johanan say that the Halakha always pre¬ 
vails according to an anonymous Mishna, and there is a Mishna 
[Second Tithe, Chap. V., M. i] : A vineyard in the fourth year 
of its planting (the fruit of which must first be redeemed before 
using it) used to be marked with clods (of earth), and this was 
a sign that benefit might be derived from it after being re¬ 
deemed, as benefit may be derived from earth. In the third 
year of its planting, however, in which the fruit must be de¬ 
stroyed without deriving any benefit at all from it, it used to be 
marked with fragments of broken clay vessels, for a sign that as 
from such fragments no benefit can be had, so also none must 
be had from the fruit. Graves used to be marked with lime¬ 
stone (to warn passers-by not to step on them lest they become 
unclean), which is white, for a sign that therein were interred 
(human) bones, which are also white; and the limestone was 
dissolved and spread upon the graves, to be more visible. R. 
Simeon b. Gamaliel, however, said that the vineyards used to 
be marked in the Sabbatical year only, because the fruit was 
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considered ownerless, and therefore warning had to be given not 
to use it (because of the third and fourth years); but in other 
years, when the fruit must not be used without the permission 
of the owner, it was not marked, but, on the contrary, let the 
wicked thief eat of it, and suffer the consequences. 

The pious man, however, used to place money in the vine¬ 
yard, declaring: “ All that is plucked and gathered of this fruit 
shall be redeemed by this money.” (Hence we see that although 
not under his control, still it is redeemed—how, then, can R. 
Johanan say that neither can consecrate a stolen thing ?) But 
lest one say that the above statement regarding the pious one is 
not anonymous, but is the continuation of the statement of R. 
Simeon b. Gamaliel (even then R. Johanan would contradict 
himself), as Rabba bar bar Hana said in his name, that wher¬ 
ever the teachings of R. Simeon b. Gamaliel are mentioned in 
our Mishnayoth the Halakha prevails according to him, except 
in three cases ? (which are enumerated in Sanhedrin), it may be 
said: Do not read, “ The pious man used to place money in the 
vineyard, declaring, ‘ All that was plucked,’ etc., but read, ‘ All 
that will be plucked,’ etc. (i.e., that the money was placed when 
the fruit was still attached to the trees, and as in the Sabbatical 
year all fruit is ownerless, the one who plucks and gathers it 
becomes its owner and at the same time the money placed there 
redeems it).” But, after all, could, then, R. Johanan say so— 
did he not say elsewhere that the declaration of the pious ones 
and of R. Dosa were of one and the same theory, and in the 
declaration of R. Dosa it is plainly stated “ that was plucked,” 
as we have learned in the following Boraitha: R. Jehudah said: 
In the morning the owner of the ground gets up and says, “ All 
that the poor will pluck and gather to-day is hereby declared 
ownerless.” R. Dosa said: The declaration is made toward 
evening, and thus: ” All that the poor have plucked and gath¬ 
ered is hereby declared to have been ownerless ” ? Change the 
names in the Boraitha, and read instead of R. Dosa R. Jehudah, 
and instead of R. Jehudah R. Dosa. Why do you declare that 
Boraitha incorrect—better correct the statement of R. Johanan 
and place R. Johanan instead of R. Dosa ? It may be said that 
the names in the Boraitha must be changed in any event, for 
from this Boraitha is to be inferred that R. Jehudah holds to 
the theory of choice,* and it is known from his statements else- 


* This is explained in Section Moed. 
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where that he does not hold this theory. But, after all, why 
do you change the names in the Boraitha—because it would be 
a contradiction between one statement of R. Jehudah and an¬ 
other one ? There would be the same contradiction between 
one statement of R. Johanan and another, as it is known that 
also R. Johanan does not hold to the theory of choice [and if 

we should make his declaration read, 44 that what the poor will 

gather/' it would show that R. Johanan does hold to the theory 
of choice (as the declaration is made previous to the gathering 

of the fruit, and whatever had been gathered by the poor had 

been chosen previously in his mind)]. As R. Assi said in the 
name of R. Johanan: 44 Brothers that have partitioned among 
themselves estates that they inherited, they are considered as 
vendees, and the estates return in the jubilee year" (and we do 
not say that the part which came to him by partition was chosen 
previously to be his part of the inheritance, which, according to 
the biblical law, does not return; hence he does not hold to the 
theory of choice ?). Therefore R. Johanan’s statement above 
remains unchanged, but his statement that stolen property can¬ 
not be consecrated, etc., is based upon our Mishna {supra, 
page 149), which states, 44 The one who steals a stolen article 
from a thief does not pay double " (which is anonymous). And 
why so ? It would be correct that he should not pay to the 
thief, for it is written [Ex. xxii. 6]: 44 And it be stolen out of 
the man's house, * but not of the house of the thief. But why 
should he not pay it to the owner of the property ? We must 
say, then, that to the thief he does not pay because it was not 
his, and not to the owner because it was not under his control; 
and this is the very statement of R. Johanan. But still, why 
should he adopt this anonymous Mishna and ignore the other — 
why not adopt the anonymous Mishna which treats of the pious 
ones ? Because for this statement support can be found in the 
Scripture [Lev. xxvii. 14]: 44 And if a man sanctify his house 
as holy unto the Lord," from which is to be deduced that as 
44 his house" is under his own control, so also other things 
which are under his own control (but not otherwise). 

Abayi said: If it should not be said in the name of R. 
Johanan that 44 the pious " and R. Dosa are of the same theory, 
I would say that the pious ones hold to the theory of R. Dosa, 
but R. Dosa does not hold to the theory of the pious ones, 
viz.: The pious ones hold to the theory of R. Dosa because 
they arrived at their decision to make such declaration by draw- 
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ing the following a fortiori conclusion: A thief who has com¬ 
mitted a sin, the rabbis made an enactment for him not to pay 
double (to enable him to repent and to make restitution); so 
much the more an enactment must be made for the poor (to 
prevent them from sin). R. Dosa, however, does not concur 
with them, for according to him the rabbis made their enact¬ 
ment for the poor only and not for the thief (and the law that 
the thief must not pay double to the first thief is not an enact¬ 
ment of the rabbis but a biblical law). Said Rabha: Were it 
not for the above statement of R. Johanan that the pious ones 
and R. Dosa, etc., I would say that under “ the pious ones" 
R. Meir is meant, because did not R. Meir say elsewhere that 
second tithe is consecrated property, and nevertheless as regards 
its redemption the Law considers it as if it were under the 
owner's control ? * 

The sages of Nahardea said : No writ of replevin of personal 
property is granted by the court, the bailee of which denied 
its possession before the court. This is so when the bailee 
denied its possession, for it would look as if the court issued a 
writ the execution of which was not certain; but when he ad¬ 
mitted possession but not ownership by the plaintiff, a writ 
might be issued. The same said also : A writ of replevin which 
does not contain the following direction: “ Investigate, take 
possession, and retain it for yourself," is invalid ; for the bailee 
can say to him, “ The property is not assigned to you, and you 
are not the proper party plaintiff." Said Abayi: If the direc¬ 
tion is contained, but it states only as to part of it, the bailee 
cannot say that he is not the proper party plaintiff ; for if part 
is assigned to him by the court, he has authority to replevy the 
whole. Said Ameimar: If the writ did not contain the above 
direction, and nevertheless he took possession of it, the court 
cannot compel him to return it. (Rashi explains that according 
to other commentators it means that if the messenger of the 
court who executed the writ of replevin has kept the property 
for himself for a debt due him from one of the parties to the 
litigation, the court cannot compel him to give it up. Rashi 
approves of this explanation, saying that he found it in the 
Decisions of the Gaonim.) R. Ashi, however, says that the 
court has the right to compel him to return it, because when 


* R. Meir’s statement and the full discussion of it will be found translated in the 
forthcoming tracts at the proper place. 
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the court appointed one to execute its mandates it was upon 
the written condition that he should obey all the orders of the 
court ; consequently he is only a messenger of the court and he 
has no right to keep it for himself. And so also the Halakha 
prevails. 

MISHNA II : If two witnesses testify that one stole (an ox 
or a sheep), and either the same or other witnesses testify that 
he slaughtered or sold the same, he must pay four and five fold. 
If one stole the same and sold it on the Sabbath, or he stole and 
sold it for idolatry; or he stole and slaughtered it on the Day 
of Atonement ; or he stole from his father and slaughtered and 
sold it, and thereafter his father died ; or he stole and slaughtered 
it and then consecrated it—in all those cases he pays four and 
five fold. The same is the case if he stole and slaughtered it in 
order to use it as a medicine, or to feed his dogs therewith; or 
he slaughtered it and it was found unfit for eating ( trepha ); or 
he slaughtered it in the Temple court without consecrating it as 
an offering. R. Simeon, however, makes him free in the two 
last-named cases. 

GEMARA : “ If he stole and sold it on the Sabbath etc . But 
have we not learned elsewhere that in such a case he is free ? 
Said Rami b. Hama: The Boraitha which says that he is free 
from the payment of four and five fold treats of a case where the 
thief sold the stolen property to the owner of a garden and re¬ 
ceived in payment figs which the thief himself plucked on Sab¬ 
bath (and thus incurred the penalty of capital punishment, and 
there is a rule that where there is capital punishment there can 
be no mention of civil liability). But it may be said that such 
must not be considered a sale. For if, for instance, the owner 
of the garden should claim before the court that he has not re¬ 
ceived from the thief the value of the figs, we would not make 
him liable to pay for the figs as he has committed a crime, and 
the above maxim applies also here ; consequently there was no 
sale. 

Said Rabha : Even in a case where the court would not enter¬ 
tain the plaintiff’s complaint, the sale would still be called a sale 
as regards the same required by Scripture. As, for instance, the 
law prohibits the hire of a harlot, even if she was his own mother 
(and he promised her a sheep as her hire). Now, if she would sue 
him before a court for failing to pay her the hire, would the court 
then direct him to pay it—and nevertheless if he had given her 
the sheep it would be called “ harlot’s hire ” and its use would be 
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prohibited ? The same is the case here : although as regards the 
enforcement of payment of the claim the court would not inter¬ 
fere, still, because he transferred it to him in this manner the sale 
is valid. 

" If he stole and sold it on the Day of Atonement ,” etc. Why 
so? It is true that there is no capital punishment; but is he not 
liable to punishment by stripes—and there is a rule that he who 
is punished by stripes is free from payment ? It may be said 
that it is according to R. Meir, who holds that stripes do not ab¬ 
solve from civil liability. If so, then let him also be liable if he 
slaughtered it on the Sabbath. And lest one say that R. Meir 
holds only that stripes do not free from payment but capital 
punishment does, have we not learned in the following Boraitha: 
If he stole and slaughtered it on the Sabbath . . . (although 

he incurs the death penalty) he pays four and five: such is the 
dictum of R. Meir. The rabbis, however, make him free? Said 
the schoolmen : Leave the Boraitha alone, as it was taught in 
regard to the same: R. Abin, R. Ilaa, and the whole society said 
in the name of R. Johanan that the Boraitha treats of a case 
where he slaughtered it through an agent. But is there, then, a 
case where one commits a transgression and another is liable for 
it (have we not a rule that there is no agent to commit a sin) ? 
Said Rabha: The case here is different, for the verse reads [Ex. 
xxi. 37] : “ And kill it or sell it.” As in case of sale there must 
be another person (to buy it), so also in case of slaughtering, 
when it was slaughtered by another under his direction. The 
school of R. Ishmael inferred this from the additional word 
“or”; the school of Hezkiah inferred it from the word “for” 
used in that verse. 

Mar Zutra opposed : Is there, then, a case where one, if he 
did it himself, would not be liable, but if he did it though a mes¬ 
senger he would be liable? Said R. Ashi to him: There the 
reason is not because he is not liable, but because he is guilty of 
a capital punishment, and the above rule applies. Now, when 
you say that the above Boraitha treats of a case where he slaugh¬ 
tered it through a messenger, why do the rabbis make him free 
of four and five fold ? The schoolmen explained that by the 
“ rabbis ” mentioned in the Boraitha in question is meant R. 
Simeon, who holds that slaughtering which is not legal is not 
called slaughtering in accordance with the requirements of the 
Scripture. 

“If he stole from his father ,” etc. Rabha questioned R. Nahman: 
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If he stole an ox belonging to two partners and slaughtered him, 
and then he confessed to one of the partners, what is the law? 
Shall we say that the Scripture [Ex. xxi. 37] meant five whole 
oxen, but not half oxen (for every partner has a right only to 
one-half of each ox), or shall we say that in “ five oxen ” the 
halves are included? He answered him: The Scripture reads 
“ five (whole) oxen,’* and not half oxen. He objected : It states 
further: “ If he stole from his father and slaughtered or sold it, 
and thereafter his father died (and the thief became one of the 
heirs), he pays four or five.” Now, when he is one of the heirs, 
is this not equal to the case where he confessed to one partner 
(and this makes him free entirely for the above reason*—“ an ox ” 
and not “ a half ox ”; and the same ought to be here, because he 
is an heir, and the payment of a “ whole ” ox does no longer 
hold)? He answered him: The case here was that his father 
before he died laid already the matter before the court. But how 
is it if he had not laid the matter before the court—does he not 
pay? If so, why should it state in the latter part, “ If he stole 
from his father and he died, and thereafter he slaughtered or sold 
it, he does not pay ”? Let the Tana distinguish in the very first 
case, thus : This was said only where the deceased laid the matter 
before the court; but if he had not yet done so, he does not pay ? 
He rejoined : It is really so ; but because it states in the first part, 
“ If he stole from his father and slaughtered it, and thereafter the 
father died,” it also states in the latter part, “ If he stole from his 
father, who soon died, and thereafter he slaughtered or sold it.” 
On the next morning R. Nahman said to Rabha : (I have recon¬ 
sidered the matter, have changed my mind, and came to the con¬ 
clusion thus:) In the expression “ five oxen ” halves are included, 
and what I told you last night was said without careful delibera¬ 
tion. But what difference is there between the first and the last 
part (why does the latter part make him free)? He answered: 
The Scripture reads, “ and killed it,” which means that as the 
stealing was in transgression, so also ought to be the killing, as is 
the case in the first part. In the latter part, however, the killing 
was no more in transgression, as it belonged to him. 

44 Oiie who slaughteredf etc., “ and it was found unfit f etc. 
Said R. Simeon in the name of R. Levi the elder: It is consid¬ 
ered slaughtered only when the act is fully accomplished. R. 
Johanan, however, says: It is so considered from the very be¬ 
ginning. Said R. Habibi of Husnahah to R. Ashi: Shall we 
assume that R. Johanan holds that the prohibition to use meat, 
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of cattle slaughtered in the Temple court, which was not con¬ 
secrated as an offering, is not biblical? (See Kiddushin, p. 58.) 
For if it is biblical, as soon as the act of slaughtering began it 
became a forbidden thing from which no benefit must be derived, 
and the remainder of the act was carried out on what belonged 
no more to the owner—why then is he liable to pay four and 
five fold? Said R. A’ha the son of Rabha to him : The liability 
is incurred from the very beginning of the act. Said R. Ashi: 
This is no answer, for it reads “ and kill it,” which means the 
fully accomplished act, which would not be so in this case. But 
then the above question remains? He rejoined: So said R. 
Gamda in the name of Rabha: The liability is incurred in case 
he cut part of the trachea and gullet outside, and the remainder 
of same inside the Temple court (in which case there is the fully 
accomplished act before it became a prohibited thing). 

MISLINA III .: If two witnesses testify that one stole an 
animal, and those very same witnesses testify that he had there¬ 
after slaughtered or sold it, and subsequently those witnesses are 
proved collusive, the collusive witnesses must pay the full lia¬ 
bility of four and five fold. If two witnesses testify that he stole 
it and other two testify that he slaughtered or sold it, and both 
sets of witnesses are proved collusive, the first set pays the 
double and the second set pays the balance of the five. If the 
second set is found collusive, the thief pays for two and the col¬ 
lusive witnesses for three. If only one of the second set is 
proved collusive, the whole testimony of the second set is invali¬ 
dated. If one of the first set was found collusive, the whole tes¬ 
timony in the case was invalidated; for if there is no theft, there 
can be no (liability for) slaughtering or selling. 

GEMARA : It was taught: A collusive witness—Abayi said 
that he is considered such from the date on which he gave the 
collusive testimony (and all the testimony he gave since then is 
incompetent) ; for as soon as he gave the collusive testimony he 
was considered wicked, and it is written [Ex. xxiii. 1] : u Put not 
. . . wicked to be a witness.” Rabha says that he is con¬ 

sidered such only from the date on which he was proved collu¬ 
sive.; -for a collusive witness is an exception in the law, for they 
are two against two. Why, then, give more veracity to the 
latter two than to the former? Therefore the law applying to a 
collusive witness begins only from the date on which he was 
proved such. According to others, Rabha agrees with Abayi 
that he ^considered collusive from the date on which the tes- 
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timony was given ; but in case they have in the meantime signed 
their names to a bill of sale, Rabha does not hold the convey¬ 
ance invalid, in order that the grantee should suffer no damage. 
In which case can there be a difference in those two versions ? 
In case two witnesses proved the collusiveness of one and two 
others proved the collusiveness of the other, or that their testi¬ 
mony was made incompetent by other witnesses testifying that 
they were robbers : according to the first version the reason of 
Rabha is because it is an exception. Here there is no exception, 
because there are four against two; consequently Rabha would 
agree with Abayi that all their testimony given in the meantime 
is invalid. According to the others, who say that the reason is 
that the grantee shall suffer no damages by invalidating the con¬ 
veyance, there is no difference whether there were two or four. 
R. Jeremiah of Diphthi said : There happened a case and R. 
Papa acted in accordance with Rabha. R. Ashi, however, said 
that the Halakha prevails according to Abayi. There is a rule 
that always the Halakha prevails according to Rabha when he 
differs with Abayi, except in the six cases, the case at bar being 
one of them. 

There is an objection from our Mishna, which states : u If two 
witnesses testified that he stole an animal, etc., they pay the full 
liability.” Shall we not assume that they at one time testified 
as to the theft and at another time as to the slaughtering, and 
then they were first proved collusive as to the theft and subse¬ 
quently as to the slaughtering? Now then, if they were con¬ 
sidered collusive from the date on which they gave the collusive 
testimony, as soon as they were proved collusive as to the theft, 
it was established that their testimony as to the slaughtering was 
incompetent, and why should they pay for the testimony of the 
slaughtering ? It may be explained that the case was that they 
were proved collusive as to the slaughtering first. But still, 
when they were subsequently proved collusive as to the theft it 
was established that they were incompetent, and why should 
they pay for their testimony of slaughtering ? The Halakha 
prevails that the Mishna treats of a case where their testimony 
was given at one and the same time, and subsequently they were 
proved collusive. 

Rabha said : Witnesses that testified that one has committed 
murder and the court found the accused guilty on their testimony, 
and two other witnesses subsequently denied the testimony, 
and still another set of two witnesses testified that the first two 
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were with them at another place at the alleged time of the murder 
(alibi), which testimony makes them collusive (according to Scrip¬ 
ture), they must suffer the death penalty, for denial is the begin¬ 
ning of collusion which is subsequently proved by the last wit¬ 
nesses. And he said again : My theory is based upon the following 
Boraitha: “ If two witnesses testify that a certain person blinded 
his slave’s eye and thereafter knocked out one of his teeth, and 
they also testify that the owner of the slave admitted it, and sub¬ 
sequently the witnesses are found collusive, they must pay to the 
slave the value of the eye.” Now, how is the case? Shall w r e 
assume that it was as stated without any other set of witnesses to 
deny the former testimony, and the slave was manumitted on 
their testimony, then the expression ought to be “ and they pay 
to him (instead of 1 to the slave,’ for he was already manumitted) 
the value of his eye, and to his master the value of an uninjured 
slave ” ? Another proof is that the case is that there was no 
denial—that they also testify that the owner admitted it, for what 
purpose it this? We must therefore say that another set of two 
witnesses testify that he knocked out one of his teeth first, and 
then blinded his eye, in which case the owner must pay him the 
value of the eye; then came a third set of witnesses and testified 
that he first blinded his eye and then knocked out his tooth, in 
which case the owner must pay him only the value of the tooth, 
because there is a contradiction between the first and the middle 
sets, and the statement that the owner admitted it means that he 
is more satisfied with their testimony, as he has to pay only the 
value of a tooth, and the statement that they were found col¬ 
lusive has reference to the middle set, and nevertheless it is stated 
that they must pay the slave the value of the eye, hence that 
denial is the beginning of collusion. (For if it is not, why should 
the law of collusion apply to them after their testimony became 
incompetent?) Said Abayi: Nay, not as you say, that because 
if there would be three sets of witnesses, as soon as the middle 
one was denied by the first one the third set could not make it 
collusive. The case, however, was that the set which became 
afterwards collusive is the first set, and your proof from the fact 
that the Boraitha does not state that the collusive set has to pay 
to the master can be explained thus: The second set did not deny 
the fact, but only reversed the order, i.e., they say to the first 
set, “ On that day on which you claim that the master had blinded 
his eye,” etc., “ you were with us and you could not witness the 
crime; but we did witness on another day that the master first 
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knocked out his tooth and then blinded his eye.” And therefore 
the Boraitha does not state that they must pay the value of the 
slave, etc., because the slave becomes free even on their testimony; 
and I take this from the last part of the same Boraitha: “ We 
testify that a certain person knocked out his slave’s tooth and 
blinded his eye, and this is just as the slave says, and thereafter 
they were proved collusive, they pay the value of the eye to the 
owner.” Now, how was the case? If the second set does not 
admit any wounding at all, then the first set must pay to the 
owner the value of the whole slave. It is therefore apparent that 
all admit that he wounded him, but that they reverse the order 
of the wounding, and thus prove them collusive. Now, as the 
last part treats of a case where they became collusive through the 
reversal, the first part must also treat of a similar case. (Says the 
Gemara :) After all, let us see how the case was : If the second set 
testify that it happened on a later date, then the first must still 
pay the full value of the slave, because on the day on which they 
testify it happened the slave had not to be manumitted? We 
must therefore say that the second set testify that it happened 
on an earlier date. But still, even in such a case, if the slave 
had not summoned him to court before the testimony of the first 
was given, they must still pay the full value of the slave; for be¬ 
fore their testimony the owner was not subject to liability (to 
manumit the slave)? It must therefore be said that the case was 
after judgment was given. 

R. Zera opposed : Whence do we know that money must be 
paid ? Perhaps when he only blinded his eye he is manumitted 
because of that, if when he only knocked out one of his teeth he 
is manumitted because of that, and when he did both—blinded 
his eye and knocked out one of his teeth—he is also only manu¬ 
mitted and no money is paid. Said Abayi: As to your question, 
the verse reads, “ for the sake of his tooth,” which does not mean 
for the sake of his tooth and eye ; and also “ for the sake of his 
eye,” which does not mean for the sake of his eye and tooth. 

Regarding witnesses whose testimony was first denied and 
then proved collusive (as to which Abayi and Rabha differ above), 
R. Johanan and R. Elazar also differ : One holds that they are 
put to death, the other holds that they are not. It may be 
inferred that the one who holds that they are not put to death 
is R. Elazar, for he said elsewhere that witnesses whose testi¬ 
mony was only denied (but not proved collusive), in a case in 
which human life was involved, have to suffer the penalty of 
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stripes. Now, if we should assume that R. Elazar is the one 
who holds that they have to suffer the death penalty if proved 
collusive, why should they be punished with stripes in case their 
testimony was only denied ? is it not a “ negative process ” that 
entails the death penalty by the court, and in such cases no 
stripes are administered? We must therefore say that it is R. 
Elazar who holds in the above Boraitha that they have not to 
suffer the death penalty. 

“They are punished with stripes.” Why so? Are they not 
two against two? Why should more credence be given to the 
one set than to the other? Said Abayi: The case is that the 
supposed murdered person appeared in court alive. 

MISHNA IV .: If two witnesses testify that he stole it, and 
one witness, or he himself, testifies that he slaughtered or sold it, 
he pays only two, but not four and five fold. If he stole and 
slaughtered it on Sabbath, or sold it for purposes of idolatry; if 
he stole it from his father and this latter died, and subsequently 
he slaughtered or sold it; if he stole and consecrated it, and 
thereafter slaughtered or sold it—in all those cases he pays only 
double and not four and five fold. R. Simeon says : If one stole 
consecrated cattle for which the one who consecrated them is 
responsible, and slaughtered them, he must pay four and five 
fold ; if, however, it is that for which he is not responsible, the 
thief is free. 

GEMARA: The Mishna states, “If one witness,” etc. Is 
this not self-evident? It may be said that it means to teach us 
that when he himself admits that he slaughtered, it is equal to 
the case where one witness testifies ; as in the latter case, if 
thereafter another witness comes and testifies to the same thing, 
their testimony is taken together to make up the requisite num¬ 
ber of witnesses, so also in this case the testimony of another 
witness is added to his own, in opposition to what R. Huna said 
in the name of Rabh, that one who admits to the court that he 
has incurred the liability to pay a fine and thereafter witnesses 
appear, he is free. R. Hisda objected to R. Huna’s statement 
from the following: It happened that R. Gamaliel blinded the 
eye of his slave Tabi and he was very glad of the occurrence. 
When he met R. Jehoshua, he said to him : Do not you know 
yet that my slave Tabi is manumitted because I blinded his eye? 
Said R. Jehoshua to him: Your statement does not make him 
free, for he has no witnesses. Hence we infer from R. Jehoshua’s 
answer that if there appear witnesses after an admission of the 
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incurrence of the liability to pay a fine, the latter must be paid ? 
He answered him : The case of R. Gamaliel is different, for he 
had not admitted it before the court. But was, then, R. Jehoshua 
not the president of the court ? Yea, but it was not during the 
session of the court, but only as to a private person. But have 
we not learned in another Boraitha that what R. Jehoshua said 
to him was : This is nothing, for you yourself admitted it (from 
which is to be inferred that even if witnesses appear thereafter 
he is also free)? And is it not also to be assumed that the rea¬ 
son for the different statements of the Boraithas is: The Tana 
who says that he told him, “ because he has no witnesses,” holds 
that if witnesses should appear after the admission the slave 
would be liberated, and the Tana who says that R. Jehoshua 
told him, “ because you already admitted,” means to say that 
after admission the testimony of witnesses is of no avail? Nay, 
all agree that witnesses who appear after an admission count 
nothing; but the point of difference is this : The one who says, 
“ because he has no witnesses,” means that it was not before 
the court, and the one who says, “ because you already admitted,” 
means that he had done so before the court. 

It was taught: “ One who admits that he has incurred the 
liability of a fine and thereafter witnesses appear, Rabh says that 
he is free. Samuel, however, says that he must pay.” Said 
Rabha for Ahilai: The reason of Rabh’s theory is because in the 
verse [Ex. xxii. 3] the word “ found ” is repeated twice, which 
means that if it should be “ found ” by testimony of witnesses, he 
should be “ found ” (liable to pay the fine) by the court, exclud¬ 
ing the case of self-incrimination. But is this not deduced from 
the verse [ibid., ibid. 8]: “And he whom the judges may con¬ 
demn”? We must therefore say that the first-quoted verse 
means to exclude the case where one admits his liability to pay a 
fine and thereafter witnesses appear. 

What does Samuel deduce from this verse? He deduces that 
the thief himself must pay double, as it was taught in the school 
of Hezkiah that the double payment applies only when he him¬ 
self stole it, but not where he claims that it was stolen from him. 
Rabh objected to Samuel from the following: If on seeing that 
witnesses were coming the thief admits the theft, but denies the 
slaughtering, etc., he pays only the principal. (Hence we see 
that if he admits before witnesses appear he is free from the pay¬ 
ment of double, which is a fine ?) He answered him : The case 
is that the witnesses withdrew and did not appear. But since it 
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states in the last part: “ R. Elazar b. R. Simeon said : Let wit¬ 
nesses come and testify (after he admitted, so that the fine should 
be paid),” it is to be inferred that the Tana of the first part holds 
that he is not liable (although the witnesses came and testify?) 
Said Samuel: The very same R. Elazar b. Simeon quoted by you, 
who holds as I do, is the basis of my theory. 

According to Samuel, surely Tanaim differ (and the Tana of 
the first part cannot be explained to be in accordance with him); 
but according to Rabh is it to be assumed that he explains Elazar’s 
statement to be in accordance with him, namely: Elazar’s state¬ 
ment was only where he admits for fear of witnesses ; but where 
the admission is made without such fear, even he would concede 
that he is free? (Yea, so it is.) Said R. Hamnuna: It seems 
that Rabh’s theory is applicable to the following case: If one 
confesses to theft and thereafter witnesses testify to the same, he 
is free from fine, for by his confession he made himself liable to 
pay the principal; but when he first denies, and after witnesses 
testify that he committed the theft he confesses to both the theft 
and the slaughtering, he is liable to pay four and five fold, for he 
sought to free himself entirely. Said Rabha to him : By your 
statement you caused grief to all the elders of the college: Did 
not R. Gamaliel by his confession, “ I have blinded the eye of 
my slave,” make himself free from fine, and still R. Huna, who 
was objected to from this fact by R. Hisda, did not give the reason 
stated by you (and R. Huna was an actual disciple of Rabh? 
hence, your statement is not correct)? (Notwithstanding the ob¬ 
jection of Rabha, it was taught by R. Hyya b. Aba in the name 
of R. Johanan exactly as stated by R. Hamnuna.) 

Said R. Ashi: From both our Mishna and the above-quoted 
Boraitha it is also to be inferred that R. Johanan’s statement is 
correct, viz.: The Mishna, viz.: “ If two witnesses testify that he 
committed the theft,” etc. Why should it not better state : “ If 
one witness or he himself testifies that he stole and slaughtered 
it, he pays only the principal ” (for all what the Mishna means to 
teach us is that one’s own confession frees him from the payment 
of fine; and if it should state as just mentioned, it would also 
include the payment of four and five fold)? We must therefore 
say that the Mishna comes to teach that only in case he did not 
make himself liable even for the payment of the principal, as 
e. g. that witnesses testify to the theft, and he only confessed, 
or one witness testifies to the slaughtering, etc., then only may it 
be said that his confession is equivalent to the testimony of one 
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witness ; so that if another witness should come thereafter and 
testify, his testimony would be added to that of the first witness 
and he would be liable; so also if after he confessed one witness 
appears, his testimony should be added to the confession, and he 
should be liable to pay four and five fold ; but when he first con¬ 
fesses to both the theft and the slaughtering, or only one witness 
testifies thereto, in which case he makes himself liable to the pay¬ 
ment of the principal, if even thereafter another witness comes, 
his testimony is not to be added to the confession, and he has to 
pay only the principal. 

The Boraitha, viz.: “ If one seeing witnesses coming confesses 
to the theft, but denies the slaughtering/’ etc. Why does the 
Boraitha state as it does? Let it state, “ . . . and he admits 

that he stole it, or that he slaughtered and sold it, he pays the 
principal only ” ? (And we would infer from this that also when 
he even admits only the slaughtering, in which case he seeks to 
be entirely free, it is nevertheless considered an admission to make 
him liable for the principal ?) We must therefore say that it 
means to teach us that only when he confess to the theft which 
makes him liable to the payment of the principal he is free (from 
fine), but when he does not confess to the theft, but the same is 
proved by witnesses and thereafter he admits that he slaughtered 
and sold it, and subsequently the same is also proved by wit¬ 
nesses, in which case he did not make himself liable even to the 
payment of the principal, he is liable (also to pay fine). Hence, we 
see that the admission of having slaughtered it (not coupled with 
the confession to the theft) is not considered an admission at all? 
Nay, it may be said that it means to teach us this very thing, viz.: 
Because he confessed to the theft, although he did not admit that 
he slaughtered or sold it, and thereafter witnesses testify that he 
slaughtered and sold it, he is nevertheless free from four and five, 
for the Scripture reads, “ four or five,” but not “ four or three” 
(and here, when he confesses to the theft, he is liable to the pay¬ 
ment of the principal only, and if we should make him liable for 
the slaughtering, etc., he would have to pay two more for a sheep 
or three more for an ox, so that it would be “ three or four,” but 
not “ four or five ”). 

“ If he stole and consecrated it, and thereafter slaughtered or 
sold itf etc. This would be correct in case of slaughtering, for at 
the time of the slaughtering it was already consecrated property 
and not that of the owner. But why should he not be liable for 
the consecration itself—is this not considered a transfer from one 
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owner to another, and what difference is there whether he sold it 
to a human being or to the sanctuary ? Nay, there is a difference : 
In the first case its name is changed, for before the sale he is the 
ox of Reuben and after the sale he is the ox of Simeon, while 
when he consecrated him he still continues to be known as “Reu¬ 
ben's consecrated ox.” 

“ R. Simeon says” etc. Now, when R. Simeon holds that 
there is no difference whether he is sold to another person or 
sold to the Sanctuary, then the reverse should be the conclusion : 
If his responsibility still continues after the consecration, he 
should be free, because it is still under his control; and if his 
responsibility ceases upon the consecration he should be liable, 
for by the act of the consecration he placed it under the control 
of the Sanctuary; and according to him, it is the same as if he 
sold it to a commoner ? R. Simeon's statement has reference to 
the following Boraitha : “ It may be said that the payment of 
four and five fold applies neither to one who steals stolen prop¬ 
erty from a thief, nor to one who steals consecrated property 
from the house of him who consecrated it, because it is written 
[Ex. xx. 6] : ‘ And it be stolen out of the mans house,' which 
means but not out of the house of the Sanctuary.” * R. Simeon 
says: If he is responsible for the consecrated property, he is 
liable, for the reason that it is still under his control, and the 
verse, “ be stolen out of the man's house,” is still to be applied, 
but not when it is not under his control. Rabha questioned : If 
one makes a vow to bring a burnt-offering and sets aside an ox 
for such offering, and thereafter the ox is stolen, may the thief 
make restitution by returning a sheep, according to the rabbis, 
or a dove or a pigeon, according to R. Elazar b. Azariah, as we 
have learned in the following Mishna: “ If one say, ‘ I oblige 
myself to bring a burnt-offering,’ he may bring a sheep; R. Elazar 
b. Azariah, however, says that he may bring a dove or a pigeon.” 
Now, how is the law in our case: Shall we assume that the thief 
may say, “ You obliged yourself to bring a burnt-offering, and 
here it is,” or the owner may say, “My wish is to do this merit in 
the best manner possible”? After he questioned, he himself 
answered : The restitution of the thief is acceptable according to 
the rabbis if it is a sheep, and according to R. Elazar b. Azariah 
if it is a fowl. R. A’ha the son of R. Iqa taught that the above 


* Because it now belongs to the Sanctuary and not to him who consecrated it, it 
is considered as if it would be stolen from the house of the Sanctuary. 
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saying of Rabha was not questioned and answered as stated 
above, but was originally said so by him. 

MISHNA V .: If the thief sells all but one-hundredth part of 
it, or he is a co-owner of it, or he slaughters it illegally so that it 
becomes a carrion, or he lacerates it (from the nostrils to the 
heart), or he tears the trachea and gullet, he pays only double, 
but not four and five fold. 

GEMARA: What is meant by one-hundredth part of it? 
Said Rabh : It means of the meat which is made permissible for 
use by the legal slaughtering of the animal. Levi, however, 
holds even of the wool which is to be shorn. So also was taught 
plainly in a Boraitha. But according to whom, then, is Rabh’s 
statement ? According to R. Simeon b. Elazar of the following 
Boraitha, who said : “ If he sells all but one of its fore or hind 
legs, he does not pay four and five fold; if, however, he sells all 
but its horns or its wool, he does pay four and five fold.” On 
what point do they differ? The first Tana holds that “ and kill 
it or sell it ” [Ex. xxi. 37] means, as in case of slaughtering, it 
must be the whole, so also in case of sale. R. Simeon b. Elazar, 
however, holds that the fore and hind legs, which require legal 
slaughtering, if he excluded them from the sale, it is considered 
a sufficient remainder, and he is free from payment of four and 
five fold ; but the horns and wool, which require no slaughtering, 
are not considered a sufficient remainder. 

The rabbis taught: “ One who steals an animal one leg of 
which is missing, or which is lame or blind, or one who steals an 
animal belonging to a co-partnership, is liable. But partners that 
steal together are free.” But have we not learned in another 
Boraitha that partners are liable? Said R. Na’hman: This pre¬ 
sents no difficulty: The first Boraitha treats of a case where one 
partner stole of his co-partner (and therefore it is not considered 
a sale of the whole, for he himself is entitled to half), and the 
other Boraitha treats of a case where one partner steals from a 
third party. Rabha objected to R. Na’hman : “ Lest it be as¬ 
sumed that a partner who steals from his co-partner, or two part¬ 
ners. that steal together (from a third party), should be liable, 
therefore it is written [ibid]. ‘And kill it/ which means the 
whole of it, which cannot be the case here ?” Therefore said R. 
Na’hman : This presents no difficulty: The Boraitha which 
states that he is liable means a case where he slaughters it with 
the knowledge of his co-partner (in which case he is considered 
the agent of the other partner, and the act is that of both part- 
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ners), and the Boraitha which states that he is free means a case 
where he slaughters it without the knowledge of his co-partner 
(in which case it is considered that he slaughters the part stolen 
by his co-partner, which he did without permission, and it was 
said above that if one slaughters the animal stolen by another 
one is free from four and five fold ; for his own half, however, he 
cannot be liable, for it is not considered the slaughtering of the 
whole). 

The Rabbis taught: “ If he steals it and gives it to another 
party who slaughters, sells, or consecrates it; or he steals and sells 
it to another party on credit, or exchanged it, or makes a present 
of it, or gives it to his creditor in payment of a loan made to him, 
or he gives it to his creditor in payment for merchandise sold to 
him on credit, or makes it a bridal-gift—in all those cases he pays 
four and five fold.” What new thing does this mean to teach us? 
The first part, which states the case where he gives it to another 
who slaughters it, means to teach us that in this particular case 
he is liable for the act of his agent, although in other cases one 
who appoints a messenger to commit a transgression is not liable 
for the act of the messenger (see above, p. 120, and the latter 
part, which states that he consecrates it, means to teach us that 
there is no difference whether he sells it to an ordinary person or 
to the Sanctuary. 

MISHNA VL : (The liability to the fine of four and five fold 
applies only where the thief slaughters it after he acquired title to 
it, or he slaughters it outside of the owner’s premises, namely:) 
If he steals it within the premises of the owner and slaughters or 
sells it ouside of it, or he steals it outside of the owner’s premises 
and slaughters or sells it within the premises, or the stealing, 
slaughtering, and sale are outside of the owner’s premises, he 
pays four and five fold. If, however, the stealing, slaughtering, 
and sale are within the owner’s premises, he is free. 

If while the thief is leading the animal out it dies, still within 
the premises of the owner, he is free. If he lifts it up or leads it 
out of the premises, and it dies, he is liable. If he redeems his 
first-born son with it, or he gives it to his creditor, or to a gratu¬ 
itous bailee or to a borrower to do work with it, or to a bailee for 
hire, or to a hirer, and the other person is drawing it forth and it 
dies while still on the premises of the owner, he is free. If, how¬ 
ever, he lifts it up or he leads it out of the premises and it dies, 
he is liable. 

GEMARA. Ameimar questioned : Was it enacted that a 
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bailee should not be liable unless he should first draw (see above) 
the bailment, or not ? Said R. Imar to him : Come and hear the 
statement of our Mishna: “ If he redeems his first-born son with 
it, or he gives it to his creditor, etc., he is free.” Does this not 
mean that the bailee drew it? Infer from this that there is such 
an enactment. We have so also learned in the following Boraitha : 
“ R. Elazar said: As it was enacted that a buyer has to acquire 
title by drawing the article he buys, so also was it enacted that 
the bailee should draw the bailment when he takes it under his 
control.” So also we have learned in a Boraitha with the addi¬ 
tion : “ And as title to real property can be acquired by money, 
conveyance, and occupancy ( hazaka ), so also title to rents can be 
acquired by those three.” What kind of rents? Shall we assume 
rent of personal property—can, then, personal property be rented 
by a conveyance? Must it not be drawn? Said R. Hisda : Rent 
of real property is meant. 

R. Elazar said: If it was noticed that the thief was hiding 
himself in the forest (for the purpose of stealing an animal) and 
he slaughters or sells it therein, he pays four and five fold. Why 
so—he had not drawn it? Said R. Hisda: The case was that he 
drove it on with a stick. But if he did it so openly that it could 
be noticed, then he is a robber (and not a thief, and according to 
the Scripture he is free from the payment of four and five fold)? 
Nay, because he tried to hide himself, he is considered a thief. 
Under what circumstances, then, can he be considered a robber? 
Said R. Abbahu : As, for instance, Benayahu the son of Yehoy- 
ada, of whom it is written [II Samuel, xxxiii. 21]: “And he 
snatched the spear out of the Egyptian’s hand and slew him with 
his own spear.” R. Johanan says: As, for instance, the men of 
Shechem, of whom it is written [Judges, ix. 25] : “And the men 
of Shechem set persons to lie in wait for him on the top of the 
mountains, and they robbed all that passed by them on that way.” 

The disciples questioned R. Johanan b. Zakkai: Why did the 
Scripture treat more rigorously with the thief than with the rob¬ 
ber? He answered them: Because the robber put the honor of 
his Creator at least on the same level with that of His servant, 
while the thief did not do so, but, on the contrary, considered the 
eye and ear of Heaven as if it would not see and hear; as it is 
written [Is. xxix. 15] : “Woe unto those that seek to hide deeply 
their counsel from the Lord, so that their works may be in the 
dark, and they say, Who seeth us?” etc.; and it is also written 
[Ps. xliv. 7]: “ And they say, The Lord will not see, and the God 
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of Jacob will not take notice of it ”; and it is also written [Ezek. 
ix. 9] : “ For they have said, The Lord hath forsaken the land and 
the Lord seeth not.” 

R. Meir said: The following parable was related in the name 
of R. Gamaliel: To what is the above equal? To two persons 
who lived in one and the same town. One made a feast and in¬ 
vited all the inhabitants of the town, but not the princes; the 
other one made a feast and invited neither the inhabitants nor 
the princes. Whose punishment ought to be severer? Surely 
that of the first one. 

The same said again : Ponder over the greatness of labor: In 
case of stealing an ox which he prevented from laboring, the thief 
pays five; in case of a sheep which does not perform any work, 
he pays only four. R. Johanan b. Zakkai said : Ponder over the 
greatness of the honor of creatures. For an ox who walks with 
his feet, he pays five; but for a sheep, for which he had to hu¬ 
miliate himself by carrying it on his shoulders, he pays only four. 

MISHNA VII.: No tender cattle must be raised in Palestine, 
but they may be raised in Syria and in the deserts of Palestine. 
No cocks or hens must be raised in Jerusalem (even by lay¬ 
men), because of the voluntary offerings (the meat of which may 
be eaten in any part of the city, and as the habit of the named 
fowls is to peck with their beaks in the rubbish, they may peck 
into a dead reptile and then peck in the meat of the offerings). 
In all other parts of Palestine priests only must not raise them, as 
they use leave-offerings for their meals, and they must be very 
careful about cleanliness. Swine must not be raised by Jews at 
any place. One shall keep no dog unless on a chain, and no 
noose is to be laid out for trapping pigeons unless fifty riss dis¬ 
tant from inhabited places. 

GEMARA: The rabbis taught: No tender cattle must be 
raised in Palestine but in its forests; in Syria, however, even in 
the inhabited places, and, of course, in all other places.” Another 
Boraitha states: No tender cattle must be raised in Palestine but 
in the deserts of Judea, and in those of the village of Achu ; and 
although no tender cattle must be raised, still large cattle may, 
for no restrictions are made for the community unless most of the 
people can observe them. Tender cattle may, but large cattle 
may not be imported from other countries. And although they 
must not be raised, still they may be kept during the thirty days 
immediately preceding a feast day, or the celebration of the wed¬ 
ding of one’s children. But this shall not be construed to mean 
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that they may be kept for thirty days, and that if some cattle 
were bought less than thirty days before the feast day that one 
may continue keeping them after the feast day until the expira¬ 
tion of the thirty days, but that as soon as the feast day is over 
he must not keep them any longer. The butcher, however, may 
buy and slaughter them at once, or keep them (until the market 
day), provided that the cattle he bought last shall not be kept 
after the market-day to complete the thirty days. 

The disciples once questioned R. Gamaliel, whether it was 
permitted to raise tender cattle, and he answered : “ Yea.” But 
have we not learned in our Mishna that it is not ? It must be 
said, therefore, that they questioned him whether it was permitted 
to keep them, and he answered them : “ Yea, provided they are 
kept locked in the house, so that they shall not go out and pas¬ 
ture with the flock.” 

The rabbis taught: It happened that a pious person was suf¬ 
fering from a severe cough, and the physicians declared that he 
could not be cured unless by drinking every morning fresh-drawn 
milk which was still warm. He obtained a goat, which he tied to 
the leg of his bed, and drew her milk every morning. Once his 
colleagues came to visit him, and on seeing the goat tied to the 
leg of the bed they turned back, saying: There are armed rob¬ 
bers in the house of this man (for the habit of a goat is to stray 
upon other’s fields), and shall we visit him ? They sat down and 
examined into his conduct, and found no other transgression in 
him except that one. The pious one himself before he died said : 
I know that there can be no other transgression found in me 
except the one of the goat, that I disregarded the prohibition of 
my colleagues. 

R. Ishmael said : My father’s family was of the citizens of 
upper Galilea, and why was that locality destroyed ? Because 
they pastured their young cattle in the forests and tried civil 
cases by one judge ; and although their forests were near their 
houses (in the immediate neighborhood, and they were pasturing 
their cattle in their own forests), still, a small-sized field was 
between those forests (which belonged to strangers), and they 
used to pass their cattle over that field. 

The rabbis taught : “ A shepherd (who raises tender cattle) 
that repented, we do not compel him to sell out all his cattle at 
once, but he may do so by degrees. So also is the case with a 
proselyte who inherited dogs and swine; we do not compel him 
to sell out all at once. So, also, one who made a vow to buy a 
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house or marry a woman in Palestine; we do not compel him to 
do so until he finds one fit for him. It happened once with a 
woman whom her son used to annoy, that she swore that she 
would marry the first one who would propose to her, and unsuit¬ 
able persons came forward with propositions. When this came 
before the sages, they declared that her intention was only for a 
suitable person. 

As it was said that no tender cattle must be raised (in Pales¬ 
tine), so also was it said that no tender beasts should be raised. 
R. Ishmael, however, said that hunters' dogs, cats, monkeys, and 
weasels might be raised, for they are kept for the purpose of 
keeping the house clean. R. Jehudah said in the name of Rabh : 
We follow in Babylon the practice prevailing in Palestine regard¬ 
ing tender cattle. Said R. Ada b. Ahba to R. Huna: But do 
not you raise tender cattle? He answered : Mine are taken care 
of by Haubah my wife. According to others, R. Huna said : We 
follow in Babylon the practice prevailing in Palestine regarding 
tender cattle since Rabh settled in Babylon (whom many followed 
from Palestine and who bought or rented all the land in Baby¬ 
lon). Rabh, Samuel, and R. Assi happened to meet at a cir¬ 
cumcision feast, and according to others at a redemption feast. 
Rabh declined to enter the house before Samuel, and Samuel 
declined to enter before R. Assi, and the latter in his turn re¬ 
fused to enter before Rabh. It was then decided that Samuel 
should wait until Rabh and R. Assi had entered. (But why did 
Rabh refuse to enter before Samuel, he was surely greater than 
Samuel?) Rabh simply paid this courtesy to Samuel on account 
of his cursing him (see Sabbath, pp. 221-222). While they were 
so discussing a cat came and bit off the arm of the child, after 
which Rabh lectured that it is permitted to kill a cat and pro¬ 
hibited to keep it and that there can be no robbery in respect to 
it, and that if a cat gets lost no one need return it to its owner. 
If it is permitted to kill it, is it not self evident that it is pro¬ 
hibited to keep it ? Lest one say that there is no prohibition to 
kill it but it may also be kept, hence the statement. Again, if 
it says that there can be no robbery in respect to it, why, then, 
the statement that it need not be returned to its owner if lost? 
Said Rabhina : It means even as far as its skin is concerned. An 
objection was raised from our Mishna : “ R. Simeon b. Elazar said : 
Dogs, cats, etc. M ? This presents no difficulty. A black one 
may, but a white one may not. But in the case of Rabh, was it 
not a black one? It was a black descending from a white one. 
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R. A’ha b. Papa said in the name of R. Hanina b. Papa * the 
following three things: (a) In case of a plague of the itch a fast 
day with the blowing of the horn may be ordered on the Sabbath ; 
( b ) if the door of success is closed to one, it will not open soon ; 
and (<r) if one buy a house in Palestine, the deed may be written 
and executed even on Sabbath. What does the statement, “if 
the door of success,” etc., mean ? Said Mar Zutra: The grant¬ 
ing of a diploma for a rabbi f. R. Ashi said : It means that 
when one falls into misfortune he cannot soon recover. “ If one 
buy, etc., the deed, etc., on Sabbath.” Does it really mean that 
the Sabbath may be violated in such a case? Nay, it means as 
Rabha said, that a Gentile may be told to do it, although in 
ordinary cases the rabbis prohibited it on account of Sabbath- 
rest ; still, in this particular case they did not. R. Samuel b. 
Na’hmani said in the name of R. Jonathan: One who buys a 
town in Palestine is compelled also to buy a tract of land around 
it to make it accessible from all four sides, in order to promote 
settlement in Palestine. 

The rabbis taught: “ Upon the following ten conditions did 
Joshua divide the land to the settlers: ( a ) That one may pasture 
his cattle in the forest of another; ( b ) he may gather wood upon 
another’s field; ( c ) grass may be gathered on another’s field at 
any place, except that of the carob-bean ; (< d ) a branch may be 
cut off a tree at any place, except of an olive tree ; ( e ) the towns¬ 
people may use the water of springs even newly opened by 
strangers ; (/) nets may be spread in the Tiberian waters by 
every one for fishing purposes, provided he does not stake them 
so as to interfere with navigation ; (g) one may evacuate behind 
a fence even of a field of saffron ; (/z) one may walk the cross 
way (opened on a field) until the second quarter of the season; 
(z) one may walk the side road when the main road is cloddy; 
(j) one who lost his way in a vineyard might raise and lower the 
tree branches in trying to find it ; and, lastly, (k) a stranger who 
dies in a field should be interred in the place where he dies (see 
Erubin, p. 38).” Are there only ten, are there not eleven enu¬ 
merated ? The condition that one may walk the cross-walks was 
not made by Joshua but by Solomon, as we have learned in the 


* Papa had many children, and the Gemara is not certain who of them was the 
author of this statement. 

f There were many sages who were worthy of this honor, but circumstances 
prevented them from getting the diploma. The well-known Samuel was one of 
them. (See Vol. XI., Tract Baba Metzia.) 
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following Boraitha: When all the fruit is gathered in from the 
field and the owner still permits no one to enter his field, do not 
people murmur and say: What benefit does that man derive from 
it and what injury would the people cause him by crossing his 
field ? Of him the verse says : When you can afford to be good, 
do not cause people to call you bad. Is there, then, such a verse 
to be found in Scripture ? There is a verse similar to it, viz. 
[Proverbs, iii. 27] : “ Withhold not a benefit from him who is 
deserving it, when it is in the power of thy hand to do it.” 

But are there no more than those enumerated ? Is there not 
another one, of which R. Jehudah speaks in the following 
Boraitha: “ R. Jehudah says: During the manuring season, etc., 
for on this condition did Joshua, etc. (supra, p. 66) ? ” Again, 
there are those enumerated in the following Boraitha: R. Ish- 
mael the son of R. Johanan b. Broka says: The court declared 
the following conditions to have been made by Joshua when he 
distributed the land among Israel: (a) That one may enter his 
neighbor’s orchard to cut off a tree branch and use it in saving 
his bee-hive, paying the owner of the orchard the value thereof; 
(i b ) one shall empty his vessel containing wine and save therewith 
his neighbor’s honey (if one carrying wine and one carrying 
honey met together and the vessel containing the honey broke), 
and receive from him the value of the wine; ( c ) one shall unload 
his wood and load on his neighbor’s hemp (under circumstances 
similar to those stated above), and get from him the value of his 
wood ? The Boraitha enumerated only those which were de¬ 
clared to have been so unanimously, but not those that were 
stated by individuals without being supported by their col¬ 
leagues. 

But did not R. Abin upon his return (from Palestine) say in 
the name of R. Johanan that one more condition was made by 
Joshua, namely, that whether it be a tree branching over into a 
neighboring field or one standing near the boundary, he may 
bring the first-fruit to Jerusalem and read the scriptural passages 
[Deut. xxvi. 5] ; and if the above-enumerated ten conditions 
were a Boraitha, R. Johanan, who was (not a Tana but only) an 
Amora, would not contradict it ? Therefore it must be said that 
the phrase, '‘The rabbis taught: Ten conditions,” mentioned 
above does not mean that it was a Boraitha (as it usually indi¬ 
cates), but that it was taught by R. Jehoshua b. Levi (who was 
also.an. Amora, and R. Johanan may differ with him). R. Gebiah 
of the city of TChthil taught so plainly : R. Tan’hum and R. 
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Brice said in the name of the certain elder who was R. Jehoshua 
b. Levi, that ten conditions did Joshua make with the settlers. 

Ten enactments were enacted by Ezra, viz.: (#)That portions 
of the Scripture should be read at the Saturday afternoon prayer ; 
( 5 ) on Mondays and Thursdays; (c) the court should be open on 
Mondays and Thursdays; (d) clothes should be washed on 
Thursdays (for the honor of the Sabbath); ( e ) garlic should be 
eaten on the eve of Sabbath ; (/) a woman should do her baking 
early in the morning (so as to have fresh bread for the poor who 
should ask for it); (g) a woman should wear underwear; (h) a 
woman should comb her hair before immersing (in the legal bath) ; 
(/) vendors should travel from town to town and peddle their 
wares unmolested. He also enacted immersion (in a legal bath) 
for those who see Keri (wet-dreams). Ten things were said of 
the city of Jerusalem (when it was the capital of Palestine): (a) 
Real property should always be redeemed by the seller; ( b ) if a 
slain person is found in the neighborhood of Jerusalem, the 
ceremony of the heifer [Deut. xxi.] should not be performed ; 

(c) it should never be declared a condemned town [Deut. xiii. 14] ; 

(d) the laws of plagues [Levi. xiv. 35] should not apply to the 
houses of Jerusalem; (^) no beams should be permitted to pro¬ 
trude, nor any corner boards (Erubin, p. 40) ; (/) no dumping 
places for rubbish should be permitted therein ; (g) no potter's 
kiln should be permitted to be constructed therein ; (Ji) no gar¬ 
dens or orchards should be permitted there except those of roses, 
that existed since the time of the first prophets; (i) no hens 
or cocks should be raised ; and (J) no dead body should remain 
over-night in the city (but should be carried out of the city). 

“No swine is permitted to be raised at any place .” The rab¬ 
bis taught : “ During the civil war of the Maccabees, Hurkanoth 
was within and Aristobulos was without the city wall, and every 
day those within lowered by means of a chair a basket full of 
dinars from the top of the wall to those outside, and the latter 
sent them up cattle for the daily sacrifices. Among the outsiders 
was an old man who was learned in Greek science, and he said 
to them : So long as your enemies continue to perform the holy 
service you will not subdue them. On the next day, when the 
basket of dinars was lowered, they sent them up a swine. When 
the swine reached the centre of the wall he fastened his feet in 
the wall, and Palestine trembled for a distance of four hundred 
square parsa. At that time it was declared that cursed be he 
who raised swine and cursed be he who taught his sons Greek 
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science. Of that time it was taught (Tract Mena’hoth, p. 64b) 
that the omer was brought from the gardens of Zriphin and the 
two loaves from the valley of Ein Sokher.” 

But is, then, the study of Greek science prohibited—have we 
not learned in the following Boraitha : “ Rabbi said : In Palestine 
there is no use for the Syriac language, which is not clear, when 
there are the Holy language (pure Hebrew) and the Greek lan¬ 
guage, both of which are very clear; and R. Jose said : In Babylon 
there is no use for the Aramean language, for there are the Holy 
language and the Persian language ” ? It may be said: Greek 
language is one thing and Greek science is another. But is, then, 
the study of Greek science prohibited—has not R. Jehudah said 
in the name of Samuel: So said R. Simeon b. Gamaliel: It is 
written [Lam. iii. 51] : “ My eye affected my soul because of all 
the daughters of my city. There were a thousand young men 
in my father’s house, five hundred of whom studied Scripture and 
five hundred Greek science, and of all of them only two remained : 
I here and my nephew in Assia ” ? R. Gamaliel’s house was an 
exception, for its proximity to the government, as is stated in a 
Boraitha : “ He who cuts his hair x°J Ar ? imitates the ways of the 
Amorites, which are prohibited [Lev. xviii. 3]. Abtulmus bar 
Reuben, however, was permitted to do so, for he had stood near 
the government. The house of R. Gamaliel was permitted to 
study Greek science for the same reason.” 

“ No dog shall be kept ,” etc. The rabbis taught: No one shall 
raise a dog unless he is kept on a chain, or unless in a town ad¬ 
joining the frontier, in which he is permitted to keep him without 
a chain only in the night-time. There is a Boraitha: R. Eliezer 
the great said : The raising of dogs is equivalent to the raising of 
swine. For what purpose is this equivalence? That the curse 
said of him who raises swine should apply also to him. 

R. Joseph b. Maniumi said in the name of R. Na’hman : Baby¬ 
lon [Nahardea] is considered a city located at the frontier. 

R. Dosthai of Biri lectured : It is written [Numb. x. 36] : 
“ And when it rested, he said, Return, O Lord, among the myriads 
of the thousands of Israel.” Infer from this that the Shekhina 
does not rest on Israel unless they number two myriads two 
thousand. If it should happen that this number should be one 
less and there should be a pregnant woman whose child when 
born would complete it, and a dog should bark and cause the 
woman to miscarry, it would appear that he caused the Shekhina 
to withdraw from Israel. 


TRACT BABA KAMA (THE FIRST GATE). 1S1 

It happened with a woman that entered a house to bake there, 
etc. (See Sabbath, p. 124). 

“ No nets are spread , ’ ’ etc. But do we go as far as that ? Have 
we not learned in the following Mishna: “ Dove-cots may be 
located at a distance of fifty ells from a town”? Said Abayi : 
They fly for a much longer distance, but as to pecking up food 
they do so only within fifty ells. But do they fly only thirty 
ris?* Have we not learned in the following Boraitha that nets 
should not be spread out in the neighborhood of inhabited places, 
even at a distance of one hundred mil? R. Joseph said that “ in¬ 
habited ” means where vineyards are laid out, Rabba said that it 
means where dove-cots are kept. If so, let him say that it must 
not be done for the doves themselves, in order that they should 
not be caught in ? If you wish, it can be answered that the doves 
are ownerless ; and if you wish, it can be answered that he him¬ 
self is the owner of the doves. 


* Seven and a half ris equalled one Palestinian mile. 



CHAPTER VIII. 


THE FIVE ITEMS OF PAYMENT IN CASE OF INJURY TO A HUMAN 

BEING, INDEPENDENTLY OF THE CRIMINAL LIABILITY. THE 

LIABILITY FOR ASSAULT WHEN NO INJURY IS SUSTAINED. 

MISHNA /.: One who wounds his neighbor is liable to pay 
the following five things, viz.: damage, pain, healing, loss of time, 
and disgrace. “ Damage.”—If he blinds one’s eye, cuts off his 
hand, or breaks his leg, the injured person is considered as if he 
were a slave sold in the market, and he is appraised at his for¬ 
mer and his present value. “ Pain.”—If he burns him with a spit 
or with a nail, if even only on the nail (of his hand or foot), 
where it produces no wound, it is appraised how much a man his 
equal would take to suffer such pain. “ Healing.”—If he caused 
him bodily injury, he must heal him ; if pus collected by reason 
of the wound, he must cause him to be healed ; if, however, not 
by reason of the wound, he is free. If the wound heals up and 
breaks out again, even several times, he must cause it to be 
healed; if, however, it once heals up thoroughly, he is no more 
obliged to heal it. “ Loss of time.”—The injured person is con¬ 
sidered as if he were a watchman of a pumpkin field, as he was 
already paid the value of his hand or foot. The disgrace is ap¬ 
praised with consideration of the station and rank of the one 
who causes as well as of the one who suffers it. 

GEMARA: Why so ? Perhaps it is to be taken literally, for 
the Scripture reads [Ex. xxi. 24] : “ Eye for eye ” ? This can¬ 
not enter the mind, as we have learned in the following Bor- 
aitha: Lest one say, if he blinds one’s eye or cuts off one’s 
hand, that the same should be done unto him, therefore it is 
written [Lev. xxiv. 21] : “ And he that killeth a beast shall make 
restitution for it; and he that killeth a man,” etc. As in case 
of a beast only the value is paid, so also in case of a man. And 
lest one say, Does not the Scripture read [Numb. xxxv. 31] : 
“ Moreover, ye shall take no redemption for the person of a 
murderer, who is guilty of death ”? you may say that from this 
very verse it may be inferred that no redemption money is to be 
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taken for a murderer , but redemption money is to be taken for 
one who destroys such members of the body as cannot grow on 
again. 

We have learned in a Boraitha: R. Simeon b. Johi said: 
“ Eye for eye ” means its value. You say, its value. Perhaps it 
means literally? Nay, for what should be done when a blind 
man blinds another, etc.—how should be fulfilled the command¬ 
ment “ eye for eye ” ? And lest one say that such a case is an 
exception, therefore the Scripture reads [Lev. xxiv. 22] : “ One 
manner of judicial law shall ye have”; from which is to be in¬ 
ferred that it means a law which can be applied alike to all hu¬ 
man cases. 

In the school of R. Ishmael it was taught : The Scripture 
reads [ibid., ibid. 20] : “ So should it be given* unto him ” ; and 
by “ given ” is meant a thing which is given from hand to hand. 
If so, how are the preceding words in the same verse to be ex¬ 
plained ? “ In the manner he should give a bodily defect,” etc. 

(hence the word “ give ” is used also for such a thing as is not 
given from hand to hand)? It may be explained thus: The 
school of R. Ishmael deduce it from a superfluous verse, thus: 
Let us see. It reads already in the preceding verse [ibid. 19] : 
“ And if a man cause a bodily defect in his neighbor; as he hath 
done, so shall it be done unto him.” Why, then, the repetition 
in verse 20? To indicate that it means money. But still the 
above-stated objection as to the use of the word “ give ” in the 
beginning of the verse remains ? Because at the end of the verse 
the Scripture desired to use a term from which it should be de¬ 
duced that it means money . It used the same expression also here. 

The school of R. Hyya deduce it from the following: The 
Scripture reads [Deut. xix. 21] : “ Hand for hand ” f—that means 
something that can be passed from hand to hand, i.e ., money. 


* The verse reads: “ Yithain . . . Kain yinothen,” of which the literal 

translation is “ should give ... so should be given” ; and the Talmud takes 
it as it is, and infers from this that the expression “give ” means money, which is 
given from hand to hand. The preceding verse (19), however, reads : “ Osso 
. . . Yeosseh,” the literal translation of which is, “ did , . . should be done.” 

Leeser translates in both instances “ done,” according to the sense. 

t The Gemara continues with similar questions: Is it not written, “foot for 
foot” ; and similar answers, “ There is a superfluous verse,” etc., are given. Italso 
proceeds to cite other schools and individuals who deduce it from other Scriptural 
sources, with a lengthy discussion, and finally arrives at the same conclusion, that 
this law must not be understood literally. We have omitted all this, as all the ex¬ 
planations are as complicated as the one translated in the text. And it seems to us 
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It happened that an ass bit off a child’s arm. When the case 
came before R. Papa b. Samuel he said : Go and appraise the 
sum to be paid for the four items. Said Rabha to him : But we 
have learned that five items are appraised ? He answered : I 
mean in addition to the actual damage. Said Abayi: But this 
was an ass, and an ass pays actual damage only? He then 
said : Go and appraise his actual damage. But he must be ap¬ 
praised as if he were a slave? He answered: Go and appraise 
him as such. Said the child’s father: I do not want to submit 
to such an indignity. He was told : This money belongs to 
the child (and you cannot deprive him of that). The father then 
answered : When he shall grow up, I will rather pay him of my 
own. 

It happened that an ox lacerated the arm of a child, and the 
case came before Rabha. He said : Go and appraise the actual 
damage as if he were a slave. His disciple said to him: Are 
not you, master, the one who said that all appraisements which 
are made as of a slave are not to be collected in Babylon ? He 
answered: The appraisement may be made, so that in case he 
should subsequently seize some property of the defendant he will 
not be compelled to return it. And Rabha in this decision fol¬ 
lows his theory elsewhere : “ Damages of an ox caused to him 
by another ox, or damages of an ox caused by a man, are to be 
collected in Babylon, but damages of a man caused to him by 
another man, or by an ox, are not to be collected in Babylon.” 
Why are the latter damages not collected ? Because it states 
[Ex. xxii. 8] : “ Before the judges,” etc., and in Babylon the 
majority of the judges are not ordained, is it not the same with 
damages caused by one ox to another, etc.—for they are all men¬ 
tioned together in the Scripture, where the word “ Eloim ” is 
written, which means ordained judges ? Rabha speaks of a case 
when it was caused by the tooth or foot, which are considered 
vicious from the beginning, and such damage is at any rate to be 
collected in Babylon. 

“ Pain — if he burned him ,” etc. Who is the Tana who holds 
that pain without damage must be paid for? Said Rabha: It is 
Ben Azai of the following Boraitha: Rabbi said: “ Burning ” is 
mentioned in the Scripture first. Ben Azai said : “ Bruise ” is 


that all those who participated in this discussion well knew that at the time the Thora 
was given the law was literal in its meaning, as it was also at that time among other 
nations ; but with the change of time it was positively necessary to change this law, 
and if it could not be deduced from the Scripture it would not be accepted. 
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mentioned first. (How is it possible that they should differ as to 
which is written first and which last, when the verse [Ex. xxi. 25] 
reads plainly “burning” first and “bruise” last?) The point 
on which they differ is whether “ burning” without producing a 
bruise is considered pain which is to be paid for: Rabbi says that 
the word “ burning ” could be explained to mean without a bruise, 
and the word “ bruise ” mentioned last is only to explain that 
burning without a bruise is not to be considered. Ben Azai, how¬ 
ever, maintains that “ burning” means with a bruise ; and because 
“ bruise ” is repeated again, it may be inferred that when it hap¬ 
pened that the burning was without a bruise it is also considered 
pain which must be paid for. R. Papa opposed : On the contrary, 
common sense would dictate that Rabha’s statement, “ Burning 
is mentioned first,” means to say that because usually burning is 
accompanied with a bruise it is also considered pain and must be 
paid for; and Ben Azai’s statement that bruise is mentioned first 
means to say that “ bruise ” is the main point, as burning without 
a bruise is not considered at all. It may also be explained that 
both agree that the word “ burning ” means with or without a 
bruise, and the point of their difference is: Given a general and a 
particular which do not follow one after the other ( c . g ., in the 
verse in question, where the words “ wound for wound ” intervene 
between them), Rabbi holds to the rule “ that a general includes 
nothing but what is stated in the particular ” does not apply to 
such a case, while Ben Azai holds that it does. And lest one say: 
If “ burning” includes also a bruise, why, then, the repetition? 
Say that the word “ bruise ” means to increase the payment. 

“ It is appraised how much one would," etc. When the damage 
is paid for, how should the pain be appraised separately? Said 
the father of Samuel: It should be appraised how much one would 
pay to have his arm, which by the decree of the government must 
be amputated, severed by a drug* instead of a sword. If so, it 
ought to state “give” instead of “take”? Said R. Huna b. R. 
Juhoshua: It means that the plaintiff shall take from the defend¬ 
ant what such a man would give. 

u ‘ Healing! — If he caused him bodily injury ,” etc. The rabbis 
taught: If pus collected by reason of the wound and the wound 
broke out again, he must heal him; and he must also pay for the 
loss of his time until he shall be healed again. If, however, not 


* It probably means the use of a drug as an anodyne or anxsthetic during the 
amputation. 
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by reason of the wound, he is free from both. R. Jehudah said : 
Even if it was by reason of the wound, he must cure him only, 
but not pay again for the loss of time. 

The sages, however, say that the healing and the loss of time 
go together: When he must pay for one, he must also pay for 
the other, but not for one without the other. What is the point 
of their difference ? Said Rabba: I found the disciples of the 
college sitting and declaring that the rabbis and R. Jehudah 
differed as to whether a wound might be bandaged or not (/. e. y 
whether the injured person is permitted to increase the expense 
of healing by bandaging up his wound and thereby causing high 
temperature, which produces pus). The rabbis hold that it may 
be bandaged at the expense of the defendant as regards both 
healing and loss of time. R. Jehudah, however, holds that it 
may not be done. But if he does so, for healing, which is plainly 
written in the Scripture (thoroughly healed), he must pay ; but for 
loss of time, for which there is no additional word in the Scripture, 
he must not pay. Said I to them : If we should come to the 
conclusion that a wound may not be bandaged, even healing 
would not have to be paid for. We must therefore say that all 
agree that a wound may be bandaged ; but they differ, if bandaged 
too much (and this caused high temperature and produced pus), 
as to who must suffer the increased expense. R. Jehudah holds: 
That as one must not bandage a wound more than necessary, he 
is only obliged to pay for healing, because the Scripture insists 
on it by the repetition of the word “ healing ” ; but regarding the 
loss of time, about which there is no repetition in the Scripture, 
he has not to pay for it. The first Tana, however (of the above- 
mentioned Boraitha), holds that because he must pay for the in¬ 
creased healing, for the reason stated above, he must also pay for 
the increase in loss of time, which is equal to healing in all respects. 

(Let us see :) According to the rabbis, who hold that he who is 
liable for loss of time is also liable for the expense of feeling, and 
he who is not liable for loss of time is not liable for the expense 
of healing, wherefore the repetition of the word “ healing ” in the 
verse?* It is needed for what the following Boraitha states: “ R. 
Ishmael said : It is written [Ex. xxi. 19]: Thoroughly healed ,” from 
which is to be inferred that a physician is permitted to heal (al¬ 
though the affliction came from Providence). 


* The word “ healing ” is repeated in the text. Leeser translates it “ thoroughly 
healed”; literally, it would be, “concerning healing he should be healed.” 
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The rabbis taught: Whence do we know that if pus collected 
by reason of the wound and the wound broke out again he must 
heal him, and also pay for the loss of time ? From [ibid., ibid.] : 
“ Only he shall pay for his loss of time, and shall cause him to be 
thoroughly healed.” Lest one say that it is so also if the pus 
collected not by reason of the wound, therefore it reads only . 
R. Jose b. Jehudah said : The above word “ only” excludes the 
case when it collected even by reason of the wound. 

The Master said : “ Lest one say,” etc. If not by reason of 
the wound, why was there a verse needed ? The expression in 
the Boraitha “ not by reason,” etc., may be explained as stated 
in the following Boraitha: If he disobeyed the prescription of 
the physician and ate honey or other saccharine substances, 
which are injurious to a wound, and a cancer formed, shall he 
also be liable to heal him ? Therefore it is written only . 

If the defendant should say, “ I will cure you myself,” the 
plaintiff may object, saying: “ I fear you as a lion lying in wait.” 
And if the defendant should say, “ I will get you my relative, a 
physician, who will cure you for nothing,” he may say : “ A phy¬ 
sician who cures for nothing is worth nothing.” And if he 
should offer to get a physician who lives at a distance from the 
plaintiff, the latter may object, saying: “ One may get blind be¬ 
fore seeing him.” And also, conversely, if the plaintiff should 
demand money to heal himself, the defendant may answer: 
“ You may not comply with the directions of the physician, and 
thus defer the time of the healing.” And if the plaintiff should 
demand from the defendant to agree upon a fixed sum, the 
defendant may also object, saying: “ You may take the money 
and not cure yourself, and people will call me ‘a vicious ox.’ ” 

It was taught above: “ And all those are paid where actual 
damage is paid.” Whence do we deduce this? Said R. Zbid in 
the name of Rabha : The Scripture reads [Ex. xxi. 25] : “ Wound 
for wound,” which means that pain is to be paid for where actual 
damage is paid. But is this verse not necessary to make an un¬ 
intentional act equal to an intentional one, and an accidental one 
equal to a voluntary act? If so, let the Scripture read “ wound 
by wound ”—why “ wound instead of a wound ” ? (See supra, 
p. 54.) To infer both. R. Papa, however, said in the name of 
the same : There is a repetition as to healing [ibid., 19], to add 
healing where actual damage is paid. But can there be a case 
where one should be liable for all the four things where no actual 
damage was done? Yea. Pain—as is stated in the Mishna: 
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“ If he burned him with a spit or a nail,” etc. Healing—as, for 
instance, when he had a slight wound and it was healing up, and 
from the medicines applied the skin turned white, and other 
medicines had to be applied to restore the natural color. Loss 
of time—when he must be confined to the house. Disgrace 
—when he spat in his face. 

“ Loss of time," etc. The rabbis taught: “ Loss of time. He 
is considered as if he were a watchman of a pumpkin field ; and 
lest one say that no justice is done in such a case, for should he 
be cured he could still do some kind of manual work, or serve as 
a messenger and get better compensation ? There is no injustice, 
because he has already received the value of his limb.” 

Rabba said : If one cut off another's hand he pays him the 
value thereof; and as regards loss of time, it is appraised as if he 
were a watchman of a pumpkin field. If one breaks another's 
leg, he pays the value thereof; and as regards loss of time, it is 
appraised as if he were a doorkeeper. If one blinds another's eye, 
he pays him the value thereof, and the loss of time is appraised 
as if he were a miller. If, however, he makes him deaf, he pays 
the value of his whole body, for he is not fit for any work. 

Rabba questioned: In case one cut off another's hand, broke 
his foot, blinded his eye, at intervals, and each injury was not ap¬ 
praised separately when it occurred, and finally he made him deaf, 
how shall the appraisement be made? Shall we assume that the 
appraisement for the deafness will be sufficient, as he has to pay 
him for the whole body, or each of the injuries must be appraised 
separately, and the difference would be that he would receive 
compensation for the pain and the disgrace of each injury sepa¬ 
rately ? I do not question as regards actual damage, healing, and 
loss of time, for each of which he has not to receive separately, as 
he receives now compensation for the whole body as if killed, but 
for the pain and disgrace suffered with each injury? Another 
question: How is it if each injury was appraised, but the money 
was not yet collected ? Shall we assume that because it was ap¬ 
praised separately each must be paid ; or, because he has not yet 
paid and now he has to pay for the whole body that all the pre¬ 
vious appraisements are included therein ? Both questions remain 
undecided.* 


* The codifiers of the Halakhoth, as the Alphasi, Maimonides, etc., have decided 
in accordance with the rule that all undecided questions found in the Talmud must 
be decided rigorously ; i. e ., that in both of the above cases the defendant pays for 
each injury separately and then for the whole body. 
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Rabba questioned : If one strikes another and makes him 
temporarily unfit to labor, as, for instance, when he strikes him on 
the hand and it gets swollen, which will pass over, shall we assume 
that because he will recover he need pay him nothing, or perhaps 
for the time during which he is incapable to work he must pay? 
Come and hear: “ One who strikes his father or mother, but 
makes no bruise, and one who wounds his neighbor on the Day of 
Atonement, is liable to all the five things.” Does the first part 
of this Boraitha not mean a case like the one questioned by you ; 
i. e.y that he struck them on the hand, which will soon pass over, 
and still it states that he must pay all? Nay, it may be explained 
that he caused him deafness, but makes no bruise. But did not 
Rabba say that one who causes deafness to his parents is to suffer 
the death penalty, for deafness is impossible without a bruise, 
which is a drop of blood that falls into the ear? Therefore the 
Boraitha must be explained that he shaved off his hair. His hair? 
It will surely grow on again, and this is Rabh’s question (as there 
is no difference whether the hand will recover or the hair will 
grow on again?) It can be explained that the Boraitha meant 
that he applied a depilatory which prevents the hair from growing 
on again. Pain—because the depilatory entered the grooves (of 
his head) and caused him pain. Healing—because the pain must 
be allayed by medicine. Loss of time—as for instance when he 
was a professional buffoon who shows different grimaces and 
gesticulations, and he is prevented from doing so on account of 
that. Disgrace—there can be no greater disgrace than to be 
without hair. 

And this matter, in which Rabba was doubtful, was certain to 
Abayi in one way and to Rabha in the opposite way, as it was 
taught: If he strikes him on his hand, which gets swollen, Abayi 
says he must pay both the value of his hand in his trade during 
the time of his sickness and also the loss of time in such labor as 
he could do without the hand. Rabha, however, says he is paid 
only what he loses every day by not working. It was taught: 
One who cuts off the arm of his neighbor’s Hebrew servant; 
Abayi says he pays the value of the arm to the servant and for 
the loss of time to his master. Rabha, however, says : The whole 
must be paid to the servant, who should buy therewith land, the 
usufruct of which should belong to the master. It is certain that 
where the injury is wholly to the slave, e. g., where he split his 
ear or his nostrils (which does not prevent him from work), that 
all that he gets belongs to him ; but where the injury is of such a 
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nature that he cannot do any work, the difference between Abayi 
and Rabha concerning the loss of time remains. 

“Disgrace” etc. Our Mishna is in accordance with R. 
Simeon of the following Boraitha only: ” All those who sustain 
injury are looked upon as if they were independent men that 
became poor, as all Israelites are the children of Abraham, 
Isaac, and Jacob. Such is the dictum of R. Meir. R. Jehudah 
says: It is according to his rank and station. R. Simeon, how¬ 
ever, says: The rich ones are looked upon as if they were inde¬ 
pendent men who became poor; the poor ones, as if they were 
the very poorest class.” Hence our Mishna, which states that 
it is according to the station of the party, is not in accordance 
with R. Meir, who makes no difference, nor according to R. 
Jehudah, who says further on that a blind person gets nothing 
for being disgraced, but according to R. Simeon only (who con¬ 
siders rank and station). 

According to whom is the following Boraitha: ” The rabbis 
taught: If he intended to disgrace a small one and disgraced a 
big one, he pays the big one the amount he would have to pay 
the small one. If he intended to disgrace a slave and he dis¬ 
graced a freeman, he pays to the freeman the amount he would 
have to pay to the slave ? It seems to be in accordance with 
neither of the Tanaim mentioned above. [At the first glance, 
the Boraitha is to be explained that ” small one” means one 
who is poor in estate, and ” big one ” means one who is rich in 
estate, and therefore it is not in accordance with R. Meir, to 
whom all are equal, nor according to R. Jehudah’s theory, who 
holds no disgrace is paid for to slaves, and, finally, not accord¬ 
ing to R. Simeon, who holds that no disgrace is paid for unless 
it was caused to him who was intended. Why so ? Because 
R. Simeon equals it to murder, of which it is written [Deut. 
xix. 11]: ” And he lie in wait for him” etc.; and we find also, 
as regards disgrace [ibid. xxv. 11]: ” And putteth forth her 
hand” (which means intentionally), hence in both intention is 
required.] It may be explained even in accordance with R. 
Meir, and the terms ” small ” and “ big ” should be taken liter¬ 
ally: a grown person and a minor. But is, then, a minor paid 
for disgrace ? Yea, as R. Papa said elsewhere, if the minor is 
of such understanding that he feels ashamed when one says to 
him, ” Be ashamed of yourself,” disgrace is paid for to him. 

MISHNA II.: One who causes disgrace to a nude, blind, or 
sleeping person is liable; if, however, one causes disgrace when 
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asleep, he is free. If one falls down from a roof and causes 
damage and disgrace, he is liable for the damage but not for the 
disgrace, as the latter requires intention. 

GEMARA: The rabbis taught: 44 If he disgrace a nude per¬ 
son, he is liable; but still, the disgrace caused to a nude person 
is not equal to that caused to a dressed one. If he disgrace him 
in a bath-house, he is liable; but still, such disgrace is not equal 
to that caused to one in the market/* The Master said: 44 If 
he causes disgrace to a nude person,” etc. If he walks nude in 
the street—is, then, such a person capable of being ashamed ? 
Said R. Papa: As for instance when a wind rolled up his clothes 
somewhat, and the defendant rolled them up more and thereby 
caused him shame. 44 In a bath-house.” Is, then, a bath-house 
a place for claiming for disgrace ? Said R. Papa: It means that 
he caused him shame while on the banks of a river. 

R. Aba b. Mamel questioned: If one causes shame to a sleep¬ 
ing person who subsequently dies while asleep, what is the law 
(as to the payment for shame) ? On what point is the question ? 
Said R. Zbid: It is thus: Is shame paid for, for hurting one’s 
feelings, and here, when he dies while sleeping, his feelings are 
not hurt, or it is only a fine for the indignity of one in the pres¬ 
ence of others, and here was such indignity ? Come and hear: 
44 R. Meir says: A deaf-mute, and a minor, disgrace is paid for to 
them, but not to an insane person.” Now, then, if it is a fine 
for the indignity, it is correct that a minor be also paid, but if 
for hurting the feelings, has a minor, then, feelings of shame ? 
But even if it is for indignity, why should an insane person not 
be paid for ? Insane ? is there any greater shame than this ? 

R. Papa says: The point of the question is thus: Is the 
reason because of the hurting of his own feelings—here, when 
he dies when sleeping, there was none—or because of the feel¬ 
ings of the family ? Come and hear, etc. (the Boraitha just 
quoted). Now, then, if for the sake of the family it is correct 
that it states also a minor, and if for his own, is, then, a minor 
capable of feeling shame ? But even if it is because of his fam¬ 
ily, it is not correct that an insane person shall not be paid for ? 
There is no greater shame for a family than the insanity of one 
of its members. Be this as it may, let it be inferred that the 
reason is because of his family; for if because of his own feel¬ 
ings, the minor stands in the way ? Said R. Papa: A minor is 
sometimes paid for shame if he is of such understanding that he 
feels ashamed when one says to him: 44 Be ashamed of your- 
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self! ” We have also so learned plainly in a Boraitha: 44 Rabbi 
says: A deaf-mute has, an insane person has not, but a minor 
sometimes has and sometimes has not, feelings of shame, as 
explained above. 0 

44 One zvho disgraces a blind one," etc. Our Mishna is not in 
accordance with R. Jehudah of the following Boraitha, who 
says: 44 A blind person has no feelings of shame; so also he 
used to free him from banishment, stripes, and death punish¬ 
ment by the court/ 9 What is the reason of R. Jehudah’s the¬ 
ory ? He deduces it from the analogy of expression 44 the eye,” 
which is used in speaking of disgracing a person and also in 
speaking of collusive witnesses: as in the case of collusive wit¬ 
nesses blind persons are excluded (for if they cannot see they 
cannot testify). And regarding banishment, as it is stated in 
the following Boraitha: It is written [Numb. xxxv. 23]: 44 With¬ 
out seeing him ” (which is to be explained that here he has not 
seen, but he is capable of seeing), which excludes a blind person 
(who can never see). Such is the dictum of R. Jehudah. R. 
Meir says: (On the contrary,) it includes a blind person. What 
is the reason of R. Jehudah? It is written [Deut. xix. 5]: 
44 And he that goeth into the forest with his neighbor to hew 
wood.” Should we assume that this includes even a blind one ? 
Therefore the Scripture says, ” without seeing him,” to exclude 
him. And R. Meir ? (He may explain it thus:) The Scripture 
reads 44 without seeing him,” to exclude something, and it is 
written [ibid., ibid. 4], 44 without knowledge,” which also means 
to exclude something; and there is a rule that where there is 
one exclusion after another it means to include. Hence it in¬ 
cludes the blind. R. Jehudah, however, maintains that 44 with¬ 
out knowledge” means to exclude the one who does it inten¬ 
tionally (who is guilty of a crime). 44 From death by the court.” 
It is deduced by analogy of the expression 44 murderer” used 
here and in case of banishment. (In case of one killing a person 
the expression 44 murderer” is used [Numb. xxxv. 31], and so 
also in case of banishment.) 14 From stripes.” It is deduced 
by the analogy of the expression 44 Rosha ” [ibid, xxv.] (the 
wicked, the guilty one) used here, and in case of death by the 
court [Numb. xxxv. 31]. 

We have learned in another Boraitha: 44 R. Jehudah says: 
A blind person has no sense of shame. He also relieved him 
from the performance of all the commandments contained in the 
Scripture.” Said R. Shesheth b. R. Idi: What is the reason of 
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his statement? It Is written [Deut. vl. i] : 44 And this is the 
commandment, with the statutes and the ordinances'’—from 
which is to be inferred that only those who can be ordained as 
judges have the obligation of observing the commandments, but 
not those who cannot be ordained (and as a blind person can¬ 
not be ordained a judge, he is exempt). 

R. Joseph said: First I used to say: If there should come 
one and tell me that the Halakha prevails according to R. Jehu- 
dah, who says that a blind person is exempt from the perform¬ 
ance of commandments, I shall make a feast for the rabbis, 
because I, who am under no obligation to do so, still do perform 
them; but since I heard of what R. Hanina said, that there is 
more reward for him who performs a commandment which he 
has an obligation to than for him who performs it without such 
obligation, I changed my mind, and I say that I shall make a 
feast if one should come and tell me that the Halakha does not 
prevail according to R. Jehudah; for if I am required to per¬ 
form the commandment, the reward will be greater. 

MISHNA///.: The law is more rigorous in regard to a man 
than in regard to an ox in this respect, that a man pays the five 
certain items, and also the v^alue of the aborted children, while 
an ox pays only for actual damage and is free also from paying 
for the aborted children. One who assaults his father or mother, 
but does not bruise them, and one who wounds another on the 
Day of Atonement, is liable to pay all the above items. One 
who wounds a Hebrew servant is liable to pay all, but for loss 
of time when he is his own. One who wounds a heathen slave 
of another is liable to pay all. R. Jehudah says: There is no 
disgrace to slaves. A deaf-mute, an insane person, and a minor, 
one who meets with them is in a bad position, for the one who 
wounds them is liable, while if they do so to others they are 
free. The same is the case with a slave and a (married) woman, 
with the difference that they must pay when they become inde¬ 
pendent; namely, when the woman is divorced and the slave is 
liberated. If one, however, assaults his father or mother and 
bruises them, or, on the Sabbath, any person, he is free from 
payment of the above-enumerated items, for he is guilty of a 
capital punishment. One who wounds his own heathen slave is 
free from everything. 

GEMARA: R. Elazar questioned Rabh: One who wounds 
the minor daughter of another, to whom is the compensation to 
be paid ? Shall we assume that as the Scripture granted the 
13 
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income of a minor daughter to her father, the same is the case 
with the compensation for a wound inflicted upon her, for her 
value is diminished thereby; or perhaps the Scripture granted 
him only the income so far as she is under his control; for in¬ 
stance, if he wanted to marry her to one afflicted with scabies 
he could do so, but as to wounding, if he himself wanted to 
wound her he must not do so; hence it is an income which is 
not under his control, and therefore he does not acquire title to 
it ? He answered : The Scripture granted him only the income 
first stated. 

He objected to him from our Mishna: ‘‘ But for the loss of 
time when he is his own ? ” (Hence we see that the loss of time 
is considered; and as the income from the labor of a minor 
daughter belongs to her father, he shall at least collect for the 
loss of time ?) Said Abayi: Rabh concedes, as far as this is 
concerned, that her father gets it up to the age when she be¬ 
comes vigorous . He objected again from the following: 41 One 
who wounds his grown son, he pays him at once; if he wounds 
his minor son, he makes an investment with the money he has 
to pay; if he wounds his minor daughter, he is free; and not 
only he, but even if others have done so to her, the father gets 
the payment ? ” He answered: This also has reference to loss of 
time only. 

There is a contradiction to the above statement that in case 
of a grown son he pays him at once, from the following: One 
who wounds another’s children—if they are grown persons, he 
pays them at once; if they are minors, he makes an investment 
with the money due; if his own children, he is free ? This pre¬ 
sents no difficulty: The one case treats of where he provides 
their board, and the other case treats of where he does not. 
Now, let us see: You interpret the first Boraitha that it treats 
of where he does not provide their board; then the last part of 
same: 44 If one wounds his minor daughter, he is free, and if 
others do so to her the payment belongs to him,” also treats of 
where he does not provide her with board—why, then, should 
the payment belong to him ? must she not pay for her board ? 
As Rabha b. R. Ula explained elsewhere that it refers to that 
part which is in excess of what she needs for her board, so also 
is it to be explained here, that it relates to the excess. If so, 
then the second Boraitha treats of where the father does provide 
their board—why should they get the payment ? does it not 
belong to the father ? It maybe said that one is particular only 
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about money of his own pocket, but about an income that comes 
from the outside one is not particular. 

But is, then, a found article not an outside income, and still 
one is particular about it ? An outside income which comes 
without any pain to the body, one is particular about; but an 
income which comes by reason of a wound, where she suffers 
bodily pain, is different. But does not the Boraitha state that 
if others wounded her they must pay to her father ? It may be 
said that, as the Boraitha was interpreted that the children were 
not on his board, it is to show that the man is so penurious that 
he does not even provide board for his children, and such a man 
is certainly particular even about such an income; but in our 
case, where it is explained that they are on his board, it may be 
assumed that he is not particular about such an income. 

What kind of investment (mentioned in the above Boraitha) 
should he make? R. Hisda said: He should buy with the 
money the Holy Scrolls. Rabba b. R. Huna said: (An article 
which brings benefit, e.g.) a date-tree, the benefit of the fruit of 
which should belong to the minor. 

And Resh Lakish is also of the opinion that the Scripture 
granted to the father only the benefit derived from the labor of 
a minor daughter. R. Johanan, however, says: Even the money 
gotten for a scratch. A scratch ? How can this enter the 
mind ? Even R. Elazar questioned only in case of a wound, 
because her value was reduced; but in case of a scratch, which 
does not reduce her value, he did not question at all ? Said R. 
Jose b. Hanina: The case is that the scratch was on the face, 
and in such a case it causes a reduction in her value. 

“ A heathen slave " etc. What is the reason of R. Jehudah’s 
theory? Because it is written [Deut. xxv. 11]: “ When men 
strive together, one with his brother ,” * which signifies one with 
whom there can be a fraternity, excluding a slave. The rabbis, 
however, maintain that the word “ brother’* can also mean a 
slave, as there is a fraternity with a slave, because he is obliged 
to perform many commandments which an Israelite is obliged 
to perform. Now then, according to R. Jehudah, who is par¬ 
ticular about the word “ brother” mentioned in the Scripture, 
let witnesses who were found collusive in their testimony against 
a slave (to convict him of a crime punishable by death) not be 


* The text reads “Ish v’ochiv," which literally means “a man and his brother.” 
Leeser, however, translates it according to the sense, “ one with the other." 
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put to death, for it is written [ibid. xix. 19]: “ Then shall ye do 
unto him as he had purposed to do unto his brother" ? Said 
Rabha in the name of R. Shesheth: The verse reads [ibid., 
ibid.]: “And thou shalt put away the evil from the midst of 
thee, ” which means under any circumstances. 

Now, according to the rabbis, who maintain that a slave is 
also considered a “ brother,” let a slave be qualified to become 
a king ? According to such a theory the same question could 
be put as regards a proselyte (who according to all is named 
brother, and nevertheless he is not qualified) ? But both are 
excluded by the following verse [ibid. xvii. 15]: “ From the 
midst of thy brethren shalt thou set a king over thee,” which 
signifies from the best qualified of your brethren. The question 
can, however, be put thus: Let, according to the rabbis, a slave 
be eligible as a witness, for it is written [ibid. xix. 18]: “ He 
had testified a falsehood against his brother ” ? Said Ula: Even 
as regards witnesses he must be excluded by the following# for¬ 
tiori argument, thus: An Israelitish woman is not eligible as a 
witness—a slave, who is not an Israelite and cannot even inter¬ 
marry with an Israelitish woman, is it not logical that he should 
not be eligible as a witness ? And if you should say that a slave 
has the preference, for he is circumcised, which is not the case 
with a woman, the case of a minor can prove it, who is circum¬ 
cised, and still he is ineligible as a witness; and if you should 
say that a minor has no obligation of performing commandments, 
while a slave has, the case of the woman can be cited who has 
such obligation and still she is ineligible as a witness, and the 
former argument will be reinstated; from which it is to be seen 
that in some respects one has preference and in others the other 
has preference. In one thing, however, they are all equal, in 
that they are not fit to perform all the commandments to which 
an Israelite is subject and they are eligible as witnesses; the 
same is the case with a slave, who is not fit to perform all the 
commandments and is also eligible as a witness. 

“ A deaf-mute etc. The mother of R. Samuel b. Aba of 
Hagrunia married R. Aba, and she transferred her estates to her 
son R. Samuel. When she died, he went before R. Jeremiah 
b. Aba and he installed him in the possession of the estates. 
His stepfather went and told this to R. Hoshiya, who in his 
turn told it to R. Jehudah, and the latter said to him: So said 
Samuel: A woman who sells her estates to some one with a con¬ 
dition that her husband shall have the fruition of same during 
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his lifetime, and thereafter she dies, her husband can recover 
the estates from the buyer (for he inherits from his wife, and 
because he had the usufruct of the estates he is considered as if 
he were the first buyer). When this was stated before R. Jere¬ 
miah, he said: I, however, know of a Mishna (Third Gate, Chap. 
VIII.) which states: " One who transfers his estates to his son, 
after his decease ... If the son sell them, the buyer has 
nothing in them until the father dies. " We see, then, that if 
the father die the buyer acquires title in them, and even in case 
the son dies when the father is still alive, in which case they 
never came into the possession of the son. As R. Simeon b. 
Lakish said, there is no difference whether the son dies during 
the lifetime of the father or the father dies during the lifetime 
of the son, in both of which cases they never came into the pos¬ 
session of the son, the buyer nevertheless acquires title.* 

When the answer of R. Jeremiah was repeated before R. 
Jehudah, he said: So said Samuel: This is not equal to the case 
of our Mishna. Why so? Said Abayi: On account of the 
enactment of Usha, which is in accordance with Samuel's state¬ 
ment. (See Khethuboth, p. 20.) Said R. Idi b. Abin: We have 
so also learned in the following Boraitha: If witnesses say: " We 
testify that that person divorced his wife and paid her the 
amount of her marriage contract," and it was found that she 
was still with him, and cohabited with him, and those witnesses 
were found collusive, they must not pay the full amount of the 
marriage contract (because she may die before her husband and 
nothing will be collected, but it must be appraised how much 
she would get in cash now if she should transfer her right in the 
marriage contract, so that if she should die before her husband 
the buyer would lose), but only the benefit of the same; and if 
she dies, her husband inherits also this from her. Now then, 
if the enactment of Usha should be of no effect, why should her 
husband inherit the amount of her marriage contract—let her be 
able to sell her right in the marriage contract and collect the full 
amount of it? Said Abayi: What comparison is this: If the 
enactment was made regarding a woman's estate which she sells 
reserving the benefit, should the same enactment apply to guar¬ 
anteed estates ? 

Said Abayi: As we have come to speak about benefit, let 


* Here follows a discussion as to whether the usufruct is equivalent to the prin¬ 
cipal, which is omitted here, but will be translated in its proper place. 
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us say something regarding it: The above-mentioned benefit 
belongs to the wife; for if it should belong to the husband, let 
the collusive witnesses say to her: What loss did you sustain— 
if you had sold them, the benefit would anyhow have belonged 
not to you, but to your husband ? Said R. Shalman: It does 
not matter: This benefit, although it would go to the husband, 
would be a benefit for her, as it would be used to increase the 
luxury of the household* 

Rabha said: The Halakha prevails that the benefit in case of 
a woman who sells her right in the marriage contract belongs to 
herself; and if she bought estates therewith, her husband has 
nothing even in their income. Why so ? The rabbis enacted 
that he should have the direct income of his wife's estates 
belonging to her before marriage, but not the income of her 
estates which she acquired after her marriage in which her 
husband has no share (e.g . 7 estates bought with the money paid 
her for disgrace caused to her, etc.). When R. Papa and R. 
Huna returned from Rabh’s college, they questioned: On 
account of the enactment made in Usha, it was taught of a 
slave and a woman, one who meets with them is in a bad 
position, etc. Now, if the enactment of Usha should be of 
no effect, why should the compensation for her wound be 
paid to her husband, let it be paid to her and let her buy estates 
the usufruct of which shall belong to her husband ? (What 
question is this ?) Even according to the theory that the enact¬ 
ment of Usha is of effect and she cannot sell the right in her 
marriage contract absolutely, let her sell, however, her estates 
of which her husband has the fruition for any benefit she could 
derive and pay to him whom she wounded ? We must then say 
that she does not possess any. The same is the case here. 

MISHNA IV.: If one blow* into the ear of another, he 
pays one sela (as a fine for the disgrace he caused him). R. 
Jehudah, however, in the name of R. Jose the Galilean says, 
one manah. If he strike him with the palm of his hand on the 
cheek, he pays two hundred zuz; if, however, with the back of 
his hand, he pays four hundred. If he pull or cut his ear, or 
pull his hair, or spit in such a manner that the spittle fall on 
him, or strip him of his garment, or he bare the head of a woman 
in the market, four hundred zuz is to be paid. This is the rule: 


* According to others, it means “boxing the ear.” We, however, have translated 
it in accordance with our method, after the second interpretation of Rashi. 
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Rank and station of the parties are taken into consideration. 
R. Aqiba, however, says: Even the poorest of Israel must be 
considered as if they were independent men who had lost their 
estates, for they are the descendants of Abraham, Isaac, and 
Jacob. And it happened that one bared the head of a woman 
in the market, and when the case came before R. Aqiba he im¬ 
posed a fine of four hundred zuz. Said the defendant to him: 
“ Grant me time for payment,” and he did so. The defendant 
then watched her when she was standing at the gate of her 
courtyard, and broke her pitcher containing oil of the value of 
one issar: she bared her head, dipped her hand in the oil, and 
rubbed it into her hair in the presence of witnesses. The de¬ 
fendant then brought the witnesses before R. Aqiba and said: 
Rabbi, do you command me to pay this woman four hundred 
zuz ? R. Aqiba answered: Your pleading is of no avail, for one 
who wounds himself, although it is considered a crime, he does 
not pay a fine, but if others wound him he must be paid. The 
same is the case with one who cuts off his plants; although it is 
unlawful, still he pays nothing, but if others do so (to the same 
property) it must be paid for. 

GEMARA: The schoolmen propounded a question: The 
manah stated in the Mishna, does it mean a manah of the city 
of Zur,* which contains one hundred zuz, or does it mean the 
manah of the country, which is one-eighth part of it ? Come 
and hear: ” It happened that a man blew into the ear of another 
and the case came before R. Jehudah the Second, and he said: 
I saw you doing it, and I hold with R. Jose the Galilean; and 
there are also other witnesses who saw you doing it, therefore 
go and pay him a manah of the city of Zur.” f There was a 
man who did so to his neighbor, and when the case came before 
R. Tubiah b. Mathna he sent a message to R. Jose, questioning 
him whether the sela mentioned in the Mishna meant a sela of 
Zur or one of the country, which is only of the value of one-half 
of a zuz, and he answered: This is to be inferred from the end 
of Mishna I., Chap. IV., where it states ” the first two a golden 
dinar”; and if the Mishna treated of a sela of the country, it 
would state one more case, viz.: ” If the ox still gore another 
ox worth two hundred zuz, the owner of the ox and the owner 

* One manah of Zur is 25 selas, each sela containing four zuz. A country manah 
is one-eighth of a manah of Zur, and also contains 25 selas, so that a country sela is 
one-half of a zuz. 

f From here to end of paragraph is transferred from Chap. IV., Text, 36^, 
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of the first ox that was injured take each twelve dinars and one 
sela.” Said R. Tubiah: Should the Tana enumerate all the 
possible cases as a peddler does his wares ? How was the case 
decided ? It was decided from the statement of Rabh, which 
R. Jehudah said in his name, that all the moneys mentioned in 
the Scripture mean those of Zur, and those mentioned by the 
rabbis mean those of the country. (Hence one-half of a zuz.) 
Said the plaintiff: As I have to get only one-half of a zuz, let it 
be for the poor, as I do not want it. Thereafter he said again: 
Give it to me and I will use it for improving my health. Said 
R. Joseph to him: The poor have already acquired title to it, 
and although they were not here, we the treasurers of charities 
are considered the hand of the poor. 

Hanan the Bisha (the bad) blew into the ear of another. 
When the case came before R. Huna, he said: Go and pay him 
one-half of a zuz. Hanan had in his possession a bad zuz that he 
could not pass, and he tendered it to the plaintiff, asking for 
one-half zuz change. When he refused, he blew in his ear again, 
and paid him the whole zuz. 

(It is said above, “ I saw you doing it.”) May a witness be 
a judge in the same case ? Have we not learned in a Boraitha: 
If the Sanhedrin saw one murdering another, they shall be 
divided; viz., some of them shall appear as witnesses and the 
others shall perform the function of judges. Such is the dictum 
of R. Tarphon. R. Aqiba, however, said: As they are all wit¬ 
nesses, none of them can perform the function of judges ? Did 
R. Aqiba indeed say so ? Have we not learned in another 
Boraitha: It is written [Ex. xxi. 18]: “ And if men strive 
together, and one smite the other with a stone, or with the 
fist.” Said Simeon the Timani: As in the case of the fist it 
must be investigated whether the blow of the fist was of such 
violence as to make him ill, confined to his bed, the same is the 
case with the stone; but if the stone was lost from the hand of 
the witnesses, no judgment can be granted. Said R. Aqiba to 
him: ” Did he strike him in the presence of the court, so that 
they could testify how much, for what, and at what place he 
struck him; and secondly, in case one pushes his neighbor from 
the top of the roof of a house or palace and he dies, are, then, 
the court obliged to go and investigate if the height was such as 
to kill a man, or shall the house or palace be brought before the 
Beth Din ? And if you should say, 4 Yea/ how should be the 
case if in the meantime the palace were destroyed—shall we 
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wait until it be rebuilt of the same height, so that it can be 
measured ? Therefore we must assume that as in the case of 
the fist (which is always there) it depends upon the testimony of 
the witnesses whether the blow was of such violence, etc., the 
same is the case with the stone, except where the stone was lost 
before the witnesses have seen it.” We see, then, that R. 
Aqiba said that the court can testify how the striking was, 
hence that a witness can act as judge ? He said it only to R. 
Simeon: According to your theory, should the court, etc., but 
he himself does not allow a witness to be a judge under any 
circumstances. 

The rabbis taught: ” A non-vicious ox who killed a man and 
has also caused damages to another, he must be tried for the 
crime but not for the damages (because a non-vicious ox pays 
for damages from his body, and in this case his body is to be 
stoned); a vicious one, however, who did the same is tried first 
for the damages and subsequently for the crime. If, however, 
he was sentenced to death first, he cannot be tried again for 
the damages.” What is the reason ? Why shall he not be tried 
again for the damages. (In such a case the payment is to be 
made from the estates of the owner ?) Said Rabha: I found the 
disciples of the college sitting and discussing about this case, 
and they came to the conclusion that the Boraitha is in accord¬ 
ance with R. Simeon the Timani’s theory, that in all cases the 
appraisement of the court is necessary also concerning damages; 
and in our case, as it was already decided that the ox must be 
killed, the execution must not be postponed for the purpose of 
appraisement. Said I to them : The Boraitha can be explained 
also in accordance with R. Aqiba, namely, that the case was 
that the owner of the ox ran away (and he cannot be tried when 
he is not present). If so, even if the ox was not first tried for 
the crime, can a civil case be tried in the absence of the parties ? 
The case was that he ran away after the witnesses testified in his 
presence. But if he ran away, from whom shall the payment be 
collected ? If he was not yet tried for the crime, the appraise¬ 
ment of the damages can be made and the ox may be hired to 
do work with him until the compensation for the hire equals the 
amount of the payment, and subsequently he shall be tried for 
the crime. If so, let also a non-vicious ox be tried for the dam¬ 
ages and then hired until the hire shall equal the amount of 
damages, and thereafter he shall be tried for the crime ? Said 
R. Mari bar Kahana: From the fact that it does not state so, 
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it may be inferred that the hire paid for an ox is not considered 
as its body, but as the estates of the owner. 

The schoolmen propounded a question: Is investigation (be¬ 
fore appraisement) necessary in case of damages, or not ? Shall 
we assume that only in case of a crime it must be investigated 
whether the blow was enough to kill, but in case of damages he 
must pay at any rate, or there is no difference and investigation 
must be had ? Come and hear: It is stated above (p. 118), “ As 
a pit of ten spans depth, which is capable of killing, so also other 
things, etc. If, however, it was less deep, he is liable only for 
damages but not for killing. Is it not to be assumed that it 
means from the bottom to the top—namely, ten spans deep is 
for killing, less than ten is for damages ? Hence we see that 
investigation is not necessary, as it must be paid even if it was 
only two or three spans ? Nay, it means from the top to the 
bottom—namely from one up, but not including ten, is investi¬ 
gated for damages, but it must be investigated how many spans 
deep are necessary for such damage (but if it was ten or more, 
then we follow the tradition that from ten up it kills). 

Come and hear: Concerning the five certain things it must 
be investigated, appraised, and collected at once, including heal¬ 
ing and loss of time, which are also previously appraised as how 
long it will take before he will be cured. If, however, it was 
not so—for instance, during that time he grew worse, or, on the 
contrary, he was cured in a shorter time, it does not matter, and 
the appraisement remains the same. Infer from this that there 
is appraisement in damages. (From this the question of the 
above schoolmen cannot be decided yet, as) they were not in 
doubt that appraisement was necessary of the time needed for 
the injured person to be cured, etc., but they still doubted if 
the article which caused the damage must be investigated 
whether it was capable of causing such damage or not. Come 
and hear the decision of Simeon the Timani stated above, from 
which is to be inferred that investigation is necessary also for 
damages. And so it is. 

The Master said: If he was examined, and it was concluded 
that the healing must take a certain time, and he was healed 
before the time, he gets nevertheless the full amount. This will 
be a support to Rabha, who said that he who is examined, and 
it is concluded that his sickness will continue the whole day, and 
he becomes cured in half a day, so that the other half day he is 
doing some work, he is nevertheless paid for the full day, as it 
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is considered that his sickness was shortened by the mercy of 
Heaven. 

44 If he spat in such a manner ,” etc. Said R. Papa: On 
those parts of his body which were not covered, but not if the 
spittle fell on his garments. But let it be considered as if he 
caused him shame by words ? In the West it was said in the 
name of R. Jose b. Abin that from the above explanation of the 
Mishna by R. Papa is to be inferred that if one disgraces another 
by mere words he is free. 

44 Rank a7id station” etc. The schoolmen propounded a 
question: The statement of the first Tana, shall it be construed 
leniently or rigorously ? Leniently, if he was a poor person he 
must not be paid so much as if he were a rich one, or rigorously, 
that if he was of higher station he is paid more for the disgrace 
caused him ? Come and hear R. Aqiba’s statement in the same 
Mishna, that even the poorest man must be considered as an 
independent man, etc., from which it is seen that the first Tana 
meant leniently. And so it is. 

44 It happened that one bared,” etc. Do we, then, allow time 
for payment in such a case ? Did not R. Hanina say that in 
cases of wounding no time is given ? Yea. We do not allow 
time in cases of pecuniary damage, but in cases of disgrace, 
where there is no pecuniary damage, time is allowed. 

44 He watched her when she was standing, etc. But the 
Boraitha states that R. Aqiba said to him: You dived into deep 
waters and brought up a fragment of a clay vessel: one may 
wound himself, but if others wound him they must pay (and in 
our Mishna it states that a man must not do so) ? Said Rabha: 
This presents no difficulty. The Boraitha speaks of a wound 
which is not allowed, while the Mishna speaks of disgrace, which 
one is allowed to cause to himself. 

But the Mishna speaks of disgrace only, and still R. Aqiba 
said, 44 Although he is not allowed,’’ etc.? R. Aqiba meant to 
say thus: It is not only in case of disgrace, which one may do 
to himself, and still if caused by another he is responsible; but 
even in case of wounding, in which he is not allowed to do it to 
himself, and after he himself did it others came and caused him 
other wounds, they are nevertheless responsible. 

44 0)ie who cut off his plants , ” etc. Rabba bar bar Hana 
taught in the presence of Rabh: “ If the plaintiff says, 4 You 
killed my ox,’ or, 4 You cut off my plants,' and the defendant 
answer, 4 You ordered me to do so,' he is free.” Said Rabh to 
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him: If so, you would not leave life to the people—must he 
then be believed that he was ordered to do so ? Rabba bar bar 
Hana answered: Then ignore it. Said Rabh to him: Why 
should you not explain your Boraitha that it treats of an ox 
which was sentenced to be killed, or of a tree which the court 
ordered to be cut off? He rejoined: If so, then what is the 
complaint of the plaintiff ? The complaint is thus: I wanted to 
do this commandment myself, as we have learned in the follow¬ 
ing Boraitha: It is written [Lev. xvii. 13]: 41 Then shall he pour 
out the flood thereof, and cover it up,” etc. This means that 
the covering up must be done by the one who pours it out (if 
he desires to do so); and it happened of one who slaughtered 
a fowl and another anticipated him and covered its blood with 
dust, that R. Gamaliel made him pay ten golden zuz. (Hence 
one has the right to complain for a meritorious deed which he 
was prevented from doing.) 

Rabh said: A tree that contains a kabh of fruit is prohibited 
to be cut off. Said Rabhina: If, however, the tree be worth 
more in wood, it may be done. We have learned so also in the 
following Boraitha. It is written [Deut. xx. 20]: 44 Only those 
trees of which thou knowest ”—that means, a tree which bears 
fruit; 44 that they are not fruit-trees”*—that means, a wild 
tree. Now as, according to this explanation, every tree which 
is needed may be cut off, why, then, the words 44 that they are 
not fruit-trees ” ? To teach that if there are both wild trees and 
fruit-trees, the wild trees have the preference to be cut off. But 
lest one say that even when the fruit-tree is worth more in being 
used for a beam in a building than for its fruit, the wild tree 
must be cut off first, therefore it is written 44 only.” 

The gardener of Samuel brought him dates in which Samuel 
tasted a taste of wine, and to the question why it was so the 
gardener answered that the dates were growing in the vineyard, 
and Samuel said: If they absorb so much sap of the vines, 
uproot them and bring me their roots to-morrow. 

R. Hisda, when he noticed young date-trees in his vineyard, 
told the gardener to uproot them, saying: Vines are valuable 
and date-trees may be bought from their income, while date- 


* The Talmud divides this verse into two parts, which in reality reads well as it 
is, and Rashi tried to explain it that because there are a few superfluous words it 
ought to read “only a tree that bears no fruit,” why, then, the w r ords, “which thou 
knowest ” ? And this is the reason why the Talmud infers from this that even a fruit- 
tree may be cut off when needed. 
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trees are only of slight value, and from their income vines can¬ 
not be bought. 

MISHNA V.: All that which is said regarding payment for 
disgrace is only for the satisfaction of the pecuniary damage, 
but the hurt feelings of the disgraced are not forgiven, unless 
he prays and secures forgiveness from the plaintiff, as it is writ¬ 
ten [Gen. xx. 7]: 11 And now restore the man’s wife,” etc. And 
whence is it deduced that if the defendant does not forgive he 
is considered cruel? From [ibid., ibid. 17]: “ And Abraham 
prayed unto God, and God healed Abimelech,” etc. If one 
says to another: “ Blind my eye, cut off my hand, break my 
foot, 1 ' he (the defendant) is liable, even if he told him so on the 
condition that he should be free. If he told him: ” Tear my 
garment, break my pitcher/’ he is liable. If, however, he told 
him so on the condition that he should be free, he is so. If one 
says to another to do such damage to a third person, even on 
condition that he should be free, the defendant is liable whether 
it be personal injuries or injuries to property. 

GEMARA : The rabbis taught: All that which was said con¬ 
cerning disgrace is only for the civil court, as to how much the 
plaintiff should receive, but there can be no satisfaction for the 
injury to the feelings, for which, if he would even offer all the 
best rams of the world, they would not atone for it, unless he 
prays the plaintiff for forgiveness, as the verse quoted in the 
Mishna reads farther on : ” For he is a prophet, and he will pray 
for thee.” For he is a prophet! Must, then, only a prophet’s 
wife be restored, and not that of an ordinary person ? Said R. 
Simeon b. Na’hmani in the name of R. Jonathan: Read thus: 
Restore the man’s wife; (and) because he is a prophet, he will 
pray for thee—which means that another’s wife must be re¬ 
stored. And your claim [ibid., ibid. 4 and 5]: ” Lord, wilt 
thou then slay also a righteous nation ? Said he not unto 
me, She is my sister?” etc., is of no avail; for if. a stranger 
comes to a city, he is usually questioned only what he would 
eat or drink, but not who is his wife or relatives, as your 
habit is; and because he was a prophet and he knew what 
you were going to ask him, therefore he and Sarah were com¬ 
pelled to say so. Infer from this that one is punished even 
when he commits a crime through ignorance, because he ought 
to learn and know. 

It is written [ibid., ibid. 18]: ” Every womb.” Said the 
disciple of R. Janai, even the hen of Abimelech’s household did 
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not lay its eggs. Said Rabha to Rabba bar Mari:* Whence is 
the following saying of the rabbis deduced: He who prays in 
behalf of his neighbor for a certain thing which he himself needs, 
he is answered first? He answered: From the following verse 
[Job, xlii. io]: “And the Lord brought back the captivity of 
Job, when he prayed in behalf of his friends/' He said to him: 
You deduce it from this, and I deduce it from the following 
verse [Gen. xx. 17]: “And Abraham prayed unto God, and 
God healed Abimelech, and his wife, and his maidservants,” 
etc.; and immediately thereafter it is written [ibid. xxi. 1]: 
“And the Lord visited Sarah as he had said," etc., which 
means, as Abraham prayed in behalf of Abimelech. 

Said Rabha to Rabba bar Mari: Whence do we deduce the 
following people’s saying: With the thorn the rose is also 
beaten? He answered: From the following verse [Jer. ii. 29]: 
“ Wherefore will ye contend with me ? all of you have trans¬ 
gressed against me, saith the Lord.” (“ All,” although there 
were some who were righteous, as the prophets, etc.) Said he 
to him: You deduce it from this verse, and I deduce it from 
the following [Ex. xvi. 28]: “ How long refuse^ to keep my 
commandments,” etc. (“ ye ” includes Moses and Aaron also). 

The same said again to the same: It is written [Gen. xlvii. 
2]: And he took some of his brothers, five men.” Who were 

the five? He answered: So said R. Johanan: Those whose 
names were mentioned twice in the benediction of Moses [Deut. 
xliii.] (Zebulun, Gad, Dan, Asher, and Naphtali). But is not 
Jehudah’s name also mentioned twice ? Jehudah’s name was 
mentioned twice for another purpose (explained in Tract Mak- 
koth, 10). He questioned him again: What is the origin of the 
following people’s saying: “ One misfortune follows the other” ? 
He answered: In the following Mishna: “The rich bring the 
first-fruit in golden or silver baskets (and take the baskets back), 
while the poor bring it in willow baskets, and the baskets remain 
with the fruit for the priests.” He said to him: You find it in 
the Mishna, and I find it in the Scripture [Lev. xiii. 45]: “ And 

* The following series of questions is placed here because of the verse quoted, 
“ and Abraham prayed unto God,’' etc., from which Rabba bar Mari delivered his 
statements in the text differing from Rabha ; and at the same time he mentions here 
all other statements which each of them deduces from different verses, and casually 
also others. They wanted also to find the origin of even the ordinary adages of the 
people in the Holy Writ, on account of what is stated elsewhere in the Talmud, that 
there is nothing in the world for which there can be found no hint in the Scripture. 
(See vol, viii., Tract Taanith, p. 9. 
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the leper. . . . Unclean, unclean, shall he call out.” 

(Hence, it is not enough that he is afflicted, he must himself call 
it out.) 

He said again: Where is the origin for the rabbis’ saying: 
Arise early in the morning and eat something, in the summer 
because of the heat and in the winter because of the cold; and 
people say: Sixty men were running after one who used to eat 
early in the morning, and could not overtake him ? In the verse 
[Is. xlix. 10]: 44 They shall not be hungry nor thirsty, and 
neither heat nor sun shall smite them.” Said he: I, however, 
find the origin in the following [Ex. xxiii. 25]: 44 And ye shall 
serve the Lord,” which means the reading of Shema and prayer; 
44 And he will bless thy bread, and thy water,” which means the 
bread and salt and the pitcher of water one takes immediately 
thereafter; [and then he may be sure that] 44 I will remove sick¬ 
ness from the midst of thee.” 

He said again: What is the origin of the rabbis’ saying: If 
your neighbor calls you 44 ass,” put on a saddle {i.e., do not 
answer him) ? He answered: In [Gen. xvi. 8] : 44 And he said, 
Hagar, Sarah’s maid . . . . And she said, From the face of 

my mistress .” 

He said again: And wherefrom is the people’s saying: 
44 When talking to a stranger, tell him first of all the position 
you are in ” ? He answered: From [ibid. xxiv. 34] : 44 And he 
said, I am Abraham’s servant .” And wherefrom is the people’s 
saying: A duck while it keeps its head down, its eyes still look 
at a distance? He answered: From [I Samuel, xxv. 31]: 
44 And when the Lord will do good unto my lord, then do thou 
remember thy handmaid.” (While praying to save her life, she 
hinted that he should marry her.) 

And wherefrom the following people’s saying : For the wine 
furnished by the host to his guests thanks are due; the main 
thanks, however, receives the man who takes care of serving the 
same in a nice manner? He answered : From [Numb, xxvii. 19] : 
“And thou shalt lay thy hand upon him”; and also [Deut. 
xxxiv. 9] : “And Joshua the son of Nun was full of the spirit of 
wisdom ; for Moses had laid his hands upon him, etc.” (Hence we 
see that the whole credit is given to Moses.) And wherefrom the 
following people’s saying: A tree bearing bad fruit usually keeps 
company with trees which do not bear fruit at all ? He answered : 
This is written in the Pentateuch, repeated in the Prophets, men¬ 
tioned a third time in the Hagiographa, also learned in a Mishna 
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and taught in a Boraitha : Pentateuch [Gen. xxviii. 9] : “ And Esau 
went unto Ishmael." Prophets [Judges, xi. 3] : "And then gath¬ 
ered themselves to Yiphthach idle men, and they went out with 
him/’ Hagiographa [Ben Sira, xiii.] : " Every fowl associates 
with its kind and man with his equal/' Mishna: "All that is 
attached to an unclean article is unclean and all that is attached 
to a clean article is clean." Boraitha : " R. Eliezer said : Not in 
vain did the cuckoo go to the crow, because it is of its kind." 
He said again: And wherefrom the following saying: If you 
advise your neighbor and he does not heed your advice, press 
him to the wall and let him suffer? He answered : From [Ezek. 
xxiv. 13]: "Because I endeavored to cleanse thee, and thou 
wouldst not be clean, thou shalt not be cleansed from thy un¬ 
cleanness any more." And wherefrom the following saying: Do 
not spit in the well from which you drank water? He answered: 
From [Deut. xxiii. 8]: "Thou shalt not abhor an Edomite; for 
he is thy brother; thou shalt not abhor an Egyptian; because 
thou wast a stranger in his land." And wherefrom the following 
saying: If you will help me to lift the burden, I will carry it; 
and if not, I will not touch it? He answered: From [Judges, 
iv. 8] : "If thou wilt go with me, then will I go; but if thou wilt 
not go with me, I will not go.” And wherefrom the following: 
When we were young we were considered as men, and now when 
we are old we are considered as children ? He answered: It 
is first written [Ex. xiii. 21]: "And the Lord went before 
them . . . and by night in a pillar of fire, to give light to 

them " ; and thereafter [ibid., xxiii. 20] : 44 Behold I send an angel 
before thee, to keep you on the way." And wherefrom the fol¬ 
lowing: If you keep in touch with oil, your hands will become 
oily? He answered: From [Gen. xiii. 5]: "And Lot also, who 
went with Abram, had flocks, and herds, and tents." R. Hanan 
said: Whoso calls down divine judgment on his neighbor is 
punished first, etc. (See Rosh Hashana, p. 22. There, however, 
it is said in the name of R. Abin.) R. Itz’hux added to this : 
Woe to him who cries for such, more than to him upon whom 
the judgment is called down. We have so also learned in the 
following Boraitha: " Both are punished (by the Divine Court), 
but the one who calls down the judgment is punished first." 
The same said again : Do not hold light the curse of a common 
man, etc. (See Vol. VIII., Tract Megila, p. 38.) R. Abahu 
said : It is better for one to be of the persecuted than of the per¬ 
secutors, as there are no more persecuted birds than doves and 
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pigeons, and the Scripture made them fit for the altar. “ Blind 
my eye,” etc. Said R. Assi * to Rabba : Why in the first part the 
condition that he should be free is of no effect, and in the second 
part it is? He answered : Because no one will ever forgive for 
the loss of the principal members of his body. Said he to him : 
Does, then, a man easily forgive for pain—and nevertheless a 
Boraitha states: “ If one say to another, 'strike me,’ or ‘ wound 
me, upon condition that you should not be liable for it/ and if 
he does so, he is free? Rabba remained silent. Thereafter he 
said to him: Do you know how to explain this? He said: So 
said R. Shesheth : The reason is for the indignity caused to his 
family. It was taught: R. Osliiya said : For the reason just 
mentioned; and Rabha said : Because one does not forgive for 
the loss of the principal members of his body. R. Johanan, how¬ 
ever, said : One may forgive for all that was done to him ; and our 
Mishna, which makes him liable, although it was on the condition 
that he should be free, is because there is sometimes a “ nay ” 
which means “ yea ” and a “ yea ” which means “ nay ” (explained 
in the following Boraitha). We have learned also in the following 
Boraitha: If one says to another, “Strike me,” or “wound me,” 
and the other asks, “On condition that I should be free?” and 
he answered “ Yea! ” (i.e., if so, you would like to do so) ? Hence 
this “ yea ” means “ nay.” “ Tear my garment,” and he says, 
“ And thereafter I should pay for it?” And he answers, “ Nay.” 
which means “ Yea, you may do so.”f 

“ Break my pitcher ,” etc. There is a contradiction from the 
following Boraitha : It is written [Ex. xxii. 6] : “ If a man . . . 
to keep,” etc., for preservation ; but not when he says to him 
keep it for destruction or for charity. (Hence we see that if 
he told him to keep it for destruction, although he did not say 
on the condition of being free, he is nevertheless free?) Said 
R. Huna : This presents no difficulty : The Boraitha speaks of 
when it was delivered to the bailee for, and he accepted it for, 


* This name is correct, according to Alphasi, as the name mentioned in the text ' 
would be incompatible with the time in which R. Assi b. Hama lived. 

f R. Johanan explains that our Mishna speaks of when there was a question 
and an answer between the plaintiff and the defendant, and it was not clear whether 
it meant yea or nay ; the Boraitha, however, speaks of when the plaintiff made the 
condition that the defendant should be free without any question by the other. This 
is Rashi's explanation. The text, however, of R. Johanan's saying mentioned above 
seems to us to be very simple : It must be investigated how the condition is to be 
understood—whether it is in the absolute affirmative form or in the form of a 
question. 
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destruction—then certainly he is free ; and the Mishna speaks of 
when he told him to break the pitcher when the same was yet in 
the hands of the owner. Said Rabba to him: The words “ to 
keep ” in the Scripture mean certainly that it was delivered to 
the bailee; and nevertheless, if thereafter he told him to destroy 
it, without making the condition to be free, he is liable, unless 
he told him to keep it for destruction at the time of the deliv¬ 
ery ? Therefore said Rabba : Both cases treat of destruction 
after the delivery; but the Mishna speaks of when he told him 
to destroy it after he received it for safe-keeping, and the Bo- 
raitha speaks of when he told him at the time of the delivery to 
keep it for destruction. 

There was an apvax of charity which was sent to Pumbe- 
ditha, and R. Joseph deposited it with a certain man who did 
not take good care of it, and it was stolen from him. R. Joseph 
held him responsible. Said Abayi to him: Did not the Bo- 
raitha state, to keep it for preservation, but not for charity ? He 
answered : The poor of Pumbeditha receive each a fixed sum 
from charity, so that this money belonged to them, and they 
can be the claimants thereof (and the reason why the Boraitha 
holds the bailee free, if it was given to him to keep it for char¬ 
ity, is because where the poor do not receive fixed sums at cer¬ 
tain periods they cannot claim a certain fixed amount, and there¬ 
fore it is considered that there are no claimants). 

END OF VOLUME II. (x.) 


[Note. —The last two chapters of The First Gate will be printed in the suc¬ 
ceeding volume.] 
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them possesses, etc. If a robbed field was taken away by land robbers. 
There was a man who showed to the contractor a heap of wheat belonging 
to the Exilarch. There was a man by whom a silver goblet was deposited, 
he presented it when he was attacked by robbers, . . . 262-270 

Mishnas VII. TO XII. If a stream has overflowed the robbed field. If 
one says, I have robbed you, and I don’t know if I have returned it to you. 
One must not buy from the shepherds kids of goats, etc.. And not fruits from 
the watchman. One who robs his neighbor, even the value of a parutha, is 
considered as if he would take away his life. One shall not buy from the 
carder flocks, because they are not his property. What about the splinters 
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CHAPTER IX. 


THE LAWS RELATING TO THE CHANGE OF THE NAME AND NATURE 
OF STOLEN ARTICLES, AND WHEN AN ARTICLE BECOMES USE¬ 
LESS. ABOUT SKILFUL MECHANICS WHO SPOIL WORK INTRUSTED 
TO THEM, AND AS TO THE PLACE TO WHICH A STOLEN ARTICLE 
MUST BE RETURNED. 

MISHNA /.: If one has stolen wood and made utensils of 
it, or wool and made garments of it, he must pay only for the 
cost of the material at the time it was stolen. If one stole 
a gravid cow and it brought forth young, or a sheep with its 
wool and he sheared it, he must pay the value of a gravid cow 
in its last month, or the value of a sheep ready to be sheared; 
if, however, the cow became gravid or the sheep grew its wool 
after the robbery, their value at the time they were stolen is to 
be paid. This is the rule: All robbers must repay the value of 
the article as it was at the time of the robbery. 

GEMARA: The Mishna states: Utensils of wood or gar¬ 
ments of wool, from which it is to be inferred that when the 
utensils were not as yet made, but only planned, or the gar¬ 
ments not yet bleached, the law is otherwise. Then there is 
a contradiction in the following Boraitha: “ If one has stolen 
wood and planed it, stones and cut them, wool and bleached it, 
flax and cleansed it, the payment for it is to be taxed as when 
stolen 99 ? Said Abayi: 44 The Tana of our Mishna states that 
not only an irremediable change makes the robber the owner of 
it so that he must not return the same, but the value of the 
material when it was stolen, which is biblical; but even a remov¬ 
able change, e.g. y planed wood of which he made utensils that 
can be taken apart in such a way that the wood may remain in 
the same condition as when stolen, or spun wool, which can 
also be taken apart, etc., which change is only rabbinical. The 
Mishna comes to teach us, that even in such a case the robber 
acquires title by the change and must pay only the value of the 
material.” R. Ashi, however, said: “ The Tana of our Mishna 
speaks also of a change that is biblical. For instance, by uten- 
1 


212 


THE BABYLONIAN TALMUD. 


sils is meant even a planer with which he has only planed the 
wood, and by garments is meant unbleached felt-spreadings 
(which he has only bleached) which change is irremediable/’ 
If bleaching is considered an irremediable change, it would be 
contradictory of the following Mishna, which states: “ If one 
had no time to give it to the priest until it was dyed, then he 
is free; but when it was only bleached, he must give it to the 
priest”? Said Abayi: “This presents no difficulty, as our 
Mishna is in accord with R. Simeon, and the other with the 
rabbis of the following Boraitha: If he has the wool from five 
sheep, a quantity of about a pound and a half, a part of it would 
go to the priests. If some of this quantity was already woven, 
it does not count. If, however, some of it was only bleached, 
according to the sages it counts, and according to R. Simeon it 
does not/* Rabha said: “Both statements maybe explained 
in accordance with R. Simeon, and there is no difficulty, as one 
of them speaks of it when it was only scattered, and the other 
one speaks of it when it was combed before bleaching/’ R. 
Hyya bar Abin said: “The one speaks when it was only 
bleached and the other when it was sulphurated.” Now, then, 
how can bleaching be considered a biblical change, when even 
dyeing is not considered a change, according to R. Simeon; as 
is stated in the Boraitha concerning the gift of the first shearing 
to the priest, in the case mentioned above: “ Do not exclude 
from the quantity even wool that was already dyed”? Said 
Abayi: “ This presents no difficulty. The statement of R. 
Simeon, given by R. Simeon ben Jehudah in his name, that 
dyeing wool counts, is opposed to the rabbis, who declare that 
R. Simeon said it does not count (consequently, one Boraitha 
is in accord with R. Simeon ben Jehudah’s statement and the 
other is in accord with the declaration of the rabbis).” Rabha, 
however, said: “It is not necessary to say that the rabbis op¬ 
pose R. Simeon ben Jehudah, for dyeing is different, because 
it can be removed by oancov, and the above statement, that 
when it was dyed he is free, speaks when it was dyed by 
6 an my, which is not irremediable.” 

Said Abayi: All the following Tanaim agree with R. Sim¬ 
eon’s statement explained above, that a change does not give 
title: Namely, Beth Shammai, as stated above (Ch. VII. p. 150). 
R. Eliezer ben Jacob of the following Boraitha: R. Eliezer ben 
Jacob said: If one had stolen a saah of wheat and had ground, 
kneaded, and baked it, and separated the heave of it, how can 
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he make a benediction; it would be not a benediction but a 
blasphemy, as it is written [Psalm, x. 3]: “ The robber blesses 
. o . despises the Lord.” Simeon b. Eliezer, of the follow¬ 
ing Boraitha, declares the following rule: Every increase that 
was made by the robber is subject to his disposal: He may 
keep it for himself, or return it to its owner, saying: Here is 
your property. How is this to be understood ? (If he may 
say to the one robbed, ” Here is yours,” then it belongs to the 
owner—how, then, is it at the robber's disposal ?) Said R. 
Shesheth: He means to say, if there is an increase the robber 
may retain it; but if there is a decrease, he can say to the one 
robbed, ” It is yours,” because a change in the property does 
not give title. If so, why not the same when there is an in¬ 
crease ? This is only an enactment of the sages for the benefit 
of those who repent. R. Ishmael, of the following Boraitha: 
The positive commandment to separate the corner tithe is to be 
performed by putting aside from the standing corn; if that has 
not been done, he may put aside from the sheaves; if he had 
neglected also from this, he may do it in the granary before the 
corn was threshed; but afterwards he separates first the Leviti- 
cal tithe and then the corner tithe. In the name of R. Ishmael, 
however, it was said: ” He may separate the corner tithe and 
give it to the poor even from the dough.” 

Said R. Papa to Abayi: ” Would all the above-mentioned 
Tanaim trouble themselves to teach us a Halakha of the Beth 
Shammai (which does not prevail?),” and he answered: ” All 
they mean to say, is that Beth Shammai and Beth Hillel do not 
differ in this regard.” Said Rabha: Why, then, (what compels 
you to teach that all the Tanaim hold that a change is of no 
avail) ? Perhaps R. Simeon ben Jehudah’s statement has ref¬ 
erence only to a case of dyeing, as the color can be removed as 
stated above; and the Beth Shammai, because it is not clean 
enough for the altar, and R. Eliezer ben Jacob could not accept 
it to pronounce a benediction upon it, as such a meritorious act 
should not be caused by a transgression; and R. Simeon ben 
Elazar also, because it can again become fat; and, finally, R. 
Ishmael's statement was made only on the corner tithe as 
there is a superfluous word in the expression ” Thou shalt leave 
it ” (but in any other case they all may agree that a change is 
of value). And lest one say, that it can be inferred from this 
for all the other cases, it would not be correct, because charity 
affairs are different, as R. Jonathan questioned: ” What is the 
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reason of it?” Shall we assume that R. Ishmael’s theory is 
correct, because he holds that a change does not give title, or 
perhaps he holds it here only to be in accord with the super¬ 
fluous word stated above, which must be only for the purpose 
that this rule applies only here as there is not known any other 
purpose for it ? And he questioned also, What will the rabbis 
who opposed R. Ishmael say in regard to the superfluous ex¬ 
pression in question ? It can be said, It is needed; for we have 
learned in the following Boraitha: If one has renounced his 
ownership of a vineyard, and then in the morning he plucked 
the grapes, he is exempt from cleaning the vineyard and gather¬ 
ing every grape, forgotten sheaf, and corner tithe (because of 
the above-mentioned expression or something similar to it being 
applicable to all these gifts). It is, however, exempt from tithe. 
Said R. Jehudah in the name of Samuel: “ The Halakha pre¬ 
vails in accord with R. Simeon ben Elazar.” Abayi taught the 
same as follows: R. Jehudah said in the name of Samuel: It 
was said that the Halakha prevails according to R. Simeon b. 
Elazar, but he did not accept it. 

R. Hyya bar Abba said in the name of R. Johanan: Accord¬ 
ing to the Scripture a stolen thing is to be returned whatever its 
condition (although it is changed), as it is written [Lev. v. 23]: 
“ He shall restore what he has taken away violently,” no mat¬ 
ter how it is now; and there is no wonder at the statement of 
our Mishna, for it is only for the benefit of those who repent. 
The rabbis taught: Robbers and usurers, if they make restitu¬ 
tion of their own accord, it should not be accepted; and he who 
does accept it, acts contrary to the sages. Said R. Johanan: 
This Mishna was taught in the time of Rabbi, as we have 
learned in the following Boraitha: It happened that one in¬ 
tended to repent, but his wife told him, ** If thou wilt do so, 
then even thy girdle will not belong to thee,” and so he was 
kept back from repenting. At this time the statement of the 
above Mishna was made. Come and hear: ” The repentance of 
shepherds, commissioners, and the contractors of duties is hard 
(because they do not know to whom to return the stolen goods); 
and when they nevertheless do repent, they have to return to 
those whom they know. (Hence we see that they must re¬ 
turn ?) We can say: Yea, they must return, but it should not 
be accepted. Then what is the use of their returning ? To 
satisfy the Heavenly Will. If so, in what point is the difficulty 
of their repentance ? And also, how would the last part of this 
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Boraitha be understood: “ And the remainder, which they do 
not know to whom to return, shall be used by them in provid¬ 
ing for the needs of the community ” ? And R. Hisda ex¬ 
plained it that it means, e.g. y wells, excavations, etc. Hence 
we see that it should be accepted ? Therefore we must say: 
The above Boraitha was taught before the above-mentioned 
enactment of the sages was made. According to R. Na’hman, 
however, who said that this enactment was made in reference to 
stolen articles which no longer exist, it may be explained that 
both Boraithas were taught after the enactment, and there is no 
contradiction, as one speaks of stolen articles that exist, and the 
other of such stolen articles as no longer exist. But was, then, 
not the above-mentioned enactment made in reference to the 
statement about the girdle, although it was in existence ? Nay, 
it must not be taken literally. It means the value of the girdle. 
But was not the enactment made even in reference to an article 
that exists; for there is a Mishna that when a stolen beam was 
used for the building of a house, the one robbed could collect 
its value only, for the benefit of him who repented, although 
the beam still exists ? This case is different, as the robber 
would suffer great damage by taking it out, and therefore the 
rabbis consider it as if it did not exist at all. 

“ If one has stolen a gravid cozvf etc. The rabbis taught: 
If one had stolen a sheep and he had shorn it, or a cow and she 
brought forth, he must pay for the animal itself, and also for 
the wool or the young. This is the decree of R. Meir. R. 
Jehudah said: “ A stolen thing must be returned as it is ” (and 
the value of the wool or the young as they were, at the time of 
the robbery, but not the increase during the time they were 
under his control). R. Simeon, however, said: The value of 
the stolen article in money when it was robbed must always be 
considered. The schoolmen propounded a question: What is 
R. Meir’s reason ? Does he hold that a change is never of any 
avail, or, in other cases, agree that a change gives title, but here 
it is only a fine which should be inflicted on the robber, and the 
difference (between the two suppositions would be) when the 
cow becomes thin (in the house of the robber) ? Come and 
hear: If one has given wool to dye it red, and it was dyed 
black, or vice versa , said R. Meir: He must pay him the value 
of the wool. Hence only the “ value of the wool,” but not for 
the increase ? Now, if R. Meir is of the opinion that a change 
does not give title, the value of the wool and the increase 
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should be paid ? Hence it is to be inferred that he holds that 
everywhere a change acquires title, and here is only a fine for 
the robber. According to others, the schoolmen did not pro¬ 
pound the above question, because Rabh has changed the 
names in the following Mishna. If one has stolen a cow or 
slaves, and they become old while under his control, he must 
pay according to their value when they were stolen. This is 
the decree of R. Meir. The sages, however, say as to slaves, he 
may say: “ Yours is before you/' Hence we see that, accord¬ 
ing to R. Meir, a change gives title, and here is only a fine, and 
if there was any question by the schoolmen it was this: Is the 
fine only for an intentional act or only for an unintentional ? 
Come and hear the Mishna mentioned above concerning the 
dyeing of wool, that he must pay only for the wool and not for 
the increase, because there was no intention, from which it is 
to be inferred that without intention there is no fine. “ R. 
Jehudah said the stolen property,” etc. What is the difference 
between R. Jehudah's and R. Simeon's statement ? Said R. 
Zbid: They differ when the increase is still in the stolen thing. 
According to R. Jehudah, it belongs to the one robbed, and 
according to R. Simeon to the robber. R. Papa said: Both 
agree that such an increase belongs to the robber (as even R. 
Jehudah meant only it should be returned as it was at the time 
it was stolen), and the case here held when it was customary in 
the country to take cattle for improvement for the reward of 
half, third, or a quarter. According to R. Simeon, the robber 
gets only the customary reward, but acording to R. Jehudah 
the whole improvement belongs to him. There is a Boraitha 
which states plainly as R. Papa explained. Said R. Ashi: When 
we were in the college of R. Kahana, we were in doubt regard¬ 
ing R. Simeon's theory as to the payment of half, etc., for im¬ 
provement, whether he shall be paid in money or with its meat ? 
Afterwards we concluded from R. Na'hman's statement in the 
name of Samuel that it means in money: There are three cases 
in which the increase is appraised and the payment is with 
money, and they are: A first-born pays the increase after the 
death of his father to the other brothers; the same the creditor 
to the buyer, or to the heirs (for the increase after the time the 
estates were bought or after the death of the lender). Said 
Rabbina to R. Ashi: How could Samuel here state that the 
creditor must pay to the buyer for the increase ? Did he not 
say that the creditor collects even the increase ? And he an- 
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swered: This presents no difficulty, when we take into consid¬ 
eration that there is a difference between an increase which is 
not yet ripe (that in such a case a creditor collects it) and an 
increase which is already ripe for harvest (which a creditor can¬ 
not collect). He objected: But was it not a fact that Samuel’s 
court collected every day even from crops that were ripe for 
harvest ? He answered: This also presents no difficulty when 
the claim is equal to the amount of the field together with the 
increase (then the creditor collects the increase also). When 
the claim is, however, only for the value of the estate (then the 
creditor must pay for the increase). Rejoined the former: This 
is right according to him who holds that even when the buyer 
has money he cannot pay the creditor with money; but accord¬ 
ing to him who holds that when the buyer has money, he can 
pay the creditor with money (why is it stated that the creditor 
pays with money for the increase ?) why should not the buyer 
(have the right to) say: If I had money, I would make you 
leave the estate entirely. Now, when you take it for your 
debt, you have the right to take it for your debt only; but as 
for the increase, would it not be right to leave for me a part of 
the estate? And he answered: The case was when the field 
was hypothecated to the creditor, i.e ., when the loan was 
issued, he told him: You have to collect your debt from this 
estate only. 

Rabha said: If one has stolen an article, and after improving 
it sells or bequeaths it, the sale or the bequest is valid for the 
improvement. He questioned, however, in case it was im¬ 
proved by the buyer, How is the law ? After he questioned 
it, he decided: What else, then, had the first sold to the other, 
if not every right that he might have in this estate (so that the 
buyer has the same share of the improvement as the seller 
himself). 

R. Papa said: He who stole a date tree and cut it down, did 
not acquire title, although he removed it to his own field. Why 
so ? Because it has even then the same name as before—date 
tree. It is the same if he cut it in pieces, for they are still 
called pieces of a date tree. If, however, he has stolen pieces 
and made beams of them, title is acquired; if he has stolen 
beams and made short ones of them, title is not acquired; but 
if he has made boards of them, title is acquired. 

Rabha said: If one stole a palm branch and has torn it in 
single leaves, title is acquired, because it is no more called palm, 
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but leaves; for the same reason, title is acquired when he has 
stolen leaves and made a broom of them. If, however, he has 
stolen a broom and made a rope, title is not acquired, because 
it can be taken apart and a broom again made of it. R. Papa 
questioned: If the double leaf of the same was divided (so that 
it cannot be restored), how is the law? Come and hear: R. 
Mathun said in the name of R. Jehoshua ben Levi: If the 
double leaf is divided, it is considered as if taken away, and it is 
invalid (for use of that day). Infer from this that such a change 
gives title. 

R. Papa said: 44 If one has stolen clay and made bricks of it, 
title is not acquired, because it can be reduced again to clay; 
conversely, however, title is acquired, because, even if he will 
again convert it into bricks, it will have another appearance and 
will be no more the same as it was before. The same is the 
case if he has robbed bullion and coined it into money. If, 
however, he stole old coins and had cleaned them that they 
look like new ones, title is not acquired; but conversely it is, 
because, even should he clean them again, they will still be 
recognized as the old ones. 

44 This is the rale” etc. What does it mean to add ? Such 
a case as that of which R. Ilai said: 44 When one has stolen a 
sheep and it becomes a ram, or a calf and it becomes an ox, the 
change is considered as being made while in the possession of 
the thief, and title is acquired so that, if he has slaughtered or 
sold it, it is considered he has done it with his own. It hap¬ 
pened that one had stolen a pair of oxen, and he ploughed and 
sowed his field with them. Finally, he returned them. When 
the case came before R. Na’hman, he said: Go and appraise the 
increase he has made with them. Said Rabha to him: Is the 
increase of the field caused only by the oxen, and not by the 
field also ? And he answered: Did I say the whole increase 
shall be collected ? I mean half of it only. And he rejoined: 
After all, it is no more than a robbery of which the rule is, 44 It 
shall be returned as it is.” He answered again: Did I not tell 
you that when I am sitting in the court you shall say nothing 
to me; for Huna, my colleague, has said that I and the King 
Sabura are brothers in regard to court cases.* This man is 
known as an old robber and I want to fine him. 

* Rashi says : “ It means Samuel, who was the greatest authority in court cases/’ 
Abraham Krochmal, however, maintains that R. Na’hman meant to say that Huna 
the Exilarch had granted him the power to impose fines as he thought necessary, 
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MISHNA II .: If one has stolen cattle or slaves, and they 
become old, he must pay their value at the time stolen. R. 
Meir, however, says: Concerning slaves he may say: 44 Yours 
are before you.” If he has stolen a coin and it broke, fruits 
and they became rotten, wine and it became sour, it is to be 
paid as at the time robbed; a coin which afterward became 
invalid, heave-offering and it became unclean,* * or leaven which 
was in the hand of the one robbed during Passover, a cow and 
it was used for sodomy, or it became invalid for the altar or it 
was condemned to be stoned, he may say: 44 Yours is before 
you.” 

GEMARA: Said R. Papa: It means not only when it 
became old, but even when it becomes thin. But is it not 
stated plainly old ? This expression is used to teach that only 
when it is incurable, as in the weakness of old age. Said Mar, 
the older son of R. Hisda, to R. Ashi: It was said in the name 
of R. Johanan that when one steals a sheep and it becomes a 
ram, or a calf and it becomes an ox, such a change gives title; 
and if he slaughters or sells it, it is considered as his own. And 
he answered: Did not I tell you, you shall not change names ? 
This was said not in the name of R. Johanan, but of R. Ilai. 
44 R . Meir said," etc. R. Hanina bar Abdimi said in the name 
of Rabh: The Halakha prevails according to R. Meir. But 
why did Rabh desert the majority in this decision ? The reason 
is because in the Boraitha the names are changed. Why, then, 
has Rabh given preference to the Boraitha, and not to the 
Mishna, which ought to be better authority ? Yea, when there 
is one Mishna against one Boraitha; but there are two Boraithas 
against one Mishna (and therefore he prefers to change the 
names in our Mishna, that it shall correspond with them). The 
other Boraitha is as follows: If one has exchanged a cow for an 
ass, and the cow has brought forth young; or if one has sold 
a female slave and she has given birth (to a child), and one of 
the parties said it was born when it was in his control, and the 
other keeps silent, the first acquired title to it; when each of 
them says he does not know, then the value is to be divided. 


just as could be done by the king ; and it seems to be so, because R. Na'hman did 
not claim that he had done it according to the law, but only as a fine ; and if this 
Seburmalka meant Samuel, then it shows nothing. See Krochmal’s remarks on the 
Talmud (p. 263). 

* Which, according to the law, has no more any value. See Appendix to Tract 
Sabbath. 
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But if each of them claims that it occurred when it was under 
his control, then the seller has to take an oath that it was born 
while under his control (and not the buyer, as there is a rule 
that all those to whom a biblical oath is applied, they swear and 
do not pay). So is the decree of R. Meir. The sages, how¬ 
ever, say: There is no oath, as an oath is not to be ordered in 
cases of slaves or real estate. Hence, here also, is the opinion 
of R. Meir that slaves are not considered real estate. But if he 
changes the names in the Mishna, his statement ought to be 
that the Halakha prevails according to the rabbis ? He meant 
to say so: According to you who have changed the names, the 
Halakha prevails as R. Meir. But how could Rabh state that 
a slave is considered real estate ? Did not R. Daniel bar R. 
Ktina say in his name: If one has compelled a slave of his 
neighbor to do labor for him, he is free from charges ? Now, 
if you bear in mind that a slave is considered real estate, why 
shall he not be charged ? Is not the slave yet under the control 
of his owner ? The case was when not in time of labor (that 
one has the benefit when the other loses nothing, and there is 
a decision above that in such a case he is free from charges). 
But would the owner of the slave be satisfied that his slave 
should become tired, so that it would do harm to his usual 
work ? It can be explained (that his owner has no work for his 
slave), and so it is agreeable for him that his slave shall not 
become used to idleness. R. Joseph bar Hama used to compel 
slaves of his debtors to labor for him. Said Rabha, his son, to 
him: Why does the Master so ? And he answered him: Be¬ 
cause R. Na’hman said that the labor of a slave is not worth 
even the food he consumes. Said Rabha: R. Na'hman said so 
because of his slave Daru, who was dallying about the shops 
and doing nothing, but not of slaves who are working. And he 
answered: I hold with the statement made by R. Daniel, who 
in the name of Rabh stated above. And his son said again: 
This is said in case the compeller has not any claims against the 
owners of the slaves; but you, Master, who claim money from 
their owners, it looks like usury, as R. Joseph bar Miniumi said 
in the name of R. Na’hman: Although it is said of one who 
lives on the property of another without his knowledge is not 
obliged to pay rent therefor, but when he has lent money to the 
owner of the property he must pay him rent (that it shall not 
be considered as usury). Rejoined his father: (You are right.) 
I will not do it again. 
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It was taught: If one takes possession of another’s ship and 
makes use of it. Said Rabh: The owner may collect either the 
usual price of loaning it, or, if it was damaged and the amount 
of repairing surpasses the amount of hiring, he may collect even 
this. Samuel, however, said: If the amount of the hiring sur¬ 
passes the amount of the repairing, he takes only the latter. 
Said R. Papa: They do not differ. Rabh speaks of a case 
where the intention of the sailor was to pay the value of the 
ship, and Samuel speaks of a case where the intention was to 
steal (and a stolen article is to be returned as it was when 
stolen, without any increase, for the benefit of those who re¬ 
pent). “ If one has stolen a coin,” etc. Said R. Huna: The 
expression ” broke ” is to be taken literally; the expression ” it 
became invalid” means that the government abolished it. R. 
Jehudah, however, said: It would be the same as if broken, but 
the expression ” invalid” means that it became invalid in this 
cotintry , but has still a value in another one. Said R. Hisda to 
R. Huna: According to your theory, it was abolished by the 
government. Is that not equivalent to those who stole fruits 
which became rotten or wine which became sour, for which the 
value at the time it was stolen is to be paid ? And he answered: 
There is a change in taste and smell, which is not the case here. 
Said Rabba to R. Jehudah: According to your theory abolished 
by the government is the same as broken. Is that not equiva¬ 
lent to the case of heave-offering, of which it is stated that he 
may say: ” Yours is before you ” ? And he answered: Nay, it 
cannot be equivalent; for in the case of the heave-offering, it 
remains the same as it was before, and no one can recognize 
any change in it; but here every one can recognize that the 
coin is of no value. It was taught: If one has given credit, to 
be repaid with coin which had the full value at that time, and 
afterwards this coin was abolished ? Rabh said: He must pay 
him with coin of the time of payment. Samuel, however, said : 
The debtor can say, ” I give you the coin according to our 
agreement, and you must take the trouble to use it in the city 
of Mishon, where it has a value. Said R. Na'hman: It seems 
that Samuel’s theory can be applied in the case of a creditor, 
who intends to go to that place, but not otherwise. Rabha 
objected to R. Na’hman, from the following Boraitha: The 
second tithe cannot be changed with coins which are not circu¬ 
lating in the market, as the coins of Cachba, or of the govern¬ 
ment of Jerusalem, or of the kings of the ancient times. As 
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the expression, “ kings of the ancient times,” does not imply 
the coins of the later kings, which have not any value here, but 
still have a value in other countries, they may be changed 
(although the changer has not any intention to go there, as he 
has to take this money for use in Jerusalem) ? And he rejoined: 
The case was when the governments were not particular when 
foreign coins were used. According to you (said Rabha again), 
Samuel means to say that even when the governments are par¬ 
ticular; but if they are, how can he bring the coins there ? It 
can be explained that they can be smuggled in, as the govern¬ 
ment does not search for them, but if found they confiscate 
them. 

The rabbis taught: What were the coins of Jerusalem? 
David and Solomon were engraved on one side, and Jerusalem 
the holy city on the other side; and what were the coins of 
Abraham the patriarch ? An old man and woman on one side 
and a young man and woman on the other side. Rabha ques¬ 
tioned R. Hisda: If one has given credit, to be paid with a cer¬ 
tain coin, and in the mean time the coins increased in weight, 
what is the law ? And he answered: lie must give him coins 
which are used at the time of payment. And he questioned 
again: Even if there is a large increase in size and weight ?* 
And he said: Yea. But on account of the larger coins, the 
fruits become cheaper (as we get more produce for a larger coin 
than a smaller one, and so it would look like usury). Said R. 
Ashi: It must be discovered whether the fruits become cheaper 
on account of increase of the coins in question, then the pay¬ 
ment is to be reduced accordingly. But if the fruits become 
cheap on account of great production, then no reduction is to 
be made. But (even in the latter case), at any rate, is there 
not then an increase in the metal of the coin which looks like 
usury ? Therefore the question must be decided in accordance 
with the following act of Papa and R. Huna the son of R. 
Joshua, who have in such a case examined the different coins of 
the merchant Argdimus, and have found that eight of the new 

* The text reads “ Khi Naphia” and “ Khi Tratia.” The dictionaries translate 
the former expression as “ a sieve” and the second as “ a third of the weight or 
size.” It seems to us, however, that the translation of the former is not correct, as 
the spelling of Nopha (a sieve) is always with an h and not with an i ; and aside 
from this, the text shows that “ tratia ” was still larger than Naphia, and according 
to the dictionaries the first would be larger than the second. We have therefore 
given the real meaning, omitting the Chaldean expressions, which are not known 
to us. 
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ones are equal to ten of the old ones (and then they decided 
that the borrower must pay accordingly). Rabha said: If it 
happened that one had pushed another's hand, and a coin fell 
down from his hand into the sea, he is free, as he may say: 
I did it unintentionally, and the coin is before you; you may 
take it. This is the case only when the water is so clear that 
the coin is to be seen, but not otherwise.* Rabha objected 
from the following Mishna: The second tithe cannot be charged 
upon money which is not under one’s control at the time, 
e.g ., when he placed his money in custody or in the king's 
treasury (which he cannot reach without great difficulty), or 
when the purse with money fell into the sea, so that the tithe 
cannot be charged on such money. (Hence we see that such 
money is not considered under his control.) And Rabha an¬ 
swered: This case is different, as the verse plainly states " and 
bind up the money in thy hand." And Rabha said again: If 
one has defaced coins belonging to others, he is free, because 
he did not take away anything, and it is considered as if he had 
done nothing. This is only by striking with a mortar upon the 
effigy (so that it disappears), but not when he has filed it, as then 
the weight of it is lessened. And Rabha said again : If one cuts 
off the ear of his neighbor’s cow, which by such an act becomes 
unfit for the altar, he is free, because the cow is afterwards as 
good as before and he has done nothing, as not all cattle are 
prepared for the altar. Rabha objected from the following 
Boraitha: "If one has labored with the red cow or with its 
ashes, he is free from the lower court, but he is nevertheless 
responsible in the divine court." We see then that labor which 
cannot be recognized on the body of the animal as damaging, 
the civil court cannot make him liable for; but by taking off the 
ear, which is recognized on the body, he should be responsible 
even before the civil court ? Nay, the case is the same, and the 
above Boraitha comes to teach us that even in a case where the 
change is not to be recognized on the body, he is nevertheless 
responsible before the divine court. The same said again: If 
one has burnt a note of his neighbor, he is free, because he can 
say, " I have only burned a piece of paper." Rami bar Hama 
opposed: Let us see. If there are witnesses who know what 


* All this applies when the coin was dropped from the owner’s hand by one 
unintentionally pushing- the same ; but if he took it out of his own hand and 
dropped it, it is a robbery, and must be returned. 
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was written in the note, let them draw another good note for 
him (and there would be no damage at all); and if there are no 
witnesses, how can we know the amount of the note ? Said 
Rabha: The rabbis' decision may hold even when the burner 
trusts the owner of the note as to its amount. R. Dimi bar 
Hanina said: The above statement of Rabha is discussed by R. 
Simeon and the rabbis, namely: According to R. Simeon, who 
holds that a germon is considered a direct pecuniary loss, then 
in the case of Rabha there is a liability; but to the rabbis, who 
hold that a germon is not considered such, then in the case of 
Rabha there is no liability. R. Huna, the son of R. Joshua, 
however, opposed: You have heard R. Simeon so declaring only 
in a case where the origin was money, e.g., in the following case 
stated by Rabha: If one has stolen leavened bread before pass- 
over, and another has burned it in the middle days of the feast, he 
is free, because there is an obligation on every Israelite to destroy 
it. If the case occurs after passover, there is a difference of 
opinion; according to R. Simeon, by whom it is held a germon 
for a direct pecuniary damage, there is liability, and according 
to his opponents there is not; but in a case where the origin is 
not money, did you hear them differ ? Said Amemar: In the 
courts where they summon for causing damage by germon, the 
full value of the note is to be collected from the destroyer. In 
the courts, however, where they do not, in such cases there is 
to be collected only the value of the piece of paper. Such a 
case happened, and Raphram compelled R. Ashi to pay from 
his best estates. 

“ Leavened bread" etc., “ he ca?i say, ‘ Yours is before you.' " 
Who is the Tana who holds that in prohibited things, from 
which no benefit is to be derived, one may nevertheless say: 
“ Yours is before you." Said R. Hisda: It is R. Jacob of 
the Boraitha stated above (p. 103). R. Jacob said: Even when 
it is already decided that the ox shall be killed, and the bailee 
has returned it to its owner, the act is valid, and we must 
assume the point of their difference is this: R. Jacob holds that 
of things from which no benefit is to be derived he may never¬ 
theless say: " Yours is before you," and the rabbis hold that 
such is not the case? Said Rabha to him: Nay, all agree, in 
the case stated above, that one may say, “ Yours is before 
you." For if such is not the case, let them differ also in case 
of leaven on passover (stated above). The point of their differ¬ 
ence here, however, is this: Whether the court may decide the 
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case of the goring ox in its absence. The rabbis hold that the 
decision must be in the presence of the ox, and therefore 
the owner can claim that if it should be returned to him before 
the decision of the court, he could drive it away to a meadow, 
but after the decision he could do nothing; so that no decision 
could be rendered; and R. Jacob holds that the presence of 
the ox is not necessary, and the bailee can say to the owner: 
44 What is the difference, when the ox would be returned to 
you; the court would decide the case in any event, and as the 
ox is yours, I have nothing to do with it.” 

Fruits , and they became rotten , ’ * etc. But we have learned in 
a Mishna that in such a case one must pay their value at the 
time they were stolen ? Said R. Papa: The Mishna just quoted 
speaks of a case when all the fruit had become rotten, and our 
Mishna speaks when only a part of them had become so. 

MISHNA III ’.: If a specialist took a thing to repair it and 
he spoiled it, he must pay. The same is the case if a carpenter 
took a box, a trunk, or a cage to repair and he has spoiled it— 
he must pay. A builder who undertook to take apart a wall, 
and he broke the stones or bricks, or spoiled them, he must 
pay. If, however, by taking it apart from one side, it fell down 
from another side, he is free; provided, however, it did not fall 
down by reason of the stroke. 

GEMARA: Said R. Asi: The Mishna speaks only when 
the things were given solely for repairing, e.g., to put nails on 
it; but if wood were given to one to make the above articles 
new ones and he broke them, he has to pay only for the wood, 
and not for the vessels, because the carpenter acquires title in 
the increase of the wood by having made a vessel of it. There 
is an objection from our Mishna: If a specialist took something 
to repair it, he is liable. Shall we not assume that he took 
wood ? Nay, it means when he took vessels. But does not the 
second part speak of vessels, of which it is to be inferred that 
the first part speaks of wood ? Nay, the Mishna itself explains 
in the latter part the meaning of the first part, and it is to be 
read thus: If he has spoiled. How so ? If he has given it to 
specialists for repairing, and they have spoiled it, they are 
responsible; e.g. y if he gives to a carpenter a trunk, etc. And 
it seems also that the latter part is only an explanation. Then 
(if such is not the case) the latter case would be entirely super¬ 
fluous, as it is stated already in the first part that, even if he 
took wood he must pay; it is self-evident, when he took ves- 
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sels and spoiled them ? (Says the Gemara:) This conclusion is 
not strong enough, as it can be said that the statement of the 
second part was necessary to declare the meaning of the first 
part, lest one say that the first part treats of vessels, but with 
wood the case would be different, it expresses in the second 
part the different vessels, to infer from it that the first part 
treats of wood, and, nevertheless, he is responsible. There is 
another objection from the following Mishna: Come and hear: 
If a specialist took a garment and made it ready, and informed 
the owner he should take it and the owner did not care to do 
so, the negative commandment of Lev. xix. 13, “ There shall not 
abide,’’ etc., does not apply here. If, however, he has deliv¬ 
ered it to him in the middle of the day, and it is not paid by 
sunset, the above commandment is applied. Now, if some 
would bear in mind that the master acquires title on the in¬ 
crease, then why should the above commandment be applied ? 
Must not the garment be considered as the property of the 
master? Said R. Mori the son of R. Kahana: This Mishna 
speaks of an old garment that was given to be cleaned and to 
comb the wool, where there is no increase. But, finally, if 
given to him to put in order, e.g. y to make it soft, or to clean it 
so that it shall look like a new one—is this not to be considered 
an increase ? The case was that he hired him on time, then he 
must pay him for his time and not for the garment, and, there¬ 
fore, if he had not paid him, the above passage applies. Sam¬ 
uel said: A butcher (even), a specialist, if he has spoiled the 
meat (by slaughtering the cattle not in accordance with the law) 
he must pay, he is a tort-feasor, and is also considered wilful in 
doing this damage, as he has slaughtered it not in the place 
where it ought to have been done, and his mission of slaughter¬ 
ing is not fulfilled. Why so many reasons ? If it stated a tort¬ 
feasor only, one may say that the case is only when he was 
hired to slaughter, but if he has done it gratuitously he should 
be free; therefore the addition. 

“ His act is considered wilful." R. Hama bar Guria objects 
from the following Boraitha: If one has given his cattle for 
slaughter and they are spoiled so that they become (unfit for 
eating), if the butcher was a specialist, there is no liability; but 
if he was a layman, there is. Both, however, if they were hired, 
then are they liable. Samuel’s answer was: I think your brain is 
not in regular order. The same objection was raised to it by 
another of the rabbis, and Samuel said to him: (Stop object- 
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ing,) as thou wilt receive the same answer as thy colleague. I 
taught this in accord with R. Meir, and you questioned me in 
accordance with his opponents. Why did not you give a care¬ 
ful consideration to my statement ? Did I not say he is a tort¬ 
feasor, and considered wilful, etc., and whose theory is it that 
such a consideration should apply in such cases ? There is only 
R. Meir. [Where did R. Meir state this ?] In the following 
Mishna: If one’s jug was broken (in the public street), and he 
did not remove it, or his camel fell down and he did not raise it 
(and damage was caused), R. Meir said: He must pay. The 
rabbis, however, say: This damage cannot be collected by the 
civil court; the divine court, however, makes him responsible 
for it. And it is declared that they differ in the case of stum¬ 
bling, whether it is considered wilfulness or not. Rabba bar 
Hana in the name of R. Johanan said: A professional slaugh¬ 
terer is always responsible for his act, and even if he were 
expert as they of Ziphrus. Did R. Johanan, indeed, say so ? Did 
not Rabba bar bar Hana himself say that such a case happened 
for R. Johanan in the congregation of Moun, and R. Johanan 
said to him: “ Go and bring witnesses that you are a specialist 
in slaughtering cocks, and I will take off the responsibility from 
you ” ? This presents no difficulty. The latter was a gratui¬ 
tous act, and the first case speaks of hire. As R. Sera used to 
say: One who likes to be sure of the responsibility of his slaugh¬ 
terer, he shall advance him a dinar. It happened that a case of 
egressum (in slaughtering) came before Rabh, and he declared it 
unlawful for use, and at the same time he absolved the slaugh¬ 
terer from payment. When R. Kahana and R. Asi met the 
owner of the cattle, they said to him: Rabh did two good 
things regarding you. He prevented you from using a doubt¬ 
ful thing, and also restrained you from possible robbery (as, if 
he had made the butcher pay, it would have been a robbery). 
It was taught: Suppose one gave a coin to a banker for exam¬ 
ination, which was approved by him, and afterwards it was 
found to be of no value ? If he was a specialist, he is free; but 
if a layman, he is responsible. So is the statement of one 
Boraitha. Another one, however, states that in any case the 
banker is responsible. Said R. Papa: The statement that he is 
free speaks of experts like Danki and Esau, who do not need 
any more experience, but they erred in the picture of the coin, 
which was a new one in this country, and they took it for an 
old one of another country, and they did not know that in this 
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country such a coin was just made. There was a woman who 
showed a coin to R. Hyya, and he told her: It is a good one. 
The next day she came and told him that when she showed it 
to other people she was told it was of no value, and she could 
not give it out. Then R. Hyya said to Rabh: Give her a good 
dinar, and write in my account book that this was a bad busi¬ 
ness (to lose money for nothing, as I should not have given 
a decision upon it). But why—was not R. Hyya an expert in 
such cases, as Danki and Esau mentioned above, of whom it 
was said they had not to pay for their error ? R. Hyya did not 
go to the extreme of the law, but acted on the teaching that 
a generous man should always moderate the law when it is 
against poor people (as will be explained in the Second Gate 
(Chap. II.) by R. Joseph). Resh Lakish showed a dinar to R. 
Elazar, and he told him: It is a good one. He said then: I 
rely upon you. And the former rejoined: What do you mean 
by relying upon me—that if it will be found of no value I should 
change it ? Are not you he who said that the decision of this 
Halakha is in accordance with R. Meir, who decided that laws 
of germon (damages which are done indirectly) shall be put 
in practice ? Consequently the Halakha does not so prevail. 
“ Nay/’ rejoined Resh Lakish, “ I meant that it is according to 
him, and so the Halakha prevails.'' [And where did R. Meir 
state it ? In the following Boraitha. The name of R. Meir is 
not mentioned here, and Tosphatt declares that it was known to 
the Gemara that this is his decision.] “ If the partition which 
was placed between the vineyard and corn was broken, the 
court has to order him twice to repair it. If he, however, did 
not care to fulfil the order, then the products are prohibited, 
and the owner of the partition has to suffer the damage." 

MISHNA IV ’.: If one gave wool to the dyer, and it was 
spoiled in the kettle, the value of the wool is to be paid. If it 
was poorly dyed, by reason of the kettle not being clean, if the 
increase in value of the wool is more than the expense, then he 
pays the expense only; and conversely, the increase only. If 
one has given wool to be dyed red, and it is dyed black, or con¬ 
versely, R. Meir says: The value of the wool is to be paid. R. 
Jehudah says: It must be seen which was greater, the increase 
or the expense. 

GEMARA: The rabbis taught: If one has given wood to 
the carpenter to make a chair of it, and he has made a bench, 
or conversely, the value of the wood is to be paid. So is the 
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decree of R. Meir. R. Jehudah says: ” If the increase is more 
than the expense/’ etc. (as stated in the Mishna). R. Meir, 
however, agrees that such a decision applies if the agreement 
was to make a nice one and he made it unsightly. The school¬ 
men propounded a question : Is the color of the dyes to be con¬ 
sidered as existing upon the wool, or not ? How is it to be 
understood if one has stolen the wool and the dyes of the same 
man, and has dyed the wool with the same, and then returns 
the wool ? Now. if it is considered as existing, then he has 
returned all he has stolen from him; and if not, he has returned 
him only the wool ? But even suppose not, is not the price of 
the wool increased by that ? Nay! The case was that the 
dyed wool became cheaper after it was stolen. Rabbina said: 
The question is in case the wool belongs to one and the dyes to 
another, and a monkey came and dyed this wool with these 
dyes. Shall we then assume that the dyes are considered as 
existing upon the wool, and the owner of the dyes can say: 
” Pay me for my dyes which are upon your wool ” ? Or, per¬ 
haps can the other say: " There is nothing that belongs to you, 
as the color of your dyes is not taken into consideration.” 
Come and hear: A garment which is dyed with the rinds of 
fruits grown in the sabbatic year must be burned. Hence it is 
to be inferred that the color of dyes is considered as existing ? 
There is a difference, as the Scripture uses the expression, 
” It shall be,” which means: It shall always be considered as 
existing. 

” R. Jehudah says etc. R. Joseph was sitting behind R. 
Abba, before R. Huna, and R. Huna said: The Halakha pre¬ 
vails in accord with R. Joshua ben Karcha and also with R. 
Jehudah. R. Joseph then turned his face, and said : It is neces¬ 
sary to say that the Halakha prevails in accord with R. Joshua 
ben Karcha, lest one say that, as there is a rule where an indi¬ 
vidual and the majority differ, the Halakha prevails as the 
majority; therefore he comes to teach us that here the Halakha 
prevails according to the individual. [What is the case of R. 
Joshua ben Karcha ? The case of the following Boraitha, where 
it is said that before the pagans’ holidays there should be col¬ 
lected from them only such debts as are not known by any writ¬ 
ing; but if there is a note, it must not be collected.] But for 
what purpose was it necessary to state: The Halakha prevails 
according to R. Jehudah ? Is this not self-evident ? Is there 
not an anonymous Mishna after the Mishna in which they differ, 
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and there is a rule that in such a case the Halakha prevails in 
accordance with the anonymous Mishna—namely, in this First 
Gate, R. Meir and R. Jehudah differ in our Mishna stated 
above, and in the Second Gate there is an anonymous Mishna 
that he who has changed the order must suffer the damages, 
which is certainly in accordance with R. Jehudah’s theory ? 
[Said the Gemara:] R. Huna holds that his statement was nec¬ 
essary, because at a first glance one may say that the order of 
the Mishnayoth is not to be taken into consideration; and, con¬ 
sequently, there is not an anonymous Mishna after the Mishna 
which was discussed. If so, what, then, is the rule ? R. Joseph 
may say: We can say to every anonymous Mishna which comes 
after a discussion that there is no order in the Mishnayoth. 
And what would R. Huna say to this ? He might say that only 
in one tract is the order of the Mishna not to be taken into con¬ 
sideration, but in two different tracts it must be considered. 
And R. Joseph ? He maintains that the whole of Section Dam¬ 
ages is considered as one tract. And if you prefer, it may be 
said that, even to him who does not consider the whole section 
as one tract, the anonymous Mishna in the Second Gate, which 
is placed among decided Halakhas without any change, prevails. 

The rabbis taught: If one has given money to his messenger 
to buy wheat and he buys barley, or vice versa , there was taught 
in one Boraitha that the decrease as well as increase is accounted 
to the messenger; and in another one, the decrease only, but 
the increase must be divided. Said R. Johanan: The different 
opinions of the Boraithas present no difficulty: one is in accord¬ 
ance with R. Meir, who holds that change gives title, and the 
other one is in accord with R. Jehudah, who holds it does not. 
R. Elazar opposed: How can we infer that according to R. Meir 
even the increase belongs to the messenger? Perhaps R. Meir 
spoke only of an article that one needs for his own use, but not 
for the market (as there is a difference which article he buys as 
soon as there is profit on it). And, therefore, said R. Elazar, 
both Boraithas are in accord with R. Meir, and present, never¬ 
theless, no difficulty. The first means when it was bought for 
eating, and the other for the market. In the West they ridi¬ 
culed Johanan’s explanation according to R. Jehudah, for who 
had informed the man of the wheat that he shall pass title to 
the man of the money (and why should the sender get a share 
of the increase) ? R. Samuel bar Sasarti thus opposed this: If 
it is so, then even when the messenger has bought the same 
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article he was ordered to buy, then the profit should not belong 
to the sender? Said R. Abuhi: Then there is a difference, 
because the messenger fulfilled what he was ordered, and he is 
considered as the owner himself. 

The rabbis taught: One who buys a field in the name of his 
neighbor, he for whom it was bought, is not to be compelled to 
sell it; but if he bought it under this condition, then he may be 
compelled. How is this to be understood ? Said R. Shesheth: 
It means to say the following: If, e.g one has bought a field 
in the name of the Exilarch, the Exilarch cannot be compelled 
to sell it again; but if he bought it under this condition that 
the Exilarch shall transfer it, he may be. Now we see that he 
acquires title in any case. Shall we assume that this Boraitha 
differs with those of the West, which said above, that title with¬ 
out information cannot be acquired ? This question could be 
answered that the buyer has informed the seller, and the wit¬ 
nesses also, that he buys it for himself; but the latter part, 
which stated that the Exilarch may be compelled to sell it 
again, presents a difficulty. Why should not the Exilarch say: 
I do not want to be honored (by you in buying things in my 
name), and to-be despised afterwards (in making me a seller of 
property). Therefore, said Abayi, it means thus: If one buys 
a field in the name of his neighbor, the seller is not compelled 
to write him another bill of sale upon his own name unless he 
bought it under this condition; but is it, then, necessary for 
the Boraitha to state that the seller has not to give two bills of 
sale in two different names—is it not self-evident ? Lest one 
say, the buyer could claim that the seller was well informed that 
the bill of sale in the other’s name was only a Ttivanos (“ for 
fear that my creditors shall not claim this estate); and certainly, 
as I would not give money for nothing, it was with the inten¬ 
tion I should get another bill of sale in my name.” He comes, 
therefore, to teach us that the seller can say to the buyer: “ Go 
and get your bill of sale from him in whose name you have 
bought.” But where is the need of the latter part, ” if he 
bought it under this condition,” etc.? Is this not self-evident ? 
The case was when the buyer said to the witnesses in the pres¬ 
ence of the seller: ” Observe that I want to get another bill of 
sale.” Lest one say, the seller could claim: ” I meant another 
bill of sale from him in whose name it was bought ” ; he comes, 
therefore, to teach us that the buyer may claim that, only for 
the purpose of getting another bill of sale from the seller, he 
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informed him in the presence of witnesses; as if not, there 
would not be any necessity for the seller to know this. R. 
Kahana paid money for flax. In the meantime the flax became 
dearer and the seller sold it (for R. Kahana’s benefit). Then R. 
Kahana questioned Rabh if he had a right to take the money. 
And he answered: If in selling the flax it was said that it is 
Kahana's flax, go and take it; but not otherwise. Now, Rabh’s 
decision is in accordance with the theory of the rabbis of the 
West, stated above. But did, then, R. Kahana give four (with 
the intention to get) eight ? The flax was his, and it became 
dearer by itself, so that the seller who had sold it without the 
knowledge of R. Kahana is to be considered as a robber, of 
whom it is stated in the Mishna: He must pay the value when 
it was stolen, and the flax was already dearer. The case was 
that R. Kahana had not given to the man flax at all, but money 
to buy it at the lowest price, and he had confidence in him; and 
when the seller did not mention that he sold the flax of R. 
Kahana, the increased price of the flax, which was not as yet 
the property of Kahana, if he had taken it, was to be considered 
as usury. Rabh, however, in his decision is in accord with his 
theory that a trust may be made for fruit, to pay for it now and 
to get it when it will be dearer. He must, however, take the 
fruit itself, but not the money for it (as it would be like usury). 

MISHNA V.: One who has stolen the value of a coin, even 
the smallest in the country, and he swears falsely that he did 
not take it, and afterwards confesses, he shall return it to the 
owner where he is to be found, even when he is in Madai. He 
cannot return it to his son or a messenger. He may, however, 
return it to the messenger of the court. In case the one robbed 
is dead, he may return it to his heirs. If he has returned the 
principal amount, but not the fifth part (that he must add) [see 
Lev. v.], or if the one robbed had renounced the principal 
amount but not the fifth part, or he had renounced both except 
the value of less than a parntha of the principal amount, he is 
no more obliged to go to him (for the sake of returning the part 
he still owes him). If, however, the fifth part only is paid or 
renounced, or even when both are renounced less than a parutha 
of the principal amount itself, he must go to him to return it. 
If he has paid the principal amount, and he took an oath that 
he had returned him the fifth part also, and then he confesses, 
he must then add a fifth part to the fifth, etc., till the part 
sworn off will be less than a parutha. The same is the case in 
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a deposit, as it is said [Lev. v. 21-24] : " If any person sin and 
commits a trespass against the Lord; if he, namely, lie unto his 
neighbor in that which was delivered to him to keep, or in a 
loan, or in a thing taken away by violence, or if he has withheld 
the wages of his neighbor, or if he has found something which 
was lost and lies concerning it and swears falsely in any one of 
all these which a man can do to sin thereby. Then shall it be 
when he has sinned and is conscious of his guilt, that he shall 
restore what has been violently taken away, or the wages which 
he has withheld, or that which was delivered to him to keep, or 
the lost thing which he has found, or any one thing about 
which he may have sworn falsely, and he shall restore it, in its 
principal, and the fifth part thereof shall be added thereto: unto 
him to whom it appertains shall he give it on the day when he 
confesses his trespass/' 

GEMARA: (If he has sworn) but how is it when he has 
not sworn—he must not pay ? then the Mishna is not in accord 
with R. Tarphon nor with R. Aqiba of the following Mishna: 
" If one has robbed one of five persons, and he does not know 
which of them, and each of them says he was robbed, he shall 
place the robbed amount among them and he is free, so is the 
decree of R. Tarphon." R. Aqiba, however, says: " Such is 
not the way to prevent one from sinning, and he is not free 
unless he pays the amount to each of them." Now, according 
to R. Tarphon, even when he swears, he may nevertheless get 
free by placing the robbed amount among them; and according 
to R. Aqiba, even when there was no oath he must pay to each 
of them ? Our Mishna can be explained in accord with R. 
Aqiba and his statement, he shall pay to each of them is only 
in case he has sworn, because it is said [Lev. v.]: [" Unto 
him to whom it appertains shall he give it on the day when he 
confesses his trespass."] R. Tarphon, however, maintains: 
" The rabbis have made an enactment even in case there was an 
oath, as stated in the following Boraitha: R. Elazar b. Zadok 
says: There was a great enactment by the rabbis that in case 
the travelling expenses for returning it should exceed the 
robbed amount, he may pay the principal amount and a fifth part 
of it to the court, and he may bring the trespass offering and an 
atonement will be made for him. Concerning this statement 
R. Aqiba may say that such enactment applies only when he 
knows whom he has robbed; but in our case, where he does not 
know who of the five was robbed by him (so that he cannot 
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return the robbed article to the right owner), the above enact¬ 
ment does not apply. ” Rabha objected from the following: " It 
happened with one pious man who bought of one of two per¬ 
sons, and he did not know from which of them, when he then 
came before R. Tarphon, he told him to place among them the 
value of the goods bought and he will then be free. When he 
came to R. Aqiba he told him: 'You cannot make good this 
act unless you will pay to each of them the full amount/ ” Now 
if you bear in mind that R. Aqiba's statement is only when he 
has sworn falsely—would then a pious man swear falsely ? And 
if one may say, that this person has become pious after he has 
sworn falsely—is there not a rule that everywhere the expres¬ 
sion, " It happened with a pious one,” etc., is used, it means 
always R. Jehudah ben Rabba or Jehudah b. Ilai, and both 
were always pious? Therefore said Rabha: The case in our 
Mishna is entirely different, it was known to him whom he has 
robbed, and he has confessed to him, and because at the time of 
the confession the robbed one did not demand he shall return 
him the robbed articles immediately, it is considered as if he 
would say, " Keep it for me,” and this can only be when he has 
not sworn and did not need any atonement; but when he has 
sworn, although the robbed one would say to him plainly, 
" Keep it for me,” he still needs an atonement, and this cannot 
take place until the robbed articles are returned in the hands of 
the robbed one. 

" He cannot give it,” etc. It was taught, a messenger who 
was instructed by the creditor in the presence of witnesses. R. 
Hisda said: ” He is considered a good messenger, so that if an 
accident happens to him after he received the money, it is to be 
charged on account of the creditor and not of the debtor, for 
the reason that the creditor took the trouble to appoint this 
messenger in the presence of witnesses, so that as soon as the 
messenger receives the money the debtor shall be acquitted.” 
Rabba, however, said: "The creditor has only introduced 
the messenger as a man who is worthy to be trusted, and if you 
wish, you can send with him, but I am not responsible until the 
money reaches me.” An objection was raised from our Mishna: 

He shall not give it to his messenger.” What kind of a mes¬ 
senger is meant? If he was not instructed before witnesses, how 
do we know that he is a messenger ? Hence, we must say that 
he was nominated in the presence of witnesses (and nevertheless 
it is said he shall not give it to him) ? R. Hisda explained that 
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the Mishna speaks of the robbed one's employee. But how, if 
the same would be appointed to receive this thing in the pres¬ 
ence of witnesses—may then the robber give it to him ? Then 
why does not the Mishna make this distinction, instead of the 
statement that he can give it to the messenger of the court ? 
It may be said that the Mishna prefers to speak of a messenger 
who is to be respected at any rate, no matter through whose 
influence appointed, whether of the robbed one or of the rob¬ 
ber, which is not the case with a private messenger. And with 
this statement the Mishna also intends to contradict R. Simeon 
ben Elazar of the following Boraitha, who said: A messenger 
of the court when nominated by the robbed one without the 
consent of the robber, or when even by the robber, and the 
robbed one has sent another messenger and took the robbed 
article, and before it was returned to the robbed one an acci¬ 
dent happened, the robber has done his duty. R. Johanan and 
R. Elazar both said that a messenger appointed in the presence 
of witnesses is a good messenger, and regarding the above stated 
objection from our Mishna, we may say: Our Mishna speaks 
of a case where the robbed one has only advised a man to tell 
the robber that he can give him the articles robbed to deliver; 
for he thought that the robber had nobody to send him. 

R. Jehudah, in the name of Samuel, said: ‘‘A messenger 
must not be made in his absence, namely: If the creditor writes 
to the debtor, ‘ Send me the money through so and so, and I 
take the responsibility for it ’—even when he had signed this 
letter with his signature and with witnesses it is of no value." 
R. Johanan, however, said: " If it was signed and witnessed, 
the order may be executed." 

But what is to be done according to Samuel's theory ? The 
creditor shall pass the title of the money to the messenger, and 
the messenger shall be able to give a receipt in his own name; 
as it happened with R. Abba, who was the creditor of R. Joseph 
bar Hama, and the former asked R. Safra to bring it when he 
returned. And when R. Safra demanded the money, said Rabha 
the son of R. Joseph to him: 41 Did R. Abba give you a receipt 
for the amount?" and he answered, "No." Then he said: 
14 Go and take from him a receipt first." Finally, after recon¬ 
sidering, he said to him: 44 Even if you would have a receipt, I 
would not give you the money, for the reason that perhaps 
until you will reach him, he will be dead, and this money will 
belong to his orphans, so that the receipt of R. Abba would be 
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of no value/' And when R. Safra questioned what then should 
be done, he replied: 44 Let him rather assign the amount to you 
with real estate, and you will give us a receipt," in your own 
name; as it happened that R. Papa had to collect twelve thou¬ 
sand zuz from one in the city of Husai, and he assigned them 
to R. Samuel bar Abba with the threshold of his house, and 
when the latter returned, R. Papa went forth to meet him even 
to the city of Toach. 

" If he has paid,” etc. From this is to be inferred that the 
fifth part is not considered a fine, but an addition to the prin¬ 
cipal; and if the robbed one dies, it must be paid to his heirs; 
and so it seems from the latter part of our Mishna: " He has 
to add a fifth part to the fifth part." And so also it is plainly 
stated in the following Boraitha: 44 If one has robbed and has 
sworn falsely and then he dies, the heir must pay the principal 
amount and the fifth part, but they are free from the trespass 
offering." So we see, then, that the heirs are subject to the 
payment of the fifth part for their father. Is there not a con¬ 
tradiction from the following Boraitha: "It is written 4 which 
he robbed,’ which signifies that only of his robbery a fifth must 
be added, but not of that of his father's " ? And in addition to 
this, the Boraitha states: 44 Still one may say that so it is when 
neither the father nor the son has sworn falsely; but if both or 
one of them has sworn, the fifth must be paid. Therefore it is 
written [Lev. v. 23]: 4 What he has taken violently away, or 
the wages which he has withheld ’; and here the son did noth¬ 
ing of the kind." (Hence we see that the fifth part is consid¬ 
ered a fine for the false oath, and not an addition to the 
amount? Said R. Na'hman: 44 This presents no difficulty. 
Our Mishna speaks of a father who confessed the robbery, and 
the Boraitha speaks when he did not." If he did not confess, 
then the principal amount also should not be paid ? And lest 
one say it is indeed so, why then speak about the fifth part 
only? from which it is to be inferred that the principal part is 
to be paid, and aside of this the Boraitha cited above states: 
44 And still one may say, the son has to pay the principal 
amount for the father’s robbery only when both the son and 
father have sworn. Where we know, however, that the same 
is the case, when both or one of them did not swear ? From 
the four distinct expressions of robbery, wages, lost things, and 
deposit from which we deduce it ?" [When R. Huna had re¬ 
peated this Halakha in the presence of his son Rabba, the latter 
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questioned: ” My master, do you mean to deduce from this 
scripture that it must be paid, or you say is it common ? ” And 
he answered: “ I said it is to be deduced from the above expres¬ 
sions mentioned in the scripture.] But let us see what did R. 
Na’hman mean by his expression, “ he has not confessed” ? 
“ That the father had not confessed, but the son did; then that 
the son pay the fifth part for his own guilt.” It may be said 
that the robbed article is no more in existence, and in such a 
case the son is no more obliged to pay even the principal 
amount (explained further on in Chap. X.). If so, even the 
principal amount should not be paid ? The case was there one of 
real estate left by the father.) But even then this is only a loan 
without a note, which is not to be collected, either from the 
buyers or heirs ? It may be said that the case was after it was 
already in the court. If so, even the fifth part should be paid ? 
Said R. Huna, the son of R. Joshua: “ It is because the money 
in question is not to be paid upon a disavowal which is to be 
collected from real estate only.” Rabha said: “ The case was 
that the robbed article was deposited somewhere of which the 
son had no knowledge when he swore. The principal is to be 
paid because it is still in existence; the fifth part, however, he 
must not pay, because the oath was not false, as he was not 
aware of it.” 

“ Except less than the value of a parutha .” Said R. Papa: 
“There is no difference if the robbed article exists or not; 
he is not obliged to travel after him for the purpose of re¬ 
turning, as the fear that it may become dearer is not to be 

taken into consideration.” Rabha said: If one has robbed 
three bunches of the value of three parnthas, and then the 
bunches became cheaper, three for two, even when he had re¬ 
turned two bunches to him, he must return the third also; and 
this can be proved from our Mishna where it is stated, that 
when he robbed leavened bread before passover, etc., he may 
say: “ Yours is before you.” From which it is to be inferred 
that it is so only when the robbed article exists still in the same 
form as it was before; but if it does not exist, he would be 

obliged to pay him the full amount, although it is now of no 

value at all. The same is the case here; although it has now no 
more the value of a parutha , he must nevertheless pay for it 
because it had this value before. He was in doubt, however, 
in the following case: If one has robbed two bunches of the 
value of a parutha , and had returned one of them, how is the 
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law ? Shall we say: There it is no robbery, or perhaps because 
he has not returned all he has robbed, he must return it ? 
Afterwards he decided that although it is not considered rob¬ 
bery any more, the commandment to return it is not yet ful¬ 
filled. (He must therefore return it.) Rabha was still in doubt 
in the following case: Where one robbing leaven before pass- 
over, etc., our Mishna states that he may say: “ Amours is before 
you.” How is now the law, when the robber, after the leaven 
became prohibited, has sworn that he does not possess it, and 
that he did not rob it; and after he confesses ? Shall we assume 
that in case the leaven should be stolen, he would be obliged to 
pay for it, although in that time it was of no value ? Conse¬ 
quently he has denied a case of money, and therefore he must 
repay. Or as the article is still in existence and of no value 
whatever, his denial is not to be considered a false one. (Said 
the Gemara:) This Halakha in which Rabha was doubtful to 
Rabba was certain, for he said elsewhere: If the plaintiff 
claims the defendant has stolen an ox from him and he denies 
it, and on the question, how then is the ox in your house, he 
answers: ” I am a gratuitous bailee of it,” and afterwards he 
confessed he is liable because this oath would make him free in 
case it would be stolen or lost; the same is the case when he 
swore that he was a bailee for hire, because it would make him 
free in case the ox should break a leg or die; and, finally, the 
same is the case when he swore that he had borrowed it to do 
labor with it, as this oath would make him free in case it should 
die while laboring. Hence we see that, although the article is 
before us, it is considered as if he had denied money, because 
so would be the case should it be stolen. The same is also here 
with the leaven. Although it is now only dust, it is neverthe¬ 
less considered as money for the reason stated above. When 
Rabha was repeating the above stated Halakha, Amram ob¬ 
jected from the following Boraitha: It is written [Lev. v. 22]: 
” And he lies concerning it,” it meant to exclude, if he con¬ 
fesses the principal amount. How so ? If the plaintiff claims 
you have stolen my ox, and the defendant denies, and on the 
question, “ How, then, is my ox on your premises?” he an¬ 
swered: “ You sold it, you have given it to me as a present, or 
your father sold or gave it to me as a present, or the ox ran 
after my cow, came by itself, or I found it wandering on the 
way, or I am a gratuitous, or bailee for hire, or I have bor¬ 
rowed it;” and he swore so, and after confessed; lest one say he 
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is liable for a trespass offering; therefore the above-cited verse. 
Hence the Boraitha contradicts Rabba's statement, and he 
answered: Tardus . This Boraitha speaks of a case that he said, 
“ Here it is, take it.” It had reference to a case that the ox 
was still in the meadow. The Boraitha states: ” Thou hast 
sold it.” What confession of the principal claim is then to be 
found in such an answer or in the answer of the defendant, 
” You or your father gave it to me as a present ” ? In case of 
selling he told him at the same time that he bought it and did 
not yet pay, or ” that you or your father gave it to me under 
the condition I should do something for him, which I did not 
do, and therefore take your ox and go.” But what answer is 
this to ” I have found it wandering on the way”? should not 
the plaintiff claim, ” If so, was not your obligation to return 
it to me?” Said the father of Samuel: “The answer was, 
I swear that I have found it as a lost thing, and I did not know 
it is yours. ” 

We have learned in a Boraitha: Ben Azai said: “There 
are three different oaths concerning the testimony of a witness 
regarding a lost thing; namely, ( a ) I knew that it was a lost 
thing, but I do not know who found it; He knew the finder; 
( b ) I know the finder some, but I do not know what he found; 
and (c) I know the finder and the article lost.” To what pur¬ 
pose did Ben Azai state it ? R. Ami in the name of R. Hanina 
said: “ He said it to make the witness free from a trespass 
offering.” Samuel, however, said: “ To make him liable.” 
And these two Amoraim differ in the same as the Tanaim of a 
Boraitha elsewhere differ, and the point of their difference is 
whether a germon is to be considered as pecuniary damage or 
not. (Explained above, p. 224.) 

R. Shesheth says: “ One who denies a deposit trusted to 
him is considered as a robber of it, and is liable even for an 
accident.” And this can be proved from the following Bo¬ 
raitha: “And lie concerning,” etc. In that passage we read 
of the punishment of telling a lie, but where is the warning 
against it? Therefore it is written [ibid., ibid. xx. 21] : “ Neither 
shall he deny.” Is it not to be assumed that the punishment is 
for the denying, even without an oath ? Nay, the punishment 
is for false swearing. But if so, how is it to be understood the 
later part of the same Boraitha? It is written [ibid. v. 21]: 
“ And swear falsely.” In this passage we read the punishment, 
but where is the warning? Therefore it is written [v. 22] : “ Nor 
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lie.” Now as the later part speaks of swearing, is it not to be 
inferred that the first part speaks without swearing ? It may 
be said in the first part also, an oath is meant which was found 
false by witnesses, and in such a case he is liable even for an 
accident; the later part, however, speaks when it was found to 
be false by his own confession, and in such a case he must add 
the fifth part to the principal amount and a trespass offering. 

R. Huna said in the name of Rabh: “ If the plaintiff claims 
a hundred zuz, and the defendant denies and takes an oath, he is 
free even when witnesses testify against him, because it is writ¬ 
ten [Ex. xxii. 20]: “ And the owner of it shall accept this, and 
he shall not make it good/’ From this it is deduced that as 
soon as the owner has taken an oath, he has not to pay any 
more money. Said Rabha: “ Rabh’s theory seems to be cor¬ 
rect in the case of a loan, as the money was taken for spending; 
but in the case of a deposit which ought to be returned as it 
was, it is still considered under the control of the owner, wher¬ 
ever it is.” In reality, however, Rabh had said this even in 
case of a deposit, as the verse of the Scripture refers to such 
a case. R. Na’hman was sitting and repeating this Halakha. 
R. A’ha bar Minyumi, from R. Na’hman, objected to it from 
the following Boraitha: “Where is my deposit?” and the 
other answered: “ It is lost,” and the first said : “ Do you swear 
(and so may God help you) ?” And he answered: “ Amen.” 
Witnesses testified, however, that he had consumed it, he must 
pay its value only; but if he himself confessed, he must add a 
fifth part and a trespass offering. (Hence there is a payment 
after swearing?) And R. Na’hman answered: “The case was 
when the oath was taken out of court, which is not consid¬ 
ered legal.” Said the former again: “If it is so, how is the 
later part of the same Boraitha to be understood: * Where is 
my deposit?’” And he answered: “It is stolen; do you 
swear,” etc., and he said “Amen.” And witnesses testified 
that he himself had stolen it, he must pay double; if, however, 
he confessed, he must add only a fifth part, etc., to the prin¬ 
cipal and a trespass offering. Now if it is as you say that the 
oath took place out of the court, can there be a double payment 
without the court ? And R. Na’hman rejoined: “ I could ex¬ 
plain to you that the first part speaks of an oath without and 
the later in the presence of the court. I don’t like, however, 
to give you an incomprehensible explanation. It may be ex¬ 
plained that the oath was taken in the court, and it presents 
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nevertheless no difficulty, as the Boraitha speaks of a case when 
the defendant took the oath of his own volition (before he was 
ordered by the court to do so, in which case the oath does not 
make him free from payment). And Rabh speaks when the 
defendant took the oath by the order of the court.” Said Rami 
bar Hama to R. Na’hman: 44 Let us see; the theory of Rabh 
seems to be not acceptable to you, why then the trouble to 
explain the Boraitha in accord with his theory?” And he 
answered: 44 It is only to interpret Rabh as he would explain 
the Boraitha.” But did not Rabh deduce his theory from the 
above verse ? It may be said, this verse is needed, that all 
those who must take an oath biblically swear and do not pay; 
and the verse is to be interpreted thus: He who has to pay, 
must swear, and the plaintiff must accept it. Rabha objected 
from the following Boraitha: 44 If one declares that the deposit 
confined to his care was stolen, and he had sworn falsely, and 
then he confessed and witnesses testified also against him; if 
his confession was before the testimony of the witnesses, he 
must add a fifth part and a trespass offering, but if the witnesses 
testified first, the double amount must be paid and an offering. 
Now, either explanations of an oath out of the court or without 
the order of it, cannot apply here because of a double payment 
which cannot be paid without a legal oath, and yet he must 
pay.” Rabha therefore said: 44 In case of a confession, no mat¬ 
ter if he claims it was lost or stolen, he must always add the 
fifth part and trespass offering, even in accord with Rabh, for 
he cannot deny the verse. 'And he confessed * what he has 
sinned * [Lev. v. 5] ; and also if he claims it was stolen, and wit¬ 
nesses are against him, he must pay the double amount even in 
accord with Rabh, as this is also written plainly in the Scripture. 
His theory, then, is only when he claims 4 lost * and swears, and 
witnesses testify against him without a confession on his part.” 

R. Hyya bar Abba, in the name of R. Johanan, said: 44 One 
who claims 4 stolen ’ on a deposit, or of a lost article he has 
found, must pay double, and if he has slaughtered or sold 
must pay four and five fold; because he is considered as if 
he himself had stolen.” He himself, however, objected to it 
from the following Boraitha: "Where is my ox?” and he 
answered, 44 Stolen.” 44 Do you swear by God ?” and he said, 
44 Amen.” Witnesses, however, testified that he consumed 
it; then he pays double. Now, could he then eat meat with- 


* Leeser translates “he shall confess”; the Talmud, however, takes it literally. 
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out previous slaughtering it and nevertheless he pays only 
double, but not four and five fold only/’ It may be said that he 
had eaten it when it was a carcass (i.c., it was killed by another 
one). The same said again in the name of the same authority: 
“ If one claims stolen of a lost article which he found, he 
must pay double. Why so ? Because it is written [Ex. xxii. 
8]: ‘Or for any manner of lost things, of which he can say/ 
etc.’' He said again in the name of R. Johanan: That he who 
claims “ stolen ” on a deposit is not liable for a biblical oath 
until he admits a part of it. Why so ? Because it is written 
[ibid., ibid.]: “This it is,” which means that a part of it is 
admitted; and he differs with R. Hyya bar Joseph, who says 
that the verse applies to the case of a creditor, and was inserted 
here through an error. Rami bar Hama taught: The four 
bailees—a gratuitous, a borrower, a bailee for hire, and a hirer 
—are not liable to a biblical oath until they admit a part. Said 
Rabha: “ His reason is because in the case of a gratuitous 
bailee, it is plainly written [ibid.]: ‘Thus it is/ and for a 
bailee for hire there is an analogy of expression, ‘ giving/ which 
reads in both cases. A borrower is also included in the word 
[ibid., ibid. 13] ‘ and/ which means that this case shall be 
equal to the former. And concerning a hirer, according to him 
who declares him equal to a gratuitous bailee, then the law of 
latter applies to him also, and the same is the case with him who 
declares him a bailee for hire.” Said R. Abbin, in the name of 
R. Elia, quoting R. Johanan: “ If one has claimed that a bail¬ 
ment is lost and swears afterwards he claimed it was stolen, and 
swears again, he is free from the double amount, even when 
witnesses testify against him; because the first oath makes him 
free towards the owner (and the second oath, which would not 
be ordered by the court, must not be taken into consideration).” 
R. Shesheth said: If one claims of a bailment “stolen,” as 
soon as he has made use of it, he is free; and the reason is 
because the Scripture reads [Ex. xxii. 2]: “Then shall the 
master of the house be brought unto the judges (to swear) that 
he had not stretched out his hand”; from which it is to be 
deduced that if he had made use of it, he is free (from the 
double amount).’" Said R. Na’hman to him: “Is not the 
three oaths: first, that I have done all my duty in taking care 
of it; second, that I did not make use of it; and third, that 
it is not under my control ? Now, is it not to be assumed 


* Because he is guilty of a falsehood. 
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that the second oath is equal to the third ? As by the third, 
when thereafter it was known that it is under his control he 
must pay, the same is the case when it was known that he 
had made use of it ?” And he answered: “ Nay, the second is 
equal to the first, as by the first he is free from the double 
amount, when it was found that he was careless with it; so is 
the same in the case when he had made use of it.” 

Rami bar Hama questioned: 44 Is it the payment of the 
double amount that makes him free from the fifth part, or is it 
the oath which makes him liable for the double amount that 
frees from the same payment ? ” What should be the difference 
(between both suppositions) thus, e.g. y if one claims 44 stolen,” 
and swears falsely, and thereafter he claims on the same 44 lost,” 
and swears again and witnesses testify regarding the theft and 
he himself confesses regarding it, 44 lost” ? Now, if the claim 
44 theft,” which causes the double amount, makes him free from 
the fifth part, in that case he was already liable for the double 
amount; and if the oath that causes the double amount absolves 
him from the fifth part, then the second oath, which did not 
cause the double payment, should make him liable for the fifth 
part ? Said Rabha: Come and hear: 44 If one said to somebody 
in the market: 4 Where is my ox which you have stolen ? ’ and 
he says: 4 I have not’ ; 4 Do you swear,’ etc., and he says, 
4 Amen,’ and witnesses testify that he did steal, he must pay 
the double amount; if, however, he has confessed without wit¬ 
nesses, he pays the principal and the fifth part and an offering. 
Now, in this case the witnesses are the cause of the double 
amount, and if he should confess after the witnesses appear, he 
would not be absolved from the double payment, but from the 
fifth part. Now, if the oath which causes the double payment 
absolves him from the fifth part, why is he absolved from it even 
if he has confessed after the witnesses appear ? Let us see. 
The last oath was not the cause of double payment; let it make 
him liable for the fifth part; we must therefore say that the 
money which causes the double amount makes him free from 
the fifth part.” Infer from this. 

Rabbina questioned: 44 If there is a case of the fifth part 
and the double amount with two different persons in the very 
same case, e.g., one has given his ox for care to two persons 
and both claimed 4 stolen,’ one has sworn and thereafter con¬ 
fessed; and one has sworn and was denied by witnesses. How 
is it ? Shall we assume that with one person is the Scrip- 
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ture particular that both the fifth part and the double amount 
shall not come together; but with two persons one shall pay the 
double amount and one the fifth part, or the law is particular 
that in one and the same case the above both fines shall not 
occur?” This question remains unanswered. R. Papa ques¬ 
tioned: “ If there is a case of two-fifths part or two double 
amounts with one man, how is it?” E.g. y if the claim was 
” lost,” and he swore and confessed and then he repeated again 
the claim “ lost , ” and swore and confessed again, in which case, 
according to the law, he should be liable for two fifth parts and 
one principal amount, and the same question is, if the claim was 
” stolen ” ; he was denied by witnesses after he swore and this 
was done twice. Shall we assume that the Scripture is particu¬ 
lar only that two different kinds of fines should not be paid in 
one and the same case, and here it is only one kind; or perhaps 
the Scripture is particular that no two fines shall take place in 
the case ? Come and hear. Rabha said [Lev. v.]: ” And the 
fifth parts thereof.”* Hence we see that the Scripture has 
added many fifth parts to one principal. Infer from this. 

” If a gratuitous bailee swore it was ‘ stolen,' and neverthe¬ 
less he paid the full amount and then the thief was found, to 
whom is the double amount to be paid ?” Abayi said: ” To 
the owner, because, as the bailee did not pay until he was sum¬ 
moned and ordered by the court to pay or swear, although he 
did both, the owner did not pass the title of the double amount 
to him.” Rabha, however, says : ” To the bailee who has paid 
the amount, no matter before or after swearing.” f If the bailee 
was summoned, and he has sworn and then the thief was found, 
and when he was asked by the bailee he confessed; when, how¬ 
ever, the thief was summoned by the owner he denied, but wit¬ 
nesses testified to the theft. Should the thief be absolved from 
the double payment on account of his confession to the bailee 
or not (because at that time the bailee had nothing more to do 
with this) ? Said Rabha: ” If the bailee has sworn to the truth, 
it is to believe that the owner has confidence in him still, and 
it is considered that the ox is still under his control, and there¬ 
fore the confession of the thief to the bailee is to be taken in 


* In the Bible it is written in the plural, which the Talmud takes literally, 
f The Gemara explains that both Amaraim made their conclusion from a Mishna 
in the Middle Gate, which each of them explains according to his theory, one of 
the first part of the Mishna and one of the second part, and as it is both too com¬ 
plicated and not of great importance, we have omitted it. 
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consideration. But if he has sworn falsely (the consequence of 
which is that the owner loses confidence in him), then the con¬ 
fession of the thief to the bailee is of no value. ’ ’ It was taught: 
41 If the bailee claims the article was stolen by accident and then 
the thief was found.’’ Said Abayi: “ If he was a gratuitous 
bailee, the chance is given to him either to swear or to pay. If 
it was accidentally and the owner collects the double amount 
from the thief, or he (the bailee) pays the principal, the double 
amount shall belong to him, and if he is a bailee for hire, he 
must pay to the owner, and the trouble with the thief he must 
take upon himself.” Rabha, however, says: ” There is no dif¬ 
ference what kind of a bailee he was. The prosecution of the 
thief is always upon the bailee (and for his trouble he collects 
the double amount, but no oath is to be ordered).” 

Rabba Zuti * questioned thus: ” If it was stolen by accident 
and the thief had returned it to the bailee, and then it dies in 
his house by negligence, what is the law ? Shall we assume 
that from the moment it was stolen by accident he ceased to 
be the bailee of it (and so he is no more responsible), or per¬ 
haps he became its bailee again as soon as it is returned to 
him.” This question remains unanswered. 

MISHNA VL : ” Where is my bailment?” And he an¬ 
swers lost / Do you swear by God? etc., and he says ” Amen.” 
Witnesses testified that he had consumed it, and he must pay 
the amount. [If, however, he has confessed without witnesses, 
he must add a fifth part and an offering.] Where is my bail¬ 
ment ? “ It was stolen.” “ Do you swear?” and he says 

” Amen.” Witnesses testified that he himself had stolen it, 
he pays the double amount. By self-confession, however, he 
must add a fifth part to the principal amount, and bring a tres¬ 
pass offering. If one robbed his father and swore falsely, and 
after his death he confessed and desired to return the robbed 
articles, he pays the principal and the fifth part to his brothers 
or to his father’s brothers. If he does not want to pay his share, 
or he has not with what he may borrow from his friends, and 
the creditors will collect it from his part of the estate; e.g ., if 
there are three brothers, they collect from the estate a third 


* He was a contemporary of R. Ashi, many generations after Abba bar Na’h- 
many, who is generally named “ Rabba.” The name, however, of the former is un¬ 
known. Some maintain that his name was Zuti, and Rabba was only his title, and 
some say that Zuti means “ little,” and he was so named to distinguish him from the 
former. 
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part of the robbed articles and the remainder from himself. If 
one says to his son: 44 I swear you shall not have any benefit 
from my estate”; if he dies, he may inherit; if the oath was 
neither in his lifetime nor after his death, then he does not 
inherit. He may, however, transfer his part to his sons or 
brothers, but if he has nothing to eat, he may borrow from his 
friends, and they will collect it from the inheritance. 

GEMARA:* Whence do we deduce all this ? From what 
the rabbis taught. It is written [Ex. xxii. 6]: 44 If the thief be 
found.” The verse here treats of one who claims that it was 
stolen from him. Thou sayest so, but perhaps the verse treats 
of the thief himself ? From the fact that the verse states fur¬ 
ther [ibid. 7]: 44 If the thief be not found,” it is to be inferred 
that that verse treats of one who claims that it was stolen. We 
have learned in another Boraitha: It is written: 44 If the thief 
be found,” the verse treats of the thief himself. Thou sayest 
so, but perhaps it treats of one who claims that it was stolen ? 
If it states further on, 44 If the thief be not found,” which plainly 
means one who claims that it was stolen, how then is the verse, 
44 If the thief be found,” to be construed ? hence it refers to the 
thief himself. 

Now, then, all agree that the verse, 44 If the thief be not 
found,” refers to one who claims that it was stolen. Whence is 
this deduced? Said Rabha: The verse is to be interpreted 
thus: 44 If it should be found out that it is not as he claimed 
(that it was stolen by somebody else), but that he himself stole 
it, then he shall pay double.” 

Whence do we deduce that it is so only when he was put 
under oath ? From what we learned in the following Boraitha. 
It is written [ibid., ibid. 7]: 44 Then shall the master of the 
house be brought to the judges”; that means, to put him 
under oath. Thou sayest so, but perhaps it means only for 
payment ? It states further on [ibid. 10] 44 that he have not 
stretched out his hand,” and it states the same thing above 
[ibid. 7], as there it means under oath (for it states so plainly), so 
also here it means under oath. It would be right according 
to the Tana who says that one verse treats of the thief himself 
and the other one treats of one who claims that it was stolen; 
therefore it is necessary to have two verses; but according to 
the Tana who holds that both verses treat of one who claimed 

* Transferred from the seventh chapter of this tract from the Gemara belonging 
to the First Mishna there. The proper place is, however, here. 
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that it was stolen, why two verses ? It may be said that one is 
to exclude, when he claimed that it was lost. But according to 
the Tana who says that one treats of the thief himself and the 
other of one who claims that it was stolen; and therefore both 
verses were necessary. Whence does he deduce as to the claim 
of having been lost ? From the fact that it states 44 the thief” 
instead of 44 thief.” 

44 If one robs his father ,” etc. Said R. Joseph: 44 In case 
there are no heirs but him, he must give it for charity.” Said 
R. Papa: 44 He must mention (in returning it) that this is the 
money he robbed from his father.” Let us see (in case there 
are no heirs but him) why he shall not be allowed to relinquish 
the property to himself. Did not we learn in the Mishna stated 
above: 44 If he has relinquished the principal amount, but not 
the fifth part,” of which it is to be inferred that it can be relin¬ 
quished? Said R. Johanan: 44 This presents no difficulty, as 
the cited Mishna is in accord with R. Jose the Galilean, and 
our Mishna is in accord with R. Aqiba of the following Boraitha: 
4 It is written [Numb, v.]: But if the man has no kinsmen to 
whom restitution could be made for the trespass.' Could there 
be an Israelite that has no relatives or kinsmen? We must there¬ 
fore say that the Scripture speaks of a proselyte who was robbed 
by an Israelite. If one robbed a proselyte and swore falsely 
and afterwards he repented, having heard that the proselyte was 
dead, he was about to bring the money and trespass offering to 
Jerusalem (according to the law), where he met the proselyte, 
who was still alive, and settled with him to keep the robbery as 
a loan, and afterwards the proselyte died, he acquires title on 
what he holds in his hands.” This is the decree of R. Jose the 
Galilean. R. Aqiba, however, says: 44 There is no remedy for 
him (until the robbed article is out of his hand).” According 
to R. Jose the Galilean, he may relinquish to others as well as 
to himself ; and according to R. Aqiba, however, neither to 
others nor to himself. And in the above illustration, where the 
robber had settled with the proselyte to count it as a loan is 
used only to make known the strength of R. Aqiba’s theory, 
that even if the robbed one himself permits the robber to keep 
it as a loan, nevertheless he has no remedy until the robbery is 
out of his hand. Rabha, however, maintains that both Bo- 
raithas are in accordance with R. Aqiba's statement, that 
a relinquishment cannot be made when it concerns only him¬ 
self, as illustrated above, but to others he may. [Said the 
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Gemara:] " Let us see: in accordance to both R. Johanan and 
Rabba, the theory of R. Jose the Galilean is that he may 
relinquish even for himself. If so, how would be the case 
in the robbery of a proselyte [Numb. v. 8] (which, as ex¬ 
plained above, means of a proselyte), which must be returned 
to the priest ? How can it be found ? " Said Rabha: " It may 
be that the confession was after the proselyte's death, and this 
confession passes title of the robbery to the priest (when he con¬ 
fesses, however, when the proselyte is still alive, the robbery 
remains a loan as long as the proselyte is alive, and therefore 
after his death he may excuse it to himself)." Rabbina ques¬ 
tioned: " If a female proselyte was robbed, how is it ? It is 
written 4 a man ’; should a woman be excluded, or is it only 
the custom of the verse to mention a man, and the same is the 
case with a woman?" Said R. Aaron to Rabbina: 44 Come and 
hear the following Boraitha : It is written a man, where do 
we know that the same is with a woman ? As it is written 
further (to whom restitution . . . which is restored, etc.) 

there are two restitutions, to include a woman (or a minor). 
Why, then, is mentioned a man ? to teach that if it was a man 
one must investigate if he has some kinsman, but if a minor the 
investigation is not necessary (because it is self-evident that a 
minor, who is a proselyte, has no kinsman)." 

MISHNA VII \: If one robbed a proselyte and swore, and 
afterward the proselyte died, he must add a fifth part to the 
principal for the priest, and a trespass offering to the altar, as 
it is written: (But if the man have no kinsman, etc., as quoted 
above [Numb. v. 8]). If, however, while bringing the money and 
the trespass offering to Jerusalem the robber dies, the money 
may be transferred to his children, and the trespass offering 
shall be fed until it gets a blemish, and then it shall be sold, 
and the money shall be used for a voluntary offering. If, how¬ 
ever, he dies after the money was transferred to the priest of 
that week, his heirs cannot collect it from them, as it is written 
[ibid., ibid. 10]: ** Whatsoever any man gives to the priest shall 
belong to him." If he has given the money to the department 
of Jehayary, and the offering to that of Jadaiah in the next 
week, he has fulfilled his duty. If, however, he has transferred 
the trespass offering first, and the next week he has given the 
money to the other department, if the consecrated animal is 
still in existence the priest of the second week may offer it; 
and if not, he has to bring another trespass offering, as the law 


TRACT BABA KAMA (THE FIRST GATE). 249 

is that if he had returned the robbery before the trespass offer¬ 
ing he has done his duty, but not otherwise. If he has returned 
the principal only without the fifth part, the latter does not pre¬ 
vent the offering of the trespass offering (but he must afterwards 
add the fifth part). 

GEMARA: The rabbis taught: It is written ” Asham ” (the 
debt), it means the principal amount; “ which is restored ” means 
the fifth part. (But perhaps the word “ Asham ” means the ram 
[What is the difference ? To exclude Rabha’s theory, who said 
elsewhere: The robbery of a proselyte, when it was restored in 
the night-time or it was returned in halves, the duty is not ful¬ 
filled. Why so ? Because the Scripture names it ” Asham," 
and as an Asham cannot be brought during night-time, or in 
halves, for the same is the case with the returned robbery.] of 
the offering, as it is frequently so called. As at the end of the 
same verse it is written: ” Beside the ram of the atonement/’ 
etc., hence the former word must be explained (the amount) as 
stated above.) 

Rabha said again: ” The robbery of a proselyte which con¬ 
tains not the value of a parutha to every priest who is in divine 
service at that week, the duty is not fulfilled.” Why so ? Be¬ 
cause it is written [ibid., ibid.]: “ The Asham which is restored,” 
of which is to be inferred that a restore of any value may be 
made to each priest. He said again: (If there were two rob¬ 
beries of two proselytes, which were restored to the priests) they 
have no right to say : ” A part of us will take the one restored 
robbery against the other restored robbery. You may take.” 
Because in the Scripture it is called Asham , it cannot be divided. 

Rabha questioned: ” The priests who receive the robbery of 
the proselyte, are they considered heirs or only receivers of a 
donation ? ” What is the difference ? If one has robbed leaven 
of which the passover was passed (which has no legal value), if 
they are considered heirs, then they must take it as their inher¬ 
itance; but if they are only receivers of a donation, this cannot 
be called a donation, as it has no value and they must not 
receive it. Come and hear: “ There are twenty-four gifts of 
the priesthood given to Aaron and his sons (this Mishna will be 
translated in Tract Hulin), and then the robbery of a proselyte 
is mentioned, hence it is considered a donation.” 

” If, however , he dies after the money was delivered ,” etc. 
Said Abayi: ” Infer from this that the robbed money when 
returned atones for the half, because if this would not be the 
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case, it would state that the money must be returned to the 
heirs. Why so ? Because when he has returned the money, 
he has not had in mind to leave it there without offering the 
trespass offering.” 44 If so, let a sin-offering, which remains 
after its owner is dead, be considered as a common animal, 
because when he has separated it for a sin-offering, he did not 
bear in mind that he will die before offering it.” (This is no 
question) as there is a tradition that when the owner dies after 
separating a sin-offering, the animal is to be put to death; and 
the same tradition is in case of a trespass offering, that when 
a sin-offering is put to death, the trespass offering is to be fed 
until it becomes a blemish. 


APPENDIX TO PAGE 253. 

“ R. As/ii the first." There is a mark in the text by Boaz: 
44 Perhaps R. Ashi the first or the expression 4 R. Johanan was 
astonished* was said by R. Ashi himself.” The second sup¬ 
position, however, does not hold good, as farther on the Gemara 
adds: 44 R. Jose b. Hanina accepted,” etc.; and the latter, who 
was a Tana, was certainly many generations before author of 
this paragraph, unless this also would be the continuation of the 
author’s declaration; but then he would add: 44 and R. Jose,” 
etc. Hence the first is correct. 



CHAPTER X. 


REGULATIONS REGARDING ROBBED ARTICLES WHICH REMAIN AFTER 
THE DEATH OF THE ROBBER.—IF ONE RECOGNIZES HIS STOLEN 

ARTICLES AT THE PREMISES OF SOME ONE.-REGARDING ROBBED 

ESTATES, AFTERWARDS THE GOVERNMENT TOOK IT AWAY, ETC. 

MISHNA /.: If one has robbed an edible article and used 
it for his family, or he left the article as it was, his heirs are free 
from payment. If, however, it was an article of responsibility, 
they are obliged to pay. (The Gemara will explain the meaning.) 

GEMARA: Said R. Hisda: “ If one has robbed an article 
of which the owner did not renounce the hope of gaining it, and 
another one came and took it away from him, the owner may 
collect it from any one of them he chooses. Why so ? Because 
as long as the owners did not renounce their hope, it is consid¬ 
ered as it were still under their control.’’ [And our Mishna, 
which states that the heirs are free from payment, is in case 
that the hope of regaining was already renounced.] 

“ Or Jie left the article ,” etc. Said Rami bar Hama: “ From 
this statement is to be inferred that the control of an heir is the 
same as the control of a buyer as the Mishna speaks of 
a case where the hope of regaining it is renounced, the change 
of control gives title, and the control of the heirs after the death 
of the robber is also considered a change as if it would be 
bought by somebody else).” R. Rabha, however, said: “ It is 
not so, and our Mishna, which makes them free, treats of a case 
where the heirs have already consumed the article after the 
death of their father.” But from the latter part of our Mishna, 
which states that “ if there was a responsibility,” etc., it must 
be said that the first part treats of the robbed article still in 
existence. Said Rabha: “ When I will die, R. Oshiah will 
come to thank me, for I always try the Mishnayoths (edited by 
Rabh) with the Boraithas taught by him, and our Mishna also 
is in accordance with the following Boraitha of R. Ashiah: “If 
one has robbed and used the article for his family, the heirs are 
free from payment. If, however, the article remains, they have 
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to return it; if the article is no more in existence— i.e ., they 
have consumed it—they are free, unless their father left them 
real estate, in which case they must pay at any rate.” R. Ada 
bar Ahaba taught: The difference of opinion between Rami 
bar Hama and Rabha in connection with the following Boraitha: 
“ If one left money made by usury for his heirs, although they 
know of the case, they are not obliged to return it.” And the 
above statement of Rami bar Hama was deduced from this. 
But Rabha is of the opinion that nothing is to be inferred from 
this case, which is entirely different, as the verse reads: ” Thou 
shalt not take of him any usury or increase.” The Torah 
advises him he shall return the usury to him for the purpose he 
shall stand in favor with him, and this is only said to the usurer 
himself, but not to his children. 

One who taught the statement of Rami bar Hama and Rabha 
in connection with this Boraitha, the same is to apply further¬ 
more in connection with our Mishna, and according to them who 
taught it in connection with our Mishna, it can be said that in 
the case mentioned in the Boraitha Rami bar Hama agrees with 
Rabha. 

The rabbis taught: ” If one robbed an edible article and he 
used it for his children, the children are free from payment; if, 
however, the article is yet in existence after the death of the 
robber, and the children are grown up, they must pay; but if 
they are still minors, they are free; and even when they are 
grown up, if they say: * We know the accounts of our father 
with you, and he owes you nothing/ they are free.” (This 
Boraitha was corrected so by Rabha.) We have learned in 
another Boraitha: ” The children are free only when the robber 
used it for his family; but if a robbed edible article is in exist¬ 
ence, his heirs, whether grown up or minors, are obliged to 
return it.” Rabha said: ” If their father left for them a cow 
borrowed for labor, they may use her for the time she was bor¬ 
rowed; if she dies even by an accident (and not while laboring), 
they are free. If they thought that she was the property of 
their father, and they slaughtered and consumed her, they have 
to pay the value of her meat in low prices. If, however, their 
father left real estate, they have to pay anyhow.” 

The rabbis taught: It is written [Lev. v. 23]: ” He shall 
restore the robbed article which he has robbed.”* Why the 
repetition ” which he has robbed”? To teach that he shall 


* Leeser translates the sense of it. The Talmud, however, takes it literally. 
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restore it in the same manner it was robbed; and from this the 
sages said: '‘When he has robbed an edible article, and he 
makes use of it for his family, they are free from payment; but 
if still in existence, grown up as well as minors are obliged to 
return it.” In the name of Symmachos, however, it was said 
that if the heirs were still minors, they are free. 

The brother-in-law of R. Jeremiah (who was a minor) shut 
the door in the face of R. Jeremiah (who wanted to inherit it 
for himself). When the case came before R. Abbin, he declared 
that the minor has a right to do so, because he demands his 
property. Rejoined R. Jeremiah: “ But I have witnesses that 
I have used this room while my father-in-law was yet alive, as 
he had transferred it to me.” Rejoined R. Abbin: “ But can, 
then, the testimony of witnesses be taken in the absence of the 
other party (your opponent is yet a minor) ?” And R. Jere¬ 
miah said again: “ But have we not learned that minors as well 
as grown up, etc., must return ?” And he rejoined again: “ Is 
not Symmachos, who said that minors are free, your opponent ? ” 
R. Jeremiah objected, saying: “Are you ignoring the opinion 
of the sages, and agree with Symmachos only for the purpose 
that I shall lose my case ? ” This case was talked about by the 
people until it came to the ears of R. Abuhu, who said: Did 
you not hear what R. Joseph bar Hama declared in the name 
of R. Ashiah : “If a minor compelled his slaves to take away 
a field from another, claiming it belongs to him, we must not 
wait until he will be of age to sue him, but immediately the 
field must be returned, and when he will be of age he shall then 
bring evidence ” ? (Said the judge:) “ What comparison is this 
to our case ? There the minor was the plaintiff and took pos¬ 
session of an estate against the law, but here the minor is the 
defendant, and he is in the right possession of his estate which 
was occupied by his father.” 

R. Ashi the first said in the name of R. Shabathai: “ The 
testimony of witnesses can be taken even in the absence of the 
parties.” R. Johanan (when he heard this) was astonished, 
saying: “ How is it possible to accept witnesses not in the pres¬ 
ence of the parties?” R. Jose bar Hanina, however (his dis¬ 
ciple, who was a judge), had accepted this theory in case one of 
the parties or witnesses was sick, or the witnesses had to go to 
the sea-countries, or it was sent by the court after him and he 
did not appear. R. Jehudah said in the name of Samuel: 
“ Witnesses may be accepted even not in the presence of the 
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parties/' Said Mar Ukba: “ Samuel explained it to me that 
this is in case issue was already joined for the hearing of the 
case, and he was sent for and he did not appear; but if he was 
only summoned by the court and his case was not yet opened, 
he may say: ‘ I will go to the Supreme Court (in Jerusalem)/ 
But if such a claim be listened to he may claim it even when 
the court was opened for his case? " Said Rabbina: " It means 
when an order from the Supreme Court was already issued that 
this case should be decided by the Supreme Court/' 

Rabh said: " A document may be approved even not in the 
presence of the party." R. Johanan, however, says: “ It must 
not." Said R. Shesheth to R. Jose bar Abuhu: "I may ex¬ 
plain to you the reason for R. Johanan's statement as follows: 
It is written [Ex. xxi.]: And warning has been giveyi to his 
ozv?ier , and he has not kept him in . The Scripture means that 
the owner of the ox must come to the court and be present 
when his ox will be judged." Rabha, however, says: "The 
Halakha prevails, that a document may be approved even in the 
absence of the party, and even if he is objecting, but if he asks 
to suspend the case for a certain time, that he should be able to 
bring evidence against the document, the court may allow it. 
If he appears in time, then it is good; if not, the court suspends 
it for the three next sittings; and if he does not appear, the court 
shall give him ninety days' time before his estate shall be sold 
for this debt. The first thirty days we do not sell his estate, to 
give him time to get cash. The second thirty days we give him 
time to sell his goods himself, and the third thirty days also 
when he claims that he has a buyer for his estate, but the buyer 
is not yet ready with cash. After the above time a warrant is 
to be given to the plaintiff, that he may sell the estate of the 
defendant. All this is done only when the defendant desires 
time, but if he says, * I will not go to the court any more,' a 
warrant is given immediately. And this is only by a creditor, 
but in case of a deposit, a warrant is issued immediately, but 
only when the debtor possesses real estate, not upon per¬ 
sonal property; and the reason is, if the creditor would have 
a right to take the personal property immediately under his con¬ 
trol, he may sell it, so that in case the defendant afterwards will 
bring evidence that the document was of no value, his property 
could not be returned to him in case the creditor does not pos¬ 
sess real estate; but if he does, a warrant may be issued even in 
this case." (Says the Gemara:) " In practice it is not so; a 
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judgment is not issued on personal property, even when the 
creditor possesses real estate, as in the meantime he can sell 
his real estate, as it will go down in price.’' 

It is also an obligation on the court to give notice to the 
defendant that his property will be sold, if he is near by; but 
not if he is far away and there are no relatives; but if there are, 
or there is a caravan by whom he can be notified, he is notified 
that this will occur after twelve months, until the caravan should 
make its tour and return. As Rabbina did in case of Mar Aha, 
where he postponed the selling for twelve months, the time 
which it takes for the caravan to tour and retour from the coun¬ 
try of Husia. [Also this was not produced] as the above case 
is different; the defendant was a mighty man, and if the warrant 
would appear before him, it could not be collected from him, 
and therefore he was only notified that a warrant would be 
issued.' (and it was issued in such a moment that he could do 
nothing); but in another case the warrant was to be suspended 
only until a messenger had time to return with the answer of 
the defendant, about three or four days. 

Rabbina said: 14 A messenger of the court should be trusted 
as two witnesses in case of putting a man under the ban; but if 
he testifies, in such a case where the man must be notified that, 
if he will not follow the order, he will be put under the ban, he 
may not be listened to unless the scribe is paid for issuing it.” 

Rabbina said again: 44 If a summons was sent with a woman 
or with his neighbor, who are going to the city where the 
defendant resides, and he does not appear, he may be put 
under the ban (as generally the above have fulfilled their prom* 
ise to bring him the summons). But this is only when he lives 
out of the town ; but if he is in the city, he is not to be put 
under the ban, because the former, through whom the summons 
was sent, may rely upon the court that it will send its own mes¬ 
senger, unless he was summoned by the messenger of the court.” 

Rabha said: 44 If one was notified that he will be put under 
the ban if he will not appear before the court, this writing must 
not be destroyed until he appears (even if he says he will do so), 
and if such was issued for not obeying the order of the court, it 
shall not be destroyed until he follows the order.” [The latter 
case is not practised, but it is destroyed as soon as he promises 
to follow the order.] 

R. Hisda says: 44 A note concerning putting under ban is to 
be used only when he was summoned for the three days when 
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the court was sitting (Monday, Thursday, and Monday again), 
and only the following Thursday to be issued.'’ 

R. Asi happened to be in the court of R. Kahana, and saw 
that a woman was summoned in the afternoon, and on the mor- 
row, when she did not appear, he issued a notification that she 
would be put under the ban. Said the former to him: " Does 
not the master hold the decision of R. Hisda stated above ?" 
And he answered: “ This was said only when the man is not in 
the city, but for this woman, who is sure to be in the city and 
summoned, it is a contempt of the court and must be punished." 
R. Jehudah said: " One must not be summoned by the court 
on the eve of a Sabbath or a festival (or when he is a student), 
not in the days of the months Nison and Tishri (as then the 
college examination took place), but a summons may be issued 
in these days to appear after the above months. On the eves 
of Sabbaths and festivals, however, even to appear after Sab¬ 
bath or festival is not to be issued, because he is then busy to 
prepare for the following day and the summons may escape 
his mind." R. Na'hman said: " One must not be summoned 
verbally to appear on Monday, on the Sabbath before it when 
he comes to hear the lecture, and also on the day when he 
comes to hear the lecture of the coming festival. (It was 
usually lectured thirty days before each festival.) He shall 
appear on some day afterwards (for fear they will restrain from 
coming to the lecture). When people used to come to R. 
Na'hman in the days mentioned above with claims against some 
of the assembled people, he used to say to them: " Did I 
assemble them for your benefit?" [Said the Gemara: " Now 
when the time is changed and swindle is used, no attention may 
be given to all the terms said above."] 

" If, however, it was an article of responsibility ," etc. Rabbi 
taught his son Simeon: "Not only real estate, but even an ani¬ 
mal which they use for labor, they are obliged to return for the 
honor of their father." R. Kahana questioned Rabh : " How is 
it with a bed or a table which they are using ?'' And he answered 
[Prov. ix. 9] : Give to the wise (instruction) and he will become 
yet wiser." (It means the same is the case with all other things.) 

MISHNA II. : Money must not be changed from the treas¬ 
ury of duties, and not from the treasury of the treasurers for 
charity, and also charity must not be taken from them; it may, 
however, be done with the private money of the above treas¬ 
urers, or when it is in market charity may be accepted. 
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GEMARA: A Boraitha, an addition to the above statement, 
teaches: " He may take change from a dinar if he has to pay 
a part of it." " Treasury of duties." Why not ? Did not 
Samuel say: " The law of the government must be respected as 
the law of the Torah." Hence the duties must not be considered 
robbery ? Said R. Hanina bar Kahana in the name of Samuel: 
" The Mishna treats of a contractor who paid the government 
the duties of the inhabitants, and he collects from them as much 
as he desires, and in such a case it is considered robbery." The 
disciples of R. Janai say: " The Mishna treats of a duty not 
established by the government (but by some mighty people of 
the city)." According to others, the above statements of Samuel 
and R. Janai were delivered in connection with the following 
Boraitha: " Vows may be made before murderers or contractors 
of duty concerning the heave-offering or concerning the royal 
treasure (i.e., if one vows it shall be forbidden to consume any 
fruits, if these fruits do not belong to one of the above-men¬ 
tioned)." And when it was questioned: " Why the contractor 
of duty is counted among murderers," etc., the above explana¬ 
tions of Samuel and Janai were given. R. Simeon said: " R. 
Aqiba when he came from Zefiru lectured as follows: " Whence 
do we deduce that the robbery of a heathen is prohibited ?" It 
is written [Lev. xv. 48]: "After he has sold himself, shall he 
have the right of redemption " (the verse treats when a Jew has 
sold himself for a slave to a heathen), which means that even 
when the Jewish court has the might to get him free without 
money, they must not do so unless the heathen is paid the full 
amount, as it is written [ibid., ibid. 50] : " And he shall reckon 
with him that bought him," etc. 

R. Ashi happened to be on the road and saw a vineyard in 
which some grapes were ripe, and he said to his servant: " Go 
and see, if it belongs to a heathen, bring me some; and if it 
belongs to a Jew, do not." The owner of this vineyard, who 
was a heathen, heard this, and questioned him: 44 Are the goods 
of a heathen allowed to be robbed ?" And he answered: " I 
meant, if the owner is a heathen, he will take money for it, but 
a Jew would not take money from me; and I do not want to 
have it for nothing." The text states: Samuel said: "The 
law of the government is to be respected," etc. 

Said Rabha: " This is proved by the fact that we pass the 
bridges which the government made, although they take beams 
of the estate belonging to private estates." Said Abayi to him : 
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“ Perhaps we do so because the owners of the beams in ques¬ 
tion have renounced their hope to regain it. * ’ And he answered : 
“ If the law of the government should not be respected as the 
law of the Torah, why should the owners of the beams renounce 
their hope ? The officers of the government do not usually do 
as they are ordered. The order is, they shall cut off trees of 
all the pagus (e.g ., one owner shall not suffer too much and the 
other nothing), and the officers cut off from one pagu which is 
more prehensible to them. All beams they need, and never¬ 
theless we pass the bridges which were made of such beams; 
and this is because the officers of the government are considered 
as the government itself, which needs not to take the trouble 
searching any other pagus , where the beams in question are to 
be found, and it is only the fault of the citizens, who have not 
prepared the necessary material for the bridges from the pagus 
where such material can be obtained, and take money for it 
from the government.’* 

Rabha said again: “ If there were four partners to a barn, 
three of them took out the grain of it, and when the collector of 
duties came he found only the share of the fourth partner. He 
may take from it for all the four partners, and it is not consid¬ 
ered robbery, even if the collector was a contractor of the gov¬ 
ernment. The case, however, is when they were partners; but 
if some of them were only gardeners, who took for their trouble 
a share of the grain, the collector has not to take the duties for 
them who are absent, because the gardeners only took what 
belonged to themselves.” 

The same said again: ” A contractor of the government has 
the right to pledge a fellow-citizen for the duty of another citi¬ 
zen of the same city (who stands with him in business connec¬ 
tions), as so the law of the government is in case it is a duty 
from the fruits of the land or from this year; if, however, it is 
from the last year, for which the contractor has paid already to 
the government, he must not do so.” The same said again: 
“ Heathens who live in the limit of a Techum* of the city, who 
possess cattle and they are hired to dung the fields, one may 
not buy an animal from them, for fear it may be Jewish cattle, 
as they usually feed the Jewish cattle together; but if they live 
out of the limit of the Techum, it is allowed.” Said Rabbina: 
” If some Jews of the city are claiming that their cattle are 
among the cattle of the heathens, even out of the limit, is also 


* Sabbath limit. See Erubin, page ioo. 
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prohibited.” Rabha, according to others R. Huna, publicly 
announced: “ It shall be known to all who are going down to 
Babylon or going up to Palestine that an Israelite who is testi¬ 
fying for the sake of a heathen, without being invited as a wit¬ 
ness, when the defendant is an Israelite he may be put under 
the ban. Why so ? Because the heathen collects money by 
the testimony of one witness (and the Scripture requires two 
witnesses). This is only in case when he is the only witness; 
but if there are two, they must testify even when they are not 
called up; and this is also only when the case is brought up in a 
court of violence, but in the court of a Dower (a Persian prince) 
they may testify, as they also in such a case order only an 
oath/' Said R. Ashi: “ When I was in the court of R. Ka- 
hana * we were questioned: “ A respectable man upon whom the 
above court would rely, as upon the testimony of two, and he 
is the only witness, should he not testify, because the money 
would be collected upon his testimony, or because he is a re¬ 
spectable man it would be against his conscience if he does so ? 
This question remained unanswered. 

MISHNA III .: If the contractors took away his ass, (and 
after complaining) they returned him instead of his another one, 
or he was robbed of a garment, and another one was returned to 
him instead by the robbers, he may take it, as usually in such 
cases the owners renounced the hope of regaining it. If one 
saved an estate from the stream or from robbers, if the owners 
of it have renounced the hope, he may keep it. The same is 
the case also with a swarm of bees. R. Johanan ben Broka, 
however, says: 44 A woman or a minor is trusted when they 
show the place whence this swarm was coming. One may also 
run through the field of his neighbor to save the above; if, how¬ 
ever, he causes damage, he must pay; but one has no right to 
cut up a branch of a tree, although he pays for it.” R. Ishmael 
his son, however, allows even this. 

GEMARA: A Boraitha, however, states (that if he takes 
a stranger's ass from the contractor, and he is afraid it may be 
considered robbery, he has to return it to the first owner and 
not to the contractor, although the title is acquired as soon as 
the hope of regaining is renounced; here with a contractor it is 
different (and the title does not pass to the contractor). 

Said R. Assi: 44 The statement of the Mishna applied only 
when the robber was a heathen, but not if he were an Israelite, 

* The text reads Huna, but by the correction of Asher it is Kahana. 

4 . . _ 
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because he thinks of summoning him to the court/’ R. Joseph 
opposed: “ It seems to be, on the contrary, that as the heathen 
courts are very powerful, they do not renounce their hope 
because they think of summoning him/’ But if the robber 
were an Israelite, whose courts are not so powerful, he usually 
renounces hope. Therefore if this statement was made by R. 
Assi, it was on the latter part of the Mishna: ” If they renounced 
their hope, it is his.” Upon this it was that R. Assi said: 
“ This applies only to a heathen. But if the robber were an 
Israelite the same is the case even if it were not certain that 
they had renounced their hope.” 

There is a Mishna [Kelim, xxvi. 8] about skins when they 
were stolen or robbed. In the first case the intention of the 
thief is not to be considered, because in such a case usually the 
owners do not renounce their hope; and R. Simeon is of the 
opinion that in case of a theft the owners do renounce their 
hope, but not in the case of a robbery; and Ula said that they 
differ when there is a supposition only, but if it is certain that 
the owners have renounced, all agree that title is acquired. 

Rabba, however, says that they differ even when it is certain. 
Said Abayi to Rabba: ” You may not differ with Ula in this 
case, because the quoted Mishna which states * that usually the 
owners do not renounce their hope, of which it is to be inferred 
that only when it is supposed so, but if it is certain that they 
have renounced their hope, title is acquired/ ” And he an¬ 
swered: ” We read in the above quoted Mishna not as stated, 
but ‘ because the renunciation of hope is of no avail.’ ” There 
is an objection from our Mishna if the contractor took his ass, 
etc., which states he may keep it because nsitally the owners 
renounce their hope . Now, according to whom should be our 
Mishna? If in accordance with the opponents of R. Simeon, 
then the robbery mentioned in the quoted Mishna would be a 
difficulty; and if in accordance with R. Simeon, the theft men¬ 
tioned there would be a difficulty, too. Still it would be correct 
in accordance with Ula’s theory, who says that when it is cer¬ 
tain all agree, etc., then our Mishna could be explained that 
it means when it was certain; but according to Rabha’s theory, 
in accordance with whom is our Mishna? Our Mishna can be 
explained that it treats when the robber was armed, and in 
accordance with R. Simeon. But is this not the same robbery 
as by a contractor ? The Mishna mentions two cases of rob¬ 
bery, one who is protected by the government, and one who is 
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persecuted by the government. Come and hear: " A thief, 
a robber, and an oppressor (who takes an article and pays for it 
against the will of the owner), if they have consecrated the arti¬ 
cle in question, or if they have separated heave-offering from 
the robbed grain, it remains so. Now, according to whom would 
be this Boraitha: " If with the rabbis, robbery would be a diffi¬ 
culty/' etc? This Boraitha is in accordance with Rabbai, who 
says elsewhere that there is no difference between a thief and 
a robber, and it is explained further on that Rabbai means the 
kind of a robber mentioned by R. Simeon, who acquires title, 
and not of the robbers who do not. " A swarm of bees," etc. 
What means the Mishna with the expression " also" ? It means 
to say that although a swarm of bees is only an enactment of 
the rabbis, that one can claim he is the owner of it, to prevent 
quarrels, and one may say that while it belongs to him only rab- 
binically, he renounces his hope immediately; it comes to teach 
us that the same is the case here also. 

" Said R. Johancin ben Broka ," etc. Are, then, a woman 
and a minor qualified to be witnesses ? Said R. Jehudah in 
the name of Samuel: "This case was when they ran after it, 
and the two in question had showed him the place whence the 
swarm of bees was coming, but they were not called as wit¬ 
nesses." R. Ashi, however, said: "One who relates a thing 
without intention of testifying has a value only in case of a 
widow, who needs evidence that her husband is dead." Said 
Rabbina to him: " Is it not just mentioned that such a rela¬ 
tion is valued also in the case mentioned above?" And he 
answered: " A swarm of bees is different, as the owner of it is 
only made rabbinically." [And in case where it is biblically, is 
it not valid ?] Did not R. Jehudah say in the name of Samuel: 
" It happened with a man who was talking without any inten¬ 
tion as follows: I recollect when I was a child, upon the shoul¬ 
ders of my father I was taken from the school, and they dressed 
me and put me in a legal bath, so that I should be able to par¬ 
take of heave-offering at the night meal." And R. Hanina 
added this tale: " My comrades reported themselves from me 
and called me Johanan the eater of cakes." And Rabbi estab¬ 
lished him as a priest for this tale. In the time of Rabbi (after 
the destruction of the temple) heave-offering was only rabbini¬ 
cal. And still in a biblical case such is not valid ? Did not R. 
Dimi say in the name of R. Hana or Aha of Carthagena: " It 
happened in the court of R. Joshua ben Levi, according to 
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others in the court of Rabbi, with a child who was telling: ‘ It 
happened that my mother and I were prisoners among the 
heathens, and I did not turn away my eyes from my mother. 
When I was going to draw water, or to gather some wood, I did 
not stop thinking of her/ and upon this telling Rabbi married 
her to a priest (to whom it is prohibited to marry a suspicious 
woman). In the case of a woman prisoner they dealt leni¬ 
ently.” 

“ He shall not cut tip a branch ,” etc. We have learned in 
a Boraitha R. Ishmael ben R. Johanan ben Broka said: ” It 
was decided by the court that one may descend in his neighbor's 
field, or cut up a branch of his neighbor’s tree, for the purpose 
to save his or somebody else’s* swarm of bees, and the value of 
the branch shall be paid from the swarm of bees; and there was 
also another decision of the court, that if for the purpose of 
saving one’s honey he must spill out his own wine, he must do 
so, and the value of his wine he shall collect from the honey he 
has saved; and the same is the case when he has wood on his 
wagon and he sees that one’s flax is in danger, he must throw 
off his wood to place the flax instead, and the value of the wood 
he may collect from the flax, because under this condition 
Joshua to our ancestors inherited the land.” 

MISHNA IV.: If one recognizes his utensils or hooks by 
another, and it was announced that such things were stolen, the 
defendant must swear how much he has paid and collect it by 
returning the articles. If, however, it was not announced that 
such articles were stolen, he is not trusted to say so, as it can 
happen that he himself sold it, and the buyer sold it again to 
the defendant. 

GEMARA: And even when it was announced that there 
was a theft, what is it ? There may be still a suspicion that he 
sold it and then he announced it was stolen. Said R. Jehudah 
in the name of Rabh: “ The case was that in the same night, 
when the theft happened, visitors were coming to him and 
found him crying that his articles were stolen. But still (if he 
is a suspicious man) it can be said that seeing that men are com¬ 
ing to him, he began to claim of the recent theft.” R. Kohana 
completed the above statement of Rabh, that the case was that 
men who were staying over night in his house, it was found 
afterwards they were robbers, and they took with them pack¬ 
ages with utensils, and it was murmured that his articles were 
stolen. Said Rabba: ” All what is said above is to be feared in 
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case the plaintiff was known that he used to sell his utensils, 
but not otherwise. But cannot it happen that even when it 
was not his custom to sell out when he was in need, he never¬ 
theless did sell all his articles ?" Said R. Ashi: "Therefore 
the Mishna states that it was known in the city that his utensils 
were stolen." 

It was taught: " If a thief has sold out the stolen articles 
and after it was recognized that he is the thief, Rabh in the 
name of R. Hyya said that the plaintiff may deal with the thief 
only." And R. Johanan in the name of R. Janai said that he 
may deal with the buyer only (i.e ., he can take the stolen things 
without any payment). Said R. Jose: "They do not differ: 
the one who says that he has to do with the buyer means, in 
case he bought it before the owner of the article has renounced 
his hope of regaining it, and the one who says that he has to do 
with the thief only, means that the sale was after the hope was 
renounced, and both agree with the theory of R. Hisda " {supra, 
p. 251). Abayi, however, said: "They do differ, as we find 
elsewhere concerning the gifts of cattle belonging to the priest, 
which must be considered always that the hope of regaining is 
not renounced, and they differ there also." But what is the 
point of their difference ? They differ about the statement of 
R. Hisda just quoted. R. Zebid, however, said: "The point 
of their difference is this: In case the hope of regaining was 
renounced when it was already in the hand of the buyer, one 
holds that when the hope was renounced after the control was 
changed it does not give title, and the other one holds that it is 
no difference." R. Papa says: "All agree that the articles 
must be returned to the owner, and they also agree with R. 
Hisda, that the plaintiff may summon him who is more conve¬ 
nient for him, and the point of their difference is, if the enact¬ 
ment which is made for the benefit of one who buys a thing 
publicly in the market, without knowing that it is a stolen arti¬ 
cle, shall come to his money if the article is found to be a stolen 
one. According to Rabh this enactment does not apply here, 
and the buyer must look for his money from the thief; and his 
above statement, he has to do with the thief, means the buyer and 
not the owner. And R. Johanan holds the above enactment 
applies here, and he may look for his money from the owner. 
Is Rabh, then, of the opinion that this enactment does not 
apply here ? Did not R. Huna, who was the disciple of Rabh, 
say to the plaintiff who claimed the article from the buyer 
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who bought it from Hanan the bad, who stole it, Go and 
redeem it ? With Hanan the bad it is different; as he possessed 
nothing, it is considered as if the thief would not be recognized 
at all. * * 

Rabba said: “ If the thief was a notorious one, the above 
enactment does not apply.” But was not the above Hanan the 
bad a known one, and nevertheless the same enactment was 
enforced ? He was known for a bad one, but not for a thief. 
It was taught: ” If a thief has paid his debt with a stolen article 
the above enactment does not apply, because the creditor did 
not give him the money with the intention of collecting it from 
such articles. When, however, he lends upon this article to the 
half of its value, the above enactment may apply; when, how¬ 
ever, he lent the full value, Amemar said: “ The enactment in 
question does not apply.” Mar Zutra said: ” It does.” If he 
has sold it for the full value, the enactment applies; if for half 
the value, R. Shesheth maintains: ” It does not”; and Rabha 
maintains: ” It applies.” And the Halakha prevails, that in 
all cases the same enactment is to be practised, except when 
the thief pays his debt with it. One man lent four zuz from 
Abimi bar Nazi, the father-in-law of Rabbina; afterwards he stole 
a garment and brought it to his creditor, and he lent him four 
more zuz; finally it was recognized that the garment was stolen, 
and Abimi came to ask the law of Rabbina, and he said: ” The 
first four zuz he cannot collect, as you have collected it already 
from the stolen garment (for which no enactment is made). 
The latter four zuz, however, you may collect, and return the 
garment.” R. Kahen opposed: ” Why shall we not assume 
that the first four zuz he had collected from the garment, which 
are not to be returned, and the last four zuz he (Abimi) trusted 
the thief without any pledge as he did before ? ” The case was 
not decided until it came before R. Abuhu, and he decided that 
the Halakha prevails in accordance with R. Kahen. One of the 
city Narsha stole a book and sold it to a citizen of Pepunian for 
eighty zuz; the latter sold it to a citizen of Mehuza for a hun¬ 
dred and twenty zuz. Said Abayi: ” The owner of the book 
shall pay eighty zuz to the Mehuzan man and shall take his 
book, and the forty remainder the Mehuzan man shall collect of 
the Pepunian.” Rabha opposed: ” When the enactment was 
made, even when he bought from the thief himself, shall it not 
apply to him who bought it from the buyer ? ” Therefore he 
decided that the owner shall pay to the Mehuzan one hundred 
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and twenty, and he shall take his book, and then he shall col¬ 
lect the eighty from the Narshian and forty from the Pepunian. 

MISHNA V .: If one has emptied his barrel which was filled 
with wine, and saved in it the honey of his neighbor's broken 
barrel, he receives only the value of his barrel and for the labor 
he has done; if, however, he told the man of the honey, " I 
will save yours in case you will pay me for my wine," he must 
do so. The same is the case when a stream has overflowed two 
asses, one of one hundred and one of two hundred, and the 
owner of the one hundred saved the two hundred one, he has to 
be paid for his trouble only, unless he has made this condition 
with his neighbor before saving. 

GEMARA: But why so? Let him (the man of the wine) 
say: “ Was not your honey at the time I saved it ownerless ? 
If I had not saved it, it all would be lost, consequently I may 
take at least for my wine." The case was when the owner of 
the honey could save it only with great trouble. 

“ If \ hoivever , he told," etc. But cannot the man of honey 
say, I was only jesting ? Is not the case similar to the case of 
the following Boraitha: " If one runs away from prison and he 
says to the boatman, 1 I will give you a dinar if you will pass 
me,' he shall pay him only what is due to him " ; hence he can 
say, what I said a dinar was only jesting, why not the same in 
our case ? Our case is to be compared with the later part of the 
same Boraitha; namely, “ If, however, he says: Here is a dinar, 
take it and pass me, he may keep the whole dinar for his job " 
(and so in our case when he gives him the honey for the purpose 
of saving it, it is considered as if he had paid him in advance). 
But what is the reason for this statement ? Said Rami bar 
Hama: " The case is when the man of the boat has caught fish 
at the same time he was waiting for passengers, and he may 
claim that he could make the same money catching fish." 

With a stream ," etc. And both cases were necessary to 
teach; namely, if the first only would be stated, one may say, 
because it was so spoken of, that he shall lose his own wine for 
the purpose of saving the other's honey. But in the other case, 
which was accidental, it is not so; and if the latter only would 
be stated, one may say because it was an accident he gets only 
for his trouble when it was not arranged otherwise; but in the 
first case, when he has destroyed his property for the benefit of 
the other he must be paid, even when it was not spoken of; 
therefore both are stated. R. Kahana questioned Rabh: “ If 
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the condition was made, he shall save the two hundred one, 
and for his one hundred ass, which would be lost, he shall be 
paid; and he descended and did so, and in the meantime it hap¬ 
pened that his own ass was saved by itself, what is the law ?” 
And Rabh answered: “ The agreement shall be fulfilled never¬ 
theless, and the saving of his ass is heavenly favor. As it hap¬ 
pened with R. Safra, who was going with a caravan and a lion 
had followed them, and every night the caravan used to throw 
an ass for the lion; when the time arrived that R. Safra should 
throw his ass he did so, but the lion did not touch it, and on 
the morrow he took it back and acquired title of it.” R. Aha 
of Difti questioned Rabbina: ” Why was it necessary for R. 
Safra to acquire title to it ? It is true he renounced his owner¬ 
ship of it, but it was done only for the sake of the lion, but not 
for the sake of others.” R. Safra did so to prevent murmur 
of those who are not thoroughly acquainted with the law. 

Rabh questioned Rabbi: ” What is the law when upon the 
above condition he descended to save the ass, but did not suc¬ 
ceed ? ” And he answered: ” Is this a question? Certainly 
his trouble only is to be paid.” Rabh objected from the fol¬ 
lowing Boraitha: ” If one was hired to deliver some medicine 
to a sick one, and he finds him dead or cured, the messenger 
gets his full payment?” And Rabbi answered: ” What com¬ 
parison is this ? There the messenger has fulfilled his mission, 
but here he did not.” 

The rabbis taught: “A caravan in the desert which was in 
danger of being destroyed by robbers, and they paid for their 
redemption, the sum must not be collected equally from each 
person, but proportionately to the amount each of them pos¬ 
sessed. If, however, they have hired a guide, each of them 
should pay his share equally. At any rate, it must be done 
according to the custom of the caravan. The drivers are allowed 
to make a condition with the proprietors, that in case an ass will 
be lost, they shall furnish them another ass. If, however, the 
ass was lost by wilful negligence, they are free. But if he says: 
“ Give me the money for the lost one and I will buy me another 
one myself,” he is not to be listened to (because he may not 
buy, and will neglect to take care of the other asses). Is this 
not self-evident ? The case is even so when he has another ass. 
Lest one say he will not neglect to take care of the asses of the 
caravan, as his own ass is among them; he comes to teach us 
that the taking care of one is not equal to that of two. 
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The rabbis taught: If a ship upon the open sea, when it 
was necessary to decrease the weight, the weight of the loading 
must be counted ( i.e. y to throw away the same weight of the 
loading of each passenger without any consideration of the 
value); however, the law of the ship must be observed. The 
owners of the ship (who are sailing together) may make a con¬ 
dition among themselves, that if one ship will be lost another 
shall be furnished. If there were wilful carelessness, however, 
or he departed himself and sailed on a place where the other 
ships usually did not go, the conditions are of no avail. “ Is 
this not self-evident?” It means even when usually in the 
month of Nissan they go the distance of one cord, and in the 
month of Tishri on the distance of two cords, and the ships in 
question did go in Nissan, when they usually go in Tishri. Lest 
one say that this is not to be considered wilfulness, he comes to 
teach us that it is not so. 

The rabbis taught: ” A caravan that was attacked by rob¬ 
bers, and one of them succeeds in saving some goods from them, 
this must be divided among the passengers; if, however, he said 
to them, 1 I will try to save for myself/ it is of avail.” Let us 
see how was the case. If each of them could do the same, but 
he preceded them even if he has said, ” I will save for myself,” 
he must not do so. (It is not of avail because all of them have 
not renounced the hope of regaining it.) And, on the other 
hand, if it was impossible for them to save their goods, and the 
one succeeded nevertheless in saving some, why must he divide 
among the caravan ? (They have already renounced their hope 
of regaining.) Said Rami bar Hama: ” It means when they 
were partners, and in such a case a partner may separate himself 
against the will of his partner; therefore if he said, I will do so, 
he is separated; but not if he did it silently.” R. Ashi, how¬ 
ever, says: ” The case was that they could save only with great 
trouble. If he did it silently, he must divide; but if he said, 
I will take the trouble on myself * it is of avail.” 

MISHNA VI .: If one has robbed a field and it was taken 
away from him by land robbers, when the land robbers were 
a plague of this country, the robber may say: The land is in the 
same place, and take it if you can; if, however, it was robbed 
because of the robbers, he must buy another field for him. 

GEMARA: ” Because of the robber .” How was the case ? 
If it was taken only from him and not from others, this is 
already stated in the first part. ” If it was a plague of the 
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country,” etc. The case was that the government compelled 
him to show such land of which they could take possession, and 
he was going and showed it to them, it is considered as if it was 
robbed by himself. There was a man that in such a case showed 
to the contractor a heap of wheat belonging to the Exilarch, 
and when the case came before R. Na’hman, he made him pay 
for the same. At the same time R. Joseph was sitting behind 
R. Huna bar Hyya, and the latter behind R. Na’hman and 
questioned him: “ If the decision was in accordance with the 
law, or is it only a fine?” And he answered: ‘‘This is in 
accordance with our Mishna, which states: If because of the 
robbers , etc., and it was explained that it means that he has 
showed,” etc. When R. Na’hman went out, said R. Joseph 
to the above R. Huna: “ What difference was it to you if it is 
law or fine ?” And he answered: ‘‘ If it is a law, then we will 
take the same for practice; and if a fine, we will not.” R. Huna 
bar Jehudah happened to be in the house of Ebioni (the debate 
house of the apostate Jews), when after he came to tell Rabba 
of his misfortune, he asked him: ‘‘Do you feel some wrong 
action you have done?” And he said: ‘‘There was a case 
when one Israelite compelled by the heathen showed them the 
property of his neighbor and I made him responsible.” And 
he said to him: “ Go and fix your wrong act, as we have learned 
in the following Boraitha: An Israelite who was compelled by 
heathens and showed the property of his neighbor, he is not 
responsible, unless he took it with his own hands and gave it to 
the heathens.” Said Rabba: ‘‘If, however, he showed it to 
them without having been compelled to this, it is to be consid¬ 
ered as if he took it with his own hands.” There was a man 
whom the heathens compelled, and he showed them the ass of 
R. Mary ben R. Pinchas ben R. Iiisda. The heathens said to 
him, Take the ass and follow us, and he did so. Afterwards he 
was summoned before R. Ashi, and he acquitted him. Said the 
rabbis to R. Ashi: “ Have we not learned in the above Boraitha: 
‘ That when he took it with his hands he is responsible ’ ? ” And 
he answered: “ The Boraitha means when he was not told to 
take it with his hand, but here he was compelled to do so by 
their command.” R. Abuhu objected to R. Ashi from the fol¬ 
lowing: “ If a mighty man (of whom one is in fear) says to one, 

‘ See that this branch of grapes or a bunch of grain shall reach 
me,’ and he did so, he is responsible for it.” And he answered: 
“ It means that they were standing on either side of a stream.” 
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[And it seems to be so, as the Boraitha states: See it shall reach 
me, and not Give it to me.] There were two men who had quar¬ 
relled about a net, each of them saying, 44 It belongs to me/' 
One of them then took it and delivered it to an officer of the 
government. Said Abayi: 44 He may say, 4 It was mine, and 
I could do with it what I pleased.'" Said Rabha to him: 
Must he then be trusted? he ought to be put under the ban 
until he gets it back, and then to leave it to the court to decide 
to whom it belongs. It happened that a man showed to the 
government the j^iaraSa of R. Aba. R. Abuhu, R. Hanina 
bar Papi, and R. Itz’hak of Naf'hawere discussing what should 
be done with him. R. Ilai, who was sitting among them, said 
to them: 44 So said Rabh, that he is responsible only when he 
himself took it and gave it to the government." They said to 
him: 44 Go to R. Simeon ben Elyakim and R. Elazar ben Pdoth, 
in whose courts cases of germon are tried." He did so, and 
they made the man responsible on the basis stated in our 
Mishna: 44 If because of the robber and it was explained when 
he showed it." 

There was a man by whom a silver goblet was deposited, 
then when robbers attacked him he presented them with the 
goblet, and they left him alone. When the case came before 
Rabha, he made him free. Said Abayi to him: 44 Has not the 
man saved himself with the property of his neighbor ? " There¬ 
fore said R. Ashi: 44 Such a case must be investigated. If he is 
a wealthy man, the robbers were coming to rob him because of 
his own wealth; and if he is not wealthy, they came only because 
of the deposited silver." It happened also with a man to whom 
the treasury for redeeming prisoners was deposited, and when 
robbers attacked him he presented it to them. When the case 
came before Rabha, he made him free; when Abayi remarked to 
him the same as he has remarked before to Rabha, Rabha an¬ 
swered : 4 4 There is not a greater redeeming of prisoners than this 
case itself. There was a man who led his ass to a boat before men 
came in; after it was crowded, it was too heavy and it was dan¬ 
gerous, lest the boat sink, and one of the passengers pushed the 
ass into the river, and it was drowned; after which Rabba made 
him also free." Abayi remarked to him as above, and he said: 
44 It was only self-defence, then if not for the ass he himself 
would drown." This decision of Rabba is according to his the¬ 
ory elsewhere, that one who runs after a man to kill him, and 
on the way lie breaks vessels, no difference if they belong to the 
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persecuted man or to others, he is free from payment, because 
he is guilty of a capital crime; and the persecuted one, if he 
breaks the vessels of the persecutor, is free, because the prop¬ 
erty of his persecutor must not be dearer to him than his own 
body. And if, however, they belong to others, he is responsi¬ 
ble, as it is not allowed to save himself with the goods of his 
neighbor. But if one was going after the persecutor to save the 
persecuted man, and while running he breaks vessels, he is free 
no matter to whom they belong. This is not because the law 
is so, but if he should be responsible, no one would be willing 
to save a man from persecution. 

MISHNA VII .: If a stream has overflowed the robbed field, 
he may say to him: “ Yours is before you/’ 

GEMARA: The rabbis taught: “One who robbed a field 
and it overflowed, must deliver up another. So is the decree 
of R. Eiazar." The sages, however, maintain: “ He may say 
to him: * Yours is before you/ " What is the point of their 
difference ? R. Eiazar based his theory upon the exclusions 
and inclusions of the verse [Lev. v. 21]: “ If he namely lie 
unto his neighbor/' which includes everything. “ That which 
was delivered to him to keep," it excludes other things; and 
further on [ibid., ibid.]: “Or any one thing about which he 
may have sworn falsely." It is again an inclusion of every¬ 
thing, and there is a rule that when the Scripture includes, ex¬ 
cludes, and again includes, everything is included. The rabbis, 
however, do not consider this as inclusions and exclusions, but as 
a general and special. “ If he namely lie" is general; “ Which 
was trusted to him" is special; and “ Or any one thing" is 
again general, and there is a rule that when there is a special 
between two generals, it must be judged similar to the special 
only; namely, as the special is a movable thing and it has a value 
in money, so all articles which are movable and have a value, 
excluding real estate, which is immovable, and bondsmen, who 
are compared to real estate, and also documents, although they 
are movable, they themselves have no value of money. But 
have we not learned in another Boraitha: “ The very same is 
the case with the robbed cow, which was overflooded (which is 
a movable thing, and has a value of money)? He must furnish 
him with another cow, so is the decree of Eiazar; the sages, 
however, say: He may say: ‘ Yours is before you/ In what is 
the point of their difference then ?" Said R. Papa: “ It means 
in a case where the robbed cow was lying on the robbed field. 
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and it was overflooded with the field, (and the robber did not 
yet acquire title) on the robbed cow. M R. Eliezar is so in 
accord with his theory and the rabbis with their theory. 

MISHNA VIII. : If one robbed, borrowed, or deposited an 
article when they were in an inhabited land, he must not return 
it when he is in a desert, unless he took it for the purpose of 
going into a desert. 

GEMARA: There is a contradiction: “ A loan is payable 
everywhere, a bailment and a lost article are not to be delivered 
only in their right places (hence a loan may be returned at any 
place ?)." Said Abayi: " The quoted one means this: A loan 
may be demanded at any place, but a lost thing and deposit are 
to be demanded at the right places only. " 

“ For the purpose to go etc. If so was the condition, is it 
not self-evident? The case is, if he said, let be this bailment 
with you as I go to the desert, and the bailee said to him, I also 
intend to go there, and if my wishes will be to return it to you 
there, I may do so. 

MISHNA IX.: If one says, I have robbed you, or borrowed 
from you, or you have deposited with me, and I don't know if 
I have returned it to you, he must pay; however, if he says, 
I am in doubt whether I have robbed, etc., he is free. 

GEMARA: It was taught: If the plaintiff claims a mana 
(100 zuz), and the defendant says, I don't know; R. Huna and 
R. Jehudah say, “ He must pay," because certainty has 
preference to uncertainty. R. Na'hman and R. Johanan say, 
He is free," because they hold that the money in posses¬ 
sion of the defendant must be considered his until evidence is 
brought. An objection was raised from our Mishna, which 
states that if he says, " I am in doubt if you have borrowed it 
to me, he is free." Now let us see how was the case. If there 
is no plaintiff, then even the first part in the case, " I am certain 
I have borrowed, but doubtful if it was returned," must also 
speak when there is no plaintiff; why, then, must he pay ? We 
must, therefore, say that the whole Mishna treats when there IS 
a plaintiff, and nevertheless in the second part it states he is 
free from payment. (And this is an objection to Huna and 
Jehudah.) Nay, the Mishna treats when there was no plaintiff, 
but the man likes to satisfy the heavenly will. (If he is certain 
that he has borrowed, it is the heavenly will he shall pay; but if 
he is in doubt whether he has borrowed, he is free at any rate.) 
It was taught also by R. Hyya bar Aba in the name of R. Jo- 
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hanan: " If one claims a mana and the defendant says, ‘ I don't 
know, ’ he is obliged to pay if he would satisfy the heavenly will.' * 

MISHNA X .: If one steals a sheep from the flock and re¬ 
turns it, and it dies or it was stolen again, he is responsible; if, 
however, the owner did not know either of the theft or of its 
returning, and when they came to number the flock they found 
it right (and after it died or was stolen), he is free. 

GEMARA: Rabh said: “ If the theft was known, the return¬ 
ing must also be announced (and if he did not so, he is still re¬ 
sponsible for it, even after the owner had numbered the flock), 
and the numbering makes him free only when he did not have 
any knowledge of the theft." Samuel, however, said: “ The 
numbering makes him free at any rate." As he explains it, the 
last sentence of the Mishna applies to the whole of it. R. 
Johanan said: " If they have knowledge of the theft, the num¬ 
bering after it was returned makes him free; but if they have 
not any knowledge of the theft, the numbering does not matter 
at all, as he is free even without it." And he explains that the 
last sentence of the Mishna applies only to the first part of it. 
R. Hisda, however, said: " Only when they have knowledge 
does the numbering make him free; but if not, he is responsible 
even after the numbering. And the statement of our Mishna 
holds good only when they had knowledge of the theft also, and 
Rabha explained the reason of R. Hisda’s statement thus: The 
theft accustomed the sheep to separate themselves from the 
flock, and it may do so again; but if he has notified the owner, 
he will take care of them. Did Rabha, indeed, say so ? Has 
he not said : " If one has seen that a thief had picked up sheep 
of the flock with the intention of stealing them, and he alarmed 
him and the thief threw them away, and the man was not cer¬ 
tain if the sheep were returned, and the sheep then died or are 
stolen, he is responsible. Is it not to assume that the thief is 
responsible even when the owner has numbered them ? Nay, it 
means when it was not numbered. But did Rabh say as it is 
stated above? Did he not state: ‘If he has returned it to 
another flock, which the same owner has on another place, he 
is free (and there was neither knowledge nor numbering)'?" 
Said R. Hanan bar Aba: Rabh agrees when the sheep were 
speckled, and in such a case the owner knows that it was stolen 
in his absence, and the shepherd recognizes it by the speckle. 
Shall we assume that the following Tanaim differ in this case: 
“ If one has stolen a sheep from the flock or a coin from the 
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pocket, he has to return it to the same place he took it from " ? 
So is the decree of IshmaeL R. Aqiba, however, says: It is 
necessary that the owner know the facts in the case." The 
schoolmen thought that usually a man knows the amount in his 
pocket, and he counts it whenever he takes a coin out, so he 
has knowledge of the theft; and R. Ishmael holds that the 
numbering makes him free, and R. Aqiba that the numbering 
does not make him free, unless he was notified of the returning. 
(Hence R. Ishmael and R. Aqiba differ in both, a sheep when it 
was not notified, in which Rabh and Samuel differ, and also 
in the case in which R. Johanan and R. Hisda differ.) Said 
R. Zebid in the name of Rabha: 44 If a bailee has stolen from 
the premises of the owner, all agree with R. Hisda; but here 
they speak of a case where the bailee has stolen it from his own 
premises/' R. Aqiba holds that his function as a bailee has 
ceased (and he must notify the owner of the theft and return¬ 
ing). R. Ishmael, however, holds: 44 He is still a bailee, and 
when he returns it to the place he took it from his own knowl¬ 
edge suffices." 

MISHNA XL : One must not buy from the shepherds kids 
of goats, wool, or milk, and not from fruit watchmen wood 
and fruits. One may, however, buy from the women of Jehu- 
dah woollen garments (which usually were manufactured by 
them), and flax garments from those of Galilee, and also calves 
from the women of the city of Sharon. If, however, the sailors 
like to do it secretly, it is prohibited. Eggs and poultry are 
allowed to be bought at any place. 

GEMARA: The rabbis taught: 44 One must not buy from 
the shepherds goats, kids, sheared or plucked off; garments of 
wool, however, are excluded, because it belongs to them; milk 
and cheese may be bought in deserts, but not in inhabited 
places. Four or five sheep or fleeces of wool together may be 
bought, but not two." R. Jehudah said: 44 Domestic sheep 
(which are brought home at night-time) may be bought, but not 
of deserts." This is the rule concerning buying of shepherds, an 
article which the owner of it perceives may be bought, but not 
articles which are not. 

44 The Master says , 4 Four or five sheep / " etc. If four may 
be bought, so much the more five ? Said R. Hisda: 44 Four 
from a small flock and five from a large one." But is not this 
text contradicting itself ? It states four or five, from which it is 
to be inferred but not three; and immediately it states but not 
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two, from which one may infer that three is allowed. This 
presents no difficulty. If the three are of the best sheep, they 
may; and if from the lean ones, they may not be bought . The 
schoolmen propounded a question: “ R. Jehudah, who says 
that domestic ones,” etc., made his condition of the first part; 
namely, that for the four or five in question, and he is more 
rigorous than the first Tana of the above Boraitha, or his con¬ 
dition is for the second negative part, which states but not two 
sheep, and he, R. Jehudah, comes to teach that only from out¬ 
side, but domestic, even two may be bought, and he is lenient. 
Come and hear the following Boraitha: R. Jehudah said: ” Do¬ 
mestic ones may be bought of them, but not others; in any 
place, however, four or five sheep together may be bought.” 
Hence his decision was lenient. 

” And not fro)ii the fruits watchmen ,” etc. Rabha bought 
a bunch of branches from an ovpos (a laborer who gets for his 
labor a part of the products). Said Abayi to him: ” Did not 
our Mishna state * Not from the fruit watchmen, wood or 
fruits/” And he answered: ” It means of a watchman who 
is hired for money, but of such who takes for his labor a part 
of the products, may be bought, as he usually sells his own 
part.” 

The rabbis taught: It may be bought from the fruit watch¬ 
men when they sell publicly and the scale is before them; if, 
however, they try to do it secretly, it is prohibited. It may be 
bought from them at the gate of the garden, but not at a place 
which is behind it. 

It was taught: ” When is allowed to buy from a robber ?” 
Rabh holds: “ When it is known that the greater part.of the 
goods is his own.” Samuel, however, maintains that even when 
the smaller part only is known to be his own. R. Jehudah's 
decision to Ada Daila was in accordance with Samuel's theory. 

Property which belongs to a denouncer, R. Huna and R. 
Jehudah differ; one says, “ It may be destroyed intentionally,” 
and the other says, ” It may not.” The one who says, ” It 
may,” speaks thus because his money must not be dearer than 
his body. And the one who says, ” It may not,” speaks thus 
because, perhaps, he will have good children, and it is written 
[Job, xxvii. 17]: ” He may prepare, but the righteous will 
clothe himself (therewith).” R. Hisda had an ovpos who used 
to take exactly the half of the products for himself. Thereupon 
R. Hisda discharged him, and read with reference to himself the 
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verse [Prov. xiii. 22]: ” But the wealth of the sinner is treasured 
up for the righteous/’ 

R. Johanan said: One who robs his neighbor even the 
value of a parutha (half a cent) is considered as if he would take 
away his life; as it is written [Prov. i. 19]: ” So is the path of 
every one that is greedy after (unlawful) gain; it takes away the 
life of those that own it/' And also [Jeremiah, v. 17]: “ And 
they shall consume thy harvest and thy bread; they shall con¬ 
sume thy sons and thy daughters/’ And also [Joel, iv. 19]: 
* Because of the violence against the children of Judah.” And 
also [II Samuel, xxi. 1]: “ On account of Saul and on account 
of the house of blood, this because he has slain the Gibeonites.” 
To what purpose is the second verse cited ? One may say that 
it speaks only of his life, but not of the life of his children ; 
hence the other verse. And still one may say that it treats only 
of a robber who does not pay for the robbery, but not if he does; 
hence the third verse, which treats of violence, which is even 
when he gives money. And, finally, one may say: It is only 
when he did it with his hands, but not when he was only a ger- 
mon; hence the last verse, which reads, ” Who has slain the 
Gibeonites”; and where is it to be found that Saul had slain 
them ? We must say, therefore, that he was a germon because 
he had slain Nob the city of the priests, the supporters of the 
Gibeonites, who lost their lives by the death of their supporters. 
And the Scripture considers Saul as he himself had slain them. 

” But it may be bought from the women'' etc. The rabbis 
taught: “It may be bought from woman (the articles men¬ 
tioned in the Mishna), but not wine, oil, or fine meal, and also 
not from slaves and not from minors.” Aba Saul, however, said: 
“ A woman may sell for four, five dinars for the purpose of buy¬ 
ing a cap for herself.” They all mentioned if they told the 
buyers to be careful about the bargain, then it is prohibited. 
Charity may be taken from them by the treasurers only a small 
quantity, but not a large one. From the women of the men 
who are engaged in the oil press may be bought a measure of 
olives or oil, but not small quantities. R. Simeon ben Gama¬ 
liel, however, said that in the upper Galilee even a small quan¬ 
tity may be bought (as this article is very dear there), and it 
may be the men are ashamed to sell small quantities in his 
house, and they give it to their wives to do so. Rabbina, who 
was a treasurer of charity, happened to be in the city of Mehuza, 
and the women gave him for charity golden chains and rings, and 
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he accepted. Said Rabba Tosphah to him: “ Did not the Bo- 
raitha state that a large quantity must not be accepted from the 
women by the treasurers of charity ? " And he answered: “ For 
the Mezuzath this is considered a small quantity. " 

MISHNA XII .: Flocks of wool which came out by washing 
belong to the washman, but what came out by the carder belongs 
to the owner. If three threads only come out by the washing, 
the washman may keep it; if more, he must not; if, however, 
there were black threads in a whole piece, he may keep all of 
them for himself. The remaining threads of sewing, and stuff 
of the size of three fingers square, belong to the owner, not to 
the tailor. The splinters which fall off from the carpenter's 
bench with the plane belong to him, but what with the hatchet 
are the owner's; if, however, he labored at the owner's house, 
even of the plane belongs to the owner. 

GEMARA: The rabbis taught: “ One may buy flocks from 
the washman, because it is his. The washman may take the two 
upper threads for himself. By stretching the garment out for 
combing he can stitch the loops on the garment only by three 
stitches. One shall not comb the garment to its shoot, but to 
its warp, and he shall cut up the fringes to its length but not to 
its width; if by completing it he has to cut up in the width also, 
he may do so, the size of a span." * 

The rabbis taught: " One shall not buy from the carder flocks, 
because they are not his property, unless in such places where 
it is customary that the carder keeps it for himself. A cushion, 
however, or a pillow filled with this stuff may be bought from him 
at any place.'' Why so ? Because the change gives title to him. 

The rabbis taught: " One must not buy from a weaver (who 
is laboring for others) all the stuff in connection with the weav¬ 
ing; he may, however, buy from him a garment even made of 
different colors (although it is to be presumed that the different 
colors were the remainder of threads given to him for garments, 
and did not previously belong to him, as the weaving it to a gar¬ 
ment is considered a change and title is acquired). The same is 
the case with a dyer : one must not buy from him stuffs in con¬ 
nection with dyeing, but a whole dyed garment, for the reason 
stated before." 


* Here in the text comes a discussion, how many threads the laborer takes for him¬ 
self, and then some Boraithas contradicting each other in this respect, questions 
which are not decided, and terms of laboring which cannot be understood now with¬ 
out the knowledge of the machinery of that time, and therefore we have omitted it. 
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The rabbis taught: 44 If a tanner takes skins to prepare them, 
the rubbish belongs to the owner; the wool, however, of the 
skins which was taken out from the water belongs to the tan¬ 
ner/' 

44 If they were black f etc. Said R. Jehudah: “ If such was 
taken off by the washman, it counts for the size which is needed 
for putting zithzoths in it; however, my son Itzchak is particular 
with it and cuts it up.” 

44 But not the tailor . ” Flow much, however, may the tailor 
keep for himself ? Said R. Assi: The size of a needle's square. 

4 4 The splinters which fall out by the carpenter ,' ’ etc. Is there 
not a contradiction from the following: 44 What the carpenter 
takes off with the hatchet and what is cut up with the saw 
belongs to the owner, but what falls off from the bore or plane 
or the splinter by the saw belongs to the carpenter” ? Said 
Rabha: 44 There is no contradiction. At the place of our Tana 
there were two kinds of planes, a big one and a small one. The 
big one is called dgtv?}, and the small one is called plane. The 
Tana of the Boraitha, however, had knowledge of the big one 
only, and named it also plane.” 

44 If , however , he was workmg at the owner s house f etc. 
The rabbis taught: The stone-cutters may keep the rubbish; 
branches, however, which fall off from the trees by fixing them, 
or of wineyards or other plants and herbs, if the owner is partic¬ 
ular with them, it is considered a robbery when taken without 
permission, but not if they are not particular. Not any robbery 
applies to onycha and grass, unless the places where they are 
particular. So said R. Jehudah. Said Rabba: 44 The city of 
Sirian in Babylon is one of the places where they are particular 
with it.” 


END OF TRACT BABA KAMA. 
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CHAPTER I. 

MlSHNA /. Two persons who hold a garment, and each of them claims 
that he has found it. A biblical oath is given only when there is an admis¬ 
sion in part from the defendant. If the plaintiff claims a hundred and the 
defendant says only fifty, and here they are. If one claims a hundred, and 
the other denies all, and there are witnesses for fifty, what shall the oath 
contain ? When one of the two holders overcame the other and took it away, 
what is the law ? There was a bath-house about which two parties quar¬ 
relled—one of them arose and consecrated it. When two hold a note, the 
lender claims the note is not yet paid, and the borrower says the note is 
paid. Where is “the theory of because” to be used? The law is that 
leading gives title. If one was found riding upon a found ass, and another 
was holding the bridle,.1-17 

Mishnas II. TO VI. If one sees an article on the road, and says to his 
neighbor, bring it to me. If one picks up an article for another, the latter 
does not acquire title. Why so ? If one has seen an article, and he fell upon 
it. If one has seen people running after a lame stag on his field. It hap¬ 
pened that R. Gamaliel said: “The tithe w r hich I am going to measure 
should be delivered to Joshuah.” When one throws a purse of money through 
the open door. When a thing was found by one’s minor son or daughter, or 
his Jewish man or maid servant, or his wife. When one has found a note 
which secures real estate. If Reuben sold a field to Simeon with security, 
and the creditor of Reuben came and took it away. Encumbered property is 
not liable either for the used fruits, etc., for the benefit of humanity. How 
a bill of sale must be written. If one buys an estate, knowing that the seller 
is not the real owner of it. If the robber after he has sold it bought it from 
the real owner. If one says that the estate which I am about buy now shall 
be transferred to you at the same time that I acquire title to it. When I was 
about six or seven years old, my father was among the scribes of Mar 
Samuel’s court. If one claims a hundred zuz, and the other denies; after¬ 
wards he says, I have paid it. If one finds documents of divorce, of enfran- 




V 


SYNOPSIS OF SUBJECTS. 


chisement of a slave, of presents, etc. What is to be considered a will ? 
documents signed by the court, documents of a claim, etc. What is meant 
by claiming documents ? What is called a roll ? When three borrowed from 
one, etc., ..17-43 


CHAPTER II. 

Mishnas I. to VI. There are found articles which belong to the finder 
without any proclamation. If there is a change in the found article which 
usually ought not to be. The renouncing of hope in regaining a lost article 
whose loss is not yet certain. Amaimar, Mar Zutra, and R. Ashi hap¬ 
pened to be in the garden of Mari bar Issak, and the gardener placed before 
them dates and pomegranates. The rule concerning a lost article is this. 
Whether a number is considered a distinguishing mark or not ? The reason 
why the sages decided that the place is not to be considered a mark. If one 
finds a purse in the market, how is the law ? The following articles he must 
proclaim. Three coins one upon the other, etc. (See foot-note, p. 55.) If 
one found, under a wooden wall, pigeons tied one to the other. If he found 
a covered vessel. If one found anything in a heap of rubbish. If one has 
seen money dropped on sand, and afterwards found and took it. If one 
found something in a store. If one found money in fruit sent to him, . 44-59 

Mishnas VI to XIII. The returning according to marks given is bib¬ 
lically or rabbinically ? Until what time is he obliged to proclaim? R. 
Ami happened to find a purse with dinars in the presence of a Roman. If 
one identifies the article but not its marks. If the found article is of such 
a kind that it labors for its food. And if of such a kind that it does not labor. 
If one found books. If the article was a garment. Vessels of silver and 
copper. It is better to drink a goblet from the hand of a witch than to drink 
a goblet of lukewarm water. R. Ismael b. Jose was on the road, and met 
a man carrying a bundle of wood. What is to be considered a lost thing? 
If he returned it and it runs away again. What is to be deduced from the 
twofold expressions in many passages written in the Scripture ? The loss 
of time must be appraised according to one’s loss in his special trade. If 
he has found the animal in a stable, in a public thoroughfare. The com¬ 
mandment of the Scripture is for unloading, but not loading. How is this 
to be understood ? If one lost a thing, as did his father before, etc. If his 
father and his master were overloaded. They who occupy themselves 
with the study of Scripture are not to be blamed, etc. See foot-note, 

p. 79. 59-80 


CHAPTER III. 

MISHNAS 1 . TO IV. A deposit stolen or lost, paid by the depository, of 
which thereafter the thief was found, to whom shall the double amount be 
paid ? A gratuitous bailee, when he said, I have neglected my duty, etc. 
There was lost a deposited nose-jewel, and R. Na’hman made him pay by 
force. Finally the article was found, and was increased in value, etc. If 
an article was appraised for the sake of a creditor, and the latter appraised 
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it for bis own creditor, may the returning take place or not? From what 
time may the creditor use the products of an appraised estate ? If one has 
hired a cow and he loaned it to some one else. It can happen that the hirer 
has a right to require several cows from the owner of one cow. How so ? 
A bailee who has transferred the bailment to another bailee, how is the 
law ? The Halakha prevails, that a bailee who has transferred the bailment 
to another bailee of any kind is responsible. If doubtful money is to be col¬ 
lected or not (illustrated in Mishna III.) ? Do you want to contradict a case 
of deposit with a case of robbery ? A robber must be punished. If there 
was an uncertainty of both the plaintiff and the defendant, how is the law? 
If one deposits fruit at his neighbor's ? If one becomes a prisoner, may his 
property be transferred to his nearest relatives or not ? The difference 
between forsaken, abandoned, and a prisoner’s properties. The estate of a 
prisoner must not be transferred to a minor relative, and not the estate of 
a minor to any relative. There was an old woman who had three daughters; 
together with one of them she was taken to prison, and of the remaining 
two one died and left a child. A brother of Mari b. Isk came to him and 
demanded a share of the inheritance, and he said, I do not know you, 

81-97 

Mishnas V, to XT, The quantity of usual losses one may count to de¬ 
posited articles of grain and fruit ? Losses of wine and oil depend upon the 
kind of barrels in which placed. If a barrel is deposited for safe-keeping, and 
the depository handled it, and it broke while yet under his hand. Peculiar 
is the stretching of hands which reads in regard to a bailee for hire, in con¬ 
nection from the same expression in the Scripture which reads in regard 
to a gratuitous bailee. If one has deposited money for safe-keeping, and the 
depository tied it and carried it on his shoulder, etc. Nothing is considered 
safety with money, unless it is hidden in the ground. It happened that one 
deposited money with his neighbor, and he gave it to his mother for safe¬ 
keeping, and it was stolen. Money deposited for safe-keeping with a money¬ 
changer. A depository who stretches his hand for the bailment. If one 
intends to use a bailment deposited in his control and says so, the liability 
follows immediately,.97-109 


CHAPTER IV. 

Mishnas /. TO V. If one bought gold and silver coins together and made 
a drawing on the gold ones, title is also given to the silver ones, but not vice 
versa, Rabh borrowed dinars from the daughter of R. Hyya ; thereafter 
the dinars increased in value. One holds that the law of exchange applies to 
a coin also, and another holds that it does not. If one were holding some 
coins in his hands and said : Sell me your articles for the money I have 
in my hand, and the other agrees. If one said : Sell me for this amount, 
title is acquired, and nevertheless the law of fraud applies. According to 
whom do we write in our legal papers, With an utensil which is fit to con¬ 
firm with ? Biblically, money paid gives title ; why, then, was it said that 
drawing is needed ? According to Abayi, he who retracts ought to be noti¬ 
fied that he will be punished by Heaven, and according to Rabha he shall 
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be cursed. It happened that one gave money for poppy, meanwhile the 
poppy increased in price. Tabuth or Samuel b. Zutra was such kind of a man 
that he would not change his word, even if all the goods of the world were 
delivered to him, and he told : The above case of poppy happened to me. 
Cheating, which according to law makes the sale null and void, is in case 
where the sum of which he was cheated counts four silver dinars. Until 
what time the retraction may take place ? The law of fraud applies to the 
buyer as well as to the seller, to a private as well as to a merchant. There 
is no cheating concerning a specialist who knows the value. If one is doing 
business with his neighbor in trust. (See foot-note, p. 127). How much less 
of the quantity of a sala should be effaced, that the law of fraud could not be 
claimed ? The prescribed quantity for cheating is four silver dinars to each 

sala,.110-132 

Mishnas VI. TO X. There are five fifth parts which must be added to 
the principal amount. The things to which the law of cheating does not 
apply. Does the law of cheating apply to a hire ? The laws of usury and 
cheating apply only to commoners, not to the sanctuary. A gratuitous 
bailee does not swear. If one bought wheat and sowed it in the field, how 
is the law ? If there was fraud to more than a sixth of the value, how is the 
law ? As cheating is prohibited in buying or selling, so it is in words. 
Cheating in words is more rigorous than cheating in money. To what thing 
do the western people pay more attention ? One should always be careful 
with the honor of his wife. The noted legend of the oven of the Akhina. 
The law is not in the heavens. We do not care for a heavenly voice. Regard¬ 
ing cheating, there are three negative commandments. One must not 
mix together fruits from two separate fields. A merchant may buy grain 
from five barns, and place it in one storeroom. The embellishment of arti¬ 
cles which are to be sold is forbidden,.132-144 
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CHAPTER I. 

RULES AND REGULATIONS REGARDING FOUND ARTICLES, DOCU¬ 
MENTS, ANIMALS, AND IF ONE APPOINTS A MESSENGER TO 
PICK UP A FOUND ARTICLE. 

MISHNA /.: Two persons, who hold a garment, and each of 
them claims that he has found it, or that the whole belongs to 
him, (in such a case) each of them shall take an oath that no less 
than a half belongs to him, and then its value shall be divided. 
If, however, one claims the whole and the other half of it, then 
the oath for the first must be for no less than three quarters, and 
for the second no less than a quarter, and it is to be divided 
accordingly. The same is the case with an animal, if both are 
riding; or, if one is riding and one leading, each of them must 
take an oath that no less than a half belongs to him, if both claim 
for the whole, and so they divide. If, however, there are wit¬ 
nesses, or they admit the fact, then it is to be divided without 
any oath. 

GEMARA : Why is it stated : “ Each of them claims he has 
found it, or the whole garment belongs to him ”—is not one of 
them sufficient? R. Papa, according to others R. Shimi bar Ashi 
or Kadi, says : The first part speaks about a found article, and the 
last one about a transaction, and both cases are necessary. For 
when the case of a found only, only a found article should be stated, 
one may say that the rabbis ordered an oath, because it is only 
a found article, of which each of them may say: My neighbor 
would lose nothing even if I claim the whole and get half of it, 
which is not the' case in a transaction (as the buyer paid for it, 
and if it would not be necessary for him he would not do so). 
On the other hand, if the last part only should be stated, one 
may say: “The rabbis have given an oath to both of them, 
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because each of them may say : As the same money my neighbor 
claims that he has given, I also have given, therefore I have a 
right to keep it for myself, and my neighbor shall go to the trouble 
to buy another, which is not the case with a found article, and 
therefore in the former case an oath would not be ordered.’' 
Hence both cases are necessary. 

“ Transaction ! ” Let us see from whom the money was taken. 
The case was, that both paid the money, one with the consent of 
the seller and the other against the seller’s will, but the seller 
does not recollect to which of them he had given the consent 
(hence the order of the oaths). 

Shall we assume that our Mishna is not in accord with Ben 
Nanas, who says: “An oath cannot be ordered to both, as one 
of them would surely swear falsely”? The Mishna can be ex¬ 
plained even in accord with Ben Nanas, as he speaks of a case 
where one of them would surely swear falsely. Here, in case of 
a found article, it may happen that both of them has picked it up 
at the same time ? 

Shall we then assume that our Mishna is not in accord with 
Symmachus, who says : “ That money which is doubtful is to 
be divided without an oath”? (See First Gate, page 3.) With 
whom, then, is the Mishna in accord ? With the rabbis who are 
the opponents of Symmachus ; do they not say that it is al¬ 
ways incumbent on the plaintiff to bring evidence ? What com¬ 
parison is there ? In the case where one of them is a plaintiff, 
and the other a defendant, the rabbis say that it is incumbent on 
the plaintiff to bring evidence. Here, however, when they both 
held a thing, they ordered an oath. But according to the theory 
of Symmachus, even in the case where there is a plaintiff and 
defendant, it is to be divided without an oath. Moreover, here, 
as both are holding it, it can be said that even Symmachus 
would agree with our Mishna, as the oath mentioned is rabbinical 
only, for R. Johanan says that the oath is an enactment of the 
sages to prevent one from going out and taking hold of his 
neighbor’s property, claiming it as his. 

At any rate, our Mishna is not in accord with R. Jose, who 
says (Chapter III., Mishna 106): “If so is the case, what can 
the defrauder lose ? therefore, the whole amount must be depos¬ 
ited until there will be evidence.” Let us then see if our Mishna 
can be explained in accord with the rabbis, the opponents of 
R. Jose, who say that the part in doubt should be deposited 
“ until Elijah will come.” Is not the case in our Mishna similar 
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to the case there, as both claims are doubtful? What comparison 
is it ? 

It does not belong to both parties, but to one of them ; the 
rabbis ordered it should be deposited “ until Elijah will come.” 
Here, however, there is a possibility that the article belongs to 
both parties, so they ordered an oath; but R. Jose maintained 
that even where it is certain that both parties have a share in the 
money in question, he nevertheless decided that the money 
should be deposited “ until Elijah will come.” Moreover, here, 
it is probable that the article belongs to one party. (Therefore 
our Mishna is in accord with the rabbis and not with R. Jose.) 

According to both the rabbis and R. Jose, how should the 
following Mishna be understood : “ A storekeeper upon his credit- 
book (if it is found that he has given something by the order of 
the employer to his working-men, and they deny having received 
anything), both take an oath, and collect the money from the 
employer”? Now, one of them has surely sworn falsely; why 
should it not be here the same also, that the money should be 
collected from the employer and deposited “ until Eijah will 
come,” as one of them is surely a defrauder? It can be said 
there is another reason. The storekeeper may say to the em¬ 
ployer : I have followed your order, and I have nothing to do 
with your working-men, whom I would not believe even with an 
oath, and it was your fault that you did not order me to give the 
goods only in the presence of witnesses or to take a receipt from 
him. The working-man can say to the employer : You must pay 
me for my work, and I have nothing to do with your storekeeper, 
whom I would not believe even with an oath ; and therefore both 
collect the money from the employer after they have sworn. 

R. Hyya taught: If the plaintiff says that the defendant 
owes him a hundred zuz and the defendant denies owing him 
anything, and witnesses, however, testify that they only know 
that he owes him fifty, he must give him fifty, and take an oath 
for the remainder. The reason is that the admission of the de¬ 
fendant himself shall not be stronger than the testimony of wit¬ 
nesses,* and this I have concluded by drawing an a fortiori con¬ 
clusion, and also our Mishna supports me by its statement: 
“ When two are holding a garment,” etc. We are the witnesses 


* The law is that if one denies all, there must be no oath, biblically ; but if there 
is an admission in part, a biblical oath must be taken for the remainder. If, however, 
there are witnesses, although he denies, he must pay the full amount. 
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that each of them holds what he claims to be his, without any 
admission by his opponent, and, nevertheless, it is stated that 
each of them must take an oath. 

Why was it necessary to draw an a fortiori conclusion for 
the above statement ? Lest one say that a biblical oath is given 
only when there is an admission in part from the defendant, 
and the reason is, as Rabba declared elsewhere: “ Why do the 
Scriptures decide that one who admits to a part of the claim 
must take an oath ? Because usually one is not so bold as to 
deny the whole in the face of his creditor, and therefore he ad¬ 
mits partly, even had he intended to do so before his creditor 
appeared, and therefore he only denies a part of it; and it may 
be that even their denial is only to gain time for the investiga¬ 
tion, thinking that in the meantime he will get cash, and will 
pay the whole claim; and, therefore, the Scripture prescribes an 
oath in such a case, which is to be believed, that a man with such 
intention will refuse to swear falsely, and would rather admit 
the debt of the whole amount. But in case he denies, and wit¬ 
nesses testify against him, in which case the intention above can¬ 
not be supposed? No oath is prescribed, he must pay according 
to the testimony of the witnesses, and shall be acquitted. There¬ 
fore it was necessary for him (R. Hyya) to deduce it, by drawing 
an a fortiori conclusion, as follows : 

The admission from his own mouth, which does not cause fine, 
nevertheless causes an oath; witnesses who cause fine, so much 
the more they should cause an oath.* 

Let us see, then, what R. Hyya means in saying that he has 
support from our Mishna? How can the case in the Mishna be 
compared to his case ? In the case of R. Hyya the creditor had 
witnesses, and the borrower had none at all ; then if he would 
have witnesses who would testify that he owes him nothing, R. 
Hyya certainly would not order an oath. But in our Mishna, as 
we are witnesses for one party, we are also witnesses for the other 
party, and nevertheless an oath is ordered. (Consequently the 
Mishna orders an oath, not because of admission in part, in which 
case a biblical oath would be necessary, but only a rabbinical oath 
as stated above.) Therefore, if it was taught that R. Hyya had 
said he had a support from our Mishna, it was said in regard to 


* The text here is very complicated, and Rashi and Tosphat with great difficulty 
interpret it differently. It seems to us, however, that our explanation is the exact 
sense of the text. 
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another statement of his as follows: “If the plaintiff claims a' 
hundred and the defendant says only fifty, and here they are, he 
is, however, obliged to take an oath upon the remainder. Why 
so ? Because “ here they are” is considered an admission in part; 
that is, although “here they are” means that “ your claim is now 
settled , and I owe you nothing,” it is nevertheless considered an 
admission in part. And the support of the Mishna is this: As 
they both hold the garment, we are witnesses that each of them 
says, “Take what you hold, and the remainder is mine,” and this 
is equal to the claim “ here they are,” and nevertheless an oath 
is ordered. 

R. Shesheth, however, says : “When he says, * here they are/ 
there is no oath. Why ? Because ‘ here they are ’ is considered 
as if the money is already in the hands of the plaintiff. Conse¬ 
quently the claim for the other fifty is denied entirely without 
any admission.” But according to R. Shesheth the decision of 
our Mishna would be embarrassing to him. He may say that 
the oath in our Mishna is only an enactment of the sages. 

But does not R. Hyya also agree that so it is? Yea, but if 
“ here they are ” is equal as an admission in part, and the oath 
is ordered biblically, the rabbis have the right to order an oath 
similar to the biblical one. According to R. Shesheth's theory, 
however, that in such a case no biblical oath should be ordered 
at all, how could the rabbis arrange an oath which has no analogy 
in the Scripture ? 

An objection was raised from the following Boraitha : If there 
was a note for Sellahs or Dinars without number, the lender 
claims five and the borrower says three, there must be an oath, 
because the third one by the borrower is an admission in part. 
As he could say that the plurality in the note means only two, 
so is the decree of R. Simeon Elazar. R. Aqiba, however, says: 
“ The admission of the third one is to be considered as if he had 
returned a lost thing, and he is acquitted. Now, how the case 
would be if he would say only two (which would not be denied 
after the note is recognized), an oath would be ordered, even ac¬ 
cording to R. Aqiba’s theory. Is not the note (which can be col¬ 
lected from his real estate) considered as “ here they arc,” and, 
nevertheless, an oath would be necessary ? Infer then from this 
that such is the law with all claims which are defended with 
“ here they are.” 

Nay, it can be said that even when he admits only two, there 
is no oath, and the expression “ three ” is mentioned only to 
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deny the theory of R. Simeon, who takes three for an admission 
in part, for which the law prescribes an oath. And so also seems 
to be common sense that, according to R. Aqiba, even if he would 
say only two, he is free from an oath. Then if not so, how can he 
make him free, when he admits three? It could be a trick on 
his part to admit three and to be free from any obligation, as he 
would know that when, if he should claim only two, an oath 
would be given to him. Infer from this, that so it is. But if it 
is so, then it contradicts R. Hyya, who says that “ here they 
are ” does not prevent an oath. Nay, here in our case of the 
note, “ here they are ” is not the reason, but because the note is a 
support to his assertion, or it can be explained the note implies a 
mortgage on real estate, and there is no oath in a case where real 
estate is claimed. 

Come and hear (another objection): We learned that the 
father of R. Aputriki had taught in the first case of R. Hyya just 
the reverse of R. Hyya, viz.: “ If one claims a hundred, and the 
other denies all, and there are witnesses for fifty, lest one say 
there should be given an oath, because the testimony of the 
witnesses should be considered as an admission in part ; there¬ 
fore it is written [Ex. xxii. 8] : 4 For any manner of lost things, 
of which he can say, this it is> J which means the liability is only 
when he admits with his own mouth, but not by the testimony 
of witnesses.” (Hence it contradicts R. Hyya.) How can you 
contradict R. Hyya with a Boraitha ? R. Hyya is a Tana, who 
is authorized to differ with it. But is not the Boraitha sup¬ 
ported by a verse of Scripture ? R. Hyya may say that the 
verse in question is needed for the law of an admission in part. 
And the Tana of the above Boraitha may say that “ this it A” 
has one word which is superfluous. We therefore deduce from 
both of them, viz.: that to an admission in part an oath is neces¬ 
sary, and that no oath is given when witnesses testify. 

There was a shepherd to whom cattle was given always in the 
presence of witnesses. It happened, however, one day, that it 
was given to him without witnesses, and he denied, and witnesses 
testified that he had eaten two of them. Said R. Zera : “ If it 
is to agree with the first case of R. Hyya, he must take an oath 
for the others.” Said Abayi to him : “ Even should we agree, 
could then an oath be given to him ? Is he not a robber (to 
whom an oath is not given)?” Rejoined R. Zera : “ I mean to 
say, that an oath should be given to the plaintiff that he had 
delivered to him such, and he may collect the money.” 
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But even if we do not agree with R. Hyya’s decision, we 
should nevertheless give him a rabbinical oath, according to R. 
Na’hman’s enactment concerning the following Mishna: “ When 
one claims hundred and the other denies, he is free/' Said R. 
Na’hman : “ He is free from a biblical oath, but he must take a 
rabbinical oath ? ” Nay, that an oath which cannot be given to 
the defendant the plaintiff shall swear, etc., is also only an enact¬ 
ment of the sages, and an enactment to an enactment cannot be 
made. 

“ Why,” said Abaye, “ he is a robber ? Even if a shepherd 
only, an oath could not be given to him according to R. Jehudah, 
who says : ‘ A shepherd who is not known to be trustworthy, 
is unfit as a witness? ’ ” This presents no difficulty. If the shep¬ 
herd keeps his own cattle, he is not fit for an oath; but if he keeps 
the cattle of others, he is fit; because if it would not be so, how 
could we confide the cattle to a shepherd ? Is it not written 
[Lev. xix. 14] : “ Nor put a stumblingblock before the blind.” 
But we go with the rule: A man will not sin for others’ benefit. 

“Each of them swears" etc. What shall the oath contain? 
The part that he claims to have in it, and he swears that he has 
half of it, or he swears that he has not less than a half in it ? (The 
difference between the two expressions is this. In case he swears 
to an affirmative statement, if he has not, he has sworn falsely. 
When, however, he swears to the negative statement, the oath 
is not false, even if he has nothing, as he only swears that he has 
not in it less than so and so, and in case he has nothing in it, he 
has not sworn falsely. The expression in the Mishna, however, 
is in the negative, and therefore the question.) Said R. Huna : 
“ He swears both. ‘ I have some claim in it, and not less than a 
half.’ ” But why not in an affirmative manner : “ I swear that I 
a half belongs to me ” ? Then he would contradict his claim that 
the whole garment belongs to him. And even in the negative 
manner, does he not contradict his claim ? If he says : “ Accord¬ 
ing to my knowledge, the whole is mine, but at all events I swear 
that at least no less than a half belongs to me. But, after all, as 
they both hold the garment and the oath is ordered to both 
equally, why the oath at all ? Let them divide without an oath ? ” 
Said R. Johanan : “This oath is not biblically at all, it is only an 
enactment of the sages, for the purpose that one shall not take 
possession of his neighbor’s property, claiming that it is his, or 
he has a share in it; therefore the oath. But if he is suspected 
in the case of money, why should he be trusted in an oath ? ” 
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Nay, the “ theory of because ” (because he is suspected in the 
case of money, should he be also suspected in an oath ?) we do 
not act upon. And a support to it we can find in the Scripture, 
which ordered an oath in an admission in part; and if it would be 
customary that whoever is suspected in a case of money, should 
be also suspected of swearing falsely, why then the oath ? This 
above support, however, can be dismissed thus: In the case of 
an admission in part, there is no suspicion at all. The defend¬ 
ant merely had not the whole amount in cash, but only a part of 
it, and he taught: I will admit now only the part I have in cash, 
and the remainder I will give afterwards. And it is as Rabba 
stated before, p. 238. This can also be proved from the state¬ 
ment of R. Idi bar Abin in the name of Hisda : “ One who denies 
falsely a money loan is nevertheless qualified to be a witness, 
but whoever denies a deposit (which was given to him only to 
take care of, and he falsely denies it) is disqualified to be a wit¬ 
ness.” But why shall we not say if he denies a deposit, that 
merely he could not find it then, and therefore he denies it, in¬ 
tending, however, to return it when it will be found ? He is dis¬ 
qualified only in the case where there are witnesses that the 
deposit was in his house when he denied it, and he had knowl¬ 
edge of it, or the witnesses testified that he was holding it in his 
hand. But did not R. Shesheth say: “ For the following three 
things : (a) That I have not neglected it, (b) I have not made 
use of it, and (c) I am positive it is not under my control, the 
oath was given ” ? (This is the case of a gratuitous bailee, who is 
not liable when it is stolen.) Now, why then should he be trusted 
with the oath? Let “ the theory of because ” he is suspected in 
a case of money, he should also be suspected in an oath, also be 
applied here. Say, then, that such a theory we do not practise. 
Abayi, however, says that the reason for the statement in our 
Mishna, to make them both swear, is not as R. Johanan explains, 
because in such a case an oath would not be trusted to him, but 
we suppose that his claim is because he has an old loan of money, 
which is forgotten by the other, and therefore he takes possession 
of the garment claiming it is his, because in reality all personal 
property is a security for the loan. If it is so, let them take the 
garment without an oath? We are not supposing a certain loan, 
but that he is in doubt about it. But when he is doubtful, 
and he nevertheless takes possession of his neighbor’s property, 
let him be suspected, that he will also swear in such a case? Said 
R. Shesheth, the son of R. Idi: Usually men restrain themselves 
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from taking an oath on a doubtful thing, although they are 
not averse to taking possession of property doubtfully, because 
money can be returned, which is not the case with an oath. 

R. Sera propounded a question: “ When one of the two 
holders overcame the other and took it away, what is the law? ” 
Let us see how was the case ? If the other party keeps silence, 
then he admits ; and if he objects, what more could he do, when 
his opponent is stronger than he ? The case was, that previously 
he was silent, and afterwards he objected, and the question is: 
Shall we assume that because he was silent he has admitted, or 
perhaps the reason he kept silent previously was because it was 
done in the presence of the rabbis, who could testify in the case ? 
Said R. Na’hman: Come and hear (in addition to our Mishna, 
there is a Boraitha, as follows): “ All this is said only when both 
are holding the garment; but if only one holds it, and the other 
claims the ownership of it, the rule that the plaintiff is to bring 
evidence applies here also.” Now, let us see ; if one would claim 
ownership of personal property which is in the possession of an¬ 
other, the statement of the Boraitha would be entirely superfluous, 
as it is self-evident. We must say, then, that the case was as R. 
Zera stated it. Nay ; this can be explained as follows : They 
appear before the court when one took possession of the whole 
garment, and the other put only his hand upon a small piece of it. 
In such a case an oath is necessary, even according to the theory 
of Symmachus, who says that doubtful money is to be divided 
without an oath ; he would agree, however, in this case, because 
the laying of one’s hand upon a piece of it counts for nothing. 

If the law were that of one overcome, and took possession in 
the presence of the court, and the court decided that it should 
be taken away from him, and in the meantime he had consecrated 
it, there is no question but that such an act at that time cannot 
be considered. But if the court would decide to leave it in his 
possession, should he have overcome the other, and he as yet not 
taking possession of it, consecrated it, what is the law ? Shall we 
say, because the master says elsewhere: “ The consecration by 
word of mouth only is equivalent to delivering to a common per¬ 
son,” in our case shall his mere word of mouth be considered as 
equivalent to his overcoming and taking it away (and then the 
thing is certainly consecrated), or perhaps it is not so, because it 
is not yet in his possession, and it is written [Lev. xxiv. 14] : 
“ And if a man sanctify his house,” of which it is to be inferred 
that, as his house is under his control, so he can consecrate it, so 
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everything which is under his control, but not otherwise, can be 
consecrated, and in our case it is not yet under his control? 
Come and hear: There was a bath-house about which two parties 
quarrelled, each of them claiming it was his property. Then one 
of them arose and consecrated it. And R. Hanania and R. 
Aushia and other rabbis did not use this bath any more. And R. 
Aushia said to Rabba : “ When you go to see R. Hisda in Kopri, 
question him about this case.” When Rabba went to Kopri, he 
passed by Sura, and he questioned R. Hamnuna, and the latter 
answered him thus : It is decided in a Mishna [Thaharoth, Chap. 
IV., 12], which states : “ If there is a doubt about a first-born, be it 
of a human being or of an animal, clean ones (which are allowed 
to be eaten) or unclean ones, the rule that the plaintiff must bring 
evidence is applied to it.” And a Boraitha, in an addition to this 
Mishna, states : “ They are nevertheless prohibited from shearing 
their wool and to use them for labor.” Now, it is certain that if 
the priest took it away, the court would not compel him to return 
it, because then he would be the defendant, and the other party 
must bring evidence. And still, even when the priest did not yet 
take it away, it is said that it must not be used for labor, as stated 
above. (Hence we see that even when it is doubtful, it is never¬ 
theless consecrated.) Rejoined Rabba: “You compare this with 
the consecration of a first-born ! There is a difference, as its con¬ 
secration comes by itself without being consecrated by a human 
being, and therefore it must be used for labor, no matter under 
whose control it is.” 

But what is the law in the above case of the bath-house, after 
all ? Come and hear : R. Hyya bar Abin said : “ A similar case 
happened to R. Hisda, and he questioned R. Huna, and his 
decision was based upon R. Na’hman’s following decision : That 
such property which must be replevined by the court, even if it is 
consecrated by one of the parties, it is not holy.” But how is 
it if it could be replevined ? The consecration would be valid, 
although he did not as yet take possession thereof. Did not R. 
Johanan say: “ If one has robbed a thing, and the owner has not 
yet resigned the hope to regaining it, it cannot be consecrated 
by one of them ? (See First Gate, page 155.) Do you think 
the bath-house in question was a movable property, to which the 
rule that the plaintiff must bring evidence applies? This was 
a real estate, that, if he can replevin it by the decision of the 
court, it is considered as if it were already under his control.” 

R. Thalifa of Palestine taught in the presence of R. Abbahu: 
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“ If two appear before the court, both holding one garment, each of 
them gets the part he holds in his hand, and the remainder they 
divide equally/’ Remonstrated R. Abbahu: But not without an 
oath. (Asked the Gemara): If it is so, how is our Mishna to be 
explained, which states: It shall be divided, and it does not 
state that, * only the part that he holds in his hand.’ How is the 
case to be explained ? Said R. Papa: When both hold only the 
X^pxoS (the fringes). Said R. Mesharshias: “ Infer from this 
that a sudarium, which usually the buyer must take in his hand 
when he wishes to consummate his agreement,* is enough when 
he takes in his hand the size of three fingers square, as this piece 
which he holds is considered as if cut off, and the expression 
[Ruth, iv. 7], “and gave it to the other,” is applied. 

Rabha said: “ The case in our Mishna, even when the gar¬ 
ment was covered with gold (on some places), it is nevertheless to 
be divided. Is this not self-evident? Rabha means to say that 
the gold cover was placed in the centre of the garment. But 
even this is self-evident ? The case was that the gold covering 
was nearer to the hand of one of the parties. Lest one say, that 
the garment shall be divided so that the gold shall remain his 
share, he comes to teach us that the other party has the right to 
demand that the gold shall also be divided. 

The rabbis taught: When two hold a note (the lender and 
the borrower), the lender claims: “The note is not yet paid, but 
I dropped it, and it was found by the borrower ” ; and the bor¬ 
rower says: “ The note is paid, and it is mine now ” ; the note is 
still in force, if the signature is certified to by the court. So is 
the decree of Rabbi. R. Simeon ben Gamaliel, however, says: 
“ The value of it must be divided.” If, however, the note falls 
into the hands of the judge, nobody can compel him to give it 
away. R. Jose, however, says: “Even then the note is in full 
force.” 

The master says : “ It is in force if the signature,” etc. And 
what is then—does the lender collect the whole amount? which 
contradicts the statement of our Mishna. Said Rabba in the 
name of R. Na’hman : “ If the note is approved by the court, all 
of them (the Tanaim who are named in the above Boraitha) agree 


* In ancient times, and even now in our day in those places where the Jews use 
their own law, all transactions and even marriage contracts are conclusive only when 
the buyer or the husband takes in his hand a garment which belongs to the other 
party to the agreement. This is called Kabboloth Kinyan , which means the taking 
possession of what he has bought. And this is based upon the Scripture [Ruth, iv. 7]. 
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that the value of it must be divided (because it is considered as 
money or a garment, the law of which is stated in our Mishna). 
They differ, however, when the note is not approved by the court. 
“ Rabbi holds that even when the borrower admits that it is his 
note, it must be nevertheless approved by the court.” If they 
do so, the value is divided ; but if they do not, it is not to be 
divided. Why so ? Because the note would not have any value 
whatever. Who then makes it a valid note ? The borrower, by 
the admission of his signature, but in the same time he claims 
that the note is paid. R. Simeon ben Gamaliel, however, is of 
the opinion that when the signature is admitted, it need not be 
approved by the court, and therefore it has a positive value, which 
must be divided. The text above says : “ If it falls in the hands 
of the judge,” etc. Why? Is the judge not a human being as 
any other? Said Rabha : “ It means thus: If a stranger has 
found a note, on which the certification of the court is to be seen, 
much less when there is no certification by the court, neither of 
the parties mentioned in the note can make use of it. (Therefore 
it must not be returned to any of them), for fear that either it 
was written by the borrower, and he has not received any money 
as yet, or (if it was certified to by the court) perhaps it was paid. 
But R. Jose holds that, so long as it is not marked that the note 
is paid, it is in force, and there is no fear that it is a paid note.” 

R. Elazar said : “ R. Simeon ben Gamaliel and Rabbi differ 
when both parties hold the text of the note, or both hold the 
signatures of the witnesses or court; but when one holds the text 
and the other the signatures, each of them may keep what he 
holds.” R. Johanan, however, said: ‘‘It makes no difference 
what they hold, it must always be divided.” But is it not stated : 
“ Each takes what he holds ” ? The case was, when the certifica¬ 
tion of the court or signatures to the note were in the centre of 
it. If it is so, what is there new in that he comes to tell us? The 
case was, that the signatures were nearer to one than to the other. 
(This is to be explained, as in the above case, when covered with 
gold.) Said R. Aha of Diftha to Rabbina: “According to R. 
Elazar, who says that one takes the text and one the signatures, 
for what purpose do the parties need it, to use it as a cover for 
a utensil ? ” Rejoined Rabbina : “ It means its value, namely : 
The difference in value is to be appraised between the text and 
the signatures; and the explanation is thus : A note which is 
certified to by the court, and the date is stated, has more value, 
as such can be collected even from property that was mortgaged 
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after the date of certification, which is not the case with a note 
in which the date of certification is not stated. In this case the 
one who holds the certification gets the amount, which is as mort¬ 
gaged after the date of certification. And also the case in which 
it must be divided, also means its value; because if not so, how 
would you explain the case in our Mishna, where the garment is 
to be divided ? Should it be cut in pieces and damaged ? Surely 
not, but it means the value of it should be divided, and the same 
is the case here.” * 

Rami bar Hama said: “ From the decision of our Mishna 
(that when both claim to have found a garment, which means 
that both picked it up, both are entitled to it, and it is to be 
divided), it is to be inferred that if one sees an article upon the 
ground, and tells his companion to pick it up for him, the latter 
acquires the title. For if it could be borne in mind that it is not 
so, the case of our Mishna when both picked it up, for the pur¬ 
pose that they should get title to it, each half that belongs to 
one of them was also picked up by the other, and consequently 
both should not get title to it, and it should still be considered 
as it is still upon the ground, so that any other may take it out 
of their hands, and acquire title for himself. Infer from this, 
that so it is.” Rabha, however, says: “ This is no support at 
all. It may be said that one cannot get title to a found thing 
through another, even when the other does not intend to keep it 
for himself. The case in the Mishna, however, is different, be¬ 
cause each of them intends to get title to it, and in the same time, 
when he gets title for himself, he acquires title to the other half 
for his companion. And a support to it is to be found in the 
following: If one commands his messenger he shall steal some¬ 
thing, and he did so, the sender is free; but if they were partners 
and had stolen something together, both are liable. And why ? 
Is it not because at the same time that he bears the guilt for 
himself, he bears it also for his neighbor?” Infer from this, that 
so it is. 

The same said again: Now that we are coming to the con¬ 
clusion that we can use “the theory of because,” if a deaf and 


* The text of this page is so complicated that it is difficult to explain its exact 
meaning, for we cannot understand the meaning of Rabbina’s explanation, and also 
the difference between holding the text of a note, or the certification of the same, as 
the court certifies only that the text is legal. We could not find any one of the com¬ 
mentators who was able to interpret this clearly. Still, according to our method, we 
could not omit it, and, therefore, we have translated it almost literally. 
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healthy man picked up a found article together, neither of them 
gets title to it, because, as the deaf man cannot get title for 
himself, the healthy one cannot get title to it. And lest one 
say, why should the healthy one be considered worse off than if 
he too were deaf, for in such a case when both are deaf, both 
get title to it? The reason is, that in such a case it is only an 
enactment of the sages, that they shall not come to blows; but 
here, when the healthy one does not acquire title, the deaf one 
will say : “ If the healthy one does not get title of it, how should 
I get title to it ? ” 

“ If two are riding .” R. Joseph said : R. Jehudah told me as 
follows : “ I have heard from Mar Samuel two things, in the case 
when one is riding and the other is leading. In one case he de¬ 
cided that he acquires title to it and in the other that he does 
not, and I cannot recollect in which case it is and in which not.” 
Let us see what was the case ! Shall we assume that if one was 
riding on a found animal and somebody came and took it away 
from him, and in the same way was the case with the leader, that 
one was leading a found animal and somebody took it away from 
him, is it possible that Samuel could declare in the latter case 
that the leader did not get title to it ? (The law is that leading 
gives title.) Consequently if Samuel declared in one case that 
he had not, it is riding only.) And R. Jehudah would not doubt 
it.) When, however, he was in doubt, it must be the following 
case, when one was a-riding, and the other was the leader of the 
same animal, and in this case Samuel declared that one had ac¬ 
quired title to it and the other not; and his doubt was if the 
rider had the preference because he held the animal, or the leader 
because the animal was going by his leading? Said R. Joseph 
again : “ R. Jehudah told me, let us find out the meaning of Sam¬ 
uel from the following Mishna : If one was sitting in a wagon of 
Kelaim and another was leading it, each of them gets the forty 
stripes. R. Meir, however, sets free the sitting one ” [Kelaim, 
VIII., 4]. Samuel, however, changed the names and declared that 
the sages made him free, and this was because so the Halakha 
prevails. 

Infer from this that, riding, one does not acquire title even 
when there is no leader, and much less when there is another one 
who leads it. Said Abayi to R. Joseph : “ How can the master 
decide the case of riding from the case of sitting ? The riding one 
holds the bridle, which is not the case with the sitting one.” And 
he answered : “ So taught Idi: A bridle does not give any title.” 
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It was taught, also, by R. Helbou in the name of R. Huna, 
that a bridle gives title only when it is given hand to hand ; a 
found animal, however, or if it was from the inheritance of a 
proselyte who dies without heirs, it does not. For what purpose 
is the bridle termed Mussira ? * Said Rabha : “ Idi explained to 
me that this expression was used because it contains in it de¬ 
livery." And, therefore, if his neighbor delivers to him the 
bridle of the animal, he has bought it, and he acquires title. 
Of a found animal or of the inheritance stated above, in which 
there is no one who can deliver it to him, title cannot be 
acquired. 

An objection was raised from our Mishna. “When two were 
riding upon an animal," etc., according to whom would be this 
statement? Certainly not according to R. Meir, who declared 
that even sitting gives title, so much the more riding. It must 
be, therefore, that it is according to the rabbis, from which it is 
to be inferred that riding gives title. Nay, the Mishna may treat 
of a case when the riding one leads the animal by striking her 
with his feet. But if it is so, he is the leader? Yea, there are 
two kinds of leaders. Lest one say, that the riding one has the 
preference, because he does both, holds and leads it, the Mishna 
therefore comes to teach us that both are equal. 

(Another objection was raised.) Come and hear: “Two who 
were pulling a camel or leading an ass, or one of them was pulling 
and the other leading, by such an act the title is recognized." 
R. Jehudah, however, says: “Title is not recognized unless one 
is pulling a camel or leading an ass." We see, then, that the 
Boraitha states “pulling and leading" only, but not riding. The 
same is the case in riding, and when it states pulling and leading, 
it is only to deny the theory of R. Jehudah, who says that the title 
to a camel is acquired by pulling and an ass by leading, and it 
teaches that title is acquired even in the reverse. But if it is so, 
let the Boraitha teach both when two were pulling or leading 
either a camel or an ass? There is one who does not acquire 
title. Some say that pulling an ass and others say leading a 
camel. According to others, the objection was raised from the 
latter part: “ By such an act,” etc. Does not this expression mean 
to exclude riding? Nay, it means to exclude when the reverse 
was done. If so, it is only a repetition of R. Jehudah: “There 
is a difference between them, that with both mentioned animals 


* “ Mossar ” in Hebrew means “ deliver. 
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one of the two things in question does not give title; some say 
pulling an ass and others say leading a camel.” 

Come and hear: “ If one was riding upon a found ass and 
another was holding the bridle, the former has acquired title 
of the ass, and the other one of the bridle. Hence we see that 
riding does give title? Here is also the case, when he leads it 
with the feet. If it is so, why does he not acquire title to the 
bridle also ? Read : The riding one acquired title to the ass and 
half of the bridle, and the other to the other half of the bridle. 
This would be correct if the riding one does acquire title to the 
bridle by picking it up through an agent intentionally ; but the one 
who was only holding it, why should he have any right ? Read, 
then : The one has acquired title to the ass and the whole bridle, 
and the other only to the piece which he holds in his hand. What 
answer is this? Even if you would say that when an agent picks 
up a found article for his principal, the principal acquires title, this 
is only in the case when the agent was willing to do so; but here 
the holder of the bridle picked it up with the intention to keep it 
for himself, and when you say that he has not any right for him¬ 
self, how should he acquire title for the other? Said R. Ashi: 
“ The riding one has a right to the ass and the part of the bridle 
which is upon the head of the ass, and the holder of it the piece 
which he holds in his hand, and the remainder does not belong 
to either of them.” Come and hear (again): R. Eliezer says that 
riding gives title in the field and leading in the city. (Hence we 
see that riding gives title?) Here is also meant when he leads it 
with the feet; then it is leading ? There are two kinds of leading, 
as explained above. But if it is so, why does not riding give title 
even in the city ? Said R. Kahna: “ Because it is not customary 
for men to ride in the city.” Said R. Ashi to him : “ According 
to your theory, if one picked up a Persian coin on Sabbath, which 
is not the custom with Iraelites on Sabbath, should he also not 
acquire title to it? You also admit that such an act is good 
enough to give title. The same should be the case with riding in 
the city?” Therefore we must say that R. Eliezer speaks not of 
a found article, but of a regular sale, at which the buyer was told : 
“ Go and acquire title in it, as it is customary.” If it was a public 
ground where men are usually riding, title is acquired ; and if he 
was a respectable man who used to ride even in the city, the title 
is acquired. The same is the case when it was a woman. And 
(on the contrary, if he was a commoner, who is not ashamed 
to ride anywhere,) title is acquired. (And the title is not ac- 
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quired only by such people who are accustomed to riding in the 
city.) 

R. Elazar questioned: “ If one says to a person: Pull this 
animal and acquire title on the utensils which have been placed 
upon it, what is the law? Does the pulling of the cattle suffice 
to give title on the utensils or not ? ” Said Rabha : “ Even if he 
should say to him, acquire title on both things in question, would 
it be sufficient for the utensils also? Is not the animal consid¬ 
ered as a movable court, which does not give title in the utensils 
placed on it ? And lest one say it means when the animal stops, 
is there not a rule that when the title is not acquired by moving, 
it does not even when it was standing or sitting?” The Hala- 
kha, however, prevails, that when the animal was tied. Said 
R. Papa and R. Huna the son of R. Joshuah to Rabha: “ Ac¬ 
cording to your theory, if one was going in a boat and fish fell 
into the boat, would we also consider the boat as a moving court, 
that title in the fish would not be acquired ? ” And he answered : 
“ The boat is resting, but the water is moving and bears it along.” 

MISHNA II. : If one rides on an animal and sees an article 
on the road, and says to his neighbor, Bring it to me, and the 
latter picks it up and says, I myself have acquired title to it, 
he has done right. If, however, after delivering it he says: I 
have acquired title to it first, his claim is not to be considered. 

GEMARA: We have learned a Mishna [Peah, IV., 9]: If 
one has gathered the corner tithe, saying, I take it for a poor so 
and so, R. Eliezer says that the poor ones get title to it. The 
sages, however, say that he may give it to the first poor man he 
may meet. Said Ula in the name of R. Joshua b. Levy : '‘They 
differ only when the one who took it was not poor. R. Eliezer 
holds, that because he can renounce his ownership of all he pos¬ 
sesses so that he himself would be poor, would be then entitled 
to it, the same is the case even if he had not done so. And “ be¬ 
cause ” he himself is entitled to it, he may do so for any one else. 
The rabbis, however, hold, that the “ theory of because ” can be 
applied only once. In this case, however, “ Because ” is used 
twice, therefore their decision. If, however, the man in question 
was poor himself, all agree that he can take it for another poor 
man, as here only one “ because ” is to be used ; namely, because 
he has a right to acquire it for himself, he may do the same for 
another. Said R. Na’hman to Ula: “Let the master say, that 
even if they were both poor, they still differ. As regarding a 
found article, all are considered as poor, and nevertheless our 
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Mishna stated that if the one who picked it up said : I myself 
have acquired title to it, his act is correct. Now if in the 
quoted Mishna they differ, in that one poor for another, our 
Mishna would be in accord with the rabbis.” (That is, in the 
first part, “ because ” the one who picked it up was entitled to it 
for himself, he has also a right to transfer it to another although 
he was directed by the rider; and the latter part teaches us that, 
when he has not acquired title to it before he has given it to 
the rider, we do not apply the above “ theory of because,” if he 
want it for himself.) But if you will say that the recited Mishna 
speaks only of a rich for a poor, but when both were poor all 
agree that the title is acquired for the other, then our Mishna is 
neither in accord with the rabbis nor with R. Eliezer? And he 
answered : “ The Mishna treats of a case when the man who 
picked it up says to the rider: Although you have seen it first, 
nevertheless by picking it up I intended to acquire it for my¬ 
self.” And it seems that this explanation is correct from the 
latter part, which states : “ If he says I have acquired title on it 
first,” etc., which is superfluous, as it is self-evident that he means 
at the time when he picked it up, which certainly he was the first, 
even if he would not assert it so plainly. Therefore, we must 
say that it comes to teach us that even in the first part his claim 
was that he acquired title first . R. Na’hman, however, may say 
that the expression “first,” mentioned in the latter part, was with 
design to show that in the first part this word was not used. 

R. Na’hman and R. Hisda both said : “If one picks up an 
article for another, the latter does not acquire title. Why so? 
Because this would be similar to one who takes possession, with¬ 
out any order, of goods or money of his neighbor for the purpose 
of settling his account with so and so, although the same is a 
debtor to other persons, which is certainly unlawful, and his act 
cannot be taken into consideration.” Rabha objected to R. 
Nahman’s statement from the following: A thing found by an 
employee who was hired by the day, belongs to himself. When is 
this the case ? When the employer has hired him to clean or 
plough the field ; but if he was hired for any kind of work for the 
day, the found article belongs to the employer. (Hence we see 
that one can acquire title for another.) Said R. Na’hman : In the 
case of an employee is different, for his hand is considered as the 
hand of his employer for the whole day. But did not Rabh say 
that an employee can retire from his agreement in the mid¬ 
dle of the day though he was hired for the whole day? And R. 
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Na’hman rejoined : “ Yea, but so long as he has not retired, his 
hand is considered as the employer s hand.” And the reason 
why an employee may retire from his agreement, even in the 
middle of the day, is because it is written: “ For unto me are 
the children of Israel servants” [Lev. xxv. 55], which means my 
servants but not servants to other servants. (So one cannot make 
another one a slave even for one day.) 

R. Hyya b. Aba, however, says in the name of R. Johanan, 
that “ if one picked up an article for another, the latter acquires 
title; and if you should object to it from our Mishna, I would 
say that the Mishna speaks of a case when he said : ‘ Bring it to 
me and not acquire title for me.’ ” 

MISHNA III .: If one has seen an article and he fell upon it, 
and at the same time another came and took hold of it, the latter 
has acquired title. 

GEMARA: Said Resh Lakish in the name of Aba Kahna 
Bardala: “ The four ells of a man gives title to him at every 
place. Why so ? The rabbis made this enactment to prevent 
quarrels.” (This sentence will be explained in the following dis¬ 
cussion.) Said Abaye : R. Hyya bar Joseph objected to this 
from the following Mishna [Peah, IV., 3] : “ If one took a part of 
the Peah and threw it on the remainder, he lost his share in it 
entirely.” If one of the poor fall upon the Peah, or he spreads 
his garment upon it (with the intention of acquiring title to it), his 
act is ignored, and the garment must be removed. The same is 
the case with the forgotten sheaf [Peah, IV., 3]. Now if the 
statement of Resh Lakish is correct, why does he not acquire 
title to it with his “ four ells ” (when he has fallen upon it)? 

The case was that he did not say : “ I intend to acquire title 
to it.” But if the above enactment of the sages exists, even if 
he did not say anything, what is it ? With his falling he con¬ 
vinces us that only with this act he wishes to acquire title to it, 
but not with the four ells in question. R. Papa, however, said : 
The enactment of the sages regarding the four ells had reference 
only to a public place, but not on a private field ; and although 
the Merciful One has privileged him to go in and to gather the 
Peah, he is entitled only to do that, but he is not privileged to 
consider it as his own property. 

Said Rabha : “ R. Jacob bar Idi objected the above saying of 
Resh Lakish from the Law of Damages stated in our Mishna : 
4 If one falls upon a found article and another took hold of it at 
the same time, the latter acquires title to it.’ Now if Resh La- 
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kish’s statement is correct, did not the former acquire title with 
his four ells? ” This objection is answered in the very same man¬ 
ner as Abaye’s objection. R. Shesheth, however, says: “The 
enactment of the sages is only in a semita (a kind of sidewalk 
where it is not so crowded), but not in the public street, where 
there is always a crowd and many have the same four ells.” But 
did not Resh Lakish say: “ In every place?” With this expres¬ 
sion he means to include the sidewalks of the public streets. 

Resh Lakish said again in the name of the same authority: 
“ A minor female has not the right to acquire title in her property, 
and also the law of the four ells does not apply to her.” R. 
Johanan, however, in the name of R. Janai said : That both of 
the above laws apply also to her. The two sages, however, do not 
differ—the former speaks of a divorce, the law of which will be 
explained in Tractate Gittin (Divorces); and the latter treats 
about a found article, which was in her four ells or on her prop¬ 
erty, she does acquire title. 

MISHNA IV.: If one has seen people running after a found 
article which was on his field, or after a lame stag, or after un¬ 
fledged pigeons, and he says: “ My property shall give me title 
to it,” his saying is correct. If, however, the stag was not lame, 
or the pigeons were fledged, his saying counts for nothing. 

GEMARA: Said R. Jehudah in the name of Samuel: “The 
Mishna treats only of a case when he was standing upon his field.” 
But let his property give him title, even if he was not standing 
upon it, did not R. Jose bar Hanina declare that the property 
of one gives title to him, even without his knowledge? Yea, but 
this is said only of a closed yard in which things are preserved ; 
but in an open field, in which things are not, the title is acquired 
only when he is standing upon it, but not otherwise, as we learned 
in the following Boraitha: “ If one was in the city and said : It 
is known to me that my employees have forgotten a sheaf in my 
field (I myself, however, did not forget it), it shall not be consid¬ 
ered a forgetfulness as mentioned in the Scripture, lest one say it 
is not called forgotten; therefore it is written : ‘ And thou for- 
gettest a sheaf in the field.’ There it is considered a forgetfulness, 
but not if he has recollected it when he was already in the city.” 
How shall the Boraitha be understood ? 

It is said, first: “ Lest one say it is not called forgetfulness, by 
which we see that the Boraitha would state that it is considered 
as forgotten, and afterwards is proved the contrary, that it is not 
considered as forgotten.” 
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We must, therefore, say that when he was still in the field it 
first escaped his mind, and then the minds of his employees ; but 
if he kept it in his mind, and the employees forgot it, it is not 
considered as forgetfulness. And why so ? Because when he was 
standing upon it, his property gives him title to it, even if after¬ 
wards it escaped his mind. But when he was in the city, even if 
he was aware of it, and afterwards it escaped his mind, it is called 
forgetfulness; because he was not on his field, his property does 
not give him title. And so it is, as Ula and also Rabba bar bar 
Hana explained our Mishna, that the case w r as only when he was 
standing upon his field. 

R. A’ha, however, objected to Ula’s statement: “ There is a 
Mishna (Maaser Sheni, V., 9): It happened that Raban Gamaliel, 
with the Elders, were sailing on a boat, and R. Gamaliel said : 
The tithe, which I am going to measure, should be delivered to 
Joshu, and the place where it is now is leased to him. Another 
tithe for the poor should be delivered to Aqiba ben Joseph ; he 
should take possession of it for the poor, and the place where it 
is now found is also leased to him." Now, were then R. Joshua 
and R. Aqiba standing upon R. Gamaliel's field, and, nevertheless, 
we see that they acquired title to it? And Ula answered him: 
This question fit coming from a man who never studied. When 
R. Abba came to Sura, he told the students of the college that 
so said Ula, and so I objected (and I did not get a satisfactory an¬ 
swer from Ula), said one of the students to him : “ R. Gamaliel 
assigned to them movable property through real estate.” R. Zera 
accepted this explanation. R. Abba did not. Said Rabha : “ R. 
Abba is right in opposing it.” Then was there not a Sudctrium , 
through which usually title is acquired in consummating a sale? 
But as the grain, which was already tithe, would not be considered 
as R. Gamaliel’s property, and he had only the benefit of choosing 
the men whom he likes to give it, and such a benefit is not con¬ 
sidered as money, that it shall be sold by Sudarium , the same is 
not considered as money to acquire it through real estate. (But 
R. Gamaliel renounced his ownership,) and to ownerless property 
every one can acquire title. And for this purpose, R. Gamaliel 
leased his property to them, that it should belong to them for a 
certain time. So it is considered their property, and they acquire 
title to it. (Said the Gemara:) In the reality it is not as Rabha 
said, because the gifts that belong to the priest, it is written, 
you shall give to him, and therefore title cannot be acquired 
through a Sudarium, which is only an act of buying and selling. 
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But to assign movable things as real estate, it can be called a 
valid gift. 

R. Papa, however, said : “ In the above case of R. Gamaliel 
the title was acquired through his property, and nevertheless there 
is no contradiction to Ula’s theory, because in this case the things 
of tithe which were assigned to the two persons named were not 
ownerless, but belonged to R. Gamaliel, and he transferred them 
through his property, and this suffices even if they were not 
standing on the property assigned to them/’ Said R. Shimi to R. 
Papa: “ Let us see the case of a divorce,* where also a third per¬ 
son transfers it to her, and nevertheless, said Ula, the divorce is 
valid only when the woman is standing upon her property/' In 
a case of divorce it is different, as the laws permit that it be 
delivered to her against her will. R. Shesheth, the son of R. Idi, 
opposed: “ Is this not an a fortiori conclusion ? namely, a 
divorce which is permitted to be delivered to her against her will, 
nevertheless it is necessary that she should be standing upon her 
property; so much the more, a gift the title of which is acquired 
only by the acceptor's will, it should be necessary that he should 
stand upon property/’ Therefore said R. Assi: “ The theory of 
the a fortiori conclusion would not be applied here, as the reason 
why the property gives title is because her property is considered 
as her hand, and cannot be less in value than her messenger, 
who acquires title of a gift for her, even when she did not appoint 
him to do so, for the reason that it is self-evident she would not 
refuse to accept a gift.” In the case of a divorce, however, which 
is not for her benefit, a messenger without her consent cannot 
accept for her in a matter which is supposed to be against her 
will; and there is a rule that a messenger cannot accept anything 
which is not beneficial to his principal. And the same is the case 
with her yard. 

“If we have seen them running,” etc. Said R. Jeremiah in 
the name of R. Johanan : “ The case is, when the owner was run¬ 
ning after them, and overtook them.” He, however, propounded 
a question, what would the law be in the case of a gift, and R. 
Aba bar Kohana received the decision afterwards, that even if he 
had not overtaken them, he acquired title, because a third person 
transferred it to him. 

Rabha propounded a question : When one throws a purse of 
money through an open door, and (after passing through the 


* The law of it is explained in Tractate Gittin. 
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house) it came out through another opening, what is the law—has 
the owner of the house acquired title to it or not ? Shall we say 
that, although the purse did not rest in the house, it is considered 
as if it had rested? Rejoined R. Papa, according to others R. 
Ada bar Mathna or Rabbina, to Rabha : “ Is it not a similar case as 
in our Mishna, where it is said : 1 When he sees them running/ etc., 
where R. Jeremiah said in the name of R. Johanan that he only 
acquires title when he ran after them and overtook them; and 
then he propounded the question, what is the law in the case of 
a gift, from whom afterwards R. Aba bar Kahana heard that by a 
gift he acquired title through his property even when without 
overtaking them?” In the case of our Mishna the animals were 
also only running through the field without resting there, and 
nevertheless it is said that the property gave title to him. The 
same is therefore even in our case. So Rabha rejoined : “ Both 
these cases are different, as there, although the animals did not 
rest upon the field, still they ran upon it, and touching the 
ground may be considered as if they had rested upon it, which 
is not the case with the purse, which did not touch the ground 
at all/’ 

MISHNA IV.: When a thing was found by the minor son 
or daughter of a man or by his man or maid servant, or by his 
wife, the found article belongs to him. When, however, it was 
found by his son or daughter of age, or by his Jewish man or 
maid servant, or by his divorced wife, although he had not yet 
paid the amount due according to her marriage contract, the 
found article belongs to the finder. 

GEMARA : Said Samuel: “Why did the rabbis say that 
the found article of a minor son belongs to his father? The 
reason is that, as soon as he finds it, he runs with it to his father 
without any delay. (He picked it up, therefore, specially for his 
father, and so it belongs to the parent.) (Kethuboth gives another 
reason why the found article of his minor daughter or his wife 
belongs to him, and therefore here the question is only of the 
minor son.) Shall we say that Samuel is of the opinion that 
a minor cannot acquire title for himself, according to biblical 
law? (for if the minor could acquire title for himself, the rabbis 
would not say that the found article should always belong to 
his father, even in the case where the son is independent of his 
father and supports himself). Did we not learn : “ When a man 
hires a workman to labor in his field, it is allowed for the son of the 
workman to gather the forgotten sheaves in the same field (in 
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case the son is poor) ? When, however, the workman was work¬ 
ing (as a partner) for a half or a third or a quarter of the products 
of the field, then his son is not allowed to gather.” (As then the 
workman is considered as the owner of the field. The son is, there¬ 
fore, not allowed to gather in the same field.) R. Jose, however, 
said : “ Even in the latter case his son and his wife are allowed 
to gather in the same field (as R. Jose is of the opinion that the 
son even can keep that which he gathers for himself, and so he can 
do it even when his father is the owner of the field, when the son 
himself is poor).” And Samuel said that the law is according to 
R. Jose’s theory. This would be right when we say that Samuel 
is of the opinion that a minor can acquire title in himself, for the 
reason that we say the minor gathers it for himself, and the father 
afterwards acquires title to it from his son (and therefore he said 
that the law is according to R. Jose). But when Samuel was of 
the opinion that a minor cannot acquire title for himself at all 
(how could Samuel say that the law is according to R. Jose, that 
the son may gather in the same field ?), as the son can only acquire 
title to it for his father, and his father is a rich man; how is it 
allowed that the son as well as his wife may gather in the same 
field ? Nay, this presents no difficulty, as Samuel only gives the 
reason of the Tana of our Mishna, but Samuel himself did not 
accept the theory. But does R. Jose really hold that a minor had 
a right to acquire title according to biblical law—is there not a 
Mishna in Tract Gittin, in which Ins opinion there contradicts 
his opinion here? Therefore Abaye said: “It is, however, 
allowed that the son may gather in the same field for the fol¬ 
lowing reason (the rabbis consider this field as a field in which 
the gatherers after the youth were already in the field, in which 
case the sheaves are allowed to be gathered even by rich people, 
because the poor had already renounced their ownership in the 
field, and the same is the case with this field), that the poor (at 
the start) renounce their right to gather in this field, as they 
know that the son of the workman will gather in there where 
the father is working.” R. Ada b. Mathna, however, objected 
to Abaye’s statement : “ Is it allowed for a man to put a lion in his 
field,that the poor men shall be frightened to run away when seeing 
it ? (It means if the son has no right to gather in this field it should 
not be allowed for him to be there at all, and then the poor will 
not renounce their right to gather in this same field ?)” Therefore 
says Rabha : “ In this case they gave him the right to acquire 
title, although he cannot do so in other cases, because the other 
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poor men would be satisfied with this; for when they themselves 
will be hired as workmen, their sons also would be allowed to 
gather in the same field.” 

And he differs (i.e., Samuel, with his above-stated reason of the 
Mishna) with the opinion of R. Hyya bar Aba in the name of R. 
Johanan, who said (about the expression “ of age ” and tl minor ” in 
our Mishna) that it is no matter if the son is of age or a minor; 
but even if of age, if he lives with his father and depends upon 
him, he is considered as a minor. On the other hand, even a 
minor, if he is independent of his father, is considered as of age. 

“ The found article of his fewish man or maid servant ,” etc. 
Why ? Suppose he would be only hired as a workman, we have 
learned : “ When a thing is found by a workman, it belongs to 
him. This is only the case when the employer has said to 
him, Clean my field or dig it to-day; but when he has hired him 
for any work for the day, the found belongs to the employer.” 
(And why, then, should not the case in our Mishna be the same?) 
Said R. Hyya bar Aba in the name of Johanan: “ The Mishna 
treats of a case where the servant was working at a labor similar 
to piercing pearls, and his employer did not want him to inter¬ 
rupt his ordinary work with any other work, not even to pick up a 
found article, and therefore (even when it happened that he had 
found a very precious thing) it belonged to himself.” Rabha said : 
“ The case here is that he picked up the found article without inter¬ 
rupting his work (and therefore it belongs to himself).” R. Papa, 
however, said : “ The case in the Boraitha, where it is said that 
the found article belongs to the employer, means only when the 
working-man was hired to gather found articles for him ; e.g. y when 
his field was flooded, and he hired him to gather the cast-up fish.” 

(In such a case only any other found article belongs to the 
employer, but not in any other case.) 

“ The found article of his wife" etc. If she was divorced, is 
it not self-evident ? The case was where it was doubtful if the 
divorce reached her legally, and in such a case the husband is 
still bound to support her; lest one say that for that reason her 
found article belongs to him, it comes to teach us that the reason 
why her found article belongs to the husband is only to prevent 
animosity, which cannot apply here, as here there is already 
animosity. 

MISHNA V. : When one has found a note which secures 
real estate, he shall not return it, because it can be collected by 
the court; but if not, he shall return it, as it cannot be collected. 
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So is the decree of R. Meir. The sages, however, say: “ He 
must not return (to the parties), as at any rate the case will come 
before the court and the money will be collected.” 

GEMARA: How is the case? Shall we assume that the 
debtor admits, even in the first case, why he shall not return to 
the lender, and if he does not admit, why shall he return it, even 
when there is no security, the note cannot be collected only from 
encumbered property, but from free property? The case is 
when the debtor admits, and the reason why it must not be 
returned is this: It is to be feared, perhaps, the note was written 
in Nisan, but he did not receive the money in question before 
Tishri. And if it will be returned to the lender, he will take 
possession of goods sold in the mean time against the law. If 
so, then why is it not to be feared in the case of all the notes 
which come before the court ? In all the notes there is no weak 
point; but this note, because lost, has a weak point. R. Elazar 
said : “ They differ when the debtor does not admit. R. Meir 
holds that a note without security cannot be collected even from 
unencumbered property, and the rabbis hold that it can be col¬ 
lected ; but when there is an admission, all agree it must be 
returned without any fear that perhaps it is paid, and his admis¬ 
sion is a x 0l Y 0D y lct ( a sort of conspiracy.)” R. Johanan, how¬ 
ever, said : “ They differ only when there is an admission, and 
the point of their difference is this : R. Meir holds that a note 
without security is collected from unencumbered property only; 
the rabbis, however, hold, that from encumbered property also. 
But in case there is no admission, according to all it must not 
be returned, because it is to be feared that the note is paid.” 

There is a Boraitha in support of R. Johanan objecting to 
R. Elazar’s statement in one point and to Samuel’s in two : 
“ When one has found a note, if there is security, although both 
admit it shall not be returned to one of the parties; if, how¬ 
ever, there is no security, when the borrower admits, it shall be 
returned to the lender; but if there is no admission, it must not 
be returned to either of them. So is the decree of R. Meir, as 
he used to say that notes to which there are security can be 
collected even from encumbered property; but if there is no 
security, it can be collected only from free property. The sages, 
however, say any note can be collected even from encumbered 
property.” Hence there is a contradiction to R. Elazar’s state¬ 
ment in one point, for he says : R. Meir holds that a note with¬ 
out security is not to be collected from any property, and he says, 
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also, that according to both R. Meir and the rabbis there is no 
fear for a Kainiinia , and the Boraitha states that a note without 
security can be collected from unencumbered property, and it is 
also too plain to see that according to all, the Boraitha fears a 
Kainiinia , in that it states that even when they both admit, it 
must not be returned. [But is this not two points in which R. 
Elazar is contradicted by the Boraitha? Nay, it is counted only 
one, because there is only one reason for both the theories, 
namely: As he interpreted it, the difference between the Tanaim 
of the Mishna in case there is no admission, he was compelled to 
say that such a note is not to be collected even from free prop¬ 
erty ; and when, according to his interpretation when there is an 
admission, all agree that it must be returned, he was compelled to 
say that there is no fear for a Kainunia.] And there is a con¬ 
tradiction to Samuel in two points ; the first one is the same as 
to R. Elazar’s statement, as he also interpreted the Mishna when 
there is no admission; and the second is to Samuel’s statement 
elsewhere, that if one has found a bill of sale he must return 
it to the owner without fear that it is a paid one, and the above 
Boraitha, which states that even if they both agree, it must not 
be returned to either of them, contradicts directly Samuel’s state¬ 
ment, as we see that the Boraitha fears that it is paid even when 
they both agree; and so much the more in the case of Samuel, 
when the debtor does not admit. Samuel said: “ The reason 
why the sages hold that a note without security is to be collected 
from all kinds of properties is, because that according to their 
supposition the mistake, in not mentioning the security, is made 
by the scribe, but there is no doubt that the lender who took the 
note had intended that the amount should be secured by all the 
property of the borrower.” Said Rabha bar Ithi to R. Idi bar 
Abin : Did Samuel indeed say so—did he not declare elsewhere 
that the scribe must be advised by the owner regarding the in¬ 
crement to the field in case it is mortgaged, and will be taken 
away from him, and also that in such a case he shall have the 
right to collect his money from the best estate, and that all his 
estates are mortgaged to this sale, but he must not write such 
things without advice in the matter ? Shall we assume that the 
one who said, in the name of Samuel, the above statement does 
not hold, that Samuel stated the last one, or both contradictory 
statements can be reconciled ? There is no difficulty in explain¬ 
ing. The first statement of Samuel is in case of a money loan, in 
which usually one who gives money is very careful in securing all 
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the borrower’s property, and if it was not so mentioned in the 
note it must be a mistake of the scribe’s; and the other one is 
by a regular sale, in which it can happen that one needs an estate 
only for a short time and he does not care if it will be taken 
away from him afterwards, as it happened that Abuha bar Ihi 
bought the best estate of his sister. Afterwards it was taken 
away by one of her creditors, and he complained before Mar 
Samuel. The latter questioned him : “ Is it mentioned in the bill 
of sale that her property is security?” And he answered “No.” 
Then Samuel said: “You can go in peace.” He questioned: 
“ Did not the master say that the omission of security was only 
a mistake of the scribe ? ” And the answer was : “ This is only in 
the case of notes on money loans ; but in a case of a bill of sale, it 
can happen that the buyer needs the real estate only for a short 
time.” 

Rabha said : “ If Reuben sold a field to Simeon with security, 
and the creditor of Reuben came and took it away, this is the 
law, that Reuben has a right to summon him before the court, 
and the creditor cannot say, I have nothing to do with you, 
because Reuben may claim that finally the debt will return to 
him for payment. According to others, the same is the case even 
if the field was sold without security, because Reuben may say: 
I dislike to have Simeon incensed against me.” 

Rabha said again : “ If Reuben sold a field to Simeon without 
security, and before he took possession of it there were claims 
against it, he can retract; but not when the claims arose after he 
had taken possession, because the seller can say, You have bought 
a cat in a bag (without looking to see what there was in it), and 
therefore you must keep it.” What act of the buyer is con¬ 
sidered sufficient as a Hazaka (occupation) ? When he has im¬ 
proved the borders of the field. According to others, the same is 
the case even when the field was sold with security, because the 
seller can say to him, Show me the warrant by which the field will 
be taken away from you, and I will repay the money to you, but 
not before. It was taught : “ If one sold a field and it was found 
that it was not his, Rabh said : The money as well as the increase 
must be returned.” Samuel, however, said : “ The money only.” 
The schoolmen asked R. Huna: “When the increase in question 
was stated plainly in the bill of sale, what is the law ? Shall we 
assume that Samuel’s reason rested on the theory that the increase 
was not stated, then in our case the seller is obliged to return; or 
that Samuel’s reason rested on the theory that in reality he did not 
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possess any estate, and if the money paid would be returned with 
any increase, it would appear usurious?” R. Huna answered: 
“Yea and nay,” as he himself was in doubt. It was taught, 
however, by R. Na’hman in the name of Samuel, that “the 
increase does not belong to him, even if it were in the bill of sale, 
for the reason just mentioned.” Rabha objected to R. Na’hman 
from the following Mishna [Gittin, V., 1] : “ Encumbered property 
is not liable either for the used fruits, for the increase of the 
estate, or for the support of the wife and daughters; for the 
benefit of humanity.” (For if this would be practised, nobody 
would buy a field, for fear it might be taken away from him.) Now, 
from the expression “encumbered,” it is to be inferred that free 
estate is liable even for the increase; and is this not the same case 
as when it was bought from one who did not possess any estate ? 
Nay, a creditor may be meant. If it is so, how is the first part 
of the same Mishna to be understood, that “of the used fruit”? 
If there is a creditor, has he the right to use the fruit at all? Did 
not Samuel say: “ The creditor has the right to collect from the 
field of its increase, but not of the fruits.” We must, therefore, 
say that in this part the case of a robbery 7 arises and, conse¬ 
quently, the latter part also treats of a robbery—why, then ? Is 
it not customary in a Mishna that the first part should treat of 
one case and the other part of another? But is it not otherwise 
explained in the following Boraitha: “ What is meant by the 
expression 4 for the increase of the estate ’ ? If one has robbed a 
field and it is to be taken away from him ; the amount of the field 
is to be collected even from encumbered property ; the increment, 
however, from unencumbered only.” Now, how was the case? 
If we assume that it is from a robber, why should the robber get 
any benefit ? It must, therefore, treat of a case where the robber 
had sold the field to another, and the other has increased its 
value, and nevertheless it is said that it must be paid for the 
increment also? Answered R. Na’hman: “And without your 
objection, could, then, the Boraitha be taken as it reads? It must 
be corrected; correct it, also, that it treats of a creditor.” The 
Gemara raised another objection from the further explanation 
of the above Boraitha : Come and hear: “ What is meant by the 
expression 4 of the used fruits,’ etc.?” 

Here, also, it cannot be interpreted to mean that it was taken 
away from a robber, for the reason explained above; and it must 
treat of a case as explained above, and nevertheless it is said that 
for the used fruits is to be collected. (Are, then, not the fruits to be 
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considered as an increment ?) Said Rabha : “ The case was that 
one had robbed a field full with fruits, and he had consumed the 
fruits and digged excavations in it. When, then, the robbed one 
came to complain, he collected for the field even from the encum¬ 
bered property of the robber, but for the fruits of his free estate 
only.” Rabha bar R. Huna said: “It means that it was taken 
away from Gentiles for debt. The robbed one, then, when he 
complains, collects as above.” Rabha did not explain as Rabha 
bar R. Huna, because the expression, “and it is to be taken 
away from him,” is to be interpreted by the court. Rabha bar 
R. Huna did not explain as Rabha, because the same expression 
means that the field is to be taken away in good condition, and 
not when it was spoiled by digging. R. Assi, however, said: 
“ The Boraitha is to be corrected, and it speaks of two different 
parties in the case as follows: If one robbed a field full with 
fruit, and he consumed the fruit and sold the field, then the 
buyer collects his money from the encumbered property of 
the robber, and the robbed one for the fruit from the free 
estate only.” 

Let us see: according to both Rabha and Rabha bar R. 
Huna, is this not a debt without any written document, the law 
of which is, that it cannot be collected from encumbered prop¬ 
erty ? The case arose after it was decided by the court, which 
is equal in strength to a note. If it is so, why not the fruit also? 
The case was that the decision was for the principal estate, but 
not for the fruit. What compels you to interpret the Boraitha 
with such an explanation ? Because usually men claim of the 
court first for the estate and after for the fruits. 

Did Samuel indeed say that the buyer does not collect for 
the increase—did not Samuel say to R. Huna bar Shilath : “Be 
careful, in writing a bill of sale or a mortgage, to mention that 
it should be collected from the best estate, and the increase and 
the fruit?” Now, what case is referred to? If a creditor, has 
he then a right to the fruit ? Did not Samuel say : “ The creditor 
collects the increase, but not the fruit?” It must, therefore, be 
said that Samuel means to say that there is a suspicion that the 
seller is a robber ? Said R.Joseph : “ Samuel speaks of a case where 
such was the condition, that he should be responsible also for the 
increase, with the same legal formality.” Said Abaye to him : “ Is 
it then allowed to lend a saah of grain to get back the same 
measure (although the price of it may be then higher, seeming 
usurious), when it was in accord with the legal formality ? ” and 
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he answered : “ There is a difference between a loan and a sale. 
Here it is a loan, and therefore it is allowed.” 

The text reads : “ Samuel said : 1 The creditor,’ ” etc. Said 
Rabha: “ From this it is to be inferred that the seller shall write 
the bill of sale as follows: I, the first party, assign the goods to 
you, and I will discharge all claims which may arise against the 
sold property, and am responsible for the trouble and increase you 
may have made, and it shall also be testified to in this bill of 
sale that the transaction was consummated with good will, etc.” 
Said R. Hyya bar Abin to Rabha: “ If it is so, how would it be 
with a gift, in which case such a bill of sale is not made, as the 
donor would not care to take such a responsibility on himself? 
Does this affect the case so that the donor is not bound to pay 
for the increment?” And he said, “ Yea, it is.” “But if so, 
does then a gift give more right than a sale?” And he 
rejoined : “ Certainly it has, because the buyer gets it returned 
from the seller, which is not the case with a gift.” 

R. Na’hman said : “ The following Boraitha supports the state¬ 
ment of Mar Samuel, but my colleague, Huna, interprets it for 
other purposes, namely : t When one sold a field to another, and 
finally it is to be taken away from him, he collects for the estate 
from encumbered property, but for the increment from free estate 
only. (Hence there is a support to Samuel’s theory.) Huna, 
however, interprets that the Boraitha speaks of when it was 
bought from a robber.’ ” 

We have learned in anothei Boraitha: When one sells a 
field and the buyer has improved it, and a creditor takes it away, 
then, when the buyer collects his money, if the value of the 
increase was more than the expenses, he collects the expenses 
from the creditor, and the difference between the expenses and 
the value of the increase from the owner of the field ; when, in 
reverse, he collects from the creditor the value of the increase 
only, how would Samuel himself explain the above Boraitha? 
If the case is when it was bought from a robber, in the first part 
there will be a difficulty, as, according to his theory, no incre¬ 
ment must be paid to a robber; and if it speaks of a creditor, 
then the whole Boraitha would not agree with him, as, according 
to his theory, a creditor collects the increment of the field (with¬ 
out being obliged to return the expenses?). The Gemara explains 
this: “If you choose, it speaks either of a case of where it was 
bought from a robber who possessed real estate, or when the in¬ 
crement was mentioned in the bill of sale with the legal formality. 
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And if you choose to explain that the Boraitha speaks of a credi¬ 
tor, here also it presents no difficulty, if you take into considera¬ 
tion that there is a difference between an increment that is not 
yet ripe, where in such a case a creditor can collect it, and an incre¬ 
ment of grain, which is already ripe for harvest, which a creditor 
cannot collect. But is it not a fact that Samuel’s court collects 
every day even from grain that is ripe for harvest ? This pre¬ 
sents no difficulty. When the claim is equal to the amount of 
the field with its increment (then the creditor collects the increase 
also). When, however, the claim is only for the estate, then he 
pays for the increment and takes the estate.” 

If one buys an estate knowing that the seller is not the real 
owner of it, and, nevertheless, he has paid money for it, then the 
money must be returned to him, but not the increment. So is 
the opinion of Rabli. Samuel, however, said : “ Even the money 
is lost.” In what point is their difference ? According to Rabh 
the money was given by the buyer as a deposit, and the reason 
why he did not plainly say so was because he was afraid he would 
not accept it. Samuel, however, means that knowing that the 
property did not belong to the seller, he gave his money as a 
gift; and the reason why he did not say so is because he was 
afraid he would be ashamed to accept it. But let us see : Ac¬ 
cording to both he has not bought the estate ; how then did he 
take possession of it and consume its fruit ? The buyer thought 
so : I, meanwhile, will work the estate and use its fruit as the 
robber did till now, and when the real owner of it will come, then 
the money shall be, according to Samuel, lost; or, according to 
Rabh, returned. Rabha said : “ In case an estate is bought from 
a robber, the Halakha prevails that he collects both the amount 
and the increment, although the latter was not spoken of. In 
case the buyer had knowledge that the estate did not belong to 
the seller, and nevertheless he paid money and has improved the 
estate, the Halakha prevails that he loses the increase but not the 
money, and also that not mentioning the security in a bill of 
sale or a note given for a loan is to be considered as a mistake 
of the scribe, and not, as Samuel said, that the scribe must not 
do it without advice.” 

Samuel questioned Rabh : “ If the robber, after he has sold 
it, bought it from the real owner, can he be substituted for the 
real owner, to take it away from his buyer?” And Rabh an¬ 
swered : Nay, because before the sale the intention of the (so- 
called) robber was to buy it from the owner; consequently, he 
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sold to the buyer the right which he would acquire afterwards. 
What is the reason for ascribing to him such an intention ? Mar 
Sutra says: “ Because it would be disagreeable for him to be 
called a robber/’ R. Ashi, however, says: “It is agreeable to 
one that he shall remain an honest man.” What is the difference 
between these two opinions ? There is a difference in case the 
robber has given the robbed field as a gift, according to him who 
says that it is agreeable to remain an honest man; the same is 
the case also in a gift; but according to him who says that he 
would not like to be called a robber, with a gift it is different, as 
he could not be called a robber even if the gift would be taken 
away from the donor. 

It is self-evident that when (before the robber bought it from 
the owner) he sold it again to another man or bequested it, or 
gave it as a gift, then certainly his intention was to remove the 
goods from his possession, he sold it first; the same is the case 
when he inherited this estate ; after he sold it, he may rescind the 
sale by returning the money, as here cannot apply the supposi¬ 
tion that he intended to remain an honest man, as the estate 
came to him not through his effort; but in case he took possession 
of the field afterward as a creditor of the robbed one, then it is 
to be seen whether the latter possesses other estates ; and the 
creditor insisted on having this field, then it is to be inferred that 
it is to remain in the possession of the buyer; but if not, then 
his intention is not certain and the buyer cannot insist upon this 
estate; but when he received it after it was sold as a gift, 
then R. A’ha and Rabbina differ: one maintains a gift is the 
same as an inheritance ; the other, however, says that a gift is 
equal to a sale; for if he would not trouble himself to please the 
robbed one, he would not get this gift, and the intention to re¬ 
main an honest man in the eyes of the buyer is applied here. 
At what time did he buy it from the robbed one, so that the 
above intention can be applied that the buyer can insist upon 
this sale ? R. Huna said, when the robber bought it before he was 
summoned by the buyer to the court (but when he was summoned 
and he appealed to the court, then we see that the above inten¬ 
tion was not in his mind, and he bought the field only for him¬ 
self). Hyya bar Rabh said: “Beforethe judgment was in his 
hands.” R. Papa said : “ The time did not expire until the days 
of the proclamation began.”* 

* The custom was that, after a judgment was issued that the estate should be 
transferred from one to another, this act was to be proclaimed in public places. 
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Rami bar Hama opposed, saying: “ Let us see what was the 
act by which the buyer acquired title to the estate ; with the bill 
of sale ? Is that not to be considered as a piece of broken clay 
vessel, as the estate was not his ? ” Said Rabha to him : “ The 
theory of Rabh’s statement can be explained, that when the 
buyer said to him, ‘ I trust upon your word that you will see that 
the estate shall remain in my possession without any trouble/ and 
for this satisfaction that his word was trusted, the intention men¬ 
tioned above is to be applied here.” R. Shesheth, however, 
objected from the following Boraitha : “ If one says, ‘ I sell to you 
my inheritance from my father, or what I will catch with my 
net,’ he says nothing. If, however, he said, 4 1 sell you what I 
will inherit from my father, who is dying, or what my net will 
catch this day,” the transaction is valid. Hence we see that the 
sale of property which is not yet in possession is of no value ? ” 
Answered Rami bar Hama: “ Here I see a great man with a 
wonderful objection.” Rabha, however, answered: “ I see the 
great man, but I do not see the wonderful objection, as the two 
cases have no comparison at all. In the case of Rabh, the 
buyer said to him, I rely upon you, therefore he troubles 
himself to make his sale good so that he shall not be called 
a robber afterwards; but here the buyer cannot rely upon 
him (because it was not known to him if he will inherit any¬ 
thing or not).” The above objection of R. Shesheth was sent 
to R. Abba bar Zabda, and he answered : “ It would be of no 
use to bring this objection before the students, as it seems 
to me that they will not be able to answer it.” Rabha, however, 
said : “ It ought to be brought before the students of the higher 
class, for it seems to me they will understand the difference be¬ 
tween the two cases as stated above. A similar case happened 
in Pumbeditha (and the court decided on Rabh’s theory, and 
objection was made from the above Boraitha, and R. Joseph said 
then, as Abba bar Zabda and Abaye, the same as Rabha.” 

But what is the reason that in the latter part of the Boraitha 
the sale is of value? Said R. Johanan : In the latter part, when 
his father is dying, the sale is of value for the honor of his father 
(as it may be that he needs money for the expense of burial, 
and he sells it beforehand not to disgrace his father in delaying 
the burial). And what about the net ? that is also an enactment 
of the sages to make the sale valid, as perhaps he needs food for 
the day. 

R. Huna said in the name of Rabh: “ If one says that the 
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estate which I am about to buy now shall be transferred to you 
at the same time that I acquire title to it, the title is acquired 
and it cannot be rescinded any more.” Said Rabha : “ It seems to 
me that Rabh’s statement applies only when he said any field 
which I am about to buy, as the donee relies upon him; but if he 
mentioned a certain field, then the donee does not rely upon it, 
as he may think perhaps this field is not for sale at all (the 
Gemara said) by God, Rabh said even when he specified a field, 
as Rabh’s theory is in accord with R. Meir [Kedushin II., 43^] 
that a man can grant a thing which is not yet in existence in a 
case of marriage, and our case is equal to that.” 

Samuel said : “ If one finds in the market a note, made for a 
loan, which contains the legal formality that it should be col¬ 
lected even if the loan did not take place, it is to be returned to 
the creditor; for if it was written for the purpose of making a 
loan which did not as yet take place, yet the note is valid, as his 
promise was to pay at any rate, and there need be no fear that it 
was paid, because if so it would be torn.” Said R. Na’hman : 
“ When I was about six or seven years old, my father was among 
the scribes of Mar Samuel’s court, and they used to proclaim 
that a note of the above-mentioned kind, if found, should be 
returned to the creditor.” Said R. Amram : “ This is also sup¬ 
ported from the last Mishna. ‘ All documents signed by the court 
are to be returned.’ Hence we see that there is no fear that per¬ 
haps it is paid.” Said R. Sera to him : “ The Mishna may speak of 
documents in which it is testified that, according to the order of 
the court, the creditor had already taken possession of the estate, 
or judgments against debtors who at that time had no property, 
and both kinds are not to be paid with money.” Said Rabha: 
“ Are these kinds of notes not payable ? Did not the court of 
Nahardayi say that even an estate the value of which was as¬ 
certained and assigned to the creditor is to be returned till 
twelve months elapsed, and Amemar of the same place testified 
that he, as one of the judges of the above city, had declared 
there is always time it should be returned if paid.” Said Rabha: 
“ In those cases there is another reason, for, according to the law, 
the creditor would not be obliged to return the estate, and it is 
only an enactment of the sages to return it on account of the 
verse [Deut. vi. 6] : * And thou shalt do that which is right 
and good in the sight of the Lord.’ Therefore, when he took 
possession of the estate, it was considered as a regular sale, and 
also the debtor had either to tear the note made for a loan when 


36 


THE BABYLONIAN TALMUD. 


paid, or take from him a bill of sale ; and by not doing so, lie harmed 
himself, which, however, in the case of a common credit note, the 
above reason cannot be applied, for the following reason : It may 
happen that the creditor, when he got the money, promised him 
to return the note afterwards, as at this time it was not at hand, 
or he kept it back for the expenses of the scribe.’' 

R. Abuha said in the name of R. Johanan: “If one finds a 
note on the street, although approved by the court, it shall, how¬ 
ever, not be returned to the creditor, because it may be feared 
that the note is paid, and much less when such was not approved.” 
R. Jeremiah, however, objected from the above mentioned 
Mishna: “All documents, etc.” Said R. Abuha to him: “Jere¬ 
miah, my son, all cases are not equal! The Mishna may be 
explained so that it speaks of a debtor who was already known 
as a liar.” Said Rabha: “ And even in such a case, must it be 
taken as a rule that such a man never pays his debts? ” “ There¬ 
fore,” says Rabha, “ the Mishna in question explains as R. Sera said 
above.” And as the case of a liar is mentioned, we may say thus: 
R. Joseph bar Minumi said in the name of R. Na’hman : “When 
one was ordered by the court to pay, and he claimed afterwards 
he had done so, he may be trusted (with a rabbinical oath). If, 
however, the court had only decided and the order was not yet 
issued, and the debtor claimed he had paid it, he is not to be 
trusted, and the creditor can get a judgment (when he takes a 
rabbinical oath).” R. Zebid, however, in the name of R. Na’hman 
said : “ In both cases he is to be trusted; and when the creditor 
claims a judgment, it is not to comply with his request; there¬ 
fore, if there is some difference in the above cases, it may be as 
follows: When he was ordered by court to pay his debt and 
afterwards he said he had done so, and there were witnesses that 
he had not, then he is considered a liar in regard to this 
money that he is not to be trusted when he says again he has 
paid it; if, however, it was only decided, but the order was not 
yet issued, and the witnesses contradicted him, he may be, never¬ 
theless, trusted, if he says again he had paid, because his first 
statement was only to gain time, and he thought that until the 
judges would consider the matter that an order be issued the 
money would be paid.” 

Rabba bar bar Hana said in the name of R. Johanan: “If 
one claims hundred zuz and the other denies, but witnesses, how¬ 
ever, testify for the whole amount; afterwards he says, I have 
paid it, he is considered a liar in this case.” A similar case arose 
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with Shabbathai, the son of Mrinus, who assigned a silk garment 
to his daughter-in-law in her marriage contract, and she accepted 
it. Afterwards the marriage contract was lost, and he denied 
that such a thing was written in the contract; witnesses, however, 
testified that he had written; then he declared he had given her 
the garment, and when the case came before R. Hyya, he decided 
that the above Shabbathai is to be considered a liar in this case. 
R. Abin in the name of R. Ilaa, quoting R. Johanan : “ If it was 
decided that the defendant take an oath, and afterwards he said 
he did so against the testimony of witnesses that he had not, he 
is considered a liar in regard to this oath.” When this statement 
was reported to R. Abuhu, he said : “ It seems that such a state¬ 
ment holds only when he was ordered by the court, but not 
when he declared himself willing to take an oath, as then it may 
happen that he had after reconsidered, and therefore he cannot 
be considered a liar.” When this statement was reported again 
to R. Abin, he said : “ So, too, was my declaration. And so it 
was taught elsewhere plainly.” R. Asi said in the name of R. 
Johanan: “If one finds a note made for a loan which was ap¬ 
proved by the court, dated the same day on which it was found, 
it must be returned to the creditor, because there is no fear that 
the loan did not take place, as it was approved by the court, and 
also there need be no fear that it was paid, as the loan was made 
only that day.” Said R. Zera to R. Asi: “ Did R. Johanan say 
so—did you not state in his name that if the loan was paid, one 
cannot use the same note for another loan, as its strength to col¬ 
lect from encumbered property ceased (from the moment it was 
paid)? Now, then, on what date does it mean that it cannot be 
taken for another loan? If for a later date, then this note cannot 
be used at any rate, as the note is of an earlier date. We must then 
say that it means it cannot be used for another loan on the same 
day.” * And he rejoined : “ Did I say that it can never happen ? 
I said only it is not usual.” R. Cahana said : “ The statement 
of R. Johanan treats only when the borrower admits that the note 
was not yet paid. If so, what comes he to tell us ? Lest one 
say the note is paid, and the reason the debtor admits that it was 
not paid is only because he wants to take another loan, and save 
the expense of writing another note, he comes therefore to teach 
us that it is not so, as in such a case the creditor himself would 
oppose, for the reason that if this would be heard in the court it 
would cancel the note.” 


* Hence we see it may happen that a loan may be paid on the same day ? 
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R. Hyya bar Abba said in the name of R. Johanan: “ If one 
claims to have done what was enacted by the court to do, he says 
nothing; for the enactment of the court is good as if one held a 
note in his hand.” And the same, when he heard this, asked R. 
Johanan : “ Is this not said in the [Kethuboth] Mishna : When a 
woman shows her divorce without the marriage contract, she 
nevertheless collects what is written in the marriage contract ? ” 
Answered R. Johanan: “If I would not take away the broken 
vessel which had covered the pearl, thou hadst not found it.” 
Said Abaye: “ Why, then, this Mishna may treat of such places 
where it is not customary to write a marriage contract at all, and 
so the document of divorce is considered as if she had the con¬ 
tract in her hand ; but where the above contract is customary, 
she cannot collect without it. After consideration he retracts 
the former statement, and said what I said above cannot be the 
reason ; for if such is the case, that where the contract is written 
she cannot collect it without the contract, how should she collect 
when she becomes a widow after betrothal (with a ring, as the 
custom was then, and from that time she was already considered 
a married woman ; the marriage contract, however, was written 
after the official marriage) ? You can say that she collects it when 
she brings witnesses that her husband is dead; then this would 
count nothing, as the heir could nevertheless say that he had 
paid already; and lest one say that it is so, then to what use 
would be the enactment of the sages that the woman shall get 
support.” 

MISHNA VI.: When one finds documents of divorce, of en¬ 
franchisement of a slave, of presents, or of receipts, he should not 
return them (to the person for whom they were made), because 
it may be that the person who had written the documents had 
changed his mind not to give them for whomever they were 
written. 

GEMARA: Rabba bar bar Hana lost a document of divorce 
(which he had to deliver to the women as a messenger) in college, 
and when it was found he said : “ If you require signs to identify 
the document, I have them; and if I am trusted by you to 
recognize it, then I recognize it ” (and he had done both, he had told 
what were the signs and also recognized it by sight). When it was 
returned to him he said : “ I cannot tell if they did it on account 
of the signs, as they hold that the biblical law requires only 
signs; or signs only would not be sufficient, and it was returned 
only by sight, in which only a scholar is trusted, but not a com- 
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mon man.” (There is an objection to our Mishna from the follow¬ 
ing Mishna :) “ If one has found in market a document of divorce, 
and if her husband admits that he wrote such a divorce he shall 
return it to her; and if not, he must not return it to either of 
them/' Now then, it states that when the husband admits, it 
may be returned. Why then : let it be feared that perhaps the 
husband wrote the divorce to deliver it in the month Nissan, and 
he had not given it to her until Tishri, and in the meantime he 
had sold (legally) the fruit of her property, which was produced 
from Nissan to Tishri, and afterwards when the woman would 
collect with the same divorce, she would take away from the 
buyers the products from the time it was written illegally. This, 
however, would be correct according to him who holds that as 
soon as the husband has decided to divorce her, he has no more 
right to use her products ; but according to him who holds that 
he has a right until the divorce is delivered, what can be said ? 
When she comes to collect, it can be said to her, Bring evidence 
at what time the document was delivered to you. But why 
should this be different from the note made for a loan stated 
above, where he must not return it, even when the debtor ad¬ 
mits, for the same reason stated above by the divorce, let him 
there also return it to the creditor, and when he will come to 
collect, evidence shall be required at what date the note made for 
the loan was delivered to him ? It may be said, in the case of a 
divorce the buyer can say that the rabbis had decided to return 
the divorce to her only for the purpose that she should be able 
to remarry; but regarding the collecting, she must bring evi¬ 
dence when the divorce was delivered to her, but by a creditor 
the buyer cannot say anything. Now is it obvious that the 
purpose the robbers had in returning to him the note was for 
collecting. 

The rabbis taught : “ If one finds a document of enfranchise¬ 
ment on the market, if the owner admits, it may be returned to 
the slave; and if not, it must not be returned to either of them." 
It states, however, that when the owner admits, it may be re¬ 
turned to the slave. Why should it not be feared here the same 
as above, that the document was written in Nissan and was not 
delivered to him until Tishri, and meanwhile the slave had 
bought property for himself, and the owner (who had not yet 
delivered the document) sold out, and when the slave came with 
his document of enfranchisement, which was written in Nissan, 
he will certainly collect it illegally ? The above answer can also 
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apply here, that evidence will be required from the slave at what 
time the document was given to him. 

“ Wills or presents" etc. The rabbis taught: “ What is to be 
considered a will ? if it is written, the property so and so shall 
belong to so and so after my death; and what is considered a 
note for a gift, a present ? if it is written, the property so and so 
belongs to so and so from this date, but he cannot sell it or use 
its fruit until I die. Is it to be assumed that if it was written 
it shall belong to so and so from to-day without the above ex¬ 
planation, the donee did not acquire title of it! (he certainly 
acquires title to sell it and to use it from that day)/’ Said Abaye : 
“ The Boraitha means to say thus : When is the note for a gift 
to be considered equal to a will ? If it is explained that he shall 
not take possession of it before his death.” 

Now let us see, after all the discussion above, the reason for 
our Mishna that it shall not be returned because the testator did 
not consent to return it; but if he does, it may be returned ; is 
that not contradictory to the following Boraitha: “If one has 
found documents of wills, of hypothecation, or presents, although 
both admit, it is not to be returned to either of them ? ” Said R. 
Zebid : (It is not as Abba bar Mamal tried to explain the above 
contradiction that one speaks of a healthy man and one of a sick 
man, but) “ both speak of the latter case, and nevertheless there is 
no contradiction, as our Mishna treats of a case where the testator 
himself, who can change his mind to assign it to anybody, said, 
Give to another; so that if it would be returned to whom it was 
first assigned, he would not acquire title to it, but the last one 
would: and the Boraitha which states that it shall not be re¬ 
turned speaks of the son of the testator, and the reason is, it is 
to be feared that perhaps the testator has not given it to him be¬ 
cause he has decided to assign it to another; and, therefore, he 
did not deliver it to him, and the son, after the death of the 
father, to whom the intention of his father was known, assigned 
the estate to another and already delivered the document to 
him, and afterwards he decided to give it to the one to whom it 
was previously assigned by his father, but as the document was 
already given to the second, and he could not retract it, he de¬ 
clared that the father’s will was, to deliver it to whom it was first 
assigned with the intention that the latter should summon the 
party to whom the son had delivered his document, so that fi¬ 
nally the estate should be divided among them. The court, there¬ 
fore, may say it will not be returned for the reason explained 
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above ; but if you wish that the man in question should get the 
estate, go and draw up another document and deliver it to him 
and then the will of your father will be complied with. 

The rabbis taught: “ If one finds a receipt (of a marriage 
contract), it is to be returned to the husband when the woman rec¬ 
ognizes it, but not otherwise.” Now then, why should it not be 
feared the same as above ? Perhaps she wrote it to deliver it in 
Nissan and she had not delivered it before Tishri, and in the 
meantime she had assigned to somebody else her marriage con¬ 
tract for the benefit of the products in the interim from Nissan to 
Tishri, and afterwards if the goods would be collected by her re¬ 
ceipt, it would be illegal/’ Said Rabha : “ Infer from this, that 
the Boraitha is in accord with Samuel, who says: ‘ When one 
sells a note made for a loan and afterwards he relinquishes the 
debt mentioned in the note, it is relinquished, and even his heir 
can do so (so that the debtor must pay nothing and the money 
taken for the note is to be returned).’ ” Abaye, however, said : 
“ Even if we should say that Samuel’s decision is not to be con¬ 
sidered, the case in question is to explain when the marriage 
contract is in her possession and she brought it before the court. 
According to Rabha’s theory, however, the marriage contract is 
not to be considered, for she may have had two.” Abaye, how¬ 
ever, rejoined : “ First, it is not to be feared that there may be 
two ; and secondly, the collection on account of the receipt takes 
place from the date it was signed, no matter when it was deliv¬ 
ered.” The last statement of Abaye is in accord with his theory 
elsewhere, that witnesses with their sigfiature give title to whom¬ 
ever the document was written. 

MISHNA VII .: One who found documents in which was as¬ 
signed by the court the property of the defendant in benefit for the 
plaintiff, or obligations of supporting (his step-daughter, or) docu¬ 
ments of Haliza or such where the annulment of a marriage of a 
female minor is expressed, documents of a claim and of arbitra¬ 
tion, and other documents made by the court, are to be returned 
to whomever they belong. When one finds a note in a naipa or 
bag or a roll or a bunch of notes, it must be returned. What is 
to be considered a bunch ? Three bound together. R. Simeon 
ben Gamaliel says : “ When three notes of the same debtor and 
different creditors are found, they should be returned to the 
debtor; but if three different debtors from one creditor, then 
to the creditor. If one finds a note among his own notes and 
he does not know to whom it belongs, it shall be placed in court 
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until Elijah will come. If there is a (SvjxcpoDvia, he shall act 
according to it.” 

GEMARA: What is meant, claiming documents? In the 
college of Babylon they used to explain it as documents of 
plaintiff and of the defendant. R. Jeremiah, however, said: 
“ Documents of the arbiters taken by the parties.” 

“And all documents made by the court.” There was found 
a divorce which was written in the city of Shever£, which was 
situated on the river Rackth, and it was brought in the court of 
R. Huna. Said R. Huna: “ It is to be feared that there are two 
cities of such a name (therefore it is doubtful if it may be re¬ 
turned).” Said R. Hisda to Rabba : “ Look up this matter, for 
in the evening R. Huna will inquire about it of you.” Rabba 
did so, and found the quotation stated above in our Mishna. 
Said R. Amram to Rabba: “ How can you, master, decide the 
matter of a legal marriage from a money case ? ” And he an¬ 
swered : “ Tardus! Did not the Mishna state documents of 
Haliza, etc. (are these not documents of legal marriage) ? ” In 
the meantime the pillar of the college broke, and each of the 
above sages claimed that this happened as a punishment for the 
disgrace of his honor (Rabba because he was insulted by the 
expression of R. Amram, and the latter because he was ashamed 
of being called Tardus). 

“ A roll or a bunch of notes.” The rabbis taught: “ What 
is called a roll ? ” If there were no less than three ; and a bunch 
must contain the same number, but in this case they must be 
tied together. Shall we infer from this that such a knot is to 
be considered as a sign of identification ? Said R. Hyya: “ It 
treats of a case where the notes of the bunch were also rolled, 
one in the other.” If it is so, then it is a roll (already mentioned 
above). A roll means that each of the notes was rolled sep¬ 
arately in it ; and a bunch means they were rolled together. 
What shall be proclaimed: the number? Why, then, no less 
than three: must he not proclaim it even when there were two ? 
As Rabbina said elsewhere, that if one finds a number of coins 
he must proclaim that he found money without mentioning the 
number and without explaining what kind of money, the same 
is the case here, he shall proclaim : “ I have found documents,” 
without any explanation (and the loser must explain their con¬ 
dition and how many). 

“ R. Simeon ben Gamaliel,” etc. If they belong to the 
creditors, how could they be together ? But perhaps they were 
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lost by the creditors while going to register them. The case was 
when they were already registered. But perhaps they were lost 
from the hand of the register. It is not usual for one to leave 
his registered note with the register. 

** When three borrowed from,” etc. For if they were lost by 
debtors, how could they be found together? But perhaps they 
were lost on the way from the scribe's. The case was when three 
different handwritings were found. Perhaps they were lost on 
the way to the register's? Usually the creditor registers the 
note, but not the borrower. 

“ If there is,” etc. R. Jeremiah bar Abba said in the name 
of Rabh: “ A (Tv/,upoovia that is in the hand of the creditor is 
invalid even when it was written by himself, as it may be that 
he prepared it in case the debtor would give him the money at a 
time when it would not be easy for him to make a receipt, and 
much less when it was written by a scribe, as it may be that he 
expected money from the debtor, and while waiting for it, it 
happened that the scribe called upon him. Does not our Mishna, 
which states he shall do accordingly, contradict Rabh? As R. 
Saphra said elsewhere, if it were found between torn notes, so 
also can be explained our Mishna. An objection was raised. 
Come and hear: “ A av}xq)ODvia in which was proved by wit¬ 
nesses (and the creditor denies that he received the money), it is 
sufficient if the witnesses admit their signatures.” Read: The 
witnesses must be questioned if they saw the payment. There 
is another objection : “ A 6vp.q)Govia which is proved by witnesses 
is valid.” It means that the payment was approved by the 
court, and this explanation seems to be right, as the latter part 
states that if there are no witnesses it is invalid, and it cannot 
mean that no witnesses at all, as this would be self-evident. 
Hence it must be explained that when it was not approved by 
the court, it is considered as if there were no witnesses. In ad¬ 
dition to the text mentioned above, we learn : “ If there were 
no witnesses, but it was in the hands of the depository, or it was 
placed below the signatures, it is. valid : and the reasons are that 
a depository was trusted by the creditor; and below the signa¬ 
tures, because if it would not be paid, he would not permit them 
to spoil the note.” 


CHAPTER II. 


LAWS RELATING TO FOUND ARTICLES, WHICH MAY OR MAY NOT EE 
KEPT WITHOUT PROCLAMATION, AND HOW FOUND ARTICLES 
SHALL BE CARED FOR, ETC. 

MISHNA/.: There are found articles which belong to the 
finder without any proclamation; namely, scattered fruits or 
scattered money in a public thoroughfare, small sheaves, strings 
of pressed figs, bread of a baker (as all bread of the baker is 
alike; home bread, however, differs, and is recognizable), strings 
of fish, pieces of meat, and shorn wool from the country where 
it was shorn, cleansed flax, and stripes of scarlet wool—all these 
belong to the finder (when it was found in such a place where 
people pass). So is the decree of R. Meir. R. Jehudah, how¬ 
ever, maintains: If there is a change in the found article, which 
usually ought not to be, as, e.g., he found a fragment of a clay 
vessel in pressed figs, or he found a coin in a loaf of bread, he 
must proclaim. R. Simeon b. Elazar says: All stew vessels 
which are for sale he need not proclaim. 

GEMARA: How much of the scattered fruit belongs to 
him without proclaiming? Said R. Itzhak: “ If in a distance 
of four ells there were scattered fruits the measure of kab. ,J 
Let us see in what condition did he find it. If it was placed in 
such a way as dropped unintentionally, why only a kab ? Even 
if there are more, it should be his; and if it was placed in such 
a manner that it can be supposed they were placed intention¬ 
ally, even less he should proclaim. Said R. Uqba bar Hama: 
“It treats of a place where the grain is gathered from the barns, 
and if he found the size of one kab scattered within four ells, 
which it is too much trouble to gather, the owner of it usually 
would not take such trouble and renounce his ownership, but if 
it were scattered within a shorter distance, he may think, * I 
will take the trouble to pick it up afterwards/ and he does not 
renounce his ownership/' It was taught: “ The renouncing of 
hope in regaining a lost article, which it is not yet certain is 
lost (i.e., the article was found before the loss was known to the 
owner, but usually, becoming aware of its loss, he will not try 
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to regain it). According to Abayi such must not be taken in 
consideration, and Rabha, however, maintains it may.” They, 
however, do not differ when the article has a mark that in such 
a case it must be supposed that when he will become aware of 
it, he will not renounce his hope to regain it because of the mark; 
and even if thereafter it was heard that he had renounced his 
hope, still the finder has not acquired title, because at the time 
he found it, it cannot be considered that the hope should be re¬ 
nounced when the owner becomes aware of its loss, because there 
is a mark, and he will certainly think, ” I will try to search for 
it by identifying the mark.” The same also do not differ when 
the article was found at the seashore or near a waterfall, that it 
belongs to him, even if it has a mark, because the law allows it, 
as will be explained further on ; the point of their difference, how¬ 
ever, is in case the article has no mark. Abayi is of the opinion 
that the finder cannot acquire title to it, because the owner is not 
yet aware of his loss. Rabha, however, maintains that he does, 
because it is certain when the owner becomes aware of it that 
he will renounce his hope. Come and hear. Our Mishna 
states: “ Scattered fruit, it is his.” Although he did not know 
whose it was? Said R. Uqba b. Hama: ” The Mishna means 
a case in the season of gathering the grain from the threshing 
floor, which is considered an intentional loss.” Come and hear. 
Scattered money belongs to him, and certainly the loser of it 
was not aware when he lost it (as if he were, he certainly would 
pick it up), and nevertheless it belongs to the finder. This can 
be explained as R. Itzhak said elsewhere: ” Usually a man 
inspects his purse frequently (and the loss of his money was 
already known to him when the finder picked it up).” Come 
and hear the other part of the Mishna: ” Pressed figs and bread 
of a baker , it is his." Why, the owner was not aware of it? It 
also can be said because such are of great value he must have 
been aware of the loss. [The same was objected to, based on 
further expression of our Mishna, ” Stripes of scarlet wool,” 
and the answer was the same as above.] Come and hear (an¬ 
other objection). ” x a ^ Gia which were found in a public thor¬ 
oughfare, although they were near the field where they grew, 
and also a fig tree the branches of which were bent toward the 
street, and one found figs beneath, the people are allowed to 
eat these, and it is not considered robbery; they are free from 
tithe.” Now the Boraitha would not contradict Abayi, as the 
cassia are of great value, and it is known where the fruit of the 
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fig tree would drop; but the latter part of the same Boraitha 
states that if it were an olive tree or carob, it is prohibited. 
Would not this be a contradiction of Rabha's statement ? Said 
R. Abbahu: “ It is different with an olive tree, as the color of 
the olives is the same as that of the tree, and they can be recog¬ 
nized wherever they are found * (and therefore the owner of 
them does not renounce his ownership, thinking that any one 
will recognize that they are his). If so, why should it be the 
same with the fig tree mentioned above ? Said R. Papa: When 
figs drop, they become soiled (therefore their owner does not 
care for them any more). Come and hear. A thief or a robber 
who took an article from one and gave it to another, or an arti¬ 
cle falls into the Jordan and is washed up at another place, 
and some one picked it up, the latter is entitled to it. Now 
this would be correct concerning a robber or the Jordan, where 
the owner sees his article lost, and renounces his hope of regain¬ 
ing it; but with the case of a thief, has then the owner seen 
him, that he should renounce his hope ? R. Papa interprets the 
Boraitha, saying that it treats of an armed robber; but is it not 
the same as a robber, which case has already been mentioned ? 
It treats of two kinds of robbers. Come and hear: ** If the 
river has flooded one's beams, wood, or stones, and carried 
them away to another field, the latter may use them, because 
their owner has lost his hope.” We see that the reason is 
because it was certain that the one had renounced his hope 
already, but when uncertain it is not to be used (and this would 
contradict Rabha). The case was that the owners could have 
saved the articles; if so, how is the latter part of the same to 
be understood ? If the owner came to get them, he is obliged 
to return them. Now, why going to get them ? If he could 
save them he should be obliged to return, even if he had not 
come to get them, etc. The case was that he could save them 
with great trouble. If he came to get them, we see that he had 
not renounced his hope; and if not, it is to be supposed that 
hope is renounced. Come and hear (another objection). How 
can a case be where one shall separate heave-offering without 
the knowledge of its owner, and nevertheless the heave-offering 


* The text here is complicated, and some of the commentators try to correct it; 
nevertheless, Rashi’s opinion and Tosphat’s opinion concerning it differ ; the com¬ 
mentators after them, such as Lurie and Meier of Lublin, and also Edlias (Marsha), 
discuss it also. We, however, have translated as best we could, so as to make it 

understood. 
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shall be valid ? Thus, if one goes to the field of his neighbor 
and gathers grain, and has separated the heave-offering without 
knowledge of the owner, if robbery can be suspected, the heave¬ 
offering is not valid; and if not, it is; and how does he know 
that there is no robbery ? When the owner appears while his 
neighbor is on his field engaged in the above-stated work, and 
said to him, You should separate for the priest from the better 
ones; then, if better ones are found, the heave-offering is 
valid, but if not it is invalid (because the remark of the owner 
was but ironical, as there zvcre no better ones). If, however, 
the owner had added to the heave-offering, it is valid, although 
better ones were not to be found. We see, then, if there were 
better ones the heave offering is valid, though the separator did 
not know of it while doing so (let it be the same with regard to 
renouncing hope, that even when it comes afterwards, the finder 
shall acquire title even before the renouncing was known ?). 
Rabha explained this in order that the Boraitha shall agree with 
Abayi’s theory: 44 The owner, with his remark, appoints his 
neighbor to be his messenger. ,, (Said the Gemara:) It seems 
that Rabha’s explanation is correct, for if he would not become 
his messenger, how can his act be of any value ? Is it not writ¬ 
ten [Numb, xviii. 28]: 44 Thus shall ye also offer,” etc., and 
from the word 44 also,” which is superfluous, it is declared that 
it includes a messenger, and it is also declared there that as the- 
word 44 ye” means 44 it shall be done intentionally,” so also if 
this is done by the messenger the intention is necessary ? (hence 
we see that only a messenger has the right to separate heave¬ 
offering), and the above Boraitha must therefore be explained 
that he appointed him as a messenger, saying, 44 Go and sepa¬ 
rate ” ; but he did not determine of which grain he should sepa¬ 
rate. And usually the owners separate from the middle one;, 
the messenger, however, does so from the better one; now 
when the owner comes and says, 44 Why did you not separate 
from the better one ?” if there is to be found still better than 
he had separated, his act is valid; but if not, the saying of the 
owner must be considered ironical, and the messenger’s act is 
of no avail. 

Amaimar, Mar Zutra, and R. Ashi happened to be in the gar¬ 
den of Mari bar Issak, and the gardener placed before them 
dates and pomegranates. Amaimar and R. Ashi partook. Mar 
Zutra, however, did not; meanwhile the host came and said to 
his gardener: 44 Why did you not serve the rabbis with the best 
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ones?" Said both Amaimar and R. Ashi to Mar Zutra: 
44 Why does the master not partake of it now ? Have we not 
learned if better ones are to be found the heave-offering is 
valid ?” And he answered : 44 So said Rabha, that this expres¬ 
sion is to be cited in case of heave-offerings only, because it is a 
meritorious act, and it may be assumed that the owner made 
his remark with good intentions; but here, it can be said that 
he said so to the gardener only not to be ashamed (to be con¬ 
sidered niggardly)/' Come and hear. R. Johanan said in the 
name of R. Ishmael b. Jehouzadok: 44 Whence do we know 
that a lost article, which was flooded, is allowed to be used by 
one? Because it is written [Deut. xxii. 3]: 4 In like manner 
shalt thou do with his ass, and in like manner shalt thou do 
with his raiment, and in like manner shalt thou do with every 
lost thing of thy brother’s which may have been lost by him, 
and which thou hast found/ From which it is deduced that 
when it is lost to him, but not to others; exclude, then, the 
flooded article, which is lost to him and also for every one; and 
as in the case of flooding the article is allowed for use, no mat¬ 
ter whether it had a mark or not, the same is the case with 
an article which is not allowed for use, when it is not certain 
that the owner of it has renounced his hope. No matter 
whether the article has a mark or not, it is prohibited, even in 
case where the hope would be renounced by the owner imme¬ 
diately after he became aware of his loss.” Hence Rabha’s 
statement is objected to, and the Halakha prevails according to 
Abayi, as this is one of the six things. (See Baba Kama, p. 163.) * 
Said R. Achi’ the son of Rabha to R. Ashi: 44 Now as it is 
decided that Rabha’s statement is objected to, how then do we 
eat dates which the wind blows away to the highway ? ” And 
he answered: 44 Because there are insects which consume them; 
the owners of the dates therefore renounce their hope of such.” 
The former questioned again: 44 In case the trees belong to 
orphans, who are disqualified to renounce their hope, let there¬ 
fore all fallen dates not be used/' And he rejoined: 44 Must 
we then consider that the whole valley belongs to orphans?” 
The former said again: 44 But if it be known that such is the 
case, how is the law?” And he rejoined: 44 Then it is pro¬ 
hibited.” 

44 Small sheaves ,” etc. If the mark on the article in ques- 


* In Tract Sanhederin the six cases will be named. 
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tion was of such a nature that it could be effaced by stepping 
on it, Rabba said: 44 That such a mark is not to be considered.” 
Rabha, however, said: 44 It is/’ An objection was raised from 
our Mishna. Small sheaves in public thoroughfare may be used 
without proclamation, but if they were found on private ground 
he may take it provided he proclaims. Now how was the case ? 

If it treats of such that have not a mark, what shall he pro¬ 
claim ? We must, therefore, assume that although they have 
a mark they are his if found in public thoroughfares, because 
the mark is usually effaced by stepping upon it; hence it is an 
objection to Rabha. He may say that the Mishna treats of 
such that have not a mark, and your question, What shall he 
proclaim if on private ground? is to be answered that he shall 
proclaim the place where it was found, as it was taught that 
both sages mentioned above differ concerning the place. Rabha 
maintains that it is a mark, and Rabba says it is not.* 

Said R. Zbid in the name of Rabha: 44 The rule concerning 
a lost article is this, as soon as the owner exclaims, 4 Woe, the 
damage I have had! ’ he does not care to search for it any more 
(it is considered renouncing of hope, etc.).” The same said 
again, in the name of the same authority: 44 The Halakha pre¬ 
vails that sheaves on public ground belong to the finder in all 
cases; however, in private thoroughfares, if it was found in such 
a manner indicating that it was dropped, it can be used, and if 
indicating that it was placed so intentionally, he may take it 
providing he proclaims; and in both cases it is only when it has 
no distinguishing mark; but if there were, no matter in which 
place, and how they were placed, he must proclaim.” 

44 Strings of fish,” etc. Why? Let the knot be the re¬ 
quired mark ? It means, t.e., that it was found in the way as 
fishermen usually tie it; but let the number be the required 
mark. Such a number is used by all fishermen. 

R. Shesheth was questioned whether a number is considered 
a distinguishing mark or not, and he answered: 44 We have 
learned this in the following: 4 If one found silver or copper 
vessels, a cassiteron of tin, or any other metal vessel, the finder 
need not return it, unless the owner of it identify it by a mark 


* In the text here similar questions are continued from the Mishna and Boraithas 
concerning; marks and articles which are destroyed by stepping; upon them, and also 
about places, whether it should be considered a mark for proclamation or not. 
Objections and answers are made to the opinions of the above sag;es in the same 
manner as above, which is already translated, and therefore we have omitted them. 
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or the exact weight of it.' Now, as the weight is a mark, the 
same is the case with the size and number/' 

" And pieces of meatf etc. Why let the weight be a mark? 
when the weight was as customary with all butchers. But let 
the kind of the piece be a mark, e.g ., leg or shoulder, etc. 
Have we not learned in the following Boraitha: If one found 
pieces of fish or a bitten fish, he must proclaim ; barrels of wine, 
oil, grain, dry figs, and olives are his ? It treats of a case when 
there was a distinguishing mark in cutting it, as Rabba bar R. 
Huna used to cut it in the form of a triangle. It is so also to 
be inferred from the statement “ a bitten fish " (and this is cer¬ 
tainly a distinguishing mark, so also pieces of fish mean which 
were cut differently). The master says barrels of wine, etc.; 
but have we not learned in a Mishna further on: Pitchers of 
wine or oil he must proclaim ? Said R. Zeira in the name of 
Rabh: " The Mishna treats of a case when the pitchers were 
sealed and marked. If it is so, then the Boraitha treats of a 
case when they were found open: must it not be considered an 
intentional loss (z. e ., when open it would be spoiled by reptiles, 
vermin, etc.)? " 

Said R. Houshea: “ It treats of a case when it was covered 
with a cork, and not smeared with clay/'* Abayi, however, 
said: “ It may treat also of sealed ones, and nevertheless it does 
not contradict the Mishna, as the Mishna speaks of a case when 
the market for wine was not yet opened, and the barrel found 
was of one who had sealed it with a mark which could be rec¬ 
ognized. The Boraitha, however, speaks of a case after the 
market was opened, and usually the marks on the barrels were 
all alike, and could not be distinguished from each other, as it 
happened with Jacob bar Abba, who found a barrel of wine 
after the market was open, and he questioned Abayi and was 
told that he may keep it for himself." 

R. Bibi questioned R. Na'hman: " Is the place (where it 
was found) considered a mark or not?" And he answered: 
“ This we have learned in the above Boraitha: ‘ If one found 
barrels of wine, etc., they are his'; now if the place would be 
considered a mark, then why should he not proclaim the place ? " 
R. Zbid, however, said: " This is no support, as it may treat 


* Rashi explains it thus : In their time the barrels were of clay, and also the 
cork, and they usually put glue around the cork to save the smell. In the month of 
Shebat or Nissan, when usually the wine merchants would sell to the store-keepers 
several barrels at once, they would open each of them, to taste, and to again cover it. 
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of a case that when he found it on a dock where many barrels 
were placed.” 

R. Mari said: 44 The reason why the sages decided that the 
place is not to be considered as a mark, was because it can be 
said to him who claims that the article was lost by him in this 
place, that there were men passing the same, and another one 
may have lost it there.” 

It happened that one found unripe dates * near the wine¬ 
press room, and questioned Rabli, and was told that he may 
keep it for himself; the man, however, hesitating, and Rabh 
said to him: 44 You may give a part of it to my son, Hyah.” 
Shall we assume that Rabh holds that a place is not to be con¬ 
sidered as a mark ? 

Said R. Abba: 44 Rabh’s reason was, it was seen on this 
article that the owner had renounced his hope in it, as it was 
already mouldy.” 

44 R. Simeon b. Elazar said ,” etc. What does he mean by 
the expression new vessels? Said R. Jehudah in the name of 
Samuel: 44 By the word new he means that the eye was not 
acquainted with it.” How was the case if the vessels had a 
mark ? What is it if the eye was not yet acquainted with them, 
and if there was no mark ? What use is it that the eye should 
be acquainted with them ? It can be used to return it to a 
young scholar who claims that he recognized them by seeing. 
If the eye was acquainted with them, we do so; if not, we do 
not. As R. Jehudah said in the name of Samuel in the follow¬ 
ing three things. The rabbis hesitate to tell the truth when 
being questioned in a tractate (e.g ., if some one asked, can you 
repeat the tractate so and so by heart, they answer no, although 
it is not true, out of modesty), and in conversation between him 
and his wife, and also about the hospitality of a private one, 
they usually answer in the negative, although it is not so 
(because people should not abuse his liberality and bring the 
man to poverty). And when it was questioned to what purpose 
did Samuel declare the above, Mar Zutra answered: 44 It was 
said with regard to returning a lost thing to one of the rabbis, 
if he recognized it with his eye, if we know that only in the 


* The text reads Kufra, and Rashi explains it to mean pitch. We, however, 
cannot agree with such an explanation, as the place where it was found, and also 
that Rabh told him to give a part of it to his son, could not be with such an article. 
We find the same word Kufra in Baba Kama, p. 140, which is translated as we have 
it here. 
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above three things he hesitates to tell the truth, but in all other 
things he speaks the truth, then the article in question is to be 
returned to him, but not otherwise.’ 1 

It happened that a silver goblet was stolen from Mar Zutra 
the pious, when he was in a hospes; in the mean time he saw 
a young man who dried his hands, after washing, with the gar¬ 
ment of another, and he thought, this man does not care for his 
neighbor’s money, and he accused him until he confessed that 
he stole the goblet. We have learned in a Boraitha: R. Simeon 
b. Elazar admits that new vessels, in case the eye was familiar 
with them, that he must proclaim them; however, the follow¬ 
ing new vessels which were not familiar to the eye he need not: 
namely, strings of needles, spinning instruments, and strings of 
hooks, but only when he found single strings; if, however, he 
found a pair of each, he must proclaim. The same R. Simeon 
used to say: “ If one saved something from a lion, a bear, a 
tiger, or a bardalas, or from the sea, or if he found it on a dock 
or in one of the great markets, and in any place where it is 
crowded, he may keep it for himself, as the owner of it has 
surely renounced hope.* It happened that one found four zuz 
tied up in a rag, and was dropped in the river Biron, and he 
came before R. Jehudah and was told to proclaim. Why so; 
is it not equal to the depth of a sea, as stated above ? With the 
river Biron is different, because it was frequently cleaned, and 
there were stones and fences for fishing, the loser may not 
renounce his hope in regaining it; furthermore that the majority 
of the fishers and the cleaners of that river were Israelites, and 
the loser may think that in case an Israelite finds it he may 
return it. 

R. Jehudah was walking behind Mar Samuel in the market, 
w'here wheat prepared for fermenting was sold, and R. Jehudah 
questioned him: How would be the case if some one should 
find a purse here ? And he answered: It would belong to the 
finder. But how if an Israelite would come and give the mark 
of it ? (the former questioned again). And Mar Samuel answered, 
then he would be obliged to return. The former rejoined: Are 
not the two decisions contradictory? And he answered: I 
mean not according to the exact law, but by moderating the 


* In the text the discoursing continues on what places must be considered always 
crowded, and what not; if the synagogues and houses of learning are among them, 
and what kind of people, Israelites or heathen, all of which is of no importance, and 
therefore we have omitted it. 
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same, as it happened to my father, who found certain asses in 
a desert and returned them to the owner after an elapse of 
twelve months; though he was not obliged to do so in accord¬ 
ance with the strict law, he nevertheless did so by moderating 
the same. Rabha happened to walk behind R. Na’hman in the 
market of tanners, according to others in the market where the 
rabbis used to assemble, and he questioned him: How if one would 
find here a purse ? And he answered: It would belong to him. 
And how if an Israelite would claim that it is his by giving a 
mark ? And he answered it counts for nothing; but if he claims 
with a certainty that it is surely his, Rabha said again. And the 
latter rejoined, it would be equal to him who cries for his col¬ 
lapsed house or for his sunken ship (as the ownership of it is 
lost with the losing). 

There was a vulture which captured meat in the market, and 
put it between the trees of Bar Marian, and when Bar Marian 
came to question Abayi, he was told to keep it for himself. 
Although the majority of the inhabitants were Israelites, hence 
infer from this that the Halakha prevails in accordance with 
R. Simeon b. Elazar of our Mishna, even in case the majority 
are Israelites? With the vulture it is different, as it may be just 
as the depth of the sea. But did not Rabh declare that meat 
which was hidden from the eye must not be eaten for fear it is 
not legally slaughtered ? It may be said that Bar Marian saw 
the vulture taking it from a place where legal meat was sold. 
R. Hanina found a slaughtered goat on the way from Tiberias 
to Ziporus, and he was allowed to use it. Said R. Ami: It was 
allowed as a found article in a crowded place, in accordance 
with R. Simeon b. Elazar; and also as a legal slaughter in 
accordance with R. Hananiah b. R. Jose the Galilean of the 
following Boraitha: If one has lost his goats or hens, and there¬ 
after he found them slaughtered, R. Jehudah prohibited their 
use, and R. Hananiah b. R. Jose the Galilean allowed it. Said 
Rabbi: It seems that the opinion of R. Jehudah is correct when 
he found it in rubbish, and the opinion of R. Hananiah is cor¬ 
rect when he found it in a house. Infer from all this that if 
one finds an article in a crowded place it is his, even when the 
majority of the inhabitants are Israelites. Said Rabha: Such 
meat may be used even when the majority of the inhabitants 
are heathen, but the majority of the butchers are Israelites. 
R. Ami found slaughtered pigeons on the way from Tiberias 
to Ziporus, and he questioned R. Assi, according to others R. 
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Johanan, and according to still others he questioned the col¬ 
lege, and was told to keep it for himself. R. Itzhak of Naph'ha 
found a ball of cord, of which nets were made, and he came 
before R. Johanan or in the college, and was told to keep it for 
himself. 

MISHNA II.: The following articles he must proclaim: 
When he found a vessel containing fruit or an empty one, 
money in a purse or an empty one, heaps of fruit or heaps of 
money, or even three coins which were one upon another, 
sheaves in private ground and bread made in a household, and 
shorn wool which looks as if it was already in the hand of a 
master, pitchers of wine or oil, all these he must proclaim. 

GEMARA: The Mishna treats of a case when the fruit was 
found in the vessel, and the money in the purse; but how is it 
if the vessel was empty and fruit was scattered near by, or the 
purse was empty and the money was near it ? It would be his 
without any proclamation, and the rabbis taught the same 
plainly in a Boraitha, with the addition that if a part of it was 
in the vessel or in the purse, and another part on the ground 
near by, he must proclaim. Does this not contradict the follow¬ 
ing: If one has found an article which has no mark, near an 
article which has a mark, he must proclaim; and if the owner 
comes declaring the mark, and takes the article, he is also 
entitled to the other one which was without a mark (hence the 
vessel and the fruit in question should be proclaimed) ? Said 
R. Zbid: This presents no difficulty. The Boraitha which 
states it is his treats of, e.g., an empty vat and near it flax (it is 
not to be supposed that the flax fell out of the vat, as some 
would remain there, and the same is the case with an empty 
purse and money near it), and the Boraitha which states it 
should be proclaimed treats of an empty basket, and fruit which 
is supposed to have fallen out of the basket. R. Papa, how¬ 
ever, maintains that both Boraithas may treat of a basket and 
fruit, but one speaks of a case where some was left in the 
basket, and the other one treats when it was entirely empty; 
and if you wish, it may be said that both treat of a case when 
nothing was left, but in one case the face of the vessel was 
turned toward the fruit, and in the other case the vessel was 
with a rim (so if the fruit which was found near it would fall from 
the vessel, some of it would remain there because of the rim). 

“ Heaps of fruit" etc. Infer from this that the number is 
a mark? Perhaps the plurality stated in the Mishna is not 
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correct, as it ought to be singular. If so, infer from it that 
place ” is a mark? Perhaps the plurality is correct.* 

“ Three coins one upon the other," etc. Said R. Itzhak of 
Magdahl: f Only when they were like a steeple. The same we 
have learned in the following Boraitha: If one found scattered 
coins, they are his; if, however, they were lying in a steeple¬ 
like manner, he must proclaim. And what is to be understood 
as steeple-like manner ? Where three coins were lying one 
upon another. 

Does not the Boraitha contradict itself ? It begins “ scat¬ 
tered money,'' of which it is to be inferred that if it was not 
entirely scattered, but in the condition where a part overlapped 
another, and the other part was on the ground, it must be pro¬ 
claimed; and immediately after it states that it was in a steeple¬ 
like manner, etc., of which it is to be inferred that if they were 
not so but overlapped, it is his ? The Tana is of the opinion 
that if they were not placed in a steeple-like manner it is con¬ 
sidered scattered. 

Said R. Hanina: “ The case in question speaks of coins of 
three different rulers; but if they were of the very same ruler, 
they are his.” How is this to be understood ? If they were 
placed in a steeple-like manner, he must certainly proclaim, no 
matter of what ruler they are; and if scattered, even if they are 
from three rulers; what is it ? Therefore if the statement was 
made by R. Hanina, it is as follows: The case is only when the 
three coins were placed as if they were of three rulers: viz., the 
larger one at the bottom, the middle one, which was a little 
smaller, upon it, and the third, a still smaller one, on the top, 
which indicates that some one placed it so intentionally; but if 
the coins were of one ruler and of one kind, that all were alike, 
even if they were one upon the other, it is his, as it may hap¬ 
pen that they were lost by the owner in such a manner. R. 
Johanan, however, is of the opinion that even if they were from 
one ruler he must proclaim. 

* Such a discussion or question and answer occurs very seldom, if this be not 
the only one, in the whole Talmud, and it shows that the sages of the Gemara were 
doubtful whether the Mishna was transmitted to them correctly; in other words, they 
did not know exactly whether the paragraph submitted to them was a correct transla¬ 
tion from the original. Mark this. 

f The literal translation of the word “ Magdahl ” is steeple, or turret; and Itzhak 
of Magdahl means the Itzhak who delivered the Halakha of Magdahl. See Hacha’h- 
lutz by Schur, in the chapter where he discusses about the names of the Tanaim and 
Amouraim, who were named according to the Halakha they taught. 
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What shall he proclaim ? If the number, why then three; 
even two should be the same. Said Rabbina: He proclaims 
the kind of coin. R. Ashi questioned: If they were placed like 
the stones of Markullus (an idol of ancient times which was 
worshipped by putting stones one upon the other), what is 
the law? Come and hear. There is a Boraitha: Scattered 
money, it is his; however, like the stones of Kullis, he must 
proclaim. And how were the above stones placed ? Two on 
either side and one on top of both. The rabbis taught: If one 
finds a sala in the market, and his neighbor claims it is his, giv¬ 
ing a mark that it is new, it is a coin of Nero or of another ruler, 
he says nothing; and even if he says my name is written upon 
it, it counts for nothing, because on a coin no mark is to be 
considered, as he may nevertheless have given it away to some 
one and it was lost by the latter. 

MISHNA III .: If one found under a wooden wall, or a brick 
one, pigeons tied one to the other, or if they were placed on a 
thoroughfare of a private field, he must not touch them. The 
same is the case with a covered vessel found in rubbish; if, 
however, it was uncovered, he may take it and proclaim. 

GEMARA: Why shall it not be touched ? Because it may 
be that some one has hid it, but it has no mark on it (so if it 
would be taken away he could not regain it), therefore it must 
be left until the owner will come and take it. But why should 
not the tying be a distinguishing mark ? Said R. Abba b. 
Zabda in the name of Rabh: It means that they were tied, as 
usually, at the wings, but let then the place be a mark. Said 
R. Uqba bar Hama: When they were jumping; if jumping, 
then it may be that they were coming from some other place, 
and should be allowed. Yea, it may be so, and it may be also 
that one hid them purposely, and in such a doubtful case R. 
Abba b. Zabda declared, in the name of Rabh, that it should 
not be taken from the very first; but if one nevertheless took 
it, he is not to be compelled to return it. 

“ If he found a covered vesself etc. This contradicts the 
following: If he found a vessel hidden in rubbish, he may take 
it and proclaim, because usually the rubbish will be removed 
and some one else may take possession of the vessel (hence you 
see that he may take it, and our Mishna states it shall not be 
touched?). Said R. Zbid: This presents no difficulty. The 
Mishna treats of Kuva and Goblets, and the Boraitha treats of 
small knives and double-pronged zincked forks which were mixed 
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unintentionally with the rubbish. R. Papa, however, says: In 
both, goblets were meant, but the Mishna treats of rubbish which 
is not to be removed, and the Boraitha of that which is to be; 
but if it is to be removed, the article which is there was cer¬ 
tainly put there intentionally (it means that the owner does not 
intend to make use of it any more), therefore we must say that 
the rubbish in question was of a kind which is not to be re- 
* moved, but afterwards it was decided that it should be. Ac¬ 
cording to R. Papa's theory it is correct what the Boraitha 
adds, “ as usually rubbish will be removed," but according to 
R. Zbid’s theory, how is this additional expression to be under¬ 
stood ? Read “ as usually small vessels are thrown away with 
rubbish. ” 

MISHNA IV.: If one found anything in a heap of rubbish 
or in an old brick wall, it is his; if, however, in a new wall, in 
the outer part, it is his; if in the inner part, it belongs to the 
owner. If, however, the house was rented, if even he found it 
in the house it is his. 

GEMARA: It was learned that the reason was that the 
finder may say, that this article was hidden by the Amorites. 
But only the Amorites hide things, and the Israelites not ? It 
means when the vessel seemed to be antique. 

“If it was a new one etc. Said R. Ashi: If the article 
was a knife, and the handle was from the outside, it is supposed 
it was placed there by some stranger; and if it was from the 
inside, it is to be supposed that it was put there by the owner 
of the house. The same is the case with a purse: it must be 
investigated whether the opening of the purse is outside or 
inside. If so, why does our Mishna state, “ if from the outside 
it is his," without any distinction whether the handle or the 
opening of the purse was placed outside or inside ? Our Mishna 
treats of round or roundish articles, which on all sides are alike. 
There is a Boraitha in addition to it, that if the articles were 
found on both sides, they are to be divided between the finder 
and the owner. 

4 * If it was rented , ’' etc. Why so ? Let us see who was the 
last tenant. Said Resh Lakish in the name of Bar Kapara: It 
speaks of a case when it was rented to three men. Infer from 
this that the Halakha prevails in accordance with R. Simeon 
b. R. Elazar stated above, page 51. Therefore, said R. 
Menashia bar Jacob, it speaks when it was an inn with three 
heathen. R. Na’hman in the name of Rabba b. Abuhu, how- 
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ever, said: 44 There is no difference who the guests were, even 
Israelites, if one of them lost something, he may say, 4 There 
were no others, but my two neighbors. If they found it they 
would return it to me, as I had mentioned several times to 
them that such a thing was lost by me; and when they did not 
return it, it indicates that they would steal it, and there is no 
use arguing with them.’ ” (Consequently he renounced his hope 
of regaining it.) And R. Na’hman said, in accordance with his 
theory elsewhere, as follows: 44 If one has seen that a sala was 
dropped by one of two who were standing there (but he does 
not know to which of the two it must be returned). Why so ? 
Because only two of them occupied the place, and the loser will 
think, 4 As there was no other besides my neighbor, I will tell 
him, Only you could have found it, and you must return.’ But 
if there were two others besides him, the finder of the sala may 
keep it for himself, as the loser would think, 4 My sala is lost at 
any rate. If I claim it of one of my neighbors he would deny, 
and so, too, would say the other one ’ (consequently the hope of 
regaining is renounced).” Said Rabha: 44 If there were three, 
he must not return it only in case the coin has not the value of 
one pcrutha; but if it has the value of two peruthas y he must 
return. Why so ? Perhaps they are partners, and one of them 
relinquishes his share to the other without renouncing any 
hope.” The same said again: 44 If one has seen a sala dropped, 
and he took it before the owner renounced his hope, with the 
intention to rob it, he transgresses the three following com¬ 
mandments: [Lev. xix. 13] 4 Nor rob him,’ [Deut. xxii. 1] 4 Thou 
shalt surely bring them back again,’ etc., and [ibid., ibid. 3] 
4 Thou art not at liberty to withdraw thyself ’; *and even if recon¬ 
sidering, he returned it, it is considered a gift; the transgres¬ 
sion, however, remains. If, however, he took it with the inten¬ 
tion of returning it, and after the owner renounced his hope he 
reconsidered to rob it, he transgresses the second command¬ 
ment mentioned above. But if he was waiting until the owner 
renounced his hope, and then took it, he transgresses only the 
commandment of the last verse stated above.” He said again: 
44 If one has seen money dropped in sand, and afterwards found 
and took it, he is not obliged to return it, although the loser 
sifted the sand; for it may be supposed that the purpose of sift¬ 
ing the sand was because he thought, as it happened to me it 
also may happen to some one else, and perhaps I might find, 
if not mine, something of another loser.” 
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MISHNA V. : If one found something in a store, it is his; 
if, however, between the counter and the storekeeper, it belongs 
to the latter; if before a money changer, it is his; if, however, 
between the chair where he usually sits and the table, it belongs 
to the money changer; if one has bought fruit or one sent him 
such, and he found money in it, it is his; if, however, he found 
it tied in a package he may take it, but proclaim. 

GEMARA: Said R. Elazar: “Not only on the ground 
before the money changer, but even if he found it on the table, 
it is his.” Whence did the same get such a law ? Said Rabha: 
“ From the expression of the Mishna, 1 between the chair and 
the table,’ etc.; let it state even on the table, or if he finds in 
the table, as it states in the first part. If he found in the store ? 
Infer from this that even the money was on the table (and the 
money changer being absent), it is his (as it may be supposed 
some one else forgot it, as the money changer is usually very 
careful).” 

“ If one has bought fruit” etc. Said Resh Lakish in the 
name of R. Janai: “ It treats of a case where he bought of a 
merchant, but if of a private person, he must return; and so 
also taught a scholar in the presence of R. Na’hman. Said the 
latter to him: Did, then, the private person thresh it himself 
(though the expression in the Mishna is fruit it means also 
grain )? and the former answered, Then ignore the Boraitha. 
Rejoined R. Na’hman: It is not necessary to ignore it, as it 
could be explained that the case was where the owner threshed 
it by means of his male or female heathen slave (and if even 
they lost the money in question, it belongs nevertheless to the 
owner).” 

MISHNA VI. : A garment is also included (in the verses 
concerning lost articles). Why, then, is it mentioned sepa¬ 
rately ? To teach that all other articles should be equal to it; 
as a garment usually has marks and claimants, so also any arti¬ 
cle which has marks and claimants, he must proclaim. 

GEMARA: In what verse is it included ? Said Rabha: “ In 
[Deut. xxii. 3] ‘ With every lost thing.’ ” He said again: “ To 
what purpose does the Scripture mention ox, ass, sheep, and 
a garment separately ? (Is it not included in the cited verse 
above ?) They are all needed, for if the Scripture would men¬ 
tion the garment only, one might say that it must be returned 
when witnesses testify that it belongs to the claimant, or when 
the claimant gives the mark which is on the material of it; but 
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if, e.g. } an ass, and witnesses or marks can be given of the saddle 
only, the ass is not to be returned; therefore ass is mentioned, 
and ox was also necessary to signify that a mark indicating that 
its tail was cut was sufficient, and the same is with sheep, that 
the mark, the wool shorn, suffices. But would it not be suffi¬ 
cient if the ox only, without the sheep, were mentioned, as it 
! would be self-evident that the wool of sheep which was shorn is 
a sufficient sign for returning, as the same is the case with an 
ox with its tail cut ? The answer to this (see Baba Kama, 
p. 127, the quotation if an ox fall in at the end). 

The rabbis taught: It is written [ibid., ibid.], " Which may 
be lost to him/* means to exclude a loss which has not the 
value of a perntha . R. Jehudah, however, says: " The words 
further on, * which thou hast found,' signify this." 

The schoolmen propounded a question: The returning, 
according to marks given, is biblically or rabbinically. What is 
the difference ? Regarding the returning of a written divorce, 
by proclaiming the marks on it, if it is biblically, it must cer¬ 
tainly be returned; if, however, rabbinically, it may be said 
that the sages made their enactment concerning money matters, 
but not concerning a biblical prohibition (for if an error would 
occur in such a case, a married woman would be allowed to 
marry again). Shall we assume that the Tanaim of the follow¬ 
ing Boraitha differ in that case; namely, testimony of witnesses 
must not be accepted on suppositions ( e.g ., if witnesses came to 
testify that they suppose, by seeing the body of so and so, that 
he was killed, unless they testify that they had seen his face and 
his nose attached). Elazar b. Mahbai, however, said: "It 
may." Should we not assume that the point of their difference 
is that the first Tana holds that signs are rabbinical, and Elazar 
holds that they are biblical? Said Rabha: "All agree that 
signs are biblical, and the point in which they differ is, one 
holds that the suppositions of such a case by his comrade may 
be relied upon, and one holds it may not (because an error may 
occur also in a case of a comrade)." He said again: " The fact 
that we return lost articles according to signs given, proves that it 
is biblically; for if not, how could the sages make such an enact¬ 
ment in a case of doubtful money ? Should we assume that the 
finder is pleased to return the article according to signs, only 
because if it should happen that he himself lost an article, the 
same would be done to him?" Said R. Saphra to him: 
" What do we care for the pleasure of the finder, when the loser 
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is not pleased (e.g ., the man who claims and gives signs, and 
yet it is not the real ones) ? Is it, then, usual that one should 
desire to do good to himself in fntnro (which it is doubtful if it 
will happen) with money which does not belong to him?” 
Therefore said Rabha:* 44 All the losers would be pleased by 
giving signs that the articles should be returned to them, as 
they know that witnesses are not always to be found; and, on 
the other hand, the signs on the articles are not known to every 
one who would like to claim them, and only the loser, who 
knows the exact mark, will proclaim them and come in posses¬ 
sion thereof ” (and therefore it is possible that such an enact¬ 
ment was made by the sages, and it is not biblically). Finally 
said Rabha: 44 That the marks in question are biblically is to be 
deduced from the following verse [Deut. xxii. 2]: 4 And it shall 
remain with thee until thy brother inquire after it.’ Could, 
then, one bear in mind that it should be returned before it is 
inquired about ? We must, therefore, say that the inquirer 
must be examined whether he is not a swindler, and by what 
means he can be identified if not by the exact marks; hence 
infer from this that they are biblically. He says again: 44 If it 
is your decision that the marks in question are biblically. 44 [If 
it is your decision.” Did not Rabha just deduce it from a verse ? 
Yea, but still one can say that the examination mentioned above 
should be by means of witnesses.] If there were two persons 
who gave the very same marks, it must be reserved (until proper 
evidence is brought); if there were marks and witnesses contra¬ 
dicting each other, the witnesses have the preference. If there 
were marks and marks from two parties, and there was a third 
one who brought one witness, the third one must not be taken 
in consideration, and the article must be kept in reserve. If 
there were witnesses testifying that the ownership of the article 
by this man was when it was woven, and other witnesses the 
ownership of another man when it was lost, the latter has the 
preference, as it may be that the first one sold it and it was lost 
by the buyer. If one party testifies to the length, and another 


* In the text it is not mentioned that Rabha is the author of this phrase, but it 
is the continuation of R. Saphra. Rashi, however, has corrected Rabha, for a reason 
which is not known to us ; we see, however, some more corrections of Rashi, in this 
so complicated a discussion ; and notwithstanding this, it is very difficult to find out 
the real meaning of it. We have tried to make it in some way understood to the 
reader ; still we are not sure whether it is correct, and would be very glad if some 
one should translate it in a better way ; to omit this all, would be against our method. 
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party to the width, the length has preference, as the width can 
be assumed by seeing the article when it was used. If one 
testifies to the length and the width, and another one testifies 
to the square, the former has the preference; the square and 
the weight, the latter has the preference. If the husband claims 
that the written divorce was dropped by him before it was de¬ 
livered to his wife, and proclaims certain marks, and she claims 
it was dropped by her after she received it (consequently she is 
single and can marry), she has the preference (because if she 
had not received it, how could she know the marks?). However, 
the marks must be not in length and width, as she could see it 
before it was given to her, but a mark such as a hole in such 
and such letter of it. If the marks were the very same given 
by him and her concerning the length of the thread upon which 
the divorce was put, she has the preference. If both claim that 
it was in the x a *P a ( a kind of small case), he has the preference, 
because it is well known to her that the entire contents of it he 
has placed there. 

MISHNA VII .: Until what time is he obliged to proclaim ? 
Until his neighbors are aware of it; so is the decree of R. Meier. 
R. Jehudah, however, says: "All the three festivals (Passover, 
Pentecost, and Tabernacles), and after the latest festival seven 
days, that the loser should be able to go home three days and 
return three days, and one day for the proclaiming of his loss. 

GEMARA: A Boraitha in addition to the Mishna, which 
states " the neighbors of the lost article." How is it to be 
understood ? Does it mean that the neighbors knew who lost 
the article ? Let them go and return. Therefore it must be 
said that it means the neighbors of the place where the lost 
thing was found. 

" R . Jehudah said," etc. There is a contradiction in the 
following: On the third of Mar Cheshvan they pray for rain. 
R. Gamaliel said: " On the seventh of it, which is the fifteenth 
after the festival, for the purpose that the last of the inhabi¬ 
tants of Palestine shall have reached Euphrates." 

(Hence we see that seven days were needed for each tour.) 
Said R. Joseph: "This presents no difficulty. The cited Bo¬ 
raitha speaks of the first temple, of which it is written [I Kings, 
iv.]: * Judah and Israel were numerous as the sand which is by 
the sea in multitude/ then fifteen days were needed; in the 
second temple, however, of which it is written [Ezra, ii. 64]: 
1 The whole congregation together was forty and two thousand 
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three hundred and sixty,’ etc., seven days are sufficient.” 
Said Abayi to him: “ Is it not written [Nehemiah, vii. 73]: * So 
the priests and the Levites,’ etc., and also [Ezra, ii. 70]: * And 
the singers and the gatekeepers ... in their cities’? and as 
it was so, the reverse of your theory should be held. In the first 
temple, then the people were very numerous, and caravans 
were going to and fro, day and night; not so much time was 
necessary as in the second temple, when caravans were not so 
frequently travelling and not in night-time.” Said Rabha: 
” There is no difference between the first and second temple 
concerning a lost thing. The rabbis did not like to cause too 
much trouble to any one.” Said Rabbina: ” Infer from this 
that the finder must proclaim the kind of the garment he has 
found, for if he has only to proclaim a lost article, one day 
would be added to the loser for searching for his garments, to 
see what was missing. Infer from this that so it is.” Rabha, 
however, says: “Nothing is to be inferred from this. The 
rabbi did not like to cause too much trouble, as stated above.” 
The rabbis taught: “The first festival, the proclaimer must 
say: This is the first feast for my proclamation, and on the sec¬ 
ond he must say this is the second, and on the third he need 
say nothing (and this will mark that it is the third time).” The 
rabbis taught: “ Formerly each finder used to proclaim on all 
three festivals, etc., as stated above; however, since the de¬ 
struction of the Temple [which we hope will be rebuilt soon in 
our days], the sages enacted that it shall be proclaimed in the 
synagogues and houses of learning, and since oppressors have 
increased, it was ordered that the finder should notify his neigh¬ 
bors and friend, and he is quit.” What is to be understood by 
the expression ” oppressors ” ? They who claim that all lost 
articles belong to the government. 

R. Ami happened to find a purse with dinars in the presence 
of a Roman, and he was afraid to take it. The Roman, however, 
said to him, You may take it for yourself; we are not Persians, 
who say that a lost article belongs to the government. The 
rabbis taught: “A certain stone was in Jerusalem, and every 
one who had lost anything would go there, and the same did 
the finders. The one used to proclaim, and the loser would 
give the marks of the article lost, and if correct, he took it; 
and this is what we have learned in Tract Taanith concerning 
Chouna, who said, Go and see if the certain stone is covered by 


rain. 
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MISHNA VIII. : If one identifies the article, but not its 
marks, it must not be delivered to him; and if the claimant is 
known to be a swindler, even if he gives marks, as it is written 
[Deut. xxii. 2], 44 until thy brother inquire after it/' which means 
until you shall investigate whether he is thy brother or a swindler. 

GEMARA: It was taught: R. Jehudah said: An article, 
but not the kind of it, must be proclaimed, as swindle is to be 
feared. R. Na’hman, however, said: He proclaims also the 
kind of article, for if swindle is to be feared, there will be no 
end of the matter. An objection was raised from our Mishna, 
which states, “ if he identifies the article without its marks,’' 
etc.; this would be correct if an article but not the kind is pro¬ 
claimed. Then the Mishna comes to teach that even if he iden¬ 
tified the article, it must nevertheless not be delivered until he 
gives the marks; but if, as you say, he proclaims the kind of 
article, is it not self-evident that without given marks it would 
not be returned ? Said R. Saphra: 44 It may be said that he 
proclaims the kind of article, and the claimant gives marks, but 
not the essential marks, it is not to be returned, and the Mishna 
with the expression 4 marks’ means the essential ones.” 

44 And he who is known as a swindler ,” etc. The rabbis 
taught: Formerly, if one lost an article he would give the marks 
and it was delivered to him. But since swindlers have increased, 
it was enacted that the claimant was obliged to bring witnesses 
that he was not a swindler; as it happened with the father of 
R. Papa, who lost an ass and thereafter found it at some one’s 
place. When the case came before Rabba bar Huna, he said to 
him, Bring witnesses that you are not a swindler; and he did 
so, and Rabba questioned them: Do you know that this man is 
a swindler ? And he answered: Yea. Said the claimant: I am 
a swindler ? The witnesses rejoined: We meant to say you are 
not, and Rabba decided that it be returned, because one would 
not bring witnesses who would testify against him. 

MISHNA IX .: If the found article is of such a kind that it 
labors for its food, it shall be fed and labored with; and if of 
such a kind which does not labor and must be fed, it shall be 
sold, as it is written [ibid., ibid.]: 44 And then thou shalt restore 
it,” which means, deliberate how the restoration should be made. 
But what shall be done with the money ? According to R. Tar- 
phon he may use it, and therefore if he loses it, he is responsi¬ 
ble. According to R. Aqiba, however, it must not be used, 
and therefore if it is lost, he is not responsible. 
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GEMARA: (The Mishna does not state any definite time.) 
Is it for eternity? Said R. Na’hman in the name of Samuel: 
” It means until twelve months have elapsed. We have learned 
the same in the following Boraitha: Each article which is sub¬ 
ject to labor for its food, as, e.g. y a cow or an ass, he may keep 
it until twelve months have elapsed, and when this time has 
passed it may be appraised and the value of it deposited. 
Calves and colts he may keep three months, geese and hens 
thirty days, and after this time has elapsed it should be ap¬ 
praised,” etc. R. Na’hman bar Itzhak, however, says: “ A 
hen (which lays eggs) should be kept twelve months (as it is 
equal to a cow which labors for its food), and the same is plainly 
stated in a Boraitha.” 

”And if of such a kind which does not laborf etc. The 
rabbis taught: “It is written: 1 Thou shalt restore it to him,’ 
which means you must see that the restoration is made; viz., if 
you have found several calves, colts, geese, or hens, you must 
not sell one of them for the purpose of feeding the remainder 
(for if so, it can happen that all of them should be sold for their 
food), but sell all at once and deposit the money.” 

” But what shall be done with the money f etc. We see that 
the sages mentioned in the Mishna differ only in case where the 
money was used, but if it was not, and it was lost, all agree that 
he fs free. Shall we assume that our Mishna is an objection to 
R. Joseph’s statement, who said (Baba Kama, p. 134): “ That 
the bailee of a lost thing is equal to a bailee for hire” ? R. 
Joseph may say that when the article was stolen or lost (by 
carelessness), all agree that he is responsible, and the point of 
their difference is, it was lost through an accident for which 
only a borrower is responsible. According to R. Tarphon, who 
permits the money to be used, he is considered a borrower, and 
is responsible; and according to R. Aqiba, who does not permit 
the use of it, he is not considered a borrower, and therefore not 
responsible for an accident. If so, to what purpose does R. 
Aqiba use the expression “therefore”? He did it because 
R. Tarphon used the same expression, and with him it was 
necessary, as he meant to teach thus: As the use of the money 
was permitted, although he did not, he is nevertheless respon¬ 
sible, because he is considered a borrower. But does not R. 
Tarphon say it was lost, which means even if not accidentally ? 
As Rabba said elsewhere: “ That where the expression ‘ it was 
stolen' occurs, it means by an armed robber; and where the 
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expression ‘ lost ’ occurs, it means accidentally, as, e.g. y the ship 
sunk in the sea, so also is to be explained here." Said R. Jehu- 
dah in the name of Samuel: “ The Halakha prevails in accord¬ 
ance with R. Tarphon. Bid Ra'hba was in the possession of 
money belonging to orphans, and he questioned R. Joseph 
whether he may use it, and he answered: “ So R. Jehudah de¬ 
clared in the name of Samuel, that the Halakha prevails in 
accordance with R. Tarphon." Said Abayi to him: " But was 
it not taught in addition: R. Helba in the name of R. Huna 
said that the case holds only with money obtained for a found 
article, he may use it for his trouble; but if the money was 
found, of which he had no trouble, it must not be used; and 
this money of the orphans which is in possession of the ques¬ 
tioner came to him without any trouble ?" R. Joseph said to 
the questioner: " Go, people do not allow I shall permit you." * 

MISHNA X .: If one found books, then he may read them 
once within thirty days; if he is unable to read, then he must 
unroll them once in thirty days (to air them). He is, however, 
not allowed to study in them for the first time; and, further¬ 
more, no other one shall assist him. If the article was a gar¬ 
ment, it must be shaken once within thirty days, and he may 
spread it out for its own sake, but not for his honor. Vessels 
of silver and copper may be used if for the sake of the articles, 
but not so often that they may become worn. If, however, the 
utensils are of gold or of glass, they must not be touched until 
Elijah will come. If, however, the article found was unfit for 
the finder to carry, he may leave it. 

GEMARA: Samuel said: " He who finds Tephilin (Phylac- 
terien) in market, he may appraise their value and use them 
immediately." Rabbina objected from our Mishna: " If one 
found books, ... he may unroll," etc.; hence it is not 
mentioned that he may appraise and use them. Said Abayi: 
“ With Tephilin it is different, as they are always to be found 
for sale at the scribe's, as, e.g. y Bar Habu; written books, how¬ 
ever, are very seldom articles which can be bought." The 
rabbis taught: "One who borrows the Holy Scrolls of his 
neighbor, must not lend them to another; he may open and 


* Luria (Rashall) in his remarks says: “I have not found in any commentary an 
explanation why money belonging to orphans should be equal to found money, that 
the decision of R. Tarphon should apply also to it. It seems to me, therefore, that 
the case was where he found the money, and thereafter it was known to belong to 
orphans not yet of age, which should be returned to them." 
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read in them provided he does not begin to study in them for 
the first time, and also he must not invite another to study with 
him. The same is the case if one deposits Holy Scrolls at his 
neighbor’s: the bailee must unroll them (for airing) once in twelve 
months, and in the meantime he may read in them; he must 
not, however, open them for the purpose of reading only.” 
Symmachus, however, says: ” If they were new ones, he may 
air them once in a month; and if old, once in twelve months.” 
R. Elazar b. Jacob says: ” It makes no difference, once in 
twelve is sufficient.” 

The master said: “ He must not lend them to another.” 
Does this law apply only to Holy Scrolls ? Is it not the same 
with anything else ? Did not Resh Lakish say (in regard to a 
Mishna in Tract Gittin): Here taught Rabbi that a borrower must 
not lend an article to another, and the same is the case with a 
hirer ? Lest one say that usually one is pleased that a meritori¬ 
ous deed be done with his property, he comes to teach us that 
he must not do so, even with the Holy Scrolls without permis¬ 
sion. To what purpose, then, does the master teach, He opens 
them, etc.? Is this not self-evident, as for this purpose they 
were borrowed ? Because he means to tell that he must not begin 
his study for the first time, etc., he mentioned also the above.* 
But how is to understand the latter part ? R. Elazar b. Jacob 
says: ” Once in twelve.” Is it not the same as the first Tana 
said ? Read, R. Elazar b. Jacob said in both cases they must 
be unrolled once in thirty days. 

” To study in them” etc. There is a contradiction in the 
following: ” One shall not read a paragraph and repeat it or 
translate it into another language; he must not open more than 
three folios of them, and three men must not read in one and 
the same volume.” Is it not to be understood from this that 
three must not, but two may ? Said Abayi: ** This presents no 
difficulty. In one and the same paragraph even two are not 
allowed, but in two different paragraphs each of them may read 
separately.” 

“ If the article was a garment ,” etc. Is it, then, good for 
the garment to shake it frequently ? Did not R. Johanan say 
that whoever has a specialist weaver in his house (who may 
weave for him new garments), may shake his garments every 
day; hence we see that frequent shaking spoils the garment ? 

* The text here discusses the bailee of Holy Scrolls and finally explains it as we 

have just translated ; therefore the omission. 
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Yea. Every day it would spoil it, but once in thirty days is 
good for it; and if you wish, it may be said that R. Johanan 
treats of a woollen garment (which can be torn by shaking), and 
the Mishna treats of linen ones. 

R. Johanan said:* “ It is better to drink a goblet from the 
hand of a witch than to drink a goblet of lukewarm water when 
the goblet is of metal, and was not boiled previously, and it is 
* ordinary water without any spices in it." He also said: “ He 
to whom his father bequeathed too much money, and he desires 
to lose it, shall dress himself in Roman linen garments (which 
are very dear and are spoiled in a short time), and shall use 
glass utensils of great value, and shall hire others to do the 
work necessary in his vineyards while he is absent/' 

“ Vessels of silver and copper etc. The rabbis taught: “ If 
one finds wooden vessels, he may use them in order that they 
may not decay. Copper ones he may use for warm liquids, but 
not put them on the fire, because the vessels may be worn off; 
silver ones he may use for cold liquids, but not for warm, for 
they may lose their brightness; spades or axes he may use for 
soft materials, but not for hard, for they may be diminished; 
however, golden ones or glass ones must not be touched until 
Elijah will come. The same law applies also to deposited arti¬ 
cles. If so, to what purpose was it deposited ? Said R. Ada 
b. Hama in the name of R. Shesheth: “ It was deposited for 
saving only, as, e.g f the owners had departed for the sea- 
countries. ” 

*' If \ however , the article found , . . . he may leave it .'' 
Whence do we deduce it ? From that which the rabbis taught: 
“ It is written [Deut. xxii. i]: ‘And withdraw thyself from 
them/ which means that there are cases in which you may 
withdraw, and others in which you may not. How so ? If, 
e.g.y he was a priest, and the found article was on a cemetery, 
or he was a sage, and it is not fit for him to carry the found 
article, or if his labor at that time should have more value than 
the value of the found article, he may leave it, as in such cases 
the verse cited above applies/' Let us see in what case the 
above verse is needed. If to a priest who saw a found article 
in a cemetery, is then a verse needed ? Is it not self-evident, 
as there is a negative and positive commandment concerning a 
priest, who must not defile himself by the dead [Lev. xxi. i], 

* Because it is stated here what R. Johnanan said regarding worldly affairs, it 
mentions here the other things he said in the same matter. (Rashi.) 
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and the positive commandment, "Ye shall be holy” [ibid, 
xix. 2], and to return a lost thing is one positive commandment 
only; and aside from this it must not be ignored, a bodily pro¬ 
hibition for money matter even if it is meritorious, and if the 
above-cited verse is needed, because his loss of time has more 
value than the lost article. This is also inferred from the say¬ 
ing of R. Jehudah in the name of Rabh, as follows: ” It is writ¬ 
ten [Deut. xv. 4] : ‘ There shall be no needy man among thee,’ * 
which signifies that yours has preference over that of another; 
it must therefore be said that the verse in question is needed 
for the case of a sage, for whom the found article is unfit for his 
honor.” Rabba said: ” If he has seen an animal, and struck it 
(and it ran away), he must return it.” It happened that Abayi 
was sitting in the presence of Rabba, and goats came near him, 
and he took a clot of dirt and threw it at them, and they ran 
away. Said Rabba to him: ” If they will be lost you will be 
responsible ; go and bring them back to the owner.” 

The schoolmen propounded a question: If the man is so 
respected that in the city it is not nice for him to drive cattle, 
but in the field he usually does so, what is the law ? If he has 
seen his neighbor's cattle astray in the field, must he return 
them to the city only, or, as the Scripture requires that they 
shall be returned to their proper place, and as it is not fit for 
him to lead them in the city, he need not do so even in the 
field ? On the other hand, it may be said because it is fit for 
him to do it in the field, it is his duty to lead them to the city, 
and when it is already there return them to the proper place. 
This question remains unanswered. Rabha said: ** (This is the 
rule.) If it would be his own article, he would trouble himself 
to put it in the proper place; then he must do the same with 
that of others. The same is the case with loading and unload¬ 
ing a wagon. If he is accustomed to do so for himself, he must 
do so for another if he is in need [Ex. xxiii. 5].” 

R. Ismail b. Jose was on the road, and met a man carrying 
a bundle of wood, who put it down to take a rest; thereafter he 
asked R. Ismail to help him lift it on his shoulder, and he 
asked him the value of it, and the'man answered a half zuz. R. 
Ismail then bought it for a half zuz, and renounced his owner¬ 
ship to it. The man, however, had acquired title to it by draw¬ 
ing it. Then R. Ismail bought it from him again by adding 

* The Scripture reads Bekha , which means literally in thyself; hence the sig¬ 

nificance of the text. Leeser, however, translates among % according to the sense. 
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another half zuz, and renounced his ownership again. When 
he had seen that the man intended to draw it again to acquire 
title again, he said: “ I have released my ownership for the 
whole world, but not for you.” And was not R. Ismail a sage 
for whom it was not fit to do such a thing ? Pie was acting to 
moderate the law, as R. Joseph taught: It is written [Ex. xviii. 
20]: “ And thou shalt make them know,” etc. “To make 
them know” means how to make a living; “ the way” means 
bestowing of favors; “wherein they must walk” signifies to 
visit the sick and bury the dead; “ and the work” means the 
exact law; “ they must do ” means to moderate the law. The 
master says: Wherein they must walk to visit the sick. Is this 
not included in bestowing of favors ? It was necessary to name 
this separately, in case when the sick one was his comrade, and 
the master says elsewhere that by visiting a sick one, if he is 
his comrade, a sixtieth part of the sickness goes over to him, 
and notwithstanding this he must do so. But is not the bury¬ 
ing of the dead included in bestowing of favors ? It was neces¬ 
sary to teach that even if he was a sage, and it is beyond his 
dignity, he must nevertheless do so in such a case. “To 
moderate the law,” as R. Johanan said that Jerusalem was 
destroyed because they used the exact law only and never 
moderated it. 

MISHNA XL: What is to be considered a lost thing? 
E.g ., if he found an ass or a cow feeding in a public thorough¬ 
fare, it is not to be considered a loss. If, however, the packing 
material of the ass was turned over wrongly, or the cow was 
running between the vineyards, it is to be considered a loss 
which must be returned. If he has returned it, and it runs away 
again, even four or five times, he must return it, as it is written 
[Deut. xxii. 1]: “Thou shalt surely bring them back.” If his 
loss of time was worth a sala, he must not say, Give me a sala, 
but he may take the reward as a laborer would usually take for 
such work. If there were three persons (who constitute a Beth 
Din of common men), he may make the condition before them 
(my loss of time in this case is worth so and so much, and I will 
collect from the owner); but if there were not such three per¬ 
sons, before whom could he make such a condition? Hence his 
own time has preference. 

GEMARA: How is the first part of the Mishna to be under¬ 
stood, which states it is not to be considered a loss when it were 
lost to the owner ? Why not ? Said R. Jehudah: It means to 
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say, what the rule of a lost thing is which one is obliged to 
trouble himself. If the articles mentioned were fed in a public 
thoroughfare, it is not considered such that the finder need 
trouble himself, unless he finds them in such condition as men¬ 
tioned in the Mishna further on. But how is the second part 
to be understood, which states it is to be considered a loss, 
etc.? Does it mean for eternity? Said R. Jehudah, in the 
name of Rabh: 44 If he has seen them three days in succession 
at the same place." How was the case, if in night-time even 
one hour is sufficient, and if in the daytime even more than 
three days should not be considered ? The Mishna treats of 
a case where he had seen them in the morning or at sunset; if 
only three days in succession, it may be supposed that it is only 
mishap, and they will come out soon ; but if more, it is certainly 
a lost thing. We have learned the same in the following Bo- 
raitha: 44 If one found a garment or an ox in the market, or a 
cow running in the vineyard, it is considered a loss; but if the 
articles mentioned were lying on the side of a partition, or the 
cow was fed between the vineyards, it is not considered a loss, 
unless he has seen them three days in succession. If one has 
seen that his neighbor's field is about to be overflowed, he may 
prevent it if it is within his power." Rabha said: 44 It is writ¬ 
ten [Deut. xxii. 3]: 1 With every lost thing,' it means to add a 
loss of real estate." Said R. Hananiah to him: 44 The follow¬ 
ing Boraitha should support you : If he has seen water going to 
overflow, he may prevent it by making a dam." And Rabha 
answered: 44 This teaching may not support me, as it may be 
that it treats of a case when there were sheaves in the field 
(hence it is not real estate). If it is so, what does the Boraitha 
teach us ? Is it not included in the verse cited above ? It may 
be said that there were sheaves which were still attached to the 
ground, and the use of the ground was yet necessary. Lest 
one say because they still need the support of the earth, it 
should be considered as the earth itself, it comes to teach us 
that this is not so." 

** If he returned it , and it runs away again f etc. Said one 
of the scholars to Rabha: 44 Why so ? The Scripture reads 
Hos/ufb (which means, 4 thou shalt return’), once, and then 
Thisbiblm (‘thou shalt return them'), twice." And Rabha 
answered: 44 The first word means even hundred times, and the 
second word is needed lest one say that he is only obliged to 
return to his house, but not to his garden or ruined building, 
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hence the second word Thisbtbdm." * How was the case ? If 
the article would be saved in the garden or ruins, then it is self- 
evident that he must return it, and if it was not saved there, 
why should he return ? It may be said that it is to be saved 
there, and it comes to teach us that the knowledge of the owner 
is not necessary, and this is in accordance with R. Elazar, who 
said, in everything between man and man, the knowledge of the 
owner is needed, except concerning the return of a lost thing, 
in which the knowledge of the owner is not needed (*>., he may 
put the found article on the owner’s property, where it may be 
saved without notifying him that he has done so), and this is 
deduced from the superfluous word in the Scripture mentioned 
above. The same is the case with the word [ibid., ibid. 7] 
which also reads Shalach TdisJialach (literally, “ sending, thou 
shalt send”). ” I would say Shalach once, Teishalach twice,” 
(said the above scholar to Rabha, and he answered:) “ Shalach 
means even hundred times, and Teishalach signifies that even 
if the mother was needed for a meritorious purpose (e.g. , to 
cleanse a leper [Lev. xiv. 4]), it must be, nevertheless, sent 
away.” The same scholar said again to him: “It is written 
[Lev. x. 17]: Hakhdach Toiichecich (literally, ‘rebuke, thou 
shalt rebuke’); say the first word means one, and the second 
two.” And Rabha answered : “ The first word means even hun¬ 
dred times, and the second means that not only the master must 
rebuke his pupil (when seeing him acting wrong), but even the 
pupil must do so to his master. The same is the case with the 
word [Ex. xxiii. 5] Ozob Tahsob (literally, ‘ help, thou shalt 
help ’), which means you must give your assistance, even not in 
the presence of the owner; and the same means the word [Deut. 
xxii. 4] Hokem Tokim (literally, 1 load, thou shalt load ’). But 
why does the Scripture repeat the same concerning unloading 
[Ex. xxxiii.] and loading [Deut. xxii.] ? It is needed. For if it 
would say the first case only, one might say that because a living 
thing is inflicted and damages also he must assist, but in the 
other case of loading, in which both things do not exist, it is 
not so; and if it would be mentioned in the last case loading, 
one might say that he must do so, because he has a right to 
charge for his loss of time, but in unloading, which must be 
done gratuitously, he is not obliged, therefore both are writ¬ 
ten.” [But according to R. Simeon, who holds that even load- 


* Leeser translates according; to the sense, Thou shalt surely return ; the Talmud, 
however, is particular as to the words which we have translated literally in our text. 
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ing must be done without any compensation, what can be said ? 
He may say that the Scripture does not indicate which verse is 
to be explained for loading and which for unloading. But could 
not the trouble about a lost article be deduced from the above- 
cited verses ? Why is it mentioned separately ? It is necessary 
because one might say that in both cases above there is an 
infliction on a living being and an infliction on the owner also 
* (therefore the Scripture prescribes support), but concerning a 
lost article, in which there is an infliction on the owner only 
and not on the lost thing, the Scripture would not prescribe 
support, and the former cases also cannot be deduced from the 
latter one, because in this case the owner is not present (and 
therefore support is necessary), which is not so with the former 
cases, hence all of them were necessary.] The same is with the 
repetition of [Numb. xxxv. 17] Moth Yoomot (literally, ” dead, he 
shall die ”), which means that if it is impossible to kill him by 
the prescribed death, he may be killed in any manner; the same 
is with [Deut. xiii. 16] Halikie Thahki (literally, 44 smite, thou 
shalt smite ”), which means if you cannot smite it as prescribed, 
you must do so in any manner; the same is with [ibid. xxiv. 13] 
Hohsheb Tohshib (literally, 44 return, thou shalt return ”), which 
means that even when the pledge was taken without permission 
of the court, it must nevertheless be returned; so also [Ex. xxii. 
23] Choboul Tahchboul (literally, 44 pledge, thou shalt pledge”), 
which means the same as above [if so, to what purpose is it 
repeated ? one for a day dress and the other for a night dress]; 
so it is also [Deut. xv. 8] Pathoach Tiptahch (literally, 44 open, 
thou shalt open”), which means that not only to the poor of 
your city you are obligated, but also to those of other cities; and 
also [ibid., ibid. 10] Nauthon Teetfoi (literally, 44 giving, thou 
shalt give”), which means both great and small gifts. The 
same is [ibid., ibid. 14] Halmik Theahnek (literally, ” donate, 
thou shalt donate ”), which means that you must do so even if 
thy house was not blessed through him [but according to R. 
Elazar b. Azaria, who holds that if it was not blessed, he is not 
obliged to donate, what can be said ? Nothing; but the Scrip¬ 
ture usually speaks like a human being]. So also is with [ibid., 
ibid. 8*] Habit Taabitanov (literally, ” lend, thou shalt lend ”), 
which means that not only to him who possesses nothing and 

* In all repetitions cited the Talmud takes the matter literally, though the 
translators, especially Leeser, whom we follow in our work, translate differently, 
according to the sense. Cf. Leeser’s Bible. 
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refuses donations, but even to him who possesses but does not 
want to use his property for his livelihood, you must also act the 
same. [But according to R. Simeon, who denies any obligation 
upon a person of the latter case, what does the repetition sig¬ 
nify ? Nothing; the Scripture speaks as stated above.] 

When the loss of tune was the value of a sala/' etc. How 
is this to be understood ? Said Abayi: 44 The loss of time must 
be appraised according to his loss in his special trade.” 

4 4 If there were three men'' etc. Issur and R. Saphra were 
partners in business. Subsequently R. Saphra divided in pres¬ 
ence of two witnesses. Finally he came before Rabba bar R. 
Huna, and was told to bring three men, or two of them, before 
whom he divided the goods, or even two witnesses that he has 
done so in presence of other three men, and he said to him: 
44 From what source do you take your decision?” And he 
rejoined: 44 From our Mishna, which states, 4 If there were three 
men/ etc.” Rejoined R. Saphra: 44 What comparison is this ? 
The Mishna treats of collecting money from one to give it to 
another, and therefore a Beth Din of three men was necessary; 
but in my case I took that which belongs to me only. Why do 
not two witnesses suffice ? And my theory may be supported 
from a Mishna elsewhere, which states that a widow may sell 
for her support the goods of her late husband, even not in the 
presence of a Beth Din (but before two witnesses).” Said 
Abayi to him: 44 But was it not taught in addition to your 
Mishna thus, R. Joseph bar Minyumi in the name of R. Na’h- 
man said: It means, she does not need a court of special judges, 
but a Beth Din of three common men is nevertheless neces¬ 
sary. 

MISHNA XII : If he has found the animal in a stable, 
he is not obliged to trouble himself. In a public thoroughfare, 
however, he is. If it was in a cemetery (and he was a priest), 
he must not defile himself. If he was told by his father to 
defile himself, or not to return it, he must not listen to him. 
If he has unloaded, and reloaded, and again even four or five 
times, he is obliged to do so, as it is written [Ex. xxiii. 5]: 
44 Thou shalt surely help him.” * If, however, the owner went 
away and sat down, saying: 44 You are obliged by Scripture to 
assist me, do so if you want in my absence,” he is not obliged 
to do anything, as it is written Eemoii (literally, 44 with him ”). 
If, however, he was old or sick, he is free. The commandment 


* See foot-note p. 72. 
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of the Scripture is for unloading, but not loading. R. Simeon, 
however, maintains loading also; R. Jose the Galilean said: 
“ If the animal was overburdened more than it could carry, 
there is no liability, as it is written [ibid., ibid. 5], ‘ under his 
burden/ which signifies under such a burden which it can bear.” 

GEMARA: Rabha said: “The stable mentioned in the 
Mishna means that it was of such a kind where the animal was 
not afraid to stay, and also was not locked in, and if it wanted 
to leave it could do so; and this is to be inferred from the ex¬ 
pression, 1 He is not obliged.’ It is only in case it is not afraid 
to stay there, and from the same is also to be inferred that the 
stable was not locked, as if it were so, would it be necessary to 
teach that he is not obliged; is it not certain that when he finds 
it on the street, he is obliged to place it in such a stable, should 
he then be obliged to take it out ? Hence infer that such was 
the case.” 

“ In a public thoroughfare, however, he is , ” etc. Said R. 
Itzhak: “ It means when the thoroughfare was placed two 
thousand ells from the town, not otherwise, and from this is to 
be inferred that the stable in question, even if it was placed 
beyond the stated limit, there is no liability.” 

** In a cemetery, etc. The rabbis taught: Whence do we 
deduce that he must not listen to his father in the above-men¬ 
tioned cases? It is written [Lev. xix. 19]: “Ye shall fear 
every man his mother and his father, and my Sabbath ye shall 
keep; I am the Lord,” which means that ye all are obliged to 
preserve my commandments (says the Gemara); but were it not 
written here, “ and my Sabbath ye shall keep,” you would say 
that he must listen to his father ? Why ? In case of a lost 
thing there is a positive and negative commandment {supra, 
p. 68, 69), and honoring his father is a positive commandment 
only, and there is a rule that one positive commandment does 
not contradict a case wherein are a positive and a negative com¬ 
mandment ? It was necessary lest one say because the honor of 
parents is equal to the honor of Omnipotent, from an analogy 
of expression “honor” [Ex. xx. 12] and [Prov. iii. 9], “he 
shall listen to his father,” (although it is against a command¬ 
ment), which teach us that it is not so. 

“ But not loading," etc. How is this to be understood ? 
Shall we assume not loading at all ? Is it not written [Deut. 
xxii. 4]: “ Thou shalt surely help him ” ? Therefore we must 
explain that the Mishna means thus: “The commandment is 
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to unload without any compensation, but not loading without 
any.” R. Simeon, however, says: “ The same applies to the 
latter, and this explanation is as the rabbis taught plainly: 
1 Unloading without a compensation, and loading with/ R. 
Simeon, however, says: 4 Both are equal/ What is the reason 
of the rabbis ? Because, if it would be according to R. Simeon, 
the Scripture would be loading only, and the unloading would 
be deduced by drawing an a fortiori conclusion, as above (p. 73), 
and R. Simeon may answer as said above.” 

Rabha said: ” From the decision of both we learn that a 
living being must not be inflicted is so biblically, as even accord¬ 
ing to R. Simeon the above a fortiori conclusion is not to be 
drawn, because in the Scripture loading or unloading is not 
clearly mentioned, but if it were, this a fortiori conclusion 
would be drawn; hence the infliction in question is so biblically, 
even in accordance with R. Simeon (for if not, how could an 
a fortiori conclusion be drawn ?); but perhaps the same would 
be drawn not from the infliction, but from the damage; thus, 
in case of loading, wherein there is not any damage, he is obli¬ 
gated so much the more in case of unloading, wherein there is 
damage ? Does, then, the Scripture treat only of a case wherein 
there is no damage ? How, then, is it if, e.g., when the man is 
going to a fair and is prevented from reaching it by some occur¬ 
rence, or if in the mean time all his goods are stolen (is one not 
obliged to help him) ? And one more support, that the inflic¬ 
tion in question is so biblically, is to be found in the latter part. 
R. Jose the Galilean says: “ If he was overloaded,” etc., from 
which is to be inferred that the first Tana holds even in such a 
case one is obliged to help, and this only because of the inflic¬ 
tion of the animal. But perhaps they (first Tana, R. Jose) differ 
only in that verse from which R. Jose deduces his decision, 
and the rabbis do not care to deduce it (not because the inflic¬ 
tion in question is biblically); furthermore, it maybe deduced 
that it is not so biblically from the first part, which states that 
in absence of the owner one is not obliged to help; and if the 
infliction in question is biblically, what difference is it whether 
the owner is present or absent (he is biblically obliged to redeem 
the animal of its infliction at any rate) ? Nay, the infliction is 
so biblically, and the decision that in the absence of the owner 
he is free, is not to be understood as meaning entirely free, but 
free to do it without compensation; but in the absence of the 
owner he must do for compensation. This is supported by the 
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following Boraitha: “ An animal belonging to a heathen, he 
must trouble himself with it as it were an Israelite's.” This is 
correct. If the infliction is biblically there is no difference to 
whom the animal belongs ; but if it is not biblically, why must 
he trouble himself about a heathen's animal ? It may be said 
he must do so not to cause animosity, and so it seems from the 
latter part, which states: “ If it was loaded with prohibited 
wine, he need do nothing with it.” And this can apply only 
when the infliction is not biblically; for if it is, what difference is 
it with what material the animal was loaded ? Nay, the Bo¬ 
raitha means to say that if there was prohibited wine to load, 
he should have nothing to do with it. Come and hear (another 
objection). If his friend was needed to unload, and his enemy 
was needed to load, it is a meritorious act to help the enemy 
for the purpose of overcoming his wicked nature. Now if the 
infliction is biblically, his friend should have the preference, 
because his animal is inflicted ? Notwithstanding this, the 
overcoming of his wicked nature has the preference. Come and 
hear. The enemy in question is meant an Israelite and not an 
enemy, an idolater. Now if the infliction would be biblically, 
what difference is it who the enemy was ? (The animal is in¬ 
flicted.) Do you think the enemy in question means the enemy 
mentioned in the Bible [Ex. xxiii. 5] ? it means the enemy 
mentioned in the Boraitha (who needs help in loading). Come 
and hear. The word lying, in the just cited verse, means that 
the lying occurred through the burden, but not when his habit 
was to lie down while under burden, ” lying” and not when it 
was standing, ” under his burden ” and not when it was un¬ 
loaded, ” his burden ” such as it could stand, but not other¬ 
wise. Now if the infliction is biblically, what difference is it 
between lying and standing ? The Boraitha is in accord with 
R. Jose the Galilean, who holds that the infliction is not bibli¬ 
cally, and it seems to be so from the statement ” under such 
a burden which it could stand,” and such a theory was heard 
from R. Jose only. 

The rabbis taught: ” It is written [ibid., ibid. 5] ” if thou 
see ” ; one may say that even when he was far away; therefore it 
is written [ibid. 3] ” if thou meet ” ; and lest one say that only 
by an exact meeting (but not when he happened to be near 
him), therefore it is written ” if thou see,” to indicate that his 
seeing was when it was possible to meet him ; and the conjecture 
of the sages was a seventh and half part of a mile distant, which 
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was known as a riss. A Boraitha in addition to this states that 
he must accompany him the distance of a pazsa. Said Rabba 
bar bar Hama: ” Provided he is paid.” 

MISHNA XIII. : If one lost a thing as did his father before, 
his own has preference. The same is the case with his master. 
If, however, his father and his master have lost an article at the 
same time, his master has preference because his father brought 
him only into this world, while his master, who taught him wis¬ 
dom, brings him into the world to come; if, however, his father 
was a sage, he has the preference (/.<?., to trouble himself for 
him). If his father and his master were overburdened, he 
should unload his master first, and after his father. If both 
were in prison, his master has preference to be redeemed; if, 
however, his father was a sage, he has the preference. 

GEMARA: Whence is this deduced? Said R. Jehudah in 
the name of Rabh: ” It is written [Deut. xv. 4] 4 No needy 
man among thee ’ * (above, p. 69), which means that yours has 
the preference always.” The same said again in the name of 
the same authority: ” Although the law is exactly so, he who 
always acts accordingly will finally need the support of others.” 
(Rashi explains this that he who is always particular that he 
shall have the preference absolves himself of charity, of bestow¬ 
ing favors, and is not respected, and therefore he stands alone 
and will finally need support.) 

** If his father and his master were overloaded ,” etc. The 
rabbis taught: “ The master in question is meant one who has 
taught him the wisdom of Gemara ” (i.e., the reasons of the de¬ 
cisions of the Mishna and that they do not contradict each 
other, and some sense for allowed and not allowed obligations 
and absolutions of the Scripture.—Rashi); “ but not who taught 
him Scripture, exact Mishnayoth,” is the dictum of R. Meir. R. 
Jehudah says: He who taught him the greater part of his wisdom 
only is considered his master. R. Jose, however, maintains: 
” That even if he enlighted his eyes in only one Mishna, he is 
to be considered his master.” Said Rabha: ” As, eg ., R. 
Sh’orah, who explained to me the word Zuhma with the word 
Listrum.” f Samuel tore his garment at the death of one of the 


* The Scripture reads Bekha , literally in thee , which the Talmud explains, there 
shall be no needy in thyself. 

f In Section Jaharot (Keilim, XXV., 3) this word is to be found, and Rabha said ; 
“ It was known to me that it is a vessel but I did not know what kind, and he 
explained to me that it means a soup strainer ” (Rashi). 
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rabbis who had explained to him only one expression in the 
Gemara. Said Ula: “ The Babylonian sages arise one before 
another, and tear their garments, for the death of one of their 
colleagues; however, concerning a lost thing of which the mas¬ 
ter has preference, they do not consider only the master of 
whom he had learned the greater part of his wisdom/' 

R. Hisda questioned R. Huna: How is it with a disciple 
whom his master needed ? And he answered: “ Hisda, Hisda, 
I have not any need for you; you, however, need me for forty 
years more.” They both became angry, and did not visit each 
other any more. R. Hisda, however, fasted forty days for the 
disgrace of R. Huna, and R. Huna did the same because he sus¬ 
pected that R. Hisda with his question meant him. ” It was 
taught: R. Itzhak b. Joseph in the name of R. Johanan said: 
The Halakha prevails in accordance with R. Jehudah. R. Aha 
b. R. Huna in the name of R. Shes’heth said: The Halakha 
prevails according to R. Jose.” Could R. Johanan say so ? 
Did he not say elsewhere that the Halakha prevails in accord¬ 
ance with an anonymous Mishna, and our Mishna states his 
master, who taught him wisdom ? By the word wisdom, i.e ., 
the greater of his wisdom. 

The rabbis taught: ” They who occupy themselves with the 
study of Scripture are not to be blamed, but, on the other hand, 
not to be praised. With the Mishnayoth, however, they are to 
be praised, and will be rewarded; but with the Gemara there is 
not a better custom. However, look to occupy thyself with the 
Mishnayoth better than with the Gemara.” Does not the 
Boraitha contradict itself ? It states there is not a better cus¬ 
tom than the Gemara, and immediately it states, Occupy thyself 
with the Mishna. Said R. Johanan: “ In the time of Rabbi 
the above Mishna was taught; in consequence all the disciples 
left the Mishna and started the Gemara; he therefore lectured 
again, ” Occupy thyself better with Mishnayoth,” etc., and sub¬ 
sequently his above lecture was added to the Mishna.* What 


* This remarkable statement is interpreted by Rashi thus : When the disciples 
of Shamai and Hillel increased to a great number (about three generations before 
Rabbi), differing and quarrelling so, that it looked as if there were two Torahs. In 
addition to this, persecution by the government was increased daily, and new dis¬ 
agreeable decisions were renewed day by day, so that they could not give the 
proper attention to revise the point of their differences, until the days of Rabbi. 
When the Almighty gave him grace in the eyes of Antoninus Caesar of Rome, 
who abolished all the disagreeable decisions, and Rabbi had the opportunity to 
compile the Mishnayoth, which was oral until his time. He assembled all the disciples 
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was the basis of the above-mentioned lecture ? R. Jehudah b. 
Uayi lectured as follows: “ It is written [Isaiah, xvi. 5]: * * Hear 
the word of the Lord, ye that tremble of his word. Your breth¬ 
ren that hated you, that cast you out for the sake of my name, 
said, Let the Lord be glorified, but he will appear to your 
joy, and they shall be made ashamed/” Tremble of his 
word” means the scholars who study Gemara; “ your breth¬ 
ren ” means those who study the Scripture; ” that hated you ” 
means the students of the Mishnayoth (the students of the 
Mishnayoth, says Rashi, hated the students of the Gemara, 
because the latter had decided that the students of the Mishna¬ 
yoth, without Gemara, are the destroyers of the world, because 
they act according to the Mishnayoth without knowledge of 
their sources and bases, and very often the Halakha does not 
prevail according to their decisions); “ that cast you out ” means 
the common people. But lest one say their hope has ceased, 
therefore it is written : ” He will appear to your joy ” ; and may 
one say that Israel will be ashamed, therefore it is written : “ And 
they (the idolaters) shall be ashamed, and Israel will rejoice.” * 


of Palestine, and each of them had to report a Halakha which he had heard from a 
great man, which was written down in the name of each author, and only then the 
sections of the Mishnayoth were classified ; i,e., the Halakhas which belong to damages, 
women, festivals, etc., were selected, separated in sections. Rabbi, however, omitted 
from some Mishnayoth the name of their author for the purpose of establishing the 
Halakha accordingly, which probably could not be done if it were taught in the name 
of individuals, and when this was done, the Mishna mentioned in the text was said, 
i.e., “there is not a better custom than to study the Gemara,” which means, to 
understand the sources and reasons of the decisions of the Mishnayoth. But when 
Rabbi saw that all had occupied themselves with the study of Gemara, without 
repeating the Mishnayoth itself, he was afraid that the name of the sages and the 
obligation would be changed, so he lectured again : “ Occupy thyself with Mishna¬ 
yoth.” See our brief general introduction, Section Festivals, Vol. I., p. xv, in which 
we give the history of the Mishnayoth differently, the basis of our opinion being the 
majority, who differ with Rashi, and say that the Mishnayoth was written down 
many generations before the time of Rabbi. In our periodical “ Hakol,” Vol. VI., 
No. 1, we published an article pointing out all the names of them who agree with 
Rashi and all those who are contrary, also the opinion of the late famous Dr. Gelle- 
nik. See also “ Dour Dour Vedourshow,” by I. H. Wise. All details of this matter 
for the English reader will be found in our forthcoming history of the Talmud. 

* We have followed Leeser in the translation of the verse. It seems, however, 
that the verse was different before the Talmudist, as the end mentioned in the text is 
not to be found there, and also the translation, “ he will appear to your joy,” is not 
in accordance with the Talmud, which translates, “ and we will see your joy,” and 
Rashi explains that the prophet says, “ I and all your brethren mentioned above 
will see your joy.” It may be, however, that the end of the verse was added only 
because it is the end of this chapter, and their custom was to finish with a good word. 



CHAPTER III. 


LAWS RELATING TO BAILMENTS, HIRERS, LOSSES ON DEPOSITED 
ARTICLE AS TO THEIR QUANTITY AND THEIR QUALITY, AS TO 
THE CARE TO BE BESTOWED ON DEPOSITED ARTICLES BY THE 
DEPOSITARY, AND OF MONEY WHETHER IT MAY BE USED. 

MISHNA /.: If one has deposited an animal or vessel with 
his neighbor, and they were stolen or lost, and he paid, because 
he refused to take an oath [according to the law that a gratui¬ 
tous bailee must swear and is acquitted], and thereafter the thief 
was found, who must pay the double amount, or in case he 
has slaughtered or sold, four and five fold, to whom shall he 
pay? To him who has kept the bailment. If, however, the 
bailee took an oath, because he refuses to pay, and the thief was 
found, he must pay the above-mentioned amount to the owner. 

GEMARA: “He has paid, because he refused” etc. Said 
R. Hyya bar Abba in the name of R. Johanan : “ The expres¬ 
sion ‘ paid ’ is not to be understood that he has done so already, 
but if he said, ‘ I will pay,’ it is to be considered paid.” And 
there is a Boraitha in accordance with his statement, viz.: “ If 
one has hired a cow of his neighbor, and it was stolen, and the 
hirer said, I will pay rather than take an oath (that it was not an 
accident), and thereafter the thief was found, the double amount 
belongs to the hirer.” 

R. Papa said : “ A gratuitous bailee, when he said, 4 1 have 
neglected my duty ’ (which makes liable for payment), acquires 
title of the double amount because he could be acquitted if he 
should claim it was stolen. The same is the case with a bailee 
for hire, when he claims ‘ stolen,’ because he could be acquitted 
by claiming it was crippled or died (in which case he is not re¬ 
sponsible) ; and also a borrower, if he said, I am ready to pay, he 
acquires title for the double amount, as he could acquit himself 
by claiming the animal had died while laboring.” Said R. Zbid 
to him : “ So said Abayi: A borrower does not acquire title of 
the double amount, unless he has already paid. Why so? for all 
the benefit he has derived was only upon his word, without any 
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actual payment. It is not sufficient his saying, I am ready to 
pay.” And there is a Boraitha supporting him: “If one bor¬ 
rowed a cow of his neighbor, and it was stolen, and the borrower 
hastened and paid, and thereafter the thief was found, the double 
amount belongs to the borrower.” Shall we assume that the 
Boraitha is an objection to R. Papa’s statement? He may say, 
has, then, the Boraitha more strength than our Mishna—does not 
the Mishna state, “ and he paid,” and nevertheless it was inter¬ 
preted that the same is the case if he says, “ I will pay ” ? Why 
should not this same explanation apply to the Boraitha? But 
what comparison is it ? The Boraitha states, “ he hastened and 
paid,” which is not the case in the Mishna. But why should 
it not be explained he hastened to say , “I will pay”? Nay, 
the same Boraitha expresses in the case of a hirer, “ he said” and 
in the case of a borrower, “ hastened,” hence the Boraitha was 
particular as to its word. But whence do we know that the 
Boraitha’s statements were taught together—perhaps each state¬ 
ment was taught seperately, consequently no special attention 
must be paid to the wording ? The disciples of R. Hyya and 
R. Oshia were questioned, and the answer was, that all the state¬ 
ments of the above Boraitha were delivered at one time. 

It is certain that if he previously said, “ I will not pay,” and 
afterwards he declared, “ I will,” it is a reconsideration and must 
be counted ; but how is it if it is vice versa ? Shall we assume 
this also a reconsideration, or perhaps he intended to pay, but as 
he had no cash, he only postponed payment ? Also how is it if 
he promised to pay, and dies, and his heirs refuse, or he dies with¬ 
out saying anything, and his heirs pay, does the double amount 
belong to them, or can he say to them, “ If your father would 
promise to pay I would be pleased to transfer the double amount 
to him, but with you I have nothing to do, as probably you were 
aware of the double amount, and, therefore, you paid ” ? These 
questions are not decided. R. Huna said : “ In all cases an oath 
is given to the bailee that at that time the article is not in his 
possession, for fear, perhaps, he would prefer to keep the article 
for himself, and, therefore, he paid for it.” * 

There was a man who deposited a nose jewel with his friend, 
and when being required to return, he said, “ I do not know 
where I put it,” and when the case came before R. Na’hman, he 


* There are objections and answers concerning oaths, which are repeated in 
Tract Shebuoth (Oaths), therefore omitted here. 
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said : “ Such an answer shows a neglect of duty, and you must 
pay.” The man did not submit to R. Na’hman’s decision, unless 
R. Na’hman made him pay by force. Finally, the article was 
found, and was increased in value. Said R. Na’hman: “ Return 
it to its owner and have your money refunded.” Said Rabha : 
“ I was sitting before R. Na’hman when he decided the above 
case, and our study was in this chapter, and I questioned him, Is 
not this case equal to the statement of our Mishna: If he paid 
and refused to swear, etc., and R. Na’hman did not answer, (and 
thus deliberating this matter I came to the conclusion that) it 
was right in him not to answer, because the case in our Mishna 
does not treat of a case where he was troubled by the court, as 
in this case.” (Says the Gemara:) “ Shall we assume that R. Na’h¬ 
man holds that property appraised by the court, for the sake of 
the creditor, and delivered to him, should be returned to the 
defendant when he brings cash ? Nay! The above case of the 
nose jewel is different ; as the article was in his possession, no 
appraisement could be made; hence the appraisement itself 
was an error. (However, when the court appraises by examin¬ 
ing the article, no change is to be made.) The sages of Nahar- 
dea, however, hold that even a correct appraisement by the 
court is to be returned in twelve months (when the defendant 
brings cash). Said Amemor: “I myself am a Nahardean, and 
I hold that an appraisement is always to be returned.” (Said 
the Gemara:) ‘‘ So the Halakha prevails, because it is written 
[Deut. vi. 18]: “And thou shalt do that which is right and 
good,” etc.* 

It is certain, when it was appraised for the sake of a creditor, 
and the latter appraised it for his own creditor, the returning may 
take place, because it may be said to the latter creditor, You can¬ 
not be entitled to any more privilege than this defendant. The 
reverse is the case when the creditor sold it, or gave it as a 
present, because the intention of the people was given to the 
estate but not to the value of it. The same is the case if it was 
appraised for a widow (according to her marriage contract) and 
she remarried, and the same is also when the estate was appraised 
for the sake of a creditor of a widow, and after she remarried and 
died her husband cannot require for returning, as he is considered 
a buyer (and not an heir), to whom the law prescribes no returning 


* Of which it is to be deduced that if it is possible to moderate the strict law 
without any trouble it must be done. 
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shall take place, neither by nor to him. As R. Jose said : “ It was 
enacted in the city of Usha that if a woman sold her estate, 
called mulgeo* (i.e., an estate in which her husband has the 
usufruct, the use of the products and the principal estate remain 
hers) while her husband is yet alive and she dies, the husband 
may take it away from the hands of the buyer.*’ If, however, the 
creditor took the estate for his debt without appraisement, but 
with the admission of his creditors, it may be returned or not. 
R. A’ha and Rabbina differ ; according to one it may not, because 
it was a correct sale, as the debtor had given it with his good will; 
and according to the other it may, because the sale is not to be 
considered a good one, as the debtor did it only because he was 
ashamed to go to court, but not with his good will. 

From what time may the creditor use the products of an 
appraised estate ? According to Rabba, as soon as the warrant 
reaches him; and according to Abayi, from the time the warrant 
was signed by the court. Rabha, however, says: “ The war¬ 
rant that the estate shall be sold for his debt does not suffice 
even when it is in the hands of the creditor, provided the time 
of heraldry had elapsed.” (The previous products, however, be¬ 
long to the debtor.) 

MISHNA II. : If one has hired a cow and he loaned it to 
some one else, and it died a natural death, the hirer takes an oath 
that the death was natural, and the borrower must pay to the 
hirer. Said R. Jose: u How could the hirer do business with 
the cow, which did not belong to him? Therefore the cow, or 
the value of it, must be returned to the owner.” 

GEMARA : Said R. Idi b. Abin to Abayi: “ Is not the oath 
the only reason for acquiring title? Let then the owner say: 
Keep aloof from this case with your oath, and I will summon 
your borrower (as it did not die while in your possession). It will 
be better for me to summon the borrower (who is responsible 
even for an accident).” And Abayi answered : “ Do you think 
that the oath is the only reason for the title? It is not so. The 
title is acquired with the death of the animal, the title of its value 
is acquired to the hirer, and the oath is only to please the owner.” 

R. Zera said: “ It can happen that the hirer has a right to 
require several cows from the owner for one cow. How so? (As 
the explanation of this queer proposition is so clearly illustrated 


* Mulgeo means milking, and it is used in a case where the milk is always drawn 
away, and the cow, the principal, loses nothing by the operation. 
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by Rashi, we omit the explanation given in the Gemara, and we 
append it in a foot-note.*) Said R. A’ha of Difta to Rabbina: 
“ Let us see. It was only one animal which was going from borrow¬ 
ing to hiring, and vice versa. Why then should he furnish him 
with four—is it not sufficient he should furnish him with two, one 
of them to remain the property of A and the other for the 
remaining labor days ” ? And Rabbina answered : “ Is then the 
animal yet alive, that it could be said so? The animal is dead, 
and there were two cases of hiring and two cases of borrowing, 
and he has a right to receive compensation for each case, also 
for each hiring of the labor days.” Mar bar R. Ashi, however, 
maintains: “ A is entitled to two cows only, one for both cases 
of hiring, and one for both cases of borrowing; as the cases under 
one name cannot be considered two, because all this occurred 
with only one animal (as explained above).” 

It was taught: “ A bailee who has transferred the bailment to 
another bailee, according to Rabh the first bailee has the same 
responsibility as if he would take care of it himself, (i.e. he is 
free from accident). According to R. Johanan, the first one is 
responsible even for an accident.” Said Abayi: “ According to 
RablTs theory, not only a gratuitous bailee who transferred to a 
bailee for hire, who has increased the responsibility of it, is not 
responsible any more than the prescribed law of such a bailee, but 
even if he was a bailee for hire and he transferred it to a gratuitous 
bailee, that the responsibility was decreased ; the same is the case, 
because he transferred it to one who was able to take care of it 
(consequently he did not neglect his duty); and according to R. 
Johanan’s theory, not only a bailee for hire who transferred it to 
a gratuitous bailee, in which the responsibility was decreased, but 


* A hired an animal of B that he should labor with it one hundred days, and then 
B asked A, as a favor, he should loan it to him for ninety days of the hundred, and 
subsequently he should return it to A for the remaining ten days, and if death occurred 
during the time it was yet borrowed, B, although he is the owner, is now considered 
a borrower only, who is responsible. But if A after he had loaned the hired cow to 
B, the owner, hired the same again for eighty days, B is considered a borrower of the 
animal, who hired it to another one for labor. Now if the animal dies while under 
the control of A he has only to take an oath that the death was natural and B must 
furnish him with another cow instead. If, however, B has borrowed it again for 
seventy days out of the eighty of the second hiring, and death occurs while under B’s 
control, then A has only to take an oath for the natural death, and B, the borrower, 
has to furnish A with four cows—two for the two times he has borrowed from him, 
i.e. y as the time of his borrowing is not yet elapsed it is considered as if he had loaned 
him two animals and two deaths occurred, and the other two he must furnish him for 
the remaining labor days he hired from him. 



86 


THE BABYLONIAN TALMUD. 


even a gratuitous bailee who transferred it to a bailee for hire, in 
which the responsibility was increased, he is nevertheless respon¬ 
sible for all that occurs, because the owner may say, “I have 
trusted the bailment to you, not to any one else, as I did not 
want the bailment to be under the control of some one else/' 
Said R. Hisda: “Rabh’s statement was not made by him di¬ 
rectly, but it was inferred from an act which happened, namely: 
There were gardeners who had deposited their spades at a certain 
old woman’s ; one day, however, one of them gave it for safe¬ 
keeping to his comrade, and when the latter heard voices from a 
wedding procession and wanted to accompany it, he transferred 
the spade of the above to the old woman, and when he returned, 
he found it was stolen. When the case came before Rabh, he 
acquitted him. Those who have heard this decision thought 
that it was because of the law that a bailee who transfers the 
bailment to another bailee is free ; in reality, however, Rabh 
acquitted him because the depositor himself used to deposit his 
articles with the same old woman ; consequently he could not 
claim that he would not trust her with his bailment. R. Ami was 
sitting and declaring the just stated Halakha, and R. Abba bar 
Mammal objected to his statement from our Mishna: “One 
hired a cow,” etc. Now if the above statement is correct, why 
could not the owner of the animal claim, “ I did not want that my 
bailment should be under the control of another one ” ? And he 
answered: The Mishna treats of a case where the owner gave 
him permission to loan it to some one. If so, the owner has a 
right to the value of the cow? The owner told him, You can do 
so to whomever you like (and so he cannot claim any more that 
he does not want his bailment to be under another’s control). 

Rami bar Hama objected to this from Mishna VII., in this 
chapter, which states that if he transferred them to his little 
children, etc., of which it is to be inferred that if he would trans¬ 
fer them to his big children, he would be free. Why so ? The 
owner could claim, “ I do not want my bailment to be under an¬ 
other’s control.” Said Rabha : “ Usually, when one deposits an 
article for safekeeping with any one, he intends that he may ask 
his wife and children to take care of it, and the sages of Nahardea 
said : “ That it seems the cited Mishna is rightly explained so, 
as it states, ‘ his little children,’ of which it is to be inferred that 
if he would give it to the care of the big ones, he would be free.” 

However, the case is only with his children, not with strangers, 
for if he would transfer them to strangers, he would be responsible 
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at any rate, for the reason that the bailee can claim that he did not 
want it in the control of another, as stated above.” Rabha said : 
“ The Halakha prevails, that a bailee who has transferred the 
bailment to another bailee of any kind is responsible. Why so? 
Because the owner may say, that you alone are trusted by me 
with an oath, but not the man to whom you have transferred it.” 

It was taught: “ If the bailee has neglected his duty, and the 
animal was going out to the rushes and dies a natural death, 
Abayi in the name of Rabba makes him liable, and said : That 
any judge who would decide to the contrary is not worthy to be a 
judge, as not only according to him who holds that if an accident 
follows a neglect, there is a liability, he is responsible, but even 
according to him who holds that in such a case there is no lia¬ 
bility, in this case he would admit that he is responsible. Why so? 
Because it may be said that the air of the rushes killed it (hence 
it is not the accident, but the neglect, which caused the death).” 
Rabha, however, in the name of Rabba said : “ He is free, and 
every judge who decides to the contrary is not worthy to be a 
judge, as not only according to him who holds that if an acci¬ 
dent follows a neglect there is no liability, but even according to 
him who holds to the contrary, would admit that in this case 
he is free. Why so ? Because there was a natural death, and 
there is no difference to the Angel of Death where his subject 
is placed.” Rabha, however, admits that if it was stolen from 
the rushes, although it dies a natural death in the house of the 
thief, the bailee is nevertheless responsible. Why so ? Because 
if it were alive, not he, but the thief, would possess it (conse¬ 
quently, before he dies the liability came simultaneously with 
the theft). 

Said Abayi to Rabha : “ According to your theory, that there 
is no difference to Angel of Death where it is placed, the an¬ 
swer of R. Ami to R. Aba stated above, p. 86, that it treats of 
a case where the owner has permitted the hirer to borrow it, 
etc., would not be satisfactory, as also in their case a natural death 
occurred and he could claim that it is no difference to Angel of 
Death where it was placed.” Rejoined Rabha: “ According to you 
the objection was: That the owner could claim, * I do not want 
that my bailment should be under the control of another,' your 
objection could be sustained; but I said that the claim of the 
owner was that the first bailee only is trusted by him with an 
oath, but not any one else ; hence your objection cannot be 
sustained.” 
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Rami bar Hama objected from the following Boraitha : “ If 
he brought the animal to a steep hill, and it falls and dies, it is 
not to be considered an accident, and he is liable.” Of which it 
is to be inferred that if a natural death would occur while yet on 
the steep hill, it would be considered an accident. Why ? Let 
him say that the mountain air or the labor of ascending such a 
high altitude has killed it ? The Boraitha treats when it was 
brought to a good fat pasture. 

“ Said R. Jose” etc.: Said R. J ehudah in the name of Samuel: 
“ The Halakha prevails in accordance with R. Jose.” Said R. 
Samuel b. Jehudah to R. Jehudah : “ You declared to us in the 
name of Samuel that Jose differs also with the first Mishna (in 
case of double payment); does the Halakha prevail according to 
him against the first Mishna also or not ” ? And he answered : 
“ Yea, so it is! ” The same was taught in the name of R. Elazar. 
R. Johanan, however, said: “ R. Jose agrees with the first 
Mishna, in case he has already paid.” Already paid ! Did not 
R. Hyya b. R’Aba declare in his name (above, p. 81) that even 
if he said, “ I am ready to pay,” suffices? Say then, R. Jose 
agrees with the first Mishna in case the defendant declared al¬ 
ready, “ He is ready to pay.” 

MISHNA III. : If one said to two persons, I have robbed one 
of you the value of a manna (ioo zuz) but I do not know which 
of you, or the father of one of you deposited with me a manna, 
but I do not know whose father, he must pay a manna to each of 
them, as he himself admitted his debt. 

If two persons have deposited with one person one hundred 
zuz and the other two hundred, and each of them claims that the 
two hundred are his, the depository must pay to each of them 
one hundred, and the remaining hundred should be deposited 
until Elijah will come. Said R. Jose : If so, what does the swin¬ 
dler lose ? Therefore, the whole sum should be deposited. 
The same is the case with two utensils : one of them was worth 
hundred zuz and the other thousand, and each of them claimed 
that the better one was his ; then one of them must get the hun¬ 
dred one, and the other get hundred zuz in cash from the value of 
the utensils, and the remainder is deposited until Elijah will come. 
R. Jose, however, objected as said above, and maintained that 
both utensils should be deposited until Elijah will come. 

GEMARA : We see then, from the beginning of the Mishna, 
that doubtful money is to be collected, and we do not say leave 
the money with its present possessor, in accordance with the law 
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of occupancy (Hasaka). Is there not a contradiction in the second 
part, in case of a deposit, where the doubtful hundred zuz must 
be deposited ? The answer was : “ Do you want to contradict a 
case of a deposit with a case of robbery ?” A robber must be 
punished, but not a depositor. 

There is, however, contradiction of both robbery and deposit. 
In case of a deposit it is stated in the first part: The father of 
one of you has deposited, etc. He must pay a manna to each of 
them. And in the second part, in case of the deposits of one and 
two hundred, it states that the doubtful hundred shall remain, 
etc. Said Rabha: “ The first part is to be compared to two 
men who have deposited separately, one in the absence of 
the other, two bundles, where it is the duty of the depository 
to be very particular with the bundles and to mark on each of 
them to whom it belongs (so he ought to know whose father 
deposited with him). And the second part treats of a case 
where both persons deposited together the above sum, and it is 
to be compared as if they would put their moneys in one bundle, 
in which case the depository may say : You yourself were not 
particular in separating the sum to whom it belongs ; then shall 
I be more particular than you ? The contradiction of a case of 
robbery to the other case of the same is as follows: There is a 
Mishna (First Gate, p. 233): “ If one robbed one of five persons 
and does not know the one, and each of them claims, ‘ He was 
robbed/ the robber may place the sum among them, etc., and 
depart, so is the decree of R. Tarphon.” 

We see, then, that we do not collect money in case of doubt 
because of the law of occupancy, and our Mishna, however, states 
that the robber must pay a manna to each of them (hence doubt¬ 
ful money is to be collected ?). Are you then certain that our 
Mishna is in accordance with R. Tarphon? Yea ! As in addi¬ 
tion to the cited Mishna it is said that R. Tarphon admitted that 
if one said to two persons, “ I have robbed one of you of a manna 
and I do not know who is the one/' he must pay a manna to each 
of them. (Hence the contradiction is clear.) Nay ! There is no 
contradiction. R. Tarphon speaks of a case when both persons 
summoned him; and our Mishna treats of a case when the rob¬ 
ber repents and would like to satisfy the heavenly will, and it 
seems that our Mishna must be so explained, as it closes with the 
expression that he himself admitted his debt. Infer from this 
that so it is. 

The master says: “ When both parties summon him.” But 
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what does the defendant claim ? ” R. Jehudah in the name of Rabh 
said: “He kept silence.” And R. Mathnah said in the name of the 
same: “ He denies knowing either of them. According to him 
who says he denies, if he keeps silent it would be counted as an 
admission, and according to him who says he kept silent, this 
silence is not counted as an admission, as he may declare, ‘ I kept 
silent before each of them because I thought, perhaps he is the 
one who deposited the greater sum.’ ” 

The master said: “ The robber may place the sum thus 
robbed and depart.” And what shall be then? Shall the five 
take the sum ? Did not R. Aba b. Zabda declare in the name 
of Rabh (above, p. ): “ Every doubt,” etc. 

Said R. Saphra : “ The expression 1 departed ’ means this : 
He is to place the sum before the court in presence of the five 
men, saying, 4 Who of you is robbed shall bring evidence ’; and as 
they could not do so, he may depart with the money," and it 
shall remain with him until evidence is brought.” Said Abayi to 
Rabha: “ Did not R. Aqiba say that such a way would not 
keep him from transgression, but he must pay the sum robbed to 
each of them ? Hence we see that on account of doubt money is 
to be collected, and not to leave the money with the possessor 
in accordance with the law of occupancy (and in Tract Baba 
Bassra, 155^, we heard him saying that the law of occupancy has 
the preference)? And he answered : There was an uncertainty of 
both the plaintiff and the defendant, and here it is only an 
uncertainty of the plaintiff, but the defendant is certain that he 
has robbed one of them. But is not the case in our Mishna also, 
an uncertainty of both the plaintiff and the defendant, as the 
latter says to each of them, “I do not know whether you were 
robbed ” ? It is already explained above that our Mishna treats 
of a case where he repents and would satisfy the heavenly 
will. Said Rabbina to R. Ashi: “ How could Rabha say, if there 
were two bundles he ought to be particular to know to whom 
each bundle belongs. Did not Rabha or R. Papa say elsewhere: 
That all agree in case where two men have deposited with a 
shepherd, one two sheep, and one one sheep, in the presence of 
both, and thereafter each claims the two sheep are his, the shep¬ 
herd must place three sheep before them and depart? And he 
answered, There the case was where they deposited in his flock in 
his absence.” 

* In the text only one word, Vcyoneach, was Saphra’s answer, and the explanation 
is translated by us from Rashi. 
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The same is the case zvith tzvo utensils , etc. Why the repeti¬ 
tion ? Is this case not the same as the previous? To teach us 
that even in the case of utensils, which may involve a loss by 
selling the better one, the rabbis are nevertheless of the same 
opinion. 

MISHNA IV. : If one deposits fruit at his neighbor, he must 
not touch it, even when should they be lost (destroyed by mice 
or by decay). R. Simeon b. Gamaliel, however, maintains, that 
he must sell it by order of the court, as this is similar to return¬ 
ing a lost thing. 

GEMARA: What is the reason of the first Tana of our 
Mishna? Said R. Kahana: “Usually one is pleased with his 
own goods, be it a ninth part, as with the goods of a stranger, 
be it multifold.” R. Na’hman b. Itzhak, however, said : “ Be¬ 
cause it is to be feared,* perhaps the owner of it has separated it 
for heave-offering or tithe.” Said Rabba b. b. Hana in the name 
of R. Johanan : “ The Tanaim of the Mishna differ only when the 
fruit becomes diminished as usual (further on is explained the 
measure of usual loss of each kind of grain and fruit); but if 
the loss would be more than usual, all agree that he may sell it 
by order of the court.” An objection was raised from the fol¬ 
lowing : If one has deposited fruit at his neighbor’s, and it decays ; 
or wine, and it becomes sour; or oil, and it creates a stench ; or 
honey, fermenting, one must not touch it; such is the decree of 
R. Meier. The sages, however, say : “ He may try to prevent 
the loss and sell it by order of the court, provided he does not 
buy it for himself. Similarly, holders of charity funds, when 
there is no poor to whom to distribute, may change the money 
to any one, but not to themselves. Officers who are appointed 
to distribute food to the poor, if there is none, they may sell it, 
provided they do not buy it for themselves.” Now the Boraitha 
states: “ Fruit, and became rotten ” ; does it not mean even more 
rotten than usual? Nay, it means as usual. It states : “ If wine 
becomes sour,” etc., which certainly means that it is entirely 
spoiled for consumption? With beverages it is different, as there 
is no remedy (this would be correct with wine that becomes sour, 
and then has yet a value as vinegar, but oil and honey) when 
spoiled, what use can be had of them? Oil to smear the heels 
of footwear, and honey to use as salve for the camel wounds. 
The Boraitha states: “ According to the sages he may try to 

* It means to state that this law was an old one, in time when heave-offering 
and tithes were observed. 
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prevent the loss.” What should he do? Said R. Ashi: “ He 
can save the pitchers which contained the spoiled articles; for if 
anything remains within, the pitchers may also become spoiled. 
What is the point of their difference? According to one, care 
should be taken only for a great loss, but not for a trivial loss; 
and according to the other, care must be taken even for a trivial 
loss. 

“ R. Sinieo 7 i b . Gamaliel said etc. It was taught, R. A’ba 
b. Jacob in the name of R. Johanan said : “ The Halakha prevails 
in accordance with R. Simeon.” And Rabha in the name of R. 
Na’haman said: “ The Halakha prevails in accordance with the 
sages.” But did not R. Johanan declare conclusively that when 
R. Simeon b. Gamaliel is mentioned in the Mishna the Halakha 
prevails in accordance with him—why then the repetition ? 
There are Amoraim who differ concerning R. Johanan’s decision; 
according to some of them the decision was conclusive, and 
according to others the decision was rendered not for all time 
( i.e., in some instance the Halakha does not prevail according to 
Raban Simeon). 

It was taught : “ If one becomes a prisoner, according to 
Rabh his property must not be transferred to the nearest rela¬ 
tive ; and according to Samuel, it may.” If there was a rumor 
that the man was dead, all agree it may be done ; but if there is 
no rumor about his death, Rabh maintains: “ It may not, be¬ 
cause the relative may spoil his property”; and Samuel maintains 
it may, because the master decided that when the owner of the 
property returns, the man who kept his property for him may be 
rewarded, as usually gardeners take a share for tilling the ground 
(i. e., that from each property he receives his share), he would not 
spoil it. An objection was raised from the following Boraitha : 
R. Elazar said : “ It is written [Ex. xxii. 23] : ‘ My wrath shall 
wax hot, and I will slay you with the sword,’ etc. From this it 
is understood that their wives remained widows and their chil¬ 
dren orphans. For what purpose, then, does the verse add, 1 and 
your wives shall be widows and your children fatherless’? To 
indicate that their wives would wish to remarry, but would not 
be allowed, and their children would beg that the property of 
their father should be transferred to them, and it will not be 
granted {i.e., they will be prisoners, hence the property of a 
prisoner is not to be transferred to his relatives).” Said Rabha: 
“ It was taught that it may be transferred to them, but they may 
not sell it. Such a case happened in Nahardea, and R. Shesheth 
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did not allow the transfer of the property to his relative to be 
made, basing his decision upon the just quoted Boraitha.” Said 
R. Amram to him : “ Perhaps the Boraitha is taught as Rabha 
amended it.” And he rejoined : “ Are you not a Pumbadithan, 
who tries to pass an elephant through the eye of a needle ? 
Does not the Boraitha make the wives equal to their children ? 
As the wives are entirely forbidden to marry, so are the children 
entirely from their father's property." 

Says the Gemara: However, in the case in question the 
Tanaim of the following Boraitha differ. If one took possession 
of the estate of a prisoner, he must not be compelled to give it 
up ; furthermore, if he was informed that the prisoner was about to 
be liberated, and he hastened to use the products of the estate, 
he is considered diligent, and rewarded. And the following are 
considered property of prisoners. If his father, brother, or one of 
his grantors went to the sea-countries, and there was a rumor that 
they were dead, whoever takes possession of their abandoned 
property, he must be compelled to give it up. And the follow¬ 
ing is considered abandoned property. “ If the owners went to 
the sea-country, and no rumor of their death was heard." [R. 
Simeon b. Gamaliel, however, said : “ I have heard that the 
latter's property is equalled to the prisoner's.] The same is the 
case with him who takes possession of forsaken property. And 
what is called forsaken property? If its owners are somewhere 
in the neighborhood, but cannot be found. Why, then, is the 
former called abandoned and the latter forsaken ? Abandoned 
means, he was compelled to leave it; as it is written [Ex. xxiii. 11] : 
4< But the seventh year shalt thou let it rest and lie still," * which 
is a decree of the Lord, and the latter means that he has for¬ 
saken it willingly, as it is written [Hosea, x. 14] : “ The mother 
was dashed in pieces upon her children." The Boraitha adds, it 
was declared that all those who take possession of such land, 
their compensation must be appraised as if they were hired as 
gardeners. 

Now let us see in which case this addition applies? It cannot 
be applicable to the case of prisoners, as it was stated above that 

* The Hebrew word for it is Nietooshim y which means literally “ abandoned” ; 
and the second, Retooshim, which means split, and thus according to the meaning 
of the verse. It is translated by Leeser as in the text, which certainly also means 
unwillingly. Rashi, however, explains from the beginning of the verse, which is 
literally a tumult, that for fear enemies will rob the land the inhabitants ran 
away and left the land desolate ; and the Gemara considers it as if it were done will¬ 
ingly. 
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he is considered diligent; and also not in the case of forsaken 
property, as it is stated that he must be compelled to give it up ; 
consequently it applies only to the case of abandoned property. 
But according to whom? Shall we assume that it is in accord¬ 
ance with the rabbis ? Did they not declare that also in such a 
case the possession must be given up ; and if in accordance with 
R. Simeon b. Gamaliel, did he not declare that he heard that 
this case must be decided as the case of prisoners? Yea! As in 
the case of prisoners, but not in all respects. It is equal only in 
case the possessor need not give it up, but not in case that 
he should be considered diligent, as his compensation is to be 
appraised as that of a gardener. 

But why is this case different from that in the Mishna (Kethu- 
both, Chap. VIII., Mishna 3), which states that all he has done 
must be recognized ? Nay ! It is similar to the following case only, 
in which case it was said by R. Jacob in the name of R. Hisda, that 
if one incurred expense for the estate of his wife who is not yet 
of age, it is to be considered as if he incurred the expense for the 
estate of a stranger, which does not belong to him (i.e., for which 
he may never be reimbursed). Why so ? The rabbis enacted 
in such a case a rule to prevent the possessor from spoiling the 
estate, and the same is made here in our case for the same purpose. 

But did not the Boraitha state “ all of them, their compensa¬ 
tions must be appraised,” etc. ? What does the expression mean ? 
“All of them ” ? To add to what R. Na’hman said in the name 
of Samuel, that if one became a prisoner, his estate may be trans¬ 
ferred to his relatives, and if he left his estate willingly, this is 
not to be done. R. Na’hman, however, declares his own opinion 
to be that if he was compelled to run away, he should be con¬ 
sidered as a prisoner. Because of what does he run away ? If 
for the reason that he has not paid his duty, is it not the same as 
if he abandoned his estate willingly; therefore, it must be ex¬ 
plained that R. Na’hman means that he ran away because of 
some crime. Said R. Jehudah in the name of Samuel: “A pris¬ 
oner who left ripe stalks for cutting, or grapes, dates, or olives for 
pressing, the court should appoint a guardian who shall do all 
work necessary, and then transfer it to his relative. But why 
should the garden not remain until his return? For adults, full- 
grown men, no guardians are appointed.” 

R. Huna said : “The estate of a prisoner must not be trans¬ 
ferred to a minor relative, and not the estate of a minor to any 
relative, and also not to a relative of his relative {e.g ., a minor 
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who has a brother of his father, and this brother has a brother of 
his mother, who is a perfect stranger to the minor). It must not 
be transferred to a minor relative, because he may damage the 
estate ; and also not to a relative, and a relative of relatives, because 
in the course of time they may possess it without any protest; 
they would keep it for themselves permanently, basing their pos¬ 
session upon the law of Occupancy.” 

Said Rabha: “ It is to be inferred from R. Huna’s statement 
above, that possession is not taken of the estate of a minor, no 
matter whether he is an uncle on his father’s or mother’s side ; no 
matter whether it was land or houses, and also no matter whether 
the division among the brothers took place or not.” 

There was an old woman who had three daughters. Together 
with one of them she was taken to prison, and of the remaining 
two, one died and left a child. Said Abayi: “ What shall we do? 
Should we transfer the estate to the remaining living daughter, 
who is here, then perhaps the old woman will die, and the minor 
will become an heir; and there is a rule that the estate of a 
minor must not be transferred to a relative in trust. Should we 
transfer the estate to the child, then perhaps the old woman will 
not die; and there is a rule that no minor can be appointed as 
guardian to the estate of a prisoner. Therefore, the half of the es¬ 
tate should be given to the sister, who is here ; and a guardian shall 
be appointed for the other half for the sake of the child.” Said 
Rabha: “ When there is no other way but the appointment of a 
guardian for the half, then he shall be appointed rather for the 
whole estate.” Finally, it was heard that the old woman was 
dead. Said Abayi: “Now, one-third of the estate should be 
given to the sister, and one-third transferred to the child, and the 
remaining third should be divided one-half to the sister, for safe¬ 
keeping, and for the other half a guardian shall be appointed for 
the sake of the child.” (Rashi explains thus : One-third certainly 
belongs to her, as she is an heir; the same is the case with the 
other third of the minor; the remaining third, however, belongs 
to the sister who is a prisoner, whose existence is doubtful. Now, 
the half of her inheritance must surely be transferred in trust to 
her sister, as the law allows a relative to be a guardian; and, at 
any rate, her sister may take possession of it, if she is dead, as she 
is the heir; and if she is still alive, she is to be considered a 
guardian. The other half, however, if she is dead, the minor is 
an heir; but if she is alive, she cannot be a guardian, because 
of age; and, therefore, a guardian must be appointed.) Said 


9 6 


THE BABYLONIAN TALMUD. 


Rabha: “ If a guardian, then he must be appointed for the whole 
third.” 

A brother of Mari b. Isk t who was born in Hoozai, came to him 
and demanded a share of the inheritance of his father, and he 
said: I do not know you. The case came before R. Hisda, and 
he said: Mari is right: as it is written [Gen. xlii. 8]: “And 
Joseph recognized his brothers, but they recognized not him.” 
And the reason was, because Joseph had departed when he was 
not yet bearded, and when they saw him he was ; therefore it is for 
you to bring evidence that you are his brother. And he answered : 
I have witnesses, but they are afraid to testify, because Mari is a 
powerful man (and they are afraid of being injured by him). Said 
R. Hisda to Mari: “ Then you must go and bring witnesses that 
he is not your brother.” Rejoined Mari: “ Is this the law? Is it 
not a rule that the plaintiff must bring evidence ? ” And R. Hisda 
answered : “ So is my decision to you and to all powerful men like 
you.” And he rejoined: “ What is the use of my bringing wit¬ 
nesses, they will certainly testify for my sake, as they will be afraid 
to testify against me.” Rejoined R. Hisda: “ I do not suspect 
that the witnesses will do two wrong things for fear of you ; what 
they may do is, not to appear before the court, but they are not 
suspected that they should come and testify falsely.” Finally, 
witnesses appeared, and testified that he is his brother. And the 
brother claimed Mari should give him a share from the vineyards 
and gardens cultivated by Mari, and R. Hisda said that his claim 
was right, as there was a Mishna, Chap, ix., in the Third Gate, 
which stated so. Said Abayi to him : “ What comparison is this? 
The Mishna there treats of a case where were brothers of age and 
minors, and those of age cultivated the estate; the Mishna states, 
therefore, the improvement must be divided (i.e., as they know of 
the existence of their minor brothers, they relinquish the forth¬ 
coming share of their labor for the sake of the minors). But here, 
did Mari know that a brother existed, that he should relinquish his 
labor for him ? ” The case was not decided in this court, and came 
before R. Ami, and he said: “ Was it not decided in a case of 
greater importance, namely, of a relative who took possession of 
the estate of a prisoner, and improved it, his compensation must 
be appraised as a gardener; and in this case, as R. Hisda decided, 
he should take an equal share of the improvement made by Mari, 
without any compensation even as a gardener, and the case was 
returned to R. Hisda, and he said: How can it be compared? 
The case cited by R. Ami was, that the court appointed the rela- 
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tive to take care of the estate, and certainly a compensation must 
be given him; but here, did Mari do so with the permission of the 
court ? and, moreover, the court could not appoint him as a guard¬ 
ian, because his brother was a minor then, and, as said above, no 
relative can be appointed guardian of the estate of a minor. ,, The 
case was referred again to R. Ami, and he said : “ I was not aware 
that his brother at that time was a minor.’' 

MISHNA V. : If one deposits fruit, the depository may ac¬ 
count to him losses as follow : To wheat and rice, nine half cabs 
to one coor ; to barley and millet, nine whole cabs; to spelt and 
flax, three saa/is to one coor ; however, all must be appraised ac¬ 
cording to the measures and circumstances of the time. Said R. 
Johanan b. Nuri: What do the mice care? they consume all the 
same, whether more or less; therefore he must account the loss 
to him for one coor only. R. Jehudah, however, says : If there 
was a large quantity, he may account for no loss at all, because it 
increases. 

GEMARA : Is it not a fact that with rice there is more loss? 
Said R. bar bar Hana in the name of R. Johanan : “ The Mishna 
treats of shelled rice." 

To spelt and flax, etc. Said R. Johanan in the name of R. 
Hyya: “ The Mishna treats of flax which is yet in the stalk, and 
so we have also learned in the following Boraitha: To spelt and 
to flax in the stalk, and to rice not shelled, three saahs to one coor.” 

All imist be appraised, etc. In a Boraitha it was taught so 
accordingly to each coor and circumstance of the season. 

R . Johanan, etc. There is a Boraitha which adds as follows : 
It was said to R. Johanan, Is it not a fact that much of it under¬ 
goes a loss, and much of it is scattered ? ” 

Another Boraitha, concerning our Mishna, states: All this is 
said in case he has mixed it with his own, but if he has assigned 
a corner for him to put his grain, then he may say: “Yours is 
before you, take it as it is.” 

But why should it not be the same, even if he has mixed it 
with his own ? He may take his own, and for the remainder he 
shall say : Yours is before you ? The case was, when he used this 
grain. But even then let him take the remainder of his own ? 
The case was when he did not know how much he had used of it. 

R. Jehudah said, etc. What is to be considered a large quan¬ 
tity? Said Rabba bar bar Hana in the name of R. Johanan: 
Ten coors; and so we also learned in a Boraitha. 

A disciple taught before R. Na’hman that all this was said in 
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case the depositor measured the grain of his barn, and the de¬ 
pository returned the grain also from his barn ; but if he returned 
the grain from his house he needs not to account to him any loss 
at all, because it usually increases. Said R. Na’hman to him : 
“ Does the Mishna treat of fools who give a large measure and take 
in return a small one? Perhaps your Boraitha teaches as follows : 
All this is said when the depositor has given it to him at harvest 
time, and it was returned to him at the same season ; but if he 
deposited it in the harvest, and it was returned to him in the rain 
season, he needs not to account any loss, as it increases/’ Said 
R. Papa to Abayi: “ If it is so, why should not the pitcher full 
of grain crack in the rain season ? It happened that such a 
pitcher cracked. According to others, the grain which was in 
a closed pitcher does not increase, for lack of space.” 

MISHNA VI. : The loss of wine counts one-sixth—R. Jehu- 
dah, however, says one-fifth—of oil, three lugs of each hundred, 
namely, one and a half for yeast, and one and a half for the 
absorption of the vessel.* If, however, the oil was already puri¬ 
fied, there is no loss for yeast, and if the vessels were old ones, 
then nothing is to be accounted for the vessels. R. Jehudah, 
however, says that even if one sells purified oil the buyer bears 
the loss of one and a half to each hundred lugs , for waste f yearly. 

GEMARA : And they do not differ. The one of them treats 
of waxed barrels, as the custom was in his place, which do not 
absorb much ; and the other treats when they were smeared with 
pitch, as the custom was in his place, and absorbed more. Some 
say that in some places barrels were made of such kind of clay 
that did not absorb much. In the place where R. Jehudah used 
to live, there was usually put forty-eight pitchers into one barrel, 
and they were sold for six zuz. R. Jehudah, however, when he 
became a storekeeper, sold every six pitchers for one zuz, so that 
for thirty-six pitchers he obtained six zuz, and twelve remained 
for him ; counting the loss of eight pitchers for absorption by the 
vessels, he nevertheless had for his profit four pitchers. But did 
not Samuel say that one must manage that his profit should not 
exceed a sixth of the amount ? Hence a sixth is allowed ? Why, 
then, did not R. Jehudah manage to have a sixth profit? Be¬ 
cause of the barrels and the yeast, which, aside from the four 

* Rashi explained above that all vessels at that time were of clay, and therefore 
a new one absorbed. 

f The text uses the word “schmarim,” which means literally yeast. Here, 
however, it refers to waste material. 
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lags, remained for him. If so, then R. Jehudah profited by more 
than a sixth? He took this for his trouble, and for the commis¬ 
sion which he had to give to the barrel sellers. 

“ If it was purified oilj etc. But even if there were old 
ones, it is impossible that they should not absorb some ? Said R. 
Na’hman : The case was when they were waxed. Abayi, how¬ 
ever, says, even when they were not waxed, if they were old 
ones they had already absorbed all they could, and nothing more 
from the new stuff. 

R. Jehudah says , etc. Said Abayi: “ In accordance with R. 
Jehudah’s theory, one may mix yeast with the oil he is selling; 
and that is the reason that the buyer must accept a lag and a 
half for yeast, as the seller may say, If I would like to mix yeast 
with it you would have to accept; do the same even when I give 
it to you pure. But why should not the buyer say, If you would 
put yeast in it, I would sell it with the oil; but now, even if you 
would furnish me with the yeast separately, what should I do 
with it, as I cannot sell it separately ? The Mishna treats of a 
private person who prefers clear oil. 

And, according to the theory of the rabbis, one must not 
mix yeast with oil, and therefore one may not accept any loss for 
yeast, as the buyer may say, As it is not allowable for you to 
mix the yeast with the oil, I need not accept any loss for yeast. 
Said R. Papa to Abayi: It seems to be the contrary. According 
to the sages, he is allowed to mix yeast, and therefore the buyer 
need not accept any loss for it, as he may say, Because you have 
not mixed it, you have relinquished it for my sake. And, in ac¬ 
cordance to R. Jehudah’s theory, the mixing is not allowed, and 
therefore he must accept the loss of a lug and a half, and the 
seller may say, To mix any yeast with the oil by one is not per¬ 
mitted, and if you were not to accept any loss, where is my 
profit ? Shall I be a business man for buying and selling without 
deriving any profit from it ? There is a Boraitha which states 
that a buyer or a depository, concerning the offscouring, is equal 
in law. How is this to be understood? Shall we assume as the 
buyer does not accept the offscouring, the same is the case with 
the depositor? Why? The depository may say: What have I 
to do with your offscourings? Therefore it must be explained in 
the reverse. As the depositor must accept the offscouring, the 
same is the case with the buyer. Is that so ? Have we not 
learned in a Boraitha, R. Johanan said that the loss of unpuri¬ 
fied oil is to be accounted to the seller only, but not to the 
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buyer, because he accepts a lug and a half for yeast, without off- 
scouring ? This presents no difficulty. It treats of a case when 
the money for the oil was paid in Tishri, and he delivered it in 
Nissan, with the same measure as at the time it was bought 
(then the buyer must accept the loss, as the oil in Nissan is 
usually already purified), and R. Johanan speaks of a case when 
it was paid and delivered in Nissan with the usual measure of 
the season. 

MISHNA VII .: If a barrel is deposited for safe-keeping with 
some one without the owner assigning a separate place for it, 
if the depository has handled it and it broke while yet under his 
hand, if his act was for his own advantage he is responsible. If 
for the sake of the article, he is not. If, however, it broke after 
it was replaced, there is no responsibility at any rate. If a sep¬ 
arate place was assigned by the owner, and the depository handled 
it and it broke, he is responsible for it at any rate, provided he 
has replaced it for the sake of the article. 

GEMARA: This Mishna, which states that there is no 
responsibility if it broke after he replaced it, even if it was for 
his own advantage, is in accordance with R. Ismael, who said 
elsewhere that no knowledge of the owner is necessary for the 
return of a lost article; but if so, why then only when a separate 
place was not assigned to it ? The same should be the case even 
when it was assigned? Yea! but it is to be explained thus: 
Not only when a place was assigned by the depositor, and the 
depository put it into the same, he is free ; but even if no place 
was assigned, if only the depository returned it to the place 
where it was before, he is also free; but if so, how is to be under¬ 
stood the latter part of our Mishna in case a place was assigned 
by the depositor? This is in accordance with R. Aqiba, who 
said that the knowledge of the owner is needed. And the same 
interpretation of the first part is to be used here also ; that is, not 
only if a place was not assigned, but even if it were assigned, he 
is nevertheless responsible. But is it right that the first part 
should be in accordance with R. Ismael and the latter part with 
R. Aqiba? Yea! as R. Johanan said: “ He who will interpret 
to me our Mishna in accordance with one of the two above 
Tanaim, I will carry his clothes for him to the bath-house.” R. 
Jacob b. Abba, however, explained it before Rabh that he took 
the same with the intention of robbery, and R. Nathan b. Abba, 
before the same, that he took it with the intention of using a part 
of it, (and although he has not used it as yet) it is nevertheless 
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considered already his property and he is responsible for it.* In 
which point do Jacob and Nathan differ? In the law of “ stretch¬ 
ing his hand ” (Ex. xxii. io) : If using a part of it is needed, or the 
intention alone makes him liable, although he has not touched it 
as yet. According to Jacob he is not liable unless he has used 
some, and according to Nathan the intention only suffices. R. 
Shesheth opposed (both statements). “ Does then the Mishna 
state he took it? It states he handled it only.” Therefore he 
explained it that the handling was for the purpose of reaching 
pigeons, which were on a higher place, by standing upon the bar¬ 
rel, and he holds that borrowing an article without permission of 
the owner is considered robbery; hence he acquired title to it. 
And by such an interpretation the whole Mishna can be ex¬ 
plained in accordance with R. Ismael, and the latter part, in case 
the place was assigned by the depositor, treats when the deposi¬ 
tory has replaced it not in its assigned place. R. Johanan, how¬ 
ever, maintains that, from the expression of the Mishna, replaced 
is to be understood that he put it at the very same place (and 
therefore his above statement). It was taught: “ Rabh and Levi, 
one of them holds that stretching his hands means that he used 
a part of it already, and the other one holds that the intention 
only suffices, and from the explanation of Rabh in a Boraitha, 
further on, it may be understood that Rabh is the one who holds 
that the intention only suffices. The Boraitha states as follows: 
“ A shepherd, who left his flock, and in the meantime a wolf or a 
lion damaged it, he is free (provided it was not a neglect of duty). 
If, however, he placed his cane or his bag upon the animal, which 
was damaged by the above wild beast he is responsible; and in 
the discussion, why such a law? It was explained in the name 
of Rabh that he struck it with his cane and it ran away.” Now, 
did he take anything away from the animal? Hence it is to be 
inferred that he holds that the liability of stretching his hands 
needs not any using or diminution of the article. But perhaps 
Rabh means that he struck it so hard with his cane that it 
becomes lean (hence it is considered a diminution), and it seems 
so from the expression, he struck it with his cane; hence Rabh 
holds that to the above liability using is needed, and Levi is the 
one who holds it needs not. Said R. Johanan in the name 


* This complicated paragraph is explained by Rashi at length, but notwith¬ 
standing his interpretation it remains complicated and seems to us of no importance. 
We, therefore, have translated almost literally without any explanation, as every 
student should be able to interpret it according to his own understanding. 
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of R. Jose b. Nehorai: Peculiar is the stretching of hands, which 
reads in regard to a bailee for hire in connection from the same 
expression, which reads in regard to a gratuitous bailee. But 
I say that it is not peculiar. (Says the Gamara :) According 
to R. Jose, What is the peculiarity? He maintains this ex¬ 
pression should not be written in the case of a bailee for 
hire, and it should be deduced from the case of a gratuitous 
bailee thus: A gratuitous bailee, who is not responsible for theft 
and loss, is responsible for stretching of hands. A bailee for 
hire, who is responsible for the former also, so much the more 
should he be responsible for the latter act. Why then is it 
written separately? The peculiarity is that he is responsible, 
even for the intention. And R. Johanan, who said: I say it is 
not peculiar, bases his theory on the ground that the above 
a fortiori conclusion is to be controverted thus: A gratuitous 
bailee is in some respects more rigorously held in a case where 
he claims stolen, and must pay the double amount if thereafter 
it was found that it was not so, which is not the case with the 
bailee for^hire. He, however, who does not use the objection, 
maintains that the principal amount without an oath (which the 
law prescribes to a bailee for hire) is more rigorously held than 
the double amount with an oath. 

Rabha says : “ If the expression of stretching hands would not 
be written in the both above-mentioned cases, it could be deduced 
from the case of a borrower. A borrower who has stretched his 
hands on the article with the permission of its owner is, never¬ 
theless, responsible, even for an accident; both the above-men¬ 
tioned cases, which treat of those who have stretched their hands 
without the permission of the owner, so much the more should 
they be responsible. Why, then, is it written, one of them, to 
teach that the intention of stretching hands without using 
suffices; and the other one, that one shall not say that the rule: 
it is sufficient for a deduction, to apply the law of the case from 
which it is deduced, in the very same manner, but not more rig¬ 
orously ? And as a borrower is not responsible when it happened 
in the presence of the owner, so also should be with both men¬ 
tioned bailees, that if they have done so in the presence of the 
owner, they should be free (therefore the repetition, to teach that 
in this case it is not so). 

MISHNA VIII .: If one has deposited money for safe-keeping, 
and the depository tied it and carried it on his shoulder, or he 
gave it to his son or daughter, who were not as yet of age, or he 
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did not lock it safely, he is responsible for carelessness. If, 
however, he was careful with it, as it is required of a bailee (and 
nevertheless an accident happened), he is free. 

GEMARA : It is correct in all cases mentioned in the Mishna, 
that he is responsible for carelessness, but in the case that he tied 
it and carried it on his shoulder, why is this considered careless ? 
What better could he do? Said Rabha in the name of R. Itshak : 
It is written [Deut. xiv. 25], “ and bind up the money in thy 
hand,” which means, although it is “ bound up,” it shall neverthe¬ 
less be in his hands. R. Itshak said again : That the above cited 
verse intimates that one shall manage so that his money shall al¬ 
ways be in his hands. And he said again: It is advisable for one 
that he shall divide his money in three parts, one of which he 
shall invest in real estate, one of which in business, and the third 
part to remain always in his hands (as it may happen that he will 
need cash for a profitable transaction). The same said again : 
Usually blessing does not occur but in things which are not 
before the eyes, as it is written [Deut. xxviii. 8] : “ The Lord 
will command upon thee the blessing in thy storehouses ” (which 
are not continually before the eye). Similar to this, it was taught 
by the disciples of R. Ismael. The rabbis taught: He who is 
going to measure the grain in his barn, he may say, It shall be 
thy will, O Lord our God, Thou shalt send blessing to the labor 
of our hands. When he begins to measure, he may say : Blessed 
may be He Who sendeth blessings upon this heap. If, however, 
he prayed after measuring, his praying was in vain, because 
blessing does not occur on things which are weighed, measured, 
or counted, but on things which are not before the eyes, as it is 
written (as the above cited verse).” 

Samuel said : “ Nothing is considered safety with money, unless 
it is hidden in the ground.” Said Rabha : “ Samuel admits that 
if it was in the twilight of the eve of Sabbath, that the rabbis 
would not trouble him to do so. If, however, after the Sabbath 
departed, and he had time to hide it, and he did not do so (and 
in the meantime something occurred), he is responsible, unless he 
was a young scholar who thought, probably, I will need money 
for the benediction of the Habhdala. It happened that one de¬ 
posited money with his neighbor, who hid it in a hut made of 
branches, and it was stolen. When the case came before R. 
Joseph, he said : “Although concerning fire, it is a wilful careless¬ 
ness ; concerning thieves, it is considered safe; and there is a 
rule that if, finally, it was an accident, although it was started in 
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neglect, there is no responsibility. The Halakha, however, pre¬ 
vails, that in such a case there is responsibility.” 

It happened that one deposited money with his neighbor, and 
when he demanded the money, the depository said : I do not 
know where I put it; and Rabha made him pay, declaring that 
such an answer is considered wilfulness. It happened also that 
one deposited money with his neighbor, and he gave it to his 
mother for safe-keeping. She put it in a ja'pra'AoS (a kind of box), 
and it was stolen. When the case came before Rabha, he was 
considering how to decide: Should we make him pay, he may 
say, he who gives an article for safe-keeping does so with the 
condition that the depository may save it by means of his family. 
Shall we make his mother pay, she may say, my son did not 
inform me that the money was not his. If I were aware of it, I 
would have buried it; and shall we make him pay because he 
did not tell his mother? He may say, on the contrary, I have done 
so, because I thought if she would think it is my money, she would 
take more care of it; therefore, he decided that he shall swear 
that he gave it to his mother; and she shall swear that she put it 
in the above-named box, and it was stolen, and then both shall 
be free. There was a guardian of orphans, who bought an ox for 
the orphans and transferred it to the shepherd. The ox had no 
teeth and could not eat, and finally it died. And Rami b. Hama 
considered how to decide: Shall we make the guardian pay, he 
may say, I transferred it to the shepherd, what could I do more? 
And shall we say the shepherd shall pay, he may say, I did my 
duty. I have put it between the oxen, and food was given to it; 
how could I know that it could not eat ? [Let us see : the shep¬ 
herd is considered a bailee for hire of the orphans, was it not his 
duty to investigate? If there would be a damage to the orphans, 
it would indeed be decided so ; but the case was, that the orphans 
did not suffer any damage, as they found the owner of the ox 
and collected the money which was paid to him for it. Who, then, 
is now the plaintiff ? The owner of the ox, who claims that he was 
not informed of the case. Of what should he be informed (did 
he not know that his ox had no teeth and the act of selling was 
a fraud)? It speaks of a speculator whose business is to buy 
and sell oxen.] The decision of Rami b. Hama was, that the 
speculator should swear that he was not aware of it, and then 
the shepherd must pay the value of cheap meat.* 


* Rashi says : I wonder where Rami’s decision is taken from. The shep¬ 
herd was surely not the bailee of the speculator. It seems, however, to him, that 
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It happened one deposited a bundle of hops with his neigh¬ 
bor, who owned a similar bundle of the same, and told his 
employee to put the hops in the beer, from his own bundle, but 
the employee took them from the other one. When the case 
came before R. Amram, he was considering how to decide this 
case. Shall the depository be made to pay? He may claim, I 
told my employee to take from my own. Then should the em¬ 
ployee be made to pay ? He may claim, my employer did not 
tell me not to touch the other bundle, and I thought that he 
only showed me that he owned hops, and it was no difference 
from which bundle I would take. [But what damage did the 
depository sustain ? Even if he paid for the hops used, he has 
in exchange his own. Said R. Sama b. Rabha : “ The case was, 
that the beer was spoiled by the bad hops.” And R. Ashi said : 
“ The hops were good, but mixed with thorns, and the beer was 
not improved as it should be.” And the employer claimed the 
damage was caused by the bad quality of the hops, and wanted 
the difference of the value for not improving, and it was decided 
he should get it.] 

MISHNA IX .: Money deposited for safe-keeping with a 
money-changer, if it was tied up, he must not use it, and there¬ 
fore, if lost, he is not responsible. If open, he may use it, and is 
responsible if lost. With a private person, however, he may not 
use it under any circumstances, and is therefore not responsible 
for loss. A storekeeper is considered in this respect a private 
person, according to R. Meier. According to R. Jehudh, how¬ 
ever, he is considered a money-changer. 


Rami based his decision upon the Mishna II. in this chapter, where R. Jose declared 
that the cow must be returned to its owner, although the owner has not any business 
with the borrower, and so was the Halakha decided. Now, as in that case the hirer 
suffered nothing, as the law makes him free of an accident, nevertheless, because he 
has a claim against the borrower, it is decided that the owner of the cow may substi¬ 
tute the hirer and collect the money for his claim from the borrower. The same is 
the case here ; for if the orphans would suffer any damage, they would surely collect 
it from the shepherd, who was their bailee. Now, when they did not suffer any 
damage, the speculator substitutes them. However, such moderation could not be 
made if the orphans would suffer any damage, as the orphans, who arc not yet of age, 
could not relinquish what is due to them ; but now when the speculator substitutes 
them, and the claim of wilful carelessness could not be made by the speculator 
directly, because the shepherd claims that he had done all his duty, etc. (see text); 
hence the moderation, he shall pay the value of cheap meat and the skin shall be 
returned to him. Tosphat, however, maintains in the name of R. Tam, that this 
decision was not a moderation at all, but a strict law, for if the speculator would be 
informed, he would have slaughtered the ox immediately, as he could not wait with 
it for the market-day and sell the meat at a low price. 
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GEMARA: If the depositor names the sum contained in 
each bundle, why then shall the money-changer not use it ? 
(Every one knows that a money-changer needs always money for 
his business, and one who deposits money with him does so 
usually with the intention that it shall be used.) Said R. Assi 
in the name of R. Jehudh : “ Read in the Mishna that it was 
both tied up and sealed/’ R. Mari questioned : “ How is the 
law, when it was tied up with an unusual knot ? (Should it be 
considered as a seal or not?) ” This question remains undecided. 

“ If open, he may use itf etc. Said R. Huna : “ Even if it was 
robbed.” [But did not the Mishna state for loss? as Rabha ex¬ 
plained above, page , that loss means such an accident as, e.g., 
his ship was lost at sea.] R. Na’hman, however, maintains that 
in such case he is not responsible. Said Rabha to him : “ Accord¬ 
ing to your theory we see that the money-changer is not con¬ 
sidered a borrower (who is responsible even for an accident) ; then 
must he not be considered also as a bailee for hire (hence he should 
not be responsible for theft) ? ” And he answered : “ I agree with 
you, that because he has a right to use the money for business, 
to derive benefit from it, this makes him a bailee for hire.” R. 
Na’hman objected to R. Huna’s statement from the following 
Tosephta: “ ‘ Money deposited with a money-changer, if tied up, 
must not be used, and in case the money was from the sanctuary 
and the money-changer used it, the transgression is not imputed to 
the treasurer of the sanctuary. If, however, open, it maybe used, 
and if the money-changer used it, the transgression falls upon the 
above-named treasurer.’ Now, according to your theory that 
the money-changer is responsible, even if it was robbed by force 
(consequently, with the act of depositing, it goes from under the 
control of the treasurer, and is from now on under the control of 
the money-changer, hence the transgression was already done by 
depositing). Why then does the Tosephta state that only when 
the money-changer used it, the transgression falls upon the treas¬ 
urer?” And R. Huna answered : “ Indeed, the same is the case 
even when the money-changer has not used it, and the expression 
used in the latter part is not to be taken in particularity, but it 
is mentioned because of the same expression in the first part ? ” 

MISHNA X .: A depository who stretches his hand for the 
bailment, the school of Shamai makes him liable from the time 
he touched it for increase and decrease, so that if, thereafter, it 
becomes lower in price the depository must suffer; and the same if 
it increases, he must transfer the increase to the owner. The 
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school of Hillel makes him liable from the time he used it. R. 
Aqiba, however, maintains that he must pay the value at the time 
he is summoned. 

GEMARA: Rabba said : “If one robbed a barrel of wine, 
the value of which was one zuz at that time, and thereafter it 
increases to four zuz; if he breaks it or drank its contents, he 
must pay four zuz. If, however, it breaks accidentally, he 
must pay one zuz only. Why so ? Because, if it would still be 
in existence, he would be obliged to return it; consequently, 
the guilt came with the drinking or breaking, when the value 
was already increased ; and there is a Mishna that all robberies 
must be counted from the time they were perpetrated ; but if it 
was broken without his fault, so that after its increase he had 
done nothing, he pays one zuz only, as his liability begins from 
the time he took it, and then it was worth only one zuz. An objec¬ 
tion was raised from our Mishna: The school of Hillel makes him 
liable, etc. What is meant by the expression, from the time he used 
it ? Shall we assume that by the word used is meant that he had 
given it away, and at that time the value of it was decreased ? Is 
there one Tana in the whole college that holds so? Is it not 
stated in the Mishna that all robberies must be paid at the time 
they were perpetrated, and if increased at the time, then Beth 
Hillel’s decision would be the same as Beth Shamai? Hence the 
expression, “at the time it was used,” means when it was taken 
from the owner. And the above schools differ in case of an in¬ 
crease. According to Beth Shamai, if it increased at the time 
he had given it away, he must pay the increase also ; and ac¬ 
cording to Beth Hillel, it must be appraised only at the time 
it was robbed ; and if so, then Rabba’s decision is in accordance 
with that of Beth Shamai? Rabba may say that the schools do 
not differ with an increase, but with decrease. And the point of 
difference is this : The Beth Shamai holds that the liability comes 
with the stretching out of his hands, although he has not used it 
as yet; consequently, the decrease occurs while under his control. 
And the Beth Hillel holds that using is necessary ; consequently, 
it is considered under the control of the owner until the deposi¬ 
tory makes use of it, and if a decrease occurs while it was not as 
yet used by him, it is counted under the control of the owner. 
Then Rabha’s decision above (page 101), that stretching out the 
hands needs not the using , would be in accordance with the Beth 
Shamai; therefore this point of their difference must be ex¬ 
plained thus: The Beth Shamai holds that the increase of a 
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robbed article belongs to the owner, and according to Beth Hillel, 
it belongs to the robber. (And the Mishna treats of a case, eg ., 
a gravid cow or a sheep unshorn, according to Beth Shamai, it 
belongs to the owner; and according to Beth Hillel, it belongs 
to the depository.) R. Meier and R. Jehudah differ in the same 
case (Baba Kama, page ), and it seems to be so, as the Mishna 
states that the school of Shamai holds that he must suffer in¬ 
crease and decrease; and the school of Hillel, at the time it was 
used. (From the expression increase and decrease, and not 
dearer and cheaper, it is to be inferred that it treats of a case 
similar to the above-mentioned explanation—Rashi.) Infer from 
this that so it is. 

R. Aqiba , however , maintains , etc. Said R. Jehudah in the 
name of Samuel: The Halakha prevails according to R. Aqiba. 
He, however, agrees that incase there were witnesses at the time 
of robbery it must be paid. Why so ? Because it is written 
[Lev. v. 24] : “ To whom it appertaineth shall he give it, on the 
day when he confesseth his trespass/’ And as there were wit¬ 
nesses, the trespass is counted from the time it was done. Said 
R. Oshiato R. Jehudah : “ Rabbi, thou sayest so ! So said R. Assi 
in the name of R. Johanan : R. Aqiba insists in his decree even 
if there are witnesses, and his reason is taken from the same verse 
cited, as only the court made him know of his trespass.” Said 
R. Zeira to R. Abba b. Papa : “ When you will ascend to Pales¬ 
tine, make thy way around the steps of Zur and visit R. Jacob b. 
I’di and question him whether he heard from R. Johanan about 
R. Aqiba’s decision above, and if so, the Halakha prevails.” 
(He did so) and the answer was: “ So said R. Johanan, the Hala¬ 
kha prevails in accordance with R. Aqiba always.” 

What is meant always ? Said R. Ashi : “ It means even when 
there were witnesses. It can also be said that it means the Hala¬ 
kha prevails in accordance with him, even when the depository 
returned it to its former place and then it broke : against R. 
Ismael’s theory that the knowledge of the owner is not necessary 
(i.e. } that R. Aqiba makes him responsible if it breaks, while the 
owner was not as yet aware that the article was returned), and 
so the Halakha prevails. Rabha, however, said : “ The Halakha 
prevails in accordance with Beth Hillel.” 

MISHNA XL : If one intends to use a bailment deposited in 
his control and said so in presence of witnesses, the liability fol¬ 
lows immediately; so according to Beth Shamai. Beth Hillel, 
however, maintains he is not liable unless he has acted so, as it 
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is written [Ex. xxii. 10] : “ That he has not stretched out his 

hands against his neighbor’s goods.” If he has bent the (depos¬ 
ited) barrel, and took of it a quarter of a lug, and in the mean¬ 
time it broke by accident, he must pay only for the quarter of a 
lug. If, however, he picked up the barrel and took the above- 
mentioned measure, and in the meantime it broke, he must pay 
for the whole barrel. 

GEMARA: Whence is all this deduced? From the follow¬ 
ing, as the rabbis taught: “ It is written [ibid., ibid. 8] : 4 For all 
manner of trespass.’ ” From this the Beth Shamai deduces that 
he is liable for the intent as well as for the act itself. The Beth 
Hillel, however, maintains that there is no liability unless he 
stretches out his hands, as the above-cited verse (10) reads. Said 
the Beth Shamai to the Beth Hillel: Is it not written, “ for all 
trespasses ” ? And they answered : But is it not written, “ if he 
had not stretched out his hands ” ? The verse, however, cited by 
you is to be explained thus: Let one say that he is liable only 
when he himself committed this act, but not if he did so through 
his slave or messenger; therefore it is written, of all trespasses. 

If one bent the barrel, etc. Said Rabha: “It is so in case it 
breaks. If, however, the wine became sour, he must pay for the 
whole. Why so ? Because his act causes the damage (for if it 
were full, no air could enter to spoil it).” 

If, however, he picks it up, etc. Said Samuel: “ The expres¬ 
sion, and he took of it, is not to be taken literally, for it means 
with the intention of taking out, and he is liable even if it broke 
before he did take.” Shall we assume that Samuel holds that 
“ using” is not needed for the liability of stretching hands? It 
may be said this case is different, as one-quarter of a lug may 
cause the spoiling of the whole wine, as explained above. 

R. Ashi questioned: “If one picked up a deposited packet 
with the intention of taking out of it one dinar, what is the law? 
Shall we assume that wine only is saved when it is full, but money 
can be saved at any rate, or a full packet of money is safer than 
one which is not filled up (as from a packet full of money a coin 
cannot easily drop)? This question remains unsettled. 


CHAPTER IV. 


LAWS RELATING TO TITLE, REAL AND PERSONAL ; FRAUD, WHAT 
CONSTITUTES FRAUD AND THE CIRCUMSTANCES SURROUNDING 
FRAUDULENT TRANSACTIONS, ETC. 

MISHNA /.: If one bought gold and silver coins together 
and made a drawing on the gold ones, title is also given to the 
silver ones, but not vice versa . The same is the case with cop¬ 
per and silver coins : the drawing on copper ones gives title to the 
silver, but not vice versa . If one has drawn coins which are out 
of circulation, having bought them together with good money, 
the sale is valid for both; if, however, he took possession of the 
good money, which was bought together with those out of cir¬ 
culation, the latter are not considered his unless he takes posses¬ 
sion of them also. The same is the case if one buy uncoined 
with coined money, to acquire title to both he must take posses¬ 
sion of the uncoined. If, however, he did so with the coined 
money, the uncoined is not considered bought. Movable articles 
give title by drawing them, also for the coins bought with them, 
which is not the case with drawing the coins only. All movable 
articles give title by drawing one of them. How so? If one made 
a legal drawing of the article, although he has not paid the 
money as yet, he cannot rescind. If, however, he paid the money, 
and did not make a drawing of the article, he may rescind. But 
it was said that He who has punished the generation of the flood 
and the generation of the scattered, whose tongues were confused 
(Gen. xi. 7), He will punish him who does not keep his promise. 
R. Simeon, however, maintains that he who has the money in his 
hand has the preference (even in the former case). 

GEMARA : Rabbi taught his son R. Simeon : “ Gold coins 
give title to the silver.” And the son rejoined : “ Rabbi, in your 
youth you taught us that the silver ones give title to the gold 
ones, and now in your old age you teach that only the gold ones 
give title, but not the silver ones.” [The Gemara questioned 
what was the reason then ? In his youth he taught that because 
gold is more valued it is considered a circulating coin, and silver, 
which is not so valued, is considered an article of trade, and, 
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therefore, if he took possession of the article, title to the gold one 
is acquired ; and in his old age he came to the conclusion that 
because silver is a circulating coin used all over the world, it is 
considered a coin, and gold, which is not so much in circulation, is 
considered an article of trade: so that by drawing it the silver 
coins are bought.] 

Said R. Ashi: “ It seems to me that his opinion while in his 
youth is more correct, as our Mishna states that copper gives 
title to silver; now if you are of the opinion that silver in com¬ 
parison with gold is considered an article of trade, it is correct 
when it states that copper gives title to the silver, as it is consid¬ 
ered an article of trade only in comparison with gold, but in com¬ 
parison with copper it is considered a circulating coin. But if 
you say that silver is considered a circulating coin, even in compari¬ 
son with gold, is it then necessary to teach that it be considered 
so in comparison with copper ? Is this not self-evident ? (Hence 
his opinion while in his youth is more correct.)’' The Gemara, 
however, maintains that this statement cannot be considered an 
evidence, as the teaching that copper gives title to silver was needed 
in case where silver is considered a circulating coin, even in com¬ 
parison with gold, because it may be said that in the places where 
copper coins are used they are more in circulation than silver; 
hence they cannot be considered articles of trade in comparison 
with silver ; therefore he comes to teach us that although in some 
places it is as stated above, in the majority, however, silver is 
more in circulation than copper, and is considered a circulating 
coin everywhere. And R. Hyya is also of the opinion that silver 
is always considered a circulating coin, and this is to be under¬ 
stood from the following : “ It happened that Rabh borrowed 
dinars from the daughter of R. Hyya; thereafter the dinars in¬ 
creased in value, and when Rabh came to question R. Hyya, he 
was told to pay with the best dinars, and this decision shows that 
he held that silver is the right circulating coin ; for if it would 
be considered an article of trade in comparison with gold, it 
should be considered as if one had borrowed a saah of fruit when 
it was cheap, and returned the same measure when it was dearer, 
which is not allowed because it appears usurious.” (Says the 
Gemara:) This also cannot be considered as a real support for 
the above statement, as Rabh at the time he borrowed the dinars 
from R. Hyya’s daughter possessed his own dinars, and in 
such a case it is analogous to the case stated in a Boraitha : “ If 
one says, Lend me a saah of grain, I shall return it to you when 
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my son will arrive home, as he has the key to my granary, he may 
return to the lender the same measure, even if it became dearer, 
because the lender acquired title to it at the same time that he 
delivered to him the required articles.” 

Rabha said: “ The Tana of the following Mishna holds that 
gold is considered the right circulating coin. The coin parutha 
mentioned in the Talmud is one-eighth of an Italian Issar. [To 
what purpose is it stated ? Concerning the law of marriage, that 
less than a parutha is not considered.] An Issar is one twenty- 
fourth of a silver dinar. [To what purpose is this? Concerning 
general transactions, that a silver dinar must be of this value, as it 
is stated further on. And a silver dinar is one-twenty-fifth of a 
gold one. This is taught concerning the law of redeeming the 
first-born son [Ex. xiii. 13].] ” 

Now, if the gold dinar is considered a coin which is always of 
the same value, it is correct to say that the Tana named this coin 
for the purpose of redeeming, but if it would be considered an 
article of trade which increased and decreased in price, would the 
Tana then name it for this purpose? Is it not a fact that at the 
time of increasing the priest would give him change of it, and at 
the time of decreasing the father would have to add the difference ? 
Hence it is inferred from this that it is considered a standard coin. 

It was taught: Rabh and Levi: One holds that the law of ex¬ 
change applies to a coin also, and the other holds that it does not 
(i.e.j although it is said above by drawing the coin, the article is 
not considered sold unless by drawing the article itself, this is only 
when it was done in the way of buying and selling, but if it was 
done in the way of exchange, eg., if one says: I have an article 
of so and so, and would like to exchange it for this coin, as soon 
as he takes possession of the coin, title is acquired to the article 
by the other party). Said R. Papa: “ The reason given by him 
who holds that a coin cannot be exchanged is that the face of the 
coin is changeable by the government, and to acquire title by 
Sudarium, a standard coin is needed. An objection was raised 
from our Mishna, gold coins give title to the silver one. Is it not 
to be assumed that it means in exchange? Hence we see that 
the law of exchange applies to a coin also. Nay, it means in the 
way of buying and selling for money. If so, it should be stated 
that one who has drawn the gold one is liable for the silver one? 
Why the expression, gives title? Read, then, he is liable, etc. 
And it seems that so is the correct explanation from the latter 
part, which states that silver coins do not give title to the gold 
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ones; and this is correct only when it treats of selling for money, 
as it was said that gold is considered an article of trade, and silver 
a circulating coin, and the drawing of a coin does not give title 
to the article; but if you will say that it treats of exchange, then 
both articles should give title, each to the other. And also from the 
following Boraitha : “ Silver does not give title to gold ; also, if one 
sold twenty-five silver dinars for one gold dinar, although he made 
a drawing on the silver, the gold is not considered his, unless he 
draws the gold.” And this also is correct only by selling ; but if an 
exchange, title ought to be given. But if it treats for money, how 
is to be understood the first part of this Boraitha ? Gold gives title 
to silver; also, if one has sold a golden dinar for twenty-five silver 
ones, the silver belongs to the seller anywhere it may be found, 
provided the buyer made a drawing of the gold. This would be 
correct if it treated of exchange, but when it speaks of an ordinary 
sale, it should state that the buyer is liable for it instead of “ the 
silver belongs, etc.” Said R. Ashi: “ It treats of a sale for money, 
and the expression, wherever it is to be found, means the place 
where the coin was made ; c.g ., if he promised to furnish new coins, 
he cannot furnish the old ones, although they are more valuable, 
because the buyer may say, I need them for safe-keeping, and new 
ones will preserve their surface better than old ones.” R. Papa 
said again : “ Even according to him who holds that the law of ex¬ 
change does not apply to a coin, means that with the coin itself 
exchange cannot be made, but nevertheless title can be acquired 
to it by drawing the exchanging article, similar to articles of fruit, 
in accordance with R. Na’hman’s theory, which is, that although 
exchange cannot be done with themselves, title, nevertheless, can 
be acquired to it by drawing the exchanging article, and the same 
is the case with a coin also. This statement was objected to from a 
Mishna (Maassar Sheni, IV., 5), and the conclusion was that the 
law of exchange does not apply to a coin under any circumstance ; 
and R. Papa himself retracted from his statement (cf. Baba Kama, 
p. 236). And so also said Ula, R. Assi, and Rabba b. b. Hana in the 
name of R. Johanan, that the law of exchange does not apply to a 
coin. R. Abba objected to Ula’s statement from the following: 
“ He whose drivers and employees were summoning him for their 
wages, and he said to a money-changer, Give me change for a dinar, 
and I will give you from the money I have at home a good dinar 
and a tressith ; if he really possesses money at home, this may be 
done, but if he has not, it is prohibited, as it appears usurious. 
Now, if it is borne in mind that there is an exchange with a coin, 
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then this act is a loan only, and should be prohibited ? ” Ula was 
silent. Said R. Abba to him : “ Perhaps the money of which the 
Boraitha speaks was uncoined, so that they are considered articles 
of trade, which may be acquired by exchange.” Said Ula to 
him: “ You are right, and this is to be inferred from the expres¬ 
sion, a good dinar , and not a dinar and a tressith , which means, 
from uncoined money I have at home I will give you the value 
of a dinar and a tressith .” R. Ashi, however, said : The Boraitha 
treats of coined money, and, nevertheless, it does not contradict 
the above statement, for as soon as he has the money home, it is 
to be like the case where one said, Lend me until my son will 
come with the keys, stated above. 

“All movable articles ,” etc. Said Resh Lakish: “Even a 
purse filled with money may be acquired with another one equal 
to it.” And R. Ah’ha explained his statement, that he speaks of 
dinars in one purse which were abolished by the ruler, and in the 
other purse, which were by the country; and both cases are 
needed, for if he would speak of those which were abolished by the 
ruler, one might say, because they are useless anywhere, they may 
be exchanged ; but that of the country, which can be used in 
another country, they are still considered coins in circulation, and 
the law of exchange does not apply. And if he would speak of 
the latter, one might say, because they are useless at any rate 
in this country, they are not considered any more as circulating 
coins ; but if prohibited by the ruler, but privately still circulated, 
they are yet considered coins; therefore both statements. 

Rabba in the name of R. Huna said : “ If one were holding 
some coins in his hand and said : Sell me your articles for the 
money I have in my hand, and the other agrees, and accepts the 
money, without asking the amount of it, the buyer acquires title 
to the article; and if, however, the article was in value a sixth 
less than the amount, the sale is null and void, because it is 
fraudulent. The title is acquired to the article because the seller 
was not particular as to the money; it is considered as an ex¬ 
change, and the law of fraud applies here, because of the expres¬ 
sion, ‘ sell me,’ which means it shall be the value of the amount 
I hold in my hand.” R. Abba in the name of the same authority, 
however, said: “ If one said, Sell to me for the money I have 
in my hand, no cheating can be claimed.” 

It is certain that when the seller is not particular as to the 
amount, the buyer acquires title to the article, even before he 
drew it, as it is considered an exchange, in which the drawing of 
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one article suffices for the others also. But what is the law if it 
is an exchange, and they are particular as to the values—is the 
drawing needed in both articles or does one of them suffice? 
Said R. Ada b. Ah’ba: Come and hear: If one was holding his 
cow in the market, and his neighbor questioned him, Why are you 
holding the cow here? He answered, I need an ass. Replied the 
other, I have an ass, and can furnish you with it, but would like 
to know the price of your cow. The price is so-and-so. And 
what is the price of your ass? So-and-so; and they agree. 
Then the owner of the ass made a legal drawing of the cow, 
but the ass died before the owner of the cow made the draw¬ 
ing; the title to the cow is not acquired by the owner of the 
ass ; hence we see that, although in a case of exchange, as soon 
they are particular as to the value, title is not acquired un¬ 
less the drawing of both articles occurs. Said Rabha : “ Does 
then the lav/ of barter apply to fools who are not particular 
as to the value ? All exchanges are very particular, and never¬ 
theless title is acquired by drawing of one of the exchanged arti¬ 
cles, and the above Boraitha treats of a case where the exchange 
was made of an ass for a cow and a sheep, and the owner of the 
ass made a drawing on the cow only, but not of the sheep, which 
cannot be considered a legal drawing.” 

The Master said : “ If one said : Sell me for this amount, title 
is acquired, and nevertheless the law of fraud applies. Shall we 
assume that R. Huna holds that coins may be exchanged? Nay ! 
R. Huna holds with R. Johanan, who says that, biblically, money 
gives title, but for what purpose was it so stated that drawing 
gives title? This was enacted for the purpose that one might 
say, Your property was destroyed by fire in my attic.” (. I.e ., that 
R. Huna holds that there can be no exchange with coins, and his 
above statement is made on the basis that with the money he 
acquired title, by using the word “ sell me,” and there is not any 
need of drawing, because the drawing was enacted by the sages 
to prevent damage to buyers, who pay the money without taking 
possession of the article; and if a fire may happen while it is 
yet in the house of the seller, he will not care to save it, as it 
does not belong to him any more, therefore the sages enacted 
that the seller is responsible for the property unless the buyer has 
made a drawing of it.) And the enactment was made only 
for a usual selling and buying, but for such a sale as R. Huna 
stated, which is unusual, this enactment does not apply. Said 
Mar Huna, the son of R. Na’hman, to R. Ashi: “ You taught so; 
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we, however, have taught plainly, and so said R. Huna, that no 
exchange is to be made with a coin. How should an exchange 
of coins be confirmed ? Rabh says, with the property belonging 
to the buyer,* because it is more pleasing to the buyer that the 
seller shall receive a present from him f for the purpose that he 
shall decide to transfer the property to him with a good will; and 
Levi said, with the garment of the seller, as will be explained 
further on.” Said R. Huna of Daskarta to Rabha: According 
to Levi’s theory, that it must be done with the garment of the 
seller, for he may transfer previously to him real estate with this 
garment, which shows that the title to real estate can be acquired 
with personal property, and there is a Mishna which states the 
contrary : Personal property can be transferred with real estate. 
And he answered: If Levi would be here, he would strike your 
face with fiery lashes. Do you think that the garment gives 
title? For the pleasure he feels on being presented with the 
article, he concludes to transfer the goods to the other. 

The former Amoraim are in accordance with the Tanaim of 
the following Boraitha (who differ also on this point): It is 
written [Ruth, iv. 7] : “ Now this was formerly the custom in 
Israel at a redeeming and at an exchanging, to confirm anything, 
that a man pulled off his shoe and gave it to the other, and this 
was the manner of testimony in Israel.” “Redeeming” means 
selling, and so it reads [Lev. xxvii. 20] : “ It shall not be re¬ 
deemed any more.” “An exchanging ” means taken literal, as it 
reads [ibid., ibid.] : “He shall not alter it nor change it.” “To 
confirm, . . . pulled off his shoe and gave it to the other.” 

Who has given to whom ? Boaz gave to the redeemer. R. 
Jehudah, however, says: “On the contrary, the redeemer gave 
to Boaz.” There is a Boraitha: “This ceremony can be done 
with any article, even if its value is less than a parutha.” Said 
R. Na’hman : “ It must be a utensil, but not fruit.” R. Shetheth, 
however, maintains that this may be done with fruit also. What 
is the reason for R. Na’hman’s statement? Because in the 
Scripture one reads “ shoe,” which is a utensil. R. Shetheth, 
however, bases his opinion upon “ confirming anything.” And 


* It was already explained above that in ancient times the custom of buying and 
selling was that either the buyer or the seller would take a garment in his hand, and 
the other party would grasp the size of a span of it with his hand, which is known 
under the expression Sudaritun —hence the question in the text. 

\ The ceremony signifies that the holder of the garment gives it as a present to 
the other. 
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what would R. Na’hman say to this? To confirm anything, 
which was done by the ceremony with the shoe. But according 
to R. Shetheth, what does the word “shoe” signify? As the 
shoe is a complete article, so all other articles with which this 
ceremony is to be performed must be completed, to exclude 
fruit, which is not fit for a Sudarium. 

R. Shetheth b. R. Idi said : According to whom do we write 
in our legal papers, * with an utensil which is fit to confirm with ’ ? 
In accordance with the opponents of R. Shetheth, who said that 
the ceremony may be done with fruit also, and the opponents of 
Samuel, who said that a vessel made of maroka (baked ordure) 
may be used for this purpose, and also to deny Levi’s theory, 
which is “with the property of the seller”; we say to confirm 
“with,” but not to give title with it.* R. Papa, however, said: 
“ The expression, with a vessel, means to exclude a coin, which is 
fit.” Said R. Zbid, and according to others R. Ashi: “To 
exclude such vessels of which no benefit must be derived (as, eg ., 
devoted to idolatry), there is no necessity of excluding maroka , 
which all agree it is not fit for that purpose.” 

“Uncoined money” etc. How is this to be understood? Said 
R. Johanan: “ I.e., a coin which is counterfeit.” And he is in 
accordance with his theory elsewhere, that R. Dossa and R. 
Ismael said one and the same thing. R. Dossa in a Mishna 
(Idioth, I., 2): Second tithe must not be exchanged for a counter¬ 
feit coin. And R. Ismael of the following Boraitha : It is writ¬ 
ten [Deut. xix. 25] : “ Then shalt thou turn it into money, and 
bind up the money in thy hand ” ; to include all the money which 
can be bound in the hand, so is the dictum of R. Ismael. R. 
Aqiba said that it includes all coins which have an imprint of the 
ruler’s face on them. 

“Hon* so, if one made a legal” etc. Said R. Johanan : “ Bibli¬ 
cally, money paid gives title; why, then, was it said that drawing 
is needed? For fear that a fire may occur in the house of the 
seller, where the bought article is placed ; and if it is still con¬ 
sidered under his control he will trouble himself to save it, but 
if it would be considered under the control of the buyer he will 
not care to save it. Resh Lakish, however, said that the draw¬ 
ing is prescribed by the Scripture, viz.: It is written [Lev. xxv. 
14] : “ And if thou sell aught unto thy neighbor, or buy aught 


* As it is explained above, the buyer makes a present of it to the seller, etc., 
which cannot apply to the seller. 
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of thy neighbor’s hand” signifies a thing which goes from hand 
to hand. R. Johanan, however, says that “ hand ” excludes real 
estate, that the law of fraud does not apply to it. Resh Lakish, 
however, maintains that if it would be as R. Johanan said, the 
Scriptures would read in the case of selling only. Why is then the 
case of selling repeated? To verify my statement. An objec¬ 
tion was raised to Resh Lakish’s statement from our Mishna: 
“ R. Simeon, however, said that he who has the money in his 
hand has the preference,” which means that the seller may 
retract, but not the buyer; and this is correct only when money 
paid gives title biblically, therefore the preference is given to 
the seller that he may retract, in case the article will become 
dearer for his purpose he should save it from an accident, thinking 
it is still considered mine, as I may retract and probably the 
price will be increased; but not the buyer, as the title is acquired 
with paying the money. But if the money does not give title 
biblically, why should not the buyer also have the right to 
retract ? Resh Lakish may say, I have nothing to do with R. 
Simeon’s theory, and my explanation is in accord with the 
rabbis’ theory. There is, however, an objection from the latter 
part. But it was said : He who punished, etc., which would be 
correct only when money gives title; but if it does not, why 
should he be punished? Because he retracts his words. Is 
that so ? Have we not learned in a Boraitha: R. Simeon said, 
although it was said that a garment gives title to a gold dinar, 
and not vice versa, so only is the strict Halakha; but in addition 
to it, however, it was said that He who took revenge on the 
generation of the flood, . . . and the people of Sodom and 

Gomorrah, and on the Egyptians in the sea, He will take 
revenge on him who retracts his words. And he who is doing 
business with words only (without money), to him title is not 
given; however, the spirit of the sages does not please him, and 
Rabha adds that this is the only punishment for such people, 
hence we see that word retractors do not stand under the punish¬ 
ments stated above? Yea! They are not under punishment 
when there were words only, but if there were words with money 
they are. Said Rabha: “ The Scripture and a Boraitha support 
Resh Lakish. The Scripture, as it is written [Lev. v. 21]: “If 
he, namely, lie unto his neighbor in that which was delivered to 
him to keep, or in a loan, or in a thing taken away by violence, 
or if he had withheld the wages of his neighbor.” “ A loan ” 
—said R. Hisda, i.e., that the borrower has pledged an article for 
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his loan (which is then equal to a deposit). “ Withheld the 
wages”—said R. Hisda: This is also in case the employer has 
separated the amount due to the employee, or the value of it, 
and told him, from this you will collect your wages. Now, con¬ 
cerning repentance the Scripture reads [ibid., ibid. 23] : “ That 
he shall restore what he had taken violently away, or the wages 
which he hath withheld, or that which was delivered to him to 
keep.” But a loan is not mentioned. Is it not because there 
was not a drawing on the article pledged (which was still in the 
hands of the borrower), and therefore he had not yet acquired 
title? Said R. Papa to Rabha: “Perhaps it is not repeated 
because wages is repeated, and this is to be deduced from it as 
the case is similar?” Answered Rabha: “It treats of a case 
when the employer already took the amount which was assigned 
to him and thereafter deposited it again.” But is it not the same 
as a deposit? It tells us of two kinds of deposits. If so, should 
the Scripture repeat also a loan, and should it be explained 
similarly that the pledge was returned and again assigned ? 

If it would be so, then it would be no objection and no sup¬ 
port ; but as the Scripture did not repeat it, it may be considered 
a support. But is it indeed not repeated? Have we not learned 
in a Boraitha that R. Simeon said : “ Whence do we know that 
the verse quoted applies to all that was mentioned in the previous 
verse ? Therefore it is written [ibid., ibid., 24] : ‘ Or any one thing 
about which he may have sworn falsely.’ ” And R. Na’hman in the 
name of Rabba b. Abuhu, quoting Rabh, said that it intends to 
add that a loan shall also be returned? It may be, but neverthe¬ 
less the Scripture did not repeat it plainly, and the Boraitha is as 
follows : If one has given a coin belonging to the sanctuary un¬ 
intentionally to a bath-house keeper (for using the bath), he has 
committed a transgression, although he did not use it as yet. 
And Rabh explained the Boraitha, that the expression bath-house 
keeper signifies that only in a similar case, where the giver of the 
coin has nothing to receive in exchange ; but in case he has, he 
committed no transgression, unless a drawing was made on the re¬ 
ceiving article. And so also is R. Na’hman’s opinion, that money 
gives title biblically. And Levi searched in the Boraithas which 
he compiled himself, and found one which stated that if one 
gave a coin belonging to the sanctuary to a wholesale dealer as a 
deposit for goods which he should take later, a transgression 
is committed (hence we see that money gives title without any 
drawing). But then the Boraitha contradicts Resh Lakish’s above 
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statement? He may say that this Boraitha is in accordance with 
R. Simeon of our Mishna. 

“But it was said that He who had punished" etc. It was 
taught: According to Abayi, if he retracts, he ought to be 
notified that he will be punished by Heaven, and according 
to Rabha the Mishna means he shall be cursed. He who 
had punished, etc., shall punish you. Said Rabha: “ I base 
my statement upon the following act. R. Hyya b. Joseph ac¬ 
cepted money as a deposit for salt to be delivered afterwards. 
In the meantime the price of it went up, and he questioned R. 
Johanan what he had to do, and was told that he must deliver 
the salt, otherwise he must take the punishment stated in the 
Mishna. Now, if the Mishna means that he should be notified 
only, is then R. Hyya b. Joseph among those who must be noti¬ 
fied (was he not aware of it) ? But even according as you say, 
that he was to be cursed, is it possible that R. Hyya b. Joseph 
would take for himself a curse from the rabbis ? The case with 
him was thus: He thought that he had to deliver to him the salt 
according to the sum of the deposit, but not for the whole amount 
of the sale, and was told by R. Johanan that with the deposit 
they had acquired title for the whole amount bought. It was 
taught: A deposit, according to Rabh, gives title only for the 
sum it contains; and according to R. Johanan, it gives title for 
the whole article or articles he had bought. An objection was 
raised : If one has given a deposit to his neighbor, with the condi¬ 
tion that if he should retract, the deposit shall be relinquished ; 
and the other said to him, in case I will retract, I shall double the 
amount of the deposit. These conditions are to be followed, so 
is the decree of R. Jose. [And R. Jose is in accordance with his 
theory elsewhere, that the presumption is that it is a good sale.] 
R. Jehudah, however, maintains that it is sufficient that he 
should deliver to him the value of his deposit. Said R. Simeon 
b. Gamaliel: “ This is in case he gave him the money as a 
deposit, but if it was given to him as a part of the payment, 
as, e.g ., if one sold a house or a field for a thousand zuz, and he 
paid five hundred zuz as a part of it, title to the article sold is 
acquired, and he must pay him the balance even after a lapse of 
many years.” Is it not to be assumed that the same is the case 
with movable property, that the deposit gives title to all the 
movable property he has bought (so if one of them has retracted, 
he must accept the above curse “ of him who had punished,” etc.) ? 
Nay! To movable articles title is acquired only for the sum the 
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deposit contains, and the difference between them and real estate 
is, that with the latter title is acquired by money only ; the de¬ 
posit gives title to the whole of it; but to movable articles, with 
which drawing is required, and even if he would pay for the 
whole, without any drawing, the possessor of the money has the 
right to retract (as said above), but he must take the curse in 
question. Hence title is acquired with the condition that the 
curse will be borne by him. Then this curse can apply only to 
the article in value as much as the deposit contains, but not for 
the amount it was bought (i.e., that if he had delivered it to him 
for the amount of the deposit, the above said punishment does 
not apply). 

R. Kahana had accepted money for flax which he was to 
deliver thereafter. In the meantime flax became dearer, and he 
questioned Rabh what to do, and was told, deliver to them for 
the sum you have in your hand, as the balance was bought rely¬ 
ing on words only, for which a loss of confidence is not to be 
considered, as it was taught: ‘“Words/ Rabh said, ‘if they are 
not kept, loss of confidence is not to be considered.’ And R. 
Johanan says it may.” An objection was raised from the follow¬ 
ing: R. Jose b. Jehudah said: Why is repeated [Lev. xxi. 36] 
“ just hin,” is this not included in the word “just ephah,” ibid., 
ibid., to instruct you that your Yea (which is the literal transla¬ 
tion of hin) shall be just, and your Nay shall be just (hence we 
see that words must be kept)? Said Abayi : “ The cited verse 
signifies one shall not talk with his mouth differently from what 
he thinks in his heart.” (An objection was raised from the 
Boraitha, “ R. Simeon says,” etc., p. 118, and the answer was that 
on this point Tanaim differ.) 

But did R. Johanan indeed say so? Did not Rabba, b. b. 
Hanna say in his name that if one said to his neighbor, 
I will make you a present, he may retract thereafter. Said 
R. Papa: “ R. Johanan agrees that if one promises to make a 
present of a small amount, no retraction can take place, as the 
other party relies upon it. It happened that one gave money 
for poppy, meanwhile the poppy increased in price, and the seller 
retracted, and told him, I have no poppy, take your money back; 
and he did not. Meanwhile the money was stolen, and the case 
came before Rabha. He said : “ Because he was told to take his 
money back, the seller is not responsible, not only as a bailee for 
hire, but he cannot even be considered a gratuitous bailee.” Said 
the rabbis to Rabha : “ Must not the retractor at least take upon 
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himself the above curse as his punishment ? ” And he said : “ Yea ; 
if he will not give the poppy, he must bear this punishment.” 
Said R. Papi : “ I was told by Rabbina that the case was not so, 
as he was told by one of the rabbis, who was named R. Tabuth, 
and according to others Samuel b. Zutra was his name, and he 
was such kind of a man that he would not change his word, even 
if all goods of the world were to be delivered to him, and he told 
me : The above case of poppy happened to me. On one Friday 
I was sitting in my house, when a man came and questioned me 
whether I have poppy to sell, and I said no ; said the man to me, 
let then this money I have be deposited with you, as it is nearly 
twilight; and I said my house is yours, put it wherever you like; 
he did so, and finally the money was stolen, and when he came 
to complain before Rabha, he was told that by my words, “ my 
house is yours,” I did not take any responsibility even as a gratui¬ 
tous bailee. And when he was asked, did not the rabbis say to 
Rabha that this man should take the curse of punishment, etc. ? 
he rejoined : This never occurred. 

“ R. Simeon said” etc. We have learned in a Roraitha (in 
addition to our Mishna), R. Simeon said : “ This is in case both 
the article and the money were in the hands of the seller ; but 
when the money was in the hands of the seller and the article in 
possession of the buyer, he cannot retract, because he already 
received the value for the money.” Is that not self-evident ? 
Said Rabha : “ The case was that the attic of the buyer was hired 
by the seller, and the article was placed there. In such a case no 
drawing is needed, as the enactment of drawing was for the pur¬ 
pose that the seller shall trouble himself in case of a fire to save 
it, which does not apply in this case, as the article was under the 
control of the buyer, and if a sudden fire would happen the buyer 
would do all things possible to save it.” It happened that one 
paid for an ass, and before he got hold of it he learned that this 
ass would be taken away by Parsek the rufuli . He demanded 
the return of his money, claiming he had no need for the ass any 
more. The case came before R. Hisda, and he decided as it was 
enacted that the seller may retract, so long as the buyer did not 
make a drawing of the bought article, so it was enacted that the 
buyer can also retract, so long as he has made no drawing on it. 

MISHNA II. : Cheating, which according to law makes the 
sale null and void, is in case where the sum of which he was 
cheated counts four silver dinars from the amount of twenty-four 
silver dinars, which makes a salah ; i.e. y a sixth of the whole 
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amount. Until what time may the retraction take place? Up 
to the time that the buyer can show his article to a merchant or 
his relatives. R. Tarphon decided in the city of Luda that to 
avoid a fraudulent sale of eight silver dinars from twenty-four, i.e., 
a third of the whole amount ; and the merchants of Luda were 
pleased with this decision. When, however, they heard his fur¬ 
ther decision, that the retraction may take place during the whole 
day, they requested R. Tarphon that he should leave them with 
the old decision of the sages, and so they returned to the decision 
of the sages. 

GEMARA : It was taught: Rabh said : “ The Mishna means 
the sixth of the correct price of the article.” Samuel says : “ It 
means also a sixth of the amount ” (the illustration further on). 
(Says the Gemara:) If one has sold an article of six dinars for five, 
or for seven, both agree that the price is to be considered ; and 
in both cases there is a cheating of a sixth. If, however, he sold 
an article of five dinars for six, or seven for six, according to 
Samuel, who said that the sum of the money must also be taken 
in consideration, it is considered cheating, as the price was six, 
and there was cheating in one dinar. According to Rabh, how¬ 
ever, who says that the correct price of the article must be con¬ 
sidered, if he took six for five, then the cheating was of a fifth, 
and the sale is void ; and if seven for six, then the cheating on the 
part of the seller was less than a sixth, the sale is valid, and the 
dinar is considered relinquished. The reason of Samuel’s state¬ 
ment is that the sale is considered void only when there is more 
than a sixth both in the price of the article and in the money paid ; 
and the same is the case with relinquishing, that there is less than 
a sixth of both ; but if there is a sixth part of one of the two, it is 
considered cheating, and the money which was paid in excess, or 
less, must be returned by the parties. 

There is a Boraitha which supports Samuel, as follows : “ He 
who was cheated has the preference. How so? If one sold 
an article which was worth five for six, who was cheated ? 
The buyer ; he had the preference of choosing; if he likes he 
may say, return to me my money, or, if he wishes, he may say, 
give me the dinar of which I was defrauded.” And if one has 
sold the value of six dinars for five, who was cheated ? The seller; 
then he has the preference ; he may choose to demand the return 
of the article, or he shall give him one more dinar, of which he 
was defrauded. (Hence it is considered a cheating either in price 
or in the money.) The schoolmen propounded a question : “ If 
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there was a cheating less than a sixth, which, according to the 
rabbis is considered a relinquishment, does it take place imme¬ 
diately, or does the buyer have time to show it to a merchant or 
his relatives; and if you would say that so it is, what then should 
be the difference between a sixth or less ? Shall we assume 
that if a sixth he has the preference, if he likes to make void 
the sale, or to demand the money he was defrauded of; and if it 
was less than a sixth the sale is valid, but the sum obtained by 
cheating must be returned ? ” Come and hear the last words 
stated in our Mishna: “ and so they returned to the decision of 
the sages.’' (That is, that time for showing it to a merchant, etc., 
was always granted.) 

Said Rabha: “The Halakha prevails as follows: If cheating 
was less than for a sixth of its value, the sale is valid ; more than 
a sixth, the sale is void ; and if, however, an exact sixth, the sale 
is valid, but the amount must be returned to him who was 
cheated, and in all such cases the time for showing to merchants, 
etc., is granted.” There is a Boraitha supporting Rabha, viz.: 
“ Cheating in less than a sixth, the sale is valid ; more than a 
sixth, the sale is void ; an exact sixth, the sale is valid, but the 
cheating must be returned.” So is the decree of R. Nathan. 
R. Jehudah the prince, however, maintains: “The seller always 
has the preference; if he likes he may require the price which 
was agreed, or that the amount of which he was cheated should 
be returned ; in both cases, however, time for showing it to a 
merchant must be granted to the buyer.” 

“ Until what time the retraction may take place," etc. Said R. 
Na’hman: “ This decision applies to the buyer only, but the 
seller may retract at any time.” Shall we assume that the last 
words of our Mishna support R. Na’hman, as they are correct 
only when the seller has the right to retract at any rate ; and, 
therefore, they were not benefited by R. Tarphon’s decision; but 
if you would say that the seller has no more right than the buyer, 
then they could be benefited by R. Tarphon’s decision, in case 
they have erred in the price of sale. Why, then, have they re¬ 
turned to the decision of the sages? (This is not to be con¬ 
sidered a support, as it is not usual that the merchants of Luda 
should make an error in the sale.) 

The host of Rami b. Hama sold an ass and erred in the price, 
and Rami found him dejected, and questioned him why, and he 
answered, because of the sale; and Rami told him to retract, but 
he rejoined that the time for showing it to a merchant, etc., had 
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already elapsed ; then Rami advised him to go into the court 
of R. Na’hman, and he decided according to his theory stated 
above (in the beginning of the paragraph). His reason was that 
the buyer always carries the article with him, and so can show it 
to all, if there were an overcharge or not; but the seller, who is 
not in possession, must wait until a similar article is again in his 
possession to show it, and therefore he may retract. There was a 
man who had to sell pearls, which were worth five dinars each, 
and he demanded six. When, however, he was offered five and 
a half, he accepted it. A buyer who wanted to get the same for 
five dinars said to himself, if I would give him five and a half I 
could not sue him any more, as the half-dinar would be con¬ 
sidered a relinquishment, as it is less than a sixth ; I will, there¬ 
fore, give him all he demands, and then I will sue him for cheat¬ 
ing me of an exact sixth ; and he will be compelled to return one 
dinar. When the case came before Rabha, he said that the law 
in question applied only to him who buys from a merchant, but 
of a private person no cheating is considered. A similar case 
came before R. Hisda, and he decided the same as Rabha did ; 
and R. Dimi, who was present, said to him : “ Even so ; you have 
decided righteously.” And so did R. Elazar also say : “ Even 
so ! ” But is there not a Mishna which states, as the law of 
fraud applies to a layman it applies also to a merchant; now, is 
not a layman the same as a private person? Said R. Hisda: 
“ The Mishna speaks of a private person who sells hemp articles; 
but if he sells the utensils which were used by himself, if not at 
a good price, he would not sell them.” 

MISHNA III. : The law of fraud applies to the buyer as well 
as to the seller, to a private person as well as to a merchant. R. 
Jehudah, however, maintains that there is no cheating concerning 
a merchant. The cheated one has the preference; he may de¬ 
mand his money should be returned ; or, if he likes, the amount 
of which he was cheated. 

GEMARA: Whence is all this deduced? As the rabbis 
taught, it is written [Lev. xxv. 14] : “Ye shall not overreach one 
another ”; from this we learn in case the buyer was cheated, but 
whence do we know that same is the case with the seller? There¬ 
fore it is written [ibid., ibid.] : “ Or buy aught of thy neighbor ” ; 
and both cases were necessary, for if the Scripture would mention 
the seller only, one might say that, because he is aware of the 
value of his stock, the cheating is a crime to him, but the buyer, 
who is not aware of the exact price, the law of fraud does not 
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apply; and if the Scripture would mention the buyer only, one 
might say, because he received for his money a valuable article 
which remains with him permanently. The law of fraud applies 
here, but the seller, who loses his article and takes money, which 
is not stationary, “ as people say if you sell an article it is lost to 
you,” one might say that the above law does not apply to him, 
therefore both are mentioned. 

“ There is no cheating concerning a merchant ,” etc. Because he 
is a merchant, no cheating should be considered ? Said R. Na’h- 
man in the name of Rabh : “ R. Jehudah speaks of a specialist who 
knows the value, and the reason why he sold it below the price is 
to be considered that he needed money at that time to buy an¬ 
other bargain and, therefore, he relinquished the greater value of 
the article sold, and the retraction took place afterwards (therefore 
it must not be considered). R. Ashi, however, says: “ R. Jehu- 
dah’s decree may be explained thus : Concerning a merchant the 
prescribed kind of cheating is not to be considered, as he may 
retract even if it were other than the prescribed kind.” There is 
a Boraitha supporting R. Na’hman, viz. : “ R. Jehudah main¬ 
tains no cheating exists in regard to a merchant, because he is 
experienced.” 

“ The cheated has the preference .” According to whom is our 
Mishna? Not with R. Nathan, and also not with R. Jehudah 
the prince, of the Boraitha cited above. For our Mishna states, 
“ if he likes,” and R. Nathan’s decision is strictly ; and R. Jehudah 
mentioned in his decision “ the seller,” while our Mishna men¬ 
tioned “the buyer”? Said R. Elazar : “I, indeed, do not know 
who taught our Mishna.” Rabba, however, said : “The Mishna 
is in accordance with R. Nathan, and the Boraitha is to be cor¬ 
rected with the addition, ‘ if he likes.’ ” Rabha, however, main¬ 
tains that the Mishna is in accordance with R. Jehudah, and that 
which was omitted in the Mishna concerning the seller the 
Boraitha explains. Said R. Ashi: “ It seems to be that this ex¬ 
planation is correct, as the Mishna begins, 4 to the buyer as well 
to the seller,’ and thereafter it mentions only the buyer, of which 
is to be seen that something is omitted, and that was the seller.” 
Infer from this that so it is. 

It was taught : “ If one says, I sell this article to you with 
the condition you shall not claim any cheating of me, Rabh 
says that he nevertheless may claim cheating, if there were any, 
and according to Samuel he may not. Said R. Anan : “ Mar 
Samuel has explained to me his decree as follows: If one says, 
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with the condition you shall not claim of me any cheating, no 
claim must be considered ; if, however, he say, with the condition 
that no cheating with the article should be claimed, if there was 
a cheating the claim must nevertheless be considered.” 

Said Abayi: “ Rabh’s decree is in accordance with R. Meier, 
who holds (in Tract Kedushin) that no condition can be made 
concerning a law which is plainly written in the Scripture, and 
Samuel’s decree is in accordance with R. Jehudah, who holds 
that this rule holds only concerning prohibited things, but not in 
money matters.” Rabha, however, maintains that both (Rabh’s 
and Samuel’s) statements are in accordance with both mentioned 
Tanaim, and notwithstanding present no difficulty, as the above 
Amoraim speaks of a case where the seller did not mention to the 
buyer that he is certain that the price is higher than the real 
value of the article, and the Tanaim of the above cited Mishna 
speak of a case where such was mentioned, as so we have learned 
in addition to our Mishna in the following Boraitha: “ This is 
only in case where the seller says, I do not think that you will be 
cheated, but even if you should, you shall not claim cheating ; 
if, however, a condition was plainly made, as, eg., the seller says 
to the buyer, this article which I am about to sell you for two 
hundred, I am aware has a value of only one hundred, and it will 
be yours for my price, with the condition that you shall not claim 
cheating; and the same is when the buyer says to the seller, this 
article I am about to buy from you for one hundred, I know is 
worth two hundred, and with the condition that no cheating shall 
be claimed, I give you the money, then no claim of cheating is to 
be considered.” 

The rabbis taught: “ If one is doing business with his neigh¬ 
bor in trust,* he must not furnish him with bad articles in trust 
and with good articles according to their value, but both should 
be equal (if, for instance, there are two kinds of wine, good which 
can easily be sold wholesale, and bad which can be sold only in 
retail, the possessor must not offer the good to the agent for the 
full value, with the condition he shall sell for him the bad to 
storekeepers at any price he may obtain, and the money for both 
shall be returned to him after all is sold ; that is, that for his 
trouble he should use the money obtained for the good until the 

* He gives articles to his neighbor to sell, as he trusts him on his word. Rashi 
Tosephath, however maintains that it means, if one is furnishing his neighbor with 
money to buy articles for him. In accordance with Rashi’s explanation, the law of 
cheating could not be applied. 
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bad be sold in retail, as this would be indirect usury), and for 
his trouble he should pay him the usual price. The commis¬ 
sioner, however, may charge him for carrying on his shoulder, for 
the hiring of a camel, and for storage and hotel, but not separately 
for himself, as he has been paid already for his trouble in full. 

What does it mean that he shall pay for his trouble sep¬ 
arately? Said R. Papa: “ As, eg., the sellers of hemp articles 
get four per cent, ‘as their commission.’ ” 

MISHNA IV .: How much less of the quantity of the Sala 
should be effaced, that the law of fraud could not be claimed? 
According to R. Meier, four issars, which is one issar to each dinar; 
and according to R. Jehudah, four pundiuns , one pundiun to each 
dinar. According to R. Simeon, however, eight pundiuns; two 
pundiuns (which are four issars) to one dinar (and it means an 
exact sixth of its value). What time is to be given for retracting? 
In the large cities, time for showing it to a money-changer must 
be granted; and in villages, until the eve of Sabbath. If, however, 
there was a sale, even after an elapse of twelve months, he must 
accept its return without any claim, but he may be angry with him. 
Such a sala may be expended for second tithe without any fear, 
as he who does not accept circulating money is considered a bad 
man. 

GEMARA: There is a contradiction to our Mishna from the 
following Boraitha, which states: How much should the sala be 
effaced that the law of fraud should apply? (the same quan¬ 
tity as in our Mishna is given ; hence, according to the Boraitha, 
the law of fraud applies to such quantities, and according to our 
Mishna it does not ?) Said R. Papa : “ This presents no difficulty. 
The Tana of our Mishna comes from the bottom to the top {i.e., 
an effaced sala until what quantity it may be circulated until it 
reaches the quantity mentioned ; but if such a quantity is already 
reached, it is not any more considered in circulation, and the law 
of fraud applies); and the Tana of the Boraitha comes from top 
to the bottom ( i.e ., if the effaced coin has lost the quantity in 
question, it is not more fit for circulation, etc., hence both state¬ 
ments have the same meaning).” 

Why, then, do the Tanaim differ concerning a sala and not 
with another article, in which all agree that a sixth is the prescribed 
kind of cheating? Said Rabha: The Tana who holds a sixth is 
the prescribed kind is R. Simeon, who points to the same kind 
in a sala. Abayi, however, maintains that one usually relinquishes 
if he was cheated in value less than a sixth ; as people say, pay 
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dearer for the necessity of your dressing, but for your stomach 
look that you are not overcharged. The text of the Mishna says : 
How much of the quantity, etc. A Tosephta in addition to this 
Mishna states that if it was effaced more than the above quantity, 
he may sell it for its value. What is the prescribed quantity of a 
diminished coin which one is still allowed to keep? If it was a 
sala, he may keep it if it still contains the value of a shekel; and 
if it was a dinar, he may keep it when a quarter of the quantity 
was diminished. If, however, it was less than one issar it is pro¬ 
hibited, and he must not sell it to a merchant, and not to a power¬ 
ful man, or to a robber, as they may cheat some other persons with 
it, and therefore it is advisable he shall bore a hole in it, and put 
it around the neck of his son or daughter. 

The master says : “ A sala of the value of a shekel, which counts 
a half; and from a dinar only a quarter; why the difference?” 
Said Abayi: “ The quarter concerning an issar means a quarter 
of a shekel, which counts a half of a dinar.” Said Rabha: “ It 
seems to me so, because it is not stated 4 a quarter of it,’ but a 
1 quarter/ which generally means ‘ of a shekel/ ” But why should 
the prescribed quantity of a dinar be dependent upon a shekel? 
Herewith he teaches us, by the way, that there is a kind of dinar 
which came from a shekel (i.e., that the quantity of the shekel was 
diminished to a half), and this is a support to the statement of R. 
Ami, who says that a dinar which came from a shekel may be kept 
for circulation (as every one could recognize that it is only a half 
of the quantity); but a dinar which came from a sala (i.e., that the 
sala was diminished to the value of three quarters), it may not be 
kept in circulation even at the value of a dinar, because it is still 
a large coin, and can easily be taken for a shekel. The Boraitha 
states, if, however, it was less than an issar, then it is prohibited. 
How is this to be understood ? Said Abayi: “ It means to say, if 
the sale in question was diminished more than the value of an issar, 
it is prohibited to be kept.” Said Rabha to him : “ Why an issar? 
If the sala in question was diminished even only a trifle of the 
above quantity, it is also prohibited to be kept ? Therefore,” says 
he, “ it means if a sala were diminished in quantity as an issar to a 
dinar, it is prohibited to be kept, and it is in accordance with R. 
Meier’s opinion.” An objection was raised : Until what quantity 
may it be diminished, and still allowed to be kept ? If it was a sala, 
until the quantity of a shekel. Is it not to be assumed that it was 
diminished little by little, and still it was allowed to be kept until 
it became of the size of a shekel? Nay, it means that it was 
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dropped into the fire and diminished all at once. The master 
says : “ He may bore a hole in it and put it around the neck/' etc. 
There is a contradiction from the following: “ An uncirculating 
coin must not be used as a weight, and also he must not use it 
for an ornament, and also he must not perforate it, and put it on 
the neck of his son or daughter; but he shall grind or melt it, or 
cut it in pieces, or throw it away into the Dead Sea" (so that it 
could not be used by swindlers, hence it states he must not per¬ 
forate it, etc.). Said R. Elazar, and, according to others, R. Huna 
in his name : “ This presents no difficulty. The statement that he 
may bore a hole in it means, in the middle of the coin, which spoils 
it entirely ; and the statement that it may not means, on the side ” 
(as a swindler could fix it). 

“ What time is to be given for retracting,” etc. Why concern¬ 
ing a sala , it makes a difference between large cities and villages, 
which is not the case with another article ? Said Abayi: “ The 
statement of our Mishna concerning an article means also in the 
large cities.” Rabha, however, maintains “ that every one is 
aware of the value of a common article, but to understand the 
value of a sala one must be a money-changer; therefore, in large 
cities, where money-changers are to be found, such time is pre¬ 
scribed ; in the villages, however, where money-changers are not 
to be found, time is given until the eve of Sabbath, when usually 
people go to the market to buy supplies for Sabbath. 

“ If however , there was a sala,” etc. Where ? If in the large 
cities, there is a money-changer; and if in villages, it is said, “ until 
the eve of Sabbath ” ? Said R. Hisda : “ It is not the strict law, 
but a meritorious act for pious men is taught here.” If so, how is 
to be understood the latter part, “ but he may be angry ”? Who 
should be angry—the pious one ? Let him not accept it, and 
not be angry, or the one who returned it should be angry, why 
it was accepted ? It means to say thus : “ That even if he who 
is not pious, and does not accept it, the one who possesses the 
coin may be angry, but cannot sue him.” 

“ Such a sala may be expended for second tithe,” etc. Said R. 
Papa: “ Infer from this that he who is too particular with the 
examination of money is considered a bad man, provided he can 
circulate it easily. Our Mishna may be a support to Hiskiyah, 
who said that if one came to change a coin of a second tithe for 
small money, he may take change only for its value; but if he 
would exchange the second tithe for it, he may take as much of 
the second tithe as if it would be a good one. How is this to be 
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understood? He means to say that, although, when changing 
it for small money, he cannot take more than its value, he may 
nevertheless take the second tithe for the full value of such 
a coin. 

MISHNA V. : The prescribed quantity for cheating is four 
silver dinars to each sala; for a claim of which one of the parties 
must take an oath, no less than the value of two silver dinars. 
For admitting a debt, which makes him liable for a biblical oath 
of denying the claim of the plaintiff, a perutha is sufficient. In 
five cases the value of a perutha is prescribed—one just men¬ 
tioned ; second, a case of betrothal, for which the value of a 
perutha suffices; third, the one who benefits himself from the 
goods belonging to the sanctuary, with the value of one perutha, 
he has committed a transgression ; fourth, who finds an article 
worth only a perutha, he is obliged to proclaim ; and fifth, he 
who has robbed his neighbor for the value of one perutha, and 
has sworn falsely, and after repented, he must return it to him 
personally, even should the robbed one be at that time in Madai. 

GEMARA: Was this not stated already in Mishna II ? It 
is repeated because of the perutha of admission; but even this 
is already stated in a Mishna (in Kidushin, etc.)? It is repeated 
here also because of the new statement about the five peruthas. 

“ In five cases the value,” etc. Let it teach, also, that there is 
one more perutha of cheating (t.e., that when he sold an article for 
six peruthas, and it was worth only five). Said R. Kahana: 
“ From this is to be inferred that the law of cheating does not 
apply to peruthas; it means that to less than a silver coin no 
claim of cheating can be made/' Levi, however, maintains it does 
apply, and so he taught in his Boraitha. There are five peruthas — 
cheating, admitting, betrothal, robbing, and the warrant of the 
judges. Why does not the Tana of our Mishna mention that a 
warrant can be issued for a perutha ? Is not robbery the same 
case, and it is mentioned? But notwithstanding that it men¬ 
tioned robbery, it does mention a loss worth a perutha (which 
also must be decided by the court)? This was necessary to state, 
owing to the peculiarity of both. The robbed article must be 
returned, even if the owner is in Madai, and one must proclaim 
a lost article even if it was worth only one perutha, and after 
finding it is decreased in value. Why, then, does not Levi men¬ 
tion a lost article in his Boraitha? Because he mentioned rob¬ 
bery. But why does he mention the warrant for a perutha—is it 
not the same as robbery ? This was necessary to deny R. Ktina’s 
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statement, who maintains that a warrant can be issued even for 
less than a perutha. Rabha objected to R. Ktina’s statement 
from the following: “It is written [Lev. v. 16] : And that in 
which he hath sinned against the holy thing, he shall pay.” That 
means to include, that even when the value was less than a 
perutha, it must be returned ; hence it is only of the sanctuary, 
but not of common property; therefore if it was taught in the 
name of R. Ktina, it was as follows: If the court found it nec¬ 
essary to take up the claim of the value of a perutha, it may 
issue a warrant even for less than a perutha, as the court does 
not start a case less than a perutha; but if it was started, the de¬ 
cision may be even for less. 

MISHNA VI. : There are five fifth parts (which must be added 
to the principal amount) and they are : (i) who eats heave-offer¬ 
ing; (2) the heave-offering of tithe ( the tenth part of which the 
Levites must separate from the tithe [Num. xviii. 26]); (3) the same 
which was separated when the grain was bought from a suspicious 
man; (4) the first dough [Num. xv. 20]; and (5) the first-fruits 
[Lev. ii. 14]. The same is also the case if one redeems his plants 
in the fourth year (after planting), he must add a fifth part, or 
he exchanges his second tithe. The same is also the case if one 
redeems from the sanctuary the article he has sanctified, and also 
who had any benefit of the things belonging to the sanctuary, the 
value of a perutha , and also if one robbed his neighbor of the 
value of a perutha and swore falsely, all of them must add a fifth 
part to the principal amount. 

GEMARA: Said Rabha: It was a difficulty to R. Elazar, the 
statement of our Mishna that a fifth must be added to the heave¬ 
offering which was separated when bought from a suspicious 
man, thus: Is it possible that the sages have given weight to 
their decision equal to the Scriptures ? (The law that heave¬ 
offering must be separated when bought from the man in 
question is only rabbinically—would it not be enough that one 
should pay the principal amount only, if consumed?) Said R. 
Na’hman in the name of Samuel: This Mishna is in accordance 
with R. Meir, who says elsewhere (Erubin, p. 181) that the sages 
usually do so. 

MISHNA VII. : To the following things the law of cheating 
does not apply : Bondmen, documents, real estate and property 
belonging to the sanctuary; and also the law of paying the 
double amount and of four and five fold does not apply to them. 
A gratuitous bailee does not swear (if lost), and a bailee for hire 
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does not pay (as they would do on movable common property). 
R. Simeon, however, says: If one is responsible for the property 
belonging to the sanctuary, the law of cheating does apply, but 
not when he is not responsible. R. Jchudah said that there is 
no cheating to him who sells holy scrolls, animals, or pearls (the 
reason why will be explained further on in the Gcmara), but he 
was told that there is nothing to add to the things enumerated 
above. 

GEMARA: Whence is this deduced? From what the rabbis 
taught: It is written [Lev. xxv. 14] : “ And if thou sell aught 
unto thy neighbor or buy aught of thy neighbor’s hand,” which 
means things going from hand to hand ; excludes real estate, 
which is not movable, and also bondsmen, who are equalled to 
real estate; excludes also documents, because it reads, “ and if 
thou sell aught,” which means that their body can be sold and 
bought; excludes documents, which are made only for the eye 
and of which the contents are for sale, but not their bodies [from 
this it was said that if one sells his documents for actual use 
(i.e.y for wrapping), the law of cheating does apply. Is this not 
self-evident ? It was said to deny R. Kahana’s theory that there 
is no cheating as to articles of which the value is only a peruthd\ ; 
and things belonging to the sanctuary, because the verse reads, 
“ From thy brother ,” to exclude the sanctuary. Rabba b. Mam¬ 
mal opposed : Is, then, the word hand everywhere mentioned in 
the Scripture literally? Is it not written [Num. xxi. 26] : “ From 
his hand,” which is certainly not literally, but from his control ? 
On the other hand, can we then explain the word hand every¬ 
where it is written not literally? Have we not learned in the 
following Boraitha: “ It is written [Exod. xxii. 3] : ‘ If the thing 
stolen be actually found in his hand,’ etc. From this we know 
when it was found in his hand only. Whence we deduce that 
the same is the case when it was found upon his roof, yard, 
or his veranda? Therefore it is written Himatzch Timatzeh, 
(literally, * found was found ’ *), to include the above.” We see 
then, that if it were not for the superfluous word “ Timatzeh ” 
the word hand would be taken literally, provided that in such 
places (as cited above) where it is impossible to take it literally it 
is explained control. 

R. Zera questioned : Does the law of cheating apply to a hire? 
Shall we assume that the Scripture reads sale but not hire , or 


* Leeser translates according to the sense, but the verse reads as we have translated. 
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there is no difference? Said Abayi to him : Is it mentioned in the 
Scripture “ a sale for ever ” ? Sale is mentioned anonymously, 
and a hire can also be called a sale for the time hired. Rabha 
questioned : If one bought wheat and sowed it in his field, how is 
the law? Is it to be compared to putting it in a vessel, and the 
law of fraud does apply, or, as it is in the earth, is it compared to 
real estate, to which the law of fraud does not apply ? (Says the 
Gemara : Let us see how was the case ? If the buyer said to the 
seller: “You shall sow six measures," and witnesses testify that 
he has sown only five, did not Rabha say elsewhere that everything 
with a measure, weight, or number, even in a quantity to which 
the law of fraud does not apply, the cheated may retract ? The 
case was that the buyer bought a quantity of wheat needed for 
his field, with the condition that the seller should sow it, and 
thereafter it was found that he had not given the quantity needed. 
Hence the doubt to what case stated above it is to be compared. 
This question remains undecided. 

Rabha in the name of R. H’assa said : R. Ami propounded 
the following question : The articles mentioned in the Mishna to 
which the law of cheating does not apply, how is the law if there 
was fraud to more than a sixth of the value, where in other cases 
the sale is abolished ? Is it the same with the things of the 
Mishna, or not ? Said R. N’ahman : Thereafter the same R. Hassa 
said that R. Ami resolved his question, and decided that only the 
law of fraud does not apply, but the law of abolishing the sale 
applies. R. Yonah, however, concerning things of the sanctuary, 
and R. Jeremiah concerning real estate, both in the name of R. 
Johanan, declared that the law of fraud does not apply, but the 
law of abolishing does. [He who applies Johanan’s statement in 
regard to things of the sanctuary, applies it also in regard to real 
estate, and he who applies it in regard to real estate, to the things 
of the sanctuary, however, does not apply it, as Samuel said that 
things belonging to the sanctuary, if of the value of a inanah , 
were exchanged for one pemtha, the act is valid.] 

An objection was raised from the following Mishna: “ A 
blemished animal belonging to the sanctuary, if it was exchanged 
for an animal of a commoner, the exchange is valid and the 
blemished animal becomes ordinary ; but if its value was more 
than its exchange, the money must be added to the sanctuary.” 
And R. Johanan in explaining this Mishna said: It becomes 
ordinary biblically ; the money of its value, however, which is 
said to be added, is rabbinically only. Resh Lakish, however, 
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maintains that the money in question is also biblically. Now let 
us see how was the case? If the exchanging animal was less in 
value than the prescribed quality of cheating, how could Resh 
Lakish say that the money must be added biblically ? Does not 
our Mishna state that there is no cheating in sanctuary, and if it 
was less in value than a sixth, how could R. Johanan say that 
the money added is rabbinically ? He himself said that the law 
of abolishing applies to it ? There is a case of cheating, and 
they differ if the explanation of the statement, “ the law of 
cheating does not apply.” Should it be explained as R. Hisda 
interprets it, that the Mishna, with the expression “ there is no 
cheating,” means the prescribed quality of it does not apply, even 
if it were less than the prescribed quality it may also be abolished. 

Another objection was raised: “The laws of usury and 
cheating apply only to commoners, but not to the sanctuary?” 
Should this Boraitha have more weight than our Mishna, which 
was explained that it means the prescribed quality of it ? Inter¬ 
pret, then, this Boraitha in the same manner, namely : Usury and 
the prescribed quality do not apply to the sanctuary. If so, how 
should the latter part of it be understood ? This is more rigorous 
in the case of a commoner than in the case of the sanctuary (and 
as you interpret, then the reverse is the case). This statement 
applies to usury only. But then it should state : Regarding cheat¬ 
ing, however, the reverse is the case ? What question is it ? It is 
correct to say that this is more rigorous in case of a commoner, 
etc., as this is the only case ; but regarding the sanctuary, is, then, 
this the only case in which it is rigorous? All cases of the sanc¬ 
tuary are rigorous. 

“Double amount ,” etc. Whence is this deduced? As the 
rabbis taught: It is written [Exod. xxii. 8]: “For all manner 
of trespass ”—that is, generally ; “for an ox, for an ass, for a 
lamb, for raiment ”—that is .partis (a special part); “or for any 
manner of lost thing ”—it is again general. And there is a rule 
that when there is in the Scripture a general, a partis , and again 
a general, it must be judged similar to the partis , as the partis 
mentioned is a movable thing, and its body is of value. So also 
all movable things the bodies of which have a value ; excluded 
being real estate, which is not movable, and also bondmen, who 
are equal to real estate, and also documents, of which, although 
they are movable, the bodies are of no value. And concerning 
the sanctuary there is another verse, which reads, “ his neighbor,” 
and the sanctuary cannot be considered a neighbor. 
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“And of four and five fold ,” etc. Why so? Because the 
Merciful One says payment of four and five fold, but not the 
payment of three and four (i.e., as the double amount is ex¬ 
cluded, it would be for a sheep threefold and for an ox fourfold, 
as explained in First Gate, page ). 

“A gratuitous bailee,” etc. Whence is this deduced? As 
the rabbis taught: It is written [ibid., ibid., 6]: “If a man do 
deliver unto his neighbor,” generally ; “ money or vessels,” partis; 
“ to keep,” again generally ; and there is a rule that when there 
is in the Scripture a general, a partis , and again a general, etc. 
(as explained above). 

“ A bailee for hire," etc. (The same question, “ Whence is it 
deduced ? ” and the same answer from the same verse cited is 
repeated here.) 

(Again) “ A bailee for hire," etc. R. Joseph b. Hama raised the 
following contradiction to Rabba : In our Mishna it is stated that 
a bailee for hire does not pay. Is this not a contradiction to the 
following Tosephta (Sabbath, xix.): “ If one hires an employee to 
take care of his cow or child or his seeds, he has not to pay him 
for the day of Sabbath ; and, therefore, if an accident happens 
on Sabbath, the bailee is not responsible. If, however, he was 
hired for the week, month, or year, the payment for the Sabbath- 
days is not to be excluded ; and, therefore, if an accident hap¬ 
pens on the Sabbath-day, he is responsible.” Is it not meant 
that he must pay (hence, it contradicts our Mishna, which states 
that in cases of consecrated things he does not pay) ? And he 
answered : Nay ; i.e., he loses the payment for that day. If so, 
then the statement in the first part, that he is not responsible, 
means also that he does not lose. Has he, then, anything to 
lose—is it not stated plainly that he is not paid for that day ? 
And Rabba kept silent. Then Rabba asked him : “ Have you 
heard something in explanation of the Tosephta in question?” 
And he answered : “ So said R. Shesheth : it treats when so was 
the agreement that the bailee should pay in case something 
happened; and the same said R. Johanan.” 

“ R. Jehudah said," etc. There is a Boraitha in addition to 
our Mishna. R. Jehudah said : Also, by him who sells holy 
scrolls there is no cheating, for there is no fixed price of their 
value ; and as to an animal or pearl, there is no cheating, as they 
(single ones) are usually bought for the purpose of matching in 
pairs. And it was said to him that all things are bought for the 
same purpose (consequently no exception is to be made). R. 
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Jehudah, however, maintains that the above-named things better 
answer this purpose. But in respect to what quality cheating is not 
to be considered? Said Ameimar : To the double amount of its 
value (but no more). There is also a Boraitha : R. Jehudah b. 
Bathyra says that also with him who sells a horse, a sword, and a 
shield in ivcir-time, no cheating is considered, as there is a ques¬ 
tion of life. 

MISHNA VIII.: As cheating is prohibited in buying or 
selling, so it is in words. (How so ?) One must not ask the price 
of a thing when he does not intend to buy it. To a person who 
has repented one must not say, Remember your former acts. To 
a descendant from proselytes one must not say, Remember the 
acts of your parents. As it is written [Exod. xxii. 20] : “ And a 
stranger* thou shalt not vex, nor shalt thou oppress him.” 

GEMARA : The rabbis taught: It is written [Lev. xxv. 17] : 
“And ye shall not overreach one the other”—this means, in 
words. But perhaps it means in business? It is already written 
[ibid., ibid., 14] concerning business. Hence this verse must apply 
to words only. How so? To a person who has repented one 
must not say, Remember your former acts. To a descendant of 
proselytes one must not say, Remember the acts of your parents. 
If a proselyte comes to learn the Torah, one shall not say, 
The mouth that hath eaten carcasses, etc., should utter the words 
Torah, which was pronounced by the mouth of the Almighty. 
To a person who suffers from chastisements, sickness, or burying 
his children, one must not say, as Job’s colleagues said to him 
[Job, iv. 6, 7] : “ Is not, then, thy fear of God still thy confidence, 
thy hope equal to the integrity of thy ways ? Remember, I pray 
thee, who ever perished, being innocent? or where were the 
righteous destroyed ? ” Also, one must not send people to any 
one, telling them that he is a grain seller, who never was so. 
R. Jehudah says: One must also not inquire the price of an 
article, having no money to pay, as all that refers to his heart, 
and in such a thing it is said, “ Thou shalt fear thy God.” 

Said R. Johanan in the name of R. Simeon b. Johai: Cheat¬ 
ing in words is more rigorous than cheating in money. As to 
the former, it is written, “ Thou shalt fear thy God,” and as to 
the latter it is not written so. And R. Elazar says : The former 
is to his body and the latter to his money. R. Samuel b. Na’h- 


* The Hebrew expression for this word is “Gher,” which has two meanings, 
proselyte and stranger. 
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meni says: The latter can be returned, but the former cannot. 
A disciple has taught before R. Na’hman b. Itzhak: One who 
abuses his neighbor publicly is compared to a shedder of blood. 
And he answered: Your statement is correct, as we see in the 
man who becomes ashamed, the red color of his face disappears 
and he becomes white. 

Said Abayi to R. Dimi: To what thing do the Western peo¬ 
ple pay more attention? And he answered : To make pale the 
face (i.e.y putting people to shame). As R. Hanina said : All de¬ 
scend to Gehenna, except three. All! Is it possible? Say, All 
who descend to Gehenna return thence, except the following 
three, who descend and do not return : An adulterer, one who 
makes pale the face of his neighbor in public, and one who ap¬ 
plies vile names to his neighbor. But is it not the same as 
making pale his face ? i.e., even when he was already used to be 
named so. 

Said Rabba b. b. Hana in the name of R. Johanan : It is re¬ 
warded more leniently that one commit a doubtful adultery than 
to make pale the face of his neighbor. Whence is it taken ? 
From Rabha’s lecture, thus: It is written [Psalms, xxxv. 15]: 
“ But in my downfall they rejoiced, and gathered themselves 
together . . . they did tear me, and ceased not.” Thus said 
David before the Holy One, blessed be He : “ Lord of the Uni¬ 
verse, it is known before thee that if they would tear my flesh the 
blood would not run. Even when they are occupied in the study 
of Negaim and Ahaloth they said to me, David, who is an adul¬ 
terer, with what kind of a death must he be punished ? And I 
answered them, He is to be hanged : he, however, has a share in 
the world to come, but he who makes pale the face of his neigh¬ 
bor publicly has no more any share in the world to come.” 

Mar Zutra b. Tubia in the name of Rabh, according to others 
R. Hana b. Bizna in the name of R. Simeon the Pious, and still 
to others R. Johanan in the name of R. Simeon b. Johai, said : 
It is better that one throw himself in a burning furnace than to 
make pale the face of his neighbor publicly. And this is taken 
from the act of Tamar, as it is written [Gen. xxxviii. 25] : “ When 
she was led forth, she sent to her father-in-law,” etc. 

Rabh said : One should be careful with his wife, not to deceive 
her even in words, for often her tears hasten the punishment. R. 
Elazar said : Since the destruction of the Temple the gates of 
prayer are closed. As it is written [Lamentations, iii. 8]: “ Also 
when I cry aloud and make entreaty, he shutteth out my prayer.” 
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However, the gates of tears were not closed. As it is written 
[Psalms, xxxix. 13] : “ Be not silent at my tears.” 

Rabh said again : He who follows the advice of his wife falls 
into Gehenna. As it is written [I Kings, xxi. 25] : “ But indeed 
there was none like unto Achab ... to which his wife incited 
him.” Said R. Papa to Abayi: Is that so—do not people say: 
“If thy wife is little, bow thyself and listen to her advice?” 
This presents no difficulty. Rabh speaks about worldly affairs, 
and the people’s saying is about house affairs. According to 
others, Rabh speaks of heavenly affairs and the others about 
worldly affairs. R. Hisda said: All gates are closed for prayers 
except for him who cries upon cheating. As it is written [Amos, 
vii. 7] : “ Behold, the Lord was standing upon the wall of Anach , 
and in his hand was an Anach.” * Said R. Elazar: All sinners 
are punished through a messenger, except the cheater, who is 
punished by the Lord himself, as it reads : “ And the Anach is in 
His hand.” R. Abuhu said : For the following three the peti¬ 
tion of the Shekhina is not shut : Cheating, robbery, and idolatry. 
Cheating, as mentioned above—“Anach in His hand; ” robbery, 
as it is written [Jer. vi. 7] : “Violence and robbery are heard in 
her; in my presence there are continually disease and wounds;” 
and idolatry, as it is written [Isaiah, lxv. 3] : “ The people that 
provoke me to anger to my face continually.” 

R. Jehudah said : One should always be careful about grain in 
his house, as the quarrel in the house comes often about the grain. 
As it is written [Psalms, cxlvii.] : “ He who bestoweth peace in 
thy borders, who satisfieth thee with the best of wheat.” Said 
R. Papa : This is what people say, “ When the barley is out of 
the barrel, the quarrel knocks at the door.” And R. Hinna b. 
Papa also said : One should always be careful about grain in his 
house, as Israel was called poor only because of grain. As it is 
written [Judges, vi. 3-6]: “And it was when Israel had sown, 
etc. . . . And they encamped against them . . . and 

Israel was greatly impoverished.” 

R. H’albo said : One should always be careful with the honor 
of his wife, as the blessing in the house usually comes for the sake 
of the wife. As it is written [Gen. xii. 16] : “And he did well to 
Abram for her sake.” And this is what Rabha used to say to 
the inhabitants of his town, Mahuza: Revere your wives, for the 
purpose of becoming rich. 


* The term for cheating in Hebrew is Onaah , hence the analogy of Anach, 
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There is a Mishna (Keilim, V., 10) which treats of an oven which 
R. Eliezer makes clean and the sages unclean, and it is the oven of 
a snake* What does this mean? Said R. Jehudah in the name 
of Samuel: It intimates that they encircled it with their evi¬ 
dences as a snake winds itself around an object. And a Boraitha 
states that R. Eliezer related all answers of the world and they 
were not accepted. Then he said : Let this carob-tree prove that 
the Halakha prevails as I state, and the carob was (miraculously) 
thrown off to a distance of one hundred ells, and according to 
others four hundred ells. But they said : The carob proves noth¬ 
ing. He again said : “ Let, then, the spring of water prove that so 
the Halakha prevails.” The water then began to run backwards. 
But again the sages said that this proved nothing. He again 
said : “ Then, let the walls of the college prove that I am right.” 
The walls were about to fall. R. Joshua, however, rebuked 
them, saying : “ If the scholars of this college are discussing upon 
a Halakha, wherefore should ye interfere ! ” They did not fall, 
for the honor of R. Joshua, but they did not become again 
straight, for the honor of R. Eliezer [and they are still in the same 
condition]. He said again : Let it be announced by the heav¬ 
ens that the Halakha prevails according to my statement, and a 
heavenly voice was heard, saying: Why do you quarrel with R. 
Eliezer, who is always right in his decisions! R. Joshua then 
arose and proclaimed [Deut. xxx. 12] : ‘'The Law is not in the 
heavens.” [How is this to be understood? said R. Jeremiah : It 
means, the Torah was given already to us on the mountain of 
Sinai, and we do not care for a heavenly voice, as it reads [Exod. 
xxiii. 2] : “To incline after the majority.” R. Nathan met Elijah 
(the Prophet) and questioned him: “What did the Holy One, 
blessed be He, at that time?” (when R. Joshua proclaimed the 
above answer to the heavenly voice), and he rejoined : “He 
laughed and said, My children have overruled me, my children 
have overruled me.”] It was said that on the same day all the 
cases of purity, on which R. Eliezer decided that they were clean, 
were brought into the college and were destroyed by fire. And 
they cast a vote, and it was decided unanimously to bless him (to 
place him under the ban). The question arose, then, who should 
take the trouble to inform him, and R. Aqiba said : “ I will do so 
immediately, for one who is not fit for such a message may go 


* The expression in text is the oven of Akhnai , which means inChaldaic snake. 
Thosphat, however, maintains that the man who made the oven was named Akhna . 
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and inform him suddenly, and he will destroy the world.” What 
did R. Aqiba? He dressed himself in black and wrapped him¬ 
self with the same color, and sat at a distance of four ells from 
R. Eliezer. And to his question : “ Aqiba, what is the matter ? ” 
he answered : “ Rabbi! it seems to me that your colleagues have 
separated themselves from you.” The rabbi then tore his gar¬ 
ments, took off his shoes, and sat on the floor, and his eyes began 
to flow. The world was then beaten a third in olives, a third in 
wheat, and a third in barley. According to others, even the 
dough which was already in the hands of the women became 
spoiled. A Boraitha states that that day was the severest of all 
days, as every place on which R. Eliezer had set his eyes was 
burned. And also Rabban Gamaliel, who had at that time been 
sailing, was in danger of drowning by a tempest, and he said : “ It 
seems to me that this storm is because of R. Eliezer b. Hurka- 
nus.” He then arose and prayed : “ Lord of the Universe, it is 
open and known before thee that not for the sake of my honor 
or the honor of my parents I acted so, but for thy glory, to 
prevent a quarrel in Israel.” And the sea then became quiet. 

Eima Shalum, the wife of R. Eliezer, was a sister of Rabban 
Gamaliel, and since that time she prevented her husband from 
falling upon his face.'" It happened, however, in a day which was 
the last of the month, and she erred, thinking that this day was 
the first of the month (in which the falling upon the face is not cus¬ 
tomary). According to others, a poor man knocked at the door and 
she was going to give him some bread, and when she returned she 
found her husband falling on his face, and she said to him : “ Arise, 
you have already killed my brother! ” In the meantime it was 
heralded by the house of Rabban Gamaliel that he was dead, and 
to the question R. Eliezer asked her: “ Whence did you know 
this?” she answered : “ I have a tradition from the house of my 
grandfather that all gates are closed for prayers, except for him 
who cries upon cheating.” 

The rabbis taught : “ He who cheats a stranger transgresses 
three negative commandments, and he who oppresses him trans¬ 
gresses two.” Let us see. Regarding cheating there are three 
negative commandments [Exod. xxii. 20, Lev. xix. 33 and ibid, 
xxv. 17], as the expression “ the other” includes a stranger also. 
Then there are three negative commandments concerning oppres- 


* There was a custom of falling upon the face at a certain prayer daily, except on 
half-holidays, as Chanukah, Purim, and New-moon. 
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sion also—namely, Exod. xxii. 20, xxiii. 9, and ibid. xxii. 24— 
which include also the stranger. Hence there are three negative 
commandments in oppression also ? Read, then, in both cases : 
He transgresses three negative commandments. 

We have learnt in a Boraitha: R. Eliezer the Great said : 
Why does the Scripture in thirty-six, according to others in forty- 
six places, warn concerning strangers? Because they are of a 
mischievous nature.* Why is there added [Exod. xxii. 20], 
“ for strangers ye were in the land of Egypt ” ? There is a Bo¬ 
raitha : R. Nathan says : Do not rebuke your neighbor for a similar 
blemish to that you have on your body ; and this is what people 
say: To him who has had a hanged one in his family, do not even 
mention hang up a fish. 

MISHNA IX.: One must not mix together fruits from two 
separate fields, if the seller has named the field of which the fruits 
were to be issued ; and even when the fruits of both are new, much 
less old with new. In reality, it was said of wine that it is allowed 
to mix old with new, when the new was sold, because the old im¬ 
proves the new. However, one must not mix the yeast of one 
wine with another wine, but he may give him the yeast of the same. 
If the wine was mixed with water, he must not sell in his store, 
provided he informed the buyers; not to a merchant, however, 
even if he informed him, for he buys only for the purpose of cheat¬ 
ing. In the places where it is customary to mix water with wine, 
he may do so. A merchant may buy grain from five barns and 
place it in one store-room ; he may also buy wine from five presses 
and put it in one cask, but not with the intention of mixing it. 

GEMARA : The rabbis taught: “ It is not necessary to state, 
if the new was sold four measures for one sala and the old three 
measures only that they must not be mixed (if he sold him old 
ones), as this would be plain cheating; but even when the reverse 
is the case, he must also not do so, as usually one buys it to keep 
for a long time (the new becomes old and the old—spoiled).” 

“In reality , it was said,” etc. R. Elazar said: Ada was the 
one who said that wherever the expression “ in reality ” is stated, 
it means that so the Halakha prevails. Said R. Na’hman : The 
Mishna treats of a case in which it was done in the time of wine¬ 
pressing, as in that time the wine is fermenting, and therefore it 
is improving; but after the time is over, it spoils. But now it is 
customary to mix it, even not at that time. Said R. Papa: It is 


* An explanation to this will be found in Tract Hrajoth. 
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because people are aware of it, and relinquish their right. R. 
Aha b. R. Ika said: They do in accordance with R. Aha of the 
following Boraitha, who permits to mix beverages which are to be 
tasted, as the buyer recognizes if mixed. 

“ But he may give him the yeast of the same," etc. But is it not 
stated in the first part that it must not be mixed at all ? And lest 
one say that the Mishna means he shall inform him, this would 
not hold good, as is stated in the latter part, he shall not sell it in 
his store provided he informed the buyer, from which it is to be 
inferred that the first part treats even when not informed. Said 
R. Jehudah, it means to say thus: One must not mix the yeast of 
yesterday with the wine of to-day, and vice versa ; he may, how¬ 
ever, give him the yeast of the same. We have also learnt this 
in the following Boraitha: “ R. Jehudah said: He who pours 
wine for his neighbor must not mix wine from yesterday with that 
of to-day, and vice versa , but he may do so with the wines of the 
same day.” 

“If water was mixed," etc. It happened that wine was 
brought to Rabha from a store; he mixed it, tasted, and it was 
not sweet, and he returned it to the store. Said Abayi to him : 
“ Did not our Mishna state that he must not furnish it to a 
merchant, even if he was informed ” (how, then, did you return 
the mixed wine to the merchant) ? And he answered : “ The 
wine which I mixed is easily distinguished (because I make it 
very weak), and lest one say that the store-keeper would add 
wine to it so that the water will not be recognized, then it would 
be prohibited to sell even plain water to a wine-merchant, lest he 
mix it with wine.” 

“In the places where it is customary ,” etc. A Boraitha in 
addition to our Mishna states that he may mix a half, a third, or 
a quarter, as is customary in that city. Said Rabh : The Mishna, 
however, treats of the time of wine-pressing (but not otherwise). 

MISHNA X.: R. Jehudah said: A store-keeper must not 
furnish little children with presents of nuts, etc., because he ac¬ 
customs them to buy all their needs at his place. The sages, 
however, permit this. He also prohibits to lower the prices, for 
the above reason. The sages, however, say that people may be 
grateful for such an act. A store-keeper must not take off the 
shells of beans, in order to raise the price more than if they 
remained in the shells. The sages, however, permit (as the 
buyer usually knows the difference of the prices). They, how¬ 
ever, agree that one must not do so with the top of the measure 


144 


THE BABYLONIAN TALMUD. 


only, for he deceives the eye (as the buyer may think that the 
contents of the whole measure is so). The embellishment of 
articles which are to be sold, eg., slaves, animals, or vessels, is 
forbidden (further on, the meaning). 

GEMARA: What is the reason of the rabbis who permit to 
give presents to children ? Because the store-keeper may say to 
his competitor : “ I distribute nuts ; you may do so with plums.” 

“ To lower the prices ,” etc. For what reason do the rabbis 
permit this ? Because he influences the wholesaler to lower his 
prices also. 

“ To take off the shells ,” etc. Who are the sages mentioned 
in the Mishna? R. Aha of the Boraitha, who permits to do so 
with visible things. 

“ The embellishment ofP etc. The rabbis taught: “ One must 
not brush up an animal’s hair to give it a delusive appearance of 
fatness, or make it drink water of bran-flour, which causes its hair 
to be so.”* 

It is also not allowed to blow up entrails (for sale, to give 
them a delusive appearance), also not to soak meat in water (for 
the purpose of increasing the weight). Samuel has permitted to 
put silk fringes on a mantle (so as to make it appear more woolly). 
R. Jehudah did so with fine clothes, to gloss them by rubbing 
with a substance. Rabba permitted to press hemp garments, 
and Rabha to paint arrows, and R. Papa baskets (i.e., to give 
them a better appearance). But does not our Mishna state that 
embellishment for slaves and animals is not allowed ? This pre¬ 
sents no difficulty : new ones are to be embellished, but old ones 
are not allowed, as they may get a new appearance (and the 
buyer will be cheated). 

Concerning slaves, what embellishment can be done? As it 
happened, one old slave painted his hair and beard and came to 
Rabha that he should buy him. And Rabha answered him : 
“ Let thy house be open for the poor ” (i.e., I have the service of 
the house done by poor men). When he came to R. Papa b. 
Samuel, he bought him. One day he told him to bring a drink 
of water, and he washed away the paint and told him : “ See, I 
am older than your father and R. Papa read to himself the 
following verse [Proverbs, xi. 8] : “ The righteous is delivered 
out of distress, and another cometh in his stead.” 


* The term in the Boraitha is ?nesharbtin, and as to the question of its meaning, 
Zera in the name of R. ICahana gives the former, and some other the latter. 
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CHAPTER V. 

Mishnas /. TO IV, What is considered usury, and what increase? Why 
does the Scripture mention separately a negative commandment regarding 
usury, robbery, and cheating? A small liquid measure one shall not fill up 
in a manner to make foam. Why is the redemption from Egypt mentioned 
in the Scripture in conjunction with usury, zizith, and weight? Usurers are 
equalled to shedders of blood. “ That thy brother may live with thee ” (but 
shall not die with thee, i.e,, the life of thyself is preferred to, etc.). One must 
not fix a price on fruit before the market prices are announced. The many 
things which may be done in a sale, but not in a loan, as they may appear 
usurious. The rule of usury in transactions is: If one sells the article cheaper 
because it is not yet in his possession, etc. If one has returned robbed money 
with an account of other money he had to give, he has done his duty. A 
lender must not dwell in his debtor’s house “ for nothing,” or even for de¬ 
creased rent. Hiring may be increased, but not sale. How so ? One is 
allowed to increase the price of an article when the money is to be paid 
at a certain time after delivery (provided he does not say : “ If for cash, you 
will have it cheaper”). There are cases in which the use of the fruit is per¬ 
mitted to both, prohibited to both, permitted to the seller only. Stipulations 
which may or may not be made in selling real estate. What is to be con¬ 
sidered gossip. Does an asmakhta (for definition see p. 160) give title or 
not? There was a man who sold an estate with the security of his very best 
estates, finally they were overflooded. Is usufruct considered direct or in¬ 
direct usury? In places where it is the usage for the lender to use the fruit 
from a pledged estate without any deduction of the debt, and the borrower 
has a right to return the money at any time, then is the law, etc. A scholar, 
however, must not do even this. From pledged estates a creditor of the 
lender has no right to collect in case he dies. Also a first-born of the lender 
cannot claim the double amount prescribed to him biblically. If the bor¬ 
rower say to the lender: Stop using the fruit, etc. The different customs in 
pledging real estate at Papuna, Mehusa, Narsha. Why a pledge is called 
mcishkhantha .145-166 
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Mishnas V. TO XL The law about giving money or articles for half 
profit. The proper payment for raising cattle. Why R. Papa decided dif¬ 
ferently in the cases of the Samaritans who appeared before him. R. Hama 
used to rent zuzes daily for the smallest coin for each zuz and he lost his 
money. All animals which are laboring for their food may be appraised, 
that the increase shall be divided equally. One may say to a farmer: I shall 
give you twelve kur of grain instead of the ten you demand, if you will 
lend me some money to manure your field. One may rent a boat on the 
condition that should it break he shall be responsible. One may say: I 
take your cow for the price of thirty dinars in case it should die, etc. May 
money belonging to orphans be lent for usury or not? One who lends 
money for a business which is very likely to bring profit with little chance of 
loss is wicked; for one which is likely to bring loss and far from profit, is pious, 
etc. An iron sheep must not be accepted from an Israelite, etc. (for explan¬ 
ation see Mishna VII). An Israelite may lend to his race money belonging 
to non-Israelites for usury, etc. The interpretation of verse 8, Prov. xxviii. 
The meaning of verse 24, Ex. xxii. He who takes usury will lose all his 
possessions. What is to be done with the usury promised by or to a heathen, 
after he has been proselyted. A note in which usury is mentioned the lender 
must not be allowed to collect even the principal, which he must forfeit as a 
fine. Articles for delivery during the year must not be bought for a certain 
price before the market price is fixed. If one travelled with stock from one 
place to another, and while on the road his neighbor asked him to sell to 
him at the price of the place he intends to go to, etc. What Samuel ordered 
the grain dealers, who used to advance money for grain to the farmers, to do. 
Also the order of Rabha to the watchmen. Are the rabbis consuming 

“ usury M by paying in Tishri for the wine they will choose in Teveth when 

it is already in good condition? I call your attention, master, to the rabbis, 
who pay head-tax charges for those who cannot pay them, etc. Seuram used 
to compel doubtful characters to carry the palanquin of Rabha. If one of a 
company of three partners has given money to a messenger to buy some¬ 
thing, it is to be considered as for the company, and not as for himself. If 
the grain was to be finished with two kinds of labor only, one may fix the 
price, but not if he require three kinds of labor. There was a man who 
paid a stipulated amount for an outfit to be delivered at the house of his 
daughter’s father-in-law, in the meantime the value of the equipment was 

reduced, etc. One may lend his gardeners wheat to be returned in the 

harvest-time the same measure, etc. (for meaning see p. 184). Hillel (the 
First) says: A woman must not lend a loaf of bread to her neighbor unless 
a price is stipulated for it, for fear wheat may become dearer, and then the 
return of the loaf (of the same quality) will appear usurious. The Hala- 
kha, however, does not so prevail. One may say to his neighbor : Help me 
in weeding or digging to-day and I will help you on some other day, etc. 
There is a kind of usury which may be called preceding usury, and another 
kind which may be named succeeding usury. How so? If one owes his 
neighbor money and it was not customary for him to greet him first, before 
the loan, he must not do so after the loan took place. If one is aware that 
his debtor has nothing with which to pay he must not pass him by. There 
are three who cry for help and are not heard .... 166-187 
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CHAPTER VI. 

Mishnas I. to IV. He who hired day laborers and they deceived one 
another, there is nothing but resentment, etc. (see p. 189). Whoever changes 
his words or retracts them has to suffer for the injury caused. The rabbis 
hold that the laborers have always the preference. R. Dossa, however, holds 
that the employer has the preference. Said Rabh : The Halakha prevails in 
accordance with R. Dossa. Did Rabh indeed say so? If one sold a field 
for a thousand zuz, and the buyer gave him a deposit of two hundred, and 
the seller retracts, etc. As to whether a deposit gives title or not Tanaim 
differ in their opinions in pages 193-4. How a Bill of Sale must be written 
according to R. Simeon b. G. Payment in installments is valid, though it 
was not so stipulated. If one hired an ass for use on a mountain, and he 
used it in a valley, or vice versa, although the distance for which it was 
hired was equal (in both ways), the hirer is responsible for an accident. 
Who is responsible for an angaria ? (See p. 195.) If one has hired an ass 
for the purpose of riding, and it dies while in the middle of the way, etc. 
If one hires a boat and it sinks in the middle of the way. If one hires a boat 
for a certain place, and has unloaded it while in the middle of the way. 
What may or may not be placed upon the ass which was hired for riding 
only. If one hires an ass to be ridden by a male, the same must not be 
ridden by a female. If one hires a cow for ploughing on the mountain and 
he plough in a valley, etc. How is it if the plough-handle breaks, and there 
has been no change in the agreement, etc.? If one hired an ass to carry 
wheat and he used it for barley. Which quantity of overloading makes 
one responsible to the bearing on shoulders, to a skiff, to a larger boat, and 
to a ship.187-201 

Mishnas V. to VI. All specialists are considered bailees for hire. One 
may let out a pledge of a poor man and deduct the amount earned from his 
indebtedness. If one hires a cow, how shall he pay in case it is lost ? (See 
p. 202 for meaning). If one bought utensils from a specialist to send to the 
house of one’s father-in-law, etc. There was a man who sold wine to his 
neighbor, and the buyer said: I shall carry it to such a place, etc. Guard 
for me this article and I will guard yours to-morrow; or, I will lend you, or 
vice versa . All are considered bailees for hire, one to the other. The two 
cases in which R. Papa and Rabha were embarrassed for their decisions and 
finally it was found that their decisions were correct. If a depositary said : 
Leave it here “ for you,” he has no responsibility whatever, but how is the law 
if he said : Leave it “anonymously” ? On a pledge he is considered a bailee 
for hire. If one carries a barrel from one place to another and breaks it, he 
must swear that there was no neglect, etc. R. Eliezer was wondering how 
such a decision could hold good. What shall he swear ? I swear that I 
broke it unintentionally. There were carriers who broke a barrel of wine 
belonging to Rabba b. b. Hana, while in his service, and Rabh commanded 
Rabba to return their garments and pay them for their labor, for this is the 
meaning of the verse, Prov. ii. 20.201-208 

CHAPTER VII. 

Mishna I. One cannot compel his employees to come earlier or depart 
later than is customary at that place, although it was agreed upon. It hap- 
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pened with R. Johanan b. Mathea, who said to his son : Go and hire laborers 
for us, etc. Resh Lakish’s advice to laborers in general. The legend, how 
R. Eliezer b. R. Simeon was appointed by the government to capture thieves. 
He who would like to see a beauty similar to that of R. Johanan shall take a 
silver goblet just out of the worker’s, etc. The legend of R. Johanan with 
Resh Lakish, and how the latter married the sister of the former, and how 
the death of both Johanan and Resh Lakish occurred. The continuation of 
the legend about R. Eliezer, how he accepted chastisements upon himself, 
how he was kept unburied, in his attic, many years ; how finally he was 
buried ; what his wife answered Rabbi (the prince) when he asked her to 
marry him ; how Rabbi has also accepted chastisements, etc., etc. (wonderful 
legends from 211-219). He who is a scholar himself and his son and grand¬ 
son are also, the Torah does not depart from their children for everlasting, 
etc. R. Zera, when he ascended to Palestine, fasted one hundred days in 
order to forget the Gemara of the Babylonians, etc. Resh Lakish used to 
mark the caves of the rabbis. R. Zera’s dream. Elijah (the Prophet) fre¬ 
quently appeared in the college of Rabbi. (See the whole legend, pp. 222- 
224.) The Hagadah about Abraham with the Angels ; the names of those 
Angels. Why did the Lord change Sarah’s words when telling them to 
Abraham ? Until the time of Abraham there was no mark of old age ; until 
the time of Jacob there was no sickness; until the time of Elisha there was 

no one who became cured from sickness.208-229 

Mishnas II. TO IX. Who are the laborers who have a right, according 
to the law of Scripture, to partake of the fruits of their labors ? Whence is 
all this deduced ? The particular law about muzzling an ox while laboring. 
How is the law if the animal is sick and the consuming of grain injures it ? 
May it be muzzled ? When Gentiles steal bulls and castrate them, and 
return them to their owners, may the Israelites use them or not? (See 
footnote, p. 235.) If one has 11 muzzled” a cow only with his voice, or if 
one leads two kinds of animals with his voice only, is he guilty or not ? 
R. Papa and also R. Ashi told in their colleges what they were questioned 
and decided not in accordance with the existing laws and the reasons. Why 
the labor of a workingman entitles him to consume the fruit of that with 
which he is laboring. If one is occupied with pressing dates, he must not 
consume grapes, and vice versa . A laborer must not consume more than 
his wages, etc. Does the Scripture add to his wage the consuming of the 
fruit with which he is engaged ? Or is it a part of his wage ? A laborer 
has the right to make a stipulation that he shall not eat what he is entitled 
to and take money for it instead. Watchmen of fruits are permitted to eat, 
according to the custom of the country, etc. The following laborers have a 
right to partake according to the law of Scripture, etc. There are four kinds 
of bailees : A gratuitous bailee, a borrower, a bailee for hire, and a hirer. 
For what loss must a hirer pay ? What is the extent of the duty of the 
bailee for hire ? Abu placed flocks at Rumnia, and Shabu, who was an 
errant robber, took them away. Although Abu proved that this was the 
case, R. Na’hman held him responsible, etc. A single wolf’s coming among 
the flock is not considered an accident. A robbery is considered an accident. 
A natural death is an accident, but not if it is caused by cruelty. A gratui¬ 
tous bailee has the right to make a stipulation that in case of loss he shall be 
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freed from taking an oath. A stipulation made contrary to that which is 
written in the Scripture is of no avail. A bailee for hire may stipulate that 
he shall be equal to a borrower. But how shall a stipulation of this kind be 
made verbally, only ?.230-248 


CHAPTER VIII. 

Mishnas /. TO IV, If one borrows a cow, and at the same time hires or 
borrows its owner, etc. There are four kinds of bailees, etc. Whence do 
we deduce all this ? How do we know that he is responsible in case of con¬ 
fiscation also ? There is no responsibility when the owner works together 
with the borrowed article. (Expl., see 252.) If one tells his messenger that 
he shall substitute him in service to his neighbor, together with his cow, 
how is the law if the cow breaks or dies while laboring ? If one borrows 
another’s slave and cow, how is the law ? What should a husband who 
uses the estate of his wife be considered—a borrower or a hirer ? If the 
body of the animal becomes lean because of the labor, how is the law ? 
Maraimar b. Hanina hired mules from Huzai, and the former overworked 
them, and they died, etc. If one borrowed a cow for half a day and for the 
other half a day he hires it, etc. If one has borrowed a cow, and the owner 
sends it to him by his son, slave, or messenger, or even by the same persons 
of the borrower, and it dies while on the road ? If one borrows a hatchet; 
if he has done some work with it, he acquires title to it for the time bor¬ 
rowed. Is the law concerning an ordinary man equal to that of the sanc¬ 
tuary ? If one exchanges an ass for a cow, and it brought forth young. If 
one possesses two male slaves or two fields, one large and one small, and 
the buyer claims : I bought the large one, etc.249-264 

Mishnas V, TO IX. If one sold out his olive trees for fuel, and there were 
still bad olives on them. Olive trees which were overflooded, taken out and 
planted in another’s field, etc. If one has planted trees in a field belonging 
to another without the consent of the owner. If one has rebuilt a ruin of 
one’s neighbor without his consent. If one rents a house (without appoint¬ 
ing the time) in the rain season, etc. All the terms are fixed only for giving 
notice. This notice is to be given by the owner of the house as well as by 
the tenant. The owner of the house is obliged to give to the tenant a door 
bolt, a lock, etc. However, things which can be done by any one the tenant 
has to furnish himself. Whose duty is it to furnish a mezuzah ? The ma¬ 
nure belongs to the owner, etc. If the year was made a leap year the tenant 
reaps the benefit of the intercalation. However, if he rented him the house 
monthly, the intercalation belongs to the owner. In an agreement, which is to 
be considered, the first expression, or the last ? If the renter says : I have paid; 
and the owner claims: I have not received it, who of them must bring evidence ? 
If one has rented out a house for ten years, and has signed the lease without 
a date, etc. If a man rents out a house and it falls, etc. . . 264-272 

CHAPTER IX. 

Mishnas /. to IV, One who hires a field must do as it is customary in 
that country, etc. If the stipulation was made on wine, etc. They must 
also prepare together the sticks needed for the vineyard for the next year. 
In Babylon there is a custom that the gardener is not given any straw. If 
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one hires a field and it was a dry place, or a group of trees, and thereafter 
the spring ceases to flow, etc. If the hirer told him : Rent to me this dry 
field, etc. If one has undertaken to work up a field and he has neglected to 
do so. Mair, Jehudah, Hillel, Jehoshua, and Jose, these considered the 
language of the common people legal (although it was not in accordance 
with the enactment of the sages). If one lends money to some one, he has 
no right to pledge him through the court for more than he owes him. 
Rabina used to double the amount in the marriage contract, etc. There 
was one who undertook to work up a field, and he said : Should I neglect, I 
will give you one thousand zuz, etc. There was a man who undertook a 
field for poppy, sowing with wheat, and finally the wheat was worth more 
than poppy. If one has given articles for business without any stipulation, and 
took from him two notes, etc. If the gardener did not want to weed the field, 
saying : I will give you your due, he must not be listened to. . 273-279 

Mishnas V. TO IX. If one took a field in partnership and it was not pro¬ 
ductive. If one hires a field and the locusts destroyed it, or it was burned. 
If that year was a year of destruction or a year without rain, etc. If this 
happened once, he has to sow it the second time, etc. If one hires a field 
for ten kur wheat per annum, and the products are poor. There was a 
man who hired a vineyard for ten barrels of wine, and thereafter the wine 
became sour. If one takes a field for sowing barley, he must not sow 
wheat in it, etc. The explanation of Deut. xxviii. 3-6. Thirteen advan¬ 
tages can be gained by taking the early morning meal, viz., etc. Get up 
early in the morning and eat, in the summer, because of the heat; and in the 
winter, because of the cold ? The advices given by R. Jehudah to the land- 
surveyor about measuring land, trenches, and the space for anchoring. 
Correct thyself first, and then others. All the inhabitants of the city must 
contribute to the repairing of the wall of the city if it is destroyed. If one 
takes possession of a dock, he is a rascal. If one takes possession of a 
field which was placed between two brothers or partners, it is considered a 
piece of assurance. To a presented estate the right of preemption does not 
apply, etc. To a pledged estate, and if it is sold for taxes, or for the sup¬ 
port of a widow, or for burial, this law does not apply. If one hires a field 
for a few years (less than seven), he must not sow flax in it. R. Papa hired 
fields for pasture, and some trees sprouted in them, etc. Because you are 
descendants of frail people, you speak frail words. Joseph had a planter 
who planted all his trees for half product, and he died and left five sons-in- 
law, etc. The planter of Rabbina did damage and was discharged ; and he 
came to complain to Rabha, etc. There was a planter who said : 11 Give 
me what I am entitled to of the improvements, as I want to go to Palestine/' 
There was one who pledged his vineyard for ten years, and it became old 
in eight years. There was a note in which was written the year without a 
number, etc. If the gardener claims : " I worked for the half,” and the 
owner says for a third, who should be trusted ? If orphans claim : u We 
have made the improvements on this estate,” and the creditor claims: 11 It 
was improved by your deceased father,” for whom is it to bring evi¬ 
dence ? . 279-295 

Mishnas X. to XIV. If one hires a field for the whole sabbatic season 
for seven hundred zuz, the sabbatic year is included. A day-laborer has to 
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collect his money the whole night after that day, etc. The transgression 
of this commandment comes and ceases with the first morning. One who 
withholds wages transgresses the commandments of five verses, etc. The 
commandment: “In the same day you shall give his wage/’ and also the 
negative, " There shall not abide . . . until morning," applies to men, 

cattle, and vessels. To a proselyte who promised not to worship idols and 
not to commit adultery, but not to conform to other Jewish laws, the com¬ 
mandment applies. One who withholds wages is considered as if he would 
take out the soul. If the storekeeper or the money-changer failed to pay 
him, may he return his claim to the owner or not ? Is piece-work subject 
to that law or not ? If a creditor has to pledge his debtor, he may do so 
only by court, etc. If things belonging to a debtor are to be sold out, 
has the court to consider which should be sold and which left to him, or is 
all to be sold out ? If one lends money to his neighbor, he has no right to 
pledge him, is not obliged to return, transgresses all the commandments 
which are in the Scripture concerning [pledging]—what does this mean ? If 
the pledge was returned and the borrower died, etc. One who pledges a 
nether and upper millstone transgresses a negative commandment and is 
guilty for two articles. There was a man who pledged a butcher knife from 
his debtor, etc.295-307 


CHAPTER X. 

Mishnas /. TO VI. If one owns a house, the upper chamber of which 
belongs to another, and it falls. If the attic was ruined, and the owner of 
the house declined to repair it. When the tenant goes to dwell in the 
lower apartment, must the owner vacate it for the tenant, or should they 
dwell together ? Must the party doing the damage remove the cause of it, 
or must the injured party remove the cause of the damage ? One is re¬ 
sponsible for damage done to his fellow by things which come directly from 
him (though it is the obligation of every one to keep aloof from damaging 
things). A house with an attic, belonging to two persons, which becomes 
ruined ; the owner of the upper chamber requires the rebuilding, and the 
owner of the house refuses, etc. The same is the case with an olive-press 
which was placed under a garden, etc. A wall or a tree which falls sud¬ 
denly on a public thoroughfare and causes damage, etc. What time is 
fixed for such a case by the court ? The same is the case with a laborer 
who was told by his employer to take the articles with which he was engaged 
for payment. Whether looking gives title to an ownerless article or not, the 
Tanaim differ. One must not place his manure upon a public ground, un¬ 
less it is immediately taken away by those who want to use it. If a hewer 
of stones has transferred them to the polisher, and they cause damage while 
under his control, the latter is responsible. When two gardens were 
placed one above the other, and some herbs were grown between them, the 
upper one may use that which he can reach with his hand, provided he 
does not exert himself to reach them. This was reported to the King 
Sabura. . 307-316 
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CHAPTER V. 

RULES AND REGULATIONS CONCERNING USURY IMPRISONMENT, RENT¬ 
ING HOUSES, INSTALMENTS, LOANS FOR HALF PROFIT, APPRAIS¬ 
ING, ETC. 

MISHNA I.: What is considered usury, and what is con¬ 
sidered increase ? If one lends a “ sela ” (four dinars) to get five, 
or two “ saahs ” wheat for three, this is prohibited, because it is 
biting. And what is considered increase ? One buys wheat, a 
“kur” for a golden dinar (twenty-five silver dinars), which is the 
market price, and the price of wheat advances to thirty silver 
dinars; the buyer then requires his wheat, which he desires to 
sell, and buy wine for it. The seller said : “ I accept the wheat 
for thirty dinars, and you shall have to get wine from me accord¬ 
ing to the present market price,” but he has not wine ready for 
delivery ; this is an unlawful increase. 

GEMARA: In leaving out usury, which is biblical, and 
explaining increase, which is rabbinical only (which is the matter 
of an exchange), it may be deduced that, biblically, “ usury ” and 
“ increase” are one and the same thing; and yet both expres¬ 
sions are mentioned in the same sentence [Deut. xxiii. 20]: 
“ Usury of money, and increase of victuals ? ” Said Rabha : There 
is indeed not a case of “ usury” without an “ increase,” and vice 
versa. The Scripture, however, mentioned purposely Neshekh 
(biting) and Tarbeth (increase), to teach us that there are two 
negative commandments for usury. The rabbis taught: It is 
written [Levi., xxv. 37] : “ Thou shalt not give him thy money 
upon usury, nor lend him thy victuals for increase.” There is men¬ 
tioned only usury of money, and an increase of victuals; whence 
we know that even the negative commandment of usury is to be 
applied on victuals also? There it is said [Deut., xxiii. 20]: 
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“ Usury of victuals.” Whence the negative commandment of 
increase on money? It is therefore said [ibid,, ibid .], “ usury of 
money.” This expression is superfluous, as it is said at the 
beginning of the same sentence: “ Thou shalt not lend upon 
usury to thy brother,” etc., which includes any kind of usury ; 
therefore this superfluous expression is to be applied for the 
negative commandment of increase (tarbeth) on money. As this 
verse speaks of the borrower only, whence do we know that the 
same is the case with the lender? From the analogy of expres¬ 
sion, “ usury,” which is used in both cases, we deduce that, as in 
the former case, there is no difference between money, victuals, 
usury, or increase. Whence, however, is to be deduced, that any 
increase is prohibited? From [ibid., ibid.] “usury of anything 
that is lent upon usury.” 

Rabbina, however, said: The analogy of expressions would 
be needed if the Scripture would read: “ Thou shalt not give 

him thy money upon usury, and thy victuals,” etc. ; but as it 
is written: “Thou shalt not give him thy money, and upon 
increase,” etc., it is not necessary, because we read : “ Thou shalt 
not give him thy money upon usury and increase,” and we also 
read : “ With usury and increase thou shalt not give thy vict¬ 

uals.” But says the Gemara: Did not the Tana of the Boraitha 
deduce analogy of expressions! How then can Rabbina, as an 
(Amoroi) oppose the statement of a Tana? There is no opposi¬ 
tion^ he means to say, that if it would not be plainly written in 
the Scripture, it could be deduced from the above analogy of 
expression. The above analogy, however, is needed to include 
every kind of usury which is not mentioned in the Scripture, con¬ 
cerning a lender. Rabha said : Why does the Scripture mention 
separately a negative commandment regarding usury, robbery, and 
cheating? (Are they not all of one and the same character?) It 
is necessary, for if it were written concerning usury, only, one 
might say it is something peculiar, as the borrower (who needs 
the money) is also forbidden to give usury; hence, robbery and 
cheating could not be deduced (as there is a rule that nothing is 
to be deduced from a peculiarity). If concerning robbery only, 
one might say because there is an act of violence, of which 
cheating cannot be deduced. And if it were stated concerning 
cheating only, one might say that because he was not aware of 
the cheat, and could not relinquish even if he would like to do 
so, therefore the above could not be deduced. Let us see. If 
even one from another cannot be deduced, why, then, should not 
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one of them be deduced from the two others? Which of them ! 
Suppose it should not be written concerning usury, and therefore 
be deduced from the others. One may say that in both the 
above cases it was done against his will, which is not the case 
with usury, as the borrower agrees. And should it be deduced 
concerning cheating from above two, one might say that buying 
and selling matters cannot be deduced from a case of violence, 
etc. But let the Scripture leave robbery, which could be deduced 
from the above, as what would be the objection ? “ Usury is a 

peculiarity! ” cheating would prove; and if there would be an 
objection that in the case of cheating no relinquishment could be 
made, as it was not known, usury would prove. The same dis¬ 
cussion will revolve indefinitely, and though the points of each 
are different, they are equal, however, in one point: that their 
acts are considered a robbery; hence, robbery could be deduced ? 
It may be said: That so it is, and the commandment of robbery 
applies to him who withholds the wages of an employee. But is 
this not plainly written [Deut., xxiv. 14] : “ Thou shalt not with¬ 
hold,” etc.? It is written to show that two negative command¬ 
ments shall be applied to any act of unjust keeping of wages. If 
so, why then is theft mentioned ? (Could it not be deduced from 
above?) It is needed, as it is stated in the following Boraitha: 
“Thou shalt not steal,” even with the intention to vex a short 
time, and returning; “ Thou shalt not steal,” even with the inten¬ 
tion to please your neighbor with the due double amount (instead 
of charity, which he would probably not accept). R. Yimar 
questioned R. Ashi: (After all that is said above,) is not the 
commandment superfluous concerning right weight? And he 
answered: The commandment applies to him who hides his 
scales in salt that they should become heavier. But is this not 
a direct robbery? I mean to say that the transgression comes 
just with the act (although he had not used it as yet). 

The rabbis taught: It is written [Lev., xix. 35] : “ Ye shall 
do no unrighteousness in judgment, in mete-yard, in weight, or in 
measure.” Mete-yard means measuring real estate ; one should 
not measure with the same rope for two heirs, for one in the 
summer season and for the other in the winter (because the rope, 
if dry, is shorter). “ In weight ” means, one should not hide the 
weight in salt (explained above). A small liquid measure one 
shall not fill up in a manner to make foam; and from this the 
following a fortiori conclusion is to be drawn: Of a small 
measure which contains only a thirty-sixth part of a lug, the 


THE BABYLONIAN TALMUD. 


148 

Thora is particular that the liquid should not be measured with 
foam; of a hin or a lug, or a half, third, or quarter of a lug, so 
much the more the measure must be full without foam. 

Rabha said: Why is the redemption from Egypt mentioned 
in the Scripture in conjunction with usury, zizith, and weight? 
The Holy One, blessed be He, said : It was I who distinguished 
in Egypt between a first-born and another one, and it is also I 
who will punish one who lends money upon usury to an Israelite 
with the pretext that the money belongs to a heathen; and also 
him who hides his weights in salt, and finally him who puts 
thread of x a ^ ai y°$ in his garment and saying: it is purple-blue 
prescribed in Scripture for Tshitstits; as in these three things 
human beings can easily be deceived. 

R. Huna happened to come to Sura of Euphrates. On that 
occasion Hanina of the same place questioned him: Why did 
the Scripture mention the redemption from Egypt in conjunc¬ 
tion with the eating of reptiles? And he answered: “ So said 
the Holy One, blessed be He: I who have distinguished in 
Egypt, etc., will punish one who mingles the inwards of unclean 
fishes with the inwards of clean ones and sells them to an Israel¬ 
ite. And he rejoined: What I do not understand is, why is here 
mentioned “ who brought you up/' which is not the case in the 
other place where the redemption from Egypt is mentioned r 

Said Rabbina: To that was taught by the school of R. Ismael: 
The Holy One, blessed be He, said : If the only reason why 
Israel should be redeemed from Egypt would be that they should 
not defile themselves with the consummation of reptiles, it would 
be sufficient the expression, Who brought you up, is in the 
Hebrew Hamnalelt , which means also, a higher standing]. To the 
question, however, Is then the reward for not eating reptiles 
greater than that of the three things mentioned above (to which 
the expression, I brought you up, is not used)? he rejoined: 
The question here is not about reward, as the Scripture means 
they were brought up in such a manner that they felt disgust to 
defile themselves with reptiles. 

What is considered increase , etc . / Is then all that mentioned 
before in the Mishna not increase ? Said R. Abuhu : The cases 
of the first part are biblically prohibited, and those of the latter 
rabbinically only. And so also said Rabha, with the addition that 
to the first part the verse [Job, xxvii. 17] : “ He may prepare it, 

but the just shall put it on,” applies {i.e. , that the children, even 
being upright, are not obliged to return usury taken by their 
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wicked fathers). But why not so much the more in the second 
part, which is rabbinical ? Say then: The above cited verse 
applies to the first part also, although the first part treats of direct 
usury and the second of indirect. R. Elazar said : Direct usury 
is to be replevied by the court, which is not the case with indirect 
usury. R. Johanan, however, maintains that even the former is 
not to be replevied. Said R. Itzhak: The reason of R. Johanan’s 
decision is the following verse [Ezekiel, xviii. 13] : “ Hath given 

forth upon usury, and hath taken increase, shall he then live? He 
shall not live; he has done all these abominations.” Hence such 
a man is charged with a crime of capital punishment, from whom 
damages are not collected. 

R. Adda bar Ahaba says of the following [Lev., xxv. 36] : 
“ Take thou no usury of him or increase, but fear thy God.” 
Hence nothing is mentioned here about the restoration (as is 
mentioned in the case of theft or robbery). 

Rabha, however, said: It is to be deduced from the first part 
of the above cited verse itself [Ezekiel, xviii. 13]: “ He shall 

surely die: his blood shall be upon him.” Hence the usurers 
are equalled to blood-shedders ; as bloodshed cannot be restored, 
the same is the case with usury. R. Nachman bar Itzhack said : 
“The reason for R. Elazar s theory stated above is because it 
treats in the latter part of the verse mentioned before [Lev., ibid., 
ibid.~], that he may live with thee, which means, return him the 
usury taken, that he may live. R. Johanan, however, applies this 
verse to the case mentioned in the following Boraitha: “ If two 

were on the road (in the desert), and one of them has a pitcher of 
water which is sufficient for one only until he may reach an inhab¬ 
ited place, but if both would use it both would die before reaching 
a village ; ” and Ben Patturo lectured that in such a case it is better 
that both should drink and die than one should witness the death 
of his comrade. (And so it was practised) until R. Aqiba came 
and taught: It is written : “ That thy brother may live with 

thee ” (but shall not die with thee, i.e., the life of thyself is pre¬ 
ferred to the life of thy brother). 

R. Saffra said: Promised usury, which, according to the Per¬ 
sian Law, is collected from the borrower for the lender, according 
to our Law must be collected from the lender for the borrower; 
and that which, in accordance with the Persian Law, is not to be 
collected, is also not to be collected from the lender, according to 
our Law. Said Abayi to R. Joseph: Is this to be considered a 
standing rule? Are not then two saahs of grain promised for one 
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saah, that the Persian court collects from the borrower for the 
lender, and we do not return such to the borrower? And he 
answered : They do not collect it because of usury, but because 
they consider it as a deposit in the hand of the borrower when 
the grain was dear, and now, as it is cheaper, they collect the 
value of the deposited grain, which may amount to the extent of 
two saahs (according to our Law, however, it is prohibited, 
because it appears usurious). Said Rabbina to R. Ashi: Let us 
see. A pledge without account (i.e., if one has borrowed money 
for a vineyard and the creditor used the fruit of it without deduct¬ 
ing anything of the debt, but for usury of the money), if the bor¬ 
rower used the fruit for himself, the Persian court collects from 
the borrower for the lender; and according to our law in such a 
case we do not collect from the lender for the fruit he has used 
(as it is not considered direct usury, because it may happen that 
the vineyard should be sterile)? And he answered,that this also 
is not because of usury, but because they consider it a regular 
sale. (The lender paid money for the vineyard, and it is consid. 
ered his until the borrower repays the amount, which is considered 
another sale.) Then how is R. Saffra’s statement to be under¬ 
stood? His statement is concerning money matters only, direct 
usury, which is allowed by the Persians, and such a promise is 
collected by their court; in accordance with our Law, if the lender 
has already taken charge, it is to be collected from him by a court, 
and this is in accordance with R. Elazar’s theory stated above, and 
also his further statement that what the Persians do not collect 
from the borrower speaks of usury which was not fixed with the 
loan, but taken previously or after it (as will be explained in the 
last Mishna of this chapter). 

If one btiys wheat, etc . And if he has no wine, is this to be 
considered increase? Have we not learned in the following 
Boraitha: “ A price must not be fixed on fruit before the market 
prices are announced; but when already announced, one may sell 
it for this price even if it is not in his possession as yet?” Said 
Rabba: Our Mishna treats when he came to take it for his debt, 
as is illustrated in the following Boraitha : “ If one claims a hun¬ 
dred zuz, and goes to the barn of his debtor, saying: 4 Give me 
my money, as I intend to buy wheat for it/ and he says: ‘You 
can buy it from myself at the existing market price, and I will 
deliver it to you in monthly instalments during this year/ it is 
prohibited (although it would be allowed if he would advance him 
cash now), as the old debt is not considered for cash at the time 
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of this agreement/’ (Hence the statement of our Mishna that 
when he has no wine at the time it is considered an increase, 
which is prohibited.) Said Abayi to him : If so, then even when he 
possesses the wine it should be considered an unlawful increase (as 
the wheat which he claims is an old debt) ? Therefore, said Abayi, 
the Mishna is to be explained as R. Saffra illustrated the law of 
usury taught in the school of R. Hyia: “ There are things which 
in reality ought not to be considered usury, and nevertheless they 
are prohibited because they appear usurious.” How so? (Illus¬ 
trates R. Saffra:) If one said: “ Borrow me a mana ” (which is 
twenty-five selas), and he answered : “ I have no money in cash, 
but I can furnish wheat for a mana,” and he accepted, and 
thereafter the lender buys it from him for twenty-four selas, this 
is lawful, but nevertheless it is prohibited to be practised, as it 
appears usurious. And similar to this case may be the case in 
our Mishna illustrated; namely, if one said: “ Borrow me thirty 
dinars,” and he said: “I have no cash, but I can furnish you 
wheat for this amount,” and he accepted, and thereafter the 
lender bought from him for a golden dinar (which is twenty-five 
silver dinars) as the market price at that time, but before deliver¬ 
ing it to him the price increased to thirty, and when the lender 
came to require his wheat the borrower said : “ I have no wheat, 
but wine for thirty dinars,” then, if he possesses it he may do so, 
as he took from him a trade article and repays him with a 
trade article, but if not he will be compelled to give him the 
value of the wheat at the increased price (i.e., thirty dinars), 
and this appears usurious. Said Rabha to him: If so, why 
does the Mishna state, Give me my wheat (the value of which 
when he bought it was only a golden dinar; the borrower of 
the wheat is considered now a seller and the buyer has not 
made a drawing or paid any money for it that he should acquire 
any title to it, hence the seller may retract and give him back 
twenty-five dinars; we must then say that the lender claims 
thirty dinars, the value of the wheat he sold him first):* then 
let the Mishna state, Give me the value of my wheat ? Read, 
then, “ The value of my wheat.” But does not the Mishna state : 
“ Which he desired to sell,” and according to your theory it 
should'state: “Which he sold”? Read, “ Which I sold." But 
the further expressions: “I accept it for thirty,” “so is the 


* The text here is both very short and complicated. The commentators are silent. 
We therefore were compelled to give our own explanation. 
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market price,” could not be explained in accordance with your 
theory? Therefore said Rabha: When I will die, R. Oshia 
will come to meet me, as I try always to explain his Boraithas 
in accordance with the Mishnayoth. And there is a Boraitha 
taught by the same, as follows: “ If one claims a mana and 
stands at the barn of his debtor, saying, Give me money, as I 
desire to buy wheat for it, and he answers: I possess wheat 
and can furnish it to you at the market price (and the lender 
accepts it), then, when the time to sell the wheat arrived, 
and he required his wheat for sale, as he wants to buy wine to 
sell it in season, and he says: I possess wine, buy it from me at 
the market price (and he again accepted), and when he came, in 
season, requiring the wine for the purpose of selling it to buy oil 
for the season, and he says: I have also oil and you can buy 
it from me at the existing market price—in all these cases, if he 
possesses the articles, it is allowed ; if not, it is prohibited, because 
it appears usurious.” And the expression in our Mishna: “ If 
one buys wheat/’ means that he bought it for his previous loan. 

Rabha said: From the above cited Boraitha three things 
may be inferred: (a) That with a loan articles may be bought 
at the existing price to deliver in instalments although the price 
may be increased, and it is considered as though he would give 
him cash—not in accordance with R. Hyia’s statement above, 
that it is not so considered; (b) provided the article is ready by 
the debtor for delivery ; and (c) R. Janai’s statement* that there is 
no difference between the article and the money; as it is allowed 
to accept an article bought at the existing price even if after¬ 
wards the price increased, so is it also allowed to accept the dif¬ 
ference in money. 

The same said again : As the above theory is correct, there is 
no difference even if the article is not ready for delivery by the 
seller to buy of him at the existing market price, provided he 
takes the money now (as he can buy the article everywhere, it is 
considered as if it were ready for delivery). 

R. Papa and R. Iluna b. R. Joshua raised an objection to his 
statement ( supra f p. 151): “ In all cases, if he possesses; ... if not, 
it is prohibited.” And he answered : (What comparison is it?) 
There is a loan and here a sale. 

Rabha and R. Joseph both said: The rabbi’s decision that 
one may buy articles to deliver them in instalments at the exist- 


* See also First Gate, p. 232, before Mishna V., Rabhi’s statement. 
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ing market price (in the larger cities, without fear that it appear 
usurious *) is because the buyer may say : I do not consider it 
favorable even should the price increase during the year, as for 
the cash I have forwarded to the seller I could buy in the cities 
of Hini and Shili, at a lower price than in the larger cities, all I 
need for this year. Said Abayi to R. Joseph : According to thy 
theory, it should be allowed to lend a saah of grain in the time 
when it is cheap, to return the same measure to him when it is 
dear, as the lender can say: I do not see any favor in this, as I 
could keep the wheat in my store until that time (and it is said 
above that this is not allowed, as it appears usurious). And he 
answered : There is a loan, but here is a sale. Said Ada b. 
Abba to Rabha: After all, it is still an advantage to the buyer, as 
he would have to pay the broker {i.e., has he not the advantage 
of saving the broker’s fee?). And he rejoined: It treats when 
he pays the same to the seller. R. Ashi, however, said : A man’s 
money does the brokerage for him ( i.e ., dealers come to the 
wholesaler directly). 

Rabba and R. Joseph both said: One who buys grain in the 
time when it is ripe, but before it was harvested (when the market 
price is not yet fixed, and it is said above that from him who 
possesses, it is allowed to buy even before the price is fixed), he 
must convince himself by seeing the grain at the barn of the sell¬ 
er. (Asks the Gemara:) To what purpose? If to acquire title, 
the seeing would not do (without drawing it) ? And if in case of 
retracting by the seller he should be classified with those who 
have to accept the curse (mentioned in Chap, iv., Mishna I.), is the 
same not the case if he has not seen ? Yea, it is for that purpose ; 
but, usually, he who buys grain in the above-mentioned time buys 
it of two or three farmers; and then, if the farmers have seen 
! him at their barns, they are sure that the buyer relies upon them. 
But otherwise the farmer may say: I thought you found better 
ones and you did not care any more to take mine, therefore I sold 
it out. Said R. Ashi: Now, coming to the conclusion that the 
relying upon him is the reason of the above statement, it is suf¬ 
ficient even if he had told him: I rely upon you at any other 
place. 

R. Nahaman said: The rule of usury in transactions is: 


* This also is our own explanation, as without this there is no meaning. Meyer of 
Lublin tries to give some explanation to this paragraph, but he makes it still more 
complicated. 
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If he sells him the article cheaper because it is not yet in his 
hand, it is forbidden. He said again : If a wax dealer says to the 
buyer: “ I need money and you can get now five wax cakes for a 
zuz instead of the fixed price, which is four,” if these cakes are 
ready for delivery he may do so, but not otherwise. Is this not 
self-evident ? Lest one say that the same is the case when the 
wax dealer has to gather his cakes placed with others* in the city, 
as this is similar to the case : “ Lend me . . . until my son will 
return with the keys,” mentioned above, he comes to teach us that 
this case, that they are not collected as yet, is not to be con¬ 
sidered if they would be in his hand. 

The same said again: If one found a surplus in the small 
coins he borrowed, he must return him the surplus, provided such 
an error is usual. If, however, it could not be supposed as an 
error, he may consider it a present of his friend. What error 
is to be considered usual? Said R. Aha b. R. Joseph: To the 
number of tens and fives {e.g., if he had to give him two score 
and he found twenty-one or twenty-two, or he had to give him 
twenty-five and he found twenty-six or twenty-seven; but not if 
he found twenty-five instead of twenty). Said R. Aha b. Rabha 
to R. Ashi: But if the lender was a miser, so that a present from 
him is unimaginable, how then ? And he answered : Then it can be 
supposed that with this he returned him the sum which he robbed 
him of some time ago, as we have learned in the following Boraitha: 
“ If one has returned robbed money with an account of other 
money he had to give him, he has done his duty.” The former 
questioned again: But how is it if he never did any business 
with him ? And he rejoined: Even then it may be supposed 
that another one who robbed him of the same amount told him 
to do so, when it will occur that he will require a loan from him. 

R. Kahana said : I happened to be at the college when Rabh 
had finished his lecture and I heard him saying: “ Melons, mel¬ 
ons,** and did not know what he said about them. After Rabh 
left, the college men told me that he had said as follows : If one 
advanced money to a gardener for melons, to deliver to him 
thereafter, and his melons usually were the size of a span, the 
price of which was ten for a zuz, and he promised to give him 
the same number at the size of an ell for the advanced money, 
this agreement is of avail. Is this not self-evident ? Lest one 
say that because they are growing from themselves it is al¬ 
lowed, he comes to teach that even then it is only when he pos¬ 
sesses such. And according to whom is it ? To the Tana of 
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the following Boraitha: “If one goes to milk his goats, to 
shear his sheep, or to take out honey and wax from his hives, 
and he offers to sell the products by the advance of money for a 
cheaper price, it is allowed. If, however, he says : * I will sell you 
the above products to a certain quantity which will be produced 
in the future, it is prohibited.’ ” Hence, we see that although 
they grow from themselves it is, nevertheless, prohibited. Rabha, 
however, said the articles are not similar to the case of melons, as 
the same melons which are now small will become big by growing 
themselves, but milk, wool, or honey of the bees is not grown at 
all, as he takes the milk out to-day and on the morrow there is 
other milk instead, and the same is with the shorn wool and the 
honey. Therefore, the above-mentioned case of the melons is 
permissible. 

Abayi said : One may say to his comrade: “Take four zuz 
for a barrel of wine you possess, with the condition that if it 
should become sour you should be responsible, but if it be¬ 
comes dearer or cheaper it should be charged on my account.” 
Said R. Shrabia to him: Is this not a case in which the profit 
is to be very likely expected, and little loss from damage the 
increase in price is usual, and its becoming spoiled unusual, and 
there is a rule that in such cases it must not be done) ? And Abayi 
answered: This would be correct if he would not accept in case 
it became cheaper, but since he accepted this also, both chances, 
of profit and damage, are alike. 

MISHNA II. : A lender must not dwell in his debtor’s house 
for nothing, or even for decreased rent, as it is usury. 

GEMARA: Said R. Joseph b. Menjumi in the name of R. 
Nahaman: Although it was decided that one who occupies the 
court of his neighbor without his knowledge need not pay any 
rent (First Gate, p. 41); if, however, he said to him : Borrow me 
some money and dwell in my house, he must pay him rent. If 
however, while dwelling there for nothing he lent him any money, 
he need not pay. Why so ? As the loan was not made previously 
for this purpose, it does not matter. 

Abayi said : If a debtor who sold grain, four measures for one 
zuz, had to pay a zuz usury, and furnished to his creditor five 
measures for the same, then the court that levies the usury levies 
only four measures, as the fifth may be considered a present. 
Rabha, however, says: All the five must be levied, as all the five 
together came to hand by usury. 

Abayi said again : If a debtor who owes four zuz usury has 
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furnished a garment to his creditor, when the court levies the 
usury it levies only four zuz, but not the garment. Rabha, how¬ 
ever, maintains that the garment is to be levied, for the reason 
that people may say that the garment he wears is of usury. 

Rabha said: If one claimed thirteen zuz usury, and at the 
same time he hired a court of his debtor for the same price which 
is worth only ten, when the usury is levied all the thirteen zuz are 
to be collected. Said R. Aha of Difti to Rabbina: Why should 
not the creditor claim : “ Because the money was of a profit I 

did not care to give him three zuz more than the value, but now, 
when they levy the money, why should I be charged more than 
others?” And he answered: The owner of the court may 
say : “ There is no difference, as so was my agreement and you 

accepted it.” 

MISHNA III.: Hiring may be increased, but not sale. How 
so? The owner may say to the hirer : “ You can have this court 
for ten selas a year, if you give me the money in advance, but if 
in monthly instalments you have to pay one sela a month.” It 
is, however, not allowed for the owner of a field to say : “ If 

you advance me a thousand zuz you can have this field, but if by 
instalments, you have to pay twelve hundred.” 

GEMARA : Why are the two cases so different ? Rabba and 
R. Joseph both said : Hiring is usually paid afterwards, and so 
if he pays him monthly he pays only what was due the last day 
of the month, as during the month he did not owe him anything, 
consequently there is no reward for waiting for the payment; and 
the lower price which he offered him, for paying in advance the 
money for all the year, must also not be considered usury, as the 
owner has a right to reduce the price for occupying his property. 
With sale, however, it is different, because the money must be 
paid with the act of the sale, and he acquires title immediately. 
Consequently, the increase of 200 for the instalments is usury. 
Said Rabha: The rabbis have investigated this matter to find its 
basis in the Scripture, and finally based it upon the verse [Lev. 
xxv. 53]: “ Hired from year to year,” which signifies that the 

hiring of this year is paid at the beginning of the next. 

But if by instalments , etc . R. Nahaman said: It is allowed 
to increase the price of an article when the money is to be paid a 
certain time after delivering (provided he does not say : “ If for 

cash, you will have it cheaper”). And Rami, according to others 
Uqba b. Hama, objected to him from the last part of our Mishna ; 
and he answered : There he said plainly: “ If you advance me 
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the money you will have it cheaper ” (which certainly appears 
usurious). Said R. Papa (who was a brewer): I do so with my 
customers. I sell them on Tishri at the price of Nissan, thinking 
that to me it is undoubtedly allowed, as my beer would not get 
spoiled until Nissan and I am never in need of money (so that I 
should sell cheaper for cash), and I do only a favor to my cus¬ 
tomers by crediting them. Said R. Shesheth b. R. Aidi to him: 
Why should the master take the example of yourself and not of 
your customers? You should consider these circumstances, that 
if they would have money they would pay you at the price exist¬ 
ing in Tishri? Said R. Hama: I do so in my business, and to 
me it is allowed beyond any question (Rashi explains that he was 
a wholesale dealer in many articles, and he sold them to the trav¬ 
ellers at the market price of the large cities, with the condition 
that they should pay him when they returned, and he was also 
responsible for his goods on the way until sold ; they, however, 
were allowed to buy articles for the money obtained and to sell 
them in other places), as they are pleased that I take all the 
responsibility of the goods until sold, and also that they are free 
of duty because the goods bear my name (the Persians used to 
free the rabbis of duties), and furthermore that my goods have the 
preference for sale, as it is announced in the market that no one 
can sell the same goods until mine are sold, because they bear my 
name* The Halakha prevails in accordance with R. Llama,with 
R. Elazar (who says that usury is levied), and also with R. Yanai, 
who said above (p. 152) that there is no difference between the 
articles and the money. 

MISHNA IV.: If one sold his field, taking a deposit and 
saying: “ You may take possession of the field belonging to you 
from to-day, when you will bring the balance,” such an act is not 
allowed. If, however, one has borrowed money on his estate with 
condition that if he will not repay within three years it shall 
belong to the lender, it belongs to the lender if not paid ; and so 
did Baitus b. Zunin under the supervision of the sages. 

GEMARA: But who uses the fruit in case he sold his field 
by a deposit? According to R. Huna, the seller; and according 
to R. Anan, the fruit must be deposited until the remainder is 
paid. And they do not differ. R. Huna speaks in case the seller 
told him he shall acquire title when he will bring the balance, and 


*This was usually done by the Jewish courts when a scholar came to their city 
with his trade, and with references from other courts. 
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R. Anan speaks in case he said, When the balance will be paid in 
time title shall be acquired by you from to-day. 

R. Saffra learned in the Boraithas, treating upon usury, taught 
in the school of R. Hyia, concerning the statement of our Mishna: 
There are cases in which the use of the fruit is permitted to both, 
prohibited to both, permitted to the seller only. 

And Rabha illustrated it thus: The first case applies when 
the agreement was that he shall acquire title for the amount of 
the deposit only; the second applies when he was told that if he 
will pay the balance in time, title to the property shall be given 
to him from to-day; the third applies, if he was told, A title will 
be given to you at the time when you will bring the balance; and 
the fourth applies if he was told, Title is given to you from now 
and the balance you owe me should be considered a loan. 

According to whom is the statement of our Mishna that both 
are prohibited? Said R. Huna b. R. Joshua: At any rate, it is 
not in accordance with R. Jehuda, who said : If there is only one 
side of usury (£.e., if, for instance, the buyer should not keep his 
promise, there would be no usury if the seller used the fruit) it 
does not matter. (The other parts of the above Boraitha, how¬ 
ever, are in accordance with R. Jehuda also, as there is a certain 
usury without any doubt). 

If one has pledged his house or field, and the lender said to 
him: “You may sell it to me for such and such amount, but if 
you sell it to another, you will have to add such and such an 
amount to my loan,” this is usury. But if he says: “Should 
you wish to sell for its value, I shall have the preference,” it is 
allowed. The same is the case if one has sold a house or a field 
with the condition that if he should have money thereafter, the 
estate should be returned to him; it is considered usury (as the 
money is considered a loan for which the lender uses the estate 
until the money is returned). If, however, the buyer says : “ I 

will return it to j^ou when you will have money,” such an agree¬ 
ment is allowed. [And the above-mentioned R. Huna said that 
these two Boraithas also are not in accordance with R. Jehuda, as 
there is only one side of usury ( i.e ., that should the seller or bor¬ 
rower not have the money necessary, there would be no usury) 
which is allowed according to his theory.] But what difference 
is there if the seller made the condition of returning when he will 
have the money, or the buyer made it ? Said Rabha: That is, 
if the buyer said, “ I will do so not as a condition but by my good 
will.” 
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There was a man who bought an estate without any security 
— i.e. y that the seller did not take the responsibility to return him 
the money should the estate be taken away from him by the 
seller’s creditors. Seeing, however, that the man looked down¬ 
hearted, the seller said to him : “ Why art thou grieved ? Should 
it be taken away from you I will collect for you the fruit and the 
improvement.” Said Amimar: This is only a gossip. Said R. 
Ashi to him: Your reason is, because this condition should be 
made by the buyer and not by the seller; does not the above 
Boraitha state that if the seller said, “ I will return it to you, etc.,” 
it is allowed, because such a condition ought to be made by the 
seller and not by the buyer? And Rabha explained this that only 
when the buyer says: “ It is not a condition, etc.,” from which 
it is to be inferred that if he did not add this it would not be con¬ 
sidered as a gossip ? And Amimar rejoined : Rabha means to 
say thus : As this condition should have been made by the seller, 
and it was not, then when the buyer says, “ I will do it,” it is to 
be considered as though he would add: “ from my good will.” 

It was taught: It happened that a sick man wrote a divorce to 
his wife and she heard him sigh. Then she said to him : “ Why 
do you sigh ? If you will live I am yours.” Said R. Zebid : It is 
to be considered a gossip only. Said R. A’ha of Difti to Rabina : 
And should it not be considered so, what harm could there be? 
Does it then depend upon her to make a condition in the divorce ? 
That depends on the husband only. (And he rejoined:) Lest 
one say that, hearing her statement, the husband resolved to 
give the divorce upon this condition, he comes to teach us that 
it is not so. 

If one has borrowed money on Jiis estate , etc . Said R. Huna: 
The case is if the condition was made at the time the money 
was paid. If, however, it was made thereafter, title is acquired 
according to the amount paid only. R. Nahaman, however, main¬ 
tains that even then title is acquired on the whole estate; 
and R. Nahaman acted accordingly in a case of the Exilarch. R. 
Jehuda, however, tore the document, and the Exilarch told this to 
R. Nahaman, and he said : (It does not matter;) a boy tore it as, 
concerning jurisprudence, all are considered boys in comparison 
with me. Afterwards, R. Nahaman retracted from this state¬ 
ment, and said that even when the condition was made at the 
time the money was given, it is of no avail. And Rabha objected 
to him from our Mishna: “ If he will not repay within three 
years ... it is his.” And R. Nahaman answered : I say that an 
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asmakhta * gives title. Minjumi, however, maintained that it 
does not. But then our Mishna contradicts Minjumi? He 
interprets our Mishna as treating of when the seller said : Title 
should be acquired by you from now. Said Mar the Senior and 
the Junior, sons of R. Hisda, to R. Ashi : So said the sages of 
Nahardai in the name of R. Nahaman: An asmakhta gives title 
only in time but not thereafter. And R. Ashi rejoined : This 
would not be correct, as there is a rule that a thing which gives 
title in time gives also thereafter. Perhaps you mean to say thus : 
If the borrower sought him within the time of the loan and told 
him : Acquire title on it, as I will not redeem it any more, then 
title is acquired; but if he said the same to him after the time 
has elapsed, it counts nothing, as it is to be considered that he 
said so only because he was ashamed for the delay of the pay¬ 
ment. (Says the Gemara :) In reality, title is not acquired even 
within the time, as the saying of the borrower is to be considered 
as a postponement of time only, as he would not like to be 
troubled when the time of payment arrived. 

R. Papa said : The asmakhta sometimes gives title and some¬ 
times does not. If, eg., he finds his debtor on the day of pay¬ 
ment drinking beer, and not caring about the payment of his 
debt, it is to be considered that the debtor does not intend any 
more to redeem his pledge, and then title is acquired by the 
lender; but if he found him on that day searching for money, 
title is not acquired. Said R. A’ha of Difti to Rabina : Even in 
the first case title should not be acquired, as it may be the debtor 
drinks only to drown his grief, or he relies upon some one who 
assured him that he would furnish him money. Therefore said 
Rabina : If we see that the debtor does not care to lower the price 
of his goods for the purpose of collecting the money due, it must 
be considered that he does not care any more for the pledged estate, 
and title is acquired. And the above R. A’ha rejoined : Even this 
proves nothing, as it may be he does not want people to know his 
circumstances, which would cause a reduction in value of his estate. 
Therefore it may be assumed that R. Papa’s statement was thus: 
If the debtor was particular on that day with his estate not to 
have it sold, even for its value, it is certain that he does not care 


* The term asmakhta is very difficult to translate into English with a term of the 
same meaning. The literal translation of asmakhta is 44 relying upon,” which is to 
he understood : 44 He acquires title because he relies upon it ” ; and therefore we use 
the term asmakhta in the text without explanation. Jastrow tries to explain this 
term at length in his dictionary. See there, Part I. 
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for the estate pledged, and title is acquired. R. Papa said again : 
Although it is decided by the rabbis that an asmakhta gives no 
title, it is nevertheless considered a hypotheca of which he should 
collect his money. Said R. Huna b. R. Nathan to him : Has 
then the debtor at the time pledged said : “ Acquire title on the 
estate to the amount of my debt ” ? Said Mar Zutro bar R. 
Mari to Rabina : And even if he said so, would the title be ac¬ 
quired ? The stipulation of the pledge was that if he does not repay 
him within three years then he may collect from this estate, and 
this is again only an asmakhta , which gives no title. Therefore 
the hypotheca mentioned by R. Papa is to be explained, that the 
stipulation was thus: “ From this estate you shall collect your 
money within three years (i.e., I shall sell out from it for your 
money). However, should the money not be collected within 
that time, all the estate shall belong to you after the elapse of 
above-stated time. ,, 

There was a man who sold an estate with security, and the 
buyer questioned : “ Should this estate be taken away by your 
creditors, will you then repay me from the very best of your 
estates ? ” And he answered : “ From the very best of my estate 
I will not, as I need it for myself ; your money, however, will be 
collected of other best estates I possess.” Finally it was taken 
away, and the very best estate of the seller was overflooded. R. 
Papa (before whom this case was brought) thought to collect the 
buyer’s money from the best estate still left in his possession. 
(The seller, however, claimed that the agreement was, he should 
repay him from the best but not from the very best ; and as now 
the very best is overflooded, this next best is now the very best, 
which he needs for himself, so he has a right to repay him from the 
estate lower in value.) Said R. Papa to him : “ This estate which 
was secured is still in your possession, and you have to repay 
from it.” 

Said R. A’ha of Difti to Rabina : “ The claim of the seller 
(just explained) is a just one, as this estate which is not 
overflooded is now his very best, which according to the agree¬ 
ment was not security.” Rabi b. Shiba was a creditor of R. 
Kahana, who said to him : “ Should I not pay you at a certain 

time, you may collect your money from this wine.” Finally the 
wine became dearer, and R. Papa was about to say, that the law 
of asmakhta , which gives no title, applies only to real estate which 
was not for sale. This wine, however, which was for sale, is con¬ 
sidered money. Said R. Huna b. R. Jehoshua to him: “So 
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was said in the name of Rabba : 1 Everything made with a 

stipulation, gives no title/ ” R. Nahaman said : “ As the rule that 
an asmakhta gives no title is accepted by the rabbis in case of a 
loan with pledged estate for three years, if the lender took pos¬ 
session of it and used the products he must return both.” 

(Said the Gemara :) “ Shall we assume that R. Nahaman holds 
that a relinquishment by an error is not to be considered ? Was 
it not taught concerning one who sold out the products of his 
tree, that, according to R. Huna, he may retract from the sale 
before the fruits were produced, but not afterward; and accord¬ 
ing to R. Nahaman he may, even in the latter case ? ” He, how¬ 
ever, said : I admit that if the buyer used already the products in 
question, it is not to be collected from him (hence we see that a 
relinquishment by an error is considered ?). (The answer was :) 
There was a sale, but our case is a loan, and the lender used the 
products for the interest of his loan, which is considered direct 
usury, which is to be collected by the court/ Rabha said : I was 
sitting before R. Nahaman at the time he said, “ I admit, how¬ 
ever/' etc. (just quoted), and was about to object to his state¬ 
ment from the law of cheating mentioned above, that the 
amount cheated must be returned, although it was done willingly. 
(Stipra , p. 126.) He, however, looked at me and understood my 
intention, and he therefore brought as a support to his statement 
the following Mishna (Kethuboth ii., Mishna 6): “ She who re¬ 
fuses to cohabit with her husband, etc., is not entitled to her 
marriage contract." (The compensation for usufruct, etc.), from 
which it is to be inferred that although her husband has not any 
right to use the fruit belonging to her, it is not to be collected 
from hinrif he has done so. (Says the Gemara:) In reality, how¬ 
ever, both the objection and the support do not hold; there is no 
objection from cheating of which the cheated one was not aware 
that there is such, that he should relinquish it; and there is no sup¬ 
port from the woman in the Mishna cited, that each of the women 
mentioned in the cited Mishna would be pleased to be counted 
among the married ones. 

There was a woman who said to a certain man : “Go and buy 
for me an estate from my relatives." He did so. The seller, how¬ 
ever, said to him: “ I sell it to you with the stipulation that 


*This is the explanation of Rashi. Tosephath, however, objects, saying “that 
using fruit is not considered direct usury, but indirect, which is not to be collected/ 
and therefore they give another explanation to this paragraph. See there. 
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when I shall have money, I shall repay you and take back my 
estate.” And the messenger answered him: “You and Navla* 
are brother and sister and you can settle this matter between 
you.” Said Rabba b. R. Huna: “ Such an answer may be con¬ 

sidered satisfactory, that the seller should rely upon it, and there¬ 
fore he doesn’t give title.” (Questioned the Gemara:) “Accord¬ 
ing to this decision, the estate certainly must be returned ; but 
how is the law with the products if she used them? Is it consid¬ 
ered direct usury, which is levied by the court, or indirect, which 
is not?” Said Rabba to R. Huna: “ It seems that it is consid¬ 
ered indirect,” and so also said Rabha. Said Abayi to Rabba : 
“ How is the law with an estate pledged without any stipulation, 
when the lender has used the fruit ? Shall we assume that the 
reason, in the above case, which was considered indirect, is because 
it was not determined at the sale she should use the fruit, and the 
same is the case here ? or it is not to be compared, because there 
was a sale, and here it is a loan?” And he answered: “This 
reason holds good, in this case also.” Said R. Papi: Rabina 
acted in his court not in accordance with Rabba b. R. Huna’s state¬ 
ment, but has reckoned the value of the fruit used and collected. 

Mar b. R. Joseph, in the name of Rabha, said: “In places 
where it is the usage for the lender to use the fruit from a pledged 
estate without any deduction of the debt, and the borrower has a 
right to return the money at any time, then is the law as follows: 
If the lender has used the products to the extent of the amount 
of his loan, he may be ejected from the estate; if, however, he 
has used more than the amount of the loan, the court may not 
collect from him, neither may it be deducted from another debt 
which the debtor owes him. If, however, the estate belongs to 
orphans, then if he has used more than the amount due, it is to 
be collected, or deducted from another debt they owe him.” Said 
R. Ashi: “As you came to the conclusion that in case he has 
used more than the amount due we do not collect from him, we 
do not eject him even if he has collected the amount of the money 
loaned, unless he is paid the money issued ; because the ejecting 
is the same as if it would be collected for the product consumed 
by means of sale, and not by means of deducting from his loan, 
and this is not to be done with indirect usury.” And R. Ashi 


* Rashi says that he has seen in the answers of the Gaonim that Navla is an Ara¬ 
maic expression, which was used in brotherhood ; he, however, maintained that so 
was the name of the woman who sends the messenger to buy the estate. 



164 


THE BABYLONIAN TALMUD. 


acted accordingly in a case of orphans irrespectively of age. 
Rabha R. Joseph, in the name of Rabha, said: In the places 
where it is the usage to pledge estates without stipulations, it is 
advisable that one shall not use the fruit unless by way of deduct¬ 
ing something of the debt, as then it is considered as if he would 
sell him the products for the amount deducted, and it appears not 
usurious. A scholar, however, must not do even this, but he must 
determine at the time of the loan how much he may use. But 
this would be correct only to him who holds that a determined 
quantity is allowed ; but to him who holds that even this is not 
allowed, what can be said ? [And it is known that R. Aha and 
Rabina are the two who differ on that point.] Let us then see. 
What kind of a determination is meant? If, e.g., the lender stip¬ 
ulated, “ I will use the fruit during five years without any deduc¬ 
tion ; at the elapse of that time, however, I will credit you with 
all products.” Such a determination, however, is opposed by 
some sages, who maintain that as soon he uses the products with¬ 
out any deduction it is direct usury; we must therefore say that 
the determination mentioned by Rabha means, if he said : “ Dur¬ 
ing the first five years I will deduct from the amount due so-and- 
so ; at the elapse of this time, however, I will credit you with all 
products.” R. Papa and R. Huna b. Yehosha both said : “The 
pledged estates in question, a creditor of the lender has no right 
to collect from in case he dies ” (because the deceased has nothing 
in the body of the estates, and the using of their products is con¬ 
sidered movable property, which is not secured to a creditor after 
the death of the debtor, although it may be collected from him 
as long as he is alive ; and the reason is that as long as he is alive, 
although movable properties are not secured to the creditor, the 
court has a right to levy on them for a debt for which the debtor 
has promised to repay, even from the garment of his body; but 
after his demise his orphans are not obliged to repay their father’s 
personal debt if it were not secured by real estate). And also a 
first-born of the lender can not claim the double amount pre¬ 
scribed to him biblically, for the above reason, and the Sabbatical 
year makes the debtor free, as it is not considered a pledge, since 
the borrower has a right to eject the lender from the estate after 
the product was used to the extent of the amount due. In places, 
however, where it is not customary to eject the lender from the 
estate in question, a creditor and a first-born may claim their right 
on it, and the Sabbatical year does not make it free. And Mar 
Sutra, in the name of R. Papa, said that, as to the estate in ques- 
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tion, where it is the usage to eject the lender, he may be ejected 
even from using dates that were blown down by wind on the rush 
mats. If, however, the lender has already picked them up from 
the rush mats, and put them in his vessels, title is acquired. And 
according to him who says that when the vessels of a buyer are 
placed in the care of the seller for the purpose of putting in them 
the things bought it gives title to the buyer even in his absence, 
if the dates in question were put in the vessels of the lender by 
some one they give title to him even if he himself has not picked 
them up. It is certain that in countries where ejection is the 
usage, and the lender stipulates that he shall not be ejected, it is 
of avail; but how is it when the lender made the stipulation that 
he may be ejected, in places where ejection is not the usage—is 
it then necessary to enforce this by the ceremony of a sudarium 
or not? According to R. Papa it is not necessary, and according 
to R. Shesheth b. R. Aidi it is, and the Halakha so prevails. 

If the borrower says to the lender : “ Stop using the fruit, as 
I am about to furnish the money due,” he must do so immediately 
(in places where ejection is usage). If, however, he says : “ Stop 
using the fruit, as I am making efforts to get the money ”—ac¬ 
cording to Rabina, the lender may not listen to him, and accord¬ 
ing to Mar Sutra, the son of R. Mari, he has to, and so the 
Halakha prevails. 

R. Kahana, R. Papa, and R. Ashi did not use the fruit even 
by deduction ; Rabina, however, used to do so. Said Mar Zutra : 
“ The reason of him who does so is, because he compares this to 
the biblical case [Lev. xxvii. 16], that although the fruits of the 
field mentioned there are of great value, he may redeem it for the 
sum of four zuz a year,* and the same is the case here (he may 
do so because he is not certain that there will be any products of 
the estate, consequently, he may buy it for a small price). How¬ 
ever, he who does not allow this to be done holds that this case 
is not similar to the biblical case mentioned above—there is a 
sanctification for which the Merciful One allows it to be redeemed 
for such a trifle ; but here it is a loan, and it appears usurious.” 
R. Ashi said : “ I was told by the elders of M’tha Mechasia (Suria) 
that an anonymous pledge holds good one year only; i.e , 9 that 
the borrower can eject the lender only after the elapse of a year, 
but not earlier.” He said again: I was told by the same 


* It is according to the estimation prescribed in the Scripture in this paragraph ; 
the Talmud counts it according to the money used at that time. 
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authorities that a pledge is called mashkhantha , as the lender is 
considered from that time a neighbor (shakhan)to the borrower; 
so that if the borrower has to sell his estate, and the lender is will¬ 
ing to give the same price as offered by others, he has the same 
privilege as the preemptor of an estate attached to that of the 
seller, to whom the laws give privileges to obtain it for himself in 
case he offers the same price as others. 

Rabha said : The Halakha does not prevail, as the inhabitants 
of Papuna, who sell their goods on instalments for the same 
reason as R. Papa mentioned above (p. 156), and not as the in¬ 
habitants of Mahuza, who used to write in their notes the profit 
which they supposed the borrower would derive from the money 
taken on half profit, as who can assure that such a profit would 
be derived ? Said Mar b. Amaimar to R. Ashi: “ My father used 
to do so, and nevertheless when they claim that such a profit was 
not derived, he trusted them; ” and he answered : This holds 
good only when they came to him with that claim ; but how 
would it be in case he should die and the note falls into the hands 
of his heirs? [R. Ashi’s talk was like an error which proceedeth 
from the ruler (Eccles. x. 5), and Amaimar died.] And also not 
as the farmers of the city of Narshah,who used to lend money to 
poor farmers on their land, and thereafter rented it to them for 
so-and-so many kurs yearly, and so they wrote in their contracts: 
“ So-and-so has pledged his field to so-and-so, and afterwards he 
rented it for so-and-so many kurs.” Had, then, the lenders ac¬ 
quired title on the field to be justified to rent it out ? It is then 
direct usury. However, now that they write in their agreements : 
“ I have bought from so-and-so such a field for so-and-so, and it 
was under my control such length of time, in which I have used 
the fruit and have deducted from the money paid, and thereafter 
I rented it to the former possessor for so-and-so many kurs 
yearly ”—this is allowed, for the purpose not to shut the door for 
borrowers. (Said the Gemara :) After all, it is direct usury, as it 
can happen that the field should not yield so much product as 
agreed, and the lender takes the kurs of grain as interest for his 
money. 

MISHNA V .: One who possesses articles for sale must not 
give them to a retail dealer to sell, with the stipulation to receive 
half profit from the sale, charging him the articles at wholesale 
market price. One must also not furnish some one with money 
in order to buy and sell articles for it, for half profit, provided he 
pays him separately as a laborer for his trouble. It is also not 
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allowed to hatch hens for half profit, and also not to appraise calves 
and foals, according the value after two years, and making a half 
of it a compensation for the raising of them. Should it happen, 
however, that they die (the raiser must suffer half of their loss), pro¬ 
vided the raiser is paid separately for his trouble and food. One, 
however, may accept the above animals without any stipulation 
for half profit. And then they shall be kept calves until they 
become threefold and an ass until it is fit for carrying burdens. 

GEMARA: A Boraitha in addition to this Mishna states “ as 
a laborer,” and Abyi explains “ as a laborer of this profession.” 

The rabbis taught: “ How much should he be paid sepa¬ 
rately? According to R. Meier: More or less, but it must be 
stipulated between them ; according to R. Jehuda, it is sufficient 
even if he gives him a meal or some fruit. R. Simeon b. Johai, 
however, maintains that he should receive the amount a laborer 
is entitled to.” 

The rabbis taught: “ Goats, sheep, and all other animals 
which are fed but do not labor, must not be appraised for the 
half. R. Jose b. R. Jehuda, however, says : Goats and sheep may, 
as the raiser has the milk and the wool for use, and they yield 
wool by being shorn, by passing through water, and by being 
plucked (in passing bushes, etc.); and also a hen, because she is 
laboring for her food (as she lays eggs).” (Says the Gemara:) 
And according to the first Tana (of the Boraitha), their milk and 
wool are not sufficient for his trouble and food ? If agreement 
was that the raiser shall use milk and wool for himself, all agree 
that it is sufficient ; the point of their differing is if it was agreed 
that the raiser should use only the whey of the milk, and whey 
and refuse of wool ; the first Tana holds in accordance with R. 
Simeon b. Johai, who demands the full payment of a laborer, and 
R. Jose holds in accordance with his father, R. Jehuda, who says 
above, that one meal suffices. 

The rabbis taught: “ A woman may say to her neighbor who 
has eggs, ( You may give me four eggs and I’ll let my hen sit on 
them for two little chickens she will hatch/ If, however, she 
says, ‘ I have the hen and you the eggs, let us divide the little 
chickens/ it is not allowed according to R. Simeon. R. Jehuda, 
however, allows this.” 

The rabbis taught: “ In the places where it is the usage to 
pay the raiser for carrying the calves on his shoulder, it may be 
appraised, and it is not necessary to act differently to the custom 
of the country.” R. Simeon b. Gamaliel said: “A calf and a 
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foal may be appraised with their mother and without any sepa¬ 
rate payment, even in those places where they pay separately for 
carrying calves (as the mothers are with them, there is no trouble 
in carrying them, and they are also fed by their mothers).” Said 
R. Nahaman: “The Halakha prevails in accordance with R. 
Jehuda, with R. Jose his son, and with R. Simeon b. Gamaliel.” 
The sons of R. Ilish were summoned for a note which was issued 
by their father for half profit and half loss. Said Rabha: “ R. 
Ilish was a great man, and he would not have issued a prohibited 
document; the note, therefore, may be explained that if his part¬ 
ner desired to obtain the half profits, then he had to suffer two- 
thirds of the loss, and if R. Ilish would have to suffer the half of 
the loss, then his partner would take two-thirds of the profit for 
his trouble.” Said R. Kahana: “ I told this to R. Zebid of 
Nehardae, and he rejoined : (It is not necessary to give the above 
explanation) about the note of R. Ilish, as it may be R. Ilish had 
some benefit from his partner, and it is in accordance with R. 
Nahaman, who said that the Halakha prevails with R. Jehuda; 
and I answered him: It was not taught by R. Nahaman, 4 the 
Halakha prevails/ but the system of the above-mentioned sages 
is one and the same, and it seems to be so from his expression, 

‘ R. Jehuda, R. Jose his son, etc/ Should he desire to state that 
the Halakha prevails according to them, he would teach the Hal¬ 
akha prevails in accordance with R. Jehuda, who is more lenient 
than all others.” 

Rabh said : “ If one gives a calf for raising, with the stipu¬ 
lation that the profit and loss shall be equally divided, and be¬ 
sides a third increase of the present value should belong to the 
raiser, it is allowed.” Samuel, however, maintains : “ How would 
be the case if there should be no increase ? Should then the 
man labor for nothing? Therefore he must fix a dinar for his 
labor.” But Rabh himself is also of this opinion, as he said that 
the head of the calf belongs to the raiser. Is it not to assume 
that the head is an additional compensation to the third increase, 
said above? Is it not for the purpose that, should there be no 
third increase as agreed, he takes for his labor the head ; hence 
here is the fixed dinar which Samuel desires? Rabh’s decision 
that a third increase suffices without any other compensation 
means when the raiser has his own cattle to raise, as people say: 
“ It is the same trouble to feed one as many.” 

R. Elazar of Hagruniah bought a cow which he gave to his 
gardener for raising, and gave him besides the half interest also 
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the head for his trouble. Said his wife to him: “ If he would 
be an equal partner to you by giving the half money of the half 
cost he would give you the H * hi your share.” Afterwards 
they bought one in partnership and divided the and R. Elazar 

said : “ Let us divide also the head.” Said his gardener: “ When 
you issued the whole amount for the animal, I took the whole 
head to myself, and now when I have the half money in it, I shall 
take a half only?” R. Elazar answered: “When the money 
was my own, if I would not add a little to your share it would 
appear usurious; but now we are equal partners, and if you claim 
you had more trouble than I, the food for it was used from my 
garden, and while you were engaged therein, there was not much 
trouble feeding it.” 

The rabbis taught: Until what time must the raiser trouble 
himself with the appraised animal given to him for raising? 
Symmachos said: “ With mules eighteen months, with asses 
twenty-four months, and if one desires to divide within that time, 
his partner may prevent him, for the years are not equal; as in 
the second year the trouble of feeding is more than in the first.” 
There is another Boraitha: “ Until what time must one trouble 
himself with the offspring of the appraised animal? With little 
animals, as goats and sheep, thirty days, and big animals, fifty 
days.” R. Jose, however, said : “ With little animals, three months, 
as their teeth are small, and he has to see what food is fit for 
them, and from that time further on the raiser takes a half of his 
value and a half of the increase belonging to his partner (as he 
takes the same of the mother).” 

R. Menasya b. Gadah took his half and half of the increase of 
his partner; when he came before Abayi, he said to him : Who 
was the appraiser? [Perhaps the appraisement was not correct, 
and, secondly, this city is counted among those where it is cus¬ 
tomary to raise the offspring until grown up, and there is a 
Mishna that where the custom is to do so no change is to be 
made.] 

There were two Samaritans who had done business with 
each other. Afterwards one of them divided the money without 
knowledge of his partner, and the case was brought before R. 
Papa, and he decided that his act was correct, as R. Nahaman 


* The term in text is alitha . Rashi explains aliah , which means the fat of the 
tail. However, it seems to us this is correct only of a sheep, but not of a cow ; it 
may be, however, that they bought a sheep in partnership. 
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said that cash money may be considered as divided. The next 
year they bought wine in partnership, and one of them divided 
without knowledge of his partner, and the case came again before 
R. Papa, who asked : Who has appraised for you ? Said the 
plaintiff to R. Papa: “ It seems to me that the master is partial ” 
(as last year he decided in his favor, and also in this case). Said 
R. Papa : “ Why then ? Last year you did not complain that your 
partner took the better coins and left you the worse ones, and as 
there was cash, which need not any appraisement, he had the 
right to divide without your knowledge; but in this case, every¬ 
body knows that there is a difference between one kind of wine and 
another. How could you do it without knowledge of your part¬ 
ner and without any appraisement by a specialist?” It is men¬ 
tioned above, R. Nahaman said money is considered as if it 
would be divided; however, this is only if the coins were equal, 
as, e.g.j all of them were circulating ones, or if old coins, which have 
more weight but are not in frequent circulation; but if they 
were of both kind, it must not be done without knowledge of 
the partner. 

R. Hama used to rent zuzes daily for the smallest coin for 
each zuz, and he lost his money. [He thought that because he 
had not given it as a loan, but as a lease, it is allowed to do so as 
with another erub; in reality, however, it cannot be compared, 
as the same erub is to be returned, and if it was spoiled it is 
recognized ; but here the same zuz is not returned, as he took 
it for business and returned him another one, and therefore it 
is considered a usurious loan.] 

Rabha said : One may say to his neighbor: “ I will lend you 
four zuz to keep for a longer time with the stipulation that you 
shall lend to so-and-so a zuz; ” as the law has prohibited only 
usury that came direct from the borrower to the lender. The 
same said again : One may pay money to any one for giving a 
good reference to the money broker in order to borrow money 
from him. As Abba Mar, the son of R. Papa, used to take wax 
vessels from the wax dealers for reference to his father, that he 
should lend them money ; and when the rabbis told R. Papa that 
his son took usurious money, he answered thus: Such a usury he 
may take; the law has forbidden only usury which comes from 
the borrower to the lender. Here, however, he is paid for his 
reference, and this is allowed. 

MISHNA VI.: A cow, an ass, and all animals which are 
laboring for their food may be appraised, that the increase shall 
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be divided equally. In the places where it is customary to divide 
the offspring while they are yet small, it should be so done; and 
where it is customary to raise the offspring until they are grown 
up, it should be so done. R. Simeon b. Gamaliel said : “ That 

a calf and a foal may be appraised with their mothers.” One 
may say to a farmer: If you would lend me some money which 
would enable me to manure your field, I shall give you twelve 
kur of grain for it, instead of the ten you demand ; and the farmer 
may accept it without fear of usury (as the kurs added are con¬ 
sidered for the use of a manured field). 

GEMARA : The rabbis taught: This which is said above is 
allowed only with a field, but not with a store, and not with a 
boat; i.e., the hirer must not increase the price for rent, in case 
the owner lends him money to buy stock for sale, or to buy a 
cargo for his boat. Said R. Nahaman, in the name of Rabba b. 
Abuhu : It may happen that the same should be allowed to be 
done also with a store if he lends money to paint and decorate it, 
in order to draw customers; and also with a ship, in order to 
improve it with masts of which the hirer has the benefit in that 
it will sail faster; and if he borrows money for this purpose, he 
may increase the rent of the above-mentioned, and it is not con¬ 
sidered usury, as the owner may raise his rent for a decorated 
store and an improved boat. 

Rabh said : “ One may rent a boat with the condition that, 

should it break, the hirer is made responsible.” Said R. Kahana 
and R. Asi to him: “ If he takes rent, he, the owner, must be 

responsible for damage, and when the hirer is responsible for it, 
then he must not pay rent.” Rabh was silent. Said R. Shesheth : 
Why was Rabh silent ? Was he not aware of the following 
Boraitha, although it was said that an iron sheep must not be 
accepted from an Israelite, i.e., one must not both be responsible 
for the article hired, in case it becomes injured while laboring, and 
at the same time pay rent for it; but he may do so with a non- 
Israelite. It was said, however: One may say: I take your 
cow for the price of thirty dinars in case it will die; but all the 
time it will be alive in my hands I will pay you monthly a salah 
for her labor. This is allowed, because the appraisement of the 
cow was in case she is dead, but not when alive. Said R. Papa : 
The Halakha prevails that a ship may be hired for rent and at 
the same time the hirer should be responsible, and the custom 
of the sailors was that they pay rent when they take possession of 
the boat, and pay the value of the damage in case such occurs. Is 
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this then depending upon custom (as he must pay for the whole 
boat in case it breaks, then it is a sale, and the rent paid should 
be considered usury for awaiting of payment)? Because it was 
said in the above Boraitha that it may be done with a cow, as the 
appraisement was after death, the same is the case here. And as 
this law was accepted, it became customary. 

R. Annan, in the name of Samuel, said: Money belonging to 
orphans may be lent for usury. Said R. Nahaman to him : Be¬ 
cause they are orphans should we permit prohibited things for 
them? Orphans who are consuming that not belonging to them 
may go to their bequeather; but as you said the Halakha in the 
name of Samuel tells me the fact, you have seen that Samuel did so 
(as it cannot be that Samuel would declare that such an unlawful 
Halakha should be practised). And he answered : There was a 
copper kettle belonging to the orphans of Mar Uqba, which was 
under the control of Mar Samuel, who used to weigh it at the 
time of giving it to the hirer, and did the same at its return ; and 
in case of the weight diminishing, got paid for it besides the pay¬ 
ment for using it. Hence if it would not be allowed to lend the 
money of orphans for usury, how could he demand both to be paid 
for the diminished weight and at the same time to take rent for 
using it ? Said R. Nahaman : “ Such a thing may be done even 

with bearded orphans, as the copper of the kettle decreased in 
value by using it, for which the orphans get no separate payment, 
as they take the value for the diminished copper only.” Rabba 
b. Chila, in the name of R. Hirda, according to others, R. Joseph 
b. Hama, in the name of R. Shesheth, said : “ Money belonging 

to orphans may be used for a business that is very likely to bring 
profit, and with small chance of loss.” 

The rabbis taught: “ One who lends money for a business which 
is very likely to bring profit with little chance of loss, is wicked; 
for one which is likely to bring loss and far from profit, is pious.” 
Equal to both, this is the custom of eveiy just business man. 
Said Rabba to R. Joseph: How, then, should be done with 
money belonging to orphans? And he answered: “It shall be 
deposited in court, and the court shall furnish them with means 
for livelihood from time to time, according to their need.” But if 
so, then the whole amount will be consumed? Said R. Ashi: 
“We look for a man who is rich, trusted, listens to the Law, and 
never accepts a rebuke from the rabbis, and we give the money to 
him by the court for use in a business which is likely to bring 
profit with small chance of loss.” 
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MISHNA VII.: An iron sheep must not be accepted from 
an Israelite (t.e., to lend money with the understanding that the 
debtor shall always be responsible for it, and at the same time he 
shall pay the half profit it brings), as it is direct usury. This, 
however, may be done with non-Israelites, as it is allowed to lend 
them, and borrow from them, for usury. This is also allowed to be 
done with a proselyte who obligated himself not to worship idols, 
but did not obligate himself to observe the Hebrew laws. An 
Israelite may lend to his race money belonging to non-Israelites 
for usury, provided the latter are aware of it, but not otherwise. 

GEMARA: Is it to be assumed that the iron sheep in ques¬ 
tion is considered under the control of the acceptor? Then it 
would be a contradiction to the following Boraitha: “If one 
accepted 1 iron sheep * from a heathen, the offspring are free from 
the law of first-born; i.e. y that if for the money in question was 
bought cattle, which brought young ones, the first-born must not 
be given to the priest, although it was in the hand of an Israelite 
(hence we see that it is considered under the control of the lender 
and not of the acceptor, for if it were under the control of the lat¬ 
ter, why should the first-born of the half belonging to the Israelite 
be free from the above-mentioned law?). Said Rabha: The 
reason is, because, should he not repay the money, the heathen 
would take possession of the cattle, and if even this would not be 
sufficient he would also take the young ones; and so it is consid¬ 
ered that the hand of a heathen rests in this case, and under such 
circumstances the law of the first-born does not exist. 

It is written [Prov. xxviii. 8] : “ He that increaseth his 

wealth by interest and usury, will gather it for him, that will be 
kind to the poor.” What is meant by the expression, “ that he 
will be kind to the poor ” ? Said Rabh : For example, as the 
King Sabura, who collects money from the Israelites for the pur¬ 
pose of distributing it among the poor of the Persians. Said R. 
Nahaman: Huna told me that not only usury-taking from an 
Israelite is meant, but also from a heathen ; and Rabha objected 
this statement from [Deut. xxiii. 21] : “ From an alien thou may- 
est take interest ” ; and he answered : The expression in He¬ 
brew is tashikh , which means you may give him interest if you 
need money and you cannot get it without; but to your brother 
(an Israelite) you must not do so under any circumstances. But 
is it not written plainly further on : “ But from thy brother thou 
shalt not take interest?” It is written to show that he who 
does so transgresses both a positive and a negative command- 
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ment. He objected again from our Mishna, which states that 
with a non-Israelite it is allowed. Said R. Hyya b. R. Huna: 
The Mishna allows to do so only for the need of his livelihood, 
but not more than he needs, as the rabbis had prohibited the 
taking of usury from all mankind. 

There are some who applied the above statement of R. Huna 
to the following: R. Joseph taught: It is written [Ex. xxii. 
24] : “ If thou lend money to my people to the poor by thee,” 
which signifies, if there is one of thy people, and an alien, the 
former is to be preferred. If there were a poor and a rich man, the 
poor is to be preferred; poor of thy city and poor of another one, 
the former has the preference. And to the question, Is it not self- 
evident that an Israelite is to be preferred ? said R. Nahaman : 
Huna told me that it means that an Israelite should be preferred 
even if he can take usury from a heathen, and to the Israelite he 
must give it for nothing. 

There is a Boraitha : R. Jose said : Come and see how the 
usurers are blind. If one calls his neighbor “ wicked,” his neighbor 
tries to take revenge on him as soon as he is able to do so, and 
the usurers bring witnesses, a scribe, a pen and ink, and write and 
sign that so-and-so reasons away the God of Israel (who has pro¬ 
hibited the taking of usury). 

There is another Boraitha: R. Simeon b. Elazar said : One 
who has money and lends it without usury, to him applies the 
verse [Psalm xv. 5] : “ That putteth not out his money for interest 
and taketh no bribe against the innocent. He that doeth these 
things shall not be moved to eternity.” Which signifies that he 
who takes usury will lose all his possessions. But is it not a fact 
that they who do not take usury are also stricken with poverty ? 
Said R. Elazar: The latter are to be raised again, but those who 
take money, if they fall will never rise again. 

The rabbis taught: It is written : “ Thou shalt not take of 
him usury or increase ” [Lev. xxv. 36], but thou mayest be a 
surety for him. A surety for whom? For the lender* who is 
an Israelite ? Is there not the following Mishna : The following 
transgress a negative commandment: the lender, the borrower, 
the surety, and the witnesses?— i.e ., to an alien. But is it not a 
fact that the aliens summon the surety first? Hence it should 
be considered that the surety takes usury from him. Said R. 


* I.e., the lender shall not collect more than is due to him in case the debt is paid 
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Shesheth : It speaks of when the alien has promised that in case 
of a suit he shall obey the decision of the Jewish court. But if 
so, then usury should not be taken from him at all. Said R. 
Shesheth: He promised only to obey the decision of the Jewish 
court in case of a suit, but not to observe the law of usury. 

An Israelite may letid money belonging , etc. The rabbis 
taught: One may lend money belonging to an alien with his 
knowledge, but not otherwise. How so? If an Israelite borrowed 
money from an alien for usury, and when he was about to re¬ 
turn it another Israelite said to him : Give the money to me and 
I will pay you the usury you have to pay to the lender ;—this is 
prohibited. If, however, he takes him to the lender, he may do 
so; and the same is the case if an alien has borrowed from an 
Israelite for usury, and when he is about to return it to him, an¬ 
other Israelite meets him, and asks to have the money lent to him 
for the same interest he has to give to the Israelite, it is allowed; 
if, however, the alien takes him to the lender, it is prohibited. 
The prohibition of the last part is correct; but why is it allowed 
in case the Israelite takes the money belonging to the Israelite 
and pays usury ? Is it not a fact that in the case of an alien no 
messenger is to be considered ? Hence, even with the knowledge 
of the heathen, it should be considered that one Israelite takes 
direct usury from another Israelite ? Said R. Papa: It means, 
he takes him to the alien that he may hand him the money per¬ 
sonally. Is this not self-evident ? Lest one may say that as the 
alien does it through the Israelite it is not allowed, he teaches us 
that it does not matter. 

The rabbis taught: An Israelite who borrowed money from an 
alien for usury, and afterwards added the usury money to the 
principal amount, and then took a note from him for the whole 
sum and then the lender became a proselyte : he may collect the 
whole amount. If, however, the note was taken after he be¬ 
came a proselyte, he collects the principal amount, but not the 
usury. The same is the case with an alien who borrowed money 
from an Israelite, and became a proselyte ; if the note for the 
principal amount including the usury was given by him while he 
was yet an alien, the whole amount is to be collected ; but if 
after he became a proselyte, the principal amount only is to be 
collected. R. Jose, however, maintains that even then the whole 
amount may be collected; and Rabha, in the name of R. Hisda, 
quoting R. Huna, said : So the Halakha prevails ; and he himself 
declared that the reason of R. Jose's statement is that people 
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shall not say that he became a proselyte on account of this money 
only. 

The rabbis taught: “ For a note in which usury is mentioned 
the lender must not be allowed to collect even the principal 
amount, which he must forfeit as a fine. So is the decree of R. 
Meier. The sages, however, maintain that the principal amount 
rV to be collected.” What is the point of their differing? R. 
Meier holds that the permissible amount may be imposed as a 
fine for that of the prohibited one, and the rabbis hold that it 
may not. 

There was a man who had pledged his vineyard to a lender, 
who kept it for three years, and afterwards said to the owner: If 
you sell it to me, good; but if not, I will hide the document of 
the pledge, and claim that the vineyard was bought by me (and 
as it is in my possession already three years, I will be trusted 
according to the law of (Hasaka) occupancy. The owner then 
assigned his vineyard in presence of witnesses to his minor son, 
and afterwards gave a bill of sale to the lender. This sale is cer¬ 
tainly not valid; but the money which the lender has given for 
the bill of sale, is it to be considered as a loan with a note which 
is to be collected from an encumbered estate, or is it considered a 
loan without a note which is not to be collected from such estate? 
Said Abayi: Is this not the case of which R. Assi said above 
that when one admits his signature to the note, it is not necessary 
to have it approved by the court, and it is to be collected also 
from an encumbered estate ? Said Rabha to him : What com¬ 
parison is it ? In the case of R. Assi, where the borrower admits 
that he owes the money with a note, another note can be written 
even if the original is lost; in this case, however, the bill of sale 
was written unwillingly, and another one cannot be written. 
Mrimar repeated Rabha’s statement in the presence of Rabina, 
who cited to him then the statement of R. Johanan on the expla¬ 
nation of the Mishna, “ that notes which were written with a pre¬ 
vious date are of no avail ”; and to the question, Why should it 
not be collected from the later date? R. Johanan answered: It 
is to be feared that he will collect from an encumbered estate at 
the previous date. Let him then say that the bill of sale is invalid 
because, if lost, it cannot be rewritten from the date of the first 
writing. And he answered: What comparison is it to our case? 
There it cannot be rewritten from the original date, but it can be 
rewritten with a later date; here, however, it cannot be rewritten 
at all for the reason said above. 
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MISHNA VIII. : One must not buy articles to deliver during 
the year, for a certain price before the market price is fixed. He 
may, however, do so afterwards—even when the seller does not 
possess as yet the articles bought—for the price he pleases, as, if he 
does not possess them, he can buy them from another. If the 
seller was first in the harvest, the buyer may stipulate the price 
with him for the sheaves, crop of grapes, vat of olives, clay balls 
of a potter, and lime when it was already in the kiln, and also for 
manure of the whole year. R. Jose, however, maintains that he 
must not do so with manure unless he has it ready for delivery; 
the sages allow it. For all mentioned above he may make 
the stipulation that if the price will decrease he shall deliver them 
for the lower price. R. Jehuda says that to this effect no stipu¬ 
lation is necessary, as the buyer may claim in such a case the 
existing price or the return of his money. 

GEMARA: R. Assi said in the name of R. Johanan: The 
price for the whole year must not be stipulated for at the existing 
price of the large cities, as these prices are changeable. 

The rabbis taught: “ One must not buy articles to deliver 

during the year before the market price is fixed. If, however, the 
new articles were four for a salah and the old ones three, the price 
must not be fixed until it will be a standing price for both of them. 
If mixed grain from different fields sold four measures for a salah, 
and from a single one three, the price must not be fixed until the 
market price will be fixed for both.” Said R. Nahaman : A price 
may be fixed for the mixed one, as the existing market price for 
such grain. Said Rabha to him: Why should this differ from 
grain from a private field? You may say that, if the seller does 
not possess the mixed grain, he can borrow from another seller 
of mixed grain; is it not the same with private men ? And he 
answered : A private man would consider that it is humiliating 
for him to borrow from a dealer of mixed grain, or, if you wish, I 
may say that one who gives money to a private man intends to 
get from him the best in the market. 

R. Shesheth, in the name of R. Huna, said: “One must not 
lend money with the understanding that if it is not returned 
at a certain time the borrower shall furnish him articles at the 
existing price although this is allowed to be done in the 
manner of buying and selling, with a loan it is not allowed, as it 
appears usurious). Said R. Joseph b. Hama, according to others, 
R. Jose b. Abba, to him : Did, indeed, R. Huna say so? Was 
he not questioned whether it was allowed to be done as the stu- 
12 
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dents of the college did, who borrowed money in Tishri and repaid 
with fruit in Tebeth at the price of Tishri? And he answered: 
There is wheat ready for sale in the cities of Hini and Chili which 
is always at a low price, and they can buy and repay their debt 
with that. We see then that he has allowed such a loan? He 
was previously of the opinion that it must not be so done; after¬ 
wards, however, when he heard that R. Samuel b. Hyya said in 
the name of R. Elazar that this may be done, he retracted from 
his previous opinion and decided that it may be done. 

The rabbis taught: If one travelled with stock from one place 
to another, and while on the road his neighbor asked him to sell 
it to him at the price of the place he intends to go to (I will sell 
it here and will use the money until a certain time)—if the seller 
takes the responsibility of the stock while on the road it is allowed, 
but otherwise it is not (because it is considered a loan, and the 
increase in price appears usurious). If one was about to deliver his 
fruit to a certain city in which the price of it was higher, and some 
one told him that he has the same fruit in the above-mentioned 
city and he will deliver it to him there in exchange for the fruit 
in his possession here, then, if he really possesses the same in the 
above-mentioned city at the time he takes the exchange, it is al¬ 
lowed (because the fruit of that city is considered from now under 
the control of him who gives the exchange for it here). But if the 
one who offers the exchange has it not ready for delivery as yet, 
it is not allowed. For the grain dealers, however, it is allowed to 
borrow money with the understanding to repay it with grain for a 
lower price than the existing one in that city, without fear that 
this appears usurious. Why so? R. Papa says : Because with 
his money he opens the door for them to buy grain at the lowest 
price at every place it is to be found ; so he enables them to repay 
him with the grain at a lower price, even immediately after the 
loan, and therefore it is not to be considered usury for the pro¬ 
longation of time for repayment. R. A’ha b. Iqa, however, says : 
It is favorable to them for the wholesale grain dealers to know 
that they sold their grain at a low price, so that the dealers will 
make the price of their grain still lower, so as not to lose their 
custom. What is the difference between these two reasons? 
If the grain seller was a new one who was unknown as yet to the 
country grain sellers, then, according to R. A’ha b. Iqa’s theory, 
it is not allowed for him to do so. In Sura four measures of grain 
could be bought for one zuz; in Kahfri there were sold six for 
one zuz; and Rabh had given money to the grain dealers in Sura 
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to buy grain for him in Kahfri at the rate of five measures for a 
zuz, taking the responsibility of the grain while on the road. But 
if he was responsible for them while on the road, why didn’t he 
take six, as was the existing price in Kahfri ? With such a prom¬ 
inent man as Rabh it is different (he allowed them one meas¬ 
ure for their trouble). R. Assi questioned R. Johanan : May this 
be done with other articles besides grain ? And he answered: 
Rabbi was about to do so with frippery, and R. Ismael b. R. Jose 
restrained him from this. With regard to a vineyard to buy 
the products of it, when they are not as yet ripe, at a low price, 
by advancing money for the same), Rabh did not allow this, be¬ 
cause the price of the ripe fruit will be higher, and it appears as if 
he were taking usury for his money. Samuel, however, permitted 
this, as the buyer takes the risk of his money in case the vineyard 
may not yield the products, or in case they may become spoiled. 
Said R. Shima b. Hyya : Rabh, however, admits that this may be 
done with calves* (i.e., to buy the offspring of the cattle for next 
year), and there is a great risk of miscarriage and other accidents. 
Samuel said to the grain dealers who used to give money to the 
farmers for the products of the next year: “ I order you to help 
the farmer in his labor on the field, in order that you may acquire 
title to the body of the field, as, if you will not do so, your money 
will be considered as a loan, which is not allowed.” And Rabha 
also said to the watchmen of the crops (who used to receive their 
payment from the grain when ready for delivery): “ I order you 

to help the farmer in his labor all the time he is laboring, until 
harvest, as if you were hired for this purpose; for according to 
the law you would have to be paid only after all the labor is done, 
and then, when you receive a larger quantity of the grain than. 
your trouble was worth, it would be considered that the farmer 
lowered the price for you, which is allowed. (If, however, you will 
not follow my order, the larger quantity would be considered as 
arising from waiting for the money which ought to be paid to you 
every day for watching, and appears usurious).” The rabbis said 
to Rabha: “You, master, consume usury, as usually the farmers 
hire their fields for the quantity of four kurs for each field, with 
the understanding they shall harvest it in Nissan, and you wait 
until Eyor and take six kurs.” And he answered : “Your acts 
are unlawful, as the field is hired to the gardener, and if you com- 


* This is in accordance with the explanation of Hananal in Tospheth. Rashi, 
however, explains otherwise, which is not understood easily. 
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pel him to harvest in Nissan you are injuring him in many kurs, 
as the grain is not ripe as yet; but I am awaiting until Eyor and 
benefit him, and the two kurs more I take is for hiring the field 
and not for awaiting the payment of the money.” There was a 
certain alien who pledged his house to R. Mari b. Rachel,* and 
afterwards he sold the same to Rabha. At the elapse of one year 
after the pledging took place R. Mari submitted the rent for the 
next year to Rabha, saying: The reason why I did not submit 
the rent to you for the first year is because a pledge without a 
fixed time is a year, and if the alien would like to repay me within 
the year, he could not do so without my consent; but now, when 
the time is over, I have to submit to you the rent for your house. 
And Rabha rejoined; “ I did not know that the house was 

pledged to you, and if I were aware of it, I would not buy it; but 
now we have to act according to the Persian law, which dictates 
that the buyer has not to collect the rent until he pays the whole 
amount, and I will also act so. I will not take the rent from the 
house until the debt on the house will be paid to you by the 
seller. 

Said Rabha of Barnish to R. Ashi: “ I call the attention of 
you, master, that the rabbis are consuming usury, as they pay for 
wine in Tishri and choose it in Teveth when it is already in good 
condition, and this appears usurious, as, if they would take it in 
Tishri, they would suffer the damage if spoiled; but by advanc¬ 
ing the money, the responsibility rests on the seller.” And he 
answered : They advance the money for wine and not for vinegar, 
and the wine which becomes sour during that time was so already 
in the beginning of the season, but it could not be so recognized; 
it is, therefore, lawful for them to take the wine for which they 
have advanced their money. Rabina used to give money to the 
inhabitants by the shore of Shanwatha before the time of wine¬ 
pressing, that they should deliver him the wine thereafter, and 
they delivered him a barrel or two more than he bought. He 
came to question R. Ashi whether he could accept it or not, 
as it appeared usurious. And he answered: You may; as it 
is only a gift. Said Rabina: But I am afraid this should be 
considered robbery, as the estates they possess were occupied by 


* Rachel was the daughter of Mar Samuel, who was captured by heathens, married 
a heathen who afterwards became a proselyte, and his name was Issur the Proselyte. 
Her pregnancy began while he was yet a heathen, and therefore R. Mari was named 
after his mother, Rashi. (There was another Mari b. Rachel mentioned in Sabbath, 
p. hi, and his father Rabba. See there). 
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them after the owners of them escaped for not paying taxes, and 
the possessors paid the taxes to the Government (and as it is a 
law that estates cannot be considered robbed, they still belong to 
the previous owners; consequently the products are robbery). 
And R. Ashi rejoined : The estate is pledged for the taxes, and 
the Government says that the estate on which taxes were not 
paid is to be pledged to him who pays; consequently their occu¬ 
pation is lawful. 

R. Papa said to Rabha: I call the attention of you, master, 
to the rabbis, who pay head-tax charge for those who cannot 
pay them, and they are laboring with them more than ought to 
be. And he rejoined : If I were to die a day previous you would 
not be aware of what R. Theshsth said, namely: The surety for 
these people lies in the archives of the king, and the king has 
ordained that he who pays no charge shall be made the servant 
of him who pays (for him). 

R. Seuram, the brother of Rabha, used to compel doubtful 
characters to carry the palangin of Rabha, and Rabha approved 
his act from the following Boraitha: “Whence do we deduce 
that one, whose habit is not in accordance with the law, may be 
made to labor ?” From the verse [Lev. xxv. 46]: “You may 
hold them to service forever, and* over your brethren, the 
children of Israel.” Lest one say, however, that the same may be 
done with one who is acting rightly, therefore it is written : “ But 
over your brethren ... ye shall not rule with rigor.” 

R. Hama said : If one gave money to his comrade to buy wine 
for him, and he neglected to do it, the latter must deliver to him 
wine at the price current at the dock of Zulschafat (a place where 
the wholesale wine dealers brought their stock for sale). Said 
’ Amimar: I repeated this Halakha to R. Zbid of Nahardea, and 
he said: R. Hama’s decision holds good only when he ordered 
him to buy any wine for him; but when the order was to buy a 
certain kind of wine, the messenger has no responsibility, as who 
can be sure that the wine ordered could be gotten easily? R. 
Ashi, however, maintains that even if the order was for any wine, 
he is not to be made responsible, as it is only an asmachta . . . 

which gives no title. But why should this case be different from 
the Mishna in Chapter IX. of this tract, that if one hired a field 
for sowing purposes, and did nothing, he must pay according to 

*The Scripture reads ubachiechavi; literally, “and with your brothers.” Leeser 
translates according to the sense, “ but.” The Talmud takes it literally, and makes 
this word correspond both to the former and the latter sense, as explained in the text. 
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the appraisement of the products it would yield when cultivated ? 
Then it was in his power to cultivate the field, and therefore he 
is responsible; but here it may be that he could not find the 
wine required. 

Rabha said : If one of a company of three partners has given 
money to a messenger to buy something, it is to be considered 
for the company, and not for himself. However, this is only in 
case their money is kept in one sum; but if the money of each 
partner is tied and sealed separately, the things bought are only 
for him who gave the money. 

R. Papi, in the name of Rabha, said : “ The mark which is 
usually placed on each barrel of wine when sold gives title to the 
buyer” (even without any drawing). To what purpose was this 
decision made ? According to R. Habiba, to give title so that 
the seller should have no right to retract; and according to the 
rabbis, if the seller has retracted, the sale is invalid, but he has to 
accept the curse of “ who has punished the generation of the 
flood,” etc., mentioned in the above Mishna. And so the Halakha 
prevails in places where it is customary to make such a mark a 
final act of the sale. 

If the seller was first in the harvest , etc. Said Rabli: If the 
grain was to be finished with two kinds of labor only, he may fix 
the price; but if he requires three kinds, he must not. Samuel, 
however, maintains that if the finishing depends upon the efforts 
of a human being, even if there were a hundred kinds of labor 
for finishing, he may; but if he depends upon Heaven (as, e.g. y 
rain or sunshine), even if there is only one kind of finishing, he 
may not. But did not the Mishna state that one may fix the 
price on sheaves, although he must dry, thresh, and winnow 
them (hence there are three kinds of labor before it is finished)? 
It may treat of when the sheaves were already spread in the sun 
for drying. But according to Samuel, that the price must not be 
fixed even if one depends upon Heaven, and there is the winnow¬ 
ing which cannot be done without an extraordinary wind. This 
also can be done with sieves. 

Clay balls of a potter , etc. The rabbis taught: “ The price must 
not be fixed on the clay balls of a potter unless they are made.” 
So is the decree of R. Meier. Said R. Jose : “ This is in the case 
of white earth, which is not so frequently in the market; but of 
black earth, as from the village of Hanania or Shihin and neigh¬ 
borhood, he may do so even before they are made, as, if he does 
not possess the material, he may find it in the market. Amimar 
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used to give the money when the earth was brought to the 
pottery. According to whom did he act? If according to R. 
Meier, it must not be done until ready; if according to R. Jose, 
it may be done even before the earth was brought ? His act 
was in accordance with R. Jose's decision. But in the place of 
Amimar the earth was dear, and not so frequently found ; when 
the earth was brought he relied upon the sellers and gave the 
money ; otherwise, he did not. 

And also manure of the whole year , etc . Is not the statement 
of the sages the same as that of the first Tana? Said Rabha : 
They may differ concerning the rain-season, in which is allowed 
to be done, in accordance with the decision of the first Tana ; and 
according to the sages, it may be done only in the sun-season, but 
not in the rain-season. 

For all mentioned above , etc . There was a man who paid a 
stipulated amount for an outfit to be delivered at the house 
of his daughter’s father-in-law ; in the meantime the value of the 
equipment was reduced (and the father-in-law refused to receive 
it for the value stipulated), and when the case came before R. 
Papa he decided that if the price was stipulated at the rate existing 
when the goods were to be delivered, then he must give for it the 
existing price, and if this stipulation was not made, he has to accept 
it at the previous price. Said the rabbis to R. Papa: And even 
then why should he pay him the higher price ? The money paid 
does not give title ? And he answered : My decision also was 
only concerning the curse mentioned in the Mishna. If it was 
stipulated, and the seller retracted, he has to accept the above 
curse ; and if it was not stipulated, and the buyer retracts, then 
the above curse applies to the latter. 

MISHNA IX.: One may lend his gardeners wheat to return 
him in the harvest-time the same measure, for the purpose of sow¬ 
ing, but not for consuming. (This was stated because) Raban 
Gamaliel used to do so with his gardeners, but if afterwards the 
price changed to a higher or a lower one, he always took the lower 
price to benefit the gardener, not because so was the Halakha, 
but because he wanted to act rigorously for himself. 

GEMARA: The rabbis taught: “One may borrow his garden¬ 
er's wheat, etc., for sowing, if he has not started work, but not if he 
has." Why did not theTanaof our Mishnamakeadifference, when 
the Tana of the Boraitha did ? Said Rabha: R. Aidi explained to 
me thus: The Tana of the Mishna speaks of a place where the 
gardener usually sows the field with his own wheat, and there is no 


184 


THE BABYLONIAN TALMUD. 


difference whether he started to work or not. As long as he did 
not furnish the seed the owner may eject him ; consequently, if 
he lends him his wheat, it is not considered a loan, but as a stipu¬ 
lation that he shall work for the owner of the field, and the owner 
shall receive from the share of the gardener that measure of grain 
which was advanced to him (and therefore, no matter if after¬ 
wards the price was raised, it is not usury). And the Tana of the 
Boraitha speaks of a place where usually the owner of the estate 
furnished the seed, and he (the owner) has changed the custom 
of his place; because his field was in good condition he made the 
gardener furnish the seed. Then, if the gardener has not started 
his work as yet, so that the owner may eject him, the above 
stipulation may be made, as it is considered a business matter, 
not a loan ; but if his work is already begun, for which reason he 
cannot be ejected by the owner, and then the gardener is com¬ 
pelled to borrow the seed from the owner, it is considered a loan; 
and if the grain becomes higher, if he returns him the same 
measure it appears usurious. 

The rabbis taught: “ One may be asked by his neighbor for a 
loan of grain, to return the same at a certain time if the price 
will not be lower; but if it will, then he shall be paid in money at 
the price now existing. If, however, such stipulation was not 
made, if it became lower, he may return him with grain ; if higher, 
he has to pay him in money at the price existing at the time bor¬ 
rowed, according to the explanation of R. Shesheth. 

MISHNA X.: One must not lend a kur of wheat that it shall 
be returned to him from the barn (for fear it may become dearer). 
He may, however, lend him until his son came with the key. 
Hillel, however, forbids even this, as he used to say: A woman 
must not lend a loaf of bread to her neighbor, unless a price is 
stipulated for it, for fear wheat may become dearer, and then the 
return of the loaf will appear usurious. 

GEMARA: Said R. Huna : “ The statement of the Mishna 
that one may borrow wheat until he found the key: it is allowed 
only to borrow as much as he possesses; if he possesses a saah, 
he may borrow one ; if two, two.” R. Itzhak, however, said that 
even if he possesses only one saah, he may borrow many kurs (as 
the title of this saah is not secured to the lender and he may use 
it for himself; consequently the borrowed grain is to be returned 
from that of the market, and this saah he possesses remains free ; 
on which he may borrow many saahs). Taught R. Hyya to support 
R. Itzhak : (“ One must not borrow wine or oil if he does not pos- 
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sess) a drop of wine, a drop of oil.” From which it is to be in¬ 
ferred that if he possesses one drop he may borrow upon it many 
drops. 

Hillel forbids , etc . Said R. Nahaman in the name of Samuel: 
The Halakha prevails in accordance with Hillel. (The Gemara, 
however, says :) The Halakha does not prevail in accordance with 
R. Nahaman’s statement. 

As he used to say , etc . Said R. Jehuda in the name of Samuel: 
Hillel stands alone with his statement, as the majority of the 
sages hold that it may be borrowed and repaid anonymously 
(without any stipulation). The same said again in the name of 
the said authority: Society men transgress who are not very 
particular with each other regarding the size, weight, and num¬ 
ber of things borrowed and returned (if they borrow from one 
another, and do not care to make return in kind and in the same 
manner, they transgress the commandment, “Thou shalt not 
cheat thy brother in measure, etc.,” as they accept more or less 
than was borrowed). And also as regards violence, Sabbaths, and 
festivals, if they lend to each other on these days, according to 
Hillel, they are also accused of usury. The same said again in 
the name of the said authority: Scholars who know the law of 
usury may lend each other for interest (as they know the law, 
they give the interest by means of a present). Samuel said to 
Abuhu b. Ihi: Lend me a hundred peppus; I will return you a 
hundred and twenty, and it will be right (not as usury, but as a 
present). R. Jehuda, in the name of Rabh, said : One may lend 
to his sons or family for usury, to give them an idea how hard it is 
to pay usury and to understand the great punishment of it. (Said 
the Gemara :) This, however, must not be practised, as they may 
get accustomed to it, and afterwards lend money for usury. 

MISHNA XL: One may say to his neighbor: Help me in 
weeding or in digging around my vineyard to-day, and in return 
I will help you on some other day; but he must not say: “ Help 
me in weeding and I will help you in digging, or vice versa . All 
the days of the rainy season are considered alike, and the same is 
the case with the days of the sunny season; but one must not 
say: “ Help me in the sunny season and I will help you in the 
rainy season,” or vice versa . 

Raban Gamaliel says: There is a kind of usury which may be 
named preceding usury, and also another kind which may be 
named succeeding usury. How so? If one is to borrow money 
from another, and he sends him a present previously for this 
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purpose, it is a preceding usury ; if one has kept the money of 
his neighbor for a certain time, and on repaying he sends a 
present, saying: “This is for the favor you did in leaving the 
money in my hand for such a time ”—this is succeeding usury. 
R. Simeon says: There is also usury of talk. One must not say : 
I inform you that such and such a man, whom you are anxious 
to see, has arrived (and for this information you shall favor me 
with a loan). The following transgress the negative command¬ 
ment of usury: The lender, the borrower, the surety, and the 
witnesses. The sages add also the scribe. They transgress the 
following commandment [Lev. xxv. 37; also ibid . 36, and Ex. 
xxii. 24, and in the verse: “Ye shall not lay upon him usury;” 
and finally, Lev. xix. 114] : “Ye shall not put a stumbling block 
before the blind, but thou shalt be afraid of thy God. I am the 
Lord.” 

GEMARA: There is a Boraitha : R. Simeon b. Joa’ling said : 
Whence do we deduce that, if one owes his neighbor a hundred 
zuz, and it was not customary for him before the loan to greet 
him first, he must not do so after the loan took place? From 
[Deut. xxiii. 20] : “ Interest of anything, etc.,” i.e , 9 that even a 
word must not be given as interest. 

And the following transgress , etc . Said Abayi: “The lender 
transgresses all the commandments mentioned; the borrower 
transgresses the commandments of Deuteronomy mentioned 
above and of Leviticus, xix. 14. The witnesses, however, trans¬ 
gress the commandment of Exodus, xxii. 24.” 

We have learned in another Boraitha : “ The usurers lose more 
than they profit (as said above, finally they lose all they possess); 
furthermore, they make Moses our master a fool, and his law 
untrue, saying: If he knew that usury brought great profit, he 
would not have written that it is prohibited.” 

When R. Dimi came from Palestine, he said : Whence do we 
deduce that if one is aware that his debtor has nothing with which 
to pay, he must not pass him by? From the verse [Ex. xxii. 
24] cited above. R. Ami and R. Assi both said : One who does so 
is as if he caused his debtor to suffer from lire and water; as it is 
written [Psalm lxvi. 12] : “Thou hast caused men to ride on our 
head ; we entered into fire and into water.” R. Jehuda said, in 
the name of Rabh : Who lends money to any one without wit¬ 
nesses transgresses the commandment: “Ye shall not put a 
stumbling block before the blind.” Reish Lakish adds that he who 
does so draws a curse upon himself, as it is written [Ibid. xxxi. 
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19] : “ Let the lying lips be made dumb which speak hard things 
against the righteous.” (Rashi explains this as meaning that in 
case the debtor denies the entire claim of his creditor, people 
usually believe the debtor and curse the creditor.) 

The rabbis said to R. Ashi: Rabina adheres strictly to all 
that the rabbis ordained. (And to try whether it is so,) R. Ashi 
sent to him on one eve of Sabbath : Let the master send me ten 
zuz, as I have a chance to get a bargain. And he answered : 
Let the master appoint witnesses or write a note. And R. Ashi 
sent to him: Do you demand this also from me? And he 
answered : In much the more from you, master, who are always 
engaged in your study. It can easily escape your mind, and I 
would draw a curse on myself. 

The rabbis taught: “ The following three cry for help without 
being heard : Who lends money without witnesses, who buys a 
lord to himself, and he over whom his wife rules.” What is 
meant by “ who buys a lord to himself ” ? Who assigns his pos¬ 
sessions to his children while he is still alive. Other number 
among the cries for help which are not heard, that of him who 
suffers in one city and does not try to find his livelihood in 
another. 


CHAPTER VI. 


REGULATIONS CONCERNING HIRING LABORERS, CATTLE, OR TRANS* 

FERR1NG GOODS, THE RESPONSIBILITIES OF THE DRIVERS, ETC. 

MISHNA /. .* He who hired servants (for the daytime), and 
they deceived one another, there is nothing but resentment. (The 
explanation is given farther on.) If one hired a driver or a carrier 
to bring trumpets, flutes for a wedding or funeral, or day laborers 
to take out flax from its steeping, or to do things which, if not 
done on the day of hiring, would cause damage, and they retracted: 
if there were no others to be hired for the same price, the employer 
may increase the amount of their hire, or deceive them (i.e., prom¬ 
ise an increase, but pay only according to the first agreement). If 
one hired servants, and they retracted, they have to suffer; if, 
however, the employer retracted, he has to suffer. (This is the 
rule :) Whoever changes or retracts his words, has to suffer for the 
injury caused. 

GEMARA: The Mishna does not state that the servants 
have retracted, but that they have deceived one another, which is 
to be understood, the servants have deceived one another. How 
was the case ? The employer appointed one of his servants to 
hire laborers for him, and he deceived them. (Let us see.) How 
was it ? If the employer told him to hire men for four zuz a day, 
and he hired them for three, they have agreed for the price, and 
what has resentment to do here? On the other hand, if the em¬ 
ployer told him to hire men for three zuz, and he promised four, 
then, if he told them that they would receive their payment from 
himself, let him pay the difference from his own pocket, as we 
have learned in the following Boraitha: “ If one hires a laborer 

to do his work, and thereafter instructed him to do the work of 
another, he must pay him the full payment, and the reward for 
his labor he may demand from the employer?” The case was, he 
said to the laborer that the employer will pay, z.e. f he has not fixed 
any price. But let them see how the price for a day for laborers 
stands ? The case was that there were some employers who paid 
three, and some who paid four, and the laborers may claim: “ If 
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we did not understand from your words that we were to get four, 
we would take the trouble to look for other employers who pay 
four.” And if you wish, it may be said that the Mishna treats of 
servants who possess their own fields (and they do not hire them¬ 
selves unless for a higher price than the ordinary), and they may 
claim: “ If we did not understand that we were to get four, it 
would be a humiliation for us to hire ourselves for a lower price.” 
It can also be explained that the Mishna treats of laborers who 
are doing work only for others, and nevertheless they may claim : 
“ Because we understood that we were to get four zuz, we troubled 
ourselves to make a good job.” But, then, their work should be 
examined ? The case was, they were engaged in digging a trench 
which was filled with water, and could not be examined. And if 
you wish, it may be said that the employer told the servant to 
hire laborers for four zuz a day, and he hired them for three; 
and although they agreed to work for the price, they may be angry 
with the hirer, saying: “ Do you not hold to the verse [Proverbs, 
iii. 27]: 4 Withhold not a benefit . . . when it is in the 

power of thy hand to do it ’ ? ” After all, it may be said that the 
Tana of our Mishna by the expression “ deceived ” means also “ re¬ 
tracted ” (and he treats of a direct agreement between the employ¬ 
er and the servants), as we have learned in the following Boraitha : 
“ If one has hired laborers, and they have deceived the employer, 
or vice versa f they have nothing but resentment, provided they did 
not go to work at all. But if the drivers went for grain and did 
not find any, or field laborers went to work and found that the 
field was as yet wet, they get the full payment. Plowever, the 
hire of a driver who loads his wagon and delivers it to the proper 
place is not to be the same as the hire of one who did not find any 
load; and the same is the case with laborers who are engaged in 
work all day compared with those who are idle the whole day. 
All this, however, relates to when they had not yet begun the 
labor; but if they began, their labor must be valued for what they 
have done. How so? If they agreed to cut stalks or to weave a 
garment for the price of two salas, and they left their work, having 
done the half of it, the work done must be appraised ; if, e.g ., their 
work was worth six dinars, they may be given one sala (which is 
eight dinars), or they may be let finish their work, and take two 
salas. And if it was worth only one sala, they get a sala. R. 
Dossa, however, says the remaining work must be appraised, and 
they get the difference; eg ., if the remamhig work can be done 
for less than s>x, they get only one-half a sala (although they have 
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done the half of the work), or they may be let finish their work, 
and take two ; but if the remaining work could be done for a sala, 
the laborer who has done the half gets a full sala. However, all 
this is said of such things as do not become spoiled if the work is 
done later; but in cases in which the work may become spoiled, 
he may hire other laborers on their account, or he may deceive 
them. How so? He may say to them : “ I made the agreement 
with you to work for one sala; now, however, I raise it to the 
amount of two.” To what amount may he increase the hire? To 
the amount of forty to fifty zuz, provided there are no other la¬ 
borers to hire for a lower price ; but if there are, and the retracting 
laborers tell him to get his work done by them, he has nothing 
but resentment. 

A disciple taught before Rabh that the full amount must be 
paid, but Rabh said : My uncle (R. Hyga) said : “ If I were the 
hirer, I would pay only for the loss of time,” and thou sayest that 
he must pay the full amount. The Gemara questioned: Does 
the above Boraitha not add : The hire of a driver who loads his 
wagon, etc., is not to be the same as the hire of one who did not 
find any load ? (Why, then, did not Rabh refer him to this Bo¬ 
raitha, and not to his uncle ?) Rabh was not aware of the above 
addition. According to others, he was aware of it; and concern¬ 
ing this Boraitha he says : My uncle said : “ If I were the hirer, 
I would pay nothing,” and thou sayest that loss of time must be 
paid. But, if so, there is a difficulty. It might be said that R. 
Hyga speaks of laborers that he appointed yesterday to come to 
work early in the morning, and rain made the field wet at night, 
so that it was unfit for work ; and in such a case the laborers ought 
to know it, and not come to work at all. The Boraitha treats of a 
case where both the employer and the laborers were not aware of 
the fact that the field was unfit for work at that time. And so also 
declared Rabh elsewhere: If one hired laborers to dig a trench, 
to begin their labor on the morrow, and at night rain filled the 
trench with water, then, if at the time he hired them he notified 
them of the place where the trench was to be found, the laborers 
have to suffer the loss (seeing the rain, they ought not to come to 
work); but if at the time he hired them he did not notify them of 
the place where the trench was to be found, he must pay for the 
loss of time (as they may say : How were we to know that the 
trench was placed where it was raining?). The same said again : 
If one hired laborers to wet his fields, and in the meantime rain 
came, the laborers suffer the damage. If, however, they become 
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wet by the overflow of a river, the employer must pay them for 
the loss of time. He said again : If one hired laborers to wet his 
fields, and in the middle of the day the river from which the water 
was to be taken ceased to flow, if this was an accident the laborers 
have to suffer. If, however, this happens with the river frequently, 
the employer must suffer; provided the laborers were strangers 
and did not know the nature of this river. He also said : If the 
work for which the laborers were hired for a day was finished at 
the middle of the day, he may engage them with other similar 
or easier work, but not with harder. And if he has not such, he 
nevertheless must pay them the full amount. Why so? Let him 
pay them for the loss of time only ? Rabha speaks of carriers of 
Mahuza (his city), who used to become weak when they had noth¬ 
ing to do (in the daytime). 

The master said: The labor already done must be appraised, 
and if it was worth six dinars, they get a sala (eight dinars). 
Hence the rabbis hold that the laborers always have the preference. 

“ Or let them finish their work, and take two salas.” Is this 
not self-evident ? The case was that the labor became dearer, 
and the laborers and the employer became reconciled. Lest one 
claim that the laborers may say : “ We accepted your reconciliation 
with the intention that you will raise our wages” (and as, accord¬ 
ing to the rabbis, the laborers always have the preference, their 
claim should be taken into consideration), he comes to teach us 
that the employer may say: “ My intention in becoming recon¬ 
ciled was to give you a good meal.” 

“ If the labor were worth one sala, they get it.” Is this not 
self-evident ? The case was, that at the time he hired them the 
labor was cheaper. He, however, promised to raise one zuz. 
Thereafter the labor became a zuz higher: lest one say that the 
laborers may claim that they were promised a zuz over the exist¬ 
ing price, consequently they have to get two zuz more, he 
comes to teach us that the employer may say: “ I was aware 
that the labor is worth a sala, and it will be increased to this 
extent sometime. I therefore promised to pay you the proper 
price, but not to add a zuz above the proper price.”* 

“ R. Dossa said,” etc. As he holds, the employer has the 
preference. But to what purpose does he add : “ Or let them 
finish the work and take two salas ” ? Is this not self-evident ? 


* Rashi explains this passage in another manner, which is somewhat complicated. 
Our translation seems to us to be the right one. 
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He treats of a case where the labor became cheaper and the 
employer locked them out, and afterwards the laborers became 
reconciled to him: lest one say that the employer may claim that 
he accepted the reconciliation with the intention to lower the price, 
he comes to teach us that the laborers may say they have become 
reconciled to him with the intention of making a good job. But 
to what purpose does he continue, that if a sala, etc. ? Is this 
not self-evident? Said R. Huna b. R. Nathan: He speaks of a 
case where the laborers have lowered the price a zuz, and there¬ 
after the labor became a zuz cheaper: lest one say that the 
employer may claim: “ My agreement was to give a zuz less 
than the current price, consequently I have now to pay two zuz 
less,” he comes to teach us that the laborers may claim: “ We 
were aware that the labor may become cheaper, and were willing 
to work for the proper price, but not lower than that.” 

Said Rabh : The Halakha prevails in accordance with R. Dossa. 
Did, indeed, Rabh say so ? Has he not said that a day laborer 
may retract even in the middle of the day ? And lest one say that 
R. Dossa makes a difference between a day laborer and a piece¬ 
worker, the following Boraitha shows that he makes no differ¬ 
ence, namely: “ If one hired a laborer, and in the middle of the 
day the latter heard that one of his relatives died, or he became ill 
from sunstroke, whether he was a day laborer or a piece-worker he 
gets the full payment.” Now, according to whom is it? Shall 
we assume it is according to the rabbis ? Why, then, need it to 
be said that it was accident ? Even without this the rabbis hold 
that the laborer always has the preference. It must therefore be in 
accordance with R. Dossa; hence he makes no difference between 
the above two kinds of laborers ? 

Said R. Nahaman b. Itzhak: The Boraitha treats of a case 
where the work would be lost if not finished in the same day, and 
therefore only in case of an accident does he get the full payment 
in accordance with all of them; but in other cases there is a dif¬ 
ference between the two kinds of laborers mentioned above (ac¬ 
cording to R. Dossa). And if you wish, it may be said that the 
statement of our Mishna, that “ he who retracts his word must 
suffer the damage,” is to be interpreted as we have learned in the 
following Boraitha : “ Whoever retracts.” How so ? If one sold 
a field for a thousand zuz, and the buyer gave him a deposit of 
two hundred, if the seller retracts, the buyer has the preference; 
he may insist upon the return of his money, or he shall furnish 
him with the best estate for the value of his deposited money. If, 
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however, the buyer retracts, the seller has the preference; he may 
return him the money, or give him the worst estate he has for the 
value of his money. R. Simeon b. Gamaliel, however, says (that 
in case one buys an estate by instalment), an agreement must be 
written to prevent any retraction. How so? The seller writes : 
“ I, so-and-so, sold such-and-such a field to so-and-so for one 
thousand zuz, of which two hundred were paid, and the balance 
of eight hundred is to be paid afterwards,” then the agreement is 
in full force even for many years. 

The master said : “ Or best estates for his money.” At the 

first sight it is to be understood the best estate the seller possesses. 
Why so ? Let him be considered a creditor, of whom a Mishna 
states that he has to collect from the middle one; and, secondly, 
he has given the money for a certain estate which is still in exist¬ 
ence? Said R. Nahaman b. Itzhak: The Boraitha means to say, 
in both case?, from the best and the worst of the field in question. 
R. Aha Aiga, however, says: There is no contradiction even 
when it means from the best estate he possesses, as usually a 
poor man who buys an estate for a thousand zuz has to sell out 
his personal property or small estates for a cheap price, so that if 
the seller retracts the buyer suffers damage, and there is a Mishna 
that all damages must be appraised from the best estate. 

R. Simeon b. Gamaliel said: “The seller writes,” etc. We 
see, then, that the buyer acquired title only because of the agree¬ 
ment, and not otherwise ; but did not a Boraitha state : “ If one 

gave a deposit to his neighbor, and said : Should I retract, my 
deposit shall be relinquished to you, and the seller said: Should 
I retract, I shall return you the deposit in double, the stipulations 
are of avail; so is the decree of R. Jose.” [R. Jose is in accordance 
with his theory that an asmakhta gives title.] R. Jehuda, how¬ 
ever, said : It is sufficient that the buyer should acquire title to 
the amount of his deposit. Said R. Simeon b. Gamaliel: All 
this is only in case the buyer said : My deposit shall give me title. 
If, however, there was sold to him a field for a thousand zuz, and in 
payment thereon he gives him five hundred zuz, title is given to 
the buyer to the whole field, and he has to give him the remainder 
even during many years (hence we see that according to him title 
is acquired even if it was not so written as stated above). This 
presents no difficulty. The Boraitha speaks of when the seller 
agrees to wait for the remainder, and the Mishna speaks of when 
the seller was in need of money, and insisted upon immediate pay¬ 
ment (which shows that he sold him the article only because he 
13 
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was in need of money, and would not like to give him title until 
the whole amount was paid ; as Rabha said elsewhere: If one 
has sold an article, when he was in need of money, and received a 
deposit from the buyer, title is not acquired unless the whole 
amount is paid; but when the seller was not in need of money, 
and did not insist upon immediate payment of the remainder, title 
is acquired). 

Rabha said again : 44 If one lends a hundred zuz to his 
neighbor, and he returns the sum in instalments by single zuzes, 
although it was not so stipulated, the payment is valid, and the 
lender has nothing but resentment, as he may say that the bor¬ 
rower had harmed him, for he could have done business with 
the money if it were paid to him in one payment. 

There was a man who sold an ass while he was in need of 
money, and the buyer paid him the whole amount less one zuz. 
R. Ashi was deliberating if in such a case title is acquired or 
not. Said R. Mordechai to him : So said Abimi of Hagrunia 
in the name of Rabha, that one zuz is considered the same as 
many, and title is not acquired. Said R. A’ha b. R. Joseph to 
R. Ashi : But we have heard in the name of Rabha that title is 
acquired ; and he answered : The Halakha you have heard in 
the name of Rabha must be interpreted, in case it was certain 
that’ he has sold his field on account of its infertility, and the 
insisting upon the payment of the remainder was only because 
he was afraid he shall retract. 

It is certain that if one was in need of a hundred zuz, and 
could not find any one to buy an estate for this amount, and 
sold out for two hundred (and received a deposit of one hundred 
zuz), and insisted upon the immediate payment of the remainder, 
then title is not acquired. But how is it when, if the same 
would trouble himself to find a buyer for one hundred zuz, he 
could get one, but he did not, and sold out for two hundred 
zuz, and was insisting upon the immediate payment of the 
remainder ? Shall we assume that this case should be considered 
as the case of selling a field on account of infertility, stated 
above ; or is it not because, after all, he sold out this field 
unwillingly, owing to the need of money ? This question 
remained undecided. 

If one hired a driver . . . or he may deceive them . But 

to what amount may he hire others on their account ? Said R. 
Na'hman : To that amount which the employer owes them for 
the labor done already. Rabha objected to this statement from 
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the Boraitha stated above (p. 190), that he may hire on their 
account to the sum of from forty to fifty zuz ; and R. Na’hman 
answered : The above Boraitha speaks of a case where the 
laborers place their instruments to such an amount in the house 
of the employer. 

MISHNA //..* If one hired an ass for use on a mountain, 
and he used it in a valley, or vice versa , although the distance 
for which it was hired was equal in both ways (as, e.g. y ten miles), 
and the ass dies, the hirer is responsible. If he hired it to use it 
on the mountain, and he used it in a valley instead, and the ass 
slipped, he is free (because this could surely occur on the moun¬ 
tain, upon which such a case is more frequent) ; if, however, it 
was overheated, he is responsible. The reverse is the case when 
he used it on the mountain instead of in the valley : if it slipped, 
he is responsible ; and if it is overheated, he is free. If, how¬ 
ever, it was overheated because of the ascending to the top of 
the mountain, he is responsible. If one hired an ass and it 
became blind, or it was taken for an angaria (/.<?., taken by the 
Government for labor), the owner may say : 44 Yours (which you 
have hired) is before you.” If, however, it dies, or broke a foot, 
he must furnish him with another ass. 

GEMARA : Why does the Mishna make a difference in the 
second part between slipping and overheating, and does not do 
so in the first part ? In the school of R. Yanai was said : Be¬ 
cause in the first part the plaintiff may claim the animal dies 
owing to the air of the mountain ; (if it was hired for a valley, , 
he may say that it was not used to the air of a mountain, and 
if for a mountain, he may claim it was not used to the air of a 
valley. R. Jose b. Hanina, however, said : The Mishna treats 
of when it dies owing to overwork, and Rabba says : The 
Mishna treats of when it dies from the bite of a snake (so the 
plaintiff may claim : If you had used it for the place hired, such 
would not have occurred). R. Hyya b. Abba, in the name of 
R. Johanan, said : The Mishna is in accordance with R. Meier, 
who holds that one who has done contrary to the agreement 
with the owner is considered a robber, and is responsible. 
Where is to be found such a statement by R. Meier ? In the 
following Boraitha : 44 If one has given a dinar to a poor man for 
the purpose of buying himself a shirt, he must not buy a gar¬ 
ment, and if for the purpose of a garment, he must not buy a 
shirt, because this would be contrary to the intention of the 
donor.” 
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But perhaps there is another reason ; namely, people shall 
not say: 11 So-and-so has promised to furnish a garment for the 
poor so-and-so,’’ and did not keep his promise ? Then R. Meier 
should state : Because of suspicion. Why, then, his reason, 
44 because it is contrary to the intention,” etc.? Hence he holds 
that every change of the intention of the owner is considered 
robbery. Infer from this that so it is. 

Or it was taken , etc . Said Rabh : The case is only when it 
is an angaria which is to be afterwards returned ; but if it is an 
angaria which is not to be returned, he must furnish him with 
another ass. Samuel, however, maintains : There is no differ¬ 
ence what kind of an angaria it was ; if it was taken for using to 
the same place where the hirer intends to go, the owner may 
say to him : 44 Yours is before you.” If, however, it was taken 
in a contrary direction, then the owner must furnish him with 
another ass. An objection was raised from the following : If 
one hired an ass, and it became blind or mad, the owner may 
say : 44 Yours which you have hired is before you.” If, how¬ 
ever, it dies, or it was subject to an angaria, he must furnish 
him with another ass. This would be correct in accordance with 
Rabh’s theory, as the Boraitha may treat of an angaria which is 
not to be returned ; but Samuel’s statement it contradicts. 
And lest one say that the Boraitha speaks of when it was taken 
away in a contrary direction, so that it could agree with Sam¬ 
uel’s statement also, it cannot hold good, because of the latter 
part of the same Boraitha, which states : R. Simeon b. Elazar 
said that if it was taken away for use in the same direction, the 
owner may say : 44 Yours is before you ” ; and if in a contrary 
direction, he must furnish him with another ass. Now, from 
the statement of the latter it is to be inferred that it makes no 
difference to the first Tana in what direction it was taken ? Sam¬ 
uel may say : Is there not a Tana who is in accordance with my 
theory ? I hold with R. Simeon b. Elazar, and if you wish, it 
may be said that the whole Boraitha is in accordance with R. 
Simeon b. Elazar, but it is not complete, and should read thus : 
If one hires an ass, which becomes blind or mad, the owner may 
say : 44 Yours which you hired is before you.” If, however, it 
dies or becomes subject to an angaria, he must furnish him with 
another ass. This, however, was said if it was taken away in 
another direction ; but if it was taken away in the same direc¬ 
tion he intended to go, the owner may say : 44 Yours is before 
you ” (you may accompany this one until the officers of the 
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Government will meet another ass, and yours will be returned to 
you). So is the decree of R. Simeon b. Elazar, as he used to 
say that only if it was taken in another direction must he furnish 
him with another ass, and not otherwise. But how can you 
interpret the Boraitha in accordance with him ? Have we not 
heard him stating that if one has hired an ass for the purpose of 
riding upon it, and it becomes blind or mad, the owner must 
furnish him with another one, which contradicts the statement 
of the Boraitha in question ? Said Rabba b. R. Huna : For the 
purpose of riding, it is different (as he cannot ride upon a blind 
or mad animal, but as for carrying burdens, he can do so even 
with the same). Said R. Papa : If he had hired the ass for the 
purpose of carrying glassware, the case is the same as if he hired 
it for riding. 

Rabba b. Huna, in the name of Rabh, said: 44 If one has 
hired an ass for the purpose of riding, and it dies while in the 
middle of the way, he has to pay the half of the agreed price, 
and he has nothing but resentment.'’ Let us see. How was 
the case ? If the carcass of this ass would pay for delivering the 
burden to the place to which it was hired, what had resentment 
to do here ? Let him sell the carcass, and deliver the goods, 
and if this is not the case, why should not the owner deliver the 
goods to the place ? The case was such that one could not be 
found, to be hired for delivery ; and the owner may claim pay¬ 
ment from the place from which it was taken, to the place 
directed. But let us see. How was the agreement ? If it was 
for any ass to carry the goods, then certainly he must furnish 
him with another one, and if for this ass, then let him sell the 
carcass for the purpose of carrying his goods. This was when 
the sale of the carcass would not yield the amount needed. But 
even if the carcass would pay, may he do so ? (Did, then, the 
owner sell him this ass ? The decision of the Mishna is that he 
shall furnish him with another ass ; consequently he has not 
given him any title for this one ?) Rabh is in accordance with 
his theory who said elsewhere that the principal amount must 
not be totally consumed, as it was taught : “ If one has hired 
an ass, and it dies while in the middle of the way," Rabh said, 
that if the carcass would pay to buy another one instead, he may 
do so ; but if it would pay only to hire another one, he must 
not. Samuel, however, maintains he may, and the point of their 
differing is the total consumption of the principal amount of the 
thing hired. According to Rabh, it must not be consumed 
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(and the statement of the Mishna, that he must furnish him 
with another ass, is in case it dies while yet under the control of 
the owner, so that if he sells the carcass he adds to this amount 
and buys another ass, and so the principal amount is not wholly 
consumed as in case of selling the carcass for the purpose of 
hiring another one) ; and according to Samuel, even the total 
consuming of the principal amount is allowed. 

The rabbis taught : “If one hires a boat, and it sinks in the 
middle of the way, R. Nathan said : If he has paid, the money 
remains with the same owner ; but if he has not paid, he has 
nothing to pay.” Let us see. How is the case? If the 
agreement was “ for this boat in which I shall carry wine to a 
certain place,” why, then, should he not collect what he paid 
for ? He should claim for another boat for delivering wine, and 
if it was for any boat, for delivering this wine, why should he 
not pay, even if he has not done so until now ? Let the owner 
claim for the wine he has agreed to deliver, and he will furnish 
another boat ; and if the wine is lost, and the hirer cannot keep 
his agreement, let him pay. Said R. Papa : R. Nathan's deci¬ 
sion can be explained only in case the agreement was “ for this 
boat and this wine,” but if the agreement was “ for any boat and 
any wine,” the loss must be divided. 

The rabbis taught : “ If one hires a boat for a certain place, 
and has unloaded it while in the middle of the way, he has to 
pay for the half way, and the owner has nothing but resent¬ 
ment.” How is the case ? If the owner has the opportunity 
to let it, why then resentment ? And if not, why should he 
not get pay for the whole way ? The case was, the owner had 
an opportunity to let it. He claims, however, that the load¬ 
ing and unloading, which must be done twice, damages the 
boat. But if so, the claim is a just one, and he has to be paid. 
Read in the Boraitha thus : In the middle of the way he loads 
more, and the agreement was that he may load as much as he 
likes, and shall be paid according to the weight of the load ; and 
if he adds more in the middle of the way, he has to pay him 
for this loading for the half way only. But, then, what is the 
resentment for ? For the losing of time. 

The rabbis taught : “ If one hires an ass for the purpose 
of riding, the hirer may place on it his garment, his bottles 
with beverages, and food for himself for that day. More than 
this, however, the driver may prevent. The driver may also 
place hay and barley and food for himself for this day only. 
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More than this, the hirer may prevent/' How is it? If on 
the way, food can be bought, why should not the driver prevent 
the hirer from placing more food than for one day ? And if it 
could not be bought, why should the driver be prevented from 
taking food for more than one day ? Said R. Papa : The case 
was, that food could be obtained at the inn only, and for a 
driver it is customary to trouble himself, in the city, to find 
out who is selling food for the ass and himself, which is not the 
case with the hirer. 

The rabbis taught: 44 If one hires an ass for the riding of a 
male, the same must not be used for a female ; if for a female, 
a male may ride on it. There is, however, no difference whether 
the female was tall or short, pregnant or nursing." If you say 
that a woman nursing a child, which are two bodies, may, is it 
not self-evident that a pregnant woman, which is only one body, 
may ? Said R. Papa : It means even when she was both preg¬ 
nant and nursing. 

MISHNA III.: If one hires a cow for the purpose of plough¬ 
ing on the mountain, with all the implements belonging to it, and 
he plough in a valley, if the plough-handle breaks he is free ; 
if vice versa , and it breaks, he is responsible. If to thresh 
pulse, and he threshes grain, he is free ; but if to thresh grain, 
and he threshes pulse, he is responsible, because pulse becomes 
slippery (and thus the plough-handles can easily break). 

GEMARA : But how is it if the plough-handle breaks with¬ 
out any change of the agreement : who has to pay for it ? Said 
R. Papa : He who holds the handle of the plough (because it 
breaks owing to his carelessness) ; and R. Shesha b. R. Idi says : 
He who manages the handle in such a manner that the plough 
digs deeper in the ground than it ought to, and so the Halakha 
prevails. In a place, however, which was known to them as 
strong ground, etc., both the holder of the plough-handle and 
the manager are responsible. 

R. Johanan said : If one sells a cow to his neighbor, saying : 
44 This cow is a gorer, a biter, a kicker, lying down while labor¬ 
ing, ' ' and in reality it was afflicted with only one of these defects, 
the sale is invalid (as the buyer, on examining it, may not find one 
or two of the defects he was told of, and thinks the seller is only 
jesting, and the cow has no defects at all). If, however, he 
says: It is afflicted with one of the defects mentioned above, 
and it has also some other defects, although it was afflicted with 
only this one, the sale is valid (because it was the buyer's duty 
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to search for such defects as were mentioned to him). So, also, 
we have learned in the following Boraitha : " If one sells a 
female slave, telling the buyer that she is an idiot, epileptic, and 
becomes confounded, and she was afflicted with only one of 
these, the sale is invalid (for the reason stated above). If, how¬ 
ever, he says she is afflicted with one of the defects mentioned 
above, and she has also other defects, the sale is valid.” R. 
A’ha b. Rabha questioned R. Ashi : How is it, if she has indeed 
all those defects (and the buyer claims that because the seller 
mentioned all the defects separately, he thought he was jesting, 
but if he had been aware that she was afflicted, he would not 
have bought her) ? Said R. Mordechai to R. Ashi : So was it 
said in the name of Rabha, that in such a case the sale is valid. 

MISHNA IV.: If one hired an ass for carrying wheat, and 
he used it for barley (of the same weight as the wheat he had 
spoken of, and the ass becomes injured), he is responsible. For 
grain, and he used it for straw, he is responsible, because an 
increase of volume makes the load harder for the animal. If 
for half a kur of wheat, and he used it for half a kur of barley, 
there is no responsibility. If, however, he has increased the 
size (although it was equal in weight to the half kur of wheat), 
he is responsible. How much must the load be increased to 
make him responsible ? Symmachos, in the name of R. Meier, 
said : One saah for a camel, and three kabs for an ass. 

GEMARA : It was taught : Abayi said : We read in the 
Mishna : “ The volume of the load is like the weight (i.e., 
loads of the same volume are considered of the same weight as 
regards the stress on the animal, and if he added these kab to 
the volume bargained for, he is responsible for any injury to the 
ass). Rabha, however, said : We read in the Mishna : It is as 
hard for loading— i.e., weight is weight, and the volume is an 
addition, and if he changed the load for a more voluminous one, 
although of the same weight, he is responsible for the addi¬ 
tional volume. 

There is an objection from our Mishna if it were hired to 
carry half a kur of wheat, and he used it for half a kur of barley: 
“If he has increased the size, etc., is it not meant three kabs ” 
(as the explanation of Abayi) ? Nay ; it means a saah (and the 
Mishna is interpreted thus: If for carrying a half kur of wheat, 
and he used it for a half kur of barley, he is free, although he 
changed the article, as the change was lighter; if, however, he 
had increased the barley to the weight of wheat, he is respon- 
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sible, owing to the increase of size). But does not the Mishna 
state further on: “ How much must the load be increased 
. . . a saah for a camel,” etc.? This is not a continuation of 

the former, but a separate statement; thus, when there was no 
change in the article, and weight was added to the usual load, 
how much should be added in order to make him responsible? 
Symmachos says, etc.: Come and hear (another objection): “ If 
it were for carrying a half kur of wheat, and he used it for sixteen 
saahs of barley, he is responsible.” From which is to be inferred 
that if he added only three kabs he is free ? Abayi explained 
that this Boraitha speaks of a load counted by stricken measures; 
according to others, reduced in weight by being worm-eaten.* 

The rabbis taught: “ An addition of one kab makes one 
responsible when he has hired one to carry a burden on his 
shoulders. A lethakh (a half kur) is an addition to a skiff, one 
kur for a larger boat, and three kurs are an addition for a ship 
(i.e. y if the above were added to the usual loading of the vessels 
named, the one who hires is responsible for damage).” 

The master says: One kab for him who carries on his shoul¬ 
ders: but if he is a man with sense let him throw.it off if it is too 
heavy? Said Abayi: For example, when he became sick soon 
after he was loaded with his burden. And Rabha said : Even if 
it has not occurred so, as the Mishna’s statement is for the pur¬ 
pose of an additional payment also— i.e.y for this addition he has 
to pay him separately. R. Ashi maintains that the carrier need 
not throw it off, because he may have thought: “ I am too weak 
now, but I will become stronger, and able to carry the usual 
weight for which I am hired,” as he was not aware that the size 
of a kab was added. It was said above: “ One kur for a larger 
boat,” etc. Said R. Papa: Infer from this that the usual weight 
for a large boat is thirty kurs. To what purpose is it stated? 
For the purpose of business— i.e.y if one has hired a boat for 
carrying without any stipulation, thirty kurs is the usual load. 

MISHNA V.: All specialists are considered bailees for hire. 
If, however, they have notified the owners that the work is ready 
and they may take it, and the payment should be made thereafter, 
they are considered from that time gratuitous bailees. If one 


♦This is the explanation of the Goanim, but Rashi does not agree, because it 
does not lessen the increase of size ; he therefore interprets this in the first explana¬ 
tion ; both, however, are too complicated, and it is difficult to understand the real 
meaning without a correct knowledge of the custom, weight, and measure used at 
that time. 
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says: “ Guard for me this article, and I will guard yours,” the 
depositary is considered a bailee for hire. If one says : u Guard 
for me this article,” and the depositary answers: “ Leave it with 
me,” he is a gratuitous bailee. If one has lent money on a 
pledge, he is considered a bailee for hire. R. Jehudah, however, 
said that if he has lent him money on a pledge (without interest) 
he is considered a gratuitous bailee; if, however, he has lent fruit 
on the pledge, he is considered a bailee for hire. Aba Saul said : 
“ One may let out a pledge of a poor man, and the money he 
takes for it he shall deduct from the debt of the pledger, because 
this is considered as if he would return a lost thing.” 

GEMARA : Shall we assume that our Mishna is not in 
accordance with R. Meier* of the following Boraitha : If one 
hired a cow, how shall he pay in case it is lost ? (The question 
is asked because the law of a gratuitous bailee, a bailee for hire, 
and a borrower is to be found in the Scripture. A hirer, how¬ 
ever, is not mentioned ; hence the question : To whom of the 
above named shall he be compared ?) R. Meier says : To a 
gratuitous bailee (as he pays for the labor done by the animal, 
and takes no compensation for guarding it). R. Jehudah, how¬ 
ever, says : To a bailee for hire. (As he hired the animal for 
his benefit, although he pays for the labor, he is considered a 
bailee for hire. Now, a specialist who takes the article for his 
own benefit is compared to a hirer, and R. Meier considers him 
a gratuitous bailee.) It can be said as Rabba b. Abuhu, who has 
changed the names in the above Boraitha and taught: R. Meier 
said, To a bailee for hire ; and R. Jehudah said, To a gratui¬ 
tous bailee. 

If, however, they have notified, etc . There is a Mishna (in 
Chapter VIII. of this tract) : 44 If the borrower told the lender 
to send through a messenger, and he did so, he is responsible 
for an accident ; and the same is the case when he returns it in 
that way.” Said R. Na’h’man b. Papa : We have learned the 
same in our Mishna ; if they all said : 44 Take yours, and the 
money you may pay afterwards,” it is considered a gratuitous 
bailment. Is it not to be assumed that the same is the case if 
he has notified the owner that the work is ready (without add¬ 
ing something to it) ? Nay ; 44 Take yours ” is different. 

Huna Mar b. Mrimar, in the presence of Rabina, raised a 
contradiction between the two Mishnayoth mentioned above, 

* Elsewhere it is explained that all anonymous Mishnayoth are in accordance 
with R. Meier, and this Mishna being anonymous, hence the question. 
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and afterwards explained them as follows : In our Mishna it is 
stated: If they said, “ Take yours,” etc., they are considered 
from that time bailees for hire ; and the same is the case if they 
have notified the owners that the work is ready for them. Is it 
not a contradiction from the above-cited Mishna that if the bor¬ 
rower told him to send, etc., he is responsible ? (Hence we see 
that it is considered under the control of the borrower even 
when he returned it, and this contradicts the statement in our 
Mishna, which is, that as soon as the specialist has notified the 
owner of the article that it is ready for delivery it is considered 
under the control of the owner.) And he himself answered that 
Raphram b. Papa said, in the name of R. Hisda, that the cited 
Mishna treats of when the borrower has returned the loan 
through his messenger before the agreed time has elapsed (con¬ 
sequently it was under his control unquestionably); but if he 
did so after the elapse of the agreed time, he is free. 

The schoolmen propounded a question: What is meant by 
the expression “ free 99 ? Is it meant free of the responsibility of 
a borrower (who is responsible for an accident also), but that he is 
still responsible as a bailee for hire (who must pay for theft and 
loss), or does it mean entirely free from any charge ? Said 
Amimar: It seems that he is free only from the responsibility 
of a borrower, but not from the responsibility of a bailee for 
hire ; as he has derived benefit from it, he is considered such. 

There is a Boraitha supporting Amimar as follows: 4t If one 
bought utensils from a specialist to send to the house of his 
father-in-law, with the understanding that if they are accepted 
he will pay their value, if not, he will pay according to the 
benefit he shall derive from the pleasure they will give to the 
house of his father-in-law because of their being sent as pres¬ 
ents: if an accident happens to the utensils while on the 
road thither, the buyer is responsible. If, however, the accident 
occurred while the utensils are being returned, he is free, for 
he is considered a bailee for hire (for he derives them from the 
benefit mentioned above), who is not responsible for an acci¬ 
dent (and this is in accordance with the theory of Amimar). 

There was a man who sold wine to his neighbor, and the 
buyer said : 44 I shall carry it to such a place : if I sell it there, 
you will be paid ; if not, it will be returned to you 99 ; and an 
accident occurred while returning it. When the case came 
before R. Na’hman, he made him responsible. Rabha ob¬ 
jected from the above-cited Boraitha, which states that if an 


204 


THE BABYLONIAN TALMUD. 


accident occurred while on the road thither, he is responsible, 
and while returning, he is free ; and R. Na’hman answered : 
44 This returning is to be considered as if it were on the road 
still for sale, because common sense says that if he could sell it 
while returning he would certainly do so.” 

Guard for me, etc . Why so ? Is this not to be considered a 
guard in the presence of the owner (as at the same time the 
article guarded was stolen, the owner of it was caring for the 
article entrusted to him in return, and the Scripture plainly 
reads [Ex. xxii. 14]: 44 But if the owner thereof be with it,” etc.; 
and this is explained further on to mean, if the owner is with 
him in the same labor) ? Said R. Papa : The Mishna means to 
say : 44 You guard for me to-day, and I will do so for you to¬ 
morrow.” 

The rabbis taught: If one say: 44 Guard for me this article, 
and I will guard yours to-morrow ; or, lend me, and I will lend 
you ” ; 44 guard for me, and I will lend you,” or vice versa, all 
are considered bailees for hire, one to the other. 

There were sellers of spices who agreed that each one of 
them should be engaged one day in each week in preparing 
food for the whole company. One day they said to one of their 
number : 44 Go and bake bread for us,” and he replied : 44 Then 
guard for me my garment.” They, however, neglected to do 
so, and the garment was stolen ; and when the case came before 
R, Papa, he made them responsible. Said the rabbis to R. 
Papa : Why should they be responsible ? Was not the neglect 
in the presence of the owner ? And he was embarrassed. 
Finally it was learned that at the time the garment was stolen its 
owner was not occupied in baking, but was drinking beer (con¬ 
sequently the decision of R. Papa was a just one). But why 
was R. Papa embarrassed ? There is a different opinion between 
the Tanaim in such a case. According to one, he is free ; and 
according to the other, he is not. Could not R. Papa say that 
he agreed with the latter? The case was, the day on which he 
was told to bake for the company was not the day appointed for 
him, and he was asked to do this as a favor. He, however, 
says : 44 For this favor you will favor me by guarding my gar¬ 
ment,” and it was not owing to wilful neglect that it was stolen. 
And R. Papa made them responsible according to the law of a 
bailee for hire ; and the rabbis told him that the company ought 
not to be held responsible, because of the law concerning a 
guard in the presence of the owner, to which all agree that there 
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is no responsibility, and therefore he was embarrassed ; but 
finally it was learned that his decision was correct as stated 
above. 

There were two men on the road; one was tall and the other 
was short. The tall man was riding an ass, and had with him 
an ironed sheet for a covering, and the short one was covered 
with a cloak (a woollen one). When they came to cross a stream, 
the short man placed his cloak upon the ass, and instead of it took 
the sheet of the tall man and wrapped himself up in it, and the 
water carried it away. When the case came before Rabha he 
made him responsible. Said the rabbis to Rabha : Why should 
he be responsible ? Was it not in the presence of his owner 
(i.e., at the same time the sheet was lost, the lender was cross¬ 
ing the stream with the borrower's cloak ; is this not equal to 
the case, " guard my article, and I will do so with yours," of 
which it is said above that if it was at the same time there is 
no responsibility) ? And Rabha was embarrassed. Finally, it 
was learned that the short man took it without the consent of 
his comrade, and he also placed his cloak upon the ass without 
consent. 

There was a man who let his ass to his neighbor, and told 
him : “ See that you do not take the way by the river of Paqud, 
owing to its marshy road ; take the way of the city of Narsh, 
which is dry." The man, however, took the way by the river 
of Paqud, and the ass died ; when he returned he said : " It is 
true I took the way by the river mentioned, but there was no 
marsh." And when the case came before Rabba he said : 
This man may be trusted, as, if he were to tell a lie, he would 
say, " I took the way of Narsh." Said Abayi to him : Such 
a supposition cannot hold good when there are witnesses (i.e., 
it is known to all that the way by the mentioned river is 
marshy). 

Guard this , etc . Said R. Huna : If the depositary said : 
" Leave it here for you," he is not a gratuitous bailee and not a 
bailee for hire (i.e., he has no responsibility whatever, as it can 
be understood to mean : 44 You, yourself can guard it in this 
place"). The schoolmen propounded a question : If he said : 
44 Leave it anonymously," how is the law? Come and hear : 
44 Guard it for me," and he answered, 44 Leave it here for me," 
he is considered a gratuitous bailee; from which is to be in¬ 
ferred that, if an anonym, he is not considered a bailee at all. 
On the other hand, from the above decision of R. Huna, that 
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the one who said 44 Leave it for you ” is not considered as any 
bailee, it is to be inferred that if he said 44 Leave it 99 only, he is 
considered a gratuitous bailee. Therefore, nothing is to be 
inferred from the cited Boraitha. But shall we assume that on 
this point the Tanaim of the following Mishna differ ? If he has 
brought him his things with the permission of the owner of this 
court, the owner is responsible. Rabbi, however, maintains that 
in all mentioned cases the owner is not responsible unless he 
accepted it for the purpose of guarding. Nay, perhaps the 
reason for the decision of the rabbis is because a court is usually 
a place where things are safe, and when the owner gave the per¬ 
mission to bring in the things, he did so with the intention of 
guarding them ; but in our case, which concerns a public place, 
the expression 44 Leave it ” may be understood to mean, 44 Leave 
it and guard it yourself.” On the other hand, the reason for the 
rabbis' decision may be because usually one must have permis¬ 
sion to enter a court belonging to a private person, and when he 
asked leave to place his things in the court, he answered, 
44 Enter”—/.<?., 44 enter and guard your things yourself” ; but 
in a public place the expression 44 Leave it ” may be under¬ 
stood to mean, 44 Leave it and I will take care of it,” as, other¬ 
wise, does the man have to ask permission from him to leave it 
there ? 

On a pledge , he is a bailee for hire , etc . Our Mishna is not in 
accordance with R. Eliezer of the following Boraitha : 44 If one 
lends money on a pledge, and the pledge was lost, he may take 
an oath that there was no wilful neglect in guarding it, and 
collect his money from the borrower ; so is the decree of R. 
Eliezer.” R. Aqiba, however, maintains the defendant may 
claim, 44 You have lent me the money only on this pledge, and 
as the pledge is lost, so is your money.” But if he lends a 
thousand zuz on a note, and also added a pledge, then all agree 
that he loses his money in case the pledge is lost (as then the 
pledge is not for any other purpose than to collect the money 
from it in case of default; otherwise the note would be sufficient 
even from an encumbered estate. Hence we see that R. Eliezer 
considers the possessor of the pledge a gratuitous bailee, con¬ 
trary to our Mishna). 

Shall we assume that the above-mentioned Tanaim speak of 
a case in which the pledge was not worth the amount lent upon 
it, and their point of differing is in a case which is similar to 
Samuel's following theory: 44 If one lends to his neighbor a 
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thousand zuz, and pledges for them the handle of a scythe 
only, if the handle is lost, the thousand zuz are lost (as he 
accepted it as a pledge for his money, he intends to collect his 
money only from it) ? Nay, when the pledge was not worth 
the amount lent, none of them agrees with Samuel, as they 
speak of a pledge worth the amount lent, and the point of their 
differing is R. Itzhak’s following decision : Whence do we 
deduce that a creditor acquires title to the pledge ? From 
[Deut. xxiv. 13] And unto thee shall it be as righteousness 
before the Lord thy God.” Now, if the lender does not acquire 
title to the pledge, what righteousness is there ? But how can 
you understand it in this way ? Was, then, R. Itzhak’s decision 
in a case where the article was pledged at the time the money 
was lent ? The above verse cited by him treats of a pledge 
taken by the court (as explained elsewhere). Have you ever 
heard that he said the same when it was pledged at the receipt 
of the money ? Therefore, we must say, that all agree with R. 
Itzhak, and they speak of a case where it was pledged at the 
time of receiving the money, and the point of their differing is 
in regard to a guardian of a lost thing [supra, p. 00], of which 
R. Joseph’s decision was that he is a bailee for hire. 

But is it to be assumed that as to the above decision of R. 
Joseph the Tanaim differ ? Nay ; all agree with his decision. 
Here, however, they differ in case the lender uses this pledge 
for the purpose of deducting from the debt. According to one, 
a meritorious deed was done by him by lending the money (for 
which he will be rewarded), and he is therefore considered a 
bailee for hire ; and according to the other, the using of the 
pledge is for his own sake, and there is no meritorious deed, 
and therefore he is considered a gratuitous bailee. 

Aba Saul said\ etc . Said R. Hannan b. Ami in the name of 
Samuel : The Halakha prevails in accordance with Aba Saul ; 
and he also decided so only for a hoe ; a stone-cutter’s chisel 
and a hatchet, which are frequently used, pay, the wearing off 
of them being very little. 

MISHNA VI.: If one carries a barrel from one place to 
another, and breaks it, whether he was a gratuitous bailee or for 
hire, he must swear (that there was no neglect), and is free. 
Said R. Eliezar : I have also heard that in both cases he has to 
take an oath, but was wondering how such a decision could hold 
good. 

GEMARA : The rabbis taught : If one carries a barrel from 
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one place to another for his neighbor and breaks it, whether he 
was a gratuitous bailee or for hire, he must swear ; so is the 
decree of R. Meier. R. Jehudah, however, says : If he was a 
hired man, he must pay. 

R. Eliezar said\ etc . Shall we assume that R. Meier holds 
that stumbling is not considered wilful neglect ? Have we not 
learned (First Gate, p. 62) that if one has not removed his broken 
pitcher or his fallen camel from a public thoroughfare, and upon 
it some one is injured, R. Meier makes him responsible. And 
the sages, however, maintain that he is free in civil court, 
but responsible in heavenly court, and we are aware that the 
point of their differing is whether stumbling is considered a 
wilful neglect ? Said R. Hyya b. Aba in the name of R. 
Johanan : This oath is an enactment of the sages, as, if it would 
not be made, no one could find a man to carry a barrel for him. 

What shall he swear ? Said Rabha : “ I swear that I broke 
it unintentionally ”; and R. Jehudah comes to teach us that the 
oath is only for a gratuitous bailee, but that a bailee for hire 
must pay, each according to the law applicable to them (as in 
my opinion stumbling is not considered a wilful neglect, but 
between a neglect and an accident, therefore it must be com¬ 
pared with the law of stolen or lost, and there was no enactment 
of the sages at all) ; and R. Eliezar (of our Mishna) comes to 
teach that he has a tradition that R. Meier is right in his de¬ 
cision, but I do not understand how an oath could be given to 
both kind of bailees, as an oath is correct only concerning a 
gratuitous bailee, who has to swear that he has not neglected 
(as I also agree with R. Jehudah that stumbling is not consid¬ 
ered neglect). But what should a bailee for hire swear ? That 
he has not neglected ? He must pay even then. And also con¬ 
cerning a gratuitous bailee, an oath would do if in the place 
where he had to pass was a declivity in the middle of the alley ; 
but if not, how can he swear that he has not neglected, when he 
was stumbling on an even way ? (and this, as said above, ” is 
considered between neglect and accident”). And finally, in case 
of a declivity also, an oath should be given only when there are 
no witnesses that such was in the way ; but if there are wit¬ 
nesses, why an oath ? Have we not learned in the following 
Boraitha : Aissi b. Jehudah said : The Scripture reads [Ex. 
xxii. 10, 11] : 14 No man seeing it, then shall an oath of the Lord 
be between them both.” But if there was a man who had seen 
it, then he must testify, and the defendant is acquitted. 
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There was a man who carried a barrel of wine on the main 
street of the city of Mahuza, and broke it on a beam projecting 
from a wall. When he came before Rabha he said : In the main 
street many people are passing ; go and bring witness that 
there was no neglect on your part and you will be acquitted. 
Said R. Joseph, his son, to him : Is your decision in accordance 
with Aissi (mentioned above)? And he answered: Yea; as I 
hold with him. 

There was a man who sent a messenger to buy for him four 
hundred barrels of wine, and he did so, but thereafter he in¬ 
formed the sender that the contents of all of them became sour. 
When the case came before Rabha, he said : If such a consider¬ 
able quantity of wine became sour, people would talk about it, 
and become aware of where the barrels were placed, and what 
was the reason the wine became sour. You are therefore 
responsible, unless you bring witnesses to show that at the time 
you bought it the wine was good, and was spoiled by an acci¬ 
dent. Said R. Joseph, his son, to him : Is your decision in 
accordance with Aissi ? And he answered : Yea ; as so the 
Halakha prevails. 

R. Hyya b. Joseph enacted in the city of Sikhra that the 
carrier who carries his burden by means of carrying poles, if he 
carries barrels of wine, and they break, he has to pay half dam¬ 
ages only. Why so ? Because with a burden which is too 
heavy for one and too light for two, it is to be considered between 
neglect and accident. They, however, who carry by means of 
trimmer beams must pay the whole (because taking such a heavy 
burden, which needed the strength of two, is considered a wilful 
neglect). 

There were carriers who broke a barrel of wine belonging to 
Rabba b. b. Hana, while in his service, and he took their gar¬ 
ments for the damage caused ; and they came to complain 
before Rabh, who commanded Rabba b. b. Hana to return 
their garments. And when the latter questioned him : Does 
the law prescribe so ? He answered : Yea ; as it is written 
[Prov. ii. 20] : 44 In order that thou mayest walk in the way of 
good men.” Rabba b. b. Hana did so. The carriers, however, 
complained again : 44 We are poor, we were working the whole 
day, we are hungry and have nothing to eat.” And Rabh told 
Rabba he must pay them for their labor. And he asked again : 
Is so the law ? And he answered : Yea; as it is written [ibid 
ibid.~] : 44 And observe the path of the righteous.” 


CHAPTER VII. 


REGULATIONS CONCERNING THE TIME A LABORER HAS TO WORK, 

WHAT HE MAY OR MAY NOT CONSUME OF THE ARTICLE HE IS 

WORKING, AND ABOUT MUZZLING AN OX WHILE LABORING. 

MISHNA One cannot compel his employees to come 
earlier or depart later than is customary at a place, although it 
was agreed upon. Where it is customary for the employees 
to get food, the employer must do so. In places where it is 
customary to furnish them with vegetables, he must do so, and 
all according to the custom of that country (although it was 
not stipulated in the agreement). 

It happened with R. Johanan b. Mathia, who said to his 
son : Go and hire laborers for us. He did so, with the under¬ 
standing that they should be fed ; and when he came to his 
father, he said to him : 44 My son, if you should provide them 
with meals like the banquets of King Solomon at his time, you 
are not sure that you have done your duty, as they are children 
of Abraham, Isaac, and Jacob. Therefore, go and tell them, 
before they begin their labor, that they are to be fed with bread 
and pulse only.” Said Rabban Simeon b. Gamaliel : It was not 
necessary at all, as all must be done according to the custom of 
the country. 

GEMARA : Is this not self-evident ? The Mishna means to 
say, that even when he has increased their wages he cannot say 
that he did so that they should begin earlier and depart later 
than customary, as the employees may claim that the increase 
of wages was for the purpose of making a good job. 

Resh Lakish said : 44 It is advisable for a laborer that when 
he departs from his labor he should relinquish a little of his time 
for the employer (z>., that if the custom was to work from 
morning until dark, he shall not manage to come home at twi¬ 
light, but to stay at his work until dark). In the morning, how¬ 
ever, he has not to leave his home before sunrise (i.e., that 
from the time of leaving home to his place of labor he should be 
considered as laboring).” 
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But to what purpose was this statement ? Let them observe 
the custom of that city ? He alludes to a new city. But even then 
let him observe the custom where they come from ? He means 
when the laborers were hired from different cities with different 
customs. And if you wish, he speaks in case the agreement 
between the employers and employees was that they shall do 
their work as a laborer mentioned in the Scripture [Psalm civ. 
22, 23] : " The sun ariseth. . . . Man goeth forth unto 

his work and to his labor until the evening.'* 

R. Zera lectured ; according to others, R. Joseph taught : 
It is written [ ibid ., ibid . 20] : " Thou causest darkness, and it 
becometh night, wherein creep forth all the beasts of the 
forest." This world is compared to the darkness of night. All 
the beasts, etc., means the" wicked," who are compared to wild 
beasts. " The sun ariseth in the world to come," means to the 
upright. " They withdraw to their lairs," means the wicked to 
Gehenna. "And lie down in their den," means the upright, 
as each upright one has a dwelling in the world to come, accord¬ 
ing to his honor. " Man goeth forth unto his work," means the 
upright are going to receive their reward. " And to his labor 
until the evening," means he who has completed his work, while 
alive, until the day of death. 

R. Eliezar b. R. Simeon met the chief of police who was 
engaged in capturing thieves, and said to him : How can you 
capture them ? Are they not compared to wild beasts (accord¬ 
ing to others, he quoted to him the following verse [ibid. x. 9] : 
" He lieth in wait in a secret place like a lion in his den," etc), 
and perhaps you capture respectable men, and the wicked 
remain at large ? And he answered : What can I do ? I am 
so ordered by the king. Then he rejoined : I will instruct you 
how to do. Enter a wine-house at the fourth hour of the day 
(first meal-time), and if you will see a man drinking wine, hold¬ 
ing his goblet and slumbering, make an investigation about him. 
If he is a scholar, he was certainly engaged in his studies at 
night ; if he is a laborer, it may be he was engaged in his labor 
at night ; and if he was a night laborer, and it was not heard 
that he was working at night, still it must be investigated—per¬ 
haps he has done such labor that causes no noise ; but if this 
man is nothing of this kind, he is surely a thief, being engaged 
the whole night in his miserable work, and you may capture him. 
This advice was heard in the ruler’s house, and it was decided 
that the reader of the letter himself should be the ?nessenger. (This 
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was the parable at that time, which means that the adviser him¬ 
self should be engaged for the same purpose.) R. Eliezer was 
brought and appointed to capture the thieves, and so he did. 
Sent to him R. Jehoshua b. Kar'ha : “ Vinegar descending of 
wine ” (this parable was also applied to men of reputable origin 
who turn to bad habits), 4 ‘ how long will you deliver people of the 
Lord for slaying ? ” And he answered : ” I weed the thorns of 
the vineyard.” And the above R. Jehoshua sent to him again : 
“ Leave it for the owner of the vineyard ; he himself will weed 
the thorns.” One day he was met by a washman, who called 
him ” Vinegar descending of wine ” ; and he thought, because 
the man was so brazen he must be wicked, and gave orders to 
capture him, which was done. When his wrath abated he tried 
to release him, but he could not, and he applied to himself the 
verse [Proverbs, xxi. 23] : ” Whoso guardeth his mouth and his 
tongue, guardeth his soul against distresses.” Finally the pris¬ 
oner was to be hanged, and R. Eliezer stood under the gallows 
and wept. Said the prisoner to him : ” Rabbi, do not be sorry ; 
I and my son have committed adultery on the Day of Atone¬ 
ment.” The rabbi, placing his hand on his abdomen, said : 
Rejoice mine entrails ; if your doubts are so, how is your cer¬ 
tainty. I am sure that no worms shall consume you after death. 
The same case happened with R. Ismael b. R. Jose, that he was 
ordered by the Government to capture thieves. Elijah met him 
and said : ” How long will you deliver the people of the Lord 
for slaying ? ” And he answered : ” What can I do ? So is the 
order of the king! ” And Elijah rejoined: ” Your father escaped 
to Assia ; you can do the same to Ludqia.” 

[Both R. Ismael b. R. Jose and R. Eliezer b. R. Simeon were 
so big-bellied that when they were standing face to face a yoke 
of oxen could pass under them.] R. Johanan said : I am a 
remainder of the beauties of Jerusalem. 

He who would like to see a beauty similar to that of R. 
Johanan shall take a silver goblet just out of the worker’s 
hands, with the mark of the flame still to be seen on it, and 
shall fill it with the germs of scarlet ” rumna,” put on its top a 
crown of red roses, and place it between the sun and the 
shadow ; and in the reflection from it one may see but a part of 
R. Johanan’s beauty. 

Is that so ? Did not the master say that the beauty of R. 
Kahana is similar to R. Abuhu ? The latter beauty is likened 
to that of Jacob the patriarch, and his is likened to the beauty 
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of Adam the first ; hence R. Johanan was not mentioned among 
the beauties ? Because he had no beard. 

R. Johanan used to sit by the gate of the bath, so that when 
the daughters of Israel would return from taking their legal 
bath, they should meet him, and bear children like to him 
in beauty and scholarship. And when the rabbis questioned 
him : Are you not afraid of an 44 evil eye” ? he answered : 
I am a descendant of the children of Joseph, and no 44 evil eye ” 
can do harm to them ; as it is written [Genesis, xlix. 22] : 
44 Joseph is a fruitful bough, a fruitful bough by the eye.”* 
And R. Abuhu said: Do not read “by the eye,” but 44 above 
the eye” (which means that no eye can do harm to him). 
R. Jose b. Hanina said : He infers this from the following 
verse [ibid. 48] : 44 And let them grow into a multitude ” (like 
fish, etc.).f As the water covers the fish in the sea, so that 
the eye can do no harm to them, so is it with the descendants 
of Joseph. 

One day R. Johanan was bathing himself in the Jordan. 
When Resh Lakish saw him, he jumped into the Jordan, and 
came to him. Said R. Johanan to him : Your strength shall be 
devoted to the study of the Torah. Rejoined Resh Lakish : 
Your beauty is fit for women. Said R. Johanan : If you will 
repent (and leave your profession), I will give you my sister, 
who is still more beautiful than I am. Resh Lakish accepted 
this proposition [and when he was about to jump for his gar¬ 
ment, he could not do so (Rashi explains this by saying that 
because he accepted the yoke of the Torah he lost his strength)]. 
R. Johanan then instructed him and made a great man of him. 
One day there arose a dispute in college about the time at which 
different new iron weapons, as swords, knives, etc., became sub¬ 
ject to defilement. R. Johanan said : From the time they were 
taken from the furnace ; and Resh Lakish said : From the time 
they are taken out of the cooling water. Said R. Johanan : 
The former robber understands his handicraft (knows the nature 
of deadly weapons). Rejoined Resh Lakish : And what good 
have you done me ? When in my old profession, I was also 
called master, as in my new profession. Rejoined R. Johanan : 
I have done much good to you, as I brought you under the 


* The term in the Scripture is py, which has two meanings, “ eye” and “ spring . 0 
Leeser translates it by “ spring ” ; the Talmud, however, takes it literally. 

\ The expression in the Scripture is Vtyidgoo. Dag in Hebrew means fish ; 
hence the analogy in text. Leeser, however, translates it according to the sense. 
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wings of the Shekhinah. R. Johanan was nevertheless dejected, 
and Resh Lakish became ill. The wife of Resh Lakish, who 
was the sister of R. Johanan, came to the latter and wept, say¬ 
ing : Pray for his health, for the sake of my son. And in 
response he cited the following verse: ‘‘Leave thine orphans 
to me, I will give them their livelihood " [Jerem. xlix. n]. 
She continued weeping: Do pray, for my sake, that I am not 
left a widow. And he cited to her in answer the end of the 
same verse. Finally, R. Simeon b. Lakish's soul went to rest, 
and R. Johanan grieved very much after him. And the rabbis 
of the college were searching for a man who would be able to 
soothe him, and decided that R. Elazar b. Pdath, whose de¬ 
cisions are original, would be fit for this task. And he went to 
R. Johanan’s college and sat before him, and when R. Johanan 
said anything, he used to say: There is a Boraitha which sup¬ 
ports you. Then R. Johanan exclaimed : Is it you who desires 
to replace bar Lakish ? In his time, when I said anything, he 
raised twenty-four objections, and I had to make them good 
with twenty-four answers, so that the discussion became very 
animated. You, however, say to everything: There is a Bo¬ 
raitha which supports you. Am I not aware that my saying 
has a good basis ? Finally, R. Johanan tore his garments, 
wept, and cried: “ Where art thou, bar Lakish ? Where art 
thou, bar Lakish ?" He continued crying until he became de¬ 
mented, and the rabbis prayed for his death, and his soul went 
to rest everlasting. 

Notwithstanding that R. Simeon b. Eliezar said above that he 
is sure all his deeds were just, he was not satisfied, and prayed 
for mercy from Heaven, and invoked upon himself chastisements, 
and became so afflicted that in the night they had to spread 
under him sixty felt spreadings, and in the morning they re¬ 
moved from him sixty basinfuls of blood. In the morning his 
wife used to make for him sixty kinds of pap, which he ate, and 
became well. His wife, however, would not allow him to go to 
the college, in order that he might not be troubled by the 
rabbis ; and so he used to say every evening to his afflictions: 
“ Come, my brothers/' and in the morning, “ Go away, for I 
do not want to be prevented from studying." One day his wife 
heard him call the afflictions, and she exclaimed : You yourself 
bring these afflictions upon you ! You have exhausted the 
money of my father (through your illness). She left him and 
went to the house of her father. In the meantime it happened 
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that sailors made him a present * of sixty slaves, each of them 
holding a purse with money ; and the slaves prepared for him 
daily the sixty kinds of pap he used to eat. One day his wife 
told her daughter : Go and see what your father is doing. And 
she went. Her father then said to her : Go and tell your mother 
that we are richer than her parents. And he applied to himself 
the verse [Prov. xxxi. 14] : “ She is become like the merchant 
ships, from afar doth she bring her food.” Finally he ate, 
drank, became well, and went to the college, and there he was 
questioned about sixty kinds of blood of women, and he purified 
all of them.f The rabbis murmured, saying : Is it possible 
that of such a number there should not be a doubtful one ? 
And he said : If it is as I have decided, all of them shall bring 
forth male children ; if not, then there shall be at least one 
female among them. Finally, all of the children were born 
males, and were named Eliezar after him. [There is a Boraitha, 
Rabbi said : 44 Woe to the wicked Government which has pre¬ 
vented R. Eliezar from attending the college, and, because of 
this, the multiplying of Israel.”] When he was about to die, 
he said to his wife : I know the rabbis are angry with me (for I 
have captured many of their relatives as thieves), and they will 
probably not attend my funeral as they ought to do. You shall 
therefore leave me in my attic, and you shall not be afraid of me. 
Said R. Samuel b. R. Na’hmani: I was informed by the mother 
of R. Jonathan that she was told by the wife of R. Eliezar that no 
less than eighteen and no more than twenty-two years after his 
death she kept him in his attic. She used to ascend every day 
to examine his hair, and found nothing, and when it happened 
that one hair fell out, blood was visible. One day she found a 
worm in his ear, and she was dejected. But he appeared to 


* Rashi explains that while sailing they were in danger of being wrecked by 
violent storms, and they prayed to be saved because of the merits of Eliezar, and they 
were saved miraculously, and therefore they made him this present. 

f There is a custom even now among the orthodox Jews, that when a blood-stain 
is found on the sheet of a married woman, it is carried to the rabbi to determine if 
it is that kind of blood for which the woman must be separated for two weeks, and 
after that time to take a legal bath ; or whether the stain is not that kind of blood 
for which she must be separated ; as there is a Mishna [in Tract Nida, Chap. II.] 
that five colors of blood are considered unclean (*.*., for which she must be separated), 
and the other kinds are not considered blood, and she may have intercourse with her 
husband without taking the prescribed legal bath. Hence the sixty kinds of blood 
mentioned in this legend. The number “ sixty ” seems to be a favored number with 
them for exaggeration. 
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her in a dream, telling her : It is nothing to be dejected for, as 
this is a punishment for allowing a young scholar to be insulted 
in my hearing, and not protesting against it, as I ought to have 
done. When two parties had a law-suit, they used to come and 
stand by the door, and each of them would explain his cause. 
Thereafter a voice was heard from the attic: You, so-and-so, are 
just with your claim; or, You, so-and-so, are unjust. It hap¬ 
pened one day that his wife was quarrelling with a neighbor, and 
the latter exclaimed: It may occur to you, as to your husband 
who is not buried. And when the rabbis heard this, they said: 
When this conduct goes to such a length, it is an insult to the 
deceased. According to others, R. Simeon b. R. Jo’hai, his 
father, appeared to one of the rabbis in a dream, and said: 
There is my little dove among you, and you do not care to bring 
it to me. And the rabbis decided to employ themselves with his 
funeral. However, the inhabitants of Akhbria would not let 
them remove R. Eliezar from his attic, because during all the 
years R. Eliezar slept in his attic not a wild beast had come to 
their city. On one eve of the Day of Atonement the inhabit¬ 
ants of the city mentioned were troubled, and took away the 
guard from R. Eliezar’s house ; and the rabbis hired some men 
of the village of Biri, and they took the corpse with the bed and 
brought it to the rabbis, who removed it to the cave of his 
fathers. They, however, found the cave surrounded by a snake, 
and said : Snake, snake, open thy mouth, and let the son enter 
to his father. And it did so. Rabbi then sent a message to 
the widow that he would like to marry her, and she answered : 
An object which was used by a holy man should not be used by 
an ordinary man. There is a parable: Should the hook which 
was used by the hero to hang up his weapon be also used by 
Kulba the shepherd to hang up his knapsack ? Sent Rabbi to 
her: Let it be granted that he was greater than myself in 
wisdom. Was he also greater than I in meritorious acts ? And 
she answered : You admit, then, that he was greater in wisdom 
than you, of which I was unaware. I am, however, aware that 
in meritorious acts he was greater than you, as he submitted to 
chastisements, which you did not. 

Where is it known that R. Eliezar was greater in wisdom 
than Rabbi ? When Rabban Simeon b. Gamaliel and R. Je- 
hoshua b. Kar’ha were sitting in the college on benches, R. Elie¬ 
zar and Rabbi were sitting before them on the floor, objecting 
and answering (discussing the Halakhas taught). And once the 
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sages said : We are drinking the water of the two young men, 
and we let them sit on the floor! They prepared benches for 
them, and they occupied them. Said R. Simeon b. Gamaliel to 
Rabbi: I possess only one little dove (only one son), and you 
want me to lose it (he was afraid of an 4 * evil eye,” as Rabbi was 
then too young). And they made him descend to his former seat 
on the floor. Then R. Jehoshua b. Kar'ha said : Is it right that 
he who has a father shall live, and he who has not shall die ? 
(t.e.y because R. Eliezar was an orphan, we shall leave him on 
the bench without fear of an 44 evil eye,” even though he was of 
the same age as Rabbi). They therefore made R. Eliezar also 
take his former seat on the floor. Eliezar became dejected, say¬ 
ing: They compare me to him. Until that time, when Rabbi 
said anything, R. Eliezar used to support him; from that time, 
however, when Rabbi used to say: I have to object, R. Eliezar 
would say to him: You mean to object from this and this; here 
is the answer to your objection, and also to an objection you 
intend to raise from this and this, and so you are surrounding us 
with lots of objections which are of no value. Rabbi became 
dejected, and came to complain before his father, who answered: 
You should not be angry, as he (Eliezar) is a lion, the son of a 
lion, and you are a lion, the son of a fox. And this is what 
Rabbi said elsewhere: There were three modest men, my father, 
the children of Bathyra, and Jonathan the son of Saul. My 
father, as said above, that he compared himself to a fox; the 
Beni Bathyra, as it is said (Passover, p. 127), that they who were 
princes themselves have left their places to Hillel, as he was 
greater in wisdom than they; and Jonathan b. Saul, as it is writ¬ 
ten [I. Samuel, xxiii. 17]: 44 And thou wilt be king over Israel, 
and I will be next unto thee.” [But perhaps Jonathan said so 
because he had seen that the whole world was sympathizing 
with David; and also the Beni Bathyra, because they were 
compelled to do so, as they could not answer the questions sub¬ 
mitted to them; therefore R. Simeon b. Gamaliel was certainly 
one of the modest men of the world.] 

Said Rabbi : I see that chastisements are favored. And he 
accepted for himself afflictions for thirteen years, six of them 
with cold chills, and seven of them with scurvy. 

The riding-master of Rabbi was wealthier than King Sabur. 
When he used to feed the animals of Rabbi, the voices of the 
animals were heard for three miles. And he used to do this at 
the time Rabbi was doing the necessary of men, and he was 
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crying so from pain that his voice was heard all over the neigh¬ 
borhood ; and notwithstanding the voice of the animals, his 
voice was heard farther, so that even the sailors on the sea heard 
him. (Says the Gemara :) Nevertheless, the afflictions of R. 
Eliezar b. R. Simeon were of more value than Rabbi's, as the 
former's were caused by love, and went away for the same 
reason ; and Rabbi's were caused by an act, and went away also 
in the same manner. Caused by an act, as follows : There was 
a calf which was about to be taken for slaughtering, and it ran 
away, and put its head under the garment of Rabbi, and cried. 
And Rabbi answered : Go; you are created for this purpose. 
Then it was said by Heaven that, as he has no mercy with crea¬ 
tures, he shall be afflicted with chastisements. And the afflic¬ 
tions also disappeared because of the following act: One day his 
female servant was about to dispose of kittens, and Rabbi said 
to her: Leave them alone; it is written [Psalm cxlv. 9]: 
“ And his mercies are over all his works." Then it was said by 
Heaven : Because he has mercy with creatures he shall be dealt 
with mercifully and relieved from his chastisements. 

During all the years R. Eliezar was suffering from his afflic¬ 
tions, men were not dying before mature age; and during all the 
years Rabbi was suffering from his illness, it never happened 
that the country was in need of rain. It chanced that Rabbi 
came to the place where R. Eliezar used to dwell, and asked 
whether that upright man had left a son. And he was told that 
there was a son, and every prostitute whose price was two dinars 
paid to him four dinars. And Rabbi sent for him, surrendered 
him to R. Simeon b. Aissi b. Lqunia, the brother of his mother, 
and left for him a diploma as rabbi, against the time that he 
should be able to graduate. The first few days the youth used 
to say : I will return to my place. And his uncle tried to per¬ 
suade him to give his attention to study, saying : People want 
to make you a scholar, and you will be rewarded with a golden 
candlestick, and named Rabbi, and you say you will return to 
your former place. He persuaded him so much that he swore 
never to mention it again. When he grew up he went to the 
college of Rabbi, and when the latter heard his voice he said : 
The voice of this young man is similar to the voice of R. Eliezar 
b. R. Simeon. And he was told that this youth was his son. 
Rabbi then applied to him [Prov. xi. 30] : "The fruit of the 
righteous is the tree of life, and the wise draweth souls to 
himself." "The fruit of the righteous means R. Jose b. R. 
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Eliezar, and the wise, etc., means R. Simeon, his uncle." When 
this R. Jose died, they brought him to the cave of his father, and 
found it encircled by a snake. The rabbis said : 44 Akhna, akhna 
(snake), open thy mouth, and let the son enter to his father. 
But it did not listen to them. They thought it was because his 
father was a greater man. A heavenly voice, however, was 
heard : Not because the father was greater than the son, but 
because the father was suffering with his father in the cave,* 
which was not the case with R. Jose b. Eliezar. 

It happened once that Rabbi came to the city where R. Tar- 
phon used to dwell, and asked whether the same, who used to 
swear by his children (I shall bury my children if it is not so-and- 
so), left a son. And he was told that he left no son, but a 
grandson of his daughter, and he is such a beauty that the pros¬ 
titutes paid him. He sent for him, and told him : If you will 
repent I shall give you my daughter. And he did so. Accord¬ 
ing to some, he married Rabbi's daughter, and thereafter di¬ 
vorced her; and according to others, he did not marry her at all. 
People should not say that he repented only for the sake of this 
woman. [But what was the reason that Rabbi troubled himself 
so much in such cases ? It was because it was said by R. Jehu- 
dah, in the name of Rabh ; according to others, R. Hyya b. 
Abba, in the name of R. Johanan ; and still according to others. 
R. Samuel b. Na’hmani, in the name of R. Jonathan ; He who 
teaches the law to the son of his neighbor is rewarded by becom¬ 
ing a member of the heavenly college ; as it is written [Jere¬ 
miah, xv. 19] ; 44 Behold, thus said the Lord : . . . Thou 

shalt stand before me, and if thou bring forth the precious from 
the vile, thou shalt be as my mouth." And he who teaches the 
law to the son of a commoner, even if there was an evil heavenly 
decree against the world, it is abolished for the sake of this 
meritorious act, as it is written in above-cited verse. 

R. Parnakh, in the name of R. Johanan, said : He who is a 
scholar himself, and also his son and also his grandson, the Torah 
does not depart from his children for everlasting ; as it is written 
[Isaiah, lix. 21]: 44 And my words which I have put in thy mouth 
shall not depart out of thy mouth, nor out of the mouth of thy 
children, nor of the mouth of thy children's children, said the 
Lord, from henceforth and unto all eternity." The repetition, 
44 said the Lord," in the same verse signifies that the Holy One, 


* See Sabbath, p. 58. 
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blessed be He, says : 44 I am the surety that so it will continue." 
What is meant by eternity ? Said R. Jeremiah : In the later 
generations the Torah returns to its old inn. 

R. Joseph fasted forty days, and he heard a heavenly voice : 
44 It shall not depart out of thy mouth/' He fasted another forty 
days, and heard : 44 It shall not depart out of thy mouth and out 
of thy children/' He fasted then forty days more, and he 
heard : 44 Also out of the mouth of thy children's children." 
He then said : For the later generations I have no more to 
fast, as the Torah usually returns to its old inn. 

R. Zera, when he ascended to Palestine, fasted one hundred 
days in order to forget the Gemara of the Babylonians, to the 
end that he should be no longer troubled by them. Then he 
fasted another hundred days, that R. Eliezar might not die dur¬ 
ing his life, as then he would have to bear all the troubles of the 
congregation. Then he fasted another hundred days more, that 
the fire of Gehenna might not affect him. Every thirty days he 
used to examine himself by a heated oven, and the fire did not 
affect him. It happened, however, one day, that the rabbis gave 
their eyes to this, and he burned his hips, and henceforth he was 
named 44 the little one with the burned hips." 

R. Jehudah said in the name of Rabh: It is written [Jeremiah, 
ix. ii, 12] : 44 Who is the wise man that may understand this ? 
And who is he to whom the mouth of the Lord hath spoken, 
that he may declare it ; for what is the land destroyed ?" etc. 
The beginning of the verse was questioned by the wise, but 
without a result. The continuation of the verse was questioned 
by the prophets, and also without any result, until the Holy 
One, blessed be He, explained it himself in the succeeding 
verse : 44 And the Lord said : Because they forsook my law, 
which I had set before them." 

Said R. Jehudah in the name of Rabh : 44 The words which 
I have set before them" (which are superfluous, as it is 
written above, 44 my law ") signifies that even when they were 
occupied in the study of the law, they have not pronounced the 
prescribed benediction for it (and with this they have shown 
that the law is not respected by them as it ought to be). 

R. Hama said : It is written [Prov. xiv. 33] : 44 In the heart 
of the man of understanding resteth wisdom," which means 44 a 
scholar a son of a scholar" ; 44 but (the little which is) in the 
bosom of fools is made known " means 44 a scholar the son of a 
" Said Ula : This is what people say : A single issar 


commoner. 
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in a pitcher makes kish-kish. (A single coin in a pitcher pro¬ 
claims its presence.) Said R. Jeremiah to R. Zera : What is 
the meaning of [Job, iii. 19]: 44 The small with the great is there, 
and the servant free from his master " ? Are we ignorant that 
the great and small are there ? It must therefore be inter¬ 
preted thus : He who makes himself little for the purpose of 
studying the Law in this world, he becomes great in the 
world to come ; and also he who hires himself for a slave to 
the Law in this world, he becomes a lord in the world to 
come. 

Resh Lakish used to mark the caves of the rabbis (to the end 
that priests might not step on them, as it is prohibited to them 
to defile themselves by graves). When he was about to do so 
with the cave of R. Hyya, it was concealed before him, and he 
became dejected and said : 44 Lord of the Universe! Have I not 
occupied myself with the discussions of the Torah like R. 
Hyya ? ” And a heavenly voice answered him : Yea, thou hast 
occupied thyself as much as R. Hyya, but thou hast not multi¬ 
plied the Torah as much as he did. 

When R. Hanina and R. Hyya were quarrelling, said the 
former to the latter: Are you quarrelling with me, who am able 
to renew the Torah, should it be forgotten, by means of my in¬ 
genious discussions? And he answered him: Are you quarrelling 
with me, who have caused that the Torah should not be forgot¬ 
ten in Israel ? I did thus: I have sown flax, prepared nets of it, 
caught deer, made of their skins parchment, and with their meat 
I fed orphans. I wrote on the parchment the five books of the 
Pentateuch, each on a separate roll, and used to go to a city, 
taking five little boys, instructing each of them in one of the 
above books until they knew the contents by heart. I took also 
other six boys, and instructed each of them in a different section 
of the Mishnayoth, saying to the boys, 44 Until I return, each 
of you shall teach the others the book which is known to one of 
you and not to the other 99 ; and so I have caused the Torah not 
to be forgotten in Israel. And this is what Rabbi exclaimed : 
How great are the acts of Hyya! Said R. Ismael b. R. Jose to 
him : Are they then greater than yours, master ? And he an¬ 
swered : Yea! Greater also than my father’s ? (Questioned R. 
Ismael again.) And he said : Nay! No one could bear such in 
his mind. 

R. Zera said: Yesterday night R. Jose b. Hanina appeared to 
me in a dream, and I questioned him: Where are you placed in 
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the heavenly college ? And he answered : By the side of R. 
Johanan. And where is R. Johanan placed ? By the side of 
R. Janai. And where is R. Janai placed ? By the side of R. 
Hanina. And R. Hanina ? By the side of R. Hyya. I then 
said : Is not R. Johanan worthy to be placed by the side of R. 
Hyya ? And he answered : To a place which is illuminated and 
from which rays come forth, who will dare to bring into it the 
sun of Napha ? R. Habiba said : I was told by R. Habiba b. 
Surmkhi, who has seen one of the rabbis to whom Elijah fre¬ 
quently appeared, that in the morning his eyes were nice and 
in the evening they were red, as if burnt by fire. And to the 
question, What is the matter ? he told me : I have asked Elijah 
to show me the rabbis while ascending to the heavenly college. 
And he rejoined : At all of them you may look, but toward the 
palanquin of R. Hyya you must not look. And how shall I rec¬ 
ognize it ? All the rabbis are accompanied by angels when 
ascending and descending, except the palanquin of R. Hyya, 
which does so of itself. I, however, could not restrain my¬ 
self, and gazed upon it. Then two rays blinded my eyes. On 
the morrow I went to the cave of R. Hyya, fell upon it, and 
prayed, saying : I am studying the Boraithas of you, O master! 
and I occupied myself with their explanations; then I was 
cured. 

Elijah used to appear frequently in the college of Rabbi. On 
one of the days during new-moon, it was a bright day, and Elijah 
did not appear ; and when he questioned him thereafter the 
reason why, he rejoined ! It takes time until I awake Abraham, 
wash his hands, await until he prays, and bring him afterwards 
to sleep again. The same I do with Isaac, and the same with 
Jacob. Rabbi questioned him again : Why do you not awake 
all of them at the same time ? “ This I am not allowed, as it is 

to be feared then, if they should all pray together, they would 
bring the Messiah before his time." And Rabbi asked him : Is 
their equal to be found in this world? And he said: Yea! 
There are R. Hyya and his sons. Rabbi then ordered a fast- 
day, and placed R. Hyya and his sons on the altar, and when 
they came to the benediction, “ He who causes the wind to 
blow," a wind came, and when they came to the words, " He 
who causes rain," rain came. When, thereafter, they were 
about to say the benediction of " resurrection," the world 
began to tremble, and in heaven it was questioned, " Who has 
revealed the secret to mortals ? " And Elijah was found guilty, 
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and they punished him with sixty fiery lashes. He then appeared 
on the altar as a fiery bear, and scattered them. 

Samuel of Ir'hina was the physician of Rabbi. When Rabbi 
had sore eyes, he was about to inject some medicine into them, 
and Rabbi said : I cannot endure it. He then wanted to apply 
salve to the eyes, but Rabbi prevented him, as even this he 
would not endure. He then poured some medicine into a tube 
under his head in bed, and he was cured. Rabbi troubled him¬ 
self to invest Samuel with the title “ Rabbi,'* but never had the 
opportunity, and Samuel said to him : Let the master not be so 
sorry. I have seen the book which was shown to Adam the first, 
and there it is written : “ Samuel of Ir’hina will be named a 
sage, but not a rabbi, and Rabbi will be cured through him." 
It is also written there : “ Rabbi and R. Nathan are the finishers 
of the Mishnayoth. R. Ashi and Rabina will be the finishers 
of the Gemara." * 

R. Kahana said: I was told by R. Hama, the son of Hassa’s 
daughter, that R. b. Na’hmani's death occurred by conspiracy, 
namely : It was denounced to the Government that there was a 
man among the Jews who prevented thirteen thousand Jews 
from paying head-tax one month in summer and one month in 
winter time that in the months of Nissan and Tishri about 
thirty thousand men went to hear Rabba's lectures for the holi¬ 
days, and the officers of taxes could not find them at home to 
collect the taxes. The Government sent an officer to take him, 
but could not find him at home. He went in search of him from 
Pumbaditha to the cities of Aqura, Agina, Ch’him, Tripha, and 
Eina Damim, and from Eina Damim back to Pumbaditha. It 
happened that the officer took the same inn in which Rabbawas 
concealed. There was a set table for the officer, and after he 
drank two goblets of wine the table was taken away, and it hap¬ 
pened that the face of the officer was turned backwards. The 
host came to Rabba, and questioned him what to do, as he was 


* Rashi explains this, that until their time the Gemara was not in any order, as in 
the colleges a Mishna was discussed only in relation to money matters, food, etc., 
the Halakha thereof being questioned in a college ; and then there was discussion, 
and each gave a reason for his opinion, and the same was done if some one questioned 
the reason of such and such a Mishna, without a practical act; and so the whole 
Gemara was mixed together, without any order in sections or tracts, and Rabina and 
R. Ashi were the first who gathered all the discussions of the colleges until that 
time, and also at that time arranged them into sections and tracts in accordance with 
the Mishnayoth ordained by Rabbi in sections and tracts. See footnote, Chap. II., 
pages 79, 80. 
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afraid of trouble because of the misfortune which happened to the 
officer of the king ; and Rabba ordered that a table should be 
set again with one goblet of wine, and thereafter to take the 
table away. They did so, and the man was cured. Then the 
officer said : I am now certain that the man I want is here. And 
he searched for him and found him, saying : I will go from here 
and report that I could not find him. Should they put me to 
death, I will not disclose it ; but should they torture me, I will 
tell the truth. He then took Rabba, locked him up in a cham¬ 
ber for men, and took the key with him. Rabba prayed, and the 
wall fell miraculously; he ran away and went to Agina, sat down 
on a crudum of a tree, and was starving. In the meantime 
there was a dispute in the heavenly college about a case of purity, 
in which some of them decided that it is impure and some of 
them pure, and it was decided that R. b. Na’hmani should decide 
the case, as he used to say that he was the only one who knew 
the law of Nagaim and the only one who knew the law of Oh’loth. 
They sent the angel of death for him, but he could not touch him, 
as he did not cease studying one moment. In the meantime a 
wind blew and made noise with the trees of the forest, and Rabba 
thought that the officers were after him and said: It is better for 
me to die than to be taken by the Government. And when he 
was dying, he was questioned about the dispute in the heavenly 
college, and he decided it was pure. Then a heavenly voice came 
forth, saying : Well is it with thee, R. b. Na’hmani, that thy 
body is pure, and that thy soul left thy body while thou wast 
saying ” pure.” A pitiacium (writing) fell in the city of Pumba- 
ditha: “ Rabba b. Na’hmani was taken to the heavenly college.” 
Then Abayi, Rabha, and all rabbis of the college went to 
occupy themselves with his funeral ; but they did not know 
where to find his body, and they went to Agina, and they saw a 
swarm of birds which made a shade under them, and they 
remained so, without moving, and the rabbis understood that 
this was the place where the dead was to be found. And they 
lamented for him three days and three nights. Another pitiacium 
was found : “ He who will separate himself will be put under 
the ban.” And they lamented for him seven days more. Then 
another pitiacium (from heaven) fell : “ Go to your houses in 
peace.” 

On that day that Rabbi died a storm arose and threw a cer¬ 
tain merchant who was riding on a camel on one side of the River 
Papa to the other side of the same. Being astonished, and ask- 
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ing, What is it ? he was answered : Rabba b. Na’hmani is dead. 
He then arose and said : “ Lord of the Universe! The whole 
world is thine, and Rabba b. Na’hmani is also thine. Thou 
dost love Rabba, and Rabba loveth thee—why, then, shouldst 
thou destroy the world ? ” And the storm abated. 

R. Simeon b. Halaphta was a fat man.* On one hot day he 
ascended to the top of a mountain to cool himself, with his 
daughter, telling her to fan him, promising her therefor a tal¬ 
ent’s worth of nard. In the meantime a wind began to blow, 
and he said : How many talents’ worth of nard is to be given 
to the Lord of the winds ? 

And all according to the custom of the country , etc . What 
does the Mishna mean by adding the word ” all ” ? It means 
in places where it is usually the custom to give the laborers, 
after their meal, a certain measure of beverage, so that the 
hirer had no right to say to the laborers to bring vessels for this 
purpose, but provide for them himself. 

It happened zvith R. Johanan b. Mathia , etc . Is not this 
fact a contradiction to the Mishna’s statement ? The Mishna 
is not completed, and must read thus : If, however, the hirer 
has promised them food in such places as it is customary to 
furnish them with food without any promise, it must be con¬ 
sidered that he has to furnish them with something better than 
customary, as it happened with R. Johanan b. Mathia, who 
said to his son : Go and hire laborers for us. He did so, with 
the understanding that they should be fed, and when he came 
to his father, he said to him : ” My son,” etc., . . . ” as 

they are children of Abraham, Isaac, and Jacob.” 

Shall we assume that the meals of Abraham were better 
than those of Solomon ? Is it not written [I. Kings, iv. 22, 23]: 
” And Solomon’s provision for one day was thirty kors of fine 
flour and sixty kors of meal, ten fatted oxen, and twenty pas¬ 
ture oxen, and a hundred sheep, besides harts, and roebucks, 
and fallow deer, and fatted fowl.” And Gurion b. Astirin, in 
the name of Rabh, said that the fine flour and meal were only 
for skimming the foam ; and R. Itz’hak said, that each wife of the 
thousand Solomon had, used to prepare such a meal, thinking 
that he would come to partake his meal with her. And con¬ 
cerning Abraham it is written [Gen. xviii. 7] : ” And Abraham 
ran unto the herd, and fetched a calf tender and good.” And R. 

* Because in the beginning of this legend it was spoken of fat men, this legend 
was also brought in (Rashi). 

15 
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Jehudah said in the name of Rabh: A “ calf ” is one; “ tender/’ 
two ; and “ good/’ three ? Abraham took three oxen for three 
men (which makes an ox for each man). And concerning Solo¬ 
mon there were for the many people of Israel and Judah, as it is 
written [I. Kings, iv. 20]: “ Judah and Israel were numerous as 
the sand which is by the sea,” etc. 

What is meant by fatted fowl ? Rabh said : Crammed fowl. 
And Samuel said : They were fat without cramming. And R. 
Johanan said : An ox fed without doing any labor, and a hen 
that is not occupied with hatching. 

R. Johanan said : The best of cattle is an ox, and the best 
of fowls is a hen. Said Ameimar : R. Johanan meant a black 
hen that feeds herself in the vineyard with the seeds of grapes. 

It is written [Gen. xviii. 7] : “ And Abraham ran unto the 
herd,” etc. Said R. Jehudah, in the name of Rabh: A “ calf” 
is one ; “ tender,” two ; and “ good ” is three. [Why not say 
one, as people say tender and good ? Then it should be written, 
a ” good, tender calf.” Why ” and good ”? To signify that it 
was another one. But then there are only two ? As the words 
“ and good” signify another one, so signifies also the word 
“ tender.”] Rabba b. Ula, according to others R. Hoshia, 
and still according to others R. Nathan b. Hoshia, objected. Is 
it not written [ibid., ibid.] : “ And gave him to a young man, 
and he hastened to dress him ? *— i.e ., that each of them he 
gave to a separate man for dressing. Farther on it is written : 
“And he took cream and milk, and the calf which he had 
dressed,” i.e., that each which was ready first, he placed before 
them. But why were three necessary. Was not one sufficient ? 
Said R. Hanan b. Rabha : He wanted to give to each of them a 
whole tongue with mustard.f Said R. Tan’hum b. R. Huilar : 
One must not change the custom of that place where he abides, 
as Moses, when he ascended to heaven, did not eat ; and the 
angels of heaven, when they descended to earth, ate and drank. 
Ate and drank ! Have they then a stomach ? Say : it seemed 
as if they were eating and drinking. 

R. Jehudah said in the name of Rabh: All that Abraham did 
for the angels by himself, the Holy One, blessed be He, did for 
his children by himself ; and what Abraham did through a mes¬ 
senger, the Holy One did the same for his children through a 

* The expression in Scripture is Otithou , and means “ him,” which is singular. 
The translators of the Bible translate “ it,” according to the sense. 

f Rashi explains that such a meal was only prepared for kings. 
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messenger : ” And Abraham ran unto the herd ” ; and a wind 
went forth from the Lord ” [Numb. xi. 31]. ” He took cream 

and milk” ; ”7 will let rain for you bread from heaven.” 
” And he stood by them ” ; ”7 will stand before thee ” [Ex. 
xvii. 6]. ” And Abraham went with them ” [Gen. xviii. 16] ; 

” And the Lord went before them ” [Ex. xiii. 21]. ” Let a little 
water” ; ” and thou shalt smite the rock ” [Ex. xvii. 6]. And 
the same (Rabh) differs with R. Hama b. Hanina, who said that 
in reward for three things which Abraham had done his children 
got three things; namely, for the cream and milk they were 
rewarded with mannah ; for that ” he stood by them ” under the 
tree, his children were rewarded with the pillar of cloud ; and 
for ” let a little water,” etc., they were rewarded with the well 
of Miriam. 

" Let a little water ,” etc. Said R. Janai b. Ismael: The 
angels said to Abraham : Do you suspect us to be Arabs who 
bow themselves to the dust of their feet ? Thou hast a son, 
Ismael, who is doing so. 

” And the Lord appeared unto him in the grove of Mamre 
. . . in the heat of the day ” [Gen. xviii. 1]. What does this 

signify ? Said R. Hama b. Hanina : This day was the third of 
Abraham’s circumcision, and the Holy One, blessed be He, 
made him a sick call ; and to the end that Abraham should not 
trouble himself with guests, the Lord caused the day to be in¬ 
tensely hot, so that no one should go out. He, however, sent 
out his servant, Eliezer, in order to search for guests. He went, 
but found none. Abraham said : I do not trust you (this is 
what people say, there is no trust in slaves), and went out him¬ 
self. Seeing the Lord, blessed be He, standing by the door, for 
that it is written : ” Pass not away, I pray thee, from thy ser¬ 
vant ” [Gen. xviii. 3] (and to favor him, the Lord sent three 
angels), and for that it is written : ” And he lifted up his eyes 
and looked,” etc. [ibid. y ibid. 2]. ” He ran to meet them.” 

But is it not written, he stood near them ? Why, then, did he 
run after them ? Previously they were standing near him, but 
seeing that he was afflicted with pain, they withdrew, and he ran 
after them. 

Who were these three men ? Michael, Gabriel, and Raphael. 
Michael came to give the message to Sarah, Raphael to cure 
Abraham, and Gabriel to destroy Sodom. But is it not written 
[ibid. xix. 1] : ” And two angels came to Sodom” ? Michael 
accompanied Gabriel, in order to rescue Lot, and so it seems to 
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be as it is written : '‘ And he overthrew/' etc. [ ibid ., ibid. 25]. 
It is not written they have done so. Why is it written con¬ 
cerning Abraham : " So do as thou hast spoken"? [ibid, xviii. 
5] ; and concerning Lot it is written, " and he pressed upon 
them " ? [ibid. xix. 3]. Said R. Elazar: Infer from this, you 
may decline an offer from a person inferior to yourself, but not 
from a superior. It is written: " And I will fetch a morsel of 
bread ”; and after this it reads: “ And Abraham ran unto the 
herd." Said R. Elazar : Infer from this, that the upright promise 
little and do much, and the wicked promise much and do noth¬ 
ing. And where do you take it from ? From Ephron [ibid. 
xxiii. 15]: " A land . . . what is between me and thee"; 

and farther on it reads: " And Abraham understood the mean¬ 
ing of Ephron . . . four hundred shekels of silver current 

with the merchant" [ibid. xix. 16]. Hence they did not take 
any other money but such as was current with merchants. 

" And they said unto him, Where is Sarah thy wife," etc ? 
Said R. Jehudah, in the name of Rabh, according to others in 
the name of R. Itz'hak : Did the angels not know that Sarah 
was in her tent ? Why did they ask for her ? In order to in¬ 
crease her grace in the eyes of her husband. R. Jose b. Hanina, 
however, said : For the purpose of sending her a goblet of ben¬ 
ediction. 

It was taught in the name of R. Jose : Why are the letters 
A j v of the word pointed in the Holy Scrolls ? The Torah 
teaches us to be kind in worldly affairs, that when one comes as 
a guest, he may make inquiries of the host for the health of his 
wife. 

"After I am waxed old," etc. [Gen. xviii. 12]. Said R. 
Hisda : After her body was wrinkled, and the folds increased, 
the body was again made smooth, the wrinkles of age were 
straightened out, and beauty returned. It is written [ibid.'] : 
" My lord being old" ; and farther on it is written : " I am 
old." Hence, the Holy One, blessed be He, did not refer to 
Abraham, as she said. From that the disciples of R. Ismael 
said : Great is the peace, as even the Lord changed her words 
for the purpose of peace, as it is written : " She said my lord is 
old . . . since I am old." 

It is written : " Who would have said unto Abraham that 
Sarah should have given children suck ?" [Gen. xxi. 7]. How 
many children did Sarah suckle ? There was only one. Said R. 
Levi : That day on which Abraham weaned Isaac, he made a 
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great banquet ; and his neighbors of all nations murmured, say¬ 
ing : Behold, an old man and an old woman took a child from 
the market, proclaiming him for their own son. And this is not 
enough for them, but they are giving banquets, to convince 
people that it is as they say. What did our father Abraham ? 
He had invited all great men in his generation, and Sarah our 
mother invited their wives, and every one of them brought her 
child along, but without their nurses, and a miracle occurred to 
Sarah, that her breasts opened like two springs, and she nursed 
all the children there. But it was still murmured and said : As 
Sarah was only ninety years old, it is possible that she had 
borne a child miraculously; but Abraham, who is over a hun¬ 
dred years, how is it possible that he should be able to beget 
children ? Then the face of Isaac at once changed, and became 
of the appearance of Abraham, so that every one proclaimed that 
Abraham begot Isaac. Until the time of Abraham there was no 
mark of old age, and he who wanted to talk to Abraham spoke 
to Isaac (when he was grown up), or vice versa; then Abraham 
prayed, and the mark of old age was visible, as it is written 
[ibid. 47] : 11 And Abraham was old.” Until the time of Jacob 
there was no sickness (and death occurred suddenly); and Jacob 
prayed that sickness would come before death; as it is written 
[ibid, xliii. 1] : ” Behold, thy father is sick.” Until the time of 
the prophet Elisha there was no one who became cured from 
sickness; but Elisha, however, prayed and was cured; as it is 
written [II. Kings, xiii. 14]: ” Elisha was sick of the sickness 
whereof he had to die,” which signifies that previously he was 
sick and cured. 

The rabbis taught: Three times was Elisha sick. First at 
the time he discharged Gekhsee from his service, and secondly 
when he set the bears on the children [II. Kings, ii. 24], and the 
third time when he died. 

With bread and pulse only. Said R. A’ha b. R. Joseph to 
R. Hisda: Does the Mishna state bread of pease or bread and 
peas? And he answered: By God the letter ” Vahv ” (which 
means ” and ”) is required to be as large as a rudder of the 
Labroth. 

Rabban Simeon b. Gamaliel , . . . all must be according , 

etc . What does he mean by the word ” all ” ? This was learned 
in the following Boraitha: ” If one hires a laborer, to pay him 
in accordance with the custom of this city, he may pay him 
according to the smallest scale of wages; so is the decree of 
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R. Jehoshua. The sages, however, say the payment must be 
at a middle rate, neither too high nor too low.” 

MISHNA II.: The following laborers have a right, accord¬ 
ing to the law of Scripture, to partake of the fruits of their 
laboring: They who are engaged with the growing of produce 
may partake of that which is ripe, but is still attached to the 
ground, and also of the produce which is already cut off from 
the ground, but not yet ready for delivery. However, the 
above must be produced from the ground. They must not, 
however, partake of the fruits of their laboring if the produce is 
attached to the ground, but not ripe, and also if it is cut off and 
ready for delivery; neither may they partake of the fruits of 
labor of which the products do not grow in the ground (as, e.g ., 
the milking of cattle or the making of cheese). 

GEMARA: Whence is all this deduced ? It is written 
[Deut. xxiii. 25]: ” When thou comest in thy neighbor's vine¬ 
yard, thou mayest eat,” etc. This is only concerning a vine¬ 
yard. Whence do we know that the same is the case with other 
places ? We infer it from the case of the vineyard, thus: As in 
a vineyard, the products of which come forth from the ground, 
a laborer may eat of its fruits when they are ripe, the same is 
the case with other things brought forth from the ground, when 
they are ripe. But it can be said that this law is only concern¬ 
ing a vineyard, because the law of gleaning [ ibid ., ibid . xxiv. 21] 
applies only to gleaning; therefore we may infer this from stalks 
[ibid, xxiii. 26]: ” When thou comest into the standing corn of 
thy neighbor, thou mayest pluck,” etc. But even to this there 
is a separate law, which applies to stalks only; namely, to sepa¬ 
rate the first dough. Then we turn again to the vineyard, and 
to the former question it is answered that there is a separate law 
of gleaning; we turn again to the stalks, and the conclusion is 
that both cases have separate laws which apply each to itself 
specially, and one to the other specially. In one thing, how¬ 
ever, they are alike, the products of both are brought forth from 
the ground, and when ripe a laborer may partake of them. The 
same is the case with all products that are brought forth from 
the ground, and when they are ripe the laborer engaged in pro¬ 
ducing them may partake of them. But their likeness is further 
seen in that they are brought to the altar (wine to the offerings, 
and fine meal to meal-offerings) ? Therefore, olive trees may 
also be inferred from this, as oil from the olives is also brought 
to the altar with the meal-offering. [Is it, then, necessary to 
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infer olives from vineyards and stalks ? Are the olives them¬ 
selves not called a vineyard; as it is written [Judges, xv. 5]: 
“ And burnt up both shocks and standing corn, as also olive- 
yards” ?* Said R. Papa: It is named a vineyard of olives 
(Kerm Zayith), but not indefinitely a “ vineyard,'* which does 
not include olives. And the above-cited verse reads, “ when 
thou comest in the vineyard/' therefore olives are to be inferred 
from above.] 

But, after all, whence do we deduce about all other products 
which cannot be inferred from what is mentioned above, as all 
are distinguished by separate laws applying only to them ? 
Therefore said Samuel: We infer all from the words of above- 
cited verse [Deut. xxiii. 26]: “But a sickle shalt thou not 
move/’ which means that to all products under a sickle the 
same law applies. But is this verse not needed to teach that 
one may partake of them as long as the sickle is used, but not 
thereafter ? Nay; this is inferred from the previous verse [25]: 
“ But into thy vessel shalt thou not put it." But according to 
Samuel’s theory, whence do we deduce about products which 
are not under the sickle (as, e.g., dates, etc.) ? Said R. Itz’hak: 
It is to be inferred from the words “ standing corn ” that the 
same is the case with all products which are standing. But was 
it not previously said that this cannot be inferred from stalks, as 
they are distinguished with the law of the first dough ? This 
was said before it was learnt that it may be inferred from the 
words “ under the sickle ’’; but after it was learnt of all prod¬ 
ucts which go under the sickle, the same is said of all standing 
products. 

If so, to what purpose is written the above-cited verse 25 ? 
Could it not be deduced from the 26th? Said Rabha: It is 
needed to infer from it the Halakhas of the following Boraitha: 
It is written Khe TJi bhau (when thou comest), and in xxiv. 15 
is written Lou T/ibhau , as there the verse applies to a laborer. 
So the verse xxv. 23 applies also to a laborer. It reads, “in thy 
neighbor’s vineyard’’; but not in a vineyard of the sanctuary. 
“Thou mayest eat grapes,’’ but not drink the wine of them 
(/. e ., one shall not take the grapes, make wine, and drink it). 
Grapes only, but not with something else one shall not mix 
them with something else which might increase the appetite for 
them). “ At thy own,’’ t,e . 9 as if thou wouldst be the owner of 

* The terra in Hebrew is Kerm Zayith , literally, a vineyard of olives ; hence the 
question. 
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them: as the owner may partake of them before the tithe is 
separated, so may the laborer also. 44 Till thou have enough/’ 
but not more; 44 but into thy vessels thou shalt not put ”— i.e., 
that at the time you put them in the vessels of the owner you 
may eat, but not when you are not so engaged. 

Rabbina, however, said: There is no necessity to deduce 
from verses in the Scripture concerning a laborer when he is 
engaged with the products when they are already cut off from 
the ground, and also for an ox that it may eat from the attached 
products of the ground, because it is written [Deut. xxv. 4]: 
“ Thou shalt not muzzle the ox when he thresheth out the corn.” 
Now let us see! This law applies to all animals, as it is stated 
in First Gate (p 127). It ought to read: “ Thou shalt not thresh 
with a muzzled ox.” Why, then, is ox mentioned ? To com¬ 
pare the muzzled with the muzzier (i.e., the man who muzzles 
the cattle). As the muzzier may eat of the attached article 
when it is ripe, the same is the case with the muzzled animal; 
and as the muzzled one may eat all that which is not still at¬ 
tached to the ground, so also may the muzzier. 

The rabbis taught: It is written “ threshing ” [Lev. xxvi. 5]; 
as the threshing is only upon products brought forth from the 
ground, of which the laborer may eat, the same is the case with 
all products of the ground, excluding him who milks, and makes 
cheese and butter, which are not products from the ground, and 
of which a laborer must not eat. 

Was it not deduced already from the verses stated above ? 
Why then this Boraitha ? Lest one say that because all the 
products which are standing were included, as stated above, 
therefore the products not brought forth by the ground should 
also be included, it comes to teach us that it is not so. There 
is another Boraitha: 14 As threshing applies only when the 
product of which a laborer may eat is ready, the same is the 
case with other products which are ready, excluding those who 
lop garlic and onions (for the purpose of making more room for 
the good plants to grow)—a laborer may not eat of these, as 
they are not yet ripe.” And still another Boraitha: 44 A thresh¬ 
ing applies to grain which is not yet fit for separating tithe, and 
a laborer may eat of it; the same is the case with other things 
which are not yet fit for separating tithes, excluding those who 
separate dates and dry figs, which are fit already for separating 
tithes—the laborer must not eat thereof.” But did not another 
Boraitha state that a laborer who does so may eat thereof ? Said 
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R. Papa: That Boraitha speaks of unripe dates which are taken 
off the trees in vessels made of palms, and are soaked in oil 
until they become ripe, and at that time they are not yet fit for 
separating tithes. There is still another Boraitha: “ As thresh¬ 
ing applies to such things as are not yet ready for separating the 
first dough, a laborer may eat thereof; but he who kneads or 
bakes must not eat of that which he handles, because it is 
already fit for the first dough; and this Boraitha speaks of coun¬ 
tries which are out of Palestine, to which the law of tithe does 
not apply.’* 

The schoolmen propounded a question: May a laborer roast 
the grain on fire and eat it ? Shall we say that this is the same 
as grapes with something else, which is not allowed, or is this 
different ? Come and hear! It is allowed for the owner of a 
vineyard to give to his laborers wine, that they do not eat too 
many grapes; and the laborers also may soak their bread in 
herring-pickle, that they may eat more grapes thereafter (hence 
we see that such things are allowed). (Says the Gemara:) The 
schoolmen did not question whether the men prepare themselves 
to eat more or less; their question was only whether it was 
allowed to prepare the fruit by sweetening it, that it might be¬ 
come better for eating? Come and hear! Laborers may wait 
until the sun warms the grapes before eating of them; they are 
not allowed, however, to heat grapes over fire (hence it is not 
allowed). From this nothing is to be inferred, as it may be it is 
not allowed because of the loss of time, and the question of the 
schoolmen refers to when he has with him his wife or children, 
who may heat the grapes for him ? Come and hear! A laborer 
who is engaged in separating spoiled figs, dates, grapes, or olives 
may eat of them, though tithe is not yet separated; to eat them 
with their bread, however, they are not allowed, unless they do 
so with the consent of the owner. Neither may they use salt in 
eating them (hence to heat over fire is all the less allowed). 
(Says the Gemara:) Neither from this is anything to be in¬ 
ferred, as salt is certainly equal to grapes with something else, 
which is not allowed, as stated above. 

The rabbis taught: Cows which are engaged in separating 
the shells from barley that has been dried in an oven, or which 
are threshing grain of heave offering or of tithe, there is no 
transgression when one muzzles them. However, that people 
who are not aware the grain is of such a kind may not be mis¬ 
led, a handful of the grain may be taken and put in a sack and 
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hung on their necks. R. Simeon b. Johai, however, said: He 
may put spelt in sacks and hang them on their necks, as spelt is 
better for the cow in every instance. There is a contradiction 
from the following: “ Cows that are engaged in shelling grain 
when they are muzzled, there is no transgression; if, however, 
they are threshing heave offering or tithe, there is transgression 
if they are muzzled. The same is the case when an Israelite 
does the threshing with the cow of a Gentile; if, however, a 
Gentile threshes with the cow of an Israelite, there is no trans¬ 
gression.” Hence there is a contradiction in the statements of 
the Boraithas in the case of heave offerings and tithes ? It pre¬ 
sents no difficulty. One Boraitha treats of the heave offering 
of the tithe, which is not doubted; and the other treats of a 
suspicious one (De Mai). 

The schoolmen questioned R. Shesheth: 11 How is the law if 
the animal is sick and the consuming of grain injures it ? May 
it be muzzled ?” Shall we assume that, when commanded not 
to muzzle the animal, it is because what it may consume is good 
for it, so that, in the case questioned, muzzling is allowed; or is 
the above commandment because of the suffering of the animal 
on seeing the grain and not being able to eat of it, in which 
event the muzzling is prohibited even in the case mentioned ? 
And he answered: This we have learned in the Boraitha men¬ 
tioned above, as Simeon b. Johai said: “ He may bring spelt, 
etc., because spelt is better for The cow.” Hence we see that 
the reason for prohibiting muzzling is because the grain is good 
for the cow. 

The schoolmen propounded a question: “ May one say to a 
Gentile: Muzzle my cow and thresh with it ? Shall we assume 
that the rabbinical prohibition to do through a Gentile what is 
prohibited for an Israelite to do himself is only concerning Sab¬ 
bath, the violation of which is a crime, but that the prohibition of 
muzzling, which is only a negative commandment, does not exist 
in such a case, or is there no difference?” Come and hear! “When 
a Gentile threshes with the cow of an Israelite, the Israelite 
does not transgress if the animal was muzzled.” Is it not to be 
inferred that he does not transgress the commandment, but that, 
nevertheless, the muzzling is prohibited ? Nay; from this ex¬ 
pression nothing is to be inferred, as it may be that it is used 
only because of the same expression in the case of an Israelite 
threshing with the cow of a Gentile, in which it was necessary 
to state that he commits a transgression. (Then) come and 
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hear! A message was sent to the father of Samuel with the 
following question: When Gentiles steal bulls and castrate* 
them, and return them to the owners, may the Israelites use 
them or not ? And his answer was: ” There is craft used in doing 
this thing. Use the same with the owners, and make them sell 
the animals ” (to Gentiles, so that the owners may not use them 
for ploughing. Hence we see that the violation of even a nega¬ 
tive commandment, which is not a crime, must not be com¬ 
mitted through a Gentile). R. Papa, however, said: ” The 
people of the west, who sent the above question, hold with R. 
Hidga, who maintains that the children of Noah {t.e., others 
than Jews) are warned biblically against castration, and the 
owners of the above-mentioned castrated oxen transgressed the 
commandment [Lev. xix. 14]: 41 Thou shalt not put a stum¬ 
bling-block before the blind/’ Rabbi meant to say that the 
answer of the father of Samuel, “ Make them sell them,” meant 
that they were to be sold for slaughtering, so that no one should 
use them any more. Said Abayi to him: “ It is sufficient fine 
for the owner that he must sell them for any purpose, and to 
any one, Israelite or Gentile.” 

There is no doubt that a son of full age is considered a 
stranger to his father that he may sell to his son; but how is 
the law with a minor son ? R. A’hi prohibits, and R. Ashi 
allows. Maremar and Mar Zutra, according to others, two cer¬ 
tain pious men, used to exchange between themselves the oxen 
in question for other ones. Rami bar Hamai questioned: ” Does 
one transgress if he has placed the young one of the cow on the 
outside of her for the purpose of keeping the cow from consum¬ 
ing the grain while threshing, or if he has engaged it while it is 
thirsty, or if he has spread a xaTafioX?} on the grain ? ” One of 
the questions at least may be resolved from the following Bo- 
raitha: The owner of the cow is allowed to make it hungry that 
it may eat more while threshing; he may also give it sufficient 
food beforehand, that it may not consume much while thresh¬ 
ing (and this can be compared to spreading a katabole , hence it 
is allowed). 

R. Jonathan questioned R. Simai: ” How is the law if he 
has muzzled the animal outside of the field ? Shall we assume 
that the Scripture prohibits muzzling it while threshing only, or 

* Castrating is prohibited to Israelites biblically, and the Gentiles, who were 
friends of the Israelites, used to steal the bulls for this purpose, and return them 
afterwards. Hence the question. 



THE BABYLONIAN TALMUD. 


236 

does the Scripture mean that grain shall not be threshed with 
a muzzled animal ? " And he answered : " This can be deduced 
from [ibid. x. 9]: “ Wine or strong drink shalt thou not drink, 

. . . when you go in unto the tabernacle"; from which it 

could be inferred that this is prohibited when you go in, but not 
previously. However, it reads [ibid., ibid. 10]: "So that you 
may be able to distinguish between the holy," etc., which means 
you must not go in while drunk (no matter when you have used 
the strong drink). The same is the meaning here: there shall 
be no muzzling while threshing. 

The rabbis taught: " He who muzzles a cow and he who 
pairs two kinds of animals in one wagon is exempt from the 
punishment of stripes, as it applies only to the threshers and the 
leader of them." 

It was taught: " If one has muzzled a cow only with his 
voice ( e.g ., when the animal is about to eat of the grain he stops 
it with his voice), or if one leads the two kinds of animals with 
his voice only (without holding the bridle), according to R* 
Johanan he is guilty, because his voice is considered an act, and 
according to Resh Lakish he is free, as the voice is not consid¬ 
ered an act. R. Johanan objected to the decision of Resh 
Lakish from the following Mishna (Themura): " One is not 
allowed to exchange; but if he has done so, the exchange is 
valid, and he is punished with forty stripes" (hence we see that 
though it was done by mouth only, it is considered an act, for 
which he is punished with stripes). And he answered: This 
Mishna is in accordance with R. Jehuda, who holds that one is 
to be punished with stripes for violation of a negative command¬ 
ment, even if there is no physical act; but how can this Mishna 
be explained in accordance with R. Johanan ? Did not the 
same state in its first part that the law of exchange applies to 
every one, male as well as female ? And to the question : What 
does it mean by adding the expression " to every one " (would 
not " he " be sufficient for male or female) ? The answer was: 
To include an heir, and this is certainly not in accordance with 
R. Johanan, as he holds that an heir cannot exchange, and also 
has no right to lay his hands upon an offer ? The Tana of the 
Mishna cited holds with R. Johanan in one thing, but differs 
from him on the other point. 

The rabbis taught: He who muzzles the cow while threshing 
is punished with stripes, and pays for the cow four kabs, and 
for an ass three kabs of fodder. But how is it possible that one 


TRACT BABA METZIA (MIDDLE GATE). 


237 


should be punished for one crime with two punishments ? We 
are aware that if, e.g., one deserves stripes for one crime, and 
for another, death, the stripes must be omitted, and the same 
is the case with a crime for which he has also to pay for the 
damage he has done when the crime was committed; the first 
punishment only must be imposed, and he is free from payment ? 
This Boraitha is in accordance with R. Meir, who says that both 
are imposed. Rabha, however, said: There are many cases in 
which, although one is not obliged to pay the damages, he 
nevertheless has to pay, from a moral standpoint; and my sup¬ 
port is from the Scripture, which forbids the hire of a harlot to 
be used in the temple, even if she was a relative, for which crime 
one is to be stoned (hence the hire is considered a payment), 
although it is not collected by the court. R. Papa said: The 
reason he has to pay in this case, despite his punishment with 
stripes, is because the obligation to pay was incurred before the 
crime for which he is to be punished with stripes was committed; 
he has to feed the animal as soon as he takes possession of it, 
and he cannot be punished with stripes until he has done work 
with it. 

R. Papa said: The following two things were questioned of 
me by the disciples of R. Papa bar Abba, and I decided one of 
them in accordance with the law, and the other differently; 
namely, May one knead dough with milk or not ? And my 
answer was: ” Nay,” according to the law [see Psachim, p. 45]; 
and the other question was, May one enter two kinds of animals 
in one stable ? And I prohibited this, not in accordance with 
the law, as Samuel allows it. R. Jehuda said: One may gen¬ 
der one kind of animals with his hands without any fear even 
for immorality, as his mind is occupied with the expected prod¬ 
uct. R. A’hdbui b. Amui objected: There is a Boraitha: If the 
Scripture read [Lev. xix. 19]: ” Thy cattle shalt thou not let 
gender,” only, I would say that one must not gender any kind 
of animal at all; but as it is added, ” with a diverse kind” 
( kilaeni ), it signifies that only kilae?n is prohibited. But with 
one kind of cattle one may gender; and also, in that case, he 
may only hold it for this purpose. Hence we see that only to 
take hold is allowed, but not to gender ? The expression, ” to 
take hold,” means to gender; and it was used only because of 
its being a nicer expression. 

R. Ashi said: I was questioned by the disciples of R. Nehe- 
mia the Exilarch as follows: ” Is it allowed for one to enter in 
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one stable two kinds of animals with their females ? Shall we 
assume that because there are male and female of the one kind 
it does not matter about the presence of another kind, or is 
even this not allowed ?” And I have answered them in the 
negative, not in accordance with the law, but because of the 
immorality of the Exilarch’s slave. 

MISHNA III ‘ .• The labor of a workingman entitles him to 
consume the fruit of that with which he is laboring, no matter 
with which member of his body he is doing the work; so that if 
he has worked with his shoulder, without occupying his hands 
or feet, it is sufficient. R. Jose ben R. Jehudah, however, main¬ 
tains that he is entitled only when he employs his hands and 
feet in the work. 

GEMARA: What is the reason of this statement? It is 
written [Deut. xxiii. 25]: “ When thou comest into thy neigh¬ 
bor's,’ ’ etc., signifies that it suffices when he enters to labor 
with any member of his body. And what is the reason of R. 
Jose’s statement ? He maintains that the muzzier shall be equal 
to the muzzled one; as the latter is entitled only when it is occu¬ 
pied in its labor with its hand and feet, the same is the case with 
the muzzier. 

Rabbi bar Huna questioned: If one threshes with geese and 
cocks, how is the law according to R. Jose’s theory ? Does R. 
Jose mean that one is entitled to eat only when he works with 
all his strength ? And if so, then the geese and cocks which are 
working with all their strength are entitled to eat. Or does he 
mean, literally, the hands and feet, and as in this case they have 
none they are not entitled to eat ? This question remains 
undecided. 

R. Na’hman, in the name of Rabbi bar Abuhu, said: La¬ 
borers who enter the wine-press are entitled to eat grapes, but 
not to drink wine; however, they are entitled to both if they 
cross the whole length of the wine-press while laboring. 

MISHNA IV.: If one is occupied with pressing dates, he 
must not consume grapes, and vice versa ; however, he may wait 
until he reaches the places where the good ones are to be found, 
and eat from them. In all cases it is said that he may consume 
only while he is laboring. In order not to waste the time of 
the owner, it was enacted that the laborers may consume when 
they are going from one place to another, and also when they 
are returning from the wine-press; and also an ass is entitled to 
consume while unloading. 
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GEMARA: The schoolmen propounded a question: If one 
was occupied with one vine, may he take a bunch of grapes from 
it to consume while laboring on another vine ? If we assume 
that a laborer is entitled to consume of that kind which is to be 
put in the vessel of the owner, then he certainly may do so, or 
he is entitled to consume only from those which are to be put 
in the vessel of the owner; and as the grapes of the first vine 
were not to be put in the owner’s vessel, he may not eat of 
them; and lest one say that he may not, then there would be 
difficulty in understanding why the ox, while laboring at things 
which are attached to the ground, may eat of them, because 
those attached to the ground are not to be put in the vessels of 
the owner. Said R. Shesheth b. R. Aidi: This case cannot 
prove anything, as it may mean that a branch with fruit reaches 
the laboring ox, but not otherwise. Come and hear. Our 
Mishna states that if one is occupied with dates he must not 
consume grapes; from which we infer that he may consume of 
one kind of fruit. Now, if it be not allowed to take fruit from 
one vine when he is going to labor on another, how could such 
a case be found ? Said R. Shesheth b. R. Aidi: This proves 
nothing, as the Mishna may treat of a case where the dates were 
resting on the vine, or vice versa; and it came to teach that 
although he cannot occupy himself unless he takes of the dates 
resting upon the grapes, and one may say that in such a case he 
is considered to be occupied with both, the Mishna teaches that 
is not so (and so it is not safe to infer from this that if he is 
occupied with one kind of fruit in one place he may partake of 
it while laboring on another of the same kind). Come and hear! 
The latter part, 41 One may wait until he reaches the place where 
the good ones are,” etc. Now, if one would be allowed to eat of 
the fruit on which he is not occupied, at another place where he 
is occupied, then why should he wait until he reaches the place 
of the good ones ? Let him immediately bring and eat of it. 
Nay; it may be that he is not allowed to do so because of wast¬ 
ing time. However, if so, the question may arise: How is it if 
he has somebody— e.g., his wife or his children who are not 
laboring there—and they can bring him the good ones, so that 
there is no waste of time; may it so be done or not ? Come and 
hear the other statement of our Mishna: 44 In all cases, . . . 

however, in order not to waste time,” etc. And the school¬ 
men, in explaining the reason for this statement, were about to 
say that because, biblically, walking is not considered labor, 
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one, biblically, is not allowed to eat in that case. Therefore 
the enactment in question was necessary, from which it is to be 
inferred that when one is laboring he may consume even bibli¬ 
cally, and it may be decided that he may do so. However, it 
may be said that walking is considered labor, and yet according 
to the Bible walking is not considered labor, and yet according 
to the Bible one may not do so, and therefore the enactment 
was necessary; hence the question may be decided negatively. 

An ass is entitled , etc. While unloaded! From what, then, 
shall it consume ? Correct the Mishna so that it reads, " until 
it is unloaded "; and this is the same as the rabbis taught else¬ 
where, that an ass and a camel may consume from the load 
which is upon them. However, one may not take of the load 
with his hands and give them to eat. 

MISHNA V. : The laborer may consume of cucumbers or 
dates with which he is working, even to a dinar's worth. R. 
Elazar b. Hasma, however, said: A laborer must not consume 
more than his wages; but the sages allow even this. Neverthe¬ 
less, a man should be instructed that he must not be greedy, so 
that the doors of mankind should not be shut against him. 

GEMARA: Are not the sages' statements the same as the 
first Tana ? The point of difference can be found in the follow¬ 
ing saying of Rabh: I have found hidden scrolls in the house of 
R. Hyya, in which it was written as follows: “ Aisi b. Jehudah 
says: The verse written [Deut. xxiii. 25]: ‘ When thou comest 
in the vineyard of thy neighbor,' means not only a laborer, but 
anybody." And Rabh himself added: “ Aisi’s theory does not 
allow any one to make a living " (i.e., if it would be allowed for 
every one to enter the vineyard of a stranger, and to consume, 
as much as he likes, then nothing would remain for the owner). 
So that the first Tana does not agree with Aisi, and the sages 
do. Said R. Ashi: I have repeated this Halakha before R. 
Kahanah, and questioned him whether it meant laborers who 
are doing their work for their meal only; and he answered me: 
That even then one would prefer to hire men to cut off the trees 
of his vineyard than to have people enter and consume all it 
contains. 

The schoolmen propounded a question: Are we to interpret 
the command of the Scripture, that a laborer may eat in addi¬ 
tion to his wages (i.e., the Scripture has added to his wage the 
consuming of the fruit he is engaged with, consequently it is 
a part of his wages; or is it only a kind of charity which the 
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Scripture commands to give him) ? And the difference is, if the 
laborer says: “ Give this that I am entitled to to my wife and 
children/* If it is a part of his wages, this could be done; but 
if it is only a kind of charity, it may be said that the Merciful 
One has rewarded only the laborer himself, but not his wife and 
children. What is the law ? Come and hear! R. Elazar b. Hasma 
said: A laborer must not consume more than his wages allow. 
Are we not to assume that the point of their differing is that 
one holds that this is a part of his wages, and the other holds 
that it is a kind of charity ? Nay, all agree that this is a part of 
his wages; and the point of their differing is the explanation of 
the word knaphshkha ,* which is mentioned in the Scripture 
{ibid., ibid .]. One holds that this word may be interpreted, 
“ a thing which you get with danger to your life ” (i.e., if one 
undertakes to ascend to the top of the tree in order to get the 
fruit), and the other interprets this word, “ as thy soul ” (i.e., 
as for thy soul thou likest to muzzle thyself not to partake, thou 
mayest do so; the same is the case with the laborer, in some in¬ 
stances thou mayest prevent him from consuming). Come and 
hear! “ A laborer who was a Nazarite, if he said, Give the 
grapes or wine that I am entitled to to my wife and children, he 
must not be listened to.” Now, if this is a part of his wages, 
why should he not be listened to ? Nay; there is another rea¬ 
son. People say, it must be said to a Nazarite, Go around, go 
around, so that you shall not meet a vineyard (i.e., the things 
which are forbidden to him should not be found near him). 
Come and hear another Boraitha: If a laborer said the same, he 
also must not be listened to; hence if this is a part of his wage, 
why should he not be listened to ? Nothing is to be inferred 
even from this, as the expression, " a laborer/* may be inter¬ 
preted to mean a Nazarite. But is there not a separate Boraitha 
which says plainly “ a Nazarite ” ? This is no question, as the 
Boraithas were taught separately. One plainly states a Naza¬ 
rite, and the other named a laborer, which means also the same. 
Then come and hear another Boraitha: From this we deduce 
that a laborer must not be listened to when he asks that that 
which he is entitled to shall be given to his wife and children, 
from the verse {ibid., ibid.']: ” But into thy vessel thou shalt 


* Nephesh, in Hebrew, means “soul”; knaphshkha, literally, “as thy soul.” 
Hence the expression “ soul.” R. Elazar maintains : “ When thy soul is in danger,” 
and the sages interpret this as: “You can do with your soul.” Leeser, however, 
translates it according to the sense, “ as thy pleasure.” 
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not put any.” And lest one say that this Boraitha also means 
a Nazarite, then this verse would be used as a reference, because 
for a Nazarite there is another reference given above ? Yea; it 
may mean a Nazarite, but the verse belonging to a laborer is 
brought because one has named him a laborer. 

Come and hear another Boraitha: If one hires a laborer to 
cut dates, he may eat of them and he is free from tithe. But if 
he was hired with the stipulation that “ I and my son shall par¬ 
take of it,” he may and is free from tithe; his son, however, 
may eat only when the tithe is separated. Now, if this is a part 
of his wages, why, then, should his son not be free from tithe ? 
Said Rabbina: Because the fruit used by his son is considered 
bought, as the son has nothing to do with it, and only consumes 
because of the stipulation of his father, who gave his word for 
it. Consequently, it is as if he had bought and sold it. Come 
and hear the next Mishna, which states that a stipulation can 
be made for all his family except the little children, etc. Now, 
if this is considered a charity, it is right that no stipulation 
should be made for his little children, if they have not reached 
the age of reason; but if it is a part of his wages, why should 
not the stipulation be of value for the children also ? It may 
be said that it means when he does not feed them. But did not 
R. Hoshua teach that “ one may make a stipulation for himself 
and for his wife, but not for his cattle; for his sons and daugh¬ 
ters who are of age, but not for those who are not yet of age; 
however, for his male or female slaves whether they are of age 
or not ”? From this we infer that all the Boraithas mentioned 
mean when he feeds them all; and the point of the difference is 
that the Tanaim of the above Boraithas and also of the cited 
Mishna hold that it is only a kind of charity, and R. Hoshua 
holds that it is a part of his wages. 

MISHNA VI.: A laborer has the right to make a stipulation 
that he shall not eat what he is entitled to and take money for 
it instead. He has also a right to do the same for his grown 
son and daughter, for his wife, and for his grown-up male and 
female slaves, but not for his minor children or slaves, and not 
for his cattle, because these have no reason. If one hires 
laborers to work in his vineyard when it is in its fourth year (of 
which the fruit is prohibited), the laborers must not partake of 
it. If, however, he didn’t notify them of the case, he must 
redeem the fruit and let them eat. If the round cakes of his 
dry figs became open, or his barrels of wine became ready for 
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use, so that they are fit for separating tithe from them, the 
laborers must not eat; but if, however, he didn’t notify them at 
the time he hired them, he must separate the tithe and let them 
eat. 

Watchmen of fruits are permitted to eat, according to the 
custom of the country, but not according to the law of the 
Scripture. 

GEMARA: (Concerning the watchmen:) Said Rabh: The 
Mishna treats only of watchmen who guard vineyards, the fruit 
of which is still attached to the tree, and therefore, according to 
the Scripture, they are not to eat of it when it is not yet ripe. 
But they who guard wine-presses and heaps of grain are per¬ 
mitted to eat even in accordance with the law of the Scripture; 
for the reason that guarding is considered a labor. Samuel, 
however, maintains that the Mishna treats of those who guard 
wine-presses and heaps of grain; but they who guard vineyards 
are not entitled even in accordance with the law of the country, 
for the reason that guarding is not considered labor according to 
his opinion. R. Aha bar Huna objected to this from the fol¬ 
lowing: 41 He who guards the red cow defiles his garments.” 
Now, if guarding is not considered an act of labor, why should 
his garments be defiled ? Said Rabba bar Ulah: It was enacted 
to be so for fear he would touch one of its members. R. Ka- 
hana objected from the following: If one guards cucumber fields, 
he must not fill up his belly from one garden bed, but he may 
eat some from each bed. Now, if guarding is not considered 
labor, why is he entitled to eat at all ? Said R. Shimi bar Ashi: 
The Boraitha treats of those that were already cut off. But if 
so, then they are already fit for tithe ? It treats in case the 
blossoms are not yet removed. Said R. Ashi: It seems to me 
that Samuel is right in his theory, and he can be supported 
from Mishna II. in this chapter: 44 The following laborers have 
a right to partake according to the law of Scripture,” etc. From 
which it is to be inferred that there are such who eat not in ac¬ 
cordance with law of the Scripture, but in accordance with the 
law of the country. How, then, should the latter part of the 
same be explained: 44 They have not to partake,” etc.? What 
does the expression 44 not to partake ” mean ? If we say that 
they are not to partake in accordance with the law of the Scrip¬ 
ture, but that they may partake in accordance with the law of 
the country, then it would be the same as in the first part; we 
must, then, say they are not to partake even in accordance with 
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the law of the country. And what is this ? One who is en¬ 
gaged on that which is still attached to the ground and is not 
yet ripe, and, furthermore, the watchmen of the vineyards. 

MISHNA VIL: There are four kinds of bailees: a gratu¬ 
itous bailee, a borrower, a bailee for hire, and a hirer. (In case 
of loss,) the first is acquitted on taking an oath that he has not 
neglected his duty; the second has to pay under all circum¬ 
stances; the third and fourth are acquitted in case the property 
entrusted to them has been broken, confiscated, or has died, 
but not when it has been lost or stolen. 

GEMARA: Who is the Tana who states that there are four 
kinds of bailees ? Said R. Na'hman, in the name of Rabba b. 
Abuhu: It is R. Mair. Said Rabba to him : Is there one who 
does not hold the theory of the four bailees ? R. Na’hman re¬ 
joined : I mean to say that the only one who holds that a hirer 
and a bailee for hire are equal in law is R. Mair. 

Is this so ? Has not R. Mair said the contrary in the fol¬ 
lowing Boraitha ? For what loss must a hirer pay ? R. Mair 
said : For the same that a gratuitous bailee must pay. R. Jehu- 
dah, however, said: For the same loss as a bailee for hire. 
(Hence R. Mair holds that a hirer is the same as a gratuitous 
bailee ?) Rabba b. Abuhu has changed the names (in the quoted 
Boraitha). If so, then there are three, not four, kinds of bailees. 
Said R. Na'hman b. Itzhak: There are four kinds; the laws con¬ 
cerning them, however, are only three. 

There was a shepherd who pastured his cattle on the shores 
of the River Papa. One of the cattle slipped and fell into the 
water. When the case was brought before Rabba he acquitted 
him, saying: What could he do ? He has guarded them as is 
usual with shepherds. Said Abayi to him: In accordance with 
your theory, if the shepherd entered the city at the usual time, 
is he also acquitted ? And he answered, 44 Yea.” And what if 
he sleeps at the usual time, is he also freed ? And the answer 
was, 44 Yea.” 

Then R. Abye objected to him from the following: The 
accidents for which a bailee for hire is not responsible are, e.g. 
[Job, i. 15], 44 When the Sabeans made an incursion and took 
them away.” (Hence we see that he is responsible only for 
such things as he could prevent, but not otherwise. And 
Rabha answered: The Boraitha treats of the watchmen of the 
city who were hired to watch all night, so that their employers 
might rely upon them to prevent all accidents. Abye raised 
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another objection from the following: What is the extent of the 
duty of a bailee for hire, as, e.g. [Gen. xxxi. 40]: 44 (Where) I 
was in the day the heat consumed me,” etc. ? And he answered: 
This Boraitha also means the watchmen mentioned above. 
Abye rejoined: 44 Was Jacob the Patriarch a watchman of the 
night ?" And he rejoined: 44 Yea; Jacob promised Laban that 
he would watch his (Laban's) cattle, as city watchmen watch 
the property entrusted to them." Abye then raised another 
objection from the following: 44 If a shepherd entered the city 
while his cattle were pasturing, and a wolf seizes a sheep, he 
must not be accursed. He must only be held responsible if it 
be adjudged by the court that his presence could have prevented 
the occurrence." Are we not to assume that the Boraitha means 
that the shepherd went to the city at the time that shepherds 
usually went there, and that even if this was the case he is held 
responsible for the accident ? Said Rabha: 44 Nay; it means if 
he left the cattle at an unusual time." 

Then, since he has neglected his duty, why should he be 
acquitted even if his presence could not have prevented the 
accident ? The Boraitha treats of a case in which he (the shep¬ 
herd) heard the voice of the wild beasts and fled. If so, why is 
it necessary to adjudge; what could he do under such circum¬ 
stances ? It would have been his duty to frighten the beast 
away by throwing stones and sticks. If so, why should only a 
bailee for hire do this; does not the same hold good for a gratu¬ 
itous bailee? Was it not you, master, who said that if a gratu¬ 
itous bailee could put the beast to flight with sticks and stones 
he is responsible ? 

Yea, I did say so; but this would only be the case if he 
could do this without incurring any expense; while the bailee 
for hire must do so even if he should incur expense. How 
much is it his duty to spend for this purpose ? The amount 
that the article is worth. But where is it to be found that a 
bailee for hire is to be responsible for an accident, so that he is 
obliged to pay his own expenses ? He is obliged to save them 
even when he must spend money, which, however, is returned 
by the owner. 

Says R. Papa to Abye: If so, what good is it to the owner 
to have the property saved ? And he rejoined: It saves him 
the trouble of buying others; besides, it is more pleasant for him 
to have the cattle which he is used to. 

R. Hizda and Rabba b. R. Huna do not agree with the 
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above theory of Rabha, that if a bailee for hire has not neglected 
his duty he is not responsible for any accident; and the owner 
may say that he has paid for guarding the cattle in order that 
they may be guarded better than is usual. 

Bar Adda of Sabula led cattle across the bridge of Narash, 
and one of them pushed the other into the water. When this 
case was brought before R. Papa, he held him responsible. 
When the defendant objected, saying: “ What could I do?” 
he answered: ” You could lead them across one by one.” At 
this the defendant, however, exclaimed: ” Does not the master 
know his people sufficiently well to know that they have not 
the time to lead them over one by one ? ” The judge then re¬ 
joined: Such claims have often been brought before the court, 
but they could not be taken into consideration. 

Abu placed flocks at Rumnia, and Shabu, who was an errant 
robber, took them away. Although Abu proved that this was 
the case, R. Na’hman held him responsible. Shall we assume 
that R. Na’hman differs with R. Huna b. Abuhu, who sent a 
message, that if an article was thereafter stolen by accident, and 
the thief was identified, the depositary, if he be a gratuitous 
bailee, may choose either to take an oath or summon the thief. 
But if he was a bailee for hire he must pay and summon the 
thief. (Hence, as R. Na’hman made Runia, who was a gratu¬ 
itous bailee, responsible, he certainly does not agree with the 
above theory of R. Huna ?) 

Said Rabha: This proves nothing. As there was military in 
the city where Runia was, if he called for help they would have 
come to his assistance. 

MISHNA VIII.: A single wolf coming among the flock, it 
is not considered an accident, while two constitute one. R. 
Jehudah maintains that at a time when there are visitations, a 
single wolf is also considered an accident. 

Two dogs are not considered. Jeddna d. Babylon, in the 
name of R. Mair, said: If both come from one side it is not, 
but if they come from two different sides it is. A robbery is 
considered an accident. A lion, a bear, a leopard, a panther, 
and a snake are accident when they come suddenly; but if one 
has led his cattle where wild beasts or robbers abound, it is not 
considered an accident. A natural death is an accident, but 
not if it is caused by cruelty. If cattle fall from a steep rock where 
they have gone of their own accord, it is an accident, but if they 
are led there, it is not. 
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GEMARA: But have we not learned in a Boraitha that even 
a single wolf is considered an accident ? Said R. Na’hman b. 
Itzhak: The Boraitha treats of a visitation, and it is in accord¬ 
ance with R. Jehuda. 

A robbery is considered an accideyit . If there is only one rob¬ 
ber, is there not only one man against one man ? Said Rab: It 
means if the robber was armed. The schoolmen propounded a 
question: 44 If the robber and the shepherd were both armed, 
what is the law ? Shall we say that as there was one against 
one, then it is not to be considered an accident ? Or shall we 
say that as the robber risks his life, which is not the case with 
the shepherd, it is ? Common sense says that it is so. 

Said Abye to Rabba: If a shepherd meet a robber and say 
to him: 44 You ill-reputed thief, remember that we are located 
in such and such a place, where we have so and so many men, 
so and so many dogs, and so and so many archers with us, and if 
you venture to come to us you will be killed ”; and if, in spite 
of this warning, the thief ventured to do so, how is the law ? 
And he answered: Informing the thief of the location of the 
pasture is equal to the statement of our Mishna about leading 
the cattle to the place of robbery, etc. 

MISHNA IX. : A gratuitous bailee has the right to make a 
stipulation that in case of loss he shall be freed from taking an 
oath. A borrower may do the same so as to be freed from pay- 
ment. A bailee for hire and a hirer may likewise do the same, 
so that they may be freed from both an oath and from payment. 

A stipulation made contrary to that which is written in the 
Scripture is of no avail. A stipulation which is made on condi¬ 
tion that a certain act be done in advance is of no avail. If, how¬ 
ever, the stipulation was that a certain act be done afterwards, 
and it is possible to fulfil the condition, the stipulation is of avail. 

GEMARA: Why can a stipulation of this kind be made ? 
Is it not contrary to what is written in the Scripture, and there¬ 
fore ought it not to be unavailable ? Our Mishna is in accord¬ 
ance with R. Jehudah, who said that in money matters a stipu¬ 
lation of this kind is of avail; as we have learned in the following 
Boraitha: 44 If one says to a woman: You shall be betrothed to 
me on condition that I will neither support nor dress you,” the 
betrothal is valid, but the stipulation is to be abolished. So is 
the decree of R. Mair. R. Jehudah, however, maintains that 
in regard to money matters the stipulation is valid. 

But how can we interpret the statement of our Mishna in 
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accordance with R. Jehudah, when in the latter part it plainly 
states that a stipulation made contrary to the Scripture is of no 
avail, which is certainly in accordance with R. Mair ? This pre¬ 
sents no difficulty, as the latter may treat of other than money 
matters. But still, if so, how would you interpret the last part 
of the Mishna, which states that “ a stipulation which has an 
act in advance,” etc., and such a theory was heard from R. Mair 
only, as stated in the following Boraitha: Aba’ha Laphtah, the 
man of the village of Hananya, said in the name of R. Mair that 
a stipulation which is to be fulfilled before an act is valid; but 
if the act is to be performed afterwards it is invalid ? Therefore 
we must say that the whole Mishna is in accordance with R. 
Mair; and the reason the stipulation is valid is because he freed 
himself from all obligations before he became a bailee. 

There is a Boraitha which says that a bailee for hire may 
stipulate that he shall be equal to a borrower. But how shall a 
stipulation of this kind be made verbally only ? Said Samuel: 
It treats of when it was made with the ceremony of a sudarium. 
R. Johanan, however, maintains that even when a sudarium 
is not necessary—as the benefit which he derives is from the 
reputation he earns among the people of being a trustworthy 
man—he makes up his mind to take all responsibility. 

And it is possible to fulfil , etc . Said R. Tabla, in the name 
of Rabha: This is in accordance with the decree of R. Jehudah 
b. Tama: The sages, however, maintain that even in such a 
case the stipulation is of avail. As we have learned from the 
following Boraitha: Here is your divorce, with the stipulation 
that you shall ascend to heaven, or shall descend to hell, or you 
shall swallow a stick a hundred ells long, or you shall cross the 
ocean on foot. If such a stipulation is fulfilled the divorce is 
valid; but if not it is invalid. R. Jehudah b. Tama, however, 
said that such a divorce is valid. Such is the rule: astipulation 
which is impossible to be fulfilled should be considered a jest, 
and the divorce remains valid. 

Said R. Na’hman, in the name of Rabba: The Halakha pre¬ 
vails in accordance with R. Jehudah b. Tama. Said R. Na’hman 
bar Itzhak: It seems to be so, as the last expression from our 
Mishna agrees with him.* 


# Thspth. What news did R. Na’hman come to tell ? This was already stated by 
Rabha, to which they answered in various ways. We have therefore translated R. 
Na’hman b. Itzhak in support of Rabha, that the anonymous Mishna agrees with him, 
and consequently the Halakha must so prevail. 



CHAPTER VIII. 


RULES AND REGULATIONS CONCERNING THE SALE AND HIRING OF 
ANIMALS, THE EXCHANGE OF THEM, THE SALE AND LEASING OF 
REAL ESTATE. 

MISHNA /. .* If one borrows a cow, and at the same time 
hires or borrows its owner, or if he does so before borrowing the 
cow, and the cow dies while they were laboring, the borrower is 
free from payment, as it is written [Ex. xxii. 13]: 44 And if one 
borrow aught of his neighbor, and it be hurt or die,” etc. If, 
however, he has borrowed a cow, and has borrowed or hired its 
owner afterwards, and it dies, he is responsible; as it is written 
[ibid., ibid. 13]: 44 The owner thereof not being with it, he shall 
surely make it good.” 

GEMARA: As in the latter part the Mishna states, 44 if he 
borrowed the cow afterwards,” we may infer that in the first part 
it means that he has borrowed or hired its owner at the very 
time that he borrowed the cow. How, then, can there be a case 
in which the cow is borrowed by being led only, and its owner 
by words ? And if the owner of the cow says to the borrower: 
44 I and my cow are borrowed for your service,” he is already con¬ 
sidered borrowed, but the cow is not considered so until it is led 
off by the borrower. And so the owner was borrowed before the 
cow ? If you wish, we may say that the stipulation was made 
that the owner shall not be considered borrowed until the lead¬ 
ing of the cow takes place; and if you like, it may be said that 
the cow was already placed in the yard of the borrower, and in 
such a case leading it off is not necessary. We have learned in 
the Mishna that 44 there are four kinds of bailees,” etc. Whence 
do we deduce all this ? From what the rabbis taught. The 
first paragraph [ibid., ibid. 6] treats of a gratuitous bailee; the 
second [ibid., ibid. 9] treats of a bailee for hire; the third [13] 
treats of a borrower. 

Says the Gemara: This is correct concerning a borrower, as 
it is so plainly written [verse 13]. But how do we know that 
the first and the second paragraph mentioned above are not the 
reverse ? Common sense shows that the second paragraph 
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means a bailee for hire, as he is responsible for loss and theft. 
But perhaps the contrary may be said. The first paragraph 
may mean a bailee for hire, since he is responsible for the double 
amount if he claims theft. (This is no question.) It is more 
rigorous to pay the principal amount without an oath than the 
double amount with an oath. The evidence for this can be in¬ 
ferred from the case of a borrower who has all the benefit with¬ 
out any expense, and nevertheless he pays only the principal 
amount. But has not the borrower to feed it and also to guard 
it, consequently he has some expenses ? It can be said that the 
borrower keeps it in a grazing place, which is also secured from 
thieves; or that he borrows vessels for which he has no expenses 
at all. It is stated in the same Mishna 44 that a bailee for hire 
and a hirer take an oath in case the borrowed thing breaks, is 
confiscated, or dies, but they pay for loss and theft.’’ This is 
correct in case of theft, as it is written plainly [ibid., ibid. 12]: 
44 But if it be stolen he shall make restitution unto the owner 
thereof.” But whence do we know that the same is the case 
with loss? Therefore the word 44 stolen” is repeated * to in¬ 
clude loss. 

But this would be correct according to him who holds that 
the Torah does not talk as men talk. (Therefore, as there is 
a repetition, loss may be deduced.) But according to him who 
holds that the Torah talks like men, what can be said ? It was 
said in the west that an a fortiori conclusion is to be drawn thus: 
For theft which is almost an accident one must pay; for loss 
which is almost a neglect, so much the more he must pay. 
Whence do we deduce that a borrower is responsible for any 
kind of loss ? It is plainly written that he is responsible for 
anything broken or for death. But how do we know that he is 
responsible in case of confiscation also? And lest one say that 
this can be inferred from the case of broken or death, it may be 
objected that cases could be borne in mind which are not so in 
case of confiscation. It is from what R. Na’hman said in the 
following Boraitha: Since it is written in verse 13 [ibid ., ibid .], 
44 hurt or dies,” confiscation may be included. But is not the 
word 44 or” needed for itself? Because if it were not, one 
might say that the restitution must be made only if the article 
be both hurt and dead, but not if it were broken only. 


* The term in the Scripture is Gamtb yganubh; literally, stolen, to be stolen. 
Hence the repetition of the word theft. Leeser, however, translates according to 
the sense. 
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Nay, there could be no error, in either case, because common 
sense dictates that there is no difference to the owner if it were 
entirely or only half killed. Whence do we deduce that a bor¬ 
rower is responsible for theft or loss ? And lest one say that this 
is to be inferred from the cases of damage or death, then it may 
be objected that the above cases are different, as they cannot be 
returned. But in case of theft or loss it can sometimes be re¬ 
turned if he troubles himself. Therefore it must be said that 
this is deduced from the word " and ” in verse 6, which means 
that what is written above also belongs to this, and also that 
this corresponds with the above. 

It was taught: In case of neglect in the presence of the 
owner, R. A’ha and Rabuna differ. One makes the borrower 
responsible, because he holds that a verse can be used only with 
that matter which was written previously in conjunction with it; 
and as verse 14 frees the one who has neglected his duty in the 
presence of its owner, it is not written concerning a gratuitous 
bailee, which begins with ibid ., verse 6 (although the law about 
neglect is mentioned there, and it is not mentioned concerning 
a bailee for hire and a borrower); therefore the responsibility of 
a neglect, just mentioned by the two, is to be deduced by draw¬ 
ing an a fortiori conclusion from a gratuitous bailee. However, 
to free one from the consequences of neglect done in the pres¬ 
ence of the owner cannot be deduced, because verse 14, which 
freed them, does it only on the responsibility mentioned there. 
And the one who frees him holds that the law of a verse can be 
used in conjunction with that preceding it and that written be¬ 
fore. Consequently, verse 14 refers also to a gratuitous bailee 
in verse 6. 

An objection was raised from our Mishna, which states: 

He who has borrowed the cow and the owner at the same 
time,” etc.; but a gratuitous bailee is not mentioned there? 
(Hence there is an objection to him who says that a gratuitous 
bailee is free in case of neglect committed in the presence of the 
owner ?) 

But even according to your theory is there mentioned in the 
Mishna a bailee for hire ? Therefore we must say that the 
Mishna teaches only things which are plainly written, but not 
things which are deduced. 

R. Hamnuna said: There is no responsibility when the owner 
works together with the borrowed article— eg., when the owner 
of the borrowed ass works with it, and also when he is present 
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from the time the article is borrowed until it is broken; but not 
otherwise. (Says the Gemara:) From this statement it is to be 
inferred that he interprets verse 14, 41 that the owner must be 
with it the whole time/' Rabha then objected from the follow¬ 
ing: 44 If one has borrowed or hired a cow and its owner at the 
same time, or borrowed the cow and hired the owner, although 
the owner did his work at some other place, the borrower is free 
from payment in case the cow dies.” May we not assume that 
the same is the case even if the owner was engaged with another 
kind of work ? Nay; it means the same work. What, then, is 
the meaning of 44 at another place ” ? E.g ., he digs after it the 
earth which it ploughs to make it ready for seed. But as the 
latter part of this Boraitha states plainly: 44 If one hired or bor¬ 
rowed a cow, and thereafter he borrowed or hired its owner, 
although the latter were engaged with his cow in the very same 
work and at the same time , the borrower is not responsible in 
case the cow dies.” Consequently, the first part must speak of 
a separate kind of work he was engaged in ? It can be ex¬ 
plained that both parts of the Boraitha speak of one and the 
same labor, and by the change of expressions it was intended to 
add something unexpectedly new in the first part as well as in 
the last; namely, in the first part, that although he was engaged 
at another work, the borrower is free in case of the cow's death; 
and in the latter part, that even if he were working together 
with his cow there is a responsibility. But can such an explana¬ 
tion hold good ? To be unexpectedly new it must be only if 
the cow were laboring at a separate work, and its owner at an¬ 
other kind of work; but if both are at the same work, it is very 
easy to be seen that he is free. Aside from this there is another 
Boraitha which states as follows: Because it is written [Ex. 
xxii. 14]: 44 But the owner thereof be with it,” etc. Why, 
then, was there need to state, 44 the owner not being with it,” 
etc.? Is the first not sufficient? It is only written to teach 
that if the owner were with it at the time of borrowing, there is 
no necessity for him to be also with it at the time it dies; how¬ 
ever, if he were with it at the time it was dying or breaking, 
but not at the time it was borrowed, the responsibility remains. 
And there is also another Boraitha, similar to this, which ob¬ 
jects to R. Hamnuna’s statement, and so it remains. However 
Tanaim differ in the interpretation of the Scripture, in the fol¬ 
lowing Boraitha it is written [Lev. xx. 9]: 44 For every man 
. . . that curses his father and mother shall be put to death, 
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that his father and his mother hath he cursed/’ etc. Now, 
from this it is known that when he curses both father and 
mother he is guilty; whence do we know that the same is the 
case when he cursed only one of them ? Therefore the repeti¬ 
tion, 44 his father and his mother,” to teach that one of them is 
sufficient to put him to death. So is the decree of R. Jashia. 
R. Jonathan, however, maintains that from the repetition one 
cannot understand more than from the first sentence, as for 
both it could be explained that the two are meant or only 
one is meant. However, the law is correct as R. Jashia 
said, for if the verse would mean both only , it would state so 
plainly. 

Abye, who agrees with the theory of R. Jashia, interprets 
the verses in question in this manner. From the verse [13] it 
is to be understood that when the owner was not present at 
both times mentioned above, but if he was present at one of 
the times only, he (the borrower) is free; and from verse 14 it is 
understood that when he was present on both occasions he is 
free, but if on one occasion only he is responsible. Therefore it 
must be concluded that if the owner was present at the time the 
animal was borrowed, there is no necessity for him to be present 
at the time of its death. But if vice versa , there is a responsi¬ 
bility. Rabha, however, agrees with the theory of R. Jonathan, 
and interprets the verses in question thusly: From verse 13 it 
may be understood that if he were present at both times, and 
also if he were only present at one of them, and the same may 
be understood from verse 14, and therefore we conclude that 
the law remains as Abye said (although I do not agree with his 
reasons). 

However, whence do we know that the owner’s presence at 
the time of borrowing is the main thing—perhaps the occasion 
of the accident is the main thing ? Common sense shows that 
the former is the main thing, as this act only brings the article 
under the control of the borrower. On the contrary, common 
sense shows that death is the main thing, as a borrower is re¬ 
sponsible for an accident ? Nay; after all, the first is the main 
thing, as this act obliges him to feed it. Said R. Ashi: From 
the expression, 44 And if a man borrow aught of his neighbor ” 
[ ibid., ibid.\ it is to be inferred that he is responsible only when 
he borrowed frorn his neighbor, but not if his neighbor is with 
him. Then the continuation of the above-cited verse and what 
lollows would be all superfluous? Nay; if not the following, 


2 54 


THE BABYLONIAN TALMUD. 


one may say that such expressions are customary in the Scrip¬ 
ture. 

Rabina questioned R. Ashi: If one tells his messenger that 
he shall substitute him in service to his neighbor together with 
his cow, how is the law if the cow breaks or dies while laboring ? 
Is the word 14 owner " in the Scripture to be taken so particularly 
that no one can stand in his stead; or in such a case is the mes¬ 
senger of one considered as if it were himself ? Said R. Aha b. 
R. Iwia to R. Ashi: 44 Concerning a husband who used the cow 
of his wife/' R. Jonathan and Resh Lakish differ in regard to 
his responsibility, and concerning a messenger R. Jonathan and 
R. Ashi differ. 

Said R. Eylish to Rabha: If one borrows another's slave and 
cow, how is the law ? This question is to be considered accord¬ 
ing to the theory of both the Tanaim who differ in the case of 
the law regarding a messenger, whether he is considered a sub¬ 
stitute or not. To the one who holds that he is considered a 
substitute, the question is the same as is the case with a slave, 
for the reason that the slave is free from the obligations of the 
law, and therefore he cannot substitute; on the other hand, 
according to him who holds that a messenger is not considered 
a substitute, it may also be questioned if the same is the case 
with a slave or if the latter is different, as he may be considered 
as the hand of his master (consequently he may stand for him ?). 
And Rabha answered: 44 Common sense dictates that the hands 
of a slave are considered as his master's." 

Rami b. Hama questioned: 44 A husband who uses the 
estate of his wife, what should he be considered, a borrower or 
a hirer ?" Said Rabha: 44 Only a man of such genius is fit to 
make such an ingenious error. What difference is there if he is 
considered a borrower or a hirer ? In both cases it must be 
considered that the owner of the property is with him; conse¬ 
quently there is no responsibility." The question, however, 
by Rami bar Hama could be raised in case one has hired a cow 
of a woman and thereafter married her. If the husband is con¬ 
sidered a borrower, then he is not responsible, as the owner of 
the article borrowed is with him; or if he is considered a hirer, 
the law of a hirer consequently remains. But what is the differ¬ 
ence ? Is it not a fact that now the owner of the hired article is 
with him, and this should supersede the previous act which was 
without the hirer; as we say the same in case he is considered 
a borrower ? 
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Therefore, if Rami raised a question it must be thus: If a 
woman has hired a cow from any one, and afterwards she mar¬ 
ried, then, in accordance with the rabbis, who hold that the bor¬ 
rower has to pay to the hirer, there is no question, as the owner 
of the borrowed article is considered to be with him. However, 
according to R. Jose, who holds that in such a case the cow 
must be returned to its first owner—now, if after the woman 
has married, her husband uses the cow and it breaks, what is he 
considered, a hirer who must pay, or a borrower who is not 
responsible for an accident in the presence of its owner ? Said 
Rabha: The husband is considered neither a borrower nor a 
hirer, but (a buyer of the estate of his wife), as said in the First 
Gate, p. 197. 

The schoolmen propounded a question: If the body of the 
animal becomes lean because of the labor, how is the law ? 
Said one of the rabbis, named R. Hylqia b. R. Ovia: As the 
schoolmen questioned in case of leanness and not in case of 
death, they must be sure that in the latter case one is surely 
responsible. Why, then, has he borrowed it, to put it under 
a canopy? Said R. Rabha: Not only if it become lean, but 
even if it dies while laboring, there is no responsibility, for the 
reasons said above by R. Hylqia. 

There was a man who borrowed an axe from his neighbor 
and it broke, and he came before Rabh, who told him to bring 
witnesses that he used it as an axe is usually used, and then he 
would acquit him. (Questioned the Gemara:) But how is it 
when there are no witnesses ? Come and hear! There was one 
who borrowed an axe and it broke, and Rabh had decided that 
he must buy him another one. Said R. Kahana and R. Assi to 
Rabh: 44 Does the law prescribe so?” Is it not stated (in 
First Gate, p. 00) that the defendant has only to pay the dam¬ 
age, but not to buy another ? And Rabh kept silence. The 
Halakha, therefore, prevails in accordance with R. Kahana and 
R. Assi, that he must return the broken one and must give the 
difference in money. 

There was one who borrowed a pitcher and it broke, and R. 
Papa told him to bring witnesses that he used it as a pitcher is 
usually used, and he would acquit him. There was a man who 
borrowed a cat, which had overeaten itself with mice and died, 
and R. Ashi, before whom the case was brought, was deliber¬ 
ating (whether this is considered a case in which it dies while 
laboring or not). Said R. Mordecai to him: 44 So said Abimi 
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of Hagrunia, that a man whom a woman has killed must not be 
taken into consideration/’ * 

Rabha said: 41 If one wants to borrow something from his 
neighbor, and so that he shall not be held responsible if it be 
damaged, he may say to the borrower: You may give me water 
to drink (i.e., that the giving of water will be considered a labor, 
so that he borrowed the article with its owner). However, if 
the lender is clever, he may say to him: First borrow what you 
need, and afterwards I will give you the water.” 

Said Rabha: A teacher who teaches infants, a planter, a 
butcher, a barber, and the scribe of the city—all these, when 
they do their work, are considered, in case one borrows an arti¬ 
cle from them, as if he has borrowed also the owner of it. 

Said the rabbis of Rabha’s college to Rabha: 44 According 
to your theory you, master, are borrowed to us” (z. e ., that if 
we were to borrow something from you and should spoil it we 
should be free from payment). And Rabha became angry, say¬ 
ing: 44 You want to benefit yourselves with my money? On 
the contrary, you, as my disciples, are borrowed to me, since 
I have the right to engage you in any tract of the Talmud I like, 
and you have no right to prevent me or refuse to study what 
I explain to you.” (Says the Gemara : In reality it is not 
so.) In the days before the festivals he is borrowed to them, 
as then he must teach the laws of the coming festivals; they 
(the disciples), however, are borrowed to him on all other 
days 

It happened that Maraimar b. Hanina hired mules from 
Huzai, and the former overworked them and they died; Rabha 
made him responsible. Said the rabbis to Rabha: 44 Was it not 
a neglect in the presence of the owner, and Huzai used to sup¬ 
port them in their work ? Rabha was embarrassed; finally it 
was learned that Huzai was not supporting them in their labor, 
but, on the contrary, was there to see that they were not over¬ 
loaded. (Consequently Rabha was right in his decision.) This 
is correct in accordance with him who holds that a neglect in 
the presence of the owner is to be freed, but there is one who 
holds that in such a case the borrower is not free. Why, then, 
the embarrassment ? (He may have agreed with the latter.) 
The case was that the mules were stolen, and died in the house 
of the thief; and when Rabha made him responsible the rabbis 

* This is an ancient parable, and it means that such carelessness must not be 
considered. 
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questioned him: " Was it not stolen in the presence of the 
owner ? Why, then, should Maraimar be responsible for the 
theft ?" And therefore Rabha was embarrassed. Finally, it 
was learned that Huzai came only to see that they should not 
be overloaded. 

MISHNA IL : If one borrowed a cow for a half a day, and 
for the other half a day he hires it, or he borrows it for to-day 
and hires it for to-morrow, or there were two of them, one of 
which he borrowed and the other he hired, and it dies, the 
lender claims that it dies in the time for which it was borrowed, 
and the borrower says, " I don't know," then the latter is re¬ 
sponsible. If the reverse, the hirer says: “ It dies while labor¬ 
ing when it was hired," and the owner says, " I don’t know," 
then the former is free. If, however, they contradict each 
other, and one says that it died while borrowed, and the other 
says it died while hired, then the hirer has to take an oath that 
it is as he said, and he is acquitted. But if both say they don’t 
know how the case was, then the damage is divided. 

GEMARA: From this statement it is to be understood that 
if one claims a mana, and the defendant says, " I don’t know," he 
must pay. Shall we assume this should be an objection, as it 
was taught that R. Na’hman and R. Johanan hold the defendant 
free in such a case ? R. Huna and R. Jehudah hold him respon¬ 
sible (the reason of R. Na’hman’s statement is, as R. Ashi ex¬ 
plains, because the plaintiff cannot collect any money without 
evidence; and therefore the money remains with the defendant, 
in accordance with the law of hazakah). Nay; as R. Na’hman 
said elsewhere that this is only in case the defendant has to 
take an oath (the illustration will follow further on). The same 
can be explained in the case in our Mishna. How was the case ? 
Rabha illustrates it thus: If one claims a mana, and the defend¬ 
ant says, " I am sure of fifty zuz, but not of a hundred," then 
as he cannot take an oath he must pay. However, in the cases 
brought in our Mishna, such a case can be found in the first part, 
when there were two cows. The plaintiff claims, " I have for¬ 
warded to you two cows for one day, a half of it as a loan and 
the other half as a hire, or for two days, one day as a loan and 
the other as a hire," and both die in the time for which they 
were borrowed. The defendant claims, “ I am sure that one of 
them died in the time of borrowing, but I am not sure of the 
other one," and as he cannot swear, he must pay. The second 
part is to be explained that there were three cows, and the 
17 
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plaintiff claims that two of them died in the time for which they 
were borrowed The defendant claims that he is sure only of 
one of them, and as to the others, he does not know whether 
that which was borrowed died, and that which is still alive is 
the one which was hired, or vice versa . As he cannot swear, he 
must pay. And according to Rami bar Hama, who holds 
that all the four kinds of bailees are liable only when they admit 
a part and deny a part, the first part of the Mishna is to be ex¬ 
plained that the claim was for three cows for half a day, or a day 
as a loan and the other as a hire; and the plaintiff claims that 
all the three died at the time when they were borrowed. The 
defendant, however, denies one of them altogether, and for the 
remainder he claims that only one of them died in the time for 
which it was borrowed, and concerning the other, he is doubt¬ 
ful; and in the second part the plaintiff claims that he has given 
him four cows: three of them as a loan and the one as a hire, 
and the three which were borrowed died. The defendant denies 
one altogether, and admits that one died in the time for which 
it was borrowed, and as to the remainder he is doubtful. As 
he cannot take an oath, he must pay. 

One says it died while borrowed , etc . But why ? In the 
claim of the defendant we do not see any admission, even in part, 
as to the claim of the plaintiff (since the plaintiff claims that 
that which was borrowed died, and the defendant says that it is 
still alive, but that the other which was hired is dead; conse¬ 
quently he is not obliged to take an oath at all. Said Ula: As 
the defendant must take an oath that the cow in question died 
a natural death, the plaintiff may desire that in that oath shall 
be included a statement that the hired cow, and not the borrowed 
one, died (such a desire must be listened to, as it is explained 
elsewhere that this is a biblical law). 

But if both say they don't know , etc. This statement is in 
accordance with Symachos, who holds that doubtful money 
must always be divided. 

MISHNA III.: If one has borrowed a'cow, and the owner 
sends it to him by his son, slave, or messenger, or even by the 
same persons of the borrower, and it dies while on the road, the 
borrower is free. If, however, the borrower orders him to send 
it through his son, slave, or messenger, or even through the 
same persons of the owner, or even if the owner says to him, 
“ I will send it through the persons mentioned above, of my 
own or of yours/' and the borrower says, “ Do so/' then the 
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borrower is responsible for the death while on the road, and the 
same is the case with the return. 

GEMARA: Was it not said above that the hand of a slave 
is considered as the owner’s ? Why, then, should the borrower 
be responsible if it was sent with the slave of the owner ? Said 
Samuel: It treats of a Jewish bondman, whose body does not 
belong to the owner. Rabh, however, said: The Mishna can 
be explained that it treats even of a heathen bondman; but the 
order of the borrower is to be considered, as if he would say: 
Strike it with a stick and it will come to me.* As the borrower 
told him to send it in that manner, his intention was that as 
soon as he shall forward it to the above-mentioned persons, the 
control of the owner ceases. 

An objection was raised from the following: If one borrows 
a cow and it was sent to him with the son of the owner, or with 
his messenger (with the consent of the borrower), the borrower 
is responsible for an accident on the road. If, however, it was 
sent by his slave, he is free. Now this would be correct in 
accordance with Samuel’s theory, as the Boraitha may treat of 
a heathen slave, and our Mishna of a Jewish one; but according 
to Rabh’s theory it contradicts? Say, then, Rabh explained the 
case of the Mishna,that the borrower is not as explained above, “it 
is considered,” but Rabh says that the Mishna treats of which it 
was said plainly, “ Strike it with a stick and it will come to me.” 
As it was taught: ” Lend me your cow. Through whom shall 
I send it to you ? Strike it with a stick and it will come.” 
Said R. Na’hman in the name of Rabba bar Abuhu, quoting 
Rabh : As soon as it was out of the control of the owner the bor¬ 
rower is responsible for an accident. 

There is a Boraitha which states plainly, as it is above, in 
the name of Rabh. Shall we assume that it shall be a support to 
him ? Said R. Ashi: Nay; as the Boraitha may treat in case 
that the courtyard of the borrower was behind that of the owner, 
so that the borrower was sure that if the owner would strike the 
animal with a stick, while turning it to the yard of the borrower, 
it will come to it (but not otherwise). But is not such a case 
self-evident ? The case was that there was another corner in 


* His reason is that the slave who was appointed for this message is to be con- 
sidered hired, as his master has a right to hire him out, and therefore it is as if he 
hired out two cows. And the statement above, that the hand of the slave is con¬ 
sidered as that of his master s, holds good only when the master himself lends or hires. 
Then the slave may substitute for him, but not otherwise. 
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the yard of the owner, and the animal could turn there while 
running. Lest one say that in such a case the borrower was not 
sure, it is necessary to teach us that he was. 

R. Huna said: “ If one borrows a hatchet, if he has done 
some work with it he acquires title to it for the time borrowed, 
but not otherwise/' (According to his theory drawing does not 
give title to a bailee.) To what purpose was this stated ? Did 
he mean to say that he is not responsible for an accident ? Why 
should this case be different from the case of the cow mentioned 
above ? He meant to say that the owner has the right to re¬ 
tract as long as the borrower has not used it, but not after he 
has. And he differs with R. Elazar, who said that at the same 
time the enactment of drawing was made concerning buyers, it 
was also enacted concerning bailees, and so also we have learned 
in a Boraitha, with the addition that as real estate may be 
bought with money, with a note, and with hazakah, the same is 
the case with hiring. With hiring! What has a note and a 
hazakah to do with hiring? Said R. Hisda: When real estate 
is hired (e.g ., if one hires a house, if he has paid the rent, or has 
given a note, or taken possession, hazakah, of it) the owner has no 
right to retract. 

Samuel said: If one steals a bunch of pressed dates, which 
contains fifty dates—and usually when they are sold together 
a bunch contains only forty-nine, but if single he sells out the 
whole fifty—then, when the robber repents and wants to make 
amends, if the dates belong to a common man he has to repay 
only for forty-nine, but if they belong to the sanctuary, he must 
repay fifty, with the addition of a fifth part. However, if one 
spoils the same, he is free from the additional fifth part; as the 
master said elsewhere: It is written [Lev. xxii. 14] : " If a man 
eat a holy thing unwittingly," etc.; it excludes if he spoiled it. 

R. Bibi bar Abye opposed: Why shall he pay to a common 
man only forty-nine ? Let the owner say: I would sell them 
singly. Said R. Huna bar Jehoshua: There is a Mishna (in the 
First Gate, p. 131): "It is appraised at how much the measure 
of the land required for planting a saah was worth before, and 
how much it is worth after." 

Hence we do not appraise the value of that which was con¬ 
sumed, but of that which was diminished. Shall we assume 
that Samuel holds that the law concerning an ordinary man is 
not equal to that of the sanctuary ? Are we not aware that 
elsewhere R. Abuhu, in the name of Samuel, declares that there 
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is no difference ? Samuel had retracted that statement. But 
how do you know that Samuel retracted from that statement ? 
Perhaps he had retracted from this statement. We are aware 
of this from Rabha's following statement: “ That if some one 
took something from the sanctuary unintentionally or by an 
error, he transgresses, as if he did the same from an ordinary 
man intentionally/' (Hence we see that there is a difference 
between a sanctuary and ordinary goods, and Rabha would not 
teach such a law if it were against Samuel.) Rabha said: Car¬ 
riers who break a barrel of wine, the price of which on a market 
day is five zuz and on an ordinary one four, on the market day 
they have to return another barrel of wine, but on another they 
have to pay in cash four zuz. This, however, is said if the wine 
dealer has no other wine for sale. But if he has other wine, and 
he does not sell it, they may return him a barrel of wine, as we 
see that he intends to keep the wine for the season; and also in 
case they pay him, he has to deduct the money for their labor, 
and also what he has to pay for making a hole in the barrel 
(which was of clay). 

MISHNA IV.: If one exchanged an ass for a cow, and it 
brought forth young ones, or one has sold one's female slave and 
she gives birth, and the seller claims that this happened before the 
sale, and the buyer thereafter, the value of it is to be divided. 
If one possesses two male slaves, a large one and a small one, 
or two fields, one large and one small, and the buyer claims, 
I bought the large one, and the seller, I doubt it, the buyer’s is 
to be considered. If the seller claims: I sold the small one, and 
the buyer doubts it, the claim of the seller must be considered. 
If, however, they contradict each other, the seller must take an 
oath that he has sold the smaller one; if both doubt it, the 
difference is to be divided. 

GEMARA: Why should it be divided? Let us see who 
possesses it. It should be the obligation of the plaintiff to bring 
evidence. Said R. Hyya bar Abba in the name of Samuel: The 
Mishna says: When the articles in question are still in the scmita 
(a corner near a public thoroughfare where articles for sale are 
placed). But why should it not be considered still under the 
control of the owner, and the buyer the plaintiff who should 
have to bring evidence ? The Mishna is in accordance with 
Symachos, who said that doubtful money ought to be divided 
without a note. But was Symachos's decision in a case where 
both claim that they are certain ? Symachos's decision was 
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only in cases where both doubted. Said Rabba b. R. Huna: 
Yea, Symachos made his decision, even in a case where both 
claim certainty. Rabh, however, said : Symachos's decision 
was only when both claimed that they are doubtful, but not 
when both claimed certainty. But the Mishna is to be cor¬ 
rected, that both of them claimed that they were doubtful; and 
therefore the article in question must be divided. However, 
the Mishna is correct only with Rabh’s correction, because part 
of it speaks plainly in case both are in doubt. Therefore the 
first part must also be interpreted in the same way. But accord¬ 
ing to Rabba bar R. Huna's theory, who says that Symachos’s 
decision was even when both claim certainty, the last part would 
be entirely superfluous, since even when they claim certainty it 
is to be divided. Is it so much the more when both claim 
doubt ? Nay; this cannot affect, as it may be said that the last 
part was taught only to make clear the meaning of the first part; 
lest one say that it speaks only when they both claim doubt. 
Therefore it teaches plainly the claims of doubt in the last part 
to signify that the first part speaks when both claims were of 
certainty, and nevertheless it must be divided. An objection 
was raised from the decision in our Mishna that the seller must 
take an oath that he has sold the smaller one, and this is cor¬ 
rect only in accordance with Rabha, who says that Symachos’s 
decision does not apply to a case of certainty. But, according 
to Rabba bar R. Huna’s theory, it does. Why, then, should he 
take an oath; let them divide ? 

Symachos admits that in such a case where the oath is to be 
taken biblically, the law that it should be divided does not exist, 
as will be explained further on. 

If one possesses two slaves , etc . What has an oath to do 
here ? In the claim of the defendant we do not see any admis¬ 
sion at all, as the plaintiff claims that he sold another per¬ 
son, which the defendant does not contradict; and, secondly, 
the seller says: “ Here is your bought article; take it.” Such 
a case is not considered a part admission, as said above; and 
aside from this there is no rule that no oath must be given con¬ 
cerning slaves. Said Rabh: It treats when he demands the 
value of the articles sold, but not themselves, as, e.g., the value 
of the slave or the field in question. Samuel, however, says: 
The Mishna treats concerning the garments of a slave and the 
sheaves of a field; the seller claims : I sold you the smaller ones; 
the buyer says: The larger ones. But then the claims are 
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not of one and the same article, and the axiom, There is no 
admission by the defendant, mentioned above, applies also to 
this. As Rabh Papa declares elsewhere that it speaks not of a 
ready-made garment, but of the stuff to a garment, which is 
still attached, and one claims: You have sold me measure for 
a large garment, and the other says: For a small one, the same is 
to be explained here. 

It was difficult for R. Hoshea to accept this explanation, as 
the Mishna states a slave, and not a garment. Therefore he 
tried to explain thus—that the Mishna treats that the plaintiff 
claims that he sold him a slave with his garments or a field with 
its sheaves. And to the objection that there is no admission at 
all to the claim of the plaintiff that he has sold him a garment 
with the slave, the explanation of R. Papa mentioned above 
may be used here also, that the dress was attached to the slave 
(i.e . 9 that he was dressed in it); and as an oath has to be given 
to him for the dress, the oath about the slave may also be 
included. 

It was difficult for R. Shesheth to accept this explanation, 
as according to it the main thing the Mishna teaches is that the 
oath for encumbered estate, for which an oath is not given when 
the claim is only about it, is nevertheless to be included in the 
oath given for unencumbered estate; and this is plainly stated 
in several places elsewhere. This, however, presents no diffi¬ 
culty, since, lest one say that the garment which the slave wears 
is equal to himself, or the sheaves of the field which are still 
attached to it are equal to the field, it comes to teach us that 
it is not so. 

If both doubt it , etc . This is certainly in accordance with 
Symachos's theory, who says that doubtful money is to be 
divided. How, then, is the second part to be explained, which 
states that if the seller claims that it was born under his con¬ 
trol, the seller must swear that so it was ? Did not Rabba bar 
R. Huna declare above that Symachos's theory applies also to 
the claims of a certainty ? Why, then, an oath ? Let them 
divide in this case also. Symachos admits that in such a 
case, where the oath is to be taken biblically, the law that 
it should be divided does not exist. As Rabha explained 
that it treats of a case in which he has cut off a woman's hand, 
and of a field in which he has digged pits, excavations, 
and caves, to which the theory, 41 Here they are," does not 
apply, as it is not acceptable. Concerning the admission in 
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part, it may be considered that her hand is considered a part 
of her.* 

MISHNA V.: If one sold out his olive trees for fuel, and 
there were still bad olives on them, the oil of which was less 
than a quarter of a lug from the measure of a saah, they belong 
to the buyer. If, however, there was such a quantity or more, 
the buyer claims it is produced from his trees, and the seller 
claims it was produced from his estate, the products are to be 
divided. 

Olive trees which were overflooded (by a stream), taken out by 
the owner, and planted in another’s field, and the two quarrel 
about the fruit borne : one claims, My trees, and the other, My 
ground brought it. It is to be divided. 

GEMARA: Let us see how the case was. If the seller told 
the buyer to cut it off immediately, and he didn’t, then even if 
there was less than that quantity, it belongs to the seller. If 
he told him: You can cut it off whenever you like, then, even 
if it was more, it belongs to the buyer. The case was that he 
sold it without any stipulation; then less than a quarter of a 
lug people do not care about. But when more than this, they 
do. Said R. Simeon b. Paze: The quarter in question must be 
measured after what is lost in pressing it. 

Olive trees which were over flooded, etc . Said Ula, in the name 
of Resh Lakish : The law holds good only when they were 
torn out with lumps of earth in which they were planted. (In 
such a case the trees in question are free from the law Arlah; 
that is, the first three years) and even then only when three years 
have elapsed from the time he had planted them in the other 
field. Otherwise the fruit belongs to the owner of the trees; as 
he may say to the owner of the estate: If you, e.g., would plant 
new trees you could not use them in the first three years, as they 
would be Arlah. But why should not the owner of the estate 
claim: “ If I should do as you say, I would use all of them after 
the lapse of three years, and now you take half of it.” There¬ 
fore we must accept, as Rabin has reported that Resh Lakish 
said, thus: The law holds good when they were torn out with 
the lumps of earth and during the first three years, but after the 
lapse of three years all of them belong to the owner of the 

♦ The text is so complicated that it is very difficult to understand the real mean¬ 
ing of it. The Achri has omitted this from his compendium ; the commentaries also 
have tried to explain this, but did not succeed. However, according to our method 
we could not omit this, so we did the best we could to translate it. 
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estate, because of the reason stated above. But why should 
not the owner of the trees claim: If you should plant it you 
would not use it for three years, and now you consume half of 
it every year ? Because the owner of the estate may answer: 
If I were to plant it, they would be small and would not afford 
much, so that I could use the ground near them for vegetables 
(which need sunshine), which is not the case now, as you 
planted your trees in that place. 

There is a Boraitha: If the owner of the trees says, “ I will 
take back my plant from your field,” he must not be listened to 
(although after three years it will all belong to the other one), 
but the owner of the estate has to pay the value of trees for 
planting, and not the value for fuel. Why so ? Said R. Jo- 
hanan: Because of the occupancy of the land of Israel. Said 
R. Jeremiah: To such an explanation we need such an authority 
as R. Johanan. 

It was taught: If one has planted trees in a field belonging 
to another, without the consent of the owner. Said Rabh: His 
word must be appraised, but not to his benefit (i.e., if the ex¬ 
penses were more than the improvement, he gets nothing, and 
if the improvement was worth more, then he gets paid for the 
improvement). Samuel, however, maintains that the appraise¬ 
ment should be as much as one has to pay for planting such 
a field. And R. Papa said: They (t.e., Rabh and Samuel) do 
not differ, as one speaks of a field which is better for trees and 
the other of that which is better for vegetables. And the state¬ 
ment of Rabh was not heard from him plainly, but was so in¬ 
ferred from the following: There was a man who came to Rabh 
with such a complaint, and he told him to appraise his work. 
He objected, saying, I do not want my field to be planted at 
all, and Rabh said: Go and appraise his work, not to his benefit. 
And the man said: I don’t want to do even that, as he spoilt 
my field. Thereafter it was learned that the owner of the field 
had fenced it, and Rabh said: From this we see that his work 
satisfies you; go and appraise his work so that he may be bene¬ 
fited. 

It was taught: “ If one has rebuilt a ruin of one’s neighbor 
without his consent, and to the owner’s claim has said: I will 
take back my wood and stones,” R. Na’hman is of the opinion 
that he must be listened to, and R. Shesheth maintains that he 
must not. An objection was raised. R. Simeon b. Gamaliel 
said that in such a case the Beth Shamai hold that he should 
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be listened to, and the Beth Hillel say not. Shall we assume 
that R. Na’hman holds in accordance with the Beth Shamai ? 
R. Na’hman holds with the Tana of the following Boraitha: In 
such a case his claim should be taken into consideration; so is 
the decree of R. Simeon b. Eliezar. But R. Simeon b. Gamaliel 
said that so was the decree of the Beth Shamai. The Beth 
Hillers verdict, however, is contrary. How, then, should the 
law be decided ? Said R. Jacob in the name of R. Johanan: If 
this happened with a house, his claim may be considered, but 
not with a field—for the reason the earth became deficient. 

MISHNA VI.: If one rents a house (without appointing 
the time) in the rain season, he has no right to make the tenant 
move from the Feast of Tabernacles until Passover; and in the 
summer season for a period of thirty days. In the large cities, 
however, there is no difference at what time; he must keep him 
twelve months; and the same is the case with stores or shops at 
any place. R. Simeon b. Gamaliel maintains that the term of 
the shops of bakers and dyers is three years. 

GEMARA (Let us see): In the rain season why must he 
keep him for the whole season ? Because usually when a man 
rents a house it is for the whole season. Why should not the 
same be said of the summer season ? And if you should say 
that the reason is that because during the rain season it is not 
easy to find a house to rent, then how is it that in the large 
cities the term is fixed for twelve months ? Now if the twelve 
months terminate in the rain season, and the owner makes the 
tenant move, why it is not easy to find a house for rent ? Said 
R. Jehudah: All the terms are fixed only for giving notice; i.e. y 
thus: If one lends a house to some one anonymously, one can¬ 
not make the tenant move from the Feast of Tabernacles until 
Passover, unless one had given him notice thirty days before. 
And so, also, we have learned in the following Boraitha: The 
terms thirty days and twelve months are for giving notice; and 
this notice is to be given by the owner of the house as well as 
by the tenant, as the owner may say, If you had given me 
notice, I should have troubled myself to find a man who would 
have taken it for the whole season. Said R. Assi: If he has 
dwelt even only one day in the rain season, the owner loses the 
right to make him move until Passover. But was not thirty 
days the term ? He means to say if one day of the thirty days 
in question had passed without any protest of the owner. Said 
R. Huna: The owner, however, has the right to increase the 
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rent. Said R. Na’hman to him : This would be if he would hold 
him (x e fi l 0 i s*) (in his pocket) until the tenant would lose his last 
garment. (Rejoined R. Huna:) I mean if the rent in general 
becomes dearer. It is certain, if the house of the owner where 
he dwells falls, he may make the tenant remove from that house 
(if the term is at an end) even without a notice before, as he 
may say, You are not better than myself, as I also cannot so 
easily find a house, and I was not aware that my house will fall. 
If the tenant sold out his lease, loaned, or made it a present, 
the same may be done, as the owner may say, You are not 
better than the man from whom you took it. If, however, the 
tenant has given it for the wedding of his son, then it must be 
investigated; if it was possible for the owner to notify him, he 
should do so; and if not, he may say, You are not better than 
myself. 

There was a man who bought a lot of wine and couldn’t find 
a place to keep it in, and he asked a certain woman if she had 
a place for hire; and she said no. Then he betrothed her and 
she gave him a place. He went home, wrote a divorce, and 
sent it to her. She then took carriers, paid them with the same 
wine for taking it out, and put it in the street. When the case 
was brought before R. Huna b. R. Jehoshua, he said: As he 
has done, so it was done to him; he was rightly rewarded, and 
not only from a yard which was not for rent she had the right 
to do so, but even if it was for rent, as she may say I would like 
to'let it to some one, but not to you, as you are in my estima¬ 
tion equal to a spy. 

R . Simeon b. Gamaliel maintains , etc . A Boraitha states that 
the reason is because they usually give very much of their goods 
in debt to the people in the neighborhood. 

MISHNA VII. : The owner of the house is obliged to give 
to the tenant a door bolt, a lock, and all other things belonging 
to the house which is to be done by a specialist. However, the 
things which can be done by any one the tenant has to furnish 
himself. The manure of the house belongs to the owner; the 
tenant has a right only to the ashes which he takes out from 
the ovens. 

GEMARA: The rabbis taught: The owner of the house is 
obliged to put in doors, to open windows, to repair the ceiling, 


* We have translated according to Schoenhack’s Dictionary. Rashi, however, 
explains it differently, which is not translatable ; the meaning, however, is the same. 
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and to support it with a beam; and the tenant is obliged to 
make for himself a ladder, a battlement, a gutter, and to plaster 
the roof with clay. 

R. Shesheth was questioned: Whose duty is it to furnish a 
Mezuzah ?* But did not R. Mesharsliia say that the obligation 
is the tenant's ? The question was that if the door-post was of 
stone, whose is it to furnish a place for the Mezuzah ? And R. 
Shesheth answered thus: We have learned in our Mishna, which 
states that things which need not a specialist the tenant must 
prepare; and this is also to be considered among these things as 
he can fix it himself. 

The rabbis taught: The tenant has to buy a Mezuzah, but 
when he removes he must not take it with him, unless he is 
aware that a Gentile will occupy the house after him. And it 
happened that one took it out while removing, and buried his 
wife and two children. 

The manure belongs to the owner , etc . How is the case if the 
cattle were the tenant’s ? Why, then, should the manure be¬ 
long to the owner of the house ? And if the yard was not 
rented to him, and the cattle belong to the owner, then it is 
self-evident that it belongs to him ? The court was not rented, 
and the manure was not of the owner’s cattle, but of cattle 
which were in the court to load or unload things belonging to 
the tenant. And this statement may be a support to R. Jose 
bar Hanina, who said that a courtyard acquires title for its 
owner even without his knowledge. An objection was raised 
from the following: If one said all articles found in my court¬ 
yard to-day, it shall give title to me. He said nothing. Now 
if the theory of R. Jose is correct, why should his words be dis¬ 
regarded ? It speaks of an open court where the articles are not 
secure. If so, how is to be understood the latter part of the 
same Boraitha, which states: If, however, there was heard a 
voice in the city that in the yard of so and so is found an article 
(Rashi explains this as, e.g ., that it was heard in the city that a 
lame ram happened to come to his field, or that the river over¬ 
flowed and left some fish in his yard) his word is to be consid¬ 
ered. Now, if it speaks of a court where the things are not 
secure, why should his word be considered, even in this case ? 
If such a thing was heard in the city, one would not dare to 
take it, and therefore it is considered as if the yard were secured. 


# The '* amulet" for the door-post (Deuteronomy, vi. 9). 



TRACT EABA METZIA (MIDDLE GATE). 


269 


Another objection was raised from the following: Ashes of the 
ovens and dust from the air belong to the tenant, but that from 
the stable and in the yard belongs to the owner. Now if the 
theory said above by R. Jose is correct, why should dust of the 
air belong to the tenant ? Is it not the air of the owner's court ? 
Said Rabha: Air which cannot reach the ground because of 
some obstacle must not be considered as if it were on the 
ground. But was the decision certain to him ? Did not he 
himself question as follows: If one has renounced his ownership 
of a purse of money, and has thrown it into one open door, and 
it passes out through another open door, and falls outside of 
the house, did the contact of the purse with the air of the house 
in its passage through give title to the purse to the owner of the 
house, or, because it has not rested in the house, has the house¬ 
owner no title ? (Now if he were certain in his above decision, 
he would not ask such a question ?) In the case questioned by 
him there was no obstacle, as in the case mentioned above. 

That which is in the stable and in the yard, etc . Why both ? 
Is not one sufficient, as it speaks of a yard which was not rented 
to the tenant ? Said Abye: It means to say that even if the 
courtyard was rented, still that which is in the stable belongs to 
the owner. And R. Ashi said: From this it may be inferred 
that if the yard was rented without any stipulation, the stable 
in it is not to be considered included. 

MISHNA VIIL : If the year was made a leap-year, the ten¬ 
ant reaps the benefit of the intercalation. However, if he rented 
him the house monthly, the intercalation belongs to the owner. 
It happened in Ciphorius, that one rented a bath-house for 
twelve golden dinars a year. The payment should be one dinar 
monthly, and thereafter the year was made leap intercalary. 
When the case came before R. Simeon b. Gamaliel and R. Jose 
they decided that the payment of intercalation shall be divided. 

GEMARA: Does the Mishna bring a fact to contradict its 
previous statement ? (As there is no mention of a division, but 
belongs either to one or to the other.) The Mishna is not com¬ 
pleted, and should read thus: If he has rented it to him for 
twelve months to be paid monthly, then the payment for the 
added month is to be divided, and it happened also in Ciphorius, 
etc. 

Said Rabh: If I were there I would decide that this month 
belongs altogether to the owner. What was the intention of 
Rabh to teach us ? That the last expression must be consid- 
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ered. Has he not taught the same elsewhere; namely, R. Huna 
said that in the school of Rabh it was taught that if one says 
I sell you this article for an istera (hundred mahas), then he has 
to pay him a hundred mahas in good money, and if vice versa 
he may give him an istera ? (The difference between an istera 
and a hundred mahas is that an istera contains also a hundred 
mahas, but not in current money.) From that statement we 
can infer nothing, as one may say that the last expression was 
only an explanation to the preceding one. (In our case, how¬ 
ever, there is no explanation. The owner rented the tenant the 
house for a year for twelve golden dinars. The payment should 
be a dinar monthly; consequently it was two conditions, and 
not an explanation.) Samuel, however, said: The decision was 
so made because they came to the court in the middle of the 
month, but if they had appeared in the beginning it would be 
entirely the owner's; and if they would come in the end of the 
month, it would be the renter's (because they doubted as to 
which expression should be considered, the first or the last; 
and if they came in the beginning of the month, and he required 
payment or removal, then his claim is to be considered, since 
the house is his. And if they came at the end of the month, 
there is no claim for removal, but for the past month. Such a 
debt cannot be collected by the court, and therefore the money 
remains with the renter. But if they came in the middle of the 
month, and the owner demands payment or removal, he is to 
be paid for the future, but not for the time past. 

But did not Samuel also hold that the last expression must 
be considered ? Is it not stated elsewhere: If one said, I sell 
you a kur of wheat for thirty salahs, the seller may retract even 
at the last saah, because the buyer does not acquire title until he 
has taken the last one (and he had sold him the whole kur and 
not every saah separately). If, however, the seller said, I sell 
you a kur for thirty salahs, each saah for a salah, then he cannot 
retract from that which was already measured (as the last ex¬ 
pression, one saah for a salah, is the one taken into considera¬ 
tion). So said both Rabh and Samuel. (Hence we see that 
Samuel also agrees to the theory of the last expression.) Nay, 
the reason in that case was, because he took possession of it 
already, and in our case also for the same reason that it is 
doubtful, whether the first or the last expression is to be con¬ 
sidered. He does not pay for the time occupied, but for the 
future. R. Na’hman, however, maintains that the estate is 
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always considered in the occupancy of the owner, and therefore 
there is no difference at what time in the month they came to 
the court. His rent must be paid; and not only when the last 
expression was a salali a month, but even if it was the reverse, 
a “ salah a month, twelve for a year/’ 

R. Janai was questioned: If the renter says I have paid, and 
the owner claims I have not received it, who of them must 
bring evidence ? (Let us see.) The following Mishna in (Tract 
B’khorad) answers this question: Either it was for time past or 
for the present, namely: If the father dies within thirty days of 
his first-born son’s birth, he must be considered unredeemed as 
yet (i.e. y when he is grown up, then the obligation of redeeming 
would remain to him all his life). If, however, his father dies 
after thirty days, he is to be considered redeemed, unless neigh¬ 
bors assure him that he was not. (From which it is inferred 
that within the time the renter must bring evidence, and after 
the time the owner must bring evidence, as according to the 
Jewish law rent is paid at the end of the month.) The question 
was, at the very same day when the term is ended, the renter 
says I paid you in the morning, and the owner says you did not. 
Said R. Johanan to them: This we have learned in the follow¬ 
ing Mishna: A laborer who claims in the last day of his employ* 
ment, that he did not receive as yet his salary has to take an 
oath and collect the money. And that the laborer must take an 
oath and not the employer is enacted by the rabbis only there; 
as the employer has to deal with many laborers, it may happen 
that he has given to another one instead, and then he will swear 
falsely; but in your case the renter is trusted, if he takes an 
oath that he has paid. 

Rabha in the name of R. Na’hman said: If one has rented 
out a house for ten years, and has signed a lease without a date, 
and thereafter he claimed that the tenant has already had the 
house for five years, he is to be trusted. Said R. A’ha of Difti 
to Rabina: According to this theory, if one has loaned a hun¬ 
dred zuz and has taken a note, should the debtor also be trusted 
if he says, I have paid you the half ? And he answered: What 
a comparison is this ? A note is written for collection; and 
if he would pay, he would insist that it should be written on 
the note or he would take receipt. In this case, however, the 
owner may claim that he has made the lease, so that the tenant 
shall not be able afterwards to claim hazaka (occupancy). 

R. Na’hman said: If one borrows at his neighbor’s an article 
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for the time it may be fit for work, he may take it as often as 
he requires it as long as it exists. Said R. Mari, the son of 
Samuel's daughter: This holds good only if it was done with 
the ceremony of a sudarium. And R. Mari b. R. Ashi said: 
That in case it breaks, he is obliged to return him the pieces, as 
it was only borrowed, but not sold. 

Rabha said: If one borrows a hoe to dig this vineyard, 
he may dig with it the whole vineyard. If he says a vineyard, 
it may be any vineyard he likes, and if he says vineyards, then 
he may dig as many as he possesses, and if it breaks he must 
return the pieces. 

R. Papa said: If one says lend me this well, and it be¬ 
comes ruined, the borrower has no right to rebuild it. If, how¬ 
ever, he said a well, if it becomes spoilt, the borrower may re¬ 
build it. If, however, he said to him. Allow me your estate to 
dig a well, he may dig at any place in it until he finds water. 
However, all this holds good only with the ceremony of a 
sudarium. 

MISHNA IX.: If a man rents out a house and it falls he 
must build another house in the same condition as the first was; 
if it was a small one, he must not build it larger, and vice versa . 
If it was two houses he must not make one, and vice versa ; he 
must not increase or decrease the number of windows, unless 
the renter agrees. 

GEMARA (How was the case): If the owner rented him 
this house , then why should he build another one when it falls; 
and if he rented him anonymously a house, then why can he 
not make any change in the building, e.g., two or one, or a large 
instead of a small ? When Rabin came from Palestine he said, 
in the name of Resh Lakish, that the Mishna treats: When the 
owner said to the tenant, I rent out to you a house like this. 
If so, what does the Mishna teach us ? Is this not self-evident ? 
The case was if the house was standing on a shore of a river, and 
lest one say, that it means a house which is placed in the same 
position, therefore the statement of the Mishna. 


CHAPTER IX. 


RULES AND REGULATIONS CONCERNING THE HIRING OF FIELDS ; PAY¬ 
MENT OUT OF THEIR PRODUCTS OR IN MONEY ; THE NEGLECT OF 

THE HIRER ; WHAT HE MAY OR MAY NOT SOW IN THEM. 

MISHNA /. .- If one hires a field (no matter under what con¬ 
dition, for a half, third, or a quarter, or for so and so many kurs 
a year) he must do as it is customary in that country: to scythe, 
to turn it out, or to plough, to weed after them. (When they 
come to divide) the grain, they have also to divide the hay and 
straw. If the stipulation was made on wine, then they divide 
the vine and sticks. They must also prepare together the sticks 
needed for the vineyard for the next year. 

GEMARA: There is a Boraitha: If the custom was to 
scythe, he must not tear out, as the owner of the estate may 
say it is better for me that some of the straw remains, which 
will serve me to prepare manure next year. Or if the custom 
was to tear it out, he must not scythe, although one might say 
I would like the garden to be clean, and the other says, I would 
like to have the straw of it, and the reason is because each of 
them has a right to prevent the other. 

To weed after them he may . Is not this self-evident ? The 
case was in such a place where the custom was not to weed, and 
he, however, did so while still growing, saying, I do so now in 
order that I shall not have to do it after the grain is taken off. 
It teaches us that such a stipulation is not to be considered. 

All must be done according , etc . What does it mean to in¬ 
clude in the word 4 4 all” ? That what the rabbis taught: Where 
it was customary to let the trees with the earth he may do so, 
and in the places where it is not customary he must not do so. 
Is this not self-evident ? The case was in places where it was 
customary to let it for a third of the products, and he let it for 
a quarter, lest one say that the owner may say, I have reduced 
the price for the purpose of saving the trees for myself. It 
comes to teach us that this cannot be done unless so stipulated. 

Where it is customary not to let it , etc . Is this not self-evi- 
18 273 
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dent ? The case was in places where it was customary to let for 
a quarter, and he took it for a third, lest one say that the hirer 
may claim, I have increased the price for the purpose that you 
should give it to me with the trees. It comes to teach us that 
this cannot be done unless so stipulated. 

R. Joseph said: In Babylonia there is a custom that the gar¬ 
dener is not given any straw. To what purpose does he say 
this ? Because if it happened that some are doing so, it shall 
not be considered as a custom, but attributed to their goodness. 
The same said again: The first earth upon the trench, the sec¬ 
ond, and the third, and also the sticks for the thorns must be 
furnished by the owner; the thorns themselves, however, by the 
gardener. This is the rule. All things which are considered 
the most necessary for preserving the garden must be furnished 
by the owner, but extraordinary things by the gardener. (As 
this benefits him only as this saves him time and trouble.) He 
said again: The hoe, the dung-fork, the pail, and the bag for 
water is to be furnished by the owner; the gardener, however, 
has to dig the channels for water. 

As they divide the wine , etc. What have sticks to do here ? 
In the school of R. Janai it was said, i.e. : The peeled sticks on 
which the vine is usually supported. 

They must also , etc . Wherefore this addition ? This corre¬ 
sponds to the former, and it means thus: Why should the sticks 
be divided ? Because the preparation of them is to be done by 
both. 

MISHNA II. : If one hires a field and it was a dry place (so 
that it has to be artificially watered), or a group of trees and 
thereafter the spring ceased to flow, or the trees were cut off, 
the hirer has no right to deduct from the price stipulated. If, 
however, at the time hired the hirer said to him: Rent me this 
dry field, or this field in which there are a group of trees, and it 
happened that the spring dried up or the trees were cut off, the 
right of deduction is granted. 

GEMARA: How was the case? If the general river from 
which all water their fields become dry, why then shall nothing 
be deducted from the agreement; let him claim that this is a 
plague to the whole country (further on it is taught that in such 
a case the hirer may deduct) ? Said R. Papa: I.e ., that the 
channel from the river to the field only became dry, and then 
the owner of the field may say, you could water it by means 
of pails. R. Papa said again : The statement of the two Mish- 
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nayoths applies to both cases, either he took it in partner¬ 
ship for half or third of the product, or he hires for a cer¬ 
tain amount of kurs. The statement of the following Mish* 
nayoths of this chapter, however, are different, as the law 
which applies to an undertaking for half of the products 
does not apply to a hiring and vice versa , as it will be explained 
further on. 

If the hirer said to him: Rent me this dry field , etc . But 
why ? Let him say, I only gave you the name without any par¬ 
ticular intention; have we not learned in the following Boraitha 
that if one says, I sell you the estate which contains a kur of 
earth, and there is no more than a half, or, I sell you a vineyard 
and there are no vines, or, I sell you a fruit-yard, and there are 
nothing but pomegranates, all these sales are valid as they are 
so called. And the same should be the case here. Said Sam¬ 
uel: This presents no difficulty, as in all cases of the Boraitha 
the owner says it to the buyer, therefore the name is consid¬ 
ered. From the case stated in our Mishna, however, we see 
that he wanted that particular field upon which he was then 
standing, as he said this. Rabina, however, said: It does not 
matter who says so, the case in the Mishna is different, because 
in spite of the fact that he mentions this, of which it is to be 
inferred that he was standing upon, he nevertheless mentioned 
dry field also, which shows that only that particular dry field 
suits him, because of the circumstances. 

MISHNA///..- If one has undertaken to work up a field, 
and he has neglected to do so, it must be appraised at how 
much it would produce if worked, and the defaulter has to pay, 
as it is customary for an agreement to be so written, that should 
it be neglected, I will pay from my best estate. 

GEMARA: R. Mair, R. Jehuda, Hillel the first, R. Je- 
hoshua b. Kar’ha, and R. Jose, all these considered the lan¬ 
guage of the common people legal (although it was not in 
accordance with the enactment of the sages); R. Mair, in the 
last sentence in our Mishna, which is stated in his name else¬ 
where, R. Jehudah in the following Boraitha: One has to bring 
the offer that*is prescribed for the present of a rich man to his 
wife. (The difference between the offering of rich and poor is 
explained in Lev. xiv. 21.) Because in the marriage contract 
he writes: I will take upon myself all the responsibility you 
have had before our marriage— i.e., from the time he marries 
her he takes upon himself to make good all her obligations to 
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the sanctuary, even those contracted before marriage.* Hillel 
the first in the following Boraitha: The inhabitants of Alexan¬ 
dria used to betroth their wives, but at the time they were 
prepared to go under the canopy (Chupha) other people used to 
come and take them away; and the sages were about to pro¬ 
claim their children bastards. Said Hillel the first to them: 
Bring me the marriage contract; and finding that it is written 
there: You shall be my wife when you enter the canopy, there¬ 
fore the children were not proclaimed such. R. Jehoshua b. 
Kar’ha in the following Boraitha: If one lends money to some 
one, he has no right to pledge him through the court for more than 
he owes him, as is written in the agreement: You may pledge 
me for all I owe you. [Was this, indeed, because of the writ¬ 
ten agreement ? Did not R. Johanan say: If one has pledged 
his debtor, and thereafter he has returned him his pledge for 
a short time, and meanwhile the debtor dies, the lender has a 
right to take it away from his heirs ? (Hence we see that even 
without an agreement the lender acquires title to the pledge.) 
The agreement benefited the lender, in case the debtor has used 
the pledge and diminished its value, to collect it from their 
other estate.] R. Jose in the following Boraitha: In the places 
where it was customary to consider the dowery prescribed by 
the father of the bride, as a loan, the husband has a right, in 
case the marriage contract was not fulfilled to collect it from his 
father-in-law as a creditor. In the places, however, where it 
was customary to write in the marriage contract to double the 
amount, the husband collects the half. The inhabitants of 
Nahardai used to collect only the third of the amount written. 
Maremar, however, used to collect the whole amount. Said 
Rabina to him: Have you not learned where it is customary to 
write double he collects the half only ? This presents no diffi¬ 
culty, as the cited Boraitha treats when it was not made with 
the ceremony of a sudarium, and Maremar treats when it was. 

Rabina used to double the amount in the marriage contract, 
and when asked to strengthen this with the ceremony of a 
sudarium, he would say: One of the two, either a sudarium or 


* We have translated this from the text, and according to the commentary of 
Thosphath. Rashi, however, says that he could not explain this paragraph, and, 
therefore, he brings another text of Thorath Kohanim , which is exactly the contrary 
to this text. It is remarkable, however, that in the Tract Yebamoth, 35 B., where 
the same is brought, Rashi explains it exactly as Thosphath did, without any remark, 
and Thosphath brings the text which Rashi used here. 
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the double amount. There was one who said when on his 
dying bed: Give four hundred zuz to my daughter in her mar¬ 
riage contract, and R. A’ha b. R. Ivia questioned R. Ashi: Does 
he mean to give four hundred in cash, so that the marriage con¬ 
tract should be written eight hundred; or does he mean that it 
should be so written in the contract, which in reality means 
only two hundred ? It must be investigated how he expressed 
himself. If he said, Give her four hundred to her marriage, 
then it is evident that he meant cash, and it must be written 
eight hundred; but if he said, Give her in the marriage contract 
four hundred, it means only two hundred. (Said the Gemara:) 
In reality it is not so. There is no difference if he said to her 
marriage, or in her marriage contract, it must be considered that 
he intended two hundred, unless he said give her four hundred 
without any addition. 

There was one who undertook to work up a field, and he 
said: Should I neglect I will give you one thousand zuz. Finally 
he neglected to work up a third of it, and the sage of Nahardai 
decided he shall pay him 333^ zuz. Rabha, however, said the 
whole thing was only an asmakhta, which gives no title. But 
why should this be different from that which is stated in our 
Mishna: If it will be neglected I shall pay with my best estate ? 
In the Mishna there was no exaggeration; here, however, when 
he said he will give a thousand it was merely an exaggeration. 

There was another man who undertook to work up a field 
for poppy and had sowed it with wheat. The wheat, however, 
became dear, so that the price was equal to poppy (so that the 
owner of the estate suffered no loss). R. Kahna, nevertheless, 
was about to deduct from the agreement the value of the fertil¬ 
ity which was used less for wheat than it should have needed 
for poppy. Said R. Ashi to R. Kahna: People say it is better 
for one that his earth should become meagre than he himself. 

There was a man who undertook a field for poppy, sowing 
with wheat, and finally the wheat was worth more than poppy, 
and Rabina was about to say that the hirer shall take the value 
of the increase. Said R. A'ha of Difti to him: Was the increase 
from the grain only; was it not also from the fertility of the 
earth ? The sages of the Nahardai said: If one takes an article 
to sell in places where it is dearer, for the half profit, the enact¬ 
ment of the sages was that half shall be considered a loan and 
the other half a deposit; and they did so to benefit both. The 
borrower is benefited, as he has the right to use the half for his 
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own expenses, and the lender, because the half, which is con¬ 
sidered a deposit, collects it from his heirs in case he dies, as it 
becomes no personal property of theirs. This is in accordance 
with R. Ida bar Rabin. 

Rabha, however, said: It is therefore called business that 
first one must not use it for himself; and, secondly, that if he 
dies it should not be considered personal property of his heirs. 

Rabha said: If one has given articles for business without 
any stipulation (the law of which is that the owner takes three- 
quarters of the profit, and suffers half if damage occurs), and took 
from him two notes, e.g. y if he sold him two bundles of goods for 
two hundred zuz, and took a note for each of them for a hundred 
zuz, and the borrower had sold out one bundle for one hundred 
and thirty zuz and the other for seventy, then if there were only 
one note, it would be considered no profit nor loss. But now, 
as there are two, to one there is a profit of thirty zuz, of which 
the lender takes two-thirds or twenty, and the other one is con¬ 
sidered thirty zuz loss, of which the lender suffers half. If, 
however, it is the reverse (z. e ., he took two loans in two days 
on one note), then in such a case as stated above, the borrower 
suffers (five zuz), not the lender. He said again: If one took 
money for business, and has had a loss, and thereafter he exerts 
himself and regains the loss, but failed to notify the lender both 
of the gain and the loss, he cannot claim that the lender shall 
suffer any loss, because the lender may say to him: You have 
exerted yourself for your own benefit to regain it, that people 
shall not say that you are a poor business man. The same said 
again: If two persons took money from one lender for business, 
they shall do it together, and one of them profits and wants to 
separate himself from his partner, he has no right to do so if his 
partner protests and says: Let us be partners until the time ap¬ 
pointed for returning the money. And if one claims: I would 
take half the profit for my share, the other may prevent him, 
saying he cannot take out the profit because of the possibility 
of future loss. And even if one of the partners claims the half 
profit and half of the principal amount, the other can prevent 
him by saying: We cannot divide, as the whole money belongs 
to the business. And if he promised his partner that in case of 
loss he shall suffer his share, his partner can prevent him by 
saying that the fate of two is better than of one. 

MISHNA/F. .* If the gardener did not want to weed the 
field, saying: I will give you your due, he must not be listened 
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to, as the owner may claim, To-morrow you will leave this field, 
and I will have to weed it myself. 

GEMARA: And even if the gardener says: I will weed it 
afterwards, the owner may say: I want good wheat, and if it is 
not weeded the wheat cannot be as good as when weeded. And 
if he says: I will buy you good wheat from the market, he may 
say: No, I want the wheat from my estate, and even if he 
claim: I will weed out that share of it which belongs to you 
only, he may say that by doing so you will spoil the reputation 
of my field. But did not the Mishna give only one reason, that 
I will have to weed it, etc . ? All these claims are included in the 
one reason given by the Mishna, that finally he will have to 
weed it. (The statements of this Mishna apply only to a hirer, 
but not to one who took it in partnership.) 

MISHNA V. : If one took a field in partnership, and it was 
not productive, he must not leave it as long as there is hope of 
bearing even only one heap. R. Jehudah says that there is no ap¬ 
praisement as to the contents of a heap, he therefore maintains 
that he must not leave it if there is hope of the products being 
at least as much as was sowed. 

GEMARA: The rabbis taught: If one took a field in part¬ 
nership and it was not productive, if there is grain sufficient to 
make one heap, he is obliged to work it up; as the usual writ¬ 
ten agreement of such a partnership is as follows: I will plough, 
sow, weed, make sheaves, thresh, blow, and will make a heap 
of it for you, and then you will take half and I for my labor the 
other half. What should be the quantity of the heap ? To 
cover the winnow— i.e., that if put in it should be completely 
covered. 

The schoolmen propounded a question: How is it if both 
edges of the winnow are still visible ? Come and hear. R. 

Abuhu said: R. Jose bar Hanini explained to me, when the 

right side of the winnow cannot see the sun. It was taught: 
That quantity of the heap is three saahs according to Levi, and 
according to the disciples of R. Janai two. Said Resh Lakish 
the saahs in question must remain after it was cleaned out. 

But how much is it ? Said R. Ami in the name of R. Jo- 

hanan, four saahs for one kur, and R. Ami himself maintains 

eight for a kur. There was a certain old man who said to R. 
Huna b. Rabba bar Abuhu: I will explain to you the reason of 
their statements. In the year of R. Johanan the earth was fer¬ 
tile, and four for a kur was sufficient, but in years of R. Ami 
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the earth was already meagre. There is a Mishna (Peah XV.): 
If the wind has spread the sheaves it must be appraised how 
much gathering for the poor there would be if this had not oc¬ 
curred. R. Simeon b. Gamaliel said: He may give to the poor 
as much as was sowed, and what a quantity does he mean ? 
When R. Dimi came from Palestine he said: In the name of 
R. Eliezar or R. Johanan four kabs to a kur. 

R. Jeremiah questioned, Is it meant for a kur seed for 
a kur sown in the field), or for the field where a kur grain can 
be gathered; and if you should mean for a kur seed, there is 
still a question whether it means for sowing by hand or with 
oxen ? (As to the last one the quantity is larger.) Come and 
hear. When Rabin came he said in the name of R. Abuhu, 
quoting R. Eliezar or R. Johanan, four kabs for a kur seed; the 
question, however, whether with hands or oxen remains un¬ 
decided. 

MISHNA VI. : If one hires a field, and the locusts destroyed 
it or it was burned, if this was a general plague in the country 
he may deduct from the agreement, but not otherwise. R. 
Jehuda, however, maintains that if he has hired it for money, 
he must deduct under any circumstances. 

GEMARA: What is to be understood by a plague of the 
country ? Said R. Jehudah as, e.g., the majority of the valley, 
where there were many fields, was destroyed. Ulah, however, 
said: If four fields, on all its sides. 

If the owner had told him to sow it with wheat, and he had 
sowed it with barley, and the fields of the majority of the valley 
were destroyed and also his barley, may the owner of the field 
claim that if he had sowed it with wheat, according to the agree¬ 
ment, it would not have been destroyed, as I have prayed that 
I should succeed in wheat, not in barley ? Common sense dic¬ 
tates that his claim is right. If it happened that all the fields 
of the landlord were destroyed, and which was hired in¬ 
cluded, but the majority of the valley was not destroyed, may 
the hirer claim that since all your estate was destroyed, it is 
your fate that this field was also destroyed ? The landlord, 
however, claims that if you hadn’t hired it some of my field 
should have been left to me, consequently it is your fate. Com¬ 
mon sense dictates that the claim of the landlord is right. If 
all the estates of the hirer were destroyed, and also the majority 
of the valley, may the hirer claim that because the majority of 
the valley was destroyed he has not to pay, or the landlord may 
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say: As all your estate was destroyed, it was your fate that this 
was also destroyed ? Common sense dictates the claim of the 
landlord is right* But why should not the hirer claim that if it 
were my fate something would be left to me, as it is said above 
concerning above ? As the landlord may say that if Providence 
would favor you, some of your own fields would have been left 
to you. An objection was raised from the following: If that 
year was a year of destruction, or a year which was like the 
years of Elijah (without rain), it must not be counted among 
the years of redeeming. We see then that he compares a year 
of destruction to the years of Elijah, when there was no grain 
at all, but where grain is to be found it is not to be considered 
a plague of the country. 

Said R. Na’hman bar Itz’hak: There it is different, as it is 
written [Lev. xxv. 15]: 44 According unto the number of har¬ 
vest years,” etc., which signifies that as long as there is some 
grain in the country it is called a harvest year. 

Said R. Ashi to R. Kahana: According to your theory, let 
the Sabbatic year be counted, as there is grain out of Palestine 
where the Sabbatic year is not observed, and he answered: The 
Sabbatic year is a decree of the king, and must not be consid¬ 
ered at all. 

Samuel said: The statement of our Mishna applies only when 
he has sowed it and it was grown, and then the locusts have 
destroyed it. But if he has not sowed it at all because of the 
locusts, the hirer is responsible, as the landlord may claim that if 
you would sow it the verse of Psalm, xxxvii. 19 would apply to me. 

There is one Boraitha which states that if this happened 
once, he has to sow it the second time and also the third, but 
not if it happened the third time also. And another Boraitha 
states that he has to sow it even after the third time, but not 
after the fourth. This presents no difficulty. As one Boraitha 
is in accordance with Rabbi, who holds that two times is to be 
considered a hazaka, and the other Boraitha is in accordance 
with R. Simeon b. Gamaliel, who holds that it must not be con¬ 
sidered so unless it happened three times. Resh Lakish said: 
The Mishna treats: In case it was sown, grown, and then was 
destroyed by the locusts; but if he has sown and it didn't grow, 
the owner of the estate may claim he shall sow it again and 
again, until the sowing time is past. But when is it considered 
past ? Said R. Papa: When the gardeners come from the field 
in the month Adar. 
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An objection was raised from the following: R. Simeon b. 
Gamaliel in the name of R. Mair and also R. Simon b. Mnasia 
said: That the latter half of Tishri Mar Cheshvan and the first 
half of Kislev is the time for saving, the latter half of Kislev 
Tabeth and the half of Shbat is winter; the latter half of Shbat, 
Adar, and the half of Nisan is cold; the half of Nisan, Iyar, and 
the half of Sivan is harvest; the latter half of Sivan, Thamuz, 
and the half of Ab is summer, and the half of Ab, Ellul, and the 
half of Tishri is heat. (Hence we see that the time of sowing 
is only until the half of Kislev.) R. Jehudah counts from Tishri. 
R. Simeon, however, counts from Cheshvan. But even then, 
who is more lenient ? R. Simeon, who counts from Cheshvan, 
does not even count the sowing-time until Adar. This presents 
no difficulty. The one speaks of a case when he took the fields 
for sowing wheat and corn, which are usually sown in the begin¬ 
ning of the winter, and the other speaks of barley and peas, 
which are usually sown in Adar. 

If he hired for money , etc. There was one who undertook an 
estate to sow garlic on the shore of the river of the old king; 
and it happened that the river was stopped. When the case 
came before Rabha, he said that it is not usual for this river to 
be stopped up, and consequently it is therefore considered a 
plague of the country, and you may deduct. Said the rabbis to 
him: Have we not learned in our Mishna that R. Jehuda said if 
he took it for money, he must pay under all circumstances, and 
he answered: There is no one who cares for his decision. 

MISHNA VII.: If one hires a field for ten kur wheat per 
annum, and the products are poor, he may pay him with the 
same. The same is the case if the wheat was good, he cannot 
say: I will pay you with the best of the market, but must fur¬ 
nish him with the same. 

GEMARA: There was a man who took an estate for pastio 
(pasture; such a field is usually sown many times a year) for 
one kur of barley. First he used it for pasture, and afterward 
he sowed barley in it, and the barley was bad. R. Habiba of 
the city of Sura, on the shores of the Euphrates, then sent a 
message to Rabina, asking: How should such a case be decided ? 
Is it equal to the statement of our Mishna, which says that he 
must pay with the products of the estate, or as he hires it for 
pasture, and uses it for barley, it is different ? And Rabina an¬ 
swered : What comparison is this ? In the case of the Mishna 
the earth was sown according to the agreement, and the pay- 
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ment has to be with its products; but here he has not conformed 
to the agreement, hence he has to pay him with the good barley 
of the market. 

There was a man who hired a vineyard for ten barrels of 
wine, and thereafter the wine became sour. R. Kahana was 
about to say that this case is equal to the case stated in the 
Mishna, that if the field becomes stricken and produces bad bar¬ 
ley, he may pay him with its products. Said R. Ashi to him: 
What comparison is this ? In the case of our Mishna the earth 
failed to give what was expected of it; here, however, the earth 
did fulfil the expectation, and the wine became sour thereafter. 
However, R. Ashi admits that when the grapes become wormy, 
and also in case the sheaves of the field became spoilt, that he 
has to repay him with the same. 

MISHNA VIII.: If one takes a field for sowing barley, he 
must not sow wheat in it; but if for wheat, he may sow barley. 
R. Simeon b. Gamaliel forbids this: he must not sow peas in 
that which was taken for grain, but he may sow grain in that 
taken for peas. R. Simeon b. Gamaliel forbids this also. 

GEMARA: Said R. Hisda: The reason of R. Simeon’s 
statement is, because it is written [Zephaniah, iii. 13]: “ The 
remnant of Israel shall not do injustice or speak lies, and there 
shall not be found in their mouth a deceitful tongue.” 

An objection was raised from the following: That which was 
collected for the poor on Purim must be distributed at the same 
time without any particulars. However, the poor must not buy 
with the donation a strap for the shoes, unless it was so stipu¬ 
lated by the elders of the city. So is the decree of R. Jacob in 
the name of R. Mair. R. Simeon b. Gamaliel, however, was 
lenient (permitting this). Hence we see then that he was 
lenient in his decision, and in our Mishna, however, he is rigor¬ 
ous. Said Abye: R. Simeon’s reason is as my master (Rabba) 
said: He who likes his earth to bring forth good fruit, should 
sow in it one year wheat and the other barley; one year in the 
length and the second in the width. This, however, is the case 
if he does not sow in time, but if in time it does not matter. 

He must not sow peas y etc . R. Jehudah taught to Rabin : 
If for grain, he may sow peas. Said Rabin to him: But did 
not the Mishna state he must not ? And he answered : My 
statement is not contradictory, as the Mishna speaks of Pal¬ 
estine, which is mountainous, and the leanness of the earth 
is taken into consideration; and I talk of Babylon, which is 
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situated in a valley, and there is no fear of this. Said R. 
Jehudah to Rabin b. Na’hman, Rabin, my brother: Cresses grow¬ 
ing among flax may be used without fear that there is robbery 
(because the owner is benefited by their removal, as they do more 
harm than good). If, however, they are placed outside of the 
flax-beds, then it is robbery, and the same is the case even if 
they grow among the flax, but are already grown up as much as 
the flax, and so do no more harm. The same said again: Rabin, 
my brother, in our fields, which are closely attached, there are 
some among my trees, the branches of which are bent toward 
yours, and vice versa . In such cases, however, the custom is 
that the fruit belongs to the side to which the branches incline. 
As it was taught: A tree which stands on the boundary of two 
estates belonging to two different persons, where the branches 
are inclined there should the fruit be used. So said Rabh. But 
Samuel maintains that it is to be divided. An objection was 
raised from the following: A tree which is placed on the bound¬ 
ary is to be divided, and this contradicts Rabh. In order that 
the cited Boraitha should not contradict Rabh, Samuel explains 
that it speaks of a case in which the tree in question occupies 
the whole boundary; but, then, it is self-evident? It means 
even when all the branches are inclined to one side. However, 
even then it is self-evident ? Lest one say that then one's neigh¬ 
bor has a right to say: You may take of the fruit of those 
branches which are inclined to your field, and I will take the 
remainder, it comes to teach us that our neighbor may say, We 
must share equally. 

The same said again: Rabin, my brother, see that you do 
not buy an estate close to the city, as R. Abuhu in the name of 
R. Huna quoting Rabh said: One is not allowed to stand and 
consider his neighbor's field when the fruit is nearly ripe because 
of an evil eye. Is that so ? Did not R. Abba meet the dis¬ 
ciples of Rabh, asking them what has Rabh to say to the fol¬ 
lowing verses [Deut. xxviii. 3-6] ? And they answered: Rabh 
said thus: 44 Blessed shalt thou be in the city," means your 
house shall be near the synagogue; and 44 Blessed shalt thou be 
in the field," means that your estate should be nearer to thy 
city; 44 Blessed shalt thou be at thy coming in," means you 
shall find your wife and family ready to please you; and 
44 Blessed shalt thou be at thy going out," means that your 
offsprings shall be equal to you. And R. Abuhu answered: R. 
Johanan interpreted them differently—namely: 44 Blessed thou 


TRACT BABA METZIA (MIDDLE GATE). 285 

shalt be in the city/' means that the closet of man’s necessity 
shall be near his house [but not a synagogue, as the one who 
goes further is rewarded for his walk]; 44 Blessed shalt thou be 
in the field, means that thy estate shall be thirded, one third 
in grain, one in olives, and the other in wine; and 44 Blessed 
shalt thou be in thy coming in and in thy going out,” means 
that your departing from this world shall be equal to your 
entering, as your entering was without any sin, so shall be your 
departing. (Hence we see that it is a blessing if the estate is 
near the city ?) This presents no difficulties. When it is fenced 
it is a blessing, but not when it is not. 

It is written [Deut. vii. 15]: 14 And the Lord will take away 
from thee all sickness.” Said Rabh: It means an evil eye. 
And Rabh is in accordance with his theory, as it happened once 
that Rabh was at the cemetery, and he did what he did, and 
said thereafter: I see that ninety-nine of the dead were killed 
by an evil eye, and only one died a natural death. But Samuel 
said: All sickness is from the air, and as he said elsewhere, that 
every sickness and death came from the air. But are there not 
some who were killed by the government ? Also these, if not 
the air, a medicine could be prepared that would restore them. 
R. Hanina, however, says that the verse means cold, as it is 
written [Proverbs, xxii. 5]: 44 Thorns and snares,” etc.,* from 
which we infer that everything is in the hands of Heaven but 
cold. R. Eliezar said, i.e. f the gall; and so also have we 
learned in the following Boraitha: The word ma’hlah f means 
the gall. And why is it called ma’hlah ? Because it makes 
sick the whole body of the man. According to others it is 
called ma’hlah, because there are eighty-three kinds of sicknesses 
to which the cause is only the gall (and the letters of the word 
ma’hlah number eighty-three), and all these sicknesses are abol¬ 
ished by consuming bread with salt and a pitcher of water early 
in the morning. 

The rabbis taught: Thirteen advantages can be gained by 
taking the early morning meal—namely: prevention from heat, 
cold, winds, evil spirits, and also the brightening of the fool, 
the winning of a law-suit (Rashi explains this, that the early 
meal brightens his mind so that he can explain his case clearly 
to the court), to learn, to teach, his words are listened to, his 

* The Hebrew term for this is ziria, 1. e. y cold, for which the Talmud takes it; 
Lesser, however, translates it differently, according to the sense further on. 

f The Hebrew term for sickness is “ma’hlah.” 
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learning is retained, his flesh does not give too much heat, and 
he does not lust for a strange woman, and the meal also kills the 
parasites in the intestines, and according to others it removes 
jealousy and brings love. 

Said Rabba to Rabha bar Mari: Where is it from that people 
say, Sixty racers cannot reach the man who takes his meal early 
in the morning; and also the rabbis say, Get up early in the 
morning and eat, in the summer because of the heat and in the 
winter because of the cold ? And he answered: Because it is 
written [Isaiah, xlix. io]: “They shall not be hungry nor 
thirsty, and neither heat nor sun shall smite them/' etc., which 
is to be explained that they shall not be smitten by heat and 
cold, because they were not hungry in the morning. And he 
rejoined: You infer this from this; I, however, from the follow¬ 
ing [Ex. xxiii. 25] : “ And ye shall serve the Lord your God,” 
means the reading of shemah and praying; “ and he will bless 
thy bread and thy water,” means the bread and salt and the 
pitcher of water taken in the morning; (and this will do that:) 
“ I will remove sickness from the midst of thee.” 

R. Jehudah* said to R. Ada, the land-surveyor: You should 
be very particular in your business. Bear in mind that every inch 
of the earth is fit for sowing saffron. And he said again to the 
same: When you are measuring the trench from the river to the 
fields,you should not be particular with the four ells near the trench 
which the owners are forbidden to sow. However, that which 
remains on the shore for anchoring, do not measure at all, but 
leave it so that it should be conspicuous enough; and this advice 
is in accordance with his theory, that the four ells of the trench 
belong only to those who are benefited by them, but that of the 
shore belongs to every one. 

R. Ami proclaimed: A forest or any other group of trees 
placed on the shore must be cut off at the width of a shoulder 
(i,e . 9 to leave space for the towmen of the boats on both sides 
of the river). R. Nathan b. Hoshea had cut off sixteen ells, and 
the inhabitants of Mashrunia beat him bloody. He thought 
sixteen ells were needed for a public thoroughfare. For the tow- 
men, however, is only required sufficient space for the managing 
of ropes bound to the boat. 

Rabba b. R. Huna possessed a forest on the shore of the 
river, and when he was asked to cut it off, he answered: Let 
the forests which are before and behind mine be cut off, and 
then I will cut off mine. But how could he answer so ? Is it 
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not written [Zephaniah, ii. 1]: “ Gather yourselves together. ” 
And Resh Lakish said: That is, Correct thyself first, and then 
others ? The forests before and behind him belonged to a gov¬ 
ernor of the Persians, Parzak, and Rabbawas aware that he would 
not care to cut off his, and no one can compel him, consequently 
the carriers of the boats could not pass anyhow; what, then, 
would be the use of his cutting ? Rabba bar R. Na’hman was 
sailing in a boat, and had seen a forest on a shoie, and to the 
question, Whose is it? he was told that it was Rabba b. R. Huna’s, 
and he applied to him the verse [Ezra, ix. 2] : And the hand 
of the princes and the rulers hath been the first in this tres¬ 
pass/' and he then commanded his people to cut it off. (He 
was not aware of that which was said above.) Rabba b. R. 
Huna came and found them cutting, and said : Who has cut 
this, his branches shall be cut off; and it was said that all the 
years of the existence of Rabba b. R. Huna the children of Rabba 
b. Na’hman were not preserved. 

R. Jehudah said: All the inhabitants, even orphans, of the 
city must contribute to the repairing of the wall of the city if 
it is destroyed, but not scholars, as they need no guard (Rashi 
explains that their wisdom guards them); but if the spring was 
spoiled the scholars must also contribute (as they also require 
water). This applies only in the case of contribution of money, 
but when the contribution means to dig themselves, then the 
rabbis are to be freed, as it would be a humiliation for them to 
do this work. He said again: When there is a stop in the river, 
the people behind it have to contribute to the repairing of it, 
but not those who live before it; with rain-water, however, it is 
the reverse. The illustration is in the following Boraitha: If 
five gardens, one behind the other, which are watered from one 
spring, and the spring becomes spoiled, all of them are obliged 
to support the people of the highest one. Hence the very low¬ 
est one has to support all those above it; and if it happens that 
only the entrance of the lowest is spoiled, then the above are 
not obliged to support it. Reverse is the case with five court¬ 
yards which pour their unclean waters to one sewer, and if the 
channel was spoiled at the last one, all of them must support it 
(and also all that are above the yard have to support the lower 
ones, but the highest has to shift for itself). 

Samuel said: If one takes possession of a dock he is a rascal, 
but he cannot be removed by law (Rashi explains this to mean 
that at the time of the Persians the estate was ownerless, and 
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he who paid the duty to the government acquired title, as he 
who took possession of the dock is given title, but this act is 
considered rascality, as the dock is for loading). Now, however, 
as the Persians write in their deed: ” You may acquire title on 
this estate as far as the measure of a neck of a horse from the 
water,” if any one takes possession of a dock, he is to be 
removed. 

R. Jehudah in the name of Rabh said: If one takes posses¬ 
sion of a field which was placed between two brothers or part¬ 
ners, it is considered a piece of assurance, but he cannot be re¬ 
moved by law. R. Na’hman, however, says that he may be 
removed also. But if there is no other right than preemption, 
he is not to be removed. The N’hardais, however, maintain that 
even for this he is to be removed, as it is written [Deut. vi. 18]: 
” And thou shalt do that which is right and good in the eyes of 
the Lord.” 

In case the buyer asked advice from the preemptor, and the 
latter advised him to buy, is his word sufficient, or must it be 
done with the ceremony of a sudarium ? Rabbina says the 
sudarium is not necessary, and the N’hardais say it is; and so the 
Halakha prevails. 

Now, as it was concluded that the sudarium is necessary, if 
it was not done, and the land became greater or less in value, it 
is considered under the control of the preemptor, so that the 
buyer has to pay the prevailing price. If, e.g., he bought it for 
one hundred and it was worth two hundred, it must be investi¬ 
gated. If the owner has lowered the price for every one, then 
the preemptor has to pay him only one hundred, as he could 
buy it from the owner at the same price; if, however, the price 
was lowered only for him, then he has to pay the two hundred. 
If, however, he had bought for two hundred, and it was worth 
only one hundred, the schoolmen were about to say that the 
preemptor may say to the buyer: My message to you was for 
my benefit not for my loss.* Said Mar the elder b. R. Hisda to 
R. Ashi: The N’hardais have declared in the name of R. Na’h- 
man that there is no cheating concerning estates. 

If one bought a field which was placed in the centre of others 


* The Ashri maintains that this claim is not meant that he may give him only one 
hundred zuz, and the buyer shall lose one hundred, as this would not correspond 
with the verse cited, “ right and good.” As if the estate would remain with the 
buyer it may be he would lose nothing, or to him it was worth double ; but this 
is meant that the sale shall be considered invalid. 
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it is to be investigated; if this field is distinguished to be the 
best or the worst of all his other estates then the sale is valid; 
and if not, it is to be feared that that was craftiness on his part, 
as he may have bought it for the purpose of claiming the pre¬ 
emption to all fields around him. 

To a presented estate the right of preemption does not apply. 
Amemar, however, maintains that if the donor obliged himself 
in writing to be responsible for it, this law applies. 

If one had sold out all his estate to one buyer preemption 
cannot be claimed, and the same is the case if he returns his 
estate to its first owner from whom he bought it. The same is 
the case with an idolater. If bought, the buyer can say: Am 
I worse than your first neighbor ? You ought to be grateful to 
me that I have driven a lion out from your neighborhood. If 
sold, the law of preemption does not exist, as it applies only to 
the buyer, and he, the idolater, is not under the obligation of 
the above-cited verse (“ do right and good ”). To the seller, 
however, this does not apply, as he may say: No one can com¬ 
pel me to sell my estate. However, the seller is to be put 
under ban until he obliges himself to be responsible for any 
harm done by this buyer to the preemptor. 

To a pledged estate the law of preemption does not apply, 
as R. Ashi declared that he had heard from the elders of the 
city of Suria that therefore is a pledge called Mashkhantha, 
because the one to whom it is pledged is a neighbor. (See 
above.) 

If one wishes to sell out his estate because it is placed at too 
great a distance, and to buy one near him, preemption cannot 
be claimed; and the same is the case if he wishes to sell out the 
estate near him because it is bad and to buy good ones. (The 
above-cited verse means to “ do right and good ” to one as long 
as he does no harm to another.) If it is sold for taxes or for 
the support of a widow or for burial, this law does not apply. 
The N’hardais said that in such cases the estate may be sold 
out without any proclamation; the same is the case if he sold it 
to a woman, to orphans, or to his partners. If he has neighbors 
in the city and neighbors in the field which are not considered 
preemptors, the former have the preference. A scholar has the 
preference to a neighbor and even to a relative. The school¬ 
men questioned: How is it if he was both a neighbor and a rela¬ 
tive ? Come and hear what is written [Proverbs, xxvii. 10]: 
“ Better is a near neighbor than a distant brother.'’ 

19 
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If the buyer is about to pay with current money, and the 
preemptor wishes to pay with money which is of greater value 
but is not current, he loses his right. If the preemptor sends 
money sealed (and the owner of the estate fears to open it, as it 
may not be the full value), and the buyer sends it open, he also 
loses his right. If the preemptor says: I am going to try to 
get money, it is not to be taken into consideration; if, however, 
he says: I have money, and I am going to bring it, if he is a 
wealthy man the same may be postponed, but not otherwise. 
If the lots belong to one and the houses to another, the former 
has a right to prevent the sale of the latter, but not vice versa . 
The same is the case if the field belongs to one and the trees 
thereon to another. 

If the preemptor wants the lots for sowing, and the buyer 
wants it for houses, the latter has the preference. If there was 
a stone or a group of trees separating the two fields, if the pre¬ 
emptor can in spite of this make one bed for sowing, attaching 
the two estates, preemption may be claimed, but not otherwise. 

If there were four preemptors, one on each side, and one of 
them hastened and bought it, the sale is valid, but if all four 
appear at the same time, the estate must be divided diagonally. 

MISHNA IX.: If one hires a field for a few years (less than 
seven) he must not sow flax in it; and he has also no right to 
cut branches off the sycamore tree for building purposes. If, 
however, he took it for seven years, he has a right in the first 
year to sow flax, and also to cut from the above-mentioned 
branches. 

GEMARA: Said Abye: He has no right to the branches of 
the sycamore, but he has a right to the improvement of it. 
Rabha, however, maintains that he has no right even to this. 
An objection was raised from the following: When the term of 
his agreement to this field is at an end, the contents of the field 
must be appraised. Is it not as, e.g., the improvement of the 
sycamore ? Nay; it is meant the vegetables and herbs. If so, 
why then the appraisement ? Let him take it out and go. If 
it happens before the market-day arrived ? Come and hear. 
If the sabbatical year arrived, when the term of this field was 
not yet up, it must be appraised. [Does, then, the sabbatical 
year abolish the agreement ? Read then the jubilee year; but 
even then the jubilee year abolishes only sales, but not hirings.] 
Read then: If the jubilee year arrived while the agreement is 
not yet up, it must be appraised. Now that the vegetables 
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should be appraised, does not apply here as in the jubilee year 
they are ownerless ? You must therefore say that, i.e., the im¬ 
provement of the sycamore. Hence it is contrary to the state¬ 
ment of Rabha. Abye, in order that this shall not contradict 
Rabha, explains it thus: A jubilee year is different, as it is writ¬ 
ten [Lev. xxv. 33]: Then shall the house that was sold,” etc. 
The ” house ” which is sold ... to be free, which signifies 
that a sale is to be returned, but not an improvement. Then 
let this law be inferred as a standard. Nay, there was a right 
sale, and the jubilee year is a command of the Lord, of which 
a hired article cannot be inferred. 

R. Papa hired fields for pasture, and some trees sprouted in 
them, and when his term ended he demanded the improvement 
of them. Said R. Shesheth b. R. Idi to him: Would you also 
demand for the increase in thickness of a tree if there should be 
one ? And he answered: Then it would be altogether different, 
as it is not usual to hire a field for this purpose, but I have 
hired this estate with this intention. 

(Says the Gemara:) Is this in accordance with Abye, who 
said above that he has a right to the improvement of the syca¬ 
more ? Nay, this may be explained also in accordance with 
Rabha, as there the hirer suffered no damage from the improve¬ 
ment of the sycamore. Here, however, there is damage, as the 
place where the tree grows he could not use for pasture. Said 
R. Shesheth to him: Then I have damaged you this little space, 
here is the value of it and go. And he answered: Nay, I would 
sow saffron in this place. Rejoined R. Shesheth: With your 
claim that you would sow saffron, you have made clear your in¬ 
tention that you did not wish to improve this estate with plants 
which should remain forever, but with such as you could take 
off at will; consequently your claim is for the value of the trees 
for fuel; then take this value and go. 

R. Bibi bar Abye hired a field, and they surrounded this 
field with an embankment, and some trees grew up from it, and 
when his term was at an end he asked for this improvement. 
Said R. Papa to him: Because you are descendants of frail 
people you speak frail words; even R. Papa demands it (in the 
above) only because he has had damage, but here, what damage 
have you had ? 

R. Joseph had a planter who planted all his trees for half 
product, and he died and left five sons-in-law, all planters. 
Said R. Joseph: Hitherto I have had only one to rely upon, 


292 


THE BABYLONIAN TALMUD. 


and now I have five; each of them may rely upon the other, 
and my gardens may be neglected. Therefore he said to them: 
If you want to take the improvement of this year and resign, it 
is all right; if not, I will discharge you without any reward, as 
R. Jehudah—according to others R. Huna or R. Na’hman— 
said: If a planter dies his heirs may be discharged without re¬ 
ward. (Says the Gemara:) In reality it is not so. 

There was a planter who said: If I do any damage I will 
be discharged. Finally he did. Said R. Jehudah: He may be 
discharged without any reward. R. Kahana, however, main¬ 
tains he may be discharged, but he must be rewarded for what 
he has done. R. Kahana, however, admits that if it was so 
stipulated, then he is not to be rewarded. Rabha, however, 
says: Even then his saying was only an asmakhta, which gives 
no title. But why is this different from what we have learned 
above: If I neglect, etc. ... I will pay with my best 
estate ? There is no difference, as in both cases only the 
amount of the damage is paid; there he pays cash for the dam¬ 
age done, and here is deducted the amount of the damage, and 
the remainder must be paid to him for his reward. 

Runia, the planter of Rabbina, did damage and was dis¬ 
charged; and he came to complain to Rabha, who answered 
him: He has done right; you have so deserved. And he re¬ 
joined: But he has not given me any notice. And Rabha said: 
That was not necessary at all. This decision is in accordance 
with his theory elsewhere, that an infant, teachers, planters, 
butchers, barbers, and the scribes of a city may be discharged 
without any notice; as there is the rule that damage which can¬ 
not be repaired annuls the agreement; and damage done by 
such people is counted under that category. 

There was a planter who said: Give me what I am entitled 
to of the improvements, as I want to go to Palestine. When 
the case came before R. Papa b. Samuel, he decided that so 
should be done. Said Rabha to him: Was this improvement 
wholly due to his effort; did not the earth do its share ? And 
the planter said, I don't ask for the whole improvement, but 
only for half; and Rabha rejoined: Until now the gardener 
took the half for his labor, but now when he leaves, the owner 
is compelled to hire another man and to pay him from his 
pocket. And R. Papa answered: I mean he shall take a quarter 
of the improvement and a quarter shall remain for future labor. 

R. Ashi taught that the above decision that he shall take a 
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quarter means a quarter from the two-thirds profit that the 
owner of the vineyard takes for himself, which makes a sixth of 
the entire improvement ( e.g ., if the improvement was worth six 
dinars, two of them are for the gardener, three for the owner, 
and one for the planter—as Minyumi bar R. Nehumi said: In 
the places where the planter takes half and the gardener a third, 
the planter who wishes to leave the work, his reward must be 
appraised, so that the owner shall not suffer damage; and there¬ 
fore if the quarter in question means a sixth, as explained above, 
it is correct, but if it should be explained literally, a quarter of 
the whole improvement, then the owner would suffer a half- 
dankha damage. Said R. Aha b. R. Joseph to R. Ashi: Let 
the planter say to the owner : You give your share to the gar¬ 
dener, and with my share I will do as I please (/. e ., I will sell 
out to some one my share, and he will do his work without 
paying the gardener). And R. Ashi answered him: Leave*thy 
objections for the section Holiness, which is so complicated that 
your objections will best fit there. Said R. Minyumi b. R. 
Nehumi: If an old group of vines, which do not bear fruit, re¬ 
mains in the vineyard, the planter has to receive half of it, as it 
is considered equal to those branches of the vineyard of which 
the planter takes half. If, however, a vineyard was flooded, 
and the vines were taken out or planted in another place, the 
planter gets only a quarter of it. 

There was one who pledged his vineyard for ten }^ears, and it 
became old in eight years. Abye said: The old vines are con¬ 
sidered improvement, so that it belongs to the lender, and Rabha 
said: This is to be considered the principal amount which is to 
be sold, and for the amount to buy another vineyard with im¬ 
provement, so that the lender shall use the fruit. (Come and 
hear an objection:) If a married woman inherits old vines and 
olives, they are to be sold for fuel and for the value estate is 
bought, and the husband loses the fruit. (Hence we see that 
it is considered principal amount, and this is an objection to 
Abye.) This Boraitha treats of a case, that where the woman 
inherited trees without estate, and if it would be allowed for the 
husband to consume them all, then nothing would remain from 
the principal amount, and this is against the law, as the prin¬ 
cipal amount of the woman must always remain to her benefit; 
so was it explained in Tract Khthubet. 

There was a note in which was written years without a 
number. The landlord claims it means three, and the lender 
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claims It means only two; meanwhile the lender hastened and 
took the fruit from the third year also. Now the court has to 
decide who should be trusted. According to R. Jehudah the 
estate must be considered under the hazakah of its present pos¬ 
sessor, and he should be trusted. According to R. Kahana, as 
the fruit there was already consumed by the lender, they must 
be considered under his hazakah, so that he must not pay for it, 
and so the Halakha prevails. But is it not decided elsewhere 
that the Halakha prevails in accordance with R. Na’hman, who 
holds that the estate must always be considered under the 
hazakah of its possessor ? There was a case which could not be 
proved which of them was right; but here it can be proved by the 
witnesses who signed the note, and we do not care to trouble 
the court twice, i.e., that if the court would now compel the 
lender to pay, and after he will bring witnesses that he was 
right, they would have to replevin from the borrower. If in 
case the broker claims for five years and the borrower claims 
three, and the note was lost, according to R. Jehudah the lender 
is trusted, because should he intend to make a wrong claim, he 
would say, I bought it, and as there is no note he could do so. 
Said R. Papa to R. Ashi: R. Zebid and R. Avira do not agree 
with the theory of R. Jehudah. Why so ? Because this note, 
which was for collection, was undoubtedly taken good care of, 
and he has only concealed it, thinking, I will meanwhile use the 
fruit two years more. 

Said Rabbina to R. Ashi: According to this theory the 
pledges of Sura, to which they usually write as follows: At the 
elapse of the time for which it is pledged this estate should 
become free without any payment. Now, if the lender should 
conceal the document and say, I bought it, should he also be 
trusted according to R. Jehudah’s above theory ? Is it possible 
that the rabbis should make such enactments by which the bor¬ 
rower should easily suffer ? And he answered : There was the 
enactment of the sages, where the owner of the land should pay 
taxes and dig a trench around it. Now if this land was bought 
without a trench, and the taxes were unpaid, what could the 
buyer do ? And he answered: He has to protest, in order that 
people shall know that it is a pledge only, and by not doing 
so he has done harm to himself. 

If the gardener claims: For the half I worked, and the owner 
says for a third, who should be trusted ? According to R. Je¬ 
hudah, the owner; according to R. Na’hman, however, the cus- 
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tom of the country must be considered. The schoolmen were 
about to say that the above do not differ, as R. Jehudah speaks 
of a place where the gardener takes only a third. Said R. 
Mari, the son of Samuel's daughter, to them: So said Abye, 
Even at the place where the gardener takes half they differ, as 
according to R. Jehudah, even then the owner is trusted, as, 
should he like to make a wrong claim, he could say the gardener 
was hired for money for a certain time. 

If orphans claim: We have made the improvements of this 
estate (and so no creditor has anything to do with it), and the 
creditor claims: It was improved by your deceased father, for 
whom is it to bring evidence ? R. Hanina was about to say 
that the estate is to be considered under the hazakah of the 
orphans, consequently the creditor has to bring evidence. Said 
a certain old man to him: So said R. Johanan, that the orphans 
must bring evidence, because an estate which is to be taken 
away for debt is to be considered as if already done, and there¬ 
fore they are considered the plaintiffs. 

Said Abye: We have also learned the same in the Third 
Gate concerning a tree which was placed within fifty ells of the 
city, and it was doubted whether the city was built first or the 
tree was planted first. It was decided that the tree must be 
cut off at any rate. Hence, we see that because the tree is to 
be cut off it is considered as if already cut, and the evidence is 
only for the money (this will be explained in Third Gate in this 
case). The same is the case here; the note upon the estate is 
for collection, and it must be considered as if already collected, 
and the plaintiffs are the orphans. But how is it if the orphans 
have brought evidence ? Again R. Hanina was about to say, 
that we give them estate for their claim. In reality, however, 
it is not so, as they get money, not estate for their claim; and 
this is to be inferred from the statement of R. Na’hman in the 
name of Samuel, who declares in the First Gate, page 216, that 
there are three to whom the improvement must be appraised, 
and they take money not estate for their claim. (See there.) 

MISHNA X.: If one hires a field for the whole sabbatic 
season (i.e., seven years, from the first year until the sabbatic 
year is past) for seven hundred zuz, the sabbatic year is in¬ 
cluded; but if for seven years the sabbatic year is to be ex¬ 
cluded. A day-laborer has to collect his money the whole night 
after that day; for a night-laborer the whole day after it; if he 
was hired for a few hours, the night and day after. For a week, 
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month, year, or for the whole sabbatic season, if his term ex¬ 
pired during the day, collects in the same day, and if at night, 
that night, and the whole day after. 

GEMARA: The rabbis taught: Whence do we deduce that 
a day-laborer has to collect the whole night after ? From Lev. 
xix. 13: " There shall not abide with thee the wages of him 
that is hired, through the night until morning/' And whence 
that a night-laborer collects the whole day after ? From Deut. 
xxiv. i$: 11 On the same day shalt thou give him his wages," 
etc.; but perhaps it means the reverse? Wages are paid only at 
the end. 

The rabbis taught: As it is written: " There shall not abide 
with thee . . . through the night " ; it is self-evident that, 

i.e.y until morning. Why, then, is it repeated ? To teach that 
the transgression of this commandment comes and ceases with 
the first morning. But what does he transgress after that time ? 
SaidRabh: He transgresses, Y r ou shall not keep wages. Said 
R. Joseph: Where is such a verse to be found ? [Proverbs, iii. 
28]: " Say not unto thy neighbor . . . when thou hast it 

by thee," etc. 

The rabbis taught: If one told his neighbor to hire laborers 
for him, neither of them transgresses the above-cited verses. The 
owner, because he himself has not hired them; and the hirer, 
because they have not worked with him. However, this is only 
in case the hirer told the laborer: You shall get your payment 
from the owner. But if he told him: I will pay you, the trans¬ 
gression rests upon him. Jehudah b. Maramar told his servant: 
Go and hire laborers for me, and tell them that they will get 
their payment from the owner. Maramar and Mar Zutra, when 
they required laborers, hired one for the other, with the stipula¬ 
tion that they should get the payment from the owner. Said 
Rabba bar R. Huna: The inhabitants of Sura, who usually get 
their money on the market-day, do not transgress if they post¬ 
pone the wages of their laborer until the market-day, as the 
laborers are aware of this. However, if they have money and 
do not pay, they transgress that of the Proverbs cited above. 

For a few hourSy etc . Said Rabh: If he was hired for hours 
of the day, he collects the whole day, and if for the night, he 
collects the whole night. Samuel, however, maintains that of 
the day collects at daytime, and that of the night collects at 
night and the whole day after. But does not our Mishna state 
"for a few hours, the night and day after," and also further 
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on, 44 for a week, month/' etc., 44 if his term expires during the 
day, collects in the same day," etc., which is an objection to 
Rabh's statement ? Rabh may say that in this case the Tanaim 
differ, as we have learned in the following Boraitha: A laborer 
of a few hours of the day collects the whole day; of the night, 
the whole night. So is the decree of R. Jehudah. R. Simeon, 
however, maintains that of the night collects the whole night 
and the day after. From this it was said that one who with¬ 
holds wages transgresses the commandments of the following 
five verses: [Lev. xix. 13,] 44 Thou shalt not withhold anything 
from thy neighbor," [and ibid .,] 44 nor rob him " ; [Deut. xxiv. 
14,] 44 Thou shalt not withhold," etc., and in the above cited 
verse, 44 There shall not abide," etc.; and from [Deut. 15,] 44 On 
the same day," etc., and finally, that 44 the sun may not go 
down upon it." The laborers who finish at daytime, the night 
does not apply to them, and they who finish at night, to them 
the day does not apply. 

Said R. Hisda: The Boraitha does not mean that one trans¬ 
gresses all the five negative commandments cited above, but the 
case of hiring is subject to them, that some of them transgress 
when the day is past, and some when the night is past. What 
is considered withholding and what robbery ? Said R. Hisda: 
Come again, come again, is withholding; but if one says: 44 I have 
the wages, but do not want to give them to you,'' that is robbery. 

R. Shesheth opposed from the following: What is consid¬ 
ered withholding ? That to which the Law prescribed an offer¬ 
ing, which is equal to that, as, e.g. y to him who denies a money- 
deposit. (Hence 44 call again " is not under that category, as 
he does not deny.) Therefore, says Rabha, withholding and 
robbery are one and the same. And why is it written sepa¬ 
rately ? That one, by doing this, transgresses two negative com¬ 
mandments. 

MISHNA XL : The commandment: 44 In the same day you 
shall give his wage," and also the negative, 44 there shall not 
abide . . . until morning," applies to men, cattle, and ves¬ 

sels; however, the transgression is only when the laborer de¬ 
manded it, but not otherwise. If the owner has transferred 
him to the storekeeper or money-changer (and he does not pay 
him immediately) there is no transgression. 

A laborer who claims his wages when his time for collection 
is not yet elapsed, collects his money with an oath (in case the 
owner says, You were paid already), but not after the lapse of 
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time. If, however, there are witnesses that he has demanded 
his money in due time and did not get it, he may collect it with 
an oath even thereafter. 

To a proselyte who promised not to worship any more idols, 
and not to commit adultery, but not to conform to all other 
Jewish laws, the commandment, 11 Thou shalt pay him the 
same day/' applies. However, not the negative commandment, 
“ There shall not abide/' etc. 

GEMARA: According to whom is the statement of our 
Mishna ? Not to the first Tana, nor according to R. Jose bar 
Jehudah of the following Boraitha: It is written [Deut. xxiv. 
14]: “Of thy brethren," means to exclude idolaters; “or of 
thy strangers," means a real proselyte;* “that are in thy 
land," means a proselyte who has only promised not to worship 
idols. This all treats of the wages of man; whence do we know 
that cattle and vessels are to be included ? Therefore it is writ¬ 
ten, “ in thy land "— i.e., all which is in thy land—and for all 
of them the transgressions of the five cited verses apply. From 
this it was said that there is no difference between the wages of 
man, of cattle, and of hired vessels; the verse, “ in the same day," 
etc., applies, and also the verse, “ there shall not abide . . . 
until morning." R. Jose b. Jehudah, however, said, that to 
a proselyte of the second kind mentioned above, the first verse, 
“ in the same day," applies, but not the other one; to cattle 
and vessels neither applies, but “ Thou shalt not withhold " 
does apply. 

Now if the Mishna would be in accordance with the first 
Tana, then the proselyte in question would be a difficulty; and 
if with R. Jose, then the cattle and vessels stand in the wky. 
Said Rabha: Our Mishna is in accordance with a Tana of the 
disciples of R. Ishmael, who taught elsewhere the very same as 
our Mishna does. 

What is the reason of the first Tana of the above Boraitha ? 
He takes into consideration the analogy of the expression 
“ hired," which is written in Deut. xxiv. 14 and Lev. xix. 13. 
As in the former case the law of robbery applies to a proselyte, 
cattle, and vessels, the same is the case there with wages. And 
R. Jose b. Jehudah does not take this analogy into consideration. 
But even then, why should not the law of “ in the same day," 

* The Hebrew term for this is Garkho, literally, “thy coinhabitant.” The word 
Gar, however, means also a proselyte. The Talmud explains it thy proselyte, 
one who promised to keep the whole Jewish law. 
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etc., apply to cattle and vessels also ? Taught R. Hanina: Be¬ 
cause it is written [Deut. xxiv. 15]: “ That the sun may not go 
down upon it, for he is poor/' This signifies that this law 
applies only to those who can become poor or rich, excluding 
cattle and vessels, to which such conditions cannot apply. The 
first Tana, however, needs this verse, because of the law that if 
there were two laborers, a poor one and a wealthy one, and he 
has cash at that time to pay only one of them, the poor has the 
preference. And R. Jose maintains that this is deduced from 
ibid. 14. The first Tana, however, maintains that both of the 
above-cited verses are needed; one to give preference to the 
poor over the rich, and the other to give preference to the poor 
over the mendicant; and there is a necessity for both, as we 
could not infer one from the other. E.g., if it were written 
that the poor laborer has preference over the mendicant, one 
might say that because the mendicant is not ashamed to demand 
it, and because the rich laborer is ashamed to make demand, 
the poor laborer is not to be preferred; and if it were written 
concerning a wealthy laborer and a poor one, one might say 
that because the wealthy man does not need it, and a mendicant 
needs it as much as the poor laborer, the latter is not to be pre¬ 
ferred ; therefore both are written. 

What does R. Jose deduce from the words, “ with thee, 0 
from the above-cited verse? That which R. Assi said: That 
even if he was hired only to press one cluster of grapes, if he 
was not paid in time, there is a transgression of “ there shall 
not abide . . . till morning. 0 The first Tana, however, 

maintains that this can be deduced from [Deut. xxiv. 15] " his 
soul longeth, 0 etc., which signifies that the law applies to all 
things for which 0 his soul longeth. 0 

It was said: From the words, “ the soul longeth, 0 etc., is to 
be inferred that one who withholds wages is considered as if he 
would take out the soul. And R. Huna and R. Hisda differed 
in the explanation of it. According to one it means the soul of 
the withholder himself, and according to the other the soul of 
the laborer. The reason of the former is [Proverbs, xxii. 22, 
23]: 0 Rob not the poor . . . and despoil the life of those 

that despoil them 0 ; the reason of the latter is [ibid. i. 19]: “ It 
taketh away the life of those that own it.° 

Is only when the laborer demanded it, etc . The rabbis taught: 
One might say that he is guilty even when the laborer does not 
demand. Therefore it is written, “ with thee,° which means 
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with thy knowledge. (And if he does not demand, how should 
he know that he needs it ?) And lest one say that he is guilty 
even if he has no cash at that time, therefore it is written, 
44 with thee ”; and lest one say that he is guilty even if he has 
transferred him to a storekeeper or money-changer (with his 
consent), therefore it is written 44 with thee.” 

The schoolmen propounded a question: If the storekeeper 
or the money-changer failed to pay him, may he return his claim 
to the owner or not ? According to Rabha he may, and accord¬ 
ing to R. Shesheth he may not. Said Rabha: My statement is 
based upon the teaching of the Mishna, which states 44 there is 
no transgression,” from which we infer that the transgression 
does not apply, but the obligation remains. R. Shesheth, how¬ 
ever, interpreted this expression, that he is no more subject to 
that law. 

R. Shesheth was questioned: Is piece-work subject to that 
law or not ? Shall we assume that the master acquires title to 
the improvement of an article given him, and therefore when he 
returned it and was not paid, it is to be considered as a loan, 
for which there is no transgression; or that the master does not 
acquire title and it is considered labor? And R. Shesheth an¬ 
swered, It is subject. But there is a Boraitha that it is not. 
The Boraitha treats if he has transferred him to a storekeeper or 
money-changer. 

Collects his money with an oath . For w T hat purpose have 
the rabbis enacted the oath ? Said R. Na’hman in the name of 
Samuel: These enactments were made to serve as a rule for¬ 
ever; in such cases as are biblical, the oath is to be taken by the 
employer, and the rabbis have removed the oath from him to 
the laborer for the sake of his livelihood (i.e., that he should be 
able to take an oath immediately and collect the money). 

But is it correct that for the sake of the laborer the right of 
the employer should be taken away ? With this his right is not 
taken away, as it is more pleasant for the owner that the oath 
shall be given to the laborer, so that laborers shall not say that 
he pays his laborers with oaths. But why can you not say the 
reverse, that it may be more pleasant for the laborer if the em¬ 
ployer takes the oath, that the employers shall not say that he 
is an unjust claimant ? Therefore it must be said that the 
reason is, that because the owner has many laborers, it is easy 
for him to make a mistake in giving to one man instead of the 
other and swear falsely. But if so, why should not the laborer 
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be paid without any oath ? To quiet the mind of the em¬ 
ployer. But why should it not be enacted that the owner shall 
pay in the presence of witnesses ? This would be too much 
trouble. But why should it not be enacted that it shall be paid 
in advance? Because it is convenient to both to have the pay¬ 
ment after (for the owner, as perhaps he has not yet prepared 
it, and for the laborer, as he may lose it while laboring). If so, 
why should not the law be the same concerning a stipulation; 
and there is a Boraitha that if the specialist says: Your stipula¬ 
tion was to pay me two dinars for this my work, and the em¬ 
ployer says only one, the plaintiff has to bring evidence (and if 
he has none the defendant takes an oath) ? Stipulations are dif¬ 
ferent, because they are usually borne in mind. But if the 
reason is because the owner is liable to make a mistake, why 
should not the same law apply even if the time has elapsed, and 
the statement of our Mishna is not so ? It is because usually 
one would not easily transgress the law, 4 4 There shall not 
abide/' etc. But was it not said that the owner is liable to 
make a mistake, as he has many laborers ? This is before the 
time elapsed, but thereafter one is reminded of his duty. But 
is then the laborer suspicious of robbery ? Concerning the 
owner there are two hazakahs; one that it is not likely that he 
would transgress by not paying, and the other that the laborer 
would not leave his wages without any claim. The laborer, 
however, has only one hazakah, that he would not demand rob¬ 
bery; therefore the preference is given to the employer. 

If there are witnesses , etc . But is he not demanding now ? 
Said R. Assi: The witnesses are that he did so in time. But 
perhaps he has paid him afterwards ? Said Abye: The wit¬ 
nesses are to testify that he had demanded in time, and after¬ 
wards was not paid. But does this hold good forever (i.e. t that 
the laborer must always bring witnesses when he demands 
wages) ? Said R. Huna bar Uqba: It means one day after time 
is elapsed, it was granted that he shall take it with an oath. 

MISHNA XII.; If a creditor has to pledge his debtor, he 
may do so only by court; and even then he has no right to 
enter his house, as it is written [Deut. xxiv. 11]: 44 In the street 
shalt thou stand.” If he had mortgaged him two vessels, he 
may take only one; he also has to return a pillow for the night 
and the plough for the day. If the debtor dies, however, he 
has not to return it to his heirs. R. Simeon b. Gamaliel, how¬ 
ever, said that even to the debtor himself he is not obliged to 
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return only the first thirty days; thereafter he may sell it out in 
the presence of the court. 

GEMARA : Said Samuel: Even the messenger of the court 
has a right only to take away from him in the street, but not to 
enter his house. 

But does not our Mishna state that he shall pledge him in 
the court, of which it is understood that the court may pledge 
him even in his house ? In this case Tanaim differ, as we have 
learned from the following Boraitha: The messenger of the 
court who came to pledge a debtor must not enter the house, 
but stand on the street; and the debtor has to bring the pledge 
out to him, as it is written: “ In the street shalt thou stand, 
and the man ° (which may be interpreted the messenger of the 
court and the creditor). And another Boraitha: If the creditor 
himself comes to pledge him he must stand outside, and the 
debtor has to bring him the pledge, but if this is to be done by 
the messenger of the court, he may enter the house; however, 
he has no right to pledge cooking utensils, and he also must 
leave two beds, and a feather-bed for a wealthy man, and a bed 
and a mat of reeds for the poor one; for him, but not for his 
wife and children, as the cases of estimation and creditor are 
equal, concerning the essentials of the debtor, that it must be 
left to him. 

The master said: Two beds, etc. For whom ? It is not for 
his family, as it is stated “ for him only. 0 Why, then, are two 
beds necessary ? One for eating and one for sleeping ? And 
this is according to Samuel, who said: That to all sicknesses I 
know a remedy except to the following three: if one eats un¬ 
ripe dates on an empty stomach, if one wraps himself with a 
wet jxsSoiov on the naked body, and if one takes his meal 
and immediately goes to sleep without walking four ells. 

A disciple taught in the presence of R. Na’hman: We have 
to leave for the debtor if he owes to an ordinary creditor. The 
same essentials which are left by the collector in case of an esti¬ 
mation must be left also in case of a common creditor. 

Said R. Na'hman to him: According to the law all his goods 
are sold out for the sake of the creditor, as, according to R. 
Simeon b. Gamaliel, after thirty days even the pillows must be 
sold out, and you say that here shall be applied the law of esti¬ 
mation. 

But whence do we know that the Halakha prevails in accord¬ 
ance with R. Simeon b. Gamaliel ? Perhaps it prevails in ac- 
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cordance with the first Tana of our Mishna. The disciple who 
taught in the presence of R. Na'hman said that so is the law, 
even in accordance with R. Simeon, and therefore R. Na’h- 
man’s objection. But perhaps even R. Simeon b. Gamaliel 
means to say that only things which are not absolutely neces¬ 
sary are sold, but not that which is. If it were borne in mind 
that so is the decree of R. Simeon, then all the things would be 
considered absolutely necessary for him, as Abye said that R. 
Simeon b. Gamaliel, and R. Simeon, R. Ishmael, and R. Akiba 
—all of them hold that in this respect all Israel are equal to 
princes. R. Simeon b. Gamaliel and R. Simeon in Tract Sab¬ 
bath (pp. 228, 276), and R. Ishmael and R. Akiba in the fol¬ 
lowing Boraitha: If one owed a thousand zuz and wears a stola 
worth almost the same price, it is to be removed and replaced by 
another one according with his dignity; however, it was taught 
in the name of Ishmael and R. Akiba that all Israel are fit for 
such a stola. But according to that which was borne in mind 
first, that we sell out only what is not necessary, it is correct 
with a pillow and a cover that they can be sold out, and cheaper 
ones bought. But a plough, to what purpose should it be 
sold, as all the ploughs are alike ? Said Rabha b. Rabba, 
i.e., in case his plough was a silver one. R. Haga opposed. 
Let the creditor say: Is it my duty to support you ? Said 
Abye to him: Yea, it is so, as it is written [Deut. xxiv. 13]: 
“ And unto thee shall it be as righteousness before the Lord 
thy God.” 

The schoolmen propounded a question: If things belonging 
to a debtor are to be sold out, has the court to consider which 
should be sold and which left to him, or is all sold out ? Come 
and hear. Rabbin sent a letter: I have questioned this from all 
my masters, but there was no reply. The question, however, 
was as follows: If one vowed a mana for the preparation of a 
temple, and the treasurer came to collect this money from his 
property, does he take all that belongs to that man, or are the 
essentials to be left him ? And to this question R. Jacob in 
the name of R. Pada and R. Jeremiah in the name of Ilpha said 
that it must not, because an a fortiori conclusion is to be drawn 
from a creditor who is obliged to return necessary things. Never¬ 
theless, when, selling out, nothing is left, so much the more as 
in the case of the sanctuary, which has not to return, that noth¬ 
ing should be left. R. Johanan, however, maintains concern¬ 
ing estimation [Lev. xxvii.]: It is said, “a particular vow,” to 
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the estimated value, and in case of estimation necessary things 
are left; the same is the case with the sanctuary. 

Rabba bar Abuhu met Elijah at a cemetery of idolaters, and 
questioned him about the law in question in regard to a cred¬ 
itor, and he replied: There is an analogy of the expression 
"poor” used in both estimation \ibid. y ibid . 8] and creditor 
[Lev. xxv. 35], from which we infer that the same law is to be 
applied in both. Rabba then questioned him: Is not your 
master a priest, a descendant of Aaron ? Why then do you 
stand on a cemetery ? And he answered: It seems that you 
have never studied Section Taharot (purifications), in which 
there is a Boraitha: R. Simeon b. Johe said graves of idolaters 
do not defile, as it is written [Ezek. xxxiv. 31]: " And ye, my 
flock, the flock of my pasture, are men,” which signifies that ye 
are called men, but not idolaters. Rejoined Rabba: My cir¬ 
cumstances hardly allow me to study the four necessary sections 
(Festivals, Damages, Women, and Holiness); should I under¬ 
take to study the remaining two, which are not used at the 
present time ? Elijah then asked, What does he mean ? And 
he answered: I cannot make my livelihood. He then took him 
to paradise, and told him to take from the leaves lying on the 
floor in the garden, and he did so. While going out he heard 
some one saying: Who else has consumed his share in the world 
to come as Rabba did ? He then shook his garment, and the 
leaves fell out. However, his garment retained the smell of 
them, and he sold it for three thousand dinars, and he donated 
them to his sons-in-law. 

The rabbis taught: It is written [Deut. xxiv. 13]: "And if he 
is a poor man, thou shalt not lie down with his pledge,” from 
which it is to infer that if he was rich he may. How is this to 
be understood ? Said R. Shesheth, i.e ., if he is a poor man 
you must not lie down while his pledge is in your house, but if 
he is wealthy it does not matter. 

The rabbis taught: If one lends money to his neighbor, he 
has no right to pledge him, is not obliged to return, transgresses 
all the commandments which are in the Scripture concerning 
(pledging). What does it mean? Said Rabha: He must not 
pledge, and if he did so, he must return in case the pledge be 
taken thereafter; but if he took the pledge at the time the 
money was lent, he is not obliged to return; however, he trans¬ 
gresses the above commandments. 

R. Shizby taught in the presence of Rabba: It is written 
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[Ex. xxii. 25]: 44 Thou shalt restore it unto him by the time 
the sun rises”*—a garment used by day and pledged at 
night, and [Deut. xxiv. 13]: ‘ 4 Thou shalt punctually deliver 
him the pledge again, when the sun goeth down,” means a 
garment which is used at night and was pledged in the day¬ 
time. 

R. Johanan said: If the pledge was returned and the bor¬ 
rower died, the lender has a right to take it away from his chil¬ 
dren. An objection was raised. R. Mair said: Since it was 
pledged, why then the returning and pledging again ? For the 
purpose that the sabbatic year should not make it free and it 
should not be considered personal property of his children in 
case of death. We see, then, that only in case it was pledged 
again this law holds good, but not if it is already in the posses¬ 
sion of his children. Said R. Ada b. Mathna: Have you not 
tried to explain the curiosity of pledging and returning in some 
way? Explain it then thus: If it is to be returned, why then 
the pledging altogether ? For the purpose that the sabbatic 
year shall not free it, and it shall never be considered the prop¬ 
erty of his children. 

The rabbis taught: The verse [Deut. xxiv. 10]: 44 Thou shalt 
not go into his house to take his pledge,” signifies that in his 
house only you shall not go; you may, however, go into the 
house of his surety, and it is so written [Proverbs, xx. 16]: 
44 Take away his garment because he has been surety fora stran¬ 
ger.” And it is also said [ibid. vi. 1-4]: 4 ‘ My son, if thou hast 
become surety for thy friend,” which means, if you were surety, 
then give him what you have assured, and if you have no 
money, see some friend, who shall ask him to favor you. 44 Into 
his house you must not go ” to regain money loaned, but you 
may do so, for the payment of your work (with your shoulders), 
for your ass, for your man, or your pictures if you have not 
made this as a loan to him. 

MISHNA XIII.: A widow must not be pledged whether she 
is rich or poor, as it is written [Deut. xxiv. 17] : 44 Thou shalt 
not take in pledge the raiment of a widow.” 

GEMARA: The above is the decree of R. Jehudah. R. 
Simeon, however, said that only a poor one must not be pledged, 


* Bo Hashemesh is the Hebrew term, which can be explained 44 the sun rises and 
also it goes down." (See Isaiah, lx., Gen. xxvii. ; in both places the word Bo is 
used.) Hence, Shizby explains, the first the sun rises and the second it goes 
down. 
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because it must be returned (daily), and she would get a bad 
name among her neighbors, but to a rich one it does not mat¬ 
ter. (The reason of that statement will be explained in the 
Third Gate in its proper place.) 

MISHNA XIV.: One who pledged a nether and upper mill¬ 
stone transgresses a negative commandment and is guilty for 
two articles, as it is written \_ibid, f ibid, 6]: 44 No man shall take 
to pledge the nether or the upper mill-stone” (and not this 
only, but all other articles which are for the preparation of 
food), 44 for he taketh a man's life to pledge.” 

GEMARA: R. Huna said: He who has pledged the nether 
in question is punished with stripes prescribed for a negative 
commandment twice, for two negative commandments, for the 
nether and for man's life; both the nether and the upper mill¬ 
stone, he is to be punished thrice. R. Jehudah, however, main¬ 
tains for each part of them, but not for man's life, as that verse 
signifies that all other working instruments are under the same 
law. 

There is a Boraitha in accordance with R. Jehudah: If one 
has pledged a pair of scissors, or a team of cows, he is guilty for 
two crimes. If, however, he pledge only one of them, he is 
guilty for one; and another Boraitha states: Lest one say that 
he is guilty for one crime even if he pledge a pair, therefore it 
is written: 44 He shall not pledge the nether or the upper 
mill-stone.” As these are separate instruments used together, 
one is guilty for each of them separately; so also is the case 
with all other instruments of such a kind. 

There was a man who pledged a butcher knife from his 
debtor, and Abye told him to return it, as it is an instrument 
used for preparing food; and for his debt he shall summon the 
butcher. Rabha, however, maintains that this is not necessary, 
as the pledger could claim, I bought it. Therefore the whole 
value of this pledge can be collected for his debt. But did not 
Abye hold the same theory ? Why should this be so different 
from the case which happened in Nahardai, that goats have con¬ 
sumed peeled barley, and the owner of the barley took the goats 
for pledge, and has claimed more than the value of it, and the 
father of Samuel decided that he could collect from them the 
whole value ? There it was different, as the barley was not for 
hire and loan, but the knife was for loan and hire. And R. 
Huna b. Abin sent a message: That all things which are for 
loan and hire, the one who claims that he has bought it is to be 
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trusted. But did not Rabha hold this theory? Has he not taken 
away from orphans a pair of scissors and a book of Hagada be¬ 
cause they were for loan and hire ? Rabha may say that a knife 
which became spoilt by frequent use one is particular not to 
lend. 


CHAPTER X. 


RULES CONCERNING HOUSES, GARDENS, AND OTHER REAL ESTATE 
OWNED IN PARTNERSHIP, AND WHAT MAY OR MAY NOT BE 
DONE IN PUBLIC THOROUGHFARES. 

MISHNA/. .• If one owns a house, the upper chamber of 
which belongs to another, and it falls, the wood, stones, and all 
other materials are to be divided accordingly {i.e., he who has 
had a greater share in this building takes more). If some stones 
or bricks are still saved, an investigation is to be made, from 
which part of the building the stones were most liable to break; 
then the saved ones belong to that part which was not liable 
to break. If, however, one of them recognizes some of his 
stones, he may take them, provided he reckons them to his 
account. 

GEMARA: From this statement it is to be investigated 
which part was more liable to break. We may infer that the 
cause of the ruin was known; then let us see if it was ruined 
because of the lower, which could not hold the upper part any 
longer; then the materials which lie in that place where the 
lower part was placed belong to its owner, and the materials 
beside it belong to the upper part; and if it was ruined by a 
storm or a stroke so that the upper part fell first, then there can 
be no doubt that the upper bricks are the broken ones. Why 
then the above statement ? The Mishna treats in case the 
material was removed immediately after the falling occurred by 
the street cleaner, who paid no attention to the cause and the 
manner of its falling. If so, let us see under whose control 
they are now, and for the other party who is the plaintiff it is 
to bring evidence ? Partners usually are not particular in such 
a case where the materials are placed. 

Provided he reckons them to his account . Rabha was about to 
say that it must be divided according to the value, i.e., that he 
must get broken ones for the amount of his partner’s saved 
ones. Hence he is benefited by his claim that he recognizes 
the stones belonging to him. Said Abye to him: On the con- 
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trary, this will not benefit him, but damage, as according to his 
claim he recognized all that belongs to him; consequently all 
other stones do not belong to him, but to his partner. There¬ 
fore he said the Mishna meant that his partner shall take other 
saved stones according to the number he took by recognizing, 
and the benefit of such a claim is that if his bricks were of more 
value than the others his partner has nothing to say against the 
quality. 

MISHNA //.: If the attic was ruined and the owner of the 
house declined to repair it, the tenant has a right to take his 
residence down in the house until his attic be repaired. R. 
Jose, however, said the owner has to repair the roof, and the 
tenant the rain leaders. 

GEMARA: Does the Mishna mean entirely ruined, so that 
it is impossible to live in, or even if it was ruined in part, e.g ., 
four ells ? According to Rabh, as he may use the lower part 
instead of the ruined, the greater part is meant, and according 
to Samuel, even a small part; it is disagreeable for one to live in 
two places. But let us see how the case was. If he hired this 
chamber, he may claim that so is his fate; if any chamber, let 
him hire another one for his tenant. Said R. Ashi: The case 
was that the owner said: 44 This upper chamber of this house is 
rented to you,” and with such an expression he subjects the 
house to the chamber. This is as Rabin b. R. Ada reported in 
the name of R. Itzhak: It happened that one said to his neigh¬ 
bor, 44 I sell you this vine which is placed upon the persicum.” 
Finally the latter was thrown out, and the case came before R. 
Hiye, who decided that the owner must furnish him with an¬ 
other persicum as long as the vine exists. 

R. Abba b. Manuel questioned: When the tenant goes to 
dwell in the lower apartment, must the owner vacate it for the 
tenant, or should they dwell together; as the owner may say, 
44 I have not rented it to you, that I should be put out ’ ? Should 
you decide that it is so, there would be another question If 
there were two upper chambers, one above the other, and the 
lower became spoiled, should we say the tenant shall go to 
dwell in the upper one ? Or he may claim: 44 I have rented to 
ascend one story, and am obliged to ascend two ” ? This ques¬ 
tion remains. 

There were two who used to live in two upper chambers, 
one above the other, and the topmost became spoilt, and when 
the rain came through it did damage. Who is to make the re- 
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pairs ? R. Hiye b. Abba said the occupant of the upper cham¬ 
ber, and R. Ilai, in the name of Hya b. Jose, said the occupant 
of the lower one. Shall we assume that the above differ the 
same as R. Jose and the rabbis of our Mishna differ {i.e., R. 
Jose holds that the party doing the damage must remove the 
cause of it; and therefore he maintains that the tenant has to 
repair the rain leaders, and the rabbis hold that the injured 
party has to remove the cause of damage, and therefore they 
say that the owner has to repair even this). How could it be 
borne in mind that the sages of our Mishna differ in the case 
cited above ? Are they not contrary to this opinion in the case 
of removing a tree (Baba Batra, p. 256) ? It can only be said 
that the above Amoraim differ the same as the above Tanaim 
differ in the place cited. However, the point on which the 
Tanaim of our Mishna differ is this: Who must strengthen the 
roof ? The rabbis hold, the smearing with clay of the roof and 
the rain leaders strengthens, hence, it is the obligation of the 
owner, and R. Jose holds that the above is only for straighten¬ 
ing the roof ? There shall not be any holes, and therefore it is 
the duty of the tenant to make the walking upon it more con¬ 
venient. 

But did not R. Ashi declare, when he was at the place of R. 
Kahana, that we all have decided that R. Jose admits that one 
is responsible for damage done to his fellow by things which 
come directly from him (though it is the obligation of every one 
to keep aloof from damaging things, so that the owner of it is 
not responsible for the carelessness of the injured one) ? This is 
only as, e.g. y if one has planted a tree that did no harm when 
planted, but thereafter when the roots spread; but, e.g. y if one 
pours water, and while going downward it injures, he is respon¬ 
sible. Hence R. Hya’s statement above that in such a case 
the lower one has to repair is not in accordance with R. Jose's 
theory. The case mentioned above was not direct, as he 
washed his hands at another place on the roof and the water 
rested there, and afterwards it flowed down from another 
place. 

MISHNA III.: A house with an attic belonging to two per¬ 
sons which becomes ruined : the owner of the upper one requires 
the rebuilding and the owner of the house refuses; the former 
may rebuild the house and dwell in it until the latter returns 
him the expenses. • R. Jehudah, however, maintains that even in 
such a case he is considered a tenant who must pay his rent (as 


TRACT BABA METZIA (MIDDLE GATE). 


3 11 

he has not his own house); therefore the owner of the attic 
rebuilds the house and attic, roofs it, and then he may make 
his dwelling down in the house until the expenses are paid. 

GEMARA: Said R. Johanan: At three different places R. 
Jehudah teaches us that it is forbidden for one to derive benefit 
from the property of his neighbor, although the latter loses 
nothing; namely, in the case of our Mishna, also in case of 
changing the color by dyeing (First Gate, p. 216), and finally in 
case of the payment of a part of his debt, that R. Jehudah de¬ 
crees that the note for collection loses its former force even if 
so stipulated. (Baba Batra.) 

(Says the Gemara:) After all these statements we are not 
sure of such a decree by R. Jehudah, as all the three have their 
reasons; here because of spoiling the house while used, hence 
the owner loses by paying as for a new one; in the case of dye¬ 
ing, because of changing of the agreement, and there is a Mishna 
above, p. 188, that he who does so must suffer; and also concern¬ 
ing the payment of a part of his debt, because it is only an 
asmakhta, which according to his theory above, p. 160, gives no 
title; but in cases where one does not suffer at all, and the 
other derived some benefit, fnay be that he (Jehudah) does not 
object. 

R. A’ha b. Ada in the name of Ula said: If the owner of 
the lower part wants to rebuild his house with unhewn stones 
instead of hewn ones, his partner cannot protest (because the 
building with them is stronger than of the hewn ones), but if 
vice versa , he may prevent him. The same is the case with half 
bricks instead of whole ones (Rashi explains that between two 
half bricks, little stones and cork were laid, so that the wall be¬ 
came thicker by a span), and so it is with cedars instead of 
sycamores. To diminish the number of windows, and also the 
height of the building, his partner has no right to protest; if, 
however, the owner wanted to rebuild him the attic, just the re¬ 
verse is the case, as the lower part may protest against a heavier 
attic which may damage his house. But how should the law be 
decided if both of them have no money to rebuild it ? As R. 
Nathan of the following Boraitha: The owner of the lower part 
takes two shares and the upper one a third, and according to 
anonymous teachers the lower one takes three-quarters and the 
upper one one-quarter. And Rabba said : Practise as R. Nathan 
said, as he was a judge and always went into the deepness of the 
law. He reasoned that the upper building damages a third of the 
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lower (z. e ., that if the upper one were not upon it, it would hold 
a third more), therefore a third he must take. 

MISHNA IV.: The same is the case with an olive-press 
which was placed under a garden. (Rashi explains that it 
means of two brothers who inherited them, one took the olive- 
press, the other the garden), and the roof of the press-house 
became ruined, the owner of the garden may descend and work 
up the bottom of the press-house for seed, until the roof of it 
will be repaired. 

A wall or a tree which falls suddenly on a public thorough¬ 
fare, and causes damage, the owner is not responsible. If, how¬ 
ever, time was given to him for cutting off the tree or the wall, 
and it fell after the time elapsed, he is responsible. If one's 
wall is placed at a neighbor's garden, and it falls (into his neigh¬ 
bor's garden), and he insists that the stones should be removed, 
the owner of them, however, says: “ They are yours (as I re¬ 
nounce my ownership of them)," he is not to be listened to. 
If, however, the owner of the garden accepted his offer, and 
after a reconsideration he offers him his expenses for the remov¬ 
ing, and repairs his stones, he is also not to be listened to. 

The same is the case with a laborer who was hired to work 
with straw and hay, and when he demanded his pay, if the em¬ 
ployer said to him: Take the articles in which you were engaged, 
for your payment, he must not be listened to. If, however, the 
laborer accepted, and after reconsideration the employer told 
him: Take cash for your hire and leave the articles to me, he 
must not be listened to. 

GEMARA: Rabh said that the Mishna meant that the 
greater part of the roof was spoilt, but if only a small part, e.g., 
four ells, he may work up his garden, and for the space spoilt 
he should use the bottom of the press-house. But Samuel said: 
It means even four ells, as it is disagreeable for one to sow in 
two places; and both cases of their differing were necessary to 
state; as if the former only, one might say that only concerning 
a dwelling Samuel disagreed with Rabh, and concerning sowing 
he agrees; and if the latter, one might say concerning sowing 
Rabh agrees with Samuel; therefore both were taught. 

If time was given . What time is fixed for such a case by the 
court ? Said R. Johanan: “ Thirty days." 

If one's wall was placed , etc . From the expression, " he 
offered him his expenses," it is to be understood that after the 
gardener has already removed; but if the reconsideration had 
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been before the removal, the owner of the wall has still the 
right to them, even if it was accepted by the gardener; why, 
then, let his estate give him title as R. Jose said above (p. 195). 
R. Jose’s statement holds good when the former owner of that 
article agrees to give him title; here, however, he does not, as 
his former proposition was made only to win time for removing. 

The same is the case with a laborer, etc. It was necessary for 
the Mishna to teach both cases, as in the former case only, one 
might say: It is because the gardener has nothing to demand 
from the owner of the wall; but in the latter case, where the 
laborer has to demand his money from the employer, he may be 
listened to, as people say: From a debtor of thine accept even 
bran in payment; and of this case only, one might say, as soon 
as he accepted, he acquires title, because he had money at his 
employer’s, but in the former case the gardener does not 
acquire title, even if he accepted, as he has nothing to claim 
from the wall man; therefore both were necessary. 

He must not be listened to. But have we not learned in a 
Boraitha that he may be listened to ? Said R. Na’hman: This 
presents no difficulty. The Boraitha speaks of an ownerless 
article (which some one hired a laborer to remove without noti¬ 
fying him that it is such; and after he was through, he said, 
“ Take this for your labor”), he maybe listened to; and our 
Mishna treat of his own work. Rabha objected to R. Na’hman 
from the Boraitha above (p. 20), which states that if a laborer 
who was hired for the whole day finds an article, it belongs to 
his employer, from which it is easily understood that in our 
case, when he was hired to remove an ownerless article, the one 
who hired him acquired title to it, hence the drawing of the 
labor gives no title to him. Why then should the employer be 
listened to if he tells him to take it for his work ? Therefore 
said R. Na’hman, both the Mishna and the Boraitha speak of 
ownerless articles; however, the cases are different, as the 
Mishna speaks of lifting (i.e., that the laborer has removed the 
article), and the Boraitha speaks of looking (i.e., that the laborer 
was hired to guard it by looking), so that there was no act on 
the part of the laborer which could give him title, and so neither 
of them has as yet acquired title; therefore the employer is 
listened to. 

Said Rabba: If looking gives title to an ownerless article or 
not, the Tanaim of the following Mishna differ: The watchmen 
appointed to watch aftergrowth (of barley for omer) in the sab- 
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batical year, receive their wages from the treasure of the sanc¬ 
tuary. R. Jose, however, maintains, if one likes to do this for 
nothing he is allowed. Said the sages to him : According to your 
theory the omer would be brought from the donation of an 
individual. Is it not to assume that the point of their differing 
is whether looking gives title ? According to the first Tana it 
does, and therefore if the watchman did it for nothing, he 
acquires title to it (as growth is ownerless in a sabbatical year); 
and R. Jose holds that looking does not give title, and the con¬ 
gregation acquires title on them when delivered to them The 
saying of the sages is to be explained thus: According to your 
decision, that one can watch without any payment, in accord¬ 
ance with our theory that looking gives title, the omer could 
be brought by an individual ? 

Said Rabha: All agree that looking gives no title, and the 
point of differing is whether it is to be feared for mighty men, 
who would take possession of the aftergrowth, being ignorant 
that it belongs to a sanctuary. The first Tana holds that such 
is to be feared, and therefore the sages enacted that the watch¬ 
men shall get four zuz, so that it shall come to the ears of the 
above that the sanctuary laid its hand on it, and they will keep 
aloof from it. R. Jose, however, holds that such an enactment 
was not made, and the sages said to him: According to your 
decision the watchman remits his four zuz to the congregation 
(as we are sure that four zuz were enacted), and so his four zuz 
in which they had no share will always be considered his, and 
if the congregation buys daily offerings for it or other things, 
it is considered from an individual (which is not allowed), and 
so said Rabin when coming from Palestine, that R. Johanan is 
also of the opinion that the above is the point of their differing. 

MISHNA V.: One must not place his manure upon a public 
ground, unless it is immediately taken away by those who want 
to use it. Clay must not be soaked or bricks made upon a pub¬ 
lic thoroughfare; however, one may knead clay if needed for 
building, but not for bricks. For a building at a public place 
they must use the material as soon as it is brought, that it shall 
not be left there a long time, and even then, if they cause 
damage, the owner is responsible. R. Simeon b. Gamaliel 
maintains that one may prepare material for his building during 
thirty days. 

GEMARA: Our Mishna is not in accordance with R. Jehudah, 
who said (First Gate, p. 66) that one may do so in the season. 
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Abye said: R. Jehudah with his decision just quoted, R. Simeon 
b. Gamaliel with his decision in our Msihna, and R. Simeon 
with his decision (First Gate, p. 145), that if damage was done 
there is no responsibility, are teaching that as soon as one 
placed his property with the permission of the court, he is not 
responsible for damage done by it. 

The rabbis taught: If a hewer of stones has transferred them 
to the polisher, and they cause damage while under his control, 
the latter is responsible; the polisher to the drier, the latter to 
the carrier, and the latter to the builder, the builder to the 
architect; all of them are responsible if damage was done 
through the stones while under their control only, but as soon 
as one transfers them to the other, his responsibility ceases. 
If, however, the stones fall from the line they were placed 
upon, all of them are responsible. But have we not learned in 
another Boraitha that the very last one is responsible, while all 
others are free ? This presents no difficulty. The first one 
speaks of a case where all of them undertook to build this build¬ 
ing in partnership, and the second of a case where they were 
hired day laborers. 

MISHNA VI.: When two gardens were placed one above 
the other, and some herbs were grown between them, according 
to R. Mair the herbs belong to the higher garden, and accord¬ 
ing to R. Jehudah to the lower one. Said R. Mair: (My decree 
is correct;) if the higher would remove his earth, there would be 
no herbs. Answered R. Jehudah: If the lower one would care 
to fill up his garden with earth to make it alike with the higher 
one, the same would be the case. Rejoined R. Mair: As either 
of them can prevent the other, we have to investigate from what 
sources the herbs exist. R. Simeon, however, maintains that 
the upper one may use that which he can reach with his hand, 
and the remainder belongs to the lower one. 

GEMARA: Said Rabha: The sages of our Mishna do not 
differ concerning the rest of the herbs, that they belong to the 
upper one; they, however, do differ concerning the branches. 
R. Mair holds that the branches must go with the roots, and R. 
Jehudah does not agree with his theory, as we have learned in 
the following Boraitha, that that which comes out of the roots 
and the branches belongs to the owner of the estate. So is the 
decree of R. Mair. R. Jehudah, however, says that the branches 
belong to the owner of the tree. This is concerning business, 
and the same we have learned concerning Aria (the third year 
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of planting, of which the fruit is forbidden for use), and both 
cases were necessary to teach, as if only one case, one might say 
that they differ only concerning business, but not concerning 
prohibited things, and vice versa . 

R. Simeon maintains , etc . Said the school of R. Janai: Pro¬ 
vided he does not exert himself to reach them. Ephraim the 
scribe, the disciple of Resh Lakish, said in the name of his 
master, that the Halakha prevails in accordance with R. Sim¬ 
eon. This was reported to the King Sabura,* and he said: We 
are grateful to R. Simeon for his decision. 


* Rashi explains that the King Sabura was acquainted with the Jewish law, as 
well as with the Persian, and Thosphoth agree with him. 


END OF BABA METZIA AND VOLUME XII. 
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CHAPTER I. 

MlSHNAS 7 . TO III . In case of dividing partnerships in a yard, where and 
of what the wall shall be built. Is overlooking another’s property considered 
injurious ? Of what size the yard must be to be fit for division. May a prayer- 
house be taken apart before the new building is ready ? The legend of 
Herod the great with Simeon b. Shatuh. How Herod built the Temple 
without the consent of the Roman government. Concerning partitions, fences 
in partners’ gardens, and valleys. May or may not one be compelled to join 
in the expenses of fences if one’s estate is surrounded by his neighbor’s on 
three sides ? If there is a wall, and one of the owners claims that his neigh¬ 
bor did not bear his share of the expense. A debtor who says: I paid my 
debt before due. If the plaintiff demanded his money long after due. He 
who claims, “ I have never borrowed,” is to be considered as if he should 
say, “I have never paid.” How and where is a parapet to be mad* and of 
what size ? If there were two courtyards one upon the other ; there were 
two tenants, and the roof of the lower one sank ; there was one who built a 
wall against the window of his neighbor, etc. Two brothers divided a 
bequest, a palace and a fine garden, and the latter built a wall on the edge 
of the garden. There was a note belonging to orphans, against which the 
other party showed a receipt,.i—16 

Mishna IV. The sharing in the building of a gate to a courtyard as well 
as to a city wall. Who are obliged to pay taxes and duties of a city ? Rabbi 
opened his barns of grain in the years of famine, etc. How long must one 
dwell in a city to be taxed? Charity must be collected by two persons and 
distributed by three. May one be pledged or not for charity ? Who of the 
poor must be investigated before support, and who supported immediately 
without inquiry ? What about one who begged from door to door ? The 
virtue of charity equals the sum of the virtues of all the other commandments 
together. “ I was told by the child who was corrected by his mother,” etc. 
The one who is doing charity secretly is greater than Moses our master. 
How is the verse, Prov. xxi. 21, to be understood ? Whosoever makes it his 
business to do charity will be blessed with sons having wisdom, wealth, etc. 
The discussion of Aqiba with Tarnusruphus. As the yearly household ex¬ 
penses for one are appointed (in Heaven) on each Rosh Hashana, so are his 
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losses. Grace is charity which nears the redeeming, etc. How may the 
horn of Israel be raised ? Rabban Johanan b. Zakkai questioned his disciples 
as to the meaning of the verse, Prov. xiv. 34, etc. Iphra Hurmiz, the mother 
of King Sabur, sent four hundred dinars for charity to R. Ammi, etc. If one 
bought a tract of land, however small, he is considered a citizen immedi¬ 
ately, . 16-32 

Mishka V. Partners cannot compel each other to divide. This is the 
rule: If, after division, each part retains its former name, then one can com¬ 
pel his partner to divide. A yard must be divided in accordance with the 
doors, etc. The four ells which are allowed for each door are for unloading. 
If one of the inhabitants of an alley desires to open the door leading from 
his yard to another alley. Inhabitants of alleys who desire to make doors to 
the street may be prevented by the public. Prophecy was taken away from 
the prophets and was given to the wise, to lunatics, and children (how this 
is to be understood). There was a man who bought an estate near to the 
estate of his father-in-law (who had no male children). The law, “Either 
you concede or I concede,” when is it applied ? The case of female slaves 
whom Huna bequeathed to his sons. May or may not the books of the 
Bible be bound together? What must the size of the holy scrolls be ? What 
was placed in the ark, and how. The order of the Prophets, and who wrote 
them ? Who was Job—an Israelite or a Gentile—and at what time did he 
exist, if he existed at all ? The legends about Satan and Job. Satan was 
more afflicted than Job himself, etc. Satan and Peninnah both intended (with 
their accusations) to please Heaven, etc. The explanation of the passages 
addressed out of the storm wind, etc., etc. Why was not Job doubly rewarded 
with daughters, as he was with sons and with all his property ? There are 
three to whom the Holy One, blessed be He, gave a taste of the world to 
come in this world. There are six whom the angel of death has not domi¬ 
nated. There are four who died without sin, .... 32-54 

CHAPTER II. 

Mishkas /. to III. How much space is to be left between one’s property 
and another’s ? For whom is it to remove himself from supposed injury, 
the supposed injurer or him who would be injured ? One must remove a 
pond for steeping flax from herbs, garlic from onions, and mustard from 
bees. Three spans space, and plastered with lime—are both needed, or 
does one of them suffice ? Is one allowed to void his urine near the wall of 
his neighbor ? Under what circumstances one may or may not place an oven 
in a lower story of a house. Can one of the partners in a yard prevent his 
partner from establishing a store in it, or not ? At what age a child may be 
taken to school. The enactment of Joshua b. Gamla concerning teaching of 
children. In what circumstances the claim," You are cutting off my livelihood,” 
applies? “ I doubt whether an inhabitant of one alley can prevent one of 
another alley from competing with him.” The legend of R. Dimi’s dry 
figs. How much space is to be left from one wall to an opposite one, and 
how much to a window,. 55—67 

Mishkas IV. TO XII. To what distance a ladder must be removed from 
one’s neighbor’s pigeon-coop. The distance between a pigeon-coop and the 
city. If a case which we should judge by a majority would be different if 
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according- to proximity, how is it to be judged ? How much space is to be 
left to the city when planting a fruit tree outside ; and how much to a wild 
one, to a carob, and to a sycamore. How much to barns, to cemeteries, and 
to tanneries. The Shekhinah occupies every place. The world is like a 
balcony without the fourth wall, etc. On what side of the city a tannery may 
be placed. Pie who desires to increase his wisdom shall recite his prayers 
towards the south, etc. To a well a distance of twenty-five ells must be 
left when planting a tree, etc. One must not plant a tree near his neighbor’s 
field, etc. A tree which bears fruit to the measure of a kab is forbidden to 
be cut down. A tree which is within sixteen ells of the boundary of another’s 
estate is considered robbery, etc. If the branches of a tree are inclined 
towards another’s field, what is to be done ? The branches of a tree which 
overhang public ground may be cut off, so that a camel with its rider may 
pass freely,.67-82 


CHAPTER III. 

MlSHNA 7 . The law of occupancy—to what it does and does not apply. 
Whence is it deduced ? What time is needed for it, and how a protest 
against it should be made. Must the three years of hazakah be interrupted ? 
Who testifies as to the occupancy of houses ? The many cases of occupied 
houses which the owners claimed, brought before different rabbis of the 
Amoraim who decided differently. If one claims, “ It was from my parents,” 
and the other claims the same. There was one who said : “ I possessed a 
document but lost the true one, and this is a correct copy.” There was 
another case similar concerning a hundred zuz in cash. It was murmured 
among people that Rabha b. Sharshum had appropriated land belonging to 
orphans, and Abayi sent for him. One snatched a piece of silver from his 
neighbor and the case was brought before R. Ami. There was a boat about 
which two parties quarrelled, each claiming that it was his. If each of the 
parties claim : “ This estate belonged to my parents.” If witnesses testify 
that the plaintiff has loaded a basket of fruit from this field on the shoulders 
of the defendant, the hazakah is effected immediately. Is ploughing a haza¬ 
kah, or not ? If one has made a hazakah on the trees and another upon 
the ground, has the owner of the trees a share in the ground ? . . 83-100 

MlSHNAS II. and III. There are three lands concerning the law of haza¬ 
kah. If one runs away from a city because of crime, and one occupies his 
estate, the law of hazakah applies. How should one protest? Is a protest 
not in one’s presence to be considered ? Under what circumstances the 
court announces to the defendant that his property will be sold. How is it 
when he told them to write a deed of gift without an explanation ? A haza¬ 
kah to which there is no claim is not to be considered. IIow so? What 
happened to Anan and Kahana, who placed their fences on others’ estates. 
If the father has consumed one year and his son two, or vice versa , or each 
of them one year and the buyer from them one year, is it considered a 
hazakah ? The law of hazakah does not apply to specialists, farmers, etc. 
May one who is supposed to be interested in a case be a witness ? Has one 
a right to say : “ I cut myself off from this estate entirely ” ? If A has robbed 
B of a field and has sold it to C, then D comes with a claim, has B then any 
right to be a witness for C ? If one sold a field to his neighbor without 
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security, he has no right to qualify as a witness concerning it. The an¬ 
nouncement of Rabha or Papa about an article which a Gentile takes away 
from an Israelite. If one has given his garment to a specialist, the latter 
claiming two zuz and the owner one. If one has exchanged his utensils for 
another’s in the house of a specialist, etc. “ Come and I will tell you what 
the swindlers of Pumbeditha are doing.” May a gardener be taken as a 
witness in case of a claim, or not? A robber—neither he nor his son has 
hazakah, but his grandson has. A specialist or a gardener who has ceased 
his profession, a son who was separated from his father, and a woman who 
was divorced—all ot them are considered, in a case of hazakah, with men 
in general. If one sold his estate by duress, the sale is valid. Why so ? 
Tabba hanged Pappi on a tree, to compel him to sell him his field. If wit¬ 
nesses testify they signed a note whose amount was not yet paid, but was 
prepared by the borrower in case he should find some one who would make 
him the loan. “I did so only with the intention of pleasing my husband, 
but not with the intention of selling it.” Is there no occupancy in the estate 
of a married woman ? If one borrowed from his bondsman and encumbered 
his estate for him by a document, and afterwards he freed him ? One must 
not accept bailments from women, slaves, or children. If one who was the 
business man of the house, and the bills of sale and notes were in his name, 
claims : “ All this is my own ”—what should be the evidence ? Concerning 
a gift or an inheritance of brothers. Is it not the duty of every Israelite to 
save the property of his neighbor from damage when seeing danger is near ? 
There cannot be a better hazakah than lifting up, as this act gives title to 
one in everything. The estate of idolaters, if sold to an Israelite, and the 
latter has not made a hazakah on it, it is like a desert. If an Israelite buys 
a field from a Gentile and another Israelite comes and takes possession of it 
(before the bill of sale reaches the buyer). “ I was told by the Exilarch 
Uqban the following three things : (a) That the law of the government 
should be respected as a law of the Torah,” etc., . . . 100-134 

Misiinas IV. TO X. What, and under what circumstances, collusive wit¬ 
nesses have to pay. If there were three brothers and one stranger. There 
is a difference in usage of articles—in some cases hazakah applies, and in 
some not. Does this rule always hold good ? The wonderful sayings and 
acts of Bnaha. Hazakah does not apply to movable pipes attached to drains, 
etc. What is to be considered an Egyptian window ? To an enclosure the 
size of a span in width, hazakah applies. One must not open windows to 
the yard even when he is a partner in it. One must not open, in a yard 
belonging to partners, a door or window opposite that of one’s partner, etc. 
One must not make a hole in public ground. “ There were enclosures from 
R. Ammi’s property facing an alley,” etc. When the second Temple was 
destroyed, many of Israel separated themselves from eating meat and drink¬ 
ing wine. Such a thing must not be decreed, which the majority of the con¬ 
gregation could not endure,.134-146 


CHAPTER IV. 

Mishnas 7. TO V. If one sells a house unconditionally. If one sells a 
property, he must write in the bill of sale : “ I reserve nothing of it for my¬ 
self.” If E owns a field adjoining A’s field from east to west, and B’s from 
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north to south, and he comes to sell it, etc. If A and B were partners in a 
field, and A sold his share to C. If one sold a house with the stipulation 
that the upper diceta (chamber) was reserved for him. If one has sold the 
house to one man and the diceta to another. Title is not given to a well, 
although there is mentioned that one sold the depth and the height. The 
difference between a sale and a gift. If one sold a house, he sold with it the 
door, the bolt and lock, but not the key. If one sold a yard, the houses, 
walls, cellars, and caves are included, but not movable property. If one 
sells a press-house, the sale includes the trough, the press-beam or press- 
stone, etc., ........... 147-158 

MlSHNAS VI. TO IX. If one sells a bath-house the sale does not include 
the boards on the floor. If one sells a town, the sale includes houses, etc., but 
not movable property. If one sells a field, the sale includes the stones which 
are needed for its use. From the passage, Gen. xxxiii. 17, we infer that the 
boundary is sold to the buyer with the field biblically. A depositary who 
claims that he had returned the bailment, etc. In selling a field, if it con¬ 
tains a well, cistern, etc., they are not included in the sale . 158-166 

CHAPTER V. 

MlSHNAS /. TO V. How should one acquire title to a boat? To a prom¬ 
issory note title is given by transfer and bill of sale : acquire title to it and to 
all the debts it contains is traditional and also according to common sense. 
A bill of sale to a wagon does not include the mules when not hitched, and 
vice versa. May the amount paid serve as evidence ? If one sells an ass, 
the harness is not included. The khumni is not included in the harness. 
What does khumni mean ? If one sold a she-ass, its foal is sold ; but if a 
cow, the calf is not. If one buys the brood of a pigeon-coop ; of a bee-hive. 
If one buys a tree for cutting it down, he must begin a span high from the 
ground ; an inoculated sycamore, three spans ; a trunk of sycamores, two. 
If exactly three spans, it is beneficial for the growth of the tree, etc., 167-175 

MlSHNAS VI. to IX. If one buy two trees within his neighbor’s field, the 
ground beneath is not sold ; if three, it is. Concerning the firstfruit offer¬ 
ings. If the branches were wide-spreading. How much space is to be left 
between the trees in question, that it should be considered the buyer’s ? A 
practised act is more important for evidence. How should the ground be- 
longing to the buyer be measured ? If one has sold two trees situated in 
his field and one on the boundary. There are four legal customs concerning 
sales. If one sold dark-red wheat and it was found to be white, or vice versa , 
etc. By what acts is title given to fruit and to flax ? The vessels of the 
buyer give title to him in every place, except on public ground. There are 
four legal customs concerning sellers, etc. To real estate title is acquired 
by money, deed, or hazakah ; and to personal property title is given by 
drawing only. To a thing which is usually lifted up, title is given by lifting ; 
and usually drawn, by drawing. If one hires a servant to work for him in 
the barn for one dinar a day, with the stipulation that he shall work for him 
for the same price in the harvest-time. If one sold wine or oil, and it be¬ 
comes dearer or cheaper, . 175-190 

MlSHNAS X. and XI. If one sends his little son to the storekeeper with a 
pundiun (dupondius), but the child loses the issar and breaks the glass. If 
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one take a vessel from a specialist, to examine it, he is responsible for an ac¬ 
cident. The wholesaler has to clean his measures once within thirty days. 
Must overweight be given, and how much ? The punishment for false meas¬ 
uring is harder than for adultery. It is harder for the cheating of a com¬ 
moner than for the cheating of the sanctuary. The scales must be hanging 
three spans in the air, etc. Weights must not be made of tin, lead, cassit- 
erite, or other kinds of metal. One must not keep in his house an unjust 
measure, even if he uses it for a chamber. If the elders of the city want to 
enlarge the measures, it must not be more than a sixth of them. From the 
verse Ezek. xlv. 12 may be inferred three things, etc. “ Those who forestall 
fruit,’ 1 etc.—who are meant thereby ? There must not be exported from Pal¬ 
estine things by which a livelihood is made. It may be prayed by blowing 
of horns even on Sabbath, when business becomes dull. One must not emi¬ 
grate from Palestine to other provices, unless the price of grain has increased, 
etc. “When Abraham our father departed from this world, all the great 
men of the nations stood up in a file and said,” etc. “I remember when a 
child used to break a piece of carob, threads of honey would leak out,” etc., 

190-203 
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The well-known legends of Rabba b. b. Hana : Waves, Hurnim ben 
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Johanan has to tell. Jehudah of Mesopotamia. What happened with Elie- 
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CHAPTER I. 

RULES AND REGULATIONS CONCERNING HOUSES, YARDS, AND FIELDS 
IN PARTNERSHIP OR CONJOINTLY; THE SHARING IN PARTITIONS, 
FENCES, AND WALLS; LOOKING INTO OTHERS’ PROPERTY; CLAIMS 

PAID BEFORE DUE; DUTIES OF ONE TO HIS CITY-STREETS, ETC.*, 

CITIZENSHIP BY LAPSE OF TIME, AND CONCERNING THE SIZE OF 
A YARD LIABLE TO DIVISION. 

MISHNA /.: Partners in a courtyard surrounded by two 
houses, each of them belonging to one of the partners, one of 
whom (or both) may desire to make a Me’hitza (partition) in 
the yard, the wall is to be built in the middle exactly. The 
material for it and all other things must be as is customary in 
the country; viz. : in the case of unhewn stones (of which the 
thickness is usually six spans) each of them has to give his share 
of space and material for three spans; in the case of hewn stones, 
for two and a half; in the case of half-bricks, between which are 
usually inserted sand and small stones, for two; and in the case 
of whole bricks, one and a half spans from each suffice. There¬ 
fore, when it happens that such a wall falls, the space and mate¬ 
rial of it belong to both equally. The same is the case with a 
garden in places where they are usually fenced: if one of the 
partners desires to construct a fence, the other cannot prevent 
him, nor withhold his share of the expense. In valleys, how¬ 
ever, in places where it is not usual to fence, one cannot compel 
his partner to share with him, but he may build a fence about 
his own portion, and make an enclosure on the outside (as a sign 
that it belongs to him only); and therefore should such a fence 
fall, the material belongs to him alone. If, however, such is 
built conjointly, it must be in the exact middle, and an enclo¬ 
sure is to be made on both sides (as a sign that it was built con¬ 
jointly); and therefore should it fall, the space and material 
belong to both. 
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GEMARA: The schoolmen, in interpreting the Mishna, 
were about to explain the word Me’hitza as meaning division, 
according to Numbers xxxi. 43, where the word Ma’htzis is 
used in the sense of divided into halves; and the Mishna comes 
to teach that when both have decided to divide their grounds, one 
of them can compel the other to join in building such a wall, even 
if he object to do so, from which it is to be inferred that looking 
into the other’s property is considered injurious. But perhaps 
the expression Me’hitza means only a partition, according to 
what we have learned in a Tosephtha, that if a partition (which 
divides the vine from other kinds of products) break, the owner 
of the other products has to notify the owner of the vineyard 
twice that he should fence it, and if he does not do so, the 
products are prohibited and the owner of the vineyard is re¬ 
sponsible. And as in this Tosephtha the word Me’hitza is used 
with the meaning of a fence, so it may be that in our Mishna 
also it means a fence. And the Mishna teaches that if both 
have decided to build a fence, then each of them must join in 
its making, but not otherwise. From which it is to be inferred 
that looking into another’s property is not considered injurious ? 
If it should be so, then why does the Mishna state “ the wall 
must be,” etc.? It ought to be, “ it must be built.” On the 
other hand, if the Mishna means that they have decided to 
divide, why the expression “ Me’hitza” ? It ought to be “ to 
halve,” as people say: ” Come to halve our goods ” ; and also, 
if looking is considered injurious, why the statement of the 
Mishna, ” if both like to do so ” ? Even if one of them desires, 
his partner may be compelled to join with him, so as to prevent 
injurious looking in. Said R. Assi in the name of R. Johanan: 
Our Mishna treats of a small yard which was not liable to divi¬ 
sion (it did not contain eight ells), and then only when both 
consent to divide can one compel his partner, but not otherwise. 
But then what comes the Mishna to teach ? That when the 
yard is not sufficient for a division, and both wish to do so, they 
may ? Is it not taught plainly farther on ? From that teaching 
one may say that he can compel him only to join in erecting 
a border-mark, but not a wall. It comes to teach us that the 
same is the case even with a wall. But if so, why the other 
statement of a border-mark ? There it is needed because of the 
last part of the Mishna, which teaches that with the Holy Writ 
it is different: it is not allowed to be divided, even if both con¬ 
sent to do so. Now, the Mishna is explained as treating of 


TRACT BABA BATHRA (LAST GATE). 


a yard which is not sufficient for division. Then what matters 
it—even if they have both decided to divide their grounds, could 
they not retract ? Said R. Assi in the name of R. Johanan: It 
treats of a ease in which it was already done with the ceremony 
of a sudarium. But even then, what matters it ? After all, it 
was decided only verbally, and they may retract ? It speaks of 
a case in which the parts of each were already marked off. R. 
Aslii, however, said: It speaks of a case in which each of them 
has already made a hazakha (settlement) on his part, so that 
they have acquired title and can no more retract. (The expres¬ 
sion in the Mishna for half-bricks is khphisin .) Said R. A’ha 
b. R. Ivia to R. Aslii: Whence do we know that this expres¬ 
sion means half-bricks and the additional span is for the stuff 
which is put between them ? Perhaps it means unhewn stones, 
and this additional span is for the projecting corner. And he 
answered: The meaning of the words of the Mishna is tradition¬ 
ally so explained. 

Said Abayi: A span is needed only when, between the half¬ 
bricks, small stones and sand are put, but if only clay, a span is 
not needed. Shall we assume that a wall, four ells in height, 
of hewn stones needs the thickness of five spans ? Was not the 
height of the walls of the first Temple thirty ells, and the thick¬ 
ness only six spans, and it nevertheless held ? The additional 
span sustained it. Why, then, did they make the walls of the 
second Temple still thicker ? Because a thickness of six spans 
can sustain only a height of thirty ells, but not a greater one, 
and the second Temple was much higher. And whence do we 
deduce it ? From [Haggai, ii. 9]: “ Greater shall be the glory 
of this latter house than that of the former.” Rabh and Sam¬ 
uel, and according to others R. Johanan and R. Elazar, differ 
in the explanation of this verse According to one, it means 
the building itself; and according to the other, it means the 
years of its existence. In reality, however, it was in both 
respects more glorious. 

The schoolmen propounded a question: Does the Mishna 
mean, by giving the sizes, with the lime, or without ? Said R. 
Na’hman b. Itz’hak: Common sense dictates that it means with 
the lime; for without the lime the sizes mentioned in the Mishna 
would not be correct (since without the lime it would not hold, 
and the lime, of course, enlarges the size). But can it not be 
said that it means without the lime, and because the size of the 
l*ime does not reach a span, therefore the Mishna does not count 
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it ? But does not the Mishna state a span and a half ? It may¬ 
be said that, because the two halves make a span, therefore it 
is counted. Come and hear! (Erubin, p. 28:) 44 The cross-beam 
in question must be wide enough to hold a half of a brick, which 
is three spans in length and in width/' There it treats of a 
great one, and it seems to be so, as it says: 44 A half of a brick, 
three spans," etc., from which it is to be inferred that there is 
a smaller half-brick which is not of the size mentioned, and this 
is the size in our Mishna, where both half-bricks together mea¬ 
sure only three spans with the lime. R. Hisda said: One must 
not take apart a prayer-house until another one is built; accord¬ 
ing to some, because it may be neglected by accident, and 
according to others, because until the new one be built there 
they will have no place for prayer. And the difference is that, 
when there is another place for prayer, according to the latter it 
may be done. 

Maremar and Mar Zutra used to take apart the summer 
house of prayer in the winter, and the winter house of prayer 
in the summer. Said Rabhina to R. Aslii : How is it ? When 
the money for the new building has already been collected by 
the treasurer, may the old be taken apart, or not ? And he 
answered: Even then a redeeming of prisoners may happen, for 
which the sum might be used. But how is it if the whole mate¬ 
rial for the new building was already prepared ? And he re¬ 
joined: Even then the above case can happen, and the material 
would be sold out for this purpose. If so, then even when it 
is already built ? And he replied: A completed building it is 
not customary to sell for such a purpose. And this was all said 
in case no sign of ruin was seen in the old building; but if there 
were such, it might be taken apart immediately. R. Aslii, for 
example, saw such in the prayer-house at Sura, and took it 
apart and placed his bed there, and did not take it out until the 
whole building was ready. It is said farther on that Baba b. 
Buta advised Herod to take apart the old Temple for the pur¬ 
pose of building a new one. Was this not against the law, as 
declared above by R. Hisda: 44 One must not take apart," etc.? 
If you wish, you may say he saw a sign of ruin in the old one; 
and if you wish, it may be said it is different with a king, who 
usually does not retract from his word, as, e.g ., Samuel said, 
that if the king should say, 44 I will remove this great moun¬ 
tain," it would be done. 

Herod was a servant of the Iiasmoneans, and there was a 
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little girl among them upon whom he cast his eyes. One day 
he heard a voice saying that a servant who should rebel that 
day would succeed. Then he slew all his superiors except this 
little girl; and when she saw that he intended to marry her, she 
ascended to the roof and proclaimed: 44 If it happen that one 
shall claim himself descended from the Hasmoneans, be it 
known that he is a slave, for all the Hasmoneans were slain 
except myself, and I now commit suicide by throwing myself 
from this roof." Said Herod to himself: Who insists upon 
what is written [Deut. xvii. 15] : 14 From the midst of thy breth¬ 
ren shalt thou set a king," etc.? The rabbis, as the leaders of 
Israel. He therefore slew all the rabbis, and left only Baba b. 
Buta, to take advice from him when needed; but he blinded 
him. One day Herod came (incognito) and sat before him, say¬ 
ing: 44 Let the master see what the bad slave Herod has done/' 
And he answered: 44 What can I do to him ?" And he said: 
44 Curse him." But Baba answered with the verse [Eccl. x. 20]: 
44 Even in thy thoughts, thou must not curse a king. " Herod 
said: 44 But he is not a king at all." And Baba answered: 
44 Let him be only rich, it is written [ibid., ibid.]: 4 In thy bed 
chambers, do not curse the rich/ And even if he be only a 
ruler, it is written [Ex. xxii. 27]: 4 A ruler among thy people, 
thou shalt not curse/ " And Herod said: 44 This is only when 
he does as the people of Israel do; but he, Herod, does the 
contrary." And he rejoined: 44 I am afraid of him." Herod 
continued: 44 But there is no one who could tell him, as only 
you and I are here." And Baba rejoined with the above-cited 
verse: 44 For a bird of the air can carry the sound," etc. Then 
rejoined Herod: 44 I am Herod, and did not know that the 
rabbis were so careful. Had I been aware of this, I should not 
have slain them; but now I crave your advice; perhaps as to 
that you will find some remedy for me." And Baba answered: 
44 You have blinded the eye of the world, as it is written [Num. 
xv. 24]: 4 If through inadvertence of the congregation/ * Go, 
therefore, and occupy thyself with the eye of the world, which 
is now the Temple, as it is written [Ezek. xxiv. 21]: 4 I will 
profane my sanctuary . . . the desire f of your eyes/ and 
so I advise you to rebuild the Temple." 


* The Hebrew expression is, “ Me’ainai hoaida,” literally, “from the eyes of 
the congregation ” ; hence the leaders are called the eyes of the congregation. 

f The expression in Hebrew is “ Ma’hmad Ainechem,” literally, the delight of 
your eyes. 
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And Herod said: 4< I fear the Roman government.’’ Re¬ 
joined Baba: 44 Send a messenger to Rome, for which it shall 
take a year until he shall reach there, and let him remain there 
a year, and his returning shall also take a year, and during the 
three years you can take apart this Temple and build a new 
one.” Herod did so, and the answer was: 44 If you have not 
as yet taken apart the old one, let it remain so; if you have 
already taken it apart, do not build a new one; and if you have 
already taken apart and also rebuilt, such is the custom of bad 
slaves: they seek advice after the thing is already done. It is 
true, you are now the ruler. Your record, however, is in our 
archives, in which it can be seen that you are not a king, nor 
a descendant of kings. It is only marked, 4 Herod, the servant, 
has made himself free.’ ” It was said that he who had not seen 
the new Temple of Herod had not, in all his life, seen a fine 
building. 44 With what material did he build it ? ” asked Rabha. 
With ornamented marble stone of different colors, the stones 
being not in a straight line, but alternately projecting and reced¬ 
ing, the gaps being intended to receive the lime. He intended 
to cover it with gold, but the rabbis advised him not to do so, 
because as it was it looked as effulgent as the waves of the sea. 

But why did Baba give Herod such advice ? Did not R. 
Jehudah in the name of Rabh, or in the name of Jehoshua b. 
Levi, say that Daniel was punished for giving good advice to 
Nebuchadnezzar, as it is written [Dan. iv. 24]: 44 Therefore, 
O king, let my counsel be agreeable unto thee, and atone for 
thy sins by righteousness,” etc.? With the Temple it was dif¬ 
ferent, for except by the king, it could not be rebuilt at all. 
And whence do we know that Daniel was punished ? He was 
thrown into the lions’ den [ibid. vi.]. 

44 And all other things ,” etc. What does the expression all 
add ? Those places where it is customary to make such a par¬ 
tition of thorns. 

44 Therefore , if it happens that such a zvall fall etc. Is this 
not self-evident ? It means that, should the wall fall into the 
part of one of them, or if, in the building thereof, one of the 
partners should build it all on his part, lest one say that then 
the other partner should be considered as a plaintiff for whom 
it is to bring evidence, it comes to teach us that this is not so. 

44 The same is the case with a garden ,” etc. Does not this 
paragraph contradict itself ? It states: 44 The same is the case, 
etc., where it is customary to make a fence”; from which it is 
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to be inferred that if it was not customary, one cannot compel 
another to join. Then how is to be understood the last part, 
which states: 44 In a valley, etc., where it is not customary to 
make a fence/* etc.; from which it is to be inferred that if there 
be no such custom at all, he may be compelled to join ? And 
this is contradictory, since even concerning a garden, where 
there was no such custom at all, he is not to be compelled. So 
much the less in a valley, where there is no such custom ? Said 
Abayi: It means to say thus: In a garden, even where it was 
not the custom, and in a valley, where it was the custom, to 
make a fence, the partner may be compelled to join. Said 
Rabha to him: If it is so, to what purpose is it stated 44 how¬ 
ever" 44 Therefore/' said he, 44 it means thus: concerning a 
garden, where there is no custom at all, it must be considered 
as if it were customary to make a fence; however, in a valley, 
where it is not the custom, it is to be considered as though the 
custom were not to fence. Therefore in the first case he is to 
be compelled to join, and in the second he is not.” 

44 But 07 ie may pnt the fence in the space of his own part, etc. 
How shall the enclosure be put ? Said R. Iiuna: It shall be 
inclined toward the inside. Why not toward the outside ? Be¬ 
cause then the partner could cut it off and claim that the wall 
was built conjointly. But can the same not be done even when 
it inclines toward the inside ? The joining (to the fence) would 
be recognized. But does not the Mishna state plainly, 44 out¬ 
side" ? The objection remains. 

R. Johanan, however, said that the Mishna means not ex¬ 
actly an enclosure, but a sign smeared with clay, the extent of 
an ell, outside. And why not inside ? Because then the part¬ 
ner could mark such outside, to claim that it was done by both. 
But even now, the partner can scrape it off for the purpose of 
making such a claim ? Scraping can be recognized (as artificial). 
If, however, the partition were made of thorns, there can be no 
remedy with a sign, unless one writes it on a note and puts it 
for safekeeping in the court.* So Abayi maintains. 

44 If , however , such was built conjointly," etc. Said Rabha of 
Pharziqa to R. Ashi: Why, then, the enclosure at all? And 


* In the text it reads that R. Na’hman said there can be made a sign by Sinuphi 
Irikhi. Luria corrected it to read Ribhi instead of Irik hi, but failed to give any 
explanation. The explanation of Rashi is so complicated that we cannot understand 
it. Ashri, however, and Rabono Gershon omit all this, and we therefore have fol¬ 
lowed their example. 
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he answered: The Mishna treats of a case in which one has 
already made such an enclosure on one side; the other should 
follow him on the other side, as a sign that the wall belongs to 
both. And he asked: Does the Mishna teach a remedy against 
a swindler ? And R. Ashi rejoined: Is not the first part, which 
states that an enclosure should be made (inside or outside), a 
remedy against a swindler? To which he answered: The first 
part teaches a law, and by the way gives also the advice which 
should be the remedy against a swindler; but in the last part it 
does not teach a new law at all, as it is self-evident that when 
they have joined in the wall the material belongs to both (and 
the new teaching is only the remedy against a swindler) ? Said 
Rabhina: The last part treats of a case in which the wall was 
made of thorns, and comes to teach that it is not as Abayi said 
above, that there is no remedy except by a note, etc.; but that 
if the enclosures are made on both sides it suffices. 

MISHNA II. : If one's estates surround those of his 
neighbor on three sides, and he has fenced all the three sides, 
the neighbor is not to be compelled to join in the expense (so 
long as it is open on the fourth side). Said R. Jose: If the 
neighbor fenced the fourth side of his field, then he must join 
in the expense of all the fences. 

GEMARA: Said R. Jehudah in the name of Samuel: The 
Halakha prevails in accordance with R. Jose. And there is no 
difference whether the fourth fence was built by the surrounder 
or by the surrounded (as in either case his [the neighbor's] field 
is now protected). It was taught: R. Huna said: He must 
take an equal share in all the expense, and Hyya b. Rabh 
maintains that he has only to pay for the cheapest fence-rails. 
An objection was raised from our Mishna, which states that 
when he has fenced all three sides the neighbor is not to be 
compelled; from which it is to be understood that if he has 
fenced the fourth side also, then the neighbor must join. Then 
the decision of R. Jose, who said that when the fourth was 
fenced he must join in the expense of all the fences, is to be 
understood that he differs with the first Tana in that, according 
to him, he must share all the expense equally, while according 
to the first Tana he must pay only for cheap fence-rails. And 
this explanation can be correct only in accordance with R. 
Huna. But according to Hyya, who said that all of them treat 
only about the payment for cheap fence-rails, what, then, would 
be the point of difference between the first Tana and R. Jose ? 
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It is to be explained as to the surrounder and the surrounded. 
According to the first Tana, even when the surrounder has 
fenced the fourth side, the surrounded has to pay, for the reason 
stated above; and according to R. Jose, only when the sur¬ 
rounded himself has fenced the fourth side, from which we see 
that the other fences pleased him; but if the surrounder did so, 
the surrounded has nothing to pay. 

Runya’s estate was surrounded by that of Rabhina on all 
four sides. And when he asked him to join in the expense of 
fencing, he would not listen. “ Join at least in the expense for 
cheap fence-rails/’ He would not listen. ” Give something 
for the protection of your estate”; and he would not. One 
day Runya was engaged in gathering dates from his trees, and 
Rabhina said to his gardener: “ Go and fetch one bunch of 
dates.” And Runya rebuked him. Then said Rabhina to him: 
” Now your intention that your trees should be protected, if not 
from thieves, at least from goats, is clear.” And he answered: 
” Goats can be prevented by the voice.” And Rabhina re¬ 
joined: ” But even then you must have a man who shall lift up 
his voice.” Finally Runya came before Rabha, who told him 
that he should go and settle with Rabhina as well as he could, 
as otherwise he would decide in accordance with R. Jose as 
explained by R. Huna. 

The same Runya bought a field which was attached to one 
of Rabhina's, and the latter was about to prevent him, in ac¬ 
cordance with the law of preemption. Said R. Saphra b. 
R. Ieba to Rabhina: ” People say, Zala, who is poor, needed 
for his family as much bread as Zalla the rich. Permit 
then the poor Runya, who has already one estate among 
your estates, to have another one, so that he can make a 
living.” 

MISHNA IIL : If a wall which separated courtyards falls, 
the owners of both sides have to join in rebuilding it (to the 
height of four ells). If there is a wall, and one of the owners 
claims that his neighbor did not bear his share of the expense 
in building it up to the height of four ells, he is not to be 
trusted unless he brings evidence (as it is considered that his 
neighbor did so at the time it was built). Above four ells, one 
cannot compel his. neighbor to join with him. If there were 
a wall above that height, and the neighbor built another one 
near it to the same height, with the intention of roofing, he has 
to share in the expense, even before roofing; and if he claims 
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that he has already joined in the expense, he is not to be trusted 
unless he brings evidence. 

GEMARA: Said Resh Lakish: 44 A debtor who says: ‘I 
paid my debt to the creditor, when the time had not yet 
elapsed/ is not to be believed, as usually creditors are glad to 
be paid in due time.” 

Abayi and Rabha both said: It may happen that one unex¬ 
pectedly got money and thought, 44 I shall pay my debt before 
it is due, so I shall not be troubled thereafter.” An objection 
was raised from our Mishna, which states that he is considered 
to have paid at the time it was built. Now let us see how was 
the case. If the defendant claims that he has given his share 
of the expense in time, there is no reason why he should not 
be believed , it must then be said that he claims to have paid it 
before it was due, and nevertheless the Mishna states that he 
is to be believed ? The case of the Mishna is different, as with 
every brick or every piece of material that was used the time 
for payment is considered due; i.e ., it is not to be considered 
that he is claiming to have paid before it was due. Come and 
hear the other part of the Mishna concerning the height over 
four ells, which is considered not to have been done conjointly. 
Let us see how was the claim. If the defendant claims: 44 I 
have joined with you in time,” why should he not be believed 
(he is the defendant, and it is for the plaintiff to bring evi¬ 
dence) ? It must be, then, that he claims that he has joined 
before the time due, and we see that he is not believed. There 
is another reason why he should not be believed, as usually one 
would pay no money before he is positive that the court will 
decide against him. R. Papa and R. Huna b. R. Jehoshua 
acted according to Abayi’s decision, and Rabha b. Mar R. Ashi 
acted according to Resh Lakish, and so the Iialakha prevails. 
And even in the case of orphans, although the master said else¬ 
where that he who comes to collect from the estate of orphans 
cannot do it without taking an oath; yet in our case the 
44 hazakha ” rule, that one does not pay when it is not due, is 
strong enough even concerning orphans. 

The schoolmen propounded a question: If the plaintiff de¬ 
manded his money after the time has long elapsed, and the 
defendant claim that he had paid when it was as yet not due, 
shall we say that the above standing rule, that one does not pay 
before due, denies the theory of giving consideration to a claim 
which appears trustworthy, for the reason that, why should he 
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tell a lie which only injures him, as, e.g ., the defendant could 
say: ‘*1 have paid in time” (and then it would be for the 
plaintiff to bring evidence), while claiming “ I have paid before 
due,” the burden of proof lies upon him, or perhaps such a 
claim is to be considered even with the standing rule ? Said 
R. A’ha b. Rabha to R. Ashi: Come and hear! If one claims, 
” I have a mana with you,” and the debtor answers, “ Yea”; 
on the morrow, when he demands his money, the debtor says, 
” I have already paid you,” then he is free. If, however, he 
says, ” You have nothing with me,” he is responsible. Is it 
not to be assumed that by the expression, ” I have paid you,” 
it means in time, and the expression, ” You have nothing with 
me,” means, ” I have paid you before due” ? Hence we see 
that such a claim is not considered ? Nay, the expression, 
” You have nothing with me,” means, ” You have never loaned 
it to me,” as the master says elsewhere: He who claims, 44 I 
have never borrowed,” is to be considered as if he should say, 
” I have never paid.” 

44 If however , he has built another wall,” etc. Said R. Iiuna: 
If he has built only a half-wall, it is the same as if he should 
build the whole. And R. Na’hman said: He has to join only 
for the half he has built, but not for what he has not. R. Huna, 
however, admits that if the neighbor built something opposite 
the party wall, the corner of his house attaching it to the party 
wall, then he has not to join in the expense except so far as he 
has built; and also R. Na’hman admits that if he has prepared 
in his wall a place for roofing it (from which is to be seen that 
he intends to continue the wall and to roof it), he must join 
immediately. R. Huna said the holes in the wall prepared for 
placing the roofing beams, which were prepared by one of the 
partners, do not support the claim of the other partner, who 
says he has joined with him in the building of the whole wall 
(claiming that if he should not do so he would not expend so 
much money in an uncertainty, perhaps his partner would not 
join with him and would not allow him to open windows to the 
side of his yard), even when the jAsXadyoGo (the holes which 
hold the beams) for the roofing beams have already been placed, 
as the builder may say, ” I have prepared the whole thing, with 
the purpose of not damaging the wall through making holes in 
it, being sure that this would suit you, and you will join in the 
expense afterward.” R. Na’hman said: If one has placed on his 
neighbor’s wall little boards for roofing, it is not to be consid- 
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ered that the consent of his neighbor suffices for roofing it with 
beams . In the reverse case, however, such is to be considered 
sufficient. The same said again: If the dripping of water from 
one's roof into a neighbor's yard take place, it gives him a right 
to put a pipe on the roof so that the water may run to one place 
in the same yard; and the same is the case in the reverse, but 
not if the roofing be of small branches, so that it contains numer¬ 
ous interspaces, thus spoiling the earth where there is dripping 
through the interspaces. R. Joseph, however, maintains that 
even this is allowed, and so he acted. 

R. Na’hman in the name of Rabba b. Abuhu said: If one 
let a chamber of his house to his neighbor, and this was a house 
with many rooms for different tenants, the tenant may use the 
holes which are in the wall, the beams which protrude up to 
four ells from his chamber; and if this was an upper chamber, 
he may also use the thickness of the wall on the roof, if cus¬ 
tomary to use same; but he has no right to use the front yard. 
R. Na’hman himself, however, maintains that he has a right to 
the front yard also, but not to the rear yard; and Rabha main¬ 
tains that he has a right in the rear yard also. 

Rabhina said: A roof which is made for shade, if one has 
attached it to the wall of his neighbor, it is not to be considered 
as “ hazakha ” until the lapse of thirty days. However, if there 
be no protest after thirty days, it is a '‘hazakha” (and the 
owner is trusted if he claim that he has done this with his neigh¬ 
bor’s consent). If this, however, was done for the purpose of 
a booth for the Feast of Tabernacles, after seven days it is con¬ 
sidered a “hazakha.” If, however, one has attached the roof 
with clay, it is considered a “ hazakha ” immediately (as this he 
would not do without consent). 

Abayi said: If there were two houses on both sides of a 
public thoroughfare, each of the owners has to make a parapet 
to half of his roof, but not exactly opposite each other (i.e., one 
may make it on the north and the other on the south), and each 
of them has to add a little to his half (for the purpose of pre¬ 
venting looking into his neighbor’s property). [Questioned the 
Gemara:] Why only on a public thoroughfare—should it not on 
a private thoroughfare be the same ? The law of a public thor¬ 
oughfare it was necessary for him to teach, lest one say: “ One 
may claim it is anyhow needed for you to make a parapet to 
prevent the people passing in the street from looking into your 
property; therefore make the whole parapet on your property, 
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and I will bear half of the expense/’ So he comes to teach us 
that he may answer: “ From the public thoroughfare one can 
see only in the daytime, but not at night”; or, “ Only when 
I am standing, but not when I sit,” and also, “ When one likes 
to look. For you, however, it is to be seen in any circum¬ 
stances.” The master said: ” Each of them has to make a 
parapet to half a roof,” etc. Is this not self-evident? He 
means to say that if one has already done his part, lest one say 
his neighbor has a right to say to him, 44 Take from me the 
expense, and make all of it (as it is too much trouble for me to 
find a laborer for such a small work; and if you had not done 
yours, I would have taken laborers to do the whole of it on my 
property and taken from you your share of the expense),” it 
comes to teach us that his neighbor may say, 44 As you do not 
wish to spoil your roof by the weight of the entire parapet, so 
I do not wish to spoil mine.” R. Na’hman in the name of 
Samuel said: On a roof which looks into the yard of one’s 
neighbor, he has to make a parapet to the height of four ells. 
However, between the roofs he need not. And R. Na’hman 
himself maintains that four ells is not necessary, but a partition 
of ten spans is. To what purpose ? If to prevent looking, 
then four ells are necessary; and if only for separation of the 
roofs, in case one step beyond his roof, he should be accused 
of intention to steal, then any partitions suffice, and if to pre¬ 
vent goats or sheep from straying, a small partition which they 
cannot jump over suffices ? It is for the second purpose men¬ 
tioned above; but if there should be any separation, he may 
say, 44 I stretched my hand over to the neighbor’s roof because 
I wanted to measure the boundary lines on the roof,” which is 
not likely for him to say when the partition is of ten spans. 
An objection was raised from the following: 44 If his courtyard 
was higher than the roof of his neighbor, it is not to be taken 
into consideration.” May we not assume that it means that no 
parapet whatever is needed ? Nay. It means the consideration 
of a parapet of four ells, but one of ten spans is required. 

It was taught: If there were two courtyards, one upon the 
other, according to R. Huna the lower one has to build from 
his upper side upwards until he reaches the upper one, and the 
higher one continues; and according to Ula and R. Hisda the 
higher one has to share in the expense of the lower one also; 
and there is a Boraitha which supports R. Hisda as follows: If 
there were two courtyards, one upon the other, the upper one 
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cannot say, “ I will begin to build from my property/’ but he 
must share with the lower one; and if, however, his courtyard 
were higher than the roof of his neighbor, he has nothing to do 
with him. 

There were two tenants, one in the upper and one in the 
lower part of a house, and the roof of the lower one sank, and 
he called on the upper one to rebuild it. He declined, saying, 
“ My residence is not spoiled.” Then the lower one asked of 
him permission to rebuild the whole thing at his own expense, 
but the upper one responded, ” I have no place in which to live 
until you shall have rebuilt.” Then he wanted to hire a resi¬ 
dence for him, but he was told, “ I do not want to trouble 
myself by removing.” And to the claim of the lower one that 
he could not live in the house, he answered, ” Thou canst bow 
thy head when going out and coming in.” Said R. Hama: 
The upper one’s claim could be taken into consideration, pro¬ 
vided the roof had not reached down to the height of ten spans 
from the floor of the house; but if it so reached down, the lower 
one may claim, ” This place belongs to my property, and it 
must be removed.” And all this is said when there was no stipu¬ 
lation at the time of building; but if there were, the upper one 
may be compelled to share in the rebuilding. But to what 
extent must it have sunk that the lower one should have the 
right to rebuild ? Said the rabbis, in" the presence of Rabha, in 
the name of Mar Sutra b. R. Na’hman: He has quoted his 
father answering this question, that if the height was less than 
is stated (Chapter VI., Mishna 4), the height should be the half 
of the length and the breadth together. And Rabha answered: 
Did not I tell you, you should never hang a fiixos (clay 
pot) on R. Na'hman’s neck ? (It means that nonsense should 
not be quoted in his name.) For I know R. Na'hman’s decision 
was: If it was spoiled from the ordinary use of a dwelling.” 

However, after all, to prevent controversy the law should state 
some dimension. Said R. Huna b. R. Jehoshua: If the height 
decreases so that the bundles of sticks usually made in the city 
of Mehusa cannot be brought in and be manipulated. 

There was one who built a wall against the window of his 
neighbor, and to the claim of his neighbor, ” You darken my 
place,” he answered him, “ I will close up at my expense this 
window and make you a new one above.” But the other party 
refused, saying, ” By doing so you will spoil my wall.” He 
said then: ” I will take apart your wall unto this place and 
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build you a new one.” The other rejoined: “The old wall 
will not bear the new building.” He then offered to rebuild 
the whole wall from top to bottom and to make him a new win¬ 
dow, and again he refused, saying that one new wall would not 
correspond with the three old ones. Finally the other party 
agreed to rebuild the whole house, and still he refused: “ I have 
no place to live.” And even then his neighbor agreed to hire 
for him a residence, and he again responded, I do not want 
the trouble of removing.” And R. Hama decided that the law 
cannot compel him to comply with the wish of his neighbor. 
But to what purpose is this stated ? Has not R. Hama declared 
his decision in the above case ? He meant to say that even if 
he has used the house in question for keeping straw and wood 
only, even then he cannot be compelled. 

There were two brothers who divided a bequest. One took 
a palace and the other took a nice garden which was in front of 
it; and the latter built a wall on the edge of the garden, and to 
the claim of his brother that he darkened his house, he an¬ 
swered, 44 I built it on my property.” And Rabh decided that 
the law is not against him. Said Rabhina to R. Ashi: Why 
should this case differ from the case in the following Boraitha: 
Two brothers divided a bequest. One took a vineyard and the 
other took a field. The owner of the vineyard is entitled to 
four ells of the field for the entering of animals to work it up, 
etc., as it is considered that so was the stipulation at the time 
of the division. (Hence we see that the requirements of the 
vineyard are taken into consideration. Why should it not be 
the same with the palace of the above case ?) And R. Ashi 
answered: There the owner of the vineyard paid to his partner 
the difference between the two estates, and consequently the 
stipulation that his vineyard should be worked up was made. 
To this Rabhina rejoined: Do you mean to say that in the case 
of the palace there was not any settlement about the value of 
the two parts of the bequest ? Does the law speak of fools ? 
And R. Ashi rejoined: It maybe there was a settlement, and 
the man of the garden took his share for the value of the build¬ 
ing of the palace, but they had not made any settlement for the 
value of the air. But should there not be taken into consider¬ 
ation the rightful claim of the man of the palace, that he has 
paid him the difference for a palace, and then it was changed 
into a dark chamber like a prison? Said R. Shimi b. Ashi: 
The name of the palace does not change even after the wall is 
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built, and the gratification which the owner of the garden re¬ 
ceived was for the name. As we have learned in the Middle 
Tract (p. 275), if one said, “ I sell you the estate, which con¬ 
tains a kur of earth, and there is no more than a half,” etc., 
the sale is valid, as it is so called. But still, what comparison 
is this ? There he sold him a piece of ground which was so 
named, and the buyer is aware of what he bought; but here, 
could not the man of the palace say: 44 I have agreed to this 
division for the purpose of living in it as my parents did, and 
now it is darkened ” ? Said both Mar the Elder and Mar the 
Younger, the sons of R. Hisda, to R. Ashi: The Sages of 
Nahardai, among them R. Hama, decided according to their 
theory elsewhere, that they hold with R. Na’hman, who said 
in the name of Samuel that brothers, after the dividing of a 
bequest, have no claim for a path, for windows, for ladders, and 
for canals, each on the other (as they ought to take these into 
consideration when dividing), and must be strict on this law, 
as this was enacted once for all. Rabha, however, maintains 
that such a claim is always to be taken into consideration. 

There was a note belonging to orphans, against which the 
other party showed a receipt, and R. Hama decided not to col¬ 
lect on this note because of the receipt, and not to destroy it 
until the orphans should have grown up, as they might find 
some evidence against the receipt. R. A’ha b. Rabha ques¬ 
tioned Rabhina: How does the Halakha prevail in all cases like 
the above-mentioned? and he answered: All of them are to be 
practised in accordance with R. Hama, except in the case of 
the receipt, as witnesses should not be considered by us as 
liars.* Mar Sutra b. R. Mari, however, said that even in the 
last case R. Hama is right; for, if the receipt were genuine, 
they would have made use of it while the creditor was still 
alive, and because they did not do so forgery was to be feared. 

MISHNA IV .: Partners of a courtyard must share in the 
expense of building a gate or a door to it, if one of them 
demands it. R. Simeon b. Gamaliel, however, says: Not all 
courtyards need a door (the Gemara will explain which need 
one and which do not). An inhabitant of a city has to share in 
the building of a wall around the city, with the doors and the 
bolts. R. Simeon b. Gamaliel, however, maintains that not all 
cities need one. How long must one dwell in a city to be con- 


* In ancient times promissory notes were written mostly by witnesses. 
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sidered a citizen of it ? Twelve months. If, however, he has 
bought a dwelling-house in it, he is considered a citizen at once. 

GEMARA: Shall we assume that a gate to a courtyard is 
considered a good thing ? Is it not a fact that there was a pious 
man to whom Elijah appeared frequently, and after he had built 
a gate to his courtyard Elijah did not speak to him thereafter 
(because this prevented poor men from entering for their needs)? 
This presents no difficulty. If the door is to be opened from 
inside, it is not good; but if from outside (so that any one can 
open it), it is a good thing. 

“ Building a gate or door to it,” etc. There is a Boraitha: 
R. Simeon b. Gamaliel said that only a yard which is near the 
public thoroughfare needs a gate, but not one which is not near 
to it. The rabbis, however, maintain that a courtyard which is 
even far away from a public thoroughfare may need a gate; for 
it may happen that people will pass into it from that which is at 
the thoroughfare, and will cause harm to the owner’s property. 
And also to a city which is far from the boundary a surrounding 
wall is not required, according to R. Simeon; and the rabbis 
maintain that each of them may require one in war time. R. 
Elazar questioned R. Johanan: How shall such a tax be appor¬ 
tioned: according to the number of souls, or to the number of 
houses, or according to one’s wealth ? And he answered: Ac¬ 
cording to the number of houses; and thou, Elazar, my son, 
put nails in this Halakha (that it never escape from thy mind). 

R. Jehudah the Second taxed the rabbis for this purpose, 
and Resh Lakish said to him: The rabbis do not need any 
guard, as it is written [Ps. cxxxix. 18] : “ Should I count them,” 
etc. Count whom—the upright ? Can they be more than the 
sands ? Is it not written [Gen. xxii. 17] that all Israel is only 
“ as the sand” ? You must then say that it means that the 
acts of the upright are more than the sands, etc. Now, the 
little sands guard the sea. So much the more should not the 
acts of the upright, which are more than the sands, guard them ? 
R. Na’hman b. R. Hisda taxed the rabbis. Said R. Na’lunan 
b. Itz’hak to him : By this act you have transgressed what is 
written in the Pentateuch, the Prophets, and the Hagiographa. 
The Pentateuch [Deut. xxxiii. 3]: ” Yea, thou also lovedst the 
tribes; all their saints were in thy hand; and they, prostrate 
before thy feet, received thy words.” Thus said Moses before 
the Holy One, blessed be He: ” Lord of the Universe, even 
when thou lovest the tribes, the saints of Israel shall be in thy 
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hand ” (i.e., they shall be guarded by thee). For the further 
explanation of this verse R. Joseph taught that it means the 
scholars who drag their feet from town to town and from coun¬ 
try to country to learn the Torah and to discuss about the com¬ 
mandments of the Omnipotent. The Prophets [Hosea, viii. io]: 
“ But even though they should spend gifts among the nations, 
now will I gather them; and they shall be humbled a little 
through the burden of the king of princes/’ And Ula said: 
This verse was written in the Aramaic language, and the expres¬ 
sion Yithnu should be read Yethci 7 io , which means (in Aramaic) 
“ to learn,” and it is to be interpreted thus: If all the Israelites 
who are in exile should occupy themselves with the study of the 
Torah, the gathering of them would be at hand; but if only a 
few of them, they should be exempt from the burdens imposed 
by kings or princes. And the Hagiographa [Ezra, vii. 24]: 

no one shall be empowered to impose any tax, trib¬ 
ute, or toll,” etc. And R. Jehudah said: This means, to free 
the scholars of the taxes of the government. 

R. Papa had taxed orphans for digging a new well. Said 
R. Shesha b. R. Idi to him: Perhaps no water will be found 
(and then the money of the orphans would be taken for nothing, 
for they are not of age to relinquish their property). And he 
answered: I am taking the money; if there should be water, 
I will use it; if not, I will return it. 

Rabbi opened his barns of grain in the years of famine, and 
said: This shall be for the use of them who have studied the 
Bible, Mishna, Gemara, Halakha, or Hagada, but not for igno¬ 
rant men who have never desired to study anything. R. Jona¬ 
than b. Amram entered, and said: Rabbi, feed me. He asked 
him: My son, hast thou read the Bible ? And he said no. 
Hast thou studied the Mishna, or anything ? And he said no. 
“ Then why should I feed thee?” And he answered: Feed me 
as people feed a dog or a raven. And he did so. After he went 
out, Rabbi was sorry, saying: Woe is me! that I have given 
my bread to an ignorant man. Said R. Simeon his son to him : 
Perhaps this man was your disciple, Jonathan b. Amram, whose 
custom it is not to derive any benefit from his wisdom. It was 
investigated, and they found that so it was. Then said Rabbi: 
My barns shall be open to every one, without any distinction. 
Rabbi’s previous act, however, was in accordance with his theory 
elsewhere, that chastisements are inflicted upon the world only 
because of the ignorant men who do not desire to study anything. 
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“ How long must one dwell in a city / 9 etc. There is a con¬ 
tradiction from the following. A caravan with asses or camels, 
who are travelling from one place to another, who took their 
rest in a city which was guilty of idolatry, and the caravan 
while being there were persuaded and worshipped idols, they 
are to be stoned, but their money must be saved for their heirs. 
If, however, they were there thirty days, they must be slain by 
the sword, as inhabitants of the town, and their money is to be 
confiscated (hence we see that thirty days’ residence suffices to 
be counted a citizen). Said Rabha: This presents no difficulty. 
To be counted an inhabitant of the town, thirty days suffice; 
but to be a citizen, twelve months are required. As we have 
learned in the following Boraitha : If one vows that he shall 
derive no benefit from the citizens of this town, he must not so 
derive from them who have resided there for twelve months; 
but he may derive benefit from them who have resided there 
less than this time. If, however, he vows not to derive benefit 
from the inhabitants of this city, then he may derive from them 
only who have not resided as yet thirty days. But have we not 
learned in a Boraitha that a poor man who has resided thirty 
days in the city is entitled to get meals from the kitchen of the 
city charities ? Three months entitles him to get cash for food 
from the treasury of the charities; six months, to raiment; nine 
months, to burial; and twelve months, he must share in the 
expense of fencing fields or gardens, which it was then custom¬ 
ary to make of sticks in the shape of the Greek letter ip} Said 
R. Assi in the name of R. Johanan: The statement in the 
Mishna, twelve months , means also the same. 

The same said again in the name of the same authority: 
Every one, even orphans, must share in the expense of the 
fencing, except rabbis. 

R. Papa said: To the repair of the wall of the city, for buy¬ 
ing horses for the riders around the city (for watching and to 
ascertain what it needs), and for an arsenal, all, even orphans, 
must contribute, except the rabbis. The rule for this is that to 
everything from which they derive benefit they must contribute, 
even orphans. Rabba had taxed the orphans of Mar Mirion for 
charity. Said Abayi to him: Plas not R. Samuel b. Jehudah 
taught that orphans must not be taxed for charity, even for the 
redeeming of prisoners? and he answered: I did so only to honor 
them. 

Aiphra Hurmiz, the mother of King Sabur, sent a purse with 
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dinars to R. Joseph, saying: This shall be used for the highest 
charity. And he deliberated what kind of charity should be 
considered the highest. Said Abayi to him: As it is said above 
that orphans must not be taxed even for the redeeming of pris¬ 
oners, it is to be inferred that redeeming of prisoners is consid¬ 
ered the highest charity. 

Rabha said to Rabba b. Mari: Wherefrom is the Rabbi's 
decision that redeeming of prisoners is the highest charity ? 
And he answered: From what is written [Jer. xv. 2]: " Such as 
are destined to death, to death; to the sword, to the sword; to 
famine, to famine; to captivity, to captivity." And R. Jo- 
hanan said all in this verse that is mentioned later is harder 
than what precedes it—as, for instance, "to be killed by the 
sword" is harder than a natural death, in accordance with the 
verse, as well as with common sense. The verse [Ps. cxvi. 15]: 
" Dear* in the eyes of the Lord is the (natural) death of the 
pious," accords with common sense—because from a natural 
death the corpse remains clean, but the sword defiles it with 
blood. And that famine is worse than the sword is also learned 
from the same, as in the verse [Lam. iv.], 4 ‘ Happier are those slain 
by the sword than those slain by hunger," etc., and common 
sense—for the latter has to suffer long and great pain, while the 
former's death is quick and sudden. Captivity, however, is 
harder than all of them, as in it all the before-mentioned suffer¬ 
ings are endured. 

The rabbis taught: Charity must be collected by two persons 
and distributed by three. Collected by two, because an admin¬ 
istrating body must be constituted of no less than two; distrib¬ 
uted by three, because it requires deliberation in judgment (as 
to whether the applicant is worthy of support, and to what 
extent): therefore it is likened unto a civil case which requires 
a body of three. The collecting of food is to be done every 
day; but cash for the charity treasury, only on the eves of the 
Sabbaths. Distributing of food is for every poor man, but cash 
is only distributed to the poor of the city. However, the elders 
of the city have a right to exchange, according to their discre¬ 
tion, money for food, or food for money. The elders of the 
city have also the right to fix the measures, and the prices of 
victuals and beverages, and also the wages of laborers, and 
to fine him or them who transgress their laws. The masters 

* The expression in Hebrew is Yoqor, which has two meanings—“dear” and 
“grievous” : the Talmud takes the former meaning and Leeser takes the latter. 
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say: No administrative body should be less than two. Whence 
is this deduced? Said R. Na’hman: It is written [Ex. xxviii. 
5]: " And they shall take the gold.” An administration requires 
two; but to bestow trust, one is sufficient. And this is a sup¬ 
port to R. Hanina, who said that it happened once that Rabbi 
appointed two brothers as treasurers of the charity (and two 
brothers are considered one in this office). But, after all, what 
“ administration ” is there in collecting charity? It is as R. 
Na’hman said in the name of Rabba b. Abuhu, that one may 
be pledged for charity even on the eve of Sabbath (hence it is 
administration). Is that so ? Is it not written [Jer. xxx. 20]: 
“ I will punish all that oppress them” ? Also R. Itz’hak b. 
Samuel b. Martha said in the name of Rabh that it means even 
the collector of charity ? This presents no difficulty. If the 
man is wealthy, he may be pressed and pledged as Rabha 
pressed R. Nathan b. Ammi and took from him four hundred 
zuz for charity. But if he is not wealthy, then the one who 
presses him will be punished. It is written [Dan. xii. 3]: “ And 
the intelligent shall shine brilliantly, like the brilliance of the 
expanse.” This means a judge who goes into the depths of the 
law and tries ever to decide according to the truth. ” And they 
that bring many to righteousness shall be like the stars, for ever 
and ever.” This means the collectors of charity. In a Bo- 
raitha, however, it is taught that the first part of the verse 
quoted means both the judges and the collectors, while the lat¬ 
ter part means the instructors of children. Who, for instance, 
is meant ? Said Rabh: “ R. Samuel b. Shilath ”—whom Rabh 
found once standing in a garden, and he said to him: ” Have 
you left your honorable position (as I was told that you never 
left the children whom you are instructing, and now I see you 
standing without them) ?” The answer was: “ It is thirteen 
years since I have seen this part of my property, and even now 
my mind is with my pupils.” (But there are only mentioned the 
judges, collectors, and instructors of children.) But how about 
the rabbis? Said Rabhina: The verse [Judges, v. 31], ” But 
may those that love him be as the rising of the sun in his 
might,” refers to them. 

The rabbis taught: The collectors of charity must not sepa¬ 
rate themselves from each other (while they are engaged in col¬ 
lecting). However, one may go to collect from the storekeepers, 
while the other does so from the keepers of the stands in the 
market. Should it happen to a charity collector to find money 
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in the streets, he must not put it into his private purse, but into 
the purse of the charity, and when he shall reach home then he 
may take it out. The same is the case if he meets one of his 
debtors and he pay him what he owes him: he shall not put it 
into his private purse, but into that of the charity (to prevent 
suspicion), and when he comes home he may take it out. 

The rabbis taught: The treasures of charity, if there be no 
poor among whom to distribute, they may exchange the smaller 
coins of the money collected for larger ones, but not from their 
private purse. And the same is the case with the collectors of 
food; if there be no poor, they may sell it to others, but not to 
themselves. The coins of charity must not be counted in pairs, 
but each one separately (in order to avoid suspicion). 

Abayi said: Formerly my master would not sit on the rugs 
which belonged to the synagogue (because they were brought 
from the treasury of the charities); but after he heard that the 
elders of the city have the right to change the use of charity 
money as they see fit, he sat thereon. 

Formerly (he said again), while being a treasurer, he used to 
have two purses—one for poor strangers and one for the poor of 
the city; but when he heard that Samuel said to R. Ta’hlipha 
b. Abdimi, “ You can keep the money for charity in one purse 
with the stipulation that you may distribute it to whom you 
find worthy," he also kept the money in one purse, as he made 
the same stipulation with his congregation. R. Ashi, however, 
who was also a treasurer, said: I need no stipulation at all, as 
all the donations are intrusted to my discretion. 

There were two butchers who made a stipulation that each 
of them should do business every alternate day, and he who 
should violate this agreement, the skins of his slaughtered cattle 
that day should be destroyed. And finally one did business on 
the day which was not his, and the partner destroyed his skins. 
And when the case came before Rabha, he made him pay. R. 
Jimar b. Shlamyah objected to him from that which was taught 
above, that they may fine them who act against the stipulation, 
and Rabha did not care to answer him. Said R. Papa: He has 
done right in not answering, as only when there is no court or 
honored man may partners make a stipulation between them¬ 
selves. But if there be, then their stipulations are not to be 
considered when the court, etc., has no knowledge thereof. 

The rabbis taught: One must not examine the treasures of 
charity, and also not the treasures of the sanctuary. Although 
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there is no direct support from the Bible, a hint of this is to be 
found [II Kings, xii. 16]: ‘‘And they reckoned not with the 
men into whose hands they delivered the money,” etc. 

R. Elazar said: It is advisable for one to count his money, 
although he has a trusted treasurer in his house, as it is written 
[ibid., ibid. 11] : “They put up in bags after having counted 
the money,” etc. 

R. Huna said: If one came to ask food, it may be investi¬ 
gated whether he is in need; but no investigation should be 
made of him who asks for raiment. This can be seen from the 
verse [Is. Iviii. 7]: “ Is it not to distribute thy bread to the 
hungry . . . when thou seest the naked, that thou clothe 

him?” etc., as the expression distribute, “ Porosh ” (with an 
sh instead of with an s), means investigate first and then give. 
And immediately after this it reads: “When thou seest the 
naked,” etc., which means at once . R. Jehudah, however, 
maintains the contrary: No investigation for food, but for 
raiment. He appeals to common sense and to the verse. To 
common sense—he who requires food suffers the pangs of hun¬ 
ger, which is not the case with him who asks raiment; and the 
same cited verse is also to be interpreted thus: “ Is it not to 
distribute thy bread,” etc., means immediately, as the verse is 
to be explained according to its pronunciation and not the spell¬ 
ing;* “ and if thou seest the naked,” etc., means that he shall 
show you that he is so. And there is a Boraitha supporting R. 
Jehudah. If one say: “ Clothe me,” he must be investigated, 
but if he say: “ Feed me,” it must be complied with at once 
without any investigation. There is a Mishna (mentioned in 
Sabbath, p. 247): “ If a wandering mendicant come to a town, 
he must be given a loaf which can be bought for a pundian (one 
forty-eighth of a sela), when the price of flour is one sela for 
four saahs. If he remain over-night, he must be given lodging; 
and if he remain over Sabbath, he must be given three meals for 
Sabbath.” What is meant by lodging ? Said R. Papa: A bed 
to sleep in and a pillow; and a Boraitha in addition to this states 
that if this mendicant was begging from door to door, then the 
congregation need not look after him. 

There was a mendicant who begged from door to door, and 
R. Papa paid no attention to him. Said R. Samma b. R. Ieba 
to him: If the master pay no attention to him, then no one will 

* Their Bibles must have been written differently, as in ours the spelling of the 
word is as it is pronounced. 
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mind him, and he may starve to death. But did not the Bo- 
raitha say that if he beg from door to door the congregation has 
nothing to do with him ? This means that to him must not be 
given what is appointed for mendicants who don’t beg at the 
door, but something is to be given him. R. Assi said: One 
may not refuse to give at least a third of a shekel yearly for 
charity, as it is written [Neh. x. 33]: “ And we established for 
us (as one of the) commandments to impose on ourselves (to give) 
the third part of a shekel in every year,” etc. And he said 
again: The virtue of charity equals the sum of the virtues of all 
the other commandments together, as it is written (in the just 
cited verse) “ commandments,” in the plural and not in the 
singular. Said R. Elazar: The gatherer of charity is deemed 
more virtuous than he who gives charity, as it is written [Is. 
xxxii. 17]: “And the work of righteousness (Le. f zedaka— 
charity) shall be peace; and the effect of it quietness and security 
for ever,” which means: If he was worthy of reward, he will 
distribute his bread to the hungry; and if he was not worthy of 
reward, the poor will be the members of his household. 

Said Rabha to the inhabitants of Mehusa, his city: I pray 
you, see that there be concord among you, in order that ye 
shall have peace from the government. R. Elazar said again: 
When the Temple was in existence one gave his shekel, and he 
was atoned. Now, when the Temple is destroyed, if people do 
charity, well and good; if not, the idolaters come and take 
away their goods by force. Nevertheless, even this is counted 
as charity in Heaven, as it is written [Is. lx. 17] : “ . . . and 

righteousness as thy taskmasters.” (Even when given to the 
taskmasters, it is counted in Heaven as charity.) Said Mar 
Uqba: I was told by the child who was corrected by his mother, 
in the name of R. Elazar, as follows: It is written [Is. lix. 17]: 
“ And he put on righteousness as a coat of mail,” etc., which 
may be understood, that as in a coat of mail every little link 
thereof is counted in the number which is needed to make up 
such a coat of mail, so every little coin of charity is counted in 
Heaven, in the end making up a great amount. 

R. Hanina, however, said from the following verse [ibid., 
lxiv. 5]: “ . . . and like a soiled garment, all our righteous¬ 

nesses . . .” As every thread of a garment makes it into 
a great garment, the same is it with charity, that every coin 
counts in the great aggregate. 

Why was R. Shesheth called the child who was corrected by 
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his mother ? Because it happened once that R. A’hadbui b. 
Ammi questioned him something concerning the law plagues; 
and while discussing this matter, the questioner answered him 
jestingly. R. Shesheth became dejected, and in punishment 
for this, R. A’hadbui became dumb, and forgot his studies. 
The mother of R. Shesheth came to him and wept before him, 
that he should pray for R. A’hadbui to be cured; but he did 
not listen to her until she said to him: “See the breasts by 
which you have been nursed/' when he prayed, and R. A’had¬ 
bui was cured. 

R. Elazar said: The one who is doing charity secretly is 
greater than Moses our master; as in regard to him it is written 
[Deut. ix. 19]: “ For I was afraid of the anger, and the indig¬ 
nation . . .”; and regarding him who does charity secretly, 

it is written [Prov. xxi. 14]: “ A gift in secret pacifieth anger, 
and a bribe in the bosom, strong fury.’’ He differs, however, 
with R. Itz’hak, who says that one pacifies only anger, but not 
strong fury. Because he maintains that the beginning of the 
verse just quoted does not correspond with the end; as it was 
heard in his name that a judge who accepts bribery brings strong 
fury into the world. 

R. Itz’hak said again: He who gives a coin to a poor man 
is rewarded with six blessings; he, however, who encourages 
him is rewarded with eleven. The six are [Is. lviii. 8, 9]: 
“ Then shall break forth as the morning dawn thy light. 

Then thou shalt call, and the Lord will answer.” The eleven 
are [ibid., ibid. 10]: ”... and satisfy the afflicted soul, 
then shall shine forth in the darkness thy light . . . And 
thou shalt be called,” etc. 

The same said again: It is written [Prov. xxi. 21]: “He 
that pursueth righteousness and kindness will find life, right¬ 
eousness, and honor.” How is this verse to be understood? 
Because he pursues righteousness, he will find righteousness ? 
It means that whoever pursues righteousness and charity, the 
Holy One, blessed be He, will open unto him the ways of pro¬ 
curing money, in order that he may be able to do charity. R. 
Na’hman b. Itz’hak said that the Holy One, blessed be He, 
gives him the chance to find men who need and are worthy of 
support, so that he may have the full reward for it, in the world 
to come. What does he mean to exclude ? He means to ex¬ 
clude what Rabha or Rabba lectured: It is written [Jer. xviii. 
23]: “ . . . in the time of thy anger deal thus with them.” 
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Thus prayed Jeremiah before the Holy One, blessed be He: 
“ Lord of the Universe! even when they overrule their evil 
thoughts and are about to do charity, Thou shouldst not give 
them the chance to support worthy men; but unworthy ones, 
for which they will get no reward in the world to come.” R. 
Joshua b. Levi said: ” Whosoever makes it his business to do 
charity, will be blessed with sons having wisdom, wealth, and 
who will preach haggctdaJi (morality)/* As it is written in the 
above-cited verse, ” will* find life, which means wisdom; 
“ wealth,” as in the same verse it is written zedaka (which 
means charity, and, usually, to be able to do charity, one must 
be wealthy); and ” haggadah,” as in the same verse it says 
“ honor,” and reads [Prov. iii. 35]: ” The wise shall inherit 
glory. . . .” 

There is a Boraitha: R. Mair used to say: If a common 
questioner discusses, “ If your God likes the poor, why does He 
not feed them ?” one may answer, ” For the purpose of saving 
us from the punishment of Gehenna.” This Tarnusruphus 
questioned of R. Aqiba, and the above was his answer. To 
which Tarnusruphus rejoined: It is, on the contrary, for this 
you should be punished with Gehenna; and I will give you 
a parable from which you will understand why: A king became 
angry at his slave and put him in prison, with the command 
that nobody should feed him ; in spite of this, a person fed him 
and gave him drink. Would the king not be angry at and pun¬ 
ish such a man ? And ye Israelites are called servants, as it is 
written [Lev. xxv. 55]: “ For unto me are the children of Israel 
servants. . . .” R. Aqiba answered : I will give you another 

parable, to which my previous answer is to be compared: A 
king became angry with his son, put him in prison, and com¬ 
manded that nobody should give him food or drink; in spite of 
which command, one fed him and gave him drink. When the 
king became aware of it, would he not be grateful to this person 
and send him a present ? And we Israelites are called children, 
as it is written [Deut. xiv. 1]: ” Ye are the children of the 
Lord,” etc. Tarnusruphus, however, said: Ye are named chil¬ 
dren, and also servants—children, when ye are doing the Omni¬ 
potent's will, and servants when ye act against His will. And 
you will admit that now ye are acting against His will (as your 
Temple is destroyed and ye are in exile, which would not be 
the case, if ye did His will). Hence he who favors you acts 
against the will of God. To which R. Aqiba answered: With 
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regard to this, it is written [Is. lviii. io]: 44 And if thou pour 
out to the hungry thy soul, and satisfy the afflicted soul/' etc. 
The 44 afflicted soul ” refers to us in our present circumstances, 
and nevertheless the beginning of this verse favors such charity. 

R. Jehudah b. Shalom lectured: As the yearly household 
expenses for one are appointed (in Heaven) on each Rosh 
Hashana, so are his losses. If he is worthy, he will act accord¬ 
ing to the beginning of the verse cited; but if not, the last por¬ 
tion of this verse, 44 the afflicted souls,” will be the members of 
his own house. So Rabban Johannan b. Zakkai had seen in 
a dream that his nephews would lose in the current year seven¬ 
teen hundred dinars, and he made them distribute this amount 
for charity. However, seventeen dinars remained with them, 
and on the eve of Atonement the government took them away 
from them. Then R. Johannan said unto them: 44 Fear not; 
seventeen dinars were taken from you, and you will lose no 
more.” To the question: 44 Whence do you know?” he an¬ 
swered: 44 I have seen it in a dream.” And to the question: 
44 Why did you not inform us, as then we would have distrib¬ 
uted the entire amount to the poor?” he answered: 44 In order 
that you give charity only for the purpose of doing the heavenly 
will. ” 

It happened to R. Papa that, while mounting steps, he 
slipped, and nearly fell (and would have been killed; but was 
miraculously saved). Then he said: If this had happened, my 
enemies would have accused me of being a violator of the Sab¬ 
bath or an idolater. Said Hyya b. Rabh of Diphti to him : Per¬ 
haps a poor man called upon you and you paid no attention to 
him. As we have learned in the following Boraitha: R. Joshua 
b. Kar’ha said: He whose eyes are shut to charity is likened 
unto an idolater; and this is to be taken from an analogy of 
expression in the following verses: Concerning charity it is 
written [Deut. xv. 9]: 44 Beware that there be not Belial in thy 
heart”; and concerning idolatry, it is written [ibid., xiii. 14]: 
44 There have gone forth children of Belial.” Hence the expres¬ 
sion Belial makes the two above-mentioned acts equal. 

There is a Boraitha: 44 R. Elazar b. Jose said: Charity and 
kindness done by Israel in this world, are defenders and peace¬ 
makers between them and their heavenly Father; as it is writ¬ 
ten [Jer. xvi. 5]: 4 For thus hath said the Lord, Enter not into 
the house of mourning, neither go to lament nor to condole 
with them; for I have taken away my peace from this people, 
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saith the Lord, yea, kindness and mercy.' Kindness means 
bestowing of favors, and mercy means charity (hence, because 
these were taken away, therefore is the peace also taken away)." 

There is another Boraitha: “ R. Joshua said: Grace is 
charity, which nears the redeeming; as it is written [Is. lvi. i] : 
4 Thus hath said the Lord, Keep ye justice and do zedcika * 
(charity).' The same used to say: Ten hard things were 
created in the world: A mountain is hard, iron cuts it; iron is 
hard, fire softens it; fire is hard, water extinguishes it; water is 
hard, the clouds bear it; clouds are hard, the winds spread 
them; the wind is hard, the body tolerates it; a body is hard, 
shaking breaks it; shaking is hard, wine dispels it; wine is hard, 
sleep removes it; death is harder than all of these, and charity 
saves from death; as it is written [Prov. x. 2]: 1 . . . but 

zedaka will deliver from death.’ " 

R. Dusthai b. Yannai lectured: Come and see how the man¬ 
ner of the Holy One, blessed be He, is not as the manner of 
human beings. When a human being brings a present to the 
king, there is a doubt whether it will be accepted or not; and if 
it be accepted, whether he will see the king. But the Lloly 
One, blessed be He, is not so; if a man gives a coin to a poor 
man, he is rewarded and experiences the appearance of the 
Shekhinah; as it is written [Ps. xvii. 15]: " As for me, in zedek 
(charity) shall I behold thy face. . . .” 

R. Elazar used to give a coin to a poor man before praying, 
quoting the above verse [ibid., ibid.]: “ I shall be satisfied, 
when I awake, with contemplating thy likeness." What does 
it mean ? Said R. Na'hman b. Itz’hak: " It means that scholars 
who keep sleep from their eyes in this world, the Holy One, 
blessed be He, satisfies them with the appearance of the She¬ 
khinah in the world to come." R. Johanan said: It is written 
[Prov. xix. 17]: " He lendeth to the Lord, that is liberal to the 
poor." If this were not written, it would be impossible of con¬ 
ception ; for it appears as if He becomes a servant to the lender; 
for it is written [ibid., xxii. 7]: " . . . and the borrower is 

servant to the man that lendeth." R. Hyya b. Abba, in the 
name of R. Johanan, said: It is written [ibid., xi. 4]: " . . . 

but zedaka will deliver from death " ; and [ibid., x. 2]: " Trea¬ 
sures of wickedness will not profit aught; but zedaka will deliver 
from death." What do the two zedakas mean ? One, that it 

* The Hebrew term is zedaka; Leeser translates it “equity,” according to the 


sense. 
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saved him from an unnatural death; the other, that R saved 
him from Gehenna. Which of them speaks of Gehenna ? The 
one from chap, xi., as there is there mentioned the day of 
44 wrath"; as it is written [Zeph. i. 15]: "A day of wrath is 
that day," etc., meaning Gehenna. And what kind of zedcika 
saves one from an unnatural death ? If he gives, and knows 
not to whom, and he who receives it knows not from whom (if 
he gives his donation to the treasurer of charity). 44 Gives and 
knows not to whom " excludes the acts of Mar Uqba (who used 
to put four zuz every day in the slot underneath the door for 
one poor man, so that the poor knew not from whom he received 
it, but Mar Uqba knew to whom he gave it). 44 The receiver 
does not know from whom " excludes the acts of R. Abba, who 
used to wrap up some dinars in his handkerchief and, coming 
among the poor, stretch his hand containing it behind him, and 
the poor would take it out; so that he knew not who took it, 
but the poor knew who was the giver. An objection was raised 
from the following: What shall one do that he should have male 
children ? R. Elazar said: He should distribute his money 
among the poor. R. Joshua said: He should enjoy his wife 
before he has intercourse with her. And R. Eliezer b. Jacob 
said: He shall not give a coin for the treasury of charity unless 
the treasurer is like unto R. Hananya b. Theradion. (Hence 
one must not always give to the treasury of charity ?) The 
above Boraitha meant also when the treasurer was of that kind. 
R. Abuhu *said: Moses said before the Holy One, blessed be 
He: 44 Lord of the Universe, how may the horn of Israel be 
raised?" To which He answered: 44 You should take charity 
from every one of Israel who is to be counted " [Ex. xxx. 12]. 
The same said again: King Solomon b. David was questioned: 
How great is the power of charity ? and he answered: Go and 
see how David, my father, explained this [Ps. cxii. 9]: 44 He 
distributeth, he giveth to the needy: his righteousness endureth 
forever; his horn shall be exalted in honor." Rabha, however, 
said, from the following verse [Is. xxxiii. 16]: 44 He shall dwell 
on high; rocky strongholds shall be his refuge; his bread shall 
be given him; his water shall be sure." And it is to be inter¬ 
preted thus: 44 Why shall he dwell on high," etc.? Because to 
the poor he has given his bread, and to the down-trodden his 
water was sure. R. Abuhu said again: Solomon was ques¬ 
tioned : Who is supposed to be the man who has a share in the 
world to come ? And he answered with the verse [Is. xxiv. 
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23]: . . . and before his ancients in glory ” (which means 

him who is respected in his old age for the wisdom which he 
gathered during all his life. As it happened to Joseph b. R. 
Joshua, who was in a state of catalepsy, and when he awoke his 
father asked him : What have you seen in the upper world ? 
And he answered: I have seen a reversed world: he who is here 
highly esteemed is there considered of the lowest class, and vice 
versa . His father rejoined: Not a reversed world, but a rational 
one, have you seen. He continued questioning: And how are 
we considered there ? And he answered: The same as in this 
world. I also heard a saying: Happy are they who come here 
with their study in their hands. I also heard that those who 
were killed by the government, none of the creatures could 
approach them (because of their high standing). 

Who is meant by those who were killed by the government ? 
Shall we assume that R. Aqiba and his comrades are meant ? 
Is it only because they were killed ? (They were the greatest 
men of the generation, aside from this.) It meant them who 
were killed in Louda. (See Tract Taanith, pp. 45-46.) 

There is a Boraitha: Rabban Johannan b. Zakkai questioned 
his disciples as to the meaning of the verse [Prov. xiv. 34]: 
” Zedaka exalteth a people; but the disgrace of nations is sin/’ 
And R. Eliezer answered: “Zedaka exalteth a people” means 
Israel, as it is written [II Sam. vii. 23]: ” And who is like thy 
people, like Israel, the only nation on the earth ?” And “ the 
disgrace of nations is sin ”—all the zedaka and kindness of the 
nations, if they indulge in them only for the purpose of becom¬ 
ing great or gaining a good name, is a sin for them. R. Joshua 
(one of the disciples) answered the first half-verse same as R. 
Eliezer; and the second half: If the nations do so even in order 
that their kingdom shall continue to exist for a long time, as in 
the case of Nebuchadnezzar [Dan. iv.]. Rabban Gamaliel an¬ 
swered the first half of the verse as above; the second half: It 
is a sin for the nations if they do so solely to pride themselves 
thereon against other nations. So he who is proud without 
cause falls into Gehenna, as it is written [Prov. xxi. 24]: “ The 
presumptuous and proud, scorner is his name, who dealeth in 
the wrath of presumption.” And by wrath is meant Gehenna, 
as mentioned above. Said R. Gamaliel: For the right inter¬ 
pretation of this verse we are still in need of the Modaith; as 
R. Eliezer b. Modaith interpreted it thus: The first part as 
above, and the second part: If the nations are doing so only for 
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the purpose of insulting Israel; as it is written [Jer. xl. 3]: 
41 Now the Lord hath brought it . . . because ye have 

sinned/' etc., which was said by Nebusaradan. R. Ne’hunia 
b. Hakana, however, answered: This verse is to be interpreted 
thus: Zedaka and kindness exalt a nation, meaning Israel; but 
to the nations it is considered a sin-offering. Their master, R. 
Johannan b. Zakkai, rejoined: It seems to me that Ne'hunia’s 
interpretation is better than yours and mine. “ Than mine! Did 
he also say something about this ? " Yea; as we have learned in 
the following Boraitha: “ Said to them R. Johannan b. Zakkai: 
As a sin-offering atones for Israel, so does charity atone for all 
other nations." 

Iphra Hurmiz, the mother of KingSabur, sent four hundred 
dinars for charity to R. Ammi, and he did not accept it, but 
forwarded it to Rabha, who accepted it, in order to have peace 
with the royal house. R. Ammi, however, became angry, and 
said: Does Rabha not accept the verse [Is. xxvii. 11] : 41 When 
its boughs are withered, they shall be broken off; women will 
come and set them on fire; for it is not a people of understand¬ 
ing," etc. ? 

But why does R. Ammi become angry ? Did he not want 
to maintain the peace with the royal house ? He thought that 
this money ought to be distributed among the Gentile poor 
only. Rabha also did so, but R. Ammi was not aware of it. 

There is a Boraitha: It was said about Benjamin the Upright, 
who was a treasurer of charity, that at one time a woman came 
to him in the years of famine, asking him to feed her. And he 
told her: I swear that there is nothing in the treasury of charity. 
But she rejoined: Rabbi, if you will not feed me, you will find 
a woman with her seven children dead. He then fed her from 
his own pocket. At a later time he became sick and was near 
to death; the angels said before the Holy One, blessed be He: 
" Lord of the Universe, Thou hast declared that he who saves 
one soul of Israel is like unto him who has saved a whole world; 
and Benjamin the Upright, who has saved a woman with her 
seven children, should he die in his prime ?" Immediately the 
adverse decree was torn, and a Boraitha states that twenty-two 
years were added to his life. 

The rabbis taught: It happened with the King Monbas, who 
had distributed his treasure and that of his parents, in the years 
of famine, that his brothers and the whole household murmured 
against him, saying: Your parents saved and always added to 
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the treasure of their parents, and you are distributing all this! 
And he rejoined: My parents saved their riches in this world, 
and I save in the heavenly treasury. As it is written [Ps. lxxxv. 
12]: “ Truth will grow up out of the earth, and righteousness 
will look down from heaven/' My parents saved in their treas¬ 
ury, which brought them no interest, and I have saved in such 
a treasury as does bring interest. As it is written [Is. iii. 10]: 
“ Say ye to the righteous, that he hath done well; for the fruit 
of their doings shall they eat.” My parents have saved in a 
place which can be reached by a hand, but I have saved in 
a place that can be reached by no hand. As it is written [Ps. 
lxxxix. 15]: “ Righteousness and justice are the prop of thy 
throne: kindness and truth precede thy presence/' My parents 
have saved for their descendants, and I have saved for myself. 
As it is written [Deut. xxiv. 13]: “ . . . and unto thee shall 

it be as righteousness before the Lord thy God/’ My parents 
have saved money in their treasury, and I have saved souls in 
my treasury. As it is written [Prov. xi. 30]: “ The fruit of the 
righteous is of the tree of life; and the wise draweth souls to 
himself/' My parents have saved for this world, and I have 
saved for the world to come. As it is written [Is. lviii. 8]: 
“ . . . and before thee shall go thy righteousness; the glory 

of the Lord shall be thy rereward/' 

“ If, hozvever , lie bought a dwelling-house," etc. Our Mishna 
is not in accordance with R. Simeon b. Gamaliel of the follow¬ 
ing Boraitha, who says that if one bought a tract of land, how¬ 
ever small, he is considered a citizen immediately. But have 
we not learned in another Boraitha that he taught, if one bought 
a tract of land which is even only fit to build a house upon ? 
There are two Tanaim who have reported differently in his name. 

MISHNA V .: Partners cannot compel each other to divide 
a courtyard unless each of the parts measures at least four ells; 
nor can a field be divided unless each part measures at least 
nine kabs for sowing. R. Jehudah, however, says: Nine half- 
kabs. Nor can a garden be divided unless each part measures 
at least half a kab for sowing. R. Aqiba, however, says: A 
quarter. Neither can one compel his partner to divide a dining¬ 
room, a turret, a pigeon-coop, a cloth, a bath-house, or an olive- 
press house, unless each has enough room to continue his former 
work. This is the rule: If, after division, each part retains its 
former name, then one can compel his partner to divide; but 
not otherwise. All this is said when the partners disagree; 
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however, when they do agree, they may do as they please. An 
exception is the Holy Writ, if they possess it, which must not 
be divided, even if both agree to do so. 

GEMARA: Said R. Assi in the name of R. Johanan: The 
four ells mentioned must be measured after doors and partitions 
necessary have been placed. And he may be supported from 
the following Boraithas: As one of them states that a courtyard 
is not to be divided unless each part contains eight ells, and 
another one states, unless four ells; to explain the contradic¬ 
tion, it is to be said that one treats without the doors and par¬ 
titions, and the other treats with them. 

R. Huna said: A yard must be divided in accordance with 
the doors (it means, he who possesses more doors is to get a 
greater share). R. Hisda, however, maintains that four ells 
must be allowed for each door, and the remainder should be 
divided equally. There is a Boraitha which supports R. Hisda: 
“ All the doors which are in a yard, the owners of them have 
a right to four ells for each one; if one possesses one door, and 
another one two, the former takes four, and the latter eight 
ells; and the remainder is to be divided equally. If, however, 
one of them possesses a gate which measures eight ells, he has 
a right to eight ells opposite it, and four ells in the yard.” 
What is meant by the additional four ells ? Thus said Abayi: 
He takes eight ells in the length and four ells in the width of 
the yard. Amemar said: An excavation in the yard which con¬ 
tains granum of fruit for the food of cattle, four ells is to be 
measured to it on either side. However, this is said when the 
owner has no separate door for it; but if he has one, four ells 
to the door only are to be measured. R. Huna said: “Toa 
balcony the law of four ells does not apply, as the four ells 
which are allowed for each door are for unloading, and to and 
from the balcony one goes through the door of the house. R. 
Shesheth objected from the following: Gates of houses, as well 
as gates of balconies, have a right to four ells ? The Boraitha 
speaks of a balcony which is partitioned with windows; if so, 
then it is self-evident, as it is a good chamber ? It means that 
the partitions did not reach the ceiling. The rabbis taught: A 
gate, a balcony, or a gallery to which doors of the upper com¬ 
partments open, and from which steps lead down to the court, 
have each a right to four ells. And even if five houses were open 
to this gallery, no more than four ells are allowed. R. Johanan 
questioned R. Jannai: Has a chicken-coop a right to four ells, 
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or not ? And he answered: The four ells are given for unload¬ 
ing, and here he can load and unload through the roof of the 
chicken-coop. Therefore it has no right to four ells. 

Rabha questioned R. Na’hman: In the case of a house 
which is only half roofed, how is the law about the four ells in 
question ? And he answered: It is not entitled to them—not 
only when it is roofed from inside, so that it is easy for one to 
go in to unload; but even when it is roofed from outside, he 
may take the trouble of entering from inside to unload. 

R. Huna questioned R. Ammi:If one of the inhabitants of an 
alley desires to open the door leading from his yard to another 
alley, may the inhabitants of that alley prevent him, or not ? 
And he answered: They may. He questioned him also: Lodg¬ 
ings for the government militia, how should they be arranged ? 
In accordance with the number of souls or in accordance with 
the number of doors? And he answered: In accordance with 
the number of souls. And so also have we learned in the fol¬ 
lowing Boraitha: Manure in the yard is to be divided in accord¬ 
ance with the doors of the house; and military lodgings, in 
accordance with the number of souls. 

R. Huna said: If one of the inhabitants of an alley desires 
to make a fence around the entrance, the other inhabitants may 
prevent him, because he extends their way (making them walk 
around his fence). An objection was raised from the following: 
If there were five courtyards open to the alley (which was, in 
turn, open to the street), all of them may use the place border¬ 
ing on the fifth yard which is nearest the street (for loading, 
unloading, etc.). The fifth, however, may use only its own 
place, but not the places near the other yards. The same is 
the case with the first three at the place near the fourth yard, 
the first two at the third, and only the first one at all of them, 
while none of them have the first one. (Hence we see that to 
the first one none of them has a right; and this objects to R. 
Huna’s theory, who said that none of them have a right to make 
a fence around their entrance.) Regarding this law, Tanaim of 
the following Boraitha differ: One of the inhabitants of an alley 
who desires to open his door into another alley, the inhabitants 
of that alley may prevent him. If, however, the door was there , 
only it was shut, and he wanted to open it, they cannot prevent 
him. So is the decree of Rabbi. R. Simeon b. Elazar, how¬ 
ever, maintains, that if there were five yards opening to an alley, 
all of them may use the places which border upon the yards in 
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the alley. And to the question, ” Where are yards men¬ 
tioned ?” it was said that this Boraitha is not complete, and 
should read thus: ” And the same is the case with five yards 
which open into an alley: all of them may use the fifth which 
is nearest the street, and the fifth can use only its own place, 
etc. So is the decree of Rabbi. R. Simeon, however, main¬ 
tains that all of them may use the places alike.’’ 

The master says: If there was a door, and it was shut, the 
inhabitants cannot prevent him. Said Rabha: This law holds 
good only when he had not broken the hinges; but if he had 
broken the hinges, it is supposed that he had not intended to 
open the door again, and the inhabitants can prevent him from 
doing so. Said Abayi to him : The following Boraitha supports 
you : ” If there was a house with a closed door, the four ells for 
unloading applies to it; if, however, the owner broke the hinges 
from the door, he has lost his right to them.” Rabba b. b. 
Hana, in the name of R. Johanan, said: Alleys which are open 
to a road which leads to another city, and the inhabitants of this 
city desire to close them, the inhabitants of that city may pre¬ 
vent them; not only when there is no other road to that city, 
but even if there was another road, they can also prevent them. 
As R. Jehudah, in the name of Rabli, declared: A thoroughfare 
which is occupied by a majority, it is prohibited to spoil. 

R. Annan, in the name of Samuel, said: Inhabitants of alleys 
who desire to make doors to their ends which are open to the 
street may be prevented by the public. The schoolmen were 
about to interpret this that it meant only the first four ells 
which are attached to the public ground, but not beyond this. 
As R. Zera said elsewhere, in the name of R. Na’hman: The 
four ells which are attached to the public ground are to be con¬ 
sidered as the public ground itself. In reality, however, it is 
not so, as R. Na’hman’s decision there was only regarding the 
law of defilement; but here it might happen that the street 
should be crowded and many people would enter beyond the 
four ells. 

” Nor can a field be divided ,” etc. And R. Jehudah does not 
differ with the first Tana, as each of them speaks in accordance 
with the custom in his country. But what is the law in Babylon ? 
Said R. Joseph: It can be divided if there is enough to plough for 
a day. How is this to be understood ? If it means in the days of 
sowing, when the earth has already been ploughed, then the 
ploughing will not last two days, and in one day it could not be 
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completed; and if in the days of ploughing, then in the time of har¬ 
vest there will not be a day’s work (and it is a trouble to hire la¬ 
borers for a fraction of a day) ? If you wish, it may be said that it 
means a day of ploughing and sowing together; and if you wish, 
it may be said that it means a day of sowing and artificial wa¬ 
tering. R. Na’hman said: A valley can be divided when there 
is for each part a day's artificial watering. 44 A vineyard,” says 
the father of Samuel, 44 three kabs for each part.” And so also 
we have learned in the following Boraitha: 44 If one says: 4 I 
sell you a part of the vineyard,’ it is no less than three kabs. 
So is the decree of Symmachos.” Said R. Jose: 44 Such a de¬ 
cree is only prophetical, as I see no ground for this.” How is 
the law in question to be decided in Babylon ? Said Rabha b. 
Qisna: There shall be no less than three bushes, each of them 
containing no less than twelve branches of grapes, to dig which 
is a man’s day’s work. 

Said R. Abdimi of the city ’Haifa: Since the Temple was 
destroyed, prophecy was taken away from the prophets and 
was given to the wise. (How is this to be understood ?) Can 
a wise man not be also a prophet ? In other words, w r ere all 
the prophets fools ? He means to say, that although it was 
taken away from the prophets who were not wise, it was not 
taken away from the wise ones. Said Amemar: And a wise 
man is better than a prophet, as it is written [Ps. xc. 12]: 
44 . . . obtain (nobbi*) a heart endowed with wisdom.” And 

usually 9 who is dependent upon whom ? The smaller is depend¬ 
ent upon the greater. Hence wisdom is greater than prophecy. 
Said Abayi: This theory may be supported from the fact that 
one great man declares something new, and exactly the same 
had been said by another great man. Said Rabha: 44 What sup¬ 
port is this ? It may be that both of them are equal in wisdom. 
Therefore,” said he, 44 it happens frequently that a great man 
declares something new, and afterwards it is found that Aqiba 
b. Jose has already declared so (and it is hard to say that he was 
equal in wisdom to R. Aqiba). R. Ashi, however, objected 
also to this: It may happen that in this one case he was equal 
in wisdom to him. And he supported this from the fact that it 
very often occurs that a sage declares a Halakha, and afterwards 
it is learned that the same was already said to Moses on Mount 

* The expression in the Bible is ve'nobbi, which has two meanings—“ to obtain,*' 
and also “ a prophet." The Talmud takes it literally, that a prophet has a heart of 
wisdom. Leeser translates according to the sense. 
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Sinai. But even then, perhaps it was by chance, as it happens 
that a blind man accidentally seizes something. It means that 
he declares also the reason of it. 

R. Johanan said: Since the Temple was destroyed, proph¬ 
ecy was taken away from the prophets and was given to luna¬ 
tics and small children. What is meant by lunatics ? Thus it 
happened to Mar b. R. Ashi, who was standing in the market 
of Mehuza and heard a lunatic say that the future head of the 
college in Suria would be Tibumi (Mar's name was Tibumi). 
And he said: “ Who among the rabbis signs his name Tibumi, if 
not myself ? Hence I shall succeed." And he went to Suria. 
In the mean time the rabbis of the college intended to appoint 
R. A'ha of Diphthi as their head. However, when they heard 
that Mar had arrived, they sent to him two of the rabbis to take 
his advice, and he detained them. Then they sent another two, 
and he did the same with them. Finally ten of them arrived, 
and then he began to teach and to lecture, and proclaimed him¬ 
self as the head of the college. [He did so because one must 
not begin to lecture if there are less than ten persons present.] 
R. A'ha then applied to himself the saying of the sages: He to 
whom harm has been done by heaven, has no hope of relief in 
the near future, and vice versa. 

And what in regard to the children ? For example, the 
little daughter of R. Hisda was sitting on the knee of her 
father, and Rabha and Rami b. Hama were sitting opposite, 
and to the question of her father, " Whom of them would you 
like to marry ?" she answered, " Both of them." And Rabha 
immediately rejoined: " I shall be the last one." (And so it 
was. Rabha married her after the death of her first husband, 
Rami b. Hama.) 

R. Abdimi of 'Haifa said again: Before one eats and drinks 
he has two hearts, and after this he has only one, as it is writ¬ 
ten [Job, xi. 13].* Said R. Huna b. R. Joshua: Who is used 
to wine, even if his heart is locked like a virgin's, the wine 
opens it; as it is written [Zech. ix. 17]: . . and new 

wine the virgins." 

R. Huna b. R. Joshua said: It is certain that when a first¬ 
born among his brothers (who is entitled biblically to two shares) 
comes to inherit his shares in real estate, he is to be given two 
portions adjoining. But how is it if the first-born has died 

* The expression in this verse is nabub yilabab ; literally, “ The empty one shall 
receive two hearts.” Leeser’s translation does not correspond. 
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without children, and the surviving brother marries his wife 
and takes his shares—does the law of preemption apply to him 
also, as to the dead brother, or not? Abayi said: He is 
to be treated just as the dead one. And Rabha said: It 
is written [Deut. xxv. 6]: " And it shall be that the first¬ 
born/' etc., which signifies that he shall be treated as the 
first-born in that respect, but not respecting the division of a 
heritage. 

There was a man who bought an estate near to the estate of 
his father-in-law (who had no male children), and when they 
came to divide the inheritance of the father-in-law, he insisted 
that the estate at the boundary of the one he bought should be 
given to him. Said Rabha: Such a claim, if not listened to, it 
would be equal to the acts of Sodomites. Therefore they must 
be compelled to comply with his wish. R. Joseph opposed: 
Could not his brothers-in-law claim that this estate was pleasant 
to them as the estate of Bar Marion (which was then known as 
the best estate) ? And the Halakha prevails in accordance with 
R. Joseph (if the estate needs no artificial watering). Should 
one of brothers who are about to inherit two estates of dry 
land, each of which has a pond for watering, buy an estate 
adjoining one of the two estates in question, and demand that 
this should be given him as his share—said Rabha: As each of 
them has a pond for watering, his claim is a right one; and if 
declined, it would be a Sodomite custom. R. Joseph, however, 
opposed this, saying: His brother can claim: 44 It might happen 
that one pond would become dry and we should be compelled 
to water both estates from one pond; but as he has bought 
another estate, the pond will not be sufficient for watering all 
of them, and mine would remain dry.” And the Halakha pre¬ 
vails in accordance with him also in this case. 

If the inheritance consists of two estates which are watered 
from one pond, and one of the brothers has bought an estate 
adjoining one of these, and demands this adjoining one as his 
share—said R. Joseph: His claim is a right one, as the above 
reason cannot apply here; and, therefore, if it should not be 
listened to, it would be a Sodomite custom. To which Abayi 
opposed : One can claim : 44 It is better for me to have my estate 
between your two, and then it will be better preserved.” How¬ 
ever, the Halakha prevails again with R. Joseph, as the latter 
claim is not to be considered. If two brothers inherit an estate 
which has a river on one side and a pond on the other, the 
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estate must be divided diagonally so that each half borders on 
both the river and the pond. 

“ Nor a dining-room ,” etc. But how is it when there is not 
so much space for each ? According to R. Jehudah the law, 
44 Either you concede or I concede/’ must be applied. One of 
them can say: “ Either I pay you cash for your share, and the 
whole estate remains for me, or vice versa.” And R. Na’hman 
said: Such a law cannot be applied, and they must remain in 
partnership. Said Rabha to R. Na’hman: According to your 
decision, that the law of concession does not apply in such 
a case, how is it, then, if a first-born and his brother have inher¬ 
ited from their father a slave, or an animal which is not fit for 
slaughtering—how shall they divide it ? (A first-born is entitled 
to two-thirds; and therefore he took as his instance a first-born, 
because it is more difficult for them to remain partners.) An¬ 
swered R. Na’hman : Because I say even then they must remain 
partners, and the slave or animal in question must serve to one 
two days, and to the other one. 

An objection was raised from the following: If there is 
a bondsman only in half (as, for instance, he has been a bonds¬ 
man of two masters and was freed by one of them), he may 
serve his master one day, and attend to his own business the 
other day. So is the decree of Beth Hillel. Said Beth Sham- 
mai: Such a law is partial, as you have satisfied only the master, 
but not the bondsman; as the bondsman cannot marry a female 
slave, for he is half free, nor can he marry a free maiden, because 
he is half slave, shall it be decided that he shall remain unmar¬ 
ried ? This would also be improper, as the world is created for 
reproduction; as it is written [Is. xlv. 18]: 44 Not for naught 
did he create it: to be inhabited did he form it.” And there¬ 
fore he can compel his master to set him free, and accept a note 
for half his value. And Beth Hillel changed their decision and 
yielded to that of Beth Shammai. (Hence we see that in such 
a case the law of concession applies ?) Here it is different, as 
the concession is not an even one for both partners; for the 
bondsman can only demand of the master to accept half his 
value for freeing him; but the master cannot demand of the 
bondsman to sell him his free half, as this is against the law. 

Another objection was raised: Two brothers, one of them 
rich and the other poor, inherit from their father a bath- or a 
press-house. If it is rented to somebody, they must certainly 
divide the rent; but if the bath was made for their private use, 
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the rich brother can say to the poor one: You may hire or buy 
servants who will prepare the bath for your use, but I will not 
pay for half the work, or buy olives and press them in the press- 
house. (Hence we see that the law of concession does not 
apply ?) Here also the concession is not even, as the poor one 
has no money to offer to pay for his share in the inheritance. 
Come and hear another objection from our Mishna. “ If, after 
the subdivision, each part can retain its former name,” etc., 
but if not, it must be appraised in money and one of the part¬ 
ners must concede his share to the other when he is paid. 
(Hence the law of concession applies ?) On this point Tanaim 
differ, as we have learned in the following Boraitha: “ If one of 
the partners says to the other: ‘ Take your share in full, and 
I will take the remainder/ he must be listened to. R. Simeon 
b. Gamaliel, however, says that he must not.” 

Now let us see. If the case be similar to that of our Mishna, 
why should R. Simeon b. Gamaliel object ? We must say, 
then, that the Boraitha cited is not complete, and it should read 
thus: “ You take the prescribed quantity for your share, and 
I will take the remainder; or, I will concede or else you con¬ 
cede ”—he is to be listened to. And R. Simeon b. Gamaliel 
said: “ Nay.” Hence Tanaim differ. The case maybe similar 
to that quoted in our Mishna, and the reason of R. Simeon why 
he must not be listened to, is this: He may claim: ” I have no 
money to pay for your share, and I do not want to accept a 
present from you.” As it is written [Prov. xv. 27]: “ He that 
hateth gifts shall live.” 

Said Abayi to R. Joseph: R. Jehudah’s decision, that the 
law of concession applies, is in accordance with Samuel, who 
said, concerning the Holy Writ, that if it was a property of two 
partners “ it must not be divided even when both agree,” the 
case being only when it was bound in one volume; but if bound 
in two parts, they may. And this can also be correct when the 
law of concession does not apply; for if it were applied, then 
there would be no difference whether bound in one or in two 
parts. R. Shalman, however, explained the decision of Samuel: 
When both partners agree to divide. 

Amemar said: The law of concession is to be applied. Said 
R. Ashi to him: And what about R. Nah’man’s decision ? And 
he said: I do not hold with him. ” Is that so ? Did it not 
happen to Rabba and R. Dimi, the sons of Hinna, that their 
father bequeathed unto them two female slaves, one of them 
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able to cook and bake, and the other to spin and weave; and 
they came before Rabha, and he decided that the law of con¬ 
cession did not apply here?” “ There was another reason; 
viz., both brothers needed the services of both slaves. And to 
decide, * You take one and I take the other,’ would not be the 
law of concession.” But did not Samuel decide that when 
bound in two parts they might divide ? It is already ex¬ 
plained above that he speaks of a case when both partners are 
willing to do so. 

The rabbis taught: One may attach the Pentateuch to the 
Prophets, and both to the Hagiographa, and keep them in one 
volume. So is the decree of R. Meir. R. Jehudah, however, 
said: ” Each of them is to be kept separately.” The sages 
said, furthermore, that the book of each Prophet must be kept 
separately. Said R. Jehudah: It happened with Beithus b. 
Zonin, that he had eight books of the Prophets attached 
together, with the permission of R. Elazar b. Azariah. Ac¬ 
cording to others, however, he had the books, but they were 
each of them kept separately. Said Rabbi: It happened once 
that the Pentateuch, Prophets, and Hagiographa, attached to 
one another, were brought to us, and we approved it. 

After each book of the Pentateuch, four lines must be left 
blank when copying. The law is the same regarding each book 
of the Prophets; except in the case of the books of the Twelve 
Prophets, three lines after each is sufficient to be left blank. 
However, if one book ends at the bottom of the page, the next 
book may be begun right at the top of the next page without 
leaving any lines blank. 

The rabbis taught: ” If one wishes to attach the scrolls of 
the Pentateuch, Prophets, and Hagiographa to one another, he 
may do so, provided he leaves a whole page blank at the begin¬ 
ning, and at the end enough blank space to wrap around the 
entire scroll; and he may begin a new book at the top of a page 
when the previous book ends at the bottom of the page preced¬ 
ing. And if he wishes to separate the books afterwards, he may 
do so.” How is this to be understood ? It is self-evident that 
a separate book is better than if attached. It means to say one 
may begin at the top of the page; as then, if he decides to 
separate the books, it will be easier for him to do so. There is 
a contradiction in the following Boraitha, which states: ** There 
must be blank space at the beginning and at the end of each 
book, sufficient to wrap it up.” To wrap what up ? Around 
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the whole book ? Then it contradicts the former Boraitha which 
states that at the beginning one page is sufficient; and if it 
means only one page, then it contradicts the above, which states 
" enough at the end to wrap around the book”? Said R. 
Nah'man b. Itz’hak: This Boraitha also means to leave blank 
space at the beginning and at the end, as prescribed. R. Ashi, 
however, said: The latter Boraitha speaks of the Holy Scrolls, 
as we have learned .in the following Boraitha: * 4 All scrolls are 
rolled (around one holder) from right to left; the Holy Scrolls 
are rolled towards the middle (and must be attached to two 
holders); and a blank page must be left both at the beginning 
and at the end.” And R. Eliezer b. R. Zadok said: So wrote 
the scribes of Jerusalem their Holy Scrolls. 

The rabbis taught: The length of the Holy Scrolls must not 
exceed the circumference; nor must the latter exceed the length. 

Rabbi was questioned about the prescribed dimensions of the 
Holy Scrolls. He answered: Six spans in length when written 
on double parchment will be equal to the circumference; and 
when on ordinary parchment, I do not know what length. 

R. Huna wrote seventy Pentateuchs, and in only one of 
them the length happened to be equal to the circumference. 
R. A’ha b. Jacob wrote only one, on calf-skin, and the measure¬ 
ments happened to be just as prescribed; and the raobis cast 
their eyes upon him, and he died. 

[Said the rabbis to R. Hamnunah: Is it true that R. Ammi 
wrote four hundred Pentateuchs? And he answered: Perhaps 
he wrote only one verse [Deut. xxxiii. 4]: “The law which 
Moses commanded us, is the inheritance of the congregation of 
Jacob,” four hundred times. Similarly to this, Rabha ques¬ 
tioned R. Zera: Is it true that R. Janai had planted four hun¬ 
dred vineyards ? And he answered: Perhaps such as contain 
five trees, two on each side and one behind (which, in regard to 
the law of Kilaim, is considered a vineyard).] 

An objection was raised: The ark which was made by Moses 
was two and a half ells in length, one and a half in width, and 
one and a half in height: all these measurements were taken 
with an ell of six spans. The tablets which were brought down 
by Moses were six spans square and three spans thick: they 
were placed in the ark lengthwise. Now, how much space did 
the tablets occupy in the ark ? Twelve spans. Then three 
spans of space were left. Take off one span for the two walls 
of the ark, each of w T hich was half a span, then two spans' space 
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was left, where the Holy Scrolls were placed. As it is written 
[I Kings, viii. 9]: “ There was nothing in the ark save the two 
tables of stone,” etc. The expressions ” nothing ” and “ save ” 
are an exclusion after an exclusion ; and there is a rule that where 
such is to be found, it means an inclusion; and here the Holy 
Scrolls are included, which were in the ark. Now the length of 
the ark is accounted for. How is the width to be accounted 
for? The tablets occupied six spans in width; and from the 
remaining three one span must be deducted for the two walls. 
This leaves two spans of empty space, to the end that the Holy 
Scrolls should not be crushed while being taken out or returned. 
So said R. Mail*. R. Jehudah, however, maintains that the ell 
was of five spans. The tablets, which were six spans square 
and three thick, were placed in the ark lengthwise, and occupied 
twelve spans, thus leaving only one-half span of space: one 
finger (a quarter of a span) for each wall. This is for the length. 
As to the width, the tablets occupied six spans; and from the 
remaining space of one and a half spans take off half a span— 
one and a half fingers * for each wall—leaving then one span; 
and this was occupied by the pillars. As it is written [Solo¬ 
mon's Song, iii. 9 and 10]: “ The pillars thereof,” etc. And 
also the casket in which the Philistines placed the gift to the 
God of Israel was put alongside. As it is written [I Sam. vi. 8]: 
” Ye must put in a casket alongside of it, and then send it 
away,” etc. And upon the casket the Holy Scrolls were 
placed. As it is written [Deut. xxxi. 26]: ” Take this book of 
the law, and put it at the side of the ark,” etc. We see, then, 
that it was placed at the side and not within the ark. But what 
is to be included from the two exclusions mentioned above ? The 
broken tables, which were first broken by Moses. Now, if it is 
borne in mind that the circumference of the Holy Scrolls was 
six spans, its diameter must have been two spans, as there is 
a rule that everything with a circumference of three spans has a 
diameter of one span. Now, as it was said above, that the 
Holy Scrolls were rolled toward the middle, then the diameter 
must exceed two spans, for the space in the middle between the 
two rolls could not be reckoned in the two spans. How, then, 
could it get in ? Said R. A’ha b. Jacob: “ The Holy Scrolls 
which were written by Moses (of which the king read the por- 


* “ One and a half fingers’*—meaning the little finger, of which there are six to 


a span. 
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tion belonging to him, and the high priest read on the Day of 
Atonement in the court of the Temple) were rolled from left to 
right only, in one roll.” But even then, how can you put in 
a thing which is two spans in thickness into a space of only two 
spans ? Said R. Ashi: “A piece of the parchment was left out 
from the roll, so that it could be put in the two spans, and what 
was left was lying on the top.” But according to R. Jehudah’s 
theory, where were the Holy Scrolls placed before the Philistines 
sent the casket ? A little board was attached to the pillars, and 
the Holy Scrolls were put upon it. 

The rabbis taught: ” The order of the prophets is as follows: 
Jehoshua, Judges, Samuel, Kings, Jeremiah, Ezekiel, Isaiah, 
and the Twelve Prophets.” Let us see: Hosea, of the Twelve 
Prophets, was before Isaiah, as it is written [Hosea, i. 2]: “ The 
beginning of the word of the Lord,” etc. This certainly cannot 
be understood that he was the first of the prophets to whom 
the Lord spoke since the time of Moses, as there were many 
prophets after Moses preceding Hosea. And therefore R. 
Johanan explains that he was the first of the four prophets who 
prophesied at that period; viz.: Hosea, Isaiah, Amos, and 
Micah. Hence he was before Isaiah. Why is he placed after ? 
Because his book is counted among the Twelve, among whom 
were Haggai, Zechariah, and Malachi, who were the last of the 
prophets: therefore his book is placed together with theirs. 
But why was the book of Hosea not separated, and placed first ? 
Because his book is small, and if it were placed separately it 
would become lost. However, was not Isaiah before Jeremiah 
and Ezekiel ? Why is he not placed first ? Because ‘‘ Kings ” 
ends with the destruction of the Temple, and the whole book of 
Jeremiah speaks of the destruction, and that of Ezekiel at the 
beginning speaks of the destruction and at the end of consola¬ 
tion, while Isaiah’s entire book speaks of consolation: destruc¬ 
tion was put next to destruction, and consolation next to 
consolation. 

The order of the Hagiographa is as follows: Ruth, Psalms, 
Job, Proverbs, Ecclesiastes, Song of Solomon, Lamentations, 
Daniel, Book of Esther, Book of Ezra, and Chronicles.* 


* Rashi explains the reasons of the order of the Hagiographa, which, in his opin¬ 
ion, was arranged in order of time, and maintains that Job was written after Ruth 
and Psalms, the two latter having been written, according to him, by David ; and 
concerning the Songs, he says : “It seems to me that Solomon said or wrote them 
in his old age.” However, the order of our Scriptures is different, and they are cer- 
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And who wrote all the books ? Moses wrote his book and 
a portion of Bil'am [Numbers, xxii.], and Job. Jehoshua wrote 
his book and the last eight verses of the Pentateuch beginning: 
“ And Moses, the servant of the Lord, died.” Samuel wrote 
his book, Judges, and Ruth. David wrote Psalms, with the 
assistance of ten elders, viz.: Adam the First, Malachi Zedek, 
Abraham, Moses, Hyman, Jeduthun, Asaph, and the three sons 
of Korach. Jeremiah wrote his book, Kings, and Lamenta¬ 
tions. King Hezekiah and his company wrote Isaiah, Proverbs, 
Songs, and Ecclesiastes. The men of the great assembly wrote 
Ezekiel, the Twelve Prophets, Daniel, and the Book of Esther. 
Ezra wrote his book, and Chronicles — the order of all genera¬ 
tions down to himself. [This may be a support to Rabh’s the¬ 
ory, as to which, R. Jehudah said in his name, that Ezra had 
not ascended from Babylon to Palestine until he wrote his 
genealogy.] And who finished Ezra's book ? Nehemiah ben 
Chachalyah. 

There is a Boraitha in accordance with him who said that the 
last eight verses of the Torah were written by Joshua; namely: 
“ It is written [Deut. xxxvi. 5]: ‘ And Moses the servant of the 
Lord died,' etc. Is it possible that Moses himself should have 
written ‘ and he died ’ ? Therefore it must be said that up to 
this verse Moses wrote, and from this verse forward Joshua 
wrote. So said R. Joshua, according to others R. Nehemiah.” 
Said R. Simeon to him: Is it possible that the Holy Scrolls 
should not have been complete to the last letter, and neverthe¬ 
less it should read [ibid., xxxi. 26]: “Take this book of the 
law,” etc. Therefore, we must say that up to this verse the 
Holy One, blessed be He, dictated, and Moses repeated and 
wrote it down; and from this verse forward He dictated, and 
Moses with tears in his eyes wrote it down; as thus it is read 
[Jer. xxxvi. 18]: “Then said Baruch unto them, With his 
mouth did he utter clearly all these words unto me, and I wrote 
them in the book with ink.” 

According to whom, then, is the following—that R. Joshua 
b. Aba, in the name of R. Gidel, quoting Rabh, said: “ The 
last eight verses of the Pentateuch, when read from the Holy 
Scrolls, must be read by one person without any interruption ” ? 

tainly not in the order of time, as modem critics ascribe a much later period of time 
to almost all the books, and we are still ignorant of the reason why the order was 
changed in the canons we possess from that in the Talmud, and who it was that sub¬ 
stituted the existing order. 
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Should it not be in accordance with R. Simeon ? It may be 
also in accordance with R. Simeon; and the reason for the ex¬ 
ception of these eight verses is because, as there was already 
a change at the writing by Moses (as said above), the change is 
made also here. “ Joshua wrote his book ” ; but is it not writ¬ 
ten there: “ And Joshua died ” ? This was written by Elazar. 
But is it not written there: “And Elazar died ” ? The book 
was finished by his son Pinchas. 

“Samuel wrote his book. ” But is it not written: “And 
Samuel died” ? The book was finished by Gad the seer and 
Nathan the prophet. 

“ David wrote the Psalms,” etc. But why did the Boraitha 
not enumerate also Ethan the Ezrachite ? Said Rabh: “The 
latter and Abraham are identical.” It enumerates Moses, and 
also Hyman; did not Rabh say that by Hyman is meant Moses ? 
There were two Hymans. 

“ Moses wrote his book,” etc. This is a support to R. Levy 
b. Lachma, who said that Job lived in the time of Moses.* 
Rabha, however, said: Job lived in the time of the spies which 
were sent by Moses to investigate Palestine. 

One of the rabbis was sitting before R. Samuel b. Na’hmeni 
and said: Job never existed; and is mentioned in the Scripture 
only for an example. Said he to him: The Scripture is against 
your theory, as it states plainly [Job, i. I ] : “ There was a man,” 
etc. But according to your theory it is also written [II Sam. 
xii. 3]: “ But the poor man had nothing,” etc. Was it so in 
reality ? It was written only for an example! The same may 
be said concerning Job ? If it were so, why, then, his name and 
the name of the country he came from ? 

R. Johanan and R. Elazar both said that Job was among the 
ancestors of the Babylonian exiles; and his college was in 
Tiberias. 

An objection was raised: There is a Boraitha: “ Job’s age 
was from the time when Israel came to Egypt until he left it.” 
Read: “ As many years as the Israelites were in Egypt.” An¬ 
other objection was raised. There were seven prophets who 
have prophesied to the nations, viz.: Bil’am and his father, 
Job, Eliphaz the Themanite, Bildad the Shuchite, Zophar the 
Na’amathite, and Elihu ben Barachel the Buzite. (Hence we 

* His support is from an analogy of expression ; and the Gemara discusses the 
analogy, but it is too complicated, and therefore omitted. The same is the case with 
the saying of Rabha farther on. 
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see that Job was a Gentile ?) And according to your theory, 
was then Elihu, just mentioned, a Gentile ? He was certainly 
an Israelite, as it is written, “ of the family of Ram.” And 
why is he called a prophet of the nations ? Because his prophe¬ 
cies were for the nations. The same can be said concerning 
Job. But did not the Jewish prophets also prophesy for the 
nations ? The Jewish prophets prophesied to Israel, and to the 
nations also, but the above-mentioned seven have prophesied 
for the nations only. 

There is an objection from the following: A pious man was 
among the nations, and Job was his name; and he came to this 
world only for the purpose of receiving his reward. The Holy 
One, blessed be He, however, brought chastisements upon him, 
and he began to blaspheme; the Lord then doubled his reward 
in this world, so that he should have no share in the world to 
come. (Hence we see that Job was a Gentile ?) On this point 
Tanaim of the following Boraitha differ: R. Elazar said: Job 
was in the time of the Judges; as it is written [Job, xxvii. 12]: 
“ . . . deal in such vanities ?” And which generation was 

one entirely of vanities ? It is the generation of the Judges. 
R. Joshua b. Karha said: Job was in the time of Ahasuerus; as 
it is written [Job, xlii. 15]: ” And there were not found such 
handsome women as the daughters of Job/’ etc. And in which 
generation were handsome women searched for, if not in the 
generation of Ahasuerus ? [But perhaps it was in the time of 
David, when handsome women were also searched for [I Kings, 
i. 3] ? There they searched only among the daughters of Israel, 
but in the time of Ahasuerus it is written, “ in all the land.”] 
R. Nathan said that Job was in the time of the Queen of Sheba, 
as it is written [Job, i. 15]: “ When the Sabeans made an incur¬ 
sion.” [And R. Samuel b. Na’hmeni said in the name of R. Jona¬ 
than : He who translates Malchas Sheba “ the queen of Sheba ” 
is in error, as the right translation is “ the government of 
Sheba/’] And the sages said: He was in the time of the Chal¬ 
dea, as it is written [ibid., ibid. 17]: ” The Chaldeans posted 
themselves,” etc. Still others said that Job was in the time of 
Jacob and has married Dinah, Jacob’s daughter. (They infer 
it from an analogy of expression, Nebula.) And all the just 
mentioned sages hold that Job was an Israelite, except the last, 
who maintains that he was a Gentile. R. Johanan said: It is 
written [Ruth, i. 1]: ” And it came to pass in the days when 
the judges judged,” etc. It means it was a generation that 
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judged the judges. If, e.g., the judge said to them: ** Take out 
the toothpick from thy tooth/’ they answered: ” If thou wilt 
take the beam out of thy eyes, I will remove the toothpick/’ 
If, e.g . 9 the judge said to one: ” Thy silver is become dross/’ 
the answer was: “ Thy wine is drugged with water” [Is. i. 22] 
(i.e., if the judge accused one of a small transgression, the 
accused said to him: “ Thou thyself art a greater sinner than 
I am ”). 

It is written [Job, i. 6-9]: “ . . . that the accuser (Satan) 

also came in the midst of them,” etc. Satan said before the 
Lord: ” I have sped all over the world, and found no trusty 
man like thy servant Abraham, to whom thou didst say [Gen. 
xiii. 17]: Arise, walk through the land in the length of it and 
in the breadth of it; for unto thee will I give it/ And not¬ 
withstanding this, when he searched for a grave to bury his wife 
Sarah, and did not find one until he bought it for four hundred 
silver shekels, he did not murmur or bear in mind anything 
against thee.” ” Then said the Lord to Satan,” etc. Said 
R. Johanan: That which was said about Job is more important 
than that which was said about Abraham, as regarding the latter 
it is written [ibid., xxii. 12]: ” Now I know that thou fearest 
God,” etc. And regarding the former it is written [Job, i. 1] : 
” And this man was perfect and upright, and fearing God and 
eschewing evil.” What is meant by ” eschewing evil ” ? Said 
R. Aba b. Samuel: Job was liberal with his money; it is cus¬ 
tomary, if a laborer has done some service to the value of half 
the smallest coin, that the employer takes him to the store¬ 
keeper, buys something for this coin, and gives the laborer the 
half due him. Job, however, gave him the whole coin for such 
services. ” Then Satan answered, Is it for nought that Job 
feareth God ? . . . the work of his hands hast thou blessed. ” 

What does this mean ? Said R. Samuel b. R. Itz’hak: ** Any 
one who took a coin from Job for business, has succeeded.” 
And what means, ” And his cattle are far spread out in the 
land” ? Said R. Jose b. Hanina: His cattle have changed the 
order of the world. Usually wolves kill goats; Job’s goats, 
however, killed wolves. 

“ But only stretch forth thy hand,” etc. [ibid. 11-19]: 
** The oxen were ploughing, and the she asses were feeding be¬ 
side them.” How is this to be understood ? Said R. Johanan: 
From this is to be inferred that the Holy One, blessed be He, 
gave Job a foretaste of the world to come (as about the world 
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to come it is written [Jer. xxxi.] that pregnancy and birth in 
a woman occurred together). 44 A fire of God/' etc. [to ii. 5]. 
Satan again answered the Lord, as said above. 

44 And Thou hast incited me against him,” etc. Said R. 
Johanan: If this were not written it would be impossible for 
a human being to conceive it: the Scripture speaks of the Lord 
as if He were a human being who can be influenced through 
incitement. 

There is a Boraitha: Satan descends and tempts human 
beings; then ascends and accuses them; then takes the order 
and takes the soul of him whom he has tempted. 

44 Then the accuser answered the Lord,” etc. [ibid., ibid. 
4-8]. Said R. Itz’hak: Satan was more afflicted than Job him¬ 
self. It is similar to a master who says to his servant: 44 Break 
the barrel, but save the wine ” (without letting him have a ves¬ 
sel to save it in). So was it with Satan; the Lord told him to 
take Job's body, but to save his soul. Said Resh Lakish: From 
this we see that he who is called Satan is himself the evil spirit 
who tempts one to sin ; and he himself is the Angel of Death, as 
he was told to save the life: from which it is to be seen that the 
life of man was in his hands. 

R. Levi said: Satan and Peninnah both intended (with their 
accusation) to please heaven. Satan, who had seen that the 
Lord was favorable toward Job, feared that through the justice 
of Job Abraham's merits would be forgotten, and, therefore, he 
spoke as above. And Peninnah, as it is written [I Sam. i. 6]: 
44 And her rival also provoked her continually, in order to make 
her fret,” etc. It means for the purpose of making her pray 
and have a child. R. A’ha lectured the same in the city of 
Papuniah, and Satan came and kissed his feet for this. 

44 With all this, did not Job sin with his lips.” Said Rabha: 
44 With his lips he did not sin, but he sinned in his heart.” 
What was it? [Job, ix. 24]: 44 Is a land given up to the 
wicked? He covereth the faces of its judges: if this be not the 
truth, who is it then ?” * Said Rabha: Job was about to turn 
the dish face downwards (i.e., to deny the might of the Lord). 


* This is the exact translation of Leeser, which we follow in our edition. The 
Bible commentaries differ in the explanation of this passage, which is very compli¬ 
cated, and Leeser, following one of them, explains it all as a question. The latest 
commentator, Dr. Benjamin Szold of Baltimore, interprets it according to the Tal¬ 
mud, that the first half should not be understood as a question, but as a fact; and it 
seems to us he is right. 

4 
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Said Abayi to him : Job spoke only about Satan. On this point 
Tanaim differ. About the just cited verse R. Elazar said: Job 
was about to turn the dish face downwards. And R. Joshua 
said to him: Job spoke only with regard to Satan. It is writ¬ 
ten [ibid. x. 7]: 44 Still it is within thy knowledge that I am 
not wicked, and there is none that can deliver me out of thy 
hand.” Said Rabha: Job wanted to free the whole world of 
a trial. He said thus: Lord of the Universe, Thou hast created 
an ox with parted hoofs, and us without (and Thou hast com¬ 
manded that only creatures with the parted hoofs shall be eaten, 
but Thou couldst have made it the reverse). Thou hast cre¬ 
ated Paradise, and Thou hast created Gehenna; Thou hast 
created the upright, and Thou hast created the wicked. Who 
can prevent Thee ? (Hence no reward and no punishment 
should be dealt, as all was done according to Thy will!) And 
what have Job’s colleagues answered to this ? [ibid. xv. 4]: 
44 Yea, thou truly makest void the fear (of God), and diminish- 
est devotion before God.” Which means that the Holy One, 
blessed be He, has created the evil spirit, and He has created 
wisdom as a remedy against him. 

Rabha lectured: It is written [ibid. xxix. 13]: 44 The bless¬ 
ing of him that was ready to perish came upon me; and the 
heart of the widow I caused to sing for joy.” From the first 
half of this verse we learn that he used to rob a field belonging 
to orphans, improved it, and returned it to them; and in the 
latter half we learn that if there was a widow whom no one 
wished to marry, he put his name upon her, saying that she 
was his relative, and then it was easy for her to marry. It is 
written [ibid. vi. 2]: 44 Oh, that my vexation could be truly 
weighed, and my calamity,” etc. It was said by or to Rabh: 
The earth may cover Job's mouth for this. He makes himself 
a comrade of providence [ibid. ix. 33]: 44 There is no one who 
can decide between us, who could lay his hand upon us both.” 
Said Rabha: For this also his mouth may be covered with 
earth: should a slave rebuke his master? [ibid. xxxi. 1]: 44 A 
covenant had I made with my eyes: how, then, should I fix my 
look on a virgin ?” Said Rabha: He had not looked upon 
strange women, but Abraham had not looked even at his own 
wife; as it is written [Gen. xii. 11]: 44 Now I know that thou 
art a woman of handsome appearance,” from which it is to be 
inferred that before that time he knew not that. 

[Job, vii. 9]: “ As the cloud vanisheth and passeth away: 
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so will he that goeth down to the nether world not come up 
again.’’ Said Rabha: From this we see that Job denied resur¬ 
rection. [Ibid. ix. 17]: “ He that bruiseth me with his tem¬ 
pest, and multiplieth my wounds without a cause.” Said 
Rabba: Job has blasphemed by the tempest, and by the tem¬ 
pest he was answered. Blasphemed by the tempest—as he 
said: ” Lord of the Universe! Perhaps a tempest passed before 
Thee and changed to Thee the word Iyabh to Oyabh. ’ ’ * And by 
the tempest he was answered—as it is written [ibid, xxxviii. 1]: 
” Then did the Lord address Job out of the storm-wind. . 

Do but gird up like a mighty man thy loins: and I will ask 
thee, and do thou inform me.” 

So said He: “ I have created many hairs on human beings, 
and for each hair I have created a separate hole; for if two 
should be nourished from one hole, it would blind the eyes of 
men; now from one hole to another it was not changed to 
me; and from Iyabh to Oyabh, should it be changed ? ” [Ibid., 
ibid. 25]: “ Who hath divided off water-courses,” etc. ” There 
are many drops that I have created in the clouds, and for 
each drop there is a separate place; for if two drops should 
go into one, they would make the earth too soft, and it 
could not produce; these places were not changed to me.” 

. . . And a way for the lightning (that is followed by) 

thunders.” ” Many thunders have I created in the clouds, and 
for each thunder there is a separate track; for if two should go 
along the same track, they would destroy the world. The tracks 
were not changed to me; and from Iyabh to Oyabh, should it 
be?” [Ibid, xxxix. 1]: Knowest thou the time when the 

chamois of the rock bring forth ? ” ” The chamois of the rock 

is cruel towards its offspring, and when the time of bearing 
comes she ascends to the top of the mountain, so that the off¬ 
spring should fall and die. And I send an eagle which receives 
it with its wings.” ” Markest thou when the hinds do calve ?” 
” The hind has a narrow womb, and when the time of bearing 
comes, I procure a snake that bites her in the womb, so that 
she is able to bring forth the offspring. In both cases it must 
happen at the exact moment; for if it occurs a second before or 
a second later, the young in the first case, and the mother in 
the latter, would die. Now, from one second to the other 


* Job in Hebrew is spelled Iyabh : Oyabh means enemy; and this means that 
perhaps the vowels were changed, thus rendering, instead of Job, cnttny . 
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there never is a change; and from Iyabh to Oyabh, should it be 
changed ?” [Ibid, xxxiv. 35]: “ Job hath not spoken with 
knowledge, and his words are without intelligence.’’ Said 
Rabha: From this it may be deduced that one is not to be 
made responsible for his words at a time when he is afflicted. 
[Ibid. ii. 11—13] : ” When, now, the three friends of Job . . . 

and they met together,” etc. What is meant by ” they met 
together” ? Said R. Jehudah in the name of Rabh: They all 
entered at one time the gate of the city where Job lived; 
although a Boraitha states that each of them lived three hun¬ 
dred parsas away from the others. But who informed them ? 
According to some, each of them had a crown on which were 
engraved the pictures of his three colleagues; and if one of 
them became afflicted, the picture was changed. And accord¬ 
ing to others, they had in their garden three trees, each of which 
bore the name of one of the friends; and if one became afflicted, 
the tree was changed. Said Rabha: This is what people say: 
” Either to have colleagues like Job’s, or death.” 

It is written [Gen. vi. 1]: “ And it came to pass when men 
began to multiply . . . and daughters,” etc. R. Johanan 

said: With a daughter, multiplication comes into the world, as 
in Chaldaic a girl is called rabhia; literally, multiply. Resh 
Lakish, however, maintains that with a daughter strife comes 
into the world, as rabhia means also strife . Said Resh Lakish 
to R. Johanan: According to your opinion, multiplication comes 
with daughters; why was not Job doubly rewarded with daugh¬ 
ters, as he was with sons and with all his property ? And he 
answered: Although they were not doubled in number, they 
were in beauty; as it is written [Job, xlii. 13-15]: “ He had 
also fourteen* sons and three daughters,” etc. And farther on 
it is written: ” And there were not found such handsome 
women,” etc.f 

To R. Simeon, Rabbi’s son, a daughter was born; and he 
became dejected. Said his father to him: With thy daughter 
came multiplication (rabhia). Said Bar Kapara to him: The 

* Shibha in Hebrew means seven ; so it is written in Job ii. In this passage 
it is written shibhnah y which, according to the Talmud, means fourteen ; and double 
what was before, as all his property was doubled. Leeser has translated seven , 
giving no attention to the letter nun added in this word. 

\ In the text it is deduced from the names of the daughters ; e.g., Yememah, 
beautiful as the day , etc. We have omitted this, as it is difficult, with the Hebrew 
words, each of which has several meanings, to point out which meaning it bears, 
and to discuss it. And it is also unimportant. 
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consolation of your father is very poor. The following Boraitha 
states: “ The world cannot be without males and females. 
However, happy is he whose children arc male, and woe to him 
whose children are female. The world cannot be without a 
spice dealer and a tanner (purseus ); happy is he who is a spice 
dealer, and woe to him who is a tanner." On this point, how¬ 
ever, the Tanaim of the following Boraitha differ. It is written 
[Gen. xxiv. i]: “ The Lord has blessed Abraham bakhol (in all 
things)." What does the word bakhol mean? R. Meir said: 
He was blessed in not having any daughters. R. Jchudah, 
however, said: He was blessed in having a daughter. Anony¬ 
mous teachers say: He had a daughter with the name Bakhol. 
R. Elazar the Modai said: Abraham, our father, was an astrolo¬ 
ger; and therefore all the kings from the West and the East 
came to his door to ask his advice." R. Simeon b. Johanan 
said: A diamond was hanging on Abraham’s neck, and when 
a sick man looked upon it, he was cured. And when Abraham 
passed away, the Lord sealed it in the planet of the sun. Said 
Abayi: This is what people say: When the day arrives, the sick 
become better. There is another explanation of the word bakhol 
—that as long as Abraham was alive Esau did not rebel. Ac¬ 
cording to still others: " Because Ishmael repented in his days." 
That Esau did not rebel in his days is stated in a Boraitha to 
explain the verses Gen. xxv. 29-34 as referring to that day on 
which Abraham died. And that Ishmael had repented is ex¬ 
plained by Rabha, in the name of R. Johanan, to Rabhina and 
to R. Hama b. Buzi thus: It is written [ibid., ibid. 9]: "And 
his sons Isaac and Ishmael," etc. And from the fact that Isaac 
is named first, although Ishmael was older, it is to be under¬ 
stood that Ishmael had repented and, knowing that Isaac was 
better than he, given him the preference. But perhaps the 
verse only does it because it was so, and Ishmael had nothing 
to do with it ? Then the Scripture [ibid. xxxv. 29] would also 
say Jacob and Esau, and not according to the age, as it is now. 
Hence the previous construction is correct. 

The rabbis taught: There are three to whom the Holy 
One, blessed be He, gave a taste of the world to come in 
this world; namely, Abraham, Isaac, and Jacob: Abraham— 


* The term in the text for this is aizlagninuth , and the commentators explain 
this to mean astrologer . According to Schonhak, however, it is composed of two 
Greek words, dreyco, voogj , which mean one who can fathom the mysteries of 
mankind. 
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because regarding him is written bakhol; Isaac—because regard¬ 
ing him is written inikhol; and Jacob—regarding whom is writ¬ 
ten khol. The same three overruled the evil spirit, as the words 
just mentioned are written regarding them. 

The rabbis taught: There are six whom the Angel of Death 
has not dominated: the former three, and Moses, Aaron, and 
Miriam—the three former, because of the words mentioned; 
and the three latter, because it is written [Num. xxxiii. 38]: 
44 By the order of the Lord,” etc. There are seven whom the 
worms have not devoured: the former six, and Benjamin ben 
Jacob; according to others, also David—the former six, because 
of the reasons stated above; and Benjamin, because it is written 
[Deut. xxxiii. 12]: 44 The beloved of the Lord (is he), he shall 
dwell in safety,” etc. There are four who died without sin, but 
because it was so decreed at the time when the serpent made 
Eve eat the fruit of the tree of wisdom; viz., Benjamin b. Jacob, 
Amram father of Moses, Jesse father of David, and Khilab b. 
David—to all of them traditionally, except Jesse the father of 
David, which is also deduced from the verse.* 


* This also is deduced from different verses in the Scripture, in a very compli¬ 
cated way which would be of no interest to the English reader, and has therefore 
been omitted. 



CHAPTER II. 


RULES AND REGULATIONS CONCERNING SPACE TO BE LEFT BETWEEN 
ONE'S PROPERTY AND ANOTHER^, BE IT OF ONE OR TWO KINDS. 
UNDER WHAT CONDITIONS A TENANT MAY PLACE AN OVEN IN 
HIS DWELLING. UNDER WHAT CIRCUMSTANCES A SHOP IN A 
YARD MAY BE PREVENTED. CONCERNING THE SPACE TO BE 
LEFT BETWEEN A CITY AND PIGEON-COOPS, TREES, BARNS, 
CEMETERIES, AND TANNERIES. 

MISHNA /. : One must not dig a well near that of his neigh¬ 
bor, nor a channel, cave, aqueduct, or basin for washing, unless 
it be removed to a distance of at least three spans from that of 
his neighbor, and plastered with lime. Olive or poppy waste, 
dung, salt, lime, and flint-stones must also be removed to a dis¬ 
tance of three spans, and must be covered with lime. To the 
same distance, seeds, ploughing, and urine must be removed 
from the wall; a handmill to a distance of three spans from the 
lower millstone, which is four from the upper millstone; and an 
oven three spans from the foundation, which is four spans from 
the upper rim. 

GEMARA: The Mishna begins with a well and ends with 
a wall? Said Abayi, according to others, R. Jehudah: By 
the term “ wall ” is meant the wall of the well. But then it 
could teach: “ Unless he removes it from the well,” and it 
would be self-evident that the meaning is” from the wall of the 
well ” ? The Mishna comes to teach us by the way that a wall 
of a well must measure no less than three spans, in cases of sell¬ 
ing and buying, as we have learned in the following Boraitha: 
” If one says, ‘ I am selling you the well with its walls/ the 
walls must measure three spans.” 

It was taught: If one comes to dig a well at the boundary 
of his neighbor's vacant plot, has he to remove it to the distance 
mentioned in the Mishna, or not ? According to Abayi he has 
not, and according to Rabha he has. They differ with regard 
to a plot prepared for works only; but if it is not prepared for 
this, they both agree that he may dig at the boundary. And 
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even if it was according to Abayi, he is not obliged to remove 
the well to any distance. Even in accordance with the theory 
of the rabbis, who state farther on that if one comes to plant 
a tree near the well of his neighbor, he must do so at a distance 
of twenty-five ells, it is because the well was already in exist¬ 
ence there at the time he comes to plant; but here the well does 
not as yet exist. And according to Rabha he must maintain 
the distance. Even in accordance with the theory of R. Jose, 
who says, farther on, that each of the neighbors has a right to 
do what he pleases on his own property, etc., it is because, when 
he begins to plant, roots which can injure the well do not as yet 
exist. But here the owner of the plot which is prepared for 
wells may claim: “ Each time you use the spade at my boun¬ 
dary, you weaken my estate.” 

An objection was raised from our Mishna: One must not dig 
a well near that of his neighbor, from which it is to be inferred 
—near the already existing well; but if not, he may. And this 
contradicts Rabha’s theory ? He may answer: Was it not 
taught, in addition to this, that it means from the wall of the 
well ? 

Another objection from the latter part of our Mishna was 
raised, which enumerates all the things that are to be removed 
from the wall, from which it is to be understood that it speaks 
of an existing wall, but not if it is not yet in existence. And 
the answer was: This can also be explained that the Mishna 
comes to teach us that all the things which it enumerates are 
injurious to the wall. 

Come and hear the following: A tree must be removed from 
a well to a distance of twenty-five ells. Does it not mean from 
an existing well ? Here also it may be explained to mean that 
at a distance of less than twenty-five ells the roots are injurious 
to the well. But the same is the case if the well did not as yet 
exist. If so, then how should the latter part, which states that 
if the tree is already in existence one has not to cut it down, be 
understood ? For if one must not plant a tree near a plot, even 
when it is only prepared for walls, how can such a case be 
found ? As R. Papa explained elsewhere, it speaks of a case 
where one buys such. So it can also be explained here to 
mean: In case one bought such a tree, he has not to re¬ 
move it. 

Come and hear the following: One must remove a pond for 
steeping flax from herbs, garlic from onions, and mustard from 
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bees. Is it also not to be understood to mean already existing 
herbs ? Here also it can be explained, even when it is only pre¬ 
pared for them, and it comes to teach that the things mentioned 
harm one another. But if so, how should the latter part: 44 R. 
Jose allows mustard. . . . Because the bees consume the 

blossoms of my mustard,” be understood ? As if one must 
remove the bees even from a place which is only prepared for 
mustard, how can such a case be found? Said R. Papa: 44 It 
means, when one buys such.” But if so, then what is the 
reason of the rabbis' decision; and also according to R. Jose, 
why only with mustard ? Should it not also be the same in the 
above case of herbs and flax ? Said Rabhina: The rabbis hold 
that the injurer has to remove himself from the things which 
can be injured by him; c.g. f if the roots of a tree are injurious 
to a well, the tree must be removed, and not the well. (Says 
the Gemara:) From Rabhina’s statement it is to be inferred that 
R. Jose holds that the injured one has to remove himself—then 
why only in the case of mustard ? The same ought to be the 
case with the herbs. If there is a pond for steeping flax, the 
herbs should be removed, and not the pond ? Therefore we 
must say that R. Jose is also of the opinion that the injurer 
must remove himself, and the reason of the herbs in question 
is because the pond does harm to the herbs, and not the herbs 
to the pond; but bees and mustard injure each other. And 
thus said R. Jose to the rabbis: The case of the herbs and pond 
is correct, because the pond injures the herbs, and not vice 
versa . But why should the same be in the case of bees and 
mustard, which injure each other ? The rabbis, however, are 
of the opinion that bees do not harm mustard; for if they try to 
consume the mustard within the sown seeds, they cannot grasp 
them, by reason of their extremely small size. And if they do 
harm the leaves, it would not matter, for others will grow. But 
how can it be said that R. Jose holds that the injurer must 
remove himself—does not the following Mishna state: R. Jose 
said: Although the well was in existence before the tree was 
planted, the latter has not to be cut down, etc.? Therefore we 
must say that R. Jose holds that the injured one has to remove 
himself. And he said to the rabbi thus: My theory is, that the 
injured one must remove; but even in accordance with your 
theory, that the injurer must remove, your decision is correct in 
the case of the herbs in question, as the pond harms the herbs, 
etc. But why should it be the same in the case of mustard and 
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bees, which do harm each other ? To which the rabbis answered 
as stated above. The mustard, however, harms the bees on 
account of its pungency. 

“ Nor a basin for washing ,” etc. Said R. Na’hman in the 
name of Rabba b. Abuhu: The case is when it is a basin for 
soaking clothes (they used to soak clothes for several days in 
canine dung); but if it is a basin for washing, it is to be removed 
four ells (because of splashing while washing). And so also we 
have learned in the following Boraitha: ” A basin for washing 
—four ells.” But in our Mishna it is stated ” three spans.” 
Hence it must be explained that the Boraitha treats of a basin 
for washing, and is in accordance with R. Na’hman. 

R. Hyya b. R. Ivya taught in our Mishna plainly: Pro¬ 
vided there is a space of three spans from the edge of the soak- 
ing pond to the wall. 

“And plastered with lime." The schoolmen propounded 
a question: Does the Mishna state, ” and plastered with lime 
(which means that this must also be done), or, perhaps, ” or 
plastered with lime ” (which means that one of the two require¬ 
ments suffices)? It certainly teaches “and plastered with 
lime”; for if it read or, then all parts of the Mishna would be 
taught together, as there is no difference between them. But 
perhaps it teaches separately, because the injurious effect is not 
the same in both cases: in the one case it is wetting from the 
well, while in the other it is the heat from the olive waste ? 
Come and hear the following Tosephtha: R. Jehudah said: ” If 
a flint-stone is placed by a human being between the properties 
of two persons, each of them may dig a well on his property at 
a distance of three spans from the flint-stone, provided the walls 
of the well be plastered with lime.” We see, then, that only 
when that from which the earth becomes weak is placed there 
by a human being the lime is needed; but if it is there natu¬ 
rally, no lime is needed ? Nay; the same is the case even when 
it is there naturally; and the expression” placed ” is necessary, 
lest one say that in such a case the prescribed amount of space 
is not sufficient. Therefore he comes to teach us that it does 
not matter. 

“ Olive or poppy waste,” etc. There is a Mishna [Sabbath, 
p. 86]: ” It must not be deposited . . . and also not in 

lime or in sand,” etc. Why, then, here is sand not mentioned 
and a flint-stone is, while there the reverse is taught ? Said R. 
Joseph: .Because it is not customary to deposit victuals in flint- 
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stones. Said Abayi to him: " Is it, then, customary to so de¬ 
posit in wool-flocks, and, nevertheless, it is mentioned there ? 
Therefore,'’ said Abayi, " the Mishnayoth rely upon each 
other." (I.e ., our Mishna relies upon the cited one in the case 
of sand, while the latter Mishna relies upon ours in the case of 
flint-stones, as the same is the case with both.) Said Rabha to 
him: " If such were the case, then the other things would not 
be repeated in both Mishnas; but some of them would be men¬ 
tioned in one Mishna, and others in the other. Therefore," 
said Rabha, " the reason why a flint-stone is not mentioned in 
the cited Mishna is because a pot with victuals cannot be depos¬ 
ited there, as the flint-stone would break it. And the reason 
why sand is not mentioned here is because the nature of sand 
is such that it is warmed up by a hot thing, but it is cooled by 
a cold thing." (Hence, here, it must not be removed.) But 
did not R. Oshia teach us in his Boraitha that sand must also 
be removed ? R. Oshia numbers it among the things which are 
injured by wetting. Let, then, the Tana of our Mishna also 
add this to the category of things that injure by wetting ? Wet¬ 
ting is already dealt with in the case of the channel mentioned 
therein. But does not the Mishna state, " a basin for wash¬ 
ing," which is also in the same category, although a channel 
has already been mentioned ? Both must be mentioned, because 
one could not be inferred from the other, for the following rea¬ 
sons: If a channel only were mentioned, one might say because 
it is stationary—but for a basin for washing, which is not station¬ 
ary, the space in question is not needed. On the other hand, 
if it mentioned only a basin for washing, one might say: ** Be¬ 
cause of the wetting by stagnant water which has been used for 
washing is injurious, but a channel does not matter." There¬ 
fore both had to be mentioned. 

" Seeds, ploughing," etc. Why is it necessary for both to be 
mentioned ? If seeds must be removed, is it not self-evident 
that ploughing for the purpose of sowing is also meant ? It 
means even when the seeds were sown in an unploughed field 
where they are not so deep. And would not ploughing be 
understood from seeds; as what is a field ploughed for, if not 
for sowing ? It means even when it was ploughed for the im¬ 
provement of trees. But why all this ? It has already men¬ 
tioned the things that injure by wetting; and as a field that has 
been ploughed or in which seeds have been sown needs wetting, 
it is self-evident that it must be removed ? The Tana speaks 
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of Palestine, concerning which it is written [Deut. xi. 11]: 
“ . . . from the rain of heaven doth it drink water. ” Shall 

we then assume that the Tana holds that the rootlets proceed¬ 
ing from the planted seeds extend laterally so that unless the 
distance be at least three spans the wall may be injured ? Have 
we not learned [Kilaim, VII. i] that when one plants vines, he 
cannot sow seeds over them, unless there be a layer of earth at 
least three spans in depth over the vines; and a Boraitha in 
addition to this taught that he might sow on the sides of the 
plot where the vines are planted (even if not three spans deep; 
hence we see that the rootlets proceed from seeds downwards, 
and not laterally, for in the latter case it would be forbidden to 
sow the seeds even on the sides) ? Said R. Haga in the name 
of R. Jose: The seeds are mentioned, not because the rootlets 
proceed laterally, but because they render the ground wherein 
they are sown friable, thus weakening the support to the wall 
of the well if placed too near it. 

“ And urine.** Said Rabba b. b. Hana: One is allowed to 
void his urine near the wall of his neighbor; as it is written 
[I Kings, xxi. 21]: “ Mashtin Ckir .” But does not our 
Mishna state that urine must be removed to a distance of three 
spans ? The Mishna means urine which has been collected in 
a urinal. Come and hear another objection from the following 
Tosephtha: “ One must not void his urine against the wall of 
his neighbor, unless it be at a distance of three spans/' This 
is said concerning a brick wall, but in the case of one made of 
stones, a distance of one span is sufficient to prevent harm by 
softening the ground under the wall. And if the wall is built 
upon a rock, then it does not matter at all. Hence it contra¬ 
dicts Rabba b. b. Hana ? This objection remains. But does 
he not cite a verse ? The verse means even such a creature as 
habitually voids its urine upon a wall—namely, a dog. 

A handmill” etc. Why so ? Because it makes the ground 
vibrate. But have we not learned in a Boraitha that a horse- 
mill must be removed to a distance of three spans from the cir¬ 
cumference, which is four spans from the funnel; and such 
a mill does not make the ground vibrate ? Therefore it must 
be said that the reason of our Mishna is not the vibration of the 
ground, but the noise produced by the mill. 

“ And also an oven" etc. Said Abayi: From this it is to be 
inferred that the foundation should be wider than the upper rim 
by one span. And this regulation relates to buying and selling: 
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for if its foundation did not contain a span more, the buyer 
may recede. 

MISHNA II .: One must not place an oven in a lower story 
of a house, unless there be an empty space of four ells above it. 
If the oven is placed in an upper chamber, there must be at 
least three spans of stone-flooring under it; under a cooking 
stove only one span of stone-flooring is required. Yet when 
damage is caused, it must be repaired. R. Simeon, however, 
says: All these measurements are ordained so that, when they 
are complied with and damage is caused, one is not held respon¬ 
sible for it. 

One must not establish a bakery or a dyer’s shop under an¬ 
other’s granary; and also not a stable. In reality, it was said 
that a bakery may be established under a wine store; but, at 
all events, not a stable. 

GEMARA: But have we not learned in a Boraitha that an 
oven requires four spans, and a stove three ? Said Abayi: That 
Boraitha speaks of bakers’ ovens and stoves, and the oven men¬ 
tioned in our Mishna is that of a private man, and similar to 
a baker’s stove. 

“ One must not establish a bakery ,” etc. A Boraitha states 
that if the stable has been established before the granary over 
it, it may remain. 

“ In reality , it was said/* etc. There is a Boraitha: It was 
allowed under a wine store, because it improves the wine; but 
not a stable, because it imparts a bad odor to the wine. Said 
R. Joseph: Our wine is harmed even by the smoke of a candle. 
Said R. Shesheth: A haystack is likened unto a stable (be¬ 
cause when the hay is damp it becomes warm and emits an odor 
which harms the wine). 

MISHNA III .: Partners in a yard can prevent one from 
establishing a store there, claiming that they cannot sleep on 
account of the noise produced by the people’s coming and going. 
He, however, who makes utensils, which he sells in the market, 
cannot be prevented by the partners, with the claim that the 
noise of the hammer disturbs their sleep. The same is the case 
if one of them has a handmill, or if he is a teacher of children, 
as the claim that they cannot sleep on account of the noise is 
not to be considered. 

GEMARA: Why, in the first part, is the claim of the noise 
from the people’s coming and going considered, while in the 
latter part the noise of strange children is not considered ? Said 
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Abayi: The latter part speaks of an instructor of children resid¬ 
ing in an adjoining yard. Said Rabha to him: If it were so, 
then the Mishna would state that in an adjoining yard it is per¬ 
mitted. Therefore,” said he, “ the latter part of the Mishna 
speaks of a school for children's education, and was stated after 
the enactment of Joshua b. Gamla. So R. Jehudah said in the 
name of Rabh: May the memory of Joshua b. Gamla be blessed, 
for, were it not for him, Israel would have forgotten the Torah, 
as in former times the child who had a father was instructed by 
him ; but the one that had not, did not learn at all. The reason 
is that they used to explain the verse [Deut. xi. 19]: “ And ye 
shall teach them to your children,” etc., literally—^personally. 
It was therefore enacted that a school for the education of chil¬ 
dren in Jerusalem should be established, on the basis of the fol¬ 
lowing verse [Is. ii. 3] : ” . . . for out of Zion shall go forth 

the law, and the word of the Lord out of Jerusalem.” And 
still the child who had a father was brought to Jerusalem and 
instructed; but the one who had not, remained ignorant. It 
was therefore enacted that such school should be established in 
the capitals of each province; but the children were brought 
when they were about sixteen or seventeen years of age, and 
when the lads were rebuked by their masters, they turned their 
faces and ran away. Then came Joshua b. Gamla, who enacted 
that schools should be established in all provinces and small 
towns, and that the children be sent to school at the age of six 
or seven years (and after this enactment it was also enacted that 
the claim of the noise of school-children should not be con¬ 
sidered). 

Rabh said to the schoolmaster R. Samuel b. Shilath: If the 
child is under six years of age, do not accept him; but above 
that age, accept him and feed him (with knowledge) as you feed 
an ox. The same said again to him: When you must beat 
a child, do so with a shoe-strap only; if this produces the de¬ 
sired effect, then well and good; if not, leave him in the com¬ 
pany of his comrades, whose steady progress he will see, and 
this will improve him. An objection was raised from the fol¬ 
lowing: If one of the tenants of a yard wishes to establish an 
office for circumcision, a barber shop, a tannery, or a school for 
children, the other tenants may prevent him ? It speaks of 
children of idolaters. But there is another Boraitha which states 
that if there are only two tenants, and one of them wishes to 
make one of the above-named establishments, the other one 
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may prevent him ? This Boraitha also speaks of children of 
idolaters. Come and hear another Boraitha: He who has a 
house in a yard belonging to partners, must not rent this house 
for one of the above-named establishments; nor to a Jewish or 
a Gentile schoolmaster. This Boraitha speaks of the head 
schoolmaster of the entire city (who has all the subordinate 
schoolmasters under his control, and instructs them how to 
teach, which produces a great deal of noise). 

Rabha said: Since the enactment of Joshua b. Gamla we 
do not transfer a child from the school of one city to that of 
another; but from one congregation to another we do. How¬ 
ever, if there is a river between them, we do not, unless there 
is a bridge over it; but if there is only a dock, we do not. He 
said again: The number of children in a school must not exceed 
twenty-five, if there is one teacher; if the number is between 
twenty-five and forty, an assistant must be provided for him by 
the city; and if there are fifty, two teachers must be appointed. 
He said again: If there is one teacher who can perform his 
duties well enough, but there is another one who is still better, 
the former must not be discharged, lest his successor become 
too certain of retaining the position and will not attend to his 
work properly. R. Dimi of Nahardea, however, said: On the 
contrary, he will be even more diligent, as the jealousy of 
scholars increases wisdom. Rabha said again: If there are two 
teachers, one of whom is a good expounder, but is not particu¬ 
lar about the exact pronunciation of the words in the Scriptures, 
while the other is particular in the latter respect but is not so 
good an expounder, the former should be appointed, as the 
errors will be corrected by themselves. R. Dimi of Nahardea, 
however, said: On the contrary, an error impressed upon the 
mind of a child remains there forever (therefore the latter 
should be given the preference), as it is written [I Kings, xi. 
16]: “ For six months did Joab remain therewith Israel, until 
he had cut off every male in Edom.” When he came before 
David, and was asked why he had done so, he said: Because it 
is thus written [Deut. xxv. 19]: “ . . . thou shalt blot out 

each zockor (male) of Amalek.” Said David to him: But we 
read zoicher (remembrance, meaning both—males and females)! 
And Joab answered: ” My master instructed me to pronounce 
zockor." * He then went to his master, and questioned him 

*The Scriptures were then written without vowels, these being added at a 
later time. 
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how to pronounce this word, and he answered zochor. So he 
took out his sword, and wanted to kill him. And to the ques¬ 
tion of the master, “ Why ? ’' he answered: Because it is writ¬ 
ten [Jer. xlviii. io] : “ Cursed be he that doeth the work of the 
Lord negligently.” And his master rejoined: ” Let, then, this 
man (myself) remain in this course,” and he answered him, 
quoting the end of the verse: ” And cursed be he that with- 
holdeth his sword from blood.” Some say that he slew him, 
and others say that he did not. Rabha said again: An in¬ 
structor of children, a planter, a butcher, a barber, and a scribe 
of the city are to be considered as if they were already warned 
(z>., if they neglect their duties they maybe discharged with¬ 
out previous notice); as the general rule regarding this is: All 
irreparable damage done by a specialist, who is appointed as 
such, is to be considered as if he were previously warned. (An 
instructor of children who has spoiled a child cannot repair this 
harm; and the same is the case with a planter who has spoiled 
the trees; a butcher who, through his neglect, has made the 
meat illegal for use; a barber who has killed a man by perform¬ 
ing venesection; and a scribe who has written the Holy Scrolls 
fallaciously.) 

R. Huna said: If one of the inhabitants of an alley estab¬ 
lishes a handmill there, and another one comes to do the same, 
the law gives the former the right to prevent the latter; for he 
may claim: “ You are cutting off my livelihood.” He is sup¬ 
ported by the following: Fishermen must remove their nets 
from a fish which has already been marked by one of them while 
it was trying to escape from him to a distance that a fish is 
usually able to traverse. And to the question, How far is it ? 
Rabba b. R. Huna said: ” The distance of a parsa ” ? Nay, 
with fish the case is different, as they place spies (to look out 
for bait, and the former fisherman is certain that the fish will go 
to his bait and then he will surely catch it; but here his com¬ 
rade may say to him: ” I am not injuring your livelihood, as 
your customers will go to you and mine to me”). 

Said Rabhina to Rabha: Shall we assume that R. Huna is 
in accordance with R. Jehudah, who said (Middle Gate, p. 143) 
that a storekeeper must not furnish little children with presents 
of nuts, etc., for the purpose that they may call again—and the 
sages allowed this ? Nay, it may be said that R. Huna s theory 
is in accordance with that of the rabbis also, as there they allow 
this for the reason that the storekeeper may say, 11 I bestow 
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nuts, you may give plums ” ; but here the claim, “ You are cut¬ 
ting off my livelihood,” is a right one, even in accordance with 
the rabbis. 

An objection was raised. One may establish a store or a 
bath-house near or opposite to that of his neighbor, and the 
latter cannot prevent him from doing so, for he may say: “You 
can do business in your establishment, and I will do business in 
mine.” (Hence this contradicts R. Huna’s theory?) On this 
point Tanaim of the following Boraitha differ: “ The inhab¬ 
itants of an alley may combine to prevent one from another 
alley from opening a tailor shop, tannery, children’s school, or 
any other specialist’s establishment; but they cannot do so 
against an inhabitant of their own alley. R. Simeon b. Gama¬ 
liel, however, maintains that the majority can prevent an inhab¬ 
itant even of their own alley.’’ 

R. Huna b. R. Joshua said: “It is certain to me that the 
inhabitants of one city have a right to prevent one of another 
city from competing with them, provided he does not pay the 
duties of the city. It is also certain to me that an inhabitant of 
an alley cannot prevent another inhabitant of the same alley; 
but I doubt whether an inhabitant of one alley can prevent one 
of another alley.’’ And this question remains undecided. 

Said R. Joseph: R. Huna, who prohibits competition in any 
specialty, admits that concerning instructors of children no com¬ 
petition is to be considered; as the master said that the jealousy 
of scholars increases wisdom. Said R. Na’hman b. Itz’hak: R. 
Huna also admits that no competition is to be considered in the 
case of peddlers in large cities, as the master said that Ezra has 
enacted for Israel that peddlers shall travel in the large cities, 
for the purpose that the daughters of Israel might easily procure 
their ornaments. This is only concerning travelling dealers; 
but the establishment of a stationary place may be prevented. 
And if the peddler is a young scholar for whom it is a humilia¬ 
tion to travel, he may be permitted to establish a stationary 
place; as Rabha permitted R. Yashia and R. Obadiah to estab¬ 
lish a place of business against the then existing law of that 
city, saying that because they were scholars they would be hin¬ 
dered in their study by travelling. 

There were three basket dealers who brought baskets to 
Babylon, and the inhabitants of the city prevented them. So 
they came before Rabhina, who said: They come from the 
country, and may sell their goods to countrymen who come 
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here on the market day; but only on that day, and in the 
market only, but may not traffic with their goods in private 
houses of the city. 

There were wool dealers who brought wool to the city of 
Pumnahara, and the inhabitants there prevented them. They 
came before R. Kahana, who said to them : “ They have a right 
to do so.” They, however, claimed that they had to collect 
their debts, which must take time, and they had nothing to live 
on if they should be prevented from selling their goods ; and he 
allowed them to sell as much as they needed for a livelihood 
only, while they were there, but not more. 

R. Dimi of Nahardea brought dry figs in a boat. Said the 
Exilarch to Rabha: Go and see whether he is a scholar; then 
you may hold the market for him. And Rabha sent R. Ada b. 
Abba to examine him. He questioned him about something of 
the Law, which he could not answer. So R. Dimi said to him : 
Is the master Rabha? He tapped him good-naturedly on the 
sandal, and answered: “From myself to Rabha there is a great 
difference ; but, nevertheless, I am your master, while Rabha is 
the master of your master.” In consequence of this, the market 
was not held for him ; and R. Dimi lost on his dry figs, and 
came to complain before R. Joseph, saying: See, master, what 
was done to me! And he answered : The One who neglected 
not to take revenge for the shame of the king of Edom, shall not 
neglect to revenge your shame. (The shame of Edom, as it is 
written [Amos, ii. i] : “ . . . because he burned the bones of 

the king of Edom into lime.”) Consequently R. Ada's soul has 
gone to its rest. Then R. Joseph said : 7 have punished him, 
for I have cursed him. R. Dimi said : I have punised him, for 
he had caused my loss on the dry figs. Abayi said : 7 have 
punished him, for he used to say to the rabbis: While ye are 
licking bones in the college of Abayi, would it not be better for 
you to eat fat meat in the college of Rabha? And Rabha said : 
7 have punished him, for, when he used to go for meat, he used 
to say to the butcher: You must give me meat before you give 
it to the servant of Rabha, as I am better than he. R. Na’hman 
b. Itz’liak said: 7 have punished him. For R. Na’hman b. 
Itz’hak was the head of the preachers in the days before fes¬ 
tivals ; and every day, before preaching, he reviewed his sermon 
together with R. Ada b. Abba. On that day, however, on 
which R. Ada b. Abba died, R. Papa and R. Huna b. R. Joshua 
detained him, so that he should explain to them what Rabha 
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lectured on the last Sabbath concerning cattle tithe, and he 
repeated for them all that Rabha said. Meanwhile the time for 
R. Na’hman’s preaching arrived, and R. Ada did not call him. 
Said the rabbis to R. Na’hman : Why does the master sit ? It is 
already dawning, and you have to go to preach. And he 
answered : I am sitting and waiting for the coffin of R. Ada. 
And, indeed, R. Ada’s death was soon announced. It seems, 
therefore, that R. Na’hman had punished him. 

MISHNA IV . : If one’s wall is attached to that of his neigh¬ 
bor, he must not build a wall parallel to it unless he leaves an 
interval of four ells. One must also not build a wall opposite 
the windows of his neighbor, wherever they are to be found, 
unless it be at a distance of four ells. 

GEMARA : But the Mishna declares that his wall was already 
attached to that of his neighbor. Who gave him the right to do 
so? Said R. Jehudah: It means that if one wished to do so he 
must not, unless he left the above-mentioned space. Rabha op¬ 
posed : “ But the Mishna states that it was already attached ? ” 
Therefore he said that the Mishna meant to say thus: If there 
was already a wall at a distance of four ells from that of his 
neighbor, and it fell, he must not build another one unless at the 
same distance, as the treading upon the earth between the two 
walls is useful for the strength of their foundations.* Rabh said : 
“ The Mishna treats only about a wall of a garden (because, as 
inside there is no treading upon the earth near the wall, it needs 
the treading outside); but concerning a wall of a yard, it does 
not matter. R. Oshia, however, maintains that the same is the 
case with a wall of a yard also. Said R. Jose b. Hanina: And 
they do not differ; as the former speaks of an old town (where 
the ground is already trodden), while the latter speaks of a new 
town. 

Our Mishna states that, for windows, wherever they may be 
placed, a space of four ells is needed ; to which a Boraitha adds : 
“ If a window is placed at the top, the wall in question must 
reach such a height that when the owner stands upon it and 
stoops, he should be unable to see anything by looking in at the 
window. And if a window is placed at the bottom—to such a 
height that he could not see when standing upon it. And if the 
window be opposite the wall, he must leave such a space as would 
not darken the window.” We see, then, that the reason of the 

* This explanation of Rabha does not very well justify his own opposition, and 
it is, indeed, objected to by Tothpath, without any answer following it. 
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regulation concerning a parallel wall is the darkening, but not 
the treading mentioned above ? The Boraitha speaks of a side- 
wall. How much space, however, must one leave, in order that 
the window will not be darkened? Said R. Jyobha, the father- 
in-law of Ashian b. Nadbach, in the name of Rabh: As much as 
the width of the window. But from such a height one can still 
look in at the window? Said R. Zebid : He speaks of a wall 
with a gable-top. But does not the Mishna state four ells? 
This presents no difficulty. The Boraitha speaks of one side-wall 
to which the space of the width of a window suffices; and our 
Mishna speaks of two side-walls; then four ells are needed, so 
that the window be not darkened. Come and hear: One must 
leave a space of four ells near the drains of his neighbor’s roof, so 
that the latter may be able to place a ladder there. (It speaks, in 
case the owner of the house is allowed to direct his drains to the 
neighbor’s yard ; and, while he allows him this, he must also allow 
him a space for a ladder.) We see again that the purpose of 
leaving the space is for placing a ladder, and not for treading 
upon the earth? It speaks of a slanting roof overhanging the 
neighbor’s yard, with the drains placed at the edge, which does 
not prevent the treading in the yard under it; and, therefore, 
there could be no reason but the latter. 

MISHNA V .: One must remove the ladder in his yard from 
his neighbor’s pigeon-coop to the distance of four ells, that a 
weasel should be unable to jump from it to the latter ; and also 
his wall from his neighbor’s roof-drains to a distance of four ells, 
to enable his neighbor to place a ladder there. 

GEMARA: Shall we assume that our Mishna is not in 
accordance with R. Jose, who says farther on that everybody may 
do on his property what he pleases? This Mishna can also be 
in accordance with him, as R. Ashi said : When I was at the 
house of R. Kahana, he said that R. Jose admitted that one is 
responsible for any damage done to his neighbor by his arrows 
(eg ., if he places a ladder so that it would be easy for a weasel 
to jump from it to the pigeon-coop). But, after all, this is not 
direct damage, but germon ? (See First Gate, p. 125.) Said R. 
Tubi b. Mathna : We infer, then, from this, that to cause damage 
by germon is forbidden (/.<?., indirect damage). 

R. Joseph had in his yard small date-trees, under which 
barbers used to perform venesection; and ravens, while coming 
to consume the blood, caused harm to the dates; and R. Joseph 
commanded: “ Remove the cnr-atr from my property! ” (i,e . 9 
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that the barbers should not be allowed any more to do their 
work there, and then the ravens would not come for the blood). 
And to Abayi’s question : Arc not the barbers a germon f 
he answered with the declaration of R. Tubi b. Mathna just 
quoted. But had not the barbers already made there a hazakah? 
To this R. Na’hman in the name of Rabba b. Abuhu said : 
There is no hazakah concerning damages. But was it not taught 
that, regarding this, R. Mari said: “ As, for instance, smoke, 
which injures the eyes/’ and R. Zebid said: “ As, for instance a 
toilet, which is disgusting to the sight”? Said R. Joseph: To 
me, who am tender-hearted, the blood is as disgusting as the 
things just mentioned. 

MISHNA VI .: A pigeon-coop must not be placed within 
fifty ells of the town : nor has one a right to make a pigeon-coop 
on his own property, unless his property extends to fifty ells on 
each side. R. Jehudah said : “ He must have four kurs on each 
side —the space which a dove can cover at one flight without 
resting.” If, however, one has bought one, he is in his right 
even when there is only a quarter of a kur of space. 

GEMARA: Are fifty ells sufficient for this? Have we not 
learned in a Boraitha that a net for doves must not be spread 
unless the locality be thirty riss distant (four miles) from an in¬ 
habited place? Said Abayi: “ As far as flying goes, it is to a 
great distance ; but with fifty ells it usually gets enough of food ” 
(after which it flies thirty riss ; hence beyond the fifty ells it does 
no harm to the gardens or vineyards). But does not a Boraitha 
state that in an inhabited place even within a hundred miles one 
must not spread a net ? Said R. Joseph: This speaks of the 
case when there arc vineyards, so that they fly from one vine¬ 
yard to another, and so they can fly through a much greater dis¬ 
tance. And Rabha said that it speaks of a case where there arc 
many pigeon-coops. If it is so, why does the Boraitha state 
that one hundred miles from a city one must not do so, because 
he can catch doves from another pigeon-coop, even not in the 
city ? It may be said that the pigeon-coops in question were his 
own, or they were ownerless. 

“ He is in his right,” etc. Said R. Papa, and according to 
others R. Zebid : From this it is to be inferred that the court has 
to open the mouth of a buyer or of an heir to claim hazakah. 
(I.e., if the plaintiff claims that the estate is his and brings evi¬ 
dence that such estate is his or his parents’, and the defendant 
says, “ I inherited it from my parents,” or * I bought it from so 
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and so, who has ocupied it for so many years,” and brings wit¬ 
nesses to his statement, but the witnesses cannot testify that he 
who occupied it before bought it or inherited it from some one, 
then the court must consider the defendant’s claim; and by the 
expression “ open the mouth,” it is meant that the court may 
say to the defendant: Look for evidence that the one from 
whom you bought it or inherited it had it in his occupancy for 
so many years.) What news do they come to teach us? Does 
not a Boraitha state farther on that if the defendant claims in¬ 
heritance it is not necessary for him to say when the bequeather 
bought it? It was necessary for them to teach that the same is 
the case when the defendant claims “ I bought it.” But this is 
also stated farther on [Chapter III., Mishna io] ? Their state¬ 
ment was nevertheless necessary, for the following reason : From 
the case in the quoted Mishna one might say that, because it 
speaks of a yard which was near the public thoroughfare, the 
claim is to be considered a right one; for if it were not as he 
says, the public would prevent him ; or, at his request, the pub¬ 
lic have relinquished their right to that yard. But here, in a 
private case, it is different; and if this case only were stated, one 
might say that it is to be taken into consideration, as a private 
party usually settles the difference, or else he relinquishes his 
right; but there, in the case of the public, with whom can he 
settle, or who can relinquish ? Therefore both cases were neces¬ 
sary to be stated. 

Again—“ he is in his right ” ( hazakah ). But did not R. 
Na’hman in the name of Rabba b. Abuhu say that there is no 
hazakah in regard to damages ? Said R. Mari in the name of 
Rabh : This is said only concerning smoke, as mentioned above. 

MISHNA VII. : A little dove that is found within fifty 
ells of a pigeon-coop belongs to the owner of the latter; if out¬ 
side of fifty ells, it belongs to the finder. If it is found between 
two pigeon-coops, it belongs to the nearer one ; but if in the exact 
middle, it is to be divided. 

GEMARA : Said R. Hanina : In a case which we should 
judge by a majority, it would be so; and if, according to proxim¬ 
ity, it would be different, the decision by a majority must be 
taken into consideration; and although both majority and 
proximity are biblical, nevertheless majority has the preference. 

R. Zera objected : It is written [Deut. xxi. 3]: “ The city 
which is the nearest,” etc. Does it not mean even if there are 
other cities which are more populous than the nearest one? 
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Nay ; it means if they are not. But even then, why should not 
the majority of the world be considered ? It means, if the city 
in question is situated among the mountains, where it is not 
usual for robbers to come from a distant place. But does not our 
Mishna state that a dove within fifty ells of the pigeon-coop 
belongs to it, even when there are others outside of the fifty ells 
which have more doves than the nearest one? Nay; it means 
when there are not. If it is so, how is the latter part, which 
states, “ if outside of fifty ells, it belongs to the finder,” to 
be understood ? If there are no other pigeon-coops, it can only 
be from that one ? It speaks of a pigeon which can hop only; 
and R. Uqba B. Hama said that a pigeon which hops cannot do 
so more than fifty ells. R. Jeremiah then questioned in the 
college : How is the law if one foot was within the fifty ells and 
the other without ? And for this question he was driven out of 
the college. 

Come and hear another objection from our Mishna, which states 
that if it is found between two pigeon-coops, it belongs to the 
nearer one. Does it not mean even when the farther one has 
more doves ? Nay ; it means when both have an equal number. 
But why, then, should the majority of the world not be consid¬ 
ered? It speaks of a case when vineyards occupy the whole 
distance between the two pigeon-coops, and the pigeon is found 
on a walk within the vineyard; and then it cannot be supposed 
that it came from anywhere else, as it is known that a hopping 
dove does not go out of sight of her pigeon-coop. Hence she 
must be from one of these two in question; as, if she were from 
another one, she could not see it on account of the trees and 
partitions. 

It was taught : A barrel of wine floating on a river, if found 
opposite a city of which the majority of the inhabitants are 
Jews, it may be used; if opposite a city of a majority of Gen¬ 
tiles, it must not be used. So said Rabh. Samuel, however, 
maintains that even when the majority are Jews it is also prohib¬ 
ited, lest perhaps it came from Dagra (a country near the river 
Euphrates, where there were no Jews). Shall we assume that 
their point of difference is the above statement of R. Hanina— 
that one is in accordance with him and the other is not? Nay; 
both agree with R. Hanina, and the point of their differing is 
thus : One maintains that if this were from Dagra, it would have 
sunk while floating in the bays formed by the projecting rocks 
along the coast from Tyre to Accho, and in the shallow waters 
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caused by melting snow; and the other maintains that because 
the stream in the river is strong, it could reach here. 

A pitcher of wine was found in a vineyard of aria (the third 
year after planting); and Rabhina allowed to use it. Shall we 
assume that he did so because he holds with R. Hanina’s theory? 
Nay; his reason was because if it were stolen from this vineyard 
they would not have hidden it in the same. This is only con¬ 
cerning wine (because the thief would not leave the wine lest the 
presser of the grapes should find it); as for grapes, however, they 
would not fear to leave them where they were stolen and take 
them away afterwards. There were some leather bags of wine 
which were found among the vines of a vineyard belonging to a 
Jew; and Rabha permitted their use. Shall we assume that he 
did so because he does not hold with R. Hanina’s theory (as the 
majority of men are Gentiles, and not Jews)? Nay; his reason 
is that all the pressers and those that pour the wine into bar¬ 
rels are Jews. This law, however, applies only to large leather 
bags, but not to small ones, for fear that they were dropped by 
travellers, the majority of whom are Gentiles; and even if there 
were large ones with them, the law nevertheless applies, for fear 
that they were dropped by a traveller upon an ass, who had hung 
them on both sides of the ass.* 

MISHNA VIII .: In planting a tree, a space of twenty-five ells 
must be left outside of the town; for a carob or a sycamore, fifty 
ells are needed. Aba Shaul said : “ For a wild tree, fifty ells.” 
If the city was built first, the tree might be cut down without 
paying for it; but if the tree was planted first, it is to be cut 
down and paid for; if doubtful as to which was there first, it is 
to be cut down without paying for it. 

GEMARA: What is the reason of all this? Said Ulla: 
“ Because of the beauty of the city/' But why not because it is 
not allowed to make a field of the open space around the town, 
and vice versa ? It means to say that even according to R. Ela- 
zar, who holds that this is allowed, here it is not to be tolerated, 
because it spoils the beauty of the city. And also according to 
the rabbis, who allow to plant trees in an open space belonging 
to the city, but not seeds; here, concerning a single tree they 
would not allow it, as it spoils the beauty of the city. And 
whence do you know that the rabbis make a difference between 


* The term in the text is abruri , and Schonhack maintains that it originates from 
the Greek dpaprjS, which means without weighty the first Hebrew r being interpo¬ 
lated. 
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seeds and trees in this respect? From a Boraitha [Erubhin, p. 
57] : “ If a wood-shed of more than two saahs . . . was used 

to sow grain . . . things must not be moved therein . . . 

If, however, trees were planted in the greater part of it, things 
may be carried therein.” The Mishna states that if the tree was 
planted first, it must be cut down and paid for; but why should 
the owner of the tree not claim that it should be paid for, and 
then cut down ? Said R. Kahana: Because a pot belonging to 
partners is neither warm nor cold (it means that one relies upon 
the other to warm it or to cool it, and it remains as it was); and 
here also, if he should wait until he got the money, each of the 
inhabitants would refer him for payment to the next one, and so 
the trees would remain indefinitely; therefore it is to be cut 
down, and the money should be collected through the court. 

“ If there is a doubtf etc. Why is this case different from that 
of a tree and a well, concerning which, if there is a doubt as to 
which was there first, the tree must not be cut down? Because 
there, if it is certain that the tree was there first, it must not be 
cut down, the same being the case when there is a doubt; while in 
our case, even when it is certain that the tree was planted first, it 
must be cut down, the same being the case when there is a doubt. 
And concerning the payment for it the city may say : Bring evi¬ 
dence that your tree was planted first, and then you will get the 
money. 

MISHNA IX. : A barn must not be placed within fifty 
ells of the town ; the same is the case if one wishes to make a 
barn on his own property—he may do so, provided he has fifty 
ells of space on each side of it. One must also remove a barn 
from the plants and from the newly ploughed field of his neigh¬ 
bor (which must wait a year before sowing), to a distance suf¬ 
ficiently great to prevent any harm to the plants or the field. 

GEMARA: Why, in the first part, is a space of fifty ells 
required, and in the second part a space only large enough to 
prevent harm. Said Abayi: The latter part of the Mishna 
speaks of a temporary barn, and not of a permanent one. What 
is called a temporary barn? Said R. Jose b. Hanina: If one 
does not winnow with the shovel. R. Ashi, however, maintains 
that there are no two parts in the Mishna at all, only the latter 
part is an explanation of the first, thus : Why must a permanent 
barn be removed from the city fifty ells? For the purpose that 
it shall not do any harm to the city. An objection was raised 
from the following: “ A permanent barn must be removed fifty 
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ells from the town, and the same distance must be allowed to 
one’s cucumbers, plants, and a ploughed field, to prevent dam¬ 
age.” Now this is correct only according to R. Ashi’s explana¬ 
tion ; but it contradicts Abayi. The difficulty remains. 

However, it is correct only concerning cucumbers, etc., as 
the dust of the barn settles upon their hearts and spoils them; 
but what harm can this do to a ploughed field ? Said R. Aba b. 
Zabda, according to others b. Zutra: Because the dust of the 
barn increases the amount of manure in the field (and spoils the 
seeds). 

MISHNA X.: Carcasses, cemeteries, and tanneries must be 
removed to a distance of fifty ells. A tannery must not be 
established except on the east side of the city ; R. Aqiba, how¬ 
ever, maintains that it may be established on every side except 
the west, and a space of fifty ells is to be left. One must also 
remove his pond for steeping flax from a neighbor’s herbs; garlic 
from onions; and mustard from bees. But R. Jose allows 
mustard. 

GEMARA: The schoolmen propounded a question: What 
does R. Aqiba mean ? On each side he may establish without 
the space of fifty ells, excepting the west side, where the fifty 
ells are necessary; or does he mean that on each side he may 
establish, provided he leaves the space of fifty ells, except the 
west side, where he must not do so at all ? Come and hear the 
following Boraitha: “ R. Aqiba said: On each side one may 
establish a tannery, if he leaves a space of fifty ells, excepting 
the west side, where he must not do so at all because of its fre¬ 
quency.” Said Rabha to R. Na’hman: “What does the expres¬ 
sion frequency mean—does it mean frequent winds? Did not 
R. Hanan b. Aba say in the name of Rabh, that four winds are 
blowing every day and the north wind blows with them ? There¬ 
fore the expression frequency means that the Shekhinah rests 
there frequently.” As R. Joshua b. Levi said: “We must be 
grateful to our forefathers for having informed us of the place 
where we are to pray; as it is written [Neh. ix. 6]: 'And the 
host of the heavens bow down before thee/ ” R. Aha b. Jacob 
opposed: “ Perhaps it means, on the contrary, that they are 
praying at the east side, and then they step backwards, as a slave 
does usually before his master; and when they come to the west 
side, they bow.” Hence the Shekhinah is in the east side. The 
objection remains. 

R. Jose, however, holds that the Shekhinah occupies every 
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place, as he said : It is written [ibid., ibid.] : “ Thou indeed art the 
Eternal One alone: it is thou that hast made the heavens,” etc. 
Thy messengers are not as the messengers of human beings, who 
usually return from the place to which they were sent, to that 
whence they were sent, announcing that they have fulfilled their 
duty. Thy messengers, however, are doing the same in the very 
place to which they were sent; as it is written [Job, xxxviii. 35] : 
“Canst thou send out lightnings, that they may go, and say 
unto thee, 'Here are we’?” It does not read that they come 
and say “ Here are we,” but that they go and say it in the place 
to which they were sent: hence the Shekhinah occupies every 
place. And R. Ishmael also holds the same, inferring it from 
[Zech. ii. 7] : “ And, behold, the angel that spoke with me went 
out, and another angel came out to meet him.” It does not 
read after him ( achrov ), but against him ( likrono) : from which it 
is to be inferred that the Shekhinah is everywhere. And R. 
Shesheth also holds so, as he (who was blind) said to his servant: 
Raise and turn me for praying to any side of the world except¬ 
ing the east; not because the Shekhinah is not resting there, 
but because the minim have decided that one must pray only 
towards the east side. R. Abuhu, however, maintains that the 
Shekhinah is resting in the west, as he said : Why is the west 
side called Oriah ? Because it is filled with the air of God.* * * § 

R. Jehudah said : It is written [Deut. xxxii. 2] : “ My doctrine 
shall drop as the rain”; which means the west wind, which comes 
from the neck of the world ;f “ my speech shall distil as the dew,” 
which means the north wind, which makes gold cheap (because it 
brings hunger, and that renders gold cheap), as it is written [Is. 
xlvi. 6] ; $ “ as heavy rains upon the grass,” means an east wind 
that makes storms in the world; § “ and as showers upon herbs,” 
means a south wind, which brings beneficent rain and causes 
growth of grasses. 

There is a Boraitha: R. Elazar said : The world is like a bal¬ 
cony without the fourth wall; and when the sun arrives in the 


* Rashi says he has heard that in the Persian language Oriah means west; he 
himself, however, maintains that, on the contrary, Oriah (orient) means east. And 
it is so called because the Shekhinah rests on the west side, facing east. Hence the 
east side is His air ; avir y which contains the first four letters of Oriah , in Hebrew 
means air. 

f The word in Hebrew is yaarof; and ohraf means neck . 

\ The term in Hebrew is zol in both passages—literally, cheap. The translation 
certainly differs in both, according to the sense. 

§ The term is sair , which means also storm . 



7 6 


THE BABYLONIAN TALMUD. 


evening at the northwest corner, it is diverted by this wind and 
ascends above the sky. And R. Joshua said : The world is like 
a tent which is fenced on all sides, and when the sun arrives in 
the evening at the northwest corner, it turns around and returns 
beyond the sky ; as it is written [Eccl. i. 6] : “ Going toward the 
south, and turning round toward the north, the wind moveth 
round about continually; and around its circles doth the wind 
return again.” “ Going toward the south ”—during the day ; 
“and turning round toward the north’'—during the night; 
“ moveth round about ”—means facing east and west, so that 
sometimes, when the days are long, it goes through them, and 
when the days are short, it goes around them. R. Elazar used 
to say [Job, xxxvii. 9] : “ Out of his chamber cometh the whirl¬ 
wind,” which means the south wind ; “ and out of the north, the 
cold,” which means the north wind. “From the breathing of 
God ice is given ”—means the west wind ; “ and the broad waters 
become solid ”—means the east wind.—But did not the master 
say that the south wind brings beneficent rain, etc.? This presents 
no difficulty : If the rain comes slowly, it makes the grass grow; 
but if it comes down in torrents, it does harm. 

R. Hisda said : It is written [ibid., ibid. 22] : “ The golden 
light that cometh out of the north ”—it means the north wind, 
which makes gold cheap, as it is written in Isaiah, verse cited 
above. 

Raphram b. Papa in the name of R. Hisda said: “ Since 
the Temple was destroyed, the south wind has never brought 
rain, as it is written [Is. ix. 9] : ‘ And he snatcheth on the right 
hand,* and is yet hungry; and he eateth on the left hand, and is 
not yet satisfied; they shall eat every man the flesh of his own 
arm.’ It is written also [Ps. lxxxix. 13]: * The north and the 
south—these hast thou created,’ etc.” The same said again in 
the name of the same authority: “ Since the Temple was de¬ 
stroyed, the rains do not come from the good treasure; as it is 
written [Deut. xxviii. 12]: 'The Lord will open unto thee his 
good treasure, the heaven, to give the rain of thy land,’ etc. 
From which it is to be seen that when Israel did the will of the 
Omnipotent, and Israel was in his own land, the rain came from 
the good treasure; and now that Israel is no more in his own 
land, the rain does not come from the good treasure.” 

R. Itz’hak said : He who desires to increase his wisdom shall 

* The expression for right hand is yomin , and in the Psalms the expression for 
south is also yomin ; hence the analogy. 
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recite his prayers towards the south; and he who desires to be¬ 
come rich shall do so towards the north; and as a mark in aid to 
remembering this direction, may be taken the fact that in the 
tabernacle the golden table was placed on the north, and the 
candelabrum, which gives light (wisdom)—on the south. And R. 
Joshua b. Levi said : One shall always recite his prayers towards 
the south, as when his wisdom shall increase, he shall also become 
richer; as it is written [Prov. iii. 16] : “ Length of days is in her 
right hand : in her left are riches and honor.” But did not R. 
Joshua b. Levi say that the Shekhinah is in the west? He does 
not mean that he should stand in the south exactly, but that he 
should stand in the west (southwest corner) and incline himself 
towards the south. 

Said R. Hanina to R. Ashi: Ye who are located on the north 
side of Palestine must recite your prayers towards the south (so 
that you shall face Jerusalem). And whence do we know that 
Babylon was situated north of Palestine? From [Jer. i. 14]: 
“ Out of the north shall the evil break forth,” etc. 

“A pond for steeping flctxf etc. There is a Boraitha: “ R. Jose 
allows mustard; as the owner of it may claim : * Instead of telling 
me that I should remove my mustard from your bees, it is for 
you to remove your bees from my mustard, for they come and 
consume its blossoms.' ” 

MISHNAAY. : From a well a distance of twenty-five ells 
must be left when planting a tree ; and fifty ells when planting 
sycamores or carobs. It makes no difference whether it be above 
or alongside. If the well has been there first, the tree must be 
cut down and paid for ; but if the tree has been there first, it may 
remain. The same is the case when there is a doubt. R. Jose, 
however, maintains that even when the well was there before the 
tree there is no necessity for cutting down the latter, as one digs 
on his property while another plants on his own. 

GEMARA: There is a Boraitha : “It makes no difference 
whether the well be below the tree or vice versa ” ? This would 
be correct when the tree is above the well, as its roots injure it; 
but if the well be above the tree, what harm can be done ? Said 
R. Haga in the name of R. Jose: Because the roots render the 
earth friable, and thus harm the bottom of the well. 

“ R. Jose , however , maintains etc. Said R. Jehudah in the 
name of Samuel: The Halakha prevails in accordance with R. 
Jose. And R. Ashi said : When I was with R. Kahana, we came 
to the conclusion that R. Jose admits that when one's arrows do 
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damage, etc. (see above, p. 68). Papi di Unaha, who was poor 
and afterwards became rich, built a palace. In the neighbor¬ 
hood were established poppy presses; and when they were in 
operation the palace used to shake. He came to complain be¬ 
fore R. Ashi, who told him what R. Kahana said to him. But 
how much should the palace shake to make the presses reponsi- 
ble ? When a pitcher is on the roof of the palace and its cover 
shakes. 

The disciples of Bar Marian b. Rabbin used to card flax, and 
the dust of it harmed the men that passed by ; and they came to 
complain before Rabhina, who said to them : That which was 
said, that R. Jose admits that one should be made responsible 
for the damage caused by his arrows, was said only when they 
come from him directly ; here, however, as the dust does not come 
directly, but is blown by the wind, there is no responsibility. 
Mar b. R. Ashi opposed : Why should it be different in the case of 
winnowing, when the wind assists one, concerning which it is said, 
in the First Gate, that he is responsible ? When this was said 
before Miramar he decided that Mar was right in his supposi¬ 
tion, and Marian’s disciples were responsible. But to Rabhina: 
Why should this case be different from that of a spark that pro¬ 
ceeds from under the hammer and does damage, in which case 
he is responsible? “ There one is pleased that the sparks should 
escape outside and not inside—where they may cause harm ; but 
in our case they are not pleased at all that the dust should escape 
where men pass.” 

MISHNA XII.: One must not plant a tree near to his neigh¬ 
bor’s field, unless it be at a distance of four ells; and it makes 
no difference whether it be vines or other trees. If, however, 
there is a fence between the two estates, each of them may plant 
on his side of the fence. If the roots spread to the estate of one’s 
neighbor, the latter may replace them three spans deeper, so that 
they shall not hinder in ploughing. If he has to dig a pit or a 
cave, he may cut off the roots which prevent him from doing so, 
and the fuel is his. 

GEMARA: There is a Boraitha: “The four ells in question 
are for the purpose that the owner of the vineyard should be 
able to work it up.” Said Samuel: “ This is said only concern¬ 
ing Palestine, where they have long ploughs; but in Babylon, 
where the ploughs are short, two ells suffice.” And the same is 
stated in the following Boraitha: “One must not plant a tree 
near his neighbor’s field, unless he leaves a space of two ells.” 


TRACT BABA BATHRA (LAST GATE). 


79 


And as this contradicts our Mishna, which states four ells, it 
must be explained that the Boraitha speaks of Babylon, and is in 
accordance with Samuel’s theory. Infer from this that so it is. 

Rabha b. R. Hanon had trees at the boundary of R. Joseph’s 
vineyard; and birds which used to rest on the trees descended 
into the vineyard and did harm. And R. Joseph told him to 
cut down his trees. And to his claim that the trees were placed 
at the prescribed distance, R. Joseph said : “ This is prescribed 
only for trees, but for vines more space is required.” But does 
not our Mishna state that there is no difference between vines and 
trees? R. Joseph rejoined that it means a tree from a tree, and 
vines from vines; but from a tree to vines more space is required. 
Said Rabha: “ I shall not cut it down ; as Rabh said that a tree 
which bears fruit to the measure of a kab is forbidden to be cut 
down ; and also R. Hanina said : ‘ Shakkhath, my son, would 
not have died if he had not cut down a fig-tree before the time; 
but you, masters, may cut it down if you like.’ ” 

R. Papa had trees at the boundary of R. Huna b. R. Joshua’s 
estate. At one time he found him digging and cutting off its 
roots; and to the question why he did so, R. Huna answered: 
In accordance with our Mishna, which states that one may re¬ 
place the roots to the depth of three spans, in order not to pre¬ 
vent ploughing. Said R. Papa to him : But the master digs 
deeper. And he answered : I am digging an excavation, and 
our Mishna allows to do this. Said R. Papa: I tried to repeat 
for him many supports to the statement that he was not doing 
right, but he did not listen to me; until I reminded him about 
the decision of R. Jehudah, that a path that is used by the ma¬ 
jority was forbidden to be spoiled. After R. Papa went out, R. 
Joshua said to himself: Why did I not oppose also this claim 
of his, with that this was said only within sixteen ells from a 
tree; but in my case it was outside sixteen ells, and the cutting 
off of the root could do no harm to the tree. 

“And the fuel is hisf etc. Jacob of Daiba questioned R. 
Hisda : Who is meant by ‘his’? And he answered: This we 
have learned in the following: “From roots of a tree belonging 
to a private man, which spread into the estate of the sanctuary, 
must not be derived any benefit; but if one has so derived, he is 
not liable for a sin-offering. This can be correct only when it is 
said that the roots go with the tree; therefore one is not liable 
for a sin-offering. But if it should be said that they go with the 
estate wherein they spread, why should one not be liable ? But if 
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the theory that the roots go with the tree remains, how is the lat¬ 
ter part of the Mishna to be understood : If the tree is from the 
sanctuary, and its roots spread into a private estate, the same is 
the case? Now, if the roots go with the tree, why is one not 
liable when he derives benefit from it? This objection cannot 
hold good, as it speaks of a root that grew after the tree had 
already been sanctified ; and there is a Tana who holds that upon 
the growth which takes place after sanctification no transgression 
is considered. Rabhina, however, says that there is no contra¬ 
diction in that Boraitha, as the first part speaks of the roots which 
were within sixteen ells of the tree, and the latter part of those 
which were outside of the sixteen ells. Lienee the Mishna, which 
states “ his,” means the owner of the tree. 

Ulla said: A tree which is within sixteen ells of the boundary 
of another’s estate is considered robbery, as it derives its nourish¬ 
ment from another’s estate, and its fruit must not be used for 
the firstfruit offering. Whence did Ulla deduce this? Shall we 
assume from the Mishna [Sh’byith, I. 7]: “Ten plants which are 
scattered within a field which a saah of grain can be sown in, the 
entire piece of land may be ploughed for the sake of the trees 
until the new Sabbath year comes (as the trees derive nourish¬ 
ment from the entire field in which they are scattered, which is 
not allowed in a field for sowing seeds).” How many ells are 
there altogether in a piece of land which is fifty ells square (this 
is the extent of ground in which a saah of grain can be sown), 
if divided into strips of one ell ? Two thousand five hundred. 
Then each tree needs for its nourishment two hundred and fifty; 
and this would not correspond with Ulla’s theory, as he requires 
sixteen ells on each side, which means thirty-two ells square. 
And if it should be divided into strips of one ell, it would be 
1,024 ells. And shall we say from the Mishna (ibid., ibid. 5): 
A field with three large trees (which are scattered in the above 
space), belonging to three different persons, according to the 
Sabbatic law it counts as a tree field, so that it may also be 
ploughed until the new Sabbatic year? Then, of the two thousand 
five hundred ells each tree derives its nourishment from 833^ 
ells; but even then the quantity prescribed by Ulla differs by 
still more. Ulla was not particular. But non-particularity may 
be applied when the matter is taken rigorously ; but when taken 
leniently (as, e.g., in Ulla’s case, in which the tree becomes free 
from the firstfruit offering), it must not be applied. Ulla meant 
to say, not sixteen ells square, but sixteen ells in a circle, and as 
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a square measures more than a circle by one-fourth, it makes 
only 768 ells for nourishment; and, according to the cited 
Mishna, each tree would need 1 6y$ ells for nourishment, hence he 
was not particular in the two-thirds, and this makes it more 
rigorous—to which non-particularity applies.* 

But why only sixteen ells—does not our Mishna state that a 
space of twenty-five ells must be left from the tree to the well ? 
Said Abayi: “ The roots spread much farther, but to a distance 
of sixteen ells they nourish and render the earth poor; while 
beyond that distance they do not.” When Rabbin came from 
Palestine, he said in the name of R. Johanan that from a tree 
near the boundary, as well as from a tree whose branches are 
inclined towards another estate, the firstfruit offering might be 
brought; and there might be read in this connection the passages 
from the Scriptures referring hereto, as with this stipulation did 
Joshua bequeath the land to Israel. 

MISHNA XIII.: If the branches of a tree are inclined towards 
another field, the owner of the field may cut them off to a suffi¬ 
cient extent, so as not to hinder a team of oxen from passing 
with the plough. In the case of a carob or a sycamore, however, 
it must be measured with a plummet (cutting off all the branches 
as far as they hang over the border line) ; and if the field is of 
dry land, the branches from any tree, which overhang it, may be 
cut off. Aba Shaul said that the same is the case with every 
wild tree. 

GEMARA: The schoolmen propounded a question : Does 
Aba Shaul mean to oppose with his decision the first part of the 
Mishna, saying that even if it be not dry land the branches of a 
wild tree must be cut off ; or the second part, which states that 
the branches from any tree must be cut off—he opposes, saying 
only of a wild tree, but not of a fruit-tree? Come and hear the 
following Boraitha: “ Aba Shaul said : Every tree of which the 
branches overhang a dry field must be measured with a plummet, 
because the shade harms a dry field.” Hence his opposition was 
to the first part. Said R. Ashi: “ Even if the Boraitha did not 
state it so plainly, this could be understood from R. Shanks 
expression in our Mishna, as it states every wild tree ; and if he 
opposed only the second part, he would have specified a wild 
tree. Hence his opposition is to the first part.” 

* There are many commentaries on this calculation, which would be too compli¬ 
cated for translation, and we leave it to the mathematicians. To omit this, however, 
would be against our method. 

6 
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MISHNA XIV, : The branches of a tree which overhang 
public ground may be cut off, so that a camel with its rider may 
pass freely. R. Jehudah says: A camel loaded with flax or with 
bundles of branches. R. Simeon says: Every tree of that kind 
must be measured with a plummet, because of the law of defile¬ 
ment. 

GEMARA: Who is the Tana who holds that concerning 
damages we have to consider only the present time, and not the 
future? (As the Mishna states, it must be cut off only fora 
camel; and does not consider that the branches grow up again.) 
Said Resh Lakish: Tanaim differ in this case; and our Mishna 
is in accordance with R. Eliezer, who allows in a Mishna farther 
on to dig caves and excavations under a public ground, of a size 
sufficient for a wagon loaded with stones to pass. R. Johanan, 
however, maintains that our Mishna may be also in accordance 
with the rabbis of that Mishna who prohibit this, as there it is 
to be feared that it may fall suddenly; but here, each branch 
that grows up can be cut off. 

“ R, Simeon says etc. A Boraitha adds to this “ for the 
purpose that it may not form a tent of defilement.” Is this not 
to be understood from the Mishna itself? (As what other law 
of defilement can it mean ?) If from it one may say that it 
meant, for fear a raven should bring something unclean and de¬ 
posit it on the tree; and then it would be sufficient to cut off 
some branches, so that the branches should not hold anything, 
it comes to teach us that it means it shall not form a tent, and 
then it must be measured with a plummet. 


CHAPTER III. 


RULES AND REGULATIONS CONCERNING OCCUPANCY (HAZAKAH)-AT 

WHAT TIME AND IN WHAT RESPECT IT GIVES TITLE. RE¬ 
PLEVINS BY COURT. PROPERTIES OCCUPIED BY A DEFENDANT 
WHO IS MIGHTIER THAN THE PLAINTIFF BUT EQUAL IN EVI¬ 
DENCE. A PROTEST AGAINST OCCUPANCY IN ONE’S PRESENCE OR 
ABSENCE BY ONE’S OPPONENT. THE WRITING OF BILLS OF SALE 
AND DEEDS OF GIFT. OCCUPANCIES WHICH CAME FROM INHER¬ 
ITANCE. THE OCCUPANCIES OF SPECIALISTS, PARTNERS, GAR¬ 
DENERS, AND GUARDIANS. OBTAINING PROPERTIES FROM THE 
CONTRACTING COLLECTORS OF DUTIES AND TAXES. BAILMENTS 

-OF WHOM THEY MAY BE ACCEPTED. PERSONAL PROPERTIES 

TO WHICH THE LAW OF OCCUPANCY DOES AND DOES NOT APPLY. 
OPENING OF WINDOWS AND DOORS TO NEIGHBORS* OR PART¬ 
NERS* PROPERTIES, AND BUILDING OF CAVES, PITS, ETC., UNDER 
PUBLIC GROUND. 

MISHNA /. : The law of hazakah (occupancy) is, if one has 
occupied any property for three years from date to date (without 
any protest from another party), and this applies to houses, pits, 
excavations, caves, pigeon-coops, bath-houses, press-houses, dry 
land, slaves, and the same is with all other articles which bring 
fruit frequently. However, to a field not artificially watered, the 
three years of hazakah must not be counted from date to date. 
Thus, according to R. Ishmael : If one had occupied it eighteen 
months—viz., three months in the first year, the following whole 
year, and three months of the third, it is considered three years, 
and constitutes a hazakah. R. Aqiba, however, said : “ Fourteen 
months—viz., one month of the first, one month of the third, and 
the whole second year suffices to constitute a hazakah.*’ Said 
R. Ishmael : This is said of a grain field of which the products 
are harvested at one time ; but if an orchard were within, bearing 
olives and figs, then, if one has harvested the grain, pressed the 
olives, and dried the figs, it is considered three years. 

GEMARA : R. Johanan said : I have heard that the Sanhedrin 
of Usha used to say : Whence do we know that to constitute a 
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hazakah three years are needed? From the law of a goring ox ; 
as an ox, when it gores thrice, comes out of the category “ not 
vicious ” and is placed under the category of “ vicious.” So, also, 
if one has occupied a property three years (without protest), it 
comes out from the control of the seller and is placed under the 
control of the buyer. 

But if this is so, it can be said that as a vicious ox is not guilty 
unless he gores the fourth time, so also should it be with the 
hazakah, that it shall not be considered until the fourth year. 
Nay, that is no comparison. An ox which gores three times be¬ 
comes vicious; but even then, if he has not gored oftener, what 
shall he pay ? But here, when one has occupied any property for 
three years, it becomes his. But according to this, let an occu¬ 
pancy for which no reason can be given by the occupant be con¬ 
sidered; and this is not permissible, since a Mishna further 
teaches that such is not to be considered ? The reason that three 
years are considered a hazakah is because it approves the claim of 
the occupant— c.g ., if the plaintiff claims, “You have stolen it,” 
and the defendant says, “ I have bought it,” the occupancy of 
three years approves the fact that the defendant tells the truth. 
But if to the question, “ What are you doing on my property? ” 
he has no answer, what shall the hazakah approve? Shall the 
court make for him such a claim as he himself does not? 
R. Avira opposed: If hazakah is inferred from a vicious ox, then 
a protest not made in the presence of an occupant should not be 
considered, as concerning a vicious ox the maiming must be in his 
presence [Ex. xxi. 29]? Nay; in this respect, there is no com¬ 
parison, as there the Scripture directs that the warning shall be in 
the presence of the owner. But here the protest is only to show 
that he had not relinquished his ownership, and if he has pro¬ 
tested for other people it suffices, as he (who has heard the 
protest) has a colleague, and his colleague has another, etc.; and if 
it is said in public, it will certainly reach the ear of the occupant. 
According to this, if he has occupied it three months and consumed 
the fruit which grew each month— eg., a pastio —let it be consid¬ 
ered a hazakah ? Was not R. Ishmael * of the Sanhedrin of Usha ? 
And according to him this law holds good; as it is stated in our 
Mishna that if he has harvested his grain, etc., it is considered 
three years, according to R. Ishmael. But what is the reason of 
the decision of the rabbis? Said Rabha: Because for the first 

* Rashbam says it is unknown to him wherefrom the Gemara took it that R. 
Ishmael was among the Sanhedrin in question. 
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three years one usually takes care of his deed ; but not for more 
than this. Said Abayi to him : According to your theory, let a 
protest which is not in his presence not be considered ; as the 
occupant might claim, “ If you gave the protest to me, I would 
take care of the bill of sale,” this claim cannot be considered for 
the reason stated above, “ that your colleague has a colleague,” etc. 

R. Huna said : ‘‘The three years in question must be uninter¬ 
rupted.” What does he come to teach us? Is it not stated in 
our Mishna, three years from date to date? Lest one say that 
it means to exclude the case which is told in the Mishna, of a 
field which is not artificially watered, but if one has occupied it 
three years on an average it is considered a hazakah even if it was 
with interruption, he comes to teach us that it is not so. Said R. 
Hamma: R. Huna admits that in places where it is usual to let 
the fields rest one year, the three years are considered hazakah, 
although there is interruption. Is this not self-evident? The 
case was when he had his field in a pagns , where some let it rest 
while others did not : lest one say that the plaintiff might claim, 
4 ‘ If it were yours, you would not make any interruption,” he 
comes to teach us that the defendant might claim, ct It was more 
agreeable for me this way, because after it rests a year it brings 
more produce.” But does not our Mishna apply hazakah to 
houses to which testimony could be given for occupying in the 
day-time, but not in the night-time ? (Hence a hazakah is con¬ 
sidered even when there is no testimony that it was not inter¬ 
rupted.) Said Abayi: Who testifies as to the occupancy of 
houses ? Neighbors. And neighbors are aware of the nights as 
well as of the days. Rabha said : The Mishna means when two 
witnesses came and testified : “ We have rented the house from 
the defendant, and lived in it three years, day and night.” 
Said R. Jimir to R. Ashi : Are the witnesses not interested 
in it; for if they would not so testify, they would be told to 
pay their rent to the plaintiff ? Answered he : “ Ignorant judges 
would give such a decision. May it not be the case that the 
witnesses hold the rent of the house, asking, To whom shall we 
pay?” Said Mar Zutra : Nevertheless, if the plaintiff requires 
that the defendants should bring two witnesses who should 
testify that they lived in the house three years, day and night, the 
court must listen to him. And Mar Zutra admits, if the plaintiff 
was a traveller who had travelled in large cities with his stock, 
that although he does not require the testimony for day and 
night, the court may claim it for him. And R. Huna admits, 


36 


THE BABYLONIAN TALMUD. 


that in stores like those of Mehusa, which are usually occupied 
in the daytime only, three years is considered a hazakah. 

Rami and R. Uqba, the sons of Hamma, bought a female 
slave jointly : one kept her the first, third, and fifth years, and 
the other the second, fourth, and sixth. And thereafter a claim 
was made concerning this slave. And they came before Rabha. 
Said he to them : Why did you do so—to the end that neither 
of you should be able to claim hazakah ? As it is not a hazakah 
for each of you, so it is not considered a hazakah for the whole 
world. This, however, applies because there was no written 
agreement between you that she should serve you in such a 
manner. But if such had been written, it might be regarded the 
same as if it were made public, and no claim is to be considered. 
Rabha said : If one has used a whole field the years of hazakah, 
except a quarter of a saah, he acquires title to the whole field ex¬ 
cept to that which he has not used. Said R. Huna to R. Joshua : 
It is so if this piece was also fit for sowing. If, however, it was 
not fit for that, title is acquired to it also, with the field. R. Bibi 
b. Abayi opposed : According to your theory, how should one 
make a hazakah on rocky ground, if not by putting cattle or 
drying fruit there? The same ought to be done with that 
which was not fit for sowing; and because he has not done so, 
title is not acquired. 

There was one who said to his neighbor : “ What are you doing 
in this house ? ” to which he answered : “ I bought it from you 
and have occupied it the years of hazakah.” Said the plaintiff: 
“ I used to live in the front rooms, passing through yours, and 
therefore I did not care to protest.” And when the case came 
before R. Na’hman, he said to the defendant: Go and bring evi¬ 
dence that you have occupied the whole house alone. Said 
Rabha to him : Does not the law dictate that it is for the plaintiff 
to bring evidence? 

The following case, however, contradicts both R. Na’hman 
and Rabha. It once happened that one said to his neighbor : “ I 
sell you all the properties which formerly belonged to Bar Sisin.” 
There was, however, another estate which also bore the name of 
Bar Sisin estate, and the buyer wanted to take possession of it; 
but the seller claimed that this had never belonged to Bar Sisin, 
and that it was only so called. And when the case came before R. 
Na’hman, he decided that it belonged to the buyer ; and Rabha 
said to him : Does not the law dictate that it is for the plaintiff 
to bring evidence ? Hence the decision of this case contradicts 
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the former entirely ? Nay ; in the former case the plaintiff was 
the owner of the house, and in the latter case the buyer was the 
plaintiff. Hence Rabha did not change his decision. And con¬ 
cerning R. Na’hman, he also did not contradict himself; but 
merely because it was named Bar Sisin, he held that it was for¬ 
merly owned by Bar Sisin, and it was for the claimant, who said 
it was not so, to bring evidence. And this case is similar to a 
case where one wants to deny hazakah with a note. Would it 
not be said to him : Bring evidence that the note is a right one, 
and then only you can have this? 

There was one who asked his neighbor* “ What are you doing 
in this house ? ” and he said, “ I bought it from you, and I have 
occupied it the years of hazakah/’ But the owner claimed that 
he was always out of the city and was not aware that he had 
been occupying this house, and therefore no protest was made. 
The defendant, however, stated he had witnesses to the fact that 
thirty days each year the owner used to be in the city, to which 
the plaintiff again answered : “ These thirty days I was always 
busy in the market, and I never thought about my house.” 
When the case came before Rabha, he decided that the owner of 
the house was to be trusted. 

There was another who asked his neighbor, “ What are you 
doing on my estate?” to which he answered, “ I bought it from 
so and so, who told me that he bought it from you.” Then he 
said: “You admit, however, that the estate was mine and that 
you have not bought it from me. Then go (and see the man 
you bought it from). /, however, have nothing to do with you.” 
And Rabha decided that the plaintiff’s claim was in accordance 
with the law. 

There was another who answered to the same question as 
above: “ I bought it from so and so, and occupied it the years 
of hazakah.” But the owner answered : “ That man is known as 
a robber.” The defendant, however, claimed that he had wit¬ 
nesses that at the time he bought it he took the owner’s advice. 
To which the plaintiff answered : “ It is true I advised you to 
buy it, because it would be easier for me to take it away from 
you than from the robber.” Upon which, Rabha decided that 
the plaintiff’s claim was in accordance with the law. Is this in 
accordance with Admon of the following Mishna : “ If one claims 
that this estate belongs to him notwithstanding the fact that he 
was a witness on the bill of sale to this held, it may be con¬ 
sidered, because he may claim that from this man it is easier for 
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me to take it away than from the first. So is the decree of 
Admon. The sages, however, maintained that when he was 
qualified as a witness he lost his right/’ It may be even in ac¬ 
cordance with the rabbis, as in the case of the cited Mishna he 
was a witness in writing; but here he only gave his advice in 
words and had not lost his right. 

There was another case where one questioned and answered 
the same as above. Said the defendant: “ I have witnesses that 
you called upon me on that evening and requested me that I 
should sell it to you, without your mentioning that it belonged 
to you.” And the plaintiff replied : “ I thought I would buy 
my estate for a small amount, instead of taking the matter into 
court.” And Rabha, before whom the case came, decided that 
such a claim might be considered. 

.There was another case in which the defendant claimed that 
he bought it from so and so, and had occupied it the years of 
hazakah, to which the plaintiff opposed : “ Here is a bill of sale, 
showing that I bought it four years ago from the same man you 
claim you bought it from.” To which the defendant answered : 
“ Do you think by the expression ‘ the years of hazakah,’ I 
meant three years? I meant many years—so that I had occu¬ 
pied it three years before you bought it.” And Rabha decided 
that people call many years the years of hazakah. But this can 
hold good only when he has occupied it seven years, so that the 
years of hazakah have preceded the bill of sale; but if he has 
occupied only six years, then the claim of hazakah cannot be 
considered, because the bill of sale is the greatest protest. 

If two persons come before the court, one claiming, “ This 
estate was my parents’,” and the other claiming, “ It was my 
parents’,” and one of them brings witnesses that it was his par¬ 
ents’, and the other witnesses that he had occupied it the years 
of hazakah ? Said Rabha: The one who brings evidence that 
he occupied it the years of hazakah is to be trusted, since, if he 
wished to tell a lie, he could claim, “ I bought it from you and 
have occupied it the years of hazakah.” Said Abayi to him r 
‘‘The supposition if he cared to tell a lie cannot be applied in a 
case where there are witnesses.” If thereafter, however, the 
plaintiff claims: “ It is true it was your parents’ estate, but I 
bought it from you. And by what I said before, ‘ It was that of 
my parents,’ I meant that this estate was so long in my posses¬ 
sion that I looked upon it as if it were bequeathed to me by my 
parents”—may one change his claim before the court, or not? 
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According to Ula he may do so by giving a good reason; but ac¬ 
cording to the sages of Nahardea, he may not. Ula, however, 
admits that if the first claim was, “ It was my parents’, and not 
yours,” it cannot be changed in any circumstances. The same is 
also the case if, before the court, he claimed so, and afterwards, 
as he was going out, he claimed otherwise, since it is to be sup¬ 
posed that to such claims he was advised by some one else, and 
they must not be considered. The Nahardeans, however, admit 
also that if this man claims, “ When I said my parents’ estate, I 
meant that my parents bought it from yours,” such a claim is to 
be considered ; and also that if one, in discussing a case outside 
of the court, did not mention anything of that which he is now 
claiming before the court, he cannot be accused of not having 
said so before, as it may be supposed that one does not like to 
tell his right claim to people in absence of the court. Said Ame- 
mar: *' I am a Nahardean, and nevertheless hold that if there is 
a good reason one may change his former claim.” And so the 
Halakha prevails. 

If one claims, “ It was from my parents,” and the other claims 
the same, and one brings evidence that it was his parents’ and 
that he occupied it the years of hazakah, and the other also 
brings evidence that he has occupied it the years of hazakah ? 
Said R. Na’hman : Disregard the claims of hazakah which con¬ 
tradict each other, and decide it under the evidence that it was 
from the parents, which was not denied. Said Rabha to him : 
But do not the witnesses contradict each other, and in such a case 
not one of them ought to be taken into consideration ? And he 
answered : They contradict each other as to the years of hazakah, 
but do they contradict themselves with regard to the parents? 

Shall we assume that Rabha and R. Na’hman differ in the 
same way as R. Huna and R. Hisda differ? As it was taught: 
If two parties of witnesses contradict each other, they may be 
listened to in another case where there is no contradiction. R. 
Hisda, however, maintains that, it being manifest they are per¬ 
jurers, nothing must be trusted to them. 

Shall we then assume that R. Na’hman is in accordance with 
R. Huna, and Rabha with R. Hisda? Nay; if the decision were 
in accordance with R. Hisda, Rabha and R. Na’hman would not 
differ (as, according to R. Hisda, such witnesses cannot be used 
again in any case). Therefore we must say that both are in 
accordanGe with R. Huna ; and nevertheless they differ, as Rabha 
maintains that even according to R. Huna the witnesses are fit 
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for another case, but in this case they must not be listened to in 
any circumstances. The man who previously brought evidence 
that he had occupied it the years of hazakah, found thereafter 
witnesses that the estate was his parents'. Said R. Na’hman : 
We dispossessed the defendant of that estate (for a good reason), 
and now that the circumstances have changed we may bring him 
in again, without fear that this would be a humiliation to the 
court. Rabha, or, according to others, R. Zera, objected from a 
Mishna in Tract Kethuboth, which states, concerning marriage, 
that after the court has decided no change is to be made, even 
in the event of new evidence being introduced. Said R. Na’hman 
to him : I was about to practise according to my theory. Now, 
as you object, and R. Hamnuna of Suria does the same, I shall not 
do so. However, thereafter R. Na’hman acted according to his 
theory. One who had seen him doing so thought it was an error 
on his part. In reality, however, it was not, as he did so on the 
basis that many other great men had decided that the humiliation 
of the court must not be taken into consideration. 

There was one who said to his neighbor, “ What are you 
doing on this estate?” to which he answered, “ I bought it from 
you, and here is the deed,” to which the defendant opposed that 
the deed was false : The plaintiff bent and whispered to Rabba : 
Concerning this note, his claim is right. However, I possessed, 
but lost, the true one ; and this is a correct copy. Said Rabba : 
He may be trusted, since if he wished to tell a lie he would 
claim that the document was genuine. Said R. Joseph to him . 
“ But, after all, what is the basis of the plaintiff’s evidence ? Is 
it not the deed in question in reality nothing else but a broken 
piece of clay, as he has himself admitted that it was made by 
him ? ” 

There was another case similar concerning a hundred zuz in 
cash, in which the plaintiff admitted that the note in his hand 
was a false one, made instead of the genuine, lost; and Rabba 
took it into consideration for his reason stated above, and R. 
Joseph opposed him as above. And R. Iddi b. Abbin said : 
The Halakha prevails in accordance with Rabba if the case dealt 
with real estate, because we leave the estate in the possessor’s 
hands. And the Halakha prevails in accordance with R. Joseph 
if the case concerned ready-money, for the same reason that we 
have to leave the money in the hands of the possessor (z.e., ac¬ 
cording to the rule that it is for the plaintiff to bring evidence). 

There was a surety who claimed that he had paid to the 
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lender for the borrower one hundred zuz, by showing the note. 
Said the borrower : Did not I pay you ? ” And he answered : 
“ But did you not take it again from me.” When the case came 
before R. Iddi b. Abbin, he turned it over to Abayi, and Abayi 
sent a message to R. Iddi: Why are you doubtful in this case ? 
Was it not you who said that the Halakha prevails with R. Jo¬ 
seph in case of ready-money—that is, that we leave the money 
with its possessor ? This law, however, holds good when the 
surety claims he lent it again, without giving any reason ; but 
if he claims, “ I returned the money because it was not circulat¬ 
ing,” this claim must be considered, and the note is in force. 

It was murmured among people that Rabha b. Sharshum had 
appropriated land belonging to orphans; and Abayi sent for him 
and asked him to tell him about the case. And he told him 
thus: This estate was pledged to me by the father of the or¬ 
phans. I, however, had other money with him without any 
pledge ; and after I had collected the first debt from the product 
of the pledge I knew, if I turned over the estate to the orphans 
and claimed that I had other money with their father, I should 
have to take an oath in accordance with the decision of the rab¬ 
bis (stated above, p. io). Therefore I kept the pledge, with 
the deed, until I should collect from the products what was due 
me, and then I would return it. And the court must take my 
claim into consideration in accordance with the theory of “ be¬ 
cause ”—that is, because I could claim that I had bought the 
estate from the deceased, and I would be trusted after I had oc¬ 
cupied it the years of hazakah, therefore my claim that I had 
money with the deceased must be regarded. Said Abayi to 
him: You could not claim you had bought it, as people are still 
murmuring that the estate belongs to the orphans. Therefore 
you must return the estate to the orphans, and when they shall 
be of age, you can sue them. 

A relative of R. Iddi b. Abbin died, and left a tree, and another 
relative took possession of it. But R. Iddi claimed that he was 
a nearer relative, and that it belonged to him, while the other 
claimed that he was a nearer relative. Finally the other party 
admitted that R. Iddi was a nearer relative, and R. Hisda trans¬ 
ferred the tree to R. Iddi. Said R. Iddi to R. Hisda: This man 
must return to me all the product of this tree which he has con¬ 
sumed since the death of the owner. Said R. Ilisda to him : Arc 
you the man about whom it is said that he is a great man ? Your 
claim relies upon his admission that you are a nearer relative. 
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after you gave evidence; but until that time he felt sure that he 
was a nearer relative. Consequently he has consumed the fruit 
rightly, and his admission now is to be considered as if he made 
you a present. Both Abayi and Rabha disagreed with R. Hisda, 
as his admission now must be taken into consideration, even con¬ 
cerning the previous product. 

There was one who questioned his neighbor as to what he was 
doing on his estate, and he answered : “ I bought it from you, 
and occupied it the years of hazakah.” However, he found wit¬ 
nesses for the occupancy of two years only; and R. Na’hman 
decided he should return the estate, and also the value of the 
fruit he had consumed in two years. Said R. Zebid : If he were 
to claim : “ I did not intend to keep the estate, but had the right 
to consume the fruit thereof, because I rented it,” he is to be 
trusted; for did not R. Jehudah say: If one holds a scythe and 
a basket, saying, “ I am going to gather the dates of such and 
such a tree, which I bought,” he is to be trusted, because one 
would not dare to take possession of a tree which does not belong 
to him? And the same is the case here, for no one would dare 
to consume fruit which did not belong to him. If so, why should 
this law not apply to an estate also? For land a deed is de¬ 
manded (as nobody would buy an estate without a deed); but in 
hiring products, a deed is unusual, and therefore it cannot be 
demanded. 

There was another man who questioned his neighbor as to 
what he was doing on his estate, and he answered, “ I bought it 
from you and occupied it the years of hazakah,” to which he 
brought one witness. The rabbis who were in the presence of 
Abayi, before whom the case was brought, were about to say 
that this was similar to the following case : One snatched a piece 
of silver from his neighbor, and the case was brought before R. 
Ami, in the presence of R. Abba, and the plaintiff brought one 
witness that he snatched. And the defendant answered: “Yes, 
I took it; but I did so because it was mine.” And R. Ami was 
deliberating, “ How decide this case ? ” Shall he repay it ? There 
are no two witnesses. Shall we free him ? There is one witness. 
Shall we give him an oath? The plaintiff claims that he snatched 
it, which is robbery, and a robber is not to be trusted with an 
oath. Said R. Abba to him: Consequently this.man is obliged 
to take an oath, for which he is not to be trusted. And the law 
is, that he who is obliged to take an oath and cannot swear, must 
pay. Said Abayi to them : What comparison is this ? A case 
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similar to R. Abba's would be if the plaintiff had brought one 
witness that he had consumed the product two years; then he 
would have to pay, because he would not be trusted with an 
oath, as concerning the consumed fruit he would be considered a 
robber.* But here, the defendant has brought a witness to sup¬ 
port himself; and if he had another, we would leave the whole 
estate in his hand. Hence he cannot be considered a robber who 
is not to be trusted to take an oath, and therefore we cannot 
make him pay. 

There was a boat about which two parties quarrelled, each 
claiming that it was his, and one came to request the court that 
it should take charge of the boat until he should be able to get 
witnesses that it was his. Should his request be granted, or not ? 
According to R. Huna, it should ; and according to R. Jehudah, 
it should not. But in case the request was granted and the court 
took charge of it, and the other party, seeing that his opponent 
could not find evidence, requested that the court should resign 
its charge and leave it to the parties, so that he who could, should 
take possession of it—should this request be granted, or not ? 
According to R. Jehudah, it should not; but according to R. 
Papa, it might. The Halakha, however, prevails that in such a 
case the court should not take charge of it; but, if it was 
already done, it should not be released before the question was 
decided. 

If each of the parties claim: “ This estate belonged to my 
parents ”—said R. Na’hman : “ In such a case, the law of the 
stronger is to be applied." But why should this case be different 
from a case where two notes are given out on the very same date 
to two different persons, and the property of the debtor is suffi¬ 
cient for the payment of one note only, in which Rabh’s decision 
was that the property should be divided between both creditors 
equally ; and Samuel’s, that it must be left to the consideration 
of the judges, so that they might give the preference to him who 
had more right according to their opinion ? It is because there is 
no hope that one of them would bring evidence that he has the 
preference (since the notes were written on one and the same day, 
and even if one should bring witnesses that his note was written 
before the other, there is a rule that there is no priority in a 

* The text contains only a few words, but very complicated ; the commentators 
try to explain it at length, but they differ as to the meaning, and their interpretation 
is no less complicated. We have done the best we could, that the reader should have 
an idea of it. 
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matter of hours); but in one case there is hope that one of them 
may bring evidence. But why should this case not be equal to 
the one in Mishna 4, p. 261, Middle Gate, about the doubt when 
the young ass was born, and it was decided that it should be 
divided ? There each of the parties, claiming it was born while 
under his control, has an equal chance; but here each of them 
claims the whole article to be his own, and the court cannot 
decide that it should be divided, since, if the claim of the one be 
true, the other has never had any right to it. Said the Nahar- 
deans: If a third party from the market came and took posses¬ 
sion of it, the court has no right to take it away from him, 
because there is no plaintiff. As R. Hyya taught: If one steals 
an article belonging to many persons, he cannot be considered a 
thief whom the court can compel to return it, as there is no 
plaintiff. Said R. Ashi: R. Hyya meant to say that he cannot 
be considered a thief who atones by returning the article, for he 
does not know whom he robbed ; but the court may compel him 
to place the article under its charge. 

“ Three years from date to datef etc. Said R. Aba : If there 
are witnesses who testify that the plaintiff has loaded a basket of 
fruit from this field on the shoulders of the defendant, the haza- 
kah is effected immediately. Said R. Zebid: If, however, the 
plaintiff claims, “ I have let him this field for the products only,” 
he is to be trusted, provided this claim was made during the 
three years of hazakah, but not afterwards. Said R. Ashi to R. 
Kahana: Why should not his claim be regarded even after three 
years, as, if he sold (for three years) him the fruit, what should 
he do before the time had elapsed? Answered R. Kahana: He 
should have protested before the time the hazakah elapsed, so 
that it should be known that the estate belonged to him. If 
this were not the case, the pledges of Sura, in the documents of 
which are written: “ After the time of these pledges elapses, this 
estate shall be returned without any payment,” how is it if the 
possessor of the estate should hide the pledged deed after three 
years, and claim, “ I have bought it ”—should he be trusted ? 
Would, then, the rabbis enact such a thing as could do harm to 
the pledger? We must then say that the pledger, before the 
lapse of the time, must proclaim his protest, so that it shall be 
known that the estate belongs to him. The same is the law in 
our case. 

R. Jehudah in the name of Rabh said: An Israelite who 
has bought a field of a Gentile, who has occupied it the 
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years of hazakah, claiming to have bought it from another Israel¬ 
ite, but had not shown any deed, the law of hazakah does not 
apply to the last buyer, even if he has occupied it three years or 
more, because he relies upon the Gentile, and the law of hazakah 
does not apply to Gentiles (who are mightier); and it may 
happen that he has occupied the estate without any right, be¬ 
cause the Israelite was afraid to claim it (unless he shows a deed). 
Said Rabha: If the last buyer claims, “ I was told by the Gentile 
that he bought it from you,” he is to be trusted, because he could 
claim, “ I myself bought it from you, and occupied it the years of 
hazakah.” But is such a thing possible, that if the Gentile should 
claim the property in his own name he would not be relied upon 
because the law of hazakah does not apply to him, and when the 
Israelite claims in the Gentile’s name he is to be trusted ? There¬ 
fore Rabha’s statement was thus: If the last buyer claims, “ In 
my presence the Gentile bought it from you, and then he sold it 
to me,” he is to be trusted, because he could claim, “ I bought it 
directly from you.” R. Jehudah said again: If one holds a 
scythe and a basket, saying, “ I am going to cut off the dates 
from the tree which I bought of its owner,” he is to be trusted, 
as one would not dare to go publicly to cut off products which 
do not belong to him. The same said again : If one has occupied 
a piece of land which was outside the fence of one’s field (which 
they usually sowed for the wild beasts to feed on), he cannot 
claim hazakah, as the owner may say, “ I did not protest because 
I could not have made use of it anyhow, for the wild beasts 
would have consumed the produce.” If one of the years of 
hazakah happened to be a year of aria , it is not to be considered. 
And so, also, we have learned in the following Boraitha: If one 
of the years was a Sabbatic or an aria year, or one has sown it 
with Kilaim, it must not be considered. R. Joseph said: If in 
the hazakah years he harvested the stalks while yet unripe, it is 
not to be considered (because he has not occupied it as usual). 
Said Rabha: But if this was around the city of Mehusa it is to 
be considered, because all the farmers, on account of their cattle, 
are in the habit of doing so. R. Na’hman said: To land which 
is full of pits and cannot be worked up properly the law of haza¬ 
kah does not apply, because the owner may claim, u As it was of 
no use to me, I did not protest.” The same is the case with such 
fields as return no more than was sown in them. And also in 
the case of exilarchs, to an estate which is bought from them, or 
which they buy, the law of hazakah does not apply, because they 
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are mighty, and no one would dare to protest against them ; and, 
also, they themselves do not care to protest. 

“Slaves” Does the law of hazakah apply to slaves? Did 
not Resh Lakish say : To every living creature the law of hazakah 
does not apply ? Said Rabha : He means to say it does not apply 
before three years (i.e., one cannot claim that he bought it as he 
may do with other personal property for which no evidence is 
needed when found in his possession), but after three years it 
does. And Rabha said again : If this slave was an infant lying 
in his cradle, the law of hazakah applies immediately. Is this not 
self-evident? He means even in case it has a mother; and lest 
one say that it is to be feared that its mother left it there, it comes 
to teach us that this is not to be feared, because usually a mother 
does not forget her child. 

There were goats that consumed peeled barley in the city of 
Nahardea, and the owner of the barley caught them and would 
not return them until the value of the barley was paid. And his 
claim was of considerable amount, and the father of Samuel de¬ 
cided that he might claim the value of all the goats, as if he were 
to claim that he bought them he ought to be trusted, seeing that 
they were found in his possession. But did not Resh Lakish 
say that the law of hazakah does not apply to living creatures ? 
Why did the father of Samuel decide (Middle Gate, pp. 306 seq.) 
that he could collect the whole value of the goats? (See there.) 
With goats it is different, as they are usually transferred to the 
shepherd. But do not goats go in the morning and evening 
without the shepherd? In the city of Nahardea thieves were fre¬ 
quently found, and the shepherds used to deliver the cattle into 
the hands of their owners. 

“ Three months in the first year ,” etc. Shall we assume that 
the point of difference between R. Ishmael and R. Aqiba is that 
one holds ploughing is a hazakah (i.e., if one ploughs a field and 
the owner does not protest, it is supposed that he bought it from 
him). And one holds that it is? But how can you bear in mind 
that R. Aqiba holds ploughing to be a hazakah, when he means a 
whole month in two hazakah years? Is one day not sufficient 
for ploughing? Therefore we must say that, according to all, 
ploughing is not considered a hazakah, and the point of their dif¬ 
ference is ripe and unripe fruits. According to R. Ishmael, the 
hazakah applies only to ripe fruits, and according to R. Aqiba also 
to unripe ones. 

The rabbis taught : Ploughing is not a hazakah. According 
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to others, it is. Who are the others? Said R. Hisda : It is R. 
Aha of the following Boraitha. If one has ploughed it one year 
and sown it two, or vice versa , it is not a hazakah. R. Aha, 
however, says it is. Said R. Ashi : I have questioned all the 
great men of this generation, and they have told me that 
ploughing is a hazakah. Said R. Bibi to R. Na’hman : The reason 
of him who holds that ploughing is a hazakah is because that 
usually one would not keep silent if a stranger came and ploughed 
his land. And the reason of him who holds that ploughing is not 
a hazakah, is because the owner might think: “ I can derive bene¬ 
fit from every furrow he makes with the plough on my land, so 
I will protest afterwards.” 

The inhabitants of the city of Pumnahara sent a message to 
R. Na’hman b. R. Hisda thus : Let the master teach us if plough¬ 
ing is a hazakah or not. And he answered: R. Aha and all the 
great men of this generation have decided that ploughing is a 
hazakah. Said R. Na’hman b. Itz’hak: It was too much of him 
to assert, “ All the great men.” Are not Rabh and Samuel in 
Babylon, and R. Ishmael and R. Aqiba in Palestine, who hold 
that ploughing is not a hazakah ? R. Ishmael and R. Aqiba we 
hear saying so in our Mishna, but where did Rabh and Samuel 
say so ? 

As R. Jehudah said in the name of Rabh: R. Ishmael and 
R. Aqiba were a minority of the sages, but the majority of the 
sages held that a hazakah is three years from date to date. And 
this was certainly to exclude ploughing. And concerning Samuel, 
said also R. Jehudah in his name: This was the opinion of R. 
Ishmael and R. Aqiba only ; but all the other sages held that the 
hazakah does not apply unless one has harvested, gathered the 
vintage, and pressed olives, each of them three times. What is the 
difference between Rabh and Samuel—as, according to both, 
three years are needed ? Said Abayi: A young tree which bears 
fruit on the average three times in less than three years, accord¬ 
ing to Samuel it is a hazakah, and according to Rabh it must be 
from date to date. 

“ Said R. Ishmael . . . a field for grain etc. Said Abayi: 

From R. Ishmael’s decision, that three harvestings suffice to con¬ 
stitute hazakah, we can understand the opinion of the rabbis 
opposing him : If the field contains thirty trees, each ten of which 
take up a space where a saah of grain can be sown, and the de¬ 
fendant has used ten the first year, ten the second, and ten the 
third, it is a hazakah, although three years have not yet elapsed 
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(as he has consumed in each year what was ripe). And this is to 
be inferred from R. Ishmael’s statement that each performance of 
the three articles is counted as if it were done thrice, to con¬ 
stitute a hazakah. The same is the case with the thirty trees : 
the consuming of each ten is counted with the consuming of the 
others, and therefore it constitutes a hazakah. But this is only 
the case when but ten of them were ripe each year ; but if more 
were ripe, and he only consumed ten, it is not. And the same is 
the case if the ten trees were ripe in one place only the first year, 
ten in another place the second, and ten in a third place the 
last year ; for in order to constitute a hazakah, the trees must be 
scattered throughout the whole field, three or four of them grow¬ 
ing in the space of a saah each year. 

If one has made a hazakah on the trees and another upon the 
ground, each of them acquires title to what he holds. So said 
R. Zebid: R. Papa opposed ; for, according to this theory, the 
one who has made a hazakah on the trees has nothing in the 
ground. So let the owner of the field say to the owner of the 
trees, “ Cut down your trees and go.” “ Therefore,” said he, “ in 
such a case one has acquired title to the trees and half of the 
ground, and the other to the other half of the ground.” 

It is certain if one has sold his ground and left the trees, the 
ground required by the trees must be left for them; for even 
according to R. Aqiba, who said elsewhere that usually when 
one sold a thing he did so with a good eye (i.e., with the inten¬ 
tion of benefiting the buyer), this is only in case he sold him a 
well. We must say the stone-walls to the well on his property 
are also sold to him. But in this case, where he retains the 
trees, which make the ground poor, and also their roots may hin¬ 
der the plough, it is certainly his intention that the ground 
needed for the trees shall remain his, as otherwise the buyer will 
have a right to demand from him that he shall cut down his 
trees. But if he has sold the trees and retained the ground, in 
this case the rabbis and R. Aqiba differ. According to R. Aqiba, 
who holds that usually the seller sells with a good eye, the buyer 
has a right to the growing of the trees. But according to the 
rabbis, who do not hold so, the buyer has no such right. And 
even according to R. Zebid, who said above, in the case of haza¬ 
kah, that each of them has nothing in that which the other has 
occupied, it is only as to buyers that the one who has occupied 
the ground can say to him who possesses the trees, “ As I have 
nothing in your trees, so you have nothing in my ground.” 
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But in case of selling, according to the rule that a seller sells with 
a good eye, this claim cannot apply even in accordance with the 
opinion of the rabbis. And even R. Papa, who said above that 
the owner of the trees has a share in the ground, it is only in 
the above case where there were two buyers—the one who buys 
the trees and the buyer of the ground—that each of them can 
claim, “ As the owner sold to you with a good eye, so did he to 
me.” But in this case, according to the rabbis, who hold that a 
man usually sells with a bad eye ( i.e., with the intention of bene¬ 
fiting merely himself), R. Papa may also agree that, according 
to the rabbis’ theory, the buyer of the trees has no claim to the 
ground. The Nahardeans said that if, of the above-mentioned 
thirty trees, fifteen of them were planted in the space of a saah, 
although he had consumed the product of all of them three years 
successively, it is not considered a hazakah, because he has not 
done as people do (i.e., fifteen trees in the space of a saah cannot 
bear good products, and the one who possesses such usually cuts 
out many of them to make room for the others ; and as he did 
not do so, it seems that he does not consider this to be his prop¬ 
erty). Rabha opposed this. For, according to this theory, one 
could never acquire title to a bed of a pastio , which is usually 
sown three times a year, and the overcrowding is thinned out to 
make space for the remainder (and when the occupant has only 
consumed them, and not thinned out, he does not acquire title). 
“Therefore,” said he, “in such a case he acquires title to the 
trees, and not to the ground.” Said R. Zera : In this case the 
Tanaim of the following Mishna differ : A vineyard which was 
planted in less than four ells’ space, R. Simeon said : Concerning 
Kilaim, it is not considered a vineyard at all. The sages, how¬ 
ever, maintained that it is so considered, and the middle ones are 
to be considered as if they did not exist (i.e., the law of a vine¬ 
yard, which should interfere with other kinds of seeds, is that it 
must be planted so that between each row of the vines four ells 
of space must be left; and if not, it is not called a vineyard. 
But according to the rabbis, the middle one is not considered; 
consequently there is more than four ells’ space between them, 
and it does interfere—hence, according to this theory, of the 
trees in question which were overcrowded, fifteen in the space of 
a saah, the middle ones are not to be considered, according to 
the rabbis; but they are considered, according to R. Simeon). 

The Nahardeans said again : If one has sold a tree to his 
neighbor, the buyer acquires title to it from beneath it unto the 
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deep. Rabha opposed. Why should it be said that the whole 
ground unto the deep shall be sold to him ? The seller may 
claim : I sold it to you as people used to sell a saffron tree, of 
which the buyer derives the benefit as long as the tree yields 
fruit, but after it became withered, the buyer had to remove it 
and leave the ground to the seller. Therefore said Rabha: This 
applies only to him who claims that he bought it with the stipu¬ 
lation that if the tree dies he may plant another one in its place, 
and after he possessed it the years of hazakah. Said Mar the 
Elder, the son of R. Hisda, to R. Aslii : Even if it was a saffron 
tree, and in such a case the buyer usually cares for the valuable 
saffron, and not the ground beneath, what should the seller do 
if, after the three years, the buyer claims he has also bought the 
ground (so that he can plant another one)? And he answered: 
The seller should protest before the years of hazakah elapse, as 
is said above. 

MISHNA II : There are three lands concerning the law of 
hazakah : The land of Judea, the land on the other side of the 
Jordan, and of Galilee. If the owner of the estate was in Judea, 
and one has made a hazakah in Galilee, or vice versa , it is not 
considered a hazakah unless the owner of the estate should be 
with the occupant in one and the same country. Said R. Jehu- 
dah : The law of three years is made only for the purpose that if 
the owner, for instance, was in Spain, and his estate was in Judea, 
which is a year’s journey from there, if one has occupied his 
estate while on the road, a year’s time is given for him to be no¬ 
tified, and another year for his return (i.e. y no matter where he is, 
three years suffice for hazakah). 

GEMARA: Let us see ! What does the first Tana of the 
Mishna hold ? If a protest in the absence of the occupant is con¬ 
sidered, then, even when one was in Judea and the other in Gali¬ 
lee, he could protest; and if it is not considered, then even if 
both were in one country, when they are not in one city, the 
hazakah should not apply, as he could not protest. Said R. 
Abba b. Mamal in the name of Rabh: He holds that a protest 
not in his presence is to be considered. But our Mishna treats 
of a case of war, during which this protest would be of no use 
(because there would be no one to notify him). And why does 
he mention Judea and Galilee? To teach that these two coun¬ 
tries are always considered as if there might be a war between 
them, as caravans going from one country to the other are very 
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R. Jehudah in the name of Rabh said : If one runs away from 
a city because of crime, etc., and one occupies his estate, the law 
of hazakah applies. And R. Jehudah continued : After Rabh’s 
death I said this Halakha in his name before Samuel, and he said 
to me : Is this not self-evident? Must, then, a protest be in one’s 
presence? (Says the Gemara :) And, indeed, what news did 
Rabh teach with this statement, unless that a protest not in one’s 
presence is considered? He already said so elsewhere. With 
this statement he teaches us that, even when the protest was be¬ 
fore two witnesses who were not able to notify the occupant, it 
is nevertheless considered a protest. As R. Anan said : Mar 
Samuel has explained to me his opinion that only when one pro¬ 
tested in the presence of two witnesses who are able to notify 
the occupant, it is considered ; but not otherwise. Rabh, how¬ 
ever, is of the opinion : “ Thy colleague has another colleague,” 
etc.; and so, when protested before two, it will become known. 
Said Rabha : The Halakha prevails that the law of hazakah does 
not apply to the property of one who runs away, and also that a 
protest which is not in one’s presence is considered. Are not the 
two Halakhas contradictory of each other? This presents no 
difficulty. If one runs away because of money matters, he is not 
afraid to protest, as he does not care whether his residence is 
made known; but if one runs away on account of a crime, then 
he cannot protest, as this would make known his hiding-place. 

How should one protest? Said R. Zebid : If the protest was, 
so and so is a robber; it does not suffice, but he must protest: 
“ He is a robber who has robbed me of my estate, and as soon as 
it is possible I shall summon him.” But how is the law if he 
added to this protest, “ Do not notify him of my protest ” ? Said 
R. Zebid : How can this be considered, when he plainly says: Do 
not notify him. R. Papa, however, is of the opinion that it 
means: Do not notify Aim , but tell it to other people, so that he 
will become aware of it afterwards. How is the law if the wit¬ 
nesses told him : We will not notify him? According to R. Zebid, 
such a protest is not to be considered, and according to R. Papa, 
it is, because although they should not notify him, they will never¬ 
theless tell it to other people. But how is it if the protestor 
said : Do not mention it to any one? According to R. Zebid, it 
is certainly not to be considered. But how is it when they said : 
We will not mention this to any one? According to R. Papa, it 
is not to be considered. R. Huna b. R. Jehoshua, however, main¬ 
tains that, even then, it is a protest, as a thing which does not 
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belong to a man, he will talk about it some time, and it will 
become known. 

Rabha said in the name of R. Na’hman : A protest not in 
one’s presence is to be considered; and he opposed him from the 
statement of R. Jchudah in our Mishna, who said that a year is 
allowed for notifying him and a year for returning. And if a 
protest not in one’s presence should suffice, why must he come 
back? And he answered: R. Jehudah’s statement is only an 
advice for one that he had better come himself, so that he should 
be able to take possession of the estates and products. (Says the 
Gemara :) From that which Rabha objected, it must be said that 
he himself does not hold with him concerning a protest in the 
absence of the occupant; and above it was said that Rabha him¬ 
self had so decided? After he had heard it from R. Na’hman, 
he accepted it. 

R. Jose b. Llanina happened to meet the disciples of R. 
Johanan and questioned them as to whether R. Johanan had said 
before how many people a protest must be made. R. ITyya b. 
Abba said in the name of R. Johanan : In the presence of two. 
And R. Abuhu said in his name : Three are needed. 

Shall we assume that the point of their differing is the saying 
of Rabba b. R. Huna : “ Everything which is said in the presence 
of three persons cannot be considered slander ” ? Now he who 
holds that two persons are sufficient does not agree with Rabba, 
and he who holds that three are needed does so, because he holds 
with him ? Nay, all agree with Rabba, and the point of their 
differing is—a protest not in one’s presence: he who says that 
two are sufficient, because such is not to be considered (and there¬ 
fore he needs two, so that they shall testify that the occupant 
was present at the protest).* And he who holds that three are 
needed does so because a protest not in one’s presence is consid¬ 
ered, and therefore three are needed in order to make the protest 
public. If you wish, it may be said that all agree that such a 
protest is to be considered, and the point of their differing is 
that one holds that for this purpose witnesses are needed, and 
the other one holds that it is only necessary to make it public. 

Giddle b. Minjumi had to make a protest against some one, 


* This is according to Rashbam. R. Gershom, however, maintains that the 
two who witnessed the protest would notify the occupant, as only for this purpose 
were they appointed. From the text, however, it is impossible to decide which of 
the commentators is right, as there are only a few words. The one who holds that 
“ two” suffice is of the opinion that “ a protest in absence ” is not considered. 
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and happened to meet R. Huna, Hyya b. Rabh, and R. Hilkiah 
b. Tubi, who were sitting together, and he made his protest be¬ 
fore them. The next year became again to protest. Said Hyya 
b. Rabh to him : The protest from last year is sufficient. Said 
Resh Lakish in the name of B. Kapara : It is, however, necessary 
for one to repeat his protest after the lapse of every three years. 
R. Johanan, however, doubted concerning this decision, saying : 
Does the law of hazakah apply to a robber? A robber! Is it, 
then, certain that he is a robber? (Does he not claim that he had 
a deed, that it was lost ?) lie means to say that, as after the 
first protest he has done nothing to find the deed or to bring any 
other evidence, he is so considered, and the law of hazakah 
should not apply to him. Said Rabha : The Halakha prevails 
that one has to repeat his protest after each three years. 

Bar Kapara taught : If one has protested once, twice, and 
three times, if the second and third times he has claimed the 
same that he claimed the first time, the occupant has no hazakah ; 
but if he comes with other claims, the hazakah prevails with the 
occupant. 

Rabha said in the name of R. Na’hman : When a protest is 
made before two persons, there is no necessity to ask that it be 
written down. The same is the case with an announcement. 
(There is a law that if one is compelled to sell his property, or 
to do any other thing against his will, he may announce it before 
two persons, and afterwards he can sue the buyer.) For an 
admission, however (that he owes something to one), he must ask 
the two witnesses to write it down. The ceremony of a suda- 
rium must be done before two persons without writing. The 
approval of an oath, however, must be done by three persons. 
Said Rabha : I could not understand why the sudarium should 
be made before two. If it is considered an act of Beth Din, then 
three are needed; and if it is not considered such, why should it 
not be written down ? After deliberating, however, he said : 
This act is not considered as an act of Beth Din, and writing 
down is not needed, because this act is as good as if it were 
written. (This is the final conclusion of the act, and cannot 
be denied.) 

Rabha and R. Joseph both said : We do not write down 
an announcement unless in a case where the defendant does not 
listen to the court. Both Abayi and Rabha, however, said that 
even for such people as we are, it may be written down. The 
Nahardeans said : An announcement in which it i-s not written : 
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“ We witnesses testify that it was known to us that this man was 
compelled/' etc., is not to be considered. What kind of an 
announcement do they mean ? If concerning a divorce or a gift, 
it is sufficient when it is made public only. And if for a sale, 
did not Rabha say elsewhere: We do not write announcements 
about things sold ? It means of a sale, and Rabha admits that 
when one was compelled to sell against his will, as, for instance, 
in the case of certain vineyards (Middle Gate, p. 176), we do write 
such announcements. 

R. Jehudah said : A hidden deed of gift is not sufficient for 
collection. What does this mean? Said R. Joseph : If one said 
to the witnesses, “ Go to a place which is invisible, and write him 
a deed of gift." According to others, R. Joseph said: If the 
giver did not say to the witness, “ Go to the market, and in the 
presence of the people you shall write him this deed." And the 
difference between these two sayings is when he said to them: 
“ Go and write," without any addition. Said Rabha: Such a 
deed is sufficient to be an announcement in case one has to render 
the same to another. 

Said R. Papa : This statement attributed to Rabha was not 
plainly said by him, but it was inferred from his decision of the 
following act. There was a man who wanted to marry a certain 
woman, and she said to him : “ If you will transfer all your prop¬ 
erty to me, I will be yours, and not otherwise." And he did so. 
Then came his older son, and said to him : “ What then becomes 
of me ? " And the father told two witnesses they should hide 
themselves in a certain place and write a deed that the property 
belonged to his son. And when the case came before Rabha, he 
decided that none of them had acquired title to the property (the 
son, because it was written in a hidden place; and the woman, 
because the first deed was an announcement against the latter 
deed). This, however, was only a supposition by those who heard 
this decision. In reality, however, Rabha did so because any one 
could see that the deed to the woman was written only under 
compulsion. But in the above case of a hidden deed, it could 
not serve as an announcement, because the latter was made in 
public. And it is to be assumed that he did so because such was 
his will, and the former was done unwillingly; and therefore he 
told the witnesses to write it in a secret place. 

The schoolmen propounded a question: How is it when he 
told them to write a deed of gift without any explanation ? (The 
question is concerning the two sayings of R. Joseph mentioned 
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above.) According to Rabhina, it is considered proper; and 
according to R. Ashi, it is not proper (unless he told them to 
make this publicly). And so the Halakha prevails. 

MISHNA III. : A hazakah to which there is no claim is not 
to be considered. ITow so ? “ What are you doing on my prop- 

perty ? ” And if he answered : “ Because there was no claim 
against it,” it is not to be considered. But if he says: Because 
you have sold it; or, You had presented it to me; or, Because 
your father did so, this is to be considered. A property, how¬ 
ever, which one possesses by inheritance does not need any ex¬ 
planation (which means that the claim, “ I have inherited,” is 
sufficient). 

GEMARA : Is not the first statement in the Mishna self-evi¬ 
dent ? Lest one say : As the man has occupied the estate, it 
must be supposed that he has bought it, but has lost the deed ; 
and the reason why he does not claim “ bought,” is because he 
feared that the plaintiff would ask to see the deed, therefore it is 
for the court to ask him : “ Perhaps you had a deed, which was 
lost ?” as it is written [Prov. xxxi. 8] : “ Open thy mouth for the 
dumb,” etc.; it comes to teach us that it is not so. 

It happened that an overflow took away the fence of R. 
Anan’s field, and he built a new one in the space belonging to his 
neighbor. And his neighbor complained before R. Na’hman, 
who decided that he must remove it. Said R. Anan to him : 
But I have made a hazakah on it. And he answered : You 
desire that I shall decide in accordance with R. Jehudah and R. 
Ishmael, who said that if it was done in the presence of the plain¬ 
tiff, it is immediately considered a hazakah. The Halakha does 
not prevail according to them. Said R. Anan : But this man has 
relinquished his right to me, as he himself assisted me in making 
the fence. And he answered : Such a relinquishment was only 
an error, and cannot be considered ; as you yourself, if you were 
aware that you were building the fence on a space which did not 
belong to you, would not do it. And so was it with your neigh¬ 
bor : he, also, was not aware that the space belonged to him. 

The same happened to R. Kahana, and his neighbor came to 
complain before R. Jehudah, bringing two witnesses. One testi¬ 
fied that R. Kahana had occupied two rows of his neighbor’s 
estate, and the other testified three. And R. Jehudah decided 
he should pay him for two of the three rows. Said R. Kahana to 
him : Is not your decision in accordance with R. Simeon b. 
Elazar, who said elsewhere that the school of Hillel agrees that 
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the smaller amount is included in the larger one (z.e. f as there is 
no contradiction to the two rows, it is considered as two witnesses 
for two rows which must be paid for)? But I can bring you a 
letter from Palestine that the Halakha does not prevail with R. 
Simeon b. Elazar. And he answered : If you will bring me this 
letter, we shall see. 

It happened in the city of Kashta that one had lived in an 
attic four years, and then the owner of the house came to ask 
him what he was doing in the house. To which he answered : I 
bought it from so and so, who bought it from you. And the 
case came before R. Hyya, who said to the defendant: If you 
will bring witnesses that the man from whom you bought it lived 
in this attic even one day, I will leave the attic in your posses¬ 
sion, but not otherwise. Said Rabh : I used to sit then before 
my uncle, and I said to him : Can it not happen that one should 
sell out his property in the night-time, and leave it immediately ? 
And I understood from my uncle’s appearance that if the de¬ 
fendant should claim : “ I was present when my seller bought it 
from you,” he would trust him, because, if he wished to tell a lie, 
he could claim : I bought it from you directly. Said Rabha: 
It seems to me that R. Hyya was correct in his decision, as our 
Mishna states that if the defendant claimed inheritance, no other 
explanation is needed, which means an explanation is not needed, 
but nevertheless evidence that he inherited it is needed. (Said 
the Gemara :) This support does not hold good, as it may be 
said that the expression, “ no explanation is needed,” means also 
no evidence. Furthermore, the claim “ bought ” should have 
more chance than an heir; for if it were not known to him that 
the seller had a right to sell it, he would not throw away his 
money. 

The schoolmen propounded a question : If the seller was seen 
on this property, not as a tenant, but as the owner, to measure 
it, would this be sufficient, according to R. Hyya? Said Abayi: 
“Aye.” Rabha, however, maintains that it may happen that 
one shall measure his property without any intention of selling. 
If there were three buyers to one estate (i.e., A sold it to B, who 
occupied it a year, and thereafter sold it to C, who also after a 
year’s occupancy sold it to D, with a bill of sale : then came A 
and claimed that the estate was his—he never sold it—and B 
does not possess any bill of sale, shall we say that, as between B, 
C, and D three years of hazakah have elapsed, and as A has not 
protested, D is entitled to it ? or, as each of them has not occu- 
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pied it the years of hazakah, A’s claim is to be considered), the 
years of occupancy count. Said Rabh : This is only when both 
C and D possessed their deeds, but not otherwise. 

Shall we assume that Rabh holds that only a deed is consid¬ 
ered to be known by the people, but not witnesses; and the 
reason why he said elsewhere that he who sells his field in the 
presence of witnesses, and thereafter it was taken away from the 
buyer, the buyer has a right to collect his money from encum¬ 
bered estates, is because the people who bought their estates 
afterwards from the seller had to investigate whether he had not 
sold his estates previously with security, but not because wit¬ 
nesses are considered known to the people ? But how could 
Rabh say so ? Is there not a Mishna farther on which states 
that if by witnesses only, he may collect from unencumbered 
estates only? And lest one say Rabh is a Tana who has a right 
to differ with a Mishna, did not Rabh and Samuel both declare 
that a loan which was made orally is not collectible either from 
heirs or from buyers ? You contradict a case of a loan with a 
case of selling. They are entirely different, as he who makes a 
loan does it privately, as he would not like people should know 
he needed money, and the value of his estate would decrease. 
But he who sells an estate does it publicly, as he is searching for 
a buyer who will give him a better price. 

The rabbis taught: If the father has consumed one year and 
his son two, or vice versa, or each of them one year, and the 
buyer from them one year, it is considered a hazakah. Shall we 
assume that it is a hazakah because a sale is considered known 
to the people, and therefore the owner ought to protest ? Does 
not the following contradict: If one has occupied or consumed 
in the face of the father one year, and in the face of his son two, 
or vice versa , or in the face of each one year, and in the face of 
the buyer who bought it from the son one year, it is considered 
a hazakah for the occupant? Now, if you would bear in mind 
that selling and buying are considered known to the people, why 
is the selling itself not considered the greatest protest? Said 
R. Papa: This may not contradict, as the cited Boraitha may 
treat of one who sold the field among his other fields. (And so 
the sale of this particular field was probably not known to the 
people, and therefore it cannot be considered a protest.) 

MISHNA IV .: The law of hazakah does not apply to the 
following : specialists, farmers, partners, gardeners, and guardians. 
There is also no hazakah to a husband on the estate of his wife. 
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and vice versa; and no hazakah to a father on the estate of his 
son, and vice versa . All this is said concerning hazakah, but con¬ 
cerning a gift or an inheritance of brothers, or one who takes 
possession of the estate of an heirless proselyte, if he has done 
any work whatever (e.g ., if he has locked it, or made any parti¬ 
tion, or torn down the old one), it is considered a hazakah. 

GEMARA: Both the father of Samuel and Levi taught: There 
is no hazakah to a partner, and so much the less to a specialist. 
Samuel, however, taught : There is no hazakah to a specialist, 
but to a partner there is. And Samuel is in accordance with his 
theory elsewhere, that concerning partners the law of hazakah 
applies. They also may be witnesses for each other, and they 
are also considered bailees for hire to each other. R. Abba 
raised the following contradiction to R. Jehudah : “At the 
cave of R. Zakkai.” How can you say that Samuel holds that 
hazakah applies to partners ? Did not he say that when one 
works on his partner’s estate, it is to be considered as if he had 
done this with the permission of his partner. Is this not to be 
understood to mean that a partner has no right of hazakah ? This 
presents no difficulty. One of Samuel’s decisions speaks of when 
the partner has consumed the products of the whole estate which 
belongs to both, and the other decision treats of when he took 
possession of a half share, claiming that they had divided their 
estates long before and that he had made a hazakah on the part 
he now holds. To which his partner objects, saying: Our stipu¬ 
lation was such that you should keep it three years, and then I 
should keep it three years. 

In explaining this, two parties differ. One maintains that 
Samuel’s decision that a partner has a right of hazakah is in case 
he has consumed all the products of the estate belonging to both. 
For a partner usually consumes the products of half of the estate, 
taking them from one half one year and from the other half the 
following, in order to equalize matters. And as we see that one 
lias taken possession of the entire estate for three years in suc¬ 
cession, it is to be supposed that he bought the same. And the 
other decision of Samuel speaks of when they do as is customary, 
consuming the products of the same half three years in succes¬ 
sion : no hazakah applies, because his partner may claim that 
such was the stipulation, as stated above. 

And the other maintains to the contrary. If he consumes 
the whole, there is no hazakah, because it may be that that was 
their arrangement; namely, that one should use the products the 
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first three years and his partner the three years succeeding. But 
if one utilizes exactly half for three years in succession, it may be 
said that he bought it, and therefore hazakah applies. Rabhina, 
however, says that both of Samuel’s decisions may apply to the 
case that one has consumed the whole estate; but the decision 
that he has a hazakah speaks of a field which contains the pre¬ 
scribed quantity for division. Consequently, if one consumes the 
whole field (without any protest from his partner), it is to be sup¬ 
posed that he bought it. And the decision that there is no 
hazakah speaks of a field which has not the prescribed quantity. 
And it is to be supposed that their arrangement was that each 
should use it for three years, as said above. 

The text says : “ Samuel holds that when one works on his 
partner’s estate,” etc. What did Samuel mean to teach, that in 
partnership the law of hazakah does not apply ? Let him then 
say so plainly. Said R. Na’hman in the name of Rabba b. 
Abuhu : He means to say that when one takes his partner’s 
field, which is fit for sowing only, and plants trees in it, he is not 
liable for damages, as it is considered to be done with his part¬ 
ner’s permission, and, moreover, his partner can claim half of any 
profits which may accrue after the expense of planting has been 
deducted. Farther on Samuel says : “ They may bear witness for 
each other,” etc. Why ? Are they not interested in each other’s 
affairs? He means to say, in case one of them gave a deed to 
the other, saying he had nothing further to do with the field. 
But even then, what is it? Have we not learned in the following 
Boraitha : If one says to his partner: “ I have no claim on this 
field,” “ I have nothing to do with it,” or, “ I keep my hands off 
it,” he says nothing (i.e., unless he distinctly says, “ It is yours, 
and I shall have nothing further to do with it,” it is not to be 
considered, because it may be that he said it in a manner indicat¬ 
ing that he wished he would have nothing to do with it, etc.) ? It 
means that this was done with the ceremony of a sudarium (and 
then certainly he has nothing to do with it). But, after all, he is 
still interested in this case, for if the plaintiff should win the 
case, and the estate were taken away from the defendant, it 
might be appraised insufficient to cover the debt made while he 
was still a partner, and then it would devolve upon him. And he 
may also be interested in seeing that this estate shall remain with 
his partner, as it may happen afterwards that some one should 
claim that his partner had borrowed some money while they were 
still partners, and when his partner should have no estate, the 
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debt be turned over to him ? This means that when he transferred 
his property to him he at the same time in writing took upon 
himself the responsibility. The responsibility of what ? If the 
responsibility of this estate, in case it were taken away by some 
one, should devolve on him, then he is certainly interested in 
this case ; and if it means he takes the responsibility of claims 
which may be upon the estate for his own debts, then he has 
nothing to do with any other claims : he is disinterested in so far 
as he has nothing to do with the estate itself—only the making 
good of his own debts. But has he a right to cut himself off from 
all other liabilities ? Have we not learned in a Boraitha that if 
Holy Scrolls were stolen from a city the thieves must not be tried 
by the judges of that city, and also no witnesses from that city 
should be brought as evidence ? 

Now, if one should have a right to say: “I have cut myself 
off from this estate entirely/' it would be possible, in the above 
case, for two judges to say, “ We have relinquished our shares in 
the Holy Scrolls,” and witnesses the same way, and then the 
judges could decide the case and the evidence of the witnesses be 
used. With Holy Scrolls it is different, as they are made for read¬ 
ing, and one cannot help hearing them. Come and hear ! If one 
say : Give a manna to the poor of that city—if there is a trial about 
this, the case must not come before the judges of that city, and 
no evidence of witnesses of the same city should be admitted. 
Now, how can you maintain, because the poor of the city take 
the charity, that the judges of the city should not be eligible to 
decide the case? You must say, then, that the judges must not 
be of the poor who take charity, nor witnesses who have benefit 
therefrom. And why let the judges or the witnesses relinquish 
their share in this charity and be used ? The Boraitha speaks 
also when the manna in question was given for Holy Scrolls, and 
the expression “ poor ” is because concerning the Holy Scrolls 
all are considered poor; and if you wish, it may be said, the ex¬ 
pression “ poor ” is to be taken literally, and it speaks of the poor 
whom the judges or witnesses are obliged to assist. And there¬ 
fore the trial could not come before them, because they are in¬ 
terested in it (i.e.j if the poor should win the case, their share of 
assistance would be less than before). And even if the judges or 
witnesses were taxed to assist the poor of that city with a certain 
sum per annum, they are still considered interested in that case, 
for they are pleased at the poor receiving more support. 

Samuel says further: “They are also considered bailees for 


TRACT BABA BATHRA (LAST CATE). 


11 r 


hire,” etc. Why so? Is this not a guard in the presence of its 
owner, and it is said above that in such a case he is not responsible ? 
Said R. Papa: He means to say, if one said to his partner: 
Guard for me to-day and I will guard for you to-morrow. 

The rabbis taught: If one sells another a house or a field, he is 
not allowed to be a witness, because he is always responsible for 
it, if there should be a claim against it. But if he has sold him a 
cow or a garment, he may be a witness, because he has nothing 
more to do with them. What is the difference between the 
former and the latter facts? Is the seller not responsible in case 
it should be found that the cow or garment in question was stolen 
by him ? Said R. Shesheth : The first part speaks of the follow¬ 
ing case: If A has robbed B of a field and has sold it to C, then 
D comes with a claim, B then has no right to be a witness for C, 
because he is interested in having it returned to A, so that he 
can establish his claim. But if B should be a witness that C is 
right, how can he claim afterwards that the field is his? He can 
only testify that D’s claim is wrong. But could not B exercise 
his right, even if it were D’s? He may think that C, who is not 
so mighty, might settle with him, while with D it would not 
be so easy. And if you wish, it may be said that it speaks of a 
case as follows : B has witnesses that this property belongs to 
him, and D has witnesses who contradict B's witnesses. And in 
such a case, usually the judges decide that the property shall re¬ 
main with its present owner. And therefore B is interested in it, 
and must not be trusted as a witness. But why was it necessary 
for R. Shesheth to illustrate this Boraitha in case the robber had 
sold the field to another? Could he not illustrate this by saying 
that C had announced his claim while the field was still in the 
hands of the robber A—then B cannot be a witness? Because it 
has to teach in the last part that if he has sold movable property 
to some one, which means the one who robbed the property in 
question and sold it, the one who has been robbed may be a wit¬ 
ness, and this can only hold good in case of movable property 
which was passing into another’s hands and of the renouncing of 
the hope to regain it by the owner. As the law dictates that 
these two things give title to the possessor, consequently the 
robbed one, who has nothing more to do with these articles, may 
be a witness. But if the article were still in the hand of the 
robber, the robbed one would not renounce his hope of regaining 
it, and it would still be considered his property, and consequently 
he cannot be a witness. Therefore he illustrated the first part 
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also in the same manner. But, after all, although the robbed one 
renounced his hope of regaining the article, did he do the same 
about the value of it? He speaks when the robber no longer 
exists—when he has no further hope even for the value, as we 
have learned in a Mishna that if one robbed movable property 
and bequeathed it to his children, they are free from paying for it. 
But why does not R. Shesheth explain this Boraitha as speaking 
of an heir (it means if the robber dies and leaves it for his heirs)? 
This objection would not hold good, in accordance with him who 
holds that the control of an heir is not equal to the control of a 
buyer. But to him who holds that they are equal, what can be 
said? Furthermore, there was a difficulty to Abayi : Why does 
the Boraitha use the expressions “ responsible ” and “ not re¬ 
sponsible M —as, according to R. Sheshcth’s explanation, it ought 
to be said, because this is “ returning ” and “ not returning”? 
Therefore the Boraitha must be explained in accordance with 
Rabbin b. Samuel, who said in the name of Mar Samuel as fol¬ 
lows: If one sold a field to his neighbor without security, he has 
no right to qualify as a witness concerning it, because in case of 
a creditor he can show this as a source of collection. But this 
can only be in case of a house or other real estate, and not of 
movable property; and not only when it was sold without any 
stipulation that collection is not to be made on movable property 
for the claim of a creditor, but even in case it was written, “ You 
shall collect your money from the garment which is on my shoul¬ 
ders,” he can do it only when the movable property is still in his 
possession, but not otherwise. As even then the property in 
question has been made a hypothec, he can only collect when it 
is yet under the borrower’s control; but when it is not under his 
control, he cannot. As Rabha said (First Gate, p. 19): If one 
has made his slave a hypothec, and thereafter he sold it, a collec¬ 
tion can be made ; but if the hypothec was an ox or an ass, and he 
has sold it, the creditor cannot collect. Why so ? Because real 
estate, when it is sold, people talk about it, which is not the case 
with movable property. But let it be feared that the owner of 
the movable property has mortgaged it together with the real 
estate. As Rabba said elsewhere : Such an agreement holds 
good to collect also from the personal property. And R. Hisda 
added to it that this law holds good only when the borrower 
mentioned in his agreement that this should not be considered 
an asjnacktak , or a copied agreement? It speaks of a case in 
which the movable property was bought and sold immediately. 
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Let it still, however, be feared that he wrote in the mortgage of 
the real estate : “All the personal property which I possess and 
which I shall possess hereafter/’ Shall we assume that because 
such is not feared, a similar agreement is not to be considered ? 
And if in spite of such agreement he has sold out or bequeathed 
his movable property, the sale is valid ? Nay; it maybe said 
that the above case treats of when there are witnesses who tes¬ 
tify that this man never possessed any real estate. But did not 
R. Papa say that although the rabbis had enacted that if one sold 
out real estate without security, and a creditor took it away from 
the buyer, the latter could not claim the money from the seller ? 
If, however, the investigation shows that the seller has never 
possessed this estate, he must pay ? 

It speaks that the buyer was aware that the ass in ques¬ 
tion was born from his cattle. R. Zebid, however, maintained 
that if sold without security, even if it was found afterwards that 
he never possessed it, the buyer could claim his money, because 
the seller might claim that on this account it was sold without 
security. 

It is said above, in the name of Samuel, that he who has sold 
a field without security cannot be a witness concerning this estate, 
as he is interested in it; in case his creditor came, he can show 
him this field for collection. Let us see how the case was. Does 
the seller possess other real estate? Then certainly the creditor 
will make his claim against that estate first, as there is a rule that 
no collection should be made from encumbered estate when there 
are unencumbered estates of the defendant. And if he does not 
possess any others, then what can the creditor take from him, 
even if it remains with the buyer? It may be said that he does 
not possess other estates. Nevertheless, he may say : “ I do not 
want to be wicked,” that the verse in Ps. xxxvii. 21, “ The wicked 
borrowed and repayeth not,” should apply to me. But would 
not the same verse apply to him concerning the buyer? Nay; 
as he may say : I plainly told him that I would not secure this 
field to him. Consequently he was willing to buy it, even though 
it might be taken away from him afterwards. 

Rabha, according to others R. Papa, announced: It shall be 
known to them who are ascending to Palestine or descending to 
Babylon, that if one Israelite sold to another an ass, and a Gen¬ 
tile came and took it away, claiming that it was stolen from him, 
it is but right that the seller shall settle with the buyer, so that 
he shall not suffer the whole damage. This, however, is said 
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when the buyer was not aware that this ass was born among his 
animals. But if the buyer was aware of it, he cannot expect any 
settlement (as such was his fate). And even in case he was not 
aware, he may do so when the Gentile takes away the ass only, 
but when he takes away the saddle and also the man, since he 
takes not only what belongs to him, but all that the buyer pos¬ 
sessed, then again it is his fate. 

“ Specialists ,” etc. Said Rabba: “ This is said when the owner 
has transferred to the specialist in the presence of witnesses; but 
otherwise, because he may claim that he never took it from him, 
he is to be trusted if he says that he bought it from him. Said 
Abayi to him : According to your theory, even if it was in the 
presence of witnesses, he should also be trusted, because he could 
claim that he has returned it already. Answered Rabba: Do you 
mean to say that if one deposits an article with his neighbor in 
the presence of witnesses the depositary should return it to him 
without witnesses, and that it should not be born in mind (that 
he used witnesses when presenting)? The latter must do the 
same when returning; for, if not, he will not be trusted when 
he claims to have returned it. Abayi objected from the following: 
If one has seen his slave learning a trade at a specialist’s, or his 
garment at a cleaner’s, and to the question, “ What does it con¬ 
cern you ? ” he answers, “You sold it, or made it a present to 
me,” he said nothing. But if he claims: “ I was present when 
you told so and so to sell it, or give it for a present,” he may be 
trusted. And to the explanation of the difference in the law 
between the first part and the latter, said Rabba: The latter part 
means to say: If the article in question came to the present pos¬ 
sessor from a third hand, and the latter said to the plaintiff: In 
my presence you told so and so that he might sell it, or give it 
as a present. And the reason is because, if he wished to tell a 
lie, he could claim: I myself bought it from you. Now we see 
that the first part states, “ If one has seen.” And what does it 
mean ? If there were witnesses,, why the expression “ seen ” ? 
He should bring his witnesses and take it away. We must say, 
then, that there were no witnesses; yet, as soon as he has seen 
it, he may take it away (hence this contradicts your statement 
that if there were no witnesses he is to be trusted, claiming, “ I 
bought it from you”). Says Rabba: Nay; it means that there 
were witnesses (when he presented it to him), and even then only 
when he saw it in his possession. (Said Abayi:) But did you not 
declare that he who has deposited an article in the presence of 
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witnesses, the returning must also be done in the presence of the 
same? And he answered: I retract that statement. Rabha, 
however, objected to Abayi, and brought the following as a sup¬ 
port to Rabba: If one has given his garment to a specialist, the 
latter claiming, “ The stipulation was that you should give me 
two zuz,” and the owner claims the stipulation was for one zuz, 
so long as the article is in the hand of the specialist, it is for the 
owner to bring evidence. If, however, the specialist has already 
returned it to the owner, if he announced his claim in time (i.e., 
before sunset, at which time a laborer has to get his payment), 
then he takes an oath and gets the full payment. But if it 
was after that time, he is the plaintiff, and it is for him to bring 
witnesses. Now let us see how was the case. If there were 
witnesses, then it must be done as the witnesses testify. It must 
be said, therefore, that there are no witnesses, nevertheless the 
specialist is trusted. Is this not because he could claim, “ I 
bought it,” so that he would be trusted ? So is it when he claims 
his payment? Nay; it treats of when there were no witnesses, 
and also when the owner of the article did not see it in the hands 
of the specialist (so that the specialist could claim that he had 
returned it). 

R. Na’hman b. Itz’hak objected from our Mishna, which states 
that a specialist has no hazakah, from which it is to be inferred 
that only a specialist has not, but a common man has. And this 
is certainly the case if there were no witnesses ; for if there were, 
why should he? Hence we see that a specialist has no hazakah 
even when there were witnesses. And this contradicts Rabba’s 
above statement, and this objection remains. 

The rabbis taught: If one has exchanged his utensils for an¬ 
other’s in the house of a specialist, he may use them until the 
owner shall come and recognize his. If the same was done at the 
house of a mourner or at a house of a wedding, he must not use 
them before they shall be recognized. And what is the reason 
for the difference in the two cases? Said Rabh : I used to sit 
before my uncle, and he explained it to me that it might happen 
that the owner of an article might say to a specialist, “ Sell this 
article for me ” (hence the article might be given to him, not by 
an error but intentionally by the specialist, who has a right to sell 
it), which cannot be the case in the house of a mourner or of a 
wedding. Said R. Hyya b. R. Na’hman : Then it may be used 
only when the specialist himself has exchanged it; but if this was 
presented to him by his wife or children, he must not use it. 
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And even when it was presented by the specialist himself, the 
law holds good if he said to him : “ Here is this article”; but if 
he said to him : “ Here is your article,” then he must not use it, 
as we see that the specialist has erred in giving it to him. Said 
Abayi to Rabha: Come and I will tell you what the swindlers of 
Pumbeditha are doing. If one claims : “ Give me up my mantle 
which I have given to you for repairing,” the other answers that 
this never occurred. And if he claims : “ I have witnesses who 
saw it at your place,” he claims it was another’s. “ But bring it 
forth and let us see it.” He answers : “ No, indeed ! I have no 
right to show you the goods of others.” Answered Rabha : Al¬ 
though he is a swindler, nevertheless he does it in accordance 
with the law, as the Roraitha states plainly, when he sees it with 
his eyes. Said R. Ashi: If the claimant is a clever man, he can 
make the specialist show him the article in question, saying: I 
understand that you keep it because you are afraid I shall deny the 
debt which I owe you. I admit to you in the presence of witnesses 
that I owe you, and will pay you when you shall bring forth this 
garment and it shall be appraised. Then you will take yours, 
and I shall take mine. Said R. Aha b. R. Ivya to R. Ashi : The 
swindler may answer : I do not need your appraisement, as it was 
appraised long ago by more competent men than you are. 

“Gardeners " z tc. Why so? Until now he took only the 
half, and now we see he has consumed the whole of it for three 
years, why has he no hazakah ? Said R. Johanan : It speaks of 
family gardeners the same gardeners used to guard and work 
up the fields as gardens of that family since it was in its posses¬ 
sion, and as this was a kind of inheritance, the owners could 
not discharge them by substituting others, and with such gar¬ 
deners it might happen that they consumed the fruit for three 
years in succession and thereafter the owners consumed the fruit 
for the same period, and therefore no hazakah applies to them. 
But to ordinary gardeners, if they consume the fruit for three 
years, hazakah does apply. R. Na’hman said : A gardener who 
has hired other gardeners to substitute him for the years of 
hazakah (even if he was of the kind mentioned by R. Johanan), 
hazakah may be considered, because in such a case the owners 
would protest. R. Johanan said again : To a gardener of the 
above sort, who has divided the work which is needed for the 
gardens, to hired gardeners, hazakah does not apply, as it may 
be supposed that he does so with the permission of the owner 
(as he himself could not do the whole work). 
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R. Na’hman b. R. Hisda sent a message to R. Na’hman b. 
Jacob : Let the master teach us. May a gardener be taken as a 
witness in case of a claim, or not? R. Joseph was sitting before 
the latter when the message came, and said to him : “ So said 
Samuel: A gardener may be a witness.” But is there not a 
Boraitha which states that they must not ? This presents no 
difficulty. If there are products still on the estate, the gardener 
may not qualify as a witness; but if there were none, then he 
may. 

The rabbis taught: A surety may be a witness for the bor¬ 
rower in case the latter has other property besides that to which 
the claim refers. And the same is the case with a lender. The 
first buyer may be a witness to the second (e.g., if A sold one 
field to B and another to C, and D claims that the field sold 
to C belongs to him as A has robbed him of it, B may be a wit¬ 
ness in that case in behalf of C in case A has other property), 
so that if there should be another claim he should be able to pay 
from the remainder. 

A receiver (i.e. y one who receives the money from the lender 
and forwards it to the borrower, as to which the law dictates that 
the lender has a right to collect from whomsoever he chooses— 
either from the receiver or from the borrower) — according to some 
he may, and according to others he may not be a witness. He 
who permits this maintains that the receiver is considered an ordi¬ 
nary surety whom the law permits to be a witness, and he who 
forbids it maintains that the receiver is always pleased when the 
borrower has more estates, so that in case a creditor should appear 
he will be able to pay him from his middle estate. 

R. Johanan said again : A specialist has no hazakah, but his 
son has; and the same is the case with a gardener. A robber, 
however, neither he nor his son has hazakah, but his grandson 
has. Let us see how was the case ? If all mentioned above 
claimed that the estate was their fathers*, then they also should 
not have any hazakah ; and if they claim for themselves, it 
means that they themselves bought it. Why should this law not 
apply to the son of the robber also ? He speaks of a case where 
there are witnesses who testify that the owners have admitted to 
their fathers in their presence that they sold it; and then the sons 
of a gardener or a specialist are to be trusted if they claim to 
have inherited from their fathers; but the son of a robber is not 
to be trusted even in such a case. As R. Kahana said : It may 
be feared that the owner has admitted to the robber only for fear 
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lest he make him more trouble. Said Rabha: It may happen 
that even the grandson of a robber shall not have any hazakah. 
It is when the basis of his claim is his grandfather. Who is to 
be considered a robber, so that the law of hazakah should not 
apply? Said R. Johanan : When he has occupied a field which 
does not belong to him (and as he was an influential man, the 
owner was afraid to sue him). R. Hisda, however, maintains that 
it means only people like a certain family of N, who used to kill 
men when they opposed them in money matters. 

The rabbis taught : A specialist has no hazakah so long as he 
keeps up his profession, but otherwise when he has ceased. And 
the same is the case with a gardener when he has given up his 
gardening. The same is the case with a son who has separated 
himself from his father, and with a woman who was divorced 
from her husband—all of them are considered, in a case of hazakah, 
with men in general. It is correct to teach about a son who has 
separated himself, lest one say that usually a father relinquishes 
his right to a son ; but was it also necessary to teach about a 
divorced woman ? Is not this self-evident ? It means that the 
divorce was made by such a document as is doubtful in legality, 
and in such a case she is considered divorced and not divorced ; 
and it is in accordance with R. Zera, who said in the name of Jere¬ 
miah b. Abba, quoting Samuel, that in a case where the sages 
say, “ She is divorced and not divorced,’* her husband is obliged 
to support her. 

R. Na’hman said: Huna told me that all the persons men¬ 
tioned above who have not the right of hazakah, if they bring 
evidence, it is to be considered, and the court may leave the 
property in their possession ; except a robber, for even if he 
brought evidence, it must not be considered, and the court re¬ 
plevins the estate. But what news comes he to teach us? Have 
we not learned this already elsewhere, that if one has bought 
estates from a sicarius (a man who took away the estate by threat¬ 
ening murder if it was not given to him), and afterwards he got 
a bill of sale from the owner (without giving him any money), 
the bill of sale is not considered and he has no title (hence it is 
already taught that a robber and all those who base their claims 
upon his actions, even if they bring evidence, are not to be con¬ 
sidered) ? This teaching was necessary to deny Rabh’s theory, 
who said that the cited Mishna speaks only of a case in which 
the owner told the buyer : “ Go make a hazakah on the estate 
and acquire title,” but has not furnished him with any deed. 


TRACT BABA BATHRA (LAST GATE). 


1 *9 

But if he gave him a deed, title is acquired. R. Huna comes to 
teach us that the Halakha prevails in accordance with Samuel, 
who said that in such a case, even if he gave him a deed, title is 
not acquired unless he take the responsibility for the future. And 
R. Bibi has added to the above statement of Huna in the name 
of R. Na’hman, that the estate does not remain in his possession, 
but the claim for his money, in case he paid afterwards to the 
robbed one, is to be considered, provided witnesses testify that 
he gave him the money in their presence. But if they testify 
that in their presence the robbed one has admitted to the robber 
that he was paid for it, it is not to be considered. As R. Kahana 
said elsewhere : Such an admission may have been made only 
because of fear that he would be killed. R. Huna said: If one 
sold his estate by duress, the sale is valid. Why so? For if one 
sells every estate which belongs to him, he usually does so because 
he is compelled to do so by circumstances, and nevertheless the 
sale is valid. 

But perhaps there is a difference between the pressure of his 
private circumstances and duress, which is a pressure by others? 
This is to be explained as we have learned in the following 
Boraitha: It is written [Lev. i. 3] : “ Shall he bring it,” which means 
that he may be compelled to bring it—that it may be Lirzuno 
(literally, according to his will). And what does this mean—that he 
shall be compelled until he shall say : “ I am willing to do so.” But 
still it may be that there is a difference, because one likes to atone 
(and consequently he does it, finally, with good will). Therefore 
we may infer the same from the latter part of the cited Mishna: 
And the same is the case with divorced women—he may be com¬ 
pelled until he says: “ I am willing to do so.” But still it may 
be that this is to be done because it is a meritorious act to listen 
to the law (which is not the case with R. Huna’s theory). There¬ 
fore we must say that R. Huna’s decision was from a common- 
sense standpoint, that when a man is in such circumstances he 
resolves to give title to the buyer. R. Jehudah objected from 
the following: A divorce which was compelled by the court of 
Israelites is valid. By Gentiles, it is not, unless they beat him, 
saying: “ Do as the Israelite court dictates to you.” Now, if 
you say because of the circumstances he resolves to give title, 
why should the divorce be invalid, even at a court of Gentiles? 
It may also be supposed that because of circumstances it was 
resolved to give the divorce legally. The answer is: Was it not 
taught in addition to this that R. Mesharshiah said : Biblically 
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the divorce is valid, even when it was obtained in a court of 
Gentiles. And why did the rabbis enact that such should be 
invalid—that every woman who did not like her husband should 
not go to the Gentile court to be divorced from her husband ? 
R. Hamnuna objected from the above-cited Mishna : If he bought 
of a sicariiiSy etc. Why, then, should it not be said in that case 
also, that because of the circumstances he resolved to give title? 
Of this, also, it was taught that Rabh said that this holds good 
only when there was no deed (as said above). But still there 
would be an objection to Samuel, who said above that even with 
a deed the same is invalid ? 

Samuel himself agrees that such a sale is valid in case the 
buyer has paid the owner in cash. But would not R. Bibi’s 
above statement in the name of R. Na’hman contradict R. Huna? 
Bibi’s statement is not a Boraitha and not a Mishna, but only a 
saying, to which R. Huna need not pay any attention. Said 
Rabha: The Halakha prevails that if one sells his goods under 
duress the sale is valid, provided he was compelled to sell one of 
his estates, and he himself has made the selection. But if he was 
compelled to sell this field, the sale is not valid, provided he did 
not count the money given him for it (as this shows that he does 
it unwillingly); but if he has counted the money the sale is valid. 
And all this is said in case he has no opportunity to extricate 
himself; but if he had, and did not take advantage of it, the 
sales are valid. (Says the Gemara:) In reality, the Halakha pre¬ 
vails that in all these cases the sale is valid, even if he was com¬ 
pelled to sell this field, as a woman is similar to this field ; and 
Amemar said that if a woman is compelled to betroth herself 
under duress the betrothal is valid. Mar b. R. Ashi, however, 
said that in case of a woman the betrothal is null and void. Be¬ 
cause he has acted unlawfully, he must also be treated unlawfully, 
and the rabbis deny his betrothal and consider it void. 

Tabba hung Pappi on a tree called khidra, to compel him to 
sell him his field, and he did so. And Rabha b. b. Hana signed his 
name on both—on the protest of Pappi made before being com¬ 
pelled, and on the bill of sale made under duress. Said R. Huna : 
He who has signed his name to the protest, and also he who has 
signed his name on the bill of sale, did well. How is this to be 
understood ? If there was a protest, the bill of sale cannot hold 
good, and vice versa? He meant to say that if there were no 
protest, he who signed his name on the bill of sale did well, for 
according to his theory a sale under duress is valid. But why 
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should the protest annul the bill of sale, when the same witnesses 
who signed the protest signed the bill of sale also? Did not R. 
Na’hman say: Witnesses who testify that they signed their 
names to a note whose amount was not yet paid, but which was 
prepared by the borrower in case he should find some one who 
would make him the loan, are not to be trusted? And the same 
is the case if some one has sold a bill of sale, and the witnesses 
whose signatures were on the same testified that the one who 
made the bill of sale made also a protest previously “ before us, 
that he was compelled to make this bill of sale, and we have 
acknowledged the truth of his protest.” 

Why, then, said R. Iluna that if not for the protest the sale 
would be valid ? Let him say it is valid, notwithstanding this 
protest, in accordance with R. Na’hman’s decision just stated? 
R. Na’hman’s statement was when the protest was oral, as such 
cannot harm a written document. In our case, however, the 
protest was a written one, and therefore it annuls the bill of sale. 

Mar b. R. Ashi, however, maintains that if witnesses testify, 
“ We signed our names before the money was given ” (as explained 
above), they are not to be trusted; but if they testify that this 
bill of sale was previously “ protested before us and acknowledged 
by us,” they may be trusted. Why so ? Because in the first 
case, after the witnesses signed their names to the fact that so and 
so had borrowed money from so and so, they could not sign an¬ 
other document that the borrower had not received the money 
as yet, as it would contradict their first statement, and it would 
seem that they had made themselves liars; and, therefore, if they 
testify so, they are not to be trusted, as there is a rule that one 
cannot make himself wicked ; i.c ., if one comes before the court, 
and says, “ I am a liar,” or “ wicked,” for the purpose that another 
shall have benefit from this confession, he is not to be trusted. 
But in the other case, however, both documents may be written 
by the very same men; i.e. y if they see a man in trouble, they 
may listen to his protest, write it down, and sign it, and thereafter 
also sign the bill of sale to which he was compelled. And there¬ 
fore, even if the protest was not written by them, they may be 
trusted if they testify that they have heard the protest and 
acknowledged to the truth of it. 

“No hazakah to a husband etc. Is this not self-evident? 
As he has a right to use the fruit of her estate, how can it be 
considered a hazakah ? It speaks of even when he gave her 
a document that he has no interest in her estate. But even then, 
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what is it ? Have we not learned in a Boraitha above (p. 109), 
that if one says: “ I have nothing to do with this field/’ “ I have 
no claim to it,” and, “ I keep my hands off it,” he says nothing? 
Said the disciples of R. Yanai : Our Mishna treats of when he 
gave her such a document when she was still betrothed. And 
this is in accordance with R. Kahana, who says of an estate which 
one expected to take possession of in the future, he has a right 
to make a stipulation that he should not inherit it. And it is 
also in accordance with Rabha, who said : If one declares : “ I do 
not care to have the privilege of the enactment by the sages in 
a thing similar to the above,” he may be listened to. What does 
this mean ? That which R. Huna said in the name of Rabh : A 
woman has a right to say to her husband : “ I do not wish to be 
supported by you and also would not wish to do any work 
for you.” 

Now the Mishna states that the consuming of fruit does not 
make a hazakah ; but if he brings evidence that she sold her 
estate to him, it would be a hazakah. Why? Let her claim 
that she had done so only to please her husband. Have we not 
learned in a Mishna : If one bought an estate from another whose 
properties were encumbered by the marriage contract of his wife, 
and afterwards he also took a deed from his wife, the sale is in¬ 
valid ? Is it not because she may say: I did so only with the 
intention of pleasing my husband, but not with the intention of 
selling it ? Was it not taught in addition to this Mishna that 
Rabha b. R. Huna explained it that the Mishna treats of certain 
three fields—namely, one, of one he had set apart in the marriage 
contract before marriage ; and another, of one of which he had 
made a hypothec in the marriage contract after marriage ; and the 
third, of one which she brought him as a gift from her father, 
which was appraised at a certain amount of money, for which the 
husband became responsible in the marriage contract ? What 
does he mean to exclude ? Shall we assume to exclude all other 
estates which were also encumbered to her? Then, certainly, it 
would create so much the more animosity between her husband 
and herself, because he would say : You did not want to sign 
this because you are expecting my death or to be divorced. 
Hence the claim that “ I have done so to please my husband ” 
would be right. And shall we say that he means to exclude the 
usage of fruit ? Did not Amemar say that if the husband and 
his wife have sold the usage of fruit from her estate, it is not to 
be considered (because of the same claim, “ I have done it only to 
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please my husband”)? He means to exclude the use of fruit; 
and Amemar’s statement was only in case he had sold out and 
died, that she might, after his death, make use of that claim, or 
in case of her death, he had a right to make use of such a claim, 
according to the enactment of the rabbis. And it is as R. Jose 
b. Hanina said (First Gate, p. 197). But when they are both 
alive and have sold out, and even when the husband only has 
sold out, the sale is valid. And if you wish, it can be said that 
Amemar’s statement is based upon R. Eliezer’s elsewhere, that 
an article which does not bear the name of its owner—as, for in¬ 
stance, the fruit of the wife’s estate, which cannot be said to 
belong to her or to belong to him—cannot be sold by either of 
them. And Rabha said that R. Eliezer based his statement on 
[Ex. xxi. 21], “ for he is his money,” which means the money 
which belongs to him alone. 

“ On his wife’s estate.” But did not Rabh say that a married 
woman must protest (in case one has occupied her estate). Who 
is the one who has occupied her estate ? Shall we assume any 
one ? Did not Rabh say : “ There is no occupancy in the estates 
of a married woman ”? We must therefore say, he means even 
when her husband has occupied her estate ? Said Rabha : He 
means the husband, and in case he has dug in her estate excava¬ 
tions, pits, and caves, then she must protest, as he has the right 
to her estate only for usage of fruit ; and if she did not, he has a 
hazakah, as, if he had not bought it, he would not dare to dig 
in it. But did not R. Na’hman say in the name of Rabba b. 
Abuhu that there is no hazakah concerning damages (hence if 
the husband has damaged her estate, she has not had to protest). 
Was it not taught in addition to this (above, p. 69), R. Mari 
said : Concerning smoke, etc. ? R. Joseph, however, said : Rabh 
means a stranger, and he speaks in case he has occupied it at a 
certain time while her husband was still alive and three years 
after his death ; and because the occupant could claim, “ I bought 
it from you ” (as three years have already elapsed since her hus¬ 
band’s decease), he is to be trusted if he claims, “You sold 
out your estate to your husband, and I bought it from him.” 
The text states : Rabh says: There is no occupancy in the estate 
of a married woman. The judges of the Exile, however, main¬ 
tain that there is. And Rabh himself, when he was told of this, 
said : The Halakah prevails in accordance with the judges of the 
Exile. (Samuel and Kama were called the judges of the Exile.) 
And to the question of R. Kahana and R. Assi : Has the master 
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receded from his statement ? he answered : I meant to say, as 
it was illustrated above by R. Joseph.* 

“And vice versa.” Is this not self-evident? Has she not to 
be supported from the estate of her husband ? It treats in case 
he has set aside another estate for her support. But how is it if 
she brings evidence that she has paid him for it? Has she the 
right ? Let him claim : I intended only to discover the money 
which she had hidden from me, and therefore I told her I would 
sell it, never intending, however, actually to transfer it to her. 
And because it was not stated, let it be inferred from this that if 
a husband sold his estate to his wife, the above claim should not 
be taken into consideration ? Nay; it may be said that the 
Mishna means evidence in the form of a transfer as a gift. 

R. Na’hman said to R. Huna: “The master was not with us 
yesterday, in our college, and there were taught many good 
things.” “And what were they?” “ That when a husband sells 
his estate to his wife, she acquires title, and the claim, * I did it 
only to discover her money,’ etc., is not to be considered.” And 
Huna answered : This is self-evident, as if you take away the fact 
that she has given him money, the bill of sale gives her title. 
For have we not learned in a Mishna that real estate may bought 
with money or a document, or with hazakah ? Rejoined R. 
Na’hman : But was it not taught, in addition to it, that Samuel 
said that it speaks only of a bill of a gift, but a bill of sale gives 
no title unless he paid the money for it? Said Huna: But was 
this not objected to by R. Hamnuna, from the following: With 
a document—how so? If he wrote on a piece of paper [or on a 
piece of broken clay, although it has no value whatever], “ My 
field is sold to you,” or, “ My field is bought from you,” it is sold 
and transferred to the buyer? And R. Na’hman answered to 
this: Did not R. Hamnuna himself answer his objection that it 
speaks of one who sells his estate because of its barrenness? R. 
Ashi, however, answered (the objection of Hamnuna): The cited 
Boraitha speaks of a gift which was written in the manner of a 
bill of sale, to strengthen its power (i.e. f the seller has to make 
good all claims to it). An objection was raised from thfe follow¬ 
ing: If one borrowed from his bondsman, and encumbered his 
estate for him by a document, and afterwards he freed him, or 
from his wife and thereafter he divorced her, they have nothing 

* R. Joseph was two generations after Rabh. But it is the custom of the 
flemara to write as if Rabh would have said : “ I illustrate this as R. Joseph has 
done it.” 
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to claim. Must we not assume that the reason is because we 
suppose that he only intended to discover the money which was 
hidden from him? That case is different, as one would not like 
to make himself a slave to the lender ([Prov. xxii. 7] : “ The bor¬ 
rower is servant to the lender”). 

R. Huna b. Abbin sent a message to the college relating that 
if one sold out his field to his wife, she acquires title, but he has 
still a right to use the products. However, R. Abba b. Abuhu, 
and all the great men of the generation, said that such a bill of 
sale is to be considered a deed of gift, but it was written in the 
manner of a bill of sale for the purpose of strengthening its 
power. This message was objected to by the college, from the 
Boraitha just cited, and was answered with the same reply. 

Rabh said : If one sold his field to his wife, she acquires title, 
and the husband uses the products. If, however, he has presented 
it to her as a gift, she acquires title, and he must not use the 
fruit. R. Elazar, however, maintains that in both cases title is 
acquired, and the husband has no right to use the fruit. R. Hisda 
acted in accordance with R. Elazar. Said Rabban Uqba and 
Rabban Nehemiah, sons of Rabh’s daughter, to R. Hisda : “ Does 
the master put aside the great men and act like the small ones? ” 
(R. Elazar was only a disciple of R. Johanan.) And he answered : 
I have also acted according to the theory of the great men, as 
when Rabbin came from Palestine, he said in the name of R. Jo¬ 
hanan that in both cases she acquires title, and the husband has 
no right to use the products. Said Rabha : The Halakha prevails 
that if one sells his field to his wife she does not acquire title, 
and the husband may use the fruit; and if a gift, she acquires 
title, and he may not use the products. Does not Rabha contra¬ 
dict himself? (He says she does not acquire title, and it is self- 
evident that he may use the fruit; and when he says he may use 
the fruit, it means although she has acquired title.) This presents 
no difficulty. If she bought with the money which was hidden 
from her husband, she does not acquire title at all; but if with 
money which was not hidden from him, she acquires title; but 
he may, nevertheless, use the fruit. So was it said in the name 
of R. Jehudah. 

The rabbis taught: One must not accept bailments from 
women, from slaves, or from children : If, however, one has ac¬ 
cepted from a woman, he must return it to her; and in case she 
dies, he must return it to her husband. From a slave, he must 
return to him; and in case he dies, then to his master. If from 
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a minor, he should invest it in such a thing as will bear good 
fruit until he shall be of age, and in case of death return it to his 
heirs. All of them, however, if they said, while dying, “ This 
belongs to so and so,” he must act accordingly (even when the 
depositor was a minor); and if they have declared nothing, he 
may do in accordance with his conscience— (i.e., he shall return 
it to. him whom he thinks to be the proper heir. The wife of 
Rabba b. b. Hana while dying said : These earrings belong to 
Martha, and to the sons of his daughter. And Rabba came to 
question Rabh what he should do. And he answered : If these 
people whom she mentioned are worthy, so that they can afford 
to keep bailments with her, then do as she declared ; and if not, 
then you may explain her declaration as you please. “ From a 
minor, he should invest,” etc. R. Hisda maintains in Holy 
Scrolls; and Rabha b. Huna said : A tree which bears dates. 

“ A father on the estate of his sonf etc. Said R. Joseph: 
Even if they have separated themselves. Rabha, however, main¬ 
tains that in case of separation the law is different. Said R. 
Jeremiah of Diphti: R. Pappi has acted in accordance with 
Rabha’s statement. Said R. Na’hman b. Itz’hak: I was told by 
R. Hyya of Hurmiz Ardshir that he was told by R. Aha b. 
Jacob, quoting R. Na’hman b. Jacob, that when they have sepa¬ 
rated themselves each of them has a right of hazakah. And so 
the Halakha prevails. 

It was taught: If one of brothers who was the business man 
of the house, and the bills of sale and notes were in his name, 
claims : “ All this is my own, inherited from my mother’s father,” 
according to Rabh, the burden of proof lies upon him ; and ac¬ 
cording to Samuel, it lies upon his brothers. Said Samuel: Abba 
admits that in case he dies the burden of proof is thrown upon 
his brothers. R. Papa opposed : Should we make for orphans 
such a claim as their father while alive had not any right to (i.e., 
when this brother was alive, it was for him to bring evidence, and 
if he could not, the goods belong to all the brothers, and because 
he is dead, shall we say that the brothers have to bring evidence, 
and if they cannot it belongs to his orphans)? Did not Rabha 
levy upon a pair of shoes and a book of Hagadah from orphans 
without any evidence that they were things which are usually 
hired and borrowed? And he did so in accordance with the 
message of R. Huna b. Abbin, that of things which are usually 
borrowed and hired one is not trusted to say, “ They were bought 
by me.” This difficulty remains. 
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Said R. Hisda: The decision of Rabh concerning the brother 
who manages the business of the house, holds good only when 
all the brothers are not separated in the household—even in the 
dough of bread which they take for the house. But if they 
are, he may claim that he has spared from his householding the 
amount which he has in his hand, and the brothers have nothing 
to do with it. The evidence mentioned in Rabh's decision— 
what should it be? According to Rabba, the evidence should be 
with witnesses that he has saved the money or it came from 
other sources ; and according to R. Shesheth, it is sufficient when 
the court has approved the bill of sale or other notes which bear 
his name (as it is to be supposed that the court would not ap¬ 
prove if it were not sure it belonged to him only). Said Rabha 
to R. Na’hman: There are Rabh and Samuel, with Rabba and 
R. Shesheth, who discuss this matter, and I would like to know 
the opinion of you, master—with whom you agree. And he 
answered : I am aware of the following Boraitha : One of brothers 
who was the business man of the house, and there were bills 
of sale and other notes bearing his name only, and he claims: 
“They are my own, inherited from my mother’s father,’' the bur¬ 
den of evidence rests with him. And the same is the case with 
a woman who was managing the business in a house and there 
were documents bearing her name only, and she claims that they 
are her own property which came from her grandfather on the 
father's or mother’s side—it is upon her to bring evidence. (Says 
the Gamara:) It was necessary for the Boraitha to declare the 
same law in the case of a woman, lest one say that because it is 
an honor for a woman to be trusted with the management of a 
house, she would surely take care not to rob the orphans, and 
therefore she ought to be trusted without evidence, it comes to 
teach that it is not so. 

“ Concerning a gift or an inheritance of brothers ," etc. How 
is this to be understood ? Does not the law of hazakah apply to 
the persons mentioned farther on in the Mishna? The Mishna 
is not complete, and should read thus: All this is said of a haza¬ 
kah to which there is a claim; as, for instance, the seller says, “ I 
did not sell,” and the buyer says, “ I have bought.” But a haza¬ 
kah to which there is no claim, as, for instance, who presents a 
gift or an inheritance of brothers, or who takes possession of the 
property of a proselyte, to which the law prescribes that he needs 
to acquire title by doing something—if he has locked it or made 
any partition, etc.—it is a hazakah. R. Houshia taught: In a 
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Tosephta of Tract Kidushin, written by the school of Levi, “ If 
he locked it,” etc., in the face of the other party—it is a hazakah. 
Is this to be understood, only to his face, but not in his absence? 
Said Rabha: He meant to say: If this was in the face of the 
other party, it is not necessary for the latter to tell him : “ Go 
make a hazakah, and acquire title.” But if not to his face, it is 
not considered a hazakah unless he distinctly said to him the 
words just mentioned. Questioned Rabh : How is the law con¬ 
cerning a gift, according to the Boraitha just mentioned (must 
the giver also tell the receiver, “ Go and make a hazakah,” or 
not)? Said Samuel: Why was Abba doubtful? When, concern¬ 
ing a sale for which the seller gets money, it is not a hazakah 
unless he tells him, “ Go and make a hazakah,” so much the less 
it must be so with a gift, for which he has received nothing. 
Rabh, however, maintains that he who makes a gift usually makes 
it with a good eye, and no explanation is needed. 

The Mishna states: “Any work whatever.” What does this 
mean ? As Samuel said : If he has completed the partition which 
was there already to the size of ten spans, or he has broken a 
hole in the partition through which he can go in or out, it is con¬ 
sidered a hazakah. Let us see how was the partition ! If it was 
placed in such a position that one could not climb over it to the 
estate, and after its completion by the occupant it is also the 
same, what, then, has he done that shall be considered a hazakah ? 
And if in its previous condition one could climb over it, and after 
its completion one cannot, then he has done much that does not 
correspond with the expression “ whatever ” ? It means that in 
the previous condition one could easily climb over it, and after 
it was completed it is not so easy for one to do so ; and the same 
is the case with a hole in a partition, by which, in the previous 
condition, it was not easy to enter, and one broke it to such an 
extent that it is easy to enter. R. Assi in the name of R. Joha- 
nan said : If the occupant of the property of a proselyte put a 
little piece of wood too near the hole which was in the partition 
and with this he has improved it, or he took out a piece of wood 
and with this he has improved it, it is considered a hazakah. 
What does he mean by the expression, “ he put ... or he 
took out ” ? Shall we assume that with this piece of wood he 
closed the hole so that it prevents the water from going in, or 
he took out a piece of wood, and with this he has made place for 
the water gathered in to come out ? Why should it be considered 
a hazakah ? Is it not the duty of every Israelite to save the prop- 
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erty of his neighbor from damage when seeing danger is near? 
Therefore it must be supposed that he means he has put in a 
piece of wood with the purpose that the water which is useful to 
the estate shall remain, or he took out a piece of wood so that he 
opened a channel permitting water to reach the estate. The same 
said again in the name of the same authority: If there were two 
estates left by a proselyte and there was a boundary between 
them, and one has made a hazakah in one of them with the pur¬ 
pose of acquiring title to it, it is acquired. If for the purpose of 
acquiring title to both, title is acquired only to that on which he 
has made a hazakah, but not to that which was on the other side 
of the boundary; and if for the purpose of acquiring title to the 
latter, even to that in which he has made a hazakah, title is not 
acquired. 

R. Zera questioned : If one has made a hazakah for the pur¬ 
pose of acquiring title to it, to the boundary, and to the estate 
which is beyond it, how is the law? Shall we assume that be¬ 
cause all are connected title is acquired, or because the boundary 
intervenes between them it is considered as if they were separated 
and title is not acquired? This question remains undecided. 
R. Elazar questioned : How is it if this man has made a hazakah 
on the boundary itself with the purpose of acquiring title to both? 
Should the boundary be considered a breadth of the earth which 
joins the two fields, and therefore title is acquired, or the fields 
are nevertheless considered separated and title is not acquired ? 
This question also remains undecided. 

R. Na’hman said in the name of Rabba b. Abuhu : If there 
were two houses, one inside of the other, and one has made a 
hazakah on the outer one for the purpose of acquiring title to it, 
title is acquired. If for the purpose of acquiring title on the 
inner one also, the outer one is acquired, but not the inner. For 
the purpose of acquiring the inner one only, even the outer one 
is not acquired. The same is said again in the name of the same 
authority : If one has built a palace on the property belonging to 
the proselyte in question, and another comes and puts doors to 
the palace, the latter has acquired title to the whole of it. Why 
so? Because the work of the first is considered as if he had only 
turned bricks without using them, as the doors to it are the main 
thing. 

R. Dimi b. Joseph in the name of R. Elazar said : If on the 
estate of the proselyte in question there was a palace and one has 
coateel one of the walls with lime, or painted one of the pictures 
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therein, title is acquired. How much of the wall must he coat 
or how large must he paint the picture? Said R. Joseph: One 
ell. And R. Hisda added that this ell must be opposite the door 
(but at another place he must coat or paint more than this). 

R. Amram said : The following was told to us by R. She- 
sheth, who to enlighten our eyes explained a Boraitha. He said : 
If one has prepared his bed in the estate of the proselyte in 
question and slept there, he acquires title to the whole estate. 
And he enlightened our eyes to the Boraitha as follows: How 
can one acquire title to a bondsman with hazakah ? If the slave 
has put on the shoes of the master or taken off his shoes, or has 
carried his garments after him to the bath-house and undressed 
him and washed him, anointed, rubbed, dressed him, put on his 
shoes, or even lifted him up, title is acquired. 

Said R. Simeon : There cannot be a better hazakah than lift¬ 
ing up, as this act gives title to one in everything. How is this 
to be understood ? The Boraitha says that if the slave has lifted 
up his master it gives title to the master; but if vice versa , it 
does not. And to this answered R. Simeon : There is no better 
hazakah than lifting up, which means that this gives title even if 
the slave was lifted up by the master. R. Jeremiah of Bira in 
the name of R. Jehudah said: If the estate of the proselyte in 
question was already ploughed and one put radishes in the fur¬ 
rows, it is not considered a hazakah, because at the time he put 
the radishes in, without covering, there was no improvement at 
all; and even if in a few days afterwards these begin to grow, it 
is not considered as if done by him, but from itself. 

Samuel said : If one peels off the bark of a tree, if he has 
done it for the improvement of the tree, title is acquired ; and if 
for food for his cattle, it is not. [And how can we know this ? 
If he peels off the tree from both sides, it is supposed that he 
does it for the improvement of the tree ; but if from one side, it 
is for his cattle.] He said again : If one cleans off the estate in 
question, if he has done this for the improvement of the earth, 
title is given ; but if he has done so with the idea of using it for 
fuel, it does not. [And how shall this be proved ? If he takes 
off all there is, it is supposed that he does it for the improvement; 
but if he chooses the larger pieces and leaves the smaller ones, it 
is to be assumed that he does it for the purpose of using it for 
fuel.] 

And the same said again : If one engaged himself to level 
ground for the sake of the earth itself, it gives him title; and if 
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with the intention of placing a temporary barn there, it does not. 
[And how shall this be proved ? If, for instance, he takes off the 
superfluous earth from the hills and puts it in the hollows (and so 
he has done with all of them), it is to be supposed that he does 
it for the improvement of the ground ; but if he only made the 
hills lower, and only at the edges of the hollows he filled these in, 
then it is to be supposed that he does so with the intention of 
putting up a temporary barn.] He also said : If he opens a 
stream of water to this ground, if he does so for the improvement 
of the earth, title is given to him ; but if with the idea of catch¬ 
ing fish, it does not. [And how shall this be proved ? If he 
opens both sides of the estate, one for the purpose of letting the 
water enter and the other side for letting it out, it is supposed 
that he does so with the intention of catching fish; and if he 
open only one side, so that the water may enter, it is assumed 
that he does so for the improvement of the earth.] There was a 
woman who peeled off on one side trees of the estate of the pro¬ 
selyte in question for thirteen years. Another man came who 
dug a little under the tree ; and the case came before Levi, accord¬ 
ing to others before Mar Uqba, and he left it in the possession 
of the latter. And this woman came and protested, and he said 
to her: What can I do for you, in that you have not made the 
hazakah as it ought to be? 

There was a woman who had made a partition to that which 
was already there in the estate of a proselyte. Another man, 
however, came and digged in the estate ; and when the case came 
before R. Na’hman, he left the estate with the latter. And this 
woman came and caused a disturbance, and R. Na’hman answered: 
What can I do for you, as you have not made a hazakah as 
people ought to do ? * 

Rabh said : If one paints in the estate in question a likeness 
of an animal or a bird, title is acquired. So Rabh himself made 
such a hazakah at a garden which was near his college, left by a 
proselyte who died without children. 

It was taught : A field which was marked out by boundaries 
on four sides, said R. Huna in the name of Rabh : As soon as one 
has dug one spadeful of earth he acquires title to the whole field. 
Samuel, however, maintains that he acquires only the place he 
has dug. And what is the law concerning a field not marked off 
by boundaries? Said R. Papa: If he digs in it as much as a 
team of oxen in one furrow and the return. 


* This paragraph is transferred from Erubhin, 25a, as this is the proper place. 



I 3 2 


THE BABYLONIAN TALMUD. 


R. Jehudah said in the name of Samuel : The estate of idola¬ 
ters, if sold to an Israelite and the latter has not made a haza- 
kah on it, it is like a desert; and the first who makes a hazakah 
on it acquires title. Why so? Because the idolater, as soon as 
he gets the money, cuts himself off from it; and as the Israelite 
has not as yet acquired title to it until he gets the bill of sale, it 
is therefore like a desert, and every one may try to take posses¬ 
sion of it (returning the money to the buyer). (The commentator 
Rasbham, however, maintains that from the expression, “ It is 
like a desert,” it is to be understood that the occupant has to pay 
nothing, and the buyer has to sue the seller if he can do so.) Said 
Abayi to R. Joseph : Is it possible that Samuel should say so? 
Did he not declare elsewhere that the law of the government 
must be respected as the law of the Torah, and the government 
dictates that title is acquired only by a deed, and not otherwise? 
Hence the other one who has made a hazakah is also without 
the deed needed. And he answered : I know it only from ex¬ 
perience. As it happened in the village Dura of the shepherds, 
an Israelite bought an estate of idolaters, and the Israelite came 
and dug a little on this estate, and when the case came before R. 
Jehudah, he left it in the hand of the latter. And Abayi re¬ 
joined : Do you want to compare any other cases to the case of 
the village Dura? There was a pcigns with estates hidden from 
the government, and the possessors of those estates did not pay 
taxes for it. And the government dictates that he who pays 
the taxes owns the land. 

R. Huna bought an estate from an idolater and another Isra¬ 
elite digged in it; and the case came before R. Na’hman, and he 
left it in the hands of the latter. Said Huna to him : The basis 
of your decision is what Samuel said, that the estates which are 
sold by an idolater are like a desert, and who takes possession 
thereof acquires title. Why should the master not decide in 
accordance with the other saying of Samuel, that the digger 
acquires title only at the place where he dug ? And he answered : 
In this respect I hold in accordance with Rabh, in whose name R. 
Huna said : As soon as one has digged one spadeful he acquires 
title to the whole of it. 

R. Huna b. Abbin sent a message : If an Israelite buys a field 
from a Gentile, and another Israelite comes and takes possession 
of it (before the bill of sale reaches the buyer), the court has no 
right to take it away from the latter. And to this, R. Abbin, R. 
Elaa, and all our masters at that time agree. 
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Rabba said : I was told by the Exilarch Uqban b. Nehemiah, 
in the name of Samuel, the following three things: (a) That the 
law of the government should be respected as the law of the 
Torah. ( b ) The hazakah of the Persians is no less than forty 
years. ( c ) And the rich farmers who buy land from the officers 
of the government for the taxes which were not paid by the 
previous owners, the sales are valid. But this is only when the 
owners owe to the government taxes. But if the land was taken 
for poll taxes, the sale is not valid. Why so ? Because the poll 
taxes rest upon their heads, not upon their land. R. Huna b. 
Jehoshua, however, maintains that even the barley in the pitcher 
is mortgaged to the poll taxes (i.e., when the land was taken away 
for poll taxes, they have a right to sell it). Said R. Ashi: Huna 
b. Nathan told me that Amemar objected to the decision of R. 
Huna, saying; According to this theory, the rule prescribed by the 
Scripture, that a first-born shall take two parts in the inheritance, 
should be abolished, as if the whole estate is encumbered to the 
government for poll taxes, the bequeathed estate will be fit only 
in the future for inheritance, but not as yet. And there is a rule 
that the first-born has a right to take a share only in that which 
is already fit. And he answered : Why this objection to poll 
taxes ? The same can be raised concerning land taxes also. But 
to this it can be answered that he speaks of when one dies after 
he paid the land taxes, and the same can be said with poll. 

R. Ashi said : Huna b. Nathan told me : I asked the scribe 
of Rabha, and he told me that the Halakha prevails in accord¬ 
ance with R. Huna b. R. Jehoshua. (Says the Gemara :) In 
reality it is not so, as the scribe of Rabha says this only to approve 
his acts. R. Ashi said again that an artpaxros (a man who goes 
idle) must bear the taxes of the city. But this is said only when 
he was freed by some of his friends in that city who told the 
chief that he owned nothing from which to pay and he let him go ; 
but if the chief himself or the officers who were appointed by the 
government do not like to collect from him because he is idle 
(although they collect his share from the other townsmen), it is to 
be considered as a divine help to him and he must not be troubled 
again. R. Ashi said in the name of R. Johanan : A boundary or 
a tree which is found between two estates of a proselyte is con¬ 
sidered an intervention concerning hazakah, but not concerning 
corner tithe and concerning defilement. When Rabbin came 
from Palestine, he said in the name of R. Johanan : It is con¬ 
sidered an intervention concerning the two last-mentioned as well. 
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But how is the law if there was no boundary and no tree, and 
nevertheless they were separated ? R. Mrinus in the name of R. 
Johanan explained that he acquires title to the whole field which 
is called after his name. What does this mean ? Said R. Papa : 
If people call it the field which the proselyte used to water from 
his valley. R. Aha b. Ivya was sitting before R. Assi, and said 
in the name of R. Assi b. Hanina that a hazuba makes an inter¬ 
vention in the estate of a proselyte. What is a hazuba? Said R. 
Jehudah in the name of Rabh : This was a mark#by which Joshua 
marked the land which he divided among the tribes of Israel. 
He says again in the name of the same authority : Joshua did 
not count but the cities which were placed on the boundaries (/>., 
the cities which are enumerated in the Book of Joshua). He said 
again in the name of Samuel : All that the Holy One, blessed be 
He, had shown to Moses from the land of Israel was subject to 
tithes. (It means that from the products growingin those places 
tithes must be separated biblically.) What does it mean to ex¬ 
clude? The land of the Kenites, Kenizzites, and Kadmonites 
[Gen. xv. 19]. 

MISHNA IV .: If there are two witnesses that the occupant 
has consumed the products of a field three years, and after in¬ 
vestigation it is found that they were collusive, the witnesses 
have to pay the whole value of the products from the last three 
years to the plaintiff. If, however, two have testified for the 
first year and two others for the second year, and still two others 
for the third year (and all of them had witnessed falsely), the 
payment mentioned above must be divided among them, of 
which each of the parties has to pay a third. 

If there were three brothers witnessing, and one stranger 
testified the same as they had, they may be considered as three 
parties of witnesses— i.e., one of the brothers said : I am aware 
that the defendant has occupied this property the first year; the 
second : I am aware that he has occupied it the second year ; 
and the third testified for the third year. If the stranger, how¬ 
ever, says: I testify that the defendant has occupied it all the 
three years, his testimony is counted to each of them, so that for 
each year there are two witnesses. If, however, the testimony 
was found to be collusive, they ought to be considered as one 
party of witnesses, and the brothers have to pay the whole claim. 

GEMARA : Our Mishna is not in accordance with R. 
Aqiba of the following Boraitha: R. Jose said: When Abbah 
’Halaftha went to study the Torah from R. Johanan b. Muri, 
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according to others the reverse was the case, he questioned 
him : How is it if one has occupied a property the first year in 
the presence of two witnesses, and the second in the presence of 
two others, and the third in the presence of still two others, 
should this be considered a hazakah, or not ? And he answered : 
It is. Rejoined the former: I am of the same opinion; but R. 
Aqiba opposes, as he used to say: It is written [Deut. xix. 15]: 
“A case be established.’* A case, but not half a case (i.e., as 
each party testifies only for one year, they are testifying to only 
half a case; but not the whole case). 

R. Jehudah said : If one of the witnesses testifies that the 
occupant has occupied the estate all the three years with wheat, 
and the other testifies with barley, it constitutes a hazakah. R. 
Na’hman opposed: According to this theory, if one testifies 
that he has occupied it the first, third, and fifth years, and the 
other for the second, fourth, and sixth, should this also be con¬ 
sidered a hazakah? Answered R. Jehudah : What comparison 
is this ? In your case one testifies for this year, and the other 
for other years; but in my case both are testifying for the very 
same year. The difference is only concerning barley and wheat, 
about which people are not used to be too particular. 

“ If there were three brothers” etc. There was a promissory 
note signed by two witnesses, of whom one died, and his brother 
with a stranger comes before the court to testify that the signa¬ 
ture of the deceased is a right one. Rabhina was about to say 
that this case was familar to our Mishna, which states that three 
brothers and one stranger are counted legal witnesses. Said R. 
Ashi to him : There is no similarity at all. In the case of the 
Mishna half the amount of the claim is collected, because of the 
testimony of the brothers, and the other half because of the 
testimony of the stranger. In this case, however, the brothers’ 
testimony collects three-quarters of the whole amount (i.e., the 
signature of the deceased witness gives the right to collect half 
the amount. Now when this brother came to testify concerning 
the signature, his testimony is for a quarter of the whole amount, 
and the testimony of the stranger who was with him for the other 
quarter. Hence three-quarters of the whole amount are to be 
collected by the testimony of the brothers, which is not legal. 

MISHNA V. : There is a difference in usage of articles : In 
some cases the law of hazakah applies, and in some it does 
not. E.g., if one used to keep his cattle in the yard of his neigh¬ 
bor, or a stove, oven, or handmill, or raised there hens, or he 
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kept there his manure, it is not considered a hazakah. However, 
if he has made a partition ten spans high for his cattle, or for the 
other articles mentioned above, or he has kept his hens in his 
neighbor’s house, or has dug three spans in the ground of his 
neighbor for his manure, or he has made a heap of it three spans 
high on the same ground, it is a hazakah. 

GEMARA : Why should the law differ in the latter part 
from the first part (is it not a fact that the owner of the yard 
would protest when a stranger kept his cattle therein without any 
right)? Said Ula: It is because of the following rule: Usage 
which does not give title to the property of a deceased child¬ 
less proselyte, it also does not give it to the property of one’s 
neighbor; and usage which does give title in that case, gives 
also title in the latter case. 

R. Shesheth opposed : Does this rule always hold good ? Is 
it not a fact that ploughing, which is not considered a hazakah 
concerning the estate of one’s neighbor, gives title when it is done 
on the estate of a proselyte? On the other hand, usage of fruit, 
which is considered concerning a neighbor’s estate, does not give 
title to the estate of a proselyte. “ Therefore,” said R. Na’hman 
in the name of Rabba b. Abuhu, “ the Mishna treats of a yard 
belonging to partners, who usually are not particular if one of 
them keeps his cattle there; but they are, if one separates his 
cattle by a partition.” Is that so? Have we not learned in a 
Mishna: If partners have vowed not to derive any benefit from 
one another they must not enter in their yard, as by entering 
one derives benefit from the share of his neighbor. Therefore 
R. Na’hman’s above saying was concerning a rear yard, in which 
usually one is not particular if his neighbor leaves there his cattle. 
But concerning a partition, they would be particular. R. Papa, 
however, maintains that both our Mishna and the cited one speak 
about a yard belonging to partners; but some are particular con¬ 
cerning leaving cattle and some not. Therefore, in a case that 
may lead to an offence, as in the cited Mishna, it is decided 
rigorously ; and concerning money matters it is decided leniently. 
Rabhina, however, maintains that partners are never particular 
with one another. And concerning the case of deriving benefit, 
the Mishna which treats about vows is in accordance with R. 
Eliezer, who holds that even a little gift that is usually presented 
by the storekeepers to their customers is prohibited to him who 
has vowed not to derive any benefit from his storekeeper, which 
the rabbis allow. 
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R. Johanan in the name of R. Bnaha said: Everything (which 
is not in the agreement) may partners prevent each other from 
doing in the yard belonging to them except washing, because the 
daughters of Israel must not be left to disgrace themselves by 
washing at the bank of the river (as they must stand there with 
bare feet). And Hyya b. Aba said : It is written [Is. xxxiii. 15]: 
“ And shutteth his eyes against looking on evil,” meaning him 
who does not look upon women when they are occupied in wash¬ 
ing. How is this to be understood ? If there is another way to 
pass, and one passes by that way for the purpose of looking, then 
he is wicked; and if there is no other way, what can he do, as he 
is compelled to pass them ? It means even in the latter case, and 
nevertheless one must manage not to look upon them. 

R. Johanan questioned R. Bnaha*: What is meant by a shirt 
of a scholar? And the answer was: It covers the whole body, 
so that no part of it may be seen. And what is meant by a gar¬ 
ment of a scholar? If it covers the shirt so that a fragment of it 
not more than a span should be seen. What is meant by a table 
of a scholar? That the table-cloth covers two parts of the table, 
and the third part is uncovered to place there plates and herbs, 
and the ring of the table (they used to have a ring in order to 
keep together the table-cloth, to hang it up after the meal), and 
the ring should be outside. [But have we not learned in a Bo- 
raitha that the ring must be inside ? This presents no difficulty, 
as one Boraitha speaks of when there is a child sitting by the 
table—then it must be inside; or it speaks of the night meal, 
when it is better it should be inside, so that the servant should 
not touch it while it is dim; and another Boraitha speaks of a 
day meal, without a child.] And that of a common man looks 
like a tam, as the dishes are placed around and the bread is in the 
middle. What is meant by a bed of a scholar? If under it nothing 
is to be found but sandals in summer-time and shoes in the rainy 
season ; and the bed of a commoner looks like a treasure of vilis 
wherein you may find everything? 

R. Bnaha used to mark caves of the dead (for the purpose of 
defilement). When he came to the cave of Abraham (the Patri¬ 
arch), he found Eliezer his servant standing outside, and to the 
question, What is Abraham doing now, he answered : He sleeps 
in the arms of Sarah, and she looks on his head. And Bnaha 
asked Eliezer to beg permission for him to enter. He said to 

* This is placed here in text because all that was said and done by Bnaha should 
be together. 
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Abraham : Bnaha is waiting at the door. Said Abraham : Let 
him come in : it is known that the evil spirit does not remain in 
our world. Bnaha then entered, took the measure of the cave, 
and went out; when he arrived, however, at the cave of Adam 
the first, he heard a heavenly voice saying: Thou hast seen the 
image of Adam; but in the face of Adam himself, who is the 
work of (the Lord), thou hast no right to look. And to the pro¬ 
test : I need to mark the measure of the cave, he was answered : 
The measure of the outside of Abraham’s cave equals the inside 
of Adam’s. 

Said R. Bnaha: I have seen the heels of Adam and they ap¬ 
peared to me as the circumference of the sun. Beside the face 
of Sarah, that of every one else looks like the face of an ape to 
that of a man. And Sarah’s to that of Eve is also like the face 
of an ape to that of a man ; and Eve’s to that of Adam himself 
is also like the face of an ape to that of a man. The beauty of 
R. Kahana is similar to that of R. Abuhu, etc. (See Middle 
Gate, pp. 212, 213.) 

There was a Magus who used to dig after the dead for the 
purpose of taking away their shrouds. When he arrived at the 
cave of R. Tubi b. Mathna, he grasped him by the beard, and 
Abayi came and requested him to leave him, and he did so. The 
next year the Magus came again to this cave, and Tubi again 
grasped him by the beard, and Abayi’s request was refused, until 
scissors were brought and the beard was cut off. 

There was a man who said while dying : I bequeath one 
barrel of earth to one son, a barrel of bones to another, and one 
barrel of down to the third. And they did not understand what 
he meant, and came with this question to R. Bnaha. And he 
asked them if they possessed estates. They said : Yea. Have 
you cattle? Yea. Have you also vestes-stragula (blankets, 
quilts, mattresses)? Yea. Then he said : If so, this is what your 
father has bequeathed to you (it means, one shall have the estate, 
one the cattle, etc.). 

There was a man who heard his wife saying to her daughter: 
Why are you not careful in your unlawful acts ? I have ten sons, 
and only one is from your father. When he was dying he said : 
I bequeath all my properties to one son (as he did not know 
which one was his). And as they did not know to which of the 
sons, the case came to R. Bnaha, who advised them to go and 
knock on the father’s grave until he should come and explain 
whom he meant. Nine of the sons did so, but the one who was 
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his did not. Then R. Bnaha decided that all the estates should 
be given to this one. His brothers then denounced him to the 
government, saying: There is one man among the Jews who col¬ 
lects money without witnesses and without any evidence. And 
he was arrested. His wife then came complaining: I had a slave. 
People came and cut off his beard, removed his skin, consumed 
his flesh, filled the skin with water, which they gave to drink to 
their comrades, and they did not give me any of the money or 
some other equivalent for it. The officers did not understand 
her, and decided to question the vise of the Jews; perhaps he 
would understand what it meant. They did so, and he answered : 
She is complaining about a leather-bag (it means she had a buck: 
they stole it from her, killed it, consumed the meat, and from the 
skin they made a leather-bag for water to drink from. They 
said then : Because he is so wise, he shall sit at the court and 
judge. He saw, then, that it was written on the afxfioXmj: A 
judge who is summoned cannot be named a judge. Said R. 
Bnaha to them : If so, then any one may come and summon the 
judge (though he had never any business with him). Should he 
be no longer qualified to be a judge it ought to be thus : A 
judge who is found liable in the court, so that money is to be 
collected from him, is no longer qualified as a judge. And they 
thus corrected this: However, the sage of Judea maintains that 
a judge from whom money is collected by a judgment is not 
considered a judge. 

He saw again that there was written at the head of each dead, 
I, blood, am the cause; and at the head of each life, I, wine, am 
the cause. And he said to them: According to this, if one falls 
from the roof or a tree and dies, does also the blood kill him; 
and also, if you see one dying, give him wine and he will revive ? 
It ought to be written thus: In the head of every sickness, I, 
blood, am the cause ; and in the head of every medicine, I, wine, 
am the cause. And they corrected thus : In the head of all sick¬ 
ness, I, blood, am the cause ; in the head of all medicines, I, wine, 
am the cause if the man would use wine in accordance to 
his health he would never come to sickness, and only in places 
where there is no wine is medicine needed— i.e., because there is 
no wine, sickness is frequent). On the gates of the city of Kaput- 
kaya was written : Anipak, Anbag, and Antell are all of equal 
measure (so that there is no claim that if one bought an Anpak 
and received an Anbag, etc.). These measures are equal to a 
quarter of a biblical lug (said the Gemara). 
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MISHNA VI .: The law of hazakah does not apply to mov¬ 
able pipes attached to the roof-gutters (drains), but does apply 
to the places of them and also to spouts. It does not apply to 
an Egyptian ladder or to an Egyptian window; but to both of 
Tyre it does apply. What is to be considered an Egyptian win¬ 
dow ? If a human head cannot enter in it. R. Jehudah, how¬ 
ever, maintains : If it has a frame, although a human head cannot 
enter it, the law of hazakah applies. 

GEMARA: How is it to be understood that the pipes have 
no hazakah, and the place has? Said R. Jehudah in the name 
of Samuel: It means thus: The movable pipes have no hazakah 
at one side if the pipes were fixed that water should come 
out; eg ., on the north side of his neighbor’s yard, so that if the 
owner of the yard needs this place he has a right to compel the 
owner of the house to remove them to the south side). How¬ 
ever, he has no right, after long usage undisturbed, to insist that 
the gutters or pipes be entirely removed. R. Hanina, however, 
explained the Mishna thus: The law of hazakah does not apply 
to pipes in the respect that, if they are too long, the owner of the 
yard may insist that they be shortened ; the place, however, has 
a hazakah, so that if the owner claim that they shall be removed, 
he is not to be listened to. And R. Jeremiah b. Abba said : It 
means if the owner of the yard wishes to build something be¬ 
neath, he may ; but he has no right to insist on their removal. 
An objection was raised from our Mishna, which states that the 
law of hazakah applies to a spout, which is correct in the two 
first explanations (as a spout, which is more stationary than a 
pipe, must not be removed or shortened); but in the third, that 
one may build beneath, to what purpose does the Mishna teach 
it ? Why not ? What harm can be done with this to the spout ? 
The Mishna speaks of when the spout was surrounded by a stone 
building, so that the owner of it may claim that the new build¬ 
ing would weaken the stone building surrounded by the spout. 

R. Jehudah in the name of Samuel said: Drains which dis¬ 
charge water in the yard of one’s neighbor, and the owner of the 
roof wants to stop it—the owner of the yard has a right to pre¬ 
vent him, claiming, As you have acquired title to my yard for 
discharging the water of your roof, so I have acquired title to 
that water of your roof. 

It was taught : R. Oshyah said : He may prevent. And R. 
Hamma said: He may not. He then went and questioned R. 
Bissa (his father, who was also the grandfather of R. Oshyah) 
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and he decided that he might prevent. Rammi b. Hamma then 
applied to him the verse [Eccl. iv. 12] : “ And a threefold cord 
cannot quickly be torn asunder,” which means R. Oshyah, the 
son of R. Hamma, the son of R. Bissa. 

“ To a?i Egyptian ladder .” What is called an Egyptian lad¬ 
der ? Said the school of R. Yanai : Such as has not four steps. 

“ An Egptian window etc. Why does the Mishna explain 
what an Egyptian window means, and did not so do concerning 
an Egyptian ladder? Because to the latter it had to state the 
opinion of R. Jehudah. 

R. Zera said : The window in question has a hazakah when it 
is placed lower than four ells from the ground only ; and one 
can prevent his neighbor from opening such in a building which 
adjoins his yard only when it exceeds four ells. R. Ailah, how¬ 
ever, maintains that the same is the case even when it is higher 
than four ells. Shall we assume that the point of their difference 
is, if the court has to coerce one who acts after the manner of the 
Sodomites (e.g ., if one derives benefit from a thing which does 
not harm any one, the preventer is equalled to the Sodomites, 
and the question is, Must the court overrule such a preventer or 
must it be left to the conscience of this man, and the court has 
nothing to do with it?). Nay; all agree that in such a case the 
court shall overrule the preventer. Here, however, it is different, 
as the neighbor might say : It might happen that you would take 
a footstool, stand upon it to look in at my window, and then will 
be visible to you what is going on in my house. 

There was one who wanted to open a window higher than 
four ells to his neighbor s yard, and the case came before R. Ami; 
and he referred it to R. Abba b. Mamal, who decided in accord¬ 
ance with R. Ailah. Said Samuel: To a window which is to be 
opened for light, whatever size it may be, the law of hazakah 
applies. 

MISHNA VII. : To an enclosure the size of a span in width 
hazakah applies; and if one came to make it in his building 
which faces his neighbor’s yard, the latter has a right to protest. 
To less than the above size hazakah does not apply, and also no 
protest can be made against it. 

GEMARA: R. Assi, or R. Jacob in the name of R. Manni, 
said: If he has made a hazakah with the enclosure which was 
the width of one span, he has made it for four spans. How is 
this to be understood? Said Abayi: He means to say that if 
the enclosure one span wide has the length of four spans, he may 
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increase it to four spans square (as his neighbor does not dis¬ 
turb him from taking the space of four spans in the length, it 
would be the same as if it were square). 

“ Less than that size ?io hazakah etc. Said R. Huna : This 
is said concerning the owner of the roof only, but the owner of 
the yard may prevent his neighbor from making an enclosure 
even less than a span. R. Jehudah, however, maintains that 
neither of them can prevent the other. Shall we assume that 
the point of their difference is, if harm done by looking is con¬ 
sidered damage, or not ? Nay; all agree that it is considered. 
But in this case such an enclosure not being fit for use, except 
to hang something in it, is different, as one may say : I can do it 
without looking into your property. The one, however, who 
forbids this, maintains that his neighbor may claim : It can hap¬ 
pen that while hanging his things in this enclosure he will be 
frightened, and even unwillingly his face will be turned to my 
property, and will see what I should not like. 

MISITNA VIII.: One must not open windows to the yard 
even when he is a partner in it (without the consent of the other 
partner). If he bought a house in another yard, he must not 
open a door to that yard in which he is a partner. If he built an 
attic upon his house, he must not make its entrance in the yard 
in question. He may, however, divide a chamber inside of his 
house, and build an upper chamber upon it, so that the entrance 
should be through his house. 

GEMARA: Why does the Mishna treat about a yard of 
partners? Is it not the same with the yard of one’s neighbor, 
without any partnership ? It means to say not only to one’s 
neighbor’s yard is he not allowed, but even to that in which he 
is a partner. Lest one say: As his partner has to hide from him 
(such things as he would not like his partner to see) in the yard 
anyhow, it does not matter if he should open a window to that 
part which belongs to him; it comes to teach us that his partner 
may say: Until now I had to hide myself from you in the yard 
only; but by opening a window from which my house will be 
visible, I shall have to hide myself in my house also. 

The rabbis taught: It happened with one who opened his 
windows to a partners yard, and he came before R. Ishmael b. 
R. Jose, who said to him: My son, thy hazakah is valid, as thy 
partner has not protested. When this case came up again before 
R. Hyya, he said: You have troubled yourself to open it, trouble 
yourself to close it. Said R. Na’hman: If one of the partners 
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built a wall against the window which was opened to the yard in 
question and was not disturbed by the owner of it, it is considered 
a hazakah immediately; as one would not tolerate that his light 
should be shut off in his face and be silent. 

“ If he bought a house ... he must not open a door to 
that yard” etc. Why so? Because he increases walkers through 
the yard (and this would be disagreeable for the inhabitants of 
it, as their work in the yard would be visible to people, which 
they would not like). But if so, why then, docs the latter part 
allow to build an upper chamber inside of one’s house? Does he 
also not increase walkers with this? Said R. Huna: It means 
that he may divide his chamber horizontally, so that it should 
serve for an attic; but not to enlarge the building. 

MISHNA IX. : One must not open in a yard belonging to 
partners a door or window opposite his partner’s door or window : 
If there is a small one, he must not enlarge it; and if there is one 
door, he must not make two of it. All this, however, may be 
done to the public street. 

GEMARA: Whence do we deduce all this? Said R. Johanan: 
From [Num. xxiv. 2] : “When he saw Israel encamped according 
to their tribes.” What did he see ? That their doors were not 
exactly opposite each other. And then he said : They are 
worthy that the Shekhinah should rest upon them. 

“ He must not enlarge it.” Rammi b. Hamma was about to 
say, e.g.y that if it was the size of four ells, he must not make it 
eight; because he takes four ells space from the yard. But if it 
was two ells, he might enlarge it to four. Said Rabha to him : 
His partner may claim: When you had a small door, I could hide 
myself from you, which is not the case with a large one. 

“ If there was one ,” etc. Rami b. Hamma was about to say, 
when the door was four ells wide, he must not divide it into two 
each; but if it was eight ells wide, he might divide it in two—each 
of four. Said Rabha to him : His partner may claim when he 
had one door: I could hide myself from you, which is not the 
case when you will have two. 

“ To the public street.” Because one may say: It does not 
matter that my door is open just opposite yours, as you must 
anyhow hide from the passers-by. 

MISHNA X .: One must not make a hole in public ground ; 
viz., pits, excavations, or caves. R. Eliezer, however, permits 
this, if the surface of the ground remains strong enough to bear 
wagons loaded with stones. 
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One must not build enclosures or balconies on the space be¬ 
longing to public ground ; he may do so, however, on the space 
of his property which faces the public ground. If one bought a 
yard and there were enclosures or balconies upon public ground, 
it constitutes a hazakah and may remain so. 

GEMARA : Why do not the rabbis permit the same as R. 
Eliezer illustrated ? Because it may happen that it shall break 
suddenly and will cause damage. 

“ Enclosures ,” etc. There were enclosures from R. Ammi’s 
property facing an alley, and there was also another man whose 
property was facing the public ground ; and the public com¬ 
plained, and the case came before R. Ammi, who decided that 
the enclosure should be cut off. Said the defendant: Does not 
the master’s enclosures face the alley? And he answered: My 
enclosures are facing an alley , the inhabitants of which have re¬ 
linquished their right in my behalf; yours, however, are facing 
the public ground. Who can relinquish to you? R. Yanai had 
a tree bending over public ground, and another man had the 
same, of which the public complained (that a mounted camel 
could not pass). And defendant came before R. Yanai, who 
told him to leave him to-day and come to-morrow. On that 
night R. Yanai ordered the removal of his own tree. And when 
the defendant came in the morning, he told him to remove it. 
And to the question : Does not the master himself possess such ? 
he answered : Go and see if mine is not removed ; if not, yours 
can remain ; but if it is, you must do the same. But why did 
not R. Y^anai remove it before that case came before him? He 
previously thought that the passers-by were pleased to sit in its 
shadow; but when he saw that they were complaining, he ordered 
the removal. And why did he not order the defendant to re¬ 
move the tree before removing his ? Because of what was said 
by Resh Lakish (Middle Gate, p. 287): Correct first thyself, and 
then others. 

“In the space of his property .” The schoolmen propounded 
a question: If one left space for it, but has not yet made the en¬ 
closure, may he do it afterward, or not ? According to R. Johanan 
he may; according to Resh Lakish he may not. Said R. Jacob 
to R. Jeremiah b. Thalipha : I am able to explain to you that there 
was no difference between the two rabbis just mentioned, con¬ 
cerning the enclosures in question, as both agree that they may 
be made even at any time. In what they do differ is, if one 
wants to replace the walls of his property in their former posi- 
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tion, and their decision was just the reverse. According to R. 
Johanan he may not; because of that which was said by R. 
Jehudah (above, p. 35): A path which is used by the majority 
must not be destroyed. And according to Resh Lakish he may ; 
because even then there is still place for passing. 

“If one bought a yardf etc. Said R. Huna: If the wall of 
the yard in question fall, he may rebuild it with the former en¬ 
closures. An objection from the following Tosephtha : One must 
not paint his house with whitewash or any other colored dye at 
this time to show that he is mourning for the destroyed Temple. 
However, if he bought such already painted, he may keep it as 
it is; but if it falls, he must not furnish the same painting to the 
ones rebuilt. (Hence the refurnishing is prohibited.) You can¬ 
not oppose mourning for the Temple to common money matters. 

The rabbis taught: When the second Temple was destroyed, 
many of Israel separated themselves from eating meat and drink¬ 
ing wine. And R. Joshua approached them, saying: My chil¬ 
dren, why do you not eat meat and drink wine? They replied : 
Should we eat meat of which sacrifices were brought, or drink 
wine which was offered at the altar? Said R. Joshua to them : 
If so, let us not eat bread, as the meal-offering is also abolished? 
Then we can live on fruit ? They replied : But was there not 
also the first fruit offering? And was it not also the custom to 
put water on the altar, which no longer exists ? Let us, then, 
cease the use of fruit, and of water also. And they were silent. 
Then said R. Joshua to them : My children, come and listen to 
me. It would be wrong not to mourn at all, because the evil 
decree is executed. But to mourn too much is also impossible, 
as there must not be decreed a prohibition for the congregation 
which they could not stand, as it is written [Mai. iii. 9 *]. And 
therefore the sages said : When one paints his house, he shall 
leave part unpainted as a sign of mourning. [How much ? 
Said Rab Joseph: An ell square. And Rab Hisda said: This 
must be opposite the door.] One may prepare all that he 
needs for his meal, leaving out some little things as a sign of 
mourning. And the same is the case with a woman: she may 
dress with all her ornaments, leaving out some of the unimpor¬ 
tant for that purpose. As it is written [Ps. cxxxvii. 5]: " If 
I forget thee, O Jerusalem, may my right hand forget. May 

* I^eeser's translation does not correspond at. The commentators try to explain 
it, but do not succeed. We have, therefore, omitted the translation of the verse, 
leaving, however, the reference to it. 
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my tongue cleave to my palate if I do not remember thee; if 
I recall not Jerusalem at the head of my joy/* What is meant 
by at the head of my joy ? Said R. Itz’hak: It is the custom 
to put some ashes on the head of the groom on the day of mar¬ 
riage. And R. Papa said to Abayi: They used to place it on 
their foreheads at the place of phylacteries, as it is written [Is. 
Ixi. 3]: “To grant unto the mourners of Zion—to give unto 
them ornament/’ etc. And every one who is mourning for 
Jerusalem will be rewarded by seeing her joy. As it is written 
[ibid. lxvi. 10]: “ Be highly glad with her, all ye that mourn 
for her.” 

There is a Boraitha: R. Ishmael b. Elisha said: From that 
day when the Temple was destroyed it would be only right we 
should take upon ourselves not to eat meat and not to drink 
wine; but such a thing must not be decreed, which the majority 
of the congregation could not endure. And from the day that 
the Roman government put upon us evil decrees, prohibiting to 
us the Torah and its commandments, did not allow us to cir¬ 
cumcise and redeem our children, it would be only right we 
should take upon ourselves not to marry and have children, so 
that the children of Abraham would be destroyed by themselves; 
but leave Israel, let them do as they please, as it is better they 
should sin unintentionally than intentionally (as if this should 
be ordered, they would certainly not observe it). 


CHAPTER IV. 


RULES AND REGULATIONS CONCERNING UNCONDITIONAL AND CON¬ 
DITIONAL SALES OR GIFTS OF BUILDINGS, HOUSES, AND PALACES : 
WHAT IS AND WHAT IS NOT INCLUDED ; AND ALSO CONCERNING 
YARDS, BATH-HOUSES, AND PRESS-HOUSES FOR OIL AND WINE. 
SALES OF WHOLE CITIES, VALLEYS, FIELDS, WELLS, ETC. 

MISHNA/. : If one sells a house unconditionally, the yeziah 
which is upon it is not included in the sale, even when it is open 
to the house, neither the chamber which is inside, nor the roof 
if it has a railing ten spans high. R. Jehudah, however, main¬ 
tains that if it has the appearance of a door, although it is less 
than ten spans high, it is not included in the sale. 

GEMARA: What does yeziah mean ? Here (in this college) 
it was explained as aero —gable.* R. Joseph, however, main¬ 
tains that it is an upper floor with windows. According to the 
first explanation, the latter one, which is more valuable, it is 
self-evident is not included in the sale. But according to the 
latter explanation the first one is included. R. Joseph taught: 
We find two additional names to yeziah, mentioned in I Kings, 
vi. 5 : “ And he built on the wall of the house a gallery (yeziah) 
round about.’’ It is also named Zelah [Ezek. xli. 6]: “And 
the side chambers— Zelah ,” etc. And also To [ibid. xl. 7]: 
“And every cell {To)," etc. The last is also used in Midoth, 
IV. 6: Said Mar Zutra: All that is mentioned above applies 
only when it contains four ells. Said Rabhina to him: Ac¬ 
cording to your theory, the succeeding Mishna, which states: 
“Not the well (it does not matter whether the well is merely 
dug in the ground or is surrounded by stone walls), although it 
was written in the bill of sale that he sold to him all that was 
in the height and depth, it is not included in the sale ”—means 
also that if it does not contain four ells it is (and this is certainly 
not so) ? What comparison is this ? The use of a well is not 

* The commentator Rashbam explains it as a shelter in the rear ; and R. Joseph’s 
explanation means the same, but with windows. Our explanation, however, is in 
accordance with Schonhak’s Dictionary, which seems to us to be the proper one. 
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the same as the use of a house, while the use of an upper floor 
is identical with the use of the house; if it contains four ells, it 
is of value and it is not included in the sale; but if less than 
this, it is not of value. 

“Neither the inner chamber . ” Was it necessary to teach 
this ? If the yeziah is not included, is it not self-evident that 
much less is the chamber ? It speaks of a case in which in the 
bill of sale were noted some boundaries of the inner chamber, 
and lest one say that in such a case it is included, the Mishna 
comes to teach us that it is not so. And this is in accordance 
with R. Na’hman, who said in the name of Rabba b. Abuhu 
that if one sells a house depending on a palace, although in the 
bill of sale were noted the boundaries of the palace, the buyer 
cannot claim that he sold him the whole palace, as it is to be 
considered that the boundaries were noted only to make known 
where the palace was situated. (Says the Gemara:) Let us see 
how was the case. If people make a distinction in calling the 
one a house and the other a palace, and the bill of sale specifies 
a house, then certainly he sold him a house, not a palace. And 
if people call the whole building a house (not a palace), then he 
certainly sold him the house with all its contents ? It speaks of 
a case in which the majority calls it a house, but the minority 
names it palace. One might say that he sold him the entire 
building. R. Na'hman comes to teach us that in such a case he 
ought to write in the bill of sale: ‘ 4 The entire building is sold to 
you, and I reserve nothing for myself. ” And because this was not 
mentioned, it is to be considered that he sold him only one house 
of this building and the remainder he left for himself. The same 
said again in the name of the same authority: If one sold a field 
situated in a valley, although in the bill of sale are specified the 
boundaries of the valley, he sold him only the field and not the 
entire valley, as the specifying is to be considered necessary in 
defining the situation of the valley only. Let us see how was 
the case ? If people make a distinction in calling the one field 
and the other valley, and the bill of sale speicfies a field, then 
certainly he sold him a field (etc., etc., as above). And the 
answer is also the same as above, that because it was not writ¬ 
ten in the bill of sale that he had reserved nothing for himself, 
he sold him only one field. And both cases were necessary for 
R. Na'hman to teach; since, if he had taught only of a house, 
one might say that there is a difference between using a palace 
and using a house. But in case of a valley of which the use of 
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every part is equal, the entire valley is sold. And if he would 
teach from a valley only, one might say that because there was 
no necessity for the seller to specify which field of the valley he 
sold him, as every part of it is used for one and the same pur¬ 
pose, therefore it is considered that he sold him only one field. 
But in case of a palace the chambers of which are for different 
uses, it ought to be specified in the bill of sale which house was 
sold; and as it was not, the entire building was sold: therefore 
both were necessary. 

According to whom is the statement of R. Mari, the son of 
Samuel's daughter, in the name of Abayi, that if one sells to 
his neighbor a property, he must write in the bill of sale: “ I 
reserve nothing of it for myself”? In accordance with R. 
Na’hmaiTs statement in the name of Rabba b. Abuhu. 

There was one who said to his buyer: I sell to you the 
ground of B. Hyya. And there were two pieces of ground that 
were called B. Hyya (and the buyer claimed that both were sold 
to him, while the seller insisted that only one was sold to him). 
When the case came before R. Ashi, he decided that only one 
was sold (as the seller said to him, ” I sell you the ground ”— 
singular, and not the “ grounds ”); and if even the seller had 
said the grounds, then it would signify two. And if such were 
three, the third would not be sold unless he should say: “ I sell 
you all the ground I possess.” And even then, if the seller 
possessed, besides this ground, orchards and vineyards, the lat¬ 
ter would not be sold. And if the seller should say, “ I sell 
you my zihra ” (which means in the Persian language fields and 
plants), then the orchards and vineyards belong to the buyer, 
but not houses nor slaves, unless he said, “ I sell to you all 
properties I possess.” 

If in a bill of sale for real estate there was specified a boun¬ 
dary of a length of one hundred ells on the west side, and of the 
length of fifty ells only on the east side ? Said Rabh: Title is 
given to the buyer corresponding with the shorter boundary 
only (i.e ., that the specifying of the one hundred ells on the 
west side is to be considered only a mark to identify the begin¬ 
ning of his field). 

Said both R. Kahana and R. Assi to Rabh: Let it be con¬ 
sidered that he sold to him a triangle (i.e,, that it should be 
measured from the end of fifty on the east side to the one hun¬ 
dred of the west side, and the other estate should not belong to 
him). And Rabh did not answer. (Says the Gemara:) If the 
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adjoining fields on the west side belonged to A and B, and on 
the east side to C and D, and in the bill of sale was specified 
from the boundary of A and B to the boundary of D on the 
other side, then even Rabh admits that it is to be considered he 
sold him a triangle, as the boundary of C was not mentioned. 

If E owns a field adjoining A’s field from east to west, and 
B’s from north to south, and he comes to sell it, he must write 
in the bill of sale: “ I sell you the field adjoining A’s field from 
both sides, and also B’s from both sides.” And it is not suffi¬ 
cient that he should write: " My field, which is between A’s 
and B’s fields,” as then he could claim that he sold to him the 
half of it only ( i.e ., a half on west side adjoining A’s and a half 
on south side adjoining B’s, and the remainder he reserved for 
himself). If in the bill of sale the three boundaries of the field 
were specified, but not the fourth, according to Rabh title is 
given to the buyer from all three boundaries, except a bed of 
the fourth, which was not specified in the bill of sale. Samuel, 
however, maintains that title is given to the whole, even to the 
fourth. But R. Assi maintains that title is given to the buyer 
for one bed all over this field only. And the reason of his 
theory is that he agrees with Rabh, that from the fact that the 
fourth boundary is omitted in the bill of sale, it is to be assumed 
that he reserved it for himself. And this being reserved for 
himself, so was his intention with the other boundaries, and the 
specifying of the three was meant to give him title to one bed 
all over the field. 

Said Rabha: The Halakha prevails that the buyer acquires 
title to the whole field, even to the fourth boundary, provided 
it is contained in the three boundaries; but if it is not contained, 
title is not given. And even if it is, but it contains inoculated 
trees, or the fourth boundary was of a size in which nine kabs 
of grain could be sown, it is excluded. 

Let us see! Rabha states that if there were inoculated trees, 
or it were nine kabs, title is not given, from which it is to be 
understood that if it is not contained properly, title is not given 
to the fourth boundary, although it does not contain the above. 
We may infer from this statement that although he has not 
written in the bill of sale that he reserved nothing for himself 
(as is said above that so it must be written in a bill of sale), it is 
supposed that he reserved nothing for himself, and also that the 
Halakha prevails that if it is contained title is given, provided 
there were not trees, and the size was less than nine kabs. But 
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if there were, title is not acquired. However, it was taught in 
the name of Rabha just the reverse; and therefore, if such a 
case came before a court, we must leave it to the consideration 
of the judges. 

Rabba said: If A and B were partners in a field, and A sold 
his share to C, stating in the bill of sale, 44 I sell you the half I 
have of this ground,” then all his share is sold, and he has 
reserved nothing for himself. If, however, it states, 44 Half of 
the ground I possess,” then he sold him only a quarter of the 
whole field, which is half of his. And to the question of Abayi: 
” Why should we make a difference between the two state¬ 
ments (is it only because in the first statement the 4 ground ’ was 
mentioned later, and in the other statement the expression 
‘ground' is mentioned first)?” Rabba kept silent. Said 
Abayi: I thought that because he was silent he receded from 
his statement, and accepted my opinion; but it was not so, as 
I have seen the bills of sale which were approved by the court 
of my master, and in reference to the expression, 44 I sell the 
half which I possess in the ground,” the court has marked in its 
approval ” that a half of the whole field is sold to so and so,” 
and in reference to the bill of sale which was written, ” A half 
of the ground I possess,” the court's approval was: 44 A quarter 
of the whole field is sold to so and so.” Rabha said again: If 
two partners have divided their estate, and one of them says to 
another, 44 I sell you my share in the ground,” and he shows 
him the boundary, that it begins from the ground belonging to 
his partner after the division, then all his share is sold. But if 
the same shows him the boundary of his estate not from the 
place which belongs after the division to his former partner, but 
from the opposite side, then a field of nine kabs from his share 
is sold to him, but not his entire share.* And also here Abayi 
questioned him the reason of the different decisions, at which 
he again kept silent; and the schoolmen who heard this thought 
that he had receded from his statement, and in both cases his 
whole share was sold. In reality, however, it was not so. As 
R. Youmar b. Shlamjah said: Abayi explained to me that there 
is no difference whether he has shown him the boundary from 
which he has divided, or the opposite side. If he has added 


* In the text are only a few words, their meaning being very obscure. The com¬ 
mentators Rashbam and Rabana Gershom differ in their explanation, and in the first 
saying of Rabba we have adopted Rashbam’s interpretation, and in the second 
Gershom’s, though both are very complicated and difficult. 
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to his statement, 44 and all of its boundaries/* then his entire 
share is sold; but if he has added nothing, then a field of nine 
kabs only is sold. 

It is certain that, if a sick man said in his last will, 44 So and 
so shall share my properties/* he meant the exact half; but 
how is it if he said, 44 Give a share to so and so in my proper¬ 
ties**? Said Rabhina b. Kisi: Come and hear the following 
Boraitha: If one said, 44 Give a share to so and so in my well ** 
—said Symmachos: No less than a quarter is meant (as it is cer¬ 
tain that he wanted to help him out in watering his fields, and 
the rabbis suppose that a quarter of the well suffices for this 
purpose). If, however, he said: 44 Give a share from my well in 
his barrels ** (in which the above purpose cannot be supposed), 
not less than an eighth part is meant. (This Rashbam ex¬ 
plains as implying that he wished to help him out in watering 
his cattle. R. Gershom maintains: So was then the custom 
—to fill their barrels with water, for the purpose of using it 
the whole year.) And if it was said: 44 Give him a share from 
my well for his pots,*’ not less than a twelfth part is considered; 
and if it was said: 44 Give him for his small vessels,** then a six¬ 
teenth part * of the well is meant. 

Hence we see that, according to Symmachos, if he said, 
44 Give him a share in my well,” without any additional re¬ 
marks, a quarter is meant; and the same is the case when he 
said, 44 Give him a share in my properties.” 

The rabbis taught: A Levite who sold a field to an Israelite 
with the stipulation that the tithes of the field (which the Isra¬ 
elite must separate) should belong to him, this stipulation is 
valid; and if the stipulation was, 44 to me and to my children,*’ 
if the Levite dies, the tithe must be given to his children. But 
if he said, 44 So long as the field may be in your hands,” then, 
if the Israelite should sell it and rebuy the same thereafter, the 
Levite has nothing more to do with it. But why should the 
tithe belong to him ? Is there not a rule that one cannot grant 
a thing which is not as yet in existence, and as the products of 
the field have not as yet come forth, consequently the tithe is 
not in existence ? The above stipulation is to be considered as 


* The reason is, according to Rashbam, that all those quantities were known for 
said purposes. However, he himself was not satisfied with this exposition, and ex¬ 
plained it in accordance with Symmachos's theory elsewhere, that all doubtful moneys 
or properties must be divided. But it is very complicated, and therefore we leave its 

interpretation to the reader. 
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if he should say: The space in which the first tithe shall grow 
I reserve for myself. 

Said Resh Lakish: From this we may infer that if one sold 
a house with the stipulation, ” The upper diceta (chamber) shall 
remain for him,” the stipulation is valid. To what purpose does 
he state so ? Is it not said above that even without any stipu¬ 
lation, if it is not plainly stated in the bill of sale that this diceta 
goes with the house, it remains the owner's ? Said R. Zebid : 
Resh Lakish meant to teach that if there was such a stipulation, 
then the owner has a right to make enclosures in the attic, fa¬ 
cing the yard of this house, and the buyer cannot prevent him, 
as the stipulation was for this purpose. And R. Papa main¬ 
tains: If the seller wants to build another attic upon that one, 
he may do so. 

(Says the Gemara:) According to R. Zebid’s explanation, it 
is correct, what Resh Lakish said: “ From this we may infer,” 
as the above Boraitha teaches that his stipulation is to be con¬ 
sidered as reserving space for himself. So also with the stipu¬ 
lation as to the attic—he reserves space for himself to make 
enclosures, etc. But according to R. Papa's explanation, how 
can this case be inferred from that Boraitha ? This difficulty 
remains. 

R. Dimi of Nahardea said: If one sells a house with the in¬ 
tention of giving title to all its contents, although the bill of sale 
states from the bottom to the top, title is not acquired in wells, 
etc. (if such there were), unless he writes: “ You shall acquire 
title from the depth of the earth to the height of the sky.” 
And it is not sufficient to state: ” From the depth to the height 
of this house is sold to you ” ; and the reason is because the last 
expression gives title only to that which is beneath the house, 
like a cellar, basement, etc., and also to the roof and the attic, 
but it does not suffice for the well and its stone walls, which are 
not included in the same. However, the expression, ” from 
the depth of the earth to the height of the sky,” includes them 
also, and other caves which may be found beneath the house, 
and also above the roof, if there is an attic that measures more 
than ten spans in height and width. 

The schoolmen* propounded a question: If one has sold or 
presented the house to one man and the diceta to another, should 
it be considered a reservation, or, because he sold the diceta to 


* Transferred from 148^ in this Tract. 
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some one else, he reserved nothing for himself, and it cannot be 
considered ? And if you will say that such is not considered, 
how is it if the seller said: “ The house is sold to you except 
the diceta ” (but did not say, “ I reserved it for myself ”) ? Said 
Rabha in the name of R. Na’hman: If we conclude that the 
house to one and the diceta to another is not considered a reser¬ 
vation, the latter case, besides the diceta , is to be considered, 
and it will be in accordance with R. Zebid, who said above that 
if he likes to make enclosures, etc., he may do so. Hence we 
see that, as he left the diceta for himself so he did with the space 
of the enclosures. 

MISHNA II. : Title is not given to a well, or to the stone 
wall thereof (if this was not plainly mentioned in the bill of sale 
of the house), although there is mentioned that he sold him the 
depth and the height; however, the seller must buy a way to 
the well from the new owner of the house. So is the decree of 
R. Aqiba. The sages, however, maintain that it is not neces¬ 
sary; and R. Aqiba admits that it is not necessary for the seller 
to buy a way if he said plainly that the well in question was not 
included in the sale. If, however, the house was sold to some 
one, and the well to some one else, it is not necessary for the 
latter to buy the way to it from the owner of the house, accord¬ 
ing to R. Aqiba; but according to the sages it is. 

GEMARA: Rabhina was sitting and deliberating the diffi¬ 
culty of the expressions in the Mishna, Bour (well) and Duth 
(a well surrounded by a stone wall). Are they not for the same 
purpose ? Why, then, was it needed to mention both ? Said 
Rabha to him : Come and hear the following Boraitha: Bour and 
Duth both meant a well which is dug in the ground, but the first 
means solid ground without a wall for containing water, and the 
second means surrounded by a stone wall. (Hence if the Mishna 
should mention the first, one might say that because it is not 
surrounded by masonry it is not included in the sale; but the 
second, which is a kind of building, is included. And if the 
second were mentioned, one might say that because it is a sepa¬ 
rate building and of value, therefore it is not included; but the 
first, which is not of great value, is; therefore both are needed.) 
And so also explained Mar the Elder, the son of R. Hisda, to 
R. Ashi. 

“ He must buy a zvay etc. And the point of their differ¬ 
ing is that R. Aqiba holds that usually the seller sells his goods 
with a good eye (explained above, p. 98), and the rabbis hold 
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the contrary. And wherever it is said: “ R. Aqiba is in accord¬ 
ance with his theory that the seller sells his goods with a good 
eye/’ the argument is based upon this statement. [And lest 
one say that the point of their differing is something else, as, 
e.g., the seller could not intend that one should fly to his well 
through the air, etc., therefore there is repeated in the latter 
part of the Mishna the same difference of ^opinion, to teach that 
only in the supposition of a good and bad eye is the point of 
their differing.] 

It was taught: R. ITuna in the name of Rabh said: The 
Halakha prevails in accordance with the sages; and R. Jeremiah 
b. Aba in the name of Samuel: The Halakha prevails in accord¬ 
ance with R. Aqiba. Said the latter to the former: Why, 
many times I said before Rabh that the Halakha prevailed in 
accordance with R. Aqiba, and he said nothing to me. And he 
rejoined: That was because you taught before him the reverse 
— that R. Aqiba was of the opinion that the seller sells with a 
bad eye.”* Said Rabhina to R. Ashi: Shall we assume that 
both Rabh and Samuel decided in accordance with their theories 
elsewhere (Chap. I., p. 1 6), where they differ also concerning 
brothers who have divided their inheritance; and if it is so, why 
have they repeated this statement twice ? (Answered R. Ashi:) 
It was necessary, as, if one of the two were cited, one might say 
that Rabh so decided concerning brothers, as one might claim: 
I like to dwell in the house wherein my parents dwelt.” As it 
is written [Ps. xlv. 17]: ” Instead of thy fathers shall be thy 
children.” But in the other cases he would agree with Samuel. 
And if the other case were stated, one might say that only in 
this Samuel differs with Rabh, but concerning brothers Samuel 
agrees with him. Therefore both statements were needed. 

Said R. Na’hman to R. Huna: Should the Halakha prevail 
as we declare, or in accordance with you ? And he answered: 
The Halakha should be established in accordance with you, as 
you are nearer to the Exilarchs, whose judges are competent and 
can be relied upon. 

It was taught :f Two houses, one beyond the other, so that 
one has to pass the other in going to the street or the yard, and 
both are sold, or presented as a gift, to two different persons— 

* This explanation is the best we can offer, not to contradict Rashbam and 
R. Gershom (q. v.). 

f This is a Boraitha with the unusual expression Itemar. See Explanatory 
Remarks (back of title page). 
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neither of them has the right to pass the other's house without 
his permission, and much less when the inner house is sold and 
the outer is presented as a gift. But how is the case if the 
outer house is sold, and the inner is presented as a gift ? The 
schoolmen were about to say that the same is the case. How¬ 
ever, they were opposed from the following Mishna, which 
states, in the last Mishna of this chapter, that “ there is a differ¬ 
ence with a gift," etc., from which we see that all agree that he 
who makes a gift does so with a good eye. The same is the 
case here, when the owner of the house has at one time sold the 
outer, and made a gift of the inner, as it was with a good eye, 
so that he shall have a right to pass. 

MISHNA III. : If one sells a house, the door is sold, but 
not the key to it; the stationary mortar in the house, but not 
the movable—the srpoftiXo* (every revolving body—here, how¬ 
ever, is meant the lower stone of a handmill), but not the 
mill-funnel, nor an oven or a stove. If, however, he said 
to him, “ The house with all its contents," all of these are 
sold. 

GEMARA: This Mishna is not in accordance with R. Meir, 
who said: If one has sold a vineyard, he has sold all the vessels 
which are used for same. 

The rabbis taught: If one has sold a house, he sold with it 
the door, the bolt, and lock, but not the key; the engraved 
mortar, but not that which is only attached; the lower stone, 
but not the mill-funnel, nor the oven or stove nor the handmill. 
R. Eliezer, however, maintains that all that is attached to the 
ground is to be considered as the ground proper. If, however, 
the seller said, “ The house and all its contents," all of them 
are sold. But in any case, the well, the surrounding stones 
thereof, and the yczictli are not sold. 

R. Nehemiah b. R. Joseph sent a message by a woman to 
Rabha b. R. Huna the minor* in the city of Nahardea: When 
this woman shall appear before you, you shall collect on her 
behalf the tenth of all the properties belonging to her father, 
for her support, even from the lower stones of the handmills. 
Said R. Ashi: When we were with R. Kahana we used to col¬ 
lect for such a purpose even from the rent of the houses (the 
law is, that for the support of a daughter a tenth of the real 

* According to Halpern he was of the time of R. Huna the Exilarch, and was 
called “minor” to distinguish him from the former. Others, however, say that it 
must be Hamnunah. 
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estate is to be collected, and R. Ashi holds that the rent of real 
estate is to be considered the same for this purpose). 

MISHNA IV .: If one sold a yard, the houses, wells, cellars, 
and caves are included, but not movable property. If, however, 
he said, “ with all their contents/' all is sold; in any case, if 
there were bath or press houses, they are not included. R. 
Eliezer, however, maintains: If one has sold the yard without 
any explanation, he has sold only the ground thereof, but noth¬ 
ing else. (Even if, according to the amount which was paid by 
the buyer, it seems that all its contents are sold, as the law of 
deceiving does not apply to real estate. —Rashbam.) 

GEMARA: The rabbis taught : If one sells a yard, the outer 
houses, the inner ones, Beth Hulsauth* and stores which are 
open inside are included in the sale, but not those which are 
open outside. If, however, they are open on both sides, they 
are included. R. Eliezer, however, maintains that if one sold 
the yard he sold only the moles ( i.e ., the great mass of the air). 
The text says if they are open from both sides they are sold 
with it; but has not R. Ilyya taught that they are not ? This 
presents no difficulty. Our Boraitha speaks of that of which 
the main use was inside, and R. Hyya speaks of that of which 
the main use was outside. 

“ Eliezer said ,” etc. Said Rabha: If the seller said: “ I sell 
you this foreyard,” all agree that the houses are included; but 
if he said: “ I sell you the yard/’ they differ. According to 
the rabbis, the yard with all its contents is meant, as the yard 
of the tabernacle, which is written, ” the length of the yard” 
[Ex. xxvii.], and all its contents is meant; and R. Eliezer holds 
that with the word “ yard ” is meant the air only. 

Rabha in the name of R. Na’hman said: If one has made 
a hazakah on the Chulsu , title is acquired in the ground to a 
depth at which silver or gold, if found, belongs to him. Is 
this not self-evident? Has not Samuel said: If one sold ten 
fields in ten different countries, as soon as he has made a haza¬ 
kah on one of them, title is acquired to all ? Lest one say that 
there is a difference, as the surface of the earth is alike every¬ 
where, and the fields are similarly adapted for planting, they are 
therefore considered as if they were joined each to the other; 
but in our case the use of the two things mentioned is different, 

* A Beth Hulsauth, according to Rashbam, means sand of which glass is made ; 
to Gershom, it means rock. Schonhak, however, maintains that it is a Greek word, 
meaning bank . The reader may choose. 
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and one might say that title is not given to the ground—there¬ 
fore Rabha’s statement. 

MISHNA V.: If one sells a press-house, the sale includes 
the trough, the press-beam or press-stone, and the poles, but not 
the boards that are put on grapes while pressing; neither the 
wheel nor the treading rod. If, however, he told him, 44 This 
press-house, with all its contents, " all is sold. R. Eliezer, how¬ 
ever, maintains that the expression 4 4 press-house " means the 
treading-rod only. 

GEMARA: The rabbis taught: If one sell a press-house, 
the sale includes the bronze plates that prevent the grapes from 
scattering, the trough, the press-beams, and lower stones of the 
handmill, but not the upper stones. If, however, he said, 
44 With all its contents/' all is sold. In any case, neither the 
boards which are put on the grapes while pressing, nor the 
sacks, nor the packing-bags are sold. R. Eliezer, however, 
maintains that he who sells a press-house sells the treading-rod 
also, as the expression 44 press-house " means chiefly the 44 tread¬ 
ing-rod. " 

MISHNA VI .: If one sell a bath-house, the sale does not 
include the boards on the floor (the baths at that time were 
heated beneath the stone floors, and boards were placed on the 
floor for stepping upon), the basin, neither the curtains on the 
doors. If, however, he said, 44 With all its contents," all is 
sold; but in any case the sale does not include the channels 
with water, nor the wood piles prepared for the bath-house. 

GEMARA: The rabbis taught: If one has sold a bath¬ 
house, the sale includes the separate houses for keeping the 
boards, the tubs, the basins, and the curtains; but not the 
boards proper, neither the tubs, nor the basins, nor the curtains. 
If, however, he said to him, 44 With all its contents," all is sold. 
In any case, however, the channels that contain water for the 
use of bathing in the summer and rainy seasons are not sold, 
nor the houses for storing the wood, unless he said: 44 The bath¬ 
house with all its implements," then the sale includes every¬ 
thing that may be used for bathing purposes. 

There was a man who said: 44 I sell you the press-house with 
all its implements," and there were some stores outside of the 
press-house, in which poppy was spread out for drying pur¬ 
poses, and the buyer claimed that they were also included, while 
the seller claimed they were not. The case came before R. 
Joseph, who decided in accordance with the Boraitha just cited. 
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that in such a case everything that maybe used for that purpose 
is sold. Said Abayi to him: But does not R. Hyya teach the 
contrary? Therefore said R. Ashi: It must be investigated 
how the sale was; if he said, 44 the press-house with all its im¬ 
plements and also its boundaries,’* then title is given to all of 
them, but not otherwise. 

MISHNA VII. : If one sells a town, the sale includes houses, 
wells, caves, bath and press houses, pigeon-houses, and also 
Beth Hashal’hin, but not the movable property, unless he said, 
“ the town with all its contents ” ; then, even if there were cat¬ 
tle or slaves, they are also included in the sale. R. Simeon b. 
Gamaliel said: He who sells a town sells also the santer (the 
meaning will be explained farther on). 

GEMARA: Said R. A’ha b. R. Ivya to R. Ashi: From this 
Mishna is to be understood that slaves are considered movable 
property; as, if they were to be considered real estate, then 
they would be sold with the town without any stipulation. 
Answered he: Even according to your theory that they are con¬ 
sidered movable property, why does the Mishna state that if he 
said, 44 even with all its contents,” slaves are sold also, from 
which is to be understood that they are not movable property 
proper ? And what could you answer to this — that there is a 
difference between movable property that must be carried and 
that which is self-moving ? The same answer can apply also to 
the theory that slaves are considered real estate, as there is a 
difference between stationary real estate 44 and that which is 
self-moving.” 

44 Sold the santer .” What does this word mean ? Here in 
Balylon they explained it 44 guardsman,” or 44 bailiff ” (a slave). 
Simeon b. Abtulmus said: It means a pagns (land that surrounds 
the town). According to him who explains it as 44 guardsman,” 
etc., so much the more is the pagtis included in the sale; but 
according to him who explains it as a pagns , the guardsman is 
not included. An objection was raised from our Mishna, which 
states: 44 press-houses and Beth Hashal’hin,” and the school¬ 
men explained the expression shal'hin (which everywhere means 
dry field) as meaning the gardens around the town, which also 
usually ought to be watered. And this is correct only for him 
who explains the word saiiter as a pagns , when the Mishna is to 
be explained thus: The first Tana holds that only the gardens 
around the town are included, but not anything else; and R. 
Simeon h. Gamaliel came to add the pagns ; which, according 
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to his opinion, is also included. But according to him who ex¬ 
plains santer as a 44 guardsman/ 4 if it be assumed that the first 
Tana speaks about gardens, should R. Simeon answer him with 
a 44 guardsman 44 ? Nay! The explanation of the word shaVhin 
is not gardens, as you thought, but, as is everywhere explained, 
dry land, which means pagus. [And this explanation is correct, 
as it is written [Job, v. 10]: 44 And sendeth out waters/ 4 etc., 
which is the translation of Veshilea h.] And R. Simeon b. 
Gamaliel came to say: Not only a.pagus, but even the 44 guards¬ 
man, 44 is also included. 

Come and hear another objection! R. Jehudah said: The 
santer is not included, but the anqlmus (the scribe of the city, 
who was usually a slave to whom all the surrounding fields on 
which the taxes were to be collected was known). Hence as 
the scribe anqlmus means a man, so also must santer mean a 
man ? Why ? Santer may mean a pagus , and anqlmus a man. 
But this cannot be, because of the latter part of the said Bo- 
raitha, which states: It does not include, however, the shir ill, 
neither the villages around the town, nor the forests which are 
near it, and also not the vivarium of wild beasts, fowl, or fish. 
And to the question, What means the word shirih? it was said 
by R. Aba: It means pieces of paguses (i.e . 9 dry land surround¬ 
ing the town, broken by rocks). Now can you say that part of 
th e pagus is not sold, while the whole pagus is? Reverse the 
names! R. Jehudah said: The anqlmus is not sold, but the 
santer is. 

But how can you say that R. Jehudah is in accordance with 
R. Simeon? Does he not hold with the rabbis, who said: 
44 The villages that surround the town are not sold, 44 while R. 
Simeon b. Gamaliel said plainly in a Eoraitha: The sale of the 
town includes the villages near by also ? It does not matter. R. 
Jehudah may agree with him in one thing, and differ in another. 

4 4 4 Vivarium 4 of wild beasts,” etc. There is a contradiction 
from the following Boraitha: If villages belong to the town, 
they are not sold with it; if the town contains one part of the 
sea, or it has a vivarium of wild beasts, fowl, or fish, they are 
sold therewith. This presents no difficulty! One Boraitha 
speaks of when the entrance to the vivarium was from the city, 
and the other speaks of when the entrance was from the field. 
But does not the first Boraitha state: Nor the forests which face 
the town (which means also the entrance from the town) ? 
Read: The forests that are separated from it. 
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MISHNA VIII.: If one sells a field, the sale includes the 
stones which are needed for its use; and if it was a vineyard, 
the sticks which are used for keeping the vines in order. Also 
the stalks that are attached to the ground, the reed-bushes if 
they take a space less than that in which a quarter of a kab can 
be sown, the hut (where the watchman guards) if it is not 
smeared with clay, and a carob or a sycamore uninoculated; but 
not the stones, the sticks of a vineyard which are not for use at 
that time, neither the grain that is not attached to the ground. 
If, however, he says, 44 with all its contents,” all is sold. In 
any case, however, the sale does not include the reed-bushes if 
they take more space than said above, and not the hut if smeared 
with clay, and not a carob or sycamore when inoculated. 

GEMARA: What stones are to be considered to be needed 
for use ? Here in this college it was explained, stones which are 
prepared for laying upon the sheaves, that they may not be 
scattered by the wind. Ula, however, said; It means stones 
that are arranged for a wall. 

But did not R. Hyya teach: The stones that were gathered 
in heaps for this purpose? Read: arranged. To him who 
explains the stones as for laying upon the sheaves—according 
to R. Meir, who says elsewhere that if one sells a vineyard all 
the things which are useful for it are sold therewith, the stones 
in question are included, even when they are placed outside the 
field; and according to his opponents, only when they are placed 
in the field and prepared for this purpose. And to Ula’s expla¬ 
nation that it means stones for a wall—according to R. Meir 
even when they were not arranged, and to his opponents only 
when they were arranged. 

“ The sticks," etc. The school of R. Yanai says: It means 
posts for supporting the vine, in order to prevent its bending. 
And according to R. Meir, even when they were not prepared 
for this purpose; and to the rabbis his opponents, however, 
only when already placed under the vine. 

44 Stalks which are attached," etc. Even when they are ripe 
for harvesting. 

44 The reed-bushes," etc. Although they are growing sepa¬ 
rately, or thick ones, which have nothing to do with the vine¬ 
yard. 

44 The hut," etc. Although it was not attached to the 
ground. 

44 And the carob," etc. Although thick and strong. 
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“ But 7iot the stones,” etc. According to R. Meir, when they 
were not prepared for this purpose, and according to the rabbis 
when they were outside of the field; and also to Ula’s explana¬ 
tion—according to R. Meir, when they were not prepared, and 
to the rabbis, when they were not arranged. 

“ The posts for supporting ,” etc. According to R. Meir, 
when they were not prepared, and according to the rabbis, when 
they were not placed under the vine. 

“ When they were not attached,” etc. Even so they still 
needed the ground for drying. 

” A?id not the reed-bushes ” Although they are still small. 
And R. Hyya b. Aba said in the name of R. Johanan: Not 
reed-bushes only, but even if there was a small bed of spices, 
having a separate name, it is not included in the sale. Said R. 
Papa: Provided they are called the spices of so and so. 

“ And not the hut,” etc. Although it were attached to the 
ground. 

“ Nor the carob,” etc. Whence is this deduced ? Said R. 
Jehudah in the name of Rabh: From [Gen. xxxiii. 17]: ” And 
the field of Ephron . . . and all the trees that were in the 

field, that were in all its borders round about, were made sure ” ; 
from which is to be understood that all those without the bor¬ 
ders were excluded (and so also the inoculated carob, etc., are 
of separate value and had nothing to do with his field). Said 
R. Mesharshia: From this passage we infer that the boundary 
is sold to the buyer with the field biblically; i.c., because it is 
written “ round about,” which is the boundary, and was sold 
by Ephron with the field. 

R. Jehudah said: It is advisable for one who sells his estate 
to write in the bill of sale ” acquire title to the trees, to the 
young plants, also to those trees that do not yield fruit.” And 
although title is given to all these, even if it were not so writ¬ 
ten, it is better for the bill of sale to contain the words just men¬ 
tioned. If one said: ” I sell you the ground and date trees,” 
then, if there were such on his estate, he must give him two of 
them; and if there were not, he has to buy two for him; and if 
he possesses them, but they were mortgaged, he has to redeem 
two for him. If he said: ” I sell you the estate with the date 
trees,” if the estate contains such the sale is valid; and if not, 
the sale is void. If he said: “An estate on which there are 
date trees,” and there were none, the sale is valid; for he 
meant, it is fit for them. If he said: ” I sell to you this estate, 
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except such and such a tree,” it is to be investigated whether 
this tree is a good one that yields much fruit—then he reserves 
it for himself; but if it was a bad one, which yields no fruit at 
all, or only a little, and in this field were better ones, so much 
the more does he reserve them for himself. If he said: “ I sell 
you this field, except the trees,” if there were many kinds of 
trees they are certainly not included; but even if it contained 
only date trees or vines, they are excluded also. If, however, 
there were trees and vines, the trees only are excluded; and if 
there were date trees and vines, the date trees are excluded but 
not the vines. 

Rabh said : A date tree is considered a reservation only when 
he must ascend with a rope for gathering the fruit; but if not 
so high, it is not considered a reservation. The judges of the 
Exile (Samuel and Kama), however, maintain: If it does not 
hinder the yoke of oxen which are ploughing around it, it is not 
considered a reservation; but if it does hinder, it is. However, 
they do not differ, as Rabh speaks of a date tree and they treat 
of other trees. 

R. A’ha b. Huna questioned R. Shesheth: How is it if the 
seller says: Accept the half of such and such a carob ? It is 
certain to me that he does not acquire title to other carobs; but 
I doubt whether he acquires title to the half of the carob in ques¬ 
tion ? And the answer was: He does not. He objected to him 
from the following Boraitha: If he said, ‘‘Accept the half of 
such and sucli a carob,” title is not acquired to the other carobs, 
by which is to be understood that he does not to the other carobs, 
but he does to the half in question ? And he answered: Nay! 
Even to the half left to the buyer, title is not given, this case 
being similar to one in which it was said, “ I sell you this field, 
except the half of such and such a one.” Were we to assume 
that the buyer acquires title to all his fields except the half in 
question, although lie said plainly, ‘‘ I sell you this field,” it 
must be said he does not acquire title to any except to that 
which he had shown him; and that his remark, “except the 
half field,” etc., was but redundance. The same is the case 
here. If he said, “ I sell you this field, except the half tree,” 
the last word is to be considered redundance. 

R. Amram questioned R. Hisda: If one has deposited some¬ 
thing with his neighbor, and taken from him a receipt (approved 
by witnesses), and thereafter the depositary claims that he has 
returned the bailment, how is the law ? May it be said that. 
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because if he were to claim that the bailment was taken away 
from him by force, he would be trusted, the same should be the 
case with the claim, “ I have returned/’ or the depositor has 
a right to say: If it were so, how comes thy receipt in my 
hands ? And he answered: He is to be trusted when he takes 
an oath, the same being the case when the depositary claims 
“ it was taken away from me by force ”—he must take an oath. 

Shall we assume that R. Amram and R. Hisda differ on the 
same point as the Tanaim of the following Boraitha differ: If 
one holds a document which witnesses to an amount of money 
given by him to his deceased partner for a half profit, and claims 
that the amount was not returned to him, while the orphans 
say that they are not certain whether the amount was returned ? 
The judges of the Exile said: The plaintiff has to take an oath, 
and collects the whole amount. The judges of Palestine, how¬ 
ever, maintain that he collects only the half with this oath. 
And all of them agree with the sages of Nahardea, that of the 
money which is given for the purpose of a half profit half of the 
amount is considered a loan and the other half a deposit. (See 
Middle Gate, p. 277.) Now is it not to be supposed that the 
point of their differing is that one party holds that the claim of 
the plaintiff, “ The document in my hand gives evidence that 
the amount was not returned,” is to be listened to, and the 
other party (who says that with the oath he collects the half 
only) maintains that such is not considered evidence ? Nay! 
All agree with R. Hisda, and the point of their differing is, that 
one party holds if the deceased had returned, he would have 
notified his heirs, and the other holds it may be that death pre¬ 
vented him from doing so. 

R. Huna b. Abi sent the following message: A depositary 
who claims that he had returned the bailment, although his 
receipt is still in the hands of the depositor, is to be trusted 
(with an oath), and with a document of a half profit in the hands 
of the plaintiff suing the orphans, he may swear and collect the 
whole amount. Do these two statements contradict each other 
(as in the case of a depositary the document is in the hand of 
the plaintiff, and the defendant is trusted with an oath, and in 
the case of a half profit the plaintiff is trusted with an oath)? 
The latter case is different, because, if the deceased had made 
return, he would have notified his heirs. Said Rabha: The 
ITalakha prevails concerning orphans, that he takes only the 
half with an oath. Mar Zutra, however, said: The Halakha 
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prevails with the judges of the Exile. And to the objection 
of Rabhina, that Rabha had long ago decided that he takes only 
the half with an oath, he answered : We have learned the reverse; 
:\c., that the judges of the Exile hold that he takes the half only 
with an oath, and the Palestinians, that he collects the whole 
amount. Hence my decision is the same as Rabha's. 

MISHNA IX.: In selling a field, if it contains a well, cistern, 
or pigeon-house, no matter whether they are still in use or dam¬ 
aged, they are not included in the sale. However, the seller 
must buy a way from the buyer for passing to them. So is the 
decree of R. Aqiba. The sages, however, say that it is not 
necessary. R. Aqiba, however, admits that if the bill of sale 
states, 41 except the above things," he need not buy a way. If 
the seller sold the above separately to another—according to R. 
Aqiba it is not necessary for the buyer of them to buy a pas¬ 
sage, and according to the sages it is. This is all said concern¬ 
ing a sale; but if the owner of the field has made a gift of it, 
title is given to the field with all its contents. The same is the 
case when brothers divide their inheritance, and the field falls 
in a share of one of them: he acquires title to all its contents. 

If one made a hazakah on the estate of a childless proselyte, 
the hazakah applies to all the above-mentioned things, if they 
were to be found on it. If one consecrate his field, all that is 
to be found in it is sanctified. R. Simeon, however, said: The 
above-mentioned things are not included in the sanctification; 
but if there was an inoculated carob or a trunk of a sycamore, it 
is included, because while growing they are nourished by the 
sanctified ground. 

GEMARA: What is the difference between a sale and a 
gift ? Jehudah b. N’qusa explained before Rabbi: The one who 
makes a gift, if he desires to reserve any part of it for himself, 
he ought to state so plainly, which is not the case with a seller, 
who needs money: the details of the sale must be determined 
by the buyer, and if not so done, the seller has the preference. 

There was a man who said in his will: Give to so and so 
my house that contains a hundred barrels (i.e., that within the 
width, length, and height of the house ten barrels square could 
be placed). After investigation it was found that the house 
contained one hundred and twenty barrels (i.e., twelve rows, 
each of ten barrels), and no other house was found on the de¬ 
ceased’s estate. And Mar Zutra said: The will states a hun¬ 
dred, but not a hundred and twenty. Said R. Ashi to him: 


166 


THE BABYLONIAN TALMUD. 


Did not our Mishna state: All this is said concerning a sale, but 
concerning a gift title is given to all; and the reason is that he 
who makes a gift does it with a good eye? The same is the 
case here. The deceased thought that it contained a hundred 
only. He therefore said so, that the donee should be aware 
that he bequeathed him such a big house, but not to exclude 
it if it contained still more than he thought, as it must be sup¬ 
posed it was given to him with a good eye. 

44 If one consecrated his fieldf etc. R. Huna said : Although 
the rabbis have declared that he who buys two trees that are 
between others does not acquire title to the ground beneath, if 
the seller has sold the ground with the trees, but reserved two 
trees for himself, the ground beneath belongs to him. And 
even R. Aqiba’s theory, that usually a seller sells with a good 
eye, is only concerning a well, etc., which does not cause any 
harm to the ground; but as for trees, which while nourishing 
do so, if the buyer should not agree that the ground beneath 
should belong to the seller, he would tell him to cut down the 
trees and go; and if he did not do so, it must be supposed that 
he was willing that the trees with the ground beneath should 
remain to the seller forever, so that in case the trees should 
wither he might plant others instead. 


CHAPTER V. 


RULES AND REGULATIONS CONCERNING SALES OF SHIPS, BOATS, 
ANIMALS, AND TEAMS; CONCERNING BROODS OF PIGEONS AND 
BEASTS; TREES, WITH THE GROUND AND WITHOUT. HOW TO 
ACQUIRE TITLE TO FRUIT AND FLAX. OF ARTICLES WHICH BE¬ 
CAME DEARER OR CHEAPER BETWEEN THE TIME OF SALE AND 
DELIVERY. AT WHAT TIME THE WHOLESALERS AND STORE¬ 
KEEPERS HAD TO CORRECT THEIR WEIGHTS AND MEASURES, 
AND OF WHAT MATERIAL THE WEIGHTS MIGHT AND MIGHT 
NOT BE MADE. 

MISHNA /.: If one sells a boat, the sale includes the mast, 
the flag, the shovels, and all things pertaining to the leading of 
the boat, but not the slaves, and the sacks for carrying goods, 
nor the entheca . If, however, he sells the boat with all its con¬ 
tents, all is sold. 

GEMARA: The rabbis taught: If one sold a boat, the sale 
includes the scala , and also the well with water therein. R. 
Nathan said: The sale includes also the safety boats. And so 
also said Symmachos, but he named them dugit as in Palestine, 
while R. Nathan named them bizit as in Babylon.* 

It was taught: To acquire title to a boat, according to Rabh, 
as soon as one made a little drawing on it title is given. Sam¬ 
uel, however, maintains that title is not given unless he moved 
the entire boat. Shall we assume that they differ in the same 
way as the Tanaim of the following Tosephtha do: How does 
one acquire title by transferring ? By taking hold of the feet 
of the animal or its hair, its saddle or the load that is upon it, 
the bridle, the bell on its neck (although the animal has not 
moved from its place), title is given. And how does one acquire 
title by drawing ? By calling it and it follows the voice, or by 
striking it with a stick and it runs from him: as soon as the 
animal has moved hand or foot, title is acquired. R. A’hi, 


* Here in text are the well-known legends of Rabba b. b. Hana among the 
other Hagadah, which we find necessary to transfer to the end of this chapter. 
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and according to others R. A’ha, said: Not unless it has moved 
its whole body. Hence it is to be assumed that Rabh holds 
with the first Tana and Samuel with R. A’ha ? Nay. Rabh 
may say: My decision is in accordance with R. A’ha’s also, 
as R. A'ha speaks of a living body, which, even if it raised hand 
or foot, it remains still on its place without moving from it (and 
therefore he requires the moving of its whole body); but I speak 
of a boat, which, if one draws it a little, the entire body thereof 
is set in motion. And Samuel also may say: My decision can 
be also in accordance with the first Tana, who speaks of a living 
body which lifts its hand or foot, and usually it is to move the 
other one also; but concerning a boat, it is not considered a 
drawing unless he moves the entire boat. 

Shall we assume that they differ in the same way as the 
Tanaim of the following Tosephtha do ? To a boat, title is 
given by drawing. R. Nathan says: To a boat, and also to 
promissory notes, title is given by drawing, or by a bill of sale. 
And to the question: Where are promissory notes mentioned, 
so that R. Nathan’s statement should apply ? it was answered 
that the Tosephtha is not complete, and is to be read thus: To 
a boat, title is given by drawing, but to promissory notes by 
transferring. R. Nathan, however, maintains that to both title 
is given by drawing, as well as by a bill of sale. 

But is, then, a bill of sale needed for a boat—is it not mov¬ 
able property, for which drawing is sufficient ? It must then be 
said it was taught thus: To a boat, title is given by drawing, 
and to promissory notes by transferring. R. Nathan, however, 
says: To a boat by drawing, and to promissory notes by a bill 
of sale. And as R. Nathan’s statement concerning a boat 
would be superfluous if his decision were the same as the first 
Tanaim, we must then say that they differ in the same way as 
Rabh and Samuel differ (i.e., that R. Nathan requires that the 
whole body of the boat should be moved, while according to 
the first Tana a little drawing suffices)? Nay; both may agree 
with Rabh or with Samuel, and the) 7 do not differ at all con¬ 
cerning a boat. Wherein they differ is but as to promissory 
notes. Said R. Nathan to the first Tana (of the above To¬ 
sephtha): Concerning a boat I certainly agree with you, but 
concerning promissory notes I hold to my opinion that if there 
were a bill of sale the transferring gives title, but not otherwise. 
And they differ in the same point as the Tanaim of the follow¬ 
ing Boraitha do: To promissory notes title is given by transfer. 
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So is the decree of Rabbi. The sages, however, say: Title is 
not given by writing (as to all the debts contained in the prom¬ 
issory notes) unless the notes in question are transferred to the 
buyer, and the same is the case when the notes were transferred 
without a bill of sale: as to such things, both writing and trans¬ 
ferring are needed. 

Now let us see. The above Boraitha is explained in accord¬ 
ance with Rabbi. Let, then, the case of the boat also be 
explained in accordance with Rabbi, who holds that to a boat 
title is acquired by transfer, inasmuch as we have learned in the 
following Boraitha that such is the decree of Rabbi. But the 
sages say that title is not given unless he makes a drawing or 
he hires the place in which it is then placed ? This presents no 
difficulty. Rabbi speaks of when the boat was placed on a 
public ground (as then drawing could not be made, because he 
must draw to a place which is under his control, which is not 
the case when it is in public ground ; and the Boraitha speaks 
of when it was in a place where he could make a drawing to one 
under his control). Now we see that the Boraitha just cited 
speaks of a boat that was placed in public ground. How, then, 
is to be understood the latter part of it, which states: And the 
sages say title is not given unless the buyer makes a drawing ? 
Now, if it was in public ground, from whom could the buyer 
hire the place so that a drawing should suffice ? And aside 
from this, does, then, a drawing give title in public ground ? 
Did not both Abayi and Rabha say : Transfer gives title in 
public ground, and also in a yard that does not belong to both 
(the seller and the buyer)? In a semiia (path), however, or in 
a yard belonging to both, drawing gives title, and 44 lifting up ” 
gives title everywhere ? The expression 44 unless he makes a 
drawing’' means that he shall move from the public ground to 
the semita , and the expression 44 unless he hires the place” is 
also to be explained as meaning that if it happens to be placed 
on premises belonging to one of them title is not given unless 
he hires the place. 

Shall we assume that Abayi and Rabha both are in accord¬ 
ance with Rabbi (who holds that transferring suffices for a 
boat) ? Said R. Ashi: If he should say: 44 Go make a hazakah 
and acquire title,” then title would be given. Here, however, 
it is understood the seller told him, 44 Go make a drawing and 
acquire title.” And the point of their differing is, one holds 
that the seller was particular with his words, that only by draw- 
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ing title should be given (but not otherwise), and the other 
holds that his expression is to be considered only as if he should 
show him the place where it is to be found “ If you wish 
to make a drawing, here it is ”). 

R. Papa said: If one sells a promissory note, he must write 
in the bill of sale, “ Acquire title to it, and to all the debts it 
con tains.” 

Said R. Ashi: I have explained the Halakha before R. 
Kahana and questioned him: How would it be if this were not 
inserted—would not title be given ? Did, then, the buyer need 
it for the purpose of covering a glass with it (is it possible that 
a man should invest his money in a piece of paper that he can¬ 
not use but to cover something—must it not be assumed that 
he bought the debts which it contained)? And he answered: 
Yea! for this purpose he bought it. (And if the amount shows 
that it was double the value of the paper, then the sale would 
in any case be null and void, as exacting beyond a sixth makes 
the sale void.) 

Amemar said: The Halakha prevails that to promissory 
notes title is given by transfer in accordance with Rabbi. Said 
R. Ashi to Amemar: Is your decision traditional or according 
to common sense? And he answered: Traditional. Rejoined 
R. Ashi: It is also according to common sense, as promissory 
notes are only words. (The note proper does not contain the 
debts or any money, but the promise of the borrower, which 
are words, and title cannot be given by words only.) 

“But not the entheca." What does this mean ? It means 
the contents of the entheca. 

MISHNA II .: If one sold a wagon, the bill of sale does not 
include the mules for it (when not hitched), and vice versa. If 
the yoke with the wagon were sold, the oxen when not hitched 
were not included, and vice versa. R. Jehudah, however, main¬ 
tains: The amount paid may serve as evidence. How so ? If 
one said: Sell to me your yoke for two hundred zuz, it is self- 
evident that he meant the whole team, as there is no yoke that 
could be worth two hundred zuz. The sages, however, say that 
such cannot be taken for evidence (as it may be he desires to 
make him a present without humiliating him). 

GEMARA: R. Ta'hlipha b. Merba taught a Boraitha before 
R. Abuhu : If one has sold a wagon, the sale includes the mules. 
Said R. Abuhu: But our Mishna teaches that it does not. Re¬ 
joined the former: Then ignore my Boraitha. Said Abuhu: It 
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is not necessary, as it can be explained that your Boraitha 
speaks of when the mules were hitched to the wagon. 

“ If one has sold the yokef etc. Let us see how was the 
case? If people by the expression “yoke"’ mean the yoke 
without the cattle, then it is self-evident that he sold him the 
yoke only; and if the expression means “ a team," then he cer¬ 
tainly sold him the whole team ? It speaks of a place in which 
some people by yoke mean the entire team, while others by this 
expression mean the yoke with harness, but not the cattle. 
According to R. Jehudah this can be ascertained from the 
amount; but the rabbis hold that the amount cannot be taken 
as evidence (as it is for the buyer to explain his desire plainly, 
as there are some who by yoke mean the wagon prepared for 
the oxen, not including them, and therefore the preference is 
given to the seller). 

But even if the amount is not an evidence, let the sale be 
void if there was an exaction beyond a sixth of the value. And 
should you say that the rabbis do not hold to the theory that 
an exaction beyond a sixth makes void the sale but that they 
hold that the sale is valid, and the seller has only to return the 
amount which was overcharged, the answer is: This is not so, 
as we have learned in Middle Gate, Mishna, p. 132, that the 
rabbis hold this theory? Yea! They hold the theory only in 
a case where an exaction could be made (i.e., in a sixth or more 
of the value); but in our case (two hundred zuz for the yoke 
only), where exaction cannot be made, it may be assumed that 
the buyer wishes to give a present to the seller (but does not 
wish to humiliate him, and so presents him the money for the yoke). 

MISHNA III. : If one sells an ass, the harness is not in¬ 
cluded. Nahum the Modaite, however, maintains it is. Said 
R. Jehudah: At one time they may be sold, and at some other 
time they may not. How so ? If the ass with its harness was 
before him, and the buyer says, “ Sell me this ass," and the 
seller agrees, the harness is also sold; but if he says, " Is this 
your ass ? sell it to me," then the harness is not included. 

GEMARA: Said Ula: The first Tana and Nahum differ 
only in the sacks and disacos and khnmni , as the first Tana holds 
that usually an ass is bought for riding (consequently the uten¬ 
sils that are not for this purpose are not included); but Nahum 
maintains that an ass is usually sold for carrying burdens, con¬ 
sequently the utensils for this purpose are included, as the sad¬ 
dle, sumpter-saddle, belt, and girdle. 
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An objection was raised from the following: “ I sell you the 
ass with its harness ” : the saddle, the sumpter-saddle, the belt, 
and the girdle are sold, but not the sack, the disacos , nor the 
khumni , unless he said, “ it and all pertaining to it”; then all 
is sold. We see, then, that only when he said, ” the ass with 
its harness,” the saddle, etc., are sold; but not, if he did not 
mention the harness? Nay; the same is the case even if he 
did not so mention, and the Boraitha comes to teach that 
the sack, etc., are not sold, even if he said, ” the ass with its 
harness. ” 

What does khumni mean ? Said R. Papa b. Samuel: A 
saddle used by females only. 

The schoolmen propounded a question: Does the Mishna 
treat of when the things mentioned above were upon the ass, 
so that, if they were not so, Nahum the Modaite would agree 
with the first Tana, or, on the contrary, docs it treat of when 
the ass was not dressed in them, in which case the first Tana 
would agree with Nahum ? Come and hear! If, however, he 
said, ” it and all that is upon it,” all is sold. And this is cor¬ 
rect according to the supposition that they differ when the ass 
was dressed in these things, and the Boraitha is in accordance 
with the first Tana of our Mishna; but on the supposition that 
they differ when the ass was not dressed, according to whom 
would be the Boraitha ? Nay; this cannot be taken for a sup¬ 
port, as it may be that they differ even when the ass was not 
dressed, and the cited Boraitha is to be read: If he said, ” the 
ass and all those things in my possession fit for its use.” 

Come, then, and hear what R. Jehudah says in our Mishna, 
and there is no doubt that he speaks of when the ass was dressed 
in them, as his expression ” this ass” means all is sold. Is it 
not to be assumed that this was an answer to the first Tana 
(who said that even in such a case the things are not sold) ? 
Nay! R. Jehudah was not answering, but taught a separate 
Halakha. Said Rabhina to R. Ashi: Did not R. Abuhu say, 
replying to R. Ta'hlipha (above, in the Gemara to the second 
Mishna): Explain your Boraitha, '* When they were hitched,” 
etc.? from which is to be inferred that the Mishna speaks of 
when they were not hitched; and when the second Mishna treats 
of them not hitched, it must be assumed that the third Mishna 
also speaks of the same case ? On the contrary, take the first 
Mishna, which states, ** not the slaves nor the entheca" ; and to 
the question what does entheca mean, R. Papa answered: The 
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contents of the entheca. Hence the Mishna treats of when the 
load was upon it, from which is to be inferred that the second 
Mishna speaks also of when they were hitched (and this is not 
so). Therefore you cannot object or support from their teach¬ 
ings, as each Mishna speaks of a different case. 

Abayi said: R. Eliezer, R. Simeon b. Gamaliel, R. Meir, 
R. Nathan, Symmachos, and Nahum the Modaite all hold that 
if one sells a thing the sale includes also all those things that 
are used with it—Eliezer, who said: If one sells a press-house, 
the treading-rod is included; Simeon b. Gamaliel, who said: If 
one sells a town, the santer is included; R. Meir, who said: If 
one sold a vineyard, all the vessels in use for the same are 
included; Nathan and Symmachos, who said above that the 
safety boats are included in the sale of the boat; and Nahum 
the Modaite with his statement in our Mishna. 

‘ ‘ R. Jehudah said , ” etc. What is the difference whether 
he said “ this ass,” or ” is this your ass ” ? Said Rabha: If he 
said ” this ass,” he was sure that the ass belonged to him, and 
with the word ” this” he meant the harness; but if he asked 
him, ” Is this your ass ? ” he was not sure it was his. And he 
asked, if it was his, that he should sell it to him, meaning the 
ass only, without the harness. 

MISHNA IV .: If one sold a she-ass, its foal is sold; but if 
a cow, the calf is not. If he sold the place where the manure is 
kept, the manure in it is sold therewith; a well, the water it 
contains is included; a beehive, the bees are included; a pigeon- 
coop, the doves it contains are included. 

GEMARA: Let us see how was the case ? If he said, 
“ with its offspring,” even if it is a cow why should the offspring 
then not be included; and if he did not say so, why should the 
offspring of an ass be included ? Said R. Papa: It speaks of 
where he told him: I sell you a nursing ass, or a nursing cow. 
Of the latter the buyer can use the milk, but to what purpose 
did he say a nursing ass ? We must assume that he means the 
nursing ass with its offspring." 

” A well , the zvatcr it contains is soldi' Said Rabha: Our 
Mishna is in accordance with an individual Tana of the follow¬ 
ing Boraitha (but the majority do not agree with him). If one 
sells a well, the water it contains is not included. R. Nathan, 
however, maintains it is. 

* The Hagadah here we also transfer to the end of the chapter, as it has nothing 
to do with this text. 
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MISHNA V.: If one buys the brood of a pigeon-coop (e.g. f 
if he buys in the month Nisan all the pigeons to be hatched 
during the whole year, but not the old ones, and usually each 
dove hatches two young ones every month, male and female, 
and those pigeons after two months hatch also, and so it is dur¬ 
ing the entire year, the month Adar excluded), he must leave 
the first pair of little ones with the parents. If one buys the 
brood of a beehive, he has to take the first three broods, after 
which the owner may make the bees impotent of propagation. 
If he buys the honey in combs, he must leave two with the bee¬ 
hive. If one buys olive trees for the purpose of cutting them 
down, he must leave the branches which are only two spans high 
for the seller. 

GEMARA: But have we not learned in a Boraitha, concern¬ 
ing a pigeon-coop, that he must leave the first and second pair ? 
Said R. Kahana: This presents no difficulty. The Mishna 
speaks of the old dove, and the Boraitha of both mother and 
daughter which have hatched—one pair for the old and one for 
the young mother. But why should not the pair left for the 
old mother suffice also for the young one, as she would not 
leave the pigeon-coop, because her mother and the pair remain¬ 
ing would bind her to stay there, even as the old dove is bound 
to the same ? The old one is bound to both—to the young 
mother as well as to the pair left, while her daughter, as soon as 
she has hatched, has no longer anything to do with her mother, 
but is bound to her children. 

Three broods" etc. By what means does one make them 
impotent? Said R. Jehudah in the name of Samuel: By feed¬ 
ing them with mustard. In Palestine, however, it was said in 
the name of R. Jose b. Hanina: Not the mustard, but the 
honey which they consume after having eaten the harsh mus¬ 
tard, causes the impotency. R. Johanan said: He must not 
take the three broods at one time, but gradually, taking one 
and leaving one, etc.; and a Boraitha states that the first three 
he may take one after another, and after that he takes one 
and leaves one.* 

“ Olive trees," etc. The rabbis taught: If one buys a tree 
for the purpose of cutting it down, he must begin a span high 
from the ground; if it was an uninoculated sycamore, he must 


* In the text there is a statement of R. Elazar repeated several times, which we 
leave for the forthcoming Tract Uktzin at the proper place. 
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leave three spans; and if a trunk of a sycamore, two spans. If 
sticks or vines, from the knots upwards. If date and cedar 
trees, he may take them with the roots, for if they were cut at 
the top they would not grow again. 

Do we need three spans for an uninoculated sycamore ? 
Have we not learned (Shebiith, IV. 5): One must not cut an 
uninoculated sycamore on a Sabbatical year, because it is con¬ 
sidered a labor in a field ? R. Jehudah said: One must not do 
it in the usual way, but higher than ten spans he may, or he 
may cut it at the level of the ground. Hence we see that it 
harms only if it is cut at the level of the ground, but not if a 
little higher than three spans. Said Abayi: If exactly three 
spans, it is beneficial for the growth of the tree, and at the level 
of the ground it surely harms it, but up to three spans it does 
neither good nor harm. Concerning a Sabbatical year, only 
what harms maybe done; and concerning buying and selling, 
only things which are beneficial. 

It is said that date and cedar trees one may take with the 
roots, because if cut at the top they will not improve. Has not 
R. Hyya b. Luliyni lectured that it is written [Ps. xxxii. 13]: 
“ The righteous shall spring up like a palm tree, like a cedar/’ 
etc.? Why are both trees mentioned? If it mentioned the 
cedar only, one might say: As the cedar does not yield any 
products, so is the upright. Therefore it mentions the palm 
tree. And if the latter only were mentioned, one might say: 
As a palm tree does not improve after being cut off, so is the 
righteous. Therefore both are mentioned. Hence we see that 
a cedar does improve ? This speaks of another kind of cedar 
which does so. As Rabba b. R. Huna said (Taanith, p. 75): 
There are ten different kinds of cedars. 

MISHNA VI .: If one buy two trees within his neighbor's 
field, the ground beneath is not sold. R. Meir, however, main¬ 
tains it is. If the branches were wide-spreading, the seller has 
no right to cut them off, though the shade of them harms his 
field. That which grows from the trunk belongs to the buyer, 
and that from the roots to the seller. If the trees die, the 
buyer has no right to the ground; however, if he bought three 
trees, the ground is included, and if the branches become wide- 
spreading, the owner of the ground may cut them off, and all 
that is growing from both trunks and roots belongs to the 
buyer; and if the trees die, he has the right to plant others. 

GEMARA: There is a Mishna (Bikurim, I. 6): If one buy 
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two trees within his neighbor’s ground, he may offer the first- 
fruit, but he must not read [Deut. xxvi. 10]: 44 The soil which 
thou hast given to me ,” as the earth is not his . R. Meir, how¬ 
ever, said: He may offer and also read. Said R. Jehudah in 
the name of Samuel: According to R. Meir, one is obliged to 
offer the firstfruit, even if he bought it in the market. And 
whence has he inferred it ? From the superfluous Mishna— i.c., 
it is already said in our Mishna that he who buys even two trees 
has bought the ground therewith according to R. Meir. Why, 
then, was it necessary to repeat that in the cited Mishna ? We 
must say that only to teach that, even if one does not possess 
any ground, he is nevertheless obliged to offer the firstfruit if 
he possesses such, even from the market (and the cited Mishna 
is to be explained thus: R. Meir said to the first Tana: Even 
if I should agree with you that the one who buys the two trees 
does not possess any ground, he is nevertheless obliged to offer 
the firstfruit). But is it not written [Deut. xxvi. 2]: 44 Which 
thou shalt bring in from thy land ” ? This is to exclude the 
land outside of Palestine. But is it not written [Ex. xxiii. 19]: 
44 The first of the firstfruits of thy land shalt thou bring,” etc.? 
This is to exclude the ground of a Gentile. But is it not writ¬ 
ten [Deut. ibid.] : 44 Which thou hast given me ” ? This means, 
44 thou hast given me money to buy.” 

Rabba objected from the following: If one bought one tree 
within the trees of his neighbor, he may bring the firstfruit; but 
does not read, ”... thou hast given,” because he has no 
ground. So is the decree of R. Meir. Hence we see that if 
he has no ground he cannot read, 44 the earth thou hast given.” 
This objection remains. 

Said R. Simeon b. Elyakum to R. Elazar: On what reasons 
did R. Meir base his theory concerning one tree, and the rabbis 
theirs concerning two trees—that the men should bring the 
firstfruit and should not read ? Does not the Scripture exclude 
him from bringing also? Said R. Elazar to him: Concerning 
a thing for which one previous master gave no reason you are 
questioning me in the college for the purpose of bringing me to 
shame ? Said Rabba: I do not see any difficulty in it, as it may 
be assumed that the rabbis, as well as R. Meir, were doubtful 
as to the accuracy of the law: the rabbis could not absolutely 
decide that he who bought two trees had no ground, and R. 
Meir could not be certain concerning one tree, and therefore 
they decided he should bring, but not read. 
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But how can you say that R. Meir was doubtful—did he not 
plainly say above, because he has not acquired title to the 
ground? Read: Perhaps he has not acquired title/’ etc. 
But according to both, why should the man in question bring ? 
Suppose that, according to law, they are not considered first- 
fruit at all, and that he brings common fruits to the sanctuary, 
which is prohibited— i.e . 9 that he first sanctified them. But the 
fruit must be consumed by the priests, and if they are not con¬ 
sidered firstfruit, they are consecrated for an offering or for 
another purpose, and it is prohibited that any one should derive 
benefit therefrom— i.e., after he brings them, he redeems them. 
But even then, if they are not considered firstfruit, they are 
liable to separate ” heave-offering and tithe and by bringing 
them he exempts them from these duties— i.e., he previously 
separates the above from them. This can be correct concerning 
heave-offering, which belongs to the priest, and the same con¬ 
cerning “ second tithe ” ; and also the “ tithe for the poor ” he 
may give to a poor priest, but to whom shall he give the first 
tithe that belongs to the Levite, as the Levite must not derive 
any benefit from consecrated things ? This he may also give to 
the priest in accordance with R. Elazar b. Azaryha of the fol¬ 
lowing Boraitha: Heave-offering must be given to the priest, 
first tithe to the Levite. So is the decree of R. Aqiba. R. 
Elazar b. Azaryha, however, maintains that even the first tithe 
may be given to the priest (after Ezra fined the Levites). But 
if they are considered firstfruit, the reading of the passages is 
obligatory ? The obligation does not prevent the bringing. As 
R. Jose b. Hanina said elsewhere: If one has gathered the first¬ 
fruit, and sent it by a messenger who died while on the road, 
then the firstfruit maybe brought into the sanctuary; but the 
passages should not be read, for it is written [Deut. xxvi. 2]: 
“ Thou shalt take,” and farther on, ” Thou shalt go,” etc., 
which means that the gathering as well as the bringing should 
be done by one person, and as the messenger is dead the reading 
cannot take place. 

Said R. A’ha b. R. Ivya to R. Ashi: Let us see! The read¬ 
ing consists of passages from the Scripture, which are allowed 
to be read by every one and at any time. Let him then read, 
“ And he answered ” : when he reads this with the bringing, it 
looks like a lie, which is not the case when he reads the Scrip¬ 
ture. 

R. Mesharshia b. R. Hyya said : The reason is that if the 
12 
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reading were allowed, another, who has similar fruit, might 
think that such is really considered firstfruit, and will not sepa¬ 
rate the heave-offering therefrom. 

4 ‘ If the bra 7 iches were wide-spreading . ’ ’ What is to be con¬ 
sidered trunk, and what roots ? Said R. Johanan: All above 
the surface of the ground is considered trunk, and beneath 
roots. But suppose that an upheaval should occur that will 
cover the trunk so that the branches shall have the appearance 
of three trees, and then the buyer may claim: You sold me 
three trees, and I have a right to the ground. Therefore said 
R. Na’hman: The expression in the Mishna, 44 from the trunk 
belongs to the buyer,” means as to cutting it down, but not to 
leaving it. And thus also said R. Johanan. 

R. Na’hman said: We have a tradition that a date tree has 
no trunk. R. Zebid was about to explain R. Na’hman’s state¬ 
ment by what our Mishna states, that if such a tree is cut on 
the top it does not further increase, and therefore the buyer 
cannot claim a right to the outgrowth of the trunk, as, the 
remainder of the tree being only for removal, he renounced his 
hope to derive any benefit therefrom. To which R. Papa op¬ 
posed the statement in our Mishna that he who bought two 
trees which are also for removal has no right to the ground, "and 
nevertheless he has a right to the outgrowth of the trunk ? 
<4 Therefore,” said he, 44 R. Na’hman means that it can never 
occur that trunks of date trees may bring forth outgrowths.” 

But does not the Mishna oppose R. Zebid’s theory ? He 
may say: The Mishna treats of a case in which the buyer bought 
the trees for the term of five years (i.e., if it should happen that 
in the meantime they shall die, he has a right to plant others 
instead), and therefore he has a right also to the outgrowth of 
the trunks. 

44 If he has bought trees” etc. To what extent of ground 
has he acquired title ? Said R. Hyya b. Abba in the name of 
R. Johanan: He acquires title to the ground beneath the 
branches and that between them; and outside, to the extent 
that he may stand with his basket to gather the fruit from the 
outside branches. R. Elazar opposed: How is it possible that 
this should be granted to the buyer, when even a path through 
the field is not granted, as he has not any right to the ground 
which is outside of the trees ? 

Said R. Zera: From the teaching of our master (R. Elazar) 
we may learn that if he bought three trees he has no path, but 
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if he bought two trees he has, as he may claim: The trees are 
situated on your ground, and as you have sold me trees situated 
on your ground, so also have you granted me a path to them. 

Said R. Na’hman b. Itz’hak to Rabha: Shall we assume that 
R. Elazar does not agree with his master Samuel, who said that 
the Halakha prevails in accordance with R. Aqiba, who holds 
that usually the seller sells with a good eye (and according to 
this theory, if he sold him three trees he granted him also a path 
to them). And he answered : Our Mishna cannot be in accord¬ 
ance with R. Aqiba, as it states that when the branches are 
wide-spreading the seller has the right to clear them, and in 
accordance with R. Aqiba, this right could not be given to him, 
for the supposition is that he sold them with a good eye. Re¬ 
joined R. Na’hman : We have heard R. Aqiba saying so only 
concerning a well, etc., which does not impoverish the ground; 
but have you heard him saying so concerning a tree, which does ? 
Does not R. Aqiba agree that, in a case in which the branches 
of a tree overhang the field of another, he may clear the size of 
a plough handle ? 

There is a Boraitha in accordance with R. Hyya b. Aba that 
the buyer of three trees acquires title to the ground beneath, 
between, and outside to the extent that he can stand there with 
a basket in the hand. Said Abayi to R. Joseph: Who has a 
right to sow the outside ground that belongs to the buyer (the 
buyer of the trees, to whom it belongs, or the owner of the 
ground, who allows the buyer to be present there only at the 
time of gathering—therefore he may sow it, and the buyer has 
a right to step on it at that time) ? And he answered: This we 
have learned in the Mishna farther on, that the outsider may 
sow the path which leads to the inside field. Rejoined Abayi: 
What comparison is this ? There the buyer of the inner field 
does not suffer any damage when he steps on the sown path to 
his field; but here, if the owner of the ground should sow it, 
there is a damage to the buyer of the trees in not having the 
products of the ground belonging to him. Therefore if this 
case should be compared to the one in the cited Mishna, it is 
only to the latter part, which states that neither of them has 
a right to sow. There is a Boraitha in accordance with Abayi, 
which states plainly that neither of them has a right to sow. 

H ow much space is to be left between the trees in question, 
that it should be considered the buyer’s ? R. Joseph in the 
name of R. Jehudah, quoting Samuel, said: From four to eight 
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ells. And Rablia in the name of R. Na’hman, quoting Samuel, 
said: From eight to sixteen. Said Abayi to R. Joseph: Do 
not quarrel with R. Na’hman, as there is a Mishna (Kilaim, 
IV. 9) in accordance with him: If one has planted his vineyard 
sixteen ells square, he may sow other seeds between the rows. 
And R. jehudah said: It happened in the city of Zalmon that 
one had planted his vineyard sixteen ells square. One year he 
trained the branches of every two rows in one direction, and 
sowed in the opposite direction; and the next year he trained 
the branches in another direction, and sowed on the ground that 
had lain fallow. And when the matter was brought before the 
sages, they sanctioned it [his manner of proceeding]. And he 
answered: I took my theory from such a case as happened in 
the village of the shepherds, which was brought before R. Jehu¬ 
dah, and he decided to give them space for a yoke of oxen with 
the harness thereof; but I did not know the measure of such a 
space, and after I had given my attention to a Mishna stated 
above, as follows: “ One must not plant a tree near his neigh¬ 
bor’s field unless he leaves four ells space,” and a Boraitha in 
addition to this states the four ells mentioned are for the pur¬ 
pose of working up a vineyard (as explained above, p. 78), I 
inferred from this that the measure of a yoke with the harness 
is four ells. But is there not a Mishna (Kilaim, IV. 9) in accord¬ 
ance with R. Joseph: Beth R. Meir and R. Simeon say: If one 
plants his vineyard eight ells square, he is permitted to sow 
other seeds therein ? Yea; nevertheless, a practised act is more 
important for evidence. 

It is correct in accordance with R. Joseph, which is accord¬ 
ing to R. Simeon’s theory, as we have heard that R. Simeon’s 
theory equals both cases, when the vines are scattered and also 
when they are growing together—” scattered,” from the Mishna 
just cited, and “ growing together,” from the following Mishna: 
A vineyard which is planted in less than four ells is not to be 
considered a vineyard at all. So is the decree of R. Simeon, 
etc. But according to R. Na’hman, who is in accord with the 
rabbis’ theory, we have heard their opinion concerning scattered 
ones (as said above in the case of Zalmon); but have you also 
heard their opinion about growing together ? This is common 
sense. As R. Simeon considers the half space in his theory of 
growing together, the same is the case with the rabbis: they 
also consider the half space in their theory of growing together. 

Said Rabha: The Halakha prevails—from four to sixteen 
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ells; and there is a Boraitlia which supports him as follows: 
What is meant by being near one to another ? Four ells. And 
what is meant by being far ? Sixteen ells. In the latter case, 
if one bought the trees he bought also the ground, and also the 
shrubs between; and, therefore, if it happens that a tree withers 
or is cut off, the ground remains his. If, however, it were less 
or more than the above space, or he bought the trees not at one 
time, but one after another, the ground and the shrubs between 
do not belong to him; and, therefore, if a tree becomes withered 
or is cut off, he has no right to the ground (to plant another 
instead). 

R. Jeremiah questioned: How should the ground belonging 
to the buyer be measured—from the end of the branches or 
from the trunk (so that he would have more space than by 
measuring from the branches) ? And R. Gibiahh from the city 
of Khthil said to R. Ashi: Come and hear the following Mishna 
[Kilaim, VII. i]: If a vine has been bent in such a manner that 
the main stem is out of sight [underground], the measure [as to 
legal distance] must be calculated from the second stem— i.e., 
the place where it rises from the ground and again becomes visi¬ 
ble. R. Jeremiah questioned again: How is the law if one has 
sold a tree of which the branches are separated by four ells from 
one another: And the above R. Gibiahh said to R. Ashi: Come 
and hear the second Mishna [ibid., ibid.]: If three vines are 
bent [and partly covered with mould] and their stems remain 
visible, R. Elazar ben Zadok said: If there remain between 
them not less than four and not exceeding five ells in width, 
they [the vines] must be looked upon as connected; otherwise, 
they are not to be so considered. 

R. Papa questioned: If one has sold two trees situated in 
his field and one on the boundary, are they to be counted 
together, or not ? The same question arises when one has sold 
two situated on his own ground and one on his neighbor’s, and 
both questions remain undecided. R. Ashi questioned: (If in 
the above questions it were decided that they should be counted 
together,) how is the law if there were a well, or a channel, or 
intervention by a public ground or a row of young trees ? This 
question also remains undecided. 

Hillel questioned Rabbi: If a cedar tree intervened, how is 
the law ? And he answered: Then title is given to him in the 
trees, as well as in the cedar. How should the trees be situated 
so that the sixteen ells in question should be measured ? Ac- 


182 


THE BABYLONIAN TALMUD. 


cording to Rabh in a row (...) and according to Samuel diag¬ 
onally (* . *); and the difference is, that according to him who 
said “ in a row ” the ground belongs to the buyer, so much the 
more when they are situated diagonally; while according to him 
who says “ diagonally/’ if they are in a row the ground does 
not belong to the buyer, as if in a row the ground between is fit 
for sowing. R. Hamnuna opposed: According to the theory 
that if they were placed diagonally the ground belongs to the 
buyer only for the reason that such a ground is not fit for sow¬ 
ing, how would it be if one should sell three thorns which are 
called Higi Runiitha , the ground between which is also unfit 
for sowing—shall we also assume that the ground belongs to 
him ? And he was answered that the thorns in question are of 
little value, which is not the case with the trees in question 
(and the law dictates both that the trees should be of value and 
the ground between unfit for sowing). 

MISHNA VIL : If one sold the head of a cow, the feet are 
not included, and vice versa; the windpipe, the liver is not 
included, and vice versa . However, concerning a calf, the feet 
are included in the sale of a head, and vice versa; and the same 
is the case with the windpipe and the liver. 

There are four legal customs concerning sales: If one alleges 
having sold good wheat and thereafter it was found to be bad, 
the buyer may retract; if he alleged having sold bad and there¬ 
after it was found good, the seller may retract. If, however, 
it was found as alleged, neither of them can retract (although 
from the sale of the wheat to the delivery the price for same 
has increased or decreased). If one sold dark red wheat and it 
was found to be white, or vice versa ; trees of olives, and they 
were found to be sycamore, or vice versa ; wine, if it was found 
to be vinegar, or vice versa —both have a right to retract. 

GEMARA: Said R. Hisda: If one has sold wheat worth 
five zuz for six, and subsequently it increases to eight, who was 
imposed on prior to the increase ? The buyer. Therefore the 
right of retraction from the sale is given to him only, but not to 
the seller, as the buyer may say: If you had not imposed on me 
in the beginning, you could not retract from the sale even if the 
price increased, and having imposed on me, should you have 
the right to retract ? And it was learned in our Mishna that if 
one alleged having sold good and it was found bad, the right of 
retraction was given to the buyer and not to the seller, even if 
it had increased in price more than the seller took. 
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The same said again: If one has sold for five the value of 
six, and thereafter it lowered to three zuz, who was imposed on 
prior to that decrease ? The seller. The right to retract is 
only for him and not for the buyer, for the reason stated above, 
that the seller may say to the buyer: If I had not been imposed 
on in the beginning, you could not retract though the price 
should decrease, and inasmuch as I have been imposed on, 
should you have such a right ? And so teaches our Mishna: If 
one alleges having sold bad, and thereafter good was found, the 
right of retraction is given to the seller and not to the buyer. 

But what then came R. Hisda to teach ? Does not the 
Mishna state so ? Without his statement, one might say that 
according to the Mishna, in those cases illustrated by R. Hisda, 
both have a right to retract, as there was imposition in the 
beginning of the sale (while the Mishna treats of where no im¬ 
position took place), and therefore R. Hisda came to teach us 
that the Mishna must be interpreted according to his illustration. 

Wine , and it was found vinegar." Shall we assume that 
our Mishna is in accordance with Rabbi, and not with the rabbis 
of the following Boraitha ? Wine and vinegar are considered 
one kind, concerning heave-offering (so that if he has separated 
troomah from the wine for the vinegar also, or vice versa , it is 
valid). Rabbi, however, maintains that it is not, because they 
are two separate kinds ? Nay! Our Mishna may be in accord¬ 
ance with the rabbis also, as they differ with Rabbi only con¬ 
cerning tithe and heave-offering, and it is in accordance with R. 
Uaha, who has inferred elsewhere from the Scripture that if one 
has separated tithe or troomah from the bad, for the good ones 
of the same kind (grain or fruit), his action is valid; but con¬ 
cerning selling and buying the rabbis also agree that the one 
who desires wine cannot be satisfied with vinegar, and vice versa. 

MISHNA VIII .: If one has sold fruit, and the buyer has 
made a drawing on it, although it was not as yet measured, title 
is given, but not if it was measured for him, and the drawing 
has not taken place; and if the buyer were shrewd, he would 
hire the place where the fruit is to be measured, so that the 
seller should not have the right to retract even before the draw¬ 
ing is made. 

If one buys flax, title is not given unless he removes it from 
one place to another; but if the flax was still attached to the 
ground, and the buyer pulled up some of it, title is given. 

GEMARA: Said R. Assi in the name of R. Johanan: If he 
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has measured it, and placed it on the semita (path) for the buyer, 
title is given. Said R. Zera to him: Perhaps the master has 
heard from R. Johanan that he has measured and put it in the 
basket of the buyer. And he answered: The question of this 
scholar is similar to that of men who do not understand a Hala- 
kha at all, for is it then needed to teach that title is given if the 
seller puts it in the basket of the buyer ? 

(Says the Gemara:) Has R. Zera accepted R. Assi's theory, 
or not ? Come and hear! R. Yanai said in the name of Rabbi: 
If the yard where the fruit was placed belonged to both the 
seller and buyer, title is given to the latter. 

Is it not assumed that title is given even if it was placed on 
the ground of the yard ? Nay; it means if it was placed in the 
basket of the buyer; and it seems to be so, as R. Jacob in the 
name of R. Johanan said: If after measuring he puts it on 
the semita , title is not given. And as this would contradict the 
above statement of R. Assi in the name of R. Johanan, we 
must then say that one has heard from him when the basket of 
the buyer was placed on the semita, and from the other, when 
the basket of the buyer was not. Infer from this that R. Zera 
had not accepted. Come and hear another objection! But 
when measured, and a drawing was not made, title is not given. 
Does this not mean in the semita? Nay; it means 44 public 
ground.” If so, how is the first part to be understood: 44 If he 
has made a drawing, but not measured, title is given.” Does, 
then, a drawing give title in public ground ? Is it not said 
above, p. 169, that in public ground only transferring gives title, 
but not drawing? The expression 44 drawing” means that he 
removed it from the public ground to the semita . But how 
about the latter part: 44 If the buyer is shrewd, he hires the 
place,” etc.? If it speaks of a public ground, from whom can 
he hire it ? It means to say, if it still remained on the prem¬ 
ises of the owner, then if the buyer is shrewd he will hire the 
place. 

Both Rabh and Samuel said: The vessels of the buyer give 
title to him in every place, except on public ground. R. Jo¬ 
hanan and R. Simeon b. Lakish both are of the opinion that it 
gives title even when on public ground. Said R. Papa: The 
above parties do not differ, as the latter speaks of a semita; 
and why they call it public ground is because it is not private 
ground. (Says the Gemara:) It seems to be so, as R. Abuhu 
said in the name of R. Johanan: The vessels of one give him 


TRACT BABA BATHRA (LAST GATE). 


185 


title in every place where it is permitted to him to place them. 
Hence we see that only to those places where it is permitted to 
him to place them is title given, but not to public ground where 
one is not permitted to place one’s vessels. Come and hear the 
following Tosephtha: There are four legal customs concerning 
sellers: {a) If the measure does not belong to both of them and 
it was placed on public ground, or in a yard that does not belong 
to both, then, if the measure was not as yet filled up and the 
seller wishes for some reason to recede from his sale, he may do 
so; but if it was filled up, then it is considered already the 
buyer’s (as it is supposed that for this purpose it was lent to the 
buyer, that as soon as filled he might take it with its contents); 
(b) if the measure belongs to one of them, to every atom that 
is put in the measure the owner of the measure acquires title, 
provided it was at those places named above; (c) if it was on the 
premises of the seller, the buyer does not acquire title unless he 
lifts it up or removes it from the seller’s premises; and ( d ) if it 
was on the premises of the buyer, as soon as the seller agreed 
to sell him the grain for such and such a price the buyer has 
acquired title. If, however, the grain in question was deposited 
previously by the seller without the intention of selling it, and 
thereafter the depositary bought it from him, title is not given 
unless the seller agrees to renounce his right to the place where 
the grain is now placed, or the buyer hires it. We see, then, 
that if the measure was filled up title is given to the buyer, even 
if it was on the public ground ? Also, here, by public ground 
is meant a semita; but if so, why the repetition, “ a yard that 
does not belong to both” ? Is it not the same as a semita? 
By this expression is also meant that the whole yard does not 
belong to one of them, as they were partners in it. 

R. Shesheth questioned R. Huna: If the vessels of the buyer 
were placed on the premises of the seller, does the buyer acquire 
title or not ? And he answered: This we have learned (Githin, 
I. 1): ” If he put the divorce in the pocket of her dress or in 
her basket, she is divorced ” (hence we see that one’s vessels 
give him title). Said R. Na’hman to R. Huna: Why have you 
decided this question from that Mishna which was objected to, 
and there were about a hundred explanations of the meaning of 
it ( q.v.)} You should decide this from the Tosephtha cited 
above: If it was on the premises of the seller, title is not given 
unless he lifts it up, or removes it; and it is to be assumed that 
it speaks of when the measure was the buyer’s. (Answered he:) 
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Nay; it means if the vessels belong to the seller. (Rejoined he:) 
If the first part speaks of when the vessels belong to the seller, 
the second part must also treat of the same. How, then, is the 
decision to be understood: “ If it was on the premises of the 
buyer, as soon as the seller has agreed/' etc., title is acquired ? 
Why, then, is it not still in the hands of the seller ? Nay; the 
latter part speaks of when the vessels belong to the buyer. But 
what compels you to explain the two parts of it in different 
applications ? Because, generally, if on the premises of the 
seller his measures are used, and on the premises of the buyer 
his are used. 

Said Rabha: Come and hear another objection: If the buyer 
or his servants have led the asses of the seller, with the load, to 
his premises (and the load was still upon the asses or in the 
hand of the servants), whether the price was made but no mea¬ 
sure taken, or measure taken but no price made, both have a 
right to retract. If, however, they were unloaded in the street 
and one brought the stuff to his house, if the price was made 
before measuring neither of them can retract; but if measured 
before the price was made, the sale is not considered settled* 
and both may retract. Now, as we see that the vessels belong¬ 
ing to the seller, if they are on the premises of the buyer, do 
not give title, it must be the same with the vessels of the buyer 
on the premises of the seller—neither do they give title ? Said 
R. Na’hman b. Itz’hak, it speaks of when the buyer removed 
it from the vessels and placed it on his premises. Rabha became 
angry at this explanation: Does not the Tosephtha plainly teach 
“ unloaded," and he says, " removed it and placed it on his 
premises " ? Said Mar b. R. Ashi: It can be explained that the 
load was of bundles of garlic of which the unloading itself makes 
it rest on the premises of the buyer, and it needs no more work. 
Said Huna b. Mar Zutra to Rabhina: Let us see. It states 
“ unloaded" (from which it must be supposed that he did it 
with the consent of the owner). What, then, is the difference 
whether the price was made or not ? (Is it not said above that 
if on the premises of the buyer, as soon as agreed on, no retrac¬ 
tion can take place, as the premises of the buyer give title ?) 
Why, then, should a retraction take place in such a case ? And 
he answered: If the price was made, the seller relies upon it, 
and the sale is made; but if otherwise, he does not. Said 
Rabhina to R. Ashi: Come and hear what both Rabh and Sam¬ 
uel declared above: The vessels of one give him title at every 
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place. Is this not equivalent to saying even on the premises of 
the seller ? Yea, provided he told him: Go and acquire title. 

There is a Mishna (Kidushin): To real estate title is acquired 
by money, deed, or hazakah, and to personal property title is 
given by drawing only. As to which in Surah it was taught in 
the name of R. Hisda, and in Pumbeditha in the name of R. 
Kahana, according to others in the name of Rabha, as follows: 
This is said concerning things which it is not usual to lift up; 
but to those which it is usual to lift, title is given only by lift¬ 
ing up, but not by drawing. 

Abayi was sitting repeating this Halakha, and R. Ada b. 
Mathna objected to him from the following: If one steals a 
purse on Sabbath and takes it into the street, he is obliged to 
pay for the purse, because he was culpable of stealing before 
the violation of the Sabbath was committed. (There is a rule 
that if in one and the same thing a liability for money and a 
crime were committed, the punishment for the crime absolves 
him from payment.) In such a case, however, two separate 
crimes are considered, as after he steals the purse it becomes 
his (and the violation of the Sabbath is done with his own). If, 
however, he drew the purse little by little, and he picked it up 
when it was already on public ground, he is absolved from pay¬ 
ment, as both crimes were committed together. Now a purse 
is certainly a thing which is usually lifted up, and nevertheless 
one acquires title to it by drawing; for should it not be Sab¬ 
bath, he would be obliged to pay for it, even if he should not 
have lifted it up until it reaches the street ? And he answered: 
It speaks of a purse fastened with a cord, of which drawing is 
usual. Said R. Ada: I also speak of such a kind of purse. 
And he rejoined: I mean such a big purse as could not be lifted 
up except by drawing it by the cord. It was objected again 
from the above Tosephtha that if on the premises of the seller, 
title is not given unless he lifted it up or drew it, from which 
we see that to a thing that can be lifted up title is acquired by 
drawing also. Said R. Na'hman b. Itz’hak: It is meant in 
parts. To a thing which is usually lifted up, title is given by 
lifting, and usually drawn, by drawing. 

Come and hear! If one sold fruit, if he made a drawing 
although not measured, title is given. Now fruit is usually 
carried, and nevertheless drawing suffices ? It means big loads 
of fruit. If so, how is the latter part to be understood: 44 If 
one buys flax, title is not given unless he removes it to another 
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place ? Is it not usual for flax to be in big loads ? With flax 
it is different, because it is usually detachable in big loads. 

Said Rabhina to R. Ashi: Come and hear! To a cow, title 
is given by transferring; and to a calf, by lifting up. So is the 
decree of R. Meir and R. Simeon b. Elazar. But the sages 
say: To a calf, by drawing also. Now a calf can be lifted up, 
and nevertheless drawing gives title ? With a calf it is differ¬ 
ent, as it resists. Therefore it is difficult to lift it up. 

Rabh and Samuel both said: If one says: I sell you a kur of 
thirty saahs for such an amount, the seller has a right to retract 
even at the last saah. If, however, he said: I sell you a kur of 
thirty saahs, each saah for a selah, title is acquired to every saah 
as measured. Come and hear! If the measure belongs to one 
of them, to every atom that was put in title is acquired, although 
the whole measure was not as yet filled. Hence we see that 
title is given even when one did not say: I sell you each mea¬ 
sure for a certain price ? It speaks of when in the measure 
were marks, as where one said: I sell you a hin for twelve 
selahs, each lug for a selah. And R. Kahana illustrates thus: 
There were marks in the hin for one, two, three lugs, etc. 
The same is it with the measure in question: there were marks 
for each saah. Come and hear! If one hires a servant to work 
for him in the barn (not in harvest-time) for one dinar a day, 
with the stipulation that he shall work for him for the same 
price in the harvest-time, although at that time the price is a 
selah a day (and advances him the wages for the whole time), 
it is prohibited to do so, as it looks usurious; but if he hires 
him for one hundred days from to-day for a dinar a day, and 
advances him one hundred dinars, although during the time the 
harvest begins and each day is worth a selah, it is permissible. 
Now, if you say that to a kur of thirty saahs, each saah for a 
selah, title is given for each saah measured, it ought to be the 
same with the days in question—for each working day a dinar 
shall be charged, and when the harvest comes he shall add every 
day for the increase in price at that time, and by not doing so 
it is to be considered usury? Said Rabha: Whence did you 
obtain that it is not permissible to one to lower the price for his 
work ? Hence this does not contradict the statement of Rabh 
and Samuel at all. But if so, why is there a difference between 
the first part of the Boraitha and the latter ? In the first part 
it does not say: Work from to-day. And if he begins his work 
at the harvest-time for a lower price, it looks usurious, as he has 
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lowered the price for advancing the money. In the second 
part, however, where he begins to work immediately, and works 
every day for the same price, it cannot be considered usury if 
he does not increase the price at harvest-time. 

” And the buyerpulled up some of it etc. Because he pulled 
up some of it, he acquires title to the whole ? Said R. Shesheth : 
It treats of a case in which the seller said to him : Fix something 
in the ground, and acquire title to all that is attached thereon. 

MISHNA IX. : If one sold wine or oil, and it became dearer 
or cheaper, if before the measure was filled it is to be charged 
to the seller; and if afterwards, to the buyer. If the sale was 
made through a broker, and it happens that a barrel leaks, it 
is to be charged to the broker, and the seller is obliged to add 
a few drops to the measure. After the seller has turned over 
the measure, and some of the liquid has gathered, it belongs to 
the seller; the storekeeper, however, is not obliged to keep the 
measure until the last three drops are leaked out. R. Jehudah 
says that on the eve of Sabbath, when it grows dark, one is 
exempt from this duty. 

GEMARA: Let us see to whom the measure in question 
belongs ? If to the buyer, why should it be charged to the 
seller, even if it was not filled; and if to the seller, why should 
it be charged to the buyer, even if it was filled up ? Said R. 
Ilaah: It speaks of when the measure was the broker’s. But 
does not the Mishna state in the latter part, “ if there was a 
broker,” from which it is to be inferred that the first part means 
without a broker ? The first part speaks of the broker’s mea¬ 
sure in his absence; and the latter, in his presence. 

44 After the seller has turned over the measure ,” etc. When 
R. Elazar reached Palestine, he met Zeeri and asked him: Is 
there here some scholar whom Rabh has taught the laws about 
measures ? And he showed to him R. Itz’hak b. Abdimi. And 
he asked him: What is your difficulty ? The statement of our 
Mishna, which says that this belongs to the seller, and another: 
If, of troomah which was given to the priest, after the barrel was 
turned over and leaked out there was still some remainder, it is 
troomah (hence we see that it belongs to the buyer) ? And he 
answered: This presents no difficulty, as additional to our Mishna 
was taught by R. Abuhu: The reason is that usually the seller 
renounced his right to such a trifle (which cannot be said there, 
as who can renounce troomah ?). 

4< The storekeeper , ” etc. The schoolmen propounded a ques- 


190 


THE BABYLONIAN TALMUD. 


tion: Does R. Jehudah with his statement mean to say that the 
wholesaler is exempt from adding the drops on the eve of Sab¬ 
baths, therefore being more lenient than the first Tana, or does 
he mean the storekeeper, and is rigorous, as he exempts him 
on the eve of Sabbaths and not on week-days ? Come and hear 
the following Roraitha, which states plainly: R. Jehudah said 
on the eve of Sabbaths the storekeeper is exempt, for he is then 
busy. 

MISHNA X .: If one sends his little son to the storekeeper 
with a pundiun (dupondius) to buy one issar’s worth of oil and 
to get one issar change, and the storekeeper so acts, but the 
child loses the issar and breaks the glass containing the oil, the 
storekeeper is responsible. R. Jehudah, however, frees him, as 
for this purpose the child was sent. The sages, however, admit 
that when the glass was in the hand of the child and the store¬ 
keeper poured the oil into it, the storekeeper is free. 

GEMARA: It is correct, in their difference concerning the 
oil and the change of the issar, that according to the rabbis the 
child was sent only to notify the storekeeper of his want, so 
that the storekeeper shall supply it, and according to R. Jehu¬ 
dah that it was sent to bring it; but why should the storekeeper 
be responsible for the glass , which the father should not have 
intrusted to the child, who was unable to take care of it ? Said 
R. Houshiah: The Mishna treats of when the sender was a 
glass-dealer, and the storekeeper took it to examine it and 
it broke. And it is in accordance with Samuel, who said else¬ 
where that if one takes a vessel to a specialist for examination, 
and it was destroyed by an accident, the latter is responsible. 
Is it to be assumed that in this simple statement of Samuel the 
Tanaim differ? Therefore said both Rabba and R. Joseph: It 
treats of when the storekeeper was a glass-dealer also, and he 
gave the glass to the child; and R. Jehudah’s decision that the 
sender is nevertheless responsible for the glass also is because it 
was sent for the purpose of bringing the oil (and as the father 
gave no vessel, the storekeeper did only what was demanded); 
and the rabbis are in accordance with their theory that the 
storekeeper had to supply. But if so, how is the latter part, 
“ If the glass was in the hand of the child,” etc., to be under¬ 
stood ? Is it not said that the child was sent only to notify 
him ? Therefore Abayi and R. Hanina, sons of Abin, both 
said: The Mishna speaks of a case in which the storekeeper 
took the glass to measure with (and although the storekeeper 
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had not requested that such should be sent to him, as soon as 
he took it for the purpose of measuring he is responsible). And 
this is in accordance with Rabba, who said (Middle Gate, p. 69): 
“ If he has struck the animal, although he was not obliged to 
return it, he is responsible. But Rabba’s statement was con¬ 
cerning a living thing, which usually runs away when struck. 
Have you also heard him stating in such a case as ours ? There¬ 
fore said Rabha: I and the lion of our society, which is R. Zera, 
have explained thus: The Mishna treats of when the storekeeper 
took the glass for measuring to other customers—and the point 
of their differing is, “ a borrower without consent/’ According 
to one, he is considered a robber and is responsible; and accord¬ 
ing to the other, he is considered a borrower who is not respon¬ 
sible for an accident. 

The text says: Samuel said: “If one took a vessel from a 
specialist, to examine it, he is responsible for an accident.” 
This is only when the price of the article was fixed. 

There was a man who entered a butcher shop and lifted up 
a shoulder of meat, and while examining it a crusher came and 
took it away from him; and when the case came before R. 
Ziemar, he made him responsible, as the price for it was already 
made. 

There was a man who brought cucumbers to the city of 
Pumnahara, and a crowd arriving, each of them took one for 
the purpose of buying, but the seller could not see of whom to 
demand the money. And he exclaimed, “ All of them are con¬ 
secrated for heaven.” When the case came before R. Kahana, 
he decided that one cannot consecrate a thing not belonging to 
him (and as the price for each cucumber was fixed and they were 
in the hands of the buyers, they had acquired title to them even 
before paying; but if the price were not fixed, they would be 
still under the control of the owner and the consecration valid). 

The rabbis taught: If one were examining herbs in the 
market, selecting from them and putting the same aside, even 
if he did so the whole day title is not acquired, and there is no 
obligation for tithe. (It treats of when the seller was one of 
the common people who was suspicious that he did not separate 
tithe therefrom.) If, however, he had made up his mind to 
buy, title is acquired, and they become a subject for tithe. In 
case of reconsidering he has no right to return, because they are 
already a subject obligatory for tithe; and also he has no right 
to separate the tithe if he intended to return, as he would dimin- 
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ish the value. Therefore he can do no other than separate the 
tithe and pay the owner for them. 

But is it so, that because one has made up his mind to buy 
he acquires title and makes a thing subject for tithe ? Said R. 
Houshiah: The Boraitha treats of one who fears heaven like 
R. Saphra, who always acted as it is written [Ps. xv. 2]: 44 And 
speaketh the truth in his heart.” 

MISHNA XL: The wholesaler has to clean his measures 
once within thirty days (because the stuff sticks to them and 
impairs accurate measuring). A retailer, however, has to do so 
once within twelve months. R. Simeon b. Gamaliel, however, 
maintains that the reverse is the case. (With the wholesaler, 
who measures continually, the stuff does not stick, and it is suffi¬ 
cient to clean them once within a year; but with the retailer, 
who does not measure continually, the stuff sticks, and he is 
obliged to clean them once within thirty days.) The store¬ 
keeper must do the same with his measures twice a week, and 
the weights once a week (as he takes hold of them with wet 
hands, and consequently they become heavier, and when he 
buys something, in weighing the stuff he deceives the seller). 
The scales, however, he must clean before each weighing thereon. 
Said R. Simeon b. Gamaliel: All this is said when he sells 
liquids, but otherwise it is not necessary. The storekeeper is 
obliged to bend the cross-bit the size of a span to the scale that 
contains the stuff sold (in case he sells a litra or more). If, 
however, he weighs strictly, he must give him the overweight 
due—one-tenth of a liquid and one-twentieth of a dry thing. 
Where it is customary to measure with small measures, one 
must not do it with large ones, and vice versa . Where it is cus¬ 
tomary to smooth the measures, it must not be heaped; and to 
heap, it must not be smoothed. 

GEMARA: Whence is all this deduced ? Said Resh La- 
kish: From [Deut. xxv. 15] “A perfect and just weight shalt 
thou have ” ; and as the word 44 just ” is superfluous, it is to be 
explained thus: Justify the perfect measure from thy own. If 
so, how is the latter part, 4 * if he weighs strictly,” to be under¬ 
stood ? (If it is a biblical obligation to add to the exact weight, 
how can it be allowed to weigh strictly ?) Therefore it must be 
said that the first part of the Mishna treats of places where it is 
so customary, and the interpretation of Resh Lakish refers to 
the latter part, which states that he must give him the over¬ 
weight. And to the question, Whence is this deduced ? Resh 
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Lakish interpreted the above-cited verse. And how much shall 
the overweight be ? Said R. Abba b. Mamal in the name of 
Rabh: A tenth of a litra in liquid to a quantity of ten litras. 

“ One-tenth to liquid ,” etc. The schoolmen propounded a 
question: Does it mean one-tenth of a liquid to ten wet.mea¬ 
sures and one-twentieth to twenty dry measures, or one-tenth 
to ten liquid and to twenty dry ones ? This question was not 
decided. 

R. Levi said: The punishment for false measuring is harder 
than for adultery, as concerning the first the expression in Scrip¬ 
ture is [Lev. xviii. 24], “ with all," and the latter [Deut. xxv. 
16], “with iele" And whence is it inferred that these words 
mean hard punishment? From [Ezek. xvii. 13]: “But the 
mighty (tele) did he take away.” 

And what is the reason ? Concerning adultery one can atone 
by repentance, which is not the case with an unjust measure, as 
he cannot know whom he has cheated, in order to make amends. 

The same said again: It is harder for the cheating of a com¬ 
moner than for the cheating of the sanctuary, as the punishment 
for robbing a common man is more severe than for robbing 
the sanctuary.* Concerning a commoner it is written [Lev. v. 
21]: “If any person sin and commit a trespass against the Lord 
—if, namely, he lie unto his neighbor . . . in a thing taken 

away,” etc. Hence even in the beginning of the deception the 
passage calls him sinner, while concerning the robbing of the 
sanctuary [ibid., ibid. xiv. 15], “ If any person commit a tres¬ 
pass,” etc., he is not called sinner at the time he took it, unless 
he derived benefit therefrom. 

The rabbis taught: Whence is it deduced that it must not 
be smoothed where the custom is heaping, and vice versa ? 
From [Deut. xxv. 15]: “A perfect and just measure shalt thou 
have.” And whence is it deduced that if one say, where the 
custom is not to smooth, “ I will smooth and diminish the 
amount,” or, in places where it is smoothed, “ I will heap and 
increase the amount,” he must not be listened to ? From the 
same cited verse and from the superfluous word “just,” as 
stated above. 

The rabbis taught: Whence is it deduced that one must not 
weigh accurately where it is customary to add to the weight, 
and vice versa? From the same cited verse: “ perfect and just 


* The Hagadah in text will be placed at the end of this chapter. 
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weight." And if one cared to do otherwise than according to 
custom, and pay the difference ? He must not be listened to, 
as said above. 

Said R. Jehudah of Sura: It is written [ibid., ibid. 14]: 
“ Thou shalt not have in thy house," etc. (the term " in thy 
house," which is superfluous, is to be interpreted thus: thou 
shalt not have money in thy house, for the purpose of smooth¬ 
ing where it is the custom of heaping, and vice versa , or for 
overweight, etc.), because this would bring one to keep in his 
house two divers measures. And the same explanation is to be 
given to [ibid., ibid. 13]: " As it is desired of every one to have 
one weight and one measure, just and perfect." 

The rabbis taught: From the same verse is to be inferred 
that gradums must be appointed to investigate measures, but 
not to investigate prices. The Exilarchs used to appoint 
gradums for both (measures and prices). And Samuel said to 
Kama: Go and lecture to them that gradums should be ap¬ 
pointed for measures only. He, however, lectured that for both 
(measures and prices) gradums must be appointed. And Sam¬ 
uel cursed him for this. However, Kama did it in accordance, 
with Rami b. Hama, who said in the name of R. Itz’hak: 
Gradums should be appointed for measures as well as for prices, 
because of cheating. 

The rabbis taught: If one desires a litra , a half, or a quar¬ 
ter, it may be given to him with its weight, but for less than 
this no weight should be made; but he may give it to him 
according to the money or by weight of coins. 

The rabbis taught: If one desires three-quarters of a litra y 
he has no right to demand one shall weigh him each quarter 
separately (and give him overweight to each of them); but one 
may weigh him a litra , and leave the fourth quarter for over¬ 
weight. The same is the case if he needs ten litras : he has no 
right to demand he shall weigh him each litra separately with 
an overweight; but he weighs him all the ten in one scale, and 
gives one overweight to all. 

The rabbis taught: The scales must be hanging three spans 
in the air— Le. y three spans from the ceiling or three spans from 
the ground; and the cross-bit with the cords of the scales must 
be the size of twelve spans; for wool and glassware two spans, 
and the cross-bit with cords of the scale nine spans; the store¬ 
keeper and privates, however, one span, and the cross-bit with 
cords of the scale six spans; and for gold and silver three fingers 
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in the air, and of the cross-bit and the cord of the scales I do 
not know the size (the Tana of this Boraitha says so). 

(Says the Gemara:) For what purpose is the first-mentioned 
scale of which it is not stated what should be weighed upon it ? 
Said R. Papa: For gravita (of iron and copper smiths, who 
weigh pieces of one hundred litras on one scale; according to 
others, their filings). 

Said R. Mani b. Patish: The same sizes of scales are needed 
to make a subject for defilement (this will be explained in the 
proper place). 

The rabbis taught:. Weights must not be made of tin, lead, 
cassiterite, or other kinds of metal, but they may be made of 
granite or glass. 

The rabbis taught: The roller for smoothing must not be 
made from a melon stem, as it is too light; nor of iron, as it 
is too heavy; but of olive, nut, sycamore, or box tree. 

The rabbis taught: The roller must not be made thick at 
one end and narrow at the other; one must not strike rapidly, 
because this would be a benefit for the buyer and a disadvan¬ 
tage to the seller; and also not too slow, which is a disadvan¬ 
tage to the buyer and beneficial to the seller. And to all this 
was said by Rabban Johanan b. Zakkai: It would be painful to 
me to declare the art of measuring, as this would serve as a les¬ 
son for swindlers, and also painful not to declare it, as swindlers 
would say that the rabbis have no idea of the art of our pro¬ 
fession. 

And to the question of the schoolmen: Did R. Johanan de¬ 
clare so, or not? said R. Samuel b. R. Itz'hak: He did; and 
on the basis of the following verse [Hos. xv. 10]: “ For right¬ 
eous are the ways of the Lord, and the just shall walk in them, 
but the transgressors will stumble through them/' * 

Said R. Jehudah in the name of Rabh: One must not keep 
in his house an unjust measure, even if he uses it for a chamber. 
Said R. Papa: This is said of places where measures are not 
stamped; but in places where they are it does not matter, for 
no one would take a measure without being stamped. And 
even where they are not stamped, it is prohibited to keep them 
when they are not examined by the government; but if they 
are, it does not matter. 

(Says the Gemara:) In reality, however, it is not so, as it 


Here is repeated matter in pp. 147-148 of Vol. XII. to “ Rabha said. 
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may happen that one may measure with it by twilight. And so 
also we have learned in a Boraitha: One must not keep in his 
house an unjust measure, even if he uses it for a chamber. He 
may, however, keep a saah, a tarkab, a half of it; a kab, a half, 
or a quarter of it; a thuman or a half of it; and an ukla. [And 
how much is an ukla ? A fifth of a lug.] And of liquids—a 
bin, a half, a third, a quarter; a lug, a half, a quarter, and an 
eighth, and an eighth of an eighth, which is named kartub. 
But why is it not allowed to keep a measure of two kabs ? for 
one may take it for a tarkab. We see, then, that a mistake can 
be made in a third. Then it ought not to be allowed to keep 
a kab, as we may take it for a half tarkab. Therefore we must 
say that a measure of two kabs is not allowed, for one may take 
it for a half tarkab. We see, then, that a mistake can be made 
in a quarter, as a half tarkab measures a kab and a half. Why, 
then, is it allowed to keep a half thuman and ukla ? Said R. 
Papa: Small measures are known to the people, and no mistake 
can be made. But why is it allowed to keep a third and a quar¬ 
ter of a hin ? Because these measures were used in the Temple, 
the rabbis would not care to prohibit them. But why were they 
not prohibited in the Temple also ? Because the priests were 
always careful. 

Samuel said: If the elders of the city want to enlarge the 
measures, it must not be more than a sixth of them; and the 
same is the case when they want to enlarge a coin. And the 
seller should not fix his profit at more than a sixth (provided 
the price of the stuff has not increased; but if it has, then the 
profit may be even twofold). 

Let us see what is the reason of Samuel’s decision ? Shall 
we assume that the reason is, if the wholesalers do not increase 
the price more in proportion, then they may do so even when 
it is enlarged to one-sixth exactly ? And if the reason is not to 
make void the sale (as exacting more than a sixth makes the 
sale null and void) ? Did not Rabha say: Every sale by mea¬ 
sure, weight, or number, if there should be an exaction of even 
less than the law prescribes, it may be retracted ? Therefore it 
must be said that the reason is that an outside seller should not 
suffer any damage (t.e., if an outside seller, who is not aware of 
the increase, sells for the same price as before, and his profit is 
usually a sixth, if it was enlarged to a sixth only then he derives 
no profit, but neither does he suffer any damage in the cost 
price). Is that so ? Does not the seller need to make profit on 
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his sale ? Should one who sells at cost be called a merchant ? 
Therefore said R. Hisda: Samuel took as a basis for his decision 
the following verse [Ezek. xlv. 12]: “And the shekel shall be 
twenty gerahs: (in pieces of) twenty shekels, five and twenty 
shekels, fifteen shekels, shall be your maneh.” Was, then, a 
maneh sixty shekels, which makes two hundred and forty zuz ? 
Therefore from this verse may be inferred three things: (a) That 
the maneh of the sanctuary was in value twice as much as the 
common shekel; (b) that it is allowed to increase a sixth, but 
not more; and ( c ) that the sixth may be added even from out¬ 
side (e.g. , to add ten to fifty, so that the sixth may be reckoned 
after being added, as the maneh of Ezekiel is sixty shekels, 
while a maneh in general contains twenty-five shekels). 

R. Papa b. Samuel made a kielah of three kpiz.* And to 
the question: Did not Samuel say there must not be added 
more than a sixth ? answered he: I have invented a measure 
entirely new. He sent it to Pumbeditha, and it was not ac¬ 
cepted; but the city of Papunia accepted it, and called it Rus- 
Papa (z. e . , the measure of Papa). 

The rabbis taught: “ Those who forestall fruit,” etc. (here 
as in Derech Eretz—Rabba, Vol. IX., p. 1, line 17 seq .— q . v .). 
Those who forestall fruit—who are meant thereby ? Said R. 
Johanan: People like . Sabbati, the forestaller of fruit (whose 
custom was to buy fruit only for the purpose of selling it to 
the poor at a high price; but if one buys fruit at the cheap 
season not for this purpose, and the price increases, and he 
sells it at the existing price, it does not matter). The father 
of Samuel used to buy grain at harvest-time, and sold it 
at the same price. Samuel his son, however, used to store up 
the grain he bought in harvest until the price became higher, 
and then sold it at the same price as in harvest-time. And 
from Palestine a message was sent that the acts of the father 
were more meritorious than those of his son. Why so ? Be¬ 
cause through the acts of the father the wholesaler could not 
increase the price, while the acts of the son did not prevent the 
increase of price, and his selling cheap could not affect the high 
price which was already fixed. 

Rabh said : One may store up the grain he has harvested 
from his field (as it is prohibited only to buy in the market at 


* A kpiz was nine lugs, or a kab less one lug ; acccording to others, one lug, 
and the kielah was the same as a half tarkab, which contains one and a half kabs. 
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harvest-time for the purpose of increasing the price). And so 
we have also learned in the following Boraitha: One must not 
forestall fruit, grain, etc., by which a livelihood is made, as, 
c.g ., wine, oil, and fine flour; but spices, pepper, etc., one 
may. This is said, however, if one buys it from the market; 
but from one’s own field it is allowed to store everything. One 
is also allowed to store up in Palestine for the following three 
years—for the eve of a Sabbatic year, for the Sabbatic year 
itself, and for the succeeding year (as in the last year people 
must wait for the new crop). In famine years, however, even 
a kab of carobs must not be stored up, for it produces a curse 
to the prices. R. Jose b. Planina said to Puga his servant: Go, 
store up for me grain for three years—for the eve of the Sab¬ 
batic year, the Sabbatic year itself, and the succeeding year. 

The rabbis taught: There must not be exported from Pales¬ 
tine things by which a livelihood is made, as wine, oil, and fine 
meal. R. Jehudah b. Bathyra allows to export wine, because 
it diminishes intoxication; and even from Palestine to Syria the 
export of the above is prohibited. Rabbi, however, allows ex¬ 
port from the last province of Palestine to the first province of 
Syria which bounds it. 

The rabbis taught: One must not buy from the farmer things 
by which a livelihood is made for the purpose of selling in the 
market at a higher price in the provinces of Palestine; but for 
the farmer himself it is allowed to sell in the markets. 

It was said, however, that R. Elazar b. Azarya used to sell 
wine and oil to the retail dealers, and they sold it at a higher 
price; and the reason was, that he holds with R. Jehudah con¬ 
cerning wine; and oil was abundant in the markets of his place, 
so that the retail dealers could not affect the price. 

The rabbis taught: One must not derive twice a profit on 
e ggs. Said Mari b. Mari: In the interpretation of the Boraitha 
Rabh and Samuel differ. According to one, it means one shall 
not double the price; and according to the other, it means one 
seller shall not sell it to another seller so that he has profit, and 
the seller in the market will also make a profit—but he himself 
must sell it in the market. 

The rabbis taught: It may be prayed by blowing of horns, 
even on Sabbath, when business becomes dull. Said R. Jo- 
hanan: This is to be done in case remnants of flax become very 
low in Babylon, and wine and oil in Palestine. Said R. Joseph: 
Provided that the stuff was lowered to near half-price. 
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The rabbis taught: One must not emigrate from Palestine 
to other provinces, unless the price of grain has increased to the 
extent of a selah for two saahs. Said R. Simeon: This is only 
when one could not find any grain at all to buy; but if he can 
get it even at the price of a selah for each saah, one must not 
emigrate. And so also was the opinion of R. Simeon b. Johai, 
who used to say that Elimelech, Mahlon, and Kilyon were the 
great men of their generation, and were their leaders; and they 
were punished only because they emigrated from Palestine. 
As it is written [Ruth, i. 19]: “ All the city was in commotion 
about them, and people said, Is this Naomi ?” And to the 
question: What does it mean ? said R. Itz’hak: It means: See 
what has become of Naomi, who emigrated from Palestine. 

He said again: At that day when Ruth reached Palestine, 
the wife of Boaz had died; and this is what people say, that 
before the deceased departed the substitute for managing the 
house was already prepared. Rabba b. R. Huna in the name 
of Rabh said: Boaz is identical with Ibzan. What came he to 
teach us ? That which was said in his name elsewhere, viz.: 
One hundred and twenty banquets Boaz made for his children. 
As it is written [Judges, xii. 9]: “ And he had thirty sons, and 
thirty daughters he sent abroad, and thirty daughters he brought 
in for his sons from abroad,’’ etc. And at each marriage two 
banquets were given—one in the father’s and one in the father- 
in-law’s house—and to not one of them did he invite Manoah, 
saying: What return can I expect of this childless man ? And 
there is a Boraitha that all the children died when he (Boaz) was 
still alive. And he remarried and begat one who was better 
than all the sixty, the same was Obed, who was born by Ruth, 
from whom David descended. 

R. Hanan b. Rabha in the name of Rabh said: Elimelech, 
Shalman the kinsman, [Ruth, iv. 1] and the father of Naomi all 
were the descendants of Nahshon ben Aminadab. To what 
purpose was it said ? To teach that even him who is a descend¬ 
ant of such great men, the meritorious acts of his parents do 
not absolve him when he emigrates from Palestine. The same 
said again in the name of the same authority: The name of 
Abraham's mother was Amthlai bath Khrubu, and the name of 
Haman’s mother was Amthlai bath Urbthi; the name of the 
mother of David was Nzb’th bath Edal; the mother of Samp¬ 
son, Z’llpunith, and his sister N’shiin. To what purpose was 
this said ? For an answer to the Epicuristen (who deny all 
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the legends of the Bible, saying, for instance: If Abraham ex¬ 
isted, why was his mother's name not mentioned, as doubtless 
his father had many wives, and the mother of Abraham should 
be distinguished, the same being the case with the others men¬ 
tioned above? and we answer them that all their names are 
known to us traditionally). 

The same said again in the name of the same authority: 
Abraham our father was in prison ten years—three in the city 
of Khutha and seven in Qurdu. R. Dimi of Nahardea, how¬ 
ever, taught the reverse (seven in Khutha and three in Qurdu; 
some say that he was imprisoned by Nimrod and others by his 
father, because he broke his idols). R. Hisda said: The city 
Eibra-Zeira of Khutha is the city Ur Kasdim mentioned in the 
Bible. 

R. Hanan b. Rabha in the name of Rabh said again: On the 
day when Abraham our father departed from this world, all the 
great men of the nations stood up in a file and said: Woe to the 
world, that has lost its leader! and woe to the ship, that has 
lost its x v ^ a P y V^> r l z (steerer)! 

It is written [I Chron. xxix. 11] : “ And thou art exalted 
as the head above all." And the above said in the name of 
Rabh: Even an officer of wells (who has to keep order in using 
them for watering the fields) is appointed by Heaven ( i.e ., that 
even such an insignificant office is not filled without the decree 
of Heaven; and he takes the verse literally, “ and thou art ex¬ 
alted over all the heads that are appointed by thee "). 

R. Hyya b. Abin in the name of R. Jehoshua b. Karsha 
said: Elimelech would not emigrate from Palestine, if he could 
get even bran-flour for use. But why was he punished ? Be¬ 
cause he ought to have prayed for his generation, which he did 
not. As it is written [Is. lvii. 13]: “ By thy crying thou canst 
be saved with all who are gathered with thee." * Said Rabba 
b. b. Hana in the name of R. Johanan: One must not emigrate 
from Palestine when money is cheap, but the grain high; but if 
vice versa , even when the price of four saahs is only one selah, 
one may. As R. Johanan said: I remember a time when there 
were four saahs for one selah, and there were many who starved, 
as they did not have an issar. And he said again: I remember 
that working people did not wish to take work on the east side 
of the city, as the smell of bread (which the west wind carried 


* Leeser translates differently ; the Talmud, however, takes it literally. 
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to them) would kill them, as they had not eaten fresh bread for 
a long time. The same said again: I remember when a child 
used to break a piece of carob, threads of honey would leak out 
and moisten his hands. R. Elazar said: I remember, when a 
raven would catch a piece of meat, a thread of fat would be seen 
dropping from the height to the ground. R. Johanan said 
again : I remember times when a young girl of sixteen and a boy 
of seventeen walked together and did not sin. He said again: 
I remember what was said in college: Who yields to idolaters 
in discussion, the end will be that he will fall into their hands; 
and he who confides in them, all that he possesses will remain in 
their hands. 

It is written [Ruth, i. 2]: " Mahlon and Kilyon," and in 
[I Chron. iv. 22]: " Joash and Saraph.” Rabh and Samuel 
differ. One said that the real names were Mahlon and Kilyon; 
but why were they named Joash and Saraph ? Joash, because 
they despaired of redemption, and Saraph, because they were 
liable to burning. And the other says their real names were 
Joash and Saraph; and why were they named Mahlon and Kil¬ 
yon ? Mahlon, because they made themselves very common 
by their emigration, and Kilyon, because they were liable to 
destruction.* 

It seems that Mahlon and Kilyon were their real names, as 
we have learned in the following Boraitha: It is written [ibid., 
ibid.]: " And Jokim and the men of Coseba, and Joash and 
Saraph, who had dominion in Moab and Jashubi-lechem. And 
these are ancient things.'' 

Jokim means Joshua, who had confirmed the oath which was 
given to the men of Gibeon ; and “ the men of Coseba " f means 
the men of Gibeon, who lied before Joshua. Joash and Saraph 
were Mahlon and Kilyon; and why were they named Joash and 
Saraph ? Because they despaired of redemption, and for this 
they were liable to burning. “ Who had dominion in Moab" 
means that they had married daughters of Moab. " And 
Jashubi-lechem " means Ruth the Moabitess, who had returned 
and was attached to Beth-Se'hem. " And these are ancient 
things" means the above was said by Him who is older than 
the days. As it is written [Ps. lxxxix. 21]: " I have found 
David my servant." It is also written [Gen. xix. 15]: "And 

* Joash means despair; Saraph, burn; Choolin, com?non; and Kilyon, de¬ 
stroying. 

f Khzb in Hebrew means lie. 
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thy two daughters, that are found.”* It is written [I Chron. iv. 
23]: “ These were the potters (Hayozrim), and those that 
dwelt in plantations and sheepfolds; for the king's sake, to do 
his work, they dwelt there.” Hayozrim f means the children 
of Jonadabh b. Rechab, who preserved the oath of their father. 
” In plantations ” means the king Solomon, who was a plant in 
his kingdom. Vegidroh (sheepfolds) means the Sanhedrin, who 
had fenced the broken partition of Israel. w For the king's 
sake,” etc., means Ruth the Moabitess, who lived to see the 
kingdom of Solomon her great-grandson. As it is written 
[I Kings, ii. 19]: “ And placed a chair for the king's mother.” 
And R. Elazar said that it means ” to the mother of the king¬ 
dom.” 

The rabbis taught: It is written [Lev. xxv. 22]: ” Shall ye 
eat yet of the old harvest,” which means without need of pre¬ 
serving. How is this to be understood? Said R. Na’hman: 
It will not be worm-eaten. And R. Shesheth said: It will not 
be singed. There is a Boraitha in accordance with R. Na'hman: 
” Of the old harvest,” lest one say that Israel must wait for the 
new crop, as the old has already gone, therefore it is written 
[ibid., ibid.]: ” Until its harvest come in,” which means, until 
the harvest shall come by itself (and he will not need to take it 
before it is ripe, and make it fit for use by drying). 

And there is also a Boraitha in accordance with R. Shesheth: 
11 Ye shall eat yet from the old harvest,” lest one say that Israel 
would have to wait for the new harvest because the old one 
became spoiled, therefore it is written, ” Until its harvest come 
in,” which means that the old will suffice until the new shall 
come in its natural way, without any need to take it before it 
is ripe. 

The rabbis taught: It is written [ibid. xxvi. 10]: “ And ye 
shall eat very old store.” From this may be inferred that a 
thing that is older is better, but this is said of things which are 
used to be preserved. But whence do we know of things which 
are not to be preserved? Therefore it is written: ” Joshon 
Noshon ” (literally, old , old) [ibid., ibid.], ” and the old ye shall 
remove because of the new,” from which is to be inferred that 
at that time all their granaries were filled up with the old crop 
and their barns with the new. And Israel used to say: ” Why 

* Leeser translates “they are here”; but in the Bible is written Hninzouth, 
literally, “ who are found.” 

f Nozar in Hebrew means preserved. 
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should we remove the old, which is as good as the new, for the 
latter ? ” 

Said R. Papa: All old things are good, except dates and the 
beer thereof, and harsnah (a dish at that time used by the poor 
—see Aboda Zara, 73#). 

Rabba said:*" Sailors told me the wave that usually makes 
the ship sink is visible by a ray of whitish light, and we struck 
it with a stick, upon which is engraved, “ I will be that I will 
be ” [Ex. iii. 14]. Then it became quiet. He said again: The 
sailors told me that from one wave to the other are three hun¬ 
dred parsas, and the height of each wave is also three hundred 
parsas. It once happened that I was on the boat, and a wave 
lifted me up to such a height that I could see the basis of a little 
star, and in my eyes it looked as a space where forty saahs of 
mustard could be sown. Should the wave have lifted me up 
higher, I would have been burned by the heat of that star; and 
I heard a voice, one wave speaking to the other: My colleague, 
did you leave something in the world which thou hast not 
destroyed, that I may accomplish it ? And the answer was: Go 
and see the Might of thy Master, as there is only one row of 
sand that separates the sea from the land; and yet I could not 
step over it. As it is written [Jer. v. 22]: “ Will ye not fear 
me ? saith the Lord; will ye not tremble at my presence, who 
have placed the sand as a bound for the sea by an everlasting 
law, which it never can pass over ? and though the waves thereof 
be upheaved, yet can they not prevail; though they roar, yet 
can they not pass over it/’ 

He said again: I have seen Hurnim bar Lilith, who jumped 
on the top of brick-houses of the city of Mehusa, and was run¬ 
ning so fast from one to the other that a rider could not over¬ 
take him. Once it happened that two mules were saddled for 
him on the two bridges over the river Druggring, which were far 
from each other, and he jumped continually from one saddle to 
the other, while holding two cups of wine, pouring from one 
into the other continually without spilling one drop, and this 


* This matter is transferred from its place at p. 167. See foot-note there. 

The Hagadah is known under the name Rabba’s or Rabha b. b. Hana’s 
Legends. The scores of commentators thereon say that this is allegoric, and each 
of them tries to explain after his manner {e.g ., philospher, philosophically, moralist, 
morally, etc.). We, however, translate literally, without any explanation, leaving it 
for the consideration of the reader. 
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day was such a stormy one, as illustrated [Ps. cvii. 28], until the 
government took notice of him, and he was slain.* 

He said again: I have seen a roebuck one day old, which 
was like the mountain of Tabur, which measures four parsas; 
and the length of its neck was three parsas and the space cov¬ 
ered by its head one and a half parsas; and when it emitted 
excrement it stopped the Jordan. 

Rabba b. b. Hana said again : I have seen an alligator as large 
as the city of Hagrunia, which contained sixty houses. A snake 
came and swallowed it, and a large-tailed raven came and swal¬ 
lowed the snake, and then the raven sat on a tree. Come and 
see how strong was that tree! R. Papa b. Samuel said : If I had 
not been there, I should not have believed it. 

Rabba said again: At one time when on board of a ship I 
saw a fish into whose gills a reptile crept from which it died, the 
sea throwing it out on land. And sixty streets were destroyed 
by its fall, and sixty streets consumed its flesh, and sixty other 
streets salted the flesh jthat was left; and from one eye they 
filled three hundred measures of oil; and when I returned 
thither after twelve months, I saw its bones being sawed to 
restore the streets that were destroyed by it. 

He said again: At one time I was on board of a ship, which 
was driven between two fins of a fish, three days and three 
nights the fish was swimming against the wind and we were sail¬ 
ing with the wind [and lest one say that the ship did not go fast 
enough, when R. Dimi came from Palestine, he said that it was 
so fast that in the time of heating a cmncuma of water the ship 
ran sixty parsas, and a rider shooting an arrow at the same time 
could not be swifter than the ship]. And R. Ashi said that this 
was one of the smallest fishes of the sea which has two fins. 

The same Rabba said again: It once happened that I was 
going on a boat, and saw a fish on which sand was gathered and 
grass grown thereupon. And we thought it was an island, 
descended, baked and cooked upon it. When the back of the 
fish grew hot, it turned over, and had the ship not been so near 
we would have been drowned. 

The same Rabba said again: At one time while on board of 
a ship I saw a bird which was standing in water that reached 
only up to its toes; its head, however, reached the sky, and we 

* Whether he was a human being or a demon, it is hard to say. As to this, 
commentators differ, and also as to which government—whether natural or 
supernatural. 
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thought the water was shallow, so we were about to bathe there, 
when we heard a heavenly voice: Do not go down, for a carpen¬ 
ter here lost an axe seven years ago, and still it has not reached 
the ground—not because it is so deep, but because of the cur¬ 
rent. Said R. Ashi: This bird is the Zeez Sodai mentioned in 
Ps. 1. 11. 

Rabba b. b. Hana said again: It happened once, while in 
the desert, that I saw geese of which the feathers fell out owing 
to their fatness, and a whole river of fat was beneath them, and 
to my question, “ Have I a share in you in the world to come ? ” 
one of them lifted up its wing, and one of them a foot. When 
I told this to R. Elazar, he said: Israel will be punished for 
them, as by his sin Messiah does not come, and the geese must 
endure their fatness. 

The same Rabba said again : Once while in the desert we 
were accompanied by an Arabian merchant who used to take 
a clod of earth, smell it, and say: This way leads to such a 
place, and this to such a one. And we asked him: How far are 
we from water ? And he smelt the earth, saying: Eight parsas. 
Thereafter we gave him other earth to smell, and he said: Three 
parsas. I changed the clods of earth, but we could not deceive 
him, and he said to me: Come with me. I will show you the 
corpses of the dead in the desert at the time of Moses. I did 
so, and their appearance was as fresh as if they went to sleep 
while drinking. All of them were lying on their backs. The 
foot of one of them, however, was lifted up, and the merchant, 
while riding and holding a spear in his hand, passed beneath it, 
without reaching the joint of his knee. I took and cut off a 
corner of one’s taliths ,* in which were tsitsith. Then neither 
we nor our cattle could stir. Said the merchant to me: Per¬ 
haps you have taken something belonging to the dead, as I have 
a tradition that if one takes something from them he cannot 
stir. When I told this to the rabbis, they said: The whole 
Abba is an ass, and the whole Bar Bar Hanah is nonsense (all 
his stories are). For what purpose didst thou take it ? To 
know with whom the Halakha concerning tsitsith prevails— 
whether with the school of Shammai f or with the school of 
Hillel ? Then thou oughtest to have investigated their tsitsith 
by counting the threads and knots. Then (continued Bar Bar 


* The garment in which tsitsith are woven. 

f In Tract Menachoth the schools differ in the number of threads and knots. 
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Hanah) the merchant said to me: Come and I will show you 
the mountain of Sinai. I followed him, and saw that it was 
surrounded by serpents. All of them were standing, and looked 
like white asses. I also heard a heavenly voice saying: Woe is 
me that I have sworn; and now after having so done, who will 
absolve me from that oath ? When I told this before the rabbis, 
they said again: The whole Abba is an ass, etc. Why didst 
thou not say: Thou art absolved, thou art absolved? [He, 
however, did not do so, because he thought: Perhaps it means 
the oath for the deluge, referring to what is written in Is. liv. 9: 
“ As I have sworn that the waters of Noah,” etc. The rabbis, 
however, were right in accusing him, as if it were about the 
deluge, why, then, “ woe is me” ?] The same merchant said 
to me: Come and I will show you the place where the children 
of Korah were swallowed. And I saw two crevices in the 
ground from which smoke issued. I took a piece of wool, 
wetted it with water, put it on my spear, placed it in the crevice, 
and when I took it out it was smudging. And the merchant 
said to me: Stoop down and hear. And I heard them saying: 
Moses and his Torah are true, and we are liars. Said the mer¬ 
chant to me: Each thirtieth day of the month, Gehenna turns 
them over here, like meat in a kettle, and they (the swallowed) 
repeat the above. 

He said again to me: Come and I will show you where the 
sky and earth meet. I followed him, took my basket, and put 
it on the window of the sky. After praying, I searched for it 
but could not find it. Then I said to the merchant: Are there, 
then, thieves here ? And he answered: It was the wheel of the 
sky which took it with it. Wait until to-morrow at this same 
time and you will find it. 

R. Johanan used to tell: Once while on board of a boat I 
saw a fish which raised its head out of the water, and its eyes 
looked like two moons; water was pouring from both of its 
nostrils like the two rivers of Sura. 

R. Saphra used to tell: Once while on board of a boat I saw 
a fish which had horns raising up its head from the water, and 
on its horns was engraved thus: ” I am oi the small creatures 
in the sea and measure three hundred parsas, and I am going 
into the mouth of the leviathan.” Said R. Aslii: This is a sea- 
goat that digs with its horns the ground of the sea. 

R. Johanan told again: Once while on board of a boat I saw 
a (a kind of basket) which was set with diamonds and 
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pearls and surrounded by a kind of fish called karsJiah, and a 
diver descended in order to catch it; but the basket made 
a motion and threatened to break his leg. He, however, threw a 
leather bag containing vinegar (according to others a leather bag 
with sand) towards it, and the basket sank. At the 6ame time 
a heavenly voice spoke to us: What business have ye with this 
kcirtilithcii which belongs to the wife of R. Hanina b. Dosa, who 
will deposit in it the purple for the upright in the world to 
come ? 

R. Jehudah of Mesopotamia used to tell: Once while on 
board of a ship I saw a diamond that was encircled by a snake, 
and a diver went to catch it. The snake then opened its mouth, 
threatening to swallow the ship. Then a raven came, bit off its 
head, and all water around turned into blood. Then another 
snake came, took the diamond, put it on the carcass, and it 
became alive; and again it opened its mouth, in order to swal¬ 
low the ship. Another bird then came, bit off its head, took 
the diamond, and threw it on the ship. We had with us salted 
birds, and we wanted to try whether the diamond would bring 
them to life, so we placed the gem on them, and they became 
animated, and flew away with the gem. 

The rabbis taught: It happened with R. Eliezer and R. 
Jehoshua who were on a ship, that R. Eliezer was asleep and 
R. Jehoshua awake. The latter became frightened, so that 
R. Eliezer awoke, and said: What is the matter, Jehoshua? 
What have you seen that frightened you ? And he answered: 
I have seen a great light on the sea. Rejoined R. Eliezer: Per¬ 
haps you have seen the eyes of the leviathan about which is 
written [Job, xli. 10]: “ And his eyes are like the eyelids of the 
morning dawn. ” 

R. Ashi said: Huna b. Nathan told me: It happened once, 
while I was in the desert, and we had with us a leg of meat, that 
we cut it, made it legal for eating, put it on the grass, and went 
to gather wood for roasting. When we returned, the leg had 
resumed the shape it had before it was cut; and we then roasted 
it. When we returned after twelve months, the coals upon 
which it was roasted were still alive. When I told this to 
Amemar, he said that the grass was samtrie, that has the quality 
of combining things which were previously separated; and the 
coals were of broom-brush, which when ignited remains alive for 
a long, long time. 

It is written [Gen. i. 21]: “ And God created the great sea 
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monsters/ ' Here in Babylon they translate this the reem of 
the sea. R. Johanan, however, says: It means leviathan—levi¬ 
athan male and female, as it is written [Is. xxvii. i]: 44 On that 
day will the Lord punish with his heavy and great and strong 
sword leviathan the flying serpent and leviathan the crooked 
serpent, and he will slay the crocodile that is in the sea/' 

R. Jehudah in the name of Rabh said: All that the Holy 
One, blessed be He, created, was male and female, and also the 
leviathan—the flying serpent male and the crooked serpent 
female; and if they should have intercourse they would destroy 
the world. Therefore the Lord made the male impotent, and 
killed the female and salted it for the upright in the world to 
come, as it is written [ibid.]: 41 And he will slay the crocodile," 
etc,; 44 and also the cattle upon a thousand mountains" [Ps. 1 . 
io]. He created them male and female, and if they should have 
intercourse they would destroy the world. Therefore the Holy 
One, blessed be He, made impotent the male and made cold the 
female, and preserved it for the upright in the world to come, 
as it is written [Job, xl. 16]: 44 only see (how great) is the 
strength in his loins," meaning the male, 44 and his force in the 
muscles of his belly," meaning the female. 

But why did He not make cold the female of the leviathan 
also ? Because a salted female has a better taste. And why 
did He not salt the females of the cattle in question ? Salted 
fish gives a good taste, but salted meat does not. 

The same said again in the name of the same authority: At 
the time the Holy One, blessed be He, willed to create the 
world, He said to the ruler of the sea: Open thy mouth, and 
swallow all waters that are to be found in the world. And he 
said: Lord of the Universe, is it not enough that I swallow the 
water under my dominion ? And he was therefore killed imme¬ 
diately, as it is written [ibid. 12]: 44 By his power he split in 
pieces the sea, and by his understanding he crushed Rahab ." 
Said R. Itz'hak: Infer from this that the name of the ruler of 
this sea is Rahab , and did not the waters of the sea cover the 
body, not one of the creatures could remain alive owing to the 
bad smell, as it is written [Is. xi. 9]: 44 They shall not do hurt 
nor destroy ... as the waters cover the sea." Do not 
read 44 cover the sea," but 44 cover the ruler of the sea." 

R. Jehudah in the name of Rabh said again: The Jordan 
discharges by the cave of Pmias. There is also a Boraitha: The 
Jordan discharges by the cave of Pmias, and flows to the sea of 
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Sipchi, of Tiberias, until it reaches the ocean; and through it 
it flows until it reaches the mouth of the leviathan, as it is writ¬ 
ten [Job, xl. 23]: “ He remaineth quiet, though a Jordan rush- 
eth up to his mouth.” 

Rabha b. Ula opposed: ” Did not this verse speak of the 
cattle on the thousand mountains ? Therefore,” said he, 14 this 
verse must be interpreted thus: When are the cattle in question 
sure that they shall remain alive ? When the Jordan reaches 
the mouth of the leviathan (*>., so long as the leviathan lives, 
they are sure that they shall remain alive, as all are prepared 
for the world to come when the Messiah shall appear).” 

When R. Dimi came from Palestine, he said in the name of 
R. Johanan: It is written in Ps. xxiv. 2: ” For upon seas he 
hath founded it, and upon rivers he hath established it.” It 
means the seven seas and four rivers which surround the land 
of Israel (Palestine) ; and they are the sea of Tiberias, Sodom, 
Chirat, Chiltha, Sipchi, Aspamia, and the Ocean: these are the 
seven seas, and the four rivers are Jordan, Jarmuch, Kirumyun, 
and Phiga. 

The same R. Dimi said in the name of R. Jonathan: The 
angel Gabriel will go hunting for the leviathan, as it is written 
[Job, xl. 25]: ” Canst thou draw out the crocodile (leviathan) 
with a fishhook ? or cause his tongue to sink into the baited 
rope?” And should not the Holy One, blessed be He, help 
him, he would not conquer him, as it is written [ibid., ibid. 19] : 
” He is the first in rank ... he that hath made him can 
alone bring his sword near to him.” 

The same said again in the name of R. Johanan : When the 
leviathan becomes hungry, he expels from his mouth a gas 
which makes boil all the waters in the deep, as it is written 
[ibid. xli. 23]: ” He causeth the deep to boil.” And should 
he not enter his head in paradise, not one of the creatures could 
withstand the bad smell of the gas, as it is written [ibid., ibid.]: 
” He rendereth the sea like an apothecary's mixture.” And 
when he gets thirsty, he makes the sea hollow like beds, as it 
is written farther on : Behind him he causeth his pathway to 
shine.” And R. Aha b. Jacob said: The deep does not come 
to its natural way before seventy years, as it is written: ” Men 
esteem the deep to be hoary” —and hoary is not less than 
seventy years. 

Rabba said in the name of R. Johanan: The Holy One, 
blessed be He, will make a banquet for the upright from the 
14 
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flesh of the leviathan, as it is written [ibid. xl. 30]: ” Yichrov* 
Olof Chahvierim. Yichrov means a banquet, as it is written 
[II Kings, vi. 23]: ” And he prepared for them a great meal” 
(the expression in Hebrew being Veyichre , etc.); and Chahvierim 
means scholars, as it is written [Solomon’s Song, viii. 13]: 
'‘Companions (Chaverim) listen for thy voice,” etc. And the 
remainder of it will be cut in pieces, and be sold in the markets 
of Jerusalem, as it is written [Job, xl. 30] : ” Divide him among 
merchants.” 

The same said again in the name of the same authority: The 
Holy One, blessed be He, will make a booth for the upright 
from the skin of the leviathan, as it is written [ibid., ibid. 31]: 
” Canst thou fill his skin with SoukotJi .” f If the upright is to 
have a booth, a booth is made for him from it; and if less, a 
little hut; and if still less, a necklace will be made for him, as 
it is written [Prov. i. 9]: ” And chains for thy throat ” ; and if 
still less, an amulet will be made for him, as it is written [Job, 
xl. 29]: ” And tie him up for thy maidens ” ? And the remain¬ 
der of the skin the Lord will spread on the walls of Jerusalem, 
and the brightness of it will shine from one end of the world to 
the other, as it is written [Is. lx. 3]: ” And nations shall walk 
by thy light, and kings by the brightness of thy shining.” 

It is written [ibid. liv. 12]: “And I will make of Icadkad 
(rubies) thy battlements,” etc. Said Samuel b. Nahmeni: Two 
angels—in heaven, Gabriel and Michael, according to others two 
Amoraim of Palestine, and they are Jehudah and Hiskiyah the 
sons of R. Hyya—one says it means shoham (onyx) and others 
jasper, and the Holy One, blessed be He, said: Let it be as 
both say. [Is. liv. 12]: ” And thy gates,” etc. This is as R. 
Johanan lectured while sitting: The Holy One, blessed be He, 
will bring jewels and pearls the size of thirty ells square, 
twenty ells in height and ten in width, and will place them 
on the gates of Jerusalem. And one disciple ridiculed him: 
We do not even find a jewel as large as the egg of a dove, and 
he lectured about such sizes ? Thereafter it happened that the 
same disciple was on a boat on the high sea, and he saw angels 
who sawed jewels and pearls the size of thirty ells square, bor¬ 
ing holes in them twenty in height and ten in width. He asked 
them: For what purpose? And they answered: The Holy 

* Leeser’s translation could not be used here. 

f In the Scripture it is written with Seen , which reads like Samack , and Sukkah 
means a booth. Leeser’s translation cannot here be used. 
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One, blessed be He, will place them on the gates of Jerusalem. 
And when he returned he said to R. Johanan: Lecture, Rabbi, 
for all you said is true, as 1 have myself seen. And R. Johanan 
said to him: Ignoramus, if you had not seen it, you would not 
have believed. So you would ridicule the words of the sages ? 
He cast his eyes on him, and he became a heap of bones. 

An objection was raised: It is written [Lev. xxvii. 13]: “ I 
will lead you qummiuth." * R. Meir said: It means two hun¬ 
dred ells, double the height of Adam the first, who was one 
hundred ells in height. R. Jehudah, however, said: It means 
one hundred ells, the size of the Temple with its walls, as it is 
written [Ps. cxliv. 12]: “ So that our sons maybe like plants 
grown up in their youth, our daughters like corner-pillars, sculp¬ 
tured after the model of a palace.'' (Hence we see that accord¬ 
ing to both the height of the Temple will be one hundred ells 
at least. Why, then, said R. Johanan only twenty in height ?) 
R. Johanan only meant for the windows in the gates that let 
in air. 

Rabba in the name of R. Johanan said: The Holy One, 
blessed be He, will make seven canopies [chupas) for each 
upright, as it is written [Is. iv. 5]: “ And then will the Lord 
create upon every dwelling of Mount Zion, and upon her places 
of assembly, a cloud and smoke by day, and the brightness of 
a flaming fire by night; for over all the glory shall be a covering 
( chupa )." Whence we deduce that the Holy One, blessed be 
He, will make a chupa to each upright according to His dignity. 
But why smoke to a chupa? Said R. Hanina: Each one who 
looks with a bad eye upon the scholars in this world, his eyes 
will be filled with smoke in the world to come. And why fire 
(in the chupa) ? Said R. Hanina: Infer from this that each of 
the upright will be burned by the chupa of his neighbor. And 
woe to such a burn and such a shame! (i.e., the neighbor's chupa 
is so beautiful and large that my chupa looks like a small hut 
against his). Similar to this is what is written [Num. xxvii. 
20]: “And thou shalt put some of thy greatness upon him." 
But not all of it. The elders of that generation used to say: 
The appearance of Moses was like the sun, and the appearance 
of Joshua like the moon. Woe to such a burn! woe to such 
a shame! 

R. Hama b. Hanina said : Ten chupas were made by the Holy 

* Quomah means the height of a person, qummiulh means two heights. Leeser’s 
translation cannot be used. 



212 


THE BABYLONIAN TALMUD. 


One, blessed be He, for Adam the first in paradise, as it is 
written [Ezek. xxviii. 13]: “ In Eden the garden of God didst 
thou abide; every precious stone was thy covering, the sardius, 
the topaz, and the diamond, the chrysolite, the onyx, and the 
jasper, the sapphire, the emerald, and the carbuncle, and gold.” 
(From the word sardius , including the word gold, are ten differ¬ 
ent kinds.) Mar Zutra says: Eleven—as he counts all the pre¬ 
cious stones also. Said R. Johanan: The gold was less in value 
than all (as it is placed last). What is meant by the continuation 
of the same verse: ” Thy tabrets and thy flutes,” etc.? Said 
R. Jehudah in the name of Rabh: So said the Holy One, blessed 
be He, to Hiram the king of Tyre: When I created the world, 
and saw that thou wouldst rebel, deeming thyself a god, I there¬ 
fore created holes and flutes in men, in order that thou shouldst 
be known as human. And according to others He said: " I 
saw that thou wouldst rebel,” etc. I have therefore punished 
Adam the first with death, so that it should be known that thou 
wast human. What mean the words, ” upon her places of 
assembly” (Isaiah, in the above cited verse)? Said Rabba in 
the name of R. Johanan: Jerusalem in the world to come is not 
like Jerusalem of this world. In the latter every one who likes 
to enter does so, but in that of the world to come only those 
invited will enter. 

He said again in the name of said authority: In the world 
to come the upright will be named with the names of the Holy 
One, blessed be He, as it is written [Is. xliii. 7]: ” Every one 
that is called by my name, and whom I have created for my 
glory, whom I have formed; yea, whom I have made.” 

Samuel b. Nahmeni said in the name of R. Johanan: The 
following three will be named with the name of the Holy One, 
blessed be He: the upright, as said above; the Messiah, as it is 
written [Jer. xxiii. 6]: ” And this is his name whereby he shall 
be called—The Lord Our Righteousness”; and Jerusalem, as 
it is written [Ezek. xlviii. 35]: ” And the name of that city 
shall be from that day, The Lord is there” ( shamah ). Do not 
read shamah (there), but shmah (her name). 

R. Elazar said: In the future, holy will be said before the 
upright as now it is said before the Holy One, blessed be He, 
as it is written [Is. iv. 3] : ” And it shall come to pass that who¬ 
ever is left in Zion, and he that remaineth in Jerusalem, shall 
be called holy—every one that is written down unto life in 
Jerusalem.” 
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He said again in the name of the same authority: The Holy 
One, blessed be He, will increase Jerusalem three parsas, as it 
is written [Zech. xiv. io]: “ And she herself shall be elevated, 
and be inhabited on her former site,” which means that it will 
be increased to its former size. And whence do you know that 
the size of the former Jerusalem was three parsas ? Said Rabba: 
There was a certain old man who told me that he had seen the 
first Jerusalem, and the size thereof was three parsas. And lest 
one say that it would be difficult to ascend, therefore it is writ¬ 
ten [Is. lx. 8]: “ Who are these that are like a cloud,” etc. 
Said R. Papa: Infer from this that the clouds are at a height of 
three parsas from the ground. 

R. Hanina b. Papa said: The Lord wanted to give a measure 
to Jerusalem, as it is written [Zech. ii. 6]: ” To measure Jeru¬ 
salem.” And the angels said before the Holy One, blessed be 
He: Lord of the Universe, there are many great cities thou hast 
created in thy world, belonging to the nations, of which thou 
hast not determined their length and their breadth. For Jeru¬ 
salem, upon which thy name rests, where is thy Temple, and 
dwell the upright, thou dost determine a measure. 

[Ibid. 8]: ” And he said unto him, Run, speak to this young 
man, saying, Without walls shall Jerusalem be inhabited, because 
of the multitude of men and cattle in her midst.” 

Resh Lakish said: The Holy One, blessed be He, will add 
a Litsuy (probably a suburb) to Jerusalem a thousand times 
the area of one containing country seats and twelve hundred 
T'trpliniSy a thousand towers and one hundred and sixty-nine 
thousand gardens, and each of all that is said above will be like 
Ziporias in her glory. And there is a Boraitha which states: 
R. Jose said: I have seen Ziporias in her glory, and there were 
one hundred and eighty thousand markets in which only spices 
for dishes were sold. It is written [Ezek. xli. 6]: ” And the 
side chambers were three one over another, and thirty times.” 
What does that mean ? Said R. Levi in the name of R. Papi, 
quoting R. Jehoshua of Sklmi: If there were three Jerusalems, 
each of them had thirty chambers on the top; and if thirty 
Jerusalems, each of them had three chambers on the top. 

END OF FIRST PART OF TRACT BABA BATHRA 
AND OF VOL. V. (XIII.). 
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THE BABYLONIAN TALMUD. 


APPENDIX TO MISHNA I, CHAP. III., PAGE 83. 

We deem it necessary to call the attention of the reader to 
the fact that the law of occupancy was chiefly taken from the 
ancient Roman law* about usucapio (occupancy), which dictates 
that each usucapio without titulius (claim) is not considered. 
The claims must be pro cmptore (purchase) or pro donato (gift), 
pro legato , pro dote , or pro herede (inheritance); and with usucapio , 
which is based upon inheritance, no other claim was necessary. 
The law applied even when it was known that the occupant 
never had a deed to what he had occupied, and the reason was 
because the plaintiff had time to protest three years, or at three 
harvestings, and when he did not make any claim nor any pro¬ 
test, it was evident that the occupant had a right to occupy, 
and no other evidence was needed. There is also a difference 
between prcesentes and absentes of the occupant. However, con¬ 
cerning servitutes (service) there was also usucapio , in the reverse; 
namely, pro libertate (liberty), which means that the servant or 
bondsman had a right to free himself by non usus —namely, 
when during three years he was never put to any work by his 
master he became free. But there was no usucapio by using the 
bondsman, even if for several years: property in him was not 
acquired if he had no other evidence. (See Ltf. Schweppe, 
§305.) According to this, Abraham Krochmal, in his Scholia 
to the Babylonian Talmud (p. 278) maintains that the term “ to 
slaves** in the Mishna in question means that the law of occu¬ 
pancy applies to these slaves themselves; viz., after three years* 
rest from any service to their masters, the slaves become free, 
but not, in accordance with the Gemara, conversely. And so 
he also explains Resh Lakish*s statement (p. 96), “ that the 
law of hazakah does not apply to a living creature,** as un¬ 
changeable, and it seems to us that so it is. 


* The law of occupancy also existed in Persia, but it prescribed no less than 

twenty years. See text, p. 101. 
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CHAPTER VI. 

MlSHNAS 7 . TO VIII. If one sold fruit and it did not sprout, or an ox 
and thereafter it was found a goring one. May the trouble of slaughtering 
and selling the meat be taken into consideration ? If an ox was found killed 
at the side of another pasturing one. Between majority and hazakah, 
which should be preferred (see footnote p. 217) ? All hold the theory of 
majority. If one delivered wheat for grinding to fine meal, but the miller 
did not properly grind it; or if meal were delivered to a baker and he did 
not bake it properly. If one buys fruit, he has to accept a quarter of a kabh 
of dust on a saah. If he sold a cellar of wine, he must accept ten harsh 
barrels on each hundred. If wheat, a quarter of a kabh of peas ; if barley, 
a quarter of chaff; if lentils, of dust. If the buyer has found more than the 
above prescribed quantity. The difference between a cellar and this cellar, 
and also if for keeping was added. May or may not wine which is sold in 
retail stores be considered products of the vine ? If one sells wine, and it 
turns sour. Which wine is considered an old one. If one is proud, he is 
not tolerated even by his family. A commoner who disguises himself in the 
garment of a scholar cannot enter into the habitation of the Holy One, etc. 
If one sells, or a contractor undertakes to build, a wedding or a widow 
house. A groom who resides in the house of his father-in-law is lighter 
than bran, and still lighter is an invited guest who brings with him an 
uninvited one, and still lighter is he who answers before hearing the 
question. If one wishes to build a stable. If one possesses a well, situated 
on the other side of his neighbor’s house, or a garden inside of his neigh¬ 
bor’s. If there was a public thoroughfare through one’s field, etc. If one 
sells a place for digging a grave, or an undertaker makes a place for one, 
the inside of the cave must be four by six, etc., .... 215-230 

CHAPTER VII. 

MlSHNAS 7 . to VI. I sell you earth of the size whereon one kur can 
be sown, etc., or measured with a line. In case the buyer has to make 
return, it shall be in money. If the seller said " the size of a kur,” without 
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any addition, how is the law? "I sell you the estate/’ with a measure¬ 
ment a trifle more or less; or, ‘‘this estate . . . with its marks and 

boundaries.” If two versions of the seller contradict each other, which is to 
be considered ? The difference in opinion of the Amoraim in the explanation 
of Mishna IV. R. Papa bought an estate said to be twenty saahs—after it 
was measured it was found only fifteen. To two brothers who had divided 
their inheritance came a third brother (of whose existence they were not 
previously aware). If brothers divided their inheritance, and a creditor of 
their father came and took away the share of one of them. If the members 
of the court differ in the amount, upon appraisement brought before them. 
** I sell you the half of the field ” ; “ The southern half of this field,”etc.—the 
seller has to give space for a partition, etc., .... 231-240 

CHAPTER VIII. 

Mishna I. There are those who bequeath, and also inherit; others who 
inherit but do not bequeath ; and also those who neither bequeath nor 
inherit. The passage [Num. xxvii. 8] in the Scripture does not correspond 
with all that is taught above. Who were the grandfathers of Pinchos ben 
Elazar on his mother’s side. If one is about to marry, it is advisable for him 
to investigate the character of the bride’s brothers. It is better for one to 
hire himself to Abhada Zarah (idolatry) than to rely upon people that shall 
support him. Abhada Zarah means “ idolatry.” Literally, however, it is 
“ a strange service.” Is the tribe of the mother’s side equal to the tribe of 
the father’s side ? What happened to Janai and Jehudah the second when 
they came together? The husband from his wife. Whence is this deduced ? 
Whence came Pinchos ben Elazar to have a mountain which his father did 
not possess? Whence is it deduced that the husband does not inherit the 
estate to which his wife during her life is only heir apparent ? In the case of 
a gift with the ceremony of a sudarium, whether healthy or sick, what time 
may be given him to retract, ....... 241-255 

MiSHNAS II. TO IV. The order of inheritance is thus, etc. If one 
decides that a daughter shall inherit, when there is a daughter of a son, even 
if he were a prince in Israel, he must not be listened to. What happened to 
Rabban Johanan with the Sadducean ? “ The daughters of Z’lophchod 

have inherited/’ etc. The land of Israel was divided among the ascendants 
from Egypt, and not among their children. Joshua and Caleb inherited the 
shares of the spies. Whence is this deduced? May or may not a disciple 
be honored in the presence of his master ? Why is the order in mentioning 
the daughters of Z’lophchod different in the Scripture ? If a woman 
marries at less than twenty years of age, she bears children until sixty ; but 
when she marries after forty, she does not then bear children. There were 
seven men who encompassed the whole world since its creation until now, 
etc. How was the land of Israel divided—into twelve parts, or among the 
people severally ? The land of Israel will be divided among thirteen tribes. 
A son and a daughter are equal concerning inheritance, etc. How shall 
the double share of the first-born be counted—double as to each brother or 
as to the whole estate. What is the reason that Jacob took away the privi¬ 
lege of the first-born from Reuben and gave it to Joseph ? Jacob’s children, 
who came to Egypt, in sum you find seventy ; however, if you will number 
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them in detail, you will find ‘only sixty-nine. In the case of inheritance of 
a promissory note, the first-born took a double share, etc. A first-born does 
not take a double share in a loan. The Palestinians, however, say he does. 
What is to be done with an estate bequeathed for life only, which the in¬ 
heritor has sold ? A first-born does not inherit property to come in the 
future, and the same is the case with a husband. If the first-born protests 
when his brothers come to improve the estate left by their father, 255-271 

MlSHNAS V. TO VII. A will which is against the law of the Scripture 
must not be listened to ; however, if it is as a gift, it may. " My son is my 
first-born,” he takes a double share ; “ My son is a first-born,” he does not. 
“ Go to Sh’kh’at my son, who is a first-born, whose spittle cures eyes.” If 
two wives of one have born two sons in a secret place which was dark, and 
it is not known who was born first, they may write a power of attorney each 
to the other, etc. If one was known to the people as a first-born, and his 
father said of another, etc. A creditor may collect from bondsmen belong¬ 
ing to orphans for their father’s debt. A second-cousin, a third-cousin, may 
be a witness (according to the law). If one says, “This child shall inherit 
all,” or, “ My wife shall take an equal share with one of my sons,” he is to 
be listened to. If the word “gift” was mentioned in the beginning, etc. 
How is this to be illustrated ? If one wrote, “ The field on the east side 
shall be given to A, and B shall inherit that on the west side,” is title given 
or not ? All that is said in one speech is valid, except as to idolatry. If 
one says : “ A shall inherit my estate,” and he has a daughter, he said noth¬ 
ing ; or, “A shall inherit my estate instead of my daughter,” or, “My 
daughter instead of my son ”—how is the law? A Halakha must not be 
taken for granted from a discussion or from an act, unless one is told to do 
so. Rabbi said : My youth made me presume to contradict Nathan the 
Babylonian. If one bequeath all his estates to his wife, he makes her a 
guardian only. (All that is said above treats of a will by a sick man.) 
How is it if this was done while in good health ? If one has bequeathed 
all his estates to his sons, but has left to his wife a small portion of ground. 
How is it in a similar case when one is in good health ? A sick person 
who has bequeathed all his estate to a stranger, it is to be investigated if the 
latter is in some way fit to be called a direct heir. An inheritance has no 
interruption, and goes direct to the heirs of the inheritor. The rabbis con¬ 
demned one who bequeathed his estate to strangers, leaving out his chil¬ 
dren. What happened to Shamai the elder with Jonathan b. Uziel, 

271-297 

Mishnas VIII. TO XII. “ This is my son,” he is to be trusted ; “ My 
brother,” he is not. If one testify he has divorced his wife, he is to be 
trusted. If a short period of time, can one’s testimony be divided—that 
for the past he should not be trusted, and for the future he should ? If a 
sick person said to witnesses : “Write, and give a mana to so and so,” and 
before they did so he dies. How is it if the same was said by one in good 
health ? If one wishes to bequeath his estate to his children, etc. How if 
he has written “from to-day and after my death” ? If a sudarium is men¬ 
tioned, no matter what version was used, nothing is needed to be added. 
“ My estates are bequeathed to you, and after you to B,” etc. Who is 
called a crafty villain ? To a gift presented by one who is dying, at what 
time is title given ? There was a woman who had a tree on the estate of 
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R. Bibbi b. Abayi, etc. If A said to B, “I give you this ox as a present, 
with the stipulation that you shall return it to me." If a sick man said, “ I 
have a mana with so and so," the witnesses may write this, etc. The Halakha 
prevails that it must not be feared the court will err. The father has the 
right to gather the products bequeathed to his son, etc. If he left grown-up 
and minor sons, the grown ones have no right to derive any benefit on 
account of the minors, etc. How is it if a woman has borrowed money, 
consumed it, and thereafter she married without paying her debt, and 
brought estates with her at marriage ? “ The following is not to be re¬ 

turned in the jubilee year," etc. (p. 310). In some respects the husband 
should be considered as an heir, and in some respects as a buyer, 297-311 

CHAPTER IX. 

Mishnas I. AND II. If one leave sons and daughters, if the inheritance is 
of great worth, the daughters must be supported from it ; if a moderate one, 
the daughters must be supported, and the sons may go a-begging. If the 
estates were of great worth, but there was a promissory note in the hands of 
a creditor. If the deceased left a widow and a daughter, and the estates left 
could support only one of them. If one leave sons, daughters, and an her¬ 
maphrodite. “ If my pregnant wife shall bear a male,” etc. A child of one 
day inherits and bequeaths, etc. All that was said here was taught in the 
city of Sura. In Pumbeditha, however, it was taught otherwise, etc. One 
said, “ I bequeath my estate to the children who shall be born of you by me," 
etc. One said, “ My estate shall be for you and your children." And R. 
Joseph decided : One half of the estate belongs to her, and the other half 
to her children. There was one who had sent home pieces of silk, without 
any order to which member of his household they belonged, . 312-321 

Mishnas III. to VII If one left grown-up and minor sons, and the 
former improved the estate, etc. If one has made the wedding of his son in 
one of his houses, the son acquires title to the house, etc. Three things the 
rabbis enacted as laws without giving any reason. Brothers partners in busi¬ 
ness ; if one of them was taken by the government to work, etc. If one of the 
brothers took two hundred zuz to begin the study of the Torah or to learn 
a trade, etc. Wedding presents may be replevined by the court. If one 
has betrothed a woman and dies before marriage, a virgin collects two 
hundred and a widow one hundred zuz. Five things were said about wed¬ 
ding presents : (a) They may be collected by the court; ( 6 ) they are returned 
at the time when the donator marries, etc. Who is like unto a wealthy man 
who is known to be rich by his many cattle and estates, etc.? The different 
explanations of Prov. xv. 15. If one sends presents to the home of his 
betrothed's father, to the value of one hundred manas, and has partaken of the 
betrothal meal, even for one dinar, they are not to be returned. How is it 
when the presents have improved, etc.? If a sick person had bequeathed all 
his estates to strangers, etc. Three things Achithophel charged his sons, etc. 
If a sick person said : “ A shall reside in such a house," or, “ B shall con¬ 
sume the products of such and such a tree," etc. A sick person who has 
bequeathed all of his estates to strangers, it must be investigated how was 
the case. If a sick person has bequeathed all his estates to strangers and 
thereafter is cured. The expressions, “ He shall take," “shall be rewarded." 
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How shall it be done if he expresses himself: “ A is the one who shall derive 
benefit from my estates"? If a sick person has confessed, “I owe so much 
to so and so," shall it be taken for granted, etc.? In five cases the act of a 
gift is not considered unless the bequeather writes “all my estates." What 
is considered estates ? How is the case with the Holy Scrolls—as they 
must not be sold, are they considered estate or not, etc.? The mother of 
Rami b. Hama bequeathed to him her estates on one evening. The mother 
of R. Amram the Pious possessed a bundle of deeds, etc. Concerning a 
gift in part of a sick person—in one respect it is equal to a gift by one in 
good health, etc. A sick person who has bequeathed all his estates to 
strangers, although made with a sudarium, if he was cured he may retract. 
If one bequeathed first to one and thereafter to another, etc., . 321-345 

Mishna VIII, If in the deed it was not mentioned that he was sick, and 
he claims that he was sick at the time of writing and had a right to retract. 
What kind of evidence is required, etc. It happened in the city of Bene 
Brack, that one sold the estate of his father and died; and his relatives com¬ 
plained that he was not of age when he died. What must be the age of one 
who has the right to sell the estates left him by his father ? How is he to be 
considered during the nineteenth year—nineteen, which is still not of age, or 
twenty ? There was one lad less than twenty, who had sold the estate of his 
father. If a lad of thirteen years and one day presented a gift to some one, 
his act is valid. If one divides his estates verbally, no matter if he was in 
good health or dangerously sick, according to R. Elazar to real estate title 
is given by money, etc. It happened with an inhabitant of the city of Mruni, 
who was in Jerusalem, that he possessed much valuable property which he 
desired to present to different persons, etc. If it happens that a sick person 
divides his estates verbally on the Sabbath, etc. Suppose a house falls upon 
A and his father or on any persons, that one of them has to be bequeather 
and the other inheritor, and it is not known who dies first. If a son has sold 
his share of the inheritance of his father to some one, and dies while the 
father was still alive, and thereafter his father died, the son of the seller has 
a right to take away the goods from the buyer. And this is a complicated 
case in the law of money matters. A son inherits from his mother when 
he is already in the grave, so that his brothers from his father s side should 
inherit from him,. 345-357 


CHAPTER X. 

Mishnas /. TO V, A simple get (document) the witnesses must sign at 
the end of the contents. A folded one, however, the witnesses must sign 
outside, etc. In what place should the witnesses sign a folding document ? 
If the signatures of the witnesses were separated by a space of two lines from 
the writing, the document is invalid ; is it meant with their usual space or 
without ? There was a folding document which came before Rabbi, and he 
said : “There is no date to it," etc. All must be done as is customary in the 
country. If there was only one witness to a simple, etc. If in the document 
was written, “hundred zuz," which make twenty selas, etc. If on the top of 
the document was written “a mana,” and on the bottom “two hundred 
zuz," or vice versa , etc. There was a document in which was written, “six 
hundred and a zuz," etc. There was a toll-master of a bridge who was a 
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Jew who said to Abayi: “ Let the master show me his signature/' etc. A 
divorce may be written by the court for a husband in the absence of his 
w ife—the husband must pay the fees. Documents of arbitrating and all 
other acts of mediating by the court must not be written unless both 
parties are present—at the expense of both. There was a receipt approved 
by Jeremiah b. Abba. However, the same woman came into his court to 
claim her marriage contract several years later, etc. If one has paid a part 
of his debt, and deposited his document with some one. If it happened to 
one that a promissory note became erased, he must find witnesses. The 
approval must be written: "We three, E, F, G, the undersigned, were 
sitting together, and before us was brought by A, the son of B, an erased 
note/’ etc. If one comes before the court claiming that he has lost a promis¬ 
sory note from so and so, etc. If one has presented a gift to his neighbor 
by a deed, if the deed was returned by the beneficiary the gift is considered 
returned. The following is the order of claims before the court. The 
lender comes to the court to complain that the borrower does not pay his 
debt, etc. Concerning deeds, they may write another one without mention¬ 
ing the responsibility of the seller for the estate, etc. There was a woman 
who gave money to one that he might buy estates for her, etc. If one came 
to claim a field saying that he possesses a deed, and also that it was in his 
possession the years of hazakah, etc. If there was any forgery in the docu¬ 
ment, or there were incompetent witnesses, the transferring is not con¬ 
sidered, . 357-379 

Mishnas VI. TO IX. If one has paid a part of his debt, according to 
R. Jehudah the promissory note must be changed. According to R. Jose, 
the lender has to give a receipt for the amount paid. The Halakha prevails 
neither with R. Jehudah nor with R. Jose, etc. If the document was 
written at the date used by the government, and such a date fell on a Sab¬ 
bath or on the Day of Atonement, etc. It happened with R. Itz’hak b. 
Joseph, who had money with R. Abba, etc. Abba said to his scribe : 
“ When it shall happen that you have to write a document with a later date, 
you must write as follows : This document was postdated by us for a cer¬ 
tain reason,” etc. If one holds a promissory note for a hundred zuz, and 
requests that it shall be rewritten in two notes each of fifty zuz, etc. If 
there were two brothers, one rich and one poor, and they inherited from 
their father a bath-house, or an olive-press house, if for business they must 
share equally ; but if for private use, etc. If there are two persons who bear 
one and the same name, they cannot give promissory notes to each other, 
nor to any of the inhabitants. If a promissory note was paid, etc. If one 
(while struggling with death) says to his son: “ A promissory note among 
the notes I possess is paid, but I do not remember which," etc. If one 
made a loan to his neighbor through a surety, he must not collect first from 
the surety, etc. Whether a surety has to pay or not, R. Jehudah and R. Jose 
differ, etc. If the surety said : “ Lend to this man, and I am the surety," etc. 
If the expression was, “Give to him, and I will return you," then has the 
lender nothing to do with the borrower. There was a judge who trans¬ 
ferred the estate of the borrower to the lender, before the lender had de¬ 
manded his money from the borrower, etc. There was a surety for orphans 
who had paid the lender before he notified the orphans. If one was put 
under the ban because he declined to pay his debts. If the promissory 
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note of the deceased was in the hands of the surety, who claims to have paid 
the lender, etc. There was a surety for a deceased debtor to a heathen, 
who paid the heathen before he had demanded his debt from the orphans. 
If one made himself surety to a woman for a marriage contract, etc. A sick 
person who has consecrated'all his estates, and at the same time said : “So 
and so has a mana with me,” he may be trusted. A sick person who said: 
“ A has a mana with me,” and thereafter the orphans claimed that they have 
paid, they are to be trusted. If one borrows money on a promissory 
note, the lender has a right to collect from encumbered estates. If it hap¬ 
pen that a creditor sees his debtor in the market, grapples him by the throat, 
and one passes by and says, “Leave him alone, I will pay,” he is neverthe¬ 
less free, because the loan was made not upon his surety. Biblically there 
is no difference between a loan on a document and by word of mouth, and 
it should be collected from encumbered estates. A verbal loan is not col¬ 
lectible—neither from heirs nor from buyers. If the surety signed before 
the signatures, it may be collected from encumbered estates. Only a surety 
in the presence of the court is free from a sudarium, but all others are not, 
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(PART II.) 

CHAPTER VI. 

RULES AND REGULATIONS CONCERNING THE SALE OF SEEDS WHICH 
BECOME SPOILED, THE QUANTITY OF DUST WHICH MAY OR MAY 
NOT BE ACCEPTED IN THE MEASURES OF GRAIN AND FRUIT, 
AND WINE WHICH BECOMES SOUR AFTER SALE BEFORE DELIVERY. 

-CONCERNING CONTRACTORS FOR HOUSES AND STABLES, WELLS 

AND GARDENS SITUATED IN NEIGHBORS* PROPERTIES OR PUB¬ 
LIC THOROUGHFARES IN PRIVATE GROUND, AND CONCERNING 
GRAVES AND CAVES FOR BURYING. 

MISHNA I .: If one sold fruit or grain (without any stipu¬ 
lation), and the buyer sowed it but it did not sprout, even if 
this were seed of flax, the seller is not responsible. R. Simeon 
b. Gamaliel, however, maintains that if he sold seeds for gardens, 
which could not be used for eating, the seller is responsible. 

GEMARA: It was taught: If one sold an ox, and there¬ 
after it was found it was a goring one, the sale is void accord¬ 
ing to Rabh. Samuel, however, said: The seller may say: “ I 
sold it to you for slaughtering/* Let us see: If the buyer 
was one of those that buy for slaughtering (e.g., a butcher), why 
then should the sale be void according to Rabh? And if he 
was one who buys for working purposes ( c.g ., a farmer), why 
should the sale be valid according to Samuel? It treats of one 
who buys for both purposes (c.g., if he was both a farmer and a 
butcher). But even then, let us see the amount he paid for 
it, from which we can judge whether he bought for slaughter¬ 
ing or for work. It treats of where the meat has increased in 
price to the extent of the value of an ox for working. If so, 
what is the difference (the buyer gets the full value for his 
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money in any case)? The difference is, if the trouble of 
slaughtering and selling the meat should be taken into con¬ 
sideration (according to Rabh it should, and therefore the sale 
is void; and according to Samuel it should not). Again, let us 
see how Avas the case. If the seller has no cash to return, why, 
according to Rabh, should the sale be void, so that the buyer 
has to return the ox? Let him keep the ox for his money; as 
people say: “ If you keep something in hand belonging to your 
debtor, even if it is bran, take the trouble to make money by it.” 
It means when the seller is not lacking in cash. According to 
Rabh, the sale is void because the majority must always be 
taken into consideration, and the majority of cattle-buyers are 
traders; and Samuel maintains that only in prohibitory laAvs 
the majority is to be taken into consideration, but not in money 
matters. 

Come and hear an objection from the following (First Gate, 
V., Mishna I.): “ Should an ox gore a cow and the new-born 
calf be found dead at her side, and it be not known,” etc. (see 
there, end of the Mishna, p. 106). Now, according to the 
theory of our Mishna, the decision of the cited Mishna would 
not be correct, as the majority of cattle should be taken into 
consideration, which conceive and bring forth living offspring. 
Hence the dead one found at her side is dead because of the 
goring. Why, then, is it considered doubtful there? The 
doubt was, if the ox gored the cow in front, so that the prema¬ 
ture birth took place because of terror before goring, or if 
the cow was gored in the back, and the premature birth was 
occasioned by the goring, and therefore the extent of the injury 
is considered doubtful. And there is a rule that such be 
divided. 

Shall we assume that the point of difference between Rabh 
and Samuel is the same as that in which the Tanaim of the 
following Boraitha differ? “ If an ox was pasturing and an¬ 
other one was found killed at his side, although investigation 
shows that the death occurred from goring, and the pasturing 
ox was vicious in goring, or the death occurred from biting, 
and the pasturing ox was vicious in biting, it is still uncertain 
that this ox has gored or bitten the other.” R. Aha, however, 
said: If there was found a camel killed at the side of a biting 
camel, although the latter was not yet vicious, it must be taken 
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for a certainty that he killed the other. The schoolmen thought 
majority and hazakah * identical; for as a goring or a biting 
animal has a hazakah to gore, bite, and kill, it is to be taken for 
a certainty that the gored or bitten one found at his side was 
killed by him, and the same is the case with the majority. 

Is it not to assume that Rabh holds with R. Aha, and Samuel 
with the first Tana? 

Nay! Rabh may say: My decision is correct, even in accord¬ 
ance with the first Tana of the cited Boraitha, as the reason of his 
decision is not majority, but hazakah— i.c., there was not a 
majority of vicious oxen, but one, which had a habit (hazakah) 
of goring or biting, as hazakah and majority are not identical; 
but if there should be a majority, it would be taken into con¬ 
sideration. And, also, Samuel may say: My decision is correct, 
even in accordance with R. Aha, as his reason is the habit 
(hazakah) of that animal Which was found near, and a majority 
would not be taken into consideration. 

Come and hear an objection from our Mishna, which states 
that the seller is not responsible, even for seeds of flax. Does 
not the term “ even ” mean, although the majority is for sow¬ 
ing, and nevertheless it is not taken into consideration ? Hence 
it opposes Rabh? In this point the Tanaim of the following 
Boraitha differ: “ If one sold fruit, and the buyer has sown 
it but it did not sprout, if it was garden seed, which could not 
be used for eating, he is responsible; but if it was seed of 
flax, he is not.” R. Jose, however, said that the seller has to 
return to the buyer the value of the seed, as the majority buy 
it for sowing only. The sages, however, answered him: There 
are many who buy it for other purposes. 

But who of the Tanaim in this Boraitha hold not the theory 
of majority? Shall we assume that it means R. Jose; and the 
sages answered him that there are many people who buy seeds, 
etc. ? Then all of them hold the theory of majority, but one 
takes into consideration the majority of the seed (i.c., the major¬ 
ity of seed which is bought for sowing, and the other the 
majority of men)? Therefore we must say that it means, the 
difference of opinion between the first Tana and R. Jose, or the 
difference of opinion between the first Tana and the sages, 


* The translation of “ hazakah ” is chiefly “ occupancy ” ; however, this term is 
applicable to everything which is the habit of persons, animals, etc. 
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who answered him ( i.e ., the statement in the Boraitha, “ and 
they said to him,” means the first Tana, not R. Jose). 

The rabbis taught: “ The seller has to return to the buyer 
the value of the seed, but not the expenses for ploughing, 
sowing, etc.; according to others, however, the expenses also.” 
Who are the others? Said R. Hisda: R. Simeon b. Gamaliel. 
Which R. Simeon b. Gamaliel? Shall we assume from our 
Mishna, which states that for seeds which could not be used for 
eating, he is responsible, and from the first Tana’s statement, 
that the seller is not responsible for seeds of flax, that it is to be 
inferred for seeds of flax only, but for other seeds which cannot 
be used for eating, the Tana is also of the opinion that the seller 
is responsible? Then they do not differ at all. Therefore it 
must be said that they differ in the expenses, the first Tana hold¬ 
ing the seller must return the value of the seeds only, and R. 
Simeon all the expenses also (and so R. Hisda means R. Simeon 
of our Mishna). But perhaps the reverse is the case—R. 
Simeon holds the value of the seeds only, while the first Tana 
holds the expenses also? This presents no difficulty; for as 
usual the second Tana adds something. But perhaps the en¬ 
tire Mishna is in acordance with R. Simeon and is not com¬ 
plete, but should read thus: If one sells fruits and they were 
sown and did not sprout, even if they were seeds of flax, he is 
not responsible. Such is the decree of R. Simeon b. Gamaliel, 
who holds that only for garden seeds that cannot be used for 
eating the seller is responsible. Therefore we must say that 
R. Hisda means R. Simeon b. Gamaliel of the following 
Boraitha: “If one delivered wheat for grinding of fine meal, 
but the miller did not properly grind it, but made it into bruised 
grain or bran; or if meal were delivered to a baker and he did 
not bake it properly, but when he took it out it fell to pieces; or 
if an ox were delivered to a slaughterer, and he made it illegal, 
each of these persons is responsible, as they are considered 
bailees for hire.” R. Simeon b. Gamaliel said, that they not 
only have to pay the damages, but also for the shame of the 
owner in the eyes of the guests who were invited to the meal, 
as well as for the shame of the guests themselves; and so the 
same R. Simeon used to say: There was a great custom in 
Jerusalem, if one ordered a banquet for guests, and the host 
spoiled it, he had to pay for his own shame, and for the shame 
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of the guests. There was also another great custom in Jerusa¬ 
lem : “ a flag was put at the door where a banquet was to be 
given, and the invited guests had to enter only when the flag 
was still at the door, but when it was taken off they were not 
to enter any more.” 

MISHNA II .: If one buys fruit, he has to accept a quarter 
of a kabh of dust on a saah; of dry figs, he has to accept ten 
wormy ones in a hundred; on a cellar of wine, he must accept 
ten harsh ones on each hundred; if he sells him earthen jugs 
made in Sharon he has to accept ten unglazed ones on each 
hundred. 

GEMARA: R. K’tina taught: By a quarter of a kabh of 
dust is meant peas, but not earth proper. Is that so? Did not 
Rabba b. Hyya Ktuspha’h say in the name of Rabba: If one 
has cleaned off little stones from the barn of his neighbor he 
has to pay him the value of wheat (i.e., as if they were there, 
he may put them in the measure, but to put them intentionally 
he is not allowed) ? Peas, he has to accept a quarter of a kabh 
on a saah, but dust he has also to accept, although a less quan¬ 
tity. You say less than a quarter of dust, but did not the fol¬ 
lowing Boraitha state: “ If one sells wheat, he has to accept a 
quarter of a kabh of peas on a saah; if barley, a quarter of chaff 
on a saah; and if lentils, a quarter of dust.” Is it not to assume 
that a quarter of dust is to be accepted for wheat and barley 
also? With lentils it is different, because they are not cut, but 
torn out from earth, and therefore usually a great deal of 
dust remains with them, which is not the case with wheat 
and barley; but if it is so, infer from this that for wheat and 
barley no dust must be accepted at all, while it is stated above 
that less than a kabh is to be accepted? Nay, from the state¬ 
ment that for lentils he has to accept a quarter nothing is to be 
inferred; this being stated, lest one say because there is usually 
much dust more than this quantity is to be accepted, it comes to 
teach us that it is not so. 

R. Huna said: If the buyer has found more than the above 
prescribed quantity and sieves it, he may sieve the whole quan¬ 
tity he bought, without leaving any dust at all, and the seller 
has to fill the measure without allowing for the prescribed quan¬ 
tity. According to some it is the strict law, as usually one 
gives his money for clean fruit, but if for a trifle of dust, as 
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much as a quarter of a kabh on a saah, the buyer is not very 
particular and does not take the trouble to sieve it ; but in our 
case, when he is compelled to trouble himself with sieving, he 
may make the whole fruit extremely clean; and according to 
others, it is a fine, as usually no more than a quarter of a kabh 
ought to be found in a saah, and when there was found more, 
it is presumed that the seller put it in intentionally, and therefore 
he is fined by the rabbis. 

Come and hear an objection from the following Boraitha: 
“ If a planter undertakes to plant a field with fruit trees, the 
owner of it must accept empty space for ten trees on each 
hundred, but if, however, it was found empty for more than 
this, he has to plant trees on the whole empty space.” Hence 
is R. ITuna’s above statement law? Said R. Huna b. R. 
Jehoshua: This is not a support to R. Huna, as an empty place 
for more than ten trees is to be considered as a separate field, 
and the planter who undertook to plant the owner’s fields is 
to be considered as if he had to begin the planting in this empty 
field, and therefore he has to plant the whole field, which case 
is not similar to that of R. Huna. 

“If he sold a cellar of wine” etc. Let us see how is the 
case. Whether the seller said to the buyer, “ I sell you 
a cellar of wine ” or “ this cellar of wine,” it is a difficulty from 
the following Boraitha. “ If he said ‘ I sell you a cellar of 
wine/ all of it must be good; if ‘ this cellar of wine/ he must 
give him wine which is sold in the retail stores; but if he 
said, ‘l sell you this cellar/ even if it was found to be all vinegar, 
the sale is valid.” Our Mishna speaks of the case wherein the 
seller said, “ a cellar of wine,” and there is no contradiction of 
the cited Boraitha as it should read, and the buyer has to accept 
the ten spoiled ones in the hundred. But has not R. Hyya 
taught: If one sells a barrel of wine, he must give the buyer all 
good wine? With one barrel it is different, as a barrel contains 
only one kind of wine; but has not R. Z’bid in the name of the 
school of R. Ossiah taught in “ a cellar of wine ” all must be 
good, in “ the cellar of wine ” the seller must give the buyer 
all good wine, but the latter must accept ten bad in the hun¬ 
dred ; and this is the word Outcar (“ treasure of wine ”) which 
the sages have taught in our Mishna? Therefore it must be 
said that our Mishna treats of the case wherein the seller said 
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“ this cellar,” and the contradiction from the above Boraitha 
in the case, if “ this cellar,” presents no difficulty, as R. Z’bid 
says, if the seller told the buyer, “ I sell you wine for keeping,” 
and the Boraitha says the words “ for keeping ” were not said, 
and therefore (the Halakha prevails thus) if the seller said, “ a 
cellar of wine for keeping,” all of it must be good; if “ this cellar 
of wine for keeping,” the buyer must accept ten in the hun¬ 
dred; if “ this cellar of wine,” without the addition “ for keep¬ 
ing,” the seller may give the buyer wine that is sold in retail 
stores. 

The schoolmen propounded a question; How is it if the 
seller said, “ a cellar of wine,” without the addition “ for keep¬ 
ing”? On this point R. Aha and Rabhina differ. According 
to one the buyer has to accept ten in the hundred, and accord¬ 
ing to the other he has not, the one who says “ he must accept ” 
inferring it from R. Z’bid, who states in the case of “ a cellar of 
wine,” all of it must be good, and it was explained above that 
he speaks of the case in which the seller added “ for keeping,” 
from which it is to be inferred that if these words were not 
added, the buyer must accept; and the other, who says the 
buyer must not, infers from the above Boraitha, which states 
in the case of “ a cellar of wine ” all of it must be good; and it 
was explained above that the Boraitha treats of the case 
wherein “ for keeping ” was not said. But to him who infers 
from R. Z’bid, is not the Boraitha contradictory? He may say 
the Boraitha is not completed, but should read thus: This is 
said, if the seller told the buyer “ for keeping,” but if not, the 
buyer must accept, and if the seller said “ this cellar of wine ” 
without any addition, he may give the buyer wine which is sold 
in the stores; but to him who infers from the Boraitha, is not 
R. Z’bid contradictory who, as explained, said that the seller 
told the buyer the wine was “ for keeping ”? He may say that 
the same is the case if the seller did not say “ for keeping,” 
and the above explanation was only in order that the Boraitha 
and R. Z’bid might not contradict each other; in reality, how¬ 
ever, R. Z’bid does not agree with the Boraitha. 

R. Jehudah said: On wine which is sold in stores the usual 
benediction may be made. (The benediction is, “ Blessed be 
Thou the Lord our God King of the Universe who hast created 
the products of the vine,”) and R. Jehudah means to say that 
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although the wine in stores is usually bad, it is still called the 
product of the vine. R. Hisda, however, said: What have we 
to do with such a wine (f.c., how can such wine be called a 
product of the vine) ? 

An objection was raised: In the case of moulded bread and 
sour wine, and any dish of which the appearance is spoiled, the 
benediction should be “ That all is created by His words ” 
(hence it contradicts R. Jehudah). Said R. Z’bid: R. Jehudah 
admits that over wine made of kernels, which is usually sold 
on the corners of streets, the right benediction may be said. 
Said Abayi to R. Joseph: “There is R. Jehudah, and there is 
R. Hisda, each of them with his opinion; I would like to know 
how is yours, master?” And he answered, “I am aware of 
the following Boraitha: ‘ If one examine a barrel of wine for 
the purpose of separating heave-offering from it, for all others, 
and he did so for a month or two, and thereafter it was found 
that the wine turned into vinegar, three days is considered cer- 
tain, and further on doubtful/ How is this to be understood? 
Said R. Johanan thus: The first three days from the examina¬ 
tion it is to be considered certainly wine, and thereafter it is 
to be considered doubtful. Why so? Because usually wine 
becomes sour from the top, and when he tasted it, it was not 
sour, and if you say it had become sour immediately after he 
tasted it, the smell only was vinegar-like, but the taste still 
of wine (as the sages had a tradition that less than three days 
from the beginning it becomes not vinegar) and such is con¬ 
sidered wine. R. Jehoshua b. Levi, however, said that all he 
separated in the last three days is certainly vinegar, but pre¬ 
vious to that it is doubtful. Why so? Because usually wine 
begins to turn sour from the bottom, and maybe when he 
tasted it it was sour already, of which he was not aware; and 
even should I admit that wine begins to turn sour from the 
top, my decision is still correct as it may be that it began to 
turn sour immediately after being tasted, and I hold that if it 
smells of vinegar, though the taste is still of wine, it must be 
considered vinegar ” (hence according to R. Jehoshua b. Levi 
the wine which is sold in stores is not considered wine at all, and 
according to R. Johanan it is considered wine). 

The sages of the South taught in the name of R. Jehoshua b. 
Levi thus: The first three days it should be considered as wine, 
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the last three clays as vinegar, and in the days between as doubt¬ 
ful. But does this statement not contradict itself? The first 
three days it certainly is wine, hence if the smell is of vinegar and 
the taste of wine, it is considered wine; and thereafter they said, 
the last three days it is certainly vinegar, from which it is to be 
inferred that if the smell is of vinegar and the taste of wine, it 
is considered vinegar. The case was that it was found wholly 
strong vinegar, and it is stated above that it takes no less than 
three days after it turns sour to become wholly vinegar; .hence 
it is to be supposed that in the last three days it was already 
vinegar. However, according to which of these two was the 
conclusion of R. Joseph? In this, also, R. Mari and R. Z'bid 
differ, one saying that his conclusion was in accordance with 
R. Johanan, and the other saying it was in accordance with R. 
Jehoshua b. Levi. 

It was taught: If one sells a barrel of wine and it turns 
sour, according to Rabh the first three days it is considered 
under the control of the seller, and thereafter “ it is considered 
under the control of the buyer.” Samuel, however, maintains 
that the seller is not responsible even when it was still in his 
barrel, as this is to be considered the fate of the buyer. 

R. Joseph acted in accordance with Rabh concerning beer 
of dates, and according to Samuel with wine, the Halakha, ac¬ 
cording to Samuel, however, prevails in every respect.* 

MISHNA III .: If one sells wine and it turns sour, the seller 
is not responsible; if, however, it was known that the nature of 
his wine was to turn sour (and the buyer was not aware of it), 
the sale is void. If he said, “ I sell you wine, prepared with 
spices, in good order,” the wine must remain in good order 
until the feast of Pentecost. (Afterward it may become spoiled 
by heat.) If the seller sold the buyer old wine, it must be from 
last year; and if he said “ very old,” it must be aged not less 
than three years. 

GEMARA: Said R. Jose b. Hanina: All this is said of the 
case wherein it was delivered to the buyer in his own jugs; 
but if it was placed in the jugs of the seller, the buyer might 
say: “ Here are your jugs and your wine.” Why then may not 


* The text treats concerning the benedictions on wine, beer, etc., for which the 
proper place is the Tract Benediction, and to which it will be transferred 
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the seller claim: You ought not to keep it so long? It means 
that while selling, the seller told the buyer “ for keeping.” But 
what compels R. Jose to such a difficult interpretation, in which 
the jugs were the buyer’s, and the seller says “ for keeping”? 
Why is it not simply said that the jugs were the seller’s and he 
said nothing? Said Rabha: It is because the further state¬ 
ment of the Mishna, “ that if it was known that the nature of 
the seller’s wine was to turn sour the sale is void ” was a diffi¬ 
culty to him. Why, then, let the seller claim he ought not to 
keep it so long? We must then say, that the Mishna treats of 
the case wherein the seller told the buyer “ for keeping ” (he 
therefore interpreted the whole Mishna, that such was the 
stipulation), and infer from this that so it is. He, however, 
differs with R. Hyya b. Joseph, who said that the fate of one 
causes the spoiling of his wine; as it is written [Habakkuk, 
ii. 5] : “ And even the wine of a proud man rebels.” 

Said R. Mari : If one is proud, he is not tolerated even by 
his family, as the above verse reads “ the proud man whose 
house will not stand,” which is to say that he is not tolerated 
by his household. R. Jehudah in the name of Rabh said: A 
commoner who disguises himself in the garment of a scholar, 
cannot enter into the habitation of the Holy One, blessed be 
He; and this is deduced from an analogy of expression, Nvic, 
which is to be found in Ex. xv. 13. The Hebrew expression in 
the above cited verse is also Y'nvic (literally, “ dwelling,” “ in¬ 
habit ”). 

Rabha said: “ If one sells a barrel of wine to a storekeeper 
(with the stipulation that he shall sell it at retail and then pay 
the owner), and a half or a third of the wine turns sour, the law 
is that the seller must accept the return of his wine; and this is 
said only in case the faucet was not changed by the storekeeper, 
but if it was changed and placed near to yeast, there is no 
responsibility, and there is also no responsibility if the store¬ 
keeper kept the wine over the market day.” He said again: 
“ If one has accepted wine for half interest, with the intention of 
taking it to the suburb of Dwulchpht (where usually wine is 
dear), and by the time it reached there the price was lowered, 
the law is that the owner has to accept the return of the 
wine.” The schoolmen propounded a question: How is it 
when the same was vinegar? Said R. Hillel to R. Ashi: 
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When we were at R. Kahana’s he said to us, the same is the case 
with vinegar, as he agrees with R. Jose b. Hanina’s statement 
above. 

“ Old zvinc,” etc. A Boraitha in addition to our Mislma 
states that if it was said, “ very old wine, it must keep its good 
quality until the feast of tabernacle in the third year.” 

MISHNA IV . : If one sells to one a place for the purpose 
of building a wedding-house for his son or a widow-house for 
his daughter, and the same is the case if a contractor under¬ 
takes to build such for him, the size must be not less than four 
ells in length by six in breadth; such is the decree of R. Aqiba. 
R. Ishmael, however, maintains that this is the size of a stable. 
If one wishes to build a stable for cattle, he builds it four by 
six. The smallest house is no less than six by eight, a large 
one eight by ten, and a triclinum (restaurant) ten by ten, and 
the height must be a half of its length and of its width. An 
example of this, said R. Simeon b. Gamaliel, was the building 
of the Temple. 

GEMARA: Why does the Mishna state “ a wedding-house 
for his son and a widow-house for his daughter ” ? Let it state 
a wedding or a widow house for his son or daughter. The 
Mishna incidentally teaches us that it is not a good custom for 
a son-in-law to dwell with his father-in-law, as it is written in 
the book of Ben Sira: “ I have weighed everything on the 
scale and did not find a thing to be lighter than bran; however, 
a groom who resides in the house of his father-in-law is lighter 
than bran, and still lighter than he is an invited guest who brings 
with him an uninvited companion, and still lighter is the one 
who answers before he has heard thoroughly the question, as it 
is written [Prov. xviii. 13]: 'When one returneth an answer 
before he understandeth (the question), it is a folly unto him 
and a shame/ ” 

“If one ?c fishes to build a stable ,” etc. Who said this? Ac¬ 
cording to some, R. Aqiba himself, and he said so; and although 
this is the size of a stable for cattle, it nevertheless happens that 
human beings live in such a building (and as the seller or the 
contractor did not stipulate the size, the minimum may be 
taken). Others say R. Ishmael taught this saying: That if 
one wishes to build a stable, it is the size of four by six. 

“ Triclinum ,” etc. There is a Boraitha: For a quantir , 
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twelve ells square is needed. What does it mean? A fore 
yard ? 

“ An example of this” etc. Who taught this? Some say 
R. Simeon b. Gamaliel, and it should read thus: Whence is 
this deduced? Said R. Simeon b. Gamaliel: All must be 
judged according to the building of the Temple, and some say 
that the first Tana taught an example of it (and he was about to 
finish his statement with “ the building of the Temple/’ but 
R. Simeon b. Gamaliel interrupted him saying:) Do you want 
to compare all common buildings with the building of the 
Temple; do all people build such buildings? 

We have learned in a Boraitha: Anonymous teachers say 
the height must be not less than the length of the crossbeams 
of the ceiling. But why not say, simply, the height must be 
as the width? If you wish, it may be said that usually a house 
is wider at the top than at the bottom; and if you wish, it may 
be said that, because the ends of the beams are placed in the 
enclosures of the wall, they are longer than the width of the 
house. 

MISHNA V .: If one possesses a well, situated on the other 
side of his neighbor’s house (by inheritance, or even bought 
from him with a path), so that when water is needed he must 
pass through the house, he may enter and leave at the time 
people usually enter and leave. However, he is not allowed to 
take his cattle to the well, but he has to take water for them 
outside of the house and water them. The owner of the well, 
as well as the owner of the house, has a right to put a lock on it. 

GEMARA: A lock on what? Said R. Johanan: Both 
locks may be put on the well. It is right that the owner of the 
well should put a lock on his well, so that no one can use the 
water; but for what purpose should the owner of the house 
put a lock on it? Said R. Elazar: Lest his neighbor, while 
passing his house to the well in his absence, should remain 
' alone with his wife. 

MISHNA VI .: If one has a garden inside of his neighbor’s 
garden, he may enter and leave only when people are wont to 
do so. He must not take buyers with him to his garden, and 
he also has no right to pass through his neighbor’s garden for 
the purpose of entering another field conjoining this one, when 
he has no business in his own garden; and only the owner of 
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the outside garden has a right to sow the path. If, however, 
a path was designated to him by court, on the side, with the 
consent of both parties, then he may enter and leave whenever 
he pleases and may also take with him buyers; however, the 
right to pass through to another field is not given, and neither 
of them has the right to sow the path. 

GEMARA: R. Jehudah in the name of Samuel said: If 
one says, “ I sell you a place of one ell for digging a well to 
water your dry land,” it must contain the width of two ells, and 
he also has to add him two ells from his field to the edges of 
the well, on which to erect walls to prevent the overflow of 
the water; and if he said, “ I sell you an ell for making a sewer,” 
it must be one ell wide and one-half ell to each edge. But who 
has a right to sow the edges (while the walls were not as yet 
made)? R. Jehudah in the name of Samuel said: The owner 
of the field; and R. Nhaman in the name of Samuel said: The 
owner of the field may plant trees there, but not sow it, as 
by sowing he harms the water. 

R. Jehudah in the name of Samuel said again: If the walls 
of a channel fall, the owner of it may repair it from the material 
of the field upon which the walls were placed; as certainly they 
fall on the same field where they were placed (but the material 
was scattered by the wind all over the field). R. Papa, how¬ 
ever, opposed, saying that the owner of the field may claim that 
the water of “ your well has underwashed the material and 
caused it to fall ”; therefore he gave another reason, that such 
a stipulation must have been in existence when he hired that 
place, for otherwise he would not have wasted his money. 

MISHNA VII .: If there was a public thoroughfare through 
one's field and he took it for himself and designated another 
one at the side of his field, what he has given is considered the 
public’s, and to that which he took for himself he does not 
acquire title. If one sells a path in his field for a private thor¬ 
oughfare it must be four ells, for the public it must be no less 
than sixteen. A way for the government has no limit. The 
way for carrying a corpse to the grave has also no limit; how¬ 
ever, the space where the people stand for condoling was deter¬ 
mined by the judges of Ziboras of a space where four kabhs 
may be sown. 

GEMARA: Why should he not acquire title to that thor- 
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oughfare he took for himself, when he designated another one 
for the public; let him take a stick with which to drive off in¬ 
truders, or do you want to infer from this that one cannot take 
the law in his own hands, even when he suffered damage? Said 
R. Zebid in the name of Rabha: It is to be feared that if this 
would be allowed, one would give to the public a crooked way; 
but R. Mesharshia in the name of Rabha said that our Mishna 
treats of a case wherein the owner of the field has designated 
such. R. Ashi, however, maintains that a way which is placed 
at one side is considered crooked, because it is near to one who 
resides near to this side, while it is far to him who resides on 
the other side, (and therefore he does not acquire title) to that 
which he took. But let him say to the public, “ take your way 
and return mine ” (and the Mishna states what he has given is 
lost). It is in accordance with R. Eliezer of the following 
Boraitha: “ R. Jehudah said in the name of R. Eliezer, if the 
public has chosen a way for itself, what was done remains.” 
But may the public be robbers, according to R. Eliezer? Said 
R. Gid’l in the name of Rabh: He speaks in case the public has 
lost a way in this field (i.c., some time ago there was a thorough¬ 
fare which afterwards was lost). If so, why then said Rabba 
b. R. Huna in the name of Rabh that the Halakha does not pre¬ 
vail with R. Eliezer? The one who has taught this statement 
was net aware of the other statement (i.e., R. Gid’l does not 
approve the statement of Rabba b. R. Huna in the name of 
Rabh). But according to Rabba b. R. Huna, what is the reason 
of our Mishna’s statement, that of R. Jehuda, who said above 
(p. 145) that a path of which the public took charge must not 
be spoiled? By which act did the public acquire title to the 
thoroughfare, according to R. Eliezer? By passing, as we have 
learned in the following Boraitha: If one passed (in an owner¬ 
less field) on its length and breadth he acquired title to the 
place he has passed, so is the decree of R. Eliezer. The sages, 
however, maintain that passing has no effect at all, and title is 
not acquired unless he makes a hazakah. Said R. Elazar: 
The reason of R. Eliezer is the following verse [Genesis, 
xiii. 17]: “ Arise, walk through the land in the length of it 
and in the breadth of it, for unto thee I will give it.” The 
sages say this cannot be taken for a support, however, as 
Abraham was beloved by Heaven, and it was said to him for 
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the purpose of making easier for his children the subjection of 
the land. Said R. Jose b. Hanina: The sages admit to R. 
Eliezer in case of a footpath between vineyards, because it was 
made for passing, title is also given by passing. When such 
a case came before R. Itz'hak b. Ami he decided that the plain¬ 
tiff should get a footpath upon which he should be able to carry 
a bundle of branches on his shoulders, which in turning here 
and there should not touch the walls. But this is said in a case 
wherein the places for the walls are not yet designated; but if 
they were, the space should be given him, so as to put one foot 
after the other. 

“ For a private” etc. There is a Boraitha: Anonymous 
teachers say: “ As much as an ass with its load could pass.” 
The judges of the exile said: Two cubits and a half. And R. 
Huna said: The Halakha prevails with them. But did not R. 
Huna say elsewhere that the Halakha prevails with the anony¬ 
mous teachers? The limit of both is ” equal.” 

“A public thoroughfare is sixteen ells.” The rabbis taught: 
A private way is four ells, a way from one city to the other is 
eight ells, a public way is sixteen ells, and the way to the cities 
of refuge (Num. xxxv. 11) thirty-two. [Said R. Huna: 
Whence is this deduced? From the Scripture (Deut. xix. 3): 
“ The way to them.” It should be “ a way,” and the word “ the ” 
makes it double.] The way of the government has no limit, 
as the king has the right to erect partitions, houses, and no 
one has a right to prevent him, and the way for burying a corpse 
has no limit, because of the honor of the dead.* 

MISHNA VIII.: If one sells a place for digging a grave, 
or an undertaker makes a grave for one, the inside of the cave 
must be four by six, and opening into it eight niches for 
coffins, three on each side and two at the top and bottom. The 
length of the niches is four ells, the height seven spans, and the 
width six. R. Simeon, however, said: The inside of the cave 
must be six by eight, the niches must be thirteen, four on each 
side, three on the upper side, and one on the right side of the 
door and one on the left. He also makes a fore yard at the 
mouth of the cave six ells square, as much as the coffin with 
its carrier needs. He also has to open to this fore yard two 

* The continuation of the text about graves and condolence, etc., we have trans¬ 
ferred to Tract Great Mourning, page 60. 
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caves from two sides. R. Simeon, however, said four to all its 
four sides. R. Simeon b. Gamaliel, however, maintains that all 
must be done according to the rock ( i.e ., if the earth is soft 
more niches could be made, but if rocky the number must be 
limited accordingly). 

GEMARA: The two niches which R. Simeon requires, one 
on the right side of the door, etc., how shall he dig them? 
If their length should be dug from the wall of the cave under the 
fore yard, then they will be trodden down; furthermore, there 
is a Mishna to the effect that one who stands in the yard of a 
grave is clean, but if the niches should be dug under the yard 
the one who stands above would not be clean. Said R. Jose 
b. R. Hanina: He made the niches like an upright bolt; i.e., 
placed the bodies in an upright position. But did not R. 
Johanan say that asses are buried in like manner? According 
to him, the niches should be made in the corners. But then 
each of them would come in contact with the other. Said R. 
Ashi: If he makes those in the corners deeper (according to 
R. Simeon, who said that four niches must be on each side), if 
they were all equally dug they would come in contact. It must* 
be said that he digs some of them deeper, and the same may be 
said here.* R. Huna b. R. Jehoshuah, however, maintains that 
he makes the niches crooked. (Says the Gemara:) This state¬ 
ment does not hold, as according to it he would have to make 
eight inches in the space of eleven and one-fifth ells, which is 
impossible.f 


* The text is so complicated here that the commentators have to make many illus¬ 
trations, and after all the matter is hardly understood. However, according to our 
method we could not omit this, as it is essential from the historical point of view to 
know how these graves are made. We have done our best to make it intelligible. 

f In the text are also mathematical calculations by the rule that one ell square 
contains one ell and two-fifths when crooked, which is not exactly correct. We have 
already mentioned this in a foot-note in Erubin, and therefore we have omitted 
the whole discussion here. 



CHAPTER VII. 


RULES AND REGULATIONS CONCERNING ROCKS AND PITS IN GROUND 

SOLD ; THE QUANTITIES OF GREATER OR LESS MEASURE WHICH 

MAY OR MAY NOT VOID A SALE OF FIELDS, VILLAGES, ETC. 

MISHNA I .: If one says: “ I sell you earth the size where 
one kur can be sown, and there were crevices ten spans deep, 
or rocks ten spans high, they are not measured, but if less than 
that size they are measured. If, however, he said to him, 
“ about the size of a kur,” and there were crevices or rocks even 
more than the size of ten spans, they are measured. 

GEMARA: Said R. Itz’hak: The statement of the Mishna 
about rocks and crevices which are measured when they are 
less than ten spans holds good only when all of them together 
do not measure four kabhs, but not if they do. Said R. Uqba 
b. Hama: Even then they are measured only when they are 
scattered within five kabhs space (but in less they are not meas¬ 
ured); and R. Hyya b. Abba in the name of R. Johanan says 
that five kabhs do not suffice, and they are measured only when 
they are scattered within the greater part of the field, which is 
at least sixteen kabhs, as a kur is thirty kabhs; and R. Hyya b. 
Abba himself questioned: How is the law according (to R. 
Johanan’s theory) if the greater part of the rocks in question 
were scattered within the smaller part of the field, and the 
smaller part of them within the larger part of the field (and if 
altogether they measured four kabhs) ? These questions are 
not decided.* 

There is a Boraitha: “ If there were a single rock (but it 
bears a separate name; c.g., ‘ the west rock ') even if of less than 
ten spans, it is not measured; and also if the rock were placed 


* In the text are some other questions: If the rocks were placed round, or square, 
etc.; and these need many illustrations, and all remain at last undecided. As they 
are of no importance, we have omitted them. 
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near to the boundary, whatever size it may be it is not 
measured;” * 

MISHNA II.: “I sell you earth of the size wherein 
a kur can be sown, measured with a line.” If there were a 
trifle less, he may deduct; if a trifle more, the buyer has to return 
it. If, however, the seller says “ about this size, a little more or 
less,” even if there were less than a quarter of a kabh on each 
saah, the sale is valid; but if it were more than that size, an 
account must be taken. In case the buyer has to make return, 
it shall be in money; however, if he wishes to return him land, 
he may do so. And why was it said that the buyer should re¬ 
turn the seller money? To favor the seller, so that if there 
were a trifle more the buyer should not have the right to return 
him this trifle, which the seller could not use; but if there were 
a kabh and a half more than the prescribed size, it means in the 
case of nine kabhs of land in a field and a half kabh in a garden, 
and according to R. Aqiba even a quarter of a kabh, then the 
buyer may return the land, and not only the land which is in 
excess of the prescribed size, but even that of this prescribed 
size itself is to be returned with the other. 

GEMARA: The schoolmen propounded a question: If the 
seller said “ the size of a kur,” without any addition, how is the 
law? Come and hear. If the seller says, “ I sell you an estate 
the size of a kur,” or “ about the size of a kur, a little less or 
more, I sell you,” and thereafter it were found a quarter of a 
kabh less or more to a saah, the sale is valid. Hence we see 
that even if he does not add to the words “ the size of a kur,” 
it is the same as if he would say “ about.” Nay, the Boraitha 
is to be explained thus: The last part of the Boraitha explains 
the first part. If one says, “ I sell you of the size of a kur,” 
“ about ” is to be understood in case he should add a trifle less 
or more. R. Ashi objected: If this were so, why the repetition 
“ I sell you, I sell you ” ? Therefore the Boraitha is to be ex¬ 
plained as above, that the size of a kur means “ about,” and 
so it is. 

“ It shall be in money” We see from this that the advantage 
of the seller and not the buyer is taken into consideration; but 

* The text contains questions of no importance— e.g if the rocks were placed 
round, crooked, etc. — which remain undecided. We have therefore omitted the whole 
discussion. 




TRACT BABA BATHRA (LAST GATE). 


233 


valid? If, however, the estate is larger, the court compels both 
the seller to sell and the buyer to buy; hence we see that the 
advantage of both is taken into consideration? (I.c., that even 
have we not learned in the following Boraitha: If there were 
less or more than seven kabhs and a half on a kur, the sale is 
if the seller insists that the excess should be returned to him, 
he is not to be listened to if it is an advantage for the buyer to 
have it.) The Boraitha treats that at the time it was found over 
the prescribed size, the estate was lower in price and the seller 
willing to sell. Therefore we say to the buyer, “ You may 
reckon it at the existing price,” and the same is said to the 
seller, “ If you do not wish the estate to be returned to you, you 
must accept the existing price.” But have we not learned in 
another Boraitha that if the buyer compensates the seller, he 
must reckon at the previous rate? That Boraitha speaks that 
when the reverse was the case, the price was low at the time 
of the sale and became higher after it was known that there was 
an excess over the prescribed size. 

“It means in the case of nine habits,” etc. Said R. Huna: 
This applies even in a valley which is of more than ten kurs. 
R. Na’hman, however, says seven and a half to each kur; but 
if there were a kabli and a half more (which counts nine kabhs) 
even to one kur, all must be returned, even if to the other kurs 
the addition were not over the prescribed size. Rabha objected 
R. Na’hman from our Mishna, which states that if he left nine 
kabhs in a field, etc. Does not the Mishna mean at least two 
kurs as the size of the usual field? Nay, it means one kur. 
Farther on, in a garden, a half of a kabh is given as the mini¬ 
mum of excess. Does it not mean at least two saahs, as usually 
a garden is called of that size? Nay, it means one saah, and ac¬ 
cording to R. Aqiba one quarter. Does it not mean, if the gar¬ 
den was a saah? Nay, it means if it was half a saah. R. Ashi 
questioned: If one sold a field, and afterwards, but before the 
money was paid, it became a garden, and there were found 
more than a quarter to a saah, but it should not reach the size 
of nine kabhs or vice versa , how should the prescribed size be 
reckoned—as that of a field or that of a garden? This question 
remains undecided. 

There is a Boraitha: “ If the estate over the prescribed size 
sold was conjoined with the other estate of the seller, even if 
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that were but a trifle, the buyer has to return the seller the 
estate.” R. Ashi questioned: How is the law if there were a 
well between this estate sold and the other estate of the seller, 
a channel, a public thoroughfare, or a row of trees, should these 
constitute lines of demarcation or not? This question remains 
undecided. 

“ And not only the land which is in excess ,” etc. How is this 
to be understood? Taught Rabhin b. R. Na’hman: Not only 
that which was over the prescribed size the buyer returns the 
seller, but all the quarters to each kur, although the rest be not 
over the prescribed size, he must return. 

MISHNA IIL : “ I sell you the estate with a measurement, 
a trifle more or less.” The last words, “ more or less/’ nullify 
those preceding them. “ I sell you a trifle more or less to be 
measured with a line.” The last words here nullify the preced¬ 
ing ones (and the seller must give the purchaser a just measure¬ 
ment ; so that if the land were in excess, the excess must be re¬ 
turned, and if less the seller must supply the deficiency), such 
is the decree of ben Nanas. 

GEMARA: Said R. Abba b. Mamal in the name of Rabh: 
“ The colleagues of ben Nanas differ with him.” What came 
he to teach us? Have we not learned in the Middle Gate, 
p. 269, Mishna 8, that it happened in Ciphorius that one rented 
a bath-house for twelve golden dinars a year? The payment 
was to be one dinar monthly; and thereafter the year was made 
intercalary. When the case came before R. Simeon b. Gama¬ 
liel and R. Jose they decided that the payment for the inter¬ 
calated time should be made at the same rate as for the ordinary 
time. If from that Mishna one says that the last words, “ one 
dinar monthly,” are to be interpreted as a retraction of the first 
words, “ twelve a year,” the last words, “ a dinar monthly,” 
may also be interpreted as explaining the former, “ twelve a 
year” (over which the sages differed with ben Nanas); how¬ 
ever, here, in that the last words cannot be interpreted as an 
explanation, but as a retraction of the former, the sages agree 
with him. He comes to teach us that they differ also in this 
case. R. Jehudah in the name of Samuel said: This which is 
taught in our Mishna is in the words of ben Nanas, but the 
sages say that the shorter expression must always have the 
greater weight (i.c., “ with a measurement ” is shorter than “ a 
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trifle less or more ”), no matter whether the shorter phrase were 
said before or after the longer one. Says the Gemara: Shall 
we assume that with the expression “ this ” Samuel meant to 
say that he himself does not agree with him? Do not both 
Rabli and Samuel say (p. 188) that if one said “a kur for 
thirty selas,” he may retract even at the last saah; and if he 
added each saah for one sela, to all which was measured title is 
acquired, which corresponds with the decision of ben Nanas? 
Therefore we must say that he meant to say “ this,” and I agree 
therewith. But is that so? Did not Samuel say (Middle Gate, 
p. 270): “ The decision was so made . . .” but if they 

had appeared in the beginning, would it be entirely the own¬ 
er's; and if in the end, the renter’s? (This, at all events, 
cannot correspond with ben Nanas’ decision.) Therefore it 
must be said again that by the word “ this ” he means that “ I 
do not agree,” and the reason of his decision in the case of each 
saah for selah is because that which was measured is consid¬ 
ered already in his hands, and the same is the case with the 
rent for the intercalary month; if at the end of the month, it 
belongs to the renter, because it is already in his hand. R. 
Huna said: It was said in the college of Rabh: If one said: 
“ I sell this to you for an istra a hundred moahs, he must give 
him a hundred moahs; but if he says a hundred moahs an 
istra he has to give him an istra although it is less in value than 
a hundred moahs.” 

What came he to teach us—that the last expression must be 
considered? Has not Rabh said this already concerning the 
case of the cited Mishna (page 270) : “ If I were there, I should 
give it to the owner of the house ” (and that is because 
the last words were “ a dinar monthly ”)? Lest one should say 
that in one case the last words (“ hundred moahs,” or vice 
versa) are to be considered as an explanation to the first words, 
he comes to teach us that it is not so. 

MISHNA IV.: If one says, “ I sell you this estate, the size 
of a kur, with its marks and boundaries;” and afterwards it 
were found that the size is less than stipulated—if it were less 
than a sixth of the whole size, the sale is valid ; but if there were 
a sixth wanting, the buyer may deduct from the payment. 

GEMARA: It was taught: R. Huna and R. Jehudah differ 
in the explanation of our Mishna. According to the former 
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the Mishna means that an exact sixth should be considered as 
less than a sixth, and the Mishna is to be explained thus: 
“ With less than a sixth wanting, a sixth inclusive, the sale is 
valid.” If, however, more than a sixth is wanting, it may be 
deducted. According to R. Jehudah the Mishna means that 
an exact sixth is to be considered as more, and it is to be ex¬ 
plained thus: “ With less than a sixth wanting the sale is valid; 
a sixth, however, or more wanting is to be deducted.” 

An objection was raised from the following Tosephtha: 
“ With its marks and boundaries, and there was a sixth less or 
a sixth more, it parallels a case wherein the court appraises an 
estate, and the sale is valid.” Now we know that in a case 
wherein the court appraises, if there were an error as to an 
exact sixth, it is considered as if it were more, and the appraise¬ 
ment is void; hence this contradicts R. Huna? R. Huna may 
say that there is no contradiction, as the Tosephtha ends with 
the words “ the sale is valid,” and if this paralleled the case 
wherein the court appraises, how could it be valid in case there 
were more than a sixth ? Does not the law provide that in the 
case of an error of the court in more than a sixth, the appraise¬ 
ment is void? It must be said then that it is parallel in one 
respect but not in the other; and it is to be explained thus: 
It parallels the case wherein the court appraises with an error 
of less than a sixth (which does not affect the appraisement), but 
it does not parallel the case in which the error of the court is 
of a sixth or more and affects the appraisement, which differs 
from our case, as the purchaser has only to deduct the money 
value of the deficiency, while the sale is still valid.* 

R. Papa bought an estate from some one who told him 
that it measured the size of twenty saahs. After it was meas¬ 
ured it was found that there were only fifteen; and the case 
came before Abayi, who decided that the sale was valid, because 
the seller had used the qualifying words “ as you see its marks 
and boundaries.” But have we not learned that if there were 
more than a sixth lacking its value is to be deducted, and here 
there is a fourth part? In the first case the condition is not 
known to the buyer before the sale; but in the latter case, as the 
condition was known to R. Papa and he saw it at the time he 

* We are compelled to explain this in accordance with R. Ge^shom, as Rashbam’s 
explanation is still more complicated. 
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bought, it must be supposed that he had considered and ac¬ 
cepted it. Rejoined R. Papa: But did he not tell me that it 
measured twenty? He probably meant to say that “ these fif¬ 
teen are better than twenty elsewhere.” 

There is a Boraitha: R. Jose said: “ Some brothers divided 
their inheritance by lot, and when to each of them his lot fell, 
all of them acquired title to their shares.” Why so? Said 
R. Elazar: At the time the land of Israel was allotted to the 
tribes. But was there not also the Urim v'tumim, as it is said 
farther on that the high priest Elazar had on the Urim v’tumim, 
and then the lots were cast ? Said R. Ashi: By their arrange¬ 
ment prior to allotment (whereby the estate was divided into 
shares of equal value) they had prepared themselves that each 
should acquire title to the share which the lot should cast for 
him, and therefore no other ceremony was necessary. 

It was taught: To two brothers who had divided their in¬ 
heritance between them came a third brother (of whose exist¬ 
ence they were not previously aware). Their division is null 
and void according to Rabh. Samuel, however, maintains that 
each of the two must relinquish a third of his inheritance to the 
third brother (c.g., they inherited six fields, and each of them 
must give one of these to the newcomer, so that the three 
brothers may have two fields apiece). Said Rabha to R. 
Na'hman: According to Rabh, who says that the division is 
null and void, it must be said he holds that since all of them did 
not share in the first division, the inheritance must be redivided. 
Would the same be the case with three partners, two of whom 
have divided (in the presence of three persons who are consid¬ 
ered a Beth Din) in the absence of the third one, and there is 
a decision (Middle Gate, p. 74) that such holds good? The 
cases are dissimilar. In the latter case the partners divided the 
property into three shares, and as it was done in the presence 
of a Beth Din the division holds good; but in the former case 
the two brothers had divided the inheritance into two parts 
only, as they were unaware of the third brother's existence. 

Said R. Papa to Abayi: According to Samuel's decision that 
the first division is valid, it must be said he holds that such an 
act, done in accordance with the law, must not be abrogated, 
although thereafter it appears that the brothers took more than 
belonged to them; but did not both Rabh and Samuel say: If 


238 


THE BABYLONIAN TALMUD. 


one says, “ I sell you a kur for thirty selas,” the seller may re¬ 
tract even at the last saah (above, p. 235) ? (We see then that 
even when done in accordance with the law an act may still be 
abrogated.) There is, however, here a difference. The rabbis 
enacted that law to please both the seller and the buyer. (Lc., 
in case the price should become lower, before the buyer has re¬ 
ceived the property, it is to his advantage to retract; and m 
case the price becomes higher, the advantage is for the seller. 
Hence this law is beneficial to both.) 

It was taught: If brothers divided their inheritance and a 
creditor of their father came and took away the share of one 
of them, according to Rabh the former division is null and void. 
Samuel, however, said that such was this brother’s lot, and it 
did not concern the other. R. Assi, however, maintains, not as 
Rabh, that the division is void, and they must divide the re¬ 
mainder, and not as Samuel, that it does not at all concern the 
other one; but that the second brother must surrender one 
quarter of his estate and a quarter of the money he has inherited. 
Rabh holds that the heirs, even after their division, are still to 
be considered heirs (hence if one of them has lost the property 
through his father’s debt, he is still an heir to the remainder), 
while Samuel holds that at the time they divide they are con¬ 
sidered buyers (each of them buying his share of his brother) 
without any security; and consequently each has no further 
concern after the division. R. Assi was doubtful whether they 
are to be considered heirs of buyers; therefore the half which 
ought to be taken from the one who did not suffer loss is con¬ 
sidered doubtful money, and there is a rule that doubtful money 
is to be divided. Said R. Papa: The Halakha concerning the 
two cases, that of the third brother as well as that wherein the 
share of one was taken away by their father’s creditor, prevails 
in accordance with Samuel, Who says the division holds good, 
and it is for them to divide from their shares in payment of 
the debt. Amimar, however, said: The Halakha prevails in 
accordance with Rabh, who said that the division is void and 
the property must be redivided, and so the Halakha prevails. 

The rabbis taught: If there are three who have qualified 
as a Beth Din to appraise the estate of one deceased, for the 
support of his widow and daughters, and if one says that in 
his opinion the estate is worth twenty-five selas (a moanah of 
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100 zuz), and the two others say two hundred or vice versa , 
the opinion of the individual is of no effect; but if one appraises 
the estate at one hundred zuz, which are twenty-five selas, the 
second for twenty, and the third for thirty, the value is fixed 
at one hundred zuz. R. Eliezer b. R. Zadok, however, says 
that it should be taken for ninety zuz, and anonymous teachers 
say that a third of the difference between the second and third 
valuations must be added to the second, which will give 93 J4 
zuz. The reason of him who says the estate is worth one hun¬ 
dred zuz is that the opinion of the arbitrator is to be taken into 
consideration, and the reason for R. Eliezer’s opinion that the 
estate is worth ninety zuz is that he who appraised it at eighty 
underestimated by ten zuz, while he who appraised it at 100 
overestimated by ten zuz, and as there is a majority who ap¬ 
praised it at not more than 100 zuz, the third, who appraised 
it at twenty zuz over a moah, is not to be taken into considera¬ 
tion at all. Why not say that the one who said 100 zuz has 
underestimated by ten and he who says thirty has overestimated 
by ten, and the estate should therefore be valued at 100? Be¬ 
cause the majority declare it not worth more than 100 zuz, 
or one moah. The anonymous teachers maintain that the 
estate is worth 93^ zuz,because the one who estimated its value 
at twenty selas (eighty zuz) underestimated by 13/4, and the 
one who said 100 zuz overestimated by 13/4, although he had 
intended to say 103X zuz, but thought he would not like to 
make his difference too large. And why not say that the one 
who said thirty selas (120 zuz) has overestimated by thirteen, 
and the estimate should be fixed at 113 zuz? The opinion of 
the majority that the estate is not worth over a moah is to be 
taken into consideration. Said R. Huna: The Halakha pre¬ 
vails with the anonymous teachers. Said R. Ashi: The reason 
of the anonymous teachers is not acceptable; should we decide 
according to them? There is a Boraitha that the judges of the 
exile are in accordance with the anonymous teachers, and R. 
Huna said again that so the Halakha prevails, but R. Ashi ob¬ 
jected again for the same reason stated above. 

MISHNA V .: If one says “ I sell you the half of the field ” 
(the half of the value is meant), the better one against the in¬ 
ferior is to be appraised, and the seller has a right to give the 
buyer the latter. The same is the case when he said “ I sell you 
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the southern half of this field,” and the buyer takes the half 
determined on by the seller. The seller, however, has to give 
space for a partition, and for a large and a small ditch. What 
is the breadth of a large ditch? Six spans. And of a small 
one ? Three. 

GEMARA: Said R. Hyya b. R. Abba in the name of R. 
Johanan: The buyer has to take the inferior. And he (when 
lie heard this statement from R. Johanan) said to him: Does 
not the Mishna say “ the better one against the inferior is to 
be appraised ” ? And should not this be explained to mean that 
each of them should take half of both good and inferior? And 
he answered: It seems to me that you have eaten too many 
dates in Babylon (so that you have no time to descend into the 
depths of the Mishna). Does not the Mishna contain the same 
expression, in the latter part,* concerning the sale of the south 
side of his field? And why the repetition? It should read 
he should take a half at the south side/’ and we would under¬ 
stand it to mean half of the size. We must then say that it is 
repeated to teach that also in that case the half of the value is 
meant, as the same was in the first part. 

11 The partition ” etc. There is a Boraitha: “ The large ditch 
must be outside and the small one inside of the field, but both 
beyond the partition, so that beasts may not jump over the 
partition in the field.” Why then the small ditch? Does not 
the large one suffice for this purpose? Because it is six 
spans wide, the beasts could enter in it and jump over. But 
does not the small ditch suffice? Because it is small, the beasts 
could stand on the edge of it and jump over. And how much 
shall the space be between the large and the small ditch? One 
span. 


* The Mishna repeats the same language concerning the southern part which 
we, according to the sense, have translated “ the same is the case.” 



CHAPTER VIII. 


RULES AND REGULATIONS CONCERNING BEQUESTS TO AND INHERI¬ 
TANCE BY NEAR AND DISTANT RELATIVES, MALE AND FEMALE 
SLAVES AND THEIR DESCENDANTS, FIRST-BORN AND HUSBANDS. 
ONE MAY OR MAY NOT WISH TO BEQUEATH HIS ESTATE TO 
STRANGERS WHEN HE HAS CHILDREN. WHICH WILLS MUST BE 
CONSIDERED AND WHICH WILLS MUST NOT. THE DIVIDING OF 
AN INHERITANCE BETWEEN GROWN-UP AND MINOR CHILDREN, 
MALE AND FEMALE. 

MISHNA 7.: (Concerning inheritance, there is a difference 
between relatives.) There are those that bequeath at their 
death, and also inherit at the death of their relatives. There 
are those who inherit but do not bequeath, and also those who 
neither bequeath nor inherit. The father, his children, and also 
the brothers of the father may both bequeath and inherit to 
and from each other. The son from his mother, and the hus¬ 
band from his wife, and also the children of sisters inherit, but 
the former do not bequeath to the latter. The woman to her 
children, her husband, and her brothers bequeaths, but does not 
inherit from them. The brothers of the mother, however, 
neither bequeath to nor inherit from her. 

GEMARA: Why does the Mishna mention the father his 
sons first? It does so, first, because the reverse order would 
imply a curse, and usually the beginning must not be with a 
curse (for when the son dies before his father it is certainly a 
curse), and, secondly, the Scripture [Numbers, xxvii. 8] reads, 
“ If a man die and have no son,” etc.; hence the death of the 
father is mentioned first. The Tana of the Mishna does thus 
because the law that a father shall inherit from his son is not 
written in the Scripture but is deduced (as will be explained 
farther on) and he desires to mention it first. Whence do they 
deduce it? From the following Boraitha: “ (It is written) ‘ his 
kinsman means the father, from which it is deduced that if 
one dies and leaves brothers and a father, the father is the heir 
and not the brothers'; but lest one say that the father of the 
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deceased is preferred to his son, it is written ‘ that is next to 
him/ which means, whoever is nearest, and the son to his father 
is considered nearer than a father to his son. And what is the 
reason that you exclude the brother and include the son? Be¬ 
cause the Scripture has substituted the son for the father in the 
case of a man servant [Ex. xxi. 9] and also in that concerning 
the possession of a field [Levit. xxv. 13], of which it is said 
elsewhere that only when the son has redeemed the field sancti¬ 
fied by his father, it may be returned in the jubilee year, but 
not if the father’s brother or any other relative has done so. 
But why not say that the brother shall have the preference, 
as he inherits from his brother in case the latter dies childless 
[Deut. xxv. 3] ? This cannot hold good, as the brother thus 
inherits only if there is no son; but if there is a son the brother 
does not inherit/’ Is it only for this reason, and if it were other¬ 
wise would the brother be the heir? May the son be substi¬ 
tuted for his father in the two cases above stated, and the 
brother in the one case only? Nay, the same reason is given in 
the case of the above-mentioned possession of a field, wherein 
the son is preferred to the brother, also because the brother 
inherits only when there is no son. But why not say a kins¬ 
man means the father, from which we infer that he is preferred 
to his daughter? Lest one say that he is preferred to his son 
also, therefore it is written, “ who is next to him,” and a son 
is nearer to his father than the father to his son. As said above, 
this could be opposed thus: Let us see! If one dies and leaves a 
daughter, it is the same concerning Yeboom as if he should 
leave a son. Hence we see that a son and daughter are here 
equal before the law, and the same equality would obtain con¬ 
cerning inheritance. But why not infer from this that the 
father has the preference over his brother? And lest one say that 
he should have the preference over the brothers of the deceased 
also, it is written “ the next,” and brothers are considered nearer 
than the father to his son. It is not necessary that the father’s 
brother be considered as excluded in the Scripture, as that 
would be contrary to common sense. What is the basis for the 
inheritance of the uncle of the deceased from his nephew, if 
not that his brother is the father of the deceased; and when the 
father is still alive, why should the brother be the heir? 

But let us see. The passage in the Scripture does not corre- 
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spond with all that is taught above [Num. xxvii. 8], “If a 
man die and have no son, then shall ye cause the inheritance 
to pass unto his daughter, and if he have no daughter . . . 

unto his brothers . . . and if no brothers, unto his father’s 

brothers, and if . . . no brothers, ... to the kins¬ 

man.” (Hence when the kinsman is mentioned at the end, how 
can you say that it means the father, who is the first in case 
the deceased left no son?) The passages are not written in 
order, as the kinsman, meaning the father, should be mentioned 
first, but the Scripture relies upon the words “ who is next to 
him,” and it is for the court to decide who is nearest to him. 
The following Tana, however, deduces it from the same passage 
in another manner, as we have learned in the following Bo- 
raitha: R. Ishmael said: “ It is written, ‘ If a man die and have 
no son, then ye shall cause his inheritance to pass,’ etc. Infer 
from this that you transfer the inheritance from the father only 
when the deceased left a daughter, but not when he left 
brothers.” But why not say that the daughter transfers the 
inheritance from his brothers but not from his father? Because 
if it were so, the passage would read “ and ye shall give the 
inheritance,” and not “ ye shall cause to pass ,” which means that 
if there is a daughter, her father may pass the inheritance to her, 
even when his own father is still alive. Now, what does kins¬ 
man mean in the opinion of R. Ishmael, who has deduced this 
from the words “ye shall cause to pass”? That which the 
following Boraitha states: “ His kinsman means his wife. De¬ 
duce from this that the husband inherits from his wife.” But 
to him who infers this from the word kinsman, what do the 
words “ye shall cause to pass” mean? That which we have 
learned in the following Boraitha: Rabbi said: In all the pas¬ 
sages it is written “ shall ye give,” and only concerning the 
daughter “ ye shall pass,” to show that there is no one who shall 
pass an inheritance to another tribe except a daughter; so if 
she marries one of another tribe, her son or her husband may 
inherit from her. 

But, after all, where is it you are assured that kinsman means 
the father? In Levit. xix. 12, “Thy father’s kinswoman.” 
Then why not say it means the mother, as the next verse reads 
“thy mother’s kinswoman”? Said Rabha: It is written 
[xxvi. 11 ] “ next to him of his family,” and the family is named 
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only from the father's side as [ibid., 2] “ after their families, 
by the descent from their fathers." But is not the name of the 
mother’s side also employed? Is it not written [Judges, 
xvii. 7], “ And there was a young man out of Bethlehem- 
Judah of the family of Judah, but he was a Levite, and sojourned 
there"? Now does not this passage contradict itself? It is 
written “ of the family of Judah," from which it is to be inferred 
that they came from the tribe of Judah, and then it says he is a 
Levite, which means that he was of the tribe of Levi. We must 
conclude that his father was from Levi and his mother from 
Judah, and nevertheless this is called a family name. Said 
Rabha b. R. Hanan: The verse reads “ and he is Levi," which 
does not mean that he was a Levite, but that his name was Levi. 
If so, how is to be understood (ibid., 17), “ I have obtained a 
Levite for a priest "? There it is also written Levi, and means 
a man by the name of Levi. But how can you say that his name 
was Levi? Was not his name Jonathan, as it is written (ibid., 
xviii. 30), “ And Jonathan the son of Gershom . . . were 

priests," etc.? And he answered: Even according to your 
theory, was he then the son of Menashe? He was the son of 
Moses, as it is written [I Chron. xxiii. 15]: “ The sons of Moses 
were Gershom and Eliezer." It is written Menashe, because 
he acted like Menashe, who was an idolator; and therefore the 
phrase “ of Judah " is employed because Menashe came from 
Judah. R. Johanan in the name of R. Simeon b. Jo’hai said: 
From this is to be inferred that we confer a corrupt name on a 
corrupt man. R. Jose b. Hanina, however, said that this may 
be inferred from the following [I Kings, i. 6] : “ And his mother 
had after Abshalom." But was not Adoniyah the son of Chag- 
gith, and Abshalom the son of Maacha? We must say that 
because he acted like Abshalom, who also rebelled against the 
kingdom, the verse conjoined him with Abshalom. 

R. Elazar said: We see that when Moses married the daugh¬ 
ter of Jethro, Jonathan was the outcome, and when Aaron 
married the daughter of Aminadab the outcome was Pinchos. 

But was not Pinchos also a descendant of Jethro, as it is 
written [Ex. vi. 25], “ Elazar took of the daughters of Putiel 
for wife and she bore unto him Phinchas," and it is said else¬ 
where that Jethro and Putiel are identical? Nay, this Putiel 
is Joseph, as it is also said elsewhere that Joseph and Putiel are 
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identical.* But is it not said elsewhere that the tribes chided 
Phinchas, saying: “ See the descendant of Puti, whose grand- 
father had fattened calves for idols; shall he dare to kill a prince 
of the tribe of Israel? ” Both names are applicable; for if his 
mothers father was a descendant of Joseph, his mother’s mother 
was a descendant of Jethro or vice versa, and the word Putiel 
instead of Puti may mean both. 

Rabha said: If one is about to marry, it is advisable for him 
to investigate the character of the bride’s brothers; as it is 
written (ibid., 23), the “ sister of Nachshon.” To what purpose 
is it written the “ sister of Nachshon ”? Is it not evident that 
she was the sister of Aminadab? Hence this is an intimation to 
one about to marry to investigate the brothers of his prospective 
bride. There is also a Boraitha to the effect that the majority 
of children resemble the brothers of their mother. It is writ¬ 
ten [Judges, xviii. 3], “Who brought thee hither?” (lialoni) 
which means “ Are you not a descendant of Moses? ” of whom 
it is written [Ex. iii. 5] “ hither ” (halom), and “ thou shalt be a 
priest to the idol ”? And he answered: “I have a tradition from 
the house of my grandfather that it is better for one to hire 
himself to Abhada Zarah (idolatry) than to rely upon people 
that shall support him.” [(Says the Gemara:) He has mis¬ 
understood it. Abhada Zarah means “ idolatry.” Literally, 
however, it is “ a strange service ” and it is as Rabh said to 
Kahana: (If you are in need), fleece a carcass in the middle of 
the market and do not say you are a great man, and it is not 
fit for you.] 

David saw that he was fond of money and appointed him 
treasurer for the government,as it iswritten [I Chron.xxvi.24], 
“ Shebuel the son of Gershom, the son of Moses, superintendent 
of the treasuries.” Was then his name Shebuel? Was it not 
Jonathan? Said R. Johanan: Shebuel is composed of two 
words, Shcbu, which means “ repented,” and El means “ God ”; 
and “ Shebuel ” means that he repented to God with all his 
heart. 


* The Gemara infers it from terms in Hebrew or Chaldaic which it is impossible 
to translate into English ; namely, Putiel, which is a name, Pitctn meaning in Aramaic 
“ fat,” and Piipet , which means in Aramaic “subduing.” Hence by Putiel can be 
meant Jethro, who fattened calves for idols, and also Joseph, who subdued the evil 
spirits. 
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“ His children . . . inherit .” Whence is this deduced? 

It is written [Numbers, xxvii. 8], “ If a man die, and have no 
son/’ etc. We see the case is one wherein he has no son, but 
if he has one, that one has the preference. Said R. Papa to 
Abayi: But perhaps it means that if there is a son only, he shall 
inherit, and if there is a daughter only, she shall inherit; but if 
there were a son and a daughter neither of them should inherit. 
Said he: Who then shall inherit—the mayor of the city? I 
mean to say that neither of them shall inherit all, but each take 
an equal share. Said Abayi to him : Was it then necessary for 
the Scripture to state that if there were only one son he may 
inherit all the estates of his father? Answered he (R. Papa): I 
mean to say that the verse perhaps came to teach that a daugh¬ 
ter may also be an inheritor. And he (Abayi) answered: This 
is already written [ibid., xxxvi. 8], “And every daughter that 
inheriteth,” etc. R. A’ha b. Jacob said: This is to be deduced 
from the following [ibid., xxvii. 4], “ Why should the name of 
our father be done away from the midst of his family because 
he hath no son? ” But if he should have a son, the son would 
have the preference; but perhaps this was only the saying of the 
daughters of Zelophchod (i.c., they thought that such was the 
law, as it was customary at that time). But after the Torah was 
given the law was changed, that a son and daughter should 
inherit together; therefore Abayi’s explanation is better. 

Rabhina said: This is to be deduced from the words “ next 
to him,” and a son is nearer than a daughter; and why? As 
it is said above, he may be substituted for his father in the 
cases concerning a maid-servant and a field, etc. But could 
then a daughter be substituted for her father in the case of a 
maid-servant? Hence the best interpretation is Abayi’s; and 
if you wish, it may be deduced from Levit. xxv. 46, “ For your 
sons after you,” etc., which means to your sons * and not to 
your daughters. But according to this the verse [Deut. xi. 21], 
“ The days of your children,” which is also written with 
“ Bnicchcin ,” should also be explained the sons and not the 
daughters? With a blessing it is different. 

“ The brothers of the father .” Whence is this deduced? 
Said Rabba: By analogy of expression “ brothers ” here [Num- 

* It is written b?iicehcin ; literally, “sons.” Leeser translates “children,” accord¬ 
ing to the sense. 
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bers, xxvii. 9] and in Genesis, xlii. 32. “ We are twelve brothers, 
the sons of our father”; as there they were brothers of the father, 
so are they here also on the father's side. But was it not said 
above that from the father's side the family is named, but not 
from the mother's? (See above, p. 244.) Yea, this is deduced 
from verse 11, as above, and Rabba's statement was taught con¬ 
cerning Yeboom (the marriage of a brother to the widow of 
his childless brother). 

“ The son from his mother .” Whence is this all deduced? 
From that which the rabbis taught. It is written [Num. 
xxxvi. 8], “Any daughter who inherits the estate of the 
tribes.”* How can a daughter inherit from two tribes? It 
must be concluded that her father was from one tribe and her 
mother from another, and both died leaving estates, and she 
has inherited both. This is concerning a daughter, but 
whence have we knowledge concerning a son? From the 
a fortiori argument that as a daughter who has no share in the 
inheritance of her father when there is a son is nevertheless 
an heir to the estate of her mother, a son who inherits from 
his father so much the more inherits from his mother. And 
from this it is to be deduced that, as there the son has the pref¬ 
erence over the daughter as an heir of the father, so is it also 
with the inheritance from the mother. Both R. Jose b. Jeliu- 
dah and R. Elazar b. Jose, however, say in the name of 
Zecharia the son of the butcher that a son and a daughter 
are equally heirs of their mother. Why so? Because there 
is a rule: It is sufficient that the result derived from the infer¬ 
ence be equivalent to the law from which it is drawn (and as 
the law that a son may inherit from his mother is drawn a 
fortiori from the case of the daughter, it is sufficient to say 
that he inherits also, but not that he shall have the preference). 
But does the first Tana ignore the theory of “ it is sufficient ”? 
Is this not biblical, as we have learned (First Gate, p. 51, in the 
beginning of the Gemara)? In all other cases he uses the 
theory; here, however, it is different, because of the reading 
“from the tribes.” We see then that the tribe of the mother 
is equal to the tribe of the father, and as concerning the father's 
the son has the preference, so also is it concerning the mother's. 

Nithai was about to act in accordance with Zecharia, and 


* Leeser’s translation does not correspond. 
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Samuel said to him: Ignore Zecharia, as the Halakha does not 
prevail with him. R. Tabla had acted in accordance with R. 
Zecharia, and R. Na’hman asked him what he had done. And 
the answer was that he had done so because R. Hinna b. 
Shlamiah said in the name of Rabli that the Halakha prevails 
with R. Zecharia the son of the butcher, and R. Na’hman told 
him, “ Go and retract from your statement, and undo what you 
have done, and if you will not listen, I will put out R. Hinna 
from your ears ” (I will place you under the ban). R. Huna 
b. Hyya was also about to act in accordance with R. Zecharia, 
and R. Na’hman said, “What are you doing?” And he an¬ 
swered: “ I do so because R. Huna said in the name of Rabh 
that the Halakha prevails with R. Zecharia. Said R. Na’hman: 
“ I will send immediately a message to R. Huna asking him if 
he said so.” And Huna b. Hyya became ashamed. Said R. 
Na’hman to him: “ If R. Huna were dead, you would rebel 
against me and act accordingly.” But in accordance with 
whose was R. Na’hman’s opinion? With both Rabh’s and 
Samuel’s decision that the Halakha does not prevail with R. 
Zecharia. 

R. Janai leaned upon the shoulders of R. Simlai his servant, 
when he walked on the street, and it happened that R. Jehudah 
the second was coming in an opposite direction, and R. Simlai 
said to him: “ The man who is coming in an opposite direction 
is a respectable one, and he is also nicely dressed.” When they 
came together, R. Janai fumbled about R. Jehudah’s dress * 
and said: “ Is this what you call nicely dressed? It seems to 
me like a sack.” Jehudah the second questioned him : “Whence 
is it deduced that a son has the preference over a daughter in 
the estate of their mother?” And he answered: “Because 
it is written ‘ tribes,’ and the verse compares the tribe of the 
mother with the tribe of the father. As in the former case 
the son has the preference, so is it in the latter.” Said Jehudah: 
“ If so, why not say that as in the father’s case the first-born 
takes a double share, so should it be in the mother’s?” Said 
R. Janai to his servant: “ Take me away from him, this man 
does not want to learn.” And what was the reason? Said 
Abayi: It is written [Deut. xxi. 17], “of all that is found in 
his possession,” not in her possession. But why not say that 


* R. Janai was very infirm and could not see well. 
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this is so when a single man has married a widow who has 
children from the first husband, but if a single man has married 
a virgin, the first-born shall take a double share? Said R. 
Na’hman b. Itz’hak: The same verse cited reads, “ for he is 
the beginning of his strength,” his but not her. Is this verse 
not necessary to include a first-born who came after a mis¬ 
carriage, that he is entitled to a double share, although he is 
not considered as such to be redeemed? Because it should be 
read, “ he is the first of strength,” and from the addition his 
both inferences are drawn. But still it may be said in case a 
widower married a virgin, but if a bachelor married a virgin 
then the first-born is entitled to a double share also from his 
mother. Therefore said Rabha: The verse ends “ to him be- 
longeth the right of first birth ”; which means to him a male, but 
not to a female. 

“ And the husband from his wife.” Whence is this deduced? 
From that which the rabbis taught. It is written [Numbers, 
xxvii.], “ his kinsman,” and his wife is meant. Infer from this 
that the husband inherits from his wife; but lest one say that 
she inherits from him also, it is written [ibid.] “ and he shall in¬ 
herit from her.” “ Outlioh ” means he inherits from her, but 
not she from him. But the verses are not written in that order, 
you say? Said Abayi: Read thus: “Then shall ye give his 
inheritance to his next kinsman and he shall inherit from her.” 
Said Rabha to him: It seems to me that you have a keen knife 
to cut the verses. Therefore, said he, the verse means he shall 
give the inheritance from his kinsman to him; as he holds that 
the sages have a right to subtract, to add, and to interpret. 
(/.<?., it is written nachlossou , literally “ his inheritance,” with a 
Vav at the end; lishonrou , literally “to his kinsman,” with a 
Lahmed at the beginning. Subtract the Lahmed from lishonrou 
and the Vav from nachlossou. Put these two letters together 
and they will read lou, literally “ to him,” and then the verse 
will read thus: “Ye shall give the inheritance of his kinsman 
to him.) The following Tana, however, infers this from the 
same verse in another way, as we have learned in the following 
Boraitha: It is written, “ And he shall inherit from her.” Infer 
from this that the husband inherits from his wife. So said R. 
Aqiba. R. Ishmael, however, said: It is not necessary to cut 
the verses (he does not hold the theory of subtracting, adding, 
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etc.), as there are other verses [ibid., xxxvi. 8], “ every daugh¬ 
ter that inheriteth,” which refers to the transferring of an estate 
from one tribe to another through the husband, who is of one 
tribe and has married a woman of another tribe. It is written 
[ibid. 7], “ And the inheritance of the children of Israel shall 
not pass from tribe to tribe,” and it is also written next, “ and 
no inheritance shall pass from one tribe to another,” and then 
it is written [Joshua, xxiv. 33], “ And Elazar the son of Aaron 
died and they buried him in the hill of Pinchas his son.” Where 
then had Pinchas a hill which Elazar did not possess? We must 
then conclude that Pinchas married a woman who owned a 
hill, she died and he inherited it. And it is also written 
[I Chronicles, ii. 22], “And Segub begat Jair, who had three 
and twenty cities in the land of Gilad.” And wherefrom did 
Jair obtain that Which his father, Segub, did not possess, if not 
by inheritance from his wife. But to what purpose did R. 
Ishmael cite all the above verses? Lest one might say that the 
first cited verse does not speak of transferring an estate through 
the husband, but through her son, and the husband does not 
inherit. Therefore is the other verse cited, “ And the inheri¬ 
tance of the children of Israel shall not pass,” etc. ■ But lest one 
say that this verse is written to make the one who transgresses 
answerable under a positive and a negative commandment, but 
still through the son and not the husband, therefore is the third 
verse cited. But lest one say that this verse is also written for 
the purpose of making the transgressor answerable under two 
negative and one positive commandments, therefore is the 
fourth verse cited; and lest one say that Elazar’s wife owned a 
hill and Pinchas inherited it from her, therefore is the fifth 
verse cited. And lest one say that the same was the case with 
Segub and Jair, then why two verses which contain the same 
case? 

Said R. Papa to Abayi: But what does this support? It 
may be said that the husband does not inherit, and all the above 
cited verses state that it was through the son, and did both 
Jair and Pinchas buy the estate in question? And Abayi an¬ 
swered: You cannot say that Pinchas bought the estate, as if 
this had been so the property would have been returned to the 
seller in the jubilee year, and then the upright Elazar would 
have been buried in ground not his own. But perhaps the hill 
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in question was transferred to Pinchas from estates set apart 
for the priests [Numb, xviii. 14]. Said Abayi to him: If we 
were to agree with your theory, the estate would be still trans¬ 
ferred from one tribe to another. Is it not explained above 
that verse 8 refers to a woman who has inherited from both 
father and mother, who were of two different tribes? Why, 
then, if she should marry one belonging to the tribe of her 
father, would the estate of her mother be transferred to another 
tribe? And R. Papa said: This is no objection, as the case may 
be different, and perhaps the estate of her mother was already 
transferred. Rejoined Abayi: Such a supposition cannot be 
taken into consideration; as one would mot say that because a 
part had already been transferred, the other part should now 
be transferred. Furthermore, the transfer was according to the 
law, as when a woman has married one of another tribe, her 
brother being still alive, she then possessed no heritage, but 
received it after she was already married. Afterward her 
daughter, who has inherited her mother's estate, if she should 
marry even one belonging to her father's tribe, her son would 
inherit from her the estate which had belonged to another tribe. 

Said R. Jiiman to R. Ashi: Even in accordance with Abayi, 
who holds that the husband does inherit, it is correct. If the 
verse is to be explained that the daughter has already inherited 
from her mother, who was of another tribe, the Scripture com¬ 
mands that she shall marry one of another tribe, to the end 
that the estate of one tribe shall not be transferred to another 
one, no matter whether through son or husband; but if the 
estate of her mother was not as yet transferred, why should she 
marry one of her father’s tribe? The estate of her mother, 
which belongs to her, if her husband inherits from her, would 
be transferred to him; hence the estate of one tribe would be 
transferred to another. The answer was that she might marry 
a man whose father was of the tribe of her father, and his 
mother of the tribe of her mother, and in such a case the estate 
of her father remains within the tribe of her father, and the 
estate of her mother remains also with the man whose mother 
is of the same tribe. But if so, should not the verse read “ to 
one who is of the family of her father’s and mother's tribe " ? 
If the verse should so read, one might say that even if her hus¬ 
band's father were of her mother's tribe, and his mother was of 
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her father’s tribe, this would not be in accordance with the law, 
as the estate of her father would be transferred to her husband, 
who is of another tribe. There is a Boraitha that through the 
son the estate is transferred, namely: “ The seventh verse reads 
‘ the inheritance of the children of Israel shall not pass/ etc., 
which refers to the son. But perhaps it refers to the husband? 
This could not be, as verse 9 reads ‘ as no inheritance shall 
pass from one tribe to another/ which refers to the husband; 
hence verse 7 refers to the son.” There is another Boraitha: 
“ Verse 9 refers to the husband, but perhaps it refers to the son? 
This cannot be, as verse 7 has already referred to the son/’ We 
see, then, that both Boraithas hold that verse 9 refers to the 
husband. Where is this taken from? Simon in the name of 
Rabba b. R. Shila said: From the expression “ ish ” in verse 8, 
which means husband. But is not the same expression in verses 
7 and 9? Said R. N’ahman b. Itz’hak: From the expression 
“ Idbciko” (adhere). But also this expression is in 7 and 9? 
Therefore said Rabha: From the end of verse 9, which reads 
“ the tribes of Israel shall adhere and R. Ashi maintains, from 
the expression “ from one tribe to another tribe/’ a son cannot 
be called of another tribe. 

R. Abuhu in the name of R. Johanan, who spoke in the name 
of R. Janai, who heard it from Rabbi, quoting R. Joshua b. 
Kar’ha, said: Whence is it deduced that the husband does not 
inherit the estate to which his wife during her life is only 
heir apparent (c.g., his wife is an only daughter and she dies 
before her father, leaving a child, and thereafter her father dies, 
and her child but not her husband inherits)? From [I Chron¬ 
icles, ii. 22] : “ Segub begat Jair, who had three and twenty 
cities/’ Whence did Jair obtain these, which his father did 
not possess. Infer from this that Segub had married a wife 
who had twenty-three cities, and she died while her nearest 
heirs yet lived. Thereafter her nearest heirs also died, and Jair, 
her son, not Segub, her husband, was her heir. And the same 
is the case with Elazar, who married a woman who possessed a 
hill, and she died while her nearest heirs were still alive, and 
thereafter the nearest heirs also died and Pinchas inherits from 
her. How are we assured that Elazar’s wife brought him the 
hill; perhaps Pinchas’ wife possessed it? By the words “his 
son,” in Joshua, xxiv. 33 (which are superfluous, as every one 
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knows that Pinchas was his son), meaning his son who was the 
proper heir.” 

“ And also the children of sisters” There is a Boraitha, 
“ Sons but not daughters of sisters.” How is this to be under¬ 
stood ? Said R. Shesheth : It means that if there were sons and 
daughters, the sons would have the preference. As R. Samuel 
b. R. Itz’hak taught in the presence of R. Huna: It is written 
[Numb, xxvii. 11] “ and he shall inherit it,” which means that 
the second inheritance shall be equal to the first; as in the first 
the son has the preference, so it shall be with the second. 
Rabba b. Hanina taught in the presence of R. Na’hman: It is 
written [Deut. xxi. 16], “Then shall it be (in the day*) when 
he dividet'h an inheritance,” which means in the daytime he 
may divide an inheritance but not in the night-time. Said Abayi 
to him: “ Do you mean to say that only from him who dies 
in the daytime his children may inherit, but otherwise they 
cannot? Perhaps you mean to say that judges must not dis¬ 
cuss a case of a will, at night, as we have learned in the fol¬ 
lowing Boraitha: It is written [Numb, xxvii. 11] “a stat¬ 
ute of justice,” which means that the whole section which treats 
of inheritance is a statute of justice (which must be discussed 
in the daytime only and by no less than three judges). It is as 
R. Jehudah said elsewhere: If three persons visited a sick man 
and he made verbally his last will before them, they might, if 
they wished, write it down, and, further, they might execute it. 
If, however, there were only two, they might write down his 
will (as witnesses), but could not execute it. And to this R. 
Hisda added that so it is as to the daytime only, but if it were at 
night, even if there are three, they may write down the will, but 
not execute it; because they are considered witnesses only, and 
a witness cannot qualify as an executor. And Rabba answered 
him: Yea, this is what I meant to say. 

It is taught: In the case of a gift with the ceremony of a 
sudarium by any person, whether healthy or sick, what time 
may be given him to retract? Rabba said: As long as they 
are sitting at that place where the ceremony was performed. 
And R. Joseph said: As long as they are discussing this matter. 
Said R. Joseph also: It seems to me that I am right in my deci¬ 
sion, as R. Jehudah said that three who are visiting a sick person 


*The Scripture reads byourn , ** at the day,” which Leeser has not translated. 
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may, if they like, write down his will and execute it; now, if you 
say he may retract as long as they are sitting there, though 
they do not discuss the matter, how can they execute the will 
but in the doubt that while they are doing so he may retract? 
Said R. Ashi: I have maintained before R. Kahana, even in 
accordance with R. Joseph’s theory, that it is to be feared that 
even while they are discussing this matter he will retract; how 
then can they execute the will? Say, then, that they have 
ceased to discuss this matter and are discussing another one. 
The same can be said here, that they arose after hearing his 
will, and again took their seats. The Halakha, however, pre¬ 
vails in accordance with R. Joseph concerning the field men¬ 
tioned above (p. 38), concerning this case, and concerning the 
case of “ a half ” (when the sick man says, “ I bequeath my 
estate to you and your son, ,, upon which, according to R. Jo¬ 
seph, the estate may be divided equally), which matter will be 
explained in Chapter IX. 

“ The zvoman to her children .” To what purpose is this re¬ 
peated? Does not the first part read “ the son from his 
mother,”etc. ? It comes to teach us that the case of “the woman 
to her children ” is equivalent to that of the woman to her hus¬ 
band. As the husband does not inherit in the place of his wife 
that which she would have inherited had she lived (as illustrated 
in the case of the woman who predeceases her father), so also 
the son inherits his mother’s share, but his brothers (of the one 
father) do not inherit from him if he dies.* R. Johanan in the 
name of R. Jehudah b. R. Simeon said: Biblically a father in¬ 
herits from his son, and a mother also inherits from her son, 
as it is written “ tribes,” from which is deduced the tribe of 
the mother as well as the tribe of the father; as concerning the 
tribe of the father, the father inherits from his son, the same is 
the case with the mother. R. Johanan, however, opposed R. 
Jehudah, from our Mishna, which states that a woman to her 
son, her husband, and the brothers of the mother may bequeath 
but not inherit. R. Jehudah answered: I am not aware who 
taught our Mishna; but let him say that our Mishna is in ac¬ 
cordance with R. Zechariah, who does not care to explain the 


* This is the explanation of Gershom. Rashbam, however, interprets it to 
mean that if the son dies while his mother is still alive, the legal heirs are not his 
brothers, but the relations of her father. 
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word “ tribes ” as a comparison. Our Mishna cannot be ex¬ 
plained in accordance with R. Zechariah, as it states “ and the 
children of sisters/’ and a Boraitha adds that the sons but not 
the daughters are meant, which was explained by R. Shesheth 
as meaning that the sons have the preference, and according to 
R. Zechariah, sons and daughters are equal heirs of their 
mother. But how is to be explained the teaching of the Tana 
of our Mishna? If he holds that the word “ tribes ” is to be 
taken as a comparison of one tribe to another, why should not 
a woman inherit from her son; and if he does not, whence does 
he derive his theory that a son has the preference in the estate 
of his mother? The comparison holds good, but this case is 
different; because it is written “ every daughter that inheriteth,” 
which means she may inherit but does not bequeath. 

MISHNA II .: The order of inheritance is thus: If a man 
dies, leaving no son, the inheritance shall pass to his daughter 
(reads the passage), by which we see that the son has preference 
before the daughter, and the same is the case with all the 
descendants of the son, who also have preference before the 
daughter. The daughter has preference over the brothers of 
her father, and the same is the case with her descendants. The 
brothers of the deceased have preference over the father’s 
brothers, and the same is the case with their descendants. This 
is the rule: After every one who has the preference concerning 
an inheritance, his descendants have, in order, a like preference. 
The father has the preference before all his descendants. 

GEMARA: The rabbis taught: It is written “ a son”— 
from which we know the son himself only, but whence do we 
deduce the son’s son or his daughter, or even the grandson of 
his daughter? It is written ten Ion ; and we read the word ten 
as if it were written ayin, which means investigate, for perhaps 
his son left a son or a daughter, etc. It is also written “ a 
daughter,” by which we know indeed the daughter, but whence 
do we deduce her daughter, son, and daughter of her son? It 
is written ten, “ ayin ,” as said above. And the same is the case 
with investigation in the opposite direction ( i.e ., perhaps the 
father’s father is yet alive), so that an investigation concerning 
inheritance may stretch back to Reuben, the son of Jacob. 
Why only back to Reuben, and not as far as Jacob? Said 
Abayi: We have a tradition that the whole tribe cannot be ex- 
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tinguished.* R. Huna in the name of Rabh said: If one decides 
that a daughter shall inherit, when there is a daughter of a son, 
even if he were a prince in Israel, he must not be listened to, 
as so acts the Sadducean, which we have learned in the fol¬ 
lowing Boraitha: On the 24th day of the month Tebheth we 
returned to our old law, namely: the Sadducean used to say 
that a daughter should inherit an equal share with the daughter 
of the son, and Rabban Johanan b. Zakai said to them: “ Ye 
fools, wherefrom have ye taken this? ” And none was there to 
answer him, except an old man who talked (childishly) against 
him thus: Is this not an a fortiori conclusion? The daughter 
of his son who comes upon the strength of her deceased father, 
the son of the bequeather inherits. So much the more the 
daughter who comes upon the strength of the bequeather him¬ 
self should take a share in the inheritance. R. Johanan then 
read before him [Gen. xxxvi. 20], “ These are the sons of Seir 
the Chorite, who inhabited the land, Lotan and Shobal and 
Zibon and Anah, ,, and there is also written [ibid. 24]. “ And 
these are the children of Zibon, both Ajah and Anah.” How 
is it to be understood? Infer from this that Zibon had lain 
with his sister Ajah, and she bore Anah. [But perhaps there 
were two Anahs?] Said Rabba: I shall say a thing which 
would be fit for King Sabur to say [Samuel is meant, although, 
according to others, R. Papa said so when he meant Rabba]. 
It is written in the same verse cited “ that Anah,” which means 
one that is the same as the Anah of verse 20. Said the Saddu¬ 
cean to R. Johanan: Rabbi, with such an explanation do you 
think to override me? R. Johanan answered: And why not? 
Should not our Torah with its regulations ignore your gos¬ 
sip? Your a fortiori conclusion could be easily overthrown by 
the following theory: How can you compare one’s daughter to 
the daughter of his son, when the latter has a right of inheri¬ 
tance even when the brothers of her father are still alive, while 
the former has no such right (for a daughter does not inherit 
when she has brothers)? And with this he conquered the Sad¬ 
ducean, and this day was established for a festival. 

It is written [Judges, xxi. 17] : “ And they said their in¬ 
heritance must be secured for Benjamin, that not a tribe may 

* I.e it cannot happen that all the descendants of one of the twelve tribes of 
the sons of Jacob should die. The basis of this is Malachi, iii. 6. 
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be blotted out from Israel.” Said R. Itz’hak of the school of 
R. Ami: Infer from this that at that time a stipulation was 
made that as long as the tribe of Benjamin should continue, the 
daughter of a son should not inherit her share with existing 
brothers, in order that, through her marriage to a man of an¬ 
other tribe, she might not divert the estate from the tribe of 
her father. R. Johanan in the name of R. Simeon b. Johai 
said: He who leaves no son to succeed him is unloved of 
heaven, as it is written [Psalms, lv. 20] : “ Those who leave * no 
changes fear no God.” R. Johanan and R. Joshuah b. Levi 
differ* According to one a son is meant, and according to the 
other a disciple. From the fact that R. Joshuah b. Levi did 
not go to a funeral unless the deceased was childless, because 
it is written [Jeremiah, xxii. 10], “ Weep sorely for him that 
goeth away,” which R. Jehudah in the name of Rabh interpreted 
as meaning “ he who passeth away without a son,” it must be 
concluded that R. Joshuah b. Levi was the one who said “ a 
disciple.” R. Pinchas b. Hama lectured : It is written [I Kings, 
xi. 21] : “And when Hadad heard in Egypt that David slept 
with his father and that Joab the captain of the army was dead.” 
Why concerning David is it written “ slept,” and concerning 
Joab “dead”? Because David left a son, and Joab did not. 
But is it not written [Ezra, viii. 9] : “ From the children of Joab, 
Obhadia b. Jechiel ”? Therefore, as “ slept” is the word em¬ 
ployed for David, we must conclude that he left a son like him¬ 
self, which was not the case with Joab. Wherefore in his case 
the term “ dead ” is used. And he also said: Poverty in the 
house of one is harder than fifty plagues, as it is written [Job, 
xix. 21] : “ Spare me, spare me, O ye my friends! for the hand 
of God hath touched me.” And he was answered [ibid, xxxvi. 
21] : “ Thou hast chosen this instead of poverty.” f The same 
said again: If one has a sick person in his house, he shall go to 
a wise man and request him to pray for the sick one, as it is writ¬ 
ten [Prov. xvi. 14] : “ The fury of a king is like the messengers 
of death; but a wise man will appease it.” 

“ This is the rule.” Rami b. Hama questioned: If the de¬ 
ceased left a grandfather and a brother, as did Abraham and 
Jacob to the estate of Esau, who had the preference? Said 


* Leeser translates “ dread,” which does not correspond, 
f Leeser does not correspond at all. 
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Rabha: Come and hear the decision of our Mishna, which 
states that the father has the preference before all his descend¬ 
ants. Rami, however, maintains that the father has the pref¬ 
erence over his descendants, but not over the descendants of 
his son. (Says the Gemara:) It seems that Rami is right. As 
the Mishna states, this is the rule: He who has preference con¬ 
cerning inheritance, his descendants have the same. Now, if 
when Esau died Isaac and Abraham were both alive, Isaac 
would have had the preference to the estate; the same would 
have been the case if Isaac had been dead. Then Jacob would 
have had the preference over Abraham, because he was a de¬ 
scendant of Isaac. Infer from this that so it is. 

MISHNA ///.: The daughters of Z’lophchod have in¬ 
herited three shares from the inheritance of their father, his 
share as one of the ascendants from Egypt, his share in the 
division of Chipher his father (who was also among the ascend¬ 
ants from Egypt), and because he was a first-born he inherited a 
double share. 

GEMARA: Our Mishna is in accordance with him who 
said that the land was divided among the ascendants from 
Egypt, and not to their children (i.e., the person who entered the 
land of Israel, if he was among the ascendants of Egypt, took 
his share, and divided it among his children; and if an ascend¬ 
ant had died and his children entered the land, the share of 
their deceased father was given to them and they divided it 
among themselves), as we have learned in the following Bo- 
raitha: R. Iashiah said: The land was divided to the ascendants 
of Egypt, as it is written [Numb. xxvi. 55], “ According to the 
names of the tribes of their fathers.” But how does this corre¬ 
spond with [ibid. 53], “ unto these shall the land be divided,” 
which means to those who entered the land? Those are meant 
who are of sufficient age (twenty years), excluding the minors. 
R. Jonathan, however, said that to those who entered the land 
it was apportioned, not to their fathers, as it is written in the 
verse just cited. But how would this correspond with verse 55 ? 
This inheritance is different from all other inheritances, as in 
all others the living inherit from the dead, and here the dead 
inherit from the living; and to illustrate this, said Rabbi, I shall 
give you a parable. It is similar to the case of two priests in 
one city, one of whom has one son, while the other has two; 
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and when they go to the barn to take the Taruma, he who 
has only one son takes one share ( e.g ., a saah), and he who has 
two takes two shares, and they turn them over to their fathers, 
who divide the shares equally among themselves, according to 
the number of souls. Such, also, was the apportionment of 
the land of Israel. Each received land according to the num¬ 
ber of his souls, and after that they divided it among them¬ 
selves according to the number of the heads of the family who 
were of the ascendants from Egypt; hence the dead ascendants 
inherit from the living. R. Simeon b. Elazar, however, said 
that the land was apportioned to both, in the manner stated in 
both of the above-cited verses. How so? He who was of the 
ascendants from Egypt took his share among them, and he who 
was of those who entered the land of Israel took his share among 
them, and he who was of both the ascendants and the entering 
took his shares with both of them. The shares of the spies 
Joshuah and Caleb took and divided equally. Those who mur¬ 
mured and the congregation of Kora’ll had no share in the land 
at all, and their children took their shares, as the direct heirs of 
their grandfathers on both the paternal and maternal sides. But 
whence do you know that in Num. xxvi. the ascendants from 
Egypt are meant? Perhaps it means the tribes themselves who 
entered the land? It is written [Ex. vi. 8]: “I will give it 
you for an heritage.” Inheritance implies from parents to chil¬ 
dren, and this was said to the ascendants from Egypt. 

Said R. Papa to Abayi: It is understood by him who says 
that the land was divided among the ascendants from Egypt 
[Num. xxvi. 54], “ To the large tribe shalt thou give the more 
inheritance, and to the small shalt thou give the less inheri¬ 
tance,” etc.; but to him who says “ to those who entered the 
land,” what does this verse mean? This objection remains. 

R. Papa said again to the same: To him who said that the 
land was divided to the ascendants it is to be understood why 
the daughters of Z’lophchod sued for their father's share; but 
according to him who says “ to those who entered the land,” 
for what did they sue? There was no share for them, as Z’loph- 
chod was dead and he had no share. They sued that the share 
of their deceased father might be given to their grandfather 
Chipher, and that they might take their shares in succession. 
(He said again:) It is comprehended by him who says “ the 
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ascendants/' etc., why the children of Joseph cried [Joshua, 
xvii. 14], " Why hast thou given me but one lot and one por¬ 
tion of inheritance?" But to him who says "to those who 
entered," why did they cry—each of them took his share? They 
cried concerning the minor children, which were numerous. 
Said Abayi: From all this is to be inferred that all who entered 
the land of Israel had a share; and if not, they protested. And 
lest one say that he whose protest had effect is written, and he 
whose protest had no effect is not written, then the protest of 
the children of Joseph was of no effect and nevertheless written 
down. This is beside the purpose of the verse, which is aimed 
to convey good advice to mankind; in effect, that one shall 
take care not to be afflicted by a covetous eye. And this is 
what Joshuah said to the children of Joseph [ibid. 15], “ If thou 
art a numerous people, then get thee up to the wood country," 
which means, " Go and hide thyself in the forest, that no covet¬ 
ous eye may afflict thee "; and they answered: We are the de¬ 
scendants of Joseph, whom a covetous eye cannot afflict. As it 
is written, etc. [see Middle Gate, p. 213]. 

The text says that the shares of the spies Joshua and Caleb 
inherited. Whence is this deduced? Said Ula: It is written 
[Numbers, xiv. 38]: “ But Joshua the son of Nun and Caleb 
. . . remained alive." What is meant by “ remained 

alive"? Shall we assume it is meant literally? To this there 
is another verse [ibid. xxvi. 65], "save Caleb and Joshua." 
We must then conclude that the first-cited verse means that 
they lived with their shares. Farther on they murmured, and 
the congregation of Kora’h had no share? But did not a 
Boraitha state that the shares of the spies, the murmurers, and 
the congregation of Kora’h, Joshua and Caleb inherited? This 
presents no difficulty. The Tana of our Boraitha compares the 
murmuring to the spies, while the other master does not, as 
we have learned in the following Boraitha: It is written [ibid, 
xxvii. 3], " Our father died in the wilderness." Z’lophchod is 
meant. " But he was not of the company " means " the spies "; 
" of those who gathered themselves " means " the murmurers 
in the company of Kora’h," literally. Hence one compares the 
murmurers to the spies, and one does not. 

Said R. Papa to Abayi: And to him who does not so com¬ 
pare them, did then Joshua and Caleb inherit almost the whole 
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land of Israel (as the murmuring ones were very numerous)? 
And he answered: He means to say the murmurers who were 
among the company of Kora’h.* 

“ As a first-born he inherited a double share A But why? At 
the time when Z’lophchod died the land was not as yet prepared 
for apportionment (as it was still in the possession of the 
nations), and it is said above that a first-born does not inherit 
a double share in that which is not yet in existence. Said R. 
Jehudah in the name of Samuel: The Mishna was meant to say 
“ in their personal property.” 

Rabba opposes R. Jehudah’s statement that the daughters 
of Z’lophchod took four shares, as it is written [Joshua, xvii. 5], 
“ Ten portions of Menasseh.” Therefore said Rabba: The land 
of Israel was considered prepared for division, since the Lord 
himself promised to give it as an inheritance to Israel. An 
objection was raised from the following: R. Hidqua said: “ I 
had a colleague, Simeon the Shqmuni, who was one of the dis¬ 
ciples of R. Aqiba. He used to say thus: Moses our master 
was aware that the daughters of Z’lophchod were heiresses; but 
he did not know whether they were entitled to the share of the 
first-born, and the passage about the inheritance would be writ¬ 
ten through Moses, even if the case of the daughters of Z’loph¬ 
chod had not happened, but they were favored by heaven that 
this passage should be written through them. The same was 
the case with the wood-gatherer. Moses our master was aware 
that for the crime he committed there is a capital punishment, 
but he did not know by which of them he should be executed; 
and the passage would have been written through Moses, even 
if the case of the wood-gatherer had not happened. But as he 
was guilty, it was written through him; and this is what is 
meant by the reward of virtue, while the chastisement for sin 
is dealt out through a sinner. (See Sabbath, 1st ed., p. 55.) 
Now, if it be borne in mind that the land of Israel was prepared 
for division, why was Moses doubtful? He was doubtful in 
the following: It is written [Ex. vi. 8] : “ And I will give it 
you for an heritage.” Does this mean “ an heritage from the 
parents”? Hence a first-born has to take a double share; or 
does it mean, “ I give it to you—you shall bequeath it to your 
children ” (as the decree was, that the persons ascending from 

* The text continues a discussion about the same matter, explaining the supposed 
contradiction of the passages, which is of no importance, and is therefore omitted. 
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Egypt were to die in the desert), and the decision was both that 
the land was a heritage from the parents and yet not for them¬ 
selves, but to bequeath to their children? And this is what is 
written [ibid. xv. 17] : “ Bring them, and plant them.” It was 
not said “ 11s,” and this was a prophecy, wherein they themselves 
did not know they were prophesying. 

It is written [Num. xxviii. 2]: “ And they stood before 
Moses and before Elazar the priest, and before the princes and 
all the congregation.” Is it possible that when Moses did not 
answer them they were going to complain before the princes? 
Therefore this verse must be reversed. So said R. Jashia. 
Abba Hanan in the name of R. Elazar said: All of them were 
in the college when they came to make their complaint. And 
the point of their differing is: Whether in presence of the 
master the disciple must be honored or not. According to one, 
he may; and therefore he maintains that before they came be¬ 
fore Moses they asked the princes, and he who said that this 
verse must be reversed, maintains that all were of the opinion 
that in presence of the master the disciple must not be honored 
with any question. There is a Boraitha that the Halakha pre¬ 
vails that he may be honored. But another Boraitha states: 
He may not. And it presents no difficulty. In case the mas¬ 
ter himself honors the disciple, it may be done; and in case he 
does not, it may not. 

There is a Boraitha that the daughters of Z’lophchod were 
wise, understood lecturing, and were also upright. They were 
wise, as their protest was to the point As R. Samuel b. R. 
Itz’hak said: At the time when Moses our master was sitting and 
lecturing about the law of Yeboom [Deut. xxv. 57], “ If 
brothers dwell together,” they said to him: If we are considered 
as a son, then let us inherit; and if we are not considered at all, 
then let our uncle marry our mother. And therefore [Num. 
xxvii. 5]: “And Moses brought the cause before the Lord.” 
They understood lecturing, as they said: If he should have a 
son, we would not say a word. But there is a Boraitha that 
they said: If there should be a daughter. How is this to be 
understood? Said R. Jeremiah: Ignore the Boraitha. Abayi, 
however, said: “ It is not necessary to ignore it. As they said: 
If there should be a daughter from a son, we would not say a 
word. They were upright, in that they each only married him 
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who was respectable and fit for them. R. Eliezer b. Jacob 
taught: Even the youngest of them was not less than forty years 
of age when she married. Is that so? Did not R. Hisda say: 
If a woman marries at less than twenty years of age she bears 
children until sixty. After twenty she bears until forty; but 
when she marries after forty, she does not then bear children? 
Because they were upright, a miracle happened to them, as to 
Jochebed, the mother of Moses. As it is written [Ex. ii. 1] : 
“ And there went a man of the house of Levi, and took a daugh¬ 
ter of Levi/’ Is it possible that a woman of one hundred and 
thirty years of age should be named daughter? As R. Hama b. 
Hanina said: This meant Jochebed, whose mother was pregnant 
while on the road to Egypt, and she was born before the walls 
(when they arrived in Egypt). As it is written [Num. xxvi. 59] : 
“ Jochebed the daughter of Levi, whom (her mother) bore to 
Levi in Egypt.” And why is she named daughter? Said R. 
Jehudah b. Zebidah: Infer from this that signs of youth returned 
to her. The wrinkles disappeared, the complexion became im¬ 
proved, and her beauty returned to her. But why is it written 
“ he took ” ? It ought to read, “ he remarried.” Said R. Jehu¬ 
dah b. Zebidah: Learn from this that he did with her as if he 
were marrying for the first time: he placed her under a canopy. 
Aaron and Miriam sang before her and the angels said: “ The 
mother of the children shall rejoice.” 

Farther on the Scripture mentions the daughters of Z’loph- 
chod according to their age, and here according to their wis¬ 
dom.* And this is a support to R. Ami, who said: In the col¬ 
lege the most scholarly has preference to age; at a banquet, 
however, age is considered. Said R. Ashi: Even in college, 
only he who excels in wisdom; and also concerning a banquet, 
only lie who is of advanced age is considered (but if one has little 
wisdom and little more age than the others it does not matter). 

In the school of R. Ishmael it was taught: All the daughters 
of Z’lophchod were equal in wisdom (and that they are men¬ 
tioned in the Scripture differently means nothing). 

R. Jehudah in the name of Samuel said: It was permitted to 
them to marry any one of any tribe, as it is written [Num. 
xxxvi. 6] : “ To those who are pleasing in their eyes may they 


* [Num. xxvii. I ;] Mahlah, Noah, Chaglah, Milcah, and Thirsah, while on the 
occasion of their mariage, Mahlah, Thirsah, Chaglah, Milcah, and Noah are written. 
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become wives.” But what is to be said of that which is written 
farther on: “ Only to the family of their tribe/’ etc.? This is 
to be considered as a good advice—that they should marry re¬ 
spectable men only who were fit for them, and not as a positive 
commandment. 

Rabba objected: It is written [Lev. xxii. 3] : “ Say unto them 
in your generations.” (How is this to be understood ?) 
Say unto them, who were at the mountain of Sinai; and to “your 
generations ” means that the same law shall apply to “ all their 
generations.” But why should it be mentioned, “ the parents 
and their children ”? Because there were some commandments 
for the parents only, and some applying to children only. And 
what are the commandments to parents only? The law [Num. 
xxxvi. 8] : “ And every daughter that inheriteth any posses¬ 
sion,” etc. And what are the commandments to the children? 
Many, as c.g., heave-offering, tithe, and all others imposed upon 
the land of Israel. 

We see, then, that the cited verse 8 prohibited marriage to 
other tribes at that time only? Rabba himself answered his 
objection: The daughters of Z’lophchod were not included in 
the commandments to the parents. 

The master says: “The commandments belong to the fathers, 
but not to the sons. But whence is this deduced? From [ibid., 
verse 6] : ‘ This is the thing/ which means, ‘ This thing shall be 
customary only in their generation/ So said Rabha.” Said 
Rabha the minor (Zuti) to R. Ashi: According to this, should 
Lev. xvii. 3, in which the same expression is used, also be “ for 
their generation ” only? And he answered : There it is different, 
as verse 7 reads plainly: “A statute forever shall this be unto 
them throughout their generations.” 

There is a Mishna in Tract Taanith, p. 80: “ Never were any 
more joyous festivals in Israel than the 15th of Ahb and the Day 
of Atonement,” etc. Why is the 15th of Ahb a festival? Said 
R. Jehudah in the name of Samuel: In their days the tribes were 
allowed to intermarry. 

(Here is repeated from Taanith, pp. 91, 92, q. v.) 

The rabbis taught: There were seven men who encompassed 
the whole world since its creation until now: namely, Mesushe- 
lach has seen Adam the first, Shem has seen Mesushelach, Jacob 
has seen Shem, Amram has seen Jacob, Achiah the Shiloni has 
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seen Amram; Elijah the prophet has seen Achiah, and the latter 
(Elijah) is still alive. But how can you say Achiah had seen 
Amram? Is it not written [Num. xxvi. 65] : “ There was not 
left of them one man save Caleb and Joshua”? Said R. Ham- 
nuna: The tribe of Levi was excluded from the decree that all 
should die in the desert. As it is written [ibid., xiv. 29] : “ In 
this wilderness shall your carcasses fall, and all that were num¬ 
bered of you, according- to your whole number from twenty 
years,” etc., excluding the tribe of Levi, of which the number 
was from thirty years. But did not the same happen to other 
tribes? Is there not a Boraitha that Jair and Machir, the sons 
of Manasseh were born in the time of Jacob, and did not die 
until after the entering into the land of Israel ? Said R. A’hab. 
Jacob: In that decree, they who were less than twenty, and more 
than sixty years old, were not included.* 

The schoolmen propounded a question ; How was the land of 
Israel divided? Was it divided into twelve parts for twelve 
tribes (and for each tribe as a whole), or was it divided severally? 
Come and hear! [Num. xxvi. 56]: “According as they are 
many or few ” (hence it was divided among the tribes and not 
severally). And there is also a Boraitha: “In the future the 
land of Israel will be divided among thirteen tribes,” while in the 
past it was divided only among twelve; and it was also divided 
by money (the explantion will be given farther on); and it was 
also divided only “ by lot ” and by the Urim v’tumim, as it is 
written [ibid., 56]: “by the decision of the lot.” How so? 
Elazar was attired in the Urim v’tumim. Joshua and all Israel 
were standing by, and an urn containing the names of the tribes, 
and another, and the names of the boundaries of the land, were 
placed there; and Elazar, influenced by the Divine Spirit, would 
say thus: “ Zebulon will now come out from the urn, and with 
him the boundary of Akhu.” And then one of the tribe of 
Zebulon would put his hand into the urn and draw the name of 
his tribe, and then put his hand into another urn and draw 
Akhu. And then again Elazar, influenced by the Divine Spirit, 
would say: Now Naphtali will come, and with him the boundary 
Ginousar. And so it was with each tribe. However, the divi¬ 
sion in the world to come will not be equal to the division of 


* In the text it is deduced by analogies of expression, and omitted as of no im¬ 
portance. 
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land in this world, as in this world, usually, the lot of one is a 
field of grain, and of another, one of fruits; but in the world to 
come, every one will have a share in the mountains, valleys, and 
plains. As it is written [Ezek. xlviii. 31]: “The gates of 
Reuben, one,” etc., which means that every one will have equal 
land and shares, and the Holy One, blessed be He, Himself will 
assign the shares. As it is written [ibid., 29] : “ And these are 
their allotted division, said the Lord Eternal.” We see, then, 
that the Boraitha states that in the past the division was twelve 
parts to the twelve tribes. Hence it was divided among the 
tribes and not severally. Infer from this that so it is. 

The master said: The land of Israel will be divided among 
thirteen tribes. Who will be the thirteenth ? Said R. Hisda: 
The prince of Israel will be the thirteenth. As it is written 
[ibid., 19] : “And the laborer of the city (i.e. y the prince who 
bears the yoke of the whole city), whom men of all the tribes 
will serve.” * Said R. Papa to Abayi: But why not say that to 
the prince would be given a city or the like, but not a thirteenth 
share of all the land ?J And he answered: This could not be 
borne in mind. As it is written [ibid., 21] : “And the residue 
shall belong to the prince, on the one side and on the other of 
the holy oblation, and of the possession of the city,” etc. (Hence 
we see that a share was given to him by all tribes.) 

The text says farther on: “ It was divided by money.” What 
does it mean? Shall we assume that he who had good land 
would pay to him who had inferior ? Does the Boraitha treat 
of fools, who take money instead of good land? Therefore it 
must be said that money was paid by those who had shares near 
to Jerusalem to those who took their shares far from Jerusalem 
(nearness to Jerusalem being preferable, as it was nearer to the 
Temple and farther from the land of the natives, therefore in 
less danger than if near to them). And on this point the follow¬ 
ing Tanaim differ. R. Eliezer said that they were rewarded with 
money, and R. Joshua maintains that this reward was in land, 
as, e.g., compared with where a saah can be sown nearer to 
Jerusalem they took five saahs. 

* Leeser’s translation does not correspond. 

f The text has “ Rungur.” The Aruch explains this as two words of the Persian 
language: “Run” means “day,” and “gur” means “hirer”; and accordingly 
Rashbam construes “ day-hirer,” which does not fit very well. We have therefore 
translated in accordance with R. Gershom. 
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It says farther on: “ It was divided only by lots.” There is 
a Boraitha, “ except Joshua and Caleb.” What does it mean? 
That they did not take any land at all? Is it possible? It is 
said above that they took the shares of the spies, etc. Hence 
they took what did not belong to them. So much the more 
what did belong to them. It means they did not take by lots, 
but by the decree of heaven. As it is written [Joshua, xix. 50] : 
“ By the order of the Lord did they give him the city which he 
had asked—Timnath Serah on the mountain of Ephraim.” And 
Caleb—as it is written [Judges, i. 20] : “ And they gave Hebron 
unto Caleb as Moses had spoken.” But was not Hebron one of 
the cities of refuge ? It means the suburbs and villages around 
the city. 

MISHNA IV .: A son and daughter are equal concerning in¬ 
heritance. However, a son takes two shares of the estate of his 
father, but not of the estate of his mother; and the daughters 
are fed from the estate of their father, but not from that of their 
mother. 

GEMARA: What does the Mishna mean by its statement 
that they are equal concerning inheritance? Shall we say that 
they inherit together? Is it not said above 'that the son and all 
his descendants have preference over the daughter? Said R. 
Na’hman b. Itz’hak: It means to say that they are equal con¬ 
cerning an estate which is not yet fit for division. But have we 
not learned also this: That the daughters of Z’lophchod took 
three shares from the estate of their father, and when Z’loph¬ 
chod died the land was not yet fit for division? And, secondly, 
what does the expression “ however ” mean ? Said R. Papa: 
It means to say that they are equal in taking the share of a first¬ 
born. It means that when a first-born died childless they took 
his share. But this also was already stated concerning Z’loph¬ 
chod; because he was a first-born, a double share belonged to 
him, which his daughters inherited, and in reference to him also 
we do not know what the expression “ however ” means. 
Therefore said R. Ashi: It means to say that the son and daugh¬ 
ter are equal; in case one has bequeathed to him or to her all 
his estate, his will must be executed. Is this in accordance with 
R. Johanan b. Beroka? This is said farther on by him: If one 
has bequeathed to them who are legal heirs, his words must be 
listened to? And even if one should say that our Mishna is in 
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accordance with R. Johanan, and the succeeding Mishna is in 
accordance with them who differ with R. Johanan, is it not a 
rule that in such a case the Halakha does not prevail with the 
anonymous Mishna? And still, what means the word “how¬ 
ever”? Therefore said Mar b. R. Ashi: It means that the son 
and daughter are equal in all cases concerning inheritance, be it 
the estate of father or mother. However, there is a difference 
between them, that the son takes two shares from the estate 
of the father, but does not from the estate of his mother.” 

The rabbis taught: It is written [Deut. xxi. 17] : “ To give 
him a double portion,” which means a double portion as against 
one brother. But perhaps it means a double portion from all 
the estate, and should be discussed thus: His share, when he has 
five brothers, should be equal to that when he has only one. 
As in the latter case he takes two shares from the whole estate, 
so it should be with the former. On the other hand, it can be 
discussed thus: His portion, when he has five brothers, should 
be equal to that when he has only one brother, in this respect, 
that as in the latter case he takes twice as much as his brother, 
so it should be in the former case, that he takes twice as much 
as all of them. Therefore it is written [ibid., 16] “Among his 
sons, what he hath.” We see, then, that the Torah treats of the 
inheritance as among all one's sons; hence we have to take the 
second supposition, and not the first. It is also written [I Chron. 
v. 1] : “ And the sons of Reuben, the first-born of Israel, for he 
was the first-born; but when he defiled his father’s bed, his birth¬ 
right was given unto the sons of Joseph the son of Israel, so 
that the genealogy is not to be reckoned after the first birth.” 
And it is also written [ibid., 11 ] : “For Judah became the 
mightiest of his brothers, and the prince descended from him; 
while the first birthright belonged to Joseph.” 

Now the case of the first-born is mentioned concerning 
Joseph, and also concerning generations ; as in the case of 
Joseph, it was only twice as much as each of the brothers. As 
it is written [Gen. xlviii. 22] : “ Moreover, I have given unto 
thee one portion above thy brothers.” So also is it with the 
case mentioned as to generations, that the first-born should have 
only one portion more than his brothers. It is written farther 
on: “ Which I took out of the hand of the Emorite with my 
sword and with my bow.” Did he indeed take it with sword 
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and bow? Is it not written [Ps. xliv. 7] : “ For not in my bow 
will I trust, and my sword shall not help me.” ? Therefore we 
must explain that “ with his sword ” he means prayer, and “ with 
my bow ” supplication. 

To what purpose was it necessary to cite all the verses ? Lest 
one say that the cited verse in the above Boraitha is needed for 
R. Johanan’s above theory; therefore the other cited verse, etc. 

Said R. Papa to Abayi: How is it inferred from the last cited 
verse that Jacob gave Joseph twice as much as to all his broth¬ 
ers ? Perhaps he presented to him only a like estate ? And 
he answered:-To thy question the Scripture says [Gen. xlviii. 
5] : “ Ephraim and Manasseh shall be unto me as Reuben and 
Simeon. (Hence we see that he had twice as much as his 
brothers, who each were counted as one tribe, and he for 
two.) 

R. Helbo questioned R. Samuel b. Na’hmeni: What is the 
reason that Jacob took away the privilege of the first-born from 
Reuben and gave it to Joseph? You ask for the reason. Does 
not the Scripture state the reason: “ When he defiled his father’s 
bed”? I mean to say: Why did he give it to Joseph? And 
he rejoined: I will tell you a parable to which this case is similar: 
There was one who had raised an orphan in his house. At a 
later period the orphan became rich, and thought, I will recom¬ 
pense my benefactor (because Joseph supported his father in the 
years of famine, therefore he recompensed him). Said R. Helbo 
to him: And how would it be if Reuben had not sinned: then 
Jacob would have given nothing to Joseph? Thereto I shall 
tell you what R. Jonathan your master said concerning this: 
The first-born had to come from Rachel. As it is written [ibid., 
37] : “ These are the generations of Jacob. Joseph.” But 
Leah was preferred by virtue of her prayers. Because of the 
very chastity of Rachel, the Holy One, blessed be He, returned 
it to her. And what were Rachel’s virtues? As it is written 
[ibid., 12] : “And Jacob told Rachel that he was her father’s 
brother, and that he was Rebekah’s son.” The brother of her 
father? Was he not the son of her father’s sister? It was thus: 
He asked her whether she would marry him, and she said, Yea, 
but my father is very shrewd, and you cannot persuade him. 
And to the question: What does it mean? she answered: I have 
a sister who is older than myself, and my father will not give me 
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to you while she is not married. Then he said: I am his brother 
in shrewdness. She then asked him: Is it, then, allowed to the 
upright to be shrewd? And he answered: Yea; as it is written 
f II Sam. xxii. 27] : “ With the pure thou wilt show thyself pure, 
and with the perverse thou wilt wage a contest.” And then he 
furnished her with some signs, that when she should be brought 
to him he would ask her for these signs, that he might be sure 
that she was not exchanged for Leah. Thereafter, when Leah 
was brought to him instead of Rachel, the latter thought, Now 
Leah will be ashamed, and confided to her the signs. And this 
is what is written [Gen. xxix. 25] : “ And it came to pass that 
in the morning, behold, it was Leah,” from which it is to be 
inferred that until the morning he did not know that she was 
Leah, because of the signs which Leah received from Rachel. 

Abba Halipha Oruyah questioned R. Hyya b. A.bba: Of 
Jacob’s children who came to Egypt in sum you find seventy; 
however, if you will number them in detail, you will find only 
sixty-nine. And he answered: There was a twin with Dinah. 
As it is written [ibid., xlvi. 15] : “ With Dinah his daughter.” 
According to your theory there was a twin with Benjamin also, 
as the same expression was used ? He said then: A valuable 
pearl was in my hand, and you were about to abstract it. So 
said R. Hama b. Haninali: This was Jochebed, whose mother 
was pregnant, and bore her before the walls (above, p. 263). 

R. Helbo questioned again R. Samuel b. Na’hmeni: It is 
written [Gen. xxx. 25]: “And it came to pass, when Rachel 
had borne Joseph,” etc. Why when Joseph was born? And 
he answered : Because Jacob our father saw that the descendants 
of Esau would become submissive to the descendants of Joseph 
only. As it is written [Obadiah, i. iS] : “And the house of 
Jacob shall be a fire, and the house of Joseph a flame, and the 
house of Esau a stubble.” Helbo obejeted to him from [I Sam. 
xxx. 17] : “ And David smote them from the twilight even unto 
the evening of next day,” etc. Hence we see that they were 
submissive also to David, who was a descendant of Judah, and 
not of Joseph. Answered Samuel: The one who made you read 
the prophets did not do so with the Hagiographa, in which it is 
written [I Chron. xii. 21] * “And as he was going over to 

* In the Hebrew Bible it is verse 21 ; in Lecser’s, verse 20, because he put 
together verses 5 and 6. 
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Ziklag . . . captains of the thousands that belonged to 

Manasseh.” Hence they were submissive to the descendants 
of Joseph. R. Joseph objected from [ibid., iv. 42 and 43] : 
“ And some of them, even of the sons of Simeon, five hundred 
men, went to mount Seir, having at their head Pelatyah and 
Nearyah and Rephayah, and Uzziel, the sons of Yishi. And 
they smote the rest of the Amalekites that were escaped, and 
dwelt there unto this day/’ Said Rabba b. Shila: Yishi was a 
descendant of Manasseh. As it is written [ibid., v. 24]: And 
these were the heads of their family divisions: namely, Epher 
and Yishi.” 

The rabbis taught: “ The first-born takes a double share in 
the shoulders, in two cheeks and the maw, in the consecrated 
things, and also in the improvement of the estate which was 
improved after the father’s death. How so? If the father left 
them a cow which was hired to others, or she was pasturing on 
the meadow and she brought forth offspring, the first-born takes 
a double share. If, however, the heirs build houses or plant 
orchards, the first-born does not take a double share.” 

Let us see how was the case with the shoulders, etc. If al¬ 
ready in the father’s hand, it is self-evident; and if not when still 
alive, then it was not yet in existence; and there is a rule that a 
first-born does not take a double share in that which is fit, but 
not yet in existence? The Boraitha treats of a case where the 
priest has acquaintance among people who usually give such 
a gift to him only, and the cattle were slaughtered while the 
father was still alive. And the Tana of the Boraitha holds that 
the above gifts are considered separated immediately after 
slaughtering, although they were not as yet taken off. It states 
farther on: If the father left them a cow, etc. Let us see: It 
teaches that the first-born takes a double share, even when it 
was under the control of others. Is it not self-evident that so 
much the more does the rule apply when it was pasturing on 
the meadow under proper control? It comes to teach us that 
the case “ hired out to others ” should be equal to pasturing in 
the meadow in this respect, that the heirs not needing to feed it, 
the improvement came of itself; but not when the heirs fed it, 
as then the improvement would be considered as made by the 
heirs, of which no double share is given. And this Boraitha is 
in accordance with Rabbi of the following Boraitha: A first-born 
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does not take a double share in the improvement of an estate 
which was improved after the father’s death. Rabbi, however, 
said: I say that he takes, provided the improvements came by 
themselves, but not if improved by the heirs. 

When they inherited a promissory note, the first-born took 
a double share; and if there was left a promissory note from the 
father, the first-born had to pay a double share. If, however, 
he says, “ I will not pay double and also not take, a double 
share,” he may do so. What is the reason of the rabbis? It 
is written [Deut. xxi. 17]: “To give him a double portion.” 
We see that the Scripture considers this a gift; and a gift is not 
considered unless it comes to one's hand. The reason of Rabbi 
is, because it is written “ a double portion.” We see, then, that 
the Scripture equals this to an ordinary share; and as concerning 
an ordinary share it is considered belonging to the heir even 
before it reaches his hand, the same is the case with the double 
share. 

Said R. Papa: In case the father left a small tree, and pend¬ 
ing the time of inheritance it became large; or unmanured earth, 
which has improved by itself, all agree that a double share is 
given. In what they differ is, in a case where the father dies 
when the seeds are as yet growing, and at the time of dividing 
the inheritance had been made into sheaves; or date-trees were 
as yet blooming, and at the time of dividing bore dates. Ac¬ 
cording to one, it is to be considered an improvement by itself; 
and according to the other, it is considered changed to another 
article, of which a double share is not to be given. 

Rabba b. Hana in the name of R. Hyya said: If one has 
acted in accordance with the decision of Rabbi, the act is valid; 
and the same is when he has acted in accordance with’the de¬ 
cision of the sages. And the reason is because R. Hyya was 
doubtful whether the Halakha prevails with Rabbi when he 
differs with an individual, or it is so even when he differs with a 
majority (as in this case a majority differs with him). Hence it 
cannot be considered a wrong act if one has acted according to 
one of the decisions. Said R. Na’hman in the name of Rabh: It 
is prohibited to act in accordance with Rabbi [as he holds that 
the Halakha prevails with Rabbi against an individual only]. 
R. Na’hman, however, himself maintains that it is permitted to 
act in accordance with Rabbi [as he holds that the Halakha pre- 
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vails with Rabbi even against a majority]. Said Rabha: It is 
prohibited to act in accordance with Rabbi to start with; how¬ 
ever, if one did so, his act is valid [and his reason is, that in such 
a case where Rabbi differs with the majority, the college has to 
teach in accordance with the majority to start with, but it 
cannot compel the one who acted in accordance with Rabbi to 
ignore his act]. 

It was taught: R. Na’hman taught in the Mechilta and 
Siphre, it is written [Deut. xxi. 17] : “ Of all that is found in his 
possession/’ means to exclude the improvement which was 
made by the heirs after the father’s death, but not that which 
improved by itself. And this is in accordance with Rabbi. 
Rami b. Hama, however, taught in the above-mentioned books 
that it excludes that which improved by itself, and so much the 
more that which was improved by the heirs. And this is in ac¬ 
cordance with the sages. 

R. Jehudah said in the name of Samuel: A first-born does 
not take a double share in a loan. According to whom is it? 
It cannot be in accordance with the rabbis, as they exclude him 
even from an improvement which is under the heirs’ control; 
so much less of a thing which is not under their control. It 
must then be said that this is in accordance with Rabbi. But 
then the Boraitha which states: “ If they inherit a promissory 
note, the first-born takes a double share in the loan, as well as in 
the interest,” will not be in accordance with both the rabbis and 
Rabbi. It may be that Samuel’s statement is in accordance 
with the sages; and nevertheless he has to teach this, lest one 
say, because he holds the promissory note in his hand, it is to 
be considered as already collected, he comes to teach us that it 
is not so. 

“ A message was sent from Palestine, that he takes a double 
share in the loan, but not in the interest.” According to whom 
is this? It cannot be in accordance with the rabbis, for the 
reason stated above; and also not in accordance with Rabbi, 
who states in a Boraitha that he takes a double share in the loan, 
as well as in the interest? It is in accordance with the sages; 
but the Palestinians hold that a note is considered as already 
collected. 

Said R. A’ha b. Rabh to Rabhina: Amimar happened to be 
in our city, and lectured: “ A first-born takes a double share 
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in a loan, but not in the interest thereof. And Rabhina an¬ 
swered: The Nahardeans are in accordance with their theory 
elsewhere (both Amimar and R. Na’hman were from Nahar- 
dea), as in such a case Rabba said that if the heirs recovered real 
estate on a loan of their father a double share is given, but not 
if they collected money. R. Na’hman, however, holds the re¬ 
verse : A double share is given if money is collected, but not on 
real estate. Said Abayi to Rabba: There is a difficulty concern¬ 
ing your decision, and also concerning the decision of R. Na’h¬ 
man. Concerning your decision, the reason of which is to be 
supposed that their father left to them not this money now col¬ 
lected, as he left a promissory note only; but why should it not 
be the same with the estate? Did, then, their father leave real 
estate to them? Moreover, you, master, said that the reason 
given by the Palestinians concerning the case of a certain old 
woman (stated farther on) seems to you a right one, and this 
certainly contradicts your present decision. And concerning 
R. Na’hman’s there is also the same difficulty, as his reason must 
be that there is no double share from the collected estate, be¬ 
cause they did not inherit it from their father. Why should it 
not be the same with money, as the collected money was not of 
the inheritance of their father. Moreover, did not R. Na’hman 
say in the name of Rabba b. Abuhu, that if orphans have recov¬ 
ered real estate for a debt to their father, and there was a credi¬ 
tor to whom their father was indebted, the creditor might take 
away the estate which they recovered? (Hence he (R. Na’h¬ 
man) considers the recovered estate as if left by the deceased— 
why, then, should there not be given a double share?) An¬ 
swered Rabba :There is no difficulty concerning my statement, 
nor concerning R. Na’hman’s, as we both have pointed out only 
the reason of the Palestinians by which, according to my 
theory, a double share is given from real estate, but not for 
money; and to R. Na’hman’s it is the reverse. But our own 
opinion is, that neither from real estate nor from money is a 
double share given. 

What was the case of the old woman, mentioned above? 
There was one who wrote in his will: “ My estate shall be given 
to my old grandmother, but after her death it shall belong to 
my heirs.” The deceased had a married daughter, who died 
while her husband and the deceased grandmother were still 


TRACT BABA BATHRA (LAST GATE). 


275 


alive; and her husband, after the death of the old woman, de¬ 
manded the estate of his father-in-law, which was in the hand 
of his grandmother. And R. Huna’s decision was: His claim is 
right, as the will states, “ After her, my heirs shall inherit it,” 
which is to be explained, “ My heirs, and the heirs of my heirs.” 
R. Anan’s decision, however, was: His claim is not to be con¬ 
sidered, as the will states, “ to my heirs,” and he was not his heir, 
but the heir of his daughter. And the Palestinians sent a mes¬ 
sage: The Halakha prevails with R. Anan, but not for his rea¬ 
son, as, according to his reason, even should his daughter leave 
a son, he would also not inherit; and this is not so, as the reason 
why the husband could not inherit is, that the law that the hus¬ 
band inherits from his wife holds good only when she left real 
estate, but not such an estate as was not as yet in her hands, but 
to come, which is not the case with a son, who inherits this also. 

But shall we assume that R. Huna holds that one may inherit 
even an estate which was not as yet in the hands of his wife? 
Said R. Elazar: This case was discussed by great men, and the 
final decision, with its reason, will be rendered by a small man 
like my humble self. Every one who says “ after thee ” is to 
be considered as if he were to say “ from to-day ” (i.c., the above 
will states “ after her,” which means the estate shall belong to 
“ my heirs from to-day, but they are not to use the products 
so long as the old woman is alive ”). Rabba, however, said: It 
seems to me that the reason given by the Palestinians is good 
as, according to that will, if the old woman should sell the 
estate, the sale would be valid. 

R. Papa said: The Halakha prevails that a husband does not 
inherit a property which was to come in the future to his wife, 
and the same is the case with a first-born. He—the first-born— 
also does not take a double share in a recovered loan, in real 
estate or money; and, furthermore, if the first-born owes money 
to his father, the share which belongs to a first-born is to be 
divided, half to himself and the other half to his brothers. (The 
reason is, according to Rashbam, because this share is con¬ 
sidered doubtful money, as it is not certain that the first-born 
is to be considered an occupant with respect to it, the supposi¬ 
tion being that he has mortgaged all his estate for this debt to 
his father for the purpose that, in case of his father's death, he 
should take a double share. And there is a rule that doubtful 
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money is to be divided. And according to Gershom, the reason 
is because this loan is not to be compared with the loan of a 
stranger, as he who is an heir is also an occupant with respect 
to this debt, and this gives him title to a half of the share in 
question.) 

Said R. Huna in the name of R. Assi: If the first-born pro¬ 
tests when his brothers come to improve the estate left by their 
father, saying: “ They shall delay improvement until after divi¬ 
sion/' this protest must be considered in case they have not 
listened to him, and he takes a double share in the improvement 
also. Said Rabba: The decision given by R. Assi seems to me 
right in case, c.g., they inherited vines, and the improvement 
was by gathering the grapes from the vines; or they inherited 
olives, and took them off from the trees: but if they made wine 
or oil thereof, the protest is not to be considered. R. Joseph, 
however, maintains: Also in the latter case, it is to be consid¬ 
ered. Why? They inherited grapes, and now it is wine! As 
R. Uqba b. Hama said elsewhere: It means he shall receive a 
double share of the value of the grapes. The same is the case 
here, I.c., if it happened that the vine was of less value than the 
grapes, he might claim his double share in the grapes, as he has 
protested that wine be not made of them. And where did Uqba 
say this? In reference to the statement of R. Jehudah in the 
name of Samuel, that if a first-born and his brother have in¬ 
herited vines or olives, and gathered them, the first-born takes 
a double share of them, even when they were pressed. Pressed ! 
Were they not first grapes, and now wine? Mar Uqba b. Hama 
explained that it means that the first-born receives his full 
double share of the value of the grapes, as explained above. 

R. Assi said: If, at the dividing, the first-born took an equal 
share with his other brother, it is to be considered that he has 
relinquished his right. R. Papa in the name of Rabha said: He 
has relinquished his right in the divided estate only. R. Papi 
in the name of Rabha, however, said: It is to be considered that 
he has relinquished his right on all the estates. The reason of 
the former is because he holds that the first-born has nothing 
until the estate is divided. Therefore he can relinquish his right 
only in the divided ones. And the latter holds that as soon as 
the father dies the double share belongs to the first-born, even 
before division. And therefore, as he has relinquished his right 
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in the divided estate, so has he done with all others. Both state¬ 
ments, however, were not said by Rabha plainly, but were in¬ 
ferred from the following act: There was a first-born who sold 
all the estate belonging to him and his brother. The orphans 
of his brother were going to eat dates of the estate belonging to 
their father, which was in the possession of the buyers, who 
struck them. Their relatives said to the buyers: It is not 
enough for you that you have bought their estate without the 
consent of the father and the orphans, you dare to strike them. 
And the case came before Rabha, who decided that the act of 
the first-born was null and void. R. Papi explained that it 
means he did nothing with the share belonging to the ordinary 
brother, but concerning his own share, the sale was valid; and 
R. Papa explained the decision of Rabha, that the whole sale 
was null and void, because the first-born had nothing in the 
estate before it was divided. 

A message was sent from Palestine: If a first-born sold out 
before division, he did nothing. Hence they hold that the first¬ 
born had nothing before the division. The Halakha, however, 
prevails that he has. Mar Zutra of Drishba had divided a bas¬ 
ket of pepper with his brothers, and took an equal share, though 
he was a first-born; and when the case came before R. Ashi, he 
decided that as he relinquished his right concerning the pepper, 
it was also relinquished on all other property. 

MISHNA V .: If one said in his will, “ My son so and so, 
who is a first-born, shall not take a double share/' or, “ My son 
so and so shall not inherit at all with his brothers," he said noth¬ 
ing, as this provision is against the law in the Scripture. If, 
however, he has divided all his goods in his verbal will, and to 
some of his heirs he has bequeathed more and to some less, also 
equalizing the first-born, his will is valid, provided he has not 
mentioned in his will the word “ inheritance." But if he said 
“ because of inheritance," it is not to be considered. If there 
was a written will in which, in the beginning, middle, or end, 
was mentioned “ a gift," all that it contains is to be listened to. 

GEMARA: Shall we assume that our Mishna is not in ac¬ 
cordance with R. Jehudah, who said in Tract Kedushin that a 
condition against the law in the Scripture, if in money matters, 
may be listened to? This Mishna can be even in accordance 
with him, as in that case the woman was aware of the law, but 
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relinquished her right. In our case, however, no one has re¬ 
linquished. 

R. Joseph said: “ If one said in his will, 'My son so and so 
is my first-born/ he takes a double share. If, however, he said, 
i My son so and so is a first-born/ he does not, as perhaps it was 
meant he was a first-born to his mother. ,, There was one who 
came before Rabba b. b. Hana as a witness that he was certain 
so and so was a first-born. And to the question: Whence do 
you know it? he answered: Because his father called him “ the 
first-born fool.” And he said: This is no evidence, as people 
used to name a first-born to his mother first-born fool (i.e., a 
first-born without right). 

It happened that anothercame before R. Hanina as a witness 
for a first-born, and to the question: Whence do you know it? 
he answered: His father used to say, “ Go to SlTkh’at my son, 
who is a first-born, whose spittle cures eyes.” But perhaps he 
meant a first-born to his mother? There is a tradition that a 
first-born of the father cures, and a first-born to his mother does 
not. 

R. Ami said: If born atj.i?/tos y and after perforation found 
to be a male, he does not take a double share, as it is written 
[Deut. xxi. 15], "first-born son,” which means a son when 
born. R. Na’hman b. Itz’hak said that also the law of ibid., ibid. 
18 does not apply to him. Amimar said: Such is not considered 
an heir at all, so that his share is not to be reckoned, and does 
not diminish the double share for the first-born. R. Shezby 
said: He must also not be circumcised on the eighth day. And 
R. Shrabyah said: The law [Lev. xii. 2] does also not apply to 
such (as in all the cited verses it reads a son or a male child). 
Said Rabha: There is a Boraitha in accordance with R. Ami: 
It is written a son, but not arju?jto?; a first-born, but not a 
doubtful one. What does the latter part mean to exclude? 
That which Rabha lectured: If two wives of one have born two 
sons in a secret place which was dark, and it is not known who 
was born first, they may write a power of attorney each to the 
other (i.c., if I am the first-born, I authorize you to take the 
double share for me; and if you are, then take it for yourself. 
And then one of them collects the double share and divides it 
with the other. Said R. Papa to Rabha: But did not Rabbin 
send a message: I have questioned all my masters about the law 
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in this case, and could get no answer from any of them; but it 
was said in the name of R. Janai that if they were recognized, 
and afterward they were mixed up again, then the stated power 
of attorney is to be written, but not otherwise. Then Rabha 
took an interpreter and announced in college: That which I 
said in my first lecture was an error, as in the name of R. Janai 
was said thus: That if they were already recognized and after¬ 
ward mixed, then the above-mentioned power of attorney 
should be given to each by the other, etc. 

The inhabitants of a village situated in a meadow sent the 
following question to Samuel: Master, teach us where it was 
certain to the people that so and so, from the children of so 
and so, was a first-born. Their father, however, said that an¬ 
other was the first-born. How is the law? And his answer 
was: They should write the above-mentioned power, one to the 
other. 

According to whom was Samuel's decision ? If he holds in 
accordance with R. Jehudah, let him say so; and if in accordance 
with the rabbis, let him say so? He was in doubt according to 
whom the Halakha prevails. And wherein is their differing? 
The following Boraitha: It is written [ibid., ibid. 17] : “Shall 
he acknowledge,” which means, he shall introduce him to others 
(which is superfluous, this being already written in the previous 
verse). From this said R. Jehudah: One is to be trusted if he 
testifies, “ This is my first-born son.” And as he is trusted con¬ 
cerning a first-born, so is he also to be trusted to testify, “ This 
is a son of a divorced woman,” and of lost priesthood. The 
sages, however, say that he is not trusted. Said R. Na’hman 
b. Itz’hak to Rabha: According to R. Jehudah’s theory, the 
above-cited verse is right; but according to the rabbis, to what 
purpose is it written ? That in case of a doubt the father’s 
acknowledgment is needed (but in a case of certainty to the 
people that one was a first-born, the father is not trusted in 
denying it). But to what does such a law apply? If concern¬ 
ing a double share, even if he was not a first-born, has the father 
not a right to bequeath him a double share in the manner of a 
gift? It means, in case the father acquired estates after ac¬ 
knowledgment (i.e.y if he is to be trusted, the acknowledged 
first-born takes a double share; and if not, he does not). But 
according to R. Meier, who said that one may grant a thing 
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not yet in existence, to what purpose is the above verse writ¬ 
ten ? If property came to him while he was struggling with 
death. 

The rabbis taught: If one was known to the people as a first¬ 
born, and his father said of another, that he was the first-born, 
he is to be trusted; and if one was known to the people as not a 
first-born, his father, however, testifying that he is, he is not to 
be trusted. The first part is in accordance with R. Jehudah, 
and the latter with the rabbis. R. Johanan said: If he has tes¬ 
tified, “ He is my son,” and thereafter said, “ He is my bonds¬ 
man,” he is not to be trusted. If, however, he testified, “ He 
is my bondsman,” and thereafter, “ He is my son,” he is to be 
trusted; as the first testimony is to be considered as if he should 
say, “ He serves me like a bondsman.” The reverse is the case 
when at the house of taxes. If he said before the officers, “ He 
is my son,” and afterwards, “ my bondsman,” he is to be trusted, 
as the first statement was to avoid the payment of taxes for his 
slave; but if he said before the officers, “ He is my bondsman,” 
and thereafter, “ my son,” he is not to be trusted. An objec¬ 
tion was raised from the following: If he has served him like a 
son, and he acknowledged him as such, and thereafter he said, 
“ he is my bondsman,” he is not to be trusted; and the same is 
the case if he has served him like a bondsman, and was acknowl¬ 
edged by him as such, and thereafter he said, “ He is my son ”: 
he is not to be trusted. (Hence this contradicts R. Johanan.) 
Said R. Na’hman b. ItzTiak: The Boraitha treats of when he 
was called “ the slave who costs me a hundred zuz,” and such 
a thing a father would not say of his son. 

R. Abba sent a message to R. Joseph b. Hama: If one says, 
“ You have stolen my slave,” and the defendant says, “ I have 
not,” and to the question, “ What, then, is he doing with you? ” 
the defendant answers, “ They sold him to me,” or “ gave him 
to me as a present; and if you wish, take an oath that it was not 
so, and then you can take him.” And if the plaintiff did so 
(although, according to the law, the plaintiff had no right to 
take him with an oath, and for the defendant no other evidence 
or oath is necessary, if he would not say so), the defendant has 
no right to retract from his previous words. 

What news came he to teach us? This we have already 
learned in a Mishna (Sanh. III., 2)? He comes to teach that 


TRACT BABA BATHRA (LAST GATE). 


281 


the differing of R. Meier and the sages is in a case equal to 
our case, and the Halakha prevails in accordance with the 
sages. 

The same R. Abba sent a message to the same R. Joseph: 
The Halakha prevails that a creditor may collect from bonds¬ 
men belonging to orphans for their father’s debt. R. Na’h- 
man, however, said : He must not. 

The former sent another message to the same: The Halakha 
prevails that to a second-cousin a third-cousin may be a witness 
(according to the law, relatives must not be witnesses, and Abba 
comes to teach that a third to a second-cousin, which means a 
great-grandson to a grandson, is not considered a relative in 
this respect). Rabha, however, said: The third-cousin is com¬ 
petent as a witness even to the first-cousin. Mar. b. R. *Ashi 
had accepted a grandfather as a witness: the Halakha, however, 
does not prevail with him. The same sent another message to 
the same: If one can witness about an estate, and he became 
blind, he is no longer competent as a witness in the case. 
Samuel, however, maintains that he is, as it is still possible for 
him to mark the boundaries; but concerning a garment, he is 
not. R. Shesheth, however, maintains that even in case of a 
garment he is still competent, as he may mark the width and 
the length of the garment; but not in a piece of metal. R. Papa, 
however, maintains that even in such a’case he is still competent, 
as he may be aware of the weight. 

An objection was raised: If one were cognizant of a case be¬ 
fore he became a son-in-law to one of the parties, and the case 
came before the court after he became a son-in-law; or he was 
cognizant of the case when he was still in good health, and after¬ 
ward became dumb, blind, or insane, he is not competent as a 
witness. But if he was cognizant of the case before becoming 
a son-in-law, and thereafter married a daughter, but she died 
before the case came before the court; or he was in good 
health when he became cognizant of the case, and also when 
it came before the court, but in the time between he be¬ 
came dumb, blind, etc., and cured, he is fit to be a witness. 
This is the rule: If in the beginning or the end of the case he 
was not competent, his testimony is not to be considered; but if 
he was competent both at the beginning and the end, but not 
in the time between, his testimony holds good. This opposes 
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the statements of all the Amoraim as above, and the objection 
remains. 

R. Abba sent another message to R. Joseph b. Hama: If one 
say, 11 Of one child among the others,” he is to be trusted. R. 
Johanan, however, says: He is not. What does this mean? 
Said Abayi: If one says, “ This child shall inherit all my estates,” 
he is to be listened to in accordance with R. Johanan b. Beroka. 
R. Johanan, however, says: He is not to be listened to, in ac¬ 
cordance with the rabbis. Rabha, however, opposed: Does the 
message say he shall or shall not “ inherit ”? It says “ trusted.” 
Therefore he explained it thus: “ If one testifies to one child 
among his children that he is the first-born, he is to be trusted, 
in accordance with R. Jehudah. R. Johanan, however, says: 
He is not to be trusted, in accordance with the rabbis. The 
same sent another message to the same. If one said in his will, 
“ My wife shall take an equal share in my estates with one of 
my sons,” he is to be listened to. Said Rabha: It holds good 
only concerning the estate in possession when the will was made, 
but not concerning the estate bought thereafter, and also that 
she takes an equal share with one of his children at the time of 
dividing (i.e., if his children increased in number after the will 
was made, she takes her share accordingly, but not according 
to the number of children at the time the will was made). The 
same sent another message to the same: If one holds in his 
hands a promissory note, saying, “ Nothing was paid,” but the 
borrower say, “ The half is paid,” and witnesses testify that the 
whole amount is paid, the borrower has to take an oath that he 
paid the half, and then the lender may collect the other half from 
unencumbered, but not from encumbered estate, as the people 
by whom the estate is encumbered may claim, “ We rely upon 
the witnesses that the whole amount is paid.” And even accord¬ 
ing to R. Aqiba (Middle Gate, p. 5), the borrower may be con¬ 
sidered as one who returns a lost thing—that is, if there are no 
witnesses; but if there are, R. Aqiba also admits that a half must 
be paid, as it is to be supposed that the borrower has admitted 
the half when he has seen that there are witnesses, and he did 
not know whether they were for or against him, and therefore 
he admitted a half. Mar. b. R. Ashi opposed: Even in accord¬ 
ance with R. Simeon b. Elazar, who said that the admission is 
to be considered, as an admission in part, to which an oath is 
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given biblically, it is only when there are no witnesses who sup¬ 
port him; but not in this case, where witnesses support him: he 
is certainly considered as if he returned a lost thing. Mar Zutra 
in the name of R. Simeon b. Ashi lectured: The Halakha pre¬ 
vails in accordance with all messages that were sent by R. Abba 
to R. Joseph b. Hama. Said Rabhina to R. Ashi: But does not 
R. Na’hman oppose one of the above messages (and there is a 
rule that the Halakha prevails with R. Na’hman concerning 
money matters)? And he answered: We read the above mes¬ 
sage : It must not be collected; and so also said R. Na’hman. If 
so, what does Mar Zutra mean to exclude by his statement that 
the Halakha prevails with all the messages? It cannot mean 
Rabha’s above statement, as he does not oppose, but explain; 
and also not Mar b. R. Ashi’s, who said that a grandfather is 
competent as a witness. It is already said there that the Halakha 
does not prevail with him. And should we say that it means 
to exclude Samuel’s, R. Shesheth’s, and R. Papa’s concerning 
witnesses who were not competent at the time the cases came 
before the court, they also were already objected? Therefore, 
we must say he came to exclude R. Johanan’s statement, and 
the opposition of Mar b. R. Ashi as above. 

“ If it was mentioned in the beginning” etc. How is this 
to be illustrated? When R. Dimi came from Palestine, he 
said in the name of R. Johanan: “ There shall be given such 
and such a field to so and so, who shall inherit it ”—this is 
considered as if “ gift ” were written in the beginning. “ So 
and so shall inherit such and such a field, and it shall be 
given to him ”—this is a gift in the end. “ He shall inherit, 
and it shall be given to him to inherit ”—this is considered 
“ gift ” in the middle. This, however, is if there were one 
man and one field— i.e., “ Such and such a field shall be given 
to A, and he shall inherit”; but if it was written, “ The field 
on the east side shall be given to A, and he shall also inherit 
such on the west side,” that concerning which inheritance is 
mentioned is not to be considered, as it is against the biblical 
law. The same is the case where there was one field and two 
persons, as, e.g.,“ A shall inherit a half of such and such, and the 
other half be given to B.” R. Elazar, however, maintains: The 
law holds good even in the latter cases, but not when there are 
two fields and two persons. When Rabbin came from Palestine, 
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he said: “ If one wrote, “The field on the east side shall be given 
to A, and B shall inherit that on the west side ”—according to 
R. Johanan, title is acquired, and according to R. Elazar it is 
not. Said Abayi to him: Your saying is right concerning R. 
Elazar, as he said above that when there are two fields and two 
persons the will is not to be considered; but it contradicts R. 
Johanan’s above statement. And he answered: R. Dimi and I 
differ in the 'statement which was made in the name of R. Jo¬ 
hanan. Resh Lakish, however, maintains that title is not ac- 
quired r unless it is stated plainly, “A and B shall inherit such and 
such fields which I have presented to them as a gift/' Then 
they should inherit (i.e., as this will speaks about two persons, 
“ gift ” must be mentioned twice, so that it should constitute a 
gift for each of them). However, in this case the Amoraim still 
differ. R. Hamnuna maintains that the will in question holds 
good only as to one person and one field, but not as to one per¬ 
son and two fields, or vice versa. R. Na’hman, however, said 
that it holds good even as to one person and two fields, or vice 
versa; but not as to two persons and two fields; and R. Shesheth 
maintains that it holds good even in the latter case. 

Come and hear an objection from the following: “ My es¬ 
tates shall belong to you, and after you so and so shall inherit, 
and after him so and so shall inherit. If the first heir dies, title 
is given to the second; if the second dies, title is given to the 
third; but if the second dies while the first is still alive, the 
estate must be turned over to the heirs of the first one.” Now, 
is not the case in that Boraitha equal to two fields and two men, 
and nevertheless it states that title is given? And lest one say 
that the Boraitha also treats of a case in which the persons men¬ 
tioned are all direct heirs of the testator, and it is in accordance 
with R. Johanan b. Beroka’s statement said above, then how is 
to be understood the latter part: “ If the second dies, title is 
given to the third ”? Did not R. A’ha b. R. Ivia send a mes¬ 
sage that in accordance with R. Johanan b. Beroka, if one says, 
“ My estates shall belong to you, and after you to so and so,” 
if the first was a direct heir, the second has nothing in the estate, 
as the expression is not to be considered as a “ gift,” but as an 
“ inheritance ” ? And there is no interruption concerning an 
inheritance (i.e., an inheritance cannot be halved so that a half 
of the inheritance shall belong to the direct heir and the other 
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half to the second, and also cannot be interrupted by the death 
of the regular heir, but is to be inherited by his heirs). Hence 
the Boraitha is an objection to the statements of all the Amo- 
raim mentioned above, and so it remains. 

Shall we then assume that it also objects to Resh Lakish’s 
statement (i.e., that the Halakha does not prevail with him)? 
How can this be imagined? Did not Rabha say that the 
Halakha prevails with Resh Lakish in certain three things, one 
of which being his statement made above? This presents no 
difficulty. The Boraitha cited speaks of when it was said in one 
speech (i.e., there was no interruption between the words, “ My 
estate shall belong to you, and after you,” etc. It is therefore 
to be supposed that at the time he gave title to the first he also 
gave it to the second; and therefore all of them acquire title). 
But Resh Lakish treats of when it was said with interruption 
(i.e., the statement of Resh Lakish that if there were two men 
and two fields title is not given, means that he said first, “ This 
field shall be given to them,” and after deliberating he said again, 
“ shall inherit such a field,” etc. Then the word “ given ” can¬ 
not be considered, in case of this other, and therefor title is not 
given). The Halakha prevails that all that is said in one speech 
is valid, except as to idolatry (i.e., if one said this shall be for 
the idol, and without any interruption he said for some¬ 
thing else, the thing in question is prohibited: because of 
the rigor as to idolatry, the first word which was spoken is con¬ 
sidered). And the same is the case concerning betrothing—the 
first word is considered and the following is not, although it 
was in one speech. 

MISHNA VI .: If one says: “ A (who is a stranger to him) 
shall inherit my estate,” and he has a daughter, or, “ my daugh¬ 
ter shall inherit,” though he has a son, he said nothing, as the- 
provision is against the biblical law. R. Johanan b. Beroka,- 
however, maintains that if he has bequeathed to such persons as 
are fit to be his heirs, his will must be listened to; but if the per¬ 
sons are not fit to be his heirs, it is not to be considered. 

GEMARA: From the expression of the Mishna, to a 
stranger instead of his daughter, or to the daughter instead of 
a son, it is understood if it was one daughter among others, or 
one son among others, he may be listened to. How, then, as 
to the latter part? R. Johanan b. Beroka said: If the persons 
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were fit to be his heirs, etc. Is this not the same as what the 
first Tana said? And lest one say that R. Johanan holds that 
even in the former case his will is valid, this cannot be, as the 
following Boraitha states: R. Ishmael the son of R. Johanan 
said: My father and the sages do not differ as to when one has 
bequeathed to a stranger instead of his daughter, or to his 
daughter instead of his son—he is not to be listened to; and 
wherein they do differ is, if he had bequeathed to one son or to 
one daughter among others, where according to my father his 
will is valid, and according to the sages it is not. (Hence there 
is a difficulty in understanding the expression of the Mishna?) 
If you wish, it may be said that because R. Ishmael found it 
necessary to say that they do not differ, there must be one who 
said that they do; and this was the first Tana. And if you wish, 
it may be said that the whole Mishna is in accordance with R. 
Johanan b. Beroka. But it is not complete, and should read 
thus: If one said: “ A shall inherit my estate instead of my 
daughter,” or “ My daughter instead of my son,” he said noth¬ 
ing. If, however, “ My daughter so and so shall inherit my 
estate instead of my other daughters,” or “ my son instead of 
my other sons,” he may be listened to; as R. Johanan b. Beroka 
declares that if he has bequeathed all his estate to him who is 
one of his direct heirs, his will is valid. 

Said R. Jehudah in the name of Samuel: The Halakha pre¬ 
vails with R. Johanan. And so also said Rabha. And he 
added: What is the reason of R. Johanan b. Beroka? [Deut. 
xxi. 16] : “Then shall it be, when he divideth as inheritance 
among his sons what he hath,” means that the Torah gave per¬ 
mission to the father to bequeath his estate to whichever of his 
sons he pleased. Said Abayi to him: This may be inferred from 
“ that he shall not institute the son of the beloved as the first¬ 
born before,” etc. We see that this is said only about the first¬ 
born, but not about the other sons. Nay, the latter is needed 
in addition to what we have learned in the following Boraitha: 
Aba Hanan in the name of R. Eliezer said: To what purpose is 
it written, “ that he shall not institute,” etc.? Because from the 
beginning of the verse it is deduced that permission is given to 
a father to bequeath his estate to whom he pleases. And one 
may discuss thus: An ordinary son has the privilege to take 
his share in the estate which is not yet fit for division as if it 
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were already fit, and nevertheless his father has the permission 
to ignore him; a first-born, who has no such privilege, so much 
the more he could be ignored. Therefore it is written, " He 
shall not institute,” etc. But let the Scripture read, “ he shall 
not institute,” only. Why the first half of the verse? Because 
one may discuss thus: a first-born, who has not the privilege 
to take his double share from that which is not yet fit, has 
nevertheless the privilege that he cannot be ignored by his 
father. An ordinary son, who has the privilege, so much the 
more he should not be ignored. Therefore the beginning of 
the verse, from which we infer that the father is permitted to 
bequeath his estates to whom he pleases, was necessary. 

Said R. Zrika in the name of R. Ami, quoting R. Hanina, 
who said so in the name of Rabbi: The Halakha prevails in ac¬ 
cordance with R. Johanan b. Beroka: Said R. Abba to him: He 
did not say so, but he decided so in a case (which came before 
him.) And what is the difference? One holds preference is 
to be given to a statement (i.e,, if he states that so the Halakha 
prevails, it is a teaching forever; but if he was only acting so, 
it may be said that it was only according to the circumstances 
and we cannot take it for a rule forever). And the other holds 
that the preference may be given to an act. 

The rabbis taught: A Halakha must not be taken for granted 
from a discussion or from an act, as one has no right to act 
unless he is told to do so. If he questioned his master and he 
told him such and such a Halakha is to be practised, then he 
may go and act so, provided he does not compare one case to 
another. But do we not compare one thing to the other in 
the laws of the Torah? Said R. Ashi: It means to say that he 
must not compare one thing to the other in the law of dietary 
(i.e., an animal which is fit for eating biblically, if it has such a 
sickness that it cannot live twelve months, it must not be used). 
In Tract Chulin the diseases are enumerated, but such diseases 
as are not enumerated there are discussed whether in connec¬ 
tion with lawful use or otherwise. And it is said that in such 
cases no comparison is to be taken in consideration unless 
known by tradition. As we have learned in a Boraitha, one 
must not say, concerning Treplicth (sickness which makes the 
animal illegal): This is similar to this. And one should not be 
surprised, as, if one cuts a piece of the animal from one side, it 
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may remain alive; and from another side, and it dies imme¬ 
diately. 

R. Assi questioned R. Johanan: “ If you, master, declare a 
Halakha to us, saying that such is the law, may we practise 
accordingly? And he answered: You shall not practise unless 
I tell you that such is for practice. Said Rabha to R. Papa and 
to R. Huna b. R. Joshua: If-it should happen that my written 
resolution in a judgment should come to your hands, and you 
should see some objection concerning it, you shall not tear it 
before seeing me; for if I should have some reason to approve 
it I will tell you, and if not I will retract from it. But if the 
same should happen after my death, you shall not tear it, and 
at the same time you shall not take it for an example for other 
cases. You shall not tear it, because, if I were alive, probably 
I would approve it by a good reason; and shall not take it for 
an example, as a judge has to act only according to his convic¬ 
tion and to that which he sees with his own eyes. 

Rabha questioned: How is it when one bequeaths his estates 
to one son among others, while he is still in good health? Shall 
we assume that R. Johanan b. Bcroka’s statement is concerning 
a sick person only, to whom the above-cited passage may apply, 
but not concerning one who is in good health (when it is not 
usual for one to divide his estate), or it does not matter, and 
one may bequeath his estate when he pleases? Said R. Meshar- 
shia to him: Come and hear the following: R. Nathan said to 
Rabbi: You have taught the following Mishna: If one has not 
written in the marriage contract, “ Male children borne of you 
by me shall inherit the amount mentioned in your marriage 
contract in addition to their share among their other brothers,” 
he is nevertheless responsible in this respect, as this stipulation 
is made by the Beth Din (court). And Rabbi answered him: 
It is to be read in that Mishna, instead of “ inherits,” they shall 
“ take ” (which means a gift, and to this all agree that the father 
has a right). Thereafter, however, Rabbi said: My youth made 
me presume to contradict Nathan the Babylonian, as I see 
now—from the law that male children cannot collect their 
mother’s marriage contract from encumbered estate—that 
Nathan, who declared the expression of the Mishna to be “ in¬ 
herited ” was right, as if the expression were as I declared, why, 
then, should they not collect from encumbered estates also? 
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(Hence we see that one even in good health has the right to 
bequeath, etc., as the Mishna treats of one entering into mar¬ 
riage.) And who is the one who holds that one may give the 
preference to one of his sons among others, if not R. Johanan 
b. Beroka? Hence there is no difference if he does it while 
sick or in good health. Infer from this that so it is. 

Said R. Papa to Abayi: Let us see. According to both, no 
matter if the expression in the Mishna is “ inherit ” or “ take,” 
why should this hold good? Is there not a rule that one cannot 
grant to some one a thing which is not as yet in his hands? And 
even according to R. Meir, maintains that one may do so, 
it is when the thing is in existence, but not as yet in his hands. 
Here, however, concerning the marriage contract the male chil¬ 
dren are not at all in existence, and in such a case even R. Meir 
admits that one cannot. And if the answer to this question 
should be: When the court made a stipulation, it is different. 
Say then that only in a case where the stipulation of Beth Din 
holds, one can write so, even when he is in good health, but not 
otherwise? And Abayi answered: After all, it may be inferred 
that the Halakha prevails in accordance with R. Johanan b. 
Beroka, from the expression “ inherit,” as it could state “ take ” 
to which there is no opposition; and the choosing of the expres¬ 
sion “ inherit ” shows that it agrees with R. Johanan. There¬ 
after, however, said Abayi: “ What I said above is incorrect, 
as there is another Mishna: If one has not written in the mar¬ 
riage contract, ‘ The female children whom you will bear by 
me shall remain in my house after my death, and shall be fed 
from my estates until they shall marry/ he is nevertheless re¬ 
sponsible, as this is a stipulation of the Beth Din.” Now we see 
that the two statements which ought to be written in the mar¬ 
riage contract are in one case because of inheritance and in the 
other because of a gift; and in such a case even the opponents 
of R. Johanan admit that it is lawful. . Said R. Nihumi, accord¬ 
ing to others R. Hananiah b. Minumi, to Abayi: But how do 
you know that one Beth Din has enacted both the stipulations 
mentioned above? Perhaps they were enacted by two differ¬ 
ent Beth Dins? 

R. Jehudah in the name of Samuel said: If one bequeath 
all his estates to his wife, it is to be considered that he makes her 
a guardian only. It is also certain that if he did so to his elder 
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son, he is considered a guardian only. But how is it if he has 
bequeathed all his estates to his younger son? It was taught: 
R. H’nilai b. Aidi in the name of Samuel said that the same is 
the case even when his younger son was in his cradle. 

It is certain that if one allot in his will an estate to a son and 
a stranger, the son is considered a guardian and the stranger 
acquires title to that which is bequeathed to him as a gift. The 
same is the case if to his wife and a stranger. It is also certain 
that when he had bequeathed his estates to his bride who was 
betrothed (and yet not married), or to his divorced wife, that 
it is a gift and they acquire title. The schoolmen, however, 
were doubtful when he did so to his daughter if there were sons, 
or to his wife if he left brothers; and also to his wife, who had 
no children, but stepsons. Shall we assume that he appointed 
any one of them as guardian only, for the purpose that she 
should be respected by the heirs as long as she lived, or he made 
them a gift and they acquire title to the estate. Said Rabhina 
in the name of Rabha: The women mentioned above do not 
acquire title, as they are considered guardians; except the bride 
and also his childless wife if she is together with her stepsons, 
and therefore acquire title). R. Avira, however, said in the 
name of the same authority that all the above-mentioned 
women acquire title except his childless wife, if he left brothers; 
and also his childless wife if she is together with her stepsons. 

(All that is said above treats of a will by a sick man ?) Rabha 
questioned: How is it if this was done by one while in good 
health? Shall we assume that the above verse applies only 
to a sick man, whose last will must be respected, or the 
same is the case with one in good health, as for this purpose 
he so acted that his words should be respected from that day? 
Come and hear: If one writes the products of his estates to his 
wife, and thereafter he dies, she may collect her marriage con¬ 
tract from the estate itself. If he writes her a part of the estate 
—a half, a third, or a quarter—she may collect her marriage con¬ 
tract from the remainder. If, however, he had presented to her 
all his estates, and thereafter a creditor came holding a prom¬ 
issory note from the deceased, according to R. Eliezer the deed 
of gift shall be annulled and she shall remain by her marriage 
contract. The sages, however, maintain, on the contrary: The 
marriage contract shall be annulled and she shall remain by the 
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deed of gift (as it may be supposed that she has relinquished 
her right in the marriage contract because of the gift she has 
received). Should, however, evidence be brought that the gift 
was not lawful, she remains shorn on both sides of the head. 
R. Jehudah the baker told that such a case happened with his 
sister’s daughter, who was a bride; and the case came before 
the sages, and they decided that her marriage contract should 
be annulled and she should remain, by her deed of gift. And 
thereafter the latter, for some reason, was also annulled, and she 
remained shorn on both sides of the head. We see, then, that 
if it were not for the creditor with his note, title would be given 
to her. Now, how was the case? Shall we assume that it was 
by a will from a sick man ? Is it not said above that she is con¬ 
sidered a guardian only? We must then say that it was by 
one in good health. Hence Rabha’s question can be decided 
affirmatively. Nay, it may treat of a will by a sick man; and, 
according to R. Avira, it can apply to all the women mentioned 
above, and according to Rabhina’s explanation it may apply to 
a bride and a divorced wife. Said R. Joseph b. Minumi in the 
name of R. Na’hman: The Halakha prevails that the marriage 
contract shall be annulled as the sages declare. Shall we as¬ 
sume that R. Na’hman does not hold the theory of supposition? 
Have we not learned in the following: If one’s son went to the 
sea countries, and was thereafter reported dead, and he in con¬ 
sequence bequeathed all his estates to some one else, the gift is 
valid, even if his son were alive and returned. R. Simeon b. 
Menasia, however, maintains that the gift is null and void, as if 
he were aware that his son was still alive he would not do so; 
and R. Na’hman said that the Halakha prevails with the latter. 
(Hence we see that R. Na'hman holds the theory of supposi¬ 
tion.) Yea, his decision that the marriage contract should be 
annulled is also because of a supposition—that for the pleasure 
she has in announcing that her husband presented to her all his 
estates she has relinquished the right to her marriage contract. 

There is a Mishna (Peah, III., 10): “ If one has bequeathed 
all his estates to his sons, but has left to his wife a small portion 
of ground, she loses her marriage contract.” How is this to 
be understood—because he gave her a parcel of ground, she 
lost her marriage contract? Said Rabh: It means when he 
made the ceremony of a sudarimn , to give title to his sons with 


292 


THE BABYLONIAN TALMUD. 


her garment ( i.e ., as she has given her garment for the purpose 
of dividing all his estate among his sons, it is to be supposed 
that she agreed to this act without any objection concerning 
her marriage contract). Samuel, however, maintains that it is 
sufficient if he did so in her presence and she kept silent (as if 
this were against her will she would protest). R. Jose b. Ha- 
nina, however, maintains: It speaks of when he said toiler, “Take 
this ground instead of your marriage contract/’ And the 
Boraitha teaches that concerning a marriage contract it is more 
loosely constructed than for other creditors, as the latter do not 
lose their right unless they say plainly, “ We relinquish our 
right,” while concerning a marriage contract it is sufficient that 
she does not protest. There is an objection from a Mishna in 
Khethuboth: R. Jose said: “If she has accepted, although he 
wrote nothing, she has lost the right of her marriage contract.” 
From which it is to be inferred that according to the first Tana 
the accepting is not sufficient unless he writes. Hence he re¬ 
quires both writing and accepting. And lest one say that all 
of the Mishna in question is in accordance with R. Jose (i.e., if 
he wrote her a small parcel of ground, she loses her right). 
And R. Jose adds that the same is the case if she accepted, al¬ 
though it was not written. This cannot hold good, as there 
is a Boraitha in addition to that Mishna: Said R. Jehudah: All 
this holds good when she was present and had accepted; but if 
she accepted and was not present, she lost nothing of her right 
in the marriage contract. Hence this Mishna is an obejction 
to all the Amoraim mentioned above, and the objection remains. 

Said Rabha to R. Na’hman: In the case in question we have 
heard the opinions of Rabh, Samuel, and R. Jose. Now I would 
like to know what is the opinion of you, master. And he an¬ 
swered : I am of the opinion that as soon as he made his wife 
a sharer with his sons (i.e., at the time when he bequeathed his 
estates to his sons and set aside a piece of ground for her), she 
lost her marriage contract. (Provided she had not protested, 
as R. Na’hman holds with Samuel that if she kept silent it was 
sufficient.—Rashbam.) And so also it was taught by R. Joseph 
b. Minumi, in the name of R. Na’hman. Rabha questioned: 
How is it in a similar case when one is in good health? Shall 
we say only when he was sick, and she was aware that he had 
no other estates, therefore she relinquished? But when he was 
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still in good health she might think, “ Why should I relinquish 
my right—he may in the future buy some other estates? ” Or, 
on the other hand, having seen that he divided all his estates, 
she renounced her hope and relinquished? This question re¬ 
mains undecided. 

There was one who wrote in his will, a half of my estate to 
one daughter, and the other half to another, and a third of the 
products to my wife. At that time R. Na’hman happened to 
be in Sura (where this will was made), and R. Hisda questioned 
him: How should such a case be decided? And he answered: 
Thus said Samuel: Even if he left to her the products of one 
tree only, she lost her right in the marriage contract. Said R. 
Hisda to him: Samuel's decision was when he gave her title to 
that which is attached to the ground; but in our case he left for 
her only fruit which was already gathered. And he rejoined: 
Then you speak of movable property. In such a case she cer¬ 
tainly lost nothing. There was another man who said in his 
will: A third to one daughter, a third to another, and a third to 
my wife. It happened that one of the daughters died while her 
father was still alive (/.<?., as a father inherits from his daughter 
the deceased’s share reverted to him, and this is similar, as he 
might buy some other estate after the division of his previous 
one), and R. Papa was about to decide that his wife had only 
the third bequeathed to her, but nothing in the third left from 
her daughter, for the reason that as soon as he has made her a 
sharer with his daughters the marriage contract was considered 
null. Said R. Kahana to him : Why should this case be different 
from the case that after making his will he bought other estate? 
Would she not have a right to it because of her marriage con¬ 
tract, as she has relinquished her right only for the sake of her 
daughters, when there was no other estate, but not in the estate 
lie bought afterwards? The same is the case here: the inheri¬ 
tance of his daughter is to be considered as other estate bought. 

There was another who divided all his estate but one tree 
among his wife and children, and Rabhina was about to say 
that the widow had a right to this tree only, if the amount of 
her marriage contract exceeded the value of the estate she re¬ 
ceived. Said R. Yimar to him: If she relinquished her right 
at the time the division took place, then she has no right even 
to this tree; and, on the other hand, if she has a right to this 
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tree, which means that she did not relinquish her right, then, 
by the same right by which she collects the excess from this 
tree, she may do so from the others which are in possession of 
the heirs. 

R. Huna said: From all said above, it is to be inferred that 
in the case of a sick person who has bequeathed all his estate 
to a stranger, it is to be investigated if the latter is in some way 
fit to be called a direct heir. Then he takes it as an inheritance; 
and if not, he takes it as a gift. Said R. Na’hman to him : Why 
quibble? Say plainly the Halakha prevails in accordance with 
R. Johanan b. Beroka, as your decision is in accordance with 
him. However, perhaps you refer to a case which happened 
while one was dying and was questioned: To whom do you be¬ 
queath your estate—probably to so and so? and he answered: 
To whom else? And hence your statement that if the legatee 
is in some way fit to be an heir he takes it as an inheritance; 
and if not, he takes it as a gift? And he (Huna) answered: 
Yea, that is what I meant. But what is the difference whether 
he takes it as an inheritance or a gift? R. Ada b. Ahbha in the 
presence of Rabha said: If because of inheritance, then the 
widow of the deceased must be fed from the estate until she gets 
the amount belonging to her according to her marriage con¬ 
tract, which is not the case when he takes it as a gift. Said 
Rabha to him: Shall such a case make the position of the widow 
worse? In the case of an inheritance biblically, it is said that 
the widow must be fed from the estate; in the case of a gift, 
which is only a rabbinical enactment (as in reality one cannot 
present anything after death, but the sages enacted that the will 
of a sick person shall be considered as written and presented), 
shall she not have her right of support? Therefore Rabha ex¬ 
plained: R. Huna’s above statement agrees with the message 
which was sent by R. Aha b. Ivia: In accordance with the deci¬ 
sion of R. Johanan b. Beroka (above, p. 285), an inheritance has 
no interruption, and goes direct to the heirs of the inheritor. 
Said Rabha to R. Na’hman : But the testator himself has contro¬ 
verted this with his saying, “ after you, so and so shall inherit.” 
He said so because he meant that he might do so. But the law 
dictates that there shall be no interruption; hence this stipula¬ 
tion is against the biblical law, and must therefore not be con¬ 
sidered. 
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There was a man who said in his will: My estates shall be¬ 
long to A and after A to B. A, however, was a legitimate heir, 
and when he died, B came and demanded the estate. And R. 
Elish in the presence of Rabha was about to decide that B’s 
claim was a right one. Said Rabha to him: Judges who are 
arbitrators (i.c., who do not decide according to the strict law, 
but mediate between the parties) judge so. This case, however, 
was the same as that concerning which R. Aha b. Ivia sent his 
message (that inheritance has no interruption), and he became 
ashamed. Rabha then applied to him [Is. lx. 22] : “ I the Lord 
will hasten it in its time ” (i.e., Elish was ashamed that were it 
not for Rabha he would have acted against the law). And 
Rabha comforted him, in that Providence would not leave such 
an upright man to act wrongly, and therefore it so happened 
that he (Rabha) was present. Hence he had no need to fear 
the justice of his decisions in other cases. 

MISHNA VII .: If one bequeathed his estates to strangers, 
leaving his children without anything, his act is valid; but he is 
condemned in the eyes of the sages. R. Simeon b. Gamaliel, 
however, maintains that if his children were not going in the 
right way he might be mentioned among the good men. 

GEMARA: The schoolmen propounded a question: Do 
the rabbis differ with R. Simeon or not? Come and hear: 
Joseph b. Joezer had a son with bad habits; and he had also a 
measure of dinars. And because of his son, he consecrated the 
dinars to the Temple. The son went and married the daughter 
of Gadil, the master of the crowns for King Janai; and when his 
wife had borne a child, he bought a fish for her, and found in it 
a pearl. Said his wife to him: Do not carry it to the court of 
the king, as they will appraise it cheaply and will take it from 
you. Take it, rather, to the treasurer of the sanctuary; but 
do not mention any price for it, as if you should do so, you will 
have no right to change it thereafter, as there is a rule that con¬ 
cerning a sanctuary the upset price is considered final, and one 
has no longer right to retract, as after delivery to a commoner. 
He did so, and it was appraised by the treasurer at thirteen 
measures of dinars. The treasurer then said to him: We have 
now in the treasury only seven measures of dinars, as the taxes 
are not yet collected. And he answered: Let the remaining 
six measures be consecrated to heaven. And the treasurer re- 
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corded in his book: Joseph b. Ioezer brought to the sanctuary 
one measure, while his son has brought six. According to 
others, they wrote: Joseph brought to the sanctuary one meas¬ 
ure, and his son took from it six measures. Now, as they wrote 
Joseph brought in, it is to be inferred that he acted rightly. But 
perhaps, on the contrary, as according to others they recorded 
his son took out seven,” it may be said that they considered 
the act of the father unlawful. Therefore from this Boraitha 
nothing is to be inferred. However, how should this question 
be decided? Come and hear: Samuel said to R. Jehudah: Do 
not transfer an inheritance from any one, even from a bad son 
to a good one; further, nor from a son to a daughter. 

The rabbis taught: It happened in the case of one whose 
children had evil habits, that he bequeathed all his estates to 
Jonathan b. Uziel; and the latter sold a third of them, conse¬ 
crated a third, and the remaining third he returned to the de¬ 
ceased’s sons. And Shamai the Elder came to rebuke him for 
having so done with estates bequeathed to him, contrary to the 
will. And he answered him: Shamai, if you have the right to 
make null that which I have sold and that which I have conse¬ 
crated, then you have also a right to take away the property 
which I have returned to the children. But as you have no 
right to do the former, you have no right to exclaim against my 
latter act (i.c., if you consider me the owner of the estates be¬ 
queathed to me, then I may do with them what I please; and if 
I am not the owner, then also what I have consecrated should 
be annulled; and as you cannot annul the consecration, because 
the estate was bequeathed to me without any condition, conse¬ 
quently the estates are mine, and you cannot take away the 
property from the children.) And Shamai exclaimed: The son 
of Uziel has vanquished me! the son of Uziel has vanquished 
me! But what was his opinion before he came to rebuke him? 
He did so because of what happened in the city of Beth Horon. 
There was one of whom his father vowed that he should not 
derive any benefit from him; and when he made a banquet for 
the marriage festival of his son, he said to his neighbor: I make 
you a present of this courtyard and all that is prepared for the 
banquet, but only to the end that my father should be able to 
come and eat with us at that banquet. And his neighbor an¬ 
swered: If all this is mine, I consecrate it to heaven. And the 
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donor rejoined: I have not given you my property to be conse¬ 
crated to heaven. Rejoined the neighbor: Then you have given 
all this to the end that your father and you shall eat and drink 
and be reconciled, and the sin shall rest on my head. And the 
sages decided that a gift which cannot be consecrated by the 
benefactor is not to be considered a gift at all.* 

MISHNA VIII .: If one says: “ This is my son,” he is to be 
trusted; but, “ my brother,” he is not to be trusted. He may, 
nevertheless, share with him the inheritance of his father (when 
there are only two; but if there are three, the third,who does not 
recognize him as his brother, is not bound to share with him, 
and so he receives a half of the share of the brother who does 
recognize him). If the doubtful man dies, the estate must be 
turned over to him from whom it was taken. If, however, the 
deceased left other estates besides those he inherited with his 
brother, all the brothers share equally (because in the case of 
that one who testified that he is a brother to all, he has no right 
to the inheritance without the other brother). 

GEMARA: The Mishna states: “ ‘ This is my son/ he is to 
be trusted.” To what purpose is it stated? Said R. Jehudah 
in the name of Samuel: For the purpose that he may inherit 
from him, and to acquit his wife of Yeboom. But was it neces¬ 
sary for the Mishna to state that he might inherit from him? 
Is it not self-evident ( i.c ., if its testimony was because of inheri¬ 
tance only, he could give it as a present)? It was necessary 
to state that he is to be trusted to acquit his wife of Yeboom. 
But this also we have learned elsewhere: If one says while dy¬ 
ing: “ I have children,” he is to be trusted (and his wife is ac¬ 
quitted of Yeboom). If, however, he says: “ I have brothers 
somewhere,” and he was childless, he is not to be trusted (the 
intent being that his wife should be prohibited from remarry¬ 
ing). That Boraitha speaks of when the people were not aware 
of any brothers, and our Mishna came to teach that even when 
people were aware that one had brothers he is to be trusted if 
he testifies that such a person was his son. 

R. Joseph in the name of R. Jehudah, quoting Samuel, said: 
Why was it said: One is trusted in testifying that he has a son; 
because if one testify that he has divorced his wife, he is to be 
trusted? And Joseph himself exclaimed: Lord of Abraham! 


In the text is repeated here from Tract Sukka, p. 36, which see. 
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He sustains a thing which we have learned in a Mishna by a 
thing which was not learned at all. Therefore, if this was 
taught, it must be thus: R. Jehudah in the name of Samuel said: 
Why is one trusted to testify, “ This is my son ” (and with this 
to acquit his wife of Yeboom)? because, if he likes, he can 
divorce her. Said R. Joseph again: Now, when we come to the 
conclusion that the theory of “ because ” may be used, we may 
infer that if one testify he has divorced his wife, he is to be 
trusted; because, if he wishes to make her free, he may give her 
a divorce then. When R. Itz’hak b. Joseph came from Pales¬ 
tine, he said in the name of Johanan: A husband is not trusted 
to testify that he has divorced his wife. R. Shesheth, when he 
heard this, made a gesture implying: Now the “ because ” of R. 
Joseph is gone. Is that so? Did not Hyya b. Abin say in the 
name of R. Johanan: The husband is trusted? This presents 
no difficulty. If his testimony is of a time long past, he is not 
to be trusted; and if of a short period of time ( c.g a day or two 
before, so that this testimony should be used for the future), 
he is to be trusted. The difference is in case she was suspected 
of adultery a month before his testimony: If he is trusted, then 
she committed no adultery; and if not, the suspicion must be 
investigated.* 

The schoolmen propounded a question: Should one’s testi¬ 
mony for the time past, in which he is not to be trusted, be 
considered for the future {c.g., if he testified in January that he 
had divorced in December, which does not hold good in case 
of the suspicion stated above, does it hold good for the time 
after the testimony took place? And the question is: Can one’s 
testimony be divided—that for the past he should not be 
trusted, and for the future he should) ? R. Mary and R. Zebid: 
According to one we may divide, and according to the other 
we may not. But why should this case be different from the 
following case stated by Rabha: If one testifies that his wife 
has committed adultery with so and so, if he has another wit¬ 
ness, the man can be put to death in accordance with the law 
that two witnesses have to testify to a crime—we conjoin his 
testimony to the stranger’s and they are considered two wit¬ 
nesses; but his wife cannot be executed, as it is unlawful that 

* The commentators try to explain at length with illustrations, which we omit as 
of no importance. 
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a husband should be a witness against his wife (hence we see 
that the testimony is divided: for one it is considered, and for 
the other it is not)? It may be said: Concerning two we do 
divide, but not concerning one person. 

There was one who, while dying, was questioned concerning 
his wife (i.c., he was childless, and they questioned him if his 
wife was divorced from him, so that she might remarry after 
his death or she remained liable to Yeboom)? And he an¬ 
swered : She is fit to marry even the high priest * (i.e., I have 
divorced her). Said Rabha: We may trust him, as it is said 
above by Hyya b. Aba in the name of R. Johanan: A husband is 
to be trusted in testifying that he has divorced his wife. Said 
Abayi to him: But did not R. Itz’hak b. Joseph in the name of 
R. Johanan say: He is not to be trusted? And Rabha rejoined: 
But have we not explained above, that one speaks of the past, 
and the other of the future? Rejoined Abayi: Shall we rely 
upon an explanation in such a rigorous law as marriage is? 
Then said Rabha to R. Nathan b. Ami (before whom the 
case came: Investigate this matter (as probably Abayi is right). 
There was another, of whom it was known to the people 
that he had no brothers, and so, also, he testified while 
dying. However, it was murmured by some that he had 
brothers in some other country. And R. Joseph decided: 
There is no risk in allowing his widow to remarry, as he not 
only said so while dying, but it was known to the majority. Said 
Abayi to him: But is it not murmured that there are witnesses 
in the sea-country that he has brothers? (Answered R. Jo¬ 
seph:) But at present there are no witnesses, and in a similar 
case, R. Hanina said elsewhere: Should we prohibit a woman 
from marrying because some say that there are witnesses in 
the north? Rejoined Abayi: If Hanina had decided leniently 
concerning a woman in captivity, whose prohibition to marry 
a priest is rabbinical only, should we compare our case, which 
is biblical, if the childless deceased left brothers? And Rabha 
said to Nathan b. Ami, who had charge of this case: Investigate 
this matter. 

“' This is my brother / he is not.” But let us see what the 


* The commentators find difficulty in explaining the meaning of this expression. 
It seems to us, however, very simple. He meant: I divorced her before having 
intercourse with her, and she is still a virgin, whom a high priest may marry. 
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other brothers say. If they admit that the one in question is 
their brother, why should he share with one only? We must 
then say that they deny it. Then how is the latter part, “ If he 
had estates from other sources, the brothers have to share,” to 
be understood? They do not deny that he was their brother. 
It means when the others say, “ We do not know whether he is 
a brother or not.” 

“It must be turned over to him” etc. Rabha questioned: 
How is it if the. same estate were improved of itself— c.g., if it 
were a young tree, and it grows up, etc., there is no question 
of the improvement being through the labor of the deceased, 
as this is similar to the case in which one got estates from 
other sources; but the question is: If the improvement was of 
itself? This question remains undecided. 

MISHNA IX.: If one dies, and a Suxd?ixv was tied to his 
body, it is not to be considered at all. If, however, while sick 
he had submitted it to some one, be he his direct heir or not, 
it must be listened to. 

GEMARA: The rabbis taught: What is to be considered a 
diadrixvl (Repeated here from Middle Gate, p. 40, from the 
quotation “ Wills ” to the end of the paragraph. See there.) 

Rabba b. R. Huna was sitting in the balcony of Rabh, and 
declared the following in the name of Johanan: If a sick person 
said to witnesses: “ Write, and give a mana to so and so,” and 
before they did so he dies, it must not be listened to, for the 
reason that probably the deceased had in mind to give title in 
the case by a deed only; and as such a deed cannot be written 
after death, nothing can be done. Said R. Elazar to the dis¬ 
ciples who were also sitting there: Bear in mind this Halakha, 
as it is for practice. R. Shezbi, however, said: The reverse was 
the case: R. Elazar declared the Halakha, and R. Johanan told 
them to bear it in mind, etc. Said R. Na’hman b. Itz’hak: It 
seems to me that R. Shezbi is right, as, if R. Elazar declared 
the Halakha, it was necessary for R. Johanan to approve it; but 
if Johanan declared it, was it then necessary for Elazar to give 
his approval to what his master said? And secondly, from the 
following, it is to be inferred that Elazar had declared the above, 
namely: Rabin sent a message in the name of R. Abuhu: It 
shall be known to you that R. Elazar sent a message to the sages 
in exile, in the name of our master (Rabh): If a sick person said, 
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Write, giving a mana to so and so, and it was not done until he 
had died, nothing is to be done (for the reason said above). (R. 
Jehudah in the name of Samuel, however, said: They may write 
and give.*) But R. Johanan said (though the Halakha so pre¬ 
vails) : It must, nevertheless, be investigated. What shall be 
investigated ? When R. Dimi came from Palestine, he said the 
following two things: (a) A will which is written at a later 
period abolishes a will written previously (if title was not given 
by a ceremony of a sudarium). (b) If a sick person said, 
“ Write, giving a mana to so and so,” and died, it must be inves¬ 
tigated, whether with the expression “ write” the testator meant 
to strengthen the act. In that case it may be done; and if not, 
it must not. R. Aba b. Mamel opposed from the following: 
If one in good health said to witnesses, “ Write, giving a mana 
to so and so,” and suddenly died, nothing is to be done. From 
which it is to be inferred that if this were said by a sick person 
it would be listened to ? He himself answered thereafter: If 
the expression “ write ” was only to confirm the act, then it may 
be listened to. But how can we know what he meant ? As R. 
Hisda said elsewhere: If written, and confirmed by the cere¬ 
mony of a sudarium, no retraction can take place. So also in 
our case. If it was said by the sick person, “ Give to him, and 
also write,” then the last expression may be considered as a 
confirmation of this act; and it may be so done. 

It was taught: R. Jehudah in the name of Samuel said: 
The Halakha prevails, they may write and give; and so also 
said Rabha in the name of R. Na’hman. 

MISHNA X.: If one wishes to bequeath his estate to his 
children (i.e., it speaks of one who remarries and does not wish 
that the children by his first wife should lose their share in his 
estate after his death), he must write: I bequeath my estate to 
them from to-day and after my death (i.e., the estate belongs to 
them thenceforward, but not the products until after his death). 
So is the decree of R. Jehudah. R. Jose, however, maintains: 
It is not necessary to write “ from to-day.” 

If one wrote: “ I bequeath my estate to my son from to¬ 
day, and after my death,” he has no longer any right to sell his 
estate, because it is bequeathed to his son; and his son, also, has 


♦Transferred from 152a. 
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no right to sell it because it is still under the control of his 
father. If, notwithstanding this, the father has sold, the prod¬ 
ucts thereof are sold until he dies. If the son, however, sold, 
the buyer has nothing therein until the father dies. 

GEMARA: But how if he has written “ from to-day and 
after my death "? Have we not learned in a Mishna: If one 
wrote in a divorce, “ from to-day and after my death/' it is con¬ 
sidered a doubtful divorce, so that after his death his widow 
cannot marry his brother, but must perform the obligation of 
Halitzah. (This is no objection) as there we are doubtful as 
to the explanation of his words. Does he mean by the words, 
“ after my death," to be a condition ( i.e ., if I die she shall be 
divorced from to-day), or as a retraction ( i.e ., the last words re¬ 
tract the former), and therefore she cannot marry. Perhaps 
the divorce was valid, and it is prohibited to her to marry a 
brother-in-law. But she is under the obligation of Halitzah. 
Perhaps the divorce was invalid. In our case, however, it is to 
be explained, the body of the estate is bequeathed “ from to¬ 
day," but the products, “ after my death." 

“ R . Jose* ... It is not necessary ," etc. Rabba b. Abuhu 
became sick. R. Huna and R. Na'hman came to make him 
a sick call. Said R. Huna to R. Na’hman: Question him 
whether the Halakha prevails with R. Jose. And he answered: 
I am not aware-of the reason of his statement. To what pur¬ 
pose, then, should T ask if the Halakha so prevails ? Rejoined 
R. Huna: I will tell you the reason later, and meanwhile you 
may question him with whom the Halakha prevails. And he 
did so. And Rabba answered: So said Rabh: The Halakha 
prevails with R. Jose. When they went out from him, said R. 
Huna: The reason of R. Jose's statement is because the date of 
the deed testifies to whom from that day the estate belongs. 
And so also we have learned plainly in a Boraitha. 

Rabha questioned R. Na’hman: According to R. Jehudah, 
who requires that there shall be written “ from to-day," etc., 
how is it, if this was made with the ceremony of a sudarium ? 
(Shall we assume that as the above ceremony was already per¬ 
formed title is acquired, and nothing further is to be added; 
or, even then, it must be written in the deed “ from to-day," 
etc. ?) And he- answered: In such a case it is not necessary. 
R. Papa, however, maintains that there is a difference in the 
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tenor of the deed. If it was written: We have secured the 
ceremony of a sudarium, which he agreed to and made, then 
nothing is needed to be added. If, however, it was written: 
He agreed, and we performed the ceremony, then it is neces¬ 
sary to write, “ from to-day,” etc. (and the reason is, that the 
latter expression may be explained as intimating that he agreed 
that possession should come after death, and thereto we have 
joined the ceremony of a sudarium). R. Hanina of Sura op¬ 
posed : Are there such things as we do not know, and we must 
rely upon the scribes? The scribes of Rabha and of Abayi were 
questioned, and it was found that they were aware of the differ¬ 
ence mentioned above. R. Huna b. R. Joshua, however, said: 
There is no difference between the two versions mentioned 
above; as to either of them, nothing is to be added. But if 
“ sudarium ” was not mentioned in the deed at all, and there 
was a memorandum: e.g., “ The undersigned testify that a 
memorandum was made by so and so,” etc., then, according 
to R. Jehudah, “ from to-day,” etc., is needed. Said R. 
Kahana: I repeated this discussion before R. Zebid of Nahar- 
dea, and he told me: You have learned this so. We, how¬ 
ever, have learned it as follows: Said Rabha in the name of 
R. Na'hman: If a sudarium is mentioned, no matter what ver¬ 
sion was used, nothing is needed to be added; but in respect to 
a memorandum (illustrated above) R. Jehudah and R. Jose 
differ. 

“I bequeath my estates to my son” etc. It was taught: If 
the son sold out and then died while the father was still alive, 
according to R. Johanan the buyer has nothing in it; and ac¬ 
cording to Resh Lakish, title is given to the buyer after the 
father's death. The reason of their difference is, because the 
former holds that the sale of the products ought to be held 
similar to the sale of the body; and as the products could not be 
sold by the son, as he had nothing in them so long as the father 
was alive, so he could not sell the body. And the latter holds 
that the body is not subordinate to the products; as the body 
belonged to the son, the sale is valid. 

R. Johanan objected to Resh Lakish from the Boraitha 
stated above, p. 289, which says: The estate must be turned over 
to the heirs of the first; and according to you, it ought to be to 
the heirs of the testator. And he answered: It was already ex- 


3 ° 4 


THE BABYLONIAN TALMUD. 


plained by R. Hoshua in Babylon that there was a difference 
when the testator said plainly “ and after you.” And so also 
it was answered by Rabh, to a contradiction made before him 
by Rabha b. R. Huna. But have we not learned in a Boraitha 
that the estate must be turned over to the heirs of the tes¬ 
tator ? In the resolution of this case, Tanaim differ: “ My 
estates are bequeathed to you, and after you to B; A sells out, 
and consumes the amount. B has a right to recover it from 
the buyers after the death of A. So is the decree of Rabbi. 
R. Simeon b. Gamaliel maintains B has a right only to what 
remained from A.” A contradiction was made from the follow¬ 
ing: My estate is bequeathed to you, and after you to B; A may 
sell and consume it. So is the decree of Rabbi. R. Simeon 
b. Gamaliel, however, maintains that A has a right to the prod¬ 
ucts only. Hence Rabbi and R. Simeon contradict themselves 
in the two Boraithas. This presents no difficulty. The state¬ 
ment of Rabbi in the later Boraitha is concerning the products 
only; and the statement in the first Boraitha is concerning the 
body. There is also no contradiction in R. Simeon’s state¬ 
ments, as his statement in the last Boraitha means that so is 
the law to start with; and his statement in the former means, 
if it were already done. 

Said Abayi: Who is called a crafty villain ? He who advises 
A to sell the estate (bequeathed to him for his life only), rely¬ 
ing upon R. Simeon b. Gamaliel’s decision. Said R. Johanan: 
The Halakha prevails with R. Simeon b. Gamaliel. He, how¬ 
ever, admits that if A gives the same as a present to C, when 
he is dying, he has done nothing. And what is the reason ? 
Said Abayi: Because C ought to acquire title to it only after 
the death of A. But at that time B had already acquired title, 
as it was bequeathed to him after A’s death. But did Abayi 
say so ? Was it not taught: To a gift presented by one who 
is dying, at what time is title given ? According to Abayi, 
with the death: and according to Rabha, after death. Hence 
C ought to have the preference, according to Abayi’s last state¬ 
ment, as to B it is bequeathed after death ? Abayi has re¬ 
tracted from his last statement. But do you know where he 
has retracted from the last statement ? Perhaps he has re¬ 
tracted from the first. Yet it cannot be borne in mind that 
there is a Mishna which states as follows: If one should say: 
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“ This shall be your divorce if I should die ”; or, “ It shall be 
yours if I should not recover from this sickness ”; or, “ After 
my death/’ he said nothing. (Hence this Mishna is a direct 
contradiction to Abayi’s statement that title is given with the 
death. If it were so, the divorce would be valid when he said: 
This shall be your divorce when I die. And therefore it must 
be supposed that he retracted from the later statement.) 

Said R. Zera in the name of R. Johanan: The Halakha pre¬ 
vails with R. Simeon, even in case in the estate in question 
there were included bondsmen, and they were freed. Is this not 
self-evident ? Lest one say that the testator may claim: “ I 
did not bequeath to you my estate, you shall transgress * with 
them,” it came to teach us that it does not matter. And R. 
Joseph said in the name of the same authority: Even if he had 
made of them shrouds for a corpse. Is this not self-evident ? 
Lest one say that the testator may claim: “ I did not give it 
to you for the purpose that you should make from it things 
from which it is prohibited to derive any benefit,” he came to 
say it does not matter. 

R. Na’hman b. R. Hisda lectured: If one said: “ This citron 
is given to you as a gift, and after you to B,” and A became 
seized of it, and performed his duty as owner on the first day of 
Tabernacles, it depends upon the difference between R. Simeon 
and Rabbi whether it was done lawfully. R. Na’hman b. Itz’hak 
opposed: The above Tanaim differ in the case whether the sale 
of the products be considered the same as the sale of the body 
(explained above), or not ? But in our case, if it was not pre¬ 
sented to him to the end that as owner he should perform the 
duty of that day, for what, then, was it given to him ? There¬ 
fore it must be said that all agree that A, who did as owner his 
duty of that day, acted lawfully. But if he has consumed or sold 
it, it depends upon the difference between the Tanaim men¬ 
tioned above whether the sale is valid, or A has to pay for it. 

There was a woman who had a tree on the estate of R. 
Bibbi b. Abayi; and each time she went to gather the products 
of the tree, it made him angry. She then sold it to R. Bibbi 
for his life, with the condition that after his death it should be 


* The ancient Hebrew as well as the Roman law prohibits the freeing of a slave 
without good reason ; and also the deriving of benefit from shrouds, or anything 
else belonging to a corpse. 
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turned over to her or her heirs. He, however, transferred it 
to his minor son (to the end that the tree should remain his 
for a long time, as according to the law a minor acquires but 
cannot give title, and this act was according to R. Simeon b. 
Gamaliel). Said R. Huna b. R. Jehoshua: Because you are 
weak you speak weak words.* Even Simeon b. Gamaliel ad¬ 
mits that his statement holds good only when he transferred 
it to some one else; but not if to himself. 

Rabha said in the name of R. Na’hman: If A said to B, “ I 
give you this ox as a present, with the stipulation that you shall 
return it to me,” and B consecrated it and afterward returned 
it, the ox is consecrated, and B has fulfilled his duty. Said 
Rabha to R. Na’hman: But, after all, what has he returned 
to him ? The ox being consecrated, he cannot derive any bene¬ 
fit from it. Rejoined R. Na’hman: But did B depreciate the 
value of the ox ? Has he not returned it as he got it ? R. 
Ashi, however, said: It must be investigated how the stipula¬ 
tion reads. If “ You shall return it,” then he acted correctly, 
as he did return it. But if “ You shall return it to me” which 
means it shall be fit for me, but if he has consecrated it, it is no 
more fit for him. Consequently it cannot be considered re¬ 
turned. 

R. Jehudah said in the name of Samuel: If A has be¬ 
queathed his estate to B, and B says “ I do not want it,” he 
nevertheless acquires title, even if he still protests he does not 
want it. R. Johanan, however, says: He does not. Said R. 
Abba b. Mamel: And they do not differ. If B protests at the 
very time the deed of gift was given to him, he does not acquire 
title; but if he first kept silent, and afterward protested, title is 
acquired. 

The rabbis taught: If a sick person said, “ Give two hun¬ 
dred zuz to A, three hundred to B, and four hundred to C,” 
it must not be understood that he who is mentioned first in 
this deed acquires title to that amount; and, therefore, if a 
creditor comes with a promissory note of the deceased, it may 
be collected from all of them. If, however, it reads, “ Two 
hundred zuz to A, and after him three hundred to B, and after 
him four hundred to C,” then the one who is mentioned first in 


* The commentators* explanation of this is that Abayi was of the family of Eli, 
who according to tradition were short-lived. Therefore the word “ weak.*' 
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the document acquires title to that amount; and the promis¬ 
sory note must be collected from the last. And if the money he 
receives does not suffice, it must be collected from the one men¬ 
tioned before him; and if his does not suffice, it must be col¬ 
lected from the first. 

The rabbis taught: If a sick person said, “ Give two hun¬ 
dred zuz to my first-born son so and so, who is worthy to have 
them/’ he may take them, and also the double share belonging 
to a first-born. If, however, the sick person said, “ Give him 
such an amount for his first-born privilege, the son has the pref¬ 
erence to choose which is better for him—the amount be¬ 
queathed or the double share prescribed for him. The same is 
the case if the sick person said, “ Give two hundred zuz to my 
wife, who is worthy of them. ,, She takes them and also what 
belongs to her according to her marriage contract. If, how¬ 
ever, he said, “ Give them to her for her marriage contract,” she 
has the choice of taking them or that which belonged to her 
according to her marriage contract. If a sick person said, 
“ Give two hundred zuz to my creditor B, who is worthy of 
them,” he may take them, and also collect what the deceased 
owes him. But if he said, “ Give them to him for my debt,” 
then he takes it for the debt. 

How is the last sentence to be understood—because he said 
he is worthy of them, he shall take both the two hundred zuz 
and his debt? Why not explain, as he had a right to them be¬ 
cause of my debt? Said R. Na’hman: Huna told me that this 
Boraitha is in accordance with R. Aqiba, who is particular con¬ 
cerning the version as it is said (Chap. IV., Mishna 2): R. 
Aqiba admits, etc. From which we see that he gives his atten¬ 
tion to a superfluous word. The same is it with the case in 
our Boraitha—that the words, “ as he is worthy of them,” are 
superfluous; and according to R. Aqiba they are said because 
he wants to add them to his debt. 

The rabbis taught: If a sick man said, “ I have a mana with 
so and so,” the witnesses may write this, although they are not 
aware that such is the case. And therefore, when his heirs 
come to collect from the debtor, it is for them to bring evidence. 
So is the decree of R. Meir. The sages, however, maintain 
that the witnesses must not write unless they are aware that so 
it is. And therefore, the heirs may collect this debt \yithout any 
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other evidence. Said R. Na’hman: Huna told me: The Bo- 
raitha must be so understood. R. Meir said: They must not 
write; and the sages: They may. And even R. Meir said so 
because he feared that the court, before which the case of “ col¬ 
lection ” should come, would err, and approve the deed without 
any investigation, if the witnesses who signed the deed testified 
only to what the deceased said, or they were aware that the con¬ 
tents were true. And the sages maintain: Usually a court 
does not err, and can be relied upon to give proper attention to 
this matter. Said R. Dimi of Nahardea: The Halakha prevails 
that it must not be feared the court will err. But why should 
this differ from the following case stated by Rabha: The cere¬ 
mony of Halitza must not be made by the court, unless they 
know the persons ? And the same is the case with a denial 
(of a woman, betrothed in childhood, who on arriving at ma¬ 
jority denies the marriage before the court; and according to 
the law she may remarry without any other act). And there¬ 
fore the witnesses who were present may write a testimony of 
this act, although they themselves did not know the persons. 
And the reason why the court must not perform the ceremony 
of Halitza, unless they know the persons, is because it is to be 
feared that the court before which she may come to remarry 
will not investigate whether she is the same person who had to 
take Halitza. (Hence we see that error by the court is to be 
feared?) This is no objection. A court usually does not in¬ 
vestigate the act of a former court; but the acts of witnesses, 
it does. 

MISHNA XI.: The father has a right to pluck the products 
of trees which are found on the estate bequeathed*to bis son, 
after his own death, and may present them to whom he pleases. 
If, however, the plucked fruit remains after his death, they be¬ 
long to his heirs. 

GEMARA: The plucked fruit only, but not that which is 
attached to the trees, although ready to be plucked (i.c., such 
belongs to the son, to whom the estate is bequeathed after his 
father’s death) ? Have we not learned in a Boraitha that in 
case the fruit was ripe, under the control of the bequeather, it 
belongs to the buyer if he sold it before his death ? Said Ula: 
This presents no difficulty. Our Mishna treats of when he 
bequeathed to his son, and it may be supposed that his last will 
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was that from that remaining on the tree his son should derive 
benefit; and the Boraitha speaks of when he has bequeathed 
his estate to a stranger. 

MISHNA XII .: If he left grown-up and minor sons, the 
grown ones have no right to derive any benefit on account of 
the minors, nor have the minors a right to same on account 
of the older brothers ( c.g ., the older ones have no right to dress 
themselves at the expense of the inheritance before the divi¬ 
sion, nor should the minors be supported from the inheritance); 
but they must divide the inheritance equally. If the older 
ones have married at the expense of the inheritance, the same 
amount must be added to the shares of the minors. How¬ 
ever, the latter have no right to claim for any addition if their 
older brothers have married while their father was still alive, 
as the amount expended for their marriages is considered 
a gift from their father.* 

The very same is the case with grown-up and minor daugh¬ 
ters. All of them must receive an equal share. However, in 
one respect preference is given to daughters who were left to¬ 
gether with grown-up sons. The daughters must be fed from 
the inheritance at the charge of the sons, which is not the case 
with minor daughters who were left together with grown-up 
ones. 

GEMARA: Rabha said: In the case of the oldest brother 
who has dressed himself at the expense of the house before 
division, his act is lawful (and nothing is to be deducted from 
his share). But does not our Mishna state: “ Grown-up ones 
have no right to derive any benefit,” etc. Our Mishna 
speaks of when they are idle, and do nothing for the benefit 
of the house. If idlers! Is it not self-evident? Lest one say 
that, nevertheless, they would be pleased that their brother 
should be nicely dressed, it comes to teach that it is not so. 

“ Grown-ap and minor daughters ,” etc. R. Abuhu b. Genibh 
sent a message to Rabha: Let the master teach us: How is it 
if a woman has borrowed money, consumed it, and thereafter 
she married without paying her debt, and brought estates with 
her at marriage? Must her husband pay her debt, or not? 
Shall we assume that the husband is considered a buyer of the 
estates brought, consequently he has not to pay, as the law 


So is it explained in the Gemara by R. Jehudah. 
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dictates that a loan made without a deed cannot be collected 
from a buyer; or is he considered an heir, and must pay his 
wife’s debts, even when contracted without any deed? And 
Rabha answered: This we have learned in our Mishna: If the 
grown-up daughters have married, the minors may do the same. 
Is this not to be interpreted that if the grown-up daughters 
have borrowed money from the estate also belonging to the 
minors, the minors shall do the same by collecting the debts 
from their sisters' husbands? Nay! The Mishna means to 
say that they take the same amount from the inheritance as 
their sisters did. But this is not so. As R. Hyya taught 
plainly: If the older ones have married at the charge of the 
inheritance, the minors may collect the amount from their hus¬ 
bands? (Hence we see that the husband is considered an heir, 
and must pay?) This cannot be taken for support, as a law 
made in connection with an inheritance for the purpose of 
marriage is considered as public and known to the people, and 
also in the light of a deed which is to be collected from en¬ 
cumbered estates. 

Said R. Papa to Rabha: Why did you try to decide the 
question from R. Hyya’s Boraitha? Was the same not de¬ 
cided by Rabbin’s letter: If one dies leaving a widow and a 
daughter, the widow must be supported from the deceased’s 
estate. If the daughter has married or dies, the widow is still 
to be supported from the estate. Said R. Jehudah the son of 
R. Jose’s sister: Such a case came before me, and it was decided 
that a widow must still be supported from the estate. Now, if 
the husband is considered an heir, it is correct that his widow 
should be supported from his estate; but if he is considered a 
buyer, why should she be supported from his estate? Does 
not a Mishna state that for the support of a widow and daugh¬ 
ters, encumbered estate must not be taken away? Said Abayi: 
What news has Rabbin sent in his message? Have we not 
learned this in a Mishna: “ The following is not to be returned 
in the jubilee year: The double share taken by a first-born and 
the inheritance of a woman taken by her husband”? Hence 
we see that the husband is considered an heir? Said Rabha 
to him: And even after he has sent the message, do we then 
know that it is in accordance with the law? Did not R. Jose b. 
Hanina say (Middle Gate, p. 255) that the husband takes away 
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from the buyer? Therefore said R. Ashi: The rabbis have en¬ 
acted that in some respects the husband should be considered 
as an heir, and in some respects as a buyer; and have so done 
on his account. Concerning the jubilee year, it is better for 
him that he should be considered an heir, for the purpose that 
he should not be compelled to return the inheritance of his wife, 
and concerning the case of R. Jose b. Hanina (stated above) 
he is to be considered as a buyer, that he should not suffer any 
damage; and in the case of Rabbin they have considered him 
as an heir, to the end that the widow should not suffer any 
damage. But why did the sages consider him as a buyer in the 
case of R. Jose b. Hanina? Do not the buyers (from whom 
he takes away the property) suffer? Therein they themselves 
cause that they should suffer, as they ought not to have bought 
goods from a married woman, who lives with her husband, 
without his consent. 


CHAPTER IX. 


RULES AND REG U LAI TONS CONCERNING THE SUPPORT OF UNMARRIED 
DAUGHTERS AFTER THE DEATH OF THEIR FATHER, IF AMONG 
THE CHILDREN WERE AN HERMAPHRODITE OR AN ANDROGYN. 
MAY OR MAY NOT ONE BEQUEATH HIS ESTATE TO STRANGERS 
IF HE HAS CHILDREN ? DOES THE SECOND WILL ABOLISH THE 
FIRST ? IF A SICK PERSON RECOVERS AFTER MAKING A GIFT 
WHILE SICK, MAY HE RETRACT OR NOT ? IF SUDDEN DEATH 
OCCUR TO MANY PERSONS, AND IT IS NOT KNOWN WHO DIED 
FIRST, AND EACH OF THE HEIRS CLAIMS FOR HIS BENEFIT. 

MISHNA I.: If one dies, and leave sons and daughters, if 
the inheritance is of great worth, then the sons inherit, and the 
daughters must be supported from it; and if a moderate one, 
the daughters must be supported, and the sons may go a-beg¬ 
ging. Admon, however, said: Because I am a male shall I 
suffer? Said Rabban Gamaliel: It seems to me that Admon 
is right. 

GEMARA: What is to be considered great worth? Said 
R. Jehudah in the name of Rabh: It shall be sufficient for all 
of them to be supported for twelve months. And he (Jehudah) 
added: When I told the Halakha before Samuel, he said: Such 
is the decree of R. Gamaliel b. Rabbi. The sages, however, 
maintain: It shall suffice to support all of them until the 
daughters become of age. So also it was taught by Rabbin, 
according to others by Rabba b. b. Hana, when he came from 
Palestine, in the name of R. Johanan: If the inheritance suffices 
to support all of them until the daughters become of age, it is 
considered of great worth; and if less, it is considered moderate. 
How is this to be understood? If it does not suffice to support 
all of them, shall the daughters take the entire inheritance, 
leaving nothing for the sons? Therefore said Rabha: There 
must be deducted from the inheritance the amount which will 
suffice for the daughters until they become of age; and the 
remainder shall be given to the sons. 

It is certain that if for some reason the estates become less 
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in value after the father’s death, and do not suffice for the sup¬ 
port of the daughters until they become of age, and also for 
the sons’ support, both have already acquired title, and must 
be satisfied with that which falls to their lot (i.c., the daughters 
have no right to claim that they shall be supported until of age 
from the share of their brothers). But how is it if the estate 
increased in value after death? Shall we assume that the in¬ 
crease belongs to the heirs, and therefore the sons may have 
the benefit of it? Or, as they had nothing in it when their 
father died, they are considered entirely cut off from this in¬ 
heritance, and have nothing to do with the increase? Come 
and hear what R. Assi said in the name of R. Johanan: If 
orphans hastened and sold out from this inheritance before the 
daughters summoned them, the sale is valid, and the daughters 
have no right to take it away from the buyers, according to the 
rule that it cannot be collected from encumbered estate for the 
support of the daughters. (Hence we see the sons are con¬ 
sidered heirs, notwithstanding that the estate was not of great 
worth.) Consequently they have a share in the increase. 

R. Jeremiah was sitting before R. Abuhu, and questioned 
him as follows: If the estates were of great worth, but there 
was a promissory note in the hands of a creditor, which ought 
to be collected from the estates, should the estates, because of 
the note, be considered moderate, so that the support should 
be for the daughters and the sons should go a-begging? Or, 
until collected, should all of them be supported, without tak¬ 
ing into consideration that after collecting nothing might re¬ 
main for the support of the daughters? And should you de¬ 
cide that the promissory note, although not yet collected, 
diminishes the value of the estates, for the reason that the 
amount due will be collected in any event, even should the 
creditor die, how is it if the deceased left a step-daughter whom 
he has to support, according .to the marriage contract of his 
wife, until she shall become of age, and the amount of her 
support diminishes the estate from being of great worth, and 
stamps it moderate? How, then, should the inheritance be 
considered, should the step-daughter die, and then, the obliga¬ 
tion being gone, the estates remain of great worth. There is 
still another question. If the deceased left a widow and a daugh¬ 
ter, and the estates left could support only one of them, who 
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has the preference? And R. Abuhu answered: Go to-day, and 
come to-morrow. And when he came he said to him: Of all 
the questions, I can decide the last one. As R. Aba said in 
the name of R. Assi: The sages have enacted that when there 
is a widow with a daughter she shall have similar treatment to 
that of a sister, who remains with her brother. As in the latter 
case, if the estate is moderate she must be supported, although 
her brothers remain beggars, so also the widow as against a 
daughter—the widow must be supported and the daughter may 
go a-begging. 

“ Admoiiy hozvcver , said: Because I am a male / 1 etc. How 
is this to be understood? Said Rabha: He means to say: Be¬ 
cause I am a male, and ought to inherit all the estates where 
the inheritance is of great worth, leaving for my sister only 
the support for her livelihood until of age, shall I remain a 
beggar when there is a moderate estate? 

MISHNA II .: If one leave sons, daughters, and an her¬ 
maphrodite (if it is doubtful whether male or female), and the 
inheritance is of great worth, the males may count same among 
the females; but when the inheritance is moderate, the females 
may count same among the males. 

If one say: “If my pregnant wife should bear a male, he 
shall take a mana,” and she bears a male, the mana is to be given 
to him; “ If a female, she shall take two hundred zuz,” she takes 
two hundred. If a male a mana, and a female two hundred 
zuz, and she had born a male and a female? The male takes 
one hundred and the female two hundred zuz. But if she bears 
an hermaphrodite, he takes nothing. If, however, he said: 
“ What she shall bear shall take,” then he takes accordingly. 
And the same is the case if there were no heirs but he—he in¬ 
herits all. 

GEMARA: The Mishna states: They count same among 
the daughters, which means he shall be treated like them. But 
does not the later part state: If she bears an hermaphrodite, 
he takes nothing? Said Abayi: It means that the males 
counted him among the females; but the latter have the right 
not to accept him, and he remains without any support. Rabha, 
however, maintains: They pass him and he must be similarly 
supported. And the latter part of our Mishna is in accordance 
with Rabban Simeon b. Gamaliel of the following Mishna: If 
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she bears an hermaphrodite or an androgyn, which is at times 
a male and at times a female, R. Simeon b. Gamaliel said: No 
sanctity rests upon them. (The cited Mishna treats: If one 
made a vow for the offspring of a gravid cow—if a male, it shall 
be a burnt-offering; and if a female, a peace-offering.) 

An objection was raised from the following: “ An hermaph¬ 
rodite inherits like a son, and is supported like a daughter.” 
And this can be correct only according to Rabha: That he is 
considered an heir, like a son, in a moderate inheritance; and 
is supported, like a daughter, in one of great worth. But ac¬ 
cording to Abayi, who said above that he takes nothing, how do 
you find that he shall be supported like a daughter? Even 
according to your theory, how do you explain Rabha’s state¬ 
ment, that as an heir, like a son, he takes something of a 
moderate inheritance? In such a case the sons take nothing; 
hence he means to say that he is considered an heir like a son— 
to be a beggar. So also you can explain the Mishna: He is 
in condition to have support like a daughter, but, nevertheless, 
he does not get any. 

“If one says: If my pregnant wife shall bear a male” etc. 
Shall we assume that a daughter is better to him than a son, 
(as the Mishna says, “ If a male one hundred, and a daughter 
two hundred”)? Concerning inheritance, a male is better to 
him, as he bears his name; and concerning a gift, a daughter 
is better to him, as it is more difficult for her to make a living 
than for a male. Samuel, however, maintains that the Mishna 
treats of when his wife was pregnant with her first child; and 
it is in accordance with R. Hisda, who said elsewhere: If the 
first child is a female, it is a good sign for future sons, accord¬ 
ing to some because she will educate the sons; and according 
to some, that she should not be afflicted by a covetous eye. 
Said R. Hisda: As for me, I always give preference to females 
over males. And if you wish, it may be said that our Mishna 
is in accordance with R. Jehudah in the following Boraitha: 
It is a meritorious act for one to support his daughters, and 
so much the more his sons who occupy themselves with the 
Torah. So is the decree of R. Meir. R. Jehudah, however, 
said: It is a meritorious act to support the sons, and so much 
the more to support the daughters, because of their humiliation 
(if they should have to beg). 
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There was one who said to his wife: I bequeath my estate 
to the child with which you are pregnant. Said R.. Huna: This 
means that he designed to give title to an embryo, and an 
embryo cannot acquire title. R. Na’hman objected to R. Huna 
from our Mishna, which states: If my wife shall bear a male, 
he shall take a mana, etc. And he answered him: I do not 
know who has taught our Mishna ( i.c ., I do not find our Mishna 
to be in accordance with the majority, nor a single one of the 
sages). But let R. Na’hman say that the Mishna treats of when 
the bequeather said: I bequeath the estate to the child after my 
wife has borne it? R. Huna is in accordance with his principle 
that the child does not acquire title even after birth. (As it was 
taught:) R. Na’hman said: If one bequeaths to an embryo, 
title is not given; but if he said, “ after he is born,” title is given. 
R. Huna, however, maintains that even then title is not given. 
But R. Shesheth is of the opinion that in either case title is 
given. And he added: I deduce my statement from the follow¬ 
ing Boraitha: “ If a proselyte supposed to be childless dies, and 
Israelites have robbed his estate, and thereafter they hear that 
he has a son, or that his wife is pregnant, they are obliged to 
return it. If, however, they have returned it, and thereafter 
they hear that the son is dead, or that his wife has had a mis¬ 
carriage, and they again take the estate, he who made a hazakah 
in the second instance has acquired title, but he who made the 
same in the first instance has not.” Now, if it be remembered 
that an embryo does not acquire title, why should title not be 
given to them who made a hazakah in the first instance? Said 
Abayi: There is a difference with an inheritance which came 
of itself: In such a case the embryo acquires title. Rabha, 
however, said: Even in case an inheritance came by itself, the 
embryo does not acquire title; and the reason why title is not 
given to them who made a hazakah in the first instance is be¬ 
cause they were still uncertain whether the property taken 
would remain with them, as there was still a doubt whether 
children were left. But in the second instance they were sure 
of their ground. 

Come and hear another objection: “A child of one day 
inherits and bequeaths (e.g. y if his father dies when he was even 
one day old, he inherits from his father; and if at birth the estate 
of his deceased father came to him, and he dies when he was 
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one day old, his relatives inherit from him). We see, then— 
only when he was one day old, but not when in embryo. This 
was explained by Rabh Shesheth: He inherits the estate of his 
mother, to bequeath to his brothers on his father's side. And 
this can be only when he was alive *one day after his mother; 
but not when he was in embryo, as he died before his mother. 
And a son does not inherit from his mother, when once in his 
grave, so that his brothers on his father’s side could inherit from 
him. 

Shall we assume that in case the mother dies while preg¬ 
nant the embryo dies first? Perhaps she dies first? There 
happened such a case, and the embryo moved convulsively 
thrice. Said Mar b. R. Ashi: Such a movement was without 
any life, such as the movement of the tail of a lizard. Mar 
b. R. Joseph in the name of Rabha said: The cited Boraitha 
means to say that a child of one day diminishes the share of 
a first-born . E.g ., a first-born takes a double share— i.e ., twice 
as much as each of his other brothers. But if there were added 
a male child of one day, the estate must be divided into five 
parts, if there are four brothers, of which the first-born takes a 
double share. And if this child dies afterwards, his share is to 
be divided equally among the four brothers. This is only when 
he was old one day, but not when an embryo; because [it is 
written, Deut. xxi. 15], “ and they bear him children." As the 
same said also on the same authority: A son who was born 
after the death of his father does not diminish the share of the 
first-born, as it reads in the verse just cited “bear him”; but 
when born after his death, it was not born to him. 

All that was said here was taught in the city of Sura. In 
Pumbeditha, however, it was taught as follows: Mar b. R. 
Joseph said in the name of Rabha: A first-born who was born 
after the death of his father does not take a double share. As 
it is written [ibid., 17]: “Shall he acknowledge," and when 
he is dead he cannot acknowledge. The Halakha prevails in 
accordance with all the versions said by Mar b. R. Joseph in the 
name of Rabha. 

R. Itz'hak in the name of R. Johanan said: He who be¬ 
queaths to an embryo, title is not acquired. And should you 
object to this statement from our Mishna, which states: “ If one 
bequeaths a mana to the embryo, he takes it after he is born," 
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I may tell you that this is said only of a father, whose mind is 
near to his son; but it cannot be done by a stranger. Said 
Samuel to R. Hana of Bagdad: You may bring to me ten per¬ 
sons, and I will teach in their presence that title is given if one 
bequeaths to an embryo. The Halakha, however, prevails that 
title is not given. 

There was one who said to his wife: I bequeath my estate 
to the children who shall be born of you by me. And his 
elder son came and said: What becomes of me? And the 
father answered: You will take a share as one of the brothers. 
Now, the children which are to be born can certainly not ac¬ 
quire any title; but the question is, does the elder son, when 
he came to share with his brothers born thereafter, take a 
double share, as his father bequeathed to him a part of his 
estate when his brothers were not yet in existence? Or does 
he share with them equally? According to R. Abbin, R. 
Miicha, and R. Jeremiah, he is entitled to a double share; and 
according to R. Abuhu, Hanina b. Papi, and R. Itz’hak of 
Naf’ha, he is not. Said R. Abuhu to R. Jeremiah: With whom 
should the Halakha prevail—with us or with you? And he 
answered: Certainly with us, as we are older than you; and 
not with you, who are still young scholars. And R. Abuhu 
rejoined: Does this depend upon age? It depends upon rea¬ 
son, and our reason is better than yours. And what is it? 
questioned R. Jeremiah again. And he answered: Go to R. 
Abbin, and ask him, as I have already explained to him the 
reason at the college; and he shook his head in sign of assent. 
He went to him, and he told him: Because this case is similar 
to that of one who says: “ You and this ass shall acquire title 
to this article/' would title be given to him? Is this not to ex¬ 
plain: You shall acquire title as the ass? The same is the case 
if one says: You shall share with the children, which are not 
yet in existence even in pregnancy. Hence title is not acquired 
in either case. It was taught: If one says: “ Acquire title to 
this as the ass," certainly title is not given; but if he says: 
“ Acquire title, you and the ass," according to R. Na’hman title 
is given to a half. And R. Huna said: This man said noth¬ 
ing. R. Shesheth, however, said: He has acquired title to the 
whole of it. Said R. Mordecai to R. Ashi: R. Ivia raised an 
objection from a Mishna in Tract Kiduchin: It happened with 
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five women, among them two sisters, that one presented to 
them a basket with dry figs, saying: You are all betrothed to 
me with this basket. And one of the women accepted the 
basket for them all. And when the case came before the sages, 
they said: The sisters are not betrothed. Hence—only the 
sisters? But the strangers were. Why? Is this not similar 
to the case: You and the ass shall acquire (i.e., as the sisters 
could not under any circumstances be betrothed to one person, 
the other women must also be treated similarly)? And he 
answered: That is what R. Huna dreamt—that R. Ivia was 
going to raise a question (and now I see that R. Huna’s dream 
was true). However, the objection does not hold good, as 
that Boraitha was explained: In case the man has added: All 
of you who are fit to be my wives. 

There was one who said to his wife: My estate shall be for 
you and your children. And R. Joseph decided: One half of 
the estate belongs to her, and the other half to her children. 
And he added: I deduce my decision from the following Bo¬ 
raitha: Rabbi said: It is writen [Lev. xxiv. 9] : “And it shall 
belong to Aaron and to his sons,” meaning a half shall be for 
Aaron and a half for his sons. Said Abayi to him: What com¬ 
parison is this? Aaron was fit to receive a share; and therefore 
the Merciful One mentioned him, that he should take a half. 
But in this case a woman is not fit to be an heir at all, when 
there are male children. Would it not be sufficient that she 
should take an equal share with her children? Is that so? Did 
not such a case happen in Nahardea, and Samuel collected for 
the woman a half; and also in Tiberias, and Johanan collected 
for her a half? Furthermore, when R. Itz’hak b. Joseph came 
from Palestine, he told: It happened that the government had 
taxed the citizens of the city and those who had real estate for 
the manufacture of a crown for the ruler, and Rabbi decided a 
half should be collected from the citizens, and the other from 
the owners of real estate. But what comparison is that with 
what was told by R. Itz’hak? As to that one, it is known that 
in previous orders from the government they applied only to 
the rich citizens, and those who possessed real estate only as¬ 
sisted them, with the consent of the government. But the 
order in question was written: Both the rich, and real-estate 
owners are taxed. Therefore Rabbi’s decision. 


320 


THE BABYLONIAN TALMUD, 


R, Zera objected from the following: If one said: I intend 
to bring a meal-offering, of one hundred tenths of an ephah 
—to bring it in two vessels—he may bring sixty in one ves¬ 
sel and forty in the other. However, if he brought fifty and 
fifty, in two vessels, he has fulfilled his duty. We see, then, 
that only when he does so it is valid; but the law prescribes 
that he must bring sixty in one and forty in the other. Hence 
we see that equal halves is not to be understood when he says 
in two parts? Nay, this cannot be compared. We are wit¬ 
nesses that he intended to bring a great offering; and the 
expression “ in two vessels ” was because he was aware that 
it could not be put into one. Therefore there must be put in 
one vessel as much as it can contain, and the remainder in the 
other one. 

(Says the Gemara:) The Halakha prevails in accordance 
with R. Joseph in the three cases: the case of a field, mentioned 
in the eighth chapter (p. 254), in the case of a sudarium men¬ 
tioned in the preceding chapter (p. 253), and in this case of the 
half. There was one who had sent home pieces of silk, with¬ 
out any order to which member of his household they be¬ 
longed, and R. Ami decided: Those which are fit for the sons, 
they shall use; and those which are fit for the daughters, shall 
be used by them. This law, however, holds good only in case 
he had no daughters-in-law; but if such a case should happen 
when there are daughters-in-law, and his own daughters are 
married, it is to be supposed that he sent them to the daughters- 
in-law. If, however, his own daughters were unmarried, he 
would not neglect his daughters, and it is to be supposed that 
he sent them for them. 

There was one who said in his will: My sons shall inherit 
my estate. However, he had only one son, and some daugh¬ 
ters. And the question arose: By the expression “ sons ” in 
the plural, does he mean the one son only, excluding the daugh¬ 
ters, or does he mean to include them? Said Rabha: There 
is a verse in Num. xxvi. 8, “ And the sons of Pallu: Eliab.” 
And R. Joseph said: There is another verse in I Chron. ii. 8, 
“ And the sons of Ethan: Azaryah.” There was another, who 
said: “My estate shall belong to my sons,” and he had only 
one son and a grandson. And the question arose: Whether 
people are used to call grandsons also sons? R. Hbiba said: 


TRACT BABA BATHRA (LAST GATE). 


321 


They are. And Mar b. Ashi maintains: They are not. And 
there is a Boraitha in accordance with the latter, namely: If 
one vowed not to derive any benefit from his sons, he may 
derive it from the grandsons. 

MISHNA III .: .If one left grown-up and minor sons, and 
the former improved the estate, the improvement shall be 
divided equally. If, however, they said: “ Observe in what 
condition the estate was left by our father, and it shall be known 
that we are going to improve it for our own sake,” they have 
a right to take the benefit for themselves. The same is the case 
with a widow. If she had improved it without any remark, 
the improvement belongs to all the heirs. But if she re¬ 
marked, “ Seeing in what condition my husband left,” etc., the 
benefit belongs to her. 

GEMARA: Said R. Hbiba, son of R. Joseph b. Rabha in 
the name of his grandfather: The Mishna means to say that 
they have improved the estate, not at their own expense, but 
at that of the estate ( i.e ., they went only to the trouble of hiring 
laborers for improving, but at the expense of the estate). But 
if they had expended from their own, then the benefit belongs 
to them without any remarks. Is that so? Did not R. Hanina 
say: If their father left them only covered wells (which are 
usually higher for watering fields), the improvement is for all? 
We see, then, that although the wells required much trouble 
to preserve them from pollution, and they should be always 
covered, the improvement is nevertheless for all? This case 
is different. It requires only that they shall be watched; and 
this can be done by minors also. 

“ Observe -in what condition ,” etc. R. Saphra’s father left 
money, and R. Saphra took it for business purposes. His 
brothers summoned him before Rabha (demanding a share 
from the profits): Said Rabha to them: R. Saphra is a great 
man, and would not leave his study to trouble himself for the 
sake of others. 

“ If she had improved it” etc. But what has a woman to 
do with the estate of orphans? (The law dictates as to whether 
she shall take what belongs to her according to her marriage 
contract, and depart; or shall take upon herself the trouble 
of the orphans, and be supported from the estate. But she 
has no right to any profit.) Said R. Jeremiah: It treats in case 
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the woman were an heir (Le., if the will reads: She shall share 
equally with the orphans).* But if so, it is self-evident. Lest 
one say: As it is not usual for a woman to occupy herself with 
business, therefore it should be considered as she remarked— 
she is doing it for herself, it comes to teach us that it is not so. 

“ In zvhat condition my husband left it,” etc. Is this not self- 
evident? Lest one say: Because of the pleasure she takes in 
thinking that people praise her for troubling herself for the 
orphans' sake, she relinquishes the benefit in spite of her pre¬ 
vious remark, it comes to teach us that it is not so. 

R. Hanina said: If one has made the wedding of his son 
in one of his houses, the son acquires title to the house: pro¬ 
vided the son was of age, married a virgin, and she was his first 
wife, and this wedding was the first of his house. It is certain 
that when the father has separated for this wedding a house 
with an attic, the son acquires title to the house, but not to the 
attic. But how is it if on the house was a balcony? or there 
were two houses, one inside of the other? Is title given to 
both, or only to that in which the wedding took place? These 
questions remain undecided. An objection was raised: If the 
father had separated for his son a house and furniture, the son 
acquires title to the furniture, but not to the house? This 
Boraitha treats of when the treasurer of his father was still in 
the house. So said R. Jeremiah. And the Nahardean said: 
Even when there was left his pigeon-coop. And both R. Je- 
hudah and R. Papi said: It suffices if his father left there a 
vessel with roasted fish (i.e., this shows that he has not relin¬ 
quished his right to the house). Mar Zutra left his sandals in 
the wedding house which he separated for his "son, and R. 
Ashi a bottle of oil (for the purpose said above). Said Mar 
Zutra: The following three things the rabbis enacted as laws,f 
without giving any reason: The case just mentioned; and that 
which was said above in the name of Samuel: If one has be- 


* The commentators Rashbam, Tosphath, and Bach discuss at length how the 
widow is an heir also, illustrating, e.g if one has married the daughter of his brother, 
who has no other children besides her, and the brother has inherited the estate of 
their father, and thereafter both brothers die, then the widow of the one brother is 
also an heir to the estate of her grandfather, which belonged to her father, who had 
no heirs except her. There are also some other illustrations, but all are complicated. 
We give the last, which is simple. 

f Gershom explains Sinaic laws, with which Rashbam does not agree. 
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queathed all his estates to his wife, she is considered a guardian 
only; and also that which was said by Rabh. If A said to B: 
You owe me a mana, give it to C, and all the three were pres¬ 
ent, title is given to C. 

MISHNA IV. : Brothers partners in business. If one of 
them was taken by the government to work for it, the damage 
caused by his absence, and also the profit for the business dur¬ 
ing that time, must be counted to the partnership. If, how¬ 
ever, he becomes sick, and has to be cured, it is at his own 
expense. 

GEMARA: The rabbis taught: If the government had ap¬ 
pointed one of the brothers as a collector, or a military pur¬ 
veyor, if this was because of the duty of the house, it must be 
counted for all of them, but if it was because of his personal 
fitness, then it is for himself. Is this not self-evident, because 
the duty of the house must be counted for all? It treats of 
when he was a genius. Lest one say: In such a case it must 
not be counted for the house, because he was taken on account 
of his genius, it comes to teach us that it is not so. 

The rabbis taught: If one of the brothers took two hundred 
zuz, to begin the study of the Torah, or to learn a trade, they 
may say to him: If you are with us, you have to be supported; 
but not otherwise. But why not support him, by deducting 
what his labor was worth to the house? This may be a sup¬ 
port to R. Huna’s statement, who said elsewhere: The blessing 
of the house increases when there are more people ( i.c ., because 
the expenses of the house do not decrease when there is one 
person less). But, after all, let them support him even in his 
absence for the profits, owing to his share after deducting his 
labor and the expenses. Yea, this in reality they have to do. 

“ //, however , he becomes sick etc. Rabbin sent a message 
in the name of R. Ilah: The Mishna means to say: In case he 
himself causes his sickness; but if he was occasionally sick, the 
cure must be at the expense of the house. What does it mean: 
“ Caused by himself ” ? As R. Hanina says: All sickness comes 
from Providence, except cold. As it is written [Prov. xxii. 5] : 
“ Thorns * and snares are in the way of the perverse man; he 
that doth guard his soul will keep far from them.” 

* The term in Hebrew is “ zinim,” and “ zinha” means cold ; and so it is taken 
by the Talmud. The basis of Leeser's translation is unknown. 
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MISHNA V .: If, while the father of the house was still 
alive, he sent through some of the brothers presents to wed¬ 
dings of his friends, and after his death some of the brothers 
married and the presents were returned to them by the same 
friends, it is to be counted to the income of the house; as the 
wedding presents may be replevined by the court. If, how¬ 
ever, one presents to his friends pitchers of wine or oil, it is 
not to be replevined by the court, as this is reckoned a be¬ 
stowing of favors only. 

GEMARA: There is a contradiction from the following: 
“ If the father sent, through one of his sons, a present to the 
wedding of his friend, and told him to remain there during the 
wedding, then, when this present returns to the son’s wedding, 
it belongs to him only. If, however, a wedding present was 
sent to the father, the returning must be at the expense of the 
house.” Hence we see that the son may preserve the return¬ 
ing present for himself; and this contradicts our Mishna. Said 
R. Assi in the name of R. Johanan: Our Mishna also treats: 
When the wedding present was first sent to the father. But 
does not the Mishna state: Through some of the brothers? 
Read to some of the brothers. But the Mishna states farther 
on: If it was returned? It means: If this came to be re¬ 
turned by the brothers, it must be returned at the expense of 
the house. R. Assi himself, however, said: It presents no 
difficulty (there is no necessity for such a complicated explana¬ 
tion of the Mishna, as it can be explained thus). Our Mishna 
treats: When the father sent the present through one of his 
sons, without designating that the returns should belong to 
him, then the returns belong to the house. And the Boraitha 
treats: When the father has nominated one of his sons to de¬ 
liver the present, so that the returning should belong to him. 
Samuel, however, said: The law is to be practised in accord¬ 
ance with the Boraitha. And our Mishna treats: In case the 
son through whom the present was sent dies childless, and his 
brother came to marry his wife, who according to the law is 
also his heir. However, this present he does not inherit from 
him; because there is a rule that this brother does not inherit 
property which was not yet in the deceased’s possession, but 
has to come to him in the future. (Says the Gemara:) From 
Samuel’s statement is to be inferred that the one who has re- 
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ceived the present is obliged to return, even if the donator were 
dead. Why, then, let him say: Give me my friend who pre¬ 
sented it to me, and I shall enjoy myself and give him a 
present, as he did to me. But as this cannot be, I am not 
obliged to anything. As we have learned in the following Bo- 
raitha: At those places where it is customary to return the 
presents which the bride has given to her groom at the time of 
betrothal, and she dies before marriage, they must be returned. 
At the place where it is not customary, they must not. And R. 
Joseph b. Abba in the name of Mar Uqba, quoting Samuel, 
said: Even at those places where it is customary to return, it 
is only in case the bride dies; but when the groom, it must not 
be returned, for the reason that she may say: Give me my hus¬ 
band, and I will enjoy myself with him, as for that purpose he 
gave them to me. Hence he may say also: Give me my friend, 
and I will enjoy with him. Said R. Joseph: It speaks of when 
his friend was at the wedding and had enjoyed himself with him 
all the seven days of the wedding, and the groom suddenly dies 
before the present was returned to him. 

Shall we assume that in the above-mentioned claim of the 
bride, “ Give me my husband/’ etc., the Tanaim of the following 
Boraitha differ: If one has betrothed a woman, and dies be¬ 
fore marriage (and the marriage contract was already written), 
a virgin collects two hundred and a widow one hundred zuz. 
Concerning the presents given at the betrothal, however, it is 
to be practised as is customary at that place. So is the decree 
of R. Nathan. R. Jehudah the Prince, however, said: In 
reality, it was decided that in the place where it is customary 
to return, it must be returned; and where it is not customary 
it must not. Now does not R. Jehudah repeat what was said 
by the first Tana? It must then be assumed that the point of 
the difference is: If the bride may claim: “ Give me my hus¬ 
band/’ etc., and the Boraitha is not complete and should read 
thus: If one betroths a woman, a virgin collects two hundred 
and a widow one hundred zuz, provided he has withdrawn from 
the contract. But if she dies, if it was in a place where it was 
customary to return, it must be done so; and if where it was 
not, it must not. But all this is in case she dies. But if he 
dies, there is to be no return, as she may claim: Give me my 
husband, etc. And to this R. Jehudah the Prince came to say: 
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Even in the latter case it must be done according to the cus¬ 
tom of that place, as such a claim is not to be considered? 
Nay! All agree that the claim in question is to be considered; 
and there is no difference between them in case he dies. But 
in case she dies, they differ. And the point of their difference 
is: Whether the presents with which she was betrothed should 
be considered lost forever. According to R. Nathan, they are 
not so considered; and according to R. Jehudah, they are. But 
does not the Boraitha state that where it is customary to return, 
it must be so done? This means presents which were given by 
him aside from the betrothal. And the Tanaim of this Borai¬ 
tha are in accordance with the Tanaim of the following: If one 
has betrothed his bride with a talent (a coin—according to some 
one hundred and twenty manas, and to others sixty, and accord¬ 
ing to Rashbam twenty-five), a virgin collects two hundred zuz 
besides the talent, and a widow one hundred. So is the de¬ 
cree of R. Meir. R. Jehudah, however, maintains: A virgin 
two hundred, and a widow one hundred of the talent; and the 
remainder must be returned. But R. Jose said: If he has be¬ 
trothed her with twenty, he may give her thirty halves; and if 
with thirty, he may give her twenty halves. Let us see of what 
kind of case this Boraitha speaks. In case she dies, there is no 
longer any marriage contract; and if he dies, why should she 
return the remainder? Is it not said above that all agree that 
the betrothal money must not be returned, as the claim: “ Give 
me my husband,” etc., is to be considered ? And if you should 
say: It speaks in case she had sinned; then if intentionally, 
has she still a right to her marriage contract? And if unin¬ 
tentionally, he may marry her if he be a commoner. It must 
be then said that it speaks of when the groom was a priest, and 
she was forced to sin (and in such a case a commoner may, and 
a priest may not marry her). And the point of their differ¬ 
ence is, that R. Meir holds the money of betrothal to be lost 
forever, and R. Jehudah holds that it is not; and to R. Jose it 
was doubtful whether yes or no. And therefore he maintains 
that, according to the rule, doubtful money is to be divided. 
If he has betrothed her with twenty selas (eighty zuz), she has 
to return to him forty zuz. However, he has to complete the 
amount belonging to a widow as a marriage contract, which is 
one hundred zuz; therefore he gives her thirty half-selas, which 
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are sixty zuz, and this completes the mana to which she is en¬ 
titled. And if he betrothed her with thirty selas, she has to 
return to him fifteen, and he must give her twenty half-selas 
more. Said R. Joseph b. Minumi in the name of R. Na’hman: 
Babylon is the place where it is customary to return. And by 
Babylon he meant the city of Nahardea. But how is it with 
the other cities in Babylon? Both Rabba and R. Joseph say: 
The betrothal money is not to be returned; but the presents 
are. Said R. Papa: The Halakha prevails, whether he or she 
dies, or he has retracted, the presents only are to be returned, 
but not the betrothal money. And in case she has retracted, 
the betrothal money also. Amimar, however, maintains that 
even in the latter case the money must not be returned, for the 
reason that one may say that he is then allowed to be betrothed 
to her sister (?.<?., if one should see the betrothal money re¬ 
turned, he might think the betrothal cancelled, and he might 
marry her sister, which is biblically prohibited so long as she 
is alive). But according to R. Ashi: This is not to be feared, 
as the divorce in her hands testifies that the betrothal was not 
cancelled. (Said the Gemara:) R. Ashi’s statement is not to 
be taken into consideration at all; as one may be aware that she 
has returned the betrothal money, and not be aware that she 
took a divorce. 

“ May be replcvincd ” etc. The rabbis taught: The follow¬ 
ing five things were said about wedding presents: (a) They 
may be collected by the court; (b) they are returned at the 
time when the donator marries; (c) they are not considered 
usurious (Le.j if the return was of a greater value than pre¬ 
sented); (d) the Sabbatic year does not release them; (e) a first¬ 
born has no double share in them. They are collected by the 
court, because they are considered a loan. They are not usu¬ 
rious, because they were not presented with this intention. The 
Sabbatic year does not release them, because the verse Deut. 
xv. 2 does not apply to them. And the first-born does not take 
a double share in them, because they are not as yet in existence, 
and he is not entitled to that which will be an inheritance in 
the future. 

R. Kahana said: The following is the rule: If one came into 
the city, and heard that his comrade, who was at his wedding, 
marries, he must come and make a present. The same is the 
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case if he heard the voice of the drum which announced the 
marriage of his comrade; but if it was not drummed, the groom 
ought to let him know. However, if he failed to do so, al¬ 
though he may be away, he nevertheless must pay. In such a 
case, however, he may deduct for the meal of which he has not 
partaken. And how much may he deduct? Said Abayi: The 
inhabitants of the city of Ganna used to deduct one zuz. How¬ 
ever, this depends upon the value at which one would appraise 
the respect and honor of attendance at the wedding banquet. 
The rabbis taught: If one has married publicly, and thereafter, 
by returning the presents, he wishes to be married privately, 
he has a right to say: As you did with me publicly, I will 
do with you; but not when privately. The same is the case if 
one has married a virgin, and the other marries a widow; or, 
if one has married a second wife, and his comrade marries his 
first wife, the former may say: As you have done with me, I 
will do with you. The same is the case if to him it was done 
once, and his comrade demands from him he shall do twice. 

The rabbis taught: Who is like unto a wealthy man who 
is known to be rich by his many cattle and estates? The one 
who is a master in Haggadah (as he lectures everywhere,and be¬ 
comes known to all). Who is like unto a broker who does busi¬ 
ness at his home only and is not well known to the community? 
The one who occupies himself with pilpulistic (dialectology, 
one who is a master in dialectics). Who is like unto one who 
makes his living by selling things which are to be measured— 
who gathers his money little by little, which finally becomes a 
considerable amount? The one who gathers the decisions of 
the rabbis, little by little, and finally possesses a great deal of 
wisdom. However, all are dependent to the owner of wheat, 
which is the Gemara, as only by the studying of it are we able to 
understand the Mishnayoth and the Boraithas. 

R. Zera in the name of Rabh said: It is written [Prov. xv. 
15] : “ All the days of the afflicted are evil.” It means: The 
masters of Gemara (because they must find out how to decide 
the laws from the Mishnayoth, which always need an explana¬ 
tion). “ But he that is of a cheerful heart,” etc., means: the one 
who is a master in Mishnayoth. Rabba, however, maintains 
the reverse. He who is a master in Mishnayoth cannot come 
to any conclusion about Halakha; but he who is a master in 
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Gemara knows how to decide Halakhas. And this is what R. 
Mesharshia said in his name: It is written [Eccl. x. 9] : “ He 
that moves stones will be hurt through them, ,, meaning the 
masters of the Mishna. “ He that cleaveth wood will be en¬ 
dangered thereby,” means the masters of Gemara (because 
they do not always succeed in finding out the correct decisions). 
R. Hanina said: “ All the days of the afflicted/' etc., means 
him who has a bad wife. “ But he who is of a cheerful heart/' 
etc., means him who has a good wife. R. Janai said: “All the 
days of the afflicted/' etc., means one who is effeminate. “ And 
he that is of a cheerful heart/' etc., means him who is hardened 
to the ways of the world. R. Johanan said: By the first is 
meant him whose nature is merciful,.and who takes to heart 
everything which happens to his fellow-men; and by the sec¬ 
ond is meant him who is callous. R. Jehoshua b. Levi said: 
The first means him who is a pedant; and the second, him whose 
mind is worldly.* 

MISHNA VI.: If one sends presents to the house of his 
betrothed's father, to the value of one hundred manas, and has 
partaken of the betrothal meal, even for one dinar, they are 
not to be returned. If, however, he did not partake, they may 
be returned in case of retraction. If the presents were given 
for the purpose that the bride should bring them, after her 
marriage, to her husband's house, they are to be returned. 
But if such is to be used while she is yet in her father's house, 
they are not. 

GEMARA: Said Rabha: It means if he has partaken of 
no less than the value of a dinar; but if less, he has a right to 
demand a return. Is this not self-evident? The Mishna states 
a dinar? Lest one say this statement is only general, but not 
particular, he came to say that this is to be taken literally. 
Here in the Mishna it is eating. But how is it if he drank, or 
his substitute had partaken? Also, how is it if they had sent 
to him ? Come and hear. R. Jehudah in the name of Samuel 
said: It happened with one who had sent to his betrothed’s 
father one hundred carrums containing pitchers of wine and 
oil, and vessels of silver and gold, and silk garments; and while 
he was joyful over the act, he rode on his horse to the gate of 

* The second explanation to this verse by the same authority will be in 
Chapter XI. of Tract Sanhedrin as the proper place. 
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his betrothed’s father, where they gave him a goblet of a warm 
beverage which he drank while sitting on the horse. There¬ 
after he died before marriage. And R. Aha, the mayor of that 
city, brought this case up before the sages in the college of 
Usha, and they decided: Such presents as may become spoiled 
before marriage are not to be returned, but such as are in good 
condition may. Hence we see even if one has not eaten, but 
drunk, it is the same. Infer from this also that the value of 
what he had drunk was less than a dinar (as a goblet of warm 
beverage cannot amount to a dinar). Said R. Ashi: Who can 
assure us that the goblet to which they treated him was not 
worth a thousand zuz, as perhaps they had ground a pearl * 
of that value in the goblet? But infer from this that if they 
had sent to his house, it is the same as if he had partaken of it 
at the house of his betrothed’s father? Nay! Perhaps at the 
gate of his betrothed’s father is the same as if he had partaken 
of it inside the house. The schoolmen questioned: How is it 
when the presents have improved— e.g., if he had made presents 
in cattle and they brought offspring? Shall we say, because 
they have to be returned to him, they are to be considered 
under his control, and belong to him; or, because if they should 
be lost, payment for them would be demanded, they are con¬ 
sidered under the control of his betrothed’s father ? This ques¬ 
tion remains undecided. 

Rabha questioned: The presents which are usually spoiled 
during the time from the betrothal to marriage—how is it if 
they were in good condition; must they be returned, or not? 
Come and hear the Boraitha cited above: “ R. Aha, the mayor 
of that city, brought the matter up before the sages of Usha, 
who decided: If they are liable to be spoiled, they are not to 
be returned.” Does it not mean although they are in good 
condition? Nay, it may mean if they zvere spoiled. Come, 
then, and hear the last part of our Mishna: “But if they be 
used while she is yet in her father’s house they are not? ” This 
was explained by Rabha to be nets and veils. R. Jehudah 
in the name of Rabh said: It happened with one who sent to 
the house of his betrothed’s father, wine, oil, and garments of 
flax; all of them new of that year at the time of Pentecost. 


* In ancient times they used to grind pearls and diamonds in medicine. 
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But what news came he to tell us? If you wish, he tells us the 
great value of the land of Israel; and if you wish, it may be 
said that he came to teach us: If one claims that he had done 
so at such a time, his claim is to be considered. The same said 
again in the name of the same authority: It happened with one, 
that he was told that his betrothed wife could not smell. He 
went after her into a ruined building to test her, and said: I 
perceive a smell of radishes ( i.e ., he kept in his pockets some for 
the purpose of testing her, whether she would smell them), and 
she answered him sarcastically: If one should furnish me with 
the dates of Jericho, I would eat them with the radishes I 
smell. Thereupon the ruined building fell and she died. And 
the sages decided: Because her husband entered the ruin 
only for the purpose of testing, he has no right to inherit 
from her. 

“ Bat if they he used while in her father's house," etc. Rabbin 
the elder was sitting before R. Papa and said: This is only in 
case death occurred to one of them; but if he had retracted, 
the presents are to be returned, but not what he had expended 
for the banquets. If, however, she had retracted, even the value 
of a bundle of herbs is to be returned. Said R. Huna b. R. 
Jehoshua: The value of the meat used at the banquets must 
be appraised at the cheapest price. How cheap should it be? 
A third of the existing price. 

MISHNA VII.: If a sick person had bequeathed all his 
estates to strangers, leaving some ground for himself, his gift 
is considered valid. If, however, he left nothing, it is invalid. 

GEMARA: Who is the Tana who holds that we may act 
in accordance with the supposed intention of the bequeather 
(as the Mishna states, “ If he left nothing for himself it is in¬ 
valid,which means, if the sick person becomes cured, he may 
retract: because if he could know that he would remain alive, 
he would not do so)? Said R. Na’hman: It is according to 
Simeon b. Menasia of the previous chapter (p. 291). R. She- 
sheth, however, maintains: This is in accordance with R. Simeon 
of Shizuri of Tract Gittin (Chapter VI., Mishna 6), who said: 
Also who is dangerously sick. Who is the Tana of what the rab¬ 
bis taught in the following Tosephtha: If one was sick in bed, 
and he was questioned to whom he bequeathed his estates, 
and he said: " I thought that I had a son, but now that I am 
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convinced I have not, I bequeath my estates to so and so or, 
“ I thought that my wife was pregnant, but now that I know 
she is not, I bequeath them to so and so”; and thereafter it 
became known that he left a son, or that his wife was pregnant, 
this bequeathing counts nothing—shall we assume that it is 
in accordance with R. Simeon b. Menasia and not with the 
rabbis? Nay! It may be even in accordance with the rabbis, 
as when he said: “ I thought,” etc., it is different. Why was it 
supposed previously that this should not be in accordance with 
the rabbis? Lest one say that the sick person said it only to 
mention his sorrow, but he did not think that it should not be 
bequeathed if he did have a son, it comes to teach us that it is 
not so. R. Zera in the name of Rabh said: Whence do we 
deduce that a gift of a sick person must be biblically considered ? 
Because it is written [Num. xxvii. 8] : “ Then shall he cause to 
pass unto his daughter ” (i.e., it should be written as elsewhere: 
You shall give the estates), it comes to teach that there is an¬ 
other case which we have to pass, and this is the gift of a sick 
person. R. Na'hman in the name of Rabba b. Abuhu, how¬ 
ever, maintains from [ibid., verse 9] : “ Shall ye give his in¬ 
heritance unto his brothers ” (which is also superfluous, as it 
should read: If no daughter,then to the brothers),which teaches 
that there is another gift which is to be considered valid, and 
that is, of a sick person. R. Menasia b. Jeremiah said: It is 
deduced from [II Kings, xx. 1]: “Give thy charge to thy 
house,” etc., from which we see that concerning a sick person 
it is sufficient when he charges without any writing. And 
Rami b. Ezekiel said: From the following [II Samuel, xvii. 
23] : “ And Achithophel . . . and gave his charge to his 

household,” etc., we see that charging is sufficient without any 
writing. 

The rabbis taught: The following three things has Achi¬ 
thophel charged his sons: You shall not quarrel with each other; 
you shall not rebel against the kingdom of David; and if the 
Day of Pentecost be a clear one, you may begin to sow wheat. 
Mar Zutra, however, said: It was taught that he said: If it 
should be cloudy. Nahardeans said in the name of R. Jacob: 
Not exactly clear, and not exactly cloudy; as, if it should be a 
little cloudy, with a north wind blowing, it is also considered 
clear. Said R. Abba to R. Ashi: We, however, do not rely 
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upon the cited Boraitha, but on what is said by R. Itz’hak b. 
Abdimi in Tract Yoma (p. 29, lines 14, 15, etc.). 

[There is a Boraitha by Abba Shaul: If the Day of Pente¬ 
cost be clear, it is a good sign for the whole year. R. Zebid 
said: If the first day of the new year is a warm one, the whole 
year will be warm; and if cold, the whole year will be so. And 
to what purpose was it said? Concerning the prayer of the 
high priest on the Day of Atonement (that he should pray ac¬ 
cordingly).] Rabha, however, in the name of R. Na’hman 
said: The gift of a sick person is rabbinical. And it was so 
enacted that a sick person should not become exhausted, being 
aware that, because he is sick and cannot write down or sign 
his will, he can do nothing with his property. But did, indeed, 
R. Na’hman say so? Did he not say: Although Samuel de¬ 
cided: If one sold a promissory note to his neighbor, and there¬ 
after relinquished his right in it, his act is valid; and even his 
heir may do so? He (Samuel) nevertheless admits that if he 
gave this note to some one as a gift, he has no longer right to 
relinquish his debt, even if he becomes cured. Now, this would 
be correct if the gift of a sick person were biblical; but if it 
is rabbinical, why should he not be able to relinquish it when 
cured? It is true it is not biblical, but the rabbis have enacted 
that this law should be equal to a biblical one. 

Rabha in the name of R. Na’hman said: If a sick person said: 
“ A shall reside in such a house,” or, “ B shall consume the 
products of such and such a tree,” he said nothing, unless he 
said: “ Give such and such a house to A, that he may reside 
there ”; “ Give such and such a tree to B, and he shall consume 
its products.” Is it meant to say that R. Na’hman holds that 
a sick person who verbally wills has no more right than one 
who is in good health— i.c., if one who is in good health should 
say: “ He shall reside there,” it would not be considered a gift 
even if it were done with the ceremony of a sudarium; then it 
would contradict another saying of Rabha’s in the name of R. 
Na’hman: If a sick person said: “ The loan made by me to A 
shall be given to B,” he is to be listened to, which is not the 
case with one in good health, as title cannot be given to a loan 
which is made with the intention that the borrower shall ex¬ 
pend it. (Hence we see that a sick person has more right than 
one in good health.) Said R. Papa: The reason of this law is, 
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because an heir inherits it, it is considered as if it were under 
the control of the borrower. And farther on it is said that the 
gift of a sick person is considered as an inheritance. R. Aha 
b. R. Aiqua, however, said:To transfer a loan is lawful, even for 
him who is in good health in case it were made in the presence 
of all three, as is said above by R. Huna. 

The schoolmen propounded a question: If the sick per¬ 
son bequeaths a tree to A and the products of it to B, should 
it be considered as if he reserved it for himself, in such a case 
it being said above that he cannot retract when cured, or is it 
not so considered? And should you decide that it is not so 
considered when he bequeaths the products to another, how is 
it if he said: I bequeath the tree to A, except the products. Is 
this considered as if he reserved some of the ground for him¬ 
self, or not? Said Rabha in the name of R. Na’hman: Even 
if it should be decided, the products to another, it cannot be 
counted that he reserved some of the ground for himself, it is 
to be counted as if he left the products to himself, for the reason 
that if one left to himself, he does it with a good eye. Said R. 
Abba to R. Ashi: We taught R. Na’hman’s statement as to 
what was said above (p. 153) by Resh Lakish concerning a 
house and an attic; and in accordance with R. Zebid’s explana¬ 
tion there. 

R. Joseph b. Minumi in the name of R. Na’hman said: A 
sick person who has bequeathed all of his estates to strangers, 
it must be investigated how was the case (?.?., if he had divided 
them at one time). E.g. f of my property such and such shall 
belong to A, and such and such to B, etc.—as he could not do 
otherwise if he had made up his mind to divide his estates in 
such a manner as if he were to die of his sickness, so the last 
ones are not considered as if he would reserve some of his 
estates- for himself—all of them acquire title after his death. 
But in case of cure he may retract from all of them, even from 
the first, but if he so does after deliberating (Le., “ Such and 
such shall be to A,” then stops, and some time thereafter adds: 
“ Such and such to B,” etc.), in case he was cured of this sick¬ 
ness he may retract only from the last one, as he left nothing 
for himself—for it is to be supposed that if he knew he would 
be cured he would not give away the last of his estate so that 
he should remain a beggar—but not from the previous one. 
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But why should not we suppose, even in the latter case, that 
his intention was concerning all of them, in case he should die, 
and the deliberation was as to who was more worthy to be his 
inheritor? Usually a sick person who expects to die makes 
up his mind for all his estates before he mentions any name. 

R. Aha b. Minumi in the name of R. Na’hman said: If a 
sick person has bequeathed all his estates to strangers, and 
thereafter is cured, he cannot retract, as it may be feared, per¬ 
haps, he has estates in another country. But does not our 
Mishna state: In case he left nothing for himself, he may? 
And according to this theory, how can such a case occur? Said 
R. Hama: It may occur, if he said: All my estates, wherever 
they may be found. Mar b. R. Ashi said: Our Mishna means 
to say: In case it was clear to the people that he had no estates 
elsewhere. 

The schoolmen propounded a question : Should a retraction 
in part be considered a retraction of all, or not (e.g., if he first 
bequeaths all his estates to A, and thereafter he bequeaths a 
part of same to B, which, according to the law, he may do, the 
question arises whether A has still the right to what was be¬ 
queathed to him at first, or the retraction of a part annuls the 
first entirely)? Come and hear: “ If one bequeaths all his 
estates to A, and thereafter a part of them to B, B acquires title, 
but A does not.” Is it not to be assumed that it means in case 
he dies? Nay! It means in case he was cured. And so it 
seems to be from the latter part stated in the same Boraitha: 
“ If he wrote, ‘ A part of my estate shall belong to A and all 
the remainder to B,’ the latter acquires title, but not the first.” 
And this statement is correct in case he was cured; as then, 
bequeathing all the remainder to B, he reserved nothing for 
himself; but if it speaks in case he dies, why should both of 
them not acquire title? Said R. Yemar to R. Ashi: The same 
might be said even when he was cured. If you decide that a 
retraction in part is considered a retraction to all, it is correct 
that title is given to B, as the first bequeathing to A is entirely 
annulled with that which he has separated from it to B. But 
if you should decide that a retraction in part does not annul 
the first, let this case be considered as the case of “ dividing ” 
mentioned above, and title should not be given to any of them. 

The Halakha, however, prevails: “ That a retraction in part 
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is considered entirely/' And the first case mentioned in the 
just cited Boraitha holds good for both, whether he dies or is 
cured; and the latter case holds good only when he was cured. 

R. Shesheth said: The expressions, “ He shall take," “ shall 
be rewarded," “ shall make a hazakah," and “ shall acquire title " 
are to be considered a gift, from which he has no right to re¬ 
tract. A Boraitha adds: “Also the expression 'shall inherit,' 

to him who is fit to be his direct heir." And it is in accordance 

✓ 

with Johanan b. Beroka. 

The schoolmen questioned: How shall it be done, if he ex¬ 
presses himself: A is the one who shall derive benefit from my 
estates? Does he mean all of them shall belong to him, or that 
he shall derive some benefit from them, but not all? This re¬ 
mains undecided. The same propounded another question: 
How is it if he had sold all his estates while he was sick—may 
he retract when cured, or not? And in answering this ques¬ 
tion, at one time it was said by R. Jehudah in the name of Rabh: 
He may retract; and at another time it was said by the same in 
the name of the same authority: He may not. However, they 
do not contradict each other, as the first decision holds good in 
case the money obtained was still in his hands, and the second 
applies in case the seller had expended it by paying-his debts. 

The schoolmen propounded another question: If a sick per¬ 
son has confessed, “ I owe so much to so and so," shall it be 
taken for granted, and his creditors acquire title to the cash 
or estates left; or, probably, that he said this for the purpose 
that, should he be cured, his children should not think that he 
was rich,'and therefore the man whom he mentioned in his con¬ 
fession takes nothing? Come and hear: Aisur, the proselyte, 
had thirteen thousand zuz with Rabha. R. Mari was his son 
(whose mother Rachel, daughter of Samuel, who was in cap¬ 
tivity, was pregnant with him from the same Aisur when he was 
still a heathen before marriage, and although he was born after 
the father had embraced Judaism, according to the law he was 
not considered his son concerning inheritance, and also must 
not be named after him, therefore Mari was named Mari b. 
Rachel, after his mother). Said Rabha: I do not see any law¬ 
ful case which could make R. Mari inherit the money deposited 
with me. By inheritance he cannot, as, according to the law, 
he is not considered an heir. Should his father while sick make 
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it a gift to him, there is a rule that he who can be an heir is fit 
to receive the gift, but not he who is not fit to be an heir. 
There is also a rule that to coins title cannot be given by ex¬ 
change; and if his father would present him with real estate, 
which is lawful, his father does not possess it; and if by trans¬ 
ferring them from me to him in the presence of all three of us, 
then certainly, if he would send after me, I would not listen. 
Which R. Aiqua b. R. Ami opposed, saying: Why, then, let 
Aisur confess that the money in question belongs to Mari, and 
with his confession title would be given to him. While so dis¬ 
cussing, Aisur got wind of it, and confessed. Rabha became 
angry, saying: They are instructing people how to make their 
claims good and do harm to me. 

“ Reserving sonic ground for himself ” etc. But what is 
meant by this? Said R. Jehudah in the name of Rabh: It 
means real estate, or ground by which his livelihood is as¬ 
sured. And R. Jeremiah b. Abba maintains: The same is the 
case when he left movable property. Said R. Zera: See how 
the decisions of our elders correspond. Why is it said real 
estate? Because it is supposed that a sick person would think, 
“ If I should be cured, I shall get my livelihood from this 
estate.” The'same is the case if he left movable property; he 
relies upon it. R. Joseph, however, opposed: I do not see 
such a correspondence at all. He who says “ movable prop¬ 
erty ” does not correspond with our Mishna, which states 
plainly, “ ground ” (real estate); and he who said “ to be suf¬ 
ficient for his livelihood ” also does not correspond with it, 
which states “ some real estate,” which cannot be explained 
that it should suffice for a livelihood. Said Abayi to him: Does 
the Mishna mean in each case when it mentions ground, that 
it is not changeable for movable property? Did not R. Dimi 
b. Joseph say in the name of R. Elazar, referring to a Mishna in 
Tract Gittin, in which also some ground is mentioned: Mov¬ 
able property is also considered a remainder in that case? 
There it is different. It should not state “ ground ” at all; 
but because it begins with the law of Peah, which applies to 
ground no matter how small it is, etc., it uses the same expres¬ 
sion at the end. But in reality there is a difference between 
real estate and movable property. It was also questioned: Is 
this a rule—that wherever the expression, a trifle, is mentioned 
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in the Mishna, it does not mean a certain quantity? Is there 
not a Mishna in Chulin: “ If five sheep give some wool, the law 
of the first shearing applies to it ” ? and to the question: What 
does “some wool” mean? said Rabha: No less than a litra 
and a half, etc. Hence we see the expression “ some ” means 
a certain quantity? There also it should not state “some 
wool”; but because in the beginning it states: If each sheep 
gives a litra and a half, it expresses in the latter case “ some 
wool,” as the quantity from every five sheep is only one litra 
and a half. 

It is certain that if one says, “ I bequeath my movable prop¬ 
erty to so and so,” he acquires title to all vessels or garments 
which are useful, except wheat and barley. And if he says, 
“ All my movable property,” wheat and barley are also in¬ 
cluded; and even the grinder of a handmill, but not the grind¬ 
stone. And if he say, “ All that is movable,” even the latter 
is included. But the question arises: If among his properties 
were also bondsmen, is title given to them also, as they are 
also considered movable property; or are slaves under the cate¬ 
gory of real estate and title is not given? 

Said R. Aha b. R. Ashi to R. Ivia: Come and hear Mishna 
7 in Chapter IV. of this tract, which states: If he said, “ I sell 
the town, with all its contents,” slaves are included. From 
which it is to be inferred that slaves are considered movable 
property; as if they were considered real estate they ought to 
be included, even if he did not mention “ with all its contents.” 
But can you infer from it that they are considered movable 
property? Does not the Mishna express itself “even bonds¬ 
men”; and if they should be considered movable property, 
why “even”? We must then say that there is a difference 
between movable property which must be carried and that 
which is self-moving. The same answer can also apply to the 
theory that slaves are considered real estate. (See previous 
vol., p. 59.) 

Rabha in the name of R. Na’hman said: In five cases the 
act of a gift is not considered unless the bequeather writes “ all 
my estates,” and they are: A sick person, his bondsmen, his 
wife, his children, and the estates of a woman who has be¬ 
queathed them to some one for the purpose that her future 
husband should not demand them at the marriage. “ A sick 
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person”—as our Mishna states: If he reserved nothing for 
himself, the bequeathing is not considered. “ A slave ”—as 
there is a Mishna which states: If one has bequeathed all of 
his estates to a slave, the latter becomes free. If, however, he 
reserved some for himself, he does not. “ His wife ”—as is 
said above: If one bequeaths all his estate to his wife, it is con¬ 
sidered that he has appointed her as a guardian only. “ To 
his children ”—as stated above: If one bequeaths all his estate 
to his children, but reserves for his wife some ground, she loses 
the right of her marriage contract. “ And the estate of a 
woman who desires to hide it from her future husband ”—as 
the Master said elsewhere: In such a case she must write all 
her estates, as only then she may retract after her marriage. 
But if she reserved something for herself, she loses the right. 
And in all those cases where they reserved for themselves mov¬ 
able property, their acts were invalid, except in the case of a 
marriage contract, to which the enactment of the rabbis was 
made for real estate only. Amimar, however, maintains: If 
the movable property in question was mentioned in the mar¬ 
riage contract, and while bequeathing all his estate to his chil¬ 
dren he reserved it for himself, it is considered, and his wife 
does not lose her right in the marriage contract. 

If A bequeaths his estates to B, and among them were 
slaves, they are included, as they are also called estate, as said 
above. Earth is considered estate, as there is a Mishna: Estates 
which one can rely upon can be acquired with money, with a bill 
of sale, and with hazakah. Garments are also considered estate, 
as the same Mishna adds: And to that which cannot be relied 
upon, title is given only by drawing. Coins are also considered 
estate, from the same Mishna, which adds: Such estates which 
cannot be relied upon may be obtained with that which may be 
relied upon.* [Here is repeated from Baba Kama (p. 236) 
what happened to R. Papa when he had to collect twelve thou¬ 
sand zuz, as evidence that coins are considered estate.] Deeds 
are also considered estate. As Rabba b. Itz’hak said: There 
are two kinds of deeds. If one said to witnesses: “ Give title 
of this field to so and so by a ceremony of a sudarium, and 


* In the Talmud, wherever it means real estate, the expression is estates which 
one can rely upon—which means that if they are mortgaged for a loan the lender 
may rely upon them, as they cannot be lost by fire, etc. 
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write him a deed, he may retract as to the deed,” but he cannot 
retract as to the field itself, as title was already given. But 
if he said: “ Give title,” etc., with the stipulation, “ You shall 
write him a deed also,” he may retract from both. And R. 
Hyya b. Abbin in the name of R. Huna said: There are three 
kinds of deeds: the two just mentioned; and the third, if the 
seller hastened and wrote the deed. As is said above: If the 
seller desire to write a bill of sale, he may do so even in the ab¬ 
sence of the buyer; as after the buyer makes a hazakah on the 
estate, title is given to the deed wherever it may be found. As 
we have learned: Estates which cannot be relied upon are ob¬ 
tained with that which is to be relied upon, etc. (We see, then, 
that deeds are considered estate.) Catle are also so considered, 
as we have learned (Tract Shekalim, Chapter IV., Mishna g): 
“ If one devote his possessions, and there are among them cattle 
fit for the altar, male or female,” etc. Fowl are also so con¬ 
sidered, as we have learned [ibid., h] : “ If one devote his pos¬ 
sessions, and among them . . . oils and birds,” etc. 

Tephilin are also so considered, as we have learned: “ If one de¬ 
vote his estates, among which tephilin were found, they must 
be left for him.” 

The schoolmen propounded a question: How is the case 
with the Holy Scrolls—as they must not be sold, are they con¬ 
sidered estate or not? This remains undecided. The mother 
of R. Zutra b. Tubhia had transferred to Zutra her estates be¬ 
cause she was about to marry R. Zebid. However, after mar¬ 
riage, Zebid divorced her. Then she came before R. Bibi b. 
Abayi, claiming that she retracted from her transfer, as she told 
R. Zutra plainly that only for the purpose of marriage had she 
transferred her estates to him. But he said: You transferred 
them on account of marriage, and you did marry. Said R. 
Huna b. R. Jehoshua: Because you are weak you speak weak 
words (see above, p. 306). Even according to him who said: 
“ If she wishes to hide her estates from her future husband, 
title is given,” it is only in case she does it without any re¬ 
mark; but in this case she said plainly to her son that she did 
it because of marriage. But now she is divorced. 

The mother of Rami b. Hama bequeathed to him her 
estates on one evening, and in the morning she bequeathed 
them to her son R. Uqba. Rami then went to R. Shesheth, 
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who turned over the estates to him. And R. Uqba went to 
R. Na’hman’s court, and he decided that the estates belonged 
to him (Uqba). R. Shesheth then went to R. Na’hman and 
questioned him: Why such a decision? If it is because she 
retracted from the first, this would hold good only should she 
be cured; but she was dead from this sickness, and her first 
will ought to be listened to? And he answered: So said Sam¬ 
uel : In such a case where a retraction holds good in case of a 
cure, it is the same if the retraction was made while still sick. 
Rejoined R. Shesheth: Samuel said so in case he has retracted 
and reserved the estates for himself? But did he say also that 
he might bequeath to another? And R. Na’hman answered: 
Yea! Samuel said plainly: One may do so, whether for him¬ 
self or for another. 

The mother of R. Amram the Pious possessed a bundle of 
deeds, and while dying she said: They shall be given to my 
son Amram. His brothers, however, came to complain before 
R. Na’hman, claiming that Amram had not made any draw¬ 
ing on the deeds; consequently he had not yet acquired title 
to them. To which R. Na’hman answered: The words of a 
dying person are considered as if written and delivered. 

The sister of R. Tubi b. Matna bequeathed her estates to 
him on one morning, and in the evening came R. Ahadbui, who 
cried before her, claiming that people would say: The one 
brother is a scholar and the other not, and she has bequeathed 
to him. When the case came before R. Na’hman, he decided 
as he said above in Samuel’s name, that the retraction held 
good. The sister of R. Dimi b. Joseph owned a part of a vine¬ 
yard; and every time she became sick, she used to present it 
to him, and when cured to retract. At one time she became 
sick and sent to him: Come and acquire title to my estates. 
And he answered: I do not want them. She, however, sent 
again to him: Come and acquire title to them, so that, ac¬ 
cording to the law, I shall not be able to retract. He then 
went, reserved a part thereof for her, and then the ceremony 
of a sudarium was made. She again became cured, and again 
retracted, and came to R. Na’hman requesting that he should 
return to her her estates. And R. Na’hman summoned R. 
Dimi before the court. But he was not willing to listen, say¬ 
ing: To what purpose shall I go? All that was done was in 
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accordance with the law. She reserved of the estates for her¬ 
self in case she should be cured, etc. He then sent to him: 
If you will not appear before the court, I shall prick you so 
that blood will not run ( i.e ., put him under the ban). Then 
R. Na’hman examined the witnesses how was the case. And 
they said: The woman said thus: "Woe is me! I am dying,” 
and then she said her will. To which R. Na’hman gave his 
decision: In such a case it is considered that she made the will 
because she was afraid she would die; and a will made in the 
fear of death may be retracted. 

It was taught: Concerning a gift in part of a sick person, 
it was said before Rabha, in the name of Mar Zutra the son 
of R. Na’hman, who said in the name of his father: In one re¬ 
spect it is equal to a gift by one in good health; it means he 
cannot retract if cured; and in the other to a will of a sick per¬ 
son, as it needs not the ceremony of a sudarium. Said Rabha 
to them: I told you several times, “ Do not put a clay-pot (see 
Chapter L, p. 14) on the neck of R. Na’hman.” R. Na’hman 
said thus: It is considered a gift of one in good health and must 
be done with the ceremony of a sudarium. Rabha, however, 
objected to R. Na’hman from our Mishna, which states: If he 
reserved some ground for himself the gift is valid. Is it not 
to be assumed that no sudarium is needed ? And he answered: 
Nay! It must be done with the ceremony of a sudarium. But 
does not the latter part state: If he reserved nothing, title is 
not given? And if it is as you say, why should it not be the 
same when made by a sudarium? And he answered: So said 
Samuel: If a sick person has bequeathed all his estates to 
strangers, although made with a sudarium, he may retract, be¬ 
cause it is certain he made it in the fear of death. R. Meshar- 
shia objected to Rabha from the following: It happened with 
the mother of Rukhl’s sons that while sick she said: My jewelry 
shall be given to my daughter, and is worth twelve manas. 
And she died; and the sages listened to her will. (Hence we 
see that, although it was a part of her estate, and it was not 
made with the ceremony of a sudarium, it was nevertheless 
considered.) The case was, because she had mentioned: I am 
certain I shall die, therefore I bequeath this to my daughter. 
R. Huna b. R. Jehoshua, however, said: If the sick person has 
commanded while dying, a sudarium is needed; and all Bo- 
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raithas cited treat when the sick person has divided all his 
estates among different persons. And in such a case it is said 
above that the rabbis consider them as a gift of a sick per¬ 
son. The Halakha, however, prevails that for a gift of a 
sick person in part a sudarium is needed, even when he dies of 
that sickness; but if he commanded while dying, no sudarium 
is needed in case he dies. But if he was cured he may retract, 
even if it was done with a sudarium. 

It was taught: A gift of a sick person, in which it was writ¬ 
ten that it was made with a sudarium—it is considered based 
upon two sources, and must be listened to. So declared the 
school of Rabh in the name of their master. Samuel, however, 
said: I do not know what should be done in such a case. The 
reason of the school of Rabh is: Because the will was made on 
two bases, it is equal to both—a gift of one in good health, from 
which he cannot retract, and to a gift of a sick person who 
said, “ The loan I have with A, shall be given to BAnd the 
reason of Samuel, who was doubtful in such a case, is: Per¬ 
haps the sick person made up his mind not to give title without 
a deed, and such cannot be written after death. 

However, there is a contradiction from the following state¬ 
ment of Rabh’s, to his one decision just mentioned, and the 
same is it with Samuel—namely: The message which Rabbin 
sent in the name of R. Abuhu (above, pp. 300-1), in which both 
Rabh and Samuel contradict themselves? Nay! There is no 
contradiction at all. Rabh it does not contradict, because in 
one case he speaks where it was made with a ceremony of a 
sudarium, and in the other where it was not. And to Samuel 
also there is no contradiction, as his decision in the case cited 
speaks when the sudarium was made to strengthen the act. 
(This will be explained farther on.) 

R. Na’hman b. Itz’hak was sitting behind Rabha, and Rabha 
before R. Na’hman, who questioned him: Did Samuel indeed 
say that it is to be feared the sick person had perhaps made up 
his mind to give title by a deed only? Did not R. Jehudah 
say in his name: A sick person who has bequeathed all his 
estates to strangers, although made with a sudarium, if he was 
cured he may retract? Because it is known that this bequest 
was only because he thought he would die. R. Na’hman gest¬ 
ured, and Rabha remained silent. After R. Na’hman went out, 
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questioned R. Na’hman b. Itz'hak: Rabha, what does R. Na’h- 
man mean by his gesture? And he answered: He means that 
title is given when the act was strengthened. And to the ques¬ 
tion: How is it known that the act was strengthened? Said 
R. Hisda: If it was written: “ In addition to his gift the cere¬ 
mony of a sudarium was made.” 

It is certain that if one bequeathed first to one, and there¬ 
after to another, it is as R. Dimi said above: The later will 
abolishes the first. But how is it if he wrote and gave title 
with a sudarium to one, and thereafter he did the same to an¬ 
other? According to Rabh: Title is given to the first, as in 
his opinion it is similar to a gift by one who is in good health. 
But according to Samuel title is given to the second, as in his 
opinion it is similar to a gift of a sick person, and it is to be 
feared that he had perhaps made up his mind to give title only 
by a deed. So it was taught in the city of Sura. In Pumbe- 
ditha, however, it was taught as follows: R. Jeremiah b. Abba 
said: A message was sent from the college to Samuel: Let the 
master teach us—how is the law if one has bequeathed his 
estate to strangers with a sudarium? And his answer was: 
After a sudarium, nothing can be done. The schoolmen, how¬ 
ever, understood that Samuel's decision was only if it was be¬ 
queathed to another; but if he became cured and wished to 
retract for the sake of himself, he might do so. Said R. Hisda 
to them: When R. Huna came from Khuphry, he explained 
that Samuel meant to say it holds good in any event (i.e., he 
cannot retract even for himself). There was one who be¬ 
queathed his estates with a sudarium while he was sick, and 
thereafter became cured and wanted to retract, and brought 
up his case in the court of R. Huna. And R. Huna said to 
him: “ I can do nothing for you, as you acted not in accord¬ 
ance with those who wish to retract after cure. They usually 
give title with one of the two—a document or a sudarium. 
You, however, have done both; and such an act can by no 
means be abolished.” There was a deed of gift in which it was 
written: While I live and after my death. Rabh considered 
this as a will upon death, because death was mentioned. And 
Samuel considered it as a gift by one in good health, because 
while “ I live ” was mentioned—explaining that the word death 
is to be interpreted from time everlasting. Said Uhla: The 
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sages of Nahardea decided: The Halakha prevails with Rabh. 
Said Rabha: If, however, it was written: “ While I still live,” 
title is given. And Amimar said: The Halakha does not pre¬ 
vail with Rabha. Said R. Ashi to him : Is this not self-evident? 
Have not the Nahardeans decided: The Halakha prevails with 
Rabh ? (And he rejoined :) One might say: When “ still alive.” 
Rabh also admits: I came to say that it is not so. There was 
such a case, which came before R. Na’hman in the city of Na¬ 
hardea, and he sent the plaintiff to R. Jeremiah b. Abba in the 
city of Shum-Tamia, saying: Nahardea is the city of Samuel, 
and we cannot act against him, though the Halakha prevails 
with Rabh. There was also such a case which came before 
Rabha, and he decided in accordance with his own theory. 
And the plaintiff was a woman, who troubled him very much, 
saying: His decision w f as not in accordance w r ith the law. He 
said then to R. Papa b. R. Hanon, who was his scribe: Write 
her a document that she w T on the case; but at the bottom 
write a few words from a Mishna in Middle Gate: “ He may 
hire other laborers or deceive them ” (that the court to which 
she shall bring my judgment will understand that I do not 
agree with it). And she exclaimed: I see you desire to fool 
me—may your ship sink! Rabha’s followers dipped his clothes 
in water, to overcome the curse of the woman. However, they 
did not succeed, as Rabha was punished for this. 

MISHNA VIII .: If in the deed it was not mentioned that 
he was sick, and he claims that he was sick at the time of writ¬ 
ing and had a right to retract, while the plaintiff claims that 
he was in good health, it is for him to bring evidence that he 
was sick. So is the decree of R. Meir. The sages, however, 
say: There is a rule that it is always for the plaintiff to bring 
evidence. 

GEMARA: There was a deed of gift in which it was written 
that it was done while he was sick in bed; but it was not men¬ 
tioned that he died from that sickness. And Rabha said: It 
does not matter, as in reality he did die, and his grave is evi¬ 
dence. Said Abayi to him: But what evidence is this that he 
died from that sickness? Perhaps he was then cured, retracted, 
and thereafter died of another sickness? And that this is to be 
feared we may infer from a ship which sinks, when it is seldom 
that the men on board are saved. And, nevertheless, we apply 
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to such a case both the rigorous law concerning life and the 
rigorous law concerning death (i.c., the wives of those who 
were on board are not allowed to marry, as perhaps their hus¬ 
bands are not dead, but have drifted to the shore at another 
place and remain alive, and also must not partake of Terumah 
in case their husbands were priests, as perhaps they are dead). 
So much the more in our case, in which the majority of sick 
persons become cured. Should we not fear that, because it 
was not mentioned in the deed that he died from that sickness, 
he was cured ? 

Said R. Huna b. R. Jehoshua: The decision of Rabha in 
this case is in accordance with R. Nathan of the following 
Boraitha (in such a case as stated in our Mishna, it depends 
on circumstances): Who has to collect from whom? If he, 
the bequeather, has to take out of their hands, he can do so 
without any evidence; but if they have to collect from him, 
evidence must be brought. So is the decree of R. Jacob. R. 
Nathan, however, maintains: If the case comes on while he is 
in good health, it is for him to bring evidence that he was sick 
when the deed was written. On the other hand, they have to 
bring evidence that he was in good health, if the case comes on 
while he is sick. (Hence we see that R. Nathan’s decision is 
according to the circumstances at the time the case is before 
the court; and the same is Rabha’s theory.) 

41 The sages, hozvcvcr, say,” etc. What kind of evidence is 
required? According to R. Huna: Witnesses shall testify that 
he was in good health w T hen the deed was written. And accord¬ 
ing to R. Hisda and Rabba b. R. Huna: The evidence should 
be by approval of this deed (?.<?., the defendant claims that he 
was then sick, and consequently the deed is valueless; but if 
they bring evidence from the court that it wais approved by it, 
he must not be trusted, as it is to be supposed that the court 
would not approve it if it w^as not aware that he was in good 
health). R. Huna, who required witnesses, maintains: R. 
Meir and the sages differ as R. Jacob and R. Nathan do. And 
R. Hisda and Rabba b. R. Huna maintain: They (Meir and 
the rabbis) differ as to whether a deed which is admitted by the 
signer must be approved by the court or not. According to 
R. Meir, it is not necessary; and according to the rabbis, it is. 

Rabha is also of the opinion that the evidence in question 
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must be witnesses. Said Abayi to him: What is your reason? 
Shall we assume that because all other documents state it was 
done when he was on his feet and in good health, and here it 
is not so mentioned, it is to be assumed that he was then sick ? 
Why not say to the contrary, as in all documents of a sick per¬ 
son it is written: “ It was done while he was sick in bed,” and 
here it is not mentioned, it is to be assumed that he was then 
in good health? (And he answered:) Since it can be so said, 
and also the contrary, therefore we leave the money or the 
article in the hands of its possessor; and it is for the plaintiff 
tc bring evidence. 

The decision of this question is still in discussion, as R. 
Johanan and Resh Lakish also differ. According to the for¬ 
mer, witnesses are required; and according to the latter, the 
approval of the deed. 

R. Johanan objected to Resh Lakish from the following: 
It happened in the city of Bene Brack that one sold the estate 
of his father, and died; and his relatives complained that he 
was not of age when he died. And they came and questioned 
R. Aqiba whether they had a right to examine the corpse. 
And his answer was: First, you are not allowed to disgrace the 
dead; and secondly, the signs of maturity are subject to change 
after death. Now, according to my theory that witnesses are 
required, it is correct: as the buyers required evidence from 
the relatives, which they could not give, they asked for per¬ 
mission to examine the corpse. But according to your theory 
that the evidence should be by approval of the deed, let them, 
then, approve the documents, and hold the goods without any 
examination? And Resh Lakish answered: Do you think 
that his estates were still in the possession of his relatives, and 
the buyers were the plaintiffs? On the contrary, the estates 
were in the hands of the buyers; and the relatives were the 
plaintiffs. (Says the Gemara:) It seems to be so, as his rela¬ 
tives kept silence when Aqiba told them they were not allowed 
to examine; and if the buyers were the plaintiffs, they would 
certainly claim: We gave him money—let him be disgraced 
and disgraced. However, this cannot be taken as a support, 
as it can be said that therefore R. Aqiba said to them: “ And 
secondly, signs of maturity are subject to change,” because of 
their claim : Let him be disgraced. 
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(It was taught:) Resh Lakish questioned R. Johanan: 
There is a Mishna among the Mishnayoth of Bar Kapara: If 
one worked up a field and consumed the products as if he were 
the owner of it, and then one came and claimed, “ It is mine,” 
but the occupant showed him a document, whether bill of sale 
or deed of gift, and the plaintiff said, “ I do not recognize such 
a document at all,” the signatures which are on the document 
must be approved by the court (z’.c., it is sufficient that the wit¬ 
nesses should testify before the court that they recognize their 
signatures, but it is not necessary that they should testify that 
the sale or gift was made in their presence). If, however, the 
plaintiff claims: “ I recognize this deed, but it was written only 
upon your request for a special purpose; but I never sold ”; 
or, “ I sold to you and never took any money,” if the plaintiff 
brings evidence, then it must be done accordingly; but if there 
is no evidence, the deed is in force. Shall we assume that it 
is according to R. Meir, who said: “ If one recognizes his 
document, the approval of it is not necessary,” and not in ac¬ 
cordance with the rabbis? And R. Johanan answered: Nay! 
I say that all agree such a document does not need any ap¬ 
proval. Said Resh Lakish again: But there is a Mishna that 
they do differ. And he answered: That Mishna treats that the 
witnesses themselves impair the deed (i.c., they testified that 
they signed it illegally). But can he, the giver of the docu¬ 
ment, be supposed to impair it? Rejoined Resh Lakish: But 
in your name it was said that you would approve the claim of 
the relatives who asked permission for the examination (cited 
above), as it seemed to you they were right. To which R. Jo¬ 
hanan rejoined: This was said by Elazar, but / never said such 
a thing. Said R. Zera: If R. Johanan denies what was said 
by Elazar his disciple, will he also deny what was said by R. 
Janai his master? The same said in the name of Rabbi: If 
one admits that he wrote this document, it must nevertheless 
be approved. To which R. Johanan said, answering him: 
Rabbi, is this not the same as our Mishna states? The sages, 
however, say: It is for the plaintiff to bring evidence. And 
there is no other evidence but the approval of the document. 
And therefore (adds R. Zera), it seems that our master Joseph 
is right when he states in the name of R. Jehudah, quoting 
Samuel, that the rabbis said approval is not needed to a docu- 
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ment which is admitted by the signer. And he who holds that 
he still needs an approval is R. Meir. Also, by the expression of 
R. Johanan, “ All agree,” is meant the rabbis, as R. Meir was 
only a single individual who so holds. But does not the 
Mishna state the reverse? And also the Boraitha, does it not 
state in the name of the sages that it must be approved? Re¬ 
verse the names in the Mishna, as well as in the Boraitha. 
But was it not stated above that R. Johanan is the one who re¬ 
quires that the evidence mentioned in the Mishna should be 
witnesses? This statement is also to be reversed (i.e., R. Jo¬ 
hanan said: The evidence should be with the approval of the 
deed). Then the objection must be reversed also—not that 
R. Johanan objected to Resh Lakish, but the reverse? Nay! 
So said R. Johanan to Resh Lakish: According to my theory 
that I require the evidence should be by the approval of the 
deed, it is correct that the buyers took possession of the estate 
which was sold to them by the alleged minor. But accord¬ 
ing to your theory, how can there be such a case—that the 
buyers should possess the estate? Where could they find wit¬ 
nesses who should testify that he was of age? And Resh La¬ 
kish answered him: I admit to you that the claim of the rela¬ 
tives ought not to be taken into consideration; for what was 
their claim as against the deed in which witnesses signed that 
“ he was of age ”? And there is a rule that witnesses have the 
preference; as it is assumed that witnesses would not testify 
unless they were aware of the case. Hence concerning this 
deed they would not sign it if they were not aware that he was 
of age. 

It was taught: What must be the age of one who has the 
right to sell the estates left him by his father? Rabha in the 
name of R. Na’hman said: Eighteen. And R. Huna b. Hinna 
in the name of the same authority said: Twenty. R. Zera 
objected from the above case which happened in the city of 
Bene Brack, to whom R. Aqiba said: The signs of maturity 
are subject to change after death. And this can be correct in 
him who said eighteen, as then his relatives questioned the 
law if the corpse might be examined. But according to him 
who said twenty, of what use could the examination be? At 
that time the signs of maturity are already unrecognizable, as 
we have learned in a Mishna: If one gets to the age of twenty, 
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and the signs of maturity are not visible, they have to bring 
evidence that he has reached the age of twenty ; and he, the 
castrate, is a legal “ saris,” who does not perform the ceremony 
of Halitzah and also cannot marry his brother’s wife. Hence 
we see that after twenty the symptoms of maturity are already 
unrecognizable. The answer was: Was it not taught in addi¬ 
tion to the Mishna by R. Samuel b. R. Itz’hak in the name 
of Rabh: Provided the symptoms of a “ saris ” were visible. 
Said Rabha: It seems that this explanation is right, as the 
Mishna states: “ He, the castrate, ..." saris,’ ” from which 
it is to be understood that such signs were visible on the body; 
as if not, why should he be named “ castrate ” ? But how is 
it if neither the signs of maturity nor of a “ saris ” were vis¬ 
ible? How many years are needed, that he should be consid¬ 
ered of age? Taught R. Hyya: After he reaches the majority 
of life ( i.e. } thirty-six years, as life is considered seventy). It 
happened that such cases were brought before R. Hyya by the 
mothers, questioning him: What must be done, that the signs 
of age should appear? And he used to answer: If the lad was 
thin, see he should become fat; and if he was fat, he would 
advise that they should make him thin, as sometimes the signs 
came earlier because of thinness, and sometimes because of 
fatness. 

The schoolmen propounded a question: How is he to be 
considered during the nineteenth year—nineteen, which is still 
not of age, or twenty? Rabha in the name of R. Na’hman 
said: The whole twentieth year, is he considered nineteen? 
And Rabba b. R. Shila in the name of the same authority said: 
As twenty. The statement of Rabha, however, was not heard 
from him plainly; but it was so judged from the following act: 
There was a lad who was between nineteen and twenty, who 
used to sell his father’s estate, and Rabha had annulled all his 
acts. People who saw this thought that it was because he con¬ 
sidered him not of age. In reality, however, Rabha did so be¬ 
cause signs of foolishness were seen in him, as he used to free 
all his slaves.* 

Giddle b. Menarshia sent a message to Rabha: Let the mas- 


* At that time it was prohibited to free a bondsman without a good reason, ac¬ 
cording to Roman and Persian, as well as to Jewish laws. 
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ter teach us! How should a girl of fourteen years and one day 
who has a knowledge of business be considered? And he an¬ 
swered : If she has a knowledge of business, then her sale is 
valid, but not otherwise. Why was the question for a female 
and not for a male child? Because so was the case. 

There was one lad, less than twenty, who had sold the estate 
of his father, and his relatives instructed him that when he 
should be at the court of Rabha he should eat dates and throw 
the pits at Rabha's person (for the purpose that Rabha should 
see he was a fool, and so annul his sales). He did so, and 
Rabha did indeed annul the sales. When the judgment was 
written, the buyers instructed him to go into court and say: 
The Book of Esther can be bought for one zuz, and the same 
is the price for Rabha’s judgment. And he did so. Rabha 
then decided: His sales are valid. And when his relatives 
told him he was so instructed by the buyers, Rabha answered: 
He understands business if it is explained to him, and in such 
a case his acts are valid; and his previous act, that he threw 
the pits at me, was because he is too much of a scamp. 

Said R. Huna b. R. Jehoshua: Concerning witnesses—his 
testimony may be considered at such an age (between nine¬ 
teen andtw r enty). Said Mar Zutra: But only concerning mov¬ 
able property, and not real estate. Said R. Ashi to him: What 
is the reason that he is fit to be a witness for movable property 
—because his sales are valid? If so, let children of six and 
seven years be fit for this, as there is a Mishna: The purchase 
or sale of movable property by minors is valid. And he an¬ 
swered: Witnesses must be men, as it is writen [Deut. xix. 
17] : “ Then shall both the men who have the controversy stand 
before the Lord,” etc., which cannot be applied to children. 

Said Amimar: If a lad of thirteen years and one day pre¬ 
sented a gift to some one, his act is valid. Said R. Ashi to him: 
Why? Even concerning a sale where he should receive money, 
the rabbis enacted that it should be annulled, because he might 
sell too low. Shall we say, if he presents a thing without any 
money his act is valid? (Said Amimar to him:) And accord¬ 
ing to your theory, if such a lad bought a thing which is worth 
six zuz for five, should this be considered? This is certainly 
not so, because there is no difference whether it was worth more 
or less, as the rabbis annulled all sales made by such a lad who 
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does not understand business. And the reason is that the 
rabbis were aware that lads at such an age have an inclination 
for money; and if you should allow one to sell, he would sell 
all the estates of his father for a small amount. But concern- 
ing a gift it is different, as if he would not have any benefit 
from it, he would not do so; and therefore the rabbis enacted 
that his gift should be considered, so that others should also 
please him. R. Na’hman in the name of Samuel said: A young 
man before twenty may be examined for the signs of maturity 
concerning betrothals, divorces, the ceremony of Halitzah, and 
protesting against marriage, and as to selling the estates left 
him by his father. The Halakha, however, prevails, that be¬ 
tween nineteen and twenty he is considered as before nine¬ 
teen ; and it prevails also in accordance with Giddle b. Menar- 
shia, with Mar Zutra, and also with Amimar, and with all the 
laws which are stated by R. Na’hman in the name of Samuel. 

MISHNA IX .: If one divides his estates verbally, no mat¬ 
ter if he was in good health or dangerously sick, according to 
R. Elazar to real estate title is given by money, by a deed, and 
by a hazakah; and to movable property, title is given by draw¬ 
ing only. He was then told that it happened with the mother 
of the sons of Rukhl, who was sick and said: Give my jewelry, 
which is worth twelve manas, to my daughter, that the sages 
had listened thereto. And he answered: The sons of Rukhl 
ought to have been buried by their mother while they were still 
young ( i.c. y they had bad habits, and therefore the sages fined 
them, that they should not inherit from their mother). 

GEMARA: There is a Boraitha: R. Eliezer said to the 
sages: It happened with an inhabitant of the city of Mruni, 
who was in Jerusalem, that he possessed much movable prop¬ 
erty which he desired to present to different persons; and he 
was told that he could not give them title, unless he did so to¬ 
gether with some real estate. He went then and bought a 
rock near Jerusalem, and said: The north side of the rock shall 
belong to A, and with it one hundred sheep and one hundred 
barrels; and the south to B, and with it one hundred sheep 
and one hundred barrels. And when he was dead, the sages 
approved his will. Hence we see that, though the rock could 
not be considered real estate, as it could not be used for any¬ 
thing, nevertheless title was given. And he was answered: 
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This is no support, as the Mrunian was in good health when 
he did so; but this cannot be done by a sick person. 

R. Levi said: It is allowed to make the ceremony of a su- 
darium with a sick person even on Sabbath, lest he become 
exhausted; but not because the Halakha is in accordance with 
R. Eliezer of the following Mishna. 

MISHNA X.: R. Eliezer said: If it happens that a sick 
person divides his estates verbally on Sabbath, it may be list¬ 
ened to, because it is prohibited to write; but not on week days. 
R. Jehoshua, however, maintains: It was said on Sabbath, a 
fortiori when it happened on week days. Similar to this is: 
One may acquire title for a minor, but not for adults. So is 
the decree of R. Eliezer. R. Jehoshua said: For a minor, and 
a fortiori for an adult. 

GEMARA: Our Mishna is in accordance with R. Jehudah, 
as we have learned in the following Boraitha: R. Meir said: 
The reverse is the case. If this happened on week days, his 
words must be listened to, because he is allowed to write; but 
not on Sabbath, because he is not allowed to write. So is the 
decree of R. Eliezer. R. Jehoshua said, on the contrary: It 
was said on week days, and so much the more on Sabbath. R. 
Jehudah, however, said: R. Eliezer’s decree was, if on Sab¬ 
bath, his w r ords must be listened to, because he is not allowed 
to write; but not on week days, when he is allowed to write. 
And R. Jehoshua’s decree was to the contrary. And the same 
is the case as to the latter part of the Mishna. 

MISHNA XL : Suppose a house falls upon A and his father, 
or on any persons, that one of them has to be bequeather and 
the other inheritor, and it is not known who dies first, and to 
the estate there is a claim from the widow for her marriage con¬ 
tract, and from other creditors. The heirs of the father say 
that the son died first; and the creditors say that the father died 
first, and the son afterward, (/.c., the creditors of the son who 
had a right to the estate only if he died after his father, so that 
with the death of his father the inheritance came to him. But 
if he was dead before his father, he has nothing in the estate. 
And this is what his brothers claim, that the creditors have no 
right in the estate left by their father. Concerning a marriage 
contract, that will be explained in the Gemara.) According 
to the school of Shamai, they have to divide; and according to 
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the school of Hillel, the estate must be left in the hands of the 
present occupants.* 

If it happened that the house fell on him and his wife, the 
heirs of the husband claim that the woman dies first, conse¬ 
quently her husband has inherited from her; and the heirs of 
his wife claim that he died first, consequently they have a right 
to her marriage contract and also to her own estate. They 
have to divide, according to the school of Shamai. But the 
school of Hillel say: They must leave the estate in the hands 
of its present occupant. And the occupants are to be con¬ 
sidered as follows: The estates belonging to the marriage con¬ 
tract are to be considered as in the hands of the husband’s heirs. 
But her own estates, which she brought with her to her hus¬ 
band, and which ought to go out with her by death or divorce, 
are to be considered in the hands of the heirs of her father. 

If, however, the house falls on one and his mother, both 
schools agree that it must be divided. R. Aqiba, however, said: 
I hold that they (the schools) differ in the latter case also; and 
the school of Hillel are still of the opinion that estates must be 
left in the hands of the occupants. Said Ben Azai to him: We 
deplore that the schools differ in the former cases, and you 
come to add the third one, in which the rabbis testify that they 
have agreed. 

GEMARA: The estates which were brought by the de¬ 
ceased woman, mentioned in the Mishna—to her husband for 
usage of fruit only, according to the school of Beth Hillel. 
Who is to be considered the occupant? According to R. Jo- 
hanan: The heirs of the husband. According to R. Elazar: 
The heirs of the woman. R. Simeon b. Lakish, however, said 
in the name of Bar Kapara: Such must be divided. And the 
reason of this statement was taught by Bar Kapara himself, 
that as the claims of both parties are equal (/.<?., the heirs of the 
husband claim that all the products of this estate belonged to 
the deceased, as he had a right to sell them, and therefore they 
belong to his heirs; and the opponents claim that they were 
only to be used while he was alive, and therefore what was not 


* The Gemara to this Mishna we transfer to Mishna 8 of the succeeding chapter, 
as the proper place. We also deemed it necessary to put all three Mishnas which 
treat of falling houses together, though in the original text they are in three separate 
places. 



355 


TRACT BABA BATHRA (LAST GATE). 

consumed by him, if his wife were alive she would certainly take 
with her estate; hence it belonged to her, and after her death 
to us), it is to be considered doubtful money, the law of which 
is division. 

“ R. Aqiba said . . . in the hands of the occupants.” But 

who are considered their occupants? R. Aila said: The heirs 
of the mother; and R. Zera: The heirs of the son. When R. 
Zera ascended to Palestine, he retracted from his statement 
in Babylon and accepted the system of R. Aila. Rabba, how¬ 
ever, retained the system of R. Zera as a Halakha. Said R. 
Zera: From my retraction, I see that the air of the land of 
Israel makes one wise; as after I came here I saw that my 
statement while I was still in Babylon was erroneous.* 

“ Said Ben Azai to him ,” etc. Said R. Simlai: Infer from 
this that Ben Azai was an associate disciple of R. Aqiba; as 
if he were a disciple only, he would have said to him, “ The 
master said,” and not, “ And you (thou).” 

A message was sent from Palestine as follows: If a son has 
sold his share of the inheritance of his father to some one, and 
dies while the father was still alive, and thereafter his father 
died, the son of the seller has a right to take away the goods 
from the buyer. (Because, at the time sold, the seller has noth¬ 
ing as yet in his hands, and the sale was for that which would 
be his in the future; and as the son died before his father the 
goods were never his, and his son is now the heir of his grand¬ 
father, to whom the goods in question belong; hence he has a 
right to take them away.) And this is a complicated case in 
the law of money matters. But let the buyers say: Your father 
has sold, and you are taking away? What a claim is this! 
Cannot the plaintiff say: My basis is my grandfather, from 
whom I inherit (and my father had not any right to sell this— 
as explained above); and that such a claim is to be considered 
may be supported by [Ps. xlv. 17]: “ Instead of thy fathers 
shall be thy children: thou shalt appoint them as princes in all 
the land.” Hence it is not at all a complicated case in money 


* The commentators differ concerning the explanation of this, as well as con¬ 
cerning the completion of the text. Rashbam affirms that Rabba was not in the 
text at all. Gershom changes the question concerning the cases in the Mishna and 
explains them differently. We have done what we could to make the passage intel¬ 
ligible to the reader. 
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matters. And if such there be, it would be the following: A 
first-born who sold the share prescribed to him while his father 
was still alive, and died before his father, the first-born’s son 
has a right to take away from the buyers after the death of his 
grandfather. Hence his father sold that to which he was en¬ 
titled ; and his son, whose basis is his deceased father, takes the 
goods away. And this is complicated, as he cannot say, “ My 
basis is my grandfather,” for the grandfather had nothing to 
do with the double share of the first-born son. But even this 
cannot be called a complicated case, as he may claim, “ My 
basis is my grandfather, and not my father, who has never pos¬ 
sessed the goods he sold; for now only do I take the place of 
my father, who was a first-born, and take .his share.” Hence 
it is in accordance with the usual law. Therefore, if in the mes¬ 
sage of Palestine was said “ a complicated case,” it might be 
the following: If one sign a document before he robbed some 
one, and thereafter he became a robber, who is no longer com¬ 
petent to be a witness, he has no right to testify to his hand¬ 
writing; but others, who know his handwriting, may. Hence 
he is not trusted, and the others who came upon his basis are 
trusted. Is this not complicated? But perhaps it treats of 
when his handwriting was already approved by the court, while 
he was still righteous? Therefore it is to be assumed that they 
meant the following case: If one signed a document as a wit¬ 
ness to a stranger, and thereafter he became his son-in-law, he 
has no right to testify to his signature; but others may testify 
that they recognize the writing of the son-in-law, and then it 
may be relied upon. Hence he is not trusted, and others are. 
And you cannot say that it means only when his handwriting 
was already approved by the court at that time, as R. Joseph 
b. Minumi in the name of R. Na’hman said plainly: Even in 
case it was not. However, even this cannot be called compli¬ 
cated, as it may be said that it is thus decreed by the law. A 
son-in-law must not witness in a case of his father-in-law, not 
because it is feared he may lie, but because it is prohibited, 
even if the son-in-law were Moses our master. Therefore we 
must come to the conclusion that the complication lies in the 
first case mentioned in the message, and the objection based 
on the cited verse is not to be taken into consideration, as the 
verse speaks of a “ blessing.” But how can you say that it 
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speaks of a blessing, and nothing is to be inferred from it? 
Does not our Mishna state: “ If the house falls upon him and 
his son, or any persons,” etc. ? Does it not mean, by the “ heirs 
of the father,” grandsons, and “ any persons,” brothers of the 
deceased? Now, if you bear in mind that one cannot say, “ I 
come on the basis of my grandfather,” as the cited verse can¬ 
not serve as a support, then, even when the son dies first, how 
is it? Let the creditors say: We claim the inheritance of the 
father? Nay! By “ the heirs of the father ” is meant the de¬ 
ceased’s brothers; and by “any persons,” his uncles, brothers 
of his father. 

“One and his mother ,” etc. R. Shesheth was questioned: 
Nay! A son inherits from his mother when he is already in 
the grave, so that his brothers from his father's side should 
inherit from him? (The illustration may be found above, p. 
317.) Answered R. Shesheth: This we have learned in the 
following Boraitha: If the father was taken into captivity and 
died there, and at the same time his son dies in his country, or 
vice versa , and it was not known who died first, the heirs of the 
father and the heirs of the son (on his mother’s side) may divide 
among themselves the inheritance. Now, if the son while in 
the grave could inherit from his mother, even if he dies first, 
let him inherit from his grandfather on his mother’s side, and 
then his brothers on the father’s side would inherit from him. 
Infer from this that while in the grave nothing is to be inher¬ 
ited. Said R. Aha b. Minumi to Abayi: This may be inferred 
also from our Mishna, which states that concerning one and 
his mother all agree that they must divide. And if the law of 
inheriting in the grave were in force, let him inherit from his 
mother while in the grave, the same to revert to his brothers 
on the father’s side. Hence such a law does not hold good. 
And why not ? Said Abayi: There is the same expression in 
the Scripture concerning the inheritance of a husband from his 
wife, and a son from his mother. As the first does not inherit 
while in the grave, so it is with the second, etc. (This has al¬ 
ready been' explained in Chapter VIII., p. 254.) (Here is re¬ 
peated the whole story of Bar Sisin’s estate, preceding volume, 
pp. 86-87.) 


CHAPTER X. 


HOW DEEDS SHOULD BE WRITTEN AND WHERE THE WITNESSES SHOULD 
SIGN. CONCERNING ERASURES OF SOME WORDS IN DEEDS. IN 
WHICH CASES BOTH PARTIES MUST BE PRESENT AT THE WRIT¬ 
ING OF THE DEEDS, AND IN WHICH ONE OF THEM SUFFICES. 
CONCERNING A DEPOSITED DEED WHICH WAS PAID IN PART. 
HOW SHALL THE COURT APPROVE AN ERASED DOCUMENT ? 
PROPERTY FOR PRIVATE USE WHICH WAS LEFT TO POOR AND 
RICH BROTHERS. 

MISHNA I .: A simple “ get ” * (document) the witnesses 
must sign at the end of the contents. A folded one, however, 
the witnesses must sign outside.f But if the witnesses signed 
their names outside in a simple one, or inside in a folded one, 
both are invalid. R. Hanina b. Gamaliel, however, said: If 
in a folded one the signatures of the witnesses were inside, it is 
valid, as it can be taken apart and will constitute a simple one. 
Rabbon Simeon b. Gamaliel maintains: All must be done as 
is the custom of the country. A simple document must be 
signed by two, and a folding one by three witnesses. If there 
was only one witness to a simple and two to a folding, both 
are invalid. 

GEMARA: Whence is this deduced? Said R. Hanina: 
From [Jer. xxxii. 44] “ Men shall buy fields for money, and 
write it in deeds, and seal them, and certify it by witnesses,” 
etc. “ Write it in deeds” means a simple document; “ seal ” 
means a folding one; “ certify ” means by two witnesses; “ by 
witnesses” means three. How so? We must say, then, two 


* All documents were called by the Mishna “ get.” This term was afterwards 
applied to a bill of divorce. The Gemara, however, uses the term “ shtar ” for 
documents. 

f In ancient times they used to write documents as follows : The scribe wrote 
one line, then left a blank the size of the line written, and folded it over and sewed it; 
then he wrote on top of the folding, and again left a blank of the same size, and 
folded it over the writing and sewed again, and so on ; so that after the document 
was complete the signatures of the witnesses remained on the outside. 
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witnesses for a simple, and three for a folding one. But per¬ 
haps the reverse? Common sense dictates that a folding one, 
which is added to in folding, should be added to also in wit¬ 
nesses. (The discussion proceeds to deduce this from the 
Scriptures, which were objected to as usual, and the Gemara 
came to the following conclusion): The folding one is only 
an enactment by the rabbis; and the verse above cited was only 
a light support. And why this enactment? Because of the 
many priests who used to live in their city. (The law pre¬ 
scribes that a priest, having divorced his wife, it is prohibited 
to him to remarry her; which is not the case with a com¬ 
moner.) And as the priests are usually ill-tempered, they used 
to divorce their wives as soon as they became angry. There¬ 
fore the rabbis enacted that the “ get ” should be folded and 
sewn several times, that it might prolong the time, in order 
that they should become quiet, and recede from their previous 
intention. This is correct concerning divorces. But why for 
other documents? Because all kinds of documents were then 
called “ gets,” they enacted that all should be done in one 
manner. 

In what place should the witnesses sign a folding docu¬ 
ment? According to R. Huna: Between one folding and an¬ 
other (i.e.j in the folding space above the lines, and thereafter 
it was folded and sewn so that the signatures were inside). Ac¬ 
cording to R. Jeremiah b. Abba: On the reverse side, and ex¬ 
actly opposite the writing. Said Rami b. Hama to R. Hisda: 
According to R. Huna, who maintains in the folding space 
above the lines which is thereafter also folded, it is to be as¬ 
sumed that it remains inside; but this is not so, as it happened 
that a folding document was brought before Rabbi, and he 
exclaimed: There is no date to it. To which R. Simeon his 
son answered: Perhaps the date is inserted, etc. (post, p. 363). 
Now, if it were as R. Huna said, Rabbi ought to say: There is 
neither date nor witnesses (as the witnesses signed inside, one 
could not sew it when it was folded). And R. Hisda answered: 
Do you think that R. Huna means between the folding inside? 
He meant outside. But if so, why should not forgery be 
feared, as one can write inside what he likes, while the wit¬ 
nesses have already signed outside? In the document must 
be written at the end, “ All its contents are true,” and they re- 
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main forever. Hence to that which is written thereafter no 
attention is given. But it is still to be feared that after it is 
written he can forge what he pleases, and then write again, “ All 
this is true,” and have it signed by other witnesses? A docu¬ 
ment must contain only one approval that “ all is true,” but not 
more. But still it is to be feared that he can erase the ap¬ 
proval, adding what he pleases, and then write, “ All is true,” 
etc. To this it was said by R. Johanan: If there was inserted 
a word between the lines, and thereafter the witnesses testify 
it was inserted at their instance and they approve it, the docu¬ 
ment is valid; but if some words w r ere erased, then, although 
approved at the end, the document is nevertheless invalid. 
And this was said concerning an erasure in the place of the 
words “ all that is written is true,” and the size of these words. 
But even according to R. Jeremiah b. Abba, who said: On 
the reverse, and opposite the writing (i.c., where the writing 
finishes inside, he shall begin opposite to write his name; so 
that if there should be some lines more over the signature of 
the witness it would be considered forgery), it is also to be 
feared that one might forge some lines, and add one more wit¬ 
ness, opposite the forgery, and might say: My intention was 
to add one witness more? And the answer was: Do you think 
that the witnesses have signed lengthwise, in order? No! 
They signed one under the other, so that no more lines after 
the witnesses' signatures could be added.* 

R. Itz’hak b. Joseph in the name of R. Johanan said: To 
all the erasures which are in the document must be written at 
the end, “ With this signature we approve them,” etc.; and in 
the mean time they must mention the abstract of the contents 
in the last line. And why so? Said R. Amram: Because the 
last line is not taken into consideration, as it can easily be 
forged; as usually the witnesses do not sign so near to the 
writing that one line could not be inserted, and therefore if 
the abstract of its contents is written attention is given, but 
not to something new. And to the question of R. Na’hman: 
What is the basis of your statement? he answered: The fol¬ 
lowing Boraitha: If the signatures of the witnesses were sepa- 


* The text continues to discuss the different kinds of forgery possible, and gives 
illustrations so complicated that it would be difficult for the reader to get any idea of 
them. They are unimportant, and therefore omitted. 
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rated by a space of two lines from the writing, the document 
is invalid; but if by one line, it is valid. Let us, then, see what 
is the reason that two lines’ space make the document invalid. 
Is it not because one can forge the two lines? But the same 
can be done with one line also? We must then say that if a 
new sentence is written on the last line it is not taken into con¬ 
sideration. And so it is. 

The schoolmen propounded a question: How is it if there 
is space for one line and a half? Come and hear the following: 
If there is space for two lines, it is invalid; for less than two, 
it is valid. If there were four or five witnesses to a document 
and one of them was found to be a relative, or incompetent for 
some other reason to be a witness, the document may remain 
in force by the remaining witnesses. And this is a support to 
Hezkiyah, who said: If there was a space left, and this was 
filled up with the signatures of relatives as witnesses, the docu¬ 
ment is valid. And do not be surprised at such a law (why 
should not the signatures of the relatives who are not compe¬ 
tent to witness in that case harm this document?), as such a 
law is to be found concerning a Sukka: If on the roof of the 
Sukka was space to the size of three spans uncovered, it makes 
the Sukka invalid; but if it was covered with illegal things, the 
size of four is needed to make it invalid. 

The schoolmen questioned: In the two lines in question, 
is it meant with their usual space or without? Said R. Na’h- 
man b. Itz’hak: Common sense dictates that their space is in¬ 
cluded; as if it were supposed that it meant without, of what 
use could be the size of one line without any space to it? (If 
one should come to forget this line, he would then be com¬ 
pelled to write it in such characters that it would be entirely 
different from the original and immediately recognized. Infer 
from this, therefore, that “ with their space ” is meant.) 

R. Sabbathi said in the name of Hezkiyah: The space of 
the two lines in question means of the handwriting of the wit¬ 
nesses, not of the scribes; as if one wants to forge, he does 
not go to the scribes (and usually the handwriting of a com¬ 
moner is larger than that of a scribe). And what size is meant? 

t 1 er k z ) 

Said R. Itz’hak b. Elazar: As in writing, e.g., j ^ z 1 g | ’ which 
makes two lines in four spaces. According to R. Hyya b. R. 
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Ami in the name of Ula: Two lines and three spaces. Accord¬ 
ing to R. Abuhu: One line and two spaces.* Said Rabh: 
This was all said about the space between the contents of the 
document and the signature of the witness. But from the sig¬ 
nature of the witness to the approval of the court, it does not 
matter how much space is left. R. Johanan, however, said: 
All this was said concerning the space from the contents to the 
signatures of the witnesses; but concerning the space from 
the signatures of the witnesses to the approval of the court, 
even if there was one line, it is invalid.! 

“ R. Hanina b. Gamaliel ,” etc. Rabbi objected to the state¬ 
ment of R. Hanina, thus: How could one make from a folding 
one a simple, if their dates were entirely different? As in a 
simple document which is dated according to the years of the 
king, if the king was in his first year, it is written: On fourth 
day of such and such a month, in the first year of king so and 
so; and in a folding one they used to add one year to the king- 
ship of the ruler (c.g., when it was in the first year, they used 
to write in the second; and if in the second, they used to write 
in the third). (Rashbam says: It was the custom of the na¬ 
tions to add one year to the kingship of the ruler in their docu¬ 
ments. And the rabbis enacted: In a folding one it shall be 
dated according to the custom of the land, for the above-men¬ 
tioned reason; but not in simple documents.) Now, if you 
say that it can be taken apart and made a simple one, it may 
happen that one can borrow money with a folding one, and 
during this time may come into some money and pay his debt 
before due; and to the request for a return of the document, 
one may say that he lost it, and give a receipt. Then, when 
the document falls due, he can make it into a simple, and re¬ 
quire his money again (as in the folding one there was added 
one year, hence the time due in a simple comes one year later, 
and he can claim that he borrowed money again for the cur¬ 
rent year) ? Rabbi holds: Concerning a folding one, no pay¬ 
ment is made upon a receipt unless the document is returned 
or destroyed. 

* Here also are illustrations of Hebrew words, which it would be difficult for 
the English reader to understand, and are therefore omitted. 

f We have omitted the discussion in the Gemara as to the reasons of Rabh and 
Johanan about the risk of forgery, with many illustrations of great complication, 
which would hardly be understood if translated, and are also of no importance. 
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But was, then, Rabbi acquainted with a folding document? 
Did not one come before Rabbi, who was about to annul it be¬ 
cause it bore a later date? And Zunin said to Rabbi: So is 
the custom of this nation, that if the king has ruled one year 
they count him two; and if two, three. After he had heard it 
from Zunin, he enacted the law that no money should be paid 
upon a receipt. There was a document in which was written: 
In such a date of the year of Orkhon, A had borrowed money 
from B (but the number of the year was not written), and R. 
Hanina, before whom the case came, said: It must be ex¬ 
amined when this Orkhon ascended the throne; and perhaps it 
was several years after, as the meaning of Orkhon is “ lengthy,” 
and he was named Orkhon because he was a good many years 
on the throne. Said R. Hoshea to him: So is the custom of 
this nation : the first year they named him Orkhon, and the sec¬ 
ond year Digon. Hence this document must be counted from 
the first year of the present ruler. But perhaps it was when 
he ascended the throne the second time, as once he abdicated 
and then ascended again? Said R. Jeremiah: At the second 
time he was named Orkhon-Digon, and not Orkhon only. 

There was a folding document which came before Rabbi, 
and he said: There is no date to it. R. Simeon his son then 
said to him: Perhaps it is inserted between its folds! He took 
it apart, and found the date. Thereupon Rabbi scrutinized him 
To which Simeon said: Not I was the writer of it, but Jehu- 
dah the Tailor. And Rabbi answered: Leave out slander. It 
happened at another time that R. Simeon was sitting before 
Rabbi, and reading for him a chapter of Psalms, and Rabbi 
said: How correctly and nicely it is written. To which Simeon 
answered: Not I, but Jehudah the Tailor, wrote it. And also 
to this Rabbi remarked: Leave out slander. (Questioned the 
Gemara:) It is correct that the first time he told him he should 
leave out slander, as Rabbi disliked folding documents, and 
was angry with the writer of it. But what slander was it if 
he said that the correct and nice writing was by Jehudah ? This 
is in accordance with R. Dimi the brother of Safras, who 
taught: One must be careful in praising his neighbor, as very 
often blaming comes from praising. 

R. Amram in the name of Rabh said: From the following 
three transgressions one is not saved day by day, namely: (a) 
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Thought about sin (e.g. y if he sees a handsome woman); (b) 
calculation of the effects of prayer—expectation of the granting 
of one's prayer as a due claim; (c) and slander. Slander! Do 
you mean that people slander one another every day? It 
means indirect slander ( c.g., while praising or talking of one, 
one indirectly comes to blame). R. Jehudah said in the name 
of Rabh: The majority of men are suspected of robbing (i.e., 
in business every one looks out for himself, without taking 
care lest he do wrong to him who deals with him), the minority 
are suspected of adultery, and all of them of indirect slander. 

“ All must be done as is customary in the country ” But does 
not the first Tana also hold that the customs of the country are 
to be observed? Said R. Ashi: At those places where a simple 
is customary, and one told the scribe to make it, and he made 
him a folding one, it is certainly invalid; and vice versa . The 
point of this difference, however, is the places where both are 
customary, and he ordered the scribe to make for him a simple, 
but he prepared a folding one. According to the first Tana: 
It is invalid. According to R. Simeon: It is valid, as it may 
be supposed that he ordered him to make for him a simple only 
for the scribe's sake, that he should have less trouble; but if he 
did not heed, and made a folding one, it must not be ignored. 
Said Abayi: R. Simeon b. Gamaliel, R. Simeon, and R. Elazar 
all are of the opinion that in such a case it must be supposed that 
the giver of the order did so only to show him what was better 
for him; but he did not intend to be particular. B. Gamaliel 
as just mentioned; R. Simeon with his statement that if one 
has deceived a woman, not to her evil, but to her good ( e.g ., 
if he said to her: You are betrothed to me with this silver 
dinar, and it was a golden one), his act is valid; and R. Elazar 
of the following Mishna: If a woman said: Go and receive my 
divorce at such and such a place, and he received it at another 
place, it is invalid. But according to R. Elazar it is valid, as 
it is to be supposed that she only showed him the place where 
she supposed it was better for him to go, but was not particular 
in her words. 

“ If there zvas only one zvitness to a simple” etc. It is cor¬ 
rect what the Mishna teaches us: A folding document which 
was signed by two witnesses only is invalid, as in all other 
cases two witnesses suffice. But to what purpose does it state 
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that one witness to a simple is invalid? Is this not self-evident, 
as there is no case in which one witness should be sufficient? 
Said Abayi: It teaches: Even if, in addition to that witness 
who has signed, there were another who testified the same ver¬ 
bally, it is nevertheless invalid. Amimar, however, had in a 
similar case which came before him decided that the document 
is in force. And to R. Ashi’s objection that Abayi holds it in¬ 
valid, he answered: I do not hold with him. But how would 
Amimar explain the above question—to what purpose is it 
stated in the Mishna? He would answer thus: It came to 
teach that as a simple document with one witness is invalid 
biblically, so it is with two witnesses to a folding. And as a 
support to Amimar there may be taken the following: The 
colleagues of R. Jeremiah in Palestine sent a message to him-: 
How is it if there is one witness in writing and the other ver¬ 
bally—should they be conjoined for decision upon their testi¬ 
mony, or not? We do not question, how is it according to the 
first Tana, the opponent of R. Jehoshua b. Kar’ha, who main¬ 
tains, in Tract Sanhedrin: Even two with two must not be 
conjoined under certain circumstances, and so much the less 
one with one. But our question is, how is it according to R. 
Jehoshua, who decided: If there were two witnesses in writ¬ 
ing and two verbally, they are to be conjoined? Does he hold 
the same when there was one and one, or not? And R. Jere¬ 
miah answered: I am not worthy that you should send to me 
such a message. But as you have already done so, I may say 
that the opinion of your disciple is that they may be conjoined. 
(Said R. Ashi:) We have heard that the message was thus: 
The colleagues sent to R. Jeremiah: How is the law if, of two 
witnesses, one of them has testified before one court and the 
other before another—may both courts be conjoined to de¬ 
cide upon their testimony? We are aware that according to 
the first Tana, the opponent of R. Nathan: Even if they had 
testified at different times before one court, their testimony 
is not to be taken into consideration, two courts are out of the 
question. But according to R. Nathan, who says: “ In one 
court their testimony may be conjoined/' does he hold the same 
with two courts, or not? And R. Jeremiah answered them 
as said above. Rabhina, however, said: The message was 
thus: If three were sitting as a Beth Din to approve a docu- 
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ment, and thereafter one of them died, must they write in their 
approval, “ We were sitting three, but one is gone”; or is it 
not necessary? And he answered them: I am not worthy that 
)ou should send questions to me, but as you have done so, I 
may say that the opinion of your disciple is that it is necessary 
they should write, “ We all three were sitting as a Beth Din, 
according to the law, to approve this document, but one of us 
is gone, and therefore only we two sign.” And for this an¬ 
swer R. Jeremiah was returned to the college (above, p. 71, 
it was written that he was driven from the college). 

MISHNA II .: If in the document was written, “hundred 
zuz which make twenty selas,” he collects only twenty selas. 
If, however, it was written, “ hundred zuz which make thirty 
selas,” he collects only one mana (which only makes twenty- 
five selas). If there was written, “ silver zuz which are," and 
the preceding words were erased, then the document is good 
for no less than two; “ silver selas which arc" and the pre¬ 
ceding was erased, no less than two selas; “ dracontiums which 
are ,” it means also no less than two. 

If on the top of the document was written “ a mana ” and on 
the bottom “ two hundred zuz,” or vice versa , the last one must 
always be taken into consideration. But if so, why is it at all 
necessary that the amount should be written at the top? To 
the end that should it happen that in the words of the bottom 
one letter should be erased, then we may learn it from the top 
one. 

GEMARA: The rabbis taught: If it was written “ sil¬ 
ver,” without mentioning any particular coin, the document 
is good for no less than one silver dinar; and if “ silver dinars,” 
or “ dinars of silver,” then it is no less than two silver dinars. 
If, however, “ silver to be paid with dinars,” then it is no less 
than two golden dinars (it being understood that he borrowed 
from him silver to be paid with gold dinars, and as there is a 
plural it is no less than two). 

The master said: “ Silver no less than a dinar.” But per¬ 
haps it means a piece of metal? Said R. Elazar: It means it 
was written a silver coin, but it was not mentioned which. But 
if so, why should it not mean perutas? Said R. Papa: It 
treats of those places where the perutas were not made of 
silver. 
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The rabbis taught: If the documents read “ gold,” it is not 
less than a golden dinar; “ golden dinars,” or “ dinars of gold,” 
it is not less than two golden ones. If, however, it was writ¬ 
ten, “ gold to be paid with dinars,” he must pay in gold the 
value of two silver dinars. But why should this not be ex¬ 
plained: He shall pay him in good gold to the value of two 
golden dinars? Said Abayi: The defendant has always the 
preference ( i.c ., by the general name dinar is meant a silver 
one; of a golden dinar it must be said plainly golden , and as 
here it is mentioned to be paid with dinars, and the word gold 
is omitted, the holder of the document has to suffer). But why 
in the first case, where it reads “ silver to be paid with dinars,” 
you say he shall pay two golden dinars ? Said R. Ashi: That 
Boraitha treats of when the document reads ” denri,” and the 
latter Boraitha when it was written “ denrin ” ; and “ denri ” 
means gold, and “ denrin ” silver. And my support is from a 
Mishna in Tract Kinin: “. . . It happened that the price 

of kinin in Jerusalem increased to the extent of denri in gold. 
Said R. Simeon b. Gamaliel: I swear by the Temple that I go 
not to bed this night before their price shall decrease to denrin.” 
Hence denrin means silver, and denri gold. 

“ On the top of the document ,” etc. The rabbis taught: The 
bottom may be learned from the top when there is only one 
letter erased; but not when two (e.g., if it was written, “ Hanan 
of Hanani,” or “ Anan of Anani ”—i.c., the i was erased). Let 
us see! Why not two letters? Because if there were a name 
of four letters, two would constitute one half of a name. The 
same can be said with one of two letters, as there are names 
which consist of two letters only; * then the one w r ould be one 
half of a name. Therefore we must say that the exception of 
two letters is because it might happen in a name of three let¬ 
ters, and when two are erased the greater part of the name is 
missing. 

There 'was a document in which was written “ six hundred 
and a zuz,” and R. Chrabia sent it to Abayi, questioning him: 
Does it mean six hundred staters and one zuz, or six hundred 
perutas and a zuz. And he answered: Eliminate perutas, 
which it is not usual to write in a document, as generally they 
are counted together to make from them dinars or zuz. This 


# In the Bible there are many examples of names which consist of only two letters. 
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must therefore mean six hundred staters. But as there are 
staters of two zuz, and also others of the same name of half a 
zuz, and it was said above that the defendant has the prefer¬ 
ence, the holder of the document must suffer, and he takes 
only six hundred half-zuz and a zuz. Abayi said: If one de¬ 
sires that his signature shall be known in the court, he shall 
not write it at the bottom of a paper, as one can find it, but 
write at the top that he owes him money. And there is a 
Mishna: If one shows a document with his handwriting that 
he owes him money, he may collect from unencumbered estates; 

There was a toll-master of a bridge who was a Jew, who 
said to Abayi: Let the master show me his signature, as it is 
my custom to allow the rabbis to pass without pay (I would 
leave it with my assistants so that if it should happen you would 
like to pass, they will not demand payment). Abayi showed 
him on the top of a piece of paper. He, however, tried to draw 
the paper so that the signature should come a little lower, and 
Abayi said to him: Do not try, as the rabbis have preceded 
you with their advice to sew a signature at the very top of the 
paper. Abayi said again: From the word “ thlath,” which 
means three, to the word “ eser,” which means ten, one shall 
not write in a promissory note at the end of the line, to prevent 
forgery.* ** But if it happened that he did so, he should repeat 
the word two or three times, so that one of them should occur 
in the middle of the line. 

There was one document in which was written: “ A third 
of a vineyard ”—in Aramaic “ Thiltha Beperidisa ”—and the 
owner of this document erased the top and the bottom of the 
first letter of the second Hebrew word, so that from the Beth 
he made a Vav, which means “ and,” so that the document, as 
brought before Abayi, read: “ A third and the vineyard,” and 
claimed a third of the seller’s garden and the whole vineyard. 
When Abayi examined the document, he asked him : Why does 
the Vav stand so extended in the world? He then urged him 
to confess, which he did. 

There was another document, in which was written: The 
shares of Reuben and Simeon my brothers (“ Achai ” in He- 


* " Thlath ” means three, “ thlathin " thirty ; and so also is it with all the words 
from three to ten : e.g.^ 41 arba” means four, and with the suffix “ in ” it means forty ; 

** eser ” means ten, “ eserin ” means twenty. 
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brew) were sold to me. The buyer, however, added a Vav for 
the word Achai, and as the brothers had another brother by 
the name of Achai, he claimed that he bought the shares of all 
three brothers—Reuben, Simeon, and Achai. With this docu¬ 
ment he came to the court of Abayi. And there also Abayi 
asked him: Why is the world so narrow to the Vav? And 
also he was urged to confess, which he did. There was another 
document, which was signed by Rabha and R. Aha b. Ada. 
When it was brought before Rabha, he said: I recognize my 
handwriting, but I never signed my name in the presence of 
R. Aha b. Ada. He urged the holder of the document to con¬ 
fess, which he did. Then said Rabha to him: I understand 
how you might easily forge my name; but how could you do 
so with R. Aha’s, whose hands are trembling? And he an¬ 
swered: I would put my hand on the rope-bridge, to imitate 
a trembling writing. 

MISHNA III .: A divorce may be written by the court for 
a husband in the absence of his wife (because, according to the 
ancient law, the consent of the woman was not necessary); and 
an approved receipt for a marriage contract to be handed to 
the woman in the absence of her husband, provided the court 
knows them—the husband must pay the fees. A promissory 
note may be written for the borrower in the absence of the 
lender, but not for the lender unless the borrower is present; 
and the fee is to be paid by the borrower. A bill of sale may 
be written for the seller in the absence of the buyer, but not for 
the buyer unless the seller is present; the buyer pays the fees. 
Documents of betrothal and marriage must not be written un¬ 
less both are present—at the expense of the groom. The same 
is the case with documents for hiring, and contracting fields 
and gardens; and the expenses are to the contractors. Docu¬ 
ments of arbitrating, and all other acts of mediating by the 
court, must not be written unless both parties are present—at 
the expense of both. 

R. Simeon b. Gamaliel, however, maintains: The latter 
documents must be written in two copies, one for each party. 

GEMARA: What does it mean—provided the court 
knows them? Said R. Jehudah in the name of Rabh: They 
shall know exactly the name of the husband concerning a di¬ 
vorce, and the exact name of the woman concerning a receipt. 
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R. Safra, R. Aba b. Huna, and R. Huna b. Hinna were sitting 
together in the presence of Abayi and were deliberating over 
the statement of Rabh just mentioned—concerning a divorce, 
the name of the husband, but not the name of his wife? and con¬ 
cerning a receipt, the name of the woman, though they do not 
know the name of the husband? Why should it not be feared 
that this man would furnish the divorce to another woman, 
whose husband bore the same name as himself? And the same 
is the case with the woman: she may furnish her receipt to a 
man whose wife bears the same name. Said Abayi to them: 
So said Rabh: The name of the husband and of his wife, con¬ 
cerning a divorce; and the same is the case with a receipt—the 
name of the woman and her husband. But why should it be 
prepared and given to the husband? Is it not to be feared 
that two men who bear one and the same name should reside 
in the same city ( e.g ., Joseph b. Simeon), whose wives also bear 
the name of Rachel, and one can take a divorce and give it to 
the wife of the other? Said R. A’ha b. Hinna to them : So said 
Rabh : If two men of the same name reside in one city, they can¬ 
not divorce their wives unless both the men named and their 
wives are present. Still, it is to be feared that one may go 
to another city, name himself according to one of the inhabi¬ 
tants of his city, and take a divorce, and thereafter return to 
his city and furnish the divorce to the wife in whose husband's 
name the divorce was made out. Said R. Huna b. Hinna: So 
said Rabh: If one was known under one name thirty days in 
succession, there is no fear that he bears a false name, as he 
would be afraid to bear it for such a long time. But how is 
it if one requires a divorce should be prepared for him before 
he was known thirty days—shall he not be listened to? Said 
Abayi: This can be proved by somebody calling him suddenly 
by this name, and he answered. R. Zebid, however, maintains: 
A swindler knows what he is about, and is careful. And there¬ 
fore it is no evidence if he answers to a sudden call. 

There was a receipt approved by Jeremiah b. Abba. How¬ 
ever, the same woman came into his court to claim her mar¬ 
riage contract several years later; and when her receipt was 
shown to her, she claimed to be not the same woman ( i.e ., it 
was another woman who bore my name and signed the receipt). 
Said R. Jeremiah: I also was of that opinion, and I said so to 
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the witnesses who signed this document; but they told me you 
are the same but older, and therefore your voice has changed. 
And the case came before Abayi, who said: Although it was 
decided by the rabbis: If one said something in behalf of the 
plaintiff or the defendant, he has no right to retract from 
the first statement, and decide otherwise; however, with a 
scholar, who is not used to look in the face of a woman and 
to be particular as to her voice, it is different, as it must be 
supposed that after he was told she was the same, he himself 
had recognized her. 

There was another similar case before the same R. Jere¬ 
miah, who said to that woman: I am sure you are the same. 
And also here Abayi decided: Although a rabbi is not used 
to look in the face of a woman, etc.; but when he says he did 
so, and is sure, he may be trusted. 

Abayi said: It is advisable for a young scholar, who goes 
to betroth a woman, that he shall take with him a commoner; 
as otherwise they may substitute another woman, and he will 
not notice it. 

“ The husband must pay the fees ' 1 etc. Why so? Because 
it is written [Deut. xxiv. 1] : “ . . . he may write and give/' 

which means at his expense. In our time, however, it is not so 
customary, because the rabbis put the expenses to the account 
of the woman, in case the husband should decline to bear the 
expenses and postpone the divorce in a case where the woman 
is compelled to demand it. 

“Paid by the borroiver” etc. Is this not self-evident? It 
treats even where he takes money for business at a half profit. 

“ The buyer pays the fees,” etc. Is this not self-evident? It 
treats even in case the seller sold his field because of its infer¬ 
tility. 

“ The expense of the groom ” etc. Is this not self-evident? 
It means even if he were a scholar and the court were certain 
that they would be pleased to have him as a son-in-law even at 
their expense. 

“ The expenses are to the contractors” etc. Is this not self- 
evident? It speaks even in case it must remain for a year or 
two unfertilized for the sake of the estate. 

“Arbitrating” etc. What kind of documents is meant? 
In this college it was explained: The documents of the claims 
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which the scribes of the court have to copy so that the parties 
should not change afterwards. R. Jeremiah b. Abba said: It 
means, in case each one chooses his arbitrator. 

“ One for each party ” etc. Shall we assume that the point 
of their difference is, if one may be compelled not to act like a 
Sodomite? According to the first Tana: If one declines to 
pay the half of the expenses, it is an act of a Sodomite, and he 
must be compelled to do so. And according to R. Simeon: It 
is not, and he must not be compelled? Nay! All agree that 
such cases are to be compelled. Here, however, it is different, 
as the reason of R. Simeon's decision is: One may say, I would 
not like that my claim and my decided right should always be 
before your eyes, while I do not possess them; and this would 
be a burden to me, as if a lion would lie at my house, fearing 
every time that you might come to quarrel with me. 

MISHNA IV.: If one has paid a part of his debt and de¬ 
posited his document with some one, with the stipulation: If 
I should not pay you from date until a certain day, you may 
return this document to the lender, and finally he failed to pay; 
according to R. Jose: The depositary may return, and accord¬ 
ing to R. Jehudah: He must not. 

GEMARA: What is the point of their difference? R. Jose 
holds: An asmachtha * gives title. And R. Jehudah main¬ 
tains: It does not. Said R. Na’hman in the name of Rabba b. 
Abuhu, quoting Rabh: The Halakha prevails with R. Jose. 
When they came to say the same before R. Ami, he said to 
them: After such an authority as Johanan teaches us, once and 
twice, that the Halakha prevails with R. Jose, what can I do? 
However, the Halakha does not prevail with R. Jose (remarks 
the Gemara). 

MISHNA V .: If it happened to one that a promissory note 
became erased, he must find witnesses who are aware of the 
date when it was written, and bring them before the court, and 
they have to make the following approval: A, the son of B, 
came here with his note, which was erased on such and such a 
day, and C and D were his witnesses. 

GEMARA: The rabbis taught: The approval must be 
written as follows: “ We three, E, F, G, the undersigned, were 
sitting together, and before us was brought by A, the son of B, 


* This term is explained in previous volumes in several places. 
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an erased note, which was signed on such and such a day, and 
C and D are his witnesses/’ And then if there be added: “ We 
have examined the testimony of the witnesses, and have found 
it correct,” the holder of the document may collect with it, with¬ 
out further evidence. If, however, this were not remarked, 
he must bring evidence. 

If a document was torn, it is invalid; but if it was torn of 
itself, it is valid. If it was erased or faint, if still recognizable 
it is valid. 

What does it mean—“ was torn,” and “ was torn of itself ”? 
Said R. Jehudah: If it was torn by the court; and of itself 
means not by the court. How is it to be known that it was 
torn by the court? Said R. Jehudah: If the places where the 
signatures of the witnesses, the date, and the amount were writ¬ 
ten are torn. Abayi, however, said: The court used to tear it 
in its length and width. 

There were Arabs who came to Pumbeditha, who used to 
compel the inhabitants to submit to them the deeds of their 
estates. The inhabitants of the city came to Abayi with their 
deeds, requesting him to take a copy of them, so that, in case 
they should be compelled to deliver to the Arabs the originals, 
the copies should remain, so that in the future they could be 
sued. Said he: What can I do for you, since R. Safra long ago 
decided that two deeds must not be written for one field, be¬ 
cause it might happen that one would seize it once, and again 
thereafter. They, however, troubled him, and he said to his 
scribe: Write for them on an erased paper, and the witnesses 
shall sign on the paper which is not erased, as such a deed is 
invalid. Said R. Aha b. Minumi to him: But perhaps the writ¬ 
ing will be recognizable, and then it will be valid, as stated in 
the Boraitha above? And he answered: I did not say he 
should write a correct deed: I meant he should write some let¬ 
ters of the alphabet. 

The rabbis taught: If one comes before the court claiming 
that he has lost a promissory note from so and so, although he 
brought with him witnesses who testify, u We wrote and signed 
the note in question for the borrower, and in our presence he 
gave it to him,” the court must not write another one. How¬ 
ever, this is said only concerning promissory notes. But con¬ 
cerning deeds, if such a case happened, they may write him 
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another one, without mentioning that the seller is responsible 
in case it should be taken away by creditors. Rabban Simeon 
b. Gamaliel, however, maintains: This must not be done even 
concerning deeds. And he used to say also: If one has pre¬ 
sented a gift to his neighbor by a deed, if the deed was returned 
by the beneficiary, the gift is considered returned. The sages, 
however, say: Nevertheless, the gift remains for the benefi¬ 
ciary. The master said: Without mentioning the responsi¬ 
bility of the seller. Why so? Said R. Safra: Because two 
deeds must not be written for one and the same field, for the 
reason it may happen that a creditor of the previous owner 
will take it away. Then, the buyer who has two deeds may use 
both deeds to take away the estates which were sold by A to 
D and E. {Le., A had sold a field to B, which was encumbered 
to C, the creditor of A; and C proclaimed his right to it. Then 
B proclaimed his right, based upon the deed, to the estate en¬ 
cumbered to C, and took away the estate from D, who bought 
it from A at a later date. After he did so, and the deed was 
torn by the court, he (B) would make a bargain with C that for 
a certain amount he should not hasten to take possession of the 
field to which he was entitled, but should wait a few years and 
then do it; for the purpose that C’s first claim should be for¬ 
gotten, and later on, when C should take possession of the field 
which was until now in the hands of B, it should seem to be as 
a new claim; and then, on the basis of the second deed re¬ 
tained by him (B), he should also take away from E the estates 
bought by him from A at a later date. 

(Says the Gemara:) But as the promissory note of the 
creditor was torn by the court when he took away from him 
the first time, how came he to proclaim his right again? And 
should one say, in case it was not torn? Did not R. Na’hman 
say: The following is the order of claims before the court? 
The lender comes to the court to complain that the borrower 
does not pay his debt; then the court summons him, and if 
he does not appear it puts him under the ban, and a replevin 
is given to the lender, that he may levy on the estates of the 
borrower or of those who bought same from him at a later date 
than that of the promissory note. And when the creditor finds 
such estates in some other city, the court of that city tears the 
replevin and substitutes a document that he may collect such 
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and such an amount from such and such estate, after the ap¬ 
praisement shall be made for the court. And after this is done, 
the court furnishes him with a memorandum of the appraise¬ 
ment and tears the previous document. Hence a replevin in 
which it is not mentioned that the promissory note of the bor¬ 
rower was “ torn by us ” must not be taken into consideration 
by any court; and a document which was given for appraise¬ 
ment in which it is not mentioned that the replevin of such and 
such a court was “ torn by us ” is also not to be taken into con¬ 
sideration. The same is the case with the memorandum of ap¬ 
praisement with which the court furnishes him, if it is not men¬ 
tioned that the document giving the right to make an appraise¬ 
ment of the estate for the debt of so and so was “ torn by us.” 
Hence the alleged bargain between B and C could not occur? 
The statement of R. Safras that two deeds must not be written 
is because it might happen that one should claim the field not 
for debt, but because he inherited it from his parents, and it 
was stolen by the possessors of it. In such a case the above- 
mentioned bargain may be made.* 

Said R. Aha of Diphthi to Rabhina: According to the sup¬ 
posed bargain mentioned above, that B asked C that he should 
not hasten to take possession, to what purpose such a bargain? 
If he possesses two deeds, he may take away from D and E 
at one time? And he answered: By such an act he would in¬ 
vite investigation by his opponents, and they would find out the 
bargain. 

One Mishna states: Concerning deeds, they may write an¬ 
other one, without mentioning the responsibility of the seller 
for the estate, in case it should be taken away. Why? Let 
the court write a correct deed and deliver it to the buyer, at 
the same time furnishing the seller with a document that the 
first deed was lost, and if such should be found, that it was of 
no value, as another deed was supplied to the buyer. The 
rabbis said before R. Papa, according to others before R. Ashi: 
Because this is not stated, we may infer that the court must 
not furnish the seller with such a receipt. And he answered: In 
other cases, receipts may be written. In this case, however, it is 
not because of the bargain mentioned above, but as the receipt 

* The commentators give illustrations of how such a bargain might be made, so 
involved and far-fetched that we spare the reader their infliction. 
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which makes the first deed valueless is in the possession of A, 
and not in the hands of the buyers; and it might be that D 
and E, who had bought from A, would not be aware of such a 
document, and would not be in a position to protest against the 
estates being taken away from them by the creditors of A. But, 
finally, D and E would transfer their claims to A; and then he 
would show them the document, and the estates would certainly 
be returned to them? Yea! But meanwhile the creditors 
would consume the products, and it would be a difficulty for 
D or E to collect the value from them, as there is a rule: On 
consumed stolen property it is very hard to collect. It may 
also happen that D and E bought their estate without any re¬ 
sponsibility on A's part; hence one may take it away without 
any claim from these parties. But if such a case is to be feared, 
why should they furnish such receipts in cases of loans, as the 
same may happen with promissory notes—that the goods 
should be taken away while the receipt is in the hand of the 
borrower? There it is different. If the claim comes with a 
promissory note which had nothing to do with this estate, the 
possessors of the estate would investigate the matter, whether 
the borrower had paid him the money due, and would not re¬ 
turn the estate without consulting the seller, who is the debtor 
on that promissory note: which is not the case if the document 
was for real estate, as in such cases usually estates are claimed, 
and not money. 

The master said: “ It may be written without mentioning 
the responsibility,” etc. How, then, should it be written? 
Thus said R. Na’hman: This deed is not for collection, neither 
from encumbered nor from unencumbered estates, but only to 
testify that the estate belongs to so and so, who is the buyer of 
it. Said Raphram: From this, where it must be written that 
such a document is not in force for collection, it may be in¬ 
ferred that in such a one where nothing is written there is au¬ 
thority to collect with it even from encumbered estates; as it 
is to be supposed that it is an error of the scribe, who had for¬ 
gotten to insert the responsibility of the seller. R. Ashi, how¬ 
ever, maintains: A document in which nothing is mentioned 
does not collect from encumbered estates. And the above 
Boraitha, which states, “ not to mention the responsibility,” 
etc., is not as R. Na’hman explained it, but is to be taken liter- 
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ally—that nothing is to be mentioned—and then he is not re¬ 
sponsible. 

There was a woman who gave money to one that he might 
buy estates for her. He bought them for her, without respon¬ 
sibility in case there should be claims. And she came to com¬ 
plain before R. Na’hman, who said: The woman is right, as she 
sent to you to the end that she should have benefit, but not that 
she should suffer damage. You, therefore, have to buy from 
the woman without responsibility, and thereafter to sell to her 
with your responsibility. 

It is said above by R. Simeon b. Gamaliel: If one has pre¬ 
sented a gift . . . the gift is considered returned. What 

is his reason? Said R. Assi: Because it is to be considered 
as if one were to say: I give you this for a present so long as 
you keep this document. Rabba opposed: If so, how is it if 
this document was torn or lost—must one also return the gift? 
Therefore, said he, the point of the difference between R. Sim¬ 
eon and the rabbis is thus: According to R. Simeon, title is 
given to documents and to all their contents by transferring; 
and therefore when the donee returned it to the donor, the lat¬ 
ter acquired title to it and to its contents. But according to 
the rabbis, title is not given by transferring; hence when the 
donee takes possession of the gift, the returning of the docu¬ 
ment counts nothing. 

The rabbis taught: If one came to claim a field, saying that 
he possesses a deed, and also that it was in his possession 
the years of hazakah—according to Rabbi, the main evidence 
should be the deed (if he cannot show it, his second claim of 
hazakah must not be considered); and R. Simeon b. Gamaliel 
maintains: The main evidence is the hazakah. What is the 
point of their difference? When R. Dimi came from Pales¬ 
tine, he said: They differ whether title is given to documents 
by transferring. According to R. Simeon b. Gamaliel, the 
transferring does not give title; and according to Rabbi, it 
does. Said Abayi to him: If so, you differ with my master, 
Rabba, who said above: R. Simeon b. Gamaliel holds: That 
transferring does give title. And he answered: And what if 
I do differ? Why not? Rejoined Abayi: I mean to say that 
the above Boraitha could be explained only as done by my mas¬ 
ter, but not otherwise. And then, if it is as you say, R. Simeon 
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contradicts himself. Therefore, said Abayi, the point of the 
difference between Rabbi and R. Simeon b. Gamaliel in the 
Boraitha just cited is: In case it happened that one witness who 
signed the deed was found to be a relative, or for some other 
reason incompetent to be a witness. And it is the same point 
in which R. Meir and R. Elazar differ. Rabbi holds with R. 
Elazar, who says that the final act of a divorce, or anything 
else, is to be considered done by the witnesses who are present 
at the transfer, and not by the witnesses who sign the docu¬ 
ment. And R. Simeon b. Gamaliel holds with R. Meir, who 
said: The final act is considered done by the witnesses who sign 
the document. 

But did not R. Abba say: Even R. Elazar admitted that if 
there was any forgery in the document, or there were incom¬ 
petent witnesses, the transferring is not considered, even when 
it was done by lawful witnesses? Therefore said Rabhina: All 
agree that if the court said, “ We have investigated the testi¬ 
mony of the witnesses, and found it false,” or that one of them 
was incompetent, the document is invalid, as R. Abba declared. 
And the above Tanaim differ concerning a document without 
witnesses at all. According to Rabbi, who holds with R. Ela¬ 
zar, if it was transferred in the presence of witnesses, the act 
is considered final; and according to R. Simeon, who holds 
with R. Meir, it is not. And if you wish, it may be said that the 
point of their difference is: Whether a document which the 
signer admits must or must not be approved by the court. Ac¬ 
cording to Rabbi, it must not; and according to R. Simeon, it 
must. But have we not heard just the reverse in Middle Gate, 
p. 11 ? (The rabbis taught:) Therefore we must say that the 
point of their difference is: If one is obliged to convince the 
court of all the evidence one mentioned at the beginning of 
the trial, or it is sufficient if he convinces it of one part of it 
(f.e., if he said, first, “ My evidence is a deed, and also hazakah,” 
and thereafter he was able to convince the court of the hazakah 
only). According to Rabbi: It is not sufficient unless he 
should show the deed. And according to R. Simeon: The 
latter evidence suffices. But if he should be able to show the 
deed, then all agree that the evidence of the hazakah would not 
be necessary at all. And this is similar to the following case: 
R, Itz’hak b. Joseph claimed to have money with R. Abba, 
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and came to complain before R. Itz’hak of Naf’ha. And R. 
Abba claimed: I paid you in the presence of A and B. Said 
R. Itz’hak (of Nafha) to him: Bring, then, A and B—they 
shall testify. Said he to him: Am I not to be trusted, even 
if they do not appear? Is it not a Halakha: If one borrowed 
money in the presence of witnesses, it is not necessary for the 
borrower that he shall pay him in the presence of witnesses? 
Rejoined the former: I hold with the Halakha which was said 
by you, master, in the name of R. Ada b. Ahaba, quoting Rabh: 
If one says, “ I paid you in the presence of A and B,” it is neces¬ 
sary for him that A and B shall come and testify. Said R. Abba 
again: But did not R. Giddle say in the name of Rabh: The 
Halakha prevails with Rabban Simeon b. Gamaliel? And even 
Rabh, his opponent, meant with his statement only to make 
his evidence clear before the court (but not because the law dic¬ 
tates so)? And R. Itz’hak answered: I also mean you shall 
make your evidence clear before the court, as I hold with 
Rabha; and if you are not able to do so, you must pay. 

MISHNA VL : If one has paid a part of his debt, accord¬ 
ing to R. Jehudah, the promissory note must be changed ( Le ., 
the old note must be torn, and a new one made for the balance). 
According to R. Jose: The lender has to give a receipt for the 
amount paid. Said R. Jehudah: Then, according to you, the 
borrower must watch his receipt so that it shall not be con¬ 
sumed by mice. Answered R. Jose: Yea! This is better for 
the lender, as if it should be a difficulty for the borrower to 
watch the receipt he will pay the whole debt sooner; and we 
must not impair the right of the lender. 

GEMARA: Said R. Huna in the name of Rabh : The Hala¬ 
kha prevails neither with R. Jehudah nor with R. Jose, but the 
court must tear the first note and write him another one with 
the same date as the first. Said R. Na’hman, according to 
others R. Jeremiah b. Abba, to R. Huna: If Rabh were aware 
of the following Boraitha: “ The witnesses tear the note, and 
write for him another one with the same date as the first,” he 
would retract from his statement that this must be done by the 
court. And he answered: He was aware of this Boraitha, and 
nevertheless he did not retract, for the reason that only the 
court has the power to collect money, which therefore may tear 
and write another one with the former date, but not witnesses 
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who have done the message they were ordered to, as they have 
no right to do the same again without a new order. Is that so? 
Did not R. Jehudah say in the name of Rabh: If a deed was 
lost, witnesses may write another one, even if this occurred ten 
times, to one field. Said R. Joseph: Rabh meant a deed of 
gift. And Rabha said: Rabh meant a document without any 
responsibility of the estate for other claims. 

Where is to be found the Boraitha cited above, of which 
Rabh was aware? It is thus: If one’s debt was a thousand 
zuz on a document, and he paid five hundred, the witnesses 
may tear the document and write another one for five hundred, 
of the date of the old one. So is the decree of R. Jehudah. 
R. Jose, however, says: The document of the thousand re- 
mains, and a receipt for five hundred must be given to the bor¬ 
rower. And for two reasons it was said that a receipt should 
be written and handed to the borrower: first, because he 
should be compelled to pay as soon as possible; and, secondly, 
the debt should be counted from the first date. But does not 
R. Jehudah also say that a new document should be written 
with the same date as that which was torn? So said R. Jose 
to R. Jehudah: If you say that the document should be written 
from the first date, then I differ with you only in one thing— 
concerning the receipt; and if you think that the document 
should be written from the date on which a part was paid, then 
I differ with you in both. 

The rabbis taught: If the document was written at the date 
used by the government, and such a date fell on a Sabbath or 
on the Day of Atonement, on which it is prohibited for an 
Israelite to write, this note is to be considered written with a 
later date, which is valid. So is the decree of R. Jehudah. 
But according to R. Jose, it is invalid. Said R. Jehudah to 
him: Did not such a case come before you in Cepphoris, and 
you made it valid? And he answered: I did so only with a 
case similar to that about which we are discussing, because, 
as the date fell on a Sabbath, it is highly probable that the 
document was of a later date; but in other cases, where such a 
supposition has no basis, I do not agree with you. But what 
answer is this? R. Jehudah also claimed that the case hap¬ 
pened to be before R. Jose in Cepphoris. Said R. Pdath: All 
agree that if the date of the document was examined and found 
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to fall on a Sabbath, or on the Day of Atonement, it must be 
considered as with a later date, and it is valid. In what they 
do differ is: A document which is doubtful, if written with an 
earlier or a later date. Acording to R. Jehudah, who holds that 
in case of payment no receipt is given, but the document itself 
must be returned, it is valid, because it cannot do any harm to 
any one by being collectible twice. And according to R. Jose, 
who holds that for a payment in part the document must not be 
returned, and only a receipt is furnished, it is invalid, because 
he can collect with it the whole amount, as the receipt is in the 
hands of the borrower. Said R. Huna b. Jehoshua: Even 
according to them who say that a receipt may be written, it 
is only if a part or a half was paid; but for the whole amount 
no receipt is written, but he must return him the note; and if 
lost, he loses his money. 

(Says the Gemara:) In reality it is not so, as a receipt may 
be written even on the whole amount; as it happened with R. 
Itz’hak b. Joseph, who had money with R. Abba, and when he 
demanded his money, R. Abba demanded his promissory note. 
And R. Itz’hak answered: The note is lost, and I will give you 
a receipt. And he answered: There are both Rabh and Samuel 
who taught that we do not write a receipt. And when this case 
came before R. Hanina b. Papi, he said: Rabh and Samuel 
were so beloved by us that if some would bring the earth of 
their graves we would keep it always before our eyes; but not¬ 
withstanding this, there are both R. Johanan and Resh Lakish 
who decided that a receipt should be given; and the same was 
said by Rabbin when he came from Palestine in the name of R. 
Ilah. Common sense also dictates so; as how can it be sup¬ 
posed that if the creditor lost the promissory note the debtor 
may consume the whole amount and enjoy himself? Abayi op¬ 
posed: But after your theory that a receipt is to be written, 
how is it if the receipt is lost—should the lender collect the 
money again and enjoy himself? Said Rabha to him: Yea! 
So is the law, as we read in the Scriptures: “ The borrower 
is a servant to the lender ” [Prov. xxii. 7]. Said R. Yema, 
according to others R. Jeremiah of Diphthi, to R. Kahna: 
What is the basis of our custom that we write documents with 
later dates, and we also write receipts? And he answered: 
That which R. Abba said to his scribe: When it shall happen 
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that you have to write a document with a later date, you must 
write as follows: This document was postdated by us for a 
certain reason, and is dated not with the date it was ordered, 
but of to-day. Said R. Ashi to R. Kahna: However, in our 
day and in our country we do not act likewise. It is since R. 
Safras said to his scribe: Should you have to write a receipt 
for a lost promissory note, then, if you are aware of the date 
the promissory note was given, you must write: “ The money 
which was due according to the note written on such and such 
a date was returned to the lender.” And if you do not know 
the exact date, you must write: “ The money due on a note of 
so and so, to so and so, was paid,” not mentioning the date at 
all; and then, if the note should appear again, it will be of no 
value. Said Rabhina to R. Ashi, and according to others R. 
Ashi to R. Kahna: But why is it not customary in our time 
to do so, as we write documents with later dates without men¬ 
tioning that they are postdated, and receipts with the date 
of payment, and we do mention the date of the document? 
And he answered: The rabbis enacted: One shall do so for his 
own sake; but if one does not care to do so, it will be his own 
fault if he should suffer damage. Said Rabba b. Ashila to the 
scribes: If you should have to write a deed of gift, or deeds in 
which the seller does not take the responsibility of the estate 
for the future, you shall do as follows: If you remember the 
date when the donor or the seller told you in the presence of 
witnesses to do so, you shall write that date; and if you do 
not recollect the exact date, you may write the current date, 
and it will not be considered false. Rabh told his scribes, 
and the same did R. Huna: When you are writing a docu¬ 
ment in the city of Shili, although you were ordered to do so 
in the city of Hini, you must write in the document the city 
in which you are doing it, and not the city where you were 
ordered. 

Rabha said: If one holds a promissory note for a hundred 
zuz, and requests that it shall be rewritten in two notes, each 
of fifty zuz, his request is to be refused—for the sake of both 
the lender and the borrower: for the lender it is better to have 
one document, as, should it happen that he pay the half, he will 
give him a receipt, which the borrower will have to watch, and 
therefore he will hasten to pay his debt; and for the borrower 
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it is also better, as the law of a document paid in part is, that 
the lender must take an oath (and in case he is lacking cash the 
lender will give him time rather than take an oath). And he 
said again: If one has two notes of fifty each, and he requests 
that one of a hundred should be made instead of the two, also 
to this request no attention should be paid—and also for the 
sake of both. For the lender it is better, if fifty is paid, that 
the other document should remain in force, so that he will not 
be obliged to take an oath; and also for the borrower it is bet¬ 
ter, having paid one note, that he shall not be bound to watch 
the receipt for the other half. R. Ashi said: If the lender holds 
a promissory note for a hundred zuz, and orders the scribe to 
write for him another note for fifty zuz, claiming that the half 
was paid by the borrower, he must not be listened to; nor if 
he asks that the note should be w T ritten from that date, or from 
the current date. Why so? It is to be feared that the bor¬ 
rower has paid the whole amount, and to the demand that his 
note should be returned, he was answered, “ It was lost,” and 
furnished him w f ith a receipt instead; and this note for fifty zuz 
he will collect from him, claiming that this note has nothing to 
do with the former one. 

MISHNA VII .: If there were two brothers, one rich and 
one poor, and they inherited from their father a bath-house 
or an olive-press house, if for business, they must share equally; 
but if for private use, the rich one may say to the poor, “ You 
may hire slaves, that they shall heat the bath for your use”; 
or, “ You may buy olives and press them for your private use, 
but I shall not allow you to do this for a stranger, and you take 
the benefit.” If it happen that in one city tw r o persons bear one 
and the same name, they cannot give promissory notes to each 
other nor can any of the inhabitants collect on a promissory 
note of one of them. If there w r ere found a promissory note 
of one of the tw 7 o persons by some one which is marked “ paid,” 
the other may also claim: My note is paid. How, then, shall 
they do, if they w r ish that their documents shall be of value? 
Write their names threefold— c.g., Joseph b. Simeon b. Jacob; 
and if they are alike in this also, they must make a sign to their 
names ( c.g ., if one is shorter than the other, he must say, “ the 
Little ”; and if they are both of equal size, if one is a priest, he 
shall write “ Cohen ”). 
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GEMARA: There was a promissory note which came to 
the court of R. Huna, in which was written: “ I, A, the son of 
B, have borrowed from you a mana.” Said R. Huna: “ From 
you ” can be any one—even the Exilarch, or even King 
Sabur. Hence it may be that some one lost it, and you found 
it. Said R. Hisda to Rabba: You must study the case, as in 
the evening R. Huna will ask you how to decide it. He had 
deliberated, and found the following Boraitha: A divorce which 
was signed by witnesses, but there was no date. Said Aba 
Saul: If the divorce reads: “I divorced her this day,” it is 
valid. Hence we see that “ this day ” means that on which it 
was given out. The same is the case with this document; 
ff from you ” means from this man who holds it. Said Abayi 
to him: But perhaps Aba Saul holds with R. Elazar, who holds 
that the final act of the witnesses of transfer is considered 
(therefore he makes valid such a divorce as must be delivered 
in the presence of lawful witnesses). But in our case, why 
should it not be feared that the plaintiff found a lost note? 
And he answered: That such a supposition is not to be taken 
into consideration may be inferred from our Mishna, which 
states: If there are two persons who bear one and the same 
name, they cannot give promissory notes to each other, nor 
to any of the inhabitants, etc. But if one of them has a promis¬ 
sory note from one of the inhabitants, it is valid, and he may 
collect. Now, why is it not to be feared that it was lost by the 
other person who bears the same name, and this plaintiff found 
it? Hence we see that this is not taken into consideration. 
Abayi, however, may say that this is not taken into considera¬ 
tion because there is only one person who could lose it, and if 
so, he would certainly announce his loss; but in other cases, 
where it might be lost by any one, it should be feared. But 
is there not a Boraitha which states: As the two persons who 
bear the same name cannot collect promissory notes from each 
other, so also cannot one of them collect from any other one? 
Hence this Boraitha differs with our Mishna. And what is 
the point of their difference? Whether in such a case the 
plaintiff has to bring evidence. The Tana of the Mishna holds 
that he has not; and the Tana of the Boraitha maintains that 
he has. As it was taught: To promissory notes title is given 
by transferring. However, according to Abayi the holder 
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of them must bring evidence that they were transferred to him. 
And Rabha said: He must not. 

Said Rabha: I infer my statement from the following Bo- 
raitha: If one of the brothers holds a promissory note from 
some one, claiming that his father or his brother had trans¬ 
ferred it to him, it is for him to bring evidence. Hence we 
see that this law holds good only concerning brothers, who 
usually hinder one another, and claim that their brother took it 
without their or their father’s consent; but in all other cases 
no evidence is needed. Abayi, however, maintains: On the 
contrary, this Boraitha comes to teach: Lest one say that con¬ 
cerning brothers, who hinder one another and are very careful 
with the inheritance, no evidence is needed for the one who 
holds the document, although in all other cases it is, the Bo¬ 
raitha came to state that it is not so. But there is another Bo¬ 
raitha: As the persons who bear the same name are allowed to 
take promissory notes from others, so they may take from each 
other. And what is the point of their difference? Whether 
a promissory note may be written for the borrower in the ab¬ 
sence of the lender. The Tana of our Mishna holds that this 
may be done. Hence one of the two persons may go to the 
scribe, telling him that he wants to borrow from his fellow- 
citizen, who bears the same name, some money. And after he 
receives such a promissory note, he may claim that this was 
given by the other to him; therefore our Mishna says that they 
cannot collect from each other. And the Tana of the Boraitha 
holds: The promissory note must not be furnished to the bor¬ 
rower in the absence of the lender. Hence there is no fear. 

“ If a promissory note was paid ” etc. We see, because a re¬ 
ceipt was found. But how would it be if not? The promis¬ 
sory note would hold good. But our Mishna states: Nor can 
any of the inhabitants collect. Said R. Jeremiah: It speaks of 
when in the note his name was written threefold; but if so, let 
them see the receipt, to whom it was made out. Said R. 
Hoseah: It speaks of when it was written threefold in the note, 
but not in the receipt. Abayi, however, said: The Mishna is 
to be explained thus: If there was found among the borrower’s 
documents a writing, “ The promissory note which I gave to 
Joseph b. Simeon is paid,” if he possess such from the other, 
both are considered paid. 
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“ To write their names threefold” etc. There is a Boraitha: 
If both were priests, they must write their names fourfold— 
e.g ., Joseph b. Jacob b. Itz’hak b. Abraham; and that all the 
four names should be alike is very rare. 

MISHNA VIII .: If one (while struggling with death) says 
to his son: “ A promissory note among the notes I possess is 
paid, but I do not remember which,” all of them are to be con¬ 
sidered paid. If, however, one person has given two promis¬ 
sory notes, the larger amount is considered paid, and the smaller 
amount not. 

GEMARA: Rabha said: If one says: “ A promissory note 
from you, which I possess, is paid,” and there were two from 
him, the larger amount is considered paid, and the smaller 
amount not; if, however, “ The debt you owe me is paid,” all the 
promissory notes from him which are in his hands are consid¬ 
ered paid. Said Rabhina to him: According to your theory, if 
one says: “My field is sold to you,” does it mean that the largest 
he has is sold? And if he said, “ The field I possess is sold to 
you,” does it mean all the fields? There it is different, as it is 
for the plaintiff to bring evidence; and if the buyer so claims, 
he has to bring evidence to what he claims. But here the 
creditor is the plaintiff; and if he says, “ Your debt is paid,” it 
is the best evidence that all the notes are paid. 

MISHNA IX .: If one made a loan to his neighbor through 
a surety, he must not collect first from the surety, unless the 
borrower does not possess any estate; however, if the stipula¬ 
tion was made that he may collect from whom he pleases, then 
he may start with the surety. 

R. Simeon b. Gamaliel (however) is of the opinion that even 
in such a case the lender may not start with the surety, unless 
the borrower does not possess anything. And he used to say 
thus: If one made himself a surety to a woman for her marriage 
contract, and thereafter the husband was about to divorce her, 
the court should compel him to vow that from the time divorced 
he should not derive any benefit from his former wife, which 
means not to remarry her, for fear that the husband and his wife 
may have made a bargain to collect the money for the marriage 
contract from the surety, and thereafter he will remarry her. 

GEMARA: And why should not the creditor collect from 
the surety? Both Rabba and R. Joseph said: The surety may 
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claim: I have given bail for the money in case the borrower 
should die or run away, but not if I deliver him to you. R. 
Na’hman opposed, saying: Such is the Persian law. But this 
is not so, as the Persians collect from the surety only, even 
when the borrower possesses estates? R. Na’hman meant to 
say: Such a law is similar to a Persian law, for which they give 
no reason, and therefore he says the Mishna meant: He shall 
not summon the surety unless he has already summoned the 
borrower. So also we have learned in the following Boraitha: 
If one made a loan to his neighbor through a surety, he must 
not summon the surety first, unless the stipulation was that he 
might collect from whom he pleased. R. Huna said: Whence 
do we deduce that a surety is obliged to pay? From [Gen. 
xliii. 9] : “I will be a surety for him. ,, R. Hisda opposed, say¬ 
ing: He was not a surety only, but also a receiver, as it reads 
farther on, “ from my hand shalt thou require him,” and also 
[ibid. xlii. 37], “ deliver him into my hand,” etc. Therefore 
said R. Itz’hak: From [Prov. xx. 16]: “ Take away his gar¬ 
ment, because he hath become surety for a stranger.” (Here 
is repeated from Middle Gate, p. 305. See there.) 

Amimar said: Whether a surety has to pay or not, R. Je- 
hudah and R. Jose differ. According to the latter, who holds 
that an asmachtha gives title, he is responsible; and according 
to the former, who holds that an asmachtha does not give title, 
the surety is not obliged to pay. Said R. Ashi to him: But 
is it not a fact that a surety is responsible, although it is now 
taken as a rule that an asmachtha does not give title? There¬ 
fore said R. Ashi: Because of the pleasure that the lender 
trusted him on his word, the surety made up his mind that the 
lender should be paid under all circumstances; and such a case 
it is not considered as an asmachtha, but as a debt which lies 
upon himself. 

“ That he may collect from zvhom he pleases,” etc. Rabba b. 
b. Hana in the name of R. Johanan said: Even then, if the bor¬ 
rower possess estates, he must not collect from the surety. 
But does not the latter part of the Mishna state that Simeon b. 
Gamaliel said so; from which it is to be inferred that the first 
Tana holds that he may collect from the surety in any event? 
The Mishna is not complete, and should read thus: If one made 
a loan to his neighbor through a surety, he must not collect 
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through the surety unless he had made the stipulation that he 
might collect from whom he pleased. But even then he col¬ 
lects from the surety in case the borrower does not possess 
any estate; but if he does, he must collect from the borrower 
first, and if it should not be sufficient, then from the surety. 
If, however, the surety was also the receiver of the loan for the 
borrower, then he may collect from the surety, although the 
borrower possesses estate. R. Simeon b. Gamaliel, however, 
maintains that even then he collects from the borrower if he 
possesses any estate. (In the name of R. Johanan was said 
(First Gate, p. 156): In that case the Halakha does not prevail 
with R. Simeon b. Gamaliel.) 

R. Huna said: If the surety said: “ Lend to this man, 
and I am the surety ”; or, “ I will pay ”; or, “ Count the debt 
to me”; or, “ Lend him, and I will give to you”—all these 
versions are considered surety. If, however, he said to him: 
“ Give to him, and consider me as receiving the money”; or, 
“ Give to him, and I will pay ”; or, “ Count the debt to me ”; 
or, “ Give to him, and I will return to you ”—all these versions 
are considered receipt. (/.?., if he said: “ Borrow from him,” 
it means that he should be the debtor: “ In case he shall not 
pay, I will.” But if he says, “ Give to him,” then the bor¬ 
rower is not considered here at all, as the lender gave by his 
order.) 

The schoolmen propounded a question: How is it if he 
said, “ Lend him, and count me as the receiver ”; or, “ Give to 
him, and I will be surety”? According to R. Itz’hak: In the 
first case, in which he remarked, “ I will be the receiver,” he 
must be so considered, although he said, “ Lend him ” ; and 
in the second case, in which he said, “ I will be surety,” he is to 
be so considered, although he said, “ Give to him.” R. Hisda, 
however, maintains: In either case he is considered a receiver, 
unless he said, “ Lend him, and I will be the surety.” And 
according to Rabha: All the versions mentioned above are con¬ 
sidered surety, unless he said, “ Give to him, and I will return 
to you.” 

Said Mar b. Amimar to R. Ashi: So said my father: If 
the expression was, “ give to him, and I will return you,” then 
has the lender nothing to do with the borrower. (Says the 
Gemara:) In reality it is not so. The lender may collect the 
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money from the borrower, unless the surety took the money 
from the hand of the lender and delivered it to the borrower. 

There was a judge who transferred the estate of the bor¬ 
rower to the lender, before the lender had demanded his money 
from the borrower, and R. Hanin b. R. Yeba removed the 
judge. Said Rabha: Who so wise to do such a thing, if not 
R. Hanin b. R. Yeba, as he holds that the estates of the debtor 
are his surety; and our Mishna states: He must not collect 
from the surety, nor must he demand his debt first from the 
surety? 

There was a surety for orphans who had paid the lender 
before he notified the orphans ( i.c ., he was surety for the father 
of the orphans, who borrowed some money, and after his death 
he paid the lender from his own pocket, and then summoned 
the orphans to pay him from their estates). And R. Papa de¬ 
cided : To pay a debt for which there is no document is a meri¬ 
torious act, to which orphans who are not of age cannot be 
compelled; and therefore the surety must wait with his claim 
until they shall become of age. R. Huna b. Jehoshua, how¬ 
ever, maintains: The reason why the orphans have not to pay 
until they shall become of age is, because they are not aware 
that the deceased had not paid such a debt. And the difference 
of the two statements is, in case the deceased had confessed 
before his death that he had not yet repaid the debt. Then, 
according to R. Huna, the orphans may be compelled to pay; 
but not, according to R. Papa. 

A message was sent from Palestine: If one was put under 
the ban because he declined to pay his debt, and he died while 
still under the ban, he is to be considered as if he had confessed 
before his death that he had not yet paid, and the orphans have 
to pay, as the Halakha prevails in accordance with R. Huna 
b. Jehoshua. 

An objection was raised from the following: If the promis¬ 
sory note of the deceased was in the hands of the surety, who 
claims to have paid the lender, and he demands the debt from 
the orphans' estates, he cannot collect (for perhaps the lender 
lost it, and he found it). If, however, there was marked in the 
note by the lender that he has received the debt from the surety, 
he may. Hence this is correct only with R. Huna's statement; 
but it contradicts R. Papa, who said: The orphans must not 
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be compelled to pay in such a case. R. Papa may say: When 
the lender wrote that he received the money from the surety 
and transferred the promissory note to him, it is no longer con¬ 
sidered a debt without a document, the payment of which is 
only a meritorious act, to which the orphans cannot be com¬ 
pelled ; as for that purpose the lender marked, “ I have re¬ 
ceived from you that from this date the promissory note should 
be considered as if given by the deceased to the surety/’ 

There was a surety for a deceased debtor to a heathen, who 
paid the heathen before he had demanded his debt from the 
orphans. Said R. Mordecai to R. Ashi: So said Abimi of 
Hagrunia in the name of Rabha: Even according to him who 
holds that it may be doubted whether the deceased had paid 
his debt before dying, it is only when the creditor was a Jew, 
but not when he was a heathen, who usually demands the debt 
from the surety and not from the debtor. Answered R. Ashi: 
It is just the contrary. Even according to him who said that 
it must not be doubted whether the debt was paid, it is only 
concerning a Jew; but concerning a heathen, whose law dic¬ 
tates that they have to collect the debt from the surety, it is to 
be feared that if the surety should not have in his hand an 
amount which would cover the debt in case it should not be 
paid, he would not consent to be a surety; and therefore he 
cannot collect from the orphans except by suing them when 
they shall be of age. 

“ If one made himself surety to a woman for a marriage con¬ 
tracts’ etc. Moses b. Azoi was a surety for the marriage con¬ 
tract of his daughter-in-law, whose husband was R. Huna, who 
was a scholar, and became thereafter very poor and was un¬ 
able to support his family. Said Abayi: Is there not one who 
shall advise R. Huna to divorce his wife, and she shall go to his 
father, who is rich, and collect the marriage contract, and 
thereafter R. Huna shall remarry her? Said Rabha to him: 
But does not our Mishna state: “ He shall vow not to derive 
any benefit,” etc.? Rejoined Abayi: Must, then, every one 
who wishes to divorce his wife go to the court? Finally it was 
developed that R. Huna was a priest, who could not remarry 
his wife in case of being divorced. Said Abayi: This is what 
people say: Poverty follows in the path of the poor. But 
did he not say above (p. 304), that he who gives such advice 
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is called a shrewd knave? In this case, where the surety was 
his father and the son was a scholar, it is different. But was 
not the father a surety only, who has not to pay (as will be ex¬ 
plained farther on) ? He was also a receiver. But even then, 
it is correct according to him who holds that a receiver must 
pay, even in case the groom possessed nothing at the time of 
marriage. But what can be said to him who said that in such 
a case even a receiver is not to be compelled to pay? It may 
be said that when his father became surety the son was still in 
the possession of some estates; and if you wish, it may be said 
that with a father it is different. As it was taught: A surety 
in a marriage contract, all agree that he has not to pay. A 
receiver from a creditor, all agree he must pay; but concern¬ 
ing a receiver in a marriage contract and a surety from a 
creditor the rabbis differ. According to one: If the borrower 
possessed estates at the time the loan was made, the receiver 
must pay, as it may be supposed that he obliged himself with 
all his mind, as he had nothing to fear; and the other holds: 
He must pay in any event. The Halakha, however, prevails: 
A surety must pay in any event, unless he was a surety to a 
marriage contract, even in case the husband was in possession 
of estates at the time he became surety. And the reason is, 
because it may be supposed that he did so as a meritorious act, 
in order that the couple should not be parted; and he did no 
harm to the bride, as, if the husband had money, he would pay. 

R. Huna said: A sick person who has consecrated all his 
estates, and at the same time said, “ So and so has a mana with 
me,” he may be trusted, as it is to be assumed that one would 
not use deceit against the sanctuary. R. Na’hman opposed: 
Is it, then, usual that one should use deceit against his children? 
And, nevertheless, both Rabh and Samuel say: If a sick per¬ 
son said, “ So and so has a mana with me,” if he added, “ Give 
to him,” he is to be listened to; but if he did not, he is not to 
be listened to. Hence we see that, if he did not say “ Give,” 
his statement that so and so has a mana with him is considered 
as if he did so for the purpose that, should he be cured, his chil¬ 
dren should not think him very rich. Why should not the same 
be applied in the case of the sanctuary? R. Huna speaks in 
case there was a promissory note, and only the sick person 
admitted that the note was a right one. If so, then we must 
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say that the statements of Rabh and Samuel applied even when 
there was no promissory note. But if so, it was a loan without 
a document, and both Rabh and Samuel said: On such a loan 
one cannot collect, neither from the heirs nor from the buyers? 
Therefore said R. Na’hman: In both cases it speaks of when 
there was a document: one case treats of when the note was 
approved, and the other when it was not. And then if he said 
‘ ‘Give,” he approves the note, and is to be listened to; and if 
he does not say “ Give,” the note remains unapproved. 

Rabba said: A sick person who said, “ A has a mana with 
me,” and thereafter the orphans claimed that they have paid, 
they are to be trusted. If, however, he said, “ Give a mana 
to A,” and the orphans say they have paid, they are not to be 
trusted. But is not common sense against such a theory? It 
seems just the contrary. If the father said, “ Give,” and the 
orphans said “We did so,” they may be trusted; but if the 
father said, “ A had a mana with me,” it may be supposed 
they did not hasten to pay him, and why should they be trusted ? 
Therefore if such a statement was made by Rabba, it must be 
thus: If a sick person said, “ A has a mana with me,” and the 
orphans thereafter said that after deliberating the deceased 
said, “ I have paid it already,” they may be trusted, as it is 
probable the deceased remembered that he had returned it. 
But if the sick person says, “ Give a mana,” and thereafter the 
orphans claim the same as is said above, they are not to be 
trusted; as if it were for deliberation, he would not say “ give.” 

Rabha questioned: If a sick person had confessed (i.e., his 
creditor came to him, saying, “ You owe me a mana,” and he 
said, “ yea ”), must the sick person also add “ yea,” that those 
who are present shall be witnesses, as is required in such a case 
of one in good health, or not? And it is also a question 
whether he must say to the witnesses: “Mark this in writ¬ 
ing ”; and also whether a sick person has the right to say, 
“ It was only a joke,” or, “ This is out of the question.” Con¬ 
cerning one who is dying, after deliberating, he came to the 
conclusion that all these are not necessary, as there is a rule: 
The words of a dying person are to be considered as w r ritten 
and delivered to whom it concerns. 

MISHNA X .: If one borrows money on a promissory note, 
the lender has a right to collect from encumbered estates; and 
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if without a note, but in presence of witnesses, the lender may 
collect from unencumbered only. If A holds a writing that B 
owes him money (not a promissory note, which usually must 
be drawn by witnesses), he collects from unencumbered estates 
only. A surety who has signed his name after the signatures 
of the document (“ I, so and so, am a surety ”), the lender may 
collect from the surety from unencumbered estates only (as 
it is considered a verbal surety, as there were no witnesses who 
testified to this). 

Such a case happened to come before R. Ishmael, and he 
decided that he should collect from free estate. Ben Nanas, 
however, maintains: He must not collect from any estate. 
And to the question of R. Ishmael: Why so? he answered: If 
it happen that a creditor sees his debtor in the market, grapples 
him by the throat, and one passes by and says, “ Leave him 
alone, I will pay,” he is nevertheless free, because the loan was 
made not upon his surety. The same is the case here. If, 
after the document was made and the witnesses signed it, he 
adds, “ I am a surety,” he is not considered such, as he was a 
surety when the loan was already made. Said R. Ishmael: If 
one wishes to become wise, he shall occupy himself with the 
civil law; for there is no store (of wisdom) in the entire Law 
richer than it (the civil law). And those who wish to study 
civil law may take lessons of Ben Nanas. 

GEMARA: Ula said: Biblically there is no difference be¬ 
tween a loan on a document and by word of mouth; and it 
should be collected from encumbered estates. Why is it said 
that on a verbal one, one collects from free estate only? Be¬ 
cause the buyers of the borrower should not suffer damage ( i.e ., 
as they could not be aware of a thing done verbally). But 
when there is a document, it is their own fault if they do not 
investigate before they buy. Rabba, however, maintains the 
contrary: Both loans ought to be collected from free estates 
only; as, according to the biblical law, the estates are not 
mortgaged even if there is a document (unless it is so written). 
But why did the rabbis enact that a document collects from 
encumbered estate? In order not to close the door for bor¬ 
rowers. For a verbal loan, however, they did not enact, as 
it is not known to the people; and the buyers from the bor¬ 
rower could not know there was a loan. 
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Did, indeed, Rabba say so? Was not his decision [in Chap¬ 
ter VIII., p. 274] “ that a first-born takes a double share in the 
estate collected after the death of the father”? Now if not 
mortgaged biblically, in a document why should he take a 
double share—to which he is not entitled in movable property 
or money collected after death? And lest one say that the 
names of Ula and Rabba should be reversed in the above state¬ 
ments, this would not hold good, as we have heard Ula saying 
elsewhere that a creditor collects biblically from the worse 
estate of the debtor. Hence we see that Ula holds that estates 
are mortgaged biblically. (This presents no difficulty, as the 
cited statement of Rabba [in Chapter VIII.] was only to give 
the reason of the Palestinians; but he himself does not hold 
with them.) 

Both Rabh and Samuel hold: A verbal loan is not collectible 
—neither from heirs nor from buyers; as, biblically, estates are 
not mortgaged on any loan. But R. Johanan and Resh Lakish 
both hold: They are mortgaged, and therefore a loan is collect¬ 
ible—whether from heirs or from buyers. Said R. Papa: The 
Halakha prevails that a verbal loan is collectible from .heirs, 
for the purpose of not closing the door to borrowers; but is 
not collectible from buyers, who could not know of the exist¬ 
ence of such a debt. 

“ If A holds a writing . . . from unencumbered estates ,” 

etc. Rabba b. Nathan questioned R. Johanan: How is it if 
this writing was approved by the court? And he answered: 
Even then, the same is the case. Rami b. Hama objected 
from a Mishna in Tract Gittin, in which it is stated that, accord¬ 
ing to R. Elazar, if such a document, without witnesses, was 
given to the lender in the presence of witnesses, he may col¬ 
lect from encumbered estates? The case is different, as the 
writing was with the intention of transferring it in the presence 
of witnesses; it is the same as if the witnesses had signed the 
document. 

“ A surety . . . after the signatures A etc. Said Rabh: 

If the surety signed before the signatures, it may be collected 
from encumbered estates; and if after, from unencumbered 
estates only. But at some other time the same Rabh said: 
Even if he had signed his name before the signatures, it is to be 
collected from free estates only. Hence Rabh contradicts him- 
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self. This presents no difficulty, as his statement, from free 
estates only, speaks of when the surety wrote, e.g., “ B is a 
surety,” which does not make it clear for whom he is a surety; 
and the witnesses who signed their names after him, perhaps 
they have nothing to do with the surety. And his statement 
that it is collectible from encumbered estates speaks of when 
there was written after the text, explaining the loan, “ And so 
and so is the surety,” to which the approval was by the wit¬ 
nesses signed after him. And the same was said by R. Jo- 
hanan. 

“ Such a case came before R. Ishmael ,” etc. Said Rabba b. b. 
Hana in the name of R. Johanan: Although R. Ishmael praised 
Ben Nanas, the Halakha prevails with R. Ishmael. 

The schoolmen propounded a question : How is it if such a 
case as illustrated by Ben Nanas occurs? Come and hear what 
R. Jacob said in the name of R. Johanan : Even then, R. Ishmael 
differs with him. But with whom, then, does the Halakha pre¬ 
vail ? Come and hear what Rabbin, when he came from Pales¬ 
tine, said in the name of Johanan: R. Ishmael differs with Ben 
Nanas even in the case illustrated by him, and the Halakha pre¬ 
vails also in this case with R. Ishmael. Said R. Jehudah in the 
name of Samuel: However, if the man who said, “ Leave him 
alone, I will pay,” fulfils his promise with the ceremony of a 
sudarium, he is mortgaged. Infer from this that in case of 
all other sureties no sudarium is necessary ; and this differs with 
R. Na’hman, who said: Only a surety, in the presence of the 
court, is free from a sudarium; but all others are not. The 
Halakha, however, prevails that with a surety who was present 
when the money was delivered, a sudarium is not needed, but 
after the delivery it is needed. With a surety appointed by the 
court it is not needed, as, because of his pleasure at the court 
choosing him to be the surety, he makes up his mind to pay, 
and is mortgaged. 


END OF TRACT BABA BATURA AND OF VOL. VI. (XIV.) 
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“ You have been kind enough to dedicate your English translation of 
Volume VI. (14) of the Babylonian Talmud to me, in conjunction with 
Monsieur the Grand Rabbin of France, Zadoc Kahn. You have conferred 
upon me a high honor and I beg of you to accept therefor my heartiest 
thanks. It would be a deceiving flattery were I to say your work is per¬ 
fect, for I am but a layman so far as the English language is concerned, 
hence on that point am not in a position to judge. 1 know, however, 
that only by means of a diligence which cannot he estimated and through 
untiring energy and that possessed by a skillful pilot who has mastered 
the ‘ whole sea of the Talmud ’ can such a gigantic work be accom¬ 
plished. 

“The American Jews, who turn to the promotion of the science of 
Judaism with such praiseworthy zeal, will be proud of the fact that this 
ever-desired and ncvcr-accotnplished task, the translation of the whole 
Talmud into a modern idiom, was consummated on American soil. 

“That you have connected my name with your work obliges me to 
express my sincerest thanks, with the expression of which I remain, with 
many hearty wishes for your future welfare and success, your 

“ Lazarus.” 
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In our translation we adopted these principles: 
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A WORD TO THE READER. 


Many books have been written by the scientists of the last 
century, and many lengthy articles have appeared in the vari¬ 
ous periodicals, concerning the Jewish high court, and this tract, 
which, if extracts were given, would make an entire bulky 
volume in itself. However, we deem it best to give the reader 
the information where these are to be found. The time dur¬ 
ing which the Sanhedrin were established is the main topic of 
their discussions. Zunz, for instance, gives the time from 
King Simeon of the Maccabees. Jost states that it was from 
the period of Hyrcan. And an anonymous writer in “ Israel- 
itische Annalen,” Vol. I., pp. 108-134, maintains that they were 
established at an exceedingly earlier date, and that the Greek 
name “ Sanhedrin ” was changed during the time of the second 
Temple. At all events, Schurer, in his “ Jiidische Geschichte,” 
wrote a lengthy article on this subject, in Vol II., from p. 188 
to 240 (where there is to be found a bibliography of the subject), 
concluding with his opinion that the high court began at an ear¬ 
lier time. Z. Frankel, too, in his article, “ Der gerichtliche Be- 
weis,” Berlin, 1848, claims that the establishment of the jury in 
the entire civilized world was taken from the Sanhedrin. All 
this was written in Germany. An English book by Rabbi Men¬ 
delsohn also treats upon this topic. We, too, will have some¬ 
thing to say concerning this in our forthcoming “ History of 
the Talmud.” We are inclined, in many respects, however, 
to accept the opinion of Reifmann, given in his Hebrew book, 
“ Sanhedrin,” Warsaw, 1888. He says that courts were even 
established in the days of Noah, the judges of which were Shem, 
Abraham, Isaac, and Amram, continuing until Moses. He, 
in turn, established a court of seventy judges, and from that 
time the Supreme High Court was of that number (seventy- 
one, including Moses), and thereafter supreme courts of 
twenty-three, and courts of three, were established at all times, 
and wherever the Jews resided; the sages of the second Temple 
naming these courts “ great ” and “ small ” Sanhedrin. Reif- 
mann’s reasons are gathered from the post-biblical literature, 
and are based upon the Bible According to him, the three 
judges had to decide civil cases only, the twenty-three, crimi- 
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nals and capital punishments, and the seventy-one were a 
political body, who were to decide also the great events; as, 
for instance, an entire tribe, or the princes and heads of tribes. 
We, however, would say that the court of three had also to 
decide criminal cases to which capital punishment did not apply. 
So it seems to us, from this tract, p. 212 of the Talmud, that-a 
stubborn and rebellious son was punished with stripes by a 
court of three, before being finally sentenced to death by the 
court of twenty-three. 

Reifmann also quotes from “ Midrash Aggada,” that be¬ 
fore prophesying a prophet was obliged to get permission 
from the Sanhedrin, who previously tried him whether he was 
a true prophet or not We may here add that this contradicts 
the Talmud, for it says that to recognize a true prophet was 
by demanding a sign, p. 260, and if the prophet would have 
been obliged to get the permission of the Sanhedrin, this would 
certainly be mentioned in the Talmud instead. 

This is as much as we have to say in regard to the time 
and name, and that the Sanhedrin ceased about forty years 
previous to the destruction of the Temple. At the same time 
we would call the attention of the readers to the fact that this 
tract distinguishes itself from all others in Halakha as well as 
in Haggada. Aside from the many strange explanations of 
the verses of Scripture, which are not used in other extracts, it 
says plainly that there are numerous laws written in the Pen¬ 
tateuch which have never occurred, and never will occur, but 
that they were written merely for study. The Haggada also 
distinguishes in taking the power to judge upon the Bible per¬ 
sonages if they are to have a share in the world to come, and 
also in criticism of their acts; even of the most holy of them. 
This is self-evident that the later commentaries, and especially 
the cabbalists, interpreted the Haggada after their ways. We, 
however, have translated it almost literally, with an effort to 
make it in some respects intelligible to the general reader, and 
have also added footnotes, where we deemed it necessary. And 
we may say that the real student will find much pleasure if 
he will devote his special attention to this tract. 

For this purpose we have made from this celebrated tract a 
double volume, as we deem it will please the readers and the 
students, and will also equalize the size of the volumes. 

M. L. R. 


September 16, 1902. 
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COUNCIL). 


CHAPTER I. 

Mishna I. To which cases judges are needed to decide, and to which 
commoners ; which three, five, twenty-three, and seventy-one. The Great 
Sanhedrin consisted of seventy-one, and the Small of twenty-three. How many 
a city should contain, that it should be fit for a supreme council. If one 
were known to the majority of the people as an expert, he alone might decide 
civil cases. A permission from the Exilarch holds good for the whole 
country (of Babylon and also for Palestine) ; from the Prince in Palestine, 
for the whole of Palestine and Syria only: he may teach the law, decide 
civil cases, and may also decide upon the blemishes of first-born animals. 
He (a priest) saw a divorced woman and married her, and with this he 
annulled his priesthood. He erred in his opinion— e.g., there were two, 
Tanaim and two Amoraim who differed in a case, and he decided the case 
according to one. There are three Tanaim who differ concerning arbitra¬ 
tion. When the decision is already given in accordance with the strict law, 
an arbitration cannot take place. May or may not a judge say, “ I do not 
want to decide this case ” ? and under what circumstances ? Is mediation a 
meritorious act, or is it only permitted ? There were many who used to say 
maxims of morality, and Samuel found that they were only repetitions of 
verses in the Scriptures. “Say unto wisdom, Thou art my sister,” means, if 
the thing is certain to you as that it is prohibited for you to marry your 
sister, then you may say it; but not otherwise. If one appoints a judge who 
is not fit to be such, he is considered as if he were to plant a grove in Israel. 
The court shall not listen to the claims of one party in the absence of the 
other (in civil cases). “You shall judge righteously” means, you shall de¬ 
liberate the case carefully, and make it just in your mind, and only thereafter 
may you give your decision : “For the judgment belongeth to God.” The 
Holy One, blessed be He, said : “ It is the least for the wicked to take away 
money from one and give it to another illegally,” etc. Is warning needed to a 
scholar ? Where is the hint that collusive witnesses are to be punished with 
stripes ? Punishment of stripes is not applied to those who do no manual 
labor. The numbers three, five, and seven—to what have they a similarity? 

xi 
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A year must not be intercalated with one month, except by them who are 
invited for it by the Nashi. Since the death of the last prophets—Haggai, 
Zechariah, and Malachi—the Holy Spirit has left Israel, etc. A leap year 
should not be made because of the kids, lambs, etc. For the following three 
things a leap year is made: Because of the late arrival of Spring, etc. A 
leap year must not be made in the years of famine. The year must not 
be intercalary before Rosh Hashana. A leap year must not be made in one 
year for the next. No appointment of a leap year must be because of defile¬ 
ment. If not for Ben Baba, the law of fines would be forgotten from Israel. 
The legend how Jehudah b. Baba supplied the degree of Rabbi to five (six) 
elders, and by this act he caused the oral law not to be forgotten from Israel. 
The custom of giving degrees must not be used out of Palestine. What 
is to be considered second tithe, of which the value is not known ? Rotten 
fruit, etc. “ Every great matter,” means the matter of a great man. By the 
whole tribe, is meant the head of it. The legend how a battle was decided 
by King David. Whence do we know that it is a duty to appoint judges to 
each tribe ? etc. The legend of Eldad and Medad, and what their prophecy 
was. How Moses selected the seventy elders from each tribe, and also the 
payment of the first-born who were not redeemed by Levites. Sentence 
of guilt must be by a majority of two. If all persons of a Sanhedrin are 
accusing, the defendant becomes free. How so ? In a city in which the 
following ten things do not exist it is not advisable for a scholar to reside, 
and they are, etc. Of rulers of thousands were six hundred; of hundreds, 
six thousand ; of fifties, twelve thousand ; of tens, sixty thousand—hence the 
total number of .the officers in Israel was seventy-eight thousand and six 
hundred,.1-42 


CHAPTER II. 

Mishnas I and II. The high-priest may judge and be a witness; be 
judged and witnessed against. A king must not judge, and is not judged ; 
must not be a witness, nor witnessed against. There are cases from which 
one may withdraw himself, and there are others from which he may not. 
How so ? A king must not be a member of the Sanhedrin ; nor he and a 
high-priest engage in discussion about a leap year. The legends of three 
pasturers who had a discussion about the month Adar, which the rabbis took 
as a support to establish a leap year. When he (high-priest) goes in the row 
to condole with others, his vice and the ex-high-priest are placed at his right, 
etc. Formerly the custom was for the mourners to stand, and the people to 
pass by, etc. A row is not less than ten persons, not counting the mourners. 
All agree that if a king has relinquished his honor, it is not relinquished. 
How could David marry two sisters while they were both living ? The 
strength of Joseph was moderation on the part of Boas, and the strength of 
the latter was moderation on the part of Palti, etc., etc. If a death occurs in 
the house of the king, he must not leave the gate of the palace, . 43-52 

Mishnas III TO VI Three positive commandments was Israel com¬ 
manded when they entered Palestine, viz., they should appoint a king, etc. 
The treasures of kings which are plundered in time of war belong to the king 
only. He (the king) must not marry more than eighteen wives. Even one 
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wife, should she be liable to turn his heart away, he must not marry her. 
The numbereighteen mentioned in the Mishna—whence is it deduced ? Four 
hundred children were born to David by the handsome women whom he took 
captive (*>., those mentioned in Deut. xxi. n). Only a son may stay alone 
with his mother,' but it is not allowed for any one besides to stay alone with 
a married woman. He (the king) must not acquire many horses, neither 
more gold and silver than to pay the military. He shall not acquire many 
horses, and lest one say, “ Even those which are needed for his chariots,'* etc. 
He shall not acquire much gold and silver—lest one say, “ Not even suffi¬ 
cient for paying the military,” etc. Why does not the Scripture explain the 
reason of its law ? Because in two verses it was so done, and the greatest 
men of a generation stumbled because of them, etc. Ezra was wrothy that 
the Torah should be given through him, if Moses had not preceded him. In 
the very beginning the Torah was given to Israel in Assyrian characters, etc. 
(see footnote, p. 59). One must not ride on his—the king’s—horse, etc. 
Come and see how hard is divorce in the eyes of the sages ! He who divorces 
his first wife, even the altar sheds tears on account of him. The king must 
cut his hair every day, a high-priest every eve of Sabbath, and a commoner 
priest every thirty days.52-63 


CHAPTER III. 

MlSHNAS /. TO III. Civil cases by three : one party may select one, and 
so the other, and both one more. Pure-minded people of Jerusalem used not 
to sign a document unless they were aware who was the other who was to 
sign it, and also would not sit down to judge unless they were aware who 
was to be their colleague, etc. One has no right to reject a judge who was 
appointed by the majority. There is a rule that the testimony of one who is 
interested in a case is not to be taken into consideration. Proof is needed to 
each claim, even if it is not so important that it could injure the case. He 
who saw Resh Lakish in the college saw one uprooting hills and crushing 
them, and he who saw R. Mair saw one uprooting mountains and crushing 
them. Gamblers (habitual dice-players) and usurers, and those who play 
with flying doves, are disqualified to be witnesses. What crime is there in 
dice-playing ? Because they do not occupy themselves with the welfare of 
the world. One who borrows to pay usurers is also disqualified. Gamblers 
are counted those who play with dice ; and not only with dice, but even with 
the shells of nuts or pomegranates. Among those who play with doves—other 
animals are also meant. There was added to the disqualified witnesses 
robbers and forcers (/.<?., those who take things by force, although they pay 
the value for them). There was secondly added to that category, collectors 
of duty and contractors of the government. The father of R. Zera was a 
collector for thirteen years, etc. One’s thought for his maintenance injures 
him in his study of the law, etc. They who accept charity from idolaters 
are disqualified to be witnesses, provided they do so publicly, etc. One who 
is wicked in money matters only is disqualified to witness, but not one wicked 
in heavenly matters. Bar Hama had slain a man, and the Exilarch told 
Aba b. Jacob to investigate the case ; and if he really slew the man they 
should make the murderers blind, etc.,.64-79 
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Mishnas IV. TO VI. The following- are counted relatives who may not be 
witnesses: Brothers, brothers of father or mother, brothers-in-law, etc. 
“ My father s brother shall not witness in my cases; he, his son, and his son-in- 
law.” " The brother of my mother-in-law cannot be a witness for me.” The 
husband of one’s sister, also the husband of the sister of one’s father and the 
husband of the sister of one’s mother, their sons and their sons-in-law, are 
also excluded from being witnesses. A stepfather ... his son-in-law, etc. 
There was a deed of gift which was signed by two brothers-in-law— i.e., two 
husbands of two sisters, etc. How were the witnesses examined ? They 
were brought into separate chambers, etc. How were the witnesses 
frightened ? There was one who had hidden witnesses under the curtains of 
his bed, and he said to his debtor : “ Have I a mana with you ? ” etc. There 
was one who was named by the people “the man who has against him a 
whole kab of promissory notes.” There was another who was named 
“the mouse who lies on dinars," etc. There was a document of confession 
in which it was not written: “He (the debtor) has said to us, 'Write a 
document, sign, and give it him ’ (the creditor),” etc. " I have seen your de¬ 
ceased father hide money in a certain place, saying, r This belongs to so-and- 
so,’ ” etc. How is the judgment to be written ? So was the custom of the 
pure-minded in Jerusalem. They let parties enter, listened to their claims, 
and thereafter let the witnesses enter, listened to their testimony, then told all 
of them to go out, etc. This is a rule for every case in which is mentioned 
“a witness,” that it means two. Simeon b. Alyaqim was anxious that the 
degree of Rabbi should be granted to Jose b. Hanina, etc., etc. A con¬ 
fession after a confession, or a confession after a loan, may be conjoined ; 
but a loan after a loan, or a loan after a confession, do not join (p. 91). 
Witnesses in civil cases who contradict one another in unimportant investi¬ 
gations are to be considered. So long as the defendant brings evidence to 
his advantage, the decision may be nullified by the court. However, if after 
he had said, “I have no witnesses,” etc. What happened to R. Na’hman 
with a young man whom he made liable. If one who is summoning a party 
who says, “I want my case brought before the assembly of sages,”etc., he 
may be compelled to try his case in that city. In Babylon they are not allowed 
to try cases of fine,.79-96 


CHAPTER IV. 

Mishnas /. to III. Cases coming before the court, the witnesses thereof 
must be examined and investigated. What difference is there between civil 
and criminal? The following from (a) to (g). Biblically there is no differ¬ 
ence between civil and criminal cases concerning investigations. But why 
is it enacted that civil cases do not need investigation ? “Justice, only jus¬ 
tice, shalt thou pursue," means that one shall follow to the city of a cele¬ 
brated judge, etc. What has the court first to say to the advantage of the 
defense in criminal cases? If one has tried a case, and made liable him 
who is not, or vice versa, etc. Tudus the physician testified that not one 
cow or one swine was sent from Alexandria in Egypt of which the womb 
was not removed. If one was found guilty by the court, and thereafter one 
come, saying : I know a defense for him, etc. So long as the fire in the 
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stove burns, cut off all that you want to roast, and roast it. (/.*., when you 
are studying a thing, consider it thoroughly to prevent questions.) All who 
take part in the discussion may explain their reasons, until one of the accus¬ 
ers shall yield to one of the defenders. In the neighborhood of R. Johanan 
there was one who was blind who used to judge cases, etc. From the time 
of Moses until the time of Rabbi, we do not find one man who was unique in 
the possession of wisdom, riches, and glory, etc. One may teach his disciple, 
and at the same time may judge in association with him in criminal cases. 
In ten things civil cases differ from criminal cases. All are competent to 
judge civil cases. But not all of them are competent to judge criminal cases. 
The Sanhedrin sat in a half-circle in order that they could see each other, 
etc. The Torah has testified that we are such a kind of people that even a 
fence of lilies is sufficient for us, and will never be broken. How were the 
witnesses awestruck in criminal cases ? A human being stamps many coins 
with one stamp, and all of them are alike ; but the Holy One, blessed be He, 
has stamped every man with the stamp of Adam the first, and, nevertheless, 
not one of them is like the other. Although the court of the Sanhedrin ex¬ 
isted no longer, the punishment of the four kinds of death prescribed in the 
Scripture was not abolished by Heaven. Adam the first was created singly, 
and why ? That disbelievers should not say there were many Creators in 
heaven, etc. In three things one is different from his neighbor—in voice, 
etc.,.97-H4 


CHAPTER V. 

Mishna /. The court used to examine the witnesses with seven inquiries, 
etc. Should one of the witnesses say, “ I have something to say in behalf 
of the defendant,” or one of the disciples, “ I have something to say to the dis¬ 
advantage of the defendant,” the court silences him. Why not say that 
eight queries are necessary in the examination ? Viz., how many minutes 
are there in the hour ? Do you recognize this man as the murderer of him 
who was slain ? Was he a heathen or an Israelite ? Have you warned 
him ? Did he accept the warning ? etc. Whence do we deduce that the 
warning is prescribed biblically ? Witnesses who testified in case of a be¬ 
trothed woman, if they be found collusive, are not to be put to death. What 
is the difference between examination ? etc. Until what time may the bene¬ 
diction of the moon be pronounced ? If Israel should have only the merito¬ 
rious act of receiving the glory of their heavenly Father once a month, it 
would be sufficient. They do not drink wine. And why not ? In civil 
cases the court may say : The case becomes old, etc., . . 115-125 

CHAPTER VI. 

Mishnas /. TO IV. If the conclusion was to condemn, the guilty one was 
taken out immediately to be stoned. A herald goes before him, heralding: 
So and so, etc. One stands with a flag. I doubt who had to bear the cost 
of the flag and horse mentioned in the Mishna, etc. If one of the disciples 
said, “ I have something to say in behalf of the defendant,” and thereafter he 
became dumb ? He who is modest, the verse considers him as if he should 
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sacrifice all the sacrifices mentioned in the Scripture. When he (the guilty) 
was far from the place of execution—a distance of ten ells—he was told to 
confess. Why are the words “ unto us and to our children," and the Ayin 
of the "ad ” pointed ? The Lord said to Joshua : Thou thyself hast caused 
all the evils, because thou didst excommunicate the goods of Jericho. One 
should always proceed with prayer before trouble comes. It happened with 
one who was going to be executed, that he said : If I am guilty of this crime, 
my death shall not atone for all my sins. See footnote, p. 135, concerning 
the legend of Simeon b. S. of the eighty witches hung by him. A male was 
stoned while naked, but not a female. The stoning place was two heights 
of a man, etc. If before the execution the hands of the witnesses were cut 
off, he becomes free from death. "The avenger of the blood himself shall 
slay.” Infer from this that it is a meritorious act for the avenger to do so 

himself,.126-139 

Mishnas V. and VI. All who are stoned are also hanged. A male, but not 
a female. Two must not be judged on the same day, provided there are two 
kinds of death. How was one hanged ? The beam was put in the earth, 
etc. King Sabur questioned R. Hama : Whence do you deduce from the 
Torah that one must be buried ? etc. Is the burying because the corpse 
shall become disgraced if not buried, or is it because of atonement ? Is the 
lamentation an honor for the living or for the deceased ? And what is the 
difference? etc. A wicked person must not be buried with an upright one. 
All the curses with which David cursed Joab fell on the descendants of 
David. They were [II Sam. iii. 29J, etc. If not for Joab, David would not 
have been able to occupy himself with the law, etc., . . . 139-148 


CHAPTER VII. 

Mishnas I to V. Four kinds of capital punishment are prescribed to the 
court by the Scriptures. According to R. Simeon, burning is more rigorous 
than stoning. With her father, burning applies ; with her father-in-law, 
stoning applies. How is this to be understood ? Do you come to teach a 
Halakha which will be used only then when the Messiah will appear ? The 
prescribed punishment of burning was this : The sinner was placed in waste 
knee-deep. Then placing a twisted scarf of coarse material within a soft 
one, etc. x But why should burning not be inferred from the offerings of the 
bullocks, which were burned bodily ? Nadob said to Abihu : When will 
the two old men die, and you and I be leaders of Israel ? The prescribed 
punishment of slaying was thus : He was decapitated, etc. The prescribed 
punishment of choking was thus : The sinner was placed in waste knee-deep, 
etc. To the following sinners stoning applies : viz., one who had connec¬ 
tion with his mother, etc. " A man ” means to exclude a minor. [Lev. xxii.]: 
" That lieth with his father’s wife ” means, that there is no difference whether 
she is his mother or not,.150-164 

Mishnas VI. to VII. One who had connection with a human male, or 
with an animal, and also a human female who uncovers herself before a male 
animal, are punished with stoning. "With an animal ” makes no difference 
whether it was a large or a small one. A blasphemer is not guilty, unless 
he mentioned the proper name of God (Jehovah). "Any man whatsoever,” 
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etc., meaning to include the heathen, who are warned of blasphemy. Ten 
commandments were commanded to Israel in Marah ; seven of them are 
those which were accepted by the descendants of Noah. For transgression 
of these commandments a descendant of Noah is put to death, viz., adultery, 
bloodshed, and blasphemy. A descendant of Noah may be put to death by 
the decision of one judge, by the testimony of one witness, etc. Every rela¬ 
tionship for which the punishment of the courts of Israel is death, a descend¬ 
ant of Noah is warned of it; but all other relationships, the punishment of 
which is not death, are permissible to them. He who raises his hand to 
his neighbor, although he has not as yet struck him, is called wicked. " Flesh 
in which its life is, which is its blood, shall ye not eat,” [Gen. ix. 4] means 
any member of the animal, while it is still alive. We do not find any case 
where what is forbidden to the descendants of Noah should be allowed to the 
Israelites. An unclean thing never came from heaven. There is no differ¬ 
ence if one hears it from the blasphemer himself or from the witness who 
heard it from the blasphemer—he must rend his garments . . 164-187 

Mishnas VIII. to XII. One is considered an idolater who worships it 
with its proper worship; and even if he only sacrifices, smokes incense, or 
pours wine, etc. Why not say that from bowing " all kinds of worshipping ” 
is to be inferred ? In our Mishna itsis stated : “ He who worships idols.” 
There is another Mishna, farther on, which states : He who says: “I will 
worship,” is always considered an idolater, etc. If one worship an idol 
because he loves it, or because he fears it, etc. Concerning Sabbath it is 
more rigorous than all the other commandments in one respect, and all other 
commandments are more rigorous in another respect, etc. There is a tradi¬ 
tion : He who conjoins the name of Heaven with something else is to be 
destroyed. It happened to a female heathen who was very sick and vowed 
that if she recovered she would worship all the idols which were to be found, 
etc. If one gives one of his children to Molech, he is not guilty unless he 
has transferred him to the servants, etc. One is not guilty unless he let him 
pass in the usual manner. What was that ? A row of bricks were placed for 
passing, etc. Baal ob (mentioned in the Scripture) is the python that makes 
the dead speak from his armpit, and Yidofii means one that makes the dead 
speak from his mouth. Is not he who queries an *' ob ” the same who inquires 
of the dead ? Nay ! etc. An observer of times is, according to R. Aqiba, 
he who reckons times and hours, saying: This day is good to go on the road, 
etc. He who curses his father or mother is not punished with a capital 
punishment, unless he curse them by the proper name of God, . 187-194 
Mishnas XIII. to XIV. He who sins with a betrothed damsel is not 
guilty to be stoned, unless she was a maiden betrothed and still in her 
father’s house. A seducer means one who is himself a commoner— e.g., he 
says : There is an idol in such and such a place which so and so eats, etc. 
Concerning all who are liable to capital punishment biblically, it is not 
allowed to hide witnesses except in this case, etc. A conjurer is liable to be 
stoned only when he did an act, but not if he dazzled the eyes. The Halakhas 
ofwitchcraft are similar to the Halakhas of Sabbath. There are some to 
which stoning applies, etc. I have seen a rider of a camel who took his 
sword, cut off the head of the camel, and thereafter rung a bell, and the camel 
stood up. It was only a dazzling of the eyes. The legend of R. Eliezer with 
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his disciple, "Thou shalt not learn to do,” means : “Thou must not learn 
to do, but thou mayest learn it to understand it for the purposes of deciding 
cases, . 194-200 


CHAPTER VIII. 

Mishnas /. to VIII. A stubborn and rebellious son—at what age may he 
be considered as such? From the time he brings forth two hairs, etc.; but 
the sages used to speak with delicacy. A minor of nine years and one day is 
fit to have connection with a woman, and in a case of adultery it is considered. 
Whence do we know that the first generation produced children at the age of 
eight? A daughter should be more open to the charges of stubbornness and 
rebelliousness, etc. But so is the decree of the Scripture—“ a son, and not a 
daughter.” He cannot be condemned as a stubborn and rebellious son 
unless he eats meat and drinks wine. You shall not look for wine which 
makes red the faces of the wicked in this world, and makes them pale in the 
world to come. Thirteen ways are enumerated in the Scripture concerning 
wine, as in Genesis ix., from 20 to 25. If he has stolen from his father and 
consumed on his premises, etc., he is not charged as a stubborn and rebel¬ 
lious son unless he stole from his mother and father. If the father is willing 
to transfer the case of the son in question to the court, and the mother is not 
willing, or vice versa , etc. Such a thing neither occurred nor ever will be, 
and the same is with the case of a misled town, and also with a house of lep¬ 
rosy, and was written only for study. If one hand of his father or mother is 
missing, or they limp, or are dumb, etc. If he runs away before the decision 
of condemnation is rendered, etc. The Scripture prefers that he should die 
innocent, and not be put to death because of his sins. For the death of the 
wicked is both a benefit to them and a benefit to the world, etc. In the case 
of ‘"breaking in” [Ex. xii., 1], for which there is no liability if one is killed 
by a detector, one is also punished because of his future crimes, etc. A 
burglar who broke in and succeeded in taking some utensils and escaped Is 
free from paying. Because he acquired title to them by his blood. It 
happened that rams were stolen from Rabha by burglary and thereafter they 
were returned to him; he would not accept them because the above decision 
came from the mouth of Rabh, etc.,.201-216 

Mishna IX. The following may be killed for self-protection : He who 
pursues one to kill him, and he who pursueth a betrothed damsel, etc. 
According to the rabbis the Scripture cares for the violation of her honor, 
and as she also cares for it, though without life-sacrifice, she must be saved 
even by killing her pursuers, etc. One who intends to worship idols may be 
killed (if there is an impossibility of preventing his crime otherwise.) “ In 
the city of Luda it was voted and resolved that if one were compelled, under 
threat of being killed, to commit any one of all the crimes which are men¬ 
tioned in the Torah, he might commit it and not be killed, except idolatry, 
adultery, and bloodshed. Is a descendant of Noah commanded to sanctify 
the Holy Name, or not? It happened to one that he saw a woman and 
became sick through his infatuation, etc.,.216-221 

CHAPTER IX. 

Mishnas I. to VI. Punishment of burning applies to one man who has 
intercourse with a woman and her daughter, and to a daughter of a priest, 
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etc. Punishment with the sword applies to a murderer and to the men of a 
misled town. If one pressed down a person while he is in water, or in fire, 
preventing him from coming out, he is guilty, etc. If one bound a person, 
and he died thereafter of hunger, he is not guilty of a capital crime. If, how¬ 
ever, he put him in a sunny place, and he died because of the sun, he is guilty. 
Ball-players—if one threw a ball with the intention of killing some one, he is 
to be put to death, and if it was unintentional, he is to be exiled, etc. All 
agree that if one kills a person whose windpipe and larynx (gullet) are cut 
or whose skull is fractured, he is free (for it is considered as if he attacked a 
dead man). If one strikes a person with a stone or with his fists, and he was 
diagnosed (by the physicians of the court) to die, and thereafter he improved, 
etc. Capital punishment does not apply to one who intended to kill an 
animal and killed a man, an idolater and killed an Israelite, etc.; but it does 
apply to one who intended to strike a person on the loins with an article 
which was sufficient for this purpose, and he strikes him to death on his 
heart, etc. A murderer mixed up among others—all of them are free, etc. 
If it happen that the persons sentenced to deaths of different kinds, and are 
so mixed that it is not known who comes under this kind of death and who 
under another, all of them must be executed with the more lenient death. 
If one committed a crime which deserves two kinds of death, he must be 
tried for the more rigorous one. Ezek. xviii. must not be taken literally, but 
“ the mountains he eateth not ” means that he does not live upon the 
reward of the meritorious acts done by his parents; “his eyes he lifteth not 
up to the idols ” means that he never walked overbearingly, etc., . 222-238 

Mishnas VII. TO IX. He who receives stripes, and relaxes into the same 
crime, the court takes him to the kyphos. He who kills a person not in the 
presence of witnesses is taken to the kyphos and is fed on scant bread and 
water. If one steals a kisvah, or one curses his neighbor, invoking God as a 
“carver.” zealous people (like Pinchas) have a right to strike him when 
caught in the act. What is this punishment if there were no zealous men ? 
Answer to this, it happened that it was read before R. Kahan in a dream, 
etc. In a case where there is a violation of the Holy Name the honor of the 
master must not be considered. “ If a priest performs the service while he 
is defiled,” etc. “ If a common Israelite served in the Temple,” etc., 238-244 

CHAPTER X. 

Mishnas /. to VI. Choking applies to him who strikes his father or 
mother, to him who steals a living soul, etc. A son is not guilty of a 
capital crime unless he wounds his father by striking him. Cursing is in one 
respect more rigorous than striking, as he is guilty even if he did it after his 
father’s death. If one steals a person, he is not guilty of a capital crime 
unless he brings him upon his own premises. There is no difference 
whether he stole a male or a female, a proselyte, or a bondsman, or a minor, 
etc. R. Jehudah says that there is no disgrace for slaves. “ Thou shalt not 
steal,” in the third commandment, means human beings. [Lev. xix., 11] : 
“Ye shalt not steal,” meaning money. A judge rebelling against the Great 
Sanhedrin. There were in Jerusalem three courts, etc. In case a judge in 
the country had a dispute with his colleagues, they came to the first court. 
If this court were able to decide it traditionally they rendered their decision; 
and if not, all of them came to the Great Sanhedrin, which was in the Temple 
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treasury, etc. A disciple who is not a judge who decides for practice against 
the Great Sanhedrin, is not culpable. A rebelling judge is not guilty unless 
he gave his decision in a matter to which, if done intentionally, korath 
applies, etc. The punishment of him who transgresses the decision of the 
scribes is more rigorous than for that which is plainly written in the 
Scriptures. The judge in question was not put to death by the court of his 
own city, etc., but was brought to the Supreme Council, in Jerusalem, etc. 
A false prophet who is to be sentenced by the court is only he who prophe¬ 
sies what he (personally) has not heard and what he was not told at all, etc. 
He who prophesied in the name of an idol, saying, “ So and so was said by 
such an idol,” although it corresponds exactly with the Hebrew law, 
he is punished by choking. See all illustrations, pp. 258-260. In every case 
mentioned in the Torah, if a true prophet commands you to transgress, you 
may listen, except as to idolatry,.245-261 


CHAPTER XI. 

Mishna /. All Israel has a share in the world to come. The following 
have no share in the world to come: He who says, etc. Three kings and 
four commoners have no share in the world to come, etc. Is he who does 
not believe that the resurrection is hinted at in the Torah such a criminal 
that he loses his share in the world to come? Where is the resurrection 
hinted at in the Torah? etc. From the Pentateuch, Prophets, and Hagi- 
ographa. See 267, also footnote. Queen Cleopatra questioned R. Mair thus: 
When they shall be restored, will they be naked or dressed? Caesar ques¬ 
tioned Rabbon Gamaliel: You say that the dead will be restored. Does not 
the corpse become dust? etc. The living die—should the dead come to life? 
That which has not existed at all comes to life—shall those who had life once 
not come to life again? The legend of Gebiah b. Pessisa who advocated 

Israel before Alexander of Macedonia, etc. (Pp. 268, 270.) Antoninus said 

to Rabbi: The body and soul of a human may free themselves on the Day 
of Judgment by Heaven. How so? Why does the sun rise in the east and 
set in the west? At what time does the soul come into the body? At what 
time does the evil spirit reach man? Lest one say that the verse just cited 
means, I make one die and another one shall I bring to life, therefore it 
reads, “ I wound and I cure.” As wounding and curing apply to one person 
only, etc* He who hesitates in declaring a Halakha to a disciple, even the 
embryos in the entrails of their mothers denounce him. Great is wisdom, 
as it was placed between two divine names. Exiles atone for everything. 

The upright who will be restored in the future will never return to dust. 

“ What will they do at the time the Holy One, blessed be He, shall renew 
His world ? ” etc. Concerning the dead whom Ezekiel restored, the 
different opinions of Tannaim and Amoriam, if it was a reality or a parable 
only. (P. 278.) Six miracles occurred on the day Nebuchadnezzar threw 
Chananyah, Mishael, and Azaryah into the caldron. Even at the time of 
danger one shall not change the dress belonging to his dignity. Where was 
Daniel at the time that they were thrown into the caldron? The legend of 
Achab and Zedkiyahu with the daughter of Nebuchadnezzar. According to 
the advice of three, Daniel went away before the affair of Chananyah, etc. 
Concerning the six barleys which Boaz gave to Ruth. All that is written 
in the book of Ezra was said by Nehemiah b. Chackhalyah. Why then was 
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it not named after him? The angel who rules the souls after their departure 
from this world is named Dumah. Hiskiah, who has eight names, shall 
take revenge on Sanherib, who also has eight names. Hiskiah’s (king of 
Judah) whole meal consisted of a litter of herbs. Pharaoh, who personally 
blasphemed, was also punished by Heaven. Sanherib, who blasphemed 
through a messenger, was also punished through a messenger. Ten trips 
had the wicked made on that day, etc., as it reads [II Kings, x. 28 to 32]. 
There was one day more appointed for the punishment of the iniquity of 
Nob. And the astrologers told Sanherib, etc. If the judgment is postponed 
over one night there is hope that it will be abolished entirely. The legend 
how Abishai saved King David from Yishbi’s hand at Nob. Sanherib, when 
he came to attack, brought with him forty-five thousand princes with their 
concubines in golden carriages, etc. See pages 293-296, the many legends 
concerning Sanherib. Be careful with the children of the Gentiles, as it 
happens very often wisdom emanates from them. That the day on which 
Achaz died consisted of only two hours. And when Heskiah became sick 
and thereafter recovered, the Holy One returned the ten hours to that day, 
etc. Three hundred mules loaded with iron saws which cut iron were given 
to Nebusaradan by Nebuchadnezzar while going to attack Jerusalem. 
Nebusaradan was a true proselyte, from the descendants of Sissera were 
such who studied the law in Jerusalem, and from the descendants of Sanherib 
were such who taught the Torah among a majority of Israelites, etc. Have 
you heard when the fallen son will come? etc. In his Sabbatic period 
when the son of David will appear in the first year there will be fulfilled, etc. 
The generation in which the son of David will come, young men will make 
pale the faces of the old, etc. The world will continue for six thousand years, 
the first two thousand of which was a chaos, etc. There are no less than 
thirty-six upright in every generation who receive the appearance of the 
Shekinah. All the appointed times for the appearance of the Messiah have 
already ceased. And it depends only on repentance and good deeds. Jeru¬ 
salem will not be redeemed but by charity. What the Messiah told to 
Jehoshua ben Levi : Ben David will not arrive until Rome shall have 
dominated, etc. Discussion concerning the name of the Messiah. The 
cock said to the bat, I look out for the light because the light is mine (I see 
it), but for what purpose do you wait for it? The days of the Messiah will 
be as from the day of creation until now. “ He hath despised the word of 
God,” means he who learned the Torah but does not teach it. He who 
learned the Torah and does not repeat it is similar to him who sows but does 
not harvest, etc. Has not • Moses written something better than : And 
Lotan’s sister was Thimna, etc. ? Who is meant by the term epicurian ? 
What good have the rabbis done for us? They have never permitted us to 
eat a crow, and they have not prohibited us to eat a dove, etc. The measure 
with which man measures will be measured out to him— i.c., as a man deals 
he will be dealt with. A good woman is a good gift; she may be given to one 
who fears God. A bad woman is leprosy to her husband, etc. One may 
ask the fortune tellers who tell fortunes by certain oils or eggs. But it is not 
advisable to do so, because they often lie. Support me, and I will bear the 
statement of Aqiba, my disciple, who says : “ Pleased are chastisements, 
etc. Three men (biblical personages) came with indirectness, etc. What 
means, “and he lifted up his hands”? He took off his phylacteries in 
his presence. (See footnote, page 323.) The legends concerning Jeroboam, 
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pp. 322-325. King Menashe appears to R. Ashi in a dream. R. Abuhu 
used to lecture about the three kings and became sick, etc. Why was Achab 
rewarded by the prolongation of his kingdom for twenty-two years? 
Because he was liberal with his money and assisted many scholars from his 
estate; half his sins were atoned. Four sects will not receive the glory of the 
Shekhina, viz., scorners, liars, hypocrites, and slanderers. Achaz abolished 
the worship and sealed the Torah, etc. The angels wanted to put Michah 
aside, but the Lord, however, said leave him alone because his house is open 
for travellers. Great are entertainments, for its refusal estranged two tribes 
from Israel, etc. Why does not the Mishna count Achaz and Amon among 
those who have no share ? etc. Explanation to verses of Lamentation, 
PP- 334 to 337. The Scripture is particular that if any one tells his troubles to 
his neighbor, he should add : “ May it not happen to you.” The interpreters 
of notes said that all of them have a share in the world to come, etc. “ A 
perpetual backsliding.” Said Rabh: A victorious answer has the assembly 
of Israel given to the prophets, etc. Concerning Bil'am, the elders of 

Moab. and Midian,.265-340 

One shall always occupy himself with the Torah and divine command¬ 
ments, even not for the sake of Heaven, as finally He will come to do so 
for His own sake, etc. The caution that Achiyah, the Shilonite, gave to 
Israel is better for them than the blessings that Bil’am has given to them. 
“And Israel dwelt in Shittim.” Everywhere such an expression is to be 
found it brings infliction, etc. I saw the record of Bil'am, and it was writ¬ 
ten therein thirty-three years was Bil'am when he was killed by Pinchas, 
the murderer. One shall not bring himself into temptation, as David, king 
of Israel, placed himself in the power of a trial and stumbled. Six months 
was David afflicted with leprosy; the Shekhina left him, and the Sanhedrin 
separated themselves from him. Exclusion shall always be with the left 
hand, and inclusion with the right hand— i. e., if one is compelled to repudiate 
some one, he shall do it easy as with his left hand, etc. Concerning David’s 

sin with Bath Sheba,.340-350 

Mishna 11 . The generation of the flood have no share in the world to 
come, and are also not judged, etc. Concerning the generation of disper¬ 
sion, men of Sodom and Gomorrah, etc., pp. 350-355: “ Noah was just, a per¬ 
fect man in his generation;” in his generation, but not in others. According 
to Resh Lakish: In his generation which was wicked, so much the more in 
other generations. Eliezar, the servant of Abraham, questioned Shem the 
great, etc. Shem the great questioned Eliezar, etc. “The generation of 
dispersion.” What had they done ? What were the crimes of the Sodom¬ 
ites ? Concerning the congregation of Korah. One must do all he can 
not to strengthen a quarrel, etc. “ And all on their feet,” means 

the money which makes one stand on his feet. “The generation of the 
desert has no share,” etc, Eliezar, however, said, they have, etc., . 350-362 
Mishnas III. to IV. The ten tribes who were exiled will not be returned, 
etc. (pp. 362-363). From what age has a minor a share in the world to come? 
Your saying is not satisfactory to their creator. Say the reverse, even he 
who has studied but one law does not belong to the Gehenna. It hap¬ 
pened once that I was in Alexandria of Egypt, and I found a certain old 
Gentile who said to me: Come, and I will show you what my great-grand¬ 
fathers have done to yours, etc. Concerning Shebna and his society, ref. 
Isaiah, viii-12. Adam was created on the eve of Sabbath. And why? 
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The Minnim shall not say, etc. At the time the Lord was about to create 
a man, He created a ccctus of angels, etc. Every place where the Minnim 
gave their wrong interpretation the answer of annulling it is to be found 
in the same place— e.g., p. 370. The discussion with R. Gamaliel and other 
rabbis, pp. 372-376. “ My creatures are sinking into the sea, and ye want 
to sing?” It reads [Ob. i. 1] : “The vision of the Lord . . . con¬ 
cerning Edom.” Obadiah was an Edomite-proselyte. And this is what people 
say that the handle of the hatchet to cut the forest is taken from the wood 
of the same forest. [Gen. xxii. 1] : “After these things.” After what? 
After the words of the Satan, etc. According to Levi, “ after the exchange 

of the words between Ishmael and Isaac, etc.,.362-378 

Mishna IV. The men of a misled town have no share in the world to 
come (the Halakhas in detail, 378-383). Concerning the key of rain, which 
is one of the three keys which are not to be transferred to a messenger, 
Elijah, too, in the days of Achab, etc.,.378-385 






TRACT SANHEDRIN (SUPREME 
COUNCIL). 


CHAPTER I. 

RULES AND REGULATIONS CONCERNING THE APPOINTMENT OF JUDGES 
IN CIVIL AND CRIMINAL CASES. WHICH ARE CONSIDERED CIVIL 
AND WHICH CRIMINAL. HOW MANY ARE NEEDED TO THE 
INTERCALATION OF A YEAR AND OF MONTHS ) TO APPRAISE 
CONSECRATED REAL ESTATE AS WELL AS MOVABLE PROPERTIES; 
AND IF AMONG THE APPRAISERS MUST BE PRIESTS, AND IF SO 
HOW MANY. THE NUMBER OF PERSONS NEEDED TO ADD TO 
THE CITY FROM THE SUBURBS OF JERUSALEM. WHAT MAJORITY 
IS NEEDED TO ACCUSE AND WHAT TO ACQUIT. HOW MANY 
PEOPLE MUST BE IN A CITY THAT A COURT OF TWENTY-THREE 
JUDGES SHOULD BE ESTABLISHED. 

MISHNA/.: To decide upon the following cases, three per¬ 
sons are needed (the Gemara explains for which common and 
for which judges): Civil cases, robbery, wounds, whole damages 
and half, double amount and four and five fold payments;* and 
the same in the case of forcing, seducing, and libel (i.e., an evil 
name, Deut. xxii. 19). So is the decree of R. Meir. 

Th* sages, however, maintain : In the last case (libel) twenty- 
three a e needed, as this is not a civil case, but a crime which 
may bri ig capital punishment. In the case of stripes, three. In 
the name of R. Ishmael, however, it was said: Twenty-three are 
needed. To the intercalation of a month and to proclaim a leap 
year, three. So is the decree of R. Meir. 

Rabban Simeon b. Gamaliel maintains: It begins with three 
persons and is discussed by five, and the decision is rendered by 
seven If, however, it was decided by three, their decision 
holds good. 

The elders who had to lay their hands upon sacrifices [Lev. 


* All this is explained in Tract Baba Kama. 
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iv. 15], and also in the case of the heifer [Deut. xxi. 3]—accord¬ 
ing to R. Simeon, three are needed, and according to R. Jehu- 
dah, five. At the performance of the ceremony of Halitzah and 
denial, three; to appraise the value of the plants of the fourth 
year (which must be redeemed), and the second tithe, of which 
the value in money is to be appraised, three; to appraise the 
value of consecrated articles, three; in cases of Arakhin (vows 
of value, men or articles), if movable property, three—accord¬ 
ing to R. Jehudah, one of them must be a priest; and if real 
estate, ten, and one of them a priest; and likewise to appraise 
the estimated value of men [Lev. xxvii.]. 

Crimes (which may bring capital punishment), twenty-three; 
in the case of Lev. xx. 15, twenty-three, as verse 16 reads: 
“ Then shalt thou kill the woman and the beast”; and also in 
the preceding verse: “ The beast also shall ye slay.” And the 
same is the case with the stoning of an ox, of which it reads 
[Ex. xxi. 29] : “ The ox shall be stoned, and the owner . . . 

be put to death ”—which means, as for the death of its owner 
twenty-three are needed, so also for the stoning of the ox. 

The wolf, the lion, the bear, the tiger, the bardls,* and the 
serpent are killed by the judgment of twenty-three. R. Eliezer, 
however, maintains: Every one who hastens to kill them is 
rewarded. But R. Aqiba says: Twenty-three are needed. 

A whole tribe, or a false prophet, or a high-priest, if they 
have to be judged for a crime which may bring capital punish¬ 
ment, a court of seventy-one judges is needed. The same num¬ 
ber of judges is needed to decide upon battles which are not 
commanded by the Scriptures, and also for enlarging the city 
of Jerusalem by annexing its suburbs or free land; and the same 
is the case if it is necessary to enlarge the courtyard of the Tem¬ 
ple. Also, the same number of judges is needed for appointing 
supreme councils to each tribe. A misled town [Deut. xii. 14] 
must also be condemned by seventy-one. However, a town 
which stands on the boundary cannot be condemned; nor three 
of them at one time at any place, but only one, or two. 

The Great (Sanhedrin) consisted of seventy-one, and the small 
of twenty-three. Whence do we deduce that the great council 
must be of seventy-one ? From [Num. xi. 16] : “ Gather unto me 
seventy men.” And add Moses, who was the head of them— 
hence seventy-one ? And whence do we deduce that a small one 
must be twenty-three? From [ibid. xxxv. 24 and 25]: “The 

* According to some, the hyena ; to others, another sort of a preying beast. 
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congregation shall judge ” ; “ And the congregation shall save.”* 
We see that one congregation judges, and the other congrega¬ 
tion saves—hence there are twenty; as a congregation consists 
of no less than ten persons, and this is deduced from [ibid. xiv. 
27], “ To this evil congregation,” which was of the ten spies, 
except Joshua and Caleb. And whence do we deduce that three 
more are needed ? From [Ex. xxiii. 2]: “ Thou shalt not follow 
a multitude to do evil”—from which we infer that you shall 
follow them to do good. But if so, why is it written at the end 
of the same verse, “ Incline after the majority, to wrest judg¬ 
ment”?! This means, the inclination to free the man must 
not be similar to the inclination to condemn; as to condemn 
a majority of two is needed, while to free, the majority of one 
suffices. And a court must not consist of an even number, as, 
if their opinion is halved, no verdict can be established; there¬ 
fore one more must be added. Hence it is of twenty-three. 

How many shall a city contain that it shall be fit for a 
supreme council ? One hundred and twenty families. R. Nehe- 
miah, however, maintains: Two hundred and thirty—so that each 
of them should be the head of ten families, as we do not find in 
the Bible rulers of less than ten. 

GEMARA: Are not robbery and wounds civil cases ? Said 
R. Abuhu: The Mishna means to explain the term “civil 
cases” by robbery and wounds; but to the admitting of debts 
or loans, three judges are not needed. And that so it should 
be understood, both expressions were needed; as, if it stated 
civil cases only, it would include loans, etc.; and if the expres¬ 
sion “ robbery,” etc., only, one might also say the same is the 
case with loans, etc.; and the expression “robbery,” etc., is 
because the main point wherein three judges are prescribed by 
the Scriptures is in cases of robbery [Ex. xxii. 7]: “ Shall the 
master of the house be brought unto the judges.” And con¬ 
cerning wounds, it is the same whether a wound be in one’s 
body or in his pocket (money), and therefore it begins with civil 
cases, and explains that cases like robbery are meant, and not 
common ones, etc. But whence are common loans excluded, 
that they do not need three ? Did not R. Abuhu say: If two 
persons have judged in a matter of civil law, all agree that their 

# Leeser translates, “ to deliver,” the meaning of which is to save, as it is 
adopted in the original text. 

f Leeser’s translation here is incorrect, not only according to the Talmud, but 
also to the punctuation of the verse. 



4 


THE BABYLONIAN TALMUD. 


judgment is of no value ? Therefore we must say that the 
Mishna means to exclude loans and admission of debts—to ex¬ 
clude from three established judges; but three common men are 
needed. And the reason is what R. Hanina said: Biblically, 
investigation is needed of crimes as well as of civil cases. As it 
is written [Lev. xxiv. 22]: " One manner of judicial law shall 
ye have." But why was it said that civil cases do not need in¬ 
vestigation ? In order not to lock the door to borrowers. And 
Rabha explained this statement as meaning that in two kinds of 
civil cases—loans, etc.—three common people are needed; but 
in cases of robbery, etc., three established judges. And R. Aha 
b. R. Ekha said: Biblically, even one is fit to decide civil cases, 
as it is written [ibid. xix. 15]: "In righteousness shalt thou 
judge thy neighbor. ” But the rabbis enacted three, in order to 
prevent men of the market, who are ignorant of law, to under¬ 
take to judge cases. But is it not the same with three common 
men ? Are they not men of the market ? If three undertake 
to judge a case, it is highly probable that at least one of them 
knows something of law. But if so, let two who should make 
an error in judging not be responsible ? If this should be en¬ 
acted, then all the market people would undertake to decide 
upon things. 

But what is the difference between Rabha and R. Aha b. R. 
Ekha (according to both, three common men are needed in cases 
of common loans, etc.) ? They differ in the following, which 
was said by Samuel: If two commoners have decided upon loan 
cases, their decision is to be respected; but they are considered 
an impertinent Beth Din. Rabha does not hold with Samuel, 
and maintains: Their decision must not be respected. And R. 
Aha holds with him (Samuel). 

" Whole damages and half," etc. Are not damages the same 
as wounds (both are to be paid) ? Because it has to state half 
damages, it mentions also whole damages. Are not half dam¬ 
ages also the same ? The Mishna teaches concerning money 
which is to be collected according to the strict law and that 
which is only a fine. But this is correct only as to him who 
says that half damages are a fine; but as to him who says half 
damages are strict law, what can be said ? Because it has to 
state about the double amount, and four and five fold, which are 
more than the amount damaged, it mentions also half damages, 
which is less; and as half is mentioned, it mentions also the 
whole. 
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Whence do we deduce that three are needed ? From what 
the rabbis taught. It treats [Ex. xxii. 7 and 8] three times of 
judges; hence three are needed. So said R. Yachiha. R. Jon¬ 
athan, however, maintains: The first expression 44 judges,” as 
the beginning, must not be taken into consideration, as it is 
needed for itself, and therefore only the two expressions 
“judges," mentioned after, are to be counted, and the third one is 
added only because we do not establish a court of an even 
number (as said above). _ 

The rabbis taught: Civil cases are to be discussed by three. cY- P ^ 
Rabbi, however, said: It is discussed by five, so that the final 
decision should be by three. But even when there are three, is 
not the final decision made by two ? He means to say, because 
the conclusion must be of three judges. This explanation was 
ridiculed by R. Abuhu, saying: On such a theory, then the great 
Supreme Council ought to be one hundred and forty-one, to the 
end that the final conclusion should be made by seventy-one; 
and of a small council there ought to be forty-five, so that the 
conclusion should be made by twenty-three. And therefore we 
must say, as the Scripture reads, “ Gather unto me seventy," it 
means the seventy ought to be at the time established. And the 
same is it in the case above cited, “ the congregation shall judge, 
and the congregation shall save," meaning that at the time of 
judging there shall be ten. And in the same way are to be inter¬ 
preted the just cited verses 7 and 8, that the plaintiff has to 
bring his case before three only. Therefore it may be said that 
the reason of Rabbi’s decision is that because in the first verse 
is written, “ The judges may condemn," as in the last, three is 
meant, so is it with the word Elohim, mentioned before, which 
means judges, also two is meant, which makes four; and one 
is added, so that they shall not be an even number—hence five. 

The rabbis do not care for this, as the term which is translated, 

“ They may condemn," is written in the singular, and is only 
read in the plural. 

The rabbis taught: Civil cases are decided by three; but if one 
is known to the majority of the people as an expert, he alone may 
decide. Said R. Na'hman: e.g. y I decide cases alone, without 
consulting any other rabbis. And so also said R. Hyya. 

The schoolmen propounded a question: What does R. Na’h- 
man mean by saying: As, for instance, I ? Does he mean sim¬ 
ilar to him, who knew the laws traditionally and by common 
sense, and was also so empowered by the Exilarch; but if there 
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was one who was equal to him in wisdom, but had no permis¬ 
sion, his decision must not be respected ? Or does he mean to 
say, if one were equal to him in wisdom he might so do without 
permission ? Come and hear: Mar Zutra, the son of R. Na’h- 
man, made an error in one of his decisions, and came to question 
R. Joseph whether he must make good the error. To which he 
answered: If he was appointed by the parties as a judge, he had 
not to pay; if not, he must pay. Infer from this that he who is 
appointed by the parties may so do even without permission 
from a higher court. 

Said Rabh: If one wants to decide cases, and not be respon¬ 
sible in case of an error, he shall get permission from the Exi- 
larch. And so also said Samuel. 

It is certain that here in Babylon a permission from the Ex- 
ilarch holds good for the whole country; and the same is the 
case from the Prince in Palestine, for the whole of Palestine and 
Syria. And it is also certain that if one has a permission from 
the Exilarch, he may practise in Palestine. As the following 
Boraitha states: The sceptre shall not depart from Judah. 
These are the exilarchs of Babylon, who rule over Israel with 
their sceptres. “And a lawgiver," etc., [Gen. xlix. io] means 
the grandsons of Hillel, who are teaching the Torah among the 
majority of the people. The question, however, is, if with the 
permission of the princes they may judge in Babylon ? 

Come and hear: Rabba b. liana had decided a case and 
erred, and came to question R. Hyya whether he had to pay. 
To which he answered: If the parties appointed you as a judge, 
you have nothing to pay; but if not, you have. Now, as Rabba 
b. Hana had permission from Palestine, and would be obliged 
to pay if not appointed, it is to be inferred that the permission 
from Palestine did not hold good in Babylon. But is it not 
a fact that Rabba b. R. Huna, when he would quarrel with the 
house of the Exilarch, used to say: I did not take any permis¬ 
sion from you, but from my father, who had it from Rabh, and 
the latter from R. Hyya, and the latter from Rabbi ? This was 
concerning worldly affairs only. But if the permission of Pal¬ 
estine does not hold good for Babylon, why did Rabba b. Hana 
take it ? For the cities which are situated on the boundary of 
Palestine. How was the case when he took the permission ? 
When he was about to descend from Palestine to Babylon, R. 
Hyya said to Rabbi: My brother’s son, Rabba b. Hana, de¬ 
scends to Babylon. And Rabbi answered: He may teach the 
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law, decide civil cases, and may also decide upon the blemishes 
of first-born animals which are prohibited to be slaughtered with¬ 
out a blemish on their body.* 

When Rabh was about to go to Babylon, R. Hyya said to 
Rabbi: The son of my sister goes to Babylon. Said Rabbi: 
He may teach the law, decide cases, but not about blemishes of 
the first-born of animals. 

Why did R. Hyya name the first “ my brother’s son ” and 
the second “ my sister’s son ” ? And lest one say that so was 
the case, did not the master say: Abu, Hana, Shila, Marta, and 
R. Hyya all were the sons of Abba b. Aha Kharsala of 
Khaphri ? (Hence Rabh, who was Abu’s son, was also his 
brother’s son—why did he say “ my sister’s ” ?) 

Rabh, who was his brother’s and also his sister’s son (on 
his mother’s side), he named him “ the son of my sister ” ; but 
Rabba b. Hana was the son of his brother only. And if you 
wish, it may be said that R. Hyya named him “ my sister’s," 
because of his great wisdom. As it is written [Prov. vii. 4]: 
" Say unto wisdom, Thou art my sister." But why should 
Rabh not be permitted to decide about blemishes ? Was he not 
wise enough for this ? Is it not a fact that he was wiser than 
any of his contemporaries ? Or was he not acquainted enough 
with the kind of blemishes ? Did not Rabh say: I have dwelt 
eighteen months with a pasturer of cattle to learn the blemishes 
which are temporary, and those which remain forever ? This 
was done that Rabba b. Hana should be respected, as Rabh was 
highly respected even without that. And if you wish, it might 
be said that because of the fact itself, that Rabh was an expert 
concerning blemishes, it was not allowed to him to practise, for 
the reason that Rabh would allow such blemishes as other ex¬ 
perts were not aware of, and people who should see that would 
act likewise, relying upon Rabh, so that they would finally allow 
the animal which had a temporary blemish to be slaughtered. 

It is said above: " Rabbi said: He shall teach law." To 
what purpose was this said ? Does such a scholar as Rabh need 
such a permission for teaching ? This was said because of the 


* The first-born of cattle which might be legally eaten, and also of an ass, had 
biblically to be submitted to the priest when the Temple was in existence ; but after 
the destruction of the Temple they had to be raised until a blemish on their bodies 
appeared. But what kind of a blemish made them fit for slaughtering ? They had 
to be examined by an expert who understood blemishes, and was familiar with the 
entire law ; and a permission was needed for the expert. 
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following case: It happened that Rabbi went into a certain place 
and saw that they kneaded dough without offering a sample for 
legal purity. And to the question why they did so, their answer 
was : There was a disciple who taught: Water of Bzein (swamp) 
does not make articles subject to defilement. In reality, how¬ 
ever, the expression was: “ Mee Beizim," which means eggs; 
and they took it for Bzein, and acted accordingly. And there¬ 
fore it was taught: A decree was enacted that a disciple should 
not teach unless he had the permission of his master. 

Tanchun, the son of R. Ami, happened to be in the city of 
Hthar, and lectured: One may wet wheat and pound for peeling 
on Passover. And they said to him: Is not there here R. Mani 
of the city of Zur, who is a great scholar, and there is a Boraitha: 
A disciple must not decide a Halakha at the place of his master, 
unless distant from him three parsas—which distance Israel 
took when travelling in the desert. And he answered: I was not 
aware of this. 

R. Hyya saw a man standing in a cemetery, and said to him: 
Are you not the son of so and so, who was a priest ? He 
said: Yea, but my father was one of those who follow their eyes. 
He saw a divorced woman and married her, and with this he 
annulled the priesthood. 

It is certain, when one takes a permission to give judgment 
in part, that it holds good (as so it was with Rabh). But how 
is it if the permission was conditionally for a certain time ? 
Come and hear what R. Johanan said to R. Shauman: You have 
our permission until you shall return to us. 

The text says: Samuel said: If it was decided by two, their 
decision is valid; but they are called an impertinent Beth Din. 
R. Na’hman repeated this Halakha, and Rabha objected from 
the following: If two are defending and two are accusing, and 
one says, “ I do not know how to decide," judges must be 
added; now, if it were as you say, that the decision of two is 
valid, let, then, the decision of the two hold good ? There it 
is different, as they start with the intention that it should be 
decided by three. He then objected to him from the following: 
Rabban Simeon b. Gamaliel said: Judgment in accordance with 
the strict law must be decided by three. In an arbitration, 
however, two suffice; and the strength of the mediation is 
greater than that of the law; as, if there were two who had 
decided a case in accordance with the law, although they were 
appointed by the parties, they (the parties) may retract. But 
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if a mediation was made by the arbitrators, no retraction can 
take place. And lest one say that the rabbis differ with R. 
Simeon, did not R. Abuhu say: All agree that a decision 
passed by two is valueless ? And he answered : Do you oppose 
one man to another (Abuhu may say so, and Samuel otherwise) ? 

R. Abba objected to R. Abuhu from the following: If one 
has decided upon a case—freed the guilty, or pronounced guilty 
the innocent, or decided unclean a thing which is clean, or vice 
versa , the act is valid and he must pay from his pocket. (Hence 
we see that even the decision of one is respected.) This Bo- 
raitha speaks of when the parties had appointed him for this 
purpose. But if so, why must he pay ? It means, if they tell 
him : We appoint you to decide this case in accordance with the 
biblical law. 

Said R. Safras to R. Abba: Let us see what was the error. 
If the error was that he decided against a Mishna, did not R. 
Shesheth say in the name of R. Assi that he who made an error 
as to a Mishna might retract from his decision ? Hence such 
a decision is not valid, and he has not to pay from his pocket. 
Therefore it must be said that it means he erred in his opinion. 
How is this to be understood ? Said R. Papa : E.g ., there were 
two Tanaim and two Amoraim who differed in a case, and it was 
not decided with whom the Halakha prevailed. However, the 
world practised according to one party, and he had decided the 
case according to the other party; and this could be called 
erring in one’s opinion. 

Shall we assume that in that case in which Samuel and R. 
Abuhu differ, the Tanaim of the following Boraitha also differ: 
Arbitrating must be done by three persons. So is the decree 
of R. Meir. The sages, however, maintain: One is sufficient ? 
The schoolmen who heard this thought that all agree that arbi¬ 
tration is similar to a strict law, and therefore they assumed 
that the point of their difference was: R. Meir holds three are 
needed, and the sages that two suffice. Nay, all agree that a 
strict law must be decided by three, and the point of their dif¬ 
fering is: Whether arbitration must be similar to a strict law: 
according to one it must, and according to the other it must not. 

Shall we assume that there are three Tanaim who differ con¬ 
cerning arbitration ? One holds: Three are needed; the second, 
two; and the third, that even one is sufficient. Said R. Aha b. 
R. Ekha, according to others R. Yema b. Chlamia: He who 
says two are needed holds that even one is sufficient; and only 
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to the end that they should be able to testify to this case as wit¬ 
nesses did he say two. Said R. Ashi: Infer from this that an 
arbitration does not need a sudarium; for if it should be neces¬ 
sary, why should not the one who maintains that three are 
needed be satisfied with two and a sudarium ? The Halakha, 
however, prevails: An arbitration needs a sudarium. 

The rabbis taught: Even as a strict law needs three, so is 
it with arbitration. However, when the decision is already 
given in accordance with the strict law, an arbitration cannot 
take place. R. Eliezer, the son of R. Jose the Galilean, 
used to say: It is prohibited to mediate, and he who should 
do so sins; and he who praises the mediators despises the 
law, as it is written [Ps. x. 3]: “The robber blesseth himself 
when he hath despised the Lord.” But it may be taken as 
a rule that the strict law shall bore the mountain, as it is 
written [Deut. i. 17]: “ The judgment belongs to God.” And 
so was it said by Moses our master. But Aaron (his brother) 
loved peace, ran after it, and used to make peace among the 
people, as it is written [Mai. ii. 6]: The law of truth was in 
his mouth, and falsehood was not found on his lips; in peace 
and equity he walked with me, and many did he turn away from 
iniquity.” And R. Jehoshua b. Karha also said: Arbitration is 
a meritorious act, as it is written [Zech. viii. 16]: “ With truth 
and the judgment of peace, judge ye in your gates.” How is 
this to be understood ? Usually, when there is judgment, there 
is no peace; and vice versa . It must then be said that an arbi¬ 
tration is a judgment which makes peace. So also was it said 
about David [II Sam. viii. 16]: “ And David did what was just 
and charitable* unto all his people.” 

Here, also, “ just ” and “ charitable ” do not correspond; as 
if just,' it could not be called charitable, and vice versa. Say, 
then, it means arbitration, which contains both. 

The first Tana, however, who said above that arbitration is 
prohibited, explains the passage thus: He, David, judged in 
accordance with the strict law—he acquitted him who was right, 
and made responsible him who was so, according to the law; 
but when he saw that the culpable one was poor and could not 
pay, he used to pay from his pocket. Hence he did judgment 
to one and charity to the other. Rabbi, however, could not 
agree with such an explanation, because of the expression, 


Zdakha is the term in Hebrew, which means also charity. 
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“ unto all his people " ; and according to the above explanation, 
it ought to be to the poor." Therefore said he: Although he 
did not pay from his pocket, it was counted as a charitable act 
that he delivered a theft out of the hands of the defendant. 

R. Simeon b. Menasia said: If two persons brought a case 
before you, before you have heard their claims, and even there¬ 
after, but you are still not aware to whom the strict law inclines, 
you may say to them: Go and mediate among yourselves. But 
after you are aware who is right according to the strict law, you 
must not advise them to mediate, as it is written [Prov. xvii. 
14]: 44 As one letteth loose (a stream) of water, so is the begin¬ 
ning of strife; therefore before it be enkindled, leave off the 
contest " ; which means, before it be enkindled you may advise 
a mediation, but not after you know with whom the law is. 
Similar to this is: If two persons came with a case before you, 
one being mighty (who can harm you) and the other common, 
you may say to them, 44 I am not fit to judge between you," 
so long as you have not heard their claims; or even thereafter, not 
knowing as yet to whom the law inclines. But you must not 
say so after you are aware; as it is written [Deut. i. 17]: “ Ye 
shall not be afraid of any man." 

R. Jehoshua b. Karha said: Whence do we deduce that if 
a disciple were present when a case came before his master, and 
saw a defence for the poor and an accusation for the rich (which 
his master might overlook), he must not keep silence ? From 
the verse just cited. R. Hanin said: One must not keep in his 
words out of respect for any one; and witnesses also must be 
aware for whom they testify, and for whom their testimony goes. 
And who is he who will punish them for bearing false witness ? 
As it is written [Deut. xix. 17] : " Then shall both the men who 
have the controversy stand before the Lord." And the judge 
must also be aware of same, as it is written [Ps. lxxxii. 1]: 
"God standeth in the congregation of God; in the midst of 
judges doth he judge." And so also it reads [II. Chron. xix. 6], 
which was said by the king Jehoshaphat: 44 Look (well) at what 
ye are doing; because not for man are ye to judge, but for the 
Lord." 

And should the judge say: Why should I take the trouble 
and the responsibility to myself ?—therefore it is written at the 
end of this verse: 44 Who is with you in pronouncing judg¬ 
ment." Hence the judge has to decide according to what he 
sees with his eyes. 
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What is to be understood by final judgment ? Said R. Jehu- 
dah in the name of Rabh: When the judge is able to pronounce: 
You, so and so, are guilty, and you, so and so, are right. Said 
Rabh: The Halakha prevails with R. Jehoshua b. Karha. Is 
that so ? Was not R. Huna a disciple of Rabh, and his custom 
was to question the parties of a case before him: Do you desire 
strict law, or arbitration ? Hence we see that he did not begin 
with mediation; and R. Jehoshua said that mediation is a 
meritorious act. R. Jehoshua, with his statement, means also to 
say: Ask the parties which they like better. But if so, it is the 
same as what the first Tana said (i.e., it is prohibited to arbitrate 
after the conclusion, but not before the case is begun) ? The 
difference between them is—according to R. Jehoshua it is a 
meritorious act; and according to the first Tana it is only a per¬ 
mission for the judge, but not meritorious. But then it is the 
same as R. Simeon b. Menasia said. There is also a difference, 
as according to the latter we must not advise an arbitration after 
hearing the claim, which is not according to the former. All 
the Tanaim mentioned above differ with R. Thn’hum b. Hnilai, 
who said: The above-cited verse [Ps. x.] was said concerning 
the golden calf [Ex. xxxii. 5]: “ And when Aaron saw this/’ 
What did he see ? Said R. Benjamin b. Jeptheth in the name 
of R. Elazar: He saw Chur, who was killed by the people. And 
he thought: “ If I do not listen to them, they will do likewise 
with me, and will commit a sin, as written [Lam. ii. 20]: ‘ Shall 
there be slain in the sanctuary of the Lord the priest and the 
prophet ?" And they will have no remedy. It is better for 
them that I should make the golden calf, and to that probably 
there will be a remedy by repenting.” 

There was one who used to say: It is well for him who is 
silent while being reproved; and if he is accustomed to do so, 
it prevents a hundred evil things which he might have to over¬ 
come through quarrelling. Said R. Samuel to R. Jehudah: This 
man only repeats what is already written in the above-cited 
verse [Prov. xvii. 14].* There was another who used to say: 
A thief is not killed for stealing two or three times do not 
wonder if the punishment does not occur at once, as finally 
it will come). And Samuel said to R. Jehudah: This is 
also repeating the verse [Amos, ii. 5]: “Thus hath said the 


* It is inferred from the term in Hebrew, “ Reshit Madun,” which is not 
translatable into English. 
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Lord, For three transgressions of Israel, and for four, will I not 
turn away their punishment.” 

There was another who used to say: Into seven pits does the 
man of peace fall and come out, and the wicked does not come 
out from the first into which he falls. And to this also said 
Samuel to R. Jehudah: It is a repetition of the verse, Prov. 
xxiv. 16 : “ For though the righteous were to fall seven times, 
he will rise up again ”; and should the wicked fall in one,* he 
will not rise again. 

There was another who used to say: If the court levied on 
one’s mantle for a bet to his neighbor, he might chant a song 
and go on his way. And to this the same said to the same: 
This also is to be understood from [Ex. xviii. 23]: ” The whole 
of this people will come to its place in peace.” 

There was another who used to say: She slumbers, and the 
basket which was placed on her head fell down. And also to 
this said Samuel: The same is understood of [Eccl. x. 18]: 
” Through slothful hands the rafters will sink,” etc. And there 
was another who used to say: The man on whom I relied raises 
his fist against me. To which Samuel referred [Ps. xli. 10]: 
” Yea, even the man that should have sought my welfare, in 
whom I trusted, who eateth my bread, hath lifted up his heel 
against me.” 

There was one more who used to say: When love was strong, 
we—I and my wife—could place ourselves on the flat of a sword. 
Now, when love is gone, a bed of sixty ells is not sufficient for 
us. To which R. Huna said: We can see this from the Scrip¬ 
tures in [Ex. xxv. 22]: ” I will speak with thee from above the 
cover.” And a Boraitha states that the ark measured nine 
spans, and the cover one; hence, altogether, it measured ten. 
Also in [I Kings vi. 2]: “ . . . house which was built . . . 

sixty cubits in length.” And finally we read [Is. lxvi. 1]: 
“ . . . where is there a house that ye can build unto me ?” 
{I.e, y when the Tabernacle was built, ten spans sufficed, and 
at the exile no house in the world could be found in which the 
Shekinah would rest.) 

R. Samuel b. Na’hmani in the name of Jonathan said: A 
judge who judges truth to his fellow-men makes the Shekinah 
to rest in Israel; as the above-cited Psalm lxxxii. 1 reads: ” God 

* The end of the verse, “ but the wicked shall stumble into misfortune,” is not 
found in the Scriptures. This is one of several places which shows that at that time 
in the Bible was another text. 
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standeth in the congregation of God; in the midst of judges 
doth he judge/’ And those who do the contrary influence the 
Shekinah to leave, as it is written [ibid. xii. 6]: “ Because of 
the oppression of the poor, because of the sighing of the needy, 
now will I arise, saith the Lord.” 

The same said again in the name of the same authority: A 
judge who takes away from one and gives to another, against 
the law, the Holy One, blessed be He, (in revenge) will take 
souls from his house. Thus it is read [Prov. xxii. 22, 23]: 
“ Rob not the poor because he is poor, neither crush the afflicted 
in the gate; for the Lord will plead their cause, and despoil the 
life of those that despoil them.” 

And he said again, in the name of the same authority: A 
judge should always consider as if a sword lay between his shoul¬ 
ders and Gehenna was open under him. As it is written [Solo¬ 
mon’s Song, iii. 7, 8]: “ Behold, it is the bed which is Solo¬ 
mon’s; sixty valiant men are round about it, of the valiant ones 
of Israel. All of them are girded with the sword, are expert in 
war; every one hath his sword upon his thigh, because of the 
terror in the night—which means the terror of Gehenna, which 
is equal to the night. 

R. Jashyha, according to others R. Na’hman b. Itz’hak, 
lectured: It is written [Jer. xxi. 12]: “ O house of David, thus 
hath said the Lord: Exercise justice on (every) morning, and 
deliver him that is robbed out of the hand of the oppressor.” 
Do, then, people judge only in the morning, and not during the 
entire day ? It means, if the thing which you decide is clear to 
you as the morning, then do so; but if not, do not. R. Hyya 
b. Abba in the name of R. Jonathan, however, said: This is in¬ 
ferred from [Prov. vii. 4]: “Say unto wisdom, Thou art my 
sister,which means, if the thing is as certain to you as that it 
is prohibited for you to marry your sister, then you may say it, 
but not otherwise. 

R. Jehoshua b. Levi said: If there are ten judges discussing 
about one case, the collar lies upon the neck of all of them. 
But is that not self-evident ? It means even a disciple who is 
sitting before his master (although the result does not depend 
upon him). 

R. Huna used to gather ten disciples of the college when a 
case came before him, saying: In case of error, let them also 
have sawings of the beam. And R. Ashi, when it happened 
that there was the carcass of a slaughtered animal to examine if 
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it was legal, used to gather all the slaughterers of the city, for 
the above-said purpose. 

When R. Dimi came from Palestine, he said: R. Na’hman 
b. Kohen lectured: It is written [ibid. xxix. 4]: “A king will 
through the exercise of justice establish (the welfare of) a land; 
but one that loveth gifts overthroweth it”; meaning, if the 
judge is like unto a king, who needs not the favor of any one, 
he is establishing the land; but if like unto a priest who goes 
around the barns asking for heave-offering, he overthroweth it. 
The house of the Prince had appointed a judge who was igno¬ 
rant, and it was said to Jehudah b. Na’hman, the interpreter of 
Resh Lakish: Go and be his interpreter. He bent himself to 
hear what was said for interpretation; but the judge said noth¬ 
ing. Jehudah then exclaimed: Woe unto him that saith to the 
wood, “Awake!” “Rouse up!” to the dumb stone. Shall 
this teach ? Behold, it is overlaid with gold and silver, and no 
breath whatever is in its bosom [Hab. ii. 19]. And the Holy 
One, blessed be He, will punish his appointer, as the following 
verse reads: “ But the Lord is in his holy temple: be silent 
before him, all the earth.” 

Resh Lakish said: If one appoints a judge who is not fit to 
be such, he is considered as if he were to plant a grove in Israel. 
As it is written [Deut. xvi. 18]: “ Judges and officers shalt thou 
appoint unto thyself”; and ibid. 21 it reads: “ Thou shalt not 
plant unto thyself a grove—any tree.” R. Ashi added: And if 
this were done in places where scholars are to be found, it is 
considered as if one should do it at the altar, as the cited verse 
continues: “ near the altar of the Lord thy God.” 

It is written [Ex. xx. 23]: “ Gods of silver and gods of 
gold,” etc. Is it only prohibited from gods of silver, and of 
wood we may? Said R. Ashi: This means the judge who is 
appointed by means of silver and gold. Rabh, when he went 
to sit on the bench, used to say: By my own will I go to be 
slain (i.e.y if I make an error I shall be punished for it), without 
attending the needs of my house; and I enter, clear the court, 
and I pray that the departing should be like the entering (as he 
came without sin, so should he depart). And when he saw the 
crowd run after him, he used to say: “ Though his exaltation 
should mount up to the heavens, and his head should reach unto 
the clouds, yet when he but turneth round will he vanish for 
ever” [Job, xx. 6, 7] (to quiet his excitement). 

Mar Zutra the Pious, when he was carried on the shoulders 
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of his followers on the Sabbaths before the festivals (each Sab¬ 
bath before the three festivals they used to preach festival laws), 
he used to say [Prov. xxvii. 24]: “ For property endureth not 
forever, nor doth the crown remain for all generations.” 

Bar Kapara lectured: Whence do we deduce what the rabbis 
said: Be deliberate concerning judgment ? From [Ex. xx. 23]: 
“ Neither shalt thou go up by steps upon my altar”; and the 
next verse is : ” These are the laws of justice.” 

R. Eliezer said: Whence do we know that the judge should 
not step upon the heads of the whole people (the hearers of the 
lectures used to sit on the floor during the lectures, and one 
who passed among them appeared as if he were stepping on 
their heads)? From the same cited verse. It treats: Thou 
shalt set before them the laws of justice; it ought to be: Thou 
shalt teach them ? Said R. Jeremiah, and according to others 
R. Hyya b. Abba: It means the preparation of things belong¬ 
ing to judgment: the cane, the strap, the cornet, and the san¬ 
dal. As R. Huna, when he used to go on the bench, used to 
say: Bring here all the things above mentioned. 

It is written [Deut. i. 16]: ” And I commanded your judges 
at that time.” This was a warning to the judges that they 
should be careful with the cane and straps, which were in their 
hands to punish them who rebelled. Farther on it is written: 
” Hear the causes between your brethren and judge right¬ 
eously.” Said R. Hanina: This is a warning to the court that 
it shall not listen to the claims of one party in the absence of 
the other (in civil cases); and the same warning is to one of the 
parties—he shall not explain his claim in the absence of his 
opponent. *’ You shall judge righteously ” means, you shall de¬ 
liberate the case carefully, and make it just in your mind, and 
only thereafter you may give your decision. 

It is written: ” Between a man and his brother, and his 
stranger.” Said R. Jehudah: It means, even between a house 
and its attic. (/>., if it were an inheritance, the judge must not 
say: You both need dwellings—what is the difference, if one 
take the house and one the attic ? But he must appraise the 
value of each and then give his decision. ” And his stranger” 
means, if you hire your house to a stranger for a dwelling, it 
cannot be said: What is the difference, if I give him an oven or 
a stove ? But you must give him according to the conditions. 
So R. Jehudah. Farther on it reads: “ Ye shall not recognize 
(respect) persons in judgment.” According to R. Jehudah, it 
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means: You shall not recognize him if he is your friend; and 
according to R. Elazar, it means: You shall not recognize him 
as strange to you, if he is your enemy. 

The host of Rabh had to try a case before Rabh, and when 
he entered he said to Rabh: Do you remember that you are my 
guest? And he answered: Yea, but why? And he said: I 
have a case to try. Rejoined Rabh : I am unfit to be a judge 
for your case (because you reminded me that you favored me 
some time ago). And he appointed R. Kahana to judge the 
case. R. Kahana, however, had seen that he relied too much 
upon Rabh, so that he would not listen to him. He then said 
to him: If you listen to my decision, well and good; and if not, 
I will put Rabh out of your mind ( i.e. } I will put you under the 
ban). It reads farther on : 44 The small as well as the great shall 
ye hear.” Said Resh Lakish: It means, you shall treat a 
case of one peruta with the same care and mind as you would 
treat a case involving a hundred manas. To what purpose was 
this said ? Is this not self-evident ? It means, if two cases 
come before you, one of a peruta and one of one hundred manas, 
you shall not say: It is a small case, and I will see to it after. 

44 Ye shall not be afraid of any man; for the judgment be- 
longeth to God.” Said R. Hama b. R. Hanina: The Holy 
One, blessed be He, said: 44 It is the least for the wicked to 
take away money from one and give it to another illegally”; 
but they are troubling me that I shall return the money to its 
owner. 44 And I commanded you at that time.” Above it 
reads: 44 I commanded your judges.” Said R. Elazar in the 
name of R. Simlai: This was a warning for the congregation, 
that they should respect their judges; incidentally, also, a warn¬ 
ing to the judges that they should bear with the congregation. 
To what extent ? Said R. Hana, according to others R. Sab- 
bathi: Even [Num. xi. 12] 44 as a nursing father beareth the 
sucking child.” 

It treats [Deut. xxxi. 23]: 44 Thou must bring this people,” 
etc. And in verse 7 it is written: 44 Thou must go with.” Said 
R. Johanan: Moses said to Joshua: You and the elders shall 
rule over them; but the Holy One, blessed be He, said: 44 Thou 
shalt bring them (i.e., thou alone), because there must be one 
ruler to a generation, and not two or many. 

There is a Boraitha: A summons must be by the consent of 
three judges. And this is in accordance with Rabha, who said: 
If the messenger of the court had summoned one in the 
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name of one of the three judges who are in the court, the sum¬ 
mons is nothing unless he state it is in the name of all the three 
judges, provided it was not a court day; but on a court day he 
has to mention nothing. 

“ Double amount" R. Na’hman b. R. Hisda sent a mes¬ 
sage to R. Na’hman b. Jacob: Let the master teach us. In 
cases of fine, how many persons are needed ? [What was the 
question—does not the Mishna state three ? The question was, 
whether one judge, who is an expert, may do this, or not ?] 
And the answer was: This is stated in our Mishna, in the double 
amount, and four and five fold—three. And it cannot be said 
it means three common men; for your grandfather said in the 
name of Rabh: Even ten commoners are illegal to decide cases 
of fine. Hence the Mishna means judges, of whom, neverthe¬ 
less, three are needed. 

44 It may bring capital punishment." And what is it (mean¬ 
while his claim is money—why should three not be sufficient) ? 
Said Ula: The point of their differing is, if an evil tongue is to 
be feared (i.e., while he comes to the court complaining about 
his wife, witnesses may come and testify that she had indeed 
sinned; and then it is a crime of capital punishment). Accord¬ 
ing to R. Meir, the fear of such is not to be taken into consid¬ 
eration ; and according to the rabbis, it is. Rabha, however, 
maintains: The fear of an evil tongue is not taken into consid¬ 
eration by all of the parties; but the point of their difference is, 
if the honor of the first should be respected or not. And it 
treats that twenty-three were gathered for that case, and the 
husband claimed that he would bring witnesses that his wife 
had sinned. But thereafter he could not bring witnesses, and 
the case remained as a claim for money only, and then the 
twenty departed. And he asked them to decide at least his 
civil claim. According to R. Meir, this case, as a money mat¬ 
ter, might be tried by three; but according to the rabbis, we 
must respect the honor of the judges gathered, and therefore 
even in the latter case all the twenty-three have to take part. 

An objection was raised from a Boraitha which states: The 
sages said: If the claim was money, then three suffice; but if 
a crime which could bring capital punishment, then twenty- 
three are needed. And this is correct only according to Rabha’s 
statement, viz.: If the beginning of the claim was money, then 
three; and if the beginning was crime, then twenty-three. But 
according to Ula’s it is contradictory. 
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Said Rabha: I and the lion of our society, who is R. Hyya 
b. Abbim, have thus explained this: The Mishna treats of a case 
in which the husband brought witnesses that his wife had sinned, 
and his father-in-law brought witnesses who proved the first col¬ 
lusive. And his claim against the husband was money; and 
therefore three sufficed. But in a case where crime is charged, 
twenty-three are necessary. 

Abayi, however, maintains: All agree that an evil tongue is 
to be feared; and they also agree that the honor of the first 
must be respected. The Mishna, however, speaks of a case in 
which the warning was as to capital punishment, but not ston¬ 
ing. (/>., as will be explained in the proper place, one should 
not be put to death for a crime of which he was not warned that 
the punishment for it was death; and according to some, the 
warning must be: The punishment for such a crime is such and 
such a death. And as the punishment of adultery is stoning, 
and she was warned only of death in general, according to him 
who holds that the warning must state the kind of death, in this 
case no capital punishment can occur.) And this is in accord¬ 
ance with R. Jehudah, who said elsewhere: One is not put to 
death unless he was informed in the warning what kind of death 
he should die. 

R. Papa maintains: It speaks of a scholarly woman who was 
aware of what kind of punishment pertained to such a thing; and 
the point of their differing is, if to a scholar warning is needed. 
And R. Ashi maintains: The warning was as to stripes, instead 
of capital punishment; and the point of their differing is, if 
a trial involving stripes needs twenty-three, in accordance with 
the opinion of R. Ishmael, or not.* And Rabhina maintains : It 
speaks of when one of the witnesses was found a relative, or in¬ 
competent to be a witness; and the point of their difference is, 
if the testimony of the other witnesses should be ignored because 
of the incompetent one, or not (explained at length in Tract 
Maccoth). And if you wish, it can be said that it speaks of 
when one was warned by some others, but not by the witnesses; 
and there are some of the Tanaim who hold that the warning 
holds good only when it was made by the witnesses. And it 
might also be said that the witnesses contradicted one another, 
at the cross-examination, concerning certain unimportant things 
( e.g. y how he and she were dressed when the crime was com- 


* All this will be explained in the proper place in succeeding volumes. 
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mitted); but they did not contradict each other concerning the 
important thing {e.g. , the date and hour). And there is a differ¬ 
ence between Tanaim whether such a contradiction is to be 
taken into consideration, or not ? 

R. Joseph said: If the husband brought witnesses that she 
had sinned, and the father brought witnesses who proved them 
collusive, the witnesses of the husband are put to death, but do 
not pay the prescribed fine. If, however, the husband brought 
a third party of witnesses, who proved collusive the second 
party, they are to be punished both with death and with pay¬ 
ment of fine to the husband. 

Rabha said: If witnesses testify that A had sinned with a 
betrothed woman, and thereafter they be found collusive, they 
are put to death, but do not pay the fine; if, however, they 
testified that A had sinned with the daughter of B, who was 
betrothed, they pay the fine also. And the same is the case if 
they testify that one had connection with an ox, and they were 
found collusive; if, however, they testify with the ox of so and 
so, they have to pay the fine to the owner of the ox also. But 
to what purpose did he state the other case—is it not the same 
as the first ? Because he himself was in doubt concerning the 
following case: If one testified that so and so had connection 
with my ox, should he be trusted or not ? Shall we say that 
only a testimony which incriminates one’s self is not to be 
trusted—because one is kin to himself and cannot make himself 
wicked, but in a case where one’s property is involved, we do 
not say that he is kin to his money, and therefore he should not 
be trusted. After deliberating, however, he decided that the 
testifying concerning his ox should be trusted, as the latter case 
is not taken into consideration. 

“ The cases of stripes," etc. Whence is this deduced ? Said 
R. Huna: It is written [Deut. xxv. i]: “And they judge 
them,’’ which is plural, and no less than two; and as a court 
must not be of an even number, one is to be added—hence it is 
three. In the same verse it reads: “And they justify . . 

and they condemn,” which is also plural, and no less than two 
—hence two and two are four, and with the three mentioned 
above it is seven ? 

The latter terms are needed for that which Ula said: Where 
is to be found a hint in the Scriptures concerning collusive wit¬ 
nesses ? [A hint—does it not read (ibid. xix. 19): “ Then shall 
ye do unto him as he had purposed to do unto his brother” ? 
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Where is the hint that collusive witnesses are to be punished 
with stripes?] From the above-cited terms, 44 and they shall 
justify . . . condemn the wicked: Then shall it be, if the 

guilty man deserve to be beaten,” etc., which is not to be 
understood as meaning the court only, as the words, 44 they shall 
justify the righteous,” would be superfluous in that case. And 
therefore it is to be explained thus: If there were witnesses who 
had made the righteous guilty, and thereafter other witnesses 
came and justified the righteous who were indeed right, and 
made guilty the witnesses who accused them ; then, if the former 
were to be punished with stripes, if found guilty, the same pun¬ 
ishment is to be meted to the guilty witnesses. 

But is there not a negative commandment in Ex. xx. 16: 
44 Thou shalt not bear false witness”? This negative com¬ 
mandment is counted among those who do no manual labor; 
and for the transgression of such, punishment of stripes is not 
applied. 

4 4 In the name of Ishmael it was said, etc. What is his rea¬ 
son ? Said Abayi: The analogy of expression, Rosha (guilty). 
It reads [Deut. xxv. 2]: 44 Guilty man,” and [Num. xxxv. 31]: 
44 Who is guilty of death.” As in case of death, twenty-three 
are needed, the same is the case with stripes. Rabha, however, 
maintains: His reason is simple, as stripes take the place of 
that. Said R. Aha, the son of Rabha, to R. Ashi: If so is the 
case, why must he be examined by the court to see if he can 
stand the forty stripes ? Let him be beaten without any exam¬ 
ination; and if he cannot stand them, let him die. And he an¬ 
swered : It reads [Deut. xxv. 3]: 44 And thy brother be rendered 
vile before thy eyes.” Hence if you beat, you must beat one 
who is still alive, but not a dead body. If so (said R. Aha 
again), why does a Boraitha state that if the examination shows 
that he can stand only twenty, he is beaten with that number, 
which can be made a multiple of three, say eighteen only ? Let 
him receive twenty-one; and if he cannot receive the last stripe 
let him die, as the last stripe was on a body which was still alive 
(i.e., thrice seven are twenty-one, and as he would not die by 
twenty according to the examination, the twenty-one would 
still be on a live body). Rejoined R. Ashi: The verse reads: 
44 Thy brother thus rendered vile before thy eyes,” which means 
that after the stripes he shall still be thy brother, which would 
not be the case if he died while being beaten. 

44 To the intercalary month," etc. It does not state for the 
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consideration of the intercalary, nor does it state for the con¬ 
secration of the month; but for the intercalary itself, why are 
three needed ? Let it be not consecrated at the thirtieth day, 
and it will become intercalary by itself (i.e., if the thirty-first 
day be consecrated as the first of the next month, the past 
month will be intercalary with one day). Said Abayi: Read: 
For the consecration of the month. And so also we have learned 
in aTosephtha: For the consecration of the month and the 
proclamation of a leap year, three. So is the decree of R. Meir. 
Said Rabha: You say: Read “ for the consecration ”; but it is 
stated “ the intercalary.” Therefore, he maintains, the con¬ 
secration in the additional day (e.g ., the thirtieth) must be by 
three; but after the day is over, no consecration is needed. 
And it is in accordance with R. Elazar b. Zadok, who said 
(Rosh Hashana, p. i): If the moon was not seen at the usual 
time, no consecration is needed, as it was already consecrated 
by heaven. R. Na’hman says: The consecration after the thir¬ 
tieth day must be by three; but at the thirtieth no consecration 
takes place at all. 

And it is in accordance with Plimi, who says in the follow¬ 
ing Boraitha: When the moon is seen at her usual time, no 
consecration is needed; but if not at the usual time, then it 
must be consecrated. R. Ashi, however, maintains: It is to be 
understood, the consideration if the month should be inter¬ 
calary, and the expression 44 to intercalary” means the consider¬ 
ation of it. And because it needs to teach to proclaim a leap 
year, it says also intercalary. Hence only to the consideration, 
but not to the consecration, which is in accordance with R. 
Eliezer, who said: A month must not be consecrated at any 
time, as it is written [Lev. xxv. io]: 44 Ye shall hallow the 
fiftieth year,” from which we infer that a year may be con¬ 
secrated, but not months. 

44 Rabban Simeon Gamaliel ,” etc. There is a Boraitha: How 
was it said by R. Simeon b. Gamaliel that it began with three, 
was discussed by five, and concluded by seven ? Thus: If one 
of the three says it must be considered, and the other two say it 
is not needed, then the individual's opinion is abandoned. If, 
however, vice versa , two more must be added to discuss the 
matter; and then, if two say it needs, and three say no, the 
majority is considered. And if vice versa , then two more must 
be added, and the decision is according to the majority. 

The numbers three, five, and seven, to what have they a 
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similarity ? R. Itz’hak b. Na’hmani and one of his colleagues, 
who was R. Simeon b. Pazi, and according to others just the 
reverse, differ. One said that the three were taken from the 
three verses specifying the blessings of the priests (Num. vi. 24, 
25,26). And the other said: Three from the "three door¬ 
keepers” mentioned in II Kings, xxv. 18; and five, from [ibid. 
19]: " The five men of those that could come into the king's 
presence”; and the seven from "the seven princes of Persia 
and Media” [Esther, i. 14]. 

R. Joseph taught the same as the latter, and Abayi ques¬ 
tioned him: Why did not the master explain this to us before 
now ? To which he answered : I was not aware that you needed 
the explanation. Has it happened that you questioned me, and 
I would not answer ? 

The rabbis taught: A year must not be intercalated with one 
month, except by them who are invited for it by the Nashi. It 
happened with Rabban Gamaliel, who commanded that seven 
persons should be invited for the morrow in his attic, for the 
purpose of the intercalation of the year, that on the morrow, 
when he came, he found eight persons, and said: He who was 
not invited shall leave. Samuel the Little then arose and said: 
I am the one who was not invited. I came here, not to take 
part in the intercalation, but to get experience in the practice 
of this ceremony. To which the former answered: Sit down, 
my son; sit down. All the years which have to be intercalated 
might be done by you. But so was the decision of the sages, 
that such must be done only by the persons who were invited. 
(Says the Gemara:) In reality, it was not Samuel the Little, but 
some other, and he did so only not to bring shame upon his col¬ 
league. It happened that as Rabbi was lecturing he perceived 
the odor of garlic, and he said: He who has eaten garlic shall 
leave. R. Hyya then rose and left the place; and every one, 
seeing R. Hyya go out, did the same. On the morrow R. Sim¬ 
eon, the son of Rabbi, met R. Hyya, and questioned him: Was 
it you who disturbed my father yesterday ? And he answered: 
Save God ! Such a thing would not be done in Israel by myself. 
And from whom did R. Hyya learn this ? From R. Meir, as is 
stated in the following Boraitha: It happened with a woman 
who came to the college of R. Meir, saying: One of you has be¬ 
trothed me, but I do not know who it was. Then R. Meir arose 
and wrote her a divorce, and handed it to her; and after him, 
all the people in the college did likewise. And from whom did 
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R. Meir learn this ? From Samuel the Little; and Samuel the 
Little from Shechanyah b. Yechiel, who said to Ezra [Ezra, 
x. 2]: “We have indeed trespassed against our God, and have 
brought home strange wives of the nations of the land; yet now 
there is hope in Israel concerning this thing.” And he, Shecha¬ 
nyah, learned this from Jehoshua b. Nun, of whom it is said 
[Josh. vii. 10]: ” Get thee up; wherefore liest thou upon thy 
face ? Israel hath sinned,” etc. 

The rabbis taught: Since the death of the last prophets, 
Haggai, Zechariah, and Malachi, the Holy Spirit has left Israel; 
nevertheless they were still used to a heavenly voice. It hap¬ 
pened once that they had a meeting in the attic of the house of 
Guriah, in the city of Jericho, and a heavenly voice was heard: 
Among these people there is one who is worthy that the Sheki- 
nah should rest upon him; but his generation is not fit. And 
the sages turned their eyes on Hillel the Elder. And when he 
departed, they lamented him. “ Woe, pious! Woe, modesty! 
O thou disciple of Ezra.” The same happened again when they 
had a meeting in an attic in the city of Yamnia, and the heavenly 
voice said : Among these people is one worthy that the Shekinah 
should rest upon him, but his generation is not fit. And th-e 
rabbis turned their eyes on Samuel the Little. When he de¬ 
parted, he also was lamented: ” Woe, pious! Woe, modesty! 
O thou disciple of Hillel! ” 

The rabbis taught: A year must not be intercalated without 
the Prince’s consent. It happened once that Rabban Gamaliel 
went to one ruler in Syria, and remained there longer than was 
expected; and the sages had intercalated the year on the con¬ 
dition that Rabban Gamaliel should agree; and then, when he 
came, he said, ” I agree,” and the year was intercalated without 
any other ceremony. 

The rabbis taught: A leap year should not be made unless 
necessary, because of the spoiled roads, bridges requiring to be 
repaired, and because of the ovens where the paschal lambs 
were to be roasted, and they were not yet dry; and for them 
who reside in exile, and had left their places for Jerusalem to 
offer the paschal lamb, but could not reach in such a short time; 
but not if there was still snow or cold, and also not for them 
who resided in exile and had not as yet left their places for 
Jerusalem. 

The rabbis taught: A leap year should not be made because 
of the kids, lambs, and pigeons which are too young. But this 
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may be taken as a support. How so ? Said R. Janai in the 
name of R. Simeon b. Gamaliel: We inform you that the 
pigeons are still soft, and the lambs still thin, and the time of 
spring has not yet arrived; and it has pleased me to add to this 
year thirty days. An objection was raised from the following 
Boraitha: How much is to be added to a leap year? Thirty 
days. R. Simeon b. Gamaliel said: One month of twenty-nine 
days. Said R. Papa: If they wish, they can make it with thirty 
days; and if they wish, with one month of twenty-nine days. 
Come and see the difference between the old, mighty generation 
and that of the new, modest one. There is a Boraitha: It hap¬ 
pened with Rabban Gamaliel, who used to sit on a step in the 
court of the Temple, that Johanan his scribe was standing before 
him, and three pieces of parchment were lying before him. And 
he told him: Take one parchment, and write to our brethren in 
Upper Galilee and to our brethren in Lower Galilee: May your 
peace be increased ! We inform you that the time has come to 
separate tithe of the mounds of olives. And take another piece 
of parchment, and write to our Southern brethren: May your 
peace be increased! We inform you that the time has come to 
separate tithe of the garden sheaves. And take the third one, 
and write to our brethren in exile in Babylon, and to our breth¬ 
ren in Media, and to all other Israelites who are scattered in 
exile: May your peace be increased everlastingly! We inform 
you that the pigeons are soft, and lambs thin, and the time of 
spring has not yet come, and it pleases me and my colleagues to 
add to this year thirty days. (Hence Gamaliel wrote: “ pleased 
me and my colleagues"; and Simeon his son did not mention 
his colleagues.) (Says the Gemara:) Perhaps this happened 
after R. Gamaliel was discharged and reappointed, as then he 
became more modest. 

The rabbis taught: For the following three things a leap 
year is made: because of the late arrival of spring; of the un¬ 
ripeness of tree-products; and for the late arrival of Thkhupha 
(the equinox).* When two of the three things occur, the year 
is made intercalary; but not if one of them. And when one of 
the reasons is spring, all rejoiced. And R. Simeon b. Gamaliel 
said : When Thkhupha (the equinox) was the reason. And the 
schoolmen questioned: How is he to be understood ? Does he 
mean that they rejoiced when the Thkhupha (the equinox) was 


* See Rosh Ilashana, p. 12, second edition. 
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one of the reasons, or does he mean to say that if it was the 
reason it suffices to make the year intercalate even without other 
reasons ? The question remains undecided. 

The rabbis taught: For the following three lands the leap 
year was made : Judea, Galilee, and the other side of the Jordan. 
For two of them, but not for one. If it happened that Judea 
was one of them, all rejoiced, because the offer of the omer (as 
the first of the harvest) was brought only from the land of Judea. 

The rabbis taught: The year is to be made intercalary only 
in the land of Judea; but if it was made already in Galilee, their 
act is valid. However, Hananiah, the man of Anni, has testi¬ 
fied that if the leap year was made in Galilee it was not consid¬ 
ered. And R. Jehudah b. R. Simeon b. Pazi said: The reason 
of Hananiah is [Deut. xii. 5]: " Even unto his habitation shall 
ye refrain," which means, all your repairing should be only in 
the habitation of the Omnipotent. 

The rabbis taught: A leap year is to be made only during 
the day-time, and if it was done in the night it is not intercalate. 
And the same is the case with the consecration of the month; it 
holds good in the day-time, and not in the night. 

The rabbis taught: A leap year must not be made in the 
years of famine. And there is a Boraitha: R. Meir used to say: 
It is written [II Kings, iv. 42]: " And there came a man from 
Ba’al-shalishah, and brought unto the man of God bread of the 
firstfruits, twenty loaves of barley-bread," etc. And we know 
by tradition that the city of Ba’al-shalishah was the most fruit¬ 
ful city in the whole land of Israel, in which the fruit became 
ripe previous to all other cities; and nevertheless at that time 
it was not ripe, but only one kind of grain; and not wheat, but 
barley, as so it reads. And lest one say it was before the time 
the om'er was to be brought, therefore it is written at the end of 
this verse: "Give it unto the people, that they may eat." 
Hence, under such circumstances, that year ought to have been 
intercalary. And why was it not made so by Elisha ? Because 
it was a year of famine, and every one went to the barns in 
order to get something to eat, and therefore it was not inter¬ 
calated. 

The rabbis taught: The year must not be intercalary before 
Rosh Hashana (i.e., no meeting must be appointed to discuss 
upon the necessity of an additional month in the next year). 
Even if it were so done, it is not to be taken into consideration. 
However, if circumstances compelled them to do so, they may 
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do it immediately after Rosh Hashana; but the additional 
month must be no other one than Adar. Is that so ? Was not 
a message sent to Rabha: A couple came from the city of 
Lecarte, and caught an eagle, and in their hands were found 
things which were made in the city of Luz (e.g ., Thkhalth, for 
Tshitzith). And by the kindness of the Merciful One, and be¬ 
cause of their unripeness, they were redeemed, and left in peace. 
And the descendants of Na’hshun desired to establish one nazib 
(ruler) more, but the Aramaic had prevented them. However, the 
prominent men of the cities held a meeting, and added one ruler 
(nazib) in that month in which Aaron (the high-priest) died. 
(Hence we see that a meeting about a leap year was appointed 
in the month of Ab, as Aaron died in that month ?)* 

The discussion, and even the establishment, may be done 
even before Rosh Hashana; but it must be kept secret until the 
day of New Year is past. But whence do we know that with 
the above-mentioned word “ nazib ” they meant “ a month ” ? 
From [I Kings, iv. 7]: “ And Solomon had twelve superintend¬ 
ents (nazibun) ... for the king’s household, one month in 
the year ” ; but ibid. 19 reads: “ Besides the one superintendent 
(nazib) who was in the land ? ” 

R. Jehudah and R. Na’hman—one said: One manager over 
all the superintendents. And the other maintains that this 
nazib was for the intercalary month. 

The rabbis taught: A leap year must not be made in one 
year, for the next; and also three successive years must not be 
intercalary. R. Simeon, however, said: It happened with R. 
Aqiba, that he established three leap years, one after the other, 
while he was in prison. And he was answered: This is no evi¬ 
dence, as the court had established each leap year in its proper 
time. 

The rabbis taught: A leap year must not be appointed, 
neither in the Sabbatic year nor in the following year. But 
when were they used to be established ? On the eve of the Sab¬ 
batic year. The house of Rabban Gamaliel, however, used to 
appoint it for the year following the Sabbatic. 

The rabbis taught: No appointment of a leap year must be 
because of defilement. R. Jehudah, however, maintains it may, 


* This riddle was sent at the time when it was prohibited by the Roman govern¬ 
ment to establish a leap year, and even to discuss about it. Therefore the message 
was sent as a riddle so as to be unintelligible to those not concerned. 
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and adds: It happened with King Hezekiah, who had estab¬ 
lished such because of defilement, and thereafter he prayed for 
forgiveness. As it is written [II Chron. xxx. 18]: “ For a large 
portion of the people, even many out of Ephraim and Manas- 
seh, Issachar, and Zebulun had not cleansed themselves, but ate 
the Passover not as it is written. However, Hezekiah prayed 
for them, saying: “ The Lord, who is good, will grant pardon 
for this." 

R. Simeon said: If they had established it because of defile¬ 
ment, it is intercalary; and Hezekiah prayed for forgiveness 
because the law dictates that only the month of Adar shall be 
intercalary. He, however, intercalated the month Nissin. R. 
Simeon b. Jehudah, however, said in the name of R. Simeon: 
He prayed for forgiveness because he seduced Israel to establish 
a second passover. 

The master said : He intercalated the month of Nissin. Did 
he not hold the tradition [Ex. xii. 2]: "This month shall be 
unto you the chief of months," which means Nissin; and it is 
written, this is Nissin, but no other month shall be named 
Nissin ? He erred in that which is said in the name of Samuel: 
In the thirtieth day of Adar no intercalary month must be 
appointed, because this day was fit that it should be the first 
of Nissin. And he, Hezekiah, did not hold this theory. There 
is also a Boraitha which states: In the thirtieth day of Adar no 
month must be intercalated because it is fit to be the first of 
Nissin. 

But how is it if, notwithstanding this, it was established on 
that day ? Said Ula: Then the month must not be consecrated 
on that day. But how is it if it was consecrated also ? Accord¬ 
ing to Rabha, the consecration abolishes the intercalary; and 
according to R. Na’hman, both hold good—the intercalary and 
the consecration. Said Rabha to R. Na'hman: Let us see! 
From Purim to Passover are thirty days; and on Purim we 
begin to lecture about the law of Passover. Now, if they should 
appoint another Adar on the thirtieth day after the lectures of 
Passover were already heard, people would not believe then that 
another month was appointed, and so they would use leavened 
bread on Passover. And he answered: Why, they would be¬ 
lieve, as they know the establishment of a leap year depends on 
counting; and they would say that it was not as yet clear to the 
rabbis—the reckoning of this year—until the thirtieth day of 
Adar arrived. 
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R. Jehudah in the name of Samuel said: A leap year must 
not be established unless the Thkhupha was less with a greater 
part of the month, which are sixteen days. So is the decree 
of R. Jehudah. R. Jose, however, said: Twenty-one days. 
And both took their reference from [Ex. xxxiv. 22]: And the 
feast of ingathering at the closing (Thkhuphat — equinox) of the 
year. One holds that the whole feast should be in the new 
Thkhuphat; and the other holds that it is sufficient if a few 
days of the feast should occur in the new Thkhuphat. How 
is this to be understood ? If they hold that the day in which 
the Thkhupha occurs is counted to the past Thkhuphat, why, 
then, is it necessary for R. Jehudah that the Thkhuphat shall 
be less with sixteen, and to R. Jose with twenty-one days ? 
Even if it would be less with fifteen days, according to R. 
Jehudah, and twenty days, according to R. Jose, the whole 
festival will not be on the new Thkhuphat according to R. 
Jehudah, as the fifteenth day of Nissin, which is the first day 
of the feast, and in which the Thkhuphat occurs, is counted to 
the past Thkhuphat; and also according to R. Jose, if the 
Thkhuphat occurs on the twenty-first day, which is counted 
to the past, not one of the festival days would occur on the new 
Thkhuphat, as the festival begins on the fifteenth, and the 
seventh ends with the twenty-first. Therefore it must be said, 
of the day in which the Thkhuphat occurs, both R. Jehudah 
and R. Jose count it as the beginning of the new Thkhuphat.* 

“ Laying the hand of the elders upon sacrifices ." The rabbis 
taught: It is written [Lev. iv. 15]: “And the elders of the 
congregation shall lay their hands," etc. (The expression in 
Hebrew is, “ Vsomkhu Ziqnye Hoedha "—literally, “ and they 
shall lay," “ the elders," “ of the congregation.") From the 
expression Hoedha, which means the congregation, instead of 
elders of the congregation, it is deduced that it means the 
prominent of the congregation, and from the plurality of 
Vsomkhu (“ and they shall lay," which means no less than two) 
and the plurality of the elders, who are also two, it is deduced 
four persons; and as the number of the court must not be even, 
one is added—hence it makes five. So is the decree of R. 
Jehudah. R. Simeon, however, maintains: There is only one 

* The detailed explanation of all this would take too much space. However, it 
will be understood by those who know the order of the Jewish calendar. Although 
in our work it is of no importance, we hope that the reader will have an idea of it 
from our text, without the detailed explanation and the discussion following, omitted. 
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plurality in the elders, who are two, and one is added for the 
purpose mentioned above, making three only. And there is a 
Boraitha: To laying the hand upon the elders, and laying the 
hands of the elders upon the sacrifices, three are needed. What 
does this mean ? Said R. Johanan: Laying the hand upon the 
elders means, to give one the degree of Rabbi: Said Abayi to 
R. Jose: Whence do we deduce this? From [Num. xxvii. 23]: 
“ And he laid his hand upon him,” etc. Then let one be suffi¬ 
cient, as Moses was only one person; and lest one say that 
Moses took the place of the Large Sanhedrin, who were seventy- 
one, then say that to confer a degree seventy-one are needed ? 
This difficulty remains. 

Said R. Aha b. Rabha to R. Ashi: Do we lay the hands 
upon the man to whom we want to give such a degree ? And 
he answered: We support him with that, that we name him 
Rabbi and give him the permission to judge about fines upon 
them who deserve it. 

Is it indeed so—that one man cannot bestow a degree ? Did 
not R. Jehudah in the name of Rab say: Behold, the memory 
of that person shall remain blessed forever—I mean, R. Jehudah 
b. Baba, as, if not ben Baba, the law of fines would be forgotten 
from Israel. It happened once that the government passed an 
evil decree upon Israel, that he who bestowed a degree should 
be put to death, and the same should be done with him who 
received the degree. The city where the degree was conferred 
should be destroyed, and even the boundaries which were used 
while giving the degree should be torn out. Jehudah b. Baba 
then went and sat between two great mountains, and between 
two large cities—between the two suburban limits of the cities 
of Usha and Sprehen—and conferred the degree of Rabbi on five 
elders v ; and they were: R. Meir, R. Jehudah, R. Simeon, R. 
Jose, and R. Elazar b. Shamuas. According to R. I via, there 
was a sixth : R. Nehomai. When the enemy got wind of it, 
Jehudah said to them: My children, run away. And to their 
question: Rabbi, what will become of you? he answered: I 
shall remain before them as a stone which cannot be moved. 
It was said that three hundred iron spears were put by the 
enemy into his body, making it as a sieve. (Hence we see that 
even one person only is authorized to give a degree ?) There 
were some other persons with him, but they were not mentioned, 
because of the honor of Jehudah b. Baba. Was indeed Meir 
elevated by Jehuda ? Did not Rabha b. Hanah say in the name 
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of Johanan that R. Aqiba gave the degree to R. Meir ? Yea, 
R. Aqiba did so, but it was not accepted; and from R. Jehudah 
b. Baba he accepted. 

R. Jehoshua b. Levi said: The custom of giving degrees 
must not be used out of Palestine. What does he mean ? Shall 
we assume that loss of fines should not be judged at all out of 
Palestine ? This is not so, as there is a Mishna: Sanhedrins are 
to be established in Palestine as well as in other places out of 
Palestine. He means that one must receive his degree in Pales¬ 
tine only. 

It is certain that a degree of Rabbi is not considered when 
the bestower is out of and the receiver is in Palestine. But how 
is it if the bestower is in Palestine and the receiver is out ? 
Come and hear: R. Johanan was troubled for R. Shaman b. 
Aba, who was not present and could not receive the degree 
R. Johanan wished to honor him with. R. Simeon b. Zerud 
and his colleague Jonathan b. Elchmai, according to others vice 
versa —one of them who was present they supported with a 
degree, and the one who was not did not receive such. 

R. Hanina and R. Hoseah were two about whom R. Johanan 
troubled himself very much, to honor them with the degrees 
they deserved, but was always prevented, whereat he was very 
sorry. Said they to him: Let master not worry, as we are 
descendants of the house of Eli. And R. Samuel b. Na’hman 
in the name of R. Jonathan said: Whence is it deduced that the 
descendants of Eli are prevented by Heaven from receiving 
degrees? From [I Sam. ii. 32]: “And there shall not be an 
elder in thy house in all times ”—which cannot be meant literally 
—“ an old man,” as it is written [ibid. 33] : “And all the increase 
of thy house shall die as (vigorous) men.” Hence it means a 
degree of an elder (scholar). 

R. Zera used to hide himself so as not to be honored with a 
degree, because of R. Elazar’s statement: Be always misty, in 
order to have a better existence. Thereafter, when he heard 
another statement of the same authority, “ One is not raised 
to a great authority unless all his sins are forgiven by Heaven,” 
then he went to receive a degree. When he was graduated as 
a rabbi, his followers sang for him thus: “ There is no dyeing, 
no polishing, no painting, and nevertheless it is handsome and 
full of grace.” When Ami and Assi were graduated as rabbis, 
likewise people sang of them thus: “Of such men—of such 
people—appoint rabbis for us, but not from the sermonisers ” ; 
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and according to others, “ not steel-hearted and impudent 
men.” 

R. Abuhu, when he came from college in the court of the 
Zaiser, the matrons of Zaiser's house used to sing for him: 
“ Great man of his people! ruler of his nation! candle of light! 
may thy coming be welcomed in peace.” 

“ Case of the heifer .” The rabbis taught [Deut. xxi. 2]: 
“ Then shall thy elders and thy judges go forth,” etc. Elders, 
two, and judges, two, are four, etc. (will be translated in Tract 
Souta, as the proper place). 

Plants of the fourth year and second tithe , ’ ’ etc. The rabbis 
taught: What is to be considered second tithe of which the 
value is not known ? Rotten fruit, sour wine, and rusty coins. 
They also taught: Such second tithe must be redeemed by the 
appraisement of three buyers who all know the price of such 
stock; but not by three laymen who do not know the exact 
price. Among the buyers may be a Gentile, and also the owner 
of the stock. And R. Jeremiah questioned: How is it if the 
three were partners ? Come and hear: One and his two wives 
may redeem the second tithe of which the value is not known. 
Hence it is allowed. This is no support, as this Boraitha may 
speak of such as were apart in business. E.g ., R. Papa and his 
wife, the daughter of Aba of Sura (who used to do business 
for herself). 

Consecrated articles ,” etc. Our Mishna is not in accord¬ 
ance with R. Eliezer b. Jacob of the following Boraitha, who 
said: Even for a small fork of the sanctuary, ten persons are 
needed to appraise the value for redeeming. Said R. Papa to 
Abayi: R. Eliezer is correct that it needs ten, as he may hold 
with the statement of Samuel, who said: Priests are ten times 
mentioned in the portion which speaks of consecrated things. 
But whence did the rabbis take three ? This difficulty remains. 

” Arakhin . . . movable property. What are they? 

R. Giddle in the name of Rabh said: If one vows, the value of 
this utensil is to be consecrated, then it must be appraised for 
its value, and he must pay. R. Hisda, however, said in the name 
of Abayi: It means, if one vows his own value, and appoints 
movable property for the collection. R. Abuhu said: If one 
vows his own value for the treasurer of the priests, when he 
came to collect, if he collects from movable property, three 
suffice to appraise it; but if from real estate, ten are needed. 
Said R. Aha of Diphthi to Rabhina: It is correct that three are 
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needed to appraise articles which are to be redeemed from the 
sanctuary; but why are three needed for bringing into the sanc¬ 
tuary ? And he answered: It is common sense. What is the 
difference between bringing in and taking out ? The reason of 
appraisement is because an error can occur by which the sanc¬ 
tuary would suffer; and this can take place in both taking out 
and bringing in. 

“ A priest etc. Said R. Papa to Abayi: It is correct that 
R. Jehudah requires that one of them should be a Cohen, as in 
that portion a Cohen is mentioned ; but what is the reason of the 
rabbis, who do not require him—and for what purpose is a Cohen 
mentioned, according to them ? This difficulty remains. 

“By ten , and one of them a priest," etc. Whence is all this 
deduced ? Said Samuel: In this portion the word Cohenim is 
mentioned ten times, and only one of them is needed for itself; 
and all the others are considered as an exclusion after an exclu¬ 
sion, as to which there is a rule that such comes to add some¬ 
thing. And therefore we add nine Israelites to one Cohen. R. 
Huna b. R. Nathan opposed, saying: Why not say: Add five 
Israelites to five Cohenim ? This difficulty also remains. 

“ The value of men,” etc. But does, then, a man become 
consecrated ? Said R. Abuhu: If one vows, the money he is 
worth (not according to age, which is prescribed biblically) must 
be appraised as if he were a slave sold on the market; and a 
slave is equal to real estate. Therefore it needs ten: R. Abim 
questioned: How is it if one vows the value of his hair, and 
it should be cut off ? Shall we say that things which ought to 
be cut off are considered as already cut, and movable, and the 
appraisement needs three only; or, so long as it is attached to 
the body, it is considered as the body itself, and ten are needed ? 
Come and hear: If one consecrated his slave, no transgression 
is committed by using him for work. R. Simeon b. Gamaliel 
said: If one uses his hair, it is a transgression: And we are 
aware that he speaks when the hair in question is still attached 
to the body and is ready to be cut off. Hence there is a 
difference of opinion among the Tanaim. 

“ The stoning of an ox . . . and the otvner put to death " 

Said Abayi to Rabha: Whence do we know this verse means to 
equal the judgment of the ox to that of its owner ? Perhaps 
it is meant literally—that its owner also shall be put to death ? 
Said Hezekiah, and so also was it taught by his school: It is 
written [Num. xxxv. 21]: “ He who smites him shall be put 
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to death, for he is a murderer.” From which we infer that 
only when he himself smote is he to be put to death: but he is 
not to be killed for the death by his ox. 

” The wolf \ the lion, etc. Said Resh Lakish: This is in case 
they have killed some one; but if not, it is not a meritorious act 
to kill them. [Hence we see that he holds that these beasts 
can be considered the property of one who domesticates them.] 
R. Johanan, however, maintains: In any case, it is a meritorious 
act to kill them. [Hence he holds that they cannot be domesti¬ 
cated, and are considered ownerless.] 

There is an objection from our Mishna: R. Eliezer says: 
Every one who hastens to kill them is rewarded—which is correct 
according to R. Johanan, who may explain the word ” re¬ 
warded ”—with the skin of the animal; but according to Resh 
Lakish, who said, only when they have killed, there is a rule 
that when so it was, the rabbis considered them as if they were 
already sentenced to death by the court, and in such a case it is 
prohibited to derive any benefit from them. What, then, means 
Eliezer by the expression ” he is rewarded ” ? It means that he 
will be rewarded by Heaven. There is a Boraitha in accordance 
with Resh Lakish, as follows: An ox, as well as other animals 
or wild beasts which kill, must be judged by twenty-three. R. 
Eliezer, however, maintains: An ox which has killed, by twenty- 
three; but as to all wild beasts, he who hastens to kill them will 
be rewarded by Heaven. 

“R. Aqiba says ,” etc. Is it not the same as the first Tana ? 
They differ in the case of a serpent. 

” A whole tribe, ’etc. Let us see what sin a whole tribe may 
commit. Shall we assume that it has violated the Sabbath ? 
We know that there is a difference between an individual and a 
majority only in the case of idolatry; but in the other command¬ 
ments there is no difference, according to the Scripture. And 
if it means that the whole tribe was accused of idolatry, and 
they should be judged as a majority, then our Mishna is neither 
in accordance with R. Jashiah nor with R. Jonathan of the fol¬ 
lowing Boraitha: How many people must be in the city which 
shall be misled ? From ten to one hundred. So is the decree 
of R. Jashiah. R. Jonathan, however, maintains: From one 
hundred up to the majority of the tribe. Now we see that even 
Jonathan says the majority, but not the whole tribe. Said R. 
Mathna: It means the Prince of the tribe only. As R. Ada b. 
Ahaba explains [Ex. xviii. 22]: ” Every great matter” means. 
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the matter of a great man; so also here, by the whole tribe is 
meant the head of it. Rabhina, however, said: The Mishna 
speaks of a case in which the whole tribe was accused of idolatry, 
your difficulty being, do we then judge them as a majority ? We 
may say, Yea! although their punishment is similar to that of 
an individual who is to be stoned. And this is in accordance 
with R. Hama b. Jose, who said in the name o f R. Oseah: It 
is written [Deut. xvii. 5]: “Then shalt thou bring forth that 
man or that woman who has committed this wicked thing, unto 
thy gates”—which means only an individual, but not the whole 
city, to thy gates. The same is the case with a whole tribe; 
only an individual can be brought to the gates to be stoned, but 
not the whole tribe. (Hence they are judged by seventy-one, 
as a majority.) 

“ False prophet ,” etc. Whence is this deduced ? Said R. 
Jose b. Hanina: From an analogy of expression—“presume” 
—which is to be found in the case of a false prophet [Deut. xviii. 
20] and in the case of a rebelling elder [ibid. xvii. 12]. As in 
the latter case seventy-two are needed, so also in the former. 
But is not the expression “ presumptuously” used in the cited 
verse concerning death, of which the verse reads; and death is 
judged by seventy-three only? Therefore said Resh Lakish: 
The analogy is in the expression “ Dobhor, “which ismentioned 
in both the verses cited. 

"High-priest ,” etc. Whence is this deduced ? Said Ada b. 
Ahaba: From the above-cited Ex. xviii. 22, which is explained 
as the matter of a great man. 

“ To decide upon battles ,” etc. Whence is this deduced? 
Said R. Abuhu: From [Num. xxvii. 21]: “And before Elazar 
the priest shall he stand ... he and all the children of 
Israel with him, and all the congregation.” “ He” means the 

king. “All Israel with him ” means the priest who was anointed 
to be the leader of the war. “ And all the congregation ” means 
the Sanhedrin. But perhaps the cited verse means that only for 
the just-mentioned persons the Urim is allowed to be used; but 
not for common men. And the question, Wherefrom is it taken 
that seventy-one are needed to decide about battles ? remains. 
Therefore it must be said, as R. Aha b. Bizna in the name of R. 
Simeon the Pious said: A harp was placed over the bed of 
David, and when midnight arrived a north wind used to blow 
in it, so that the harp would play by itself and awake David, 
who used to get up and occupy himself with the Torah until the 
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morning star arose. And thereafter the sages of Israel used to 
enter to him, saying: Lord our king, thy nation Israel needs 
food. And to his answer: Go, then, and make business among 
yourselves, they answered him: A handful of food can never 
satisfy a lion, and a pit can never be filled with the earth taken 
out from it. Whereupon David decided: They shall go to a 
battle. Then they consulted Achithophel, took also advice from 
the Sanhedrin, and asked the Urim, etc. 

R. Joseph said: Whence do we know from the Scripture 
that such was the custom ? From [I Chron. xxvii. 34]: “ And 
after Achithophel (came) Yehoyada, the son of Benayahu, and 
Ebyathar; and the captain of the king's army was Joab. Achi¬ 
thophel was the counsellor, as it reads [II Sam. xvi. 23]: “ And 
the counsel of Achithophel, which he counselled in those days." 
Yehoyada means the Sanhedrin, as it is written of his father 
Benayahu [I Chron. xviii. 17]: "And Benayahu, the son of 
Yehoyada, was over the Kerethites and the Pelethites," which 
means the Sanhedrin, to whom Yehoyada his son was the head 
after Benayahu. And why was the Sanhedrin named Kerethites 
and Pelethites ? Because the literal meaning of the two terms 
in Hebrew is "cutting" and " wonder " ; and the Sanhedrin, 
with their decisions, used to cut off and do wonderful things. 
" And Ebyathar" means the Urim Vethumim; and then comes 
" the captain of the king’s army, Joab," which means war. And 
R. Itz’hak b. Ada, and according to others B. Abudimi, said 
that [Ps. lvii. 9] " Awake, psaltery and harp, I will wake up the 
morning dawn," is a support to R. Aha b. Bizna’s statement. 

" For enlarging the city," etc. Whence is this deduced ? 
Said R. Shimi b. Hyya: From [Ex. xxv. 9]: " In accordance 
with all that I show thee, the pattern of the tabernacle, and the 
pattern of all instruments thereof, even so shall ye make it "— 
which means, so shall ye do in the later generations. Rabha 
objected from the following: " All the utensils which were made 
by Moses, the anointment sanctified them ; however, the utensils 
which were made after him, the using of them for service con¬ 
secrated them." And why? Apply, "So shall ye do," etc., 
to the utensils also; they shall need anointment in the later 
generations also ? With this it is different, as [Num. vii. 1]: 
" And had anointed them, and sanctified them," means them 
with anointment, but not those which should be made in a later 
generation. But how is it inferred from the passage that for the 
utensils made in the later generations anointing is prohibited ? 
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Said R. Papa: It is written [ibid. iv. 12]: “Wherewith they 
minister in the sanctuary.” We see, then, that the passage 
makes them sanctified by ministering with them. 

“ Appointing supreme councils ,” etc. This is taken from 
Moses, who had established the first Sanhedrin; and the person 
of Moses is equalized to seventy-one of them. 

The rabbis taught: Whence do we know it is a duty to 
appoint judges ? From [Deut. xvi. 18] : “ Judges and officers,” 
etc. But whence do we know that it is a duty to appoint them 
to each tribe ? From [ibid., ibid.]: “Throughout thy tribes.” 
(From this verse is deduced that judges as well as officers are to 
be appointed to each tribe.) R. Jehudah maintains: It was also 
necessary to appoint one who should rule over all the judges; 
as this verse reads, “ Shalt thou appoint,” which means that the 
Great Sanhedrin, who ruled all the judges in the lower houses, 
should be appointed by them. R. Simeon b. Gamaliel said: It 
reads: “Throughout thy tribes, and they shall judge,” which 
means, it is a meritorious act to appoint judges to a tribe from 
its own people. 

“ To condemn a misled town ,” etc. Whence is this deduced ? 
From [ibid. xvii. 5]: “Then shalt thou bring forth that man,” 
etc. An individual you may bring to thy gates, but not the 
whole city, as said above by R. Hama b. Joseph (here mentioned 
Hyya, instead of Hama). 

“ Town on the boundary ,” etc. Why so ? Because it reads, 
“ From thy midst,” but not from a boundary. 

“ Nor three of them,” etc. Because it is written [ibid. xiii. 

1 3]: “ One of thy cities.” But why two ? Because of the word 
“ cities.” 

The rabbis taught: One, but not three. But perhaps one, 
and not two ? Because it reads cities, two are meant. Hence 
with the term one, one, not three, is meant. Rabh used to say 
at one time that for one court it is not allowed to make three, 
but for two or three courts it is allowed; and at another time he 
said that it is not allowed to do so, even in several courts ? And 
the reason is, that Israel must not be made bald-headed. Said 
Resh Lakish: This is said only in one country; but in several 
countries, it may. R. Johanan, however, is of the opinion that 
even then it must not, for the reason that the land should not 
be bald-headed. There is a Boraitha in accordance with R. 
Johanan: Three misled cities must not be made in the land 
of Israel; two, however, may— e.g. , one in Judea and one in 
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Galilee; but not two in Judea, nor two in Galilee. And if it 
were near to the boundary, even one must not be proclaimed 
misled; for, should it come to the ears of the heathens, 
they might destroy the whole land of Israel. But why not 
deduce it from the passage which states “ from thy midst,” 
and not from the boundary ? This is in accordance with R. 
Simeon, who used to explain the reasons of what is stated in 
the Scriptures. 

The Great Sanhedrin ,” etc. What is the reason of the 
rabbis, who said that Moses was as head of them ? Because it 
reads [Num. xi. 16]: “ And they shall stand there with thee," 
which means, and thou shalt remain with them. R. Jehudah, 
who says seventy only, maintains; It was necessary for Moses 
to remain with them, that the Shekinah should rest upon 
them. 

The rabbis taught: It is written [ibid. xi. 26]: “ And there 
remained two men in the camp.” According to some, it means 
that their names remained in the urn. As, at the time the Holy 
One, blessed be He, said to Moses: Gather unto me seventy 
men of the elders of Israel, he thought: How shall I do it ? 
Shall I appoint six of each tribe ? Then there will be two more. 
Or shall I take five of each ? Then there will be ten less. Or 
shall I appoint from two tribes five only, while from the others 
six each ? Then will I bring jealousy among the tribes. So he 
chose six from each, and wrote on seventy tickets “ Zaqan ” 
(elder), and two he left blank; then mixed, and put all of them 
into the urn. Then he said: Go, each, and take your ticket. 
To those who drew” elder,” he said: You are already sanctified 
by Heaven. But those who drew the blanks had no claim, as 
such was their lot. 

Similar was the case from [ibid. iii. 47]: “Thou shalt take 
five shekels apiece for the poll.” And to this Moses also said: 
How shall I do it ? If I should say to one, ” Give the shekels,” 
he may answer, “The Levite has already redeemed me.” 
Therefore he wrote on twenty-two thousand tickets “ Levite ” ; 
and on two hundred and seventy-three he wrote “ five shekels,” 
mixed them, put them in the urn, and told the people: Each 
shall draw his ticket. To the one who drew “ Levite ” he said: 
You are free, as the Levite has redeemed you. And he who 
drew five shekels was told to pay the amount and go. 

R. Simeon, however, said: Not their names remained in the 
urn, but themselves remained in the camp in doubt, saying: We 
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are not worthy of such a high appointment. And the Holy 
One, blessed be He, said: Because ye were modest, I will in¬ 
crease your grace. And what grace was increased to them ? 
All the seventy had prophesied once, and ceased; but these two 
did not cease to prophesy. And what was their prophecy ? 
They said : Moses shall die, and Joshua shall bring Israel to his 
land. Aba Hanin, however, said in the name of R. Elazar: 
They prophesied about the quail, saying, “ Come up, quail. 
Come up, quail.” And R. Na’hman said: About Gog and 
Magog they prophesied, as it is written [Ezek. xxxviii. 17]: 
44 Then hath said the Lord Eternal: Art thou (not) he of whom 
I have spoken in ancient days through means of my servants the 
prophets of Israel, who prophesied in those days ( Shanim ) years, 
that I would bring thee against them ?” Do not read Shanim , 
but Sknaim, which means two. And who were the two who had 
prophesied at one period, with one and the same prophecy ? 
Eldad and Medad. 

It is correct in respect to him who said above that their 
prophecy was, 44 Moses shall die,” what is written [Num. xi. 
28]: 44 My lord Moses, forbid them.” But in respect to them 
who said they prophesied about other things, why, then, should 
they be forbidden ? Because it was not seemly for them thus 
to prophesy in the presence of Moses. What is meant by the 
words, 44 forbid them”? He meant to say: Appoint them, 
they shall occupy themselves with the needs of the congregation, 
and they will be destroyed by themselves. 

Whence do we know that three more are needed, as, after 
all, sentence of guilt by a majority of two cannot take place; as, 
if eleven defend and twelve accuse, then there is only a majority 
of one; and if ten defend and thirteen accuse, there is a majority 
of three ? Said R. Abuhu: Such a case can be only when there 
is a necessity to add more judges according to all. (. I.e ., in case 
eleven accuse and the same number defend, and one of them 
says: I am in doubt. And in such a case all agree that judges 
must be added, as the one who is in doubt cannot be counted; 
and then two more are to be added. And if the two who were 
added also accuse, there is a majority of two.) And such also 
can be found in the Great Sanhedrin, in accordance with R. 
Jehudah, who said: There was an even number of seventy. 
R. Abuhu says again: In case more judges are to be added, an 
even number may be made in the Small Sanhedrin also. Is this 
not self-evident ? Lest one say that the one who says he is in 
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doubt is counted, and if thereafter he gives a reason for his 
decision after deliberating he may be listened to, he comes to 
teach us that as from the time he is in doubt he is not to 
be counted at all, so after the deliberation he may not be lis¬ 
tened to. 

R. Kahana said: If all the persons of the Sanhedrin are 
accusing, the defendant becomes free. Why so ? Because there 
is a tradition that such a trial must be postponed for one night, 
as perhaps some defence may be found for him; but if all accuse 
him, it is not to be supposed that some will find any defence for 
him over night, and therefore they are no longer competent to 
decide in his suit. 

R. Johanan said: The persons who are chosen to be mem¬ 
bers of the Sanhedrin must be tall, men of wisdom, of good 
appearance, and of a considerable age; and, also, they should 
understand something in cases of witchcraft; and they must also 
know seventy languages, so that they shall not need to hear a 
case through an interpreter. R. Jehudah in the name of Rabh 
said: In a city in which there are not to be found two persons 
who can speak seventy languages, and one who can understand 
them although he cannot speak, Sanhedrin must not be estab¬ 
lished. In the city of Bethar were three; and in the city of 
Yamiam were four, namely: R. Eliezer, R. Jehoshua, R. Aqiba, 
and Simeon of Tehmon their disciple, who was not of age to 
become a rabbi. 

An objection was raised from the following: A Sanhedrin in 
which three of them could speak seventy languages was con¬ 
sidered a wise one; and if four, it was considered the highest 
one. We see, then, that three who could speak were needed ? 
Rabh holds with the Tana of the following Boraitha: If two, 
it is a w r ise one; and if three, it is the highest one. 

There is a rule that, where there is to be found throughout 
the Talmud the expression " the man who learned in the pres¬ 
ence of the sages," Levi before Rabbi is meant; and where the 
expression, " discussed before the sages," Simeon b. Azi, Simeon 
b. Zoma, Hanan the Egyptian, and Hayanya b. Hkhinai are 
meant. R. Na'hman b. Itz’hak taught five persons—the four 
mentioned above, and the fifth was Simeon of Tehmon. Where 
it is mentioned, " our Masters in Babylon," Rabh and Samuel 
are meant; " our Masters in Palestine," R. Abbi is meant; " the 
judges of the Exile," Kama is meant; "the judges of Pales¬ 
tine," R. Ami and R. Assi; " the judges of Pumbeditha," R. 
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Papab. Samuel; “the judges of Nahardea,” R. Ada b. Minumi; 
“ the elders of Sura,” R. Huna and R. Hisda; “ the elders of 
Pumbeditha,” R. Jehudah and R. Eina; “ the geniuses of Pum- 
beditha,” Eiphah and Abimi sons of Rabha; “ the Amoraim of 
Pumbeditha,” Rabba and R. Joseph; “the Amoraim of Na¬ 
hardea,” R. Hama. If it is said “the Nhardlaien taught,” 
Rami b. Berokha is meant. But was it not said by Huna him¬ 
self: “ It was said in the college ” ? Therefore it must be said 
that “ Hamnuna” is meant. “It was said in Palestine,” R. 
Jeremiah is meant; “ a message was sent from Palestine,” 
R. Jose b. Hanina is meant. And where it is saidy^” it was 
ridiculed in Palestine,” R. Elazar is meant. But do we not find 
a message was sent from Palestine: According to R. Jose b. 
Hanina it is so and so ? Hence R. Jose b. Hanina cannot be 
meant in the expression, “ there is a message from Palestine ” ? 
Therefore it must be reversed. Where it is said, “ a message 
from Palestine,” R. Elazar is meant; and “ it was ridiculed in 
Palestine,” R. Jose b. Hanina is meant. 

‘ * How many shall a city . . . o?ie hundred and twenty , * ’ 

etc. What is the reason of that number ? Twenty-three of the 
Small Sanhedrin, and three rows of twenty-three each (hearers), 
make ninety-two; and ten idle men, who must always be in the 
houses of prayer and learning, make one hundred and two; and 
two scribes, two sextons, two parties for defendant and plaintiff, 
two witnesses, and two men who may be able to prove the wit¬ 
nesses collusive, and still two more who could prove the last 
ones collusive—hence in the total there are one hundred and 
fourteen. There is a Boraitha that in a city in which the follow¬ 
ing ten things do not exist, it is not advisable for a scholar to 
reside, and they are: Five persons to execute what the court 
decides; a treasury of charity (which is collected by two and 
distributed by three); a prayer-house, a bath-house, lavatories, a 
physician, a barber, a scribe, and a teacher for children. And 
according to others it was said in the name of R. Aqiba : In 
the city should be several kinds of fruit, as the consuming of 
fruit enlightens the eyes. 

“ R. Nehemiah ,” etc. There is a Boraitha: Rabbi said: 
Two hundred and seventy-seven. And there is another: Rabbi 
said: Two hundred and seventy-eight. And there is no contra¬ 
diction, as one Boraitha is in accordance with R. Jehudah, who 
needs only seventy for the Great Sanhedrin. 

The rabbis taught: It is written [Ex. xviii. 21]: “ And place 
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these over them, as rulers of thousands, rulers of hundreds, 
rulers of fifties, and rulers of tens." Rulers of thousands were 
six hundred; rulers of hundreds were six thousand; rulers of 
fifties, twelve thousand; and rulers of tens, sixty thousand. 
Hence the total number of the officers in Israel were seventy- 
eight thousand and six hundred. 


CHAPTER II. 


RULES AND REGULATIONS CONCERNING THE HIGH-PRIEST: IF HE MAY 
JUDGE AND BE JUDGED, BE A WITNESS AND BE WITNESSED AGAINST; 
THE LAWS REGARDING A DEATH OCCURRING IN HIS FAMILY AND 
THE CUSTOM OF THE CONDOLENCE. THE SAME RULES CONCERNING 
A KING. REGULATIONS AS TO WHAT A KING MAY AND MAY NOT 
ALLOW HIMSELF! HOW MANY WIVES AND HOW MANY STABLES 
FOR HORSES HE MAY HAVE; HOW HE MUST BE RESPECTED AND 
FEARED BY HIS PEOPLE, ETC. 

MISHNA I .: The high-priest may judge and may be judged; 
he may be a witness and may be witnessed against; he may per¬ 
form the ceremony of Halitzah, and the same may be done to his 
wife if he dies childless, or his brother may marry his wife in 
such a case. He, however, must not marry his brother's wife 
when his brother dies childless—because it is forbidden for a 
high-priest to marry a widow. If a death occurs in his family, 
he must not accompany the coffin; but if the coffin with those 
accompanying it are no longer visible in the street, he goes after 
them. And so with other streets—when they are not visible, 
he may enter the street, etc.; and in such manner he may follow 
the coffin to the gate of the city. So is the decree of R. Meir. 
R. Jehudah, however, maintains: He must not leave the Temple 
at all, as it reads [Lev. xxi. 12]: “And out of the sanctuary 
shall he not go.” 

When he, the high-priest, condoled with others, it was usual 
that the people went one after another, and the superintendent 
of the priests would place him between himself and the people 
(so that he could say a word of condolence to every one of 
them); but when he was being condoled with, the people used 
to say to him: We shall be your atonement (*.*., to us shall 
occur what ought to occur to you), and his answer was: You 
shall be blessed by Heaven. And at the condoling meal, all the 
people were placed on the floor, but he sat on a chair. 

A king must not judge, and he is not judged; he must not 
be a witness, nor be witnessed against. The ceremony of Halit¬ 
zah does not exist for him, nor for his wife. He does not marry 
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his childless brother’s wife, and his brother must not marry his 
wife. R. Jehudah, however, maintains: If he was willing to 
give Halitzah or to marry his brother’s wife, he may be remem¬ 
bered among the good. And he was told: Even if he is willing, 
he must not be listened to. 

His widow must not remarry. R. Jehudah said: A king 
may marry the widow of a king, as so we found with David, who 
married the widow of Saul; as it reads [II Sam. xii. 8]: “ And 
I gave unto thee the house of thy master, and (put) the wives 
of thy master into thy bosom.” 

GEMARA: Is it not self-evident that the high-priest may 
judge ? It was stated, because it was necessary to say that he 
may be judged. But this is also self-evident; as if it were not 
permitted to judge him, how could he judge ? Is it not written 
[Zeph. ii. i]:“ Gather yourselves,” which Resh Lakish explained 
in Middle Gate (p. 287): ” Correct yourself first, and then cor¬ 
rect others ” ? Therefore we must say, because in the latter part 
it was necessary to teach that a king must not judge or be judged, 
it teaches also that the high-priest may judge and be judged. 
And if you wish, it may be said that it came to teach us what 
is stated in the following Boraitha: A high-priest who killed a 
person—if intentionally, he maybe killed; and if unintention¬ 
ally, he may be sent into exile: he transgresses a positive and 
a negative commandment, and is also, concerning other laws, 
considered as a commoner in every respect. 

Intentionally—he may be killed. Is this not self-evident ? 
It was necessary to state, if unintentionally, he might be sent 
into exile. But is this also not self-evident ? Nay! One may 
consider, because it reads [Num. xxxv. 28]: ” He shall remain 
until the death of the high-priest,” that he who has a remedy 
to return to his land by the death of the high-priest shall be sent 
into exile; but he who has no such remedy should not; and 
there is a Mishna: He who kills a high-priest, or a high-priest 
who has killed a person, is not returned from the city of refuge 
for everlasting, and therefore he should not be exiled—it comes 
to teach us that it is not so. But perhaps it should be so ? 
There is another verse [Deut. xix. 3]: ” Every man-slayer,” 
which includes a high-priest. 

The Boraitha states: He transgresses a positive and negative 
commandment. Must he, then, transgress ? It means to say 
that if it happened he should transgress a positive and a negative 
commandment, he is considered a commoner in every respect. 
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“ Be a witness , and witnessed against ,” etc. May he be a 
witness? Have we not learned in the following Boraitha: It 
reads [Deut. xxii. i]: “And withdraw thyself.” There are 
cases from which one may withdraw himself, and there are others 
from which he may not. How so ? E.g., a priest who sees a 
lost thing lying in a cemetery is not obliged to pick it up for the 
purpose of returning it; or if there were an old, respectable man, 
and it was not in accordance with his honor to bother with such 
a thing, or even if one's time is more valuable than the value of 
the lost thing, he may withdraw himself. Hence it is self- 
evident that it is not fit for a high-priest to go and witness. 
Why, then, should he be obliged ? Said R. Joseph: He may be 
a witness in a case that concerns the king. But does not our 
Mishna state “ that a king must not be a witness, and not be 
witnessed against ’ ’ ? Therefore said R. Zera: He may be witness 
in the case of a prince, the son of the king. A prince—is he not 
considered a commoner in all respects concerning the law ? Say 
he may witness before the king. But have we not learned that 
the king must not be a member of the Sanhedrin; and also that 
both the king and the high-priest must not take part in the dis¬ 
cussion about a leap year ? For the honor of the high-priest, 
the king comes and remains with the Sanhedrin until the testify¬ 
ing of the high-priest ends, and then both depart; and the 
Sanhedrin themselves deliberate and decide the matter. 

The text states that a king must not be a member of the 
Sanhedrin, nor a king and a high-priest engage in the discussion 
about a leap year. The first is deduced from [Ex. xxiii. 2].* 
And the second—a king—because he would not like to add a 
month to the year, because of the increase of the wages of the 
military; and a high-priest, because of the cold (i.e ., it is pre¬ 
scribed by the Scriptures to take during the Day of Atonement 
legal baths five times in cold water, and by adding a month, the 
month of Tishri would fall when in a usual year is the month of 
Cheshvi, which is much colder than Tishri). 

Said R. Papa: Infer from this that the seasons of the year 
follow the usual months, and not according to the intercalary 
month. Is that so ? We know that it happened, three pasturers 


* How it is deduced from this verse it is impossible to express in any living lan¬ 
guage. Even in the Hebrew we have to make from the word Rebh—literally, 
“quarrel”—the word Rab—literally, “great,” and to intepret the passage in another 
fashion altogether. It would therefore be of no use to insert the verse as it is 
usually translated. 
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were standing and conversing in the presence of rabbis thus: One 
of them said: If there were enough heat so that the wheat which 
was sown in the beginning of the month, and the barley which 
was sown recently, should sprout, the month could be named 
Adar; and if not, it remains Shbat. The second said: If in the 
morning there is such a cold that the ox trembles from it, and 
in the middle of the day he should hide himself in the shadow of 
a fig tree, the month maybe considered Adar; and if not, it 
remains Shbat. And the third said: If the winter has already 
lost its strength, and the air you blow from your mouth moder¬ 
ates the cold brought by the east wind, it is Adar; and if not, 
it remains Shbat. And as that year was not so in any of these 
cases, the rabbis intercalated it. Hence we see that the inter¬ 
calary comes because of the cold, and not vice versa ? 

How can you conceive that the rabbis had relied upon the 
pasturers to intercalate a year ? They relied upon their own 
reckoning, and the gossip of the pasturers was considered as a 
support only. 

“ He may perform the ceremony of Halitzah, etc. The 
Mishna makes no difference if the widow was from betrothal or 
from marriage. And this can be correct only with a marriage, 
as there is a positive commandment that a high-priest must 
marry a virgin, and a negative commandment that he must not 
marry a widow; while to marry the wife of his childless brother 
is a positive commandment only, which cannot invalidate a posi¬ 
tive and a negative commandment. But if the widow was from 
betrothal, she is still a virgin; there remains only one negative 
commandment, he shall not take a widow. And there is a rule 
that a positive commandment invalidates a negative command¬ 
ment ? The positive commandment applies only to the first 
intercourse, but not thereafter, upon which the negative com¬ 
mandments rest. And if the first were allowed, he would come 
to commit a transgression thereafter, and therefore it is pro¬ 
hibited. And so also a Boraitha states. 

“ If death happens ,” etc. The rabbis taught: “ He shall not 
leave the sanctuary” means he shall not go with them, but he 
may go out after them. How so ? ” When they are not visible 

in the street, he may appear,” etc. 

To the gate of the city, etc. Is not R. Jehudah correct 
with his statement ? R. Meir may answer: According to your 
theory, he must not leave the Temple for home ? You must 
then explain this passage, that it means that he must not go out 
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from his sanctuary; and while he goes after them, when they are 
no longer visible, he will not come in contact with the corpse. 
R. Jehudah, however, fears that because of his sorrow it may 
happen that when he shall accompany them he will come in 
contact with the corpse, and violate his sanctity. 

“ Condole with others '’ etc. The rabbis taught: When he 
goes in the row to condole with others, his vice and the ex-high- 
priest are placed at his right, and the head of the priest’s family 
at the mourners’; and all other people are placed at his left. 
But when he stands in the row to be condoled with by others, 
the vice only is placed at his right, but not the ex-high-priest, 
as he may be dejected, thinking that the ex-priest sees a revenge 
in him. 

Said R. Papa: From the Boraitha three things are to be in¬ 
ferred: (a) That the vice and superintendent are identical; ( b ) 
that the mourners stand and the people pass by; and (c) that 
the mourners are placed at the left side of the condolers. 

The rabbis taught: Formerly the custom w*as for the mourners 
to stand and the people to pass by; but there were two families 
in Jerusalem who had quarrelled, one saying: I must pass first, 
according to my dignity; and the other said: I must pass first: 
Therefore it was enacted that the people should stand and the 
mourners pass. Said Rami b. Aba: R. Jose reestablished the 
old custom that the mourners shall stand and people pass, in 
the city of Sephorias. And he said also: The same enacted 
in the same city that a woman should not go into the street with 
her child following her, but that she should follow the child, 
because of an accident that happened. (Rashi explained: It 
happened that immoral men had stolen a child who was following 
its mother, and put it in a house; and while she was crying and 
searching for it, they said to her: Come with us and we will 
show it to you. And while doing so, she was assaulted.) He 
also said : The same enacted in Sephorias that women should 
talk to each other while they were at their toilet, for the purpose 
that men should not intrude. 

R. Menashia b. Evath said : I questioned R. Jashiah the 
Great in the cemetery of Huzl, and he told me that a row is not 
less than ten persons, not counting the mourners, who must 
not be among them; and there is no difference if the mourners 
stand and the people pass, or vice versa. 

"Being condoled with ,” etc. The schoolmen questioned: 
What did he say when he condoled with others ? And they 
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were answered from a Boraitha, which states: He used to say: 
Be comforted. 

“ A king must not judge" etc. Said R. Joseph: This is con¬ 
cerning the kings of Israel; but the kings of the house of David 
are judged and judge. As it is written [Jer. xxi. 12] : “ O house 
of David, thus said the Lord: Exercise justice on every morn¬ 
ing.” We see that they did judge; and if they were not to be 
judged, how could they judge ?—as is said above by Resh Lakish. 
And what is the reason it is prohibited to the kings of Israel ? 
Because an unfortunate thing happened as follows: The slave 
of King Janai murdered a person; and Simeon b. Cheta’h said 
to the sages: Notwithstanding that he is the slave of the king, 
he must be tried. They sent to the king: Your slave has killed 
a man. And Janai sent his slave to them to be tried. How¬ 
ever, they sent to him: You also must appear before the court. 
As it is written [Ex. xxi. 29] : “ Warning has been given to its 
owner”—which means the owner of the ox must appear at the 
time the ox is tried. He then came and took a seat. Said 
Simeon b. Cheta’h: King Janai, arise, so that the witnesses shall 
testify while you stand; yet not for us do you rise, but for Him 
who said a word, and the world was created. As it reads [Deut. 
xix. 17]: “Stand before the Lord.” And the king answered: 
It must not be as you say, but as the majority of your colleagues 
shall decide. Simeon then turned to his right, but his colleagues 
cast their eyes upon the floor without any answer; and the same 
did his colleagues at his left. Simeon then exclaimed: You are 
all troubled in mind (disconcerted)! May the One who rules 
minds take revenge upon you. Gabriel came then and smote 
them to the floor, that they died. And at that time it was 
enacted that a king should neither judge nor be judged, neither 
be a witness nor be witnessed against. 

“ If he was willing to give Halitzah ,” etc. This is not so ? 
Did not R. Ashi say: Even he who holds that if a prince has 
relinquished his honor it holds good, agrees that if a king does 
so his honor is not relinquished. As it is written [Deut. xvii. 
15]: “ Set a king over you ”—which means, that respect (fear) 
for the king should always be before thy eyes (i.e., and in the 
ceremony of Halitzah the woman takes off his shoe, and spits 
before him, which is a disgrace for a king, and must not be done 
even if he is willing) ? R. Jehudah, however, maintains: Where 
there is a biblical commandment, it is different. 

“ His widow must not retnarry ,” etc. There is a Boraitha: 
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The sages answered R. Jehudah: The verse you refer to means, 
the woman who was ordained to him by the king, Saul; and they 
were Merab and Michal, his daughters. 

The disciples of R. Jose questioned their master: How could 
David marry two sisters while they were both living ? And he 
answered them: He married Michal after the death of Merab. 
And R. Jose said so in accordance with his theory in the follow¬ 
ing Boraitha, which states: He, R. Jose, used to lecture about 
passages in the Scriptures which were obscure, namely: It reads 
[II Sam. xxi. 8J: “ And the king took the two sons of Rizpah, 
the daughter of Ayah, whom she had born unto Saul, Armoni 
and Mephibosheth; and the five sons of Michal, the daughter 
of Saul, whom she had borne* to Adriel, the son of Barzillai the 
Meholathite.” But was Michal given to Adriel ? Was she not 
given to Palti b. Layish ? It reads [I Sam. xxv. 44]: “But 
Saul had given Michal his daughter, David’s wife, to Palti, the 
son of Layish.’’ Hence the Scripture equalizes the betrothing 
of Merab to Adriel to the betrothing of Michal to Palti b. 
Layish; as the betrothing of Michal to Palti was a sin (for she 
was already the wife of David, and according to the law a second 
betrothing is not considered at all), so also was the betrothing 
of Merab to Adriel a sin (for she was already David’s wife). R. 
Jesh b. Karha, however, maintains: The betrothal of Merab to 
David was by an error. As it is written [II Sam. iii. 14] : “ Give 
up to me my wife Michal, whom I espoused,’’ etc. But what 
would he say to that passage which reads, “ the five sons of 
Michal, the daughter of Saul ’’ ? He might say: Did, then, Mi¬ 
chal bear them ? Was it not Merab who bore them, whereas 
Michal merely brought them up ? But they bore the name of 
Michal, because the Scripture considers the one who brings up 
an orphan as if it were born to him. 

R. Hanina says: This is inferred from [Ruth, iv. 17]: “ There 
hath been a son born unto Naomi,’’ etc. Did, then, Naomi 
bear him ? Was it not, in fact, Ruth who bore him ? There¬ 
fore we must say that, though Ruth bore him, he was neverthe¬ 
less named after Naomi, because she brought him up. R. 
Eleaser said: From [Ps. lxxvii. 16]: “ The sons of Jacob and 
Joseph. Selah.’’ Were they, then, born to Joseph, and not to 


* Leeser translates “ brought up,” according to the sense. The term in the 
Bible, however, is the same as in the first part of this verse ; therefore the question 
in the text. 
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Jacob ? They were born to Jacob, but Joseph fed them, and 
therefore they were named after him. 

R. Samuel b. Nahmeni in the name of R. Jonathan said: He 
who teaches the Torah to the son of his neighbor, the Scripture 
considers him as if he were born to him. As it is written [Num. 
iii. i] : And these are the generations of Aaron and Moses” ; 
and the following verse reads: “ And these are the names of the 
sons of Aaron.” It is only to say that they were born to Aaron 
and Moses taught them, and therefore they were named after him. 

It is written [Is. xxix. 22]: “Therefore thus hath said the 
Lord unto the house of Jacob, he who hath redeemed Abraham.” 
Where do we find that Jacob redeemed Abraham ? Said R. 
Jehudah: He redeemed him from the affliction of bringing up 
his children. ( I.e ., Abraham was promised by the Lord that He 
would multiply his children, and so the affliction of bringing 
them up was to lie upon Abraham; but, in fact, it was Jacob 
who was afflicted by bringing them up.—Rashi.) And this is 
what is written [ibid.]: “Not now shall Jacob be ashamed, and 
not now shall his face be made pale ”—which means, he shall not 
be ashamed of his father and his face shall not become pale 
because of his grandfather. 

In the Scripture there is written in some places “ Palti,” in 
other places “ Paltiel.” Said R. Johanan: His name was Palti; 
and why was he named Palti-El ? “ For God saved him from 

sin ” {i.e., “ Polat ” in Hebrew means “ to break through ” and 
“ El ” means God, and according to tradition Palti did not live 
with Michal [although he slept with her in one bed], because of 
her betrothal to David). Said R. Johanan: The strength 
of Joseph was moderation on the part of Boas, and the strength 
of the latter was moderation on the part of Palti. “ The 
strength pf Joseph was moderation on the part of Boas ”—as it 
is written [Ruth, iii. 8]: “And it came to pass at midnight, 
that the man became terrified,” etc. And Rabh said: His 
body became as soft as (boiled) turnip heads. “ And the 
strength of the latter was the moderation of Palti”—as with 
Boas it occurred only on one night, and with Palti it was con¬ 
tinually. The same said again: It is written [Prov. xxxi. 29]: 
“ Many daughters have done virtuously, but thou excellest them 
all.” “Many daughters” means Joseph and Boas. “That 
feareth the Lord shall indeed be praised ” [ibid. 30] means Palti 
b. Layish. R. Samuel b. Nahmeni in the name of R. Jonathan 
said [ibid. 30]: “ False is grace” means Joseph; “ and beauty 
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vain ” means Boas ” ; 44 . . . that feareth the Lord ” means 

Palti b. Layish. According to others, “ False is the grace” 
means the generation of Moses, “and vain is the beauty” 
means the generation of Joshua; “ . . . that feareth the 

Lord” means the generation of Hezkiah. And still according 
to others, “ False is the grace” means the generation of Moses 
and Joshua, 44 and vain is the beauty ” means the generation of 
Hezkiah; 44 . . . fear of the Lord,” etc., means the genera¬ 
tion of R. Jehudah b. Elii. As it was said: In the time of that 
rabbi six disciples had covered themselves with one garment 
(as they were very poor), and occupied themselves with the study 
of the Torah. 

MISHNA II. : If a death occurs in the house of the king, 
he must not leave the gate of the palace. R. Jehudah, however, 
maintains: If he is willing to accompany the coffin, he may do 
so, as we find that David accompanied the coffin of Abner [II 
Sam. iii. 31] : “ And King David walked behind the bier.” But 
he was told that David did so only to appease the spirit of the 
people. And at the condoling meal all the people are placed 
on the floor and he is seated on the dais. 

GEMARA: The rabbis taught: In those places where it is 
customary for women to follow a coffin, they may do so; and 
where it is customary for them to precede the coffin, they have 
to do accordingly. R. Jehudah, however, maintains that women 
must always precede the coffin, as we find in the case of David, 
who followed the coffin, as in the above-cited verse in the 
Mishna. And he was told that this was only to appease the 
spirit of the people. And they were appeased, because David 
used to go from the men to the women and from the women to 
the men for this purpose. As it is written [ibid. 37]: 44 And all 
the people and all Israel understood on that day that it had not 
been of the king.” Rabha lectured: It is written [ibid. 35]: 
44 And all the people came to cause David to eat food while it 
was yet day.” (The term “ to cause” is expressed in Hebrew 
Le habroth , and according to him it was written Le hakhbroth. 
The first term means food and the second means to destroy— 
Koratli)', from which it is to be inferred that in the beginning 
the people came to destroy him because of the death of Abner, 
but after he had appeased them they caused him to eat.* 

* In the Scripture which is before us there is nothing of the kind. However, 
we have remarked several times that their text of the Scripture was different from 
ours. And so also is it remarked in a foot-note in the Wilna edition, 1895. 
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Said R. Jehudah in the name of Rabh: Why was Abner 
punished ? Because he ought to have warned Saul he should 
not kill the priest of Nob, and he did not do so. R. Itz'hak, 
however, maintains: He did warn, but was not listened to. 
And both infer this from the following verses [ibid. 33, 34]: 
“And the king lamented over Abner, and said, O that Abner 
had to die as the worthless dieth! Thy hands were not bound 
and thy feet were not put in fetters . . . ” The one who 

said that he did not warn interprets thus: “Thy hands were 
not bound and thy feet were not put in fetters.” Why didst 
thou not warn ? ■ And he who said that he did, but was not 
listened to, interprets it thus: “ O that Abner should die as the 
worthless dieth! Thy hands were not bound . . . ” And 

thou didst warn Saul. Why, then, “ as one falleth before men 
of wickedness art thou fallen ” ? But according to the latter, 
that he did warn—why was Abner punished ? Said R. Na’hman 
b. Itz’hak: Because he postponed the kingdom of David for two 
years and a half. 

MISHNA III. : And he (the king) declares a war which is 
not commanded in the Scripture, after consultation with the 
court of twenty-one judges. He may also establish a way in 
private property, and nobody has a right to protest against it. 
The way of a king has no limit. When the military take plunder 
from the enemy, they must transfer it to the king, and he takes 
his share first. 

GEMARA: Was not this already taught in the first Mishna 
of this tract: A court of seventy-one judges is needed to decide 
upon battles which are not commanded, etc. ? Because it teaches 
of other things which belong to the king, this is also repeated. 
R. Jehudah in the name of Samuel said: All which is written 
in I Sartiuel, viii. in that portion relating to a king, the king is 
allowed to do. Rabh, however, maintains that the whole portion 
was not said except to warn them. The above Amoraim differ 
in the same respect as the Tanaim of the following Boraitha: It is 
written [Deut. xvii. 15]:“ Set a king over thee,” etc. According 
to R. Jose, all that is written concerning a king in Samuel, the 
king is allowed to do. R. Jehudah, however, maintains that the 
whole portion is written only to frighten them, as the expres¬ 
sion, “ to set a king over thee,” means that the fear of the king 
shall be always upon you. And thus R. Jehudah used to say: 
There are three positive commandments which Israel was com¬ 
manded at the time they entered Palestine, viz.: They shall 
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appoint a king; they shall destroy the descendants of Amalek; 
and they shall build a temple. R. N’hurai, however, says: The 
whole portion was said only because they murmured against 
Samuel, requesting a king. As it is written [ibid., ibid. 14]: 
“ And thou sayest, I wish to set a king over me,” etc. 

There is a Boraitha: R. Eliezer said: The elders of that 
generation rightly asked Samuel for a king. As it reads [I Sam. 
viii. 5]: ‘‘Appoint for us a king to judge us like all the nations. ” 
But the commoners who were among them degraded the case. 
As it reads [ibid., ibid. 20]: “ That we also may ourselves be 
like all the nations; and that our king may judge us, and go out 
before us, and fight our battles.” 

There is another Boraitha: R. Jose said: Three positive 
commandments Israel was commanded when they entered Pales¬ 
tine, viz.: They shall appoint a king; they shall destroy the 
descendants of Amalek; and they shall build a temple. But it 
was not known which was the first. However, from [Ex. xvii. 
16], “ And he said, Because the Lord hath sworn on his throne 
that the Lord will have war with Amalek from generation to 
generation,” it is to be inferred that the commandment relating 
to the king was first, because the word ‘‘ throne ” implies a king. 
As it is written [I Chron. xxix. 23] : “ Then sat Solomon on the 
throne of the Lord as king.” But it was still unknown which 
should be first, the case of Amalek or the temple. But from 
[Deut. xii. 10], “ He will give you rest from all your enemies 
. . . and then shall it be that the place,” etc., it is to be 

inferred that the cutting off of the nation of Amalek was to 
be first. And so was it with David. As it reads [II Sam. vii. 
1]: “ And it came to pass, when the king dwelt in his house, 
and the Lord had given him rest,” etc., he spake then to Nathan 
the prophet about the Temple. 

The rabbis taught: The treasures of kings which are plun¬ 
dered in time of war belong to the king only; all other plunder, 
however, half to the king and half to the people. Said Abayi 
to R. Dimi, according to others to R. Aha: It is correct that the 
treasures of kings belong to the king, as so it is customary. But 
from where do we know that other plunder is half to the king, 
etc.? From [I Chron. xxix. 22]: “ And they anointed him unto 
the Lord as chief ruler, and Zadok as priest.” We see, then, 
that he compares the ruler to Zadok. As in the case of Zadok 
the high-priest, a half belongs to him and a half to his brother, 
the same is the case with the ruler. And wherefrom do you 
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know that in the case of Zadok it is so ? From the following 
Boraitha: Rabbi said: It reads [Lev. xxiv. 9]: “And it shall 
belong to Aaron and to his sons/’ meaning half to Aaron and 
half to his sons. 

MISHNA IV. : He (the king) must not marry more than 
eighteen wives. R. Jehudah, however, maintains: He may 
marry as many as he likes, provided that they shall not turn his 
heart away. And R. Simeon maintains: Even one wife, should 
she be liable to turn his heart away, he must not marry her. 
And the verse which reads, “ Neither shall he take to himself 
many wives,” means even when they were similar to Abigail. 

GEMARA: Shall we assume that R. Jehudah takes account 
of the reason mentioned in the Scriptures and R. Simeon does 
not ? Have we not heard elsewhere just the reverse ? A widow 
must not be pledged, no matter if she be rich or poor. As it is 
written [Deut. xxiv. 17]: “Thou shalt not take in pledge the 
raiment of a widow.” So is the decree of R. Jehudah. R. 
Simeon, however, maintains: If she be rich she maybe pledged, 
but when she is poor she must not be pledged. And one is 
obliged to return the pledge to her. And to the question: How 
is this to be understood ? it was said thus: If you take a pledge 
from her, you are obliged, biblically, to return it every evening, 
and by this act she will get a bad name, etc. Hence we see that 
R. Jehudah does not take account of the reason mentioned in 
the Scriptures (as there it is written: “ You shall return to him; 
as if not, he will not have whereupon to sleep,” which treats 
only of the poor, and R. Jehudah's theory is that even a rich 
person must not be pledged) ? R. Jehudah does not take 
account of the reason in all other cases. But here it is different, 
as the verse itself explains the reason—that “ his heart shall not 
be turned away.” And R. Simeon may also say: Do we not 
take account in all other cases of the reason ? Why, then, does 
the Scripture give the reason here ? Let it say, “ He shall not 
marry many wives,” and we would understand the reason that 
it is because of his heart. And as the reason is mentioned, it is 
for the purpose that even if only one, and she is liable to “ turn 
his heart away,” he must not marry her. 

The number eighteen mentioned in the Mishna, whence is it 
deduced ? From [II Sam. iii. 2-5]: “ And there were born unto 
David sons in Hebron: And his first-born was Amnon, of 
Achinoam the Yizreelitess; and his second was Kilab, of Abigayil 
the wife of Nabal the Carmelite; and the third, Abshalom, the 
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son of Maachah the daughter of Thalmai the king of Geshur; 
and the fourth, Adonijah, the son of Chaggith; and the fifth, 
Shephatyah, the son of Abital; and the sixth, Yithream by 
Eglah, David’s wife. These were born unto David in Hebron.” 
And the prophet said [ibid., ibid. xii. 8]: ” And if this be too 
little, I could bestow on thee yet many more like these.” * 

Now let us see! The number of the wives mentioned in the 
Scriptures is six. “ Like this” is six more, “ and like this” is 
again six more, of which the total is eighteen. But was not 
Michal his wife, who is not mentioned ? Said Rabh: Eglah 
is identical with Michal. And why was she named Eglah ? 
Because he liked her with the liking of a cow for her new-born 
calf. And so also it reads in Judges, xiv. 18: “ And he said 
unto them, If he had not ploughed with my heifer,” etc. (from 
which we see that he names the wife heifer or calf).f But had, 
then, Michal children ? Is it not written [II Sam. vi. 23]: 
” And Michal the daughter of Saul had no child,” etc.? Said 
R. Hisda: She had no children after that time (mentioned in the 
Scripture), but previous to this she had children. But is it not 
written [ibid. v. 13]: “And David took yet more concubines 
and wives out of Jerusalem.” (Hence it is to be supposed that 
he married more than eighteen.) Nay, he married more, to 
fulfil the number of eighteen. What are wives, and what are 
concubines ? Said R. Jehudah: Wives are married by betrothal 
and marriage contract; concubines are without both of them. 

R. Jehudah in the name of Rabh says: Four hundred children 
were born to David by the handsome women whom he took 
captive ( i.e. y those mentioned in Deut. xxi. 11). All of them 
had never cut their hair. They were placed in golden carra. 
And in time of war they were placed with the chief officers of 
the military, and they were the mighty soldiers in David’s army. 
The same said again in the name of the same authority: Thamar 
was a daughter of one of the above-mentioned handsome women. 
As it reads [II Sam. xiii. 13]: ” But now, O speak, I pray thee, 
unto the king; for he will not withhold me from thee.” And 
if she were really his daughter, how could she say that the king 
would allow a sister to marry her brother ? Infer from this that 
she was one of the children borne by one of the above-mentioned 
handsome women. It reads [ibid. 3-10]: ” But Amnon had a 

* The term in Hebrew is “ Khohino ve Khohino”—literally, “ like this and like 
this.” Hence the analogy in text. 

f Eglah is, literally, “ a calf.” 
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friend . . . and Yonadab was a very shrewd man.” Said 

R. Jehudah in the name of Rabh: He was shrewd to advise 
evil. It reads [ibid. 19]: “ And Thamar put ashes on her head, 
and the garment of divers colors which was on her she rent.” 
There is a Boraitha in the name of R. Jehoshua b. Karha: 
From that which happened to Thamar, a great safeguard was de¬ 
creed by the sages, as it was said: If it so happened to daughters 
of kings, so much the more could it happen to daughters of 
commoners; and if to the chaste, so much the more to the lewd. 
And therefore said R. Jehudah in the name of Rabh: At that 
time a decree was made that one must not stay with a married 
woman alone, nor with a single one. Is that so ? Is this not 
prohibited biblically ? As R. Johanan in the name of R. Simeon 
b. Johozadek said: Where do we find a hint in the Scriptures 
that one must not stay alone with a married woman ? [Deut. 
xiii. 7]: ” If thy brother, the son of thy mother . . . should 

entice thee.” Does, then, only a brother from the mother’s 
side entice, and not a brother from the father’s side ? It is but 
to say that only a son may stay alone with his mother, but it is 
not allowed for anyone besides to stay alone with a married 
woman. (Hence it is biblical ?) Say that at that time it was 
decreed that one must not stay alone even with a single 
woman. 

It is written [I Kings, i. 5]: ” And Adoniyah the son of 
Chaggith exalted himself, saying, I shall be king.” Said R. 
Jehudah in the name of Rabh: Infer from this that he wanted 
to place the crown on his head and could not. (Rashi explains 
this that there was a band of gold in the crown which fitted the 
descendants of David who had an indentation in their heads 
which Adoniyah had not.) It is written further: “ And he 
procured himself a chariot and horsemen, and fifty men who ran 
before him.” What is there exceptional in this for a prince ? 
Said R. Jehudah in the name of Rabh: The milt of all of them 
was taken out (so that it should be easy for them to run), and 
also the flesh of the soles of their feet was cut off. 

MISHNA V .: He (the king) must not acquire many horses 
—only sufficient for his chariots; and also he must not acquire 
more gold and silver than to pay the military. He must also 
write the Holy Scrolls for himself; when he goes to war he must 
bear them with him; when he enters the city they must be with 
him, and the same when he sits judging the people; and when 
he takes his meals they must be placed opposite him. As it is 
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written [Deut. xvii. 19]: “And it shall be with him, and he 
shall read therein all the days of his life.” 

GEMARA: The rabbis taught: He shall not acquire many 
horses, and lest one say even those which are needed for his 
chariots, therefore it is written “ for himself,” from which it is 
to be inferred that for the chariots he may; but if so, what, 
then, is meant by “ he shall not acquire many horses” ? It 
means horses which should remain idle. And whence do we 
deduce that even one horse which is idle is under the negative 
commandment, “He shall not acquire many horses”? For 
it is written there [ibid., ibid. 16], “ in order to acquire many 
horses.” Is it not said above of even one horse, and it is idle, 
that he transgresses the commandment, “ He shall not acquire 
many horses” ? Why is it written “ in order to acquire,” etc.? 
That he should be responsible for the transgressing of the above 
commandment for each horse which is idle. But how would 
it be if in the Scripture were not mentioned “ for himself”—he 
would not be allowed even for the chariots ? Is this possible ? 
Then, it could be explained, he should have the exact number 
needed, but not more. 

“ Much gold and silver ,” etc. The rabbis taught: It is 
written: “ He shall not acquire much gold and silver”—lest 
one say not even sufficient for paying the military, therefore 
it is written “ for himself.” But how would it be if this were 
not written—he would not be allowed, even for paying the mili¬ 
tary. Is that possible ? Then, it could be explained that he 
should have the exact amount, but not more. Now, as we see 
that from the words “ for himself ” things are inferred, what do 
you infer from the same words which are written concerning 
wives ? This excludes commoners, who are allowed to take as 
many as they please. 

R. Jehudah propounded a contradiction in the following 
verses [I Kings, v. 6]: “ And Solomon had forty thousand stalls 
for the horses for his chariots, and twelve thousand horsemen ”; 
and [II Chron. ix. 25]: “ And Solomon had four thousand stalls 
for horses and chariots, and twelve thousand whom he quartered 
in the cities for chariots, and near the king at Jerusalem.” How 
is it to be understood ? If there were forty thousand stables, 
every one of them contained four thousand stalls; and if it were 
only four thousand stables, then each contained forty thousand 
stalls. R. Itz’hak propounded the following contradiction: It 
reads [I Kings, x. 21]: “ None were of silver; it was not in the 
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least valued in the days of Solomon ” ; and [ibid. 27]: “ And the 
king rendered the silver in Jerusalem like stones .” (Hence it 
had some value ?) This presents no difficulty. The first verse 
speaks of before Solomon married the daughter of Pharaoh, and 
the second after this. 

R. Itz’hak said: (Here is repeated from Tract Sabbath, 1st 
ed., page 109, in the name of R. Jehudah. See paragraph there 
—same rabbi.) 

The same said again: Why does not the Scripture explain 
the reason of its law ? Because in two verses it was so done, 
and the greatest men of a generation stumbled because of them. 
They are, “ he shall not acquire many wives,” for the purpose 
that they should not ” turn his heart away.” And King Solo¬ 
mon said: I shall take many wives, and my heart shall not be 
turned away. However [I Kings, xi. 4]: ” And it came to pass 
. . . that his wives turned away his heart.” And the same 
was the case with the horses, of which he said: I shall acquire 
many, and shall not return to Egypt. However [ibid. x. 29]: 
** And a chariot-team came up and went out of Egypt,” etc. 

** Write the Holy Scrolls .” There is a Boraitha: He must 
not suffice himself with those left by his parents. Rabba said: 
It is a meritorious act for one to write the Holy Scrolls at his 
own expense, though they were left to him by his parents. As 
it is written [Deut. xxxi. 19]: “ Now therefore write this song.” 
Abayi objected from our Mishna: *' He shall write the Holy 
Scrolls for himself,” and must not suffice himself with those 
of his parents. And this speaks only of a king, but not of a 
commoner. Our Mishna treats of two Holy Scrolls, as it is 
explained in the following Boraitha: It is written [ibid. xvii. 
18]: “ He shall write for himself a copy of this law,” which 
means that he must write for himself two Holy Scrolls, one 
which he must bear with him wherever he goes, and one which 
shall remain in his treasury. The one he has to bear with him 
he shall write in the form of an amulet, and place it on his arm. 
However, he must not enter with it a bath or toilet house. 
As it is written [ibid., ibid. 19] : " And it shall be with him and 
he shall read,” which means it shall be with him in those places 
where it is allowed to read it, but not in those where it is not. 

Mar Zutra, according to others Mar Uqba, said: ” Originally 
the Torah was given to Israel in Hebrew characters and in the 
Hebrew language; the second time it was given to Israel in 
Ezra’s time, but in Assyrian characters and in the Aramaic 
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language; finally the Assyrian characters and the Hebrew 
language were selected for Israel, and the Hebrew characters 
and the Aramaic language were left to the Hediotim (Idiots). 
Who are meant by Idiots? Said R. Hisda: The Samaritans. 
What is meant by Hebrew characters? Said R. Hisda: The 
Libnuah characters.* 

There is a Boraitha: R. Jose said: Ezra was worthy that the 
Torah should be given through him, if Moses had not preceded 
him. Concerning Moses it reads [Ex. xix. 3]: “And Moses 
went up unto God"; and concerning Ezra it reads [Ezra, vii. 
6]: “This Ezra went up.” The term “went up” concerning 
Moses means to receive the Torah, the same being meant by the 
same expression concerning Ezra. Farther on it is written 
[Deut. iv. 14]: “And me the Lord commanded at that time 
to teach you statutes and ordinances.” And it is also written 
[Ezra, vii. 10]: “ For Ezra had directed his heart to inquire into 
the law of the Lord and to do it, and to teach in Israel statutes 
and ordinances.” And although the Torah was not given 
through him, the characters of it were changed through him. 
As it is written [ibid. iv. 7]: “ And the writing of the letter was 
written in Aramaic, and interpreted in Aramaic.” And it is also 
written [Dan. v. 8]: “They were not able to read the writing, 
nor to make its interpretation.” (Hence we see that the new 
characters the Aramaic people could not read.) And why are 
they named Assyrian ? Because they were brought from the 
country of Assyria. 

There is another Boraitha: Rabbi said: In the very beginning 
the Torah was given to Israel in the Assyrian characters, but 
after they had sinned it was turned over to them as a dasher. 
However, after they repented, it was returned to them. As it 
is written [Zech. ix. 12]: “ Return you to the stronghold, ye 
hopeful prisoners: even to-day do I declare that I will recom¬ 
pense twofold unto thee.” And why is it named Assyrian ? 
Because the characters are praised above all other characters. 
(“ Ashur ” in Hebrew means “ praise.”) R. Simeon b. Elazar, 
however, said in the name of R. Eliezer b. Parta, quoting R. 
Elazar the Modai, that the characters were not changed at all. 
As it is written [Ex. xxvii. 10].f And it is also written [Book 

* For the explanation of this passage see our “ Pentateuch : Its Languages and 
its Characters” (pp. 14, 15). See also there who Utra or Uqba was. 

f We have not inserted the verse, as the translation of it does not correspond 
at all. 
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of Esther, viii. 9]: And to the Jews according to their writing, 
and according to their language.” From which it is to be 
inferred, that as their language was not changed neither was 
their writing. But if so, what means the term Mishnaf in the 
verse in Deuteronomy cited above: " He shall write a copy of 
this law ”—the two copies of the Holy Scrolls which a king has 
to write, as said above: One for the treasury and one which he 
must bear attached to his arm. As it is written [Ps. xvi. 8]: “I 
have always set the Lord before me, that, being at my right 
hand, I might not be moved.” But he who maintains that the 
writing was not changed at all, what does he infer from the verse 
just cited ? That which was said by R. Hana b. Bizna: He who 
praises should always think that the Shekinah is opposite him, 
as the cited verse reads. 

MISHNA VI .: One must not ride on his, the king’s horse, 
and also must not seat himself on his chair, and must not make 
use of his sceptre. And none must be present when he cuts his 
hair, and not when he is naked, and not when he is in the bath¬ 
house. As it is written: ” Thou shalt set a king over thee,” 
which means that his fear shall be always upon thee. 

GEMARA: R. Jacob in the name of R. Johanan said: 
Abishag was allowed to Solomon but not to Adoniyah, because 
Solomon was a king; and to a king it is allowed to make use of 
the sceptre of his predecessor, but not to Adoniyah, who was 
a commoner. How is to be understood that which is written 
in I Kings, 4: “ And she became an attendant on the king”; 
and to her request that the king should marry her he answered: 
You are prohibited to me (as I have already eighteen wives). 
Said R. Shoman b. Aba : Come and see how hard is divorce 
in the eyes of the sages: So they permitted Abishag to be with 
David ^nd did not allow him to divorce one of his wives in order 
to marry her. Said R. Eliezer: He who divorces his first wife, 
even the altar sheds tears on account of him. As it is written 
[Mai. ii. 13]: ” And this do ye secondly, covering the altar of 
the Lord with tears, with weeping and with loud complaint, 
so that he turneth not any more his regard to the offering, nor 
receiveth it with favor at your hand.” And immediately after 
it reads: “ Yet ye say, Wherefore ? Because the Lord hath beeil 
witness between thee and the wife of thy youth, against whom 
thou hast indeed dealt treacherously: yet is she thy companion, 
and the wife of thy covenant.” 

* The term “ Shana” means to “repeat," and also “ change.” 
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R. Johanan, according to others R. Elazar, said: Frequently, 
one’s wife dies when her husband owes money and has not to 
pay. As it is written [Prov. xxii. 27]: “ If thou have nothing 
to pay, why should he take away thy bed from under thee ?” 
The same said again: To him whose first wife dies, it is as if the 
Temple had been destroyed in his days. As it is written [Ezek. 
xxiv. 16 and 18]: “ I will take away from thee the desire of thy 
eyes,” etc. ” And when I had spoken unto the people in the 
morning, my wife died at evening”; and [ibid. 21]: ” I will 
profane my sanctuary, the pride of your strength, the desire 
of your eyes.” And R. Alexander said: To him whose wife 
dies, the whole world is dark for him. As it is written [Job, 
xviii. 6]: ” The light becometh dark in his tent, and his lamp 
will be quenched above him.” And R. Jose b. Haninaadds: 
Also his steps become shortened, as immediately it reads: ” His 
powerful steps will be narrowed.” And R. Abuhu adds: Also 
his advice is no more of use; as the end of the cited verse reads: 
“ and his own counsel will cast him down.” 

Rabba b. Bahana said in the name of R. Johanan: It is hard 
for heaven to appoint marriages as it was to divide the sea; as 
in Ps. Ixviii. 7: ” God places those who are solitary in the midst 
of their families : he bringeth out those who are bound unto 
happiness.” * 

R. Samuel b. Na’hman said: For everything there may be 
an exchange, but for the wife of one’s youth. As it is written 
[Is. liv. 6]: ” And as a wife of one’s youth that was rejected.” 
R. Jehudah taught to his son R. Itz'hak: One does not find 
pleasure only in his first wife, as it is written [Prov. v. 18] : ” Thy 
fountain will be blessed; and rejoice with the wife of thy youth.” 
And to the question of his son, Whom do you mean ? he 
answered: E.g ., your mother. Is that so ? We are aware that 
the same read before R. Itz’hak his son [Eccl. vii. 26]: ” And 
I find as more bitter than death the woman whose heart is snares 
and nets,” etc. And to the question of his son, Whom do you 
mean? he answered: E.g., your mother. True, she was hard 
to him at the start, but finally she overruled herself and did all 
he pleased. R. Samuel b. Umaya said in the name of Rabh : 
A wife is similar to a piece of metal, and does not make any 
covenant but with him who makes her a vessel. As it is written 

* The Talmud takes the last cited words for the exodus from Egypt, and explains : 
“ Do not read the Hebrew term so, but otherwise,” which it is impossible to give in 
the English version. 
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[Is. liv. 5]: “ For thy husband is thy master,” etc. There is a 
Boraitha: One dies but to his wife, and the wife dies but to her 
husband. The first is deduced from [Ruth, i. 3]: “ Thereupon 
died Elimelech Naomi’s husband and the second from [Gen. 
xlviii. 7]: ‘‘And as for me, when I came from Padan, Rachel 
died by me.” 

“ Cuts his hair." The rabbis taught: The king must cut his 
hair every day. As it is written [Is. xxxiii. 17]: “ The king in 
his beauty shall thy eyes behold.” A high-priest every eve 
of Sabbath, and the commoner priest every thirty days. Why 
every eve of Sabbath ? Said R. Samuel b. Na’hman in the 
name of R. Johanan: Because the watching priests are relieved 
every eve of Sabbath. And why for a commoner every thirty 
days ? Because it reads [Ezek. xliv. 20] : “ And their heads shall 
they not shave close, nor suffer their hair to grow long: they 
shall only crop (the hair of) their heads.” And there is an 
analogy of expression from a Nazarite [Num. vi. 5]. As con¬ 
cerning a Nazarite it is thirty days, the same is the case here. 
And whence do we know that for a Nazarite it is thirty days ? 
Said R. Mathna: It reads: Holy shall he be. Because the 
generation of Yihiye counts thirty (a Yod counts ten, a He, five, 
and in the word yihiye there are two Yods and two Hes). Said 
R. Papa to Abayi: Why not explain the above-cited verse as 
that they shall not be allowed to let their hair grow at all ? And 
he answered: If it read: “ They shall not let their hair grow,” 
your explanation would be correct; but as it reads ‘‘ to grow 
long,” it must be explained as the rabbis enact: They shall let 
it grow thirty days. (Said R. Papa again:) If so, in our time, 
when there is no temple, it is to equalize the cutting of the hair 
to the partaking of wine, which was prohibited to the priests 
only when they had to enter the Temple (as after the case of 
hair-cutting immediately follows the prohibition of the partaking 
of wine). Is that so? Have we not learned in a Boraitha: 
Rabbi said: I say that it is prohibited for the priest to drink 
wine at any time whatever. But what can I do, in that the 
destruction of the Temple was their remedy: as they were for¬ 
bidden to drink wine in order that they should not enter the 
Temple while drunk, so, now that the Temple no longer exists, 
they do not care ? Said Abayi: According to whom do the 
priests drink wine in our time ? In accordance with Rabbi's 
statement. 

Rabbi was questioned: How was the hair-cutting of the high- 
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priest, which it is told was done very artistically ? And he 
answered: Go and see the hair-cutting of Ben Aleshe. And 
there is a Boraitha: Rabbi said: Not in vain has R Aleshe 
expended his money to learn the art of cutting hair: it was only 
to show how the high-priests used to cut their hair. 


CHAPTER III. 


RULES AND REGULATIONS CONCERNING THE QUALIFICATION OR DIS¬ 
QUALIFICATION OF JUDGES AND WITNESSES WHO MAY DECIDE 
UPON STRICT LAW AND WHO IN ARBITRATION. WHEN A REJEC¬ 
TION AGAINST JUDGES AND WITNESSES MAY OR MAY NOT TAKE 
PLACE. OF RELATIVES THAT ARE DISQUALIFIED AND THOSE THAT 
ARE NOT. HOW THE WITNESSES SHOULD BE EXAMINED IN CIVIL 
CASES. UNTIL WHAT TIME NEW EVIDENCE MAY OR MAY NOT 
AFFECT A DECISION RENDERED. 

MISHNA /.: Civil cases by three ; one party may select one 
and so the other, and both of them select one more; so is the 
decree of R. Meir. The sages, however, maintain that the two 
judges may select the third one. One party may reject the 
judge of his opponent, according to R. Meir. The sages, how¬ 
ever, say : This holds good only when the party brings evidence 
that the judges selected by his opponent are relatives, or they are 
unqualified for any other reason. If, however, they were quali¬ 
fied, or they were recognized as judges from a higher court, no 
rejection is to be considered. The same is the case with the wit¬ 
nesses of each party, according to R. Meir, so that the rejection 
of each party against the witnesses of its opponent may be taken 
into consideration. The sages, however, say: Such holds good 
only in the cases said above concerning the judges, but not other¬ 
wise. 

GEMARA : How is to be understood the expression of the 
Mishna: One party selects one, etc.? Does it mean one party 
may select one court of three judges, and likewise the other; and 
then both the third court, which would be altogether nine judges? 
Are, then, three not sufficient ? It means, if one party selects one 
judge its opponent may also do so, and then both may select the 
third one. And what is the reason of such a selection ? It was 
said in Palestine in the name of R. Zera: Because each party 
selects its own judge, and both agree in the selection of the third 
one, the decision will be a just one. 

“ The sages , however , say ,” etc. Shall we assume that the 
point of their difference is what was said by R. Jehudah in the 
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name of Rabh : Witnesses may not sign a document unless they 
are aware who will be the others; and so R. Meir does not hold 
this theory and the rabbis do? Nay! All hold this theory, and 
the point of their difference is thus: According to R. Meir, the 
consent of the parties is also needed ; but the rabbis hold that 
the consent of the judges, but not of the parties, is needed. 

The text reads: R. Jehudah said in the name of Rabh: Wit¬ 
nesses, etc. There is also a Boraitha: Pure-minded people of 
Jerusalem used not to sign a document unless they were aware 
who was the other who was to sign it, and also would not sit down 
to judge unless they were aware who was to be their colleague, 
and would also not go to a banquet unless they were aware who 
were invited to it. 

“ Each party may reject ,” etc. Has, then, one the right to 
reject judges? Said R. Johanan : It speaks of the little courts in 
Syria, where there were Gentile judges who were not recognized 
by the higher court. But if they were, no objection could be 
taken into consideration. But does not the latter part state: 
“ and the sages, however, say . . . recognized by the court " ? 

From which it is to be understood that their opponent R. Meir 
speaks even of them who were recognized ? They mean to say: 
If not disqualified (on account of kinship or bad conduct) they 
are to be considered as if they were authorized judges against 
whom no rejection can take place. 

Come and hear: The sages said to R. Mair: One cannot be 
trusted with any right to protest against a judge who was 
appointed by the majority ? Read : One has no right to reject a 
judge who was appointed by the majority. And so we have 
learned in the following Boraitha: One may reject the selected 
judge of his opponent until he has selected a judge who was 
recognized by a majority. So is the decree of R. Mair. But are 
not witnesses considered as recognized judges, and nevertheless 
R. Mair said that one party may disqualify the witness of his 
opponent ? Aye ! But was it not already said by Resh Lakish : 
How is it possible that a holy mouth like R. Mair’s should say 
such a thing? Therefore it must be supposed that R. Meir did 
not say “witnesses,” but “his witness ” a single witness). 
Let us see! What does he mean by one witness ? If concern¬ 
ing a civil case, the law itself disqualifies him ; and if concerning 
an oath, he is trusted by the law as if there were two witnesses. It 
speaks of a civil case, and the case was that previously the parties 
accepted him, saying that his testimony would be considered as 
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if it were testified by two. But, after all, what news did he come 
to teach us—that he may retract ? This we have learned already 
in the succeeding Mishna, which states that, according to R. 
Mair, he may retract, to which R. Dimi b. R. Na’hman b. R. 
Joseph said that the Mishna speaks of when he has accepted his 
father as a third judge (and because biblically a father is not fit 
to judge in a case of his son), he may retract even if he has 
previously accepted him. Why not say the same in our case, 
because one is not fit for a civil case he may retract although he 
had previously accepted him ? Both cases were needed, as if the 
case about his father only were stated one might say that because 
the same is fit to be a judge in other cases, therefore the rabbis 
maintain that no retraction is to be considered ; but in the case 
of a commoner, who is not fit to be a judge in any case whatso¬ 
ever, the retraction would hold good, even in accordance with the 
rabbis. And if the case of a commoner were stated, one might 
say that only in that case R. Meir permitted to retract. But in 
the other case he agrees with the rabbis, therefore both are stated. 

But how would the expression of the Mishna be understood? 
It speaks about the judge in the singular (one may reject the 
judge , etc.), and concerning witnesses, it speaks in the plural 
(one may reject the witnesses , etc.). Hence we see that the 
Mishna is particular in its expression. How, then, can you say 
that R. Mair maintains a single witness? Said R. Elazar: It 
means that he—one of the parties, and also another one who 
does not belong to this case—come to reject this witness, as 
then they are two against one, and therefore the rejection holds 
good. But, after all, why should one of the parties have a right 
to reject ? Is he not interested in this case, and there is a rule 
that the testimony of such is not to be taken into consideration. 
Said R. Aha b. R. Ika: The case was that he laid before the 
court the reason of his protest, which can be examined. 

Let us see what was the reason. If, e.g., robbery, it must 
not be listened to, as he is interested in this case. Therefore we 
must say that the reason was the incompetence of his family— 
e.g., that he or his father was a bondsman, who was not as yet 
liberated. According to R. Mair, he may be listened to, as 
his testimony is against the entire family. The rabbis, however, 
maintain that even then he must not be listened to because of 
his interest in this case, and the court has not to consider his 
testimony at all. 

When R. Dimi came from Palestine, he said in the name of 
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R. Johanan that the point of their difference is two parties of 
witnesses, i.e., eg, the borrower said : “ I have two parties of wit¬ 
nesses who will testify to my right,” and brought one party of 
them against which the lender protests. According to R. Mair, 
the protest holds good because the opponent himself confessed 
that he had another party. Hence he may bring the other 
party, against whom no protest would be considered (and his 
reason is that a proof is needed to each claim, even if it is not so 
important that it could injure the case); and according to the 
rabbis, no protest must be listened to even in such a case, as they 
do not desire a proof to each claim. But when there was only 
one party of witnesses, all agree that no rejection is considered. 

Said R. Ami and R. Assi to R. Johanan : How is it if the 
other party of witnesses were found to be his relatives, or incom¬ 
petent to be witnesses for any other reason, should the testimony 
of the first party be considered, or because of the incompetence 
of the other party, the first party also loses credit? Said R. 
Ashi: The testimony of the first party was already accepted, 
and therefore there is no basis to ignore their testimony because 
of the incompetence of the other party. Shall we assume that 
R. Mair and the rabbis differ the same as Rabbi and R. Simeon 
b. Gamaliel differ concerning one who claims that he has bought 
a document and “ hazakah ” (Last Gate, p. 377), and in the dis¬ 
cussion we come to the conclusion that the point of their differ¬ 
ence is, if one must prove his words or not? Nay! According 
to R. Simeon b. Gamaliel, they do not differ at all, and the 
point of their difference is according to Rabbi’s statement there. 
R. Mair holds with Rabbi. The rabbis, however, maintain that 
Rabbi does so only in case of the claim of hazakah, which is 
based upon the document; but in our case, where the testimony 
of the witnesses is not based upon that of others, even Rabbi 
admits that no proof is needed. 

When Rabbin came from Palestine, he said in the name of R. 
Johanan that the first part of our Mishna treats of incompetent 
witnesses but competent judges, and because they reject the 
witnesses the judges are also rejected ; and the latter part speaks 
of the reverse—that the judges were incompetent and not the 
witnesses, and the witnesses are rejected because of the judges. 
Rabha opposed : It would be correct to say that because of the 
incompetence of the witnesses one may reject the judges, 
as the case can be brought before other judges. But how can 
the witnesses be rejected because of the judges? Then the 
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party would remain without witnesses at all. It speaks of when 
there was another party of witnesses. But how would it be if 
there were no other witnesses ? Then no rejection is to be con¬ 
sidered. Thus Rabbin said the same that R. Dimi said ? The 
theory of “ because ” is the point of their difference. As to R. 
Dimi, the theory of because is not to be used at all, while 
according to Rabbin it is. 

The text says: Resh Lakish said : “ The holy mouth of R. 
Mair should say such a thing,” etc. Is that so? Did not Ula 
say that he who saw Resh Lakish in the college saw one up¬ 
rooting hills and crushing them? (Hence how could he say 
such a thing, which was objected to ?) 

Said Rabhina : Was it not said of R. Mair that he who saw 
him in the college had seen one uprooting mountains and crush¬ 
ing them (and nevertheless he was criticised by Resh Lakish). 
Therefore he (Ula) meant thus: Come and see how the sages 
respected each other (though Resh Lakish was such a genius, he 
nevertheless, in speaking of R. Mair, named him holy mouth).* 

MISHNA II : If one says, “ I accept as a judge in this case 
your father or my father,” or, “ I accept certain three pasturers to 
judge our case,” according to R. Mair he may retract thereafter, 
and according to the sages he must not. If one owes a note to 
a party, and the latter said to him, “ Swear to me by your life, 
and I will be satisfied,” according to R. Mair he may retract, and 
according to the sages he may not. 

GEMARA: Said R. Dimi b. R. Na’hman b. R. Joseph : It 
speaks of when he has accepted his father as a third judge. Even 
then he may retract, according to R. Mair. Said R. Jehudah in 
the name of Samuel : The Tanaim of the Mishna differ in case 
the creditor said to the debtor: Your or my father may judge 
this case, and if they should acquit you, I will renounce my 
claim. But if the debtor said to the creditor: I trust your 
father, and if they shall hold me liable, I will give you the 
money—all agree that he may retract. R. Johanan, however, 
said that they differ in the latter case. 

The schoolmen propounded a question : Does R. Johanan 
mean to say that they differ only in the latter case, but in the 
former, “ I will renounce my claim,” all agree that no retraction 
is to be considered; or, does he mean to say that they differ in 
both cases ? Come and hear what Rabha said : They differ only 


Here is a repetition from Tract Sabbath, pp. 89-92, which is already translated. 
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if he said, “ I will satisfy your claim,” but in case of “ I will re¬ 
nounce my claim,” all agree that he cannot retract. Now let us 
see! If the question of the schoolmen is to be resolved accord¬ 
ing to Rabha’s decision just mentioned, it is correct, as he is in 
accordance with R. Johanan ; but if the question should be re¬ 
solved that they differ in case of renouncing, etc., according to 
whom would be Rabha’s opinion ? Rabha may differ with both, 
and declare his own opinion. R. Aha b. Tahlipa objected to 
Rabha from the latter part of our Mishna’s statement, that if he 
told him to swear by his life, according to R. Mair he may re¬ 
tract, etc. Does not the Mishna speak of one who is to be 
acquitted with an oath, which is equal to “ I renounce my 
claim ” ? Nay; it speaks of them who ought to swear and col¬ 
lect, which is equal to “ I will give you.” But this was stated 
already in the first part? The Mishna teaches both cases, one in 
which he is dependent upon himself and one in which he is de¬ 
pendent on the mind of others. And both are needed ; as, if 
there were stated the case when he is dependent upon others— 
e.g., “ I trust your father,” etc.—one might say that only in such 
a case R. Mair permits to retract, as he has not as yet made up 
his mind to pay, thinking that probably he will be acquitted ; but 
when he depends upon himself— e.g., “ Swear by your life,” etc.— 
R. Mair also admits that he cannot retract. And if this case 
only were stated, one might say that in such a case only the 
rabbis hold that he cannot retract; but in case he depends upon 
others, they agree with R. Mair. Therefore both are needed. 

Resh Lakish said : The Tanaim of the Mishna differ in case 
the decision was not yet rendered; but after it was, all agree that 
no retraction can take place. R. Johanan, however, maintains 
that they differ in the latter case. 

The schoolmen propounded a question : Does R. Johanan 
mean to state that they differ in a case where the decision was 
rendered, but in case the decision was not as yet rendered all agree 
that a retraction can take place, or does he mean to say that they 
differ in both cases? Come and hear what Rabha said : If one 
has accepted a relative or one who is legally disqualified to be a 
judge, if before the decision, his retraction holds good ; but if 
after, no retraction is to be considered. Now let us see! If the 
saying of R. Johanan is to be explained that they differ when 
the retraction took place after the decision—but if before, all 
agree that it holds good—Rabbi’s decision is correct, as it is in 
accordance with R. Johanan’s explanation and in accordance 
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with the rabbis. But if it should be explained that they differ 
also in case it was before the decision, according to whom would 
be Rabha’s decision just mentioned ? Infer from this that they 
differ in the case after the decision ; but before, all agree that, 
a retraction holds good. 

R. Na’hman b. R. Hisda sent a message to R. Na’hman b. 
Jacob : Let the master teach us in which case the Tanaim of our 
Mishna differ—after or before the decision, and with whom the 
Halakha prevails. And the answer was : After the decision, 
and the Halakha prevails with the sages. R. Ashi, however, 
said that the question was: Do they differ in case he said, “ I 
will renounce my claim,” or in case “ I will satisfy your claim ”? 
And the answer was: They differ in the latter case : the 
Halakha prevails with the sages. So was it taught in the College 
of Sura. In the College of Pumbeditha, however, it was taught: 
R. Hanina b. Shlamiha said it was a message from the college 
to Samuel: Let the master teach us how is the law if the retrac¬ 
tion took place before the decision, but they have made the cere¬ 
mony of a sudarium ? And the answer was that nothing could 
be changed in such a case. 

MISHNA III. : The following are disqualified to be witnesses: 
Gamblers (habitual dice-players) and usurers, and those who play 
with flying doves; and the merchants who do business with the 
growth of the Sabbatic year. Said R Simeon: In the begin¬ 
ning they were named the gatherers of Sabbatic fruit; i.e., even 
those who had gathered the fruit, not for business, were disquali¬ 
fied. However, since the demand of the government to pay duties 
increased, the gatherers of the Sabbatic fruit were absolved from 
the disqualification, and only those who did business with.same 
were disqualified. Said R. Jehudah : Then the merchants and all 
the other persons named above were disqualified only when they 
had no other business or trade than this; but if they had, they 
were qualified. 

GEMARA: What crime is there in dice-playing? Said Rami 
b. Hama : Because it is only an asmachtha , which does not give 
title. R. Shesheth, however, maintains that such is not to be 
considered an asmachtha ; but they are disqualified because they 
do not occupy themselves with the welfare of the world—and the 
difference between them is if they had another business besides. 
As we have learned in our Mishna, according to R. Jehudah, if 
they have some business besides, they are qualified. Hence we see 
that the reason of the disqualification is because they do not occupy 
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themselves with the welfare of the world—and this contradicts 
Rami b. Hama’s above statement ? And lest one say that R. 
Jehudah’s opinion is only of an individual, as the rabbis differ 
with him, this is not so, as Jehoshua b. Levi said that in every 
place where R. Jehudah says “ this is only,” or if he says “ pro¬ 
vided,” he comes only to explain the meaning of the sages, but 
not to differ with them ; and R. Johanan maintains that when he 
says “ this is only,” he comes to explain, but when he says “ pro¬ 
vided,” he means to differ. And as in our Mishna he expresses 
himself “ this is only,” all agree that he is only explaining. 
Hence Rami is contradicted? Do you contradict one man with 
another man ? Each of them may have his opinion. Rami 
holds that they do differ, and Shesheth that they do not. 
Have we not learned in the following Boraitha that it does not 
matter if he has another business besides; he is nevertheless dis¬ 
qualified ? The Boraitha is in accordance with R. Jehudah in the 
name of Tarphon of the following Boraitha: R. Jehudah said in 
the name of R. Tarphon, concerning a Nazarite (Tract Nazir, 
34a), that wherever there is any doubt he is not deemed a 
Nazarite. And the same is in our case, as the gambler is not 
certain that he will win or lose, it cannot be considered a real 
business, but robbery, and therefore he is disqualified even when 
he has another business. 

“ Usurers .” Said Rabha: One who borrows to pay usury is 
also disqualified. But does not our Mishna state “ usurers,” which 
means the lenders, and not the borrowers ? It means to say a 
loan which is usurious. There were two witnesses who testified 
against Bar Benetus. One said : In my presence he has given 
money at usury; and the other said: He has loaned to me at 
usury. And Rabha disqualified b. Benetus from being a witness. 
But how could Rabha take into consideration the testimony of 
him who said : I have borrowed from him at usury? Did not 
Rabha say that the borrower also is disqualified, because, as soon 
as he has borrowed at usury, he is wicked ; and the Torah says: 
Thou shalt not bring a sinner as a witness. Rabha is in accord¬ 
ance with his theory elsewhere, that one is not trusted to make 
himself wicked. (Hence his testimony that he himself has bor¬ 
rowed at usury is not taken into consideration, but that part, 
that Benetus has loaned to him at usury, was.) There was a 
slaughterer who sold illegal meat in his business, and R. Na’hman 
disqualified him. And he let his hair and nails grow as a sign of 
repentance; and Na’hman was about to remove the disqualifica- 
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tion. Said Rabha to him: Perhaps he is deceiving you. But 
what remedy can he have ? As R. Aidi b. Abin said elsewhere : 
For him who is suspected of selling illegal meat there is no 
remedy, unless he goes to a place where he is not known and 
returns a valuable lost thing, or he recognizes the illegality of 
meat in his business, even if it is of great value. 

“ Flying doves/’ etc. What does this mean ? In this college it 
was explained: If your dove should fly farther than mine (such 
and such a distance), you shall take an amount of money. And 
Hama b. Oushia said that it means an apvco, one who uses 
his doves to entice to his cot doves belonging to other cots—and 
this is robbery. But to him who maintains, “ If your dove shall 
fly farther,” etc., is this not gambling? (Why, then, is it re¬ 
peated?) The Mishna teaches both cases—depending upon 
himself and depending upon his dove ; as if depending upon him¬ 
self only were stated, one might say that, because he was sure he 
would win, he offered such an amount, and he has not made up 
his mind to pay the sum willingly in case of a loss, and therefore 
it is considered an asmachtha , which does not give title. But in 
the other case, where he is dependent upon his dove, in which he 
is not sure, and has nevertheless offered a sum of money, it is to 
be supposed that he made up his mind to pay willingly in any 
event, and therefore it is not considered an asmachtha. And if 
this latter case were stated, one might say that he did so prob¬ 
ably because the winning of the race depends on the clapping, 
and he knew better how to clap (at the pigeon race) ; but when 
he depends upon himself, it is different. Therefore both are 
stated. 

An objection was raised from the following: Gamblers are 
counted those who play with dice; and not only dice, but even 
with the shells of nuts or pomegranates. And when is their re¬ 
pentance to be considered ? When they break the dice and re¬ 
nounce this play entirely, so that they do not play even for 
nothing. And usurers are counted both the lender and the bor¬ 
rower, and their repentance is to be considered only then when 
they destroy their documents and renounce this business en¬ 
tirely, so that they do not take usury even from a heathen, 
from whom it is biblically allowed. And among those who play 
with doves, those who train doves to fly farther are counted; and 
not only doves, but even other animals; and their renunciation 
is considered only when they destroy their snares and renounce 
the business entirely, so that they do not catch birds even in 
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deserts. Among those who handle Sabbatic fruits are counted 
those who buy or sell, and their renunciation is considered only 
when they cease to do so in the next Sabbatic year. Said R. 
Na’hamia: It is not sufficient that they cease to do so, but they 
must return the money which they derived from the sale of the 
fruit. How if one say : I, so and so, have obtained two hundred 
zuz from the Sabbatic fruit, and I present them for charity? We 
see, then, that among those who play with doves, those who do so 
with other animals are also counted ; and this can be correct only 
according to him who explains our Mishna : “ If your dove should 
fly farther than mine,” as the same can be done with other 
animals. But to him who says an apvc*), could this be done 
with other animals? Aye, this can be done with a wild ox; and 
it is in accordance with him who says that a wild ox may be 
counted among domesticated animals. 

There is a Boraitha : There was added to the disqualified 
witnesses robbers and forcers ( i.e ., those who take things by 
force, although they pay the value for them). But is not a 
robber disqualified to be a witness biblically? It means even 
those who do not return a found thing which was lost by a deaf- 
mute or by minors (which according to the strict law is not to be 
returned, but it was enacted that it should be returned for the 
sake of peace—that there should be no quarrel with their rela¬ 
tives), and as this does not occur frequently, they were not 
counted among the disqualified. Thereafter, however, they were 
added, as, after all, they take possession of money which does 
not belong to them. And the same is the case with the forcers, 
who were not placed among the disqualified, because this does 
not happen frequently. Thereafter, however, as the rabbis saw 
that it became a habit, they added them also. 

There is another Boraitha: There was secondly added to that 
category, pasturers, collectors of duty, and contractors of the 
government. Pasturers were not put in this category previously, 
because, when it was seen that they led their animals into strange 
pastures, it was only occasionally; but later, when it was seen 
that they did it intentionally, they were also added. And the 
same is the case with the collectors of duty and the contractors, 
as at first it was thought that they took only what belonged to 
them; but after investigation, when it was found that they took 
much more than they ought, they were added. Said Rabha : 
The pasturer in question—it matters not if he is a pasturer of 
small cattle or of large ones. Did Rabha indeed say so ? Did 
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he not say that a pasturer of small cattle is disqualified only in 
Palestine, but not outside of it, and pasturers of large cattle even 
in Palestine are qualified ? This was taught of them who raise 
the cattle for themselves; and if they are small cattle, they are 
disqualified because it was forbidden to keep small cattle in 
Palestine, as explained elsewhere. And so it seems to be as the 
previous Mishna expresses, “ three pasturers,” and it is to be 
assumed for witnesses. Nay; it means for judges, and this is to 
be understood from the number three. As if for witnesses, for 
what purpose are three needed ? But if for judges, why does the 
Mishna express itself “ pasturers”—let it state three laymen who 
do not know the law ? It means to say that even pasturers who 
spend their time in uninhabited places are nevertheless qualified 
to judge of the appointment of the parties. 

R. Jehudah said : A pasturer of whom it is not heard that he 
leads his cattle into strange pasture is nevertheless disqualified, 
but a duty collector of whom it is not said that he takes more 
than he ought, is qualified. 

The father of R. Zera was a collector for thirteen years, and 
when the governor would come to that city he used to say to the 
scholars: Go and hide yourselves in the houses, so that the 
governor shall not see so many people, or he will demand from 
the city more taxes. And also to the other people, when he saw 
them crowded in the streets, he used to say: The governor is 
coming, and he will kill the father in presence of the son, and the 
son in presence of his father. And they also used to hide them¬ 
selves. And when the governor came, he used to say to him: 
You see that there are very few people in this city. From 
whom, then, shall we collect so much duty? When he departed, 
he said : There are thirteen maes which are tied in the sheet of 
my bed; take and return them to so and so, as I took it from him 
for duty and did not use it. 

“ They were named gatherers of Sabbatic fruit," etc. What 
does this mean? Said R. Jehudah thus: Formerly it was said 
the gatherers of the fruit were qualified, but the merchants were 
not. But when it was seen that they used to pay the poor that 
they should gather the fruit for them and bring it to their houses, 
it was enacted that the gatherers as well as the merchants were 
disqualified. This explanation, however, was a difficulty to the 
scholars of the city of Rehaba as to the expression of our 
Mishna, “ since the demand of the government,” and according 
to this explanation it ought to be, “ since the increase of buyers,” 
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and therefore they explain thus : Since the government has in¬ 
creased their duties [as R. Jani announced, “ Go and sow in the 
Sabbatic year, because of the duties”], it was enacted that the 
gatherers were qualified, but not the merchants. 

Hyie b. Zarssuqi and Simeon b. Jehuzdack went to inter¬ 
calate a year in Essia, and Resh Lakish met them and said : I 
will go with them to see how they practise. In the meantime 
he saw a man who was ploughing in the Sabbatic year, and he 
said to them : Is this man a priest, who is suspected of doing 
work in the Sabbatic year ? And they answered : Probably he is 
hired by a Gentile to do so. He saw again a man who was 
collecting the fluid in a vineyard and putting it back into the 
bale. And he said again : Is this man a priest, who is suspected, 
etc. ? And they answered : He who trims vines in the Sabbatic 
year may say : I need the twigs to make a bale for the press. 
Rejoined Resh Lakish: The heart knows whether it is done for 
“ ekel ” (a legitimate purpose) or out of “ &kalkaloth” (perverse¬ 
ness). And they rejoined : He is a rebel. When they came to 
their place, they ascended to the attic and moved the steps that 
he (Resh Lakish) should not ascend with them. The latter then 
came to R. Johanan and questioned him : Men who are sus¬ 
pected of transgressing the Sabbatic year, are they fit to establish 
a leap year ? After deliberating, however, he said: It presents 
no difficulty to me, as they may be compared with the three 
pasturers mentioned above (p. 46), and the rabbis recommended 
them to do so, as so it should be according to their reckoning. 

Afterward, however, he said to himself: There is no similarity, 
as, concerning the three pasturers mentioned thereafter, the rab¬ 
bis selected the right number needed for intercalation. Here, 
however, they themselves did it, and they are only a society of 
wicked men who are not at all qualified to intercalate. Said R. 
Johanan: lam distressed that you called them wicked. When 
the above-mentioned rabbis came to R. Johanan, complaining that 
Resh Lakish called them pasturers of cattle in the presence of R. 
Johanan and he kept silent, he answered : If he were to call you 
pasturers of sheep, what could I do to him ? 

* Ula said: One’s thought for his maintenance injures him in his 
study of the law (/>., because of his sorrow it remains not in his 
mind for a long time, and he forgets it easily). As it is written 
[Job, v. 12]: “Who frustrateth the plans of the crafty, so that 

* The Haggadic passage we have transferred to the last chapter of this tract, which 
is all Haggadah. 



76 


THE BABYLONIAN TALMUD. 


their hands cannot execute their well-devised counsel.” Said 
Rabba, however: If he occupies himself with the Torah for the 
sake of Heaven, he is not injured. As it is written [Prov. xix. 21] : 
“ There are many thoughts in a man’s heart; but the counsel of 
the Lord alone will stand firm ”—which is to be explained: A 
study which is for the sake of Heaven, no matter in what circum¬ 
stances one is. it remains forever.* 

“ Only then'' etc. Said R. Abuhu in the name of R. Elazar: 
The Halakha prevails with R. Jehudah. And the same said again 
in the name of the same authority: All the persons mentioned 
in the Mishna and in the Boraithas are disqualified only then 
when their crime was announced by the court. However, con¬ 
cerning a pasturer, R. Aha and Rabhina differ. According to one, 
even concerning him announcement is needed; and according to 
the other, no announcement is needed for his disqualification. 
(Says the Gemara :) It is correct, according to him who holds that 
no announcement is needed, that which R. Jehudah said above, 
that a pasturer is disqualified even if we are not aware of any 
crime; but according to him who holds that even a pasturer 
must be announced, why, then, Jehudah’s decision ? Because he 
holds that the court has to announce of each pasturer, no matter 
what he is, that he is disqualified. There was a document for a 
gift which was signed by two robbers, and R. Papa b. Samuel 
was about to make it valid because they were not announced by 
the court. Said Rabha to him : When to a robbery which is 
only rabbinical an announcement is needed, should we say that 
the same is needed to a biblical robbery ? 

R. Na’hman said : They who accept charity from idolaters 
are disqualified to be witnesses, provided they do so publicly, but 
not if privately; and even publicly, they are disqualified only 
then when it was possible for them to do same privately and 
they do not care to disgrace themselves publicly; but if not, 
one is not disqualified, as he is compelled to get a living. The 
same said again: He who is suspected of adultery is qualified to 
be a witness. Said R. Shesheth to him: Master, answer me. 
Should a man who has forty stripes on his shoulders f be quali- 


* Rashi gives also another interpretation to this passage ; viz., mental resolution 
frequently fails, even if it is concerning the study of the Torah— e.g ., if one made up 
his mind to finish such and such a tract in a certain time. And to this came Rabba 
to say, if it was for the sake of Heaven, it would not fail, etc. 

f Rashi explains this, that one who is suspected of such an offence, but cannot 
be punished with the prescribed punishment because there were no legal witnesses 
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fied ? Said Rabha: R. Na’hman admits that concerning a woman 
he is disqualified to be a witness. And Rabhina, according to 
others R. Papa, said : This is said only concerning a divorce, but 
concerning bringing her into the house of her husband, the 
suspicion does not matter. R. Na’hman said again : If one has 
stolen in the month of Nissan at the harvest-time, and has stolen 
again in the month of Tishri, he is not named a thief so that he 
should be disqualified, provided he was a gardener and stole a thing 
of little value, and if it was a thing which could be consumed with¬ 
out any preparation. The gardener of R. Zcbid stole a kab of 
barley, and R. Zebid disqualified him. And also another one 
stole a bunch of dates, and was also disqualified. 

There were undertakers who had buried a corpse on the first 
day of Pentecost, and R. Papa put them under the ban and dis¬ 
qualified them to be witnesses. However, Huna b. R. Jehoshua 
qualified them, and to the question of R. Papa: Are they not 
wicked ? he answered : They thought they were doing a meri¬ 
torious act. But were they not put under the ban for this trans¬ 
gression, and nevertheless did it again ? They thought that the 
putting under the ban was only a kind of atonement imposed by 
the rabbis for violating the holiday. However, the burial act 
itself is meritorious, though they will have to be under the ban 
for a few days for violation of a holiday. 

An apostate who eats illegal meat, which is identical with 
carcasses, because it is cheaper, all agree that he is disqualified. 
But if he does this not because it is cheaper, but for the purpose 
of angering his former brothers in faith,* * according to Abayi he 
is disqualified and according to Rabha he is not. The reason of 
Abayi is because he is wicked, and the Scripture reads plainly; 
“ Thou shalt not bring a sinner as a witness.” Rabha’s reason, 
however, is that it speaks of one wicked in money matters only. 
An objection was raised from the following: “The meaning of 
the Scripture concerning the testimony of a sinner means one 
who is wicked in money matters; as, for instance, robbers and 
perjurers. No matter if the oath was a vain one (e.g. y if one has 
sworn that a stone is a stone), or if the oath was a false one con¬ 
cerning money matters.” Hence we see that even a vain swearer 


or he was not warned, has nevertheless been punished with stripes, as so it is stated 
(Tract Kidushin, Sib). 

* Our explanation in the case of angering may be new, as we are not in accord 
with other commentators. However, it seems to us that this is the correct interpre¬ 
tation, as to which we challenge criticism. 
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is also disqualified ? By the expression “ vain swearer ” is not 
meant as explained, but that he has sworn in vain concerning 
money matters— eg ;, A owes money to B, which was not neces¬ 
sary at all, as A has never denied it. An objection was raised 
from the following : “ Thou shalt not bring a sinner as a witness,” 
means one wicked in robbery—namely, robbers and usurers. 
Hence this Boraitha contradicts Abayi’s statement. The objec¬ 
tion remains. 

Shall we assume that the above Amoraim differ in the same 
respect as the Tanaim of the following : A collusive witness is 
disqualified in all law cases. So is the decree of R. Mair. R. 
Jose, however, maintains: Provided he was made collusive in a 
case of capital punishment; but if in money matters, he is still 
qualified to be a witness in criminal cases? Now, shall we say 
that Abayi holds with R. Mair, who maintains that even from a 
lenient we disqualify to a rigorous one, and Rabha holds with R. 
Jose, who maintains that only from a rigorous case we disqualify 
even to a lenient one, but from lenient to rigorous we do not? 
Nay! In accordance with R. Jose’s theory, they do not differ. 
But the point of their difference is concerning R. Mair’s theory, 
as Abayi holds with him, and Rabha maintains that even R. 
Mair said so only concerning a collusive witness in money mat¬ 
ters, which is both wicked against man and wicked against 
heaven; but in our case, where the wickedness is in heavenly 
things only, even R. Mair admits that he is qualified to be a wit¬ 
ness in money matters. The Halakha, however, prevails with 
Abayi. But was he not objected to? The Boraitha which con¬ 
tradicts Abayi is in accordance with R. Jose. But even then, is 
it not a rule, when R. Mair differs with R. Jose, that the Halakha 
prevails with the latter? In this case it was different, as the edi¬ 
tor of the Mishnayoth taught an anonymous Mishna in accord¬ 
ance with R. Mair’s opinion. And where is it ? This was 
explained in the following case: Bar Hama had slain a man and 
the Exilarch told Aba b. Jacob to investigate the case; and if 
he really slew the man, they should make the murderer blind. 
(Since the Temple was destroyed, capital punishments were 
abolished by Israel, and therefore to make a man blind was to 
make him dead to the world.) And two witnesses came to testify 
that he surely killed the man. The defendant, however, brought 
two witnesses who testified against one of the witnesses. One of 
them said : In my presence this man stole a kab of barley; and 
the other said: In my presence he stole the handle of a borer. 
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And the Exilarch said to him: You wish to disqualify this man 
to be a witness because of R. Mair’s theory, but I know of the 
rule that the Halakha prevails with R. Jose when he differs with 
R. Mair; and according to R. Jose, if one was collusive in money 
matters, he is still qualified in criminal cases. Said R. Papa to 
him: This is so in other cases; but in this case it is different, as 
there is an anonymous Mishna in accordance with R. Mair. But 
which Mishna is it ? Shall we assume it to be that which stated 
that he who is competent to judge criminal cases is competent 
for civil cases also, which cannot be in accordance with R. Jose, as, 
according to his theory, there is a witness who was made collu¬ 
sive in civil cases and is still competent in criminal cases? Hence 
it is in accordance with R. Mair. But perhaps the cited Mishna 
does not speak about collusive witnesses, but of such as are 
incompetent to be witnesses because of their family. Therefore 
we must say that he means our Mishna which states the follow¬ 
ing are disqualified for witnesses: Players with dice, etc.; and a 
Boraitha adds: And also slaves. This is the rule in all cases in 
which women are not allowed to be witnesses—they also are dis¬ 
qualified. And this cannot be in accordance with R. Jose, as he 
holds that they are qualified to be witnesses in criminal cases, for 
which women are disqualified. Hence it is in accordance with R. 
Mair. B. Hama then arose and kissed him, and freed him from 
paying duties all his life. 

MISHNA IV. : The following are counted relatives who 
may not be witnesses: Brothers, brothers of father or mother, 
brothers-in-law, uncles by marriage from father’s or mother’s side, 
a stepfather, a father-in-law, the husband of one’s wife’s sister, 
they and their sons and their sons-in-law, and also a stepson himself 
—but the latter’s children are qualified. Said R. Jose : This Mishna 
was changed by R. Aqiba. The ancient Mishna, however, was 
thus: One’s uncle, one’s first-cousin, and all those who are com¬ 
petent to be one’s heirs and also all one’s relatives at that time ; ' 
but if they were relatives and thereafter became estranged, they 
are qualified. R. Jehudah, however, maintains that even if a 
daughter dies and leaves children, her husband is still considered 
a relative. An intimate friend, as well as a pronounced enemy, 
is also disqualified. Who is considered an intimate friend? The 
groomsman. And who is considered a pronounced enemy ? The 
one who has not spoken to him for three days because of ani¬ 
mosity. And the sages answered R. Jehudah: The children of 
Israel are not suspected of witnessing falsely because of animosity. 
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GEMARA: Whence is this deduced? From that which the 
rabbis taught. It is written [Deut. xxiv. 16] : “ Fathers shall not 
be put to death for the children ... for his own sin,” etc. 
To what end is this written ? If only to teach the meaning of it 
literally, it would not be necessary, as the end of the verse reads, 
“ for his own sin shall every man be put to death.” It must 
therefore be interpreted, fathers should not die by the witnessing 
of their children, and vice versa. From this is deduced fathers 
by sons, and vice versa; and so much the more fathers who are 
brothers are incompetent to testify for each other. But whence 
do we know that grandsons (cousins) are also incompetent to tes¬ 
tify for each other? It should read, “parents shall not die 
because of their son.” And why “ sons ” in the plural ? To teach 
that their sons are not competent to testify for each other. But 
whence do we know that two relatives are not qualified to testify 
in one case even for a stranger? It should read in the singular, 
“ and a son for his parents.” And why in the plural, “ and sons ” ? 
To teach that two sons are incompetent to testify in one case, 
even for a stranger. But from this is deduced the relatives from 
the father’s side only. Whence, however, do we know that the 
same is the case with the relatives from the mother’s side ? From 
the repetition of the word “ fathers ” in the same verse. And as 
it was not necessary for the relatives on the father’s side, apply it 
to the relatives on the mother’s side. But this verse speaks of 
accusation. Whence do we know that the same is the case con¬ 
cerning advantage? From the repetition of the words, “ shall not 
die,” which were not necessary in the case of accusation. Apply 
it, therefore, to cases of advantage. All this, however, is said 
concerning criminal cases. But whence do we know that it is the 
same with civil cases? Hence it reads [Lev. xxiv. 22]: “One 
manner of judicial law,” etc., meaning that all cases must be 
judged equally. 

Rabh said: My father’s brother shall not witness in my 
cases; he, his son, and his son-in-law. And similarly, I, for my 
part, will not witness in his cases, neither my son nor my son-in- 
law. But why? Is not one’s son a grandnephew, who is a third 
to a father’s brother, and our Mishna teaches that only a cousin 
is not competent, who is second to the party, but not a second- 
cousin, who is third to the party? The expression in our Mishna, 
“ his son-in-law,” means the son-in-law of his son, who is already 
a third. But if so, why does it not teach “ the son of his son ” 
(grandson) ? Incidentally, the Mishna teaches us that the husband 
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is equal to his wife. But if so, according to whom would be the 
following Boraitha, taught by R. Hyya: Eight fathers, which 
counts twenty-four, including their sons and sons-in-law (*>., 
father and brother, two grandfathers, and four great-grandfathers 
—two from each side—and eight sons and eight sons-in-law)? 
And if our Mishna means the son’s son-in-law, then it ought to 
be thirty-two, viz.: eight fathers, eight sons, eight sons-in-law, and 
eight grandsons. Therefore we must say that our Mishna means 
his son-in-law. And why does Rabh name him the son-in-law of 
his son? Because he is not a descendant from him, but came 
from strangers, he is considered not of the second generation but 
as of the third. But, after all, according to Rabh’s saying it is a 
third to a second-cousin, and we are aware that Rabh holds that 
such is qualified to be a witness? Therefore we must say that 
Rabh holds with R. Elazar, who says in the following Boraitha: 
Even as my father’s brother cannot be a witness for me, neither 
his son nor his son-in-law, the same is the case with the son of 
my father’s brother and with his son and son-in-law. Still, this 
cannot serve as an answer to the objection that Rabh himself has 
qualified a third to a second-cousin ? Say, Rabh holds with R. 
Elazar only concerning his son, but differs with him concerning 
the son of his father’s brother. And the reason of Rabh’s theory 
is because it reads: “ Fathers shall not die because of their sons; 
and sons,” etc.—which means the addition of one more genera¬ 
tion. And the reason of R. Elazar is: “For their children” 
means that the incompetence of the fathers shall extend to their 
children also. 

R. Na’hman said : The brother of my mother-in-law cannot be 
a witness for me, and the same is the case with his son, and also 
with the son of the sister of my mother-in-law. And there is also a 
Boraitha similar to this, viz.: The husband of one’s sister, also 
the husband of the sister of one’s father and the husband of the 
sister of one’s mother, their sons and their sons-in-law, are also 
excluded from being witnesses. Said R. Ashi: While we were 
with Ula we questioned him: How is it concerning the brother of 
one’s father-in-law and his son, and also concerning the son of 
the sister of his father-in-law? And he answered : This we have 
learned in a Boraitha : One’s brothers, the brother of one’s father 
and of one’s mother, they, their sons and their sons-in-law—all are 
incompetent. 

It happened that Rabh was going to buy parchments, and he 
was questioned : May one be a witness to his stepson’s wife ? The 
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answer to this question was, according to the College of Sura, that 
the husband is the same as his wife; and according to the College 
of Pumbeditha, the answer was that the wife is the same as her 
husband—which means that he is considered as if he were really 
her father-in-law. And as Huna in the name of Rabh said: 
Whence do we know that the woman is considered to be the same 
as her husband? From [Lev. xviii. 14] : “ She is thy aunt/' Is 
she indeed his aunt ? Is she not the wife of his uncle only? We 
see, then, that the wife is considered the same as her husband. 

“A stepfather . . . his son and son-in-law A Is not his 

son a brother of the party from the mother’s side? Said R. Jere¬ 
miah : It means the brother of his brother— eg., the son of his 
stepfather from another wife. R. Hisda, however, qualified such 
a person. When he was questioned : Was he not aware of Jere¬ 
miah’s explanation of our Mishna just mentioned ? He answered : 
I do not care for it. But if so, it is his brother. The Mishna 
teaches concerning a brother from the father’s side, and also 
from the mother’s side. R. Hisda said the father of the groom 
and the father of the bride may be witnesses for each other, as 
their relation is similar to the relation of a cork to a barrel only, 
which cannot be counted relationship. Rabba b. b. Hana said : 
One may be a witness for his betrothed, but not for his wife. 
Said Rabhina: Provided he testified against her; but if his testi¬ 
mony is in her behalf, he is not trusted. In reality, however, 
(says the Gemara,) there is no difference : One is not trusted in 
any case, as the reason concerning witnesses is that one is too 
near in mind to his relatives; and as she is betrothed to him, he 
is not fit to be a witness in any case. 

The rabbis taught: One’s stepson only. R. Jose says: The 
husband of one’s wife’s sister only. And there is another Bo- 
raitha: The husband of one’s wife’s sister only. R. Jehudah says : 
One’s stepson only. How is this to be understood ? Shall we as¬ 
sume that the Tana of the first Boraitha has mentioned only the 
stepfather, but that the case is the same with the husband of one’s 
wife’s sister? And R. Jose with his statement also does not mean 
to differ, but he mentioned the latter, and the same is it also with 
the former. Then our Mishna, which states, “ the husband of 
one’s wife’s sister, he, his son, and his son-in-law are excluded,” 
would be neither in accordance with R. Jedudah nor with R. Jose. 
Or does the Boraitha mean to say that regarding a stepfather only 
is he excluded, but concerning the husband of the wife’s sister, he, 
with his sons, etc., is excluded ; and R. Jose differs, as, according 
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to his opinion, the latter only is excluded, but not his sons, etc.; 
but a stepfather, with his sons, etc., is excluded ? Then the 
Boraitha of R. Hyya, mentioned above, which states that there 
are twenty-four, would be neither in accord with R. Jose nor 
with R. Jehudah. Therefore we must say that the Boraitha is to 
be explained thus: The stepfather only is to be excluded, but 
concerning the husband of his wife’s sister, his children are also 
excluded. And R. Jose came to teach that even concerning the 
latter he only is excluded, but not his children, and so much the 
more a stepfather. And then our Mishna is in accordance with 
R. Jehudah and the Boraitha in accordance with R. Jose. Said 
R. Jehudah in the name of Samuel: The Halakha prevails 
with R. Jose. 

There was a deed of gift which was signed by two brothers-in 
law—2>., two husbands of two sisters—and R. Joseph was about 
to make it valid, based upon the decision of Samuel that the 
Halakha prevails with R. Jose. Said Abayi to him : Whence do 
you know that Samuel meant R. Jose of our Mishna, who quali¬ 
fied the husband of one’s wife’s sister? Perhaps he meant R. 
Jose of the Boraitha who disqualified him. This could not be 
supposed, as Samuel said, e.g ., I and Pinchas, who are brothers 
and brothers-in-law—but if only brothers-in-law, they are qualified. 
And Abayi rejoined: It is still uncertain, as perhaps Samuel 
meant to say: Because Pinchas was the husband of his wife’s 
sister. Therefore said R. Joseph to the beneficiary : Acquire title 
to this gift by the testimony of the witnesses who were present 
when the gift was transferred to you, in accordance with R. Aba’s 
decision. Said Abayi again: But did not Aba admit that if 
there was a forgery in the deed while writing, it is invalid even 
in the latter case? And R. Joseph said to the beneficiary: Go! 
you see people do not allow me to transfer it to you. 

“ R. Jehudah said" etc. Said Thn’hum in the name of Tabla 
in the name of Bruna, quoting Rabha: The Halakha prevails with 
R. Jehudah. Rabha, however, in the name of R. Na’hman, and 
also Rabba b. b. Hana in the name of R. Johanan, said: The 
Halakha does not prevail with him : There were some others who 
taught the saying of Rabba with regard to the following: Thus 
lectured R. Jose the Galilean: It is written [Deut. xvii. 9]: 
“And to the judge that may be in those days.” Was it neces¬ 
sary to state thus? Can it then be supposed that one should 
go to a judge that is not in his days? Therefore it is to be ex¬ 
plained that it means that the judge was previously a relative of 
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his, and that thereafter he became estranged. And to this said 
Rabba, etc., the Halakha prevails with R. Jose the Galilean. 

The sons of Mar Uqba’s father-in-law were relatives, and 
became thereafter estranged. And they had a case, and came 
with it to his court. He, however, exclaimed: I am disqualified 
from being your judge. They then rejoined: Is it because you 
hold with R. Jehudah ? We will bring you a letter from Palestine 
stating that the Halakha does not prevail with him. Rejoined 
he: I myself know that I am not attached to you with wax, and 
my saying that I am disqualified to judge you is because I know 
that your custom is not to listen to my decision. 

“ A friend is a groomsman.” But how long shall this friend¬ 
ship hold ? R. Aba in the name of R. Jeremiah, quoting Rabh, 
said : All the seven days of the wedding. The rabbis, however, 
in the name of Rabha said that after the first day the friendship 
is no longer considered, and he is qualified. 

“An enemy f etc. The rabbis taught: It reads [Num. xxxv. 
23] : “ He was not his enemy and did not seek his harm ”—which 
means, he who is not one’s enemy may be a witness and he who 
does not seek one’s harm may be his judge. This is concerning 
an enemy. And whence do we know that the same is the case 
with a friend ? Read, then, “ and he is not his enemy and not 
his friend ”—and then he may be a witness; and if he does not 
seek his harm and not his welfare, then he may be his judge. 
But is it, then, written a friend ? This is common sense. Why 
not an enemy ? Because his mind is far from doing any good to 
him ; and the same is it with a friend, whose mind is near to do 
all that he can in his behalf. The rabbis, however, infer from this 
two things: one concerning a judge and the other that which we 
have learned in the following Boraitha: R. Jose b. R. Jehudah 
said: Ftom the verse, “ he is not his enemy and does not seek 
his harm,” is to be inferred that if two scholars have animosity 
toward each other they must not judge in a case together. 

MISHNA V. : How were the witnesses examined ? They 
were brought into separate chambers and were frightened to tell 
the truth. And then all except the eldest were told to go out, 
and he questioned : How do you know that A owes money to B ? 
And if his answer was : “ Because A himself told me that he owes 
him,” or, “ C told me that such was the case,” he said nothing, 
unless he testified that, in the presence of myself and my colleague, 
A confessed that he owed to B two hundred zuz : and then the 
second witness is brought in and they examine him, and if both 
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testimonies correspond the court discusses about the case. If 
two of the judges acquit and one makes him liable, he is acquitted ; 
and if vice versa , he is liable. If, however, one acquits and the 
other makes him liable, and the third one says, “ I don’t know,” 
then judges must be added. And the same is the case if there 
were five, and two of them were against two, while the fifth was 
doubtful. After the conclusion of the judges is arrived at, they 
are told to enter, and the eldest of the judges announces, “ You, 
R, are acquitted,” or, “ You, A, are liable.” And whence do we 
know that one of the judges must not say: I was in favor of the 
defendant, but my colleagues were against, and I could not help 
it, as they were the majority. As to this it reads [Lev. xix. 16] : 
“ Thou shalt not go up and down as a talebearer among thy 
people”; and it reads also [Prov. xi. 13]: “He that walketh 
about as a talebearer revealeth secrets.” 

GEMARA : How were the witnesses frightened ? Said R. 
Jehudah. Thus [ibid. xxv. 14] : “ Like clouds and wind without 
rain, so is a man that vaunteth falsely of a gift ” ( i.e ., that because 
of false witnesses, even though it is cloudy, the rain is withheld), 
Said Rabha: This is no frightening, as they may think what 
people say, even seven years of famine do not pass the gate of 
a specialist. “ Therefore,” said he, “ it was said to them [ibid., 
ibid. 18] : ‘A battle-axe, and a sword, and a sharpened arrow is a 
man that testifieth as a false witness against his neighbor.’ ” And 
R. Ashi maintains that even this is not sufficient, as they may 
think, even in time of a pest one does not die before his time. 
Therefore said he: I was told by Nathan b. Mar Zutra that they 
were frightened that false witnesses were disgraced even in the 
eyes of those who hired them. As it reads [I Kings, xxi. 10] : 
“ And set two men, sons of Belial, opposite to him, and let them 
bear false witness against him,” etc. 

“‘A* himself told mef etc. This is a support to R. Jehudah, 
who said in the name of Rabh : If one wants the case to be 
recognized by the court, he must insist that the debtor shall say: 
Ye shall be my witnesses. And so also was taught by Hyya b. 
Aba in the name of R. Johanan. And there is also a Boraitha 
as follows : (A said to B:) “I have a mana with you,” and he 
answered, “Yea.” On the morrow A asked him, “Give it to 
me,” and B said it was only a joke, he is free. And not this only, 
but even if A has had two witnesses hidden under a fence (so 
that B could not see them), and questioned him : “ Have I a 
mana with you ? ” and B answered, “ Yea.” And to the question, 
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“ Would you like to confess before witnesses ? ” B answers, “ I 
am afraid, if I do so, you will summon me to the court ” ; and 
on the morrow A asks B to give him the mana, and his answer 
is, “ It was only a joke/’ he is not liable. However, one must not 
defend a seducer. A seducer ! Who has mentioned this term ? 
The Boraitha is not complete, and should read thus: If, how¬ 
ever, B does not defend himself, the court must not question him ; 
perhaps it was a joke. But in criminal cases, a similar question 
must be asked by the court, although he has not so defended 
himself, except in the case of a seducer. And why ? Said R. 
Hama b. Hanina: From the lecture of R. Hyya b. Aba I under¬ 
stand that it is because it reads [Deut. xiii. 9] : “ Nor shall thy 
eye look with pity on him, nor shalt thou conceal it for him.” 

Said Abayi : All that is said above is, provided the defendant 
claims, “ It was a joke ” ; but if he claims, “ I have never con¬ 
fessed,” he must be considered a liar and is liable. R. Papa b. 
R. Aha b. Ada, however, maintains : In the case of a joke, people 
do not remember their confession, and therefore even such a 
claim must be investigated. 

There was one who had hidden witnesses under the curtains 
of his bed, and he said to his debtor, “ Have I a mana with you ? ” 
and he answered, “ Yea.” And he questioned him again, “ May 
the people who are here sleeping or awake be witnesses ? ” and 
he answered, “ No.” And when the case came before R. Kahana, 
he said : He cannot be liable, as he said no. A similar case 
happened with one who had hidden witnesses in a grave, and to 
the question, “ May the living and the dead be witnesses ? ” he 
answered, “ No.” And when the case came before Resh Lakish, 
he acquitted him. Rabhina, according to others R. Papi, said : 
The decision of R. Jehudah that it must be said by the party, 
“Ye are^ my witnesses,” is no matter whether it is said by the 
lender in the presence of the borrower and he keeps silent, or by 
the debtor himself. And this is inferred from that which was 
said above, that the debtor had answered the question with 710 ; 
but if he should remain silent, he would be liable. There was 
one who was named by the people “ the man who has against him 
a whole kab of promissory notes.” And when he heard this, he 
exclaimed : Do I owe to anyone but B and C ? The latter then 
summoned him before the court of R. Na’hman,and R. Na’hman 
decided that the above exclamation could not be taken as evi¬ 
dence, as it might be that he said so for the purpose that people 
should not think him too rich. There was another one who was 
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named “ the mouse who lies on dinars,” and at the time he was 
dying he said : A and B are my creditors. After his death the 
creditors summoned his heirs before R. Ismael b. R. Jose, and he 
made the heirs pay, for the reason that, if he said so while in 
good health, it might be supposed that he did so for the purpose 
mentioned above, but this could not apply to a man who was 
dying. The heirs, however, only paid the half, and were sum¬ 
moned for the other half in the court of R. Hyya, who decided, 
as it is supposed that one may say so for the purpose that he 
shall not appear too rich, so it may be said that the deceased did 
so that his children should not appear too rich. The heirs then 
demanded what they had already paid, to which R. Hyya an¬ 
swered : It was decided long ago by a sage, and the decision 
must remain. 

If one has confessed before two witnesses and they have made 
the ceremony of a sudarium, they may write it down ; but if 
there was no sudarium, it must not be written. If he has, how¬ 
ever, confessed before three without a sudarium, according to 
Rabh it may, and according to R. Assi it must not, be written. 
However, there was such a case before Rabh, and he took into 
consideration R. Assi’s decision. 

R. Ada b. Ahba said: Such a document of confession is de¬ 
pendent upon circumstances. If the people were gathered by 
themselves and he confessed before them, then it must not be 
written ; but if he himself caused the gathering, it may. Rabha, 
however, is of the opinion that even in the latter case it must not 
be written unless he said to them, “ I accept you as my judges ”; 
and Mar b. R. Ashi maintains that even then a judgment is not 
to be written unless they appoint a place, and summon him to 
the court. 

It is certain, when one has confessed with the ceremony 
of a sudarium in cases of movable property, that a judgment 
may be written, but not otherwise. But how is it with real 
estate—without a sudarium ? According to Ameimar it may not, 
and according to Mar Zutra it may be written. And so the 
Halakha prevails. It happened that Rabhina came to the city 
of Damhariah, and R. Dimi b. R. Huna of the same city ques¬ 
tioned him : How is the law if the confession was for movable 
property which is still in full possession of the parties? And he 
answered: Then it is considered as real estate. R. Ashi, how¬ 
ever, maintains that so long as the creditor has not collected 
it, it is to be considered as money, because if the possessor 


88 


THE BABYLONIAN TALMUD. 


would like to sell it, he could do so even after the confession, 
which is not the case in real estate. 

There was a document of confession in which it was not writ¬ 
ten : “ He (the debtor) has said to us, * Write a document, sign 
it, and give it to him ’ (the creditor),” and both Abayi and Rabha 
decided that this case was similar to that of Resh Lakish, who 
decided that witnesses would not sign a document unless they 
were aware that the person who told them to sign was of age; 
the same is the case here, they would not sign it unless he said 
to them, “ Sign and give.” R. Papi, according to others R. 
Huna b. Joshua, opposed: Is there a thing of which we, the 
judges, are not sure, and the scribes are? Therefore the scribes 
of Abayi and of Rabha were questioned, and they were aware of 
the law, when it must be written and when not. There was an¬ 
other document of confession in which the memoranda, and all 
the versions which are needed thereto, were written correctly, but 
the words, “ in the presence of us three,” were missing, and the 
document was signed by two only. And Rabhina was about to 
say that this case was similar to that of Resh Lakish mentioned 
above; but R. Nathan b. Ami said to him : Thus was it said in 
the name of Rabha: In such a case it may be feared that it was 
an error by the court— i.e. } they thought that such might be done 
by two. Said R. Na’hman b. Itz’hak : If in the document was 
written, “ we the Beth Din,” although it was signed by two, it is 
valid without any investigation. But perhaps it was written by 
an impudent Beth Din of two, of which, according to Samuel, 
the decision is to be considered, but they are named impudent 
(and the Halakha does not so prevail). The case was that the 
document read, “ the Beth Din appointed by R. Ashi.” Still, 
perhaps the same holds with Samuel. It means that it was writ¬ 
ten : Our master, Ashi, thus said. 

The rabbis taught: If one said : “ I have seen your deceased 
father hide money in a certain place, saying this belongs to so 
and so,” or, “ The money is for second tithe,” if this place is to be 
found in this house, he said nothing. If, however, the place was 
in a field, where the witness could take it without being pre¬ 
vented, his testimony is to be considered, this being the rule in 
such a case. If he is able to take it himself without notifying, 
his word is to be trusted, but not otherwise. Moreover, if they 
themselves saw their father hide money in a chest, or the like, 
and he said to them, “ This money belongs to so and so,” or, “ It 
is for second tithe,” if it looks as if he told this as his last will, 
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he is to be trusted; but if it appears that he desires to deceive 
them, then his words are not to be considered. The same is the 
case if one became harassed, searching for the money which his 
father left for him, and he dreamed that the sum was of such and 
such an amount and was placed in a certain place, but it was for 
second tithe. Such a case happened, and the sages decided that 
the caprices of dreams are not to be taken into any consideration. 

“ If two of the judges acquit," etc. But how is the judgment 
to be written? According to R. Johanan, “So and so is ac¬ 
quitted,” and according to Resh Lakish, “ Such and such judges 
acquitted, and such hold him liable.” R. Elazar, however, says it 
should be written, “ From the discussion of the judges, the deci¬ 
sion is that such is acquitted.” And what is the difference? 
The tale-bearing. According to R. Johanan it must not be 
written who acquits and who holds liable, as this would appear 
like tale-bearing; and according to Resh Lakish, it must be 
written, as, if not, it would appear like a unanimous verdict, and 
it would look as though they had lied; and R. Elazar’s decision 
is: To prevent vainglory it may be written, “ From their discus¬ 
sion, the decision is that the defendant is acquitted,” in which 
there is no talebearing and it does not appear unanimous. 

“ Are told to enter .” Who? Shall we assume the parties? 
It is not stated the parties, but the witnesses, must go out. You 
must then say that the witnesses are told to enter, and this would 
not be in accordance with R. Nathan of the following Boraitha: 
The testimony of the witnesses is not to be conjoined unless both 
witnesses have seen the case together. R. Jehoshua b. Karha, 
however, maintains that, even if they have seen one after the 
other, their testimony is not to be approved by the court unless 
they both testify together. R. Nathan, however, maintains that 
the court may hear the testimony of one to-day, and on the 
morrow from the other one, when he appears. Hence, according 
to him, both witnesses may not be present ? The Mishna means 
the parties, and it is in accordance with R. Nehemiah, who said 
in the following Boraitha: So was the custom of the pure- 
minded in Jerusalem. They let the parties enter, listened to 
their claims, and thereafter let the witnesses enter, listened to 
their testimony, and told all of them to go out, and then dis¬ 
cussed the matter. 

The text says that their testimony is not conjoined, etc. 
What is the point of their difference? If you wish, it may be 
said common sense. If, for instance, one testifies that he has 
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seen A borrow a mana from B, and on the morrow the other 
witness testifies that he has seen A borrow a mana from B, one 
may say, eg ., C has seen one mana and D has seen another mana. 
Hence their testimony cannot be conjoined according to the first 
Tana of the Boraitha; but according to R. Jehoshua b. Karha 
it may be conjoined, as both admit that A owes a mana to B. 
This is common sense. And if you wish, they differ in the meaning 
of the verse [Lev. v. i] : “ And he is a witness,” etc. And there is 
a Boraitha : It reads [Deut. xix. 15] : “ There shall not rise up one 
single witness against.” Why is it written “ single ” ? This is a 
rule for every case in which is mentioned “ a witness,” that it 
means two, and the term single is expressed because their testi¬ 
mony is to be considered only then when they saw it together. 
So is the explanation of the first Tana. B. Karha, however, gives 
his attention to the verse cited [Lev. v.] : “ And he is a witness, 
since he either hath seen or knoweth something.” Hence it 
matters not whether they have seen together or singly. And 
what is the point of difference between R. Nathan and the first 
Tana? Also, if you wish, it is common sense; and if you wish, 
in the explanation of the Scripture. “ Common sense ”—usually 
one witness is brought not to make the defendant pay, but to 
make him liable for an oath. Hence, if their testimony does not 
come together, it cannot be conjoined to make the defendant 
pay. Such is the meaning of the first Tana. But Nathan main¬ 
tains : Even when they come together, does, then, their testi¬ 
mony go out from one mouth ? They testify one after the other, 
and we conjoin them. The same is the case when they come on 
two days. “ In the explanation of the Scripture ” [ibid., ibid.] : 
“ If he do not tell it, and thus bear his iniquity.” And both the 
first Tana and Nathan hold with the opponents of B. Karha, that 
both witnesses have to see the case together. And the point of 
their difference is, if the testimony is to be similar to the seeing 
of the case. One holds it is : hence it cannot be conjoined if not 
seen together; and one holds it is not. 

Simeon b. Alyaqim was anxious that the degree of Rabbi 
should be granted to Jose b. Hanina, but the opportunity did not 
present itself. One day they were sitting before R. Johanan, and 
the latter questioned : Is there one here who knows if the Halakha 
prevails with B. Karha or not ? And B. Alyaqim pointed to Jose b. 
Hanina, saying: He knows. Johanan then said: Then let him 
tell. But B. Alyaqim, however, rejoined: Let the master give 
him the degree of Rabbi, and then he will tell. And he did so, 
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and then said to him : My son, tell me just so as you have heard. 
And he answered: I have heard that B. Karha yielded to R. 
Nathan. Rejoined R. Johanan: Is that what it was necessary 
for me to know ? Is it not self-evident that B. Karha could not 
demand that they should testify together, as he does not desire 
that the seeing shall be together? Nevertheless, since you have 
already ascended to the degree of Rabbi, it may remain with you. 
And R. Zera said : Infer from this act that if a great man gives 
a degree, even conditionally, it remains forever. 

Hyya b. Abin in the name of Rabh said : The Halakha pre¬ 
vails with Jehoshua b. Karha concerning real estate, as well as 
movable property. Ula, however, maintains: It prevails with 
him concerning real estate only. Said Abayi to Hyya : You say 
that the Halakha prevails. Is there one who differs with him? 
Did not Aba say in the name of R. Huna, quoting Rabh : The 
sages yield to B. Karha concerning the testimony as to real 
estate. And so also taught Idi b. Abin in the Section Damages, 
taught by the College of Kama : The sages yield to B. Karha con¬ 
cerning the testimony as to a first-born, as to real estate, as to 
hazakah, and concerning the signs of maturity—for a male as 
well as for a female ? You contradict one person with another. 
People may hold different opinions. Said R. Joseph: I say in 
the name of Ula that the Halakha prevails with B. Karha 
concerning real estate, as well as movable property. However, 
the rabbis who came from the city of Mehuza say in the name of 
Zera, quoting Rabh : Concerning real estate, but not concerning 
movable property. And Rabh is in accordance with his theory 
elsewhere, that a confession after a confession, or a confession 
after a loan, may be conjoined; but a loan after a loan, or a loan 
after a confession, do not conjoin. (I.e., if one says, “ In my pres¬ 
ence A confessed on Monday that he owed a mana to B ” ; and 
the second witness says, “ In my presence A confessed on Tues¬ 
day that he owed a mana to B,” they may be conjoined. And 
the same is the case if one says, “ On Monday A borrowed from 
B a mana in my presence,” and the other witness testifies, “ In 
my presence A confessed on Tuesday that he owed a mana to B.” 
But if one testifies that in his presence A made a loan to B on 
Monday, and the other testifies that the same was done on Tues¬ 
day, they are not to be conjoined, as they may be two different 
manas. And the same is the case if one testify that A confessed 
on Monday that he owed a mana to B, and the other testified 
that B had made a loan to A on Tuesday.) 
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Na’hman b. Itz’hak met Huna b. R. Jehoshua, and questioned 
him thus : Let us see why the testimony of a loan after a loan is 
not to be conjoined. Because the loan which one witness has 
seen may not be the same which the other saw. Why, then, 
not say the same concerning a confession ? Say, the confession 
of Tuesday was not the same as that of Monday? The answer 
was: He speaks of when he said to the last witness, “ The mana 
which I confess before you is the same as that which I confessed 
yesterday before so and so.” But even then, the second witness 
only knows this, but not the first. It means that after he has 
confessed before the second he goes again to the first witness, 
telling him, “ The mana which I confessed before you, I did so 
also before so and so.” Rejoined Na’hman: Let your mind be 
at rest, for you have set my mind at rest. And Huna asked 
him : What was the trouble ? Because I had heard that Rabha, 
and according to others R. Shesheth, swung an axe at it dis¬ 
proved the opinion), saying: Is this not similar to a confession 
after a loan ? Which means that he said in his confession, “ I 
confess before you that I owe a mana to so and so, which I bor¬ 
rowed yesterday in the presence of so and so.” Hence it was 
already said once by Rabh. Why, then, the repetition ? Re¬ 
joined Huna : This is what I have heard of your people—when 
they tear out trees, they plant them again you answer ques¬ 
tions, and then object to them again). The sages of Nahardea, 
however, say that, no matter if it is a confession after a confes¬ 
sion, a loan after a confession, or a loan after a loan, they are to 
be conjoined, as they hold with B. Karha. 

R. Jehudah said : Witnesses in civil cases who contradict one 
another in unimportant investigations are to be considered. Said 
Rabha: It seems that he meant that the contradiction was that 
one said the purse in which the mana was given was a black one 
and the other said it was a white one. But if one says that the 
loan was with old coins and the other said it was with new ones, 
they are not to be conjoined. But is such a contradiction not to 
be taken into consideration even in criminal cases? Did not R. 
Hisda say that if one testifies that he killed him with a sword 
and the other with an axe, it is not to be considered; but if one 
says the murdered or the murderer was dressed in white, while 
the other testifies that he was dressed in black, their testimony 
holds good ? And the answer was: Do you contradict one 
scholar with another ? Each may have his own opinion. The 
Nahardeans, however, maintain that even if one testifies old coins 
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and the other new, they are nevertheless to be conjoined; and 
this is because they hold with B. Karha. But have you then 
heard B. Karha say that they may be conjoined even when they 
contradict each other? Therefore we must say that the Nahar- 
deans hold with the Tana of the following Boraitha: R. Simeon 
b. Elazar said: The schools of Shamai and Hillel do not differ, 
if there were two parties of witnesses. If one party testifies that 
he owes him two hundred, and one party testifies one hundred, 
the latter amount is to be collected, as in the testimony of two 
hundred one hundred is certainly included. In what they do 
differ is that, if among one party of witnesses was this contradic¬ 
tion (i.e. } one says that he owes two and the other one hundred), 
according to the school of Shamai the whole party must be dis¬ 
qualified, because one of them is surely a liar; and according to 
the school of Hillel they are not, as both admit that he owes one 
hundred (and so the Nahardeans, be it old or new coins, both 
admit that he owes a mana). Suppose one testifies that he bor¬ 
rowed a barrel of wine and the other of oil. Such a case came 
before Ami, and he made him liable to pay the value of a barrel 
of wine, as a barrel of oil amounts to twice as much as a barrel of 
wine. But according to whom was his decision ? Is it in accord¬ 
ance with R. Simeon b. Elazar? He said so, because in the 
amount of two hundred a hundred is surely included ; but did he 
say so in such a case as that of the barrels? The case was that 
they testified not for the barrels themselves, but for the value (i.e., 
one testified that he owed him the amount of a barrel of wine 
and the other the amount of a barrel of oil, w r hich is twice as much). 

Suppose one of the witnesses says the law was made in the 
first attic, and the other says in the second attic. Said R. 
Planina : Such a case came before a rabbi, and he conjoined 
their testimony. 

“ And whence do we know that one of the judges must 7 iot say ? ” 
The rabbis taught: Whence do we know that one of the judges, 
when he is going out, must not say, “ I was in favor of the defend¬ 
ant, but my colleagues were against, and I could not help it, as 
they were the majority”? To this it reads [Lev. xix. 16]: 
“ Thou shalt not go up and down as a talebearer among thy 
people”; and it reads also [Prov. xi. 13]: “He that walketh 
about as a talebearer revealeth secrets.” There was a disciple of 
whom there was a rumor that he told a secret thing which was 
taught in the college, after twenty-two years, and R. Ami drove 
him out of the college, saying : This man is telling secrets. 
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MISHNA VI. : So long as the defendant brings evidence to 
his advantage, the decision may be nullified by the court. If he 
was told: “All the evidence which you have, you may bring 
before the court within thirty days,” if he found such within 
thirty days, it affects the decision, but after that it does not. 
Exclaimed R. Simeon b. Gamaliel: But what should the man 
do who could not find such within thirty days, but found it after? 
If he was told to bring witnesses, and he said, “ I have none ” ; 
“Bring any other evidence,” and he said, “I have none,” and 
after the time had elapsed he brought evidence and found also 
witnesses, it is as nothing. And to this also R. Simeon b. 
Gamaliel exclaimed: What should this defendant do if he was 
not aware that there were witnesses and evidence? However, if, 
after he said “ I have no witnesses,” seeing that he is about to 
be liable, he says, “ Bring in so and so to testify in this case,” or 
he takes out from under his girdle a new evidence, it counts 
nothing (even according to R. Simeon). 

GEMARA : Said Rabba b. R. Hana: The Halakha prevails 
with R. Simeon. And the same says again: The Halakha does 
not prevail with the sages. Is this not self-evident? If it pre¬ 
vails with R. Simeon, it cannot prevail with the sages? One 
might say the Halakha prevails with R. Simeon to start with; 
but if some have done in accordance with the sages, it should 
remain so. He comes to teach us that even if it was so done, it 
must be changed. 

“ If he was told to bring witnesses ,” etc. Said Rabba b. R. 
Hana in the name of R. Johanan : The Halakha prevails with the 
sages. And the same said again : The Halakha does not pre¬ 
vail with R. Simeon b. Gamaliel. Is this not self-evident—that 
if the Halakha prevails with the sages it cannot prevail with R. 
Simeon? v He comes to teach us that only in this case the Ha¬ 
lakha does not prevail with R. Simeon, but in all other cases it 
does ; and this is to deny what Rabba b. b. Hana said in the name 
of R. Johanan, that everywhere R. Simeon b. Gamaliel is men¬ 
tioned in the Mishnayoth the Halakha prevails with him, etc. 
(Last Gate, p. 388). There was a young man who was summoned 
to the court before R. Na’hman, and he asked him : “Have you 
no witnesses? ” and he answered : “ No.” “ Have you some other 
evidence?” and he answered: “No.” And R. Na’hman made 
him liable. The young man went and wept; and some people 
heard him cry, and said : We know something in your behalf in 
the case of your father. Said R. Na’hman : “ In such a case even 
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the rabbis would admit that the young man was not acquainted 
with the business of his father and therefore the new evidence 
is to be taken into consideration.” There was a woman with 
whom a document was deposited and she gave it away to some 
one, saying: “lam aware that this document is already paid, ” 
and R. Na’hman did not believe her. Said Rabha to him : Why 
should she not be trusted ? Should she desire to tell a lie, she 
could burn it. And R. Na’hman answered : Inasmuch as it was 
approved by the court and known that it was deposited with her, 
the supposition that if she wanted to lie she could burn it does 
not apply. And Rabha objected to R. Na’hman from the follow¬ 
ing : A receipt which was signed by witnesses may be approved 
by its signer. If, however, there were no witnesses, but he was 
coming out from a depository ; or the receipt was written on the 
document after the signature of the witness (which was in the 
hands of the creditor), it is valid. Hence we see that a deposi¬ 
tory is to be trusted. This objection remains. When R. Sam¬ 
uel b. Jehudah came from Palestine, he said in the name of 
R. Johanan : The defendant has always a right to bring evidence 
against the decision of the court, unless all his claims are 
concluded and he himself confesses that he has no more witnesses 
nor any other evidence. However, even after this, if witnesses ar¬ 
rived from the sea countries, or the box of documents of his father 
was deposited with a stranger who has returned it after he was 
found liable, it may be taken into consideration to change the 
first decision. When R. Dimi came from Palestine, he said in 
the name of R. Johanan : If one is summoning a party who says, 
“ I want my case to be brought before the assembly of sages,” 
while the plaintiff says, “ It is sufficient that it be tried in the 
court of this city, ” the plaintiff may be compelled to follow the 
defendant to the assembly. Said R. Elazar: Rabbi, is it right 
that, if the plaintiff claims one mana from the defendant, he shall 
spend another mana to go with him to the assembly? Therefore 
the reverse must be done: The defendant should be compelled 
to bring the case before the court in that city. It was taught 
also in the name of R. Saphra: If two men were cruel to one 
another, and one of them insisted, “ We shall try our case here,” 
while the other says, “ Let us go to the assembly,” the latter 
must be compelled to try his case in that city. However, if there 
was a necessity to question the assembly, they might write and 
send it in writing. And also, if the defendant demands, “ Write 
down the reason why you accused me, and give it to me, ” he 
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may be listened to. In the case of a widow whose husband dies 
childless and she has to marry his brother, she is obliged to go to 
that place where the brother is to be found (that he should marry 
her or perform the ceremony of Halitzah). And to what distance ? 
Said R. Ami: Even from Tiberias to Sephorius. Said R. Kahana : 
Whence is this deduced ? From the Scripture [Deut. xxv. 8]: “The 
elders of his city ” ; of his, but not of hers. Said Ameimar : The 
Halakha prevails that one may be compelled togo to the assembly 
(and there try his case). Said R. Ashi to him: But did not R. 
Elazar say: He may be compelled to try his case in that city? 
This is when the borrower said thus to the lender; but if the 
lender claims so, we apply to him [Prov. xxii. 7] : “The borrower is 
servant to the man that lendeth.” 

A message was sent from Palestine to Mar Uqba: To him 
to whom the world is light as to the son of Bathiah (it means to 
Moses), peace may be granted. Uqban the Babylonian com¬ 
plained before us that Jeremiah his brother destroyed his way 
(i.e.y he has treated me badly, through which I have lost my 
money), and we have decided that he shall be compelled to 
appear before us in the city of Tiberias. (How is this to be un¬ 
derstood? Thus :) They said to him : You may try him. If he 
will listen to you, well and good; and if not, you must compel 
him to see us in the city of Tiberias. Said R. Ashi: This was a 
case of fine, and in Babylon they are not allowed to try cases of 
fine; and that which they said to Mar Uqba, “You shall try 
him,” etc., was only to honor him. 


CHAPTER IV. 


RULES AND REGULATIONS CONCERNING EXAMINATIONS AND CROSS- 
EXAMINATIONS OF WITNESSES IN CIVIL AND CRIMINAL CASES. THE 
DIFFERENCE IN JUDGING AND IN DISCUSSIONS BETWEEN CIVIL AND 
CRIMINAL CASES. HOW THE MEMBERS OF THE SANHEDRIN WERE 
SEATED. HOW MANY RECORDING SCRIBES WERE NEEDED. HOW 
JUDGES WERE ADDED IF NEEDED, AND FROM WHAT PEOPLE. HOW 
WITNESSES SHOULD BE FRIGHTENED IN CRIMINAL CASES. THE 
REASON WHY ADAM THE FIRST WAS CREATED SINGLY. 

MISHNA I .: Cases coming before the court, be they civil or 
criminal, the witnesses thereof must be examined and investi¬ 
gated. As it is written [Lev. iv. 22] : 44 One manner of judicial 
law shall ye have.” But what difference is there between civil 
and criminal cases? It is the following: (a) The former cases 
are to be tried by three, and the latter by twenty-three judges, 
(b) In the former the discussion may commence either with the 
accusation or with the defence, while the latter must commence 
with the defence and not with the accusation, (c) In the for¬ 
mer case one voice suffices either to accuse or to acquit, and in 
the latter he is acquitted by one voice, while to condemn two 
are needed, (d) In the former the judge who proclaimed his 
view either to advantage or to disadvantage may, after deliber¬ 
ating, announce his view to the contrary. In the latter, how¬ 
ever, he may do so only to acquit, but not to condemn, (e) In 
civil cases the whole body of the court may defend or accuse, 
while in criminal cases all of them may acquit, but the whole 
body must not accuse, (f) The former may be discussed in the 
daytime and the decision rendered at night, while in the latter 
the decision must be in the daytime. But if they did not come 
to a conclusion on the same day, they have to postpone it to the 
morrow, (g) The decision concerning the former may be reached 
on the same day either to one's advantage or to his disadvan¬ 
tage, while in the latter the decision may be rendered on the 
same day to free him, but not to condemn him until the next 
day; and, therefore, cases of capital punishment must not be 
begun on the eve of Sabbath or of a legal holiday. In civil cases, 
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and regarding defilement and purity, they begin by asking the 
opinion of the eldest, while in criminal cases they begin with 
those who are sitting on the side. 

All are qualified to judge civil cases, but not every one is 
qualified to judge criminal cases; as to the latter—only priests, 
Levites, and Israelites who may legally marry daughters of priests. 

GEMARA: Are investigation and examination indeed 
needed in civil cases ? If so, there is a contradiction from the 
following Tosephta: A document of which the date shows the 
first of Nissan in a Sabbatical year and witnesses came, saying, 
“ How can you testify in favor of this document—were you not 
with us at the same date mentioned in the document in such and 
such a place?” The document as well as the witnesses are valid, 
as it is to be supposed that they might have written the docu¬ 
ment after the date mentioned therein. Hence if investigation 
and examination are needed, why should they be valid because 
of the above reason? Would not the investigation show if it 
were so or not. But according to this theory, how is to be under¬ 
stood the following Mishna: Promissory notes which were written 
at an earlier date are invalid. However, if they were written at 
a later date, they are. Now, if an investigation in civil cases is 
needed, why should that which was written at a later date be 
valid? (The investigation would show that the witnesses who 
signed the document were not present when the loan was made, 
as it was signed at an earlier date. Hence the loan which was 
made earlier is to be considered a verbal loan, which does not 
collect from encumbered estates, and the note should be con¬ 
sidered a forgery?) This presents no difficulty, the objection 
mentioned applying more to the statement of the Boraitha, as it 
speaks of a Sabbatical year, in which people do not usually lend 
money because of the law [Deut. xv. 2] of that year, and never¬ 
theless it makes valid that which was written in the month of 
Nissan, because the above-mentioned law concerning promissory 
notes applies only at the end of the year. However, the contra¬ 
diction to our Mishna remains! 

R. Hanina said: Biblically there is no difference between 
civil and criminal cases concerning investigations, as it reads, 
“ One manner of judicial law,” etc. But why was it enacted that 
civil cases do not need investigation ? So as not to close the door 
to borrowers. (And our Mishna, which states that it is needed, 
was taught before the enactment; and the Boraitha cited after 
the enactment') But if so, let the judge who made an error in the 
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decision of the case not be responsible? If this should be enacted, 
so much the more would the door be closed to borrowers. Rabha, 
however, maintains that our Mishna treats of fine cases and the 
Boraitha of loan cases. However, both were taught after the 
above-mentioned enactment. And R. Papa maintains that both 
treat of loan cases. But our Mishna speaks of a case which 
appears to the court unfair ; and to such, investigation is need-ed. 
The Boraitha speaks of non-suspicious cases. And this is in 
accordance with Resh Lakish, who used to propound a contradic¬ 
tion to the following: It reads [Lev. xix. 15]: “In righteousness 
shalt thou judge thy neighbor”; and Deut. xvi. 20 reads: “ Jus¬ 
tice, only justice, shalt thou pursue,” from which it is to be under¬ 
stood that an investigation is needed ? And he answered that 
the first verse speaks of an ordinary case and the second of a 
suspicious one. R. Ashi, however, maintains that the above 
answer of R. Papa, concerning the contradiction from the Mishna, 
holds good. However, the supposed contradiction of the verse 
is to be explained that the first speaks of a strict law and the 
second of an arbitration, as the following Boraitha states: “ Jus¬ 
tice, only justice,” etc., one word means strict law and the other 
means arbitration. How so ? If, e.g. y two boats are plying on a 
river and they meet each other, if both try to pass where there 
is not room, both would be lost ; but if one passes after the 
other, both would be saved. And the same is the case with two 
camels passing the steps of Beth Chorin, which met each other. 
If both tried to pass together, both would fall; but if one after 
the other, both would be saved. Then the strict law is that the 
unloaded one should wait, and the loaded one pass; or, if one 
was near to the dangerous place and the other far off, the nearer 
one has to pass; but if both were loaded, or if both were at the 
same distance, then arbitration must be used as to which one has 
to pay to the other for loss of time. 

The rabbis taught : “ Justice, only justice, shalt thou pursue,” 
means that one shall follow to the city of a celebrated judge, e.g., 
at Luda, after R. Elazar; at Brur-Heil, after Rabban Johanan b. 
Zakkai. [There is a Boraitha: (At the time the government had 
forbidden circumcisions and weddings, they made use of hand- 
mills to announce a circumcision.) Then, if one heard the sound 
of a handmill in the city of Burni, he understood that there was 
a ceremony of circumcision in that city ; and if one saw many 
lights in Bene Heil, he understood that there was a wedding ban¬ 
quet in that city]. 


oo 


THE BABYLONIAN TALMUD. 


There is another Boraitha interpreting the cited verse thus: 
You should always trouble yourself to follow after the sages in 
assembly, as, for instance, after R. Elazar at Luda; after R. 
Johanan b. Zakkai at Brur-Heil; after Jehoshua at Pekiein; 
after Rabban Gamaliel at Jamnia; after Aqiba at Bene Braq ; 
after Matia at Rome; after Hanania b. Thrduin at Sikhni; after 
Jose at Sephorius; after Jehudah b. Bathyra at Nzibin; after 
Hanina, the nephew of Jehoshua, in exile ; after Rabbi at Beth- 
Shearin ; and (when the Temple was in existence) after the sages 
at their assembly in the chamber of the Temple. 

“ With the accusation or with the defence." But what has the 
court first to say to the advantage of the defence in criminal 
cases? Said R. Jehudah: The court may ask the witness: 
“ Whence do we know that it was as you say?” But from such 
an interrogation the witness will become dejected, and will re¬ 
frain from saying anything. [But let him be dejected? Have 
we not learned in a Boraitha, R. Simon b. Eleazar said: The 
witnesses may be transferred from one place to another that they 
shall become dejected and retract from their statement if it was 
not true? What comparison is this? There they become de-' 
jected by themselves ; but here, if you say to them, “ Whence 
do we know that what you say is true?”_y<?^ cause them to be 
dejected.] Therefore said Ula: The court questioned the other 
party, “ Have you other witnesses to make collusive the wit¬ 
nesses of your opponents ? ” Said Rabba to him : Is this what 
you call beginning with the defence ? With this saying you be¬ 
gin by accusing witnesses of the other party. Therefore said 
he: The court may say to the other party, “ Have you other 
witnesses who may contradict the witnesses of your opponent?” 
R. Kahna says: The court may say, “From your testimony it 
seems that the defendant may be acquitted ”; and thereafter 
they discuss the matter. Both Abayi and Rabha say: The 
court may say to the defendant, “ Do not fear; if you have not 
committed the crime, nothing will be done to you.” And R. 
Ashi said: The beginning should be with the announcement 
of the court: Every one who knows of a defence concerning 
the defendant may come to tell it before the court. There 
is a Boraitha in accordance with Abayi and Rabha as follows: It 
reads [Num. v. 19] : “ If thou hast not gone aside to unclean¬ 
ness behind thy husband, then be thou free.” Said Rabbi: 
Infer from this that in criminal cases the beginning must be 
with the defence (as it is written first, “ then be thou free ”). 
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“ May after deliberating . . . announce to the contrary 
There is a contradiction from the following: If one has tried a 
case and made liable him who is not, or vice versa ; has puri¬ 
fied a thing which is unclean, or vice versa , his decision holds 
good, but he has to pay for his error from his own pocket. 
(Hence we see that he must not retract?) Said R. Joseph : This 
presents no difficulty. A judge who was appointed by the 
court, if he made an error, he must pay for it; but if he was ap¬ 
pointed by the parties only, he has not. But is there not a 
Boraitha: If he was appointed by the court, he has not to pay? 
Said R. Na’hman : The just cited Boraitha treats of when there 
was a superior judge to him, who ignores his decision ; therefore 
he is free from paying, as the superior judge decides it properly. 
But if there is no superior and his decision remains, then he 
must pay for his error. R. Shesheth, however, maintains: It 
depends in what the error was made. If he erred in that which 
is plainly taught in a Mishna, then he has not to pay, because 
his decision will not be executed ; but if he erred in his opinion, 
then he has to suffer. So did he hear from R. Assi. Rabhina 
questioned R. Ashi: Is it the same even if he has erred in that 
which was taught in the Boraithas of R. Hyya and R. Oshia? 
And he answered : Yea. And how is it if he erred in that which 
was said by Rabh and Samuel? And he answered: Yea. And 
how is it if he erred in that which was said by you and me ? 
And he rejoined : What, then, are we? Are we splitting wood 
or gathering splinters in the forest! How is to be understood, 
“erred in his opinion ” ? (See the answer in Chapter I., page 
9, line 21.) 

R. Hamnuna objected to R. Shesheth from the following : It 
happened that a cow of which the womb had been removed was 
brought before R. Tarphon, and he made the owner give it to the 
dogs. However, a similar case came before the sages in Jamnia, 
and they made it valid, because Tudus the physician testified 
that not one cow or one swine was sent out from Alexandria in 
Egypt of which the womb was not removed, for the purpose that 
they should not bring forth offspring. And R. Tarphon ex¬ 
claimed thus: O Tarphon, thy ass is gone ! ( I.e ., I have to sell 
my ass to pay for the error.) Said R. Aqiba to him : You are 
free, as there is a rule that a judge who is appointed by the ma¬ 
jority has not to pay for his error. Now, if an error in that 
which was taught in a Mishna does not hold good and must be 
redecided, why does not Aqiba say: You have erred against a 
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Mishna? R. Aqiba meant to say both—first: You have erred 
against a Mishna; and secondly : Even if you erred in your own 
opinion you would also be free, because you were chosen by the 
majority. 

Said R. Na’hman b. Itz’hak to Rabha : How could R. Ham- 
nuna object to Shesheth. from the case of the cow? Did not 
Tarphon give it to the dogs ? Hence the cow was no longer in 
existence, and it could not be redecided. Hamnuna meant to 
say thus: If the decision should be that the case of one who 
erred against a Mishna is not to be redecided, it is correct that 
Tarphon was afraid that he must pay, and R. Aqiba told him 
that he must not, because he was a recognized judge. But if the 
Halakha is that in such a case it must be redecided, let Aqiba 
say to him: How would it be if the cow were still in existence— 
your decision would not remain and the cow would be declared 
valid ? The same is the case even now that it is not in existence, 
as you did not yourself give it to the dogs: You had only de¬ 
cided that it was invalid, and as your decision does not count, the 
owner of the cow, himself, has to suffer for his act. 

R. Hisda, however, explains our Mishna that it means : If the 
judge himself took from the one who was liable in his eyes and 
gave to his opponent, only then must he pay from his pocket, 
but not otherwise. But this would be correct in one case only— 
namely, if he had made liable the just, then we could say that he 
took from the just and gave to his opponent. But how could 
this be done in the second case, in which he has acquitted the one 
who was liable, as he only said to him: You are not liable ? His 
decision, “ You are free,” is counted as if he would take with his 
hand and give to him. But if so, how is to be understood the 
following statement of the Mishna, that the judge may retract 
from this view, no matter if it is concerning defence or accusa¬ 
tion, as this can be explained only in case he said to the just, 
“ You are liable,” but did not collect from him, as then he may 
retract and say, “You are not liable”? But in case he made 
liable a just man, how could such a case take place, if not by the 
decision, “ You are free ”? And it is said above that such a deci¬ 
sion is considered as if he would take from one party and give to 
the other: hence, after such, no retraction can take place. Our 
Mishna, with its expression, “whether in defence or in accusa¬ 
tion,” means to say that with the acquittal of one party the other 
party is accused; namely, a retraction may take place in behalf 
of one who was erroneously made liable but it was not as yet col- 
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lected, although it is a disadvantage to his opponent, but in case 
he has acquitted the one who is liable he has to pay from his 
pocket. But if so, then in criminal cases a retraction could take 
place only when it is in behalf of the defendant, but at the same 
time his opponent is not accused. And this can be said if the 
criminal case was a violation of Sabbath or a case of adultery ; 
but in case of murder, how can such be found? But how, if there 
is a retraction that he is not guilty of slaying a person, who is 
accused ? It may be said the relatives of the person murdered ; as 
biblically, if the relatives of the person murdered took revenge on 
the murderer and slew him, he is freed ; and by the retraction from 
guilty to not guilty, if the relative should put his hand on the 
murderer, he would be accused. But could such a thing be sup¬ 
posed ? You mean to say, because perhaps the relative of the 
person murdered will take revenge, therefore no retraction shall 
take place and the defendant shall be put to death. And secondly, 
does not the Mishna state, whether concerning defence or 
accusation ? This difficulty remains. Rabhina, however, says : 
Even in case he has acquitted the one liable, it may also be found 
that the judge did it with his hand—namely, in case he had a 
pledge and the judge took it away from him and transferred it to 
the borrower. 

“ Criminal cases ,” etc. The rabbis taught: Whence do we 
know that if one was found guilty by the court, and thereafter 
one came, saying: I know a defence for him, that the case may 
be retried ? Because it reads [Ex. xxiii. 7] : “ Him who hath been 
declared innocent and righteous, thou shalt not slay.” Read : 
Him who was declared innocent even by one person, you shall 
not slay (without a reinvestigation). And whence do we know 
concerning the one who was acquitted by the court, and there¬ 
after one says, “ I know of a fact which will make him guilty,” 
that he must not be listened to? From the same cited verse: 
“ Him who hath been declared righteous, ye shall not slay.” Said 
R. Shimi b. Ashi. And just the reverse may be done with a 
seducer, as the Scripture reads [Deut. xiii. 9] : “You shall not 
have any pity,” etc. R. Kahana infers this from [ibid., ibid. 10]: 
“ You shall surely kill him,” etc. 

R. Zera questioned R. Shesheth: Whence do we know that 
the same law applies to them who are to be punished with exile ? 
And the answer was : From an analogy of the expression 44 mur¬ 
der,” which is to be found in both cases. And whence do we 
know that the same is the case with them that are to be punished 
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with stripes? From an analogy of the expression “ wicked,” which 
is to be found in both cases. And so also is it plainly stated in 
a Boraitha. 

“ But not to condemn .” Said Hyya b. Aba in the name of 
R. Johanan: Provided he has erred in a thing which the Sad- 
duceans oppose; but if they admit, it must read so plainly in 
the Scripture. And such a decision is not to be taken in con¬ 
sideration at all, as schoolchildren are aware of it ; it must be 
retried. The same Hyya questioned R. Johanan: How is it if 
we err in a case of adultery ? And he answered : So long as the 
fire in the stove burns, cut off all that you want to roast, and 
roast it. (/>.’, when you are studying a thing, consider it thor¬ 
oughly to prevent questions. You have heard from me that, in 
a thing which the Sadduceans admit, his decision is not counted. 
Is not adultery one of these ?) 

“ All of themf etc. Does the Mishna mean that even the 
witness who had accused him may also thereafter defend him ? 
Then our Mishna is in accordance with R. Jose b. Jehudah, and 
not in accordance with the rabbis of the following Boraitha: It 
is written [Num. xxxv. 30] : “But one witness shall not testify 
against any person to cause him to die.” It means whether to 
defend or to accuse. Jose b. Jehudah, however, maintains that 
he may testify to defend, but not to accuse. (Hence our Mishna 
is not in accordance with him.) Said R. Papa : Our Mishna, 
with its expression all , means to add one of the disciples who sat 
in a row before the judges, and such may make use of his opinion 
according to all. 

What is the reason of R. Jose’s statement? Because it reads 
“ to cause him to die,” we infer that only to accuse he must 
not testify, but to defend he may. But if so, why do the rabbis 
differ? S v aid Resh Lakish : Because it appears that the witness is 
interested in this case. And what do the rabbis infer from the 
words “ to cause him to die ” ? They apply this to one of the 
disciples, as we have learned in the following Boraitha : If one 
of the witnesses says : “ I have something to say in defence 

of the defendant,” whence do we know that he must not be 
listened to? From the verse cited: “ One witness shall not tes¬ 
tify.” And whence do we know, if one of the disciples say, “ I 
have something to say to the disadvantage of the defendant,” 
that he must also not be listened to? From the same: “ One 
shall not testify to cause him to die.” 

“ Only to acquit , but not to co 7 idemn." Said Rabh: This is 
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said only at the time they discuss this matter ; but at the time 
of the conclusion he may change his views from defence to 
accusation also. An objection was raised from the following: 
“On the morrow they arise early and come to the court. He 
who defended has to say : I defended yesterday and am of the 
same opinion to-day. And he who accused has also to say: I 
accused, and am of the same opinion to-day. However, he who 
had accused may change his view to defence, while this is not 
allowed to him who defended.” Now, on the morrow it is time 
for the conclusion, and it nevertheless states that the defendant 
may not change his view? According to this theory, no discus¬ 
sion is to be prolonged on the morrow; and this is certainly not 
so. Hence the Boraitha means that he must not do so at the 
time of discussion. 

Come and hear another objection : “ All who take part in the 
discussion may explain their reasons, until one of the accusers 
shall yield to one of the defenders (and then the majority of one 
will suffice to acquit).” Now, if you say that one may change 
his view from defence to accusation, why does not the Boraitha 
state, “or to the contrary ”? It is simply because the Tana of 
the Boraitha does not care to repeat a matter of accusation. 

Come and hear another objection : “ R. Jose b. Ilanina said: 
If one of the disciples has defended and dies at the time of the 
conclusion, his view should be considered as if he were still alive.” 
And why ? Let it be said that if he were alive he might retract 
from his view? This is no objection, as in reality he did not re¬ 
tract. But how can you explain that the decision of R. Jose b. 
Hanina may correspond with Rabh’s statement? Was not a 
message sent from Palestine as follows: R. Jose’s statement 
denies our master’s (Rabh’s) statement ? Nay, the message was 
just the contrary: R. Jose’s statement does not deny the state¬ 
ment of our master in Babylon. 

“ Discussed in the daytime ,” etc. Whence is this deduced ? 
Said R. Aha b. Papa: From [Ex. xviii. 22]: “And let them 
judge the people at all times.” But how is it to be inferred from 
this that the conclusion must not be at night, and the discussion 
may? This is in accordance with Rabha, who has propounded 
a contradiction from the just cited verse to that of Deut. xxi. 16: 
“Then shall it be, on the day * when he divideth . . . what 

* In Leeser's version it is not mentioned “on the day,” notwithstanding that the 
text so reads, which, according to the sense, may mean “ the time.” The Talmud, 
however, takes it literally. 
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he hath”—on the day, “but not at anytime”? And the an¬ 
swer was that the beginning of the trial must be in the daytime, 
but the conclusion may be even at night-time in civil cases. Our 
Mishna is not in accordance with R. Mair of the following 
Boraitha : It reads [ibid., ibid. 5] : “ Every controversy and every 
plague.”* What have plagues to do with controversies? The 
Scripture compares controversies to plagues, in order to apply the 
law of the latter to the former. As concerning plagues it must 
be in the daytime [Lev. xiii. 14] : “ But on the day,” etc., the 
same is the case with controversies. And also as, concerning 
plagues, it cannot be judged by one who is blind, as the priest 
must see the signs, the same is the case with controversies. And 
also the law concerning controversies, which must not be judged 
by relatives, applies to plagues—that the priest must not be a 
relative of him who has the plague. 

In the neighborhood of R. Johanan there was one who was 
blind who used to judge cases, and R. Johanan did not protest. 
But could R. Johanan be silent in such a matter? Is it not 
against his own decision ? Did not he himself declare that the 
Halakha always prevails with an anonymous Mishna, and there 
is one which states: Every one who is qualified to judge is also 
qualified to be a witness? However, there are some who are 
qualified to witness, but not to judge; and the same R. Johanan 
has declared that it means one who is blind of one eye, who is 
qualified to witness, but not to judge. Hence one who is blind, 
who is disqualified to be a witness because he cannot see, ought 
also to be disqualified to judge? R. Johanan found another 
anonymous Mishna for his basis, namely : “ Civil cases may be 
discussed in the daytime and the conclusion at night,” which is 
the same as a case of one who is blind. But why does he give 
preference to the latter Mishna, and not to the first ? If you 
wish, it may be said because the latter treats of a majority, while 
the first treats of an individual. And if you wish, it is because 
the latter is taught concerning the laws of trying cases. 

“If they did not come to a conclusion ,” etc. Whence is this 
deduced? Said Shini b. Hyya: From [Num. xxv. 4]: “Take 
all the heads of the people and hang them up before the Lord in 
the face of the sun.” If people have sinned, wherein have the 
heads of the people sinned, that they should be hanged ? Said 
R. Jehudah in the name of Rabh : Thus said the Holy One, 
blessed be He, to Moses : “ Take the heads of the people, and set 


Leeser’s translation does not correspond. 
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them at separate places, that they shall judge the guilty ones 
and hang them in the face of the sun (which means in the day- 
time).” And why in separate places? Shall we assume, because 
two eapital punishments must not be decided on one and the 
same day ? Did not R. Hisda say that this is said only when 
capital punishments are of different kinds, but if of one kind they 
may ? Therefore it must be said : To hasten the execution of 
the guilty, that the anger of Heaven shall cease. 

“ They have to postpone it until the morrow .” Whence is this 
deduced? Said R. Hanina: From [Is. i. 21] : “Righteousness 
lodged therein ; but now murderers ”—which means, formerly 
they used to postpone the condemnation for a night, and now 
that they are not doing so they are considered murderers. 

“Must not be begun on the eve of Sabbath etc. Why so? 
Because it could not be done otherwise ; as, if they should begin 
and finish on the eve of Sabbath, perhaps they would need to 
condemn him, and then they would have to postpone it over 
night. And to conclude the case on Sabbath and to execute on 
the same day, the execution does not violate the Sabbath ; and 
should it be executed at night, after Sabbath the law requires, 
“ in the face of the sun ” ; and should the conclusion be on Sab¬ 
bath and the execution on the following day, then it would be 
torture for the guilty one, which is not allowed. Should they 
begin on the eve of Sabbath and conclude on the day after Sab¬ 
bath, then they are liable to forget the reasons. Although there 
were two scribes who used to write down the discussions—the 
defence as well as the accusation—they wrote only what was 
said, but could not write the heart of the man. And, therefore, 
it was impossible otherwise. 

“ They used to ask the opinion ,” etc. Said Rabh : I used to be 
among the judges of the court of Rabbi, and they used to begin 
the question of opinions with me. But does not the Mishna 
state that they have to begin with the eldest ? Said Rabba b. 
Rabba, according to others Hillel b. Wals: It was different in 
the court of Rabbi, as in all cases they used to begin from those 
who were sitting at the side. The same said again : I'rom the 
time of Moses until the time of Rabbi we do not find one man 
who was unique in the possession of wisdom, riches, and glory. 
Is this so? Was it not so with Jehoshua? Nay, there was 
Elazar the high-priest, who was equal to him. But was not 
Pinchas such a man ? Nay, there were the elders who ruled with 
him. But was there not King Saul, of whom the same could be 
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said? Nay, there was Samuel. But did not Samuel die before 
Saul ? It means, all the years of his life. But was not David 
such a man ? There was Era of Ja’ir. He also departed before 
him. It means, also, all the years of his life. Was not King 
Solomon such a man ? There was Shimi b. Geara. But did not 
Samuel slay him ? It means, all the years of his life. Was there 
not Hezekiah? There was Shbna. Was there not Ezra? There 
was Nehemiah. Said R. Ada b. Ahbah : I can add thus: From 
the time of Rabbi until the time of R. Ashi there is also not to 
be found a man who was unique in all that is said above. But 
was there not Huna b. Nathan? R. Huna was under the influ¬ 
ence of R. Ashi. 

“ Criminal cases they began front those sitting at the side . ” 
Whence is this deduced ? Said R. Aha b. Papa : It is written 
[Ex. xxiii. 3]: “Neither shalt thou speak in a cause.” (The term 
for “ cause ” is “ rib,” literally “ quarrel,” and “ rab ” means 
“great.”) Do not read “ rib, ” but “ rab, ” which means: You 
shall not contradict one who is greater than you. Rabba b. b. 
Hana in the name of R. Johanan said: This is inferred from 
[I Sam. xxv. 13] : “ Gird ye on every man his sword, and they 
girded on every man his sword ; and David also girded on his 
sword. ” (We see that first it was done by the people and after¬ 
wards by the master.) 

Rabh said : One may teach his disciple, and at the same time 
may judge in association with him in criminal cases. An objec¬ 
tion was raised from the following concerning purification and 
defilement. A father with his son, or a master with his disciple, 
are counted as two voices. However, in civil cases, in criminal 
cases concerning stripes, in consecration of the month and in the 
establishment of leap year, a father with his son, ora master with 
his teacher, is counted as one voice only. (Hence we see that 
the master with his disciple cannot judge together in criminal 
cases, so that they should be counted two.) Rabh speaks of such 
disciples as R. Kahana and R. Assi, who needed only Rabh’s tra¬ 
dition, but not his sagacity, to equalize things. 

R. Abuhu said : In ten things civil cases differ from criminal 
cases. However, all of them do not apply to the case of an ox 
which is to be stoned, except as to the number of judges, twenty- 
three being needed, similar to all other criminal cases. But 
whence is this deduced ? Said R. Aha b. Papa: From [Ex. xxiii. 
6]: “Thou shalt not wrest the judgment of thy poor in his 
cause i.e. } thou shalt not wrest the case of thy poor, but thou 
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mayst wrest the case of the stoning of an ox. (And as this law 
does not apply to the stoning of an ox, so do not apply the 
other laws except the one of the twenty-three judges mentioned 
above.) But are there not some other things in which criminal 
cases differ from civil? Have we not learned in a Boraitha that 
among the Sanhedrin must not be any one of great seniority, a 
castrate, and those who have no children? R. Jehudahalso adds 
to these a cruel man. 

“ All are competent to judge civil cases." What does the 
Mishna mean by the expression “ all " ? Said R. Jehudah. To 
add a bastard. But this was taught already in the above-men¬ 
tioned Boraitha, that all who are competent to judge criminal 
cases are competent for civil cases. However, there are those 
who are competent for civil cases but not for criminal. And in 
our discussion we have debated : “ What does it mean by all 
who are competent?” The same R. Jehudah said: It means to 
add a bastard. One means to add a proselyte and the other 
means to add a bastard ; and both cases are necessary to be stated. 
For if a proselyte only were stated, one might say, it is because he 
is eligible to marry a daughter of an Israelite ; but a bastard, who 
is not allowed to do so, is not competent. And if a bastard only 
were stated, one might say, because, after all, he is a descendant 
of an Israelite; but a proselyte, who is a descendant of a heathen, 
is not competent. Therefore both statements are necessary. 

“ But not all of them are competent to judge criminal cases!' 
What is the reason ? That which was taught by R. Joseph : As 
the court must be select in its uprightness, so it must be select 
in all other things—without any blemish. And R. Ameimarsaid: 
Where is there to be found an allusion to this in the Scripture ? 
In [ Solomon’s Song, xiv. 7] : “ Thou art altogether beautiful, my 
beloved, and there is no blemish on thee.” But perhaps it means 
literally that the judges shall be without any bodily blemish ? 
Said R. Aha b. Jacob : It reads [Num. xi. 16] : “ And they shall 
stand there with thee ”—which means those who are equal to 
thee (i.e. } in birth, but not a proselyte and a bastard). But per¬ 
haps there is a difference, because of the glory of the Shekinah. 
Therefore said R. Na’hman b. Itz’hak: This is inferred from [Ex. 
xviii. 22]: “ When they shall bear with thee.” This means they 
shall be equal to thee in birth. 

MISHNA II. : The Sanhedrin sat in a half-circle in order that 
they could see each other. Two scribes of the judges stood be¬ 
fore them, one on the right and one on the left, and they wrote 
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down the reasons of the accuser and of the defender. Accord¬ 
ing to R. Jehudah there were three—one who wrote down the 
reasons of the accuser and one the reasons of the defender, and 
one the reasons of both. And before them sat three rows of 
scholars (disciples). To every one of them his seat was known. If 
it was necessary to add a judge, one from the first row was elevated, 
and one from the second came and took the latter’s place, and 
one from the third took the place of this one; and for the place 
in the third row one of the standing people was selected, but he 
did not take the same seat as the one departed occupied, but that 
to which he was entitled. 

GEMARA: Whence is this deduced? Said R. Aha b. 
Hanina: From [Solomon’s Song, vii. 3]: “Thy navel is like a 
round goblet which lacketh not the mixed wine.” By “ navel ” is 
meant the Sanhedrin. And why were they named navel? 
Because they used to sit in the middle of the world (according 
to the Talmud, Jerusalem was the middle of the world and the 
Temple was in the centre of Jerusalem), and also protected the 
whole world. And why were they named a “ round goblet ” ? 
Because the Sanhedrin sat in a circle: “ Which lacketh not the 
mixed wine”—z>., if one wished to leave, it must be seen that 
besides him twenty-three remained, and if there were less, he must 
not. “ Thy body is like a heap of wheat fenced about with lilies,” 
means that as from a heap of wheat all derive benefit, so all were 
pleased to hear the reasons given by the Sanhedrin in their dis¬ 
cussions. “ Fenced about with lilies ” means that even a fence of 
lilies was not broken by them to go out of it. This is what 
was said by a certain Minn to R. Kahana: Your law permits a 
man to stay alone with his wife during the days of her menstrua¬ 
tion. Is it possible that flax and fire should be together and 
should not burn? And he answered: The Torah has testified 
that we are such a kind of people that even a fence of lilies is suffi¬ 
cient for us, and will never be broken. Resh Lakish said: This is 
inferred from ibid. vi. 72, which means that even thy vain fellows 
are full of meritorious acts—like the pomegranate.* R. Zera said : 
From [Gen. xxvii. 27]: “And he smelled the smell of his gar¬ 
ments,” etc. Do not read “ bgadov,” which means dress, but 
“ bagdov,” which means his transgressor. There were vfipior f 

* It is useless to quote the passage, as its translation does not correspond with the 
saying of Resh Lakish at all. 

f We have translated in accordance with Schonhack’s Dictionary, as it seems to us 
correct. 
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(insolent fellows) in the neighborhood of R. Zera, who neverthe¬ 
less associated with them and showed them respect, to the end 
that they should repent. The rabbis, however, were not satis¬ 
fied with this. But after the soul of R. Zcra had gone to its 
resting-place the above-mentioned people took this to heart, 
saying: Hitherto there was the little man who prayed for us, 
but now who will do so? And they repented and became good. 

“ Three rows," etc. Said Abayi: Infer from this that if one 
left his place, all in the row had to change their places. But could 
one not protest, saying: Hitherto I have sat in front, and now 
you place me in the back? Said Abayi: To such a protest he 
was answered: There is a parable that it is better for one to be 
the tail of a lion than the head of a fox. 

MISHNA III .: How were the witnesses awestruck in crimi¬ 
nal cases ? They were brought in and warned: Perhaps your 
testimony is based only on a supposition, or on hearsay, or on that 
of another witness, or you have had it from a trustworthy man ; or 
perhaps you are not aware that finally we will investigate the 
matter by examination and cross-examination. You may also be 
aware of the fact that there is no similarity between civil and 
criminal cases. In civil cases one may repay the money damage 
and he is atoned ; but in criminal cases the blood of the person 
executed, and of his descendants to the end of all generations, 
clings to the originator of his execution. So do we find in the 
case of Cain, who slew his brother. It reads [Gen. iv. io] : “ The 
voice of the ‘bloods’ of thy brother are crying unto me from 
the ground.” It does not read “blood,” but “bloods,” which 
means his blood and the blood of his descendants. [According 
to others it reads “ bloods ” in the plural, because his blood was 
scattered all over the trees and stones.] Therefore the man was 
created singly, to teach that he who destroys one soul of a human 
being, the Scripture considers him as if he should destroy a whole 
world, and him who saves one soul of Israel, the Scripture con¬ 
siders him as if he should save a whole world. And also because 
of peace among creatures, so that one should not say: My 
grandfather was greater than yours ; and also that the heretic 
shall not say: There are many creators in heaven ; and also to 
proclaim the glory of the Holy One, blessed be He. For a human 
being stamps many coins with one stamp, and all of them are 
alike; but the King of the kings of kings, the Holy One, blessed 
be He, has stamped every man with the stamp of Adam the First, 
and nevertheless not one of them is like the other. Therefore 
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every man may say : The world was created for my sake, hence I 
must be upright, just, etc. Should you (witnesses) say: Why 
should we take so much trouble upon ourselves ? To this 
it is written [Lev. v. i] : “And he is a witness, since he hath 
seen or knoweth something ; if he do not tell it, and thus bear 
his iniquity.” And should you say : After all, why should the 
blood of this man cling to us? To this it is written [Prov. xi. 
io] : “When the wicked perish, there is joyful shouting.” 

GEMARA : The rabbis taught: What means a supposition ? 
The court may say to them : Although you saw that one ran 
after his companion to a ruin and you ran after them, and found 
a sword in his hand from which the blood dripped, and you also 
saw the one killed move convulsively, you saw nothing (so long as 
he did not kill him in your presence). 

There is a Boraitha: Simeon b. Shetha said : May I not live 
to see the consolation of our people if I did not see one who ran 
after his companion to a ruin, and I ran after him, and saw a 
sword in his hand from which blood dripped, and the one killed 
moved convulsively, and I said to him: You wicked one, who 
has slain this man—I or you ? But what can I do that your 
blood is not legally in my hands, as it reads [Deut. xvii. 6] : 
“ Upon the evidence of two . . . be put to death.” But He 

who knows the thoughts of man shall take revenge on this man 
who has slain his companion. It was said that both (Simeon and 
the murderer) had not moved before a snake came and stung 
the guilty one that he died. 

But was this man liable to be killed by a snake ? Did not R. 
Joseph say, and so also taught the disciples of Hiskia: Since the 
Temple was destroyed, although the court of the Sanhedrin 
existed no longer, the punishment of the four kinds of death 
prescribed in the Scripture was not abolished by Heaven—as, 
e.g.y he who is liable to be stoned finds his death by falling from a 
roof or by being trodden down by a wild beast; he who is liable to 
be burned finds his death by fire or by the bite of a snake ; he 
who is liable to be slain by the sword falls into the hand of the 
government, which slays him, or he comes to death by the sword 
of murderers; and he who ought to be hanged finds his death 
by drowning in the river or by diphtheritis. (But the murderer 
is only to be slain, and not burned ?) This man was liable to be 
burned for another crime; and the master said elsewhere that he 
who is guilty of two crimes is to be punished by the heavier death. 

“ Supposition .” We see that a supposition does not hold good 
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in the case of crimes. Does it hold good in civil cases? And if 
yea, it would be in accordance with R. Aha, who said in the 
“ Last Gate ” that if there was a biting camel among camels and 
a killed camel was found at its side, it might be taken for a cer¬ 
tainty that it had killed him and its owner was liable. But ac¬ 
cording to this theory, if there was a witness who heard this by 
hearsay from another, which is not considered in criminal cases, 
it should be considered in civil. Does not the Mishna state that 
if he said, “ The defendant has confessed to me that he owes,” 
etc.; or, “ So and so told me that he owes him,” he said nothing? 
Hence if such does not hold good in civil cases, why should this 
be repeated concerning criminal cases? Therefore we must say 
that, notwithstanding that such a testimony is not considered in 
civil cases, they nevertheless warned them in criminal cases. The 
same is the case with the above-mentioned case of supposition. 

“ You shall be aware” etc. R. Jehudahb. Ahia said: Infer 
from the verse cited in the Mishna that Cain made wounds and 
gashes on the body of his brother Abel, as he did not know by 
what member the soul departed until he reached his neck. The 
same said again : From that time when the earth opened its 
mouth to receive the blood of Abel, it has not again opened. As 
it is written [Is. xxiv. 16] : “ From the edge of the earth,” etc. 
Hence it reads “ from the edge,” but not “ from the mouth.” 
Hiskia, his brother, however, objected to him from [Num. 
xvi. 32]: “And the earth opened her mouth,” etc. And he 
answered : It opened for disadvantage, but not for advantage. 
The above said again in the name of the same authority: Exile 
atones for only half of a sin, but not for all of it, as it reads 
[Gen. iv. 14] : “ And I shall be a fugitive and vagabond on the 
earth,” etc. ; and [ibid. 16] : “And dwelt in the land of Nod ” 
(vagabond). Hence half of his sin was atoned.* 

“ Therefore after them man was created singly .” The rabbis 
taught: Adam the first was created singly, and why ? That dis¬ 
believers should not say there were many Creators in Heaven. 
And another reason is because of the upright and the wicked, 
that the upright should not say: We are descendants of an up¬ 
right man ; and the wicked should not say : We are descendants of 
a wicked one (hence we are not to be blamed). There is another 
reason : Because of families, that they should not quarrel, saying: 


* Here come Haggadah, which we have transferred to the Haggadic part of 
this tract. 
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Our parents were better than yours. As we see that when only 
one man was created there are quarrels of rank, how much the 
more if many original Adams had been created. Still another 
reason : Because of robbers and forcers. As even now, when he 
was created singly, there are robbers and forcers although they 
are all from one father, how much the more would there be rob¬ 
bers and forcers if they were from different parents. 

“ To save the glory," etc. The rabbis taught: To save the 
glory of the King of the king of kings, the Holy One, blessed be 
he! A human being stamps many coins and all are alike, but 
the Holy One, blessed be He, has stamped every man with the 
stamp of Adam the First, and nevertheless not one is like his 
neighbor. As it reads [Job, xxxviii. 14] : “ She is changed as the 
sealing-clay ; and (all things) stand as though newly clad.” And 
why are not the faces of men alike? Because one might see a 
nice dwelling or a handsome woman, and say : It is mine. As it 
reads [ibid. 15] : “And from the wicked is their light withdrawn, 
and the high-raised arm is broken.” 

There is a Boraitha : R. Mairused to say : In three things one 
is different from his neighbor—in voice, in face, and in mind : in 
voice and in face, because of adultery ; and in mind, because of 
robbers. (. I.e ., if one were to know the mind of his neighbor, he 
would know of all his treasures and mysteries and would rob him 
of them.*) 

* Here also are a few pages of Haggadah, which we have transferred to the 
Haggadic chapter. 



CHAPTER V. 


RULES AND REGULATIONS CONCERNING PRELIMINARY QUERIES, EX¬ 
AMINATION, AND CROSS-EXAMINATION IN CRIMINAL CASES. 
WHAT MAY OR MAY NOT BE CONSIDERED A CONTRADICTION OF 
WITNESSES. HOW IS IT IF A DISCIPLE NOT BELONGING TO THE 
JUDGES SAYS! “I HAVE SOMETHING TO SAY TO HIS ADVANTAGE 
OR DISADVANTAGE”? BY WHAT MAJORITY ONE MAY BE AC¬ 
QUITTED AND BY WHAT ACCUSED ; AND TO WHAT NUMBER 
JUDGES MAY BE ADDED, IF THEY CANNOT COME TO ANY CONCLU¬ 
SION. 

MISHNA /.: The court used to examine the witnesses with 
the following seven inquiries: (a) In what Sabbatic period ? 
(b) In what year of the latter? (c) In what month? (d) On 
what date of the month ? (e) On what day? (f) At what hour? 

(g) And in what place? R. Jose, however, maintains: “Only 
on what day? At what hour? In what place ? ” And also: Did 
you know this man ? Did you warn him ? 

If the crime was idolatry, they were questioned which idols 
they worshipped and what kind of worship? He who is more 
particular and who enlarges the examination is praiseworthy. It 
happened that Ben Sakkai had examined the witnesses concern¬ 
ing the kind and the size of the figs of a certain fig tree which 
was connected with the crime. 

What is the difference between examination and queries? 
In the latter, even if only one answered, “ I don’t know,” the 
complaint is dismissed ; while in examination, if one of the wit¬ 
nesses, and even two, claim that they did not know, their testi¬ 
mony holds good. In both cases, however, if they contradict 
each other, their testimony is ignored. If one says, “It hap¬ 
pened on the second of the month,” and the second says, “on 
the third of it,” their testimony holds good, as it is to be sup¬ 
posed that to one was known the intercalation of the last month 
and to the other it was not. However, if one says “ on the 
third ” and the other says “ on the fifth of the month,” their tes¬ 
timony is ignored. If one says “ in the second hour ” and the 
other says “ in the third,” it holds good ; but if one says “ in the 
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third ” and the other “ in the fifth hour of that day,” it is ig¬ 
nored. R. Jehudah, however, maintains that it still holds good ; 
but if one says “in the fifth hour” and the other says “in 
the seventh,” even according to R. Jehudah it is ignored, as in 
the fifth hour the sun is in the east, while in the seventh hour 
it is already in the west. 

After one witness was examined they let the second enter 
and examined him. And if their testimony correspond, the 
discussion begins with the defence. Should one of the witnesses 
say, “ I have something to say in behalf of the defendant, or one 
of the disciples, “ I have something to say to the disadvantage of 
the defendant,” the court silences him. If, however, one of the 
disciples says, “ I have something to say in his behalf,” they take 
him out of his place, and set him among them, and he remains there 
the whole day; and if his words are reasonable, he is listened to. 
Furthermore, if the defendant says, “ I have something to say in 
my behalf,” he is to be listened to if there is something in his 
defence. If the judges find a good reason to acquit him, they do 
so immediately ; and if not, they postpone the trial to the mor¬ 
row. The judges then go out in pairs, and eat something—not 
much, but do not drink wine the whole day. They continue their 
discussion (outside of the court) all night, and on the morrow 
they come early to the court. He who was among the defenders 
says: I defended yesterday, and am still of the same opinion. 
The same is it with the accuser—he has to say : I accused, and 
am still of the same opinion. The one who has accused may re¬ 
tract from his statement of yesterday, to the advantage of the 
defendant. This is not allowed to him who has defended. If 
some of them erred in their statements, the scribes of the judges 
remind them of it. And again, if the conclusion is to the ad¬ 
vantage of the defendant they free him immediately ; and if not, 
they arise to be numbered. If twelve of them acquit and eleven 
accuse, he is acquitted. But if twelve accuse and eleven acquit, 
and even if eleven accuse and eleven acquit, but the twenty-third 
says, “ I am in doubt ” ; even if twenty-two are for acquitting or 
accusing and one says, “ I don’t know,” judges are to be added. 
And to what number? Two and two, till the whole number 
reaches seventy-one. And then if thirty-six acquit and thirty- 
five condemn, he is acquitted ; but if vice versa , the discus¬ 
sion is prolonged until one of the accusers accepts the opinion 
of the acquitters. 

GEMARA : Whence is all this deduced? Said R. Jehudah : 
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From Deut. xiii. 15 : “Then shalt thou inquire and make search, 
and ask diligently.” And it reads also [ibid. xvii. 4] : “ And it be 
told thee, and thou hearest of it, thou shalt inquire diligently ”; 
and also [ibid. xix. IS]: “And the judges shall inquire dili¬ 
gently.” But perhaps the Scripture does not require seven queries 
in one case, and it is meant literally (namely, in the crime of a 
misled town three queries, and concerning idolatry two, and the 
same also concerning collusive witnesses; as in the former search¬ 
ing is mentioned three times and in the latter searching is men¬ 
tioned twice). As if seven in one case were needed, let the 
Scripture state all the above cases together, and then all other 
criminal cases would be inferred from this. Because searching is 
mentioned in all three cases above, we infer one from the other, 
so as to apply everything which is in one case to the others. But 
the law concerning those cases is not similar, as the case of a 
misled town cannot be equalized to the other two cases, as they 
are punished only in their body, but not in their estate; while in 
the case of a misled town all its estates must be destroyed. 
Neither can idolatry be equalized to the two cases, as the latter 
are put to death by the sword, while an idolater is to be stoned. 
And the case of collusive witnesses is also in one respect more 
rigorous than the others, as they are put to death withont warn¬ 
ing? One is inferred from the other, because of the analogy of 
the expression “ diligently,” which is to be found in all the cases, 
and would be superflous if it were not written for that purpose. 
And to such an analogy, which comes from a superfluous ex¬ 
pression, an objection is not to be made. Hence we infer the 
case which is to be punished with hanging by an a fortiori 
conclusion, from those which are to be punished by stoning or 
by the sword ; and those by burning, by an a fortiori conclusion 
from those by stoning, etc. But such an a fortiori conclusion 
would be correct if all of the rabbis agreed that stoning is a more 
rigorous death than all the others. But there are some who 
hold that burning is more rigorous. Hence, according to them, 
the above a fortiori conclusion could not he drawn. Therefore 
said R. Jehudah : The seven queries of examination are inferred 
from [ibid. xiii. 15]: “And behold, if it be true—the thing is 
certain,” which term is again repeated in ibid. xvii. 4. The 
words “ certain ” and “ true,” which are repeated, make four, and 
in the above three cases “ searching ” is mentioned seven times. 
These altogether make eleven, of which seven are to be taken 
for the seven queries, three of them for an analogy, and the one 
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which remains applies to that case of which the punishment is 
burning, in accordance with R. Simeon’s theory that burning is 
more rigorous. And concerning the rabbis, who hold that ston¬ 
ing is more rigorous, it does not matter if a thing which is to be 
inferred by the drawing of an a fortiori conclusion is neverthe¬ 
less mentioned in the Scripture. 

R. Abuhu ridiculed this statement. Why not say that the 
superfluous word of the eleven in question is to teach that eight 
queries are necessary in the examination ? Eight queries ! What 
is this? How many minutes are there in the hour? And so, 
also, a Boraitha states that queries were used. But such a ques¬ 
tion is correct, according to Abayi, who said that R. Mair main¬ 
tains that one is not liable to err in the minutes at all, or in a 
few minutes. But according to him, after R. Jehudah, who main¬ 
tains that one is liable to err in a half hour, and according to 
Rabha, who maintains that one can err even in a whole hour, 
what should be the eighth query? “What period of the jubilee 
year?” However, he who maintains that the eleventh word 
mentioned above is applied to something else, maintains that the 
latter query is not necessary, as they were already questioned : 
What period of the Sabbatic year? 

“ R. Jose said,” etc. There is a Boraitha: R. Jose said to 
the sages: According to your theory, if a witness came before 
the court testifying, “ Yesterday this man killed some one,” may 
he be questioned in what period of the Sabbatic year, or in what 
year, month, and on what day of the month ? And he was answered: 
The same as, according to your theory, that the queries should 
be: On what day, at what hour, and in what place? How is it 
if one testifies before the court, “This man has just killed a 
man”? Nevertheless the above queries are put to him: On 
what day, and at what hour? Hence, although not necessary, 
nevertheless he is to be questioned in accordance with the theory 
of R. Simeon b. Elazar, who maintains that the examination 
should be made severe, that the witnesses may lose heart in case 
they do not tell the truth. The same is the case with the other 
queries—they have to be put although it is not necessary. R. 
Jose, however, may say : Usually the case is not tried just after 
the crime is committed, and therefore it is very seldom that the 
witness has to say: He killed him just now. However, one or 
a few days after the crime has been committed, it frequently 
happens that the case is tried. 

“Do you know this man?" etc. The rabbis taught: The 
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query was: Do you recognize this man as the murderer of him 
who was slain? Was he a heathen or an Israelite? Have you 
warned him? Did he accept the warning? Did he answer in 
spite of this ? Did he commit the crime just after he was warned ? 
And if the crime was idolatry : Which idol has he worshipped— 
the idol Peor or Markulis? How did he worship it? Did he 
sacrifice an animal or incense to it, or pour out wine for it, or 
bow himself down before it ? 

Ula said : Whence do we deduce that the warning is pre¬ 
scribed biblically? From [Lev.xx. 17] : “And if a man take his 
sister, the daughter of his father, or the daughter of his mother, 
and see her nakedness.” Is he guilty because he has seen it? It 
must therefore be said that it means he is aware of the crime 
{i.e., aware that she is his sister and that it is a crime). Hence 
the same is it with all other crimes—that he is not to be sentenced 
unless he was aware that it was a crime ; and to be certain that 
he was aware, it can only be through warning. And as this verse 
speaks of a crime for which he is punished with ‘ korath,” which 
means through Heaven, to which warning is not applied, apply 
to it the punishment of stripes. The school of Hiskia deduces it 
from [Ex. xxi. 14] : “ But if a man come presumptuously upon 
his neighbor, to slay him with guile,” which means it was pre¬ 
sumptuously done even after he was warned. The school of R. 
Ismael inferred this from [Num. xv. 33]: “ And they that find 
him gathering sticks,” which means that after they warned him 
he still gathered the sticks. And the school of Rabbi deduced 
this from [Deut. xxii. 24] : “ Because he had done violence.” * 
And all of them are needed; as if it were stated only in the case 
of his sister, as to which it was explained that it means the 
punishment of stripes, one might say that this applies only to 
stripes, but not to capital punishment. Therefore the cited 
verse in Ex. xxi. And if the two only were stated, one might 
say that it applies only to a kind of death which is more lenient 
than stoning, but to the punishment of stoning, which is very 
rigorous, it does not apply. Therefore all are needed. 

The Boraitha states : Did he answer in spite of this ? Whence 
do we know this? Said Rabha, and according to others Hiskia: 


* The expression in Hebrew is al dbar asher ettah, etc.—literally, “ the thing 
which he has violated,” etc.; and it should be written “because he has violated,” 
without the term “dbar” (thing). The Talmud takes the term “dbar,” which 
means “thing," and which if punctuated “dibur" means “talk,” to mean that he 
was told it was a crime and he did not listen. 
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From [ibid. xvii. 6] : “ Shall he that is worthy of death be put 
to death,” which means, provided he answered, “ I will do this 
even should it cause my death.” 

R. Hanan said : Witnesses who testified in case of a betrothed 
woman, if they be found collusive, are not to be put to death, 
as they may say: Our intention was to make it unlawful for her 
to be his wife only, but not that she should be put to death. 
But did they not warn her? It speaks of when they did not. 
But in such a case it is self-evident, as without warning she is not 
to be put to death. He speaks of a scholarly woman, and this is 
in accordance with R. Jose b. Jehudah, who said in the follow¬ 
ing Boraitha: Warning does not apply to a scholar, as the pur¬ 
pose of warning is only to recognize if the perpetrator of the 
crime did it while he was not aware that such was a crime, or he 
did it although he was aware; and as a scholar is aware of this 
crime, no warning is needed. And as they are not to be put to 
death, she also is exempted from death, as the Scripture requires 
that the collusive witnesses should be punished with the same 
punishment as the perpetrator of the crime, if it were true; and 
as they claim that they intended only to make it unlawful for her 
to be the wife of her betrothed, such a punishment is not appli¬ 
cable to the witnesses, and therefore she also is acquitted. 

R. Hisda said : If one of the witnesses testifies that he slew 
him with a sword and the other says “ with a razor,” it is not admis¬ 
sible. But if one says that the murderer or the one murdered was 
dressed in white, and the other testifies, “He was in black,” it is 
to be considered admissible. An objection was raised from the 
following: “ It should exactly correspond,” means that if one testi¬ 
fies that he slew him with a sword and the other with a razor, or 
if one says that he was dressed in black and the other that he was 
dressed In white, it does not ? R. Hisda explains this Boraitha, 
that it means if both have testified that he strangled him with a 
muffler, and one said “ It was a white one,” and the other said 
“ It was a black one.” Come and hear another objection: If 
one says, “ He wore black sandals,” and the other says, “white 
ones,” it is not considered corresponding? Also this Boraitha 
may be explained that he kicked him with his sandals and killed 
him. Come and hear another objection from our Mishna: It 
happened that Ben Sakkai examined the witnesses ... of 
a certain fig tree? Said R. Jose: Do you want to contradict a 
man from Ben Sakkai’s theory? He was of the opinion that 
there is no difference between examination and query, and his 
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theory is individual. Who was Ben Sakkai ? Shall we assume 
that it means Rabban Johanan ben Sakkai? Was he, then, 
among the Sanhedrin ? Is there not a Boraitha that the age of 
R. Johanan was one hundred and twenty: the first forty years 
he was engaged in business, the middle forty he studied, and the 
last forty he taught? And there is another Boraitha: Forty 
years before the Temple was destroyed, the Sanhedrin was 
exiled from the chamber of the Temple to a store. And R. 
Itz’hak b. Abudimi explained that it means that from that time 
the Sanhedrin did not try cases of capital punishment. And 
there is also a Mishna which states that after the Temple was 
destroyed R. Johanan ben Sakkai enacted, etc. Hence we see 
that during forty years of his life there were no cases of capital 
punishment in the court of the Sanhedrin, and it cannot be that 
the examination in question was made by him. Therefore it 
must be said that this Ben Sakkai was some one else. And so 
it seems to be, as if it were R. Johanan b. Sakkai, how is it pos¬ 
sible that Rabbi, the editor of the Mishnayoth, should name him 
Ben Sakkai only. But have we not learned in a Boraitha: It 
happened that R. Johanan b. Sakkai examined . . . the 

kind of figs? Therefore it must be said that at that time he was 
a disciple who was sitting in the row before the Sanhedrin, and 
he said something which was accepted by the Sanhedrin, and 
therefore it was established in his name. Hence while he was as 
yet a student he was named Ben Sakkai; and afterwards, when 
he began to teach, he was named Rabban Johanan. And the 
Mishna which mentioned him by the name of Ben Sakkai did so 
because when this happened he was still Ben Sakkai; the Borai¬ 
tha, however, mentioned him by his name of the latter period. 

“ What is the difference betweefi exami?iation ? ” etc. How is 
to be understood: If two claim, etc.? Is it not self-evident 
that if the testimony holds good when one says, “ I don’t know,” 
the same is the case also when two say so ? Said R. Shesheth: 
This statement applies to the first part—namely, if the investiga¬ 
tion shows that two of them are aware and the third says, “ I 
don’t know,” even then their testimony is ignored; and it is in 
accordance with R. Aqiba, who compares three witnesses to two. 
As with two, if there is a difference in their testimony, the case 
is to be dismissed, the same is it with three, if even only one of 
them says, “ I don’t know.” Said Rabba: How can such an ex¬ 
planation hold good? Does not the Mishna state that their 
testimony holds good ? Therefore said he: It is to be ex- 
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plained just in the reverse. Even concerning queries, if two 
witnesses are aware, but the third one says, “ I don’t know,” 
their testimony holds good; and it is not in accordance with R. 
Aqiba. 

R. Kahana and R. Saphra used to learn the Tract Sanhedrin 
in the college of Rabba, and when Rami b. Hama met them, he 
questioned them : What new have you found in the Tract San¬ 
hedrin, as taught by Rabba? And they rejoined: And how 
would it be if we had learned Tract Sanhedrin other than at 
Rabba’s college—would you ask us for any news? It must be 
that there is some difficulty to you in this tract. Tell us, then, 
what it is. And he answered : The statement of the Mishna, 
which makes a difference between queries and examination—the 
reason for which is unknown to me. Are not both prescribed 
biblically ? And they answered : What comparison is this ? In 
the inquiry, if one said, “ I don’t know,” their testimony is an¬ 
nulled, because the witnesses of such a testimony cannot be made 
collusive. And there is a rule that such a testimony is not to be 
taken into consideration ; while in examination, if one said, “ I 
don’t know,” their testimony still holds good. Hence they re¬ 
main legal witnesses who can be made collusive. Rejoined he : 
If it is so, then you have brought with you very great news. 
Rejoined they : Because of the kindness of you, master, not to 
object to us, it may be named good news ; but if you were to use 
your sagacity to object to us, we would have nothing to say. 

“ The intercalation of the month,” etc. Until what date of the 
current month should the supposition of the ignorance of the 
intercalation of the last month hold good ? Said R. Aha b. 
Hanina in the name of R. Assi, quoting R. Johanan : Until the 
greater part of the month is passed ( i.e ., e.g., if one says, “ It was on 
the twentieth of the month,” and the other says, “ on the twenty- 
first,” the supposition of the intercalation is not to be taken into 
consideration, and their testimony is annulled). Said Rabha : This 
we infer also from our Mishna, which states that, if one says 
“ on the third,” and the other “ on the fifth,” their testimony is 
ignored. And if the intercalation were taken into consideration, 
why not say that one of the witnesses was aware of two intercala¬ 
tions (i.e., from the last two months), and the other was not aware 
of it? Hence the reason must be, because one may not be 
aware of it during the first half of the month, but in the second 
half it is impossible that he has not heard of it. (Says the 
Gemara:) This, however, is not to be taken as a support, as it 
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may be said that one is not aware of it even during the second 
half of the month. And the reason why the Mishna does not 
say that he was not aware of two intercalations is because, usu¬ 
ally, each intercalation was announced by blowing in the cornet ; 
and it could happen that one might overhear one blowing, but 
not two. 

R. Aha b. Hanina said again in the name of the same au¬ 
thority : Until what time may the benediction of the moon be 
pronounced ? Until it becomes more round. But until what 
date? R. Jacob b. Bibi in the name of R. Jchudah said : Until 
the seventh. And the sages of Nahardea said : Until the six¬ 
teenth. And the basis of both is R. Johanan’s statement. They 
differ, however, in the explanation of it. According to R. Jehu- 
dah, his expression, “ until it becomes more round,’' means when 
it is already half; and according to the others, R. Johanan means 
a full moon. Said R. Aha of Diphthi to Rabhina: Let one pro¬ 
nounce, after the time of the month’s benediction has elapsed, 
the benediction of “ Who is good, and does good to the world,” 
And he answered : Do we then pronounce the benediction of 
“ Blessed is He who judges true ” when the moon diminishes, so 
that we shall pronounce the blessing, “ Who is good,” etc., after 
the full moon? But why not pronounce both? Because to a 
custom no such benedictions are used. The same said again in 
the name of the same authority: He who pronounces the bene¬ 
diction of the moon in time is considered as if he had received 
the glory of the Shekinah. And this is deduced from the analogy 
of the expression “ zeh ” mentioned in Ex. xiii. 2 and ibid. 

XV. 2. 

In the school of R. Ismael it was taught: If Israel should 
have only the meritorious act of receiving the glory of their 
heavenly Father once a month, it would be sufficient. Said 
Abayi: Therefore we must pronounce the above benediction 
standing. Miramar and Mar Zutra used to stand shoulder to 
shoulder, pronouncing this benediction. Said R. Aha to R. Ashi: 
In the West they used to pronounce the benediction, “ Blessed 
be He who renews the moon.” And he answered : Such a bless¬ 
ing our women also pronounce. We, however, have adopted that 
which was composed by R. Jchudah : “ Blessed be He who with 
His words has created the heavens, and with the breath of his 
mouth all their hosts, to whom he gave order and time, that they 
should not change His command ; and they rejoice and arc 
happy in doing the will of their creator. They work truthfully, 
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and what is done through them is truth.” * And to the moon 
He commanded that she renew herself every month, and that she 
should be a crown and a guide to the people who were selected 
by Him from their birth. It is a symbol to the children of 
Israel that, finally, they also will be renewed like unto her (the 
moon), and they will praise their Creator, his name, and the glory 
of His kingdom. Blessed be Thou, Eternal, who dost renew the 
moon. 

[ R. Aha b. Hanina in the name of R. Assi, quoting R. 
Johanan, said: With whom can you fight a war of the Torah? 
With him who posesses bundles of Mishnayoth. And R. Joseph, 
who was a master in Mishnayoth, applied to himself (Prov. xiv. 
4): “ But the abundance of harvests is (only) through the strength 
of the ox.” f] 

“ If one says, ‘ in the second hour ” etc. Said R. Shimi b. 
Ashi: This is only when they differ concerning the hour; but if 
one says, “ It was before sunrise,” and the other says, “ It was 
after,” their testimony is to be ignored. Is this not self-evident? 
I.e ., even if one says, “ It was before sunrise,” and the other says, 
“At the sunrise.” Is this also not self-evident? Lest one say 
that the one who says it was before the rising of the sun stood 
at such a place that he could not see it well, he comes to teach us 
that it is not so. 

“ The whole day,” etc. The whole day only? Have we not 
learned in a Boraitha that if they accepted his reasons he remains 
with them all the time ; but if his reasons were not accepted, he 
nevertheless remains there the whole day to the end that his 
descent should not be a disgrace to him ? Said Abayi: Explain, 
then, our Mishna that he remains there the whole day if his 
reasons were not accepted. 

“ They do not drink winef etc. And why not? Said R. 
Aha b. Hanina: Because of [Prov. xxxi. 4] : “ Nor for rausnim 
(princes) strong drink.” By “ rausnim ” is meant that those who 
occupy themselves with raus (secrets) of the world should not 
drink strong drinks. 


* This benediction, which is copied in the prayer books, is not exact as in the 
original Talmud. And also not of that which was copied by Hananiel, but of that 
which was copied by Asher. And there is a great difference in the translation. We, 
however, have translated according to that of the Talmud, as so is our method. 

\ It is unknown to us why the passage in the text is inserted here ; it also quotes a 
verse from Prov. xxiv., which does not correspond. However, according to our 
method, we could not omit it. 
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“ The opinion of the acqnitter .” But how is it if he does not 
accept it? Said R. Aha, and so also R. Johanan: They have 
to acquit him. Said R. Papa to Abayi: If so, why was he not 
acquitted previously when they (were still twenty-three) ? And 
he answered: So said R. Johanan: Because they should not 
leave the court disputing, According to others the answer was: 
R. Jose of the following Boraitha holds with you. As there is 
no addition to the court of seventy-one, so there is no addition 
to the court of twenty-three (but if there is no majority for con¬ 
demning, the defendant is freed). 

The rabbis taught: In civil cases the court may say: The 
case becomes old. But this cannot be said in criminal cases. 
What does this mean ? If it means it becomes so old that it is 
hard to reach a conclusion, and that therefore it must be postponed, 
then the reverse should be the case. It means, in criminal cases 
they must postpone it, as perhaps they will find some defence, but 
not in civil. Said Huna b. Monoach in the name of Aha b. Ika: 
Reverse the Mishna. R. Ashi, however, said : The Mishna must 
not be reversed, as the expression “ become old ” means that the 
matter has received a thorough discussion and may not be further 
prolonged. An objection was raised from the following: The 
oldest of the judges may proclaim the case old. And this is cor¬ 
rect according to the explanation of R. Ashi, as such a proclama¬ 
tion belongs to the oldest. But according to the first explanation, 
should the oldest blame himself? Nay, it would be a disgrace if 
some one else should say this to him. But if he himself pro¬ 
claims this, there is no disgrace. According to others, it was 
questioned : How could the oldest praise himself, saying that 
the matter has become so clear that objection cannot be made? 
Is it not written [Prov. xxvii. 2] : “ Let another man praise thee, 
and not thy own mouth.” With a trial it is different, as it rests 
upon the shoulders of the oldest; for the Mishna states: After the 
conclusion, the oldest of the judges proclaims: “ You, so and so, 
are acquitted ” ; or, “ You, so and so, are guilty.” 


CHAPTER VI. 


RULES AND REGULATIONS CONCERNING THE EXECUTION BY STON¬ 
ING AND THE MANNER OF HERALDING. HOW THE CRIMINAL 
WAS URGED TO CONFESS BEFORE DEATH. THE STRIPPING OFF 
BEFORE DEATH OF THE DRESS OF A MALE AND OF A FEMALE. 
THE HANGING AFTER STONING, AND HOW IT WAS PERFORMED. 

MISHNA I .: If the conclusion was to condemn, the guilty 
one was taken out immediately to be stoned. The place where 
he had to be executed was outside of the court, as it reads [Lev. 
xxiv. 13] : “ Lead forth the blasphemer.” One stood at the gate 
of the court with a flag in his hand, and one who rode on a horse 
stood so far distant that he could see the signal of the flag in case 
there were any. And then if one came before the court, saying, 
“ I have something to say in his defence,” the man raised up the 
flag, and he who was on horseback rushed and stopped the pro¬ 
cession ; and even if the guilty one himself says, “ I have some¬ 
thing new to say in my defence,” he is to be brought back to the 
court, even four and five times, provided there is something in it 
which is worthy of consideration. And then, if the court finds that 
he is not guilty, he is acquitted, and if not, he is taken back to be 
stoned. And a herald goes before him, heralding: So and so, the 
son of so and so, is taken to be stoned, because he committed 
such and such a crime, and A and B are his witnesses. Every 
one who knows something in his defence may come and tell it 
before he is executed. 

GEMARA: Was, then, the place of execution outside of the 
court only ? Does not a Boraitha state that it was outside of all 
the three camps (when they were in the desert), and when they 
were in the cities the place of execution was outside of them? 
Yea! it is as you say, and the expression of the Mishna, “ outside 
of the court,” means that if it happened that the court took 
its place outside of the three camps or outside of the towns, 
even then the place of execution must be outside of the court, 
for the purpose that it should not appear that the court itself 
executed him, or for the purpose that there should be a proces- 
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sion, to give time to one who might have some defence for the 
guilty. 

Whence is this deduced ? From that which the rabbis taught: 
It reads: “Lead out the blasphemer to without the camp,” 
meaning out of all the three camps. But perhaps only out of one 
camp ? There is an analogy of the expression “ camp ” which is 
mentioned here, with that in the case of the burning bullocks 
[ibid. iv. 20] : “And he shall carry forth the bullock to without 
the camp, and burn him ”; and as there it means outside of all 
three camps, as explained elsewhere, the same is the case here. 
R. Papa, however, maintains that this is to be inferred from the 
following: Let us see. Moses sat in the camp of the Levites, 
and the Merciful One said to him : “ Lead out the blasphemer to 
without the camp.” Hence, out of the camp of the Levites. 
And thereafter it reads [ibid. xxiv. 23] : “And they led forth the 
blasphemer to without the camp, and they stoned him,” which 
means out of the camp of the Israelites. 

But is not the verse necessary in itself, to state that it was 
done as Moses commanded ? This is written plainly farther on : 
“And the children of Israel did as the Lord had commanded 
Moses.” But to what purpose is it written, “ they have stoned 
him with stones?” It is already written they did it, and it is 
self-evident that they stoned him? It is needed, as we have 
learned in the following Boraitha: It reads, “ they stoned him 
with a stone,” which means him—his body—but not his gar¬ 
ments ; i.e. f they had to undress him before the execution. 
“ With a stone ” means that if he dies by the first stone no others 
are needed. In Num. xv. 35 it reads: “With stones,” in the 
plural. And both expressions are needed, as if it were stated 
only in the singular, one might say that one stone should be 
thrown, and should it not cause death, no other stones must be 
thrown ; and if it were mentioned in the plural only, one might 
say that many stones are needed to start with. Therefore both 
are stated.* 

But how could R. Papa differ from the Boraitha mentioned 
above? Does not the Tana state it was said so? Hence the 
analogy of expression was traditional, to which an Amora had 
no right to object. The Tana meant to say that if there were not 
a verse it could be inferred from the analogy; but inasmuch as 
there is a verse, the analogy is not necessary. R. Ashi said 

* Leeser translates all the verses in the plural ; in the text, however, in Leviticus 
it is in the singular and in Numbers in the plural. 
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that from the same cited verse this is inferred. Let us see! 
Moses was in the camp of the Levites, and the Merciful One 
commanded him : “ Lead out the blasphemer,” etc.—meaning 

from the camp of the Levites. “Out of the camp,” means the 
camp of Israel. 

“ One stands with a flag” etc. R. Iluna said : “ I am certain 
that the stone with which the executed was stoned, as well as the 
tree upon which he was hanged, the sword with which he was 
slain, and also the cloth with which he was choked must be at the 
expense of the congregation. However, I doubt who had to bear 
the cost of the flag and the horse mentioned in the Mishna. The 
defendant, as they are provided only for his sake, or the congre¬ 
gation, because they are obliged to do all they can to save him ? 
I am in doubt also as to that which was said by R. Hyya to 
R. Ashi in the name of R. Hisda. When one was going to 
be killed, they used to put a grain of frankincense in a goblet of 
wine and gave him to drink, so that he should become dazed. As 
it is written [Prov. xxxi. 6] : “ Give strong drink unto him that 
is ready to perish, and wine unto those who have an embittered 
soul. ” And there is a Boraitha that the wine and the frankincense 
were donated by the respectable women of Jerusalem. Now, if 
it happened that they were not donated, who must bear the 
expense? Says the Gemara concerning the latter: Common 
sense dictates, at the expense of the congregation, as the verse 
reads “ give,” which means the congregation. 

R. Aha b. Huna questioned R. Shesheth : How would it be 
if one of the disciples said, “ I have something to say in behalf 
of the defendant,” and thereafter he became dumb ? Gestured 
R. Shesheth, saying: Then we would have to consider that 
there was some one at the other end of the world who had 
some defence for him. But, after all, it was said by the disciple 
that he had a defence, and when he became dumb, would it not 
be right for the court to investigate again—perhaps they would 
find out what he meant ? Come and hear that which was said above 
by R. Jose b. Hanina : If one of the disciples who defended him 
at the time of the discussion dies, it will be seen at the time of 
the conclusion whether he is still alive and defends him. Hence 
we see that if he has already defended, and he says : “ I have 
something to say in his defence,” and he becomes dumb before 
he gives his reasons, it is not to be taken into consideration. 
Rejoined R. Aha: Notwithstanding that it is certain to you that 
R. Jose meant when his defence was already made by him, but 
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not otherwise, it is still a question to me. For perhaps R. Jose 
said so because it is usual, if one has something to say, that he 
says it immediately; but if it happened that he became dumb 
before telling the reasons, it might be that even R. Jose would 
admit that the court must look the matter up again. 

“ Which is worthy of co?isideration," etc. Does the Mishna 
mean that for the first two times it must be examined while he 
is yet at his place—if there is something, etc. ? Have we not 
learned in a Boraitha, that the first two times he is to be brought 
back to the court, even if he does not give a good reason ; and 
only at the third time it is to be examined if there is something 
in his defence before he is taken back? Said R. Papa: I inter¬ 
pret it that the Mishna means after the second time. But who 
decides whether it is a good reason or not ? Said Abayi: After 
the second time the court appoints a pair of the rabbis to follow 
him, and if he has something to say, they examine him and 
decide if there is a good reason to take him back or not. But 
why should not the same rabbis be appointed previously, so that 
even at the first time he should not be brought back unless the 
rabbis found a good reason ? Because he is affrighted he cannot 
say at the beginning all he wishes to say. 

“ Such and such a crime," etc. Said Abayi: “The herald 
must also proclaim the day, the hour, and the place, for the 
purpose that perhaps there will be found some people who know 
that the witnesses were not in that place on that day or at that 
hour, and they will come to make them collusive. 

“ The herald goes before himf etc. It means only when he 
is already sentenced, but not before. R. Jehoshua b. Levi said: 
Him who repents and mortifies his passions after they have 
taken a firm hold of him, and he confesses before Heaven, the 
verse considers him as if he should glorify the Holy One, blessed 
be He, in both this world and the world to come. As it is 
written [Ps. 1 . 23]: “ Whoso offereth thanksgiving, glorifieth 
me.”* The same said again: When the Temple was inexist¬ 
ence, if one brought a burnt-offering the reward for such 
was with him; a meat-offering, the reward of such was with 
him : but him who is modest, the verse considers him as if he 
should sacrifice all the sacrifices mentioned in the Scripture. 
As it reads [ibid. li. 19]: “The sacrifices of God are a broken 

* The term in Hebrew is “zobeach touhda yichabdon’ni ’’—literally, "He who 
slaughters thanks-offering, glorifieth me ” ; and as the last word is written with a 
double Nun instead of one, he infers both worlds. 


9 
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spirit.” Furthermore, his praying is never despised, as it reads 
farther on : “A broken and a contrite heart, O God, wilt thou 
not despise.” 

MISHNA II .: When he (the guilty one) was far from the 
place of execution—a distance of ten ells—he was told to con¬ 
fess, as so is the custom, that all who are to be executed should 
confess, and they who do so have a share in the world to come. 
And so do we find with Achan, to whom Joshua said: “My 
son, give . . . and make confession.” And [ibid., ibid. 20] 

Achan answered Jehoshua: “Truly, I have sinned, and thus 
and thus have I done.” And whence do we know that he was 
atoned after his confession? From [ibid., ibid. 25]: “And 
Joshua said, How hast thou troubled us ! So shall the Lord 
trouble thee this day.” This day —but not in the world to come. 
However, if the guilty one does not know how to confess, he is 
told to say: My death shall atone for all my sins. R. Jehudah 
said : If he knew that he was innocent of this crime, he might 
say : My death shall atone for all my sins, except this one. 
And R. Jehudah was answered : If it were so, all those who 
were to be executed would say so, to the end that they should 
be innocent in the eyes of the people. 

The rabbis taught: In the verse cited—in what Jehoshua said 
to Achan—the term “na” is used, and “na” means “I pray.” 
At the time the Holy One, blessed be He, saw [Joshua, vii. 11] : 
“ Israel hath sinned,” Jehoshua said before Him : “Lord of the 
Universe, who has sinned?” To which He answered: “Am I a 
talebarer, to tell you who. Go and draw lots.” And he did so, 
and the lot fell on Achan. And he said to him: Joshua, do 
you accuse me on account of a lot ? Thou and Elazar, who are 
the greatest of this generation, if I were to draw lots between 
thee and him, to one of you the lot would fall. And Jehoshua re¬ 
joined : I pray thee, do not discredit the decision of the lots, as 
the land of Israel will be divided by lots. As it is written 
[Num. xxvi. 55] : “ Through the lot shall the land be divided.” 

“ Give confession ! ” Said Rabhina: He bribes him with words. 
We want of you only the confession. Give the confession, and 
you will be free: And Achan answered Jehoshua, and said: 
“Truly, I have indeed sinned against the Lord the God of Israel, 
and thus and thus have I done.” Said R. Assi in the name of 
R. Hanina: Infer from this that Achan had committed a similar 
crime trice—twice in the days of Moses and once in the day of 
Jehoshua. As it reads: “And thus and thus I have done.” 
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R. Johanan in the name of R. Elazar b. Simeon said: Five 
times—four in the time of Moses and once in the time of Jehoshua. 
As it reads: “I have sinned, and thus and thus I have done.’' 
But why was he not punished until the last crime? Said R. Jo¬ 
hanan in the name of the same authority : Because Israel was not 
punished for crimes which were committed secretly until they 
passed the Jordan. 

On this point the Tanaim differ. It is written [Deut. xxix. 28]: 
“The secret things belong unto the Lord our God, but those 
things which are publicly known belong unto us and to our 
children for ever, to do all the words of this law.” Why are the 
words “ unto us and to our children ” and the Ayin of the “ ad ” 
pointed? To teach that they were not punished for secret 
crimes until they passed the Jordan. So is the decree of R. Je- 
hudah. Said to him R. Nehemiah: Where is the place in which 
it is written that they were punished for secret crimes at any 
time? Is it not written in the cited verse, “ forever? ” Say, then, 
as they were not punished for secret crimes, so they were not 
punished for crimes which were done publicly until they passed 
the Jordan. But why was Achan punished—his crime was in 
secret ? Because his wife and children were aware of it. “ Israel 
hath sinned ! ” Said R. Abbah b. Zabda: Although he had 
sinned he was still called an Israelite. And said R. Abbah: 
This is what people say: “A myrtle which stands between 
thorns is still a myrtle,” and so it is named. In Joshua, vii. 11, 
five times is “gam” (also) written in the cited verse: Infer from 
this that he had transgressed all that is written in the five books 
of Moses. 

The Exilarch said to R. Huna: It reads [ibid., ibid. 24]: 
“And Joshua took Achan the son of Zerach, and the silver, and 
the mantle, and the wedge of gold, and his sons, and his daughters, 
and his ox, and his ass, and his sheep, and his tent, and all that he 
had ; and all Israel were with him, and they brought them up unto 
the valley of Achor.” Yea ! he had sinned ; but wherein had his 
sons and daughters sinned ? And he answered: According to 
your theory, what had all Israel to do with this? Hence it was 
only to terrify them. The same was it with his sons and 
daughters. It reads farther on : “And all Israel burned them 
with fire and stoned them with stones.”* Were they, then, pun- 

* Leeser has translated this improperly. The real translation is thus: “And all 
Israel stoned him with a stone, and they burnt them with fire and stoned them with 
stones. Hence the supposition of Rabhina. 
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ished with both ? Said Rabhina: That which was fit for burn¬ 
ing, eg ., silver, gold, and garments, was burned, and those which 
were fit for stoning, eg., oxen and other cattle—were stoned- 
It reads [ibid., ibid. 21]: “ I saw among the spoil a handsome 
Babylonish mantle, and two hundred shekels of silver.” Rabh 
said: A silk mantle; and Samuel said: A GapafiaWa. It 
reads farther on [ibid., ibid. 23] : “And as they laid them out 
before the Lord.” Said R. Na’hman : Joshua cast them down 
before the Lord, saying: Lord of the Universe, were these little 
things worth that the majority of the Sanhedrin should be killed 
on account of them ? It reads [ibid., ibid., 5] : “And the men of 
Ai smote of them about thirty and six men.” There is a Borai- 
tha: Thirty-six men were slain. So said R. Jehudah. Said 
R. Nehemiah, to him : “ Is it, then, written thirty-six ? It reads, 
“ about,” and it means that only Joer b. Menasseh, who was 
equal to the majority of the Sanhedrin, was put to death. 

R. Na’hman said in the name of Rabh: It reads [Prov. xviii. 
23]: “The poor speaketh entreatingly, but the rich answereth 
roughly.” “ The poor speaketh,” means Moses ; and “ the rich,” 
etc., means Joshua: But why? Is it because he cast them down 
before the Lord and said : “ Little things,” etc. ? Did not Pinchas 
do the same ? As it reads [Ps. cvi. 30]: “ Then stood up Phinehas,” 
etc. It ought to be written, “ vayitpalel,” which means, “ and 
he prayed,” instead of “ vayiphalel (debated). Infer from this 
that he had debated with his Creator. He cast them before the 
Lord, saying: “Lord of the Universe, were they, then, worthy 
that on account of them twenty-four thousand persons of Israel 
should fall?”—as it reads [Num. xxv. 9]. So said R. Elazar. 
And if because of [Joshua, vii. 7] : “ Wherefore hast thou caused 
this people to pass over the Jordan?”—did not Moses say 
similar to this [Ex. v. 22]: “ Wherefore hast thou let so much 
evil come upon this people ? ” Therefore it must be said, 
because Joshua said at the end of the above-cited verse (7): 
“ Would that we had been content, and dwelt on the other side 
of the Jordan.” It reads [ibid., ibid. 10] : “ Get the eup,” etc. 
R. Shilla lectured : The Holy One, blessed be He, said to him: 
Thou thyself hast transgressed more than Israel, as I have com¬ 
manded [Deut. xxvii. 4] : “ And it shall be so, as soon as ye are 
gone above the Jordan, that ye shall set up these stones,” and ye 
went a distance of sixty miles before ye did this. 

After Shilla went away, Rabh appointed an interpreter and 
lectured: It reads [Joshua, xi. 15]: “As the Lord had com- 
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manded Moses and his servant, so did Moses command Joshua, 
and so did Joshua; he left nothing undone of all that the Lord 
commanded Moses.” But why is it written, “ Get thee up ? ” 
It means that the Lord said to him : “ Thou thyself hast caused 
all the evils, because thou didst excommunicate the goods of 
Jericho, and no crime would have been committed if thou hadst 
not done so.” And this is what is written [ibid. viii. 2] : “ Only 
its spoil and its cattle shall ye take for booty unto yourselves.” It 
reads [ibid. v. 13, 14] : “ And it came to pass, when Joshua was by 
Jericho . . . And he said, No ; for as a captain of the host of the 
Lord, am I now come. And Joshua fell on his face to the earth,” 
etc. How could Joshua do so? Did not R. Johanan say: One 
must not greet a stranger, with peace in the middle of the night, 
as perhaps he is a demon, and so much the more must he not 
bow before him ? There it was different, as he said : I am a 
captain of the Lord. But perhaps he lied ? We have a tradition 
that even the demons do not pronounce the name of the Lord 
in vain. And then the angel said to him: “ Yesterday you 
abolished the presenting of the daily eve-offering, and to-day you 
abolished the studying of the law.” And to the question, “ For 
which of the two transgressions hast thou come?” he answered : 
For that of to-day. Hence it reads [ibid. viii. 18] : “And Joshua 
went that night into the midst of the valley.” And R. Johanan 
said : Infer from this that he had occupied himself the whole 
night with the deepness of Halakhoth.* Samuel b. Unya in the 
name of Rabh said: The study of the Torah is greater than the 
sacrifices of the daily offerings, as the angel said: For that of 
to-day. 

Abayi said to R. Dimi: It reads [Prov. xxv.]: “ Do not 

proceed to a contest hastily, lest (thou know not) what thou 
wilt have to do at its end, when thy neighbor has put thee to 
confusion. Carry on thy cause with thy neighbor; but lay not 
open the secret of another.” How do the people of the West 
explain this passage ? And he answered : At the time the Holy 
One, blessed be He, said to Ezekiel [Ezek. xvi. 3] : “And thou 
shalt say . . . thy father was an Emorite and thy mother was a 
Hittite,” the arguing spirit (Gabriel) before the Holy One, blessed 
be He, said: “Lord of the Universe, if Abraham and Sarah 
should come and stand before thee, and thou saidst to them this, 
they should become ashamed.” “ Carry on thy cause with thy 

* The term in Hebrew, “emek,” has two meanings—“valley” and “deep.” 
Hence the explanation of R. Johanan. 
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neighbor; but lay not open the secret of another.” Had he, 
then (Gabriel) a right to say such a thing? Yea ! As R. Jose b. 
Hanina said : Gabriel has three names—Piskon, Aitmun, Zigo- 
ron. Piskon means that he argues before Heaven for Israel’s 
sake; Aitmun means that he restrains the sin of Israel; Zigoron 
means that when he concludes his defence for Israel and it does 
not have any effect, none of the other angels would attempt any 
further defence, being certain that none would accomplish any¬ 
thing if Gabriel had not done so. 

It reads [Job xxxvi. 19]: “ Hast thou prepared thy prayer 
before thy trouble came?”* said R. Elazar: One should always 
proceed with prayer before trouble comes. As if Abraham had 
not proceeded with his prayer until the trouble between Bith-El 
and the city of Ai, not one of Israel would have remained alive 
when the trouble happened at the city of Ai. Resh Lakish 
said: He who strengthens himself with prayer on the face of the 
earth has no enemies on the face of Heaven. R. Johanan said: 
One should always pray mercy, that all shall support his strength 
to pray, and he should not have enemies to accuse him in 
Heaven. 

“ Atoned after confession f etc. The rabbis taught: Whence 
do we know that his confession has made atonement for him 
from Joshua: “ How hast thou troubled us! so shall the Lord 
trouble thee this day.” This day , but not in the world to come. 
And it is also written [1 Chron. ii. 6] : “ And the sons of Zerach : 
Zimri and Ethan, and Heman and Calcol and Dara, in all five.” 
To what purpose is it written “in all five”? It means all five 
have a share in the world to come. Here it reads “ Zimri,” and 
in Joshua he is named Achan. Rabh and Samuel—according to 
one, his name was Akhan. And why is he named Zimri ? Because 
his acts were according to Zimri of the Pentateuch. And according 
to the other his name was Zimri. And why is he named Akhan 
(circle) ? Because he caused the sins of Israel to rest upon them 
like a circle. 

“ To the end that they should be innocent ,” etc. But what 
harm could he do, if he should say so? He could cast suspicion 
on the court and the witnesses. The rabbis taught: It happened 
with one who was going to be executed, that he said: If I am 
guilty of this crime, my death shall not atone for all my sins* 
And if I am innocent of this crime, my death shall atone for all 

* We translate according to the Talmud. Leeser’s translation, among others, does 
not correspond. 



TRACT SANHEDRIN (SUPREME COUNCIL). 135 

my sins, and I have nothing against the court and all Israel; but 
to the witnesses I do not surrender my innocence, and they shall 
not be atoned for, for ever. When the sages heard this, they 
said : It is impossible to bring him back, as the sentence is already 
rendered ; but he shall be executed, and the collar shall rest upon 
the neck of the witnesses. Is this not self-evident—for who 
could trust such a man? The case was, that the witnesses 
retracted from their first statement. But even then, what did it 
amount to ? Is there not a rule that after testimony has been 
made and accepted no retraction can take place ? The case was, 
that they gave a good reason for their retraction, and neverthe¬ 
less they were not listened to. (So did it happen with the con¬ 
tractor Bar Mayon.) * 


* Rashi thus explains this : It happened with a contractor, who was wicked, that 
he died and was to be buried on the same day as a great man in Israel. And all the 
inhabitants of the city came to take part in the funeral of the latter, and the relatives 
of the contractor were also occupied in bearing the coffin of the contractor in the 
same street, following after the coffin of the great man. Suddenly, however, enemies 
fell upon them, and all of them left the coffins and ran away, except one disciple, 
who did not leave the coffin of his master. Thereafter, when they returned, people 
exchanged the coffin of the contractor for that of the great man, notwithstanding the 
disciple’s cry that it was an error, and buried the contractor with great honor instead 
of the great man ; and the relatives of the contractor buried the scholar. And the 
disciple was much grieved because his master was buried in such disgrace and the 
contractor with such honor. Finally his master appeared to him in a dream, and 
counselled him not to grieve, saying: Come with me and I will show you my glory in 
the garden of Eden, and also the place of that wicked man in Gehenna. And the 
reason why I was punished was because I was present when a scholar was disgraced, 
and I did not protest. And the contractor prepared a banquet for the governor of his 
country, and as the governor did not appear he donated the banquet to the poor of 
the city, and this was his reward. And to the question of the disciple : Till when 
shall this man be in Gehenna? The answer : Until Simeon b. Shetha shall die and 
take his place. And what is the sin of b. Shetha? There are many Israelitish 
women who occupy themselves with witchcraft in the city of Askalon, and Simeon b. 
Shetha, who is the head of the court, does not seize them. On the morrow this dis¬ 
ciple told this to Simeon b. Shetha. And he selected eighty tall young men, gave to 
every one a big pitcher which contained a mantle, to the end that it should be kept 
dry, as that day was a rainy day, and told them that they should be careful to com¬ 
plete the task, as there were eighty witches, and every one of them had to lift up 
one woman, as then they could not employ any more witchcraft. He then visited the 
witches at their palace, leaving the young men outside. And to the question who he 
was and what he wanted, he answered : I am a witch, and am come to try how far 
you are skilled in it. And they said to him: What can you do? To which he 
answered : To-day is a rainy day, but nevertheless I can bring you eighty young 
men, all of whom are wrapped in dry mantles. And they said to him : Bring them 
in. He went out, and at his hint they took out the mantles from the pitchers, wrapped 
themselves in them, and entered. Each of them lifted up a woman ; and so they 
overcame them, took them out, and all of them were hanged. Their relatives, how- 
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MISHNA III .: When he came to four ells from the place 
of execution, he was stripped of his garments. If a male, he 
was covered in front; and if a female, she was covered on both 
sides. So said R. Jehudah. The sages, however, say: A male 
was stoned while naked, but not a female. 

GEMARA: The rabbis taught: If it was a male, he was 
covered a little in front, but a female was covered in the greater 
part of the front and back. So said R. Jehudah. But the sages 
say: Only a male was stoned while naked, but not a female. 
And what is their reason? [Lev. xxiv. 14] : “ And all the con¬ 
gregation shall stone him.'” And what does it mean? It cannot 
be said “ him,” but not “ her ” (a female), as it reads [Deut. 
xvii. 5] : “ Then shalt thou bring forth that man or that 
woman,” and therefore it must be said, it means him without 
his garments, but her with her garments. Hence he is to be 
stoned while naked, but not a female. R. Na’hman in the name 
of Rabba b. Abuhu said: (The reason why a woman was not 
stripped is because it reads [Lev. xix. 18]Thou shalt love thy 
neighbor as thyself,” which means, in case he is sentenced to 
death, select for him a decent death, that he shall not be dis¬ 
graced.*) 

MISHNA IV.: The stoning-place was two heights of a man. 
One of the witnesses pushed him on his thighs (that he should 
fall with the back to the surface), but if he fell face down, he had 
to be turned over. If he died from the effects of the first fall, 
nothing more was to be done. If not, the second witness took 
a stone and thrust it against his heart. If he died, nothing 
more was to be done; but if not, all who were standing by had 
to throw stones on him. Thus [Deut. xvii. 7] : “ The hand of 
the witnesses shall be first upon him, to put him to death, and 
the hand of all the people at the last.” 

GEMARA: There is a Boraitha: With his own height he was 


ever, who grieved over them, plotted against Simeon’s son, and two of them plotted 
together that their false testimony concerning a crime which results in capital punish¬ 
ment should correspond, and so testified before the court, and he was condemned. 
And when he was brought to be executed, he said : If I am guilty of this crime, etc. 
After the witnesses heard this they retracted, and gave the execution of the women 
as a reason for their false testimony ; and nevertheless he was executed. This legend 
is to be found in the Palestine Talmud—Tract Hagigah, Chapter II.—with many 
changes ; and according to the Aruch, the name of this contractor mentioned was 
Bar Mayon. 

* In the text there is repeated here a contradiction from Tract Souteh, its proper 
place, which we therefore omit. 
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thrown down from the height of three men. Was such a height 
necessary? Does not a Mishna in First Gate state that as a 
pit which causes death is of ten spans, so all other heights which 
may cause death must be no less than ten spans. Hence the 
height of ten spans is sufficient ? Said R. Na’hman in the name 
of Rabba b. Abuhu: From the above-cited verse [Lev. xix.], 
it is inferred that a decent death must be selected for him. If 
so, why not from a still higher place? Because his body would 
be mangled. 

“ One of the ivitncsscs pushed him,” etc. The rabbis taught: 
Whence do we know that he must be pushed? From [Ex. xix. 
13] : “ But he shall surely be stoned, or shot through.” From 
the term “ yorauh yeyoreh,” which means pushing. And 
whence do we know that he must be stoned? From the term 
“ soqueul.” And whence do we know with both stoning and 
pushing? Therefore it reads “ soquoul yisoquel auyorauh ye¬ 
yoreh.” And whence do we know that when he died from 
pushing nothing more was to be done? From “ au,” which 
means “ or.” And because the term is future, we infer that 
the same shall be in later generations. 

“Took a stone” etc. Took! Have we not learned in a 
Boraitha: R. Simeon b. Elazar said: There was a heavy stone, 
which two men had to carry, and this he took and thrust against 
his heart, and if he died he fulfilled his duty. (Hence if two 
men had to carry it, it could not be taken by one.) He lifted 
it up with the support of his comrade, and then he alone threw 
it, that the blow should be stronger. 

“ To throw stones” etc. Is there not a Boraitha: It never 
happened that he did not die from the hand of the witnesses, so 
that one should need to throw another stone? Does, then, the 
Mishna state that it was so done? It states, “ should it be 
necessary.” 

The master said: “ There was a stone,” etc. But does not 
a Boraitha state that the stone with which he was stoned, as 
well as the tree upon which he was hanged, or the sword with 
which he was killed, or the muffler with which he was choked, 
must be buried with him? It means that before it was buried 
they prepared another like it, which remained. But is there 
not another Boraitha which states that the above things were 
not buried with the one executed? Said R. Papa: It does not 
mean that it was buried just with him, but near him, at a dis¬ 
tance of four ells. 
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Samuel said: If before the execution the hands of the wit¬ 
nesses were cut off, he becomes free from death, because the 
commandment, “ the hand of the witnesses should be on him 
first,” cannot be fulfilled. But if so, should witnesses who have 
no hands be disqualified? There it is different, as the verse 
reads, “ the hand of the witnesses,” which means that when they 
testified they had hands. An objection was raised from the fol¬ 
lowing: Every one, of whom two witnesses testify that he was 
sentenced at such and such a court, and A and B were his wit¬ 
nesses, he is to be put to death. Hence we see that in any case 
he is executed? Samuel may explain the Boraitha that it means 
that the witnesses themselves testified that they were witnesses 
in the former court. But is it indeed needed that it should be 
done as the verse dictates? Is there not a Boraitha: It reads 
[Num. xxxv. 21]: “ He that smote him shall surely be put to 
death; (for) he is a murderer.” We know that one is to be 
put to death by that which applies to him; but whence do we 
know that if it is impossible that he should be killed by that 
which applies to him, he is nevertheless to be executed by any 
death which is possible? From the verse cited, “ he shall surely 
die,” which means in any case? That case is different, as it 
reads, “ he shall surely die.” But let all other cases be inferred 
from it? Because the verse cited, which speaks of a murder, 
and the verse which speaks of the avenger of the one mur¬ 
dered, are two verses which dictate one and the same thing 
(death), and there is a rule that from two such verses nothing 
is to be inferred. What verse of the avenger is meant? [Ibid., 
ibid, 19] : “ The avenger of the blood himself shall slay.” In¬ 
fer from this that it is a meritorious*act for the avenger to do 
so himself. And whence do we know that if the murdered one 
had non6 such, that the court is obliged to appoint one? From 
the end of the verse, “when he meeteth him, shall he slay him? ” 
Said Mar the elder b. R. Hisda to R. Ashi: How can one say 
that it is not needed as the verse dictates? Does not Mishna 5 
in Chapter viii. of this tract state that it must be done just as the 
verse dictates, and it is deduced from the Scripture. With the 
verse cited in the Mishna in question it is different, as that verse 
is altogether superfluous, and is written only so that it should 
be done just as it dictates. But does not a Boraitha say in the 
eleventh chapter, concerning a misled town, that if there was 
not a main street in this city, according to R. Ismael such is not 
to be recognized as a misled town, as the verse dictates, “ You 
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shall gather all its goods in the main street,” and according to 
R. Aqiba a main street should be made? We see, then, that 
they differ only if such should be made or not, but both agree 
that it must be done just as the verse dictates? In this case 
Tanaim differ, as a Mishna in Tract Negaim (xiv. 9) states: 
If he (referring to Lev. xiv. 25) lacked the thumbs of his right 
hand and foot, or the right ear, he can never be purified. R. 
Eliezer, however, said: It may be done at the place they are 
lacking. And R. Simeon said: It shall be placed on the left one. 

MISHNA V .: All who are stoned are also hanged. So 
is the decree of R. Eliezer. The sages, however said: Only 
a blasphemer and an idolater are hanged (but no others). A 
male is hanged with his face toward the people, and a female 
with her face toward a tree. So R. Eliezer. The sages, how¬ 
ever, say: A male is hanged, but not a female. Said R. Eliezer 
to them: Did not Simeon b. Shetha hang females in the city of 
Askalon? And he was answered: He hanged eighty women in 
one day, and there is a rule that even two must not be sentenced 
in one day, if the punishment is with the same death. (Hence 
Simeon's act was only temporary, because of the need of that 
time, and nothing is to be inferred from it.) 

GEMARA: The rabbis taught: It reads [Deut. xxi. 22]: 
“ And he be put to death, and thou hang him on a tree.” And 
lest one say: “ All who are put to death must also be hanged,” 
therefore it is written in the second verse [ibid., ibid. 23] : “ For 
he that is hanged is a dishonor of God ” (a blasphemer), and as a 
blasphemer is to be stoned, the same is the case with all others 
who are to be stoned. So R. Eliezer. The sages, however, 
say: that as with a blasphemer who has denied the cardinal prin¬ 
ciple of our faith (i.e., he does not believe in God), the same is 
the case with an idolater who denies the might of God, but all 
others who are stoned are not to be hanged. And what is the 
point of their difference? According to the rabbis, when there 
is a general expression and an explicit statement, we infer 
from the general expression and from the explicit statement 
which comes after it. And R. Eliezer infers from additions and 
exclusions. According to the rabbis, “ He should be put to 
death and hanged,” is a general expression; “ The dishonor of 
God—hangs,” is an explicit statement. And if they were in 
one verse it might be said, that the general expression applies 
only to that which is in the explicit statement; viz., only those 
which are mentioned in that case, but no others. But as they 
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are in two verses, we infer from these an idolater, who is equal 
to a blasphemer in all particulars. And according to R. Eliezer, 
“ He shall be put to death and hanged/’ is considered an addi¬ 
tion ; “ the dishonor of God ” is considered an exclusion. And 
if they were in one verse, we would add an idolater only; but, 
seeing that they are in two verses, all the cases of stoning are 
to be added. 

“ A male is to be hanged ,” etc. What is the reason of the 
rabbis? It reads, “ thou hang him,” which means him, but not 
her. And according to R. Eliezer, it means him, without his 
garments; and the rabbis also hold this theory. But as it reads, 
“ And if a man has committed,” etc., it means a man, but not a 
woman. And R. Eliezer infers from the word “ man,” to ex¬ 
clude a stubborn and rebellious son. But is there not a Bor- 
aitha which states that, according to R. Eliezer, even a stubborn 
and rebellious son is stoned and hanged? Therefore said R. 
Na’hman b. Itz’hak: R. Eliezer infers from this to include a 
stubborn son, and his reason is this: It reads, “ If a man,” mean¬ 
ing a man, but not a son; “ committed a sin,” means he is put 
to death, because he has already committed a sin; but a stub¬ 
born son is put to death, not because he has sinned, but because 
in the future he will sin. And this is an exclusion after an exclu¬ 
sion, of which the rule is, that it comes to add. 

“Said R. Eliezer to them” etc. Said R. Hisda: Two must 
not be judged on the same day, provided there are two kinds 
of death; but if there is only one kind, two may be judged. But 
was not the case of Simeon b. Shetha one kind of death? And 
nevertheless it was said to him: Two cases of capital punishment 
must not be judged on one clay. Therefore if it was taught in 
the name of R. Hisda, it was thus: Provided there is one kind 
of death applicable to two kinds—namely, for two separate 
crimes; but if there was only one crime, and only one kind of 
death, it may. R. Ada b. Ahabah objected from the following: 
Two must not be judged in one day, even in the case of adultery 
—the two adulterers, he and she? R. Hisda explained this 
Boraitha, that it speaks of a daughter of a priest, and her para¬ 
mour, in which case, according to the law, she is to be burned 
and he is to be stoned. Hence there are two different kinds of 
death. There is a Boraitha: R. Eliezer b. Jacob said: I have 
heard that the court may punish with stripes and even capital 
punishment, not in accordance with the biblical law—not with 
the intention to violate the law, but to make a safeguard for it. 
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So it happened with one who rode on a horse on Sabbath, at 
the time Palestine was under the Greeks, and this man was 
brought before the court, and stoned, not because he deserved 
such a punishment, but because it was a necessity of that time, 
to warn others. And it also happened that one had connection 
with his wife under a fig tree, and he also was brought to the 
court, and was punished with stripes, not because he deserved 
such a punishment, but because of the necessity of that time. 

MISHNA VI .: How was one hanged? The beam was put 
in the earth, and it was fastened at the top, and he tied the 
hands of the culprit one upon the other, and hung him up. R. 
Jose said: The beam was not put in the earth, but the top of it 
was supported by the wall, and he hung him up as the butchers 
do, and he took him off immediately. And should he leave 
him over night, he transgressed a negative commandment, as it 
reads [Deut. xxi. 23]: “ Thou shalt not leave his corpse on the 
tree over night, but thou shalt surely bury him on that day (for 
he that is hanged) is a dishonor of God,” etc. How so? “ Why 
is this man hanged ? ” “ He is a blasphemer.” Hence the name 
of Heaven is violated. [Said R. Mair: When a man is in trou¬ 
ble, in what language does the Shekinah lament over him? 
Oalleni meiraushi, qalleni miz’raay.* Now, if the Omnipo¬ 
tent grieves over the blood of the wicked which was shed, so 
much the more about the blood of the upright!] And not only 
of him who was executed it was said that he should not remain 
over night? But even every one who leaves unburied his 
corpse over night transgresses the negative commandment. 
However, if he left it over night for the sake of its honor, as for 
instance to prepare for it a coffin or shroud, he does not trans¬ 
gress. 

The one executed was not buried in the cemetery of his 
parents, but two cemeteries were prepared by the court, one 

* We cannot find in the English idiom any equivalent for this. In the German 
translation of the Mishna (Berlin, 1823) it is translated in accordance with Rashi. 
“ Wie lasst sich gleichsam die Gottheit bei solcher Gelegenheit aus? Mein Kopf ist 
mir zu schwer ! Meine Arme sind mir zu schwer! ” notwithstanding that such is 
objected to by Rabha in the Gemara farther on, and his explanation is : As one who 
is in trouble says, “ The world is ignominous to me.” And all this is taken from the 
term “qillelath elohim” [Deut. xx. 23], (translated by Leeser “ dishonor of God '), 
which one reads, “ qal leth,” literally, “not easy,” and the other ‘qollal-eth, liter¬ 
ally, “an ignominy” (according to Thosphath and Hananel). And therefore 
seems to us better to give the original expression of the Mishna, without any explan¬ 
ation, leaving the matter to the reader, as we could not omit it, according to our 
method. 
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for those who were slain with a sword and choked, and one for 
those who were stoned and burned. After the flesh of the 
corpse was consumed, the relatives gathered the bones and 
buried them in their right place. And the relatives came, and 
greeted in peace the judges, as well as the witnesses, to show 
they had nothing in their heart against them, as the judgment 
was just. The relatives also did not lament for him loudly, 
but mourned in their heart. 

GEMARA: The rabbis taught: If the verse read, “ If a man 
committed a sin, he shall be hanged,” we would say that he 
should be hanged until death occurs, as the government does; 
but it reads, “ He shall be put to death and hanged,” which 
means he shall be put to death and thereafter hanged. How 
was it done? They kept him till near sunset, condemned him, 
killed him, and then hanged him; one hangs him up, and the 
other immediately loosens the knot, as his hanging was only to 
fulfil the commandment. 

The rabbis taught: It is written, “on a tree,” from which 
ought to be inferred that it makes no difference if the tree was 
still attached to the ground or not. Therefore is it written, 
“ Thou shalt surely bury him,” from which it is to be under¬ 
stood that everything should be already prepared for the bury¬ 
ing. And if the tree were still attached to the ground, it could 
not be considered prepared, as the tree was not as yet cut off. 
R. Jose, however, maintains that this verse excludes also a beam 
which is put in the ground, as it is not considered prepared, for 
the tree was not as yet taken out from the ground. But the 
sages say that the taking out is not to be considered. 

“ Why is he hanged? Because he is a blasphemer .” There is 
a Boraitha: R. Mair used to say: There is a parable. To what 
can this^be compared? To two twin brothers, one of whom 
was selected for a king and the other became a robber, and was 
hanged at the command of the king. Now, people who saw 
him hanged would say that the king was hanged, and therefore 
the king commanded the corpse to be taken off (i.e., as man 
was created in the image of God). 

“ And not only for him zvho zvas executed” etc. R. Johanan 
in the name of R. Simeon b. Jochi said: Where is to be found 
an allusion to this in the Torah? In “ thou shalt surely bury 
him.” King Sabur questioned R. Hama: Whence do you de¬ 
duce from the Torah that one must be buried? And the latter 
remained silent—without answer. Said R. Aha b. Jacob: The 
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world is transferred into the hands of fools. Why did he not 
answer from the above-cited verse? Because the above is to 
be explained that it means a coffin and shroud are to be pre¬ 
pared for him. But let him say: Because all the upright were 
buried. This is only a custom, and not a command of the 
Torah. And why not say: Because the Holy One, blessed be 
He, buried Moses? It may be said that this also was not to 
change the custom. Come and hear [I Kings, xiv. 13] : “ And 
all Israel shall mourn for him, and bury him/' This, also, was 
not to change the custom. But is it not written [Jer. xvi. 4]: 
“They shall not be lamented for; nor shall they be buried”? 
Them Jeremiah cautioned, that with them should be a change 
of custom. 

The schoolmen propounded a question: Is the burying be¬ 
cause the corpse shall become disgraced if not buried, or is it 
because of atonement? And what is the difference? If one 
says, “ I do not wish to be buried,” if it is because of the dis¬ 
grace, he must not be listened to; but if it is for atonement, he 
should be listened to, as he says, “ I don't want any atonement.” 
Come and hear! “ Because all the upright were buried.” And 
if the reason should be for atonement, do, then, the upright 
need atonement? Yea, as it reads [Eccl. vii. 20]: “For no 
man is so righteous upon earth that he should do always good, 
and never sin.” Come and hear the above-cited verse about 
Jeroboam, in which it reads that only he should be buried. 
Now, if the reason is atonement, why should not the others also 
be buried and atoned? He who was upright ought to be buried 
and atoned, the others who were wicked were not worthy to be 
atoned. The same is the case with them who were cautioned 
by Jeremiah that they should not be buried, because they were 
not worthy of atonement. 

The schoolmen propounded another question: Is the lamen¬ 
tation an honor for the living or for the deceased? And what 
is the difference? If, e.g., one says, “ I do not wish to be la¬ 
mented,” if it is an honor for the deceased only, he may be lis¬ 
tened to; and if for the living, he may not. Or, on the other 
hand, if his heirs do not want to pay the mourner, if it is an 
honor for the deceased, they may be compelled to pay; and if 
it is for the living, they may not. Come and hear [Gen. xxiii. 
2] : “ And Abraham came to mourn for Sarah, and to weep for 
her.” Now, if this were only an honor for the living, should 
the body of Sarah have been kept till Abraham came, for his 
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honor ? Nay! Sarah herself was pleased that Abraham should 
be honored because of her. Come and hear ! “ All Israel shall 

mourn for him.” Now, if it is for the honor of the living, were, 
then, the people of Jeroboam worthy to be honored? The up¬ 
right are pleased that any human being should be honored on 
their account. But is it not written that they shall not be 
mourned for and buried? The righteous do not wish that they 
shall be honored because of the wicked. Come and hear Jere¬ 
miah [xxiv. 5] : “ In peace shalt thou die; and as burnings were 
made for thy fathers, the former kings who were before thee 
so shall they make burnings for thee; and, ‘ Ah Lord,’ shall they 
lament for thee.” Now, if it is to the honor of the living, what 
good can this do to Zedekiah? The prophet said to him thus: 
Israel shall be honored because of thee as they were honored 
because of thy parents. Come and hear! It is said elsewhere 
[Ps. xv. 4] : “ The despicable is despised,” meaning King Heze- 
kiah, who bore the remains of his father on a bed of ropes. 
Now, if it is for the honor of the living, why did Hezekiah do 
so? For the purpose that his father should have an atonement. 
But has he a right to invalidate the honor of Israel because of 
the atonement of his father? The people themselves were 
pleased to relinquish their honor, because of the atonement of 
Achaz. Come and hear what was said by Rabbi in his will: “ Ye 
shall not lament me in the small cities, but in the large ones.” 
Now, if it is for the honor of the living, why such a will? He 
thought: Let the people be more honored because of me. Come 
and hear the statement in our Mishna: If he left it over night 
for its honor, to prepare for it a coffin and shroud, he does not 
transgress. Hence we see it is to the honor of the dead ? Nay, 
“ for his honor ” means for the honor of the living. But has 
one the right to leave the corpse over night, for the sake of his 
own honor? Yea, as the commandment not to let the corpse 
hang was because of the disgrace; but if it is not disgraced, the 
honor of the living is to be considered. Come and hear another 
Boraitha: If he left him over night for his honor, that his friends 
in other cities should hear of his death or bring for him the 
lamenting-women, or prepare for him a coffin and a shroud, he 
does not transgress the negative commandment; for all he does 
is for the honor of the dead ? It means to say that all he does 
for the sake of his own honor is not considered a disgrace for 
the dead. Come and hear another Boraitha: R. Nathan said: 
It is a good sign for one deceased if he was punished after his 
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death; namely, if he was not lamented, not buried properly, or 
a wild beast seized upon his corpse, or if, while carrying him 
to burial, rain wet the corpse. All these are good signs that 
it was done for his atonement. Hence we see that all these are 
to be done for the honor of the dead. Infer from this that so 
it is. 

“ But tzvo cemeteries,” etc. And why so ? Because a wicked 
person must not be buried with an upright one. As R. Ahha 
b. Hanina said: Whence do we know that a wicked person must 
not be buried with an upright? From [II Kings, xiii. 22]: 
“ And it came to pass, as they were burying a man, that, behold, 
they saw the hand; and they cast down the man into the sepul¬ 
chre of Elisha; and as the man came and touched the bones of 
Elisha, he revived, and rose up on his feet.” Said R. Papa to 
him: But perhaps this was done to fulfil what is mentioned 
[ibid. ii. 9]: “ Let there be, I pray thee, a double portion of 
thy spirit upon me.” And as Elijahu restored only one man, 
so did Elisha also restore one while he was alive; and the second 
was restored after his death. And he answered: If it were so, 
why, then, does a Boraitha state that the restored only stood 
upon his feet, but did not go home ? And if it were for the pur¬ 
pose said above, he would remain alive. But if, as you say, 
Elijahu’s promise was not fulfilled? As it was said by R. Jo- 
hanan: This was fulfilled with the cure of Na’hman from his 
leprosy, for leprosy is equal to death. As it reads [Num. xii. 
12.]: “ Let her not be as a dead-born child.” And as it is pro¬ 
hibited to bury an upright person with a wicked, so also it is not 
allowed to bury a lesser wicked with a greater one. But if so, 
there should have been four cemeteries. The two cemeteries 
were traditional.* 

The rabbis taught: They who are put to death by the gov- 

* Here are omitted two pages of the text, as their contents are repeated indiffer¬ 
ent places. Much of it is already translated, and the rest will appear in the proper 
place. However, the following difference of Abayi and Rabha is important —namely, 
according to Abayi, if one dies a usual death, while he is still wicked, without repent¬ 
ance, his death does not make atonement for him. And the same is the case even if 
he is executed by the court, if he did not repent. But if one were slain by the gov¬ 
ernment, his death atones. And his reason is, because the government does not 
always act justly in its decisions, while the court does. But according to Rabha, 
even if he is executed by the court, death atones ; as, according to him, there is no 
comparison between a death from a usual sickness and that by an execution ; and 
therefore in the latter case he is atoned, but not in the former. Anu Amcimar said 
that the Halakha prevails in accordance with Abayi, but the rabbis said that the 
Halakha prevails with Rabha, with which the Gemara agrees. 
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ernment, their estates belong to the government; and they who 
are killed by the court, their estates belong to their heirs. R. 
Jehudah, however, maintains that their estates belong to the 
heirs even when they are killed by the government. Said the 
sages to him: Is it not written [I Kings, xxi. 16] : “ And it came 
to pass, when Achab heard that Naboth was dead, that Achab 
rose up to go down to the vineyard of Naboth, the Yizreelite, 
to inherit it ” ? And he answered: Achab was his brother’s son 
and was a legal heir. But had not Naboth many sons? Re¬ 
joined R. Jehudah: He slew him and his sons. As it reads [II 
Kings, ix. 26] : “ Surely I have seen yesterday the blood of Na¬ 
both, and the blood of his sons.” The rabbis, however, main¬ 
tain that the expression “ sons ” means those who would come 
out from him had he remained alive. It is correct for him who 
says that the estates belong to the government, as it reads [I 
Kings, xxi. 13] : Naboth hath blasphemed God and the king.” 
But to him who says the estates belong to the heirs, why was it 
necessary to add “and the king”? But according to your 
theory that they belong to the heirs, why was God mentioned? 
You may say it was done to increase the anger of the people. 
For the same reason, it was also mentioned, “ and the king.” 
It is correct to him that it belongs to the government, as it is 
written [ibid. ii. 30] : “ No; but here will I die ”—which means: 
I do not wish to be counted among those who were killed by 
the government, so that my estate should belong to it. But 
according to him who says that it belongs to the heirs, what 
difference did it make to Joab? The simple one of remaining 
alive one hour longer. It reads [ibid., ibid. 30]: “ And Bena- 
yahu brought the king word again, saying, Thus hath Joab 
spoken, and thus hath he answered me.” Joab said to Bena- 
yahu thus: v Go and tell the king: You cannot do two things 
with me. If you wish to slay me, you must accept for yourself 
the curses with which your father cursed me. And if you will 
not accept them, you will have to leave me alive. Farther on 
it is said: “ Then said the king unto him, Do as he hath spoken, 
and fall upon him, and bury him.” Said R. Jehudah in the 
name of Rabh: All the curses with which David cursed Joab 
fell on the descendants of David. They were [II Sam. iii. 29]: 
“ And may there not fail from the house of Joab one that hath 
an issue, or that is a leper, or that leaneth on a crutch, or that 
falleth by the sword, or that lacketh bread.” The first fell on 
Rehoboam (this is inferred from an analogy of expression which 
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we do not deem it necessary to translate); the second—“ leper ” 
—on Uzziyahu. As it reads [II Chr. xxvi. 9] : “ The leprosy 
even broke out on his forehead.” “ Leaneth on a crutch ”— 
Azza, of whom it reads [I Kings, xv. 23] : “ Nevertheless, in 
the time of his old age he became diseased in his feet.” And 
R. Jehudah in the name of Rabh said: Podagra caught him. 
Said Mar Zutra b. Na’hman to R. Na’hman: What kind of a 
sickness is this ? And he answered: It pains like a needle in raw 
flesh. (Asked the Gemara: Wherefrom did he know this ? He 
himself suffered from this sickness. And if you wish, he had it 
as a tradition from his master; and also, if you wish, from [Ps. 
xxv. 14] : “ The secret counsel of the Lord is for those that fear 
him; and his covenant, to make it known to them.”) Falleth 
by a sword—on Josiah, as it reads [II Chr. xxxv. 23]: “ And 
the archers shot at king Josiah; and the king said to his ser¬ 
vants, Carry me away, for I am sorely wounded.” And R. 
Jehudah said in the name of Rabh: They made his body like a 
sieve. “ Lacketh bread”—fell on Jechonyah [II Kings, xxv. 
30]: “ And his allowance was a continual allowance,” etc. Said 
R. Jehudah in the name of Rabh: This is what people say: It is 
better for one to be cursed than to curse, 'as usually a curse in 
vain falls upon the invoker—Rashi. Joab was brought before 
the court to justify himself for the killing of Abner; and he an¬ 
swered that he was the revenger of the blood of Asahel. But did 
not Asahel prosecute Abner? And he haid: Then he could save 
himself by striking on one of the members of his body. And to 
the question: Perhaps he could not do so? he answered: Did he 
not strike him [II Sam. ii. 23] “On the fifth rib”? to which (ac¬ 
cording to R. Johanan) the bile and the liver are attached. Now, 
if he could aim at the fifth rib, could he not do so at some other 
member? The court then said: Let us leave out Abner. But 
why did you kill Amassa ? And he answered: He was a rebel to 
the king. As it reads [ibid. xx. 5] : “ So Amassa ... he 
remained longer than the set time.” And he was answered: 
Amassa was not a rebel, as he had a good reason for his delay.* 
But you are indeed a rebel, as you were inclined to Adoniyahu 
against David’s will. It reads [I Kings, ii. 28] : “And the re¬ 
port came to Joab; for Joab had turned after Adoniyahu, 
though he had not turned after Abshalom.” Why is it men¬ 
tioned here that he had not turned after Abshalom? Said R. 

* In the text the reason is given, but if translated it would not sound well in 
English ; and, besides, it is unimportant, and therefore omitted. 
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Jehudah: He was inclined to turn, but did not. And why? 
Said R. Elazar: Because the “ moisture of David ” was still in 
a good condition. And R. Jose b. Hanina said: Because the 
active force of David were still in their strength. As it is said 
above (p. 55) in the name of Rabh: “ Four hundred children,” 
etc. All the Amoraim mentioned above differ with R. Abbah 
b. Kahana, who said: “ If not for Joab, David would not have 
been able to occupy himself with the law; and if not for David, 
Joab would not have been able to wage the war. As it is writ¬ 
ten [II Sam. viii. 16 and 17] : “ And David did what is just and 
right unto all his people. And Joab the son of Jeruyah was 
over the army.” It means that, because Joab was over the 
army, David was able to do justice, etc.; and also vice versa. It 
reads [ibid. iii. 26] : “ Who brought him back from the well of 
Sirah.” What does “ well of Sirah ” mean? Said R. Abbah 
b. Kahana: The well means the pitcher of water which David 
took from under the head of Saul; and Sirah—literally “ a 
thorn ”—means the piece of cloth which David cut off from 
the garment of Saul, which were good reasons for Abner to 
reconcile Saul with David, if he should care to do so; but he did 
not. It reads farther on [ibid., ibid. 27] : “ Joab took him aside 
in the gate, to speak with him in private.” Said R. Johanan: 
He brought him before the Sanhedrin to try him for having 
killed his brother Asahel. And to his answer that Ashael was 
his persecutor, he was told as said above. It reads [I Kings, 
ii. 32] : “ And may the Lord bring back his bloodguiltiness 
upon his own head, because he fell upon two men more right¬ 
eous and better than he.” Better than he? Because they were 
commanded verbally (to kill the priests of Nob) and did not 
listen, and Joab was commanded in a letter to kill Uriah, and 
he listened. It reads farther on [ibid., ibid. 34]: “ And he was 
buried in his own house in the wilderness.” Was, then, his 
house in the wilderness? Said R. Jehudah in the name of Rabh: 
It was like a wilderness. As a desert is ownerless, and every 
one who wishes can derive a benefit from it, so was the house of 
Joab. And also as a desert is free of robbery and adultery, so 
was the house of Joab. It reads [I Chr. xi. 8]: “ And Joab 
repaired the rest of the city.” Said R. Jehudah: Joab supplied 
to the poor of that city everything to which they were accus¬ 
tomed, even little things and fishes. 


CHAPTER VII. 


RULES AND REGULATIONS CONCERNING THE FOUR KINDS OF DEATH 
PRESCRIBED IN THE SCRIPTURE, AND HOW THEY OUGHT TO BE 
EXECUTED. THE ENUMERATION OF THOSE WHO COME UNDER 
THE CATEGORY OF STONING. HOW THE EXAMINATION CON¬ 
CERNING BLASPHEMY SHOULD BE CONDUCTED. CONCERNING 
THOSE WHO TRANSFER THEIR CHILDREN TO MOLECH ; FAMILIAR 
SPIRITS, ETC. CONCERNING CURSING FATHER AND MOTHER, 
SEDUCERS AND MISLEADERS, ETC. 

MIHSNA I .: Four kinds of capital punishment are pre¬ 
scribed to the court by the Scriptures; viz., stoning, burning, 
slaying by the sword, and choking. R. Simeon, however, main¬ 
tains: Their order is: burning, stoning, choking, and slaying by 
the sword. The laws of stoning are already explained above 
(in the preceding chapter). 

GEMARA: Rabha in the name of R. S’hora, quoting R. 
Huna, said: Where the sages give an arrangement (plan of ac¬ 
tion), one must not be particular with it, as it does not matter 
if one changes the order and acts with the latter before the 
former, except in the case of the seven dyes with which a spot 
of menstruum is to be tested, which are mentioned in Chapter 
IX., Mishna 4, of Tract Nida, of which the Mishna says: If one 
tested with them not according to the order mentioned, or one 
mixed all the seven together and tested with them, he has done 
nothing. R. Papa the Elder in the name of Rabh said: The same 
is the case in the four kinds of capital punishment mentioned in 
our Mishna. As R. Simeon differs in their order, it must be 
understood that the Mishna is particular in their arrangement. 
But why does not R. Huna mention them? R. Huna speaks 
of that in which all agree, but where there is dissension he does 
not. R. Papa himself said: Also concerning the arrangement 
of worshipping on the Day of Atonement (when the Temple 
was in existence), as there is a Mishna (Yoma, p. 84). All the 
rites on the Day of Atonement, whose order is prescribed by 
the Bible ... if they are performed in a wrong order, one 
has done nothing. R. Huna, however, did not mention this. 
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For the reason of not changing the order prescribed by the 
Scripture is because of the holiness of that day, and not because 
one act is more rigorous than the other. R. Huna b. R. Jehos- 
hua maintains that the order of the daily offerings is also not 
changeable, as there is a Mishna (in Tract Thamid): This is the 
arrangement. However, R. Huna, who did not mention it, 
maintains that this is only meritorious. And the rule men¬ 
tioned above in the name of R. Huna excludes also the cere¬ 
mony of Halitzah, and also the dressing of the priests at their 
worship in the Temple, as explained elsewhere.* 

“ Stoning, burning” etc. Stoning is more rigorous than 
burning, as blasphemers and idolaters are punished with it. 
And why are these two crimes considered more rigorous than 
others? Because the sinners laid their hands on the main prin¬ 
ciple of the Jewish faith ( i.e ., disbelief and denying the power 
of God). But why not say, on the contrary, that burning is 
more rigorous, as it applies to the daughter of a priest who has 
sinned? And why should this crime be more rigorous? Be¬ 
cause it reads that she violates her father, which means that her 
father loses his priesthood. The rabbis hold that only a mar¬ 
ried woman who was the daughter of a priest is to be burned 
if she sinned; but if betrothed, stoning is applied. And because 
a betrothed woman is distinguished from a married one, who 
bears the name of her husband and not of her father, while a 
betrothed still bears the name of her father, we see that stoning 
is more rigorous. The same is also more rigorous than slaying 
by the sword, because of the reason stated above. But why not 
say that the sword is more rigorous, because it applies to the 
men of a misled town ? And what is the rigor of a misled town 
—that their property is to be destroyed ? It may be answered 
that a misleader is always considered more criminal than those 
who are seduced. And there is a Boraitha that the punishment 
of a misleader is stoning. Stoning is also more rigorous than 
choking. And lest one say that choking is more rigorous, as it 
applies to one who strikes his father or mother, and the rigor is 
because the honor of the parents is equalized with the honor of 
the Omnipotent, it is inferred from the case of a daughter of a 
common Israelite, who is excluded from choking, which applies 
to a married daughter of the same, and is included in the cate¬ 
gory of stoning; and it is already explained above that a be- 


Mishnas mentioned in the text will be translated in their proper places. 
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trothed disgraces her father and his whole family, while the dis¬ 
grace of a married one belongs more to her husband.* 

Burning is more rigorous than the sword, as it applies to a 
sinning daughter of a priest, whose crime is more rigorous for 
the reason stated above. But why not say, on the contrary: 
The sword is more rigorous, because it applies to a misled town, 
the property of which is to be destroyed? We find the term 
“ her father ” concerning stoning, and the same term is used 
concerning burning. And it is to be said: As the term “ her 
father,” used concerning stoning, is more than the sword, the 
same is it with the term which is used by burning—that burn¬ 
ing is also more rigorous than the sword. 

Burning is also more rigorous than choking. This is in¬ 
ferred from the fact that a married daughter of a priest is ex¬ 
cluded from choking, which applies to a married daughter of 
a common Israelite, and is included in the category of burning. 
And lest one say that choking is more rigorous, as it applies to 
him who has struck his father or mother, the honor of whom 
is equalized with the honor of the Omnipotent, it is already de¬ 
cided above that they who laid their hands on the main prin¬ 
ciple, etc., are considered the greatest criminals. 

“ R. Simeon said ” etc. According to him, burning is more 
rigorous than stoning because it applies to a daughter of a 
priest who has sinned; and it is considered more criminal be¬ 
cause her father loses his priesthood. And he (Simeon) differs 
from the rabbis, who make a distinction between a betrothed 
and a married woman, as according to him both are punished 
with burning; and because the greatest criminal is punished 
with burning, it is to be inferred that this punishment is more 
rigorous than all others.t 

R. Simeon also differs concerning the punishment of mis- 
leaders of a misled town, as according to him they also are pun¬ 
ished with choking. 

R. Johanan used to say: A betrothed young girl, who is the 
daughter of a priest, is to be stoned if she has sinned; but ac¬ 
cording to R. Simeon, she must be burned. And the same is 

* The text here is very complicated, and Rashi, who tries to explain it at length 
against his method, admits that there may be objections to it, and maintains that 
the reason of betrothed and married does not hold good. But the basis is, what is 
said above, that stoning applies to a blasphemer, etc., who laid their hands on the 
main principle. We have done our best to give an idea of the text to the reader. 

f Here also is repeated why stoning is more rigorous than the two others, and 
the same reasons are given, which it is not necessary to repeat. 
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the case if she had sinned with her father. (Although, if such 
a case happened with a commoner, burning is applied, never¬ 
theless she is to be stoned, according to the rabbis); as accord¬ 
ing to their theory stoning is more rigorous, and there is a rule 
that he who is guilty of two crimes liable to capital punishment 
is to be executed with the more rigorous one. And according 
to R. Simeon, that burning is more rigorous, she is to be put 
to death by that. And where do we find R. Simeon saying so? 
In the following Boraitha: R. Simeon said: There are already 
two general expressions about adultery; viz. [Lev. xx. io] : 

“ Then shall the adulterer be put to death, “ together with the 
adulteress.” And this applies either to a betrothed or to a mar¬ 
ried woman, with whom the daughter of a priest is certainly 
included. Why, then, does the Scripture distinguish a daugh¬ 
ter of a priest [ibid. xxi. 9] : “ And if the daughter of any priest 
profane herself by committing harlotry, her father doth she pro¬ 
fane: with fire shall she be burnt,” which makes no difference 
between a betrothed and a married woman? To exclude her 
from the punishment of a betrothed commoner, to whom ston¬ 
ing applies; and if married, choking applies, and puts her in 
the category of those who are to be burned. Now, as to the 
punishment of a married one, which applies to a daughter of a 
priest, all agree that it is more rigorous than that of a com¬ 
moner; the same is the case with a betrothed one, whom the 
Scripture excluded from an easier punishment, for a severer 
one. Hence burning is more severe than stoning. However, 
collusive witnesses (to whom, according to the Scripture, the 
same must be done as to the defendant, if their testimony were 
true) are not excluded from that punishment which they would 
have to suffer if they had been found collusive in the case of a 
daughter of a commoner, and are punished with the death of 
their accused; no matter if the accused were the daughter of a 
commoner or of a priest; namely, if they had testified regard¬ 
ing a betrothed one, and thereafter were found collusive; the 
death which would apply to her, were she a daughter of a com¬ 
moner, applies to them. And the same is the case if they had 
testified regarding a married one. 

The rabbis taught: It reads: “ And if the daughter of any 
priest profane herself.” Lest one say that it means that she 
profaned herself by violating the Sabbath, Therefore it reads 
further, “ by committing harlotry.” But lest one say, even if 
she were single, it reads here, “ her father.” And the same ex- 
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pression is used concerning a betrothed woman; as there the sin 
is because of her bond to a husband, the same is the case here. 
It is considered a crime liable to capital punishment if she were 
already betrothed or married. But perhaps it means when she 
has sinned zvith her father, and not with some one else ? There¬ 
fore it reads, “ she profane,” which means that she has profaned 
him, and not he her. Hence from the analogy of expression, 
father, we infer that the sin is because of her husband. But 
from this analogy of expression it is inferred when she was be¬ 
trothed. Whence do we know that, if she was not of age and 
nevertheless married, or of age and betrothed or married, or 
even if she were already an old woman, that the same is the 
case? Therefore it is written: “And the daughter of any 
priest,” which means, whatever her condition. But lest one 
say: It speaks only when she was married to a priest, but if to 
Levite or to a common Israelite, to a heathen, to a descendant 
of one who has profaned the priesthood, to a bastard, or to a 
descendant of the Gibeonites who were temple-servants, it is 
different? Therefore it is written: “The daughter of any 
priest,” which means, even though she was not the wife of a 
priest. She is to be burned, but not her paramour. She is to 
be burned, and not her collusive witnesses. 

R. Eliezer said: With her father, burning applies; with her 
father-in-law, stoning applies. How is this to be understood? 
Shall we assume that he means she has sinned with her father? 
Then why only a daughter of a priest? Is not the case the same 
even when she was a daughter of a common Israelite? Burn¬ 
ing applies to committing a crime with a daughter, and stoning 
to the crime with a daughter-in-law. We must then say that 
with the expression, “ with her father,” he means when she was 
still under the control of her father; and the same is it with the 
expression, “ with her father-in-law.” Now, let us see in ac¬ 
cordance with whom is his theory. It is not in accordance with 
the rabbis, as they hold that only a married woman is to be 
burned, but not a betrothed. It is also not in accordance with 
R. Simeon, as he holds that there is no difference between be¬ 
trothed and married—both are to be burned. And also not in 
accordance with R. Ishmael, as he holds that only a betrothed 
is to be burned, but not one married. And he also holds that 
if she had committed a crime with her father-in-law, choking 
applies. As to this, Rabin sent a message in the name of R. 
Jose b. Hanina: This Boraitha is to be explained thus: It is in 
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accordance with the rabbis. And the expression of R. Eliezer, 
“ with her father,” means thus: If such a crime be punished, with 
an easier death than if the crime had been committed with her 
father— c.g., that of a married woman, daughter of a commoner, 
to whom choking applies, in her case, because she is a daughter 
of a priest, the death of her father, if he should commit the crime 
with her, applies to her—viz., burning. And if such a crime by 
a commoner were punished with a heavier death than if the 
crime were with her father— e.g ., a betrothed daughter of a 
commoner, to whom stoning applies, no exception is to be 
made, and the punishment of her sinning with her father-in-law 
applies—viz., stoning. R. Jeremiah opposed: Does, then, the 
Boraitha read “ easier ” and “ heavier death,” which it should 
do according to your explanation? “ Therefore,” said he, “ it 
must be said that R. Eliezer is in accordance with R. Ishmael; 
and the expression, ‘ with her father,’ means under the control 
of her father—viz., a betrothed, not yet married, to whom 
burning applies; and ‘ with her father-in-law ’ means, literally, 
if she had sinned with her father-in-law she is to be stoned, but 
if with some one else choking applies.” 

Said Rabha: This explanation is still more complicated than 
the first one, as both expressions must be explained equally: 
either both are to be taken literally, or both mean “ under the 
control.” And therefore said Rabbhina: R. Eliezer is in ac¬ 
cordance with the rabbis, and his decision was just the reverse. 
“ With her father,” stoning applies, and “ with her father-in- 
law,” burning applies. And both expressions mean “ under 
the control.” And although a betrothed woman is no longer 
considered under the control of her father, he so expressed him¬ 
self because of the latter expression, “ under the control of her 
father-in T law.” 

Said R. Na’hman in the name of Rabha b. Abuhu, quoting 
Rabh: The Halakha prevails according to the message which 
was sent by Rabbin in the name of R. Jose b. Hanina. Said R. 
Joseph: Do you come to teach a Halakha which will be used 
only then when the Messiah shall appear? Said Abayi to him: 
According to your theory, why should we study the section 
Holiness (which treats about sacrifices, at the time when the 
Temple was in existence) at all? Is not the whole for the time 
when the Messiah shall appear? You must then say that we 
must study and be rewarded for it by Heaven. The same is the 
case here. We have to study, although it is not for use to us 


TRACT SANHEDRIN (SUPREME COUNCIL). 155 

at this time, and the reward will come from Heaven.” An¬ 
swered R. Joseph: I mean to say, may one name Halakha in the 
explanation of a Boraitha (i.e., the message of Rabbin was only 
concerning the explanation of the Boraitha) ? To which it may 
be said, that such an explanation is correct. The expression 
“ Halakha,” however, means “ law,” which does not correspond 
with his meaning. 

Where do we find R. Ishmael’s opinion, of which it is said 
above that Eliezer holds with him ? In the following Boraitha: 
It reads, “ the daughter of any priest profane,” etc., speaking of 
a young betrothed maiden. But perhaps it means a married 
woman? This is not the case, as the law about adultery is al¬ 
ready written in Lev. xx., in which a daughter of a priest is in¬ 
cluded. However, we find that the Scripture has distinguished 
a daughter of a commoner, and applied stoning to her, if she 
was betrothed and not married. The same is the case with the 
distinction of a priest’s daughter, to whom the Scripture ap¬ 
plies burning, meaning also when she was betrothed only. Her 
collusive witnesses, however, are to be punished with the same 
death that applies to her paramour, because it reads [Deut. xix. 
19] : “ Then shall ye do unto him as he had purposed to do 
unto his brother.” “ To his brother,” but not to his sister. So 
is the decree of R. Ishmael. R. Aqiba, however, maintains: 
There is no difference whether she was betrothed or married, 
as in both cases burning applies. And to the question of R. 
Ishmael: Why should we make a distinction concerning a 
daughter of a priest, the expression for which is “ Naahra ” (a 
maiden), while the same expression is used concerning a com¬ 
moner who is betrothed only? R. Aqiba rejoined: Ishmael, 
my brother, I infer it from the word and , which begins the verse 
—“and the daughter of any priest.” Rejoined R. Ishmael: 
“ Do you desire that this should be burned, because the Vav 
(which means and) is in your way? 

Let us see! R. Ishmael infers the punishment of a priest’s 
daughter from an analogy of expression. How does he ex¬ 
plain the above-cited verse, “ her father has she profaned ? 
He explains it as in the following Boraitha: R. Meir used to 
say: This phrase means that if, until now, their custom was to 
consider her father holy, from that time they consider him com¬ 
mon ; if until that time he was honored, from that time he is dis¬ 
graced. As people say: “ Cursed be such a man who has born 
such a daughter; cursed is he who has brought her up; cursed 
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is he that he has such an offspring.” Said R. Ashi: According 
to whom do we name a wicked person, “ wicked, the son of a 
wicked,” although his father was upright? In accordance with 
the Tana of the just-mentioned Boraitha. 

MISHNA II.: The prescribed punishment of burning was 
thus: The sinner was placed in waste knee-deep. Then, placing 
a twisted scarf of coarse material within a soft one, they wound 
it around his neck. One (of the witnesses) pulled one end to¬ 
ward himself, the other doing the same, until he opened his 
mouth. Meanwhile the executioner lights (heats) the string, 
and thrusts it into his mouth, so that it flows down through his 
inwards and shrinks his entrails. To which R. Jehudah said: 
Should the culprit die before the string is thrust into his mouth, 
the law of burning has not been properly executed, and there¬ 
fore his mouth must be opened forcibly with a pair of pincers. 
Meanwhile, the string having been lighted, is thrust into his 
mouth so that it may reach his intestines and shrink his entrails. 
R. Eliezer b. Zadok, however, said: Once a daughter of a priest, 
having sinned, was surrounded with fagots and burned. He 
was answered: The court which so decided was ignorant of the 
exact law. 

GEMARA: What kind of a string was it ? Said R. Matnah: 
A string of lead. And whence is this deduced? They infer 
this burning from the burning of the congregation of Korah. 
As there the souls only were burned, but the bodies remained, 
so also here only the soul is to be burned, but the body is to 
remain. R. Elazar said: They infer this burning from the burn¬ 
ing of the sons of Aaron. As there the souls only were burned 
and the bodies remained, the same is the case here. 

Let us see! He who infers it from the congregation of 
Korah, 'wherefrom does he know that the soul, and not the 
body, was burned? From [Num. xvii. 3]: “The censers of 
these sinners against their own souls.” * Which means that 
the souls only were burned, but the bodies remained. And the 
other, who infers it from the sons of Aaron, maintains that this 
phrase means they were burned bodily, and the expression 
“ own souls ” means that they were liable to be burned because 
of their souls. And it is in accordance with Resh Lakish, who 
said elsewhere: It reads [Ps. xxxv., 16] : “ With flattering, bab¬ 
bling mockers, they gnashed upon me with their teeth,” which 

* Leeser translates “own lives” according to its sense. We, however, translate 
it literally, according to the Talmud. 
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means that, because they had flattered Korah for the sake of 
entertainments (to which he used to invite them), the ruler of 
Gehenna gnashed upon them with his teeth. And he who in¬ 
ferred this from the sons of Aaron, wherefrom does he know 
that their souls only were burned, etc.? From [Lev. x. 2]: 
“ And there went out a fire from before the Lord, and consumed 
them, and they died before the Lord,” which means that, al¬ 
though they died before the Lord, they died as all others—only 
their corpses remained. And the other maintains that the sons 
of Aaron were burned bodily, and the expression, “ they died,” 
means, that the beginning was from inside the body. As we 
have learned in a Boraitha: Abba Jose b. Dusthai said: Two 
fire cords came out from the Holy of Holies chamber, and were 
divided into four: two of them entered the nostrils of one, and 
two the nostrils of the other, and burnt them. But is it not 
written, “ and consumed them ”? From which it is to be in¬ 
ferred “them,” and not something else. Yea—“them,” and 
not their garments. 

But why should burning not be inferred from the offerings 
of the bullocks, which were burned bodily? Common sense 
dictates that a man must be inferred from man, and not from 
cattle: as a man sins, and one infers a man who has sinned from 
another man, and from him whose soul was taken for his sin 
to him whose soul is to be taken. But he who infers it from 
Korah’s congregation—why did he not infer it from the sons 
of Aaron ? Because he maintains that the sons of Aaron were 
burned bodily, and to infer from them would not be proper, as 
R. Na’hman said in the name of Rabha b. Abuhu: From the 
phrase “ Thou shalt love thy neighbor as thyself,” we deduce 
that one may select a decent death for the sinner. But as the 
theory of R. Na’hman is accepted—why, then, the analogy of 
expressions at all? If not for the analogy, one might say that 
the burning of the soul, while the body remains, is not called 
burning at all, and that which is written, “ Thou shalt love thy 
neighbor,” etc., could be done by increasing the fire by bundles 
of fagots so that he should die quickly. Therefore the analogy 
of expression shows that such a burning, although the body 
remains, is called burning. 

There is a tradition that Moses and Aaron used to walk, 
and Nadob and Abihu followed them, and all Israel after them. 
And Nadob said to Abihu: When will the two old men die, and 
you and I be the leaders of Israel? To which the Holy One, 
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blessed be He, said: Time will show who will bury whom. Said 
R. Papa: This is what people say: “ There are many old camels 
who are laden with the skins of young ones.” R. Elazar said: 
A scholar, in the eyes of a commoner, at first acquaintance (the 
scholar) appears to him (the ignorant man) like a golden kithon. 
However, after he holds conversation with him, he appears like 
a silver kithon; if he accepts a benefit from him, he appears like 
an earthen one, which, once broken, cannot be mended. 

Aimretha bath Tli was the daughter of a priest, who had 
sinned, and R. Hama b. Tubiah surrounded her with bundles 
of twigs and burned her. And R. Joseph, when he heard this, 
said: He erred twice. In the explanation of the Mishna, in 
which, according to R. Na’hman, the sinner was burned with 
lead; and (b) he was not aware of the following Boraitha: It is 
written [Deut. xvii. 9] : “ And thou shalt come unto the priests 
the Levites, and unto the judge that may be in those days.” 
At that time, when the priests acted, judgments concerning 
capital punishments might be rendered; but when there were no 
more acting priests, no such judgment could be rendered. 

“ Said Elazar b. Zadok,” etc. Said R. Joseph: The court in 
question was of the Sadducees (who take the commandments of 
the Scripture literally). Did, indeed, Elazar say so? And the 
answer was as stated in the Mishna? Is there not a Boraitha 
which states: R. Elazar b Zadok said: I recollect, when I was 
a child, being carried upon the shoulders of my father, and a 
daughter of a priest, who was a sinner, was brought, and was 
surrounded with bundles of twigs and burned? To which the 
sages answered: At that time you were a child, and we cannot 
accept any evidence from a child? Two such cases, happened 
in the days of R. Elazar, and when he was answered that no 
evidence^of a child is to be taken into consideration, he related 
before them the other case which he saw when he was already 
of age, and to this they answered him: That court was an ig¬ 
norant one. 

MISHNA III .: The prescribed punishment of slaying was 
thus: He was decapitated, as was customary with the Roman 
government. R. Jehudah, however, maintains: Such a death 
is repulsive. But they put his head on the (executioner's) 
block and cut it off with a butcher's hatchet. And he was an¬ 
swered : There is not a more detestable death than this. 

GEMARA: There is a Boraitha: R. Jehudah said to the 
sages: I myself am aware that the death I explained is repul- 
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sive; but what can we do against the Scripture, which reads 
[Lev. xviii. 13] : “ And in their customs shall ye not walk,” etc. ? 
To which the rabbis answered: As this is written in the Scrip¬ 
ture, we are not learning this from them, but they learned it 
from us. And should one disagree with us, then what would 
he say to the following Boraitha: Garments and some other 
valuable things may be burned on the grave of kings, for the 
sake of their honor. And this custom is not considered the 
custom of the Amalekites. And why? It is because it is men¬ 
tioned in the Scripture [Jer. xxxiv. 5] : “ And as burnings were 
made for thy father,” etc., we do not learn from them. The 
same is the case here. 

Let us see! In the succeeding chapter, there is a Mishna: 
The following are slain with a sword: a murderer, and the men 
of a misled town. It is correct, “ a misled town,” as it is plainly 
written [Deut. xiii. 16], “with the edge of a sword.” But 
whence do we know that the same is the case with a murderer? 
From the following Boraitha: It reads [Ex. xxi. 20]: “ And if 
a man smite his servant or maid with a rod, and he die under 
his hand, it shall be surely avenged.” And as we do not know 
what “ revenge ” means; therefore it is written [Lev. xxvi. 25]: 
“ And I will bring unto you the sword avenging.” Hence 
avenge means with a sword. 

But whence do we know that they decapitated him—per¬ 
haps they killed him with the sword in another part of the body? 
It reads, “ with the edge of a sword,” which excludes stabbing. 
But perhaps it means splitting the head. It is already inferred 
by Rabha b. Abuhu from the phrase: “ Thou shalt love thy 
neighbor as thyself,” that one must select a decent death. But 
all this speaks of when one has slain a bondman. Whence do 
we know that the same is the case with a freeman (whose pun¬ 
ishment is death in general, and there is a rule that wherever 
the kind of death is not mentioned, it means choking) ? This 
cannot be, as an a fortiori conclusion is to be drawn: A slave, 
who is less in value than a freeman, if one kills him, he is pun¬ 
ished with slaying by the sword (which is more rigorous than 
choking); if one kills a freeman, so much the more should he 
be punished with a more rigorous death. But this would be 
correct only to him who holds that the sword is more rigorous 
than choking. But to him who holds the contrary, what can 
be said? lie infers this from another verse, as is stated in the 
following Boraitha: It is written [Deut. xxi. 9]: “And thou 
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shalt put away (the guilt of) the innocent blood from the midst 
of thee.” From this we see that all shedders of blood are com¬ 
pared to the heifer in that connection. And lest one say that 
as the heifer is killed with a butcher’s knife toward the back 
part of the neck, the same shall be done with all other shedders 
of blood, it is already inferred above that a decent death must be 
selected. 

MISHNA IV.: The prescribed punishment of choking was 
thus: The sinner was placed in waste knee-deep. Then, placing 
a twisted scarf of coarse material within a soft one, they wound 
it around his neck. One (of the witnesses) pulled one end to¬ 
ward himself, the other doing the same, until the soul of the 
culprit departed. 

GEMARA: The rabbis taught: It reads [Lev. xx. io]: 
“ And if there be a man ”—“ man ” means to exclude a minor, 
“ Who committeth adultery with a man’s wife ”—“ man’s wife ” 
means to exclude the wife of a minor (whose marriage is not 
considered). “ With his neighbor’s wife ” means to exclude 
those people who live with their wives in common.* [Ibid.] : 
“ Then shall the adulterer be put to death ” means choking. 
But perhaps it means some other kind of death which is pre¬ 
scribed by the Scripture? It was said that wherever it is writ¬ 
ten in the Torah “ death,” without specifying which, you must 
not apply a rigorous one, but an easier one (and choking is the 
easiest of all the kinds of death mentioned in the Torah). So 
is the decree of R. Jashiah. R. Jonathan, however, maintains: 
The reason is not because choking is an easier death, but be¬ 
cause there is a tradition that in any place where death is men¬ 
tioned in the Scripture, without specifying which, it is choking. 
Rabbi said: The reason is because there is mentioned in the 
Scripture a heavenly death [Gen. xxxviii. io], and there is also 
mentioned death from human hands. And as a heavenly death 
does not leave any marks on the body of the man, the same 
must it be by death from human hands. But perhaps burning 
is meant, which also does not leave any signs outside of the 

* The text reads, “ D ,- inX nt^xV literally, “ the wife of many strangers,” and 
so it means. The explanation of Rashi that the word acherim means a Samarite, is 
probably because he did not know of the existence of such a sect who live in com¬ 
mon with their wives. It may also be that the word “Samaritan,” in Rashi, was 
corrected by the censor instead of “ heathen ” or idolator. However, this is certain, 
that the expression “ acherim” in the Gemara is original, and if it meant a heathen 
or a Samarite, it would not hesitate to say so. It therefore seems to us, that our 
translation is correct. 
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body? As the Scripture prescribed burning to a daughter of 
a priest, it is to be understood that all other sinners are not 
punished with the same. 

It is correct that choking is to be used, according to R. 
Jonathan, who says that it is a tradition; and Rabbi gives the 
reason. But R. Joshiah, who wants only an easier death— 
whence does he deduce choking at all? (Such is never men¬ 
tioned in the Scripture.) And perhaps there is no more than 
three kinds of death, and from these three the easier one must 
be selected, which is the sword? Said Rabha: The four kinds 
of death are known traditionally. And the expression of R. 
Jonathan, “ not because it is easier/’ shows that he and R. 
Joshiah differ concerning choking, whether it is an easier death. 
In the same manner differ R. Simeon and the rabbis. 

R. Zera said to Abayi: There are sinners who are punished 
with stoning, although it is not so mentioned in the Scripture. 
But they are inferred from an analogy of expression, “ from a 
familiar spirit.” I question you which expression of the two 
following is meant—“ put to death,” or “ their blood shall be 
upon them ” ? And he answered: The latter expression, as the 
first is needed, “ to death,” which is explained above (page ooo). 

MISHNA V .: To the following sinners stoning applies: viz., 
one who has had connection with his mother, with his father’s 
wife, with his daughter-in-law, with a human male, or with 
cattle; and the same is the case with a woman who uncovers 
herself before cattle; with a blasphemer; an idolater, he who 
sacrifices one of his children to Moloch; one that occupies him¬ 
self with familiar spirits ;a wizard; one who violates the Sabbath; 
one who curses his father or mother; one who has assaulted a 
betrothed damsel; a seducer who has seduced men to worship 
idols, and the one who misleads a whole town; a witch (male or 
female); a stubborn and rebellious son. 

One who has had connection with his mother is guilty of 
transgressing two negative commandments—the negative com¬ 
mandment as to his mother and the negative commandment as 
to his father’s wife. R. Jehudah, however, maintains: He is 
guilty only for his mother. One who has connection with his 
stepmother is also guilty in respect to two negative command¬ 
ments—the commandment of adultery and the separate com¬ 
mandment as to his father’s wife. There is no difference if he 
has done it while his father was still alive or after his death; and 
there is also no difference if she was only betrothed to his 
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father, or already married. One that commits a crime with his 
daughter-in-law transgresses also two commandments—adul¬ 
tery and of the separate commandment of his son’s wife. And 
there is also no difference if it was done while his son was still 
alive or after his death, after her betrothal or after marriage. 

GEMARA: There is a Boraitha: R. Jehudah said: “ If his 
father had married his mother illegally; he transgresses only 
the commandment as to “ mother ” and not as to “ his father’s 
wife.” And the expression illegally means that by marrying, he 
has transgressed a negative commandmentwhich is not punished 
capitally or with korath. As to such, even according to the 
rabbis, such a marriage is not considered at all. But to death 
which is only of a negative commandment— e.g., a widow to a 
high-priest—according to the rabbis the marriage is considered, 
and according to R. Jehudah it is not, as he holds with R. Aqiba, 
who is of the same opinion. R. Oushia objected: There is a 
Mishna in Yebamoth [Chap. II., 3] : “ Owing to other legal 
prohibitions, or on account of the holiness of station ” [ibid, 
ix.]. By “ legal prohibitions ” (to marry as above mentioned) 
are meant the secondary degrees of relationship prohibited by 
the rabbins as to intermarriage. Those prohibited to inter¬ 
marry on account of holiness of station are a widow to a high- 
priest; a woman who had been divorced or performed the cere¬ 
mony of Halitzah; who had (unlawfully) been married to an 
ordinary priest. To which a Boraitha adds: R. Jehudah changes 
the expression, viz., by “ legal prohibition,” a widow to a high- 
priest, etc., is meant; and “on account of holiness of station,” 
the secondary degrees of relationship, etc., are meant. Hence 
we see that R. Jehudah changes the expression only, but never¬ 
theless the ceremony of Halitzah is required. And if it were 
in accordance with R. Aqiba (that a marriage within secondary 
degrees is not considered at all), why, then, the ceremony of 
Halitzah? R. Jehudah collected only the expressions which 
ought to be in accordance with the opinion of the first Tana, 
but he himself does not require anything of that kind. 

When R. Itz’hak came from Palestine, he taught just as our 
Mishna teaches, viz.: R. Jehudah said: He is guilty only con¬ 
cerning the negative commandment as to the mother. And 
what is the reason? Said Abayi: Because it reads [ibid, 
xviii. 7]: “ She is thy mother,” which means: You have to make 
him guilty only because of his mother, but not because of the 
wife of his father. But why do the rabbis make him guilty con- 
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cerning two commandments? Do they not hold this theory? 
The rabbis apply this expression to that which was said by R. 
Shesha b. R. Idi, which is stated farther on. But does not R. 
Jehudah also hold the theory of R. Shesha? Hence, his theory 
cannot be inferred from it. Therefore said R. Aha b. Iki: 
It reads [ibid. 7]: “ She is thy mother, thou shalt not uncover 
her nakedness,” meaning, “ for one nakedness you can make 
her guilty, but not for two.” But if so, why does not R. Jehu¬ 
dah differ concerning a daughter-in-law, who is guilty, accord¬ 
ing to our Mishna, as to two commandments? It then must be 
said, because there is one body, although there are two trans¬ 
gressions, he is culpable only for one, as it reads, “ her naked¬ 
ness,” The same should be the case concerning the mother? 
Therefore said Rabha: R. Jehudah holds: At the beginning of 
the verse, “ the nakedness of thy father ” means “ thy father’s 
wife.” And that it means thus he infers from an analogy of 
expression, as stated farther on. And “ father’s wife ” means 
that there is no difference whether she is his mother or not. 
But whence do we know that it is the same with his mother, 
who is not his father’s wife? Therefore it is written: “She is 
thy mother, thou shalt not uncover her nakedness.” Hence 
only for the crime as to the mother you make him guilty, but 
not as to that of his father’s wife. 

There is a Boraitha according to Rabha: “A man ” means 
to exclude a minor [Lev. xxii.] : “ That lieth with his father’s 
wife ” means that there is no difference whether she is his 
mother or not. But whence do we know that the same is the 
case with his mother who is not his father’s wife ? Therefore it 
reads: “ His father’s nakedness,” which is pleonastic,* and is 
written only for the purpose of an analogy of expression. 
“ Both of them shall be put to death ” means by stoning—but 
perhaps with some other death? It is written here: “Their 
blood shall be upon them ”; and in the case of “ familiar spirits ” 
there is also the same expression. And as concerning the latter 
stoning is plainly applied by the Scripture, the same is the case 
here. But here we have heard only of the punishment. Whence 
do we know of the warning? Therefore it is written: “The 
nakedness of thy father,” etc., which means of “ thy father's 
wife.” But perhaps it means literally the father himself? It is 
written here, “ The nakedness of thy father thou shalt not un- 

* For the explanation of a pleonastic term we refer the reader to Mielziner’s 

“ Introduction to the Talmud ” (page 150). 
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cover,” and there it is written, “ The nakedness of his father he 
had uncovered.” As the latter means his wife, so does the for¬ 
mer. And from the expression “ his father’s wife,” it is in¬ 
ferred, whether his mother or not. But whence do we know 
as to his mother who is not his father’s wife? Therefore it is 
written, “ the nakedness of thy mother,” etc. But this is only 
in the warning in which the Scripture has equalized the mother 
who is not his father’s wife with her who is. But whence do we 
know that the punishment is also equal? From the analogy of 
the expressions: “ the nakedness of thy father thou shalt not 
uncover,” and it reads also: “ He has uncovered the nakedness 
of his father.” And so as in the warning it is equalized with the 
mother who is the wife of his father and with her who is not, 
the same holds good concerning the punishment. “ She is thy 
mother ” means, you can make her guilty only for the crime as 
mother, but not for the crime as father’s wife. But the rabbis, 
who do not use the above analogy of expression, whence do 
they deduce the punishment of a mother who is not the wife of 
one’s father? Said R. Shesha b. R. Idi: It reads: “ She is thy 
mother,” which means that the Scripture equalized the mother 
who is not the wife of his father with her who is. 

“ Who had connection with his daughter-in-law” But let him 
be guilty also because of the wife of his son? Said Abayi: 
The verse begins with his daughter-in-law and ends with the 
wife of his son—to teach that “ daughter-in-law ” and “ wife of 
his son ” are one and the same. 

MISHNA V .: One who had connection with a human male 
or with an animal, and also a human female who uncovers her¬ 
self before a male animal, are punished with stoning. And 
should one say: If man has sinned, what is the fault of the ani¬ 
mal? because a misfortune has happened to a human being 
through it, therefore says the verse: “ It shall be stoned.” 
There is also another explanation; viz., should it happen that 
people saw the animal passing the street, they would say: On 
account of it so and so was stoned. 

GEMARA: A human male—whence is deduced? That 
which the rabbis taught: “ A man ” means to exclude a minor; 
“ with a male,” of any age whatever or a minor. “ As they lie * 


* The term “as they He,” translated by Leeser, is not correct, as it reads 
“mishkhbey,” which is plural and means “ lyings,” from which the Gemara infers 
that there are two lyings regarding a woman. 



TRACT SANHEDRIN (SUPREME COUNCIL). 165 

with a woman ” means to say that with a woman there are two 
kinds of lyings, one usual and one unusual; and one is guilty 
as to both. Said R. Ishmael: This verse came to teach that 
which was just mentioned, as if not for this teaching it would 
be pleonastic, for regarding a male there is only one kind of 
connection. “ Both of them have committed an abomination, 
they shall be put to death ”—by stoning, but perhaps by some 
other death. Therefore it is written: “Their blood shall be 
upon them/’ And the same expression is used concerning “ a 
familiar spirit,” etc. And as the punishment of the latter is 
known to be stoning, the same applies here. From this we 
have heard the punishment. Whence is the warning? [Ibid, 
xviii. 22]: “ And with a man s'halt thou not lie as with a woman: 
it is an abomination.” But this is a warning only to him who 
has done so. But whence is the warning to them with whom 
the connection was made? As to this it reads [Deut. xxiii. 18] : 
“There shall not be a courtesan of the sons of Israel”; and 
also [I Kings, xiv. 24] : “ And courtesans also were in the land 
. . . the Lord had driven out.” So R. Ishmael. R. Aqiba, 

however, said: “It was not necessary to have another verse 
warning him with Whom the connection was made, as this is 
inferred from the same verse, which may apply also to the latter 
by some change in pronunciation. 

Concerning animals, whence is this deduced? The rabbis 
taught: From Lev. xx. 15. “A man ” excludes a minor; “ with 
an animal,” it makes no difference whether it was a large or a 
small one; “ shall be put to death ” means stoning—but per¬ 
haps some other kind of death? It reads here (ibid.) “ tha- 
hargu ” (ye shall kill), and in Deut. xiii. 10, “ thahargenu ” 
(thou shalt kill). And as there the punishment is stoning, as it 
reads plainly in ibid. 11, the same is the case here. Here, how¬ 
ever, we have learned only the punishment to the man. But 
whence do we know that the animal with which the crime was 
done is also to be killed in the same manner? It reads [Ex. 
xxii. 18] : “ Whosoever lieth with a beast shall surely be put to 
death,” which was not necessary for the man, as there is an¬ 
other verse cited above. Apply it, therefore, to the beast. 
From this we have learned the punishment for both. But 
whence is the warning? From the above-cited verse [Lev. 
xviii. 23]. But this is only a warning to the man, and whence 
the warning concerning the animal? From Deut. xxiii. 18. 
(Here are repeated the cited verses in the name of R. Ishmael. 
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and also in the name of R. Aqiba, that it is not necessary, as in 
the above verses there is a warning for both.*) 

MISHNA VI. : A blasphemer is not guilty, unless he men¬ 
tioned the proper name of God (Jehovah). Said R. Jehoshua 
b. Karha: Through the entire trial the witnesses are examined 
pseudonymously— i.c. (the blasphemer said): “ Jose shall be 
beaten by Jose.” (Rashi explains that the name Jose was 
selected because it contains four letters, as does the proper name 
of the Lord.) When the examination was ended, the culprit 
was not executed on the testimony under the pseudonym; but 
all are told to leave the room except the witnesses, and the old¬ 
est of them is instructed: “ Tell what you heard exactly.” And 
he does so. The judges then arise, and rend their garments, 
and they are not to be mended. The second witness then says: 
I heard exactly the same as he told. And so also says the third 
witness. 

GEMARA: There is a Boraitha: One is not guilty unless 
he blesses (i.c., curses) the Holy Name by the Holy Name (as 
illustrated in the Mishna): “ Jose shall be beaten by Jose.” And 
whence is this deduced? Said Samuel: From Lev. xxiv. 16, of 
which the term in Hebrew is “ we-nauquib shem,” which 
means, “ when he has cursed with the name.’’ And whence 
do we know that the term “ nauquib ” means cursing? From 
[Num. xxiv. 8] : “ How shall I curse,” etc. And the warning 
as to this is [Ex. xxii. 27] : “ Thou shalt not revile Elohim.” 
But does not “nauquib” mean “hole”? Why, then, not so 
say— i.e., suppose one wrote the Holy Name on a piece of parch¬ 
ment and tore it, the term “ we-yiqaub ” [II Kings, xii. 10]? 
meaning he “ bored a hole in its lid ”—and the warning as to 
which should be from [Deut. xii. 3, 4] : “ Ye shall destroy their 
name out of the same place. Ye shall not do so to the Lord,” 
etc. It was said above if the Name should be cursed by the 
Name, which is not the case here. But perhaps the term “ nau¬ 
quib ” is meant as plainly expressed, as the same is used in Num. 
i. 17, “which are expressed by name ” (i.c., it was forbidden to 

* We deem it expedient not to translate about two pages of the text preceding 
the next Mishna, treating of miserable crimes with men and animals, and giving 
the discussion with questions and answers, it would be undesirable to express in the 
English language. However, it seems to us important to give the opinion of Rabh : 
“ A minor who was over nine years and one day is guilty, and may be punished 
the same as one of age, if he commit a crime with man, or an animal of any kind 
and age.'’ (And there is a Boraitha which agrees with him.) This is all that we 
think proper to take from the text. 
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express the name Jehovah in any case whatever, except in that 
of the high-priest in his worshipping on the Day of Atonement 
when the temple was in existence; and even then, when the 
people heard this expression, they used to fall upon their faces). 
And the warnings should be from [Deut. vi. 13] : “ The Lord 
thy God shalt thou fear ” (which means to pronounce His 
name). This does not hold good, firstly because, as said above, 
it must be by the Name; and secondly, a warning of a positive 
commandment cannot be counted as a warning. And if you 
wish, it may be said because it is so written plainly [Lev. xxiv. 
11 ]: “The son of the Israelitish woman pronounced (zvc- 
yiqaub) the holy name and blasphemed.” Hence this term is 
used to blaspheme. But perhaps one is not guilty unless he 
did both—expressed the name and blasphemed? This cannot 
be supposed, as farther on it reads [ibid. 14] : “ Lead forth the 
blasphemer,” and the expression “ nauquib ” is not mentioned. 
Hence it is one and the same. 

The rabbis taught: It reads: “any man whatsoever,” etc., 
meaning to include the heathen, who are warned of blasphemy 
the same as an Israelite. And they are to be executed by the 
sword, as wherever it is mentioned in the Scripture concerning 
death to the children of Noah, it means by the sword, and not 
otherwise. But is this inferred from the verse cited? Is it not 
stated farther on that such is inferred from a verse in Genesis? 
Said R. Itz’hak of Navha: This verse is needed to include the 
pseudonyms. And it is in accordance with R. Mair of the fol¬ 
lowing Boraitha: Any man whatsoever that blasphemeth his 
God shall bear his sin. To what purpose is this written? It 
reads earlier [ibid. 16] : “ But he that pronounced the name of 
the Lord (with blasphemy) shall be put to death ” ? Because 
from this one might say that he is not guilty, unless he has done 
so with the unique proper Name, but not with the pseudonyms. 
Therefore it reads in the cited verse (15), “ his God ”—no dif¬ 
ference between proper and pseudonym. So is the decree of 
R. Mair. The sages, however, maintain: For the unique proper 
Name death is the punishment; and for the pseudonyms it is 
only a warning by a negative commandment, and the punish¬ 
ment is as for the transgression of a negative commandment. 
(Says the Gemara:) Itz’hak of Navha differs with R. Maisha, 
who said: One of the children of Noah, who blasphemed God 
by any of His pseudonyms whatsoever is guilty, and is put to 
death, even according to the rabbis. 
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The rabbis taught: Seven commandments were given to the 
children of Noah, and they are: Concerning judges, blasphemy, 
idolatry, adultery, bloodshed, robbery, and that they must not 
eat of the member of a body while the animal is still alive. R. 
Hananiah b. Gamaliel said: Also of the blood of the same. R. 
Hidka said: Also castration was forbidden to them. R. Sim¬ 
eon said: Also witchcraft. And R. Jose said: All that is said in 
the portion on witchcraft is forbidden to a descendant of Noah. 
As it reads [Deut. xviii. 10-12]: “There shall not be found 
among thee any one who causeth his son or his daughter to pass 
through the fire, one who useth divination, one who is an ob¬ 
server of times, or an enchanter, or a conjurer, or a charmer, or 
a consulter with familiar spirits, or a wizard, or who inquireth 
of the dead. For an abomination unto the Lord are all that 
do these things; and on account of these abominations the Lord 
thy God doth drive them out from before thee.” And as there 
is no punishment without preceding warning, hence they were 
commanded not to do all this. R. Elazar said: Also Kilaim. 
I mean to say, the descendants of Noah are allowed to dress 
themselves with a mixture of wool and flax; and also sow dif¬ 
ferent kinds of seeds together (which are forbidden to the Is¬ 
raelites); but they are forbidden to gender different kinds of 
animals and to graft two kinds of trees together. 

Whence is all this deduced? Said R. Johanan: From Gen¬ 
esis ii. 16.* Were the descendants of Noah indeed commanded 
concerning judges? Is there not a Boraitha: Ten command¬ 
ments were commanded to Israel in Marah; seven of them are 
those which were accepted by the descendants of Noah, and 
three were added to them: viz., judges, Sabbath, and to honor 
father and mother. Judges—as it is written [Ex. xv. 25] : 
“ There he made for them a statute and an ordinance,” etc. 
And concerning Sabbath and the honor of parents it reads 
[Deut. v. 12 and 16]: “ As the Lord thy God hath commanded 
thee.” And R. Jehudah said: “ As he hath commanded thee in 
Marah.” Said R. Aha b. Jacob: This means that Israel was 
commanded to establish courts of justice in every district and 


* It would be of no use to quote the verse, as every word in it is used for an 
analogy of expression of the Hebrew terms. There, is besides, a difference of opin¬ 
ion among the Amoraim, which expression is to be used for an analogy, and what 
it means; and to translate it all, we would have to fill our page with Hebrew words 
and their explanations. After all, it would be of no importance, as the fact that 
to the children of Noah seven commandments were given is traditional. 
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city; and the children of Noah were commanded concerning 
judges in general only. But is there not a Boraitha: As Israel 
was commanded to establish judges in every city and district, 
so also were the children of Noah commanded? Said Rabha: 
The Tana of the Boraitha cited above is in accordance with the 
school of Manasheh, which excluded from the seven command¬ 
ments judges and blasphemy, and included castration and ki- 
laim. Thus was it taught in the school of Manasheh: Seven 
commandments were the descendants of Noah commanded: 
Concerning idolatry, adultery, bloodshed, robbery, a member 
of a living animal, castration, and kilaim. R. Jehudah, however, 
said: Adam the First was commanded as to idolatry only, as it 
reads [Gen. ii. 16] : “ And the Lord commanded the man ” i.c., 
the Lord commanded him about the law of God (that he should 
not be exchanged for another). R. Jehudah b. Bathyra said: 
Also as to blasphemy. And there are some others who say, also 
concerning judges. 

According to whom is that which was said by R. Jehudah 
in the name of Rabh: God said to Adam: I am God, thou shalt 
not blaspheme me. I am God, thou shalt not exchange me for 
an idol. I am God, the fear of me shall be always upon thee? 
According to the “ some others ” just mentioned. (The expres¬ 
sion “ the fear of me,” etc., means to appoint judges who shall 
punish them who transgress my commandments.) 

Said R. Joseph: It was said in the college: For transgression 
of the following three commandments a descendant of Noah is 
put to death: viz., adultery, bloodshed, and blasphemy. R. 
Shesheth opposed: It is correct concerning bloodshed, as it 
reads [Gen. ix. 6] : “ Whoso sheddeth man’s blood, by man 
shall his blood be shed.” But whence do you deduce the two 
others? And should you say that it is inferred from blood¬ 
shed, then why not infer all the seven ? And if you infer it from 
“any man whatsoever,” then idolatry is also inferred from same? 
Therefore said he: In the college it was said: For four they are 
but not put to death? Said R. Na’hman b. Itz’hak: It means 
ant of Noah indeed put to death because of idolatry? Have 
we not learned in a Boraitha concerning idolatry, if for such 
a crime one is put to death by the court of Israel, the descend¬ 
ants of Noah are warned of it? Hence they are only warned, 
but not put to death? Said R. Na’hman b. Itz’hak: It means 
that they are warned if they should commit this they will be 
put to death. R. Huna and R. Jehudah and also all other dis- 
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ciples of Rabh say: For each case of the seven commandments 
a descendant of Noah is to be killed. As the Scripture pre¬ 
scribed death for one, it shall serve as an example for the others. 

When R. Dimi came from Palestine, he said in the name of 
R. Elazar, quoting R. Hanina: A descendant of Noah who has 
separated a female slave to one of his male slaves, and thereafter 
had connection with her, is to be put to death for this crime. 
A similarity to this in the crime of bloodshed was not taught. 
Said Abayi: If such a similarity is to be found, it may be in 
that which we have learned in the following Boraitha: R. Jona¬ 
than b. Saul said: If one runs after his neighbor to kill him, and 
the one who flees could save himself by injuring one of the 
members of his pursuer, and he did not so, but killed him, it is 
a crime of bloodshed and he is put to death for it.* R. Jacob 
b. Aha found a writing in a Haggadic book written by the col¬ 
lege of Rabh, thus: A descendant of Noah may be put to death 
by the decision of one judge, by the testimony of one witness, 
and although he was not warned previously. However, the 
testimony must be from a man, and not from a woman; and the 
testimony holds good even if given by one of his relatives. In 
the name of R. Ishmael it was said: He is put to death even for 
killing an embryo. Whence is this deduced? Said R. Jehudah: 
From [Gen. ix. 5] : “ Your blood, however, on which your lives 
depend, will I require,” meaning even by one judge. “ At the 
hand of every beast ” means even without warning; “ at the 
hand of man” means even with one witness; “at the hand of 
every man ” means of a man but not of a woman; “ brother ” 
means even when the witness was a relative. And the reason of 
R. Ishmael is [ibid. 6] : “ Whoso sheddeth man’s blood in man,t 
his blood shall be shed.” What is meant by “ a man in man,” 
if not ap embryo, which is in the entrails of his mother? And 
the first Tana, who holds that a descendant of Noah is not 
guilty for an embryo, is in accordance with the school of Mana- 
sheh, which maintains that every death which is mentioned 
regarding the descendants of Noah is choking; and he explains 
the above-cited verse “ in man shall his blood be shed,” that it 
means choking, from which death occurs inside of the body as 
illustrated above. R. Hamnuna objected: Does, then, the com- 


* We do not understand this similarity, although Rashi in his commentary tries 
to explain it at length. It is so complicated as to be untranslatable into English. 

f The term in Hebrew is “ be-adam,” literally, “in the man”; Leeser, how¬ 
ever, translates according to the sense. 
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mandment of bloodshed not apply to a woman? Is it not 
written [Gen. xviii. 19] : “ For I know him, that he will com¬ 
mand his sons and his household after him”? And by the 
“ household ” it means the woman, as the sons arc already men¬ 
tioned ? Fie objected, and he himself answered: It reads farther 
on, “ that they shall keep the way of the Lord, to do righteous¬ 
ness and justice.” It means that he shall command his sons to 
appoint judges for justice and his household to do righteousness 
and charity. 

Said R. Ibiah the Elder to R. Papa: Say, then, that a woman 
who is a descendant of Noah shall not be put to death if she 
has killed a man; as it reads “ from the hand of a man,” which 
means not from the hand of a woman? And he answered: So 
said R. Jehudah: It reads, “ Whoso sheddeth the blood of a 
human,” etc., which means any human whatsoever. (Said R. 
Ibiah again: “Say, then, that a female descendant of Noah 
should not be punished if she sinned, as it reads [ibid. ii. 24]: 
“ Therefore doth a man leave his father and his mother ”—a 
man, and not a woman. And he answered: So said R. Jehudah: 
It reads further, “and they become one flesh”; and with this 
the verse associates them to be equal in every respect.) 

The rabbis taught: It should read “ a man.” Why is it writ¬ 
ten “ any man whatsoever ”? To include heathens in the warn¬ 
ing of adultery, as well as Israelites. But was it not said above 
that in the seven commandments which were given to the de¬ 
scendants of Noah adultery is included? Said R. Johanan: It is 
needed for such a relationship which they do not recognize, but 
the Israelites do; c.g., a betrothed woman before marriage, 
whom they consider as single. And if it happened that a 
heathen should sin with a woman betrothed of an Israelite, he 
is to be tried in the courts of the Israelites. But if he sins with 
a married woman, he may be tried in his own courts—the pun¬ 
ishment of which is by the sword, and not choking. But is 
there not a Boraitha: A heathen who has sinned with a be¬ 
trothed woman is to be stoned; and if with a married, choked? 
Hence he is tried in the Israelitish courts, as in his own courts 
he would be slain by the sword. Said R. Na’hman b. Itz hak: 
By the term married woman is meant that the ceremony of mar¬ 
riage was performed, but her husband had not as yet had any 
connection with her; and such a marriage their courts do not 
consider, and the bride is still deemed single. Therefore he is 
to be tried in the courts of Israel, and punished with their pre- 
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scribed death. And so taught R. Haninah: The law of the 
heathen considers the wife of a man only after their connection, 
but not after the ceremony of marriage. 

There is a Boraitha in accordance with R. Johanan: Every 
relationship for which the punishment of the courts of Israel 
is death, a descendant of Noah is warned of it; but all other 
relationships, the punishment of which is not death, are permis¬ 
sible to them. So is the decree of R. Mair. The sages, how¬ 
ever, say: There are many relationships which in our courts are 
not punished with death, nevertheless the descendants of Noah 
are warned of them. If it happens that one of the latter has 
committed a crime with a daughter of Israel, which is con¬ 
sidered adultery in the courts of the Israelites, but not in the 
courts of the heathens, he is to be tried in the courts of Israel. 
But if such a crime is considered adultery also in the courts of 
the heathen, he may be tried in their own courts. However, 
we do not find a case which would be a crime for Israelites and 
not for heathens, except that of a betrothed woman (as said 
above). But why does the Boraitha not count the case of a 
married woman—by the ceremony of marriage only—which is 
a crime according to our law, and not according to their law? 
The Boraitha is in accordance with the school of Manasheh: 
The death of the descendants of Noah is also choking. Hence 
it makes no difference in which court he should be tried.* 

Resh Lakis'h said: He who raises his hand to strike his 
neighbor, although he has not as yet struck him, is called 
wicked. As it is written [Ex. ii. 13] : “And he said to the 
wicked one, wherefore smitest thou thy fellow ?” It does not 
read, “ why hast thou smitten,” but “ why smitest thou.” 
Hence he is called wicked even if 'he only raises his hand to 
strike. Zeairi in the name of R. Hanina said: He is named 
sinner. As it reads [I Sam. ii. 16] : “ If not, I will take it by 
force.” And immediately after it reads: “ The sin of the young 
men was very great.” R. Huna said: If one has the habit of 
raising his hand against man, his arm may be cut off. As it 
reads [Job, xxxviii. 15] : “And the high-raised arm should be 
broken.”f (And R. Huna acted according to his theory, and 


* The text farther on discusses about a proselyte, whose mother embraces Juda¬ 
ism when he was yet an embryo—which relationship is allowed to him and which 
not; also if a heathen is allowed to marry his daughter ; if a slave may marry his 
sister or daughter, etc.—all of which, as we deem it not fit for translation, we omit, 
f Leeser’s translation does not correspond. 



TRACT SANHEDRIN (SUPREME COUNCIL). 173 

cut off the arm of a man whose habit was to strike men with it.) 
R. Elazar said: There is no remedy for such a man, but burial. 
As it is written [ibid. xxii. 8] : “ But as for the man of a strong 
arm, for him is the land.” He said again: Only one who has a 
strong arm may obtain land (as usually there is much trouble 
to keep away cattle and all other animals which harm the 
growth, and also to preserve it from thieves, etc.). Resh Lakish 
said again: It reads [Prov. xii. 11 ] : “He that tilleth * his 
ground will be satisfied with bread.” It means, when one 
makes himself a slave to the earth, he may be satisfied with 
bread, but not otherwise. 

The Boraitha states: R. Hananiah b. Gamaliel, etc. The 
rabbis taught: It reads [Gen. ix. 4]: “But flesh in which its 
life is, which is its blood, shall ye not eat.” This means any 
member of the animal, while it is still alive. And Haninah b. 
Gamaliel said: Also the blood of same. And his reason is that 
the verse is to be read thus: Flesh in which its life is, ye shall 
not eat, and blood in which its life is, ye shall not eat. The 
rabbis, however, maintain that blood is here mentioned to teach 
that other animals, as reptiles, are allowed to a descendant of 
Noah. Similar to this, it reads [Deut. xii. 23]: “ Only be firm, 
so as not to eat the blood; for the blood is its life,” which the 
rabbis explain as meaning the blood of the veins, by which the 
soul departs. 

For what purpose is it written concerning the descendants 
of Noah, and thereafter repeated in the laws which were given 
on Mount Sinai? It is as R. Jose b. Hanina said: Every com¬ 
mandment which was given to the descendants of Noah, and 
thereafter repeated in the laws given on Mount Sinai, applies 
to both Israel and the descendants of Noah. And that which 
was given to the descendants of Noah, and not repeated, applies 
to Israel only. However, we have only one case [Gen. xxxii. 
33] which was commanded before the laws were given on 
Mount Sinai, which was not repeated, and applies only to Israel, 
according to R. Jehudah’s theory (in Tracts Chulin, Chap, vii., 
which will be explained there). 

The master said: A commandment which was repeated on 
Sinai is for both. Why not the contrary—because it was re¬ 
peated on Sinai, it must be said it was given to Israel only? Al- 


* The term in Hebrew is “obed”; literally, “worshipped,” and also "works 
up” ; and ebed means “ a slave.” Hence his analogy. 
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though idolatry was repeated on Sinai, as we find that the de¬ 
scendants of Noah were already punished for idolatry, there¬ 
fore it applies to both. He says further that that which was 
given to the descendants of Noah and not repeated is for Israel 
only. Why not the contrary—because it was not repeated, it 
applies to the descendants of Noah and not to Israel? Because 
we do not find any case where it is forbidden to the descendants 
of Noah and allowed to the Israelites, a commandment which 
was given to the children of Noah and repeated on Sinai applies 
to both. Is there not circumcision? [Gen. xvii.] : “ And God 
said unto Abraham: But thou, for thy part, shalt keep my 
covenant and it reads also [Lev. xii. 3] : “ And on the eighth 
day shall the flesh of his foreskin be circumcised.” And never¬ 
theless it applies to Israel only, and not to the descendants of 
Noah? The verse just cited was needed to permit the circum¬ 
cision to be done on Sabbath; as the term “ on the eighth day ” 
means even on Sabbath. And if you wish, it may be said that 
circumcision was given to Abraham especially. As it reads 
[Gen. xvii.] : “ But thou, for thy part, shalt keep my covenant: 
thou, and thy seed after thee, in their generations ”—which 
means “ thou and thy children,” but not some other man’s. 
But according to this, let the descendants of Ishmael be obliged 
to circumcise? It reads [ibid. xxi. 12] : “ For in Isaac shall thy 
seed be called.” But if so, let this obligation be for the children 
of Esau also? It reads “ in Isaac,” but not the whole of Isaac, 
which means to exclude the descendants of Esau. R. Oushia 
opposed: Let, then, the children of Kturah not be obliged to 
circumcision. And R. Jose b. Abin or R. Jose b. Hanina said: 
From [ibid. xvii. 14] : “ He hath broken my covenant ” is 
understood even the sons of Kturah. 

R. Jehudah said in the name of Rabh: Adam the First was 
not permitted to eat meat. As it reads [ibid. i. 29, 30] : “ To 
you it shall be for food, and to every beast of the field,” mean¬ 
ing, but not the beasts to you. However, after the descendants 
of Noah came, he permitted them. As it reads [ibid. ix. 3] : 
“ Every moving thing that liveth shall be yours for food: even 
as the green herbs have I given you all things.” And lest one 
say that they may be eaten while still alive, therefore it reads: 
“ But flesh in which its life is, which is its blood, shall ye not 
eat.” And lest one say that this forbids also reptiles, the term 
“but” excludes them. How is this to be understood? Said 
R. Huna: It reads “his blood,” which means of animals in 
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which the blood is separated from the flesh, and excludes rep¬ 
tiles, of which the blood is not separated from their flesh. 

There was an objection to that which was said that Adam 
the First was not allowed to eat meat, from that which Jehudah 
b. Bathyra said (Vol. IX., p. 7): “ Adam the First was sitting 
in the garden of Eden, and the angels served him with roasted 
meat/’ etc. Hence he was allowed ? And the answer was that 
with meat which came from heaven it is different. And the 
question is, was there any meat which came from heaven? It 
was answered: Yea! As it happened to R. Simeon b. Chalafta, 
who, being on the road, met lions, which were stirred against 
him; and a miracle occurred, and two legs fell from heaven, one 
of which the lions consumed, and the other one remained. 
Simeon then took it, brought it into the college, and questioned 
if it was allowed to eat it. And he was answered: An unclean 
thing never came from heaven. And R. Zera questioned R. 
Abuhu: How is it if such should come from heaven in the form 
of an ass? And he was scolded for this question thus: Was it 
not decided long ago that no unclean thing descends from 
heaven ? 

“ R. Simeon said: Also witchcraft.” What is his reason? It 
reads [Ex. xxii. 17]: “ Thou shalt not suffer a witch to live 
and farther on: “ Whosoever lieth with a beast shall surely be 
put to death ”—which applies also to the descendants of Noah. 
And as this applies to them, the same is the case with the first 
verse. R. Elazar said: Kilaim! Whence is this deduced ? 
Said Samuel: From [Lev. xix. 19]: “ My statutes shall ye 
keep,” which means the “ statutes which I stated long ago ” 
(long ago, to the descendants of Noah). “ Thy cattle shalt 
thou not let gender with a diverse kind; thy field shalt thou 
not sow with mingled seeds.” And as concerning cattle “ gen¬ 
der ” is prohibited, so concerning fields grafting is prohibited; 
and as the prohibition of the first applies to every place—in 
Palestine and outside of it—the same is the case with the fields. 
But if so, why not explain [ibid., ibid. 37] : “ Ye shall therefore 
observe all my statutes, and all my ordinances,” in the same 
way: “ my statutes which I stated long ago ”? Nay! “ You 
shall therefore observe my statutes ” means which 1 have now 
given to you. But in the above-cited verse, which begins, “ my 
statutes ye shall observe,” it must be said the statutes which are 
already stated. 

“ Said R. Jchoskua b. Karha ,” etc. Said R. Aha b. Jacob: 
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Infer from this that one is not guilty unless he blesses (curses) 
the Name which contains four letters, but not that of two let¬ 
ters (c.g. y a Jud and Heh—“ Ja or Aleph and Lamedh, which 
is “ ehl.” But is this not self-evident? Does not the Mishna 
state, c.g., “ Jose ... by Jose/’ which contains four let¬ 
ters? Lest one say that this is only an example, but not in 
particular, he comes to teach us that it is not so. According 
to others, Aha b. Jacob said: Infer from this that a name which 
contains four letters is also considered. Is this not self-evident? 
The example is given, “ Jose by Jose,” which contains four. 
Lest one say that one is not guilty, unless he blesses (curses) 
the great Name (Rashi explains: Which contains forty-two let¬ 
ters—which are not known to us, and the example is not par¬ 
ticular, he comes to teach us that it is not so).* 

“ They arise.” Whence is this deduced? Said R. Itz’hak 
b. Ami: From [Judges, iii. 20] : “And Ehud came unto him; 
and he was sitting in the summer upper chamber, which was for 
himself alone. And Ehud said: I have a word of God unto 
thee. And he arose out of his chair.” Is there not to be drawn 
an a fortiori conclusion—Eglon, the king of Moab, who was a 
heathen, to whom the God of Israel was known only by a pseu¬ 
donym, rose up from his chair when he heard the Name of God: 
An Israelite, hearing the great Name, so much the more must 
he arise ? 

“Rend” etc. Whence is this deduced? From [II Kings, 
xviii. 37] : “ Then came Elyakim the son of Chilkiyah, who was 
superintendent over the house, and Shebuah the scribe, and 
Yoach the son of Assaph the recorder, to Hezekiah, with their 
clothes rent; and they told unto him the words of Rabshakeh.” 

“Not to be mended.” Whence is this deduced? Said R. 
Abuhu: From an analogy of expression—“rent.” It reads 
here: “With their clothes rent”; and [ibid. ii. 12]: “And 
Elisha saw it, and he cried, My father, my father, the chariot ot 
Israel, and their horsemen. And he saw him no more; and he 
took hold of his clothes and rent them in two pieces.” Why 
the word “ pieces ” ? Is it not self-evident that when he rent 
them in two, they became pieces? Hence this term means that 
they should remain pieces and never be mended. 


* It is almost the first time that we have translated against our method, an¬ 
nounced in the third of the explanatory remarks on back of title pages, the reason of 
which we hope the reader will understand. 
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The rabbis taught: There is no difference if one hears it from 
the blasphemer himself or from the witness who heard it from 
the blasphemer—he must rend his garments. However, the 
witnesses themselves are not obliged to rend their garments 
again, as they already did so when they heard the blasphemy. 
But supposing they have already rent? Do they not hear this 
now? Hence they should rend again? This cannot be sup¬ 
posed, as it reads [ibid., ibid., 19]: “ And it came to pass, when 
King Hezekiah heard it, that he rent his clothes.” Hence 
He/ekiah rent, but they who told him did not rend again. 

R. Jehudah said in the name of Samuel: If one hears a blas¬ 
phemy from the mouth of a heathen, he is not obliged to rend 
his garments. And should one say: Why did they rend when 
they heard it from Rabshakeh?—he was not a heathen, but an 
apostate Jew. The same said again in the name of the same 
authority: Garments must be rent only upon the unique proper 
Name, but not upon a pseudonym. And he differs from R. 
Hyya in both his decisions, as R. Hyya said: If one hears a 
blasphemy in our times, he is not obliged to rend; for if one 
should say he is obliged, then all garments would be full of 
rents. Now, who are the blasphemers—Israelites? Are they 
so bold as to blaspheme God? Hence he means heathens. 
And are, then, the heathen aware of the unique proper Name? 
Hence he means a pseudonym. And nevertheless he says, “ in 
our times,” from which we understand that in previous times 
it was obligatory to rend upon a pseudonym also. Infer from 
this that so it was. 

“ The second witness says; I heard exactly the same,” etc. Said 
Resh Lakish: Infer from this that in civil cases, as well as in 
criminal, if one of the witnesses says: “ I have heard just the 
same,” and does not repeat what he has heard, it is lawful. And 
that which the court used to require from the witnesses, that 
each of them should explain how the case was, is only a higher 
standard which the rabbis have enacted. In the case of blas¬ 
phemy, however, in which it is impossible that the second wit¬ 
ness should repeat, they leaned on the biblical law. As, if it 
were biblically illegal, how could it be supposed that because it 
is forbidden to repeat, a man should be put to death? 

“ And so also says the third witness.” This anonymous 
Mishna is in accordance with R. Aqiba, who compares three 
witnesses to two. 

MISHNA VII. : He is considered an idolater who worships 
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it with its proper * worship: and even if he only sacrifices, 
smokes incense, or pours wine. He is also so considered if he 
bows himself to it, or accepts it as a god, even without any other 
act. And also if he only says : Thou art my god. However, 
he who arms, kisses, wipes the dirt, sprinkles water, washes, 
anoints, dresses, or shoes it, transgresses a negative command¬ 
ment [Ex. xx. 5]. He who vows or determines in its name 
transgresses also a negative commandment [ibid, xxiii. 13]. 
He who uncovers himself before Baal Peor, and commits a 
nuisance (is guilty, for) this is the mode of worshipping him; 
also, he who casts a stone on a merculis ( licrmaeon ) —that is the 
way of worshipping it (and he is guilty). 

GEMARA: Whence is this deduced? The rabbis taught: 
It is written [Ex. xxii. 19] : He that sacrificeth unto any god, 
save unto the Lord only, shall be utterly destroyed. If the word 
“ any ” were omitted from this verse, I would say it speaks of 
one who sacrifices animals outside of the sanctuary: but as the 
word is written, it is to explain that it means: who sacrifices to 
any idol. From this, however, we infer sacrificing only. But 
whence do we know that the same is the case with smoking 
incense or pouring wine? From the words “ unto the Lord 
only,” which would be superfluous if they do not mean: all the 
kinds of worshipping the Lord—if he has done it to an idol, he 
is guilty. Now, as sacrificing is included in the worshipping 
of the Eternal, and nevertheless specified, it is to be assumed 
that it comes to teach that one is guilty for that kind of wor¬ 
shipping which takes place inside of the sanctuary. Whence, 
then, do we know that bowing is also considered? From 
[Deut. xvii. 3] : “ And he hath gone and served other gods and 
bowed + himself to them ” ; and [ibid., ibid. 5] : it reads: “ Then 
shalt thou bring forth that man,” etc. But from this we know 
the punishment —whence is the warning? [Ex. xxxiv. 14] : 
“ For thou shalt bow thyself to no other god.” And lest one 
say that arming, kissing, shoeing are also included to be crimes 
subject to capital punishment, as they are to be inferred from 
bowing, therefore sacrificing was specified, to show that noth¬ 
ing is to be inferred from bowing, and also to teach that as a 
distinction is made concerning the worshipping inside of the 
sanctuary, the same is the case with all other worshippings 
which are used inside —if with such one has worshipped an idol, 


* This is explained in the Gemara by R. Jeremiah, 
f Leeser has omitted this ; we do not know the reason why. 
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he is liable to a capital punishment. However, bowing is out 
of this rule and stands aione. 

The master said: If not for the word “ any.” I won' : say it 
speaks of sacrificing out of the sanctuary. But is not such a 
crime under the category of Korath? Should one say that it 
is when he was not warned, but ir he was, capita punishment 
applies, he comes to teach us that it is not so. 

Said Rabha b. R. Hanan to Abayi: Why not say that from 
bowing “ all kinds of worshipping ” is to be inferred, and the 
specification of sacrificing is needed for itself, to teach that an 
intention of worshipping an idol 'with any future act. although 
one does not intend it by the first act. is considered worship; 
e.g.y if one slaughters a cow with the intention of sprink' ing its 
blood,, or of burning its fat before the idol,, although with the 
slaughtering he does not worship it. it is nevertheless con¬ 
sidered, and it is prohibited to derive any benefit from the cow. 
according to Johanan ? But according to Resh Lakish the cow 
is permissible for use, as he does not hold this theory. And 
the reason of R. Johanan is because he infers it from the wor¬ 
shipping inside, as to which a future intention, e.g .. to sprinkle 
the blood on the morrow — makes invalid the whole sacrifice. 
The same is the case with an outside act, as illustrated here. 

Said R. Aha of Dim to Rabhina: According to Rabha b. R. 
Hanan, who said to Abayi: Why not say that from bowing all 
kinds of worshipping are to be inferred? What, then, would 
he exclude from the passage which reads [Deut. xiL 30]: " How 
did these nations serve their god ? ” -And lest one say that one 
who uncovers himself for such idols as are worshipped with 
sacrifices is excluded, this may be inferred from bowing: as the 
act of bowing is an honor to the idoL so are all kinds of worship 
which are in order to honor. But uncovering, which is a dis¬ 
grace, is not considered a worship? Say — to exclude the one 
who uncovers himself for Merculis- -And lest one say that as 
the kind of worship of Merculis is a disgrace, the same shall be 
the case with the disgrace of uncovering, it comes to teach us 
that it is not so. But did not R. Elazar say: Whence do we 
know that if one sacrifices an animal to Mercu T :~ he 1* guilty? 
From [Lev. xvii. 7] : " So that they s a. offer no more their 
sacrifices unto evil spirits.” hich is no: needed for itself, as 
this is already written elsewhere ' Apply it. therefore, to bring¬ 
ing an offering to an idol of which the kind of worshipping is 
not sacrificing. Now, as from bowing is inferred all kinds of 
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worshipping which are of honor, so one is liable if he did it for 
any idol, whatsoever be the kind of its worship. Why, then, 
does R. Eliezer need the above-cited verse? He means to say: 
Even if he had sacrificed to Merculis, not as an honor but for 
dishonor, he is nevertheless liable for the transgression of the 
negative commandment cited above. 

It happened to Hamnuna that he lost his oxen, and while 
searching for them Rabha met him, and propounded to him a 
contradiction from the two following Mishnayoth: In our 
Mishna it is stated: “ He who zvorships idols,” from which is 
to be inferred only -worshipping, but not saying . And there is 
another Mishna, farther on, which states: He who says: “ I will 
worship,” or “ I will go to worship,” or “We will go to wor¬ 
ship ”—is already considered an idolater. And he answered: 
Our Mishna means that he said: I do not accept this idol as a 
god unless by worshipping. Said R. Joseph to him: You are 
saying this as if it were your own opinion. Do you ignore the 
Tanaim who differ on this point in the following Boraitha: If 
one says: “ Come ye and worship me, for I am a god,” R. Mair 
makes him guilty as a seducer, and R. Jehudah frees him. 
However, if there were some who had already worshipped him, 
all agree that he is guilty. Thus it reads [Ex. xx. 4]: “ Thou 
shalt not make unto thyself,” etc., which means also, “ Thou 
shalt not make thyself for an image.” But the point of their 
difference is that he was not as yet worshipped. R. Mair makes 
him guilty because, according to his opinion, talking is to be 
taken into consideration; and according to R. Jehudah it is not. 
Hence we see that Tanaim differ on this point? After deliber¬ 
ating, however, said R. Joseph: What I said was not correct; 
as we find in the following Boraitha that R. Jehudah also makes 
one guilty for talking: R. Jehudah said: One is not guilty un¬ 
less he says: “ I will worship,” or “ I will go and worship,” or 
“ We will go and worship.” And the point of their difference 
in the Boraitha cited above is thus: If one who is a seducer for 
himself (i.e., “ Worship me ”), and there were some people who 
said, “ Yea,” according to R. Mair he is considered a seducer 
because there were some people who answered, “ Yea ” ; and 
according-to R. Jehudah this is not considered, as their answer, 
“Yea,” is only a joke. They ridicule him, saying: Are you 
not a man like us? And the Mishnayoth, which contradict 
each other, are to be explained thus: Our Mishna, which states 
“ who worshipped,” treats if he who was seduced, listened and 
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worshipped him, he is guilty; because if an individual made 
up his mind to worship him, it is to be presumed that he will 
not retract. And the other Mishna treats of when many 
people were seduced and worshipped him, it is not to be 
considered, as it is to be supposed that they will reconsider, see¬ 
ing there is nothing in him, and will retract. And R. Joseph 
said: Whence did I take my theory? From [Deut. xiii. 9] : 
“ Then shalt thou not consent unto him, nor shalt thou hearken 
unto him.” From which it is to be understood that if he did 
listen, and consented unto him, he is culpable. Abayi objected 
to him: Is there indeed a difference between an individual who 
was seduced and a majority? Is there not a Boraitha: It reads 
[ibid., ibid. 7] : “ If thy brother, the son of thy mother, should 
entice thee,” means that there is no difference between an indi¬ 
vidual and a majority, if they were seduced? And the verse 
which excluded an individual from a majority, is to make more 
rigorous his body—viz., to be stoned—and lenient concerning 
his property, which remains for his heirs; and excluded also a 
majority from an individual, to make more lenient their bodies 
—viz., slaying by the sword—and rigorous concerning their 
property, which must be burned. Hence we see that only on 
this point is there a difference between them, but on all other 
points they are equal. And therefore he explains the two con¬ 
tradictory Mishnayoth, that one speaks of when he has se¬ 
duced himself—therefore he is not culpable unless he wor¬ 
shipped, as from his talk only, it is supposed that he will retract 
after deliberating. And that Mishna which makes him culpable 
for talking only, speaks of when he was seduced by others, as it 
is not to be supposed that he will retract. On the contrary, as 
they are many, it is highly probable that he will be inclined to 
them. And Abayi also infers his theory from the above-cited 
verse, “ If he did not consent,” etc., from which it is to be 
understood that if he did, he is culpable. Rabha, however, 
maintains that both Mishnayoth speak of when he was seduced 
by others, but one treats of when the seducers said to him: “ So 
does the idol eat, so does it drink, so does it good, and so does 
it harm ” ; and the other one treats of when he was not so in¬ 
formed. And he adds: Whence do I deduce my theory ? From 
[ibid., ibid. 8]: “Some of the gods of the nations which are round 
about you, that are nigh unto thee,” etc. To what purpose is 
it written? Is there a difference if the idols were near to him 
or far from him? It must be explained that the verse means 
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thus: From the nature of the idols which are near to thee, thou 
mayst understand the nature of those which are far from thee. 
( I.e ., usually a seducer comes to tell one from such as are not 
known to him, and relates before him all the good of the idol, 
and so seduces him to worship. Hence he said to him: “ So 
does it eat, so does it drink,” etc.) R. Ashi maintains: The 
Mishna which makes one guilty for talking treats of an apos¬ 
tate, who is guilty for talking, as such would not retract after it 
is seen that such is his habit.” Rabhina, however, said: Both 
Mishnayoth speak of an Israelite, not of an apostate, and they 
do not differ at all, as the first Mishna says, “ who worshipped,” 
and the second states not only “ worship,” but if he says, “ I 
will,” he is also culpable. 

It was taught: If one worship an idol because he loves it, or 
because he fears it, according to Abayi he is culpable, and ac¬ 
cording to Rabha he is free. The former said so because, after 
all, he has worshipped it, and therefore he is guilty; and the 
latter maintains: He is guilty only when he accepts it as a god; 
but when this is no longer the case, he is free. 

Said Abayi: I take my theory from our Mishna, which states, 
“ If one worship,” etc., “ sacrifice,” etc. Now, as the Mishna 
explains farther on all the kinds of worshipping, the term “ wor¬ 
shipped,” without specifying the kind, means for love or for 
fear. Rabha, however, maintains that the Mishna is to be ex¬ 
plained as by R. Jeremiah. Said Abayi: I may infer my theory 
from the following Boraitha: It reads: “Thou shalt not bow 
thyself to them ”—but thou mayst bow thyself to a man who 
is equal to thee. But lest one say, “ Even if the man were wor¬ 
shipped like Haman ? ” therefore it reads: “ Thou shalt not wor¬ 
ship them.” Now, Haman was worshipped for fear. We see, 
then, that such a worship is considered. Rabha, however, ex¬ 
plains the Boraitha: Like Haman, who established himself as 
an idol, but not like him who was worshipped only for fear. 
And Abayi said again: I infer my theory from the following 
Boraitha: The anointed priest for war may bring an offering, 
if he acted unintentionally concerning idolatry. So is the de¬ 
cree of Rabbi. Now, let us see! What means, “ he acted un¬ 
intentionally ” ? Shall we assume that he thought, of a house 
of idolatry, that it was a synagogue, and bowed himself? Then 
why should he bring an offering—his heart was toward Heaven? 
We must then say that he saw an image and bowed himself. 
Now, if he accepted it as a god, then he has acted intention- 
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ally and should be put to death. But if he has not accepted it 
as a god, but bowed himself— c.g., for the honor of the king 
who was with him ? Then it cannot be considered a sin at all, 
even to the extent of bringing an offering. We must then say 
that “ unintentionally ” means for love or for fear. Rabha, 
however, maintains that his error was that he thought that 
such a thing was allowed. 

R. Zakkai taught in the presence of R. Johanan: If one has 
sarificed, smoked incense, poured wine, and bowed himself be¬ 
fore an idol, because of one forgetfulness (that the law does not 
allow it), he is liable for one sin-offering only. And R. Johanan 
answered him: Go and teach your teaching outside of the col¬ 
lege ( i.e ., it is nonsense). Said R. Abba: As to the theory of R. 
Zakkai, R. Jose and R. Nathan differ in the following Boraitha: 
The negative commandment of kindling on Sabbath, which is 
already included in the negative commandment, “ Thou shalt 
not do any labor,” is written for the purpose of teaching that he 
who kindles transgresses only a negative commandment, which 
is not under the category of Korath or capital punishment, as 
for all other labor on Sabbath. And R. Nathan differs from 
him (see Sabbath, p. 000). And there is the same difference 
here concerning bowing. According to R. Jose, bowing was 
specified for the purpose of showing that he who does so trans¬ 
gresses only a negative commandment, to which capital punish¬ 
ment does not apply. And R. Nathan differs from him with 
the same theory as concerning kindling. 

When R. Samuel b. Jehudah came from Palestine, he said 
that R. Zakkai had taught before R. Johanan thus: Concerning 
Sabbath it is more rigorous than all other commandments in 
one respect, and all other commandments are more rigorous 
than concerning Sabbath in another respect—viz., concerning 
Sabbath, if one has done two kinds of labor by one forgetfulness 
(e.g., he forgot that it was Sabbath), he is liable for two sin- 
offerings; and in all other commandments—if, for instance, he 
worshipped with two kinds by one forgetfulness—he is liable 
to one sin-offering. And in another respect the other com¬ 
mandments are more rigorous than concerning Sabbath; as 
concerning Sabbath, if he had done any labor unintentionally 
— i.e., he intended to do another thing and did this—he is not 
liable at all, while concerning other commandments, if such a 
thing occurs, he is liable for a sin-offering. 

R. Ami said: If one has worshipped by all three worships— 
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viz., sacrificing, smoking, and pouring—in one forgetfulness, 
he is liable only for one sin-offering. Said Abayi: The reason 
of R. Ami’s theory is: Because it is written, “ Ye shall not wor¬ 
ship them,” hence the Torah has included all kinds of worship 
into one. Did Abayi indeed say so? Has he not said: There 
is written in the Scripture three times “ bowing,” concerning 
idolatry: once, that one is culpable if the worship of the idol 
was by bowing; second, that one is culpable even if the worship 
of the idol was not by bowing; and the third, to distinguish it 
from all other worships—that one is liable for it to a capital 
punishment? You say once, when the usage is to worship 
thus. Is, then, a verse needed as to this? Is it not written 
plainly [Deut. xii. 30]: “ How did these nations serve their 
gods ? even so will I do likewise ” ? Say then, once, for such 
an idol as is not accustomed to be worshipped by bowing, but 
only occasionally; and once, for such as before which bowing 
is not used at all— c.g ., Baal Peor; and once, to separate it for 
capital punishment? Hence we see that he is not in accordance 
with R. Ami ? He said so to give a reason for R. Ami’s theory, 
but he himself does not agree with him. 

“ And also if he only says, ‘ Thou art my god.’ ” R. Na’hman 
in the name of Rabba b. Abuhu, quoting Rabh, said: As soon 
as he has said, “ Thou art my god,” he is culpable. But what 
news is this? If he means capital punishment, did not the 
Mishna say so? He means to say that he is liable to bring a 
sin-offering, if this was said by an error, even according to the 
rabbis, who require an act. But does not a Boraitha state: One 
is not culpable unless by acting— c.g., sacrificing, smoking, 
pouring, or bowing? To which Resh Lakish said: Who is the 
Tana who holds that bowing is also an act? R. Aqiba, who 
does no! require a mental act—from which it is to be under¬ 
stood that the rabbis do? Rabh also means to say in accord¬ 
ance with R. Aqiba. But is this not self-evident? Does not 
R. Aqiba say that even an unintentional blasphemer is also 
liable for a sin-offering? Lest one say that R. Aqiba holds liable 
a blasphemer because the punishment of korath is mentioned 
in the Scripture concerning him, but concerning bowing, which 
is not mentioned, even R. Aqiba frees him from this obligation, 
he comes to teach us that they are compared. As it reads [Ex. 
xxxii. 8]: “ They have bowed themselves to it, and have sacri¬ 
ficed unto it,” etc. 

R. Johanan said: If not for the Vav in the word “ he- 
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elukha ” (brought thee up) in the above-cited verse (which 
makes it plural and means that they also took part in the exodus 
from Egypt), all Israel would be liable to be destroyed. How¬ 
ever, in this the following Tanaim differ: Anonymous teachers 
say: If not for the Vav in the word “ he-elukha,” etc. Said R. 
Simeon b. Johai to them: This is still worse, as there is a tradi¬ 
tion: He who conjoins the name of Heaven with something else 
is to be destroyed; and therefore the Vav in “ he-elukha/' which 
makes the word plural, shows that they were fond of many gods. 

“ He who arms, kisses ,” etc. When Rabbin came from Pales¬ 
tine, he said in the name of R. Elazar that one is not punisheu 
with stripes for all them, unless one vows or determines in its 
name. But let us see! Why is one not punished for all these? 
Because the negative commandment is not plainly written to 
this effect, but was included in the negative commandment, 
“ Thou shalt not worship them.” And there is a rule that for 
such a commandment no stripes apply. Why, then, should 
stripes apply to one who vows? This commandment is also 
not for mental labor, but for manual. And there is a rule that 
concerning a commandment in which mental labor is not in¬ 
volved, stripes do not apply. He is in accordance with R. 
Jehudah, who said that for such a negative commandment 
stripes do apply. As we have learned in the following Boraitha: 
It reads [Ex. xii. 10] : “ And ye shall not let anything of it re¬ 
main until morning, and that which remaineth of it until morn¬ 
ing ye shall burn with fire.” Hence the Scripture came to give 
a positive commandment (ye shall burn) after a negative com¬ 
mandment (ye shall not leave), to say that for the transgression 
of such a negative commandment stripes do not apply. So 
R. Jehudah. R. Jacob, however, says: The reason why stripes 
do not apply is not because of that which is said by R. Jehudah, 
but because in this commandment no mental labor is involved, 
and to such no stripes apply. Hence we see that, according 
to R. Jehudah, even to such stripes do apply. 

“ He who voivs in its name” etc. Whence is this deduced? 
From [Ex. xxiii. 13] : “ And of the name of other gods ye shall 
make no mention ”—which means, one must not say to his 
neighbor: Await me in such and such a place, where such and 
such an idol is to be found. “ It shall not be heard out of thy 
mouth ” means, one shall not vow or determine in its name, 
and shall also not cause others to do so. Another explanation 
to, “ It shall not be heard out of thy mouth,” is that it is a warn- 
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ing to a seducer and to a misleader. But concerning a seducer 
is it not written plainly [Deut. xiii. 12] : “ And all Israel shall 
hear and be afraid ” ? Therefore it must be said that it is a 
warning to a misleader, and also that one shall not cause others 
to vow or determine in its name. And this is a support to 
Samuel’s father, who said that one must not make partner¬ 
ship with an idolater, as it may be that his partner will owe an 
oath to him, and he will swear by the name of his idol. And 
the Torah says: “ It shall not be heard out of thy mouth,” which 
means: You shall not cause others to vow in its name. 

It happened once that Ula lodged in Khalmbu, and when 
he came to Rabha, he asked him: “ Where did the master lodge 
last night? ” And he said: In Khalmbu. Said Rabha to him: 
Is it not written: “ The name of other gods ye shall not men¬ 
tion ”? Rejoined Ula: So said R. Johanan: Every idol which 
is mentioned in the Scripture, one may mention. 

R. Jehudah in the name of Rabh said: It happened to a 
female heathen who was very sick and vowed that if she re¬ 
covered she would worship all the idols which were to be found. 
And after her recovery she did so. When she reached Baal 
Peor she asked how it should be worshipped. And she was told 
that worshippers ate mangcorn, drank beer, and then uncovered 
themselves in its face. And she said: “ I would rather suffer the 
same sickness again than perform such a worship.” But yet the 
house of Israel have not done so, as it reads [Num. xxv. 5] : 
“ That have been joined unto Baal Peor,” which means like 
the cover to a pot. However [Deut. iv. 4] : “ But ye that 
cleave unto the Lord,” etc., as a twin of dates. A Boraitha 
states; “Joined to Peor,” as a ring on the finger of a woman, 
“cleave to the Lord ” means, literally. 

The rabbis taught: It happened to Saphta b. Als, who hired 
his ass to a certain female heathen. And when she reached the 
place of Baal Peor, she said to him: “Await me here, I will 
enter only for a while and come out.” And when she came out, 
he also said to her: “ Await me here, I will also do the same.” 
And to her question: “Are you not a Jew?” he answered: 
“What do you care?” He then entered, uncovered himself 
and put the dirt on the nose of the idol. And the ministers 
of Peor praised him for this, saying that there was no man who 
worshipped Peor as properly as he did. The sages, however, 
made him guilty for the proper worship of the idol, although 
his intention was to disgrace it. And the same is the case if he 
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throws a stone at Merculis, although with the intention of ston¬ 
ing it, he is nevertheless guilty, for so is the kind of its worship. 

R. Menassah went to the city of Turta, and was told that 
this place is of an idol. And he took up a lump and threw it 
at it (the idolatrous statue). He was then told that it was Mer¬ 
culis, and he answered that the Mishna states “ he who throws 
a stone at Merculis,” i.e., to worship. And when he came to 
the college he was told that the Mishna means, even if his in¬ 
tention was to stone it. He then said: I will go and take it 
up. However, he was told that it is the same transgression, 
for by taking one stone he makes room for another. 

MISHNA VIII .: If one gives one of his children to Molech, 
he is not guilty unless he had transferred him to the servants 
of Molech and let him pass through the fire. If, however, he 
had transferred and not passed through the fire, or vice versa, 
he is not guilty. 

GEMARA: The Mishna speaks of idols, and mentions 
Molech. Said R. Abiu: Our Mishna is in accordance with him 
who says that Molech is not an idol at all. As we have learned 
in the following Boraitha: There is no difference whether one 
has given of his children to other idols or to Molech—he is 
culpable. R. Eliezer b. R. Simeon, however, maintains: Only 
if he has done it to Molech he is guilty, but not if to another 
idol. Said Abayi: R. Elazar b. Simeon and Hanina b. Antiguus 
have said the same—R. Elazar b. Simeon, in the Boraitha cited; 
and Hanina, who said in the following Boraitha: Why does the 
Torah use the term Molech?* To say of every one whom 
they have accepted as a king over them—be it even a piece of 
wood—one is guilty if he had transferred one of his children 
for it. Hence we see that, according to him, one is guilty only 
concerning Molech, but not concerning another idol. Rabha, 
however, maintains that Simeon and Hanina differ concerning 
a temporary Molech, as according to R. Simeon one is not 
guilty on account of such. 

R. Janai said: One is not guilty unless he transfers a child 
to the servants of the idol, as it reads [Lev. xviii. 21]: “And 
from thy children thou shalt not give to pass through the fire 
to Molech.” And so also we have learned in the following 
Boraitha: Lest one say that when he passed his child and has 
not transferred, he should be guilty, therefore it reads, “ Thou 
shalt not give.” If he has transferred and not passed through 


* The term for king in Hebrew is tnelech. 
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the fire, he is also not guilty, because it reads, “ to pass through 
the fire.” And if one has done both, but not for Molech, one 
might say he is guilty? Therefore it reads, “ to Molech.” If 
one has transferred and passed to Molech, but not through fire, 
he is also not guilty, because it reads, “ through fire.” And 
it is written also [Deut. xviii. io] : “ There shall not be found 
among thee any one who causeth his son or his daughter to 
pass through the fire.” And we infer one from the other. As 
there it is mentioned plainly “ fire,” so here also it is meant fire; 
and as here is meant Molech, so also there is meant Molech. 
Said R. Aha b. Rabha: If one has transferred all his children 
to Molech, he is not guilty, as the verse reads, “ and from thy 
children ”—but not all. R. Ashi questioned: How is it if one 
has passed through the fire a son blind or asleep, or one of his 
grandchildren? The last question may be answered from the 
following: It reads [Lev. xx. 3] : “ Because of his seed he has 
given unto Molech.” To what purpose was it written? Be¬ 
cause in the above-cited verse in Deuteronomy it reads “ son ” 
and “ daughter,” and one might say, but not of grandchildren. 
Therefore it is written [ibid., ibid. 4] : “ When he giveth of his 
seed,” in which grandchildren are included. 

Let us see ! The Tana begins with verse three [3] and ends 
with verse four [4]. He did so because of another teaching. 
One might say that one is guilty only for legitimate children, 
but not for illegitimate; therefore it reads in verse four, from 
his “ seeds,” which includes all. 

Said R. Jehudah: One is not guilty unless he let him pass 
in the usual manner. What was that? Said Abayi: A row of 
bricks were placed for passing, and on both sides fire was 
kindled. Rabha, however, maintains that it was by jumping, 
as children used to jump on Purim. (Rashi explains that they 
used to have a pit in which fire was kindled, and the people 
used to jump over it.) 

There is a Boraitha in accordance with Rabha: One is not 
culpable unless he has passed in the usual manner of worship. 
However, if he passed it by, not jumping, he is not guilty. 
He is also culpable only when he passed his descendants; but 
not if his brother, sisters, father, mother, or even himself. R. 
Eliezer b. R. Simeon, however, makes guilty him who passed 
himself. There is no difference whether he has passed to 
Molech or to any other idol. R. Eliezer b. R. Simeon, how¬ 
ever, maintains: To Molech, but not to others. 
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Said Ula: The reason why R. Elazar makes guilty him who 
passes himself is because it reads: “ bkho ”—literally, “ in thee,” 
which means “ thyself.” But do not the rabbis also give atten¬ 
tion to the word “bkho”? Is there not a Mishna in Middle 
Gate (p. 000): And R. Jehudah said: The reason of it is because 
it is written “ bkho ” ? There is also another reason—because 
the verse begins with “ although, indeed.” 

R. Jose b. Hanina said: Three times korath is mentioned 
concerning idolatry: once for worshipping it as it is done usu¬ 
ally; once as not done usually; and once for Molech, although 
it was not considered an idol. And to him that holds that 
Molech was also an idol, why is a separate korath needed for 
it? Is it not included in idolatry? To him who passes his 
son not in its usual manner (Lc., although he is not put to death 
by the court, the punishment of korath rests upon him). And 
to him who holds that he who worships idols— c.g., he sings be¬ 
fore one—is also considered blasphemous,—to what purpose is 
korath mentioned concerning blasphemy? To that which we 
have learned in the following Boraitha: It reads [Num. xv. 31]: 
“ hekorath tekorath ”—“ hekorath,” which means cut off from 
this world; “ tekorath,” from the world to come. So R. Aqiba. 
Said R. Ishmael to him: Is it not written in the preceding verse, 
“Shall be cut off”? Are there then three worlds? There¬ 
fore the expression [in 30] means from this world, and the 
term “ hekorath ” means from the world to come; and the ex¬ 
pression “ tekorath ” is not to be considered, as the Torah 
speaks with the usual language of human beings. 

MISHNA IX.: Baal ob (mentioned in the Scripture) is the 
python that makes the dead speak from his armpit, and Yidoui 
means one that makes the dead speak from his mouth. These 
two are to be stoned; and he who queries from them is warned 
[Lev. xix. 31]. 

GEMARA: Why does our Mishna count both Baal ob and 
Yidoui, and in Tract Keritoth the Tana mentioned only Baal 
ob and omittedYidouim, etc.? (The discussion here is a repe¬ 
tition from Tract Kheritoth, which is the proper place, where 
it will be translated.) 

The rabbis taught: Baal ob is one who ventriloquizes, and 
a Yidoui is he who puts a certain bone in his mouth, which 
speaks from itself. 

The rabbis taught: There are two kinds of “ ob : one who 
brings up the dead, and one who questions a dead head. He 
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who brings up the dead—it appears before him not in the usual 
manner, but with its feet on top; and on the Sabbath it does not 
come up at all. But he who does this with the head of one dead 
answers as usual, and answers also on Sabbath. Also about 
this, R. Aqiba was questioned by Turnusrupus: Why is this day 
(of Sabbath) distinguished from all other days? To which 
Aqiba answered: Why is this man (Turnusrupus) distinguished 
from all other men? And he answered: Because it is the will 
of my master (the king). Rejoined R. Aqiba: Sabbath is also 
distinguished because it is the will of the Lord of the Universe. 
Said Turnusrupus: You misunderstand me. My question is: 
Whence do you know that this day is Sabbath? And he an¬ 
swered: From the river of Sabbation (which rests on this day); 
and it may also be proved from the fact that he who occupies 
himself with bringing up the dead cannot do his work on Sab¬ 
bath; and also the grave of your father may prove that the 
smoke which comes out of it on all week days does not come 
out of it on all week days does not come out on Sabbath. 
Exclaimed Turnusrupus : You have disgraced, ashamed, and 
insulted me. 

Is not he who queries an “ ob ” the same as one who inquires 
of the dead? Nay! The latter is as we have learned in the 
following Boraitha: By “ inquire of the dead ” is meant he who 
does not take food all day, and while he suffers hunger he goes 
to a cemetery, and remains there overnight for the purpose that 
the unclean spirit should rest upon him. And when R. Aqiba 
used to read this passage, he would weep, saying: Is not an 
a fortiori conclusion to be drawn from this passage? If one 
who makes himself suffer from hunger, for the purpose that 
the unclean spirit should rest upon him, usually succeeds, and 
the spirit in question rests upon him, so much the more, if one 
makes himself suffer hunger for the purpose that the pure spirit 
should rest upon him, should he succeed in reaching his desire; 
but what can we do if our sins cause that our desire shall not 
be reached, as it reads [Is. lix. 2] : “ But your iniquities have 
ever made a separation between you and your God”? Said 
Rabha: If the upright would take care to be clean from any sin 
whatsoever, they would be able to create a world (and he infers 
it from the verse just cited). Rabha created a man and sent him 
up to R. Zera. The latter spoke to him, and he did not answer. 
Exclaimed R. Zera: I see that thou wast created by one of our 
colleagues. It is beter that thou shouldst be returned to 
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the earth from which thou wast taken. R. Hanina and R. 
Oshia were acustomed to sit every eve of Sabbath studying 
the book of creation, and create a calf like that of the third 
offspring of a living cow, and they used to consume it on 
Sabbath. 

The rabbis taught: An observer of times is, according to R. 
Simeon, he who passes the outcome of a certain male over his 
eye (for the purpose of witchcraft); according to the sages, it is 
he who dazzles the eyes. R. Aqiba, however, said: The one who 
reckons times and hours, saying: This day is good to go on the 
road, such a day is good to buy things, on the eves of the Sab¬ 
batic years the wheat is fine, such and such a time is good for 
picking peas as they will not become verminous. 

The rabbis taught: An enchanter is he who says: “ My bread 
has fallen from my mouth to-day, and it is a bad sign”; or, 
“ My cane has fallen from my hands ”; or, “ My son called me 
up from my back ”; or, “ A robin is calling me ”; or, “ A ram 
has crossed my way ”; or, “ A snake is on my right, a fox is on 
my left, and all this is a bad sign.” Or, if one says to a col¬ 
lector : Do not begin with me, as this will be a bad sign for me. 
And the same is it if he says: “ To-day is the first day of the 
month,” or, “ It is the Sabbath eve, and if I should pay at this 
time I will have a bad week ” or “ a bad month.” And the 
same is the case with them who enchant with cats, birds, and 
fish (i.e., I will not begin this thing because a cat has crossed 
my way, etc.). So is the teaching of the rabbis. 

MISHNA X .: He who violates the Sabbath with such a 
labor as is liable to korath if done intentionally, and to a sin 
offering if unintentionally. 

GEMARA: From this we see that there are violations of 
Sabbath to which neither korath nor a sin-offering apply. What 
are they? The limit of the cities (Te’humi), in accordance with 
R. Aqiba; and kindling, according to R. Jose. 

MISHNA XL: He who curses his father or mother is not 
punished with a capital punishment, unless he curse them by 
the proper Name of God. If he has done so with a pseudonym, 
according to R. Mair he is guilty, and according to the sages he 
is not. 

GEMARA: Who are the sages ? R. Mnahem b. Jose of the 
following Boraitha, who said thus: It reads [Lev. xxiv. 16] : 
“ When he pronouneeth the holy name,” etc. Why is here re¬ 
peated ** the holy name ” ? It should read: If he blaspheme, 
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etc. To teach that in the case of cursing father and mother 
one is not guilty unless he do so with the Holy Name. 

The rabbis taught: It reads [ibid., xx. 9]: “Every one,” 
instead of “ one.” This came to include a daughter, or an her¬ 
maphrodite, or an andogyn. “ That curseth his father and his 
mother.” But whence do we know that the same is the case 
when he curses his father only, or his mother only? Therefore 
it reads farther on, “ his father and his mother has he cursed.” 
Hence the word “ cursed ” corresponds with the word 
“ mother ” ; and in the beginning of the verse the word 
“ cursed” corresponds with “father,” which is to be explained as 
that he is equaly guilty if he has cursed his father or his mother. 
So is the decree of R. Jashia. R. Jonathan, however, said: The 
beginning of the verse can be explained that it means both to¬ 
gether, and also one or the other; and in such a case the applica¬ 
bility is to each of them, unless the verse itself explains that both 
together are meant. “ Shall be put to death ”—by stoning! 
But perhaps with some other kind of death mentioned in the 
Scripture? It reads here, “ His blood shall be upon him,” and 
elsewhere it is written, “ Their blood shall be upon them.” As 
there it means stoning, the same is it here. But here we have 
heard of the punishment. Where is the warning? [Ex. xxii. 
27] : “ The judges thou shalt not revile, and a ruler among thy 
people thou shalt not curse.” “ If one’s father were one of the 
two, he is included; but if he was neither a judge nor a Nasi, 
whence do we know that the same is the case? This can be 
inferred from the construction of the leading rule in both cases 
(i.e., one who is to be respected must not be cursed, although 
the nature of respecting them is not equal), as concerning a 
judge we are commanded to follow his decision, which is not 
the case v with a Nasi; and concerning the latter we are com¬ 
manded not to rebel against him, which is not the case with a 
judge. However, in one case they are equal, in that they are 
of “ thy people,” and thou must not curse them. The same is 
the case with the father, who is also of “ thy people ” and must 
be respected by thee. Hence you are warned not to curse him. 
And lest one say that, after all, we can infer nothing from the 
case in which they are equal, as their dignity is the reason of 
their equality, which is not the case with a common father, con¬ 
cerning this it reads [Lev. xix. 14]: “Thou shalt not curse 
the deaf ”—from which we see that the verse speaks of the un¬ 
fortunates of “ thy people.” And lest one say that this is also 
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different, as the misfortune is the reason, the above case of 
judge and Nasi proves that this is not so. And again, their 
dignity is the reason? The case of the deaf proves that it is 
not so. Hence, although the reason of the one is not similar 
to that of the other, in one thing, however, they are equal, in 
that they are of “ thy people ” and must not be cursed. The 
same is the case with his father. And still, lest one say that, 
after all, the three above mentioned are distinguished, which 
is not the case with the father, it may be said that if the reason 
is because of distinction, it would not be necessary for the 
Scripture to write all the three, as a judge and a death or a 
Nasi and a death would suffice. Why, then, all the three? As 
it is not needed for itself, apply it to a common father. And 
all this is correct to him who explains the word “ Elohim ” in 
the above-cited verse [Ex. xxii.] with “judges”; but to him 
who explains the word “ Elohim ” as meaning God, what can 
be said? For there is a Boraitha: Elohim in this verse is com¬ 
mon, and means “ judges.” So R. Ishmael. R. Aqiba, how¬ 
ever, maintains that Elohim is “ holy.” And there is another 
Boraitha: R. Eliezer b. Jacob said that this verse is a warning 
against blasphemy. He who holds that the word Elohim here 
is common, must say that the holiness is inferred from this pas¬ 
sage (by drawing an a fortiori conclusion—if one is warned 
not to curse a human judge, so much the more is he warned 
not to curse the Holiness), as we do not find any other warn¬ 
ing besides; and he who holds that the word Elohim is “ holy,” 
the case of a commoner may also be inferred—from the double 
Lamed in the word “ tekhalel ” (curse), which could be ex¬ 
pressed “ tekhal ” with one Lamed. 

MISHNA XL: He who sins with a betrothed damsel is 
not guilty to be stoned unless she was a maiden betrothed 
and still in her father’s house. Should it happen that two 
had sinned with her, the first is to be stoned and the second 
choked. 

GEMARA: The rabbis taught: It reads [Deut. xxii. 23] : 
“ if a damsel ”—not a vigaros; “ a maiden ”—not one who had 
already known man; “betrothed”—not married. And [ibid., 
ibid. 21] it reads, “in her father’s house,” excluding if the 
father had already transferred her to the mesengers of her 
husband. 

Said R. Jehudah in the name of Rabh: This is in accordance 
with R. Mair. The sages, however, say: A betrothed damsel, 
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even if she is still a minor. Said R. Aha of Diphthi to Rabhina: 
Whence do you know that the Mishna is in accordance with 
R. Mair and excludes a minor—perhaps it is in accordance with 
the rabbis excluding a vigaros only? And he answered: If so, 
the Mishna should state that he is not guilty but as concerning 
pression means to exclude a minor also; and about this no more 
discussion. 

R. Jacob b. Adda questioned Rabh: In accordance with R. 
Mair, if it happened one had sinned with a betrothed minor, 
does he exclude him from any punishment, or from stoning 
only? And he answered: Common sense dictates from ston¬ 
ing only. But is it not written [ibid., ibid. 22] : “ Shall both of 
them die,” which is explained elsewhere, that it means, pro¬ 
vided both were alike concerning age? And Rabh kept silent. 
Said Samuel: I do not understand why Rabh was silent, and 
did not refer him to ibid., ibid. 26, which reads: “ He shall die 
alone ” ? 

In this point Tanaim differ. “ Both shall die ” means, pro¬ 
vided both were alike concerning age. So R. Jashia. R. 
Jonathan, however, said: From the verse [25] is inferred that 
he alone must be put to death. But what does R. Jashia infer 
from the verse, “ He alone,” etc. ? That which we have learned 
from the following Boraitha: If ten men knew her while she 
was still a virgin, all of them are to be stoned. Rabbi, how¬ 
ever, maintains that only the first one is to be stoned, and all 
the others choked, as thus it reads: “ And the man that lay 
with her shall die alone.” What does it mean? Said R. Huna 
b. R. Jehoshua: Rabbi holds with R. Ishmael that a betrothed 
damsel is to be burned, but not one married. And the verse 
which reads about one betrothed is to be explained thus: Only 
the beginner is to be burned, but all others are to be choked. 
Said R. Bibi b. Abayi: Our master, R. Joseph, does not say 
so. But that Rabbi holds with R. Mair, who said that if the 
daughter of a priest was married to one who was prohibited 
from marrying her, and she has sinned, her death is choking. 
And Rabbi meant to say thus: If the beginning of 'her profana¬ 
tion was sin, then she is to be burned; but if she was already 
profaned by an illegal marriage, she is to be choked. And his 
expression, “ And so also it reads: * He shall die alone/ ” is not 
to be taken particularly, but as a remark. 

MISHNA XII. : A seducer means one who is himself a 
commoner and seduces a commoner— c. g ., he says: There is an 
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idol in such and such a place which so and so eats, so and so 
drinks, and so and so does good, and so does harm. 

Concerning all who are liable to capital punishment bib¬ 
lically, it is not allowed to hide witnesses except in this case: 
If, c.g., he said the above to two persons, they are his witnesses 
—they bring him up to the court*, and they themselves stone 
him. If, however, he said it only to one, he may say: I have 
some colleagues who will also follow your adivce, if you will 
say the same to them. But if he is shrewd, and does not want 
to talk in the presence of two persons, they may hide witnesses 
behind a fence, and he may say to him: Repeat to me what you 
said at first. And if he repeats, he may say to him: How can 
we leave our Heavenly Father and go to worship idols of stone 
and wood? If he retracts—well and good. If, however, he 
answers: This will be good for us and also is our duty, the wit¬ 
nesses who are hidden behind the fence may bring him to court 
and stone him. 

A seducer is considered he who says: I will worship; I will 
go and worship; Let us go and worship; I will sacrifice to such 
and such an idol; or, Let us go and sacrifice; I will smoke in¬ 
cense before it; I will go and smoke; Let us go and smoke; I 
will pour wine before it; I will go and pour; Let us go and 
pour; I will bow myself; I will go and bow; Let us go and bow. 

GEMARA: The Mishna states: A seducer means a com¬ 
moner. But how would it be if he should say: I am a prophet, 
and tell you to do so in the name of the Lord? Choking would 
apply. And also “ he seduces a commoner ” (individual). But 
how if he should seduce many? Then also choking would 
apply and not stoning. We see, then, that our Mishna is in 
accordance with R. Simeon of the following Boraitha: To a 
prophet who had misled, stoning applies. R. Simeon, how¬ 
ever, said: Choking. To the misleader of a misled town, ston¬ 
ing applies; according to R. Simeon, choking. How, then, will 
be understood the succeeding Mishna, which states: A mis¬ 
leader is named he who says, “ Let us go and worship idols ”? 
To which R. Jehudah in the name of Rabh said: It speaks of the 
misleader of a misled town, who is to be stoned, which is in 
accordance with the rabbis. Hence our Mishna is in accord¬ 
ance with R. Simeon, and the succeeding Mishna in accordance 
with the rabbis. Said Rabhina: Both are in accordance with 
the rabbis; and by the expression, “ he seduced a commoner,” 
he does not mean to exclude a majority. But it was said in 
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the Mishna, “ not only ”— i.e., not only is he to be stoned who 
seduces a majority, but even a single commoner. And R. Papa 
said: Even the beginning of the Mishna, “ the seducer is a com¬ 
moner,” does not mean to exclude a prophet, as it was sup¬ 
posed, but it means to say: He is a commoner idiot, to whom 
hiding witnesses is allowed, which is not the case with all other 
criminals. And how used they to do with such a person? 
They used to light a candle in the inner chamber, engaging 
him with talk, and the witnesses were placed in the outer cham¬ 
ber so that they should see him and hear his voice, while he 
could not see them; and there the person whom he attempted 
to seduce tried to make him repeat, as stated above in the 
Mishna. 

MISHNA XII.: By a misleader is meant one who says: 
Let us go and worship idols. A conjurer is liable to be stoned 
only when he did an act, but not if he dazzled the eyes. R. 
Aqiba said in the name of R. Jehoshua: As, for instance, if 
there are two who gather cucumbers from a field by enchant¬ 
ment—one of them is liable to a capital punishment and one of 
them is entirely free. If one has really gathered all of them 
to one place by witchcraft, he is to be stoned; and the other, 
who did so only by dazzling the eyes, but in reality the cucum¬ 
bers remained in their place, is entirely free. 

GEMARA: R. Jehudah in the name of Rabh said: The 
Mishna speaks of the misleader of a misled town. “ A con¬ 
jurer” etc. The rabbis taught: It reads: “A witch.” There 
was no difference whether male or female—why, then, the term 
“witch”? Because in most cases women used to be engaged 
in witchcraft. What kind of death applies to them? R. Jose 
the Galilean said: It reads [Ex. xxii. 17]: “Thou shalt not 
suffer a witch to live”; and it reads [Deut. xx. 16] : “ Shalt 
thou not let live a single soul.” As there it is meant by the 
sword, the same is the case here. R. Aqiba, however, said: It 
is to be inferred from [Ex. xix. 13] : “ It shall not live.” As 
there stoning is meant, the same is the case here. Said R. 
Jose: My analogy is from “ techaiah ”—“let not live” (a fe¬ 
male), while your analogy is from “ yechaiah ”—“ shall not 
live ” (a male). And he answered: My analogy is to infer 
Israel from Israel, to whom many kinds of deaths are pre¬ 
scribed, while according to your analogy, Israel from the de¬ 
scendants of Noah should be inferred, and there is only one 
death prescribed for descendants of Noah. Ben Azai, how- 
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ever, said: Ex. xxii. 17 is to be inferred from the next verse 
[18]: " Whosoever lieth with a beast,” etc. As to this ston¬ 
ing applies, the same is the case here. Said R. Jeluidah to him: 
Because this verse is near to the other, therefore the witch 
should be stoned? According to my opinion there is another 
reason. Ob and Yidoui ought to be included in the case of 
conjurers—why, then, does the Scripture separate them? 
Only for the purpose of comparing other conjurers to them. 
As to them stoning applies, so does it to all conjurers. 

According to R. Jehudah: Let Ob and Yidoui be consid¬ 
ered as two verses which command one and the same. And 
there is a rule that from such nothing is to be inferred. Said 
R. Zecharias: Infer from this that R. Jehudah does not hold this 
theory and maintains that from such it may be inferred. It 
reads [Deut. iv. 35] : “ There is none else besides him.” Said 
R. Hanina: Even witchcraft has no effect against a heavenly 
decree. There was a woman who tried to take earth from be¬ 
neath the foot of R. Hanina. And he said to her: If you think 
you will succeed in affecting me with your witchcraft, go on 
and do so, as I am not afraid. It reads: “ There is none else 
besides Him.” Is that so? Did not R. Johanan say: It may 
happen that witchcraft may affect even against heavenly de¬ 
crees? With R. Hanina it was different, as his strength was 
great, being righteous all his life. A'ibu b. Nagri in the name 
of R. Hyya b. Abba said: In Ex. vii. 11 it reads, “ blahatehem,” 
and in ibid. viii. 3 it is written, “ blatehem.” The latter means 
by the act of demons, and the former by the act of sorcery. 
And so also is it expressed in Gen. iii. 24, “ lahat,” or the sword 
which revolveth (revolveth by itself, which looked like witch¬ 
craft). Said Abayi: A conjurer who is particular to use a uten¬ 
sil, it is by a demon, and he who is not particular, it is by witch¬ 
craft. 

He said again: The Halakhas of witchcraft are similar to 
the Halakhas of Sabbath. There are some to which stoning 
applies; there are some which are not allowed to start with, 
but if, nevertheless, one has done them, he is free; and some 
are allowed even to start with. To him who did an act by 
witchcraft, stoning applies. To dazzle the eyes is not allowed 
to start with, but if one did, he is free. And it is allowed to 
start with, as said above. R. Hanina and R. Oshia were accus¬ 
tomed to create a calf, etc. 

Said R. Ashi: I have seen the father of a certain man Kama 
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scatter strips of silk from his nose. It reads [Ex. viii. 15]: 
“ Then said the magicians of Pharaoh, This is the finger of 
God.” Said R. Elazar: Infer from this that a demon is not 
able to produce a creation the size of which is less than a 
barley. Said R. Papa: They are not able to create even the 
size of a camel; but if they needed it, they got it from far places, 
which they could not do with smaller creations. 

Said Rabh to R. Hyya: I have seen a rider of a camel who 
took his sword, cut off the head of the camel, and thereafter 
rung a bell, and the camel stood up. Said R. Hyya to him: 
Did you see after it stood up, that the place was dirty from 
blood and dust? There was nothing. Hence it was only a 
dazzling of the eyes. 

It happened that Zera was in Alexandria of Egypt, and 
bought an ass. Afterward, when he came (to a river) to let 
the ass drink, it disappeared (the charm was broken), and there 
stood a landing board. And he was told: If you were not Zera, 
your money would not be returned, as there is no one who 
buys something here and does not try it on water. Janai hap¬ 
pened to stop at a certain inn and asked for water. And he 
was supplied with sthitha (water mixed with flour), and he 
noticed that the woman who brought it mumbled. He poured 
out a little and a serpent came out of it. And then he said to 
her: I drank from your water, now you may also drink from 
mine. She did so and became an ass. He then rode upon her 
to the market. And her associate, who recognized the witch¬ 
craft absolved her, and then every one saw that lie was riding 
on a woman. 

It reads [ibid., ibid. 2] : “ And the frogs came up.” Said 
R. Elazar: It was only one frog which multiplied over all Egypt 
with its offspring. In this point Tanaim differ. R. Aqiba said 
the same as Elazar. Said Elazar b. Azariah to him: Aqiba, 
what have you to do with Haggadah ? Leave it, and show forth 
thy study in the difficulties of Negaim and Ohaloth. It was 
only one frog to whose croaking all other frogs were gathered. 

“ R . Aqiba said A etc. Did R. Aqiba indeed learn this from 
R. Jehoshua? Is there not a Boraitha: When R. Eliezer be¬ 
came sick, R. Aqiba and his colleagues came to make him a 
sick-call. He was under a canopy, and they were placed in 
his palace. That day was an eve of Sabbath, and Hurcanos, 
his son, entered to undress his phylacteries.* His father re- 


See our “Phylacterien Ritus,” p. 49, footnotes. 
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buked him, and he went out as if he had been under the ban, 
and said to his colleagues: It seems to me that the mind of my 
father is not clear. And R. Eliezer, who heard this, said to 
them : And I think that the minds of both his mother and him¬ 
self are unsound, as they occupy themselves with undressing 
phylacteries on account of which the Sabbath would not be 
violated, even if they were to remain upon him the whole Sab¬ 
bath, while so long as they have not as yet prepared other 
things for Sabbath, which would be a violation subject to a 
capital punishment if done on Sabbath. 

When the above-mentioned sages saw that his mind was clear, 
they approached him a distance of four ells, and became seated. 
He then questioned them: To what purpose is your call? To 
which they answered: We came to learn Torah from you. And 
to his question: Why have you not come until now? They 
answered: We had no time. He then exclaimed: I wonder if 
these people will die a natural death! Said Aqiba to him : And 
what will be my lot? And he said: Yours will be still harder 
than theirs. He then took his two arms, put them on his 
heart, and said: Woe to ye! my two arms, which are as two 
parchments of the Holy Scrolls, of which nothing can be read 
when they are rolled together (he meant that when he should 
die, all his wisdom would go with him, as there were none to 
whom to teach it). I have studied much and taught much. 
I have studied much, and have not diminished from the wis¬ 
dom of my masters even to the extent of what a dog laps from 
the sea. I taught much, and my disciples have not diminished 
from my wisdom—even as the painting pencil which is in¬ 
serted in a tube. And not this only, but I have learned about 
three hundred Halakhas as to planting cucumbers, and there 
was no man who could question me something concerning 
them except Aqiba b. Joseph. As it once happened, I was on 
the road with him, and he said to me: Rabbi, teach me some¬ 
thing about planting cucumbers. And I said something, and 
the whole field was filled with cucumbers. And he said to me: 
Rabbi, with this you taught me the planting of them; now teach 
me the removing of them. And I said something and all were 
gathered to one place. Hence we see that he had learned this 
of R. Eliezer, and not of R. Jehoshua? He learned it from 
R. Eliezer, but did not understand thoroughly. But there¬ 
after, however, he learned this from R. Jehoshua thoroughly, 
and it remained in his mind. But how could he do so? Ha\e 
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we not learned in a Mishna that he who does an act with witch¬ 
craft deserves a capital punishment? To learn it is different. 
As the Master said: It reads [Deut. xviii. 9]: “ Thou shalt not 
learn to do ” which means: Thou must not learn to do, but 
thou mayst learn it to understand it for the purpose of deciding 
cases. 


CHAPTER VIII. 


RULES AND REGULATIONS CONCERNING A STUBBORN AND REBELLIOUS 
SON. AT WHAT AGE AND WHAT HAS HE TO DO TO BE CHARGED 
AS SUCH? HOW IS IT IF e.g ., HIS FATHER CONDEMNS HIM, BUT 
NOT HIS MOTHER, OR Vice Versa. IF ONE OF HIS PARENTS WERE 
LAME OR BLIND, ETC. IF HE RUNS AWAY BEFORE THE DECISION 
WAS RENDERED. CONCERNING BURGLARY AND IF A BURGLAR 
DESERVES CAPITAL PUNISHMENT, MUST PAY THE DAMAGE CAUSED 
BY BREAKING IN. 

MISHNA I.: A stubborn and rebellious son—at what age 
may he be considered such? From the time he brings forth 
two hairs till they encompass the face: it does not mean the 
chin, but the bottom (pubes); but the sages used to speak with 
delicacy. 

It reads [Deut. xxi. 18] : “ If a man have a stubborn and 
rebellious son,” etc. A son, and not a daughter; a son, but 
not a mature man. However, a minor is free from such a 
charge, as the commandment’s obligation does no't as yet rest 
upon him. 

GEMARA: Whence do we know that a minor is free? 
Whence do we know! Does not the Mishna give the reason, 
“ because the commandment’s obligation does not as yet rest 
upon him.” And secondly, where do we find that the Scrip¬ 
ture has made a minor liable, so that in this case it is neces¬ 
sary to free such? We mean to say thus: Is, then, the punish¬ 
ment of a stubborn son because of his sins? He is punished 
because of his future (as will be explained farther on). Then 
it would be supposed that the same is the case even when he is 
still a minor. And again, the Mishna itself states, “ a son, but 
not a mature man.” And if it did not explain thereafter that 
a minor is free, we might say that a minor is also included. 
Said R. Jehudah in the name of Rabh: It reads: “ If a man has 
a son,” which means a son who has grown up almost to matur¬ 
ity. 

“ Till they surround” etc. R. Hisda said: A minor who has 
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born a son—the latter does not become a rebellious son: which 
means, when a man has a son, but not a son who has a son. 
But was not what R. Jehudah said in the name of Rabh inferred 
from the same verse? It should read, “ If there shall be a son 
to a man.” 

And from what is written, “ when a man has a son/’ we infer 
also what R. Hisda said. However, he differs with Rabha, 
who said elsewhere that a minor cannot beget children. As 
it reads [Num. v. 8] : “ But if a man have no kinsman.” And 
to the question: Is it possible that a man in Israel should have 
no kinsman? it was said that the verse speaks about the rob¬ 
bery of a proselyte (who has no kinsman in Israel). But why 
does the Scripture mention a man ? It s'hould read, “ if he 
has no kinsman,” to teach that if the proselyte was already a 
man you have to inquire; for perhaps he has begotten chil¬ 
dren, and thus has kinsmen. But if he was a minor, you have 
not to inquire, as a minor cannot beget children. Abayi ob¬ 
jected to him from [Lev. xix. 20] : “ And if a man lie,” etc.— 
as to which a Boraitha states, “ A man! ” But whence do we 
know that the same is the case with a minor after the age of 
nine years and one day, who is already fit to have connection 
with a woman? Therefore it is written, “ and if a man,” to 
add the minor just mentioned. (Hence we see that such is 
already fit to beget children.) Rejoined Rabha: He is fit to 
have connection, but not to beget children, which is equalized 
to grain which has not as yet grown up to a third of its usual 
growth; and if such were sown, it would not reproduce. Is 
this so? Did not the disciples of R. Ishmael teach: It is writ¬ 
ten, “ a son ”; but not when he is a father. Now let us see 
how wasThe case. Shall we assume that his wife was pregnant 
just after he grew two hairs, and that he begot the child be¬ 
fore the above-mentioned encompassing was completed. Has 
she, then, so much time? Did not R. Khruspdai say that the 
prescribed time for a rebellious son is only three months? You 
must then say she was pregnant before he grew two hairs, and 
begot a child before the encompassing was complete. Hence 
we see that a minor begets children? Nay! she was pregnant 
after he grew two hairs, and begot after the encompassing. 
And the difficulty about what w r as said by Khruspdai was ex¬ 
plained by R. Dimi after his return from Palestine thus: In 
the West it was said, “ a son,” but not one who is fit to be 
called a father, as he has already a pregnant wife. 
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The text says: Khruspdai in the name of R. Sabatta said: 
The time for a rebellious son is only three months. We, how¬ 
ever, have learned in a Mishna that the prescribed time is from 
when he grows two hairs until the encompassing is complete. 
However, if the completion was before three months, the time 
has already elapsed; and the same is the case when the encom¬ 
passing was not completed after the three months had elapsed. 

R. Jacob of the city of Nhar Pauqud was sitting before 
Rabhina, and said in the name of R. Huna b. Jehoshua: From 
Khruspdai’s theory we may infer that a woman who bears in 
the seventh month cannot be recognized as pregnant after the 
first third of her pregnancy. For if it were so, why was it said 
in the West that he is fit to become a father after three months 
—would not two and a third suffice, as then the pregnancy is 
already recognizable? Answered Rabhina: This cannot be 
taken as evident, as the majority do not bear children in the 
seventh month, but in the ninth. All this was declared to R. 
Huna b. Jehoshua, and the latter exclaimed: Do we, then, con¬ 
sider a majority in criminal cases? The Torah says: “The 
congregation shall judge, the congregation shall save ” ; and 
you say that we shall go after a majority. His answer was 
brought back to Rabhina, to which the latter replied: Is it in¬ 
deed so—that we do not consider a majority in criminal cases? 
Have we not learned in a Mishna that if one witness says it 
was in the second of the month and the other says that it was 
on the third, their testimony is valid, since to one the inter¬ 
calation of the month was known, but not to the other. Now, 
if a majority which does not know of the intercalation should 
not be considered, why should their testimony be valid? Say 
they are aware of it, but they contradict each other! Hence 
we must say that the majority is considered. 

R. Ahiah b. Rabba b. Nahmani in the name of R. Hisda, 
according to others the latter in the name of Zeeli, said: All 
agree that a minor of nine years and one day is fit to have 
connection with a woman, and in a case of adultery it is con¬ 
sidered; and they agree also that at less than eight years of 
age one is not fit, and it is not considered. And the point of 
their difference is from the age of eight up. 

The school of Shammai holds: We may infer from the first 
generation. And the school of Hillel holds: We may not. 

And whence do we know that the first generation produced 
children at the age of eight? From [Gen. xi. 27] : “ Now these 


204 


THE BABYLONIAN TALMUD. 


are the generations of Therach: Therach begat Abram, Nachor, 
and Charan.” Abram was one year older than Nachor, and 
Nachor was one year older than Charan. And it reads [ibid., 
ibid. 29]: “ And Abram and Nachor took themselves wives: 
the name of Abram’s wife was Sarai; and the name of Nachor’s 
wife was Milcah, the daughter of Charan, the father of Milcah, 
and the father of Yiscah.” And R. Itz’hak said: There is a 
tradition that Yiscah is identical with Sarai. Now, how much 
was Abram older than Sarai ? Ten years. And how much was 
he older than her father? Two years. Hence, when Charan 
bore Sarai he was eight years. But perhaps Abram was the 
younger, and the enumeration in Scripture is not particular, 
being according to their wisdom. And that the Scripture 
used to enumerate according to wisdom, and not age, may be 
seen from [ibid. vi. 10] : “ And Noah begat three sons—Shem, 
Ham, and Japheth.” And from the latter passage it is inferred 
that Shem was the youngest, and nevertheless he is named first, 
because of his wisdom. Said R. Kahana: I told this to R. 
Zebith of Nahardea, and he answered: Ye learned this from 
the cited passage. We, however, infer this from [ibid. x. 21] : 
“ But unto Shem also, the father of all the children of Elier, 
the brother of Japheth the elder.” Hence we see that Japheth 
was the oldest of all the brothers. 

Now the question, “ Whence do we know that the first gen¬ 
erations produced children a't eight years?” still remains un¬ 
answered. This is to be inferred from the following. It reads 
[Ex. xxxv. 30] : “ And Moses said unto the children of Israel, 
See, the Lord hath called by name Bezaleel the son of Uri, the 
son of Chur, of the tribe of Judah ”; and in I. Chron. ii. 19, 20, 
it reads “ And when Azubah (the wife of Caleb) died, Caleb 
took unto himself Ephrath, who bore unto him Chur. And 
Chur begat Uri, and Uri begat Bezaleel.” And when Bezaleel 
was engaged in building the Tabernacle, he was at least thir¬ 
teen years old. As it reads [Ex. xxxvi. 4] : “ Every man from 
his own work which they were doing”; and one is not called a 
man before the age of thirteen. And there is a Boraitha: The 
first year Moses prepared all that was necessary for the Taber¬ 
nacle, and in the second year he erected it and sent the spies. 
And it reads [Joshua, xiv. 7] : “ Forty years old was I when 
Moses the servant of the Lord sent me ”; and [ibid., ibid. 10] : 
<f Behold, I am this day eighty and five years old.” Now, take 
off fourteen, the age of Bezaleel from the forty of Joshua when 
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he was sent as a spy, and there remain twenty-six; take oft two 
years for the three pregnancies with Uri, Chur, and Bezaleel, 
and there remain twenty-four. Hence each of them produced 
at the age of eight. 

“ A son , and not a daughter ,” etc. There is a Boraitha: R. 
Simeon said: According to common sense, a daughter should 
be more open to the charges of stubbornness and rebellious¬ 
ness, as it is to be supposed that her future will be to stand in 
the way and entice men to sin. But so is the decree of the 
Scripture—“ a son, and not a daughter.” 

MISHNA II .: When does such become guilty? When he 
consumes arpi rpfiopiov of meat and drinks half a lug of Italian 
wine. R. Jose, however, maintains: Meat not less than a 
manna, and wine not less than a whole lug. If, however, he 
ate at a banquet of a meritorious society, or at the intercala¬ 
tion of a month, or at second tithe in Jerusalem; or he ate car¬ 
casses, illegal meat, or reptiles, and second tithe and conse¬ 
crated things which were not redeemed, or mixed grain of first 
tithe from which the heave-offering was not separated. There 
is a rule: If he ate a thing which is meritorious, or, on the 
contrary, a thing which is a transgression—if he consumes any 
kind of food but not meat, any kind of beverages but not wine 
—he cannot be condemned as a stubborn and rebellious son, 
unless he eats meat and drinks wine. As it reads [Deut. xxi. 
20]: “ He is a glutton and a drunkard.” And although there 
is no direct support in the Scripture that gluttony means meat, 
and drunkenness, means wine, a hint of this is to be found in 
[Prov. xxiii. 20] : “ Be not among those that drink wine, among 
those that overindulge in eating meat.” * 

GEMARA: R. Zerah said: The term “ tertimory ” men¬ 
tioned in the Mishna—I don’t know how much it weighs. But 
from the fact of R. Jose having doubled the measure of wine 
from half a lug to a lug, I understand that he means also to 
double the weight of meat. Hence a “ tertimory ” must be 
half a manna. 

R. Hanan b. Muldha in the name of R. Huna said: He is 
not guilty unless he consumes the meat and the wine raw. Is 
that so? Did not both Rabha and R. Joseph say that he who 
consumes meat and wine raw is not to be condemned as a stub- 


* The term in Hebrew is “ zaulel v’ saube,” which Leeser translates “a glutton,” 
etc. In Proverbs, however, he translates the same term with “overindulging,” which 
also means gluttony. 
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born and rebellious son ? Said Rab'hina: By raw wine is meant 
refined and not refined, and by meat is meant cooked and un¬ 
cooked, as usually consumed by thieves. 

Both Rabha and R. Joseph said: If he consumed salted 
meat and drank wine from the press, he cannot be condemned 
as a stubborn and rebellious son. What is to be considered 
salted meat? When it has lain in salt for three days. And 
what is called wine from the press? When it is still ferment¬ 
ing. 

R. Itz’hak said: It reads [Prov. xxiii. 31] : “ Do not look on 
the wine when it looketh red ”—meaning that you shall not 
look for wine which makes red the faces of the wicked in this 
world, and makes them pale in the world to come. Rabha 
said: You shall not look for wine which causes bloodshed.* 

When R. Dimi came from Palestine, he said: About the 
verse [ibid., ibid. 29, 30] : “ Who hath woe? who hath sorrow? 
who hath quarrels? who hath complaints? who hath wounds 
without cause? who hath redness of eyes? They that tarry 
late over the wine; they that come to seek for mixed drink.” 
It was said in the West that he who tries to explain them 
from their beginning to their end is correct, and he who tries 
to explain them from their end to their beginning is also 
correct.f 

Eubar the Galilean lectured: Thirteen vavs are enumerated 
in the Scripture concerning wine, as in Genesis ix., from 20 to 
25, there are thirteen vavs: “ And Noah, who was a husband¬ 
man, began his work, and he planted a vineyard. And he 
drank of the wine, and became drunken; and he uncovered 
himself within his tent. And Ham, the father of Canaan, saw 
the nakedpess of his father, and told it to his two brothers with¬ 
out. And Shem and Japheth took a garment, and laid it upon 
the shoulders of both of them, and went backwards, and cov¬ 
ered the nakedness of their father; and their faces were turned 
backwards, and they saw not their father’s nakedness. And 


* The term in Hebrew for “becoming red” is “yithadom,” and for “blood” 
the term is “ dom ” ; and Rabha divides “ yithadom ” into two—yitha, dom—literally, 
“ will bring blood.” 

t Rashi explains the passage thus : From the beginning to the end means, 
“ To whom is woe ? ” etc. To them that tarry late over the wine. And from the end 
to the beginning means, “For whom is it right to tarry late over wine?” For those 
who are crying woe— e.g ., mourners, and those who have quarrels, and wounds with¬ 
out cause, and those who have redness of eyes because they are stout or are idle— 
these may drown their troubles in the wine. 
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Noah awoke from his wine, and discovered what his younger 
son had done unto him.” * 

R. Hisda in the name of Uqba, according to others Mar 
Uqba in the name of R. Sakkai, said: The Holy One, blessed 
be He, said to Noah: “Noah, why didst thou not learn from 
Adam the First that all the troubles he had were caused by 
wine ”? And this is in accordance with R. Mair who maintains 
that the tree of whose fruit Adam the First partook was a vine. 
As we have learned in the following Boraitha: R. Mair said that 
the tree of whose fruit Adam the First partook was a vine, as 
there is no other thing which causes so much lamentation as 
wine does. And R. Jehudah said: It was wheat, as a child is 
not able to call mother or father before it has experienced the 
taste of wheat. R. Nehemiah said: It was a fig-tree, as their 
remedy came from the same thing by which they had trans¬ 
gressed. For it reads [Gen. iii. 7] : “ And they sewed fig leaves 
together.” 

It reads [Prov. xxxi. 1] : “ The words of king Lemuel, the 
prophecy with which his mother instructed him.” Said R. 
Johanan in the name of R. Simeon b. Jochai: Infer from this 
that his mother tied him to a pillar, saying: “ What (hast thou 
done), O my son? and what, O son of my body? and what, O 
son of my vows?” “ O my son”'—all are aware that thy 
father has feared Heaven, and now that people see thee going 
in a wrong way, they will say: “ It was caused by his mother.” 

“ The son of my body ” means: All the wives of thy father 
never saw the king again after their pregnancy, which was not 
the case with me, as I have troubled myself to see him again 
after pregnancy, for the purpose that my child should be of 
good health. “ The son of my vows ”—all the wives of thy 
father used to vow to the sanctuary for the purpose that their 
child should be fit for the throne, and I have vowed that my 
son should be full of wisdom, and fit for prophecy. “ Not for * 
kings, O Lemuel, not for kings (is it fitting) to drink wine, 
nor for princes (rausnim) strong drink! ” She said to him: 

“ What hast thou to do with kings who drink wine, become 
intoxicated, and say: “For what purpose do we need God” 

(“ Lomo-el ”—literally, “ why God ”) ? “ And to rausnim 

strong drink.” Is it right that he to whom all the mysteries 
of the world are revealed should drink wine to intoxication 

* There are sixteen “ ands” in these passages, three of which, being for connec¬ 
tion only, are excluded. 
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—according to ethers: He to whose door all the princes of the 
world are hastening, shall he drink wine to intoxication ? Said 
R. Itz’hak: And whence do we know that Solomon repented and 
confessed to his mother? From [ibid. xxx. 2]: “Surely I 
am more brutish than any man, and have not the understand¬ 
ing of a common man.” “ Than any man ” means Noah. As 
it reads [Gen. ix. 20] : “And Noah, who was a husbandman, 
began his work, and he planted a vineyard.” “ Of a common 
man ” means Adam the First (the term for this in Hebrew 
being “ adam ”). 

“ Of a meritorious society ,” etc. Said R. Abuhu: He is not 
guilty unless he consumed the above-mentioned meat and wine 
with a society of reckless persons (as then there is no hope 
that he will depart from his way after he is bound to such a 
company). But does not our Mishna state “ a meritorious 
society ”—he does not become a stubborn and rebellious son ? 
From which it is to be understood that if it was not a meritori¬ 
ous one, he is culpable even if not all of the society were reck¬ 
less men? The Mishna comes to teach us that if it happened 
that to the meritorious banquet were invited men all reckless, 
he is nevertheless not culpable, as he was engaged in a meri¬ 
torious banquet and eating and drinking to excess will not be¬ 
come his habit. 

“At the intercalation of the month” etc. Was there then 
used meat and wine at the meal of intercalation? Does not 
a Boraitha state only bread and peas? The Mishna comes to 
teach us that although they were used only to bread and peas, 
and one in spite of this took for this meal meat and wine, he 
is not culpable, as the meal was of a meritorious nature and it 
will not become a habit. 

The rabbis taught: To the intercalation meal no less than 
ten persons were invited, and nothing else was used but bread 
and peas; and it was prepared only on the thirtieth day, and 
not in the daytime but at evening. But is there not a Borai¬ 
tha, “ not at evening but in the day ”? As R. Hyya b. Abbah 
said to his sons: Try to go to this meal when it is yet day, be¬ 
fore sunset; and also to leave before sunrise, that people shall 
know that you were engaged in a meal of intercalation. 

“ Second tithe,” etc. Because he consumed it in the usual 
way, it will not become a habit. 

“ Carcasses ,” etc. Said Rabha: If he has consumed meat 
of fowls, he is not to be charged as a stubborn son. But does 
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not our Mishna state “ carcasses, illegal meat,” etc., from which 
it is to be understood that if it was legal he is to be charged? 
Our Mishna means that even if he has eaten this to complete 
the prescribed quantity— c.g., he has eateen a “ tertimory ” less 
an eighth, and this eighth he ate from illegal meat—he is also 
not culpable, for the reason stated farther on. 

“ A thing which is meritorious ,” etc.—means a meal of con¬ 
dolence. 

“ A transgression ”—means when he ate on a fast day of the 
congregation. And what is the reason? It reads [Deut. xxi. 
20] : “ He will not hearken to our voice.” “ Our voice ”—but 
not of him who does not hearken to the voice of the Omnipo¬ 
tent. 

“ But not meat ,” etc.—means to add even pressed figs of the 
city of Kaela, which cause intoxication. 

“But not ivine ”—means even honey and milk, as we have 
learned in the following Boraitha: If one consumed pressed 
figs of Kaela and drank honey and milk and entered the sanc¬ 
tuary, he is culpable as to [Lev. x. 9] “ wine and strong drink,” 
etc. 

“ He cats meat and, drinks zvine” etc. The rabbis taught: 
If he consumes any kind of food, but not meat, any kind of 
beverages but not wine, he cannot be condemned as a stub¬ 
born and rebellious son unless he eats meat and drinks wine, 
bles, it will not become a habit. In the second case, although 
there is no direct support in the Scripture that gluttony means 
meat and wine, a hint to this is to be found in—“ Be not among 
those that drink wine, among those that overindulge in eat¬ 
ing meat.” And it is also written [ibid., ibid. 21] : “ For the 
drunkard and the glutton will come to poverty; and drowsi¬ 
ness clotheth a man in rags.” Said R. Zerah: He who sleeps 
in a house of learning, his wisdom is rent to pieces. As it 
reads: “ And drowsiness clotheth a man in rags.” 

MISHNA III. : If he has stolen from his father and con¬ 
sumed on his premises, or he has stolen from strangers and 
has consumed on the premises of still other strangers, or he has 
stolen from strangers and consumed on the premises of his 
father, he is not charged as a stubborn and rebellious son unless 
he stole from his father and consumed on the premises of 
strangers. R. Jose b. Jehudah maintains: Unless he stole from 
his mother and father. 

GEMARA: In the first case, when he stole from his father 
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and consumed on the premises of the father, because he trem¬ 
bles, it will not become a habit. In the second case, although 
he does not tremble after stealing, as it cannot be frequently 
done, it will not become a habit. From strangers, and consumed 
on the premises of his father, there are both, because this can 
be done only occasionally and when consuming he trembles for 
his father. Unless he stole from his father and consumed on 
the premises of strangers—which includes both, because it can 
be done frequently and without any trembling. 

“ From his mother ,” etc. Where did his mother get this, 
so that it should belong to her only? Is there not a rule that 
all a woman buys belongs to her husband? Said R. Jose b. 
Hanina: He took it from the meal which was prepared for his 
his father and mother. But did not R. Hana b. Mouldha in 
the name of R. Huna say that he is not culpable unless he buys 
meat and wine cheap and consumes them? Say that he has 
stolen the money which was prepared to buy a meal for his 
father and mother; and if you wish, it might be said that some 
one else gave it to his mother, with the condition that her hus¬ 
band should have no share in it. 

MISHNA IV .: If the father is willing to transfer the case of 
the son in question to the court and the mother is not willing, 
or vice versa , he cannot be accused as a stubborn and rebellious 
son, unless both are willing to do so. Furthermore, R. Jehudah 
says: If his mother was not fit to be the wife of his father, their 
son cannot be charged as a stubborn and rebellious son. 

GEMARA : What does the Mishna mean by the words “ was 
not fit”? Shall we assume that his father married a woman who 
was under the liability of the korat, or capital punishment by 
the court ? Why ? After all, the father is his father and the 
mother is his mother. Hence it must mean that she was like to 
his father. And so also we have learned plainly in the following 
Boraitha: R. Jehudah said : If his mother was not alike to his 
father in her voice, in her appearance and her height, he cannot 
be charged as the son in question. And what is the reason? 
Because it reads: “ He does not hearken to her voice.’’ As we 
see that their voices must be alike, the same is the case with the 
appearance and height. According to whom is the following 
Boraitha? The case of a stubborn and rebellious son never 
existed and will never occur, and it was written only for the pur¬ 
pose of studying and the reward for it. It is in accordance with 
R. Jehudah (who requires such things as can never occur). And 
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if you wish, it is in accordance with R. Simeon, who said in the 
following Boraitha thus: Does the law indeed dictate that because 
this boy consumed a “ tertimory ” of meat and drank half a lug of 
Italian wine his father and mother shall deliver him to be 
stoned ? Hence such a thing neither occurred nor ever will be, 
and it is written only for studying. R. Jonathan, however, said : 
I myself have seen such, and have sat on his grave. 

According to whom is the Boraitha that a case of a misled 
town never occurred and will never be—and was written only for 
studying? In accordance with R. Eliezer, who said in the fol¬ 
lowing Boraitha thus : A misled town in which there is to be 
found even one mezuza (a piece of parchment on which a portion 
of the Holy Writ is written to be placed on the doorpost) cannot 
be condemned as misled town, because it reads [Deut. xiii. 17]: 
“ And all its spoils shalt thou gather into the midst of the market¬ 
place thereof, and thou shalt burn them with fire.” And as there 
is a mezuza this cannot be done, as it reads [ibid. xii. 4] : “Ye 
shall not do so unto the Lord your God.” R. Jonathan, however, 
said: I have seen such and I myself have sat on its heap. 

According to whom is the following Boraitha ?: A house of 
leprosy never occurred and will never be, and it is written only 
for studying, etc. In accordance with R. Elazar b. Simeon, who 
says in the following Mishna : A house of leprosy cannot be con¬ 
demned unless the leprosy was of the size of two beans upon two 
stones at the two walls in the corner—the length of two beans and 
the width of one. 

There is a Boraitha: R. Eliezer b. Zadok said : There was a 
place within the limit of the city of Azah which was named the 
“ ruin of leprosy.” And R. Simeon, head of the village Akhu, 
said : It happened once that I went to Galilee and saw a place 
which they used to mark, saying, It was because stones of leprosy 
were placed there. 

MISHNA V. : If one hand of his father or mother is missing, 
or they limp, or are dumb, blind, or mute, he cannot be con¬ 
demned as a stubborn son. As it reads [Deut. xxi. 19] : “ Then 
shall his father and his mother lay hold on him ”—which cannot 
be done with one hand. “ And bring him out.” This cannot 
be when they limp. “ And they shall say ”—not when they are 
mutes. “ This our son ”—not when they are blind. “ He will 
not hearken ”—not when they are dumb. 

They must first warn him in the presence of two witnesses 
and then bring him to the court of three judges, who punish 
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him with stripes. And only then when he offends again must he 
be tried before twenty-three judges, but must not be stoned un¬ 
less the first three judges are among the twenty-three. As it 
reads : “ This our son ”—which means, this is our son who was 
beaten according to your decision. 

GEMARA: Infer from our Mishna that wherever the Scrip¬ 
ture commands something, it must be taken literally ? (See 
above, Chapter VI., p. ooo.) With this passage it is different, 
as it is entirely superfluous. (It should read : “ Ye shall deliver 
him at the gate of that city, to be stoned.”) But where is it 
written that he must first be beaten? Said R. Abuhu : From 
an analogy of the expressions [Deut. xxi. 18]: “And they 
chastise him,” which same is to be found in ibid xxii. 18. And 
also from the expression “ son,” which same is to be found in 
ibid. xxv. 2, which speaks of stripes. “ This our son.” But is 
not this verse needed for this not when they are blind ? It 
should read: “He our son.” Why “this”? To infer both 
statements. 

MISHNA VI .: If he runs away before the decision of con¬ 
demnation is rendered and the encompassing (mentioned in the 
first Mishna) occurred afterwards, he is free. But if he runs 
away after the decision was rendered, the encompassing which 
occurs afterwards does not free him. 

GEMARA: R. Hanina said: A descendant of Noah who 
blasphemed, and thereafter he embraced Judaism, is free from 
capital punishment, because the law concerning him was changed 
(for when he was yet a heathen one witness and one judge 
sufficed, while as an Israelite two witnesses and three judges are 
needed). And also capital punishment was changed—as to a 
heathen" the sword applies, and to an Israelite stoning; and as 
he cannot be punished with stoning (for at the commission of 
the crime he was yet a heathen), he is entirely free. 

Shall we assume that our Mishna, which states that if he runs 
away before the decision is rendered and the encompassing in 
question occurred afterwards, he is free, is also because, there 
being a change, the punishment is also changed? Nay, here it 
is different; because, if he were to commit the crime at the 
time after the encompassing, capital punishment would not apply 
at all. Should we say that the second case stated : If he runs 
away after the decision was rendered, the encompassing in 
question does not free him—forms an objection to R. Hanina ? 
Do you wish that after the decision was rendered the change 
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should affect the decision ? After the decision is rendered he is 
considered as dead, which changes cannot affect. 

Come and hear another objection : A descendant of Noah 
who killed his neighbor or committed a crime with his neighbor's 
wife, and afterwards he embraced Judaism, he is free from capital 
punishment. But if he did the same with an Israelite while he 
is yet a heathen, he is guilty even if, after the crime, he becomes 
a Jew. And why? Say, because it was a change, the capital 
punishment should also be changed ? It requires a change in 
both—in the trial and in the kind of punishment. Here, how¬ 
ever, the change is only in the trial (as said above), but not in 
the punishment, as either to a heathen or an Israelite the sword 
applies. 

MISHNA VII .: A stubborn and rebellious son is tried 
because of his future. The Scripture prefers that he should die 
innocent, and not be put to death because of his sins. For the 
death of the wicked is both a benefit to them and a benefit to 
the world, while to the upright it is a misfortune for them and 
for the world. Drinking and sleeping are a benefit to the 
wicked and to the world, while they are so doing (do they not 
do harm to the world), and the reverse is it with the upright 
(because when they are drinking or sleeping they cannot do any 
good). Separation of the wicked is also a benefit for them¬ 
selves and for the world ; the reverse, however, is the case with 
the upright. The assembling of the wicked is a misfortune for 
them as well as for the world, while as to the upright it is a 
benefit for themselves and for the world. The idleness of the 
wicked is a misfortune for them and for the world (because in 
the time of their idleness they will conspire to do harm, but the 
repose of the upright is a benefit for them as well as for the 
world). 

GEMARA : There is a Boraitha : R. Jose the Galilean said : 
Is it possible that because this boy ate a “ tertimory ” of meat 
and drank half a lug of Italian wine he shall be stoned ? But the 
Torah foreshadows the final thought of the son in question, as in 
the future he will squander his father’s property, and pursuing 
his habit, which he will find difficult, he will proceed to rob 
people in the street. Therefore the Torah said : “ He shall rather 
die while he is still innocent than be put to death because of his 
sins, as the death of the wicked is a benefit,” etc., as stated above 
in the Mishna. 

MISHNA VIII: In the case of “breaking in” [Ex. xii. 1], 
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for which there is no liability if one is killed by a detector, one is 
also punished because of his future crimes ( i.e ., because of his 
intention to kill his opponent, although no crime involving capital 
punishment was as yet committed). And therefore, if he broke 
a barrel while breaking in, if according to the laws he must not 
be killed when caught (e.g., a father who breaks into the premises 
of his bon, r who could not have intended to kill his son if he made 
opposition, and therefore if his son kills him he is liable to capital 
punishment, he must pay for damaging the barrel. But with re¬ 
spect to other persons who, if killed by the detector, would not 
be punished, he is free. 

GEMARA : Said Rabha: The reason why the Scripture freed 
the detector if he killed the burglar, is because it is certain that a 
man cannot control himself when he sees his property taken. 
And as the burglar must have had the intention to kill anyone, 
in such a case, who should oppose him, the Scripture dictates 
that if one comes to kill you, hasten to kill him first. 

Rabh said : A burglar who broke in and succeeded in taking 
some utensils and escaped, he is free from payingforthe utensils. 
Why so ? Because he acquired title to them by his blood. Said 
Rabha: It seems to me that Rabh’s decision was in case he broke 
the utensils: and as they are no longer in existence, he is free 
from paying their value. But if he took them and they still exist, 
he must return them. [Says the Gemara : By God ! Rabh's deci¬ 
sion was even if they were still in existence, and his reason is 
that if they were taken by a burglar of that class, the opponent 
being guilty of shedding his blood, for which the Mishna makes 
him liable, would he not be responsible if the utensils were broken 
or taken away by force by someone else ? He would be, because 
they were'already under his control. The same is the case with 
an ordinary burglar, as by his blood he has acquired title to them, 
and therefore he is not obliged to return them.] However [con¬ 
tinued Rabha], it is not so, as the Scripture considers the things 
stolen by the burglar to be under his control only concerning a 
contingency— i.e., if they were taken away from him. But the 
Scripture never meant him to acquire title to them when they were 
still in his possession, for he is considered as a borrower. 

It happened that rams were stolen from Rabha by burglary, 
and thereafter they were returned to him; but he was not willing 
to accept them because the above decision came from the mouth 
of Rabh. 

The rabbis taught : It reads [Ex. xxii. 2] : “ If the sun be 
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risen upon him, there shall be blood shed for him.” What is 
meant by the sun being risen upon him ? Does the sun rise 
upon him only? It means therefore if it is as clear to you as the 
sun that it is impossible to be at peace with him, then you may 
kill him, but not otherwise. There is another Boraitha: If it is 
as clear to you as the sun that it is possible for you to be at peace 
with him, then you should not kill him; but if not, you may. 
Hence the Boraithas contradict each other? It presents no diffi¬ 
culty : one speaks in case a father breaks into his son’s house, 
whose usual intention is not to kill his son, and the other case 
speaks of the reverse—namely, when the son breaks into the 
house of his father. 

Rabh said: Anyone whatsoever who should break into my 
house, I would kill him, except R. Hanina b. Shila. If it should 
happen that he should break in, I would not kill him, as I am 
sure that he would have mercy upon me as a father for his son. 

The rabbis taught: The expression “ blood shed ” mentioned 
in ibid., ibid. 1 and 2 means that it makes no difference whether 
such a case happened on week days or on a Sabbath. Let us 
see ! The teaching that a burglar may be killed even on Sabbath 
is correct, lest one say as there is a rule that the execution 
by the court does not violate the Sabbath the same applies here. 
But why the teaching that the burglar must not be killed, the 
same being the case if the burglary occurred on Sabbath ? Even 
on week days he is not to be killed ? 

Said R. Shesheth : The teaching was needed in case it hap¬ 
pened that while breaking in on Sabbath a heap of earth covered 
him. If he is of that class who are to be killed, then the heap 
must not be removed on Sabbath; if of the other class, it must 
be done to save the man, if still alive. 

The rabbis taught: It reads “ to be smitten so”—by any man 
whatsoever ; “ he die ”—through any kind of death possible. This 
teaching was necessary. Lest one say, only if he were killed by 
the owner, who could not control himself; but if he were killed 
by some other detector, he is liable, it comes to teach us that 
the burglar is considered a life-seeker, who may be killed by 
anyone. 

The rabbis taught: The text speaks only of breaking in— 
whence can it be proven that the thief found on one’s roof, in 
one’s yard, or in any building whatsoever may be killed ? There¬ 
fore it reads, “ If a thief be found,” which means in any place 
whatsoever. But if so, why is the term “ breaking in ” mentioned ? 
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To say that his breaking in serves the place of warning (for he 
knew what he might expect). 

Said R. Huna: Even a minor who seeks one’s life may be 
killed for self-protection. He holds that one who seeks one’s life 
does not need any warning, be he of age or a minor. 

R. Hisda objected to him from a Mishna (Ohaloth, VII., 7): 
If the head of a child were already without the womb, it must 
not be killed to save the life of its mother in case of danger, as 
one’s life must not be given for that of another. And why not 
consider the child as the seeker of the life of its mother, so that it 
shall be killed ? There it is different, as the child cannot intend 
to seek the life of its mother, and the danger in question is de¬ 
creed by Heaven. 

MISHNA IX .: The following may be killed for self-protec¬ 
tion : He who pursues one to kill him, and he who pursues a be¬ 
trothed damsel, or pursues a male person to lie with him ; but he 
who pursues an animal for this purpose, or he who intends to 
commit idolatry or to violate the Sabbath, must not be killed be¬ 
fore the crime is committed. 

GEMARA: The rabbis taught: Whence do we know that 
one may kill for self-protection? From [Lev. xix. 16]: “Thou 
shall not stand idly by the blood of thy neighbor.” But how can 
you so infer from this passage ? Is it not needed to that of the 
following Boraitha: Whence do we know that if one sees his 
neighbor drowning in a river, or a wild beast or robbers seize him, 
he is obliged to save him? From the verse just cited? Yea, 
so it is. And that one may be killed in self-protection, is to be in¬ 
ferred by an a fortiori conclusion which is to be drawn from “a 
betrothed damsel.” If in this case, in which one only intended 
assault, the Torah says he may be killed in self-protection, how 
much the more a seeker of life. But do we then punish from an 
a fortiori conclusion ? The school of Rabbi taught that this is 
not only an a fortiori conclusion, but also an analogy. As it reads 
[Deut. xxii. 26] : “As a man riseth against his neighbor and strik- 
eth him dead, even so is this matter.” And what have we to learn 
from the case of a murder ? This passage is intended to throw light 
(on the case of a violated betrothed) and is at the same time re¬ 
ceiving light.* * He compares a murder to a betrothed damsel. As 
in case of a damsel one may be killed in self-protection, the same 
is it in the case of a murder. 

* A proverbial phrase : “This one comes as a teacher and turns out a learner ” 

• (Jastrow). 
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And whence do we know that so is the case concerning a be¬ 
trothed damsel? From what was taught in the school of R. 
Ismael. It reads [ibid. xxi. 27] : “ There would have been none 
to aid her”—which means, if there were one he must help her 
under all circumstances, even to killing her pursuer. 

The rabbis taught in addition to what is stated in the Mishna 
concerning self-protection : However, in the pursuing by a high- 
priest of a widow, or by a common priest of a divorced woman, 
or of one with whom the ceremony of Halitah was performed, or 
even in the pursuing of a betrothed damsel who had already had 
connection with some one, killing in self-protection is not allowed. 
And R. Jehudah said : Also, if the damsel herself said to the 
pursuers of her assaulter: Let him go—although it is to be 
supposed that she said so, only because of fear lest the pursuers 
should kill her—he must not be killed before the crime was com¬ 
mitted. Whence is all this deduced? From [ibid., ibid. 26]: 
“ But unto the damsel shalt thou not do anything: there is in 
the damsel no sin worthy of death.” It is written “ naar ” 
(youth), and it reads “ naaro ”—from which we infer, both him 
who is pursuing a male for the purpose of sin and a betrothed 
damsel. And from the term “ sin ” we infer crimes of a kind to 
which the punishment of korath applies; and from “ worthy of 
death,” we infer those who are to be executed by the court . t 

The Boraitha states: R. Jehudah said : Also if the damsel 
herself said, etc. What is the point of their difference? Said 
Rabha: They differ in case the damsel cares for her honor, but 
without sacrificing her life for it. According to the rabbis the 
Scripture cares for the violation of her honor, and as she also 
cares for it, though without life-sacrifice, she must be saved even 
by killing her pursuers. And according to R. Jehudah, the 
Scripture commands to kill him, only in case the damsel herself 
is willing to sacrifice her life for her honor, but not otherwise. 

Said R. Papa to Abayi: Let us see! In case a high-priest is 
pursuing a widow, is not this also a violation of her honor? 
Why, then, is he not to be killed ? Is not the Scripture par¬ 
ticular about the honor of a woman ? And Abayi answered : For 
the honor of a damsel, who is ruined forever, the Scripture is 
particular to save her even to the killing of the pursuer, which is 
not the case with a widow. 

It says farther on, “ sin ”—meaning those who are liable to be 
punished with death. There is a contradiction from the follow¬ 
ing: Among the assailants of damsels who must pay a fine 
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besides the bodily punishment, is counted also one who assaults 
his sister (the punishment for which is korath). Now, if he is to 
be killed while pursuing, he must be counted in the class subject 
to capital punishment. And there is a rule that he who commits 
a crime subject to capital punishment is absolved from paying a 
fine. Said Abayi: The Boraitha which states that he must pay 
a fine treats of a case in which she could be saved by injuring 
one of the members of her pursuer’s body, and it is in accordance 
with R. Jonathan b. Shaul who said in the following Boraitha 
thus: A seeker of life whom the pursued killed, although he was 
able to protect himself by injuring a member of the pursuer’s 
body—it is to be tried as a case of capital punishment. And 
what is the reason of Jonathan? It reads [Ex. xxi. 22, 23]: 
“ If men strive . . . and if any mischief follow, then shalt 

thou give life for life.” And R. Elazar said: The cited verses 
treat about him who intended to kill his opponent. And never¬ 
theless it reads : “ And yet no further mischief follow, he shall be 
surely punished.” Now, if you say that the law dictates that the 
pursuer must not be killed in case his crime could be prevented 
by injuring one of the members of his body, it is correct that he 
is to be fined. But should you say that even in the latter case 
there is no liability if the pursuer was killed—his offence being in 
the class subject to capital punishment—why, then, is he to be 
fined ? And should you say that he is fined because his intention 
was to kill another, and the fine belongs to another person, we 
understand from Rabha’s decision* (First Gate, pp. 269 and 270) 
that it is not so. 

“ He who pursues an animal ,” etc. There is a Boraitha: 
R. Simeon b. Jochai said: The one who intends to worship idols 
may be killed (if there is an impossibility of preventing his crime 
otherwise). And this is to be drawn by an a fortiori conclusion 
thus: When the dishonoring of a commoner is to be saved even 
by killing the pursuer, so much the more because of a heavenly 
dishonor. But is one to be punished because of an a fortiori 
conclusion ? R. Simeon holds that so it is. There is another 
Boraitha: R. Eliezar b. Simeon said : The same is the case with 
one who intends to violate the Sabbath. He holds with his 
father, that one may be punished from a decision drawn from an 

* See p. 269, third line from the bottom, which begins : “ This decision of 
Rabha,” to Mishna 7, which is here repeated literally, with the difference that there it 
is Rabba and here it is Rabha. Concerning the difference in the names, see Thosphat 
Khethuboth, 30^, paragraph beginning with the name “ R. Ashi.” 
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a fortiori conclusion. And he infers the violation of Sabbath 
from the case of idolatry by the analogy of the expression “ vio¬ 
lation,” which is termed in Hebrew “ chillul,” and is to be found 
in both cases. Said R. Johanan in the name of R. Simeon b. 
Jehozadok, in the Ethic of Beth Nithza: “In the city of Suda 
it was voted and resolved that if one were compelled, under threat 
of being killed, to commit any one of all the crimes which are 
mentioned in the Torah, he might commit it and not be killed, 
except idolatry, adultery, and bloodshed.” But is not the case 
the same with idolatry as the following Boraitha states: R. 
Ismael said: Whence do we know that, if one were told under 
threat of being killed, to worship an idol, he should rather wor¬ 
ship than be killed? From [Lev. xviii. 5]: “He shall live in 
them”; i.e., but not die in them. But lest one say that the 
same is the case when he is told to do so publicly, therefore it 
reads [ibid. xxii. 32] : “ And ye shall not profane my holy name; 
so that I may be sanctified.” Hence we see that privately he 
may rather worship than die? They (R. Johanan and R. Simeon 
b. Jehozadok) hold with R. Eliezer who said in the following 
Boraitha thus: It reads [Deut. vi. 5] : “ And thou shalt love the 
Lord thy God with all thy heart, and with all thy soul, and 
with all thy might.” Why, then, with all thy soul and. with all 
thy might—is not one of them sufficient ? Because people are 
of different natures. There are among them some who prize 
their body more than their money—for them it is written, “with 
all thy soul.” And there are some others who prize their money 
more than their body, and for them it is written, “ with all thy 
might ? And from this we infer that even if one were told to 
commit idolatry privately, he must not do so, even under threat 
of being killed. This is concerning idolatry. But whence do 
we know that the same is the case with adultery and bloodshed. 
From the following Boraitha: Rabbi said: It reads [ibid. xxii. 
26]: “For as when a man riseth against his neighbor ” (See 
above, p. 000). He compares a murder to the case of a betrothed 
damsel. As concerning a betrothed damsel one may be killed 
to save her, the same is it in the case of a murder. And as con¬ 
cerning a murder one is obliged to sacrifice his own life rather 
than kill another by command, the same is the case with a be¬ 
trothed damsel—she is held to be killed rather than be ravished. 
And whence do we know that in a murder case one is obliged to 
sacrifice his own life, etc. This is common sense. Thus it happened 
to one who came before Rabha. (See Pcsachim, p. 37, line 11.) 
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When R. Dimi came from Palestine, he said in the name of 
R. Johanan : All this was said when there was no civil decree by 
the government to violate religious duties; but if there was, one 
must sacrifice himself even for a most lenient commandment. 
And when Rabbin came, he said in the name of the same author¬ 
ity : Even when an evil decree did not exist, he might do so 
privately ; but publicly, one must sacrifice his life, even for a most 
lenient commandment. What is meant by a most lenient com¬ 
mandment ? Said Rabba b. R. Itz’hak in the name of Rabh : (In 
days of religious persecution you must resist, even to changing 
the shoe-strap. And what is to be considered publicly ? Said 
R. Jacob in the name of R. Johanan : If this is to be done in the 
presence of no less than ten Israelites. R. Jeremiah questioned: 
How is it if there were nine Israelites and one heathen ? Come 
and hear what R. Janai the brother of R. Hyya b. Aba taught: 
It reads [Lev. xxii. 32] : “ In the midst of the children of Israel,” 
and [Num. xvi. 21] : “ From the midst of this congregation ” • 
and from the analogy of the expression “ midst,” we infer that, 
as in the case of Korach there were no less than ten, and all 
Israelites, the same is the case with the sanctification in question. 
But was not Esther compelled to sin with Ahassuerus, in the 
presence of more than ten Israelites? Said Rabha : In case they 
do it for their own benefit it is different; as, if this were not the 
case, how could we lend copper vessels to the Persians for the 
purpose that they should fill them in their houses of worship with 
live coals at the time of their holidays? But as this is for their 
own benefit, it is not considered a transgression ; and Rabha is in 
accordance with his theory elsewhere, that if a heathen commands 
an Israelite to cut hay on Sabbath for his cattle, with threat of 
killing him, he shall rather cut the hay than be killed. But if he 
tells him, “ Cut it and put it in the river,” from which we see that 
he wants only to overcome his religious scruples, it is better for 
him to resist and be killed than to comply with his command. 

R. Ami was questioned : Is a descendant of Noah commanded 
to sanctify the Holy Name, or not ? And Abayi answered : 
Come and hear! “ There were seven commandments which were 
given to the descendants of Noah,” etc. Now, if they were com¬ 
manded to sanctify the Holy Name, there would be eight. Said 
Rabha to him : From this we can infer nothing, as by the seven 
commandments is meant all that pertains to them (and sanctify¬ 
ing the Holy Name pertains to the negative commandment of 
idolatry). However, how should this question be decided ? Said 
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Adda b. Ahaba: It was said in the college: It reads [II. Kings 
v. 18 and 19] : “ For this thing may the Lord pardon thy servant, 
that when my lord goeth into the house of Rimmon to prostrate 
himself there, and he leaneth on my hand, and I prostrate myself 
also in the house of Rimmon, . . . and he said unto him, Go 

in peace.” Now, if a descendant of Noah were commanded con¬ 
cerning sanctification, Elisha would not say to him, “ Go in peace,” 
but would keep silent. This also is not a support, as Nah- 
man’s request was considered privately as no Israelites were 
present. Said R. Jehudah in the name of Rabh: It happened 
to one that he saw a woman and became sick through his infatu¬ 
ation, and he consulted physicians, who saw that there was 
no remedy for him unless he had connection with her, and 
the sages decided that he should rather die than have connection. 
The physicians, however, said: “ Let her stand before him naked ; 
perhaps this may do something in his behalf. But even this the 
sages did not allow. Let her talk to him behind a fence. Even 
this the sages forbade. R. Jacob b. Idi and Samuel b. Na’hmani 
differ. According to one she was a married woman, and according 
to the other she was single. Single ! Why such strictness ? Said 
R. Papa: Because of the dishonor of her family, as a daughter 
of an Israelite must not be sold for prostitution. And R. Ahbah 
b. R. Ika said : To prevent such becoming a habit among the 
daughters of Israel. But why did he not marry her? Said R. 
Itz’hak : This would not satisfy him. As it reads [Prov. ix. 17] : 
“ Stolen waters are sweet, and bread of secrecy is pleasant.” 


CHAPTER IX. 


RULES AND REGULATIONS CONCERNING THOSE TO WHOM BURNING 
AND THOSE TO WHOM SLAYING APPLIES. WHO IS CONSIDERED A 
MURDERER DESERVING CAPITAL PUNISHMENT AND WHO IS TO BE 
EXILED. THOSE WHO RECOVERED AFTER THEY WERE DIAGNOSED 
TO DIE ; KILLING SOME OTHER ONE INSTEAD OF THOSE WHOM 
HE HAD INTENDED. 

MISHNA /.: To the following the punishment of burning 
applies: To one who has intercourse with a woman and her 
daughter, and to a daughter of a priest who has sinned. Under 
the general rule of a woman and her daughter comes his own 
daughter, the granddaughters of his daughter and son, the 
daughter of his w r ife, her granddaughters of her daughter and 
her son, his mother-in-law, and the mother of his mother and 
father-in-law. 

GEMARA: The Mishna does not state a woman whose 
daughter he has married, but “ a woman and her daughter,” 
which seems to be that the intercourse with both of them was 
a sin, and this can only be with his mother-in-law and her 
mother. And from the expression, “ Under the general rule of 
a woman and her daughter,” it is to be assumed that both are 
mentioned in the Scripture, which is not so, as the mother of 
his mother-in-law is only inferred from an analogy. Read: 
If one has had intercourse with a woman whose daughter he has 
married. Whence is this deduced? From what the rabbis 
taught: It reads [Lev. xxi. 4] : “ And if a man take a woman 
and her mother.” This is concerning a legal wife and her 
mother. But whence do we know that the same is the case 
with the illegal daughter of a ravisher (referring to Deut. xxii. 
28), and her granddaughters from her daughter and her son ? 
From the analogy of the expression “incest” (zimha), which is 
to be found here in the verse cited and also in Lev. xviii. 17. 
And as there it speaks of an ordinary woman, and it is plainly 
mentioned the granddaughters of her son and daughter, the same 
is the case here (that all of them must be punished by burning). 
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And whence do we know that the males who have committed the 
crimes in question are also to be punished by burning, the same 
as the females ? Again from the same analogy of the expression 
zimha. As there the verse speaks of the male perpetrator of the 
crime, so also in the case here we are not to make any difference 
in the punishment between males and females. And whence do 
we know that the latter generations— i.e., the daughters and the 
granddaughters—are to be equalized to the earlier generations 
— i.e ., the mothers of one’s father and mother-in-law? Again 
from the analogy of the same expression. As there the Scripture 
does not make any difference between the expression in verse 
15, which speaks of a father with his daughter-in-law, and that 
of the seventeenth, which speaks of the latter generations, and 
at the end of which it reads: for they are near kins-“women,” 
which refers to all of them, so here the punishment of the earlier 
generations is to be equalized to that of the latter.* 

The father of R. Abbin taught: Because there is no definite 
commandment in the Scripture concerning the daughter of a rav- 
isher, it was necessary for the scripture to state [Lev. xxi. 9]. 
“And if the daughter of any priest”—“ esh cohn,” instead of 
“ cohen.” From which we infer that, were she a legal or an illegal 
daughter, if he sins with her, she must be burned. 

But if so, let the punishmen; of burning apply only to the 
daughter of the abuser, but not to the abuser himself, as so is the 
case with the daughter of a priest in which the punishment ap¬ 
plies only to her, but not to her abuser. Said Abayi: Concerning 
the daughter of a priest it reads: “ Her father does she profane.” 
Exclude this case, in which the father is profaning her. Rabha, 
however, said: For this no verse is necessary, as it is common 
sense. In the case of a priest’s daughter, if you have excluded 
her abuser from burning, he is nevertheless left under the cate¬ 
gory of choking, which applies to any one having intercourse with 
a married woman. But here, if you exclude the abuser from the 
punishment which applies to her, under what category can you 
put him ? Should you put him under the category of those who 
have had intercourse with single women, who are free from any 

* It is impossible to give a literal translation of this Boraitha with even an abstract 
of the explanation as discussed by the Amoraim at length in the text. It is so com¬ 
plicated that the Amoraim themselves could not explain it without correcting the 
Boraitha or without giving to it an entirely strange interpretation. As was said by 
Rabha : “ In any event, the analogy of expressions cannot be used without objections 
and difficulties.” We therefore give a free rendering of the Boraitha, omitting the 
discussion. 
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punishment, is it possible that she should be burned for this 
crime, and he who is the abuser of her mother and the seducer of 
herself should be free? Now we have had the punishment for 
such, but where is the warning? It is correct for both Abayi and 
Rabha as they infer the warning from the same which states the 
punishment. But according to the father of R. Abbin, whence 
is deduced? Said R. Ailea, from [Lev. xix. 29] : “ Do not profane 
thy daughter, to cause her to be a prostitute." R. Jacob, the brother 
of R. Abha b. Jacob, opposed : Is not the verse just cited neces¬ 
sary to that of the following Boraitha: “ Thou shalt not profane 
thy daughter," etc? Lest one say that it speaks of a priest who 
marries his daughter to a Levite or an Israelite, therefore it reads 
“ to cause her to be a prostitute." Hence it speaks only of him 
who gives his daughter other than in marriage. From the “ 11 " 
in the word “ techallel " (profane), instead of “ tochal," which 
would have the same meaning, the warning in question may also 
be inferred. And both Abayi and Rabha, who have inferred the 
warning in this case from the same verse mentioning the punish¬ 
ment—what do they infer from the verse j'ust cited? Said R. 
Mani: Him who marries his daughter to an old man, as the follow¬ 
ing Boraitha states : “ You shall not profane your daughter," etc. 
According to R. Eliezer: He who marries his daughter to an old 
man is meant; and according to R. Aqiba, he who leaves his 
daughter unmarried until she becomes “ vigaros.” 

R. Kahana in the name of R. Aqiba said : There is none poor 
in Israel, but a shrewd-wicked and he who has left his daughter 
unmarried until “vigaros." How is this to be understood? Is 
not one to be called a shrewd-wicked if he left his daughter 
unmarried for his own benefit, that she should do the housework 
until “vigaros"? Said Abayi: He means thus: There is none 
poorer than he who is compelled because of his poverty to leave 
his daughter unmarried until “ vigaros," as then he is equal to a 
shrewd-wicked. 

R. Kahana in the name of R. Aqiba said again : Be careful in 
your counsellor in order that you shall not listen to him who 
counsels you for his own benefit. 

R. Jehudah said in the name of Rabh : He who marries his 
daughter to an old man and he who marries his minor son to a 
woman of age ; to both the verses [Deut. xxix. 18, 19] : “ In 
order that the indulgence of the passions may appease the thirst 
(for them): The Lord will not pardon him," apply. 

The rabbis taught : Concerning the verse Lev. xx. 14, in which 
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the words “ him and them ” are mentioned, R. Ismael and R. 
Aqiba differ. According to the former it means “ him and one 
of them,” and according to the latter, “ him and both of them.” 
What is the point of their differences (even R. Ismael agrees that 
both of them are to be punished) ? Said Abayi : They differ 
only as to the texts from which the law is derived. According to 
R. Ismael, who maintains “him and one of them,” it is because 
in Greek ev means one, and the expression in the passage is 
“ es’-en.” Hence, biblically his mother-in-law is to be burned, 
while her mother is inferred only rabbinically by an analogy of 
expression. And according to R. Aqiba both of them are meant 
in this verse. Hence both, biblically, are to be burned. Rabha, 
however, maintains that the point of their difference is an inter¬ 
course with one’s mother-in-law after the death of his wife. 
According to R. Ismael, even then she must be burned, as in the 
verse cited it reads “ and them,” which makes no difference 
whether his wife is still alive or dead. And according to R. Aqiba, 
after the death of his wife, it is only a prohibition, but not a 
crime to which burning applies. 

MISHNA II .: To the following, punishment with the sword 
applies: To a murderer and the men of a misled town. A mur¬ 
derer who strikes his neighbor with a stone or with an iron so that 
he dies; if one pressed down a person while he is in water or in 
fire, preventing him from coming out, until he dies—he is guilty. 
If, however, he pushes him into water or into fire and he was 
able to come out, but nevertheless dies without being prevented 
by him who pushed him, he is not guilty of a capital crime. If 
he sets a dog or a serpent upon him, he is not guilty of a capital 
crime. If, however, he applies the snake to his body with his 
hand, and it bites him to death, R. Jehudah makes him guilty of 
a capital crime, and the sages free him. 

GEMARA: Samuel said: Why is there not mentioned in 
the Scripture the word “ yod ” concerning iron in Num. xxxv. 16, 
as is done concerning stones and wood in ibid., ibid. 17, 18? Be¬ 
cause even a fragment of iron brings death. So also we have 
learned in a Boraitha : Rabbi said: It is known to Him who created 
the whole world by one word, that a fragment of iron may bring 
death, and therefore He has not prescribed any size concerning iron. 
(Says the Gemara :) This is only when he pierced him with it; but 
if (he struck him with iron), it must be of a size to cause death. 

“ If he presses downf etc. The first part teaches a preponder¬ 
ance, and so does the second. The preponderance of the first 
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part is that, although he did not push him, but only prevented 
him from coming out, he is nevertheless guilty of a capital 
crime. And the preponderance of the second part is that, al¬ 
though he pushed him in, yet, so long as the victim could come 
out and was not prevented, he is not guilty of a capital crime. 
But whence do we know that one is guilty for pressing down ? 
Said Samuel: From [ibid., ibid. 21] : “Or if in enmity he have 
smitten him with his hand,” which means to include him who 
pressed him down. 

There was one who urged cattle of his neighbor into the sun 
until they died. And Rabbini made him liable, but R. A’hal 
b. Rabh freed him. The former made him liable because of an 
a fortiori conclusion drawn from a murderer. As concerning a 
murderer the Scripture makes a difference between intentionally 
and unintentionally, between accident and premeditation, and 
nevertheless makes guilty the presser; and as concerning 
damages, where there is no difference between intentionally and 
unintentionally, between accident and premeditation, so much 
the more should a pusher be liable. And as to the reason of R. 
A’hal, who freed him, said R. Mesharshia : The reason of my 
grandfather, who freed him, is the above-cited verse: “ He that 
smote him shall surely be put to death, for he is a murderer,” 
meaning only in case of murder is one guilty of pressing, but 
not in a case of damages. 

Rabha said : If one bound a person, and he died thereafter 
of hunger, he is not guilty of a capital crime. If, however, he 
bound him and put him in a sunny place, and he dies because of 
the sun, or he puts him in a cold place and he dies of cold, he 
is guilty. But if he put him in a sunny or a cold place, where 
there was not as yet either sun or cold, and thereafter, when it 
came, it caused his death, he is not guilty of a capital crime. 

The same said again: If one bound a person and left him 
before a lion, he is not guilty of a capital crime. (Rashi ex¬ 
plains that he could not save himself from the lion even if he 
were unbound. Rashi’s reasons are not quite clear to us.) But 
if he bound him in a place where mosquitoes are abundant, he 
is guilty. R. Ashi, however, maintains that even in the latter 
case he is not guilty, as the mosquitoes which were on his body 
at the time he tied him, went away, and others came. Hence he 
did not cause his death directly. 

It was taught : If one places a vat over a person and he dies 
from heat, or he removes the ceiling to let the cold come in, 
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and he dies from cold—Rabha and R. Zerah—one of them makes 
him guilty and the other frees him. Says the Gemara : It seems 
that Rabha is the one who frees him, as it is in accordance with 
his theory. Said above : If one bound a person and he dies of 
hunger, he is free. On the contrary, it seems R. Zerah is the one 
that makes him free, as it is in accordance with his theory else¬ 
where : He who puts a person in a house closed from all sides so 
that the air cannot go out, and lights a candle, which causes his 
death, is guilty. Hence we see that the reason of making him 
liable is the lighting of the candle, and if this were not done he 
would be free ? Nay ! It may be said that the heat which caused 
his death began with the lighting of the candle. The same is the 
case with the vat—the heat began just when he turned it over him. 

Rabha said again : If one pushed a person into an excavation 
in which a ladder stood for coming out, and someone came and 
removed the ladder, or even if he himself removed it after he 
pushed him in, he is not guilty of a capital crime, as at the time 
he pushed him in he was able to come out. 

The same said again : If one shot an arrow at a person who 
wore an armor and someone removed the armor, or even if he 
himself removed it after he shot, he is not guilty of a capital 
crime, as at the time he shot the arrow it could not injure him. 

And he said again : If one shot an arrow at a person who was 
supplied with spices which could cure the wounds from the arrow, 
and someone came and scattered them, or even if he himself 
scattered them before the arrow reached him, he is not guilty, 
because the victim, at the time he shot, could be healed by the 
spices. Said R. Ashi: According to this theory he would not be 
guilty if there should be spices in the market which could cure 
the wounds? Said R. Ahbah, the son of Rabha, to R. Ashi: 
How is the law if it happened that spices were brought to him 
after he was shot, and he did not make use of them ? And he 
answered : In such a case the court would not overlook this, and 
would accept the defence to his advantage. 

Rabha said again : If one throws a stone at a wall, with the 
intention of killing a person with it, the stone, however, killing 
the man only by the rebounding, he is guilty of a capital crime. 
In explanation of this, it was taught, e.g., ball-players—if one 
threw a ball with the intention of killing someone, he is to be put 
to death, and if it was unintentionally, he is to be exiled. Is this 
not self-evident? The teaching that one is to be put to death, if 
done intentionally, was necessary. Lest one say that such a 
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warning was of a doubtful nature, as who could predict that the 
ball would kill him by rebounding so that he should be forewarned 
of it, he comes to teach us that he is nevertheless guilty. 

R. Tachlifa of the West taught in the presence of R. Abuhu 
concerning those who play ball: If the ball killed one by re¬ 
bounding within a distance of four ells from the wall, he is free 
from exile, but if it exceeded four ells, he is guilty. 

Said Rabhina to R. Ashi: Let us see, how was the case! If 
the player was pleased with the rebounding of the ball, then let 
him be guilty if the man was killed even within a nearer distance 
(as the law of killing a man unintentionally prescribes). And if 
he was not pleased with the rebounding, let him be free even at 
a greater distance. And he answered : The greater the distance 
a ball rebounds, the more is the pleasure of the ball-player. 

It was taught: R. Papa said : If one bound a person and 
turned a stream of water upon him, it is considered as if the man 
were killed directly by his arrow, and he is guilty of a capital 
crime. However, this is only when he was killed by the first stream 
which poured upon him; but if he dies from the continued flow, 
it is not considered direct killing, but only a cause of death. 

The same said again: If one throws a stone on high and it 
swerves and kills a man, he is guilty. Said Mar. b. R. Ashi to 
him : Let us see what is the reason of your theory ! Because the 
stone went by his force ? But if so, the force must only be con¬ 
sidered when it went on high ; and when his force ends it should 
fall down vertically. But according to your theory it swerves, 
hence it is not by his force. It must be said, however, if this 
cannot be called his exact force, it may nevertheless be con¬ 
sidered a part of his force. 

The rabbis taught : If one was assaulted by ten different 
persons, no matter whether at once or at different times, and was 
killed, none of them has to suffer capital punishment, as accord¬ 
ing to the Scripture it must be known who was the cause of the 
death. R. Jehudah b. Bathyra, however, holds: In case the 
assault was made by one after the other, the last one is guilty, 
for he hastened his death.* Said R. Johanan : Both parties 
took their theories from one and the same passage [Lev. xxiv. 
17] : “ And he that taketh the life of all the soul of man.” f The 
rabbis hold that all the “soul ” means one is not guilty unless he 

* Against our method, here are repeated a few lines from First Gate, pp. 55 and 
56 ; but we could not do otherwise, because of the explanation in the text. 

f Leeser’s translation does not correspond. 
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takes the whole soul. And R. Jehudah holds that it means all 
that was as yet left of the soul. 

Said Rabha: All agree that if one kills a person whose wind¬ 
pipe and larynx (gullet) are cut, or whose skull is fractured, he is 
free (for it is considered as if he had attacked a dead man). And 
they agree also that, if one killed a person who was struggling with 
death through sickness caused by Heaven, he is guilty of a capital 
crime. And the point of their difference in the above Boraitha is, 
if one killed a man who was struggling with death through sick¬ 
ness caused by man. According to the rabbis, it is similar to him 
whose windpipe, etc., are cut. But according to R. Jehudah b. 
Bathyra, it is similar to him who was struggling with death 
through sickness caused by Heaven. 

A disciple taught in the presence of R. Shesheth: The above- 
cited verse, which commences with “ and a man,” means if one 
struck a person with an article which can cause death, but the 
man was not entirely without life, and another came and put an 
end to him entirely, the latter is responsible, as the ordinary 
opinion is in accordance with R. Jehudah b. Bathyra. 

Rabha said: If one kills a person whose windpipe and larynx 
are cut he is free; but if the latter killed a person, if this was in 
the presence of the court, he is guilty. As it reads [Deut. xiii. 
6] : “ And thou shalt put the evil away from the midst of thee.” 
But if not in the presence of the court, but in the presence of 
other witnesses, he is free, as their testimony cannot be taken into 
consideration, because they cannot be made collusive (as their in¬ 
tention was to kill a man already dead). And there is a rule that 
such a testimony as was given by those cannot be made collusive 
is not considered as testimony at all. 

And he said again : Although the witnesses who had testified 
against the man whose windpipe, etc., were cut were thereafter 
found collusive, they are not to be put to death ; if the windpipe, 
etc., of the witnesses themselves were cut at the time they testi¬ 
fied, and thereafter they were found collusive, they are to be put 
to death, because of the above-cited verse. R. Ashi, however, 
maintains that they are not, because the witnesses who made them 
collusive could not be punished if their testimony were found 
false, as their intention was to kill men who are considered al¬ 
ready dead. 

And Rabha said again : An ox of such a kind, if he killed a per¬ 
son, is guilty. But if the ox was a healthy one and his owner was 
of that kind, he is free; because it reads [Ex. xxi. 29] : “ The ox 
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should be put to death and the owner also.” And as in this case 
the owner is considered already dead, and the expression “ he 
shall also be put to death,” does not apply to him, we therefore do 
not apply to the ox the beginning of the verse. R. Ashi, how¬ 
ever, maintains that even if the ox was of that kind, he is also 
free for if its owner would be such it would be free ; therefore it 
is to be free when it itself is of this kind. 

“ If he set a dog or a serpent," etc. Said R. Abbah b. Jacob: 
If you wish to know the reason of their difference, it may be said 
thus: According to R. Jehudah, the venom of the serpent is 
always between its teeth {i. e ., with the bite of the serpent the 
venom is injected into the body, which causes death directly) and, 
therefore, if he applied the serpent to the body he is to be decap¬ 
itated, and the serpent is free. And according to the sages, the 
poisoning comes after the bite, from the venom of the serpent 
Hence the biting did not cause death directly, and therefore the 
serpent must be stoned and he who applied it is free from capital 
punishment. 

MISHNA III. : If one strikes a person with a stone or with 
his fists, and he was diagnosed (by the physicians of the court) to 
die, and thereafter he improved, and was diagnosed to live, and 
then again becomes worse and dies, he is guilty of a capital crime. 
R. Nehemiah, however, maintains that he is free, because it is 
reasonable to say that he did not die directly from the blow, but 
from some other cause. 

GEMARA : The rabbis taught: The lecture of Nehemiah 
concerning this matter was thus : It reads [Ex. xxi. 19] : “ If he 
rise again and walk abroad upon his crutch, then shall he that 
smote him be acquitted.” Can it be supposed that one should 
be put to vdeath because he struck a person who later walks in the 
market, if there were not a passage which commands the con¬ 
trary? We must then say that the passage means that if when 
he was struck he was diagnosed to die, and thereafter he im¬ 
proved, walked in the street, and was diagnosed to live, and then 
became worse and died, he is nevertheless free. What do the 
opponents of R. Nehemiah infer from the words “ be acquitted ” ? 
That the person who struck must be kept in arrest until the out¬ 
come shall be known. R. Nehemiah, however, maintained that 
no verse is necessary for this, as this is to be inferred from the 
woodgatherer, who was arrested immediately after committing 
the crime. Why did not the rabbis also infer from the wood- 
gatherer ? (Moses was aware that) he was surely guilty of a capital 
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crime, but did not know whas kind of death applied to him. But 
concerning the murderer in question, it is not known whether he 
came under the category of capital punishment at all ? R. Nehe- 
miah, however, infer this from the blasphemer, of whom Moses did 
not know whether he came under the category of capital punish¬ 
ment at all, and nevertheless he was imprisoned. The rabbis, how¬ 
ever, do not infer this from the blasphemer, as according to their 
opinions it was only a decision for that time, as we have learned in 
the following Boraitha: Moses our master was aware that the 
woodgatherer was guilty of capital crime. As it reads (Ex. xxxi. 
14] : “ Everyone that defileth it shall be put to death.” But he 
did not know what kind of death ; as it reads : [Num. xv. 34] : 
Because it had not been declared what should be done to him.” 
Concerning the blasphemer, however, it is not so written, but : 
“ To the decision of the Lord,” hence Moses was not aware 
whether he came under the category of death at all. 

The rabbis taught: If one struck a person and he was 
diagnosed to die, but he nevertheless remained alive, they may free 
him. And if he was diagnosed to die and he improved, the sick 
man must be examined again, and appraisement made concern¬ 
ing the money which is to be collected from his smiter; and if 
thereafter he becomes worse and dies, he must be charged ac¬ 
cording to the second examination. So is the decree of 
Nehemiah. The sages, however, maintain that there is no other 
examination after the first. There is another Boraitha: If he 
was diagnosed to die, but he did not, he must be examined again. 
But if the first opinion was that he would live no second examina¬ 
tion as to dying may take place (for if it happened that he dies, 
it is probably not from the previous blow). If, however, he was 
diagnosed to die, and he becomes better, the sick man must 
undergo an appraisement concerning money. And if thereafter 
he becomes worse and dies, his murderer must pay for damages and 
the suffering of the deceased, to the heirs from the time he was 
struck till his death. And this anonymous Boraitha is in accord¬ 
ance with R. Nehemiah, who frees such from capital punishment. 

MISHNA IV. : To the following, capital punishment does 
not apply : To one who intended to kill an animal and killed a 
man, an idolator and killed an Israelite, a miscarried child and 
killed a mature one. The same is the case with one who 
intended to strike another on the loins with an article which was 
not sufficient to cause death, but the blow was made on his heart, 
for which it was sufficient, and he dies; or if he intended to 
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strike him on the heart with an article which was sufficient 
to cause death if striking same, but he struck the loins and the 
man dies, although it was not sufficient to cause death if struck 
on the heart or even if he intended to strike an adult with 
an article which was not sufficient for such, but it happened that 
he struck a minor and he dies, as for a minor it was sufficient; or, 
on the contrary, if he intended to strike a minor with an article 
which was sufficient for such, but not for an adult, and it 
happened that he struck with it an adult and he nevertheless 
dies. To the following, however, capital punishment does apply : 
To one who intended to strike a person on the loins with an 
article which was sufficient for this purpose, and he strikes him to 
death on his heart, or if he intended to strike an adult with an arti¬ 
cle which was sufficient to cause his death, but it happens that he 
strikes to death a minor with it. R. Simeon, however, maintains : 
Capital punishment does not apply even to him who intended to 
kill a certain person, and it happened that he killed another. 

GEMARA : To which part of the Mishna belongs R. Simeon’s 
theory? If to the latter part only it should read: And R. 
Simeon frees him (/>., him who intended to kill an adult and 
killed a minor). We must then say that it belongs to the first 
part, which states : an animal—an idolater—an Israelite—a mis¬ 
carried child, etc., to which capital punishment does not apply, 
from which it is to be understood that if there were two resemb¬ 
ling persons, and he intended to kill one and killed the other, 
capital punishment does apply. And to this R. Simeon came to 
say that even in such a case capital punishment does not apply. 
Now, let us see! If, e.g., there were Reuben and Simeon, and 
the murderer said, “ I intend to kill Reuben and not Simeon,” 
and finally Simeon was killed, and not Reuben—this is the 
case in which the first Tana and R. Simeon differ. But how is 
it if the murderer said, “ I intend to kill one of them ” ; or the 
murderer mistook Simeon for Reuben ? Does R. Simeon differ 
even in this? Come and hear the following Boraitha: R. 
Simeon said : Capital punishment does not apply, unless one 
said, “I intended to kill so and so,” and he did so. And what is his 
reason? [Deut. xix. n] : “But if any man be an enemy to his 
neighbor and lie in wait for him,” which means only when he 
killed the intended person. Said the disciples of Janai: And 
what do the rabbis say to this verse? It excludes him who 
throws a stone into an excavation in which men are standing 
without the intention of killing any particular one. Now, let us 
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see ! According to the rabbis, who apply capital punishment to 
him who killed one person, although he intended to kill another, 
the verses Ex. xxi. 22 and 23, “ If men strive . . . then 

shalt thou give life for life,” are in accordance with the ex¬ 
planation of R. Elazar, stated above, that the verses speak 
about him who intends to kill. But how should this passage be 
explained in accordance to Simeon’s theory? In accordance 
with Rabbi of the following Boraitha: “ Thou shalt give life for 
life ” means money (i.e., the value of the woman should be paid 
to her heirs). You say “ money,” but perhaps it means literally 
“ life ” ? The expression here “ thou shalt give,” is to be ex¬ 
plained similarly to ibid., ibid. 22 : “ He shall give according to 
the decision,” etc. As there it means money, the same is the 
case here. 

Rabha said: The following statements, taught in the school 
of Hiskia, correspond neither with Rabbi nor with the rabbis 
mentioned above. Namely: It reads [Lev. xxiv. 21] : “ And he 
that killeth a beast shall make restitution for it, and he that 
killeth a man shall be put to death.” As in the case of a beast 
there is no difference whether it was intentionally or uninten¬ 
tionally, by an error or by premeditation, while he was ascending 
or descending, he is always liable and must pay. The same is it 
in the latter case of a human being: there is no difference 
whether it was intentionally, etc.,—he is absolved from any 
money payment. 

Now let us see what is meant by the expression “ uninten¬ 
tionally ” concerning a human being. Shall we assume, i.e., that 
it was done without any intention ? Then it was an error, which 
has been already mentioned. Why, then, the repetition ? You 
must then say that it means, if he intended to kill one and 
killed another person, and nevertheless it states that he is 
absolved from any payment. Now, if he should hold with the 
rabbis that such is guilty of a capital crime, then such a state¬ 
ment is not necessary, as there is a rule that no payment is 
required in a case of capital punishment. We must therefore 
say that it does not agree with them; nor can we say, on the 
other hand, that it agrees with Rabbi, as the latter requires 
payment, while Heskia does not. 

MISHNA V. : A murderer mixed up among others—all of 
them are free. R. Jehudah maintains : All of them must be taken 
to x v( f>°s ( a life-long prison, to be done with as explained farther 
on). If it happen that the persons sentenced to deaths of differ- 
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ent kinds, and are so mixed that it is not known who comes under 
this kind of death and who under another, all of them must be 
executed with the more lenient death, e.g., if those who are to be 
stoned are mixed up among those who are to be burned, accord¬ 
ing to the sages all of them must be executed by burning, as 
stoning is more rigorous ; and according to R. Simeon all of them 
are to be executed by stoning, as burning is more rigorous. 
Said R. Simeon to the sages: Were burning not more rigorous, 
it would not apply to a daughter of a priest who had sinned. 
Answered the sages: Were stoning not more rigorous, it would not 
apply to a blasphemer and an idolater. If they who are to be 
slain by the sword are mixed among those who are to be choked, 
according to R. Simeon they must be decapitated, and according 
to the sages, they must be choked. 

GEMARA: What does the Mishna mean by the words, 
“ among others ”? Does it mean others who are innocent? Is it 
not self-evident that they are all free ? And secondly, could 
R. Jehudah say that such are to be imprisoned? Said R. Abuhu 
in the name of Samuel: It speaks of a murderer who was not as 
yet sentenced, and was mixed among those who were already sen¬ 
tenced; and as the verdict of death must be rendered only in the 
presence of the criminal, therefore all of them are free from execu¬ 
tion according to the rabbis. R. Jehudah, however, maintains 
that such cannot be entirely free, since they are murderers, and 
therefore, they must be taken to the kyphos. 

Resh Lakish said: The Mishna does not mean human beings 
at all, but oxen— i.e ., whether an ox which was not as yet sen¬ 
tenced to death was mixed among others which were already 
sentenced is the point of their difference. According to the 
rabbis the ox must be judged the same as its owner. As its 
owner cannot be sentenced to death if not present, the same is 
the case with the ox; and as he is now mixed among others, all 
of them are free. And R. Jehudah maintains that all of them 
must be taken to the kyphos. 

Said Rabha: How can such an explanation be given to the 
Mishna? Does not a Boraitha add to this : Said R. Jose : Even 
if among the others was Abbah Halafta (who was known as a 
great man). How, then, can the Mishna be interpreted that it 
means other murderers or oxen ? Therefore explains he : It means 
if, e.g., two were standing shoulder to shoulder and an arrow came 
out from one of them and killed a person, both of them are free. 
And to this R. Jose said : Even if Abbah Halafta was among the 
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two, and it is certain that Abbah Halafta would not commit 
such a crime. Nevertheless, the other is free. And the saying 
of R. Jehudah belongs to another case, as the Mishna is not com¬ 
pleted, and should read thus: And if an ox which was sentenced 
to death was mixed among other innocent oxen, they must all be 
stoned. R. Jehudah, however, maintains that all of them must 
be taken to the kyphos, and it is in accordance with the following 
Boraitha : If a cow has killed a human being, and thereafter gave 
birth, before she was sentenced to death, the offspring is valid; 
but if it happened after she was sentenced, the offspring is invalid. 
And if such were mixed among others, and even if some of the 
others among which it is mixed were mixed with still others, all 
of them must be taken to the kyphos. R. Elazar b. Simeon, how¬ 
ever, maintains : All of them are to be brought to the court and 
stoned. 

“All who were seritenccd to death” etc. Infer from this that 
if one is forewarned of a rigorous crime, it suffices for a lenient 
one. (This question was not yet solved.) Said R. Jeremiah : 
The Mishna speaks of a case where the criminal was warned in 
general; and it is in accordance to the Tana of the following 
Boraitha : All the crimes to which capital punishment applies, 
the perpetrators of them are not put to death unless there were 
witnesses who warned them, and unless they warned them that 
they were liable to die by the decision of the court. And accord¬ 
ing to R. Jehudah, only when they notified them by which kind 
of death they would be executed. 

The first Tana, who does not require that they should be noti¬ 
fied by which death, infers it from the case of the woodgatherer; 
and according to R. Jehudah, nothing is to be inferred from the 
case of the woodgatherer, as it was only a decision of that time. 

“ Among those who are to be burned ,” etc. R. Ezekiel taught 
to Rami his son: If those who are to be burned were mixed 
among those who are to be stoned, according to R. Simeon, they 
are to be executed by stoning, as burning is more rigorous. Said 
R. Jehudah (his older son) to him : Father, do not teach so, for, 
according to your teaching (as ’* those who are to be burned were 
mixed among those who are to be stoned ”) it seems that the 
majority of them come under the category of stoning : Hence 
the reason why they are to be stoned is not because it is more 
lenient, but because so was it to be done with the majority. And 
to the question of his father : How, then, shall I teach ? The 
answer was : As our Mishna states : If those who are to be stoned 
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were mixed among those who are to be burned, R. Simeon said, 
etc. But if so, how is the latter part, “ And the sages said that 
they are to be executed by burning, because burning is more 
rigorous,” to be understood ? Also here the reason may be that 
the majority who are to be executed come under the cate¬ 
gory of burning? Nay ! The expression of the rabbis, “ stoning 
is more rigorous,” was not as a reason, but as an answer to R. 
Simeon. And it is to be explained thus : If they were mixed 
among those who are to be burned, it must be done with them 
in accordance with their majority. And your supposition to care 
about the minority, because we have to select for them a lenient 
death, does not hold good, as in reality stoning is more rigorous. 
Said Samuel to R. Jehudah : Genius ! do not express yourself in 
such terms to your father, as there is a Boraitha: If a son saw his 
father transgressing what is written in the Scripture, he must not 
say to him, “ Father, you have transgressed the law,” but, 
“ Father, so and so is written in the Scripture.” 

But is it not finally one and the same ? It means he shall 
say : “ Father, there is a verse in the Scripture which reads so and 
so,” and in such a tone that it shall not seem a rebuke, but an 
intimation. 

MISHNA VI. : If one committed a crime which deserves two 
kinds of death (e.g., one who has intercourse with his mother-in- 
law who is married, commits two crimes—with a married woman, 
to which choking applies, and with his mother-in-law, to which 
burning applies), he must be tried for the more rigorous one. 
R. Jose, however, maintains: According to that act, he began 
first. (Illustrations in the Gemara.) 

GEMARA: Is this not self-evident ? Should one who has 
committed another crime which brings an easier punishment be 
benefited by it ? Said Rahba: It speaks of where he was tried 
for a case which deserved a lenient death, and was sentenced, and 
then committed a crime to which a more rigorous death applies. 
Lest one say that this man is to be considered as already killed 
and not to be tried again, it comes to teach us that he must be 
tried and punished with the more rigorous death. 

The brother of R. Jose b. Hanna questioned Rabba b. Nathan: 
Whence is this law deduced ? (And the answer was :) from Ezek. 
xviii. 10-13; “ . . . Upon the mountains he eateth . . . 

and his eyes he lifteth up to the idols of the house of Israel . . . 

and the wife of his neighbor he defileth ..." To blood¬ 
shed the sword applies, to adultery with a married woman choking 
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applies, and to idolatry stoning applies, and it ends with “ his 
blood shall be upon him,” which means stoning. Hence he is to 
be executed with the more rigorous one. R. Na’hman b. Itz’hak 
opposed : Perhaps all the crimes mentioned in this passage come 
under the category of stoning, namely, a “ dissolute son,” means 
a stubborn and rebellious son, to whom stoning applies; “ he 
defileth the wife of his neighbor” means a betrothed damsel, to 
whom also the same applies ; “ to the idols he lifteth up,” which is 
idolatry, to which stoning applies? If it were so, then what 
came Ezekiel to teach ? And lest one say that he was only 
repeating what is in the Scripture, then he ought to have done as 
did Moses our master, who said [Deut. xvii. 18]: He shall write the 
repetition of the law.” * 

R. Abhah b. Hanina lectured about the passage [ibid. 6] : 
“ Upon the mountains he eateth not,” which ends with [ibid. 9] : 
“ He is righteous, he shall surely live.” Is it possible that, be¬ 
cause he has not committed such crimes, he should be called 
righteous ? Therefore these verses must not be taken literally, 
but “ upon the mountains he eateth not ” means that he does not 
live upon the reward of the meritorious acts done by his parents ; 
“ his eyes he lifteth not up to the idols ” means that he never 
walked overbearingly ; “ and the wife of his neighbor he defileth 
not,” means that he never tried to compete in the special trade 
of his neighbor ; “ unto a woman on her separation he cometh not 
near ” means that he never tried to derive any benefit from the 
treasure of charity—and to this it reads: “ He is righteous, he 
shall surely live.” 

Rabban Gamaliel, when he came to this passage, used to 
weep, saying: It seems as if he who has done all of them is 
righteous, but not he who has done only one. Said R. Aqiba 
to him : According to your theory, the verse [Lev. xviii. 24]: 
“ Do not defile yourself with all of these things,” also means with 
all of them, but one of them is allowed? Hence it means to say 
with “ any ” of them. The same is to be said here : If one does 
one of the things mentioned above, he is righteous. 

** A crime which deserves two kinds ,” etc. There is a Boraitha : 
How is R. Jose’s decision in our Mishna to be illustrated?— e.g., 
if the crime which he committed with this woman was that she 
became first his mother-in-law and then married. Hence the pro¬ 
hibition of having intercourse with her applied, even before she 


* Leeser’s translation, “ a copy of the law,” is entirely wrong. 
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married again. Then he must be tried under the crime " with a 
mother-in-law.” But if she became his mother-in-law after her 
marriage, then he must be tried under the crime ‘‘with a married 
woman,” as the prohibition against intercourse with her existed 
already before she became his mother-in-law. 

Said R. Adda b. Ahabah to Rabha: In the first case, in which 
she married after she became his mother-in-law, why should he 
not also be tried for the crime with a married woman ? Did not 
R. Abuhu say that R. Jose agrees in case a prohibition were 
added. (A.^., when she was his mother-in-law but unmarried, she 
was prohibited to him only, but allowed to the whole world, and 
when married she became prohibited to the whole world. Hence 
one prohibition was added. And in such a case R. Jose agrees 
that the second crime must also be taken into consideration.) 
And Rabha answered : Adda, my son, do you want us to exe¬ 
cute him twice? (R. Jose considers the added prohibition 
to be only concerning sin-offerings, when incurred through 
error.) 

MISHNA VII ’.: He who receives stripes, and relaxes into the 
same crime, and is punished again and does not repent, the court 
takes him to the kyphos, and feeds him with barley until his 
abdomen bursts. 

GEMARA: Because he received stripes twice, should the 
court imprison him in the kyphos forever? Said Jeremiah in the 
name of Resh Lakish: The Mishna speaks of crimes to which 
korath applies, and he was forewarned of stripes, and was pun¬ 
ished twice for the same crime. And as this man deserves death 
by Heaven, but his time has not yet come, and we see that he 
devotes his life to sin, the court imprisons him to hasten his 
death. Said R. Jacob to R. Jeremiah b. Tahlifa : Come and I 
will explain to you the real meaning of Resh Lakish : The Mishna 
means that he has committed the same crime thrice, for two of 
which he has received striped. And as the court does not see 
any remedy for him, it puts him in the kyphos after the third 
time. If, however, he has committed different crimes to which 
korath applies, he is not taken to the kyphos, as he is not con¬ 
sidered as devoting his life to this crime, but as one careless con¬ 
cerning prohibitions. 

“ He who receives stripes twice , ” etc. Twice, although he 
was not punished a third time ! Shall we assume that our Mishna 
is not in accordance with R. Simeon b. Gamaliel, who says that 
until one has repeated the same crime thrice it is not considered 
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a hazakah* (habit). Said Rabhina: It may be even in accord¬ 
ance with R. Simeon, as the crime was committed thrice, and he 
considers it a habit, although he was not beaten thrice. 

An objection was raised from the following: He who has 
committed a crime twice to which the punishment of stripes ap¬ 
plies receives the stripes twice ; repeating same a third time, the 
court puts him in the kyphos. Abba Shaul, however, maintains 
that even to the third time he receives stripes, and only after he has 
committed the crime a fourth time does the court imprison him. 
Is it not to be assumed that the Tanaim of this Boraitha differ in 
the same point as R. Simeon b. Gamaliel and Rabbi differ—name¬ 
ly, whether it should be considered a hazakah after two times, 
which is the opinion of Rabbi, or after three times, according to 
R. Simeon? Nay ; all agree with R. Simeon. And the point of 
their difference is that, according to the first Tana, the crimes 
which were committed thrice counted, and according to Abba 
Shaul, the stripes, and not the crimes, are to be counted. 

Where is to be found an allusion in the Scripture to the kyphos 
in question ? Said Resh Lakish [Ps. xxxiv. 22] : “ The evil will 
slay the wicked.” And the same said again : It reads [Eccl. ix. 
12] : “ For man also knoweth not his time, like the fishes that are 
caught in an evil net,” from which the same is to be inferred. 

MISHNA VIII. : He who kills aperson, notin the presence of 
witnesses, is taken to the kyphos and is fed on scant bread and 
water. 

GEMARA : But whence do we know if it was not in the pres¬ 
ence of witnesses? Said Rabh : If there was only one witness, 
or even if there were two who saw this from separate places. 
And Samuel said : If he committed the crime without fore¬ 
warning. And R. Hisda in the name of Abimi said : Even when the 
witnesses contradicted themselves in unimportant matters—as, 
eg, a Mishna stated above: Ben Sakkai examined them concern¬ 
ing the size of figs, etc., and they were not contradicted in the 
examination. 

“And is fed with scant bread a 7 id water." And above it was 
said that he was fed with barley? Said R. Shesheth : In both 
cases it is meant that he was first fed with scant bread and water 
till his abdomen shrank, and afterwards with barley, from which 
it swelled till it burst. 

MISHNA IX. : If one steals a kisvah, or one curses his 


* See footnote, Vol. XIV., p. 217. 
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neighbor, invoking God as “ a carver,” or one has intercourse with 
a female heathen, zealous people (like Pinehas) have a right to 
strike him when caught in the act. If a priest performed the serv¬ 
ice in the Temple while he was unclean, his fellow-priests would 
not bring him to the court, but the youths would take him out of 
the sanctuary and split his head. If a common Israelite served 
in the Temple, according to R. Aqiba, he was choked by the court, 
and according to the sages he would come to his death by 
Heaven. 

GEMARA : What is meant by “ kisvah ” ? Said R. Jehudah : 
It means service vessels [cf Num. iv. 7]. And where is there to 
be found an allusion to this in Scripture ? [Ibid., ibid, 20] : “ That 
they may not go in to see when the holy things are covered, and 
die.” 

“ Who curses ,” etc. R. Joseph taught: May the carver strike 
his carving. And another explanation by Rabah b. Mari is : May 
the carver strike him himself, and his creator and his creation. 

“ One who has intercourse ,” etc. R. Kahana questioned 
Rabh : What is this punishment if there were no zealous men ? 
Rabh forgot his traditional answer to this, and it happened that it 
was read before R. Kahan in a dream, etc. [Mai. ii. 11]: “Judah 
hath dealt treacherously, and an abomination hath been com¬ 
mitted in Israel and in Jerusalem ; for Judah hath profaned the 
sanctuary of the Lord which he loveth, and hath married the 
daughter of a strange god.” And he came to Rabh and told him 
that so was it read to him, and therefrom Rabh recollected that 
this passage was an answer to his question, as it reads immediately 
after it : “The Lord will cut off, unto the man that does this, 
son and grandson, out of the tents of Jacob, and him that 
bringeth near an offering unto the Lord of hosts ”—which means, 
if he was a scholar, that he should not have a son among the 
scholars or a grandson among the disciples ; and if he was priest, 
that he should not have a son who should bring an offering, etc. 
Hyya b. Abuhu said : He who has had intercourse with the 
daughter of an idolater is considered as if he mingles himself with 
the idols. As it reads : “ He hath married the daughter of a 
strange god.” Has, then, an idol a daughter? Hence it means 
as is just mentioned above. 

When R. Dimi, or Rabbin, came from Palestine, he said that 
the court of the Maccabees decreed : He who does so transgresses 
concerning the following four things: Neda (menstruation), 
Shif’ha (female-slave), Goiye (strangers in faith), and prostitution. 
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Said R. Hisda: If one comes to the court with the question, 
“ May one take revenge on the criminal mentioned above?” his 
question must not be answered. And so also said Rabba b. Hana 
in the name of R. Johanan, and not only this, but if it should 
happen that Zimri were killed by Phinehas after he separated 
himself from Cozbi, Phinehas would be put to death for this crime. 
Furthermore, if Zimri, seeing that Phinehas seeks his life, were 
to kill him in self-protection, he would not be punished, as 
Phinehas would be considered a seeker of life. 

It reads [Num. xxv. 5]: “Moses said to the judges of 
Israel,” etc. The tribe of Simeon went to Zimri ben Saul and 
said : They (the judges) are judging cases of capital punishment, 
and you keep silent! What did he do? He gathered twenty- 
four thousand of his tribe and went to Cozbi, pleading with her 
to listen to him. And to her answer, “ I am a princess, the 
daughter of a king, and my father commanded me not to listen to 
any one but the greatest of Israel,” he said : I myself am a prince 
of a tribe in Israel, and I am greater than Moses, as I am from 
the second tribe, while he is from the third. He took her by the 
locks of her hair, and brought her to Moses, saying: Son of 
Amram, is this damsel allowed to me, or prohibited ? And 
should you say that she is prohibited, I would ask you, Who 
allowed to you the daughter of Jethro? Moses, however, had 
forgotten the traditional Halakha, and he and all who accom¬ 
panied him wept. As it reads [ibid., ibid. 6] : “And these were 
weeping by the door of the tabernacle of the congregation.” 

And farther on it reads: “And Phinehas saw.” What did he 
see? Said Rabh : He saw Zimri’s act, from which he recollected 
the traditional Halakha. And he said to Moses: Granduncle, 
didst thou not teach me, on thy descending from Mount Sinai, 
that zealous men might take revenge on him who has had inter¬ 
course with the daughter of an idolater? To which Moses an¬ 
swered : Let him who reads the letter be the carrier— i.e. } let him 
who gives the advice be its executor. 

Samuel, however, said : Phinehas saw [Prov. xxi. 30] : “ There 
is no wisdom, nor understanding, nor counsel against the Lord— 
i.e.j in a case where there is a violation of the Holy Name the 
honor of the master must not be considered (and therefore 
Phinehas did it without the consent of his master Moses). 

R. Itz’hak, in the name of R. Elazar said: He saw the angel 
who destroyed the people. It reads : “ Arose and took a javelin 
in his hand.” From this it may be inferred that one must not 
16 
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enter with arms into the house of learning. He took out the 
javelin from its sheath, sharpened it, and replaced it in the sheath 
so that it should not be visible; and went to the headquarters 
of Simeon’s tribe, saying: Whence do we know that the tribe of 
Levi is greater than Simeon’s ? And the people who were there 
thought : Phinehas himself is coming to do the same as Zimri 
has done. Hence the scholars decided that this is allowed. 

Said R. Johanan: Six miracles occurred to Phinehas when he 
came to smite Zimri. One—Zimri has not separated himself, 
etc (The continuation of the Haggadah will be translated 
farther on.) 

“ If a priest performed the service . . while he is defiled ,” 
etc. R. Ahbah b. Huna questioned R. Shesheth: Is a priest 
who does service, being defiled, deserving of death by Heaven, 
or not ? And he answered: This we have learned in our 
Mishna : “A priest who does service in the Temple, being de¬ 
filed, his fellow-priests would not bring him to court, but the 
youths would take him out and split his head.” Now, if it 
should be supposed that he was guilty of death by Heaven, why 
did not they leave him to the heavenly punishment ? Rejoined 
he : Do you mean to say that he was not guilty at all? Is there 
such a thing—that Heaven frees him and we should put him to 
death ? Yea ! Does not the court put one who is twice beaten 
with stripes in the kyphos and cause him to die ? (What com¬ 
parison is this?) Did not R. Jeremiah say that it speaks of 
crimes of a kind to which korath applies? Hence such an offender 
deserves death. But is the case not the same with him who 
steals a kisvah, and with the two other cases mentioned in our 
Mishna? To all of them it is taught that there are allusions in 
the Scripture implying that they deserve death, viz., concerning 
a kisvah [Num. iv. 20] : “That they may not go in to see when 
the holy things are covered, and die,” concerning one cursing 
his neighbor, etc., it was explained by R. Joseph that it looks 
like blasphemy, and concerning an intercourse with a daughter of 
an adulterer, Rabh recollected his tradition, as said above. 

An objection was raised from a Boraitha which states: And 
the following are liable to death by Heaven: An unclean priest 
who served in the Temple, etc. Hence we see that his punish¬ 
ment is death, R. Shesheth being objected to, and the objection 
remains. 

The same Boraitha continues thus * The following deserve 
death by Heaven : One who eats grain in which the heave-offer- 


TRACT SANHEDRIN (SUPREME COUNCIL). 243 

ing is mixed, an unclean priest who eats a heave-offering while 
defiled, and a commoner who partakes of the heave-offering, a 
commoner who performs service in the Temple, a priest, while 
defiled, serving in the Temple, a priest who has had a legal bath 
after defilement and performs the service in the Temple before 
sunset, the same is if he performs the service without the pre¬ 
scribed dress, or he who performs service before the prescribed 
offering after defilement is brought, and also he who serves 
without the prescribed washing of his hands and feet, or he 
serves while drunk, or without having cut his hair at the pre¬ 
scribed time. However, one uncircumcised, a mourner while 
the corpse is not yet buried, and he who worships while sitting, 
do not come under the category of death by Heaven, but are 
only forewarned. A priest who has a blemish and he who derives 
benefit from the sanctuary intentionally — according to Rabbi he 
comes under the category of death by Heaven, and according to 
the sages he comes under the category of the forewarned. 

Concerning heave-offering mentioned in the Boraitha, said 
Rabh : A commoner who partakes of heave-offering is to be 
punished with stripes. Said R. Kabana and R. Assi to him: 
Let the master say he deserves death by Heaven. And he 
answered : It reads [Lev. xxii. 9, 10] : ‘‘They die therefore . . . 
I am the Lord who sanctify them. And no stranger shall eat of 
a holy thing.” Hence between “ they will die ” and “ no stranger 
shall eat ” intervenes “ I am the Lord,” etc., to teach that the 
punishment of death does not apply to a stranger. But does 
not the above Boraitha state that such comes under the category 
of punishment by Heaven ? Do you want to contradict Rabh 
from a Boraitha ? Rabh is a Tana, and has the right to differ.* 

“ If a common Israelite served in the Temple ,” etc. There is 
a Boraitha : R. Ismael said : It reads [Num. xviii. 7] : “ And the 
stranger that cometh nigh shall be put to death ” ; and [ibid, 
xvii. 28] “ Everyone that cometh near at all unto the tabernacle 
of the Lord shall die.” As the verse just cited speaks of death 
by Heaven, the same is the case with the former. 

R. Aqiba, however, said : Here the Scripture says : “ And 
die therefore ” ; and [Deut. xiii. 6] : “ And that prophet, or that 
dreamer of dreams, shall be put to death.” And as there it 
means by stoning, the same is the case here. And R. Johanan 

* All that is mentioned in the Boraitha cited is inferred from different passages 
in the Scripture by analogy of expression, followed by a discussion at length about 
them, which does not belong here and is therefore omitted. 
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b. Nuri said : As a false prophet is punished with choking, the 
same is the case here. What is the point of their difference ? 
R. Aqiba holds that the expression “ put to death ” must be 
analogized with “ put to death,” and not “ put to death ” with 
“ shall die.” And R. Ismael holds that we should equalize a 
commoner with a commoner, and not a commoner with a prophet. 
According to R. Aqiba, however, a prophet who has misled is 
worse than a commoner. 

And the point of difference between R. Aqiba and R. Johanan 
b. Nuri is the same wherein R. Simeon and the rabbis differ in 
the following Boraitha: To a prophet who has misled, stoning 
applies ; according to R. Simeon, however, choking applies. But 
does not a Mishna above state (p. 239): R. Aqiba said : Choking 
applies. There are two Tanaim who differ concerning R. Aqiba’s 
statement. Our Mishna mentioned R. Simeon, who said so, in 
accordance with R. Aqiba’s theory; but the Boraitha is in 
accordance with the rabbis, who are of the opinion, with R. Aqiba, 
that choking applies. 


CHAPTER X. 


RULES AND REGULATIONS CONCERNING THEM TO WHOM CHOKING 
APPLIES. CONCERNING A REBELLING JUDGE ; WHAT SHALL BE 
HIS CRIME FOR WHICH HE IS TO BE EXECUTED ; AT WHICH PLACE 
AND WITH WHICH KIND OF DEATH; AND CONCERNING A FALSE 
PROPHET. 

MISHNA I. : To the following, choking applies : To him 
who strikes his father or mother, to him who steals a living soul 
of Israel, to a judge rebelling against the Great Sanhedrin, to a 
false prophet, to him who prophesies in the name of an idol, to 
the paramour of a married woman, and to the collusive witnesses 
of the married daughter of a priest who has sinned, and to her 
abuser. 

GEMARA : Whence do we know that choking applies to 
the smiter of his father or mother? From [Ex. xxi. 15] : “ Put 
to death ” ; and wherever the Scripture mentions death without 
specifying what kind, choking is meant. But perhaps the verse 
cited means “ when he kills him or her ” ? How can it be sup¬ 
posed if one who kills a stranger is executed by the sword, that 
he who kills his father should be executed by choking, which is 
more lenient ? However, this is correct according to him who 
holds that choking is lenient; but according to him who holds 
that the sword is lenient, what can be said ? Therefore, from 
[ibid., ibid. 12] : “ He that smiteth a man so that he die,” and 
from [Num. xxxv. 21] : “ Smitten with his hand that he die,” we 
infer that when it is not mentioned “ that he die,” it means smitten 
only. And it was necessary for the Scripture to write both of the 
following passages, namely [Ex. xxi. 12] : “ He that smiteth a 
man so that he die,” and [Num. xxxv. 30]: “ Whoever it be that 
killeth a person (soul),” for if the first only were written, one might 
say that one is liable only when he kills an adult, but not a 
minor; and if the second only were written, one might say that 
one is liable even if he killed a miscarried child or one who was 
born in the eighth month, and therefore both are necessary. 

But from the above theory it is to be understood that if one 
smote his father he is guilty of a capital crime even if he did not 
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wound him. Why, then, does the succeeding Mishna state that 
he is not guilty unless he wounds him ? This is inferred from 
[Lev. xxiv. 21]: “And he that smiteth a beast shall make restitu¬ 
tion for it, and he that smiteth a man shall be put to death.”* 
As concerning a beast the striker is not liable unless he makes a 
wound, as in ibid. 18 it reads “nefesh” (soul, blood of it), the 
same is the case if he smote a person—he is not guilty unless he 
made a wound. R. Jeremiah opposed : According to this theory, 
if one has made lean an animal by using it to carry stones, 
should he not be responsible ? Therefore we must say, as verse 
30 is not necessary for this case, because of verse 18, apply it 
to human life. If so, why the analogy ? In accordance with what 
was taught by the school of Hiskia (above, p. 233). But this is 
only correct for him who agrees with the school of Hiskia. But 
for him who does not agree with this theory, to what purpose is 
the analogy? To teach that, as there is no liability if one wounds 
an animal for the purpose of curing it, the same is the case with 
a human being. A similar question was propounded by the 
schoolmen : May one bleed his father to cure him ? R. Mathna 
said : From “ Thou shalt love thy neighbor as thyself ” it may be 
inferred that he may. And R. Dimi b. Henna said : It is inferred 
from the analogy just mentioned. As there is no liability for 
wounding an animal to cure, the same is the case with a human 
being. Rabh did not allow his son to take out a string from his 
finger, lest he might wound him unintentionally, which is pro¬ 
hibited for one to do to his father; and Mar b. Rabhina did not 
allow his son to open for him a wound, for the same reason. 

R. Shesheth was questioned : May a son be a messenger from 
the court to punish his father with stripes, or to put him under 
the ban ?•)•* Said Rabba b. R. Huna : And so also was it taught by 
the school of R. Ismael: Concerning all the crimes mentioned in 
the Torah, the court must not appoint the son of the criminal to 
strike, to curse his father, etc., except in the case of a seducer, 
about whom it reads [Deut. xiii. 9]: “Nor shall thy eye look 
with pity on him,” etc. 

MISHNA II.: A son is not guilty of a capital crime unless 
he wounds his father by striking him. Cursing is in one respect 


* Lesser’s translation does not correspond. 

f A discussion at length about this matter is omitted from the text, as most of 
the objections and answers are already translated, or will be translated in their proper 
places. Here, however, it is of no importance at all, as the question is solved by 
Rabha without any objection or opposition. 
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more rigorous than striking, as for the latter one is guilty when 
done to his living father only, and for the former he is guilty even 
if he did it after his father’s death. 

GEMARA: The rabbis taught: It reads [Lev. xx. 9] : “ His 
father and mother has he cursed,” which means even after his 
death. And this is repeated only for this purpose, lest one say 
that one is guilty for striking his father and for cursing him. 
Hence, as the former applies to a living father only, the same is 
the case with the latter. But this is correct only for R. Jonathan, 
as according to him the verse just cited is superfluous; but for 
R. Jashiah, who uses this verse for inferring father or mother 
(above p. 192), whence does he deduce the above statement ? 
From [Ex. xxi. 17] : “And he that curseth his father,” etc. But 
let the Mishna state that in another respect striking is more 
rigorous than cursing, as concerning the former one is guilty if 
he did so to his father even if he were of another faith, which 
is not the case with cursing (according to the opinion of some 
Tanaim). The Tana of our Mishna holds that cursing is com¬ 
pared to striking even in the latter case; i.e., one is also guilty if 
he curses his father who is of another faith. 

Shall we assume that the Tanaim of our Mishna differ in the 
same way as the Tanaim of the following Boraithas, one of which 
states: If one’s father was a Samaritan, he is forewarned against 
striking him, but not against cursing; and the other states : He is 
forewarned neither against striking nor against cursing ? The 
schoolmen who learned these Boraithas thought: Both Boraithas 
agree that at the beginning the Samaritans were true proselytes 
(this refers to II. Kings, vii. 23-34), but at that time they were de¬ 
cadent. Hence the point of their difference is that, according to 
one Boraitha, striking is equal to cursing, and according to the 
other it is not? Nay! All agree that they are not equal, conse¬ 
quently the point of their difference is, whether the ancient 
Samaritans were true proselytes, or only embraced Judaism from 
fear of the lions. Hence they were not considered Israelites at 
all, but heathens. 

MISHNA III .: If one steals a person, he is not guilty of a 
capital crime, unless he brings him upon his own premises. 
R. Jehudah, however, said: One is not guilty for only bringing 
him upon his premises, but after he used him for work. As it 
reads [Deut. xxiv. 7] : “And he treateth him as a slave.” 

If one steals his own son and sells him, R. Ismael, the son of 
R. Johanan b. Beroka, makes him guilty; the sages, however, free 
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him. If one steals a person who is half free and half slave, i.e., 
a slave of two owners, one of whom has freed him, R. Jehudah 
makes him guilty, and the sages free him. 

GEMARA: And the first Tana of our Mishna does not re¬ 
quire any work (notwithstanding that so it is written in the 
Scripture) ? Said R. Ahbah b. Rabha: They differ if he worked 
with him to the value of less than a perutha. (According to the 
first Tana he is guilty, and according to R. Ismael he is not.) 

R. Jeremiah questioned: How is the law if one steals a 
person while asleep and sells him in this condition, or if he stole 
a pregnant woman for the purpose of selling her embryo, is it 
considered treating as a slave, or, because he has not done it in 
the usual manner, is it not so considered ? Usual manner! Let 
him say that there was not any kind of slavery at all? He 
speaks of when he used the sleeping one as a support and the 
pregnant woman as a protection against the wind (and as she is 
more stout because of the embryo, the protection is stronger). 
And to this was the question : “ Is it considered slavery, or, be¬ 
cause it was in an unusual manner, is it not? This question is 
now decided. 

The rabbis taught: It reads [Deut. xxiv. 7] : “ If a man be 
found stealing any one of his brethren of the children of Israel/’ 
From this we know only concerning a male, but whence do we 
know concerning the stealing of a female ? It reads [Ex. xxi. 16] : 
“And he that stealeth a man—whatsoever. However, from both 
verses we know about a man who stole either a male or a female. 
But whence do we know that tne same is the case when a woman 
steals a male or female ? As to this, it reads in the verse above 
cited : “ Then shall that thief die,” meaning what person soever. 

There is another Boraitha: The verse just cited means that 
there is no difference whether he stole a male or a female, a 
proselyte, or a bondsman who was freed, or a minor. However, 
if he stole him and did not sell him, or even if he sold him, but 
he is still on his own premises, he is not condemned to capital 
punishment. If he sold him to the father or brother of the stolen 
one, or to some one else of his relatives, capital punishment does 
apply. However, for stealing slaves it does not. This Boraitha 
was repeated by one of the disciples before R. Shesheth, and 
he rejoined: I teach: R. Simeon said: It reads: “From his 
brethren,” which means that he is not guilty unless he took him 
out from the control of his brother. And you teach: He is 
guilty of a capital crime if he sold him to his father or brother. 
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Go and teach that he is free. (Says the Gemara:) And what is 
the difficulty ? Why not say that the Boraitha is in accordance 
with the rabbis? This cannot be supposed, as there is a rule 
that all the anonymous Mishnayoth are in accordance with R. 
Mair, anonymous Tosephtas in accordance with R. Nehemiah, 
anonymous Siphra in accordance with R. Jehudah, and anony¬ 
mous Siphri in accordance with R. Simeon. And all of them are 
after R. Aqiba’s instructions. And the Boraitha above cited is 
to be found in Siphri. 

“ If one stole his own sonf etc. What is the reason of the 
rabbis, who free him? Said Abayi: It reads [Deut. xxiv. 7] : 
“ If a man be found ‘ stealing,’ ” which means to exclude him 
who is often with him. Said R. Papa to Abayi: According to 
your theory [ibid. xxii. 22] : “ If a man be found lying with a 
woman,” etc., is also to be explained to exclude liim who is often 
with her; eg., in the house of so and so, which is crowded, and 
men and women are often together—should one not be liable for 
adultery? And he answered : I call your attention to [Ex. xxi. 
16]: “ And he will be found in his hand ” (which is not the case 
with a father, whose son is usually in his hand). Said Rabha: 
According to this theory, teachers of schoolchildren and masters 
with their disciples are considered often together, and if it hap¬ 
pened that one of the masters stole one of the children, he is 
free from capital punishment. 

“ Half a slave f etc. There is a Mishna (First Gate, p. 193): 
R. Jehudah says that there is no disgrace for slaves. And ibid. 
195 th e reason of R. Jehudah is given from [Deut. xxv. 11]. 

However, what would be his reason here? Thus: “From his 
brethren ” means to exclude slaves ; “ children of Israel ” means 
to exclude a half slave ; “ of the children of Israel ” means again 
an exclusion, and means to exclude the same. And there is a 
rule that an exclusion after an exclusion comes to add. Hence 
a person who is half slave and half free is added to those for 
whom guilt is incurred. The rabbis do not hold his theory that 
“ of his brethren ” means to exclude slaves, as a slave is also con¬ 
sidered a brother who is obliged to perform all the command¬ 
ments which are obligatory on a woman. Hence, according to 
them, “ children of Israel ” means to exclude a slave, and “ of 
the children of Israel ” means to exclude half a slave and half a 
free man. But whence do we know about the forewarning of 
stealing a person of Israel? According to R. Jashiah : From 
[Ex. xx. 13]: “Thou shalt not steal.” And according to R. 
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Johanan: From [Lev. xxv. 42]: ‘‘They shall not be sold as 
bondmen are sold.” And they do not differ, as one master 
counts the negative commandment of stealing, and the other the 
negative commandment of selling. 

The rabbis taught: “ Thou shalt not steal,” in the third com¬ 
mandment, means human beings. But perhaps it means simply 
money? It may be said: Go and learn it from the thirteen 
methods by which the Torah is to be explained, one of which is 
that a word or (passage) is to be explained from its connection 
or from what follows,* and as the connection of this passage 
speaks of human beings, you must explain also that “ stealing ” 
applies to human beings. There is another Boraitha: It reads 
[Lev. xix. 11 ]: “Ye shalt not steal,” meaning money. You say 
money, but perhaps it means human beings? Go and learn it 
from the thirteen methods, etc., one of which is that a word or 
(passage) is to be explained from what follows. And as the con¬ 
tinuation of this passage is concerning money [ibid. 13], so also 
stealing is to be explained as meaning money. 

It was taught: If there were two parties of witnesses, and one 
party testified that one stole a human being and the other testi¬ 
fied that he sold him, and thereafter one of the parties, or both, 
were found collusive, they are not to be put to death, according 
to Hiskia. According to R. Johanan, however, they are. Hiskia’s 
reason is that he holds in accordance with R. Aqiba, who used 
to say (Last Gate, p. 135): A case, but not half a case. And R. 
Johanan is in accordance with the rabbis, who said : Even for 
half a case. R. Papa, however, said, concerning the witnesses of 
selling: All agree that they are to be put to death. But the 
point of their difference is concerning the witnesses of the steal¬ 
ing. According to Hiskia they are not to be put to death, because 
stealing and selling are two separate crimes. R. Johanan, how¬ 
ever, is of the opinion that the stealing is the beginning of the 
selling. The latter, however, agrees that the first witnesses con¬ 
cerning a stubborn and rebellious son are not to be put to death 
if found collusive, as they could say : Our intention was only 
that he should be punished with stripes, as it is said above that 
the son in question is not put to death unless he first received 
stripes. 

Said Abayi: There are three cases concerning a stubborn and 


* “ We refer the reader for the real meaning of this method to Mielziner’s “ In¬ 
troduction to the Talmud ” (par. No. 50 of page 174). 
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rebellious son. In two of them all agree, and in one of them 
they differ. Namely, concerning the first witnesses in this case, 
all agree that they are not to be put to death if collusive, as they 
could say: Our intention was only that he should receive stripes. 
And their claim must be taken into consideration. And also all 
agree concerning the second witnesses of same, that they are to 
be put to death, as the first witnesses are considered as concern¬ 
ing stripes only. Hence the second witnesses only would be the 
cause of death to the criminal son, if they were not collusive ; 
and they have done the whole case even according to R. Aqiba, 
who requires the whole, and not half a case. 

And the third case in which they differ is, if there were two par¬ 
ties of witnesses, one of which testifies: “ In our presence he 
stole,” and the other testified: “ In our presence he consumed.” 
And as the law regarding the criminal son dictates that he is not 
to be put to death unless he stole from his father and consumed on 
the premises of strangers, both things depend on each other. 
Hence according to R. Aqiba each of the parties has done only 
half a case. And if one or both were found collusive, they can¬ 
not be put to death for half a case; and according to the rabbis 
they can, as they make one guilty for half a case. 

MISHNA IV. : A judge rebelling against the Great Sanhe¬ 
drin (to whom, as stated in the first Mishna of this chapter, chok¬ 
ing applies) is commanded in the Scripture as In Deut. xvii. 8-13. 
There were in Jerusalem (at the time of the Temple) three courts : 
one was situated at the gate of the Temple Mount (this was the 
east gate, inside of the surrounding wall, preceding the women’s 
court); and another was situated after the women’s court, but 
preceding the court of the common Israelites; and the third one 
was situated in the Temple treasury for congregational sacrifices. 
And in case a judge in the country had a dispute about the law 
with his colleagues, as to which the Scripture commands to bring 
their case before the court in Jerusulem, they came to the 
first court, situated at the above-mentioned gate. And the judge 
in question related his case before the court : I have lectured 
thus and thus, and my colleagues have lectured otherwise—thus 
and thus. I have taught in accordance with my lecture so and so, 
and my colleagues so and so. And if this court were able to de¬ 
cide it traditionally, they rendered their decision ; and if not, they 
came before the other court, explaining the same again. If this 
court were able to decide it traditionally, they rendered their 
decision ; and if not, all of them came to the Great Sanhedrin, 
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which was in the Temple treasury, from which the law proceeds to 
all Israel, wherever found. As it reads [ibid., ibid. 10] : “ From that 
place which the Lord will choose, and thou shalt observe to do ac¬ 
cording to all that may instruct thee.” Then if the judge returns 
to his own city and continues his lectures as before, he is not cul¬ 
pable. If, however, he gives his decision for practice, he is sub¬ 
ject to capital punishment. As it reads [ibid., ibid. 12] : “And 
the man that will act presumptuously,” etc., which means that he 
is not culpable unless he decides for practice. 

A disciple who is not a judge, who decides for practice against 
the decision of the Great Sanhedrin, is not culpable. Hence 
the rigorousness which lies upon him, not to give his decision 
in any law (until he shall be forty years of age), becomes lenient 
concerning the punishment. 

GEMARA: The rabbis taught: It reads [ibid., ibid. 8]: 

“ khi j’pola,” literally, “ if it will wonder.” Hence the passage 
speaks of the wonder (prime) judge of the courts. “ Mimcho ”— 
“ from thee,” means a counsellor. As it reads [Nahum, i. n] : 
“ There is gone forth (mimcho) out of thee he that devised evil 
against the Lord, the counsellor of infamous things.” “ Dabhor” 
—“ a matter,” means a Halakha ; L’michphat means a decision 
of money matters. “ Between blood and blood ” means blood of 
menstruation and the blood of purification after birth (referring 
to Lev. xii. 4) or blood of infliction. “ Between plea and plea ” 
means criminal and civil cases and cases of stripes; “ Between 
lepers and lepers”—bodily leprosy, leprosy of houses, of dress, etc.; 
“ matters ”—excommunications, appraisement of things belong¬ 
ing to the sanctuary ; “ controversy”—a thing which came from 
a controversy between a husband and wife (ref. to Num. v. 11-25) ; 
breaking the neck of the heifer (Deut. xxi.)—the purification of 
men who were afflicted with leprosy ; “ within thy gates ”—about 
gathering grain of the poor, forgettersof sheaves and peah (corner 
tithe) ; “ shalt thou arise”—from thy court. “ Get thee up ”— 
infer from this that the Temple was the highest building in all 
Jerusalem, and the land of Israel was situated higher than all 
other countries. “ Unto the place ”—infer from this that the 
place is the cause of the situation of the high court. 

The rabbis taught: A rebelling judge is not guilty unless he 
gave his decision in a matter to which, if done intentionally, 
korath applies ; and if unintentionally, a sin-offering. So is the 
decree of R. Mair R. Jehudah said : As to a matter of which the 
source is to be found in the Scripture, and the interpretation is 
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by the scribes. R. Simeon, however, maintains: Even as to one 
observation of the many observations of the scribes. 

Said R. Huna b. Hinna to Rabha: Can you explain to me this 
Boraitha which has enumerated all the cases inferred from Deut. 
xvii. 8, in accordance with R. Mair’s decree ? And Rabha said 
to R. Papa: Go and explain it to him. And he explained thus: 
The Boraitha which states a counsellor, means him who is able to 
establish leap years and to appoint the days of the month. And 
a difference of opinions may cause the eating of leavened bread on 
Passover; namely, according to some a leap year may be estab¬ 
lished during the whole month of Adar, and according to others 
only until Purim. Hence if the law is in accordance with one of 
them, and it was done to the contrary, people would eat leaven on 
Passover. The Halakha which is mentioned in the same Boraitha 
means the difference of opinion between R. Johanan and Resh 
Lakish concerning the tenth day of menstruation—whether it is 
still to be counted menstruation blood or of infliction (explained 
in Tract Nidda, 72b). Criminal cases means the case concerning 
the daughter of a coercer mentioned above. Concerning blood of 
menstruation, Akabia b. Mahalalel and the rabbis differ (Nidda, 
19a). Concerning blood of purification, Rabh and Levi differ 
(ibid. 35b). Concerning blood of infliction, R. Eliezer and R. 
Jehoshua differ (ibid. 36b). Concerning civil cases, Samuel and 
R. Abuhu differ (above, p. 7). Concerning criminal cases, 
Rabbi and the rabbis differ (above, p. 3) ; stripes, R. Ismael and 
the rabbis differ (in the first Mishna of this tract); leprosies, R. 
Jehoshua and the rabbis differ (Nidda, 19b); leprosy of houses, 
R. Elazar b. Simeon and the rabbis differ (above, p. 4); leprosy 
of dresses, Jonathan b. Abtulmes and the rabbis (Nidda, 19a); 
appraisement of men, R. Mair and the rabbis (Arachin, 5a) ; ex- 
communications, Jehudah b. Bathyra and the rabbis (ibid. 28b); 
sanctification, Eliezer b. Jacob and the rabbis (above, p. 32); 
controversies concerning a woman who is suspected by her hus¬ 
band, R. Eliezer and R. Jehoshua (Sota, 2a); breaking the neck 
of the heifer, R. Eliezer and R. Aqiba (ibid. 45b); purification of 
leprosy, R. Simeon and the rabbis (above, p. 137); gathering, the 
schools of Shamai and Hillel (Tract Negaim, XIV. 9); forgotten 
sheaves (the same, ibid., ibid.); peah, R. Ismael and the rabbis 
(Themura, 6a). (And of all of them, the sources are in the Scrip¬ 
ture and the explanation is by the scribes.) 

“ There were three courts ,” etc. Said R. Kahana : If he says, 
“ I have it from a tradition,” and they (the Great Sanhedrin) also 
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say the same, he is not put to death. And the same is the case 
if he says : So is it according to my opinion ; and they also say : 
According to our opinion. And so much the more if he says: I 
have it from a tradition ; and they say : So is it according to our 
opinion. And only when they say : We have it from a tradition; 
and he says : According to my opinion it is the contrary—then (if 
he gives his decision for practice) he is put to death. And an 
evidence in support of this is that Akabia b. Mehalalel, who decided 
against the Great Sanhedrin, was not killed. R. Elazar, however, 
maintains that even if he says, “ I have it from a tradition,” and 
they say, “ So it is according to our opinion,” he is put to death, 
for the reason that quarrels should not increase in Israel. And 
your evidence from Akabia b. Mehalalel does not hold good, as 
he was not killed because his decision was not for practice. An 
objection was raised from our Mishna: I have lectured, etc. 
Does not the latter expression mean that he taught so from a 
tradition ? Nay ! “ I taught so because of my opinion, and they 

taught so from a tradition.” 

Come and hear another objection: R. Jashiah said: The 
following three things I was told by Zeerah, one of the citizens 
of Jerusalem : A husband who has sacrificed his claim against his 
wife, it is considered (and his wife is not to be brought to the 
court); and the same is the case if the parents of a stubborn and 
rebellious son have sacrificed their claim ; and the same is it also 
if the high court were willing to sacrifice their honor in the case 
of a rebelling judge. And when I came to my brethren in the 
South, they yielded to me concerning the first two, but not con¬ 
cerning the third—for the reason that quarrels should not be 
increased in Israel. Hence the reason as to a rebelling judge is 
not to increase quarrel, and there is no difference whether he 
says, “ I have it from a tradition ” or “ from my own opinion.” 
This objection remains. 

There is a Boraitha : R. Jose said : Formerly there was no 
quarrel in Israel, but a court of seventy-one was situated in the 
Temple treasury, and two courts of twenty-three sat at the gate 
of the Temple Mount and at the gate of the common Israelites; 
and the same courts of twenty-three were established in every 
city of Israel; and if there was a matter of difference concerning 
which it was necessary to inquire, they used to bring it before the 
court of their own city. And if they were able to decide from a 
tradition, they did so ; and if not, they brought it to the court of 
a near-by city ; and if also they could not decide it, they brought 
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it before the court which was at the gate of the Temple Mount, 
and thereafter to that of the common Israelite, and he related to 
them : So have I lectured, etc., and so have I taught, etc. And 
if they had any tradition concerning this, they explained it; and if 
not, all of them came before the court of the Temple treasury, 
in which the judges sat from the morning daily offering until 
that of the evening on week days. And on Sabbaths and on 
holidays they used to take their place in the chamber of the sur¬ 
rounding wall, and the question was laid before them. If they 
could decide it, they did so ; and if not, they stood up to vote, 
and their decision was according to the majority. However, since 
the disciples of Shamai and Hillel who had not accomplished 
their study increased in number, quarrels were increased in Israel, 
and it seemed as if the law came from two different lawgivers. 

From the court of the Great Sanhedrin they used to write 
and send to all the cities of Israel : Whosoever is wise, modest, 
and is liked in the eyes of his people may be a judge in his own 
city. And thereafter, if he deserved it, he was advanced to the 
court at the gate of the Temple Mount; and farther on, until he 
reached to be a member in the court of the Temple treasury. 

A message was sent from Palestine : Who is the man who has 
surely a share in the world to come ? He who is modest, bends 
his head when he goes in, and the same when he goes out; 
is always studying the Torah, and does not become proud thereof. 
And the rabbis gave their attention to R. Ula b. Abba (who 
possessed all these qualifications). 

“ Returned to his own city” etc. The rabbis taught: He 
is not guilty unless he himself practised according to his decision ; 
or, he decided so for others, and they practised. It is correct 
when he so decided for others, etc., as if he did so before he was 
not subject to a capital punishment. But if he himself has done 
according to his decision, he is guilty even before he goes to the 
higher courts? Previously, if he gave a good reason for his de¬ 
cision, it would be accepted ; but after he came from the court, 
no longer is any reason accepted. 

MISHNA V .: The punishment of him who transgresses the 
decision of the scribes is more rigorous than for that which is 
plainly written in the Scriptures, e.g., if one says, “ I do not 
see any commandment in the Torah about tephyllin (phylac¬ 
teries),” with the intention of transgressing that which is written 
concerning them (i.e., giving another interpretation to Deut. vi. 
8 , etc.), he is free. However, if he (the rebelling judge) should 
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decide that the phylacteries must contain five Totaphoth (por¬ 
tions), instead of the four enacted by the scribes, he is guilty. 

GEMARA: Said R. Elazar in the name of R. Oshia: One is 
not considered a rebelling judge unless he decides upon a thing 
the sources of which are in the Scripture and the explanation is 
by the scribes, and there is something to add. However, if it is 
added, it harms the whole matter; and we cannot find such a 
thing in the whole Scripture but phylacteries, according to E. 
Jehudah (who maintains the four portions in question are to be 
attached one to the other*). 

MISHNA V. : (The judge in question) was not put to death 
by the court of his own city, and also not by the court of the 
great Sanhedrin which was established temporarily in the city of 
Jamnia, but was brought to the supreme council in Jerusalem, 
kept in prison until the feast days, and executed on one of the 
feast days. As it reads [Deut. xvii. 13] : “And all the people 
shall hear and be afraid.” So R. Aqiba. R. Jehudah, how¬ 
ever, maintains that he must not be tortured by postponing the 
execution, but must be put to death immediately after being sen¬ 
tenced ; and messengers were sent out to all the inhabitants of 
Israel that the judge so and so was sentenced and executed by 
the court for such and such a crime. 

GEMARA: The rabbis taught concerning what was said by 
R. Aqiba mentioned in our Mishna: R. Jehudah rejoined: 
Does the Scripture read : “The people shall see and be afraid?” 
It reads: “ They shall hear and be afraid.” Why, then, should 

* For the explanation of this passage we published a book, “Ursprung und 
Entwickelung des Phylacterien Ritus bei den Juden ” (Pressburg, 1883), in which 
it is explained thoroughly. It is remarkable that the chief commentator of the 
Talmud (Rashi) does not give any sensible explanation hereon, other than that he 
dislikes the interpretation mentioned in our text in parentheses, and he would say that 
the expression, “ according to R. Jehudah,” means what was said by him elsewhere 
—that one is not guilty unless the matter discussed contains a study which 
relies upon the teaching of the sages how to practise. Thosphat remarks that 
R. Oshia, the author of this saying, ignores all that was inferred from Deut. xvii. 8, 
said above, without any other explanation. All the other commentators, however, 
keep silent. 

Our book, mentioned above, is written in the language of the Talmud, and the 
very essence of this strange passage is that this Mishna was written after the Jewish 
Christians began to add to the four portions of the Scripture (viz.: Ex. xiii. 1-10 ; 
ibid., ibid. 11-17; Deut. vi. 4-9 ; and ibid. xi. 13-21) the first portion of John in the 
New Testament. For the sources from which we establish that so was the custom 
of the Jewish Christians in the first centuries, A.C., we refer to the above-mentioned 
book, and also to our little book, “ The History of Amulets, Charms, and Talismans,” 
published in English (New York, 1893). 
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this man be tortured? Therefore I say that he is executed 
immediately, and messengers are sent out to notify the people. 

The rabbis taught: The following four crimes must be 
heralded—of a seducer, a stubborn and rebellious son, a rebelling 
judge, and collusive witnesses. Concerning the first three it 
reads : “All the people of Israel (shall hear and be afraid).” And 
concerning collusive witnesses it reads [Deut. xix. 20] : “And 
those who remain shall hear ”—because not all of Israel are 
qualified to be witnesses. 

MISHNA VI.: A false prophet who is to be sentenced by the 
court is only he who prophesies what he ( personally) has not 
heard and what he was not told at all. However, he who does 
not proclaim what he was told to do, or did not listen to another 
prophet, or he who acted against what he himself was instructed 
by Heaven, his death depends upon Heaven. As it reads [ibid, 
xviii. 19] : “ I will require it from him.” 

He who prophesied in the name of an idol, saying, “ So and 
so was said by such and such an idol,” although it corresponds 
exactly with the Hebrew law, he is punished by choking. The 
same was the case with him who had intercourse with a married 
woman, as soon as she comes under the control of her husband, 
even before she has had intercourse with him. The same punish¬ 
ment applies to the collusive witnesses of the married daughter 
of a priest, and also to her abuser, there is a difference between 
this case and all other cases of collusive witnesses, who are to be 
punished with the same death which would apply to the accused 
if it were true; and also between the adulterer in this case and 
other adulterers to whom the death of those abused applies. 

GEMARA: The rabbis taught : Concerning prophecy, there 
are three who are to be sentenced by the court; viz., he who 
prophesies what he has not heard, he who prophesies what was 
not said to him, and he who prophesies in the name of an idol. 
And there are three whose death is by Heaven; viz., he who 
does not proclaim his prophecy, he who acts against what he was 
told by another prophet, and he who acts against his own 
prophecy. 

Whence is this deduced? Said R. Jehudah in the name of 
Rabh : It reads [Deut. xviii. 20] : “ But the prophet who may pre¬ 
sume to speak a word in my name ” means him who has prophesied 
what he has not heard ; “ which I have not commanded him ”— 
although it was commanded to his colleague. “ Or who may 
speak in the name of other gods ” means in the name of any 
17 
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idol. “ That prophet shall die ” means by choking, as choking 
applies to all the deaths which are mentioned in the Scriptures 
without specifying which. And the other three above mentioned 
are inferred from the preceding verse [19] : “A man who will not 
hearken,” etc.—which is to be understood both of him who does 
not make the people hear it and him who himself does not listen 
to it—which ends : “ I will require it of him.” (Now the illustra¬ 
tions.) He who prophesies what he has not heard— e.g., Zede- 
kiah ben Kenaanah, of whom it is written [II. Chron. xviii. 10] : 
“Made himself horns of iron,” etc. But why was he guilty? 
Did not the spirit of Naboth make him err? As it reads [ibid., 
ibid. 19 to 21] : “And the Lord said, Who will persuade Achab, 
the king of Israel, that he may go up and fall at Ramoth-gilead ? 
And one spake saying after this manner, and another saying 
after that manner. Then came forth a spirit, and placed himself 
before the Lord, and said, I will persuade him. And the Lord 
said unto him, Wherewith ? And he said, I will go forth and I 
will become a lying spirit in the mouth of all his prophets. 
And he said, Thou shalt persuade him, and also prevail; go 
forth and do so.” And to the question: What spirit? R. Jo- 
hanan said : The spirit of Naboth Haisraeli. And what is meant 
by “go forth”? R. Jehudah said: Go outside of the fence of 
my glory (as a liar must not remain in it, hence it was not Zede- 
kiah’s fault, as he was deceived by the spirit) ? He ought to have 
given his attention to what was said by R. Itz’hak: The sense of 
a divine oracle is given by Heaven to many prophets equally; 
the language, however, by the prophets cannot be identical even 
in two of them, as each prophet expresses it in his own language 
— e 'g- [Jer. xlix. 16]: “Thy hastiness hath deceived thee—the 
presumption of thy heart ” ; and [Ob. i. 3]: “ The presumption of 
thy heart hath beguiled thee.” Here, however, it reads [II. 
Chron. xviii. 11] : “And all the prophets so prophesied, saying, 
Go up against Ramoth-gilead,” etc. Hence, as all prophesied in 
identical language, he ought to have known that it was not a true 
prophecy. But perhaps Zedekiah did not know what was said 
by R. Itz’hak? There was Jehoshaphat,who told him that. As 
it reads [ibid., ibid. 6] : “ Is there not a prophet of the Eternal 
besides ? ” And to the question of Achab : Are not all these, who 
prophesy in the name of the Lord, sufficient? Jehoshaphat 
answered: I have a tradition from my grandfather’s house that 
the sense of a divine oracle is given by Heaven, etc. And here 
I hear the same version from all of them. He who prophesies 
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what was not said to him— eg., Chananyah ben Azzur, who said 
[Jer. xxviii. 2] : “ Thus hath said the Lord . . . I have broken the 
yoke.” And this was only by an a fortiori conclusion, drawn 
from what was said by Jeremiah [ibid. 49] : “ Thus hath said the 
Lord . . . behold, I will break the bow of Elam.” And his a 
fortiori conclusion was thus: Elam, who came only to assist the 
king of Babylon, should be broken; the king of Babylon, who 
himself came to destroy the kingdom of Judah, so much the 
more should be broken. [Said R. Papa to Abayi: But this illus¬ 
tration does not correspond, as such a prophecy was not given 
to any one? And he answered: For if such an a fortiori con¬ 
clusion were to be drawn, it is equal to its having been said to 
some one else; however, it was not said to him directly.] He 
who prophesied in the name of an idol— eg ., the prophets of 
Baal. He who does not proclaim the prophecy— eg ., Jonah b. 
Amitthai. He who does not listen to what he was told by 
another prophet— eg., the colleague of Michah; as its reads 
[I. Kings, xx. 35, 36]: “And a certain man of the sons of the 
prophets said unto his companion, by the word of the Lord, 
Smite me, I pray thee. But the man refused to smite. Then said 
he unto him, Forasmuch as thou hast not obeyed the voice of 
the Lord ...” And a prophet who acted against that wherein 
he himself was instructed by Heaven— eg., Edah the prophet, of 
whom it is written [ibid. xiii. 9] : “ For so was it charged me by 
the word of the Lord ” ; and [ibid., ibid. 18] : “And he said unto 
him, I also am a prophet like thee.” And farther on it is written 
[19] : “ So he returned with him,” ending [34] : “And when he 
was gone, a lion met him on the way and slew him.” [A disciple 
taught in the presence of R. Hisda: He who does not proclaim 
the prophecy he was told has to receive stripes. And R. Hisda 
said to him: Should one who ate dates from a sieve receive 
stripes? Who warned him? And Abayi said: His colleagues, 
the prophets. And whence did they know this? Said Abayi: 
From [Amos, iii. 7): “ For the Lord Eternal will do nothing, 
unless he have revealed his secret unto his servants the prophets.” 
But perhaps the decree was changed by Heaven ? If it were so, 
all the prophets would be notified. But was not such the case 
with Jonah, who was not notified that the decree was changed? 
There was the prophecy : Nineveh will be overthrown, which had 
two meanings, to be destroyed, and also to be turned over from evil 
to righteousness, and he did not understand the real meaning. 
“ Who does not listen to another prophet.” But whence is one 
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aware that he is a true prophet, that he should be punished ? 
In case he gives him a sign. But was not Michah, who was 
punished for not listening to the prophet (as said above), although 
he did not give any sign ? With him who has long been rec¬ 
ognized as a true prophet it is different. For if the case were 
not so, how could Isaac have trusted his father that his prophecy 
was a true one, since such a commandment was never before 
heard, and also no sign was given by Abraham. And also, how 
could they rely upon Elijah, who commanded them to sacrifice 
outside of Jerusalem, which was prohibited by the Scripture? 
Hence, because they were recognized prophets, one must listen 
to them in any event.* 

The rabbis taught, concerning what was taught by rabbis 
(above, p. 151) as to a prophet who had misled, to whom stoning 
applies according to the rabbis, and choking according to R. 
Simeon : Said R. Hisda: The point of their difference is in case 
one removed the whole portion of the Scripture concerning idol¬ 
atry, saying: I was so commanded by Heaven. Or even if he 
said: To perform some of its worship and to abolish the rest. 
But if he removed a portion which speaks concerning other com¬ 
mandments, all agree that choking applies. And if he told to 
perform some of them and abolish the others, he is free according 
to all. R. Hamnuna, however, said : The point of their difference 
is if he removed a portion of any commandment, be it concern¬ 
ing idolatry or some other; and also in performing some worship 
of idolatry and abolishing the rest. As it reads: “From the 
way ”—which means even a part of it. But if he prophesied as 
to performing some of the commandments and abolishing the 
others, all agree that he is free. 

The tabbis taught: If one commands by prophecy to remove 
a commandment from the Scripture, he is guilty; but if to abolish 
some of it, and perform the remainder, R. Simeon frees him. 
However, concerning idolatry, even if he commands “ To-day 
worship,” and on the morrow to abolish it, all agree that he is 
guilty. Hence it contradicts the explanations of both R. Hisda 
and R. Hamnuna? Abayi, who holds with R. Hisda, explained 
the Boraitha just cited: According to his theory—viz., if one 
commands by prophecy to remove a commandment from the 
Scripture—all agree that he is to be choked. “ As to performing 
some,” etc., R. Simeon makes him free, and the same do the 


Here are also some Haggadas, which we transfer to the Haggadic chapter. 
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rabbis. But concerning idolatry, even if he said : “To-day wor¬ 
ship," and on the morrow to abolish, he is subject to a capital 
punishment—according to the rabbis by stoning, and according 
to R. Simeon by choking. Rabha, however, who holds with R. 
Hamnuna, explains according to his theory thus : He who com¬ 
mands by prophecy to remove, etc., either concerning idolatry 
or some other commandment, is subject to a capital punishment 
—each of the masters according to his opinion. “ As to perform¬ 
ing some," etc., R. Simeon makes him free, and so also do the 
rabbis. Concerning idolatry, however, even if he says: “To-day," 
etc., he is guilty accordingly—each of the masters according to 
his opinion. 

R. Abuhu in the name of R. Johanan said : In every case men¬ 
tioned in the Torah, if a true prophet commands you to trans¬ 
gress, you may listen, except as to idolatry, when you must not 
listen, even if he were to stop the sun for you, as was done by 
Joshua. 

R. Jose the Galilean said : “There is a Boraitha: The Torah 
foreshadowed the final mind of idolatry and therefore gave force 
to it, for the purpose that one should not listen to him who 
commands to commit it, even if he were to stop the sun for him 
in the middle of the sky. Said R. Aqiba: God forbid that the 
sun should be stopped for them who are acting against His will. 
But it means even, e.g., Hananiah b. Azzur, who was a true 
prophet when he began to prophesy, and became a false one only 
afterwards. 

“ Collusive witnesses of the married daughter of a priest," etc. 
Whence is this deduced? Said Abhah b. R. Ika: From the 
following Boraitha: R. Jose said: Why is it written: “Then 
shall ye do unto him . . . unto his brother." (Would it 

not be sufficient if it should read: “ As he purposed to do " ?) 
Because all who are to be put to death biblically, their collusive 
witnesses and their abusers are punished with the same, except 
in the case of the married daughter of a priest, where she is to 
be burned, but not her abuser, who is to be choked. However, 
concerning her collusive witnesses, it would not be known 
whether they were to be equalized to him or to her? Therefore 
the expression, “ unto his brother,” which means, not unto his 
sister. 


END OF TRACT SANHEDRIN, PART I. (HALAKHA), 
AND OF VOL. VII. (XV.). 
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In our translation we adopted these principles: 

1. Titian of the original—We have learned in a Mishna; Tania —We have 
learned in a Boraitha; Itemar —It was taught. 

2. Questions are indicated by the interrogation point, and are immediately 
followed by the answers, without being so marked. 

3. When in the original there occur two statements separated by the phrase, 
Lishna achrena or Wa'ibayith Aetna or Ik ha d'amri (literally, “otherwise interpreted ”), 
we translate only the second. 

4. As the pages of the original are indicated in our new Hebrew edition, it is not 
deemed necessary to mark them in the English edition, this being only a translation 
from the latter. 

5. Words or passages enclosed in round parentheses ( ) denote the explanation 
rendered by Rashi to the foregoing sentence or word. Square parentheses [ ] contain 
commentaries by authorities of the last period of construction of the Gemara. 
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CONCLUDING WORDS 

TO THE COMPLETION OF SECTIONS FESTIVAL AND 
JURISPRUDENCE. 

With the benediction to the Almighty, who prolonged our life 
to see the completion of our translation the above two large sec¬ 
tions of the Talmud, we deem it necessary to say a few words con¬ 
cerning the criticisms which have recently appeared, and to 
which we are grateful for having called our attention to some 
important matters. However, before we will come to the point 
we beg to say that we were anxious during the whole time to 
see a true criticism to our entire work, pointing out the mistakes 
or errors which must be found in the editing as well as in the 
translating itself of such a difficult and voluminous work. But 
to our knowledge such has not appeared anywhere as yet, 
although reviews and notices of different kinds were given in 
more than a hundred leading papers in both the old and the 
new world. The praises encouraged us but little, and some of 
the criticisms did not discourage us at all, for the reason that 
both were only phrases, without giving any evidence or impor¬ 
tant facts to which our proper attention should be called. And 
we would still be grateful indeed to those who would give such 
criticisms in compliance with our wishes, as this would be a 
great help to us in the continuation of the translation of the four 
remaining sections, which may take about twelve volumes or so 
more. Now to the point. There was a criticism in the “ Open 
Court ” of Chicago, Vol. XVI., pp. 425-427, accusing us that we 
have omitted the discussion of some sages concerning “ evan- 
gelium.” How it should be written j*pblT 3 jy or 

*The meaning of the first two words is one and the same. And the aclf>h 
here is the same as the aycn. The same differ also about the same letters con¬ 
cerning the word “Eidehen,” Abuda Zara, p.I. (see foot-note there); hence, 
as it is without any importance for the English reader, we have to omit it, 
according to our method. But that what was said in the name of Jesus by 
Jacob (James) we have translated, although we do not believe that this was 
so (see foot-note, ibid. p. 27). 
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and for such an omission he exclaimed that we have no transla¬ 
tion of the whole Talmud.* We have received also some pri¬ 
vate letters from educated people, asking why they do not find 
any mention of Jesus of Nazareth. And in answer to the criti¬ 
cism as well as to the many letters we have received, we beg to 
give some letters of an editor of a scientific paper of this coun¬ 
try, which we think will throw some light on this matter. 

June I, 1901. 

Rev. Michael Rodkinson, 

New York City. 

Dear Sir :—The receipt of Volume XII. of the Talmud brings back rec¬ 
ollections of a pleasant hour spent with you in my office, and the informa¬ 
tion which you so kindly gave me on several very obscure points. Perhaps 
you will pardon a personal letter of inquiry on a point or two in “ Sabbath ” 
that have especially interested me. 

You will remember where the subject is discussed as to whether it was 
lawful to rescue books from the flames, the point turning especially, as I 
read it, that on the one hand the books of unbelievers should be allowed to 
perish, while on the other hand, these same books also contain the Sacred 
Name. 

R. Abuha is asked if the books of the Be Abhidon should be saved, and 
gives an equivocal reply. It is stated that Rabh went to neither the Be 
Abhidon nor the Be Nitzrephe. Samuel went to the Abhidon, and Mar 
Bar Joseph “ was of their society.” 

Your note on the passage leaves it conjectural who the people were. 
To me it seems altogether likely that they were Christian sects (possibly 
Jewish Christians and Gentile Christians). I should infer this because, first, 
R. Tarphon’s statement immediately precedes it, and Christian tradition at 
least connects him with disputes with Christians. Second, the story of 
Ema Shalom and her brother Gamaliel II., and the philosopher and judge 
follows it. It seems to me that there are at least three implied quotations 
in this story from Matthew’s Gospel or some other Christian document: 
“ Let your light shine,” “ I came not to destroy but fulfill the law,” and the 
statement about son and daughter inheriting alike. 

Do Hebrew scholars think that Christians are indicated by Be Abhidon 
and Be Nitzrephe? And if so, how is the fact explained that Samuel went 
to one of them, unless it be that Samuel is Saul (Paul), and how could 
Mar Bar Joseph be of their society? 

It seems to me that I find a number of places where Christian usages or 


* Some one has called our attention to this article being in the public 
library about a year ago and we only glanced at it for lack of time. And for 
the same reason we could not have the original before us when we are writ¬ 
ing our answer. By the way, we like to say that there is published a booklet, 
” Chasronoth-Hashas,” containing the omission made by the censor about 
Jesus and his disciples, to which we do not pay any attention, as its con¬ 
tents are nonsense and we are sure that these were not said or written by the 
talmudic scholars. We also possess a letter from the late lamented Dr. 
Mielziner, who agrees with us on this point. 
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doctrines are referred to, and I wish I were informed as to the names 
and other indications which would show this. If you could give me some 
light, without trespassing too much on your time, I would be very grateful 
indeed. 

June 12, 1901. 

My Dear Sir: Your kind favor of the 9th at hand and carefully noted. I 
assume that you have good and sufficient reasons for your hesitation in such 
a matter, although they may not be apparent to me. Therefore it only 
remains for me to assure you as strongly as I know how, that the informa¬ 
tion I seek is only for myself, that it will not be published, that it will not 
be quoted even in conversation as your opinion. 

I simply wish’ to read understandingly the fine work you are placing 
before English readers; I want to get into the atmosphere of the times as 
much as possible. Judaism and Christianity must have touched elbows a 
good deal in the first three centuries, and there must be some evidences of 
it in the Talmud to those who can read between the lines. I think I can 
see references. For instance, were there Saducees after the final over¬ 
throw, and is not the term, at least occasionally, applied to Christians? 

My own conviction, which of course, is based on very superficial knowl¬ 
edge mostly gleaned form the early Christian Fathers, is that at first, the 
line of demarcation between the Jewish Christians and the Jews was not 
so strong as it became afterwards. But at any rate, there must be more 
references to them than appear on the surface, it seems to me, and that is 
what I want to know. But I have no theory to vindicate and seek the 
knowledge only for myself. 

July 2, 1901. 

My Dear Sir: I wish to acknowledge the receipt of your very kind and 
instructive letter of two weeks ago. It covers substantially the points I 
wished to know, and saved me much research that night in the end prove 
barren of results. I shall remember your kindness. Again thanking you, 
I am, 

And to these letters we may add a paragraph of Tract Sab¬ 
bath, p. 119. “ R. Aqiba said: ‘ The wood-gatherer was Zeloph- 

chad.’ To which R. Jehudah b. Bathyra exclaimed: ‘Aqiba! 
Whether your statement be true or false, you will have to an¬ 
swer for it at the time of the divine judgment; for if it be true, 
you disclosed the name of the man whom the Scriptures direct 
to shield, and thus you brought him unto infamy, and if it 
be false, you slandered a man who was upright,’ ” etc. (See 
there.) And this rule we adopted while engaged in this transla¬ 
tion—namely, not to give hypotheses to the reader, as there is 
not one line in the whole Mishna which speaks clearly of Jesus 
and his beliefs. In our book on “Phylacteries” we have 
alluded to the reason why the editor of the Mishna did so. 
And the same reason prevented us from interpreting passages 
or paragraphs which seemed to us to treat about Jesus and his 
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followers, as after all these are only hypotheses, and we do not 
like to throw our suppositions in a translation which ought to be 
more or less authentic. This is all that we can say in answer to 
the “ Open Court.” 

There has appeared in the “ Baltimore Sun,” April 17, 1903, 
a notice which, in the main, is very flattering, but gives also 
some criticisms that are of interest, and correct from the 
standpoint of the writer. They concern the remarks sub 
3 and 4 of the “ Explanatory Remarks” published in each 
volume on the other side of the title-page. Concerning the 
fourth he says: “ There are many who would be glad to verify 
references who may not have a copy of the new Hebrew 
text, or unable to use it, if they had it.” Concerning the third 
remark he says: “ This seems unfortunate. The alternative 
interpretation is often of very considerable value, and may be 
used for historical purposes even if not so important theologic¬ 
ally.” To this we may say that we were very careful when 
omitting the first version, and where we found it important we 
translated both, as the reader will find in our Talmud in many 
places, “If you wish, it may be said so, and if you wish, it may 
be said so and so.” And we did not fail even to translate a 
third “ if you wish ” when we saw that they all were of import¬ 
ance. In general, however, only the last versions are of great 
account, and the decisions of the post-talmudical rabbis were 
only in accordance with those. And only they are the guides 
of the Schul’han Arush (Jewish Code). 

Concerning the fourth we may confess that the critic is per¬ 
fectly right in his contention. However, it is not our fault but 
that of the circumstances which deceived us in the beginning of 
our undertaking. We previously thought that we would find 
subscribers for the Hebrew text also, and so give the Hebrew 
with the English together, and then there would have certainly 
been no need of separately marking the pages of the text. Un¬ 
fortunately, there was no demand for the text at all, so that we 
were unable to furnish it with the translation, and in reality, 
for the general English reader who is not able to read Hebrew 
the page of the text is immaterial. And for the Hebrew stu¬ 
dents, who are very few, we could not afford to go to such ex¬ 
pense, as a separate column for each page would be necessary 
for this purpose, for such could not be inserted in the text even 
in parentheses. 

Concerning the last Tract Horioth, which speaks of sacrifices 
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and offerings only, we are at a loss to understand why it was in¬ 
serted in the section Jurisprudence, unless the reason be the treat¬ 
ment of whether the expenses of the offerings must be carried 
by the judges of the court themselves or by the treasury of the 
congregation, which may belong to the category of damages. 
However, the whole tract treats almost of one and the same 
point, so that we could not give the contents of each chapter 
separately, and confined ourselves by giving the synopsis of the 
beginning of each Mishna and some important matters from the 
Gemara of the last. 


New York, May 25, 1903. 


M. L. R. 
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CHAPTER I. 

Mishna /. to X. How should witnesses be made collusive ? There are 
another sort of witnesses who are not subject to the punishment of collusive¬ 
ness but who are to suffer stripes instead. Where do we find a hint in the 
Scripture that collusive witnesses shall be punished with stripes ? There are 
four points concerning collusive witnesses, etc. And they are not sold as 
Hebrew slaves. As it reads : " He shall be sold for his theft, but not for 
his collusiveness.” A collusive witness pays his share. What does this 
mean ? We testify that so and so has divorced his wife and has not paid the 
amount mentioned in her marriage contract, etc. We testify that so and so 
owes to his neighbor a thousand zuz, etc. If one says I will make you a loan 
with the stipulation that the Sabbathic year shall not release me, it neverthe¬ 
less releases. If one loans money to his neighbor without a fixed term of 
return, he has no right to demand it before the elapse of thirty days. We 
testify that so and so owes 200 zuz to his neighbor, and they were found 
collusive, etc. To a negative commandment that does not contain manual 
labor, stripes does not apply. The fine of money may be divided into two 
or three shares; however, this is not to be done with stripes. Witnesses 
cannot be made collusive unless the falsehood lies in their bodies. A woman 
once brought witnesses, and they were found false. She then brought 
another party, who were also found false ; she then brought another party, 
etc. Because she is suspicious should all Israel be suspected of testifying 
falsely ? Collusive witnesses are not to be killed unless the sentence of capital 
punishment for the defendant is rendered. There is no punishment on the 
ground of a fortiori conclusions. May I not live to see the consolation of 
our nation, if I have not killed a collusive witness for the purpose of remov¬ 
ing from the mind of the saducier, etc. The verse punishes one, an accom¬ 
plice who conjoins himself to transgressors with the same punishment, etc. 
And we may learn from this ; that so much the more will he who conjoins 
himself to those who are engaged in meritorious acts, be rewarded, etc. 
There is no capital punishment, unless two witnesses have warned this cul¬ 
prit. If both of the witnesses have seen him who warned them, they are con¬ 
sidered conjoined. The court of Sanhedrin is to be established in Palestine 
as well as in the countries outside of it. In the large cities btu no: in the 

small ones.. ..1 — 14 

xiii 
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CHAPTER II. 

Mishna I. TO V The following are exiled, he who kills a person unin¬ 
tentionally. The act of one who thought that such is allowed is not to be 
considered an accident, but almost intentional. If one has climbed a ladder 
and the step under him broke and killed, one Boraitha declares him guilty, 
etc. If the iron of a hatchet slipped off and killed. One threw a lump of 
brittle stone at a date tree, and the dates fell off and killed (a child). What 
is considered second force according to Rabbi ? If one throws a stone in 
a public ground and it kills, he is to be exiled. The punishment of exile 
attaches but to a private set. Is hewing wood always considered a private 
affair ? All kinds of human beings are exiled when they killed by accident 
an Israelite. A father is exiled if he killed his son accidentally. A heathen 
or a slave is to be exiled or punished with stripes through an Israelite and 
vice versa. A stranger or an idolator who has killed even unintentionally is 
put to death. Only then when, thinking that such is allowed ; "For he is a 
prophet.” How is this to be understood ? Because he is a prophet she has 
to be returned, but if a layman, she would not, etc. Exile does not apply to 
a blind one. An enemy is not exiled (as such a punishment does not suffice). 
If the rope to which the man’s instrument was attached, broke—then he is 
exiled ; but if the instrument slips out of his hand, exile is not sufficient. 
Whither are they to be exiled ? To the cities of refuge, etc. They were 
also obliged to prepare roads from one city to the other. Formerly all 
murderers, accidental as well as intentional, used to flee to the cities of refuge, 
etc. " Giliad is become a city of workers of wickedness,” etc. What does 
this expression mean ? The city of refuge must neither be too large nor too 
small, but middle-sized ones. Be situated in places where there is water and 
markets. If a disciple is exiled, his master is exiled with him ; because the 
expression, “and live,” means you shall supply him with the sources of 
moral life. He who loves the abundance of scholars possesses the fruit of 
knowledge. I learned much from my masters, more, however, from my col¬ 
leagues, and still more from my disciples. The Holy One, blessed be He, 
appoints them into one inn, and he who had killed intentionally is placed 
under a ladder, while the other, who killed unintentionally, descends the 
steps, falls and kills him. According to one he wrote only the eight verses, 

which begin with. “ And Moses died,” etc.,.14-28 

Mishna VI. TO X. There is no difference between the high priests who 
were anointed with the holy oil, etc. Therefore the mothers of the priests 
used to support the murderers with food and clothes, etc. It is counted as 
a sin to the priest who should pray that no accident might happen in that 
generation. If a sage has put some one under the ban conditionally, etc. 
The forty years during which Israel was in the desert, the remains of Judah 
were dismembered in his coffin until Moses prayed for him, etc. If after 
the decision has been rendered, the high priest dies, he is not exiled, etc. 
If it happens that a murderer goes outside of the limit, etc. What has the 
high priest done that the murderer’s fate should depend upon his death ? 
Joab erred twice in so acting: (a) he thought that the horns of the altar 
protect, etc. The cities of refuge are not given for cemeteries. If one 
killed accidentally in the city of refuge, he is to be exiled, etc. If a murderer 
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was exiled, the townsmen like to honor him, he has to say to them : "lam 
a murderer,” ..28-34. 


CHAPTER III. 

Mishna /. TO V . To the following stripes apply: Crimes under the 
category of Korath, as well as under that of capital punishment, are also 
punished with stripes if they were so warned. To a negative command, 
which is preceded by a positive one, stripes apply. The culprit does not 
get stripes unless he abolishes the succeeding positive command. R. 
Simeon b. Lakish, however, differs, and says : He is free from stripes only 
when he has fulfilled the succeeding one. He who took the mother-bird 
with her children gets, according to R. Jehudah, stripes. It happened with 
a children teacher who struck too much the children, and R. A’ha excom¬ 
municated him ; Rabbma, however, returned him because he could not find 
as good a teacher. Stripes also apply to him who partook of the first fruit 
before the ceremony of reading was performed. If a positive succeeds a 
negative, no stripes apply. A stranger who had consumed sin and trans¬ 
gression offerings before their blood was sprinkled is free from any punish¬ 
ment. Concerning the first fruit, placing it in the temple is the main thing, 
and not the ceremony of reading. The culpability for second tithe arises 
only after it has seen the face of the wall of Jerusalem. He who makes a 
baldness in the hair of his head, or rounds it, etc., is liable. The culpability 
arises only, then, when he took it off with a razor. What should be the size 
of the bald spot which would make him culpable ? If one made an incision 
with an instrument he is culpable. For dead he is culpable at all courts 
whether by hand or instrument. The culpability for etching-in arises only 
when he has done both, wrote and etched-in with dye, etc. A Nazarite who 
was drinking wine the whole day is culpable only for one negative. There 
is an instance that one may plough only one bed and shall be culpable for 
eight negatives. The number of stripes is forty less one, . . 34-47. 

Mishna VI.-IX. The examination as to the number of stripes he can 
receive and remain alive must be such that can be equally divided by three. 
If one commits a sin to which two negatives apply, etc. How is the punish¬ 
ment with stripes to be performed ? The striker strikes him with one hand 
so that the strokes shall become weaker. If, after he has been tied, he suc¬ 
ceeds to run away from the Court, he is free. As he was already disgraced, 
he is not taken to be disgraced again. The Lord wanted to make Israel 
blissful and therefore he multiplied to them his commands. At three places 
the Holy Spirit appeared. At the court of Shem, etc. Six hundred and 
thirteen commands were said to Moses, etc. Isaiah reduced them to six. 
Michah came and reduced them to three. Isaiah (the second) again reduced 
them to two. “ Keep ye justice and do equity.” Amos reduced them to 
one. " Seek ye for me, and ye shall live,”.47-56. 

Appendix. 

He who speaks ill of his neighbor, he who listens to such evil-speak¬ 
ing, finally, he who bears false testimony deserves to be thrown to the 
dogs,. 47 - 56 . 
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“ The Sanhedrin who executes a person once in seven years, is considered perni¬ 
cious. R. Eliezar b. Azariach said : Even one who does so once in seventy years is 
considered such. Both R. Tarphon and R. Aqiba said : If we were among the 
Sanhedrin, a death sentence would never occur.” (Mishna X.) 


CHAPTER I. 

RULES AND REGULATIONS CONCERNING COLLUSIVE WITNESSES IN 
BOTH CRIMINAL AND CIVIL CASES, AND THE APPLICATION 
THERETO OF CORPOREAL AND OTHER PUNISHMENTS. 

MISHNA /.: How should witnesses be made collusive (so 
that they should be punished)? If, e.g, t they testify that so and 
so (who is a priest) is a son of a divorced woman (whom his 
father had illegally married, wherefore he lost his priesthood), the 
court has not to decide that the witness who has falsely testified 
shall be regarded such (and shall lose his priesthood if he is a 
priest), but he should be punished with forty stripes; likewise 
if one testifies that so and so is to be exiled for an unintentional 
murder, the court has not to decide that he, the witness, be 
exiled for false witnessing, but he is punished with forty 
stripes. 

GEMARA: How should the text of the Mishna be under¬ 
stood? It states, “ how should witnesses be made collusive/’ 
and according to the illustration hereafter adduced it ought to 
be: How should the witnesses not be made collusive (as the 
punishment of a collusive witness is according to the Scripture 
that the same which is to be inflicted upon the defendant if the 
accusation prove true, and it states that such a punishment does 
not apply to the witness; it furthermore states concerning the 
case of collusive witnesses, that they are considered collusive 
only, then, when another party of witnesses come and say that 
the witnesses in question were with them at another place on 
the same date on which, according to their testimony, the 
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alleged crime was done. Hence, only in such cases they are 
considered collusive, but not otherwise. The Tana of the 
Mishna refers to this passage (Sanhedrin, p. 261): “ Because all 
who are to be put to death biblically, their collusive witnesses 
and their abuses are punished with the same, except in the case 
of the married daughter of a priest, ’ ’ etc. And he (the Tana) adds 
that there are another sort of witnesses who are not subject to 
the punishment of collusiveness, but who are to suffer stripes 
instead, and this are those who testify that so and so is a son of 
a divorced woman or of such who has performed the ceremony 
of chalitza. 

Whence is this deduced? Said R. Jeoshia b. Levy: From 
here [Deut. xix. 19]: “ Then shall ye do unto him as he had 
purposed to do unto his brother; to him but not to his descend¬ 
ants” (and if the decision were that he should lose his priest¬ 
hood, then even his children would be affected). But let the 
court affect him only and not his descendants ? This cannot be 
done, as the law dictates that it shall be done just the same to 
him as to the alleged defendant, and if such be the case his 
descendants would necessarily be affected. B. Pada, however, 
says: This is to be drawn by a fortiori reasoning—viz.: he who 
has transgressed (by illegal marriage of a divorced woman) does 
not lose his priesthood, and only his descendants from this mar¬ 
riage lose it. Much less so should the witness who falsely testi¬ 
fied lose his priesthood. Rabbina opposed: Were we to use 
such theory the whole case of collusiveness would be made illu¬ 
sory. As the same a fortiori method could be applied thus: He 
through whose false testimony a man was already stoned, is 
not to be stoned; so much less so if the accused man was not 
as yet stoned ? Therefore the best is as it is answered above. 

“ Is to be exiled .” Whence is all this deduced ? Said Resh 
Lakish: From here [Deut. xix. 5] : “ This one shall flee unto one 
of these cities,” etc., i.e., this one , but not his collusive wit¬ 
nesses. R. Jochanan, however, said: This is to be drawn by 
a fortiori reasoning. He who has done such a crime intention¬ 
ally does not become exiled; so much less so he who is only 
testifying to such a crime. This statement, however, cannot be 
taken into consideration, as the reason why an intentional mur¬ 
derer is not to be exiled is that he shall not be atoned. But the 
witnesses who have not perpetrated such a crime should be ex¬ 
iled, so that they should expiate; therefore, the best interpreta¬ 
tion is that of Resh Lakish given above. 
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Ula said: Where do we find a hint in the Scripture that col¬ 
lusive witnesses shall be punished with stripes (here is quoted 
from Tract Sanhedrin, p. 20, 1. 39 to p. 21 up to 1 . 17. See 
there): The rabbis taught, “there are four points concerning 
collusive witnesses: (a) they are not made sons of a divorced 
woman or of such who has performed the ceremony of chalitza; 
(b) they are not exiled to the cities of refuge; (e) they do not 
pay the atoned money, and (d) they are not sold as Hebrew 
slaves.” In the name of R. Aqiba it was said that: Nor do 
they pay on self-confession. They are not made sons of a 
divorced woman, etc., as said above, nor are they to be exiled 
as said above, and they do not pay atoned money, because the 
rabbis hold that the money which one has to pay in case his ox 
has killed a person is not considered as a recompense for dam¬ 
ages, but as an atonement, and collusive witnesses are not under 
the category of atonement. And who is the Tana who holds 
this? Said R. Hisda: It is R. Ismael, the son of Johanan 
b. Brokah. (See Baba Kama, p. 90, 1 . 2 from bottom, to 
91, 1. 16.) 

“And they are not sold as Hebrew slaves.” R. Hamnuna 
was about to say that this is only in the case when he, the 
alleged defendant, has money to pay for the theft, or if the wit¬ 
nesses have money to pay; but in case both have not they are 
to be sold. Said Rabba to him: It reads [ibid. xxii. 2], “ he 
shall be sold for his theft , but not for his collusiveness.” The 
text says in the name of R. Aqiba, etc.: What is his reason ? 
He holds that this is only a fine, and one does not pay fine 
upon his self-confession. Said Rabba: There is a support 
to R. Aqiba’s theory in the fact that a collusive witness, 
though he has not committed the crime manually, is never¬ 
theless responsible, and is to be killed in case his testimony 
caused a death-sentence; and likewise in civil cases he has to 
pay, although he has done no damage. And similarly said R. 
Na’hman. 

R. Jehuda in the name of Rabh said: A collusive witness 
pays his share. What does this mean? Shall we assume that 
in the case where two witnesses were found collusive each of 
them pays half? This is already stated further on in a Mishna. 
Or does it mean that if one of them was found collusive, he has 
to pay half? This is not so, as there is a Boraitha which states 
that there is no payment imposed unless both are found collu¬ 
sive. Said Rabha: He speaks of the case when one came before 
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the court testifying: I, together with so and so, have testified 
before such and such a court, and we, having been found collu¬ 
sive, the court has decided that we have to pay such and such 
an amount. And lest one say that, as his testimony does not 
make liable his colleague, he himself should not be responsible 
either, he comes to teach us that this is not so. 

MISHNA II .: We testify that so and so has divorced his 
wife and has not paid the amount mentioned in her marriage 
contract (and that testimony was false). Although they have 
not done any damage, as the husband has to pay the marriage 
contract at some time, they are nevertheless not free from the 
following payment—namely, it is to be appraised how much one 
would risk for her marriage contract in case she should remain 
a widow or be divorced. However, if she died while her hus¬ 
band is still alive, he would inherit her (and such an amount 
they have to pay). 

GEMARA: How should the appraisement be made? (here 
are two kinds of risks, one can risk to buy the inheritance of a 
woman from her husband, who would inherit her in case of her 
death when he is still alive; and one can also risk to buy this 
from the woman in case her husband die first. However, there 
is a great difference concerning the amount one would risk. As 
a rule, one would give much more when buying it from the hus¬ 
band than from the wife). According to R. ’Hisda the appraise¬ 
ment must be of the husband’s, and according to R. Nathan b. 
Oshia, of the wife’s estate. Said R. Papa: It prevails that the 
appraisement should be as of the wife’s, and only to the amount 
mentioned in her marriage contract, without, however, touching 
the benefit which her husband has in the fruit of her estate 
while she is yet alive. 

MISHNA III .: We testify that so and so owes to his neighbor 
a thousand zuz on the condition to pay him this debt after thirty 
days from to-day. He, however, claims that he has to pay the 
amount at the expiration of ten years: and such was found to 
be the case. It remains, then, to appraise how much one would 
give for keeping a thousand zuz ten years instead of thirty days, 
and such an amount they have to pay. 

GEMARA: R. Jehuda in the name of Samuel said: If one 
made a loan to his neighbor for ten years the Sabbathic year 
does not annul it, and although when the Sabbathic year will 
arrive, he would transgress the negative commandment. “ He 
shall not exact it of his neighbor ” [Deut. xv. 2], yet at present 
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this commandment does not exist, and we do not care for the 
later time. Said R. Kahana: This we have also learned in our 
Mishna, which states that the witnesses have to pay only the 
difference between thirty days and ten years. And if the Sab- 
bathic year released the whole debt, they would have to pay 
the whole thousand zuz. Said Rabha : The Mishna may refer to 
one who lends his money on a pledge, or to one who transfers 
his documents to the court; and there is a Mishna teaching that 
in such cases the Sabbathic year has no effect. 

R. Jehuda said again in the name of the same authority: 
44 If one says I will make you a loan with the stipulation that 
the Sabbathic year shall not release me, it nevertheless releases.” 
Shall we assume that Samuel holds that such is considered a 
condition against the biblical law, and it therefore does not hold 
good? Is it not taught (Baba Metzia, p. 126) if one says: I sell 
this article to you on the condition that you shall not claim any 
cheating against me, etc.? According to Samuel the condition 
holds good, though such a condition is against the written law ? 
Yea, but to this it was added by R. Anan that Samuel himself 
has explained it to him (see continuation, p. 127); and according 
to this explanation there is no contradiction here. Now as the 
case here is analogous, it follows that he made the condition: 
44 The Sabbathic year shall not release me, it releases neverthe¬ 
less. But if he says in the condition that you shall not release 
it, then his condition holds good.” 

There is a Boraitha to the effect that if one loans money to 
his neighbor without a fixed term of return, he has no right to 
demand it before the elapse of thirty days. And Raba b. b. 
’Hana was about to interpret this Boraitha in the presence of 
Rabh that such is the case only when he lends on a document, 
as one would not trouble himself to write a document for less 
than thirty days; but if it was a verbal loan, he may demand it 
at any time. Said Rabh to him: So said my uncle that there 
is no difference between a verbal and a written loan as regards 
the thirty days, so long as the loan was made without any term. 
Similarly we have learned in a Boraitha. Samuel said to R. 
Mathna: You shall not sit down before you have explained me 
the courses wherefrom is based the Halakha that one shall not 
demand a loan no matter whether it be verbal or written before 
the elapse of thirty days? And he answered from [ibid., ibid. 9]: 
44 The seventh year, the year of release,” etc. Is it not self- 
evident that the seventh year is the year of release? why then 
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the apposition? To tell that there is another release similar, 
and this is a loan without a term which cannot be demanded 
before thirty days, as the master said that thirty days, a frag¬ 
ment of a year, is considered a whole year. 

MISHNA IV .: We testify that so and so owes 200 zuz to 
his neighbor, and they were found collusive; they have to suffer 
both stripes and payment, because the negative commandment 
for the trespass of which they have to receive stripes does not 
make them pay. And only another verse concerning collusive¬ 
ness makes them to pay. Such is the decree of R. Mair. The 
sages, however, maintain that he who pays is not to be pun¬ 
ished with stripes. If they testify that so and so has deserved 
forty stripes, and are found collusive, they are to be punished 
with twice forty stripes, once on the basis of the negative com¬ 
mandment: “Thou shalt not bear false witness,” and, sec¬ 
ondly, on that of the commandment: “ Shall ye do unto him 
as he had purposed to do unto his brother ” ; such is the decree 
of R. Mair. The sages, however, say: they suffer stripes only 
once. 

GEMARA: This is in accord with the rabbis’ theory, which 
reads [ibid. xxv. 2]: “According to the degree of his fault,” 
which statement is to be explained that he is made responsible 
for one fault, and not for two. But what is the reason of R. 
Mair’s decree? Said Ula: He bases it upon the case of an evil 
name, for which crime the law prescribes the double punishment 
of stripes and payment, and analogous is the case here treated. 
But is not the payment for an evil name considered a fine? He, 
R. Mair, holds with R. Aqiba that the payment of collusive 
witnesses is also required as a fine. 

There are others who refer the saying of Ula to the following 
Boraitha: It reads [Ex. xii. 10]; (see Sanhedrin, p. 185, 1 . 23, 
to the end of the par.), and to the question, whence is it known 
that to a negative commandment that does not contain manual 
labor, the punishment of stripes does not apply, Ula answered 
from the case of an evil name stated above. What, then, do the 
rabbis who do not hold that they shall be beaten twice infer 
from “Thou shalt not bear false witness” ? They need this 
for a warning to the case of collusiveness. And where is to be 
found such a warning according to R. Mair? Said R. Jeramaia 
in [Deut. xix. 20]: “ And those who remain shall hear and be 
afraid, and shall henceforth,” etc. The rabbis, however, infer 
from this passage that such a case must be heralded (see Sanhe- 
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drin, p. 256). As to R. Mair, he, too, infers from here herald¬ 
ing, as according to him the words “ and shall be afraid ” would 
be superfluous, if heralding were not inferred therefrom. 

MISHNA V ’.: The fine of money may be divided into two 
or three shares; however, this is not to be done with stripes. 
How so? If they have falsely testified that one owes to his 
neighbor 200 zuz, and they were two or three persons, each of 
them has to pay his share to complete that amount. But if 
they have falsely testified that one deserves forty stripes, each 
of them is to get forty stripes in full. 

GEMARA: Whence is all this deduced? Said Abaye: 
Concerning stripes, it reads [Deut. xxv. 2]: “Wicked”; and 
[Numb. xxxv. 31] it reads also “wicked” concerning capital 
punishment, and as that cannot be divided, so stripes are not to 
be divided either. Rabha, however, said: The reason is this: 
The punishment ought to be done to him as he had the purpose 
to do it to his brother. And as each one of them intended that 
the defendant be beaten with forty stripes, he has to get just 
the same. But why should not the same be concerning money 
fine? Because money if counted together completes the amount 
he should suffer, which is not the case with stripes. 

MISHNA VI.: Witnesses cannot be made collusive unless 
the falsehood lies in their bodies; how so? If, e.g. } they testify 
that so and so has killed a person and another party of witnesses 
came to contradict them, saying: How can you testify so? The 
killed one or the alleged murderer was with us at that date in 
such and such a place. They are, nevertheless, not considered 
collusive (so that they should be killed instead); but if the other 
party say you yourself were with us at that date in such a place, 
consequently you could see neither the murderer nor the killed 
one, then they are considered collusive and are to be killed upon 
such a testimony. If, thereafter, a third party of witnesses came 
and made collusive the second party, and a fourth party made 
collusive the third party, even if the number reach to 100 par¬ 
ties they all are to be killed. R. Jehuda, however, maintains 
that such parties of witnesses are to be considered Gratis, and 
only the first party is to be killed. 

GEMARA: Whence is this deduced? Said R. Ada: From 
[Deut. xix. 18]: “And, behold, if the witness be a false wit¬ 
ness, he hath testified a falsehood against his brother,” which 
means that the body of the witness should be found false. The 
disciples of R. Ismael taught, it reads [ibid., ibid. xix. 16]: 
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“Testify against him for any deviation,” * which means the 
testifying itself should be a deviation. 

Rabha said: “ If two persons testify that one has killed a 
man in the east side of such and such a palace, and another party 
of witnesses come, saying that the same witnesses were with 
them in the west of the same, it is to be investigated if, while 
standing on the west side, one can see what is going on in the 
east side, they are not to be considered collusive, otherwise they 
are.” Is this not self-evident? Lest one say that we have to 
investigate, perhaps their sight is better than the usual one, so 
that they could see, he comes to teach us that this does not 
matter. The same said again: “If two have testified that one 
has killed a person in the City of Sura Sunday morning, and 
another party came and testified that the same persons were 
with them in the City of N’hardaia Sunday evening, an investi¬ 
gation is to be made, if it is possible. 

If the investigation shows that it is possible for one to walk 
during that time from Sura to N’hardaia, then they are not col¬ 
lusive; otherwise they are.” Is this not self-evident? Lest 
one say it is to be feared perhaps the man went to the latter 
city in a balloon, f he comes to teach us that such fear must not 
be taken into consideration. 

And he said again: If they testify that on Sunday one has 
killed a person and are contradicted by another party that on 
Sunday they were with them, however it is a fact that the same 
person has killed a man on Monday; or even if they said that 
this man killed a person on Friday, the collusive witnesses are 
to be put to death, because at the time they testified the de¬ 
fendant was not as yet sentenced to death. But if they testified 
that the death sentence occurred on Sunday, and the other 
party testifies that they were with them at that time, the sen¬ 
tence, however, having occurred on Friday, or even on Monday, 
the first party is not to be considered collusive, because at the 
time they testified, the defendant was already sentenced to 
death. And the same is the case concerning fines. If, for in¬ 
stance, they testify that so and so has stolen an ox, slaughtered 
him or sold, on Sunday (for which he has to pay four and five 
fold), and the other party says that on Sunday they were with 

* Leaser translates “wrong”; however, he is wrong according to the sense in 
the text. 

f The text says it shall be feared that they went there on a flying camel. We 
have rendered it a balloon, as the sense is the same. 
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them, but the defendant did so on Monday, the first party is 
subject to the fine, because on Sunday the defendant was not 
as yet liable. However, if they say that the accused has done 
so on Friday; or even if they say that the decision of the 
court occurred on Monday the first party is not considered col¬ 
lusive, because at the time they testified, the man was already 
sentenced to a fine. 

" R.Jehuda, however , said" etc. But according to him that 
all the parties are stasis, why should the first party be put to 
death? Said Rabha: He means to say that if there was only 
one party of witnesses. But did he not say the first party only? 
This difficulty remains. A woman once brought witnesses, and 
they were found false. She then brought another party, who 
were also found false. She then brought a third party. Said 
Resh Lakish: This woman is to be considered suspicious whose 
purpose is to use false witnesses. Said R. Alazar to him: Be¬ 
cause she is suspicious should all Israel be suspected of testify¬ 
ing falsely? Such a case happened also before the court of R. 
Johanan, and Resh Lakish said the same as above. But 
R. Johanan exclaimed: “ If she is suspicious should all Israel 
be suspected ? " He (Resh Lakish) looked at R. Alazar rebuk- 
ingly, saying: You have heard your statement from Bar Naf’ha 
(R. Johanan), and you have not mentioned his name! Shall we 
assume that R. Johanan is in accordance with the rabbis of our 
Mishna, and Resh Lakish is in accordance with R. Jehuda? 
Nay. Resh Lakish may say: “ I am in accordance even with 
the rabbis, as in that case there was no one who searched for 
witnesses. In this case, however, the woman was searching for 
them. And R. Johanan may say: " I am in accordance with 
R. Jehuda"; however, this case is different, as she may have 
thought that the first parties were aware of her case, and she 
erred. The third party, however, may be aware of it. 

MISHNA VIL : Collusive witnesses are not to be killed 
unless the sentence of capital punishment for the defendant is 
rendered. As only the Saducier declare that the collusive wit¬ 
nesses are put to death after the defendant was executed. Be¬ 
cause it reads [Ex. xxi. 23]: " Life for life," to which the sages 
answered: Is it not written: "It shall be done to him as he 
had purposed to do unto his brother"? which means that his 
brother is still alive. Why, then, is it written " Life for life" ? 
Lest one say that they should be executed as soon as their testi¬ 
mony was accepted, therefore it reads, " Life for life," to teach 
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that they are to be put to death only, then, when the death sen¬ 
tence for the defendant was already rendered. 

GEMARA: There is a Boraitha Biribi says: If the man who 
was accused by them was not executed as yet, the collusive wit¬ 
nesses are put to death; but if he was already executed, they 
are not. Said his father: " My son, can this not be argued by 
a fortiori reasoning that they should be put to death, if the 
accused was executed? " And he answered : “ My master, have 
you not taught me that there is no punishment on the ground 
of a fortiori conclusions?" And this we have learned in the 
following Boraitha: It reads [Lev. xx. 17]: " If a man take his 
sister, the daughter of his father, or the daughter of his mother," 
from this we know only about the daughter of his father, not of 
his mother, and vice versa. But where do we know that he is 
guilty when she was the daughter both of his father and mother? 
To this it reads at the end of this verse, “ The nakedness of his 
sister hath he uncovered." And this is written only for the 
purpose that one should not say that such is to be drawn by 
a fortiori conclusion, thus: If he is guilty for his sister who was 
only from one side, his father’s or mother’s, how much the more 
should he be guilty when she was his sister from both sides? 
Hence, from this we have to learn, that there is no punishment 
based on a fortiori conclusions. Thus far concerning punishment; 
but whence do we know that the same is the case concerning 
warning? To this it reads [ibid, xviii. 9]: " The nakedness of 
thy sister, the daughter of thy father, or the daughter of thy 
mother." And it is also repeated [ibid., ibid, ii.]: " She is a 
sister," etc. Also for this purpose one shall not base this on 
a fortiori conclusion. All this is concerning capital punish¬ 
ment. But whence do we know that the same is the case with 
stripes? From an analogy of the expression " wicked " stated 
above (p. 7) and whence do we know that the same is the case 
concerning exile? From the analogy of expression " murder " 
as stated above. There is a Boraitha. R. Jehuda b. Tabai said: 
“ May I not live to see the consolation of our nation, if I have 
not killed a collusive witness for the purpose of removing from 
the mind of the Saducier, who say that, collusive witnesses are 
not put to death, unless their accused were executed. Said 
Simeon ben Shata’h to him: I, too, swear by the consolation of 
our nation that you had shed innocent blood, as the law dictates 
that witnesses should not be put to death unless both of them 
are found collusive. Then Jehuda ben Tabai decided that he 
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shall not render any decision before consulting Simeon ben 
Shatah. And all his lifetime he used to prostrate himself upon 
the grave of that witness. And a voice was heard. People 
thought that this was the voice of the dead one. But Jehuda 
told them that it was his own voice, saying, “You will see that 
after my death no voice will be heard.” 

MISHNA VIII.: It reads [Deut. xvii. 6]: “ Upon the evi¬ 
dence of two or of three witnesses, shall he that is worthy of 
death,” etc. If the evidence of two persons is sufficient, why 
does the Scripture mention three? To compare the evidence of 
three to that of two in the case of collusiveness, as another party 
of two, make the first party of two collusive, so they make 
them collusive even if the first is of three. And whence do we 
know that, even if they were a hundred persons, the evidence 
of two persons is sufficient? To this it reads: “ Witnesses.” 
R. Simeon, however, maintains that as two cannot be put to 
death, unless both of them are found collusive, so is it if they 
were three, all of them must be found collusive. And even if 
their number reaches a hundred, all of them must be found col¬ 
lusive before sentencing one of them to death. R. Aqiba, how¬ 
ever, maintains that the third witness mentioned in the Scrip¬ 
ture was not for the purpose to make for him the punishment 
more lenient, but, on the contrary, to make it more rigorous— 
viz., lest one say as the testimony of the third one was super¬ 
fluous, because the evidence of two suffices, and, therefore, he 
should not be punished at all. The Scripture terms the third 
one in order to make him equal with the former two. From 
this we see that the verse punishes one, an accomplice who con¬ 
joins himself to transgressors, with the same punishment to be 
inflicted upon the transgressors themselves. And we may learn 
from this: That so much the more will he who conjoins himself 
to those who are engaged in meritorious acts, be rewarded 
equally with them. Three witnesses are also equal to two in 
case one of them was found a relative or legally unfit for wit¬ 
nessing, as it is in the case of two when the testimony is invali¬ 
dated, so it is in the case when one of the three was found such. 
And the same law applies even when their number reaches a 
hundred, from the expression “Witnesses.” Said R. Jose: 
This is said concerning criminal cases only, but in civil cases, if 
one was found a relative or unfit, the evidence of the remainder 
is to be taken into consideration. Rabh, however, said, that as 
regards this there is no difference between civil and criminal 
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cases. However, this rule holds good only when the relatives 
took part in warning the trespasser; but if they did not, the 
evidence of the others must be taken into consideration, since, 
if not, what could two brothers do when both saw that some 
one has killed a person (and there were also some other ones who 
have seen the murder, should then the testimony of the others 
be eliminated as void because there were also two brothers) ? 

GEMARA: Rabha said: The Mishna treats of a case where 
all of them have testified at once. Said R. A'ha of Difti to 
Rabbina: How could such a thing be possible with a hundred 
persons; could all of them testify at once? And he answered: 
It means that every one of them has testified just as his col¬ 
league has finished his testimony. 

44 What could two brothers do? ” But how shall the court 
examine them? Said Rabha: They are to be questioned for 
what purpose they came here: to testify, or merely to see? If 
they say, we came to testify, then, if there was a relative or an 
unfit among them, their testimony is void; but if they say that 
merely to see, then must be taken into consideration the testi¬ 
mony of the others, since what could two brothers do, etc., as 
illustrated in Mishna. 

It was taught: R. Jehuda in the name of Samuel said: The 
Halakha rules in accordance with R. Jose. And R. Nachman 
said: It rules in accordance with Rabbi. 

MISHNA AY.: If two persons have seen the crime from one 
window and two others have seen it from another window, and 
there was one standing in the middle and warning the criminal, 
if the two parties could see each other, all of them are consid¬ 
ered as one party of witnesses. But if not, they are considered 
two parties. And therefore if one of the parties was found col¬ 
lusive, he (the accused) and they (the collusive) are put to 
death, and the other party is free. R. Jose, however, maintains 
that there is no capital punishment unless two witnesses have 
warned this culprit, as it reads: 44 Upon the mouth of two wit¬ 
nesses.”* Another explanation of the words upon the mouth 
is that the Sanhedrin must not hear the evidence from a dem¬ 
onstrator (but they themselves must understand the language of 
the witness). 

GEMARA: R. Zuthra b. Tubia in the name of Rabh said: 


* The term in the Bible is al pe and the Hebrew term for mouth is pe t and he 
takes it literally. 
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Whence do we know that one witness is not relied upon? From 
[ibid., ibid. 6]: “ He shall not be put to death upon the evi¬ 
dence of one witness.” What does the expression, ” one wit¬ 
ness,” mean? If it means that the testimony of one witness does 
not suffice, this is already stated above, “ two witnesses ” ; hence 
it means that if two witnesses saw the crime separately, each from 
another place, and if they themselves could not see each other, 
such witnesses are not considered conjoined, so that their testi¬ 
mony should be taken into consideration. Furthermore, even 
if this was from one window, but one has seen it first, and then 
the other, they are likewise not to be considered conjoined. 
Said R. Papa to Abayi: Was it necessary to state this after the 
former statement, that even if each of them has seen the whole 
crime they are not to be conjoined if they do not see each other? 
So much the less so if each of them has seen but half of the act. 
And he answered: He speaks of an adultery case. Rabha said: 
If both of the witnesses have seen him who warned them, they 
are considered conjoined. And he said again that the warning 
suffices even if it comes from the mouth of the killed one. And 
even if a voice of warning was heard without their knowing whom 
it is from. R. Na’hman said: The individual witnesses in ques¬ 
tion are fit for civil cases, as it reads: ” He shalt not be put to 
death upon the evidence of one witness,” from which we learn 
about criminal cases only, but in civil cases they are to be con¬ 
sidered. 

” R. Jose said " etc.: Said R. Papa to Abayi: does R. Jose 
really hold such a theory? Have we not learned in a Mishna that 
if an enemy has killed unintentionally, he may be put to death 
because he is considered vicious, and warned? And he an¬ 
swered: This is not R. Jose from our Mishna, but R. Jose b. 
Jehuda from the following Boraitha, who said: A scholar needs 
no warning, for the warning is on the whole only for the pur¬ 
pose, that the court know whether it was done intentionally or 
unintentionally. 

“From a demonstrator," etc. There were two foreigners 
who appeared in the court of Rabha, and he appointed an inter¬ 
preter for them. But why did he do so? Is it not stated that 
the judges must not hear the case through an interpreter? 
Rabha understood what they said, but he could not answer 
them in that language. 

Ailea and Tubia were relatives of a surety, and R. Papa was 
about to say that they are fit to be witnesses, because they are 
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not relatives of the lender and borrower. Said R. Huna b. 
R. Joshua to him: If the borrower should not pay would not 
the lender demand the debt from the surety? Hence they are 
considered relatives in this case, and are not fit to be witnesses. 

MISHNA AT.: If, after the decision had been rendered the 
guilty one ran away, and thereafter he returned to the same 
court, his case must not be reconsidered. Everywhere, if two 
persons standing at any place testify that a decision was ren¬ 
dered for so and so by such and such a court, according to the 
testimony of the witnesses, so and so, the accused may be put 
to death upon their testimony. 

The court of Sanhedrin is to be established in Palestine as 
well as in the countries outside of it. 

The Sanhedrin who executes a person once in seven years, is 
considered pernicious. R. Eliezar b. Azariach said: Even one 
who does so once in seventy years is considered such. Both R. 
Tarphon and R. Aqiba said: If we were among the Sanhedrin, 
a death sentence would never occur. To which R. Simeon b. 
Gamaliel said: Such scholars would only increase bloodshed in 
Israel. 

GEMARA: The Mishna states if he return to the same 
court his case must not be reconsidered. From which it is to 
be understood that if he returns to another court, it is to be 
reconsidered. And in the latter part it states that if two testify 
that such a decision was rendered, etc., he is to be put to death 
without any reconsideration? Said Abayi: This presents no 
difficulty. If he runs away to a court in Palestine from outside, 
it is to be reconsidered. As it is stated in the following Bo- 
raitha, R. Jehuda b. Dusthai said in the name of R. Simeon b. 
Shatah: That if one runs from the Palestine court to an outside 
court, his case must not be reconsidered. But if vice versa , it 
is to be reversed, because of the privilege Palestine has. 

“ Sanhedrin are to be established , ” etc. Whence is this 
deduced? From what the rabbis taught. It reads [Numb, 
xxxv. 29]: “ For a statute of justice throughout your genera¬ 
tions, in all your dwellings.” From this it is inferred that San¬ 
hedrin are to be established in Palestine as well as in the coun¬ 
tries outside. But why is it written elsewhere “ in thy gates ”? 
To say that “ in thy gates ” in Palestine, you have to establish 
courts in every principal city, as well as in the small cities; but 
in the countries out of Palestine, you have to establish them in 
the large cities but not in the small ones. 



CHAPTER II. 


RULES AND REGULATIONS CONCERNING UNINTENTIONAL MURDER 

AND EXILE WHICH IS THE PUNISHMENT THEREFOR.-WHO IS 

AND WHO IS NOT SUBJECT TO EXILE.—THE CITIES OF EXILE 

AND THEIR PREPARATIONS.-THE REDEEMING OF THE EXILED BY 

THE DEATH OF THE HIGH-PRIEST. 

MISHNA I.: The following are exiled: He who kills a per¬ 
son unintentionally. If, e.g. y one fixes his roof with a machine 
and the latter falls from his hand and kills a man, or if he takes 
off a barrel from the roof and it falls from his hand and kills, or 
if he himself falls from the ladder while descending and kills, he 
is to be exiled. However, if, while carrying the machine up 
to the roof, or pulling a barrel on a rope up to the roof, the 
rope breaks and the barrel falls and kills, or if he himself, while 
ascending to the roof, falls and kills, there is no exile. As there 
is a rule that for killing while descending, he is exiled, but not 
while ascending. 

GEMARA: Whence is this deduced? Said Samuel: From 
[Numb. xxxv. 23]: “ And he have let it fall upon him, that he 
died,” which means that it fell in the usual manner. The 
rabbis taught [ibid., ibid. 15]: ” Unawares” means to exclude 
the case when it was done intentionally; [Deut. xix. 4] “ with¬ 
out knowledge ” to exclude him who intends to do so. But is 
it not self-evident that he who kills a person intentionally is to 
be put to death? Said Rabha: It excludes even him who 
thought that such is allowed. Said Abayi to him : Is the act of 
one who thought that such is allowed not to be considered an 
accident? Answered Rabha: I hold that such is to be consid¬ 
ered almost intentional. 

Further on it is stated ” without knowledge to exclude him 
who intended to do so.” Is this not self-evident? Said Rabha: 
i.e. y to exclude him who intended to kill an animal, and killed 
a man, or miscarried and killed a full term child. 

The rabbis taught: It reads [Numb. xxxv. 22]: ** If he 
have pushed against him accidentally” means to exclude a cor- 
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ner (where the injured one has entered, while the murderer was 
going from the opposite with a knife in his hand and wounded 
the former). “ Without enmity" excludes the case where the 
murderer was his enemy. “ Pushed" means with his body. 
'■ Or have cast upon him " includes the one who injured while 
bending himself for the purpose of raising his instrument to 
land the blow harder. " Without lying in wait" excludes him 
who intended to strike in one side, but struck in the opposite. 
[Ex. xxi. 13] " And if he did not lie in wait " excludes the one 
who intended to throw it as far as two and threw it four yards. 
[Deut. xix. 5] " And he that goeth into the forest with his 
neighbor " means as the entrance into a forest is permitted to 
every one, so also must the place be open where the accident hap¬ 
pened—be open to everyone—to the injurer as well as to the in¬ 
jured. R. Abuhu questioned R. Johanan: What is the law in this 
case: If one was climbing a ladder and, a step having been broken 
under him, he fell down and killed; is this to be considered on 
ascejiding , for which one is not liable, or on descending, for which 
he is? And he answered: It is already explained above: That 
a descending for the purpose of ascending is included. He 
(Abuhu) objected to him from the following: “ This is the rule, 
that if while descending he is to be exiled, but if while ascend¬ 
ing, he is not." Does not the expression " while ascending" 
include a similar case to that about which I questioned you? 
And he answered: According to your theory, the expression 
" while descending " must also include something. And what 
is it? You must then say that it means to include chopping, e.g. t 
a butcher that chops meat and kills a man (by a slip of the 
hatchet, etc.); similarly it may be said that the expression 
"while ascending" means to exclude same. As we have 
learned in the following Boraitha: " A butcher who has chopped 
meat," etc. One Boraitha declares him guilty if the killing was 
in front of him, but not if it happened behind. And another 
Boraitha asserts the contrary. A third one, however, declares 
him free at any rate. And they are not contradictory, since 
one of them speaks of the case that, while he was bending him¬ 
self, the accident took place in front of him, he is then responsi¬ 
ble. And if through his rising the accident happened behind, 
he is free. And the other two Boraithas speak of cases which 
happened to be in the contrary and otherwise. 

Shall we assume that in this case the Tanaim of the follow¬ 
ing Boraitha differ—viz.; If one has climbed a ladder and the 
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step under him broke and killed, one Boraitha declares him 
guilty, and another free. Is it not because one considered his 
climbing as ascending and the other as descending? Nay, accord¬ 
ing to both, it is considered as ascending . But that which declares 
him liable means in respect of damages, and that which declares 
him free means from exile. 

MISHNA II. : If the iron of a hatchet slipped off and 
killed, according to Rabbi he is not to be exiled, and accord¬ 
ing to the sages he is. The same differ also as regards the 
case where a piece of wood split off from the felled tree and 
kills; according to Rabbi he is, and according to the sages he is 
not exiled. 

GEMARA: There is a Boraitha. Rabbi said to the sages: 
Does it read [Deut. xix. 5]: “ The iron slippeth from its tree ” ? 
It reads, “ from the tree.” And secondly, in the beginning of 
the verse the expression is “ to hew (etz) trees,” and here with 
“ the iron slippeth,” the same word, etz , is used, whence, as 
above, it means that a chip slipped from the tree, so by the 
expression “from the etz” is meant a piece of wood split 
from the tree. Hence, he is to be exiled. Said R. Hiye b. 
Ashe in the name of Rabh : Both (the sages and Rabbi) took 
their opinion from one and the same passage cited above. Rabbi 
holds that the law must be decided in accordance with the 
Masora writing, which is “ v nishshel,” i.e ., and the iron chips 
off a part of the wood. And the rabbis hold that the attention 
must be called to the traditional reading which is vnashal , i.e., 
“ and the iron slips off the helve.” But does Rabbi indeed 
hold that attention must be given to the Masora ? Did not 
R. Itz’hak b. Joseph in the name of R. Jo’hanan say: Rabbi, 
R. Jehuda b. Roietz, the school of Shamai, R. Simeon and R. 
Aqiba all hold that the attention must be given to the tradi¬ 
tional reading? For this purpose Rabbi added in his discussion 
“ and secondly,” etc. 

R. Papa said: If one threw a lump of brittle stone at a date 
tree and the dates fell off and killed (a child), we come to the 
differing of Rabbi and the sages mentioned in our Mishna. 

Is this not self-evident? Lest one say that Rabbi would 
consider this as a secondary force (i.e., the killing was not the 
result of the direct force of the man who struck the tree, but of 
the second force of the tree), he came to teach us that it is not 
so. What then is considered second force according to Rabbi? 
If, e.g., he struck a bare branch of the tree, and it struck the 
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branch upon which the dates were growing, and the dates fell 
and killed. 

MISHNA III .: If one throws a stone in a public ground 
and it kills, he is to be exiled. R. Eliezer b. Jacob, however, 
maintains: If after the stone had been thrown one bent his head 
and received it, the thrower is free. ‘If one throws a stone in 
his yard and kills a person, he is guilty if the killed one had a 
right to enter it, otherwise he is not. Because concerning this 
case a forest is mentioned in the Scripture, that the place of 
injuring should be similar to a forest into which every one is 
allowed to enter; excluding a private yard into which every one 
is not permitted to enter. Aba Shaul said: As the hewing of 
wood (mentioned in the Scripture in this case) is a private thing, 
so also the punishment of exile attaches but to a private act; 
excluding, e.g., a father who struck his son, or a teacher his 
pupil, or the messenger of the court who was on duty. 

GEMARA: In public ground! Then he must be considered 
an intentional murderer? Said R. Samuel b. Itz’hak: It speaks 
that the accident occurred while he was removing his wall (see 
the discussion to this answer in Baba Kama, p. 72, 1 . 11-26). 

“ R. Eliezer b. Jacob said," etc. The rabbis taught: It reads 
[Deut. xix. 5]: “ And find* his neighbor,” to exclude him who 
causes himself to be found under the stone. And from this 
R. Eliezer b. Jacob inferred his theory, that if after the stone 
was already thrown, one has put his head under it and was 
killed, the thrower is free. 

“ As hewing wood," etc. One of the rabbis questioned 
Rabha: Is hewing wood always considered a private affair? Is 
there not a meritorious act to hew wood for making a Sukka or 
for the purpose of burning it upon the altar? Hence, if an acci¬ 
dent happened by such an act, let him be free. And he an¬ 
swered: This cannot be considered so, as a Sukka can be pre¬ 
pared from hewed wood, and the same it is with the altar. 
Hence, such an act cannot be considered meritorious. 

MISHNA III .: A father is exiled if the accident happened 
to his son, and vice versa. All kinds of human beings are exiled 
when they killed by accident an Israelite; and same is exiled if 
he killed one of them accidentally, except a proselyte (who 
accepted upon himself only the seven commandments which 


* Leeser translates “ striketh ” according to the sense. The text, however, takes 
it literally. 
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were given to the descendants of Noah) who is to be exiled 
only, then, when he killed accidentally a proselyte like himself. 

GEMARA: The Mishna states: A father is exiled if he 
killed his son accidentally. Was it not taught above that a 
father who struck his son is excluded? It speaks of a case where 
the son was already a learned one ; or of a father who taught 
a trade to his son, who had had already another trade. 

" And the son may be exiled , " etc. There is a contradiction 
from the following. It reads [Numb. xxxv. 15]: “ That killeth 
any person unintentionally." “ Any person " means to exclude 
him who struck his father? Said R. Ka'hana: This presents no 
difficulty; the cited Boraitha is in accordance with R. Simeon, 
who holds that choking, which applies to killing one's father, is 
more rigorous, and such cannot be atoned. And our Mishna is 
in accordance with the rabbis, who hold that the sword is more 
rigorous than choking. And therefore the sword applies to par¬ 
ricide ; however, an error in a crime to which the sword applies, 
can be atoned. 

" All kinds of human beingf etc. What does the expression 
“ all mean to add? If a heathen and a slave, this was taught 
by the rabbis: A heathen or a slave is to be exiled or punished 
with stripes through an Israelite and vice versa. But how is 
this to be understood? It is correct that they are to be exiled 
in case an Israelite was accidentally killed by them, and by 
stripes it they cursed an Israelite. But how can this be done 
with an Israelite? It is correct that he is exiled when he killed 
one of them accidentally; however, how can he be beaten if he 
cursed one of them? Is it not written [Ex. xxii. 27]: "And 
a ruler among thy people thou shalt not curse." And it was 
explained that it speaks of him who acts according to the rules 
of thy people. Said R. A’ha b. R. Aika: It speaks of a case that 
one of the above-mentioned has hit an Israelite in such a man¬ 
ner as could not be appraised with payment. As R. Ami said 
in the name of R. Jo’hanan, that in such a case the heathen gets 
stripes. And the same is the case when an Israelite hits a 
heathen. And we do not compare the case of hitting with the 
case of cursing. 

‘ Except a proselyte ," etc. There are some who presented 
a question of contradiction in the following passages—viz. 
[Numb. xxxv. 15]: " For the children of Israel, and for the 
stranger and for the sojourner among them, shall these six 
cities," etc., while [ibid., ibid. 12] ‘And these cities shall be 
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unto you for a refuge,” which means to exclude strangers. Said 
R. Kahana: “This presents no difficulty; verse 12 means in 
case the stranger killed an Israelite, while verse 15 speaks of 
a stranger who killed one of his like.” But there is a contra¬ 
diction from the following: “And therefore a stranger, or an 
idolator who has killed even unintentionally is put to death; 
hence, it compares a stranger to an idolator, as in the case of an 
idolator there is no difference whether he kills a person of his 
like, or any person. The same is the case with a stranger.” 
Said R. 'Hisda: “ This presents no difficulty, as one Boraitha 
speaks of him who killed while descending , and the other while 
ascending . He who killed while descending, in which case an 
Israelite is to be exiled, is also exiled; but if he killed while 
ascending, in which case an Israelite is free, is put to death.” 
Said Rabha to him : “Is it not to be drawn by a fortiori argu¬ 
ment that in such a case he is to be free; namely, if while de¬ 
scending, in which case an Israelite is exiled, he is also exiled 
only; in case of ascending, in which an Israelite is free, so much 
the more he should not be put to death ?” and therefore, says 
Rabha, that only then when the stranger has killed intention¬ 
ally, thinking that such is allowed; and this is in accordance 
with his foregoing theory (p. 15) that such is to be consid¬ 
ered almost intentional. Abayi and R. 'Hisda, however, con¬ 
sider such a case an accident. Rabha objected to them from 
the following [Gen. xx. 3]: “Behold, thou shalt die for the 
sake of the woman whom thou hast taken.” Does this not 
mean that he will die upon the decision of a human court? 
(Hence, although Abimelech thought she is single, neverthe¬ 
less the court would sentence him to death)? Nay, it means he 
deserves death by Heaven. And as evidence to this can be 
adduced, the expression [ibid., ibid. 6] “against me.” But 
how can this theory be taken as evidence? Is it not written 
[ibid, xxxix. 9] “ and sin against God ”? Does this mean and 
not against men? It surely means that for such a sin against 
God he will be tried by the human court (which punishes adul¬ 
tery with death). 

Abayi objected to Rabha from [ibid. xx. 4]: “Lord, wilt 
thou then slay also a righteous nation?” (Hence we see that 
his uncertainty is considered accidentally.) Nay, this objection 
was already met as follows: It reads [ibid., ibid. 7] : “ For he is 
a prophet.” How is this to be understood? Because he is a 
prophet she has to be returned, but if a layman, she would not 
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have to be returned? We must then say that this passage is to 
be interpreted in accordance with R. Samuel b. Na’hman thus: 
" Thou shalt return the wife at any rate, and to thy question, 

‘ Lord, wilt thou then slay also a righteous nation? .... She 
is my sister,' etc., the answer is, he is a prophet, and has 
learned to say so from thyself." Usually, when a guest comes 
to a house, he is questioned about eating and drinking, but not 
whether the woman accompanying him is his wife or sister. (In 
his country, however, Abraham said that she is his sister only 
because he was questioned.) From all this it is to be inferred 
that a descendant of Noah is put to death because he had to 
learn and did not. 

MISHNA IV.: Exile does not apply to a blind one. So 
says R. Jehuda. R. Meyer maintains that it does. An enemy 
is not exiled (as such a punishment does not suffice). R. 
Simeon, however, maintains: An enemy is to be put to death, 
for he is considered vicious. To which R. Simeon said: " It 
depends upon circumstances; sometimes such is exiled, and at 
other times he is not. For this is the rule: If there is a possi¬ 
bility to think that he killed intentionally, exile is not sufficient; 
but if such is not the case, he is exiled." 

GEMARA: The rabbis taught [Numb. xxxv. 23]: "With¬ 
out seeing " means to exclude a blind one who cannot see at all. 
So R. Jehuda. R. Meyer, however, maintains that this includes 
him; and their reasons are as follows [Deut. xix. 5]: " Into the 
forest," where, as usually, also the blind go; therefore the ex¬ 
pression "without seeing" excludes him. Such is the reason 
of R. Jehuda. And R. Meyer’s is: Because " without seeing" 
is an exclusion, and there being another expression " without 
knowledge," which is also an exclusion, we have two exclusions, 
and there is a rule that an exclusion after an exclusion comes to 
add something; hence it adds a blind one. R. Jehuda, how¬ 
ever, explained the last expression to mean the exclusion of an 
intentional murder. 

“An enemy is to be put to death." Why, he was not warned? 
Our Mishna is in accordance with R. Jose b. Jehuda, who says 
above (p. 13) that no such warning is needed. 

" R. Simeon said," etc.: There is a Boraitha: How does R. 
Simeon illustrate his theory? If, e.g., the rope, to which the 
man’s instrument was attached, broke—then he is exiled; but 
if the instrument slips out of his hand, exile is not sufficient, as 
he was the enemy of the killed, it is to be supposed that he did 
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it intentionally. But have we not learned in another Boraitha: 
R. Simeon said: He is not exiled “ until the entire ramming 
machine slips out of his hands ”? Hence it contradicts in both 
cases: in case the rope broke, and in case the instrument slips. 
Nay, there is no contradiction in case of the rope; as one speaks 
of an enemy and the other of a friend. There is also no contra¬ 
diction in case of the slipping of the instrument; as one Bo¬ 
raitha is in accordance with Rabbi (who says: If such a case 
happen to a friend he is exiled), while the other is in accordance 
with the rabbis who do not agree with him.* 

MISHNA V .: Whither are they to be exiled? To the cities 
of refuge, three of which are situated on the other side of the Jor¬ 
dan and three in the land of Cana’an. As [Numb. xxxv. 14]: 
“ Three of these cities shall ye give on this side of the Jordan, 
and the three other cities shall ye give in the land of Cana'an.” 
However, until the latter three were selected, those on this side 
of the Jordan have not protected as yet; as it reads [ibid., ibid. 
13]: “ six cities of refuge,” which means none of them protects 
unless all the six are selected. 

They were also obliged to prepare roads from one city to the 
other; as it reads [Deut. xix. 3]: “ Thou shalt put in order for 
thyself the (way to them), and divide into three. ” Two scholars 
are to accompany the exile on the road to protect him, so that 
he shall not be killed by the relatives of the deceased, and they 
are to reconcile them. R. Meyer, however, said: He himself 
has to reconcile them, as it reads [ibid., ibid. 4]: “ And this is 
the talkf of man-slayer.” R. Jose b. Jehuda, however, said: 
Formerly all murderers, accidental as well as intentional, used 
to flee to the cities of refuge; the court then sends after them 
and tries them. He who was found guilty was executed, other¬ 
wise he was freed; and him who was to be exiled they returned 
to the city of which he was taken; as it reads [Numb. xxxv. 
25]: “The congregation shall restore him to the city of his 
refuge.” 

GEMARA: The rabbis taught: Three cities Moses sepa¬ 
rated on this side of the Jordan, and opposite them Joshua 
separated out in the land of Cana’an, and they were right oppo- 


* In text is not explained the theory of Rabbi and his opponents. Rashi, how¬ 
ever, explained this in one version as we did. He brought also some others in which 
he doubts. 

f The term for talk in Hebrew is “ dbar,” literally “ talk ” or “ word Leeser, 
however, translates it “ case,” in accordance with the sense. 
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site: one against the other, as two rows in a vineyard.” Namely 
[Joshua xx. 7] “ Hebron in Judah,” opposite [Deut. iv. 43] 
” Bezer in the wilderness,” “ Shechem in the mountain of 
Ephraim,” “ Ramoth in Gil’ad,” ” Kedesh in Galilee in the 
mountain of Naphthali,” “ Golan in Bashan.” ” And divide 
into three ” means there shall be the same distance from South 
Palestine to Hebron as from Hebron to Shechem; and from 
Hebron to Shechem as from the latter to Kedesh, and from 
Shechem to Kedesh as from the latter to North Palestine. Now 
let us see: three were needed on the other side of the Jordan, 
and only three for the whole land of Israel? Said Abayi: In 
Gil’ad there were many murderers, as it reads [Hosea vi. 8]: 
” L GiPad is become a city of workers of wickedness, is full of 
traces of blood.” What does this expression mean? Said R. 
Elazar: They were thirsty to shed blood. Why were the cities 
on both sides of the Jordan far from the boundary, and the 
middle one was near? Said Abayi: Because Shechem was also 
full of murderers; as it reads [ibid., ibid. 9]: “ And troops that 
lie in wait for a man, like the band of priests, they murder on 
the way to Shechem.”* “Band of priests”—what does it 
mean? Said R. Elazar: They conjoin themselves to kill as the 
priests conjoin themselves to receive the heave-offering from the 
barns. But were there not more cities of refuge? Is it not 
written [Numb. xxxv. 6]: “ And in addition to them shall ye 
give forty and two cities”? Said Abayi: The former protect 
the refugee at any rate, whether he is aware of that city being 
a place of refuge or not; while the latter accept him only when 
he was aware. 

Was then the city of Hebron indeed a city of refuge? Does 
it not read [Judges i. 20] : 44 And they gave Hebron,” etc. Said 
Abayi: It was only the suburb of it, as it reads [Joshua xxi. 12] : 
“ But the fields of the city, and its villages, they gave to Caleb.” 
Was Kedesh one of them? Does it not read [ibid. xix. 37]: 
” And Kedesh, and Edre’i,” etc.? And there is a Boraitha that 
the city of refuge must neither be too large nor too small, but 
middle-sized ones. (The cities mentioned there were, however, 
all large ones?) Said R. Joseph: “ There were two cities of the 
same name.” Said R. Ashi: As, for instance, Sliquus and 
Aquri of Sliquus. 

The text says: Middle ones. To this is added: They must 


* Leeser’s translation does not correspond at all. 
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be situated in places where there is water, and also where there 
are markets; and if such are not found, the same must be estab¬ 
lished. Also must they be situated near the army, and if the 
army was diminished, it must be added. If the dwellings in 
such cities become vacated, there must be brought new people 
composed of priests, Levites, and Israelites; and ammunition 
must not be sold in such cities, according to R. Ne’hamayi. 
The sages, however, allow this. But both agree that neither 
snares (for catching beasts) nor rope factories must there be 
established. All this is to prevent the relatives from coming to 
the cities in question. And R. Itz’hak said: This is inferred 
from [Deut. iv. 42]: “ And that he should flee unto one of these 
cities and live,’* which means you shall prepare for him all the 
necessities of life. And there is a Boraitha that if a disciple is 
exiled, his master is exiled with him; because the expression 
“and live” means you shall supply him with the sources of 
moral life. And R. Zera said: From this we infer that one 
shall not teach a disciple of bad character. R. Johanan says: 
If it happens that the head of a college is exiled, the whole 
college is exiled with him. Is that so? Did not R. Johanan 
say that the study of the Torah relieves one; for immediately 
after the verse “ in the wilderness’’ stated above, is written 
“ and this is the law ” ? This presents no difficulty: it relieves 
only at the time he is occupied with it, but not otherwise. And 
if you wish, it may be said that it relieves from the Angel of 
Death; as it happened with R. Hisda, who was studying continu¬ 
ously, so that the Angel of Death could not come near him until 
he caused the cedar in the yard of the college to break, the noise of 
which stopped his studying, and the Angel of Death took hold of 
him. R. Tan’hum b. Hanilaye said : Why is the tribe of Reuben 
mentioned first among the cities of safety? Because he was the 
first to save Joseph from his brothers, as it reads [Gen. xxxvii. 21]: 
“ And when Reuben heard it, he delivered him out of their hand.’’ 

R. Simlae lectured: It reads [Deut. iv. 41]: “ Then Moses 
set aside three cities on this side of the Jordan, toward the rising 
of the sun.’’ The Holy One, blessed be He, said to Moses: 
“ Thou hast made the sun shining toward the murderers.’’ 

R. Simaye lectured: It reads [Eccl. v. 9]: “ He that loveth 
money will never be satisfied with money; but he that loveth 
abundance, will finally have income.’’* He that loveth money 


Leeser’s translation docs not correspond at all. 
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means Moses, our Master, who was aware that the three cities 
on the other side of the Jordan do not accept until the other 
three cities are selected; nevertheless he selected them, saying: 
I shall not fail to perform a meritorious act which came to my 
hand. And “ he that loveth abundance ”—who is fit to lecture 
before a crowd, he who possesses the fruits of knowledge (of 
Bible, Mishna, Halakha and Hagada). And this is what R. 
Elazar said: It reads [Psalm cvi. 2]: ‘'Who can utter the 
mighty acts of the Lord? He who can publish all his praise.” 
(He takes the latter not as a question, but as answer to the 
former.) The rabbis, according to others, Rabba b. Mari ex¬ 
plained this passage thus: He who loves the abundance of 
scholars possesses the fruit of knowledge; and the rabbis looked 
upon Rabha b. Rabba who possessed such a quality. R. Ashi 
said: He who likes to learn among a crowd of scholars possesses 
the fruit of their knowledge. And this is what R. Jose bar 
Hanina said: It reads [Jer. 1. 36]: ‘‘The sword on th e badiw 
means the sword may cut the necks of the scholars who are 
studying separately each for himself; and not only this, but they 
become also foolish and also commit a crime thereby.” * Rabina 
said: Pie who loves to teach many, has the fruit of knowledge. 
And this is what Rabbi said: I learned much from my masters, 
more, however, from my colleagues, and still more from my 
disciples. 

R Jehoshua b. Levi said: It reads [Psalm cxxii. 2]: “ Our 
feet are now standing within thy gates, O Jerusalem.” Who 
caused that our feet shall conquer the enemy and stand within 
the gates of Jerusalem? The same gates in which the Law was 
studied. He said again: It reads [ibid., ibid. 1]: ‘‘I was re¬ 
joiced when they said unto me, Unto the house of the Lord let 
us go.” David said before the Holy One, blessed be He, Lord 
of the Universe, I have heard people say, When will this man 
die, so that Solomon, his son, shall build the Holy Temple and 
we will rejoice? And He answered [ibid, lxxxiv. 11]: “ For bet¬ 
ter is a day in thy courts than a thousand.” I like one day in 
which thou art occupied with the Law better than the thousand 
burnt-offerings which Solomon, thy son, will sacrifice before me 
in the future. 

To prepare roads," etc. There is a Boraitha. R. Eliezer 

* The analogy of expression used in text to infer the foolishness and sin men¬ 
tioned, we omitted; it was also impossible to use the translations of Leeser, etc., as 
the Talmud has here its own way. 




26 


THE BABYLONIAN TALMUD. 


b. Jacob said: ” The word ‘ refuge ’ was written at every cross¬ 
ing for the purpose that the murderer shall recognize the way 
to take. Said R. Kahana: This is inferred from the above-cited 
verse [Deut. xix. 3], which means you shall establish all prepa¬ 
rations needed on this way. 

R. Hamma b. Hanina, when he wanted to lecture on this 
case, used to begin with [Psalm xxv. 8]: “ Good and upright 
is the Lord : therefore he pointeth out to sinners the right way,” 
saying, If He puts the sinners in the right way, so much the 
more the upright. 

Resh Lakish used to begin his lecture on this case with [Ex. 
xxi. 13 and I Sam. xxiv. 14]: “ From the wicked proceedeth 
wickedness.” The Scripture speaks about two men each of 
whom killed a person: one of them intentionally, and the other 
unintentionally, but there were no witnesses in either of these 
cases. The Holy One, blessed be He, appoints them into one 
inn, and he who had killed intentionally is placed under a ‘lad¬ 
der, while the other, who killed unintentionally, descends the 
steps, falls and kills him (the one under the ladder). Hence the 
outcome is: he who has killed intentionally was killed; and the 
unintentional killer was exiled. 

Rabba b. R. Huna in the name of his father, according to 
others the latter in the name of R. Elazar, said: From the 
Pentateuch, Prophets, and Hagiographa it is inferred that the 
way the man likes to follow, he is led upon by Heaven. From 
the Pentateuch [Numb. xxii. 12]: “Thou shalt not go with 
them,” and [ibid., ibid. 20]: ” Rise up, go with them”; from 
the Prophets [Is. xlviii. 17]: ” Who teach thee for thy profit, 
who lead thee by the way thou shouldst go ” ; and from Hagi¬ 
ographa [Prov. iii. 34] : ” If (it concern) the scornful, he will him¬ 
self render them a scorn; but unto the lowly doth he give 
grace.” 

R. Huna said: If a relative killed the murderer who had 
already been in the city of refuge, he is nevertheless free; be¬ 
cause he holds that the expression ” he deserveth not a judg¬ 
ment of death” [Deut. xix. 6] applies to the relative. An 
objection was raised from the following: The just-cited verse 
speaks of the murderer; but perhaps it speaks of the relative of 
the dead? For this purpose it reads [ibid., ibid. 4] : ** When he 
hath not been an enemy to him in time past.” Hence the verse 
in question speaks of the murderer? He (R. Huna) holds with 
the Tana of the following: The verse in question speaks of the 
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relative; but perhaps of the murderer? For this it reads (4) 
“ enemy ”; hence the verse in question necessarily concerns the 
relative. 

Another objection was raised from our Mishna which states: 
“ Two scholars have to accompany him.” Was it not for the 
purpose of warning the relatives, that, in case they would attempt 
to slay, the same will be done to them? Nay, only to reconcile 
them; they should not consider him as a blood-shedder, for he 
has done it by error. And to the opinion of R. Mair that the 
murderer himself could do so, it was answered: “ Outside de¬ 
fence is more considered.” 

R. Elazar said: A city, the majority of which are murderers, 
does not protect; as it reads [Joshua xx. 4]: “And speak in 
the ears of the elders of that city his words,” but not the words 
which they (the elders) had to speak for themselves some time 
ago. The same said again that a city in which there are no 
elders does not protect. In this case, however, R. Ami and R. 
Assi differ. According to one it does, and according to the 
other it does not. The same differ concerning a stubborn and 
rebellious son, and also concerning breaking the neck of the 
heifer [Deut. xxi.], as in all the cases the elders are mentioned, 
and they are not found; however, he who holds that it does not 
matter maintains that it was written only because it is usual 
that a city should have its elders, but not to prevent if there 
are none. 

R. Hama b. Hanina said: Why is the portion of murderers 
with a strong language [Joshua xx. 1]: “And the Lord spoke 
to Joshua ” instead of said ; and also at the end of the verse (2), 
“Whereof I have spoken" ? Because this command was the 
only one which the Lord commanded Joshua to fulfil what had 
been already written in the Pentateuch. And whence do we 
know that spoke is stringent language? From [Gen. xlii. 30]: 
“ Spoke roughly.” However, concerning this subject R. Jehu- 
dah and the rabbis differ: according to the one it was because 
Jeshuah delayed to establish them, and according to the others 
the reason is as said above. 

It reads [Josh. xxiv. 26]: “ And Joshua wrote these words in 
the book of the law of God.” R. Jehudah and R. Ne’hamiah 
differ: according to one he wrote only the eight verses, which 
begin with “ And Moses died ” ; according to the other he wrote 
the portion of the cities of refuge. And the latter explains the 
expression 44 in the book of the law of God ” thus: Joshua wrote 
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in his book that which had been already written in the book of 
the law of God. 

In case the Holy Scrolls were sewn with thread of flax, R. 
Jehuda and R. Meyer differ: according to the one it is valid; 
according to the other it is not. The latter’s reason is [Ex. 
xiii. 9]: “In order that the Law of the Lord may be in thy 
mouth,” we see, then, that the Law is compared to Tephilin, 
and as the Tephilin are to be sewn with thread of a calf, the 
same is the case with the Holy Scrolls. And according to the 
other it is compared only as regards the hide of such cattle 
which is allowed to the mouth, but not concerning other laws. 
Said Rabh: I have seen the Tephilin of my uncle and they were 
sewn with thread of flax. (Says the Gemara): The Halakha, 
however, does not prevail with him. 

MISHNA VI .: There is no difference between the high- 
priests who were anointed with the holy oil (in the first Temple) 
and those who were sanctified by the holy dress (in the second 
Temple), and even him who has temporarily substituted the 
high-priest in case of sickness—they all release the murderer by 
their death. R. Jehudah said: Even the priest who was anointed 
for the war only. Therefore the mothers of the priests used to 
support the murderers with food and clothes that they shall not 
pray death to their sons. 

GEMARA: Whence is this deduced? Said R. Kahana: 
From [Numb. xxxv. 25-28], where the death of the high-priest 
is mentioned three times, from which we infer the three kinds 
of priests in the Mishna. And R. Jehudah, who adds also the 
anointed for the war, infers it from verse (32), where the priest is 
mentioned the fourth time. The rabbis, however, do not care 
to add same, because the word high is not mentioned there, 
hence it means one of the above-mentioned. 

The mothers of the priests ,” etc. They shall not pray, but 
what if they should, would it effect? Does it not read [Prov. 
xxvi. 2]: “As the bird (cometh) to flit away, as the swallow, to 
fly off: so will an undeserved curse not come (to fulfilment) ”? 
Said a certain elder: I understood from the lecture of Rabha 
that it is counted as a sin to the priest, who should pray that 
no accident might happen in that generation, and he did not. As 
it happened with one whom a lion has consumed a distance of 
three passas from R. Jehoshua b. Levi's dwelling, and Elisha 
did not talk to him for three days. Said R. Jehudah in the name 
of Rabh: The curse of a sage and be it for nothing, is realized; 
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and this we see to have been the case with Achithaphel. When 
David was digging under the altar a hole to reach the watery 
depth of the earth ( -Shithin ), the water came up and menaced 
to inundate the world; whereupon David asked: Is it allowed 
to inscribe the Holy name upon a piece of broken clay and drop 
it into the water; and as no answer came from the people pres¬ 
ent, he exclaimed: Whoever amongst ye knows and abstains 
from answering, shall be suffocated ! Then Achithaphel concluded 
a fortiori thus: If the Lord has allowed His name to be erased 
by water in order to make peace between husband and wife, so 
much the more so when the peace of the whole world is con¬ 
cerned. Accordingly he decided that it is allowed; David then 
following this decision dropped the bit of clay with the name on 
into the water, and the water turned back into its depths. 
Nevertheless Achithaphel choked himself [2 Sam. 17, 23]; all 
which corroborates Rabh’s saying quoted above by R. Jehudah. 

R. Jehudah in the name of Rabh said: If a sage has put 
some one under the ban conditionally, a release must take place 
at any rate by the same sage or by some other one. And this is 
inferred from the case of Judah, of whom it reads [Gen. xliii. 9] : 
“ If I bring him not unto thee,” etc. R. Samuel b. Na'hamoni 
in the name of Jonathan said: It reads [Deut. xxxiii. 6-7] : 
“ May Reuben live . . . this is the blessing of Judah.” (Why, 
then, is Judah mentioned just after Reuben and also his bless¬ 
ing distinguished with the expression “and this"?) Because 
all the forty years during which Israel was in the desert, the re¬ 
mains of Judah were dismembered in his coffin until Moses arose 
and prayed for him, saying: Lord of the universe! Who caused 
Reuben to confess if not Judah? Hear, Lord, the voice of 
Judah!” Immediately, then, the members of his body were 
placed in their order. However, he was not allowed to enter 
the heavenly college until Moses prayed: “ And bring him unto 
his people.” Still he could not discuss with the rabbis; to this 
Moses said: “Let the power of his hand contend for him!” 
Still he could not answer questions; thereupon Moses said: 
“ And be thou a help to him from his adversaries.” 

The schoolmen propounded a question: When is the mur¬ 
derer released? Does the release of the murderer require the 
death of all those priests mentioned in the Mishna or the death 
of one of them suffices? Come and hear: If his decision was 
rendered at the time when a high-priest did not exist, he re¬ 
mains there forever. Now, if he is released by the death of one 
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of them, let him be returned by the death of a substitute? 
Hence he must wait until the death of them all. However, per¬ 
haps the Mishna speaks of a case where there was no substitute? 

MISHNA VII . : If after the decision had been rendered 
the high-priest dies, he is not exiled. If, however, the priest 
dies before it was rendered and another priest was appointed 
and the decision was then rendered, he returns on the death of 
the second one. If, however, his decision was rendered while 
a high-priest did not exist, or he was to be exiled, because he 
killed a high-priest, or a high-priest who himself killed acciden¬ 
tally, he never returns from his exile. 

The murderer is never to go out from his place of exile even 
if he was a witness to a meritorious or to a civil, or even to a 
criminal case. And even if Israel needs him and should he be 
a captain in Israel, like Johab b. Zeruiah, he must not go out 
all his life; as it reads [ibid., ibid. 25]: “ To the city of his ref¬ 
uge, whither he had fled,” which means there shall be his dwell¬ 
ing, there shall be his death, there his burial. 

As the city itself protects, so does its limit; therefore, if it 
happens that a murderer goes outside of the limit and the rela¬ 
tives of the deceased meet him, according to R. Jose, the Gali¬ 
lean, it is a meritorious act for the relatives to kill him; and if 
a stranger kills him he is not responsible. R. Aqiba, however, 
maintains that a relative is not responsible, but it is not meri¬ 
torious; while a stranger is responsible for his death. 

GEMARA: What is the reason of the first statement in the 
Mishna? Said Abayi: This is to be drawn by a fortiori reason¬ 
ing'. he who was already exiled is released, so much the more 
is he who is only sentenced to it. But perhaps he who was already 
in exile is atoned, but not he who was not there as yet? Does, 
then, the exile atone? The death of the high-priest atones. 

” Dies before it was rendered , ” etc. Whence is this deduced? 
Said R. Kahana: From [Numb. xxxv. 25]: ” And he shall abide 
in it until the death of the high-priest, who hath been anointed 
with the holy oil.” Who has anointed him? Certainly not the 
murderer! It, therefore, means: He who was anointed in his 
days. But what has the high-priest done that the murderer's 
fate should depend upon his death? He ought to have prayed 
that the decision of the court be in behalf of the defendant, 
which he did not. 

Abayi said: We have a tradition that if after the decision 
was rendered the defendant dies, his remains must be carried to 
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the city of refuge; as it reads [ibid., ibid. 32]: “ That he should 
come again to dwell in the earth * until the death of the priest.” 
Dwelling in the earth means the grave. There is a Boraitha: If 
he dies in the city of refuge before the death of the high-priest, 
his remains may be carried to his native place; as it reads [ibid., 
ibid. 28]: “The manslayer may return unto the earth of his 
possession.” What is meant by ” the earth of his possession ” ? 
The grave. In the case when after the decision had been 
rendered, the high-priest was found unfit for his dignity, e.g. r 
he was the son of a married, or of one who performed the cere¬ 
mony of Halitzahy R. Ami and R. Itz'hak of Nafha differ: one 
holds that the priesthood is dead, and it is equivalent to the 
death of the high-priest; while the other holds that it is abol¬ 
ished, hence he was never a priest and the decision against the 
murderer was rendered when a high-priest did not exist; accord¬ 
ingly, he must remain there forever. 

” And a high-priest did not exist ,” etc. R. Jeliudah said in 
the name of Rabh: It reads [I Kings ii. 28]: “ And Joab fled 
unto the tabernacle.” Joab erred twice in so acting: (a) he 
thought that the horns of the altar protect, while the roof of the 
Temple protects; and (h) he thought that the altar of the taber¬ 
nacle of Shila protects; in reality, however, the altar of the 
Temple, only, protects. Said Abayi: He erred also in this: he 
thought that it protects every one, while in reality it protects 
only a priest on duty, which was not the case with him. 

Resh Lakish said: It reads [Isaiah lxiii. 1] : ‘‘Who is this 
that cometh from Edom, dyed red in his garments from Boz- 
rah? ” The heavenly ruler of Rome will err thrice in the future. 
(a) He will think Bozrah protects, while only Bezer does so; 
(&) that it protects even an intentional criminal, while it does so 
only an unintentional; and (c) it protects only a man, but not 
an angel as he was. 

R. Abuhu said: The cities of refuge are not given for ceme¬ 
teries, as it reads [Numb. xxxv. 3]: ‘‘And their open spaces 
shall be for their cattle, and for their goods, and for all their 
requirements,”*.^., requirements for life, but not for death; 
and the statement above that the murderer must be buried in 
the city is no objection, as concerning him the Scripture dictates 
a separate law. 


* The term in Hebrew is eretz , literally earth. Leeser translates land in accord¬ 
ance with the sense. 
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“ So does its limit.” There is a contradiction from the fol¬ 
lowing: It reads [ibid., ibid. 25]: “ And he shall abide in it,” 
but not in its limit? Said Abayi: This presents no difficulty: 
concerning protection it does, but to dwell he is not allowed. 

“ Outside of the limit ” The rabbis taught: It reads [ibid., 
ibid. 27]: ” And the avenger of the blood should kill the man- 
slayer: he shall not be guilty of blood.” It is a meritorious act 
of the avenger to do so; and every stranger may do so if there 
is no relative. Such is the decree of R. Jose the Galilean. R. 
Aqiba, however, maintains that if the relative likes to do so, he 
may; but it is not meritorious. A stranger, however, if he did 
so, is guilty. The reason of the former is: it does not read 
“ if he will kill him; and the reason of the latter is: it does not 
read ” he shall kill him.” Mar Zutra b. Tubiah in the name of 
Rabh, however, said that if the relative has killed him while he 
was out of the limit, he is to be killed if he did it intentionally. 
But this is not in accordance with R. Jose, nor with R. Aqiba. 
In accord with whom, then, is his theory? With the Tana 
of the following Boraitha: R. Eliezer said [ibid., ibid. 12]: 
” Until he have stood before the congregation for trial.” To 
what purpose is this written (is it not self-evident that he is not 
to be executed without a trial)? Because (27) reads ” should 
kill . . . not guilty of blood ”; lest one say that so it is even 
if the avenger had killed him before he was tried and found 
guilty, therefore it reads” until he have stood . . . for trial.” 
R. Jose and R. Aqiba, however, infer from the just-cited pas¬ 
sage that if the Sanhedrin themselves have seen one killing a 
man, they must not execute him unless he has been tried before 
another court and found guilty. 

The rabbis taught: It reads (26): ” Should at any time pass 
the boundary,” etc., which means intentionally, but whence do 
we know as to if he pass unintentionally? Therefore, ” at any 
time,” which would be superfluous if not signifying this case. 
But is there not a Boraitha to the effect that if one has killed 
intentionally he is put to death, etc.? This presents no diffi¬ 
culty : the Boraitha cited is in accordance with him who holds 
that the Scripture speaks in accordance with human language, 
while the rabbis do not hold so. Said Abayi: It seems to me 
that he who holds that the Scripture speaks in accordance with 
human language is correct in this case, because his final case 
should not be more rigorous than the beginning. In the begin¬ 
ning if he had killed a man intentionally he is put to death, and 
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if unintentionally he is exiled; and the same is to be his final 
case: if he goes out of the limit intentionally, he is killed; but 
if unintentionally, he must be returned to his exile. 

If a father has killed a son unintentionally, his other son 
may be considered the avenger in accordance with one Boraitha; 
another Boraitha, however, states that he must not be so consid¬ 
ered. Shall we assume that one is in accordance with R. Jose 
and the other with R. Aqiba? How can such be borne in mind? 
Is it not decided (Sanhedrin, p. 246) that a son must not be ap¬ 
pointed by the court to punish his father with whatsoever pun¬ 
ishment, etc.? Therefore, we must say that one Boraitha speaks 
of his son, and the other of his grandson. 

MISHNA VIII .: A tree placed in the limit, but its branches 
extending outside of it or vice versa , in any case the inclination 
of the branch must be considered. 

GEMARA: There is a contradiction from the following: A 
tree which stands inside but is inclined outside, or vice versa if 
from opposite the surrounding wall and inside, it is considered 
as inside; and if the same were inclined outside it is considered 
as outside?* Do you contradict tithe with cities of refuge? 
Concerning tithe the Scripture relies upon the surrounding wall 
of the city, but concerning the cities in question it relies upon 
the dwelling, and one can use his dwelling under the branch but 
not upon the root of a tree. Rabh Ashi explains the expression 
of the Mishna, “ the inclination of the branch must be consid¬ 
ered,” with also , i.e., the inclination must also be considered, 
and so much the more the root of it. 

MISHNA IX. \ If one killed accidentally in the city of ref¬ 
uge, he is to be exiled from one neighborhood to another; and 
if such happen to a Levite, he is to be exiled from one city to 
another. 

GEMARA: The rabbis taught: It reads [Ex. xxi. 13]: 
“ Will I appoint thee a place,” etc., i.e., while thou art still 
alive. “Whither he shall flee” signifies that if such happen 
while Israel was still in the desert, they were exiled. And 
where to?—to the camp of the Levites. From this it was said 
that if it happen to a Levi that he killed, he is exiled from one 
district to another; and even if he was exiled to the district in 
which he resides, it protects him. And R. A’ha b. R. Aika said : 


* This Mishna is concerning the second tithe which must be eaten inside of 
Jerusalem only. 
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This may be inferred from [Numb. xxxv. 28]: “ Because in the 
city of his refuge shall he remain/' i.e., “ his refuge" means 
which was his before he was exiled. 

MISHNA X.: Similarly, if a murderer was exiled to the city 
of refuge and the townsmen like to honor him, he has to say to 
them: " I am a murderer " ; and if they say it does not matter, 
he may accept. The exiled have to pay to the Levites rent for 
their dwellings. So R. Jehudah. R. Mair, however, said: 
They have not. If, after the high-priest's death, he returns to 
his city, he is returned to that office which he occupied before 
(e.g ., head of a college), according to R. Mair. R. Jehudah, 
however, maintains: He must not occupy the same. 

GEMARA: Said R. Kahana: The Tanaim of the Mishna 
differ concerning the rent in the six cities in question only, for 
one explains the expression " unto you " to mean for protection 
only, and the other one explains it " unto all your necessities." 
However, on the addition of 42 cities all agree that they have 
to pay rent. Said Rabha to him: There cannot be any doubt 
in the explanation of " unto you," which certainly means to all 
your necessities, and therefore it is the contrary: they differ 
concerning the 42 cities; the one holds they were added only 
for protection, and the other holds they were added on equal 
terms with the six; but concerning the six themselves all agree 
that there was no rent. 

“ He returns to his office ." The rabbis taught: It reads 
[Lev. xxv. 41]: " And he shall return unto his own family, and 
unto the possessions of his father shall he return," i.e., he may 
return only to his family, but not to the office which his parents 
occupied. So R. Jehudah. R. Mair, however, said he may 
return to the offices of his parents, and the same is the case with 
exile. And this is inferred from the pleonastic words, " shall 
he return." What does it mean, "the same is with exile"? 
As the following Boraitha: The murderer shall return to the 
land of his possession, i.e., he may return only to the land, but 
not to the office of his parents. So R. Jehuda. R. Mair, 
however, maintains: He may also occupy the place of his 
parents, because of the analogy of expression " return," which 
is mentioned in both places, Ex. xxi. a.M Numb. xxv. 


CHAPTER III. 


WHO IS SUBJECT TO THE PUNISHMENT BY STRIPES.—THE DETAILS 
OF THE PROCEDURE REGARDING THE EXECUTION THEREOF.— 
WHAT CIRCUMSTANCES FREE THE CULPRIT THEREFROM.—THE 
RESPECTIVE DUTIES OF THE THREE JUDGES WHO MUST WITNESS 
THE EXECUTION. 

MISHNA/. : To the following stripes apply: He who had 
intercourse with his own sister, with his sister of his father or 
his mother, or the sister of his wife, with the wife of his brother 
or his father’s brother, or with a woman while menstruating. 
(To each of these crimes Korath—shortened life—applies, and 
according to this Mishna the human court has a right to punish 
them also with stripes.) The same is the case if a high-priest 
marries a widow; a common priest—a divorced or her who per¬ 
formed the ceremony of Halitzah; an Israelite—a bastard ora 
descendant of the Gibeonites; and the same is, if a daughter of 
an Israelite marries the just-mentioned persons. If a high-priest 
marries a widow who was previously divorced, he is to be beaten 
twice, because of two names (“ widow ” and “ divorced ”); if, 
however, a common priest marries a widow who has previously 
performed the ceremony of Halitzah, he is liable only for the 
violation of one negative. A high-priest who was unclean and 
partook of things belonging to the sanctuary or entered the sanc¬ 
tuary while unclean; and he who consumed illegal fat, blood, or 
meat left overnight from the sacrifice, or piggnl ,* or unclean 
meat, and also of such which was slaughtered and brought out¬ 
side of the Temple; he who ate leaven on Passover, ate or labored 
on the Day of Atonement; who compounded oil similar to that 
of the Temple, or compounded the frankincense of the Temple, 
or anointed himself with the oil used in the Temple; who ate 
carcasses or animals preyed by beasts, or reptiles—to all of them 
stripes apply. 

It applies also to him who partook of mixture, of first tithe 


/. <f., meat of a sacrifice illegally slaughtered. 
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of which the heave-offering was not separated as yet, of second 
tithe and eatables belonging to the sanctuary which were not 
redeemed yet. How much has one to partake of the mixture 
to make him liable? According to R. Simeon, whatsoever; 
while to the rabbis, not less than the size of an olive. Said R. 
Simeon to the sages: Do you not admit that if one consumed 
an ant—minute as it is—he is culpable? And he was answered: 
Because it is a creature in itself. Rejoined he: One grain of 
wheat is also complete as to its creation. 

GEMARA: The Mishna treats of those crimes to which 
Korath applies, but not of those under the category of capital 
punishment. Hence it is in accordance with R. Aqiba of the 
following Boraitha: Crimes under the category of Korath, as 
well as under that of capital punishment, are also punished with 
stripes if they were so warned. So R. Ismael. R. Aqiba, 
however, maintains: Only that of Korath; because if they re¬ 
pent after the punishment with stripes, the heavenly court for¬ 
gives them ; but if they are under capital punishment the human 
court cannot forgive them even though they repent.“ What is 
the reason of Ismael's theory? [Deut. xxviii. 59]: “ Then will 
the Lord render peculiar thy plagues," etc. What the peculi¬ 
arity is, is not stated; however, from [ibid. xxv. 2]: "The 
judge shall cause him to lie down " (the expression of which has 
a similarity), we understand that the peculiarity is stripes; and 
in [ibid, xxviii. 58] it reads: " If thou wilt not observe," etc.; 
hence the violation of all negative commands is punished by 
stripes. But if so, let them apply also to the violation trans¬ 
gression of a positive commandment? It reads: " If thou wilt 
not observe." R. Aqiba’s reason is: concerning stripes the ex¬ 
pression is " according to the degree of his fault," which means 
for one fault, but not for two faults, to which capital punish¬ 
ment applies.f 

" Things belonging to the sanctuary," etc. It is correct, the 
transgression of entering the sanctuary of which the punishment 
as well as the warning is stated—viz.: the punishment [Numb, 
xix. 13]: " Hath defiled the tabernacle of the Lord; and that 
soul shall be cut off from Israel," and the warning [ibid. v. 3]: 


* The text contains also what Itz’hak said, repeated from ICherithoth,—the 
proper place. 

f The text contains a long discussion about this subject, which is repeated in 
many places of the Talmud; here, however, this is very complicated and not im¬ 
portant, and therefore omitted. 
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“That they defile not their camp”; but concerning eating 
sanctity, we find the punishment [Lev. vii. 20]: “The flesh 
. . . his uncleanness upon him . . . shall be cut off.” But 
where is the warning to it? According to Resh Lakish from 
[ibid. xii. 4]: “ Any thing hallowed shall she not touch ” ; and 
R. Jehanan said: Bardelah taught: From an analogy of expres¬ 
sion “ his uncleanness “ here, and the same expression is found 
in the above quotation [Numb. xix.]. As there the punish¬ 
ment and the warning are stated, the same also applies to this 
case. 

There is a Boraitha in accordance with Resh Lakish: “ Hal¬ 
lowed shall she not touch ” is a warning to the consumer. You 
say consumer , but perhaps it means literally (touching); there¬ 
fore it reads further on, “ into the sanctuary shall she not 
come,” etc. Hence hallowed is compared to the sanctuary. 
As to the transgression of the sanctuary Korath applies, so also 
the warning concerning the hallowed must speak of a similar 
punishment (z>., consuming). But not of touching, to which 
Korath does not apply. 

Rabba b. b. Hanna in the name of R. Jehanan said: To a 
negative command which is preceded by a positive one, stripes 
apply. There were people who questioned R. Johanan whether 
he said so, and he answered: Nay! Said Rabba: I swear that 
he said so, and it is also written and taught; “ written ” [Numb, 
v. 3]: “ Shall ye send out . . . that they defile not their 
camps ’’; and “ taught ” in our Mishna: A defiled person who 
enters the sanctuary gets stripes. But why did R. Johanan 
retract his previous statement? Because the case of a seducer 
was difficult to him—namely, a seducer who had divorced his 
seduced wife, if he is a common Israelite, remarries her, but 
is not punished with stripes; if he, however, was a priest (who 
is forbidden to marry a divorced woman), he gets stripes and 
does not remarry. Now, as in this case, the negative command: 
“ That he must not divorce her all his life “ is succeeded by the 
positive command: “ That he shall marry her,” why, then, 
should not a common Israelite be punished with stripes for 
divorcing her? Said Rabha: The reason wjiy he does not get 
stripes is that the positive “ He shall remarry her” rests upon 
him all his life. (This is inferred from the words “ all his days,” 
which, if they were not explained that in case he has divorced 
her he shall remarry her, would be superfluous; with the expla¬ 
nation, however, the command, “ He shall remarry her,” is 


33 


THE BABYLONIAN TALMUD. 


attached to the negative “He shall not divorce her ” ; and there 
is a rule that to a negative command which is succeeded by a 
positive, no stripes apply.) And when Rabbin came from Pal¬ 
estine he said the same in the name of R. Johanan. Said Rabh 
Papa to Rabha: Why did R. Jehanan say above that he gets 
stripes? The negative in question is not similar to the negative 
of “ muzzling ” (which was said that it is placed there to teach 
that only to such which is not succeeded by a positive stripes 
apply)? Rejoined Rabh Papa: Should the negative become 
weaker because of the succeeding positive? Answered Rabha: 
According to your theory stripes should apply to each negative 
which is succeeded by a positive, which is not the case. Said 
Rabh Papa again: There it is different, as the positive usually 
comes to remove the negative (i.e., one shall not do so, but if 
he did, shall he do so and so). But Rabha’s explanation holds 
good only according to him who holds that the culprit does not 
get stripes unless he abolishes the succeeding positive command. 
(/>., the seducer who has divorced his wife may always say: “ I 
will remarry her.” Hence the positive is not abolished, and 
therefore he is not liable. But according to him who holds that 
only then is he free from stripes when he fulfils the command 
(z.e., if he comes to the court, which commands him to marry 
her immediately, and if he does not listen he gets stripes). 
Hence, you cannot say that this positive rests upon all his life, 
and consequently it does not modify its preceding negative? 
Let us see: this objection applies only to Johanan’s foregoing 
theory, and he said to the disciple who has repeated before the 
Boraitha concerning a positive which succeeds a negative: “ Go 
and teach thus: Only when he has abolished the succeeding 
one, but not otherwise.” R. Simeon b. Lakish, however, dif¬ 
fers, and says: He is free from stripes only when he has fulfilled 
the succeeding one. 

What is their point of difference? A doubtful warning— 
e.g. } in the case in question, if he was warned that he shall not 
divorce her, it was still doubtful whether after divorcing he will 
not remarry her; hence such a warning is not considered cer¬ 
tain. But, nevertheless, according to R. Johanan it suffices, so 
that he may be punished; but according to Resh Lakish he is 
not. And both differ in the explanation of R. Jehudah’s theory 
in the following Boraitha: It reads [Ex. xii. io] : “ And ye shall 
not let anything of it remain until morning; and that which 
remaineth of it until morning ye shall burn.” We see, then, 
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that the verse comes to place a positive after a negative for the 
purpose that if one did leave he shall not be punished, and has 
only to burn it. Such is the decree of R. Jehudah. R. Johanan 
explains R. Jehudah’s words thus: The reason why he does not 
get stripes is the succeeding positive, but if it were not he would 
be punished, although the warning was doubtful, as he could 
thereafter burn it. Resh Lakish, however, explains it thus: 
The reason why he does not get stripes is the succeeding, but if 
it were not he would get stripes, as to a negative command that 
does not contain manual labor, stripes do apply. But let us 
see: Resh Lakish cannot deny that such a warning was a doubt¬ 
ful one, and R. Johanan cannot deny that such a negative does 
not concern manual labor; what, then, is the use of their expla¬ 
nation? Both agree that, if not for the succeeding, stripes would 
apply; notwithstanding that there were both a doubtful warn¬ 
ing and a positive of no manual labor. Resh Lakish shares the 
opinion of R. Jehudah of another Boraitha (Chulin 82, b.), in 
which R. Jehudah admits that a doubtful warning is not consid¬ 
ered; and R. Johanan holds with R. Jehudah of the following: 
R. Idi b. Abin in the name of R. Amram and R. Itz’hak, quot¬ 
ing R. Johanan, said: R. Jehudah in the name of R. Jose the 
Galilean declared that for the violation of all the negatives of 
the Torah, if there be manual labor implied, the transgressor is 
punished with stripes, but not if mental, except in the cases of 
an oath, exchanging,* and cursing his neighbor by the Holy 
name. But if so, then, R. Johudah contradicts himself? Resh 
Lakish may say that there are two Tanaim who said in the name 
of R. Jehudah differently, and R. Jehanan may say that in the 
latter Boraitha R. Jehudah declared the theory of his master, 
but his own opinion he declared in the former Boraitha. 

There is a Mishna: He who took the mother-bird with her 
children gets, according to R. Jehudah, stripes, but is not 
obliged to send away the mother-bird; and according to the 
sages, he sends away, but is not punished with stripes; as the 
rule is: for a negative which is conjoined with a positive there 
is no liability. Said R. Johanan: There is only one more case 
similar to this. And to the question of R. Elazar, What is it? 
he rejoined: Go and find out! He did so and found the follow¬ 
ing: “ If a seducer has divorced,” etc., v. above, p. 3 7. But this 
can be correct only with him who holds that he is released from 
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stripes after the fulfilment of the positive only. But according 
to him who holds that stripes do not apply unless the positive 
is abolished, such can be done only with the former mother-bird 
by killing her, as then the positive he “ shall send her away ” is 
abolished. But how can such be found in the case of the divorce 
in question; and should you say that he killed her, then he de¬ 
serves capital punishment; and there is a rule that stripes do 
not apply to him who is to be executed? Said R. Simi of ’Huz- 
nah: “ E.g., he accepted betrothal money for her from some one 
else, hence she becomes the wife of another, and the positive 
44 he shall remarry” is abolished. Said Rabli: Such cannot be 
considered; as in case she made him her messenger to accept 
the above, she may ignore the message; and, if he did it without 
asking her who gave him the right to such that it should be con¬ 
sidered? Therefore said R. Simi of Nehardea: If, e.g., he has 
made a vow publicly that he must not derive any benefit from 
her (and such a vow cannot be absolved), hence the positive is 
abolished and he is liable. Are there indeed no more similar 
cases to those by R. Johanan stated? Is there not robbery, to 
which it reads, 44 Thou shalt not steal,” and the positive 44 He 
shall return it,” and also concerning a pledge to which the 
negative is, 44 Thou shalt not come to pledge,” and the positive 
is 44 Thou shalt return the pledge at sunset ”? And these two 
cases also can be explained in both ways: Fulfilled the positives 
or not, abolished the positives or not? With these cases it is 
different, for he has to pay, and there is a rule: He who pays 
does not get stripes. But is there not 44 Peah,” the negative of 
which 44 thou shalt not cut . . . the corners” and the positive 
44 unto the poor . . . leave” [Lev. xxiii. 22], which also may 
be explained in both ways as said above? Therefore we must 
say that R. Jehanan by his statement, There is only one similar 
case, meant” Peah” and not a seducer; since concerning the 
latter the Law dictates that even if there were a vow on the 
mind of the public* it can be absolved when such absolution is 
necessary to a meritorious act; as it happened with a children- 
teacher who struck too much the children and R. A’ha excom¬ 
municated him, Rabbina, however, returned him, because he 
could not find as good a teacher. 

” Carcasses preyed ,” etc. Said R. A’ha: He who neglects 
nature’s duties when called, transgresses the negative 44 ye shall 


* This will be explained in Tract Gittin. 
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not make your souls abominable ” [Lev. xx. 25]. And R. Bibi 
b. Abayi said: He who drinks water from the horn of a barber 
transgresses the same. 

“ Partook of mixture, first tithe," etc. R. Bibi in the name 
of Resh Lakish said: They differ only in case he take a grain 
of it, but as regards flour all agree that the size of an olive is 
needed. R. Jeremei in the name of same authority, however, 
said: As they differ in respect of wheat so they do in that of 
flour too. An objection was raised from our Mishna. R. 
Simeon said to them: Do you not agree if he ate an ant, etc., 
and to the answer of the rabbis “ because it is a creature’' he 
rejoined, A wheat grain is also complete in its creation, hence 
we see that they only differ in respect of the grain, but not in 
that of flour? R. Simeon meant to say thus: According to my 
opinion it is the same with flour, but to your theory, admit that 
if he ate a grain of it he shall be culpable, because of its com¬ 
pleteness. The rabbis, however, maintain: We cannot compare 
a grain to a living creature. There is a Boraitha in accordance 
with R. Jeremei: R. Simeon said concerning stripes: Size does 
not count; it counts only concerning sacrifices. 

MISHNA II . : Stripes also apply to the following: To him 
who partook of the first fruit before the ceremony of reading* 
was performed; of the sacrifices under the category of the most 
holy outside of the curtains, and of those under the category 
of a minor grade or of second tithe outside of the surrounding 
wall; and also to him who breaks a bone in the Paschal Lamb 
if it was a clean one. However, if he left from a fit one, or 
broke a bone of an unfit one, stripes do not apply. 

To him who takes a mother-bird with her children from 
her coop according to R. Jehudah stripes apply, but he is 
not obliged to send the mother away, and according to the 
sages he must send her away and stripes do not apply, ac¬ 
cording to the rule: If a positive succeeds a negative, no stripes 
apply. 

GEMARA: Said Rabba b. b. Hana in the name of R. Jo- 
hanan: Our Mishna is in accordance with R. Aqiba, whose 
name is omitted, as it is one of the many anonymous Mishna- 
yoth which bear his opinion without mentioning his name. The 
sages, however, maintain that concerning first fruits, their placing 
on the Temple is the main thing, but the ceremony of reading 


* Deut. xxv, 15. 
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is no obstacle. But why not say that it is in accordance with 
R. Simeon, to whose opinion, also, most of the Mishnayoth 
were composed anonymously? This comes to teach that R. 
Aqiba is in this respect in accordance with R. Simeon. Which 
R. Simeon? Of the following Boraitha: It reads [Deut. xii. 
17]: “ And the heave-offering of thy hand,” which means the 
first fruits; said R. Simeon: What does this come to teach us? 
If only that they must not be eaten outside the surrounding 
wall, it was not necessary at all, as this could be inferred from 
tithe, regarding which the law is more lenient, by drawing a for¬ 
tiori conclusion : If one consumes tithe regarding which the law 
is lenient, outside of the wall, he gets stripes, so much the more 
when he consumes first fruits, concerning which case the law is 
more rigorous; therefore we must say that the verse means to 
include him who had consumed them before the ceremony of 
reading was performed. And “thy freewill-offering” [ibid., 
ibid.], means thanks and peace-offerings. R. Simeon, however, 
said: The verse does not mean them, as it was not necessary to 
teach that they must not consume outside of the wall, for the 
same reason that they could be inferred from the leniency in 
tithe by the same a fortiori reasoning. Therefore it means 
him who consumed of same sacrifices before their blood was 
sprinkled. And “ first born ” means literally. Said R. Simeon: 
If it meant so, it was not necessary either, as this could likewise 
be inferred by a fortiori reasoning from tithe; and if it means: 
who commanded them before blood-sprinkling, it was also not 
necessary, as it could be inferred from the above-mentioned 
sacrifices by a fortiori reasoning, as they are more lenient than 
the first born. Therefore we must say that it means to include 
him who consumes a first born even after its blood was sprinkled. 
“Thy herds or of thy flocks” means sin and transgression- 
offerings. R. Simeon, however, said: That if it meant them, it 
would not be necessary, as they could be inferred by a fortiori 
reasoning from tithe; thanks and peace-offerings, and first born, 
all of which are more lenient than that of sin and transgression. 
Therefore it means to include him who consumed from the lat¬ 
ter even after sprinking outside of the curtain. “ Nor any of 
thy vows ” means burnt-offerings. Said R. Simeon: It would 
not be necessary, as they could be inferred by a fortiori reason¬ 
ing from all those cases mentioned above, and therefore it means 
to include him who consumes from a burnt-offering after sprink¬ 
ling even inside the curtains, that he get stripes. Said Rabha: 
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Every mother should bear a son like R. Simeon; although his 
theory can be objected to.* 

It was taught: R. Gidel in the name of Rabh said: A 
stranger who had consumed sin- and transgression-offerings be¬ 
fore their blood was sprinkled, is free from any punishment, 
because it reads [Ex. xxix. 33]: “And they shall eat those 
things wherewith the atonement was made to consecrate them, 
and to sanctify them; but a stranger shall not eat thereof, be¬ 
cause they are holy.” Now as the sprinkling of blood only 
atones, they can be considered holy only after the sprinkling 
was performed, but before this act they are not considered as 
yet holy; so that the negative “ one shall not eat because they 
are holy ” does not rest upon the consumer. 

R. Elazar said in the name of Hosea: Concerning the first 
fruit, placing it in the Temple is the main thing, and not the 
ceremony of reading, as it is not considered the final act. In 
this case the following Tanaim differ [Deut. xxvi. 10]: “ Thou 
shalt set it down before the Lord,’' i.e., lift it up (before the 
Lord in all four directions). But perhaps it means literally, to 
place it? This is already written in verse (9). So R. Jehudah. 
R. Eliezer b. Jacob, however, maintains: This means literally 
(hence, this is the main act which completes the ceremony pre¬ 
scribed to first fruit); lifting up, however, he infers from [ibid., 
ibid. 4] : “And the priest shall take the basket out of thy hand,” 
i.e., that the priest shall lift it up towards all four directions. His 
reason is based on the analogy of expression “ hand,” which is 
also mentioned concerning peace-offering [Lev. vii. 30]: “ His 
own hands shall bring it.” And as there lifting up is needed by 
both the ripest and the owner of the offering, so also here the 
hands of both are needed. How so? The priest places his hand 
under those of the owner, and the two lift it up together. 

Rabha b. Ada in the name of R. Itz’hak said: One is culpa¬ 
ble for the first fruits immediately after they have seen the face 
of the Temple; and it is in accordance with the Tana of the 
following Boraitha: R. Eliezer said: Of the first fruit, a part of 
which was outside and a part inside, that of outside is consid¬ 
ered common in all respects, while that of inside is considered 
holy in all respects. And R. Shesheth said: Only the placing 
is the main act of the ceremony and not the reading. 


* The text argues as to how the theory can be objected to by a very complicated 
process of reasoning, and from things entirely irrelevant to the subject, and therefore 
emitted. 
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“ Most holy,” etc. But why the repetition? It has been 
already stated with regard to second tithe and things of the 
sanctuary which were not as yet redeemed? Said R. Jose b. 
Hanina: The second part of the Mishna treats of a case when 
both were pure—and the man and the second tithes which were 
consumed outside of the wall, and the first part speaks of the 
case when both were defiled, and that he consumed them within 
the city. And whence do we know that one is culpable because 
of defilement? From the following Boraitha: R. Simeon said 
[Deut. xxvi. 14]: “ Neither have I removed thereof while un¬ 
clean,”* means neither when I was unclean and they were 
clean, nor vice versa. R. Eliezer said: Whence do we know 
that second tithe which became defiled may be redeemed even 
within Jerusalem! From [Deut. xiv. 24]: “ Not able to carry 
it,” which means also when it was not fit for eating, as the ex¬ 
pression for carrying is “ sheath ” and in [Gen. xliii. 34], a sim¬ 
ilar expression is used for eatables. R. Bibbi in the name of 
R. Assi said: From the just-cited verse is to be also inferred 
that even one step outside the wall one may redeem the second 
tithe, if it is too heavy for him to carry it further. R. Hanina 
and R. Hosea, while sitting together propounded the following 
question: How is it if he was already within the gate of the wall 
in such a position that he was already inside but his load was 
outside—may he redeem it at that place or not? A certain old 
man then taught them in the name of R. Simeon b. Jo’hai: It 
reads [Deut. xiv. 24] : “ Is too far from thee” means from the full 
extent of your capacity (and as he is already within the gate it can¬ 
not be considered far any longer, etc., and is not to be redeemed). 
R. Assi said in the name of R. Jehanan: The culpability for 
second tithe arises only after it has seen the face of the wall of 
Jerusalem, and the reason is [ibid. xii. 12]: “But before the 
Lord thy God must thou eat them,” and (17): “ Thou mayest 
not eat within thy gates”; hence, only at that time when the 
positive “ before thy Lord must thou eat them ” can be fulfilled, 
the negative: “Thou mayest not eat,” etc., applies, but not 
otherwise. 

MISHNA III .: He who makes a baldness in the hair of his 
head, or rounds it; he who destroys the corners of his beard, or 
makes incisions in his flesh for his dead, is liable. There is no 
difference whether he made one incision for five dead bodies or 


* Leeser’s translation does not correspond. 
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five incisions for one dead body, as in either case he is liable for 
five negatives. For rounding his hair he is also liable for two (one 
for one corner on one side, and another for the other corner on 
the other side; and for his beard five, for there are five corners.* 
R. Eliezer, however, maintains that if he took off the whole 
beard at one time he is culpable only for one. The culpability 
arises only, then, when he took it off with a razor. R. Eliezer, 
however, maintains that.the same is the case if he took it off 
with snuffers or a scraper (an instrument with which the hairs 
are removed singly). 

GEMARA: The rabbis taught [Lev. xxi. 5]: “ They shall 
not make any baldness,” lest one say that if one made several 
baldnesses in his head he is culpable only for one, therefore it 
reads, “any baldness” {i.e., culpable for each one). And to 
what purpose is it written “ upon their head ”? Because [Deut. 
xiv. 1]: “Ye shall not cut yourselves, nor make any baldness 
between your eyes for the dead.” Lest one say that he is cul¬ 
pable only when he did so between the eyes, therefore “ their 
head ” to include any place of the head. From here, however, 
we know that priests only are forbidden to do so, as they are 
subject to many commands which do not apply to a common 
Israelite; whence do we know that the same is the case with 
the latter? From the analogy of expression “baldness” in 
both verses; as in the first he is culpable for each baldness in 
the head as for that between the eyes, the same is the case with 
an Israelite. And as in [Deut. xiv.] it says plainly “ for the 
dead,” so also in [Lev.] it means for the dead only. 

What should be the size of the bald spot which would make 
him culpable? The size of a bean according to R. Jehanan in 
the name of R. Eliezer b. R. Simeon. R. Huna, however, 
said: Such a size which could be discerned. R. Jehudah b. 
'Habibah said: In this three Tanaim differ. According to one 
it is the size of a bean, according to the other it is a discernible 
size, and the third, however, maintains that he is culpable even 
for two hairs. Some, however, say: Instead of two hairs, it 
must be of the size of a lentil. 

“ He who rounds , ” etc. The rabbis taught [Lev. xix. 27]: 
“ Ye shall not cut round the corners of your head ” means the 
end of his head, i.e ., who makes his temple as hairless as the 


* For an illustration of the five corners, see Rashi, as we do not deem it neces¬ 
sary to illustrate them for the English reader. 
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spot back of his ears to the nape of his neck. A disciple taught 
before R. Hisda: Both are culpable, he who rounds, and the 
rounded one. To which R. Hisda answered: Should he who 
eats dates from a sieve be culpable? Your Boraitha is in ac¬ 
cordance with R. Jehudah, who holds that to a negative which 
does not contain manual labor, stripes apply (with whom the 
Halakha does not prevail). Rabha, however, says: It speaks 
that he himself has rounded his hair, which case all agree that 
he is culpable. And R. Ashi said: Even if he only assists the 
one who rounds his hair. 

“ And he zvho destroys the corners of his beard." The rabbis 
taught: “ The corners of his beard,” means the end of it; and 
what is meant by the end? The Shibboleth (sheaves). 

“Incisions ,” etc. The rabbis taught [Lev. xix. 28]: “For 
the dead . . . any incision,” lest one say that he made such 
because of the fall of his house or because the ship sank, 
therefore “ for the dead,” to teach that he is culpable only if he 
did so for a dead. And whence do we know that if he made five 
incisions for one dead he is culpable for each one? From “ any 
incision ” which makes him culpable for each of them. R. Jose 
said : Whence do we know that if he made one incision for five dead 
he is culpable for five? From the expression “ l’Nefesh ” * (soul) 
i.e.j he is culpable for each soul. But does not the same passage 
exclude the case when he did so for ‘ ‘ his house ” or “ ship, ” etc. ? 

R. Jose holds that “ cut” in Deut. iv. and incision is one 
and the same, and there also reads “ for the dead,” hence this 
also may be inferred. 

Samuel said: If one made an incision with an instrument he 
is culpable. An objection was raised from the following: In¬ 
cision and cutting is one and the same (but incision means with 
the hand and cutting with an instrument), hence for an incision 
with an instrument he should not be culpable? Samuel holds 
in this respect with R. Jose that there is no difference at all. 

A disciple taught before R. Jehanan: For dead he is culpa¬ 
ble at all courts whether by hand or instrument, but if for an 
idol, by an instrument he is culpable, but not by hand; as it 
reads [I Kings, xviii. 28]: “And cut themselves after their 
custom with knives.” 

Culpable only for one," because he holds that he trans¬ 
gressed only one negative command. 


* The term “for dead ” is “ l’Nefesh,” which means for a dead soul. 
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“ With a razor.” The rabbis taught [Lev. xxi. 5j: “ The 
corner of their beard shall they not shave off,” i.e., with a razor. 
But lest one say even with scissors he shall be culpable, there¬ 
fore it reads [ibid, xix.], “ thou shalt not destroy.” But if so 
let him be culpable for destroying it even with snuffers or 
scrapers? therefore the expression “ shave off,” and destroying 
by shaving is brought about by a razor. 

“ R- Eliezer ,” etc. From whatever opinion he start: if he 
cares for the analogy of expression, then it is with a razor only; 
and if he does not, let him be culpable even if he did it with 
scissors? He cares for the analogy, but to his opinion snuffers 
and scrapers are equivalent to a razor. 

MISHNA IV .: The culpability for etching-in [Lev. xix. 28] 
arises only when he has done both, wrote and etched-in with 
dye or any other indelible thing, but to one of them no culpa¬ 
bility attaches. R. Simeon b. Jehudah in the name of R. 
Simeon said: He is not culpable unless he etched-in the holy 
name; as the above-cited verse reads, “ and any etched-in writ¬ 
ing shall you not fix on yourselves: I am the Lord.” 

GEMARA: Said R. Aha b. Rabha to R. Ashi: Does it 
mean unless he etch-in the words “ I am the Lord ”? And he 
answered, Nay! It is as Bar Kapara taught: ” He is not culpa¬ 
ble unless he writes the name of an idol, as the words “lam 
the Lord ” mean / am the Lord, but not another one. 

R. Malkhiya in the name of R. Ada b. Ahaba said: One is 
forbidden to put ashes upon his wound in the flesh, because it 
looks like a tattooing. [Said R. Papa: Throughout both Mishna 
and Boraitha, the name Malkhiya when mentioned is Malkhiyah, 
but in Halakhas it is Malkhiyoo]. R. Ashi, however, said: 
It does not matter, as the wound shows there is no tattooing. 

MISHNA V .: A Nazarite who was drinking wine the whole 
day, is culpable only for one negative. If, however, he was 
warned, Do not drink, do not drink! he is culpable for each 
time he does not listen to. The same is the case if he had de¬ 
filed himself by touching dead the whole day, he is culpable for 
one only; but if he was warned, You must not do so! etc., he 
is culpable for each one. The same is also the case with shav¬ 
ing himself. If he did so the whole day without warning he is 
culpable for one only, if with warning, for each time warned. 
A similar case this: If one was dressed with Kelaim, he is culpa¬ 
ble for the whole day only once; but if he was told not to dress 
himself with it, and he undresses and redresses, he is liable for 
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each time. There is an instance that one may plough only one 
bed and shall be culpable for eight negatives—viz: If he ploughs 
with an ox and an ass both of which were from the sanctuary, if 
there was Kelaim in a vineyard, if that occurs in the Sabbatical 
year and on a legal holiday, and, finally, if he is a priest or a 
Nazarite in a legally unclean place. Hanania b. ’Iiakhinai said: 
It can be added to that “ who at the same time was dressed 
with Kelaim.” And he was answered: This is not under the 
category of ploughing. Rejoined he: Does, then, a Nazarite 
belong to this category? 

GEMARA: Said R. Bibi in the name of Rabh Assi: Not 
only when he undresses and redresses himself entirely, but even 
when he put his sleeve in and out. And R. Aha b. R. Aika 
has shown that he puts in the sleeve and puts it out. But R. 
Ashi maintains that it means the time during which he could 
put in and out. 

“ Ploughing one bed," etc. Said R. Yanai : At a meeting 
there was voted and resolved that he who protects Kelaim is 
liable to stripes. Said R. Jehanan to him: Is this not explained 
in our Mishna, which mentions that there was Kelaim in the 
vineyard? And if one were not culpable for protection what 
would have the ploughing to do with it? You must, then, say 
that while ploughing he protects it, and the Mishna makes him 
culpable. Rejoined R. Yanai: If I had not uncovered for you 
the broken clay pot, you would surely not have the pearl which 
was lying under it. Said Resh Lakish to R. Jehanan: Would 
not such a great man praise your statement? I would say that 
our Mishna is in accordance with R. Aqiba, who holds that one 
is liable even for keeping it. Said Ula to R. Na’hman: After 
it was decided that protecting is the same transgression as sow¬ 
ing, let him also be culpable for sowing on a legal holiday? 
And he answered: It was left out by the Tana of the Mishna. 
Rejoined he (Ula): It numbers eight, consequently nothing was 
left. Said Rabha: The different kinds of labor in one article 
are considered with respect to Sabbath only, but not to holi¬ 
days. And Ula said: (I also think) so it is. 

MISHNA VI.: The number of stripes is forty less one, as it 
reads [Deut. xxv. 2, 3]: “ By a number, forty,” i.e., near forty. 
R. Jehudah, however, said: Forty in full, and the fortieth is 
between his shoulders. The examination (by the physicians of 
the court) as to the number of stripes he can receive and remain 
alive, must be such that can be equally divided by three. If 
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the decision was that he is able to receive forty, but after re¬ 
ceiving a part of them they saw he cannot stand any more, he 
is free. However, if the decision was, he can stand eighteen 
only, and after he was stricken they saw he is able to receive 
more, he is nevertheless free. 

GEMARA: The reason of the statement of the Mishna is 
the expression “ number," which is before the word " forty," 
and is to be interpreted “ about " forty; for if it meant forty in 
full, it would state forty in number. Said Rabha: How foolish 
are those who arise before the Holy Scrolls, but do not do so be¬ 
fore a great man. We see that in the Holy Scrolls it reads 
forty, and the rabbis came and reduced one. 

" R. Jehudah said,” etc. What is his reason? Said R. 
Itz’hak [Zech. xiii. 6]: " What are these wounds between thy 
hands," etc. The rabbis, however, maintain that this passage 
speaks of school-children. 

" After he was stricken ," etc. Is that so? Does not a 
Boraitha state that if the first decision of the physicians was 
tha-t he can receive forty and thereafter they decided again that 
he can not, or the first decision was for eighteen, and the second 
states that he is able to receive forty, he is free. (Hence we see 
that even if he was not stricken but only examined, he is free.) 
Said R. Shesheth: This presents no difficulty. Our Mishna 
speaks of the decision rendered on the very same day on which 
he ought to be beaten, and by acting accordingly it was found 
that they erred; hence in the first instance he is freed because 
he cannot stand, and in the second, because he was already dis¬ 
graced and freed we do not care to disgrace him again. The 
Boraitha, however, speaks that the examination was several 
days before, and when the day of punishment came, the de¬ 
cision was changed because of his health. 

MISHNA VII .: If one commits a sin to which two nega¬ 
tives apply, if the decision was rendered once for both negatives, 
he is punished once only, but if for one negative, he is punished 
again after he has recovered. 

GEMARA: Is there not a Boraitha that one must not be 
appraised for two negatives? Said R. Shesheth: It presents no 
difficulty. Our Mishna speaks, if he was appraised for forty- 
one, i.e., for two negatives, and because it cannot be divided 
into three, their appraisement is annulled, and he receives only 
thirty-nine for both; and the Boraitha speaks of the case when 
he was appraised to receive forty-two for two negatives, and as 
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it can be divided into three, the three over the thirty-nine are 
counted for the second negative. Hence he is beaten once, and 
after recovery is to be appraised again and beaten accordingly. 

MISHNA VIII. : How is the punishment with stripes to be 
performed? He ties his both hands to the pillar, and the mes¬ 
senger of the court takes hold of his clothes, without care 
whether they tear or disjoin, until he uncovers the breast. The 
stone on which the messenger is to stand is placed behind him, 
upon which he stands with a strap of calf leather compounded 
of two, which, folded again, constitutes four, with two small 
stripes attached to it. 

The size of its handle was a span, and of the same size was 
the width of it, and the top of it reaches his belly. He strikes 
him one-third in front and two-thirds on the back. He is not 
beaten while standing nor sitting, but while bending; as it reads 
[Deut. xxv. 2] : “ The judge shall cause him to lie down,” and 
the striker strikes him with one hand with all his force. And 
the reader reads from [ibid, xxviii. 58-59]: “If thou wilt 
not. . . . Then will the Lord render peculiar thy plagues,” 
etc., to the end of the verse. And if the striker has not finished 
yet, he begins [ibid. xxix. 8]: “ Keep ye therefore,” etc., and 
finishes with [Psalm lxxviii. 38]: “ But he, being merciful, for¬ 
gave the iniquity.” And if the act was not finished as yet, he 
returns to the beginning. If it happens that he dies under the 
messenger’s hand, the latter is free. If, however, he added one 
stripe which caused death, he is exiled. If while beaten he col¬ 
lapsed and became incontinent of urine or excrement, he is 
freed. R. Jehudah maintains: A male, when incontinent of 
feces; and a female, of urine. 

GEMARA: What is the reason that he shall be freed if he 
collapsed, etc.? His having been already disgraced. 

R. Shesheth said in the name of R. Eliezer b. Azaria: 
Whence do we know that the strap must be of calf leather? 
Because immediately after “ forty stripes ” it reads, “ thou shalt 
muzzle the ox.” (See appendix.) 

“ Two small stripes ,” etc. In a Boraitha it is written from 
ass leather, and it is as a certain Galilean preached in the pres¬ 
ence of R. Hisda [Isaiah, i. 3]: “The ox knoweth his owner 
and the ass his master’s crib: Israel doth not,” etc. The Holy 
One, blessed be He, said: “ He that knoweth the master’s crib 
shall take revenge from him who does not want to know it.” 

“ One-third in front” etc. Whence is this deduced? Said 
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R. Kahana: From “to be beaten before his face according to 
the degree of his fault,” which means for one fault in the front 
and for two in the back. 

The striker strikes him with one hand ,” etc. The rabbis 
taught: The court appoints messengers who are weak in force 
but strong in wisdom. R. Jehudah, however, said: Even vice 
versa . Said Rabha: It seems to me that R. Jehudah is correct, 
because it reads “ not more now if the messenger were weak 
in wisdom he must be warned, but if strong in wisdom, why- 
warning? The rabbis, however, maintain the contrary, that 
warning is of consequence only to him who is learned to be 
careful. There is a Boraitha: When he lifts up, he does it with 
both hands, but strikes with one hand, so that the strokes shall 
become weaker. 

“ And the reader reads," etc. The rabbis taught: The chief 
of the judges reads; the second numbers, and the third says, 
strike! When the stripes are many he prolongs, and when less 
he shortens. But does not the Mishna state “ he returns to the 
beginning of the passage ”? It is better that the reading should 
be finished with the stripes; but if it was not, he returns. The 
rabbis taught: It reads [Deut. xxv. 3]: “Too many stripes ”; 
but lest one say that one or two does not matter? Therefore 
“ not more ”—not even one. But if so, to what purpose “ too 
many stripes ”? To teach that if it happen so, even the stripes 
which were given rightly are to be considered too many (in 
force). 

Collapsed , ” etc. The rabbis taught: A male as well as a 
female “ in feces,” but not “ in urine.” So R. Mair. R. 
Jehuda said: A male “in feces” and a female “in urine.” 
The sages, however, maintain : There is no difference between 
male and female, and between feces and urine; at all events the 
beaten is to be freed. But is there not a Boraitha: R. Jehudah 
said: Male and female in feces? He meant to say that in such 
a case all agree, but concerning incontinence of urine there is a 
difference of opinion. 

Samuel said: If after he has been tied, he succeeds to run 
away from the court, he is free. An objection was raised from 
the following: Collapsing frees one whether it happen at the 
first stroke or the second, but if the strap broke he is free only 
if it happened at the second, but not at the first. Now, why 
should this not be equivalent to running away, which frees even 
before the first strike? This is no objection, when he runs away 
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he could not be beaten (and as he was already disgraced, he is 
not taken to be disgraced again), but here he is still present. 

The rabbis taught: If it was concluded by the examination 
that he will collapse in case he is beaten, he is to be freed; but 
if the conclusion is that he will collapse after having been beaten, - 
it does not free him. Furthermore, if it happen that he col¬ 
lapse before he was taken to be beaten, it does not prevent after 
recovery; because it reads [Deut. xxv. 2, 3]; “And to be 
beaten . . . and . . . thus rendered vile,” but not rendered 
vile before beaten. 

MISHNA IX. : All who are liable to Korath, if beaten, are 
freed from it, as it reads [ibid., ibid. 3]: “ Thy brother rendered 
vile,” i.e.y as soon as he was rendered vile, he is thy brother. 
So R. Hananye b. Gamaliel; the same also said: If one loses 
his soul for one sin, so much the more his soul should be 
saved because of one meritorious act! Said R. Simeon: This 
may be inferred from the very place which treats of Korath 
[Lev. xviii. 29]: “ Even the souls that commit them shall be 
cut off,” and [ibid., ibid. 5]: “ Ordinances, which, if a man do, 
he shall live in them.” As the whole portion is of negative 
commands, it is to be inferred that if one only abstains from 
committing a crime, he is rewarded as if he acted meritoriously. 
R. Simeon b. Rabbi said: It reads [Deut. xii. 23] : “ Be firm so 
as not to eat the blood; for the blood is the life.” Now, for 
rejecting blood which is disgusting to one, he is rewarded; from 
money and women, to which the nature of man is inclined, so 
much the more should he be rewarded if he separates himself; 
and not only he, but all his descendants to the end of the genera¬ 
tions, may be rewarded. R. Hananiab. Akasihasaid: The Holy 
One, blessed be He, wanted to make Israel blissful and there¬ 
fore he multiplied to them his commands in the Torah, as it 
reads [Isaiah, xlii. 21]: “ The Lord willed (to do this) for the 
sake of his righteousness: (therefore) he magnifieth the law, and 
maketh it honorable.” 

GEMARA: Said R. Jehanan: The colleagues of R. ’Han¬ 
anye differ with him (as according to them stripes do not substi¬ 
tute Korath). Said R. Ada b. A’haba in the name of Rabh: 
The Halakha nevertheless prevails with R. Hananye. Said R. 
Joseph: Who, then, ascended to heaven, returned, saying that 
the Halakha prevails with him? Said Abayi to him : According 
to you, that which was said by R. Jehoshua b. Levi, “three 
things were done by the human court, and the heavenly court 
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agreed with it,” is also to be questioned: who ascended to 
heaven and convinced himself that it was so? but such is inferred 
from the Scripture; well, the same is here, too. What are the 
three things in question? The following: The reading of the 
Book of Esther on Purim, greeting with the Holy Name, and 
placing the tithe belonging to the Levites in the treasury of the 
sanctuary. The first (Book of Esther) from [Esther, ix. 27]: 
” The Jews took it upon themselves as a duty and accepted,” 
means, they took upon themselves in their human court, and it 
was accepted in the heavenly court. “ Greeting” from [Ruth, 
ii. 4]: ” And he said unto the reapers, the Lord be with you,” 
and also [Judges, vi. 12]: ” The Lord is with thee.” To what 
purpose is the second quotation? Lest one say that Boas did it 
according to his own opinion and without the admission by 
heaven, therefore the other quotation which was said by an 
angel. And concerning tithe from [Malachi, iii. 10]: ” Bring 
ye all the tithes into the storehouse, that there may be provision 
in my house, and prove me but herewith, saith the Lord of 
hosts, if I will not open for you the windows of heaven, and 
pour out for you a blessing, until it be more than enough.” 

R. Elazar said: At three places the Holy Spirit appeared: 
At the court of Shem, of the prophet Samuel, and in the court 
of King Solomon. At the court of Shem [Gen. xxxviii. 26]: 
” And Judah acknowledged them and said, She hath been more 
righteous than I.” And whence did he know it? Perhaps as 
he was with her, so was some one else? Therefore a heavenly 
voice was heard: I have decided that so is it to be. In the 
court of Samuel [I Samuel, xii. 5]: ” And he* answered, He is 
witness.” He? they ought to be! Hence a heavenly voice was 
heard, I witness that so it is. And [I Kings, iii. 27]: ” The 
king then answered and said, Give her the living child and do 
not slay it: she is its mother.” And whence do we know it is 
so; perhaps she nevertheless deceived him? Hence the last 
words, ” she is its mother,” were said by a heavenly voice. 
Said Rabha: If it were inferred from the Scripture only, all of 
them could be objected to, but this is known by tradition. 

R. Simlayi lectured: Six hundred and thirteen commands 
were said to Moses; three hundred and sixty-five of them nega¬ 
tives, corresponding to the number of days in a year counting 
according to sunrise; and two hundred and forty-eight positives, 
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corresponding to the members of a man’s body. Said R. Ha-m- 
nunah: Where is there an allusion thereto in the Scripture? 
[Deut. xxxiii. 4]: ” The Torah which Moses commanded us.” 
The letters of the word Torah number six hundred and eleven 
(Tav is 400; Vov, 6; Reish, 200, and Hei, 5), and the two first 
commandments, however, of the ten, we ourselves have heard 
from Heaven. However, David came and reduced their num¬ 
ber to eleven [Psalm xv. 2-5]: ” He that walketh uprightly ” 
means Abraham, to whom such an expression was said in [Gen. 
xvii. 1] : ” Worketh righteously” means Aba A’helqiah (see 
Tainith, p. 66-68). ” Speaketh the truth ” as, e.g., R. Saphra. 

“ Uttereth no calumny,” i.e., Jacob, our father. ” That doth 
no evil to his neighbor,” i.e., he who takes care not to compete 
with his neighbor’s business. “ No reproach on his fellow man ” 
means him who approaches his relatives. ” Despicable is de¬ 
spised ” means the king, who carried his father’s bones on a bed 
of ropes. ” Honoreth those who fear the Lord” means King 
Jehoshofath, who used to arise from his throne on seeing a 
scholar, kissed him, and called him, my father, my master, etc. 
” That sweareth to his own injury, and changeth not,” i.e., as 
R. Jehanan said: If one says I will fast until I will come home, 
it is to be considered. ” Money for interest,” i.e., him who 
does not accept usury even from an idolator. ” Taketh no 
bribe” means, e.g., R. Ismael b. Jose, who does not accept 
even his own goods from his gardener for the purpose that he 
shall try his case. ” Pie that doth these things shall not be 
moved to eternity.” [When R. Gamaliel used to come to this 
passage, he used to weep, saying: Who performed all this shall 
not be moved, but one of them does not suffice (see Sanhedrin, 
P- 237).] 

Isaiah, then came and reduced them (the 613 commands) to 
six [xxxiii. 15] : ” He that ( a ) walketh in righteousness, ( b ) speak¬ 
eth uprightly, (c) despiseth the gain of oppressions, ( d) shaketh 
his hands against taking hold of bribes, (e) stoppeth his ears 
against hearing of blood, and (/) shutteth his eyes against look¬ 
ing on evil.” (a) Means Abraham, of whom it reads [Gen. xviii. 
19]: ” P"or I know him, that he will command,” etc. (b) Means 
him who does not anger his colleague in public, (c) Means R. 
Ishmael b. Elisha. (< d ) R. Ishmael b. Jose, (e) R. Eliezar b. 
Simeon, and (/) means as R. Hiya b. Aba said: Who does not 
look on women washing near the bank of the river. (See last 
gate, p. 137.) 
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Michah came and reduced them to three [vi. 8]: “He hath 
told thee, O man, what is good; and what the Lord doth re¬ 
quire of thee: (nothing) but to do justice, and to love kindness, 
and to walk humbly with thy God.” “To do justice” means 
judgment; “love kindness” bestowing of favors; and “walk 
humbly,” providing for burial of the dead and marriage of poor 
maidens. 

Isaiah (the second) again reduced them to two [Ivi. i]: 
“ Thus hath said the Lord, Keep ye justice and do equity.” 

Amos then came and reduced them to one [v. 4]: “ Seek ye 
for me, and ye shall live.” 

R. Na’hman b. Itz’hak opposed: Perhaps he means seek for 
me to perform everything that is written in the Law? There¬ 
fore Habakkuk was the one who reduced them to one [ii. 4]: 
“ The righteous should live with his faith.” Said R. Jose b. 
Hanina: Four decrees Moses has decreed upon Israel, and four 
prophets came and abolished them. Moses said [Deut. xxxiii. 
28]: “And then dwelt Israel in safety, alone,” etc. Amos 
abolished it [vii. 5]: “ How should Jacob be able to endure,” 
then immediately in (6) “ The Lord bethought . . . this shall 
not be.” Moses said [Deut. xxviii. 65]: “And among these 
nations shalt thou find no ease.” Jeremiah abolished it, saying 
[xxxi. 2]: “ He is going to give rest to Israel.”* Moses said 
[Ex. xxxiv. 7]: “ Visiting the iniquity of the fathers upon the 
children.” Ezekiel abolished it by saying [xviii. 4]: The soul 
which sinneth, that alone shall die.” Moses said [Lev. xxvi. 
38]: “ And ye shall be lost among the nations.” Isaiah abol¬ 
ished it by saying [xxvii. 13]: “The great cornet shall be 
blown,” etc. Said Rabh, I am nevertheless afraid of the pas¬ 
sage “ ye shall be lost among the nations,” and of the end of 
same, “ the land of your enemies shall consume you.” Mar- 
zutrah opposed, relating the following: It happened with Rab- 
ban Gamaliel, R. Elazar b. Azariah, R. Jehoshua, and R. 
Aqiba, who were on the road, and heard the noise of the city 
of Rome at Patlus, a distance of 120 miles, and they began to 
weep; but R. Aqiba smiled. And to the question, Why are 
you smiling, he returned the question, Why do you weep; re¬ 
joined they: Those idolators who bow themselves to images and 
smoke frankincense to the idols are resting in peace, the con¬ 
trary is with us, that even our holy Temple is burned by fire, 


* Leeser’s translation does not correspond. 
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and we should not weep? Rejoined he: For the same reason 
I am smiling. If such is done to them who act against His will 
so much the more will be done in the future to them who act in 
accordance with His will. It happened again that the same 
were going to Jerusalem, when they arrived to the Mount Zer- 
phim, they tore their garments; and when they approached 
the Mount of the Temple and saw a fox running from the place 
where the Holy of Holies had been situated, they began to 
weep; but R. Aqiba smiled. To their question why he smiled, 
he answered: It reads [Isaiah, viii. 2]: Witnesses, Uriyah the 
priest, and Zecharyahu," etc. Why is Uriyah conjoined with 
Zecharyahu? Was not the former at the first Temple and the 
latter at the second? It was because the passage bases the 
prophecy of Zecharyahu upon the prophecy of Uriyah. Uriyah 
said [Micha iii. 12]: “Therefore for your sake shall Zion be 
ploughed up as a field," etc. Zechariah said [viii. 4] : Again 
shall there sit old men and old women in the streets of Jerusa¬ 
lem," etc. Until the prophecy of Uriyah was not fulfilled I 
feared lest the prophecy of Zechariah will come to be realized 
but now since I see that Uriyah’s prophecy is fulfilled I am sure 
that Zechariah’s prophecy will also be fulfilled in the near future. 
Upon this version they said to him: Aqiba, thou hast condoled 
us, thou hast condoled us! 
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R. Shesheth said in the name of R. Eliezer b. Azariah: He 
who disgraces the festivals is regarded as if he worshipped idols, 
as it reads [Exod. xxxiv. 17]: “ Thou shall not make unto thy¬ 
self any molten gods," and immediately follows the verse “The 
feast," etc. The same said again in the name of the said au¬ 
thority: He who speaks evil of his neighbor, he who listens to 
such evil-speaking, finally he who bears false testimony deserves 
to be thrown to the dogs, as [ibid. xxii. 30] “to the dogs shall 
ye cast it," is immediately followed by [xxiii. 1] “Ye shall not 
spread (thisso) false report," which should be read also thassi, 
i.e ., ye shall not excite one against the other. 
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CHAPTER I. 

Mishna /. There are two kinds of oaths which are subdivided into four. 
The he-goat makes it pending. How is this to be understood? If it does 
not atone, what is the use of making it pending? It means, i.e, if the trans¬ 
gressor dies then it may be considered that if he dies before he becomes 
aware of it, this sin is not reckoned to him any more. Said Rabha to him: 
“In case he dies, the death itself completes the atonement; it is the he-goat 
that saves him from chastisement before he becomes aware by making it 
pending. All the above-mentioned persons are atoned for by the exported 
he-goats for all other transgressions without any difference, etc. Such is 
the custom of the divine attribute of justice, that the righteous atone for 
the wicked and not that the wicked atone for another wicked, . 1-16 


CHAPTER II. 

Mishna I. The cognition of uncleanness is of two kinds subdivided into 
four. The courtyard was sanctified with the remains of a meal-offering 
only, in order to make it equal to the City of Jerusalem itself, etc. The 
orchestra of the thanks-offering consisted of violins, fifes, trumpets on every 
corner as well as on every elevated stone in Jerusalem, and used to play, etc. 
It was taught, R. Huna says: ‘'All the details in the Mishna were essential 
in the construction, etc. If one enters a leprous house backwards, although 
all his body was already in the house except his nose, he remains clean. 
And ye shall separate the children of Israel from their uncleanness,” whence 
you derive the warning that the children of Israel should separate them¬ 
selves from their wives near the period of menstruation, etc. If there 
were two paths one of which was unclean (but it was not certain which 
one), and one passed through one of them entering, etc. . . 17-26 


CHAPTER III. 

Mishna /. to VII . There are two kinds of oaths subdivided into four. 
I swear that I will eat, or I will not eat, etc. Where do we find that one 
must bring an offering for mere talk, as this one does talk and brings an 
offering. What is Issor mentioned in the Torah? If one says: “ I take 
upon myself not to eat meat,” etc. Vain (Shakve) and false (Shekker) are 
identical. Stripes apply to all negatives of the Torah implying manual 
labor, but not to those without manual labor, excepting, however, an oath. 
There is a moth, which is but a minimum in size, and yet one is liable for 
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consuming it. I swear that I will not eat. and thereafter eats and drinks, he 
is guilty but once. I will drink neither wine, oil nor honey, and then drinks, 
he is guilty for each severally. If he swore not to eat and thereafter ate 
carcasses or illegal cattle, reptiles and vermin, he is guilty. R. Simeon 
declares him free. The reason of him who holds that one is liable for an 
inclusion is that he compares it to an additional prohibition. It is im¬ 
material whether the things sworn off concern himself or others, whether 
they are or are not of some essential nature. One is guilty only for an 
oath made with reference to the future, etc. I swear that I know something 
to testify for you, and it is found hereafter that he knows nothing, etc. 
There is a rule that, if to something that was included in the general a 
new law be applied, only by the new one must guide one’s self, etc. To 
exclude compulsion what could illustrate this? As it happened to R. 
Kahana and R. Assi after the lectures at Rabh’s college, etc. Suppose 
one swear not to eat this bread, and then he is in danger if he does not 
eat it, how is it, etc.? If one swears to ignore some commandment and 
does not carry out his oath, etc. If one says I swear not to eat this bread, 
in case I eat the other, etc. Which is false swearing? If one swears that 
something is different from what it is known by everybody to be. The 
provisions regarding uttered swearing apply to males, females, to kindred, 
non-kindred, etc.27-46 


CHAPTER IV. 

Mishna 7 . to VI. The witness-oath applies to men but not to women, 
to unrelated but not to kindred, etc. If a scholar was aware of a case, but 
it was a humiliation to him to go to that particular court he may remain at 
home, etc., concerning civil cases only. The many things inferred from 
Exod. xxiii. 7. Keep thyself far from a false speech. How does a witness- 
oath come about? If some one said to two, etc. If there were two parties 
of witnesses and both denied successively, etc. There is also a case concern¬ 
ing a witness who refuses to testify to the death of a husband, etc. If one 
of them denies and the other confesses, etc. I adjure you that you come and 
bear me witness, that I have in the possession of so and so, etc. I adjure 
you to testify that so and so has spread abroad an evil name on my 
daughter, etc. We swear that we know nothing for you, while in reality 
they do know, etc. I adjure you, I impose upon you, I bind you (by oath) 
so they are guilty, etc. If one writes Aleph Lamed (the first letters from 
Eloim), etc. It must not be erased, etc. All the divine names found in the 
Torah in connection with Abraham are holy, etc. Amen embraces oath, 
acceptance and confidence, etc. Nay means oath and yea means also an 
oath, etc. R. Kama, while sitting before R. Jehudah, repeated the Mishna 
in its own language, and he said to him: “Change the language and use 
it in the third person,.46-65 


CHAPTER V. 

Mishna I. to VI. The depository oath concerns men and women non¬ 
kindred and kindred, those fit to testify and those unfit, etc. What is the 
law, when one has intentionally made a depository oath in spite of a warning, 
is he liable to a sin-offering or not? If the depository claims that the 
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deposit has been stolen from him, swears, but thereafter confesses, etc. If 
one denies money when there are witnesses, he is subject to an oath, but 
is free from such if there is a document. How is it if five persons claim the 
four articles and he says to one of them I swear that thou hast not with 
me a deposit, etc., and not thou and not thou, etc. . . . 66-74 


CHAPTER VI. 

Mishna 7. to 777. In the case of an oath before court, the claim must 
amount to two silver, and the confession to one peruta, etc. If one requires 
movables and real estate, and the other admits movables but denies real estate 
or vice versa, he is free, etc. One must stand when taking the oath; a 
scholar, however, may do it while sitting. An oath taken by one before the 
court must be uttered in a language he understands, and the court must 
say to him the following introduction. Be aware that the whole world was 
trembling when the Lord spake on the Mount Sinai: “Thou shalt not bear 
the name of the Lord thy God falsely.” I have with you a gold dinar in 
gold. Nay you have with me only a silver dinar, he is liable. If one was 
about to claim wheat, and the defendant hastened to confess barley, etc. 
What is the difference between a biblical and a rabbinical oath. I have a 
mana with you. Yea, you shall not return it to me without the presence 
of witnesses, etc. In another case one demanded a hundred zuz, etc. A 
borrower said to the lender: “You are trusted so long as you will say that 
I have not paid you thereafter he paid him in the presence of witnesses, 
etc. One does not swear to the following: To slaves written documents, etc. 
One swears but to things capable of being measured, weighed and counted. 
How so? If one lends to his neighbor on a pledge, and the pledge got lost, 
etc. If one lends to his neighbor 1,000 zuz, and pledges them the handle 
of a scythe only, etc. .75 _ 93 


CHAPTER VII. 

Mishna I. All those who are subject to a biblical oath swear and do not 
pay, etc. Give me change for a dinar. Give the dinar. I have given it to you 
already, etc. You have hired me for two zuz to repair something, while the 
employer says that he hired him only for one zuz, etc. If witnesses saw one 
concealing utensils under his garments when coming out from a house, 
and he claims that he had bought them, etc. The oath returns to its place— 
the Mount Sinai. If there were two parties of witnesses contradicting each 
other, each party may appear and testify for itself. Let the master con¬ 
join with us in nullifying the statement of Rabli and Samuel. It once 
happened that B, who had borrowed money of A through a surety and 
on a document died, etc.93-105 


CHAPTER VIII. 

Mishna 7. There are four kinds of bailees, gratuitous, on hire, borrower 
and hirer, etc. This is the rule: “Whoever tends to commutate, by his 
oath liability to liability, unliability to unability, or unability to liability is 
free etc.Appendix, 106-108 
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CHAPTER I. 

RULES AND REGULATIONS CONCERNING OATHS TO WHICH IS ATTACHED 
THE LIABILITY OF A SIN-OFFERING OR STRIPES.—THE CONDITIONS 
OF LIABILITY AS DETERMINED BY THE TIME OF REMEMBERING OR 
FORGETTING THE OATH.—WHICH OATHS ARE OR ARE NOT ATONED 
FOR BY PRIVATE AND CONGREGATIONAL SACRIFICES AND ALSO BY 
THE DAY OF ATONEMENT.—ILLUSTRATIONS OF THE TWO KINDS 
OF OATHS SUBDIVIDED INTO FOUR. 

MISHNA /.: There are two kinds of oaths which are sub¬ 
divided into four. The cognition of uncleanness is of two kinds 
subdivided into four. The carrying in and out on the Sabbath 
day is of two kinds subdivided into four, and also aspects of 
leprosy are in kind two and subdivided into four. 

If one was originally cognizant of his being unclean, and 
(after he had consumed of the holy food or entered the sanc¬ 
tuary) presently became aware of this fact anew (that he com¬ 
mitted this or that while being unclean), but was not conscious 
of it during the act, so he is obliged to bring a rich or poor offer¬ 
ing. If, however, he had the knowledge at the start but not at 
the end of the act, so the he-goat, the blood of which is interiorly 
to be sprinkled on the day of atonement as well as the day itself, 
will effect a delay of the punishment until he gets to know his 
transgression, and then he is to bring the above-mentioned 
offering. 

If there was no antecedent knowledge, but he became con¬ 
scious of it after, his expiation is effected by the he-goat sacri¬ 
ficed exteriorly on the day of atonement as well as that day 
itself; for it reads: “ Except the sin-offering of the atonement,” 
i.e. t what this atones for the other one does, too; just as the 
exterior he-goat propitiates only where there was one knowing, 
so propitiates the interior one, only where one knowing took 
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place. But where there was no knowledge either before or 
after, the propitiation is effected by the he-goats sacrificed on 
(the) holidays and new-moon days. So R. Jehudah; R. Simeon, 
however, says: The he-goats of the holidays atone, but not 
those of the new-moon days, which propitiate only him who ate 
something polluted while being himself clean. R. Mair says: 
All goat sacrifices are equivalent as to propitiating (the) pollu¬ 
tion of the holy temple and its holy sacrifice. R. Simeon would 
say: The he-goats of the new-moon days propitiate for the clean 
who ate something polluted; those of the holidays, for cases 
where there was no knowing either before or after; and that of 
the day of atonement, for cases where there is no antecedent 
but a subsequent knowing. And when he was asked : May one of 
them be sacrificed instead of the other? he answered: Aye! 
Whereupon they retorted: Since they are not all equivalent as to 
their capacity of propitiating, how can they substitute one an¬ 
other? To which he replied: They all possess this in common that 
they propitiate for polluting the holy temple and its offerings. 
R. Simeon b. Jehudah, however, said in his name: The he-goats 
of the new-moon days propitiate for a clean one who has eaten 
defiled food; those of the holidays possess a greater power, as 
they propitiate for the clean who has eaten defiled, and for the 
case of polluting where there was neither antecedent nor subse¬ 
quent knowledge; those of the day of atonement are superior 
to the others in that they propitiate not only for the clean one 
who has received defiled food and for the case of neither ante¬ 
cedent nor subsequent knowledge, but also for the case where 
there is no antecedent but a subsequent knowledge. Hereupon 
he was questioned: May the one he-goat be offered as substitute 
for the other? And he answered: Yea. To which the others re¬ 
joined: It may be admitted that the goats of the day of atone¬ 
ment be offered on the new-moon days, but how can the reverse 
take place, i.e ., that the goats of the new-moon days propitiate 
for what they are not capable of doing? And his answer was: 
They all have this in common that they propitiate defilement of 
the holy temple and of its holy viands. 

For wanton pollution of the holy temple and of its holy 
offerings the interior he-goat of the day of atonement as well as 
this day itself atones for all other transgressions of the Law 
both lenient and rigorous, intentional and unintentional, the 
foreknown and unforeknown, the positive and negative command¬ 
ments, those entailing koreth or judicial death-punishment, for 
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all these the exported goat atones. Herein are equal Israelites, 
priests, and the anointed high-priest. What difference does, 
then, exist between Israelite and priest and anointed high- 
priest? That the blood of the bullock propitiates for the pollu¬ 
tion of the sanctuary and of the holy viands by the priests. R. 
Simeon, however, says: Even as the blood of the goat prepared 
in the interior propitiates for the Israelites, so does the blood of 
the bullock for the priest; even as the confession of sins over 
the kid to be exported propitiates for the Israelite, so does the 
confession of sins over the bullock propitiate for the priest. 

GEMARA: Let us see in accordance with whom is our 
Mishna’s statement. It is not in accordance with R. Ismael 
and also not with R. Aqiba, as according to the former, one is 
not liable to a sin-offering, only if the oath concerns the future 
(this is explained in Chap. III. of this tract), and according to 
the latter, one is liable only for forgetting that the object is 
defiled, but not if he forgot that this is the sanctuary? The 
Mishna can be explained in accordance with both. With R. 
Ismael, as he may say that the expression of the Mishna, two 
subdivided into four, means that for some of them one is liable, 
and for some of them one is not. The same can be said con¬ 
cerning R. Aqiba. But how can R. Aqiba’s statement be ex¬ 
plained so? Does not the Mishna include leprosy in which 
there is not a single case for which one is not liable to a sin. 
offering, consequently all the cases mentioned in the Mishna 
are of the same kind? We must, therefore, say that it is in 
accordance with R. Ismael only, and to the question that R. 
Ismael does not make one liable for the past, it may be answered 
that he frees him from the liability of a sin-offering only, but 
not from the punishment of stripes, as he holds that stripes 
apply even to such a negative command in which there is no 
manual labor, and this is, as Rabha explained elsewhere (Chap. 
III.), that such is R. Ismael’s opinion. But if so, then R. 
Johanan’s statements would contradict each other—namely, at 
one place he declared that the Halakha prevails according to an 
anonymous Mishna (our Mishna, which is anonymous, and is in 
accordance with R. Ismael), and elsewhere it was thought if one 
says: I swear to eat this loaf of bread to-day, the day, however, 
has passed and he did not eat it, according to both Johanan and 
Resh Lakish stripes do not apply. However, their reasons are 
different. The reason of the former is that there is no manual 
act, and the reason of the latter is that the warning to this trans- 
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gression could not be of a certain, but of a doubtful kind (as 
perhaps he will still keep to his oath), hence, we see that R. 
Johanan’s decision is that there are no stripes to a non-manual 
act, though contrary to the decision of the Mishna? R. Jo¬ 
hanan’s above decision is in accordance with his rule, for it is in 
accordance with another anonymous Mishna, as follows: “ I 
swear that I will not eat this loaf, I swear again that I will 
not eat it,” and thereafter he did eat, he is liable only for 
the oath first which had made this bread illegal to him. (The 
second oath, however, is considered but an oath to keep his 
word according to the law, and such an oath is not subject 
to punishment.) This is an utterance oath, to whose intentional 
transgression stripes apply, and to an unintentional, a rich or 
poor offering. Now, the expression of the Mishna, this is, 
means that only to such a transgression which is of a past nature 
stripes apply, but not to a transgression of a future nature, e.g .., 
I will eat, etc., hence this Mishna, which is also anonymous, is 
in accordance with R. Johanan’s opinion. 

But let us see; both Mishnaioth are anonymous, why, then, 
should R. Johanan choose the last one and not the first? Ac¬ 
cording to this question, you also may ask: Why did Rabbi 
(editor of the Mishna) insert such two contradictory Mishnaioth? 
You must say, then, that formerly, Rabbi’s opinion was that a 
negative command of non-manual act is under the category of 
stripes, but after reconsideration he came to the conclusion that 
it is not, and therefore inserted the last, but did not care to 
strike out the first. 

Let us see; after all, you have explained the Mishna in 
accordance with R. Ismael and as concerning stripes, but does 
not the Mishna mention four kinds of leprosy, to all of which 
stripes by no means apply? Nay; there is a case to which 
stripes do apply—viz.: when cuts off the leprosy (before the 
priest saw it), and this is in accordance with R. Abin in the 
name of R. Elai, who said that wherever the Scripture uses one 
of these expressions, ” Take heed to thyself, lest alii ” (the 
negative particle of the imperative mood) is a negative com¬ 
mandment. But does not the Mishna mention the violation of 
Sabbath to which also stripes do not apply, for, it is under the 
category of capital punishment, to which stripes cannot apply? 
R. Ismael holds that even to such, stripes do apply, and there¬ 
fore the Mishna is explained in accordance with him. 

R. Joseph, however, says: Our Mishna is in accordance with 
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Rabi’s own opinion, and he composed it in accordance with 
different Tanaim, concerning knowing and not knowing, he took 
R. Ismael's opinion, and concerning oaths he took R. Aqiba’s. 

Said R. Ashi: I have related this explanation before R. 
Kahana, and he said to me: Do not say that Rabi inserted the 
above Mishna in accordance with the above Tanaim, and he 
himself did not approve of them, for in reality, in this Mishna 
he explains his own opinion, as we find he did so in the fol¬ 
lowing: Whence do we know that one is not culpable for a trans¬ 
gression of which he was aware both at the start and at the end, 
but unaware during the act? From [Lev. v. 2-3]: “ Escaped 
his recollection,” two times repeated. So R. Aqiba. Rabbi, 
however, maintains it to be unnecessary, as from the expression 
“ escaped ” it is self-evident that he was once aware of it, and 
further on it reads, ” he becometh aware,” i.e. y twice aware, 
once at the start and again at the end. But should you ask to 
what purpose ” escaped ” is written twice (I say) once to make 
one liable for the forgetting the defilement, and the second for 
the forgetting the sanctuary. 

(Says the Gemara): From this we find that Rabbi has de¬ 
clared his own opinion concerning known and unknown. Where 
is such to be found concerning oaths? It is common sense. 
Why, then, does R. Aqiba make one liable for the transgression 
of a past oath? Because he considers extensions and limitations 
(mentioned in the Scripture), and the same did also Rabbi, as 
we have learned in the following Boraitha. Rabbi said: Our 
first-born male may be redeemed with everything but docu¬ 
ments; the rabbis, however, maintain that slaves and real estate 
are also excluded (and the reasons are there given thus: Rabbi 
considers extensions and limitations, and the rabbis consider 
generals and particulars in the Scripture). 

Said Rabina to Amamar: Does indeed Rabbi consider exten¬ 
sions, etc., and not generals, etc.? In the following Boraitha 
we find the reverse; it reads [Deut. xv. 17] : ” Then shalt thou 
take an awl,” but whence do we know that one may do it with 
a thorn, prick, borer, needle or pencil? Therefore it reads: 
“ Shalt thou take,” i.e. y everything that is to be taken in hand 
for this purpose. So R. Jose b. Jehudah. Rabbi, however, 
maintains that since an awl is of metal, so must every instrument 
for this purpose be of metal. And to the question, what is the 
point of their difference, we answered that Rabbi considers gen¬ 
erals and particulars (awl is of metal, etc.), and the R. Jose con- 
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siders extensions, etc., hence, we see that Rabbi considers gen¬ 
erals and not extensions f Yea; in all other cases Rabbi considers 
generals, but here he considers also extensions for the reason 
explained in the following: The disciples of R. Ismael taught 
[Lev. xi. 9]. In the “water” is mentioned twice; this is not 
to be taken as a general and a particular, but as an extension and 
a limitation (this paragraph will be explained in the following 
tracts). But do not the rabbis hold the above theory? Said 
Rabina: In the west it was said in every place in the Scripture 
where the expression of two generals are to be found near each 
other, one may put a particular between them, and derive the 
law of general and particular . 

But now that we come to the conclusion that Rabbi con¬ 
siders extensions, etc., there will remain a difficulty concerning 
oaths; we must, therefore, say that Rabbi inserted in this Mishna 
the opinion of R. Aqiba, with which he himself does not agree. 

The text said: From the expression “escaped” it is self- 
evident that he was aware. Why is it self-evident? We find 
elsewhere the same expression, and no awareness is therein im¬ 
plied. Said Abayi: Rabbi holds that elementary knowledge is 
considered, i.e., the knowledge one learns in school when yet 
a child (e.g., he learned that he who toucheth an unclean thing 
becomes defiled). Said R. Papa to him: According to this the¬ 
ory, how can we find a case in which he was unaware before? 
And he answered: It may be found with him who was captured 
by heathens while he was still an infant, and was brought up by 
them.* 

Originally cognisant .” The rabbis taught: Whence do we 
know that the verse speaks of the defilement of the temple and 
its holy offerings? This may be learned from an inference. The 
Scripture warns: One shall not make himself unclean, and he 
who does so shall be punished, and is liable to a sin-offering (for 
unintentional), and both the warning and the punishment speak 
about the temple and its holiness. The same is the case when 
it makes him liable to a sin-offering, it is only in case of entering 
the temple. But perhaps it means heave-offering, to which 
there is also warning and punishment? Nay; we do not find 
a transgression which is under the category of capital punish- 


* The text repeats here what is already translated in tract Sabbath about carry¬ 
ing on Sabbath which is two divided into four, and also about leprosy, therefore we 
omit it. 
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ment, to which the liability of a sin-offering attaches, when done 
unintentionally. However, such is the case with a special offer¬ 
ing; but let him bring a rich and poor offering which is to be 
brought for utterance or witness oath? It reads [Lev. v. 3]: 
Boh , literally in it* to exclude all other things. But perhaps 
it means to exclude the sanctuary to which a rich or poor offer¬ 
ing does not suffice, and only a special is needed? Said Rabha: 
I apply to Rabbi the saying, “ He draws water from very deep 
wells,” as we have learned in the following Boraitha. Rabbi 
said : I read in the Scripture (in concern with a rich or poor 
offering) a beast; to what purpose, then, is also written a cow? 
(Is it not included in the term beast?) It is for an analogy of 
expressions. Here it reads, “an unclean cattle,” and further 
on [ibid. vii. 22] the very same expression, which speaks par¬ 
ticularly about the defilement of the holy offerings; hence, as 
here it speaks of the holy offerings, so does the former expres¬ 
sion, too. But this concerns the holy offerings only; whence 
do we know that the same is the case with the sanctuary itself? 
From [ibid. xii. 4]: 44 Anything hallow shall she not touch, and 
into the sanctuary,” etc.; we see, then, that the sanctuary is 
compared to its holiness. 

The sages of Nahardea said in the name of Rabha: There is 
mentioned in relation to peace-offerings three times, defilement. 
And why? One for a general, one for a particular, and one for 
the expression defilement with regard to a rich or poor offering, 
but it does not explain the kind of a defilement; and not know¬ 
ing what it means, we assumed it to mean the defilement of 
holiness; but now as Rabbi above inferred this from another 
place, we apply this defilement to the sanctuary itself. 

44 Originally cognisant . . . became aware anezv." The rabbis 
taught [Lev. xvi. 16]: 44 Shall make an atonement for the holy 
place because of the uncleanness,” etc. In this case there can 
be three kinds of defilement: by,idolatry, licentiousness, and 
bloodshed, for we find, in regard to idolatry [ibid. xx. 3]: 44 In 
order to defile my sanctuary”; concerning licentiousness [ibid, 
xviii. 30]: 44 Ye shall not defile yourselves therewith”; finally, 
concerning bloodshed [Numb. xxxv. 34] : 44 Ye shall not render 
unclean.” Lest one say that for all these three defilements the 
he-goat atones, therefore [Lev. xvi. 16]: 44 Mitumoth ,” literally, 
from the uncleanness of the children of Israel, but not all of 


Leaser’s translation does not correspond. 
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them; and as we saw elsewhere that the Scripture has separated 
the defilement of the sanctuary and its holiness from all other 
defilements, we must say that here, also, it means the sanctuary, 
etc. So R. Jehudah. R. Simeon, however, maintains that this 
theory is inferred from the very same place, as it reads, “he 
shall make an atonement for the holy place from the unclean¬ 
ness ( mitumotk ),” consequently it means from the uncleanness 
of the holy place. But lest one say that for every defilement 
which happens to be in the sanctuary the he-goat atones, there¬ 
fore, further on, “ because in all their transgressions, in all their 
sins," it compares intentional transgressions to sin. As to the 
former, offerings do not apply, so, also, does it not to sins, 
which are not under the category of offerings (and which of 
them are under this category? That of which he was aware at 
the start and at the end, but forgot during the act). And 
whence do we know that in a case of which he was aware at the 
start, but not at the end, that the same he-goat makes it pend¬ 
ing? From “ in all their sin," i.e., all sins which are under the 
category of a sin-offering. 

The master said: There are three kinds of defilement, etc. 
Let us see how was the case; e.g., idolatry, if intentional, is 
under capital punishment; if unintentional, then the transgressor 
is liable to a sin-offering. The same is the case with licen¬ 
tiousness: for intentional, capital punishment, and unintentional, 
a sin-offering; and the same with bloodshed: intentional, by 
capital punishment; unintentional is punished with exile. It 
may be said that in the first two it means that it was done inten¬ 
tionally but without warning; and concerning bloodshed, if com¬ 
mitted unintentionally by such a person who cannot be exiled, 
e.g., a high-priest of whom it is said in tract Sanhedrin that he 
cannot be exiled. 

The master said: The he-goat makes it pending. How is 
this to be understood? If it does not atone, what is the use of 
making it pending? Said R. Zera: It means, i.e., if the trans¬ 
gressor dies then it may be considered that if he dies before he 
becomes aware of it, this sin is not reckoned to him any more. 
Said Rabha to him: In case he dies, the death itself completes 
the atonement; it is the he-goat that saves him from chastise¬ 
ment before he becomes aware by making it pending. 

“ If he had no antecedent knowledge ... by the he-goat sacri¬ 
fice exteriorly," etc. Let us see; both he-goats are considered 
equal. Why, then, should the inner he-goat not atone also for 
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the things the exterior one atones for? And the difference 
would be that if the exterior happened not to be sacrificed at 
all, the interior would do also his atoning? It reads [Exod. 
xxx. io] : “ Upon its horns once,” i.e ., it atones only one atone¬ 
ment, but not two. Why should not the exterior atone for 
itself and for the interior also, and the difference would be that 
a defilement happened during the time between the sacrifice of 
the interior and that of the exterior? The verse says “ once in 
a year.” z.e., once, and not twice in a year. But according to 
R. Ismael, who said that to such a case offerings apply, what 
then does the exterior he-goat atone for? For such a case in 
which there was no knowledge at either start or the end, but 
does not for such atone the festival and the new-moon goats? 
He holds with R. Mair, who said that the atonement of all the 
goats are equivalent, as they atone for defilements in the sanc¬ 
tuary and its holiness, and the equality of the interior and ex¬ 
terior goats lies that both do not atone for other transgressions 
outside of the sanctuary with its holiness. 

“ So R. Jehudah” Said Jehudah in the name of Samuel: 
The reason why R. Jehudah of the Mishna so maintains is 
[Numb, xxviii. 15]: “And one he-goat for a sin-offering unto 
the Lord,” i.e., for such a sin of which none is aware but the 
Lord, this he-goat atones. 

The schoolmen propounded a question: Does R. Jehudah 
speak only of such a case which could never be known, but not 
such which must come to knowledge at the end (e.g ., if there 
were witnesses who saw him entering the sanctuary while he 
was defiled, of which they are bound to inform him thereafter) 
and which is atoned by the exterior he-goat on the day of atone¬ 
ment; or even of such a case which so long as it is not known 
to him at the present time, is considered that nobody knows of 
it but the Lord? Come and hear the following: For such a case 
in which there was no knowledge at the start and the end, and 
also for such a transgression that finally the transgressor must 
be informed of, the festival and new-moon he-goats atone; such 
is the decree of R. Jehudah. 

“ But not of the new-moon.” Said R. Elazar in the name of 
R. Oshia: The reason of R. Simeon’s theory is thus [Lev. x. 
17]: “ And he had given it to you to bear the iniquity,” etc., 
which applies to the new-moon he-goat, and by an analogy of 
the expression “ iniquity,” which is also found concerning the 
golden plate on the forehead of the high-priest [Exod. xxviii. 
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38], it may be said that as the latter atones only for bodily defile¬ 
ment, so also the he-goat in question does. And lest one say 
that as the golden plate of the high-priest atones only for such 
things which come on the altar, so also should the he-goat in 
question; it reads here, “the iniquity of the congregation,”* 
but not of the things of the altar. 

‘ ‘ R. Meier says: Allgoat-sacrifices are equivalent , ’ ’ etc. Said 
R. Hama b. R. Hanina: The reason of R. Meier’s theory is 
that in some places it is written “ the he-goat,” and in others 
“ and the he-goat ” (the letter vahve , prefixed to he-goat, means 
and), and this intends to signify all the he-goats with regard to 
their atoning power. But this is correct only where the vahve zs 
written, but how is it concerning the day of Pentecost and the 
day of atonement where the word he-goat is not written with a 
vahve? Therefore said R. Jonah, it reads [Numb. xxix. 39]: 
“ These shall ye prepare unto the Lord on your appointed fes¬ 
tivals,” whence all the festivals on which a he-goat is sacrificed 
are equal to one another. But is not there the he-goat on new- 
moon, which is not a festival? In reality the new-moon is also 
called festival, as Aabayi said elsewhere: The month of Thamuz 
in the year when the temple was destroyed, was a full month of 
thirty days, as it reads [Lament, i. 15]: He hath called an 
assembly (, moed ),” which mo'ed means literally festival (and the 
thirtieth day of the month is new-moon).f 

R. Johanan said: R. Mair admits that the interior he-goat 
does not atone for what all other he-goats do, nor do the latter 
atone for what it does; it does not atone for what the others do, 
because it is written “ once,” which signifies that it atones but 
for one sin and not for two; on the other hand, they do not 
atone for what it does, as it reads “ once a year,” which signi¬ 
fies that such an atonement takes place only once a year. There 
is a Boraitha in support to this: For the case where there was 
no knowledge at either start or end, and for that where there 
was none at the start but at the end, also for that where a clean 
one has consumed defiled food, the he-goats of the festivals, of 
the new-moons, and the exterior he-goat of the day of atone¬ 
ment atone; so R. Meier. We see here that he left out the 
interior he-goat and also what it atones for. 


* The text discusses again, why should not the golden plate atone also for that 
which the he-goat does, and vice versa? and as it is almost the same which was 
said above, we omit it. 
f See Taanith, p. 86. 
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“ R. Simeon used to say: He-goats of the new-moons," etc. It 
is correct that the new-moon’s he-goat does not atone for what 
the festival’s do, as it reads “ a sin,” which means one sin, but 
not two, but why should not that of the festivals atone for what 
the new-moon’s does? Because of the expression “ its,” which 
signifies its iniquity but not that of another. Furthermore, the 
festival’s (goats) do not atone for what that of the day of atone¬ 
ment does, because it reads “ once a year,” which means such 
be only once; nor does that of the day of atonement atone for 
what the festivals’ do, because it is written “ once,” which 
means it atones once but not twice; and although this is written 
but concerning the interior he-goat, yet there is another place 
where it is called the sin-offering of the day of atonement in 
which the interior is included; and it has been already said 
above that in this respect the exterior is equalled to the interior. 
And R. Simeon b. Jehudah, who said that the he-goat of the 
festivals does atone for what the new-moon’s atones, does not 
hold the extension “ it ” mentioned above. 

Ula said in the name of R. Johanan: Daily offerings which 
were not necessary for the congregation any more, may be re¬ 
deemed, although they have no blemish; Rabba sat down and 
repeated this Halakha. Said R. ’Hisda to him : Who will listen 
to you and to R. Johanan your master, for, whereto vanished 
their sanctity? And his answer was; Where, indeed, do you 
think it went to? Is not there a Misnna (Shekalim, 4, e): The 
sanctification of the incense on hand was then transferred to 
money, etc., and there was no question raised as to where the 
sanctity went to? Whereupon R. ’Hisda rejoined: Incense is 
incomparable, as it was not sanctified in a holy vessel, but by 
the money paid. (See Appendix.) 

“ For intentional defiling ,” etc. Whence is this deduced? 
From what the rabbis taught [Lev. xvi. 16]: “And he shall 
make an atonement for the holy place, because of the unclean¬ 
ness of the children of Israel, and because of their transgressions 
in all their sins.” Transgressions {P'shaim) imply intention, as 
[II Kings, iii. 7]: “ King of Moab hath rebelled {Pasha) against 
me,” and [ibid. viii. 22]: “Then did Libnah revolt”; on the 
other hand, sin implies unintention, as [Lev. iv. 7]; “ If any 
person do sin ( Techtah ) through ignorance.” 

“ For other transgressions , etc. . . . lenient and rigorous .” 
Let us see; does not lenient mean positive and negative com¬ 
mandments, while rigorous, such to which korath and capital 
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punishment apply? And again, “known” means intentional, 
unknown, erroneous; why then the repetition? Said R. Jehu- 
dah: It intends to say that for all other transgressions found in 
the Torah, be they lenient or rigorous, be they committed inten¬ 
tionally or unintentionally and in latter case with knowledge or 
ignorance thereof, atonement is effected by the he-goat. And 
lenient are the positive and negative commandments, and the rig¬ 
orous are those to which Korath and capital punishment apply. 
But again, how can there be a transgression of a positive com¬ 
mandment? If the transgressor has not repented [Prov. xxi. 
27]: “The sacrifice of the wicked is an abomination”; and if 
he has, why the specific on the day of atonement, when any day 
is good, as the Boraitha teaches: When one transgresses a posi¬ 
tive commandment and repents it, he is atoned for before yet 
leaving the place. Hereupon said R. Zera: It speaks of no 
repentance, and our Mishna is in accordance with Rabbi, who 
holds that the day of atonement atones for each of the trans¬ 
gressions found in the Torah, regardless of antecedent repent¬ 
ance; except him who shakes off the yoke, explains the Torah 
not according to its real meaning and destroys the cove¬ 
nant in his flesh; as for him, the day of atonement atones, 
provided he first repented, otherwise it does not. Rabbi bases 
this, his opinion, on [Numb. xv. 31]: “ Because the word of the 
Lord hath he despised,” which means, he who has shaken off 
the yoke of, and misinterpreted, the Torah, “ and His command¬ 
ments hath he broken,” which means, he who has destroyed the 
covenant in his flesh [ibid. 30]: “ Hicoreth Ticoreth,” meaning 
literally “ cut off, shall be cut off,” i.e., cut off before, shall be 
cut off after, the day of atonement; but lest one say the same is 
the case with him who has repented, it reads “ the iniquity is 
therein,” whence it is to infer that only in case the iniquity 
is upon him (but not after the repentance when the iniquity is 
gone). The rabbis, however, explain this verse thus: “ Cut off ” 
in this world and 4 4 shall be cut off ” in the world to come; and as 
to the iniquity, it means if he die upon repenting, the death 
completes the atonement. 

But how can this Mishna be in accordance with Rabbi, when 
the second part, 44 There is no difference between the Israelite, 
priest and anointed high-priest,” is only the view of R. Jehu- 
dah; hence, the first part should, too, rather be in accordance 
with the latter? Said R. Joseph: The whole Mishna is the 
opinion of Rabbi who agrees with R. Jehudah concerning the 
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latter part only. Said Abayi to him: Does the master mean to 
say that Rabbi agrees with R. Jehudah, while R. Jehudah does 
not agree with Rabbi, or he does agree, and that you say the 
former is only because it is customary that the disciple agrees 
with his master? And he answered: I am very specific in this 
expression; Rabbi upholds R. Jehudah, while R. Jehudah does 
not agree with him with regard to the first part of the Boraitha; 
as we have learned in the following Boraitha: Lest one say that 
the day of atonement atones for both repenters and non-repent- 
ers, there is an analogy in the following. A sin and trespass 
offerings atone as well as the day of atonement, and as the 
former atones for but them who repent, so does also the day of 
atonement; but lest one say there is a considerable difference 
between them, as the said offerings atone only for sinning by 
error, while the day of atonement atones even for an intentional 
act, whence it might atone also for non-repenters, therefore it 
reads [Lev. xxiii. 27]: “But . . . it,” which excludes non- 
repenters. Now, this Boraitha is found in Siphrah, and accord¬ 
ing to tradition all the anonymous Boraithas of Siphrah are in 
accordance with R. Jehudah.* 

“ No difference between an Israelite ,” etc. Does not the 
Mishna contradict itself by saying here there is no difference, 
etc., and immediately hereafter asking what is the difference 
between, etc.? Said R. Jehudah: It is to be explained thus, all 
the above-mentioned persons are atoned for by the exported he- 
goats for all other transgressions without any difference; a 
difference between person and person arises, however, with 
regard to the bullock that atones only for the priests in the case 
of defilement of the temple and its holiness; and this is only in 
accordance with R. Jehudah of the following Boraitha; it reads 
[Lev. xvi. 31]: “And he shall make an atonement for the 
sanctum sanctissimum means the innermost holy chamber; 
“ and for the tabernacle of the congregation “ means the whole 
temple;" and for the altar,” literally;" shall he make an atone¬ 
ment” means the courtyards of the temple; “ and also for the 
priests,” literally; “ and for all the people of the congregation ” 
means Israelite; “ shall he make the atonement ” means the Le- 
vites; hence, they all are equally atoned for by the exported he- 
goat for all transgressions but that of defilement. Such is the 


* There is a contradiction in the Boraithas of Siphrah, which will be treated of 
in Tract Krithoth. 
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dictum of R. Jehudah; R. Simeon, however, maintains that as 
the blood of the interior he-goat atones for the defilement of the 
temple by the Israelites, so does the blood of the bullock atone 
for the defilement of the temple by the priests; likewise, as the 
confession of sins over the exported he-goat atones for all other 
transgressions by Israelites, so does the confession over the bul¬ 
lock atone for the priests in all other transgressions. And as to 
the above deduction that all are equally atoned for, it means 
that they are equal, in as much as the category of atonement is 
concerned. 

Who is the Tana of the following Boraitha? It reads [ibid, 
xvi. 15]: “ He shall kill the goat of the sin-offering of the 
people,” which means that which does not atone for the priests; 
but what does atone for them? Aaron’s own bullock, because 
it is assigned to atone for his house also. And lest one say 
that they should not be atoned for even thereby, as the phrase 
“ of him ” is used concerning Aaron’s bullock, then the priests 
who must be atoned for would remain without all atonement, 
we say it is better they should be atoned for by Aaron’s bullock, 
which, atoning for all the house of Aaron, is eo facto no longer 
“of him” individually, than to be atoned for by the interior 
he-goat, which does not include any other thing. As to the pos¬ 
sible objection that “his house” is meant to exclude other 
priests, there is a verse [Ps. cxxxv. 19, 20]: “O house of 
Aaron, bless the Lord; O house of Levi, ... ye that fear the 
Lord, bless the Lord,” and this includes all the priesthood. 
There is a Boraitha relating that the disciples of R. Ismael 
taught: Such is the custom of the divine attribute of justice 
that the righteous atone for the wicked and not that the wicked 
atone for another wicked. 


CHAPTER II. 


RULES AND REGULATIONS CONCERNING THE COGNITION OF DEFILE¬ 
MENT ; ITS TWO KINDS, SUBDIVIDED INTO FOUR, AND THEIR 
ILLUSTRATIONS.-THE CEREMONIAL ACCOMPANYING THE CONSE¬ 

CRATION OF THE EXTENSIONS BUILT IN THE COURT-YARD OF THE 

TEMPLE, AND IN JERUSALEM IN GENERAL.-ILLUSTRATIONS OF 

POSITIVE COMMANDMENTS THAT DO OR DO NOT ENTAIL LIABILITY. 

MISHNA I.: The cognition of uncleanness is of two kinds 
subdivided into four—viz.: when one after having become un¬ 
clean perceives it and then forgets all about it, knowing, how¬ 
ever, that what he eats is holy; or when he was ignorant of 
the fact that the food is holy, being, however, aware of his un¬ 
cleanness; or, finally, when both facts having escaped his memory 
he ate from the holy food without being cognizant thereof, but 
learning it after he had eaten, he is to bring a rich or poor offer¬ 
ing. If he became unclean and knew it, forgot it afterward, but 
was fully conscious that he was in the sanctuary or he forgot 
that it was the sanctuary but knew his uncleanness; or, both 
facts having escaped his cognition, he enters the sanctuary with¬ 
out knowing it to be such and learns this fact only after he has 
gone out, he is to bring a foregoing offering. 

It is immaterial whether the unclean one enters the courtyard 
(of the temple) or its extension, since extensions are added to 
both city and courtyard (of the temple) only in the presence of 
a king, prophet, Urim and Tumirn, and of the grand Sanhedrim 
consisting of seventy-one, two thanks-offerings and the chorus; 
the whole court of justice steps forth, followed by the two 
thanks-offerings and then all Israel; the inner bread is con¬ 
sumed, the outer one is burnt. But whatever has not been con¬ 
structed in this manner, does not entail guilt upon him who 
being unclean enters it. 

If one having become unclean in the courtyard of the temple 
forgot it, remembering, however, that he is in the holy temple; 
or forgot that he is in the temple but was aware of his unclean¬ 
ness; or, both facts having escaped his cognition, he made a 
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bow or was lingering there for an interval taken up by the 
making of a bow, or went out by the longer way, he is guilty; 
but if by the short way, he is not guilty. This is a positive 
command concerning the holy temple, for disobeying of which 
one is not guilty. 

And which is the positive command concerning menstrua¬ 
tion that entails guilt? If one being in relation with a clean 
woman is told by her: I have just become unclean, and there¬ 
upon immediately interrupts his relation with her, he is guilty, 
for separation from her affords him as much pleasure as his 
coming to her. R. Eliezar says: One is guilty for forgetting 
the cause of his uncleanness to have been a reptile, but is not 
guilty for forgetting (that he is in) the holy temple. R. Aquiba 
says (it reads): If he has become ignorant of-being unclean, 
whence it follows that he is guilty of obliviousness as regards 
uncleanness but not as regards the holy temple. R. Ismael says: 
The phrase “ it will escape his memory” is repeated twice to 
declare one guilty in both cases: for forgetting his uncleanness 
as well as for forgetting the sanctuary. 

GEMARA: Said R. Papa to Abayi: It states “ two divided 
into four,” whereas it ought to be “ into six ”—viz.: the cogni¬ 
tion of defilement of the holy food, and of the sanctuary, in each 
case antecedent and subsequent. Answered Abayi: According 
to your theory there ought to be eight subdivisions, as cognition 
of defilement may be accompanied with ignorance of holy food 
and of the sanctuary. Rejoined R. Papa: In reality there are 
eight; the Mishna, however, does not count the first four, which 
are not at all found in the Scripture (i.e., the Scripture finds one 
liable, e.g., for eating illegal fat irrespective of his antecedent 
cognition or ignorance of its being illegal; he must then bring a 
sin-offering after becoming aware of the fact, hence, of the pre¬ 
ceding cognition there is no mention in the Scripture). 

“ It is immaterial . . . enters the courtyard" etc. Whence 
is this ceremony attending the extension of courtyards deduced? 
Said R. Shimi b. Hyye, from [Exod. xxv. 9]: “In accordance 
with all that I show thee, the pattern of the tabernacle, and the 
pattern of all the instruments thereof, even so shall ye make 
it,” which last phrase means for the future generations (other¬ 
wise this phrase would be superfluous).* 

“ When two thanks-offerings ,” etc. There is a Boraitha that 


Rabha’s objection thereto is already translated in Sanhedrim. 
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the two thanks-offerings mean their bread and not flesh. Whence 
is this deduced? Said R. ’Hisda, from [Neh. xii. 31]: “And 
I have prepared two large thanks-offerings.” Now, what signi¬ 
fies the attribute “ large” ? Shall we assume that it means liter¬ 
ally, then it should read bullocks! Or should it indicate merely 
that of their kind they were the large ones; now, does it make a 
difference before heaven? Does not a Boraitha state: Concern¬ 
ing a cattle burnt-offering it reads [Lev. i. 13]: “Sweet savor 
unto the Lord”; the same expression concerns a fowl burnt- 
offering [ibid., ibid. 17]; likewise concerning a meal offering 
the same term is used [ibid. ii. 2], which is intended to teach 
that before heaven all offerings, liberal as well as poor, are 
equal, provided they are offered to gratify the heavenly Fa¬ 
ther? It remains, therefore, to assume that the attribute, 
large, means simply the greater part of the thanks-offerings, 
i.e.y the leaven bread, as there is a Mishna teaching that the 
thanks-offering was five Jerusalem saahs large, which are equal 
to six country saahs, making two eiphas each of three saahs, 
altogether twenty tens, ten of which were leaven and the other 
ten of matzah. The matzah, however, consisted of three kinds: 
cakes, wafers, and of what was sodden (hence, the leaven cakes 
were threefold those of the matzah). 

Rami b. ’Hama said: The courtyard was sanctified with the 
remains of a meal-offering only, in order to make it equal to the 
City of Jerusalem itself—viz.: as the rule about the things eat¬ 
able within the city renders them invalid if carried outside the 
city, so also with things eatable within the courtyard, they 
become invalid out side of this yard (and a meal-offering was to 
be eaten only within the courtyard). Now, lest one say that as 
the city is to be sanctified with the leaven cakes of the thanks- 
offering, so also the remains of the meal offering sanctifying the 
courtyard be of leaven, the answer would be that there can be no 
meal offering of leaven, since it reads [Lev. vi. 10]: “ It shall 
not be baked leaven, as their portion,” etc., which Resh Lakish 
interprets to mean that not even a portion thereof be baked 
leaven; hence, the above supposition is impossible. But again, 
why not sanctify with the two breads of Pentecost which are 
leaven? Nay; this cannot be admitted either; because how can 
this be carried out? Supposing the courtyard to be built before 
Pentecost, then the breads becoming holy only upon the slaugh¬ 
tering of the two lambs, are not yet capable of sanctifying; fur¬ 
thermore, the sanctification must take place on the day of 
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completing the building, hence, the sanctification on the holiday 
is out of question; nor can it be supposed that the temple be 
finished on the holiday, since there is a rule that the temple 
must not violate holidays; finally, to leave the two breads for 
the morrow of the holiday is not feasible, for they would become 
invalid in being left over night. But why not leave the finishing 
until sunset, when the lambs are slaughtered and the breads be¬ 
come holy, so that the sanctification could be carried out? 
There is a tradition that building the temple must not take place 
in the night time; as Abayi said: We know that the building of 
the temple must not be completed in the night, from [Numb. ix. 
15] : “ And on the day that tabernacle,” etc., hence on the day , 
but not on the night. 

“ By the chorus ,” etc. The rabbis taught: The orchestra of 
the thanks-offering consisted of violins, fifes, trumpets on every 
corner as well as on every elevated stone in Jerusalem and used 
to play [Psalm xxx. 2]: ”1 will extol thee, O Lord, for thou 
hast lifted me,” etc., and also [ibid., 91]. Some call this latter 
song Negaim (plagues) because of verse [ibid., 10] in which it 
reads, “Nor shall any plague,” etc; others call it Pegaim, be¬ 
cause of verse [ibid., 7]: “ There shall fall at thy side a thou¬ 
sand.” They used to sing this song from verse 1 to 10 inclusive, 
and also the whole of Chap. III. of Psalms. 

R. Jehoshua b. Levi used to say all the verses mentioned 
above before going to bed. But this seems hardly credible, as 
he himself said somewhere that none should cure one’s self with 
the verses of the Torah. The answer is that protecting and 
curing are two different things, and he prohibited to say such 
verses over a wound.* 

“Followed by the two thanks-offerings ,” etc. Shall we as¬ 
sume that the thanks-offerings follow the court, when we read 
[Ne’hem. xii. 31, 32]: “Two thanks-offerings . . . after them 
walked Hosha’yah,” etc.? Nay; it means thus: They were all 
walking, the court being behind the offerings. In what order 
were the two offerings carried? R. 'Hyye and R. Simeon b. 
Rabbi differ concerning this: according to one they were one 
opposite the other, while according to the other they were placed 
one behind the other. According to the former opinion the one 
offering that was to be sacrificed on the inner altar was brought 
near the wall, while according to the latter opinion the one that 


* See Sanhedrim. 
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was near to the people of the court was sacrificed. R. T ohanan, 
however, said: It was left to the prophet to decide which of the 
offerings was to be burnt and which to be eaten. 

" But whatever has not been constructed ,” etc. It was taught: 
R. Huna says: All the details were essential in the construction, 
while R. Na’hman said : Whatever was not constructed with one 
of them, etc. R. Huna bases his theory on the fact that the 
first sanctification sanctified for the future, too, while Ezra’s 
sanctification was but a kind of memorial. On the other hand 
R. Na’hman holds that the first sanctification was confined only 
to the present and Ezra sanctified for his time although there 
were no Urim and Tumim. Rabha objected to R. Na’hman 
from our Mishna which plainly states, “ in this manner,” i.e. y 
with all the details specified there; whereupon he answered: 
Read there ” whatever was not constructed with one of them.” 

Come and hear another objection: Aba Saul said, there were 
two Bitzin on the olive mountain, an upper and a lower one; 
the lower one was sanctified strictly in the manner prescribed by 
the Mishna, while the upper one was sanctified only by the as" 
cendants from the exile, in the absence of both king and Urim 
and Tumim. The lower one, whose sanctification was com¬ 
plete, common people used to enter and consume there their 
lenient holy food, but not second tithe; scholars, however, used 
to consume there both. In the upper one of the incomplete 
sanctification the common people used to consume the lenient 
holiness, while the scholars did not partake there of anything. 
But why did not they sanctify it completely? Because the com¬ 
plete sanctification needs a king, etc., as prescribed by the 
Mishna, and such were not at that time. But why, then, was it 
at all considered a part of Jerusalem? Because being a suburb 
of Jerusalem it was easily accessible (hence, it is obvious that 
sanctification cannot be completehinless performed in the manner 
prescribed by the Mishna)? Concerning this matter the Tanaim 
of the following Boraitha differ. Ismael b. Josh said: To what 
purpose did the rabbis enumerate all the cities surrounded by 
walls from the time of Jehoshua b. Nun? Because the ascend¬ 
ants of the exile being placed in these cities, sanctified them; 
the first sanctification, however, was abolished when the land 
ceased to be that of Israel. R. Ismael thus holds that the first 
sanctification was good only for the present, but not for the 
future, and this would meet with a contradiction in the follow¬ 
ing. R. Ismael b. Josh said: Were, then, only these cities? 


22 


THE BABYLONIAN TALMUD. 


Is it not written [Deut. vi. 4, 5]: “ Sixty cities ... all these 
were fortified cities,” why, then, had the sages enumerated 
them? Because the ascendants of the exile were placed in 
them; and not only to these cities, but also to all cities which 
were, according to tradition, surrounded with walls at the time 
of Jehoshua, apply all the commandments imposed upon such 
cities; for the first sanctification has sanctified them for the 
future also; whence it is evident that R. Ismael contradicts 
himself. The answer is that one of these Boraithas was said not 
by R. Ismael, but by R. Elazar b. Josh, as the following Bor- 
aitha states, it reads [Levit. xxv. 30]: “ Lo choma,” meaning 
literally no wall; but according to the traditional reading it is 
Lo-choma, meaning “ it has a wall,” i.e. } though it has no wall 
now but was walled at the time Israel entered Palestine. 

“ In the courtyard and forgot it,” etc. Whence is this de¬ 
duced? Said R. Elazar [Numb. xix. 20]: “Because the sanc¬ 
tuary of the Lord hath he defiled,” and [ibid., 13]: “Hath 
defiled the tabernacle of the Lord ” ; now, as there in so neces¬ 
sity of two verses for the inner defilement, one should be applied 
to the outer one. But are, indeed, the two verses superfluous? 
Are they not both needed for what we have learned in the fol¬ 
lowing Boraitha in the name of R. Elazar: Why have two verses 
to mention both sanctuary and tabernacle, was not one suffi¬ 
cient? The answer is: If only tabernacle were mentioned, it 
could be accounted for by the fact of its being annointed with 
the holy oil, which was not the case with the temple, and there¬ 
fore no liability is attached to defilement of latter, on the other 
hand, if only the holy temple were mentioned, the reason would 
be that it was sanctified once forever, which was not the case 
with the tabernacle; hence, the necessity of both the verses? R. 
Elazar found difficulty to see the reason for using two names, 
sanctuary and tabernacle, since elsewhere these two names are 
used synonymously; he, therefore, infers therefrom his two 
foregoing conclusions. His statement, however, that the temple 
is called tabernacle is correct, from [Lev. xxv. 11]: “ And will 
set my tabernacle ( mishkoni ) among you ” ; but where is it found 
that tabernacle is called temple? In [Exod. xxv. 8]: “And 
they shall make me a sanctuary and I will dwell in it ”; and 
verse 9 says: “ I show thee the pattern of the tabernacle.” 

“ He made a bow or was lingering ,” etc. From this it may 
be said that the bowing must also take a certain time. Said 
Rabha: This is so only when, while bowing, he turned his face 
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to the outside, but not if to the inside of the temple; and the 
Mishna is to be interpreted thus; if he made the bow toward the 
inside or turned his face toward the outside for a certain inter¬ 
val; and here is an illustration: Suppose he kneels only, then no 
time is needed; but if he bows, i.e., falls down and stretches his 
hands and feet, then a certain time must be taken up. And how 
long is this time interval? R. Itz’hak b. Na’hmeni, with whom 
was Simeon b. Pazi, according to others vice versa , or Simeon b. 
Na’hmeni, one says, it is so long as would take to say this verse 
[II Chron. vii. 3]: “ And all the children of Israel were looking 
on as the fire came down, and the glory of the Lord was resting 
upon the house; and they kneeled down with their faces to the 
ground upon the pavement, and prostrated themselves, and 
gave thanks unto the Lord for he is good; because unto ever¬ 
lasting endureth his kindness ’ ’; while the other says: Only from 
“ they kneeled ” until the end of the verse. The rabbis taught: 
Kidah is bowing to the ground face to the earth, as [I Kings, i. 
31]: “Then did Bath-sheba bow,” etc.; kneeling is to stand 
upon the knees, as [ibid. viii. 54]: “From kneeling on his 
knees ’’; finally, bowing is prostrating one’s self, as [Gen. xxxvii. 
10] : “ To bow down ourselves to thee to the earth.” 

“ If by the short way he is not guilty." Rabha said: On the 
short way even if he kept on going the whole day the toe of one 
foot touching the heel of the other, he is free. He, however, 
propounded a question: If his walk was interrupted every time, 
must these intervals be added and counted or not? Now, why 
does not Rabha decide his question by his own doctrine from 
above? Because above he treats of the case done without inter¬ 
ruption. Abayi asked Rabba: If he walked through the long 
way so quickly, as it takes no longer than by the short way, 
what then? Is the time essential and then he is free, or is the 
way essential and then he is liable? He answered: The long 
way cannot be made shorter by contracting the time of walk¬ 
ing it. 

R. Oshia said: I would like to say something, but am afraid 
of my colleagues; if one enters a leprous house backwards, 
although all his body was already in the house except his nose, 
he remains clean, as [Lev. xiv. 46]: “ And he who goeth into 
the house,” etc., means going in in the ordinary way, but not 
backwards; now, the reason of my hesitating is that my col¬ 
leagues may, on the basis of the latter quotation, say that even 
when all his body, nose, too, is already in the house he is clean. 
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Said Rabba: If the whole body was in, he should not be worse 
than vessels in such a house, of which it reads [ibid. 36]: “ That 
all shall not be made unclean/' There is a Boraitha supporting 
R. Oshia: On the roofs of the temple no holy of holy food must 
be consumed, no lenient holies must be slaughtered there, and 
he who, while unclean, enters the temple by these roofs is not 
culpable, as [ibid. xii. 4]: “And into the sanctuary shall she 
not come ” means the coming in in the ordinary way. 

“ This is a positive command concerning the holy temple ,” etc. 
What is the standpoint of the Tana from which he says “ this 
is”? He refers to a statement in the Mishna in Horioth 
(Mishna, I. ): There is no liability attached to a positive and 
negative commandment, etc., regarding which our Tana says: 
This is the positive commandment to which liability is not at¬ 
tached ; but where, then, is a positive command entailing liabil¬ 
ity? It is “ the having of intercourse with a woman ” mentioned 
in the Mishna. 

It was taught: Abayi said in the name of R. Hyya b. Rabh, 
in this last case the transgressor is liable to twice stripes: one 
for the intercourse, and one for the separation. So also said 
Rabha in the name of Samuel b. Shila, quoting R. Huna. 
Rabba, however, deliberating on this point, said: Let us see 
how was the case; if it treats of a scholar who had relation with 
his wife at the time she usually gets her menses, then he is 
justly culpable for the intercourse as for an unintentional offence, 
as he thought he will finish before, and for the separation, which 
act is with him as a scholar an intentional one, he is not liable 
to stripes (as such an act entails Korath); on the other hand, if 
it treats of an ignorant, why should he be liable twice? Is this 
not a case analogous to that where one consumed twice illegal 
fat the size of an olive in one forgetfulness, when he is culpable 
only once? And should you say that the transgressor acted so 
not at the usual time of menstruation, then, if he be.a scholar 
he is not liable at all, since the intercourse was had innocently, 
while as regards separation it is here, too, an intentional act; if, 
however, he be an ignorant, he is culpable only once, i.e ., for 
the separation! Said Rabha: It treats of a time near to the 
menstruation, and of him who is a scholar and is aware that one 
must not have intercourse at such a time, but not that separa¬ 
tion is prohibited (he is culpable twice: for the intercourse, 
because though aware that he must not have, he may none the 
less have thought that he will finish it before the menses ensue; 
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and for the separation, the prohibition of which was unknown 
to him). Rabha said further: Both the acts we find treated of 
in Mishnaioth; concerning separation in our Mishna, and con¬ 
cerning the intercourse in Tract Nidah, as follows: If blood be 
found on his shirt the two are unclean and liable to a sin- 
offering. 

The master says: Immediate separation entails culpability. 
How then should he behave? Said R. Huna in the name of 
Rabh : He should support himself on the tips of his fingers until 
phallus moretur and then separate himself. 

It was taught: R. Jonathan b. Lequnia asked his brother, 
R. Simeon, where is the warning against having intercourse with 
a menstruant woman? In answer he took some dry mud and 
threw it upon him, saying: Is it not plainly stated in [Lev. xviii. 
19]? Whereupon he rejoined: I mean to ask where is the warn¬ 
ing against separating one’s self from her who gets her menses 
in the time of intercourse? Said ’Hiskia, from [ibid. xv. 24]: 
“ And if any man should lie with her, and the uncleanness of 
her separation come upon him,” etc., which means even when 
he separates from her when the menses ensue during the inter¬ 
course. But again, here we find only the positive command: 
” He shall be unclean seven days” [ibid.]; where, then, is the 
negative command against separating one’s self? Said R. Papa: 
The above-cited verse [ibid, xviii. 19]: “Shalt thou not ap¬ 
proach ( Tikrab ) ” means also thou shalt not separate thyself, as 
[Isa. lxv. 5] uses the word K'rab ’ to mean separating, so does 
there tikrab ’ mean separate. 

The rabbis taught [Lev. v. 31]: “ And ye shall separate the 
children of Israel from their uncleanness,” whence you derive 
the warning that the children of Israel should separate them¬ 
selves from their wives near the period of menstruation; so R. 
Jashia. And for how long? Said Rabha: For twelve hours. 
R. Johanan said in the name of R. Simeon b. Jo’hai: He who 
does not separate from his wife at the said period, his children 
even if equal to the sons of Aaron, will die; as after the above- 
cited verse and verse 33 follows the mention of the death of 
Aaron’s children. R. 'Hyya b. Aha said in the name of R. 
Johanan: He who does separate himself for that period will be 
rewarded with male children, as [ibid. xi. 47: To distinguish 
between the clean and unclean,” is followed by [ibid. xii. 2]; 
“ If a woman . . . and born a male child.” R. Jehoshua b. 
Levi added: He will be rewarded with sons who will be fit to 
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decide law questions, as it reads [ibid. x. io, 11]: “ So that ye 
may be able to distinguish, ... to teach." R. Benjamin b. 
Japheth said in the name of R. Elazar: He who sanctifies him¬ 
self during the intercourse will be rewarded with male children, 
as [ibid. xi. 44]: “ Ye shall sanctify yourselves," etc., which 
chapter is followed by verse [ibid. xii. 2]. 

*'A reptile ," etc. What is the point of their difference? 
Said ’Hiskia: A reptile and a carcass; according to R. Eliezer 
he must exactly know the cause of his defilement, whether rep¬ 
tile or carcass, while R. Aqiba maintains that the knowledge, 
and not the exact cause, of his defilement is necessary. And 
so also was this point explained by Ula. 

The rabbis taught: " If there were two paths one of which 
was unclean (but it was not certain which one), and one passed 
through one of them entering, however, the temple after pass¬ 
ing through the other path, too, he is liable; if, however, after 
passing the first path he entered the temple by forgetting and 
on becoming aware therof he performed the sprinkling and took 
a legal bath, and then passed the other path and again entered 
the sanctuary by forgetting, he is liable. R. Simeon, however, 
declares him free. On the other hand, R. Simeon b. Jehudah 
holds him, in the name of R. Simeon, free even in the first 
case." How is this last decision to be understood? In the 
first case where he passes the two paths there is no doubt that 
he passed an unclean one, how, then, can he be free? Said 
Rabha: The decision concerns a case where he, having passed 
both paths, forgets, enters the temple, and thereafter recollects 
his passing through but one of the paths; and the point of differ¬ 
ence here is that the first Tana quotes R. Simeon as holding that 
partial cognition is considered as the whole, which R. b. Jehudah 
in his name denies. But why does the Boraitha hold liable him 
who has performed sprinkling, etc. ? Is not here the cognition 
concerning a doubtful case and hence he should not be liable? 
Said R. Johanan: Here the Tana regards the doubtful cognition 
as a certain one. Resh Lakish, however, said: This Boraitha 
is in accordance with R. Ismael, who holds that antecedent cog¬ 
nition is not requisite.* 


* The further discussion will appear in Tract Kerithoth. 



CHAPTER III. 


RULES AND REGULATIONS CONCERNING THE OATH-TRANSGRESSION 
CONSIDERED AS REFERRING TO BOTH PAST AND FUTURE.—THE 
DETERMINATION OF THE SIZE OR QUANTITY OF THE OBJECT 
REGARDING WHICH THE OATH IS MADE.—THE WORDING OF THE 
OATH.—IS OR IS NOT DRINKING INCLUDED IN EATING (TO WHICH 

THE OATH REFERS) AND vice Versa. -DOES OR DOES NOT THE 

REPEATED STATING OF THE OATH ENTAIL A SEPARATE LIABILITY. 

—TO WHAT ACTS OR WORDS THE OATH RELATES.-OATHS MADE 

BY COMPULSION.—OATHS CONCERNING THE FULFILLING OR IGNOR¬ 
ING OF A COMMANDMENT. 

MISHNA /.: There are two kinds of oaths subdivided into 
four—viz.: I swear that I will eat or will not eat; that I did or 
did not eat. If upon making the oath, I will not eat, he does 
eat, and be it but a minimum, he is guilty; so R. Aqiba. 
Whereupon he was questioned: Where do we find a similar case 
that one be guilty for a minimum, so that this one be declared 
guilty? He replied: Where do we find that one must bring an 
offering for mere talk, as this one does talk and brings an 
offering? 

GEMARA: The rabbis taught: “The expression Mib'ta of 
[Numb, xxxvii.] is considered an oath, and also the word Issor 
is considered such; and what prohibition attaches to this last 
form of an oath? If you decide that Issor is an oath, liability 
is attached to its transgression.” Now, how is this to be under¬ 
stood? Does not the Boraitha state expressly that Issor is an 
oath ? Said Abayi: It means to say thus: The expression Mib'ta 
is an oath, and if one says: This object is Issor to me as the 
first, and this third object be to me as the second, it is in such 
a case that, if it be decided that the making of an oath on a 
thing by comparing^ to the first one is an oath, the second one is 
prohibited ( e.g ., if one says: I swear not to eat this meat, then 
pointing to a bread he says: This bread be for me equal to the 
said meat; and then again : This fish be equal to this bread. In 
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such a case if swearing by comparing one object to another is an 
oath, each thing is prohibited).* 

But whence do we know that the expression Mib'ta is an 
oath? From [Lev. v. 4]: 44 Or if any person swear, by pro¬ 
nouncing with his lips ( Leb'ata ); now, it reads [Numb. xxx. 3]: 
44 Or he swear an oath to bind his soul with an Issor (obliga¬ 
tion),” hence, Issor is obviously also an oath? Therefore said 
Abayi: That Mib’ta is an oath, is inferred from [ibid., ibid. 7]: 
44 Or what she may have uttered (Mib’ta), wherewith she hath 
bound (Assro) ”; from here we see that 44 she has bound,” not 
sworn, and it is with Mib’ta that she has bound herself. Rabha, 
however, said: There is no necessity of Abayi’s explanation, as 
swearing by comparing is not considered; and as to the above 
Boraitha, it may be simply explained, as follows: Mib’ta is an 
oath, Issor is also an oath; however, Issor is found used between 
vow and oath, and this is what the Boraitha says: If one ex¬ 
presses Issor as a vow, it is a vow, and if as an oath, it is an 
oath. And where is it found in such connection? [Ibid., ibid. 
11]: “ And if she had vowed in her husband's house, or had 
bound her soul by an obligation (Issor) with an oath.” And 
the explanations of Abayi and Rabha are respectively in accord¬ 
ance with their theories elsewhere; as it was taught: If one 
swears by comparing, it is, according to Abayi, the same as 
swearing directly with the word oath, while according to Rabha 
it is not so. 

An objection was raised from the following: What is Issor 
mentioned in the Torah? If one says, I take upon myself not 
to eat meat, not to drink wine just as on the day of the death 
of my father or of a certain man, e.g. y Gedaliuhu b. Achikom, 
or as on the day when I have seen Jerusalem destroyed, it is an 
Issor; and Samuel adds: Provided he has previously vowed 
already not to consume these objects on those days. Now, 
according to this, Abayi’s theory is correct, as we see here that 
one may make a vow by comparing, hence, he may also make 
an oath by comparing; but Rabha’s theory remains open to ob¬ 
jection? Nay; Rabha may say that the cited Boraitha should 
read thus: 44 What is an Issor of a voiv mentioned in the Torah ” ? 
44 If one says,” etc.; and to this Samuel makes his addition, by 
reason of [ibid., ibid. 3]: 44 If a man vows a vow,” which means: 


* This illustration is taken from ’Hanannel, as Rashi’s illustration here is too 
complicated. 
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He vows on a thing on which he has already vowed. Moreover, 
Gedaliuh's day is specifically mentioned in the Boraitha in order 
to teach that, notwithstanding that it is a general fast-day, one’s 
vow is only then a vow if he has previously vowed especially for 
this day; and again, lest one say, this being a general fast-day 
a vow referring thereto is not considered at all, consequently 
such a vow is not even one by comparing, and hence should be 
wholly disregarded, it comes to teach us that it is not so. 

R. Johanan, too, upholds Rabha’s theory, as Rabin, on com¬ 
ing from Palestine, said in his name: If one says, Mib'ta , I will 
not eat, or Issor, I will not eat, it is considered an oath. How¬ 
ever, when R. Dimi came from Palestine, he said in the name 
of the same authority: The oath for a future, e.g., I will or will 
not eat, is considered false , and the warning against it is in 
[Lev. xix. 12] : “ And ye shall not swear by my name falsely.” 
Furthermore, the oath for the past, e.g., I have or have not 
eaten, is considered vain, and the warning against it is in [Exod. 
xx. 7]: ” Thou shalt not take the name of the Lord thy God in 
vain,” and against a vow the warning is found in [Numb. xxx. 
3]: ” He shall not profane his word.” 

An objection was raised from the following: Vain ( Shahve ) 
and false (Shekker) are identical. Does not this mean that just 
as vain refers to a past, so does false, too, refer to the post? 
Why, vain and false are identical in respect of another point, 
but each of them has its signification as above; as there is 
a Boraitha: Zachor , ye shall remember (in the first ten com¬ 
mandments) and Shainar , ye shall observe the Sabbath (in the 
last ten commandments) were uttered by the Lord in one word, 
which transcends the power of the human mouth and ear.* But 
what does this Boraitha teach us thereby? The following: Just 
as stripes are applied to a false, so they are also to a vain oath. 
But is not this self-evident, as both are negatives? Lest one 
say that it is as R. Papa said to Abayi (further on), it comes to 
teach us that the Halakha prevails with Abayi. 

When Rabin came, he said in the name of R. Jeremiah that 
R. Abuhu said in the name of R. Johanan that an oath for the 
past is a false one, and the warning against it is as cited above; 
and an oath for the future is merely a transgression of” He shall 
not profane his word,” as above; and a vain oath is when one 
swears, e.g., that a man is a woman. Said R. Papa: R. Abuhu’s 


* The continuation of this will be translated in Tract Benedictions. 
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statement was not explicitly stated, but inferred from the follow¬ 
ing: It was taught, Aidi b. Abin said in the name of Amram 
that R. Itz’hak said in the name of R. Johanan that R. Jehu- 
dah, quoting R. Jose the Galilean said: Stripes apply to all 
negatives of the Torah implying manual labor, but not to those 
without manual labor; excepting, however, an oath, an ex¬ 
change and a curse upon one’s neighbor by the holy name, to 
which three, though not implying manual labor, stripes apply. 
And whence do we know that it is so concerning an oath? Said 
R. Johanan in the name of R. Simeon b. Jo’hai, it reads [Exod. 
xx. 7]: “ For the Lord will not hold guiltless,” etc., which 
means only the heavenly court, but the worldly court will make 
him guiltless by punishing him with stripes. 

Said R. Papa to Abayi: But maybe it means that no one can 
make him guiltless? And he answered: It would be so if it 
were not predicated of the Lord; but as it is, it can but mean 
that not the Lord but the earthly court will. All this concerns 
a vain oath, but whence do we know that the same is the case 
with a false one? Said R. Johanan, his own opinion: In the 
cited verse “ vain ” is mentioned twice, and as the second is not 
needed for itself, apply it to a false oath. R. Abuhu, however, 
deliberated as to how should be the case? If one swears, I will 
not eat and did eat, then there is an act done, hence it is in the 
category of negatives with manual act; again, if he swears, I 
will eat but did not eat, it is a case to which stripes do not apply 
according to both R. Johanan and Resh Lakish? (above p. 25). 
Upon due deliberation, however, R. Abuhu decided that it 
means an oath referring to the past, e.g. f I swear that I have 
eaten, and he did not eat, or vice versa ; and though there is no 
manual labor here stripes apply, as Rabha said: The Torah has 
expressly extended the provision of the vain oath to the false 
one, to teach that just as a vain refers to the past, so also a 
false oath. 

“ And be it a minimum ,” etc. The schoolmen questioned: 
Does R. Aqiba hold with R. Simeon who declares one liable for 
a minimum with regard to all biblical transgressions? As we 
have learned in the following: Stripes apply even to a mini¬ 
mum, and the size of an olive is prescribed only concerning an 
offering. And why does R. Aqiba differ here, when he does not 
differ in any other places? Is it in order to let you know the 
power of his opponents, the rabbis, who say that if one swears 
not to eat even a minimum and did eat such, he is nevertheless 
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not liable! Or, in all other cases he agrees with the rabbis, 
while here he differs; because if one swore not to eat a mini¬ 
mum he would certainly be liable if he did eat, hence he is also 
liable if he swore generally, without mentioning the word mini¬ 
mum? Come and hear. R. Aqiba said: A Nazarite who has 
soaked his bread in wine and consumed it, is liable provided 
wine of the size of an olive entered the bread; now, should he 
hold with R. Simeon, why does he require the size of an olive? 
And also from the next Mishna, concerning reptiles which the 
Gemara explains in accordance with R. Aqiba, that a man may 
impose upon one’s self the prohibition of even a minimum, it is 
inferred that he agrees with the rabbis in all cases. 

Where do we find,” etc. But is there not a moth, which is 
but a minimum in size, and yet one is liable for consuming it? 
It is different with living creatures. Again, is not one liable in 
the case of the sanctuary? Here also there must be no less than 
the value of a Peruta. But does not he himself say that if one 
expresses a ” minimum ” he is liable? The expression raises it 
to the value of a creature. But is there not a case regarding 
earth, where no definite quantity is requisite? And should you 
say that it is, then solve the following question propounded by 
Rabha: If one swore that he will not eat, and thereafter ate 
earth, what quantity thereof makes him liable, by saying that 
the quantity of an olive is required! Nay; because earth is not 
eatable, you cannot very well assign to it a definite quantity. 
But is not such the case with vows? Avow is equivalent to the 
expressions ” minimum ” used in an oath. 

“ As this one does talk and brings an offering, etc. But is 
not such the case with the blasphemer who is liable for mere 
talk? Here a case is looked for where one imposes upon one's 
self a prohibition by talk, while the blasphemer sins with his 
talk. But is not the case of a Nazarite, who brings an offering 
for mere talk, analogous? Nay; the Nazarite brings the offer¬ 
ing, that wine become allowed to him. But does one not im¬ 
pose a prohibition by saying: ” This should be sanctified?” We 
look for a case where one imposes the prohibition only upon one’s 
self, while in this case the prohibition is general. But does not 
one prohibit a thing to one’s self by saying: ” This is a vow for 
me?” (And if he uses the thing unintentionally he must bring 
an offering.) The Tana of the Mishna holds that to this case an 
offering does not apply. Said Rabha: They differ only regard¬ 
ing the case where he did not express the word ” minimum,” 
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but if he did, the expression raises it to the value of a creature. 
He said again: They differ only when he said, “ I will not eat,” 
but if he said, I will not taste, all agree that he is liable. And 
Rabha says this lest one say that with the expression ” taste ” 
one intended to mean “ eat.” Said R. Papa: They differ only 
concerning vows, while as regards oaths all agree that liability 
attaches even to a minimum, because by saying ” this is a vow 
for me ” he does not mention eating. 

MISHNA II. : (If one says): I swear that I will not eat, and 
thereafter eats and drinks, he is guilty but once. But if he 
says: I swear that I will neither eat nor drink and did both, he 
is guilty twice. If he says: I swear not to eat and then eats 
wheat bread, barley bread and rye bread, he is guilty but once; 
if he swears: I will not eat either wheat bread, barley bread or 
rye bread and then eats, he is guilty for each one severally. I 
swear that I will not drink, and thereafter drinks varied bever¬ 
ages, he is guilty but once; I swear I will drink neither wine, 
oil, nor honey, and then drinks, he is guilty for each severally. 
I swear not to eat, and then ate things not suitable to eat, and 
drank something not suitable as a drink, he is free. If he swore 
not to eat and thereafter ate carcasses or illegal cattle, reptiles 
and vermin, he is guilty. R. Simeon declares him free. If one 
said: I swear to abstain from deriving any benefit from my wife 
if I have eaten to-day, and he did eat carcasses, etc., his wife is 
prohibited to him for all benefit. 

GEMARA: R. Hyya b. Abin said in the name of Samuel: 
If one swears not to eat and thereafter drank, he is guilty. If 
you wish, this is mere common sense, since ordinarily a man 
inviting the other one to have a bite, the two go in and eat and 
drink: or if you wish, it is found in the Scripture that the ex¬ 
pression eat includes also drinking—viz.: in [Deut. xiv. 16]: 
“ In cattle, sheep, wine . . . and thou shalt eat these.” But 
perhaps it means there an aino garum (a dish in which wine is 
mixed)? The verse says further Shechor * (old wine), which 
means an intoxicating beverage. Neither can it here be spoken 
of a date of the City of Kehilla, which when eaten intoxicates 
and regarding which a Boraitha says that one who had eaten it 
and then entered the sanctuary is culpable, as the word shechor 
here is analogous with the same word used concerning a Nazarite 
where it surely means only wine for which he is culpable. Said 


* Shechor is old wine and Shiccor from the same stem means intoxicated. 



TRACT SHEBUOTH (OATHS). 3J 

Rabha: This is implied also in our Mishna: If one swears not 
to eat, and then eats and drinks, he is culpable but once, which 
signifies that the drinking is included in the eating; for if this 
were not the case, to what purpose would the express teaching 
be? Would it be necessary, e.g., for the Tana to teach expressly 
that the oath regarding eating makes one culpable only for the 
eating and not for performed labor? Said Abayi to him: Ac¬ 
cording to your doctrine that eating includes drinking, how is 
the second part of the Mishna “ I will neither eat nor drink M to 
be understood? As eating includes drinking, why is he culpable 
twice? And he answered: Because of the expression ; the addi¬ 
tion ” nor drink ” shows clearly that his “ I will neither eat ” 
was not yet in his mind including drinking. Said R. Ashi: It 
seems to me, too, that the teaching of the Mishna implies drink¬ 
ing in eating, hence, ” I swear not to cat and then ate things 
not eatable and drank things not suitable to drink,” which im¬ 
plies that if the things he drank were suitable, he would be liable, 
hence we see that drinking is included in eating. However, this 
is hardly evidence, as the Mishna here may mean that he said in 
his oath both eat and drink. 

” I will not cat either wheat bread ... he is guilty for each." 
But perhaps he intends by mentioning expressly bread merely 
to exclude other things which to eat he shall be free ? If such were 
the case, he would not repeat the word bread with each kind 
separately. But again, maybe he uses repeatedly the word 
bread in order to prevent the belief that he swears with regard 
to wheat bread not to eat, while with regard to the others not 
to chew? If this were his intention, he would say: I will not 
eat wheat bread, nor barley, nor rye, without repeating bread 
each time. But if he said so, his oath could be understood to 
concern a mixture of all these, but not each singly and sever¬ 
ally? Then let him say: I will not eat bread of wheat, of bar¬ 
ley, or of rye, without repeating bread. Hence, the repetition 
must have been intended to emphasize that he makes an oath 
for each severally. 

” I will drink neither wine , oil ... he is guilty," etc. Here 
again the question arises, maybe he intends to exclude other 
beverages, as here the above argumentation cannot be advanced, 
since the beverages are here specified. Said R. Papa: It speaks 
of a case where all these liquids were standing before him, so 
that he could by pointing to them swear not to drink them; 
why, then, are they specified? To indicate that he makes an 
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oath for each one. But if so, it could be said that he must not 
partake only of these before him, but of other wine, etc., he 
may? Let him then say: I will not drink of'these before me 
nor of their kind in general. Hence, it must be said that the 
specification is intended to make the oath for each severally. 
R. Aha b. R. Aika said: The Mishna speaks of one invited by 
his neighbor to drink with him wine, oil and honey, to which 
he could answer: I will not drink with you (without repeating 
wine, oil and honey); hence, his repeating the liquids makes 
him liable for each one separately. 

“ I will not eat and then ate things not eatable ,” etc. Does 
not the Mishna contradict itself? It states that on eating an 
unsuitable thing he is free, and hereafter it declares him culpable 
for eating carcass? What are the reasons to account for these 
two parts respectively? This presents no difficulty. The first 
part speaks of the case when he says in general: I will not eat; 
while the second part speaks of the case when he expressly says: 
I will not eat anything . But even if this be so, why should the 
oath hold regarding reptiles, where an oath (not to eat such) lies 
on him already from the Mount Sinai? Rabh, Samuel and R. 
Johanan all three said: It speaks of the case when one includes 
in his oath the permissible with the forbidden—viz.: I will not 
eat legal and illegal things. Resh Lakish, however, says: A 
case like that of the Mishna cannot take place, unless he stated 
plainly not to eat even a half of the prescribed quantity; in 
which case according to the rabbis, who hold one liable only for 
the whole quantity, the oath concerns a half-quantity, and ac¬ 
cording Jto R. Aqiba, who says that liability attaches even to 
a minimum, the oath here concerns a half-quantity provided he 
has not plainly specified anything. 

But why does not Resh Lakish agree with R. Johanan? He 
may say .that R. Johanan - ’s theory of inclusion can be applied 
only to prohibitions in themselves, such as, eating carcasses on 
the day of atonement, where the carcass is prohibited even if not 
on the day of atonement, nevertheless the rabbis make him 
liable also for the day of atonement, because as one is prohibited 
from eating legal food on that day, he is likewise prohibited 
from eating carcass, for the prohibition to eat includes legal as 
well as illegal food; however, where a prohibition is imposed by 
man upon one’s self, no one can make him liable for inclusion. 
Said Rabha: The reason of him who holds that one is liable for 
an inclusion is that he compares it to an additional prohibition; 
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while the reason of him who holds that such is not the case is 
that an additional prohibition holds good when concerning one 
and the same piece, but not when concerning separate pieces; 
i e., an inclusive prohibition is, e.g ., a carcass on the day of 
atonement, where the day itself adds nothing to the prohibition 
of the carcass as such, but does add a prohibition upon the man 
(viz : that he must not eat it on that day); while if, e.g., illegal 
fat, which is prohibited to eat, but allowed for the altar, remains 
over night, it is prohibited also for the altar, hence, there is on 
it an additional prohibition (for its having remained over night), 
but this additional prohibition can be only on one and the same 
piece, but not on separate pieces. 

Rabha said further that to him who holds the theory of in¬ 
clusive prohibition, he who swears not to eat figs and hereafter 
swears not to eat figs and grapes, is liable for the figs twice; for 
the second oath resting upon the grapes, rests again upon the 
figs, too. But is not this self-evident? Lest one say that this 
theory applies only to prohibitions in themselves, and not to 
such made by man upon himself, he comes to teach us that 
there is no difference between the two cases.* 

MISHNA III. : It is immaterial whether the things sworn 
off concern himself or others; whether they are or are not of 
some essential nature. E.g., he says: I swear that I will or will 
not give something to this or that person; that I did or did not 
give him something; that I will or will not sleep; that I did or 
did not sleep; that I will or will not throw a stone into the sea; 
that I did or did not throw it. R. Ismael says: One is guilty 
only for an oath made with reference to the future, for it is writ¬ 
ten: To do evil or to do good. Said to him R. Aqiba: Ac¬ 
cording to this view I know but about oaths concerning things 
that are intrinsically either evil or good, but whence do I learn 
about those regarding things that entail neither evil nor good 
doing? Retorted the former: From the addition in the Scrip¬ 
ture; to this rejoined the latter: If the Scripture widens the 
notion in this respect, it does it likewise in the other (case). 

GEMARA: The rabbis taught: In some respects vows are 
more rigorous than oaths, in others oaths are more rigorous than 
vows. Vows are more rigorous in that their liability attaches 
even to commandments, e.g .: If one says, I vow not to make a 


* The discussion following here, being but repeated from its proper place, is 
here omitted. 
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sukkah, and hereafter he makes one, he is liable for transgress¬ 
ing the vow; which is not the case with an oath (as an oath rests 
upon him from the Mount Sinai). On the other hand, oaths 
are more rigorous than vows in that their liability attaches also 
to things not essential, which is not the case with vows. 

“ I will or will not give," etc. What does it mean, “ I will 
give ” ? If charity to the poor, it is obligatory for him by oath 
on the Mount Sinai? Nay; it means a present to a rich man. 

“ I will or will ?iot sleep ” etc. But has not R. Johanan said 
that if one swears not to sleep for three days in succession, he 
gets stripes and is put to sleep immediately (because one cannot 
keep from sleeping for three days)? This is no difficulty, as in 
the case of the Mishna no number of days is specified. 

“ I will throw a stone,” etc. It was taught: If one said, I 
swear that so and so has or has not thrown a stone into the sea, 
according to Rabh he is culpable, as he transgressed a negative; 
according to Samuel he is not, for such an oath can not be made 
with reference to the future. Shall we assume that the above 
differ in the same in which R. Aqiba and R. Ismael differ in our 
Mishna: R. Ismael said, one is liable only for the future, as it 
reads: To do evil or to do good; whereupon said R. Aqiba: If 
it were as you say, the liability would apply but to things that 
are intrinsically either evil or good ; and he answered: From the 
addition in the Scripture: To every thing uttered with his lips; 
whereto R. Aqiba rejoined, etc. Whence it would appear that 
Rabh is in accordance with Aqiba, and Samuel in accordance 
with R. Ismael? Nay; according to R. Ismael, who frees one 
for the past even in a case where a future is possible, there can 
be no doubt that in the case illustrated above, one should be 
culpable; but where they do differ is concerning the interpreta¬ 
tion of R. Aqiba’s view. According to Rabh, R. Aqiba holds 
one liable for transgressing a negative immaterial whether such 
an oath can or can not apply to a future; while Samuel main¬ 
tains that R. Aqiba’s view applies only to a case where an oath 
for the future is possible, but not to other cases. 

Said Abayi: Rabh admits that if one says, I swear that I 
know something to testify for you, and it is found hereafter that 
he knows nothing, there is no liability in this case because the 
negative, I swear that I do not know, etc., is not possible here 
(as this is not considered an utterance, but belongs to the cate¬ 
gory of testimony). But regarding the oath, I was or was not 
aware of testimony in your case, or, I have or have not testified, 
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Rabh and Samuel still differ. (Says the Gemara): According 
to Samuel's theory it is correct that the law has excluded the 
witness-oath from the category of uttered oaths, as there is a 
rule that where there is no future possible, no liability attaches 
to the past; but according to Rabh who disregards this rule, 
why were the witness-oaths excluded? Said the rabbis before 
Abayi: In order to make one liable twice (t.e., if one is fit to 
testify, knows the case, and nevertheless denied it before the 
court, he is liable twice, for the witness-oath and for an uttered 
oath). Said Abayi to them : It is impossible to make one liable 
twice, as it reads plainly [Lev. v. 4]: " That he hath incurred 
guilt by oiie * of these," which means, he can be punished once 
but not twice. But, then, to what other purpose have the wit¬ 
ness-oaths been excluded, according to Abayi? To what we 
have learned in the following: Concerning all oaths it reads 
“ escaped his memory," except the oath of a witness, to make 
him liable (to a sin-offering) for an intentional oath just as for 
an unintentional one. Said the rabbis to Abayi: Say, then, 
that for an intentional he is liable to one, and for an uninten¬ 
tional he should be liable to two, viz.: for a witness and an 
uttered oath? And he answered: Have I not said that the 
above-cited verse prevents it from making one liable to two? 
And as to an intentional, the liability of an uttered oath does 
not exist there. 

Rabha, however, said: The reason why there can be no two 
liabilities is this: There is a rule that, if to something that was 
included in the general a new law be applied, only by the new 
one must guide one’s self ( i.e ., the witness-oath as an oath is 
included in the general uttered oaths, and when the Scripture 
makes for it a new special law of liability, you cannot any more 
apply to it also the liability attached to the uttered oath). But 
how is it according to Abayi? Does he hold that there is such 
an oath at all? Has he not declared above that Rabh admits 
that if one swears: I know testimony for you, etc., there is no 
liability here, as such oath cannot be made in the negative, 
whence it would seem that such in the negative does not exist 
at all? He has retracted his above statement, or, if you wish, 
one of the above statements was not said by Abayi but by 
R. Papa. 


* Here the word Vac hath (to one) is taken by the text literally : one ; while 
further on it is explained to mean ‘to anyone’. 
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“ One is guilty only . . . with reference to the future .” The 
rabbis taught, it reads [Lev. v. 4]: “ To do evil, or to do good,” 
whence we infer only those that are in themselves either good 
or evil; but whence do we know about oaths concerning other 
things? From [ibid., ibid.]: ” Pronouncing with his lips,” etc. - 
But all this is concerning the future; whence do we know the 
same concerning the past? From [ibid., ibid.]: ” In whatsoever 
it be”; so R. Aqiba. R. Ismael, however, says: ” To do evil, 
or to do good ” means only oaths for the future. Said to him 
R. Aqiba: If such be the case, we know only about oaths con¬ 
cerning things intrinsically good or evil, but whence do we know 
about those regarding other things? Retorted the former: From 
the addition in the Scripture (“ whatsoever ”), whereupon rejoined 
R. Aqiba: If the Scripture widens the notion in this respect, it 
does it likewise in all other respects. Now, is not R. Aqiba’s 
statement perfectly correct? Said R. Johanan: R. Ismael, who 
was a disciple of R. Ne’hunia b. Hakana, who was in the habit of 
interpreting the Scripture by generals and particulars, proceeds in 
the same manner as his master; while R. Aqiba, who was the 
disciple of Na’hum of Gimzu, whose method of interpretation 
was extensions and limitations, follows his master’s method. 
And this is as stated in the following Boraitha: ” If any person 
swear ” is an extension; “ To do evil or good ” is a limitation; 

” In whatsoever it be ” is again an extension, and there is a rule 
that such an extension includes everything, while a limitation 
is excluding a commandment. This is in accordance with R. 
Aqiba; while R. Ismael, whose method is the generals and par¬ 
ticulars, interprets the verse thus: ” If any person,” etc., is a 
general; “ To do evil or good” is a particular; “ In whatso¬ 
ever ” is again a general, and there is a rule that wherever there 
is a particular between two generals, the latter must be inter¬ 
preted in the sense of the particular; now, as the particular here 
refers expressly to the future, so also everything relates to the 
future; the generals, however, affect in the same way all other 
things relating to the future, but not implying either good or 
evil, while the particular affects things relating to the past, that 
they be excluded. (Says the Gemara): And why not the re¬ 
verse? Said R. Itz’hak: They must be similar to the particular 
(of to do evil, etc.), which is prohibited because of the above-cited 
[Numb, xxx.]: “ He shall not profane his word,” excluded the 
past to which the prohibition is “ He shall not lie.” R. Itz’hak 
b. Abin, however, said: This is inferred from the cited verse, 
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“If any person swear by pronouncing," which signifies that the 
oath was before the act, but not the past where the act was 
before the oath. 

The rabbis taught: “ If any person swear," etc., intends to 
exclude compulsion; “ Escaped " to exclude intention; “ From 
his memory" to signify that the oath escaped his memory but 
not the thing in question; hence, one is culpable only for for¬ 
getting the oath, but not for forgetting the object. 

The master says: “ To exclude compulsion," what could 
illustrate this? As it happened to R. Kahana and R. Assi after 
the lectures at Rabh’s college had ceased; one would say, I 
swear that Rabh said so and so, and the other would say, I 
swear that Rabh said the contrary, and when they came to ask 
Rabh on the point, he certainly said as one of them; and to the 
question of the other, Have I sworn false, Rabh answered: You 
were compelled by your conscience and the verse “ Escaped 
(from) his memory" means the oath but not the object. 

This statement was ridiculed in the west. An oath and not 
the object is to be found, e.g. y in: I swear not to eat wheat 
bread, and thereafter he thinks that he swore to eat, and accord¬ 
ingly eats it, hence, he forgot the oath but not the object; but 
where do you find a case where the object is forgotten and not 
the oath? As, e.g. f in: I will not eat wheat bread, and there¬ 
after ate it thinking it to be of barley, hence, he has the oath in 
mind and not the object; but as he forgot the object, is it not 
as if he forgot the oath? Therefore, decided R. Elazar that it 
makes no difference what one forgets. R. Joseph opposed: Is 
it indeed so, that the object cannot be forgotten without the 
oath? May it not happen that one swear not to eat wheat 
bread, and then stretch his hand to the basket where there was 
both barley and wheat bread with the intention to take that of 
barley, but takes that of wheat, and eats it up in the belief that 
it is of barley? In this case he had the oath clearly in mind^ 
but he did not recognize the object. Said Abayi to him: But 
when he brings the offering, why does he bring it, for the bread 
he has eaten? Surely because of the oath (hence, they were 
right in the west). R. Joseph, however, insists on his state¬ 
ment for the reason that if he actually recognized that this is 
wheat bread, he would certainly abstain from it, hence, here is 
the ignorance of the object. 

Rabha questioned R. Na’hman: How is it if he forgot both? 
And he answered: As soon as he became ignorant of the oath 
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he is culpable. Rejoined Rabha: Why not the contrary? Here 
is the ignorance of the object, and hence he should be free? 
Said R. Ashi: In such a case we have to examine the nature of 
the case; if he abstained from the object by recollecting the 
oath, then the ignorance of the oath is the main thing, and he 
is culpable; but if he abstained by recollecting the object, then 
the ignorance of the object is the main point, and he is free. 
Said Rabina to him: I do not see any difference here; if his 
abstention is caused by the recollection of the oath, is not here 
also the recollection of the object brought about? And the same 
maybe asked vice versa ; hence, there can be no difference here. 

Rabha questioned again R. Na’hman: How can an uninten¬ 
tional uttered oath take place for the past? If he (who swears) 
is while swearing aware that it is false, then it is intentional; 
and if he is not aware, then it is a case of compulsion. And he 
answered: Take the case where he is aware that such an oath is 
prohibited, but is not aware that the liability of a sin-offering is 
attached thereto. Is this in accordance with Munbaz, who holds 
that such an ignorance be considered, and not in accordance 
with the rabbis, his opponents? Nay; this may even accord 
with the latter, as they differ with him only in all other cases of 
the Torah, but not in this case, for it is a novelty, as we do not 
find anywhere in the Scripture that one should be liable to a sin- 
offering for a negative except in this case, in which, therefore, 
the rabbis, too, agree with Munbaz. 

Rabina (the elder) questioned Rabha: Suppose one swear 
not to eat this bread, and then he is in danger if he does not eat 
it, how is it? In danger! then he is certainly allowed to eat it! 
Said Rabina: I mean to say that suppose he ate this bread while 
impelled by hunger and having forgotten his oath not to eat it. 
And Rabha answered: Concerning this we have learned else¬ 
where, a sin-offering applies only to such a case where he would 
abstain from eating if he recollected his oath, but not otherwise; 
while here, being, as he is, impelled by hunger, he would not 
abstain, it cannot be considered unintentional.* 

Samuel said: It is not sufficient that one make up his mind, 
he must pronounce it with his lips, as it reads “ By pronouncing 
with his lips.” f 


* The explanation here is that of Hanannell’s second version, Rashi not being 
clear on the point. 

f This statement is objected to by many, but the objections are overthrown ; and 
as all this discussion is both complicated and unimportant, we omit it. 
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MISHNA IV .: If one swears to ignore some commandment 
and does not carry out his oath, he is free; if he swears to fulfill 
a commandment and fails to realize his oath, he is free. It ap¬ 
pears on the first glance that he should rather be guilty, as R. 
Jehudah b. Battina argues thus: Since one is guilty for oaths re¬ 
garding voluntary acts not provided for from the Mount Sinai, so 
much the more is it so in the case of oaths regarding command¬ 
ments, to which he is sworn in from the Mount Sinai. Where¬ 
upon he was retorted: If you declare him guilty in voluntary 
acts where affirmation and negation are both alike indifferent, 
you can by means do the same in oaths concerning command¬ 
ments where affirmation and negation are not equivalent; since 
one is free, if he swears to, but does not, violate a command¬ 
ment. 

GEMARA: The rabbis taught: Lest one say that one who 
swore to ignore a commandment and did not, should be culpa¬ 
ble, it reads, “ To do evil or good just as to do good unto 
one’s self is a voluntary act, so also an evil act must be volun¬ 
tary, and this excludes him who swore to ignore a command¬ 
ment. Furthermore, lest one say that he who swore to fulfill 
a commandment and did not, should be culpable for the oath, 
we again compare the good to the evil act: just as latter is vol¬ 
untary in this case, so must former be voluntary, and this ex¬ 
cludes the case of an oath to fulfill a commandment. Again, 
lest one say that if one swore to do evil unto himself and did 
not, he should be free, we again compare evil to good; just as 
the latter means voluntary, so also the former, hence, it includes 
the case where one swore to do evil to himself, which he was at 
liberty to do, and he is culpable. Finally, lest one say that the 
same is the case if he swore to do evil to others and did not, we 
compare evil to good, which latter is voluntary, while in the 
case of strangers he is not at liberty to do evil, hence he is free. 
But whence do we know that he who swore to do good to others 
and did not, is culpable? From “ or to do good.” What is an 
evil doing to others? E.g. } one says: I will strike so and so, 
and split his head. 

(Says the Gemara): But whence is it known that the above- 
cited verse treats of a voluntary act, perhaps it has in view a 
meritorious act? This cannot be borne in mind, as the two, the 
evil and the good, must be compared with each other; and as 
doing good cannot be spoken of concerning the ignoring of a 
commandment, so also doing evil cannot treat of ignoring a com- 
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mandment, hence, this expression of doing evil would be in this 
respect good, as it does not apply to the ignoring of command¬ 
ments; on the other hand, the good-doing is compared to the 
evil-doing: just as the former cannot treat of the fulfilling of a 
commandment, so also the latter cannot; hence, in this respect 
the good-doing would be evil (therefore, the expression in ques¬ 
tion cannot treat of meritorious acts). But in the light of these 
considerations, this expression cannot treat of voluntary acts, 
either, where good and evil means to do good and evil unto 
one's self respectively, hence, here, too, good would in some 
respects be evil (as, e.g., the oath not to eat a harmful thing) 
and vice versa f* Therefore we must say that, because it was 
needful to the Scripture to use the disjunction “ or” in order 
to indicate doing good to others, it must treat of voluntary acts; 
since if it treated of commandments, the “ or” would not be 
necessary, as it would be self-evident, for as the doing evil to 
others is included here, so much the more the doing good! 

” R.Jehudah b. Bathira ,” etc. Is not the argument of the 
rabbis against R. Jehudah b. Bathira correct? He may say 
thus: Let us see; was it then necessary for the Scripture to add 
that if one swore to do good to others and did not, he is culpa¬ 
ble; is this not self-evident, since one is not culpable for an oath 
to do evil to others, being as he is not free to do so, he is culpa¬ 
ble when he is free to do so; and nevertheless the Scripture did 
add, hence, the same is the case with the oath to fulfill a com¬ 
mandment, where, although it is self-evident that he is culpable 
in this case because he is not culpable when he swore to ignore 
a commandment, yet the Scripture adds it. To all which the 
rabbis might say: These two cases are by no means analogous, 
as when one swears not to do good to so and so, he is culpable, 
while if one swears not to fulfill a commandment, and thereafter 
he does fulfill, he cannot be culpable. 

MISHNA V .: If one swears, I will not eat this loaf of bread, 
I swear I will not eat it, I swear I will not eat it, and eats it 
nevertheless, he is guilty but once. This is an uttered oath for 
the intentional violation of which one is subject to stripes, and 
for whose unintentional violation to a poor or rich offering. Vain 
swearing, if wilfully done, is punished with stripes, but if com¬ 
mitted unintentionally, is free from punishment. 

* The commentaries on the point are in great perplexity. 

\ The discussion here on the disjunction “or” is omitted, for it is already given 
in Sanhedrin. 
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GEMARA: To what purpose does the Mishna vary the lan¬ 
guage? It comes to teach us that only when making the oath 
in such expressions he is culpable but once; but if he said first: 
I will not eat it, and then, I will not eat this loaf, he would be 
culpable twice; as Rabha explains elsewhere that the expression 
“ I will not eat this bread ” makes one culpable when he ate of 
it the size of an olive; but if one says, “ I will not eat it,” he is 
not culpable unless he has consumed the whole of it; hence, if 
the Mishna stated first ” I will not eat it, and then “ I will not 
eat this loaf of bread ” he would be culpable twice (as here were 
two distinct oaths: the former on the whole bread, the latter on 
the size of an olive; and the latter does not do away with the 
former, while the former if stated last would do away with the 
latter). 

” I will not eat it , and eats it no?ie the less," etc. For what 
purpose is this repetition, since one oath does not rest upon the 
other, as we have seen it to be the case with the second one, 
and it is surely so with the third one, too? It comes to teach 
us that, though there is no liability, yet the oath is not ignored, 
and that in case there will be place for it, it may rest; this illus¬ 
tration is as Rabha said: In case he asked a sage to nullify the 
first oath, the next comes to take its place. 

Rabha said: If one says, I swear not to eat this bread in case 
I eat the other, and it happened that he ate the first *(i) erro¬ 
neously and the second intentionally, he is free (2); if vice versa, 
he is culpable (3); furthermore, if he ate both unintentionally, 
he is free (4); if both intentionally, it depends on the following: 
if he had eaten the conditional one first and thereafter the one 
he prohibited to himself, he is liable (5), and if vice versa it is 
under the category of cases concerning which R. Johanan and 
Resh Lakish differ; according to him who holds that a doubtful 


* (1) The first, i.e. the conditioned A , the second, i.e. the conditioning one B. 
(2) Because when he eats A he forgot all about B and the oath has not yet rested 
upon him, since B was not yet consumed by him; hence, he is free from both stripes 
and sin offering. (3) Because while eating A he was aware of his oath, and when 
consuming B he forgot the oath ; hence he is liable to an offering for breaking an 
oath by forgetting. (4) Because he had forgotten the oath already when he ate A 
hence there was no oath at all resting upon him. (5) To stripes, since after hav¬ 
ing consumed A he was aware that B was forbidden to him, and the warning was 
a certain one. (6) Because if he was warned with regard to either A or B, he has 
broken his oath intentionally. (7) Even when warned while eating A, because the 
liability to stripes is originally attached only to B , hence the warning does not effect. 
(8) Because one of the breads was necessarily consumed intentionally. 
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warning is considered, he is culpable (6), while according to the 
other, who holds that such is not considered, he is free (7). If, 
however, continues Rabha, he made the two breads dependent 
on each other—viz.: I will not eat the one if I eat the other, 
I will not eat the other if I eat this, and thereafter he consumed 
one intentionally (z. e ., he has in mind the oath that he must not 
eat this in case he eats the other one, but he forgot that he 
swore the same with regard to the other bread) then he con¬ 
sumed the other one also intentionally (the same as before, but 
he forgot that he has already consumed the first one), he is free; 
if, however, he has consumed the first unintentionally ( i.e ., he 
forgot that the conditional oath is on this bread, though aware 
of the oath itself and therefore he consumes the second one in 
the same manner, he is culpable (8); but if he consumed both 
unintentionally (having forgotten all about the oath), he is free; 
both intentionally, he is, all agree, culpable for the second one; 
the first, however, falls into the foregoing category concerning 
which R. Johanan and Resh Lakish differ. Said R. Mari: there 
are vows by error and vows by compulsion; how so? If one 
says: I vow this object if I have eaten or drunk such and such, 
and then recollects that he did; in like manner if he vows for 
the future and on forgetting the vow eats or drinks, to such a 
vow no liability attaches; and there is a Boraitha that just as 
there are vows by error, there are also oaths by error. 

Eipha taught the Tract Sheb’noth at Rabba’s college, and 
Abimi, his brother, asked him: How is it if one swears twice, 
I have not eaten, I have not eaten, while he did eat? He an¬ 
swered: He is culpable but once; whereupon he said: You are 
mistaken, since the first oath was already a lie, and the second 
one is again a lie. He asked further: How is it if one swears 
not to eat nine and ten (articles), and thereafter he eats ten, 
without recollecting his oath in between? And he answered: 
He is culpable for each one severally. Said the other: You are 
again mistaken, for the oath for the ten does not rest at all, as 
ten presupposes nine and for the nine he has made a separate 
oath; but how is it if he swear not to eat ten, and then not to 
eat nine? Here he is culpable only once. The other rejoined: 
You are again mistaken, for as soon as he ate nine he broke one 
oath, and by eating the tenth he breaks the other oath. Said 
Abayi: In this last case, then, may be a case that Eipha is right 
—viz. : if one swear not to eat ten, and thereafter not to eat 
nine; then he ate nine and recollected his transgression, brought 
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a sin-offering and then consumed the tenth; the tenth is then 
considered but a half-quantity, and for such one is not liable. 

MISHNA VI. : Which is false swearing? If one swears that 
something is different from what it is known by everybody to 
be, e.g., that a stone column is of gold, that a man is a woman, 
that a woman is a man; or if he swears to an impossibility— 
viz.: If I have not seen a camel flying in the air; If I did not 
see a serpent of the shape of an oil-press; so! . . . If one asks 
some witnesses: Come to testify for me, and they answer, We 
swear that we shall not bear you witness; or if someone swears 
to ignore a commandment, as, e.g., not to make a Sukka, not 
to take Lulab’be, or not to put on phylacteries; so it is a false 
swearing punishable with stripes if committed intentionally, and 
unpunishable if made by error. If he swears, to one and the 
same loaf of bread, I will not eat it, then, I will not eat it, the 
former is a vain oath, and the latter an uttered oath; so that by 
eating it he is liable for uttered swearing; by not eating it he is 
liable for a vain oath. 

GEMARA: Said Ula: Provided it was acknowledged by 
three persons that this pillar was of stone. 

4 ‘ If he swore to an impossibility , ’ ’ etc. Why does the Mishna 
use a negative and not a positive expression? Said Abayi: Read 
it in the positive, if you prefer. Rabha, however, said: It 
speaks thus: If he says, all the fruit in the world be forbidden to 
me, if I have not,* etc. 

44 / will eat , I will not eat," etc. Let us see: since he is 
liable for the uttered oath, shall he not be liable for the vain 
one? He has pronounced such and why shall he not be liable? 
Said R. Jeremiah: Read in the Mishna, he is liable for the 
uttered oath also. 

MISHNA VII. : The provisions regarding uttered swearing 
apply to males, females; to kindred, non-kindred; to those 
legally fit to testify as well as to those unfit; to cases before as 
well as outside the court. The oath, however, must come forth 
from his own mouth, and its intentional violation is punished 
with stripes, and its unintentional with a poor and rich-offering. 
Vain swearing takes place by men as well as by women; by kin¬ 
dred and non-kindred; by those fit to testify and by those unfit; 
before and outside the court, and the oath must issue from one’s 
own mouth; its intentional violation is attended with stripes, 


The further development of this discussion will appear in its place in N’dairm. 
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while its unintentional is unpunishable. In both cases one is 
guilty if made to swear by others, thus: If he says, I ate noth¬ 
ing to-day, I put on no phylacteries, and another interposes: I 
adjure you, to which he answers: Amen, he is guilty. 

GEMARA: Said Samuel: He who answers amen after an 
oath is considered as if he pronounced the oath with his lips, as 
it reads [Numb. v. 22]: “And the women say amen, amen.” 
Said R. Papa in the name of Rabha: There are a Mishna and 
a Boraitha which seem to teach the same. The Mishna is the 
next following (viii.): The witness-oath . . . unless they deny 
before the court; such is R. Mair’s view. Then the illustration 
in the Boraitha: If one said to the witnesses, Come and testify 
for me, and they answer: We swear that we know of not esti- 
mony for you, or, We do not know any testimony, whereto he 
says, I adjure you, and they answered: Amen, they are liable 
when they deny it, immaterial in the presence or absence of the 
court; so R. Mair. Hence, the Boraitha apparently contradicts 
the Mishna; however, as we said, the Mishna means that they 
did not answer amen, while in the Boraitha he did so, hence, 
the answer, amen, is equivalent to pronouncing with one’s lips. 

Said Rabina in the name of Rabha: From our own Mishna 
we may infer the same; as in the first part it requires that he 
must utter it himself, whence it is to be inferred that not 
through others, and in its last part it states that in both cases if 
sworn through another, he is liable; does the last part contradict 
the first? Nay; the last part means when they answered Amen, 
while the first part does not mean so. But if so, what comes 
Samuel to tell us? He comes to teach that the Mishna is par¬ 
ticular in its statements concerning an uttered oath—viz.: if 
made by himself, he must pronounce it with his lips, and if by 
others, he must also utter with his lips Amen. 


CHAPTER IV. 


RULES AND REGULATIONS CONCERNING THE WITNESS-OATH : WHO IS 
OR IS NOT RESPONSIBLE THEREFOR; HOW THE PLACE WHERE SUCH 
IS MADE (WITHIN OR WITHOUT THE COURT) DETERMINES ITS LIA¬ 
BILITY J IF MADE INTENTIONALLY. -THE LAWS OF ADJURATION. 

-TWO PARTIES OF WITNESSES CONTRADICTING EACH OTHER._FOR 

WHICH OF THE DIVINE NAMES AND ATTRIBUTES (WHEN USED IN 
AN OATH) ONE IS CULPABLE. 

MISHNA /. : The witness-oath applies to men but not to 
women, to unrelated but not to kindred, to legally fit to testify 
but not to those unfit, as such an oath is given only to those fit 
to testify in the presence as well as in the absence of the court; 
provided it comes forth from one’s own lips, but if from the 
mouth of others, they are liable only when they deny it before 
the court; such is R. Mair’s view; the sages, however, main¬ 
tain: Whether it comes forth from one’s own mouth or from 
that of others, they are not liable unless they deny it before the 
court. Again, the witnesses are liable for an intentional oath, 
and for an error in the oath made while intentionally testify¬ 
ing, but are not guilty when made in error. And what is their 
fine for intentional swearing? A poor and rich offering. 

GEMARA: Whence is this deduced? From what the rabbis 
taught, it reads [Deut. xix. 17]: “ Then shall the two men, who 
have the controversy, stand before the Lord,” etc. ; this means 
the witnesses; but perhaps it means the contending parties 
themselves? As it reads: “ Who have the controversy,” hence, 
the parties are already indicated, consequently, “ the men ” in¬ 
dicate the witnesses. And should you like to object to this 
deduction, then we may refer to the analogy of expression 
“two” mentioned here, and also found in [ibid. 15]: “ Upon 
the evidence of two,” where it expressly means witnesses, hence, 
also here witnesses are meant. [And what would be the objec¬ 
tion? Lest one say that because it is not written “ and who 
have the controversy,” the whole verse speaks only of the par¬ 
ties, hence, the analogy of expression.] 

There is another Boraitha: “The two men shall stand” 
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means the witnesses; but perhaps it means the parties ? This 
cannot be, for do only men and not women come to court? 
And should you like to object, we may refer you to an analog}* 
of expression; as there “two” means witnesses, so also here 
[and what would be the objection? Lest one say that it is not 
customary for a woman to go to court, as it reads [Psalm, xlv. 
14]: “ Awaiteth the king’s daughter in the inner chamber”; 
wherefore, the analog}* of expression]. 

The rabbis taught: “The two men shall stand” signifies 
that it is a meritorious act that both parties declare their griev¬ 
ances standing. Said R. Jehudah: I have heard that if the 
court allows both parties to sit, they may do so, since it is for¬ 
bidden only that one stand and the other sit; or that one party 
be allowed freedom in speaking, and the other he asked to speak 
briefly. 

The rabbis taught, it reads [Lev. xix. 15]: “In righteous¬ 
ness thou shalt judge thy neighbor,” which means no preference 
is to be given to either party, as said above. Another explana¬ 
tion of the just-cited verse is: Try always to judge everybody 
from his better side. R. Joseph taught: This verse signifies 
that him who is your equal in wisdom and deeds, you shall try 
to judge fairly. 

It happend that Ula b. Eilai had a case in the court of R. 
Na’hman, and R. Joseph sent word to R. Xa’hman: Ula, our 
colleague, is equal to us in wisdom and deeds: and R. Na’hman 
wondered what the purpose of the message was; does he mean: 
I shall flatter him? After some deliberation he said: He must 
mean I shall give preference to Ula’s case over some other cases, 
or if in his case the evidence will be equally balanced on the two 
sides, and the opinion of the judges will be dicisive. 

Ula said: The point of difference above concerns only the 
contending parties, while concerning the witnesses all agree that 
they must stand, as the above-cited verse, “ The two men shall 
stand,” signifies; and R. Hunasaid: The difference concerns only 
the time of the trial, while at its conclusion the judges, all agree, 
should sit and the parties stand, as the conclusion is equalled 
to witnesses and as they are standing according to the above- 
cited verse, so also must the parties stand. 

The wife of R. Huna had once a case before R. Na’hman, 
and the latter deliberated with himself as to how to proceed. 
Shall I rise to honor her, then her opponent will remain stupe¬ 
fied, and should I not rise, there is a rule that the wife of a 
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scholar must be treated in the same manner as the scholar him¬ 
self. He then helped himself out of the difficulty by instructing 
his servant, thus: Throw a duckling upon my head as soon as 
the wife Huna enters, so that I will have to rise anyhow. But 
did not the master say that at the conclusion of the trial the 
judges, all agree, are to sit while the parties must stand? (And 
how could R. Na'hman remain standing when she enters to hear 
the conclusion)? The answer is: He then sits halfways, as 
though untying his shoe-laces, and pronounces the verdict. 

Rabba b. R. Huna said: If a scholar has a case with one of 
the common people, the court may invite both to sit down, and 
if the common man remain standing, it is not necessary to re¬ 
peat the invitation. 

Rabh b. R. Shrabia had a case with an Amharetz (a com¬ 
mon) before R. Papa, and the latter invited both to sit down; 
the messenger of the court, however, came and made the Am¬ 
haretz to stand up, to which R. Papa said nothing. But why 
was R. Papa indifferent, could not this stupefy the opposing 
party? R. Papa thought: I, myself, invited the two to sit, and 
the act of the messenger the Amharetz may explain as due to 
the fact that he has not gratified him (the messenger). 

Rabba b. Huna said again : If a young scholar has a case 
with an Amharetz, the former must not sit down before the 
judge appears, in order that the Amharetz should not think that 
the scholar came there to prepare his own case and send it to 
the judge; provided, however, the scholar was not usually ap 
pointed to sit in court for some other purpose, but if he was, he 
may sit down, as his opponent will think that he is there for a 
purpose other than the case. 

The same said again in the name of the same authority: If 
a scholar was aware of a case to which he could be a witness, 
but it was a humiliation to him to go to that particular court 
where the judge was inferior to him, he may remain at home. 
Said R. Sheshah b. R. Idi: This we have also learned in a 
Mishna, if one finds a sack or a basket on the way and it is a 
humiliation to him to carry it, he may leave it (in spite of the 
commandment to return a loss to its owner); but all this, he 
says, concerns civil cases; as to criminal cases, it reads [Prov. 
xxi. 30]: 14 There is no wisdom nor understanding, nor counsel 
against the Lord,” which means wherever there is a case of pro¬ 
faning the holy name, no distinction or honor must be given to 
any rabbi. 
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R. Yenai was witness to a case where Mar Zutra was one of 
the contending parties, in the court of Amemar; and latter in¬ 
vited all, parties and witnesses, to sit down. Said R. Ashi to 
him: Did not Ula say that only concerning the parties there is 
a difference of opinion, but concerning the witnesses all agree 
that they must stand? And he answered: This is a positive 
commandment; and to honor a scholar is also a positive com¬ 
mandment (inferred by R. Aqiba from the particle Eth , the 
sign of the accusations, written in “ Eth the Lord thy God thou 
shalt fear,” which means to add the scholar) and the latter com¬ 
mandment is to me of greater value. 

The rabbis taught, it reads [Exod. xxiii. 7]: “ Keep thyself 
far from a false speech ” ; this signifies that the judge must not 
with his speech advocate either party, furthermore that he shall 
not enter discussion with an ignorant disciple in a case (so that 
he might not be mislead by the latter); again, that the judge, 
being aware that the party is a robber and there being only one 
witness, must not conjoin with the latter, for in this case the 
robber may be right; nor must this (conjoining) be done by any 
other person; that, if the judge notices the witnesses to testify 
falsely, he shall not say to himself: I will decide the case in 
accordance with their evidence according to the law and the 
'* collar remain on their neck.” 

From this verse is further to infer: That if a disciple saw his 
master err in his judgment, he must not say, “ I will wait until 
he issues his verdict and then I will disclose the error, thereby 
causing the issue of another verdict, which will have to be done 
with the acknowledgement of my authority ” (but must call his 
attention immediately). That the master shall not tell to his 
disciple: It is known to all that I will not lie even if offered 100 
manas, but there is one who owes me a mana , and I have only 
one witness, it is but right that you appear in court, so that the 
defendant might think you, too, a witness, and I will thus get 
my mana , although he does not instruct his disciple to tell a lie, 
but begs him to stand and say nothing, yet the verse reads, 
” Keep thyself far from false.” Furthermore, if the plaintiff 
claims a mana, he must not claim two, thinking that thereby he 
will cause the defendant to confess one, which partial confession 
will make him liable to a biblical oath, so that there will be pos¬ 
sible for the plaintiff to include here in the oath also other 
claims he may have against the defendant; this, too, is prohib¬ 
ited, because ” Keep thyself far from false.” For the same 
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reason the defendant must not say: Since the plaintiff claims 
two, and will therefore not confess even the one I owe him in 
order to avoid the biblical oath in which the plaintiff may in¬ 
clude some other claims. From the said verse is further in¬ 
ferred: That, when three persons claim one mana from one 
party, and there are no witnesses, they shall not institute one 
of themselves as the plaintiff and the other two as witnesses, 
thereby recovering the mana and dividing it among themselves. 
Again: If two appear before the court, one richly dressed in a 
cloak worth ioo mana , and the other clad in rags, the court 
must instruct the former to go and dress like his contestant, or 
to dress him richly like one’s self (this, too, is inferred from the 
verse, because the contrast between the rich and the poor would 
stupefy latter and also possibly influence the judge).* 

It reads [Ezek. xviii. 18 ]: “ And did that which is not good 
in the midst of his people,” which according to Rabh means 
him who comes to court with a power of attorney, and accord¬ 
ing to Samuel, him who buys a field on which there are several 
claims. 

“ Such an oath . . . only to those fit ,” etc. To exclude 
whom? Said R. Papa: To exclude a king, and R. Aha b. Jacob 
said: To exclude a gambler. To him who says ” a gambler,” 
so much the more a king, and to him who says ” a king” a 
gambler is not excluded, since biblically he is fit, and only the 
rabbis have declared him unfit. 

‘ * In the presence as well as in the absence of the court. ’ ’ What 
is their point of difference? The rabbis said in the presence of 
R. Papa: The theory ” Deduce from it, and again from it,” in 
case one thing is deduced from another (i.e., any further pro¬ 
vision connected with A may be transferred to Bf is the theory 
of R. Mair (as explained further on). The opponents of R. 
Mair, however, hold the theory of ” Deduce from it, the rest, 
however, leave in its place ” (i.e., after having transferred the 
main provision of A to B, we are to let B retain its own char¬ 
acter); thus the case of witnesses is inferred from the case of a 
deposit; as in a deposit one is liable only when swearing him¬ 
self, so also in the case of witness; again, as in the former 
case it is indifferent the presence or absence of the court, so 
also with witnesses; and this is R. Mair's theory just men- 


* There are still more significations imputed to this verse, and they have appeared 
already in Sanhedrin and Maccoth. 
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tioned. The rabbis, however, who uphold the other theory, 
argue thus: As in a deposit, he is liable when swearing himself, 
so also in the case of witnesses; but if one is sworn by others 
which case can take place only in the presence of the court but 
not otherwise, we have a case that must retain its own charac¬ 
teristics; and the same is the case when he swears himself, it 
must be in the presence of the court. Said R. Papa to them: 
If the rabbis of the Mishna inferred this from the case of a de¬ 
posit, they would certainly adopt also R. Mair's theory above 
mentioned; the reason, however, why the rabbis do not adopt 
it is that they proceed by an inference a fortiori —viz.: since 
one is liable when sworn by others, so much the more he is 
liable, if he himself swore; and concerning this there is a rule: 
“ It is sufficient that the result derived from inference be equiva¬ 
lent to the law from which it is drawn;” and since the case of 
being sworn by others must take place only in the court, the 
same is in the case of swearing himself. 

“ Gtiilty for an intentional oath," etc. Whence is this de¬ 
duced? From what the rabbis taught: In all other cases (con¬ 
cerning an offering) it reads “ Escaped his recollection,” except 
this case; hence, this teaches that one is liable for an intentional 
oath, just as for an unintentional. 

” For an error in intentional testifying ,” etc. What instance 
could illustrate this? Said R. Jehudah in the name of Rabh: 
If one says, I know this oath to be prohibited, but I do not 
know that the liability therefor is an offering. 

” But they are not liable when made in error." Shall we 
assume that this Mishna decides the question discussed above 
by R. Kahana and R. Assi, concerning the saying of Rabh made 
in the college? Nay; it was necessary for Rabh to teach them 
that, since otherwise one might say that the decision of the 
Mishna concerns only that case with regard to which the Scrip¬ 
ture does not mention ** Escaped,” etc. (i.e., the case concern¬ 
ing witnesses), but it does not apply to an uttered oath regarding 
which “ Escaped ” is mentioned, so that any error entails liabil¬ 
ity; therefore he came to teach that even in such case there is 
no liability. 

MISHNA II. : How does a witness-oath come about? If 
someone said to two: Come and bear witness for me, and they 
say, We swear that we know no testimony for you, or they said, 
We know nothing to testify for you, whereupon he answers, Do 
you swear, and they say, Amen, they are liable. If he repeated 
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this five times outside of court, and upon coming before the 
court they confessed and testified, they are free; but if they 
deny it also here, they are guilty for each time severally. If, 
however, he repeated his adjuration five times in presence of 
the court and they denied, they are liable but once. Said R. 
Simeon: What is the reason? Because they are not able to re¬ 
tract the previous statement and to testify. If the two denied 
simultaneously, they both are guilty, but if successively, only 
he who denied first is gulity, while the second one is free. If 
one of them denies and the other confesses the truth, the denier 
is guilty. If there were two parties of witnesses and both de¬ 
nied successively, the two are guilty, since the testimony could 
have been established by either one. 

GEMARA: Said Samuel: If the witnesses saw one running 
after them and said to him : What are you running for, we swear 
that we know no testimony for you, they are free, as liability 
attaches only to the case when they heard him adjuring them. 

What news does Samuel come to teach us? Is this not 
plainly stated in the last part of Mishna V.—viz.: 44 They must 
hear it from the mouth of the plaintiff ” ? Samuel finds it nec¬ 
essary to teach the case where he runs after them, lest one say 
that running he considered equivalent to direct asking. But 
even this point is already stated in our Mishna—viz.: 44 If one 
said," which renders it obvious that if he did not say it is not 
considered? Nay; if not for Samuel’s statement, it could be 
said that the expression of the Mishna is merely usual language; 
and it seems, indeed, to be no more than that, for the same ex¬ 
pression is used in the next chapter concerning the oath of a 
depositary, and there the 44 said ” can be meant only said , as it 
reads [Lev. v. 2i]: 44 If he lie unto his neighbor,” where there 
can be no difference whether one is asked or not; hence, the 
expression there is not particular (therefore Samuel teaches that 
in our Mishna the language is particular). 

There is a Boraitha in accordance with Samuel: If they, 
seeing someone coming after them, exclaimed: What are you 
following us for, we know no testimony for you, they are free; 
however, when this took place with regard to a deposit, they 
are liable. 

14 If he repeated this adjuration five times ,” etc. Whence is 
it deduced that liability attaches only to a denial made in the 
presence of the court? Said Abayi, from [ibid., ibid, i]: 44 If 
he do not tell it, and thus bear iniquity,” which implies only 
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such a place where the telling is effective, so as to make one pay 
upon it, but not if told in any other place. Said R. Papa to 
Abayi: According to your theory no oath should be considered 
if made outside the court! This could not be borne in mind, 
as there is a Boraitha: From the expression [ibid., ibid. 4]: 4< To 
anyone,” which makes one liable for each oath; now, if an oath 
made outside the court be not considered, how could one be 
liable for each, after it has been stated in our Mishna that even 
for five times he is liable but once, and R. Simeon gave the 
reason therefor? Infer then therefrom that an oath is consid¬ 
ered even when made outside the court, but a denial—only when 
in the court. 

“ If the two denied simultaneously ,” etc. But how is it possi¬ 
ble to ascertain with precision the simultaneity of their minds? 
Said R. ’Hisda: It is in accordance with R. Jose the Galilean, 
who says that it is possible. R. Johanan, however, maintains 
that this may also be in accordance with the rabbis, who hold 
that such is not possible, but our Mishna treats of the case 
where the two denied in an interval of a single word. Said R. 
Aha of Diphti to Rabina: Let us see; the length of an interval 
of a single word is estimated as the interval it takes a disciple to 
greet his master, and here they have to say: We swear that we 
know no testimony for you, which sentence consists of several 
words; and he answered: It means that each of the witnesses 
begins his testimony yet before his preceding witness has com¬ 
pleted his. 

** 1Both denied successively ,” etc. Our Mishna is not in ac¬ 
cordance with the Tana of the following Boraitha: If one adjured 
one witness, he is free; R. Elazar b. R. Simeon, however, holds 
him liable. Now, shall we assume that the point of difference 
here is that one holds one witness serves only to cause an oath 
to the other party, and that the other holds that he can also 
cause the payment of money? But how can you reason thus? 
Does not Abayi say further on that all agree that only one wit¬ 
ness is necessary in the case where the defendant is suspicious 
regarding an oath? Therefore, it must be said that all agree 
that one witness can cause only an oath but not payment, and 
the point of their difference is as follows: One holds that a thing 
which causes payment is itself considered as money, and accord¬ 
ing to the other it is not considered such. 

What has Abayi said? He said as follows: All agree con¬ 
cerning one witness in the case of a suspected wife; likewise all 
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agree concerning two witnesses in same; and furthermore there 
is a difference of opinion concerning the same case. All agree 
concerning the law of one witness, as well as concerning the law 
regarding the case where the opposing party is suspicious of per¬ 
jury. All agree concerning one witness in the case of a sus¬ 
pected wife that he is liable in case he was aware of the fact that 
the woman has sinned and refused to testify, as here the law 
trusts him to testify [Numb. v. 13]: “ And there be no witness 
against her,” hence, his refusal makes the husband pay; and all 
agree concerning witnesses that they are free, if they refused to 
testify that he warned his wife against staying alone with so and 
so; as their testimony would only cause not a direct payment, 
since apart from their testimony there must be yet another tes¬ 
timony by two witnesses that she has actually stayed with 
another one. And there is a difference concerning witnesses in 
such a case; if they were witnesses regarding her staying alone 
with so and so and they refused to testify; in which case if they 
did testify, they would only necessitate the drinking by her of 
the bitter water, when for fear she may confess, and only then 
the husband would be free from paying her marriage contract; 
it is regarding this that one holds that a thing causing the pay¬ 
ment of money is itself considered as money, and therefore they 
are liable to pay, while the other does not consider it such, 
therefore they are free. Furthermore, all agree concerning a 
case where there is but one witness and one of the parties is sus¬ 
pected of perjury, that the witness is liable; likewise they all 
agree concerning one witness in a case similar to that, which 
happened in the court of R. Aha, where one of the parties 
robbed a piece of metal (Last Gate, p. 93). 

(Says the Gemara): Let us see how was the case where one 
party is suspected of perjury? Who was suspected? If the 
borrower was so, and the lender says to the witness: If you 
would testify I should surely get the money, for my opponent 
is not fit to swear, hence, the oath will return to me so that 
/would swear and get the money; then the witness could retort: 
Who is sure that you will swear? Therefore we must say that 
both the parties were suspected, and the Master said elsewhere 
that in such a case the oath applies to him who has to swear 
first, and as he is not fit to swear he must pay. 

R. Papa said: There is also a case concerning a witness who 
refuses to testify to the death of a husband; in one case all 
agree that he is liable, and in another case all agree that he is 
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free; the latter is illustrated thus: If he told the fact to the 
widow, but refused to testify before the court, he is free; be¬ 
cause there is a Mishna: If a woman said that her husband is 
dead, she is trusted and may remarry (hence, his refusal to 
testify is not harmful to her); while the former case is illus¬ 
trated: If he refused to tell the fact even to the wife herself. 
Now, shall we infer from this that he who makes witnesses to 
swear in a case of real estate, it is considered, and they have 
to pay (as a marriage contract is collected from real estate only, 
and there is further on a question concerning this point)? Nay; 
perhaps in the hands of this woman it was already movable 
property, in which case she may collect her contract therefrom. 

‘ ‘ If one of them denies and the other confesses , ’ ’ etc. To what 
purpose is this stated? It has been said already above, that 
even if the second denied after the first he is free, so much the 
more so if he confessed? It means when both have denied, but 
one has instantly thereafter retracted and confessed; and it 
comes to teach us that the confession made in an interval of one 
word is considered as though no denial was made. But this is 
correct only according to R. ’Hisda, who has explained our 
Mishna in accordance with Jose the Galilean; then the first part 
teeaches that exact ascertainment is possible, and the second 
part teaches that the one-word interval is equivalent to a word. 
But according to R. Johanan both parts teach the same? It 
was necessary, as the last case speaks of denial and confession, 
while the first, only of denial. 

“ If there were two parties ,” etc. It is correct that the sec¬ 
ond party be liable, because it denied after the first had done so 
(hence, its refusal is a direct harm); but why should the first 
party be liable, when there is yet a second party who is fit to 
testify? Said Rabina: It speaks of a case where the witnesses 
of the second party were related to one another on their wives’ 
lines, and at that time when the first party denied, the wives of 
the other party were in the agony of death; and lest one say 
that in such a condition they are considered dead and hence 
their husbands are fit to be witnesses and consequently the first 
party is free, it comes to teach us that the agony of death is not 
to be taken into account, as they may yet recover. 

MISHNA III .: If one says: I adjure you that you come 
and bear me witness that I have in the possession of so and so 
a deposit, a loan, a stolen or lost object, to which they reply: 
We swear that we know no testimony to you, they are guilty 
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but once. But if their reply be: We swear that we are ignorant 
of your having in the possession of so and so a deposit, etc., they 
are guilty for each severally. I adjure you that you testify for 
me that I have deposited by so and so wheat, barley and rye, to 
which they answer: We swear that we know no testimony for 
you, so they are guilty but once. But if their answer be: We 
swear that we are ignorant of your having deposited by so and 
so wheat, barley and rye, they are guilty for each one severally. 
I swear you to witness that so and so owes me damages, half 
damages, double payment, or four and five-fold payment; that 
so and so insulted my daughter, seduced my daughter; that my 
son struck me, that my neighbor wounded me; set fire to my 
stag on the day of atonement, they are guilty (in case they 
deny). 

GEMARA: The schoolmen propounded a question: How 
is the law, if one adjure witnesses in a case of fine? This 
question is not according to R. Elazar b. R. Simeon, who says 
elsewhere that such witnesses are considered even after the de¬ 
fendant has confessed that he was fined; but is according to the 
rabbis, who declare the defendant free even when, after his con¬ 
fession, witnesses testified; and it seems that the rabbis of that 
statement are in accordance with the rabbis of the Mishna said 
above, that a thing causing money is not itself considered 
money. Now, shall we say that the refusal of the witnesses is 
not of direct harm, since the defendant has the choice to confess 
and then he is free; or, as he has not yet confessed, there is a 
claim of money and their refusal is of direct harm? Come and 
hear the statement of our Mishna: “ To testify half-damages,” 
which is a fine and nevertheless he is liable. But is there not 
one who says that even half-damages are according to law and 
not fine? (Hence, nothing can be inferred from here.) But 
again, does not the Mishna mention double-amount, which is 
surely fine? Yea; but the fine here is the doubling, while the 
Mishna finds him liable because in the doubling is included the 
amount stolen; and the same may be the case with four and 
five-fold. But is not the money which a seducer or insulter has 
to pay, not a fine, and yet the Mishna treats of it? Maybe the 
Mishna exacts this as indemnity for the shame and loss of value, 
and this indemnity is not a fine. But if all in the Mishna is 
money and not mere fine why should it repeat all these cases? 
The Mishna comes in its first part to teach us by the way that 
half-damages are considered money, and in its last part that if 
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one set fire to a stag on the day of atonement, he is liable to 
pay, although his act is in the category of Korath , which is 
against R. Neheunia b. Hakana (and all the other things are 
treated of only on account of this connection). 

Come and hear the following: I adjure you to testify that so 
and so has spread abroad an evil name on my daughter [Deut. 
xxii. 14], they are liable (if they refuse to do so); but if the 
man who has spread the evil name, confessed before the court 
that he did so falsely, he is free from paying the 100 shekkels 
(as according to the law he who confesses in a case subject to 
fine is free), hence, we see that this money is fine and they are 
liable none the less? It may be said that this Mishna is in 
accordance with R. Elazar b. Simeon, quoted above, who holds 
one liable even when the witnesses testify after his confession. 
But is not the last part which holds one free if he confessed on 
his own accord, in accordance with the rabbis? Nay; the whole 
Mishna is in accordance with R. Elazar, and it means to say 
that there can be found no case where one be free from payment 
(of the 100 shekkels) unless there were no witnesses at all and 
he confessed. 

MISHNA IV .: If one says: I adjure you to bear me witness 
that I am a priest, a Levite, not the son of a divorced woman, 
nor one who has performed Chalitzah ; that so and so is a priest, 
a Levite, not the son of an aforesaid woman; that so and so in¬ 
sulted or seduced someone’s daughter; that my son wounded 
me, that my neighbor wounded me or set fire to my stag on 
Sabbath, they are free. 

GEMARA: They are free because his claim concerns a third 
person; but how is it if he made them to swear that so and so 
owes a mana to someone, they would be liable? And does not 
the Mishna state that they are not liable unless made to swear 
by the plaintiff himself? Said Samuel: It means that he has 
from the latter a power of attorney. But did not the sages of 
Nahardea say that a judgment is not given on movables? Yea; 
but this is in case he denies, but if he does not deny, a judgment 
is given. 

The rabbis taught: Whence do we know that the verse [Lev. 
v. 1], quoted above, speaks of a money-claim only? Said R. 
Eliezar: From the analogy of expression “ or ” and “ no ” found 
here, and also in the case of a deposit, and as there it treats of 
a civil case, so also here. But is not the same expression found 
in [Numb, xxxv.] concerning a murder, i.e., a criminal and not 
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a civil case? We infer from these expressions, a case which im¬ 
plies an oath, while in that (of Numb.) there is no oath. But 
again, are not such expressions used in connection with a sus¬ 
pected woman in which case there is an oath, and yet it is not 
a civil case? There is used in this last case a priest, wherefor 
we infer but like cases where there is an oath but not a priest. 
R. Aqiba, however, said: It is inferred from [Lev. v. 5]: “By 
any one -of these f which means for some of them he is, while 
for others he is not, liable. How so? If it was a civil claim, 
he is liable, but not for something else. R. Jose the Galilean 
said, it reads [Lev. v. 1]: “ And he is a witness, since he hath 
either seen or knoweth,” which signifies such cases where he 
may be liable by seeing only or by knowing only; how so? I 
have lent you a mana in the presence of such and such witnesses, 
who may come and testify, this is a case of seeing only; and 
by knowing only, as in case one claims that so and so has con¬ 
fessed in the presence of such and such witnesses that he owes 
me a mana . R. Simeon said: We infer this from the case of 
deposit: as there it is only civil, so also here; furthermore we 
may draw this by an inference a fortiori —viz.: a deposit, with 
regard to which male and female, relatives and unrelated, fit and 
unfit to testify, are equal, and there is a liability for each oath, 
be it made in the presence or absence of the court, is neverthe¬ 
less but a civil case—the case of witnesses where the foregoing 
classes are not equal and where the liability attaches to but one 
oath and only when made in the presence of the court, should 
so much the more be only civil. And lest one say: The case of 
witnesses is more rigorous, as there is here a liability for an inten¬ 
tional and for being sworn by others which is not the case con¬ 
cerning a deposit, to this there is an analogy of expression: 
“ Sin ’’ found here and also in the case of a deposit, which justi¬ 
fies the inference that as the latter is civil, so also is the other case. 

R. Hamnuna was once in the presence of R. Jehudah, who 
propounded a question. If one says: I have lent you a mafia 
in the presence of so and so and so, and the witnesses saw the par¬ 
ties from the outside without being seen by the defendant, how is 
the case? Said R. Hamnuna: It depends on the form of the 
defendant’s answer; if he says that such has never occurred, he 
must be recognized as a liar; but if he says that he did take 
money but it was his own, then there will be no use in the wit¬ 
nesses' testifying to have seen this! Rejoined R. Jehudah: 
Your place may be in the college, as you enlighten your master. 
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There was one claiming: I lent you a mana here near this 
pillar; and the answer was: I have never in my life passed near 
this pillar. Witnesses, however, came and testified that he once 
urinated near that pillar; said R. Na’hman: He is then to be 
regarded a liar. Said Rabha to him: From a thing where one 
is not particular, his attention may wander away; this may have 
been the case with this defendant; he paid in that case no atten¬ 
tion to the pillar. 

R. Simeon said: As in the case of the deposit, etc., this 
statement was ridiculed in the west. Why? When R. Papa 
and R. Jehudah b. R. Jehoshua came from college, they said: 
The people of the west have ridiculed R. Simeon’s last state¬ 
ment—viz.: Lest one say that the case of witnesses is more 
rigorous, etc.; saying: To what purpose did he need this after 
he had used an analogy of expression? But why should it be 
ridiculed? Perhaps he had put this point before, but not after, 
he established the said analogy?* Because it was known that 
the Scripture has made mention of a witness-oath in connection 
both with an uttered oath, and with the case of defiling the 
Temple and its holiness in order to indicate that concerning a 
witness-oath “ Escaped his recollection ” is not stated (whereas 
it is stated regarding the others) in order to make one liable to 
a sin-offering even for such an intentional oath. 

MISHNA V .: If one says: I adjure you to bear me witness 
that so and so has promised to give me (as a present) 200 zuz, 
and did not, they are free, as they are guilty only in the case 
when money is required as a deposit. I adjure you that as 
soon as you become cognisant of testimony for me, you come 
and testify for me, they are free, since the oath preceded the 
act of testifying. When one says while standing in synagogue: 
I adjure you to bear me witness if you are cognizant thereof, so 
they are free unless he especially address his challenge to them. 
When one says to two: I adjure you so and so that, if you are 
cognisant of testimony in my favor, come and do so, to which 
they say: We swear that we know nothing for you, while in 
reality they do know, but only indirectly, or one of them is 
found to be a relative or an unfit, they are free. If one sends 
his servant to adjure them; or the defendant says to the wit- 


* In the text is also repeated what Rabha b. Aithi said above to contradict R. 
Simeon, which is followed again by a discussion. Rut it being very complicated and 
apparently offering nothing new, we omit the few lines. 
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nesses: I adjure you to testify for him if you know any testi¬ 
mony, they are free, for they must hear it from the mouth of 
the plaintiff. 

GEMARA: The rabbis taught: I adjure you to bear me 
witness that so and so promised me as a present ioo zuz and 
did not give them to me, they are free; lest one say that they 
should be liable, the analogy of expression “ sin ” used both 
concerning a deposit and here, teaches that as in the former the 
deposit was given, so also in this case. 

“ As soon as you become cognisa?it ,” etc. The rabbis taught: 
Lest one say that in such a case they should be liable, it reads, 
“ If he is a witness, or hath seen or knoweth,” which signifies 
that the act of testifying must precede the oath and not vice 
versa. 

While standing in synagogue ,” etc. Said Samuel: Even if 
his witnesses were among them. Is this not self-evident? He 
means to say: Even if he was standing beside them, and lest 
one say that in such a case it is considered as though he talked 
directly to them, he comes to teach us that it is not so. 

There is a Boraitha in support of Samuel: If one saw a crowd 
standing, among whom he recognized his witnesses and said: I 
adjure you to come and testify for me, lest one say that they are 
liable, it reads, " And he is a witness,” which signifies that the 
witnesses must be directly addressed, which he did not do. If, 
however, he said: I adjure you all who are standing here, to 
testify for me, they are liable, as here he addresses the witnesses 
directly. 

When one says to two” etc. The rabbis taught: Lest one 
say that in such a case they should be liable, it read, “He shall 
bear his iniquity,” which signifies that only then when they are 
fit to tell (on their own knowledge). 

“ If one sends his servant ,” etc. The rabbis taught: Lest 
one say that in such a case they should be liable, therefore the 
just-cited verse. But how is this to be understood? Said R. 
Elazar: The word “ not” (Hebrew, Lo) is spelled here with a 
redundant vahve and lo (with a vahve) means him (dativus) which 
is to be interpreted thus: If he will not tell to him, to the party 
himself, he bears iniquity; but if he will not tell to a stranger, 
he is free. 

MISHNA VI.: If one says: I adjure you, I impose upon 
you, I bind you (by oath), so they are guilty. If, however, he 
says: By heaven and earth, they are free; by any of the divine 
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names, or by some other divine attribute, so they are guilty. 
Blaspheme applies to them all, according to R. Mair, but not 
according to the sages. Whoever curses his father or mother 
by any of the above divine names, is guilty, so holds R. Mair, 
while the sages declare him free. Whoever curses himself or 
his neighbor by any of these transgresses a negative command. 
(If one says to the witness): Smite you God, or: May the Lord 
God smite you, so is this a biblical swearing. If he says (on 
your testifying): God smite you not, but bless you, may He 
bestow but good upon you (and they say: Amen), R. Mair 
finds them guilty, while the sages declare them free. 

GEMARA: “ I adjure you ,” etc. How is this to be under¬ 
stood? Said R. Jehudah: Thus, I adjure you with the oath 
written in the Torah, I impose upon you with the commands of 
the Torah, I bind you with the bonds of the Torah. Said Abayi 
to him: According to you, how should be understood the Bo- 
raitha of R. Hyya: “ For I chain you ” they are liable! Do we 
find “chaining” in the Torah? Therefore, said Abayi, it means 
to say thus: I adjure you with an oath, I impose upon you with 
an oath, I bind you with an oath, I chain you with an oath. 

“ Adonai," etc. Shall we assume that chanun and rachum 
(mentioned in the Mishna among the names to swear by) are 
also divine names? If so, then there is a contradiction from the 
following: There are names that may be erased, and others that 
must not; the latter are: Eil, Elo'echu, Eloim , Eloechem, Ei'eh 
asher Eieh, Aleph Daleth , Yah, Shadai and Zebaoth ; but Hago - 
dal, Hayibor, Hanora, Haadir, Hachazak , Haamatz, Haazaz, 
Chanun, Rachum, Ercch-apaim , Rabh-chcssed * may be erased; 
we see thus that chanun and rachum are not divine names? Said 
Abayi: The Mishna means to say, I adjure you by him who is 
all favor, or: all merciful. Said Rabha to him: If so, let him 
be liable for adjuring one by heaven and earth, as you could 
explain it to mean: by him to whom heaven and earth belong? 
This is no comparison; if you say, “ by him who is all favor,” 
etc., so as there is none but the Almighty who is such, it cer¬ 
tainly means Him, but heaven and earth as separate existences, 
cannot be explained as belonging. 

The rabbis taught: If one writes Aleph lamed (the first letters 

* The divine names, from Eil till Zebaoth inclusive, are known, while those from 
Hagodal till Rabh -chessed inclusive, mean in order as follows : The Great, Mighty, 
Awe-inspiring, Glorious, Strong, Omnipotent, Powerful, Gracious, Merciful, Long- 
suffering, and Abundant in beneficence. 
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from Eloim), or Yah from Jehova , it must not be erased; but 
Shin daleth from Shadai, or Aleph daleth from Adonai, Zadik 
beth from Zcbaoth, may be erased. Said R. Jose: The whole 
word Zebaoth may be erased, for this name applies only to 
Israel, as it reads [Exod. vii. 4]: “ And bring forth my armies 
(Zebaothai ), my people, the children of Israel.” Said Samuel: 
The Halakha does not prevail with R. Jose. 

The rabbis taught: All the prefixes and suffixes of the divine 
names may be erased, e.g., in b'adonai, badonai , mcadonai, the 
initial letters (which are prefixes) may be erased; in like manner 
in Elocchu, Elocnu Eloccrn the last syllables (which are suffixes) 
may be erased. Anonymous teachers, however, say: They 
must not be so, for they are already sanctified by the holy name. 
Said R. Hana: And so the Halakha prevails. 

All the divine names found in the Torah in connection with 
Abraham, are holy, except that of [Gen. xviii. 3]: “And he 
said, my Lord,” which was addressed to an angel. ’Hanina, 
the nephew of R. Jehoshua, and R. Elazar b. Azaria in the 
name of Elazar the Madai say that even this name, too, is holy. 
(Now, what was said in the name of R. Jehudah b. Rabh that 
hospitality is considered greater than the reception of the glory 
of the Shechina , is in accordance with these two.) Furthermore, 
all the names found in connection with Lot, are common, ex¬ 
cept [ibid. xix. 18, 19]: “ Oh, not so, my Lord; (Adonai) thy 
servant hath found grace in thy eyes, and thou hast magnified 
thy kindness,” etc., and who but God can save? Again, all 
names in connection with Nob’oth* are holy, those in connec¬ 
tion with Micha [Jud. xvii.] are common. R. Elazar, however, 
said that the names with Nob’oth are holy, but those with 
Micha are partly holy and partly common, namely El is com¬ 
mon and Yah is holy, except [ibid., ibid. 31]: “ Eloim," which 
though beginning with El, is holy. All the names in connection 
with the Vale of Benjamin [ibid, xx.] are according to R. Eliezar 
common, and according to R. Jehoshua they are holy. Said 
R. Eliezar to him: How can they be holy when He has not ful¬ 
filled his promise? Said R. Jehoshua: He has fulfilled His 
promise, but the people there did not understand what was said 
to them; a proof to this you find in the fact that after they had 
comprehended it, they conquered, as it reads [ibid., ibid. 28]: 
“And Phineahas, the son of Elazar . . . stood,” etc. The 


* I Kings xxi. 3. 
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name Shelomah wherever mentioned in Solomon’s Songs is holy 
[Song, i. i]: “ Le-Shelojnak ” means, to the king to whom peace 
belongs; except [ibid. vii. 12]: “Thine, O Solomon.” Ac¬ 
cording to others [ibid. iii. 7]: “ The bed which is Solomon’s,” 
is also common. Wherever in Daniel the word king is men¬ 
tioned, it is common except [Sam. ii. 37]: “ Thou, O king, art 
a king of kings, to whom the God of heaven hath given king¬ 
dom, power, and strength, and honor.” According to others 
also [ibid. iv. 16]: “ My Lord! ... for those who hate thee ” ; 
for, to whom did Daniel address this? Surely not to Nebuchad¬ 
nezzar, because by so doing he would curse Israel, who were the 
haters of the same; hence, he must have addressed it to God. 
The first Tana, however, maintains that enemies exist only to 
Israel, but other nations have no enemies. 

Or by some other attributes,” etc. There is a contradiction 
[Numb. v. 21]: “ The Lord then make thee a curse (olah) and 
an oath ”; to what purpose is this repeated, after the beginning 
of the verse reads: “And the priest shall charge the woman 
with an oath of imprecation {olah)” ? Because, it reads [Lev. 
v. 1]: “ The voice of adjuration {olah),” where it means an oath, 
so also here it means an oath; and as there it means “ with the 
holy name,” so here, too, it means so. Hence we see that olah 
means an oath, and the Mishna says that “ Smite you God ” is 
an olah written in the Torah? Said Abayi: This presents no 
difficulty, the cited discussion is in accordance with R. Hanina 
b. Aidi, which our Mishna is in accordance with the rabbis, as 
we have learned in the following Boraitha. R. Hanina b. Aidi 
said: As it reads “ Swear and not swear, curse and not curse,” 
we must compare curse to swearing; just as an oath means by 
the holy name, so also not to swear means by the holy name, 
and the same is with curse and not curse. But let us see; what 
is the reason of the rabbis’ view? If they uphold this analogy, 
then let them require the unique holy name {i.e., Jehovah) to 
any oath; and if they do not uphold this analogy, whence do 
they deduce that olah means an oath? From the following 
Boraitha: The expression olah means an oath, and it likewise 
reads in the above-cited verse “ And the priest shall charge the 
woman with an oath of olah” But as it reads here “ with the 
oath of olah,” must we not say that olah itself is not an oath? 
It means to say that the word olah comes together with an oath 
only. And whence do we know that oath alone should be 
treated as if conjoined with olah? From [Lev. v. 1]: “The 
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voice of an olah" (which word voice would be superfluous, as 
olah alone means also an oath), therefore it is to be interpreted 
thus: He hears either a voice alone (without an olah), or an olah 
alone (without an oath). 

R. Abuhu said: Whence do we know that olah means an 
oath? From [Ezek. xvii. 13]: “ And bound him with an oath 
{olah)"; furthermore, it reads [II Chron. xxxvi. 13]: “Who 
had made him swear by God.” There is a Boraitha: The word 
orar embraces ban {nidui), curse {kelabah), and oath {sheb'aah); 
ban —from [Jud. v. 23]: “ Curse {orur) ye Meroz,” etc., con¬ 
cerning which Ula said : He placed Meroz under ban with 400 
trumpets; curse—from [Deut. xxviil. 13]: “And these shall 
stand for the sake of the curse {kelabah)" and [ibid., ibid. 15]: 
“ Cursed {orur) be the man ” ; finally, oath—from [Josh. vi. 26]: 
“ And Joshua adjured . . . saying cursed,” etc.; and also from 
[I Sam. xiv. 24]: “And Saul adjured the people, saying, 
cursed.” 

R. Jose b. Hanina said: Amen embraces oath, acceptance, 
and confidence; oath—from [Numb. v. 22]: “And the woman 
shall say amen, amen”; acceptance— from [Deut. xxvii. 26]: 
“ Cursed be he that accepteth not this law . . . and all the 
people shall say, amen”; and confidence —from [Jerem. xxviii. 
6] : “ Said Jeremiah the Prophet, amen, may the Lord do so.” 

R. Elazar said: Nay means an oath, and yea means also an 
oath. (Says the Gemara) : It is’correct that Nay means an oath, 
as it reads [Gen. ix. 15] : “ And the waters shall no more {V'lo) 
become a flood,” and [Isa. liv. 9] : “ As I have sworn that the 
waters of Noah should no more {V'lo)" ; but whence do we know 
that yea is an oath? This is merely common sense: if Nay is an 
oath yea is one, too. Said Rabha: Provided he says each twice; 
nay, nay, or yea, yea; and this is inferred from the above cited 
verse [Gen. ix.] where no {V'lo) is written twice, and as Nay 
must be said twice to become an oath, so also yea.* 

“ Curses himself or his 7 ieighbor y " etc. Said R. Janai: Con¬ 
cerning this statement, all agree that he transgress thereby a 
negative commandment; concerning one's self it reads [Deut. 
iv. 9]: “ Only take heed to thyself, and guard thy soul ”; and 
we have seen above that such an expression means a negative 
commandment; and concerning his neighbor, it reads [Lev. xix. 
14]: “ Thou shalt not curse the deaf.” 


Concerning blasphemy repeated here, see Sanhedrin, Chap. VII., Mish. S. 
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“ Smite you God,” etc. R. Kahana, while sitting before R. 
Jehudah, repeated the Mishna in its own language, and he said 
to him : Change the language and use it in the third person. It 
again happened that one of the rabbis while sitting before 
R. Kahana read [Psalms, lii. 7]: “ God will also destroy thee," 
etc., the whole verse, and R. Kahana said to him: Read it in 
the third person. And the two cases are cited here, lest one 
say that in a Mishna it is allowed to change the language but 
not in the Scripture. 

“ God smite you not” etc. But we know that according to 
R. Mair’s theory we do not infer from a negative rule a positive 
one; reverse then the order of the names in the Mishna. How¬ 
ever, when R. Itz’hak came from Palestine he taught the Mishna 
as it is. Said R. Joseph: Now that we see that in Palestine, 
too, the Mishna is taught as by us, the foregoing difficulty must 
be resolved thus: R. Mair’s theory that we are not to infer yeas 
from nays, concerns only civil cases, but concerning criminal 
cases he, too, holds that we do. But is not the case of a sus¬ 
pected woman a crime, and R. Tan’hum b. ’Hakhinui said: In 
this case it reads [Numb. v. 19]: " Then be thou free ’’ to show 
that if it were not expressly stated we would not infer? Hence, 
even in criminal cases we do not infer, wherefor we must say 
that R. Mair’s theory applies also to crimes and the order of the 
names in the Mishna is to be reversed. Rabina opposed from 
a Mishna that places under the category of capital punishment 
him who enters the sanctuary while he is intoxicated, and this 
is inferred only from the Scripture’s prohibiting one to enter in 
such a condition, and R. Mair does not oppose in this case? 
Therefore we must say that concerning crime he holds his the¬ 
ory, and the difficulty regarding the suspected woman is to be 
resolved, thus: it is a case where money, i.e., a civil matter, is 
also concerned—viz.: in connection with her marriage contract. 


CHAPTER V. 


RULES AND REGULATIONS CONCERNING THE DEPOSITORY-OATH : WHO 
IS OR IS NOT FIT TO TAKE IT ; WHERE THE DENIAL OF THE 
DEPOSIT BY OATH MUST TAKE PLACE ; THE CONDITIONS DETER¬ 
MINING THE LIABILITY TO BE EITHER ONE OR FOR EACH ARTICLE 
SEPARATELY ; IN WHICH RESPECT SUCH OATH IS MORE RIGOROUS 
THAN THE WITNESS OATH. 

MISHNA /.: The depository oath concerns men and women, 
non-kindred and kindred, those fit to testify and those unfit, 
cases within the court and outside thereof, provided it comes 
forth from one’s own mouth, but if through that of others, he 
is not liable unless he denies it before the court; such is R. 
Mair’s view, while the sages teach: Regardless of whether it 
comes from one’s own mouth or from that of others, he is guilty 
so long as he denies it. But one is guilty for willful perjury and 
willful denial of the deposit when ignorant of the liability; not 
so, however, if he was mistaken concerning the oath only. And 
what is the fine attached to a willful oath? A trangression offer¬ 
ing in the value of two shekkels. How does the oath concern¬ 
ing deposits take place? When one says: Give me my deposit 
that I have in your possession, and latter replies thereto: I 
swear you have nothing with me, or merely: You have nothing 
with me, whereupon the former says: I adjure you, and this 
answers: Amen, and so he is guilty. If the plaintiff adjured 
him five times either before court or outside and he denied it 
by oath every time, so he is guilty for each time severally. R. 
Simeon said: The reason is that he had ample possibility to con¬ 
fess the truth. If five people require of him in the same time, 
saying: Give us the deposit we have in your possession, and he 
says: I swear ye have nothing with me, so he is guilty but once. 
But if he says: I swear that thou hast nothing with me, no r 
thou you, nor thou, so he is guilty for each one severally. R. 
Eliezar says: Provided he make the oath last. R. Simeon says: 
Provided he accompany each statement with the words I swear. 

If one says: Give me the deposit, the loan, the stolen and 
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lost, that I have in your possession, he replies: I swear that you 
have nothing with me, he is guilty but once. If, however, his 
reply be: I swear that you have nothing with me, either de¬ 
posit, or loan, or the robbed and lost, so he is guilty for each 
one severally. The same is the case with wheat, barley, and if 
he denies all with one oath he is guilty but once, and if he re¬ 
peated “ I swear ” with each one, he is liable for each. R. Mair 
says: Even if he required the things in the singular, the other 
one is guilty for each one severally. If one says: You have vio¬ 
lated or seduced my daughter and he replies: I have done 
neither the one nor the other, I adjure you whereto he says: 
Amen, so he is guilty. R. Simeon holds him free, for one does 
not pay fine on his own confession. To which it was objected: 
Although upon self-confession one pays no fine, yet he must 
pay indemnity for shame and loss of value. You have stolen 
my ox; I have not stolen him; I adjure you, the other one: 
Amen, so he is guilty. But if the latter says: True, I have 
stolen your ox, but not slaughtered nor sold him; I adjure you; 
Amen, so he is free. Your ox has killed mine; He did not; I 
adjure you; Amen, so he is guilty. Your ox has killed my 
slave; He did not; I adjure you ; Amen, so he is free. You have 
bruised me and wounded me; I have neither bruised nor wounded 
you; I adjure you; Amen, so he is guilty. But if the slave says 
to his master: You have blown out my eye or tooth, and latter 
replies: I have done to you neither the one nor the other; I 
adjure you; Amen, so he is free. This is the general rule: 
Whenever one has to pay damages on self-confession, he is (in 
case of perjury) guilty, but whenever he has not to pay on self¬ 
confession, he is free. 

GEMARA: R. A’hra b. Huna, R. Samuel b. Rabba b. b. 
’Hana and R. Itz’hak b. R. Jehudah have been learning the 
Tract Shebaoth at Rabba’s college; and when R. Kahana met 
them he asked: What is the law when one has intentionally 
made a depository oath in spite of a warning, is he liable to a 
sin-offering or not? Shall we assume that, as this law to bring 
a sin-offering for an intentional oath is novel, there is no differ¬ 
ence whether there was warning or not, or this law holds good 
only when there was no warning, and if there was, he is subject to 
stripes and not to a sin-offering, or to both ? And they answered: 
This we have learned in our Mishna; the depository oath is 
more rigorous, as stripes apply to it when intentional, and a 
trespass-offering for two shekkels when unintentional. Now, as 
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it states stripes, it must be that he was warned, and no offering 
is mentioned; and concerning the rigorousness it may be said 
that one is pleased to bring a sin-offering instead of getting 
stripes. Said Rabba b. Eithi to them: This is in accordance 
with R. Simeon, who holds that an intentional depository-oath 
cannot be atoned for, but according to the rabbis who maintain 
that it can, he must bring an offering also. Said R. Kahana to 
them: Leave out the Boraitha cited by you, as I taught it Thus; 
it makes no difference whether it was intentional or uninten¬ 
tional, he is liable to a trespass-offering for two shekkels; and 
the rigorousness is that for any other oath he may bring a sin- 
offering in the value of a Savutos, while here it must be in the 
value of two shekkels. But then, why did R. Kahana resolve 
his question from here? Because this may be a case where there 
was no warning. 

According to another version R. Kahana adduced the follow¬ 
ing Boraitha: No liability attaches to an unintentional oath ; and 
what is the liability"of an intentional? A trespass-offering for 
two shekkels. Does it not mean a case where there was warn¬ 
ing? Nay; it may mean one without warning. Come and hear 
another Boraitha: The comparison with the offering of a Naza- 
rite cannot be drawn here, as a Nazarite who defiles himself gets 
stripes in addition, while to a depository-oath stripes do not 
apply; now, since it states that he does get stripes he must have 
been warned, and nevertheless it states that to a depository-oath 
stripes do not apply, whence it is to be understood that an offer¬ 
ing is required in this case? Nay; it may be said that it means 
that stripes do not suffice without an offering. But if such be 
the case, the Nazarite who gets stripes must not bring an offer¬ 
ing any more; is it not expressly written that he is liable to an 
offering? His offering is not for his transgression, but for en¬ 
abling him to continue in his state of a Nazarite in purity. 

R. Kahana's question from above was recited before Rabba 
and he said: From this it maybe inferred that, if he was not 
warned by the witnesses, and they testify, he is nevertheless 
liable to a sin-offering; but if such a case happens in civil law, 
his denial would count for nothing, and there are witnesses and 
he must pay; why then shall he in this case be liable to a sin- 
offering? (Says the Gemara): From Rabba’s question we may 
conclude that his opinion is that he who denies a debt in spite 
of witnesses is not subject to a biblical oath. Said R. ’Hanina 
to Rabba: The following Boraitha supports your opinion. It 
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reads [Lev. v. 22]: “ And lie concerning it ” to exclude the case 
when he confesses this to one of the brothers or partners, “ swear 
falsely" to exclude the case where there were documents or 
witnesses. And he answered: If you have in the Boraitha no 
other support but this, it is no support to me at all, as this Bor¬ 
aitha is to be interpreted thus: If the defendant says, I have 
borrowed from you but not in the presence of witnesses, or not 
on any document (hence, the Boraitha has in view not denial 
but confession); and this interpretation is necessitated by the 
expression of this Boraitha " To one of the brothers ”; because 
how was the case? If he confessed the half of the amount, then 
there is a complete denial of the other half; thus we must say 
that the confession to one of the brothers means that the denial 
was not concerning the amount, but springing from his assertion 
that he made the loan of 07 ie of the brothers only, so that it is 
but a denial of words, and as the first part of the Boraitha means 
a denial of words and not of the amount, so also the second 
part. 

Come and hear. It was said above: He is not liable for its 
unintentional; and what is the liability for an intentional? A 
trespass-offering, etc. Shall we not assume that it means a case 
where there were witnesses warning him? Nay, it means that 
there were no witnesses. Come and hear another objection. If 
the depository claims that the deposit has been stolen from him, 
swears, but thereafter confesses, and there are also witnesses to 
this effect, it depends on the following: if the witnesses come 
after he has sworn, he must pay double amount and bring a 
trespass-offering; but if he has confessed before the appearance 
of the witnesses he has to pay the amount plus one-fifth of it 
and bring a trespass-offering. (We see then that he is liable to 
a trespass-offering in any case)? This may be explained also as 
Rabina stated above—viz.: At the time he takes the oath the 
wives of the witnesses find themselves in agony, etc. (see above 
p. 67), but in case of simple witnesses no offering is necessary. 
Said Rabina to R. Ashi: Come and hear: a depository oath is 
more rigorous, since for an intentional he is liable to stripes and 
for an unintentional to a trespass-offering in shekkels; now, 
stripes presuppose a warning by witnesses, and nevertheless it 
says that for an unintentional a trespass-offering (which signifies 
by implication that no offering applies to an intentional)? Said 
R. Mordachai: Leave alone this Boraitha, as R. Kahana said. 
This Boraitha/taught and it states that a trespass-offering must 
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be brought, immaterial whether for an intentional or uninten¬ 
tional one. Finally, come and hear the following objection: In 
the discussion (above, p. 69) concerning an inference a fortiori it 
is stated that there is a difference regarding a Nazarite defiling 
himself, as he gets stripes, which is not the case with a deposi¬ 
tory oath; now, a Nazarite does not get stripes unless there 
were witnesses, and as it says that it is not the case with a de¬ 
pository-oath, it signifies that even if here were witnesses stripes 
do not apply, but an offering does apply, hence Rabba’s state¬ 
ment is objected. 

R. Johanan, however, said: If one denies money where there 
are witnesses, he is subject to an oath but is free from such if 
there is a document. Said R. Papa: The reason of R. Johanan 
is that witnesses are subject to death (then the denial would be 
considered, which is not the case with a document. Said R. 
Huna b. R. Jehoshua to R. Papa: May it not happen also to a 
document to be lost? Therefore, R. Johanan’s reason is that 
to a document real estate is encumbered, and there is no oath 
concerning the denying of real estate. 

It was taught: If one adjures witnesses in a case of real 
estate, R. Johanan and R. Elazar differ: according to one they 
are liable, according to the other they are not; now, from what 
R. Johanan has said above it is to conclude that he is the one 
who declares them free, and his reason is that advanced by R. 
Huna b. Jehoshua. 

Said R. Jeremiah to R. Abuhu: Shall we assume that R. 
Johanan and R. Elazar differ in what R. Eliezar and the rabbis 
differ (First Gate, Mishna VII. p. 270; see Mishna and Gemara), 
and he who makes him liable agrees with R. Eliezar of that 
Mishna, while he who frees him agrees with the rabbis? And 
he answered: Nay; as he who makes him free may say that in 
such a case even R. Eliezar admits since here concerning a false 
oath it reads [Lev. v. 22]: “In any one of all,” but not all, 
which excludes real estate. Said R. Papa in the name of Rabha: 
It seems to be so also from our Mishna, which illustrates it by 
the theft of an ox and not by that of a slave, and this is because 
a slave is considered real estate to which an offering does not 
appiy. 

‘ 4 How does the oath concerning deposits take place , ’ ’ etc. The 
rabbis taught: “ When the oath was made in general, he is liable 
but for one; but when in particular, he is liable for each sever¬ 
ally ” ; so R. Mair. R. Jehudah, however, said: If he says, I 
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swear I have it not from thee, and not from thee, and not from 
thee, he is liable for each one; R. Eliezar, however, maintains 
that he is liable for each one only then when the words " I 
swear" were said last; but R. Simeon said that to be liable 
for each one he must mention " I swear" with each one sepa¬ 
rately. Said R. Jehudah in the name of Samuel: The general 
of R. Mair is the particular of R. Jehudah (i.e., " and not from 
thee, and not from thee," which is considered by R. Mair as a 
general, R. Jehudah considers a particular), and the general of 
R. Jehudah (i.e., the same statement but without "and") is 
the particular of R. Mair. R. Johanan, however, said: Con¬ 
cerning " and not from " all agree that it is a particular; where 
they differ is regarding "not from thee ’ ’ (without * ‘ and ’ ’), which 
is to R. Mair a particular, and to R. Jehudah a general. What 
then is a general to R. Mair? " I swear that you all have nothing 
with me." But what is the point they differ in? Samuel bases 
his view upon the just-cited Boraitha in which R. Jehudah says 
" and not from thee " is a particular, and this must be taken as 
an answer to R. Mair, who maintains that such statement is a 
general. On the other hand, R. Johanan bases his view upon 
our Mishna in which R. Mair says that for swearing" you all 
have nothing with "he is guilty but for one, whence it follows 
that if he states in his swearing " not from thee, not from thee " 
he is culpable for each. As to the Boraitha, R. Johanan ex¬ 
plains it thus: R. Jehudah, answering R. Mair, says: concerning 
the phrase " and not from thee " I agree with you that it is a 
particular, but I do not agree with you concerning the phrase 
" not from thee, not from thee " (without and); to which Sam¬ 
uel cannot agree, as, he thinks, if this were the case R. Jehudah 
would state only in what he differs. As to the Mishna, Samuel 
does not agree with R. Johanan, as according to Samuel the 
phrase " and not from thee" is identical with " not from you 
all. (Here follow objections to the above, from our Mishna, 
where in all the cases it is stated with a vahve (-and) and the 
answer is: read it without "and." And to the question: Is 
it possible that all the " ands " are mistakes, it answers that the 
whole Mishna is in accordance with Rabbi’s view in Tract Zeba- 
chim, where he plainly says that there is no difference whether 
the conjunction " and " was said or not. 

" R. Mair says: Even," etc. Said R. A’ha b. R. Aika: It 
means that even if he says wheat in the singular, it none the 
less means a measure of the same (as we find in [Exod. ix. 32] 
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the word for wheat in the singular, and it denotes the whole 
kind of wheat). 

“ Give vie the wheat," etc. Said R. Johanan: The value of 
a Peruta from all of them counts to make him liable for each 
severally, and R. A’ha and Rabina differ in their explaining this 
point. According to one he is liable only for three particulars, 
but not for the oath as such, which is a general; while the other 
maintains that he is liable for four: for the three particulars, and 
for the oath as a general. But has not R. Hyya taught that he 
is liable to fifteen sin-offerings (if he swore to five persons), so 
that the Tana of the Boraitha counts only the particulars and 
not the five generals (for, with the generals it would make up 
20:3 x 5 = 15 for the particulars, and five for the oaths in gen¬ 
eral)? The Tana counts only the particulars, and he does not 
count the generals, though he holds one liable for a general. 
But again, there is another Boraitha by the same R. Hyya in 
which the liability counts twenty? This second Boraitha refers 
to the previous statement in the Mishna, 44 Give me the deposit, 
the loan,” etc., which amount to four particulars. 

Rabha questioned R. Na’hman: How is it if five persons 
claim the four articles just mentioned, and he says to one of 
them: I swear that thou hast not with me a deposit, a loan, a 
robbed, a lost article, and not thou, and not thou, and not thou, 
and not thou, he is liable with regard to the last four only to 
one sin-offering (so that all in all he should be liable to eight), 
or because he said to each one, 44 and not thou,” the particulars 
must be counted in each case, and hence he is liable to twenty? 
Come and hear what R. Hyya taught above: Twenty sin-offer¬ 
ings; now, if R. Hyya had in view that all particulars were men¬ 
tioned in the oath, would it be necessary for him to specify the 
number of the sin-offerings? Hence, he surely has in view a 
case illustrated by you, and makes one liable for all the par¬ 
ticulars. 

44 You violated , ” etc. Said R. Hyya b. Aba in the name of 
R. Johanan: The reason of R. Simeon is that the main claim in 
this case is fine. Said Rabha: We may illustrate R. Simeon’s 
view as follows: If one says, 44 Give me the wheat, barley and 
rye which I have with you,” and the answer is, 44 I swear that 
you have no wheat with me,” and it was found that he really 
had no wheat, but had barley and rye, he is free, because the 
oath for the wheat was true; said Abayi to him: This illustra¬ 
tion does not answer the purpose, since when swearing about 
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wheat he did not deny barley and rye. But R. Simeon’s view 
may be illustrated thus: one answers “ I swear you have noth¬ 
ing with me,” whereupon it was found that he had no wheat, 
but barley and rye, in which case he is culpable? Therefore, 
when Rabin came he said in the name of R. Johanan: Their 
point of difference is that according to R. Simeon the plaintiff 
demands only the fine, but not the indemnity for the shame and 
loss of value which is not fine, while according to the sages he 
demands also the latter. And their respective reasons are ex¬ 
plained by R. Papa thus: According to R. Simeon one would 
not demand an amount that has to be appraised as yet, while 
the fine is an amount established in the Scripture; on the other 
hand, the rabbis maintain that, on the contrary, one would not 
demand a fine, the admission of which by the offender makes 
him free, while the indemnity for shame, etc. he must pay at all 
events. 


CHAPTER VI. 


RULES AND REGULATIONS CONCERNING THE CIRCUMSTANCES UNDER 
WHICH THE COURT GIVES AN OATH TO ONE OF THE CONTESTANTS. 
—THE NATURE OF THE CLAIM AND OF ITS PARTIAL ADMISSION. 
—WHICH ADMISSION IS OR IS NOT REGARDED AS CORRESPONDING 
WITH THE CLAIM.—THE CASES WHERE THE CLAIM IS FOR MOVE¬ 
ABLES AND THE ADMISSION FOR IMMOVABLES, OR vice VCrSCl ._WHO 

ARE OR ARE NOT FIT TO ENTER A CLAIM WHICH ENTAILS AN OATH. 

-THE FORM OF THE OATH AND THE INTRODUCTION THERETO 

USED BY THE COURT, AS WELL AS THE KIND OF SACRED OBJECT 
ONE MUST HOLD WHEN TAKING THE OATH.—ARTICLES THE CLAIM 

TO WHICH ENTAILS NO OATH.-THE CONDITIONS UNDER WHICH 

EITHER AN OATH MUST BE TAKEN FOR A LOST PLEDGE OR THE 
VALUE THEREOF MUST BE PAID. 

MISHNA /.: In the case of an oath before court, the claim 
must amount to two silver, and the confession, to one peruta; 
and if the confession is not of the same kind with the claim, he 
is free. How so? I have with you two silver. You have by 
me only one peruta; he is free. I have with you two silver and 
one peruta. You have by me but one peruta; he is liable. I 
have with you one mana. You have nothing by me; he is free. 
I have one mana with you. You have by me only fifty dinar; 
he is liable. My father has a mana with you. You have by 
me only fifty dinar; he is free, for he is in this case like to him 
who returns a thing lost. I have with you a mana. Yea. Next 
day the plaintiff says: Give it to me. I have given it to you 
already; he is free; but if his answer be: You have nothing by 
me, he is liable.. I have with you a mana. Yea. Give it to 
me only in presence of witnesses. Next day he requires the 
money, whereupon the defendant says: I have given it to you 
already; he is liable, as he was to pay it before witnesses. I 
have in your possession a litra of gold. Nay; you have by me 
only a litra of silver; he is free. But if plaintiff says: I have 
with you a gold dinar. Nay; you have by me only a silver 
dinar, a trecissis, a fundion and a perutah, he is liable, since all the 
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mentioned coins are of the same kind. I have in your posses¬ 
sion a kur of grain. Nay; you have only a lethech of legume; 
he is free. I have with you a kur of fruit. Nay; you have by 
me only a lethech of legume; he is liable, since legume is in the 
category of fruit. If the claim was wheat and the defendant 
admits barley, he is free. Raban Gamaliel, however, finds him 
liable. If one requires from another tankards of oil, and latter 
admits pitchers, he must, according to Admon, take the oath, 
since it is a case of partial admission; but the sages say: The 
confession is not of the same kind with the claim. Said R. 
Gamaliel: Admon’s decision appears to me to be correct. If 
one requires movables and real estate and the other admits 
movables but denies real estate or vice versa , he is free. If he 
admits but a part of the real estate he is likewise free; but if he 
admits but a part of the movables, he is liable, for property that 
is not subject to loss necessitates the taking of the oath with 
reference to property that is subject thereto. There is no oath 
to the claim of a deaf-mute, an imbecile, or a minor; nor is a 
minor to take an oath, but there is an oath to the claim of a 
minor or of the sanctuary. 

GEMARA: How is an oath given? Said R. Jehudah in the 
name of Rabh: One is made to swear with the oath of the Scrip¬ 
ture [Gen. xxiv. 3]: “And he will make thee swear by the 
Lord, the God of heaven.” Said Rabina to R. Ashi: Is this in 
accordance with R. Hanina b. Aidi, who said that the unique 
holy name is required? Answered he: Nay; this may be even 
in accordance with the rabbis, who say that a divine attribute is 
sufficient, and the difference between the two is that he (who 
takes the oath) must keep in his hand a holy object; and this is 
in accordance with Rabha, who said that a judge who gives one 
the oath in the name of the Lord the God of heaven should be 
considered as he who erred in what was written plainly in a 
Mishna, so that the oath must be given again. And R. Papa 
says that a judge who gives one the oath by making him keep 
the Tephilin , is likewise considered erring, as the object kept 
must be the holy scrolls. (Says the Gemara): The Halakha 
prevails with Rabha, as there is no oath made without one’s 
holding some holy object; and not with R. Papa, as after all 
there was a holy object in the hand of the one who took the 
oath. 

One must stand when taking the oath; a scholar, however, 
may do it while sitting. Furthermore, the oath must originally 
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be performed with the holy scrolls; a scholar, however, may 
take the oath even originally with Tephilin. 

The rabbis taught: Also an oath taken by one before the 
court must be uttered in a language he understands, and the 
court must say to him the following introduction to the oath: 
Be aware that the whole world was trembling when the Holy 
One, blessed be He, spake on the Mount Sinai: 4< Thou shalt 
not bear the name of the Lord thy God falsely”; likewise con¬ 
cerning all transgressions mentioned in the Torah it reads: 

Venakkei ” (literally, he will forgive),‘and concerning a false 
oath it reads further, 44 Lo ienakei" (literally, he will not for¬ 
give); again, for all other transgressions only the sinner himself 
is punished, while here (in case of oath) the punishment extends 
also to his family, as it reads [Eccl. v. 5]: “Suffer not thy 
mouth to cause thy flesh to sin,” and by the expression 44 flesh ” 
one’s family is meant, as [Isa. lviii. 7]: “ From thy own flesh.” 
Furthermore, for all other transgressions the sinner himself is 
alone punished, while here the whole world is punished, as 
[Hosea, iv. 2, 3]: “ There is false swearing, etc. . . . therefore 
shall the land mourn.” (But perhaps it means that only when 
the sinner committed all the transgressions mentioned here in 
Hosea? This cannot be borne in mind, as it reads in [Jerem. 
xxiii. 10]: “ For because of false swearing mourneth the land.”) 
Again, the punishment for all other transgression is, because of 
the merits of the sinner’s forefathers, postponed for some two or 
three generations, but here he is punished immediately, as it 
reads [Zech. v. 4]: “I bring it forth, saith the Lord of hosts, 
and it shall enter into the house of the thief, and in to the house 
of him that sweareth falsely by my name: and it shall remain in 
the midst of his house, and shall consume it with its timber and 
its stones”; “ I bring it forth” means immediately; “ it shall 
enter into the house of the thief ” means who steal the mind of 
the people, e.g., he who has no money with his neighbor, claims 
such and makes latter swear; 44 into the house of him who swear¬ 
eth falsely” means literally; “ it shall remain in the midst of 
his house,” etc., to learn from this that things indestructible by 
fire or water are destroyed by false swearing. If after having 
listened to all this introduction, he says: 44 I will not take the 
oath,” the court sends him away immediately (that he might not 
reconsider and take it); but if he says: 44 I will nevertheless 
swear,” the people present say [Numb. xvi. 26]: 44 Depart, I 
pray you, from the tents of these wicked.” 
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Again, when he is ready to take the oath, the court says 
again to him: Be aware that the oath which you take is not 
according to your own mind, but to the mind of the Omnipotent 
and of the court, as we find by Moses, our master, when he 
made the Israelites swear, he said: You shall be aware that your 
oath is not by your own mind, but by that of the Omnipotent, 
as it reads [Deut. xxix. 13, 14]: "And not with you alone, 
etc. . . . But with him that is standing here," etc., and it is 
not meant only those were at the Mount Sinai, but all future 
generations, and all proselytes who will embrace Judaism in the 
future; and not only regarding the commandments given on 
that Mount, but also regarding all commandments that will be 
established in the future and be they lenient, such as the reading 
of the Book of Esther, as it reads there [Est. ix. 27]: " The 
Jews confirmed it as a duty," etc., which means they confirmed 
a duty imposed upon them in the past. 

The text above states " also an oath," etc. Why also? It 
is an addition to a Mishna in Tract Benedictions—viz.: the fol¬ 
lowing are uttered in any language: The portion said to a sus¬ 
pected woman, the confession on tithe, the reading of Shema , 
the saying of the prayer, of the benediction after meals, the wit¬ 
ness-oath, and the oath of a depository. So that the " also" 
from here comes to add yet the oath given by the court. 

The master says: The whole world was trembling, etc. But 
why? Was it because it was ordained on Sinai? Then, all the 
ten commandments were given there; and if because it is more 
rigorous, is it indeed so? Is there not a Mishna: Lenient means 
positive and negative, except " Thou shalt not bear the holy 
name," etc.; rigorous are those under the category of capital 
punishment and Korath , and the commandment "Thou shalt 
not bear," etc. belongs to these (hence, we see that it belongs to 
the same category with these)? The answer is that to all other 
transgressions Venakkei applies, while here Lo ie?iakkei applies, 
as above. But does it not read together Venakkei lo ienakkei? 
This is explained by R. Elazar, who said: It is impossible to 
say Venakkei (he will forgive) as it is followed by lo ienakkei (he 
will not forgive), nor is it possible to say " he will not forgive " 
after it reads " he will forgive," therefore it must mean, he will 
forgive the repenters, but not those who do not repent. (The 
master says there) further: For all transgressions, etc., while 
here (in the case of oath) the punishment extends also to his 
family. But does it not read [Lev. xx. 5]: "Then I will set 
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my face against this man and against his family.” And there 
is a Boraitha: R. Simeon says, If he has sinned, what has his 
family done; to teach that a family, where there is a contractor 
or a robber, is all considered robbers because it supports him? 
There he is punished with the punishment attached to his trans¬ 
gression, but the family with a lenient one; while here the family 
suffers the same punishment with the perjuror. As we have 
learned in the following Boraitha: Rabbi said, to what purpose 
is it written in the above-cited verse, “ I will cut him off,” after 
it reads 44 I will set my face,” etc.? To teach that only him I 
will cut off but not the whole family. 

Concerning the punishment of the whole world (mentioned 
before), does it not read [ibid. xxvi. 37] : 44 And they shall stum, 
ble one over the other,” which is explained elsewhere to mean 
“ one because of the sin of the other,” as all the children of 
Israel are mutually responsible one for the other? The reason 
then is that they could have prevented the sin by protesting, 
but did not do so. But is not one’s family included in the 
“whole world”? There is a difference in the nature of the 
punishment—viz.: his family is punished more rigorously than 
the rest of the world. 

The text says: If he says, 44 I will swear, the people say: 
Depart,” etc. Why are both the parties called wicked? Let 
only him who swears have this name. It is in accordance with 
R. Simeon b. Tarfon, who says in the following Boraitha [Exod. 
xxii. 10]: “Then shall an oath of the Lord be between them 
both,” infer from this that the oath rests upon them both. It 
states there further on: “Not according to your own mind.” 
To what purpose is this? Because of a case that happened in 
Rabha’s court (where the defendant put up the money claimed 
from him in a case and, while going to swear, he gave it to the 
plaintiff to hold, and swore then that he has returned the money, 
thus convinced that he had made a true oath). 

“ I have with you two silver ,” etc. According to Rabh the 
denial must be for two silver; according to Samuel the claim 
must amount to two silver, while the denial or the confession 
maybe even for on e peruta. Said Rabha: Our Mishna seems 
to be in accordance with Rabh, as it states that the claim must 
amount to two silver and the confession to one peruta , but it 
does not state the denial to be of one peruta; the Scripture, 
however, seems to be in accordance with Samuel, as it reads 
[ibid. ibid. 6]: “ If a man do deliver unto his neighbor money 
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or vessels to keep," and as “ vessels " is used in the plural, so 
is money (silvers) here in the plural; and as silver is a valuable, 
so everything that is a valuable; and [ibid. 8]: “Of which he 
can says this it is " signifies however little it may be, hence, the 
confession must be to a claim that is no less than two silver. 

There is an objection from the following Mishna: I have 
with you two silver. Nay; you have only one peruta; he is 
free from an oath. Now, is it not because the denial here is 
less than of two silver, and it is an objection to Samuel? Nay; 
it means particularly: He claims two silver , and the answer is 
peruta, which is in copper , consequently the confession was not 
of the same kind with the claim. But if so, how is the second 
part to be understood—viz.: I have with you two silver and a 
peruta. Nay; you have with me only one peruta', he is liable. 
Now, if the claim was for the value of two silver, it is correct 
that he is liable, for the confession concerned the same kind as 
the claim; but if it is a claim particular on silver, then the other 
confessed to what was not claimed, and what this one claimed 
was not confessed? But is not the objection concerning Samuel, 
and R. Na’hman said that Samuel holds one liable for confess¬ 
ing one of the articles embraced in the claim; and it seems to be 
that the Mishna was particular regarding the kind, and not the 
value, of the metal, as it states in its last part: I have with you 
a litra gold. Nay; you have with me a litra silver; he is 
free. Now, if it is particular with regard to the kind of metal, 
then it is correct; but if it means the value of the metal, why 
should he be free, when the value of gold is so many times more 
than that of the same quantity of silver? Hence, as this last 
part is indisputably particular with regard to the kind of metal, 
so also is the first part. But if so, let this be an objection to 
Rabh? Rabh may say: All the Mishna treats of the value, but 
in the case of the litra gold it is different, as here the main point 
is the weight; and a support to this view may be found in its 
concluding part, which states: “ I have with you a golden dinar." 
Nay; you have with me only a silver dinar, a trissis, a pundium 
and a peruta, he is liable, as they all are coins. Now, if it 
speaks of value, it is right that he is liable, as the claim was for 
coins and the confession, too, was for coins; but if it is particu¬ 
lar, why should he be liable when he confesses to silver or cop¬ 
per, the claim being for gold? Said R. Elazar: It treats of a 
claim that is made for coins amounting to the value of a dinar, 
and this is stated to teach that a peruta is also considered a coin. 
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And so it seems to be, since it adds that “ they all are each a 
kind of coin.” But Rabh reads the Mishna to mean ** to them 
all the law of a coin applies.” 

Come and hear: “ I have with you a gold dinar in gold.” Nay; 
you have with me only a silver dinar; he is liable. Now, we 
see that only because the claimant added specifically ” in gold,” 
the kind of the metal is particular; but if this were not added, 
the value of the metal would be understood? Said R. Ashi: 
Nay; the Boraitha intends to teach that if one says ” a gold 
dinar,” it means a dinar in gold. 

R. Hyya taught a Boraitha in support of Rabh: I have with 
you a sela. Nay; a sela less two silver; he is liable. But if the 
answer is: A sela less a viadh (= 2 \ silver), he is free (because 
the denial was for more than two silver). 

Said R. Na’hman b. Itz’hak in the name of Samuel: All that 
was said hitherto concerns only the claim of the lender and the 
confession of the borrower, but if there was one witness, the bor¬ 
rower is liable even if the claim amounted only to one peruta; 
as it reads [Deut. xix. 15]: ” There shall not be one witness to 
any sin or transgression,” which signifies that to a transgression 
one witness shall not be considered, but concerning an oath one 
witness may be considered; and there is a Boraitha that where- 
ever two witnesses cause the payment of money, one witness 
causes an oath. 

R. Na’hman said again in the name of the same authority: 
If the claim was for wheat and barley, and the confession was 
to either one, he is liable. Said R. Itz’hak to him: Thanks, so 
also said R. Johanan. Was he thanking because someone dif¬ 
fered with R. Johanan? Yea; it was Resh Lakish who kept 
silent when R. Johanan said so, only because he was drinking 
at that time. 

An objection was raised; come and hear: If the claim com¬ 
prised both personal and real estate, and the confession was to 
either, he is free; if, however, the confession was regarding but 
a part of the real estate, he is free; but if to a part of the per¬ 
sonal estate, he is liable. We see, then, that only in a case of 
real estate to which an oath does not apply, he is free; but if 
the claim were for vessels of two kinds similar to personal and 
real estate respectively, and he would confess to either kind he 
would be liable? Nay; he would be free in this case also; and 
the case of personal and real estate is to teach that, when the 
confession was only to a part of the personal, he has to swear 
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even for the real estate, too. But what is there new in this 
teaching: that one can include in the oath also another claim? 
This has been already stated in Middle Gate? Here is the main 
teaching, while in Middle Gate the point is touched on merely 
by the way. R. Hyya b. Aba, however, said in the name of 
R. Johanan: If the claim was wheat and barley, and the con¬ 
fession was only to either of them, he is free. But has not R. 
Itz’hak expressed his thanks to one for quoting R. Johanan as 
saying the very opposite? The Amoraim differ regarding R. 
Johanan’s statement. 

R. Aba b. Mamal objected to R. Hyya: If the claim was for 
an ox, and the confession was for a lamb or vice versa , he is 
free; but if the claim was for an ox and a lamb, and the con¬ 
fession only for one of them, he is liable? And he answered: 
This Boraitha is in accordance with Admon; and you shall not 
take this answer as mere argument, since it is a fact that R. 
Johanan taught so explicitly. 

R. Anan said in the name of Samuel: If one was about to 
claim wheat and the defendant hastened to confess barley, if it 
seems to the court that he did so with a view to elude the court, 
thereby escaping an oath, he is liable; but if only to justify the 
claim, he is free. He said further in the name of the same 
authority: If the claim was for two needles, and the confession 
was to one, he is liable; as for this purpose the Scripture men¬ 
tions vessels, that they remain what they are. R. Papa said: 
If the claim was for vessels and a peruta and the confession was 
for the vessels and the denial for the peruta, he is free; but if 
vice versa he is liable. The one case is in accordance with Rabh, 
who holds that the denial must be of a claim of two silver, while 
the other case is in accordance with Samuel, who holds that of 
the claim comprised two articles and the confession was to but 
one, he is liable. 

“ I have a mana with you/’ etc. Said R. Na’hman: He is 
free from a biblical oath, but he is subject to a rabbinical one. 
(Here follows a repetition from Middle Gate and also from First 
Gate concerning the law that he who denies a loan is fit to be a 
witness, while he who denies a deposit is unfit.) According to 
others the saying of R. Na’hman concerned the latter part of 
the Mishna—viz.: I have a mana with you. Yea. And the 
next day when he refuses it, he says: “ I have already given it to 
you ” ; he is free, to which R. Na’hman said : He must, however, 
take a rabbinical oath. To him who teaches this regarding the 
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first part of the Mishna, is obvious that it belongs also to its 
latter part; but he who limits this to the latter part reasons 
thus: In this latter part money was avowedly involved, but in 
the first it is doubtful. 

What is the difference between a biblical and a rabbinical 
oath? The reversibility of the oath: a biblical oath we do not 
transfer from one contestant to the other, while a rabbinical we 
do. And according to Mar b. R. Ashi, who says that a biblical 
oath is also reversible, what is the difference between the two 
oaths? The collecting from the property: where there is a bibli¬ 
cal oath, the collection may be made from his property, which 
is not the case with a rabbinical oath if he refuses to take such. 
And according to R. Jose who says that a rabbinical oath is also 
attended with collection, what is the difference between the 
two? In the case where one of the parties was suspected of an 
oath: if this was a biblical oath it is transferable to the other 
party, but if it is a rabbinical oath, which is only an enactment 
by the sages, it is not transferable, for the transferring is itself 
but an enactment and we do not impose one enactment upon 
another. 

Now, what is to be done according to the rabbis, the oppo¬ 
nents of R. Jose, who hold that in case of a rabbinical oath no 
collecting from the property takes place? We place him under 
ban. Said Rabina to R. Ashi: This is like holding one up for 
his throat till he takes off his clothes ( i.e ., it is still worse than 
collecting from his estate, as he remains under ban until he 
pays)! But what shall be done? Place him under ban for one 
month, and if he does not come then for absolving he is, as it is 
customary, punished according to Rabh’s practice, after which 
punishment he is left alone. 

R. Papa said: If one holds a document in his hand and the 
defendant says: the document is already paid up, he is not 
trusted and must pay. But if he requires that the plaintiff take 
an oath that it has not been paid, the court is to give him an 
oath. Said R. A’ha b. Rabha to R. Ashi: Why should this 
case be different from a marriage contract where she has to take 
an oath only when she impairs the contract (i.e., she claims that 
only one mana has been paid on it)? And he answered: In that 
case where the document is impaired, and the defendant does 
not require an oath, the court requires such; in this case, how¬ 
ever, the court would tell him to pay and not exact an oath, but 
execute the requirement of the defendant that the plaintiff take 
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an oath; and if the plaintiff was a scholar no oath is to be given. 
Said R. Yemer to R. Ashi: Is a young scholar given the liberty 
to strip men of their clothes? Say only that if he was a scholar, 
we do not compel him to swear, so that it should not seem that 
the court suspects him, and on the other hand if he refuses to 
swear we do not collect his claim from the defendant. 

Again: “ I have a mana with you.'* Said R. Jehudah in the 
name of R. Assi: If one has made a loan in the presence of wit¬ 
nesses, he must also return it in presence of witnesses. And 
when, he continued, I recited this before Samuel, he told me 
that the defendant can claim, “ I have paid you in the presence 
of such and such witnesses, who are now away in the sea-coun¬ 
tries.” An objection was raised from our Mishna: “I have 
with you a mana. Yea. ... I have returned it to you,” he 
is free; now, if he required the money in presence of witnesses, 
it is a case similar to making a loan in the presence of witnesses, 
and nevertheless he is free, which contradicts R. Assi’s state¬ 
ment? R. Assi may say: This is no comparison, as I speak of 
a case where the plaintiff has never reposed on confidence in the 
defendant, as he did not trust him without witnesses; but here 
he trusted him money without witnesses. 

R. Joseph taught the same in the name of the above, as fol¬ 
lows: If one makes a loan in presence of witnesses, the borrower 
is not obliged to return it in presence of witnesses, unless he 
was told not to repay otherwise than in presence of witnesses; 
and it is to this that Samuel told me: the defendant may none 
the less claim to have paid the debt in presence of such and such 
who are now in the sea-countries. 

An objection was raised from the following: I have a mana 
with you. Yea. You shall not return it to me without the 
presence of witnesses. The next day, on being asked to return 
the money, he answered: I have returned it, the defendant is 
liable, for he had to return it as he was told, i.e. y in the presence 
of witnesses; and this contradicts Samuel’s statement? Samuel 
may say that concerning this law Tanaim differ in the following 
Boraitha: I have given to you my money in presence of witnesses, 
and you must return it under the same conditions; then the 
defendant must either pay or adduce evidence that he has paid 
already; R. Jehudah b. Bathina, however, says: He may claim 
to have returned the money in presence of witnesses that are 
now in the sea-countries. R. A'ha (one of the Saburaers) over¬ 
threw all this argument by saying: Whence do we know that 
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the above Tanaim differ in case he lent him before witnesses, 
perhaps it means in case of demanding when he says to him: 
Have I not lent you in presence of witnesses, so that you ought 
to pay me also in the presence of witnesses; but in case he told 
him when making the loan that he should return it in presence 
of witnesses, all agree that he is liable? Said R. Papi in the 
name of Rabha; The Halakha prevails that he who borrows in 
the presence of witnesses must pay also in the same manner. 
R. Papa, however, said in the name of the same authority that 
he is not obliged to do so, unless he was expressly told not to 
pay otherwise but in the presence of witnesses; and if the de¬ 
fendant claims to have paid it in the presence of such and such 
who are now in the sea-countries, he is trusted (Maimanides, 
however, reads: He is not trusted). 

There was one who told his neighbor: When you will pay 
me my debt, you shall do so in the presence of Rubin and 
Simon; he, however, has paid it in presence of two other wit¬ 
nesses (and thereafter the plaintiff says that they are false wit¬ 
nesses). Said Abayi: What is the difference, he was told to pay 
before two witnesses, and so he did? Said Rabha to him: The 
plaintiff has purposely specified two witnesses by name that the 
defendant may not be able to say that he paid in presence of 
some other witnesses! 

There was one who said to the borrower: You shall pay me 
only before two persons who are able to learn Halakhas; he, 
however, paid him without any witnesses present. It then hap¬ 
pened that this money was violently taken away from the plain¬ 
tiff, and he came to R. Na’hman saying: It is true, I have 
received the money not as a return of the loan, but as a deposit, 
until there will happen two witnesses who learn Halakhas and 
then he will repay me. Said R. Na’hman to him: As soon as 
you admit to have taken the money it is a repayment, and if 
you want the defendant to comply with the stipulation regard¬ 
ing the witnesses, go and bring the money here in the presence 
of myself and R. Sheshith, who are learned not only in Halakhas 
but also in Siphra, Sip hr i, Tosephtha and in all the Gemara. 

In another case one demanded a 100 zuz which he lent to 
him, to which the defendant answered that such a case has never 
taken place; the other party, however, brought witnesses that 
the loan took place, but that it was returned; said Abayi: What 
is to be done, as the same witnesses who testify that the loan 
took place, testify also that it has been returned? Said Rabha 
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to him (follow this rule): If one asserts not to have borrowed, it 
means he asserts not to have paid (hence, as the statement “ that 
it has never taken place ” is false, according to the evidence of 
these witnesses, we must take his word as though meaning: “ I 
have never paid,” which must be taken for granted in spite of all 
witnesses). 

In still another case the plaintiff claimed ioo zuz, and the 
defendant answered: Have I not paid you in the presence of so 
and so? And so an so upon being quoted said: They know of 
no such case; and R. Sheshith was about to say that this de¬ 
fendant must be declared a liar; said Rabha to him: He was 
not obliged to repay in the presence of witnesses, and therefore 
he was not heedful enough to know the names of them in whose 
presence he repaid. 

In another case the plaintiff was claiming 600 zuz, and the 
defendant answered: Have I not repaid this claim with iookabs 
of gall-nut, the value of each kab being six zuz? To which the 
plaintiff said: Nay; each was worth only four zuz, and brought 
witnesses to this effect, demanding the remaining 200 zuz. The 
defendant, however, said: I have paid you all the same, if not 
with this said stuff, then I gave you 200 zuz in cash. Rabha 
decided that the defendant in this case be recognized as a liar. 
Said Rami b. Hama to him: Have you not said that a thing to 
which one pays little attention, may easily escape one’s memory 
(why not say that he paid him the 600 zuz but did not remem¬ 
ber the price)? Whereupon Rabha answered: A fixed price can 
never be forgotten. 

In another case one demanded 100 zuz on a document, where¬ 
to the defendant answered: “ Have I not paid you ”? Where¬ 
upon the plaintiff claimed that this payment was made to meet 
another claim. According to R. Na’hman the document lost 
its value, according to R. Papa, it did not. But why should R. 
Papa's decision here differ from what he decided in the follow¬ 
ing similar case, where the defendant’s answer was: Have you 
not given me that money to buy oxen for slaughtering, and I 
returned you that money in the slaughter-house? And where 
the plaintiff asserts that this was for another debt; in which case 
R. Papa declared the document invalid? In this case R. Papa thus 
decided, because the money was actually taken to buy oxen and 
then received in that very place where they were slaughtered; 
in our case, however, the plaintiff may be right in his claim. 
But how should such a case be ultimately decided? According 


TRACT SHEBUOTH (OATHS). 87 

to R. Papi the document is valid, and according to R. Sheshith 
b. R. Aidi it is invalid, and so the Halakha prevails, provided 
the defendant paid in presence of witnesses and the document 
was not mentioned at all; but if the payment was made between 
themselves, the plaintiff may be trusted when he says that it 
was to cover another debt, because were he willing to tell a lie 
he would simply deny the payment. 

A borrower said to the lender: “ You are trusted so long as 
you will say that I have not paid you ” ; thereafter he paid him in 
the presence of witnesses, but the plaintiff continued his claim, 
saying that this payment was for another debt. Both Abayi 
and Rabha said that the defendant himself has trusted him, 
hence, he is to be trusted; R. Papa, however, opposed, saying: 
The defendant trusted in this case more to the plaintiff than to 
one’s self, but did he trust him more than two witnesses? 

In another case the defendant said to the plaintiff: “ You are 
trusted like two so long you say that I have not paid you; ” 
thereafter he paid in the presence of three, and the plaintiff still 
claimed his debt; in which case R. Papa said: He was trusted 
as two, whereas here there are three witnesses. R. Huna b. R. 
Jehoshua, however, opposed, saying that concerning witnesses 
their number whether two or 100 matters not (according to the 
biblical law); however, if he said to him: “ You are trusted like 
three,” and then paid him in the presence of four, it is different, 
as the number three was intended here not for witnesses but for 
the minds , and in this respect four minds are more than three. 

“ There is no oath to the claim of a deaf-mute," etc. For 
[Exod. xxii. 6]: 41 Unto his neighbors,” etc.; and the delivery 
by a minor is not considered. 

“ But there is an oath to the claim of a minor." But has it 
not just been said that there is no oath to such? Said Rabh: 
It means the minor claims that his father has given this or 
that to the defendant, and it is in accordance with R. Eliezar b. 
Jacob, who said in the following Boraitha: There is a case where 
one has to swear for his own claim—viz.: “ Your father had with 
me a mana, but I paid him a half,” then he has to swear for his 
own claim ; the sages, however, say that here he is but returning 
a lost thing, hence, he is free. And to the question, Does not 
R. Eilezar agree that the defendant here is returning a lost 
thing, Rabh said: It treats here of a claim made by a minor 
after the death of his father. But again, the Mishna states ex¬ 
pressly that there is no oath to the claim of minors? Rabh 
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meant to say: He was as a minor in his father’s business, but 
already of age when putting in the claim. But then how is the 
expression above “ for his own claim ” to be understood, as here 
it is not his claim but that of the plaintiff? It must, therefore, 
be said that they differ concerning what was said by Rabha 
(Middle Gate, p. 4) with regard to a biblical oath that “ one is 
not so bold as to deny the whole,” etc.: R. Eliezar holds that 
one is not bold concerning the son (of the deceased) also, and 
therefore he is not regarded as returning a loss, while the rabbis 
hold that one is not bold only in face of the party himself, but 
is so with relation to the son of same, and therefore he is con¬ 
sidered as returning a loss. 

But how can you explain the Mishna in accordance with R. 
Eliezar b. Jacob, does not the Mishna state in its first part: If 
one claims, my father had with you a mana, and the answer is, 
I have no more than 50 dinar, he is free because he only returns 
a loss? There it speaks of a case when the heir did not claim: 
” I am certain,” while in the case of our Mishna the minor is 
supposed to claim that he is certain. Samuel, however, says: 
Our Mishna’s case is when the minor has real estate and one 
puts in a claim that his father owes him money, in this case 
even if the plaintiff has a document, he must swear that the 
minor’s father has not paid it; the same is the case with the 
sanctuary.* 

MISHNA II .: One does not swear to the following: To 
slaves, written documents, arable lands, and sanctified objects; 
nor is thereto applied the payment of double amount, or of four 
and five-fold. The gratuitous bailee need not swear, the bailee 
on payment need not pay damages. R. Simeon holds that one 
is obliged to swear to objects of the sanctuary, for whose security 
he is liable, but not to those for which he is not responsible. R. 
Mair says: There are things attached to the land and yet not 
considered land; but the sages do not agree with him therein. 
How so? I have transferred to you ten vines laden with grapes. 
Nay; there were only five; and he must swear according to R. 
Mair, while the sages hold that everything attached to the soil 
is to be regarded as the land itself. 

One swears but to things capable of being measured, weighed, 
and counted. How so? I have transferred to you a house full 
of fruit, or, I have handed you a purse full of money. I know 


* The further discussion on this point appears in its proper places. 
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not how much there was, but you are at liberty to take back 
whatever you left there; he is free; but if plaintiff says: They 
were reaching the cornice, and the defendant rejoins: Only up 
to the window, latter is liable. 

GEMARA: Whence is this deduced? From [Exod. xxii. 
8]: “For all manner of trespass”: general, “ox, ass, iamb, 
raiment”; particulars, “ for any manner of lost thing”; again 
general, and there is a rule that wherever particulars appear be¬ 
tween generals, it must be judged in the sense of the particulars: 
and’ as these are movables each having in body a value, so also 
all other cases must be equal to these; except real estate, which 
is not movable, slave, who are equalled to real estate, documents 
which though movable are in body of no value, and finally the 
sanctuary which is excluded because of the verse” his neighbor.” 

“ Double-amount, four and five-fold ,” etc. The reason here 
is that the Scripture speaks of four and five-fold, and as in the 
case of double-amount an oath does not apply; it remains only 
the case of three and four-fold which is not mentioned in the 
Scripture. 

“ A gratuitous bailee need not swear." Whence is this de¬ 
duced? From what the rabbis taught [Exod. xxii. 9]: “ If a 
man deliver unto his neighbor”: general, “ an ass,” etc.; par¬ 
ticular, “to keep”; general, and on the basis of the above- 
mentioned rule the particulars appearing between generals ren¬ 
der the whole to be judged in their sense : as the particulars here 
are movables each having in body a value, etc. (as above). 

“ A bailee on pay" Also this is deduced from the just-cited 
verse and on the basis of the same rule regarding particulars 
appearing between generals. 

“ R. Mair says : There are thmgs attached ,” etc. From this 
we see that R. Mair does not hold that what is attached to the 
land is itself considered land. Now, why is here the point of 
difference illustrated by laden vines, and not by vines as such? 
Said R. Jose b. Hanina: The Mishna speaks of grapes that were 
ready for the press. R. Mair holds: As they are ready for 
pressing they are no longer considered attached to the soil, but 
as already pressed in which case an oath applies, while the sages 
do not share this opinion. 

“ One szvears but to things capable of being measured ,’ etc. 
Said Abayi: Provided he says “ a house full,” etc., but if he 
says, “ this house was full,” then his claim is definite and recog¬ 
nized. Said Rabha to him: If this were so, why the illustration 
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in the last part of the Mishna with “ cornice ” and “ window’' 
stated by plaintiff and defendant respectively, and not with 
“ a house” and ” this house ”? Therefore, says Rabha, there 
is no liability of an oath unless the claim concerned a certain 
measure or weight, and the confession was made also to measure 
or weight. There is a Boraitha in accordance with Rabha: ” I 
have a kur of grain with you.” Nay; you have nothing with 
me; he is free. ” I have with you a big chandelier. ” Nay; you 
have only a small one; he is free. However, if he says: ‘ ‘ I have 
with you a kur of grain, ’ ’ and the answer is: Only a lethech; ” or 
a chandelier of ten pounds,” and the answer is: One of only five 
pounds, he is liable. Because the rule underlying this judging 
is: One is not liable unless the claim was for a certain measure* 
weight or number, and the confession was to the same effect' 
Now, what is the addition of the rule for in the Boraitha? To 
indicate that ” this house full ” means also a measure. But 
why is it not a partial confession if he confesses to a small chan¬ 
delier when the claim is for a big one? Because to the claim as 
it is, there is here no confession, nor is the claim made for what 
is confessed (as the big and small chandelier are two different 
things); but is not the same the case when the claim is for one 
of ten pounds, and the confession for one of five pounds? Said 
R. Samuel b. R. Itz’hak: It speaks of a chandelier made of 
separable pieces, and the confession was to five pounds of the 
same chandelier; why, then, is not the same the case with the 
girdle that may have been of separable pieces? And as this is 
not so, we must say that it does not speak of pieces in the other 
case of the chandelier either! Therefore, said R. Aba b. Mamal, 
it speaks of a whole chandelier, but when the claim is for a big 
and the confession for a small one, then are two wholly different 
things involved; but if it speaks of the weight, one could by 
rubbing reduce the weight of such from ten to five pounds, the 
only object thus remaining the same. 

MISHNA III .: If one lends to his neighbor on a pledge, 
and the pledge got lost, whereupon the plaintiff says: I lent 
you on it a sela, but it was worth only a shekkel; the other 
party says: No, truly, you lent me a sela on it, but it was worth 
a sela, he is free. But if the plaintiff claims: I lent you on it 
a sela, but it was worth only a shekkel; whereto the other re¬ 
plies: Nay; you did lend me on it a sela, and it was worth three 
dinar, he is liable. If the debtor says : You lent me on it a sela, 
while it was worth two selas, whereto the creditor: Nay; I gave 
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you on it one sela, its value only, he is free. But if the former 
says: You lent me a sela on it, it was, however, worth two, and 
latter says: Nay; I lent you thereon a sela, and it was worth 
only five dinar, he is liable. Who is to take the oath? The 
depository, as he could meanwhile produce the pledge if the 
other one were to swear. 

GEAIARA: The concluding sentence of the Mishna belongs 
to which part? If to the last, there is a rule that the oath rests 
with the lender? Said Samuel and also R. Hyya b. Rabli and 
also R. Johanan, it belongs to the middle part: I lent you a sela 
and it was worth a shekkel, and the other says it was worth 
three dinars, in which case the borrower confesses to owe yet 
one dinar, hence, it is a partial admission to which an oath ap¬ 
plies; the rabbis, however, have transferred this oath from the 
borrower to the lender.* And now that R. Ashi has decided 
that both depositor and depositary must each take an oath, he 
latter: that he does not have the pledge any more, and the 
former: that its value amounted to so and so much, the Mishna 
is to be explained thus: Who is to take the oath first? The 
depositary, since if the depositor swore first the other could 
meanwhile reconsider and produce the pledge. 

Samuel said:f If one lends to his neighbor 1,000 zuz, and 
pledges for them the handle of a scythe only, if the handle is 
lost the 1,000 zuz are lost, but if the pledge consisted of such 
two handles the case is different, as we do not assume that he 
gave 500 zuz for each handle, but for the whole, and as only one 
of them was lost the lender loses nothing; R. Na’hman, how¬ 
ever, maintains that the same is the case with two, i.e., if one is 
lost the lender loses 500 zuz, and if both are lost he loses the 
whole 1,000; but the same is not the case if the pledge consisted 
of a scythe handle and a piece of metal. The opinion of the 
sages from Nahardea is that the same is the case with the last 
mentioned pledge: If either the metal or the handle is lost, 500 
zuz are lost, and the loss of both entails the loss of all the 1,000. 

An objection was raised from our Mishna—viz.: From the 
case where defendant says it was worth but three dinar. Why 
is he liable in this case? Let the depositor say: You have taken 
it for a sela? The Mishna has in view the case where the de- 


* A Talmudic sela was of two shekkels, each shekkel of two dinars ; hence 3 
dinar = i£ shekkel. 

f This is a repetition from Tract Middle Gate, p. 206, which is reproduced here 
because R. Na’hman’s part is not mentioned there. 
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positary expressly took upon him responsibility for its value 
only, which is not so in Samuel's case.* 

Concerning the last mentioned case shall we assume that the 
following Tanaim differ: If one had made a loan on a pledge 
and the Sabbathic year entered, the pledge, though worth only 
the half value of the loan, the year does not release the loan 
[Deut. xv. 2]; R. Jehudah the Nassi, however, maintains that 
if the pledge amounted to the value of the whole debt, the year 
does not release, but if not to this value, the year does release. 
Now, let us see what does the first Tana mean by his saying “ it 
does not release"? If he means, it does not release the half 
debt and R. Jehudah comes to teach that it releases even this 
half, then of what use is a pledge? We must then say that the 
first Tana means it releases the entire debt, as he agrees with 
Samuel’s theory that as soon as it was accepted for this amount 
it must be considered only as such, while R. Jehudah differs! 
Nay; they differ with regard to the worth of the pledge and still 
R. Jehudah maintains that the entire debt is released, for the 
pledge which is not worth the amount of the debt he considers 
as mere memorandum. 


* Here follows the discussion from Middle Gate, p. 206: 

“ On a pledge ,” which paragraph is followed by the statement of R. Itz’hak that 
a creditor acquires title in a pledge (ibid., p. 207). Also the discussion concerning the 
question as to whether he who takes care of a found object is considered a gratuitous 
bailee, or a bailee for hire (ibid., p. 65), all which we deem unnecessary to repeat here 



CHAPTER VII. 


RULES AND REGULATIONS CONCERNING THE CONDITIONS UNDER 
WHICH THE OATH IS GIVEN TO THE PLAINTIFF OR TO THE 
DEFENDANT.—REGARDING A SUSPECT OF PERJURY.—THE DIF¬ 
FERENCE BETWEEN A BIBLICAL AND A RABBINICAL OATH.—IS OR 
IS NOT A RABBINICAL OATH TRANSFERABLE?—THE OATH OF 
ORPHANS (PLAINTIFF OR DEFENDANT), PARTNERS, GARDENERS.— 
THE CASES WHEN THE SABBATHIC YEAR RELEASES ONE FROM AN 
OATH. 

MISHNA I.: All those who are subject to a biblical oath 
swear and do not pay. The following, however, swear in order 
to receive pay: The employee, the robbed, the bruised, he 
whose adversary is suspicious of perjury, and the store-keeper on 
his business book. The employee, how so? Give me my wages 
which I have with you, and the employer answers: I have given 
them to you already, and the former claims: I have received 
nothing; he swears and gets his claim. R. Jehudah, however, 
says: Unless there be a partial confession (the oath is not effec¬ 
tive)—viz.: the employed says: Give me my fifty dinar wages 
you have in your hands, and the employer replies: You received 
on this account one gold dinar. 

How is it with the robbed? If witnesses testify that one 
entered his house to seize a pledge without permission, now the 
householder says: You have seized one of my utensils, and he 
denies, plaintiff swears and takes it. R. Jehudah, however, 
says: Unless a partial confession takes place there—viz.: You 
took two utensils, and he answers: I took but one. 

How is it with the bruised? If witnesses testify that one 
entered the premises of so and so unhurt and went out in 
wounds, now the plaintiff says to the defendant: You bruised 
my body, and he says: I did not, former swears and receives 
pay. R. Jehudah says: Unless a partial confession took place 
—viz.: plaintiff says: You wrought upon me two bruises, and 
the defendant says: Only one. 

How is the adversary suspicious of perjury? As follows: Be 
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it that he became suspicious while under oath as a witness, or 
under oath for a deposit, or even for merely vain swearing. If 
one of them is a gambler in dice, a usurer, a dove hunter, or one 
who is doing business with the fruit of the Sabbathical year, his 
adversary swears and obtains his claim. In case, however, both 
were suspicious, the oath returns to its place; such is R. Jose’s 
opinion ; R. Mair holds that they divide. 

The store-keeper on his book, how so? Not that he say to 
somebody: It is stated in my book that you owe me 200 zuz, 
but that when one says to the store-keeper: Give my son two 
saah of wheat, or: Give my laborer a sela in money, whereupon 
the store-keeper claims: So I did give, and the others say: We 
have received nothing, the two swear; he swears and gets paid, 
and they likewise swear and get paid by the employer. Said b. 
Nanan: How is that? Either party will necessarily be com¬ 
mitted to false swearing! But both parties receive their respec¬ 
tive claims rather without swearing. If one said to the store¬ 
keeper: Give me fruit for one dinar, and he, having given him, 
says: Give me the dinar, whereupon this replies: I have given 
it to you already and you put it into the cash-drawer, the pur¬ 
chaser is to swear. If, however, the customer gave the dinar 
and said: Give me the fruit, and the store-keeper says: I have 
given them to you already and you brought them over to your 
house, the store-keeper is to swear. R. Jehudah says: He who 
has the fruit in his possession has the preference. 

If one says to the money-changer: Give me change for a 
dinar, and he was given it, whereupon the changer says to him: 
Give the dinar, and he answers: I have given it to you already 
and you have put it into the cash-drawer, the customer has to 
swear. But if he gave him the dinar and says: Give me the 
change, and the other one replies: I have given it to you already 
and you have put it into your purse, the money-changer has to 
swear. R. Jehudah says: It is not customary with a money¬ 
changer to give out an issar before he has received his dinar. 

As it has been established that a woman who damaged her 
marriage contract can obtain payment only on oath; that, when 
a single witness testifies that she was paid, she can receive pay¬ 
ment only on oath; that she can get paid from encumbered 
estates or from the estates of the orphans only on oath; and 
that when she is to be paid in her husband’s absence, she is so 
only on oath: so likewise should orphans be paid only on oath 
—viz.: We swear that our father had not willed to us nor told 
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us, and that we have not found among the documents of our 
father that this note has been paid. R. Johanan b. Buoka says: 
Even if the son was born after his father's death, he may swea r 
and collect. R. Simeon b. Gamaliel says: If there are witnesses 
to the effect that the father said while dying: This note has not 
been paid, the heir collects without an oath. The following 
have to swear also in the case when there is no claim: Partners, 
gardeners, guardians, a woman business-manager, and the son 
of the house. When one of these parties says: What is your 
claim against me? and the other one answers: My only desire is 
that you swear, he must swear. If the partners or gardeners 
have already divided, they are no longer liable to take an oath. 
However, if an oath is imposed upon one of them from some 
other source, all other claims may be included. The Sabbathic 
year releases from an oath. 

GEMARA: ** Swear a?id do not pay.” Whence is this de¬ 
duced? From [Exod. xxii. io]: “ An oath of the Lord, . . 
the owner of it shall accept this," etc. ; which signifies that the 
oath rests upon him who has to pay. 

The follozving, however , swear in order to receive pay. ' ’ Why 
have the rabbis enacted the law that the laborer must swear? 
(For the answer see Middle Gate, p. 300 f.; par. But it is cor¬ 
rect.) Said R. Na’hman in the name of Samuel: This law holds 
good, provided he was hired in presence of witnesses, but if 
without witnesses, the employer is to be trusted, since if he 
would he could say that he has never hired him. Said R. 
Itz'hak to him: Thanks, so also said R. Johanan. (Says the 
Gemara): From this it appears that Resh Lakish differed with 
the latter; and why is it not mentioned? Some say: Resh 
Lakish was drinking at that time, according to others R. Itz’hak 
was then absent from college. The same was taught also by R. 
Menashia b. Zebid in the name of Rabh. Said Rami b. Hama: 
How fair is this Halakha! Said Rabha to him: I do not see its 
fairness, since according to its theory the four kinds of bailees 
to whom a biblical oath applies find no practical illustration, 
for as any of them may say that such a thing (as claimed by the 
plaintiff) has never occurred, he may be trusted also in case 
when asserting that the thing has been robbed; and should you 
say that the object was deposited with such a bailee in the pres¬ 
ence of witnesses, he could still say that he has returned it, and 
as he would be trusted when claiming that he has returned it, 
he may likewise be trusted when he says that it has been robbed; 
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hence there can be here no case unless the plaintiff took a docu¬ 
ment on his deposit, as only in this case the bailee cannot assert 
that he has returned the object, for if he had done so he would 
have taken back the document. [(Says the Gemara): From 
Rabha’s objection we see that both Rabha and Rami b. Hama 
hold that if one deposits an article in the presence of witnesses, 
the depositary is not bound to return it in presence of witnesses, 
while if deposited on a document the depositary must possess 
evidence that he has returned the deposit.] 

Concerning this Rami b. Hama applied to R. Sheshith 
[I Sam. xxi. 13] : “ And David took these words to his heart ”; 
as’R. Sheshith, when meeting Rabba b. Samuel, questioned 
him: Has the master learned something concerning an em¬ 
ployee? And he answered: Yea; an employee, at the time of 
getting his pay, is to take an oath and then receive his pay. 
How so? If the employee claims: You hired me and did not 
pay; while the employer says: I hired you and paid you. How¬ 
ever, if the former’s claim is: You hired me for two zuz and 
gave me only one; while the employer says that he hired him 
only for one, then it is incumbent upon the plaintiff to bring 
evidence. Now, as in the last case the plaintiff is to bring evi¬ 
dence, it is to be assumed that in the first case there was no evi¬ 
dence required (hence, the above theory of Rabh and Samuel is 
overthrown). Said R. Na’hman b. Itz’hak (this is no objection 
at all): It may be that even in the first case there was some evi¬ 
dence, and the evidence in the last case is only required with 
regard to the collection of the payment from the employer, but 
concerning the oath the Boraitha did not care to teach. 

R. Jeremiah b. Aba said: The college sent a message to 
Samuel, thus: Let the master teach us as to who is to swear in 
a case where the specialist says, “You have hired me for two 
zuz to repair something,’’ while the employer says that he hired 
him only for one zuz; and Samuel answered: In such a case the 
employer is to swear and the employee loses the case, for as re¬ 
gards price once fixed people remember it well. But has not 
Rabba b. Samuel said above that in such a case the burden of 
proof lies upon the plaintiff, and as here he possesses no evi¬ 
dence he should lose the case even without any oath on the part 
of the employer? Said R. Na’hman: The above Boraitha is to 
be interpreted as teaching alternatively, i.e., either the employee 
is to bring evidence and receive his pay, or the employer is to 
swear and former loses. 
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An objection was raised from the following Boraitha: If one 
has given his garment to a specalist for repair and thereafter 
they contradict each other concerning the price for labor and 

services, the law is thus: so long as the article is with the 

specialist the burden of proof lies on owner; and if it was deliv¬ 
ered, the time of payment not yet elapsed, the specialist is to 
swear and then collect, but if that time has already elapsed, it 
remains for him as plaintiff to bring evidence. Thus we see 
that if within the time, the specialist is to swear and collect. 
Why let the owner swear and the specialist lose? Said R. 

Na’hman b. Itz’hak: This Boraitha is in accordance with R. 

Jehudah, who holds that so long as the oath seems to rest upon 
the owner (and there is a partial admission on his part) the 
rabbis’ enactment is that the employer shall swear and thereupon 
collect. But let us see which R. Jehudah is meant here? It 
can not be the R. Jehudah of our Mishna, as he plainly requires 
a partial admission; it must, then, be the R. Jehudah of the fol¬ 
lowing Boraitha: So long as the time of payment has not 
elapsed, it is the employee that swears and collects, but after 
the expiration of said time it is for the employer to swear. Said 
R. Jehudah: Provided the employee claims fifty dinar for his 
work, and the employer claims to have already paid one gold 
dinar (= 20 silver dinar), or they contradict each other regard¬ 
ing the price ; but if the employer claims that he has never hired 
him, or that he has paid his wages to the last pesuta, the burden 
of proof rests upon the plaintiff. 

R. Sheshith b. R. Aidi, however, opposed thus: Would you 
say that a contradiction regarding the price is in accordance with 
R. Jehudah and not with the rabbis; bear in mind that where 
R. Jehudah is in our Mishna more rigorous (as he demands a 
partial admission) the rabbis are lenient; should the rabbis be 
more rigorous in the Boraitha where R. Jehudah is more lenient? 
But is it possible to explain the Boraitha in accordance with the 
rabbis, has not Rabba b. Samuel taught, in case of contradiction 
regarding the price, that the plaintiff is to bring evidence, which 
teaching could be neither in accordance with the rabbis nor 
with R. Jehudah? Therefore said Rabha: Their point of differ¬ 
ence is as follows: R. Jehudah holds that, concerning a biblical 
oath which applies to the employer, the rabbis have enacted for 
the sake of the employee to reverse the oath to the latter, so 
that he may, upon swearing, collect; but where there is a rab¬ 
binical oath (as where there is no partial admission) which is 
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itself merely an enactment, they do not impose another enact¬ 
ment upon it; the rabbis, however, are of the opinion that the 
said enactment (that the employee swear) applies also to the 
case of a rabbinical oath, and as to the contradiction about the 
price, it may be said that, as a price usually remains in memory, 
the rabbis leave in this case the oath to the employer. 

“ Entered his house to seize," etc. But perhaps he has not 
taken any pledge? Has not R. Na’hman said that he who, 
hatchet in hand, says, “ I will go to cut down the tree belong¬ 
ing to so and so,” and thereafter the tree is found cut down, 
we nevertheless do not say that he did cut it down? Hence we 
see that a man may sometimes merely exaggerate or affect to 
do something and in reality does not do it; why then not say 
the same in our case? Read, then, in the Mishna that he ac¬ 
tually did seize a pledge. But if so, let the witness testify as 
to what the pledge was? Said Rabba b. b. ’Hana in the name 
of R. Johanan: The Mishna speaks of the pledger as claiming 
that the defendant seized some small utensils which he concealed 
under his garments (so that the witnesses could not see them, 
according to Rashi; according to Tasspheth, however, plaintiff 
claims that the defendant took more than the part the witnesses 
could see). 

R. Jehudah said: If witnesses saw one concealing utensils 
under his garments when coming out from a house, and he 
claims that he had bought them, he is not trusted (in case the 
owner of said house claims that he only loaned them to the de¬ 
fendant), provided the owner of the house was not wont to sell 
his utensils, but if he was so, the defendant may be trusted; and 
even in this case he is not trusted if such utensils are not as a 
rule to be concealed, but if they are so he may, again, be 
trusted; and even when they are not ordinarily hidden, but the 
defendant was of such a standing as would not allow him to 
carry things publicly, it may be assumed that such is his usage 
and therefore he may be trusted. All this refers only to a claim 
of hiring and loaning; if, however, the claim concerns stealing, 
the plaintiff is not trusted when he makes one a thief who is not 
suspicious of being such (but the defendant has to swear that he 
bought them). Furthermore, even in the case where the de¬ 
fendant is not reliable he is not to be trusted only with regard 
to utensils not used for loan and hire, but in case the utensils 
are loaned or hired out, he is trusted; as concerning this R. 
Huna b. Abin once sent a message (see Middle Gate, p. 306 f.). 


TRACT SHEBUOTH (OATHS). 99 

Rabha said: In case one was going to seize the goods of an¬ 
other, even the watchman of the house or his wife is trusted on 
an oath, and the defendant must pay. Questioned R. Papa: Is 
a laborer who was doing some work in the house at that time 
trusted in this case on an oath? This question remains unde¬ 
cided. 

R. Yemar said to R. Ashi: If the claim is for a silver goblet, 
may the defendant be trusted with an oath or not? (and R. Ashi 
answered: We have to inquire into the position of the man; if 
he is wealthy or so much respected that people deposit with him 
valuables of this kind, he is trusted, otherwise he is not trusted). 

“ How is it with the bruised ,” etc. Said R. Jehudah in the 
name of Samuel: The oath applies only in such a case when the 
plaintiff could himself cause a wound, but if it was not possible 
for him to do so, he recovers his claim without an oath. But 
why not fear that he may have hurt himself against a wall or 
a stone? Taught R. Hyya: It speaks of this case, the wound is 
found on his shoulder or under the arm. But it may have been 
inflicted by someone other than the defendant? There was 
nobody else in the house. 

“ Even for merely vain swearing." Why even? It means 
to say: not only; i.e. , not only if suspicious of an oath where 
denial of money is involved, but also even if suspicious of such 
where only a denial of words is involved, he is not trusted. But 
if so, let an uttered oath, too, be taught? The Mishna teaches 
but oaths which are made falsely, while an uttered oath may be 
made for the future and may therefore be fulfilled. But again, 
let it include an uttered oath for the past? In teaching vain 
swearing it indeed includes all that is equal thereto. 

“ A gambler in dice," etc. To what purpose is this state¬ 
ment? The Mishna classifies first those who are unfit biblically 
and then also the rabbinically unfit. 

"In case both are suspicious , ” etc. Rabha questioned R. 
Na’hman: How should we read in the Mishna, R. Mair holds, 
they divide or R. Jose holds so? Answered he: I do not know. 
How then shall the Halakha prevail? Answered he again: I do 
not know. However, it was taught that R. Joseph b. Miniumi 
said in the name of R. Na’hman that R. Jose was the one who 
said they divide; likewise taught R. Zebid b. Oshia, or R. Zebid 
in the name of Oshia. And R. Joseph b. Miniumi said that 
such a case happened in the court of R. Na’hman and the de¬ 
cision was to divide. 
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“ The oath returns to its place." To which place? Said R. 
Ami: According to our masters in Babaylon, it returns to its 
place, the Mount Sinai; and our masters in Palestine said: It 
returns to him who was obliged to take it (and as he cannot 
swear, he must pay). Said R. Papa: “ Our masters in Baby¬ 
lon ” means Rabh and Samuel—viz.: our Mishna states that 
orphans shall not pay without an oath, and it was discussed as 
to what it means: shall we assume that the orphans cannot re¬ 
cover from the borrower unless they take an oath; is this possi¬ 
ble, since their father, if alive, could recover without an oath, 
why should they swear? It must then be explained to mean 
orphans that have to recover from other orphans; and both 
Rabh and Samuel said provided the lender died while the bor¬ 
rower was still alive, but if the borrower died first the lender 
was already obliged to swear in order to recover from the 
orphans of the borrower the latter’s debt, and as a man cannot 
bequeath an oath to his children the oath returns to the Mount 
Sinai (i.e. y there is no oath here); as to the masters of Palestine, 
it is R. Aba in the case of a robbed piece of metal mentioned 
above and tried before him when he decided that as the defend¬ 
ant is obliged to swear but cannot, he must pay. Said Rabha: 
The Halakha seems to prevail with R. Aba; as it reads [Exod. 
xx. io]: “The oath of the Lord be between them" etc., but 
not between their heirs. Now, let us see the nature of the 
case: if the heirs of the plaintiff claim that their father had a 
mana with the defendants’ father and the others answer: We 
are aware that he had only fifty dinar, then it is a partial admis¬ 
sion; what difference then is there whether the plaintiff himself 
or his heirs appear in the case? We must then say that the 
defendant orphans say that they are aware of fifty dinar, but 
are not aware of the other fifty dinar; now, if you say that such 
answer if put in by the defendant himself would oblige him to 
an oath, it is correct that the above-cited verse is needed to free 
the heirs from an oath; but if the defendant would not have to 
swear, then what is the verse for? Hence, whoever is obliged 
to swear but cannot swear (as in the case of the orphans) he 
must pay, as R. Aba decided in the case before him. 

But what do Rabh and Samuel infer from the above-cited 
verse? What was said above by Simeon b. Tarfon: The verse 
comes to indicate that the oath rests upon both the contestants. 

“ The storekeeper , ” etc. There is a Boraitha: Rabbi said, 
why should these be troubled with an oath? Said R. Hyya to 
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him: We have learned that both the storekeeper and employees 
have to swear (the employees that they have not received goods 
in the value of such and such an amount on account of their 
employer; and the storekeeper that he has not yet been paid for 
the goods), and both storekeeper and employees collect from the 
employer. Has Rabba accepted R. Hyya’s theory or not? 
Come and hear the following: Rabba said that the laborer has 
to take an oath that he has received nothing from the store¬ 
keeper; now, if Rabba had accepted R. Hyya's theory, it would 
have been stated here that the oath must be taken with refer¬ 
ence to the employer. Said Rabha: This Boraitha intends to 
say thus: the laborer takes an oath with reference to the em¬ 
ployer and in the presence of the storekeeper that he (the laborer) 
has taken nothing from the latter. 

It was taught: If there were two parties of witnesses contra¬ 
dicting each other, each party may, according to R. Huna, ap¬ 
pear and testify for itself (although either of the parties is surely 
false, for the court in default of evidence cannot decide which 
one is true or false). R. ’Hisda, however, maintains that we 
have nothing to do with false witnesses (and consequently 
neither party be trusted). Illustration: If there were two cases 
with two lenders, two borrowers, and two documents, and one 
witness of each of the two parties of witnesses was signed on 
the document of the other contestant, R. Huna and R. 'Hisda 
differ: according to former both the documents are valid, and 
according to R. 'Hisda they are both invalid as they are both 
false. On the other hand, if there was but one lender with two 
documents against one borrower, all agree that the lender has 
to suffer; but if there were two lenders with two documents 
against one borrower, it is a case treated of in our Mishna—(viz.: 
the employees say they have received nothing and claim their 
pay from the employer, and the storekeeper asserts to have 
given goods to the employers and claims his pay also from the 
employer, in which case the Mishna decides that both the claim¬ 
ants swear and recover from the employer); but what is the law 
in case there were two borrowers and one lender with two docu¬ 
ments signed by the two mutually contradicting parties of wit¬ 
nesses, according to R. Huna? Shall we assume that as there 
are two borrowers we should regard each of the documents as 
though it were the right one and colleet thereupon the two, or 
as one of the documents is doubtless false the two should be re¬ 
garded invalid? This question remains undecided. 
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“ If he said to the storekeeper : Give me fruit for a dinar. ’ ’ 
There is a Boraitha: R. Jehudah said, provided the fruit is 
lying there in a heap and each of the parties is claiming that it 
is his, but if the customer has the fruit in his basket and put 
latter upon his shoulders the burden of proof lies upon the 
plaintiff. 

“ If he says to the money changer ,” etc. These two cases are 
necessary, since if only the former is stated, one might say that 
because fruit decays the storekeeper was in haste to put it into 
the basket for his customer before yet receiving the money; 
therefore he may be trusted; while, this not being the case with 
money, it is usual not to give the change before receiving the 
money, hence, the rabbis, too, would agree with R. Jehudah. 
On the other hand, if only the second case were stated one 
might say that only for this reason R. Jehudah differs with the 
rabbis, while concerning fruit he agrees with them, therefore the 
two cases are necessary. 

11 And also the orphans ,” etc. (This has been explained 
above to mean orphans versus orphans, and what Rabh and 
Samuel have to say on this point is all recapitulated.) This 
statement was sent to R. Elazar accompanied with the question 
as to the purpose of this oath, and he answered: The heirs have 
to take the usual oath of heirs (explained further on), and there¬ 
upon to collect the bequest. This statement was then again 
sent to R. Ami, who said: They do not cease sending questions 
again and again! If I found something worthy of notice in it, 
would I not notify you thereof, without waiting for your mes¬ 
sages? However, continued he, as this question has reached us 
already yet we have to say something thereabout viz.: If the 
lender was already summoned and it was decided that he has to 
take an oath, and he died in between, so that he was already 
obliged to swear to the orphans of the borrower, and as one can¬ 
not bequeath an oath to one’s children, they are free from oath; 
if, however, he has not yet been summoned, and hence not yet 
obliged to take an oath, the orphans of the lender have to swear 
the oath of heirs and thereupon collect the debt. 

R. Na’hman opposed: Does the court find one liable to an 
oath? With the death of the borrower the lender is by law 
liable to an oath with relation to the heirs; therefore, said he, 
it depends on whether or no the law, laid down above by Rabh 
and Samuel, is established; if yes, they are free, if not, they 
have to take an oath and collect. We see from this that R. 
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Na’hman was in doubt; but has not R. Joseph b. Miniumi said 
above that R. Na hman decided in a similar case that the contest¬ 
ants divide? R. Na’hman’s explanation here is in accordance with 
R. Mair, who holds, the oath returns to its place, but he himself 
holds with R. Jose: if one upon the death of his wife remarries 
and then dies, the widow and her heirs have the preference over 
the heirs of the first wife concerning their respective marriage 
contracts. We see then that the heirs collect without an oath? 
It speaks of the case they swore before dying. Come and hear the 
second part: But his heirs may adjure the widow, her hiers, and 
all empowered by her. (We see then that as his heirs may give 
an oath to her heirs, the widow who has not sworn has be¬ 
queathed, as it were, to her heirs the power of taking an oath, 
and this is objecting to Rabh and Samuel?) Said R. Shmaia: 
The Boraitha here speaks alternatively—viz.: his heirs adjure 
her if she was a widow, and they adjure her heirs if she was but 
a divorced woman (his heirs may adjure her though he himself 
could not have done so, as he gave her a document freeing her 
from all oaths). R. Nathan b. Hoshia, however, objected from 
the following: Preference was given to the son over his father, 
in that the son may collect from the orphans if he holds a docu¬ 
ment against the borrower, provided he has evidence that his 
father before dying told him that the document has not yet been 
paid, and if he has no evidence he has to swear to this effect; 
on the other hand, his father can under no circumstances collect 
without an oath; hence, the son may collect without an oath in 
relation to the defendant orphans, if the borrower died when the 
lender was still alive? Thus we see that it is in accordance with 
R. Simeon b. Gamaliel from our Mishna? Said R. Joseph: This 
Boraitha is in accordance with the school of Shamai, who holds 
that a document which is to be collected is to be regarded as 
already collected (as the estate is encumbered to the document), 
hence the rule that the son collects upon presenting evidence of 
his father's statement. 

R. Na’hman happened to be in Tura; both R.’ Hisda and 
Raaba b. R. Huna came to visit him, and asked him thus: Let 
the master conjoin with us in nullifying the statement of Rabh 
and Samuel; whereupon he answered: Have I troubled myself 
to make a journey of so many parsas to nullify the statement of 
these sages! It will suffice if I will agree with you not to add to 
their statement (i.e., not to deduce therefrom any other cases). 
(Asks the Gemara): What other cases ? E.g. f such as were 
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decided by R. Papa: He who impairs his document (by saying 
that he collected a part thereof), and thereafter dies, his heirs 
may take the oath of heirs and collect the money (which oath 
could not be taken according to Rabh and Samuel). 

It once happened that B, who had borrowed money of A 
through a surety and on a document, died, A being still alive; 
thereafter A also died and his heirs claimed the debt from the 
surety. R. Papa, before whom the case was tried, was about 
to say that this is a case included in the decision of R. Na’hman 
that nothing be added to Rabh and Samuel's ruling, and in this 
case the heirs are to collect not from the orphans but from the 
surety. Said R. Huna b. R. Jehoshua to him: Are they indeed 
collecting from the surety for his debt and not for that of the 
orphans? 

In another case the lender died childless, leaving a brother, 
and Rami b. Hama was about to say that R. Na’hman’s de¬ 
cision includes this case, too. Said Rabha to him : Is there any 
difference between the heir’s saying “ my father told me,” or 
” my brother told me”? Said R. Hama: As there is no ulti¬ 
mate decision as to whether the Halakha prevails with Rabh and 
Samuel or not, we should leave it to the judges; he who decides 
in accordance with Rabh and Samuel should not be objected, 
nor should protest be raised against him who follows R. Elazar’s 
decision as a precedent. Said R. Papa: If such a case happens 
in our court, we shall not destroy the document, nor collect it, 
for fear the Halakha may prevail with Rabh and Samuel; how¬ 
ever, not destroy it, in order to give the contestant the benefit 
of doubt and enable him to bring his case in another court. 

Once a judge followed in his decision R. Elazar; a young 
scholar interested in this problem came to the judge and told 
him that he is able to produce a letter from the west attesting 
that the Halakha does not prevail with R. Elazar; and the judge 
said to him: Well, produce the letter and we will then see. 
The scholar, however, came to complain in the court of R. 
Hama, and latter answered that it is already decided thus: He 
who follows R. Elazar’s ruling as a precedent cannot be pro¬ 
tested against. 

” The following have to swear,” etc. Does the Mishna speak 
of idiots? It means to say that these persons have to swear if 
they say they are not certain of the claim. 

There is a Boraitha: The son of the house mentioned in the 
Mishna is not he who frequents the house, but he who is taking 
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care of the estate: he engages and discharges laborers, buys and 
sells, etc. And why should such persons take an oath? Be¬ 
cause as a rule they allow themselves more than what is due to 
them. Said R. Joseph b. Miniumi in the name of R. Na’hman: 
Provided there was a denial made to the claim of two silver, 
according to the decision of Rabh. 

“ If the partners and gardeners," etc. The schoolmen pro¬ 
pounded a question: May one include in a rabbinical oath a 
claim from another business? Come and hear: If one has bor¬ 
rowed on the eve of the Sabbathic year and at the end of the 
year he become the partner or gardener of the lender, no inclu¬ 
sion can take place in the partner-oath if he has to take such. 
Thus we see the reason here to be that he borrowed on the eve 
of the Sabbathic year as this year released him from the oath 
also, but in a simple year such an oath may be inclusive? Nay; 
do not say that in a simple year the oath may be inclusive, but 
if he becomes a partner or a gardener (of the lender) on the eve 
of the Sabbathic year and at the end of the same he borrowed 
money from him, he may in his oath include also the partner- 
oath from the Sabbathic year; as the second part of the Boraitha 
states it so plainly, hence, a rabbinical oath is inclusive. 

R. Huna said: All the oaths are inclusive except the oath 
of an employee, as this oath is given merely for the purpose of 
gratifying the employer. R. 'Hisda said: No oaths are to be 
made lenient in this respect except the oath of an employee, 
toward which we have to act leniently. And what is the differ¬ 
ence between these two opinions? The requiring by the court: 
according to R. Huna the court itself may declare the oath in¬ 
clusive independently of the plaintiff, while according to R. 
'Hisda the court has no jurisdiction unless the plaintiff re¬ 
quires so. 

“ The Sabbathic year releases." Whence is this deduced? 
From [Deut. xv. 2]: “And this is the verbum {debar) of the 
release,” i.e., it releases even words. 


CHAPTER VIII. 


RULES AND REGULATIONS CONCERNING THE FOUR KINDS OF BAILEES .* 
THE CONDITIONS UNDER WHICH THEY ARE TO PAY OR TO TAKE 

AN OATH.-WHAT IS AN UTTERED OATH, A VAIN OATH, A FALSE 

OATH.-CASES ILLUSTRATING THE VARIOUS CLAIMS REGARDING 

THE FOUR KINDS OF BAILEES. 

MISHNA I.: There are four kinds of bailees: gratuitous, 
on hire, borrower, and hirer. The gratuitous bailee swears to 
every claim; the borrower pays every claim; the paid bailee as 
well* as the hirer swears in case the cattle broke its leg or was 
seized or died, but both pay when it got lost or stolen. If one 
asks his gratuitous bailee: Where is my ox? He is dead, while 
in reality he is only leg-broken, or seized, or stolen, or lost; or 
he answers: He is leg-broken, while in fact he is dead, seized or 
lost; or he answers: He is seized, while he is dead, leg-broken, 
stolen or lost; or he answers: He is lost, while in fact he is 
dead, leg-broken, seized or stolen, to which the other rejoins: 
I adjure you; and the answer is: Amen, he is free. Where is 
my ox? And the other one answers: I know not what you talk 
about, while in reality the ox is dead, leg-broken, seized, stolen 
or lost. I adjure you. Amen, he is free. But if he asks: 
Where is my ox? Lost. I adjure you. Amen, but witnesses 
appear to testify that he consumed him, he must pay the full 
value; if he confesses it of his own will he must pay the value 
plus one-fifth, and is to bring a trespass-offering. If he asks: 
Where is my ox? And the answer is: Stolen. I adjure you. 
Amen, and witnesses appear to testify that he himself stole the 
ox, he must pay double amount; on self-confession, however, 
he pays the value plus one-fifth, and brings an offering. 

If one says to a man in the street: Where is my ox that you 
have stolen? And the answer is: I have not stolen, but wit¬ 
nesses testify that he did steal him, he is to pay double amount; 
and if he has slaughtered or sold him, he must pay four and 
five-fold. However, if, on noticing the approach of witnesses 
against him, he says: I have stolen him, but not slaughtered or 
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sold, he is to pay but the principal amount. If one asks the 
borrower: Where is my ox? And he answers: He died, while 
in reality he is leg-broken, seized, stolen or lost; or: Leg-broken, 
while he is dead, seized, stolen or lost; seized, while he is dead, 
leg-broken, stolen or lost; stolen, while he is dead, leg-broken, 
seized or lost; Lost, while he is dead, leg-broken, seized or 
stolen, whereupon the other one says: I adjure you, and the an¬ 
swer is: Amen, he is free. Where is my ox? I know not what 
you are talking about, while in fact the ox is dead, leg-broken, 
seized, stolen or lost. I adjure you. Amen, he is liable. If 
one says to a paid bailee or to a hirer: Where is my ox, and he 
answers: He is dead, while he is leg-broken or seized; Leg- 
broken, while he is dead or seized; seized, while he is dead or 
leg-broken; stolen, when he is lost or seized; lost, while he 
has been stolen, whereupon former: I adjure you. Amen, he 
is free. But if the answer be: He is dead, leg-broken or seized, 
while he has been stolen or lost, former: I adjure you. Amen, 
he is liable. But if he says: he has been stolen, or: lost, while 
he is dead, leg-broken or seized; I adjure you. Amen, he is 
free. This is the rule: Whoever tends to commutate, by his 
oath, liability to liability, unliability to unliability, or unliability 
to liability, is free; but if liability to unliability, he is liable. 
This is the rule in brief: Whoever takes an oath in order to 
make his case lenient, is liable; but if vice versa , he is free. 

GEMARA: Who is the Tana of the four classes of bailees? 
Said R. Na’hman in the name of Rabba b. Abuhu: It is R. 
Mair. Said Rabha to him : Is then there a Tana who does not 
hold so? And the answer was: I mean to say who is the Tana 
that maintains that the hirer of a thing is under the same rule 
with a bailee for pay? and this is R. Mair, according to Rabba 
b. Abuhu. But is there not a Boraitha that R. Mair holds a 
hirer under the law of a gratuitous bailee, and R. Jehudah is the 
one who places him under the law of a paid bailee? Rabba b. 
Abuhu has reversed in the Mishna the order of the names (by 
tradition). But after all, according to both R. Mair and R. 
Jehudah there are but three classes of bailees, why then four in 
the Mishna? Said R. Na’hman b. Itz’hak, the Mishna means 
to say: There are four classes of bailees but their laws are three. 

“ / know not what you talk about. Said Rabh. All the ex¬ 
pressions'* free ” used in the Mishna free only from the liability 
of a trespass-offering, attaching to a depositary, but not from 
that of a sin-offering, attaching to an uttered oath. Samuel, 
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however, maintains that it frees them even from the last- 
mentioned liability. 

And what is here the point of difference? Samuel holds that 
as such an oath can not refer to the future, one is not liable 
even for the past; while Rabh does not share this opinion. But 
this their difference has already been pointed out above in con¬ 
nection with the oath made by A that B threw a stone into the 
sea, why then again? It was necessary, as in the case of throw¬ 
ing a stone Rabh holds A liable because he takes the oath on 
his own accord, but here, where the court compels him to swear, 
one might say that Rabh agrees with Samuel, which would be 
in accordance with R. Ami, who said elsewhere that one is not 
liable for an uttered oath when made by the judges to swear; 
on the other hand, if only this were stated one could say that 
only in this case Samuel differs with Rabh, but in the other one 
he agrees with him. 

What is the reason of R. Ami’s statement? It is the verse 
[Lev. v. 4]: “Or any person swear,” which means he swears 
voluntarily. 

R. Elazar, however, said with reference to the expression 
“ free ” the Mishna uses: all are free from a depositary-oath but 
are liable for an uttered oath, excepting, however, the follow¬ 
ing: a borrower answering “ I know not what you talk about,” 
the paid bailee who claims stolen or lost, the hirer claiming 
stolen or lost, in which cases the Mishna makes them liable to 
depositary-oath, because here a denial of cash money is involved. 


APPENDIX TO PAGE 13. 

R. Na’hman b. R. ’Hisda lectured: A fowl burnt-offering 
must not be bought from the money of the treasury. Said 
Rabha: This is nonsense! Said R. Na’hman b. Itz’hak to him: 
Why nonsense? I said it to R.Na’hman b. ’Hisda, in the name 
of R. Shimi of Nahardea, and the reason is that for the remain¬ 
ing money of the treasury burnt-offerings for the congregation 
are bought, and there is no fowl-offering for the congregation. 
In like manner Samuel holds what was said in the name of R. 
Johanan concerning daily offerings; as R. Jehudah said in his 
name that all the offerings of the congregation are prepared for 
what they are intended by the application of the knife to them 
(and no knife is used to a fowl-offering). So also we have learned 
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in the following Boraitha : R. Simeon admits concerning a he-goat 
that was not offered on the festival, that he may be offered on the 
new-moon or day of atonement, on the feast of Tabernacles, and 
may as well remain for the next holidays, since originally he was 
intended as an offering to be brought on the exterior altar. 


END OF TRACT SHEBUOTH. 
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INTRODUCTION. 


There is no Gemara to this Tract. However, it forms a 
part of the section Jurisprudence, and is usually printed with 
the commentaries of both Maimanides and Rabad. 

Although these Mishnaioth are almost each of them repeated 
in some of the six sections of the Talmud (thus a number of 
them already translated by us), yet we could not omit them be¬ 
cause of the significance they attain in view of the fact that the 
contents of them all were testified before the Assembly of the 
sages. The first chapter, however, of this Tract, which was not 
testified, is significant for its showing (a) the cases wherein the 
sages establish the Halakha without adopting the views of either 
Shamai or Hillel though expressed by each of them personally; 
(i b) wherein the school of Hillel after deliberations abandoned 
their view to adopt that of the school of Shamai; (c) the reasons 
for the rule that the opinion of an individual is mentioned though 
the Halakha prevails with the majority; ( d) where the school 
of Shamai do not agree with Shamai, their master. 

We have translated this Tract almost literally, referring the 
reader who may be confronted with some difficulties to places 
where detailed explanations are found, as to explain these here 
would necessitate a whole volume for itself. 
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CHAPTER I. 

MISHNA I.: Shamai says: For all women suffices their 
perceiving the menses (to make unclean whatever one of them 
may happen to touch; but not before this perceiving). Hillel, 
however, says: The time is to be counted between two consecu¬ 
tive examinations regardless of the length of the interval and be 
it of many days (and all she touches at that time is unclean). 
The sages, however, say: The Halakha prevails with neither 
Shamai nor Hillel; but one day (night included) reduces the in¬ 
terval between the said examinations; on the other hand, the 
moment of examination reduces the allowance of the day (and 
night). (However, all agree) that for every woman who has a 
regular periodic menstruation the perceiving suffices. She who 
uses sheets to examine herself before and after intercourse, re¬ 
duces thereby both the time of the previous examination and 
the above-said day of allowance.* 

•MISHNA//.: Shamai says: One must separate Chalah (first 
dough) from one Kab; Hillel says from no less than two, while 
the sages set the minimum at one and a half Kab, lowering it, 
however, to five-fourths of a Kab when the measures were in¬ 
creased. R. Jose says: Not exactly five-fourths, but a trifle 
above. 

MISHNA III .: Hillel says: One Hin-ful of drawn water 
renders a legal bath,f when poured therein, unfit. (A Hin-ful 
is not the exact quantity, but is stated here as it is one’s duty 
to use the teacher’s language.) Shamai says: Nine Kab, while 
the sages, disagreeing with either view, uphold the two weavers 
that came from the gates-of-refuse in Jerusalem and testified in 
the name of Shemai and Abtalion that three Lugs of drawn 

* This Mishna is the first in the I. Chapter of Tract Nidah, and will be trans¬ 
lated in the proper place with the Gemara. 

f In case same does not yet contain the legally prescribed 40 saah. 
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water render the aforesaid bath unfit, and decided that Halakha 
to prevail so. 

MISHNA/F.: Why, then, are the theories of Shamai and 
Hillel stated at all, if without avail? To teach to posterity that 
one must not insist upon one’s statements, since the distin¬ 
guished masters of the world did not persist in their views. 

MISHNA V .: And why is mention made of the opinion of 
a single person in connection with that of many, when the final 
decision is invariably with the majority? In order that when a 
court should happen to approve of some one’s opinion it might 
base its decision thereon, for no court may annul the decision of 
another court, unless it be superior to latter both in erudition 
and number. If, however, it be superior only in one respect: 
in either erudition or number, it cannot annul; as it must be 
superior in both. 

MISHNA VI .: Said R. Jehudah: If this be the case, why 
is mention made of the opinion of an individual in connection 
with that of the majority to no purpose? In order that if one 
were to base his argument on tradition he could be answered that 
his tradition is in accordance with the opinion of that and that 
individual. 

MISHNA VII .: Beth Shamai says: A quarter Kab of the 
bones of the dead (defiles one in the tent) be it from two or 
three dead; Beth Hillel says: A quarter Kab from one corpse, 
from the quarter part of the entire structure, or of the number 
of bones. Shamai himself says: One bone suffices. 

MISHNA VIII .: Vetch terumah may, according to Beth 
Shamai, be soaked and peeled in a state of cleanness, but in that 
of uncleanness the cattle may be fed on it. Beth Hillel, how¬ 
ever, hold that in the former state it may be soaked only, while 
peeling and feeding may be done in the latter. Beth Shamai 
says: It must be very dry when given to the cattle; R. Aqiba 
holds that in a state of uncleanness all actions may be performed 
on it. 

MISHNA IX .: If one desires a sela in exchange for copper 
coin of the second tithe, he must, according to Beth Shamai, 
exchange the whole coin for a sela, while the Beth Hillel main¬ 
tain that he may take but one shekkel in silver and the other 
have in copper coin.* (R. Mair says): One must not redeem 
fruit and silver by other silver, while the sages allow it. 


All this receives its explanation in Tract Second-Tithe, section Seeds. 
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MISHNA X. : When one exchanges a sela of second tithe 
in Jerusalem, he must, according to Beth Shamai exchange the 
entire sela for copper coin; Beth Hillel hold as above; the ex¬ 
perts* of the sages say: For three dinar in silver and one dinar 
coin. R. Aqiba’s opinion is: Three dinar in silver and of the 
fourth one a quarter in coin. R. Tarfon says: Four aspers in 
silver. Shamai himself says: Let him leave the sela in the store 
till he gradually consumes its worth in goods. 

MISHNA XL : The bride’s chair, when stripped of its adorn¬ 
ments is declared by the Beth Shamai as subject to defilement, 
but not so by Beth Hillel. Former holds that even the seat 
alone of that chair is unclean. Similar are the respective opin¬ 
ions of the Beth Shamai and the Beth Hillel with reference to 
a chair put into a trough, the former declaring in addition the 
chair unclean if even only made in a trough. (Will be explained 
in Tract Kelim.) 

MISHNA XIL: Following are the cases wherein the Beth 
Hillel have altered their views in favor of those advanced by the 
Beth Shamai : The woman who upon coming from the sea-coun¬ 
tries asserts that her husband died may, according to the Beth 
Shamai, remarry or enter a levirat marriage; while the Beth 
Hillel contended: We heard this as holding good only concern¬ 
ing a woman who comes from the harvest; whereupon the Beth 
Shamai retorted: It is immaterial whether she comes from the 
harvest, olive gathering or from a sea-country; and the expres¬ 
sion “ harvest ” as used by the sages in this matter was one of 
fact; thereupon the Beth Hillel conceded. Furthermore, ac¬ 
cording to Beth Shamai such woman is allowed to marry and to 
obtain her marriage contract, which latter right the Beth Hillel 
denied her, whereupon the Beth Shamai argued: You allow a 
possible adultery, a rigorous transgression, and prohibit a money 
matter, a (lenient) misdemeanor? Whereto the B. Hillel re¬ 
joined: For we find that the heirs of the deceased cannot enter 
inheritance upon her statement alone. And Beth Shamai re¬ 
plied: But we are informed directly from her marriage contract, 
where the husband writes: If you get married to another one 
you should get what is here devised to you; thereupon the 
B. Hillel conceded to them. 

MISHNA XIII .: He who is half slave and half free + works, 


* I.e .: Hen Azai, Hen Zoma, Mlanan the Egyptian, and ’Manama, 
f I.e., he was a slave of two masters, one of whom freed him. 
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according to Beth Hillel, one day for his master and one for 
himself. Hereto objected the Beth Shamai: You amply pro¬ 
vide for his master but not for him; he has no right to marry 
either a slave or a free woman, nor should he remain single, for 
the world has been created for propagation, as it reads [Isa. xlv. 
18]: “ Not for naught did he create it; to be inhabited did he 
form it." Accordingly, for the sake of a better organization of 
the world his master is compelled to wholly free him, and the 
slave writes him a note on the half of his value; and the Beth 
Hillel accepted this opinion. 

MISHNA XIV .: An earthen vessel when covered protects 
(against tent-uncleanness) according to Beth Hillel all (it con¬ 
tains), while the Beth Shamai holds that it protects only food, 
beverages and earthen vessels. Asked Beth Hillel: Why? And 
they answered: Because it is unclean in the opinion of the Am* 
haretz, and no clean vessel is protective; and B. Hillel’s ques¬ 
tion as to why have you declared it protective of food and bev¬ 
erages, they meet thus: We declare these clean only for the 
Amharetz, but if you were to declare the vessel as such clean, 
it would be so in general; hereupon the B. Hillel agreed. 


CHAPTER II. 


MISHNA I .: R. ’Hanina the segan of the priests testified 
the following four statements—viz.: The priests have never 
hesitated to burn meat defiled in a secondary degree together 
with meat defiled in a primary degree, though latter augments 
the uncleanness of the former; R. Aqiba added: Nor have they 
ever hesitated to burn oil, that has become unusable through a 
defiled one though bathed during the day, in a lamp defiled 
through contact with one who touched a corpse, though the 
uncleanness of the oil is thereby augmented. 

MISHNA II.\ Furthermore, he said: During all my life 
I have not seen a hide (of a sacrificed animal found internally 
injured) brought out to the fireplace. Said R. Aqiba: We learn 
therefrom that when the first-born cattle on being stripped of 
its hide is found internally injured, the priests may use its hide. 
The sages, however, say: “ We have not seen is no evidence, 
so that the hide must be removed to the fireplace. 

MISHNA III .: The same R. ’Hanina testified that there 
was an old man in a little village near Jerusalem, who was lend¬ 
ing money to all the villagers, writing himself the notes and 
having others to sign them; when this case came before the 
sages, they declared it proper. From here is to infer that both 
woman and man may write she her divorce and he the receipt 
respectively, since the validity of a divorce is effected only by 
the undersigned thereon. 

He finally testified that, when an (unclean) needle was found 
in the flesh (of a sacrifice), the knife and the hands are clean, 
but the flesh is unclean; but if found in the paunch everything 
is clean. 

MISHNA IV .: R. Ismael propounded three things before 
the sages at Iabnah in the vineyard: (a) a cracked egg put upon 
a colewort of Terumah forms a combination except when put 
on like a hat; (b) an ear of corn left standing in the crop with its 
point toward the yet unreaped corn, belongs to the landowner 
provided it be capable of being cut off with the standing com, 
otherwise it belongs to the poor (as forgotten): (f) a small garden 
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fenced with creeping vine may be sowed (with seeds) if it has 
enough room, so that the vine-dresser with his basket can stand 
on all its sides, but not otherwise. 

Three things have been propounded in the presence of R. 
Ismael, and as he did not express himself either for or against, 
R. Jehoshua b. Mathia interpreted them: {a) One who inflicts 
upon one's self a sore on the Sabbath day is guilty if he did it 
in order to make a permanent orifice, but is free if his purpose 
was to remove the pus; {b) one is free for hunting a snake on 
Sabbath in order to escape its bites, but is liable if for medicinal 
purposes; (c) earthen dishes used in cities are clean when in the 
tent of a corpse, but become unclean when carried by him who 
is possessed of a running issue, in which latter case R. Eliezar 
b. Zadok declares them also clean since their work has not yet 
been completed. 

MISHNA VI .: R. Ismael declared three things which R. 
Aqiba has not agreed in: Garlick, sour grapes, and unripe corn- 
ears ground (on Friday) before twilight may, according to R. 
Ismael, be finished after sunset, while R. Aqiba does not 
allow it. 

MISHNA VII .: Of the following three statements cited 
before R. Aqiba the first two were in the name of R. Eliezar, 
and the third one in that of R. Jehoshua: (a) A woman may go 
out on Sabbath in her gold city-crown; (b) hunters after an¬ 
other’s doves are unfit as witnesses; (c) when a weasel with a 
worm in its mouth runs over the breads of Terumah and it re¬ 
mains dubious as to whether or not the worm touched the breads 
they are clean. 

MISHNA VIII.: R. Aquiba has rrtade statements, of which 
only the first two found the approval of the sages: (a) A sandal 
of the lime-burners is subject to defilement by the steps of him 
who has a running issue; ( b ) the remnants of an (unclean) oven 
are unclean when four hand-widths high, which height was 
thought before to be only three; (c) a chair, from whose seat 
two consecutive boards have been removed is, according to R. 
Aqiba only, subject to defilement. 

MISHNA IX .: He (R. Aqiba) was wont to say: The father 
conditions in his son beauty, force, wealth, wisdom, longevity, 
and the reward to be bestowed on (his) posterity; and herein 
lies the end of destiny, as it reads [Is. xli. 4]: “ He predeter¬ 
mines from the beginning of fate of the generations to come,” 
and though it reads [Gen. xvi. 13]: ” They will enslave them 
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and torture them for 400 years,” yet we read further [ibid. xvi.J: 
“ The fourth generation will return again unto here.” 

MISHNAX.: Furthermore, he was saying: There arc five 
things of a twelve months' duration—viz.: the punishment of 
the generation of the flood, that of Job, of the Egyptians, of 
Gog and Magog in time to come [Ezek. xxxv. 2], and of the 
wicked in the infernum, for it reads [Isa. xv. 6]: “It will take 
place (chodesh bechodsho) every month,” i.e ., from the month he 
died next year the same month renewed. R. Johanan b. Nari 
says (regarding the last point): It lasts only from Passover till 
Azcrcthy for it reads [ibid.]: 44 From one festival to the other.” 


CHAPTER III. 


MISHNA I .: All objects that defile within the tent are, ac¬ 
cording to R. Dohssa b. Horkinoss, clean when they were 
brought into the house after having been divided in smaller 
parts; but the sages declare them unclean. How so? If one 
touches or carries two pieces of a carcass each of the size of half 
an olive, or touches of a corpse the size of a half an olive (and 
his body covers such a size) and such a size shelters him, or he 
covers as much as two halves of an olive, or only of a half an 
olive but is roofed by such a size, R. Dohssa b. Horkinass declares 
him clean and the sages declare him unclean. But if he touches 
the size of half an olive while another thing covers both him 
and of a corpse the size of half an olive (or he covers such size 
and another thing covers him and such a size), he is clean (also 
according to the sages). R. Mair, however, said; Also herein 
the sages and R. Dohssa differ as above. (They declare) that 
all combine to render unclean except touching with carrying, 
and carrying with roofing. This is the rule; What bears one 
and the same name is index of uncleanness, two different names 
is one of cleanness. (All the Mishna is explained in third chap¬ 
ter of Tract Oholoth (Tents). 

MISHNA II .; Food consisting of sundry parts does not, 
according to R. Dohssa b. Horkinass, combine (to the measure 
of an egg), while according to the sages it does so. R. Dohssa 
holds that it is allowed to exchange second tithe for uncoined 
money, while according to the sages it is not. Finally, he holds 
that it suffices to bathe one’s hands to be allowed to touch the 
sin-cleansing water, while the sages say that (in this case) with 
the uncleanness of his hands the entire body is unclean. 

MISHNA III .: The interior of a melon, as well as the peel 
strips of a colewort is as terumah allowed to laymen (non¬ 
priests), so R. Dohssa, while the sages do not allow it. He 
further holds that it is only then obligatory to separate the first- 
cut wool of five shorn sheep when each of them furnishes one 
and a half mana worth of wool, while in the opinion of the sages 

12 


TRACT EDUYOTH (TESTIMONIES). 13 

even when the wool of the five sheep is however little. (Is fur¬ 
ther explained in Tract Chulin, Chapter XI.) 

MISHNA IV .: According to R. Dohssa, all mats are get¬ 
ting unclean only when touched by a corpse, but according to 
the sages, also by (mere) pressure. He says further that all 
woven work remains clean except a girdle, but according to the 
sages all are subject to defilement, except, however, those of 
the wool-traders. 

MISHNA V .: A sling whose handle is embroidered is sub¬ 
ject to defilement. But if it is of leather R. Dohass declares it 
clean, and the sages, unclean. If its finger-hole has been sev¬ 
ered from it, it is clean, but also is unclean if only its end is 
severed. 

MISHNA VI .: The wife (of a priest) that was in captivity 
is, according to R. Dohssa, allowed to eat terumah, while the 
sages say: There is a difference between one captive and an¬ 
other. How so? If she says: I was in captivity, but am clean, 
she may eat, for the mouth that prohibits also allows, but if her 
captivity is attested by witnesses and she asserts thereupon to 
be clean, she is not allowed to eat. (Explained in Tract Kethu- 
both, Chapter II.) 

MISHNA VII .: There are four doubtful cases where R. 
Jehoshua declares the thing unclean and the sages, clean—viz.: 

(a) while the unclean is standing the clean one is passing, or 

(b) vice versa; (c) when something unclean is in the private 
ground, while something clean in the public grounds, or (d) vice 
versa , in which cases it is doubtful whether or not one touched, 
roofed, or was moved by, the other. (Tract Taharoth, Chapter II.) 

MISHNA VIII. : Three things are declared unclean by R. 
Zadok and clean by the sages—viz.: (a) The exchanger's nail; 
(b) the trunk of the bean-grinders, and (c) the screw of the stone 
sun-clock. (Kelim, Chapter XII.) 

MISHNA IX .: Four things are held unclean by R. Gamaliel 
and clean by the sages: (a) The cover of a metallic basket used 
in households; (b) the handle of a (bathing) scraper; (c) the un¬ 
finished metallic vessels, and (d) a board broken in two (equal) 
parts; in the last-named case, however, if the parts be unequal, 
the sages concur with R. Gamaliel in that the bigger part is 
unclean and the smaller, clean. (Ibid., ibid., Mishna VI.) 

MISHNA X .: In the decision of the following three R. 
Gamaliel is as rigorous as Beth Shamai: It is not allowed: (a) to 
keep warm on a holiday cooked food for Sabbath; (b) to put 
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together the parts of a chandelier on a hoilday, and ( c ) to bake 
(on a holiday) big loaves of bread, but only small ones. He 
said: During all the time they were baking in my father’s house 
only thin loaves, and he was answered: We can make no conclu¬ 
sion from your father’s house, who have always been rigorous to 
themselves, but lenient to all others, allowing them to bake not 
only big loaves but even big cakes on coal. 

MISHNA XI .: In the following three things, however, his 
decisions are lenient: It is allowed ( a ) to sweep (on holidays) 
between the bedsteads; (b) to put upon coals the fumigation, 
and (c) to roast a prepared kid on the first Easter evening, all 
which the sages forbid. 

MISHNA XV .: Three things R. Elazar b. Azaria allows and 
the sages forbid: {a) His cow was allowed to walk out (on Sab¬ 
bath) with the strap between her horns; (b) he allows to curry 
the cattle on holidays, and (c) to grind pepper in hand-mills 
adapted thereto. R. Jehudah maintains that point sub ( b ) is 
not allowable, as one could while currying make a sore, but 
allows to do it with a wooden comb, while the sages forbid both. 
(The last two Mishnas are explained in Tract Beitzah.) 


CHAPTER IV. 


MISHNA/.: In the following cases the decisions of Beht 
Shamai are lenient, and those of Beth Hillel rigorous. An egg 
laid on a holiday is, according to Beth Shamai, allowed to eat 
on that day, but is not so according to Beth Hillel. Regarding 
the removal of leaven (before Passover) Beth Shamai hold it 
must be of the size of an olive and leavened bread of that of a 
date, while the Beth Hillel fix the size of each at that of an 
olive. 

MISHNA II.: All agree in that a cattle born on a holiday 
is allowed, but a fowl out of the eggs is not. If one slaughter 
game or fowl on a holiday he is allowed by Beth Shamai to dig 
up loose ground (the spade already struck in) and cover the 
blood, while Beth Hillel do not allow to kill unless there be 
earth prepared, admitting, however, that after one has killed, 
he may use with the spade the loose ground, and that ashes 
from the hearth be regarded as prepared earth. 

MISHNA III .: The Beth Shamai consider ownerless every¬ 
thing left to the poor, while according to Beth Hillel, only that 
is ownerless which is abandoned to the rich as well, instance 
Shmitah. If all the sheaves of a field contain each a Kab and 
one of them containing four Kab is left, the Beth Shamai do 
not regard it forgotten, and Beth Hillel do so. (Tract Peah, 
Chapter VI.) 

MISHNA IV .: Likewise do not Beth Shamai regard forgot¬ 
ten a sheaf left near a wall, a stag, a bull, or implements; while 
Beth Hillel do. 

MISHNA V .: The four-year-old vine is, according to Beth 
Shamai, not subject to either the additional fifth or destruction, 
while according to Beth Hillel it is. Furthermore, the former 
hold that it is subject to both Pcret and oillcloth [Lev. xix. 10], 
and that the poor are to redeem it themselves; while the latter 
say it all goes to the winepress. 

MISHNA VI . : A cask with preserved olives need not have 
a hole, so Beth Shamai, while Beth Hillel find it obligatory, 
admitting, however, that if there had been one, but was stopped 
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by the dregs, the cask is clean. If one, having besmeared his 
body with sweet oil, became unclean and then took a legal bath, 
Beth Shamai declare him clean even when the oil is dripping, 
but acceding to Beth Hillel he is not clean, unless there be left 
on him no more oil than would be necessary to besmear a small 
organ, which last condition the Beth Shamai require when the 
oil used before the bath was unclean, while Beth Hillel in this 
case require that there be only an inconsiderable moisture. Said 
R Jehudah in the name of Beth Hillel: That there be a mois¬ 
ture sufficient to moist some other thing. (All this will be ex¬ 
plained in Tract Taharath.) • 

MISHNA VI!.: According to Beth Shamai one dinar or its 
worth is consideration in the marrying of a wife; the Beth Hillel 
set it down at a Perutah or its worth, which is one-eighth of the 
Italic Saar. The former hold further that one may dismiss his 
wife on the basis of the old divorce bill, i.e ., a divorce after 
whose consummation he remained yet alone with his wife, while 
the Beth Hillel say he cannot. Similarly, if a wife who had 
been divorced, happened to pass a night in the same inn with 
her (former) husband, she needs no other bill of divorce accord¬ 
ing to Beth Shamai, but the Beth Hillel say she needs one if 
she was divorced after they had been wedded, but not after 
they had been only betrothed to each other, for in the latter 
case they were not yet intimate with each other. 

MISHNA VIII .: Beth Shamai allow brothers to enter levi- 
rate marriage with their rival-wives (of prohibited kinship de¬ 
grees), which the Beth Hillel forbid. If they have performed 
Chalitzah, Beth Shamai declares them unmarrigeable to a priest 
and Beth Hillel allows them. The two schools change their 
views regarding the case when the wives become widows after 
they had been taken in levirate marriage. Notwithstanding 
that the one school prohibits what the other allows, the disciples 
of the two schools have never refrained from intermarriage with 
one another. Likewise as regards cleanness and uncleanness 
where the two hold opposite opinions, they have none the less 
never hesitated to loan one another objects declared clean by 
both schools. 

MISHNA IX .: If of three brothers two are married to two 
sisters and the third one is single; if, now, one of the married 
brothers died and the unmarried promises the widow to marry 
her, whereupon the second of the brothers died, Beth Shamai 
say: The single brother is to keep his wife and the other one is 
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to go free as the wife’s sister; while Beth Hillel hold that he 
must dismiss his wife with both divorce and Chalitzah, and his 
sister-in-law with Chalitzah; as the proverb goes: He is to be 
pitied for both his wife and his sister-in-law! (Tract Yebamoth, 
Chapter IV.) 

MISHNA X .: If one abstain by vow from sexual intercourse 
with his wife, he is allowed by Beth Shamai to keep the vow for 
two weeks, by Beth Hillel for but one. A woman who bears a 
miscarriage on the eve of eighty-one days (after the birth of a 
daughter) Beth Shamai free from an offering, and Beth Hillel 
hold liable. Beth Shamai say a quadrangular sheet needs no 
tzitzis, Beth Hillel hold it needs. A basket with figs prepared 
for Sabbath is, according to Beth Shamai free from the tithe, 
according to Beth Hillel it is not. 

MISHNA XI .: If one vowed to remain a Nazarite for some 
time, and after the expiration of the term comes to the land (of 
Israel), Beth Shamai hold he must continue in the state of 
Nazarite for another thirty days, while Beth Hillel make him 
begin the whole term anew. If two parties of witnesses testify, 
the one that so and so has vowed to be a Nazarite twice, the 
other, five times, Beth Shamai declare this testimony invalid as 
conflicting, and he must not be a Nazarite at all, while Beth 
Hillel say: Five contains two, hence he must be a Nazarite 
twice. (Nazir, Chapter III.) 

MISHNA XII.: The man who finds himself underneath a 
crevisse does not, according to Beth Shamai, transfer the un¬ 
cleanness from one side to the other, while Beth Hillel regard 
the man as hollow, so that his upper side does transfer the 
uncleanness (as roofing). (Oheloth, Chapter XI.) 


CHAPTER V. 


MISHNA /.: R. Jehudah attested six cases where the de¬ 
cisions of the Beth Shamai are lenient, and those of Beth Hillel 
rigorous. The blood of a carcass is, according to the former, 
clean, but unclean, according to Beth Hillel. The egg of a fowl 
carcass, if it looks like the ordinary egg sold in market, is allowed 
by Beth Shamai, but not otherwise, while the Beth Hillel pro¬ 
hibit it in all cases. However, both prohibit the egg of an 
internally injured, for it was formed in a prohibited stage. 
The menses of a heathen woman as well as the clean blood of a 
leprous woman in confinement, Beth Shamai^ declare clean and 
Beth Hillel consider it to be like her spittle or urine. The fruit 
of the Sabbathic year one may enjoy with or without reward, 
according to Beth Shamai, the Beth Hillel hold that one may 
eat it and reward somehow the owner. A leather bag is subject 
to defilement, according to Beth Shamai, if it is bound and fast¬ 
ened, and the Beth Hillel hold so even when it is not bound. 
(Shebieth, IV.) 

MISHNA II .: R. Jose quotes also similar decisions of six 
cases. Beth Shamai allow to serve on the table, but not to eat, 
poultry together with cheese, while Beth Hillel forbid the one 
as well as the other. Likewise allow the former to separate 
Terumah from olives for their oil and for the wine from grapes, 
and the latter prohibit it. According to Beth Shamai he who 
sows seeds within four ells in the vineyard has thereby sanctified 
one row, while according to Beth Hillel, two rows (i.e., the rows 
in question must not be sown). Flour put into boiling water is, 
Beth Shamai say, free from Chalah, and the Beth Hillel say it 
is not. The Beth Shamai allow to use rain-water (running down 
hill) as a legal bath, the Beth Hillel do not. Finally, Beth 
Shamai allow a proselyte, who underwent circumcision on the 
eve of Passover, to immerse himself and then partake in the 
Passover-offering, while Beth Hillel declare that he who parts 
with his prepuce is like one returning from the grave. 

MISHNA///.: R. Ismael cites to the same effect the de¬ 
cisions of the following three cases: The book Ecclesiastae does 
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not, according to Beth Shamai, render unclean the hands, while 
it does so according to Beth Hillel. Sin-cleansing water that 
has already performed its destination is declared clean by former 
and unclean by latter. The same divergence of opinion the two 
schools show with regard to the cleanness and uncleanness of 
black cumin and its tithe. (Negaim, Mishna III., Chapter V.) 

MISHNA IV .: R. Elazar quotes two cases to the same 
effect. The blood of a woman lying-in, who has not bathed (as 
prescribed) is considered by Beth Shamai as her spittle and urine, 
while Beth Hillel declare it defiling always, moist or dry. The 
former agree, however, with the latter view when the woman in 
question bore in a state of running issue, then the issue defiles 
immaterial whether dry or moist. (Tract Nidah II., Mishna VI.) 

MISHNA V .: If of four brothers two who are married to 
two sisters die, the latter perform Chalitzah but cannot enter 
the levirate marriage; and if such marriage has been hastily con¬ 
cluded, divorce must follow. R. Eliezar quotes the Beth 
Shamai as declaring this marriage to remain, and Beth Hillel as 
requiring divorce. 

MISHNA VI.: Aqavia b. Mehallalel testified four things, 
which the sages persuaded him to retract, promising him there¬ 
for the chair of presiding justice in Israel, to this he responded: 
I shall prefer to hear the name fool all my life to becoming a 
wicked even for one hour before the Omnipresent; but let 
nobody say “ He retracted for the sake of an office!” Here 
are his rules: He declared unclean the white hair (left from a 
previous case of leprosy) as well as the yellow blood (of a woman), 
both which the sages declare clean; he allowed to make use of 
the faded hair of a blemished first-born cattle slaughtered imme¬ 
diately after the hair has been put into a (wall) niches, while the 
sages forbid it; finally, he prohibited to give the jealousy-water 
to a female proselyte or to a freed maid-slave, which the sages 
allow. 

The following episode was thereupon presented to him: A 
certain Karkmith, a freed maid-slave in Jerusalem, was made to 
drink the aforesaid water by Shmaia and Ahtalion, to which he 
replied: They did it* only in a ” make-believe ” way. (They, 
being themselves proselytes, did it.) And they placed him under 
ban, and when he died the court stoned his coffin. R. Jehudah 
remonstrated: That Aqavia b. Mehallalel, who among all Israel 
on whom the doors of the temple court-yard closed, was un¬ 
equalled in both erudition and piety, should have been placed 
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under ban? Impossible! It was Eliezar b. ’Hanoch that was 
excommunicated for his trifling with the rule concerning hand¬ 
cleaning; and when he died the court sent to put a stone on his 
coffin ; whence it may be inferred that the coffin of him who dies 
while under ban is to be stoned. 

MISHNA VII .: While on his death-bed he (Aqavia b. 
Mehallalel) thus spoke to his son: Reject the four rules I have 
been teaching; I adhered to them because I had received them 
from a majority, and the others likewise had them from a sim¬ 
ilar source; we both, therefore, remained true to our traditions; 
but you have learned them of an individual and then of a major¬ 
ity, now it is more advisable to abandon the opinion of the indi¬ 
vidual and to follow that of the majority. Then the son’s 
request to commend him to his friends he refused, saying: It is 
not because I find fault with you, but let your own conduct be 
your recommendation. (Explained at length in Pessachim V., 
Mishna IV.) 


CHAPTER VI. 


MISHNA /.: R. Jehudah b. Baba attested five cases. Girls 
under age are made to express their refusal; a woman is allowed 
to remarry on the testimony of one witness; in Jerusalem a cock 
that had killed a person was stoned; wine only forty days old 
was brought upon the altar as a drink-offering; and finally, the 
daily morning sacrifice was (once) offered at the fourth hour (in 
the morning). 

MISHNA II .: R. Jehoshua and R. Nehunia b. Elinathan 
of the Babylonian village attested that an organ (even if not an 
olive big) of the dead is defiling, as against R. Eliezar, who 
asserts that the sages taught thus only in reference to an organ 
of a live body; and the others rejoined: Is it not an inference 
a fortiori— viz.; since the organ of a live body which latter is 
clean is, if severed, unclean, so much the more so that of a dead 
body, which'latter is of itself unclean? His answer was: And 
yet the sages taught so only in respect of an organ of a live 
body. According to others the answer was this: The unclean¬ 
ness of the living is more extensive than that of the dead, for 
the living (who has a running issue) renders all that he lies or 
sits on capable of defiling man as well as garments, and all that 
rests above him, by his exhalation capable of defiling food and 
beverage, all which the dead does not. 

MISHNA///.: Flesh of the size of an olive severed from an 
organ dismembered from a living (person) is unclean according 
to R. Eliezar, but clean according to R. Jehoshua and Nehunia. 
On the other hand, a bone the size of a barley-corn severed from 
said organ R. Nehunia declares unclean, and R. Jehoshua with 
R. Eliezar, clean. R. Eliezar was then asked: What prompts 
you to vindicate the former decision? He replied: We find that 
a severed live organ is regarded as a whole corpse; hence, as 
from a dead severed flesh of the size of an olive is unclean, sev¬ 
ered flesh of such size from the living must be unclean, too! I, 
therefore, base my decision on this analogy. Whereupon it was 
rejoined: While you justly declare unclean flesh of an olive size 
severed from a corpse, for a barley-corn-sized bone of a corpse 
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is likewise unclean, you commit yourself to a discrepancy in 
your decision regarding the flesh and the bone of a severed organ 
of a living body respectively, whereby your analogy is anni¬ 
hilated! Similarly was R. Nehunia asked to base his view, 
which he did by a like analogy, thus: We find that a severed 
organ of the living is like an entire corpse and a barley-corn¬ 
sized bone of the latter is unclean, whence my decision. Where¬ 
upon he was answered: If you justly declare unclean so small 
a bone severed from a corpse by reason of holding unclean flesh 
the size of an olive severed from a corpse, you cannot on this 
basis declare unclean a bone the size of a barley-corn severed 
from the dismembered organ of a living body, since you hold 
clean the flesh even of an olive-size severed therefrom! 

R. Eliezar was then asked: Why have you divided your 
views? Declare either both unclean or both clean? And he 
answered: The uncleanness of the flesh is more extensive than 
that of the bones, because the flesh of carcasses and reptiles is 
defiling while bones of these are not. Another explanation ac¬ 
cording to others: An organ that has yet enough of its flesh on 
causes uncleanness through touching, carrying or sheltering it, 
and remains yet unclean even if it misses some of its flesh, while 
if some of its bone is wanting it is clean. 

R. Nehunia was asked: Why have you divided your views? 
Declare either both unclean or both clean? And he answered: 
The uncleanness of bones is more extensive than that of flesh, 
for flesh severed from the living body is clean, while the organ, 
if severed from it in its natural state, is unclean. Another ex¬ 
planation: Flesh the size of an olive defiles by being touched, 
carried or sheltered, in like manner do bones defile in their 
majority; if some of the flesh misses it is clean none the less, if 
some of the majority of the bones lacks it is still unclean by 
touch and carriage, though not by shelter. Or thus: All the 
flesh of a corpse is clean when it does not all in all measure the 
size of an olive, while the greater part of its body or of its bones 
are unclean even when they do not make up a quarter of a Kab. 

R. Jehoshua answered the question as to why he decides in 
both cases" clean," thus: The analogy between the dead and 
the living does not hold good, for to the former apply the req¬ 
uisite of majority, quarter-Kab, and spoonful of decomposed 
stuff, while to the living all this does not apply. 


CHAPTER VII. 


MISHNA I.: R. Jehoshua and R. Zadok attested that the 
priest has no claim to the assigned redemption of a first-born 
donkey that died, as against R. Eliezar, who said: The owner 
is obliged to indemnify it, as the five sela redemption of the 
first-born son. The sages, however, maintain that there is here 
no more obligation of indemnifying than in the case of redemp¬ 
tion for the second tithe. (Tract Bechoroth I., Mishna VI.) 

MISHNA II .: R. Zadok attested that the brine of the pro¬ 
hibited locusts is itself clean. P'or, the preceding Mishna reads: 
If unclean locusts have been pressed together with clean ones, 
they do not render the brine forbidden. 

MISHNA III .: The same attested further that if flowing 
water exceeds in quantity the rain-water with which it is mingled, 
it is proper. Such a case occurred in the capital of Plia and the 
sages declared it proper. 

MISHNA IV .: He attested, finally, that flowing water re¬ 
mains proper as such when made to rush through the green peel 
of a walnut. A case to this effect happened at Ohlia and, when 
brought before the court in the Hall of hewed stones in the 
temple, was found proper. 

MISHNA V.: R. Jehoshua and R. Jakin from Hadar attested 
that an earthen pitcher with sin-cleansing ashes placed upon a 
reptile is unclean, while R. Eliezar declares it clean. R. Papies 
attests that he who, having vowed to be a Nazarite twice, had 
his hair cut the first time on the thirtieth day, may have his hair 
cut the second time on the sixtieth day; and if he cut his hair 
on the fifty-ninth day, he kept sufficiently his vow, since the 
thirtieth day is counted both ways. (Nazir, Chapter III. 

MISHNA VI .: R. Jehoshua and R. Papies attested that the 
offspring of a peace-offering may be offered as a pcace-offerm; ; 
now, as the sages hold so against R. Eliezar who maintains the 
opposite, said R. Papies: I attest that we ourselves had a cow 
of a peace-offering which we ate on Passover, and whose 
offspring we consumed the next Tabernacle likewise as a peace- 
offering. (Themura, Chapter III.) 
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MISHNA VII.\ The same two attested that the flat boards 
of the bakers are unclean, as against R. Eliezar, who declared 
them clean; furthermore that a baking oven cut in parts between 
which mortar has been put, is subject to defilement, as against 
R. Eliezar, who finds it clean; that the court of justice has time 
to declare the year to be a leap-year during the entire month 
Ador, for formerly the Purim feast was thought to be the time 
limit for this declaration; finally, that the year may be declared 
a leap-year on condition. So it once happened that when R. 
Gamaliel, having gone to ask leave of the Hegemon of Syria, 
tarried on his way, the year was declared a leap-year on the con¬ 
dition that R. Gamaliel consent to it on his return, which he 
did upon returning and the year remained a leap-year. (Kelim, 
Chapter XV.) 

MISHNA VIII.: Mena’hem b. Signal attested that the 
enameled brim of the (metallic) kettle used by the olive-boilers 
is subject to defilement, but that of the painters is clean, for, 
formerly the converse was held. 

MISHNA IX .: R. Nehunia b. Gudgada attested that a deaf- 
mute girl married off (while under age) by her father may re¬ 
ceive a divorce; that a minor (orphaned) Israel-girl married to 
a priest may eat Terumah, and that in case she dies her husband 
is her heir; furthermore, that the owner of a beam robbed and 
immured in a palace can claim only its value; finally, that a 
robbed sin-offering not known to the majority is regarded as 
atoning for its owner when offered on the altar (in order not to 
make the altar unclean). 


CHAPTER VIII. 


MISHNA I.: R. Jehoshua b. Bathyra attested that the 
blood of carcasses is clean. R. Simeon b. Bathyra attested that 
the ashes of the sin-cleansing red cow, if touched even in part 
by an unclean one, become all unclean; to which R. Aqiba 
added that he who has bathed for cleansing himself (and hence 
is not yet wholly clean) renders improper the whole of the holy 
flour, the frankincense, the incense and the coal on touching 
them only in part. 

MISHNA II.: R. Jehudah b. Baba and R. Jehudah the 
priest attested that an (orphaned) Israel-daughter married under 
age to a priest is entitled to eat terumah soon after she was led 
under the canopy, though before cohabitation. R. Jose the 
priest and R. Zecharia the son of a butcher related the follow¬ 
ing: It happened that a small girl had been kidnapped by the 
heathens of Ashkalon; her kinfolks wanted to reject her from 
the family notwithstanding the assurance of the witnesses that 
she was not hiding with anybody nor dishonored, and the sages 
interfered, saying: If you believe her witnesses that she wa s 
kidnapped, there is no reason for you not to believe that she 
was not hiding with anybody nor dishonored ; on the other hand, 
if you distrust the latter part, don’t believe the former, either. 

MISHNA III .: R. Jehoshua and R. Jehudah b. Bathyra 
attested that the widow of a priest of a doubtful pedigree may 
yet marry a priest, that such a doubtful family may enquire 
after the purity or impurity of its members, in order to separate 
itself from, or to approach them. Thereupon remarked R. 
Simeon b. Gamaliel: We accept your attestation, but what shall 
we do now that R. Johanan b. Zakkai has decreed not to call 
any jury on this point? The priests will surely follow you when 
a case of separation, but not when such of approaching, is con¬ 
cerned ! 

MISHNA IV.: R. Jose b. Joezer, the man of Zercda, at¬ 
tested that the locust Ail Kamza is allowed, that all liquids in 
the slaughter-house of the temple are not subject to defilement, 
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and finally that only he is unclean who has surely touched a 
corpse. He received on this account the name, Jose the allower. 

MISHNA V ,: R. Aqiba attested in the name of Nehemia 
from Beth D’lee, that the testimony of one witness suffices to 
allow a woman to remarry. R. Jehoshua attested that regard¬ 
ing bones found in the wood-barn (of the women’s courtyard in 
the temple) which are yet unclean, the sages say: Pick them 
out singly, bone by bone, and all remains clean. 

MISHNA VI .: Said R. Eliezar: I heard that when the cen¬ 
tral hall of the temple was being built, curtains were put up 
before both the hall and the courtyards, with the difference, 
however, that in the former the wall was built outside, while in 
the latter inside, of the curtains. R. Jehoshua said: I heard 
that it is allowed to offer sacrifices also when there is no temple, 
that the all-holiest offerings may be eaten also when there is no 
curtain ; that leniently-holy offerings as well as second tithe may 
be eaten even if there be no city walls (around Jerusalem), for 
the first consecration has rendered her (the city) holy for her 
times as well as for all time to come. 

MISHNA V .: R. Jehoshua said: I have it by tradition from 
R. Johanan b. Zakkai, who heard it in direct line from his 
teacher, to be a Halakha from Sinai to Moses that Elijah is not 
coming in the future to declare certain families clean or unclean, 
to separate or to reconcile them, but to remove those who were 
reconciled by force, and to bring together those who were segre¬ 
gated by force. A family of the name Bethz’repha was across 
the Jordan, excluded by a certain Ben Zion with the use of 
force; another family (of impure blood) was in the same manner 
accepted by the same Ben Zion. It is to declare cases of this 
kind clean or unclean, to remove or to accept that Elijah is 
coming. R. Jehudah says: Only to accept, but not to remove. 
R. Simeon says: His mission is only to settle certain disputes. 
The sages, however, say: His advent will have for its purpose 
not the removing or accepting of the mentioned cases but the 
establishing of peace in the world, for it is written [Malachi, iii. 
23, 24]: ** Behold, I send unto you the prophet Elijah, . . . 
and he shall turn back the heart of the fathers to the children, 
and the heart of the children to their fathers.” 


END OF TRACT EDUYOTH AND OF VOLUME XVII. 
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OF 

TRACT ABUDA ZARA (IDOLATRY). 


CHAPTER. I. 

Mishna I. Three days before the festival of the heathen, it is for¬ 
bidden to have any business with them. In the future the Lord will take 
the Holy Scroll in hand, saying, “He who was occupied with it shall appear 
and receive his reward.’' The kingdom of Rome will then enter first, etc. 
After Rome has departed, Persia enters, etc. We have constructed many 
bridges, conquered many great cities, we were engaged in many wars, all for 
the sake of Israel to enable them to study the law, etc. “Have we then 
accepted the Torah, and not fulfilled its commandments?” A Gentile 
who is occupied with the study of the law is likened to a High-priest, etc. 
“ Lord of the Universe, has then Israel, who has accepted the Torah, 
observed it?” “Men of ye nations may come and testify that Israel has 
observed the Torah. Nimrod may testify, etc. There are twelve hours in a 
day, three hours of which the Lord is occupied with the Torah, etc. There 
is no smiling by the Lord, since the temple was destroyed. But in the 
fourth three hours He teaches, etc. There is no Gehenna in the future. 
But the Lord will take out the sun from its sheath, etc. If not for the fear 
for government the stronger would swallow the weaker, etc. Concerning 
the explanation of (Amos, iii. 2) said R. Abuhuh, I will do it in the form of a 
parable. There was once a creditor of two persons, one a friend and the 
other an enemy of his. It is advisable for one not to pray singly the addi¬ 
tional benediction in the first three hours at the first day of new year. When 
one performs a meritorious act in this world it precedes him in the world to 
come. “ Three days,” etc. Is such a long time needed? is this forbidden 
because a Jew must not interfere with the idols, or because “ Thou shalt not 
put a stone for the blind ” ? The prohibition to do business with them 
refers only to a thing which can be kept in good order until the festival day. 
It is advisable for one to always arrange the praises of the Oininipotent first, 
and thereafter to recite the daily eighteen benedictions. The following are 
the festivals of the heathens: Kalends, Saturnalia, Kratsin, etc. Adam the 
first, on the first day of his creation, when he saw the sun set. cried: “ Woe 
is to me, the world is to be returned to chaos, etc.” Thirty-two battles the 
Romans fought with the Greeks, etc. Twenty-six years the Romans kept their 
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promise to Israel, and thereafter they failed. The twenty-six years are not 
counted. The world will continue for six thousand years, the first two 
thousand of which were a chaos (Tahu), etc. It happened with Antoninus 
(the Caesar of Rome), who said to Rabbi, etc. (See the whole legend, pp. 
16-18). Unklus b. Klenimus embraced Judaism, and the Caesar sent militia 
to take him, etc. (See the legend, pp. 18-19). There was still another festi¬ 
val in Rome which occurs once in seventy years, on which they would make 

a well man ride on a lame man, etc.1-21 

Mishna IV. In a city where the idol is placed, interfering is forbidden 
inside, but not outside. If, during an idol festival in the city, some 
stores were there decorated, one must not buy, etc. The following are for¬ 
bidden to be sold to the heathens; Fir-cones, etc. We have a tradition that 
the tract Aboda Zara of Abraham the patriarch contained four hundred chap¬ 
ters, etc. Where it is customary to sell small cattle to heathens it is lawful 
to do so, etc. One must not sell to them bears, lions, and all such things, by 
which the people can be injured, etc. I walked in the upper market of 
Ciporas, and I met one of the minim, named Jacob, of the village of Sac- 
hania. So taught Josa B. Southyra, etc. (See foot-note, p. 27.) The legend 
of Eliazer ben Durdaya (28). The leech hath two daughters (crying), 
“ Give, give,” i.e. minunism—and the government, which are never satisfied, 
etc. Raba sold an ass to an Israelite who was suspected of selling it to a 
heathen, etc. He who occupies himself with the Torah, but does not observe 
bestowing of favors, is similar to him who denies God. The Legend of 
Eliezer b. Sarta and Chanina b. Tradion when captured by government, 
p. 29, 30. How Chanina was burned together with the holy scrolls, and 
what became of his wife and daughter, p. 31, 32. The redeeming of latter 
by R. Mair (Baal Hanes), p. 33. Happy is he who conquers his evil spirit, 
as a heroic man, etc. It is advisable to divide one’s years into three parts: 
one-third for the study of Scripture, the second Mishna, and the third Tal¬ 
mud, etc. R. Aqiba when he saw the wife of Tornus Rupers, he laughed and 
wept, etc. Houses must not be rented to the heathens in Palestine, etc. 
One must not rent his bath-house to a heathen, but how is it to a Samaritan? 
etc.■ . 21-40 


CHAPTER II. 

Mishna I. Cattle must not be placed in the inns of the heathens/ (See 
foot-note, p. 41.) “And the cows went straight forward,” etc. What does 
this expression mean? It reads (Jos. x. 13): “And the sun stood still, 
written in the book of Yasher.” What is the book of Yasher? One must 
not stay alone even with two women. If an Israelite while on the road, 
happened to be accompanied by a heathen, etc. One must not confine a 
heathen because she brought up a person to idolatry, etc. A city in which 
there is no Jewish physician, but a Samaritan and a heathen, the heathen 
shall circumcise and not the Samaritan. One may employ their (the 
heathens’) services for curing his personal property, etc. Ben Dama was 
bitten by a snake, Jacob come to heal him with the name of Jesus, but R. 
Ismael did not allow. With R. Johanan it is different, as he himself was an 
established physician. Medicines and other remedies for different sickness 
by different men and women, on pp. 50-53. The following things of the 
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heathens are prohibited, and the prohibition extends even to the deriving 
of any benefit therefrom—viz: wine, vinegar, etc. No benefit is to be 
derived from the dead. Samuel and Ablat, the latter who was a heathen, 
were sitting together, and cooked wine was brought for them, etc. To 
fermenting wine no uncovery applies. One, must not pour water which 
has been uncovered, in the public streets, and also not water cattle with it. 
The sages forbid date-beer of the heathens, as a safeguard against inter¬ 
marriage. The sick heathens who become swollen, and whom uncovered 
water does not harm, surely ate reptiles, so that their bodies contain 
poison which prevent the harming effects of the snake-poison. A 
heathen pilgrim is prohibited only when on his way to the idol, etc. 
Enamelled vessels, no matter what color, are permissable. Fish oil made 
by a heathen specialist is permissable. Why did the sages forbid 
the cheese of Anugiki? Sweet are to me the words of thy friends 
(the sages who are explaining the law), more than the essence of the Torah. 
Compress your lips, one upon the other, and hasten not to propound ques¬ 
tion, . 41-65 

Mishna V. The following are prohibited, but not from deriving benefit 
from them: Milk, etc. What is the reason for the prohibition of milk? etc. 
Concerning oil, Daniel has decreed the prohibition according to Rabh, etc. 
To everything which is not served on the table of noblemen to relish the 
bread, the prohibition of “ cooked by a heathen ” does not apply. All that 
may be eaten in a raw state, may also be eaten when cooked by a heathen. 
The sea-donkey is allowed, but not the sea-ox; and you remember this by 
the following mark: the unclean (on earth?) is clean, while the clean is 
unclean. We are to trust the wife of a scholar as we have trusted her 
husband. Meat, wine, blue wool that are to be forwarded through a 
heathen, require each two seals. The following things are allowed to eat, 
milk milked by a heathen in the presence of an Israelite, honey and honey- 
cake, etc. Fish entrails as well as fish-rye you may buy only of a specialist, 
etc. If the vender says, I have pickled the fish and know them to be clean, 
he is trusted. Praised be the Omnipotent, who puts this world in the hands 
of guardians! .... ...... 65-81 


CHAPTER III. 

MisnNA I. to VI. All images are prohibited, for they are worshipped 
at least once a year. The staff in the hand of the idol. The bird in its 
hand of the idol. Finally, the sphere is to indicate that it sacrifices itself 
for the whole globe. If one finds fragments of images, he is allowed to 

use them, etc. It is taught that a heathen can profane the idol of his 

fellow heathen as well as his own, while an Israelite cannot profane the idol 
of a heathen. If one finds vessels with the image of the sun, moon, etc., 
he must throw them into the salt lake. The human image and that of a 
nurse are, however, prohibited only when having respectively a measure in 
the hand and a son in the arms whom she is nursing. One may grind 

the images and scatter them to the wind, or sink them into the sea, etc. 

Peroklas, the son of a philosopher, asked once R. Gamaliel at Ako, who was 
then bathing in the bath of the goddess Aphrodite, etc. R. Gamaliel gave 
Peroklas an evasive answer; but I (Hama) say it was not evasive, etc., etc. 
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The mountains and hills worshipped by heathens are allowed to use, 
but not the things, brought upon them, etc. Wherever you find a high 
mountain, an elevated hill, a leafy tree, there is surely an idol there. A 
town or place bearing the name of an idol should be renamed. If stones 
absolved fortuitously from a mountain rock, that was worshipped, is their 
use allowed or not ?........ 82-96 

Mishna VII. to XV. If a house situated, close by a worship-house of 
an idol crumbles down, its owner is prohibited from rebuilding it, etc. 
There are three kinds of houses. There are three kinds of stones. There 
are three kinds of groves, etc. What is a grove? A tree with an idol under 
it. R. Simion said: “Any tree that is worshipped. It is not allowed to sit 
down in the shade of such a tree.” Under such a tree is allowed to sow 
herbs in the winter, but not in summer, etc. To derive any benefit of wood 
obtained from an idol-grove is prohibited. How is the idol worship of a 
tree profaned, etc.? ........ 96-103 


CHAPTER IV. 

Mishna /. to VI. Three stones near one another and beside the 
Merkules are prohibited. The son of the saints treads on them, should we 
abstain thereform? Who was this son, etc.? One is not liable for slaughter¬ 
ing a blemished animal to an idol, etc. Money, garments, utensils found 
on the head of an idol are allowed, etc. The use of a garden or bathing- 
place belonging to an idol is allowed when it is gratis, etc. It is common 
sense that that idol of an Israelite should be forbidden from the very 
beginning, etc. Whether or no food offered to an idol, if profaned, loses 
thereby its defilement? There was a pantry in the temple, where the 
Macabees heaped up the stones of the altar defiled by the Greeks. A 
heathen can profane his idol as well as that of his neighbor, etc. How is 
an idol to be profaned? If an Israelite erects a brick to worship it, but 
does not worship, and a heathen comes, and worships it, it is prohibited, 
etc. An idol anbandoned by its worshippers in time of peace is allowed. 
My respect for Rabh and Samuel is so great that I should readily fill my 
eyes with"the ashes of their corpses; none the less, etc. An animal resting 
in the proximity of an idol becomes unallowable, etc. The animal 
obtained by the idol-worshippers in exchange for an idol is for¬ 
bidden ........... 103-119 

Mishna VII. to IX. If God is displeased with idol-worship, why does he 
not destroy the idols, etc.? If the heathens worshipped but things not need¬ 
ful to the world, He would surely annihilate them; but they worship the 
sun, moon, stars and the planets. How is it that so many cripples are 
cured by the idols in their temples? If one comes to defile himself, the 
door is opened to him, while when one comes to cleanse himself, he is 
supported. It is forbidden both to tread and to gather with an Israelite, 
who prepares the wine while he is unclean, etc. They further warned 
against contributing toward the conditions defiling the fruit in Palestine, 
etc. It once happened that an Israelite and a heathen jointly hired and 
worked a wine-press in the City of Nahardea, etc. A heathen once hap¬ 
pened to enter the house of a Jewish wine-seller, etc. R. Johanan b. Arza 
and R. Jose b. Nehorai were once sitting together indulging a little in 
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wine, when a man came in, etc. Does a heathen render the wine prohibited 
by pouring water into it? Whether it is allowed to hire a heathen for con¬ 
veying grapes to the wine-press of an Israelite, etc.? A heathen stand¬ 
ing near the wine reservoir renders the wine forbidden, provided he has 
a lien on it, etc. If an Israelite, who has cleansed the wine of a heathen, 
left it on the latter’s premises, etc. When and Israelite buys or rents a house 
in the courtyard of a heathen, etc. It once happened that Israelites bought 
of Sarsik, the viceroy, the grapes of a vineyard, etc. . . . 119-134 


CHAPTER V. 

Mishna /. to V . The wages of a laborer hired by a heathen to work 
with him, wine for libation are prohibited. How is it when the heathen 
hires a Jewish laborer to prepare wine in general? Whether or no the use 
of the money obtained by a heathen from the sale of an idol is all for¬ 
bidden to an Israelite. Can a citizen-proselyte, a heathen settled down 
in the land of Israel, on having taking upon himself not to practice idol- 
worship only, etc. “Jews in prospect such pleasures in your paradise? Do 
you really mean,” said the other, “that there are greater pleasures than 
this?” If offered wine he poured on grapes, etc. In the case when beer 
vinegar was intermixed with wine vinegar, or oaten yeast with wheat yeast, 
etc. The rule is: “a prohibited thing renders another one forbidden,” etc. 
It once happened that a mouse was* found in a barrel of beer, and Rabh pro¬ 
hibited the beer. Wine known as being watched, is allowed when trans¬ 
ported from place to place by a heathen, etc. “ When an Israelite leaves his 
wine in the wagon,” etc. Jewish wine was once stored up in a house, 
where a heathen and an Israelite lived in the lower and upper floors, 
respectively, etc. An Israelite and a heathen were once at an inn sitting and 
drinking wine, etc. In the city of Sumbeditha thieves once intruded into a 
house, etc. When an army enters a town in time of peace etc. He who 
sells his wine to a heathen is allowed to use the money, etc. Rabh told the 
Jewish wine-dealers to have their heathen customers pay in advance, etc. 
Once an Israelite said to his neighbor: “ When I make up my mind to sell 
this field, I will sell it to you.” Later on he sold it to a third party, etc. 
An Israelite once said to his neighbor: “When I make up mind to sell 
this field, I will sell it to you for a hundred suz, etc. If the funnel was 
first used to measure through it into the heathens flask, etc. Devoted wine 
is prohibited, and renders unallowable even by a minimal quantity. If for¬ 
bidden wine falls into a reservoir, and simultaneously a pitcher of water, 
etc. This is the rule: “When the two are of the same kind; a minimal 
quantity suffices, etc. For how long must the utensils remain glowing in 
fire, etc. “ A knife is cleansed even by grinding it.” 
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CHAPTER I. 

RULES AND REGULATIONS CONCERNING TRANSACTION OF BUSINESS 
WITH HEATHENS ON THEIR FESTIVAL DAYS; WHICH FESTIVALS 
ARE CONSIDERED, AND WHAT REAL ESTATE MAY BE SOLD AND 
RENTED, AND AT WHAT PLACES. 

MISHNA I . : Three days before the festivals* of the heath¬ 
ens it is forbidden to have any business with them. One must 
not lend them anything (which can be useful to them) nor bor¬ 
row such from them. And the same is the case with cash 
money, even to pay or to receive payment is forbidden. R. 
Jehuda, however, maintains: To receive payment is allowed, 
because it is a displeasure to the payers. And he was answered: 
Although it is now a displeasure, it pleases them, in the future. 

GEMARA: R. Hanina b. Papa, according to others, R. 
Simlai, lectured: In the future, the Holy One, blessed be He, 
will take .the Holy Scroll in hand, saying: “He who was occu¬ 
pied with it shall appear and receive his re ward.’ * The nations 
then at once will gather themselves and come motley crowded 
as it reads [Is. xliii. 9]: “AH the people were gathered to¬ 
gether.” The Holy One, blessed be He, however, tells them: 
“ Do not enter in such confusion, but let each nation with her 
scribes enter separately,” as it reads further on: “ Let the peo¬ 
ple! be assembled.” And by the term people kingdoms are 
meant. [Can there be such a thing as motley before the Holy 


* The terra for festivals in the Mishna, is “ Aide hen ” and Rabh and Samuel 
are discussing this term at some length. According to one it is Auiehen and means 
misfortune while to the other it is “ Edihen" and means “witnesses." It is 
because the sages of the Mishna hesitate to name the holidays of the idolators with 
the term “ festivals." We, however, deem it not necessary to translate this discussion, 
as it is unimportant. 

f The term for people here, is Leum and by an analogy of expression it is 
inferred to mean kingdom. 
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One, blessed be He? It means they themselves shall not come 
in confusion, so that they shall understand what will be said to 
them.] The kingdom of Rome will then enter first on account 
of its greatness. As concerning it [Dan. vii. 23]: “And will 
devour all the earth, and will tread it down, and grind it up/' 
And R. Jochanan said: Rome is thereby meant, whose fame is 
respected throughout the whole world. But whence do we 
know that the more distinguished come first to judgment? It 
is as R. Hisda said (Rosh Hashana, p. 13). The Holy One, 
blessed be He, questioned her: “ What was your occupation in 
the world?" To which she answered: " Lord of the Universe! 
we have established many markets, we have constructed many 
bath-houses, we have multiplied in great mass gold and silver, 
and all this was done for the sake of Israel, to enable them to 
study the Law." The Lord's answer will be: It is foolish of 
ye to state that all you have done was for the sake of Israel, 
while in reality it was but for yourselves. The construction of 
markets was for the purpose of prostitution. The establishment 
of bath-houses was for your own pleasure, and as to gold and 
silver, it is mine, as [IIos. ii. 8]: " Mine is the silver, mine," 
etc. But, are there, then, among ye those who have studied 
the Law? They went out in despair. 

After Rome has departed, Persia enters. Because she is 
considered second to Rome, as [Dan. vii. 5]: "And behold, 
there was another, a second beast, like a bear." To which R. 
Joseph taught: Thereby, Persia is meant, the people of which 
are fleshy like bears, eat and drink like bears, are overgrown 
with hair, and have no rest, like bears. And to the question of 
the Holy One, " What was your occupation?" They will an¬ 
swer: We have constructed many bridges, conquered many 
great cities, we were engaged in many wars, all for the sake of 
Israel to enable them to study the Law. The reply to which 
will be: " All that was done by you was for your own sake." 
Bridges, for the collection of duties. Great cities, to establish 
angaria. And as to wars, I have conducted them. As it reads 
[Ex. xv. 3] : “ The Eternal is the lord of war." But are there 
among ye those who have studied this Law? And they also 
went out in despair. [But, why did Persia enter, after seeing 
that Rome was disappointed? They thought: We may have 
more chance than Rome, as the latter has destroyed the holy 
Temple, while we have rebuilt it.] And a similar answer will 
be given to the other nations. But why should the other 
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nations enter after seeing the disappointment of the first two? 
They thought: The first two made slaves of Israel, which was 
not the case with them. But, if so, why should Rome and 
Persia be more honored than the other nations? They are dis¬ 
tinguished by the permanence of their kingdoms, which will 
exist until the time of Messia. Finally they will say before 
Him: Lord of the Universe, didst thou give us the Torah and 
we did not accept it? But how could they say so? Is it not 
written [Deut. xxxiii. 2]: “The Lord came from Sinai, and 
rose up from Sa’ir unto them: he shone forth from Mount 
Paran.” And it also reads [Habak. iii. 3] : “ (When) God from 
Theman came, and the Holy One from Mount Paran.” And 
to the question: What has the Law to do in Sa’ir and Paran? 
Said R. Jochanan: From this it is inferred that the Lord has 
presented his Torah to every nation, but it was not accepted 
until it came to Israel. Therefore, it is supposed that they said 
to Him: “ Have we then accepted the Torah, and not fulfilled 
its commandments?” [But what answer is this. Could they 
not be accused because they have not accepted it?] They said 
thus: Lord of the Universe, hast thou inclined the mountain 
toward us as thou didst toward the children of Israel? (See 
Sabbath, p. 167, par. Ex. xix., etc.) To this the answer will 
come: “ Let the former things shew us.” [Isaiah xliii. 9] The 
Holy One, blessed be He, will say to them: “ The seven com¬ 
mandments which were given to the descendants of Noah, have 
ye observed them?” And whence do we know that they have 
not? From that which R. Joseph taught. It reads [Hab. 
iii. 6]: “ He stood forward, and made the earth tremble; he 
looked, and dispersed nations.” What did He see? That the 
seven commandments accepted by the descendants of Noah, 
were not observed. And therefore He absolved the nations of 
them. Absolved. Should then the sinner be benefited? Said 
Mar b. Rabbina: It means that even should they absolve them, 
they would not be rewarded. Is that so? Did not R. Mair 
say: “ Whence do we know that even a Gentile who is occupied 
with the study of the Law, is likened to a high-priest from 
[Levit. xviii. 5] “ Which if a man do, shall live on it,” where it 
does not specify priest, Levite, or Israelite, but states in general 
if a man , whence it may be inferred that a Gentile, too, who oc¬ 
cupies himself with the study of the Law is equal to a high- 
priest.” It means that they will not be rewarded for the 
observance equally with those who observe in accordance 
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with the commandments. As R. Hanina said: The reward for 
him who observes that which he is commanded, is greater than 
to him who observes same without being commanded. The 
nations will then exclaim: ” Lord of the Universe, has then 
Israel, who has accepted the Torah, observed it?” And to the 
answer of the Holy One: '* I testify that he did,” they exclaim: 
” Lord of the Universe, is then a father fit to be a witness in 
the case of his son? Is not Israel called the son of the Eternal ” 
[Ex. iv. 22] ** My son, my first-born, is Israel.” He will then 
say: ” Let heaven and earth testify that the Torah was observed 
by Israel.” They, however, object in saying that heaven and 
earth are interested in this case, and therefore are not fit to be 
witnesses—viz: [Jer. xxxiii. 25]: ” If my covenant be not . . . 
the appointment with heaven and earth, would not be estab¬ 
lished.”* And Resh Lakish said: It reads [Gen. i. 31]: “ And 
it was evening, and it was morning,” and this justifies the infer¬ 
ence that the Lord made a stipulation with all that had been 
created in the six days to the effect that if Israel will accept the 
Torah, well and good, but if not I will return all of you to chaos 
and ruin. Then the Holy One, blessed be He, will say: ” Men 
of ye nations may come and testify that Israel has observed the 
Torah. Nimrod may testify that Abraham has not worshipped 
idols. Laban may testify that Jacob was not suspected of rob¬ 
bery. The wife of Potiphar may testify that Joseph was not 
suspicious of sin. Nebuchadnezzar may testify that Chananyah, 
Mishael and Azaryah had not bowed themselves to the image; 
Darius of Daniel, that he had not abolished prayer; Eliphaz 
the Themanite, and Bildad the Shuchite, and Zophar the Na’ama- 
thite may say of all Israel that they have observed all the Laws.” 
They will then exclaim: ” Lord of the Universe, give it to us 
now, and we will observe it.” To which they will be answered: 
“ He who has prepared on the Eve of Sabbath, for the Sabbath, 
will have what to eat. But he who has not prepared, what then 
will he have to eat on Sabbath? However, I have one easy, 
meritorious act, it is the Sukka , go and perform it. [Why is 
it called easy? Because it requires no expense.] Everyone of 
them, will then prepare a Sukka on his roof, but as soon as the 
sun heats it, they abandon it, and go away. But did not Rabha 
say that he who is afflicted by performing the command of 
Sukka> is free from this obligation? Yea, but not to reject. 


Leeser’s translation does not correspond. 
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The Holy One, blessed be He, will then smile upon them. Said 
R. Itzchak: “ There is no smiling with the Holy One, but on 
that day.'’ 

There are others who taught the saying of R. Itzchak in the 
following connection: R. Jose said: In the future heathens will 
come to convert themselves with the Tephilin on their heads 
and arms, tchitches on their dresses, viactisas on their doors. 
But, as soon as they will see the war of Gog and Magog, and 
will question them: “With whom do you want to fight?” 
Whereto the answer will be: With the Lord and his Messiah 
[as it reads [Psalm ii. 2]: “Against the Lord and his an¬ 
ointed ”], each of the nations will remove the above, and go 
away; and the Holy One will smile upon them. It is here 
that R. Itzchak said: There is no smiling with the Lord, but 
on that day. But did not R. Jehudah say in the name of 
Rabh: There are twelve hours in a day, three hours of which 
the Holy One, blessed be He, is occupied with the Torah. The 
next three hours, He judges the whole world, and seeing that it 
is liable to be destroyed, He rises from the chair of judgment 
and sits down on the chair of mercy. The third three hours, 
He supports the whole world with food, from the very largest 
creature to the smallest one. And the last three hours, He 
plays* with the leviatha?i , as it reads [Psalm civ. 26]: “ Levi¬ 
athan, whom thou hast made to sport therein.” Said R. Nach¬ 
man b. Itzchak: “ With His creatures He smiles, but not upon 
them.” R. Aha said to R. Nachman: There is no smiling by 
the Holy One, since the Temple was destroyed. As it reads 
[Is. xlii. 14].f But in the fourth three hours, he teaches the 
Torah to the school-children. As it reads [ibid, xxviii. 9]: 
“ Whom shall he teach knowledge? And whom shall he give to 
understand doctrine? (to) those that are weaned from the milk, 
(to) those that are taken from the breasts.” And what does He 
do in the night-time? If you wish, it may be said that He does 
the same as in the day-time. And if you wish, it may be said 
that He rides upon His light cloud and moves in all directions 
upon 18,000 worlds. As it reads [Psalm lxviii. 18]: “The 
chariots of God are two myriads; thousands of angels (follow 
him).” And if you wish, it may be said that He is sitting and 

* The term for this word is sh'hok , which means both sport and smile, hence the 
objection. 

f The translation of this verse does not correspond at all, it is therefore of no 
use to quote it. 
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listening to the song of the angels, as [ibid. xlii. 9]: “ And in 
the night his song shall be with me.” 

R. Jehudah said in the name of Samuel: It reads [Hab. 
i. 14]: “ And (why) makest thou men as the fishes of the sea, 
as the creeping things, that have no ruler over them?” Why 
are men compared with fish of the sea? To wit: even as the 
fish die as soon as they are taken on land, so do men die when 
they separate themselves from the law of the Torah. Another 
explanation: as fish die from the strong heat of the sun, so also 
do men. If you wish it may be said in this world, and this would 
be in accordance with R. Hanina, who said: “ Everything is de¬ 
creed by heaven, except cold ” (see Middle Gate, p. 285). And 
if you wish it may be said, in the world to come, and this is in 
accordance with Resh Lakish, who says: There is no Gehenna 
in the future. But the Holy One, blessed be He, will take out 
the sun from its sheath. The wicked will be punished with its 
heat, and the upright be cured by it. As it reads [Malachi, iii. 
19]: “ For, behold, the day is coming, which shall burn as an 
oven; and all the presumptuous, yea, and all who practice 
wickedness shall be stubble: and the day that is coming shall 
see them on fire, . . . who will not leave them root or bough. 
(20) But there shall rise unto you that fear my name, the sun 
of righteousness with healing in his wings.” Furthermore, the 
latter will have pleasure and become fat from it, as the end 
reads, “ And ye will go forth, and grown fat as calves of the 
stall.” 

There is another explanation, " as fish in the sea,” the larger 
one swallows the smaller, so also is it with men, since if not for 
the fear for government the stronger would swallow the weaker. 
And this is what a Mishna states: “ Pray for the peace of the 
government,” etc. (See Aboth, p. 72.) 

R. Hinna b. Papa propounded a contradiction to the follow¬ 
ing [Job, xxxvii. 23] : “ The Almighty we do not find him out 
excellent in power.”* And [Ex. xv. 6]: “Thy right hand, 
O Lord, is become glorious in power.” And also [Psalm cxlvii. 
5]: “ Great is our Lord, and abundant in power” ? This pre¬ 
sents no difficulty: At the time of judgment, He does not use 
his might; but in time of war, He uses it. 

Rabha said [Job, xxx. 24] : “ But doth not a man stretch out 


* Leeser’s translation, according to the sense, does not correspond with the 
Talmud who takes it literally. 
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his hand among ruins? or doth one not cry out therefrom when 
he meeteth his downfall?” So said the Holy One, blessed be 
He, to Israel. By judging Israel, I do not treat them in the 
same manner as I do heathens, which is mentioned in [Is. xxi. 
32]: “Overthrown, overthrown. ... I will render it.” But 
I punished them as the picking of a chicken. And according to 
others: “ Even if Israel do but small good deeds, as the picking 
of chickens in the dunghill, I will combine them into one large 
sum.” Another explanation: “I help them because of their 
praying to me. And this is what R. Aba said: It reads [Hos. 
vii. 13]: “Though I desired to redeem them, they yet spoke 
lies against me.” I.c. } I thought: I will redeem them by loss 
of money in this world, for the purpose of rewarding them in 
the world to come. And they told lies about me. And the 
same said R. Papa in the name of Rabha: The inferring it from 
[ibid., ibid. 15]. 

R. Abuhuh introduced R. Safra to the minim (who were ap¬ 
pointed by the government to collect duties) as a great man. 
And they freed him from duty for thirteen years. Once they 
met him and asked him to explain the following [Amos, iii. 2]: 
“ Only you have I loved out of all the families of the earth: 
therefore will I visit upon you all your iniquities.” If one is 
in bad humor, will he let it out on his friend? He kept silent, 
as he was ignorant of the answer. And they inflicted upon him. 
R. Abuhuh then met them, to ask for the reason. And they 
answered: You introduced him as a great man, while he does 
not even know the explanation of a passage. Rejoined he: “I 
told you he was a scholar, but did I say that he was a master in 
the study of the Bible? ” And to their question : Why are you 
familiar with it? He answered: “ Because we have to discuss 
with you frequently, we give our attention to it.” They say: 
It is for you, then, to explain the above-mentioned passage. 
And he answered thus: I will do it in the form of a parable. 
There was once a creditor of two persons, one a friend, and the 
other an enemy of his. I'rom his friend, he demands to be paid 
in small sums, while from his enemy he demands the whole debt 
at once. (And the same is the case with Israel: He clears them 
of all their iniquities by small punishments in this world, so that 
they shall not have to suffer in the world to come.) 

The rabbis taught: The Lord becomes angry every day, but 
only during one instant, which is the fifty-three thousand 
eight hundred and forty-eighth part in one hour; and there is 
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no creature in the world who is able to guess this moment, ex¬ 
cept Bil'am, about whom it reads [Numb. xxiv. 16]: “ Knoweth 
the knowledge of the Most High.” Which means that he knew 
how to guess the second in which the Lord becomes angered. 
(See Sanhedrin, p 339.) 

R. Joseph said: It is advisable for one not to pray singly the 
additional benediction in the first three hours at the first day of 
new year, for, the heavenly judgment takes place at that time, 
and because of his praying attention may be given to his deeds, 
and he may get an unfavorable decree. But if so, one should 
not do it even with the congregation together? With the con¬ 
gregation is different, as the attention is given to their deeds in 
average. But was it not said above that in the first three hours 
the Lord is engaged in the Law? Yea, however, by the Torah, 
in which truth is mentioned [Prov. xxiii. 23]: “ Buy the truth,” 
judgment cannot be modified. But concerning judgment, truth 
is not mentioned, and therefore the Holy One, blessed be He, 
modifies it. 

R. Joshua b. Levi said [Deut. vii. 11]: “ Which I command 
thee this day , to do them,” means to do it to-day, but not to be 
rewarded for it to-day. He said again: ” All the performance of 
the commandments which Israel observed in this world, will 
come and testify for them in the world to come. ” He said again: 
The crime of the golden calf was committed only to give a chance 
to the repenter. As it reads [ibid. v. 26]: “ Who would grant 
that this their heart might remain in them to fear me at all times.” 
(Hence, they were not fit to commit a crime.) Similarly said Jo- 
hanan in the name of R. Simeon b. Jo’hai: David was not fit to 
commit the crime with Bath Shaba, as concerning him it reads 
[Psalm, cviii. 22]: “ My heart is deeply wounded within me.” 
And also Israel was not fit for the above crime, for the reason said 
above. And why was it committed? For the benefit of sinners. 
If it happens to be an individual, it may be said to him: Re¬ 
pent, as the individual David did. And if it happens to be a 
congregation, they also may be told to repent, as the congrega¬ 
tion of the desert did. And this is what R. Samuel b. Nach¬ 
man in the name of Jonathan said: It reads [II Sam. xxiii. 1] : 
” And thus saith the man who was raised up on high ” (the 
term in Hebrew for high is ol, which means also yoke), and is to 
be interpreted thus: The man who had raised the yoke of re¬ 
pentance. The same said again in the name of the same author¬ 
ity: When one performs a meritorious act in this world, it pre- 
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cedes him in the world to come. As it reads [Is. lviii. 8]: 
'* And before thee shall go thy righteousness, the glory of the 
Lord shall be thy reward.” And the same is the case with him 
who commits a crime in this world, that it clings to him and 
goes before him on the day of judgment. As it reads [Job, 
vi. 1 8].* 

The rabbis taught: Concerning the above-cited verse [Deut. 
v. 26]: Moses said to Israel: Ye are ungrateful my children, as 
at the time, the Holy One, blessed be lie, said to you : “ Who 
would grant,” etc., ye ought to say: Thou, Lord, grant it to 
us. Your ungratefulness is also marked from [Numb. xxi. 5] : 
“ And our soul loathed this miserable bread.” Ye are also chib 
dren of an ungrateful, as it reads [Gen. iii. 12]: “ The woman 
whom thou gavest to be with me, she gave me of the tree,” etc. 
Moses, however, hinted this to Israel only after the forty years 
in which he led them in the desert. As in respect of that time 
it reads [Deut. xxix. 3]: “And yet the Lord gave you not a 
heart to perceive,” etc. Said Rabha: “ Infer from this that one 
cannot know the real mind of his master, until the elapse of 
forty years.” 

R. Johanan said in the name of R. B’naha: It reads [Is. 
xxxii. 20]: “ Happy are ye that sow beside all waters, freely 
sending forth the feet of the ox and the ass.” Happy is Israel 
at the time when he is occupied with the Torah and with be¬ 
stowing of favors; as his evil spirit is then transferred into his 
hands, and not vice versa. And this is inferred from the just- 
cited verse, “ that sow,” which means charity, as [Hos. x. 12]. 
And “ by water” it means the Torah, as in [Is. Iv. 1] means 
the Torah. And “ by freely sending forth,” etc., is meant, 
what the disciple of Elijah taught. One should always consider 
himself in his relation to the laws of the Torah, as an ox to its 
yoke, and an ass to its load. 

“ Three days," etc. Is such a long time needed? Does not 
a Mishna state: At four periods in the year, he who sells a cow 
to his neighbor must notify him thus: I have sold her mother 
or her daughter to be slaughtered. (It is biblically forbidden to 
slaughter the mother and her child on one and the same day), 
and they are: the Eve of the second festival of Tabernacles, the 
Eve of the first day of Passover, the Eve of Pentecost, and the 
Eve of New Year. According to R. Jose the Galilean: Also 


* We do not quote the passage, as the translation of it does not at all correspond. 
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the Eve of the day of Atonement in Galilee. (Hence, we see 
that only one day is sufficient.) Where eating is treated of, 
one day suffices, but where sacrificing is treated of three days 
are needed. Are, then, three days sufficient for sacrificing? Is 
there not a rule that thirty days before Passover are needed to 
study the laws of this festival? Concerning our sacrifices, which 
even a blemish in the eye-lash makes invalid, thirty days are 
needed for studying the Law. But concerning the heathens, 
that only a missing limb of an animal makes it invalid. But not 
a blemish, three days suffice. 

The schoolman propounded a question as to whether or not 
the statement of the Mishna, “ three days," include the festival 
day also? Come and hear. R. Ismael said: “ Three days before 
and three days after their festivals." Now, should it mean to 
include the festival day, would, then, R. Ismael count it twice, 
to the first and to the last days? This is no objection, as the 
number three, mentioned last, may be used merely because of 
the first. Come and hear the following: R. Tachlipha b. Ab- 
dimi in the name of Samuel said: If their festival occurs in the 
middle of the week, it is forbidden to do business with them the 
whole week. Now, if that day were included, one day of the 
week would be allowed. There is no question, according to R. 
Ismael, as he certainly excludes that day, but how is it the 
question is according to the rabbis? Come and hear: The fol¬ 
lowing are the festivals of the heathens: kalends , Saturnalia and 
kratsim . And R. Hanin b. Rabha said: Kalends occurs eight 
days after the solstice, and the Saturnalia eight days before. 
Now,Hf the festivals were included, it would be said ten days? 
Perhaps the Tana counts the whole festival of kalends for one 
day. Said R. Ashi: From the expression of the Mishna, " be¬ 
fore," it may be inferred that it means to exclude the day in 
question. For if not, it would state three days of their festivals, 
etc. Infer from this that so it is. 

The schoolmen propounded a question: Is this forbidden be¬ 
cause a Jew must not interfere with the idols, or because of the 
commandment, “ Thou shalt not put a stone for the blind" ? 
And the difference is in whether or not the heathen has his own 
animal for sacrificing. If because of interfering, it is forbidden, 
but if because of the latter, it is not, as he has his own. But 
even if he has his own, the above negative rests upon him, 
as R. Nathan states inaBoraitha: Whence do we know that 
one must not serve a goblet of wine to a Nazerite nor a member 
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of a live animal to a descendant of Noah? from [Levit. xix. 14], 
“ Nor put a stumbling-block before the blind.” Wc see then, 
that though these two would each take the forbidden even if not 
offered, nevertheless he who serves therewith commits a trans¬ 
gression, it speaks of a case when the two, giver and receiver, 
are separated, by e.g ., a river, so that if not served he could not 
take it himself; and the word serve instead of give seems to cor¬ 
roborate this view. The schoolman propounded another ques¬ 
tion: How is it if he had done business with him in the pro¬ 
hibited days? According to R. Johanan: The benefit which 
he derived from the business is forbidden, and according to 
Resh Lakish, it is not. Resh Lakish objected to R. Jochanan 
from the following: In the festivals of heathens, if one had 
business with them, the derived benefit is forbidden. We 
see that thus the festivals, as such are meant, but not the 
time before. R. Jochanan, however, maintains: That in the 
expression “ festivals ” the days before are also meant. 

There is a Boraitha in accordance with Resh Lakish: The 
prohibition to do business with them refers only to a thing which 
can be kept in good order until the festival day, but not other¬ 
wise. And even concerning the former, if it was already done, 
the benefit is allowed. 

R. Zabid taught in a Boraitha of R. Osia: A thing which 
cannot be kept in good order may be sold to, but not bought 
from, them. There was a minn who, in his festival, sent a new 
dinar to R. Jehudah the second. Resh Lakish was then at the 
latter’s house, and Jehudah consulted him as to the acceptance 
of it. If he accepted he would transgress the rule of interfer¬ 
ing, while his refusal would cause animosity. Said Resh Lakish 
to him: Accept, and throw it away in the presence of the donor. 
To which R. Jehudah rejoined: Then I will cause still more 
animosity. Rejoined Resh Lakish: I mean that you should 
throw it in such a manner that he should think it was done un¬ 
intentionally. 

“ To laid than or to borrow . ” The prohibition to lend them 
is correct, because it pleases them. But why is it forbidden to 
receive payment from them; does it not diminish their property ? 
Said Abai: If it were permitted to receive from them, one would 
be led also to lend them. Rabha, however, maintains: Both 
are prohibited only because of interfering. 

“ Because it is a displeasure." Does not R. Jehudah hold 
the view: That it pleases him in the future. We have heard 
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him say elsewhere that he upholds such a theory concerning 
Jewish festivals? Said R. Na’hman b. Itzchak: Leave alone 
the Halakhas of minor festivals, as they are allowed only upon 
the basis of “ it pleases him in the future, although it is a dis¬ 
pleasure to him while performing it.” Rabbina, however, main¬ 
tains : A heathen is always displeased at a payment. Our Mishna 
is not in accordance with R. Joshua b. Karcha of the following 
Boraitha, who said: If the lender had a document, he must not 
receive payment at that day. But if it was a verbal loan, he 
may, as it is a rescue. (Here is repeated from the First Gate, 
229 par., “ R. Jehudah says,” to p. 30 next par.)* 

MISHNA II .: R. Ismael said: Three days before and three 
days after it is prohibited. The sages, however, say: Before 
the festivals, but not after them. 

GEMARA: What new views do the sages of this Mishna 
advance. Was same not said by the first Tana of the first 
Mishna? They differ in what was said by Samuel: “ In exile, the 
prohibition refers to the day of the festival only.” The first 
Tana upholds the theory of Samuel, which the sages of the lat¬ 
ter Mishna do not. It may also be said that they differ in that 
which was said by Na’hum the Modaite. The prohibition is 
imposed only upon one day before their festival. And in this 
case, the Tana of the first Mishna does not agree with him, 
while the sages of the second do. There is a Boraitha which 
states that as regards the decision of Na’hum the Modaite, it 
was said: It is better that such should be dropped and not re¬ 
peated. There is another Boraitha; Na’hum the Modaite said: 
An old male horse may be sold to them in case of war. And 
he was also answered: Such may be dropped, etc. And there 
is another Boraitha: That the same declared a Halakha concern¬ 
ing tithe, seeds and herbs, and was also answered: It may be 
dropped, etc. Said R. Aha b. Minumi to Abai: Is it right that 
everything declared by so great a man who comes into our coun¬ 
try be annulled by mere exclamation such as above? And he 
answered: There is one thing of the following Boraitha, on 
which we act according to his decision—namely, Na’hum the 
Modaite says: One may pray for his necessities the benediction 
of, “He listens to prayer.” Rejoined R. Aba: Leave alone 
this Halakha which relies not upon Na’hum the Modaite only, 

* In text many things on which the Halakha prevails according to R. Jehoshua 
b. Kar’ha are gathered, though they do not belong to this tract at all ; and as all of 
them are mentioned, each in its proper place, they are omitted here. 



TRACT ABUDA ZARA (IDOLATRY). 13 

but upon the discussion of great men in the following Boraitha: 
R. Eliezar said: One should beg for his necessities first, and 
thereafter he shall recite the daily benediction. As [Psalms, 
cii. I]: “ A prayer of the afflicted, when he is overwhelmed, 
and poureth out before the Lord his complaint.” * R. Joshua, 
however, maintains: One has to recite his benediction previ¬ 
ously, and thereafter pray for his necessities. As [Psalms, cxlii. 
2]: “I poured out my shicho before him, I relate before him my 
trouble.” (Hence, the trouble is related after the benediction.) 

Let us see : The passages do not correspond with either of 
them ; hence, there must be some other reason. Wherein, then, 
is their point of difference? In that which was lectured upon 
by R. Simlai: It is advisable for one to always arrange the 
praises of the Omnipotent first, and thereafter to recite the daily 
eighteen benedictions. And this can be inferred from Moses, 
our master [Deut. iii. 24]: ” Thou hast begun to show,” etc., 
and thereafter (25): “ Let me go over, I pray thee.” R. Joshua 
maintains: We may learn it from Moses, but R. Eliezar holds 
that we cannot compare ourselves to Moses, and must not dare 
to do like him. The sages, however, maintain differently from 
both: As according to them, one may pray for his necessities in 
the benediction of, “ He listens to prayer.” Said R. Jehudah 
b. R. Samuel b. Shilath in the name of Rabh: Although it was 
decided that one may pray for his necessities in the benediction 
of ” listen to prayer,” yet if he understands how to express his 
desire at the end of each benediction (conjoined in the daily 
eighteen benedictions), he may do so. 

MISHNA III .: The following are the festivals of the heath¬ 
ens: Kalends, Saturnalia , kratsin. The accession of their kings 
upon the throne, their birthday, and the day of their death. So 
R. Mair. The sages, however, maintain that only such a death 
on which burning (dresses) is used, is conjoined with worship¬ 
ping the idols. But in such on which it is not used, there is no 
idolatry. All, however, agree concerning the following days: 
That of shaving his beard and hair, that in which he lauds, that 
on which he was released from prison, and that on which is cele¬ 
brated a marriage of his son that the prohibition concerns only 
one day, and the only one man engaged in this affair. 

GEMARA: The rabbis taught: Adam the first, when he saw 


* The word complaint is termed by shicho , which means “ prior” according to 
the Talmud concerning Isaac in [Gen. xxiv. 63] where the same term is used. 
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that each day of the week became shortened, cried: Woe is to 
me, the world becomes dark to me because of my sin, and it 
seems to be returned to chaos and ruin. And this is my death 
which was decreed by heaven. He arose and fasted and prayed 
eight days. Thereafter, when he lived to see the solstice of the 
month of Tabity when the days become longer, he understood 
that such is the cycle of the world, and therefore established 
eight holidays. The next year, he also proclaimed the eight 
days on which he had fasted as holidays. He has established 
them to laud heaven; his descendants, however, made them 
holidays for the idols. 

The rabbis taught: Adam the first, on the first day of his 
creation, when he saw the sun set, cried: Woe is to me, the 
world is to be returned to chaos, because of my sin, etc. He 
wept all night, and Eve did the same opposite him. However, 
when the morning star appeared, he understood that such was 
the order of the world. He arose and sacrificed an ox, whose 
horns were like its hoofs. 

R. Mathna questioned: Are the small towns under the do¬ 
minion of Rome and near to the capital, prohibited, at the time 
Rome celebrates its kalends , or not? According to R. Jehoshua 
b. Levi, the festival kalandes is forbidden to everyone. And 
according to R. Johanan, it is forbidden to interfere with those 
who worship her only. There is a Boraitha in accordance with 
R. Johanan as follows: Although it was said that if Rome estab¬ 
lished a kalandeSy and all the near cities which are under her 
dominion supported her, the prohibition of interfering concerns 
only its worshippers. On Saturnaliay kratsin y the day of the 
throne and the day in which he ascends to reign, only one day 
before, interfering is prohibited; but not the day after. During 
the celebration of the son’s marriage the interfering is forbidden 
to this man, and on that day only. Said R. Ashi: The state¬ 
ment of R. Johanan is also hinted at in our Mishna by the expres¬ 
sion “ and that man,” which excludes those who are under his 
dominion. (Here is repeated from Aboth, p. 94, T . R. 
Simeon b. Eliezar said the whole par.; here, however, it is 
said in the name of R. Ismael. (The Gemara adds): It is there¬ 
fore decided that if a heathen invites one during thirty days 
from his son’s wedding, the invitation being special to the wed¬ 
ding, or anonymous, it is considered a wedding day, and the in¬ 
terfering is not allowed. At the elapse of thirty days, if the 
invitation was specific of the wedding, it is so considered; and 
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if anonymous, it is not. Until what time is it considered wed¬ 
ding time in the case of a special invitation? Said R. Papa: 
Twelve months. And previous to the wedding, at what time 
is to be considered? From the time when they put the barley 
in the pestle for preparing beer. 

“ Kratsin, What festival is this? Said R. Jehudah in the 
name of Samuel: It is the day on which Rome has established 
her kingdom. But is there not a Boraitha: Kratsin and the day 
on which Rome has established her kingdom? (Hence kratsin 
must be something else.) Said R. Joseph: Rome has estab¬ 
lished her kingdom twice. Once in the days of the Queen 
Cleopatra and the second time in the day of the Greeks. As 
R. Dimi told when he came from Palestine: Thirty-two battles 
the Romans fought with the Greeks, and could not conquer 
them until they had conjoined the Israelites with them, under the 
stipulation that if the kings were of one nation, the great officers 
of the government should be taken from the others. And then 
the Romans sent a message to the Greeks: Until now we have 
tried to conquer you by battles, but now we will try to do it by 
a discussion. We may ask you, if one likes to conjoin a pearl 
with a diamond, which of them shall be the basis? And they 
answered : The pearl to the diamond. A diamond and an onyx? 
The diamond as a basis, was the answer. An onyx and the 
Holy Scrolls? The onyx to the Holy Scrolls, was the answer. 
Then they sent to them : “ Now, the Holy Scrolls with the Israel¬ 
ites are with us." (And the Greeks were conquered.) Twenty- 
six years the Romans kept their promise to Israel, and thereafter 
they failed, and took the Israelites under their dominion. 
Whence do we know that they were true to their promise 
twenty-six years? From what was said by R. Ka’hana. When 
R. Ismael b. Jose was sick, it was sent to him that he should 
recite a few things which he related in the name of his father. 
And his answer was this: A hundred and eighty years before 
the Temple was destroyed, Rome had thrust her dominion upon 
Israel. Eighty years before the destruction, it was decreed by 
the sages that the land of the nations outside of Palestine should 
be subject to defilement. Forty years before, the Sanhedrin 
were exiled from their place and settled in shops. (Here is re¬ 
peated from Sanhedrin, p. 121, concerning the establishment of 
fine.) The text says 180 years, and not more? Does not a 
Boraitha state in the name of R. Jose the great: Palestine was 
under the dominion of Persia 430 years; under the Greek, 180 
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years; the house of the Makabaius reigned 103 years and the 
house of Herod reigned likewise 103 years. Now, according to 
this chronology there will be 206 years for the dominion of 
Rome over Israel.* * * § Therefore, we must say that the 26 years 
in which they were true to their promise are not counted under 
their dominion. There is a Tosephtha: The disciples of Elijah 
taught: The world will continue for six thousand years, the first 
two thousand of which were a chaos ( Tahn ), the second two 
thousand were of Torah, and the third two thousand are the 
days of the Messiah, and because of our sins many years of 
these have elapsed, and still he has not come.f Let us see 
from what time the two thousand of Torah are reckoned. Shall 
we assume it to be the time when the Torah was given to Israel? 
Two thousand years have not elapsed as yet since.;): We must 
therefore say that it means the time mentioned in [Gen. xii. 5]: 
“ And the persons that they had obtained in Charan.” And it 
is known by tradition that Abraham was then fifty-two years of 
age. And from his fifty-second year until the Torah was given, 
448 years elapsed, and that number will complete the number 
of 2,000 which were less at the time the Tana taught about the 
2,000 years of wisdom.§ 

“ The accession to the throne . ” Whose accession? If it means 
the king’s, how should the following Boraitha be understood? 
“ The ascending to the throne, and the day on which they select 
the king,” which seems to be one and the same. We must say, 
therefore, that by accession that of the king’s son is meant. And 
the objection that it was not customary in Rome the son should 
inherit the throne, may be thus meant: That upon the request of 
the king, they were now to affiliate it to the son. As it happened 
with Antoninus (the Caesar of Rome), who said to Rabbi: I 
would like that Asurius, my son, should reign after me, and also 
that Tiberius should be free from duty. But I am aware that if 
I will ask my people to do me one favor, they will, but not two. 


* We do not quite understand how to make out 206 years according to this 
account. Rashi’s explanation does not suffice, and all other commentators keep 
silent. The Gamara itself was in doubt, concerning this account, as R. Papa 
said in text. We have, however, omitted it, leaving the whole affair to the historian. 

f There are a few lines repeated here from Sanhedrin, p. 303, to which we could 
not refer because of the continuation in text. 

% The reader must not forget that this was said fourteen centuries ago. 

§ This account remains very complicated, notwithstanding Rashi’s attempt to 
explain it. And as it seems to us unimportant, we have omitted the whole dis¬ 
cussion. 
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What have I to do? Rabbi, who did not want to answer his 
question in words, told a man to mount upon the shoulders of 
another one, and having given him a dove, said to the other 
one, tell him who is mounted upon you to let the dove free. 
From this Antoninus understood that he had to request his 
people to proclaim his son king after him, and to instruct his 
son that he should set Tiberius free. Once the same said to 
Rabbi: The officers of Rome irritate me. (What shall I do?) 
Rabbi asked him to walk with him in the garden, and began to 
tear out the large radishes of the beds, planting smaller ones 
instead, by which Antoninus understood that he intimates the 
necessity of removing the old officers little by little and not all 
at once, so as to prevent a rebellion. But why did not Rabbi 
answer him in words? He was afraid that the officers of Rome 
would get wind of it and would harm him. The same Caesar 
had a daughter by the name Girah, and it happened that she 
sinned. Antoninus then sent to Rabbi white mustard, which is 
called in Aramaic gargira (whence Rabbi understood that some¬ 
thing happened with Girah). He sent him in answer a seed by 
the name of khusbratha , the meaning of which in Aramaic is 
khus bratha (remove the daughter). Antoninus again sent him 
garlic, named in Aramaic karthi , from which Rabbi understood 
that he questioned him: Shall I cut off my child? And in an¬ 
swer he sent him lettuce, which is named chassa , which means 
have mercy with her. 

Antoninus used to send to Rabbi frequently pieces of pure 
gold in leather sacks covered with wheat. And to the objection 
of Rabbi: I have too much of my own, he exclaimed: Leave 
them to him who will substitute thee, that he shall spend it to 
please those who will reign after me. From the house of An¬ 
toninus, there was a cave which reached the house of Rabbi, 
and each time that he went to the house of Rabbi through this 
cave, he would take with him two slaves. One he used to kill 
at the gate of Rabbi, and the other when he returned, at his 
own gate. He, however, told Rabbi that at the time of his visit 
no one should be found with him. It once happened that he 
found Hanina b. Hamana with him, and to his question : Did not 
I say that no one should be found with you during my visit? 
Rabbi answered: This is not a human being. Said Antoninus 
to Hanina: Go and call for me the slave who sleeps at the gate. 
Hanina, however, found him dead, and he deliberated what to 
do: shall he go to tell him that he is dead? There is a rule that 
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one must not answer with degradation; should he leave him and 
go away? This would be a disgrace to a king. He therefore 
prayed, and the dead became alive, and he then sent him to his 
master. Said Antoninus to Rabbi: I am aware that even the 
smallest of you is able to bring the dead to life. However, I 
want that when I come here, I should not find a living soul with 
you. He used to serve Rabbi in all his needs, and he once 
questioned him if he would have a share in the world to come. 
To which Rabbi answered, “ yea." Said he: Does it not read 
[Ab. i. 18]: “ And there shall not be anyone remaining of the 
house of ’Eseau." It means he who acts like ’Eseau. But, it 
reads [Ezek. xxxii. 29]: “ There are Edom, her kings, and all 
her princes," etc. The answer was, it reads kings, but not all 
her kings. Princes, but not all of them. So also we have 
learned in the following: “ Her kings, and not all of them, 
z.e., exclude Antoninus b. Asudius. Her princes and not all of 
them, excluding K’tiha b. Shalum." 

What happened with the latter? There was a Caesar who 
disliked the Jews, and he asked the advice of his officers: Should 
he who has a fibre in his foot cut it off and be at ease, or should he 
leave it and be afflicted? And the advice of them all was, that 
he should cut it off and remain at rest. K’tiha, however, who 
was one of them, objected, saying: First you cannot get rid of 
all the Jews, as it reads [Zech. ii. 10]: “ For as the four winds 
of the heaven have I spread you abroad, saith the Lord."* 
And secondly, your kingdom will be considered mutilated, and 
one that kills its own subjects. The king then said: Thy ad¬ 
vice js true, but there is a law that he who concurs the king, 
must be thrown into the furnace. When they took him to be 
slain, he said: I bequeath all my property to R. Aqiba and his 
colleagues. A heavenly voice was then heard : K’tiha b. Shalum 
has a share in the world to come. Rabbi then wept and said: 
Here we have a man who has bought his world in one moment, 
while another one has to work for it all his life. 

Antoninus served Rabbi; Adarkhan (a Persian Prince) served 
Rabh. When Antoninus departed, said Rabbi: Our union 
broke, and the same said Rabh when Adarkhan departed. 

Unklus b. Klenimus embraced Judaism, and the Caesar sent 
militia to take him. He, however, persuaded them, and they 
also became proselytes. He then sent other militia, warning 


For the explanation, see Taanith, p. 4. 
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them that they should not converse with him. When they took 
him and were going, he said to them: I will tell you something; 
usually the torch-bearer carries the light in front of the litter, 
the chief lecticarius (behind the litter, carries the light) for the 
dux , the dux for the hegemon , the hegemon for the comes; but 
does the comes carry the light before the people? And they an¬ 
swered, No. Said he: The Holy One, blessed be lie, carries 
light before Israel as it reads [Ex. xiii. 21]: “And the Lord 
went before them in a pillar of cloud,” etc. And they also 
became proselytes. The Caesar then sent other ones after him, 
telling them not to talk to him at all. But when they took 
him, he saw a viazuzah on the doorpost, and said to them: Do 
you know what this is? They answered: No, but you may tell 
us. He then said: It is customary with a human king that 
while he is sitting inside of his palace his servants guard him 
outside. With the Holy One, blessed be He, it is the contrary. 
His servants are inside, and He guards them from the outside, 
as it reads [Psalm exxi. 8]: “The Lord will guard thy going 
out and thy coming in,” etc. Then these became proselytes, 
too, and the Caesar did not send any more after him. It reads 
[Gen. xxv. 23]: “And the Lord said to her, two nations are 
in thy womb.” Said R. Jehudah in the name of Rabh: This 
means Antoninus and Rabbi, upon whose tables were not miss¬ 
ing lettuces, cucumbers and radishes, summer as well as winter. 
As the master said: The radishes masticate the food in the 
stomach, lettuces overturn it, and cucumbers extend the gut. 
But have not the disciples of Ismael taught that cucumbers are 
as harmful to the body as swords? This presents no difficulty, 
as one speaks of large ones, and the other of small ones. 

“ The day of death f etc. FYom this we see that R. Mair 
makes no difference between a death, to which burning is, and 
that to which it is not, used; in both cases as according to him, 
idols are worshipped there. Hence the burning is not a custom of 
the Amorites, which the Israelites are prohibited from. And the 
rabbis who oppose R. Mair hold that it is a custom. Why then 
do we use burning? As there is a Boraitha that one may burn 
things for the death of kings. Therefore, as to burning, we 
must say, all agree that it is not considered a custom, but an 
act of honor. The rabbis, however, hold that worship of idols 
takes place only in cases where there is burning. While accord¬ 
ing to R. Mair, it is worship in both cases. Where do we find 
that burning is used for kings? [Jer. xxxiv. 5]: “In peace 
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shalt thou die and as burnings were made for thy fathers,” etc. 
And as they burn for kings, so also do they for princes. What 
they used to burn upon kings? Their beds and all the utensils 
which were used by the deceased. And it happened on the 
death of Raban Gamaliel the elder, that Unclus the proselyte 
burned clothing worth seventy manas coined in Zur. 

“ The day of shaving his beard y ” etc. The schoolman pro¬ 
pounded a question: Does the Mishna mean the shaving of his 
beard and the surrounding of the hair (which they used as a 
worship for the whole year, and at the end they used to remove 
for the same purpose) or do they mean the removing of the 
hair? Come and hear the following: The day of shaving the 
beard and leaving the hair and also the day of removing it. 

R. Jehudah in the name of Samuel said: There was still 
another festival in Rome which occurs once in seventy years, on 
which they would make a well man ride on a lame man, dress 
him in the garments of Adam, and place on his head the scalp 
of R. Ismael, etc.; on his neck was suspended gold of the 
weight of four znz. And they cover the markets with it, herald¬ 
ing before him: sakh quiriphlaster .* The brother of our Lord 
is a deceiver. (They mean Jacob, the brother of Eseau, who 
deceived the latter by taking away the blessing of Isaac to him¬ 
self.) He who saw this now may be rejoiced, as if not to-day, 
he will not see it any more (because it was once in seventy 
years), and they would finish with: Woe will be to him at the 
time the other will arise. Byt why does not the Tana of our 
Mishna count this feast? Because he counts only what is usual 
each year, and not what happens once in seventy. 

R. Hanan b. R. ’Hisda or R. Hanan b. Rabha in the name of 
Rabh said: There are five houses of idols; the house of Beil in 
Babylon, the house of Nebu in Khursi, of Tharetha in Mapag, 
Zripha in Askkilon, and Nishra in Arabia. When R. Dimi came, 
he said: It was added to them the yared of An Bekhi of Ekha of 
the town of N’dbkah. All these houses were standard, and 
were worshipped the whole year. So said R. ’ Hisda in the 
name of his father-in-law. 

It is said above, that according to Samuel: In exile it is for- 


* To the explanation of these peculiar words, we give the following of Jastrow 
Dictionary : an alleged proclamation made in Rome on the occasion of a sort of 
secular game, and intended as a satire of Eseau (Rome) on his brother Jacob 
(Judaism). The interpretations of commentaries (sakh number of years predicted 
for the coming of the Messiah, or sakh brother) are unsatisfactory. 
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bidden only the very day of the festival, not the day before and 
after. But even on that day did not R. Jehudah allow R. Brona 
to buy wine and R. Giddle to buy wheat in the festival of the 
merchants? Such a festival is different, as it is not standard. 

MISHNA IV. : In a city where the idol is placed, interfering 
is forbidden inside, but not outside. And if outside, the inside 
is not forbidden. May one go to the city at that time? If the 
way leads to the idol only, it is forbidden, but if it leads also 
to another place, it is not. 

GEMARA: What is meant by outside is, c.g., the bazaar of 
Gaza. Resh Lakish questioned R. Hanina: Is indeed the 
bazaar of Gaza permitted? And he answered: Did it not hap¬ 
pen to you to be in Zur where you could see an Israelite and 
a Gentile putting their pots upon one stove, and the sages did 
not object. The same is the case with the bazaar of Gaza; the 
sages did not care to forbid this because of these festivals. 

“ May one go to the city,” etc. The rabbis taught: A city in 
which an idol is placed, one must not enter, nor pass from it 
into another city. So R. Mair. The sages, however, say: The 
prohibition lies when the way is specified to that place only, but 
not otherwise. If a thorn sticks in one’s foot at that place where 
the idol is standing, he must not bend to take it out, because it 
would seem as bowing to the idol; but if it does not seem so, 
he may. And the same is the case if one’s money scattered 
near that place. From a spring which runs before the idol, one 
must not bend to drink for the same reason, unless it does not 
seem as if bowing to the idol. If an aqueduct is placed in the 
idol, one must not put his mouth to it, as it would seem like 
kissing it. However, it is not advisable to put one’s mouth to 
any duct, as one may swallow a leech. 

The rabbis taught: One may not drink water from rivers or 
ponds either with his mouth or with one hand (as he cannot dis¬ 
cern anything in it with both hands; however, he can keep the 
water, and examine it). And if he did so, he would be respon¬ 
sible in case he swallowed a leech, which is dangerous, and this 
is a support to R. Hanina, who said: That for such an accident 
it is allowed to violate the Sabbath by warming water; and also 
R. Ne’hamaia allowed to do same in such a case. And R. Huna 
b. Jehoshua said: That if such happened, he may drink vinegar 
until the water is warmed. R. Idi b. Abin said: He who has 
swallowed a bee, cannot be cured. However, he may drink some 
strong vinegar, perhaps this will give him time to make his will. 
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MISHNA V .: If, during an idol festival in the city, some 
stores were there decorated, one must not buy from these stores, 
while he may from the others, as such a case happened in the 
city of Beth Shean, and the sages have so decided. 

GEMARA: Said Resh Lakish: The prohibition lies only on 
those which are decorated with roses and myrtles, because the 
odor pleases him, but not to those which were decorated with 
some other fruit. And the reason is [Deut. xiii. 18]: “And 
there shall not cleave to thy hand aught of the devoted things.” 
Which signifies that it is prohibited only to derive any benefit 
for himself, but not to benefit others. R. Johanan, however, 
maintains that the prohibition lies also on those which are deco¬ 
rated with fruit, as such conclusion can be drawn a fortiori. If 
deriving benefit from them is forbidden, so much the more 
should it be, to benefit them. An objection was raised from 
the following: R. Nathan said: It is usual in the day of the idol 
to herald: everyone who will decorate his head and the heads of 
his animals for the honor of the idol will be freed from duties 
for such and such a time. What had then a Jew to do? Should 
he decorate, then he derives benefit from the idols; should he 
not, then he benefits them. From this it was said: He who is 
doing business in the market established for the idol, his prop¬ 
erty must be destroyed in such a manner that no one should be 
able to derive any benefit of it. We see, then, that to benefit 
is also prohibited, and this contradicts Resh Lakish’s above 
statement. Said R. Mesharshia b. R. Idi: Resh Lakish hold 
that the rabbis differ with R. Nathan, and the Halakha prevails 
with the majority, while R. Johanan holds that they do not 
differ. (Here is repeated from tract Minor Festivals and Abel 
Rabbathi, which we deem not necessary to translate.) 

R. Jacob bought shoes on such a market day, and R. Jere¬ 
miah bought bread. Each of them bought from a private man, 
not from a storekeeper. However, each one thought that his 
colleague bought from a storekeeper, and rebuked each other 
because of the statement of Aba b. R. 'Higya b. Aba: That the 
prohibition to buy lies only from a storekeeper, but not from a 
private, as a private does not pay any duties. He also said that 
if R. Johanan were in such a place where they take duties from 
a private also, he would forbid to buy even from a private. The 
above-mentioned sages, however, bought their goods from such 
a private who was not established at that city, and, therefore^ 
they were sure that he does not pay duties. 
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MISHNA VI .: The following are forbidden to be sold to 
the heathens: Fir-cones, white figs on their stems, frankincense, 
and a white cock. R. Jehudah, however, said: That a white 
cock may be sold among other cocks, and if singly, he has to 
cut off a finger of it, because the heathens do not sacrifice an 
animal of which an organ is missing. All other things may be 
sold anonymously, but if they say that they buy it for worship¬ 
ping, one must not sell. R. Mair, however, forbids to sell them 
fine date trees, sugar-canes, and a variety of dates. 

GEMARA: “ Frankincense ,” said R. Itzchak in the name 
of Resh Lakish: Only the best frankincense which is used for 
worshipping, and there is a Boraitha: That from all the things 
mentioned above, one bundle may be sold; and what is to be 
considered a bundle? Explained R. Jehudah b. Bathyra: No 
less than three manas worth. But why not fear perhaps the 
buyer will sell of it for worshipping? Said Abayi: We are told 
not to put a stone before the blind, ourselves, but we are not 
told that we should fear some other one should do same with 
our stone. (The prohibition is, because one must not assist a 
sinner, and worshipping idols is a sin even to the heathens.) 

“ A white cock " etc. R. Jonna in the name of R. Zara 
according to others quoting R. Zebid, said: If the buyer is 
searching for a cock anonymously, even a white one may be sold 
to him. But if he asks for a white cock, then such must not be 
sold. There is an objection from our Mishna. R. Jehudah 
said: It may be sold among others. Now, let us see the nature 
of the case. If the buyer ask for a white cock, then certainly it 
must not be sold even among others; we must then say that he 
asks for a cock in general, and notwithstanding this, is allowed 
to sell it among the others, but not singly, even according to 
R. Jehudah. And according to the first Tana, not even among 
the others? Said R. Nahman b. Itzhak: The Tanaim of our 
Mishna speaks of a case when the buyer mentioned a black, red 
and white one. According to the first Tana, as soon as white is 
mentioned, it must not be sold even among others, and accord¬ 
ing to R. Jehudah, it may, on the supposition that as the other 
colors are not for sacrificing, the white is not either. But if 
color was not mentioned at all, even according to the first Tana, 
the white may be sold among other colors. And there is a Bo¬ 
raitha in accordance with R. Na'hman b. Itzchak, as follows: 
R. Jehudah said: The prohibition is in force only when the 
buyer says, Sell me this white cock; but if he said, Sell me this 
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and other colors you have, it is not. And even in the former 
case, if the buyer has a sick person in his house, or he is pre¬ 
paring a banquet for his son, it is permitted. But does not our 
Mishna state above: That in such a case that man as well as 
that day is prohibited? Said R. Itzchak b. R. Mesharshia: R. 
Jehudah, by the word banquet means a dancing banquet, on 
which sacrificing is not used, and not a wedding banquet. R. 
Ashi propounded a question: If the buyer asks for a blemished 
white cock (which is not used for sacrificing), may one sell him 
a good white cock, or is it to be feared that because he knows 
that an Israelite would not sell him a white cock, he deceives 
him by asking for a blemished one; and should you decide that 
such is prohibited? Furthermore, how is the law in case he 
asks for a white one and, nevertheless, takes also a black and a 
red one; may one then sell him a white one also, as it is to be 
supposed that he does not take them for sacrificing; or here, 
also, it may be feared that he bought the other colors only 
because he needs the white one? This question remains unde¬ 
cided. 

“ R. Mair said," etc. Said R. ’Hisda to Abimi: We have 
a tradition that the tract Aboda Zara of Abraham the patriarch 
contained four hundred chapters. We, however, have only five 
of them, and even these we do not quite understand. What is 
the difficulty? R. Mair said: “ A fine date tree,” from which 
it is to be understood that a simple one may be sold. And 
there is a Mishna: Nothing must be sold of that which is attached 
to the ground. Answered Abimi: By a” fine date tree” the 
fruit of it is meant; and so also said R. Huna: e.g ., ('Hazal 
nkshba nklas) the species or variety of dates. When R. Dimi 
came from Palestine, he said in the name of Hamma b. Joseph: 
Quryti (that which is fit for a drink, made of cariota [cariotum]). 
Said Abayi to him : We have learned nklas , and we do not know 
what it is, and now you say quryti , and we do not know what it 
is either. Of what use is it, then, to us? And he answered: If 
you happened to be in Palestine and say nklas , no one would 
understand you, but if you said there quryti , they would under¬ 
stand, and show you what it means. 

MISHNA VII. : In places where it is customary to sell 
small cattle (sheep, goats, etc.) to heathens, it is lawful to 
do so, but not in places where this is not customary. Large 
cattle must not be sold to them at all, nor calves nor foals 
of asses, either sound or broken-legged. R. Jehudah per- 
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mits the sale of the latter, and Ben Bathyra permits the sale 
of a horse.* 

GEMARA: From this Mishna it seems that it relies only 
upon a custom, but there is no prohibition, and in the first 
Mishna of the second chapter, we see that one must not place 
an animal in the inns of the heathens, etc. Said R. Eleazar: 
Even at those places where it is forbidden to place the animals 
in their inns, it is allowed to sell them. As usual the heathen 
takes care that his animals should not be uprooted. And so 
also said R. Tachlipha in the name of Shila b. Abimi, quoting 
Rabh. As the latter retracted his first statement “ that it must 
not.” 

“ Large cattle ,” etc. R. Ada permitted to sell an ass through 
a middleman (also an Israelite). R. Huna sold a cow to a hea¬ 
then. Said R. ’Hisda to him: Why did the master do so? And 
he answered: Because it seems to me that he bought it for the 
purpose of slaughtering. And whence do we know that such is 
permitted? From (Shebiith, v. 8), where the school of Shamai 
says: One must not sell a ploughing cow on the Sabbathical 
year. The school of Hillel, however, permits it, because one 
may buy it for slaughtering. 

Said Rabba: What comparison is this? Concerning the Sab¬ 
bathical year, there is no obligation that cattle shall rest then, 
while on the Sabbath one is obliged to give his cattle rest. Said 
Abayi to him : But where do we find that such is forbidden, even 
when there is an obligation? There is a Tosephta: The school of 
Hillel permits to sell a ploughing field in the Sabbathic year, be¬ 
cause it may be supposed that one buys it to rest this year, but to 
plough it the next, and one is certainly obliged not to plough 
his field on the Sabbathic year. R. Ashi opposed: On the con¬ 
trary, there is a Mishna [Shebiith, v. 6]: ” Ploughing vessels 
must not be sold on the Sabbathic year,” and we know of no 
obligation that one must give rest to his ploughing vessels. 
And therefore, says he: When there is a supposition that it can 
be used for another purpose, we may do so, even, when there 
is an obligation; but when there is no such supposition, it must 
not be done, even when there is no obligation. 

Rabba sold an ass to an Israelite, who was suspected of sell¬ 
ing it to a heathen. Said Abayi to him : Why have the masters 


* This Mishna is repeated from tract Passover, p. 90. We did not omit because 
it is a Mishna and because of the discussions of the Gcmara here. 
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done so? And he answered: I sold it to an Israelite. And to 
Abayi’s question: But he will sell it to a heathen, he answered: 
Does he sell to heathens only, if an Israelite will give him a good 
price will he not sell it? Abayi then objected to him from the 
following: In places where it is customary to sell small cattle to 
Samaritans, one may do so, but not in places where it is not 
customary; and this is only because they are suspected of sell¬ 
ing it to the heathens, as all other reasons advanced were de¬ 
nied. (Hence, we see that one must not sell to a suspected 
one.) Rabba then ran after him three miles to return him, but 
failed to overtake him. Said R. Dimi b. Aba: As it is not 
allowed to sell to a heathen, so it is not allowed to sell to an 
Israelite either, who is a robber. What does the expression 
“robber” mean? If he is suspected that in case of an opposi¬ 
tion, he would slay, then it is self-evident, for he is worse than 
a heathen; and if he is not suspected of such, why not sell to 
him? It speaks of one who is suspected of slaying only, then, 
when the owner runs after him to persecute. The rabbis taught: 
Shields must not be sold to those; others, however, taught they 
may. The reason of those who forbid is, that if they are short 
in weapons they use the shields instead; and the reason of those 
who permit is, that if they are short in weapons they run away. 
Said R. Na’hman in the name of Rabba b. Abuhu : The Halakha 
prevails with the latter. R. Ada b. Aba said: Lumps of 
wrought iron must not be sold to them, because they make 
weapons of it; but if so, should not spades be forbidden, too? 
Said R. Zabid: It means of Indian iron, which is useful for 
weapqns. And now that we do sell to them is because the Per¬ 
sians are protecting us with their weapons. So said R. Ashi. 

MISHNA VIII .: One must not sell to them bears, lions, 
and all such things by which the people can be injured. One 
must not conjoin himself in building their court houses (from 
the roofs of which they usually throw the one who is sentenced 
to death, to be killed), gradas , arenas and scaffolds. However, 
in building monuments and bath-houses, one may. But when 
they reached that chamber in which their idols should be placed, 
he must stop. 

GEMARA: Rabbina propounded a contradiction. Our 
Mishna states: That only things which may be injurious to the 
people, whence it is to be understood that if not injurious, it 
does not matter, from the following: As one must not sell to 
them large cattle, so also must he not do with large beasts. 
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And even in those places where small cattle may be sold, large 
beasts must not. (We see, then, that even such that are harm¬ 
less must not be sold either.) And he explains that our Mishna 
speaks of a lame lion, and it is in accordance with R. Jehudah, 
who holds that such may be sold. R. Na’hman opposed: Who 
can say that the lion is placed under the category of large 
beasts; perhaps he is placed under the category of small ones.* 

“ Himself in building .” Said Rabba b. b. Hanna in the 
name of R. Johanan: There were three such palaces: for kings, 
for bath-houses, and for treasuries. Said Rabba; All of them 
are permitted. 

The rabbis taught: When R. Eleazar was captured by the 
government, accusing him of being a min , he was brought to 
the gradus, and the hegemon (chief judge) said to him: A sage 
like yourself should engage himself in such a valueless thing. 
And he answered: The judge himself may testify that such is 
not the case. [The hegemon thought that he means him; he, 
however, meant the heavenly judge.] And he said: Because 
you trust in me, I swear by Dimus (his idol) that you are free 
from this accusation. When R. Eleazar returned home, his dis¬ 
ciples surrounded him to condole him, but he did not accept it. 
Said R. Aqiba to him: 14 Rabbi, allow me to say before you one 
of the things you taught me,” and he allowed him. Said he to 
him: 44 Rabbi, probably some explanations of the minim pleased 
you and you have accepted them, and therefore you were sus¬ 
pected and captured.” Answered he: 44 Aqiba, you have re¬ 
minded me; it happened once that I walked in the upper market 
of Ciporas, and I met one of the minim, named Jacob, of the 
village of Zachania and he said to me”: It reads [Deut. xxiii. 
19] : 44 Thou shalt not bring the hire of a harlot,” etc. May then 
a retiring room for the high priest be built from such money? 
And I kept silent. Said he to me: So taught Jeshu b. Pan- 
thyra.f It reads [Mich. i. 7]: 44 For from harlot’s wages she 
gathered them, and for harlot’s wages shall they be used again ” ; 
hence, money that comes from a dirty place, may be expended 


* The text discusses here whether an animal in convulsive movement before 
death is considered alive or dead, which is inserted here not in its proper place, nor 
is it of importance and therefore omitted. 

f In Tosaphta Chulin (ii. 24) it states that Eliazar said : Jacob has related to 
me things of minim in the name of Jeshu b. Panthyra, and I was pleased with them. 
But it is not mentioned what it was, and we are in doubt whether it means the 
Joke in text. This may serve as an answer to the criticism of the “ Open court.” 
Vol. 16, pp. 475 - 477 . 
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on a dirty place, which explanation pleased me. It is for this 
that I was suspected and captured. And I confess that I have 
transgressed [Prov. v. 8]: “ Remove far from her thy way, and 
come not nigh to the door of her house." " Remove from her," 
means from minunism and " come not nigh " means to govern¬ 
ment. Others, however, interpret same" remove far" etc. as 
to mean minunism, and "come not nigh" etc., prostitution, 
which place, according to R. ‘Hisda, is prohibited to approach 
from a distance of four yards. 

Mar. Uqba said: it reads [Ps. xxx. 15]: "The leech hath 
two daughters (crying) Give, give," i.e., minunism and the 
government, which are never satisfied, the first of catching men 
to her belief, and the second, duties. R. ’Hisda in the name of 
Mar. Uqba said: The Gelmina cries, saying, " bring me in the 
two daughters, who always cry in this world ": " Bring in to me, 
bring in to me." It reads [Prov. ii. 19]: " All that come unto 
her return not again, and they will not reach the paths of life." 
If they do not return again, they will certainly not reach the 
paths of life? It means, therefore, that they who repent and 
return from minunism, die that they might not return to minu¬ 
nism again. Does one die who repents minunism only and not 
other sins; is there not a Boraitha: It was said of Elazar b. 
Durdia who left not out one prostitute. He was once informed 
that there was a prostitute in one of the sea countries, who re¬ 
ceived a pocketful of dinars in reward, and he took this amount 
and passed seven rivers until he reached her. She, however, 
caused him to repent. He then placed himself between two 
mountains saying; " O ye mountains, pray for me," to which 
they answered: " Instead of praying for thee, we must pray for 
ourselves" [Is. liv. 10]: " For the mountain may depart, and 
the hills may be removed." He then said : " Heaven and earth, 
pray for me," and they also answered: " We have to pray for 
ourselves," as it reads [ibid. li. 6]: " For the heavens shall van¬ 
ish," etc. The same answer he got from the sun and the moon 
of which it reads [ibid. xxiv. 23]: " And the moon shall be put 
to the blush and the sun be made ashamed." A similar answer 
he got from the stars and planets of which it reads in [ibid, 
xxxiv. 4]: "And all the host of heaven shall be dissolved." 
He then exclaimed: " I see that I can rely only upon myself," 
and having put his head between his knees, he wept until his 
soul departed. A heavenly voice was then heard, saying, " R. 
Elazar b. Durdia is prepared for life in the world to come." 
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Rabbi, when he heard this, wept, saying, “ there is again one 
who bought his world in one moment while another one must 
work for it all his life.” And again, it is not enough for those 
who repent, that they get a share in the world to come, but they 
are named also rabbis, as the heavenly voice said : Rabbi Eliazar, 
etc. [hence we see that he who has repented from sin, also died? 
Because he, Elazar was involved in such, it is similar to minu- 
nism]. 

R. Hanina and R. Jonathan were on the road and they met 
two thoroughfares, one leading to the gate of an idol and the 
other to the gate of the prostitutes. Said one to his colleague: 
Let us go on that which leads to the idol as the evil spirit of 
idolators is killed. Answered his colleague: On the contrary, 
let us go on to that which leads to the prostitute so that we 
should overrule the evil spirit, and be rewarded. When they 
arrived to the prostitutes, the latter ran away to their homes. 
And his colleague asked him: ” What was the reason you relied 
upon—[Prov. ii. 11]: Discretion* will watch over thee, under¬ 
standing will keep thee.’ ” 

The rabbis taught: When R. Elazar b. Partha and R. Hanina 
b. Tradian were captured by the government, said the former 
to the latter: ” Happy are you, that you were captured because 
of one thing only, and woe is to me that I am captured for five 
things.” Said he: Happy are you who are accused of five things 
and will be saved, woe is to me who am accused only of one 
thing shall be sentenced. The reason is, that you were occu¬ 
pied with both the Torah and with bestowing of favors, while 
I was occupied with the Torah only. This is in accordance 
with R. Huna who said elsewhere: He who is occupied with 
the Torah only, is similar to him who denies God. As it reads 
[II Chron. xv. 3]: s< And many days (had elapsed) for Israel, 
(they being) without the true God.” What does the expression 
“ without the true God ” mean? He who occupies himself with 
the Torah, but does not observe bestowing of favors, which is 
the main point of humanity. Was indeed R. Hanina b. Tradial 
not occupied in bestowing of favors? Is it not stated further on 
that he did? Yea, but not so as it was fit for his dignity. 
Elazar b. Partha was brought before the judges and they asked: 
‘‘Why are you studying, and stealing? And he answered: If 

* The term for discretion in Hebrew is me zema the last word is the term for 
prostitution and the Talmud explains it as it would be written men zem.i which 
means from prostitution. 
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one is a scholar, he is no warrior (robber) and if a warrior, he is 
no scholar, and as it is not true that I am a warrior, so is it also 
untrue that I am a scholar. Why then are you named master? 
And he answered: “lam the master of embroidering.” They 
brought two coils before him and said to him: “ Which is warp 
and which is woof? ” A miracle occurred and a female bee set on 
the warp while a male bee on the woof and he said: This is 
a warp and this is a woof. “ Why did you not visit the Bee 
abidon (the house of discussion)?” And he answered: “ I am 
too old, and feared perhaps I would be trodden down under the 
feet of the crowd.” “ Has it ever happened that old men 
should be trodden down in the mentioned house? Again a mir¬ 
acle occurred, and just at that time they were notified that an 
old man was trodden down in the house in question. “ And 
why then have you freed your slave (which is forbidden)?” 
This never occurred. One of the crowd, however, arose to tes¬ 
tify against him. Elijah then disguised himself as one of the 
consuls of the government and said to the witness: As in all 
the other things a miracle occurred, the same would occur also 
in this case and you would be considered an enemy of his and 
a liar. The alleged witness, however, did not listen and rose 
to bear his testimony. Meanwhile, a letter from one of the 
great officers which was to be sent to the Caesar was handed 
to this man as messenger. While he was going, Elijah caught 
and threw him four hundred parsas , so that he did not return 
any more. Hanina b. Tradian was then brought before them 
and questioned why he occupied himself with the Torah, and he 
answered: Because I am so commanded by the Lord my God. 
The decree was then rendered that he should be burned, his 
wife killed, and his daughter to be taken to the house of prosti¬ 
tutes. [He to be burned, because he used to express the name 
Jehovah as it is written (and not Adonai as it is to be read 
instead), but why did he so? Did not Aba Shaul say (Sanhe¬ 
drin, p. 265) that he who does so has no share in the world to 
come? He did so to learn which is allowed privately, but he 
did it also publicly. His wife to be killed, because she has 
not prevented his doing so by protesting; from this it is to 
be inferred that he who feels that his protests would effect and 
does not protest, is punished therefor. And his daughter to 
prostitution; because, according to R. Johanan, it happened 
once that she walked in the presence of the great people of 
Rome, and they exclaimed: How nice are the steps of this girl! 
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And from that time she took care of her steps to please the 
spectators.] When all the three went out from the court, they 
justified the decrees upon them. Hanina said [Deut. xxxii. 4]: 

He is the Rock, his work is perfect,” etc. His wife said: 
“The God of truth and without iniquity”; and his daughter 
said [Jer. xxxii. 19]: “ Great in council, and mighty in execu¬ 
tion (thou) whose eyes are open over all the ways of the sons of 
man.” Said Rabbi: How great are these upright that to justify 
their decrees, the three verses of justification came to their 
mouths, at the time of so great a trouble. 

The rabbis taught: When R. Jose b. Kisma became sick, 
R. Hanina b. Tradian called on him; the former said to him: 
Hanina, my brother, are you not aware that this nation is reign¬ 
ing by heavenly decree, and notwithstanding that she has de¬ 
stroyed the Temple, burned the palaces, killed the pious and 
put out of the way all the best of Israel, she is still in force. 
About you, however, I heard that notwithstanding the decree 
of the government, you occupy yourself with the Torah pub¬ 
licly, and you bear with you the Holy Scrolls at all time. 
Hanina then answered: The heavens shall have mercy with us. 
Exclaimed Jose: I am relating to you reasons, and you say, 
the heavens shall have mercy. I wonder whether the govern¬ 
ment will not burn you with the Holy Scrolls on fire? Hanina 
then said: Rabbi, what will become of me in the world to come? 
And Jose asked him : Did not some of the meritorious acts come 
to your hand? And he answered: The money which I prepared 
to celebrate Purim , I erred, thinking that it was of the charity 
treasury; I have distributed it to the poor, and thereafter I 
have not collected from the charity. If so, answered Jose, I 
wish that my share should be like yours, and my fate similar. 

It was said that a few days later R. Jose ben Kisma de¬ 
parted, and all- the great men of Rome were going after his 
coffin, lamenting him greatly. On their return, they found 
Hanina b. Tradian studying the Torah publicly with the Holy 
Scrolls in his bosom ; he was enwrapped in the Holy Scrolls and 
surrounded with branches of trees, which were kindled. And 
two woollen towels, soaked in water, were placed on his heart 
that his soul might not depart so quickly, and when his daugh¬ 
ter said to him: Father, is it just, what I see done with you? 
He answered: If I were burned alone, it would be hard for me, 
but now that I am burned in conjunction with the Holy Scrolls, 
I am sure that He who will take revenge for the Holy Scrolls 
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will take revenge for me also. His disciples questioned him: 
What do you see now? And he answered: I see the letters are 
flying away from the parchment while they burned. They said 
to him: Rabbi, open your mouth, so that the fire should catch 
you, and he answered: It is better that my soul be taken by 
Him who gave it and not I myself shall cause it an earlier death. 
The executioner then said to him: Rabbi, if I will increase this 
fire and will take off the woollen towels from your heart, would 
you bring me to life in the world to come? To which he an¬ 
swered, Yea. He then asked him to swear, which he did. Im¬ 
mediately he increased the fire, took off the towels, and his 
soul departed. The executioner himself then jumped into the 
fire. A heavenly voice was then heard : Hanina and the execu¬ 
tioner are prepared for life in the world to come. Rabbi then 
wept, saying: There is one again who bought his world in one 
moment, etc. 

Bruria, the wife of R. Mair, was a daughter of Hanina b. 
Tradian, and she said to her husband: It is a disgrace forme 
that my sister should be in the house of prostitution. He then 
took with him a rpixafios full with dinars , and said: I will go 
there, and if she is yet pure, a miracle will occur. He disguised 
himself as a military rider, visited her, asking her to listen to 
him. She, however, gives him many reasons, and finally tells 
him that in this place he will find many who are more beautiful 
than she. He then convinced himself that she answered the 
same to everyone, and went to her guardian asking him to ac¬ 
cept the money he brought for transferring her to him, saying: 
The half of the dinars will be sufficient to bribe the officers of the 
government, and the other half will remain for you. And to 
his question: What should I do when the half will be spent and 
they will still persecute me? he answered: You will then say, 
God of Mair, help me, and you will be saved. And whence do 
I know that so it is? Mair answered: I will convince you im¬ 
mediately. There were dogs who devoured people, and the 
guard stimulated them upon Mair, and he pronounced God of 
Mair, answer me, and they kept aloof from him. The guard 
then delivered to Mair his sister-in-law. Finally, the govern¬ 
ment got wind of it, and the guardian was brought to the gal¬ 
lows to be hanged, and as soon as he pronounced, God of Mair, 
help me, he was thrown down uninjured. And to the question, 
What is it? he related before all what happened. The govern¬ 
ment then engraved the picture of R. Mair on the gate of Rome, 
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commanding that he who should see such a face should deliver 
him to the officers. It happened that he was once seen, and 
they ran after him; he then ran away to a place of prostitution, 
and Elijah disguised himself as one of the prostitutes and em¬ 
braced him. The officers then said that it must be someone 
else, as Mair would not do so. Thereafter, Mair ran away to 
Babylon, according to some, because of this occasion, and ac¬ 
cording to others, because of that which happened to Brura.* 

(Concerning arenas and circuses) Tanaim differ in the follow¬ 
ing: An Israelite must not visit arenas, because they are consid¬ 
ered a place of scorners. R. Nathan, however, permits it for 
two reasons: first, one should be able to save an Israelite if it 
happened that he was placed there by animosity; and secondly, 
if it happened that an Israelite should die there, the visitor may 
then be a witness, so that the widow of the deceased should be 
allowed to remarry. 

The rabbis taught : One must not go to the theatres and cir¬ 
cuses, because at those places they gather up money for the 
idols; so R. Mair. The sages, however, say: In the places 
where they gather, it is prohibited because of the suspicion of 
idolatry. And in those where they are not gathering, it is pro¬ 
hibited, because they are considered places of scorners. R. 
Simeon b. Pazi lectured [Psalm i. i]: “ Happy is the man who 
walketh not in the council of the wicked, and standeth not in 
the way of sinners, and sitteth not in the seat of scorners.” If 
he had not walked how could he stand, and if he did not stand 
how could he sit, and if he did not sit, how could he scorn? It 
means as follows: That if he had walked, he will finally stand, 
and if stood, he will finally sit and scorn, and concerning him 
it is said [Prov. ix. 12]: ” But if thou art a scorner, thou alone 
will have to bear it.” Said R. Eliezar: He who scorns brings 
chastisements upon himself as [Is. xxviii. 22]: “ And now be 
ye no longer scornful, lest your bonds be made strong.” And 
Rabha said to the rabbis (his disciples): I beg you not to scorn so 
that chastisements shall not come upon ye. And R. Ktina said: 
Even his food becomes lessened, as it reads [Hos. vii. 5] : (Be¬ 
cause) he joineth his hand with scorners.” (Here is repeated 
about the same matter from Last Gate, p. 30.) R. Simeon b. 
Pazi lectured again: '* Happy is the man who walketh not ” to 

* The text does not say what happened to her. Rashi explains that she com¬ 
mitted suicide because of a discussion between her and her husband, who finally con¬ 
quered her. 
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the theatres and circuses of the heathens, “ standeth not in the 
way of sinners,” that is, he who does not stand as a spectator at 
bestial contests (arranged by the Romans). And ” the sitting 
of scorners ” beget contention. And lest one say: As all the 
above I have not done, I may engage my time in sleeping, there¬ 
fore, “ But whose delight is in the law of the Lord.” 

R. Samuel b. Na’hman in the name of R. Jonathan said: 
44 Happy is the man who walketh not,” etc., means Abraham 
our father, who was not conjoined with the generation of sepa¬ 
ration, who were wicked, as [Gen. xi. 3] : 44 Let us make bricks,” 
etc. 44 In the way of sinners,” etc.—he did not stand with 
Sodomites of whom it reads [ibid. xiii. 13]: 44 But the men of 
Sodom were wicked and sinners,” etc.—“with scorners”—he 
did not associate himself with the Philistines, who were 44 scorn¬ 
ers,” as [Judges xvi. 25]: 44 Call for Samson that he may make 
sport of us.” 

It reads [Psalms, cxii. 1]: “ Happy is the man that feareth 
the Lord.” Man, and not woman? Said R. Amram in the 
name of Rabh: Happy is he who repents when he is still young. 
And R. Jehoshua b. Levi said: Happy is he who conquers his 
evil spirit, as a heroic man ; 44 that greatly delighteth in his com¬ 
mandments.” Said R. Eliezar: In his commandments, but not 
in the reward for them. And this is what a Mishna in Aboth 
states: Be not like slaves who serve their master because of 
reward, but as the one who serves him not to receive any reward. 
44 In the law of the Lord is his delight,” said Rabh: i.e., one 
should always study the law to which his heart is inclined. Levi 
and R. Simeon, the son of Rabbi, were sitting before Rabbi 
reading one book of the Bible, and after finishing Levi said: 
Bring us 4 4 Proverbs.' ’ And R. Simeon said: Bring us 4 4 Psalms. ’ ’ 
He overruled Levi, and 44 Psalms” was brought. When they 
came to the verse, 44 In the law of the Lord is his delight,” 
Rabbi stopped and said: One has to study only what his heart 
is inclined to. Said Levi to him: Rabbi, with this you have 
given us permission to stop studying. R. Abdimi b. Hama 
said: Him who occupies himself with the Torah, the Holy One, 
blessed be He, grants his desire. Rabha said: At the time one 
begins to study, the Torah is named the Holy One’s, but after 
studying, it is considered to be his (the student’s); as first it is 
written the law of the Lord, and thereafter, in his law. And he 
said again: One shall first study, and thereafter deliberate, as the 
above-cited verse reads. The same said again: One shall study, 
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although he forgets; shall study, although he does not under¬ 
stand it well.* (Here is repeated from Sanhedrin, p. 369, and 
from Erubin, p. 126. See there.) It reads [Psalm i. 3]; “ And 
he shall be like a tree replanted by rivulets," etc. Said the 
disciple of Janai: " Replanted and not planted" signifies that 
he who receives his knowledge from one master, does not see 
any blessing in his studies. Said R. 'Hisda to his disciples: I 
would like to tell you something, but I am afraid you will leave 
me: He who studies always from one master, does not see any 
blessing. They then left him and went to the college of Rabba, 
who, when he heard the above reason, said to them: This is 
true only concerning reasons and ingenuity; but as for tradi¬ 
tions, it is better to learn them from one master, so that they 
should not be metamorphosed in different versions. Tanhum 
b. Hanilai said: It is advisable to divide one’s years into three 
parts: one-third for the study of Scripture, the second, Mishna, 
and the third, Talmud. But does one know how long he has to 
live? It means, he should do it every day. 

" The fruit in its season . . . does not wither," said 
Rabha: It signifies that if the fruit is given in its season, then 
its leaves will not wither; but if not, the succeeding verse (4) 
applies to both the teacher and pupil. 

R. Aba in the name of R. Hunna, quoting Rabh, said [Prov. 
vii. 26]: “ For many deadly wounded hath she caused to fall," 
means a disciple who, though not as yet fit, decides questions; 
44 very numerous were slain by her," means the contrary: he 
who is fit to do so and does not. And until what age? Till he 
reaches his fortieth year. But has not Rabha decided questions 
in his youth? It was because there was no greater scholar than 
he. Aba b. Ada in the name of Rabh, or b. Aba in the name 
of R. Hamnuna, quoting Rabh, said: Even the gossip of a 
scholar is to be studied, as it reads: 44 And its leaves shall not 
wither." 

R. Joshua b. Levi said: The following is written in the Pen¬ 
tateuch, repeated in the Prophets, and thirdly in the Hagiogra- 
pha: He who occupies himself with the Torah is prosperous in 
all his undertakings. In the Pentateuch [Deut. xxix. 8]: " Keep 
ye therefore the words of this covenant, and do them, that ye 
may prosper in all that ye do," repeated in Prophets [Jos. i. 8]: 


* In text it is inferred from (Ps. cxix. 20). However, the translation does not 
correspond and therefore the quotation is omitted. 
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** This book of the book shall not depart out of thy mouth; but 
thou shalt mediate therein day and night, in order that thou 
mayest observe to do according to all that is written therein; 
for then shalt thou make thy way prosperous, and then shalt 
thou have good success.” And thirdly in Hagiographa [Psalm 
i. 2, 3]: “ But whose delight is in the law of the Lord, and who 
doth meditate in his law by day and night. (3) And he shall 
be like a tree planted by rivulets of water, that yieldeth its fruit 
in its season, and the leaf of which doth not wither; and all that 
he may do shall prosper.” 

R. Alexander heralded: Who wants to live, who wants to 
live? And a big crowd surrounded him. He then referred 
them to [ibid, xxxiv. 14-16]. 

” Where the idols should be placed ,” etc. Said R. Eliezar in 
the name of R. Johanan: If however, he has built, the reward 
of it is valid. Is this not self-evident? It is only the prepara¬ 
tion for the idol to which both R. Ismael and R. Aqiba agree 
that they are not forbidden, unless the idol is already wor¬ 
shipped? Said R. Jeremiah: The Mishna means that even if 
he has made the idol itself, the reward is valued. But this is 
correct only to him, who holds that when an Israelite made an 
idol for himself, it is forbidden even before it was worshipped; 
but of a heathen, it is not, unless worshipped. But to him who 
holds that the same is the case with the idol of a heathen, what 
can be said? Said Rabba b. Ula: The Mishna refers to the fin¬ 
ishing touch, which completes the idol, and the reason is: what 
made the idol ready? The last touch, which in itself is not 
worth the smallest coin (a perutha), and therefore it is not for¬ 
bidden. From this it may be inferred that the Tana holds the 
obligation to pay a laborer, counts from the beginning till the 
very end of the labor, and not only after its completion. 

MISHNA IX. : One must not manufacture ornaments for 
an idol— e.g ., necklaces, nose-bands and rings. R. Eliezar, 
however, maintains that for reward one may. Nothing must be 
sold to them while attached to the ground, but after it was cut 
off, one may. R. Jehudah said: He may also sell with the 
stipulation to cut it off afterward. 

GEMARA: Whence is this deduced? Said R. Jose, from 
[Deut. vii. 2]: ” Nor favor them,”* means, he shall not give 


* The term for favor in Hebrew is chanina. Chanina means also rest. Hence 
the deduction. 
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him a rest in the land; we have learned similarly in a Boraitha, 
with the addition that it also means: You shall not give him 
such which shall make them merciful in the eyes of others. 
(Here is repeated from Chulin, p. 114 b.) The above statement 
is a support to that which Rabh said: It is forbidden to say: 
How nice is this female heathen? An objection was raised. 
R. Simeon b. Gamalien, being once on the steps of the Temple 
mountain, happened to see a female heathen who was a great 
beauty, and he exclaimed: “ How great is thy work O Lord! ” 
And it happened also to R. Aqiba that, when he saw the wife 
of Tornus Rupus, he laughed and wept. Laughed, because he 
saw that she would become a proselyte, and he would marry 
her; wept, that such a beauty must be buried under earth? 
This does not contradict Rabh, as it was only a benediction, 
which one has to recite by seeing nice creatures.* R. Joshua 
b. Levi said: Modesty is the greatest of them all, as it reads 
[Is. lxi. 1]: “ Hath anointed me to announce good tidings unto 
the meek," it does not read to announce pious men, but meek; 
hence modesty is greatest. 

** One must not sell.” The rabbis taught: One may sell 
them a tree with the stipulation to cut it off, and he cuts it im¬ 
mediately, so R. Jehudah. R. Mair, however, says: Only that 
which is already cut. The same is the case with hay, and also 
with flour. According to R. Jehudah, it may be sold to harvest, 
and according to R. Mair that which is already harvested. It 
was necessary to learn their points of differing in all the three, 
as one from the other could not be inferred (we omit the reasons, 
as of little importance). The schoolman propounded a ques¬ 
tion : May one sell them a cow with the stipulation to slaughter 
it? Shall we assume that the above things R. Jehudah permits, 
because they are not under the control of the heathen so that 
he is not able to prolong time? But in the case of a cow which 
he takes immediately, he may prolong the time a good deal 
until slaughtering, and this even R. Jehudah will not allow. 
Come and hear the following: One may sell a cow with the 
stipulation of slaughtering, and the heathen has to do it imme¬ 
diately. So R. Jehudah, while R. Mair permits only the sale 
of the slaughtered. 

* Here is repeated from many tracts, especially from Middle Gate, p. 227, and a 
whole Mishna from Tract Shekalim vi, which we have omitted. The statement of 
R. Joshua b. Levi in text belongs to the Mishna Shekalim vi, which states that 
piety is greater than all other good things. 
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MISHNA X.: Houses must not be rented to the heathens 
in Palestine, not to speak of fields. In Syria, however, houses 
are permitted to be sold, but not fields, and out of Syria houses 
may be sold and fields rented. So R. Mair. R. Jose, however, 
said: In Palestine, houses may be rented, but not fields, in - 
Syria houses sold, and fields rented; out of Syria, everything 
may be sold. However, even in the places where renting is 
allowed, it must not be for residence, as the idol is brought 
there, which is against [Deut. vii. 26]: “And thou shalt not 
bring an abomination in thy house.” A bath-house must not 
be rented at any place because it is named after the owner, who 
is an Israelite (and he can be suspected of heating it himself on 
the Sabbath). 

GEMARA: What is meant by the expression “ not to speak 
of fields is it because two things would be neglected, resting 
the fields and tithe from the growth? The same would be with 
the houses also, resting, and the neglect of a mazuzaf Said R. 
Mesharshia: The mazuza is not an obligation upon the house, 
but upon him who lives in it. 

“ In Syria houses" etc. Let us see; why is selling forbid¬ 
den? Because it is considered as the land of Israel. Why, 
then, is renting permitted? Renting even in Palestine is only 
as a safeguard that one should not come to sell; and a safeguard 
to a safeguard we do not decree. But is not renting fields in 
Syria also a safeguard to a safeguard, and is nevertheless forbid¬ 
den? This is not considered a safeguard, as the Tana holds that 
the land which was taken away by an individual (not by the 
people,of Israel at large) is considered, nevertheless, to be the 
land of Israel. Hence, against fields upon which two things 
would be neglected, as said above, the rabbis decreed; but this 
is not the case with houses. 

‘ ‘ In Syria houses are permitted , ’ ’ etc. For the just-mentioned 
reasons. “ R. Jose . . . in Palestine , houses etc. Also for 
the same reason. 

“ In Syria houses sold" etc. It is because he holds that the 
land which was taken by an individual is not considered the 
land of Israel, and, therefore, only against fields they decreed 
for the reasons adduced above, but not against houses. 

“ Everythmgmay be sold," etc. Because it is far from Pales¬ 
tine, no decree was rendered. Said R. Jehudah in the name of 
Samuel: The Halakha prevails with R. Jose. Said R. Joseph: 
Provided it does not make a whole neighborhood of heathens. 
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And there is a Boraitha: That less than three families is not 
considered a neighborhood. 

44 Where renting is allowed ,“ etc. From this we infer that 
not in every place renting is allowed. Hence, the unnamed 
Mishna is according to R. Main; as according to R. Jose, rent¬ 
ing is permitted in every place. 

“ But not a bath-house , ” etc. There is a Boraitha : R. Simeon 
b. Gimalia said: One must not rent his bath-house to a heathen 
because the bath is named after the owner and the heathen does 
his labor on Sabbath and holidays (and people may think that 
the Israelites themselves do this). But how is it to a Samari¬ 
tan? It may be rented, although he works on the minor festi¬ 
vals? On minor festivals, we Israelites also are permitted to 
heat baths. But let us see why it is permitted to rent a field to 
a heathen, although he does labor on Sabbath? Because people 
know that the gardener is doing work for himself. Why not 
say the same concerning a bath-house? It is because usually 
a field is hired to a gardener, which is not the case with bath¬ 
houses. There is another Boraitha: R. Simeon b. Eliezar: One 
must not rent his field to a Samaritan because it is named after 
him, and the Samaritan works the field during the minor festi¬ 
vals. But how is it with a heathen? It is allowed, because 
people know that he does it for himself; why not say the same 
concerning a Samaritan? R. Simeon b. Eliezar does not con¬ 
sider the reason of a gardener at all, and his reason why it is 
allowed to a heathen is that if we tell him that he should not 
work, he will listen to, which is not the case with a Samaritan, 
who thinks that he knows better than we do. There were fields 
of safran in partnership of an Israelite and a heathen; the 
heathen worked on Sabbath and the Israelite on Sunday, and 
Rabha has permitted to do so. Rabbina questioned him from 
the following: “An Israelite and a heathen who have hired a 
field in partnership, the Israelite must not say to the heathen : 
You take your share on Sabbath and I on a week day, unless it 
was so stipulated at the time they started. However, when 
they come to make their accounts, it is not permitted to the 
Israelite that he should take his share from the Sabbath labor.” 
Rabha became ashamed; thereafter, however, it was announced 
that such was stipulated when the partnership was started. 

The schoolman propounded a question: How is it if there 
was no stipulation? Come and hear: “If such astipulation was 
made at the time when started, it is allowed ” ; whence it may 
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be inferred, that if there was no stipulation, it is prohibited. 
But if so, how is the latter part to be understood? “ When 
they come to make the account, the Israelite must not take his 
share of Sabbath,” from which it may be inferred that without 
an account, he may accept it, although there was no stipulation. 
In view of this, from this Boraitha nothing can be taken for a 
support. 


CHAPTER II. 


RULES AND REGULATIONS CONCERNING PLACING OF CATTLE WITH 
HEATHENS, ACCEPTING CURE FROM THEM, AND CONCERNING 
THINGS WHICH MAY AND MAY NOT BE BOUGHT FROM THEM. 

MISHNA /.: Cattle must not be placed in the inns of the 
heathens because they are suspicious of having sexual inter¬ 
course with them.* And for the same reason a female must not 
stay alone with them, because they are suspected of insult; nor 
should a male stay with them alone, because they are suspected 
of bloodshed. 

GEM ARA : There is a contradiction from the following: One 
may buy from them cattle for sacrificing without fear that it was 
instrumental in the committing of a crime or that it was sepa¬ 
rated as a sacrifice to an idol, or that it was itself worshipped. 
Now it is correct that there is no fear of its being separated or 
worshipped, for if such were the case, he would not sell it. But 
why should not be feared its said relation to a crime, and they 
not suspected? Said R. Ta’hlipha in the name of R. Shila b. 
Abina, quoting Rabh: With his own cattle, the heathen is not 
suspected, because of his economy that the cattle should not 
become uprooted. This, however, can apply only to female 
cattle; what can be said concerning male cattle? Said R. 
Kahana: Here, also, the same reason may apply, as the cattle 
become meagre from such employment. But why must one not 
place female cattle in the inns which are under the control of 
females? Said Mar Uqua b. Hama: Because the heathens are 
wont to visit the wives of their neighbors, and if such visitor 
happened not to find the hostess, he may substitute the cattle. 


* Voltaire makes rather an exhibit of his ignorance when he mocks the ancient 
Jews, saying (in his Philos. Diction, vol. ii., p. 102) that they were the only nation 
given to this ofTence, since otherwise the prohibition thereof would have been super¬ 
fluous. This Mishna as well as the following Gcmara justifies the conclusion that 
this ofTence was rather general and was practiced by non-Jews and even by non- 
Semites at a period much later than the time when the prohibition of the Scripture 
was established. The attention of the reader is called to the cye-witucsscs reported 
in the following Gemara. 


4t 
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And to the question of the schoolmen: How is the law with 
fowls? R. Jehudah in the name of Samuel, quoting R. Han- 
nina, said: I have seen a heathen who bought a goose in the 
market, sexually intercoursed with it, chopped, roasted and con¬ 
sumed it, and R. Jeremiah of Diphte said that he had witnessed 
a similar affair by an Arabian. 

Rabbina said: There is no contradiction between the Bo- 
raitha cited, which does not consider suspicion, and the Mishna 
which does, as the Mishna speaks of starting, which is forbidden 
and the Boraitha speaks of a case which was already done, where 
suspicion is no sufficient basis for forbidding. And whence do 
we know that such difference is considered? From a Mishna 
which states that a woman captured by a heathen because of a 
civil case is allowed to her husband, but not if captured because 
of a criminal case. We see, then, that although our Mishna 
forbids a woman to stay alone with a heathen, yet the act hav¬ 
ing taken place, she is allowed to return (hence there is a differ¬ 
ence between starting an act and an act done). But perhaps the 
reason why she is allowed to her husband when captured be¬ 
cause of a civil case, is that the heathen was afraid to touch her 
lest he lose his money? And such seems to be the case, as the 
second part states: If because of a criminal case, she is not 
allowed; and to this discussion nothing is to be added. R. 
Pdath said: The difference between our Mishna and the Boraitha 
is to be explained thus: The former is in accordance with R. 
Eliezer of a Mishna (par. II. i), and the Boraitha is in accord¬ 
ance with the rabbis thereof, as according to the former, the red 
cow must not be bought from a heathen; and according to the 
latter, it may. And the reason is the above suspicion which, 
according to one, is considered, and according to the other, it is 
not. But perhaps there is another reason, as Shila explained. 
The reason of R. Eliezer is, in the following [Numb. xix. 2]: 
“ Speak unto the children of Israel that they bring unto thee 
a completely red cow,” which signifies that the children of Israel 
shall bring, but not other nations? This cannot scarcely be the 
reason, as the latter part states: “And so has Eliezer invali¬ 
dated all the sacrifices which were bought from heathens,” to 
which the above reason cannot apply, as concerning them such 
an expression is not used. But perhaps the rabbis differ with 
R. Eliezer concerning the red cow only because of its great 
value, which the heathens would not like to lose; but concern¬ 
ing other sacrifices, would they agree with R. Eliezer? Nay; 
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in the first place there is a Boraitha: One may buy from them 
cattle for the purpose of sacrificing, which would be neither in 
accordance with the rabbis, nor with R. Eliezer; and secondly, 
it states there plainly: The rabbis have answered to R. Eliezer 
with [Is. lx. 7]: “ All the flocks of Kedar . . . upon my altar.” 
But is, indeed, “ suspicion ” the reason of R. Eliezer’s statement; 
is there not a Boraitha: The sages then said to R. Eliezer: We 
know of a case that the red cow was bought from a heathen by 
the name of Dama or Remetz; and he answered: This is no evi¬ 
dence, as the Israelites had watched over it from the time it was 
created? R. Eliezer’s reason was both — the expression concern¬ 
ing a red cow cited above, and also “ suspicion.” 

R. Ami and R. Itz’hak of Naf’ha were sitting on the bal¬ 
cony at the latter’s. One of them began with the last part cited 
above, “ so has R. Eliezer invalidated all the sacrifices,” etc., 
to"which the other quoted that which his colleagues answered 
him, with the above-cited verse, “ all the flocks of Kedar,” etc., 
and R. Eliezer rejoined: This is no evidence either, as the 
nations about whom the cited verse reads will all become prose¬ 
lytes in the future. R. Joseph infers this from [Zeph. iii. 9]: 
“ Yea, then will I change unto the people a pure language, that 
they may all call on the name of the Lord.” And to the oppo¬ 
sition of Abayi R. Joseph: Perhaps it means that they will re- 
pentTrom idolatry only? Abayi R. Joseph answered: The verse 
ends with: “To serve Him with one accord.” So taught R. 
Papa. R. Zebid, however, reverses the order of Abayi R. 
Joseph, adding that both quoted the verse of Zeph. 

It reads [I Sam. vi. 12]: “ And the cows went straight for¬ 
ward,”* etc. What does this expression mean? Said R. Jo- 
hanan in the name of R. Mair: They sang a song. And R. 
Zuthrab. Tubiah, in the name of Rabh: They have straightened 
their faces to look upon the ark, and sang a song. What song 
was it? R. Johanan in the name of R. Mair [Ex. xv. 1] : Then 
sang Moses,” etc. And R. Johanan himself said [Is. xii. 4]: 
“ And ye shall say on that day, Give thanks unto the Lord, call 
on his name,” etc. And R. Simeon b. Lakish said [Psalm 
xcviii. 1, 2]: “ Oh sing unto the Lord a new song; for he hath 
done wonderful things; his right hand and his holy arm have 
gotten him the victory. (2) The Lord hath made known his 
salvation, before the eyes of the nations hath he revealed his 


* The term in Hebrew is vaysharnha , and son" in Hebrew is s/nr,i. 
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righteousness/' And R. Elazar said [ibid. xcix. i]: " The 
Lord reigneth/’ etc. And R. Samuel b. Na'hmani [ibid, xciii. 
i]; and R. Itzchak of Naf’ha said: They sang: Sing, sing, thou 
ark, arise in this great journey thou that art decorated with 
golden embroidery which is placed in the great palace, adorned 
with the best ornaments. R. Ashi taught the saying of R. 
Itz’hak to [Numb. x. 35]: " And it came to pass, when the ark 
set forward that Moses said," etc. And what did Israel say? 
The above that R. Itz’hak said: It reads [Jos. x. 13]: "And 
the sun stood still . . . written in the book of Yashar." What 
is the book of Yashar? Said R. Hyya b. Aba in the name of 
R. Johanan: The book in which the birth of Abraham, Isaac 
and Jacob, who are named Josharim (the upright) is meant, as 
it reads [Numb, xxiii. 10]: " May my soul die the death of the 
righteous." And where is the hint to be found there [Gen. 
xlviii. 19] : " And his seed shall become a multitude of nations." 
This occurred when Jehoshua" stopped the sun." [Jos. x. 13]: 
" And the sun stood still in the midst of the heavens, and hast¬ 
ened not to go down about a whole day." How many hours? 
Said R. Jehoshua b. Levi: Twenty-four; it was running six and 
stopped six, running six, and stopped six, four times; R. Elazar 
said: Thirty-six, it ran six and stopped twelve, etc. Samuel b. 
Na’hmani said: Forty-eight, it ran six and stopped twelve; ran 
six and stopped twenty-four. According to others, the above 
differ in the additional hours of that day. There is a Boraitha: 
As the sun stopped for Joshua, so did it stop for Moses, etc. 
(See Taanith, p. 52. The rabbis taught the whole paragraph.) 
An objection was raised from [ibid., ibid. 14]: " And there was 
no day like that before it or after it "? If you wish, in the time 
of Moses it stopped for fewer hours, or if you wish, it may be 
said that in Moses’ time there were no hailstones mentioned 
[ibid., ibid. 11]. 

It reads [II Sam. i. 18]: " The bow, behold it is written in 
the book of Yashar." (What does Yashar mean? Said R. 
’Hyye b. Aba in the name of R. Johanan: " Genesis " as said 
above.) And where the allusion? [Gen. xlix. 8]: " Thy hand 
shall be on the neck of thy enemies." Which is the weapon 
that needs the hand against the neck? It is the bow. R. 
Eliezer, however, maintains that the book of Yashar means 
Deuteronomy. And why is it named Yashar? Because there 
is written [vi. 18]: "And thou shalt do that which is right 
(Yashar) and good in the eyes of the Lord." And where is the 
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allusion? [xxxiii. 7]: “Let the power of his hands.” And 
which is the weapon to which both hands arc needed? The 
bow. R. Samuel b. Na’hmani said: It is the book of Judges in 
which [xvii. 6]: Everyman did what seemed right (Yashar) 
in his eyes. And where is the allusion? [iii. 2]: “To teach 
them war.” And to which weapon, teaching is needed? The 
bow. 

“ A zooman must not stay alone ,” etc. Let us see how is the 
case? If it means she must not stay alone with one heathen, is 
this, then, allowed with an Israelite? Is there not a iMishna: 
One must not stay alone even with two women? And if it 
means she should not stay with even three of them, is there a 
similar case allowed with three licentious Israelites? Is there 
not a Mishna: A woman may stay with two persons? And 
Jehuda, in the name of Samuel said: Provided they are right¬ 
eous men, but, if they were licentious, even if they would be 
ten, she must not, as it once happened that a woman was alone 
with ten and was insulted. It means even when his wife is with 
him. As to Israelite’s, his wife guards him, which is not the 
case with a heathen. But why not say that because they are 
suspected of bloodshed? Said R. Jeremiah: It speaks of a re¬ 
spectable woman whom they feared to kill. R. Idi, however, 
maintains that there is no fear of bloodshed, even with any 
woman, for usually her weapons are upon her (they insult, but 
do not kill). And what is the difference between the two rea¬ 
sons? If the woman was respected by the government, but not 
among her colleagues, then, according to R. Jeremiah, there is 
no fear for bloodshed, but of insult, and according to R. Idi the 
same is the case with any woman. And there is a Boraitha in 
accordance with R. Idi—viz.: A woman, although her weapon 
is usually with her, must nevertheless not stay alone with 
heathens, because they are suspected of insult. 

“ A male must not stay alone," etc. The rabbis taught: If 
an Israelite while on the road, happened to be accompanied by 
a heathen, he should so manage that the heathen should be on 
his right hand. Ismael b. R. Johanan b. Broka, however, said: 
If the heathen was provided with a sword, the Israelite shall 
manage that he shall be on his right side, and if with a cane, on 
his left side (so that it shall be easier for the Israelite to protect 
himself). If they have to ascend or to descend, the Israelite 
must not be on the bottom and the heathen on the top, but the 
contrary. Nor shall the Israelite bend himself in the heathen’s 
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presence, for fear the heathen may break his skull. If the 
heathen question him to what place he goes, he shall make the 
distance longer as did Jacob our father to Esau the wicked [Gen. 
xxxiii. 14]: “ Until I come unto my Lord to Se’ir.” And (17) 
reads: “ And Jacob journeyed to Succoth ” (which was much 
nearer than Se’ir). It happened to the disciples of R. Aqiba 
while on the road, to meet robbers, who questioned them, Where 
are you going? And they answered, To Akhau. However, 
when they reached the City of Khzib they separated. The rob¬ 
bers then questioned them, Whose disciples are you? And they 
answered, Of R. Akiba. To which the robbers rejoined, Well 
is to Akiba with his disciples, who are careful not to be afflicted 
by bad men. R. Mnashi was on the road to the City of 
Thurtha and he met thieves, who asked him where he was going, 
and he said, To Pumbadithe. When they reached Thurtha he 
separated from them. Said they, You must be a disciple of 
Jehuda the deceiver. To which he rejoined, Do you know him 
(R. Jehuda) and dare to call him deceiver? I put you under 
ban. The thieves then engaged in thievery for thirty-two years, 
but did not succeed, so that they were afterward compelled to 
come to R. Mnashi asking for a release. One of them, who 
was a weaver, did not care to come to ask for a release, and was 
finally devoured by a lion. Come and see the difference be¬ 
tween the thieves of Babylon and the robbers of Palestine (the 
latter had praised the disciples who separated from them, and 
the former scolded him). 

MISPINA II .: A daughter of an Israelite must not confine 
a heathen, because she confines a person to idolatry; however, 
a heatfien may confine an Israelite. The same is the case with 
nursing, an Israelite must not nurse the child of a heathen, 
while the latter, being under the control of the former, may 
do so. 

GEMARA: The rabbis taught: One must not confine a 
heathen because she brought up a person to idolatry, nor must 
a heathen confine an Israelite, because they are suspected of 
bloodshed; so R. Mair. The sages, however, say: The latter 
may, in the presence of others, but not when she is alone in the 
confinement. R. Mair, however, does not allow this because 
she may put her hand on the skull of the child and kill it, while 
the others standing by would not notice it. As it happened, a 
heathen woman who reproached her colleague of being a Jew— 
confiner—daughter of a Jew confiner, and she answered: Is it 
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not sufficient the injury I have done to the Jews by decreasing 
them, killing their children at the birth, and I shed their blood 
like water. The rabbis, however, maintained that this counts 
for nothing, as she boasted only. 

“ An Israelite must not nurse," etc. The rabbis taught: One 
must not nurse a child of a heathen, because she brings up a 
person to idolatry, neither must a heathen woman nurse a Jewish 
child, because she is suspected of bloodshed; so R. Mair. The 
sages, however, say the latter might do so in the presence of 
others, but not when she is alone with the child. R. Mair, how¬ 
ever, maintains that even in the presence of others she may smear 
the breasts with poison and kill the child, while the others present 
will not notice it. A contradiction was raised from the follow¬ 
ing: A Jewess may confine a heathen for the reward but not 
gratuitously? Said R. Joseph: For reward it is permissible, in 
order to avoid animosities. The rabbis taught: An Israelite may 
circumcise the child of a heathen for the purpose of proselytism, 
but not for the purpose of curing, and a heathen must not do 
so to an Israelite because he is suspected of bloodshed. The 
sages, however, maintain that the latter may do so in the pres¬ 
ence of Israelites, but not when he is alone with the child. 
Does indeed R. Mair hold that a heathen must not circumcise 
an Israelite? Is there not a Boraitha: A city in which there is 
no Jewish physician but a Samaritan and a heathen, the heathen 
shall circumcise and not the Samaritan ; so R. Mair. R. Jehuda, 
however, maintains the converse, that the Samaritan should have 
the preference? Reverse the names in the cited Boraitha; but 
how can you say that Jehuda permits a heathen to do the cir¬ 
cumcision? Is there not a Boraitha: R. Jehuda said: Whence 
do we know that a circumcision which was performed by a 
heathen is invalid? From [Gen. xvii. 9]: “ But thou, for thy 
part, shalt keep my covenant” (which means thou and not a 
heathen). Therefore, the names in the above-cited Boraitha are 
correctly placed and must not be reversed, as it speaks of an 
established physician, who would not spoil his reputation by 
doing harm to an Israelite, as R. Dimi, when he came from 
Palestine, said in the name of R. Johanan: That an established 
heathen physician maybe trusted to do everything for an Israel¬ 
ite. But how can you say that R. Jehuda permits a Samaritan 
to circumcise an Israelite? Is there not a Boraitha : An Israel¬ 
ite may circumcise a heathen, but a Samaritan must not do so 
to an Israelite, because he is doing this in the name of his idol 
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in the Mount Gerism. And R. Jose said to him: Where do we 
find that circumcision must be done in the name of Heaven, etc. 
(hence, we see that R. Jehuda does not permit a Samaritan). 
Therefore we must say that the names of the Boraitha in ques¬ 
tion are to be reversed, and the contradiction from one state¬ 
ment of R. Jehuda to the other presents no difficulty, as R. 
Jehuda of the contradictory Boraitha means R. Jehuda the 
prince, whom we heard stating elsewhere just the same as the 
Boraitha teaches. 

It was taught: Whence do we know that a circumcision 
made by a heathen is invalid? Daru b. Papa in the name of 
Rabh said: From the above-cited verse [Gen. xvii. 9], and R. 
Johanan maintains from [ibid., ibid. 13]. And what is the dif¬ 
ference between them? If a woman is commanded to circumcise 
her child, according to Rabh she is not, and according to R. 
Johanan she is. But is there one who holds that a woman is 
not commanded to circumcise, does it not read [Ex. iv. 25]: 
“Then took Zipporah a sharp instrument,” etc.? Well, she 
has done this through a messenger; or, if you wish, it may be 
said that she began and Moses himself finished. 

MISHNA III .: One may employ their (the heathens’) ser¬ 
vices for curing his personal property, but not for curing the 
body. However, cutting hair by them is prohibited at any 
place; so R. Mair. The sages, however, maintain: One may 
do so in a public place, but not when he is alone with him. 

GEMARA: What do personal property and body mean? 
The former is, e.g ., his cattle, and body means human being. 
And this is what R. Jehudah said: No imperfection, not even 
so much as the mark of bleeding, must be taken from them. 
Said R. Hisda in the name of Mar Uqba: If, however, the 
heathen said to him that such and such a medicine is good, and 
such and such is bad, he may use his advice, since the heathen 
thinks: as he asks me, so will he ask some other one, and should 
I give him wrong advice, I would be ridiculed. Rabba, accord¬ 
ing to others, R. ’Hisda, in the name of R. Johanan said: If 
there is a doubt as to whether the sick will recover or die, the 
heathen must not be taken for curing, but if it is certain that 
he will die, it is allowed. But why let it be feared, perhaps he 
will foster his death? This is not to be taken in consideration. 
And whence do we know that so it is? From [II Kings, vii. 9]: 
“ If we say, We will enter into the city, then is the famine in 
the city, and we will die ” ; and they did not take into consider- 
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ation that should they fall in the hands of the enemy, they 
would be killed immediately. An objection was raised from the 
following: One must not interfere with the Minim and must 
not cure himself by them, even to delay death for but a few 
hours. 

As it happened to ben Damn, the son of Ismael’s sister, to 
be bitten by a snake, Jacob, of the village of Skhania, came to 
heal him with the name of Jesus, but R. Ismael did not allow. 
The patient, however, said to him : Ismael, my brother, let him 
cure me and I will bring you evidence from the Scripture that 
such is allowed. But ere he finished his soul departed, and R. 
Ismael exclaimed: Well is to thee, ben Dama, that thy body 
was pure and thy soul left thee in purity, and thou hast not 
transgressed the decision of thy colleagues, who say [Eccles. vii]: 

Him who breaketh down a fence — a serpent will bite him.” 
With Minismus it is different, as it is attractive and ” he may be 
induced to follow them.” But what has ben Dama to say? 
[Lev. xviii, 5]: ” And he shall live with them,” but not he shall 
die with them. R. Ismael, however, maintains that such is 
allowed only privately, but not in public; as we have learned in 
the following Boraitha: R. Ismael used to say: Whence do we 
know that if one is told to worship idols, under the threat of 
being killed, that he may worship and not be killed? From the 
above-cited verse—■“ he shall live,” etc. But lest one say that 
this maybe done publicly also, therefore it is written [ibid. xxii. 
32]: ” And ye shall not profane my holy name.” Rabba b. b. 
Hanna in the name of R. Johanan said: A wound inside the 
body must not be cured by them. R. Johanan, however, when 
he suffered from scurvy, went to a matron of Rome for a cure 
(see Tract Yomah, p. 128, par. “ R. Mathiah b. Ilersha,” the 
whole story, 229, par. ” Whatsoever). But how did R. Johanan 
do so? Was it not said that an infliction which is inside the 
body must not be cured, etc? With a well-known man, like R. 
Johanan, it is different, as they will fear to harm him. But was 
not R. Abuhu a well-known man, and Jacob the Minn prepared 
a medicine for him to place on his shoulder, and if not for R. 
Ami and R. Assi, who burnt (cauterized) his shoulder to get the 
poison out, he would have died? Yet with R. Johanan it is dif¬ 
ferent, as he himself was an established physician. But was not 
R. Abuhu also the same? As the latter was very much re¬ 
spected by the government, and was badly annoying the Minim 
by his frequent discussions, he (Jacob the Min) made up his 


So 


THE BABYLONIAN TALMUD. 


mind to do with him what Samson did [Judges, xvi. 30] : “ Let 
me die with the Philistines.” 

Samuel said: An open wound (sabre cut) is dangerous, and 
one may violate the Sabbath for the purpose of curing it. The 
remedy to stop the blood is, cress-dishes mixed with vinegar, of 
which the patient shall partake. R. Saphra said: An enabta 
(carbuncle?) is a forerunner of the angel of death. How is it 
cured? Put upon it a rue (plant) with honey, or radishes with 
strong wine. While these remedies are being prepared, put 
meanwhile on the sore a white or red grape according as the 
sore is white or red. Rabba said: A tumor is a sure symptom 
of inflammation. And what is the remedy against the tumor? 
Hit upon it with the fingers sixty times, then open it crosswise. 
If, however, the tumor has a white spot on the top, all this is 
not necessary, as it is not dangerous then. 

R. Jacob suffered from pain in the abdomen, and R. Ami, 
according to others R. Assi, advised him to take seven red 
grains usually found in the wash-houses, to put them in the 
linen collar of an old shirt, which he should bind with a cord 
made of the hair of a cattle; then he should immerse it in white 
pitch and burn it, the ashes thereof he should apply to the sore 
place and relief will ensue. While the preparation of this is 
going on, he may meanwhile apply the kernels of blackberries. 
This remedy, however, is effective only in case of external pains; 
for internal abdominal pains grease the sore place with the 
molten fat of a goat that has not yet born any offspring, or burn 
three pumpkin leaves dried in the shade and apply the ashes; 
also almond-worms or olive-oil and wax may be applied, in sum¬ 
mer on linen, in winter on cotton. 

R. Abuhu suffered once from an ear-ache, and R. Johanan 
advised him, according to others he was told in the college, 
what R. Abayi, too, heard later from his mother, that the loins 
have been created only for curing ear-ache. In like manner 
said Rabba: I was told by the physician, Miniumi, that all fluids 
are injurious to the ear, except the water from the loins . Thus, 
take the kidney of a woolless sheep, cut it crosswise, place it on 
burning coals and collect the water that begins then to flow 
from it. This water, when it is neither too cold nor too warm, 
syringe into the ears. Or one may rub in the ears with the 
molten fat of a big chafer. The following is another good 
remedy for ear-ache: Fill the sick ear with olive-oil, then make 
of wheat-straw seven wicks, and with the hairs of a cattle attach 
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to them the peel of garlic; kindle these wicks and put them 
into the olive-oil in the ear, taking, of course, precautions 
against burning the patient; when one wick has been thus burnt 
to the end, take the next one, etc., until the pains cease. How¬ 
ever, seven ordinary wicks would also do, if dipped in hayseed- 
oil (?); but in this case one must be heedful of the wind. Here 
is yet another remedy: Put into the ear dyed unbeaten cotton 
and, taking heed of the wind, keep the ear over the fire. Also 
this remedy is recommendable: Take a rush that was cut down 
one hundred years ago, fill it with mineral salt, burn all this and 
strew the ashes in the ears. It must also be noted that for 
secreting ears the remedies must be dry, while for aching ears 
that do not secrete, moist remedies must be used. 

Rabha b. Zutra said in the name of R. Hanina: It is allowed 
to straighten the ears on Sabbath. Observed R. Samuel b. 
Jehudah: Provided it is done with the hand and not with medi¬ 
cine. According to others the converse is allowed, i.e ., to 
straighten the ears on Sabbath by means of medicine and not by 
the hands, for it is to be feared that with the hand one may 
make a wound. 

R. Zutra b. Tubia said in the name of Rabh: He who is in 
danger of losing an eye is allowed to accept cure on Sabbath. 
This, however, was understood to be allowed only when the 
medicine was prepared before Sabbath; but to prepare it on 
Sabbath and carry it through the public grounds is not allowed. 
Hereupon said one of the rabbis, named R. Jacob: I have heard 
it from R. Jehudah that it is allowed under the said circum¬ 
stances to prepare the medicine on Sabbath and carry it through 
the public streets. R. Jehudah allowed to cure eye-diseases on 
Sabbath. Thereupon said R. Samuel b. Jehudah: Who will 
listen to this R. Jehudah who thus profanes the Sabbath? But it 
happened that he himself got sore eyes, and he sent to consult 
the same (R. Jehudah) as to whether or no it is allowed (to 
cure them on Sabbath)? And the answer came back: Every¬ 
body is allowed, but not you (who were so indignant at my 
decision); was it, you think, my own opinion? Nay; it was the 
master, Samuel, whose servant got an inflamed eye on Sabbath; 
she cried the whole day and none paid attention to her, and on 
the morrow her eye jumped out of its orbit; then said the mas¬ 
ter, Samuel, in his sermon: It is allowed to cure on Sabbath 
eye-diseases if there be danger of losing one’s eye; and why? 
Because the optic nerves are dependent on the heart. 
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What kind of eye-diseases is allowed to cure on Sabbath? 
Said R. Jehudah: A secreting eye, a wounded eye, an eye cov¬ 
ered with blood, and an inflamed eye. In the beginning of the 
sickness as well as during its becoming better, it is not allowed 
to apply medicine on Sabbath; nor is it allowed to use on Sab¬ 
bath such medicine as would tend to sharpen the eye-sight. 

R. Jehudah said: The sting of a wasp, the pricking of thorns, 
if the wounds caused by either are swelling, likewise an eye- 
disease complicated with fever, are all dangerous. The high 
temperature in these cases must, therefore, be reduced by the 
application of radishes, while low temperature is banished by 
that of sea-radishes; to apply the one for the other entails dan¬ 
ger. The sting of a lizard must be cured with warm medicines, 
while that of a hornet with cold ones; to reverse the medicines, 
the one for the other, also here entails danger. Likewise are 
recommendable warm medicines for the pricks of thorns, and 
cold ones for the chapped skin; to reverse is dangerous. 

He who had his blood let should not eat almonds, nor sit 
near the fire. He who has diseased eyes should not have his 
blood let, for it is in this condition dangerous. After eating 
fish one should wait two days before having his blood let; and 
after bleeding one should not eat fish for two days. Fish on 
the third day after bleeding is harmful. 

The rabbis taught: After bleeding one should not eat milk, 
cheese, onions, almonds; but if one has carelessly eaten some 
of these, he should, according to Abaye, drink a little wine 
mixed with vinegar. But in this case, one must go outside of 
the city for his natural exigencies, and notably toward the east, 
in order that the ill odor might not reach the city (being carried 
off by the east wind). 

R. Jehoshua b. Levi said: It is allowed to cure on Sabbath 
the onkly. What is onkly? Said R. Aba: It is the stomachus 
of the heart (or the fleshy valve of the heart, called nibla). And 
how is this disease cured? By an ointment prepared of cumin, 
soap, mint (fern), wormwood, cedar-blossom and hyssop. All 
these are to be dissolved in wine, and is good for the heart; your 
sign is [Psalm, civ. 15]: “ Wine gladdens the human heart/' 
Against flatulence ( piach ) use the same, but dissolved in water; 
your sign is [Gen. i. 3]: “ And the wind {mack) of the Lord 
flits over the water." Against pains in the uterus (kuda) use 
the same dissolved in beer, and your sign is [ibid. xxiv. 15]: 
“ She had her pitcher ( kuadah ) on her shoulder.” 
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R. Aha b. Rabba prepared of the above herbs a powder of 
which he dissolved about a handful and drank it. R. Asha used 
to prepare a powder of each of these herbs and drink a dose 
from each. Said R. Papa: I had tried all this but without avail, 
until an Arabian merchant advised me to fill a new pitcher with 
water, put therein a spoonful of honey, leave, then, all this in 
the open air over night and drink it next morning; I have done 
so, and it really helped me. 

The sages taught: Six things are good for all diseases, and 
they are as follows: green colewort, sea-radishes, the water from 
dry sisin (a Syrian plant), the stomach, the uterus (of cattle), 
and the raw meat of a cow. Other sages add yet small fishes, 
which possess besides medicinal yet the property of making one 
fecund and robust. Furthermore, ten things there are that are 
detrimental to the sick—viz.: meat of an ox, fat, roasted meat, 
poultry, roasted eggs, almonds, a hair-cut, a bath, cheese, and 
liver. Others add yet nuts and gourds. 

The disciples of R. Ismael taught: Why are gourds called 
keshuin (heavy)? Because they are as harmful and heavy to the 
human body as daggers. 

“And cutting hair." The Rabbis taught: An Israelite who 
cuts his hair by a heathen, may look in the looking-glass (so 
that the heathen shall be afraid to kill him). An Israelite who 
cuts the hair of a heathen, when reaching the surrounding of his 
hair, which is usually for the purpose of worshipping the idol, may 
drop his work. The master said: An Israelite who cuts his hair 
by a heathen shall look in the looking-glass. Let us see how is 
the case: If it was in public then to what purpose is the looking- 
glass, and if privately, what can the looking-glass help (if the 
heathen would like to kill him suddenly)? It means privately; 
but as soon as he has a looking-glass in his work-shop, it seems 
to be a respectable place, so that there is no fear of killing. R. 
’Hana b. Bizna used to cut his hair by a heathen, in the by¬ 
streets of N’hardea. Atone time he said to him, ’Hana, TIana, 
thou hast a fine neck for the shears. Said he: I may take this 
as a punishment for not following R. Mair’s decision. (Says 
the Gemara): Did he then follow the decision of the rabbis? 
The rabbis also permitted in public only, but not privately. He 
thought that the sideways of Nahardea are considered public, 
as many people pass there. 

MISHNA IV .: The following things of the heathens are 
prohibited, and the prohibition extends even to the deriving of 
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any benefit therefrom—viz.: wine, vinegar, and pieces of wine 
extract, and skins in which there are holes opposite the heart. 
R. Simeon b. Gamaliel adds: Provided the hole is made round, 
but not if lengthwise. Meat which is entered for the idol is not 
prohibited, but which comes out of it is prohibited, as it is 
equivalent to the offerings of the dead. Such is the decree of 
R. Aqiba. With pilgrims while going for worship one must not 
interfere, but with those who are coming from, one may. 

The bags of the heathens, the pitchers which contain wine of 
an Israelite, are forbidden to derive any benefit from them. So 
R. Mair. The sages, however, maintain: They are forbidden, 
but not to derive benefit'. The pressed grapes of which wine 
was made as well as their kernels are prohibited for any benefit. 
So R. Mair. The sages, however, forbid only the wet ones, but 
not the dry ones. Fish-oil and cheese of the village Aunyiki 
made by the heathens are, according to R. Mair, prohibited for 
any benefit, and according to the sages the using is prohibited, 
but not the benefit. Said R. Jehudah: R. Ismael questioned 
R. Jehoshua while they were on the road: Why have the sages 
prohibited the cheese of the heathens, and he answered: Be¬ 
cause they use the rennet of a carcass to curdle milk. Said 
he to him: The rennet of a burnt-offering is more rigorous than 
of a carcass, and nevertheless a priest, who is not so particular, 
consumes it while raw. This, however, the sages did not admit, 
but even they allow no benefit therefrom, although its use, when 
made, is no transgression. Answered R. Jehoshua: The pro¬ 
hibition was because they curdle their milk with the rennet of 
the calves, which was sacrificed to the idol. Thereupon rejoined 
R. Ismael: If such is the case, why was not prohibited all bene¬ 
fit thereof? R. Jehoshua, however, was not prepared to answer 
him this question, and called his attention to another thing: 
Ismael, my brother, how do you read ([Solomon’s song, i, 2]) 
Thy caresses? And he answered: I read thy as masculine. 
To which Jehoshua answered: It is not so, as further on (3) it 
reads feminine, and this is evidence that also verse 2d uses thy 
an the feminine. 

GEMARA: Whence is it deduced that wine is prohibited? 
Said Rabba b. Abuliu from [Deut. xxxii. 38]: “ They that ate 
the fat of their sacrifices, and drank the wine of their drink- 
offerings,” i.e., as from a sacrifice no benefit must be derived, 
the same is the case with wine. And whence do we know that 
such is the case with a sacrifice itself? From [Psalm cvi. 28]: 
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“ And they joined themselves unto Ba’-al-pc’or, and ate the 
sacrifice of the dead,” hence, as from a dead one no benefit 
must be derived, so is it with a sacrifice. But whence does it 
follow that no benefit is to be derived from a dead? From the 
analogy of expression “ there,” which is to be found in [Numb, 
xx. i]: ” And Miriam died there,” and in [Deut. xxi. 4]: “ And 
shall break there,” hence, as from the latter no benefit must be 
derived, the same is the case with a dead. But whence do we 
know that so is the case with the heifer? Said the disciples of 
R. Janai, in verse 8 of that passage it is mentioned: ” Atone 
for thy people,” etc., and from the sacrifices which atone, it is 
known no benefit must be derived. 

Wine-vinegar ,” etc. Is this not self-evident, that because 
the wine becomes sour the prohibition no longer holds? Said 
R. Ashi: It comes to teach that if there was sour vinegar in the 
hands of the heathens, there is no necessity to seal it with two 
seals, one on the top of the other as it is necessary for wine; and 
the reason is that the heathens do not offer vinegar to the idols, 
nor is the fear, perhaps they will change it, to be taken into 
consideration, as it is to be supposed that the heathen will not 
trouble himself to break the seal for this purpose. Said R. Ilai: 
We have learned elsewhere that cooked wine of the heathens is 
prohibited, and to the objection that this is self-evident, as the 
prohibition is not annulled by cooking, R. Ashi said: It means 
to teach us that our cooked wine seals with one seal, and in the 
possession of a heathen is valid for the reason stated above. 

The rabbis taught: Cooked wine and aluntith (oil wine) of 
the heathens are prohibited; however, an aluntith of an Israel¬ 
ite when in the possession of a heathen is allowed. As we have 
learned concerning Sabbath the difference between oil-wine and 
honey wine (see Sabbath, p. 316, par. ” One may make honey 
wine”). Rabba and R. Joseph both said: Wine mixed with 
water is not affected when it remains uncovered overnight, and 
to cooked wine, the prohibition of offering-wine does not apply. 

The schoolman propounded a question: How is it with 
cooked wine? Does the uncovering affect it or not? Come and 
hear: Jacob b. Ibi has testified that the case of uncovering docs 
not apply to cooked wine. 

R. Janai b. Ismael once took sick and R. Ismael b. Zirud 
and the rabbis came to make him a sick-call, and while sitting 
there they questioned if the case of uncovery applies to cooked 
wine. Said Ismael b. Zirud to them: Resh Lakish said in the 
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name of a great man, who is R. Hyye, that to such the case of 
uncovery does not apply. And to their question as to the valid¬ 
ity of this Halakha, R. Janai b. Ismael made a gesture with his 
hand as if saying, “ upon me and my neck.” 

Samuel and Ablat were sitting together, and cooked wine 
was brought for them. The latter, who was a heathen, removed 
his hand in order not to touch the wine and make it unvalid. 
Said Samuel to him: It was already said that concerning cooked 
wine no fear of offering is to be entertained. 

The servant of R. Hyye had uncovered cooked wine and she 
came to ask her master, to which he answered, it was decided: 
to cooked wine no uncovering applies. The servant of Ada 
b. A’habah had uncovered the mixture of wine and came 
to ask his master if it is valid, to which he answered: It is 
decided that the case of uncovering does not apply to mixed 
wine. Said R. Papa to him: Provided the wine is mixed 
with much water, but if not, the snake drinks of it, hence 
such is affected by uncovery. Is that so? It happened with 
Rabba b. R. Huna, who was on a boat and had wine with 
him. Once, perceiving a snake coming to partake of it, he said 
to his servant: Blind the eye of this by making the wine unfit. 
And he took a little water and put it in the wine; the snake 
then turned back. The answer is that for raw wine the snake 
usually risks his life to get it, which he does not do for mixed 
wine. 

But was it not told of R. Janai or Bar Hedia who, while in the 
City of Akhburi, saw the people there drink mixed wine, the 
remainder of which they put in a pitcher, covered it with cloth, 
and put it aside; then they saw a snake putting water into the 
pitcher until it became full, and then drinking the wine which 
was coming up to the top of the water (hence you see that a 
snake drinks out of mixed). The explanation is that it may 
drink from that which is mixed by itself, but not from that 
which is mixed by some one else. Said R. Ashi, according to 
others, Mesharshia: Should one rely upon suppositions in a case 
which is dangerous? (Therefore there is no difference between 
mixed and raw wine; neither must be used if it was uncovered, 
for fear that a snake drank from it.) Said Rabba: The Halakha 
prevails thus: to mixed wine both uncovering and offering 
apply, while to cooked wine neither applies. 

The servant of R. ’Helkiha b. Tubi had uncovered a kista of 
water and fell asleep nearby; when he came to ask his master if 
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this water may be used, he answered: The snakes are said to 
fear a sleeping man, provided it is in the day-time, but not at 
night. (Said the Gemara): In reality it is not so. The suppo¬ 
sition that a snake fears a sleeping man is not substantiated, 
and the time makes no difference, whether day or night. Rabh 
vowed not to drink water at the house of Gentiles, saying: They 
are not careful to cover the water, but in the house of a widow 
he drank, saying that although she does not know the Halakha 
of uncovering, she nevertheless uses it, because she did so while 
her husband was alive. Samuel, however, used to do the con¬ 
trary. At a widow’s house he would not drink, saying that, as 
she is without her husband, she usually does not care to cover; 
while the Gentiles, although not particular in covering, are at 
least particular in cleanliness, and they cover the water that 
nothing should fall in and spoil it. According to others Samuel 
did not drink even from the last. R. Jehoshua b. Levy said: 
There are three kinds of wine to which the case of uncovering 
does not apply—viz.: (a) wine that is both sweet and bitter; 
( b) that is so strong that it breaks each leather bag, and ( c ) wine 
that will become sweet when warmed in the sun. Rabha said: 
To wine which begins to become sour the first three days, both 
cases of uncovery and offering apply, but if after three days, 
neither case applies. The sages of Nahardea said that even in 
the latter case uncovery applies, as it happens sometimes that 
a snake drinks such. 

The rabbis taught: To fermenting wine no uncovery applies; 
and for how many days is it considered fermented? For three 
days. Nor does it apply to cress-dish (chopped cress mixed 
with wine or oil). However, the men of exile consider uncover¬ 
ing also here, provided in the mixture vinegar was not used. To 
Babylonian Khutha’h it does not apply; however, the men of 
exile do apply it. 

Said R. Menashi: If there are traces of snake bites in it, it 
must not be used. Hyah b. Ashi in the name of Samuel said: 
To dripping water uncovering does not apply. Added R. Ashi: 
Provided the dripping is constant. Samuel said: To the open¬ 
ing of a fig when it is torn off, uncovering does not apply, and 
this is in accordance with R. Eliezer in the following Boraitha, 
who says: One may eat grapes and figs at night without fear, as 
it reads [Psalm cxvi. 6]: “The Lord preserveth the simple.” 
R. Saffra said in the name of R. Jehoshua of Rome: There are 
three kinds of poison coming from the mouth of the snake: 
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the Sabbathical year? It speaks of the case when the heathen 
has separated a corner for the wine deposited. But if so, why 
is it forbidden to drink? We are aware of the following: R. 
Johanan happened to be in the city Prud (the place where Bar 
Kapahara was residing), and he asked: Is someone aware of the 
teaching of Bar Kapahara which would be new to me? And R. 
Tau’hum of the same city taught before him: If one has depos¬ 
ited his wine with a heathen, he may drink it. To which R. 
Johanan applied [Eccles. xi. 3]: “ On the place where the tree 
falleth, it will remain,” i.e ., although the sage is dead, his fruit 
(teaching) remains. Hence we see that even to drink the wine 
is allowed? Said R. Zera: This presents no difficulty. R. 
Johanan is in accordance with R. Eliezer, who permits the drink¬ 
ing also (Sabbath, p. 263), while the Boraitha is in accordance 
with the sages who do not. R. Hiya b. R. Hiya b. Na’hmani 
in the name of R. Hisda, quoting Rabh, or quoting Zehra, ac¬ 
cording to others R. Hisda, said: Abba b. Hama told me that 
Zehri said: The Halakha prevails with R. Elezer. R. Elazar 
said: Everything which is deposited with a heathen is preserved 
if it was sealed with two seals, except wine, which is not consid¬ 
ered preserved even with two seals. R. Johanan, however, 
maintains that two seals preserve wine, too. Both, however, 
are in accordance with the rabbis. One holds that the rabbis 
differ with R. Elezer in case it only had one seal, and the other 
holds they differ with him, even regarding two seals. What is 
meant by a seal within a seal? Said Rabha: If the cork in the 
opening of a barrel was besmeared with clay and sealed, it is 
considered a seal within a seal, but not if there was only one of 
the two. 

If there was a basket over the barrel attached to it, it is con¬ 
sidered a seal within a seal, but not otherwise. 

If one leather bag full of wine was placed in another, mouth 
downward, it is considered two seals, but not, if mouth upward. 
However, if the opening was placed inside, and the outer bag 
was tied and sealed, it is considered a seal within a seal. 

It was taught: Why did the sages forbid date-beer of the 
heathens? Rami b. Hama in the name of R. Itz’hak said: As 
a safeguard against intermarriage. R. Na’hman, however, said: 
Because of uncovering. Uncovering what? If the barrel, we, 
too, do uncover, and if during the process of brewing, we also 
do the same. It speaks of those places where they used to clear 
the water before using it for the beer, and at that time they 
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usually uncovered it. But if so, let, then, old beer be permitted, 
as there is no fear of poisoning (which would not have let it 
become old)? The old is forbidden as a safeguard, lest one use 
the new. 

R. Papa used to stand outside of the store of the heathen 
and drink his beer; R. Abayi drank it when it was brought to 
his house, but not elsewhere; and the reason of both was the 
safeguard against intermarriage. The latter, however, was more 
particular, and did not wish to at all interfere with the heathens. 
Samuel b. Bisna happened to be in the City of Marguan (the 
Israelites of which were -suspected of drinking wine of the 
heathens), and he drank neither wine nor beer, which was 
brought to him. It is correct that he did not drink wine, because 
of the suspicion that it was sacrificed, but why not beer? As 
a safeguard to wine. 

Said Rabh: The beer in question is permissible to everyone, 
but Hyia, my son, must not drink of it, because he is sick, and 
it may harm him. Said Samuel: All the reptiles have poison, 
but their poison does not kill, that of a snake excepted. 

The same said to Hyia b. Rabh: Come and I will tell you 
the good things which were said by your father. The sick 
heathens who become swollen, and whom uncovered water does 
not harm, surely ate reptiles, so that their bodies contain poison, 
which prevents the harming effects of the snake poison. R. 
Joseph said: The beer-vinegar is forbidden, because they mix 
into it the dregs of wine which was sacrificed. Said R. Ashi: 
If it was brought from the storehouse, it is permissible, for if it 
were mixed with dregs it would be spoiled. (See appendix.) 

“ A The sages did 7 iot admit.” There is a contradiction from 
the following: The wine which was placed in the bags of goat¬ 
skins by the heathens must not be consumed, but one may de¬ 
rive benefit from it. R. Simeon b. Guda, however, testified 
before the son of Rabban Gamaliel that his father drank of such, 
in the City of Akuh, and they (the sages) admitted it? The ex¬ 
pression not admitted in the Mishna means the other sages, but 
his son has admitted. And if you wish, it may be said that to 
one Tana by the name of Gudah, he has not admitted, but 
to the Tana Gudeah he has admitted. 

“ Skins in which there are holes” The rabbis taught: What 
is considered a holed skin? If it is torn opposite the heart, and 
is round, and if there is a “ Kartub ” (a small liquid measure 
equal to -fa of a lug) it is prohibited, but not if such was not 
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found. Said R. Huna: Provided it was not salted, but if salted 
it may be supposed that the salt has absorbed the blood. 

“ R. Simon 3 . Gamaliel ,” etc. Said R. Joseph in the name 
of R. Jehudah, quoting Samuel: The Halakha prevails with 
him. 

Meat entering for the idol , ’ ’ etc. Who is the Tana that holds 
thus? Said Hyia b. Abba in the name of R. Johanan: It is not 
in accordance with R. Elazar, who said elsewhere that in general 
the thought of a heathen is directed to his idol. 

“ Meat which comes out ,” etc. And what is the reason ? Be¬ 
cause if it was already with the idol, it is impossible that there 
was no sacrifice. And this is in accordance with R. Jehuda b. 
Bathyra of the following Boraitha: Whence do we know that 
a sacrifice to the idol defiles in a tent? From [Psalms, cvi. 28]: 
“ And they joined themselves unto Ba’al-pe’or, and ate the sac¬ 
rifices of the dead,” and as a dead defiles in a tent, so does the 
same the sacrifice of an idol. 

” With pilgrims etc. Said Samuel: A heathen pilgrim is 
prohibited only when on his way to the idol, because he goes to 
worship the idol, but when here turns there is nothing the matter, 
as no consideration should be paid to what was done. The re¬ 
verse is the case with an Israelite. When he goes there, one 
may interfere in hope to induce him to retract, but when he 
returns one must not, because as he is enthusiastic he will go 
again. But is there not a Boraitha to the effect that with an 
Israelite pilgrim one must not interfere either when he goes or 
returns? Said R. Ashi: That Boraitha speaks of an apostate Jew, 
of whom it is sure that he will not retract. 

” Coming from," etc. Said Resh Lakish: Provided they are 
not conjoined, but if they are, it is supposed that they will re¬ 
turn there. 

” The bags of the heathens ,” etc. The rabbis taught: New 
bags, which are not pitched as yet, are permissible, but those 
which are pitched are prohibited (if they have absorbed the 
wine). If, however, the heathen has pitched them and put in 
wine in the presence of an Israelite, the wine is permissible. 

But if the heathen puts the wine in, what is the Israelite’s 
presence good for? Explained R. Papa: The heathen pitched 
it, and an Israelite put in the wine in the presence of another 
Israelite. But to what purpose is the other Israelite’s presence? 
Perhaps the Israelite, while busy with pouring in the wine, 
would not notice that the heathen meanwhile devotes it. R. 
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Zebid, however, said: R. Papa’s explanation is not necessary, 
as it is said before, the heathen that pours in the wine, but the 
wine loses its identity when mixed with the pitch, just as water 
does when poured into clay. Said R. Papa: We may infer 
from R. Zebid’s statement that if a heathen puts wine in an 
Israelite’s salt, it is permissible. R. Ashi, however, opposed, 
saying that there is no comparison, as in the pitch the wine is 
lost, but not in the salt, as the taste of it remains. There was 
a merchant, Bar Abi, who took away pitchers of R. Itzchak b. 
Joseph, kept wine in them, and thereafter returned them, and 
he asked in the college what to do with them? Said R. Jere¬ 
miah to him: In such a case R. Ami has decided for practice 
one shall fill them with water for three days and after the water 
is poured out he may use them. Said Rabha: He must change 
the water every day. The schoolmen understand that this was 
said only concerning our bags, but not if the bags were the 
heathen’s. However, when Rabbin came from Palestine he 
said that there is no difference between ours and theirs. R. 
Aha b. Rabha meant to say, in the presence of R. Ashi, that 
this is only concerning bags and not pitchers. Said R. Ashi to 
him: There is no difference between bags and pitchers. R. 
Jehudah the second questioned R. Ami: How is it if he has re¬ 
turned the pitchers to the pottery, and they were burned there. 
May they be used or not? And he answered: Brine extracts 
what is absorbed by them, so much the more does fire. So, also, 
was it taught by R. Johanan, according to others by R. Assi, in 
the name of the former: Pitchers of the heathens, which were 
returned to the pottery, as soon as the pitch falls off from them, 
are permissible. Said R. Ashi: Don’t teach until it falls off, 
but even when it weakens so as to fall off they are allowed. 

If this was done by burning them out simply with pieces of 
wood R. Aha and Rabbina differ. According to one it is per¬ 
missible, and according to the other it is not, and the Halakha 
prevails with the latter. The schoolman propounded a ques¬ 
tion: How is it to keep beer in the same? R. Na’hman and R. 
Jehudah prohibit it, and Rabha permits. Rabbina permitted 
Hyia b. Itzchak to put beer in them. He, however, put wine 
in them. Nevertheless, Rabinna did not care to forbid him, 
saying that this occurred only unintentionally, and he would not 
do it again. R. Itzchak b. Bisna had vessels made of clay and 
ordure, in which there was once sacrificed wine, and he filled 
them with water, put them in the sun, and they burst. Said R. 
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Abba to him: You have lost them in vain. True, the rabbis 
said to fill them with water, but did they say to put them in the 
sun? R. Yusna said in the name of R. Ami: Vessels of natron, 
in which there was wine, have no remedy. What is meant by 
natron vessels? Said R. Jose b. Abin: Vessels made of alum 
crystal. Rupila took away such pitchers from Pumbedith, kept 
wine in them, then returned them; and when R. Jehudah was 
questioned as to what to do with them, he said: He kept wine 
in them only temporarily, therefore he may rinse them with 
water and they are allowed. Said R. Evira: The pitchers of 
red earth which do not absorb much, he may rinse with water, 
and they are allowed. Said R. Papa: The same is the case with 
the clay pitchers of Michsi. Clay buchals R. Asi prohibits and 
R. Ashi permits. In case the heathen drank from them the first 
and second time, all agree that they are forbidden; they differ, 
however, with regard to the third time {i.e., when the first two 
times an Israelite drank from them; and the Halakha prevails, 
that if the heathen drank the first and second times, they are 
prohibited, but if the third, they are not). Said R. Zebid: 
Vessels enamelled with white and black are permissible, but if 
with green, they are not, because they contain alum crystal. 
However, if there were splits in them they all are forbidden. 

Maremar lectured: Enamelled vessels, no matter of what 
color, are permissible. But why is wine different from leaven 
on Passover, concerning which a similar question was pro¬ 
pounded to Maremar, and he prohibited them all? Because 
leaven is usually used hot, while wine is usually used cold. R. 
Aqiba happened to be in Ginzek, and he was questioned the fol¬ 
lowing: Blasting a couple of hours only, is it considered or not? 
And he did not know the answer. Pitchers of heathens are 
allowed or prohibited? Finally, in what garments did Moses 
worship the seven days before he consecrated Aaron to the high 
priesthood? And he,mot knowing the answers, came with these 
questions to college. He was told: A fasting of hours is con¬ 
sidered, and if one finished his fasting at sunset, he may recite 
the prayer of fasting. The pitchers of heathens, after they were 
empty for twelve months, are permissible. Moses has wor¬ 
shipped the seven days in a white gown. R. Kahanah taught: 
In a white shirt which had no seam. 

“ The pressed grapes," etc. The rabbis taught: The pressed 
grapes of which wine was made, with their kernel, are forbidden 
when they are still wet, but not when they are dry. And which 
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are to be considered wet? Before twelve months has elapsed, 
and thereafter they are considered dry. So R. Jehudah in the 
name of Samuel. It was taught: Rabba b. b. Hanna in the 
name of R. Johanan said: The prohibition of them extends even 
to the deriving of any benefit from them, and when they are 
allowed, they may even be consumed. R. Zebid said: The 
dregs of wine of the heathens, after twelve months, are allowed. 
Their enamelled pitchers, after twelve months of non-usage have 
elapsed, are allowed according to R. Habiba b. Rabha. R. 
Habiba said: And the same is the case with their thick leather 
bags. R. Aha b. R. Aika said: The same is also the case with 
their pomace of grapes. And R. Aha b. Rabha said: The same 
is also the case with their enamelled white and black pitchers. 

“Fish-oil” etc. The rabbis taught: Fish-oil made by a 
heathen specialist is permissible. R. Jehudah b. Gamaliel, in 
the name of R. Hanina his brother, said: The same is the case 
with Hillek (small fish, which have no fins or scales) if they come 
from a heathen specialist. R. Abimi b. R. Abuhu taught: Fish- 
oil from a specialist is allowed. He taught it, and he himself 
explained it thus: The first and the second time when there is 
considerable fat in it he has to use no wine, so it is allowed, but 
not in the third time, when wine must be used. There was 
a boat with fish-oil, which came to the port of Akhu, and R. 
Aba of the same city appointed a watchman to guard it. Said 
Rabha to him: Who, then, watched it until now? And he re¬ 
joined: Until now? for what purpose was it necessary to watch? 
surely not for fear perhaps they would put wine in it, as in their 
place wine costs four-fold as does fish-oil, while here it is the 
reverse. Said R. Jeremiah to R. Zera: But perhaps while this 
boat passed the City of Zur, where wine is cheap, they have 
poured wine in it? And he answered: It would have been a 
difficulty for this boat to reach Zur, as there are (along the coast 
from Zur to Akhu) bays formed by protruding rocks and shal¬ 
low waters caused by melting snows. 

“ Cheese of Anuyiki*' Said Resh Lakish: Why did the 
sages forbid the cheese of Anuyiki? Because most of their 
calves are slaughtered for the sake of their idols. (Says the 
Gemara): Why the most, when even if the minority were slaugh¬ 
tered for that purpose, the same would be the case, as R. Mair 
considers the minority also? The expression “the most ” was 
necessary in order to indicate that only a minority are slaugh¬ 
tered not for this purpose, but if it were said “ the minority, 
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then it would be understood that the majority are slaughtered 
not for this purpose, and as the cattle are also slaughtered not 
for this purpose, the minority then would be a minority of a 
minority, to which even R. Mair does not pay any attention. 
Said R. Simeon b. Elyakim to Resh Lakish: Your reason that 
the calves are slaughtered for the sake of the idol contradicts 
your own statement made elsewhere—viz.: that the slaughtering 
for the sake of the idol is not to be taken into consideration (in 
opposition to R. Johanan, who says that it is), and he answered: 
May you in the future be more successful in distinguishing mat¬ 
ters. I speak of him who expressly says: I am worshipping the 
idol with this slaughtering. 

Calls his attention to another thing." [Solomon’s Song, 
1, 2.] What does this passage mean? When R. Dimi came he 
said thus: The assembly of Israel said before the Holy One, 
blessed be He: Lord of the Universe, sweet are to me the words 
of thy friends (the sages who are explaining the law) more than 
the essence of the Torah. But what was the reason that he 
called his attention to this passage? Said R. Simeon b. Pazi, 
according to others, b. Ami: He called his attention to the be¬ 
ginning of this chapter, “ He may kiss me,” etc., and the mean¬ 
ing was this: Ishmael, my brother, compress your lips, one 
upon the other, and hasten not to propound questions. But 
why? Said Ulah, according to others, R. Samuel b. Aba: This 
was a new decree, to which the reason could not be given at 
that time. And what is the reason? Said R. Simeon b. Pazi 
in the name of R. Joshua b. Levi: It is that perhaps it was un¬ 
covered and was poisoned by a snake. If so, why did he not 
tell him so? This is as Ula said elsewhere. When a new de¬ 
cree was promulgated in the west, they did not give the reason 
until twelve months had elapsed, for fear there may be one who 
would not care for such a reason, and would not accept the de¬ 
cree. R. Jeremiah ridiculed this statement, since, according to 
it, old cheese should be allowed, as R. Lanina said: A dry or 
an old one is permissible, because poison would not have 
allowed it to become old or dry. Said R. Ilanina: The reason 
was that there is no cheese in which some skimmed milk docs 
not remain, and this is forbidden, because the heathen mixes all 
milk with milk of such cattle that is forbidden to eat. Samuel, 
however, said: Because they curdle the milk with the skin of 
the rennet of a carcass. But how is it if with the rennet itself, 
would it be allowed? Did indeed Samuel say so? Is there not 
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a Mishna: The rennet belonging to a Gentile as well as that of 
a carcass, is forbidden, and the question: What does a Gentile's 
rennet mean. Samuel explained: The rennet of those cattle 
which the heathen has slaughtered is considered as one of a car¬ 
cass. Hence, the rennet itself is also prohibited? This pre¬ 
sents no difficulty, as Samuel’s explanation had been made 
before R. Jehoshua retracted his statement, that the rennet 
itself is to be considered. And his statement cited above was 
after the retraction of R. Jehoshua was known, and that Mish¬ 
na in tract Chulin remained uncorrected. 

R. Malchia in the name of R. Aba b. Ahaba said: The rea¬ 
son is that they besmear the top of the cheese with the fat of 
swine. R. Hisda said: Because they curdle it with vinegar. 
And R. Na’hman b. Itz'hak said: Because they curdle it with 
the juice of the trees of “ Orlah" But, according to R. Hisda 
and R. Na’hman b. Itz'hak, it should be forbidden to derive 
any benefit from them ? This difficulty remains unsolved. 

R. Na’hman b. R. Hisda lectured: It reads [Songs of Solo¬ 
mon, 1-3]: “To the smell are thy fragrant oils pleasant,’’ a 
scholar is equalled to a glass of perfume, which, if uncovered, 
gives forth a good odor, while it does not if covered. And not 
only this, but matters the reasons of which were sealed from 
him, finally become apparent [ibid., ibid.]: “The maidens 
alomoth") \ove thee.’’ Do not read “ alomoth ’’ (maidens), 
but “alumuth” (hidden things). Furthermore, the angel of 
death becomes his lover, as the word alomoth is to be divided 
into two words, al- moveth, which means death. And further¬ 
more, he inherits two worlds: this world, and the world to 
come, as the same word may be read “ olumuth which means 
“ worlds." 

MISHNA V .: The following things of the heathens are pro¬ 
hibited, but not for deriving benefit from them: Milk which 
the heathen himself milked not in the presence of an Israelite, 
their bread and oil. Rabbi in his court, however, permitted the 
consumption of their oil. Cooked and soaked herbs, in which 
they usually pour wine, and small salted fish (which is called 
trith), the brine of fish in which there is no fish, and ’hillek, the 
brine of 'hilteth, and sal-condire —all these are forbidden to eat, 
but one may derive benefit from them. 

GEMARA: What is the reason for the prohibition of milk? 
If, e.g., that the heathen might substitute for the milk of a cow 
that of an ass, there is no fear, for from a cow it is white, while 
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from an ass it is green ; and if because he may mix it with above, 
let him curdle it; and, as the Master said, the milk of an ass 
cannot be curdled? Yea; this is when he needs it for cheese, 
but how shall he test it when he needs it as it is? Even then 
he can test it by taking part thereof for curdling? 

This cannot prove, as there is some bad milk of a cow, which 
cannot be curdled. And if you wish, it can be said that even 
for cheese curdling is no test that the milk was not contamin¬ 
ated, as the unclean milk remains in the holes of the cheese (as 
said above). 

“ And bread." Said R. Kahanah in the name of R. Johanan: 
Bread was not permitted by Rabbi and his court, as it was with 
oil. But is there one who says that it was? Yea; as R. Dimi, 
when back from Palestine, related: It once happened that Rabbi 
went to a field, and a heathen brought him fine bread, the size 
of a“ saah," and Rabbi exclaimed: How nice this bread is! 
Why should the sages forbid it? And by this exclamation the 
people thought that Rabbi had permitted it. In reality, how¬ 
ever, he did not. R. Joseph, according to others, R. Samuel 
b. Jehudah, said: It was not as R. Dimi related, but it once 
happened that Rabbi went to a certain place, and seeing that 
there was a difficulty to obtain Jewish bread for the disciples, 
he exclaimed, “ Is there no baker here! ” People thought that 
he meant a heathen baker, but he probably meant a Jewish one. 
Said R. ’ Helbu: Even if he meant a heathen baker, it is per¬ 
mitted only when there is no Jewish baker, otherwise it is not. 
And R. Johanan said: Even if he meant a heathen baker, it is 
permissible only in the field, but not in the city, by reason of the 
fear of intermarriage. Aiban used to bite and consume heathen 
bread at the boundaries of the field, and Rabha or R. Na’hman 
b. Itz’hak told his disciples not to have any conversation with 
him, because he eats heathen bread. 

11 And their oil." Concerning oil, Rabh said : Daniel has de¬ 
creed the prohibition, and Samuel said: Because they are boiled 
in forbidden vessels. Said Samuel to Rabh: According to my 
theory, it is correct that R. Itz’hak b. Samuel b. Martha related 
about R. Simlayi, who preached in the City of Nezibin, that 
concerning oil R. Jehudah (Rabbi and his court voted and per¬ 
mitted it). Their reason may have been that the absorbed fat 
in the vessels which spoils the oil does not affect its validity, 
and therefore they permitted. But according to your theory 
that Daniel had so decreed, is it possible that R. Jehudah, the 
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prince, should abolish the decree of Daniel? Is there not a 
Mishna: A court must not abolish the decree of another, unless 
it is greater in wisdom and in number? And he answered: You 
speak of Simlayi the Ludian, such people do not care to observe 
the decrees of the rabbis. Said Samuel: Then allow me to send 
this message to him (Simlayi), and Rabh became confused. 
Thereupon he said: If they have not given proper attention to 
that which is written concerning Daniel in the Scripture, should 
we do the same? Does it not read [Daniel, i. 8]: “Nor the 
wine of his banquets."* Hence we see that the Scripture 
speaks of two banquets, one of wine and one of oil. However, 
he differs with Samuel in the explanation of “ resolved in his 
heart," as according to him (Rabh) “ he resolved in his heart, 
and decreed same for all Israel." Samuel, however, explains it: 
He so resolved for himself, but not for Israel. But how can we 
say that Daniel decreed so, after Bali-Abimi of Nirtah said in 
the name of Rabh : The decrees, concerning their bread, wine, oil, 
and their daughters were included in the eighteen decrees (which 
are mentioned in Tract Sabbath). Now, should you say that 
Daniel's decree was not accepted until after the disciples of 
Hillel and Shamai came, decreed so, and it was then accepted? 
Then, how is to be understood the testimony that Daniel has 
thus decreed? Rabh has testified that Daniel’s decree was only 
for the cities where other oils are to be found, but not for the 
field. And the rabbis mentioned above decreed that the same 
should be even in the field. But after all, how could Rabbi 
abolish their decree despite the Mishna cited above: That one 
coiirt must not abolish the decree of another, etc.? And, sec¬ 
ondly, did not Rabba b. b. Hanna say in the name of R. Jo- 
hanan, that even in cases where one court may change the 
decree of another, it cannot do so with regard to the above eigh¬ 
teen decrees, as concerning them, even if Elijah with his court 
should come and abolish them, he must not be heeded? Said 
R. Mesharshia: The reason is that the decrees in question were 
spread among the majority of Israel; as to oil, however, its 
decree was not accepted by the majority of Israel. As so said 
Samuel b. Aba in the name of R. Johanan: Our masters inves¬ 
tigated concerning oil, and found that the prohibition was not 
accepted by the majority, therefore, adhere to the rule declared 


* Leeser translates “which he drank ” ; the Talmud, however, takes it literally, 
as the term “ mishte ” in Hebrew means banquet. 
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by R. Simeon b. Gamaliel and R. Eliezer b. Zadok, that a court 
must not enact anything which the majority of the congregation 
could not possibly follow.* 

R. Jehudah the second leaned upon the shoulder of R. Sim- 
layi when walking in the street, and said: Simlayi, you were 
not in college yesterday, at the time we permitted oil of the 
heathens. And he answered: I hope that you will soon permit 
their bread also. Rejoined R. Jehudah : Then the people would 
name us the all-permitting court, as so they named R. Josh 
(Tract Idioth Mishna). Then to Simlayi’s remark: R. Josh has 
permitted three things, and you, master, have only permitted 
one, and should you permit one more, it will be only two. Je¬ 
hudah answered: I have already permitted another thing con¬ 
cerning the validity a divorce attains after twelve months had 
elapsed before the husband returns; and it happened that before 
the elapse of such period the man died, and I have permitted 
the woman to remarry, f 

Cooked" etc. Whence is this deduced? Said R. Hyia b. 
Aba in the name of R. Johanan, from [Deut. ii. 28]: “ Food 
shalt thou sell me for money, that I may eat; and water for 
money shalt thou give me, that I may drink,” which means, 
like water, which does not, since its creation, change by fire, 
eatables are not changed since their creation, by fire. (But that 
which was changed is not permissible.) But as there is not 
mentioned “fire" in the Scripture, this is but a decree of the 
rabbis, and the verse is brought only as a hint to this. R. Sam¬ 
uel b. Itz’hak said in the name of Rabh: To everything which 
can be consumed raw, the prohibition of cooked by a heathen 
does not apply. So it was taught in the college of Sura. In 
the college of Pumbeditha, however, it was taught as follows: R. 
Samuel b. R. Itz’hak in the name of Rabh said: To everything 
which is not served on the table of noblemen to relish the bread, 
the prohibition of “ cooked by a heathen ” does not apply. And 
what is the difference between the two versions? Small fish, 
mushroom and disa (a thickly cooked barley or meal). All these 
three cannot be consumed raw, but they are not served on the 
tables of noblemen. Hence, according to the first version, if 


* The text here treats of the eighteen decrees mentioned in [Sabbath page 14] 
which we have omitted. We also call the attention of the reader to the appendix at 
the end of same tract. 

f The text discusses here the three things which Josh b. Joezer testified in the 
cited Mishna, Idioth, which will be found there in the proper place. 
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prepared by a heathen, must not be consumed, and according 
to the second, it is permissible. 

R. Assi said in the name of Rabh: To small salt fish cooking 
of a heathen does not apply. Said R. Joseph: If the heathen 
roasted it, an Israelite may rely upon it for aneb tabshilin.* 
But if he has prepared from this a mush of harsana (a dish of 
small fish with flour) it is forbidden. Is this not self-evident? 
Lest one say that the fish is the main thing of this dish, it comes 
to teach us that the flour is the main thing. R. Johanan said: 
If a heathen singed the head of an animal, it is permissible to 
partake of it even from the ear (although the ear is nearly 
cooked by the singeing). Said Rabbina: From this we may infer 
that if he threw a tent-pin in the stove (to dry it), and an Israel¬ 
ite has deposited upon it a pumpkin, it may be used. Is this 
not self-evident? Lest one say that the heathen intended to 
cook the tent-pin (hence the pumpkin would be cooked by him), 
he came to teach us that his intention was only to dry and not 
to cook it. R. Jehudah in the name of Samuel said: If an 
Israelite placed meat upon live coals and a heathen came and 
turned it, it is permissible. But let us examine the case. If 
without turning, it would not be cooked, then it was cooked by 
the heathen, and must not be permissible; on the other hand, 
if it would be cooked without turning, then its permission is 
self-evident. It speaks of the fact that if he did not turn it, it 
would cook in two hours, but by turning, it was cooked in one 
hour; and lest one say that the hastening of the cooking be 
taken into consideration, he teaches us that it is not so. 

But did not R. Assi say in the name of R. Johanan that, 
when the food has been cooked to the extent that Ben Drusai f 
habitually eats it, the heathen may then complete its cooking, 
but not otherwise, and should not the above-mentioned fried 
meat be accordingly prohibited? This quotation intends to say 
as follows: If the meat was put into the pot by the Israelite 
and then placed upon the fire by a heathen, it is permissible. 
There is a Boraitha to this effect: The Israelite may put the 
meat upon the coals and let the heathen do the turning till he 
returns from the synagogue or college. Similarly, a Jewish 
woman may place the pot upon the fire and then leave the 
heathen woman do the skimming till she returns from the syna- 


* See Erubin. 

f Ben-Drusai, a certain robber who used to eat meat only one-third cooked. 



7i 


TRACT ABUDA ZARA (IDOLATRY). 

gogue or bath-house. In these cases there is nothing to fear. 
The schoolmen propounded a question whether that meat is 
permissible which was put upon the coals by a heathen and 
turned about by an Israelite? Said R. Na’hman b. Itz’hak: 
The answer thereto can be inferred a fortiori — viz. : if the com¬ 
pletion of the cooking by the heathen’s hand is allowed, so 
much the more is it so, if by the hand of Israelite. It was 
taught so, too: Rabba b. ’Hana, according to others, R. A’ha 
b. b. ’Hana, said in the name of R. Johanan: It is only then pro¬ 
hibited when the heathen prepares the food all alone, without 
the aid of the Israelite. As to bread, Rabbina said: The 
Halakha is thus: When the Israelite heats the oven and the 
heathen places the bread therein, or vice versa , or, finally, the 
heathen does both the things and the Israelite was but fixing 
a little the fire during the heating, the bread is allowed. How¬ 
ever, fish salted by heathens are allowed by ’Hiskia, but pro¬ 
hibited by R. Johanan; and an egg roasted by a heathen Bar 
Kapara allows, but not R. Johanan. But when R. Dimi came 
from Palestine, he said that in both fish and egg ’Hiskia and 
Bar Kapara allow, and R. Johanan does not. R. Hyye Parvah 
called once on the Exilearch, where he was asked whether it is 
allowed to eat an egg roasted by a heathen, and he replied that 
’Hiskia and Bar Kapara allow it and R. Johanan prohibits it; 
the rule “The majority rules ” is to be followed. Thereupon 
exhorted R. Zebid: Do not listen to R. Hyye, for Ahayi says 
that in this case the Halakha prevails according to R. Johanan. 
The Exilearch’s servants became therefore so enraged that they 
poisoned R. Zebid with a drink of vinegar, from which he died. 

The rabbis taught: Kaprises, Kaplututh, Hamtlia, warm 
water and roasted ears of corn coming from the heathens are 
allowed; roasted eggs are prohibited. Oil was allowed by R. 
Jehudah, the prince, and his court by vote. There is a Boraitha: 
Hamtlia is called also Peshlia and Shictta. But what, indeed, 
is it? Rabha b. b. ’Hana said in the name of R. Johanan: It 
is now forty years since it was imported from Egypt; he him¬ 
self said, it is already sixty years. In reality, both concur, for 
R. Johanan made his statement twenty years ago. The prep¬ 
aration thereof is as follows: Take parsley-seed, glue-seed, juice 
of fenugreek; keep them all in lukewarm water until the seed 
coats burst; then fill with water new earthern pots, and, on 
putting therein some red earth, plant in it the seeds; now go to 
bathe, and no sooner do you come back than the planted seeds 
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will have borne their fruit, which is highly refreshing, so that 
on eating thereof you are cooled up from top to toe. Said R. 
Ashi: I was told by R. ’Hanina that all this is but a mere fable. 

The rabbis taught: If dates of which beer was already once 
brewed be warmed anew in other vessels, the question arises as 
to whether these vessels are big or small: if big, the dates in 
question are prohibited; if small, they are allowed, for in small 
vessels the heathen surely cooks nothing unclean. What deter¬ 
mines the size of vessel? R. Janai said: A vessel is said to be 
small when through its mouth the swallow is not able to pass. 
But could not the bird be cut into pieces and then made to pass 
through the opening of the vessel? Well, the foregoing deter¬ 
mination is to be understood as follows: The opening of the ves¬ 
sel must be so small that the head of the said bird could not enter. 
But is there not a Boraitha: Dates are allowed regardless of the 
size of the vessel they are in? Yea; nevertheless there is no 
implicit contradiction here, for he who prohibits the big vessels 
is of the opinion that if the taste left by the old vessel were even 
injurious to the food, it is nevertheless prohibited; while the 
others who allowed it maintain that if the flavor left by the old 
vessels be favorable to the food, it is prohibited, but if unfavorable, 
it is allowed; therefore they have also allowed in this case the 
big vessels of the heathens. R. Sheshith said: A heathen’s 
cooked oil is prohibited. Wondered R. Saphra: Why, there is 
nothing to fear in this case, for were the heathen to put into the 
said oil fat he would thereby impart to it an insipid odor; nor 
can the prohibition be based upon the mere fact that it was 
cooked by a heathen, as we have learned above: All that may 
be eaten in a raw state, may also be eaten when cooked by a 
heathen, and oil is eatable uncooked; as for the absorption by 
the vessel, it makes the taste of the oil bad, and hence it can¬ 
not be prohibited therefor. R. Assi was asked whether dates 
cooked by a heathen are permissible. Sweet dates, that are 
eatable when raw, are certainly allowed, but not bitter ones, 
which are not eatable when raw. The chief point here is: What 
about dates that are neither sweet nor bitter (and are, in case, of 
necessity, eatable when raw)? And he answered: A distin¬ 
guished man, Levi, has already prohibited them. Shthithah 
(a dish prepared from young ears of corn) of a heathen, Rabh 
allows, the father of Samuel and Levi prohibits. (Says the Ge- 
mara): If prepared of wheat or barley flour, all agree that it is al¬ 
lowed. A food of peas and vinegar is declared prohibited also by 
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Rabh. Their point of difference concerns solely a food of flour 
and water, which the father of Samuel and Levi prohibits, fearing 
that, if this were allowed, people would later eat also foods pre¬ 
pared with vinegar; Rabh, on the other hand, does not entertain 
this fear. Others word this discussion as follows: Pea flour pre¬ 
pared by the heathen with water is prohibited by' Rabh, who 
fears lest food with vinegar be eaten; only foods prepared of 
wheat or barley flour are permissible, as for their preparation no 
vinegar is required. The other party, however, prohibits also 
these foods, fearing lest one might then allow oneself also peas 
prepared with vinegar. 

Rabh said: Barsillai sent to David two kinds of this Shthit- 
hah, as it reads [II Sam. xvii. 28]: “ Bedstead, pans, earthen 
pots, wheat, barley, flour, ears of corn, beans, lentils, oatmeal." 
That nowadays we buy of the heathens in the markets of Nahar- 
dea these articles in the basketfuls, is a sign that Samuel and 
Levi’s prohibition is disregarded. 

" And pressed preserves into which they habitually put wined* 
Its benefit is, according to R. Hiskia, only then allowed when 
it is not known that there is wine in it. But if it is definitely 
known that there is wine in it, it is prohibited. Why then do 
the rabbis allow the use of muries which, we know, all prepare 
with wine? Because here wine is used merely to destroy the 
fishlime of the muries, while in the above it is used to render 
the preserves more palatable. However, R. Johanan said that 
even when it is known that there is wine in the preserves their 
benefit is none the less permitted. What difference is there 
between muries and preserves, that R. Mair prohibits the use 
of the former, but allows that of the latter? In case of the 
muries which is taken with bread, one eats the wine contained 
therein, while in the case of preserves you consume only' the 
preserved fruits, the wine remaining in the vessel. 

" Pressed fish cut in small pieces and Hilac are forbidden ." 
What is Hilac? R. Na’hman Hanan b. Aba said in the name of 
Rabh: Hilac is Sulthenuth. This fish, though it has the marks 
of the clean fish, is prohibited, because it so closely resembles 
the other unclean fish with which it is drawn out that it becomes 
impossible to distinguish it. 

The rabbis taught: Those fishes which, when young, do not 
exhibit their signs of clean fish, but grow them later, as is the 
case with the Sulthenuth and the Epitz, are allowed to cat. 
Such fishes that show the signs of the clean order when fished 
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out, but lose them later, such as the Akunas and Apunas, Cho- 
tospeteis, Achspeteis and Utanas, are allowed. R. Abuhu 
heralded at Csesaria that it is permitted to buy of anybody the 
fish oil and rye, for it is imported only from Pelusium and 
Aspamia (Spain), where there are no fishes of the unclean order. 
Abayi likewise allows to buy of heathens the fish Zachanthra 
from the river Dahab. Why is this permitted? Presumably 
because the bed of the river is of such a composition that fish 
of the unclean order can not live there. Said Rabbina: Now 
that the two rivers Gusa and Ganda have been united with the 
Dahab river the Zachanthra is again prohibited (as the former 
two shelter unclean fish). Abayi said: The sea-donkey is 
allowed, but not the sea-ox; and you remember this by the fol¬ 
lowing mark: the unclean (on earth?) is clean, while the clean 
is unclean. R. Ashi said: Separnuna is allowed, Kadeshnuna 
is not; according to others he said that Kaharnuna is forbidden. 
R. Aqiba, when in Ginsek, was offered a fish that resembled the 
Hipusha, which is of the unclean order; he took a basket, 
put therein the fish, then, upon removing it from the basket, he 
found scales there, and allowed the fish. R. Ashi applied on 
a similar occasion in Matduria the following test: he held out 
the fish, which resembled the unclean Zehrpeha, against the 
sun-rays, and perceived scales, whereupon he allowed it. He 
happened to be once in another town, where he was offered a 
fish similar to the unclean Separnuna, so he had it covered with 
a white vessel, and, as he discovered scales on the walls of the 
vessel, allowed the fish. Rabba b. ’Hana came once to Arka 
Dagrpa, where he was given the fish Zachanthra; but as he 
heard the house servants call it Bati, he thought it may be an 
unclean fish, and refrained from touching it; in the morning, on 
examining the fishes, he found among them some of the unclean 
order, whereupon he applied to himself the verse: “ No wrong 
can come unawares to the righteous” [Prov. xii. 21]. 

” And the berries of the Chalthith are forbidden." This pro¬ 
hibition is based upon the following fact: These berries must 
be cut off with a knife from which they imbibe what may have 
penetrated it from some prohibited food, although the master 
says that if by the withdrawal the food loses in taste, such food 
is permitted; here, however, the strong sap of the Chalthith 
berries restore the fat possibly extracted from the knife, hence 
they are forbidden. R. Levi’s slave used to sell Chalthith; 
upon the death of R. Levi, R. Johanan was asked whether it 
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was allowed henceforth to buy of the slave the Chalthith, to 
which he replied: We always repose in the slave the same con¬ 
fidence which we showed his master (we must thus trust also 
after the death of his master that he will not sell unclean for 
clean things). R. Huna b. Miniumi, having bought once blue 
wool for tshitzes from the house of R. Amrarn the pious who 
was dead already, betook himself to R. Joseph to ask him whether 
the use of the said wool is allowed; as he was unable to give a 
satisfactory answer, R. Huna went away, when he chanced to 
meet Hanan the tailor, to whom he disclosed his perplexity 
and the tailor said: How could the poor Joseph know this? I, 
myself, bought once such blue wool for the same purpose in the 
house of Rabnah, the brother of R. Hyys b. Aba; it was after 
the death of Rabnah, so I asked R. Mathna whether or not the 
use of the wool is allowed, and he knew no answer; I then went 
to R. Jehudah of Hagruna, and he said: At last you resort to 
me with a question. So said Samuel: We are to trust the wife 
of a scholar as we have trusted her husband. Such is the opin¬ 
ion also of the rabbis, who teach that the wife enjoys our con¬ 
fidence on the same basis with her husband, which relation 
holds good also with regard to master and slave; upon the death 
of the man his house claims our confidence until sufficient reason 
appears to call for the withdrawing of it therefrom. The same 
is the case with a stationery selling blue wool for tzitzes, you 
may buy here so long as there is no just reason for not buying. 

The rabbis taught: The widow or daughter of an Amharez, 
who is to marry a scholar, likewise the slave of such who is to 
be sold to a scholar, must take the oral oath that they will ob¬ 
serve the commandments and prohibitions of the sages. On the 
other hand, if the converse is the case, they are each free from 
this oath, since they are now as trustworthy as ever before; this, 
however, is but R. Meir’s view, while R. Jehuda finds the oath 
necessary also in this second case. R. Simeon b. Elazar said: 

I knew a woman who would aid her husband, who was a scholar, 
to put on his Tephilis; upon his death she married a contrac¬ 
tor,* whom she would aid in putting on his amulet. Rabli said: 
Fat, meat, wine, and blue wool for tzitzes should when sealed 
with only one seal, never be forwarded through a heathen; but 
Chilthith, bread, muries and cheese may be forwarded with one 
seal. In case of bread, the heathen will surely not replace it, 


This is explained in our “ History of Amulets, Charms and Talismans.” See there. 
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as this could be easily discovered, the difference between fresh 
and stale bread, between wheat or barley bread, being too 
salient, and there is no reason to believe that as there is one 
seal he will exchange a bread for its equal. But why in the case 
of cheese Rabh finds one seal sufficient, while for fat, which is 
not dearer than cheese, he requires two? Said R. Kahana: 
Rabh did not mean fat, but fish cut in pieces and lacking the 
marks by which they might be discerned from meat. But if 
such be the case, they could indeed be taken and exchanged for 
meat? Rabh considers two sorts of meat: fish-meat and meat 
proper. Samuel, however, put it thus: Meat, wine, blue wool 
that are to be forwarded through a heathen, require each two 
seals; muries, Chilthith and cheese, only one seal; fish is like 
meat, hence needs no special mention (and bread he does not 
quote at all, for here is nothing to fear). 

The rabbis taught: One should not buy of a tradesman in 
Syria wine, muries, milk, salcondrit salt, Chilthith, cheese, un¬ 
less the seller is positively known to be a specialist, otherwise 
he is suspicious of mixing something forbidden into the said 
articles. However, if an Israelite is visiting such a tradesman 
in Syria, he is allowed to eat everything served at the host’s 
table, for in the house nothing forbidden is used there. This 
corroborates what R. Jehoshua b. Levis aid—viz.: An Israelite 
may accept one of the foregoing articles as a present from a 
Syrian tradesman, provided he gives it from his household stock, 
because in the house nothing unclean is used there. What is 
salcondrit salt mentioned above? R. Jehudah said in the name 
of Samuel: It is the salt used by all the nobles of Rome. The 
rabbte taught: Black salcondrit is prohibited, but not the white 
sort. So R. Meier; R. Jehudah said the contrary: White is for¬ 
bidden and black is allowed. R. Jehudah b. Gamaliel in the 
name of R. Hanina b. Gamaliel said: Both the sorts are forbid¬ 
den. Said Rabba b. b. 'Hana in the name of R. Johanan: He 
who prohibits the use of the white salt is prompted thereto by 
the fact that some put into it the white parts of the intestines 
of unclean fish; on the other hand, that some put into the black 
salt the black parts of unclean fish, is sufficient reason to him 
who forbids it, while these two facts justify the third party to 
prohibit the use of both salts. R. Abuhu said in the name of 
R. Hanina b. Gamaliel: There once lived an old man, a heathen, 
in our street, and he used to grease with pork-fat this salt which 
he was selling. 
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" Is forbidden." The word enumerated is calculated to ex¬ 
clude other articles; which, then, are these? According to 
Hiskia, preserves into which the majority are known to omit 
wine, is excluded even for benefit; and according to R. Johanan, 
also muries and cheese from Beth-Unirka. R. Meier’s opinion 
is cited here without the mention of his name. 

MISHNA VI .: The following things are allowed to eat, too: 
Milk milked by a heathen in the presence of an Israelite, honey 
and honey-cake from the beehive. Others think grapes, even 
when trickling, are not capable of defiling, not even as moisture; 
preserves into which as a rule wine and vinegar are not entering; 
pressed fish that is not all cut, fish-brine in which there is a fish, 
the leaves of Chalthith; soft olives closely packed in a barrel. 
R. Jose prohibits them if their kernels fall out easily. The 
locusts are forbidden when coming from the grocer's basket, but 
are allowed when they come from the pantry; the same is the 
case with heave-offering. 

GEMARA: This Mishna bears out what the rabbis teach 
elsewhere—viz.: An Israelite sitting near the herd of a heathen 
who is milking milk, may drink it without any fear that the 
heathen has adulterated it. How was the case? If there is in 
the herd no milk-giving animal of the unclean order, it is obvi¬ 
ous that the milk is allowed, but if there be one why should the 
milk be allowed now that the Israelite is unable to see which 
animal the heathen is milking? The rabbis intend to teach 
thus: The Israelite must occupy such a position that upon rising 
he could see the heathen milking, in which case it is allowed, 
for the heathen will be afraid to mix in unclean milk, as the 
Israelite might at any moment rise and see what he is doing. 
The rabbis emphasize this in order to dispel the belief that the 
milk is forbidden by reason of the Israelite’s sitting position; 
the possibility, they hold, of his rising and observing the 
heathen’s doings renders the milk allowed. 

“ The honey is allowed." This could not possibly be for¬ 
bidden, as there is not reasonable fear that the heathen will 
mix in it foreign stuff which would surely spoil the honey. 
Nor is there any reason to fear that the honey may be cooked, 
for even if this be the case, the honey is allowed, as the basis 
of the previously established rule that whatever is eatable 
in its raw state is allowed also when cooked by a heathen. 
Finally, there can be no fear that the honey having been 
possibly kept in forbidden vessels may have absorbed the 
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vapor imbibed by the latter, since this would spoil the flavor 
of the honey. 

“ Also grapes even when trickling ,” etc. This is apparently 
contradicted by the following: Shamai says, if one gathers 
grapes for the wine-press, they are, when trickling, subject to 
defilement to an extent as if water has been poured upon them. 
Hillel, who was at first inclined to hold the contrary, agreed at 
last with Shamai’s opinion; hence, the moisture is defiling? 
This is no contradiction; when one puts the grapes into the 
press it is for the purpose of making wine, and if the grapes are 
moist, it is readily seen; while here it is a case of eating grapes 
when one intently looks for dry ones, and when these trickle 
too, no heed is taken, since they are used for eating and not for 
making wine. 

“ Pressed not all cut , ” etc. The rabbis taught: When the 
head and backbone are whole, it is not all cut; “ Fish-brine in 
which the fish is,” means, when there are in the brine one or 
two worms called Chilbith, it is allowed. Now, if this is allowed 
with one Chilbith in it, why does the statement read: one or 
two? In a closed barrel one is sufficient, while in an open one 
two are required (because it may be supposed that one fell in from 
some other vessel). It was taught: R. Huna says it is allowed 
only when its head and backbone are recognizable. R. Na’hman 
said: Only when either of the two is recognizable. Whereupon 
R. Uqha b. Hama objected: We know that fish with scales and 
fins are allowed to eat; now, how is it possible to recognize an 
allowed fish by its head or backbone? Said Abayi: The fishes 
here in question are the Arah and Palmuda, which are of the 
clean prder, but whose heads resemble those of the unclean. 
R. Jehudah said in the name of Ula: R. Huna and R. Na’hman 
have here in view the fish-brine, and not at all the fish, so that 
the one says: The fish-lac is allowed when the head of its fish 
is seen, while the other one maintains that the backbone, too, 
must be recognized. R. Seia said: I was in the habit of eating 
fish-brine with bread upon recognizing in it either the head or 
the backbone of its fish; now that I heard what R. Jehudah 
says in the name of Ula, I began to eat it only when I recog¬ 
nized both. Said R. Papa: The Halakha prevails: The said 
fishes are allowed only when both head and backbone are recog¬ 
nizable. To this an objection was raised from the following 
Thosephtha: Fishes cut in pieces and cooked are allowed in all 
their parts if the marks of the clean order were found, and be it 
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only on one part of a piece or on one piece among hundreds. A 
heathen brought once to market a barrelful of cut fish where 
a piece was found with marks of the clean order on it, and R. 
Simeon b. Gamaliel allowed the whole barrelful, which case all 
but corroborates the foregoing objection. R. Rapa gave then 
this interpretation: All the pieces of that barrel were equal. 
But if so, entire statement would appear superfluous? Lest one 
say it should be feared perhaps another kind of fish happened 
to be in there, it teaches us that it is not so. A boatful of 
Zahontha was once brought to a fish-pond; R. Huna betook 
himself there to inspect them, and upon perceiving some scales 
in the boat, he allowed the whole. Rabha, finding it astound¬ 
ing that by reason of a few scales one should allow all the fish, 
regardless of the possibility that there might be among them 
fish void of scales, heralded that these fish are forbidden. R. 
Huna b. Hanina heralded the contrary. Said R. Jeremiah of 
Diphthi: I was told by R. Papa that R. Huna allowed only the 
fish-brine and not the fish itself. R. Ashi, however, said: I was 
told by R. Papa that R. Huna allowed the fish, too. As to 
myself, I cannot prohibit the fish after hearing from R. Papa 
that R. Huna allows them; nor can I allow them, however, 
after having learned from R. Jehudah in the name of Ula that 
only such fish are allowable of which both head and backbone 
are recognized. R. Hinna Hanina b. Aida, while once at the 
house of R. Ada b. ’Ahbah, said: If a ship-cargo consisting of 
barrels with fish-brine is brought to Israelites and the Chalbith 
is found in one of the barrels, they all are allowed if they were 
open (for it is plausible to assume that there was Chalbith in the 
other barrels as well, but, they being open, crept out). But if 
the barrels were tightly covered up, only the one with the Chil- 
bith in it is allowed. Thereupon R. Ada asked him: Whence 
do you know this? From three men of great erudition: Rabh, 
Samuel and R. Johanan. 

R. Bruna said in the name of Rabh: Fish-entrails as well as 
fish-rye you may buy only of a specialist. Said Ula to R. Dus- 
thai of Biri: Since Rabh speaks of entrails and rye, it is mani¬ 
fest that also unclean fish have rye, otherwise he would not 
treat of the two in the same connection. But I am able to 
prove the contrary from the following: The unclean fish are 
viviparous, while the clean ones are rye-bearing. Well, was 
the reply, strike the word rye from Rabh’s statement. Here¬ 
upon said R. Zera: It is not necessary to strike it out, for the 
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fact is that unclean fish are also rye-bearing, but so that their 
offspring is mature in the rye before it is ejected out of the 
body, while that of the clean fish is brought about by the sand. 
But why is it requisite that rye be bought only of a specialist 
now that we have signs whereby to distinguish the clean from 
the unclean? Have we not learned that the marks which serve 
to distinguish the clean from the unclean eggs of birds, are also 
distinctive of clean and unclean eggs of fish? But how is this 
possible when according to law the signs of fish are the scales 
and fins? The above is then to be thus understood: When the 
eggs are elongated, with one end pointed and the other round, 
it is a mark of clean ones, but if the sides are both pointed or 
both round, it is of the unclean order. If the yolk of the egg is 
on the surface and the white in the middle, it is a sign of un¬ 
cleanness; the converse is a sign of cleanness. If, however, the 
yolk and white are intermingled, it is a sign that it comes from 
reptiles, and is therefore unclean. Rabha said that Rabh’s view 
must be thus intepreted: If the fish-rye is entirely squeezed so 
that the said signs are no longer discernible. 

And if there be no specialist, what then? Said R. Jehudah: 
If the vendor says, I have pickled the fish and know them to 
be clean, he is trusted. R. Na’hman adds: He must show the 
sort of fish pickled by him and their entrails. R. Jehudah in¬ 
structed the waiter Ada: The vendor who says, I have pickled 
these fish, is to be trusted. 

‘' The leaves of Chalthith are allowed to eat . ’ ’ This, being, 
as it is, self-evident, since these leaves are not cut with a knife, 
is stated here in order to indicate that such a leaf is allowed 
even when a bit of the root is on it. If not for this specific 
statement, it would be plausible to think that a leaf with a piece 
of root on be forbidden by reason of the apparently rational 
supposition that the root may have come from some other vessel 
where it possibly was cut with a knife. 

“ Very soft olives . ” Although this is likewise self-evident, 
its statement is none the less necessary in order to prevent the 
belief that, since the olives are soft, wine may have been put in 
them to bring about this softness. 

R. Jose said: What kind of olives are these? Said R. Jose 
b. ’Hanina: Olives whose kernels fall out when you merely keep 
them in your hand, it is thus manifest that the olives were kept 
in wine in order to make them so soft. 

“ The locusts,” etc. The rabbis taught: Locusts, Kaprises, 
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Kapluthuth brought from the store or from the locality where 
they are prepared, or from a boat, are allowed; but those that 
are sold by the small tradesmen are forbidden, for they spill 
wine upon them. The same is the case with apple-cider, which 
is allowed when coming from the store, but forbidden when 
bought of the small tradesmen, who mix wine in it. 

The rabbis taught: Rabbi suffered once from pains in the 
stomach, so he asked if one could tell him whether the apple- 
cider of the heathen is prohibited or not; said R. Ismael b. R. 
Jose: My father had once suffered likewise from such pains, and 
having taken some apple-cider seventy years old, bought of 
heathens, he felt relieved. Said Rabbi: You knew this and let 
me suffer so long! Thereupon apple-cider was sought for and 
found by a heathen in the quantity of 300 pitchers seventy years 
old already; Rabbi drank therefrom and was cured. Where¬ 
upon he said: Praised be the Omnipotent who put his world in 
the hands of the guardians! 

The same is the case with it.” How is this to be under¬ 
stood? As R. Sheshith said: When a priest is suspected of 
selling heave-offering under the pretense that it is not terumah, 
one is prohibited from buying of him whatever he sells; but 
what he brings from the pantry, or in baskets, or from the place 
of production, is allowed to buy of him; for here he is afraid to 
falsify, lest the rabbis, on being informed thereabout, deprive 
him of everything. 


CHAPTER III. 


RULES AND REGULATIONS CONCERNING THE DERIVING OF BENEFIT 
FROM PROFANED IDOLS AND IMAGES OF HEATHENS AND ISRAEL¬ 
ITES.—CONCERNING UTENSILS ON WHICH ARE ENGRAVED THE 
SUN, THE MOON AND OTHER PLANETS. 

MISHNA/.: All images are prohibited, for they are wor¬ 
shipped at least once a year, so says R. Mair. The sages, 
however, say: Only those that have in their hand a staff, a bird 
or a sphere. R. Simeon b. Gamaliel says: And that has some¬ 
thing in its hand. 

GEMARA: If it be true that these images are worshipped 
at least once during the year, why do the rabbis allow their use 
at all? Said R. Itz’hak b. Joseph in the name of R. Johanan: 
At the native place of R. Mair the heathens had the custom of 
worshipping each image once a year, in other places this was 
not the custom, and as R. Mair lays down his precept on the 
basis of the minority of cases (in order to exclude misconcep¬ 
tions), he accordingly prohibits the images; while the rabbis 
who do not follow this principle, allow to derive benefit from 
them. R. Jehudah, however, said in the name of Samuel: The 
Mishna here is concerned not with ordinary images, but with 
such as are wrought to honor kings. Rabba b. b. ’Hana said in 
the name of Johanan: R. Mair’s prohibition concerns images 
erected in the gates of the place. It was taught, Rabba said: 
The rabbis allow only the use of city images, as these are but 
ornaments and not idols, but they prohibit the images of the 
villages which are worshipped idols. 

“ The sages say,” etc. This prohibition is based upon the 
following reasons: The staff in the hand of the idol is an indica¬ 
tion that it submits itself to the whole world. The bird in the 
hand of the idol indicates that, like the bird, it sacrifices itself 
for the world. Finally, the sphere is to indicate that it sacri¬ 
fices itself for the whole globe. Later on the prohibition was 
extended also to idols with a sword in hand, a crown on the 
head, or a seal-ring on the finger. Formerly the belief was cur- 
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rent that the sword is no divine emblem, but that of a robber; 
but it was learned later that an image with a sword symbolizes 
him who has sacrificed himself for the whole world. As for the 
crown, it was regarded an insignificant wreath, but later experi¬ 
ence showed it to represent a king’s diadem. Finally, the seal¬ 
ring was always believed to be the token of a slave, but later 
experience taught that an image with such a ring represents 
him who resolved to die for the whole world. 

MISHNA II .; If one finds fragments of images, he is 
allowed to use them. However, if he finds fragments in form 
of a hand or a foot, they are prohibited, for such are worshipped. 

GEMARA: Samuel said: Even fragments of a worshipped 
idol are allowed. But does not the Mishna call for fragments 
of images? The Mishna appends the prohibition as regards even 
the hand or foot of an image, wherefor it uses the word image 
also before; but in fact implies the allowance of fragments of an 
idol, too. But why should these be prohibited, being, as they 
are, only fragments, and such are allowed by Samuel? Samuel 
explains this prohibition of the Mishna thus: If one finds a hand 
or a foot which he perceives is not broken off an idol, but has 
the form of objects specially prepared for worship, it is then 
prohibited, for the heathens erect a kind of altar for such ob¬ 
jects, where they put them for worship. 

It was taught: R. Johanan prohibits an idol that was broken 
by itself (i.e ., without the cooperation of a human being), while 
R. Simeon b. Lakish allows it. The former advances the reason 
that the broken idol was not yet profaned by any one, while 
according to the latter, the breaking is sufficient profanation, 
for people would say: How could this idol save others when it 
cannot save itself? R. Johanan objected to Resh Lakish, it 
reads [I Sam. v. 4, 5]: “ And the head of Dagon and both the 
palms of his hands were cut off upon the threshold. . . . There¬ 
fore do the priests of Dagon . . . not step on the threshold of 
Dagon,” etc. (whence it is obvious that an idol, even when 
broken by itself, is still held sacred by the heathens!) Here¬ 
upon the other replied: This proves nought against my opinion ; 
the heathen, in the cited case, said that the supreme god has 
abandoned the Dagon, dragged up to the threshold of the tem¬ 
ple, and only then he was reconciled, wherefore they regard the 
threshold as sacred, but not more the Dagon. Then R. Johanan 
went on to object: The Mishna allows the using of fragments 
from images, whence it follows that fragments from images but 
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not from actual idols are allowed; and R. Simeon b. Lakish 
rejoined: Thus, you must needs infer that only broken images 
are allowed to the exclusion of whole images that are forbidden, 
since the Mishna here is not concerned with idols; and this is 
R. Mair’s opinion, quoted without the mention of his name. 
This admitted, the following may be advanced against R. 
Johanan’s view, remembering that we conclude from the words 
of R. Mair to those of the rabbis: R. Mair prohibits whole 
images, but allows fragments therefrom; hence we say: The 
rabbis prohibit whole idols, but fragments therefrom they, too, 
allow. Why, then, does R. Johanan forbid idol fragments? 
Simply because images do not have the same relations as idols 
and are not, therefore, comparable with them, for as to images 
it is wholly uncertain whether or not they were worshipped. 
Assuming, then, that they had been worshipped and we after¬ 
ward found a broken image, are we not justified in further 
assuming that some one has broken it purposely, whereby it has 
been indeed profaned, and thus its use is allowed? On the 
other hand, regarding real idols, it is certain that they were wor¬ 
shipped; what is uncertain here is whether the found broken 
idol was of itself broken or by the cooperation of a human being. 
Now, it is well known that an uncertainty cannot negate a cer¬ 
tainty; and it is on the basis of these considerations that broken 
images are allowed and broken idols are forbidden. R. Johanan 
was further arguing: It is taught that a heathen can profane the 
idol of his fellow heathen as well as his own, while an Israelite 
cannot profane the idol of a heathen. Why, then, should we 
not consider an idol profaned by an Israelite as one broken of 
itself? Said Abayi, The foregoing teaching is to be thus under¬ 
stood: Only then is the idol not profaned, when the Israelite by 
means of hammer exerted pressure upon its face. But have we 
not learned that such pressure, even if not attended with break¬ 
ing, suffices to profane the idol? Well, this is to say that when 
the heathen does it, but not when an Israelite, who, in order to 
profane an idol, must break off a piece therefrom. Rabba, how¬ 
ever, said: Properly speaking, the idol is profaned when the 
Israelite presses in its face; however, the rabbis feared, lest the 
Israelite should preserve such an idol before its face is pressed 
in by him, and then, upon becoming the possession of an Israel¬ 
ite, it cannot be any longer profaned. R. Johanan advanced 
yet another objection: It was taught: When a heathen uses the 
stones of Markuliss to pave therewith a street or a theatre, an 
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Israelite is allowed to tread upon such pavement; but he is pro¬ 
hibited therefrom if an Israelite paved with these stones. Why 
should not the stones be regarded like an idol that breaks of itself? 
This prohibition was promulgated for the same reason indicated 
above by Rabha. He made a further objection from the follow¬ 
ing: If a heathen breaks off a piece from an idol for his own use, 
the idol is thereby profaned and the Israelite is therefore allowed 
to use it as well as the severed piece. If, however, the heathen 
did it with a view to embellish the idol, it is not profaned 
thereby, and is consequently prohibited; the piece, however, is 
allowed. But if this be done by an Israelite, both idol and piece 
are forbidden; because this case is considered analogous to that 
of an idol broken of itself? This prohibition is likewise based 
upon the foregoing declaration of Rabha. 

Then R. Simeon b. Lakish raised the following objection to 
R. Johanan’s opinion: A bird’s nest on the top of a tree belong¬ 
ing to the temple is prohibited to derive benefit therefrom, but 
if one has derived such, no sin-offering is obligatory. However, 
such a nest when on a tree of a grove is allowed to be pulled down 
by a pipe and to be made use of; now, as in all probability the 
birds use for their nests the wood of the tree they inhabit, these 
nests are allowed, whence it would follow that the use of a self- 
broken idol is likewise allowed? Nay, not at all: Here, in the 
case of the bird’s nest that is allowed, such nests are spoken of 
for the building of which it is known with certainty the birds 
take the materials from other trees and not from the idol grove. 
R. Abuhu in the name of R. Johanan, however, said: In the 
Boraitha it is not the nests, but rather the young birds of the 
nests that are concerned. The young birds are allowed, pro¬ 
vided their nest is pulled down by a pipe (since climbing upon 
the tree, if allowed, may lead also to the using of the forbidden 
tree itself). Said R. Jacob to R. Jeremiah b. To’hlipha: Let me 
explain to you the Halakha in question: The birds in the nests 
of trees belonging to the temple as well as groves, are allowed, 
for they fly around; but the eggs in these are forbidden, for 
they, remaining as they do in the place, derive use from the 
tree; hence, if I take the eggs, I likewise derive some use from 
the tree indirectly. Said R. Ashi: Young birds unable to fly 
are subject to the same rule with the eggs. 

MISHNA///.: If one finds vessels with the image of the 
sun, moon, or of a dragon on them, he must throw them into 
the salt lake. R. Simeon b. Gamaliel said: Only when these 
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vessels are of a distinguished character they are forbidden, while 
insignificant vessels with such images on are allowed. 

GEMARA: This Mishna would lead to the conclusion that 
the heathens worship only the sun, the moon, and the dragon. 
However, I am in a position to prove that they worship yet 
other objects. There is a Thosephtha: If one slaughter an ani¬ 
mal in the name of the sea, the rivers, the desert, the sun, the 
moon, stars, planets, or the name of the archangel Michael, or 
even in that of the smallest gnat, it is considered an offering to 
the dead. Abayi solved this difficulty thus: The heathens, it 
is true, are worshipping many an object, but as regards images 
they worship only those of the objects mentioned in the Mishna; 
other images serve but to decorate houses and towns. R. 
Sheshith, who was gathering Mishnaioth for explaining them, 
taught thus: The images of all the planets are allowed, except¬ 
ing those of the sun and the moon. All statues are allowed, 
excepting those of a human being. All pictures are allowed, 
excepting the image of a dragon. 

The master said: The images of all the planets are allowed, 
etc. How is the case? If to make these images, this is ex¬ 
pressly prohibited, as it reads [Exod. xx. 23]: “You shall not 
make beside me”—that is to say, not to make any representa¬ 
tions of my servants in heaven. Hence, what is allowed by the 
master is not the making, but the finding of such images, which 
is in accord with the Mishna inasmuch as it prohibits only those 
of the sun and moon. But again, is not the finding of a statue 
of a person allowed in the Mishna by implication, while he for¬ 
bids it? Must we not say, then, that it is the making that is 
concerned here and is in accord with R. Huna b. Jehoshua? 
Assurhing then that the allowance concerns the making, we are 
confronted with another difficulty: The last statement prohibits 
the reproduction of a dragon, which is by law allowed; we 
should then of necessity have to teach that it is the finding that 
is allowed, which is in accordance with the Mishna, so that of 
the three statements in the Boraitha the first and third refer to 
the finding, while the middle one to the making? Thereupon 
said Abayi that it is so. Rabha, however, asserted that the 
three statements have all reference to the finding, and as for the 
statue of a person, he says, the Boraitha is in accordance with 
the following: R. Jehudah prohibits also found vessels with the 
image of a nurse or of a serapis on them. The nurse signifies Eva, 
who was nurse to the whole world; serapis signifies Joseph, who 
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was a prince and supplied the whole world with bread, thereby 
appeasing mankind. The human image and that of a nurse are 
however, prohibited only when having respectively a measure in 
the hand and a son in the arms whom she is nursing. The rabbis 
taught: How does the prohibited dragon image look? Said R. 
Simeon b. Elazar, it has scales between the joints. R. Assi con¬ 
fines these to the neck joints only. Said R. ’Hama b. Chanina: 
The Halakha prevails with R. Simeon b. Elazar. Rabbah b. b. 
’Hama said in the name of R. Jehoshua b. Levi: I was walking 
with Eliezer Hakaphar the great, when he happened to find a 
ring with the image of a dragon on it. While standing still 
before the ring he noticed a heathen boy pass, and spoke not to 
him; later an adult heathen came passing by, and to him he 
said: profane this ring (break a piece off it), and as the heathen 
did not obey, he hit him till he profaned the ring. This inci¬ 
dent taught him three things: (i) A heathen may profane his own 
idol as well as that of a stranger; (2) only he is capable of pro¬ 
faning an idol, who knows the nature of idol and idol worship, 
and (3) one may compel the heathen to profane an idol. R. 
Hanina, however, ridiculed this, saying: Was not R. Eliezer 
aware of the following Boraitha: When one saves something 
from a lion, a bear, a leopard, or from the hands of burglars, 
from a river, or picks up what the sea-waves thrust upon the 
shore, or while crossing a stream, or simply in the street, the 
theatre, or generally in a place where many people pass, all this, 
be it what it may, he can consider his own, for the owner hav¬ 
ing lost his property in this manner or in such a place, has surely 
abandoned the idea of finding it. In the light of this consider¬ 
ation it is obvious that the heathen owner of the ring, having 
lost it in the street, has renounced the hope to find it, and 
thereby profaned it as an idol; why, then, was it according to 
R. Eliezer necessary to profane it again? Abaye explained it 
thus: The owner of this ring has, it is true, given up the idea of 
getting it back as property, but continues to consider it an idol 
which, if found by a heathen, will be worshipped, and if by an 
Israelite, he will surely sell it to a heathen; hence the fact of 
being lost does not profane the idol, and R. Eliezer was in the 
right. 

“ R. Simeon b. Gamaliel says, ” etc. Which objects are the 
distinguished and which the insignificant ones? Said Rabh: 
Vessels that are not made wet are of the former sort; Samuel, 
however, maintains that vessels used to eat in are of the insig- 
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nificant, while those used as ornaments are of the distinguished 
kind. Yea, it was taught, there is a Boraitha in accordance with 
Samuel: Distinguished are the vessels found on arm-bands, nose¬ 
bands and finger-rings, while of the insignificant sort are, kettles, 
pans, pitchers, bed-clothes, towels (and the images found there¬ 
on are allowed). 

MISHNA/F".: R. Jose said: One may grind the images and 
scatter them to the wind, or sink them into the sea. Thereupon 
it was objected: They might turn into dung, and it reads [Deut. 
xii. 18]: “ And there shall not cleave to thy hand aught of the 
devoted things. ” 

GEMARA: There is a Boraitha: R. Jose met the objection 
by quoting [ibid. ix. 21]: “And your work of sin, which ye 
have made, the calf, I took and burnt it in fire, and stamped it, 
grinding it very small, until it was as fine as dust: and I cast the 
dust thereof into the brook that descendeth from the mount/' 
The rabbis, however, rejoined: This does not corroborate your 
view. Moses cast the dust of the golden calf into the water not 
to destroy it thus, but in order that he might give this mixed 
water to the Israelites to drink, thus testing who of them wor¬ 
shipped the calf, in the same manner as the test of the bitter 
water was applied by the priest to detect whether a woman has 
committed adultery (conf. Numb. v. 18). This is clearly shown 
from the following [Exod. xxxii. 20]: “. . . he strewed it upon 
the water and made the children of Israel drink of it/’ There¬ 
upon replied R. Jose, quoting as follows [II Chron. xv. 16]: “ . . . 
he removed Ma’chah his mother from being queen, because she 
had made a scandalous image for the grove, and Assa cut down 
her scandalous image and had it ground up, and burnt it by the 
brook Kidron,” which passage clearly shows that it is allowed 
to grind up the idol and scatter it to the wind. In the vale of 
Kidron, he was answered, there is no vegetation. But have we 
not learned that the blood of the sacrifices from both the inner 
and outer altar after uniting in the aqueduct was flowing into 
the vale of Kidron, where it was being sold as dung for the gar¬ 
dens; when one took some of this blood without paying therefor 
he was to bring a sin-offering; hence, there were gardens in the 
vale of Kidron? Yea, but there are there also great expanses 
void of all vegetation. R. Jose was then further arguing, it 
reads [II Kings, xviii. 4]: “ ... and stamped in pieces the 
copper serpent that Moses had made,” etc. And it was re¬ 
torted: This is no corroboration of your view, for it reads 
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[Numb. xxi. 8]: “And the Lord said unto Moses, Make (to) 
thyself a serpent”; here the word (to) ‘thyself' indicates that 
Moses was to make the serpent of his own metal, whence it fol¬ 
lows that when in later times the Israelites began to worship it^ 
the serpent did not become an idol whose use is forbidden, for 
others' property, even when worshipped, cannot become an idol 
whose use is prohibited; accordingly, King Iliskia was not 
obliged to destroy the serpent in question, but had in some way 
or other to render it impossible to be the object of worship for 
the Israelites. Rejoined R. Jose, hence [II Sam. v. 21]: “ And 
they left their idols there; but David and his men scattered 
them ” ; hence, scattering suffices (and that R. Jose interpreted 
the word Vaissuom = scattered them—correctly, may be shown 
yet from R. Joseph’s interpretation of [Is. xli. 16]: “ Scatter 
them so that the wind carry them off. ”) He was again answered: 
Nor does this quotation bear you out, for it reads [I Chron. xiv. 
12]: “ And they left their idols there, and David had them burn 
with fire.” Now that the first-cited verse is from II Samuel, 
and this one from I Chronicles, the two cannot be understood 
literally; but the right inference is that word vaissuom means: 
he picked them up, i.e., he carried them off in order to make 
use of them. The apparent contradictions of the two quoted 
verses are explained by R. Huna thus: At first David ordained 
to burn the idols, since the Israelites could not possibly profane 
them; but before this order was executed, the heathen, Ithai 
the Gethite, had come and profaned the idols, whereupon their 
use became permitted, and therefore David had them carried 
away. Similarly we find [II Sam. xii. 30]: “ And he took the 
Crown of Malkam from off his head; its weight was a talent of 
gold and had precious stones, and had it put upon the head of 
David ” ; now, how could he make use of the crown of an idol? 
It was again Ithai the Gethite who, according to R. Na'hman, 
had first profaned it. But look here, how could David’s head 
carry a crown of a talent? R. Jehudah in the name of Rabh 
explains this figuratively to mean: The crown was worthy of 
adorning the head of David. However, R. Joseb. ’Hanina said 
that the crown was kept in the air by the force of a magnet, and 
David was sitting beneath it, so that it looked as if he had it 
on. But R. Elazar said: David actually had the crown on his 
head, but it was not of a talent weight, as it consisted only of 
precious stones, its worth amounted to that of a talent in gold. 

It reads [Psalm, cxix. 56]: “ This was accorded to me, because 
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I observed thy commands/’ What is the word “ this ” to em¬ 
phasize here? David wants to point out this testimonial he 
obtained for the said observance. What testimonial? Said R. 
Jehoshua b. Levi: This is the crown which had the peculiarity 
to fit only (to) him who possessed the kingdom, and the fitting was 
on the spot where the Thephelin are carried. [II Kings, xi. 12]: 
“ And he brought forth the King’s son, and put the crown upon 
him, and (gave him) the testimony.” The crown is the princely 
diadem, but what is the “testimony”? Said R. Jehudah in 
the name of Rabh: This crown was itself testimony in the same 
time, as it fitted only him to whom the kingdom belonged, i.e., 
to the house of David. 

It reads [I Kings, i. 5]: “ And Adoniyah, the son of Chag- 
gith, exalted himself, saying, I shall be king, and he procured 
himself a chariot and horsemen and fifty men who ran before 
him.” Said R. Jehudah in the name of Rabh: Adoniyah imag¬ 
ined that the crown will fit him, but this was not the case. 
What kind of distinctive marks had the mentioned forerunners? 
We were told that their spleens were cut out, and the flesh was 
removed from their footsoles in order that they might run with 
greater speed. 

MISHNA V .: Peroklas, the son of a philosopher, asked 
once R. Gamaliel at Ako, who was then bathing in the bath of 
the goddess Aphrodite: Your law prescribes [Deut. xiii. 17]: 
“Let nothing of the devoted objects cleave to thy hands”; 
why, then, do you bathe in the bath of Aphrodite? And he 
answered: Such questions are not answered—at a bathing place. 
After he had left the bath he said: I am not come into her 
domain, but it is she that is come into mine; truly, people do 
not say: The bath is erected to adorn the Aphrodite, but the 
Aphrodite is to ornate the bath; moreover, you would not agree 
for any amount of money to appear before your idol when you 
are naked or urinating. The Aphrodite, however, stands on 
the channel, and everybody urinates in front of her. The law 
says their gods, i.e., to say such toward whom one behaves with 
dignity inspired by something divine; while whatever does not 
inspire such a behavior, is allowed. 

GEMARA: Why did R. Gamaliel at all answer in the bath? 
Has not Rabba b. b. Hana said in the name of R. Johanan: 
Everywhere but in the bath and toilet it is allowed to speculate 
upon subjects of the Law? Is it, you think, because he an¬ 
swered him not in the holy tongue? Has not Abayi said that 
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indifferent matters may be spoken of in the holy tongue and be 
it in the bath or toilet room, while holy subjects must not be 
discussed in these places, not even in another tongue (than the 
holy one)? There is a Boraitha: R. Gamaliel gave, indeed, no 
answer, until he had left the bath, when he said: In a bathing 
place one is not to answer. R. ’Hama b. Joseph said in the 
name of R. Oshia: R. Gamaliel gave Peroklas an evasive an¬ 
swer; but / (Hama) say it was not evasive. The evasiveness of 
the answer apparently consisted in that he said, this (Aphrodite) 
stands on the channel, and everybody urinates in front of her; 
thereby R. Gamaliel wanted to prove that the Aphrodite is pro¬ 
faned and he may, therefore, use her, which is not the case; 
because Rabha said: The front site of the very idol Peor is used 
as a toilet-room, and yet it is not profaned thereby; conse¬ 
quently, the Aphrodite is not profaned either by the fact of 
urinating before her. None the less, I am about to prove that 
R. Gamaliel’s answer was, after all, not evasive. The Peor and 
the Aphrodite are incomparable; the worship of the former con¬ 
sists in excrement mg before it, while that of Aphrodite was not 
of this kind, wherefore she is actually profaned thereby. 
Abayi, however, said: The evasiveness lies in his saying, I am 
not come into her domain, but she is come into mine, where¬ 
by he surely meant that if he came into her domain, she would 
be prohibited, which is not the case, since we have learned 
that a garden or a bath-house belonging to an idol, is al¬ 
lowed when offered gratis, but not for pay. Thus R. Gamaliel 
was allowed to bathe there even if the place belonged to the 
Aphrodite, hence, the evasiveness of his answer; but I say this 
was not evasive because assuming that the bath belonged to the 
Aphrodite, R. Gamaliel could not go in there, for the heathens 
would have considered it a honor if so distinguished a personage 
had gone to their bath and be it gratis. R. Simi b. 'Hyye said : 
The evasiveness in the answer did not consist in what has been 
here recited, but in what R. Gamaliel said further: It stands on 
the channel and everybody, etc., whereby he intends to indicate 
that the Aphrodite is profaned, whereas we have learned that 
by spitting or urinating before the idol, or by dragging it in the 
dirt, one does not profane it; but I (Simi) say it was not evasive, 
as such act as described here one may have committed once 
when moved perhaps by anger, but then he might become rec¬ 
onciled; while there, in the case of the Aphrodite, this takes 
place daily and is therefore a real profanation. Rabba b. Ula 
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said : K. Oshia though! to have found the evasive point in what 
K. Gamaliel sai< 1 : People do not say that the bath-house is 
erected to adorn the Aphrodite, but, etc., whence it would fol¬ 
low that if the reverse were the case, the visiting of the bath 
would be forbidden, whereas we have learned: When one says, 
this house or this goblet be devoted to the idol, he said nothing, 
for only such objects as are actually sacrificed to the idol, arc 
forbidden, lienee, the bath in question would not be prohib¬ 
ited. And I, Kabba, say: K. Gamaliel’s answer was after all 
not evasive, because admitting that the bath-house is not offered 
as a sacrifice to the idol, it is none the less put up as a decora- 
lion for it, and then it would indeed be prohibited. 

MISIINA /'/.: I he mountains and hills worshipped by 
heathens arc allowed to use, but not the things brought upon 
them, for it reads |l)cut. vii. 25]: "Thou shall not covet the 
silver or gold that is on them, so that thou wouldst take it unto 
thyself." K. Jose the Galilean says, it reads [ibid. xii. 2|: 
"Their gods on the mountains," but not their mountains as 
gods; "their gods on the hills," but not their hills as gods. 
Why, then, is a grove prohibited? because it is established by 
the hand of man, and whatever is made by human hand is for¬ 
bidden. Hereupon said R. A(jiba I should explain and inter¬ 
pret this statement thus: Wherever you find a high mountain, 
an elevated hill, a leafy tree, there is surely an idol there. 

GKMAKA: What is the point of difference between the 
opinion expressed by the first 'Tana of the Mishna and that of 
R. Jose? Said Kami b. ’llama in the name of Kesh l.akish: It 
concerns the covering of mountains, which the former prohibits 
by reason of its having been brought up on the mountain, while 
the kilter allows it because, being, as it is, fastened to the moun¬ 
tain, it is to be treated as the mountain itself. K. Sheshilh, 
however, said: Nay; K. Jose, too, prohibits it, and their point 
of difference is in the following: A tree worshipped after it has 
been planted and grown to be big, is, according to the first 
'Tana of the Mishna, allowed by reason of its being worshipped 
after it has taken root on the mountain, while R. Jose prohibits 
it because it was planted by human hands. 'This view is shared 
also by K. Jose b. Jehudah, who says, it reads [Dent. xii. 2 \: 
" Ye shall utterly destroy all the places whereon . . . (they) 
served their gods, upon the high mountains, and upon tlie hills, 
and under every green tree," whence it follows that the gods 
on the mountains, and not the mountains themselves, are for- 
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bidden; similarly with the hills. Lest the inference be drawn 
that what is put under the tree is forbidden but not the tree 
itself, it reads in the next verse: ” Their proves ye shall burn 
with fire,” /./•., the tree is likewise prohibited, lhit why is it 
stated: “ Under every green tree”? This is explained in the 
sense of R. Aqiba’s statement in the Mishna. Now, how docs 
the first Tana of the Mishna, who allows the tree, explain the 
verse, 'Their groves, etc.? lie understands -illis to mean such 
groves that were originally planted for worship, and they arc 
forbidden, but trees not purposely planted for worship are 
allowed even when worshipped later. On what does R. Jose b. 
Jeluidah base this, his view, if not on the verse” Their groves,” 
etc.? On the following |ibid. vii. c|: “Their groves ye shall 
cut down,” whence it is obvious that only what is cut down is 
forbidden, but not the roots, and this can be only with a tree wor¬ 
shipped after it has been planted. Now the question arises, 
how docs the first Tana of the Mishna infer from this last verse? 
What K. Jehoshua b. Levi said: As the Israelites came into 
the promised land, they were ordained to cut down all the 
groves they might find before, and to burn the trees after the 
conquest of the land had been completed. Wherefore the one 
verse speaks of hewing down, and the other of burning, the 
groves. As R. Joseph reads | ibid. vii. 5]: ” Ye shall tear down 
their altars, ” and there is here no call for carrying them off, hence 
they must be left where they are; ” Ye shall break their pillars,” 
and no mention is made of carrying them off. Hut how can 
R. Joseph say that these objects be left in their places, when it 
is obligatory to burn all things belonging to the idol? R. Iluna 
said : Prosecute first and then burn. Whence is this order of 
events known to R. Joseph? From | ibid. xii. j|: Abed- 
thcabdun,” the one meaning literally : to destroy, ye shall de¬ 
stroy, hence it is a reference to two successive events. As to 
the first Tana, he understands this redundancy as calculated to 
indicate that both idol and all its belongings, the subterranean 
included, be utterly annihilated. While R. Jose b. Jeluidah 
infers this radical destruction from |ibid. xii. 3]: ” And ye shall 
annihilate their names from the same place.” The first 'Tana, 
however, explains this as to mean: A town or place bearing the 
name of an idol should be renamed. Here is a Horaitha to this 
effect. R. Lliezer says: The verse, Ye shall annihilate their 
name, etc., means that while annihilating an idol it is obligatory 
to search also under the ground for its belongings. Said R, 
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Aqiba to him : This obligation is inferred from the foregoing 
redundancy of “ to destroy and you shall destroy," while the 
last-mentioned verse is to indicate that a town bearing the name 
of an idol must be renamed. As to the nature of the new name, 
it must not be indifferent, i.e., neither a honor nor a disgrace to 
the idol, for it reads [ibid. 7] : " Thou shalt utterly detest it and 
thou shalt utterly abhor it for it is accursed," hence, the name 
must always be either a detest or abhorrence. E.g ., if the name 
was originally Beth Galia, i.e., House of revelation change it to 
Beth Karia, i.e., House of concealing; Ein Kol, i.e., The all- 
seeing eye, change to Ein Kotz, i.e., the thorn-eye. 

The schoolmen propounded the following doctrine in the 
presence of R. Sheshith : Mountains and hills worshipped by 
heathens are allowed, but the worshippers should be executed 
by sword. Worshipped shrubs and ferns are forbidden and 
their worshippers are to be executed. Said R. Sheshith : Your 
doctrine is in accordance with R. Jose b. Jehudah, who said: A 
tree even if not planted with the purpose of worshipping it, is 
forbidden if worshipped afterward; in like manner are wor¬ 
shipped ferns and shrubs prohibited, though not destined for 
worship when planted. But what prompts R. Sheshith to inter¬ 
pret the schoolmens' proposition regarding shrubs and ferns as 
meaning that these were not planted expressly for worship? 
Because as they are treated of together, he finds it more natural 
to say: Just as mountains and hills have not been created for 
worship, in like manner have not the ferns and shrubs been 
sowed and planted for worship. 

It was taught: If stones absolved fortuitously from a moun¬ 
tain rock that was worshipped, is their use allowed or not? Two 
opinions, one affirmative, the other negative, are held as regards 
this question, the contending parties being the sons of R. 'Hyye 
and R. Johanan. However, the affirmative side contends that 
the stones are treated as the mountain which, if worshipped, is 
allowed by reason of its not being made by man. The objection 
that the mountain is immovable while the stone is movable, may 
be met thus: Worshipped cattle, though movable, is, except for 
the temple, allowed, for it does not owe its origin to man, hence 
the same may apply to the stone in question? If you were to 
dispute the comparison, one of the terms compared being pos¬ 
sessed of life while the other one not, it may be answered that 
the mountain is also a lifeless being, but is allowed; the conclu¬ 
sion returns, for a mountain is not like cattle and vice versa; 
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but their common point is that they are not made by man, 
hence the inference that all objects not made by man are 
allowed, and the stones here are of this category. 

Asked Rami b. ’Hama: Is it allowed to use the stones of a 
worshipped mountain for an altar, or it is here a case analogous 
to that of a worshipped cattle which cannot be offered as sacri¬ 
fice, though it is allowed to slaughter it and to eat the meat 
thereof? The two are hardly analogous: the cattle is itself sac¬ 
rificed, while here the stones are first blasted off, and besides 
they are not sacrificed as such. Therefore the two cases cannot 
follow the same rules. Rabha decides the case by an a fortiori 
argument—viz: The law permits to make common use of a pros¬ 
titute’s remuneration, regardless of whether it is of a movable 
or immovable nature, but it is prohibited to use even the lat¬ 
ter for God, as it reads [Deut. xxiii. 88]: “ Thou shalt not 
bring unto the house of the Lord either the reward of a prosti¬ 
tute nor the exchange for a dog ” ; whence the conclusion : since 
the movable worshipped object is forbidden even for common 
use, the more so will an immovable worshipped object be for¬ 
bidden for God. Said R. Huna b. R. Jehoshua to Rabha: 
Since the provision of the Law with reference to the immovable 
remuneration of the prostitute is not specific, the process of 
your a fortiori argument may rather be reversed, i.e ., we may 
reason from the rigorous to the lenient thus: We know that 
worshipped movable objects are prohibited even to man, and 
yet the immovable is allowed for the temple, because it reads: 
“Their gods on the mountains” to exclude the mountains 
which are not regarded as gods and which are therefore allowed; 
consequently, since the prostitute’s reward, which is not treated 
so rigorously as worshipped mountains, is even if movable 
allowed to man, the more should it be allowed, in its immovable 
form, for the case of the temple. This, my view, can by no 
means be objected to from the phrase into the house of the fore¬ 
going verse, which you might attempt to interpret thus: If one 
give to the prostitute as her reward a tree ora stone grave, these 
objects are not to be used for the amelioration of the temple; be¬ 
cause the said phrase has a totally different meaning, as is shown 
from the following Boraitha: “ Thou shalt not bring it into the 
house of thy Lord,” whence it follows that it is allowed to pur¬ 
chase for the prostitute’s reward a red cow, for such one is not 
brought into the Lord’s house, but was burnt outside the city; so 
said R. Eliezar, while the sages held: The phrase into the house 
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teaches that it is prohibited to take the said reward in order to 
buy for it gold wherewith to decorate the walls of the temple. 
Rejoined Rabha: As in this case the reasoning may be pursued 
both from the rigorous to the lenient and from the lenient to 
the rigorous, we must take account of the established rule to 
reason from the rigorous to the lenient, and not vice versa. Said 
R. Papa to Rabha: Ye cannot prove the foregoing rule to be 
inconvertible, as we find a case where it was proposed to reason 
from the lenient to the rigorous: when the day of preparation 
to Passover happens to be on a Sabbath and there was one who, 
having become unclean through contact with a dead body, 
counts on this Sabbath the last day of his uncleanness, so that, 
in order to cleanse him, the water of ashes of the red cow must 
be sprinkled upon him, an act which is not otherwise allowed to 
perform on Sabbath, R. Eliezer allows the performance of this 
act in this case in order that the unclean one receive his cleansing, 
as it was his duty to eat from the Easter lamb. R. Aqiba, 
however, forbids it. Thus you see that while R. Eliezer reasons 
from the rigorous to the lenient (compelling thereby the unclean 
to eat from the Easter lamb), R. Aqiba reasons from the lenient 
to the rigorous (freeing thereby the unclean from this duty). 
Hereupon rejoined Rabha: This case is not apt to prove any¬ 
thing; the opinion of neither one is correct; it was R. Eliezer 
himself who once taught to R. Aqiba that sprinkling of the 
ashes on Sabbath is forbidden, but he then forgot all about it, 
so that his disciple, R. Aqiba, attempted to gently remind him 
in the above controversy; but as he did retract his view, R. 
Aqiba said to him : All your reasoning cannot convince me, for 
you told me yourself that the sprinkling on Sabbath is in this 
case forbidden. 

MISHNA VI/.: If a house situated close by a worship-house 
of an idol crumbles down, its owner is prohibited from rebuild¬ 
ing it, but he must recede four ells into his property and then 
build; but if the house and the said worship-place have the wall 
in common he should count in a half of the thickness of the 
wall. Stones, wood, and rubbish thereof are defiling as reptiles; 
for it reads [Deut. vii. 26:] “ Thou shalt detest it.” R. Aqiba 
said, it is defiling like a menstruant woman, for it resds [Isa. 
xxx. 22]: “ Thou wilt cast them away like Dovoh (menstrua¬ 
tion),” i.e.y as a menstruant woman defiles by carrying, so an 
idol, too. 

GEMARA: But if the wall recedes four ells the idol will 
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thereby become more spacious! Said R. ’Hanina of Sura: This 
space should be made a toilet-room, or a hedge of thorns be 
fenced between the idol and the vacant space. 

MSHNA VIII.: There are three kinds of houses: (i) a 
house originally built for idol worship is prohibited; (2) if calci- 
mined, repaired or somewhat renewed for idol-worship, then it 
is necessary to takeoff it only the new additions; (3) a house 
into which an idol was placed but thereafter removed from it, 
is allowed. 

GEMARA:Rabh said: A house that is worshipped is pro¬ 
hibited; whence it is manifest that he shared the opinion that 
a movable object rendered immovable (like a house that is made 
up of movable materials) and then worshipped, must be treated 
as if it were still movable, and is therefore forbidden. And 
when the Mishna limits the prohibition only to a house origin¬ 
ally built for idol-worship, thus allowing by implication a house 
built without such express purpose, it is because it treats of a 
house which was immediately upon its completion destined for 
idol-worship, but has not yet been worshipped, and prohibits it 
none the less; while Rabh forbids it after it has been wor¬ 
shipped. But if such be the case, the Mishna would have four 
points to treat of instead of three! The answer is that a house 
originally destined for idol-worship and a house that was already 
worshipped are treated of alike, hence the Mishna regards but 
three laws. 

MISHNA IX.: There are three kinds of stones: (1) a 
stone originally hewn for a statue is prohibited; (2) if calcimined 
and decorated, or otherwise somewhat renewed for idol-worship, 
then only the new additions must be taken away; (3) if one had 
placed an idol upon it but it was afterward removed, it is 
allowed. 

GEMARA: R. Ami said: A calcimined and decorated stone 
is forbidden only when the lime penetrates it through its crev¬ 
ices. However, since the provisions of the houses precede those 
of the stones, and a calcimined house is forbidden it would ap¬ 
pear natural to prohibit a stone, too, even when the lime has 
not penetrated it. But the fact is that the house is forbidden 
also because the lime penetrates its walls; otherwise it would 
not be forbidden. However, as the Mishna makes no mention 
of this circumstance, we could suppose thus: When a house 
once calcimined is afterward again calcimined and only there¬ 
after used for idol-worship, the lime could not penetrate such 
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a house, and yet it is prohibited; hence, R. Ami’s words must 
be understood as follows: The stone is allowed provided the 
lime that penetrated its crevices when calcimined has been after¬ 
ward removed. And if not for this, R. Ami’s statement, it 
would have been plausible to believe that such a stone, the lime 
having penetrated it, must be treated as one originally hewn for 
a statue and is therefore forbidden. 

MISHNA X.\ There are three kinds of groves: (i) a tree 
originally planted for idol-worship is prohibited; (2) if it was 
clipped and trimmed or somehow otherwise altered for the idol, 
only the alterations must be removed; (3) a tree under which an 
idol was put, but thereafter destroyed, is allowed. 

GEMARA: Said the disciples of R. Janai: The clipped and 
trimmed tree spoken of in the Mishna is prohibited only when 
branches were engrafted thereon, but not when it was merely 
trimmed. Now that the Mishna makes no mention of this re¬ 
striction, the foregoing statement must be thus understood: If 
branches are engrafted in such a tree but then removed, it is 
allowed; and if not for this statement one could entertain the 
opinion that a tree in this condition must be treated as one orig¬ 
inally planted for idol-worship, and is therefore forbidden. 

R. Samuel said: When a worshipped tree sends forth, after 
being worshipped, new twigs, they, too, are prohibited. R. 
Elazar objected thereto on the ground that the Mishna prohibits 
the tree only when clipped and trimmed or somehow otherwise 
altered, without mentioning aftergrowth. This apparent con¬ 
tradiction (between Samuel and the Mishna) is thus explained: 
The Mishna gives the opinion of the rabbis, who allow a tree 
not purposely planted, but afterward used, for worship; the 
Mishna accordingly allows all that grew on the tree after its 
being worshipped; while Samuel shares the opinion of R. Jose 
b. Jehuda, who forbids such a tree unconditionally, and there¬ 
fore he prohibits its aftergrowth, too. This explanation R. Ashi 
opposed: Is it at all necessary to assume that Samuel differs 
with the rabbis? Maybe they, too, hold that the branches grow¬ 
ing after the worshipping are forbidden? The point of differ¬ 
ence in the respective opinions of the rabbis and R. Jose consists 
in that the former allow the roots of the worshipped tree on the 
basis of the verse, “ Their groves ye shall cut down,” hence, 
only this is forbidden that can be cut down, but not the roots; 
while R. Jose prohibits also the roots on the ground of ” Their 
groves ye shall burn with fire”; hence, wholly destroy, root as 
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well as stem. And lest one say: The rabbis based their opinion 
upon the verse referred to by R. Jose, who himself made use of 
the rabbis’ verse, whence it would follow that he, thus allowing 
the roots, too, differs with the rabbis only in respect of the 
aftergrowth, which he forbids, while they allow it, R. Ashi 
would meet this objection as follows: This cannot be proven, 
since R. Jose has never positively cited the verse “ Their groves 
ye shall cut down,” the imputation is therefore unfounded; 
hence, we may say that it is not his opinion. However, the 
above-quoted verses admit of an explanation in a reversed man¬ 
ner, notably: R. Jose prohibits the roots which the rabbis allow, 
but as for the branches, newly grown after the worship, the 
rabbis, too, prohibit them ; hence, Samuel is of the same opinion 
with the rabbis. Also this argument was objected to thus: If 
such be the case, according to whom is the statement that pro¬ 
hibits the trimmed and clipped tree, thus allowing by implica¬ 
tion the aftergrowth? It is not according to the rabbis prohib¬ 
ited, as they prohibit it even if the tree is not trimmed; nor is 
it in accordance with R. Jose, the author, as he prohibits not 
only the aftergrowth, but also the roots. (Said R. Ashi): The 
Mishna can indeed be explained in the sense of either party; for 
R. Jose forbids the roots of the tree only when they are not cut 
and trimmed; but as soon as the tree has been clipped and 
trimmed, it is manifest that the tree was the object of worship, 
not in its present shape, but only in that appearing after the 
trimming; this R. Jose forbids, but the roots in such case he, 
too, declares allowed. Now, in the sense of the rabbis, the 
Mishna says: “If it was clipped and trimmed,” and it was 
thought that this statement runs contrary to the opinion of the 
rabbis, who prohibit aftergrowth. But the fact is that the 
Mishna uses this expression, lest the belief be entertained that 
the clipping and trimming cause also the roots to be forbidden; 
hence the expression of the Mishna: “ Only the alterations 
must be removed, all the rest is allowed.” 

MISHNA XI .: What is a grove? A tree with an idol under 
it. R. Simeon said: Any tree that is worshipped. In Cidon 
there was once a tree that was worshipped, and a heap was 
found under it. R. Simeon said : Search this heap. The heap 
was searched and an image was found underneath; whereupon 
he decided: As they worship only the image, we may allow the 
tree. 

GEMARA: The Mishna asks now what is an idol-grove; 
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have we not learned in the preceding Mishna that there are 
three sorts of idol-groves? This is true; however, in reference to 
the first two kinds, all agree, while with regard to the last kind, 
the other sages differ with R. Simeon, who upholds that it cannot 
be at all called an idol-grove. What, then, is the criterion 
whereby to distinguish a tree as an idol-grove? Said Rabh: 
When priests sitting under a tree abstain from eating its fruit, 
it must be an idol tree. Samuel said: A date tree is to be 
regarded an idol when priests who are picking its dates say: 
“These dates are for the house of Nezraphi ” ; because they 
prepare of these dates beer in which they indulge in the said 
house. Said Amemar: I have heard from the elders of Pumbe- 
ditha that the Halakha prevails with Samuel. 

MISHNA XII.: It is not allowed to sit down in the shade 
of such a tree; if, however, one chanced to sit there, he is clean. 
Nor is it allowed to pass under it, and if one did pass he is un¬ 
clean. If its branches inclined upon the public grounds and one 
passes under it, he is clean. 

GEMARA : “ If one chanced to sit down he is clean." Is not 
this self-evident, since he did not touch the tree? Said Rabba 
b. b. Hana in the name of R. Johanan: This is merely to state 
that sitting in the shade of the height of the tree does not de¬ 
file. Shall we assume that he is allowed to sit down? Nay; it 
comes to teach us that even if he sat down under the tree itself, 
he is also clean. 

“ Nor is it allowed ,” etc. The reason of this uncleanness 
is this: It is positively to be assumed that under such a tree 
there are always remnants of idol sacrifices which are, according 
to R*. Jehudah b. Bethira, capable of defiling him who is with 
them under the same shelter. As in the following Boraitha, R. 
Jehuda b. Bethira said: We know that idol sacrifices defile 
whatever is with them under the same shelter, from [Psalm, cvi. 
28]: “And they joined themselves unto Ba’al Pe'or, and ate 
the sacrifices of the dead." Here the sacrifice to the idol is 
compared to that of the dead; hence, as latter is defiling, so is 
former. 

“ If its branches ,” etc. The schoolmen propounded the fol¬ 
lowing question : How should this expression be understood, as 
meaning he already passed, or that all going is allowed? Said 
R. Iz’hak b. Elazar in the name of 'Hiskia: The latter is in¬ 
tended by the Mishna, while R. Johanan thinks the former 
meaning is the proper one. These two views may, however, be 
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reconciled thus : R. Iz’hak has in view the case where there is no 
other road, hence, necessity allows all going under the tree, while 
R. J ohanan has in view the case where there was yet another one. 

In the place where R. Sheshith lived there was such a tree, 
and whenever he had to pass by it he, being blind, said to his 
guide: Pass me by as quickly as possible. (Says the Gemara)': 
If there was yet another road he was not allowed there, and if 
not, he had the right to pass by here. What was, then, the 
speeding by necessary? The answer is that there was but this 
only road, and R. Sheshith, who was a prominent scholar, 
wanted (on his own account) to pass it as quickly as he could. 

MISHNA XIII.: Under such a tree is allowed to sow herbs 
in the winter, but not in summer. Lettuce is not allowed to 
sow in either winter or summer. R. Jose said: Even herbs 
must not be sowed in winter either, for their leaves, when falling 
down, would turn dung for the tree. 

GEMARA: The statement of R. Jose makes it manifest 
that he is of the opinion that two causes of which one is al¬ 
lowed and the other one prohibited do, when working together, 
bring about a forbidden effect. (In the case before us there are 
two causes fostering the growth of the herbs: the dung and the 
soil; former is forbidden, latter allowed; hence, he prohibits the 
effect.) On the other hand, the rabbis who do not share this 
opinion allow the herbs. However, in another place (iv. Mishna 
of this chap.) we find these two contending parties interchange 
their respective views. It is true, the apparently contradictory 
tenets of R. Jose may be reconciled thus : He allows where the 
idols were ground down, as the effect here cannot even become 
dung, but in the present case the falling leaves surely turn into 
dung, hence his prohibition. But how should we explain the 
rabbis' contradiction? It may be explained as R. Mari b. R. 
Kahana said : “ In proportion as the hide rises in price, one loses 
on the meat." In like manner it can be said here of the herbs: 
What the dung promotes, the shade of the tree hinders; hence, 
as there is no use of the leaves, the rabbis allow. Said R. 
Jehudah in the name of Samuel: The Halakha prevails with 
R. Jose. 

Once a garden was ameliorated with the dung of an idol; 
R. Amram let interrogate R. Joseph as to how one should 
behave with regard to the fruit of this garden, and the answer 
was: R. Jehudah said in the name of Samuel, the Halakha 
prevails with R. Jose. 
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MISHNA XIV.: To derive any benefit of wood obtained 
from an idol-grove is prohibited. The stove heated therewith 
must be destroyed if new yet, but if old already, it must be 
cooled off. Bread baked therewith is prohibited for any benefit; 
if it was mingled with other bread, they are all forbidden. R. 
Eliezar says: The worth of its benefit should be cast into the 
salt lake. However, the rabbis responded : There is no redemp¬ 
tion in case of idol-worship. The same is the case with a loom 
made of this wood and with the garment wrought therewith. 
If such a garment was mixed up with other garments and these 
again with others, the benefit of them all is forbidden. R. 
Eliezar, however, said : Cast their worth into the salt lake, 
and he was answered: There is no redemption from idol- 
worship. 

GEMARA: The Mishna must lay down both the cases of 
the benefit of wood, for bread-baking and for garment-making; 
for if the former case alone were stated, there would be reason 
to think that R. Eliezar allows the use of the bread only when 
its worth has been cast into the sea, for as soon as the bread 
is entered in the oven, the prohibited object, the wood, is, 
properly speaking, no more, having been consumed by the fire; 
while in the case of a garment made with the aid of such wood, 
his prohibition is absolute, since the wood is all the time in ex¬ 
istence. On the other hand, if the Mishna treated only the 
garment-making, there might rise the belief that the garment is 
forbidden by reason of the perennial existence of its instru¬ 
ment, while bread, where the wood was consumed by the fire, 
the rabbis agree with him. Hence, the establishment of both 
the cases. Said R. ’Hisda: I was told by Abba b. R. ’Hisda 
that Sjera said, the Halakha prevails with R. Eliezar. Said R. 
Ada b. Ahaba: R. Eliezar, notwithstanding this his doctrine, 
prohibits the use of the wine in all the barrels if one cask of 
forbidden wine was mingled among them. R. ’Hisda, however, 
asserts that this wine, too, is allowed by R. Eliezar, provided its 
worth has been cast into the sea. It once happened that a cask 
of forbidden wine was mixed among other casks of allowed wine; 
whereupon R. ’Hisda was interrogated as to how to behave in 
this case, and his answer was to cast four zuz into the river and 
then we will allow the wine. 

MISHNA XV.: How is the idol-worship of a tree profaned? 
If the heathen cuts down from it dry twigs or fresh branches, 
a staff or a rod, or even if he takes from it only a leaf, it is pro- 
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faned. If, however, all this be done in the interest of the tree, 
it remains forbidden; and if not in its interest, it is allowed. 

GEMARA: The question as to how to behave toward the 
dry twigs and other pieces cut off the tree is discussed by R. 
Huna and R. Hyya b. Rabh. The one allows and the other 
forbids the use of these objects. This positive view is borne 
out also in the following Boraitha: When a heathen trims his 
idol, the question arises, does he do it in order to use the thus 
obtained wood, or in order to adorn the idol? If former be the 
case, both the wood cut down and the idol itself are allowed, 
while in the latter case the wood is allowed but not the idol. 
If, however, the trimming was done by an Israelite, all is for¬ 
bidden, irrespective of the aim in view, because the idol of an 
Israelite can never be profaned. It was taught; If an idol 
broke down by itself, what is to be done? Rabh said : Each and 
every piece of it must be singly and severally profaned before 
its use is allowed, while Samuel maintains that an idol can be 
profaned only in its ordinary shape. But how is this to be 
understood; does not the contrary seem to be the case? Samuel 
means to say, then, that only an idol that is in its ordinary 
shape needs be profaned. The point of difference, however, 
here is concerning an idol not broken by itself but one that is 
made of small pieces, such that even a layman could put together 
or take apart. It is of such an idol that Rabh says it is not pro¬ 
faned when out of its joints, because even a layman can restore 
it, while according to Samuel it is not considered as an idol as 
soon as it loses its shape. 


CHAPTER IV. 


CONCERNING OBJECTS USED FOR IDOLS.—THE MANNER IN WHICH AN 
IDOL IS PROFANED SO AS TO BE ALLOWED FOR USE.—THE DIS¬ 
CUSSIONS BETWEEN THE ELDERS OF ROME ON THE ONE HAND 
AND R. LAMAL1EL, THE PRINCE, ON THE OTHER.—HOW TO 
PREPARE WINE IN THE POSSESSION OF A HEATHEN FOR 
ISRAELITES. 

MISHNA/.: R. Ismael says : Three stones near one another 
and beside the Merkules are prohibited; two stones in this posi¬ 
tion are allowed. The sages, however, said : Only the stones 
that are close by it are prohibited, but those that do not appear 
to be so are allowed. 

GEMARA: The opinion of the sages is easily explained, as 
they hold that the heathens worship also the fragments of their 
idols, accordingly they prohibit only the stones that are per¬ 
ceptibly near the idol. But R. Ismael’s opinion presents some 
difficulty—viz: If he upholds the view that pieces are also wor¬ 
shipped, he should forbid also two stones; on the other hand, 
if he believes that the heathens do not worship broken idols, he 
should consistently allow also three stones near the Merkules! 
Said R. Itz’hak b. Joseph in the name of R. Johanan: The 
limit of proximity required in the Mishna is set down at four 
ells ; now, R. Ismael believes that the heathen might make of the 
three stones a small Merkules beside the big one, but not of two 
stones; while the sages who do not entertain this belief merely 
regard these stones as fragments of the Merkules, hence they 
forbid only those that are visibly belonging to it irrespective of 
their number. 

It once happened that the palace of King Janai was de¬ 
stroyed; thereupon came heathens and erected therein a Mer¬ 
kules ; later on others came who did not worship the Merkules, 
took the stones and paved a street therewith. Some of the 
sages abstained then from treading upon these stones, while 
others were passing there; hereupon said R. Johanan : The son 
of the saints treads on them, should we abstain therefrom? 
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Who was this son? R. Menahem b. Simai, so called because 
he would refrain from even looking upon the face of a coin. 
But why, this notwithstanding, were some shunning that 
street? Because they guided themselves by the opinion of R. 
Gidel, who said in the name of R. ’Hyya b. Joseph, quoting 
Rabh: Though the idol is capable of being profaned, yet the 
idol-sacrifice is not, and this admits of proof from here: “ They 
clung to the Baal Peor and ate sacrifices of the dead idols,” 
where a comparison is drawn between an idol-sacrifice and a 
corpse, to indicate that just as the latter remains but a corpse, 
so does the sacrifice remain unalterably an idol-sacrifice. In 
accordance with this, those sages who regarded these stones as 
idol-sacrifices, refrained from treading thereon, while the others 
held that stones cannot be regarded as sacrifices, since only 
those objects are regarded as sacrifices that were actually offered 
in the temple, which has never been the case with stones. 

R. Joseph b. Aba narrated: Once Rabba b. Jeremiah, when 
visiting us propounded the following Boraitha: If a heathen 
takes stones from a Merkules and paves therewith the street, 
the Israelites are allowed to walk thereon; if, however, an 
Israelite did it, they are prohibited therefrom. And there is 
no artisan that could set right this Boraitha. (The difficulty is 
explained further on.) Said R. Sheshith: I, though not an 
artisan, will nevertheless attempt to explain it: The intricacy 
here implied is what R. Gidel said concerning the incapacity of 
an idol-sacrifice to be profaned, and is removed by reminding 
what has been shown above—viz: that these stones cannot be 
considered sacrifices. 

R. Na’hman says in the name of Rabba b. Abuhu, quoting 
Rabh : If the worship of an idol consists in the rapping before 
it with a cane, and one breaks a cane before the idol in its honor, 
he is liable; furthermore, if it was yet a new idol never before 
worshipped, this act is considered a worship and renders the 
idol forbidden as well as the broken stick which is regarded a 
sacrifice. If, however, one threw a stick before an idol the wor¬ 
ship of which consists in the throwing of sticks, the stick is not 
forbidden, but the thrower is liable. Thereupon said Rabha to 
R. Na’hman: The stick broken before the idol resembles the 
slaughtering in the temple, and is therefore forbidden; why, 
then, should not the cane thrown before the idol resemble the 
blood sprinkling in the temple, and be also forbidden? And he 
answered: Nay; the blood separates into drops through the 
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sprinkling, while the stick, even when thrown, remains whole. 
If such be the case, why should, then, rejoined Rabha, stones 
be prohibited when thrown before the Merkules? Answered R. 
Na’hman : I myself, knowing no answer to this, inquired of 
Rabba b. Abuhu, who, likewise ignorant of it, asked R. ’Hyya 
b. Rabh, who addressed this question to his father, Rabh, and 
he said : These stones are forbidden because when thrown before 
the Merkules they enlarge it, thereby themselves becoming idols. 
Said Rabha : This explanation is plausible if we admit that the 
idol is prohibited immediately upon its completion, i.e. t before 
it was worshipped; but, as we know, there is yet the other 
opinion prohibiting it only after it was worshipped. How, then, 
according to this latter view, can the stone be forbidden? Said 
R. Na’hman: A stone thrown to Markules is, while being 
thrown, considered a sacrifice, and, upon falling in heap with 
the other stones, an idol; wherefor it renders prohibited also 
the stones lying there from before, for they were worshipped by 
its being thrown, and the stone itself is forbidden as soon as 
another was cast upon it in token of honor and worship. Re¬ 
joined Rabha: According to this explanation, the last stone 
would be allowed, inasmuch as it has not yet been worshipped. 
Said R. Na’hman : When you are only able to recognize the 
last one, go freely and take it. R. Asha, however, explained 
the matter thus: Each stone, by the fact of being thrown, is 
(as it is not worshipped otherwise) itself a sacrifice, and in the 
same time an idol for the other stone following; hence these 
stones are all forbidden. 

R. Abuhu said in the name of R. Johanan : That one is not 
liable for slaughtering a blemished animal to an idol is deduced 
hence [Exod. xx. 20] : “ Whoever offers to the gods beside the 
Lord be excommunicated,” whence it follows that liability 
attaches only to such objects as are fit to be sacrificed to the 
Lord. Said Rabha: What kind of blemish has R. Abuhu in 
view? Hardly that of the eyebrows, since an animal with such 
a defect was accepted by the descendants of Noah for a sacrifice 
in the temple of the Lord; hence he has in view such animals 
that lack a limb, and agrees in this respect with R. Eliezar, who 
said: Whence do we know that the desendants of Noah are 
prohibited from offering an animal that lacks one of its limbs? 
From [Gen. vi. 19]: ” And of every living thing, of all flesh, too,” 
etc. Living thing means such living being that wants none of 
its limbs, for from such animals sacrifices shall be offered in 
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times to come. Thereto was objected : The expression “ liv¬ 
ing ’ ' means to exclude but such animals that have a defect 
wherewith they cannot survive a full year. (Rejoined R. 
Eliezar): Such have already been excluded implicitly by the 
expression [ibid. vii. 3] : To keep seed alive upon the face of 
all the earth,” since they can neither bear nor produce offspring. 
But, was retorted, how is it according to those who do not share 
this opinion as to the reproductive incapacity? To them the 
word, ihtoch, with thee, sufficiently indicates that Noah was or¬ 
dered to take only animals resembling him in organization, 
and, i.e. f without defects. And for aught we know, Noah may 
have been himself defective? By no means; the Scripture calls 
him tamim, perfect ; and that this attribute does not refer to his 
conduct is shown by the fact that he is called also zadik, upright. 
But maybe that he was perfect in conduct and upright in his 
dealings? Nay; this is no convincing argument that Noah may 
have been defective, for, had he been such, he, following the 
order, would have surely taken in only animals resembling him. 
But now that you make use of the ihtoch to prove that Noah’s 
animals were of necessity normal, what is the other phrase, To 
keep seed, etc., good for? This was meant to remind Noah 
that the animais are not for keeping him company, but for re¬ 
producing their species; hence he must not take in old or cas¬ 
trated ones. 

R. Elazar said : If one slaughter an animal to Markules, he 
is liable, notwithstanding that Markules is worshipped by stone¬ 
throwing; for it reads [Lev. xvii. 7 ]: ” They shall offer no more 
their sacrifices unto evil spirits, after which they have gone 
astray,” hence no blood sacrifices even to such “ evil spirits” 
that are worshipped otherwise ; as the usual worship is prohib¬ 
ited already in [Deut. xii. 30], “ How did these nations serve 
their gods? even so will I do likewise.” 

MISHNA II. : Money, garments, utensils found on the head 
of an idol are allowed ; vine with grapes on, wreaths of corn ears, 
wine, oil, fine flour, and whatever is offered upon the altar, is 
prohibited. 

GEMARA : Whence is this deduced? said R. Hyya b. 
Joseph in the name of R. Oshia: from [Deut. xxix. 16] : “And 
you saw their abominations, and their idols of wood and stone, sil¬ 
ver and gold which they had with them ” ; and again [ibid. vii. 
25] : “ Thou shalt not covet the silver or gold that is on them.” 
From the two wordings, “ with them ” and “ on them ” we con- 
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elude that whatever is found with or on the idol without being an 
ornament thereof is allowed, but is not, if an ornament. But 
why not draw the conclusion that, just as all that is with the 
idol is forbidden, so also is all that is on it, regardless of its 
being an ornament or not? If such be the case, the “ on them ” 
would be superfluous. But why does the Mishna allow money 
which is then, doubtless, for decorating purposes? Said the 
disciples of R. Janai: It is allowed only when it is hung in a 
sack round the neck of the idol, which makes the latter look 
like a carrier, and this is surely no ornament; furthermore, as 
to garments, they are allowed only when they lie folded on the 
head of the idol, which makes it look like a washwoman. Re¬ 
garding utensils, R. Papa said : It means here that they lie on 
the head so as to disfigure the idol. R. Assi b. Hyya said : All 
objects within the curtain of the idol are prohibited, even water 
and salt; while outside the curtain only decorating objects are 
forbidden. 

MISHNA III.: The use of a garden or bathing-place belong¬ 
ing to an idol is allowed when it is gratis, but is forbidden when 
it is for remuneration. If they belong to both the idol and 
some people, their use is allowed unconditionally, whether gratis 
or for pay. The idol of a heathen is forbidden from the very 
beginning, while that of an Israelite is not forbidden until after 
it has been actually worshipped. 

GEMARA: “ Their use is allowed unconditionally ,” etc. 
Said Abayi: “ For pay” means that the idol-worshipper and 
not the priest is remunerated, while “ gratis ” means that neither 
is getting anything. 

“ The idol of a heathen is forbidden from the very beginning 
etc. The Mishna expresses here the opinion of R. Aqiba with¬ 
out, however, mentioning his name. For we have learned, it 
reads [Deut. xii. 2]: “Ye shall utterly destroy all the places 
whereon the nations you are about to drive out,” etc.; this 
verse has reference to all the utensils employed by the heathens 
in their worship. If this be so, one could conclude that even 
such vessels are forbidden that were begun for idol-worship, 
but are not yet finished, or such that though finished, have not 
as yet been brought into the temple of the idol; wherefore it says 
in the quoted verse “ in their worship,” whence it follows that 
only what was employed at the worship is forbidden. It is in 
view of this that the sages prohibit the idol of a heathen not 
until after it was worshipped, and that of an Israelite from the 
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very beginning. So said R. Ismael; R. Aqiba, however, said 
the very contrary of what the sages maintain — viz: an idol of 
a heathen is prohibited as soon as prepared, while that of an 
Israelite only when already worshipped. 

The master said : The verse [Deut. xii. 2] has reference only 
to utensils employed by the heathens in their worship. But 
does the verse speak of utensils when it speaks of places? 
The answer is this : The verse in question cannot possibly refer 
to the places, as it is stated right after: “ To their gods on the 
mountains,” whence it was concluded that the gods but not the 
mountains are forbidden ; consequently, neither can here be 
meant the places, hence it is the objects in the places that are 
meant, and such objects can be no other than the utensils in 
question. But further above it is said : The sages prohibit the 
idol of a heathen not until after it was worshipped. How could 
the sages commit themselves to such an inference from a verse 
where the vessels, and not at all the idol, are concerned? The 
answer is that the verse says, “ All places where the nations 
worshipped their gods.” Now, as previously explained, “ the 
places ” mean the vessels on them, hence, just as the vessels are 
not prohibited until after they were employed in idol worship, 
so also the idols are forbidden only after they were worshipped. 
On the other hand, R. Aqiba, who does not compare the vessels 
to the idols, may say that the particle eth divides the verse 
into two distinct parts. As to R. Ismael, he explains his posi¬ 
tion thus : As the idol of a heathen is forbidden only after its 
being worshipped, it is common sense that that of an Israelite 
should be forbidden from the very beginning; otherwise what 
difference would there be between the two? Surely not that 
the idol of an Israelite be altogether allowed, as it reads [Deut. 
xxvii. 15] : ” Cursed be the man who maketh a carved or molten 
image,” etc.; hence the curse is imposed upon the making of an 
idol. Well and good, but this verse does not prove as yet that 
the use of the idol is forbidden ! It was answered that it is fur¬ 
ther expressly stated : “The idol is detestable to the Lord,” 
hence, prohibited. Now, how does R. Aqiba assert his posi¬ 
tion? Said Ula, from [ibid. vii. 25] : “The graven images of 
their gods ye shall burn with fire,” etc., which “ images ” surely 
means the likeness of the idol as soon as it is graved. As to R. 
Ismael, he understands this verse in the sense given to it by 
R. Joseph, who said : Whence do we know that a heathen may 
profane his idol? From “The images of their gods,” etc., 
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which means that the idol is prohibited so long as the heathen 
treats it as a god, but becomes allowed as soon as he no longer 
treats it so, i.e ., breaks up some piece thereof. On the other 
hand, R. Aqiba proves that the heathen can profane the idol 
from the same source used by Samuel—viz. [ibid.] : 44 Thou shalt 
not covet the silver or gold that is on them,” and ends, 44 Thou 
shouldst take it unto thyself”; this apparent contradiction he 
explains thus: Do not covet before the idol is profaned, but 
after its profanation you may take it. But again, whence does 
R. Aqiba know that the idol of an Israelite is not prohibited 
until after worship ? Said R. Jehudah, it reads [ibid, xxvii. 15]: 
44 Cursed be it, and putteth it in a secret place.” This phrase, 
44 in secret place,” means, pours out before the idol his secret 
thoughts; hence, R. Aqiba concludes that it is forbidden only 
after such worship. R. Ismael, on the other hand, explains this 
phrase in the sense of R. Iz’hak, who says: This phrase teaches 
us that the idol of an Israelite must be wholly destroyed and 
put in a sercet place; while R. Aqiba endeavors to prove 
this obligation by what R. ’Hisda said in the name of Rabh 
[Deut. xvi. 21] : 44 Thou shalt not plant unto thyself a grove, 
any tree near the altar of thy Lord,” signifies that just as an 
altar that becomes out of use must be removed out of sight by 
being buried under ground, so also the groves (that are spoken 
of here in connection with the altar) must be put in secrecy. 
R. Ismael, however, infers from this verse what is said by Resh 
Lakish (Sanhedrin, p. 15, par. Resh Lakish, to the end). 

R. Hamnuna questioned : What is the law concerning a ves¬ 
sel that, after a piece had been broken off it, was again made 
fit for use and then dedicated to idol-worship? Before proceed¬ 
ing to answer this question, one must know to whose idol this 
vessel was devoted; if to that of a heathen, both R. Ismael and 
R. Aqiba consider such vessels as serving vessels, which are for¬ 
bidden not until after they have actually been used in the wor¬ 
ship. Thus, the question must refer to the idol of an Israelite, 
and, since R. Aqiba, who prohibits the idol of an Israelite only 
after worship, will doubtless do the same as regards the serving 
vessel in question, it can be treated only in the light of R. 
Ismael's opinion, so that it is necessary to know in the first 
place whether such serving vessels are subject to the same rules 
as the vessels of a heathen’s idol are. If yes, they are forbidden 
after the use; but if they follow the rules of an Israelite’s idol, 
they are forbidden from the very beginning. But why does 
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R. Hamnuna ask concerning a repaired and not a newly-made 
vessel? The answer is that his question has, in fact, reference 
to the problem of old defilement. As the following Mishna 
(Kelim, xi. i): “Of metallic vessels the flat and hollowed ones 
are subject to defilement; if, however, they were defiled and 
broke they become clean. But if they were again made into 
vessels, the old defilement returns.” Now, R. Hamnuna was 
in doubt as to whether this Mishna is concerned with biblical 
defilements only, or also with rabbinical defilements. But if so, 
why does not R. Hamnuna put his question regarding rabbini¬ 
cal defilements in general? His desire was that his question, 
embrace also the other point—viz : Does a rabbinical defilement 
return ? And should you decide that it does not, then the 
question arises: How is the case with idolatry? Shall we 
assume that, because of the rigorousness of idolatry, a rabbini¬ 
cal be equivalent to a biblical or not? This question remains 
undecided. 

R. Johanan asked R. Janai: I should like to know whether 
or no food offered to an idol, if profaned, loses thereby its defile¬ 
ment (which lay therein by reason of its being of the idol) ? But 
why does he ask about food and not about vessels? Because 
he knew that the remedy for devoted vessels is a legal bath, 
which abolishes also the defilement. Furthermore, R. Johanan 
does not ask whether or no an idolized food, if worshipped and 
then profaned, still defiles; because he knows that a profaned 
idol is no longer forbidden, hence, its defilement is also abol¬ 
ished. But he put up the foregoing question merely because 
R. Gidel said somewhere above that all objects sacrificed to 
idols can never be profaned, so he wants to know now whether 
R. Gidel’s theory applies to the prohibition which is biblical, 
but not to the defilement which is rabbinical, or to both? Also 
this question remains undecided. 

R. Jose b. Saul asked Rabbi whether the vessels used (in the 
temple of Egypt) in the house of Chania, are allowed for use 
also in the temple of Jerusalem? This question suggests that 
R. Jose shared the opinion of those who say: The temple of 
Egypt was not considered an idol temple. It was, however, 
taught that the priests who served in the Chania temple are not 
allowed to serve in that of Jerusalem, the less so are those who 
served at idol-worships. He thus wanted to know whether the 
vessels follow the same rules as the priests; or since the priests 
are endowed with intelligence they were fined. But the vessels 
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destitute of intelligence should not be fined, or there is no dif¬ 
ference? Hereupon said Rabbi: Yea; they are prohibited and 
there is a verse from Scripture to corroborate this, but I forgot 
it. R. Jose thus objected, it reads [II Chron. xxix. 19] : “ All 
the vessels which King Achez had cast aside . . . have we put 
in order and sanctified." Does not “ put in order " mean a legal 
bath and 4 ‘ sanctify ’' to bring back to sacredness, whence it is ob¬ 
vious that even such vessels that were used in idol-worship are al¬ 
lowed to be brought into the temple for use, after passing through 
the legal bath (the more so are allowed the vessels of the Egyptian 
temple)? Thereupon said Rabbi: The blessing of the Lord 
upon you : you have recalled to my memory the forgotten verse! 
“ Put in order" means to hide them, and " sanctify" to substi¬ 
tute them by other vessels. Is Rabbi’s interpretation supported 
by the following Mishna (Midath, i. 6): There was a pantry in 
the temple, where the Maccabees heaped up the stones of the 
altar defiled by the Greeks; and R. Sheshith said : The Greeks 
have defiled the altar by their idol-worship, and though these 
stones are allowed for private use, yet they were not used in the 
temple. (Similar was the case with the vessels of the Egyptian 
temple, which were allowed only for private use)? Said R. Papa : 
From the case of the Maccabees is no support at all, since the 
stones there were prohibited even for private use, the Maccabees 
guiding themselves by [Ezek. vii. 21] : 44 And I will give it up 
into the hands of the strangers . . . and they shall pollute it " ; 
so that they could not do otherwise, for, in order that the stones 
be again allowed, they must be first profaned by breaking them, 
which is not permitted to do, as by law 44 whole stones must be 
used to build an altar " ; nor could the stones be sawed into two 
(thereby becoming profaned), since the law forbids 44 to bring 
iron thereon"; so that as there was no means to profane the 
said stones, they were of necessity set aside. But why did not 
the Maccabees have the stones profaned by a heathen and make 
of them private use? They could not do even this, for as R. 
Oshia said : The sages wanted once to forbid all use of gold and 
silver, because the enemy carried off the gold and silver of the 
temple, it was, namely, feared that the money coined therefrom 
might reach the Israelites, and by law it is prohibited to make 
use of what belongs to the sanctuary. It was, however, ob¬ 
jected : How could the sages have conceived such a wish, the 
gold and silver of Jerusalem forming but an infinitesimal part 
of those in the whole world, and the smallest can never render 


TRACT ABUDA ZARA (IDOLATRY). n 3 

prohibited the greatest part. Abayi explained the words of R. 
Oshia thus: The sages wanted to forbid not all the gold and 
silver, but only the gold and silver dinars issued by both the 
kings Hadrian and Traion, on which the image has become of 
late undiscernible, and which were surely coined of the gold and 
silver of the temple. However, when their attention was called 
to the verse, “ And will give it into the hands of strangers," 
etc., they abandoned the idea, seeing that an object once pro. 
faned is allowed for private use. Now, as to the altar, it was a 
sacred place to bring offerings to God, which is not the case 
with the gold and silver; hence it is below dignity to use its 
stones in private. 

MISHNA IV . : A heathen can profane his idol as well as 
that of his neighbor. An Israelite cannot profane that of a 
heathen. The idol once profaned, all that pertains to its service 
is abolished; on the contrary, if only the pertainings were pro¬ 
faned, they alone are allowed, but not the idol. 

GEMARA : Rabbi taught to Simeon his son : A heathen 
may profane his idol as well as that of his neighbor; said he to 
him : Master, in your youth you used to teach that a heathen 
profanes his idol as well as that of an Israelite. (Says the 
Gemara): Can then an Israelite’s idol be profaned ? Was it not 
said above that such can never be profaned? Said R. Hillel b. 
R. Wells: He spoke then of the case where the heathen owned 
the idol with the Israelite in partnership. But let us see what 
was the reason of both his statement in his youth and in his ad¬ 
vanced age. In his youth he thought that if an Israelite wor¬ 
ships an idol, he does it with the knowledge of the heathen, 
hence the heathen, when profaning his part, profanes also that 
of the Israelite; while in his later days he came to the conclu¬ 
sion that the Israelite is worshipping on his own account, hence 
the heathen profanes only his own part, that of the Israelite 
remaining unprofaned. 

There were others who taught the statement of R. Hillel as 
concerning the latter part of our Mishna : An Israelite cannot 
profane that of a heathen. And to the question, is this not self- 
understood? Said R. Hillel b. Wells: It refers to a case where 
an Israelite and a heathen are the joint owners of the idol, in 
which case the former can profane neither his nor the heathen’s 
part, while the latter may his own part but not that of the 
Israelite. Others, however, bring this, R. Hillel’s explanation, 
in connection, not with the Mishna, but with the Boraitha fol- 
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lowing. R. Simeon b. Menasia said : The idol of an Israelite 
can never be profaned; and this “ never” R. Hillel b. Wells 
interpreted to mean that, when an Israelite and a heathen are the 
joint owners of an idol, the latter, by profaning his own part, does 
by no means profane the other's part, though it may be assumed 
here that the Israelite is a partner to the idol only out of com¬ 
placence to the heathen. And he comes thereby to teach us 
that an Israelite worships an idol not on the knowledge of the 
heathen, but on his own. 

MISHNA V. : How is an idol to be profaned? By cutting 
off the tip of its ear, the point of the nose, or the ends of the 
fingers, or by disfiguring its face with a hammer, even if thereby 
nothing is broken off. But if he only spat or urinated before it, 
dragged it about in the dirt, or cast such upon it, it is not pro¬ 
faned. If a heathen sold or pawned his idol it is profaned ac¬ 
cording to Rabbi, but not according to the sages. 

GEMARA: “ Disfigurbig its face with a hammer ," etc. 
Why should it be profaned when nothing of it was lost thereby? 
Said R. Zera : Because it has thus been made unrecognizable. 

“ But if he only spatf etc. Whence is this deduced? Said 
’Hiskia, from [Is. viii. 21, 22] : “ And when they shall be hun¬ 
gry, they will become enraged and curse their king and their 
god . . . and they will look unto the earth," etc., which means : 
Though the heathen curse his king and god and look up to the 
true God, he will still turn his eye back to the earth to worship 
his idol. 

" If a heathen sold ," etc. In respect of this part of the 
Mishna Zeera in the name of R. Johanan and Jeremiah b. Abba 
in the name of Rabh expressed thus their respective opinions. 
The one says: The decision of the sages regards only the case 
when the heathen sold or pawned the idol to a heathen jewel¬ 
ler, but if to a Jewish one all agree that it is profaned; 
while the other holds that they differ also regarding the latter 
case. The schoolmen asked : According to the latter view, how 
should the Mishna be interpreted? Does Rabbi mean here that 
the idol in question is profaned only or even when sold or pawned 
to a Jewish jeweller, but if to a heathen he agrees with the 
sages? Come and hear. Rabbi said: My view is correct in 
case the idol is sold to be destroyed, and that of my colleagues, 
if to be worshipped. But broken and worshipped must have 
here some specific meaning, for otherwise we should obviously 
have no two opinions on the subject. And indeed, Rabbi in- 
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tends to say: An idol sold to an Israelite who will surely not 
worship, but break it, while the sages speak of an idol sold to 
a heathen who will surely not break, but worship it; hence they 
differ in both cases? Nay; it may be said that Rabbi’s state¬ 
ment means this; My view is accepted by my colleagues, when 
the idol was sold to be destroyed, as they differ only when sold 
for worship — to a heathen jeweller. 

The rabbis taught: If an idol is pawned by a heathen, or it 
is buried under the ruins of an old fallen house, or is stolen by 
burglars, or, finally, is left standing alone by the heathen, who 
went to the sea-countries, the question arises whether or no the 
heathen had in mind to come back to it, as such was the case in 
the time when Jehoshua had war with the Amorites; if he had, 
the idol is not profaned. It is obvious that all the four cases 
must needs be stated. The first case implies that the heathen 
wants to have the idol back, while in the second, the idol being 
left under the ruins, the heathen may be thought as renouncing 
it, whereby it is profaned; hence the second statement. In 
like manner does the third case imply something different from 
the contents of the preceding cases : The ruins can possibly be 
removed, but a burglary is less likely to be returned. Finally, 
the fourth case teaches us again something new—viz : while in 
the third case the heathen may yet think that the idol fell into 
the hands of heathen thieves and they will worship it, or even if 
they be Israelites, they will sell it to heathens, they themselves, 
having no use of it; in the fourth case he abandons the idol of 
his own will, since he has not taken it along with him. Hence 
all the four cases must be taught. Now, the concluding sen¬ 
tence of the Boraitha must be thus understood : If the heathen 
has his mind to come back as the Amorites did, it is necessary 
to treat the idol in the same way as it was treated at those times 
—namely : Not to regard it as profaned, but rather to anni¬ 
hilate it altogether. But did the Amorites ever return ? There 
was nothing of the kind ! The answer is that if he has in mind 
to return, his idol must be treated as in the war of Jehoshua 
(though the Amorites have not returned). But if so, why the 
comparison with Jehoshua’s times? The Boraitha intends to 
teach by the way yet what R. Jehudah said in the name of 
Rabh : If an Israelite erects a brick to worship it, but does not 
worship, and a heathen comes and worships it, it is prohibited, 
notwithstanding the rule that no one can render a thing unallow¬ 
able that is not his own; here the motive of the Israelite is 
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determining. How does R. Jehudah substantiate this his opin¬ 
ion ? Said R. Elazor: He bases it on the proceedings of the 
Israelites upon their entering the promised land; for it reads: 
“Their groves ye shall burn with fire”; here, too, one could 
then wonder and say: The holy land, having been promised by 
God to Abraham and his descendants, belonged to the Israelites 
and not to the Amorites; how, then, could the latter have ren¬ 
dered unallowable these groves that were not their own ? If you 
are ready to assume that these groves had sprung up before the 
promise, then you must regard them as the idol of a heathen, 
whose profanation, as we have seen above, suffices! Why then 
did not the Israelites compel the heathens to profane it and 
then use it? Why were they ordered to burn it down? In 
view of all this the verse, “ Their groves,” etc., must be thus 
explained : The promised land is indeed regarded the ownership 
of the Jews, and as Israel, by his worship of the golden calf in 
the wilderness, exhibited his inclination toward idol-worship, 
the grove is considered the idol of a Jew, worshipped by heath¬ 
ens only in accord with the Jews, and as such can by no means 
be profaned, but must be annihilated. And the case here with 
the brick is perfectly analogous. However, is the conclusion 
from the golden calf to the grove warranted? The Israelites 
might have been inclined exclusively toward calf-worship? 
Nay; they declaimed at that time before the calf: These are 
your gods, O Israel! whereby they must have meant a variety 
of gods, toward which they felt disposed. Finally, that the pro¬ 
hibition was extended to all groves and not only to those that 
were the contemporaries of the calf and which the Israelites re¬ 
pented, is due to the fact that there was no possibility to distin¬ 
guish between old and newly-planted groves. 

MISHNA VI.: An idol abandoned by its worshippers in 
time of peace is allowed, but is forbidden when abandoned in 
time of war. Altars erected for kings are allowed, for the idol 
is put on them only when the kings pass. 

GEMARA : R. Jeremiah b. Abba said in the name of Rabh : 
The House Nimrod has the same regulations regarding idols as 
those abandoned by the owner in time of peace, because, though 
scattered all the world over as if driven about by war, it had the 
choice to return home and get its idols, and by not doing so it 
showed a lack of interest in them, hence they are allowed. 

“ Altars erected for kingsf etc. Are they not, after all, 
altars of the idol? Said Rabba b. b. ’Hana in the name of R. 
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Johanan : It means to say that the priests prepare the altars for 
the king, but he takes another road, so that no idols nor offer¬ 
ings come upon these altars. Ula, on his return from Palestine, 
alighted on one of such altars that was broken; R. Jehudah, on 
noticing this, asked him why he acted thus after both Rabh and 
Samuel had forbidden all use of such an altar when broken; and 
even he who says that broken idols are no longer worshipped 
and hence are allowed, does not assert the same with regard to 
altars, as it would be disgraceful to worship a broken idol, but 
upon a broken altar an idol may always be put. Hereupon 
replied Ula: My respect for Rabh and Samuel is so great that 
I should readily fill my eyes with the ashes of their corpses; 
none the less I cannot help refuting this opinion, for R. Johanan 
and Resh Lakish said : An altar upon which idols are habitually 
placed is, when broken, allowable; furthermore, even he who 
holds that fragments are worshipped allows such an altar, as he 
namely says: The broken idol is always, even when broken, 
worshipfully regarded by the heathen, while no godliness is 
even imputed to an altar—it is but a mere stand for idols—so 
that as soon as it is broken, it is set aside without any regard. 
The following Boraitha expresses the same view of R. Johanan 
and Resh Lakish : An altar used as a stand for idols is, when 
partly broken, allowable; however, an altar used for sacrifices 
is, when broken, forbidden, until most of its stones fall apart. 

Which are the marks distinguishing the altar for sacrifices 
from that used as a stand? R. Jacob b. Aidi said in the name 
of R. Johanan : The latter kind consists of but one stone, while 
the former of several stones. ’Hiskia adduces a verse to this 
effect [Is. xxvii. 27, 9] : “ When he maketh all the stones of the 
altar as limestones, that are beaten in pieces, when there shall 
not arise again any groves and sun images,” i.e., only when they 
are turned to lime no image is put on them, nor sacrifice, then 
only is their use allowable. 

There is a Boraitha : If one worships one’s own animal, it is 
prohibited from being used as a sacrifice in the temple, but not 
if it is his neighbor’s. There is a contradiction from the fol¬ 
lowing Thosephtha : All cattle is regarded as worshipped, imma¬ 
terial whether the worship took place by mistake or intention, 
by compulsion or free will. Now, what other could be the 
meaning of compulsion than that one forces into his house an 
animal of a stranger and worships it ? Hence, cattle of a 
stranger is prohibited, too, through worship. Thereupon said 
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Rami b. ’Hamma: The word compulsion means that heathens 
compelled him to worship his own animal. 

R. Zera opposed : Does not the Scripture free a culprit by 
compulsion? [Deut. xxii. 26] : “ And to the damsel ye shall do 
nothing,” etc. Therefore said Rabha : The prohibition of wor¬ 
ship was general, but from the expression [Levit. xviii. 5] : 
“ He shall live in them,” whence the rabbis infer but not ” he 
shall die in them,” compulsion was excluded; however, there¬ 
after it reads again, ” He shall not profane my holy name,” 
whence the rabbis infer that even if compelled, which, too, 
would apparently contradict each other. The explanation is 
that compulsion imposed privately is excused, but if publicly, 
one must not yield to it. Said the rabbis to Rabha: There is 
a Boraitha that supports your opinion : The altars of idols re¬ 
main prohibited even after the evil decrees of the government 
have ceased. Rejoined Rabha : If only this, it cannot be a sup¬ 
port to my opinion, for there may have been an apostate Jew 
who worshipped it willingly. Said R. Ashi: Do not say ” may 
have been,” as it is certain that there was such, and therefore 
the prohibition remains forever. ’Hiskia, however, said that 
the above-mentioned forcing of the neighbor’s animal to worship 
means if he pours wine between its horns for the idol, and not 
worshipped by bowing to it. R. Adda b. Ahaba, however, op¬ 
posed : Can, then, this be called worship? One can worship an 
idol, while by pouring wine on the animal for the idol he makes 
it only for an altar, and a living creature is not forbidden when 
used in the service to the idol. 

Therefore said R. Adda b. Ahaba : ’Hiskia must have meant: 
When the animal is itself made some idol and then the wine 
poured to honor it, it is forbidden, which view coincides with 
what Ula said in the name of R. Johanan when returning from 
Palestine: Although strange cattle is rendered forbidden by 
worship, yet it is prohibited as soon as some act has been per¬ 
formed on its body. Said R. Na’hman : Go tell Ula that R. 
Huna taught us this, having explained this Halakha long ago in 
Babylon : An animal resting in the proximity of an idol becomes 
unallowable, as soon as one cuts through its gullet or windpipe 
for the sake of the idol, and be it the ownership of another one. 
Now, upon what can this view be based? The report of the 
Boraitha concerning the barring of priests, who were compelled 
to become such of an idol, from services in the Jerusalem tem¬ 
ple, contains hardly an analogy of compulsion; because a priest 
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could flee and thus save himself, while an animal destitute of 
intelligence could not. Nor can the Mishna, treating of the 
Maccabees, who set aside the altar-stones upon which the Greeks 
committed some act to honor an idol, be adduced as a basis, for 
R. Papa explained it already, saying [Ezek. vii. 22]: “ I turn 
my face from them, that they may pollute my treasure,” shows 
that the temple was profaned by the arrival of the Greeks, and 
hence was no longer the ownership of God, but considered as 
that of the Greeks. Thus, the view in question can be based 
but on this passage [II Chron. xxix. 19]: ” And all the vessels 
which King Achaz had cast aside . . . have we put in order 
and sanctified ”; and the master said that they were hidden and 
substituted by others, i. e . , they were prohibited. Now, these 
vessels were not the ownership of Ahaz, and hence by his wor¬ 
ship he could not possibly profane them; we must thus assume 
that he committed with them some act of honor to the idols, 
whereby he rendered them forbidden, and here is applied the 
same rule in respect of cattle. 

R. Dimi, on his return from Palestine, said in the name of 
R. Johanan : Although the sages taught that, when one bows 
to uncultivated ground, saying : This be my god, the ground is 
thereby not forbidden; yet if he dug graves, pits or caves as an 
idol, the ground is prohibited. R. Samuel b. Jehudah, on his 
return from Palestine, said in the name of R. Johanan : It is 
true the sages said that an animal worshipped by others than its 
proprietor is not forbidden; yet the animal obtained by the 
idol-worshippers in exchange for an idol is forbidden. Rabin, 
when back from Palestine, said : Concerning this topic R. Ismael 
b. R. Jose and the sages have expressed two opinions, but it is 
not known who said which. The one prohibits an animal ex¬ 
changed for an idol, but allows the second animal obtained in 
exchange for the first. The other opinion prohibits the second 
animal, too, basing itself upon [Deut. vii. 26] : ” . . . lest thon 
become accursed like it ” ; hence, it appears that whatever comes 
from the accursed is like it , and is accordingly forbidden. 

MISHNA VII.: The Jewish elders were asked by the phi¬ 
losophers at Rome: If God is displeased with idol-worship, why 
does he not destroy the idols? And they replied: If the 
heathens worshipped but things not needful to the world, he 
would surely annihilate them; but the fact is that they worship 
the sun, moon, stars and planets; should then God destroy his 
world on account of these fools? Then retorted the others: 
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Let God destroy the unnecessary objects and leave the others 
that are needed for the preservation of the world. Replied the 
elders: If he did so, the idol-worshippers would but be con¬ 
firmed in their belief and say : Here you see that these are gods, 
for they are indestructible. 

GEMARA: The rabbis taught: The philosophers once 
questioned the elders at Rome: If your God is displeased with 
idol-worship, why does he not destroy the idols? And they re¬ 
plied : If the heathens worshipped but things not needful to the 
world, he would surely annihilate them ; but they worship the 
sun, moon, stars and the planets; shall he destroy the world 
because of the fools? But the Lord allows the world its natural 
course, and as to these fools who spoil it, they will not escape 
punishment—in other words, when some one steals wheat and 
sows it, the seed should not bear fruit by reason of its being 
stolen; but nay, God lets nature her course, while to the thief 
will be meted his due. In like manner, adultery is not barren 
on its own account, but the culprit is not spared. Resh Lakish 
says something to this effect: The Holy One, blessed be he, 
says: Not only do the wicked of this earth forfeit my coin, but 
they force me yet to put my stamp thereon. 

A philosopher once asked Raban Gamaliel: Your law says 
[Deut. iv. 24]: “For the Lord thy God is a consuming fire, 
yea, a watchful God"; why is it that he is so watchful with 
regard to the worshipper and not to the idol? Said Raban 
Gamaliel: I will answer your question by a metaphor: Sup¬ 
pose a king’s son names his dog with the father’s name and 
swears, whenever he does, by the life of this dog; the father, 
once informed about this, will he get angry at his son or at the 
dog? v Naturally enough, at the son. Thereupon said the phi¬ 
losopher: You call the idol dog, which is not feasible, since the 
idol has loftier gifts. You ask which are these? Why, once a 
conflagration consumed all our city, and the idol temple re¬ 
mained intact. Answered R. Gamaliel: I shall use again a 
metaphor: A province once revolted against the king; against 
whom do you suppose he used his weapons, against the living 
or against the dead? Naturally enough, against the former. 
Said the philosopher: You style our gods dogs and dead; well, 
then, when they really are so worthless why does not God an¬ 
nihilate them altogether? Yea, he would surely do it, was the 
reply, were they not of objects useful to the preservation of the 
world, such as are the sun, moon, stars, planets, mountains and 
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valleys, for it reads [Zeph. i. 2, 3]: “ I will remove utterly all 
things from off the face of the earth, saith the Lord. I will re¬ 
move man and beast; I will remove the fowls of the heaven, and 
the fishes of the sea, and the stumbling blocks of the wicked.” 
That is to say: The Lord wonders, shall I do this when the 
heathens worship man, too? I should have then to destroy the 
whole universe! 

Agrippus, the general of Rome, said to Raban Gamaliel: 
“ The Lord, thy God, is a consuming fire,” etc. In our every¬ 
day life we find it to be the rule that a potentate is but jealous 
of his equal, a sage of another sage, a hero of another hero, 
a rich of another rich; now, then, if God is jealous of an idol, 
the idol must be of some power! R. Gamaliel explained it to 
him with the following metaphor: If one who has a wife, takes 
yet another one, the former will not be jealous unless the new 
wife be a nothing compared with herself. 

An Israelite named Zunan said to R. Aqiba: I know just as 
well as you do that the idols are nothing, yet I should like to 
know, how is it that so many cripples are cured by the idols in 
their temples? Replied R. Aqiba: Listen to the following 
parable. There lived once in a town a pious man who enjoyed 
the unlimited confidence of his fellow townsmen so that they 
would deposit with him money and were it without any witness, 
with the exception, however, of one who would leave with him 
nothing without witness. It once happened, however, that this 
exceptional man left something in the hands of the other with¬ 
out any security; thereupon said the wife of the latter: Now 
we shall revenge on that distrustful man his mistrust to us, let 
us deny that he has a deposit with us; retorted her husband: 
Because of the short-comings of his ’understanding shall I put 
my reputed name on stake? No; this I shall never do! The 
same is the case with debility, disease and pains visited upon 
man; they are under oath assigned a certain time, no more, no 
less, during which to torture a man; it is further predestined by 
what man or what medicine the disease be eliminated. Now, 
when its time is off, the afflicted goes to the idol-temple; the 
disease protests, saying: because the man takes recourse to the 
idol, I should not abandon him, but as I am bound by oath I 
should not break it on account of this foolish man; thus the 
disease leaves him and he believes that it was the work of the 
idol. R. Johanan explained it from [Deut. xxviii. 59]: ” Then 
will the Lord render peculiar thy plagues . . . and sicknesses 
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sore and neemonim ” (literally trustful); sore , for the man suffers 
therefrom, and trustful , for it never breaks its oath. 

Rabha b. R. Itz’hak said to R. Jehudah: There is an idol 
in our town, and whenever there is drought by us, it comes in 
dream to the priests, saying: Sacrifice a human being to me 
and you shall have rain; and this condition fulfilled, it in reality 
begins to rain. Thereupon said R. Jehudah: You may esteem 
yourselves fortunate that I am yet among the living, for were I 
dead, I should not be in a position to communicate to you what 
Rabh said thereabout—viz.: it reads [ibid. iv. 19] : “ And that 
thou lift not up thy eyes unto the heavens, and thou seest the 
sun, and the moon and the stars, all the host of heaven, and be 
misled to bow down to them . . . which Lord thy God hath 
assigned unto all nations it ”; you see from here that God has 
given some power to some worshipped objects for the purpose 
of barring their worshippers from the world to come. And this 
is what Resh Lakish says elsewhere, it reads [Prov. iii. 34]: “ If 
it concern the scornful, he will himself render them a scorn, but 
unto the lowly lives he gives grace,” whence, if one comes to 
defile himself, the door is opened to him, while when one comes 
to cleanse himself, he is supported. 

MISHNA VIII.: It is allowable to buy a wine-press from 
a heathen even while he takes grapes therefrom and puts them 
into the heap of grapes. The wine is not considered offered ere 
it reaches the reservoir, while upon reaching it all that is in it is 
(provided the heathen touches it) forbidden, the rest is allowed. 
It is allowed to tread but not to gather the grapes jointly with 
a heathen. It is forbidden both to tread and to gather with an Is¬ 
raelite who prepares the wine while he is unclean; it is, however, 
allowed to help him convey empty casks to, and then filled ones 
back from, the press. It is forbidden to assist a baker, who, in 
a state of uncleanness, prepares his bread, in kneading or or¬ 
dering, but one may help him carry the bread to the dealer. 

GEMARA: R. Huna said: As soon as the wine trickles 
from the grapes, the touch of a heathen renders it unallowable. 
It was objected thereto from the Mishna : It is allowed to buy 
a wine-press,” etc., whence it is manifest that the wine on be¬ 
ginning to trickle is not forbidden. Whereupon it was rejoined: 
R. Huna understands that the press in question is propped up 
at the bottom, and that an Israelite filled it first with grapes, 
the heathen having added some not until later. Come and hear 
another objection! The Mishna goes on to say: . . . while 
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upon reaching the reservoir all the wine that is in it is forbid¬ 
den, the rest is allowed, whence, only the wine that flows down 
is forbidden; said R. Huna, the sages have afterward retracted 
this Mishna, as in the following Boraitha: The rabbis held orig¬ 
inally that it is not allowed to gather grapes jointly with a 
heathen, for what the latter gathers is unclean and defiles by 
touch the grapes gathered by the Israelite, which are considered 
wine. They further warned against contributing toward the 
conditions defiling the fruit in Palestine, as well as against assist¬ 
ing an Israelite who defies the rules of cleanness, in treading the 
wine-press, because one must not help a transgressor in his 
work; while the heathen may be aided, for he is not bound by 
the rules of clean and unclean. Finally, the wine does not 
become offered by the sole fact of treading, for R. Huna's opin¬ 
ion on this point has been rejected. However, the sages, as 
said above, retracted this view, asserting : Assistance to a 
heathen in treading is foridden, for the grape-juice is offered 
wine immediately upon trickling, so that the assisting Israelite 
would get remunerated for working on what is not allowed; 
Such is also R. Huna's opinion. Nor is it allowable to gather or 
tread grapes with an Israelite who defies the rules of cleanness, 
for every Israelite is obliged to give from his fruit Teruma to 
the priest, and here the clean grapes are rendered unclean by 
the others, thus defiling also the Teruma, which is not allowed 
as to a heathen, it is allowed to gather with him, as he is free 
from Teruma, and fruits exempted from Teruma may be caused 
to be defiled even in Palestine. 

“ The wine is not considered offered ere,” etc. Concerning 
tithe, however, there is a Mishna that it is obligatory as soon 
as the grape-pits swim up, since this is an index of wine. Said 
Rabha: This presents no difficulty; as regards tithe we have 
the opinion of R. Aqiba, while the Mishna is in accordance with 
the other sages; as a Mishna states: In the case of tithe, the 
index of wine is its flowing into the reservoir. R. Aqiba, how¬ 
ever, says : It is the swimming up of the grape-pits. Hereupon 
it was asked : How should this swimming up of the pits be under¬ 
stood ? Does it refer to the case when the wine, after filling the 
reservoir to a certain point, causes the pits to rise to the surface, 
or to the case when the wine is already in the casks, and during 
its fermentation the pits come up to the surface ? Come and 
hear the following Boraitha: It is called wine when the pits 
swim up; accordingly, it is allowed to drink the wine from the 
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press as well as from the pipe connecting it with the reservoir, 
whence it is obvious that the first of the two cases is referred 
to. But has not R. Zebid taught this Boraitha in the name of 
the disciples of R. Oshia, as follows: It is called wine when 
poured into the reservoir and when the pits swim up, while R. 
Aqiba requires its being put yet into the casks; from here it is 
apparent that the sages as well as R. Aqiba are involved in a 
contradiction, from which to extricate them is necessary to in¬ 
terpret the former version of the Boraitha in the light of R. 
Zebid’s Boraitha. Now, taking account of the Mishna, we shall 
have three opinions regarding the here-disputed point. The 
Mishna declares it wine when it reaches the reservoir; the sages 
when, the wine being therein, the pits swim up; finally, R. 
Aqiba, not before it is in the casks ? The answer is that the 
Mishna may be so interpreted as to agree with both the other 
views, since the sages and R. Aqiba differ only in as far as the 
index of wine for tithe is concerned, while the Mishna treats of 
the index of wine to become offered which is very rigorous. As 
to Rabha, however, he must rest satisfied with the three opin¬ 
ions as opposed to one another, as he makes no difference 
between the said cases. 

“ What is in it is forbidden , and the rest is allowed . ” R. Huna 
explains this as follows: The rest in the press is allowed only 
when the cleansing basket through which the wine passes on its 
way from the press to the reservoir in order to be cleaned of the 
husks, is not again emptied into the press. But why should the 
contents of the basket be forbidden, the heathen having touched 
only the wine in the reservoir ? There can hardly be another 
reason than that the wine of the upper vessel and flowing into 
the lower one be considered as a whole, and that the flow thus 
connects the two wines into one ? And yet this question, as to 
whether or no the flow be a connecting link between the two 
wines in the above sense, propounded elsewhere, has found no 
satisfactory answer. And as our foregoing discussion has not 
been resorted to in this connection, it must not be assumed that 
the flow is no connecting link, but as R. ’Hyya explains it: 
When the two vessels are full of wine so that, their mouths 
being near, the wines touch each other, they are regarded as one 
wine. Accordingly in our case the reservoir must be so full of 
wine as to touch the basket, so that when the contents thereof 
are emptied into the press, what is in the latter also becomes 
forbidden. 
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It is related of a boy who in his sixth year was well versed 
in the Tract Idolatry. Once he was asked whether an Israel¬ 
ite and a heathen may jointly tread a wine-press ? His answer 
was in the affirmative, notwithstanding R. Huna’s negative 
view. And to the objection that the heathen renders the wine 
forbidden by his touching the grapes, the boy retorted: Have 
the hands of the heathen wrapped up with cloth, so that he 
might not touch the grapes with bare hands. Finally, upon 
being further asked that the heathen may touch the grapes with 
his feet, he replied that touching by foot is not considered. 

It once happened that an Israelite and a heathen jointly hired 
and worked a wine-press in the City of Nahardea; R. Samuel, 
asked as to how to behave with regard to this wine, hesitated to 
answer until after three festivals during which the sages were in 
assembly; for he wanted to first propound this question to 
them. The question arises, why was he anxious to hear the 
opinion of the sages ? If because he expected to find one of 
them entertaining the opinion of R. Nathan, then we must say 
that he wanted to prohibit all benefit of this wine; for it was 
taught: If the heathen measures out the wine with the hand or 
foot, Israelites must not drink it, but it may be sold to heathens; 
while R. Nathan prohibits all benefit of wine measured by hand. 
But now that R. Nathan makes no reference to the measure by 
foot, it must be assumed that Samuel was not waiting for his 
opinion, but he rather expected to find one of the sages in favor 
of R. Shimon’s view, which allows the wine, even to consume, 
provided it was not touched by the heathen intentionally. 

It once happened at Biram that a certain heathen climbed 
up a palm-tree to get down some branches. On coming down 
he unwittingly touched with one of the branches a cask of wine. 
Rabh was asked on the point, and he prohibited Israelites from 
drinking this wine, allowing, however, its sale to heathens. 
Thereupon R. Kahana and R. Assi interposed: Have you, 
master, not yourself taught that even a one-day-old child of a 
heathen renders the wine prohibited when touching it ? And 
in this case there is surely no intention involved! Answered 
Rabh : I prohibited only to drink it, but not to sell it and use the 
money thereof. 

The text says: Rabh holds “ that even a one-day-old child of 
a heathen,” etc. R. Shimi b. Hyya advanced the following ob¬ 
jection: When one buys slaves from a heathen, has them cir¬ 
cumcised but not bathed in the legal bath, the place they tread 
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on as well as what they spit out, is unclean. Precisely the same 
is the case with the acquired children of a female slave; but 
according to others the children are clean. In the case of wine 
the same rule holds: Adults render it forbidden by touch, but 
not children. What is an adult ? When already familiar with 
the nature of idol-worship, and is considered a child before that 
period. We see, then, from this Boraitha, that contrary to 
Rabh’s position, a child does not make the wine unallowable by 
mere touch ? The answer is that the “ child ” spoken of in this 
Boraitha is one born of a female slave in the house of an Israel¬ 
ite; as to other children, inclusive of slaves bought of a heathen, 
Rabh’s precept holds good. But here is another question. The 
Boraitha says: The same is the case with the children of a 
female slave, which would suggest the inference that there is no 
difference between a slave bought, or one brought up in the 
house of an Israelite. The answer is that this phrase refers only 
to their spittle and the place trodden on by them. However, 
this explanation is correct according to him who says that these 
are unclean, but what according to him who declares them 
clean ? He comes to teach us that adult slaves bought, circum¬ 
cised and then legally bathed, do not make the wine forbidden 
by touch, just as the children of a female slave. The Boraitha 
states this in order to exclude the opinion cited by R. Na’hman 
in the name of R. Samuel to the effect that when an Israelite 
buys slaves from a heathen, has them circumcised and legally 
bathed, they none the less render the wine forbidden all the 
time, till they cease to mention the name of the idol and wholly 
forget it. And how long is this time ? R. Jehoshua b. Levi 
set the limit of this period at twelve months. 

In v the town Mechusa a heathen once happened to enter the 
house of a Jewish wine-seller, who answered his question as to 
whether he sells wine, in the negative. The heathen, noticing 
on the table a little wine in a vessel with which the Jew used to 
serve wine, put his hand right into it, saying: Is not this wine ? 
The host, excited over this misdeed, emptied the vessel back 
into the cask; so that he had to consult Rabha what to do with 
the wine ? He advised him to sell it to heathens. When R. 
Huna b. ’Hinna and R. Huna b. R. Na’hman heard of this inci¬ 
dent, they said that all benefit of this wine is forbidden. There¬ 
upon, Rabha heralded that the wine may be sold to heathens; 
while the both Hunas let herald the opposite. Some time after, 
R. Huna b. R. Na’hman happened to be in Mechusa where 
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Rabha resided; so Rabha instructed his servant not to admit 
anybody at the time when Huna will be by him, since they, 
two, will be busied with the settlement of an important dispute. 
R. Huna, on coming to him, opened, indeed, the foregoing 
question, and, to his great astonishment, Rabha said that all use 
of that wine is forbidden. And to the question: Has not the 
master allowed such a case, he answered: In this particular case 
it was the wine in the cask that I allowed, but the wine touched 
by the heathen and poured back into the cask I prohibited, re¬ 
quiring rather that its worth be cast into the sea. It is true, 
I once allowed also the other wine, but during my sojourn at 
Pumbedita, Nahmani (Abayi) adduced so many Boraithas and 
conclusions of other sages against my tenet, that I withdrew my 
former opinion, and now I prohibit the wine poured back; for 
among others, Nahmani told me of such a case in Nahardea, 
and Samuel prohibited the wine; in another case at Tiberia, R. 
Johanan has likewise forbidden. I attempted to argue: Samuel 
and R. Johanan may have been led to such stringency by the 
fact that at those places the population is ignorant, in which 
case rigorous legislation is commendable; but he replied: Do 
you think that Mechusa is more enlightened than Nahardea and 
Tiberia? He also called my attention to the following Thoseph- 
tha: It once happened that the excise collectors poured back 
into the cask the wine left after they had had a drink; one of 
them drew also some wine with a lever, putting the lever back 
in the cask, and the sages prohibited this wine for all benefit. 

R. Johanan b. Arza and R. Jose b. Nehorai were once sitting 
together indulging a little in wine, when a man came in. They 
told him to pour in for them; but no sooner had he fulfilled 
their order than they discovered that he was a heathen. There¬ 
upon one of the two said: The wine is absolutely forbidden, 
while the other asserted that it is even allowable to drink. Said 
R. Jehoshua b. Levi: Both had their respective opinions well 
grounded; the former must have reasoned thus: The man knew 
us to be of the sages, and he could easily notice that we were 
going to drink wine, which, when ordered by us to pour in, he 
would, in his thought, render prohibited. While the other one 
must have reasoned the other way—viz. : The man, knowing us 
to be of the sages, surely thought that we drank no wine, since 
otherwise we should not order him, a heathen, to pour in for 
us, hence the wine is allowed. But, against the latter it may 
be asked: Did not the heathens that it was wine? Nay, it 
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all took place in the evening. Neither could he discern it by 
smell, as it was new wine, which has no smell. That he did not 
touch it is certain, for the wine was in a bottle; and the shaking 
of the wine by a heathen is prohibited only when done inten¬ 
tionally, which was not here the case. 

R. Assi questioned R. Johanan: Does a heathen render the 
wine prohibited by pouring water into it? Yea, was the answer; 
for a Nazarite must be told: Go around, go around, but do not 
approach the vineyard in order not to yield to temptation and 
eat from its fruit. R. Jeremiah, when once in Sabatta, noticed 
that the heathens there are wont to dilute the wine that the 
Jews drink, and he reminded them of the foregoing warning to 
a Nazarite. It was taught likewise in the name of R. Johanan, 
according to others R. Assi, in his name: Wine diluted by a 
heathen is forbidden by reason of temptation as above. 

Resh Lakish was once in Bozrah (a town conquered by the 
King David in the province of Moab). He saw the Jews there 
eat fruit without having separated the tithe thereof, and he told 
them that this is not allowed. He further noticed that the Jews 
were wont to drink the water consecrated by the heathens, and 
prohibited it, too. Later he happened to visit R. Johanan to 
whom he related his observations and prohibitions, and R. 
Johanan told him: Go right back and allow all you have pro¬ 
hibited, because you mistook Bozrah for Betzer which was con¬ 
quered by Moses, and where the tithe is thus obligatory; and 
as to the water there, it is public ownership which, as such, can¬ 
not be prohibited at all. 

R. Hyya b. Abba made once a journey to Gabla, where he 
observed that Jewesses were pregnant from heathens, whd, 
though circumcised, were not yet legally bathed. He further 
saw that the Jews were drinking the wine diluted by the heath¬ 
ens; he also noticed that Jews were eating Turmus (fig-bean) 
cooked by heathens. He, however, did not interfere. When he 
later reported this to R. Johanan, the latter said: Go right back 
and have it publicly announced that their children are bastards, 
the wine is to be regarded nessech (idolatrous libation), and the 
Turmus is forbidden like all other things cooked by heathens, 
because the inhabitants of Galba are uneducated. With refer¬ 
ence to the children, R. Johanan expressed the same opinion 
elsewhere, saying that one is not considered a proselyte unless 
he is both circumcised and legally bathed, hence the above are 
still considered heathens; and Rabba b. ’Hana said in the name 
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of R. Johanan: When a heathen or a slave seduces a Jewish girl, 
the offspring is regarded as a bastard. The wine he prohibited 
by reason of temptation as said above, and the Thymus , because 
they are there uneducated, otherwise it would be allowed. 

R. Kahana was once asked whether it is allowed to hire a 
heathen for conveying grapes to the wine-press of an Israelite; 
his answer was in the negative, by reason of the temptation 
above-mentioned. R. Yemer objected to him from this Toseph- 
tha: The grapes carried by a heathen to the press, be it in a 
basket or any other vessel, are allowed even when trickling. 
Said R. Kahana: This is no weighty objection, for here it treats 
of grapes already carried , which I, too, should allow, but not to 
hire one originally for such work. 

Once a citron chanced to fall into a cask of wine; a heathen 
seeing this, hurried to take it out with his hand, and R. Ashi 
ordered to hold his arm fast in order to prevent it from moving, 
then to open the faucet and have the wine flow into another 
vessel, when it will be allowed for sale. The same R. Ashi said 
that wine made prohibited by the touch of a heathen is not 
allowed to be sold to other heathens; the heathen, however, 
who touched it, may be made to pay for the wine by consider¬ 
ing the thing in a manner as if the heathen had spilled or in 
some other way destroyed the wine, when it would be legiti¬ 
mate to recover the loss. This, his opinion, he corroborates by 
the following Boraitha: If a heathen renders the wine prohibited 
by touch, not however, in the presence of an idol, all benefit of 
it is forbidden. But R. Jehudah b. Baba and R. Jehudah b. 
Bethira say it is allowed, and on the following grounds: In the 
first place, because the act was done not in the presence of an 
idol, and secondly because the Israelite may say to the heathen : 
The wine is not your ownership, hence you cannot make it for¬ 
bidden. Now, though we do not agree with the two Jehudahs, 
the inference is nevertheless justified that the Israelite may 
make the heathen pay. 

It once happened that the bung burst out of the hole of 
a cask with wine, and a heathen ran by, put his hand upon the 
bung-hole to stop the escape of the wine. Thereupon said R. 
Papa: The wine above the bung is forbidden, the rest is allowed. 
R. Papa was further teaching: The wine of leather bags carried 
by a heathen who is followed by a supervising Israelite, is 
allowed if it so fills the bags that it cannot shake at all, but if 
not so full, it is forbidden. If, however, the wine be in open 
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pitchers, the converse is the case, because out of a full pitcher 
the wine may overflow upon the hands of the heathen, and then 
touch back the wine inside the pitcher, while with the pitcher 
that is not full this cannot be feared. R. Ashi maintains that 
even the wine in a leather bag that is not full cannot be made 
prohibited by shaking, for it is not customary to offer wine by 
shaking. If the heathen put wood upon the grapes in the press 
in order to squeeze the wine out by this pressure, R. Papa allows 
the wine, while R. Ashi, according to others R. Simi b. Ashi, 
prohibits it; all, however, agree in that the wine is allowed 
when the wood is pressed down by means of a wheel, for the 
work is done but by a derivative of his force, but when the 
heathen exerts the pressure by his feet, only R. Papa allows, 
while the others forbid the wine. 

Once a heathen pressed the wine by means of a wheel, yet 
R. Jacob from Nahar Pekod declared the wine prohibited. At 
another time a cask with wine happened to burst, and a heathen 
was holding it together until the wine was emptied into another 
barrel; Raphran b. Papa, according to others R. Huna b. R. 
Jehoshua, allowed to sell the wine to heathens. It was prohib¬ 
ited to drink it, because the cask burst lengthwise, so that it 
was necessary to hold it together, but if it had burst crosswise 
it could have been held together by pressing the upper part; in 
this case the wine would have been allowed even to drink, be¬ 
cause the pressure of a stone could have done the same service. 

Once a heathen was found in the press of an Israelite; though 
there was no wine in it, yet it was moist, and the question came 
up as to what to do with the press? R. Ashi decided it thus: 
If the humidity of the press was so great that an object could 
therein become so moist as to moisten another object, the press 
must be first rinsed with water and then scrubbed with ashes 
two times, while by a smaller degree of humidity one rinsing 
suffices. 

MISHNA IX .: A heathen standing near the wine reservoir 
renders the wine forbidden, provided he has a lien on it, but 
not otherwise. When a heathen falls into a wine-reservoir and is 
then brought up (dead), or when a heathen measured the wine 
with a pipe, dragged therewith a hornet out of the wine, or, 
finally, tapped his hand on the cask against the ebullitions of 
the fermenting wine—all which cases have actually occurred— 
the wine should, according to the rabbis, be sold; R. Simeon 
allows to drink it. If the heathen, while enraged, cast the cask 
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into the reservoir, as it once happened, the sages allowed the 
wine. 

GEMARA: Said Samuel: The lien spoken of in the Mishna 
must be had on the wine itself; and R. Ashi proved this by 
quoting another Mishna, which says: When one works a heath¬ 
en’s wine in accordance with the rules of cleanness (so that he 
might sell it to Israelites), leaves it then in the premises of the 
heathen, but under the supervision of an Israelite, and the 
heathen writes a note to him stating, “ I have received of you 
money,” the wine is allowed; if, however, the affair takes place 
this way: The Israelite attempts to take out the wine and the 
heathen refuses it until he get the money, which case once oc¬ 
curred at Beth-Shean, the sages declare this wine prohibited, 
because it is yet the ownership of the heathen. But if the lien 
had been on the Israelite’s property, even the wine included, it 
does not matter. 

When a heathen falls ,” etc. According to R. Papa this 
means that the heathen is brought up dead, otherwise all benefit 
of the wine is forbidden, because the heathen celebrates his 
escape, and thanks on this account his idol, wherefore the wine 
is considered offered. 

When a heathen measured the wine with a pipe , etc., the 
rabbis allozv to sell it , R. Simeon also to drink it." Said R. Ada 
b. Ahba: Blessed be the head of R. Simeon who, unlike the 
rabbis, goes to extremes—viz: If he prohibits, he prohibits to 
derive all benefit therefrom, and if he allows, he allows it even 
to drink. Said R. ’Hisda: I was told by Abba b. ’Hannan that 
so said Zera, that the Halakha prevails with R. Simeon. (Says 
the Gemara): After all, the Halakha does not prevail with him. 

MISHNA X. : If an Israelite, who had cleansed the wine of 
a heathen, left it in the latter’s premises, in a house opening 
into a public ground, in a town where heathens and Jews live, 
the wine is allowable; but if there live only heathens, the wine 
is not allowed, unless a Jewish watchman take care of it. How¬ 
ever, the watchman must not continually stay there, but may 
go and come. R. Simeon b. Elazar says: All heathen premises 
are of the same account. If one cleanses the wine of a heathen, 
leaves it in his premises (as above), and the latter writes him a 
note stating, ” I have received money from you,” the wine is 
allowed. But if the case be such that when the Israelite wants 
to take out the wine the heathen refuses, requiring to be paid first 
(as it once occurred at Beth-Shean), the sages prohibit the wine. 
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GEMARA: Why should the Mishna forbid the wine in a 
town where Jews do not reside, since in any town you find Jews 
coming there now and then for traffic? Says Samuel: The 
Mishna has in view but such towns that are provided with walls 
and gates, so that no one can enter it without special permis¬ 
sion, and the heathen is thus in a position to know whether or 
no there is an Israelite in town. R. Joseph said: It suffices 
that the wine be so kept in a house that any Israelite could see 
from his window into the heathen's yard, and the house must 
not needs be opening into a public place. In like manner it is 
sufficient that there be in the proximity of the house a little 
elevation where people are wont to assemble, or that a date-tree 
be there, since in this case the heathen may fear lest someone 
should climb up the tree for dates and descry his doings in the 
same time; but if the top of the tree be cut off, its influence is 
discussed by R. Acha and Rabina, the one saying that the tree, 
now that it bears no fruit, exerts no influence upon the heathen, 
who, thinking that nobody will climb it up now, may break the 
seal and take out some of the wine; while the other says: Peo¬ 
ple are still now and then climbing upon such tree in order to 
look for their strayed cattle, and hence it is yet fear-inspiring to 
the heathen. 

The rabbis taught: When an Israelite buys or rents a house 
in the courtyard of a heathen, where also an Israelite lives, and 
puts there his wine, it is allowed even if not sealed and locked 
up. But if the other Israelite lives in the same town only, the 
wine is allowed only when sealed and locked. However, if a 
heathen hires Jews to prepare wine for sale to Jews, and this 
wino remains in the premises of the heathen, a Jew living in the 
same house where the wine is kept, it is allowed, provided it be 
sealed and locked by a Jew who should himself have charge of 
the key and seal. Said R. Johanan to him who cited before 
him this Boraitha, read the last passage thus: The wine is 
allowed even when not sealed and locked, provided only an 
Israelite lives in the same house. If, however, an Israelite lives 
in the same city but not in the same yard, the wine is forbidden 
even when sealed and locked; so says R. Meier, while the rabbis 
say: An Israelite must either sit there and watch, or come there 
at certain times. The question now arises, to which case the 
rabbis refer, as there are four cases in the Boraitha? To assume 
that they refer to the last case would be to assume a redun¬ 
dance, since R. Mair said the same; nor can it be assumed that 
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they refer to the third case, where the wine, when sealed and 
locked by a Jew, is allowed; because, as R. Johanan allows it 
even when not sealed and locked, there would be no reason to 
account for the exceptional rigor of the rabbis in this case. 
Hence, it is manifest that they refer to the second case, which 
allows the wine put up in the house of a heathen, when both there 
lives a Jew in the same town and also when the wine is sealed and 
locked; and it is here that the rabbis add the limitation that an 
Israelite watch the wine, or come to it at certain times. But 
what is gained by the last point? When the Jew is to come 
there only at certain times, the heathen will know it and find his 
time to break the seal and do what he pleases? The answer is 
this: We must assume that the Jew is to come there at times 
and not at certain times, so that the heathen will know nothing 
definite. 

“ R. Simeon b. Elazar says, all heathen premises ,” etc. The 
schoolmen propounded a question : What does R. Simeon in¬ 
tend with this doctrine, to make the regulations of wine more 
rigorous or more lenient? R. Jehudah said in the name of 
Zeira, the latter is the case, while R. Na’hman said in the name 
of the same authority the former was intended. In order to 
make R. Jehudah’s opinion plausible, it is necessary to insert 
the following in the Mishna: The same prohibition is imposed 
upon wine brought into the house of another heathen, because 
of fear lest the latter should go to the proprietor and say: You 
are free to come to my house and do with your wine as you 
please; I will not betray you provided, however, you promise 
to serve me in the same way in case I will have Jews prepare 
wine; it is in this connection that R. Simeon b. Elazar said: 
Are, then, all premises of the same account? We see that if 
the wine is left in the premises of the proprietor, an Israelite 
must watch it; if, however, the wine is stored with another 
heathen, this watch is not requisite, as I do not believe that the 
heathens would enter such mutual agreements with one another. 
On the other hand, in order to make R. Na’hman’s view of R. 
Simeon’s position plausible, the following wording must be 
given to the inserted passage: The prohibition is only then in 
force when the wine is left in the premises of the proprietor with 
a Jew watching it; but if the wine is left with another heathen, 
the additional watch is unnecessary, as we do not believe in the 
mutual agreement of the heathens. To which R. Simeon b. 
Elazar says: All heathen premises account alike, hence as the 
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watching by a Jew is there requisite, it is so here, too, for I fear, 
indeed, that the heathen may enter some mutual understanding. 
There is a Boraitha in accordance with R. Na’hman: R. Simeon 
b. Elazar says, all premises of heathens are of the same account, 
for we fear lest they deceive us. 

It once happened that Israelites bought of Parsik, the vice¬ 
roy, the grapes of a vineyard in order to prepare wine therefrom; 
they then left the wine with Parsik’s gardeners without having 
paid for it. Hereupon the disciples of Rabha’s college wanted 
to allow the wine on the ground that there cannot possibly be 
a mutual agreement between the viceroy and his gardeners. 
Said Rabha to them: Just in this case there is much to fear, 
because if Parsik wants to falsify the wine, he will meet no 
barrier. 

Once a few casks of wine belonging to an Israelite were lying 
in the street, and a heathen was found standing among them; 
Rabha, upon being asked what is to be done with the wine, 
said: If this man is known to be a thief, the wine is allowed, for 
he will fear to touch the wine in the open street, lest he be sus¬ 
pected of stealing it; but if he is an honest man the wine is for¬ 
bidden, because of the reasonable fear, maybe he touched it. 


CHAPTER V. 


RULES AND REGULATIONS CONCERNING WAGES AND LIBATION WINE. 
—EFFECTS OF SUCH WINE WHEN FALLING ON FRUIT OR MIXING 

WITH OTHER WINE. - UNDER WHAT CIRCUMSTANCES WINE MAY BE 

LEFT WITH A HEATHEN. -CONDITIONS UNDER WHICH JEWISH WINE 

IS SOLD TO HEATHENS. — DETERMINATION OF QUANTITY OF LIBA¬ 
TION WINE MIXED WITH OTHER WINE. — HOW VESSELS OF HEATHEN 
ARE TO BE ALTERED TO MAKE THEM FIT FOR A JEWISH TABLE. 

MISHNA /. : The wages of a Jewish laborer hired by a 
heathen to work with him wine for libation are prohibited. But 
if he was hired for some other work and was then told: Bring 
this cask of offered wine from one place to another, the wages 
are allowed. If a heathen hires of a Jew an ass to carry on it 
such wine, the reward is forbidden ; if, however, he hired it to 
sit thereon, it is allowed even if he had with him his wine-flask. 

GEMARA: The reason why the wages are prohibited is 
hardly that all the benefit of offered wine is forbidden, because 
the following speaks against such a reason—viz. : Although 
arlah (the fruit growing on a tree within the first three years 
after it has been planted) is prohibited, likewise the fruit of a 
field sowed in a vineyard kelaim (variegated seeds); yet if one 
sells these fruits and with the money thus obtained betroths 
himself to a girl, she is regarded his legitimate wife. Nor can 
it be said that the wages follow the same rules with the wine, 
just as the money obtained from the sale of an idol is subject to 
the regulations governing the latter; because, as it is known, the 
money gotten for the fruits growing on the Sabbathic year is 
subject to the rules of the fruits themselves, and yet we learned 
that, if one invites the laborer, saying: Take this dinar and 
gather herbs for me to-day, this reward is forbidden; but if the 
invitation is made thus: Gather for me herbs to-day, the reward 
is allowed when this case takes place on the Sabbathic year. 
Hence, wages are allowed after all! Said R. Abuhu in the 
name of R. Johanan: This is a fine which the sages find neces¬ 
sary to impose upon driver and offered wine. In the case of 
wine, as said above in the Mishna, and in the case of drivers in 
the following Boraitha: The reward obtained by drivers for 
transporting fruits grown on the Sabbathic year is considered 
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Sabbathic. Now, what does this mean: The reward is Sab¬ 
bat hie f It cannot possibly mean that the reward is made in 
fruit of the Sabbathic year, for the proprietor of the fruit would 
thus meet a debt with fruit which is by law allowed [Levit. 
xxv. 6]: “ For food," but not to traffic with. Neither can this 
expression be interpreted to mean: The reward is as holy as the 
fruit of the Sabbathic year, because of the Mishna cited above: 
If one says: Gather for me fruit to-day, the reward is allowed. 
Said Abayi: It speaks of a reward paid with the Sabbathic fruit; 
and as to the difficulty of “ food and not for traffic " it can be 
answered that he gives him the fruit as a present, and not as 
reward, as we find a similar case in the following Mishna: One 
must not say to his neighbor: Carry this fruit for me to Jeru¬ 
salem, of which take a part as your reward; but he may say: 
Carry it to be eaten in Jerusalem, and there they present each 
other the fruit as a present. Rabha, however, said: It means 
that the reward becomes holy like the Sabbathic fruit itself, and 
the difficulty that it is allowed to a laborer is not considered, 
for the rabbis do not care to fine him for such a trifle. 

The schoolmen propounded a question: How is it when the 
heathen hires a Jewish laborer to prepare wine in general? Shall 
we assume that, since all use of this wine is prohibited just as that 
of offered wine, the wages are by implication not allowable, or 
that the wine in general is not so rigorously treated by reason 
of its differing from the offered wine in that it does not defile an' 
Israelite by touch, while the latter does so, and hence, that the 
wages in this case be allowed? Come and hear! A heathen 
once hired a Jewish boatman to convey for him some wine to 
a certain place and paid him for the labor in wheat. The laborer 
appeared then before R. ’Hisda asking him what is to be done 
with the wheat? The answer was: You must bum it and bury 
the ashes; hence, such wages, too, are prohibited. The disci¬ 
ples of R. Janai were wont to borrow on the Sabbathic year 
fruit from the poor and to pay them back in fruit the succeed¬ 
ing year. R. Johanan was interrogated as to the legitimacy of 
this act, and he found it in accord with the law.* 

R. Na'hman, Ula, Abimi b. Papa, and R. Hyya b. Ammi were 
once sitting together and discussing the following point: If an 
Israelite is hired to break the casks that contained offered wine 

* The text treats here of the question as to whether the reward of a harlot is 
allowed in case she was paid after ; which we deem not in place here and therefore 
omit it. 
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of which some remnant may now flow yet, is he allowed to 
receive payment for his work or not? The possible reason for 
a negative answer is that the laborer desirous to get work wishes 
for the existence of whole casks, and thereby also for that of the 
prohibited wine left therein; while on the other hand the reason 
for a positive answer is that he by his labor destroys the wine. 
Thereupon decided R. Na’hman: The laborer may without any 
scruples break the casks and get paid therefor; in addition to 
it, he may yet earn the blessing of Heaven! The following 
Boraitha corroborates R. Nahman’s decision: The Israelite is 
prohibited from assisting a heathen in ploughing a field sowed 
with kelaim (variegated seeds), but he is allowed to weed out 
various seeds so that only one kind be left, for he thereby 
diminishes the unallowed. 

At some other time the same sages were together discussing 
the question as to whether or no the use of the money obtained 
by a heathen from the sale of an idol is all forbidden to an 
Israelite (just as it is in case the Israelite sells an idol)? Said 
R. Na’hman : It seems to be allowable, because once there came 
some heathens to Rabba b. Abuhu and declared themselves 
willing to embrace Judaism, whereupon he replied: If this is 
your intention, it is incumbent on you first to sell out all you 
have, for as soon as you have become Israelites, your wine and 
idols are prohibited to sell. Whence it follows that they are 
allowed, even after they become Israelites, to use the money 
gotten from selling the idols when yet heathens. The others 
objected to this inference, saying: In this case the intention of 
becoming an Israelite renders surely their idols profaned. Here¬ 
upon R. Na’hman recited the following Boraitha: If a heathen 
pays his debt to an Israelite in money, which he obtained from 
the sale of an idol or offered wine, the Israelite is allowed to 
accept it; if, however, the heathen asks his creditor to wait 
until after he has sold his idol or offered wine, the Israelite is 
prohibited to accept the money. Hence, in the former case, 
the money is allowed. And why is it forbidden in the latter 
case? Because, said R. Sheshith, the Israelite would then ap¬ 
parently wish for the existence of a prohibited object till it gets 
sold. But is there not a Mishna that, a proselyte and a heathen 
having inherited their father, a heathen, the former may say: 
You take the idols and I the money, you the wine and I the 
other fruit in exchange; but as soon as an object enters the con¬ 
trol of the proselyte all exchange is forbidden? Now, you see 
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that, though the proselyte doubtless wishes for the existence of 
the prohibited objects, the exchange is originally allowed. Said 
R. Papa: The sages treated exceptionally this case of a prose¬ 
lyte with leniency in order not to encourage his return to heath¬ 
endom. Yea, there is a Boraitha to this effect: The decision 
in favor of the proselyte is limited only to the case of inherit¬ 
ance, but does not concern partnership. 

The above-mentioned sages happened to be once more 
together and to discuss the following question: Can a citizen- 
proselyte, a heathen settled down in the land of Israel, on hav¬ 
ing taken upon himself not to practise idol-worship only, pro¬ 
fane an idol, or only an actual idol-worshipper can do this? 
R. Na’hman said: In all probability the latter is the case. 
An objection was raised from the following Tosephtha: An 
Israelite who found an idol in the market, may, before taking 
possession thereof, ask a heathen to profane it, but not after he 
had taken possession of it; and the reason is that the sages have 
established a rule that a heathen may profane his own idol as 
well as that of his neighbor immaterial whether he worships 
it or not. Now let us see what does the last expression 
“ whether he worships or not ” mean; if it means a heathen, it 
is superfluous, as it was already stated that a heathen may pro¬ 
fane his neighbor’s idol although he has not worshipped it; we 
must then say that it means a citizen-proselyte, hence the latter 
can profane? Nay; it may speak only of a heathen, and as to 
the apparently superfluous expression, it may be said that the 
first part speaks of the idols of one kind, e.g ., both of the kind 
Peor or Markules, while the last part has in view two different 
idols, e.g.y one of Peor and the other of Markules, and neverthe¬ 
less "the heathen may profane even the one in whose worship he 
does not believe. Another objection was raised : Who is called 
a citizen-proselyte? He who took upon himself before three 
scholars not to practise any idol-worship, so said R. Mair; 
while the sages define him to be one who binds himself to ob¬ 
serve the seven commandments accepted by the descendants of 
Noah. According to some anonymous teachers, such proselyte 
is only he who accepts all the commandments of the Torah ex¬ 
cept eating the meat of carcasses. Such a proselyte may be left 
alone for some short while in a room where Jewish wine is kept; 
however, it is not allowable to store such wine in his house even 
when the majority of the city inhabitants be Israelites. He may 
be employed as watchman of such wine even where the heathens 
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make up the majority of the population. His oil is subject to 
the same regulations. But can oil be prohibited by itself? Nay; 
reverse the statement and read: Wine is subject to the same 
regulations with oil; while with regard to all other things this 
proselyte is on equal terms with the heathen. R. Simeon, how¬ 
ever, holds that the wine of such a proselyte is regarded as 
offered wine. According to others, however, R. Simeon allows 
the wine even to drink. Now that this Boraitha declares this 
proselyte on equal terms with the heathen in all other respects, 
it is indicated that he can profane an idol, which contradicts R. 
Na’hman’s view. Retorted R. Na’hman b. Itz’hak: This equali¬ 
zation refers but to the law regulating both the transferring and 
renouncing of his ownership (explained in Erubin). 

R. Jehudah sent once a present to the heathen Abidrana on 
one of the heathen feast-days, justifying this his action thus: 
I know that Abidrana does not worship idols. Said to him R. 
Joseph: Your reasoning appears fallacious, because of the above- 
cited Boraitha that he, a proselyte , must take upon himself before 
three scholars to renounce all idol-worship, which condition is 
wanting in your case. Rejoined R. Jehudah: This Boraitha 
intends but to say that this one condition binds the Jewish com¬ 
munity to support this proselyte in case he becomes poor. 
Thereupon the other objected: Has not Rabba b. b. ’Hana said 
in the name of R. Johanan that a citizen-proselyte who fails to 
let himself circumcise during twelve months is to be regarded as 
a heathen heretic? Accordingly, you should not have given a 
present to Abidrana, who is not circumcised. Answered R. 
Jehudah: R. Johanan surely meant that a proselyte who fails 
to keep his promise to be circumcised within twelve months is 
a heretic. 

Once Rabha wanted to give on a heathen feast-day a present 
to the heathen Bar Sheshach, who he knew was no idol-wor¬ 
shipper. But when he came into his house he saw him sitting 
in a bath of rosewater, and surrounded by indecent and dis¬ 
graceful girls. Upon noticing Rabha, the heathen exclaimed: 
Have you Jews in prospect such pleasures in your paradise? 
And Rabha answered: Much better than these. Do you really 
mean, said the other, that there are greater pleasures than this? 
Retorted Rabha: In the heat of all your voluptuousness you 
can’t help fearing lest the king disturb you and mar your plea¬ 
sure; while we expect to be free from such fear in paradise! 
Well, said the heathen, if others do, I, for my part, do not fear 
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the king. No sooner had he uttered this than a messenger 
came from the sovereign and said to Bar Sheshach: Go in all 
haste to the king, as he wants to speak to you! Then Bar 
Sheshach, addressing himself to Rabha, said: May the eye that 
wishes to see evil jump out of its orbit; whereupon Rabha said: 
Amen ! And the eye of Bar Sheshach jumped out immediately. 
R. Papi said: Rabha should have applied this verse in answer to 
Bar Sheshach—viz. [Ps. xlv. io]: “ Kings' daughters are among 
those dear to thee: the queen standeth on thy right hand in fine 
gold of Ophir." R. Na’hman b. Itz’hak would have preferred 
this verse [Is. lxiv. 4]: “ No eye had seen a god beside thee, 
who could do [the like] for the one that waiteth for him." 

" But if he was hired for some other work ,’’ etc. It is ap¬ 
parent from here that the wages are allowable even when the 
laborer had been ordered to carry the wine before he finished 
the other work; and yet there is a Tosephtha: When the heathen 
tells his Jewish laborer, after he has finished his day’s work, to 
carry a cask of offered wine from one place to another, the wages 
are allowed, but the remuneration for the carrying is not; but 
if the heathen ordered him to do this sometime during the 
day’s work, the whole pay is forbidden. Hence this appar¬ 
ently contradicts the Mishna? Said Abayi: The Mishna, too, 
implies the same limitation. Rabha, however, interprets the 
Mishna to allow the wages even when the carrying was done in 
the middle of the other work, and meets the apparent contra¬ 
diction thus: The Tosephtha teaches: When a heathen tells his 
Jewish laborer: Carry 100 casks from this to that place and I 
will pay you 100 perutoth , and it was then found that ninety- 
nine of the casks were with oil while one was with offered wine, 
all the wages are prohibited, for it is the last forbidden cask that 
completes the claim for wages. The Mishna, however, intends 
to teach that, when the laborer works per cask, he is allowed to 
receive the wages and to reject the pay for so many forbidden 
casks he had to carry. This exposition of the subject coincides 
with the following Boraitha : A Jewish laborer hired to carry 100 
casks among which one was found to contain offered wine is 
prohibited from all his wages; if, however, he was hired to be 
paid per each cask, he should cast away the pay for this one 
prohibited cask, while the other pay is allowed. 

" If a heathen hires of a Jew an assf etc. This rule, which 
is obviously implied in the first statement, is mentioned by the 
Mishna merely for the sake of its second part—viz. : If, how- 
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ever, he hired it in order to sit thereon, the reward is allowed 
even when he had along with him the wine-flask.* 

The father of R. A’ha b. R. Ika, who was a winedealer, 
sold once wine to heathens. He had to bring it over across a 
river and empty it into their casks, retaining his for his trouble. 
This subject was brought before Abayi, and he said: What 
R. A’ha’s father is doing is certainly allowed, for the wine is 
not prohibited unless already in the casks of the heathens. 

MISHNA II .: If offered wine be poured on grapes, they 
must only be washed and are allowed. If, however, they were 
cracked, they are prohibited. Again, when such wine be poured 
on dates and figs, they are forbidden if the wine impart them 
a pleasant flavor. Bithus b. Zonan brought once dried figs in 
a ship, and a cask of offered wine happened to burst, the wine 
spilling upon the figs, but the sages who were asked on this 
point declared them allowable. The rule is: A prohibited thing 
renders another one forbidden if it imparts to it a pleasant 
flavor, but if not, it is allowed, e.g., vinegar poured over grit. 

GEMARA: The decision of the sages in the case of Bithus 
is apparently in contradiction with the prohibition immediately 
preceding it. The explanation, however, is that the Mishna is 
not complete, and must read as follows: If the wine imparts 
them a good flavor they are forbidden; but when it causes them 
to become insipid, they are allowed; which latter took place in 
the case of Bithus. 

Once such wine was spilt on a heap of wheat, and Rabha, 
when asked on the point, allowed to sell the wheat to heathens 
and to use the money thereof. Rabba b. Levi objected to this 
decision by reason of the following: When a linen thread is 
woven into a woollen cloth or vice versa , a wool thread into a 
linen cloth, the Israelite is forbidden to make thereof either 
a garment or a saddle, or to sell it to heathens; he is allowed to 
make of it only shrouds for the dead. That these things are not 
sellable to heathens, can be accounted for only by the assump¬ 
tion that the heathens may thereafter resell them to Israelites 
who, not knowing that there is a prohibited thread in the cloth, 
will make garments of it. Now, then, we have in the wheat 
a perfectly analogous case. Rabha, on hearing the objection, 
ordered the wheat to be first ground, then to bake of its flour 
bread, which may be sold to heathens, provided no Israelite 


* For a contradiction to this from a Boraitha, see Middle Gate. 



142 


THE BABYLONIAN TALMUD. 


notices it, lest he might buy the bread of the heathens. But 
a aain, why should not the wheat present the same case as the 
grapes of the Mishna, which must be only washed in order to 
be allowed? Because, said R. Papa, the wheat grain has a slit 
in the middle which makes it similar to cracked grapes. Abayi 
and Rabha are of the same opinion: When old prohibited wine 
is poured on grapes and they get therefrom an agreeable taste, 
they are prohibited. But concerning new wine, Abayi prohibits 
all the grapes as soon as one drop fell on them; while Rabha 
prohibits them not until after so much wine has fallen upon 
them as to change perceptibly their taste. Abayi’s reason is 
this: All objects of like taste belong, he believes, to one class, 
and as soon as a particle, however small, of the prohibited falls 
upon an object, and be this very big, it, too, becomes prohibited 
(so, e.g., a drop of forbidden wine falling into a cask renders the 
wine therein forbidden), and grapes he regards of the one class 
with wine. On the other hand, Rabha takes for his basis of 
classification not the taste but the name of the objects, so that 
homonymous objects will render each other prohibited if of 
the one falls into of the other, when a perceptible change in 
taste may occur, but not if falls into f# or more of the other. 

In the case when beer-vinegar was intermixed with wine- 
vinegar, or oaten yeast with wheat yeast, of which in both cases 
one was allowed and the other forbidden, Abayi prohibits the 
whole mixture only when the forbidden ingredient tastes per¬ 
ceptibly, while Rabha would prohibit it even when but a drop of 
the forbidden fell into a whole cask of vinegar; likewise with the 
yeast Abayi defends his position by his theory: As the ingredi¬ 
ents here being of different tastes are not of the same class, the 
resulting mixture is forbidden only when the prohibited sub¬ 
stance is discernible by taste. Rabha, on the other hand, recurs 
to his name-theory: The vinegars and so the yeasts are hom¬ 
onymous, hence of the same class, consequently a drop of the 
prohibited suffices to render the whole so. Furthermore, Abayi 
endeavors to justify his name-theory by the following argumen¬ 
tation. We learn: When spices, forbidden with the same pro¬ 
hibition, of the same kind but of three different names, such as, 
e.g., pepper, white, black and long, or when spices of three dif¬ 
ferent prohibitions but of the same kind and name, all mix in 
some meal, it is prohibited, for they are counted together. 
Thereupon said 'Hiskia: This Mishna speaks of spices possess¬ 
ing equal properties so as to sweeten the meal, when they can 
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be counted together, but not otherwise. Now you see, then, 
that this, ’Hiskia’s explanation, is in the light of my consider¬ 
ations quite plausible, as he guides himself by the taste, while 
viewed from Rabha’s standpoint how can the three spices be 
counted together now that each has a different name. Here¬ 
upon Rabha rejoined: This does not prove your opinion at all, 
since this Mishna expresses not R. 'Hiskia’s view but that of 
R. Hair of the following Boraitha: R. Jehudah said in the 
name of R. Mair: When different forbidden things mix with 
one that is allowed, they may be added to count as one whole, 
for it reads [Deut. xiv. 3] : “ Thou shalt not eat any abomina¬ 
tion,” etc., i.e.y whatever is detestable by the law, is forbidden 
to eat. Hence, whatever is forbidden, and be it of neither 
equal name nor taste, can, according to R. Mair, be counted 
together. Concerning wine into which forbidden vinegar fell 
in, so that its taste is discernible in that of the wine, all agree 
that it is prohibited; but if the vinegar is not discernible, the 
wine is allowed. In the case when prohibited wine mixed in 
vinegar, Abayi forbids latter even if only one drop fell into it, 
since the smell of the wine is changed when in proximity with 
the vinegar and it assumes that of the latter, hence, it is as if 
vinegar fell into vinegar and makes it forbidden even by a drop. 
Rabha, on the other hand, holds that only then is the vinegar 
forbidden when the taste of the wine in it is perceptible, other¬ 
wise they remain two separate classes even if the smell of the 
wine is changed to that of vinegar. Rabha and Abayi said: A 
heathen may put his nose to the ventilatory orifice of a cask 
with wine in order to smell the state of the wine, and be it the 
wine of an Israelite it is not rendered prohibited thereby. An 
Israelite, however, is not allowed, according to Abayi, to do the 
like on the wine of heathens, its smell, like itself, being prohib¬ 
ited; while Rabha allows the smell. 

“ The rule is; a prohibited thing renders another one forbid¬ 
den ,” etc. Said R. Jehudah in the name of Samuel: This rule 
is the prevailing Halakha. Furthermore, the grit spoken of in 
the Mishna is allowed only when it was hot at the time the for¬ 
bidden vinegar fell upon it, for since vinegar imparts a good 
odor to cold grit, latter is prohibited even if it be boiled after 
in order to eliminate the good odor. Rabin, on his return from 
Palestine, said in the name of Rabba b. b. Hana, quoting R. 
Johanan as interpreting the Mishna in the very same sense. 
R. Dimi, too, quoted R. Johanan to the same effect, adding 


144 


THE BABYLONIAN TALMUD. 


yet that the people of Ciporias are in the habit of preparing on 
Fridays a meal consisting of cold grit mixed with vinegar and 
called shichlaim. Resh Lakish interprets this point of the 
Mishna as follows: That the spoiling of taste by a forbidden 
thing leaves the mixture allowed, intends to teach that even if 
this bad taste has been subsequently ameliorated by pepper, 
salt or other spices, the mixture remains allowed. 

R. Abuhu says in the name of R. Johanan: A forbidden 
object dropped into a food and both visible and smellable 
therein, renders it unallowable to eat; whoever eats it is liable 
to stripes, provided, however, he ate of the forbidden object 
the size of an olive and for so long that one could consume in 
this time a food equivalent in size to four eggs. But if the for¬ 
bidden object be only tastable and not visible, the food is pro¬ 
hibited, and the consumption thereof is not attended with 
stripes. On the other hand, if this object heightens the already 
bad savor of the food, it is allowed. Why does not R. Johanan 
say: If this object renders the taste of the food insipid, it is 
allowed? He intends to indicate that the intrinsic bad taste of 
the food is a condition for its being allowed after the adultera¬ 
tion with a forbidden object, even when its taste is capable of 
being improved upon by the use of various spices; and this 
shows that the prevailing Halakha is in accordance with Resh 
Lakish. R. Kahana said: From this entire discussion it is evi¬ 
dent that a forbidden object dropped into a food and rendering 
it more insipid, leaves it allowed. Hereupon said Abayi: All 
the participants of this discussion have unambiguously expressed 
their respective opinions, with the exception of Resh Lakish, 
who only interprets the Mishna, reserving to himself his own 
opinion on the point. Now that the Halakha allows the food 
in question, it is manifest that there were some sages who 
thought it unallowable; which is, indeed, the case, as we have 
learned in the following Boraitha: R. Mair prohibits a food or 
a beverage rendered either more palatable or more insipid by a 
forbidden object mixed with it, while R. Simeon prohibits it 
only when rendered more palatable. Said Ula: They differ only 
in case when the forbidden object renders the food first more 
palatable, but then insipid; but when it renders it immediately 
more insipid, all agree that it is allowed. R. ’Haga objected to 
Ula from the following: If prohibited wine or vinegar poured 
upon lentils or grits respectively, each renders the food forbid¬ 
den ; R. Simeon, however, allows both by reason of their be- 
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coming thereby more insipid. Now, this former opinion can be 
only that of R. Mair’s, who prohibits it though immediately ren¬ 
dered insipid. Ula answered: A man like ’Haga, who has no 
notion of what the sages ever say, ventures upon raising objec¬ 
tions! The Boraitha adduced by him speaks of cold lentils and 
cold grits, which become more palatable by the wine or vinegar, 
but when put on fire they become more insipid, and it is this case 
that R. Mair forbids. R. Johanan, however, said: It is the 
case where a forbidden object renders a food more insipid right 
after mixing with it, that R. Mair prohibts and R. Simeon 
allows. 

It once happened that a mouse was found in a barrel of beer 
and Rabh prohibited the beer. Whereupon the rabbis said in 
the presence of R. Sheshith: From this decision of Rabh we see 
that he prohibits anything that is rendered more insipid by a 
forbidden object mixed with it. Said R. Sheshith: Nay; this 
is far from being the case; this decision is but an exceptional 
with Rabh. Indeed, a mouse is so detestable a creature that 
no one would think of eating, and yet the law specifically pro¬ 
hibits it. It is this circumstance that induced Rabh to the 
above decision. However, R. Simi from Nahardea said: A 
mouse is by no means so abominable a creature; as a matter of 
fact, the field-mouse is being served even on princely tables, but 
in the case of the beer it was a house-mouse, and house-mice are 
not eaten. Rabha said : The Halakha is that a forbidden object 
rendering the food more insipid leaves it allowed, and as to 
Rabh, his reason is not obvious; if he thought the insipidness 
of no account, the Halakha is against him, or maybe he thought 
that the mouse contributes toward bettering the taste of the 
beer! 

The schoolmen propounded a question: How is it when a 
mouse falls into vinegar? Said R. Hillel to R. Ashi: Such an 
incident occurred in the presence of R. Kahana and he prohib¬ 
ited the vinegar. R. Ashi remarked: This decision of R. 
Kahana hardly admits of generalization, for the mouse there was 
already wholly decomposed and he rationally feared lest some¬ 
thing of the mouse would be consumed together with the vine¬ 
gar. Rabina was about to allow the vinegar, provided its bulk 
was ioo fold that of the mouse, basing this upon the same law 
regarding Teruma, but R. Tachlipha b. Gisa reminded him to 
draw rather the comparison with the spices of the Teruma, where 
a portion of ioi fold is requisite. According to the calculation 
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of R. Ashi the bulk of the vinegar in order to be allowed must 
be to that of the mouse in the ratio of fifty to one. R. Samuel 
b. Aika finds the ratio of sixty to one necessary to declare 
allowable the beer. This ratio remains as the prevailing Halakha 
with regard to all contamination by forbidden objects (e.g. , when 
into a pot containing sixty pounds of allowed meat one pound 
of pork meat is mixed in, the whole mixture is allowed to eat). 

MISHNA III .: Wine known as being watched is allowed 
when transported from place to place by a heathen and an 
Israelite, even if the latter absent himself. However, if he 
notifies the heathen that he is taking leave, and be it only for 
as short an interval as to enable one to bore a hole, close it up 
and have it dried, the wine is forbidden. R. Simeon b. Gama¬ 
liel says: This interval must be so long, that he could open the 
bunghole, close it again and have it dried. 

When an Israelite leaves his wine on the wagon or boat of 
a heathen and himself takes a shorter road, the wine is allowed 
even if he succeeded to reach first the destination and to have 
a bath meanwhile. But if he notified the heathen of his leave, 
and be it for only as short an interval as to enable one to bore 
a hole, close it, and have it dried, the wine is prohibited. R. 
Simeon b. Gamaliel says: As long as to open the bunghole, 
close it and have it dried. When an Israelite admits a heathen 
into his wine store, the wine is allowed, even if the Israelite is 
only coming in and out; if, however, he says that he is going 
to absent himself, and be it only for as short an interval as to 
enable one to bore a hole, close it and have it dried, the wine is 
forbidden. R. Simeon b. Gamaliel says: As long as to open 
the bung, close it again and have it dried. 

When an Israelite dines with a heathen at the same table, 
puts a bottle of wine on the table and another one on the by-table 
( 6s\(pi?tos ) and goes out, what is on the table is prohibited, what 
on the by-table is allowed; but if he said to the heathen: You 
only help yourself to the wine and drink, the bottle on the 
by-table is forbidden, too. If he leaves open casks they are pro¬ 
hibited; closed ones, they are only then forbidden when the 
heathen could unbung them, close again and have them dried. 

GEMARA: “ Wine know?i as being watched ,” etc. This 
seems to express the same idea of the following Boraitha: When 
he who accompanies his drivers leaves them to convey the clean 
objects from one place to another, himself going away from 
them even a whole mile, the objects remain clean; if, however, 
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he told them: You go ahead and I shall follow you, the objects 
are unclean, as soon as he loses sight thereof. R. Itz’hak inter¬ 
preted this Boraitha to mean in its first half that the owner had 
first to cleanse both his driver and animals with water. 

When an Israelite leaves his wine in the wagon , ’ ’ etc. These 
two cases, though seemingly identical, are providing for differ¬ 
ent points. Indeed, the latter case could not be so generalized 
as to include the former, for here it may be assumed that the 
heathen is under the influence of constant fear lest the propri¬ 
etor come in at any moment, while the condition on the wagon 
or boat is different. On the other hand, the former case cannot 
include the other one, for on the wagon there is yet a possi¬ 
bility left for the heathen to fear, lest he be overtaken by sur¬ 
prise and looked after from another direction, while in the store 
he could presumably lock the door, thus securing himself against 
surprise and doing what he pleases. Hence, the Mishna states 
both these cases. Rabba b. b. ’Hana in the name of R. Jo- 
hanan: The Mishna prohibits the wine only when the bunghole 
of the cask was closed up with lime, but if with clay, an interval 
so long as to enable the heathen to open the hole, close it again 
and let it dry is necessary to prohibit it. Whereupon it was 
objected: A Boraitha teaches that R. Simeon b. Gamaliel said 
to the sages: When the heathen broaches the cask and then 
closes it up again, this is recognizable on the outward as well as 
on the inner surface of the bung. Now, if the stuff of which 
the bung is made be clay, R. Simeon's idea is clear, for clay 
when old becomes brighter in color, wherefor the new in it is 
easily distinguishable by the color, because the new clay cannot 
combine with the old one, since the hand cannot reach the inner 
sides. But if, as you incline to think, the sages speak of a lime 
bung, the new lime is not recognized, having as it does the same 
color as the old one. This objection was met thus: R. Simeon 
b. Gamaliel, ignorant of whether the sages spoke of a lime and 
a clay bung, was endeavoring to show that even in the cafee of 
lime a change produced by breaking is discernible though only 
on the inward side; so that the sages answered this point, con¬ 
tending that so long as it is not recognizable on the outward, 
the wine is prohibited, for it is to be feared that the inner side 
of the bung might perchance become difficult of recognizing, or 
that it was altogether forgotten to examine it. Said Rabha: It 
seems that the Halakha prevails with R. Simeon b. Gamaliel, 
for the end of the Mishna gives his opinion without mentioning 
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his name. And Rabha did well to remind of this, for otherwise 
it could be thought that the whole of the concluding paragraph 
(i.e., beginning with R. Simeon till the end) was said by R. Simeon 
b. Gamaliel. But now that the Halakha here prevails with R. 
Simeon b. Gamaliel, i.e. y that there is no fear lest the heathen 
should break the cask, and above in Chap. II. it prevails with 
R. Eliezar, i.e., the cask being well bunged, there is no fear of 
the heathen's opening it, why are we still refraining from keep¬ 
ing our wine in the house of a heathen? The answer is this: 
Every cask has a small orifice for ventilation, and it is feared 
lest the heathen should somehow get at the wine through it. 

Rabha said: Though Israelites that come into the house of 
a heathen prostitute may not resist the sexual impulse, yet the 
wine which they chance to bring there is allowed, for they will 
surely prevent the prostitute from touching it. If, however, 
heathens visit a Jewish prostitute, her wine becomes prohibited, 
for it is safe to conclude that since she lowers herself so much 
as to have intercourse with heathens, she will admit them to 
touch her wine, too. 

A heathen once happened to enter the wine-store of an 
Israelite, where he himself had some wine; he closed the door 
which had, however, a crevice, and through it he was seen stand¬ 
ing among the Israelite’s casks. Rabha decided this case thus: 
Only the casks visible through the crevice are allowed. 

Jewish wine was once stored up in a house where a heathen 
and an Israelite lived in the lower and upper floors respectively. 
One day the two, alarmed by a sudden noise in the street, went 
out to see what was the matter; the heathen was then the first 
to return, and locked the door. In this case Rabha allowed the 
wine, for, he argued, the heathen may think that the Israelite 
entered first and might surprise him any minute. In another 
case'where a heathen was found among casks of Jewish wine at 
an inn, Rabha decided thus: If the heathen is suspicious of 
being a thief, the wine is allowed, for he will be afraid to touch 
it; but if this is not the case, the wine is forbidden, for once he 
approached it he must have touched it. 

There was another case where a heathen was found among 
the casks and Rabha decided it again conditionally—viz. : If the 
heathen has good reasons to account for his being in the cellar 
the wine is prohibited, because the fear of being surprised is 
counterbalanced by the said reasons, and he will surely touch 
the wine; but if he has no such reasons, the wine is allowed, 
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because of his fearing to be surprised. An objection was raised 
from the following: Unguarded Jewish wine in a public inn in 
which Israelites always come and go, but which happened to be 
closed so that it became inaccessible to Israelites; or wine left 
in the inn by an Israelite who requested a heathen from outside 
to watch it, is in both cases forbidden. In the latter case the 
heathen has sufficient ground to believe that the Israelite, who 
of his own accord made him the watchman of the wine, will not 
return so soon, so that there is ample time to touch the wine; 
this wine, we see, is indeed forbidden, though the heathen, if 
taken by surprise, would have no reasons to account for his 
being near it! Now, Rabha would allow the wine under these 
conditions. The Boraitha, then, must, therefore, be so inter¬ 
preted as to mean that the heathen would have reasons for 
approaching the wine. 

An Israelite and a heathen were once at an inn sitting and 
drinking wine. As the hour of prayer arrived, the Israelite 
went to pray, leaving the wine where it was. Rabha allowed 
this wine on the basis of the heathen’s fearing to be surprised. 

Once an Israelite was with his wine in a boat where a heathen, 
too, embarked. On hearing the trumpet announcing the ap¬ 
proach of Sabbath, the Israelite went on land to enjoy there the 
Sabbath day. Also in this case Rabha allowed the wine left 
alone on the boat with the heathen, on the above basis. The 
possible objection here—viz.: The heathen, knowing that the 
Israelite will not on Sabbath come back to the boat, will have 
no fear of being surprised, Rabha meets by saying that the 
heathens do not believe the Israelites to keep the Sabbath so 
strictly, and he corroborates this view by citing the words of 
the proselyte, Issur, who told him that, when yet a heathen, he 
was sharing in the general conviction of all other heathens that 
the Jews merely pretend to observe the Sabbath day, because if 
they actually kept it, there would be found the pocket-books 
lost in the streets, since the Jews are prohibited from picking 
them up on Sabbath. However, the proselyte went on: Since 
he became an Israelite he has learned to know better the law 
laid down on this point by R. Itz’hak—viz. : When an Israelite 
finds on Sabbath a pocket-book, he must stop for a while, then 
move on for a distance less than four ells, stop again, etc., till 
he reaches his house, where he may leave it, and this is the 
reason why there are no pocket-books in the streets on the day 
of Sabbath. 
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An Israelite once happened to leave his wine in the press. 
Meanwhile a heathen, who heard the roaring of a lion, ran into 
the press among the casks of wine for his life. Rabha allowed 
this wine, because the heathen will surely think that some 
Israelite, too, may chance to save himself here from the lion, 
and thus take him by surprise, were he to attempt at touching 
the wine. 

In the city of Pumbeditha thieves once intruded into a 
house, and it was afterward feared that the casks of wine had 
been opened by them. As it was not certain whether the thieves 
were Jews or heathens, the case was brought before Rabha, who 
allowed the wine on the ground that the majority of thieves in 
that city are Jews. In a similar case that occurred in Nahardea* 
Samuel, too, allowed the wine. 

A heathen girl was once found among the casks of Jewish 
wine, holding in her hands wine froth. Rabha allowed the 
wine, for she might have gotten the froth on the outside of the 
cask, which, though now no longer noticeable there, might have 
come out before by chance. 

Soldiers once arrived at Nahardea and opened quite a num¬ 
ber of Jewish casks. R. Dimi tells of a similar case that occurred 
in Palestine, and R. Elazar allowed the wine, with no definite 
reasons, however, to base this decision; he either guided him¬ 
self by the opinion of R. Eliezar, who holds that a doubt as to 
whether or no a heathen came near the wine found open is a 
reason to allow it; or he assumed that the majority of the 
soldiers were Jews. 

A Jewish woman, dealing in wine, once left her keys in 
charge of a heathen, and the question came up as to whether 
her wine she has in the tavern is allowed? Said R. Itz’hak in 
the name of R. Elazar: A similar case was once cited before the 
sage$ assembled in college, and they allowed the wine; because 
entrusting one with the taking care of the key by no means 
allows him into the room. Abayi said: A like decision is pro¬ 
nounced in the following Boraitha: When one leaves to the care 
of an ignoramus the keys of his barn where fruit is stored up, 
the fruit is not defiled, because the keeper of the key is only 
appointed to watch the key. It is thus obvious that, since in 
the case of an ignoramus who is ignorant of the rules regarding 
cleanness the fruit is none the less allowed, the more so in 
case of the wine. It must, moreover, be concluded from here 
that the provisions of wine are not so stringent as those of 
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cleanness. The like was, indeed, taught, as follows: When a 
Jewish scholar lives in the same house with an ignoramus, each 
having his own courtyard separated from the other's by a low 
partition, so that one can look over into the other one’s yard, 
and the scholar stores up in his yard something capable of being 
defiled, and goes away, these things are rendered unclean on the 
assumption that his ignorant neighbor has touched them. But 
if the scholar’s neighbor is a heathen and the former deposited 
wine in his own yard, this is, according to Rabh, allowed. R. 
Johanan, however, holds that the former, too, remains clean. 

MISHNA IV .: When an army enters a town in time of 
peace, the open wine-casks are forbidden, the closed ones are 
allowed; but if in time of war, both are allowed, for there is no 
leisure then to make libations. 

GEMARA: This Mishna was contradicted from the follow¬ 
ing: When a city is conquered by a besieging army, the wives 
of the priests are prohibited to their husbands. Whence it fol¬ 
lows that the soldiers find time for debauchery. Thereupon 
replied R. Mari that they do not find time for offering wine, 
but they find it for satisfying their voluptuous inclinations. 

MISHNA V. : Artisans who are offered by a heathen a cask 
of offered wine as their remuneration, are allowed to ask of him 
its worth in money; if, however, the wine has already entered 
their possession, they are forbidden to ask it. 

GEMARA: R. Jehudah said in the name of Rabh: A Jew 
may say to a heathen, Go and pay for me the government taxes, 
without becoming liable, even if the heathen gave to the treasury 
wine instead of money. The following Boraitha was, however, 
adduced as objecting to this view: A Jew is not allowed to ask 
a heathen: Go and gratify for me this or that officer. Hereupon 
Rabh answered: The two cases are incomparable; /allow a Jew 
to pay his taxes through a heathen, while the Boraitha prohibits 
him from asking the heathen to do such a thing for which doing 
the Jew is himself responsible. 

MISHNA VI .: He who sells his wine to a heathen is allowed 
to use the money, provided he has fixed the price before meas¬ 
uring the wine, but if he had first measured out and then de¬ 
termined the price, the money is forbidden. 

GEMARA: Amemersaid: The law governing the transition 
of title in an object with the object itself extends to non-Israel¬ 
ites as well; instance the Persians, who are in the habit of send¬ 
ing presents to one another; they can never get back the present 
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which ones reached the possession of the other one, since ex 
title passes to the latter and the present is regarded 
his ownership. R- As hi, however, questioned this positive ex- 
tens.cn of the law, and rejected the adduced instance as not con¬ 
vincing, because the fact that the Persians do not return pres¬ 
et ts is due merely to the pride they take in not asking back 
whatever they have once given away but if they were asking it 
hack, it would have to be returned . This view can be further 
s _bs tan dated by the following: Rabh was instructing the Jew. 
ish winesekers to take of the heathen the money before giving 
him the wine, and to rather lend him money for which he might 
bv his wine, than to give him wine on credit, for by the fact 
of getting the wine he does not yet obtain title therein, hence, 
he renders it as Jewish wine unallowable for use. This shows 
corn 'ncingly that the law mentioned at the outset is not ex¬ 
tended to non-Israelites. Thereupon it was further argued that 
Rabh would prohibit the wine only when it has been measured 
o-t to the heathen in his vessels, which fact, apart from the 
c-estion of ownership, renders of itself the wine forbidden. 
Bur. was again contended, admitting this argument, we can 
none the less say that the question of ownership is concerned 
here — viz.: The wine becomes unallowable as soon as it reaches 
the bottom of the heathen's vessel, but it becomes his property 
as soon as the Israelite begins to pour it, is .. before it reaches 
the bottom o: the heathen’s vessel and when it is yet allowed, 
and still Rabh instructs the wineseller to take the money first. 
Yi~her.ce it may be inferred that the now is considered a con¬ 
necting link. 

Shall we assume that Rabh told the Jewish win edea!ears to 
have their heathen customers pay in advance, because he holds 
that the jet between the two vessels unites them so as to be re¬ 
garded one, wherefore the wine becomes forbidden as soon as 
the first drop of it touches the heathen’s vessel ? However, the 
add-ced is no: at all evidence that the said law is not extended 
to the non-Tews, for if the heathen kept the vessel in his hand 
•h.le the Isreal te is pouring Rabh would not prohibit the 
money, as he prohibits only when the vessel stands on the 
gr: nd while the pouring is being done. It can, however, be 
shown that, notwithstanding this, it is evidence against the ex¬ 
tension of the said law. For, the wine is the heathen’s property 
as soon as it enters his vessel, and yet it is not forbidden, unless 
he torches it; and the Israelite would be allowed to take the 
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money also after, were this law extended to the non-Jews, too. 
Now that Rabh requires the payment to be made in advance, it 
is clearly shown that the law is not extended beyond the Jews. 

Or shall we assume that Rabh holds that so long as the ob¬ 
ject sold is in the vendors' house, though in the purchasers' ves¬ 
sel, it is not regarded as received until after the purchaser takes 
it into his hand ? But this would speak neither for nor against 
the extension of the law. The fact is that Rabh requires pay¬ 
ment in advance for an entirely different reason, viz.: he fears 
lest the vessel brought by the heathen to the Israelite have some 
wine drops on its brim, so that as soon as the wine poured in 
touches them it gets all prohibited. 

If we admit this to be the case, it would seem that Rabh 
differs with R. Simeon b. Gamaliel who said: When forbidden 
wine is entered into allowed one. it is not allowed to drink, but 
it is allowed to sell it and derive benefit from its money, except¬ 
ing however the worth of the admixed forbidden wine, which 
should be cast into the sea. Nay, Rabh does not differ with, 
but holds that R. Simeon allows the benefit of the wine only 
when there was mixed among many casks one of forbidden wine: 
then all casks may be sold and the worth of^ the one forbidden 
should be cast into the sea: but if wine is mixed with wine, also 
he prohibits all benefit thereof. 

The following objection was raised against Amemer: When 
an Israelite buys of a heathen old silver where he finds an idol, 
he should, upon receiving title in, and paying money for, the 
silver, throw the idol into the sea: if. however, he has not yet 
paid the money for, though already received, the silver, he 
should return the same, saying: I do not buy it. Now. if the 
law were extended to non-Jews, how could here the Israelite re¬ 
turn the silver already received by him ? Said Abavi: This is 
no objection, as in this case the transaction is made merely by 
error, the Israelite believing all the time that he receives old 
silver and not an idol: hence, as he had not in mind to buy an 
idol, he may return it. But. rejoined Rabha, if you consider 
this but an erroneous transaction, why should the Israelite cast 
the idol into the sea, cnce he has paid the money ? Why should 
he not rather return it also here and disclose the error ? The 
answer is that the Israelite may, indeed, regard the transaction 
erroneous, but lest it should appear as if the Israelite is getting 
money for an idol, the sages prohibited him to return it. 

Mar, the elder son of R. 'Hisda, said to R. Ashi: But it is 
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expressly stated in the Mishna that if one sells his wine to a 
heathen and has determined the price before he measures out 
the wine, the money is allowed. Now, if according to your 
opinion the foregoing law is not extended to non-Israelites, how 
should we understand this Mishna ? Here of necessity the wine 
would have to be considered the* Jew's property, until after he 
has received the money; but as the wine becomes prohibited 
when touched by the heathen, the Jew should not be allowed to 
take the money therefor ? Hence we must say that the law is 
extended, and the wine (of the Mishna) is regarded property of 
the heathen as soon as he has received it, so that by touching it 
he renders prohibited his property, and therefore the Jew is 
allowed to take the money. Hereupon said R. Ashi: The 
Mishna may be understood also without your explanation, viz.: 
He had received the money before the heathen took possession 
of the wine. But, retorted the other, if so, how is the conclud¬ 
ing sentence of the Mishna to be understood, viz.: If he had 
measured out the wine before he determined the price, the bene¬ 
fit of the money is forbidden ? Said R. Ashi: And according 
to your opinion the wine belongs to the heathen as soon as he 
has received it, why then is here the money forbidden ? You 
see then that the main point here is the fixing of the price. It 
is namely the fixing of the price that conditions the passing of 
the title: if the price was fixed before the measuring, the wine 
is the heathen’s and its money is, therefore, allowed; but if 
after , it is not yet the heathen’s and its money is forbidden. 

Said Rabina to R. Ashi: Come and hear what R. ’Hyya b. 
Aba said in the name of R. Johanan, if a descendant of Noah 
steals an object worth even less than a peruta y his sentence is 
death, and the law of returning (the stolen) is not applied here. 
Now, why is this law not applied here ? presumably because the 
object in question is of so little value that no one will care to 
require it. Assuming now that the previously discussed law is 
not extended to non-Israelites, why should a descendant of 
Noah be subject to capital punishment for stealing from a Jew, 
when the object is here always to be regarded as remaining the 
property of the Jew ? Hereupon said R. Ashi: It is so indeed, 
and he is not put to death for the theft, but for his intention to 
kill the Jew if he attempted to resist. Retorted Rabina: If 
such be the case, how do you understand the non-applicability 
in this case of the law of returning ? And he answered: As the 
descendant of Noah causes by said intention a state which he 
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can neither annul nor reward, the said law is not applicable here. 
(Says the Gemara): If so, how is’to be understood the last part 
that when his comrade robs from the first thief the stolen object, 
he is to be put to death; now, according to your opinion, the 
second robber who has nothing to do here with the Jew, should 
not be put to death! Hence it is shown that the law regarding 
the passing of title in an object (by merely touching it) does 
extend to non-Israelites. 

Once an Israelite said to his neighbor: When I make up my 
mind to sell this field I will sell it to you. Later on he sold it 
to a third party. R. Joseph decided that the first one is entitled 
to the field, provided he gives the same price offered by the 
other purchaser. Abayi, however, disputed this decision on the 
ground that the owner did not fix a price when making the 
promise to the first party; and, as it is evident from our Mishna, 
a sale is determined by the fixing of the price, I should like to 
know if the Mishna concerns itself only with wine because of its 
being very rigorous, or also with all other sales? Come and 
hear. Aidi b. Abin said: A case similar to that of the fore¬ 
going sale of the field was once brought up before R. ’Hisda, 
and he consulted R. Huna about it. R. Huna decided it from 
the following Mishna: When one brings to market fruit on ani¬ 
mals or men, and a purchaser, asking him to convey this fruit 
to his house, himself leads the men or animals with the fruit to 
his house, the fruit is not yet thereby considered his own, and 
it is immaterial whether the price was determined upon before 
or after the measuring of the fruit. The two, purchaser and 
vendor, may yet withdraw. But if the fruit was unloaded and 
carried into the house, the following conditions are determining: 
If the price had been fixed before the measuring began, the sale 
is a sale and neither vendor nor purchaser can withdraw; if, 
however, the measuring takes place before the fixing of the 
price, either party may nullify the transaction. It is thus obvi¬ 
ous that (the time of) fixing the price is a condition precedent 
to a valid transaction. 

An Israelite once said to his neighbor: When I make up my 
mind to sell this field, I will sell it to you for a hundred znz. 
Sometime later he sold it to another one for 120 zuz, and R. 
Kahana decided the case in favor of the first party (to whom the 
owner made the promise). R. Jacob from Naharpakod disputed 
this decision, contending that the owner, while making his 
promise, had no desire yet to sell the field; it was only the high 
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price of 120 that induced him to the sale, while for a hundred 
zuz he would not sell it yet. And the Halakha prevails with 
R. Jacob from Naharpakod; e.g. y if one offers to sell to his 
fellowman an article for a price estimated by three people and 
then two of them find the article to be worth ioo zuz and the 
third estimated it at 120 zuz, the estimate of the two prevails. 
But if the condition of the offerer was that the price be deter¬ 
mined by three people, all the three must agree in their deter¬ 
mination of the price. (The reason of this distinction is that in 
the former case the three persons who are to estimate constitute 
a jury, and hence the majority rules, while in the latter case the 
three are to determine the price, which can be done by persons 
not on the jury, and hence the determination must be unanim¬ 
ous.) However, if the offerer put up the condition that the 
price of the article be either estimated or determined by four , 
unanimity is a requisite in both the cases (because by leaving 
the matter to four people the vendor clearly indicates that he 
does not want a jury, as a jury never consists of four). Again, 
if the vendor after empowering three men to estimate the article 
refuses afterward to abide by their estimate, requiring to choose 
another three men who, he thinks, better understand the value 
of such articles, R. Papa says: He has the right to do so, while 
R. Huna b. R. Jehoshua denies him such right on the ground that 
with such a right the vendor would be enabled to drag the trans¬ 
action ad infinitum. And the Halakha prevails with R. Huna 
b. R. Jehoshua. 

MISHNA VII .: If the funnel was first used to measure 
through it into the heathen’s flask and then into that of an 
Israelite, the wine of the latter is forbidden when there has been 
left in the funnel a drop or so from the heathen’s wine. Fur¬ 
thermore, wine left in the vessel after some of it has been poured 
into v a heathen’s vessel, is allowed, but the wine poured out is 
forbidden. 

GEMARA: An objection was raised from the following 
Mishna: The jet formed by the pouring, the streaming flow and 
the moisture form no connecting link for either defiling or puri¬ 
fication, while a cellar does form a connection for both; and 
according to R. Huna the jet, etc., form also such a connection 
with regard to wine. 

R. ’Hisda once said to the Jewish wine-dealers: When pour¬ 
ing your wine into the cask of a heathen, you either do it ab¬ 
ruptly, bending each time your vessel backward, or do it all at 
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once—all this in order that the jet may not connect the two 
vessels. Rabha said to the wine-pourers: Do not allow a 
heathen to assist you in pouring, for it may happen that 
a heathen, supporting all alone a vessel, would empty its con¬ 
tents without the aid of the Israelite, and this would render the 
thus emptied wine forbidden. 

An Israelite was once emptying wine from one cask to an¬ 
other by means of a siphon, when a heathen came and touched 
the siphon. Rabha prohibited the wine in both casks. Here¬ 
upon R. Papa, according to others R. Ada b. Mathna, or to 
still others, Rabina, said to Rabha: Shall we assume that the 
jet forms a connection, and that on this your decision is based? 
And the answer was: Nay; this case is of a different nature; 
the heathen’s touching the syphon is equivalent to his touching 
the cask itself. Mar Zutra b. R. Na’hman said: An Israelite 
may drink with a heathen from one decanter called kanishkanin 
(having several pipes), provided the former is the first to stop 
drinking; for if the heathen were the first to stop, the wine left 
in the pipe would flow back into the decanter and render un¬ 
allowed the whole wine therein. Rabha b. R. Huna, when'at the 
house of the Exilearch, said the same, and according to others, 
he himself drank from a kanishkanin. 

MISHNA VIII .: Devoted wine is prohibited and renders 
unallowable even by a minimal quantity; the same is the case 
with devoted wine or water mixed with other wine or water 
respectively, and be it in a minimal quantity, likewise wine with 
water or vice versa , provided the quantity be such as to impart 
a flavor to other ingredients. This is the rule: When the two 
ingredients are of the same kind, a minimal quantity suffices; 
if, however, they are of various kinds, the imparting of flavor 
determines. 

GEMARA: On his return from Palestine, R. Dimi said in 
the name of R. Johanan: When an Israelite empties prohibited 
wine into a reservoir with allowed wine even for as long a time 
as the entire day, the whole of the wine is allowable, because 
the allowed wine of the reservoir being every time sixty fold 
bigger than the first drops of the prohibited wine, keeps the 
entire wine allowable, i.e., inclusive of the whole prohibited 
wine emptied into it. Now, how can this view be reconciled 
with the dictum of the Mishna that a minimal quantity of pro¬ 
hibited wine renders other things forbidden? Not otherwise 
than by reversing the order of its statement, thus: When 
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allowed wine is emptied into forbidden one, and be it in a 
minimal quantity, the former is rendered forbidden. Come 
and hear another objection: Our Mishna further establishes 
*' the imparting of flavor" as criterion; does it not mean that 
the forbidden fell into the allowed? Nay; it means vice versa. 
But if the water spoken of in the first part means forbidden 
water, we must say that the same is the case with the water 
mentioned in the second part when it falls into the wine, and the 
“ imparting of flavor" is here the criterion? R. Dimi may say 
that the entire Mishna speaks of the permissible falling into the 
forbidden; but in the first it is the water that is the forbid¬ 
den, and in the second the wine is the forbidden and the 
water the permissible. R. Itz’hak b. Joseph on returning from 
Palestine said that R. Dimi’s version of R. Johanan’s view 
was faulty, and corrected it thus: When an Israelite empties 
forbidden wine from a vessel with a narrow mouth into a 
reservoir with allowed wine, even the whole day long, the 
forbidden wine is rendered allowable by the wine in the reser¬ 
voir on the basis of the sixty to one ratio. Whence it is 
manifest that R. Johanan allows to do this only from a 
narrow-mouthed vessel, which makes but a very thin jet, but 
not from a barrel that has a thick flow. Rabin, however, when 
he came from Palestine, declared this version, too, as inexact, 
and formulated R. Johanan’s opinion as follows: When for¬ 
bidden wine falls into the said reservoir and simultaneously a 
pitcher of water also falls in, the allowed wine of the reservoir 
is not taken account of; only the water must be reckoned in rela¬ 
tion to the forbidden wine, and if it be sixty fold the latter, the 
whole is allowed. R. Samuel b. Jehudah, on coming from Pal¬ 
estine, said that to Rabin's version R. Johanan adds: Provided 
the water fell in first into the allowed wine in the reservoir, the 
incoming forbidden wine becomes allowed; if, however, the for¬ 
bidden wine first fell into the reservoir and then the water, all 
remains prohibited, because the wine has met with its own kind 
and asserts itself. According, however, to another opinion, R. 
Samuel b. Jehudah explains not Rabin’s version, but our Mishna, 
where it says that wine mixed with wine, even in a minimal quan¬ 
tity, renders it prohibited. This, he says, R. Johanan under¬ 
stands as follows: If wine meets wine only, then a minimum 
renders prohibited; but if a pitcher of water falls also at the 
same time, the allowed wine is not counted at all, and the 
water, greater in quantity than the wine, abolishes it. And it 
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is by far not a matter of indifference whether Samuel’s expla¬ 
nation is concerned as relating to the said Mishna or to the 
foregoing version of Rabin. If it refers to the Mishna, he must 
be understood to allow the wine regardless of the question 
whether the water was first added to the allowed wine and then 
the forbidden wine or vice versa. On the other hand, if his 
explanation applies to Rabin's version, he presumably holds 
that the water must come first and then the forbidden wine. 

It was taught: If forbidden wine falls into a reservoir, and 
simultaneously a pitcher of water, ’Hiskia prohibits it, provided 
the forbidden increased the quantity; but if the water increased 
the quantity, then he allows it. R. Johanan, however, allows 
also in the case when the quantity was increased by the for¬ 
bidden. R. Jeremiah asked R. Zera whether the difference of 
opinion exhibited by 'Hiskia and R. Johanan is the same as 
that shown by the respective opinions of R. Eliezar and the 
sages in the following Mishna: In a case when both ordinary 
and Teruma leaven fell into a dough and neither of the two 
would of itself cause fermentation, but together they would do 
so, R. Eliezar guides himself by that which fell in last, while 
the sages hold that the Teruma leaven does not render prohib¬ 
ited, unless it suffices to cause by itself fermentation, and it is 
immaterial whether it fell in first or last. Replied R. Zera: 
How can this be borne in mind? Did not Abayi say that R. 
Eliezar allows the dough only when the Teruma leaven was put 
in first, then taken out and the other leaven put in; but if the 
Teruma leaven remained, the dough is prohibited? 'Hiskia 
allows the wine even when the forbidden one remains. The 
difference in the opinions of 'Hiskia and R. Johanan concerns 
only the consideration (i.e. , whether the allowed wine may be 
considered as non-existent). R. Johanan holds this theory of 
consideration, while 'Hiskia does not. 

The following was taught in support of this: R. Ami, accord¬ 
ing to others R. Assi, said in the name of R. Johanan : Suppose 
two goblets, one containing ordinary, the other Teruma wine, 
each diluted with water; if now the two wines be mixed into one 
goblet, the ordinary wine is not considered as existing at all, 
hence, if the water is to the Teruma wine in the ratio of sixty 
to one, the wine is negligible. 

This is the rule: When the two are of the same kind , a 
minimal quantity suffices ; if, however , they are of various kinds 
the imparting of flavor determines." Rabh and Samuel say that 
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all objects biblically forbidden, render by minimal quantity pro¬ 
hibited all other objects of the same kind; but if of a different 
kind, they are made unallowable only when the flavor of the 
forbidden is perceptibly imparted to them. And this is in¬ 
ferred from the expression of the Mishna ” this is the rule,” 
which expression would be superfluous if not for generalizing 
this biblical prohibition. On the other hand, R. Johanan and 
Resh Lakish both decide all such cases of biblical prohibition 
by the rule of ” imparting flavor,” irrespective of identity or 
diversity of kinds; and the expression of the Mishna” this is 
the rule” they explain as including a mixture of grain from 
which it is not known whether Teruma and tithe were separated. 

There are two Boraithas, one held in the sense of Rabh and 
Samuel, the other in that of R. Johanan and Resh Lakish: 
(i) All objects biblically forbidden render objects of the same 
kind prohibited by minimal quantity, objects of another kind by 
the imparting of flavor. (2) All objects biblically forbidden ren¬ 
der all other objects prohibited by the imparting of flavor irre¬ 
spective of kind ; the mixture mentioned above and the wine form 
the only two exceptions: A mixture from which Teruma has not 
been separated, as well as offered wine, renders objects of the same 
kind forbidden by minimal quantity; objects of a diverse kind, 
by imparting flavor. The rigorousness of the wine regulation 
is readily justified, when we remember that here idol-worship is 
concerned; but why is it applied also to the mixture? The an¬ 
swer is that as regards the separating of Teruma the same law 
holds good—viz.: When the owner separates as Teruma but a 
single grain from a heap of 1,000 measures, it is, according to 
Samuel, sufficient; hence, when from such a heap of 1,000 
measures, from which no Teruma has as yet been separated, a 
single grain comes to another heap of like magnitude, the latter 
is rendered prohibited. And there is also a Mishna to the same 
effect : According to the sages an object renders prohibited other 
objects by minimal quantity when they are of the same kind, 
but if they are of various kinds, the imparting of flavor is the 
deciding factor. 

MISHNA IX . : The following objects are forbidden and ren¬ 
der prohibited by minimal quantity: Offered wine, an idol- 
image, holed hides, an ox sentenced to be stoned, the heifer 
destined for breaking off her neck, the fowl sacrifices of the 
leper, the hair of a Nazarite, the first-born of an ass, meat 
cooked in milk, the kid exported on the Day of Atonement, and 
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ordinary cattle slaughtered in the courtyard of the temple. All 
these objects are themselves forbidden and render prohibited by 
their minimal quantity. 

GEMARA: If the Mishna classifies these objects on the 
basis of their perceptible number, why does it not include here 
pieces of a carcass? Or if it enumerates only objects of which 
all benefit is forbidden, why does it not include leaven on Pass- 
over? Said R. ’Hyya b. Abba, according to others, R. Itz’hak 
of Naph’ha: The Mishna enumerates here objects that are both 
perceptible in number and prohibited for all benefit. 

“ All these objects .” What does this expression exclude? 
Objects whose number is a matter of indifference, their benefit, 
though, being forbidden; or vice versa , objects allowed for 
benefit and perceptible in number; it is such objects that render 
prohibited not by minimal quantity, but by imparting flavor. 

MISHNA A.: When offered wine flows down into a reser¬ 
voir of wine, the benefit of the whole wine is forbidden. R. 
Simeon b. Gamaliel, however, says: The whole is allowed to be 
sold to heathens, excepting the worth of the offered wine 
therein. 

GEMARA: Said Rabh: The Halakha prevails with R. 
Simeon b. Gamaliel only in the case when a cask of devoted 
wine was mingled among casks of Jewish wine; but when de¬ 
voted wine is mixed with other wine, the whole is forbidden. 
Samuel, however, says: The opinion of R. Simeon b. Gamaliel 
prevails as the Halakha concerning wine also. With Samuel 
agree Rabba b. b. 'Hana in the name of R. Johanan, R. Samuel 
b. Nathan in the name of R. Na’hman in the name of Rabha b. 
Abuhu. R. Na’hman himself, however, said that for practice 
it should be decided thus: If it is definitely known that the 
admixed wine was devoted wine, Rabh's procedure is the right 
one; but if the case is doubtful, Samuel’s view is to be followed. 

MISHNA XI . : A stone wine-press waxed by a heathen 
must only be washed to remain clean; but if it is of wood, 
Rabbi says it must only be washed, while the sages say that the 
wax must be wholly removed. Finally, if it is a clay press it is 
forbidden even when the wax has been removed. 

GEMARA: Rabha interprets the Mishna thus: The wash¬ 
ing suffices only when the heathen waxed the press, but if he 
pressed his own wine therein, the entire wax must be removed. 
Is not this self-evident from the fact that the Mishna does not 
mention the pressing? Lest one say that the expression of the 


162 


HE BABYLONIAN TALMUD. 


Mishna is not exclusive of the other case, hence his interpreta¬ 
tion. Here is a case to this effect. An Israelite once appeared 
before R. ’Hyya asking him thus: Send a man with me to inves¬ 
tigate whether my wine-press is in legal order, so that I might 
press my wine therein. Hereupon R. ’Hyya said to Rabh : Go 
and examine the man’s press, but state your opinion in a man¬ 
ner as not to excite any dispute in the college. Upon exam¬ 
ining the press, Rabh found it smooth, and thought it need 
only be washed. However, further examination revealed to 
him a fissure in which some wine, though dried up, was notice¬ 
able; then he decided that washing is not sufficient, but that 
the wax must be wholly removed, adding: I now understand 
the apprehension of my uncle regarding a possible dispute in 
the college consequent upon my decision; indeed, had I but 
relied upon my first superficial examination, my decision would 
have been disputed. 

The rabbis taught: A press, a ladle, and an earthen funnel 
that belong to a heathen and are not waxed Rabbi allows to 
use, provided they have first received a washing, while the sages 
prohibit them. As to the use of earthen wine-pitchers, Rabbi, 
too, forbids it, for such pitchers are used for a greater length of 
time, while the foregoing vessels are used but temporarily; but 
again, if these vessels are of wood or stone they are, after being 
washed, allowed if not waxed, but if waxed they are forbidden. 
Now, this last prohibition seems to conflict with the Mishna 
which declares clean a stone press waxed by a heathen, provided 
it be washed before using it? The answer is that the press of 
the Mishna is, though waxed, yet not used by the heathen, 
while the Boraitha speaks of a press where the heathen pressed 
wine. 

The master says: A press, a ladle and an earthen funnel that 
belong to a heathen, are allowed to use upon being washed first, 
while the Mishna prohibits an earthen press even after the wax 
thereof has been removed? Said Rabha: In the Boraitha it is 
Rabbi that allows, while the sages forbid here as well as in the 
Mishna. 

Rabha lectured: When an Israelite wishes to use a heathen’s 
wine-press, he must first wash it with boiling water. When Rabha 
once sent his wine-pitchers to Harpania through a heathen, he 
put each pitcher-mouth downward into a sack and sealed the 
latter, thereby effecting a double sealing; for he was of the 
opinion that the sages prohibit such vessels as used to preserve 
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wine for a long time, even if they have been but for a short time 
in the hands of a heathen. 

How should the washing prescribed in both Boraitha and 
Mishna be done? Rabh says, with water; while Rabba b. b. 
’Hana says, with ashes—that is to say, the two require the wash¬ 
ing to be done with both water and ashes, and differ only as 
regards the order, Rabh requiring the water first, and Rabba 
the ashes first; not is their point of difference one of essence, 
as the former has in view dry vessels and the latter moist ones. 
The disciples of Rabh at Suro said in his name that the washing 
is done as follows: To dry vessels apply first water, then ashes, 
and then again water; to moist vessels, first ashes, and then 
water. The same disciples said in the name of Samuel: To 
moist vessel apply in this order: ashes, water, ashes; to dry 
ones, in this order: water, ashes, water, ashes. The disciples 
of Rabh at Pumbeditha quoted him as holding the just-cited 
view of Samuel, and Samuel as requiring this procedure: To 
moist vessels, ashes, water, ashes, water, i.e., four; to dry ves¬ 
sels, water, ashes, water, ashes, water, i.e ., five processes; 
hence, Rabh and Samuel are of the same opinion, with the only 
difference that the former does not count the last water, which 
Samuel does. 

R. Abuhu on being once asked how the cover of a heathen’s 
press should be cleaned, answered with the following Boraitha: 
Wine or oil-presses of an Israelite that have become unclean 
must be cleaned in the following manner: The sideboard of the 
press, the press itself and the brooms must be washed with 
water; the press cover, however, if made of hemp stalks or 
osier, must be washed according to the directions of Rabh and 
Samuel; but if it is of reed or thin wood, it must be left unused 
for a year; R. Simeon b. Gamaliel, however, finds the period 
between two consecutive press-seasons sufficient, which period 
is sometimes more sometimes less than a year. Said R. Jose: 
If the cover is needed for immediate use it should be put in 
boiling water or passed through the boiler where are roasted the 
olives from which the oil is pressed. R. Simeon b. Gamaliel 
said in his name: The cover may be put under the water of a 
cascade or of a spring. And for how long? For an Onah. The 
same laws which the sages have established with regard to clean 
and unclean, are also concerning the question of devoted wine. 

How long is an Onah? R. Hyya b. Abba said in the name 
of R. Johanan: An Onah is the length of either a day or a 
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night. R. Hana b. Sheina, according to others, R. Hana b. 
Sheina, said in the name of Rabba b. b. ’Hana that R. Johanan 
makes an Onah equal to the length of a half a day and night. 
However, according to each version, the Onah equals twelve 
hours, since the one refers to the equinox and the other to the 
solstice season. 

R. Jehudah says: The bags of the heathens through which 
the wine is filtered of its dregs, are subject to the following 
regulations: If they are made of human hair, they must first be 
washed with water before an Israelite may use them; if of 
wood, they must pass through water and ashes; finally, if of 
linen, they must be set aside for twelve months, and if they 
have knots they must be unravelled. Baskets and beehives used 
by the heathens in working the wine, are under these rules: If 
woven of palm-twigs, they should be washed with water before 
the Israelite uses them; if of reed, the washing should be with 
water and ashes; linen sieves must be put aside for twelve 
months, and if they have a knot it must be opened. 

What must be done when an ignoramus thrust his hand into 
the wine-press and touches the grapes and the wine? Of the 
two sages, Rabbi and R. ’Hyya, one says only the grape touched 
by him and whatever is immediately adjacent thereto is unclean 
and must be removed from the press, but not the rest; while 
the other says: All that the press contains is defiled by his 
touch. The former opinion seems to conflict with the following 
Mishna: A reptile found in an oil-mill renders unclean only the 
place touched by it, but if there be a flowing liquid, all becomes 
unclean. The answer is that the grapes are on the twigs of the 
cluster, so that wood intervenes between the place touched and 
the fluid, and wood is not receptive of uncleanness. 

The sages taught to R. Jeremiah, according to others, to his 
son, that the Halakha prevails with him who says that only the 
part touched by the Amharetz and its immediate environment 
are unclean, while all the rest in the press is clean. 

MISHNA XII .: Utensils bought of a heathen must be 
cleansed according to usages: if they are customarily immersed 
in water, they must be cleansed so; if boiled, by boiling; if 
glowed, by glowing in fire. A spit or a gridiron must be 
glowed; a knife is cleansed even by grinding it. 

GEMARA: There is a Boraitha: The objects mentioned in 
the Mishna, upon being cleansed in the prescribed manner, 
must be again immersed in a tank holding forty saah of water. 
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Whence is this deduced? Said Rabha, from [Numb. xxxi. 23]: 
“ Everything that cometh into the fire, shall ye make go 
through the fire, and it shall be clean.” The apparently re¬ 
dundant phrase “ and it shall be clean ” calls for another cleans¬ 
ing, which is the last immersing. 

Bar-Kapara taught: The last sentence of the verse is intro¬ 
duced by “ yet ” in order not to give rise to the belief that the 
said objects must on the third and seventh day be besprinkled 
with the sprinkling water. Moreover, the term meinidah (i.e., the 
waters where the menstruant woman bathes) is used with a view 
toward emphasizing the necessity of immersing them not merely 
in water, but in a tank holding forty saah thereof. Again, it is 
also evident that both the sentences, that “ it shall be clean,” 
and the next one, “yet it,” are necessary: the former alone 
would merely indicate the necessity of an additional immersing 
in general (and not in forty saah); while the other sentence 
alone would give ground to assume that the rules regulating the 
said utensils are identical with those providing for the woman’s 
cleansing of her menses, which is, besides the immersing, yet 
conditioned by the sunset; hence, the former sentence serves to 
prevent such an assumption. R. Nahman said in the name of 
Rabba b. Abuhu: New utensils, too, bought of a heathen, must 
be cleansed, just as vessels passed through fire must none the 
less be also immersed; whereto, R. Sheshith opposed, saying 
that according to this opinion scissors bought of a heathen would 
also need immersing, to which R. Na’hman replied that it is 
only kitchen utensils that are concerned here. R. Nahman said 
again in the name of Rabba b. Abuhu: The rule of immersing 
applies only to utensils bought as it was in Midian, but not to 
those borrowed of a heathen. 

R. Itz’hak b. Joseph happened once to buy of a heathen an 
earthen vessel and wanted to immerse it, when R. Jacob said to 
him: I have heard from R. Johanan that only metallic vessels 
need immersing. R. Ashi said: Vessels of glass, too, must be 
immersed, for they can, after being broken, be restored to their 
former state, wherefore they equal those of metal. As to glazed 
vessels R. A’ha and Rabina express their opinions as follows: 
One holds that as these vessels are of earth they need not be 
immersed; while the other maintains that since in glazing lead 
is used, these vessels are regarded as metallic, and need im¬ 
mersing; and so the Halakha prevails. 

The schoolmen propounded a question: Is it allowed to use 
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without immersion a new vessel received of a heathen as a 
pledge? Said Mar b. R. Ashi: A heathen once left with my 
father a silver goblet as a pledge, and he had first immersed and 
then used it; however, I am not in a position to tell whether 
my father was of the opinion that a pledge is in general regarded 
as bought, wherefore immersion thereof is obligatory, or he knew 
in that particular case that the heathen was not going to redeem 
the goblet, so that it surely remained his property. 

The rabbis taught: New kitchen utensils bought of a heathen 
need immersion ; furthermore, vessels already used by a heathen, 
but merely for preserving cold articles, such as goblets, small 
wine-pitchers and glasses, must be first washed with, and then im¬ 
mersed in, water; vessels, however, already used by the heathen 
to preserve warm food, etc., such as kettles, pans and water- 
boilers, must first be passed through boiling water and then im¬ 
mersed; finally, vessels used by the heathen only on fire, such 
as spits and gridirons, must first be glowed and then immersed. 
In case, however, an Israelite made use of such utensils without 
having submitted them to the prescribed process of cleansing, 
all that was kept or prepared in them is, according to one 
Boraitha, forbidden, and according to another, allowed ; the one 
basing itself upon the opinion that all forbidden objects, even if 
they make a food when mixed to it insipid, render it prohibited, 
while the other Boraitha guides itself by the opposite opinion. 
But, may be asked in this connection, how does he who leaves 
an object allowable provided the admixed forbidden thing aug¬ 
mented its insipidness, interpret the Scripture’s prescribing to 
the Israelites to cleanse the vessels they acquired through their 
conquest of the Midianites? Said R. ’Hyya b. R. Huna: The 
prescription of Scripture just alluded to concerns only such 
kitchen utensils in which food was prepared during the very day 
of the conquest, as they were not capable yet to render other 
things more insipid. And the Scripture did not allow to leave 
these vessels for a day or so when they would render food in¬ 
sipid, fearing lest one would be tempted to use them on the 
very day of the conquest. 

R. Amram said to R. Sheshith : The Mishna says that “ spits 
and gridirons must be glowed,” whereas we learned with regard 
to such utensils that if meat of a sacrifice was roasted on them, 
they must be passed through boiling water before other such 
meat may be roasted on them? Said R. Sheshith: Amram, 
my son, the two cases are incomparable: Here the utensils ab- 
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sorb an allowed object, while the vessels of heathens absorb 
forbidden things, and can be, therefore, cleansed only by glow¬ 
ing. Rabba, however, finds the two cases comparable, because 
as soon as the meat of the sacrifice remains on the spit or grid¬ 
iron for an interval longer than the one prescribed for eating it, 
its vapor, which is already unallowed, is absorbed by the vessel, 
therefore “ boiling” includes also scouring and rinsing. Here¬ 
upon said Abayi: Such cannot be the case, for the scouring and 
rinsing take place in cold water; while in the case of sacrificed 
meat the vessels are passed through boiling water; it must then 
be understood that both the spit and gridiron of the heathen 
and those used to roast sacrificed meat on must, in order to be 
used again, first be glowed and then passed through hot water. 
As to the Mishna, it mentions only glowing, for the passing 
through boiling water is seen from the Boraitha; in like manner 
does not the latter mention the glowing which is clearly stated 
in the Mishna. Rabha, however, finds this explanation incor¬ 
rect; for, he says, if this were the reason of the omission, either 
the Mishna or the Boraitha would have to state both methods 
of cleansing; then in the other one, where only one method is 
given, the inference as to the second method, too, could be 
justly made, but as the case is now, the two are not mutually 
supplementary (but rather exclusive). R. Papa, however, rec¬ 
onciles the two (Mishna and Boraitha) as follows: The utensils 
of the heathens retain all they absorb, as they are not used 
daily; while those on which the sacrificed meat is roasted are 
used continually and are, therefore, not left to cool off and to 
absorb the vapors. Said R. Ashi: The most plausible explana¬ 
tion is that offered above by R. Sheshith, and as to Rabba’s objec¬ 
tion there, that the utensils will, when next used, evaporate the 
previously absorbed vapors that have become forbidden, it can 
be met thus: The evaporation is considered merely as odor and 
deserves of no attention. 

For how long must the utensils remain glowing in fire? Said 
R. Mani : Until their surface is peeled off. In cleansing vessels 
by passing them through boiling water, the water must all cover 
them, according to R. Huna. But if the vessel is very big? 
Come and hear: It once happened at R. Akabia’s that a big 
kettle needed cleansing, and he had the kettle brimmed high 
with dough, so that the water poured into it reached above the 
kettle ; this water was made to boil and the kettle was cleansed 
therewith. Said Rabba: Who can equal R. Aqabia in wisdom, 
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so as to invent so ingenious a device! for the brim of the kettle 
which was unclean only by reason of the forbidden prepared 
therein and the drops spouting upward, is now cleansed by the 
drops of the boiling water spouting upward upon the brim. 

“ A knife is cleansed even by grinding it .” R. Ukba b. 
’Hama said: It means the knife should be ten times stuck into 
the earth in and out. Added R. Hunab. Jehoshua: It must be 
earth that has not been yet cultivated. R. Kahana remarked: 
The knife which is to be thus cleansed must have no hole on its 
surface. There is a Boraitha in support of this: A knife wholly 
smooth on its surface may be cleaned by sticking it in the ground 
ten times. Said R. Huna b. Jehoshua: But then you can eat 
with it only cold food; and if you want to use it also for warm 
food, you must first pass it through boiling water. As it once 
happened that Mar Jehudah and Bati b. Tubi were guests at the 
table of King Sabur when a citron was served; the king took a 
piece from it for himself and another piece he tendered to Bati 
b. Tubi; then he took the knife, stuck it in the ground ten 
times, cut off another piece, and gave it to Mar Jehudah. 
Thereupon said Bati b. Tubi: Am I not an Israelite that you 
thus cleanse the knife for him and not for me? And the king 
answered: I am convinced of Mar Jehudah’s profound piety, 
but not of yours. According to others, however, the king’s 
answer was this: Recall what you committed last night. (See 
Rashi’s explanation of this last answer.) 


APPENDIX TO PAGE 60. 

“ Pieces of wine extract." The Mishna speaks of Hadrianic 
potsherds. What are these potsherds? Said R. Jehudah in the 
name of Samuel: It is meant thereby the potsherds of the King 
Hadrianus; and R. Dimi on his return from Palestine explained 
the nature of these potsherds as follows: The Romans were 
wont to find a plot of virgin soil, which they would work out 
and plant with grapes; the wine thus obtained they used to 
pour into new white earthern pitchers and leave it therein until 
the pitchers would absorb as much of the wine as they could; 
then the Romans would empty the pitchers of the remaining 
wine and break them into pieces; which potsherds they used to 
take along with them on their military expeditions, and when¬ 
ever they wanted some wine they would pour water on such 


TRACT ABUDA ZARA (IDOLATRY). 


69 


potsherds and these would turn the water to wine. R. Jehoshua 
b. Levi added with reference to this that our best wine is not so 
good as the third pouring of these potsherds. 

It was asked whether it is allowed to fasten with such pot¬ 
sherds the legs of a bedstead, since here the potsherds are wanted 
not for the wine they contain but for another purpose? Come 
and hear: R. Eliezar and R. Johanan who were asked on this 
point, expressed contrary opinions; the one allowing the pot¬ 
sherds for this use and the other forbidding them (which latter 
opinion prevails as the Halakha). 

An objection was raised from the following: Wine poured 
into pitchers or leather bags of a heathen is forbidden to drink, 
any other benefit, however, may be derived from it. And Sim¬ 
eon b. Guda said to the son of R. Gamaliel, that even his father, 
R. Gamaliel himself, drank at Ako such wine, which story found, 
however, no belief. R. Simeon b. Gamaliel said in the name of 
R. Jehoshua b. Kapusai: The leather bags of a heathen are abso¬ 
lutely prohibited, so that even a cover for an ass is not allowed 
to make of them. Thus you see that here the leather bags are 
wanted not for the wine they contain, but for making a saddle 
or so for an ass, and yet they are forbidden? But again, how is 
then the Boraitha to be understood? Why then are not all ves¬ 
sels, earthen as well, prohibited to sell to, or buy from, a heath¬ 
en? What difference is there between leather bags and earthen 
pitchers? Said Rabha: The following was the cause why leather 
bags were prohibited: it was namely feared that the Israelite 
might mend his own leather bag with the leather of the heathen’s 
bag. 

But how can he who prohibits to derive any benefit from the 
heathen’s leather bag, account for the fact that the selling and 
buying of pitchers was not forbidden? He may say that as re¬ 
gards pitchers one can easily detect whether there was wine in 
them; hence, if it is found that such contained no wine, one is 
allowed to buy them. But as to Hadrianic potsherds, it is cer¬ 
tain that they contain wine, hence they are absolutely prohibited. 


END OF TRACT ABODA ZARA. 
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MISHNA /.: If, after the court had decreed the transgres¬ 
sion of one of all the commandments prescribed in the Torah, 
an individual guided by this decree acted erroneously, either 
simultaneously with the judges, or after they had acted, or 
altogether independently, the court not having acted yet at all, 
he is free, for he followed the decree of the court. If, however, 
the transgressor was one of the members of the court and knew 
the decree to be erroneous, or a scholar already qualified to 
himself decide, he is in any of the aforementioned conditions 
liable (to bring a sin offering), as he has not based his trans¬ 
gression upon the decree of the court. This is the rule : Who¬ 
ever relies upon his own judgment is liable, but whoever follows 
the decision of the court is free. 

GEMARA: Samuel said: The court is not liable unless its 
decree read thus: You are allowed to practise so and so. R. 
Dimi of Nahardea, however, said: The phrase “ to practice ” is 
not necessary, the statement “ you are allowed ” being suffi¬ 
cient ; which view was, however, objected to by Abaye, R. Aba, 
and Rabima from Mishnaioth that oppose it and it was accord¬ 
ingly overthrown without any further discussions. 

“An individual . . . acted erroneously ,” etc. Said Rabha: 
This is so only when he acted according to the decree of the 
court, but if he ate, c. g., illegal fat in the belief that it was 
legal, he is liable. This view of the case so certain to Rabha 
was doubtful to Rami b. Hama, as he propounded the same 
question and Rabha answered it from the expression “ guided 
by' this decree ” (the Gemara, however, says) that in this case 
Rabh R. Johanan differ, viz. : in case the court has decreed that 
this fat is allowed to use and has consumed illegal fat thinking 
it legal, according to the former he is free, and according 
to the latter he is liable. And R. Papa explained R. Johanan’s 
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reason to be that the transgressor is still considered as having 
acted in accordance with the decree, as if the court became 
aware that it has erred it would retract and so would the trans¬ 
gressor abstain from eating, hence R. Johanan’s decision. And 
Rabha said: Rabh admits that the transgressor in question does 
not complete the majority, because it reads “ erroneously,” 
which means that all must err with regard to the same thing but 
not to different things. 

“Either simultaneously zvith the judges ,” etc. This is stated 
in order to teach that he is free, not only when he acted simul¬ 
taneously with, but also when after, the judges had acted. 

“ A scholar qualified” etc. To what purpose are both the 
conditions stated? Rabha: To teach that even such a person 
who is learned but who lacks discriminating power, or vice 
versa, is also culpable. Said Abaye to him : But from the state¬ 
ment of the Mishna, “ who is already qualified to decide,” ob¬ 
viously follows that he is both learned and strong is discrimina¬ 
tion? Answered Rabha: I mean to say that if the Mishna 
stated not the last phrase, it could be said that in order to make 
him liable he must possess the two qualifications, hence the 
Mishna states it to indicate that its first phrase refers to him 
who possesses even but one qualification. 

Again: “Qualified himself to decide,” etc. Who is meant 
thereby? Said Rabha, such, c.g., as Simeon b. Azai and Simeon 
b. Zoma. Said Abaye to him : An act of such great men may 
be considered intentional ; we must, therefore, say that such a 
case can take place only if he was aware that such is prohibited, 
but he committed an error by thinking that it is meritorious to 
follow the decree of sages even when they err. 

“ This is the rule,” etc. What does this sentence intend to 
add? Him who does not care at all to guide himself by the 
decision of the court. Said R. Jehudah in the name of Samuel: 
The whole Mishna is in accordance with R. Jehudah (the Jana), 
but according to the sages one is liable for acting upon the 
decree of the court as his guidance. Which R. Jehudah is this? 
From the following Boraitha. It reads [Lev. iv. 27] : “ If any 
person . . . sin through ignorance, by his doing,” where there 
are three extensions, to teach that he is liable by his doing it 
himself, but if by doing it upon the decree of the court, he is 
free. And which sages are there spoken of? From Torath 
Kohanim , section i., Leviticus. But let us see, our Mishna as 
well as that of Torath Kohanim is each taught anonymously; 
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whence, then, do we know that our Mishna is in accordance 
with R. Jehudah and the Boraitha with the rabbis, may be the 
converse is the case? Nay, as of no other have you heard to 
consider such extensions than of R. Jehudah, who said in the 
following Boraitha: it reads [ibid. vi. 2] : “ This is the law of 
the burnt-offering,” where there are three extensions. How¬ 
ever, the Mishna can not be in accordance with R. Jehudah, for 
the reason that according to him the congregation is liable to 
bring a bullock in case its majority have sinned erroneously, 
while according to the sages the court must bring it. Therefore, 
our Mishna must be interpreted to mean that the court has 
decreed and only the minority has acted thereupon, and the 
point of their difference is that according to one an individual 
acting on the basis of the court’s decree is free, while according 
to the other he is liable. R. Papa, however, said: All agree that 
in such a case the transgressor is free, and their point of 
difference is that one holds: The court is completing the 
majority of the congregation, while the other does not 
hold so. 

R. Assi said : In a decision for practising, it is not the 
majority of the congregation but that of all the population that 
must be considered, as [I Kings viii, 65], “ And Solomon held 
at that time the feast, and all Israel with him, a great assembly, 
from the entrance of Chamath unto the river of Egypt, before 
the Lord our God, seven days and seven days, even fourteen 
days,” now, as it is written, “ and all Israel with him,” what for, 
then, yet the description, “ great assembly from the entrance of 
Chamath unto the river of Egypt ”? To teach that in such a 
decision (as to abolish the day of atonement) the population of 
the whole land is considered the assembly. 

R. Jonathan said: If there were one hundred assembled to 
decide some point, there is no liability (attached to the trans¬ 
gression of the decision) unless the decree was made unan¬ 
imously, as it reads [Lev. iv. 13] : “ And if the whole congrega¬ 
tion of Israel sin,” which means that all sin by error, and that 
the decision be brought about unanimously. Said R. Huna b. 
R. Ashia: It seems to be so, since with regard to all the laws of 
the Torah there is a tradition that the majority is equivalent to 
the whole, and here it reads, “ the whole congregation,” i.c., it 
must be the zvholc of the body, so that if there were one hundred 
their decision must be unanimous. 

An objection was raised from our Mishna which states that 
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Dr is li;d>1o if “lu* li.'is not 1>rise«l liis transgression upon the 
derm' of the court,” whence it follows hy implication that if 
another one (not so qualified) acted thus he vvonld he free; why 
S t>, since in this the decree was no longer unanimous (as one of 
the members deviates)? It means here that this one member 
|i;,s also nodded his head allinnat ively (while the vole was 
taken). 

K. Mesharshia objected from the following: Onr masters 
have relied upon K. Simeon h. (iamaliel and l\. Klazar h. Zadok, 
who have decided that no decree must he promulgated unless 
the majority of the congregation is able to comply with it ; and 
K. \da h. Aha said: Where is there an allusion thereto in the 
Scripture? | Mai. hi. <)| : " With curse are ye cursed, and yet me 
do ye roh, ( ) ye entire nation.” Now', here is written the entire 
nation and nevertheless the majority is equivalent to the whole; 
hence, l\. Jonathan’s view' is wholly overthrown, and the ex 
pression in the Scripture (cited above), "the whole congrega¬ 
tion ” means: if the whole is able to comply with the decree it is 
considered, hut not otherwise. 

MIS1IN A //.: I f upon issuing the decree the court becomes 
aware of its being conceived in error and retracts, and mean¬ 
while an individual commits a transgression upon that decree 
either before or after the court succeeded to bring its atoning 
offering,he is freenccordingto K. Simeon, while K. Klazar classes 
it among the doubtful cases. In what sense is it doubtful? I le 
may have stayed at his home, then he is liable; but if he was in 
the sea countries he is free. Said K. Aqiba : I agree* that in the 
latter east* he is ralhei free than liable. Whereupon I • e 11 Azai 
asked : What dilTerenee is there between the two cases? It con¬ 
sists in that he who slays at home can possibly hear (of the 
retraction), while to the other one this is impossible. 

If the court decided to annihilate a law in its very essence, 
l»v saving, r*,g r ., that there is not in the Torah the law of menses, 
of Sabbath, *»f idolatry, the members of the court are free (from 
an ollering); hut if it decided h> abolish only one part of a 
law retaining m force the other part, they are liable. I low so? 
If it decided, r.g., that, though the law of menses is in the Torah, 
a man who has sexual relations with a woman in her watching 
davs is free; or, that he who transports something from private 
l<* public grounds is free though the law of Sabbath is in the 
lorah; or, that the I’orah truly forbids idol worship, yet he 
who bows to the idol is free the court is liable, for it reads 
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(Lev. iv. 13): “ And 1 1 10 tiling In* hidden," /.<\, something , hut 
not the whole essence. 

(i KM AKA: Said K. Jehudah in the name of Rahh: K. 
Simeon used to sav that if one acted upon a decision issued by 
the' majority of the congregation, he is free: because a decision 
discriminates between intentional and unintentional acting, and 
here the transgressor, guided in his act by the decision, sins un¬ 
intentionally (though be acts intentionally), and according to 
Kahli K. Simeon is consistent with his own theory elsewhere 
that the bullock for the forgetting by the congregation, and the 
he goat for idolatry, are to be brought from the treasury of 
the temple. 

There is a I Innut tin. In the case mentioned in the Mishna, 
K. Mail* makes him liable, and K. Simeon holds him free, while 
K, Klazar finds this case to be doubtful; and in the name of 
Symachos such was said to be a pending ease. Said l\. Johauan: 
They differ concerning a pending offering. Said K, /era: R. 
bla/.ar’s decision is like that regarding the ease where one con¬ 
sumes fat doubtful whether it is legal or illegal, and thereafter 
he became aware that it was doubtful, he is to bring a pending 
offering: and not only according to him who obliges the con 
gregatiou to bring such an offering, as such an act is known to 
every one, hence, if the transgressor has acted after the emigre 
gat ion brought its atoning offering, in which case it cannot 
possibly be said that he in his act guided himself by the court’s 
decree,— but even according to him who obliges the court to 
such an offering, which may be not known to everybody, the 
transgressor is also liable, since he could find this out upon in¬ 
vestigating. 

K. Jose b. Abiu, according to others b. Zcbida, likens Sy- 
inachos’ decision to that regarding the ease where one brings 
his atoning offering at twilight, which makes the atonement 
doubtful, since if it was yet day he is atoned, but if night he is 
not, and none the less he is not obliged to bring another offer¬ 
ing. 

“ Hen clcai ashed," etc. Is not Hen Azai right ? The differ¬ 
ence between them is the case when the transgressor has just 
set out on his journey: according to lieu Azai he is liable, 
while according to K. A?|il>;i he is free as soon as he starts on 
his wav. 

“ If the court decided to annihilate (Me. Said K. Jclmdah, in 
the name of Samuel; The court is not liable unless it has decided 
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upon a point which the Sadducees do not admit, but where they 
do, it is not considered an error, since even a child knows such 
a point, and the court is accordingly free. 

MISHNA III. : If while the court was deciding, one of its 
members who perceived their error drew their attention to it, 
or if the presiding judge was absent, or one of them was a 
proselyte, a bastard, a nation, or an aged man who had no 
children, they are free; on the ground of the following analogy 
[Lev. iv. 3] : the expression congregation is used and [Numb, 
xxxv. 24] the same expression, it is inferred thus: just as there 
the expression means a congregational meeting whose .members 
are singly and severally qualified to decide law questions, in 
the latter case it means the same. 

GEMARA: “ The presiding judge,” etc. Whence is this 
deduced? Said R. Sheshith: It is likewise found in a Boraitha 
of the disciples of R. Ismael, viz.: Why was it said that if the 
court decides on a point which the Sadducees admit, it is free ? 
Because this is not considered an error but a fact of ignorance, 
as the members of the court ought to have learned; the same is 
the case here where the presiding justice was absent, some 
one of the members ought to substitute him, and as there was 
none competent to do so they are ignorants who ought to 
learn. 

“ The expression congregation etc. And whence do we 
know that there they are fit to decide questions? Said R. 
Na’hman b. Itz’hak: It reads [Ex. xviii. 22]: “With thee,” 
i.e., such as are equal to you. 

MISHNA IV. : If the court decided in error, causing the 
whole people to act erroneously, a bullock is to be offered ; but 
if the court decided intentionally (against the law) and the 
people acted in error, a sheep or goat is to be sacrificed (by 
each'individual transgressor). If, however, the reverse was the 
case, all are free. 

GEMARA: It states: If the court decided unintentionally 
and the people acted intentionally, they are all free, whence it 
follows by implication that if the unintentional act was equal 
to an intentional one, i.e ., done independently of the court’s 
decree, one is liable; and what case would illustrate this? E.g., 
the court decided that fat is legal and one has consumed such 
in the belief that it is legal, whence could be solved the question 
propounded above by Rami b. Hama? Nay, it may be said 
that because in the first part it speaks of an intentional decision 
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and of subsequent unintentional act, it expresses in the last part 
the reverse. 

MISHNA V .: If upon the erroneous decree of the court 
the whole people, or its majority, acted, a bullock is to be 
brought; or, in case the decree referred to idol worship, a bul¬ 
lock and a he-goat; so holds R. Mair, while R. Jehudah says: 
Twelve tribes bring 12 bullocks, and in the case of idol worship 
yet 12 he-goats in addition. R. Simeon says: 13 bullocks in the 
one and 13 bullocks plus 13 he-goats in the other case respect¬ 
ively, thus making one bullock with one he-goat to each tribe, 
and one such pair for the court. If but seven tribes or the 
majority (of the people) acted upon the decree, the court 
members must bring a bullock, and in case of idolatry also a 
he-goat, so holds R. Mair, while according to R. Jehudah, the 
7 tribes that sinned should bring 7 bullocks, and the innocent 
remaining tribes also sacrifice one bullock for the sinners. R. 
Simeon maintains his foregoing view, reducing the number of 
the sacrifices from 13 to 8. 

If a tribal court caused by its erroneous decision the tribe 
to act accordingly, only this tribe is liable, while all the others 
are free, so holds R. Jehudah; the sages, however, maintain that 
only those are liable who act on the decree of the supreme 
court, for it reads [Lev. iv. 13] : “ If the whole congregation 
of Israel sin through ignorance,” hence not that of a single 
tribe. 

GEMARA: The rabbis taught: If the court was aware that 
its decision was erroneous, lest one say that it is liable, it reads 
[Lev. iv. 14] : “ The sin becometh known,” but not the sinner, 
“ through which they have sinned,” i.c ., if there were two tribes 
they bring two bullocks; three, three bullocks, and so forth. 
But perhaps it means: If two individuals have sinned, they 
must bring two bullocks, and if three, three, and so on? To 
this it reads: “ The congregation shall offer,” i.c., each congre¬ 
gation, as well as the congregation at large, is liable; how so? 
If there were two tribes, they bring two, and if seven tribes, 
they bring seven, and all other tribes who have not sinned 
should also each of them bring a bullock, since, though they 
have not sinned, they must conjoin themselves to the sinning 
tribes, as for this purpose it reads “ the congregation,” to make 
liable each of them. So R. Jehudah. R. Simeon, however, 
said: The seven tribes that have sinned bring seven, and the 
court brings one bullock in addition, for, as here congregation 
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is used and there the same term, hence, just as there the court 
with the congregation is meant, the same is the case here. R. 
Mair, however, said: If the seven tribes have sinned, the court 
brings only one bullock, and all are free for the same reason; 
as congregation mentioned above means only the court, the 
same is the case here. And R. Simeon b. Elazar said, in the 
name of R. Mair: If six tribes have sinned, and they formed 
the majority of all Israel, or seven tribes, though not forming 
the majority of Israel, only one bullock must be brought. 

“If a tribal court ,” etc. The school-men propounded a 
question: If one tribe has sinned, guided by the decree of the 
supreme court, may the other tribes conjoin with it to bring 
bullocks or not ? Shall we assume that only to seven tribes con¬ 
joining takes place, but not to one, which does not form 
majority, or since it acted upon the decree of the court there 
is no difference whether one or seven? Come and hear: R. 
Jehudah said: If one tribe has acted in accordance with its 
court, it alone is liable, but if it acted according to the decision of 
the supreme court, all the other tribes are also liable. Said R. 
Ashi: Itl seems to be so also from our Mishna, which states, 
“ only this tribe is liable, while all the others are free ”; to what 
purpose does it add, “ while all the others,” etc., after it states 
“ only this tribe,” etc? To teach us, thus: Only in the case of its 
own court, but if it is a case of the supreme court, all the others 
are also liable. 

But let us see, whence do both R. Jehudah and R. Simeon 
deduce that one tribe is also called Kahal, i.e., congregation (of 
all Israel)? From [II Chron. xx. 5]: “And Jehoshaphat 
stood forward in the Kahal of Judah and Jerusalem.” R. A’lia 
b. Jacob opposed: Perhaps there it was Kahal, because the 
tribe Benjamin, too, was there, hence more than one tribe? 
Therefore, says he, it is deduced from [Gen. xlviii. 4] : “And 
I will make of thee a Kahal of people ” ; now, at that time Ben¬ 
jamin was born, and you infer from here that so said the 
Merciful One to Jacob : one Kahal more is born to you. Said 
Shba to R. Kahana: But perhaps the Merciful meant, now as 
Benjamin is born, and you have twelve tribes you are called a 
Kahal? And he answered: Do you mean to say that eleven 
tribes are not called Kahal? 

The rabbis taught: If one member of the congregation dies, 
the liability does not cease, but if one member of the court dies, 
it does cease. According to what Tana is this Said R. ’Hisda, 
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in the name of R. Zera, in the name of R. Jeremiah, quoting 
Rabh: It is in accordance with R. Mair, who said that the court 
and not the congregation brings the offering; hence, if a 
member of the court dies, it means one of the partners to the 
sin-offering died, and in such a case the sin-offering can not 
be brought. 

R. Joseph opposed: Why not say on the same reasoning 
lines that it is in accordance with R. Simeon, who says that the 
court with the congregation must bring the offering? Said 
Abaye to him: We have heard R. Simeon saying elsewhere that 
a sin-offering of partners is not put to death: If the bullock and 
he-goat of the day of atonement upon being lost were sub¬ 
stituted by others, and thereafter the first were found, they all 
are put to death (because none of them is fit for the altar); so 
R. Jehudah. R. Elazar and R. Simeon, however, maintain that 
they must be kept until they become blemished, as there is a 
rule that a sin-offering of a congregation is not put to death. 
Rejoined R. Joseph: You speak of priests, an entirely different 
case, as they are themselves called Kahal [Lev. xvi. 33] : “ For 
all the priests and for all the people of the Kahal .” Answered 
Abaye: According to this they ought to bring a bullock for an 
erroneous decision by their own court; and should you say 
that such is the case, then there will be more than twelve 
tribes! Thereupon said R. A’ha b. Jacob that the tribe of Levi 
is not called Kahal at all, as from the above cited verse [Gen.], 
it is to be understood that they who inherited landed property 
in Jerusalem are called a tribe, but not the Levites, who had no 
such inheritance. But if so there are fewer than twelve tribes? 
Said Abaye: It reads there [ibid.] that Ephraim and Menashah 
(the two sons of Joseph) are considered as Rubin and Simion : 
i.e.y as tzvo tribes. Said Rabha: Does it not read [ibid., ibid. 
6] : “ After the name of their brothers shall they be called ”? 
The answer is: They are called after the brothers’ name only 
in respect of inheritance, but not in other respects. But are 
they not all divided into flag-division? This was only to honor 
the flags, as the division of the inheritance took place in accord¬ 
ance with the flag-divisions. But are they not divided accord¬ 
ing to their respective princes? This also was done to honor 
the princes; as we have learned in the following Boraitha: 
Solomon has celebrated seven days the dedication of the 
temple; why did Moses celebrate twelve days the tabernacle? 
To honor the princes. 


CHAPTER II. 


MISHNA I.: If an anointed priest has erroneously rendered 
an unlawful decision against himself and acted accordingly by 
mistake, he must sacrifice a bullock. But if the decision was con¬ 
ceived in error and the act performed intentionally or vice versa , 
he is free; for the decision of an anointed priest with regard to 
himself is equivalent to a decision of the court for the people. 

GEMARA : “ Erro 7 ieously . . . acted accordingly by mistake.” 
Is this not self-evident ? Said Ahaye : It speaks of a case where 
he forgot the reason of his decision, and when he acted he said 
that he acts in accordance with the decision, lest one say that in 
such a case it is considered an intentional act, since if he remem¬ 
bered the reason of the decision he would not act, it comes to 
teach that it is not so. 

“ But if the decision . . . in error and the act performed in¬ 
tentionally ,” etc. Whence is this deduced ? From what the rabbis 
taught: it reads [Lev. iv., 3] “ to bring guiltiness on the people,” 
which seems superfluous in this connection, but comes to teach 
that he [the priest] is equal to the congregation ; a fact that 
could be inferred without a special verse, i.e. the congregation is 
exempt from the laws governing the individual, and so is the 
anointed priest; hence, as the congregation is liable but for for¬ 
getting and for acting erroneously, the same should be with the 
anointed priest; or, on the other hand, a prince is exempt from 
the laws of an individual, and so is an anointed priest: as the 
former is liable for erroneous acting without forgetting, the same 
should be with the latter ; it thus remains to see to whom is he 
[the priest] equal as regards his offering : the congregation brings 
a bullock, but not a pending trespass offering, and the same does 
the anointed priest bring; hence, as the congregation is liable 
but for forgetting and erroneous acting, so also is the anointed 
priest. But why not say : As in case one acts in accordance with 
the congregation's decree, he is liable, the same should be if one 
acts according to the decision of the anointed priest ? It reads 
[ibid.] : “ For his sin, and not for the sin of another." And whence 
is it deduced that the anointed priest does not bring a pending 
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trespass offering? From [ibid, v., 18] “ concerning his sin of 
ignorance,” which signifies: only for him whose sin and erroneous 
act are considered equal (i.e. where both decision and acting were 
performed in error), exclude the anointed priest, who is liable but 
for forgetting and for erroneous acting. 

MISHNA //.: If he (the said priest) both decided and acted 
for himself, he brings his atoning sacrifice separately. If, how¬ 
ever, he both decided and acted jointly with the congregation, 
he brings with latter a joint atoning sacrifice. Like the court, 
that is liable only when it effects a decision partly annulling 
partly confirming the law, so also the anointed priest, and even 
if the law in question be one regarding idol worship. 

GEMARA: Whence is this deduced ? from what the rabbis 
taught: if he has both decided and acted together with the con¬ 
gregation, lest one say he is to bring a bullock separately, we 
infer from the case of a prince: as a prince is exempt from the 
laws governing an individual and so is the anointed priest, too, 
the same is the case here, viz.: as the prince is to bring a sepa¬ 
rate offering when he sins separately, but when he sins with the 
congregation he is atoned for by its offering, the same is the case 
with the anointed priest; on the other hand, a prince is atoned 
for together with the congregation on the day of atonement, 
which is not the case with the anointed priest, and as he (priest) 
needs a separate offering on the day of atonement, the same 
should be the case if he has sinned together with the congrega¬ 
tion ;—against this the afore-cited verse [Lev. iv. 3], which signi¬ 
fies that if he sins separately, he brings a seperate offering, and 
if he sins with the congregation he need not bring a separate 
offering. 

But let us see the nature of the case: if he was the presiding 
justice, then only his decision must be taken into consideration, 
as the opinion of the rest counts for nothing, and it is obvious 
that the atonements must be separate; and if he was not presid¬ 
ing, why should he be atoned for separately when his opinion in 
this case does not count ? Said R. Papa: it means that he was 
equal to the others. 

Abaye was about to say that “ he sinned separately ” means: 
in a different place; but Rabha said to him : does the difference 
in place cause the separation ? it may be even in one and the 
same place but concerning different prohibitions, and then it is 
considered separate sinning. 

“Partly annulling ,” etc. Whence is this deduced? From 
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what was said in the Chapter I: by forgetting something and not 
the whole, and whence is it deduced that the same is the case 
with the anointed priest? from what is discussed above: ‘‘To 
bring guiltiness on the people.” Finally, whence is deduced that 
the same is the case concerning idolatry? From what the rabbis 
taught : lest one say that because concerning idolatry there is a 
special verse, it should hence be treated differently,—there is an 
analogy of expression : “ From the eyes,” found in both cases 
(idolatry and other sins) to teach that they are equal in all re¬ 
spects. 

MISHNA III. : The conditions determining the liability of 
both the courts and the anointed priest are: Their ignorance of 
the thing during the rendering of the decision, and the subsequent 
erroneous acting. The same conditions hold in decisions regard¬ 
ing idol worship. 

GEMARA: Whence is this deduced? From what the rabbis 
taught: it reads [Lev. iv. 13] “Through ignorance, and a thing 
be hidden,” whence we see that both ignorance and forgetting 
are necessary. The deduction of the case of the anointed priest 
is again as above. As to idolatry, lest one say: it was separately 
taught, hence it requires different treatment, comes the analogy 
of expression to teach as above. Thus we see that it does not 
teach concerning the anointed priest regarding idolatry ; whence 
it may be said that our Mishna is in accordance with Rabbi of 
the following Boraitha: If the anointed priest has sinned in a case 
of idolatry, according to Rabbi, he is liable for erroneous acting, 
and, according to the rabbis, for forgetting; all, however, agree 
that his offering must be a she-goat and that he is not under the 
category of those who bring a pending trespass offering, and 
Rabbi’s reason is from [Num.xv. 28] : “ And the priest shall make 
an atonement for the person that hath erred ” ; “ for the person” 
meansThe anointed priest ; “ that hath erred ” means the prince; 
“ in his sinning through ignorance ” means according to Rabbi 
that the sinning of each of the two must be through ignorance, 
while according to the rabbis this part applies only to him who 
sins through ignorance, exclude the anointed priest who sins 
through forgetting; and whence do they deduce that he like any 
other individual must bring a she-goat? From the above-cited 
verse [ibid., ibid. 27] : “ And if any person sin,” i.e., any one : com¬ 
mon, priest, prince, etc. 

And whence is it deduced that he does not bring a pending 
trespass-offering? From [ibid. v. 18] “for his ignorance,” which 


TRACT HORIOTH (DECISIONS). 


15 


can not mean the priest in question who sins by forgetting. On 
the other hand, according to the rabbis, it intends to exclude the 
anointed who sins in any case whatsoever not by erroneous acting 
alone, but when such is accompanied by forgetting. 

MISHNA IV. : The court is not liable unless the issued 
decree concerns a command the intentional and unintentional 
violation of which entail Korath and sin-offering respectively; 
the same is the case with the anointed priest. The same refers 
to the case of idol worship. 

GEMARA : Whence is this deduced? As stated in the fol¬ 
lowing Boraitha: Rabbi said: It reads [Levi. v. 5] : “ Alehu," 
[ibid, xviii. 18] : “ Olehu ,” as there it is a case of Korath and a 
sin-offering, the same is the case here. And the deduction that 
the same applies to the anointed priest is made as above. As to 
a prince, it is inferred from the analogy of expression [ibid. iv. 
22]: “Prohibitions” ( Mitzvoth ), found also [ibid. ibid. 13] con¬ 
cerning the congregation; now, as the latter treats of things the 
transgression of which is, if intentional under Korath, and if un¬ 
intentional under sin-offering, the same is the case with a prince; 
while concerning a common individual it reads [ib. ibid. 27] : “ If 
any person ” to infer this last from the previous one. 

“ The same refers to the case of idol worship .” Whence is this 
deduced? From what the rabbis taught: because idolatry is 
mentioned specially, hence it should be treated differently, so 
that one be culpable even when the sin is not under the category 
of Korath, etc., therefore the analogy of expression “ from his 
eyes,” as there it is under the category of Korath, so also here. 

But this is concerning the congregation ; whence do we know 
this with regard to the anointed priest, prince, individual? From 
[ibid. ib. 27] : “Any person,” i.e., any: be he priest, prince, etc. 
But again, all this is correct according to him who holds the an- 
logy of expression Olehu ; but to the rabbis who do not hold so, 
whence is this deduced ? From what R. Jehoshua b. Levi taught 
to his son [Num. xv. 29, 30] : “ One law shall be for you, for 
him that acteth through ignorance. But the person that doth 
aught with a high hand,” etc., this compares all the laws of the 
Torah to idolatry: as latter is under both Korath and sin-offering, 
so also all other cases of the same category. But from here you 
infer only an individual, a ruler, and an anointed priest; whence 
do we know that the same is the case with the congregation ? 
Infer the first verse [13] from the last [27]. We thus see that 
according to all, the cited verses [Num. xv. 29, 30] speak of idol- 
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atry, how is it so understood ? Said Rabha, according to others, 
R. Jehoshua b. Levi; according to still others, Khdi: it reads 
[ibid. ib. 22] : “ and do not observe all these commandments ”; 
now, a negative commandment that is in importance equal to all 
other negatives is, you must say, idolatry. 

The disciples of Rabbi infer this from the same verse [22 and 
23] “which the Lord hath spoken unto Moses, all that the 
Lord hath commanded you by the hand of Moses,” and a com¬ 
mandment said, in the words of the Holy One, blessed be He, 
and commanded again by the hand of Moses is of idolatry; as 
the disciples of R. Ismael taught that the commandment “ I am 
the Lord; thou shalt have no other gods before me,” we have 
heard from the Almighty Himself; and thereafter it was com¬ 
manded through Moses in many other places. 

MISHNA V.: The court is not liable for a decree concerning 
a command or a prohibition with regard to (polluting) the sanc¬ 
tuary. Nor must one bring a pending offering for a doubtful 
violation of the said command or prohibition. But in case of 
erroneous teaching and of doubt, each regarding a command or 
prohibition with reference to a woman in her menses, a bullock 
and a pending offering are required respectively. The command 
in the case is: Keep away from a woman in her menses. The 
prohibition is: Have no sexual intercourse with her. 

GEMARA: Whence is it deduced that the congregation 
is not liable to any offering, while the individual is not liable to 
a pending offering either? Said R. Itz’hak b. R. Dimi, it reads 
[Lev. iv. 27]: “ and become guilty ” concerning a sin and pending 
offering, and also [ibid., ibid. 13]: “and they become guilty,” 
which signifies: as the guiltiness of an individual is attended 
with a sin offering established for all, so also the guiltiness of the 
congregation is attended with such an offering; and as the latter’s 
offering is an established one, so also the pending offering must 
be brought only for the doubt about a transgression to which an 
established offering applies, but not about that of the sanctuary 
to which a rich and poor offering applies. 

MISHNA VI .: There is no liability when the decree con¬ 
cerns an adjuring challenge to testify, a hastily made vow, the 
defilement of the temple and its holy objects; the same is the 
case with the ruler, so R. Jose the Galilean. R. Aqiba, however, 
says: The ruler is liable in all these cases but the first one, for 
the king can neither judge nor be judged, neither testify for 
others nor have others testify for him. 
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GEMARA: Said Ula: What is the reason of R. Jose the 
Galilean ? [Lev. v. 5] “ And it shall be, if he have incurred guilt 
by any one of these [things], that he shall confess that concerning 
which he hath sinned,” which speaks of all that are treated of in 
the Mishna, and which signifies that he who may be guilty for 
one of these may be guilty also for the others, but who is not 
guilty for one of these is not so for the others either. But per¬ 
haps the verse means that if he incur guilt even for one of these? 
Therefore it must be said that the reason of R. Jose the Galilean 
is the following Boraitha: R. Jeremian used to say: It reads 
[ibid., ibid. 7], “ And if his means be not sufficient,” and then 
[ibid., ibid. 11], “ If he can not afford.” All this speaks of persons 
that can be classed as poor and rich, which is not the case with 
either priest or ruler, as concerning the latter it reads [ibid., ibid. 
22] “of the Lord his God,” which signifies him who has for his 
superior only his God ; and concerning the former it reads [ibid, 
xxi. 10] : “And the priest that is highest among his brethren,” 
meaning that he is highest in beauty, in might, in wisdom and in 
wealth ; and the anonymous teachers say: whence is it deduced 
that if he [priest] is not rich his people should make him the 
richest: from same verse : “ that is highest among his brethren,” 
signifying that his brethren make him highest. 

MISHNA VII. : As regards all commandments of the Torah, 
whose intentional and unintentional violations entail respectively 
Korath and sin offering, a private individual brings offers (in the 
latter case) a (female) sheep or goat, the ruler, a he-goat; the 
high priest or the supreme court, a bullock. In matters of idol 
worship the private individual, ruler and priest bring a she-goat, 
while the court (that has erroneously decided) a bullock and a he- 
goat, former as burnt offering, latter as a sin offering. The pend- 
ding offering (for a doubtful malfeasance) is imposed upon the ruler 
and private persons, the anointed priest and the court are free 
therefrom. The trespass offering (for a sure misdeed) is imposed 
besides the first two also upon the high priest, while the court is 
exempt therefrom. For challenging by oath to testify, for a hast¬ 
ily made vow, for defiling the temple and the holy objects thereof, 
the erroneously decreeing court is free; while private indi¬ 
viduals, the ruler, the high priest are liable; with the exception, 
however, that the last one is according to R. Simeon not liable 
in the said case of defilement. And what is the sacrifice they 
bring? A poor and rich offering. R. Eliezar says: The ruler 
brings (for temple defilement) a he-goat. 
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GEMARA: There is a Boraitha: R. Simeon laid down this 
rule: In whatever an individual is liable to a pending offering, the 
ruler is equal to him, while the anointed priest and the court are 
free; on the other hand, in whatever a trespass offering applies 
the ruler and the anointed priest are equal, while the court is 
free, viz.: for a witness-oath, an uttered oath and the defilement 
of the sanctuary and its holy objects the ruler and the anointed 
are liable, and the court is free; however, the ruler is not liable 
for a witness-oath and the anointed for the defilement of the 
sanctuary, etc.; and in an act where a rich and poor offering 
applies the ruler is equal, while the anointed and the court are 
free. 

Now, is not the Boraitha involved in a contradiction concern¬ 
ing the liability of the ruler and the priest? Said R. Huna b. R. 
Jehoshua: this presents no difficulty; as one Tana speaks of 
poverty, while the other, of extreme poverty, and R. Simeon 
holds with R. Agiqa concerning extreme poverty when the ruler 
is free from that offering, but differs with him concerning poverty, 
in which case he holds the ruler, too, liable. 


CHAPTER III. 


MISHNA I.: An anointed priest who has sinned and there¬ 
after was removed from his office, and a ruler who has sinned 
and was removed from his dignity, the former brings a bullock 
and the latter a he-goat. However, if both have sinned after 
they were removed from their offices, the priest in question 
brings a bullock and the ex-ruler is considered as a common 
man. 

GEMARA: To what purpose is it needed for the Mishna to 
state that when he has sinned before the removal from his office 
he is to bring a bullock, as the same is the case even if he did 
so after the removal? It was necessary because of the law that 
a ruler after the removal of his dignity is considered common. 

Whence is this deduced? From what the rabbis taught 
[Lev. iv. 3]: “ Shall he bring near for his sin,” which signifies 
that he has to bring an offering for his previous sin. While 
concerning a ruler it reads [ibid. 22]: “ If a ruler should sin,” 
which signifies that if he has sinned while he is still a ruler, but 
not when he becomes common. 

MISHNA II .: If they were appointed to their respective 
positions after they had sinned, they are treated as private per¬ 
sons. R. Simeon, however, says: If they become cognizant of 
their malfeasance before their appointment, they are liable; but 
if after, they are free. What is meant by ruler? A king, for it 
is stated [Lev. iv. 22]: “ If a prince sins and performs one of 
the commandments of the Lord his God,” etc.; hence, a prince 
who has above him no one but the Lord his God. 

GEMARA: Whence is this deduced? From what the rabbis 
taught [ibid., ibid. 3]: ” If the anointed priest do sin to bring 
guiltiness,” which excludes the transgressions he had committed 
before he was anointed. This could be deduced by a fortiori 
argument, thus: A ruler who is liable to a sin-offering for an 
erroneous act is not liable for his acts before he became a ruler. 
The anointed who is liable for forgetting an erroneous act, so 
much the less should he be liable for his previous acts. And 
should you say that with a ruler it is different, as he is not liable 
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after his removal from office, to a sin-offering for his sin while 
he was still a ruler, which is not the case with the anointed? To 
this it reads in the above-cited verse “ the anointed has sinned,” 
which signifies only for that sin which he committed while he 
was already in his office. On the other hand, on a fortiori argu¬ 
ment could be used to make a ruler liable for his sin before he 
ascended the throne, if not for the verse cited above concerning 
him. 

The rabbis taught: ” A ruler who will sin,” lest one say that 
such is the heavenly decree that he shall sin, to this it reads, 
“If the anointed will sin,” which means if it will happen so, 
and the same is with the ruler. 

The rabbis taught: “A ruler should sin” to exclude him 
who was sick with leprosy, as it reads [II Kings, xv. 5]: ” And 
the Lord afflicted the king with leprosy, and he was a leper unto 
the day of his death, and he dwelt in the free-house.* And 
Jotham the king’s son,” etc. What does it mean, free-house? 
Was he until that time a servant or a slave? Yea; as it hap¬ 
pened with Raban Gamaliel and R. Yehoshua, who were on a 
boat; the former has prepared bread for food, and the latter 
prepared bread and fine flour for food. And when the bread of 
R. Gamaliel was consumed by him he relied upon the fine flour 
of Yehoshua. And to the question of the former: Were you 
aware that there will be a delay in the journey, that you took 
with you so much food, he answered: There is a star which ap¬ 
pears once in seventy years that makes the captains of the ships 
err, and I thought perhaps it will appear now and make us err, 
I therefore prepared more food. Said Gamaliel: You possess 
so much wisdom and still you are compelled to go on a ship to 
make your living. And he rejoined: You are wondering about 
myself, how would you be surprised if you knew about two dis¬ 
ciples of yours who are on the land—viz.: R. Elasar Chasma and 
Johanan b. Goodgada, who can imagine how many drops of 
water there are in the sea and nevertheless have no bread to eat 
and no garment for dress. R. Gamaliel then made up his mind 
to make them officers in the best places of the congregation, 
and when he returned home he sent for them, but they did not 
appear; he sent again for them, and when they came he said to 
them: Do you think that the appointment to such high offices 
which I am about to confer on you, will make you rulers? Nay; 


* Leeser’s translation does not correspond. 
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slavery I give to you, as it reads [I Kings, xii. 7]: “If thou wilt 
this day be a servant unto this people,” etc. 

R. Na’hman b. R. ’Hisda lectured; it reads [Eccl. viii. 14]: 
“ There is a vanity which is done upon the earth, that there are 
righteous men ” ; happy are the righteous whose fate is like that 
of the wicked in the world to come; and woe is to the wicked 
whose fate is in this world like that of the righteous in the world 
to come. Said Rabha: May not the righteous be rewarded in 
both this and the world to come? Therefore, said he, “ Happy 
are the righteous whose fate is like the fate of the wicked in this 
world, and woe is to the wicked whose fate is like that of the 
righteous in this world. 

R. Papa and R. Huna b. R. Jehoshua came to Rabha and 
the latter questioned them if they have learned thoroughly such 
and such tracts of the Talmud, to which they answered: 4 4 Yea. ’ ’ 
And to his question: Have you become a little rich so that you 
have time to study properly? They rejoined: Yea; as we 
bought little grounds. He then applied to them the above-cited 
verse. 

Rabha b. b. ’Hana said, in the name of R. Johanan, it reads 
[Hos. xiv. 10]: 44 For righteous are the ways of the Lord; and 
the just shall walk in them; but the transgressors will stumble 
through them ” ; whereby Lot and his two daughters are meant. 
To the latter who intended to do a meritorious act, the verse 
44 the just shall walk in them ” is applied, and to him who in¬ 
tended to commit a crime, the last words of the same verse are 
applied. And whence do we know that he has intended to 
commit a crime? Was he not compelled to this action? It was 
taught in the name of R. Jose b. R. ’Huni: Why is the vav 
of the word bkumah [Gen. xix. 33] pointed? Because he (Lot) 
was not aware at the start, but when she got up he became 
aware of his act. But what could he do; there was no remedy 
to what has already passed? He ought to have drunk the sec¬ 
ond evening. 

Rabba lectured [Prov. xviii. 19]: 44 A brother offended is 
harder than a strong town”; by this Lot is meant, who sepa¬ 
rated himself from Abraham. 44 And quarrels [among brothers] 
are like the bars of a castle”; it is Lot who made Israel to 
quarrel with the nation of Amon [Deut. xxiii. 4]. 

Rabha or R. Itz'hak lectured [Prov. xviii. 1]: 44 He that 
separateth himself [from God] seeketh his own desires: at every 
sound wisdom is he enraged”; by the first part of this verse 
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Lot is meant, who separated himself from Abraham; and by 
the second half the punishment of Amon and Moab is meant, 
of whom a Mishna states the prohibitions of mingling with them 
are forever lasting. Ula said: Tammar sinned, and kings and 
prophets were her issues. Zimri sinned and tens of thousands 
of Israel fell. (How great a difference!) 

“ What is meant by ruler ,” etc. The rabbis taught - It reads 
“ A prince.” Lest one say a prince of a tribe as, e.g., Na’hshan 
b. Aminodob, it reads: the above-cited verse [Lev. iv.] and 
[Deut. xvii. 19], concerning a king, it reads: “ He shall fear the 
Lord his God ”; now, as there no one but his God is his supe¬ 
rior, so also here. 

Rabbi questioned R. Hyye: I, who am a prince, am I liable 
to a he-goat? And he answered: There are your rivals in Baby¬ 
lon ; Rabha objected to him from the following: Kings of Israel 
and the kings of the house of David have to bring their offerings 
Separately? And he answered: They were not dependent each 
upon the other, while we are dependent on those in Babylon. 

R. Safra taught the above as follows: Rabbi questioned 
Hyye: I, e.g., who am a prince, am I liable to a he-goat? And 
he answered: In Babylon there is a tribe (Shebet), etc. (See 
Sanhedrin, p. .) 

MISHNA///.: And who is the anointed priest? He who 
was consecrated to priesthood by the holy ointment and not 
merely by the many (8) raiments. However, between these two 
kinds of priests there exists no other difference except the bul¬ 
lock-sacrifice attending the violations of any of the command¬ 
ments. Nor is there any difference between the priest in office 
and the retired priest except the bullock of the day of atonement 
and the tenth of the Eifah. Both are equal as regards the ser¬ 
vices on the day of atonement, the command to marry a virgin, 
the prohibition from marrying a widow, from defiling themselves 
to a dead relative, from wild-growing of the hair, from tearing 
their garments; finally both effect through their respective 
deaths the return of the homicide from exile. 

GEMARA: The rabbis taught: In the oil for anointing 
which was made by Moses, they used to soak the roots, so R. 
Jehudah, etc. (Here it is repeated from Tract Kherithoth, 
5 b. to 6 b., and as there is its proper place, we omit it here.) 

The rabbis taught: The anointed, and lest one say it means 
the king, it adds “ the priest.” And lest one say, that also he 
who was sanctified by his dress only, therefore “ the anointed.” 
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But still one may say that it means the priest anointed for the 
war time, therefore and “ the anointed priest,” i.e., the distin¬ 
guished one who has no one anointed over him. 

“ There is no difference between the anointed ,” etc. Our 
Mishna is not in accordance with R. Nair, as he holds that he 
who was sanctified by the eight dresses, has to bring a bullock 
for the transgression of all the negative commandments which 
are to be found in the Scripture; while the sages did not agree 
with him. But how can you say that our Mishna is in accord¬ 
ance with the rabbis? Does not the latter part state, “ There 
is no difference between a priest who is still in his office and one 
retired, but concerning the bullock of the day of atonement and 
the tenth of Eipha,” all which can be only in accordance with 
R. Nair, as we have learned in the following: If it happened to 
the high-priest a thing which makes him temporarily unfit for 
service, so that he was substituted by another priest, then the 
former returns to his office and his substitute remains with all 
the obligations of a high-priest, so R. Nair; R. Jose, however, 
maintains that the substitute is no more fit either as a high- 
priest or as a simple one. And he added: It happened to Joseph 
b. Ailim of Ceporas that something made him temporarily 
unfit, to serve as high-priest, and another one was substituted, 
and his brethren the priests did not allow his substitute to be 
either a high-priest or a common one: a high-priest because of 
animosity, and a common one because of the rule that one may 
be raised in sanctification but not lowered; hence, we see that 
the first part of the Mishna is in accordance with the rabbis, and 
the second with R. Mair. Said R. 'Hisda: So it is. But R. 
Jose said: It is in accordance with Rabbi, who edited the Mishna 
in question in accordance with different Tanaim. Rabha, how¬ 
ever, said: It is in accordance with R. Simeon, who holds with 
R. Mair in one case, but differs with him in the other. (The 
difference of opinion of the above Tanaim is translated already 
in Tract Joma.)' 

The Mishna states: “Except the five things which are said 
in the portion regarding a high-priest.” Whence is this de¬ 
duced? From what the rabbis taught [Lev. xxi. 10]: “And 
the priest that is highest among his brethren,” means the high- 
priest. “ Upon whose head anointing oil hath been poured,” 
means that who was appointed for the war. “ And who hath 
been consecrated to put on the garments,” means that who 
was sanctified by the garments only; and to all them it says, 
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“ Shall not let the hair of his head grow long, and his garments 
shall he not rend. Neither shall he go in to any dead body,” 
etc. And lest one says that they all may perform the holy ser¬ 
vice in the first day in which death occurs in his family, it reads, 
“ For the crown of the anointing oil of his God is upon him,” 
which means, upon him but not upon his appointed colleague, 
i.e., the appointed for the war, and as the latter was separated 
from the above, one might say that he is also commanded to 
take a virgin; therefore [ibid. 13]: “And he shall take a wife 
in her virgin state,” he and not some other one. However, in 
the latter case Tanaim differ. 

MISHNA IV .: The high-priest rends his garment from be¬ 
low; the common priest, from the top. The former, while in 
mourning, may offer sacrifices but not eat thereof; the latter, if 
in mourning, must do neither the one nor the other. 

Said Rabh : From below means literally he shall tear from the 
bottom of the garment. Samuel, however, says: From the bot¬ 
tom of the seam, and on top means on the top of the seam. 
But both must be on the bottom of the collar. 

MISHNA V .: What is more common precedes the less com¬ 
mon ; the more holy precedes the less sanctified. If the bullock 
of the anointed priest and that of the congregation are simul¬ 
taneously ready as sacrifices, the former precedes the latter in 
all respects. 

GEMARA: Whence is this deduced? Said Abaye [Numb, 
xxviii. 23]: “ Besides the burnt-offering of the morning, which 
is for a continual burnt-offering, shall ye prepare these.” Now, 
as it reads already the burnt-offering of the morning, why was it 
necessary to state which is for a continual offering? To teach 
that what is more common precedes the less. And whence do 
we know that what is more sanctified precedes the less one? 
From what was taught by the disciples of R. Ismael: “ Thou 
shallst sanctify him,” means to every sanctification he shall 
begin first, he shall make the benediction first, and he shall be 
the first to take the best share. 

The bullock of the anointed,' ’ etc. Whence is this deduced? 
From [Lev. iv. 21]: “ And he shall burn him as he has burned 
the first bullock.” To what purpose was the “first” neces¬ 
sary? To teach that he must make precede the bullock of the 
congregation in all respects. 

The rabbis taught: If the bullock of the anointed priest and 
that of the congregation were standing, the former precedes the 
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latter in all respects, because as the anointed one atones and the 
congregation is atoned, it is but right that he who atones shall 
precede the atoned one in all respects. And so also it reads 
[ibid. xvi. 17]: “ So shall he make an atonement for himself, 
and for his houshold, and for the whole congregation of Israel. 

MISHNA VI . : The man has the preference over the woman 
in respect of preservation of life and of returning a loss. The 
woman has the preference in respect of dressing and of being 
ransomed from captivity. If two persons of different sex are 
menaced with being (sexually) disgraced, the man must be pro¬ 
tected first. 

GEMARA : The rabbis taught : if it happened that he, his 
master and his father were in captivity (and he was able to re¬ 
deem one of them), he himself has the preference over the latter, 
and his master has the preference over his father. His mother, 
however, has the preference over all. A sage has the preference 
over a king of Israel, as if a sage dies we have no equal to him, 
but if a king dies all Israel are fit for the throne. A king has the 
preference over a high priest, as [I Kings i. 33] : “ Take with 

you the servants of your lord,” etc. A high priest has the pref¬ 
erence to a prophet, as [ibid. 34]: “ And let Zadek the priest 

with Nathan the prophet,” hence the priest precedes the prophet. 
The priest anointed with the anointed oil precedes him who 
was sanctified by his garments. The latter precedes the 
one appointed for the war, and he precedes him who was re¬ 
moved from office on being blemished, and he precedes segan 
(vice high priest), and he precedes the Amarkhal. (What does 
Amarkhal mean ? said R. ’Hisda : the head officer of the temple.) 
The last one precedes the treasurer, and he precedes the head of 
the watching officer. He (the head) precedes the head of the 
family priest, and the latter precedes a common priest. 

MISHNA VII . : The following precede one another in order 
of arrangement: the priest, Levite (simple), Israelite, bastard, 
nathin, proselyte, a freed slave; provided, however, they are 
equally qualified in learning; but if, e.g., the bastard be a learned 
man in the Law, while the high priest is an ignorant, the pref¬ 
erence is on the part of the former. 

GEMARA : “ Equally qualified ,” etc. Whence is this de¬ 
duced? Said R. A’ha b. R. 'Hanina, from [Prov. iii. 15], “She 
is more precious than pearls ” ; (fipninhti), which means from the 
high priest who enters the sanctum sanctissimum. 


* Pninirn is homonymous with Pnim, which means inside. 
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There is a Boraitha : R. Simeon b. Ia’hai said that it is but 
right that a free slave have the preference over a proselyte, as 
the former was brought up with us in sanctity, which is not the 
case with the latter; however, as a slave has been placed in the 
category of the “ cursed ” [Genes, ix. 25], a proselyte has the 
preference. 

The disciples of R. Elazar b. Zadok questioned their master : 
Why is one more anxious to marry a female proselyte than a 
freed female slave ? and he answered as a reason the slave’s being 
in the category of the “ cursed,” and also because the proselyte 
is supposed to have kept herself in chastity, which, as a rule, is 
not the case with the slave. 

They further questioned: Why does the dog know his mas¬ 
ter, and the cat does not ? and his answer was : It is certain that 
he who eats from what is left by a mouse is apt to have a poor 
memory, so much the more so the cat that himself consumes the 
mouse. They questioned again : Why do all these animals (i.e. 
dogs, cats, and the like) reign over the mice? and he answered: 
Because the mice are instinctively mischievous, since, says Rabha, 
they tear even garments ; and R. Papa says : They gnaw through 
even the handle of a pick-ax. 

The rabbis taught the following five objects are conducive to 
one’s forgetting his studies : The eating up of the remnants of 
the mice’s or cat’s food, of the heart of a cow, the frequent con¬ 
suming of olives, the drinking of the water left from one’s own 
washing, and, finally, the bathing of one’s feet one kept on the 
other. According to others add yet this : the putting of one’s 
clothes under one’s head while sleeping, 

The following five are apt to strengthen one’s memory: 
Bread baked on coals, and particularly the consuming of the 
coals themselves, soft eggs without salt, the frequent drinking of 
olive oil, of wine flavored with spices, of water left after its use 
for a dough. According to others add yet this: to dip the finger in 
salt and consume the latter. According to others add this : the 
consuming of wheat bread and particulary of the wheat itself. 

This Boraitha furnishes a support to R. Johanan who was wont 
of saying that as an olive causes one to forget one’s studies 
acquired during a period of 70 years, so the oil thereof calls back 
to one’s memory the studies of such a perod. 

Concerning the consuming of salt on one’s finger, according 
to Resh Lakish this must be done with one finger; while 
Tanaim differ: according to R. Jehudah it is with one finger and 
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not two, according to R. Jose two and not three fingers, and the 
negative sign of it is Kuritzah , i.e. taking a fistful of the meal¬ 
offering (done always with three fingers). 

The following ten objects are cumbrous to one’s studies: pass¬ 
ing under the rope of a camel and particularly under the camel 
itself; passing between two camels, between two women, the 
passing of a woman between two men, passing through the ob¬ 
noxious odor of a carcass, passing under a bridge where nature 
was not running for 40 days, the eating of half-baked bread, of 
meat taken out with the 8 ,copijpArpo^ (spoon with which the 
scumming is done), drinking from a well streaming through a 
cemetery, looking on the face of a corpse. According to others 
add yet, reading the inscriptions on a tombstone. 

The rabbis taught: when the prince enters, all the people 
present in college rise to their feet, without again taking their 
seats until he tells them to do so. When the chief justice enters, 
the people occupying two rows of seats facing the entrance rise 
and remain standing until he takes his seat. If the sage enters, 
the occupants of one row rise and remain standing until he takes 
his place. The children as well as the disciples of the sages, if 
their help in the studies is needful, are allowed to pass over the 
heads of the people (seated on the floor), but not when their help 
is not wanted. The children of such scholars who superintend 
the congregation, if they comprehend the subjects treated of, 
may enter, sit down with their faces to their fathers and backs 
to the people ; but if not, they have to sit in the opposite order. 
R. Elicar b. R. Zadok said that also at a banquet these children 
may be invited for the sake of their parents. If one of them 
has to go out for physiological requirements he may return, 
Said Rabha, this is so only when their fathers are still alive and 
also present. 

Said R. Johanan: This Mishna was taught in the time of 
R. Simeon b. Gamaliel, when he was the prince, R. Nathan the 
president, and R. Mair the sage of the college. When R. Simeon 
would enter, the people rose ; likewise when either R. Mair or 
R. Nathan entered the people would rise ; said then the prince : 
If so, there is no difference between me and the others, whereas 
I should like that a difference be made; and he accordingly 
enacted the rules laid down in the Mishna. However, this was 
carried out in the absence of R. Mair and R. Nathan, so that on 
the morrow when they came and saw the people behind the 2 
rows remaining in their seats, they asked the reason thereof, in 
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answer to which they were told of the prince’s enactment. There¬ 
upon said R. Mair to R. Nathan : I am the sage and you are the 
president, let us enact something in our behalf; let us ask R. 
Simeon to teach us Tract Uktzin (stalks of fruit), and as we are 
aware that he is not versed therein, we will say unto him [Psal. 
cvi. 2] “ Who can utter the mighty acts of the Lord?” he “who 
can publish all his praise! ” Thereupon we will depose him and 
you will take his place and I yours. R. Jacob b. Oarshi (Rabbi’s 
master) overheard this plan and was embarrassed as to how he 
could prevent R. Simeon’s reputation from being marred ; he then 
hid himself in back of R. Simeon’s attic and began to study aloud 
Uktzin over again and again, until R. Simeon has noticed it and 
the idea struck him that something must have happened in the 
college, to which Jacob would like to draw his attention; he 
accordingly was quick enough to take up the study of Uktzin, 
and, indeed, succeeded in acquiring close familiarity with this 
Tract. On the morrow he was asked in the college, according to 
the premeditated plan, to lecture on Uktzin which he did, and 
after he was through he said to them: If my attention had not 
been called to this Tract, I should have been put to public shame 
by your plan. On his command, then, R. Mair and R. Nathan 
were removed from the college. They, however, were circulating 
in writing, questions and objections and throwing them in to the 
college; to those that could not be resolved in college, they 
would themselves write the answers and send them again to col¬ 
lege. Said R. Jose to the college: The whole Torah is outside 
and we should remain inside the college ? This pressure urged 
R. Simeon to allow the relegated to return under the penalty, 
however, that the Halakhas be not proclaimed in their names. 
Therefore R. Mair’s Halakhas were henceforth classed with the 
anonymous teachers, and R. Nathan’s were given as “according 
to some.” It once happened that both had dreams commanding 
them to reconcile R. Simeon; whereupon R. Nathan did so, 
while R. Mair said that he does not yield to dreams as they are 
nonsense. When R. Nathan came to reconcile him, R. Simeon 
b. Gamaliel said: Because thy father’s (official) belt helped the 
to be president of the court, must we make thee Nasi (prince)? 

Rabbi taught to R. Simeon his son: The anonymous teachers 
say so and so; interrupted him his son; who are they whose 
water we imbibe and whose names we do not mention ? And he 
answered: They were the men who conspired to destroy your 
glory and that of your father’s house, rejoined he; [Eccl. ix, 6.] 
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“ Also their love, and their hatred, and their envy are now already 
lost,” answered the Rabbi paraphrasing. (Psal. ix. 7): The enemy 
is lost, but his ruinous deeds are still existing; said R. Simeon: 
this would be right if the deeds of the rabbis in question remained 
effective, but they whom you have in view had only an intention, 
and one that has never been realized. Thereupon Rabbi taught 
to him again; so and so was said in the name of R. Mair. Said 
Rabha: Rabbi, though modest in nature, yet refrained from say¬ 
ing * it was said by R. Mair,’ but taught it was said in the name 
of R. Mair. 

Said R. Johanan : R. Simeon C. Gamaliel and the rabbis dif¬ 
fered with regard to the following: according to one the erudite 
scholar, while according to the other, the dialectician, has has the 
preference. A message concerning this point was sent to the 
west, and the answer thereto was: the erudite has the preference, 
since every one is in need of the owner of the stored-up wheat. 
R. Joseph was the erudite, and Rabha was the dialectician, and 
though the answer of the west was in favor of the former, he did 
not accept the position of head of the college for 22 years, until 
Rabha who accepted this position died. During all this time R. 
Joseph did not invite to his house even a barber, but was himself 
going wherever he needed. 

Abaye and Rabha, R. Zero and Rabha C. Mathma were sitting 
together at the time when the presidency of the college was 
vacant, and they have decided that he who will recite a point that 
will meet no objection be elected to this office. The sayings of 
them all were objected, excepting that of Abaye which was not; 
thereupon Rabha noticing that Abaye was raising his head, said 
to him: Wa’hmeni, begin your lecture (you are the head of the 
college). 

The schoolmen questioned regarding R. Zera who was a genius 
and in the habit of raising objections, and Rabha C. Mathma who 
was slow, careful and considerate in drawing conclusions, which of’ 
the two types has the preference. This question remained un¬ 
decided. 


END OF TRACT HORIOTH AND OF THE VOL. XVIII., 
AND ALSO OF THE WHOLE SECTION JURISPRUDENCE. 
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PREFACE. 


The ancient authors used to begin the prefaces to their 
works with the proverb “ Sepher be Lo Hakdamha kegnph be 
Lo nechamaha ,” which means “A book without a preface is 
similar to a body without a soul”; and, indeed, this proverb 
remains forever true. At the time we began our translation 
of the Talmud, we were aware that to the study of it a clear 
preface which should explain its nature and the character of 
the sages mentioned in it was necessary, as without it there 
would be great difficulty for students in catching the real 
meaning, and in some places the reader would be confused, 
not being aware of its history and of the names mentioned— 
who these were and when they existed. 

With this in mind, we had already prepared the present 
work in 1897, when only a few volumes of our translation had 
been issued. Although we gave a brief general introduction 
to the first volume of the translation, and also some prefaces 
and introductions in the succeeding volumes, they do not suf¬ 
fice for the student who desires to have a clear idea of all that 
he is studying. 

However, the translation has taken up so much of our time 
that it has hitherto been impossible for us to look up every¬ 
thing pertinent to our purpose that has been written and to 
submit it in presentable form. Now, after the completion, 
with the Divine help of the two large sections, containing 
twenty-seven tracts, and in response to many inquiries from the 
reading public for some explanations, we find that now is the 
time to put forth this work; and, instead of adding two more 
volumes to the translation of the Talmud in the current year, 
we have decided to furnish the two volumes which form our 
“ History of the Talmud.” 

It may be inferred that what was written several years ago 
has had to be thoroughly revised and corrected, according to 
the literature which has appeared since that time. There is an 
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old witticism, “Koshe Atika Me Ckadtha”; i.e. y “It is more 
difficult to correct an old thing than to write a new one” ; and, 
as a matter of fact, it has taken a great deal of time to make 
the necessary changes and corrections in what we had written. 
As a natural consequence, the work is enlarged, and many 
chapters have been added since the issue of our prospectus. 
All this concerns the first volume of this work, as it relates to 
the history of the Talmud only, as to which there has been 
little new information. True there have been some new dis¬ 
sertations on the Talmud in Germany, but they do not add 
much to our knowledge concerning it, and may therefore be 
ignored. 

The second volume, however, we have had to recast and 
rewrite. In this labor the wonderful work of that western 
light which was recently extinguished—we mean the Rev. Dr. 
Mielziner—“Introduction to the Talmud,” which has reached 
a second edition and has been so favorably received by all stu¬ 
dents of both continents, was of great service to us. As Dr. 
Mielziner’s work contains essentially all that concerns the Tal¬ 
mud itself, we resolved to take it as a text for our historical 
introduction, adding and abating as we deemed necessary. 
We have done so, also, with the second part, “The Ethics of the 
Talmud,” which he arranged so admirably. Here, also, we 
have added whatever, according to our knowledge, there was 
left for us to bring to the attention of the reader. 

Now, the work being finished, we regard it as a suitable 
preface to our translation and one which will enlighten the 
understanding of the reader in many places. At the same time, 
it seems to us to be interesting to the general reader who has 
neither time nor inclination for the study of the Talmud. 

This is all we need say in the preface, referring the reader 
for more details to our introduction, which follows. 

The Author. 


New York, September , 1903. 
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The persecutors of the Talmud during the period ranging 
from the first century b.c., when it began to take form, to the 
present day, have varied in their character, objects and actions. 
In one respect, however, they all agreed,namely, in their general 
wish to destroy its existence. Careful consideration of its many 
vicissitudes certainly justifies the assertion that the Talmud is 
one of the wonders of the world. During the twenty centuries 
of its existence not one of them has passed without great and 
powerful enemies vying with each other and exhausting every 
effort to destroy it; still it survived in its entirety, and not only 
has the power of its foes failed to destroy even a single line, 
but it has not even been able materially to weaken its influ¬ 
ence for any length of time. It still dominates the minds of a 
whole people, who venerate its contents as divine truth, and 
countless numbers have sacrificed their lives and their posses¬ 
sions to save it from perishing. 

A review of its persecutors, before going into their history 
would not be amiss. They are the Seleucidae, in the time of 
Antiochus Epiphanes, the Roman Emperor Nero, Domitian, 
Hadrian, etc., the Samaritans, the Sadducees, Boethuseans, the 
followers of Jesus, and all the sects opposed to the Pharisees. 

Before the development of the Talmud had been completed, 
when hardly a single section had been arranged systematically 
and written down, it having been known merely as oral teach¬ 
ing in the mouths of the sages, and reconsidered and analyzed 
constantly by their disciples in the colleges, it was violently at¬ 
tacked. But no sooner had the Talmud been completed in Bab¬ 
ylonia, and the Saburites had put their seal upon it, so to speak, 
deciding that nothing was to be added to or substracted from, 
when Justinian decreed practically its death; that is to say, 
what amounted to the same thing, capital punishment to all 
those who were occupied in its study (550). Then followed the 
Karaites, in the days of the Gaonim, who seriously threatened 
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its existence. Time and time again they triumphed over Tal¬ 
mudic Rabbis and were near making an end of the Talmud and 
of them. The Rabbis next encountered the Popes. From the 
time of Pope Innocent III., the Talmud was burned at the 
stake in nearly every century from the i ith to the 18th, in Italy, 
France, Germany, Spain, and many other countries, and in the 
18th, also in Poland by the Frankists, by Bishop Dembovski, 
where copies were dragged through the streets of the city, tied 
to horses’ tails and then delivered to the executioner to be 
burned at the stake in Kamenetz, Lemberg, Brody and else¬ 
where. In most places, before it was resolved what was to be 
done with Talmud, the Israelites were forced to dispute with 
its enemies, and had to pay heavy fines for arriving late to the 
dispute, as well as for being vanquished in argument, the judges 
being their enemies. Still what has been the result ? The Tal¬ 
mud exists to-day, and not one letter in it is missing. It is true, 
the persecutions against it are not yet at an end; accusations 
and calumnies by its enemies, under the new name of anti- 
Semites, are still directed against it, while the government of 
Russia legislates against and restricts the rights of the nation 
which adheres to the Talmud. No modem persecutions, how¬ 
ever, can seriously endanger its existence, and it would appear 
that the Talmud will also survive them and continue as long as 
the sky spans the earth. 

A desire to know all that has befallen the Talmud and all its 
vicissitudes since its inception would require the reading of all 
the scattered passages in countless volumes which have been 
compiled in various ages, languages, and countries. Its his¬ 
tory, however, has never yet been written by a single author. 
Treaties on the Talmud itself, or on certain subjects contained 
therein, have briefly related part of its history, each according 
to the subject and the aim of its theme. Such are the works of 
Zunz and Gratz, the one dealing with rabbinical literature, and 
the other writing concerning the history of the Jews. Similarly 
the historians of the world, relating in detail the occurrences of 
every century, have briefly made mention of what happened to 
the Talmud in each century. Even in the year there appeared 
a pamphlet entitled “Anklager und Vertheidiger des Tal¬ 
mud” (accusers and defenders), by Dr. B. Kurrein, of 
Frankfort-on-the-Main, apparently giving the entire history of 
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the Talmud from its origin to the present time, but it contains 
only dates (and not even these in full) and not occurrences. No 
mention is made of Karaites, who persecuted it in the times of 
the Gaonim, or of the Frankists of the 18th century, of its fate 
during the 15th century; the Pfefferkorn and Reuchlin episode 
is mentioned only in part, and by no means satisfactory to the 
reader curious about the details, not to speak of the Rohling- 
Bloch, at the end of the 19th century. It is, indeed, a matter of 
astonishment that hundreds of books have been written about 
the Talmud by exponents of all sects and in all ages, to say 
nothing of the extensive modern literature dealing with the 
Talmud in whole or in part, amounting to thousands of volumes 
—in particular a work, “Dikduke Sophrim,” published in the 
last century, containing only the dates and publishers ’ names 
of the various editions of the Talmud, in seventeen large vol¬ 
umes, with a comparison of all words and letters of the different 
editions and manuscripts, and this only of two-thirds of the 
Talmud—the fate of the Talmud, the charges brought against 
it, the repeated persecutions, the burning at the stake, have 
not been recorded in a separate work, as though unworthy of 
notice. It has been thus left for us to supply the deficiency. 
For we, who have taken upon ourselves the difficult task of 
editing the old Talmud, to punctuate it in conformity with 
works in other languages, to systematize and arrange it for a 
new edition, and to translate it into a modem language, deem 
it our duty to collect into one book all the records of the vicis¬ 
situdes of the Talmud in a systematic manner, at the same time 
stating the causes of many occurrences. 

It is quite true, that in many places we have been constrained 
to be brief where a more ample account would not have been out 
of place, but it must be borne in mind that to expatiate on 
every incident would lead to the writing of a volume equal in 
bulk to the Talmud itself, perhaps even larger, and time would 
not permit such an undertaking. In one respect, however, we 
will do our duty; we will arrange all the events chronologically, 
and we have taken pains to denote the time and place of differ¬ 
ent events and likewise to name the persecutors of the Talmud. 
We trust this volume will meet with a favorable reception from 
the readers, for our work was done conscientiously, and to the 
utmost of our talents. To save space, we have not on every 
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occasion mentioned the authorities from whom we derived our 
facts, but only when we had to refer the reader for details to 
other books we gave the name and page of the book. We may 
state, however, that the sources on which we have drawn are all 
the books which speak of this subject, viz.: the Talmud itself, 
the books of the Gaonim, and those written on this topic in the 
Middle Ages, as well as the extensive literature relating to it of 
the last century, from Zunz, Jost, Herzfeld, Graetz, etc., to the 
pamphlet we have mentioned. At the conclusion of the book 
the reader will find an explanation of the method employed in 
the new edition and translation of the Talmud, and at the same 
time a full introduction. We made it as lucid as possible, and 
also endeavored to reply to some criticisms that have appeared 
in various periodicals since the new publication had first 
appeared. 

Michael L. Rodkinson. 

New York, August , 1903. 


THE HISTORY OF THE TALMUD. 


CHAPTER I. 

THE ORIGIN OF THE NAME “TALMUD” - THE SAMARITANS - 

ANTIOCHUS EPIPHANES - THE SADDUCEES. 

The name “written law” was given to the Pentateuch, 
Prophets and Hagiographa, and that of “oral law” to all the 
teachings of the “sages 5 ’ consisting of comments on the text of 
the Bible. The word Torah alone was applied to the entire 
Bible, the term “Talmud” was reserved for the oral law, 
though the meaning of these two words is identical ; namely, 
“ teaching” or “study. ” Still, because it is written Velimdo 
(Deut. xxxi, 19), and teach it the children of Israel (put it in 
their mouths ; that is to say that the teacher’s duty was to ex¬ 
plain and comment on the laws and ordinances until the chil¬ 
dren understood them thoroughly and were conversant with 
them by heart) — the name “ Talmud ” was applied to what was 
styled by a long phrase “ Oral Law ” (Torah-she b’al-Peh). This 
word designated all the commentaries of the sages on the Script¬ 
ures which the Pharisees had begun to interpret figuratively. 

Figurative interpretation was inaugurated in the days of the 
Great Assembly when its members resolved to keep themselves 
distinct from the Samaritans, their inveterate enemies, who ad¬ 
hered to the literal interpretation of the text, which, in the 
opinion of the Pharisees, was falsified by them. This study, 
however, commenced to make progress at the time of the San¬ 
hedrin, or from that of the Macedonian conquest of Judea, when 
the term “ Great Assembly ” was changed to the Greek “ Sanhe¬ 
drin.” It spread into every college where were assembled sages 
entrusted with the guidance of congregations, with instruction 
of the Law, of ordinances relating to clean and unclean, to prop- 
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erty, to crimes. All sages who interpreted the biblical passages 
figuratively, unlike the Samaritans, were called “ Pharisees.” 
The Samaritans of course persecuted those Pharisees (see App. 
No. i), objected to their interpretation, and did them great in¬ 
jury whenever they had the power. At last, Janai, Hyrcanus 
the First, overcame them, burned their temple, devastated 
their city, and compelled them by force of arms to conduct 
themselves according to the doctrines of the Pharisees, though 
he himself in his latter years became a Sadducee. 

Until the time of Antiochus Epiphanes, before which period 
all the high priests since the erection of the second temple had 
been of the family of Zadok, King David’s high priest (see App. 
2), and the priests had been also among the sages of the Phari¬ 
sees and no disputes arose between them as to the interpreta¬ 
tion of the law. From the time of Antiochus, however, when 
the high priesthood passed from the descendants of Zadok to 
other families, finally coming into the possession of the Macca¬ 
bees, who were not descendants of the house of Zadok, began to 
differ from the Pharisees in the interpretation of the Torah, and 
to explain the texts on the basis of oral tradition. They 
founded a distinct sect, styled “ Sadducees” (after Zadok), and 
the dispute with the Pharisees and their teaching, i.e. with the 
Talmud, was begun. They persecuted the Pharisees to the 
utmost; being mostly men of wealth and rank, and in their 
hearts leaning toward the Hellenes, who then held sway in Pal¬ 
estine, they joined the Samaritans, the foes of the Jews, whose 
aim was to eradicate the study of Judaism. Thus united, they 
gave their aid to Antiochus Epiphanes, who was anyhow the 
enemy of the Jews, and who decreed on the pain of capital pun¬ 
ishment that the Pharisees should discontinue their studies, 
that circumcision should be performed in a manner other than 
that prescribed by the Pharisees (see App. No. 3); that the Sab¬ 
bath should not be observed according to the interpretation of 
the Sabbath law by the Pharisees, etc. The obvious intention 
was to destroy the Talmud together with Pharisees who adhered 
to it. These persecutions against the Talmud ended usually in 
favor of the Sadducees until the time of Simon ben Shetah, and 
the above mentioned Janai, Hyrcanus I. (Johanan the High 
Priest). Then the Pharisees triumphed over their foes, and the 
oral law was the absorbing subject of the Sanhedrin, under the 
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leadership of Joshuah b. Prachia, Simon b. Shetah and Jehudah 
b. Tabai. The Talmud was then studied in all colleges of Pal¬ 
estine, Egypt and wherever Jews lived. Owing to the enmity 
of the Samaritans and the opposition of the Sadducees, many 
laws and regulations were added to the Talmud of the Pharisees. 
From that time the Pharisees began to restrict their interpreta¬ 
tions so as to make them agree with the deep though literal 
meaning of the texts, employing therein much sophistry. They 
counted all the letters of the Torah, and if they found a word or 
letter not absolutely necessary to the understanding of the 
text, they said it was placed there only to add to or subtract 
from the meaning. But at that period the Mishna was not a 
separate and distinct thing from the Talmud, though many 
ancient Mishnas already existed in writing, but without a sepa¬ 
rate title. The Pharisees studied the ancient Mishnayoth, 
added (see App. No. 4) to them, and explained the biblical texts. 
All this was entitled Oral Law, or, shortly, “Talmud.” 

CHAPTER II. 

THE DEVELOPMENT OF THE TALMUD DURING THE LAST CENTURY 
OF THE SECOND TEMPLE’S EXISTENCE (i.e. THE FIRST A.C.) 

SHEMAIA -ABTALI AN - HILLEL —SHAMMAI-THE PRINCES 

(NASIS) OF ISRAEL- R. JOHANAN B. ZAKKAI—SANHEDRIN 

OF JAMNIA - THE JEWISH CHRISTIANS. 

After the triumph of Simon b. Shetah over the Sadducees, 
when he had finally cleared the Sanhedrin of them, and only the 
Pharisees remained there, the development of the Talmud pro¬ 
gressed rapidly, for the number of the sages, the adherents, 
reverers, sanctifiers of the Talmud, increased greatly in the col¬ 
leges of the Ashkaloth (Duumviri) who succeeded to ben She¬ 
tah : Shemaia and Abtalian, and, after them, Hillel and Sham- 
mai. And although at that time new enemies arose, in the 
Boethuseans, Essenes, and many other sects who were opposed 
to its particular doctrines, yet those had not the power to check 
its progress or to weaken its influence — not only on all Israelites, 
wherever they dwelt, but also on many Gentiles: for at that 
time we see that prominent persons of other nations (App. No. 
5) come to the chief men of Israel and express their wish to 
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adopt Judaism. Hillel the Elder received them with open 
arms. Helen the Queen, and her son, Isotis, also accepted the 
creed of the Talmud. All this was due to the fact that its 
morality came at this time to be before the world. The Poly¬ 
theists began to perceive the great difference between the teach¬ 
ing of their priests in the names of the gods, and the Torah as 
explained by its sages. From all places of the world came per¬ 
sons to learn the doctrines and the morality of the Talmud. 
This period of good fortune, however, was only of short dura¬ 
tion, as the time of the destruction of the Temple was nigh, and 
with it the victims of the sword and of hunger were many. 
Among these were the great sages who bore the banner of the 
Talmud, and their wisdom died with them. The Sanhedrin 
had been forced, while the Temple was still in existence, to 
transfer their meeting places from the “marble hall” to the 
“shops.” Rabban Gamaliel the Elder, the son of Hillel the 
Prince (Nasi) was persecuted by them, and his son Simeon 
was slain, together with many sages. Thus, if R. Johanan 
b. Zakkai had not, risking his life, petitioned Vespasian to 
spare the Sanhedrin, who had been compelled during the 
tumults at Jerusalem to move with their college to Jamnia, 
there would have remained no vestige of the Talmud, since most 
of those who cherished it had passed away by the sword, by 
hunger and by the plague. Besides, the disciples of Jesus (see 
App. No. 6), who then believed in his Messiahship, but not in his 
divinity, began secretly to undermine the Talmud, which laid 
more stress on external ceremonies than they deemed necessary, 
and endeavored with all their might to weaken its influence 
among the populace, but R. Jehanan b. Zakkai and the Sanhe¬ 
drin in Jamnia, with Rabban Gamaliel, the son of the slain 
Simeon, at their head, restored the Talmud to its prestige, 
and took pains to raise up others in the places of the mur¬ 
dered sages. 

Thus the study of the Talmud flourished after the destruc¬ 
tion of the Temple, although beset with great difficulties and 
desperate struggles. All his days, R. Johanan b. Zakkai was 
obliged to dispute with Sadducees and Bathueians and, no 
doubt, with the Messiahists also; for although these last were 
Pharisees, they differed in many points from the teaching of the 
Talmud after their master, Jesus, had broken with the Phari- 
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sees and their doctrines in public. So R. Johanan b. Zakkai 
was obliged to introduce many reforms; and Rabban Gamaliel 
of Jamnia, notwithstanding his office of Nasi, and his lofty bear¬ 
ing towards his colleagues and adversaries, was compelled to go 
many times to Rome to ask for mercy for his college and the 
Pharisaic sages. And this first Nasi, after the Temple’s de¬ 
struction, also had to witness the evil consequences of quarrels 
in the midst of his own nation, added to the calamities from 
without. 

As the interpretations of every letter and vowel point of the 
written law had multiplied, and liberty had been given to every 
learned man to construe biblical texts at his pleasure, the dif¬ 
ferences of opinion multiplied, and the disciples of Shammai 
and Hillel, whose master’s characters differed to the utmost, 
split into two factions and studied in separate colleges. Thus 
the teaching of the Talmud was differently interpreted by two 
parties, and what the one permitted, the other forbade. This 
circumstance was of more danger to the Talmud than any ex¬ 
ternal foe, for when there is no internal union, the whole fabric 
will go to pieces, and its influence will, of course, diminish. 
Therefore the sages of Jamnia, with R. Gamaliel at their head, 
strove not only to decide the law according to the school of 
Hillel, but also to decree that the words of Shammai’s school in 
the place of Hillel’s had no value at all. And what a world of 
difficulty the sages had to surmount before they succeeded ! 
R. Simeon ben Gamaliel rightly says “ If we proceeded to record 
all the troubles and calamities we had endured, time would 
not suffice.” 

But in the long run they did succeed in widening and in¬ 
creasing the sphere of influence of the Talmud, for both the in¬ 
ternal dissensions and external opposition only tended to sink 
more deeply into the hearts of the people its doctrines (Hala- 
khas), legends (Hagadas) and morals. At the end of the first 
century it was to them a substitute for their destroyed Temple; 
it was their stronghold, their entertainment by day and by night. 
It was only when they were occupied with it that they forgot all 
the calamities past and present; it was the sole bond which 
kept together the scattered colonies of Israelites, which 
strengthened them to bear the yoke of the Romans, to hope for 
brighter days, to be patient unto the end. 
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CHAPTER III. 

THE DESTRUCTION OF THE TEMPLE-THE FALL OF BETHEL-THE 

MASSACRE OF THE SAGES OF THE TALMUD, TILL THE WRIT¬ 
ING OF THE MISHNA IN THE BEGINNING OF THE THIRD CEN¬ 
TURY. 

The Temple had been destroyed; Rabban Gamaliel and 
many of his colleagues were dead; the family of the Nasi extir¬ 
pated, excepting only his son R. Simeon, who succeeded to his 
father as Nasi and established a college at Usha; and new per¬ 
secutions, awful in their extent, were directed against those who 
were engaged in the compilation of the Talmud. The sages, 
the chief men of Israel, were slaughtered without pity by Trajan 
and his successors through the entire period of fifty-two years 
from the destruction of the Temple to the fall of Bethel. Some 
of these founders of the Talmud who forfeited their lives for its 
sake are known to us only by their names: R. Ishmael, Simeon 
b. Azai, Papus b. Jehudah, Yishbab the Scribe, Huzpeth the 
Dragoman (interpreter), Jehudah the Baker, Hananiah b. Tra- 
dion and Aqiba; the last, the main pillar of the Talmud, and who 
contributed much to its diffusion and completion, died with joy 
at being enabled to sacrifice his life for it. 

One of the causes of the great revolt against the Romans at 
this time was the prohibition by the Roman government of the 
study of the Torah, wherein alone the Jews found comfort, 
since only in their houses of learning could they enjoy complete 
peace and freedom. But as the death penalty had been de¬ 
creed against all who occupied themselves with religious study 
and observed its precepts, and as this prohibition deprived 
them of their only source of consolation, they rebelled, led by 
Bar Kochba. R. Aqiba was the first to become his adherent, 
who journeyed from town to town, inciting the Israelites to 
rebel, and bringing them the message that a saviour of Israel 
had arisen in Bar Kochba, the Messiah. It is not surprising, 
therefore, that Hadrian, when he had ascended to the throne, 
was not content barely with the massacre of the sages of the 
Talmud, but was intent also on the destruction of the Talmud 
itself. Unable to find a pretext for killing all the sages who 
kept it up, he decreed that if any of the old rabbis should 
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qualify a young rabbi for Israel, both should be put to death, 
and the place in which such took place should be destroyed, be¬ 
lieving that with the death of the elder generation the Talmud 
would be forgotten and Israel would blend with the nations and 
its memory be obliterated; because he very well knew that as 
long as the Talmud existed there was little hope for the assimi¬ 
lation of the Jews with other nations. This decree, however, 
was not executed, and his murderous plan was further frus¬ 
trated by R. Jehudah b. Baba, who, forewarned of the decree 
and comprehending its consequences, betook himself to a place 
between two great mountains between Usha and Shprehemand 
licensed six of the older men of R. Aqiba’s disciples to be rabbis 
teachers of the Talmud): R. Meir, R. Jehudah b. Elai, R. 
Jose b. Halaphta, R. Simeon b. Jochai, R. Eleazar b. Shemua, 
and R. Nehemiah. Having done this, and feeling sure that as 
long as these men lived the Talmud would be kept alive, he 
thus addressed them: “ Fly, my sons, and hide from the wrath 
of the enemy. I alone will remain, and will offer my body to 
satiate their vengeance.” And in fact the Romans pierced his 
body with three hundred iron lances, so that it resembled a 
sieve; but the newly consecrated rabbis were saved, and with 
them the Talmud. (See Sanhedrin, p. 30.) 

Thus the efforts of Hadrian met with no success, so that at 
last he said to himself: “ Great is the sheep that stands among 
seventy wolves.” He saw the Talmud still existing, bringing 
to naught his plan for converting the Jews, uniting Israel into 
one people, and establishing it still more firmly as a national 
and a religious whole. For the six rabbis named above very 
soon became the soul of Talmudic study; some of them were 
with R. Simeon, the Nasi, in Shprehem, and others founded col¬ 
leges of their own. Through them the Talmud regained its 
former power and influence, and one of them, R. Ilai, became 
the chief teacher of R. Jehudah the Nasi, the compiler of the 
Mishna. 

The translation of the Bible (written law) into Greek also 
contributed very much to the popularization of the Talmud. 
As long as the Torah was in the sacred language only (for the 
Aramaic version of the time of Ezra had been concealed or de¬ 
stroyed as early as the time of Rabban Gamaliel the Elder, the 
son of Simeon who had been slain, or probably even during the 
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life of the latter),* all Jewish sects and foreign scholars inter¬ 
preted it in their own way. But a wise Greek, a convert of 
Judaism, Aquila the Proselyte, who received the doctrines of 
the Talmud from the disciples of R. Johanan b. Zakkai and also 
from R. Aqiba, translated the Bible into Greek. This version 
was not acceptable to the Jewish believers in Jesus (Messian- 
ists)— who must already at that period have constituted a large 
sect — because their construction of many passages in the Mes¬ 
sianic spirit was flatly disregarded by the new translation; nor 
to the Romans, because all expressions seeming to imply the 
materiality of the Deity were translated in a figurative sense— 
as for example, “the hand of the Lord”; “the glory of the 
Lord,” which the statue-worshipping Romans could not en¬ 
dure with equanimity, and further because by this translation 
the nature and doctrines of the Talmud became known to many 
nations, who found no evil in it. In our opinion the version of 
Aquila was the sole cause of the despatch of censors from Rome 
to revise the Talmud, and these censors avowed that its teach¬ 
ing was true. Be it as it may, in studying the history of the 
Talmud during the first three centuries the reader is easily con¬ 
vinced of the great courage and patience of the sages of the Tal¬ 
mud. For no year of that period passed without trouble from 
its external as well as from its internal foes, as R. Simeon b. 
Gamaliel, the Nasi of Jamnia, himself testifies. (See above, p. 9.) 
For even after the death of Hadrian it enjoyed but a short re¬ 
spite, for Antoninus Pius renewed the decree of Hadrian, and 
only with much trouble and at great risk of his life did the Nasi 
succeed in inducing R. Simeon b. Jochai and R. Josi to go with 
him to Rome to petition the Caesar to repeal the decree, which, 
according to the tradition of the Talmud, they effected only 
through the intervention of “ Ben Temalion” (a demon, accord¬ 
ing to some; a man, according to others). And yet, in spite of 
this, during this very period, the Talmud became so popular 
that every town wherein Jews had their habitation possessed 
also a house of learning for the study of the Talmud; so that 
everywhere it bloomed and flourished, and bore the fruit of the 
Mishna, as we shall see in the next chapter. 


* See our “ Pentateuch, its Languages and Characters,” pp. 16-17. 
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CHAPTER IV. 

THE THIRD CENTURY—THE ARRANGEMENT OF THE MISHNAS- 

THE TALMUDIC COLLEGES OF PALESTINE AND BABYLONIA. 

The sages, the commentators of the Talmud, differed in 
opinion as to the epoch when the Talmud began to be written 
down. The scholars of Spain, and their colleagues and disci¬ 
ples, said that it had been recorded from notes possessed since 
schools had begun in Israel, a long time before R. Jehudah the 
Nasi. The scholars of France, among them “ Rashi,” however, 
declared that not a line was written till the completion of the 
Talmud, before which its study had been oral. Each school 
adduced proofs in behalf of its assertion. Modem scholars have 
made a compromise between these various versions, by assert¬ 
ing that during the first centuries the commentators of the Tal¬ 
mud in the beginning had taken notes of their studies, and later 
had written them out in a permanent form. It would seem 
that as the persecutions had at their commencement been very 
severe, and the sages (see App. No. 7) felt that their lives were in 
peril, they decided to write its teaching in secret and to conceal 
it from its foes. No sooner had the Pharisees granted permis¬ 
sion for this (for till then it was absolutely forbidden to put in 
writing oral law) than the number of manuscripts became very 
great; and when R. Jehudah the Nasi came to occupy the seat 
of his father and had been confirmed in authority (since he en¬ 
joyed the friendship of one Antonius, who was in power at 
Rome), he discovered that from the multitude of the trees the 
forest could not be seen; that is, from the multitude of the 
Mishnas the people had lost sight of the Talmud. He therefore 
resolved to compile, selecting out of all the written and the un¬ 
written law, clear Mishnayoth, and to systematize them. 

Indeed, the period was very favorable to this undertaking, 
for the Talmud enjoyed a respite from persecutors external and 
internal. The Jewish followers of the Messiah, Jesus, began at 
this time to gradually blend with the foreigners who adopted 
the new creed ; hence their influence on their brethren who per¬ 
sisted in the old faith was weakened. Still he met with many 
obstacles. The chief one was the division of opinion among the 
students of the Talmud themselves. For although his grand- 


14 


THE HISTORY OF THE TALMUD. 


father, Rabban Gamaliel the Elder, had succeeded in fixing the 
law in accordance with Hillel’s school, and declared, with the 
consent of many of the sages of the Talmud, the school of Sham- 
mai of no validity when at variance with Hillel’s, still the de¬ 
cree was weakened, when later he was deposed for a short time 
from his office of Nasi, and in his college were assembled four 
hundred students more, of diverse opinions. In view of this, 
and it was decided again that individual opinions, even those 
of the minority, should be considered, the differences between 
the students and the sages of his college were renewed with 
greater vigor. This state of things continued till the time of 
Rabbi, and in order that his Mishnayoth might be accepted he 
was compelled to give due weight to all the varying opinions, 
slighting none, even of those who were in direct contravention 
of the decision. 

The second difficulty was in selecting, from among the mass 
of incongruous doctrines and laws—many of which had become 
obsolete, and others found to be unnecessary or impracticable — 
those which were both practicable and of direct application 
(for a tradition relates that Rabbi found six hundred sections 
of Mishnayoth; and even if we admit that this number is 
greatly exaggerated, still if even one hundred existed, it was no 
light task to reduce them to six). 

The third difficulty was that as the subject had been studied 
in divers places, differing in dialect or language, all the Mish¬ 
nayoth had to be made uniform in their dialect. Added to all 
this, he was forced to clear the Mishnayoth from the insertions 
incorporated into it by the Messianists; for being many and 
considerable persons, and in close alliance with their colleagues 
the Pharisees during two centuries, they could not have failed 
to introduce into the Mishnayoth their own peculiar opinion 
and beliefs, many such passages, indeed, being found in the 
Gemara. 

Reason compels us to admit, at least, that there were pass¬ 
ages in the Mishnayoth concerning Jesus and his teachings; for 
how is it possible that an occurrence which holds so important 
a place in the history of Israel, and which has spread its influ¬ 
ence among the nations for centuries, should not be even hinted 
at in the Mishnayoth? We must, therefore, conclude that 
Rabbi thought it well to clear the Mishnayoth of any reference 
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to the occurrence itself, as well as to the adherents of the new 
faith. In this he acted wisely, for he knew beforehand that the 
Mishnayoth would be the foundation upon which Judaism and 
the Talmud should be built, and that the interpretations of it 
would be many, each interpreter following the bias of his mind. 
Therefore it was deemed best by him to avoid all mention of the 
new event, to treat it as though it had no existence. Nothing 
can withstand a strong will. When once he had resolved to 
carry out his project at any cost, all difficulties vanished. He 
went from college to college, in cities far and near, in places 
where the great masters taught and learned; and though they 
“ surrounded him as cocks of Beth Bukia,” he was not shaken 
in his resolution, and with the help of his many friends and 
sympathizers he was finally enabled to arrange in order six 
sections of Mishnayoth, condensed from hundreds. Each sec¬ 
tion is given up to a general subject, and is subdivided into 
tracts dealing with matters which come naturally within the 
scope of the section. The tracts are further divided into chap¬ 
ters. 

The subjects of the sections and the tracts are as follows: 

1. The Section of Seeds. —The general subject of this section 
is the law relating to vegetables, heave offerings, tithes, the 
sabbatical year, Kilaim, etc.; and at the head of this section he 
placed the tract on benedictions which man owes to his Maker 
every morning, beginning with those of the evening, which com¬ 
mences the day according to the Jewish custom. 

2. The Section of Festivals. —This treats of the Sabbath holi¬ 
days (to each holiday being devoted a separate tract), and in¬ 
cidentally also of the duty of taxes before the holidays, and of 
mourning during the festivals. (See App. No. 8.) 

3. The Section of Women. —This deals with laws having refer¬ 
ence to women, marriage, divorce, in separate tracts, and there¬ 
to are added laws concerning vows and Nazarites, as women’s 
vows are dependent on the decision of their fathers and hus¬ 
bands, and Nazarites depend on women, who may legally con¬ 
secrate the child previous to its birth, as for example, Hannah 
and the mother of Samson. 

4. The Section of Damages. —This section treats of laws of 
property, of the judges, of the penalties which the court may 
prescribe, and is divided into the tracts “Sanhedrin,” “Penal- 
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ties” (Makkoth), etc.; but as the first part treats only of dam¬ 
ages and their prevention, it is divided simply into three parts 
without distinct titles: but as first, second and third Geths, and 
as it treats of damages for which men are responsible, a tract on 
morals has been added—“ Abboth.” (Sections “ Festivals and 
Jurisprudence” have been already translated into English by 
us in eighteen volumes; the synopsis of which will be here ap- 
pendixed.) 

5. The Section of Sacred Things (sacrifices), divided into 
tracts on sacrifices (Zebachim) firstlings (Bekhoroth), and by 
the way also Chulin; it treats of slaughtering, and examina¬ 
tion of the slaughtered animal used for profane purposes. 

6. The Section of Purifications (Tohoroth).—This deals with 
the subject of defilements and purifications in general, and has 
for special topics the defilement of vessels (Kelim), of plagues 
(Nega’im), of tents (Aholoth), etc., and a tract relating to a 
Nidah (menstruated woman). 

Thus he arranged all the laws relating to the Hebrew religion 
and to civil matters, and called his entire work Mishnayoth 
(Mishna), i.e. meaning “teaching” to distinguish it from 
“Torah” and “Talmud,” and probably because it is written 
(Deut. vi. 7) V’shinantam—“and thou shalt teach them dili¬ 
gently to thy children”—in the original version (Mishna Tohroh), 
which signifies really to explain and comment upon it. Thus 
the Mishna is an explanation of and a comment upon the Pen¬ 
tateuch (see footnote for a different explanation, in the intro¬ 
duction to “ Sabbath ”), and teaches men how to conduct them¬ 
selves in relation to their fellow-men, and incites them to all 
good and praiseworthy (actions). 

In the short introduction to “Sabbath” (vi.-vii.) we have 
already described briefly the character of the Mishnayoth 
which Rabbi arranged, and how he succeeded in imparting to 
it the sanctity of the Pentateuch itself, so that nothing is to be 
added to them, and what was done later after Rabbi’s death, 
is not the place to expatiate on this subject; we may, however, 
state briefly that as soon as the Mishnayoth was completed, col¬ 
leges were founded in Palestine and Babylonia to explain the 
meaning of the Mishnayoth and develop their laws to their 
ultimate consequences. After Rabbi’s death, when Boraithoth 
and Toseptheth were discovered which did not form part of his 
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compilation and which in many places contradicted the Mish¬ 
nayoth, these colleges busied themselves in reconciling them 
with the Mishnayoth and with each other. They accounted 
for contradictions in Baraithoth by saying that one spoke of a 
case under same circumstances, while another meant a like case 
under different circumstances. So they explained the differ¬ 
ences in the Mishnayoth themselves, often dividing a Mishna, 
whose parts seemed to contradict each other, and giving as ex¬ 
planation of the contradictions that the first part was accord¬ 
ing to one tana, but the latter part according to another. 
These discussions and comments on the Mishna they called 
“Gemara,” which also signifies “teaching” in Aramaic, which 
was the spoken language of the sages of the Gemara (see in the 
above-mentioned introduction for a different reason), and to 
the combined Mishnayoth and Gemara they gave the old name, 
“Talmud.” 


CHAPTER V. 

THE TALMUD OP JERUSALEM, THE TALMUD OF BABYLONIA, THE 
CHARACTER OP THEIR HALAKHA AND HAGADA, THE DATES 
OF THEIR COMPLETION AND THEIR SYSTEMATIZATION. 

The sages of the Gemara, called Amaraim, and the commen¬ 
tators of Mishnayoth were of different characters. Some were 
intent only on diligently collecting Mishnayoth and Barai¬ 
thoth, wherever found, to compare them with each other, to 
correct their reading in conformity with Rabbi’s Mishnayoth, 
and to separate the wheat from the chaff, i.e. to decide which 
Boraithoth was valid and which was not worthy of considera¬ 
tion (Boraithoth which were not studied in the colleges of R. 
Hyya and R. Ushia were not considered). On the other hand, 
there were others who devoted themselves to ingenious con¬ 
struction of the Mishnayoth and the Boraithoth itself, without 
adducing proofs from elsewhere. (See App. No. 9.) This con¬ 
sisted in scrupulously examining the letters in the Mishna, to 
eliminate or to amplify it where they judged necessary, to trace 
laws to their origin and to discover what tana agreed with this 
Mishna and what differed from it, whether the same tana con¬ 
tradicted himself at different places, and whether it was incom- 
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patible to explain them in various ways, and the like. In the 
language of the Gemara they are distinguished by different 
titles. Those who studied the Mishnayoth were styled “ Sinai, 
the master of the wheat,’’ and the dialecticians “the uprooters 
of mountains” or “acute men”; and although the preference 
was given to the former, as it was said, “ all must resort to the 
master of the wheat,” yet the study of the Babylonian Tal¬ 
mudists being based on scholasticism, their acuteness is evinced 
in their so harmonizing the contradictions and disagreements, 
that they appear to point to the same meaning. 

Not only did they interpret the Boraithas at variance with 
the Mishnayoth, but when even one of the great Amoraim ap¬ 
peared to differ from the Mishna they so distorted the latter 
that it should seem to agree with the Amor a. A similar dif¬ 
ference existed among the authors of the Hagada; some gave 
to biblical texts a new reading remote from the plain meaning, 
interpreting them in strange and marvellous ways, and basing 
on them legends of natural impossibilities, while some adhered 
closely to the literal meaning of texts, without adorning them 
with exaggerations. Though in the Palestinian and the Syrian, 
as well as in the Babylonian colleges, there were many scholars 
who assisted each other in their studies and comments on the 
Mishnayoth, the Palestinian differed from those of Babylon in 
this respect, that in the former the chief labor consisted in the 
collection of Halakhas, without profound researches into the 
deeper meanings and implications, even in the study of the mere 
Mishnayoth, all of which was totally unlike the manner of study 
in the Babylonian schools. Indeed, the Palestinians were in¬ 
ferior to the Babylonians in scholastic profundity and ingenuity, 
and but few of them distinguished themselves therein, except 
R. Johanan, R. Simeon b. Lakish, and several others of that 
period. Therefore, in the schools of Palestine, scholasticism 
was esteemed of little value, and in them the study of Halakhas 
fell into decay, so that finally the Hagada came to occupy the 
principal place, the Halakhas holding a subordinate position. 
In addition to this, they found themselves compelled to give 
their attention to the biblical texts, as the Messianists, who had 
grown in numbers, construed these texts favorably to Chris¬ 
tianity, and challenged the Jews to dispute with them. There¬ 
fore, the sages found themselves obliged to give the preference 
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to the study of the Scriptures and Hagada. As at that time 
the impression was general that the most important element in 
the study of the Torah is ingenious reasoning on Halakha, it is 
not surprising that the Babylonian Talmud came to be received 
as the important and essential part of the Oral Law, while that 
of Palestine held a subordinate position. 

It is difficult to describe accurately and clearly the mode of 
thinking and ways of reasoning of the Talmud, which in truth 
is known only to one who has made it the study of his life. It 
is easier, however, to give a picture of the Talmudists’ views 
and notions as gathered from the Hagada. In this respect the 
Hagada of the Palestinian Talmud is superior to that of Baby¬ 
lon, as it had its birth in Palestine, and was borrowed thence by 
the Babylonians. 

Many books of Hagada had existed in Palestine, whose con¬ 
tents were incorporated later in various Midrashim, and some 
also in the Talmud, and even at that period there was a differ¬ 
ence of opinion as to their value. Some valued them, and some 
despised them. The Hagadas consist of two elements : first, 
the external garment of the thought, the tradition, and sec¬ 
ondly, the internal idea, allegorically shadowed forth, which 
constitutes literary value. The latter can be divided into three 
kinds: “P’shat,” the interpretation of the meaning of biblical 
words; “Drash,” a free untrammelled interpretation of the 
scriptural texts; “Sod,” the deep mystic, religious meanings 
construed from the texts. By these three kinds of construction 
of Scripture, all subjects, topics and times are embraced and 
discussed. The Hagada, with its mystic and veiled religious 
wisdom, has exercised a great influence in the Oriental and 
heathen world, which has borrowed from it many precious 
gems of profound religious thought having Palestine for their 
birthplace. And indeed we find that the multitude of legends 
based on the Bible which have been current in, and reverenced 
by, the Mohammedan world for twelve hundred years, delight¬ 
ing both sages and the unlearned, are to be found in the Tal¬ 
mudic Hagada. Whether entire or only in the leading idea, 
their identity is recognizable. Many also of the legends of the 
Middle Ages to be found in the works of Dante, or those of 
Boccaccio, Cervantes, and Milton, are taken, consciously or 
unconsciously, from their original source, the Talmudic Hagada. 
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The Fathers of the Christian church have likewise drawn on it, 
as Basilius of Cappadocia, Hieronymus, Chrysostomus, and 
many others who construed passages in the Bible in accordance 
with the Hagada. The moral code contained in the Hagada, 
teaches man how to conduct himself toward all men and in all 
situations of life. We shall deal with this moral law in a future 
chapter on the Ethics of the Talmud. 

The two Talmuds contain, then, Halakhas, Hagadas, refer¬ 
ences to all branches of science known in those days, but with¬ 
out any system or order. Many times a Hagada is interpolated 
in the middle of a Halakha, and again in like manner a digres¬ 
sion on a scientific subject extraneous to the Halakha is inserted 
in it. The compiler of the Talmud, whether from careless 
method or from the great labor involved, could introduce no 
order. In this respect there is little difference between the two 
Talmuds; nor is there much difference in the sources whence 
each drew its material. Sayings from the Talmud of Palestine 
are quoted in that of Babylonia, sometimes under the name of 
their author or their citer in Babylonia; other passages are 
stated to emanate from the “ West.” “ In the West (Palestine) 
it was said.” In the Talmud Palestinian, similarly {vide I. H. 
Weiss, Vol. III., 127, etc.), the Babylonian authority is often 
given; e.g., “ There they learn” or “say.” It is clear however 
that when the Babylonian Talmud was compiled that of Pal¬ 
estine was unknown to its compilers, although, according to the 
opinion of many, the Talmud of Palestine was arranged by R. 
Johanan and concluded by R. Jose bar Bun about one hundred 
years before the Babylonian; others, however, affirm that the 
Talmud of Palestine was concluded only in the eighth century 
or even as late as the ninth (in the time of Anan, the founder of 
the Karaite sect), and adduce evidence in substantiation. We 
may assume, as a compromise, both assertions to be true ; the 
greater part had indeed been arranged and systematized in the 
time of Hillel, the last of the Nasis in the West, but it was not 
employed to any extent in the colleges remaining in Palestine 
and Syria, because the Babylonian Talmud had spread until it 
reached the West. But in the time of the Karaites many 
things were added to the Talmud of Palestine (to oppose the 
doctrines of the Karaites, as the small tract on Tephilin and the 
like, which that sect repudiated) by those who wished their 
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words to be held as of equal sacredness with the Talmud, as was 
then customary. (We shall speak of this further on.) The 
bulk of the Palestine Talmud, after all the additions, is much 
less than that of the Babylonian, albeit it contains Gemara on 
two additional tracts (thirty-nine instead of thirty-seven, as 
will be explained) and fragmentary chapters of other tracts. 
This is owing to the fact that the discussion of the Mishnayoth is 
not so elaborate, and there is less of scholastics. We have 
already stated that its quality, as regards the Halakhas, is also 
inferior. It was not as popular as that of Babylonia, therefore 
fewer copies were made of it than of the latter. For this reason, 
since its conclusion its opponents have been less numerous, 
though it was very much persecuted at the time when it was 
studied in the colleges. The government rulers persecuted 
Israel and its Torah, since the death of Rabhi, and the perse¬ 
cutions did not stop until the death of Hillel, the last of his 
descendants, with whom the office of Nasi ceased to exist (360). 
This was alone one of the causes why the Talmud of Palestine 
spread less widely than its younger brother of Babylonia. The 
lot of the Talmud in Babylonia was better, since from the time 
of the death of Rabbi (223) till Mar b. R. Rah Ashi, one of the 
last of the Amoraim (500), it was not persecuted by the Persian 
rulers. For about a hundred years, the heads of the Exile were 
diligent in their studies, uniting thereunto its political power. 
If it sometimes happened that some kings were ill-disposed to 
the Jews, still they did not interfere with their studies.* For 
this reason the study of the Talmud flourished in the colleges 
of Sura, Nahardea and Pumbeditha, and the number of its 
students was counted by thousands. (The Talmud counts the 
auditors of Abba Arikha’s [Rabb’s] lectures as 1 2 ,000. ) And so 
the Talmud became a vast sea, and its waves rose with might. 
R. Ashi (355-427) saw, therefore, that the time had come for 
revising, systematizing and concluding it, when he came to re¬ 
store the college of Sura (Matha Mekhasia), which had fallen 
into decay on the death of Rabh. 

About this R. Ashi it was said (Sanhedrin, p. 108) that from 
the time of Rabbi to his time there is not to be found a man who 
was unique in the possession of wisdom, riches and glory. He 


* See Getzow, “ A1 Naharoth Babel.” 
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was in favor with King Izgadar II., rich and long-lived. There¬ 
fore, he undertook in the course of one year to systematize two 
tracts. Whether he arranged them in the order in which they 
are found in the Mishnayoth, or differently, or whether he re¬ 
vised and improved them, is not known to us; but this, at 
least, is clear, that some tracts he revised twice, and the second 
time in a manner opposite to the first.* Be this as it may, it is 
also certain that the Talmud which we possess is not that which 
came from R. Ashi’s hands, since additions by seven heads of 
the colleges who succeeded him in Sura, and by their colleagues, 
Meremar, Idi bar Abin, Nahman bar Huna, Tabyomi (Mar b. R. 
Ashi) his son, Rabba Tosphoah, Rabina bar Huna, Rabbana 
Jose, who presided together 125 years, are mentioned in the 
Talmud, none of which are found in R. Ashi’s edition. Perhaps 
they also made eliminations in his edition though they did not 
attain the learning and religious wisdom of R. Ashi, except his 
son, Tabyomi. The latter filled the place of his father in learn¬ 
ing and wisdom, though not in his breadth of view, for in his 
time reigned King Peros, the son of Izgadar III., who perse¬ 
cuted the Jews, the Talmud, and those who cherished it. 
Therefore, even if we suppose that his son Mar was diligent in 
arranging and revising the Talmud, as traces of his insertions 
and corrections are found in it, yet he did not succeed in com¬ 
pleting it, owing to the persecutions of the government, espe¬ 
cially as he did not occupy his office long, and thus the Talmud 
has remained uncorrected. But as the sages became aware that 
the times were changing, the number of learned men diminish¬ 
ing, they began to fear lest in the course of time, passages would 
multiply in the Talmud which would rather detract from than 
add to its value; therefore they concluded it, and decreed that 
thenceforth nothing should be added to it. They also ordered 
that the sages should no more be called “Amoraim” (signify¬ 
ing commentators of the Mishna), but Saburaim (i.e., explainers 
of the Talmud to the people). Thus the Talmud was con¬ 
cluded in the age of Rabbana Jose (about 525), without further 
revision or rearranging. In reality, however, these sages 
achieved almost nothing; for, despite their decree, the Sobu- 
rites (as also many of its enemies) as well as the Gaonim and the 


* Vide “ Last Gate,” 356b. 
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rabbis succeeding them, added to and eliminated from it and 
altered in many places its version, as I. H. Weiss has proved 
beyond dispute and also we ourselves in our book “L’baker 
Mishpat” and in the journal “Hakol” many times, as will be 
mentioned further on. (See App. No. 10.) 

CHAPTER VI. 

THE PERSECUTIONS OF THE TALMUD IN THE PERSIAN AND BY¬ 
ZANTINE EMPIRES IN THE SIXTH CENTURY AFTER THE CLOSE 
OF THE TALMUD. 

In the reign of Kobad (Cabades) in Persia, a fanatic reformer 
named Mazdak desired to introduce the doctrine of the com¬ 
munity of property and wives, thus modifying the Zoroastrian 
creed (501). The king became an adherent of the new doc¬ 
trine and decreed its acceptance by the people. The lower 
classes eagerly availed themselves of the license thus granted. 
To this communism, the Jews, led by Mar Zutra II., son of R. 
Huna, the young exilarch, offered an armed resistance. The 
occasion of the revolt was the murder of Mar Isaac, president 
of one of the colleges. It is related that they established an 
independent Jewish state, having for king the Prince of Cap¬ 
tivity, with Machuza as the capital. At last, after seven years, 
Mar Zutra and his grandfather, Mar Chanina, were taken 
prisoners, executed, and their bodies nailed to the cross on the 
bridge of Machuza (about 520). On account of the ensuing 
persecutions the office of Exilarch remained for some time in 
abeyance. The colleges were closed, as the teachers were com¬ 
pelled to conceal themselves, and Abuna and Giza, two of the 
most eminent, fled. When peace was restored after Kobad’s 
death, the college at Sura received Giza as president, and that 
at Pumbeditha, Semuna. A third name of eminence survives, 
that of Rabbi or Rab (near Nahardea), of whom little is known. 
Men of religious mind of the period devoted themselves to the 
study of the Talmud, the love for which persecution had but in¬ 
creased, which satisfied religious zeal and promoted tran¬ 
quillity of mind, and the knowledge of which raised its possessor 
to positions of honor and trust. 

The original development of the Talmud had at that period 
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ceased. Giza and Semuna conceived the desire to fix the laws 
for practical use, casting aside theoretical speculation, for it 
was necessary that there be no doubts or wavering. Their 
activity in this work was but a continuation of that which had 
begun at the close of the Talmud. The labors of the presidents 
of the colleges were confined to this task and to assembling, as 
of old, the disciples in Adar (March) and Ellul (September) and 
instructing them by lectures, and to assigning themes for pri¬ 
vate study. To fix the laws, the arguments pro and con needed 
to be weighed; therefore they were called Sabureans (Sabura’f). 
Many points of practice in the ritual, the civil law, and the mar¬ 
riage code were settled at this period. 

Giza and Semuna gave chief attention to committing the 
Talmud to writing, making use of oral traditions and of notes 
made to aid the memory by various individuals. All legends 
were incorporated, and the obscure passages elucidated by their 
additions, for everything emanating from the Amoraim was 
thought important. In this form it has reached us. The 
vowel points to the Bible were also invented at this time, ac¬ 
cording to Graetz. 

“The names of the immediate successors of Giza and Se¬ 
muna have not been preserved either by chronicles or tradi¬ 
tion” — forgotten in the persecution visited on the colleges dur¬ 
ing this century by both Christian and Zoroastrian churches. 

Hormisdas IV., Chosroes Nushirvan’s son, was unlike his 
father. Led by the Magi, who strove to check the approach¬ 
ing dissolution of their religion by persecution of the adher¬ 
ents of other faiths, he vented his wrath upon the Jews and 
Christians of his empire. The Talmudical colleges at Sura and 
Pumbeditha were closed, and again many teachers fled (about 
581) this time to Firuzshabar, where, under an Arabian gov¬ 
ernor, they were less exposed to espionage. New colleges arose 
there, among which that of Mari was eminent, and there they 
continued their Talmudic labors. A general, Babram Tshubin, 
who had experienced the ingratitude of the king, usurped the 
Persian throne. In this he was assisted by the Jews with 
money and men, and in return granted them many favors and 
concessions. As a result, the colleges of Sura and Pumbeditha 
were reopened; Chanan of Iskia returned from Firuzshabar to 
Pumbeditha, and restored the college there; it is also probable 
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that the president of Sura, which was of far greater repute, was 
elected at that time, though his name is not mentioned in the 
chronicles. 

With Bahrain’ s fall the vengeance of the lawful heir to the 
throne, Prince Chosru, was visited on the Jews. With the aid 
of the Byzantine emperor, Mauritius, and the loyal portion of 
the Persian people, he defeated the usurper, putting to the 
sword also the greater part of the Jewish population of Machuza, 
and probably of other cities as well. 

CHAPTER VII. 

THE EIGHTH CENTURY. THE DOMINION OP THE GAONIM. THE 
OPPOSITION OP THE KARAITES. THE ESTABLISHMENT OF A 
SECT OF THAT NAME. 

The Pharisees had been victorious over the Sadducees and 
the other sects opposed to the Oral Law, but had not annihil¬ 
ated them entirely; since only because these latter could not 
withstand them, they kept silence and were discontented in 
their hearts. As the Talmud gained strength and became more 
severe in its decrees against the Sadducees and Samaritans, so 
that in the end the Kuthim were declared as idolaters in all 
respects, then their indignation burned and they awaited a 
favorable time for revenge. In the time of the dominance of 
the Gaonim, who carried out the Talmud in practice, the meas¬ 
ure became full, and Anan, the nephew of the Gaon at Sura, 
when he was not elected as Gaon, for the reason of his liberal 
ideas and his opposition to the Talmud, established the Karaite 
sect. 

Those who hold that the Karaites were a new sect founded 
by Anan (760 C.E.), are mistaken, for a small sect under the 
name of Karaites, or adherents of the Text, had existed already 
in the days of the Talmud, where they are mentioned in many 
places, as “ adherents of the Text,” or once “ the Karaites add” 
(Pesachim, 117a in text; in our edition, Vol. V., p. 145). 
Doubtless the remainder of the Sadducees assumed this name, 
having lost political influence since they had been vanquished, 
and the word “ Sadducees ” being hated by the people. There¬ 
fore the remains of the sect called themselves “Karaites,” i.e. 
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those who occupy themselves with the text of Scripture, and 
endeavor to understand its real meaning. Owing to their 
small numbers, or to the lack of a great man to head them, this 
sect kept secret its hatred of the Talmud, though it existed so 
long as to outlive even the close of the latter, and the Talmudic 
sages paid no attention to them. Finally, however, chance gave 
them a man fit to be their leader, who publicly opposed the 
Talmud so that all its enemies made one league against it, and 
they were at first a great power; and in the course of 700 years 
they did not cease to persecute the Talmud and almost des- 
stroyed it; finally, however, they lost their influence which 
they never regained, and to-day are decayed so that small 
numbers only live in Austria, Crimea, and many other places 
in Russia, numbering in all to-day no more than 4,000 or 5,000 
souls altogether. 

This man was Anan ben David, nephew of the exilarch 
Solomon, in Bagdad, who had died childless. Anan expected 
to be elected as his successor, but his younger brother was 
chosen instead, and he was rejected because of his liberal ideas 
and want of sympathy with the Talmud. Then he publicly 
began to make war on the Talmud and Talmudists, and became 
the head of all its opponents and ill-wishers. He made his 
headquarters at Jerusalem, after having been, it seems, obliged 
to leave Babylonia. There he assumed the title of exilarch, 
and around him were assembled a great multitude who made 
war on the Oral Law, its scholars, and in particular on the two 
colleges of Sura and Pumbeditha. 

By his general precept, “ Search well in the Scriptures,” he 
declared as naught the whole Oral Law. And wishing to find 
favor in the eyes of the Caliphs, who fixed the dates of their 
festivals by observation of the new moon, he also renewed this 
custom, once in force among the Jews while the Temple had ex¬ 
isted, repealing thus the calculation of R. Adda received among 
all Talmudists. He openly said to the Caliph Almanzur that 
the Jews had been guilty of persecuting Jesus and opposing 
Mahomet, though (said he) both these men did much to drive 
idolatry out of existence, and cannot be attacked without guilt. 
Of the first he said that he had been a holy man who did not 
want to appear as a prophet, or a god, but only desired to re¬ 
form the faith which the Pharisees had perverted. Of the sec- 
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ond he said that he really was a prophet for the Arabs, only he 
does not believe that the Law (of Moses) is repealed by Mahom- 
medanism. 

His first work was to separate himself from the Jews by fix¬ 
ing the date of Pentecost to be fifty days after the first Sabbath 
after Passover, as the Sadducees fixed it formerly. The dates 
of New Year and the Day of Atonement, Passover and the 
Feast of Booths were determined by watching for the new 
moon, which did not agree with the Jewish dates. As in the 
leap year one month is added to the year, he allowed, in case of 
need, to begin Passover when barley is ripe in the fields. The 
Phylacteries (not a grave ceremony among the Jews, at any 
rate), the four species of the Lulab and the semi-holiday Han- 
uka (Dedication), he abolished. On the other hand he made 
the observation of Sabbath more burdensome, so that the light¬ 
ing of candles was prohibited on the eve of Sabbath, even by a 
non-Jew, also the leaving of one’s house during Sabbath when 
most neighbors are not Jews, i.e. Karaites; the dietary laws 
he also made stricter, so as to prohibit his adherents eating in 
company with Jews for the latter are not careful enough and 
oftentimes eat with Gentiles. 

Soon Anan saw that if every one were left to interpret the Bibli¬ 
cal text according to his own mind , etc., his sect would be split, 
and not endure (as actually was the case in the course of time, 
as will be explained further on), and that a fixed commentary 
is needed at least for those passages which can by no means be 
interpreted literally. Therefore he claimed many great authori¬ 
ties , long deceased , as Karaites , and declared that R. Jehuda b. 
Tabai, the colleague of Simeon b. Shetah, etc. Shamai the elder, 
the colleague of Hillel the Elder, and other such, were some of 
the founders of their sect, and he ascribed to them some inter¬ 
pretations of passages which he claimed to have received by 
tradition from them. “ Abandon the Talmud and Mishna,” he 
said to his followers, “ and I will make you a Talmud of my own, 
according to the traditions I have.” Though in reality he took 
the rules of the Mishna as basis, yet he said that as far as details 
are concerned he is as wise as the sages of the Mishna, or more 
so, and can construe the Biblical texts by his own intellect. 

His hatred of the Talmud became so great that he said that 
if he could have swallowed the Talmud, he would cast himself 
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into a lime-kiln, that it might be burned with him and leave no 
vestige of its existence. Thus the people of Israel separated 
itself then into two hostile hosts. The Talmudists declared the 
Karaites not to be Jews, and forbade to give them any holy 
ceremony to perform, while the Karaites said of the followers 
of the rabbis that they are Jewish sinners, and it is sinful to 
intermarry with them. The city of Jerusalem witnessed for 
the third time a splitting of Israel into parties. 

Of Anan’s writing we know nothing, although according to 
the Karaites he wrote some comments on the Bible and prayers. 
From the compositions imputed by them to him, we can see 
that only the love of resistance and victory absorbed him ; how 
great his learning was we can not judge, as in general his biog¬ 
raphy is unknown to us, but it is known that he was not given 
to philosophy, nor ingenious in interpreting Scripture. One 
good effect we can ascribe to him, that, owing to his opposition, 
the Talmudic rabbis were also forced to pay more attention to 
the Scriptures, and make researches and learn the niceties of 
the Hebrew language, so that Anan and his sect were the prime 
cause of all the compositions on grammar, Massorah and vowel 
points, and even poetic compositions that the Talmudists gave 
birth to in the course of time. 

After Anan’s death Saul, his son, succeeded him as exilarch 
of the Karaites, but Anan’s disciples separated from him, as 
they did not agree with him about some ceremonies, according 
ing to Saul’s interpretation of biblical passages. They became 
a distinct sect calling themselves Ananites ; so it also happened 
after the death of Saul, who was succeeded by Josiah, his son. 
And so almost every age sprang a new Karaite sect with a name 
of its own, each interpreting Scripture in its own way. Some 
of them will be mentioned presently. It is self-evident that 
an attempt to get at the profound meaning of the Scriptures 
was the business of every such sect; through their activity the 
knowledge of Hebrew grammar, of Massorah, the vowel-points 
and punctuation marks, was diffused; theological philosophizing 
was also not strange to some Karaites, as they had to explain 
such words as God’s “hand,” “eye,” “finger,” which they were 
unwilling to take literally and materialize God, just as the other 
Jews. Thus gradually a large literature sprang among the Kara¬ 
ites, not inferior, taken as a whole, to the Talmud itself in bulk. 
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At all events, the Talmud was menaced by a much greater 
danger from these internal enemies than from its external foes. 
For the latter did not attack the Talmud itself, except so far as 
it was an obstacle in their way, but their main and avowed ob¬ 
ject was to convert the Jews to another religion, or even merely 
to fill their own pockets with Jewish gold, given to avert the 
persecution instigated for that very purpose. The Talmud was 
then attacked only incidentally, not for its sake, while the main 
object was something else. 

But the Karaites made it their great aim to drive the Tal¬ 
mud itself out of existence, to direct their arrows against it for 
its own sake, and endeavored to bring about, that the Jews 
should become Christians, or Mussulmans, or join any sect 
whatever, the Karaites did not care which, provided that the 
Jews should forsake the hateful Talmud, and its Halakhas and 
Hagadas should get lost. Therefore the struggle with them was 
very great, especially as they pretended that their traditions 
were based on the great authorities of the remnants of the 
nation. 

As their doctrines, however, were not fixed, and as almost 
every age the Karaites were split into diverse sects, therefore 
they could not resist or make headway against the Talmud, 
whose strength is, to those who rightly understand it, that it 
has never purposed to make fixed rules, to last for all ages; 
deliberation and reasoning concerning the Halakhas according 
to the circumstances, is the principle of the Talmud; and the 
saying of the Talmud, “even when they say to you of right that 
it is left , and of left that it is right , thou shalt not swerve from 
the commandment, ” shows the opinion of the Talmud, that the 
practice of the ceremonies and precepts is dependent on the 
time, place and other circumstances. With this power the 
Talmud combatted all its enemies, and was victorious. 

The controversies between the Jews and the Karaites are 
recorded in many books, Karaite and Talmudistic, from the age 
of R. Saadia the Gaon, and his opponent Sahal ben Matzliah to 
the present time. In them can also be found the history of 
their alternate triumphs. But this is not our task here: we 
will remark only that from the days of R. Saadiah the Gaon, 
when the Rabbis had begun to have polemics with them, can be 
seen the deep mark the Karaite literature left on the Rabbinical 
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one. Philosophy was from that time used in conjunction with 
the Torah ; many Gaonim followed R. Saadiah’s method of har¬ 
monizing the Torah and the philosophy of that time, that they 
should seem as mutual enemies. So the Karaites charged such 
men with infidelity, but others were themselves compelled to 
imitate them, and called in the aid of philosophy, of the divin¬ 
ity, to interpret the texts of the Holy Scriptures. 

The effect of the Karaites on the Talmudist Rabbis is made 
evident also in this: that since their time the rabbis also began 
to write down fixed Halakhas taken from the Talmud, that the 
readers should not otherwise by error adopt the Karaite rules, 
made by the Karaite leaders, which they might mistake for the 
rules of the Talmud itself, since they could not know the whole 
Talmud by heart. They composed, therefore, the “Hala- 
khoth G’doloth” (Great Halakhas), “Sh’iltoth’derab A’hai” 
(Queries of R. Ahai), for the sake of the students, who could not 
themselves wade through the whole Talmud. But thereby 
they opposed the spirit and object of the Talmud itself, that the 
Halakhas should be matter for discussion, and modified in ac¬ 
cordance with the requirements of the time and place. As soon 
as the Gaonim had permitted to propound decisions of the 
Halakhas, and to fix them, those Gaonim, who succeeded them, 
were compelled to teach that these decisions of the former 
Gaonim, even though given without proofs, are holy for the 
people, as if given from Mount Sinai. This circumstance added 
fuel to the quarrel of the Karaites, and gave them new points of 
attack. The hope of some great men of the nation to reconcile 
the Jews with the Karaites became naught, for although the 
Karaites quarrelled among themselves, and split into rival sects, 
yet they all equally hated the Talmud, reviled it, and insulted 
it, styling the two colleges, at Sura and Pumbeditha, “the two 
harlots’’ spoken of in Ezekiel, who (claimed they) referred to 
these colleges in his prophecy. 

According to Makrizi there were among the Karaites ten 
sects, differing from each other in their opinions, practice and 
festivals; they had no permanence, some rose, some fell, and in 
the tenth century only five large sects were found, named : 

1. Jod’anim or Jodganim. 

2. Makrites or Magrites. 

3. Akhbarites. 
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4. Abn Amronites or Tiflisites. 

5. Balbekites. 

The reader will find in the books of Jost, Gratz, Fiirst, 
Geiger, and in Hebrew, in “ Bequoreth L’toldoth Hakaraim” 
an account of the particulars about which the various sects of 
the Karaites differed, and also the names of their leaders. We 
do not think it necessary to give these details in this place. We 
will mention for illustration the latest sect, which wished to fix 
the day of Atonement only on a Saturday every year, because 
it is said “ Sabbath Sabbathan,” which means a Sabbath of rest 
(Lev. xxiii. 32), and they translate “a Sabbath of Sabbaths,” 
and the first day of Passover on Thursday. Thus each Karaite 
sect celebrated the Biblical festivals on different days, for each 
sect construed the texts in the Pentateuch by preference with¬ 
out being able to come to an agreement. Thus also in respect 
of the observation of Sabbath: for some Karaites, their houses 
were during the Sabbath their prisons, where they did sit in 
darkness, and which they could not leave when their neigh¬ 
bors happened not to be Karaites like themselves. In this we 
see the power of the Talmud, that even those who were inimical 
to it or hostile to a large portion of it, Halakhas never had dif¬ 
ferent opinions concerning the festivals and other such things, 
important to one particular nation ; for they could not deny its 
general tradition. 

The effects of Karaism are also traceable in some religious 
practices, which had not been usual among the people of ancient 
times. Thus Phylacteries, which it had not been customary 
to use, in spite of the literal interpretation of the Talmud of the 
passage “and thou shalt bind them for a sign upon thy hand, 
and they shall be as frontlets between thine eyes,” (Deut. vi. 8); 
perhaps for the reason that Hillel had said: “Leave Israel 
alone ; if they are not prophets, they are children of prophets,” 
(Pesachim); for after all, the arguments of the Talmud in favor 
of the literalness of that passage, the people felt that it was only 
a figurative expression; and the Talmud itself prohibited the 
use of phylacteries to the people, permitting it only to con¬ 
firmed scholars. But when the Karaites interpreted the pas¬ 
sage figuratively, the Gaonim permitted the use of Tephilin to 
the people also, to show their difference from the Karaites. 

The opposition of the Karaites effected also that the 
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Gaonim should declare that the Hagada of the Talmud is not 
obligatory to believe for any man ; and that it is not to be 
taken literally, but as allegorical. “Leave to every one the 
right to hold what opinions he chooseth about the Hagada of 
the Talmud” says R. Samuel b. Hopni, father-in-law to Hai 
Gaon, to ward off the attacks of the Karaites and opponents of 
the Talmud generally, who made it responsible for many Hagadic 
things cautioned in it. And indeed we see that the collections 
of Halakhas from the Talmud, as Rab Alphasi and his col¬ 
leagues inserted but little of the Hagada, as if to show that the 
Hagadas are not minded. Though in truth the Hagadas of the 
Talmud relating to morality are the main element of the Tal¬ 
mud, mostly require no change, addition, or subtraction, even 
in our age. While on the other hand, the absence of the ethics 
of the Talmudic Hagada is painfully felt in Karaite literature to 
the present day. In points of morality their opinions are as 
various as concerning the Halakhas, in the course of time issued 
from the Karaite ascetics who abstained from meat and wine, 
left their homes, dwelt in deserts, and mourned over the de¬ 
struction of Jerusalem. The Karaites styled them “the sixty 
heroes who are around Solomon’s bed,” for there were sixty in 
number, and called them the great teachers, for they had been 
taught by them that it is not legal to eat meat in exile, since a 
text says one should not slaughter outside the camp. In con¬ 
trast with these, from among the Karaites came also Hiri 
Hakalhi or Habalki who, owing to his opposition to the Tal¬ 
mud, denied also Moses’ Torah, providence, creation, etc., so 
that the Karaites repulsed him also. There were among them 
also some who believed in a material God, eating something of 
the sacrifices, and enjoying the agreeable flavor of them. Such 
was the destiny of those who rejected tradition, and relied on 
their own intellect. 

The issue was that, though among the Karaites were also 
great men and great sects — and many times they triumphed 
over the Talmudists for centuries—the following peculiarities 
made them a sect secluded from the whole world (especially 
from the Rabbis, who were to them as if unclean) ; their scrupu¬ 
lousness about cleanliness and uncleanliness, their separation 
from anybody who was not a Karaite Jew, so as not to take 
from him bread and other articles of the bakery, and so as not 
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to eat anything that had been touched by a non-Jew (some 
prohibited even meat fit for a sacrifice). Gradually their num¬ 
bers diminished, so that now they number only about four 
thousand souls in the world, and even these few differ among 
themselves in their usages and festivals. To this day the 
Karaites in Egypt and the East remain in the dark during the 
eve of Sabbath ; the dates of their festivals are not alike every 
year, and by their attacks on the Talmud they not only failed 
to weaken its influence or diminish the number of its adherents, 
but brought about its increased influence and accepted holiness. 
Though the Rabbis kept apart from them, and said to those 
who wished to make peace between them, “the Karaites (or 
torn pieces , Kraim Kra'im ), never became joined/' still they did 
not forbear to borrow from them what seemed to them good, 
adopting the Massorah and vowel points of Ben Asher, who 
was one of them. 

About the Judaized Chazars, of their time, the Karaites say 
that they had the Karaite form of Judaism, but modem scholars 
contradict this. They say that the Chazars were Talmudic 
Jews and A. B. Gottlober has written admirably about this 
subject. His argument seems to savor of the truth. But 
there is no doubt, that among the Jewish tribes of Arabia, and 
those of the Judaized Arabian kingdom, there were Talmudic 
Jews who rendered many services to the Jews of the Byzantine 
empire; but as these matters do not pertain to our subject, we 
will not speak further of them, and conclude hereby the present 
chapter. (See App. at the end of this volume.) 

CHAPTER VIII. 

ISLAM AND ITS INFLUENCE ON THE TALMUD. 

In 622, the Hebrew religion gave birth to a second daughter, 
Mohammedanism — founded by Mahomet of Mecca among the 
tribes of Arabia, who had lived unprogressive for ages in the 
large peninsula between the Red Sea and the Persian Gulf, 
keeping by the usages received from their ancestors tradition¬ 
ally. Hundreds of years had passed without making any 
impression on the development of this people, until Mahom- 
med arose, and in the space of twenty years subdued with the 
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sword and by the tongue the whole great land of Arabia. And 
like a stream of mighty waters the Arabs burst from their 
bonds, animated by a spirit of war, and fired by religious 
zeal, tore away from the Byzantine empire the whole of Syria 
and Egypt, and conquered also Persia, extended their em¬ 
pire to India and Caucasus, on the one hand, and to West¬ 
ern Africa, on the other, spreading, at last, over Spain and 
Southern Italy to the heart of Christendom, preaching Islam, 
and bearing the banner of their prophet wherever they stepped. 

For the second time, after an interval of six hundred years, 
Judaism witnessed a new faith bom, all whose choice portions, 
all whose good and beauty, were taken from the storehouse of 
the Talmudic Hagada. When Mahomet arose to say that 
through Gabriel, the angel, the Lord had destined him to con¬ 
firm the truth of the Divine revelation previously to Abraham, 
Isaac and Jacob, Moses and the rest of the saints who had been 
on earth, he borrowed only the foundation of his idea from 
the Hagada of the Talmud. Likewise he borrowed many say¬ 
ings, traditions, and historic legends from the same source, and 
these materials served him as the foundation of the principles 
he prescribed for the guidance of his people. All the Hebrew 
plants succeeded speedily on the Arabian soil, as if they had 
been native. 

Islam grew in power and soon made progress, political and 
ecclesiastical, for new forces joined it. It reared a new civiliza¬ 
tion on the mins of the heathen culture of Syria. During the 
first century of its existence it likewise exercised an influence 
on the scholars of the Talmud. As the Greek spirit had for¬ 
merly been wedded to the Jewish spirit, so now the Arabian 
was wedded to it. It might have supplanted Jewish thought 
altogether had not the many sages, adherents of the Talmud, 
written excellent books in Arabic, extolling the Talmud, its 
system and its spirit. 

When the Jewish tribes of Arabia, some of these powerful 
and independent, had refused to believe in the inspiration of 
the new prophet, Islam arose on its parent Judaism, as Chris¬ 
tianity had done before; persecutions, massacres, blood and 
fire and exile were visited on the adherents of the Talmud. 
As long as Mahomet had entertained the hope of gaining 
Jews for converts, his treatment of them was favorable and 
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he enjoined in the Koran not to be inimical to adorers of 
One God. He even wanted to make the date of the fast of 
Rhamadan on the tenth of Tishri (the Day of Atonement), as 
well as to make Jerusalem the centre of the pilgrims instead of 
Mecca. Perceiving, however, that notwithstanding all this, 
Islam gained few Jewish converts, he turned the enemy of the 
Jews and became wroth against them (“ The Vision of the Cow ”; 
a chapter in the Koran) and persecuted them with fury and 
bloodthirstiness as infidels. But at his death his hatred and 
intolerance died with him, the Jews found peace and protection 
under the Caliphs, and the Gaonim could establish their col¬ 
leges. When Spain was added in 711 by the General Torick 
Aben Zara, bright days ensued for the Jews; they were able to 
devote themselves to spiritual activity undisturbed, also to 
take a large part in the culture of science which flourished in 
Spain. Great offices and high posts were given to Talmudic 
Jews; councillors, authors of law articles, court physicians 
and ministers were taken from among them. Together with 
their civic prosperity their spiritual activity made progress, 
and they made great contributions to Judaism, and benefited 
their co-religionists. Rarely were they visited by storms, as in 
Granada, in 1603, and at Cordova, in 1157, and then they suf¬ 
fered only as citizens. 

In Egypt, Syria, Fez and Morocco, wherever Islam domi¬ 
nated, Jewish communities flourished. In contrast to this, the 
study of the Torah decayed in the East, and from Babylonia it 
changed its place to Spain. 

The prosperity and the power of the Jews called forth envy 
and opposition, resulting in the desertion of some Jews to 
Islam; and this spirit of opposition was kindled yet more by 
false Messiahs arising frequently, as Shiraini in 720 and Abu 
Eiei in 1464, in the reign of the Caliph Merian, who op¬ 
posed themselves to the Talmud with all their might (the last 
abolished also divorce). In spite of all that, the Talmud was 
honored as before. For the Gaonim and the two colleges at 
Sura and Pumbeditha were as beacons to all the exiled Jews till 
the second half of the tenth century. Only a singular accident, 
which happened about 960, put an end to this unlimited and 
undivided dominion of Babylonia over the Jewish minds. Four 
scholars had left Sura with the purpose of collecting money 
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among their European brethem, for the benefit of encouraging 
a more assiduous study of the Talmud at the college of Sura; 
the vessel being captured by an Arab pirate, the four sages 
were sold as slaves. One, R. Shemariah b. El’hanan was then 
brought to Alexandria; there the Jewish community ransomed 
him, and appointed him as supervisor of religion and teacher of 
the Talmud in Cairo. The second, R. Hushiel, was sold into 
slavery at the African coast, and brought to Kairuban. The 
third, R. Moses b. Enoch was ransomed from his owners after 
many hardships, at Cordova, where the community chose him 
as Rabbi. The name of the fourth has not transpired. It is 
possible that he reached France. The four men, not having 
attained their object of collecting money for Sura, and its 
college having been closed seven hundred years after its founda¬ 
tion, brought to an end the spiritual dominion of Babylonia 
over the Jewish mind and scattered the seeds of Talmudic 
study throughout all lands. 

The college of Pumbeditha, though it continued to exist for 
some period after that of Sura, spreading the light of the 
Torah among all the exiled, sank from its preeminent rank, 
gradually, till its existence came to an end (about 1040). With 
it was extinguished the light of the Gaonim. From that time 
the centre of religious activity for the Jews was in Europe. 
The Talmud had its home in Spain, whence it spread to other 
countries, as will be seen in the coming chapters. 

CHAPTER IX. 

THE VICTORY OF KARAISM OVER THE SPIRITUAL DOMINION OF 

THE TALMUD AND THE MIND OF THE JEWISH NATION-THE 

LAST GAONIM AT SURA AND PUMBEDITHA-THE CENTRE OF 

TALMUDIC STUDY TRANSFERRED FROM MESOPOTAMIA TO 

SPAIN—THE SCHOLARS OF KAIRUBAN-THE PERIOD OF THE 

GREATEST DIFFUSION OF TALMUDIC STUDY. 

Though Rabbinism came out victorious from the struggle 
with Karaism, it can not be denied that in one respect the latter 
triumphed. The unlimited dominion which the Talmudic 
spirit of the colleges of Sura and Pumbeditha had at that time 
on the minds of the nation of Israel in general in all places of 
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their abode— this spiritual dominion waned greatly. The 
glory of these colleges irresistibly declined, in spite of all efforts 
to the contrary, even of a supreme man like Saadiah the Gaon. 
The spirit of investigation and free thought at Bagdad induced 
the disciples, to whom the religious teachings of their master 
Saadiah gave the example, to engage in the study of philosophy, 
grammar and the interpretations of the text of the Scripture, and 
to abandon the hard and exhausting studies of Sura. A slight 
cause, the voyage of the four scholars mentioned above to 
Europe, sufficed to hasten the end of this college, which did 
not exist long after the death of R. Saadiah the Gaon, so that 
it was closed forever after centuries of its existence. 

The college at Pumbeditha continued some time longer; it 
put forth its last efforts, before the lights of its Gaonim and 
Exilarchs were extinguished, before the glory and religious and 
spiritual pre-eminence of Babylon departed from there to 
honor Spain; and as the light of a candle blazes up before it is 
extinguished, so there shone on the Babylonian horizon three 
Gaonim, Sherira b. Hanina, Hai his son, and Samuel b. Hophni 
the father-in-law of the latter (960-1038). The activity of 
these men in the field of Talmudic literature persists and exer¬ 
cise their influence yet. 

R. Sherira placed the Talmudic studies too much above all 
other studies, whereas in the college at Sura, in accordance with 
the spirit of Saadiah the Gaon, the sciences also stood in the 
first rank of studies and a critical spirit reigned in studying 
Scripture and in commenting on the Talmud. At Pumbeditha 
the Talmud was the only dish offered to the students, the only 
subject of the curriculum. R. Sherira was the first who fear¬ 
lessly taught and said: “The utterances of the Gaonim require 
no demonstration ; whoso rebels against their decisions, rebels 
against God and betrays His Torah.” His book “Megilath 
Stharim” (Scroll of Mysteries), which was undoubtedly writ¬ 
ten in this autocratic spirit, is lost. But, on the other hand, he 
has bequeathed to us a fragment which enlightens us at present, 
being the chief basis of all Jewish literary and theological his¬ 
tory. This is the letter he sent to the congregation of Kairuban, 
termed “R. Sherira’s Epistle,” which treats of the history of 
the Talmud and of the Gaonim and is the key to the otherwise 
mysterious history of that epoch. From this letter only can 
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we take the ’ essential information for arranging the history 
from the close of the Talmud to his time. Without this docu¬ 
ment many and important periods, from the time of the Macca¬ 
bees to those of the Gaonim, over a thousand years, would 
remain to us obscure and unknown. The epistle is wonder¬ 
fully accurate in respect to chronology, and is free from any 
bias. Only by means of it, and of other compositions of this 
class, as the Megilath Taanith (Scroll of Fasts), Seder Olam 
(Order of the World), the Sedar Tanaim and Amoraim, together 
with the remnants of information of R. Nathan bar Izhak the 
Babylonian (956) concerning the colleges at Sura and Pumbe- 
ditha, and the methods of study at their time, can the modem 
scholar compile the known histories, so very necessary to the 
understanding of the Talmud and its literature. 

R. Hai, his son, was indeed more inclined towards the 
sciences than his father. He was proficient in Arabic learning. 
Nor was he averse to philosophic studies. He opposed himself 
with all his might against speculations about the hypothesis of 
religion. In theological and Talmudical knowledge, R. Hai 
surpassed all his colleagues and stood alone in his age. From 
Northern Africa and Spain, whither sparks of Talmudic literary 
activity had just penetrated and kindled, came to him questions 
in great number. He replied to them in Arabic or in Hebrew; 
the spirit of reconciliation between philosophy and theology is 
in all his answers. His list of Hebrew roots, commentaries on 
the Mishna, and compositions examining Scriptures exist 
mostly no longer, and only fragments of Talmudic Jurisprud¬ 
ence, as laws of buying and selling, of oaths, etc., which he 
attempted to methodize in verse are preserved. So also is 
ascribed to him a didactic poem entitled “Musar Haschel” 
(Morality of Reason) very excellent in its thoughts, matter, and 
intention (purpose, aim, conception), albeit we can not extole 
the style or the poetic form. At all events this R. Hai, the last 
of the Gaonim is the first of all Talmudic scholars even at this 
day, and his words are oracular for all commentators and all 
those who decide Halakhas according to the Talmud. 

His father-in-law, Samuel b. Hophni, held of the same 
opinions as he, but was more free in his criticism of the Scrip¬ 
tures than all his colleagues. Of his many works only frag¬ 
ments (which originally written in Arabic, we have in the 
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Hebrew garb) of his commentaries to the Scriptures remain. 
But his compositions about Halakhas and essentials of religion 
are all lost, and only their names survive. The fundamental 
principle of this thinker was: “Things opposed to human 
common sense should not be admitted.” He combated vio¬ 
lently also the Karaites and was attacked desperately, as they 
mocked and scoffed at him and even wrote satiric Hebrew 
poems about him. 

Those three were the last of those remaining at these col¬ 
leges, and at their death the sources of wisdom in Babylonia 
were stopped off. After the decease of ben Hophni (about 
1034) the college at Sura was abolished, and two years after 
the death of R. Hai (1640) the college of Pumbeditha was 
closed. The wisdom of Israel removed to North Africa (Kairu- 
ban) and Spain and bore fair fruit there. 

The city Kairuban had a great reputation. In an antique 
commentary, imputed to a disciple of R. Saadiah the Gaon, this 
city is mentioned as “the city of great sages.” As is known, 
one of the four above-mentioned rabbis, R. Hushiel, who with 
his colleagues had been voyaging to collect money for the col¬ 
lege of Sura, was cast thither. All four introduced mental 
activity in all places they visited. R. Hananel, the son of R. 
Hushiel, succeeded to his position (in 1050) and surpassed his 
father in wisdom and in energy. He bequeathed to us frag¬ 
ments of commentaries on Scriptures and the Talmud, which 
were of great help to the study in the conditions at that time, 
when Talmudic activity was diffused among Jews. He and 
his contemporary, Nisim b. Jacob, who also resided in Kairuban, 
renewed the youth of the Palestinian Talmud, which had been 
neglected. Especially did the latter contribute to bring about 
this. He also issued the book “Maphteah” (Key) for several 
tracts of the Babylonian Talmud and in it he cast light on many 
difficult passages in the Palestinian Talmud by comparing the 
two Talmuds. 

R. Hananel also wrote a commentary on the Talmud, which 
was published in separate parts. Therein he explains the sub¬ 
ject and meaning of the words in Hebrew, and draws a parallel 
between the Babylonian and Palestinian Talmud. He wrote 
also a book containing abstracts arranged in Talmudic order of 
the Halakhas, concerning service and pecuniary matters. 
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A careful examination of the books of the two men will show 
that they were in unison with their opinions with Saadiah the 
Gaon, and diffused his teaching and ideas among the Jews. 
Friendship existed between these two men and Hai and the 
learned men of Spain, as is seen from their large correspondence. 
There is also a third one of the sages of Kairuban, who contrib¬ 
uted to the study of the Talmud, he is Hephetz b. Jatzbiah, 
held in great esteem by his contemporaries, and upon whom all 
titles of honor that great men receive were bestowed. Of his 
works nothing is known except the name “Sepher Hephetz” 
(the book of Hephetz or Desirable book) which he wrote as a 
commentary to the “books of duties.” 

The sages of Kairuban witnessed the end of the two colleges 
and the extinction of the Gaonim, but also the flourishing of 
Jewish literature in Spain, whither it had been spread from 
Northern Africa. After the decease of these learned men the 
glory of Kairuban became also extinct, and Jewish intellectual 
activity left the East and emigrated to the West. 

An examination of the literary period after the death of the 
Gaonim shows that it surpassed by far the preceding period. 
Whereas, in the time of the Exilarchs and the Gaonim, only the 
Talmud had been the subject chiefly studied and only to it had 
contributions been made which helped to perpetuate the spirit 
of Judaism. Now, when Jewish learning removed to Spain and 
Southern France, it blossomed and became split into many 
branches, to each of which many good books were contributed. 
On the study of the Scriptures shone forth the light of free 
criticism ; the studies of Masorah reached perfection; grammar 
and linguistic researches came to the front rank; the Talmud 
and Midrash, long ago concluded, were subjected to the analysis 
of commentaries and abridged into systematic abstracts. The 
basis of the philosophic conception of the Jewish faith was laid ; 
and religious and ritual poems succeeded, when treated by the 
sublimely inspired Spanish poets. A broader and deeper com¬ 
prehension of the Talmud was also the result of the intellectual 
awakening. It is true that the cause of this intellectual activity 
were the Arabs, while the polemics with the Karaites enhanced 
it, and made it penetrate through the wall of Judaism; but, 
taken up by the Jews, it made progress and continued to do so 
even when both Arabs and Karaites had abandoned knowledge 
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altogether. This spiritual awakening caused even the re¬ 
motest branch of Israelite stock, from which almost all life had 
fled, to bloom up and to awake to new life. Even the small 
community of Samaritans, whose existence had been quite for¬ 
gotten, came to life and took part in the Jewish culture. The 
book of “Joshua” of the Samaritans, the “Reminiscences of 
Abul-Pathah” (a historical treatise of these events), the Samari¬ 
tan version of the Pentateuch, and the Arabic version of the 
Scriptures by Abu-Laid appeared at this time. Also fragments 
of ritual composition there are a few left of many, but their 
value is small and they are not as ancient as had been at first 
thought. On the new Jewish literature the Samaritan sect 
never made any impression; but the intellectual movement 
of the Jews involved also the remnant of the Samaritans and 
aroused it from its slumber. But in the time of the Gaonim, 
when the bearers of the banner of the Talmud ranked them¬ 
selves to battle with the Karaites, they did not condescend to 
notice the Samaritans. 

When we say that this period surpassed the former, we are 
far from disparaging the great Gaonim, and from thinking 
them men inferior to their successors. In truth, these men 
were only dwarfs who stood on the shoulders of giants for had 
they not stood on the shoulders of those giants they could not 
have investigated deeply all those subjects to which in time of 
the Gaonim no attention had been paid. For, in spite of the 
precept of Sherira, above mentioned, “ that the utterances of the 
Gaonim require no demonstration,” they did not cease to give 
proofs, reasons, and to advance arguments in their replies to 
questioners. Only by means of thorough and deep research 
in the Talmud, by comparing and by reasoning, did the Gaonim 
bring the ideas of their time in accordance with the ancient 
Halakhas, thus increasing the practical importance of tradition 
and giving to the Torah a living interest. The Spanish and 
French scholars took up their work and carried it on, extending 
it to all branches of science. Then literature, therefore, at¬ 
tained its highest development, so that this period has been 
termed the “golden age of Jewish learning.” The replies of 
the Gaonim only were the basis of their superstructure, reared 
when intellectual activity had removed from the banks of the 
Euphrates to the banks of the Tagus and the Rhine. 
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Their explanations of Halakha were of two kinds; either 
those induced by the bare love of knowledge, or answers which 
had to be given to question arising from practical exigencies, 
which occasioned the analysis of the Halakhas and the investi¬ 
gation whether the spirit of the Halakhas held good only at 
their time or applied to other times also. 

Five compilations of this kind, termed “Replies of the 
Gaonim,” exist in the Jewish literature, which have been com¬ 
piled from the beginning of the seventh to the eleventh cen¬ 
turies. The first of the authors of those replies was the Gaon 
Hananai and the last Hai the Gaon. This literature of the 
Gaonim’s replies is a large field for scientific researches in 
literary history in general, of historic events, and of intellectual 
progress. In all their replies and decisions we see that their aim 
is knowledge, not authoritativeness as is usual in the case of 
priests or even of Gaonim. For their decision they gave rea¬ 
sons and advanced arguments, and also forbade no learned or 
ingenious man to object to them. 

This spirit of employing reason found in this literature of 
Replies still continues. By it the present is linked with the 
past and the future with the present. These replies touch 
almost all branches of thought as well as all practical questions, 
viz.: the value of the Agada in Talmudic literature; the value 
of the studies of the mysteries; opinions on philosophy, on the 
rights due to sciences, answers to questions about chronology 
and calculations of time. History, geography, and mathemat¬ 
ics in some of their replies are also discussed. There are also 
answers with reasons to questions about Laws of Marriage, 
Gentiles, Proselytes, Testaments, Mourning, Sermons, Divorce. 
They also explain to those who question them different pas¬ 
sages in Mishna and Talmud—questions even without any 
practical aim — only to increase and advance the Torah by the 
discussions made in the house of learning. 
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CHAPTER X. 

THE SPANISH WRITERS. A BRIEF SURVEY OF THEIR WRITINGS 
RELATING TO THE TALMUD. 

Although the aim of this, our work, is to give a history of the 
Talmud alone, not of the whole Jewish literature of that period 
(to which is devoted a work by Dr. Karpeles and others), we 
can not, however, skip over the writers of Spain and France 
of that time, who extended the literature according to the 
fundamental principles of the Talmud, and shine in history, 
the admiration of succeeding generations. We will not, how¬ 
ever, speak at length of their work or examine it minutely, but 
merely mention the names ; only those whose main work was 
elevated to Talmudic subjects we except from this rule of 
brevity, and shall speak about their work as far as is neces¬ 
sary for the purpose of this work. 

The first of the distinguished men of Spain, whom the 
Babylonians honored with the title of “ Resh Kalah” (synony¬ 
mous with “Head of College”), was R. Hisdai b. Itzhak Ebn 
Spurt (915-970), who was counsellor and physician to the 
Caliph Abdul Rahman III., and he was the one who helped his 
co-religionists to rise from their degradation. Besides his dili¬ 
gence in other sciences, as the translation of the botanical books 
of Disscroridus, the Greek, for his sovereign, the Caliph, he car¬ 
ried on a correspondence with the Gaonim of the colleges of 
Sura and Pumbeditha, and through them succeeded in bringing 
scholars and books to his own country, and to found a college for 
Talmudical studies. He wrote the well known letter to the 
king of the Chosars, in which his love for his co-religionists and 
his zeal for their welfare are manifested. Menahem b. S’ruk and 
Duns b. Labrat, the grammarians known through their polem¬ 
ics about the roots and the grammar of the Hebrew language, 
were invited by R. Hisdai to come to popularize the study of 
Hebrew. Jehud b. David Chilveg, Isaac b. Kapron and Isaac 
Giktalia were the disciples of Menahem, and Jehudah b. Shes- 
heth was the disciple of Dun. These men by their contro¬ 
versies about the grammar carried it further and perfected the 
study. Jonah Ebn Ganah (1000-1050) surpassed even those, 
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for he composed seven books about grammar in Arabic and 
Hebrew which are preserved to the present time. 

Samuel Hanagid (and the Nasi Ebn Nagdilah, 993-1055) 
was a patron of Jewish learning in Spain, as Ebn Spurt had 
been before him. He was the author of twenty-two books, 
but not even one of them survives completely. Even from 
his great book “Introduction to the Talmud” only a small 
portion is preserved, but this testifies to the greatness of his 
knowledge and the acuteness of his intellect. With all his ad¬ 
herence to the traditions and to the cardinal principles of the 
Talmud, he did not exclude the use of common sense and 
human judgment. He says: “Every comment in the Tal¬ 
mud on passages of Scriptures other than commandments we 
have to admit only so far as seems to be rational, but as for 
the rest, it is not authoritative.” From this we see that in his 
ideas about the Hagadah of the Talmud, he went a step in ad¬ 
vance of the Gaonim, Saadiah, and Hai. His poems and pray¬ 
ers in his works “ Ben Thilim” and “ Ben Mishle ” are based on 
the tradition of the Talmud. But of his “ Ben Koheleth ” noth¬ 
ing was preserved by us. He was held in great esteem by the 
contemporary learned men. Many wrote poems in his praise, 
among them is the “Orphan” (Jethoma), by R. Joseph b. His- 
dai. The poets at that time used to say, “ In the days of R. 
Hisdai, the Nasi, they began to twitter (in poetry) and in the 
days of Samuel the Nagid, they lifted their voice.” (See App. 
No. 11.) 

He was succeeded by the lofty poet Solomon b. Gabirol, 
1012-1070. (We need not here dwell on his biography and 
work, as Messrs. Senor Sachs and Salomon Munk wrote whole 
books about him.) In his time, Jekuthiel Ebn Hassau, who was 
high in the court of King Jahia Ibu Mundhir at Saragossa, was 
also a patron of all Jewish learning, especially of ben Gabirol. 
The latter’s poem, “Kether Malchuth” (Crown of Royalty), 
was very favorably received by all who bore the banners of the 
Talmudic and Kabbaldic studies, and also by Christian priests, 
so that it was translated into Latin by the priest Dominicus 
Gondizallo (1150) and also into Hebrew by him, with the 
assistance of Johannis Abudalu (an apostate Jew). The fact 
that his name “Ebn Gabirol” was altered to Abizatrol or 
Abizabran has been illuminated by Salomon Munk. 
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Bahayi b. Joseph Ebn Pekira, Judge in Saragossa, his con¬ 
temporary, is the author of the wonderful book “The Duty of 
Hearts” (Chobath Halbaboth) in Arabic, which has been 
translated by Samuel Ebn Tabun into Hebrew, and accepted 
as a guide in life by Israel everywhere they were found. (It 
has been translated also into German by Herr Baumgarten of 
Vienna.) This teacher Behayi absorbed himself wholly in the 
Talmud and gave it the preference to Arabic or Grecian phi¬ 
losophy. His object in this, his wonderful work, is the follow¬ 
ing: to conciliate morals with commandments and the duties 
of the heart with those of the other members of the body. The 
duty of the heart is purity of thought, that of the other mem¬ 
bers to carry out the commandments. (See App. No. 12.) 

Five sages bearing the name Isaac lived at that time, viz. : 
1. Isaac b. Reuben of Barcelona (1043), great in knowledge of 
the Talmud and an expert at translating. He translated the 
decisions of R. Hai Gaon, about buying and selling, from Arabic 
to Hebrew. 2. Isaac b. Jehudah Ebn Giath (1089), who com¬ 
posed prayers and ritual poems considered remarkable at that 
time. 3. Isaac b. Moses Sochni, who emigrated from Spain to 
the East, where he was qualified as Gaon and became the suc¬ 
cessor of R. Hai. Only his fame survives, his writings, however, 
are all lost. 4. Isaac b. Baruch Abudaly (1035-1094), who was 
a sage and astrologer to Caliph A 1 Mahmed. The latter made 
him Nasi over the Israelite communities in his domain, Seville. 
He wrote a commentary to difficult Halakhas in his book 
“ Kupath Haruchim” (Book of Spices), which, however, he did 
not complete. 5. The greatest of all, Isaac b. Jacob Alphassi 
(1013-1103), who came from North Africa to Lucina (Alisa) 
and there founded a college for the study of the Talmud, 
in which he surpassed all his colleagues in Spain. Alphassi 
was the first to abridge the Talmud, compiling only the neces¬ 
sary Halakhas, transcribed textually. Sometimes he appended 
his opinions, and by this work is immortalized among all Israel 
in exile. In times of misfortune, when it was difficult to pro¬ 
cure the Talmud, students occupied themselves with his work, 
called after him “Alphassi,” to which they wrote many commen¬ 
taries. His decisions, called “ Questions and Replies of Hariph,” 
have been accepted for all times. It is true that he wrote in 
Arabic and that it was translated into Hebrew. He also wrote 


46 


THE HISTORY OF THE TALMUD. 


three great Halakhas with an extensive commentary in Arabic, 
which was also translated into Hebrew, as well as 320 of his 
decisions above mentioned. (One was recently published with 
a new translation from the Arabic.) 

The spirit of deep research, distinguishing this Spanish 
period, is also found in his works. The most difficult subjects 
in the Talmud and all intricate questions he explains easily. 
He strove in his books to smooth the contradictions between 
the Torah and Wisdom, reconciling them. His decisions ex¬ 
tend over all provinces of the Torah in all questions concerning 
law and judgment; to all laws, both written and traditional 
laws, his reasons, based upon sound logic, were stated in a con¬ 
cise and ingenious manner. In the same way, he also explains 
the Hagada, to bring it in conformity with reason. He, Al- 
phassi, did not devote himself to theological philosophy and 
criticism of the Scriptures, like his contemporaries, but to 
Talmudical studies, thus giving an example to those thinkers 
not to presume to give their religion a philosophic garb. At 
his death, all Jewish scholars, wheresoever found, lamented 
him. R. Jehudah Halevi, whose muse began then to shine, 
mourned for him thus: 

Mountains on the day of Sinai for thee quaked, 

For angels of the Lord met thee 

And inscribed the Torah on the tablets of thy heart. 

The glorious crown was placed around thee. 

The wise had not power to stand 
If they did not from thee wisdom beg. 

Moses b. Samuel Ebn Giktali and Jehudah Ebn Bilan (1070) 
were free thinkers in his age and his opponents, but many of 
those scholars who explained the Talmud by simple logic were 
his disciples. Among these was also Isaac b. Baruch Albalia, 
mentioned above. The greatest of his disciples, however, was 
Joseph Ebn Migash b. Mair (1076-1141), who succeeded to his 
position in his college and inherited his greatness in Talmudic 
wisdom. His new contributions to Talmudic study, called by 
him “Megilath Setharim” (The Revelation of Hidden Scrolls) 
and the queries and answers collected into one book under the 
title of “Questions and Replies of Ebn Migash,” bear testi¬ 
mony to his ingenuity, loftiness of spirit and gentleness. (These 
books were reprinted the second time by us in 1870, in Warsaw, 
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with our preface and some remarks, but even this edition is 
already nearly out and scattered.) Most of his answers and 
questions were written in Arabic and translated later into 
Hebrew; only his explanations were written in Hebrew and in 
the Talmudic idiom. Particularly wondrous is his manner of 
examining all sides of a subject, so that not one possibility re¬ 
mains unconsidered. 

As Ebn Migash was the greatest Rabbi after the death of 
his master, Alphassi, questions were addressed to him from all 
sides, and he, always following his disposition, answered them 
according to his inclinations, leniently. Let us cite one of his 
answers as an example: 

A question was addressed to him by one who had vowed to 
abstain from meat and wine till he shall have reached the Holy 
Land, and found the project too difficult to carry out, but could 
find no ground for repenting. Ebn Migash found for him a 
ground for repentance, that, while he vowed he undoubtedly 
was ignorant of a saying in the Talmud: Whoever afflicts him¬ 
self is guilty against a life. 

Many were the disciples who trod in Ebn Migash’s foot¬ 
steps and carried on their activity in his spirit. Among these 
was his son who succeeded him also in his college. Of his con¬ 
temporaries, who distinguished themselves as philosophers or 
poets, it is proper to mention Rabbi Joseph Ebn Zadok of 
Cordova (1070-1149), author of “Olam Katan” (Microcosm), 
a religious philosophy in which he is of the opinion (see App. 
No. 11) that man must know himself in order to attain to the 
knowledge of Divinity. The rabbi who was his predecessor 
at Cordova, Joseph b. Jacob Ebn Sahl (1103), was a poet and 
ritual author. (See App. No. 12.) In the north of Spain were 
also then found scholars and poets; Abraham b. Hyya, a 
minister in a Mahometan ruler’s court, was a great astronomer 
and mathematician, who wrote four books on astronomy, three 
of which were printed, viz.: “ The Form of the Earth ” (T’urath 
Hoaretz), “The Book of Leap-Years” (Sepher Haibur), of the 
third, only the latter part, treating of mathematics, optics, and 
astronomy was printed. Next to him is Jehudah b. Barzilar, 
author of the book “Hoetim” (The Times). 

We have reached to the three great poets, who enjoy a 
world-wide renown, Moses b. Ezra, Abraham b. Meir Ebn Ezra, 
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and Jehudah Halevi, all of whom were bearers of the banner of 
the Talmud, and contributed to diffusing its ideas and morals 
among the nation. We think it, however, superfluous to ex¬ 
patiate on them, as they are well-known to every cultured per¬ 
son, and, as many books have been written about them at dif¬ 
ferent epochs, we cannot refrain, however, from giving briefly 
their biographies, as far as they bear on no subject of this work. 

The dates of the birth and death of the first of these, Moses 
b. Ezra, are unknown to us: it is known only to us that he lived 
later than ben Gabirol. His opinions in his poems and other 
works vacillate. He composed ritual poems and lamenta¬ 
tions, which have a place in the prayer-books of the Spanish 
Jews; also the “Arugath Habossem” (Bed of Spices), on 
theological philosophy, and the “Sepher Hassichoth V’hazi- 
chronoth” (Book of Discourses and Reminiscences), about the 
poems of ben Gabirol and his character. 

The second, Abraham Ebn Ezra, was one of the most won¬ 
derful phenomena of his age. His commentaries on the Bible, 
his poems and ritual poems, are known to everyone; but the 
contemporary scholars found it impossible to know his real 
opinions, nor can modem scholars fathom them. 

The third, Jehudah Halevi, the father of poets, before whom 
none lived equal to him, and who knows whether after him any 
one like him will live. Besides inspiring with a very exalted 
national spirit every reader of his poems and lamentations, he 
powerfully defended the Talmud in his book the “Chosar,” 
where the eloquent defender of the Talmud is represented by 
the disputant arguing with the King of the Chosars, and which 
to the present time is a shining example of compositions of this 
kind. (A lengthy account the reader can find in the works of 
Karpeles.) 

After them is distinguished Abraham b. David Halevi (Ebn 
Daud) who died as a martyr (1180). He defended the Tal¬ 
mud in his book “Emuna Rama” (Exalted Faith) and in his 
great work “ Hakabala” (The Tradition), in which he power¬ 
fully argues against all the deniers of tradition, and shows 
them in the wrong; supporting his logical arguments by his¬ 
torical facts, proving the continuance of tradition from the 
time of Moses to that time. In his polemics against the Kara¬ 
ites, he is so irritated that he styles them “ dumb dogs.” 
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With Moses b. Maiman, the Spaniard, called by all “Mai- 
monides” or “Rambam” (1135-1204), the Spanish period 
concludes. With him died the mental activity in Spain, after 
having flourished there for three centuries. About this great 
man we have nothing to add to what the historians who have 
preceded us have written about his life, and disputed about his 
opinions. (The reader desiring minute information is referred 
to the Life of the Rambam , “Taldoth Horambam,” by I. H. 
Weiss, and also Karpeles’ work.) But we do not think it 
superfluous to remark on two points, viz.: 1. That the opin¬ 
ions of Maimonides are found to differ in the three different 
periods of his life: thus, in his commentary on the Mishnayoth, 
they are not the same as in his work “Yad Hachazaka,” nor 
are they similar to that of his last work, “More Nebuchim,” 
which he wrote in the evening of his life. For in all of them we 
see a development of his ideas according to the increase of his 
studies and knowledge ; it is not true as some affirm that there 
is no change in his opinions. We have made it evident, long 
ago, in our book “ Phylacterien-Ritus,” that his decisions in 
his “Yad Hachazaka” or “Mishna Torah,” do not accord 
with those in his commentary on the Mishnayoth ; and, it is 
needless to say, that his statements in the “ More ” are at vari¬ 
ance with things said in all his former works. And in truth, 
this is the case with all great thinkers, that they can not re¬ 
main at a stand still from their youth to their old age, and to 
this we may apply [Job, xxxii. 7]. “Multitude of years shall 
make wisdom known.” 

2. That Maimonides has omitted all references in the 
Talmud which treats of witchcraft, demons, interpretation of 
dreams, etc., not only because they were considered by him as 
vain superstitions and follies, for this reason alone he would 
not have ventured to omit them, in spite of the Talmud, for he 
left all that is found in the Talmud of Halakhas and moral 
Hagadas, even with which he himself could not agree; but his 
motive was, that, in his opinion, they had originally not been 
found in the Talmud, and that only the later men inserted 
them, according to their own ideas, for whatever purpose it 
might have been. (I. H. Weiss has insinuated this long ago, 
and it seems that the probability tends that way.) 

So also, about the apology advanced by many for the words 
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of Maimonides at the head of his work “Mishna Torah,” that 
he had chosen this title, because if a man first read the Penta¬ 
teuch, and then this work, he will know the entire Oral Law, 
and need read no intermediate book—that by these words he 
did not mean that his work should be a substitute for the 
Talmud, etc., etc. ; we do not think this apology needful, even 
if he meant this. For as Maimonides had observed that much 
had been superadded to the Talmud, also things opposed to 
his general opinions — no wonder if he wished to prevent those 
who could not distinguish between the good and the evil, from 
reading the spurious passages, to which they would attach as 
great importance as to the Talmud itself. After he had sifted 
it, and arranged all that is found in that sea, the Talmud, in 
fourteen volumes, of his “ Mishna Torah,” there is no pre-emp¬ 
tion or oddity in these words, whereby he merely sought the 
real good of the students. 

To enumerate in detail all his books, writings, epistles, 
polemics and apologies, we think superfluous here; as all bio¬ 
graphical and critical facts have already been given in detail in 
the above-mentioned works. We will only remark, that after 
all the great things which Maimonides had done and accom¬ 
plished, he did not attain his object. As the study of the 
Talmud did not cease in any of the colleges, and, on the con¬ 
trary, they who desired to criticize Maimonides, brought the 
rabbis to study yet more profoundly and attentively the Tal¬ 
mud, and to add new commentaries, decisions of Halakhas, etc., 
etc. 


CHAPTER XI. 

THE SCHOLARS OF GERMANY AND OF NORTHERN FRANCE, AND 
WHAT THEY CONTRIBUTED TO THE STUDIES OF THE TALMUD. 

At the time, when Talmudic study flourished in Spain, and 
made progress, and diffused itself in all comers of the earth, 
shone “the luminary of the exile” in Germany, who con¬ 
st meted a strong fortress around the Talmud, in his great 
wisdom — which was accepted in all places of the exiled as 
though canonical, and which not only contributed to strengthen 
the Talmud, but also to prevent all its adherents from perishing. 

Like Rabban Johanan b. Zakkai formerly, when he saw that 
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the end of Jewish civic independence approached, founded by 
his wisdom a Jewish spiritual kingdom, which nothing could 
ruin, and by saving from the jaws of that lion, Vespasian, 
Yanmia and its sages, saved the existence of the Jewish people 
itself; so did Gershon b. Jehudah who came from Carraibe 
to Mayence, where his great teacher Jehudah b. Meir resided. 
This most important task he found to be his prohibition, which 
he made in the name of the Talmud, and at once all Israel (in 
Europe) hailed this luminary, and accepted without protests 
or hesitation, his prohibition, and made it a permanent law. 

He saw and understood that the Jews scattered among 
Christian nations, among whom divorce is prohibited and 
polygamy regarded as a sin, will not exist long, if they persist 
to permit themselves these things, according to their laws, and, 
as he had not the power to forbid what was permitted in the 
Torah expressly, he strove to remove the causes leading to 
divorce; and thereby he made his co-religionists so far like the 
Christians that they should be able to live side by side. 

He decreed, on pain of excommunication, and without re¬ 
vocation or qualification, that polygamy be prohibited to every 
Israelite (see App. No. 13), and only monogamy should be 
legal, and as long as the first wife lives, it is prohibited to add 
to her another, in the capacity of wife or concubine. Thereby, 
the main cause for divorce was also removed, but he did not 
content himself with this decree alone, but added thereto a 
decree opposed to the Pentateuch, that divorce cannot take 
place without the assent of the divorced wife, if the man and 
his wife should find it impossible to live together, then only if 
the woman is also willing, the husband can divorce her. 
Whereas, till then, the woman was dependent on the will of 
her husband, for good or for ill. It is superfluous for us to 
expatiate on the consequences of these two decrees, or rather 
reforms of how much utility they have been to social life and 
the feeble sex; as every thinking man can understand this. 

Added to these prohibitions, he permitted Jewish apostates, 
who are penitent, to return to their faith, and also prohibited, 
on pain of excommunication, to open a strange man’s letter 
and read it, without the assent of the person to whom it is ad¬ 
dressed. 

His energy, great wisdom, and deep observation of his 
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nation’s life, and strong wish to ensure its existence, we can 
see from these reforms, which we do not find made by any rabbis 
of his predecessors; and he was justly called, afterwards, “ The 
Luminary of the Exile,” as he illuminated in truth the eyes of 
all Israelites and gave to them a new life. He composed com¬ 
mentaries on several tracts of the Talmud, which became dis¬ 
tinguished in his age, and the commentator on the Torah, 
Rashi (whom we are going to mention) borrowed from him 
much. 

R. Machir, his brother (1030), was also a Talmudic scholar 
and the author of a Talmudic dictionary. Several ritual poets 
were also found in Germany and Northern France, as Meshulam 
bar Kleinmus, R. Simeon, b. Isaac, b. Abun of Mayence, who 
lamented the miseries of their paytonim in ritual poems and 
prayers for mercy (Sli’choth), but their work in the study of the 
Torah was small; and only in Metz and Mayence in Germany, 
and Rheims, Loiret, in Northern France and Narbonne, Mont¬ 
pellier and Beziers in Southern France were many scholars, 
whose active occupation was mental activity in the field of the 
Talmud. (The college of Talmud in Narbonne was erected by 
R. Machir, who had arrived from Babylonia to France; and in 
the second half of the eleventh century came from this college 
R. Moses Hadarshon, known as the commentator on some tracts 
in the Talmud, and some books of Scripture; and later gener¬ 
ations drew much on his wisdom, and made many quotations 
from him. All or most of his writings are collected in one 
work entitled “ Breshith Rabthi.” R. Joseph Tob Aim (Baufils, 
of Lemans), who has edited and systematized many subjects 
and speculations of the Talmud, a list of the Tanaim and 
Amoraim, and the answers of the Gaonim, and R. Elijah the 
Elder, both men of that age, were esteemed as poets, but did 
not approach those of Spain. 

What is worthy of notice, considering the various countries 
at that age, is that whereas the scholars of Spain (see App. 
No. 14) exerted their great powers and displayed their knowl¬ 
edge in collecting Halakhas of the Talmud, the scholars of 
Germany devoted themselves wholly to collecting Hagadas 
and Midrashim, so that various compilers rose. Of the dis¬ 
tinguished compilers of Midrash are: R. Moses of Narbonne, 
R. Jehudah of Toulouse, R. Simeon, author of “Yalkut 
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Simoni,” where he compiled words of wisdom, morals and 
Hogada, from fifty various ancient works and arranged them 
according to the portions of the Pentateuch. This Yalkut is 
a comprehensive reference book for Agadic lore, and drove 
out of the field the Agadic compilation “Lekach Tob,” or 
“Psigtha Zutrha” by R. Tobiah b. Eliezer, his contemporary, 
who lived in Greece (Byzantium) at that time. 

We will skip over a number of lecturers and Pashtanim 
for want of space, and we will come to our great teacher, 
through whom only we are enabled to comprehend the Talmud, 
and to read it and study it, namely: R. Soloman b. Isaac of 
Trayes, called (by using the initials) “Rashi” (1040-1105). 
He was the first who gave a complete piece of work in his com¬ 
mentary on the Talmud. He is one of the most wonder¬ 
ful phenomena given by Nature, perhaps once in thousand 
years; his advantage over Maimonides, his peer, is in the fact 
that he met with general acceptation in the whole world, and 
no one presumes to study the Talmud without him. The in¬ 
fluence he has on Jewish students has met with no opposition 
or discontent. The generations subsequent to Rashi, styled 
him “ Parshandatha” (a proper name in Scripture), that is, 
“ Explainer of the Law." Justly was he called thus ; in truth 
no man arose after him with such ability to shed light on the 
intricacies of the law or on obscure passages in Scripture. 

His comprehensive intellect embraced that mighty and 
eternal structure, the whole vast province of the theological 
literature of Israel. By his commentaries he has introduced 
common sense into the study of the vastest and profoundest 
subjects. The study of the tracts lacking his commentary, 
although many different other men have attempted to supply 
the deficiency, gives us many pains and much trouble, till we 
come to understand the real meaning. As what Rashi eluci¬ 
dates in a few words, or sometimes even by one word added 
to the text before us, has to be commented upon by others in 
many laborious lines to make the student understand the 
simple meaning of the Talmud. 

The life of Rashi has been written by many scholars, who 
have discussed at length his commentaries, legal decisions, and 
ritual poetry. The latest, A. H. Weiss, in the periodical “Beth 
Talmud ” and in separate pamphlets. We think it therefore 
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superfluous to repeat them, as this is not our task here. We 
have to remark, however, on several points relating to the 
Talmud here, on which those scholars have left something for 
us to add : An examination of Rashi’s commentaries on 
the Talmud, on the Bible, and legal decisions in his “ Hapardes,” 
and so also his ritual poems, will show that they differ in their 
nature totally. In his commentary on the Talmud, which 
general criticism places above his other writings, we see that he 
is very cautious to decide any Halakha, and to draw from the 
statements of the Talmud definite conclusions as to a law or 
custom. We do not remember in his whole commentary on 
the Talmud, any place where he should decide “that such a 
Halakha prevails,” or even, “so was the custom in his days,” 
as we find on many occasions in the commentaries of his 
disciples “Tosphath, ” and we have long ago shown in our 
work about Phylacteries (p. 24), that he has interpreted an 
obscure passage in the Talmud in contradiction to the cus¬ 
tom and Halakha accepted among the Gaonim, because, ac¬ 
cording to his method, it is the plain meaning of the passage 
(see there, p. 30). Everywhere he bewares of dialectics , and of 
contradictions between some passages of the Talmud and others, 
but he explained the subject of the passage according to its 
simple meaning in its own place. In case of Agadoth he also 
was careful to give only an explanation of the words, literally 
without any remark or opinion of his own, even hinted. This 
is his custom in his whole commentary on the Talmud. Where 
he found the text corrupted, he corrected it according to his 
opinion, and in accordance to his profound knowledge of the 
Talmud, of its style and language; and, if necessary, removed 
the old version, not fearing additions or eliminations, provided 
the real meaning of the Talmud he comprehended, without 
resorting to forced and far-fetched reasoning. 

His commentary on the Bible, however, is different, as 
mostly he construes according to the Halakha; i.e., as the sages 
had explained the biblical passages in the Talmud and Mid- 
rashim, without regard to the fact that the literal meaning of 
the biblical texts often does not bear out these constructions. 
Often he was not averse to interpret the text according to 
the Talmudic interpretation, even when its meaning is mani¬ 
festly contrary thereto by all the rules of language. His 
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object in this is unknown to us, and it can only be conjectured 
that he did not like that his commentary should be at variance 
with the Talmudic interpretations and conclusions, which cor¬ 
rectness and justice he forces himself in his commentary on 
the Talmud to make manifest. 

Not so in his decisions; he endeavors always to interpret 
the laws leniently (mildly), and is averse to rigor. There he 
also avoids dialectics, tries not to attain his object by strange 
and eccentric reasonings, but is only intent on finding the real 
deep meaning of the law, and to interpret it as mildly as it is 
in his power. It is true, that most of his decisions are written 
by his disciples, and we cannot find there that clearness of 
language and wonderful felicity of expression which he displays 
in his two above-mentioned commentaries. The Replies of 
the Gaonim and their works served to him also as a guide, 
but he did not tread in their footsteps blindfold, but he 
sifted their statements and construed them ingeniously into 
accordance with his own opinion; this we witness in his book 
Pardes,* which has been accepted as a great authority for all 
Poskim deciders of the law subsequent to him. 

We do not possess his commentary on all the tracts of the 
Talmud, for of three tracts we know with certitude that the 
commentaries are not his; and in the case of other tracts, 
criticism is doubtful whether they are from his pen. And it 
may be that they got lost in the course of time, either because 
he did not compose his comments on the Talmud in the natural 
order, but in the order in which they were studied in the great 
college at the head of which he was, and whither pupils flocked 
from all places of the earth, after the decease of the celebrated 
scholars of Lorraine; or perhaps he left this world before he 
had completed his commentary on the whole Talmud, as he 
did not complete the commentary on the Bible, for those on 
the books of Chronicles, Ezra, and Nehemiah, and a part of the 
commentary on the books of Ezekiel and Job have not issued 
from his pen, though they bear no name, for they are easily 
distinguishable from his version in their style and by their 
nature. 

What Rashi had done to the Talmud, his disciples have 
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done to his commentary, which they have surrounded by com¬ 
ments and remarks on the margins, sometimes to make plainer 
his meaning, and sometimes they also made additions to 
amplify his statements by Agadas and Halakhas, and in the 
course of time they crept into his own commentary and were 
interpolated into the words of Rashi, but to separate them 
from his own words it is very difficult, even for the lancet of 
sharp criticism. 

Modem criticism has rightly thought that Rashi (Isaacides) 
began his labor of the commentary on the Talmud, which was 
composed gradually, by the lectures which he delivered to the 
students. After this he turned to the Midrash, and from 
it passed to the books of Scripture. And as soon as his com¬ 
mentary was heard among the living, an echo sounded in the 
camp of Israel that if not Isaacides who laid his hand upon it 
to investigate and to commentate it, it would remain almost 
neglected as its brother, the Palestinian Talmud. No wonder, 
therefore, that after a short time, some fifty commentaries on the 
commentary of Rashi sprung up, which examine nicely every 
word and syllable that has proceeded from him; and the last, 
Kabbalist, R. Samson, of Astropol, was not incorrect when he 
said in his book, “ Likute Shoshanim ” [“ Collections of Roses ”], 
that every drop of ink that has come forth from Rashi’s pen 
it is needful to sit seven days and to examine with one’s whole 
attention. 

Thus while Alphassi illuminated Spain by his elucidations 
of the Halakhas, another sun, Rashi, rose also in France to 
shed yet more light, to comment on the Talmud, its Halakhas 
and Agadas. And the latter had more success, in so far that 
his commentary was accepted in all the world (among Chris¬ 
tian scholars also, as has avowed Nicholas de Lyra, some two 
hundred years after Rashi’s decease, that to the right under¬ 
standing of the words and simple meaning of the texts, Rashi’s 
commentary has led him) by universal assent. And therein 
also is France superior to Spain, that though the latter has 
been studying diligently Torah, even from the ancient times, 
while the colleges at Sura and Pumbeditha existed yet, and 
after their fall, assumed pre-eminence in the usages and litera¬ 
ture of Israel, their scholars could never agree, and were for¬ 
ever disputing. But in France, since Rashi’s commentary 
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began to shine, no voice dissented from the universal approval, 
and those who sometimes were at variance with him, did not 
withhold the great honors which were justly due to him, and 
endeavored to reconcile their own opinions with his. For two 
hundred years continuously, after Rashi’s decease, his disciples 
were diligent at the holy work of spreading the study of the 
Talmud and a correct understanding of the great work of their 
master. They called their labors only ‘ ‘ Additions ’ ’ (Tosphoth) , 
i.e ., their thoughts which suggested themselves to them to add 
to his commentary, and to explain it. 

CHAPTER XII. 

THE DOCTORS OF FRANCE. AUTHORS OF THE TOSPHOTH. 

Through the Tosphoth which were begun by Rashi’s own 
descendants as his two sons-in-law, Meir b. Samuel and Jehudah 
bar Nathan and the sons of the first Samuel and Jacob Tam, 
the activity of the scholars of France and Germany assumed 
great proportions and was exalted, so that all Israel in the 
Middle Ages accepted them unanimously, and in the course of 
time the numbers of their disciples and the pupils of their 
disciples increased. So that more than two hundred great 
Talmudists are known to the historian, but whom it is needless 
to enumerate here, except a few which we deem necessary for 
our work. 

His grandson, R. Samuel b. Meir, or Rashbam (1085-1158), 
did not content himself with the commentary of his grand¬ 
father on the Bible, as well as on the Talmud, and tried his 
strength to explain them after his own method, that is, accord¬ 
ing to their deep literal meaning, and leaving ingenious but 
forced constructions to dialecticians, even when the literal 
interpretation will thus be in direct contradiction to the Hal- 
akha (see App. No. 15) however, without any opposition to the 
traditions expressed. He only added in his commentary “ac¬ 
cording to the deep literal meaning,” but leaves one to think 
that even the traditional interpretation about the Halakha 
can find place. To the Hagada, however, which tries to inter¬ 
pret biblical texts according to its legends, he opposes with all 
the strength of his intellect, and makes manifest their contra- 
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diction, so as to demolish the Hagada to the foundation. In 
his commentary on the Talmud, however, he is given to lengthy 
reasonings and dialectics and also endeavors to arrive at deci¬ 
sions of Halakhas, which his grandfather took care to avoid. 
Whoever sees critically, Rashi’s commentary on Tract Baba 
Bathra up to 29b, and from there onwards, Rashbam’s 
commentary which is its substitute from that place onwards, 
will be astonished at the great difference between them, if but 
at the relative quantities of Rashi’s comments and Rashbam’s. 

From his commentaries and compositions we see that he had 
much knowledge of diverse languages, and of the manners and 
customs of nations and their modes of life, and gave human 
reasons for many commandments of the Pentateuch. In 
Northern France his commentaries were accepted in the colleges 
and it became their main authority. 

But his younger brother, Jacob, styled “Rabenu Tam,” 
devoted his whole mind to studies of the Talmud chiefly, and 
he became the center of the authors of the Tosphoth, to him 
flocked men with questions from all ends of the earth, to whom 
he was as an oracle. Justly we may entitle him the Pillar of 
the Talmud. He went to the depths of the sea of the Talmud, 
and made it his first task to reconcile apparent contradictions 
therein. He likewise mended many corrupted texts in the 
Talmud, though of him it has been said that he decreed on the 
pain of excommunication not to amend any text in the Talmud, 
and in many places he disagrees with his grandfather. Aside 
from this he did not at one’s own conjecture, neglect com¬ 
mentaries on Scriptures and grammatical studies, and decided 
in favor of Menachem b. Sruk against Dims b. Labrat in his 
book “Hahakhraoth” (Reconciliations); he also tried his ability 
for poetry. As his biography has been written by the learned 
A. H. Weiss in a separate book, it is unnecessary to expatiate 
on it. 

Here is the place to remark that in late generations the 
second pair of phylacteries which pietists put on after the 
prayer, have been styled after him on account of two or three 
words which he wrote in his commentary on an obscure passage 
in Tract Mena’ho th in opposition to Rashi’s commentary, on 
account of a hair-splitting discussion in the language of the 
Gemara, though he had never the intention to decide so the 


JOSEPH KARA, ISAAC THE ELDER. 


59 


Halakha, as his grandfather Rashi had also not intended in his 
commentary on the Halakha, still those phylacteries are called 
after him. In truth neither the one nor the other was used yet 
as phylacteries, as testifies the greatest among the authors of 
Tosphoth, R. Isaac the Elder (as this is explained in one 
book on Phylacteries) . 

Among the faithful disciples whom Pashi had in the college 
at Troy it is proper to mention R. Joseph b. Simeon 
Kara who was revealed to us recently by modem criticism ; 
and R. Joseph Bchor Shor who was a disciple of Rabenu Tam, 
and composed a commentary on the Pentateuch in the spirit 
of that of Rashbam. The other commentators on Scripture 
among the authors of the Tosphath and their disciples, how¬ 
ever, as the author of “ Hagan ” (The Garden) a commentary on 
the Pentateuch, which is to be found in two different versions, 
and some more commentaries by R. Hezekiah b. Manoah, R. 
Isaac Halevi, R. Jehuda b. R. Eliezer, R. Jacob d’lllesques, do 
not cling to the principle of literal interpretation, but of Drash 
and Mysticism. Rashi’s commentary was, however, their 
model. The chiefs of the authors of Tosphoth in the period 
of from 1167 till 1300 were : R. Isaac b. Samuel, called R. 
Isaac the Elder, from Dampirere, the nephew of Jacob Tam, 
his son Elchanan, Eliezer b. Samuel (“ Ram”) of Metz, author 
of “Sepher Yereim” (Book of the God-Fearing), Isaac b. 
Abraham, Junior (Ritzba), his brother, Simsan of Chanz 
(Rashba), his great labors are called Tosphoth of Chanz, 
Jehudah b. Isaac from Paris, called Sirlian, Ephraim b. Isaac 
from Reugspurk, and Nathan Official, who will be mentioned 
by us further in a separate chapter. Among the latest of the 
authors of the Tosphoth, however, we may name the Rabbi 
Moses of Caucy, author of “Smag” who is also mentioned in 
Tosphoth thrice (Berakhoth, 14b, 43a, Aboda Zarah, 13a), 
and R. Jacob of Courbel to whom have been attributed the 
questions and answers from Heaven , and we doubt whether 
Isaac of Vienna author of the well-known book 4 ‘ Or Zarua ” 
(Diffused Light), who also lived at that time, has also been 
mentioned in Tosphoth (see our work on Phylacteries , p. 140), 
by the name of R. Isaac-simply, as not every time when the 
name R. Isaac-barely is mentioned in Tosphoth, R. Isaac the 
Elder is meant. 
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This last, R. Moses of Caucy, contributed much to restore 
the study of the Talmud to its former splendor in his days, 
when in Spain it was almost stopped, and along with it many 
ceremonies, as phylacteries, Mezuzoth and Tzitzith, which were 
not seen in his time in any part of Spain or other countries. 
Owing to the oppression of the other religions by the dominant 
religion, the Israelites began to blend with the nations, and 
thousands of them embraced ostensibly the dominant religion, 
and some even conscientiously, having despaired of the former 
hope of Israel, Moses of Coucy therefore devoted himself to his 
work and travelled from city to city, and from land to land, to 
encourage Israel in the study of the Talmudic literature, and 
restore the activity, and he is the first who required help for 
his aim from gentiles, his friends, though not co-religionists, and 
that his works should find acceptance he backed them by 
dreams and natural phenomena that took place at the time, 
which he warned the people that they were signs from heaven, 
and also by astrology, to arouse the people to return to the 
study of the Talmud and its commandments. As he testified 
himself in his book which he wrote in his later days (1288), 
“Sepher Mitzvoth Gadol" (Positive Commandments) whose title 
is abbreviated “ Smag.” After writing the sermons in exile, 
he concludes : “After the year 4995 after creation (1235), an 
event took place from heaven to chastize. And in the year 
1236 I was in Spain preaching to and reproving them, God 
strengthened my arms by Jews and Gentiles' dreams, and 
visions of the stars and extended his mercy to me, and the earth 
trembled* and there was general terror, great repentances were 
made, and thousands as well as myriads accepted the sacred 
ceremonies of Tephilin, Mezuzoth, and Tzitzith. So I was 
afterwards in other countries, and they were accepted in all 
places, and I was asked for a commentary on these command¬ 
ments in brief.” Not only in France and Spain were such books 
written about the practical ceremonies in the spirit of the Tal¬ 
mud, but also in Germany, R. Baruch of Germisa composed 
“Sepher Hatrumah” and R. Isaac from Vienna, his book 
“Diffused Light” (Or Zarua) which all treat of ceremonies and 
Halakhas after the rules of the Talmud, which those sages saw 

* See our “ Phylacterien,” page 85, concerning the trembling of the earth, men¬ 
tioned here. 
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a great necessity to renew and arouse the nation to observe 
them, after the Halakahs of Alfasi and Maimonides had become 
already too ancient in their tone, and the violent persecutions 
then directed against the Talmud diminished the number of the 
students. It would seem that at that time was composed also 
the small book “Questions and Answers from Heaven” in the 
name of R. Jacob of Corbel who was known as a holy man, 
to show to the people that its hope was not yet at end, that in 
heaven all wards of the Talmud are venerated, and so are all 
sages who occupy themselves with it, as seen from the contents 
of the questions and answers given from heaven especially in 
case of R. Isaac Alfasi, about whom from heaven it was 
answered: “Not in an old man is wisdom, nor in schoolboys 
counsel, but my covenant I shall fulfil with Isaac,” and this 
may be a kind of basis for the programme made by Shem Tobb, 
Joseph Falkira (1264), that diligent study of Alfasi may sub¬ 
stitute the study of the Talmud. 

CHAPTER XIII. 

RELIGIOUS DISPUTES OF ALL PERIODS. 

From the earliest recorded times there have been disputes 
between men on faith and religion. When, in pagan countries, 
the idols had become great in number and each man consid¬ 
ered his own the right one, he strove to convert his fellows to 
his own opinion, whether through benevolence or from wrath 
that the idol of his neighbor should be considered greater than 
his own. Traces of such disputes are found in the Prophets. 
To the Jewish people was probably due the increase in the 
violence and frequency of such disputes, since its mission was 
always the annihilation of idol-worship. Being monotheistic, 
it could not live at peace with any gods besides its own. No 
historical importance can be attached to such disputes among 
and with the heathen, because the number of idols was often 
as large as that of the worshippers. But when Christianity, 
whose great aim was to convert all humanity and to extinguish 
all theologies, began to spread over and to dominate the world, 
the matter of religious disputes assumed a new and baleful 
aspect, for presecutions and trials were mercilessly inflicted on 
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all who opposed it, whether those who took an active part in 
the controversies or those who refused to enter into them. 

In recording the history of the Talmud and of its persecu¬ 
tions we cannot pass over the disputes concerning it from the 
time of its birth, and continuing throughout its troubled history 
in succeeding ages. A minute history of all these controver¬ 
sies, however, their dates, the names of the disputants, the 
topics of the disputes, as well as the consequences to the Tal¬ 
mud, would require a volume twice the bulk of the Talmud 
itself. We will therefore content ourselves with devoting to 
it a separate chapter, mentioning only the greater historical 
controversies and giving a r6sum£ of the subject matter of the 
disputes as we deem them of value to our readers. 

Already in the first century we have seen that the disputes 
between the Jewish Christians and their brethren who did not 
believe in Jesus’ Messiahship were many. In the Talmud are 
given the names of many sages and Amoraims who were com¬ 
pelled to enter upon disputations with their Christian brethem.* 
But in the second and third centuries, houses for disputations 
(see App. No. io) had already been established, as well in Pales¬ 
tine as in Babylonia, and doubtless also in many other places 
where Jews dwelt. Those known to us by name are the house 
of Abidan, the house of Abiani, and that of Nitzraphi. The 
Talmud relates that the Jews were forced to come hither, or to 
furnish sufficient explanation for not so doing. 

We have no record of the results of these disputes, but in 
the sixth century we see Priscus, a Jewish officer of King 
Eilprich, forced to a controversy. When ordered to embrace 
Christianity he naively replied “ that he could not believe that, 
to save sinners, God was compelled to enter into marital rela¬ 
tions with a woman, and finally, in order to redeem the world, 
underwent the death-agony, when at his command were hosts 
of angels not needed in heaven.” For this he was imprisoned. 
Henceforward in almost every century of the Christian era 
there arose fanatics who forced the Jews into controversy. In 
the seventh century these disputes were used as weapons 
against the Jews of Spain in documents issued by Isidorie, 
Bishop of Seville. These and other writings against the Jews, 

* R. Aqiba with R. Gamaliel, Joshua b. Hanania, Ishmael, Abuhu, and many 
others. 
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added to the verbal disputes, finally resulted in the ninth cen¬ 
tury, during the reign of Charles the Bald, in invectives pro¬ 
mulgated by the Bishop of Amulo, denouncing the Jewish 
creed as “superstition” and inciting all Christians to their 
duty in eradicating the error from the minds of the Jews, to 
force them to accept the Gospel in place of their belief in the 
two Messiahs, one a descendant of David and the other a de¬ 
scendant of Joseph. It is remarkable that in these documents 
the bishop complains that the Jews, by their eloquent sermons 
and lectures, made more impression on their hearers than did 
the preaching of the Christians, as he was convinced by per¬ 
sonal experience. And, indeed, in this he was not mistaken; 
for where the Jews’ lot was ameliorated, as in the reign of Louis 
the Saint — who, as well as his wife, Judith, honored the Jews, so 
much so as to change for their sake the fair-day from Saturday 
to Sunday — many Christians came to the synagogues to hear 
the Rabbis and the scholars among them read with pleasure 
the writings of Philo and Flavius instead of the Gospel, and 
likewise learned from Jewish scholars the interpretation of 
Scripture, as Rhabanus Maurus of Fulda avows in his commen¬ 
tary on the Bible. 

The Jews in Arabia also were forced to dispute with the 
Mussulmans, who assured them that the teaching of the Tal¬ 
mud had its day and Islam was even then usurping its 
place. When Basilius the Macedonian ascended the throne 
of Byzantium he summoned learned Jews to argue with 
Christian priests, who strove to convince them that Jesus had 
become the center of the law and prophets. But these dis¬ 
putes are insignificant compared with those of the last four 
centuries of the Middle Ages; during this period the number 
of Jewish apostates increased, who challenged their brethem 
of the old faith to arguments. Massacre and pillage were the 
results of these disputes, the invitation to which was, briefly, 
as follows: “If ye be willing and obey, the good of the land 
shall ye eat; but if ye refuse and rebel, by the sword shall ye be 
devoured.” And, as if no loophole should exist through 
which the Jews might evade persecution, if a Christian were 
converted to the Jewish faith and mocked his former religion 
the Jews were held responsible and punished. Thus in the 
ninth century the priest Boda accepted Judaism and ridiculed 
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the Christians, going even so far as to beg the Mohammedan 
rulers in Spain to permit residence in that country only to 
Jews and Mussulmans, and not to Christians. Coystan Becele- 
lonus in 1005, in the reign of Henry II., wrote a pamphlet in 
which he addressed his former co-religionists thus: “Fools 
read the prophet Malachai, who says in God’s name, ‘ I am 
God, without change.’ How then can you believe that the 
Divinity underwent any change?” The culmination of all 
this was a renewed outburst of wrath and persecution directed 
against the Jews. 

The Christians did not consider the fact that he who ex¬ 
changes his religion for another, from any motive whatever, 
by so doing is held in enmity by his former co-religionists and 
his affirmations esteemed of no value. They declared that the 
spirit of Satan had seduced the Jewish proselytes, while at the 
same time they gave credit to all the calumnies uttered by the 
Christianized Jews and granted them power to compel the 
Jews to enter into dispute with them. For this alleged guilt 
of Satan they punished the Jews with restriction of rights, con¬ 
fiscation of property, or total exile. An instance is recorded 
of the conversion in London in 1275, during the reign of Henry 
II., of the great Dominican preacher Robert de Redinge to 
Judaism, who adopted the name of Haggai. The Christianized 
Jews of France and Spain were also the cause of great trouble 
to the Jews in those countries during the Middle Ages, though 
Christianity had been the dominant religion but for a short 
period. 

Of the more prominent controversies of that time may be 
mentioned that of Rabbi Nathan Haupniel, one of the writers 
of the commentaries called “Tosphoth” (Taanith IX., the 
Tosphoth beginning at “ Aser T’aser”), known among Gentiles 
as Nathan Official, the colleague of Rabenu Tam and perfect 
under the Archbishop of Cens, with this same archbishop, and, 
near the close of the twelfth century, with Pope Alexander and 
the king himself. At this epoch the status of the Jews of 
France was one of peace and prosperity, and R. Nathan and 
his colleague, Rabenu Tam, were honored at court. The 
bishop attempted to prove by the passage, “ Let us make man 
in our image,” that the Trinity is meant, since the plural is 
used. R. Nathan’s answer was: “Before replying to this, I 
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desire to ask of you a question in law concerning myself. You 
are aware that I loan no money at interest (this he mentioned 
because the Jews were then charged with usury). I gave to a 
friend a sum of money with which to purchase merchandise, 
and in the profits arising from which I was to share. He trans¬ 
ported the goods to Paris, but finding that their market price 
had greatly diminished, he threw all into the Seine without 
consulting with me. I am therefore of opinion that I may de¬ 
mand of him to return to me the whole sum; for by what right 
did he inflict on me a financial loss without first asking my 
consent?” The bishop replied: “You may without doubt; 
and according to my opinion you are entitled to additional 
compensation besides, since how dared he destroy your prop¬ 
erty?” “If that is so,” answered R. Nathan, “you will of 
course grant that God is at least as just as men, and if, accord¬ 
ing to you, he had created men with the assistance of the other 
two Persons of the Trinity, how comes it that he declares, ‘ I 
will destroy man whom I have created from the face of the 
earth?’ [Gen. vi. 7], without first consulting the other Persons 
of the Trinity? They also were entitled to a part in disposing 
of man.” On another occasion, being asked why the Jews 
were obstinate in refusing to worship Mary, the mother of God, 
R. Nathan replied: “Tell me, you who are so learned, whether 
the question never occurred to you: how was it possible that 
the idea of worshipping the golden calf entered the Jews’ minds 
after they had been witnesses, shortly before, of all the signs 
and wonders of the Eternal, and the thunders and lightnings on 
Mount Sinai?” The bishop replied: “True; whenever I read 
this passage it seems a great problem to me.” “ But I am not 
in the least surprised,” answered R. Nathan, with hidden irony. 
“The Jews saw that the gold when thrown into the fire was 
made into a calf, and they doubted not that the Holy Ghost 
had clothed itself in this precious metal; but you who affirm 
that the Holy Ghost became incarnate in a woman must needs 
remember that when God wished to give to the Israelites the 
Decalogue he warned them: ‘ For three days you shall not ap¬ 
proach a woman’ [Ex. xix. 15]. How, then, can the Jews be¬ 
lieve, after this, that when He desired to endow Israel with a 
new testament, He should himself approach a woman?” Re¬ 
plies of this kind were numerous from R. Nathan, as well as 
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from his sons Joseph and Asher. Thus it is also told of R. 
Joseph Bchor Shor that to the question, “Why did God choose 
to appear to Moses in a thorn?” (“bush” in the incorrect ver¬ 
sion), he replied, “ Because from it no image can be made, nor 
can it be used to form a cross.” 

These disputes, however, did not bring about the terrible 
calamities which usually followed those in the Middle Ages, 
Judith, the Queen of Louis the Saint, protected the Jews and 
their studies, preventing the priests from taking vengeance 
for such ironical expressions as those given above. When 
Bishop Bodo perceived that his aims were not furthered by the 
disputes, he prohibited altogether such controversies with the 
hated Jews. A few decades passed, and not only was this pro¬ 
hibition ignored, but the Jews were again constrained to dis¬ 
pute in the presence of Louis IX. and his wife, and the chief 
civil and ecclesiastical dignitaries, the latter representing Pope 
Gregory IX. It fell to the lot of the four rabbis, R. Jechiel of 
Paris, the disciple of Jehudah the Pious; R. Moses of Coucy, 
the famed travelling lecturer; R. Jehudah b. David of Melon, 
and R. Solomon b. Samuel, to dispute with the apostate Donin, 
who took the name of Nicolus. This man while yet a Jew had 
evinced a tendency, as it appeared to the rabbis, to rebel against 
Judaism, and therefore they had excommunicated him. In 
revenge, he went to Rome in 1239, and charged that the Tal¬ 
mud contained sacrilegious sayings as to Jesus Christ and his 
mother, and so distorted the Scriptures by its interpretations 
and comments that thereby the Dietywas blasphemed. He 
further charged that it gave license to illegally deprive Gen¬ 
tiles of their property and granted permission to deceive them. 
The sum of his libel, which contained thirty-five points, was 
that the Talmud was the enemy of Christian truth and the sole 
cause of the refusal of the Jews to recognize the divinity of 
Jesus. 

It will be in place here, before further consideration of the 
character and consequences of this and many other disputes in 
which Jewish apostates were the accusers and disputants, to 
speak of the Jews of the Middle Ages, what they were, and, 
having in view only the truth, to expose their faults. For by 
their great intolerance, and their conduct towards all who en¬ 
tertained opinions of the least liberality, differing ever so 
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slightly from their own, they brought down upon themselves, 
as it were by their own hands, terrible calamities. There was 
at that period, as is well known, a division of opinion among 
the Rabbis themselves concerning the books of Maimonides. 
Many Rabbis excommunicated him after his death, and even 
defaced his epitaph; and the intolerant R. Solomon of Mont- 
pelliers, with his colleagues and disciples, resorted to the 
Flagellants and Dominicans for aid, saying: “Behold, there 
are among us heretics and infidels, for they were seduced by 
Moses ben Maimon of Egypt. You who clear your community 
of heretics, clear ours too” (Karpeles, p. 346). They assented 
gladly, and the books of Maimonides were burned at the stake 
in Paris and Montpelliers. From the conduct of these fanatics 
towards that lion of Israel (they themselves avowed that he 
was infinitely superior to them in science and learning) we can 
conceive their terrible vengeance against an ordinary man or 
scholar when he ventured to express opinions in any degree at 
variance with their own, or to transgress the Sabbath by carry¬ 
ing a handkerchief or drinking of Gentile wine, which in their 
opinion is against the law. Who, then, could resist their ter¬ 
rible weapon of excommunication, which they used for the pur¬ 
pose of making a man a ravenous wolf whom every human being 
fled from and shunned as though plague-smitten? Many who 
drank of that bitter cup were driven to the grave, and many 
others went mad. But woe to the excommunicators if the 
excommunicated afterward received baptism from the Domini¬ 
cans ! Then the vengeance of those who had been banished was 
fearful; like serpents they stung their former brethem, and 
caused misfortunes to thousands of souls who became as sheep 
for the slaughter. 

Thus on the 24th of July, 1240, the complete Talmud was 
brought by Donin to the royal palace, and R. Jechiel, who, 
because of the fact that he had disputed with many priests, had 
been elected head of the disputants, was asked by him, in the 
presence of the king and the whole assembly, whether he be¬ 
lieved in all that was written in all these books, now more than 
four hundred years old. To this R. Jechiel replied, addressing 
the king: “Our Talmud is not four hundred years old, but 
more than fifteen hundred, and this alone suffices to prove that 
the controversy concerning what is said in it is superfluous; 
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for up to this time there have been Jewish apostates and many 
learned Christian priests who were conversant with its con¬ 
tents and found no evil in them. “Hieronymus,” continued 
the Rabbi, “ known to all as a wise and devout Christian writer, 
who was familiar with Jewish literature, much better than 
this apostate sinner, would doubtless have sought the destruc¬ 
tion of the Talmud, if he had found therein such terrible things 
as this apostate alleges. Therefore I feel sure that this liar, 
who seeks our lives, will never attain his object; he may 
indeed deprive us of our lives, but not of our Torah, dear to us 
as the pupil of our eye. If you vent on us here in France all 
your anger, still will the Talmud be found in Spain, Greece, 
Babylon, Media and Mesopotamia, in possession of the Jews of 
these countries, and there you cannot reach to destroy it.” 
The king was not satisfied with this, but bade R. Jechiel give 
a direct answer to Donin. To this the rabbi answered that 
the moral and legal doctrines of the Talmud were held sacred, 
but that full credence need not be given to the Hagada, which 
should not be taken too literally, since it is for the most 
part allegorical. The Ramban gave expression to a like 
opinion, but it would be superfluous to quote him entire. To 
the other accusations of Donin, that the Talmud terms the 
followers of Jesus Christ “Minim” (infidels), that it condemns 
Jesus, that it allows ill-usage of people of other nationalities, 
etc., he replied: “ In the Talmud there is no mention of Jesus 
(Jesu) Christ, but only of another Jesus (Jeshua) who was a 
disciple of R. Joshua b. Prachia, who lived two hundred years 
before Christ; that the term ‘Minim’ in the Talmud includes 
all who deny the Oral Law; that it grants equality before the 
civil law to all men, idolators included, and commands visita¬ 
tion of sick idolators, support of their poor, and interment of 
their dead even in Jewish cemeteries. He also proved that 
according to the Talmud, the Christians are not included among 
idolators, since the prohibition as to sharing in divine power is 
directed only to Israel and has not been enjoined on other 
people; and, moreover, since the Christians abhor idolators, 
they cannot themselves be counted among them. There is no 
distinction drawn between them and Jews by the criminal 
laws of all civilized lands,” as well as in the Talmud. (See App. 
No. 15.) 
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Thus two days passed in disputing with R. Jechiel, whose 
replies were written down by a disciple and collected later in a 
book, “Joseph Ham’qane” (The Zealot). On the third day, 
R. Jehudah b. David, having been prohibited from holding 
intercourse with R. Jechiel the first two days, was called to the 
dispute, and when his assertions were found to agree with those 
of R. Jechiel, the controversy came to an end. 

The second dispute which must be noted is that started by 
the apostate Pablo Christiani, in July, 1263, with the rabbis of 
Spain. This was the reverse of the previous dispute, in that 
the first charged the Talmud with despising Jesus and Chris¬ 
tians, while this dispute endeavored to prove from the Talmud 
itself the Messiahship of Jesus; Pablo claiming that the book 
contained many such passages. Rabbi Moses ben Nachmani 
(Ramban) was selected as disputant. This controversy also 
took place in the royal palace in Barcelona, and lasted four 
days. The principal topics for discussion were: Whether the 
Messiah had already appeared or was still expected; whether 
he would appear as a warrior, to restore the kingdom of the 
Jews, or as God’s son, as Jesus. The passage, “the sceptre 
shall not depart from Judah until Shiloh come” (which the 
Jews also understand as referring to a Messiah), Pablo adduced 
as proof that after the destruction of the Temple and the fall 
of the Jewish kingdom it must of necessity be considered that 
the Messiah had arrived. Again, the Talmud itself says, “ The 
Messiah was bom when the Temple was destroyed,” and “ Eli¬ 
jah said to R. Joshua the son of Levi, The Messiah sits at the 
gates of Rome, among the sick,” etc. 

Thereupon Nachmani addressed the king. “Know,” said 
he, “we possess three different books; before every other, the 
Bible, in which we implicitly believe; then the Talmud, which 
we hold sacred as an indispensable commentary on the biblical 
laws; but the third book, which we call Midrash, comprises 
mere sermons or speeches, which are listened to by the Jews 
but which exercise no authority over them. “The Hagada,” 
he continued, “is, as its name indicates, a mere collection of 
legends, fiction, a creation of fancy, communicated by one per¬ 
son to another, but not held by the Jews as dogma, and which 
I myself do not believe.” Then turning to Pablo, “ I will reply 
directly to you as to the question at issue. If the Talmud, as 
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you assert, regards the founder of your church as the true 
Messiah, why have not the Talmudists believed in him? Why 
did they not avow him, as you, Pablo, have done? For five 
hundred years have men been at work on the Talmud, and 
none had been convinced or induced to enter the church. 
Where/’ he asked further, “ is it to be found in the Bible or the 
Talmud that the Messiah will suffer at the hands of men? On 
the contrary, it is said of him, “ He will reign from sea to sea,” 
“Dwellers of the desert will kneel before him” and “nations 
will adore him,” which certainly was not the case with your 
Messiah, who, by the way, was bom long before the destruction 
of the Temple of Jerusalem, and therefore the Talmudic pass¬ 
age can have no reference to him. Rome had not your alleged 
Messiah to thank for its greatness; on the contrary, its power 
and dominion gradually declined after his advent, and since the 
birth of your religion a new creed, the world-dominating Islam, 
has arisen. Further, were the omens and prophecies of the 
Messianic time fulfilled ? Of this the prophets predicted ‘ that 
homicidal war will cease, a universal peace reign in the world; 
the swords will be beaten ploughshares, the spears into pruning 
hooks, and the harmless animal will graze by the side of the 
wild one/ that ‘no injustice will occur, a moral elevation will 
ennoble men, God’s spirit will enlighten all peoples, and a uni¬ 
versal purified knowledge will be introduced.’ But since 
your Messiah appeared, numberless wars have disturbed man¬ 
kind, justice, morality, and brotherly love have not yet become 
the ruling principles of the world, your religious truths have not 
satisfied the adherents of Islam, and one God does not as yet 
reign on earth. If you make of your Messiah a God, then we 
cannot believe at all in him. The Messiah must be, according 
to the prophets, a man ‘out of the stem of Jesse’; he must be 
sprung a child bom of ordinary parents, not a son of God need 
he be. Nay, the passage in the Talmud which you bring for¬ 
ward as favoring the Messiahship of Jesus, ‘that Messiah sits 
on God’s right, and Abraham on his left,’ shows him not to be 
a God, else could not the Talmud say directly after this ‘ that 
Abraham’s countenance darkened on account of the favor 
shown the Messiah.’ Were he God’s son, surely Abraham 
would have known him as Divinity and have yielded to him, 
with no feeling of jealousy, the first place. The language of 
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the Talmud is peculiar, and by its assertion that the Messiah 
was bom with the Temple’s destruction must be understood 
the revival among the Jews, through this barbarity and in¬ 
justice, of the hope of a Messiah. They assuredly do not 
accept him as Messiah who saw the light of day fully a hundred 
years before this event, and who, in spite of his sufferings, 
brought to the world neither salvation nor redemption. And 
how stands it with your assumption that your Messiah re¬ 
deemed the world from original sin ? The penalties decreed for 
that sin still exist. Women still suffer pain in childbirth; in 
the sweat of the brow must the ground be ploughed, and Death 
still thins the hosts of the living—evils which, according to 
your construction of the Bible, result only from original sin. 
As to the passage quoted by you from the Bible, this is its 
significance: ‘The sceptre shall not depart from Judah eter¬ 
nally ’—ad being equivalent to load (forever). The clear 
meaning of this is that Judah’s dependence, if he be con¬ 
demned to it, will not last forever, for the Messiah will come 
and restore to him his independence; simply, that he will ap¬ 
pear, but is not yet come. For the rest,” continued Nach- 
mani, “ I do not long for the Messiah. With us it is accounted 
as of greater merit if we, living in foreign lands, among strange 
people, and under the protection of the king, worship our God, 
than if we, as free masters, adhere to the law in our own land.” 

Pablo was no match to Nachmani and his striking proofs. 
The next Sunday, King Jacob I. of Aragon appeared with 
Pefiaforte in the synagogue. The general of the Dominicans 
resumed the dispute, and sought to prove the Trinity by the 
simile of wine, which also contains a trinity in it, color, flavor 
and odor, and yet is one thing. Nachmani, however, refuted 
him, and demonstrated that to accept thjs argument would be 
to assume also a fifth person in God. Pefiaforte became per¬ 
plexed and replied that the Trinity is so deep a mystery that 
the angels are unable to comprehend it. When Nachmani 
had asked the modest question, “Why, then, should men raise 
themselves above the angels to dispute about and to hold fast 
to so deep a mystery?” The king dismissed him with rich 
presents, adding these strange words: “I have never yet heard 
a wrong cause so masterfully defended.” Nevertheless, 
Nachmani was banished. He did not, as contemporary 
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ecclesiastical chronicles affirm, flee in deep shame, but was 
expatriated through the intrigues of the clergy, and emigrated 
to Palestine, which, in his opinion, should be a Mecca for every 
Jew, and arrived there shortly after Jerusalem had been re¬ 
duced to ashes by the Mongols. There he continued his labors 
in behalf of Judaism and compiled his commentary on the 
Bible. To his disciples whom he left behind it is related that 
he said, on their asking of him a sign of the day of his death, 
that his mother’s grave stone would be rent in twain. 

After seeing, however, that the dispute led to no satisfac¬ 
tory results, and that Nachmani and other Jews were not con¬ 
vinced by the argument of “no salvation outside the church,” 
Pefiaforte changed his tactics and impeached the Talmud 
before Pope Clement IV., claiming that it abused and blas¬ 
phemed the founder of the church. The Pope appointed a com¬ 
mittee to examine the matter, and on their adverse report the 
obnoxious passages were stricken out, the erasing stylus was 
drawn through the pages of the Talmud by ignorant Domini¬ 
cans, and for the first time it was subjected to the fudgement 
of a censor. What a sad concurrence of historic events! 
Twenty years later the writings of Maimonides were again 
consigned to the stake at Acco through the efforts of the Kab- 
balistic fanatic Solomon Petit; in Tiberia the tombstone of 
Moses b. Maimon, the greatest thinker to whom Judaism had 
given birth in a thousand years, was shamefully dishonored 
and its epitaph replaced by the words; “ Here rests an excom¬ 
municated heretic.” 

Of far more importance were the attacks on Judaism and 
the Talmud in the dispute which took place at Tortosa, in 
Aragon, in 1413, under the supervision of Pope Benedict XIII., 
and which required no less than sixty-eight sessions. Long 
before this time the Jews had held polemics with Christian 
scholars, and the Jewish literature in defense of the faith 
which had been current in the thirteenth century, and which 
included also attacks on Christian dogma, was now in full 
bloom. Raymond Martin, a Dominican Hebraist and one of 
the censors of the Talmud appointed by the Pope, who treated 
the Talmud with comparative leniency, wrote against Judaism 
two hostile books under the titles “ Religious Dagger” (Dagger 
of Faith) and “Scourge for the Jews,” wherein arguments in 
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favor of Christianity were adduced both from Scripture and 
from rabbinical writings. These books were imposing not less 
from their powerful logic than from their exhibition of pro¬ 
found scholarship, and the renowned Talmudist, R. Solomon 
b. Adereth, was called to refute them. The apostate Abner 
Alfonso Burgensis, a polemic of more danger to Judaism, at 
the commencement of the fourteenth century, wrote a number 
of controversial works against his former religion, to whom 
Isaac Pulgar replied with a trenchant satirical poem as well 
as an argumentative work. In 1375, Moses Kohen de Torde- 
sillas disputed in the church at A villa with the renegade John 
of Valladolid, and soon after this proselytizing cardinal Pedro 
de Cuna challenged Shem Teb b. Isaac Shoprat to a public 
religious discussion. The latter published in 1380, a compre¬ 
hensive defensive work, “ Eben Bochan,” and also translated the 
Gospels into Hebrew to enable his co-religionists to arm them¬ 
selves from the Christian arsenal; they subsequently found 
themselves obliged to use these weapons only too often. In 
1391 occurred the first great persecution of the Jews in Spain, 
during which many, to escape the sword, embraced Christianity. 
Whereas the greater part of those who were forced into con¬ 
version usually returned to the fold of Judaism, some of these 
new Christians were, conversely, possessed by a great zeal for 
proselytizing, as, for example, the physician Astruc Raimuch, 
and particularly the former rabbi, Paul Burgensis, the latter 
of whom was a source of much mischief to his people. The 
satirical poet, Solomon Bonfed, the ingenious thinker Chasdai 
Crescas, the physician and philosopher, Profiat Duran, indited 
convincing replies to the attacks of these apostates. But in 
the foremost rank of these polemic writings stands the circular 
letter of Joshua Lorqui, which he addressed in an apparently 
submissive tone to his former teacher, Paul Burgensis, where¬ 
in, along with keen attacks on Christian dogma, he tells Bur¬ 
gensis that as a thinking and learned man he could not have 
accepted Christianity through conviction. When one reads 
this letter he must hold it almost a psychological impossibility 
that the man who adopted such an attitude towards Christian¬ 
ity should in later years have gone over to the Christian church 
and become a scourge to his co-religionists of the Jewish faith ; 
and yet this Joshua Corqui was, with scarcely a doubt, identical 
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with him who later assumed the name of Geronimo Santa Fe, 
and came forward to impeach Judaism and the Talmud at the 
dispute in Tortosa. 

Benedict XIII., one of the three popes who were then striv¬ 
ing for dominion, had a particular interest in this dispute. This 
pope had been deposed at the Council of Pisa as a heretic and 
perjurer, and had been excommunicated; in Spain, however, 
he was recognized as pope, and from that place he set in motion 
his plans to make himself universally recognized. If he could 
succeed in breaking the obstinacy of the Jews and effecting 
finally their conversion as a people, it would be a great triumph 
for the church, and for himself personally. From these motives 
he willingly permitted King Fernando of Aragon to invite 
Jewish rabbis and scholars to a theological discussion at Tor¬ 
tosa. Sixteen of the most prominent appeared at that mem¬ 
orable dispute, which lasted, with many interruptions, from 
February, 1413, till November, 1414. The apostate Geronimo, 
the physician-in-ordinary of the pope, had arranged previously 
the following programme for the controversy. First he de¬ 
sired to prove from the Talmud that the Messiah must already 
have arrived. Should this argument be ineffectual, however, 
then a war to the death was to be declared against the Talmud, 
which sustains the Jews in their unbelief. When the Jewish 
notables appeared in the session hall on the first day, the thou¬ 
sand there assembled, presided over by the pope (who was 
pompously arrayed and seated on an elevated throne), made 
upon them an overwhelming impression. The pope himself 
opened the session with an address, wherein he laid emphasis 
on the fact that the question now was not as to the truth of 
Judaism or Christianity; Judaism once had been true, but was 
replaced by the later revelation. The discussion must turn 
only on the point whether, according to the Talmud, Jesus is 
the promised Messiah or not. Thereupon, Geronimo delivered 
a lengthy speech, which he concluded with the text, “ If ye be 
willing and obey, ye shall eat the good of the land ; but if ye 
refuse and rebel, ye shall be devoured by the sword/’ In his 
reply, Don Vidal Benvenisti placed the apostate’s wickedness 
in its true light, inasmuch as he had threatened with the sword 
before any proof for or against had been brought. In the sub¬ 
sequent sessions, Geronimo cited passages, more or less famil- 
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iar, from the Talmud and Midrash, to prove to the unbelievers 
that the Talmud itself, when rightly understood, attested 
Jesus’ Messiah ship. But as the representatives of the Jews 
explained these passages according to their real meaning, and 
at the expiration of sixty-two sessions evinced not the slightest 
inclination to be converted, Geronimo, at the pope’s bidding, 
came forth as impeacher of the Talmud, asserting that it con¬ 
tained blasphemies and abominations of all kinds and must 
therefore be unconditionally condemned. To prove this, he 
wickedly or ignorantly perverted many passages. The Hal- 
akha teaches, for example, in relation to the verse in Exodus 
xxi. 15, “ He that smiteth his father or his mother shall be put 
to death,” that he only is guilty of death who wounds his 
parent by beating; from this Geronimo inferred that the Tal¬ 
mud allows the beating of parents. The Halakha also teaches 
in reference to blasphemy that “only he who blasphemes God 
by his name of four letters (Jehovah) is guilty of death,” and 
from this Geronimo concluded that the Talmud permits blas¬ 
phemy. Geronimo was also the first to affirm that the Jews 
may break oaths, in conformity to the prayer “ Kol-Nidre.” 
Every one at all familiar with this prayer knows that it is for 
forgiveness for the non-fulfillment of vows and oaths, taken 
unconsciously or broken through forgetfulness , and is but an 
argument in favor of the Talmud’s scrupulousness in this 
matter. The Jewish delegates defended themselves, it is true, 
with skill against these accusations, but were finally so hard 
pressed that they divided into two parties. Most declared 
that the passages of the Hagada brought forward by Geronimo 
had no authority; whereas Don Vidal Benvenisti and the relig¬ 
ious philosopher Joseph Albo declared that the Hagada was 
held by them as of full authority, but must not be construed 
literally and then judged. At all events, the pope did not 
succeed in causing even one of the delegates to waver or in 
effecting the hoped-for general conversion of the Jews. Driven 
to anger at his failure, he dismissed them in a very unfriendly 
manner, and soon thereafter issued a bull in which he inter¬ 
dicted the reading or study of the Talmud by the Jews, and 
ordered that search be made for copies of the book and they 
be then destroyed. He also directed that in Spain the Jews 
should live separately from the Christians, fill no official sta- 
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charges of Jewish persecution of apostates, and complains that 
even the poorest and most criminal and hardened Jews subject 
themselves to all manner of hardships rather than embrace 
Christianity. The pamphlet concludes with these words: 
“All this is due to the Talmud, which is the source of all evil, 
and which the Jews hold in greater reverence than the ten com¬ 
mandments of God.” The Dominican monks found that this 
pamphlet failed of due effect, and asked Pfefferkom if he could 
write a better one. He wrote the “Wamungsspiegel” (The 
Mirror of Warning), wherein he pretended to be a friend of the 
Jewish people, and, for their own good, desired to introduce 
Christianity among them. He urged them to convince the 
Christian world that the Jews do not need Christian blood for 
their religious rites. He also tried to induce his Christian 
brethren not to persecute the Jews unto destruction; for, he 
said, the Jews are also, in a way, human beings. Along with 
these pretences of friendliness he evinces in the pamphlet the 
desire (and in this he was seconded by the Dominican monks) 
to take the Talmud by force from the Jews. ‘ ‘ The causes which 
hinder the Jews from becoming Christians,” said Pfefferkom, 
“are three: first, usury; second, because they are not com¬ 
pelled to attend Christian churches to hear the sermons; and 
third, because they honor the Talmud. ’ ’ Therefore he appealed 
to his co-religionists and the rulers to remove the first two 
causes; as to the third, he advised the government to take the 
Talmud from the Jews and bum it. But even this pamphlet 
was not wholly successful, because the rulers and the people 
understood that depriving the Jews of the Talmud would inure 
to the benefit, financially, of the Dominicans; for these latter, 
being the Judges of the Inquisition, possessed the power of de¬ 
claring the books harmless and of returning them to the Jews 
for a consideration. Therefore Pfefferkom hastened to issue 
another pamphlet, in which he used harsher expressions, and 
tried to convince the people that the hatred of the Jews for 
Christianity was due solely to their religious books. He issued 
also a third pamphlet, on Jewish history, in which he con¬ 
tradicted what he had written in his first pamphlet. He said 
plainly that every Jew considers it a good deed to kill, or at 
least to mock, a Christian; therefore he deemed it the duty of 
all true Christians to expel the Jews from all Christian lands; 
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even if the law should forbid such a deed, they need not heed 
or obey it in this respect. “It is the duty of the people,” he 
said, “ to ask permission of the rulers to take from the Jews all 
their books except the Bible,” as well as all the pledges of 
Christians to be found in Jewish hands; also, that Jewish 
children should be taken away from their parents and educated 
in the Catholic religion. He concluded his work thus: “Who 
afflicts the Jews is doing the will of God, and who seeks their 
benefit will incur damnation.” 

Although the religious hatred of the times of the Crusades 
was then far from extinguished, PfefferkonTs books did not 
find favor with the rulers, as the Jews were their chief treas¬ 
urers, from whom they at all times exacted enormous taxes. 
Therefore they did not desire to drive them from their terri¬ 
tories; and to compel them to embrace Christianity did not 
suit them either, as most of the Christians disliked Jewish 
apostates and looked upon them disdainfully since they well 
knew that in most instances they did not accept Christianity 
through belief in the religion, but from more worldly reasons. 
In addition to this, all the Jews of Germany, as also the physi¬ 
cians of the rulers, who were for the greater part Jews, did all 
in their power to prevent PfefferkonTs advice from being 
carried into execution. Many Christians, too, asserted that 
they were convinced that Pfefferkom was bad at heart, a 
flatterer, and that his sole object was to enrich himself at 
the expense of the Jews. Therefore Pfefferkom wrote a fourth 
pamphlet, in which he reiterated all he had written previously, 
and declared that the only way to be rid of the Jews was 
either to expel or enslave them; the first thing to be done was 
to collect all the copies of the Talmud found among the Jews 
and to bum them. Arthurin Gracia, who was the Censor of 
Art, revised and corrected PfefferkonTs works and rendered 
them into Latin and German, and sent them to all the rulers 
of the period. Besides this, the Dominicans addressed them¬ 
selves to the sister of the Emperor Maximilian, Princess Kuni- 
gunde, who was a nun in a Dominican convent at Munich. 
They begged her to intercede with the Emperor in behalf of 
Pfefferkom. They eulogized Pfefferkom, telling her of his 
knowledge of Jewish life and of his good character, and urged 
her to confide in him. Finally they persuaded her to give a 
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copy of his pamphlet to the emperor, who was then at war in 
Italy with the Venetians. As a result of all this, PfefTerkom at 
once set out for Italy, and succeeded in obtaining from the 
emperor a decree that all the Jews of Germany should yield 
up their books to him (Pfefferkom), to be revised by him; 
if he should find in them anything relating to Christianity, 
it should be destroyed. In this task he was granted the power 
to call to his assistance, in each city, a priest and two of the 
civic rulers. The Jews were warned under severe penalty not 
to resist the royal command. 

Pfefferkom and his party of inquisitors first visited Magde¬ 
burg, for in that city dwelt rabbis who were renowned through¬ 
out the Jewish world; and although they resorted to every 
device to prevent the surrender of their literary treasures— 
even the Bible, the removal of which was not included in the 
royal mandate, was also taken away—every Jew was com¬ 
pelled to surrender his entire store of religious books. 

But many Gentile scholars, to whom PfefTerkom’s conduct 
did not appeal, assisted the Jews by testifying before the 
emperor that Pfefferkom was ignorant on many subjects, 
and that he wrongfully deprived the Jews of books contain¬ 
ing no allusions to Christianity; besides, they referred, in 
their request to the emperor, to the privileges accorded to the 
Jews, by previous emperors and popes, of worshiping in their 
own way. The Elector of Mayence, Archbishop Uriel, en¬ 
raged at Pfefferkom’s action (we cannot learn why), sum¬ 
moned him to the city of Aschaffenburg, and informed him 
that the emperor’s decree was in opposition to the law of the 
land, as it made him prosecutor, witness, judge, and executor 
in one; therefore, the Jews or the people, in disregarding the 
decree, would be guilty of no crime against the law. He 
counselled him, in fine, to ask the emperor to alter the mandate 
to conform with law. Pfefferkom agreed to do so, and the 
Dominicans of Cologne advised him to find a prominent Gentile 
who would actively interest himself in the matter. This man 
they found in Reuchlin, at that time very popular and respected 
all over the world. The Dominicans told Pfefferkom to get a 
letter from Reuchlin to the emperor, before going again to see 
the latter. 

John Reuchlin, of Paszheim (1455-1522), had a great 
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reputation as a scholar; in addition he had a benevolent 
heart. He devoted himself especially to the study of Hebrew, 
in which his interest was enhanced by Count Pick de Marsun- 
della, who opened up to him the study of Kabbala, i.e., Jewish 
mysticism. Even this did not satisfy his desire to be master 
of Hebrew. He formed the acquaintance of Jacob Laanson, 
a Jewish physician at the Court of Frederick III., from whom 
he acquired a further knowledge of the language; at this court 
he came in contact with many Jewish scholars, and attained 
to such skill in the study that he afterwards wrote a book where¬ 
in he praised Hebrew as the best of all languages. He claimed 
in this work that the dogmas and rites of false religions were 
due to the ignorance of Hebrew, and to the misconception of 
the meaning of significant Hebrew terms. As for the Kabbala, 
he ranked this study with any other branch of learning, and 
stated that he himself was far from understanding thoroughly 
its sublime mysteries, for a complete knowledge of which even 
a lifetime would scarce suffice. Afterwards, when he became 
the Ambassador of the Elector Palatine to the Court of Pope 
Alexander VI., he became acquainted with the physician 
Obadiah Eipminah, the renowned commentator on the Mishna; 
and it was interesting to see the celebrated German scholar, 
whose discourses in Italian were greatly admired by the Italians 
themselves, stooping to ask a Jew to be his teacher of Hebrew 
literature. It was always his habit, when he came in contact 
with learned Jews, to obtain some useful knowledge from them. 

Nevertheless, Reuchlin was not entirely free from prejudice 
against those of the Jewish faith. In a letter to a knight who 
desired to convert the Jews of his dominions to Christianity, 
he wrote that the whole trouble with the Jews was they were 
disbelievers, who did not care for Christ and his apostles,and 
that they held in general contempt all Christians; although it 
is true that later he repented of having written this letter, as 
will be seen further on. 

The Dominicans relied on Reuchlin, knowing that the 
words of one so throughly acquainted with Hebrew literature 
would be respected by all the rulers of Germany. But Reuchlin 
declined to take an active part in the matter, although he com¬ 
mended the project of destroying all books written against 
Christianity. He also called Pfefferkom’s attention to the 
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injustice of the emperor’s decree, and told him it was doubtful 
whether it could be executed. 

Despite his not securing the wished-for testimony, Pfeffer- 
kom succeeded in persuading the emperor to ignore the peti¬ 
tions of the Jews and their defenders, and to give him the power 
to deprive the Jews of their books, in a new decree, while 
harshly reproving them for failing to strictly obey the first. 
This time the emperot commissioned Archbishop Uriel to 
carry out the decree. He also ordered him to seek, and to 
follow the advice of the German universities of Cologne, May- 
ence, Erfurt and Heidelberg, and also to take counsel with 
Reuchlin, Victor Karbensky and Hochstrater (although the 
latter was totally ignorant of Hebrew). Uriel commanded 
the director of the University of Mayence, Herman Hess, to 
visit all the cities of Germany, and to remove all the Jewish 
books. Hess did so. He travelled through Germany accom¬ 
panied by Pfefferkom; and in Frankfort alone fifteen hundred 
manuscripts were taken away (printed books were as yet rare). 
They did the same in Worms, Lorch, Birgin, Lamuven, Mayence 
and Dertz. Pfefferkom said that the Jews, to save their 
literary treasures, offered to enrich him, but he claimed he did 
not care to sell his soul and therefore did his duty. 

The Jews on the other hand, did not cease in their efforts 
to prevent their despoliation. They secured testimonials from 
the more prominent among the Gentiles, and sent a committee 
to the emperor to petition him to prevent these attacks on 
their religion. They adduced proofs to show that their books 
contained nothing against Christian communities. They 
brought forward the privileges granted to them by former 
emperors and popes, enabling them to worship their God with¬ 
out the interference of the Church or State. These facts so 
favorably impressed the emperor that he commanded that all 
the books should be returned to their owners. The joy of the 
Jews on learning of this decree cannot be described, since 
thereby not only were they granted possession of their books, 
but a peaceful residence in Catholic countries was accorded 
them. 

This joy, however, was only momentary, as both the Do¬ 
minicans and Pfefferkom still continued their malevolent 
activity. To add to the misfortune of the Jews, an event befell 
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which the Dominicans were not slow to utilize as a weapon in 
their warfare against the faithful, with the aid. of which they 
hoped finally to bring about the latter’s destruction. Sacred 
vessels were stolen from a Christian church by a Gentile, who 
was arrested and who thereupon confessed that he had sold 
them to the Jews. As a result, all Jews were severely perse¬ 
cuted by the Bishop of Brandenburg. At the same time, or 
somewhat later, the Jews were accused of having killed a Chris¬ 
tian child in the performance of their religious rites, and at the 
command of the same bishop the accused Jews were removed 
to Berlin, and thirty-eight of them were burned at the stake 
after suffering tortures on the rack. 

These events the Dominicans made use of to arouse the 
fanaticism of the people of Germany. They addressed them¬ 
selves to the emperor’s sister, Kunigunde, to whom they 
painted these occurrences in the blackest colors, at the same 
time extolling Pfefferkom as a converted Jew conversant with 
Jewish customs and manners. They stated that the Talmud 
contains the evil teachings which had become rooted in the 
hearts of the Jews. They represented to her the danger to 
Catholicism in the latest command of the emperor, and placed 
all their hopes in her keeping, as she was the only one who could 
save Catholicism from injury. At the same time they strove 
to find favor in the eyes of the people who protested against 
this persecution. A new pamphlet was prepared, in Pfeffer- 
kom’s name, which was dedicated to the Emperor Maxi¬ 
milian, praising him for his zeal for the Catholic religion. 
This pamphlet, after complaining that the Christians do not 
give full weight to the activity of the Jews against Catholicism, 
and charging that the whole fault lay with the Talmud, since 
its teachings prevented the Jews from embracing Christianity 
and permitted usury, affirmed that the one thing necessary was 
that the emperor should deprive the Jews of his books, and that 
it was the duty of all good Christians to help him in this matter, 
furthermore, that this cause met the approval of the emperor’s 
sister, the nun Kunigunde. It further stated that all Christians 
who defended Jews should be treated as heretics, and Jewish 
apostates who did the same should be presumed to have taken 
up Christianity, not from belief in the Holy Trinity, but for 
baser reasons. The Princess Kunigunde actually interceded 
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for them, and, presenting herself before the emperor, she 
begged him on her knees to grant the request of the Dominicans. 
The emperor again ordered Archbishop Uriel to hasten to seek 
the advice of the above-mentioned German universities, and 
especially to get the opinion of Reuchlin, Karbensky and' Hoch- 
strater, and transmit the same to him (the emperor), so that 
he might be prepared to judge whether or not the Talmud 
should be destroyed. 

Reuchlin did not hasten to give his answer, and when, after 
three months his answer was composed, and delivered to the 
emperor, it was found to be unfavorable to Pfefferkom. In 
this answer he divided Jewish literature into six classes, ex¬ 
clusive of the Bible, as follows: (1) poetry, fable and satire; 
(2) commentaries; (3) sermons, songs and prayers; (4) phi¬ 
losophy and science; (5) the Talmud, and (6) Kabbala. “ In the 
first class,” said Reuchlin, “are to be found books which deny 
or criticize the Christian religion;” but he could name but two 
of them of his own knowledge, and these were the pamphlet 
of Lipman (of the existence of which we have no records) and 
the life of Jesus. He declared, however, that the Rabbis them¬ 
selves prohibit the possession of them by Jews and threaten 
severe penalities upon any one venturing to read them. “ It 
is self-evident,” he stated, “that this class of books must be 
destroyed without scruple.” 

With regard to the second class, he affirmed that they not 
only contain nothing harmful to Christianity, but, on the con¬ 
trary, they are of great value in the interpretation of the Scrip 
tures. Many Gentile scholars, could not, in many cases, 
fathom the depths of meaning of the Bible, because of insuffi¬ 
cient knowledge of Hebrew. “ It is true, ’ ’ he said, ‘ ‘ that scholars 
had been heard to declare, we do not care for the Jewish com¬ 
mentaries, as we have a sufficient number by Christians.” He 
compared these same to a person wearing a light garment in 
cold weather, since the basis for right understanding of the 
Scriptures is the knowledge of the original language wherein 
they were written. 

“As for books of the third class, it would be an injustice 
to deprive the Jews of them, because they had received from 
emperors and popes the privilege of unmolested worship. 

“Regarding the fourth class,” he said, “they stand on an 
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equal footing with books of the same class in Latin, Greek or 
German. But of the Talmud I must own that it is to me a 
sealed book, and it is evident that those who pass judgment 
upon it have as little knowledge of it as I. They have no idea 
of its nature; or of its history; nevertheless they talk as if they 
knew and understood clearly all that it contains. I can only 
compare such people to those who would venture to criticise 
algebra while they are totally ignorant of the rudiments of 
arithmetic. The fear is expressed that the Talmud might 
injure Christianity; this is absurd for nothing can withstand 
the proofs in its favor that are found in the Bible. If the Tal¬ 
mud really were as bad as they affirm, then our ancestors, who 
were much more religious than we, would long ago have put an 
end to its existence.” He declared that the testimony of Pfeff- 
erkom and Schwartz against it, being inspired by unworthy 
motives, should not be given consideration. “Moreover, if 
we would but study the Talmud we would not destroy it, but 
rather encourage the Jews to hold it in still greater reverence 
and study it the more assiduously, for as a consequence there 
would be copies not alone in Germany, but also in Italy and 
Turkey, where many colleges for its study exist. To what 
purpose is the burning of a few copies of the Talmud, if you are 
unable to annihilate it entirely? Besides, by such action we 
should commit a breach of faith for we would thus abrogate the 
privileges granted to them by former emperors and popes.” 

Regarding the sixth class, he praised the Kabbala in the 
highest terms, and cited Count Picko de Mirandella, who, he 
says, induced Pope Sixtus VI. to study it; the latter discovered 
in it so much in support of Christianity that he translated 
Kabbalistic books into Latin. Reuchlin concluded that to 
deprive the Israelites of their books could only be likened to a 
duke challenging a knight to combat and then taking away his 
weapons. He advised the German rulers who were desirous 
of having the Jews embrace Christianity, to establish in all the 
German universities for a period of ten years, chairs for the 
study of the Hebrew language; then the students having a 
thorough knowledge of the language, could convince the Jews, 
by proofs from their own Bible, of the truths of Christianity. 
Returning again to the apostates (he plainly referred to Pfeffer- 
kom, though he did not name him), he said: “Of what value 
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is advice given by people who abandon Judaism through 
jealousy, animosity, fear of persecution, penury, revenge, 
ambition, love of pleasure, or even through mere recklessness? 
Such individuals bear the name of Christians, but in heart they 
are not Christians. I know of some whose faith in both re¬ 
ligions, Christianity and Judaism, is weak, and who, if then- 
schemes were brought to naught, would become disciples of 
Mohammedanism. The Jews have been citizens of Germany 
for three centuries and should be protected by the law. It 
would be ridiculous to adjudge them heretics, for they were not 
bom Christians, but have been Jews from a time antecedent 
to the birth of Christianity. 

However, the answer of the German universities was differ¬ 
ent. The theological faculty of Mayence replied that not only 
were the Talmud and all rabbinical books full of falsehoods and 
heresies, as Christian scholars testify (the faculty themselves 
confessed that they were ignorant of the Talmud and Hebrew), 
but that the Hebrew Bible also was not altogether free from 
error on points of Christian doctrine. The faculty deemed it 
advisable, therefore, that the books be revised by Christian 
scholars, and if anything be found contrary to Christian belief 
it should be burned. 

The University of Erfurt counselled in like manner, but 
the Faculty of Heidelberg advised the emperor to select a 
committee from the faculties of all the universities of Germany 
to judge the Talmud and all Jewish literature, and let their 
decision be final. 

Reuchlin sent his answer under seal to Archbishop Uriel, 
but by some means not recorded its contents became known to 
PfefTerkom before it reached the emperor. When he and the 
Dominicans had perused it they were greatly perturbed. They 
were aware of the esteem in which Reuchlin was held by the 
emperor, and the weight his answer would be given to by the 
latter, and resolved to do something to weaken the effect of this 
answer on the emperor and the public. (In their haste to fore¬ 
stall Reuchlin they did not consider the risk to themselves in 
making public his answer before it reached the emperor.) A 
pamphlet was issued under the title of “ Handspiegel,” in 
Pfefferkom’s name, couched in flowing sentences, giving 
prominence to all the weak points in Reuchlin’s answer, charg- 
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ing him with ignorance, abusing him and ridiculing his theory 
and misrepresenting it to the common people. The pamphlet 
stated that Reuchlin himself understood nothing of the Hebrew 
language, and that his book on Hebrew grammar was written 
by other hands; therefore, they asked, how can such a man 
counsel the emperor in matters of which he himself is ignorant? 
It stated, further, that Reuchlin’s declaration that the Jews 
must be protected by the law proves the utter absurdity of his 
whole answer, and that it may be justly suspected he did not 
do this for nothing. To add force to their contention, they 
published a letter which Reuchlin himself had written to a 
knight five years before, and called upon Reuchlin to deny his 
statement in this letter that the Jews slander Christianity; 
his refusal to do so would indicate a desire to wantonly mis¬ 
lead the emperor and all good Christians. It said, moreover, 
that the fact of Reuchlin’s renown among the Jews alone 
showed that he had fallen a victim to their wiles. At the end 
of the pamphlet, Pfefferkom charged Reuchlin with having 
accepted money from the Jews, and blamed him for defending 
them, since it was his duty to regard them only as heretics. 
He also charged Reuchlin with countenancing usury (nothing 
about this was mentioned in Reuchlin’s answer). 

As Reuchlin was well known and much respected in Ger¬ 
many, this pamphlet made a commotion, and the people 
evinced a desire to read it, to learn of what Reuchlin was ac¬ 
cused. As it was written in the popular jargon, many went 
on fair days to Frankfort-on-the-Main to purchase the pam¬ 
phlet from Pfefferkom. Reuchlin himself was astonished at 
Pfefferkom’s impertinence, and annoyed at the imputation 
on his honor; he therefore complained to the emperor. The 
latter, angry at the action of Pfefferkom, promised Reuchlin 
that he would entrust the task of the revision of the Jewish 
books to the Bishop of Augsburg ; but the emperor being at 
that time deeply occupied with matters of state, this affair 
was for the moment forgotten. Meanwhile a second fair was 
held at Frankfort, and Pfefferkom hoped to distribute the 
remaining pamphlets among the people. As soon as this point 
in the contest was reached, Reuchlin resolved, since the quarrel 
had from a religious become a personal one, to uphold his 
wounded honor. He wrote a work entitled “ Augenspiegel,” in 
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which he complained that a Jewish apostate should endeavor 
to destroy the Talmud. He told the public how Pfefferkom 
had come to him, asking his co-operation, and how by despica¬ 
ble means he became aware of the contents of his answer to the 
emperor, so as to be able to heap more calumnies upon him. 
He charged that there were thirty-four lies in Pfefferkom’s 
pamphlet. Fie said, further, that he had not lost hope of facing 
Pfefferkom in court, and that the latter had merited the sen¬ 
tence of death for inciting the people against the Jews. He 
declared the charge that he had received money from the Jews, 
a false one, adducing many proofs to show that the Domini¬ 
cans and Pfefferkom merely intended to stain his name. He 
further proved that he himself had written the Hebrew gram¬ 
mar. To the main accusation, that he had learned Hebrew 
from a Jew, he replied that Christianity did not forbid Chris¬ 
tians from having dealings with, or learning from, Jews, 
especially as this was often productive of good in the con¬ 
version of the Jews. 

Now, instead of Pfefferkom’s pamphlet, Reuchlin’s was 
distributed at the fair, and was sold in large quantities to the 
people. The Jews it is fair to believe, greedily bought the 
work and did their utmost to spread it among the people. A 
preacher named Peter Mayer, of Frankfort-on-the-Main, while 
reading Reuchlin’s pamphlet in the presence of Pfefferkom, 
exclaimed that it ought to be burned at the stake; and, with 
the sanction of the Archbishop of Mayence, he prohibited its 
sale. But the priests of Mayence, all friendly to Reuchlin, at 
their convocation begged the archbishop to recall the prohibi¬ 
tion and he consented. In a short time all Germany was in 
possession of copies of the work, and Reuchlin received many 
congratulatory letters. However, the strife was not yet over. 
His enemies did everything they could to overthrow Reuchlin. 
Paul Mayer, after his attempt to suppress the sale had proved 
futile, announced that Pfefferkom would lecture on Reuchlin’s 
books in the Catholic Church during the coming holidays. As 
Pfefferkom was a married man, and not a priest, and therefore 
unable to preach from the pulpit, he lectured in the hall of the 
church in the popular jargon, holding a cross in his hand. The 
burden of his lecture was that the Jews should be persecuted 
unless they accepted Christianity. It was the first time in the 
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history of the church that a Jew had stood in the corridor of a 
church with a cross in his hand and preached against the Jews. 

The monks meanwhile gave Reuchlin’s work to Arnold 
Tangersky for revision, and he naturally, being himself a 
Dominican, denounced it as heretical. The Dominican, Ulrich 
of Stemheim, wrote a letter to Reuchlin, in which, speaking as 
a friend, he says: “The scholars of Cologne are not yet united 
in their opinion as to what should be done with your work. 
Some of them maintain that it should be burned; others say 
the author should be punished; and still others are stronger in 
condemnation of it.” This letter did not fail of its purpose. 
Reuchlin understood full well that if the Dominicans openly 
declared against him, he would be in great peril, since at that 
time their power was supreme and they were feared even by the 
emperor himself. The Pope, Alexander VI., himself exercising 
a power to which kings themselves were subject, declared he 
would offend a rule sooner than the humblest Dominican. 
Reuchlin hastened, therefore, to indite, in Latin, a letter to 
Tangersky, the reviser of the book, in which he modified his 
previous statements. He said he judged the Talmud, not as 
a theologian, but as a layman, and he could not know, when 
writing his book, that the scholars of Cologne would disagree 
with him. He also stated that he had not intended to cast 
blame on any one in his pamphlet, and besought Tangersky to 
show him his errors in the “ Augenspiegel” and not condemn 
him before doing so. He wrote a letter of a different tenor to 
his teacher, Koln. In this he ventured to blame the head of 
the Dominicans, Hochstrater, whom he charged with having 
written the pamphlet under Pfefferkom’s name, and he begged 
him to explain his words to the faculty, so that they would see 
the truth and not blame him (Reuchlin) unjustly. The re¬ 
sponse to this letter to Koln was not sent to Reuchlin for a long 
time. The Dominicans obviously sought, by delaying it, to 
furnish him a pretext for committing an overt act. He finally 
received together two letters, one from the Cologne students 
and the other from Koln. The faculty scolded him for inter¬ 
fering in a quarrel which did not concern him, and at the same 
time preventing the emperor from performing a meritorious 
act in suppressing the Jewish books. This fact, they claimed 
and his writing the “ Augenspiegel,” went far to confirm the 
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suspicion that he inclined to Judaism, and therefore it was 
their duty to punish him severely. They could not, however, 
refuse the request of Arnold Tangersky and of Koln to defer 
punishment until he was given opportunity to write a second 
pamphlet, retracting all his words in defence of the Talmud 
and in blame of Pfefferkom. 

Koln wrote him that he should feel grateful to him for in¬ 
ducing the faculty to withhold his sentence and for pacifying 
the Dominicans. At the same time, he reminded him of the 
danger which hovered over him, and advised him to hasten 
and repair his error by another pamphlet, contradicting all his 
previous statements. As to Reuchlin’s accusation that the 
pamphlet “ Handspiegel” was from the pen of Hochstrater he 
maintained complete silence. 

Reuchlin at once answered his enemies in two letters. He 
thanked them for their intercession in his behalf, but claimed 
that as a married man (even twice married) he could not be 
longer counted among theologians, and therefore knew very 
little of the teachings of faith. He also cited proofs showing 
that he was not a friend of Judaism or the Jews. Nevertheless 
he refused to contradict the statements contained in his first 
pamphlet; on the contrary, he reiterated them, but asserted 
his willingness to write a commentary on his “ Augenspiegel,” 
explaining any ambiguous passages therein. He again urged 
them to point to him the passages because of which they accused 
him of heresy, saying that only then could he either defend his 
assertions or confess that he was in error and revoke them. The 
Dominicans, seeing that correspondence was of no avail, com¬ 
manded him, first, to stop the circulation of his pamphlet; 
secondly, to contradict all he had previously said; thirdly, to 
restore the lustre of his name by showing himself a good Chris¬ 
tian and a persecutor of the Jews and their literature. If he 
should refuse to do this, he must stand trial before the judges 
of the Inquisition. Koln also wrote him again, saying that 
but for this (Koln’s) pleading, Reuchlin’s pamphlet would long 
before have been burned and himself brought before the Inqui¬ 
sition; therefore he again urged him to respect the command 
of the faculty, as, should he fail to accede to their order, he 
could do nothing more for him. 

Reuchlin, seeing that further argument was useless resolved 
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firmly to take up the gage of battle, happen what may. First 
of all, he replied that he could not stop the circulation of his 
work, since it was no longer his, but was the property of the 
publisher. He could only write a commentary as an explana¬ 
tion of doubtful passages. To his supposed friend Koln, he 
wrote that if the latter had indeed prevented his work from 
being burned, the faculty should feel grateful to him (Koln) 
for restraining them from doing wrong, but that he himself 
entertained no feelings of gratitude for it. He told him he 
did not fear a contest with the Dominicans, as he had many 
defenders, men of prominence and power in Germany, and if 
the matter were attended with any danger it was to his enemies. 
It was easy, he said, to begin a fight, but much more difficult 
to gain a victory. He could not understand why his enemies 
failed to consider how the people would judge them if they took 
the part of a Jewish apostate against a bom Christian and a 
firm believer in Christianity. He was certain that Pfefferkom, 
if thereby he could derive any benefit, would become an apos¬ 
tate even to Mohammedanism or any other religion. To 
think that Pfefferkom should preach against the law of the 
land and columniate him! The Dominicans, he continued, to 
seek to accuse him of trivialities, and close their eyes to the 
many great sins of the apostate. He also said that poets 
and writers of history would stamp with shame the entire 
faculty, and would make of him (Reuchlin) a martyr for the 
truth. 

Reuchlin kept his promise of writing a commentary to his 
“ Augenspiegel,” but it had the effect of adding fuel to the fire. 
The Dominicans were more than ever enraged, and Tangersky 
wrote a pamphlet which he dedicated to the emperor, and 
which contained the following concerning Reuchlin’s interfer¬ 
ence in religious matters which are above his understanding: 
“ In his pamphlet one can see that he favors the Jews, and in 
keeping with this he has written sentences which border closely 
on heresies.” The work concludes by saying that it is un¬ 
doubtedly necessary to put the Talmud to the stake. This 
pamphlet effected what the author had intended. The em¬ 
peror, who had hitherto defended Reuchlin, now turned against 
him, and on his arival at Cologne he commanded that Reuch¬ 
lin’s pamphlet and commentary should not be circulated. The 
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Elector of Mayence, acting in conjunction with the Archbishop 
of Cologne, displayed this order on the churches, and threatened 
the public with excommunication if they did not return Reuch- 
lin’s pamphlet to the churches. But even this failed of the 
desired effect, for Reuchlin’s friends were too numerous, greater 
even in number than those of the Dominicans ; the people had 
but small liking for the latter, and they especially despised the 
head of the order, Hochstrater. Therefore Pfefferkom issued 
a new pamphlet, entitled “ Brandspiegel,” wherein Reuchlin 
was accused and debased. Therein he was styled a man who 
had forsaken the church, and whose hands were sullied with 
Jewish bribes. As for the Jews Pfefferkom stated that they 
ought to be persecuted without pity, and incited the people to 
plunder them and devote the spoils to convents and hos¬ 
pitals. This was Pfefferkom’s last pamphlet, from this time 
he ceased to take part in the fight. Reuchlin, under a pseu¬ 
donym, wrote another pamphlet, “The Defender.” In this 
he says: “ If any one asserts that Reuchlin did not, in the Jew¬ 
ish controversy, conduct himself as a true and upright Chris¬ 
tian, he utters a fasehood.” He attacks all the Cologne schol¬ 
ars, especially Arthur Gracia and Jacob Hochstrater. “ Why,” 
he asks, “ do they make such an uproar and hold themselves up 
as greater authorities than other scholars of German universi¬ 
ties?” And to the emperor he says: “Permit, your majesty, 
the Dominicans to judge the Jews by the Inquisition, that will 
fill their pockets with the gold and silver of the Jews. That is 
what they want; obtaining it, they will then leave me unmo¬ 
lested.” To Arnold Tangersky, who accused him of protecting 
the Jews, he says: “ It is true I am the protector of the Jews. 
I protect them against false accusations. I know that my 
assertion that they are citizens of Germany and entitled to the 
protection of the law, as other citizens are, will excite their 
enemies ; but I say and repeat again, the Jews are our brothers 
— brothers to Arnold, brothers to the Dominicans, brothers to 
all the theologians, and the fathers of the Church long ago made 
a like declaration. ’’ To the assertion of the Dominicans that he 
contradicts what he had written in his former letter, he replies 
that it is true he had been prejudiced against the Jews until he 
was convinced of his error. The calumny that Jewish prayers 
maintain that all Catholic rulers should be put to death he 
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refutes by quoting a Mishna: “Thou shalt pray for the peace 
of the kingdom wherever thou abidest.” 

This pamphlet was sent to the emperor, who received it 
favorably, and, owing to the complex questions involved, his 
mind wavered in the course he should pursue. First he as¬ 
sured Reuchlin of protection against the attacks of the Domini¬ 
cans. Then his father-confessor, an enemy to Reuchlin, spoke 
in favor of the Dominicans, and the emperor again prohibited 
the circulation of Reuchlin’s work. Finally he commanded 
both parties to cease their strife. Even this command failed 
of its purpose. The imperial decree was unheeded by the 
Dominicans, and the head of the Inquisition, Hochstrater, 
summoned Reuchlin to appear within six days before the judges 
of Mayence to defend himself against the charges of heresy and 
of defending the Jews. This summons was couched in lan¬ 
guage unprecedented in its insolence. Reuchlin did not appear 
at the trial, but sent a deputy. Hochstrater opened the court. 
He was both prosecutor and judge, and was certain that the 
trial would result in the success of his scheme against Reuchlin, 
and would cover the latter with ignominy, more especially as 
he had received favorable opinions from the German universi¬ 
ties that had been ordered to afford counsel. The University 
of Loewen had replied that the pamphlet should be burned, 
that of Cologne, that besides its misleading nature, it showed 
decided leanings to heresy; the University of Erfurt gave an¬ 
swer of like import. Those of Heidelberg and Mayence alone 
did not respond. Hochstrater therefore felt sufficiently sup¬ 
ported and certain of winning the trial. He recited a long list 
of grave accusations against Reuchlin, and gave it to his col¬ 
leagues of the court, calling upon them to adjudge the defend¬ 
ant guilty and order his pamphlet to be burned. Reuchlin’s 
deputy protested that Hochstrater had no right to be perse¬ 
cutor and judge in one; the less so as he was known to be Reuch¬ 
lin’s bitterest enemy. Seeing, however, that protest was of no 
avail, he left the court, Hochstrater, hesitating to sentence, 
contrary to public opinion, one who was not present, posted 
notices on church doors, requiring Reuchlin’s deputy and all 
who had an interest in him, to appear before the court. He 
also ordered the public, on the pain of excommunication, to 
return the copies of the “ Augenspiegel ” to the judges of the 
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Inquisition. The Dominicans triumphed that day and Reuch¬ 
lin’s defeat was seemingly close at hand. But this triumph 
was only of brief duration. The people of the better class of 
the city openly murmured against Hochstrater’s proclamation 
and even the archbishop’s colleagues advised that the trial be 
delayed for a short period, since Reuchlin or his deputies had 
not undergone examination. 

The trial was therefore postponed for two weeks, Hoch- 
strater thinking that Reuchlin would be ashamed to appear 
in person as a defendant, and feeling certain that at the 
expiration of two weeks he could be adjudged guilty by 
default. But Reuchlin did appear in person with the coun¬ 
sellor of the Duke of Wiirttemberg, and that of the Duke 
of Mayence. The “Kapital” endeavored to make peace 
between the two parties, but in vain. The inquisitor Hoch- 
strater refused to listen to overtures of peace, and ordered the 
judges to do their duty. They obeyed and began to write 
down their judgment, when suddenly a rider appeared with a 
letter in his hand from Archbishop Uriel. He passed through 
the crowd and straight to the judges, who were much aston¬ 
ished and anxious to know the contents of the letter. It was 
read aloud to the assembled people, and was to the effect that 
Archbishop Uriel commanded the postponement of the trial 
for one month, and if this command were disobeyed he would 
declare it a mistrial and dissolve the court. The Dominicans, 
defeated, left the court amidst the laughter of the people. 
There was much rejoicing among the Jews, as upon this trial 
depended their fate; but Reuchlin was not content with the 
mere postponement of the trial, knowing that the Dominicans 
would persecute him until they conquered. He determined, 
therefore, to leave his fate to the decision of Pope Leo X. But, 
learning that the Dominicans would bribe the advisers of the 
pope and persuade him to order the trial to be held in Cologne, 
he wrote a letter in Hebrew to the pope’s physician, Bangett 
Delakes, beseeching his influence to prevent this. Leo, in¬ 
volved just then in grave secular matters —religious questions, 
for the time being, having no place in his councils—and seeing 
his quarrel likely to spread over Europe, directed the bishops 
of Speyer and Worms to end the contest by issuing a decision 
which should be respected by both parties. These bishops 
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appointed a committee to investigate and report on the matter. 
The committee, though in awe of the Dominicans, conducted 
their investigation deliberately, and at the end of a year pro¬ 
nounced the pamphlet “ Augenspiegel ” free from any heresy, 
and Reuchlin to have no leanings towards Judaism or the Jews. 
They therefore permitted its circulation and ordered Hoch- 
strater, on the pain of confinement in a monastery, to pay to 
Reuchlin 300 gulden as the costs of the trial, and threatened 
him with excommunication if he disobeyed the order. 

Hochstrater then appealed to the pope for an impartial 
trial, hoping that by a liberal use of the wealth of the Domini¬ 
cans, since Reuchlin was poor, the latter would suffer defeat. 
He also sent Reuchlin’s “ Augenspiegel” to the University of 
Paris, esteemed the greatest university of the time, urging it to 
condemn the pamphlet. He appealed also to all of Reuchlin’s 
opponents and all who were zealous for the welfare of the Catho¬ 
lic Church to unite against him. Reuchlin’s friends were not 
idle. Realizing the evil exerted by the Dominicans through¬ 
out the world, they, together with a body of Catholics called 
“ Humanists ” who sought the reformation of the Church, united 
under Reuchlin’s flag and termed themselves “Reuchlinists.” 
The opposing party adopted the name “Amoldists.” These 
were the two parties that occupied the public mind before 
Luther began the Reformation. 

Many scholars of young Germany went over to Reuchlin's 
side, particularly Hermann von Busche, Croates Rinbianes, 
and the young and sagacious Ulrich von Hutten; also many 
of the rulers, among whom were Duke Ulrich of Wurttemberg 
and all his family, Count Halfenstein of Augsburg, Count von 
Guemor of Patriz, Welsen, Pirkameier, Neitiger, as well as 
many Italian priests, notably the General of the Augustinians, 
Eggodia de Viterba, who loved the Hebrew literature and was 
at that time engaged in translating the “ Zohar.” Viterba said 
in his letter to Reuchlin: “You have saved the books which 
have spread light all over the world for centuries, and if they 
were lost, darkness would ensue. And in supporting you, we 
shield not you but religion; and not the Talmud, but the com¬ 
munity of Christ.” 

The strife spread all over Germany, and there was scarcely 
a city in which were not to be found either Reuchlinists or 
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Amoldists — the former, for the preservation of the “Augcn- 
spiegel” and the Talmud; the latter, for the destruction of 
both. The contest became each day more intense, and 
although the victory was with Reuchlin, he was still anxious 
as to Hochstrater’s appeal to Rome, since the latter had great 
influence there. His friends therefore advised him to publish 
all the letters he had received from all parts of Germany and 
Italy, to convince the pope of the character of the man the 
Dominicans were persecuting. Among these letters was one 
from the Emperor Frederick praising Reuchlin in glowing terms 
and testifying that he was held in honor and repect by the 
father of the pope, Lorenzo de Medici. 

These efforts of Reuchlin and his friends brought about the 
appointment by the people of Cardinal Gremama, a lover of 
rabbinical literature and Kabbala, as investigator and judge of 
the quarrel. The Cardinal summoned Reuchlin and Hoch- 
strater to appear in Rome, and as Reuchlin was very old, he 
was allowed to send a deputy. Hochstrater, however, ap¬ 
peared in person with all his wealth. This did not, however, 
disturb Reuchlin, as he had many friends at Rome. Even the 
Emperor Maximilian interceded for him with the pope. 
Among his other defenders was the emperor’s secretary, 
Wurke, Duke Ulrich of Wurttemberg and the Elector of Sax¬ 
ony, Frederick the Wise (later the chief supporter of Luther). 
Many bishops also defended him, notably those of Strassburg, 
of Constanz, of Speyer, and numerous other churchmen. Hoch¬ 
strater spent large sums of money to procure the appointment 
of Cardinal Bemardine de Santa as assistant to the judge, but, 
through the influence of the Reuchlinists, Cardinal Pietro 
Ankenotini de Sant’ Isemblia was selected by the pope for this 
office. The pope’s committee forbade any discussion of the 
matter until the sentence of the judges of Rome was announced. 
But the Dominicans heeded neither this command nor public 
opinion, and, in order to influence the pope, they even threat¬ 
ened, should Reuchlin be victor at the trial, to secede from the 
church and unite with the Hussites of Bohemia. They also, 
in defiance of the prohibition of discussion, placed hope in the 
University of Paris, for at that period France and Germany 
were in conflict in secular matters, it naturally befell that on 
religious questions also their views were diametrically opposed. 
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So the University of Paris, though in heart and conscience in 
full accord with Reuchlin, nevertheless, for purely worldly 
reasons, felt compelled to render an unfavorable opinion of him 
and of his works, stating that the “ Augenspiegel ” contained 
heresy and should be burned, and that its author should be 
compelled to make full retraction. The Dominicans hastened 
to published this reply from Paris in a pamphlet entitled 
“Glocke” (bell), in the name of Pfefferkom, although for this 
action Hochstrater was indicted by the Fiscal of the Emperor. 
The emperor’s sister, Kunigunde, again kept Hochstrater 
from imprisonment. The Dominicans employed every means 
to delay the trial, so as to increase Reuchlin’s expenses, think¬ 
ing that, since he could not afford the necessary expense at¬ 
tached to it, he would forego trial. Reuchlm’s friends repre¬ 
sented to the public Hochstrater’s evil designs, and at the same 
time appeared a collection of letters “From the Benighted 
People.” The first volume, written in a satirical style, pro¬ 
fessed to be from the pen of Krate Rubian of Leipzig, and con¬ 
tained confessions by Dominican monks of their evil deeds 
since the existence of the Order. These letters were quickly 
spread throughout the entire west of Europe despite the pro ¬ 
tests of the Dominicans, which protests, indeed, only furthered 
their circulation. Hochstrater, fearing lest the trial would end 
in Reuchlin’s favor, demanded that it be given to an interna¬ 
tional council, since the matter concerned the entire Catholic 
Church. The pope, who was, as it were, placed between two 
fires, the German Emperor and rulers, on the one hand, and the 
King of France and the heir-apparent of Germany (who sided 
with the Dominicans), on the other, resolved to place it before 
the Council of the Lateran and all Europe. 

Two years passed; the strife had not yet ended, and Reuch¬ 
lin became sad at heart. He feared that his friends would fall 
away from him, seeing no immediate prospects of the close of 
the quarrel; he also feared, as he was advanced in years, lest 
he should die before its settlement, and the Dominicans win 
the battle, while his name would become a reproach. These 
fears were unfounded, as his friends did not weaken in their 
support of his cause. Finally, on the 2d of July, 1516, the 
result of the trial was announced at a session of the council, 
signed by Bishop Gregory Bengiani, as follows: The pam- 
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phlet, “ Augenspiegel,” contained no heresy. The error, in such 
an assumption, rested with the Paris University, and the other 
faculties in agreement with it. The Bishop of Malta added 
that the Judge of the Inquistion, Hochstrater, who considered 
himself one of the main pillars of religion, ought to be indicted. 
Under Bengiani’s signature were written those of the other 
cardinals, except that of the Dominican Cardinal, Sylvester 
Priervis. As the pope himself had not yet acknowledged or 
sanctioned the sentence, Hochstrater did not despair, and, 
with the aid of his friends, he begged the pope to delay the 
execution of the sentence for an indefinite period, hoping to 
bring, at a future time, the trial before another council and 
obtain a decision in his favor. The pope commanded the 
parties to terminate their quarrelings and cease all discussion 
of the matter, under the impression that a command from him 
would put an end to it. He was mistaken ; the strife grew in 
intensity and spread over Germany. Both factions were 
more than ever determined to continue. 

When Hochstrater returned from Rome his life was in 
danger from the Reuchlinists, and only by the efforts of Reuch- 
lin himself was bloodshed prevented. The Dominicans lost 
all favor with the public. This did not, however, prevent the 
Dominican, Peter Mayer, from lecturing in all the great 
churches against Reuchlin and his party, and abusing him in 
the vilest language. Finally, roused to violence by his words, 
the Dominicans slew some of the Reuchlinists. This resulted 
in a rupture between the pope and the Dominicans. But when 
the second volume of “The Benighted” letters appeared, 
wherein the Dominicans were painted in the blackest colors, 
they begged the pope to shield them from the wrath of the 
people. This time he listened to them, and prohibited the cir¬ 
culation of the pamphlet. This command was unheeded, as 
the light of knowledge was beginning to spread over the 
world, and the satire was read by many priests and monks of 
other orders than the Dominicans; and, at the same time, the 
Humanists distributed pamphlets and circulars against the 
Dominicans. 

After no long interval, a second edition of “The Benighted ” 
letters appeared, to the joy of the Reuchlinists. The Domini¬ 
can leaders saw now that there was a rupture in the Catholic 
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Church, and announced to the pope that the people ridiculed 
their teachings and would not obey the doctrines of Catholi¬ 
cism. This time they told the truth. Hitherto, sufficient 
credit had not been accorded public opinion by the rulers, 
although the influence wielded by Luther was almost wholly 
due to it, and he acknowledged that the controversy between 
these two great parties had paved the way for the Reformation. 
After Maximilian’s death, the strife became still more intense, 
and the topics most often heard were those of the Talmud, 
Reuchlin, Luther, and the Reformation. At the meeting of 
the electors of Germany, to choose an emperor, they all sanc¬ 
tioned Reuchlin’s actions. Ulrich von Hutten persuaded the 
knight, Franz von Eickingen, to separate himself from the 
Catholic Church and join Reuchlin and Luther. This knight 
and his companion, Dalkery, with many other friends of Reuch¬ 
lin, demanded that Hochstrater pay the sum of hi gulden to 
Reuchlin to defray the costs of the trial at Speyer, and also 
give bonds not to further molest Reuchlin. The Dominicans 
were fully aware that this command must be obeyed, unlike 
that of the emperor or the pope, which they would have un¬ 
hesitatingly disobeyed. They were compelled to pay the above 
sum, but as the treasury of the government was empty, the sum 
did not go to Reuchlin, but to the government. Hochstrater 
was deposed from his post of Judge of the Inquisition, and a 
committee of monks requested the pope to do all in his power 
to end the strife, and allow Reuchlin to live in peace, since he 
was a great scholar and a firm believer in Christianity. The 
Talmud attained new prestige, since henceforth the pope looked 
upon it with favor, and even persuaded Daniel Bamberg, of 
Antwerp, a famous printer, to issue a complete edition for the 
first time in its history. And, so, in the year 1520, the Baby¬ 
lonian Talmud appeared, with all the commentaries, in twelve 
volumes, and from this all later editions have been copied. 
Reuchlin in his last years was compelled, like Luther, to leave 
his home and seek an abiding place where he could live in 
peace. Later, when Luther sent delegates to the prominent 
rulers of Germany, the pope was forced to adopt the suggestion 
of the Dominicans and excommunicate Luther, and at the 
same time prohibit Reuchlin’s works. But both the excom¬ 
munication and prohibition were publicly burned by Luther 
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Tikun, and R. Moses b. Solomon, of Saliri, the title of the 
latter’s book being “A Word of Faith,” in which he records 
disputes with Christians; by R. Jechiel b. Joseph, of Paris, R. 
Nathan, of Upsala, R. Joseph, and R. Meir b. Simeon, in his 
book ‘‘The Battle of Merit,” in which are related his disputes 
with the Archbishop of Narbonne; and by R. Mordecai b. 
Tehosaph in his book, “The Strengthener of Faith,” written 
against the Christian, Paul Christianus, who had held many 
controversies with Ramban and others. 

In reply to the book of Abner of Burgos, who adopted the 
name of Alphonse of Valladolid, and who wrote much that was 
hostile to Judaism, appeared works by R. Isaac Ebn Palkara, 
as well as by R. Joseph Shalom, under the title of “A Reply to 
Alfonso’s Writings.” How great a degree of tolerance the Jews 
manifested in this controversy may be seen from what Moses 
of Narbonne wrote of Abner, his former friend—namely, that 
he was intelligent and virtuous, but dispairing; unable to 
endure the calamities heaped upon the Jewish people; not 
content with the peace to his soul, but seeking also worldly 
happiness; and, reading in the stars that the Jews destiny was 
to suffer and bear trials, he fell into the error of thinking that 
they would never again be strong as a nation, and counselled 
them as he himself had done, to accept Christianity, not submit 
to their fate. R. Moses de Torsilla also wrote a book entitled 
“ Aid to Faith” (1374), consisting of seventeen chapters, in the 
form of a dialogue between professors of the two religions. In 
all these books it is declared that the Hagadas of the Talmud 
are not authoritative but are to be regarded barely as fiction, 
and as devoid of any sacredness. In Germany also appeared 
in defense of Judaism the work “Book of Victory” (Sepher 
Nitzachon), by the excellent writer, R. Lipman of Muelhausen, 
which appears to have made so deep an impression that the 
Bishop of Brandenburg, Stephen Batekei, felt it necessary to 
reply to it. 

Lastly may be mentioned the two disputes which took place 
between the Rabbis and the Frankists in 1756-1757, at the com¬ 
mand of Bishops Dembovsky and Micholsky, in Kamenitz, 
Podolsk and Lemberg, cities of Poland. These terminated the 
disputes which the Jews were compelled to hold with their 
opponents in the presence of the people and dignitaries. They 
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were distinguished by the fact that the Frankists impeached 
the authority of the Talmud on the strength of the Midrash of 
R. Simeon b. Jochai, termed “Zohar,” which they considered 
sacred, while they regarded the Talmud as profane. These 
disputes were further distinguished by the circumstance that 
the founder of the Hasidismus, R. Israel baal Shcm Tob, was 
elected as the chief disputant to represent the Rabbis, forced 
to dispute with the Frankists in Micholsky’s presence. The 
Frankists were an offshoot of the sect of the false Messiah, 
Shabattai Zvi, who produced a storm throughout the whole 
world in the year 1654. One Jacob Frank, a Polish Jew, 
accepted Islamism at Salonica, where he joined the sect of 
Shabattai Zvi, who were seeming Mohammedans and were 
called Dauma. In 1754 he arrived in Poland and set to work, 
with the assistance of two Rabbis, Moses and Nachman, who ac¬ 
companied him, to revive the creed of Shabattai Zvi. The fol¬ 
lowers of Shabattai Zvi, who still remained in Poland, received 
him with open arms, and entered upon an open propagation of 
the mischievous teachings. The Jews thereupon informed the 
ecclesiastical authorities of the country of their activity, which 
so alarmed them that they hastened to the Bishop and asserted 
their belief in the Trinity, and that they were not Talmudic 
Jews, but followers of the Zohar—“ Zoharites.” They peti¬ 
tioned Bishop Dembovsky of Kamenitz to force the Jews to dis¬ 
pute with them and thus afford them opportunity to prove that 
the only true belief is in one God in three persons, incarnate in 
the flesh, and the teaching of the Talmud all vanity, etc., a re¬ 
habilitation of all the old slanderous charges. The Bishop 
ordered the dispute to begin in May, 1754; and the Jews, not 
appearing at the appointed time, incurred a heavy fine therefor. 
In June of that year there assembled at Kamenitz thirty Rab¬ 
bis, from whom were chosen as disputants R. Leib Meziboz, R. 
Bar Jozelovitz, R. Mendel Satanow, and R. Joseph Kremenetz; 
and about the same number of Frankists, headed by Leib Krim 
of Nadvama, Soloman Shur of Rahatin and Nachman of 
Bushk. The pleading of the Rabbis that in the Zohar and in 
all the books of Israel there is no hint of a Trinity, which was 
purely an invention of the Frankists themselves, was of no avail, 
for Dembovsky decided against the Jews and fined them 5,000 
gold guldens, to be paid to the Frankists, and also directed the 
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Jews to dispute with the latter whenever called upon; one 
hundred and fifty gold guldens were likewise to be paid by the 
Jews for the repair of the Christian Cathedral at Kamenitz. All 
copies of the Talmud were to be burned, although the Jews ap¬ 
pealed to the King, August III., against this decree of Dembov- 
sky, claiming that they possessed the right, accorded to them by 
previous rulers, to print the Talmud; and although they were 
sustained in this contention by many princes of the kingdom, 
yet, owing to the political and religious turmoil then existing 
throughout the kingdom, the king or his minister, could give no 
heed to the matter, and the Jews were forced to submit to the 
decree of the bishop. Shortly thereafter, however, Dembovsky 
died a sudden death (the result of an injury received, it is 
related, from a fire which consumed the Talmud), and was suc¬ 
ceeded by Labinsky, who showed no favor to the Frankists. The 
Jews, with the help of the government officials and an expendi¬ 
ture of money, effected the expulsion of the Frankists from 
their residence near Kamenitz, for being neither Jews nor Chris¬ 
tians, and they suffered persecutions. They were compelled to 
shave part of their heads and half of their beard; insults and 
indignities were heaped upon them, and many fled to Turkey. 
But even there they found no rest; they were relentlessly perse¬ 
cuted, and Elisha Ratin, one of their leaders, was beaten to 
death. They therefore betook themselves to the frontiers 
between Poland and Turkey, in constant peril of their lives 
from the people of both nations. When their condition became 
unbearable, they turned again to the king, and begged him to 
restore to them the freedom granted by Dembovsky. In this 
they succeeded; the king permitted them in May, 1757, to settle 
undisturbed in the province of Podalia. And thus they re¬ 
turned to Poland, in poverty and rags. In this state of deg¬ 
radation Frank advised them, in order to better their condition, 
to embrace Christianity. They therefore, in January, 1758, 
sent a petition to the Bishop Labinsky by six of their leaders, 
asking that they be received into the Catholic Church and be 
granted permission to dispute with the Talmudic Jews, who 
drink the blood of Christian infants, etc. Labinsky replied 
that it was not in his power to improve their material condition; 
their acceptance of Christianity could affect only their spiritual 
welfare. They again addressed themselves to the king, in May 
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of the same year, but their petition was not answered. Labin- 
sky suddenly resigned his office and Micholsky was chosen his 
successor. The latter exhibited a great zeal for proselyting, 
and the Frankists hastened to present their petition to him. 
requesting permission, before being baptized, to dispute again 
with the Jews. Perhaps, they urged, they might succeed in 
convincing the Jews of their great error and madness and in 
inducing them to accept Christianity too. Micholsky acceded 
to this request, and ordered the Jewish Rabbis to assemble at 
Lemberg on a day appointed by him. 

At the time set for the dispute there came in sorrow to Lem¬ 
berg, forty of the chief Rabbis of Poland, at their head Israel 
Besht of Mezibuz, and chose as disputants three of them— 
Besht, the Rabbi of the district, Haim Rapoport, and R. Bar 
Jozelovitz. The disputants for the Frankists were Frank him¬ 
self, Leib Krim, and Solomon Shur. 

The dispute lasted three days, beginning June 23, 1758, and 
the hopes of the Frankists for a victory were shattered. Though 
Micholsky and many Polish nobles sided with them, they failed 
to prove that the Zohar contained anything that favored their 
religion. The judges, even, utterly disagreed with the dis¬ 
tortions to which they subjected the passages of the Zohar and 
Kabbalistic books. The Jewish Rabbis departed in peace, 
without being fined, and the petition of their adversaries, that 
a district in Poland be set apart for their dwelling, was refused, 
and they were invited to receive baptism. Thus ended favor¬ 
ably for the Jews the last of these peculiar disputes. The Jews 
made efforts to induce the Frankists to become Christians as 
soon as possible, that there might in future be no relationship 
between them. In this they succeeded, and since that time, 
between the Frankists, as Christians, and the Jews there has 
been nothing in common in either religious or secular matters. 
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CHAPTER XVI. 

THE PERSECUTIONS OF THE SEVENTEENTH CENTURY, THE HEAD 
OF WHOM WAS JOHANN ANDREAS EISENMENGER. 

The victory of Reuchlin, and the establishment of the Ref¬ 
ormation by Luther, in the sixteenth century, did not stop 
the persecution of the Talmud. It was ever renewed by men 
of rank in the different countries. The most dangerous of 
them was Johann Andreas Eisenmenger, who spent almost 
all his lifetime in the destruction of the Talmud and its stand¬ 
ard-bearers ; and it seems miraculous that he did not succeed. 

Eisenmenger was bom in 1654, at Manheim. In 1666 he 
came to Heidelberg where he found grace in the eyes of Prince 
Carl Ludwig, who was pleased with Eisenmenger’s determina¬ 
tion to learn the Hebrew language. Prince Carl Ludwig sent 
him, at his own expense, to travel in different countries to be¬ 
come accomplished in the study of Oriental languages. But 
when Eisenmenger was about to visit Palestine, the prince 
died (1680), and he established himself in the City of Amster¬ 
dam, where he lived for some time in friendly relations with 
the Hebrew scholars and with Rabbi David Lida of that city. 

At the end of the same year it happened that three Gentiles 
circumcised themselves and embraced the Jewish faith. This, 
according to Eisenmenger’s own confession, angered him al¬ 
most to death. And this occurrence made him determine to 
write a voluminous book on the “wickedness” of the Tal¬ 
mud, in order (he said) to save Christianity from danger. 

He worked hard and successfully for nineteen years; trans¬ 
lated into German from 193 different Hebrew books, and a 
considerable number of pages from various Tracts of the 
Talmud itself. 

This book, which he named “ Endecktes Judenthum ” (Un¬ 
veiled Judaism), containing two volumes of more than a thou¬ 
sand pages each, he gave in the year 1700 to the printers of 
Frankfort-on-the-Main. 

The Jews of that city got wind of it, and being afraid that 
this book would cause a renewal of massacres of Jews, such as 
took place in the cities of Franken and Bamberg in 1699, where 
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houses and other Jewish property were destroyed by the mob, 
appealed to Sampson Wertheimer, who was then the banker of 
Emperor Leopold, that he should point out to the emperor the 
dangers which such a book would lead to. 

Remembering that after the destruction of Jewish property, 
the mob, in the above-mentioned places, turned to the palaces 
of the noblemen, the Emperor commanded the Governor of 
Frankfort to stop the printing of the book, and to conceal all 
that was printed of the same, until a careful examination of 
the book by Gentile and Jewish Hebrew scholars would be 
made. 

In spite of the assistance of many prominent men in the 
German Empire, who petitioned the emperor to release the 
books, he retained his decision and paid no attention even to 
the special personal letter from the King of Prussia in behalf 
of Eisenmenger. When Eisenmenger died in 1704, his books 
had not yet been redeemed from their captivity; and only in 
1711 did Frederick I, King of Prussia, republish the book at 
his own expense, from a copy which was in the hands of Eisen- 
menger’s heirs, donating all the copies to them. It would take 
too much space to relate the proceedings of Eisenmenger him¬ 
self, and those of his heirs against the Jews of Frankfort, and 
the various decisions of the courts from the time of Leopold 
to that of the Empress Maria Theresa. We do not deem it 
necessary to recount them, since they are in no way related to 
the subject of the persecution of the Talmud.* 

We have only to say that in the eleven years since the book 
was given to the press in Frankfort, until the circulation was 
permitted in Konigsberg, its influence was weakened, so that 
it did not cause very much harm at that time. 

Thereafter, however, many anti-Semites made use of the 
material gathered in this book, quoting it as being directly 
from the Talmud without mentioning Eisenmenger; probably 
because of his notoriety as an enemy of the Jews. 

Concerning the book itself, we would refer the reader to 
Professor Franz Delizeh’s book, “Rohling’s Talmudjude,” 
sixth edition, 1881, and many other criticisms of Eisenmenger’s 


* The details are given in Graetz’s (“ History of the Jews”), Hamelitz, 1S88, by 
David Kahan. 
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work by Gentile Hebrew scholars, such as Professor Strack 
of Berlin and others. 

We have refrained from stating our own criticism of the 
misinterpretation of the quotations from the Talmud, chiefly 
because we do not deem it necessary to study Eisenmenger’s 
book for criticism. As for the explanation of the Talmud, 
we do not need to use him as our guide; and also in order to 
avoid apparent partiality; since we are ourselves the bearers 
of the Talmud’s banner. (See App., No. 16.) 


CHAPTER XVII. 

THE POLEMICS AND THE ATTACKS UPON THE TALMUD IN THE 
NINETEENTH CENTURY. 

The nineteenth century was the jubilee of the Talmud’s 
2,000 years since its beginning, and the twelfth century since 
its.conclusion, in which it overcome all attacks directed against 
it and remained safe, not only bodily but spiritually. This 
did not prevent the anti-Semites from renewing the persecu¬ 
tions and the accusations of it with increased energy. 

Although the accusations were not brought to a public dis¬ 
pute, and to the intervention of the government, still the pole¬ 
mics in books and pamphlets were greatly increased by different 
persons in different countries. We do not desire to linger on 
these books, as their discussion would take up too much time 
and space, still we cannot refrain from mentioning them briefly, 
as they pertain to the history of the Talmud. 

In 1848, A. Buchner, a teacher in Warsaw, printed a book, 
“Der Talmud in Seine Nichtigkeit,” and according to Strack, 
Jacob Kittseer also printed a volume called “Inhalt des Tal- 
muds und seine Autoritat,” etc, both in the German language. 
The contents of these two books were mainly attacks upon 
attacks, and accusations upon accusations, rained down upon 
the Talmud in general and its followers in particular. 

At the same time a missionary, McCaul, printed a book in 
the English language, entitled “The Old Paths,” and S. Hoga, 
an apostate and also a missionary, translated it into Hebrew. 
The latter edition was distributed gratis and in tens of thou- 
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sands among the Hebrews. We cannot deny that it was some¬ 
what effective, as it caused many Jews to embrace Christianity. 

At about the same time Isaac bar Levinson of Kremenetz, 
named the Russian Mendelssohn, wrote a book, entitled “ Teuda 
b’Israel,” in which he collected all the sayings of the Talmud 
relating to the following topics, (a) that every Jew is obliged 
to learn the language of his country; (b) to engage in scientific 
pursuits; ( c ) that he must learn some trade and occupy him¬ 
self, if possible, with agriculture, and (d) that he must be 
patriotic to his country, and must respect the laws of his coun¬ 
try just as much as the laws of the “Torah,” etc., etc. This 
book was so excellent that the eye of Nicholas I., Emperor of 
Russia, was attracted to it and he assisted Levinson both 
morally and financially. Finally he presented him with 3,000 
roubles to enable him to publish his later works, “ Zerubbabel,” 
in which he proved the falsehood of the misinterpretations 
of McCaul in every respect, “ Beth Jehuda,” and “ Efes Damin ” 
(no blood), written against the blood accusation. His books 
were so effective that as a result McCaul’s books were almost 
ignored. 

The later affair in Alexander II.’s reign, however, we intend 
to elaborate on more fully, as at that time it created a great 
stir in Russia. 

In 1876 a Roman Catholic priest, Lyotostansky by name, 
who embraced Greek Catholicism, published a book in the 
Russian language which he entitled, “ Upotreblayut li Jewreay 
christansky Krov?” (Do the Jews need Christian blood for 
religious purposes?) 

This book, which contains about 300 pages, was dedicated 
to Alexander III., then Crown Prince of Russia. He accepted 
the dedication with thanks to the author. 

Lyotostansky, desiring to have the thanks of the Crown 
Prince publicly made known, printed posters announcing the 
Crown Prince’s thanks for the dedication, and set them up 
everywhere, even on the railroad cars. 

The dailies and periodicals in Russia also announced the 
works favorably owing to the fact that the book found favor 
in the eyes of his highness, the Crown Prince. The contents 
of the book are chiefly attacks upon the Talmud, accusing it 
of being the source of all the bad customs of the Jews, etc. 
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A meeting of the prominent Jews was then called and reso¬ 
lutions were passed as follows: 

First , that Lyotostansky’s attacks upon the Talmud itself 
should be silently ignored, for a debate on this subject in 
Russia would do the Jews more harm than good. 

Second , to republish and distribute the voluminous book 
of Prof. Chwolson, who was a Christian, which defends the 
Talmud in general, and conclusively proves, both theoretically 
and practically, that the blood accusation is a trumped-up af¬ 
fair, and that all investigations in many countries have shown 
that no instance occurred in which the Jews used Christian 
blood. 

Third , to republish the “Ukase” (decree) of Nicholas I., 
which declared that no blood accusation for religious purposes 
should be directed against the Jews as a people, and that if it 
should happen that a Jew be accused of murdering a Christian, 
he should be tried as an individual merely. 

As is well known, there are people who endeavor to benefit 
themselves from all current calamities, and to announce them¬ 
selves as leaders without considering that from such actions 
the calamity or affliction may become still greater. 

At that time there were two such men, one in Russia and 
one in Austria, who desiring to make themselves popular, 
endeavored to place themselves in the front ranks of the de¬ 
fenders of Judaism for their own benefit. 

In Russia there was Alexander Zederbaum, publisher of 
the periodical “Hamelitz” in St. Petersburg, a man of little 
knowledge, and who was never fitted for a public debate. He 
challenged Lyotostansky to a public debate, which, however, 
the latter declined to accept. 

The real leaders of Israel, like the well known S. I. Ftinn of 
Wilna and Perez Smolensky, editor of the “Hashachar” in 
Vienna, and others, were angry because of Zederbaum’s 
challenge, believing that such a challenge had caused an ex¬ 
tremely unfavorable impression upon the Russian people,, 
especially as the newspapers declared that Lyotostansky’s 
declination was due to the fact that the alleged leader of the 
Russian Jews was an ignoramus. 

The very learned Lazar Zweifel, teacher of the Rabbinical 
Seminary in Zhitomir, who, besides publishing a great book in 
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Hebrew, entitled “The Defender,” against Lyotostansky’s 
book, appealed in our periodical “ Hakol, ” Vol. I. No’s 27 to 31, 
to his co-religionists in Russia that they should appoint a com¬ 
mittee to petition the Czar, Alexander II., to forbid all pole¬ 
mics about the blood accusation in newspapers, books or 
pamphlets, for such incitations always do harm to the govern¬ 
ment itself. 

However, Zw T eifel’s appeal was a voice in the desert, as the 
attempts upon the life of the Czar, in which, to our sorrow, 
some of our race took part at that time, made it impossible to 
bother the Czar with such petitions. 

We may say, however, that even in this case the Talmud 
itself was saved, and the government did not stop the publi¬ 
cation and circulation of it in Russia and even the study of 
it in the Jewish schools and institutions. Even in the curric- 
ulums of the institutes for Hebrew teachers, established by 
the government, some tracts of the Talmud were inserted. 

Alas, we cannot say that the blood accusation by Lyotos- 
tansky had no effect; as in 1882, there were massacres in many 
cities where Jews dwelt. Although these were secretly insti¬ 
gated by the government itself from a political standpoint, 
the provoking of the mob was on the basis of the blood ac¬ 
cusation.* 


CHAPTER XVIII. 

THE AFFAIR OF ROHLING-BLOCH. 

Dr. August Rohling, professor in Prague, wrote a pamphlet, 
the “Talmudjude,” sixth edition, 1877, in the German lan¬ 
guage, the previous editions of which were translated into 
many languages, in which he painted the Talmud itself and 
all past Talmudical laws in very black colors. The material 
in all Rohling’s writings (which are named in the previously 

* In all probability the discussion in this chapter will seem very brief and almost 
inadequate, but the reason for this is that most of the details of this chapter are 
related at length in our weekly “ Hakol” of 1877. Then, again, the entire matter 
is not so interesting or so important to warrant giving it more space here. Of far 
more interest is the works of Professor Rohlings and their results to which we shall 
give considerable space in our next chapter, especially as we ourselves were greatly 
taken up with this affair and were compelled by the circumstances to write four books 
about this affair, three in Hebrew and one in German. 
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mentioned introduction of Strack, page 95) were taken from 
Eisenmenger, and from other men hired by him, as will be 
seen further on. Although the above pamphlet was received 
with great joy by the enemies of the Jews, who quoted him as 
a great authority, nevertheless, it would have been nothing 
more than a mere piece of literary work which could create 
no harm to the Jews had not something unusual occurred 
which put a different aspect to the affair. 

Joseph Samuel Bloch who was at that time a Rabbi in 
a small town of “ Florisdorf,” and who was anxious to get a 
name for himself, considered all Rohling’s work as a means 
of attaining his desire. He understood that if he should 
challenge Rohling to a debate and should accuse him of per¬ 
jury and falsehood, and thus compel Rohling to sue him for 
libel and insult, this would give him a great name and the Jew¬ 
ish congregations of Austria, and especially of Vienna, would 
be compelled to defend Bloch with all their power, for the case 
would not be Bloch vs. Rohling, but the Talmud vs. Rohling. 

Notwithstanding that at this time the Israelite congrega¬ 
tion of Vienna was full of great men and scholars like the 
famous Dr. Jellinek, Chief Rabbi Gudemann, etc., etc., who 
deemed it better to pay no attention at all to Rohling’s work, 
considering it as a mere literary piece of work, and the criticism 
of which they thought better to leave to Gentile Hebrew scholars 
such as Delitzsch, Strack, etc., who had already criticized Rohl- 
ings works. Bloch wrote an article in a weekly paper attacking 
Rohling most furiously and reviling him terribly with every 
possible epithet, including the charge of perjury. 

Bloch’s desire was then realized, for Rohling not being 
able to remain silent, secured the services of the very great 
lawyer, Robert Pattai, M.P., and brought suit against Bloch 
for libel. 

The Israelite congregation of Vienna, although they were 
very much incensed at Bloch for his deed, nevertheless felt 
themselves compelled to secure a lawyer of equal ability to 
Pattai for the defense of Bloch, the result of which will be seen 
further on. 

Circumstances helped Rohling to find an apostate Jew 
named Ahron Briman, pseudonym Dr. Justus, who wrote a 
book for him named, “ Judenspiegel,” composed of 100 pas- 
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sages, alleged to be found in the Jewish code, “Schulchan 
Aruch,” according to the ordinances of the Talmud against 
Christianity, and asserted that the whole Talmud consists of 
such passages. 

This book naturally created a tremendously unfavorable 
impression upon the whole Christian world, and several papers 
that were anti-Semitically inclined announced the contents of 
the book. One of these papers was “ Die Merkur,” in the City 
of Munster, which quoted many passages of the book and at 
the same time inserting a glaring editorial against the Jews. 
The District Attorney finding this article to be an incitation 
against a race, brought suit against the editor of the paper. 
This trial occurred December, 1883, and in order that the reader 
may have some idea of the proceedings, we translate in our 
Appendix some pages of our German work, “Der Schulchan 
Aruch und seine Beziehungen zu den Juden und Nicht juden.” 
(See Appendix, No. 20.) 

To illustrate who the person Ahron Briman the assistant 
of Rohling was, we have only to translate a few lines written 
by us about him in our “Hakol,” No. 191, page 117, March 
19, 1885:* “ Anti-Semitism was stricken very hard this year. 
All their leaders are taken one by one to the prison, and they 
will have to give an account for their deeds to the judges. 
With the imprisonment of Briman, Rohling’s sources were 
revealed and annulled, as his right hand, Briman, or Dr. 
Brimanus, or Justus, all of which names are identical, is now 
behind the bars, and the newspapers are now recounting his 
sins one by one. 

We, however, say that he and all his literature are not 
worthy of such an honor. There is no doctor, nor learned 
man, no distinguished being, no Satan, but a simple, ordinary 
swindler, who endeavors by everything that comes to his 
hand to deceive the people. He (according to his biography 
which is published in the dailies of this week) has made a 
study of the Talmud and the Schulchan Aruch only that 
they might serve as his business schemes. He was a student 
in the college of Hildesheimer, where it was easy to imbibe 


* At the time he was imprisoned for many crimes and the dailies wrote con¬ 
tinuously about this in long articles. 
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santification and really become sanctified in the city of Hague. 
To be still more purified he washed himself in the holy waters 
of Protestantism. Seeing, however, that this act would not 
bring him much fruit, for to be a “Pfarrer” (minister) one 
must labor diligently, and this he would not do, he set all 
this deed aside at one stroke and swerved over to the Catholic 
faith. 

And then he followed his nature to catch in his net some 
young girls, who had confidence in him, and going further 
in this way the attention of the police was called to this, who 
put a stop to him. 

For whom then such a fuss? We are neither a prophet 
nor the son of a prophet, but nevertheless we recognized his 
character from his so-called literature even as far back as 
1883. As the following are our words in our pamphlet “ Krit- 
ischer Ueberblick uber den Judenspiegelprozess in Munster,” 
December, 1884, page 8, footnote 11, (when we were not 
aware who the author was): “ If such would be written 
by a Jew he would be named criminal, deceiver, misanthrope, 
etc.” True, that when we wrote this, we did not know that 
he was a Jew, and now we see that he was. For this, how¬ 
ever, we have only to be grateful to him because he left the 
Jewish fight before he wrote his hateful “ Judenspiegel,” 
and also before he gave his miserable material to Rohling. 
This, because the anti-Semites can no longer blame the Jews 
on account of this person as they brought him over to be¬ 
come their ally. 

But what became of the suit of Rohling against Bloch? 
We have to give the full credit to Dr. Kopp who forced Rohling 
to withdraw his complaint seeing that according to the tes¬ 
timony of his co-religionist scholars he could not win his case. 
And this may be seen from the book which Kopp has pub¬ 
lished in Leipzig, 1886, second edition. (See criticism of 
it in Strack, page 95.) We, however, deem it necessary to 
give the details of this book, in order to defend the Talmud, 
as this will throw light upon all past and present accusations 
against the Talmud. As we have done this in our Hebrew 
monthly “ Morgenblitze,” Vienna, 1886, we have only to 
translate here a part of our review to the book of Kopp named 
“ Zur Judenfrage nach den Akten des Prozesses Rohling-Bloch 
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von Dr. Joseph Kopp Hofgerichtsadovkat Zu Wien,” Leipzig, 
1886: 

“ Many books are lying before us for review or for announce¬ 
ment. However, the book named above is unique in every 
respect. It cannot be criticised either way, and the same 
is true of the author of this book as he himself does not give 
his own opinion concerning the subject matter of the book. 
Nevertheless, we may fully say that it is a scientific book in 
every respect. 

“ The author of this book is a Gentile, a prominent member 
of the bar in Vienna, and, according to his own testimony, he 
knows neither the Hebrew language nor the talmudic and 
post-talmudic literature at all. Notwithstanding this, the 
book, as a whole, sanctifies the Talmud and all post-tal- 
mudical literature. 

It can not be taken as a defender of the Talmud because 
of arguments, as the whole book contains merely facts which 
can never be denied and which prove clearly that the Talmud 
and its banner-bearers are clear of every accusation and of 
every suspicion concerning the love of man, be he who he 
may, even according to the present laws and established 
etiquette. ” 

The above facts were not given by the author himself, 
but by two well-known Gentile Hebrew scholars, upon whom 
the Supreme Court of Vienna threw the burden of translating 
four hundred passages and quotations. These the Jew- 
haters have used as a sample of the wretchedness of the 
Jewish literature. The chief aim of the Jew-haters was to 
belittle the Talmud, which is the pillar of the Jewish race. 

The author of this work, whom the Israelite congregation 
of Vienna choose to defend Bloch in the case of Rohling- 
Bloch, has done his work well. He gathered all the quo¬ 
tations quoted by Rohling in his writings from both the Tal¬ 
mud itself as well as from post-talmudical literature, those 
which were written in the Hebrew language and also in other 
languages, by converted Jews who reached then the dignity 
of Catholic priests. All these quotations he divided into 
two groups, (a) the quotations in Hebrew he brought before 
the vSupreme Court, who appointed Gentile Hebrew scholars 
to translate them correctly under oath, into the German 
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language; (6) the quotations in the living languages he ex¬ 
amined himself. However, when he found a quotation in 
another language besides German he submitted it to the 
sworn interpreter of the Supreme Court for translation. Then, 
when both the translations of the quotations by the Jew- 
haters and the translations of the same by those who were 
appointed by the Court appeared before the court, it was 
revealed that the alleged quotations of Rohling were not 
quotations of the Talmud at all, but merely falsehoods. And 
thus was it proved that every line written by Rohling in his 
“Talmudjude,” “Antichrist and Das Elide der Welt,” 
“The Catechism des 19 Jahrhundert fur Juden und Prote- 
stanten ” (in which he praises the Spanish Inquisition, de¬ 
claring it holy to the Lord and to the Catholic Church), “ Das 
Salomonische Spruchbuch,’’ “Meine Antworten an die Rab- 
biner,” “Die Polemik und die Menschenopfer des Rabbinis- 
mus,” and also in his letter to Ghetza Anhadi of June 19, 
1883, were all fabrications which never existed since the 
creation of the world. 

“ If such a falsehood would not be revealed by the learned 
Christians under oath it would be impossible to believe that 
a man whose dignity came from a professorship of a university 
should act so. The contents of this book are as follows: 
All quotations which were translated by the experts as well 
as those which Rohling himself falsely quoted,* Dr. Kopp 
arranged them thus, preface, instruction, the story proceeding 
the trial, the proceedings of the trial, the conclusion derived 
from the true testimony which was obtained from non-Jews; 
i.e., the Bishop of Leon Agobardus, Paul Medriki, Rabbi 
Maldava, Rabbi Mendel, August Fabius, Gerhard Tickson, 
Franz Delitzsch and August Wunsche. 

“After sub-dividing the answers of the above scholars in 
two parts, (a) those which are mentioned in the Talmud, etc., 
in general, and ( b ) where it speaks of the subjects in partic¬ 
ular, and this he again sub-divided into nine groups; i.e., (1) 
about injuring of Gentile property, (2) harming their lives, 
(3) partiality in cases where Christians come before Jewish 


* The author Kopp points out also many quotations quoted by Rohling from 
books which never existed. 
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judges, (4) the application of animals’ and beasts’ names 
to Christians by Jews, (5) about the oath of the Jews, (6) 
about Jewdsh witnesses, (7) the Jews against the Christians 
in the laws of slaughtering cattle, (8) about the flattering 
and deceiving practised by Jews: divided into two para¬ 
graphs, (a) the non-responsibility of the Jews (see Appendix 
No. 19), ( b ) about the infallibility of the Rabbis concerning 
the blood accusation, and (9) the conclusion of the author 
himself. All these comprise 196 royal octavo pages. 

“It is self-evident that such a book is above criticism,, for, 
as we said before, the book contains only facts, viz: (1) the 
translations under oath of the well-known Christian scholars, 
and (2) the falsehood of Rohling’s quotations translated into 
German when compared with the text, and this is all the 
more evident when it is known that Rohling, after seeing all 
these facts, not only withdrew his complaint but pardoned 
even the most rigorous accusation of perjury which Bloch ac¬ 
cused him of in the past, saying that he was always ready to 
swear falsely at any time if only it would cause harm to the 
Jews.” 


CHAPTER XIX. 

EXILARCHS*, THE TALMUD AT THE STAKE AND ITS DEVELOPMENT 
AT THE PRESENT TIME. 

Since the colleges were open in Palestine and Babylon, 
after the destruction of the Temple, there were two kinds of 
rulers: the Palestinian were called princes (Nassies), and the 
Babylonian were called Exilarchs (Rashee Hagula). The 
former are well known to the students, as every one of them 
is mentioned in the Talmud, and their biographical sketches 
are written in many books by modem historians, also in our 
historical and literary introduction to our new edition. 

The Exilarchs, however, who are seldom mentioned in the 
Talmud, are almost forgotten by the historians. Notwithstand¬ 
ing that the duration of their reign is about 450 years, no 
arrangement of their names and times is to be found in their 
history. 

It is true that some of their names are mentioned in “Seder 
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Ualam Zuta,” “Machzor Witree” and “Yuchssin,” but it is 
so confused that no order can be found out. 

We have to be grateful to the learned Abraham Krochmal, 
who first took up this matter, and wrote an excellent long arti¬ 
cle of seventy-three pages in his “Scholein zum babylonischen 
Talmud.” 

His suggestions, however, though of a great genius, are 
scholastical and were criticised by many in periodicals and 
pamphlets. Finally Felix Lazarus, in the “ Jahrbucher ” of N. 
Brill, issued a separate pamphlet about this subject, the result 
of which the reader will find in a list further on. 

And as many of the Exilarchs were the heads of the colleges 
in Sura, Pumbeditha and Nehardea and took a great part in 
the development of the Talmud, they must not be omitted 
from the History of the Talmud. 


List of Exilarchs* 


Nahum Johanan Shepot 

Huna I. 

UqbaI. 

Huna II., his son. 

Nathan I. b’Huna. 

Nehemiah I. 

Mar Uqba II. 

Huna III., his brother. 

Aba Mari, his son. 

Nathan II. 

Chanan, son of Aba Mari. .. 

HunaIV. 

Mar Zutra I., son of Chanan 
Chanan II. 


140-170 
170-210 
210-240 
240-260 
260-270 

270-313 

3 1 3-337 
337-350 
35o-37o 
370-400 
400-415 
415-442 
442-455 
455-46o 


* We are unable to give their biographical sketches in a clear way, as in many 
instances we agree with Krochmal, whose arrangement is much different from 
Lazarus’s list and the discussion would take up too much space, which we cannot 
spare. We have only to say that many of the Exilarchs were only holding their 
offices, but were not so learned as to take part in the colleges. They were appointed 
by inheritance and according to the excellence of their morality. All of them were 
descendants of David’s kingdom, direct from Solomon. The Princes of Palestine, 
who were also descendants of the same kingdom, were only from their mother’s side 
descended from Shepetiah b' Abital. 
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Huna V., son of Zutra.465-475 

Huna VI., son of Chanan.484-508 

Mar Zutra II. (Achunai).508-520 

Huna Mar Chanan.5 20-560 

Kafnai.560-580 

Chanini.580-590 

Bostanai. -660 


With the conclusion of the first volume of this work at the 
beginning of the twentieth century, we would invite the reader 
to take only a glance over the past of the Talmud, in which he 
will see that in almost every century and place of the different 
countries in Europe, the Talmud was condemned to the stake. 
By a glance over the present time, however, he will see that 
not only was the Talmud not destroyed, but was so saved that 
not even a single letter of it is missing; and now it is flourishing 
to such a degree as cannot be found in its past history, as will be 
seen further on. 

The details of all the persecutions of the Talmud were given 
in the preceding chapters. Here we give a list of the places 
and dates in which it was at the stake, as well as the names of 
the persecutors. 


The Talmud at the Stake. 


Time. 

Place. 

Persecittor. 

1244 

Paris 

King Louis IX. 

1244 

Rome 

Innocent IV. 

1248 

Paris 

Cardinal Legate Odo 

1299 

Paris 

Philip the Fair 

1309 

Paris 

Philip the Fair 

1 3 W 

Toulouse 

Lous 


1322.—Burned in Rome by order of Pope John XXII., and 
accompanied by robbery and murder of the Jews by the mob. 

1553.—Rome: Pope Julius III.—Similar burnings by the 
same order took place in Barcelona , Venice , Romagna , Urbino 
and Pesaro. 

Here three wagons full of books were burned ; but first they were carried through 
the streets of the city, while royal officers proclaimed publicly that their condem¬ 
nation was due to the insults to Christianity which they contained. (See also 
note, vol. ii. p. 52.) 
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1554. — Burned by hundreds and thousands in Ancona , 
Ferrara , Mantua , Padua, Candia and Ravenna. 

1558. — Rome: Cardinal Ghislieri. 

1559. — Rome: Sextus Sinensis. 

1557.—Poland: Talmud burned because of the charge 
made against the Jews that they used the blood of Christian 
children in their ceremonies. This occurred during the Frankist 
disturbances. 

Such was the past of the Talmud which we hope will never 
be repeated. Now a glance at the end of the last century and 
the beginning of this one. 

The colleges for the study of the Talmud are increasing 
almost in every place where Israel dwells, especially in this 
country where millions are gathered for the funds of the two 
great colleges, the Hebrew Union College of Cincinnati and the 
Jewish Theological Seminary of America in New York, in 
which the chief study is the Talmud and its post-talmudical 
literature. The heads of these colleges are of the most learned 
scholars of their time, who are very careful in selecting the pro¬ 
fessors and instructors for these institutions of learning. We 
were honored to be present at some lectures which the late 
great Talmudist, Professor Mielziner, delivered before the 
senior class in Cincinnati, from which we derived great pleasure 
and, we may also say that in some instances they were to a 
degree instructive to us in our task of translating the Talmud. 

What concerns the theological seminary in our own city, in 
which we were not permitted (see App. No. 20) to hear the lec¬ 
tures on the Talmud, we are also in the full belief that it will do 
much for the study and development of the Talmud in this 
and in future generations. We use the statement of the Tal¬ 
mud, “One may be certain that a master will not leave out 
from his hand a thing imperfect,’’ and as the dean of this 
faculty is not only a learned man but also an experienced 
teacher, there is great hope that he will do all in his power to 
select instructors and perfect lecturers for this institution. 

There are also in our city houses of learning (Jeshibath) for 
the study of the Talmud in the lower East Side, where many 
young men are studying the Talmud every day. 

We are also glad to notice that among Gentiles the study 
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of the Talmud is more or less spreading, as we have the experi¬ 
ence that a great number of Gentiles and almost all the theo¬ 
logical seminaries and public libraries subscribed to the Tal¬ 
mud, and also many queries concerning it frequently came to us 
from Gentiles. This all shows that the study of the Talmud 
among Gentiles is not very rare. 

The Jewish Encyclopaedia (see App. 21) which is in pro¬ 
gress now is also a great help to the study and development of 
the Talmud, as all the treatises of the Talmud are and will be 
separately named, with many particulars which will cause 
many readers to study the Talmud itself. 
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No. i. In the history of the “Oral Law,” Part I., by I. H. 
Weiss, the reader will find an account of the deeds of the Samari¬ 
tans in detail, though only a few instances are dealt with. 

No. 2. We may refer the reader to the book, “Maamar Hai- 
shuth,” by Holdheim, Berlin, who explains the belief of the 
Sadducees, and their opposition to the Pharisees. 

No. 3. We agree with those who say that the tearing of the skin 
at the performance of circumcision was discovered since the Israel¬ 
ites had begun to undo circumcision ; at the time when the theatres 
were opened by Nero, and the Jews who had to go naked there to 
wrestle with the beasts, were ashamed to be distinguished by this 
peculiarity. For this purpose the tearing of the skin was devised. 
(See Tract Sabbath, p. 307, in the Mishna: “One who was circum¬ 
cised without having had the skin torn open is considered uncir¬ 
cumcised.”) To this there is neither any source in the Scriptures 
nor any tradition mentioned in the Gemara. Some scholars don’t 
agree with us. (See the letter of A. Bernstein in Tract Roshhos- 
honah, in the first edition). We, however, base our opinion on 
the fact that we doubt whether Antiochus Epiphanes would have 
prohibited a circumcision, customary then among the neighboring 
nations; and therefore it seems to us that he prohibited only the 
tearing of the skin which had been ordained by the Pharisees. 

No. 4. See our brief introduction in Tract Sabbath. Our 
opinion is that some written Mishnayoth had been in existence 
long before. Also Jellinek's Kuntrcs Haklalim , Note 4, for the 
opinion of the French and Spanish scholars about it. Also I. H. 
Weiss and our “ Hakol,” Vol. VI., p. n. 

The London Athenaeum, VI., 808, has cited our statement in 
the general brief introduction, p. 15: “Most of the Mishnayoth 
date from a very early period, and originated with the students of 
the Jewish Academies which existed since the days of Jehoshaphat, 
King of Judah [2 Chron. xxii., 9]: ‘And they thought in Judah, 
and with them was the book of the law of the Lord, and they moved 
about through all the cities of Judah and taught the people,’ ” as 
ridiculous. This, however, does not terrify us, as notes of com¬ 
mentaries on the text of the Scriptures, the whole or in part, have 
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been found in the hands of students from the time colleges had 
been founded; and this opinion of ours has met with approval from 
many contemporary scholars. 

No. 5. See our “Hakol,” Vol. VI., in which we state that the 
Gentiles who desired to embrace Judaism, asking Hillel to convert 
them, were men of rank, for a common man would not dare to make 
such a stipulation as to be a high priest in Israel. 

No. 6. The belief in the divinity of Jesus became acute at a much 
later period, when the heathens accepted this fight according to all 
modem scholars.* 

No. 7. (See App. No. 4.) We shall also come to this matter in 
our later notes. 

No. 8. In our translation we have added the Tract Ebel Rab- 
bathi, or Sema’Hoth, as the law of mourning was taken from this 
tract. We have, therefore, added it to the tract “Minor Festivals,” 
which also treats of mourning on the festival days. What concerns 
the beginning of “Section of Seeds ” with the tract “Benedictions,” 
see I. H. Weiss for another reason which does not seem probable 
to us. 

The names of all the treatises of the tracts of each section, and 
of their chapters in detail, the reader will find in books written 
for this purpose by Strack, Mielziner, and also in the encyclo¬ 
paedias, especially in the Jewish Encyclopaedia.! We deem it not 
necessary to name them here as we give at the end of Vol II. the 
synopsis of each tract, translated and published up to date. 


* What concerns Ben Zakkai, according to Heilprin, in liis “ Seder Hadoroth,” 
and other authorities, Johanan b. Zakkai died 72 years A.C., that is, about forty years 
after the death of Jesus, at which time the followers of the latter had already begun 
to dispute with their Jewish colleagues. We also find a disciple of Johanan b. Zak¬ 
kai whom he very much respected, very friendly to, and pleased with, Jacob of the 
village Sachnon, who was one of the first disciples of Jesus. Hence our conjecture. 

f Speaking of the encyclopaedias, we are sorry to say that in spite of the adver¬ 
tising of their completeness, with all additional information in every branch up to the 
time of publication, one can not rely upon them. It seems to us that they omit the 
mention of books of great interest. According to our knowledge, books the subject 
of which is interesting to most students, not to speak of whether they are well done 
or not, ought to be mentioned and, if necessary, with a remark about the quality of 
the books. Now take the “ Century Encyclopaedia-Dictionary and Atlas,” which is 
advertised as the best of its kind and which is published in New York City, and if 
we look under the subject “Talmud,” the fourteen or fifteen volumes of the first 
English translation of the “ Talmud” by Michael L. Rodkinson, published in the 
same city, are not to be found, although about 175 daily papers and periodicals, here 
and abroad, noticed and reviewed the publication. The same is the case with Apple¬ 
ton’s new encyclopaedia under the same title “ Talmud.” Here also Rodkinson’s 
translation is not mentioned, though some small tracts which were translated into 
German are mentioned. Still more remarkable is it, that the reviser of this article 
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No. 9. Details will be given in the second volume of this book 
in the introduction to our new edition. 

No. 10. In our book mentioned, we also show additions made 
by the opponents of the Talmud for the purpose of degrading it. 
For examples, see Vol. II., Part IIP* 

No. n. We shall come to this matter in the second volume of 
this book, in the chapter devoted to the Ethics of the Talmud. 

No. 12. Almost all ritual poets composed after the Talmudic 
Hagada. Sometimes comments will be found, by a critical eye, 
there on the Hagada or even Halakha, as the ritual poems relating 
to Passover, contain almost all the laws of Passover. 

No. 13. His decree was only for the German, French and Polish 
Jews, and extended only until the end of the five thousandth year 
after creation. However, the above-named Jews accepted his de¬ 
cree as extending indefinitely. In Syria and in Palestine, however, 
where his decree was not accepted, some of the Portuguese Jews, 
known there as Franks, marry two wives even at the present time 
in such cases when the first wife is barren. 

No. 14. See “Measseph Nidachim,” Vol. X., by A. E. Harkavy, 
where he proves that in Spain had existed houses of learning from 
ancient times and that the Gaonim of Babylonia had relations with 
them; and in many places they tried to follow their customs. (See 
there). 

No. 15. As to what were these places, and who the disputants, 


on the “ Talmud ” was Dr. Richard Gottheil, who is one of the editors of the Jewish 
Encyclopaedia, and who himself wrote a criticism in “ The Bookman ” in 1897 upon 
this translation. What concerns the Jewish Encyclopaedia, which is devoted only to 
matters relating to the Jews, one is still more astonished on examining its bibliogra¬ 
phies. On pages 390 and 394 of vol. ii., etc., etc., the contents of Tracts Baba Batra 
Metzia and Kama are explained. In the bibliography of this article are neither men¬ 
tioned the excellent translation into French by I. M. Rabbinowicz nor the translation 
into English by Michael L. Rodkinson. The same is the case with vol. iv., page 526, 
etc., concerning the tracts “ Derekh-Erez Rabba ” and “ Zuta,” for in the bibliog¬ 
raphy there is not mentioned its translation in vol. i. (ix.) into English by the same 
M. L. Rodkinson, together with Abot de Rabbi Nathan, which is mentioned in the first 
volume, page 82. Here the bibliography reads: “An English version is given 
by M. L. Rodkinson in his translation of the Babylonian Talmud, I. (IX.), New York, 
1900.” We cannot find any excuse for such a sin of the bibliographer unless we 
ascribe it to the carelessness of the editors, for even if the authors of the articles were 
ignorant of it, in spite of the fact that this translation is to be found in almost all the 
libraries of the cities and countries, still the editors ought not to have been so. 

* To the critics who will try to find fault with us because of the article by Prof. 
Schechter in the Westminster Review of January and April, we will say that in spite 
of the respect which we feel for the article and the author, we do not agree with it on 
many points. Therefore, without any controversies, we state here what seems reason¬ 
able to us, leaving it to the reader to judge. 
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whether only Messianists or also Persians and idolaters, the opin¬ 
ions of modern scholars differ. To us it seems that the Messian¬ 
ists possessed only the house of Abidan, and the Persians and 
Magians that of Nitzraphi. Rabh refused absolutely to dispute 
with the first, but was forced to do so with the latter, perhaps by 
his proximity to the government. Of the house of Abiani schol¬ 
ars say it was composed of Messianists. 

No. 16. As his interpretation of the text, “it shall be a sign 
unto thee upon thy hand, and for a memorial between thy eyes,” 
that it is a figure of speech, it shall be memored as if written on thy 
hand,as, “set me as a seal upon thy breast,” [Songof Solomon, vii. 
6]: “between thy eyes,” as an ornament which it is customary to 
put on the brow, and there is no mention of the use of Phylacteriens 
in his whole commentary, though the Talmud based the custom 
of Phylacteriens only on these texts. We have spoken already of 
this in our work on Phylacteriens. 

No. 17. In the excellent work, “Kritische Geschichte der Tal¬ 
mud Ubersetzungen,” by Dr. Erich Bischof, we read, p. 67: 
Trotzdem heute der friihr iiberschatzte Eisenmenger allzusehr 
unterschatzt wird, weil er noch nicht den historisch—Kritischen 
Blick unserer Tage besass lasst sich doch gegen seine—Uber- 
setzunger der genanten * Stellen nichts Erhebliches mit Fug ein- 
wenden sie sind vielmehr fast stets richtig, etc. 

We may say that though we respect very much the above-men¬ 
tioned work as one whose opinions in general are correct, we would 
like to call the attention of the learned author to the following facts: 

(a) Notwithstanding the fact that in a period of eight centuries 
over a thousand persons of varying opinions were engaged in the 
compiling of the Talmud, in the edition lying before us there is not 
to be found any designation as to time, and in many places, even 
the author of that saying is not mentioned, Eisenmenger gives the 
sentence, calling it literal translation, as if it were said by one person 
at a given time. It is self-evident, however, that such literal trans¬ 
lation changes the meaning entirely. 

(b) An opinion of an individual concerning Gentiles, he quotes 
it in the name of the Talmud, in spite that this saying is immedi¬ 
ately opposed by the Gemara. 

(c) He erred even in the literal translation, e.g., “ Margela be 
Pume de Abye,” this paragraph is translated by us in third part of 
Vol. II. of this book. He translates, “A pearl was in the mouth of 
A-”; while the literal translation of the word Margela is, “It was 
used,” i.e., Abye “used” to repeat this saying very often. At 


* He quotes namely, the places of the Talmud which were translated by him. 
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another place he asks why should the “Talmud” be called great, 
while the word “Talmud” in that sentence means “teaching,” i.e., 
the teaching is greater than action; for teaching causes action. 
And we wonder how Dr. Bischoff can say of such, “it is rather cor¬ 
rect.” 

No. 18. Concerning the pamphlets and books against the Tal¬ 
mud, written by apostate Jews, see Strack, page 95. 

No. 19. Rohling declares that the Rabbis had concluded that 
all the sins of a Jew, be it against heaven or against man, are for¬ 
given him if he only remains a Jew. He also declares that every 
Rabbi considers himself infallible concerning the laws of non-Jewish 
blood. 

The conclusion of our review of this book seems to us of 
interest to the reader, and therefore we translated; here: “The Lord 
hath made all things for himself: yea, even the wicked for the day 
of evil ” [Proverbs, xvi. 4]. If we will look with an open eye into 
the history of Israel, we shall find that at all times, when character¬ 
less men arose to accuse and oppress Jews because of jealousy or 
animosity (except in cases where a man fights for his livelihood, 
which is natural), their opponents who fought them openly were 
equal to them in every respect. As the poet says, “Also unto thee, 
O Lord belongeth mercy for thou renderest to every man according 
to his deeds ” [Ps. lxiv. 13]. If these words should be explained 
according to their literal meaning the question would arise why mercy 
if to every one is rendered according to his deeds. Therefore it is to 
be explained thus: “mercy belongeth to thee that thou repayest the 
wicked man for his evil deeds by one who is equal in deeds to him.” 

Similarly did it happen in the time of the Judges when Sisera 
oppressed the Jews terribly, providence transferred him to a pros¬ 
titute, Jael, who rebelled against her husband and also against her 
lover (Sisera), who thought to be saved, being between her knees, 
and was slain by her [Judges, v. 27]. 

Haman, the Agagi whom Harbonah had assisted in creating 
the gallows to hang Mordecai, was transferred to Harbonah’s 
hands and was hanged by him who was equally devoid of character. 
Hadrian who decreed that the Jews should not circumcise their 
children under the penalty of capital punishment, and Simon b. 
’Yohaie who was going to Rome to petition the Caesar to abolish 
this decree, the miracle occurred through Ben Tmalion (a devil). 
Notwithstanding that Simon wept saying, “To the servant of my 
grandfather (Hagar), when she was in need, an angel appeared 
three times [Genesis, xvi. 7-12], and to me who am troubled with 
the needs of all Israel, an angel did not appear, even one time, but 
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only a devil ” [Me-ila, 17,6], it did not help him, for who of the angels 
would lower himself to appear before such a low person who desires 
to oppress humanity without any reason but merely on account of 
their religion. 

In reality it is revealed before Him, who said a Word and the 
World was created, that a man of delicate nature would dislike to 
come in contact with men of doubtful character, and would not 
fight with a dirty man, as there is a rule that he who fights bodily 
with a dirty man must become dirty himself. Therefore the Lord 
has created the wicked and characterless men for the purposes of 
such an evil day that he should conquer his opponent, who is equal 
to him in every respect. 

Our sages seem to be aware of this, as we find that when a dis¬ 
pute was needed on subjects concerning Israel, they selected a 
common man (see Sanhedrin, page 270), and similarly to this, we 
have seen last year when the measure of the renowned Stoecker’s 
deeds were full, his comrade, Greenberg, who exchanged his needle 
for a scribe’s pen, and when driven out from the Socialists in Berlin, 
became a comrade of Stoecker, and finally his secretary, and later 
sold him with all his writings for ten German thalers , so that it 
became known who the Preacher of the Royal Court was, and a 
case identical to that of Rohling-Bloch, that he (Rohling) fell into 
the hands of a equally characterless man, Bloch,* whom God had 
created for this dark day, as said above that from all the great Jew¬ 
ish men of Vienna, not one of them humiliated himself to enter into 
a fight with Rohling. However, if there is need for a miracle to 
occur, it matters little from whence it comes, and after all, we have 
to praise Bloch that he was the cause for the appearance of such a 
book, just as the prophetess Deborah praised the prostitute Jael 
[Judges, v. 24]: “Blessed shall she be of the women of the tent .” 

No. 20. The following is a translation of a few pages of the be¬ 
ginning of our pamphlet, “Der Schulchan Aruch und seine Bezie- 
hungen zu den Juden und Nichtjuden.” “On the 10th of Decem¬ 
ber, 1883, a trial came before the ‘ Landesgerichte,’ at Munster, 
which created a great commotion in all Germany ”... viz., “one 
of the anti-Semites, named Dr. Justus, published a pamphlet in 
Paderborn under the name * Judenspiegel ’ containing 100 law para¬ 
graphs of the ‘Schulchan Aruch,’ concerning the treatment of 
* Akum,’ abbreviation of three words, ‘ Obde KochabimUmazoleth,’ 
literally, ‘ worshipper of stars and planets.’ However, the author, 
Justus, put the word ‘Christians’ instead of ‘Akum’ in every 

* In our pamphlet “ Barquai,” Vienna, 1886, all Bloch’s proceedings as well as 
his character are related. 
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place in the text. The editor of ‘The Merkur’ in Munster 
quoted many passages of this pamphlet with a glaring editorial, 
and the district-attorney, who considered such as an incitation 
against a race, made him responsible for this. The ‘Landes- 
gerichte’ appointed two experts, one a Jew, Dr. Treu, a Hebrew 
teacher in the ‘royal gymnasium,’ and a Gentile, Dr. Ecker, an 
instructor in Semitic languages.” * 

Dr. Ecker Privatdocent at the royal academy of this place 
declares, that having devoted the last ten years exclusively to the 
study of Semitica, he is in a position to express an opinion. He 
then goes on to say : 

“In the first place, I feel it my duty to point out that I can in 
no way agree with the conclusions arrived at by my esteemed 
colleague, Treu, and that concerning the essential point I entertain 
a conviction the very opposite of his. Three questions are here 
concerned which I am to answer: 

(1) Is the ‘Shulchan Aruch’ vested with legal sanction? 

(2) Does the word ‘Akum’ mean also Christians? 

(3) Are the quotations of Dr. Justus in agreement with the 
original text.” 

As his answer to the first question treats about the “Schulchan 
Aruch ” only, and also whether the Jews at that time are to be named 
Schulchan Aruch Jews or Talmud Jews, we omit it as it does not 
belong to the purpose of our history. We begin therefore with 
the second point. 

“As to the second point, whether the word Akum comprises also Christians, I 
do not see how this can be denied. It is my firm conviction that Akum is nothing 
less nor more than non-Jews. And I believe that the Christians too belong to this 
class. Thus a law book that has appeared in the middle of the sixteenth century in 
Krakau should contain laws regulating the behavior of Jews (1) towards Jews, (2) 
toward planet-worshippers who live hundreds of miles away ? This is indeed ridicu¬ 
lous. Gentlemen, allow me to draw a comparison. Suppose, here in Mlinster, a 
Jew would conceive a notion to sit down and write a new law book in which there are 
but two classes of laws, how the Jews should behave toward Jews and toward—well, 
for my part let him call them what he may, it means after all non-Jews ; suppose 
further that the prescribed behavior toward non-Jews is very rude and inhuman, and 
the author is held responsible for so treating the Christians, the learned Jew says : 
Ye Christians of Mlinster are not at all included in the class of non-Jews, which class 
has reference to the—Hottentots ! 

“ Now, gentlemen, it is just as ridiculous to assert that in the sixteenth century 
there have appeared laws in Krakau regulating the behavior of Jews toward planet 

* The testimonies of Dr. Treu, who was a Jew, we do not deem necessary to 
translate, especially as they may be understood from the answers of Dr. Ecker. 
However, the latter’s testimony and our replies we translate literally for the purpose 
of enlightening such passages which are to be found in the Talmud. 
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worshippers, and the Christians are nowhere mentioned. And, gentlemen, since this 
point has received no emphasis on the part of my esteemed colleague, it is important 
to call attention to it! If Akum does not comprise Christians, then laws against 
Christians are wholly missing. In the ‘ Shulchan Aruch ’ there are mentioned only 
Jews and Akum ; we Christians are surely not Jews, hence we are beyond all doubt 
comprised in the term Akum. 

“ I repeat once more, Akum is congruent with non-Jews. The Rabbis them¬ 
selves prove this. I have in my possession a recent Wilna edition of the ' Shulchan 
Aruch,’ in which not infrequently the word Akum of the older editions is substituted 
by Eno Ichudi , i.e. non-Jew. The fear for the censor prompted many to an altera¬ 
tion, but in this case it has rather been an unhappy one, since the publishers them¬ 
selves say that Akum is synonymous with non-Jew.” 


We are in a position to meet also this issue of the Herr Expert. 
The term non-Jews is by no means generic for the term Christian. 
In order to fully perceive the truth of this statement, it remains 
for the learned doctor to merely cross the channel over to England. 
This great world dominating nation consists in its overwhelming 
majority of pious and strict Christians. They sacrifice millions 
for the propagation of the Christian creed, and the evangelic writ¬ 
ings all over the world. However, they call themselves with self¬ 
gratification, “The genuine Jews, sons of The New Union” They 
pretend to be the descendants of the enigmatically vanished ten 
tribes of Israel, and to still be Jews, body and soul. Very often you 
find on their worship places and educational institutions inscrip¬ 
tions in both English and Hebrew. Here you read in strikingly 
large letters: “ Chapel of the Jews-Christians ” “ Jewish-Nazaric 
School .” In the cosmopolis London the most influential princes 
and the highest state officers call themselves with self-conscious¬ 
ness, “ Jew-Christians.” What then is the decisive trait that makes 
the Christian a non-Jew? Furthermore, the theologically educated 
Expert can hardly be believed to be ignorant of the fact that the 
first adherents of Christianity in its statu nascendi had preserved 
the name Jews for a long period, had remained piously obedient 
to the customs, precepts and tenets of the Jews, and had in their 
outward apparel distinguished themselves in nothing from their 
former brethren in creed. Notwithstanding their sincere de¬ 
votion to the new movement, they still called themselves, “ devout 
sons of Israel only few were they who assumed an outspoken 
antagonistic position with regard to the customary Rabbinic or 
Pharisaic ordinances, and were on this account stigmatized by the 
Talmud as “Min,” “Apikores.” Now, has non-Jews always been 
identical with Christian? Aside from this the first edition of the 
“ Schulchan Aruch” was printed in Adrianople (Turkey), where 
the most inhabitants were Mussulmans. 
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“ Such falsifications of the text in more recent editions have perplexed me to 
some extent, when I investigated the laws of Justus. The fourth law reads : ‘ When 
a Jew is met by an Akum (Christian) with a cross in his hand, the Jew is strictly pro¬ 
hibited from bowing his head.’ However, in my Wilna edition I find instead of 
Akum the word adatn , i.e. man. I then compared a new Stettin edition, and there I 
even find : 4 When an obedkochabim (star worshipper) with abodath kochabim (idol) in 
hand meet,’ whence nothing could, of course, be proved. Only in an older edition 
I have found the original: 4 When an Akum meets you with a sheti vaereb {i.e. woof 
and warp = cross).’ And, gentlemen, this proof is incontrovertible. It is known to 
everybody that no heathen reveres the cross. Akum here must mean a Christian.” 

One moment, profound Herr Dr. Ecker, the case appears after 
all to be very far from being so manifest and ultimately settled. 
During their existence, extending over thousands of years, the Jews 
had experienced among the various nations many a thing of which 
many a sage can not even dream and which seems unknown also to 
Dr. Ecker, the theologian, who bears even the title Doctor. As 
there is in general nothing new under the sun, the consecration of 
the cross in Christianity was not a wholly new creation. In the 
Brahman religion the cross had enjoyed great esteem some six cen¬ 
turies b.c. The Hindu symbolized therein the space relations 
of the universe. According to accounts relating to those times, 
the Fakirs would stand motionless, their hands stretched cross¬ 
wise, for days or, as some would have it, even for weeks until the 
nails on their fingers would grow to be inches long. By thus blunt¬ 
ing their bodily sensibility they endeavored to give palpable ex¬ 
pression to the negation of man’s earthly existence. The commen¬ 
tary to Eben Ezra, mekor chaim , gives in the book Margalioth an 
account of this custom. Accordingly, it is by no means so in¬ 
credible nor could have been so infrequent that a Jew should have 
met a heathen with a cross. The assumption is therefore plausible 
that the Talmud had in view such heathens. However, we admit 
that this is merely an hypothesis, and that Shulchan Aruch was 
no more familiar with Indian mythology than Dr. Ecker appears 
to be. We aim solely at showing that it is possible for one impelled 
by judophobic purposes to carry on the study of Semitica for ten 
years, and yet exhibit drastic ignorance here and there —all diluted 
eloquence and vain presumptions notwithstanding —and that it is 
altogether ill-becoming to venture upon expressing a competent 
opinion on Jewish laws that have arisen in ancient times. It is of 
this that we wanted to remind Herr Dr. Ecker and his anti-Semitic 
commilitants. 

44 In conclusion one more proof that will of necessity convince everybody. We 
all know that the Jews do not eat meat unless it has been slaughtered by a Jew. Mea^ 
slaughtered by Christians is not 4 kosher,' and yet the 4 Shulchan Aruch ’ says that 
meat slaughtered by an Akum is not kosher ; hence Akum means also the Christian.” 
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Patience, Herr Dr. Ecker. Also this your far-fetched remark 
deserves an answer, and such that will remove the scales off your 
eyes. How indeed is it possible that a theologian who has been ex¬ 
ploring Jewish literature for ten years should exhibit such salient 
gaps? The most ignorant Jew could beat you in this point. Who 
does not know that only a trained slaughterer examined and sup¬ 
plied with a diploma is allowed to slaughter? Any other Jew, and 
be that the most enlightened and distinguished among the Rabbis 
themselves, is not entitled to slaughter, and were he to do it the 
meat of this animal would be unallowable and regarded as though 
the animal had been tom to pieces by a beast of prey, and is there¬ 
fore “ Terefa ,” (tom.) And upon this case Dr. Ecker bases his 
deduction that Akum is absolutely a Christian, for the cattle 
slaughtered by an Akum is not kosher? How ridiculous! Is it 
kosher if slaughtered by a Jew not in possession of the right to 
slaughter? 

“ Now comes the important third question : Are the laws of Dr. Justus really con¬ 
tained in the ‘ Shulchan Aruch ’? Herr Colleague Treu has made the utterance that 
many a point of these laws is not contained in the ‘ Shulchan Aruch.’ Particular stress 
was apparently laid on this remark. The case is not set down with precision ; I have 
compared all the laws with the original text and reached the following result: that I 
should simply sign my name under all these ioo laws from A to Z, you cannot 
require of me. In their main substance they are correctly contained in the ‘ Shulchan 
Aruch,’ but the foundations of some single laws are borrowed by the author from 
somewhere else ; on the whole, however, well grounded. I admit, and this is natural 
enough, that the laws ar e. poignantly formulated, and in some cases in a manner which 
I should not approve of. We read, e.g ., in law 79 : ‘ The Jew is allowed to eat un¬ 
clean in case of a dangerous sickness . . . however, he is not allowed even in this 
case to use for his cure something that belongs (in the opinion of the Jews) to the 
most-unclean, viz., to a Christian Church.’ As already observed, no mention is made 
of Christians, and also here in the text it reads ‘ idol worship.’ Of course , the 
Christian Church too belongs here. Thus, the case is not untrue, yet in its above 
formulation the law sounds sharper and Dr. Justus should have left the text also here 
unaltered and added ‘ Christian Church’ in parentheses.” 

Truly, we are at a loss to find the proper expression that might 
appropriately characterize this expert deposition of a theologically 
educated priest. Let us in the first place inquire somewhat more 
closely into the law in question, which in its formulation is in neither 
the Talmud nor the Shulchan Aruch. In the former we read: “If 
a man is seized with bulimy he may be fed with unclean 
food, till his eyes become clear” (Yoma, 125). Here no mention 
is made of either Akum or idol worship. In the Shulchan Aruch 
the same law is worded as follows: “It is allowed to give the dan¬ 
gerously sick prohibited food to eat” (Orach Chaim, 618, 9). Here 
again the word unclean has been eliminated. Still another pas- 
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sage treating of the same subject reads: “For curing purposes 
all is allowed to be used but the wood of an Ashera, Astrate, 
that what was in Phoenician an unchaste phallus-idol.” We 
read further in the same .place: “With all things it is per¬ 
mitted to cure one’s self except by means of idolatry, adul¬ 
tery and shedding of blood.” (Pesachim, 36.) The word 
Tumah = unclean is not met here at all. In the Shulchan Aruch 
this law is restated as follows: “It is not allowed to seek con¬ 
valescence in the name of idols” (Yoreh dea, 155.) Neither is here 
the word Tumah to be found. It thus remains an enigma where 
Dr. Justus may have borrowed the expression “the most unclean ,” 
which is to Dr. Ecker of course synonymous with the Christian 
Church , since the word is not at all used in the original text in connec¬ 
tion with this law! But we must do justice to Dr. Ecker; he pos¬ 
sesses a highly cunning method of polemizing; he displays ad¬ 
mirable dexterity in securing for his comrade Dr. Justus an open 
back-door. Yes, indeed, Dr. Ecker is master of his art, he leaves 
far behind that so-called “Jewish method of polemizing,” which 
has been according to the “Germania” revealed in this action. 
Herr Dr. Ecker makes notably the statement that Dr. Justus has 
taken his law from the Shulchan Aruch, their interpretations, how¬ 
ever, he has borrowed from somewhere else. This open admission 
manifests the intention of false conception. Dr. Justus has namely 
borrowed that marked, or to use the language of Dr. Ecker, “ poign¬ 
ant ” expression from a place that has absolutely nothing in com¬ 
mon with the law in question. Aboda Zara, i.e. idol worship, is 
termed in the Talmud the father of uncleanness: Abh hatumah, 
which defiles by touch (Sabbath, Aboda Zara.) Now Dr. Justus 
resorts to the following stratagem; he renders Abh hathmah with 
“the most unclean,” substitutes Aboda Zara, idol worship, by 
“Christian Church,” then he fabricates a law under the label of 
the Shulchan Aruch which has never had any thing of the kind, 
and in the name of this firm sends it out into the wide world. Dr. 
Ecker, it is true, finds that such method of procedure is “poignant,” 
but on the whole correct and to the point. What may criticism 
say on such an escapade? If a Jew had the mishap of venturing 
upon such a shaky ground, the whole stock of degrading names, 
such as rogue, rascal, impostor, misanthrope, etc., would not suffice 
to stigmatize so shameless a forger. Indeed it requires very little 
originality and still less sagacity or witchcraft to pick out phrases 
from places that stand in no relation to one another, and compile 
them with a view of criminating whomever it may be. Dr. J ustus 
has done such a work, and a Catholic priest, a custodian of the church 
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who should adhere to truth, right and peace, has the impudence to 
assert that this work is in substance correct , though poignant because 
“Christian Church” should have been enclosed in parentheses; 
as if then the falsehood would turn to truth! Can a theologian bear 
such false testimony, a priest who declares himself to be well versed 
in the Hebrew and hence competent to pass judgment on Rabbinical 
literature? 

Let us now examine somewhat more closely the Hebrew con¬ 
cept, “ Tumah ,” In default of a corresponding similarly express¬ 
ive German word, one is of necessity prompted to render it with 
“unclean.” In reality, however, the Biblical and Rabbinical 
“Tumah,” is toto ccdo different from the current notion unclean. 
The German “unclean” is synonymous with the dirt and filth, 
which is in no way the case with Tumah . According to the 
Mosaic law, a human corpse is the very origin, the progenitor of all 
Tumah, “ Abhi aboth hatumah." In Dr. Ecker’s German this could 
be styled “the most unclean.” The tent, the room that shelters 
a corpse, with all the utensils therein, is permeated with the fluid 
of Tumah, uncleanness. Whoever lingers, sits or sleeps there, 
whoever touches the corpse, is infected with the Tumah and be¬ 
comes in turn “Abh hatumah,” the father of uncleanness, 
and he who touches the Abh hatumah is called “ Rishon let- 
timah” the first of uncleanness; he is prohibited for seven 
days from entering the sanctuary or from approaching the 
altar. He imparts Tumah to him who may happen to touch him. 
It is here absolutely immaterial whether the corpse was, when alive, 
sheltering the divine spirit of Moses, of the crowned bard of the 
unparalleled psalm songster David, or of one of the lowliest in the 
Jewish nation. The assertion that the corpse of Moses, David, etc., 
is the most unclean would be a sure symptom of insanity. Are the 
two words Tumah and unclean congruent? The religious law of 
Tumah is laid down in the Torah without foundation at all, and be¬ 
longs to those laws concerning which we venture to speculate, yet 
are unable to warrant their validity. Now, the Rabbis, eager to 
keep the Jews from following idolatry of those times, to prevent all 
contact therewith, were therefore teaching: “An idol defiles by 
touch; it is not allowed even for curing purposes.” However, it 
was not the material part of the idol that was prohibited, such as 
the wood, the stone, the dust (for the use of all this was allowed in 
case of danger), but the prohibition is to be conceived of in the 
following sense. If one were to whisper in the ear of a dangerously 
sick person: “I will in your behalf invoke the help of this or that 
idol,” as such was really the case with Ben Dama, the nephew of 
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R. Ismael (Aboda Zara, 27), it is such a medicinal use of the idol 
that one is energetically warned against. Supposing now that 
the emblems of Christianity too are actually subsumed under the 
category of idols, which is by no means the case, supposing further 
that it is prohibited to seek recovery by their help, even then there 
would be no way of justifying a rationally thinking person in his 
attempting to refer such a prohibition to the Christian Church, or 
to go further yet, and assert that the latter is in the mind of the 
Jews unclean, or, according to Dr. Ecker, altogether the most unclean. 

As an illustration of how the Rabbinical school used to term 
Tumah , we quote an eloquent account of the Mishnah [Iodaim, 4]: 
“The Sadducees were once deriding their antagonists, the Pharisees, 
as follows: ‘ How amazingly absurd is your procedure in establish¬ 
ing laws! the writings of Homer are not defiling while the sacred 
books of the Bible should be subject of defiling; is it not the height 
of absurdity? ’ Hereupon replied R. Johanan b. Zakai: You could 
adduce against us yet other analogous but more drastic facts; the 
bones of an ass are not defiling while those of the high-priest Johann 
Hyrcan do defile! How would you solve this paradox ? ” Whereupon 
the Sadducees answered: “This is obvious. The position one holds 
when alive is in direct ratio with the uncleanness after death; the 
more revered and beloved one was when alive, the more defiling 
is his corpse.” Now you see, said R. Johanan b. Zakai, this speaks 
as well as for us, I could turn the very same weapons unto ye! the 
profane writings of Homer—that are not our favorite — are indiffer¬ 
ent to us, they do not defile; the sacred books which we revere 
and love are subjects of defiling the hands that touch them! 

Now, if according to Dr. Ecker’s and Justus’s literary artifice, 
the Christian Church too belongs “0/ course ,” to the most unclean, 
is it not possible in the rabbinical sense to construe on the contrary 
a consecration, a proof of superior esteem for the church? Ye 
gentlemen Doctors, where is your wisdom? 

Artifices of this kind can be brought about only by a Dr. Justus, 
who, impregnated with malice and Jew-hatred, misuses ink and paper 
to openly and scornfully defy the truth. And a consecrated priest, 
an academic teacher, stamps his approval upon his tricky work and 
in a sacred place where justice is being administered, whither he, 
credited agreeably to his sect and position, was summoned to con¬ 
scientiously elucidate the truth, where he might have been made 
to confirm under oath the veracity of his conviction! Verily, Dr. 
Ecker has badly sinned, not only against the Jewish people, but 
also against Christian Germany! Is then in our age the Hebrew 
literature a book sealed with seven seals? Are not there in Ger- 
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many also Christian savants who could detect this arbitrary pro¬ 
cedure, who could trace to its source such a groundless absurdity? 
Would that he may perceive the opinion of the Christian professors, 
Delitzsch, Cassel, etc., expressed with reference to his expert opin¬ 
ion, he would see then whether they regard his depositions as ac¬ 
tually impartial, or as of a wholly different nature, he would learn 
whether they agree with him in that the Christian Church too be¬ 
longs of course to the most unclean! This is, honorable priest of 
the church, your impartiality, such is it prima facie! 

“ I should like yet to touch here upon the point which was thought to be im¬ 
portant when Herr Colleague Treu has pointed out that he has nowhere read in the 
‘ Shulchan Aruch ’ that Christians are worse than dogs. To be sure, it is manifest 
that a law book is not the place to state that the Christians are worse than dogs ; but 
it is perverse to infer from here that Dr. Justus has falsified the text. This sentence 
was namely brought forth as a foundation of law 31, where note 3 remarks, however, 
that it is borrowed from the renowned exegete Rashi.” 

We do not know the passage attributed to Rashi. However, 
places of this nature are not rare in the Talmud. Let us quote such 
a passage. The question was discussed, for whom it is allowed to 
prepare food on a holiday; in this connection it reads: “What 
causes you to exclude the Akum from, and to introduce the dogs into, 
the law ? M “ The dogs depend on you in their food and rearing, there¬ 
fore I treat of them in the law, but the Akum I exclude, for no one 
is obliged to take care of him," (Betza, 21b). Rashi has surely 
commented on such a place in the Talmud, and Dr. Justus was 
dexterous enough to forge thereof a poisoned arrow and to direct 
it as best it suits his instincts. But is here even a particle of in¬ 
sinuating contempt and depreciation of an Akum or a Christian? 
In the foregoing quotation the question is discussed as to the pre¬ 
paring of food on such holidays that do not coincide with the Sab¬ 
bath, which preparing is allowed only for such persons and animals 
that depend on others in their food. We refer yet the reader to our 
next observation. 

“ Another point was contended against by Herr Treu, in law 17, which treats of 
the case that the Jews pray when the plague rages in their midst, but not when the 
plague is among animals. Here it reads further : ‘ But they do (pray) when the 
plague is among swine, as their intestines resembles those of man, likewise when the 
plague is among Akum (Christians).’ I agree with Herr Treu that in lieu of * like¬ 
wise ’ should be ‘ the more so,’ and therewith the law loses its poignancy, but it looks 
suspicious all the same that in one and the same line the Akum are coupled together 
with swine.” 

The Herr Privatdocent of the royal academy displayed masterly 
skill to excite his audience, and to unbridle the passions of hatred. 
Verily, also we must make an extraordinary effort to control our 
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agitated mind. The reasons, however, lie by no means in the 
affected depreciation of the human dignity in general, or of that of 
the Akum in particular, no matter who is meant thereby as ascer¬ 
tained by the Expert, but in the boundless ignorance of this theo¬ 
logical doctor, which is truly astonishing, nay startling. And yet 
he asserts to have been studying Semitica for ten years! David, 
the King of Israel, was considered by the older Rabbis, the high¬ 
est unattainable authority, the ideal of the Jewish people. As 
far as rank and merits are concerned, they put him above the Patri¬ 
archs Moses and Joshua, each of whom, they tell us, had his hands 
stained in one way or other, wherefore none of them was honored 
with saying the benediction over the goblet. David, however, was 
found wholly stainless, the goblet was predestined for him, and only 
he was allowed to grasp it and praise therewith the Omnipotent! 
This legend is to be found in Talmud (Pesachim, 119). But the very 
same so highly revered David is somewhere else coupled together 
with dogs, and, in defiance of all shame and discretion, treated even 
worse than a dog—in the sense of Justus and Ecker. It is namely 
recorded: David died, and his son and successor to the throne, Solo¬ 
mon , had his messenger ask in the college as follows: ‘ ‘ The remains of 
my royal father are exposed to the scorching sun rays, the dogs of 
my father’s household are hungry and menace them, may I in view 
of all this touch on the day of Sabbath the remains, and have them 
sheltered?” Hereupon came the answer: “First of all satisfy the 
hunger of the dogs by having a carcass cut to them ; thereafter put 
upon your father’s corpse a loaf of bread or a child, then you may 
have it removed into the shade.” Contemplating this, Solomon 
made in his later years the utterance: “Truly the living dog is 
better than the dead lion.” Thus reads the legend in the Talmud 
(Sabbath, 32). And more yet; of their own people the sages say: 
“Three are insolent, Israel among the nations, the dog among the 
animals, the cock among the birds ” (Betza, 25). Who would assert 
that in these passages David and Isreal are depreciated? This 
elementary point should not have escaped the consciousness of a 
theologian trained in the Hebrew and Rabbinical literature, viz., 
that expressions of this kind were current among the law teachers 
of those days, without, however, any intention on their part to either 
elevate or degrade any one! Again , we read in the Talmud (Pesach , 
112): “The rabbis taught, there are three who hate one another: 
the dogs, the cocks, and the sages.” Others add yet the rival wo¬ 
men, still others also the teachers at the Babylonian academies. 
Well, Dr. Ecker, what would you say to this point? Could the 
sages find no better company than the dogs, cocks and rivals? And 
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again, are the Evangelists more moderate in their language? Does 
not Matthew also call the nations dogs and swine? (Mat., 6, 7). 
Where then is here room for indignation? The patriarch Jacob 
on his death-bed blesses his sons who surround him. Their char¬ 
acteristic merits and defects he designates by animal forms which 
they resemble. Jehudah he calls a young lion, Naftali a bitch, 
Issachar an ass, Dan a serpent, Benjamin, his youngest favorite, 
a rending wolf. Moses, too, calls in his farewell blessing the tribe 
of Joseph, “a first-born ox.” Should these two reverend old men 
have had the malicious intention, at the most serious moment when 
they were preparing to part with life, to revile and insult? Here 
is a point for Herr Dr. Ecker to meditate on! * 

No. 21. As we are lacking in time we requested the dean of this 
faculty to send us a copy of the curriculum with an admission card, 
so that we might arrive at the exact hour appointed for some lec¬ 
tures on the Talmud and on theology which we saw announced in 
the programme; to which we received the following letter: 

The Jewish Theological Seminary of America. 

New York, January 5, 1903. 

Dear Sir :—Your letter of the 21st ult. is just before me. I have 
not yet been able to send you a copy of the curriculum, which I shall 
be very glad to do when it is printed. Whilst a weekly curriculum 

* We are convinced that many, yes, very many, offensive passages in the Tal¬ 
mud are traceable to the Jews-Christians among the Rabbis. For a long time these 
Jews-Christians remained in close relations with their Jewish brethren, refrained 
from ostentatiously manifesting their belief in the messianistn of Jesus ; however, in 
their innermost selves they entertained and nourished a more and more unfolding 
rancor against the teachings as well as against the authority of the law teachers, who 
would by means of all imaginable contrivances interfere with their clandestine plans 
to carry on propaganda for their idea. Jacob from Kefar Sekania and Jacob Minaah 
(Megila, 23) are mentioned as such, and there must have been many of this class. It 
is to these Jews-Christians that we attribute the authorship of some of the above-cited 
sentences that sound in a measure defamatory to the Rabbis. In like manner the 
foregoing David legend may have originated in these circles. Indeed, David was 
far from being stainless ; he himself was conscious of it and expressed it in a peniten¬ 
tial psalm to which we refer (Psalm 51). But as the pretended ancestor of Jesus the 
adherents of the latter surrounded him with dazzling though undeserved glory. (We, 
in our new edition of the Talmud have omitted both legends concerning David, 
as we are certain they are not to be ascribed to the Rabbis of the Talmud ; see 
also our edition [Betza, 49] footnotes. We have omitted the whole saying but 
Maelits, for the same reason.) In this, our pamphlet, from page 35 on, we explain 
all the passages where Akum is mentioned and what it signifies, not by suppositions 
but by facts, and as it is written in the German language, we may refer the reader, 
who would like to know this, to them. 
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has been adopted for the year, some of its provisions are still under 
advisement, and I have not deemed it wise to put it in print. 

I have not at the moment any copy of the hours of the lectures 
either, nor do I really think it would be profitable for you to attend 
an occasional lecture, as you suggest. You realize, too, that the 
classes must necessarily consist of young men, that practically 
every hour involves a certain amount of recitation, and that the 
students will feel awkward, or necessarily ill at ease, in the presence 
of some one older than themselves. 

Yours very truly, 

S. ScHECHTER, 
President of the Facidty. 

Michael L. Rodkinson, Esq., 


No. 22. The Jewish Encyclopaedia is undoubtedly a monu¬ 
mental work and most eminent scholars in both continents are 
taking part in it, and there a great many scientific articles which are 
instructive to the students and also many laymen are pleased by 
reading a great deal of articles in every branch. (True, that some 
articles though scientific would be better if omitted in the encyclo¬ 
paedia. We refer to Dr. P. Mendus’ message to the Union Ortho¬ 
dox congregations which took place recently.) However, because 
it is a monumental work, we cannot restrain ourselves from re¬ 
marking that the editors should be more careful in their revision of 
the articles. In Appendix No. 8, we show that the bibliographies 
are not complete and now we will remark that the editors are not 
careful in their biographies. 

There is a short biographical sketch in Vol. I., p. 16, of Aaron 
Ha-Levi Ben Moses of Staroselye, who was our mother’s father. In 
the American Hebrew , June 28, 1901, we have already remarked 
that his family name was Hurwitz, which he received from his 
ancestor, the famous Ishiah Halevi Hurivitz, known by the name 
Shelaw, the author of “ Snee Luchoth Habrith,” and this was 
omitted. 

We have then overlooked that his main and wonderful work, 
“Sharee Haychudve Haemuna" (Gates of the Unity (of God) and 
its Creed) is not mentioned. This great work has surprised not only 
the Cabbalists and Chasidim, but also the Maskilim like Sneier 
Zachs and Lazar Zwefel. The former mentioned it in his well- 
known “ Hathchia ” thus : “and the wonderful work by Aaron Huri¬ 
vitz ” and so also the latter in his “ Solom A 1 Israel,’’ who speaks of 
it enthusiastically and at length. Remarkable it is that in the 
bibliography of the sketch is mentioned Rodkinson’s “ Toldath 
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Amude Hachabad” and in this book his family name as well as the 
above-mentioned work with more particulars are to be found. By 
this we see that the editor of this subject did not care to look up the 
bibliography at least to make it correct. He should at least have 
seen Funns’ “ Kneset Israel,” in which the name and the books 
are mentioned. 

All this concerns the incorrect biography. Should we count the 
omissions of the names of very great men, even only of Aaron and 
Abraham of all classes, who ought to be mentioned in the encyclo¬ 
paedia, who played a great role in Israel, it would take too much 
space and time. A glance into our Biographie sammtlicher Rab- 
biner der Governments Vollhynien , Podolien , Ukraine , Gross- u. 
Klein-Polen und Galizien von Jahrc 1695 bis 1876 (Konigsberg 
1876), pp. 30-34, will convince the reader of this. 
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CRITICISM TO CHAPTER VII (KARAITES). THE BELIEF OF SADDU- 
CEES, KARAITES, AND OF THE REFORMED JEWS. 

Dr. Michael L. Rodkinson. 

Sir :—Having read your article about the “ The Karaites” in The American 
Hebrew (23-24), though in general I have found therein likely and probable things, 
I cannot forbear from calling your attention to several points on which, in my opinion, 
it behooves not a man like you to take a partial view, while presenting to the readers 
a historic account. It is the duty of every fair writer of history to give an account of 
the facts without any personal bias, and where there is a difference of opinion, with¬ 
out sufficient evidence for demonstrating the truth of any, then it is the duty of the 
historian to state as much, and if he is able to decide between them, he should give 
his opinion also ; if not, he shall leave the task of deciding to some of the readers 
who might be able, perhaps, to do so. But you have not done so. 

You have written (p. 685) that when Anan saw, etc., and have ignored, or are 
unaware of, what the head of our poets, R. Jehudah Halevi, wrote in his “ Cuzari,” 
III., 65, that in the time of Jehudah b. Tabi and Simon b. Shetah Karaism com¬ 
menced an account of what happened between the Sages and the King Janseus, etc., 
see carefully that passage, you will find there that R. Jehudah Halevi admits that the 
doctrine of the Karaites is an ancient one. And you ought to mention this fact. 

So also I do not agree with you in what you say, that at present are found only 
4—5,000 Karaites in the world. For, in my opinion, the Reformers in Europe and 
America must be regarded as Karaites, as they decided at their Congress at Rochester 
that they do not consider the Talmud as authoritative, and that only the Pentateuch 
is the basis of their doctrines. If it is so, then they are evidently also Karaites. And 
if in some ceremonies they differ from the contemporary Karaites, for this reason we 
cannot separate them from them. You yourself enumerate sects among the Karaites 
distinguished from each other in their ceremonies, and yet they all avow themselves 
to be Karaites. 
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This is what I have wanted to remark, and if you are conscientious, you will 
modify this, not to mislead the future generations who will read your history, and 
thereby you will insure yourself against critics, who condemn a whole book when 
they find in it one thing which is not quite right. 

Your obedient servant, 

Isaac Levi Shalit. 


Answer. 

With many thanks for your ingenious remarks, and for your love 
of truth and eagerness to save me from unfair critics, I state at your 
desire what I have to say in reply, and what I have omitted in the 
article itself, viz.: 

First—let it be known that I am not writing the history of the 
Karaites, but that of the Talmud, and mention those who have con¬ 
tributed to its extension and diffusion, as well as those who perse¬ 
cuted it, from the time it had begun to develop till to-day. For 
this purpose it does not matter whether Karaites were an old or a 
new sect, from the time of Anan, as all admit that they persecuted 
the Talmud to the utmost. And I, who have been, obliged to give 
briefly the history of the Karaites for the reason that they perse¬ 
cuted the Talmud, used as authorities the latest historians who have 
treated this subject, as Pinsker, Graetz, Fiirst, Geiger and Gottlober, 
who have all decided that it was an invention of Anan himself. 
But out of respect to truth, I am bound to tell you that I was not 
unaware of, nor did I conceal, what is written about the Karaite 
sect in the “Cuzari.” For of this has the head of the reformed 
rabbis, the learned scholar Holdheim, written long ago, in his book 
“Maamar Haishuth,” as much as it is worth, and philosophized 
about the assertions in the “ Chasar,” but he also found that he had 
been mistaken in this (or that he was compelled to write this, for 
reasons unknown to us at the present day; I myself say, he wrote 
thus because in his days the Chasars were reported to also be Kara¬ 
ites, and he who made his book in the form of a controversy be¬ 
tween a Karaite and Rabbi did not want to charge it with being a 
new sect, but admitting one point, namely, that it is an old sect, he 
still urged that there is no foundation for it). And to make you, 
and those who entertain the same opinion, to cease to think that 
the reformers of the present time are “Karaites,” and also that the 
readers may know what the Karaites plead ; that the Karaite sect 
has been from the time of Moses, who was himself a Karaite, and 
the Rabbinical innovation dates from Jeroboam b. Nebat,wehave 
only to quote from the above-mentioned book of Holdheim, p. 1 17, 
etc., and also what he wrote to refute their assertions, p. 122, and 
also what we will find to remark on his words. 
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* It is known that according to the opinion of the Karaites them¬ 
selves in their books, their belief and their tradition is identical with 
the Pentateuch. Together with the body of the Pentateuch, the 
Lord communicated to Moses an oral comment, and he communi¬ 
cated to his contemporaries, who transmitted it to the succeeding 
generations till the death of Solomon. When the people was split 
into two parties, one adhered to Rehoboam, and the other followed 
Jeroboam, who sinned and led his party into sin. The Karaites 
named their traditions the inherited yoke and burden, and accord¬ 
ing to them there was during all that time only one Torah for the 
whole people, as one God, and the text and its interpretation were 
inseparable and sprung from the same source, the father of the 
Karaites being Moses himself, the trusted pastor who carried all 
his people on his shoulders. As Jeroboam was one of those who 
had received the tradition transmitted from age to age as above- 
mentioned, and one of the men of the Great Sanhedrin, fearing that 
the royal power should be recovered by David’s dynasty, he in¬ 
vented strange and spurious interpretations of the Torah to replace 
the good ones and true ones which the Sanhedrin had by tradition. 
He presented it to the people, whom he misled, and brought to evil. 
The nation believed him, followed in his footsteps, exchanged most 
commandments of the Torah for others, subtracted, added, at their 
pleasure. Since then Israel was divided into two sects, and the 
Torah became two rival and hostile Torahs. Judea kept the law 
according to the ancient custom received from Moses without any 
change, addition or subtraction, Karaism being the modem con¬ 
tinuation thereof. Israel, on the other hand, observed the laws 
according to the new manner, with alterations, additions and sub¬ 
tractions invented by Jeroboam, and Rabbinism is its continuation; 
later false prophets rose in Israel, and, claiming divine inspiration, 
misguided them, and even some of Judea, etc. But Judea, never¬ 
theless, continued to be the seat of the Mosaic tradition, as the 
majority adhering most to the truth. However, as the Temple 
was demolished, most prophets, priests, Levites and Sanhedrin were 
slain, while those left alive were mostly of the sinners. Therefore 
at the restoration of the second Temple, even while there still were 
prophets, who are called the “good figs,” there were two sects and 
two separate Torahs. After the cessation of prophetic inspiration 
this split grew and widened. The party holding by the tmth said 
the Torah was only that one written by Moses and given to Israel; 
the party believing in the falsehood said there were two Torahs, 


* Translated almost verbatim from Mamar Haishuth. 
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written and oral, invented by Jeroboam and the false prophets, and 
which they also referred to Moses, who received it (according to 
them) from the Lord. Thus it continued till the time of Matthew, 
the Hasmonean (Maccabee), when Antiochus the Wicked, wishing 
to suppress altogether the Jewish lore, in which time of calamities 
all great sages of the Sanhedrin who had the true tradition of the 
comment and the Torah were all murdered, and the tradition till 
then transmitted, was now severed, and the greater part of the 
comment and the Torah was lost and forgotton, only an infini¬ 
tesimal fraction being left. This fact took place in the year 3560 
after creation. 

As Matthew triumphed, and peace was restored in the land, the 
men of intellect sat down to learn the Torah and understand it with 
the aid of their reason. But owing to its great depth, they could 
not comprehend it, and many diverse opinions existed. Thus the 
differences between sects, Karaite as well as Rabbinical, arose, and 
persist to these days. 

The quarrel between the two sects grew in violence till the time 
of the king and high-priest Janeus was reached, and something 
happened between the sages and him, as is well known, so that he 
massacred all the sages in his anger, and none remained except one 
great man of each sect, Jehudah b. Tabai, who held the truth, and 
Simeon b. Shetah, drawn after the false doctrine of Jeroboam b. 
Nebat and the false prophets. The king, wishing to kill both, 
Jehudah b. Tabai hid in Jerusalem, and Simeon b. Shetah was the 
queen’s brother, who facilitated his escape to Egypt, where he 
stayed three years; being there, he learned from the Israelite sages 
found there since the destruction of the first Temple, and the days 
of Jeremiah, all the strange comments invented by Jeroboam and 
the false prophets. Simeon b. Shetah added thereto some of his 
own, and built there a great temple and sacrificed there, though 
it was not the chosen place; and after his return to Jerusalem he 
wanted to be a great lord in Israel, and taught, therefore, the people 
what he had acquired in Egypt, as the oral law communicated to 
Moses, and transmitted by him; and, because he was the king’s 
brother-in-law and had much influence at the court, his false doc¬ 
trines became popular among Israel, who received the false Torah 
instead of the true one. 

After that Israel was divided into two parties, and the quarrel 
commenced also in the Sanhedrin, the heads of the nation, and heirs 
and teachers of the Torah. One sect went after R. Jehudah b. 
Tabai and was called Sadducees (Zadikim) (Upright), from the 
phrase “hearken unto me, ye that pursue righteousness (Zadik) 
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[Is. li., i.], and their justice is everlasting justice, and their Torah 
is truth; Karaism is a continuation thereof. The second sect fol¬ 
lowed Simeon b. Shetah, and were called Pharisees (Parushim), 
separatists, for separating themselves from the old faith of Israel. 
This state of things continued from 3650 after creation, from the 
time of Jehudah b. Tabai, till the ruin of the second Temple, year 
3828. At that epoch, the majority of the Sadducees were slain, 
but the Pharisees mostly survived, for which there were two causes: 
first, because those of the Sadducaic party were the political and 
warlike men, while the Pharisees were humble and were students; 
secondly, because the Sadducees were stricter in observing the 
duties, and their conduct was of much holiness and purity, and had 
seen that if they were to be exiled, being an unclean earth, and with¬ 
out water for removing the uncleanness, they could not keep the 
law as it ought to be; therefore they were martyrs, choosing to be 
murdered rather than live, and all were killed for the sanctification 
of the Lord. Put the Pharisees who were not strict, and were not 
afraid of the ruin of the Temple or exile, and chose life rather than 
death, and went out to Titus, the Wicked, and, surrendering, were 
all left alive. Therefore, after the ruin of the Temple the Pharisees 
rose in power, whereas the Sadducees declined. Thus it continued 
till R. Jehudah the Nassi, the editor of the Mishna. He collected 
all comments, good and bad, true and false, ancient and recent, all 
together; he wrote them down in a book without making distinc¬ 
tions between the sacred and profane, unclean and clean; he decided 
and declared that they are all Sinaic. This occurred in 3945. 

After the conclusion of the Mishna, rose up those who composed 
the Palestinian and Babylonian Talmuds, and from that time on 
the quarrel grew in force, and the hate, rivalry and jealousy grew 
between the two sects, the Sadducees and Pharisees. For the 
Sadducees held the true Torah, written by Moses our teacher, and 
those few true comments that have been left from many; but the 
Pharisees abandoned the written Torah and ignored it as of subor¬ 
dinate importance, and clung to the oral law, that is, the Mishna 
and the Talmud, making it the thing of the first importance, saying 
that tradition will be victorious. They said every one who studies 
the written law has fulfilled only partially his obligations, but every 
one who studies Mishna or Talmud he has completely discharged 
his obligations; every one who trangresses the written law is cul¬ 
pable of stripes, who transgresses the words of the sages is guilty of 
capital punishment, and that one should not object even if they say 
to you of the right that it is the left, and of the left that it is the 
right and similar erroneous teachings. Thus it continued to be till 
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the time of Anan the Nassi, the Holy and the Saint, the son of David 
the Nassi, in the year 4400 after the creation. Anan * lived in 
Babylonia and was of the Sadducees, and for his great wisdom 
Israel, Sadducees as well as Pharisees, chose him as Nassi, as the 
head of Beth Din and Exilarch. After his instalment as Nassi and 
head of Beth Din by the sanction of the Arabian monarch, and the 
will of all Israel, he became zealous for God and his Torah, and 
wished to restore it to its primitive purity; he commenced to plead 
against the oral law, i.e., the Mishna, and deny and declare it as 
nought. When the Pharisaic sect perceived all this, they rose upon 
him and devised stratagems to kill him. But out of fear of the king, 
they did not lay their hands on him, but denounced him to the king 
that he had rebelled against the law of the government, but the king 
pitied him and saved him from them, and so he was left alive. When 
Anan perceived that the Pharisees did not want to return to the 
truth, he was disgusted with being a Nassi, left his house and pos¬ 
sessions in Babylonia, and departed with his sons and disciples to 
Jerusalem, the Sacred City. He built there a synagogue, “The 
Temple of God,” to pray and to weep morning, noon and evening; 
and perceiving that the Pharisees were increasing, and that the 
Sadducees decreased, and fearing lest the true Torah be forgotten 
entirely, and lest the Sadducees be absorbed in time by the Phari¬ 
sees, he commanded his disciples, friends and acquaintances, to 
keep themselves apart from the sect of the Pharisees wholly and 
with the utmost possible strictness. He forbade them to eat their 
foods, for they are not careful about all kinds of uncleanness, and 
eat carcasses and tallow prohibited by the Torah. So also he for¬ 
bade them to intermarry with them, because they had trespassed 
the barriers of consanguinity. And Anan interpreted the Torah 
and commandments according to the true comment, as he had re¬ 
ceived it from his fathers and masters by tradition, who belonged 
to the sect of Sadducees, continuing from the oldest times; and as 
the whole Sadducean doctrine is founded on the text of the Holy 
Scriptures, Pentateuch, Prophets and Hagiographas, therefore Anan 
the Nassi called the Sadducean sect “Karaites,” (Karaim), that is, 
who are called and go in their simplicity. (Ba’ale Mikre): and as 
the whole object of the Pharisees was to pursue high positions and 
lordliness, and also because they are many in comparison with the 

* It is well known that the Karaites make Anan’s life date 100 years earlier than 
in reality, i.e., 4400. But S. L. Rapoport, in his “ Kerem Chemed,” p. 203, has 
explained and proved their mistake, from the testimony of Sherira the Gaon, and 
the “ Book of Tradition,” by Abraham b. David, that Anan rose in the age of Jehuda 
the Gaon, who was a Gaon from 4516 to 4529^. 
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few Karaites, he called them “Rabbanim,” (lords, many), that is, 
the adherents of the Mishna and Talmud. . . . 

This is the opinion of the Karaites themselves about their his¬ 
tory, and that every one who wishes to know and understand all 
the errors of the Rabbis (according to them), should see the Book 
of God’s Wars, (“Sepher Milhamoth Adonai”),by Salman b. Je- 
rucham, and the Admonitory letter (“Igereth Hatochachath ”), by 
Sahal Hakohen, and “Eshkol Hakopher,” by Jehudah Hadasi 
Haabel (the Mourner), he called himself thus for mourning, and 
” Apiryon Asah,” and “L’hem Sheorim,” by R. Solomon the Turk, 
also the “Asara Maamaroth,” of Elijah the Jerusalemite, and the 
“ Amuna Omen” by Abraham b. Joshua the Jerusalemite, all 
which books are written to refute the false Rabbinical laws ; and 
of the Rabbinical sages after Anan they say that when they saw 
that the plain and just truth is evidently on the side of the Sad- 
ducees, they invented about them calumnies, that they were Sad- 
ducees and Bithusiaus followers of Zaduk and Bithus, the infidels, 
and their glory they confounded with shame by conscious falsehood 
for whereas they had been called Tzadikim from ancient times, 
they altered their name to Tzadukim (Sadducees, Zadukim), fol¬ 
lowers of Tsaduk, etc., etc.” 

... * Here we have given to the reader what we have briefly 
quoted so far as needful for our purpose, and to spare much of our 
own discussion by citing the words of another. From “Orah 
Tzadikim” treating of the split between the Karaites and Rabbis, 
written by the scholarly rabbi, Sim’ha Isaac of Lutzki in 5516. 
And we, desiring to call the attention of scholars and thinkers to 
the affirmations of the Karaites themselves about their ancient 
history, both their charges against us and their justifications of 
themselves, have abridged their statements, for it is our duty to 
hear what they say for themselves, and try to separate the truths 
from the falsehoods as impartial judges, not as advocates. 

And, before all, I say, the man is dreaming who speaks that the 
difference between the Karaites and Rabbis began in the time of 
Rehoboam; the son of Solomon, and of Jeroboam, the son of Nebat, 
when Israel revolted against David’s dynasty. And if the Rabbis 
were to make such a senseless assertion, that the rebels against 
David’s dynasty were the same that the Karaites are, beyond doubt 
the Karaites would say that they pervert the words of the living 
God and deny what is written in the Prophets, that Jeroboam led 
away the people from the worship of the true God who had pro- 


Page 122 , Holdheim’s opinion. 
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tected them 'rom the times of Egypt till then, to serve golden calves 
which he had made, and made a festival in a wrong month which 
he invented that the people should not go to celebrate the holidays 
at Jerusalem, and the royalty not be restored to David’s house. 
The Karaites state here a strange fiction, which is ridiculed by every 
one who has any knowledge of books. 

Besides that, any one who has eyes to see, ears to hear, and a 
palate to taste, that which is written in the Scriptures, is aware that 
during all the time of the prophets till the exile of Israel and Judea 
from their land and captivity in the land of their enemies, the quar¬ 
rel between the parties was not about the interpretation of the 
Torah, or about the reasons of the commandments, but about the 
Torah itself, between those who knew it and those who did not 
know it, between the worshippers of the true God and the idolators. 
The prophets of the true God, and the best element of the people 
who followed them, have served God and loved him, and were his 
true servants, adhered to him and observed his commandments and 
his law. But the king and the common people devoted themselves 
to drink, to idolatry, adultery, and other uncleanness of the other 
nations of their time. 

And truly, the author of the “Orach Zadikim,” as well as the 
writers whom he quotes, have not adhered to the truth but in¬ 
dulged in falsehoods, by fixing the beginning of this quarrel at 
a time which it was impossible to have begun. And if the author 
and his co-religionists fully believe that the present Pentateuch 
was known to and in the possession of the names in the days of 
David and Solomon, Rehoboam and Jeroboam, and that, to¬ 
gether with the written Torah and its commentaries it was in the 
possession of the Sanhedrin and the members of the great and 
small Beth Din of those days, as the same belief was entertained 
by the Pharisees from the written Torah and its commentaries,— 
we will not plead with them to question or reflect upon this be¬ 
lief, and state from the investigations of the modern as well as 
the ancient critics, that the Pentateuch was at that time of recent 
date and no one knew of it because it had been written only in 
the days of Solomon, and no one had seen it,—for it would be 
unfair to refute a warranted belief on one hand by a total denial 
on the other. But we will argue from the standpoint of the Ka¬ 
raites themselves, who adhere to the text and deny the commen¬ 
taries which are conflicting with the ordinary interpretation of the 
Scripture. For they themselves have interpreted the Scripture 
wrongly, and ascribed to it a meaning which has never been in¬ 
tended, by stating that the quarrel between Israel and Judea, 
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or between Jeroboam and Rehoboam, has caused a quarrel, in 
no way or manner resembling it, between the Karaites and the 
Rabbis regarding the interpretation of the Scripture. This is one 
of those falsehoods which have absolutely no foundation what¬ 
ever, and are shunned by those who are able to distinguish be¬ 
tween truth and falsehood. 

The statement that the difference between the Karaites and 
Rabbis dates from the time the difference between Jehudah b. 
Tabai and Simeon b. Shetah broke out, etc., is nothing but a net 
spread out by the Karaites to catch therein the people of Israel, 
etc. But it is up to date not known who is the author of this 
statement and who circulated it among the Karaites that they 
might make it the foundation of their structure, which founda¬ 
tion, if demolished, would cause the ruin of the whole structure. 

There is no doubt in our mind that the Karaites have borrowed 
this statement from the Pharisees when endeavoring to separate 
from the Sadducees, whom they also considered as infidels, and 
to erect a new edifice for themselves, for the Pharisees also con¬ 
sider Simeon b. Shetah to have restored the Torah to her old 
glory, as they state in the mentioned Boraitha: “The world was 
embarrassed until Simeon b. Shetah appeared and restored the 
Torah to her former state.” And here they found an opportunity 
to use the Pharisees’ arguments against them. The Pharisees say 
that after the massacre of the sages and those learned in the tra¬ 
ditional law by Johanan Hyrcanus, the oral law was forgotten in 
Israel till Simeon b. Shetah came and restored it. By oral law 
is meant that traditional comment on the Torah as it was after¬ 
ward written down and concluded by R. Jehudah the Nasi and 
his successors in the Mishna and Talmud against which the Ka¬ 
raites protest. Now, the difference between restoration and inno¬ 
vation is insignificant, and what the Pharisees and Rabbis term 
restoration the Karaites name innovation , and maintain that Simeon 
b. Shetah made a new law, that is the oral law which was unknown 
previously, and had not descended to them from their forefathers : 
and from this new law a new quarrel sprung forth among those 
who believed in tradition, which quarrel has no connection what¬ 
ever with the old controversy between the disciples of Sadduk 
and Bithus, the infidels, and the Josees, the believers, on whom 
all Israel leant. 

As for the statement of the Karaites above mentioned that their 
belief dates from the time of the second Temple, etc., and that 
only Anan brought it to light again, after it had disappeared, the 
same was very ably criticised by the scholarly rabbi, S. J. Rapa- 
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port (“Kerem Hemed,” p. 200), by laying out his own plan for 
the investigation of the causes of the Karaite history; he says, 
namely: “The activity of Anan was not isolated in its kind, 
but it was only a link in the chain of the history of the nations 
of those days. For there existed religious differences among the 
Arabians, some holding only the Koran and what Mahomet com¬ 
municated to his son-in-law Eli, and who are known as the Shitin; 
while some held the traditions communicated by Mahomet, his 
wife and son-in-law, his sons, and many disciples, who are 
known as the Shonin.” 

And it seems that this religious quarrel has, to our shame, in¬ 
fected the Jews; Anan and Saul, his sons, tried to establish a 
new sect in Israel similar to the Shitin, for they thought that the 
Arabian high officers would assist them, for they would be at one 
with them in taking for the basis of their belief only what is written 
in the text, and to deny tradition. And how many times have 
religious movements, similar to those, taken place among the 
nations among which we live, even in our own times. 

Having thus laid before the reader the views of the Karaites 
themselves, i.c., of those later Karaites who endeavored to justify 
Anan for his complete separation from the Rabbanism, although 
Anan himself was very far from doing so, as can easily be seen 
by every one who has some sense of his own, from the statement 
of Anan: “And I will prepare you a Mishnaand Talmud myself,” 
{vide supra , p. 27), and also some of the opinions of the scholars 
Holdheim and Rapaport, we wish to submit our own opinion 
in regard to this matter. 

In our judgment they all erred in making the following two 
assertions, viz: that the Sadducees did not believe in retribution 
in the world to come; and that the Talmudists had no knowledge 
of a sect naming itself, or which was named by others, Karaites. 
The error in making these assertions caused them to draw far¬ 
fetched inferences and to write a number of articles, which will 
not stand any proper criticism. For Holdheim, in refuting upon 
the assertion of the Karaites that their sect was founded in the 
days of Jehudah b. Tobai, fixes their origin at a much prior date, 
by stating that the Sadducees and Karaites are one and the same 
sect, and that the latter name was adopted by them at a later 
date, but at the time of the Talmud they were known by the 
former name, and that accounts for not finding the name Karaites 
in the Talmud, (see at length, ibid., p. 25), basing his assertions 
on Maimonidus and Abraham b. David of Paskira. Some of these 
assertions may be found in Rapaport, although he tries to recon- 
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cile both sides. And because the Karaites differed from the Sad- 
ducees in that the latter did not believe in resurrection, and, 
according to him, also not in retribution after death, Holdheim 
asserts that the Karaites, who are the same as the Sadducees, 
have adopted that belief only at a later date, when that belief 
has already been adopted by all other nations and religions. 

And coming to such conclusion he justifies the Sadducees and 
their views, and gives them preference over the Rabbanism and 
their views, which constitutes almost the whole subject of his 
book. But we will prove his error, and therefore most of his as¬ 
sertions will prove of no value, and the Talmudists and their 
views and teachings will remain true and everlasting. 

But before attempting to explain ourselves in more detail we 
feel it our duty to say a few words in regard to Resurrection, which 
is the basis of the whole contention between the scholars above 
mentioned and the sects themselves. 

The first Mishna in Chapt. Halek (Sanhedrin) reads: “The fol¬ 
lowing have no share in the world to come: the one who says the 
Resurrection does not originate from the Pentateuch,” which is 
explained by Rashi as follows: he who does not believe in 

the inferences drawn later on in the German that resurrection orig¬ 
inates from the Bible; and even if he does believe in resurrection, 
but says that it does not originate from the Pentateuch, he is an 
infidel, for if he does not believe in its origin from the Bible what 
do we care for him or his belief? Wherefrom does he know that 
so it is ? He is, therefore, a perfect infidel.” And although 
some doubt whether these quoted words came from the pen of 
Rashi, because it was not Rashi’s way to enter into lengthy ex¬ 
planations, still all concede that it expresses the true meaning of 
the Mishna. 

Now, if we will take the true intent of the Talmudists, that 
although one believes in resurrection he is an infidel, if he does 
not believe that its origin is from the Pentateuch, we will at once 
conceive that when the latter belief began to circulate among 
all nations and among the masses of Israel to such an extent that 
it was considered an essential element of the belief in God, and 
that any religion which did not consider it one of its dogmas, was 
not worthy of being ranked as a religion at all, the Talmudists 
endeavored to prove the origin of this belief from the Pentateuch 
and that other nations and religions borrowed it from that source, 
in order to refute those who asserted that its origin was in the 
New Testament and, therefore, the latter was the principal re¬ 
ligion and the former ceased to exist. 
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We will now take up another Mislina in Tract Berachoth, p. 54a: 
“Since the Sadducees have perversely taught that there is only 
one state of existence, it was ordained that it shall be pronounced: 
‘From Eternity to Eternity,’” which Rashi explains, i.e., “that 
they denied resurrection.” Rashi again diverts the Mishna from 
its plain meaning, that the Sadducees did not admit the existence 
of the world to come, i.e., retribution after the soul separates from 
the body, and limited their disbelief to resurrection only; (and 
that the meaning of “perversely taught” means that they per¬ 
verted from their own opinions and taught the masses that belief). 

It is self-evident that the perversion of the Sadducees consisted, 
according to Rashi, only in denying the inferences drawn to es¬ 
tablish the origin of resurrection in the Pentateuch. But from 
the dispute of the Sadducees with the founder of the Christian 
religion, or with his disciples, and from the derisive question, 
“whom of them a widow of seven brothers will marry after resur¬ 
rection,” which is quoted in the work of Azariah Di Rossi, we 
can easily see that the Sadducees did not believe in resurrection 
at all. 

If we will examine carefully the interpretations of the Tal¬ 
mudists in desiring to find a hint for resurrection in the Pentateuch, 
and that they did not infer it from the plain statement (Deutr. 
xxxii. 39): “/ alone kill and I make alive; I wound and I heal,” 

which, on every occasion they explained to mean “as the healing 
follows the wound, so also does life follow death ” (see Ben Ezra), 
but resorted to far-fetched interpretations instead, we will clearly 
see that the Talmudists did not wish to state that resurrection is 
expressly stated in the Pentateuch, for in such case they would, 
of necessity, have to admit that this belief was known and cir¬ 
culating at the time the Pentateuch was given. They only wanted 
to find some slight reference to it in the Pentateuch, and were of 
the opinion that the belief in resurrection was known only to a 
limited number of select men, but not to the masses, from whom 
it was kept secret, for fear that they might as well believe in 
“familiar spirits” and “wizards” (“Ob and Yaduni ”), or in “in¬ 
quiring of the dead.” But only after this belief has been bor¬ 
rowed from the neighboring nations and has been adopted by the 
masses, the Talmudists found it necessary to find some source 
for it in the Pentateuch in order to strengthen the latter, although 
not explicitly stated therein. 

It follows from all this that at the time the Mosaic Law was 
proclaimed, that belief was not only not obligatory, but on the 
contrary every effort was made to keep it from the masses, and, 
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therefore, no promises were made as to resurrection, but only as 
to longevity and tranquillity during life-time. 

When, however, the founder of Christianity made this belief 
one of its dogmas and minimized the Old Testament, the Tal¬ 
mudists made it obligatory to believe that its source is in the 
Pentateuch. And the Sadducees who rejected this belief at all 
w r ere considered as disbelievers. 

But we find nowhere that the Sadducees ever denied the im¬ 
mortality of the soul or that they ever denied the belief in retri¬ 
bution after death, for according to all opinions the Sadducees 
were not the disciples of Autigonus of Socho, Zaduck and Bithus, 
who, according to a statement in Aboth d’Rabbi Nathan, rejected 
the belief in retribution. The name Sadducees, as we have said 
in the beginning of this article, had its origin from Zaduck the 
high priest of David, according to Geiger’s opinion. Or, perhaps, 
Holdheim’s opinion is the correct one, viz. : that in the beginning 
they were surnamed “ Zadikim,” as Simon the high priest was 
sumamed the “ Zadik. ” 

Neither do we find anywhere that the Sadducees repulsed the 
statement of the Talmudists, to wit: “In order that thy days 
may be prolonged ” (Deutr. v. 16), that means in the world to 
come which is prolonged (endless), and as the simple proof, if one 
say to his son: “go up on the roof and examine the bird’s nest, 
and take the young ones, and send away the mother, in both of 
which (sending away the mother and honoring the father) longev¬ 
ity is the promised compensation in the Pentateuch; and the son 
in doing so fell and was killed; how can the promise be fulfilled? 
We must, therefore, say that the promised longevity has reference 
to life after death.” Nor is it anywhere found that the Saddu¬ 
cees refuted the statement of the Talmudists: “ That person 
shall be cut off” (Numb. xv. 31); that it means, “he should be 
cut off from this world as well as from the world to come.” 

The assertion of those who consider themselves competent to 
make it, that there is no basis in the Pentateuch for the immor¬ 
tality of the soul, is not correct, for besides the many plain pas¬ 
sages indicating that, the same can also be established from the 
necessity of the marrying the widow of the deceased childless 
brother, for if the soul is mortal what is the benefit of “raising 
up the deceased’s name?” So, also, greatly err those who, from 
this very passage, draw a contrary conclusion, i.e ., by asserting 
that because the soul dies together with the body the Pentateuch 
commanded that decedent’s name be raised up if he die childless, 
for if the soul dies as does the bod}q why all that trouble of mar- 
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rying the widow, or the ceremony of the “Chalitza,” and spitting 
out before the one who refuses to marry the widow of his deceased 
childless brother, as commanded by the Pentateuch? If the soul 
derives no benefit therefrom, why all'that? There is no honor 
in all that either for the dead or for the living, and it is very well 
known that this custom of raising up the name of the deceased 
on his estates was known and observed in ancient times, and the 
family that did not observe this custom incurred disrespect. 

Thus far as to the Pentateuch, but as regards the prophets or 
Hygiogropha only a blind man can fail to find in them retribution 
and immortality of the soul after death. The whole book of 
Isaiah is full of that, and it says plainly (Isa. lvi. 4-5): “For 
thus saith the Lord concerning the eunuchs (those who die 
childless) I will indeed give unto them, in my house and within 
my walls, a place and a name better than sons and daughters, an 
eternal name—they shall not be cut off.” And not to mention 
about the early and the later Hygiogropha (Ps., xvi. 10): “Thou 
will not abandon my soul to the grave,” and also (ibid, xxvii. 13): 
“Unless I had believed to see the goodness of the Lord in the 
Land of life.” And it is also explicitly stated, (ibid. xxv. 13): 
“His soul shall abide in happiness; and his descendants shall in¬ 
herit the land.” Now, how can it enter the mind that the Saddu- 
cees, who, according to Holdheim, are the Karaites, whose only 
endeavor was to give the whole Scripture, not only the Pentateuch, 
the illiteral meaning of the words will deviate from the literal 
meaning, and explain all those passages as referring only to this 
earthly life? We can also see from the fact that the Sadducees 
were more strict as to purification than the Pharisees in going as 
far as saying that profane writings (the book of Homer) make 
the hands unclean, to such an extent that if they touch Terumah 
the latter must not be eaten; that they believed in immortality 
of the soul , which they considered to such an extent clean that they 
will not tolerate the least uncleanliness in a sacred thing. And 
how much did the Sadducees sacrifice themselves in order to pre¬ 
vent the enemy from defiling the sanctuary? How much did they 
sacrifice themselves for the sake of the Holy name (□&M£n"Pp), 
which no one who does not believe in immortality would 
do? But Holdheim seems to advance a strange assertion, viz., that 
the Sadducees believed in immortality of the soul and neverthe¬ 
less denied retribution, which we can by no means understand, be¬ 
cause what is the benefit of immortality if there is no retribution? 
If all are equal and alike after death, the righteous and the wicked, 
the wise and the fool? (The philosophy of Aristotle concedes 
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at least that the soul of the righteous unite with the (tyisrbDff) 
after death, but according to Holdheim there is absolutely no 
preference to the human soul over that of the animal). It is true 
that we heard some few years ago (in 1885) in Leipsic, at a meet¬ 
ing of spiritualists, in company of the late Dr. Mandelkern, a profes¬ 
sor, state in his lecture that the spirit of a certain man who, during 
his lifetime was one of the easy-minded, rested upon his shoulders 
for about two weeks, and that he was then of the same disposition 
as before death, and from this he drew the conclusion that the 
soul remains the same after death, in the spiritual world, as during 
the lifetime, but we hardly believe Holdheim ever entertained 
this belief, which is contrary to common sense, and still more, 
he endeavors to make his beloved Sadducees entertain such belief. 

Dr. Geiger’s opinion that the whole contention between the 
Sadducees and Pharisees was originally over political affairs, the 
former struggling to have the control over such affairs, because 
of their descent from prominent families, and the latter not de¬ 
siring to submit, and from this the contention extended to civil 
and religious matters; the Pharisees being extremely faithful to 
their traditions saw in everything the Sadducees differed from 
them, a denial in tradition; — seems to be more correct, as being 
also supported by history. The same theory is followed by I. 
H. Weiss in his work “Dor Dor V’dorshow,” who proves con¬ 
clusively that the Pharisees always laid down their decisions in 
direct opposition to that of the Sadducees in order to prevent 
the masses from joining the ranks of the latter. In fact, we see 
that the differences between the two sects, mentioned in the Tal¬ 
mud, were as to minor things which have very little to do with 
religious dogmas. We also have proved at the end of Tract Sab¬ 
bath of our new edition, from page 381 on, that all the eighteen 
precautionary measures adopted by the Pharisees at the attic of 
Hananiah, were directed against the priests who mostly belonged 
to the Sadducees. 

We do not mean to rebuke the Pharisees for having acted thus, 
for they did so of necessity, because the Sadducees endeavored 
to transplant Hellenism into the Hebrew religion in such a manner 
that it should not be noticed, and in order to guard against this they 
opposed the decisions of the Sadducees even when the latter were 
not contrary to the true teachings of the Torah, for (Ps. cxix. 
126): “ It is time to act for the Lord: they have broken thy law.’’ 

It is very probable that because the belief in resurrection was 
so deeply rooted among the masses, because it is very natural 
that one should desire to meet again his relatives alive after they 
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had once died, and the Saddticees have opposed this belief and 
ridiculed it, the Pharisees assigned so much importance to it and 
endeavored to find some source for it in the Scripture, in order to 
prevent the names from adhering to the teachings of the Sad- 
ducees and thereby preventing the transplanting of Hellenism 
into the Hebrew faith, although in the very beginning of its de¬ 
velopment this belief was kept secret from the masses. 

The result of what has been stated is that the Sadducees 
as well as the Pharisees, have expounded the Scripture according 
to tradition and have believed in the immortality of the soul and 
retribution after death. And the animosity of those two sects 
grew from the desire of each of them to have the control over 
political affairs. Therefore, when the Pharisees in the end 
gained the overhand, the first thing for Simeon b. Shetah to do 
was to remove the Sadducees from the Sanhedrin, in which he 
was very successful. But after the quarrel was carried on for 
several centuries, and almost during the whole time of the ex¬ 
istence of the second Temple, and during that time more than once 
the danger was imminent that the teachings of the Pharisees 
should be swallowed up by Hellenism, and especially so during 
the time of Johanan the high priest and king, during whose reign 
the Pharisees were executed by the hundreds, and many emi¬ 
grated to Egypt and Babylonia, the animosity and hatred as¬ 
sumed such proportions that the name “Sadducee” alone was 
contemptible. Still more, when after the Pharisees had already 
been successful they were compelled to have public debates with 
them in religious matters, for their teachings have been deeply 
rooted among the masses and could not easily be rooted out. 

This animosity assumed still greater proportions when Chris¬ 
tianity began to develop; for the latter has confirmed many of 
the teachings of the Sadducees, although not directly still indi¬ 
rectly, and has opposed those of the Pharisees, although they 
did not differ to a considerable extent from the latter in religious 
matters and principles, the masses adhering to the teachings of 
the Pharisees, have greatly despised the Sadducees, and consid¬ 
ered them infidels and disbelievers in retribution and immortality 
of the soul, and in the appearing of a personal Messiah from the 
houses of David and Joseph, which belief has been circulating 
among the masses during the last days of existence of the second 
Temple, and they endeavored, with all their might, to obliterate 
their teachings. Those few Sadducees who lived after the de¬ 
struction of the second Temple gathered up all the courage they 
could and entered into public debates with R. Johanan b. Zakkai, 
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R. Jose, etc., but seeing that their hope was forlorn, and that they 
would not be able to rise again, they gave up the battle pub¬ 
licly, although they did not renounce their beliefs, or abandon 
their hatred, and tried to continue the same against the teachings 
of the Pharisees secretly. At least, during the second century 
we hear nothing of them publicly. 

Now we will stop for a moment to see who the Karaite sect 
was. There is no doubt that there existed a sect by this name 
in the days of the Talmudists, for they are mentioned several 
times in the Talmud under the name “Adherers to the Scripture,” 
«npDU2). and in one place it is plainly stated “the Ka¬ 
raites added” (Pesachim, p. 117; our edition, p. 246, see foot 
note 3). Neither is there any doubt that they were not favored 
by the Talmudists, as we find in many places in the Talmud re¬ 
marks reflecting on them, as f.i .: “They who occupy themselves 
with the study of Scripture are not to be blamed, but, on the 
other hand, not to be praised ” (Baba Metzia, 79), and in Hagiga, 
it states plainly; Rabb said: “If a man goes out from the study 
of the Mishna to read the verses of the Bible, this man can have 
no more peace.” And there is no doubt that many similar re¬ 
marks found in the Talmud have reference to this sect. But we 
can not, with exactness, fix the time when and to what extent 
this sect openly declared against the teachings of the Talmudists. 
However, we do not hesitate for one moment to state that during 
all that time this sect has brooded an intense hatred to every Is¬ 
raelite who has not followed them, although at times they were 
compelled to conceal their hatred. 

One penetrating glance into the history of the Samaritans and 
into that of the Karaites; one penetrating glance into the literature 
of the former and into that of the latter; the curses pronounced 
by both of those sects against the followers of the Rabbanism; 
the beliefs and principles common to the religion of both (although 
differing slightly ceremonially), will suffice to induce one to agree 
with us that the Karaites, whose sect was established in the days 
of Anan, and a few of whom are living in our own time, have not 
only borrowed from the Samaritans their teachings, but that the 
Karaites are the former Samaritans and that even up to date 
they have changed slightly only in their outward appearance and 
in name, but not intrinsically. 

From the whole sect we will pick out only Anan, who descended 
from the family of the Exilarch, who came from the house of 
David (and perhaps was his mother or grandmother of Samaritan 
descent), and who, from jealously having scorned and despised 
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the traditional teachings, had gathered the remainder of the Sa¬ 
maritans, who had long ago changed their name and tendency, had 
become their chief to fight their battles and to separate completely 
from the house of Israel, for he could afford doing so, being a de¬ 
scendant from a prominent family. But we do not in the least 
intimate that Anan founded a new sect with new principles. 

This, our present view, is not unfounded, but is based on his¬ 
torical facts, for we do not find anywhere in history any such 
intense, unchangeable, everlasting and unfounded hatred as that 
of the Samaritans and Karaites toward the house of Israel. 

Whenever we find in history that any ill-feelings or hatred 
existed between two nations it is easy to find the reason for such 
feelings or hatred; it was either the craving for subjugation of 
foreign countries, or the desire to reign supreme over others, or, 
in very ancient times also the desire to prove the supremacy of 
one nation’s idols over those of the other, and many other rea¬ 
sons, which provoked one nation to go to war with another and 
to take vengeance of one another. But we find no such reason 
for the hatred of the Samaritans toward the house of Israel, yet 
when the latter returned from Babylonia and intended to build 
the Temple, no plausible reason can be found for the endeavor¬ 
ing of the Samaritans to mislead the Israelites whenever they tried 
to establish the new moon. (See Rosh Hashana, Chap. II., our 
Hebrew edition, p. 25; English, p. 38.) Neither can there be as¬ 
signed a reason for the custom of the Samaritans to pronounce 
curses over Ezra the Scribe, at the time of the opening of the ark 
of scrolls every Sabbath, which prevails up to date. (See our “The 
Pentateuch, its Character,” etc., as well as for many other things 
which the reader may find in the Talmud and Apokrypha, and in 
Graetz’s History of the Jews, which, if quoted here would occupy a 
full volume.) In a word, there can be found no substantial reason 
or ground for these things, except that they blindly hated the 
house of Israel. Neither do we find any reason for the slandering 
and reviling by the Karaites of the Rabbanism in general, and of 
Rabh Saadiah Gaon in particular, nor for all the false accusa¬ 
tions and malicious charges and denunciations against the Rab¬ 
banism contained in the extensive literature of the Karaites. 

History shows us that nations who hated each other to the 
extreme have in course of time laid the weapons aside and made 
up. History records numerous instances, that sects between whom 
differences existed, and which even reached such a degree that they 
resulted in actual fight, have in course of time become reconciled 
and associated with each other, and intermarried, and the former 
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hatred and quarrels were wholly forgotten. We will not cite as 
an example the Beth Shammai and the Beth Hillel, who, although 
widely differing from each other in their opinions, still intermarried, 
as found in the Talmud; but even the Sadducees and the Phari¬ 
sees, did they there decline to eat and drink with each other, or inter¬ 
marry? We do not find that anywhere.* The Samaritans, how¬ 
ever, and Karaites are singular instances in this respect in history. 
Although most of them have already intermingled with other na¬ 
tions, not a single instance can be pointed out that they have 
intermarried with an Israelite or have partaken of his food or 
drink. 

The toleration of the Pharisees and of their teachings is well 
known. The disciples of the Beth Hillel have done all that lay 
in their power to bring them into the house of Israel: they cred¬ 
ited them in regard to purification; they permitted them to be 
counted in the number of three for the benediction over the meal 
and in the number of ten for prayer in the prayer house 
an ^ m fact, wanted to consider them as Is¬ 
raelites for all purposes, but their animosity and trickery increased 
to such an extent that they could no more be tolerated, and there¬ 
fore, the leaders of Israel were compelled to regard them in all 
respects as idolators, and prohibited their bread, wine, and oil. 
Exactly the same thing happened with the Karaites whom the 
Rabbanism endeavored, with all their might, to draw near them 
and debate with them, until they convinced themselves that their 
hatred toward Israel is so great that they said D^ITlpH 
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” (the rents will never be sewed together). 


raites will never make up with us,” and they are up to date regarded 
as idolators. 

We know well that we are too brief in this article and that we 
ought to adduce at length all the facts to prove that all that the 
Samaritans and Karaites have done unto Israel was not to derive 
any benefit therefrom, or with a view of subduing them, for they 

* An example may be given of the last century when a new sect ( Chasidim ) es¬ 
tablished themselves. The greatest authority, at least in Russia and Poland, Eliah 
Wilna, called the “ Wilner Gaon” in conjunction with all the Rabbis, excommuni¬ 
cated the whole sect, prohibited their eatings and beverages and intermarriage with 

them. Moreover he allowed anyone to denounce the new sect, and their rabbis were 
imprisoned by the government. But what was the end ? Nothing at all. All the 
excommunications, prohibitions, prosecutions, etc., were abolished, without even 
the result of a meeting, and as soon as the quarrel was over, not one of either 
party hesitated to mingle with the opposite sect. All are called Israel, all are 
Israelites, and at the present time nobody gives any attention to all that happened 

then. 
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well knew that this was an impossibility, but only out of blind 
hatred deeply rooted in them, which descends from generation to 
generation. We know this very well, but we can not enter here 
into such details, as it would exceed the limits of an article, and 
would comprise a whole book in itself. We, therefore, rely upon 
the intelligence and knowledge of the reader that he will know 
where to find those if needed. 

Even in our own times, when the Karaites number only a few 
thousands, which accounts for their enjoying equal rights with the 
natives, since Emperor Nicholas of Russia, they make no secret 
of their hatred toward Israel. When the anti-Jewish disorders 
broke out in Russia some few years ago, and many of our co¬ 
religionists were exiled from the Middle States of the Russian 
Empire, the latter have petitioned the Russian Government to 
be permitted to embrace Karaitism. The Minister of the In¬ 
terior has expressed his willingness to grant their petition if the 
Karaites will consent to receive them into their midst, and di¬ 
rected an inquiry to this effect to their Hacham in Odessa, but 
the latter answered that there is no desire on the part of the 
Karaites to receive the Jews as their co-religionists. 

These facts need hardly any comment; they speak for them¬ 
selves. In fact, during all the long period since the year 760, it has 
not as yet happened that even a few individual Karaites should 
intermarry with our co-religionists, or should in any way associate 
with us. (Even in business affairs they do it only with great 
reluctance and very seldom.) Is there any stronger proof neces¬ 
sary of this race-hatred? No other race or nation, no matter how 
great their hatred may be, will ever decline to receive into their 
midst a Jew, if he only wishes to gain their faith, and will never 
refuse to associate with him; and the masses, as well as the in¬ 
telligent classes, have always been favorably inclined toward 
the Jews. But this hatred of the Karaites has no equal among 
other nations in any generation. 

As the Samaritans have forged and falsified the Pentateuch, 
as is now well established, so also did the Karaites forge and falsify 
the Talmud. And we hereby reproach the writers of the history of 
the Karaites, who without much deliberations wrote; For Saadiah 
the Gaon, when king, unable to assign any good reason for a state¬ 
ment found in the Talmud (Jerushalmi), that the Beth Shammai 
have killed some of the Beth Hillel, and vice versa, has denied the 
existence of such a statement at all; and Sahl, the son of Matzliah, 
his opponent, in order to prove to the world the delinquency of 
R. Saadiah, has descended from Palestine to Babylonia with the 
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Jerusalem Talmud in his hand! And they did not conceive that 
Sahl himself has forged the manuscript of the Talmud by writing in 
this statement, and he was not the first one to do so, but was prob¬ 
ably preceded by others, as we have remarked in the introduction 
to our edition of Rosh Hoshana. In fact, we are surprised at those 
who are handling the Karaite literature that they have not per¬ 
ceived it. Why should more evidence be given to Sahl the forger, 
than to Rabh Saadiah, who states positively that such a state¬ 
ment did not exist in the Talmud ? Why should we not belive R. 
Saadiah that in his manuscript such a statement was not in exist¬ 
ence? (To our regret this statement was added to, and remains 
in the Talmud through the fault of the printers.) Especially so 
that even now in our own days the Karaites continue to forge and 
falsify, as proved by many modem scholars at the head of which 
is Abraham Harkawy, by exposing the falsifications of Abraham 
Firkowitz, the Karaite Hacham, in all his writings. 

The result of all that stated is that from the similarity of action, 
in all details, of the Karaites and Samaritans we can logically 
arrive at the conclusion that the Karaites were doing nothing new, 
but only stepping in the shoes of their ancestors, the Samaritans, 
who they were, only under a different name, and being so they never 
descended from Israel. And all that Anan did was to gather the 
scattered Samaritans and encourage them to continue their fight 
against Israel, which has been hitherto conducted by them secretly, 
openly and publicly and with more vigor and animosity. 

And if we will examine with a critical eye* the literature of the 
Karaites we will easily see that they are none others than the Sama¬ 
ritans. And in vain has Dr. Holdheim held up as a striking proof 
the “laws of divorce,” saying that such were the opinions of the 
Sadducees, and that the Karaites who were none else but the Sad- 
ducees clung to their old laws. No divorce was granted under the 
teaching of the Samaritans, unless on the ground of adultery. And 
as to this also the Talmud bears testimony in stating (as quoted 
above), “The Beth Shammai are as the Kuthaiz, i.e ., the Beth 
Shammai who prohibited a divorce unless on the ground of 
adultery, agree with the Samaritans who taught the same thing, 
and so also are the laws of the Karaites (even in regard to this 
has Dr. Holdheim blamed the teachings of the Pharisees without 
any foundation, for formerly even the Pharisees did not allow a 
divorce unless on the above-stated grounds, and all the leniency 
as to divorce which was afterwards decreed by the Beth Hillel, of 
whom R. Aqiba was one, was only introduced because the exigencies 
of the time required it, for it was at the time the New Testament 
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began to gain strength and become popular, which declared every 
one who married a divorced woman to be an adulterer; as proved 
by I. II. Weiss in his work, and all other laws of the Karaites ”). 
The strict observance of the Sabbath, etc., is nothing else but the 
laws of the Samaritans, and the slight difference in the ceremonies 
of these two sects is only because the former lived much later than 
the latter, and had to struggle with other sects who were their 
superiors, and to submit to them, and therefore many ceremonies 
were forgotten altogether. As to principles and dogmas, we have 
never heard that the Samaritans have ever rejected the belief in 
resurrection or in the world to come. On the contrary, as the belief 
in resurrection has circulated among all nations, and as the Samari¬ 
tans have produced no great and learned men, and being widely 
separated from Israel, it is very natural that they did believe in 
resurrection as did their descendants the Karaites. 

Another proof can be adduced that the Karaites are the de¬ 
scendants of the Samaritans; namely, that the Karaites mourn 
much more over the destruction of the Temple (and some of their 
Hachams have even adapted the name “Mourner” or “ Mourners”), 
than we do, because as the Samaritans they mourn over the loss 
of their temple on the Mount Gerisim which was destroyed by Janai, 
and continue to curse him up to date in their prayers. 

We could adduce numerous other proofs taken from both the 
extensive literature of the Karaites and the inextensive literature 
of the Samaritans, to show that we did not in the least exaggerate our 
opinion as to the origin of the Karaites, but this article has taken 
up much more space than we expected and we are unable to give 
them here to the reader. 

Before closing this article we find it our duty to answer the 
gentleman who put the question to us: “What are the reformers 
of our times, if not Karaites?” 

A careful examination of the literature of the reformers in Eu¬ 
rope, as Holdheim, Geiger, Ritter, etc.; of the prayer books of the 
reformers in this country, and of the sermons of their preachers all 
over the world, we will at once recognize in them the early Sad- 
ducees, with all their particularities. They (generally, not consid¬ 
ering here and there an exception) believe in immortality of the 
soul, in retribution after death and in many Talmudical traditions, 
as can be shown by the fact that they observe the holidays as es¬ 
tablished by the Talmudists; but they do not believe in resurrec¬ 
tion, neither in the coming of a personal Messiah, and do not recog¬ 
nize the Talmud as final authority in all matters; and self-under¬ 
stood those rules and regulations established subsequent to the 
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close of the Talmud but in its spirit, the same thing did the former 
Sadducees. 

But as our present reformers are descendants of the Pharisees, 
and the Sadducees being no more in existence, therefore they also 
have in many things adopted a new form, and recognize the teach¬ 
ings of the Pharisees (as for instance the observance of the sixth 
day of Sivan as Pentecost) as indisputable laws. But we can by 
no means accuse the reformers in not believing in tradition gen¬ 
erally, as we cannot well accuse of that the former Sadducees. 
(Even those reformers who have changed the Sabbath, for even 
this can be explained in accordance with the general rule of the 
Talmud which sanctifies the seventh day, but not the Sabbath itself, 
and for this reason the Talmud decreed that in case one forgets 
which day is the Sabbath, he shall count six days and observe the 
seventh as Sabbath, see our article in the Deborah, 1894.) Should 
the reader put the question to us whether the reformers are not 
to be charged with transplanting Christianity into Judaism, and 
whether there is no danger that in course of time Christianity will 
swallow up Judaism altogether, as the Unitarism of our own days, 
as such danger has already threatened Judaism during the early 
Sadducees, we will say that this question requires a deliberate an¬ 
swer, and cannot be answered by “yes” or “no” offhand. 

We can only state that we have devoted much of our attention 
to this question, and with a penetrating eye have followed the work 
of the reformers of the School of Holdheim, Ritter and their com¬ 
panions, in Berlin, of the school of Isaac Wise in Cincinnati, and of 
the teaching of EmilG. Hirchin Chicago, and having collected con¬ 
siderable data of their past, and having bestowed much deliberation 
upon their future, we consider ourselves competent to give our 
opinion about this matter. In fact we have prepared a long article 
dealing specially with the following questions: (1) Does the He¬ 
brew religion require any reforms? (2) If it does, what are they 
and on what basis can we introduce them? (3) What are the re¬ 
reforms introduced by the conservative reformers, and what are 
those of the radical reformers? (4) What benefit resulted from 
these reforms in general and in particular? (5) The result of the 
reforms of Cincinnati and of those of Hirch, and (6) What is the 
meaning of the name “ Orthodox,” and to whom shall it be applied? 
This article we are willing to submit to the readers (after accom¬ 
plishing our task of the translation) if desired. 
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PART I. 


HISTORICAL AND LITERARY INTRODUCTION TO THE NEW 
EDITION OF THE TALMUD. 

CHAPTER I. 

THE COMBINATION OF THE GEMARA, THE SOPHRIM, AND THE 
ESHCALATH. 

Voluminous books were written about the text of the 
Mishna and Talmud in almost every language, besides valuable 
articles by very scholarly men in different books and periodicals. 
In the bibliography the reader will find all modem works ar¬ 
ranged with various references to subjects. We shall only point 
out the special books on this subject, viz., “ Darkhe Hamish- 
nah,” (The Ways of the Mishna), by Zachariah Frankel, “ The 
Introduction to the Mishna,” by Jacob Brill, 1876, “ The Tra¬ 
dition of the Oral Law,” by H. Weiss, and “Toldat Hamish- 
nah,” (History of the Mishna), by Haim Oppenheim, all in 
Hebrew; “Jahrbiicher,” by Dr. N. Brill, Frankfort, A. M., 
‘‘Real Encyclopaedic,” by J. Hamburger, “Die Lehrer der 
Mishna,” by M. Braunschweiger, and Graetz’s “ History of the 
Jews,” all in German. Finally three special introductions were 
written (1) ‘‘Einleitung in den Talmud,” Leipzig, 1894, second 
edition, by Dr. Herman Strack, in German ; (2) “ Introduction 
to the Talmud,” 1891 and 1894, second edition, by Dr. M. 
Mielziner, in English, and (3) “Introduction to the Mishna,” 
in the Russian language, by N. Perferkowitz.* In these 
introductions are mentioned also the different translations of 
the Mishnayoth and Talmud in all the languages up to the 
time these works were written. Finally, Dr. Erick Bisehoff 
wrote a special book named “ Kritischc Gcschichtc der Tal¬ 
mud — Uberzetzungen aller Zeiten und Zungen,” Frankfort, 

* This work, which is the first of its kind in the Russian language, is also 
worthy to be considered. 
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a. M., 1899. All the above mentioned introductions explain 
the terms of the text of the Mishna and Talmud, their abbre¬ 
viations and the method of both Talmuds, to enable those who 
desire to study the text in the original. We, however, who 
wish to give an introduction to our English translation of the 
Talmud, deem it not necessary to trouble the English reader 
with the explanations of the text, and shall give only what 
pertains to our new edition. 

We have already mentioned in our brief introduction to 
Sabbath that the Talmud, in general, is composed of Mishna 
and Gemara. In this introduction, however, we shall give 
all the particulars pointed out by Strack and Mielziner which 
we deem of interest to the English reader. As a text we took 
Mielziner’s “Introduction,” which is an excellent work, omit¬ 
ting what seems to us not necessary for the reader, supplying 
it with necessary remarks and additions. 

(1) 

The Talmud is a combination of Mishna and Gemara , 
the latter is a collection of Mishnayoth , Tosephtas , Mechilta , 
Siphra , Siphre and Boraithas, all of these, interpreted and 
discussed by the Amoraim, Saboraim, and also Gaonim at a 
later period. “The Mishna is the authorized codification of 
the oral or unwritten law, which on the basis of the written 
law contained in Pentateuch, developed during the second 
Temple, and down to the end of the second century of the 
common era.” The author of which was R. Jehuda, the prince 
named “Rabbi” (flourishing toward the end of the second 
century), taking the unfinished work of R. Akiba and R. Meir 
as basis.* 

(2.) 

“The word Tosephta means Addition, Supplement, and, 
as indicated by this name, the work is intended to complete 
deficiencies of the Mishna.f It is divided into Masechtoth, 
generally corresponding to those of the Mishna, but differing 

* The meaning of the word Mishna is already explained by us in the first volume 
of this work, as well as its division into sections. 

In Mielziner’s “ Introduction,” pp. 18-21, the reader will find all the details about 
Mechilta Siphra and Siphre and Boraitha, which we deem it not necessary to repeat 
as they are not of importance to the reader. 

f See also our brief general introduction, vol. i., p. xvii. 
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from them in the arrangement of their subject, and in the 
division of their Perakim. The latter are not subdivided into 
paragraphs. There are in all sixty Masechtoth and 452 Pera¬ 
kim. The Tosephta contains mainly the remnants of the 
earlier compilations of the Halacha made by R. Akiba, R. 
Meir, R. Nehemia, and others not adopted in the Mishna, and, 
besides additions made after R. Jehuda Hanasi’s death by 
his disciples, R. Chiya, R. Oshaya, Bar Kappara and others. 
But we find in that work also many sayings and decisions 
of later Amoraim of the Babylonian and Palestinian schools. 
In its present shape it belongs to the fifth or sixth cen¬ 
tury.” * 

( 3 -) 

“The Mechilta, the Siphra and the Siphre have this in com¬ 
mon, that they treat of the oral law not according to well ar¬ 
ranged subjects, as is the case with the Mishna and the To¬ 
sephta, but rather in the form of a running commentary and 
discussion on the biblical passages from which the law is de¬ 
duced or on which it is based. 

“The Siphra, also called Torath Cohanin, is a collection of 
traditional interpretations of the whole book of Leviticus, 
introduced by an exposition of R. Ishmael’s thirteen her¬ 
meneutic rules.” 

(4.) 

“The Siphre, or, as its fuller title reads, the books of the 
school of Rab, comprises the traditional interpretations of 
the book of Numbers, beginning with Chapter V., and of the 
whole book of Deuteronomy. The author of the Siphre on 
Numbers was evidently not the same as the author of that on 
the last book of the Pentateuch. The style of the former, 
being more argumentative and discursive, often resembles 

* The Tosephta is usually printed as an appendix to Alphasi’s compendium of 
the Talmud. In the Vienna edition of the Babylonian Talmud (1860-72) the 
Masechtoth of the Tosephta are appended to the corresponding Masechtoth of the 
Talmud. A separate revised edition of the whole Tosephta was published by Dr. 
Zuckermandel (Pasewalk and Treves, 1877-82). Dr. Adolph Schwartz is publishing 
a new edition of the Tosephta, with notes and text corrections, of which the first 
volume is out, Wilna, 1891. Critical researches on the Tosephta are found in Frankcl’s 
"Darke Ilamishna,” pp. 304-307, and in I. H. Weiss’s " Dor Dor, M etc., II., pp. 
217-225; also in I. II. Duenner’s “ Wesen und Ursprung der Tosephta,” Amster¬ 
dam, 1874. 
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that of the Siphra, while Siphre on Deuteronomy is generally 
brief, bearing more resemblance to the Mechilta.” The author 
of it is said to be R. Simeon b. Johai. 

Besides the Tosephta, the Mechilta, the Siphra and the 
Siphre just described, other collections of a similar character 
existed during the Talmudical period. In the course of time 
they perished, but many hundred fragmentary passages thereof 
are quoted in all parts of the Palestinian and Babylonian 
Gemara. Such a passage quoted from those lost collections 
as well as from the Tosephta, Mechilta, Siphra and Siphre was 
termed Boraitha, or Mathnitha Boraitha, meaning extraneous 
Mishna. This term was used in order to distinguish those pas¬ 
sages from passages in our Mishna , that is, the authorized 
Mishna of R. Jehuda Hanasi, compared with which they had 
but a subordinate value. The Baraithoth are often found to 
be conflicting with each other or with the authorized Mishna, 
and in this case the Gemara usually displays great ingenuity 
and subtility in the attempt to reconcile them. In some in¬ 
stances, however, one or the other Boraitha is declared to be 
spurious.* 

The authorities mentioned in the Mishna and Boraitha t 
as having transmitted and developed the oral law belong to 
three different periods; namely: (i) The period of Sopherim 
(Scribes); (2) The period of Zugoth; (3) The period of 
Tanaim. 

(a) Sopherim or Scribes were the learned men who suc¬ 
ceeded Ezra during a period of about two hundred years. To 
them many institutions and extensions of the Mosaic law are 
ascribed. The Sopherim are also called collectively “ the men 
of the Great Assembly (Synod).” According to tradition, 
this synod consisted of 120 members, but we have no record 
of their names with the exception of Ezra , its founder, and of 
Simon the Upright (Just), (the high priest Simon I., between 
310-292, or his grandson Simon II., between 220-202 b.c.), 
who is said to have been one of the last members of the Great 
Assembly. 


* Some critical researches on the Boraitha are found in Frankel’s “ Darke Ha- 
mishna,” pp. 311-313, and in I. H. Weiss’s “ Dor Dor,” II., pp. 239-244. 

+ We do not find the Zugoth to be mentioned in the Boraitha. However, we do 
not cancel it as it is so written by Mielziner. 
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Antigonos of Socho , a disciple of Simon the Just, was the 
connecting link between this and the following period. 

(b) The word Eshcalath (Zagoth ), meaning the pairs 
(duumviri), is the appellation of the leading teachers from 
Jose ben Joezer till Hillel, of whom always two, at the same 
time, stood at the head of the Sanhedrin, one as president 
(Nasi), and the other as vice-president (Ab beth din). 

The succession of these Zugoth was: 

(1) Jose ben Joezer and Jose ben Jochanan , flourishing 
at the time of the Maccabean wars of independence. 

(2) Joshua b. Perachia and Nitai of Arbela , flourishing 
at the time of John Hyrcan. 

(3) Juda b. Tabai and Simon b. Shetach , flourishing at 
the time of Alexander Janai and Queen Salome. 

(4) Shemaiah and Abtalion , flourishing at the time of 
Hyrcan II. 

(5) Hillel and Shamai , flourishing at the time of King 
Herod. 

(c) With the disciples of Hillel and Shamai begins the 
period of Tanaim , which lasted about 210 years (from 10 to 
220 Ch. Era). With the beginning of this period the title 
Rabbi (teacher) for the ordained teachers, and the title 
Rabban (our teacher) for the president of the Sanhedrin came 
in use. 

In the Mishna, the term Tana, meaning a teacher of the 
oral law, does not yet occur. Those teachers are there sig¬ 
nified by generally adding the title of Rabbi to their names, 
or by calling them collectively the Sages, while the authorities 
of the preceding period are occasionally designated “ the former 
elders.” It is first in the Gemara that the term Tana is applied 
to a teacher mentioned in the Mishna and Boraitha, in con¬ 
tradistinction to the Amor aim, expounders of the Mishna, as 
the teachers after R. Jehuda Hanasi are called. (In Babylonian 
Talmud: in Palestinian, however, the Amoraim are also called 
Rabbis.) 

The period of the Tanaim is generally divided into five or 
six minor sections or generations. The purpose of this division 
is to show which teachers developed their principal activity con¬ 
temporaneously, though the actual lifetime of some of them 
extended to more than one generation. 


6 


THE HISTORY OF THE TALMUD. 


The following chronological tables contain the names only 
of the more prominent * teachers of each generation. Every 
table is followed by short biographical sketches of the teachers 
mentioned therein.f 


CHAPTER II. 

THE GENERATIONS OF THE TANAIM. 

First Generation. 

The principal Tanaim of the first generation, which lasted 
about seventy years, from io to 80, Ch. Era,J are: (i) The 
School of Shamai and the School of Hillel; (2) Akabia ben 
Mahalalel; (3) Rabban Gamaliel the Elder; (4) Rabbi Chanina, 
Chief of the Priests; (5) R. Simon ben Gamaliel; (6) R. 
Jochanan ben Zakkai. (Strack adds to this first generation 
[10-90] the Judges), (7) Admon, and (8) Hannan; (9) Nachum 
the Madaith; (10) Eliezer b. Jacob I; (11) Haninah b. Dosa; 
(12) Nechunyah b. Hakanah; and (13) Zadock. 

Mielziner counts Adman, Hannan and Nachum of Ma¬ 
daith at the end of this paragraph, not numbering them among 
the first generation, so also he did with some others in the 
succeeding generations. 

* We do not understand very well what the learned Doctor Mielziner means by 
the word prominent , as it seems that the Tanaim whom he omitted were not less 
prominent than those whom he mentioned. On the contrary, some of them were 
even more prominent. We are sorry that our work was delayed until after the depar¬ 
ture of the learned doctor, who was our friend and whose loss we greatly lament, so 
that we cannot ask him the reason as we always meant to do. (See our remarks 
further on.) 

f Fuller characteristics of the lives and teachings of the principal Tanaim are 
given in the following works : 

Graetz, “ History of the Jews,” Vol. IV. 

Z. Frankel, “Darke Hamishna.” 

I. H. Weiss, “ Zur Geschichte der juedischen Tradition,” Vols. I. and II. 

Jacob Bruell, “ Mebo Hamishna,” Vol. I. 

J. Hamburger, “ Real Encyclopaedic,” Vol. II. “ Die Talmudischen Artikel.” 

M. Braunschweiger, “ Die Lehrer der Mishnah.” 

H. Strack, “ Einleitung in den Talmud.” 

N. Perferkowitz, Talmud, Part I. 

% This comparatively great length of the first generation is easily explained by 
the circumstance that it refers to the duration of the prevailing Schools of Shamai 
and Hillel, and not, as in the subsequent generations, to that of the activity of a 
single leading teacher. 
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Characteristics and Biographical Sketches. 

1. The School of Shamai and the School of Hillel were 
founded by the disciples of the great teachers whose names 
they bear. Following the principles of their masters,* they 
differed widely in their opinions on many legal questions; the 
School of Shamai, in general, taking a rigorous, and the School 
of Hillel a more lenient view of the question. In their frequent 
controversies the School of Shamai, having been founded al¬ 
ready during the lifetime of Hillel, is always mentioned first. 
Of individual teachers belonging to either of these two schools 
only a very few are occasionally mentioned by name. Both 
schools existed during the whole period of the first generation, 
and the antagonism of their followers extended even to the 
middle of the subsequent generation. 

2. Akabia ben Mahalalel. Of this teacher who flourished 
shortly after Hillel only a few opinions and traditions are re¬ 
corded. According to what is related of him in Mishna 
Eduyoth, V., 6, 7, he was a noble character with unyielding 
principles. 

3. Rabban Gamaliel the Elder. He was a son of R. Simon, 
and grandson of Hillel, whom he succeeded in the office of 
Nasi. Many important ordinances (HUpH) of the Rabbin¬ 
ical law are ascribed to him. He died eighteen years before 
the destruction of Jerusalem. The epithet “the Elder” gen¬ 
erally added to his name, is to distinguish him from his grand¬ 
son Gamaliel of Jabne, who flourished in the following gener¬ 
ation. 

4. Rabbi Chanina , Chief of the Priests , or the proxy of the 
high-priest. He, as well as “the court of Priests,” is inciden¬ 
tally mentioned in the Mishna in connection with laws con¬ 
cerning the sacrifices and the Temple service. 

5. R. Simon ben Gamaliel. He was the son and successor 
of Rabban Gamaliel the Elder, and was executed by the Ro¬ 
mans in the time of the destruction of Jerusalem. Belonging 
to the School of Hillel, his individual opinions in questions of 
law are but rarely recorded in the Mishna. He must not be 


* Shamai and Hillel themselves differ in three questions only. (See Eduyoth, 
p. 5.) Their schools, however, differ in 316 Halakhas. 
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confounded with his grandson who had the same name and 
belonged to the fourth generation of Tanaim. 

6. R. Jochanan b. Zakkai. This distinguished teacher was 
one of the youngest disciples of Hillel, occupied a high position 
already before the destruction of Jerusalem, and afterwards 
became the founder and head of the celebrated academy of 
Jabne (Jamnia). 


Second Generation. 

This generation lasted about forty years, from 80 to 120. 
The principal Tanaim belonging to it are: 

(1) Rabban Gamaliel II., (of Jabne); (2) Rabbi Zadok; 
(3) R. Dosa (b. Harchinas); (4) R. Eliezer b. Jacob; * (5) R. 
Eliezer (b. Hyrkanos); (6) R. Joshua (b. Chanania); (7) R. 
Elazar b. Azaria; (8) Elasar b. Arach;f (9) R. Juda b. 
Bathyra. (According to Strack), (10) Papias; (11) Alazar b. 
Zadock; (12) Samuel the Little; (13) Nachum of Gimzu; (14) 
Ben Paturi; (15) Jose the Priest; (16) Elazar of Modium. 

We refrain from giving the sketches of those who were 
added by Strack and others, as they would take up too much 
space. The reader who is interested in them can easily find 
them in the reference books pointed out by Strack, who gives 
to each of them the sources in the German language from 
which he draws. 

Characteristics and Biographical Sketches . 

1. Rabban Gamaliel II. He was a grandson of Gamaliel 
the Elder; after the death of R. Johanan b. Zakkai he became 
president of the academy of Jabne, and like his ancestors, he 
bore the title Nasi (Prince); with the Romans, Patriarch. In 
order to distinguish him from his grandfather, he received the 
surname Gamaliel of Jabne , or the Second. 

2. R. Zadok. Of him it is related that he, in anticipation 
of the destruction of the Temple, fasted for forty successive 

* Strack counts him and Zadok among the first generation. 

f We have added him as his omission by Mielziner can be attributed only to 
forgetfulness as his preceeding sages were also disciples of R. Johanan b. Zakkai, 
and for the same reason we have added Papus, who was a contemporary of R. Aqiba 
and of whom the Talmud speaks highly. 
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years. He then removed to Jabne where he as well as his son, 
R. Eliezar b. Zadok, belonged to the distinguished teachers. 

3. R. Dosa b. Harchinas belonged to the school of Hillel, and 
removed with R. Jochanan b. Zakkai from Jerusalem to Jabne. 
where he reached a very old age. He stood in such high esteem 
that his most distinguished colleagues appealed to his opinion 
in doubtful cases. 

4. R. Eliezer b. Jacob was head of a school, and in possession 
of traditions concerning the structure and interior arrange¬ 
ments of the Temple. He is also mentioned with commenda¬ 
tion as to his method of instruction, which was “concise 
and clear.” There was also another Tana by a similar name 
who flourished in the fourth generation. 

5. R. Eliezer b. Hyrkanos, in the Mishna called simply R. 
Eliezer, was one of the most distinguished disciples of R. 
Jochanan b. Zakkai, who characterized him as “the lime- 
cemented cistern that does not lose a drop.” He was a faith¬ 
ful conservator of handed-down decisions and opposed to their 
slightest modification and to any new deductions to be made 
therefrom. His school was in Lydda, in South Judea. Though 
formerly a disciple of the Hillelites, he inclined to the views of 
the Shamaites and consequently came in conflict with his col¬ 
leagues. Being persistent in his opinion, and conforming to 
it even in practice, he was excommunicated by his own brother- 
in-law, the patriarch Gamaliel II. 

6. R. Joshua b. Clianania , in general called simply R. 
Joshua, was likewise one of the favored disciples of R. Jochanan 
b. Zakkai. Shortly before the destruction of the Temple he 
left Jerusalem with his teacher, after whose death he founded 
a separate school in Bekiin. As member of the Sanhedrin in 
Jabne, he participated conspicuously in its deliberations and 
debates. His discussions were mostly with R. Eliezer , to whose 
unyielding conservatism he formed a striking contrast, as he 
represented the more rational and conciliatory element of that 
generation, and combined with great learning the amiable 
virtues of gentleness, modesty and placability which charac¬ 
terized the Hillelites. As he, on several occasions, was humil¬ 
iated by the Nasi Gamaliel II., with whom he difiered on some 
questions, the members of the Sanhedrin resented this insult 
of their esteemed colleague by deposing the ofiender from his 
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dignity and electing another president. It was only through 
the interference of the appeased R. Joshua that R. Gamaliel, 
who apologized for his conduct, was again restored to his office. 

7. R. Elazar b. Azaria descended from a noble family whose 
pedigree was traced up to Ezra the Scribe. Already while a 
young man, he enjoyed such a reputation for his great learning 
that he was made president of the academy at Jabne in place 
of the deposed R. Gamaliel. When the latter was reinstated, 
R. Elazar was appointed as vice-president. His controversies 
were mostly with R. Joshua, R. Tarphon, R. Ishmael and R. 
Akiba. On account of the noble virtues which he combined 
with his great learning he was compared to “ a vessel filled with 
aromatic spices,” and R. Joshua said of him: “a generation 
having a man like R. Elazar b. Azaria, is not orphaned.” 

8. Elazar b. Arach, of whom it is said (Aboth, p. 61), “ If 
all the wise of Israel were in a scale of the balance and 
Eliezer b. Hyrkanos with them, and Elazar b. Arach in the 
other scale, he would outweigh them all.” 

9. R. Juda b. Bathyra had a school in Nisibis (in Assyria), 
already at the time when the Temple of Jerusalem was still in 
existence. He was probably a descendant of the family Bene 
Bathyra, who were leaders of the Sanhedrin under King Herod, 
and who resigned that office in favor of Hillel. Several other 
Tanaim had the same family name, as R. Joshua b. Bathyra, 
R. Simon b. Bathyra and one called simply Ben Bathyra. 

Third Generation. 

Several Teachers of the third generation, which lasted from 
the year 120 till about 139 (130-160, Strack), flourished already 
in the preceding one. The principal teachers are: 

(1) R. Tarphon; (2) R. Ishmael; (3) R. Aqiba; (4) R. 
Jochanan b. Nuri; (5) R. Jose the Galilean; (6) R. Simon b. 
Nanos; (7) R. Juda b. Baba; (8) R. Jochanan b. Broka. 
Strack counts all the above-mentioned in the second genera¬ 
tion, with the addition of, (9) Papus b. Jehuda; (10) Elazar b. 
Chasma; (11) Jose of Damascus; (12) Hananya b. Trodyan; 
(13) Jos b. Kisma; (14) Elazar b. Parta; (15) Simeon b. Azai; 
(16) Simeon b. Zoma; (17) Elisha b. Abuyah; (18) Chaninah 
b. Gamaliel; (19) Chaninahb. Antigonos; (20) Elazar of Bartu- 
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tha; (21) Simeon of Taimon; (22) Chananiah, the son of 
Jechosua’s brother; (23) Jehuda b. Buthyra; (24) Matyah b. 
Cheris;* (25) Chittkah; (26) Simeon the Shakmone; (27) 
Chananiah b. Chakniel. 


Characteristics and Biographical Sketches. 

1. R. Tarphon , or Tryphon, of Lydda. He is said to have 
been inclined to the views of the School of Shamai. On ac¬ 
count of his great learning he was called “ the teacher of Israel” ; 
besides, he was praised for his great charitable works. His 
legal discussions were mostly with his colleague R. Akiba. 

2. R. Ishmael (b. Elisha) was probably a grandson of the 
high-priest Ishmael b. Elisha who was condemned to death 
by Titus, together with the patriarch Simon b. Gamaliel I. 
When still a boy, he was made a captive and brought to Rome, 
where R. Joshua who happened to come there on a mission, 
redeemed him at a high ransom and brought him back to Pales¬ 
tine. R. Nechunia b. Hakana is mentioned as one of his prin¬ 
cipal teachers. When grown to manhood, he became a mem¬ 
ber of the Sanhedrin and was highly revered by his colleagues. 
He is named among those who emigrated with the Sanhedrin 
from Jabne to Usha. His residence was in South Judea in a 
place called Kephar Aziz. His academical controversies were 
mostly w T ith R. Akiba, to whose artificial methods of interpret¬ 
ing the law he was strongly opposed, on the principle that 
the Torah, being composed in the usual language of man, must 
be interpreted in a plain and rational way. As guiding rules 
of interpretation he accepted only the seven logical rules which 
had been laid down by Hillel, which he, however, by some 
modifications and subdivisions, enlarged to thirteen. A 
separate school which he founded was continued after his 
death by his disciples and was known by the name of “ Be R. 
Ishmael.” Of the book Mechilta which is ascribed to R. 
Ishmael. 

3. R. Aqiba (b. Joseph) was the most prominent among 
the Tanaim. He is said to have descended from a proselyte 
family, and to have been altogether illiterate up to the age of 
his manhood. Filled with the desire to acquire the knowledge 


22. 23 and 24 were out of Palestine. 
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attention. From this debate his reputation as a teacher was 
established. He was an authority especially in the laws con¬ 
cerning the sacrifices and the Temple sendee. His discussions 
were mostly with R. Akiba, R. Tarphon, and R. Elazar b. 
Azariah. Of his domestic life it is related that he had the bad 
fortune of having an ill-tempered wife, who treated him so 
meanly that he was compelled to divorce her, but learning that 
she in her second marriage lived in great misery, he generously 
provided her and her husband with all the necessaries of 
life. One of his sons, R. Eleazar b. R. Jose the Galilean, be¬ 
came a distinguished teacher in the following generation and 
established the thirty-two hermeneutic rules of the Hagada. 

6. R. Simon b. Nanos, also called simply Ben Nanos, was a 
great authority especially in the civil law, so that R. Ishmael 
recommended to all law students to attend the lectures of this 
profound teacher. His legal controversies were mostly with 
R. Ishmael and R. Akiba. 

7. R. Judah b. Baba , who on account of his piety was called 
the Chasid , is noteworthy not only as a distinguished teacher, 
but also as a martyr to Judaism. Contrary to the Hadrianic 
edict which, under extreme penalty, prohibited the ordination 
of teachers, he ordained seven * disciples of R. Akiba as Rabbis, 
and for this act was stabbed to death by the Roman soldiers. 

8. R. Jochanan b. Broka was an authority especially in the 
civil law. Also his son R. Ishmael was a distinguished teacher 
who flourished in the following generation. 

Fourth Generation. 

This generation extended from the death of R. Akiba to 
the death of the patriarch R. Simon b. Gamaliel II., from the 
year 139 to about 165. Almost all leading teachers of this 
generation belong to the latter disciples of R. Akiba. 

(1) R. Meir; (2) R. Jehuda (ben Ilai); (3) R. Jose (ben 
Chalafta) ; (4) R. Simon (b. Jochai); (5) R. Elazar (b. 
Shamua) ; (6) R. Jochanan the Sandelar; (7) R. Elazar b. 
Jacob; (8) R. Nehemia; (9) R. Joshua b. Korcha; (10) R. 
Simon b. Gamaliel. Strack counts all of them in the third 
generation, and adds, (11) Elazar b. Jose the Galilean; (12) 


We are aware only of six mentioned in vol. i., p. U- 
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Ishmael b. Jochanan b. Beroka; (13) Abba Schaul, (14) 
Chananiah b. Akiba; (15) Chananiah b. Akashya; (16) Jose 
b. Akabyah; (17) Issi b. Jehuda; (18) Nehuraye; (19) Abba 
Jos b. Dusthai. 

Characteristics and Biographical Sketches. 

1. R. Meir, the most prominent among the numerous 
disciples of R. Akiba, was a native of Asia Minor and gained 
a subsistence as a skilful copyist of sacred Scripture. At 
first, he entered the academy of R. Akiba, but finding himself 
not sufficiently prepared to grasp the lectures of this great 
teacher, he attended, for some time, the school of R. Ishmael, 
where he acquired an extensive knowledge of the law. Re¬ 
turning then to R. Akiba and becoming his constant and 
favored disciple, he developed great dialectical powers. R. 
Akiba soon recognized his worth and preferred him to other 
disciples by ordaining him at an early date. This ordination 
was later renewed by R. Judah b. Baba. On account of the 
Hadrianic persecutions, R. Meir had to flee from Judea, but 
after the repeal of those edicts, he returned and joined his col¬ 
leagues in reestablishing the Sanhedrin in the city of Usha, 
in Galilee. His academy was in Emmaus, near Tiberias, and 
for a time also in Ardiscus, near Damascus, where a large circle 
of disciples gathered around him. Under the patriarch R. 
Simon b. Gamaliel II., he occupied the dignity of a Chacham 
(advising Sage), in which office he was charged with the duty 
of preparing the subjects to be discussed in the Sanhedrin. A 
conflict which arose between him and the patriarch seems to 
have induced him to leave Palestine and return to his native 
country, Asia Minor, where he died. R . Meir’s legal opinions 
are mentioned almost in every Masechta of the Mishna and 
Boraitha. His greatest merit was that he continued the labors 
of R. Akiba in arranging the rich material of the oral law ac¬ 
cording to subjects, and in this way prepared the great Mishna 
compilation of R. Judah Hanasi. Besides being one of the 
most distinguished teachers of the law, he was also a very popu¬ 
lar lecturer (Hagadist), who used to illustrate his lectures by 
interesting fables and parables. Of his domestic life it is known 
that he was married to Beruria, the learned daughter of the 
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celebrated teacher and martyr R. Chananiah b. Teradyon. 
The pious resignation which he and his noble wife exhibited 
at the sudden death of their two promising sons has been im¬ 
mortalized by a popular legend in the Midrash. 

2. R. Jehndci b. llai is generally called in the Mishna simply 
R. Jehuda. After having received instruction in the law from 
his father, who had been a disciple of R. Eliezer b. Hyrkanos, 
he attended the lectures of R. Tarphon, and became then one 
of the distinguished disciples of R. Akiba. On account of his 
great eloquence he is called, “The first among the speakers.” 
Also his piety, modesty and prudence are highly praised. He 
gained a modest subsistence by a mechanical trade, in accord¬ 
ance with his favored maxims : “ Labor honors man,” and “ He 
who does not teach his son a trade, teaches him, as it were, 
robbery.” Having been one of the seven disciples who after 
the death of R. Akiba were ordained by R. Juda b. Baba con¬ 
trary to the Hadrianic edict, he had to flee. After three years 
he returned with his colleagues to Usha and became one of the* 
prominent members of the resuscitated Sanhedrin. The patri¬ 
arch R. Simon ben Gamaliel honored him greatly, and ap¬ 
pointed him as one of his advisers. As expounder of the law 
he was a great authority, and is very often quoted in all parts 
of the Mishna and Boraitha. His legal opinions generally pre¬ 
vail, when differing from those of his colleagues R. Meir and 
R. Simon. To him is also ascribed the authorship of the essen¬ 
tial part of the Siphra. The Hagada of the Talmud records 
many of his beautiful sayings, which characterize him not only 
as a noble-hearted teacher, but also as a sound and clear¬ 
headed interpreter of Scriptures. He, for instance, denied 
the literal meaning of the resurrection of the dead bones 
spoken of in Ezekiel, ch. XXXVII., but declared it to be merely 
a poetical figure for Israel’s rejuvenation. (Sanhedrin, p. 278.) 

R. Jehuda had two learned sons who flourished as teachers 
in the following generation. 

3. R. Jose b. Chalafta , in the Mishna called simply R. Jose, 
was from Sepphoris , where already his learned father had es¬ 
tablished a school. Though by trade a tanner, be became one 
of the most distinguished teachers of his time. He was a dis¬ 
ciple of R. Akiba and of R. Tarphon. Like his colleagues he 
was ordained by R. Juda b. Baba, and on this account had 
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to flee to the south of Palestine, whence he later on returned 
with them to Usha. For having kept silent when in his pres¬ 
ence R. Simon made a slighting remark against the Roman 
government, he was banished to Asia Minor. When permitted 
to return, he settled in his native city, Sepphoris, where he died 
at an advanced age. Besides being a great authority in the law, 
whose opinions prevail against those of his colleagues R. Meir, 
R. Jehuda and R. Simon, he was an historian to whom the 
authorship of the chronological book Seder Olam is ascribed. 

4. R. Simon b. Jochai from Galilee, in the Mishna called 
simply R. Simon, was likewise one of the most distinguished 
disciples of R. Akiba, whose lectures he attended during thir¬ 
teen years. “Be satisfied that I and thy creator know thy 
powers/' were the words with which this teacher comforted 
him, when he felt somewhat slighted on account of a certain 
preference given to his younger colleague R. Meir. He shared 
the fate of his colleagues in being compelled to flee after ordi¬ 
nation. Afterwards, he joined them at the new seat of the 
Sanhedrin in Usha. On a certain occasion he gave vent to his 
bitter feeling against the Romans, which was reported to the 
Roman governor, who condemned him to death. He, how¬ 
ever, escaped this fate by concealing himself in a cave, where 
he is said to have remained for several years, together with his 
son, engaged in the study of the law, and subsisting on the 
fruit of the carob-trees which abounded there in the neighbor¬ 
hood. In the meantime political affairs had taken a favorable 
turn, so that he had no longer to fear any persecution; he left 
his hiding place and reopened his academy at Tekoa, in Galilee, 
where a circle of disciples gathered around him. He survived 
all his colleagues, and in his old age was delegated to Rome, 
where he succeeded in obtaining from the emperor (Marcus 
Aurelius) the repeal of some edicts against the Jewish religion. 

In the interpretation of the law, R. Simon departed from 
the method of his teacher R. Akiba, as he inclined to the view 
of R. Ishmael that “the Torah speaks the common language 
of man,” and consequently regarded logical reasoning as the 
proper starting point for legal deductions, instead of pleonastic 
words, syllables and letters. In accordance with this sound 
principle, he tried to investigate the evident motive of different 
biblical laws, and to make conclusions therefrom for their 
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proper application. In regard to treating and arranging the 
oral law, however, he followed the method of R. Akiba in sub¬ 
suming various provisions under guiding rules and principles. 
R. Simon is regarded as the author of the Siphre, though that 
work in its present shape shows many additions by the hands 
of later authorities.* 

5. R. Elazar b. Sliamiia , in the Mishna simply R. Elazar , 
was among those of R. Akiba’s disciples who in consequence 
of the Hadrian edicts went to the South, whence he went to 
Nisibis. He does not, however, appear to have joined his 
colleagues when they gathered again at Usha. He is regarded 
as a great authority in the law. The place of his academy is 
not known, but it is stated that his school was always over¬ 
crowded by disciples eager to hear his learned lectures. Among 
his disciples was also the later patriarch R. Jehuda. On a 
journey, he visited his former colleague R. Meir at Ardiscos, 
in Asia Minor, and with him had discussions on important 
questions of the law, which are recorded in the Mishna and 
Boraitha. 

6. R. Jochanan the Sandelar had this surname probably 
from his trade in sandals. Bom in Alexandria in Egypt, he 
came to Palestine to attend the lectures of R. Akiba, and was 
so faithful a disciple that he visited this teacher even in prison, 
in order to receive instruction from him. His legal opinions are 
occasionally recorded in the Mishna as well as in the To- 
sephta and Boraitha. 

7. R. Elazar (or Eliezer) b. Jacob was a disciple of R. Akiba 
and later a member of the Sanhedrin in Usha. This teacher 
must not be confounded with a former teacher by that name 
who flourished in the second generation. 

8. R. Nechemia belonged to the last disciples of R. Akiba 
and was an authority especially in the sacrificial law, and in 
laws concerning levitical purification. His controversies are 
mostly with R. Juda b. Ilai. He is said to have compiled a 
Mishna collection which was embodied in the Tosephta. 

9. R. Joshua b. Korcha is supposed by some to have been a 
son of R. Akiba, who, on one occasion, is called by such a sur- 

* The Cabbalists ascribe to him the compiling of the Zohar, which was revealed 
by Moses d’ Leon. The Talmud also speaks of him as the one to whom miracles 
occurred frequently. 
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name (meaning the bald head); but this supposition is very 
improbable, for it would be strange that the son of so illustrious 
a man should not rather have been called by his father’s proper 
name, and that he should never have alluded to his celebrated 
parent or to any of his teachings.* 

R. Joshua b. K. belonged to the authorities of this genera¬ 
tion, though only a few of his opinions are recorded in the 
Mishna. 

io. R. Simon b. Gamaliel was the son and successor of the 
patriarch Gamaliel II. of Jabne. In his youth, he witnessed 
the fall of Bethar, and escaped the threatened arrest by flight. 
After the death of the emperor Hadrian, he returned to Jabne 
where he, in connection with some teachers, reopened an acad¬ 
emy, and assumed the hereditary dignity of a patriarch. As 
the returning disciples of R. Akiba, who were the leading 
teachers of that generation, preferred Usha as the seat of the 
new Sanhedrin, R. Simon was obliged to transfer his academy 
to that city, and appointed R. Nathan as Ab Beth-din (vice- 
president), and R. Meir as Chacham (advising sage, or speaker). 
Both of these officers had to retire however, when found plan¬ 
ning his deposal on account of some marks of distinction 
introduced in order to raise the patriarchal dignity. He did 
not enjoy the privilege of his predecessors to be titled Rabban 
(our teacher), but like the other teachers, he was simply called 
Rabbi (my teacher),t probably because many of his contem¬ 
poraries were superior to him in learning. Still, his legal 
opinions, which are frequently quoted in the Mishna and 
Boraitha, give evidence that he was a man of considerable 
learning and of sound and clear judgment as well as of noble 
principles. He introduced several legal provisions for the 
protection of the rights of women and slaves, and for the 
general welfare of the community. All his opinions expressed 
in the Mishna, with the exception of only three cases, are re¬ 
garded by later teachers as authoritative (Halakha). His 
discussions recorded in the Mishna and Boraitha are mostly 


* That R. Akiba had a son by the name of R. Joshua is stated in a Boraitha ; 
but the identity of this son with R. Joshua b. Korcha is conclusively disproved by 
the Tosaphist Rabenu Tam in his remarks on Sabbath 150a, and B. Bathra 113a. 

f There are, however, some passages in the Mishna and Gemara in which he is 
called Rabban. 



HISTORICAL AND LITERARY INTRODUCTION. 19 

held with his celebrated son, R. Jehuda Hanasi. R. Simon b. 
Gamaliel appears to have been acquainted also with the Greek 
language and sciences. 

Apart from the great circle of teachers mentioned above, 
the disciples of R. Ishmael b. Elisha formed a school in the 
extreme South of Judea (Darom), where they continued the 
methods of their teacher. Of this separate school, called Debe 
R. Ishmael , only two members are mentioned by name: R. 
Josiali and R. Jonathan . 

Fifth Generation. 

This generation extends from the death of R. Simon b. 
Gamaliel II., to the death of R. Jehuda Hanasi (from 165 to 
about 200). 

The following are the most prominent teachers of this 
generation: 

(1) R. Nathan (the Babylonian); (2) Symmachos; (3) R. 
Jehuda Hanasi (the Patriarch), called simply Rabbi; (4) R. 
Jose b. Juda; (5) R. Elazar b. Simon ; (6) R. Simon b. Elazar. 
Strack places these in the fourth generation and adds (7) Dus- 
tayi b. Janai; (8) Simeon b. Jehuda, of the village Akum; 
(9) Achia b. Joashai; (10) Jacob; (11) Itzchok; (12) Eliezar 
b. Simeon b. Johai; (13) Pinchas b. Jaier; (14) Ischmael b. 
Jos; (15) Menachem b. Jos (b. Chialaphta) ; (16) Jehudah b. 
Lakish; (17) Elazar Charkaper; (18) Abba Elazar b. Gamla; 
(19) Simon b. Jos b. Lecunia; (20) Simon b. Menascha; (21) 
Jehudah b. Tamah. 

The junior sages of the fifth generation Strack quotes thus: 
(1) Hyye Rabbi (the Great); (2) Eliezer b. Kappara; (3) 
Simeon b. ’Halafta; (4) Lewi b. Sissi; (5) Simai. 

Both Mielziner and Strack do not count Simon Shezurri, 
one of the great Tanaim who belongs to the third generation, 
and who is mentioned in the Mishna several times, and of whom 
it is said (Menachoth, 30 b), “ Everywhere the name of Simeon 
Shezurri is mentioned, the Halakha prevails in accordance with 
him.” We would also count Wradimus b. R. Jose though 
according to some he was identical with Menachem, and who 
was one of the greatest Tanaim in the time of Rabbi. (Sec 
I. H. Weiss, p. 166.) [See Appendix No. I.] His father, 
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R. Jose, quotes him as the author of a Halakha (Tosephtha, 
Baba Metzia). 

Characteristics and Biographical Sketches. 

1. R. Nathan was the son of one of the exilarchs in Babylon, 
and probably received his education in his native country. 
For some unknown reasons he emigrated to Judea, and on ac¬ 
count of his great learning he was appointed by the patriarch, 
R. Simon b. Gamaliel, to the dignity of Ab-Beth-din (chief 
Justice or vice-president), in the Sanhedrin of Usha. He had 
to retire from this office because of his and R. Meir’s dissension 
with the patriarch, but was soon reinstated and became recon¬ 
ciled with the Synhedrial president, who held him in high 
esteem. Also the suceeding patriarch, R. Jehuda, with whom 
he had many discussions on questions of the law, speaks of him 
with great respect. R. Nathan was not only an authority in 
the rabbinical law, especially in jurisprudence, but appears 
also to have been well versed in mathematics, astronomy and 
other sciences. To him is ascribed the authorship of Aboth 
de R. Nathan, which is a kind of Tosephta to Pirke Aboth. 

2. Symmachos w r as a prominent disciple of R. Meir and 
distinguished for his great dialectical powers. After the death 
of his teacher, he as well as other disciples of R. Meir were ex¬ 
cluded from the academy of R. Jehuda Hanasi, as they were 
charged with indulging in sophistical disputations in order to 
display their dialectical sagacity, instead of seeking after truth. 
Nevertheless the Mishna as well as the Tosephta makes mention 
of the opinions of Symmachos. His renown lay in the rab¬ 
binical jurisprudence, in which he laid down certain principles 
often referred to in the Talmud. 

3. R . Jehuda ( Juda ) Hanasi , by way of eminence simply 
called Rabbi, was a son of the patriarch R. Simon b. Gamaliel 
II., and is said to have been bom on the same day when R. 
Akiba was executed. His principal teachers were R. Simon b. 
Jochai and R. Elazar b. Shamua, under whose guidance his 
intellectual capacity and splendid talents early developed. 
Besides his immense knowledge of the whole range of the tra¬ 
ditional law, he had a liberal education in secular branches and 
was especially acquainted with the Greek language, which he 
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preferred to the Syriac, the popular language of Palestine at 
that time. After the death of his father he succeeded him in 
the dignity of patriarch, and became the chief authority, eclips¬ 
ing all other teachers of that generation. Though blessed with 
great riches, he preferred to live in a simple style and applied 
his wealth to the maintenance of his numerous pupils and to 
charitable works. The seat of his academy was first at Bcth- 
Shearim, afterward at Sepphoris, and also at Tiberias. Among 
his most distinguished disciples were: R. Chiya; (Simon) bar 
Kappara; Levi bar Sissi; R. Abba Areca, later called Rab; 
Mar Samuel, and many others. He is said to have been in a 
friendly relation with one of the Roman emperors, either 
Marcus Aurelius, or more probably, Lucius Verus Antoninus. 
By virtue of his authority R. Jehuda abolished several customs 
and ceremonies which, though sanctified by age, had become 
impracticable through the change of times and circumstances. 
His most meritorious work, by which he erected for himself a 
monument of enduring fame, was the completion of the Mishna 
compilation which henceforth became the authoritative code 
of the traditional law and superseded all similar compilations 
made by former teachers. 

4. R. Jose ben Juda (b. Ilai) belonged to the great teachers 
of that generation and was a friend of R. Jehuda Hanasi. His 
legal opinions are frequently recorded in the Mishna as well as 
in the Tosephta. 

5. R. Elazar b. Simon (b. Jochai) was a disciple of R. Simon 
b. Gamaliel and of R. Joshua b. Korcha. Although an au¬ 
thority in the rabbinical law to whom even the patriarch some¬ 
times yielded, he incurred the severest censure of his colleagues 
for having, on a certain occasion, lent his assistance to the 
Romans in prosecuting some Jewish freebooters. 

6. R. Simon b. Elazar (probably E. b. Shamua), was a dis¬ 
ciple of R. Meir, whose opinions he often quotes. He estab¬ 
lished several important principles, especially in the civil law. 

Sixth Generation. 

To this generation belong the younger contemporaries and 
disciples of R. Juda Hanasi. They are not mentioned in the 
Mishna, but in the Tosephta and Boraitha, and are therefore 
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termed semi-Tanaim, who form a connecting link between the 
period of Tanaim and that of the Amoraim. Their names are: 

(i) Plimo; (2) Iseb. Juda; (3) R. Elazar b. Jose; (4) R. 
Ishmael bar Jose; (5) R. Juda b. Lakish; (6) R. Chiya; (7) 
R. Acha; (8) R. Abba (Areca). 

There is no sixth generation according to Strack, and all 
who are mentioned here he includes in the fifth generation. 
We have to remark that all the eight mentioned above by 
Mielziner, as they formed the last generation of the Tanaim, 
are also named Amoraim; and therefore we find stated in many 
places in the Talmud where one of the above-mentioned is in 
conflict with a Mishna or a Boraitha: “He is a Tana, and has 
the right to differ with the authorities of the Mishna or the 
Boraitha.” 

The most prominent among these semi-Tanaim were R. 
Chiya and R. Abba (Areca). 

1. R. Chiya (bar Abba) the elder, which epithet is to dis¬ 
tinguish him from a later Amora by the same name, was a 
Babylonian who came at an already advanced age to Palestine, 
where he became the most distinguished disciple and friend 
of R. Jehuda Hanasi. He and his disciple R. Oshaya (or 
Hoshaya) are regarded as the principal authors or compilers 
of the Tosephta. 

2. R. Abba (Areca) a nephew of R. Chiya, was likewise a 
Babylonian, and a disciple of R. Jehuda Hanasi, after whose 
death he returned to his native country, where, under the his¬ 
torical name of Rab, he became the principal Amora. (See 
the following chapter.) 

Of other distinguished teachers flourishing in this generation 
and in the beginning of the period of the Amoraim, we have to 
mention especially R. Janai (the elder), and R. Jonathan (the 
elder). The former lived in Sepphoris and was one of the 
teachers of R. Jochanan bar Naphacha, the greatest among the 
Palestinian Amoraim. 


CHAPTER III. 

THE AMORAIM OR EXPOUNDERS OP THE MISHNA. 

As the Mishna compilation of R. Jehuda Hanasi became 
the authoritative code of the oral Law, the activity of the 
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teachers was principally devoted to expounding this code. 
This was done as well in the academies of Tiberias , Sepplioris , 
CcBsarea in Palestine, as in those of Nahardea , Sura , and later 
of Pumbaditha and some other seats of learning in Babylonia. 
The main object of the lectures and discussions in those acad¬ 
emies was to interpret the often very brief and concise expres¬ 
sion of the Mishna, to investigate its reasons and sources, to 
reconcile seeming contradictions, to compare its canons with 
those of the Boraithoth, and to apply its decisions and estab¬ 
lished principles to new cases not yet provided for. The 
teachers who were engaged in this work, which finally became 
embodied in the Gemara, are called Amor aim, meaning speak¬ 
ers, interpreters, expounders.* They were not as independent 
in their legal opinions and decisions as their predecessors, the 
Tanaim and semi-Tanaim, as they had not the authority to 
contradict Halakhoth and principles accepted in the Mishna 
or Boraitha. The Palestinian Amoraim, having generally been 
ordained by the Nasi, had the title of Rabbi , while the Baby¬ 
lonian teachers of that period had only the title of Rab or of 
Mar. 

The period of Amoraim extends from the death of 
R. Jehuda Hanasi to the compilation of the Babylonian 
Talmud; that is, from the beginning of the third to the end 
of the fifth century. This period has been divided by some 
into six, by others into seven, minor periods or generations, 
which are determined by the beginning and the end of the 
activity of the most prominent teachers flourishing during 
that time. 

The number of Amoraim who are mentioned in the Talmud 
amounts to several hundreds. The most distinguished among 
them, especially those who presided over the great academies, 


* In a more restricted meaning the term Amora (from “1DN, to say, to speak) sig¬ 
nifies the same as Methurgeman (the interpreter), that is, the officer in the academies 
who, standing at the side of the lecturer or presiding teacher, had to announce 
loudly and explain to the large assembly what the teacher just expressed briefly and in 
a low voice. 

The term Tana , which generally applies only to the teachers mentioned in the 
Mishna and Boraitha, is in the period of Amoraim sometimes used also to signify one 
whose special business it was to recite the memorized Boraithoth to the expounding 
teachers. In this sense the term is to be understood in the phrase : A 1 ana (teacher) 
repeated a Boraitha (or taught same) before so and so, etc. 
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are contained in the following chronological tables of the six 
generations of Amoraim.* 

The First Generation of Amoraim. 

A. Palestinian (219-279). B. Babylonian (219-257). 

1. R. Chanina bar Chama. 1. Abba Areca, called simply 

2. R. Jochanan (bar Napacha). Rab. 

3. R. Simon ben Lakish (Resh 2. (Mar) Samuel. 

Lakish). 

4. R. Joshua ben Levi. 

Strack adds to the first generation of the Palestinian, (5) 
Hama b. Biza; (6) Janai; (7) Jehuda; and (8) Hiskiah sons of 
Hyye; (9) Bnya or Bnaah; (10) Pdaya or Jehuda b. Pdaya; 

(11) Hoshia b. Hanninah b. Biza, named Rabbh the Great; 

(12) Jose b. Zimra; (13) Simon b. Yehozodak. 

To the Babylonian Amoraim he adds, (3) Shila; (4) Abba 
b. Abba (father of Mar Samuel); (5) Kamaf; (6) Mar 
Uqba (the Exilarch). 

All the Palestinian Amoraim named here are very often 
mentioned in the Babylonian Talmud, and as their biograph¬ 
ical sketches are interesting we could not omit them. 


Biographical Sketches. 

A. PALESTINIAN AMORAIM. 

During this generation R. Gamaliel III. and R. Judah II. 
were successively the patriarchs. 

1. R. Chanina bar Chama (bom about 180, died 260), was 
a disciple of R. Jehuda Hanasi, whose son and successor, R. 
Gamaliel III., bestowed on him the title of Rabbi. He then 
presided over his own academy in Sepphoris and stood in high 
regard on account of his learning, modesty and piety. As 


* Some scholars count the semi-Tanaim as the first generation, and have con¬ 
sequently seven instead of six generations. The period of Palestinian Amoraim 
being much shorter than that of the Babylonian, ends with the third generation of the 
latter. Frankel in his introduction to the Palestinian Talmud, treating especially of 
the Palestinian Amoraim, divides them also into six generations. 

f Who was appointed by Mar Samuel to examine Rab. (Will be translated in 
Tract Kethubath.) 
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teacher he was very conservative, transmitting that only which 
he had received by tradition, without ever allowing himself 
an independent decision. Of his prominent contemporaries 
are: R. Eplies , who reopened a school at Lydda, in South Judea; 
Levi b. Sissi (called simply Levi), who, though not presiding 
over an academy, was a distinguished teacher, and later emi¬ 
grated to Babylonia; further Chizkia , who was a son of R. 
Chiya the Elder, and whose teachings are frequently quoted 
in the Talmud. This Chizkia, who had not the title of Rabbi, 
must not be mistaken for R. Chizkia, who belonged to the 
third generation. 

2. R. Jochanan bar Napacha, in general called simply R. 
Jochanan (bom about 199, died 279), was in his early youth a 
disciple of R. Jehuda Hanasi, later of R. Oshaya in Caesarea, 
also of R. Janai, and especially of R. Chanina b. Chama. He 
then founded his own academy in Tiberias, which henceforth 
became the principal seat of learning in the Holy Land. By 
his great mental powers he excelled all his contemporaries, and 
is regarded the chief Amora of Palestine. In expounding the 
Mishna he introduced an analytical method, and laid down 
certain rules for the final decision in such cases in which the 
Tanaim expressed opposite opinions. His legal teachings, 
ethical aphorisms, and exegetical remarks, transmitted by his 
numerous disciples, form the principal elements of the Gemara. 
He is supposed to have laid the foundation of the Palestinian 
Talmud, though, in its present shape, this work can not have 
been compiled before at least one century after R. Jochanan’s 
death.* 

3. R. Simon b . Lakish , whose name is generally abbrevi¬ 
ated to Resh Lakish, was a man who combined great physical 
strength with a noble heart and a powerful mind. It is said 
that in his youth he was compelled by circumstances to gain 
his livelihood as a gladiator or soldier, until making the ac¬ 
quaintance of R. Jochanan, who gained him for the study of 
the law and gave him his sister in marriage. Having developed 

* As to further characteristics of this and the other prominent Amoraim, the fol¬ 
lowing works may be consulted : Graetz, “ History of the Jews,” Vol. IV.; Z. I*ran- 
kel, “ Mebo” ; I. II. Weiss, “ Dor Dor,” Vol. III.; I. Hamburger, “ Real Encyclo- 
padie,” Vol. II. Besides, J. Fiirst, “ Kultur und Literaturgeschichte der Juden in 
Asien,” which treats especially of the Babylonian academies and teachers during the 
period of the Amoraim. 
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extraordinary mental and dialectical powers, he became R. 
Jochanan’s most distinguished friend and colleague. In the 
interpretation of the Mishna and in legal questions they differed, 
however, very often, and their numerous controversies are re¬ 
ported in the Babylonian Talmud as well as in the Palestinian. 
Also is his Hagadic teachings, Resh Lakish was original and ad¬ 
vanced some very rational views. 

4. R . Joshua b. Levi (ben Sissi) presided over an academy 
in Lydda. He is regarded as a great authority in the law, and 
his decisions prevail even in cases where his celebrated con¬ 
temporaries, R. Jochanan and Resh Lakish differ from him. 
Though himself a prolific Hagadist, he disapproved of the 
vagaries of the Hagada, and objected to their being written 
down in books. The circumstance that, on a certain occasion, 
his prayer for rain proved to be efficient, probably gave rise 
to the mystic legends with which the fancy of later genera¬ 
tions tried to illustrate his great piety. 

To other celebrities flourishing in this generation belongs R. 
Simlai of Lydda, who later settled in Nahardea. He was re¬ 
puted less as teacher of the Halakha than for his ingenious and 
lucid method of treating the Hagada. 

B. BABYLONIAN AMORAIM. 

i. Abba Areca (or Aricha) was the real name of the chief 
Babylonian Amora, who, by way of eminence, is generally 
called Rab (the Teacher). He was bom about 175 and died 247. 
As an orphaned youth he went to his uncle, the celebrated R. 
Chiya in Palestine, to finish his studies in the academy of R. 
Jehuda Hanasi. The mental abilities which he displayed soon 
attracted general attention. After the death of R. Jehuda, 
Abba returned to his native country, and in the year 219 
founded the academy in Sura, where 1,200 pupils flocked 
around him from all parts of Babylonia. His authority was 
recognized even by the most celebrated teachers in Palestine. 
Being regarded as one of the semi-Tanaim, he ventured in 
some instances even to dispute some opinions accepted 
in the Mishna, a privilege otherwise not accorded to any 
of the Amoraim. Most of his decisions, especially in ritual 
questions, obtained legal sanction, but in the civil law his 
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friend Samuel in Nahardea was his superior. Over one hun¬ 
dred of his numerous disciples, who transmitted his teachings 
and decisions to later generations, are mentioned in the Talmud 
by their names. 

- 2. Samuel , or Mar Samuel, was bom about 180 in Nahardea, 
died there 257. His father, Abba bar Abba, and Levi b. Sissi 
were his first teachers. Like Rab he went to Palestine and 
became a disciple of Rabbi Jehuda Hanasi, from whom, how¬ 
ever, he could not obtain the ordination. After his return to 
Nahardea, he succeeded R. Shela in the dignity of president of 
the academy (Resh-Sidra) in that city. Besides the law, he 
cultivated the sciences of medicine and astronomy. As Amora 
he developed especially the rabbinical jurisprudence, in which 
he was regarded as the greatest authority.* Among other im¬ 
portant principles established by him is that of “ Dina d'mal- 
chutha Dina” that is, the civil law of the government is as 
valid for the Jews as their own law. The most friendly and 
brotherly relation prevailed between Samuel and Rab, although 
they often differed in questions of the law. After Rab’s death 
(247), his disciples recognized Samuel as the highest religious 
authority of Babylonia. He died about ten years later, leav¬ 
ing behind numerous disciples, several of whom became the 
leading teachers in the following generation. 

A distinguished contemporary of Samuel was Mar Uqba, at 
first head of the court in Kafri, and later Exilarch in Nahardea. 


The Second Generation of Amoraim. 


A. Palestinian (279-320). 

1. R. Elazar b. Pedath. 

2. R. Ame. 

3. R. Assi. 

4. R. Chiya bar Abba. 

5. Simon bar Abba. 

6. R. Abbuhu. 

7. R. Zera (Zeira). 


B. Babylonian (257-320). 

1. Rab Huna. 

2. Rab Juda bar Jecheskel. 

3. Rab Chisda (or Chasda). 

4. Rab Shesheth. 

5. Rab Nachman b. Jacob. 


To the second generation of the Palestinian, Strack adds, 
(8) Jehudah the Second (son of Gamalia III.), (Johanan and 

* Mar Samuel made also a compilation of Boraithoth, which is quoted in the 
'Talmud by the phrase “ the disciples of Samuel.” 
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Simon b. Lakish Strack refers to the second generation); (9) 
Hilfa or Ilfa; (10) Alexanderi; (11) Khana; (12) Chia bar 
Joseph; (13) Josb. Chaninah; (14) Abba b. Zabdah, and (15) 
Simlaie. 

To the Babylonian Strack adds, (6) Ktinah; (7) Adda b. 
Ahba; (8) Rabba b. Abuhu, and (9) Mathna. 

Remarks and Biographical Sketches. 

A. PALESTINIAN AMORAIM. 

The patriarchate during this generation was successively 
in the hands of R. Gamaliel IV., and R. Judah III. 

1. R. Elazar ben Pedath, generally called simply R. Elazar, 
like the Tana R. Elazar (ben Shamua), for whom he must not 
be mistaken, was a native of Babylonia, and a disciple and 
later an associate of R. Jochanan, whom he survived. He 
enjoyed great authority and is very often quoted in the Talmud. 

2. and 3. R. Ame and R. Assi were likewise Babylonians, 
and distinguished disciples of R. Jochanan. After the death 
of R. Elazar they became the heads of the declining academy 
in Tiberias. They had the title only of “Judges, or the Aaron - 
ites of the Holy Land,” and subordinated themselves to the 
growing authority of the teachers in Babylonia. Rabbi Assi 
is not to be confounded with his contemporary the Babylonian 
Amora Rab Assi, who was a colleague of Rab Saphra and a 
disciple of Rab in Sura.* 

4. and 5. R. Chiya bar Abba and Simon bar Abba were prob¬ 
ably brothers. They had emigrated from Babylonia and be¬ 
came disciples of R. Jochanan. Both were distinguished 
teachers, but very poor. In questions of the law they were 
inclined to rigorous views. 

6. R. Abbahu of Caesarea, disciple of R. Jochanan, friend 
and colleague of R. Ame and R. Assi, was a man of great wealth 
and of a liberal education. He had a thorough knowledge of the 
Greek language, and favored Greek culture. Being held in 
high esteem by the Roman authorities, he had great political 
influence. He seems to have had frequent controversies with 
the teachers of Christianity in Caesarea. Besides being a 


* See Tosephoth Chullin, 19 a. 
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prominent teacher whose legal opinions are quoted in all parts 
of the Palestinian and Babylonian Talmud, he was a very 
popular lecturer. 

7. R. Zeira (or Zera), was a Babylonian and a disciple of 
Rab Juda bar Jecheskel, but dissatisfied with the hair-splitting 
method prevailing in the academies of his native country, he 
emigrated to Palestine where he attended the lectures of R. 
Elazar b. Pedath in Tiberias, and tried, in vain, to unlearn his 
former method of study. Having been ordained as Rabbi, he 
became one of the authorities in Palestine, together with R. 
Ame, R. Assi and R. Abbuhu. 

B. BABYLONIAN AMORAIM. 

1. Rab Huna (bom 212, died 297) was a disciple of Rab, 
whom, after Mar Samuel’s death, he succeeded as president of 
the academy in Sura. In this office he was active for forty 
years. He employed fifteen assistants to repeat and explain 
his lectures to his 800 disciples. Highly revered for his great 
learning and his noble character, he enjoyed an undisputed 
authority to which even the Palestinian teachers R. Ame and 
R. Assi voluntarily subordinated themselves. 

2. Rab Juda bar Jecheskel , generally called simply R. Juda 
(or Jehuda), was a disciple of Rab, and also of Samuel. The 
latter teacher, whose peculiar method he adopted and devel¬ 
oped, used to characterize him by the epithet, “the acute.” 
He founded the academy in Pumbaditha, but after R. Huna’s 
death he was chosen as his successor (Resh Methibta), at Sura, 
where after two years (299), he died at an advanced age. 

3. Rab Chisda (or Chasda) belonged to the younger dis¬ 
ciples of Rab, after whose death he attended also the lectures 
of R. Huna. But from the latter teacher he soon separated 
on account of a misunderstanding between them, and estab¬ 
lished a school of his own. At the same time, he was one of 
the Judges in Sura. After Rab Juda’s death, R. Chisda, 
though already above eighty years old, became head of the 
academy in Sura, and remained in this office for about ten years. 

4. Rab Shesheth , a disciple of Rab and Samuel, was member 
of the court in Nahardea. After the destruction of that city 
he went to Mechuza; later he settled in Silhi, where he founded 
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an academy. Being blind, he had to rely upon his powerful 
memory. He was R. Chisda’s opponent in the Halakha, and 
disapproved of the hair-splitting dialectical method which had 
come in vogue among the followers of Rab Juda in Pumbaditha. 

5. Rab Nachman b. Jacob, called simply Rab Nachman, was 
a prominent disciple of Mar Samuel. By his father-in-law, the 
exilarch Abba bar Abuha, he was appoined chief justice in 
Nahardea. After Mar Samuel’s death, he succeeded him as 
rector of the academy in that city. When two years later 
(259), the city of Nahardea was destroyed, R. Nachman settled 
in Shechan-Zib. He is regarded as a great authority especially in 
the rabbinical jurisprudence, in which he established many im¬ 
portant principles. Among others, he originated the rabbinical 
oath, that is, the purging oath imposed in a law suit on claims 
even in cases of general denial on the part of the defendant. 

Of other teachers belonging to this generation, who, though 
not standing at the head of the leading academies, are often 
quoted in the Talmud, the following must be noted: 

(a) Rabba bar bar Chana , who was a Babylonian and son 
of Abba bar Chana. After having attended the academy of 
R. Jochanan in Palestine, he returned to his native country, 
where he frequently reported the opinions of his great teacher. 
He is also noted for the many allegorical narratives ascribed 
to him in the Talmud. 

(b) Ulla (b. Ishmael), was a Palestinian who frequently 
travelled to Babylonia, where he finally settled and died. Al¬ 
though without the title of Rabbi or Rab, he w~as regarded as 
a distinguished teacher whose opinions and reports are often 
mentioned. 


The Third Generation of Amoraim. 


A. Palestinian (320-359). 

1. R. Jeremiah. 

2. R. Jonah. 

3. R. Jose. 


B. Babylonian (320-375). 

1. Rabba bar Huna. 

2. Rabba bar Nachmani. 

3. Rab Joseph (bar Chiya). 

4. Abaye. 

5. Rabha. 

6. Rab Nachman bar Isaac. 

7. Rab Papa. 
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To the Palestinian, Strack adds, (4) Samuel b. Nachman 
(in the Babylonian he is mentioned as Nachmani); (5) Itzhak 
the second (his contemporary in Babylonia is Nachman b. 
Jacob); (6) Lewi; (7) Abuhu; (8) Ami; (9) Assi; (10) Hyya 
b. Abba II. (Elazar b. Pedath he quotes in the third gen¬ 
eration); (11) Simeon b. Abba; (12) Simur (also Zera is 
mentioned among the second generation); (13) Samuel b. 
Itzhak; (14) Hilla or Illeh; (15) Zrika; (16) Hoshia the sec¬ 
ond; (17) Chananiah (the colleague of the Rabbinat)*; (18) 
Janai b. Ishmael; (19) Joshua; (20) Ban b. Mamal (in Baby¬ 
lonia named Abba b. Mamal); (21) Jacob b. Ide; (22) Itzhak 
b. Nachma; (23) Maysha; (24) Bibe; (Haggi and Jeremiah 
Strack quotes as belonging also to the fourth generation). 

To the Babylonian, Strack adds, (8) Chisda; (9) Ham- 
nuna; (10) Shesheth; (11) Nachma b. Jacob; (12) Rabba 
b. b. Hanna; (13) Ulla b. Ishmael; (14) Rabba b. Nachmene, 
and (15) Joseph b. Hiah. 

Remarks and Biographical Sketches. 

A. PALESTINIAN AMORAIM. 

The patriarch of this period was Hillel II., who introduced 
the fixed Jewish calendar. 

In consequence of the persecutions and the banishment of 
several religious teachers under the emperors Constantine and 
Constantius, the Palestinian academies entirely decayed. The 
only teachers of any prominence are the following: 

1. R. Jeremiah was a Babylonian and disciple of R. Zeira, 
whom he followed to Palestine. In his younger days, when 
still in his native country, he indulged in propounding puzzling 
questions of trifling casuistry, by which he probably intended 
to ridicule the subtile method prevailing among some of the 
contemporary teachers, and on this account he was expelled 
from the academy. In the Holy Land he was more appre¬ 
ciated, and, after the death of R. Abbahu and R. Zeira, was 
acknowledged as the only authority in that country. 

2. R. Jonah was a disciple of R. Ila (Hila) and of R. Jere- 

* There are eight Tanaim and twenty-three Amoraim named Chatiatnah. \\c 
do not remember who was called so as Strack did. 
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miah. His opinions are frequently quoted, especially in the 
Palestinian Talmud. 

3. R. Jose (bar Zabda), colleague of R. Jonah, was one of 
the last rabbinical authorities in Palestine. 

It is probable that the compilation of the Palestinian 
Talmud was accomplished about that time, though it cannot be 
stated by whom. 


B. BABYLONIAN AMORAIM. 

1. Rabba (or Rab Abba) bar Hnna was not, as erroneously 
supposed by some, the son of the exilarch Huna Mari, but of 
Rab Huna, the disciple and successor of Rab. After the death 
of R. Chisda (309), he succeeded him in the dignity of president 
of the academy in Sura. Under his presidency, lasting thir¬ 
teen years, this academy was eclipsed by that of Pumbaditha, 
and after his death it remained deserted for about fifty years 
until Rab Ashe restored it to its former glory. 

2. Rabba bar Nachmani , in the Talmud called simply Rabba 
was bom 270, and died 330. He was a disciple of Rab Huna, 
Rab Juda and Rab Chisda, and displayed from his youth great 
dialectical powers on account of which he was characterized 
as “the uprooter of mountains.” Selected as head of the 
academy of Pumbaditha, he attracted large crowds of hearers 
by his ingenious method of teaching. In his lectures which 
commented on all parts of the Mishna, he investigated the 
reason of the laws and made therefrom logical deductions. 
Besides, he tried to reconcile seeming differences between the 
Mishna, the Baraithoth, and the traditional teachings of later 
authorities. He also liked to propound puzzling problems of 
the law, in order to test and sharpen the mental powers of his 
disciples. A charge having been made against him by the 
Persian government that many of his numerous hearers at¬ 
tended his lectures in order to evade the poll-tax, he fled from 
Pumbaditha and died in solitude. 

3. Rab Joseph (bar Chiya) was a disciple of Rab Juda and 
Rab Shesheth, and succeeded his friend Rabba in the dignity 
of president of the academy in Pumbadita, after having once 
before been elected for this office, which he declined in favor of 
Rabba. On account of his thorough knowledge of the sources 
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of the Law, to which he attached more importance than to 
ingenious deductions, he was called Sinai. Besides being a 
great authority in the rabbinical law, he devoted himself to 
the Targum of the Bible, especially of the prophetical books. 
In his old age he became blind. He died in the year 333, after 
having presided over the academy of Pumbaditha only for 
three years. 

4. Abaye , sumamed Nachmani (b. 280, d. 338) was a son 
of Kaylil and a pupil of his uncle Rabba bar Nachmani, and of 
Rab Joseph. He was highly esteemed not only for his pro¬ 
found knowledge of the law and his mastership in Talmudical 
dialectics, but also for his integrity and gentleness. After Rab 
Joseph’s death he was selected as head of the academy in Pum¬ 
baditha, but under his administration, which lasted about five 
years, the number of hearers in that academy decreased con¬ 
siderably, as his more talented colleague Raba had founded a 
new academy in Machuza which attracted greater crowds of 
pupils. Under these two Amoraim the dialectical method of 
the Babylonian teachers reached the highest development. 
Their discussions, which mostly concern some very nice dis¬ 
tinctions in the interpretation of the Mishna, in order to recon¬ 
cile conflicting passages, fill the pages of the Talmud* In 
their differences concerning more practical questions, the 
opinion of Raba generally prevails, so that later authorities 
pointed out only six cases in which the decision of Abaye was 
to be adopted against that of his rival. 

5. Raba was the son of Joseph b. Chama in Machuza. He 
was bom 299, and died 352. In his youth he attended the 
lectures of Rab Nachman and of R. Chisda. Later, he and 
Abaye were fellow-students in the academy of Rabba bar 
Nachmani. Here he developed his dialectical powers, by which 
he soon surpassed all his contemporaries. He opened an acad¬ 
emy in Machuza which attracted a great number of students. 
After Abaye’s death this academy supplanted that in Pumba¬ 
ditha and during Raba’s lifetime became almost the only seat 
of learning in Babylonia. His controversies with his contem¬ 
poraries, especially with his rival colleague, Abaye, are very 

* The often very subtile argumentations of these two teachers became so pro¬ 
verbial that the phrase “the critical questions of Abaye and Raba” is used in the 
Talmud as a signification of acute discussions and minute investigations. 
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numerous. Wherever an opinion of Abaye is recorded in the 
Talmud, it is almost always followed by the contrary view and 
argument of Raba. 

6. Rab Nachman b. Isaac was a disciple of Rab Nachman 
(b. Jacob), and afterward an officer as Resh Calla in the acad¬ 
emy of Raba. After the death of the latter he was made 
president of the academy in Pumbaditha, which now resumed 
its former rank. In this capacity he remained only four years 
(352-356), and left no remarkable traces of his activity. Still 
less significant was the activity of his successor, R. Chama from 
Nahardea, who held the office for twenty-one years (356-377). 

7. Rab Papa (bar Chanan), a disciple of Abaye and Raba, 
founded a new school in Nares, in the vicinity of Sura, over 
which he presided for nineteen years (354-375). He adopted 
the dialectical method of his former teachers without possess¬ 
ing their ingenuity and their independence, and consequently 
did not give satisfaction to those of his hearers who had for¬ 
merly attended the lectures of Raba. One of his peculiarities 
was that he frequently refers to popular proverbs people say.* 

The Fourth Generation of Babylonian Amoraim. 

(375-427). 

A. Sura. B. Pumbaditha. C. Nahardea. 

1. Rab Ashe. 1. Rab Zebid. Amemar. 

2. Rab Dime. 

3. Rafram. 

4. Rab Kahana. 

5. Mar Zutra. 

To the fourth generation Strack adds, (1) Jeremiah (who 
though a Babylonian native, emigrated to Palestine, and was 
counted among the Palestinian); (2) Haggi; (3) Juda the third 
(Nassi), son of Gamaliel the fourth; (4) Jona; (5) Josa the 
second (colleague of Jona); (6) Pinchas (who also emigrated 
from Babylonia); (7)Judan; (8)Chelbo; (9) Hisda; (10) 
Chinna; (11) Tabbi; (12) Juda b. Pazi, from Lydda, and 

* This Rab Papa must not be mistaken for an elder teacher by the same name, 
who had ten sons, all well versed in the law, one of vriiom, Rafram, became head of 
the academy of Pumbaditha in the following generation. Neither is Rab Papa iden¬ 
tical with Rab Papi, a distinguished lawyer who flourished in a former generation. 
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(* 3 ) Jehoshua of Siknin. Concerning the fourth genera¬ 
tion of Babylonian, he counts also Abbaye and Rabha, and 
adds to the list of Mielziner, Rabba b. Mari, Rabbi b. UUa, and 
Rabha b. Shilla. Strack does not distinguish between the 
colleges of Sura, Pumbaditha and Nahardea. 


Remarks and Biographical Sketches. 

A. Rab Ashe (son of Simai bar Ashe) was, at the age of 
twenty, made president of the reopened academy of Sura, after 
the death of Rab Papa, and held this office for fifty-two years. 
Under his presidency, this academy, which had been deserted 
since the time of Rabba bar Huna, regained its former glory 
with which Rab had invested it. Combining the profundity 
of knowledge which formerly prevailed in this academy with 
the dialectic methods developed in that of Pumbaditha, he was 
generally recognized as the ruling authority, so that his con¬ 
temporaries called him by the distinguishing title of Rabbana 
(our teacher). Invested with this great authority, Rab Ashe 
was enabled to assume the task of sifting, arranging and com¬ 
piling the immense material of traditions, commentaries and 
discussions on the Mishnn, which, during the two preceding 
centuries, had accumulated in the Babylonian academies. In 
the compilation and revision of this gigantic work, which is 
embodied in the Gemara, he was occupied for over half a cen¬ 
tury, and still he did not complete it entirely, but this was done, 
after his death, by his disciples and successors. 

B. During the long period of Rab Ashe’s activity at the 
academy in Sura, the following teachers presided successively 
over the academy in Pumbaditha : 

1. Rab Zebid (b. Oshaya), who succeeded Rab Chama and 
held the office for eight years (377-385). 

2. Rab Dime (b. Chinena) from Nahardea, presiding only 
for three years (385-388). 

3. Rajram bar Papa the elder, in his youth a disciple of 
Raba, succeeded R. Dime (388-394). 

4. Rab Kahana (b. Tachlifa), likewise a disciple of Raba, 
was one of the former teachers of R. Ashe. In an already ad¬ 
vanced age, he was made president of the academy of Pum¬ 
baditha, and died in the year 411. This Rab Cahana must 
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not be mistaken for two other teachers of the same name, one 
of whom had been a distinguished disciple of Rab, and the 
other (Rab Cahana b. Manyome), a disciple of Rab Juda b. 
Jecheskel. 

5. Mar Zutra , who, according to some historians, succeeded 
Rab Cahana as rector of the school in Pumbaditha (411-414), 
is probably identical with Mar Zutra b. Mare, who shortly 
afterwards held the high office as Exilarch. In the rectorship 
of Pumbaditha he was succeeded by Rab Acha bar Raba (414- 
419), and the latter by Rab Gebilia (419-433). 

C. Amemar , a friend of Rab Ashe, was a distinguished 
judge and teacher in Nahardea. When his former teacher 
Rab Dime became president of the academy in Pumbaditha, 
he succeeded him in the rectorship of that of Nahardea, from 
390 to about 422. With him this once so celebrated seat of 
learning passed out of existence. 


The Fifth Generation of Babylonian Amoraim (427-468). 


A. Sura. 

1. Mar Jemar (Maremar). 

2. Rab Ide bar Abin. 

3. Mar bar Rab Ashe. 

4. Rab Acha of Difte. 


B. Pumbaditha. 

1. Rafram II. 

2. Rechumai. 

3. Rab Sama b. Rabba. 


To the fifth generation of Palestinian Strack adds, (1) Abba 
b. Kohen; (2) Abba Mare; (3) Mattanjah; (4) Mana the 
second b. Jona; (5) Chananiah the second; (6) Jos b. Bune; 
(7) Jona of Bozrae; (8) Tanhum, and (9) Chiah b. Adda the 
second. 

To the Babylonian fifth generation he counts, (1) Nachman 
b. Itzhak; (2) Papa; (3) Huna b. Johusua. 


Remarks and Biographical Sketches. 

A. 1. Mar Jemar (contracted to Maremar), who enjoyed 
high esteem with the leading teachers of his time, succeeded 
his colleague and friend, Rab Ashe, in the presidency of the 
academy in Sura, but held this office only for about five years, 
(427-432). 

2. Rab Ide (or Ada) bar Abin, became, after Mar Jemar’s 
death, president of the academy at Sura, and held this office 
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for about twenty years (432-452). He as well as his pre¬ 
decessor continued the compilation of the Talmud which Rab 
Ashe had commenced. 

3. Mar bar Rab Ashe , whose surname was Tabyome, and 
who, for some unknown reasons, had been passed over in the 
election of a successor to his father, was finally made president 
of the academy in Sura, and filled this office for thirteen years, 
(455-468). In his frequent discussions with contemporary 
authorities, he exhibits independence of opinion and great 
faculties of mind. 

4. Rab Acha of Difte , a prominent teacher, was on the point 
of being elected as head of the academy of Sura, but was finally 
defeated by Mar bar Rab Ashe, who aspired to that office which 
his father had so gloriously filled for more than half a century. 

B. The academy of Pumbaditha, which had lost its earlier 
influence, had during this generation successively three presi¬ 
dents, of whose activity very little is known, namely: 

1. Rafram //., who succeeded Rab Gebihah, from 433 to 443. 

2. Rab Rechumai, from 443-456. 

3. Rab Sama b. Rabba, from 456-471. 

Toward the end of this generation, the activity of both 
academies was almost paralyzed by the terrible persecutions 
which the Persian King Firuz instituted against the Jews and 
their religion. 

The Sixth and Last Generation of Babylonian 
Amoraim (468-500). 

A. Sura. B. Pumbaditha. 

1. Rabba Thospia (or Tosfaah). Rab Jose. 

2. Rabina. 

To the sixth generation of Palestinian Strack adds, (1) 
Samuel b. Jose b. Bune, and to the Babylonian, (1) Ashi; (2) 
Rabban bar Thachlifa; (3) Mar b. Rabbina; (4) Mar Zutra. 
Meremar and Tospha he counts to the seventh generation, 
whilst Mielziner counts them to the sixth.* 

* We refrain from giving our own opinion on the differences between the genera¬ 
tions of Strack and those of Mielziner ; for the reason, we confess, that we do not 
understand why only those named here should be mentioned among the different 
generations, whilst each of them has so many contemporaries named by Ilalpcrn in 
his special collection of Tanaimand Amoraim, which takes up a great part in Ilalakha 
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CHAPTER IV. 

THE CLASSIFICATION OF HALAKHA AND HAGADA IN THE 
CONTENTS OF THE GEMARA. 

The collection of the commentaries and discussions of the 
Amoraim on the Mishna is termed Gemara. (See our Brief 
Introd., Vol. I., of our Edition.) Besides being a discursive 
commentary on the Mishna, the Gemara contains a vast 
amount of more or less valuable material which does not always 
have any close connection with the Mishna text, as legal re¬ 
ports, historical and biographical information, religious and 
ethical maxims and homiletical remarks. 

The whole subject-matter embodied in the Gemara is 
generally classified into Halakha and Hagada. 

To Halakha * * belongs that which has bearing upon the law; 
hence all expositions, discussions and reports which have the 
object of explaining, establishing and determining legal prin¬ 
ciples and provisions. The principal branches of the Halakha 
are indicated by the names of the six sections of the Mishna, 
named in Chap. IV. of this work. 

The Hagada f comprises everything not having the char¬ 
acter of Halakha; hence all historical records, all legends and 
parables, all doctrinal and ethical teachings and all free and 
unrestrained interpretations of Scripture. 

as well as in Hagada in both Talmuds and Medrashim. I. H. Weiss’s method is to give 
the particulars of those who have much contributed to the development of the oral 
law ; but nevertheless he mentioned many of the great men without particulars. 
Should we say that Mielziner has adopted his method while Strack did not, it would 
also not be correct. There are many whom Weiss speaks of lengthily whilst Miel¬ 
ziner does not mention them at all and vice versa. The modern scholars like Bacher, 
and others, took the trouble to write particulars of each one mentioned by Strack 
although even they omitted many who are mentioned by Halpern, and therefore we 
hesitate to give our own opinion on this matter. 

* Halakha means custom, usage, practice ; then, an adopted rule, a traditional 
la?u. In a more extended meaning, the term applies to matters bearing upon that 
law. 

f Hagada or Haggada means that which is related, a tale, a saying, an individual 
utterance which claims no binding authority. Regarding this term, see W. Bacher’s 
learned and exhaustive article, “ The Origin of the Word Hagada (Agada),” in the 
Jewish Quarterly Review (London), Vol. IV., pp. 406-429. As to fuller particulars 
concerning Halakha and Hagada, see Zunz’s “ G. Vortraege,” pp. 57-61 and 83 sq.; 
also Hamburger’s “ Real Encyclopadie,” II., the articles Halacha and Agada, also 
above, Vol. I., Chap. V. 
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According to its different contents and character, the 
Hagada may be divided into: 

1. Exegetical Hagada, giving plain or homiletical and alle¬ 
gorical explanations of biblical passages. 

2. Dogmatical Hagada, treating of God’s attributes and 
providence, of creation, of revelation, of reward and punish¬ 
ment, of future life, of Messianic time, etc. 

3. Ethical Hagada, containing aphorisms, maxims, proverbs, 
fables, sayings, intended to teach and illustrate certain moral 
duties. 

4. Historical Hagada, reporting traditions and legends con¬ 
cerning the lives of biblical and post-biblical persons or con¬ 
cerning national and general history. 

5. Mystical Hagada, referring to Cabala, angelology, demon¬ 
ology, astrology, magical cures, interpretation of dreams, etc. 

6. Miscellaneous Hagada, containing ancedotes, observa¬ 
tions, practical advice, and occasional references to various 
branches of ancient knowledge and sciences. 

Hagadic passages are often, by the way, interspersed among 
matters of Halakha, as a kind of diversion and recreation after 
the mental exertion of a tiresome investigation or a minute 
discussion on a dry legal subject. Sometimes, however, the 
Hagada appears in larger groups, outweighing the Halakha 
matter with which it is loosely connected. 

Concerning the Palestinian Talmud, its Halakhas and 
Hagadas, see Chap. V. of this volume. However, as an appendix 
we add that which was written by Mielziner about this matter. 

There are two compilations of the Gemara, which differ 
from each other in language as well as in contents; the one 
made in Palestine is called Jerushalmi , the Jerusalem Gemara 
or Talmud; the other, originating in Babylonia, is called Babli, 
the Babylonian Gemara or Talmud. 


Compilation of Jerushalmi, The Palestinian Talmud. 

As no academy existed in Jerusalem after the destruction 
of the second Temple, the customary appellation Jerusalem 
Talmud is rather a misnomer. More correct is the appellation 
the Palestinian Talmud, or the Gemara of the teachers of the 
West. 
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Compilation of Babli, the Babylonian Talmud. 

The compilation of the Babylonian Talmud is generally 
ascribed to Rab Ashe, who for more than fifty years (375-427), 
officiated as head of the academy in Sura. It is stated that it 
took him about thirty years to collect, sift and arrange the im¬ 
mense material of this gigantic work. During the remaining 
second half of his activity he revised once more the whole work 
and made in it many corrections.* 

But Rab Ashe did not succeed in finishing the gigantic 
work. It was continued and completed by his disciples and 
successors, especially by the last Amoraim, Rabina II., who 
from 488 to 499 presided over the academy in Sura, and R. 
Jose, the school-head of Pumbaditha. Some additions were 
made by the Saboraim, and even by some still later hands. 

The Gemara of the Babylonian Talmud covers only thirty- 
seven Masechtoth (tracts) of the Mishna, namely: 

Of Zeraim only one, Berachoth, omitting the remaining 
ten Masechtoth; 

Of Moed eleven, omitting only Shekalim, which in our 
Talmud editions is replaced by the Palestinian Gemara ; t 

Of Nashim all of the seven Masechtoth belonging to that 
division; 

Of Nezikim eight, omitting Eduyoth and Aboth; J 

* See ibid., Vol. I., p. 21. 

Those scholars who maintain that the Mishna was not written down by R. Jehuda 
Hanasi, but that he merely arranged it orally (see Chap. IV., p. 17), maintain 
the same in regard to Rab Ashe’s compilation of the Gemara, without being able to 
state when and by whom it was actually committed to writing. Against this opinion 
it has been properly argued that it must be regarded as absolutely impossible for a 
work so voluminous, so variegated in contents and so full of minute and intricate dis¬ 
cussions, as the Talmud, to have been orally arranged and fixed, and accurately 
transmitted from generation to generation. On the strength of this argument and of 
some indications found in the Talmud, Z. Frankel (in his “ Mebo," p. 47) even 
regards it as very probable that Rab Ashe in compiling the Gemara made use of some 
minor compilations which existed before him, and of some written records anil 
memoranda containing short abstracts of the academical discussions in the preceding 
generations. Collecting and arranging these records, he partly enlarged them bv 
fuller explanations, partly left them just as he found them. Some traces of such 
memoranda, made probably by R. Ashe’s predecessors, are still found in numerous 
passages of the Talmud. 

f In our new edition in Vol. VIII., we supplied a new brief commentary bv 
Rodkinson. 

X We have placed Aboth de Rabbi Nathan under the Mishna instead of the 
missing Gemara Jurisprudence, Vol. I. (IX.). 
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Of Kodashim nine, omitting Middoth and Kinnim. In 
Thamid only chapters I., II. and IV. are provided with Gemara, 
but not chapters III., V., VI. and VII. 

Of Teharoth only Nidda, omitting eleven Maseeh to th. 

There being no traces of the Gemara missing to twenty-six 
Masechtoth, it is very probable that this part of the Gemara 
has never been compiled, though those Masechtoth have un¬ 
doubtedly also been discussed by the Babylonian Amoraim, as is 
evident from frequent references to them in the Gemara on the 
other Masechtoth. The neglect of compiling these discussions 
may be explained by the circumstance that those Masechtoth 
mostly treat of laws which had no practical application outside 
of Palestine. This is especially the case with the Masechtoth 
of Zeraim, except Berachoth, and those of Teharoth, except 
Nidda. It was different with the Masechtoth belonging to 
Kodashim which, though treating of the sacrificial laws, are 
fully discussed in the Babylonian Talmud, as it was a prevail¬ 
ing opinion of the Rabbis that the merit of being engaged with 
the study of those laws was tantamount to the actual perform¬ 
ance of the sacrificial rites. (See Talm. Menachoth, noa.)* 

The absence of Gemara on the Masechtoth Eduyoth and 
Aboth is easily accounted for by the very nature of their con¬ 
tents, which admitted of no discussions. 

The Two Gemaras Compared with Each Other.! 

The Palestinian and the Babylonian Gemaras differ from 
each other in language and style as well as in material, and in 
the method of treating the same, also in arrangement. 

* This reason appears doubtful to us as, according to the sages, the study of the 
Torah, no matter of which of its branches, is esteemed higher than sacrifices and 
they also were not very much in favor of sacrifices at large, just as little as the old 
prophets. Apart from this we find there lengthy discussions about things which 
have never and could never have existed. We therefore think that the Gemara was 
composed of all the Mishnayoths, and those which are missing were simply lost in 
the course of time. Secondly, discussions to subjects of every Mishna are scat¬ 
tered in the Talmud, but were not collected, and, indeed, a Rabbi of Ishbitza in 
Poland, Gershon Henich Lener, took the trouble to gather the Gemara belonging to 
the section Purification and publish them in a very voluminous book, in 1836, with 
the approbation of most of the Russian and Polish rabbis. (See particulars of this 
in our Phylacterian Retus, p. 122.) 

f About this subject we have spoken in the first volume of this work. How¬ 
ever, we will not omit what was said by Mielziner concerning this matter, as it is 
very reasonable. 
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As regards the language, the Palestinian Gemara is com¬ 
posed in the West Aramaic dialect which prevailed in Palestine 
at the time of the Amoraim. 

The language of the Babylonian Gemara is a peculiar idiom, 
being a mixture of Hebrew and East Aramaic, with an occa¬ 
sional sprinkling of Persian words. Quotations from Mishna 
and Boraitha, and sayings of the elder Amoraim arc given in 
the original, that is, the New Hebrew (Mishnic) language, 
while forms of judicial and notary documents and popular 
legends of later origin are often given in the Aramaic idiom. 

Although the Palestinian Gemara extends to two more Ma- 
sechtoth than the Babylonian, its total material amounts only 
to about one third of the latter. Its discussions are generally 
very brief and condensed, and do not exhibit that dialectic 
acumen for which the Babylonian Gemara is noted. The 
Hagada in the Palestinian Gemara includes more reliable and 
valuable historical records and references, and is, on the whole, 
more rational and sober, though less attractive than the Baby¬ 
lonian Hagada, which generally appeals more to the heart and 
imagination. But the latter, on many occasions, indulges too 
much in gross exaggerations, and its popular sayings, especially 
those evidently interpolated by later hands, have often an ad¬ 
mixture of superstitious views borrowed from the Persian sur¬ 
roundings. 

The arrangement of the material in the two Talmuds dif¬ 
fers in this, that in the Babylonian, the Gemara is attached to 
the single paragraphs of the Mishna, while in the Palestinian 
all paragraphs (the retermed Halakhoth), belonging to one 
Perek of the Mishna, are generally placed together at the head 
of each chapter. The comments and discussions of the Gemara 
referring to the successive paragraphs are then marked by the 
headings, Halakha i, Halakha 2, and so on. 

The two Gemara collections make no direct mention of 
each other as literary works. But the names and opinions of 
the Palestinian authorities are very often quoted in the Baby 
Ionian Gemara ; and in a similar way, though not to the same 
extent, the Palestinian Gemara mentions the views of the 
Babylonian authorities. This exchange of opinions was 
effected by the numerous teachers who are known to have em¬ 
igrated or frequently travelled from the one country to the other. 
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The study of the Babylonian Talmud, having been trans¬ 
planted from its native soil to North Africa, and the European 
countries (especially Spain, France, Germany and Poland), was 
there most sedulously and religiously cultivated in the Jewish 
communities, and gave rise to an immense Rabbinical litera¬ 
ture. The Palestinian Talmud never enjoyed such general 
veneration and attention. Eminent Rabbis alone were 
thoroughly conversant with its contents, and referred to it 
in their writings. It is only in modem times that Jewish 
scholars have come to devote more attention to this Talmud, 
for the purpose of historical and literary investigations. 


CHAPTER V. 

APOCRYPHAL APPENDICES TO THE TALMUD AND COMMENTARIES. 

Besides the Masechtoth contained in the Mishna and the 
two Gemaras, there are several Masechtoth composed in the 
form of the Mishna and Tosephta, that treat of ethical, ritual, 
and liturgical precepts. They stand in the same relation to 
the Talmud as the Apocrypha to the canonical books of the 
Bible. When and by whom they were composed cannot be 
ascertained. Of these apocryphal treatises, the following are 
appended to our editions of the Talmud: 

1. Aboth d ’ Rabbi Nathan* divided into forty-one chapters 
and a kind of Tosephta to the Mishnic treatise “ Pirke Aboth,” 
the ethical sentences of which are here considerably enlarged 
and illustrated by numerous narratives. In its present shape, 
it belongs to the post-Talmudic period, though some elements 
of a Boraitha of R. Nathan (who was a Tana belonging to the 
fourth generation) may have been embodied therein.f 

2. Sopherim (the Scribes), containing, in twenty-one chap¬ 
ters, rules for the writing of the scrolls of the Pentateuch, and 

* In our new edition it is translated in Vol. I. (IX.) and divided into paragraphs 
to each Mishna of Aboth. 

f Compare Zunz, “ Gottesd. Vortraege,” p. 108, sq.—Solomon Taussig pub¬ 
lished in his “ Neve Sholom” (Munich, 1872), from a manuscript of the Library in 
Munich, a recension of the Aboth d’Rabbi Nathan which differs considerably from 
that printed in our Talmud editions. The latest edition of Aboth d. R. N. in two 
recensions from MSS. with critical annotations was published by S. Schechter 
(Vienna, 1887). 
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of the book of Esther ; also Masoretic rules, and liturgical rules 
for the service on Sabbath, Feast and Fast days. R. Asher 
already expressed (in his Hilchoth Sepher Thora) the opinion 
that this Masecheth Sopherim belongs to the period of the 
Gaonim.* * * § 

3. Ebel Rabbathi (the large treatise on Mourning), f eu¬ 
phemistically called Semachoth (Joys), is divided into fourteen 
chapters, and treats, as indicated by the title, of rules and cus¬ 
toms concerning burial and mourning. It is not identical with 
a treatise under the same title, quoted already in the Talmud 
(Moed Katon, 24a, 26a; Kethuboth, 28a), but seems to be 
rather a reproduction of the same with later additions.^ 

4. Callah (the bride, the woman recently married). This 
minor Masechta, being likewise a reproduction of a Maseehta 
by that name, mentioned already in the Talmud (Sabbath, 
114a; Taanith, 10b; Kiddushin, 49b; Jer. Berachoth, II., 5), 
treats in one chapter of the duties of chastity in marriage, and 
in general. 

5. Derech Eretz § (the conduct of life), divided into eleven 
chapters, the first of which treats of prohibited marriages, and 
the remaining chapters, of ethical, social and religious teach¬ 
ings. References to a treatise by that name are made already 
in the Talmud (B. Berachoth, 22a, and Jer. Sabbath, VI., 2). 

6. Derech Eretz Zuta (the conduct of life, minor treatise), 
containing ten chapters, replete with rules and maxims of 
wisdom. || 

7. Perek Ha-shalom (chapter on Peace) consists, as already 
indicated by the title, only of one chapter, treating of the im¬ 
portance of peacefulness. 

Remark: Besides these apocryphal treatises appended to 

* See Zunz, GI). V., p. 95, sq. The latest separate edition of Masecheth 
Sopherim from a MS. and with a German commentary was published by Joel Mueller 
(Leipsic, 1878). 

f Translated by us in Vol. VIII. with a brief commentary by Rodkinson. 

| See Zunz, G. V., p. 90, and N. Brail “ Die Talm. Tractate Uber Trauer urn 
Verstorbene ” (JahrbUcher fUr JUd. Geschichte und Literatur, I., Frankfurt a. M.), 
p. 1-57. M. Klotz published “ Der Talm. Tractat Ebel Rabbathi nach Hand- 
schriften bearbeitet, Uberzetzt und mit Anmerkungen versehen," Frankf. on the 
Main, 1892. 

§ Also these three are translated in Vol. I. (IX.) of our new edition. 

| On both of these Masechtoth Derech Eretz, see Zunz, GD. V.. pp. uo-112 
See also Abr. Tawrogi, “ Der Talm. Tractat Derech Erez Sutta Kritisch bearbeitet, 
ubersetzt und erlautert” (Berlin, 1885). 
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our editions of the Talmud under the general title of “ Minor 
Treatises,” there are seven lesser Masechtoth which were pub¬ 
lished by Raphael Kirchheim from an ancient manuscript. 
(Frankfort on the Main, 1851.) 

Commentaries. 

The Necessity for such Commentaries. 

The Talmud offers to its students great difficulties, partly 
on account of the peculiar idiom in which it is written, and 
which is intermixed with so numerous, often very mutilated, 
foreign words; partly on account of the extreme brevity and 
succinctness of its style, the frequent use of technical terms 
and phrases, and mere allusions to matters discussed elsewhere; 
partly also on account of the circumstance that, in consequence 
of elliptical expressions, and in the absence of all punctuation 
marks, question and answer, in the most intricate discussions, 
are sometimes so closely interwoven that it is not easy to dis¬ 
cern at once where the one ends and the other begins. To 
meet all these difficulties, which are often very perplexing, 
numerous commentaries have been written by distinguished 
Rabbis. Some of the commentaries extend to the whole Tal¬ 
mud, or a great portion thereof; others exclusively to the 
Mishna, or some of its sections. 

Up to date new commentaries upon commentaries appear, 
so that in the last edition printed in Vilna, more than a hun¬ 
dred additional commentaries are given (an illustration of 
which we give at the end of this chapter). We therefore do 
not care to point them out. Moreover they all are commen¬ 
taries to the text which do not belong to our new edition. 
However, the commentaries exclusively on the Mishna we deem 
to be interesting for some readers and therefore do not omit 
them. 

Commentaries Exclusively on the Mishna. 

1. The first to write a commentary on the whole Mishna was 
Moses Maimonides (XII. century). He commenced it in the 
twenty-third year of his age, in Spain, and finished it in his thir¬ 
tieth year, in Egypt. This commentary was written in Arabic, 
manuscripts of which are to be found in the Bodleian Library 
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at Oxford, and in some other libraries. From the Arabic it 
was translated into Hebrew by several scholars, flourishing in 
the XIII. century; namely, Seder Zeraim, by Jehuda Charizi; 
Seder Moed, by Joseph Ibn Alfual; Seder Nashim, by Jacob 
Achsai (or Abbasi *) ; Seder Nezikin, by Solomon b. Joseph, 
with the exception of Perek Chelek in Sanhedrin and Masecheth 
Aboth, including the ethical treatise Sh’mone Perakim, intro¬ 
ducing the latter, which were translated by Samuel Ibn Tib- 
bon; Seder Kodashim, by Nathanel Ibn Almuli; the trans¬ 
lator of Seder Teharoth is not known. These translations are 
appended to all Talmud editions, after each Masechta, under 
the heading of Commentary of Maimonides. 

The characteristic feature of this commentary of Maimon¬ 
ides consists in this, that it follows the analytical method, lay¬ 
ing down at the beginning of each section the principles and 
general views of the subject, and thereby throwing light upon 
the particulars to be explained, while Rashi in his Talmud com¬ 
mentary adopted the synthetical method, commencing with the 
explanation of the particulars, and thereby leading to a clear 
understanding of the whole of the subject-matter. 

2. Several distinguished Rabbis wrote commentaries on 
single sections of the Mishna, especially on those Masechtoth to 
which no Babylonian Gemara (and hence no Rashi) exists. 
Of these commentaries the following are found in our Talmud 
editions: 

(a) Rashi's Commentary on all Masechtoth of Seder Zeraim, 
except Berachoth, and all Masechtoth of Seder Teharoth, ex¬ 
cept Nidda, by R. Simson of Sens (XII. century), the cele¬ 
brated Tosaphist. 

( b) Asheri's Commentary on the same Masechtoth, by R. 
Asher b. Yechiel (XIII. century), the author of the epitome 
of the Talmud which is appended to all Masechtoth. 

(c) Rashi's Commentary on Masecheth Middoth, by R. 
Shemaya , who is supposed to have been a disciple of Rashi. 

(d) Rabad's Commentary on Masecheth Eduyoth, by R. 
Abraham b. David (XII. century), the celebrated author of 
critical annotations on Maimonides’ Talmudical code. 

(e) Commentary on the Masechtoth Kinnim and Tamid by 
an anonymous author. 

* Sec Graetz, “ Geschichte d. J.”, Vol. VI l. p. 302. 
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3. R. Obadya of Bertinoro in Italy, and Rabbi in Jerusalem 
(d. in the year 1510), wrote a very lucid commentary on the 
whole Mishna, which accompanies the text in most of our sep¬ 
arate Mishna editions. He follows the analytic method of 
Rashi, and adds to each paragraph of the Mishna the result 
of the discussion of the Gemara. 

4. Additions of Yom Tob. Additional comments by Yom 
Tob Lipman Heller , Rabbi of Prague and Cracow (XVII. cen¬ 
tury). These comments, likewise extending to all parts of 
the Mishna, and accompanying its text on the opposite side 
of Bartinoro’s commentary in most of our Mishna editions, 
contain very valuable explanations and critical remarks. 

5. Of shorter commentaries to be found only in some special 
editions of the Mishna text the following may be mentioned: 

(а) Tree of Life , by Jacob Chagiz , Rabbi in Jerusalem (XVII. 
century), the author of a Talmudical terminology, Techilath 
Chochma. 

6. Full Spoon of Delight , by Senior Phoebus (XVIII. cen¬ 
tury). This commentary is an abstract of Bertinoro’s and 
Yom Tob Lipman Heller’s commentaries. 

(б) Spoon of Delight , by Isaac Ibn Gabbai in Leghorn 
(XVII. century), is generally based on the commentaries of 
Rashi and Maimonides.* 

“ Tefereth Israel ” to all Mishnayoth, by Israel Liphschitz, 
a very reasonable commentary. 


CHAPTER VI. 

EPITOMES, CODIFICATIONS, MANUSCRIPTS AND PRINTED 
EDITIONS OF THE TALMUD. 

Introductory. 

Since the Babylonian Talmud was considered by most of 
the Jewish communities in all countries as the source of the rab¬ 
binical law by which to regulate the religious life, it is but 
natural that already at a comparatively early period attempts 
were made to furnish abstracts of the same for practical pur- 

* The commentaries of the Palestinian Talmud we omit, but not the Epitomes, 
etc., which seem to us of interest for the reader. 
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poses. This was done partly by epitomes or compendiums 
which, retaining the general arrangement and divisions of the 
Talmud, bring its matter into a narrower compass by omitting 
its Hagadic and unnecessary passages, and abridging the legal 
discussions; and partly by codes in which the results of the 
discussed legal matter is presented in a more systematic order. 
The first attempts in this direction were made by R. Jehudai 
Gaon of Sura (VIII. century), in his book Halachoth Ketuoth 
(Abridged Halakhoth), and by R. Simon of Kahira (—IX. 
century) in his Halachoth Gedoloth. Both of these two works, 
which afterwards coalesced into one work, still extant under 
the latter title, were, however, eclipsed by later master works 
of other celebrated Rabbinical authorities. 

A. Epitomes. 

The principal epitomes or compendiums of the Talmud are 
by the following authors: 

1. R. Isaac Alfasi (after the initials, called “Rif,” bom in 
1013 near the city of Fez in Africa, died in 1103 as Rabbi at 
Lucena in Spain) wrote an excellent compendium, which he 
called “Halakhoth,” but which is usually called by the name 
of its author, Alpassy. In this compendium he retains the 
general arrangement, the language and style of the Talmud, 
but omits, besides the Hagada, all parts and passages which 
concern laws that had become obsolete since the destruction of 
the Temple. Besides, he condensed the lengthy discussions, 
and added his own decision in cases not clearly decided in 
the Talmud. 

Remark. —Alfasi’s compendium comprises in print three large (olio volumes in 
which the text is accompanied by Rashi’s Talmud commentary, and besides by 
numerous commentaries, annotations and glosses, especially those by R. Nissim b. 
Reuben ; by R. Zerachia Halevi (Maor); by R. Mordecai b. Ilillcl ; by R. 
Joseph Chabiba (Nimuke Joseph), and by some other distinguished Rabbis. 

2. R. Asher b. Jechiel , a German Rabbi, later in Toledo, 
Spain, where he died in 1327, wrote a compendium after the 
pattern of that of Alfasi and embodied in the same also the 
opinions of later authorities. This compendium is appended 
in our Talmud editions to each Masechta, under the title of the 
author, Rabbennu Asher. 
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R. Jacob, the celebrated son of this author, added to that 
compendium an abstract of the decisions contained in the same, 
The Extract of Asher’s Decisions. 

B. Codes. 

1. Mishne Torah, “Repetition of the Law,” by R. Moses 
Maimonides, flourishing in the XII. century. This is the most 
comprehensive and systematically arranged Code of all the 
Laws scattered through the two Talmuds, or resulting from 
the discussions in the same. Occasionally also the opinions of 
the post-Talmudic authorities, the Gaonim, are added. 

This gigantic work, written throughout in Mishnic Hebrew 
in a very lucid and attractive style, is divided into fourteen 
books; hence its additional name, Sepher Ha-yad (having the 
numerical value of 14), and by way of distinction, it was later 
called “ Yad Hachazaka,” The Strong Hand. Every book is, 
according to the various subjects treated therein, divided into 
Halakhoth, the special names of which are given at the head of 
each of those fourteen books. The Halakhoth are again sub¬ 
divided into chapters (Perakim), and these into paragraphs. 

2. Sephar Mitzvath Godol (abbreviated S. M. G.), the great 
Law book, by the Tosaphist R. Moses of Coney, in France 
(XIII. century). This work arranges the Talmudical law 
according to the 613 precepts which the Rabbis found to 
be contained in the Pentateuch, and is divided into 248 
positive and 365 negative commandments. 

Remark. —A similar work, but on a smaller scale, is “ Sephar Mitzvath Gaton,” 
also called “ Amude Golah,” by R. Isaac b. Joseph, of Corbeil (d. 1280). 

3. Turim (the Rows of Laws), by R. Jacob, son of that 
celebrated R. Asher b. Jechiel who was mentioned above. 
The work is divided into four parts, called: Tur Orach Chayim, 
treating of Liturgical Laws; Tur Yore Dea, treating of the 
Ritual Laws; Tur Eben Ha-ezer, on the Marriage Laws, and 
Tur Choshen Mishpat, on the Civil Laws. Each of these four 
books is subdivided according to subjects under appropriate 
headings, and into chapters, called Simanim. This code differs 
from that of Maimonides in so far as it is restricted to such laws 
only which were still in use outside of Palestine, and as it em¬ 
bodies also rules and customs which were established after the 
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close of the Talmud. Besides, it is not written in that uniform 
and pure language, and in that lucid style, by which the work 
of Maimonides is characterized. 

4. Shulchan Aruch (The Prepared Table), by R. Joseph 
Karo (XVI. century), the same author who wrote the commen¬ 
taries on the codes of Maimonides and of R. Jacob b. Asher. 
Taking the last-mentioned code (Turim) and his own commen¬ 
tary on the same as basis, and retaining its division into four 
parts as well as that into subjects and chapters, he subdivided 
each chapter (Siman), into paragraphs, and so remodelled its 
contents as to give it the proper shape and style of a law book. 
This Shulchan Aruch, together with the numerous annotations 
added to it by the contemporary R. Moses Isserles, was up to 
our time regarded by all rabbinical Jews as the authoritative 
code by which all questions of the religious life were decided. 

Constant reference to the four Codes mentioned above are 
made in the marginal glosses which are found on every page of 
the Talmud, under the heading of “ En Mishpat , Ner Mitswah." 
It is the object of these glosses to show, at every instance when 
a law is quoted or discussed in the Talmud, where the final 
decision of that law is to be found in the various codes. The 
authorship of these marginal glosses is ascribed to R. Joshua 
Boas Baruch (XVI. century). The same scholar wrote also 
the glosses headed Torah Or which are found in the space 
between the Talmud text and Rashi’s commentary, and which 
indicate the books and chapters of the biblical passages quoted 
in the Talmud, besides the very important glosses in the mar¬ 
gins of the pages, headed Massoreth Ha-shas , which give 
references to parallel passages in the Talmud. The last men¬ 
tioned glosses were later increased with critical notes by Isaiah 
Berlin (Pik), Rabbi in Breslau (d. 1799). 

C. Collections of the Hagadic Portions of the Talmud 

While the above-mentioned Compendiums and Codes arc 
restricted to abstracting only the legal matter (Halakha) of 
the Talmud, R. Jacob ibn Chabib, flourishing at the beginning 
of the sixteenth century, collected all the Hagadic passages, 
especially of the Babylonian Talmud. This very popular col¬ 
lection, which is usually printed with various commentaries, 
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has the title of En Jacob ; in some editions it is also called En 
Israel . 

R. Samuel Jafe, flourishing in the latter part of that cen¬ 
tury, made a similar collection of the Hagadic passages of the 
Palestinian Talmud, with an extensive commentary under the 
title of Y'phe Mareh (Vienna, 1590, and Berlin, 1725-26). 
An abridged edition with a short commentary was published 
under the title of Benyan Jerusalem (Lemberg, i860). 

D. Manuscripts. 

In consequence of the terrible persecutions of the Jew r s 
during the middle ages, and the destruction of their libraries, 
so often connected therewith, and especially in consequence of 
the vandalism repeatedly perpetrated by the Church against 
the Talmud,* only a very limited number of manuscripts of the 
same have come down to our time. Codices of single Sedarim 
(sections) and Masechioth (tracts or treatises) are to be found in 
various libraries of Europe, especially in the Vatican Library of 
Rome, and in the libraries of Parma, Leyden, Paris, Oxford, 
Cambridge, Munich, Berlin and Hamburg. The only known 
complete manuscript of the Babylonian Talmud, written in 
the year 1369, is in possession of the Royal Library of Munich. 
A fragment of Talmud Pesachim, of the ninth or tenth century, 
is preserved in the University Library of Cambridge, and was 
edited with an autotype facsimile, by W. H. Lowe, Cambridge, 
1879. 

The Columbia College in the city of New York lately ac¬ 
quired a collection of manuscripts containing the treatises 
Pesachim , MoedKaton , Megilla and Zebaehim of the Babylonian 
Talmud. These manuscripts came from Southern Arabia, and 
date from the year 1548.! 

* It is stated that at the notorious auto-da-fe of the Talmud, held in the year 
1249, at Paris, twenty-four cart-loads of Talmud tomes were consigned to the flames. 
Similar destructions of the Talmud were executed by the order of Pope Julius III., in 
the year 1553, first at Rome, then at Bologna and Venice, and in the following year 
in Ancona and other cities. Among the 12,000 tomes of the Talmud that were 
burned at Cremona, in the year 1559 (see Graetz’s “ Geschichte d. Juden,” X., p. 382), 
were undoubtedly also numerous manuscripts, though most of them may have been 
printed copies. 

f See Max L. Margolis’s “ The Columbia College MS. of Meghilla Examined,” 
New York, 1892. 
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Manuscripts of the Mishna or of single Scdarim thereof, 
some of which dating from the thirteenth century arc preserved 
in the libraries of Parma, of Berlin, of Hamburg, of Oxford, and 
of Cambridge. That of the last-mentioned library was edited 
by W. H. Lowe: '‘The Mishna on which the Palestinian Tal¬ 
mud Rests," etc., Cambridge, 1883. 

Of the Palestinian Talmud the only manuscript, of con¬ 
siderable extent, is preserved in the Library of Leyden. See 
S. M. Schiller-Szinessy, “ Description of the Leyden MS. of the 
Palestinian Talmud," Cambridge, 1878. Fragments of the 
Palestinian Talmud are also to be found in some other libraries, 
especially in those of Oxford and Parma. 

Fuller information concerning MSS. of the Talmud is given 
in F. Lebrecht’s “ Handschriften und erste Ausgaben des Babyl. 
Talmud," Berlin, 1862. See also M. Steinschneider’s " He- 
braische Bibliographic," Berlin, 1862 and 1863. 

E. The Talmud in Print. 
a. The Mishna Editions. 

Already as early as the year 1492, the first edition of the 
Mishna, together with the commentary of Maimonides, ap¬ 
peared in Naples. It was followed by several editions of Venice 
(1546-50, and 1606), of Riva di Trento (1559), and of Mantua 
(1559-63). In the last-mentioned editions the commentary 
of Obadia di Bertinoro is added. The editions which have 
since appeared are very numerous. Those which appeared 
since the seventeenth century are generally accompanied, be¬ 
sides Bertinoro’s commentary, by Lipman Heller’s or some 
other shorter commentaries. 

b. The Babylonian Talmud. 

The first complete edition of the Babylonian Talmud was 
published by Daniel Bomberg in twelve folio volumes, Venice, 
1520-23. Besides the text, it contains the commentary of 
Rashi, the Tosephoth, the Piske-Toscphoth, the compendium 
of Asheri, and the Mishna commentary of Maimonides. This 
original edition served as model for all editions which subse- 
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quently appeared at Venice, Basel, Cracow, Lublin, Amster¬ 
dam, Frankfort-on-the-Oder, Berlin, Frankfort-on-the-Main, 
Sulzbach, Dyhemfurt, Prague, Warsaw, Lemberg, and re¬ 
cently at Vienna and Wilna. The later editions were greatly 
improved by the addition of valuable literary and critical 
marginal notes and appendices by learned rabbis. But the 
Basel and most of the subsequent editions, down almost to the 
present time, have been much mutilated by the official censors 
of the press, who expunged from the Talmud all those passages 
which, in their opinion, seemed to reflect upon Christianity, 
and, besides, changed expressions, especially names of nations 
and of sects, which they suspected as having reference to 
Christians. 

The Amsterdam editions, especially the first (1644-48), es¬ 
caped those mutilations at the hand of the censors, and are on 
this account considered very valuable. Most of the passages 
which have elsewhere been eliminated or altered by the cen¬ 
sors have been extracted from the Amsterdam edition, and 
published in separate small books. Of these the following 
two may be mentioned: “Collected Omissions” and “The 
Omissions,” Koenigsberg, i860.* 

A critical review of the complete editions of the Babylonian 
Talmud and of the very numerous editions of single Masech- 
toth since the year 1484, was published by Raphael Rabbino- 
vicz, in his Hebrew pamphlet, Munich, 1877.! 

The same author also collected and published very rich and 
important material for a critical edition of the Babylonian 
Talmud from the above-mentioned manuscript in the Royal 
Library of Munich and other manuscripts, as well as from early 
prints of single Masechtoth in various libraries. The title of 
this very extensive work, written in Hebrew, is Dikduke So- 
pherim, with the Latin title: Variae lectiones in Mishnam et in 
Talmud Babylonicum, etc., Munich 1868-86. The fifteen vol¬ 
umes in octavo which have appeared of this valuable work 
comprise only three and a half Sedarim of the six Sedarim of 

* In our “ Schulchan Aruch und Seine Beziehungen, etc.,” mentioned in our 
appendix about the Mtinster process, we give a clear explanation about all the cor¬ 
rections by the censor which does not fully agree with this remark. Concerning 
these omissions, see our “ Concluding Words ” to Vols. XVII. and XVIII. 

f This instructive pamphlet is also reprinted as an appendix to Vol. VIII. of 
Dikduke Sopherim. 
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the Talmud. It is to be regretted that in consequence of the 
death of the learned author the completion of this important 
work has been suspended. 

c. The Palestinian Talmud. 

Of the Palestinian Talmud (Jerushalmi) only four complete 
editions appeared: 

1. The first edition, published by Daniel Bomberg, Venice, 
1523-24, in one folio volume, without any commentary. 

2. The Cracow edition, 1609, with a short commentary on 
the margin. 

3. The Krotoshin edition, 1866, with a commentary like 
that in the Cracow edition, but added to it are marginal notes, 
containing references to parallel passages in the Babylonian 
Talmud, and corrections of text readings. 

4. The Shitomir edition, 1860-67, in several folio volumes, 
with various commentaries. 

Besides these four complete editions, several parts have 
been published with commentaries. 


CHAPTER VII. 

TRANSLATIONS OF THE TALMUD 

A. The Mishna. 

English Translations. 

W. Walton. Translation of the treatises Sabbath and 
Erubin, London, 1718. 

D. A. de Sola and M. I. Raphall. Eighteen treatises from 
the Mishna translated. London, 1843. 

Joseph Barclay published under the title “The Talmud” a 
translation of eighteen treatises of the Mishna with annota¬ 
tions. London, 1878. 

C. Taylor. Sayings of the Jewish Fathers (the treatise 
Aboth). Cambridge, 1877. 

Remark. —The treatise “Aboth” has been translated into almost all of the 
European languages. 
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B. The Babylonian Talmud. 

To translate the Mishna is a comparatively easy task. Its 
generally plain and uniform language and style of expression, 
and its compendious character could easily enough be rendered 
into another language, especially when accompanied by some 
explanatory notes. But it is quite different with the Gemara, 
especially the Babylonian. There are, of course, also passages 
in the Gemara which offer no great difficulties to a translator 
who is sufficiently familiar with the idiom in which the original is 
composed. We refer to the historical, legendary and homiletical 
portions (Hagadas) which the compilers have interspersed in 
every treatise. The main part of the Gemara, however, which 
is essentially of an argumentative character, giving minute 
reports of discussions and debates on the law, this part, so rich 
in dialectical subtilities, and so full of technicalities and ellip¬ 
tical expressions, offers to the translator almost insurmounta¬ 
ble difficulties. 


English Translations. 

A. W. Streane. Translation of the treatise Chagiga. Cam¬ 
bridge, 1891. 

Michael L. Rodkinson : Babylonian Talmud—Section Moed 
(Festivals). Complete, consisting of the following volumes: 
Vol. I.,* Tract Sabbath (first ten chapters); Vol. II., Tract 
Sabbath (continued), fourteen chapters; Vol. III., Tract Eru- 
bin (Mingling); Vol. IV., Tracts Skekalim (Duties), and Rosh 
Hashana (Hebrew Calendar); Vol. V., Tract Pesachim (Pass- 
over); Vol. VI., Tracts Yomah (Day of Atonement), and 
Hagiga (Holocaust); Vol. VII., Tracts Betzah (Feast), Succah 
(Tabernacles), and Moed Katan (Minor Festivals); Vol. VIII., 
Tracts Taanith (Fasts), Megilla (Book of Esther), and Ebel 
Rabbathi (Great Mourning). 

Section Jurisprudence: Vol. I., Ethics of Judaism, (Tracts 
Aboth, Aboth of R. Nathan, Derech Eretz, Rabba and Zutta); 
Vol. II., Bab Kama (First Gate, eight chapters); Vol. III., 
Baba Metziah (Middle Gate), five chapters, and the last two of 


* Of Vol. I. and IV. a second revised and enlarged edition was published. 
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Baba Kama; Vol. IV., the last five chapters of Baba Metziah; 
Vol. V.-VI., Baba Bathra (Last Gate, five chapters in each); 
Vol. VII.-VIII., Sanhedrin; Vol. IX., Maccath, Shebuoth, and 
Eduyoth; Vol. X., Abuda Zara and Horioth, New York, 1896- 
1903.* 

C. The Palestinian Talmud. 

a. Latin Translation. 

Blasins Ugolinus , published in volumes XVII.-XXX. of his 
Thesaurus antiquitatum sacrarum (Venice, 1755-65), the fol¬ 
lowing treatises in Latin: Pesachim (vol. XVII.); Shekalim, 
Yoma, Succah, Rosh Hashanah, Taanith, Megilla, Chagiga, 
Betza, Moed Katan (vol. XVIII.); Maaseroth, Maaser Sheni, 
Challah, Orlah, Biccurim (vol. XX.); Sanhedrin, Maccoth 
(vol. XXV.); Kiddushin, Sota, Kethuboth (vol. XXX.). 

b. German Translations. 

Joh. Jacob Rabe , besides translating Berachoth in connec¬ 
tion with that treatise in the Babylonian Gemara, as men¬ 
tioned above, published: Der Talmudische Tractat Peak , 
iibersetzt und erlautert. Anspach, 1781. 

August Wiinsche. Der Jerusalemische Talmud in seinen 
haggadischen Bestandtheilen zum ersten Male in’s Deutsche 
ubertragen. Zurich, 1880. 

c. French Translation. 

Moise Schwab. Le Talmud de Jerusalem traduit pour la 
premiere fois. X. volumes. Paris, 1871-90. 

D. Gemara. 

M. Schwab , the author of the French translation published 
in English: The Talmud of Jerusalem. Vol. I. Berachoth. 
London, 1886. 

* See 11 Kritische Geschichte der Talmud Obersetzung” by Rischof, p. 62. 
In this book all the translations from both Talmuds in all languages and all tracts 
or parts of them, with criticisms, are mentioned. The English translations are given 
here for the English reader. 
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CHAPTER VIII. 

BIBLIOGRAPHY OF MODERN WORKS AND MONOGRAPHS ON 
TALMUDIC SUBJECTS. 

(Arranged with reference to subjects and in alphabetical order 
of authors). 

Hagada. 

W. Bacher. Die Agada der Tannaiten. Strasburg, Als. 
1884; Die Agada der Babylonischen Amoraer. Strasburg, 
Als., 1878; Die Agada der Palastinischen Amoraer. Strasburg, 
Als., 1891; Agada der Palastinischen Amoraer, published 1896, 
Vol. II., Die Schueler Jochanan’s, and 1899 Vol. III., Die letz- 
ten Amoraer des heiligen Landes. 

5 . Back. Die Fabel im Talmud u. Midrasch (in Monats- 
schrift f. Geschichte u. Wissenschaft d. Judenthums, XXIV., 
1875; XXV., 1876; XXIX., 1880; XXX., 1881; XXXII., 
1883; XXXIII., 1884). 

M. Grunbaum. Beitrage zur vergleichenden Mythologie 
aus der Haggada (in Zeitschrift d. D. Morgenl. Gesellschaft, 
vol. XXXI., 1877). 

M. Gudemann. Mythenmischung in der Haggada (in 
Monatsschrift f. Geschichte u. Wissenschaft d. Judenthums, 
vol. XXV., 1876). 

D. Hoffmann. Die Antonius Agadoth im Talmud (in 
Magazin fur Wissenschaft des Judenthums, vol. XIX., 1892). 

Archaeological. 

Ad. Briill. Trachten der Juden im nachbiblischen Alter- 
thum. Frankf. on the M., 1873. 

Franz Delitzsch. Jiidisches Handwerkerleben zur Zeit 
Jesu, Elangen, 1879. Translated by B. Pick, “Jewish Artisan 
Life.” New York, 1883. 

M. H. Friedlander. Die Arbeit nach Bibel u. Talmud. 
Briinn, 1891. 

L. Herzfeld. Metrologische Voruntersuchungen, Geld und 
Gewicht der Juden bis zum Schluss des Talmuds (in Jahrbuch 
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fur Geschichte der Juden u. des Judenthums, vol. III., pp. 
95-191, Leipsic, 1863). 

Alex. Kohnt. 1 st das Schachspiel im Talmud genannt? 
(Z. d. D. M. G., XLVI., 130-39). 

Leopold Low. Graphische Requisiten und Erzeugnisse bei 
den Juden, Leipsic, 1870-71; Die Lebensalter in der jiid. 
Literatur. Szegedin, 1875. 

H. Vogelstein. Die Landwirthschaft in Palestina zur Zeit 
der Mischna. Berlin, 1894. 

B. Zuckerman. Ueber Talmudische Munzen u. Gewichte. 
Breslau, 1862; Das jiidische Maassystem. Breslau, 1867; 
Technologie u. Terminologie der Handverke in der P. Rieger 
Mischnah. Berlin, 1895. 

Biographical. 

Sam. Back. Elischa ben Abuja, quellenmassig dargestellt. 
Frankf. on the M., 1891. 

A. Blnmenthal. Rabbi Meir, sein Lebcn u. Wirken. Frankf., 
1889. 

M. Braunschweiger. Die Lehrer der Mischna, ihr Leben u. 
Wirken. Frankf. on the M., 1890. 

5 . Fessler. Mar Samuel, der bedeutendste Amora. Breslau, 
1879. 

M. Friedlander. Geschichtsbilder aus der Zeit der Tanai- 
ten u. Amoraer. Brunn, 1879. 

5 . Gelbhaus. R. Jehuda Hanasi und die Redaction der 
Mischna. Vienna, 1876. 

D. Hoffmann. Mar Samuel, Rector der Academie zu Na- 
hardea. Leipsic, 1873. 

M. D. Hoffmann. Biographie des Elischa ben Abuya. 
Vienna, 1870. 

Armand Kaminka. Simon b. Jochai (chapter in the 
author’s Studien zur Geschichte Galilaeas. Berlin, 1890). 

Raphael Ltfvy. Un Tanah (Rabbi Meir), fitude sur la vie 
et l’enseignement d’un docteur Juif du II. siecle. Pans, 1883. 

L. Lewin. R. Simon b. Jochai. Frankf. on M., 1893. 

M. I. Miih If elder. Rabh. Ein Lcbensbild zur Geschichte 
des Talmud. Leipsic, 1873. 

J. Spitz. Rabban Jochanan b. Sakkai, Rector der Hoch- 
schule zu Jabneh. Berlin, 1883. 
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/. Trenel. Vie de Hillel l’Ancient. Paris, 1867. 

H. Zirndorf. Some Women in Israel (pp. 119-270, por¬ 
traying distinguished women of the Talmudic age). Phila¬ 
delphia, 1892. 

F. Kauter. Beitraege zur Kenntniss des Rechtsystems 
und der Ethik Mar Samuels. Bern, 1895. 

A. Kisch. Hillel der Alte, Lebensbild eines jued. Weisen. 
Prag., 1889. 

Chronology and Calendar. 

L. M. Lewisohn. Geschichte u. System des jiidischen 
Kalenderwesens. Leipsic, 1856. 

B. Zuckermann. Materialien zur Entwickelung der altj u - 
dischen Zeitrechnung. Breslau 1882. 

Customs. 

/. M. Cassanowicz. Non-Jewish religious ceremonies in 
the Talmud (in Proceedings of the American Oriental Society). 
New York, 1894. 

Joseph Perles. Die jiidische Hochzeit in nachbiblischer 
Zeit. Leipsic, i860. Die Leichenfeierlichkeiten im nachbi- 
blischen Judenthum. Breslau, 1861. 

Remark. —An English translation of both of these two monographs is embodied 
in “ Hebrew Characteristics,” published by the American Jewish Publication Society. 
New York, 1875. 

M . Fluegel. Gedanken fiber religiose Brauche und An- 
schauungen. Cincinnati, 1888. 

Dialectics. 

Aaron Hahn. The Rabbinical Dialectics. A History of 
Dialecticians and Dialectics of the Mishna and Talmud. Cin¬ 
cinnati, 1879. 

Education. 

Blach-Gudensberg. Das Paedagogische im Talmud. Hal- 
berstadt, 1880. 

M. Duschak. Schulgesetzgebung u. Methodik der alten 
Israeli ten. Vienna, 1872. 
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Sam. Marcus. Zur Schul-Paedagogik des Talmud. Ber¬ 
lin, 1866. 

Joseph Simon. L’education et l’instruction d’apr6s la 
Bible et le Talmud. Leipsic, 1879. 

E. Van Gelden. Die Volkeschule des juedischen Alter- 
thums nach Talmudischen Ouellen. Berlin, 1872. 

J. Wiesen. Geschichte und Methodik dcr Schulwesens im 
talmudischen Alterthum. Strasburg, 1892. 

J. Lewit. Darstellung der theorctischen und practischen 
Paedagogik im juedischen Alterthum. Berlin, 1896. 

Ethics. 

M. Bloch. Die Ethik der Halacha. Budapest, 1886. 

Herman Cohen. Die Nachstenliebe im Talmud. Ein 
Gutachten. Marburg, 1886. 

M. Duschak. Die Moral der Evangelien u. des Talmuds. 
Brunn, 1877. 

H. B. Fassel. Tugend- und Rechtslehre des Talmud. 
Vienna, 1848. 

M. Lazarus. Die Ethik des Judenthums. Frankfort a. M., 
1898. Translated into English. (The Ethics of Judaism), 
by Henriette Szold, Vol. I. Philadelphia, 1900-01. 

E. Griinebaum. Die Sittenlehre des Judenthums andem 
Bekentnissen gegeniiber. Strasburg, 1878. 

M. Gudemami. Nachstenliebe. Vienna, 1890. 

Alex. Kohut. The Ethics of the Fathers. A series of lec¬ 
tures. New York, 1885. 

L. Lazarus. Zur Charakteristik der talmudischen Ethik. 
Breslau, 1877. 

Marc. L<?vy. Essai sur la morale de Talmud. Paris, 1891. 

Luzzatto. Israelitische Moraltheologie, deutsch von M. 
Joel. Breslau, 1870. 

5 . Schaffer. Das Recht und seine Stellung zur Moral nach 
talmudischer Sitten- und Rechtslehre. Frankf. on the M., 
1889. 

N. J. Weinstein , Geschichtliche Entwickelung dcs Gebotes 
der Nachstenliebe innerhalb des Judenthums, kritisch bc- 
leuchtet. Berlin, 1891. 

M. L. Rodkinson. Ahbath Adam ah pc Torah She Bal 
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peh. In Hebrew — a booklet in the periodical Hakol, Vol. VI. 
Vienna, 1885. Translated into German as “ Nachstenliebe 
nach den Talmud” in manuscript. 

Exegesis. 

W. Backer. Exegesis and Bible Criticism. Ein Woerter- 
buch der bibelexegetischen Kunstsprache der Tannaiten. 
Leipsic, 1899. 

M. Eisenstadt. Ueber Bibelkritik in der talmud. Literatur. 
Berlin, 1894. 

H. S. Hirschfeld. Halachische Exegese. Berlin, 1840; 
Die Hagadische Exegese. Berlin, 1847. 

S. Waldberg. Darke Hashinnuyim, on the methods of artifi¬ 
cial interpretation of Scriptures in the Talmud and Midrash 
(in Hebrew). Lemberg, 1870. 

Geography and History. 

A. Berliner. Beitrage zur Geographie u. Ethnographie 
Babyloniens im Talmud u. Midrasch. Berlin, 1883. 

J. Derenbourg. Essai sur l’histoire et la geographie de la 
Palestine d’aprks les Talmuds et les autres sources rabbiniques. 
Paris, 1867. 

H. Hildesheimer. Beitrage zur Geographie Palastinas. 
Berlin, 1886. 

Armand Kaminka. Studien zur Geschichte Galilaeas. 
Berlin, 1890. 

Ad. Neubaner. La geographie du Talmud. M6moire cou - 
ronne par 1 ’academie des inscriptions et belles-lettres. Paris, 
1868. 

Law. 

a. In General. 

Jacques Levy. La jurisprudence du Pentateuque et du 
Talmud. Constantine, 1879. 

5 . Mayer. Die Rechte der Israeliten, Athener und Romer. 
Leipsic, 1862-66. 

M. Mielziner. Legal Maxims and Fundamental Laws of 
the Civil and Criminal Code of the Talmud. Cincinnati, 1898. 
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M. W. Rapaport. Der Talmud und sein Recht (in Zeit- 
schrift fuer Vcrgleichende Rechtswissenschaft, XIV. Band. 
Stuttgart, 1900). 

I. L. Saalschiitz. Das Mosaische Recht, nebst den vervoll- 
standigenden thalmudisch-rabbinischen Bestimmungen. 2d 
Edition. Berlin, 1853. 

5 . Schaffer. Das Recht u. seine Stellung zur Moral nach 
talmudischer Sitten- und Rechtslehre. Frankf. on the M., 1889. 

I. M. Wise. The Law (in the Hebrew Review, Vol. I., pp. 
12-32. Cincinnati, 1880). 

b. Judicial Courts. 

Adolph Buechler. Das Synhedrion in Jerusalem. Vienna, 
1902. 

E. Hoffmann. Der oberste Gerichtshof in der Stadt des 
Heiligthums. Berlin, 1878. 

J. Klein. Das Gesetz ueber das gerichtlische Beweisver- 
fahren nach mosaisch-talmudischen Rechte. Halle, 1885. 

J. Selden. De Synedriis et praefecturis juridicis veterum 
Ebraeorum. London, 1650; Amsterd., 1679; Frankf., 1696. 

c. Evidence in Law. 

I. Blumenstein. Die verschiedenen Eidesarten nach mosa- 
isch-talmudischem Rechte. Frankf. on the M., 1883. 

Z. Frankel. Der Gerichtliche Beweis nach mosaisch-talmu- 
dischem Rechte. Berlin, 1846. 

D. Fink. “ Miggo” als Rechtsbeweis im bab. Talm. Leip- 
sic, 1891. 

d. Criminal Law. 

O. Bahr. Das Gesetz iiber falsche Zeugen, nachBibelu. 
Talmud. Berlin, 1862. 

P. B. Benny. The Criminal Code of the Jews. London, 
1880. 

M. Duschak. Das mosaisch-talmudische Strafrecht. Vi¬ 
enna, 1869. 

J. Fiirst. Das peinliche Rechtsverfahren im jUd. Alter- 
thum. Heidelberg, 1870. 
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E. Goitein. Das Vergeltungsprinzip im bibl. u. talmudi- 
schen Strafrecht (in Zeitschrift fur Wissenschaft d. J. Vol. 
XIX. 

5 . Mendelsohn. The Criminal Jurisprudence of the ancient 
Hebrews compiled from the Talmud and other rabbinical writ¬ 
ings. Baltimore, 1891. 

Thonisson. La peine de mort dans le Talmud. Brussels, 
1886. 

Julius Vargha. Defence in criminal cases with the ancient 
Hebrews, translated from the first chapter of the author’s large 
work “ Vertheidigung in Criminalfalien,” and published in the 
Hebrew Review, Vol. I., pp. 254-268. Cincinnati, 1880. 

/. Wiesner. Der Bann in seiner geschichtlichen Entwicke- 
lung auf dem Boden des Judenthums. Leipsic, 1864. 

e. Civil Law. 

L. Auerbach. Das jiidische Obligationsrecht. Berlin, 1871. 

M. Bloch. Die Civilprocess-Ordnung nach mosaisch-rab- 
binischem Rechte. Budapest, 1882. 

H. B. Fassel. Das mosaisch-rabbinische Civilrecht. Gr. 
Kanischa, 1852-54; Das mosaisch-rabbinische Gerichtsver- 
fahren in civilrechtlischen Sachen. Gr. Kanischa, 1859. 

5 . Keyzer. Dissertatio de tutela secundum jus Talmudi- 
cum. Leyden, 1847. 

f. Inheritance and Testament. 

M. Bloch. Der Vertrag nach mosaisch-talmud. Rechte. 
Budapest, 1892; Das mosaisch-talmud. Erebrecht. Buda¬ 
pest, 1890; 

L. Bodenheimer. Das Testament. Crefeld, 1847. 

Eduard Gans. Grundziige des mosaisch-talmudischen Er- 

brechts (in Zunz’s Zeitschrift fur die Wissenschaft des Juden¬ 
thums, p. 419 sq.). 

M. Mielziner. The Rabbinical Law of Hereditary Succes¬ 
sion. Cincinnati, 1900. 

Moses Mendelssohn. Ritualgesetze der Juden, betreffend 
Erbschaften Vormundschaft, Testamente, etc. Berlin, 1778, 
and several later editions. 
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M. W. Rapaport. Grundsaetze des (talmudischen) In- 
testaterbrechts und Schenkungen (in Zeitschrift fucr Ver- 
gleichende Rechts Wissenschaft, XIV. Band. Stuttgart, 1900. 

Joh . Selden. De Successionibus in bona defuncti ad leges 
Hebraeorum. London, 1646; Frankf., 1696. 

A. Wolff. Das Juedische Erbrecht. Berlin, 1888. 


g. Police Law. 

M. Bloch. Das mosaisch-talmudische Polizeirecht. Buda¬ 
pest, 1878. Translated into English by I. W. Lilienthal in the 
Hebrew Review, Vol. I. Cincinnati, 1881. 

h. Law of Marriage and Divorce. 

P. Bucliholz. Die Familie nach mos.-talmud. Lehre. 
Breslau, 1867. 

M. Duschak. Das mosaisch-talmudische Eherecht. Vienna, 
1864. 

Z.Frankel. Grundlinien des mosaisch-talmud. Eherechts. 
Breslau, i860. 

S. Holdlieim. Die Autonomie der Rabbinen und das Prin- 
cip der judischen Ehe. Schwerin, 1847. 

L. Lichtschein. Die Ehe nach mosaisch-talm. AufTassung. 
Leipsic, 1879. 

M. Mielziner. The Jewish Law of Marriage and Divorce 
in ancient and modem times, and its relation to the law of the 
State. Cincinnati, 1884. 

Joh. Selden. Uxor Ebraica sive de nuptiis ct divortiis, etc. 
London, 1646. 

I. Stern. Die Frau im Talmud. Zurich, 1879. 

D. W. Amram. The Jewish Law of Divorce. Philadel¬ 
phia, 1896. 


i. Laws Concerning Slavery. 

D. Farbstein. Das Recht der freien und der unfreien 
Arbeiter nach juedish-talmudischen Recht. Frankfort o. M., 
1896. 

M. Mielziner. Verhaltnisse der Sklaven bei den alten 
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Hebraern nach biblischen und talmudischen Quellen. Copen¬ 
hagen (Leipsic), 1859. 

Remark. —An English translation of this treatise was published by Prof. H. I. 
Schmidt in the Gettysbtirg Evang. Review , Vol. XIII., No. 51, and reprinted in the 
Am. Jew's Annual. Cincinnati, 1886. 

I. Winter. Stellung der Sklaven bei den Juden. Breslau, 
1886. 

Zadok-Kahn. L’esclavage selon la Bible et le Talmud 
(Paris, 1867); Sklaverei nach Bibel u. Talmud. Deutsch von 
Singer. Berlin, 1888. 

Linguistics. 

A. Berliner. Beitrage zur hebraischen Grammatik im 
Talmud u. Midrasch. Berlin, 1879. 

Ad. Briill. Fremdsprachliche Redensarten u. Worter in 
den Talmuden u. Midraschim. Leipsic, 1869. 

N. Briill. Fremdsprachliche Worter in den Talmuden u. 
Midraschim (in Jahrbucher fur jiid. Geschichte u. Literatur, I., 
123-220). Frankf. o. M., 1874. 

Sam. Kramer. Griechische und Lateinische Lehnwoerter 
in Talmud, Midrasch u. Targum. 2 vols. Berlin, 1898-99. 

Jos. Perles. Etymologische Studien zur Kunde der rabbi- 
nischen Sprache und Alterthumer. Breslau, 1871. 

G. Riilf. Zur Lautleiire der aramaisch-talmudischen Dia¬ 
lect e. Breslau, 1879. 

Mich. Sachs. Beitrage zur Sprach- und Alterthumsfor- 
schung. 2 volumes. Berlin, 1852-54. 

Mathematics. 

A. Lieherman. Das Pronomen und das Adverbium des 
baby 1.-talmudischen Dialecte. Berlin, 1895. 

B. Znckermann. Das Mathematische im Talmud. Be- 
leuchtung und Elauterung der Talmudstellen mathematischen 
Inhalts. Breslau, 1878. 

Medicine, Surgery, etc. 

Jos. Bergel. Die Medizin der Talmudisten. Leipsic, 1885. 

Joach. Halpern. Beitrage zur Geschichte der talm. 
Chirurgie. Breslau, 1869. 
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A. H. Israels. Collectanea Gynaecologica ex Talmude 
Babylonico. Groningen, 1845. 

L. Katzenelsson. Die Osteologie der Talmudisten. Eine 
talmudisch-anatonische Studie (in Hebrew). St. Petersburg, 
1888. 

R. I. Wunderbar. Biblisch-talmudische Medicin. 2 vol¬ 
umes. Riga (Leipsic), 1850-60. 

Natural History and Sciences. 

Jos. Bergel. Studien fiber die naturwissenschaftlichen 
Kenntnisse der Talmudisten. Leipsic, 1880. 

M. Duschak. Zur Botanik des Talmud. Budapest, 1870. 

L. Lewysohn. Die Zoologie des Talmuds. Frankf. on the 

M., 1858. 

Imm. Low. Aramaische Pflanzennamen. Leipsic, 1881. 

Parseeism in the Talmud. 

Alexander Kohut. Was hat die talm. Eschatologie aus dem 
Parsismus aufgenommen? (in Z. d. D. M. G., vol. XXI., pp. 
552-91); Die judische Angelologie und Daemonologie in ihrer 
Abhangigkeit vom Parsismus (Leipsic, 1866); Die talmu- 
disch-midraschische Adamssage in ihrer Ruckbeziehung auf die 
pers. Yima und Meshiasage (in Z. d. D. M. G., XXV., pp. 
59-94); Die Namen der pers. u. babylonischen Feste im Tal¬ 
mud (in Kobak’s Jeschurun, vol. VIII., 49-64). The same 
subject in Revue des Etudes Juives, Vol. XXIV. 

Poetry. 

5 . Sekles. The Poetry of the Talmud. New York, 1880. 

Proverbs, Maxims, Parables. 

L. Dukes. Rabbinische Blumenlese (Leipsic, 1844); Rab- 
binische Sprachkunde (Vienna, 1851). 

J. R. Fiirstenthal. Rabbinische Anthologic. Breslau, 
1834. 

Giuseppe Levi. Parabeln, Legcnden u. Gedanken aus Tal¬ 
mud u. Midrasch, aus dem I talienischen ins Deutsche ubetragen 
von L. Seligmann. Leipsic, 1863. 
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Lowenstein. Sentenzen, Spriiche u. Lebensregeln aus dem 
Talmud. Berlin, 1887. 

Henry Cohen. Talmudic Sayings. Cincinnati, 1895. 

G. Tabenhaus. Echoes of Wisdom, or Talmudic Sayings, 
Part I. Brooklyn, 1900. 

Psychology. 

M. Jacobson. Versuch einer Psychologic des Talmud. 
Hamburg, 1878. 

I. Wiesner. Zur talmudischen Psychologic (in Magazin 
fur jiidische Geschichte und Literatur, Vol. I., 1874, and II., 
IR¬ 
RELIGIOUS Philosophy and History. 

M. Friedlander. Ben Dosa und seine Zeit, oder Einfluss 
der heidnischen Philosophic auf das Judenthum u. Christen- 
thum. Prague, 1872. 

M. Gudemann. Religionsgeschichtliche Studien. Leipsic, 
1876. 

M. Joel. Blicke in die Religionsgeschichte zu Anfang des 
11 . J ahrhunderts. Breslau, 1880. 

A.Nager. Die Religionsphilosophie des Talmud. Leipsic, 
1864. 

Supernaturalism and Superstition. 

Gideon Brecher. Das Transcendentale, Magik und magi- 
sche Heilarten im Talmud. Vienna, 1850. 

David Toel. Der Aberglaube und die Stellung des Juden- 
thums zu demselben. 2 parts. Breslau, 1881-3. 

Alex. Kohut. Judische Angelologie u. Daemonologie in ihrer 
Abhangigkeit vom Parsismus. Leipsic, 1866. 

Sal. Thein. Das Princip des planetarischen Einflusses 
nach der Anschauung des Talmud. Vienna, 1876. 

S. Wolffsohn. Oneirologie im Talmud, oder der Traum 
nach AuEassung des Talmuds. Breslau, 1874. 

Popular Treatises and Lectures on the Talmud. 

Tobias Cohn. Der Talmud. Ein Vortrag. Vienna, 1866. 

Arsem Darmstetter. The Talmud (translated from the French 
by Henriette Szold). Philadelphia, 1897. 
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Emanuel Deutsch. What is the Talmud? (in the Quar¬ 
terly Review for October, 1867, reprinted in the Literary Re- 
mains, New York, 1874). 

M. Ehrentheil. Der Geist des Talmud. Breslau, 1887. 

?’• Eschelbacher. Zwei Reden ueber den Talmud. I Yank- 
fort o. M., 1897. 

Karl Fischer. Gutmeinung iiber den Talmud. Vienna, 
1883. 

H. Goitein. Anklaeger und Vertheidiger des Talmud. 
Frankf. o. M., 1897. 

Sams. Raph. Hirsch. Beziehung des Talmuds zum Juden- 
thum und zur sozialen Stellung seiner Bekenner. Frankf. o. 
M., 1884. 

P. I. Hershon. Talmudic Miscellany. London, 1880. 

P. L. Hershon. Treasures of the Talmud. London, 1882. 

Abram S. Isaacs. Stories from the Rabbis. New York, 
1893. 

A. Jellinek. Der Talmud. Zwei Reden (Vienna, 1865); 
Der Talmudjude. 4 Reden (Vienna, 1882-83). 

M. Joel. Gutachten iiber den Talmud. Breslau, 1877. 

Albert Katz. Der wahre Talmudjude. Die wichtigsten 
Grundsatze des talmudischen Schriftthums iiber das sittliche 
Leben des Menschen. Berlin, 1893. 

5 . Klein. Die Wahrheit fiber den Talmud (aus dem Fran- 
zosischen “La verite sur le Talmud," ubersetzt von S. Mann- 
heimer. Basel, i860. 

Isidore Loeb. La Controverse sur le Talmud sous Saint 
Louis. Paris, 1881. 

II. Polano. The Talmud, Selections from the contents of 
that ancient book. London, 1876. 

Ludwig Philippson. Zur Characteristik des Talmuds (in 
“ Weltbewegende Fragen." Vol. II., pp. 349-416. Lcipsic, 
1869). 

Em. Schreiber. The Talmud. A series of (4) Lectures. 
Denver, 1884. 

L. Stern. Ueber den Talmud. Vortrag. Wurzburg, 1875. 

J. Stern. Lichtstrahlen aus dem Talmud. Zurich, 1883. 

A. A. Wolff. Talmudfjender (the Enemies of the Talmud), 
in Danish. Copenhagen, 1878. 

August Wunsche. Der Talmud. EineSkizze. Zurich, 1879. 
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M . L. Rodkinson. What is the Talmud? (A book in 
Hebrew, the first chapter of which is translated into English 
as an appendix to the Pentateuch. Its language and charac¬ 
ters). Chicago, 1894. In the first prospectus issued by the 
New Amsterdam Book Co., it is republished with additional 
remarks. 


CHAPTER IX. 

WHY SHOULD CHRISTIANS FEEL INTERESTED IN THE TALMUD ? * 

Christian theology and Jewish theology having really fol¬ 
lowed two parallel paths, the history of either cannot be under¬ 
stood without the history of the other. Numberless material 
details of the gospels find, moreover, their commentary in the 
Talmud. . . The distinction of epochs is here very important, 
the compilation of the Talmud extending from the year 200 to 
the year 500 nearly. — Renan's “ Life of Jesus ,” Introduction . 

Is the literature that Jesus was familiar with in his early 
years yet in existence in the world? Is it possible for us to get 
at it? Can we ourselves review the ideas, the statements, the 
modes of reasoning and thinking, on moral and religious sub¬ 
jects, which were current in his time, and must have been re¬ 
volved by him during those silent thirty years when he was 
pondering his future mission? To such inquiries the learned 
class of Jewish rabbis answer by holding up the Talmud. Here, 
say they, is the source from whence Jesus of Nazareth drew the 
teachings which enabled him to revolutionize the world ; and 
the question becomes, therefore, an interesting one to every 
Christian, What is the Talmud? . . . 

The Talmud, then, is the written form of that which, in the 
time of Jesus, was called the Traditions of the Elders, and to 
which he makes frequent allusions. What sort of book is it? 

The answer is at first sight discouraging to flesh and spirit. 
The Talmud appears to view in form of fourteen heavy folio 
volumes, of thick, solid Hebrew and Aramaic consonants, with¬ 
out a vowel to be seen from the first word of the first volume 

* Many learned men, as is well known to any student, have in each century since 
the close of the Talmud written about the necessity of Talmudic studies, even for 
non-Jews. We have, nevertheless, selected for quotation some statements of modern 
scholars of this century, to the effect that the study of the Talmud is highly useful to 
Christian theologians. 
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to the last word of the last. Such is the Jewish Talmud, in¬ 
cluding both the Jerusalem and the Babylonian. Who can 
read it? It can be read, for it has been read . . . 

The Talmud is the great repository of the mental products 
of a most vigorous and vivid race of thinkers, through long 
ages of degradation, persecution, oppression, and sorrow; and, 
as such, few human works are more worthy of, or will better 
repay, the student of human nature . . . 

What light it may shed on the words of Jesus and Paul to 
know the modes of thought which were such a perfect world in 
their time! When Paul speaks of his studies at the feet of 
Gamaliel, one of the principal authors of the Talmud, of his 
profiting in the matters of law above many of his equals, we 
see him, an ardent young enthusiast, on the way to become an 
accomplished rabbi, perhaps even a Nasi, in some future day, 
and we understand what he means when he says, “ But what 
things were gain to me, these I counted loss to Christ.” It was 
a whole education and a whole life’s work that he threw at the 
feet of his new Master. 

Looking at the Talmud in contrast with any other ancient 
sacred writings extant in the world, except the Bible, we must 
be struck with its immense superiority . . . 

I desire, in conclusion, to express my obligations to the 
ponderous erudition of the two older standard authors on this 
subject . . . 

The writings of Dukes, an author of our own day, are es¬ 
pecially rich in regard to Rabbinic proverbs and apologues; 
and in one of his prefaces he expresses the hope that they may 
be of some use even to that rather numerous body of Christians 
who give little other evidence of being Christians at all, except 
that of hating the Jews . — Atlantic Monthly , vol. 21, p. 673, sq. 

The science of our day owes to itself the duty of studying the 
Talmud impartially. It will judge worthy of its attention this 
monument of a religion and a civilization whose influence lias 
not been void in the world, and whatever its absolute value 
may be adjudged to be, science will understand it, and study 
its formation and development. 1 1 will demand of the Talmud 
instruction, or, at least, information, almost as varied as the 
subjects coming within the compass of science. The historian 
will address himself to it for light upon the history of the 
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earlest centuries of the Christian era, and of the centuries im¬ 
mediately preceding it, and though not seeking in it precise 
data, which it cannot furnish, he will be sure to find a faithful 
picture of the beliefs and ideas of the Jewish nation on its moral 
and spiritual life. The naturalist will ask of it numerous ques¬ 
tions concerning the sciences, physical, natural, or medical. 
Has it ever occurred to any one to compile, if not the fauna, at 
least the flora of the Talmud; that is, of the Palestine and 
Babylonia contemporary with the Empire? It were easy with 
it as a basis to furnish a second edition of Pliny’s Natural His¬ 
tory, certainly as valuable as the first. The lawyer will ques¬ 
tion it on the history of its jurisprudence, will investigate 
whether, how, and by what intermediaries Roman law and 
Persian customs influenced it, and it will be a curious study to 
compare the results that two different civilizations, directed 
by opposite principles, have reached in the jus civile and th 
jus Talmudicum. The mythologist will dive into its legends, 
and, by a nice application of the comparative method, deter¬ 
mine the history of Midrashic mythology. The philologist will 
devote himself to the language—that abrupt, rough language 
by means of which the Talmud seems to please itself in heaping 
up obscurities of form over those of the thought, and he will be 
sure to make more than one happy find. For, says the author 
of the History of the Semitic Languages , ‘ ‘ the lexical spoliation 
and grammatic analysis of the Talmudic language, according 
to the methods of modem philology, remain to be made . . . 
That language fills a hiatus in the history of Semitic 
idioms. 

Finally, the philosopher will demand of the Talmud the ex¬ 
planation of Judaism and the history of Jewish institutions, 
and as the Talmudic books offer the completest expression 
thereof, and as he has at hand all the component elements, a 
scrupulous analysis will give him the law of the development 
of the Jewish religion . —Darmesteter, “ The Talmud ,” p. 96. 

Here we have an attempt — and the attempt is praiseworthy 
— to put the Talmud, or the substance of it, into plain English , 
and for this the Christian reader, if not the learned rabbi, must 
be grateful to the translator. — Independent , April 7, 1898. 

Published in the second prospectus issued by the New Tal¬ 
mud Publishing Co., adding to them some remarks of Mielziner’s 
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address to the senior class of the Union Hebrew College at 
Cincinnati, some years ago : 

‘ ‘ To impress you the more with the necessity of the Talmudic 
studies for a clear conception of Judaism and its history, I could 
also quote the opinions of many of our greatest scholars, but 
shall confine myself only to a quotation from the writings of two 
of our most renowned scholars whom none will suspect of hav¬ 
ing been biased by a too great predilection for the Talmud ; one 
is the late Dr. Geiger, and the other our great historian, the late 
Dr. Jost. 

“ Geiger (Das Judenthum und seine Geschichte, I., p. 155) in 
speaking of the Talmud and the rabbinical literature, says: 

“ ‘ Gigantic works, productions of gloomy and brighter peri¬ 
ods are here before us, monuments of thought and intellectual 
labor; they excite our admiration. I do not indorse every 
word of the Talmud, nor every idea expressed by the teachers 
in the time of the Middle Ages, but I would not miss a tittle 
thereof. They contain an acumen and power of thought which 
fill us with reverence for the spirit that animated our ancestors, 
a fulness of sound sense, salutary maxims^ — a freshness of opin¬ 
ion often bursts upon us that even to this day exercises its en¬ 
livening and inspiring effect.’ 

“ Jost in his Geschichte des Judenthum' s und seiner Secten, 
II., 202, characterizes the Talmud by the following masterly 
words: 

“ ‘ The Talmud is a great mine, in which are imbedded all 
varieties of metals and ores. Here may be found all kinds of 
valuables, the finest gold and rarest gems, as also the merest 
dross. Much has been unearthed that has realized count¬ 
less profit to the world. The great spiritual work whose out¬ 
come has been apparent in the advancement of religion has 
shown that the Talmud is not only of incalculable value in the 
pursuit of wisdom, but that it’has a self-evident significance for 
all times, which can not be shown by any mere extracts from its 
pages, and that it can not be disregarded on the plea of its antiq¬ 
uity as valueless in the knowledge of the Jewish religion. In¬ 
deed it is and must remain the chief source of this knowledge, 
and particularly of the historical development of the Jewish 
religion. More than this, it is the abode of that spirit which 
has inspired that religion, these many centuries, that spirit from 
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which even those who sought to counteract it could not escape. 
It is and will remain a labyrinth with deep shafts and openings, 
in which isolated spirits toil with tireless activity, a labyrinth 
which offers rich rewards to those who enter impelled by the de¬ 
sire to gain, not without hidden dangers to those who venture 
wantonly into its mazes and absorb its deadly vapors. Re¬ 
ligion has created this work, not indeed to give utterance in an 
unsatisfactory way to the great questions of Deity and Nature, 
Mortality and Eternity, and not to carry on controversies upon 
the proper formulation of articles of faith, but to give expres¬ 
sion to a religion of deed, a religion designed to accompany 
man from the first steps in his education until he reaches the 
grave, and beyond it ; a guide by which his desires and actions 
are to be regulated at every moment, by which all his move¬ 
ments are to be guarded, that takes care even of his food and 
drink, of his pleasures and pains, of his mirth and sorrow, and 
seeks to elevate him, at all times, to an enunciation of the pur¬ 
est faith. 

“ ‘ It is thus that this spirit, which breathes from the Talmud, 
enters into the nation’s inmost life. It offers repeated recitals 
of the various modes of thinking, practising, believing, of the 
true and false representations, of hopes and longings, of knowl¬ 
edge and error, of the great lessons of fate, of undertakings 
and their consequences, of utterances and their effects, of per¬ 
sons and their talents and inaptitudes, of words and ex¬ 
amples, of customs, both in matters of public worship and pri¬ 
vate life; in short, of all the happenings, past or co temporary, 
in the time which the Talmud comprises, i.e., a period of nearly 
one thousand years, excluding the Bible times. 

“‘Hence, also, its great value to antiquarians in the 
frequent allusions to facts, opinions and statements, to modes 
of expression and grammatical construction, to peculiarities 
of every kind, which at the same time afford a view of the 
development of mankind, such as no other work of the past 
gives. 

‘“To treat the Talmud with scorn because of its oddness, on 
account of much that it contains that does not conform to our 
maturer modes of thinking, because of its evident errors and 
misconceptions—errors from ignorance or errors in copying— 
to throw it overboard, as it were, as useless ballast, would be 
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to insult all history, to deprive it of one of its strongest limbs, 
to dismember it. 

‘“To dam up its channels by taking away the Talmud, would 
be to close the access to the head waters and living sources of 
the Jewish religion, and thus leave her again in a desert land, 
after the tables of the law have already called forth a world of 
life and activity. It would be turning one’s back, as it were, 
denying and disregarding one’s own. There is a historical jus¬ 
tification for the sharply defined modes of worship and religious 
forms that have their embodiment in set words and in fixed 
deeds. For this we must look to the Talmud. Judaism is 
rooted in the Talmud and would be tossed about in mid-air if 
tom from its soil, or require a new planting and a new growth.’ 

“ In conclusion, my young friends, let me say this: 

“ If our College had no other purpose than to graduate com¬ 
mon Sabbath school teachers who should be able to occasionally 
deliver popular though superficial lectures, the study of the 
Talmud, as well as that of our rabbinical and philosophical 
literature, might have been stricken from the course of your 
studies. But our College has a higher aim and object. Its 
object is to educate future guides and leaders of our congrega¬ 
tions, to educate banner-bearers of Judaism, representatives 
and cultivators of Jewish knowledge and literature. 

“You can never expect to answer this purpose without a 
thorough knowledge of, and familiarity with, that vast litera¬ 
ture that offers us the means to follow and understand the 
religious formation, the growth and the entire course of devel¬ 
opment of Judaism from its beginning to the present time.” 


CHAPTER X. 

OPINIONS ON THE VALUE OF THE TALMUD BY GENTILES AND 
MODERN JEWISH SCHOLARS. 

No literary monument of antiquity has ever been subject to 
so different and opposite views and opinions, as the Talmud. 
Its strict followers generally looked upon it as the very em¬ 
bodiment of wisdom and sagacity, and as a work whose author¬ 
ity was second only to that of the Bible. In the non-Jewish 
literature it was often decried as “one of the most repulsive 
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books that exist,” as “a confused medley of perverted logic, 
absurd subtilities, foolish tales and fables, and full of profanity, 
superstition, and even obscenity,” or at the most, as “an im¬ 
mense heap of rubbish at the bottom of which some stray pearls 
of Eastern wisdom are hidden.” 

It is certain that many of those who thus assumed to pass 
a condemning judgment upon the gigantic work of the Talmud 
never read nor were able to read a single page of the same in the 
original, but were prompted by religious prejudice and antag¬ 
onism, or they based their verdict merely on those disconnected 
and often distorted passages which Eisenmenger and his con¬ 
sorts and followers picked out from the Talmud for hostile 
purposes. 

Christian scholars who had a deeper insight into the Tal- 
mudical literature, without being blinded by religious preju¬ 
dices, expressed themselves quite differently on the character 
and the merits of that work, as may be seen from the following 
few quotations. 

Johann Buxtorf, in the preface to his Lexicon Chald. et 
Talmudicum, says: “The Talmud contains many legal,medical, 
physical, ethical, political, astronomical, and other excellent 
documents of sciences, which admirably commend the history 
of that nation and time; it contains also luminous decisions of 
antiquity; excellent sayings; deep thoughts, full of grace and 
sense; and numerous expressions which make the reader not 
only better, but also more wise and learned, and which, like 
unto flashing jewels, grace the Hebrew speech not less than all 
those Greek and Roman phrases adorn their languages.” 

Other favorable opinions expressed by Christian scholars 
of the sixteenth to eighteenth centuries are collected in Karl 
Fischer’s “ Gutmeinung iiber den Talmud der Hebraer.” 
Vienna, 1883. 

Of such scholars as belong to our time, the following may be 
quoted here: 

The late Professor Delitzsch in his “ Jiidisches Handwerker- 
lehen zur Zeit Jesu ,” says: 

“Those who have not in some degree accomplished the 
extremely difficult task of reading this work for themselves, will 
hardly be able to form a clear idea of this polynomical colossus. 
It is an immense speaking-hall, in which thousands and tens of 
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thousand of voices, of at least five centuries, are heard to com¬ 
mingle. A law, as we all know from experience, can never be 
so precisely formulated that there does not remain room for 
various interpretations; and question upon question constantly 
arises as to the application of it to the endless multiplicity of the 
existing relations of life. Just imagine about ten thousand 
decrees concerning Jewish life classified according to the spheres 
of life, and in addition to these, about five hundred scribes and 
lawyers, mostly from Palestine and Babylon, taking up one 
after another of these decrees as the topic of examination and 
debate, and, discussing with hair-splitting acuteness every 
shade of meaning and practical application; and imagine, 
further, that the fine-spun thread of this interpretation of 
decrees is frequently lost in digressions, and that, after having 
traversed long distances of such desert-sand, you find, here and 
there, an oasis, consisting of sayings and accounts of more 
general interest. Then you may have some slight idea of this 
vast, and of its kind, unique, juridic codex, compared with 
whose compass all the law-books of other nations are but 
Lilliputians, and beside whose variegated, buzzing market din, 
they represent but quiet study-chambers.” 

J. Alexander , in his book on The Jews; their Past, Present 
and Future (London, 1870), says: 

“The Talmud, as it now stands, is almost the whole litera¬ 
ture of the Jews during a thousand years. Commentator fol¬ 
lowed upon commentator, till at last the whole became an 
immense bulk; the original Babylonian Talmud alone consists 
of 2,947 folio pages. Out of such literature it is easy to make 
quotations which may throw an odium over the whole. But 
fancy if the production of a thousand years of English literature, 
say, from the “History” of the Venerable Bede to Milton’s 
“ Paradise Lost,” were thrown together into a number of uni¬ 
form folios, and judged in like manner ; if because some super¬ 
stitious monks wrote silly “Lives of Saints,” therefore the 
works of John Bunyan should also be considered worthless. 
The absurdity is too obvious to require another word from me. 
Such, however, is the continual treatment the Talmud receives 
both at the hand of its friends and of its enemies. Both will 
find it easy to quote in behalf of their preconceived notions, 
but the earnest student will rather try to weigh the matter im- 
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partially, retain the good he can find even in the Talmud, and 
reject what will not stand the test of God’s word.” 

The impartial view of the Talmud taken by modem Jewish 
scholars may be seen from the following opinion expressed by 
the late Professor Graetz in his ‘‘History of the Tews ” (vol. 
IV., 308 sq.). 

‘‘The Talmud must not be considered as an ordinary 
literary work consisting of twelve folios; it bears not the least 
internal resemblance to a single literary production; but forms 
a world of its own which must be judged according to its own 
laws. It is, therefore, extremely difficult to furnish a specific 
sketch of the Talmud, seeing that a familiar standard or an¬ 
alogy is wanting. And however thoroughly a man of consum¬ 
mate talent may have penetrated its spirit and become con¬ 
versant with its peculiarities, he would scarcely succeed in such 
a task. It may, in some respects, be compared with the 
Patristic literature, which sprang up simultaneously. But 
on closer inspection, this comparison will also fail. . . . 

“ The Talmud has at different times been variously judged 
on the most heterogeneous assumptions, it has been condemned 
and consigned to the flames; simply because it was presented 
in its unfavorable aspect without taking into consideration its 
actual merits. It cannot be denied that the Babylonian Tal¬ 
mud labors under some defects, like any other mental product, 
which pursues a single course with inexorable consistency and 
undeviating dogmatism. These defects may be classified under 
four heads: the Talmud contains some unessential and trival 
subjects, which it treats with much importance and a serious 
air; it has adopted from its Persian surroundings superstitious 
practices and views, which presuppose the agency of interme¬ 
diate spiritual beings, witchcraft, exorcising formulas, magical 
cures and interpretations of dreams and, hence, are in conflict 
with the spirit of Judaism; it further contains several uncharit¬ 
able utterances and provisions against members of other na¬ 
tions and creeds; lastly it favors a bad interpretation of Scrip¬ 
ture, absurd, forced and frequently false commentations. For 
these faults the whole Talmud has been held responsible and 
been denounced as a work devoted to trifles, as a source of im¬ 
morality and trickery, without taking into consideration that 
it is not a work of a single author who must be responsible 
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for every word, and if it be so, then the whole Jewish people 
was its author. Over six centuries are crystallized in the Tal¬ 
mud with animated distinctness, in their peculiar costumes, 
modes of speech and of thought, so to say a literary Hercula¬ 
neum and Pompeii, not weakened by artistic imitation, which 
transfers a colossal picture to the narrow limits of a miniature. 
It is, therefore, no wonder, if in this world sublime and mean, 
great and small, serious and ridiculous, Jewish and heathen 
elements, the altar and the ashes, are found in motley mixture. 
Those odious dicta of which Jew-haters have taken hold were 
in most cases nothing else but the utterances of a momentary 
indignation, to which an individual had given vent and which 
were preserved and embodied in the Talmud by over-zealous 
disciples, who were unwilling to omit a single expression of the 
revered ancients. But these utterances are richly counterbal¬ 
anced by the maxims of benevolence and philanthropy towards 
every man, regardless of creed and nationality, which are also 
preserved in the Talmud. As counterpoise to the rank super¬ 
stition, there are found therein sharp warnings against super¬ 
stitious, heathen practices (Darke Emori),to which subject a 
whole section, under the name of Perek Emorai , is devoted.* 
“The Babylonian Talmud is especially characterized and 
distinguished from the Palestinian, by high-soaring contempla¬ 
tions, a keen understanding, and flashes of thought which fit¬ 
fully dart through the mental horizon. An incalculable store 
of ideas and incentives to thinking is treasured in the Talmud, 
but not in the form of finished themes that may be appro¬ 
priated in a semi-somnolent state, but with the fresh coloring 
of their inception. The Babylonian Talmud leads into the 
laboratory of thought, and its ideas may be traced from their 
embryonic motion up to a giddy height, whither they at times 
soar into the region of the incomprehensible. For this reason 
it became, more than the Jerusalemean, the national property, 
the vital breath, the soul of the Jewish people -” 


Sabbath, 66a ; Toseptha, Ch. VII., VIII. 



PART II. 


ETHICS OF THE TALMUD. 

CHAPTER I. 

TALMUDICAL ETHICS. 

“ Ethics is the flower and fruit on the tree of religion. The 
ultimate aim of religion is to ennoble man’s inner and outer 
life, so that he may love and do that only which is right and 
good. This is a biblical teaching which is emphatically re¬ 
peated in almost every book of Sacred Scriptures. Let me 
only refer to the sublime word of the prophet Micah: ‘ He hath 
showed thee, O man, what is good, and what doth the Lord re¬ 
quire of thee, but to do justice and to love kindness and to walk 
humbly with thy God?’ (Micah vi., 8.) 

“ As far as concerns the Bible, its ethical teachings are gen¬ 
erally known. Translated into all languages of the world, that 
holy book is accessible to every one and whoever reads it with 
open eyes and with an unbiased mind will admit that it teaches 
the highest principles of morality, principles which have not 
been surpassed and superseded by any ethical system of an¬ 
cient or modem philosophy. 

“ But how about the Talmud, that immense literary work 
whose authority was long esteemed second to that of the 
Bible ? What are the ethical teachings of the Talmud ? 

“ Although mainly engaged with discussions of the Law, as 
developed on the basis of the Bible during Israel’s second com¬ 
monwealth down to the sixth century of the Christian era, the 
Talmud devotes also much attention to ethical subjects. Not 
only are one treatise of the Mishna (Pirke Aboth) and some 
Boraithoth (as Aboth d'R. Nathan and Derech Eretz ) almost 
exclusively occupied with ethical teachings, but such teachings 
are also very abundantly contained in the Hagadic (homiletical) 
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passages which are so frequently interspersed in the legal dis¬ 
cussions throughout all parts of the Talmud.* 

“It must be borne in mind that the Talmudical literature 
embraces a period of about eight centuries, and that the nu¬ 
merous teachers whose ethical views and utterances are recorded 
in that vast literature, rank differently in regard to mind and 
authority. At the side of the great luminaries, we find also 
lesser ones. At the side of utterances of great, clear-sighted 
and broad-minded masters with lofty ideas, we meet also with 
utterances of peculiar views which never obtained authority. 
Not every ethical remark or opinion quoted in that literature 
can, therefore, be regarded as an index of the standard of Tal¬ 
mudical ethics, but such opinions only can be so regarded 
which are expressed with authority and which are in harmony 
with the general spirit that pervades the Talmudic literature. 

“ Another point to be observed is the circumstance that the 
Talmud does not treat of ethics in a coherent, philosophical 
system. The Talmudic sages made no claim of being philos¬ 
ophers ; they were public teachers, expounders of the Law, popu¬ 
lar lecturers. As such, they did not care for a methodically 
arranged system. All they wanted was to spread among the 
people ethical teachings in single, concise, pithy, pointed sen¬ 
tences, well adapted to impress the minds and hearts, or in 
parables or legends illustrating certain moral duties and virtues. 
And this, their method, fully answered its purpose. Their 
ethical teachings did actually reach the Jewish masses, and in¬ 
fluenced their conduct of life, while among the Greeks, the 
ethical theories and systems remained a matter that concerned 
the philosophers only, without exercising any educating influ¬ 
ence upon the masses at large. 

“ Furthermore, it must be remembered that the Talmudical 
ethics is largely based on the ethics of the Bible. The sacred 
treasure of biblical truth and wisdom was in the minds and 
hearts of the Rabbis. This treasury they tried to enrich by 
their own wisdom and observation. Here they develop a 
principle contained in a scriptural passage, and give it a wider 


“ * Also the Midrash, a post-Talmudic collection of extracts from popular lectures 
of the ancient teachers on biblical texts, contains an abundance of ethical teachings 
and maxims advanced by the sages of the Talmud, which must likewise be taken into 
consideration when speaking of Talmudical Ethics. 
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scope and a larger application to life’s various conditions. 
There they crystallize great moral ideas into a pithy, impress¬ 
ive maxim as a guide for human conduct. Here they give to a 
jewel of biblical ethics a new lustre by setting it in the gold of 
their own wisdom. There again they combine single pearls of 
biblical wisdom to a graceful ornament for human life.”—M. 
Mielziner. 

There are many books written upon the ethics of the Tal¬ 
mud which are enumerated in the bibliography. The most ex¬ 
cellent of these is the philosophical book of Professor Lazarus, 
‘‘Ethik des Judenthums,” in German, Frankfort o. M., 1898, 
the first volume of which is translated into English by the Jew¬ 
ish Publication Society. The second volume of this work, we 
have heard, is ready for or already in print.* 

However, to enable the reader, to get an idea of the Talmud 
Ethics, without troubling him with the various books in differ¬ 
ent languages, an extract which was mad^ by Mielziner shall be 
given in this book, whose selections are so excellent that practi¬ 
cally we have nothing to add. We, however, would call the 
attention of the reader to a book written by us in our period¬ 
ical Hacol , Vol. VI., Vienna, 1885 (translated into German but 
not yet published), in which the subject of love of mankind is 
explained in two parallels, that of the Talmud and that in 
which we have drawn a parallel between the conceptions of 
both Talmud and Evangelium as to the moral content of the 
principle of Love. An extract of this explanation we should 
like to give here: 

The commandment in the Old Testament (Leviticus xix., 
17): “Love thy neighbor as thyself,” the Talmud interprets 
in a negative sense by the words of Hillel, the elder, thus: “ That 
which thou likest not being done unto thyself do not unto thy 
neighbor,” and this rule the Talmud adopts in all the ways of 
charity, and in all affairs in which man comes in contact with 

* We cannot restrain ourselves from expressing our great sorrow over the death 
of this great man which occurred this year. He was our friend and patron, and many 
days and weeks we had been fortunate to spend in his company, when, in 1883, we 
had the pleasure to read before him the several thousand quotations from the Talmud, 
which we had prepared for his work, “ Ethik des Judenthums/’ at his request. We 
certainly do not know how many of them he has made use of. However, he wrote 
us a few years ago that our name and service would be mentioned in the second 
volume of his book. To our great sorrow he departed before the second volume was 
published. 
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his fellow-man; e.g ., based upon this biblical commandment 
it is forbidden to betroth a woman before seeing her, for he may 
dislike her thereafter, and as one does not wish to be disliked 
himself, he must not cause another to be disliked. And so in 
all connections with one’s neighbor, it is forbidden to do him 
any harm whatsoever, because one dislikes that he himself 
should be harmed. Also concerning the duties of charity, 
numerous special commandments are to be found in the 
Old Testament. The Talmud explains most of them nega¬ 
tively, viz.: “Thou shalt not leave thy neighbor to suffer any 
pain whatsoever, but thou shalt prevent it by supplying him 
with whatsoever thou canst afford.” However, the rich man 
is not obliged to divide his money or property with the poor, nor 
to supply him with luxuries if the poor man had not been used 
to them before he became poor. (More details will be found 
in each subject mentioned further on.) Hence this obligation 
which is proper and in accordance with common sense, can be 
fulfilled by every one without any difficulty. The Evangelist, 
however, interprets the passage (Levit. xix., 17) in a positive 
sense (Matt, vii., 12): “Therefore all things whatsoever ye would 
that men should do to you, do ye even so to them, for this 
is the Law and the prophets.” After a deep consideration, 
it is almost impossible for one to entirely fulfil this command¬ 
ment. According to this, one must divide his money and 
property with those not possessing such. “Whatsoever ye 
would that men should do to you!” Who then would not 
want to be rich and to live luxuriously; to ride instead of going 
on foot, to be dressed in the best garments according to the 
latest style, etc.? Hence if one would like to live up to the 
words of the Evangelist, he must see that the life of his poor 
neighbor should be made exactly equal to his own life, which 
certainly can never and was never accomplished. The same 
is with the command in Luke vi., 29: “And unto him that 
smiteth thee on the one cheek offer also the other,” which was 
never and will never be fulfilled, as this is against the nature of 
mankind, especially when one is in wrath whilst being beaten. 
Therefore nothing of this kind is to be found in the Talmud. 
On the contrary the Talmud says: “ He who raises his hand to 
strike his neighbor is already considered wicked even before he 
has smitten him.” The above-mentioned book quotes this 
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parallel in every affair in which human beings come in contact 
with each other. It is remarkable that in the explanation of 
Deut. vi., 4, “Thou shalt love the Lord thy God, etc./’ the 
Talmud also does not interpret this literally, thinking that it is 
impossible to impose upon the heart to love, especially Him 
whom one has never seen, and of whom one has not even a 
correct idea. Therefore they interpreted this passage thus, 
“ The name of the Lord shall be loved through thy treatment 
of thy fellow-men, viz. “thy commerce with men should be just 
and peaceful; thy * yes ’ should be firm and thy ‘ no ’ unvariable; 
so that it should be proclaimed: ‘Hail the man who follows 
the Law of the Lord, which is Love thy fellow-men! Therefore 
let us and our children also study this magnificent Law.’ 
The result evidently is that the name of the Lord is glorified 
through thee-” 

All the ethics of the Talmud are thus set up with a view to 
make their observance possible in all their particulars, which 
is not the case with the teaching of the Evangelist. 

Finally, we beg to quote the beginning of the first chapter 
of the above-mentioned book:—Abyye used to say: “One 
should be always keen in the fear of God; use meek talk, 
prevent wrath, bestow thy greeting upon every one in the 
market, even if he be a stranger. This will cause you to be 
loved by Heaven and liked by thy fellow-men.’’ It was said 
about R. Yohanan b. Zakkai, that it never happened that he 
should have been greeted first (for he was it who greeted every 
one first, as soon as he perceived him).* 


CHAPTER II. 

Let us now try to give a few outlines of the ethical 
teachings of the Talmud. In the first place, concerning 

Man as a Moral Being. 

In accordance with the teaching of the Bible, the rabbis 
duly emphasize man’s dignity as a being created in the like- 

* This paragraph is said by Abyye in pure Bible-Hebrew, which was not the 
language used by him in every-day talk. We infer from this and also from the 
expression “ he used to say" that he only quoted a traditional proverb which was 
established ever since the oral law had been started. 
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ness of God. By this likeness of God they understand the 
spiritual being within us, that is endowed with intellectual and 
moral capacities. The higher desires and inspirations which 
spring from this spiritual being in man, are called Yetzer tob, 
the good inclination; but the lower appetites and desires which 
rise from our physical nature and which we share with the 
animal creation, are termed Yetzer ha-ra y the inclination to 
evil. Not that these sensuous desires are absolutely evil; for 
they, too, have been implanted in man for good purposes. 
Without them man could not exist, he would not cultivate and 
populate this earth, or, as a Talmudical legend runs: Once, 
some over-pious people wanted to pray to God that they might 
be able to destroy the Yetzer ha-ra , but a warning voice was 
heard, saying: “Beware, lest you destroy this world!” Evil 
are those lower desires only in that they, if unrestrained, easily 
mislead man to live contrary to the demands and aspirations of 
his divine nature. Hence the constant struggle in man be¬ 
tween the two inclinations. He who submits his evil inclina¬ 
tion to the control of his higher aims and desires is virtuous 
and righteous. “ The righteous are governed by the Yetzer tob y 
but the wicked by the Yetzer ha-ra. The righteous have 
their desires in their power, but the wicked are in the power 
of their desires.” 

Free-will. 

Man's free-will is emphasized in the following sentences: 
“Everything is ordained by God’s providence, but freedom 
of choice is given to man.” “Everything is foreordained by 
heaven, except the fear of heaven,” or, as another sage puts 
it: Whether man be strong or weak, rich or poor, wise or fool¬ 
ish depends mostly on circumstances that surround him from 
the time of his birth, but whether man be good or bad, right¬ 
eous or wicked, depends upon his own free-will. 


God’s Will, the Ground of Man’s Duties. 

The ground of our duties, as presented to us by the Tal- 
mudical as well as the biblical teachings, is that it is the will of 
God. His will is the supreme rule of our being. “ Do His will 
as thy own will, submit thy will to His will.” “Be bold as a 
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leopard, light as an eagle, swift as a roe, and strong as a lion, 
to do the will of thy Father, who is in heaven.” 

Man Accountable to God for his Conduct. 

Of man’s responsibility for the conduct of his life, we are 
forcibly reminded by numerous sentences, as: “Consider three 
things, and thou wilt never fall into sin; remember that there 
is above thee an all-seeing eye, an all-hearing ear, and a record 
of all thy actions.” And again, “Consider three things, and 
thou wilt never sin; remember whence thou comest, whither 
thou goest, and before whom thou wilt have to render account 
for thy doings.” 

Higher Motives in Performing our Duties. 

Although happiness here and hereafter is promised as re¬ 
ward for fulfilment, and punishment threatened for neglect 
of duty, still we are reminded not to be guided by the consid¬ 
eration of reward and punishment, but rather by love and 
obedience to God, and by love to that which is good and noble. 
“ Be not like servants, who serve their master for the sake of 
reward.” “Whatever thou doest, let it be done in the name 
of heaven” (that is, for its own sake). 

Duty of Self-Preservation and Self-Cultivation. 

As a leading rule of the duties of self-preservation and self- 
cultivation , and, at the same time, as a warning against selfish¬ 
ness, we have Hillel’s sentence: “If I do not care for my¬ 
self, who will do it for me? and if I care only for myself, what 
am I?” 

The duty of acquiring knowledge , especially knowledge of 
the Divine Law (Torah), which gives us a clearer insight in 
God’s will to man, is most emphatically enjoined in numerous 
sentences: “Without knowledge there is no true morality and 
piety/’ “ Be eager to acquire knowledge, it does not come to 
thee by inheritance.” “The more knowledge, the more spirit¬ 
ual life.” “ If thou hast acquired knowledge, what dost thou 
lack? but if thou lackest knowledge, what hast thou acquired? ” 
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But we are also reminded that even the highest knowledge is 
of no value, as long as it does not influence our moral life. ‘‘ The 
ultimate end of all knowledge and wisdom is man’s inner puri¬ 
fication and the performance of good and noble deeds.” “ He 
whose knowledge is great without influencing his moral life is 
compared to a tree that has many branches, but few and weak 
roots; a storm cometh and overtumeth it.” 

Labor. 

Next to the duty of acquiring knowledge, that of industrious 
labor and useful activity is strongly enjoined. It is well known 
that among the ancient nations in general manual labor was 
regarded as degrading the free citizen. Even the greatest philos¬ 
ophers of antiquity, Plato and Aristotle, could not free them¬ 
selves of this deprecating view of labor. How different was the 
view of the Talmudic sages in this respect! They say: “ Love 
labor, and hate to be a lord. ” “ Great is the dignity of labor ; it 
honors man.” .‘‘Beautiful is the intellectual occupation, if 
combined with some practical work.” ‘‘He who does not 
teach his son a handicraft trade, neglects his parental duty.” 
“ He who lives on the toil of his hands is greater than he who 
indulges in idle piety.” 

In accordance with these teachings, some of the most 
prominent sages of the Talmud are known to have made their 
living by various kinds of handicraft and trade. 

Cardinal Duties in Relation to Fellow-men. 

Regarding man’s relation to fellow-men, the rabbis con¬ 
sider justice, truthfulness, peaceableness and charity as cardinal 
duties. They say, ‘‘The world (human society) rests on three 
things—on justice, on truth and on peace.” 

Justice. 

The principle of justice in the moral sense is expressed in 
the following rules: “ Thy neighbor’s property must be as sacred 
to thee as thine own.” ‘‘Thy neighbor’s honor must be as 
dear to thee as thine own.” Hereto belongs also the golden 
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rule of Hillel: “Whatever would be hateful to thee, do not to 
thy neighbor.” 

Truth and Truthfulness. 

The sacredness of truth and truthfulness is expressed in the 
sentence: “ Truth is the signet of God, the Most Holy.” “ Let 
thy yea be in truth, and thy nay be in truth.” “Truth lasts 
forever, but falsehood must vanish.” 

Admonitions concerning faithfulness and fidelity to given 
promises are: “Promise little and do much.” “To be faith¬ 
less to a given promise is as sinful as idolatry.” “To break a 
verbal engagement, though legally not binding, is a moral 
wrong.” Of the numerous warnings against any kind of de¬ 
ceit, the following may be mentioned: “It is sinful to deceive 
any man, be he even a heathen.” “Deception in words is as 
great a sin as deception in money matters.” When, says the 
Talmud, the immortal soul will be called to account before the 
divine tribunal, the first question will be, “ Hast thou been 
honest and faithful in all thy dealings with thy fellow-men?” 

Peacefulness. 

Peace and harmony in domestic life and social intercourse 
as well as in public affairs are considered by the Talmudic 
sages as the first condition of human welfare and happiness, 
or as they express it: “Peace is the vessel in which all God’s 
blessings are presented to us and preserved by us.” “Be a 
disciple of Aaron, loving peace, and pursuing peace.” To make 
peace between those in disharmony is regarded as one of the 
most meritorious works that secure happiness and bliss here 
and hereafter. 

As virtues leading to peace, those of mildness and meek¬ 
ness , of gentleness and placidity are highly praised and recom¬ 
mended. “Be not easily moved to anger.” “Be humble to 
thy superior, affable to thy inferior, and meet every man with 
friendliness.” “He who is slow to anger, and easily pacified, 
is truly pious and virtuous.” “Man, be ever soft and pliant 
like a reed, and not hard and unbending like the cedar.” 
“Those who, when offended, do not give offence, when hearing 
slighting remarks, do not retaliate — they are the friends of 
God, they shall shine forth like the sun in its glory.” 
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Charity. 

The last of the principal duties to fellow-men is charity , 
which begins where justice leaves off. Professor Steinthal, in his 
work on General Ethics, remarks that among the cardinal vir¬ 
tues of the ancient philosophers we look in vain for the idea 
of love and charity , whereas in the teachings of the Bible, we 
generally find the idea of love, mercy and charity closely con¬ 
nected with that of justice. And we may add, as in the Bible 
so also in the Talmud, where charity is considered as the highest 
degree in the scale of duties and virtues. It is one of the main 
pillars on which the welfare of the human world rests. 

The duty of charity (Gemilath Chesed) extends farther than 
to mere almsgiving (Tzedaka). “Almsgiving is practised by 
means of money, but charity also by personal services and 
by words of advice, sympathy and encouragement. Alms¬ 
giving is a duty towards the poor only, but charity towards 
the rich as well as the poor, nay, even towards the dead (by 
taking care of their decent burial)/’ 

By works of charity man proves to be a true image of God, 
whose attributes are love, kindness and mercy. “He who 
turns away from works of love and charity turns away from 
God.” “ The works of charity have more value than sacrifices; 
they are equal to the performance of all religious duties.” 

Concerning the proper way of practising this virtue, the 
Talmud has many beautiful sentences, as: “ The merit of chari¬ 
table works is in proportion to the love with which they are 
practised.” “ Blessed is he who gives from his substance to 
the poor, twice blessed he who accompanies his gift with kind, 
comforting words.” “The noblest of all charities is enabling 
the poor to earn a livelihood.” He who is unable to give much 
shall not withold his little mite, for “as a garment is made up 
of single threads, so every single gift contributes to accom¬ 
plish a great work of charity.” 

Duties concerning Special Relations. 

Besides these principal duties in relation to fellow-men in 
general, the Talmud treats also very elaborately of duties con¬ 
cerning the various relations of life. Not intending to enter 
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here into all details, we shall restrict ourselves to some of its 
ethical teachings in reference to the domestic relations, and 
regarding the relation to the country and the community. 

The Conjugal Relation. 

“First build a house and plant a vineyard ( i.e ., provide 
for the means of the household), and then take a wife.” “ Let 
youth and old age not be joined in marriage, lest the purity 
and peace of domestic life be disturbed.” “A man’s home 
means his wife.” “ Let a man be careful to honor his wife, for 
he owes to her alone all the blessings of his house.” “If thy 
wife is small, bend down to her, to take counsel from her.” 
“ Who is rich? He who has a noble wife.” “ A man should be 
careful lest he afflict his wife, for God counts her tears.” “If 
in anger the one hand removed thy wife or thy child, let the 
other hand again bring them back to thy heart.” “He who 
loves his wife as his own self, and honors her more than him¬ 
self, and he who educates his children in the right way, to him 
applies the divine promise: Thou shalt know that there is 
peace in thy tent.” “Tears are shed on God’s altar for the 
one who forsakes the wife of his youth.” “He who divorces 
his wife, is hated before God.” 

Parents and Children. 

“Parental love should be impartial, one child must not be 
preferred to the other.” “It is a father’s duty not only to 
provide for his minor children, but also to take care of their 
instruction, and to teach his son a trade and whatever is neces¬ 
sary for his future welfare.” “The honor and reverence due 
to parents are equal to the honor and reverence due to God.” 
“Where children honor their parents, there God dwells, there 
He is honored.” 

Country and Community. 

Regarding duties to the country and the community, the 
Rabbis teach: “The law of the country is as sacred and bind¬ 
ing as God’s law.” “Pray for the welfare of the government; 
without respect for the government, men would swallow each 
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other.” “ Do not isolate thyself from the community and its 
interests.” “It is sinful to deceive the government regard¬ 
ing taxes and duties.” “Do not aspire for public offices; 
but where there are no men, try thou to be the man.” “ Those 
who work for the community shall do it without selfishness, 
but with the pure intention to promote its welfare.” 

General Characteristics. 

To these short outlines of Talmudical ethics let us add only 
a few general remarks. Being essentially a development of 
the sublime ethical principles and teachings of the Bible, the 
Talmudical ethics retains the general characteristics of that 
origin. 

It teaches nothing that is against human nature, nothing 
that is incompatible with the existence and welfare of human 
society. It is free from the extreme excess and austerity to 
which the lofty ideas of religion and morality were carried by 
the theories and practices of some sects inside and outside of 
Judaism. 

Nay, many Talmudical maxims and sayings are evidently 
directed against such austerities and extravagances. Thus 
they warn against the monastic idea of obtaining closer com¬ 
munion with God by fleeing from human society and by seclu¬ 
sion from temporal concerns of life: “ Do not separate thyself 
from society.” “Man’s thoughts and ways shall always be in 
contact and sympathy with fellow-men.” “No one shall de¬ 
part from the general customs and manners.” “Better is he 
who lives on the toil of his hand, than he who indulges in idle 
piety.” 

They strongly discountenance the idea of celibacy , which 
the Essenes, and later, some orders of the Church regarded as 
a superior state of perfection. The rabbis say: “ He who lives 
without a wife is no perfect man.” “To be unmarried is to 
live without joy, without blessing, without kindness, without 
religion and without peace.” “As soon as man marries, his 
sins decrease.” 

While, on the one hand, they warn against too much indul¬ 
gence in pleasures and in the gratification of bodily appetites 
and against the insatiable pursuit of earthly goods and riches, 
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as well as against the inordinate desire of honor and power, on 
the other hand, they strongly disapprove of the ascetic morti- 
tification of the body and abstinence from enjoyment, and the 
cynic contempt of all luxuries that beautify life. They say: 
“God’s commandments are intended to enhance the value 
and enjoyment of life, but not to mar it and make it gloomy.” 

‘ ‘ If thou hast the means, enjoy life’s innocent pleasures. ” “He 
who denies himself the use of wine is a sinner.” “No one is 
permitted to afflict himself by unnecessary fasting.” “ The pious 
fool, the hypocrite, and the pharisaic flagellant are destroyers 
of human society.” “That which beautifies life and gives it 
vigor and strength, just as riches and honor, is suitable to the 
pious, and agreeable to the world at large.” 

Finally, one more remark: The Talmud has often been ac¬ 
cused of being illiberal, as if teaching its duties only for Jews 
towards fellow-believers, but not also towards fellow-men in 
general. This charge is entirely unfounded. It is true, and 
quite natural, that in regard to the ritual and ceremonial law 
and practice, a distinction between Jew and Gentile was made. 
It is also true that we occasionally meet in the Talmud with 
an uncharitable utterance against the heathen world. But it 
must be remembered in what state of moral corruption and deg¬ 
radation their heathen surroundings were, at that time. And 
this, too, must be remembered, that such utterances are only 
made by individuals who gave vent to their indignation in 
view of the cruel persecutions whose victims they were. As 
regards moral teachings, the Talmud is as broad as humanity. 
It teaches duties of man to man without distinction of creed 
and race. In most of the ethical maxims, the terms Adam 
and Beriyot , “man,” “fellow-men,” are emphatically used; as: 
“Do not despise any man.” “Judge every man from his 
favorable side.” “Seek peace, and love fellow-men.” “He 
who is pleasing to fellow-men is also pleasing to God.” “The 
right way for man to choose is to do that which is honorable 
in his own eyes (i.e., approved by his conscience) and at the 
same time honorable in the eyes of his fellow-men.” In some 
instances, the Talmud expressly reminds that the duties of 
justice, veracity, peacefulness and charity are to be fulfilled 
towards the heathen as well as to the Israelites; as, “ It is sinful 
to deceive any man, be he even a heathen.” It is our duty to 
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relieve the poor and needy, to visit the sick and bury the dead 
without distinction of creed and race/’ 

“ Thou shalt love thy neighbor as thyself” (Lev. xix., 18); 
this is, said R. Akiba, the all-embracing principle of the divine 
law. But Ben Azai said, there is another passage in Scrip¬ 
tures still more embracing; it is the passage (Gen. v., 2): “This 
is the book of the generations of man ; in the day that God 
created man, he made him in the likeness of God.” That sage 
meant to say, this passage is more embracing, since it clearly 
tells us who is our neighbor; not, as it might be misunderstood, 
our friend only, not our fellow-citizen only, not our co-religion - 
ist only, but since we all descend from a common ancestor, 
since all are created in the image and likeness of God, every 
man, every human being is our brother, our neighbor whom 
we shall love as ourselves. 

The liberal spirit of Talmudic ethics is most strikingly 
evidenced in the sentence: “The pious and virtuous of all 
nations participate in the eternal bliss,” which teaches that 
man’s salvation depends not on the acceptance of certain 
articles of belief, nor on certain ceremonial observances, but 
on that which is the ultimate aim of religion namely, Morality, 
purity of heart and holiness of life. 


PART III. 


METHOD. 

The Method of our Translation into English of our Revised 
Text in the “ New Edition .” 

After having submitted the text of the Talmud to a thor¬ 
ough review, and carried out the corrections thus found 
necessary, we have come down to the conclusion that the 
translation of the Talmud into English in this corrected form 
would be although not one of the easiest, but a possible task. * 
Thus we made up our mind to start this task, having considered 
as our leading principle to carry it out in a manner that should 
facilitate the understanding of the Talmud to such English 
readers as are not conversant with the Hebrew text. There¬ 
fore we did not care to give the discussions of the Mishnas, 
Tosephtas and Boraithas which the Gemara quotes for the 
purpose of a contradiction, objection, or comparison with a 
distinguishing expression, as we thought it is immaterial for 
the English reader. The method of the Gemara, however, is to 
distinguish the expressions for the purpose of letting the 
reader know whether the quotation is from a Mishna, To- 
sephta, or Boraitha, or was only said by the Amoraim, the ex¬ 
pounders of the Mishna, viz.: (i) Tenan , for the quotation of 
a Mishna; (2) Tania , for the quotation of a Tosephta or a 
Boraitha; (3) Itemar , for the quotation of that which was said 
by the Amoraim. Therefore in the first volume of our editions, 
for all the quotations we have used only one expression, “we 
have learned,” or “it was taught.” However, after we were 
criticised for this, we also adopted a method of distinguishing 
the quotations, which is printed in the Explanatory Remarks 
to each volume; namely: Remark 1. For a quotation from the 
Mishna, “we have learned in a Mishna,” for a Tosephta or a 


See letter of Dr. M. Jastrow in the prospectus of our work, on page io. 
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Boraitha, “ we have learned in a Tosephta or a Boraitha,” and 
for the sayings of the Amoraim, “ it was taught.” Thus have we 
also corrected in the second edition of the first and the fourth 
volumes: Remark 2. To save space we did not adopt the 
method of the German translators who usually write question 
and answer to each paragraph where such is to be found; we 
have indicated the question by an interrogation point, and im¬ 
mediately follows the answer without being so marked. Com¬ 
ing to the third explanatory remark, in which we say that we 
translate only the second, we have to give here this ex¬ 
planation at length, as this treats about omissions from the 
text in the translation. 

In our Hakol , vol. VI., No. 298, 1885, in which we an¬ 
nounced that we desire to revise and correct the Talmud so as 
to make its translation possible into a living language, we gave 
some examples of the omissions necessary in Halakha and 
Hagada for this purpose. And we dare say that the examples 
were favorably received by eminent students of the Tal¬ 
mud. As an answer to another criticism in a Hebrew monthly 
in New York, Ner Hamarobe, we wrote a long article in the 
same about our method of the omissions in Halakha, claiming 
that in reality we omit nothing of importance of the whole 
text, in the shape given out by its compilers, and only that 
which we were certain to have been added by the dislikers of 
the Talmud for the purpose of degrading it we do omit. We 
cannot very well translate the whole article here for lack of 
space and time. We will therefore limit ourselves to pointing 
out the omissions of Halakha and Hagada with one or two 
examples: (1) Omitting repetitions, e.g., in Tract Kethuboth 
72b, there is a Mishna, “if one betroths a woman with the 
stipulation that she is not subject to any vows,” and the whole 
Mishna with its Gemara is repeated in Tract Kedushin 58, 
without any change, and the Gemara to this Mishnayoth 
questions why the repetition? To which the same answer, 
“it was learned by the way,” is repeated in both tracts. In 
our edition the Mishna will appear only once, in Tract Ivedu- 
shin, and it is self-evident that the question and the answer 
of the Gemara falls off. However, the continuation which is 
of importance comes in the proper place. This is concerning 
the Mishnayoth. The discussions in the Gemara are repeated 


9 6 


THE HISTORY OF THE TALMUD. 


sometimes from one to fifteen times, some of them without any 
change at all, and some with change of little or no importance. 
In our edition we give the discussion only once, in its proper 
place. True, it is a great difficulty to go over all the repetitions, 
to mark the changes wherever they are, and to consider the 
matter thoroughly as to which is the most proper place for 
them. However, we did not spare time and careful study. 
And according to our ability we left it at the place which 
seemed to us to be proper and cancelling all other repetitions.* 
(2) There is a custom in the text when it brings a statement 
from an Amora (very seldom also from a Tana) which is in 
conflict with a Mishna or a Boraitha, and trying to reconcile 
them by a long discussion, and after it comes to the conclusion 
that such a reconciliation is impossible, it concludes that “ if 
such was taught it must be so and so,” contrary to the first 
statement. We in our edition translate only the conclusion, 
omitting the whole discussion, which partly or wholly is to 
be found elsewhere. (Examples of this are given in our above- 
mentioned article, and as they are very numerous, we cannot 
give them here). (3) Where there are two versions in the 
text under the term Lishna achrena (another version), or 
Ika d'amri (some say), or Waibayith Aema (if you wish, we 
may say), and the second is contrary or entirely different from 
the first, we mostly give the second only. However, we are 
very careful in omitting such. (See our concluding words 
in Vol. XVII., page 8), and as to the last phrase, Waibayith 
Aema , which in many places is said twice or thrice, the reader 
will find all of them translated in our translation, under the 
term, “if you wish it may be said so, and if you wish, it may 
be said so.” (4) The reader will find in our edition foot-notes 
stating, “transferred from tract so and so,” in Halakha as well 
as in Hagada. We do so when the subject treated is inserted 
in a place where it is disconnected with the preceding and 
following statement; however, there is a special discussion 
about the same subject in another tract. (Concerning Hagada 
we did so in Tract Sanhedrin, transferring Hagadas which have 


* In our edition, if such an omission comes from that which was already printed, 
we mark it in parentheses or in a foot-note : “ repeated from tract or from volume so 
and so, page so and so,” which we could not do with the text which was not as yet 
translated. 
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no connection in the preceding chapters, to the last (eleventh) 
chapter which is all Hagada. This is done for the purpose of 
preventing confusion in the reader’s mind, which, while engaged 
in one subject, is abruptly confronted with a strange subject. 
(5) In a very few places we combine two Mishnayoths which 
are united in the editions of the separate Mishnayoths, but are 
divided in the Gemara into two or three (see Nedarim 32b and 
33a), to which the Gemara questions “ in accordance with what 
Tana the statement of this Mishna is given,” and answers 
‘‘in accordance with so and so,” and the same it does with the 
divided Mishna with the same question and answer. (6) In 
places where the Gemara discusses in a long paragraph, ‘‘how 
was the case ? Shall we assume so, then such a statement would 
be in the way, and if we assume so, another statement of so and 
so would be in the way,” etc. The conclusion, however, is 
explained clearly and nicely. In such cases we often translate 
the conclusion only, omitting the discussion, which seems to 
us to be inserted only for the purpose of sharpening the mind. 
(However, we are very careful with such omissions, and if we 
see in them something of importance, we do not omit them.) 
To this point, may be added then that all the discussions usual 
in the Gemara why the Tana or the Amora A does not say like B , 
and why B does not say like C , and C like D, and then why D 
does not say like C, B, and A , etc. After then when the reason 
is given why A does not say like B , and B like C, it is again 
asked why should A not adopt the reason of B } etc., etc. We 
then give only the questions and answers of the first category, 
viz., why does not A agree with B and C, and B and C with A. 
We omit, however, the second category of the questions and 
answers for not adopting the reasons, which in many places 
occupy a whole column and after reading it, we do not find 
anything new or important, but simply repetitions after repeti¬ 
tions which confuse the mind of the reader without doing any 
good. (7) Questions which remain undecided and many of 
them are not at all practical but only imaginary, and very 
peculiar too,* we omit. Many of such questions were ascribed 
to the Amora Jeremiah, of whom Rabha said that, “ When he 
was in Babylonia he never understood what the Rabbis said.” 


E.g., lnDIl^yprV) the translation of which we do not care to give. 



9« 


THE HISTORY OF THE TALMUD. 


When he (Jeremiah) came to Palestine he expressed himself 
concerning the Babylonian scholars thus: “The Babylonians 
who are dwelling in a dark land are proclaiming dark Hala- 
khath.” It is the same to us if Jeremiah questioned the above- 
mentioned questions at the time he did not understand the 
Rabbis, or, as I. H. Weiss said, that he intended with such 
questions to ridicule the Rabbis, for at any rate such questions 
must not be placed in our edition. We have good reason to say 
that all such questions were inserted in the name of Jeremiah 
or other Amoraim, by the dislikers of the Talmud, who were to 
be found from its very beginning, for the purpose of ridiculing 
it. We cannot agree with Weiss that Jeremiah himself put 
such questions, as for a similar question: “ If it happened that 
one has put one foot into the Sabbath limit, and the other foot 
was still out of it, may he enter or not?” he was immediately 
driven out from the college. Hence, since the other questions 
ascribed to him are much worse in every respect than the one 
just mentioned, is it possible that he would be listened to and 
such inserted as undecided questions? We would also state that 
the above statement of the dark Halakhath by the Babylonian 
sages was also put in his mouth by the same people, as we 
cannot believe that such a great Amora like Jeremiah should 
throw stones in the valley from which he drank his water. 

Finally, we will give one example concerning Hagadas, in 
Tract Zebachin, pp. 113a, in the discussion whether the flood was 
in Palestine or not, basing their statements upon Ecclesiastes, 
“there is no new thing under the sun,” i.e. y no new creatures 
were created after the seven days of creation, and as there are to 
be found some creatures which, according to their size, could not 
enter into the ark of Noah, and we see their existence, it must 
be concluded that the flood which had destroyed all the crea¬ 
tures did not take place in Palestine, in which such creatures 
are to be found. The opponents of this say that the flood was 
in Palestine also, and of all kinds of the existing creatures, 
there were some in the ark. And when the last were objected 
to by the existence of r'em (wild-ox), which, according to 
Rabba b. b. Hannah, the size of its offspring of one day was 
equal to forty miles, hence it could not in any way be entered 
in the ark, the answer comes that its snout only was in the ark, 
and the rest of the body was swimming in the water. 


OUR METHOD. 
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Now we would ask any reader if it is possible that such a 
thing should be said by any sage of the Talmud, and especially 
by Resh Lakish, who was one of the greatest Amoraim of Pales¬ 
tine. As this Hagada was discussed in connection with a 
Halakha it must not by any means be taken as allegorical. 
It is therefore more than certain that one who desired to make 
the Talmud ridiculous put in the mouths of Jochanan and 
Resh Lakish the discussion about the r’em with such a ridicu¬ 
lous answer. Hence in our translation it must be omitted. 
There is another one which was put as a question: “May the 
high priest marry a pregnant virgin ? ’ ’ and to the question ‘ ‘ how 
can a virgin be pregnant? ” the answer comes that “ perhaps 
she became pregnant in a bath where preceding her was a 
man who had left there his seed.” * We do not believe that 
any one with common sense, and without partiality, can be 
found who would deny that such things were inserted by the 
Talmud haters only for the purpose of ridiculing the Talmud. 
It is self-evident then that in our edition such and numerous 
similar legends do not find place. 

Concerning the translation itself, we translate almost 
literally but not slavishly. In those places where the text of 
the Gemara can be understood only with the aid of Rashi’s 
commentary, we reproduce the sense without marking “ Rashi.” 
However, in those places where Rashi adds something to 
make the text better understood, we put Rashi’s commen¬ 
tary in parentheses. See fifth remark on the copyrighting; 
but passages inserted from the Gemara itself we put in 
brackets. Those passages, however, which are not explained 
by Rashi or which we found the explanation more detailed in 
other commentaries, we translate according to the latter’s, 
stating in the respective foot-note that it is according to so and 
so. Our only desire was to enable the English student, even 
laymen, to understand the sense without difficulty, in which, 
according to I. M. Wise in his review of Volume VIII., we 
have succeeded. We may state also that, though we have 
strictly followed our method, yet we were compelled in some 
places to deviate from the same. It was also impossible for 
us to arrange our new edition in accordance with the old edi- 

* It seems to us that such were inserted by one against the belief that the Virgin 
Mary had borne Jesus. 
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tion; based upon the decision of Sherira Gaon that it is im¬ 
material in what order the tracts should be brought, as the 
Gemara itself states that the consecutive order of the Mishna 
is not always to be taken seriously. However, each tract is 
numbered from page i, so that if the reader prefers binding 
the tracts according to the former order he may do so. There 
are, however, many more points concerning our method which 
we omit for lack of space and time, especially since the method 
is fully traced in its main features. 
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PART IV. 


CRITICISM. 

In our table of contents to this history announced in the 
prospectus issued in 1897, we have inserted “A Reply to some 
Criticism.” This would be in place if this history had been 
published at the time when the criticism was still new. Now, 
however, after the lapse of six years, during which new proper 
criticism has not appeared, a reply to what is almost forgotten 
would be out of place. We, however, cannot restrain our¬ 
selves to say a few words about criticism in general, and about 
our edition in special. In our opinion, true criticism must 
drive only to the point, i.e ., the critic has to show the author 
his mistakes and errors in such and such point, page or para¬ 
graph, based upon undoubted or uncontradictory evidence, or 
common sense, taking care, however, to avoid partiality and 
personality. Otherwise it is not criticism but attack. In our 
introduction to Vol. VII., we expressed our anxiety to face a 
true criticism, which has not appeared thus far as aught we 
know. As what concerns the criticism which appeared after 
the issue of the first volume, the same may be classified in 
three categories: 

(a) Personality against the reviser of the first volume or 
against ourself. (6) Opposition on the part of those who dis¬ 
liked for some reason the idea of the Talmud being translated in 
any living language, no matter which ; and (c) the views ex¬ 
pressed by ignoramuses in all that concerns the Talmud and its 
study. It seems to us that a discussion would not persuade 
either of the three categories, as they indulged only in attacks 
lacking real evidence, nay, even a basis of probability on which 
they might have rested; e.g ., there were some who claimed that 
our edition is not scientifically arranged, our omissions mutila¬ 
ting the whole text at large; but these did not care to give any 
example, which might have served them as evidence. 
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Now, concerning the scientific point of view, we hold that no 
translation of the Talmud could answer the requirements of a 
scientific work, as the Talmud itself is nothing but a chaotic 
mass lacking any scientific order, and should a translator 
follow scientific tracks, the result of his work would be a 
treatise on, but not a translation of, the Talmud. And, as 
what regards the so-called mutilations, since no example was 
given, we cannot enter any discussion as to them. Our method 
was already clearly explained in a lengthy article in Hebrew, 
out of which it might have appeared that our method consists 
in these very mutilations, and if after that anybody accuses 
us of mutilating the text we have nothing to say but let him 
try to invent a better method. 

However, regarding the criticism of the spelling of some 
ancient names, which we were not very careful about, and 
also as to the distinguishing of the quotations from divers 
Mishnas, Boraithas, etc., we have gratefully admitted its truth 
and accordingly corrected in the succeeding volumes as well as 
in the second edition of the first volume, as it can be seen in our 
answer to these criticisms in the American Hebrew , July 
29, 1896, which the critic himself admitted thereafter that 
it was a gentlemanly answer, though it could not induce him 
to deny his policy. And what concerns other criticisms of 
the above categories we may conscientiously say that they 
were not worthy of any consideration whatsoever, as their 
basis was the very criticism of this prominent scholar, who en¬ 
couraged them to attack, to scold, and to make use of any ex¬ 
pression which is fit to disqualify the work at large in the eyes 
of its supporters.* As an evidence to this latter statement we 

* To our great sorrow we must confess that they have succeeded in harming us 
both materially and morally. The material harm was that, as an immediate result 
of their attacks, an enormous amount of financial support had been refused to us. 
The moral harm they caused us was that, being at loss of the necessary funds, we 
could not submit our work to competent men for revising, and so the whole gigantic 
labor of issuing all which has been printed so far was carried out only through our 
own endeavors, to which no assistance, moral or material, was given us on the part 
of anybody. And with all our modesty we may say that, had we not been so energetic 
and strong-minded, our attackers would have succeeded in destroying the whole plan 
and annihilating the publication of our work. A great authority and most influential 
man in this city, seeing our struggles and troubles after we had already issued several 
volumes, offered us $6,000 as financial aid for the duration of three years, so as to 
complete the translation in this period and to submit to him afterwards the whole 
manuscript, for which he was willing to take the trouble upon himself to find a pub- 
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beg to quote the editorial of The American Israelite , Septem¬ 
ber 19, 1901. 

“The complaint voiced through the Jewish press that Rod- 
kinson’s translation of the Talmud is not receiving the support 
which its merits deserve is very much in the nature of self¬ 
accusation. The truth is that the great undertaking has never 
been able to overcome the onslaught originally made upon it. 
Recognizing its great value, the late editor of this paper gave 
to the work from its initial conception his earnest encourage¬ 
ment and support, which, instead of being seconded by the 
Jewish press and rabbinate, was met by a torrent of abuse and 
misrepresentation. Now that his foresight has been justified, 
and the former detractors of the work complain that Jewish 
support is lacking, they have a chance to contemplate their own 
doings. If the example set by the late editor of this paper 
had been emulated instead of neglected and derided, there 
would not now be occasion to charge the Jewish public with 
want of appreciation. 

“ It was not among Jews alone that the insensate opposition 
to Dr. Rodkinson’s difficult project was met with. As is per¬ 
fectly natural, the non-Jewish press depended largely upon 
Jewish sources for their information in regard to the work, and 
therefore reflected the unfavorable opinions expressed by sup¬ 
posed Jewish authorities. As soon as unbiased reviewers were 


Usher who would undertake to publish it upon the plan of royalty. The above 
amount he calculated to obtain of three philanthropists, two Gentiles and one Hebrew. 
We, however, having conjectured who the Hebrew philanthropist might be, told him 

that if he meant Mr.-, he was mistaken, for he is already influenced by the 

critics and therefore would not support this work. In fact, it was so, and the pro¬ 
fessor was reduced to drop the whole plan. 

This case was not the only one. There was another professor who promised to 
subscribe for twenty sets of our work for the purpose of distributing them among his 
friends. It was again the critic that prevented him from doing so. 

The Jewish Publication Society of America, whose aim it is to help authors in 
issuing their works, and who are constantly doing so, have not assisted us with a sin¬ 
gle cent, in spite of the fact that all the above-mentioned critics but one had not only 
retracted from and moderated their first statements, but afterwards wrote favorably 
about our translation in different periodicals and private letters, as can be seen from 
the press comments, which will be placed on the last pages of this work. 

One cannot imagine our struggles and troubles at each issue of the volumes, and 
it is only our ideal that the edition of the Talmud should be completed which spurs 
us to continue. We rely upon the divine help, that it will not cease to grant us 
further on the assistance which it has lent us to the completion of the two large sec¬ 
tions issued by us. 
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made aware of its merits, they changed their unfavorable atti¬ 
tude, but it was too late to overcome the prejudice created by 
the first impression. To-day the non-Jewish press recognizes 
that it was misled into antagonizing the work, and speaks of it as 
a most important contribution to the world's stock of knowledge , 
but it certainly must be disheartening to its editor and his pub¬ 
lishers to convince possible purchasers that the authorities 
upon which they depend for information have experienced a 
change of heart. It is an old story, that with one moment’s 
start a lie will not be overtaken by its refutation in a thousand 
years. It is impossible to wholly right the wrong, but at least 
amends can be made by those who through ignorance or malice 
misrepresented Dr. Rodkinson’s great undertaking, and it is 
not by taking a fling at the Jews that this is to be accomplished. 
It is safe to classify the Jews as average human beings, who are 
neither better nor worse than the rest of mankind, and taking 
them as such, the proportion among them who encourage Jew¬ 
ish letters will not be found to fall below what can rightly be 
expected. This statement, however, does not include the 
Jews who have been blessed with superabundant riches, for the 
members of that class have not in this country given to Jewish 
literature the same support so common among the men of 
wealth who enable the literature of Christianity to be spread 
broadcast over the world.” 


APPENDIX TO CHAPTER II., page 24 


We have to repeat again that we do not see any reason why the 
more prominent sages should not be mentioned. To quote all of 
those omitted, both of Tanaim and Amoraim, with the sources 
where they are taken from would take a whole volume and we also 
would not like to devise an entirely new arrangement contrary to 
Strack, Mielziner and others whose authority we respect. However, 
we cannot refrain from calling the attention of students to the fact 
that after a good deal of deliberation and search we cannot find any 
reason why the most prominent sages should not be placed among 
the founders of the Talmud. 

Take, for instance, Abtulmus, who is mentioned in Tract Erubin, 
Chapter III., Mishna 4, who, according to R. Jose, testified in the 
name of five elders, etc., and who is also mentioned several times in 
the Gemara and is not identical with Abtalyon who was in an 
earlier time. Take also Baba b’ Buta who, was in the time of Herod 
the Great, and who was a disciple of Shamai and cannot be counted 
of his school as he was of those who were troubling themselves to 
establish the Halakha in accordance with the school of Hillel and 
whom the Talmud put up as an example of morality. (See 
Weiss “Geschichte der judichen Tradition,” Vol. I., p. 168. 

We also do not find among them Elazai b. Arach, whom we have 
added, the distinguished one of the five disciples of R. Johanan b. 
Zakkai, and also no mention of b. Bag Bag, b. Haij Haij, b. Buchre, 
and Papus b. Jehudah. The contemporaries of these were Jo¬ 
hanan b. Zakkai, Jehudah b. Bathyra, etc., etc., all of whom are 
mentioned in the Mishnayoth as great authorities, who according 
to our opinion ought to be placed among the Tanaim, founders of the 
Mishna. 

There is mentioned by Strack and Perferkowitz (the latter 
counts Elasur b. Arach and Simon Shezur), Ben Patturo or Ben 
Pature, who is to be found only once in the whole Talmud, 
namely in Baba Metzia, p. 149. Let us quote his statement : “If 
two were on the road (in the desert), and one of them has a pitcher 
of water which is sufficient for one only until he may reach an in¬ 
habited place, but if both would use it both would die before 
reaching a village, and Ben Patturo lectured that in such a case it 
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is better that both should drink and die than that one should wit¬ 
ness the death of his comrade.” This teaching seems to us to be of 
the Essenes as it is not in accordance with the Talmudical spirit, 
and as his own name is not known (there are many who were named 
after their fathers only as Ben Dama, b’ Bathyra, b’Azai, but their 
own name however is known) we are inclined to say that he lived at 
a much earlier time and it should read Ben Pantira, who was in his 
youth a disciple of Jehoshua b’ Prachyah * and it would not be sur¬ 
prising that his lecture was stated in his name as so it was done with 
Elisha b’ Abbuyah in Tract Aboth, Chapter IV., notwithstanding 
that thereafter he separated himself from his colleagues and was 
named Acher. 


* i.e., Jesu b. Joseph Pantira, who is usually so mentioned in Tosephta (Chulin, 
v. 22), and in the Palestinian Talmud several times. In some places Jesu b. Pantira, 
and in other places Jesu Pantira and also Ben Pantira. Concerning Jehoshua b. 
Prachia who was his teacher, according to the Talmud, we are inclined to say there 
were two Jehoshuas rather than to claim that there were two Jesuses. 



PART V. 


THE ARRANGEMENT OF THE SIX SECTIONS IN THEIR SIXTY 
TRACTS. 

Section Zeraim (Plants) contains eleven tractates, viz. : 
Berachoth (Benediction), supplied with Gemara, both Pales¬ 
tinian and Babylonian, Peah (Corner tithe), Dmai (Uncertain), 
Khilayim (Mixtures), Shebut (Sabbatical year), Therumoth 
(Heave offering), Maasheroth (Tithes), Maaser Sheni (Second 
tithes), Chala (Dough), Orla (Fruit trees during the first 
three years), and Biccurim (First fruit), all of which are not 
supplied with Babylonian Gemara. The laws of all of them 
concern Palestine at that time the Temple was in existence. 

Section Nashim (Women) contains seven tracts, viz. : Ycba- 
moth (Levirate marriage), Khethuboth (Marriage contracts), 
Nedarim (Vows), Nazir (Nazarite), Sota (Suspicious women), 
Gittin (Divorces), Kiddushin (Betrothals). 

Section Kodashim (Holiness), eleven tracts: Zebachim 
(Sacrifices), Menachoth (Meal-offering), Chulin (Profane 
things), Bechoroth (First born), Arachin (Estimations), The- 
mura (Exchange), Kherithoth (Excisions), Me-ila (Trespass), 
Thamid (Daily offerings), Middoth (Measurements) and Kin- 
nim (Birds’ nests). All the above tracts, besides Chulin, 
treat about sacrifices, offerings used at the time of the Tem¬ 
ple. Chulin, however, speaks of the laws of slaughtering 
and of the meats that may be used. 

Section Teharoth (Purification), twelve tracts, viz.: Khe- 
lim (Vessels), Ohaloth (Tents), Nego-im (Leprosy), Parah 
(Heifer), Teharoth (Purification), Mikvaoth (Wells), Nidda 
(Menstruous), Mach-shirim (Preparations), Zabim (Running 
issues), Tebul-Yom (Legal-day bath), Yadayim (Hands), and 
Uktzin (Stalks of fruit); to all of them, except Nidda, there is 
no Gemara, for the reason stated above (Vol. II., p. 42). The 
tract Nidda, however, treats about women menstruous and 
all the laws of sexual intercourse. 

Section Moed (Festivals), twelve tracts (in our Edition 13), 
and Section Nezikin (Jurisprudence), ten tracts (in our Edi¬ 
tion 13), which are already published in the English language. 
We give, for the benefit of readers, the following synopsis: 
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SYNOPSIS OF SUBJECTS. 

Several requests have been received by the translator that an index 
should be made to the volumes of the Talmud, as is customary with all 
modern works. It would be an utter impossibility to give a complete index 
of everything contained in the Talmud. Were it like other scientific works, 
which treat each subject separately, this could easily be done ; but with 
the Talmud it is different. On one page many different subjects may be 
discussed, and again a single subject may occupy several pages. The 
Talmud, therefore, has never had an index, not even the portions which 
have been translated. 

After careful examination of the volumes, page by page, it has been de¬ 
cided to make a synopsis, i.e., to give briefly the heads of the discussions 
and conversations upon each Mishna, indicating the page where the 
Mishna is to be found, and the Gemara of each one, which serves as a 
commentary. By this the reader should be able to refer to what he desires 
to know. 

A synopsis is therefore given of every Mishna which discusses a single 
subject, with its accompanying Gemara ; but when several short Mishnas 
cover the same subject, a single synopsis is given of the whole, including 
the Gemara of each one; and where a chapter is short and has but one 
subject, a synopsis of the whole chapter is made, without dividing it into 
Mishnas. 

This is the best that can be done, and it is hoped that readers will find 
it satisfactory. 

CHAPTER I. 

Mishna /. Regulations concerning prohibited and permitted acts of 
transfer over the dividing line of adjoining premises and the area of such 
premises ; the classification of premises ; in which premises transfer is per¬ 
mitted ; laws of transfer of labor, when committed by the joint efforts of two 
persons ; transfer from and to doorsteps, .113 

MISHNA IT. Whether work may be commenced at the approach of the 
time for afternoon prayer; what kind of work is referred to; how a man 
should pray ; what he must wear ; when he may eat his midday meal ; the 

xxix 
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informing of the bestowal of gifts ; Sabbath as a valuable gift of God 
and its origin ; various legends of Rabha bar Ma'hassia in the name of 

Rabh,.13-19 

Mishna III. Tailors and other artisans are not permitted to go out 
with their tools on Friday near eventide. Treats also on whether one may 
read by lamplight on the Sabbath ; the laws of visiting the sick ; what 
prayers may be offered for the sick, ...... 19-22 

MishnaS IV. TO VI. How the eighteen famous ordinances were in¬ 
stituted in the attic of Hananya ben Hyzkiyah ben Gorion, and by whom the 
Roll of Fasts was written. Which acts of labor may be commenced on 
Friday eve ; concerning labor which is accomplished without assistance of 
man on Sabbath ; laws concerning labor which is accomplished without 
assistance of man on Sabbath ; laws concerning work given to Gentiles. 
Narrative of R. Simeon ben Gamaliel concerning how his father’s house 
dealt with Gentile clothes-washers. On transmission of letters and journey¬ 
ing on ships on the Sabbath. Regulations pertaining to the roasting of 
meats and baking of bread before the Sabbath ; the sacrifices at the Temple 
on the Passover. Appendix to p. 8,.22-30 

CHAPTER II. 

Mishnas I. and II. Permissible andnon-permissible oils and wicks for 
lamps on the Sabbath and ’Hanukah (feast of Maccabbees); the law of the 
’Hanukah lights ; ’Hanukah and the miracle ; the duration of ’Hanukah ; 
benedictions to be said on that festival; the reward of those who keep the 
Sabbath-light commandment ; the reward of those who esteem scholarship. 
The second Mishna treats on : What balsams may and may not be used 
both for light and for the person on the Sabbath ; a narrative of a woman 
who hated her daughter-in-law ; who may be called a rich man, . 31-42 

Mishnas III. TO V. What wicks made from parts of trees may be 
used ; whether broken vessels may be used for fuel on a biblical feast day; 
what may be done with the residue of oil left in a lamp; practical laws of 
egg-shells and whether chairs may be dragged on the floor on Sabbath. 
The different opinions of R. Eliezer and R. Aqiba concerning the defile¬ 
ment of a piece of cloth, and if it is allowed to make a wick of it. What 
happened with R. Jehudah in the Hall of Beth Nitza and with Abhin of 
Ziphoris, who committed certain acts which were not allowed, in the 

presence of the sages, . ... . 42-48 

Mishna VI. Whether alight may be extinguished on Sabbath either for 
fear of accident or to afford rest for the sick ; the question asked R. Tan’hum 
of Nav and his replying sermon ; the soul being called the “ Light of God ” ; 
the intended concealment of the Book of Proverbs and Ecclesiastes ; the 
Shekhina (divine presence) not resting with a man except through his joy of 
having performed a good deed ; Rabha’s custom when commencing his lec¬ 
tures to his disciples. R. Gamaliel’s sermon and answers to the disciple who 
derided him. The story of the three proselytes rejected by Shamai and 
accepted by Hillel. “What is hateful to thee, do not unto thy neighbor; 
that is the law. All else is but a commentary.” The six sections of the 
Mishna are inferred from a biblical passage. The first thing asked of a man 
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when standing before the divine judgment is, "Hast thou traded in good 
faith ? ” The " Fear of the Lord ” is the chief principle. The wicked fear 
death, although mentioning it every day,.48-53 

MlSHNAS VII. AND VIII The sins of women are passed upon when 
confined in childbirth, the sins of men while in danger. A good deed is 
committed through the agency of a meritorious person and a bad deed 
through the agency of the wicked ; all who are about to die must repent of 
their sins ; the defenders of man before divine judgment are repentance and 
good deeds. A thousandth part of one defender saves a man from the 
danger threatened him by a thousand accusers. The penalties imposed 
upon man for hating without cause ; for robbery ; for perverting or pro¬ 
crastinating justice ; for destroying the law ; for murder ; for adultery ; for 
idolatry ; for using obscene language. The story of R. Simeon ben Johai, 
who remained in a cave for twelve years. The causes leading up to his 
concealment in the cave ; his adventures after leaving the cave. The three 
things to be said by a man in his house on Friday eve ; how they are to be 
said ; when twilight takes place ; how many signals of the horn were blown 
to remind the people of the advent of the Sabbath. Is there a difference 
between a shophar and a fife ?,.53-62 

CHAPTER III. 

Mishnas I. AND II. In which hearths or ovens victuals may be depos¬ 
ited on the Sabbath. The opinions of the school of Hillel and the school of 
Shamai concerning the same ; the different opinions upon the teaching of 
the two schools. Victuals having once been taken out of an oven, would it 
be allowed to replace them ? The law concerning a pot of victuals which 
had been forgotten and was thus cooked on the Sabbath. Usages of R. Jose 
on his way to Zipporah, and of R. Jehudah Hanassi when travelling. A 
narrative of R. Ishai while in the presence of R. Hyya the Great. The differ¬ 
ence in law between an oven and a hearth ; also, difference arising from 
an oven or a hearth being heated with straw or with wood, etc., . 63-67 

Mishnas III. to VII. Customs of the people of Tiberias relative to the 
heating of a pitcher of cold water. Is it allowed to place a pitcher of cold 
water into one filled with hot water in order to heat the water ; or, vice 
versa , in order to heat the water ? May one wash his body in the warm 
water of the Tiberius springs or in water warmed on the Sabbath eve ? 
May the entire body be washed at once or each member separately ? Cus¬ 
toms in a bath-house. Are sweat-baths permitted on the Sabbath ? 
Incidents occurring in the bath-house of the city of B’ni Brak. Why 
sweat-baths were prohibited. May one warm himself by a hearth-fire? 
Is bathing one’s self in a washtub and anointing one’s self with oils per¬ 
mitted on the Sabbath ? Usages of Rabbi Jehudah Hanassi in this matter. 
Is swimming in a lake permitted on the Sabbath ? Incidents attending R. 
Zera’s witnessing R. Abuhu’s swimming in a lake on a Sabbath. Concerning 
the permissibility of pouring cold water in a muliar or antikhi, the fuel of 
which had been removed ; or in a kettle, the hot water of which had been 
poured out, and the prescribed quantity of such water. Concerning the 
addition of spices to a pot of victuals. Concerning the permissibility of 
placing a vessel under a burning lamp to receive its dripping oil or falling 
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sparks, and the placing of a vessel under a hen to receive the egg. Ordi¬ 
nance relating to a corpse lying in the sun. If it is allowed to save a 
corpse from fire. Prayers to be offered on Sabbath over the dead. The 
accordance of permission to save a corpse from conflagration on the 
Sabbath,.67-74 

Mishnas VIII. and IX. Concerning the handling of new and old lamps 
on the Sabbath. Ordinances relative to a bed which had been designated for 
the purpose of holding money on the Sabbath. The permissibility of handling 
a burning ’Hanukah lamp for fear of the Persians. The law of Muktza. 
The ordinance relative to handling a lamp on Sabbath and the dictum of 
Resh Lakish in Zidon. The ordinance concerning the nuptial couch. Action 
of R. Malkia while the guest of R. Simlai and R. Abuhu at the house of 
R. Joshua ben Levi and R. Johanan. The experience of R. Avia, who came 
to the house of Rabha and sat on Rabha’s bed without removing his dirty 
shoes. Questions put to him by Rabha, and his replies. The law of a prin¬ 
cipal prohibited act. What R. Hanina did with a folding-bed that had 
become unfastened on a feast day, ...... 74-82 

CHAPTER IV. 

Mishnas I. to IV. What substances may be used for the preserving of 
victuals. Rabba’s and R. Zera’s upbraiding of a slave of the Exilarch, while 
sojourning in the latter’s house. Concerning the replacing of feathers in a 
pillow. Concerning the opening of a bunghead in a barrel and the making 
of a neckband in a shirt. Concerning the permissibility of depositing vict¬ 
uals in cloth and shorn wool intended for market. The derivation of the 
thirty-nine principal acts of labor on the Sabbath from the thirty-nine times 
“ work ” is mentioned in the Pentateuch. The law concerning branches of 
trees which were bound together to be used for fuel and were subsequently 
intended for sitting upon. R. Hanina ben Aqiba’s action in such a case. 
The ordinance relating to the use of soap-powder and soap on the Sabbath. 
The necessity of washing one’s hands and feet for the sake of the Creator. 
What is to be done with a pot that had not been covered on the eve of 
Sabbath ? The decision of Ishmael in the matter in the presence of Rabbi. 
The mutual respect of the sages for one another. R. Na’hman’s statement 
to Doen his servant,.83-90 


CHAPTER V. 

Mishnas /. to III. What gear animals may go out in on the Sabbath. 
Levi the son of R. Huna bar Hyya and Rabbi the son of R. Huna, occur¬ 
rence on the road. A bridle may be worn by an ass whose behavior is bad. 
A bridle is allowed as a guard but not as an ornament. An ass may go out 
with a rug, but what is the law concerning a saddle? Ordinances relative 
to a feed-bag. The decision of Arioch of Babylon (Samuel) in the matter. 
Concerning bags tied around the udders of she-goats. The miracle that was 
wrought for a man whose wife died and left him a nursing child. The discus¬ 
sion of the rabbis about such a miracle. Narrative relating to a man whose 
wife was maimed. Concerning gear which may not be worn by animals 
on Sabbath. Peculiarities of the Hanun tree and where it may be found. 
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The wealth of R. Eliezer ben Azariah. Penalty for the failure to warn one’s 
family against evil. The different signs on the foreheads of the righteous 
and the wicked. The seal of God. Derivation of the merits of the fathers. 
Is death possible without sin ? Defence for Reuben and others who are men¬ 
tioned in the Bible as sinners. Rabbi Hanassi’s justification for David. 
Was David guilty of listening to slander? Consequences of David’s sin. 
King Solomon’s sin. The Archangel Gabriel’s act at the time of King 
Solomon’s marriage with Pharaoh’s daughter. The most fervent penitents, 

91-106 


CHAPTER VI. 


Mishnas /. to III. What garments a woman may go out in. Definition 
of totaphoth. Concerning the garb of slaves. May the rabbis wear their 
insignia of office on Sabbath? Effect of a sermon on the women of the city 
of Mehuza concerning ornaments in the shape of a crown. Ordinances con¬ 
cerning nose-bands, earrings, and finger-rings. What garments a man 
must not go out in. Consequences of wearing iron-bound sandals. The 
law of majority. How shoes are to be put on. Why one when anointing 
himself should first anoint the head. Law concerning amulets, both tried 
and untried. Ordinances concerning hairpins and perfume-bottles. Causes 
of poverty. The trees of Jerusalem, ...... 107-117 

MlSHNAS IV. TO IX. Concerning bows, swords, and shields. Are they 
considered ornaments or is the wearing of such things degrading? Inter¬ 
pretation of biblical passages. Are they to be taken literally or figuratively. 
Rewards emanating from the proper study of the Law. Customs of scholars 
when discussing the Law. God’s blessing upon scholars who mutually in¬ 
struct one another. Regarding a man who keeps a vicious dog about his 
premises. Why the children of Israel were in need of forgiveness upon 
their return from the war with the Midianites. What garments women, 
young girls, and boys may go out in on Sabbath. References to cripples 
and to children of princes. Concerning the danger of imitating the customs 
of the Amorites. Occurrence at the feast given by R. Aqiba, . 117-126 


CHAPTER VII. 

MlSHNAS /. to III. The principal rule concerning the Sabbath. Regu¬ 
lations regarding children in captivity among idolaters and converts. Re¬ 
maining with idolaters. Rules concerning one who was ignorant as to what 
labor was prohibited on the Sabbath but was conscious of the Sabbath, and 
vice versa. Concerning a man who, while travelling in a desert, had for¬ 
gotten which day was Sabbath. How labor may be distinguished. Different 
instances of forgetfulness regarding Sabbath and the performance of labor 
on the Sabbath. Instances of forgetfulness in dietary matters. Instances 
of intentional and unintentional performance of labor, and their distinction. 
Enumeration of the forty, less one, acts of labor. Principal and incidental 
acts. The degree of guilt involved in learning magic arts. Condemnation 
of one who is able to acquire astronomical knowledge and neglects to do so. 
Another rule was laid down. Discussions concerning the carrying out of 
necessary things on the Sabbath and the limitation of quantity. Different 
kinds of food may be counted together.127-142 
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CHAPTER VIII. 


Mishnas /. TO V. The prescribed quantities of wine, honey, and milk 
that may be carried out on Sabbath. The strength of different wines. In¬ 
stances of stronger creatures fearing weaker ones. Why goats precede 
sheep in a flock. Why are she-goats not covered with a tail like sheep? 
Why has a camel a short tail? Why has an ox a long tail? Why are the 
feelers of a locust soft? What is the reason that the lower eyelids of a hen 
turn up? Three creatures grow stronger, etc. The quantity of rope, paper 
from which writing has been erased, skins, parchment, bones, loam, etc., 
which may be carried out on the Sabbath. Honor of man supersedes a 
biblical commandment. What is magic? The explanation of the verse 
Isaiah, xxxv. 14,.143-153 


CHAPTER IX. 

Mishnas I. to VII. Sayings and deductions of R. Aqiba. The day of 
the week and the month on which the Law was given to Israel. Assump¬ 
tion of authority by Moses and God’s acquiescence. The name of the month 
on which the Israelites left Egypt, and was it an intercalary month ? The 
compulsory acceptance of the law by the Israelites and their subsequent 
voluntary acceptance in the days of Xerxes of Persia. Israel’s readiness to 
obey even before hearing. The publication of every word spoken by God 
in seventy languages. Comparison of the sayings of the Torah with a 
nobleman. The understanding of the Law is healthful, its misinterpretation 
is poisonous. Every word leaving the mouth of the Lord filled the world 
with aromatic odors. Complaints of the angels upon the ascension of Moses 
to heaven. Moses’ answer. Satan’s search for the Torah. Concerning the 
bearing of a slave toward his master. Rabha’s lecture upon the patriarchs 
and their answers to the complaints of God concerning the children of Israel. 
Isaac’s defence of the children of Israel upon the Lord’s telling him that 
they had sinned. The quantity of spices, dyes, metals, pedler's boxes, and 
seeds which may be carried out on the Sabbath, . . . 154-170 

CHAPTER X. 

Mishnas /. TO VIII. Rules pertaining to one who carries out things 
valuable to him. The quantities in which they may be carried out. The 
quantities in which they may be carried out by one to whom they are not 
valuable. Concerning eatables which are carried out of the house and left 
on the doorstep, and things that are carried in the left hand, on the shoulder, 
on the head, or in the bosom. Concerning one who, while intending to carry 
a thing in front, accidentally carries it on his back, or vice versa. Concern¬ 
ing the case of two men carrying out a burden which one alone was not 
capable of carrying. The law in that case. Concerning the case of one 
who carries out eatables in quantities less than the limit in a vessel. Is he 
culpable for carrying the vessel or not ? Concerning the permissibility of 
paring the finger-nails of one hand by means of those of the other hand on 
the Sabbath. The case of one tearing off flowers from a plant in an unper¬ 
forated flower-pot,.171-182 
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CHAPTER XI. 


Mishnas I., II., III., IV., and V. Throwing from private into private by 
way of public ground. What constituted the sin of the wood-gatherer. The 
mysterious scrolls found by Rabh in the house of his uncle R. Hyya concern¬ 
ing the principal acts of labor. What was the name of the wood-gatherer. 
Arraignment of R. Aqiba by Jehudah ben Bathyra for slandering Zeloph- 
chad, by naming him as the wood-gatherer, and for slandering Aaron, by 
stating that he had been punished by leprosy. Reward for merit comes 
more quickly than retribution for wickedness. Regulations concerning pits 
in public ground for the Sabbath. Throwing from a distance of four ells 
against a wall. Throwing within four ells, when the object thrown rolled to 
a greater distance. Throwing at sea for a distance of four ells, and throw¬ 
ing from the sea to land, or from one ship to another. Throwing a thing on 
Sabbath and recollecting that it was Sabbath immediately afterwards. If the 
thing thrown was caught by another. The rule concerning what constitutes 
committing an act through error, involving the liability for a sin-offering, 

i 89-203 


CHAPTER XII. 


Mishnas I., II., III., and IV. Concerning building. The amount of 
building involving liability for a sin-offering; the amount of ploughing. The 
writing of how many letters make one liable for a sin-offering ; with which 
hand that is to be done. The wonderful statement of some young men at 
the schoolhouse, which was not heard of even in the time of Joshua the son 
of Nun. Why the letters of the word Sheqer (lie) are so close together (in the 
order of sequence of the alphabet) and the letters of Emeth (truth) so far 
apart ? Because lies are very frequent and truth very scarce. Tattooing. 
Ben Sattadai, being a fool, cannot be cited as an instance, . 204-212 


CHAPTER XIII. 

Mishnas I., II., III., and IV. Concerning weaving. How many threads 
one must weave to become culpable. One who tears an article or breaks a 

xli 
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vessel on the Sabbath in a moment of fury is regarded as one who practises 
idolatry. Concerning one who rends his garments upon being advised of the 
death of a relative on Sabbath. Reward for shedding tears over the death 
of a righteous man. Fate of those who fail to mourn the death of a scholar. 
If one member of the community die, let the entire community beware. 
Rules pertaining to hunting and trapping. May the door be closed on a 
stag who seeks refuge in a dwelling ? ..... 213-218 

CHAPTER XIV. 

MlSHNA I. Concerning the eight kinds of vermin mentioned in the 
Thorah. On what material the Phylacteries may be written. Samuel’s and 
Kama’s experience with Rabh upon the arrival of the latter in Babylon from 
Palestine. Questions put to Rabh by Kama. Samuel’s remedies given 
Rabh during the latter’s illness. Questions put to R. Joshua of Garthi by a 
Bathusee, and R. Joshua’s replies,.219-222 

MlSHNA II. Concerning the preparation of salt water on Sabbath. A 
drop of water the best remedy for sore eyes. Which parts of the body must 
not be touched by the hand immediately after arising and before performing 
the morning ablutions. The comparison of the eye to a princess, who should 
not be touched by a hand that had not been washed three times. Is it per¬ 
mitted to bathe a sore hand in wine or vinegar on Sabbath? . 222-225 

Mishnas III. and IV. Concerning foods and beverages which may be 
partaken of on Sabbath for medicinal purposes. Definition of the tree-water 
mentioned in the Mishna. The aptitude of Babylonian beer as a remedy. 
The use of Ikkarim (a preventive against pregnancy), . . 225-229 

CHAPTER XV. 

Mishnas I., II., and III. Concerning the tieing and untieing of knots on 
Sabbath. The poverty of R. Jehudah, the brother of Sallah the Pious, and 
the manner he and his shared the use of one pair of sandals, . 230-233 

Mishna IV. Concerning the folding of clothes and the making of beds 
on the Sabbath. Laws concerning a Sabbath that is concurrent with the 
Day of Atonement. Distinction of attire on Sabbath from that on week-days. 
R. Johanan’s statement in reference to clothes. Rules for walking on the 
Sabbath. Inferences drawn from the biblical passage : “Give unto the wise, 
and he will become wiser.” Boaz’s object in marrying Ruth. The mention 
made in the Thorah concerning change of attire. The necessity for a scholar 
of keeping his attire immaculate. The degree of trustworthiness required of 
a scholar in order that he may recover a lost article without identification. 
The degree of worth required of a scholar to allow of his eligibility to the 
presidency of a congregation. Rules concerning the cleansing of food on 
the afternoon of the Day of Atonement,.233-238 

CHAPTER XVI. 

Mishnas I. and II. Concerning the saving of sacred scrolls from a con¬ 
flagration on Sabbath. What is the law concerning such scrolls if written in 
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Aramaic, Coptic, Median, old Hebrew, Elamite, and Greek ? What hap¬ 
pened to Aba Halafta on his visit to R. Gamaliel the Great in Tiberias, 
while sitting at the table of Johanan the Nazuph. Aba Halafta’s reminis¬ 
cence of R. Gamaliel’s grandfather, in reference to the book of Job, written 
in Aramaic. The law concerning the saving of written benedictions and 
amulets from a conflagration. One who writes benedictions is regarded as 
one who burns the Law. What happened to men of Sidon, who wrote bene¬ 
dictions, which fact became known to R. Ishmael. Why are the two verses 
(Numbers x. 35 and 36) marked by signs ? What is the law concerning the 
saving of the Gilyonim and the books of the Sadducees from a conflagration ? 
R. Tarphon’s dictum in this matter. Ema Shalom, R. Eliezer’s wife’s, and 
her brother R. Gamaliel’s experience with a philosopher, who was also a 
judge. The law concerning covers of books, and to which place they may 
be taken in case of fire,.239-257 

Mishna III. How much food may be saved from a conflagration on 
Sabbath ? How should bread be cut on the Sabbath ? The number of meals 
to be eaten on Sabbath. The amount of property a poor man may own and 
stdl not be debarred from accepting charitable gifts. What should be given 
to an itinerant beggar. The reward of those who observe the eating of three 
meals on the Sabbath. The reward of one who maketh the Sabbath a de¬ 
light. By what means we may make the Sabbath a delight. The good 
deeds related by several Tanaim and Amoraim, to have been especially taken 
care of by them. The different kinds of work performed by each one of the 
Amoraim personally in honor of the Sabbath. Anecdote told of Joseph, who 
honored the Sabbath, and his rich Gentile neighbor. The eventual impover¬ 
ishment of the Gentile through the purchase of a pearl which was swallowed 
by a fish, and the sudden wealth of Joseph, who bought the fish and found 
the pearl. Experience of R. Hyya bar Aba while the guest of a rich man in 
the city of Ludkai. How must the Day of Atonement be honored? What 
the two angels who accompany man at the close of Sabbath say to one who 
had honored the Sabbath and to one who had not. The story of R. Abuha 
and his calf. Different opinions concerning the cause of the destruction of 
Jerusalem.257, 258 

Mishnas IV., V., VI., and VII. How many loaves of bread may be saved 
in a basket from a conflagration. It is allowed to cover a chest with a goat¬ 
skin to keep it from burning. Partitions to be made with vessels filled with 
water. Concerning a candle that had fallen on the table. Concerning Gen¬ 
tiles and minors at the extinguishing of a fire on Sabbath. The miracle 
occurring for Joseph ben Simai. What dangerous animals may be killed on 
Sabbath. The dissatisfaction of the pious with those who kill on the Sabbath, 
and the dissatisfaction of the sages with the pious. Aba bar Minyumi at the 
house of the Exilarch. The story of R. Gamaliel on board of a ship, and of 
Samuel, in whose presence a Gentile lit a candle for his own use, 258-265 

CHAPTER XVII. 

Mishnas I. to VI. Concerning vessels which may be handled on the Sab¬ 
bath. Vessels which may be removed for lack of space, also from sunshine 
into the shade ; whether fragments of the vessels may be moved with them. 
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and other such matters. The questions put to Rabh by Mari bar Rachel, and 
Rabh's replies. Concerning window-blinds and covers of vessels, 266-275 

CHAPTER XVIII. 

MlSHNA I. How much straw may be removed for the accommodation 
of guests on Sabbath. The reward for hospitality. Different opinions con¬ 
cerning the merits of hospitality. The six things of which the interest is 
paid to man on earth and the principal in the world to come. The four 
additional things which include the previous six. Concerning one who 
judges his neighbor charitably, and his reward above. The story of the man 
who was hired by the father of Hyrcanos for three years, and who was not 
paid at the end of the term. The story of the pious man who ransomed a 
maiden from captivity. The story of R. Jehoshua and the Roman matron, 
and his disciples. Whether salt meat and salt fish may be handled, 276-281 

Mishna II. Concerning a basket set down for chickens to climb. Con¬ 
cerning a woman carrying her child. What may be done in the event of an 
animal falling into the water on Sabbath,.281, 282 

Mishna III. Concerning animals about to calve on a festival. What 
assistance may be given a woman about to give birth to child on a Sabbath. 
For how long a period may the Sabbath be violated on account of a woman 
lying-in ? From what time is she considered to be lying-in ? Where life is 
at stake, the ordinances may be put to the most lenient construction. Every¬ 
thing necessary for a sick person, where the illness is not dangerous, should 
be performed by a Gentile. Concerning bleeding. Meals after being bled. 
The duty of drinking wine after being bled, and advice to one who has no 
wine. On what days one should be bled and on what days one should not. 
Everything mentioned in Ezekiel xvi. 4 may be done for a woman lying-in on 
Sabbath,.282-287 


CHAPTER XIX. 

Mishnas I., II., and III. Concerning the bringingof the knife for circum¬ 
cision on Sabbath. When it should be brought publicly and when con¬ 
cealed; when it should be concealed before witnesses. Public carrying of 
the knife as a proof of the love of the commandment. Commandments ac¬ 
cepted by Israelites with joy are even now carried out joyfully; those received 
with protest are now reluctantly carried out. Story of Elisha, “ the man of 
wings.” The Sabbath may be violated on account of preparations for cir¬ 
cumcision. Concerning the sucking out of the blood, and bandages neces¬ 
sary for circumcision. What Abayi’s mother told him. Rabh’s experience 
with the physicians of Me'huzza. Children who have imperfect circulation 
should not be circumcised until in perfect health. What happened to Nathan 
of Babylon. How a child should be bathed on Sabbath. The law concern¬ 
ing hermaphrodites. Concerning a child born at twilight and a child born 
without a foreskin. The story of the child of R. Ada bar Ahabha, who was 
carried to thirteen circumcisers. Whether the Sabbath may be violated on 
account of a child that had been delivered from the side of the mother (with 
instruments). When a child is called a miscarriage. If a child was to a 
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certainty regularly born, it must in the event of its death be mourned in the 
regular manner, .288-305 

Mishnas IV., V., and VI. Concerning one who had two children to be 
circumcised. Under what circumstances a child may be circumcised after 
the eighth day and until the twelfth. The benedictions pronounced by the 
circumciser, the father of the child, and the assembled guests after the 

circumcision, .305-308 


CHAPTER XX. 

Mishnas I. to V. Concerning wine-filters. Laws concerning folding- 
beds, folding-chairs, etc. Question put by R. Kahana to Rabh. Rabh’s 
reply and the explanation of same by the Gemara. The assertion that the 
Law will be forgotten by Israel, and R. Simeon’s ben Jochai explanation of 
same. The advisability of investigating amongst the judges in Israel in 
times of trouble. Corrupt judges the hindrance to the resting of the Lord’s 
Shekhina among the children of Israel. Zion’s redemption must come 
through justice. The story of the young scholar who was accused before R. 
Ashi. The story told by R. Joseph concerning the goblet of wine served 
him by Mar Uqba. Concerning the soaking of laserpitium on Sabbath. 
Indisposition of R. A’ha bar Joseph, who was cured by laserpitium. Several 
sayings of R. Hisda, giving advice. How animals must be fed. Concerning 
straw on a bed. Concerning customary and unusual handling of things. 
Small men should not wear large shoes nor women torn shoes, . 309-321 

CHAPTER XXL 

Mishnas I. to III. Concerning the lifting of a child in connection with 
things held by the child, and the lifting of a corpse in connection with other 
things. Concerning a base to a prohibited thing. Concerning a stone at the 
opening of a barrel or on a cushion. Concerning the removal of husks and 
bones from the table. The decision of Abayi that the school of Hillel is 
always in conformity with R. Simeon’s opinion, that the law of Muktza has 
no foundation. 322-327 


CHAPTER XXII. 

Mishna I. How much may be saved from a broken cask. Concerning 
fruit which is pressed in order to extract the juice. Bunches of grapes may be 
pressed into the cooking pot direct, but not into a bowl. According to biblical 
law one is not culpable for pressing any fruit, with the exception of grapes 
and olives. Witnesses testifying from hearsay are not accredited, 328-331 

Mishna II. Concerning eatables that are dressed with hot water. The 
three questions propounded by R. Hyya bar Aba: “Why are the fowls of 
Babylon so fat ? Why are the Babylonians so merry during the festivals ? 
Why are the scholars of Babylon so well dressed ? ” The answers of R. 
Johanan: “If a thing is as certain to thee as the fact that thou canst not 
marry thy own sister, then say it. Otherwise, say it not ! ” . 33 1 * 33 2 

Mishnas III. and IV. Concerning the breaking open of a cask and eating 
its contents. Rabh shows his respect for his pupils R. Kahana and R. 
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Ashi by refusing to sit on a bolster when they sat on the ground. Concern¬ 
ing the depositing of victuals in a cave. Concerning the dusting of clothes 
on Sabbath. R. Shesha’s, the son of Idi, tasteful arrangement of his cloak. 
The narrative of R. Dimi in the name of and regarding Rabbi, . 332-338 

Mishna V. Concerning bathing in a cavern or in the hot springs of Tibe¬ 
rias. How the wine of Purgaitha and the water of Deumseth robbed the 
Israelites of ten tribes. How R. Jehudah had a pledge taken from Rabba 
bar bar Hanna to insure the latter’s appearance at his college, and the 
advantage gained by R. Jehudah in learning a new Halakha, . 338-341 

CHAPTER XXIII. 

Mishnas I. and II. Concerning borrowing and lending. Such acts as 
must be performed on festivals should be performed in as different a manner 
to what they are performed on week-days as possible. Concerning the count- 
ing of guests and dishes. Casting lots at meals. A man on whose account 
another is punished is not admitted into the abode of the Lord, . 342-346 

Mishnas III., IV., and V. Concerning the hiring of laborers on Sab¬ 
bath. The rule laid down by Abba Saul. Concerning the transaction of 
the affairs of a community on Sabbath. The betrothal of children on the 
Sabbath. The miracle which occurred to a man who would not mend a fence 
of his field on Sabbath. Concerning waiting at the techoom on account of 
a bride or a corpse. Concerning the performance of all necessities for a 
corpse on Sabbath,.346-353 

Mishna VI. Closing the eyes of a corpse on Sabbath. Concerning the 
closing of the eyes of a dying person on a week-day. On account of a living 
child, only one day old, the Sabbath may be violated; but not even for David, 
King of Israel, if he be dead, may this be done. A living child one day old 
need not be guarded from the attacks of rats, but even the dead body of Og, 
King of Bashan, must be guarded from such attacks. Practise charity 
when the opportunity presents itself and when it is within thy reach. 
Poverty is compared to a wheel constantly turning. He who pities living 
creatures is pitied also in Heaven. The explanation of many verses in Ec¬ 
clesiastes regarding the human body. Why R. Hanina did not weep over 
the death of his daughter. There are six kinds of tears which are shed : 
three good and three bad. The dispute of Joshua ben Kar’ha with the 
eunuch. Why Barzillai was a liar. Worms are as annoying to a corpse as 
a needle is to excrescences on the flesh. The soul of a man mourns for the 
body seven days. The narrative relating to R. Jehudah and his actions 
towards a stranger who died in his vicinity. “ Return thy soul as clean as 
it was given thee,” and the parable connected with the statement. The con¬ 
versation between R. Na’hman and the dead body of R. Ahai ben Yashi. 
The bones of a man who had no jealousy in his heart will not rot. The souls 
of the righteous are ensconced underneath the throne of honor a twelvemonth 
after leaving the body. “Make my funeral sermon impressive, for I shall be 
present.” To repent one day before death means to repent every day, lest 
the morrow bring death. “ At all times let thy garments be white,” and the 
parable connected with it,. 353-362 
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CHAPTER XXIV. 

Mishna I. Concerning one who was overtaken by dusk on the eve of 
Sabbath while on the road. The Sabbath rest must be kept inviolate as far 
as one’s animal is concerned, but one is not responsible for the Sabbath rest 
of a Gentile. An additional statement concerning the Sabbath rest, which 
the sages would not reveal. On the day the eighteen precautionary ordi¬ 
nances were instituted, according to the opinion of some, the measure of laws 
was made heaping full, while, according to others, it was not filled enough. 
The examples connected with this statement. Why R. Gamaliel allowed his 
ass to drop dead under a load,.363-367 

Mishnas II., III., and IV. Concerning the untieing of straw for cattle. 
Concerning the cramming of camels, calves, poultry, and doves. Kneading 
on Sabbath. The fate of those born on the different days of the week, accord¬ 
ing to the diary of R. Jehoshua ben Levi. The seven planets guiding the 
destiny of man. Designation (Muktza) on account of filth and on account of 
expensive articles. Concerning the cutting up of pumpkins and carrion, 

367-376 

Mishna V. What vows may be annulled on Sabbath. Whether a vow 
may be annulled before the expiration of twenty-four hours after one hears it 
pronounced, or only during the same day. How consultation concerning 
vows must be had. Should a Chacham (sage) only be consulted, or will three 
ordinary men suffice for that purpose ? How vows are to be annulled on 
Sabbath. By thought or by word of mouth ; may one say merely : " Go, eat 
and drink ! ” The sages comply with the request of Mar Zutra and annul his 
vow on a Sabbath. How water for ritual purposes may be measured on 
Sabbath. What happened to Ula at the house of the Exilarch regarding the 
measuring of water in a bath, ... .... 376-37$ 

CUSTOMARY CONCLUDING PRAYER. 

Epigraph. Translator’s remarks, ...... 379. 3$o 

APPENDIX.* 

Concerning the eighteen regulations enacted in the attic of Hananiah ben 
Hizkyah ben Garon. Their importance and influence on the government of 
the Jews. The degeneracy of priestdom,.381-390 

* We would call the attention of the reader to the appendix of this volume, which 
will prove interesting to the general reader and present something heretofore un¬ 
published to the student of the Talmud. 
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VOLUME III.—TRACT ERUB1N* 


CHAPTER 1 . 

Mishna I. treats : If an entry be higher than twenty ells. The size ot 
the height is based upon the door and the porch of the pillars of the temple, 
or palaces of kings. If the cross-beam was partly above twenty ells, and 
partly below. The ell used at a booth and an entry measures five spans, but 
the ell used at Kilaim is six spans. The several prescribed quantities, 
the intervention of articles, and the ordinances concerning the walls of 
entries and booths were given by Moses at the Mount Sinai, and also Gud, 
Lavud, and crooked walls. About Kal Vochomer (a fortiori), which comes 
very often in the Talmud. The people there were ignorant, and had to be 
given a liberal interpretation of the ordinance. How must entries facing 
public ground be combined by an Erub ? May the rigorous ordinances of 
two Tanaim be applied to one case ? What was decided about a village of 
a shepherd, where was an entry which opened into a vacant yard. May the 
space underneath the cross-beam be used ? The law about an entry which 
was provided with a number of side-beams (with the illustration). The law 
about a missing portion of the wall, perceptible from the inside or from the 
outside (with their illustrations). Whether an entry measuring twenty ells 
could be reduced to thirteen and a third if built as illustrated ? What R. 
Jehudah taught to R. Hyya, the son of Rabh, and how Rabh corrected. 
How an apparent door is to be made, ...... 1-22 

MlSHNA II. What is required to legalize the carrying within an entry. 
How the sages were very lenient with all things pertaining to water. 
Whether water may be taken from an arm of the sea which enters a court¬ 
yard. There is a tradition about an entry that can be legalized by a side or 
cross beam. Why was Rabbi, or Rabh, more sagacious than his colleagues ? 
Why were the school of Hillel favored ? Because modest. Two years the 
schools of Shammai and Hillel disputed whether it were better that man had 
not been created as he was,.22-28 


* See introduction to synopsis in Tract Sabbath, Vol. I., p. xxix. 
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Mishna III. The cross-beam must be wide enough to holda half of a 
brick. About a cross-beam put up over an entry but not reaching the oppo¬ 
site wall. Anything measuring three spans in circumference is one hand 
in width,.•.28-31 

Mishnas IV., V., VI., and VII. The height and thickness of the side- 
beam. How much is meant by thickness “ whatever it may”? About a 
side-beam standing of itself. There was a pillar about which Abayi and 
Rabha differed all their lives. Side-beams may be made out of anything. 
Every open space ten spans wide may be used as an entry. The open space 
must not exceed in extent the fence proper. How can it be that there should 
be a contradiction and still the Halakha should prevail according to it ? A 
fence may also be constructed with three ropes, or with cane-laths. Any 
partition not constructed on the principle of warp and shoot, whether it is a 
partition ? I swear by the law of Moses, and by the prophets, and by the 
Hagiographa, that Rabh said this. It makes absolutely no difference, be it 
a caravan or an individual, in an inhabited place or in the desert. The 
four privileges granted to warriors in the camp, .... 31-39 

CHAPTER II. 

Mishna I. How enclosures are to be made around wells (and illustra¬ 
tions.) To make an enclosure around a well of rain-water is permitted only 
to the pilgrims to Jerusalem. Adam, the first man, had a dual face. The 
Lord was sponsor to him. The fires of hell cannot gain access to the bodies 
of the sinners of Israel ; Abraham the patriarch, seeing that they are cir¬ 
cumcised, rescues them. How much in size must the larger part of a cow 
be reckoned ? May things be carried from a courtyard opening into the 
enclosure around a well, and vice versa f I have heard that ye go to the 
Synagogue of Daniel on the Sabbath ; upon what grounds do ye do this ? 
In the time that Solomon the king ordained the law of Erubin, a heavenly 
voice was heard. Solomon said three thousand proverbs for every one of 
the biblical commandments. The commandments are to be fulfilled to-day, 
and the rewards will be in the world to come. If a public thoroughfare 
passes through an enclosure. The paths by which the mountains of Pales¬ 
tine are ascended do not come under the head of public ground, . 40-55 

Mishnas II. and III. An enclosure of boards must be made only for a 
public well. The difference in the opinions of R. Jehudah b. Babah, R. 
Aqiba, R. Eliezer, and R. Jose, about a garden or woodshed over seventy 
ells square. How can one hundred ells in length by fifty by fifty in breadth 
(Ex. xxvii. 18) be understood ? If a woodshed of more than two saahs’ 
capacity was fenced in for a dwelling. In a bleaching-ground (behind a 
house) things must not be carried except for a distance of four ells. What 
was done by R. Huna bar Hinana, R. Papa, and R. Huna, the son of R. 
Joshua in reference to a garden on the estate of the Exilarch containing a 
pavilion,.55—61 


CHAPTER III. 

Mishna I. With what kind of victuals may the Erub be effected ? “ The 
man who will explain to me the dictum of Ben Bagbag concerning the oxen. 
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I will carry his clothes after him to the bath-house.” The prescribed quanti¬ 
ties of victuals for an Erub. R. Jeremiah went out into the villages and was 
asked whether an Erub may be made with bean-pods. " May the lord forgive 
R. Menashiah bar Shegublick. I said this to him in reference to a Mishna, 
and he said this in reference to a Boraitha.” Abayi said : My mother told me 
that roasted ears are good for the heart, and drive away care, etc. An Erub 
must not be made with consecrated things. There are sages who hold that 
the prescribed quantities which are dependent upon the size of man should 
be measured accordingly,.62-70 

Mishnas II., III., IV., and V. Whether an Erub may be made of things 
consecrated, or from which heave-offering, etc., has not been separated. 
When a man sends his Erub by the hand of a deaf and dumb person, an 
idiot, or a minor. The difference of opinion between R. Na’hman and R. 
Shesheth, whether the established rule that a messenger will perform his 
errand holds good in rabbinical things only, or also in biblical. If he had 
put it into a pit, where is the pit supposed to be situated ? If the man should 
put the Erub on top of a cane or pole, into a cupboard which he locked and 
then lost the key, the Erub is nevertheless valid, providing it was a festival. 
On Sabbath, however, it is not valid. If the Erub rolls (or is moved) out of 
the limit of the Sabbath distance ? If the time when it took place is doubt¬ 
ful ? If a clean and unclean loaf were before a man, and he was told to 
make an Erub with the clean one, but did not know which was which? 
Said R. Na’hman to Rabha : If thou wilt measure a whole kur of salt and 
present me with it, I shall tell thee the answer. A man may make his Erub 
conditional. If one of the two sages had been the man’s teacher, he must 
go to meet his teacher. It frequently happens that a man has a greater 
fondness for his colleague than for his teacher. Why can he not make it 
conditional upon the arrival of sages from opposite directions ? R. Jehudah 
does not admit of the theory of premeditated choice. Who is the Tana 
who holds that the sages also discountenance the theory of premeditated 
choice ?.71-82 

Mishnas VI., VII., VIII. If a festival precedes or succeeds a Sabbath, 
how must it be done ? Have two days of the festival each a separate de¬ 
gree of sanctification ? The opinion of the four old sages is in accordance 
with or contrary to Eliezer’s decision. Is an Erub of the first day valid for 
the east, and of the second for the west ? My Erub shall be valid for the 
first day and on the second I am like my townsmen. What was said to the 
men who prepared baldachins for marriages. How is it with the benedic¬ 
tion of the time on the days of New Year and the Day of Atonement ? How 
the rabbis sent a man to R. Hisda to see his custom about the benediction 
of time. Must a fast be completed on a Friday ? . . . 82-92 

CHAPTER IV. 

Mishna I. What Rabbon Gamaliel, R. Eliezer b. Azariah, R. Joshua, 
and R. Aqiba discussed when they were on board the ship from Parendisim. 
Three persons will never come to Gehenna. Three classes of human beings 
die in the possession of their power of speech. If foes or an evil spirit have 
carried a man into another town ? The Halakha about which R. Gamaliel 
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and R. Aqiba disputed the whole day on board the ship. The supposition 
that the seven Halakhas related on the same Sabbath in the morning in 
Sura, and in the evening in Pumbaditha, were through Elijah the prophet. 
How a partition with men can be made. It once happened that flasks of 
wine were thrown out of Rabba’s house on the road in the city of Mehuzza, 
and what was done with them.93-100 

MlSHNA II. All those who go forth on an errand of safety are permitted 
to return to their homes on Sabbath. Besieged cities and those near a 
boundary. The difference of opinions between R. Meir and R. Jehudah 
about the entering a town at dusk before Sabbath. According to whom the 
Halakha prevails when R. Aqiba, R. Jose, and R. Meir, R. Jehudah, Rabbi, 
etc., differ. Notes about our omissions in the Talmud, about the abbrevi¬ 
ation of undecided questions, and about the rule laid down by R. Meshar- 
shia. It once happened that rams were brought into the city of Mabrakhta 
on a festival. Whence do we derive the four ells ? If we were to learn the 
Talmud in this manner, we would never be able to learn anything. An 
Erub divided by a man in two parts or deposited in two separate ves¬ 
sels, . 100-111 

Mishnas III., IV. Should a man overtaken by dusk on the road single 
out a tree or hedge ? What is meant by “legally he has said nothing”? 
If a man made an error and deposited his Erub in two directions. What 
Rabba said in the name of R. Jose, that it should he accepted, though he 
had not said so. What is the principal way to make an Erub, bread or the 
feet ? One who can prepare an Erub and does not do so, is like one driving 
an ass and leading a camel. R. Jehudah bar Isht’tha brought a basket of 
fruit to R. Nathan bar Oshiya on the eve of Sabbath. If one went beyond 
the legal limit even a single ell. Opinions of R. Simeon and the sages about 
one overtaken by dusk, ........ 111-118 


CHAPTER V. 

MlSHNA I. How can the boundaries of a town be extended ? The dif¬ 
ference between the hearts of the previous sages and those of the later. Why 
the Judeans retained what they had learned, and the Galileans, not. Whence 
is it known that the Lord forgave Saul for his sin ? When Joshua b. Ha- 
naniah was disconcerted by a woman, a girl, and a boy. What Brurih, the 
wife of R. Meir, told to R. Jose, the Galilean, and also to a young scholar. 
The explanation of Netzach, Selah, and Voed mentioned in the Bible. If 
the tables had not been broken the first time the law would not have been 
forgotten by Israel. How to retain one's knowledge. How the method of 
teaching the law was in the times of Moses. R. Preida would teach a dis¬ 
ciple a thing four hundred times, and once twice four hundred times: his 
reward for this from heaven. If a town is in the form of an arch. If one 
comes to make a town square. The equinoxes. Note about the seven 
planets of ancient astronomy.. 119-131 

MlSHNAS II., III., IV., V. An allowance of seventy and two-thirds ells of 
space must be made to the town. The difference of opinions whether to 
each town, or between. What must the distance between the outer villages 
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be ? One must not measure the legal distance except with a line exactly fifty 
ells long. The three kinds of cord. What is meant by cutting straight 
through the mountain. The measurement must be undertaken only by an 
expert. If a town belonging to an individual becomes public property. If 
a town that is public property becomes the property of an individual. The 
inhabitants of Kakunai came before R. Joseph and asked him to give them a 
man to effect an Erub for them in their city, .... 131-140 

MlSHNA VI., VII. A man who is at the east of his domicile, telling his 
son to place his Erub towards the west, or vice versa. What is meant by 
*' toward the east ” ? (and illustrations). If a town stands on the steep banks 
of a lake. The discussions about the right of the inhabitants of Hamtan 
and Gadar to carry or go. The inhabitants of a large town may traverse the 
whole of a small town (but not vice versa). Mar Jehudah observed that the 
inhabitants of Mabrakhta placed their Erub in the synagogue of the city of 
Agubar,.. . 140-144 


CHAPTER VI. 

Mishna I. One who dwells in the same court with a Gentile, or with 
one who does not acknowledge the laws of Erub. The dwelling of a Gentile, 
as far as the laws of Erubin are concerned. May a disciple decide a 
Halakha in the place where his master resides ? If a slaughtering knife is 
brought to a young scholar for examination. Who sends his gifts to one 
priest to the exclusion of all others brings famine into the world. If several 
Israelites rented apartments from a Gentile, and one of them forgot to make 
an Erub. One who is tipsy should not pray. Prayer of one intoxicated 
considered as blasphemy. A quarter of a lug of Italian wine inebriates. 
Three miles’ walk required to destroy the effects of wine. The night made 
only for sleep, according to one. The moon made only to facilitate study 
at night, according to another. The cases in which R. Samuel’s father, 
R. Samuel, and R. Papa would not pray. Wine made only for mourners 
and to reward for good deeds the wicked in this world. A house where 
wine flows not like water cannot be classed among those that are blessed. 
What R. Hanina bar Joseph, R. Hyya bar Abba, and R. Assi discussed in 
an inn, the proprietor of which was a Gentile. R. Hisda’s lips would trem¬ 
ble when he met R. Shesheth, because the latter was versed in Mishnaioth 
and Boraithoth, while the whole body of R. Shesheth trembled when he met 
R. Hisda, because of his sagacity. The discussion about warm water for a 
new-born child. How is it possible that two such great men made no Erub. 
Whether a Sadducee is considered the same as a Gentile, R. Gamaliel and 
the sages differ. There are two kinds of Sadducees, . . 145-162 

Mishnas II., III., and IV. If one of the householders of a court forgets, 
and does not join in the Erub. From what time is the right to be conferred ? 
If five men inhabited one court, one must resign his right, if he had forgot¬ 
ten to join in the Erub. May an heir resign his right or not ? The reason 
of the difference between Beth Shammai and Beth Hillel about the meaning 
of resigning the right to a place. The difference of opinion between the 
sages and R. Simeon about partnership in wine or oil. In courts an Erub 
must be made with bread, but it is not allowed to do so with wine. Differ- 
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cnce between Beth Shammai and Beth Hillel about five companies occupy¬ 
ing during Sabbath one hall. Brothers or associates taking their meals at 
one table but sleeping in separate houses. One who has a vestibule, a gal¬ 
lery, or balcony in the court of another, without an Erub. It happened that 
an inhabitant of Naph’ha, who had five courts in Uqba, did not join in the 
Erub with the inmates of the courts. What about the disciples of the col¬ 
lege, eating in the inns of the valley and passing the night at the 
college?.162-169 

Mishnas V., VI., and VII. If five courts open into each other and an 
alley, if they combined both the courts and the alley, or only one of these. 
How Samuel was asked a question and answered with silence. Does the 
silence signify acquiescence ? If two courts were one within the other, and 
all the inmates or one forgot to make an Erub ; if the courts were the prop¬ 
erty of an individual. If an Erub was placed in the outer court and one of 
the inmates either of the outer or inner forgot to join in an Erub, carrying is 
prohibited ; and how if it was placed in one of the inner courts ? If there 
was a third court between the two, also belonging to an individual, is it per¬ 
mitted to carry in any of the three ?.170-178 

CHAPTER VII. 

Mishnas I., II., III., and IV. If there be an aperture, four spans square, 
etc., between two courts. If in the attic of a house there was a hole for the 
purpose of fastening a ladder therein, should the house be considered solid ? 
If there be a wall ten spans high and four spans wide between two courts. 
If a man comes to diminish the size of the wall referred to in the Mishna. 
An Egyptian ladder does not diminish a wall, but a ladder of Tyre does. If 
one erected two benches, one above the other, at the foot of a wall. What 
is the law if several pegs be placed on the pillar in question ? I have a tra¬ 
dition that a ladder standing straight against a wall also diminishes its size. 
What is the law if a man used a tree, which grew right at the wall, for a 
ladder? If two courts are separated by a ditch, ten spans deep and four 
wide. " Thou wouldst prove a contradiction from a law pertaining to unclean¬ 
ness to a Sabbath-law?” If there be between two courts a straw-rick, ten 
spans high. If a house which was filled with straw stand between two 
courts?. 179-189 

Mishnas V., VI., VII., and VIII. How are alleys to be combined ? If 
alleys or legal limits are combined. Whether a transfer of ownership is 
necessary in case of Erubin of cooked articles. R. Zera was asked whether 
it may be rented from the man’s wife. Note about a misprint that has 
existed since the Talmud has been published and reprinted. If the quan¬ 
tity of food required for the combination becomes diminished. How much 
is this legal quantity. Eighteen dried figs are sufficient for two meals. The 
Erub of courts or combination of alleys may be effected with all kinds of 
nutriment except water and salt. Is it permitted to make an Erub with 
bread made of rice or millet ? A man may give money to the wine-seller 
or baker in order to acquire the right to join in the Erub. About a Meshikha 
to a sale and its explanation. If additional inhabitants came into the alley, 
the right of possession must be transferred to them, . 189-197 
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CHAPTER VIII. 


xv 


MlSHNAS I., II., and III. How are the legal limits to be combined ? A 
child that is only six years old may go out in the legal limits which have 
been combined by its mother. How much is the legal quantity of food 
required to effect the combination of limits ? Note about coins and meas¬ 
ures mentioned in the Tract. If the inhabitants of a court and balcony 
should have forgotten to combine an Erub. If there were three ruins be¬ 
tween two houses, each house may use the adjoining ruin by throwing 
therein, except the middle one (with illustrations), . . . 198-204 

MlSHNAS IV., V., VI., and VII. If a man deposit his Erub for the com¬ 
bination of courts in a vestibule, gallery, or balcony. If a company was 
seated at table on the eve of Sabbath, the bread on the table may be 
depended upon to serve as an Erub. If a man leaves his house and goes to 
take his Sabbath-rest in another town (without previously joining in the 
Erub). If there be a well between two courts it is not lawful to draw water. 
If a canal runs through a court it is not lawful to draw water, unless there 
be a partition. If a canal flows between two walls which contain aper¬ 
tures, . 204-209 

Mishnas VIII. and IX. If there be a balcony above the water. The 
law concerning robbery is applicable also on Sabbath. If the court be less 
than four ells square it is not permitted to pour water therein on Sabbath, 
unless a sewer is made. All these regulations concerning the pouring of 
water apply only to summer.209-213 


CHAPTER IX. 

Mishnas I. and II. All the roofs of a town are considered one private 
ground, provided there be not one roof ten hands higher than the rest. If a 
man erected an attic on top of his house and provided it with a small door 
four spans wide, he may carry things in all the roofs. All roofs are con¬ 
sidered as one private ground in their own right. “ It happened in a time 
of danger that we brought up the sacred scrolls from a court to a roof.” If a 
large roof adjoins a small one. If there are three woodsheds opening into 
each other, of which the two outer are enclosed while the middle one is not 
(with illustrations),.214-223 

Mishnas III., IV., and V. If a court (through an incavation of its walls) 
is laid open to public ground. In a court (the corner walls of which had 
fallen in on Sabbath so) that it has been laid open to public ground on two 
sides. If an attic be built over two houses, also if bridges are open at both 
ends,.223-226 


CHAPTER X. 

Mishnas I., II., and III. If a man finds tephilin on the road he should 
watch them and bring them into the nearest town or village ; likewise his 
child he should hand to his companion, etc. If one buys tephilin of a man who 
is not an expert, he must examine two tephilin. How came his child on the 
field or on the road ? This refers to a child that was born there. If a man 
reads in a scroll (of sacred scriptures) on the threshold of the house and it 
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slips out of his hand, 
vessels, 


On a ledge outside a window it is permitted to place 
. 227-235 


Mishnas IV., V., VI., VII., VIII., and IX. A man may stand in private 
ground and move things that are in public ground. A man must not, 
standing in private ground, drink in public ground. A man may catch 
water dropping from a spout on the roof. If a well, standing in public 
ground, have an enclosure ten spans high. Beneath a tree, the branches of 
which droop and cover the ground. The shutters of a bleaching ground or 
thorn bushes,.235-240 


Mishnas X. to XVIII. A man must not, standing in private ground, 
unlock with a key something in public ground. A loose bolt, with a knob 
to it, is prohibited to use on Sabbath. A loose bolt that is fastened to a 
rope may be used in the Temple only. In the Temple the lower hinge of a 
cupboard door may be refitted into its place. Priests who minister may 
replace a plaster in the Temple. The Levites performing on musical instru¬ 
ments may tie a string. The priests who minister may remove a wart from 
an animal on Sabbath. A ministering priest who hurts his finger may bind 
it up with reeds in the Temple. Should the carcass of a dead reptile be 
found in the Temple on the Sabbath the priest shall move it out with his 
belt. From which parts of the Temple should it be removed ? It is per¬ 
mitted for anyone to enter the Temple for the purpose of building, 240-251 
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VOLUME IV.—TRACT SHEKALIM.* 


CHAPTER I. 

MlSHNA a treats of: What were the duties of the Beth Din in the month 
of Adar in the time of the second Temple. When the Megillah (Book of 
Esther) was to be read in the fortified cities. For what purpose messengers 
were sent out, and what were the things to be heralded. 

Mishna b treats of : What was the punishment for not obeying the com¬ 
mandments of Kelayim in the former times and later. 

Mishna c deals with: When the money-changers, with their tables, 
began their work in the countries of Judea and in Jerusalem. The time for 
pledges which were taken for not paying the Shekalim. From what persons 
the pledges were to be taken. If a father might pay the Shekalim for his 
children. 

Mishna d treats of: What ordinance Ben Buchri proclaimed in Jamnia 
in behalf of the priests, and what R. Johanan b. Zakkai rejoined. The 
defence of the priests, with their interpretation of biblical passages, which 
was accepted only for the sake of peace. 

Mishna e treats of: The voluntary payment of Shekalim from women, 
slaves, and minors being accepted, but not from the heathens or Samaritans. 
Bird-offerings not accepted from persons affected with venereal diseases or 
from women after confinement. Sin and vow offerings, however, were 
accepted from the Samaritans. The vow-offerings were also accepted from 
heathens. The general rule concerning this. 

MISHNA f deals with : The premium one had to pay in addition to the 
half-shekel. Who was obliged to do so? The different opinions of the 
sages and R. Meir. How much one had to pay if given one Selah and taking 
a shekel in exchange. 


* See introduction to synopsis in Tract Sabbath, Vol. I., p. xxix. This tract has 
no Gemara. The synopsis contains the Mishnas, with their commentaries. 
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Mishna g treats of: The law concerning one who pays for a poor man, 
for a neighbor, and for a countryman. Law concerning brothers and part¬ 
ners paying together ; also, law regarding cattle-tithe. How much was the 
premium. 

CHAPTER II. 

Mishna a. One may put together the Shekalim and exchange them for 
a gold coin called Darkon. Concerning the chests which were given to the 
collectors in the country and at Jerusalem. What is the law if money were 
stolen or lost by the messengers of a city, when a portion of the Shekalim 
was already expended ; what is the law if not expended. 

Mishna b. Concerning the law when one gives his shekels to another to 
pay his head-taxes for him ; if he pays his shekels from the money of the 
second tithes or from the money of the fruit of the Sabbatical year. Con¬ 
cerning how he shall replace it and use it for the same purpose. 

Mishna c. The law concerning one who gathered single coins little by 
little and said : “With this money I shall pay my shekels.” The different 
opinions of the schools of Hillel and Shamai in this matter. Concerning the 
same case when one gathers money for sin-offerings. What shall be done 
with the eventual remains of such money. 

Mishna d. Concerning the explanation of R. Simeon of the teachings 
of the school of Hillel. The discussion of the former with R. Jehudah. The 
claims of the latter that the coins of the Shekalim were also changed in times 
and places. The rejoinder of R. Simeon to this. 

Mishna e. The law concerning the remainder of money intended for 
Shekalim when considered to be ordinary. Regarding the remainder of the 
tenth part of an ephah, bird-offerings, and guilt-offerings : what shall be done 
with it. A rule concerning this matter. Also, regulations concerning the 
remainder of Passover sacrifices, Nazarite offerings, the remainder of moneys 
for the poor in general and individuals, of money for prisoners, for burial of 
the dead, and R. Meir and R. Nathan’s opinions regarding this matter. 

CHAPTER III. 

Mishna a. Regarding the appointed periods of the year when the money 
was drawn from the treasury. The different opinions, concerning this 
matter, of R. Aqiba b. Asai, R. Eliezer, and R. Simeon. The same time 
appointed for cattle-tithes. 

Mishna b. Concerning the ceremony of drawing the money at all 
periods of the year. The law regarding measures of the boxes in which the 
coins of the Shekalim were filled, and the numbers of the chests in which 
the money was drawn from the boxes for the expenses of the Temple. 
Which box must be opened first, and which last. What garments the person 
drawing the money must wear. How a man must stand unblemished before 
his fellow-man and before his God. 

Mishna c. Concerning the custom of the house of Rabban Gamaliel, 
when the members of the house had paid their Shekalim. The law regarding 
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one who drew money did not commence until he had said to the bystanders, 
“ I will now draw," and they answered, “ Draw, draw, draw,” three times. 

MlSHNA d. Concerning the covering of the boxes after drawing the 
money. For which countries the drawings were performed in the first 
period, the second, and the third. 

CHAPTER IV. 

Mishna a. What was done with the money drawn ? Concerning the 
watchmen that were sent out to guard the after-growth of the Sabbatical 
year, of which the Omer and two loaves were taken for sacrifice. The 
opinion of R. Jose in this matter, and what the rabbis answered. 

Mishna b. Concerning the red heifer, the goat that was to be sent away, 
the strip of scarlet, the bridge for the cow, the bridge for the goat, the canal, 
the city wall, the towers, and other necessities of the city : all were paid for 
out of the Shekalim money. What Abba Saul said. 

Mishna c. What was done with the balance of the money left over in 
the treasury. The discussion of R. Ishmael and R. Aqiba in this matter. 
Some of the many things which are enumerated in the Palestinian Talmud 
and which were done with this money. Among them was the hiring of 
teachers far priests to teach them the laws of the sacrifices. 

Mishna d . What was done with the remainder of the moneys of the 
chest. The different opinions of R. Ishmael, R. Aqiba, and R. Hanina, the 
assistant chief of the priests, concerning profit: if it might be raised from 
the remaining money or not, and of what money the gold plates for the 
decorations of the Holy of Holies were made. Also, concerning the benefit 
of the altar. 

Mishna e. What was done with the remainder of the incense (as the 
incense of the New Year must be bought with the new Shekalim money). 
The sanctification of the incense on hand then transferred to that money, 
and then redeemed with the money of the new revenue. 

Mishna /. Concerning the law when one devoted his entire possessions 
in honor of the Lord : what should be done with them. The discussions of 
R. Aqiba and Ben Asai regarding this matter. 

Mishna^. Concerning the law when one devoted his possessions, and 
among them were cattle, male and female, fit for the altar. The discussions 
of this matter between R. Eliezer and R. Jehoshua. R. Aqiba is inclined 
to the opinion of R. Eliezer, which seems to him to be more proper, but adds 
that he had heard that both opinions were right according to circumstances. 

Mishna h. If one devote his possessions, and among them are things 
fit for the altar, such as wines, oils, and birds, what should be done with 
them. R. Eliezer decreed it, and no one opposed him. 

Mishna i. Contractors, for the delivery of all things for the altar and 
the improvements of the Temple, were appointed every month ; but if the 
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prices changed during the thirty days, the Sanctuary must not suffer any 
injury. Such was the agreement made between them. The illustration 
of this. 

CHAPTER V. 

Mishna a. Concerning some names of the offices and the heads of them 
in the Sanctuary during the entire period when the second Temple was in 
existence. What were the officers’ duties, and how they officiated. 

Mishna b. Concerning the order of the head officers ; namely, the king, 
the high priest, his assistant, two catholicoses, and seven chamberlains, not 
less than two officers being put in charge of public moneys. 

Mishna c. Regarding the seals that were in the Sanctuary, serving for 
the beverages and meat-offerings which must be brought, according to the 
Bible, with every sacrifice. Concerning the inscription on the seals and 
their usage. Ben Azai added one seal for the poor sinner. The names of 
the officers, of the seal-keeper and the officer who sells the above offerings. 

Mishna d. The date must be put on every seal. The law regarding 
surplus money being found in the treasury of the seal-keeper : to whom it 
belongs ; and if a deficit, who must supply it. 

Mishna e. The law concerning one who lost his seal ; what must be 
done. 

Mishna f. Concerning the two chambers in the Sanctuary, of which 
one was called * ‘ Chamber of Silence ” and the other " Chamber of Utensils.” 
What was done there, during what time they were investigated, and what 
was done with the presented utensils which were useless for the Temple. 

CHAPTER VI. 

Mishna a. Concerning the thirteen covered chests and thirteen tables 
which were in the Sanctuary. How many prostrations took place in the 
Sanctuary. How R. Gamaliel and R. Hanina, assistant chief of the high 
priest, added one in the place where the ark was hidden. 

Mishna b. Relates how a blemished priest who was engaged in select¬ 
ing and peeling wood had noticed the place where the ark was hidden, but 
before he had time to tell it to the others he expired. 

Mishna c. Concerning the directions where the prostrations were * 
made. How many gates were in the Temple: their names, and why they 
were so named ; also, different opinions of the sages concerning this. 
There were two gates which were nameless. 

MISHNA d. Of what material the thirteen tables were made, where they 
stood, for what purpose they were used. Concerning the golden table in 
the Temple itself, upon which the showbreads were constantly lying. 

Mishna e. Concerning the inscriptions on the thirteen covered chests 
in the Sanctuary, and what was done with them. The different opinions of 
R. Jehudah and the sages as to using certain money put in some chests. 
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MlSHNA /. Concerning the amount of articles to be furnished in pay¬ 
ment of a vow one made, who did not explain how much he intended to 
give ; for instance, wood, incense, gold coins, etc. A rule that was made 
concerning this. The hides of all sacrifices belong to the priest. 

CHAPTER VII. 

Mishna a . If money was found in between the differently marked 
chests, to which chest the money belonged. Concerning this the rule was: 
One must be guided by the proximity, even in the case of the less impor¬ 
tant, etc. 

Mishna b. Concerning money found in Jerusalem, in the court of the 
Temple, in the times of the Festivals and in the ordinary times. 

Mishna c. Concerning meat found in the court of the Temple, in the 
city, and any place where Israelites resided and where Gentiles and Israel¬ 
ites together resided. 

Mishna d. Concerning cattle found between Jerusalem and Migdal 
Eder, and in the vicinity of the city in all directions : what the law pre¬ 
scribes. The different opinions of some sages. 

Mishna e. Relates how, in former days, the finder of such cattle was 
pledged to bring drink-offerings, and how afterwards the high court decreed 
to furnish them from the public moneys. 

Mishnas f and g. R. Simeon named seven decrees which were promul¬ 
gated by the high court, and the above decree was one of them. R. Jehudah, 
however, does not agree on some points with him. R. Jose has also some¬ 
thing to say about this. 


CHAPTER VIII. 

Mishna a. Concerning streets in which people must walk during the 
time of the Festival in Jerusalem, for the sake of cleanness. The different 
opinions, in this matter, of R. Meir and the sages. 

Mishna b. Regarding utensils found on the way towards the plunge- 
baths : if they are clean or not, and the different opinions of R. Meir and 
R. Jose. 

Mishna c. Regarding the butcher-knife, if it was found in the street on 
the 14th of Nissan ; and what is the case if the 14th falls on a Sabbath. 

Mishna d. Concerning where the curtain of the Sanctuary must be 
submerged if it become defiled. The first time it was submerged it was 
spread out for the people to admire the beauty of the work. 

Mishna e. What Rabban Simeon b. Gamaliel had to tell in the name of 
Simeon, the son of the assistant high priest. How the curtain was made : 
the great amount of the cost and how many hundred priests were required 
to submerge it. 
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Mishna/. If meat of the Holy of Holies became defiled, where it must 
be burned. The different opinions of the schools of Shamai and Hillel on 
this point. 

Mishna g. The different opinions of R. Eliezer and R. Aqiba concern¬ 
ing anything that had become defiled through a principal uncleanness. 

Mishna h. The joints of the daily sacrifices, where they were laid down ; 
the sacrifices of the new moon, where they were placed. The payment of 
Shekalim, if it was obligatory after the destruction of the Temple. The same 
law regarding cattle-tithe, tithes of grain, and deliverance of the firstlings. 
The law if one sanctified Shekalim or firstlings after the destruction of the 
Temple. 
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OF 

TRACT ROSH HASHANA* 


CHAPTER I. 

MlSHNA I. The first Mishna ordains New Year’s Days, viz.: For kings, 
for the cattle-tithe, for ordinary years, and for the planting of trees. A king 
who ascends the throne on the 29th of Adar must be considered to have 
reigned one year as soon as the first of Nissan comes. The Exodus from 
Egypt is reckoned from Nissan. When Aaron died Sihon was still living. 
He heard that Aaron was dead and that the clouds of glory had departed. 
The rule about Nissan only concerned the kings of Israel; but for the kings 
of other nations, they reckoned from Tishri. Cyrus was a most upright 
king, and the Hebrews reckoned his years as they did those of the kings 
of Israel. One is guilty of procrastination. Charity, tithes, the glean¬ 
ings of the field, that which is forgotten to be gathered in the field, the 
produce of corners of the field. 

One is culpable if he does not give forthwith that which he has vowed for 
charity. In the case of charity it must be given immediately, for the poor 
are always to be found. The Feast of Weeks falls on the fifth, sixth, or 
seventh of Sivan. 

How the law against delay affects a woman. In which month is grain in 
the early stage of ripening? Only in the month of Nissan. It is also the 
New Year for leap-year and for giving the half-shekels. Congregational sac¬ 
rifices brought on the first of Nissan should be purchased with the shekels 
raised for the New Year. He who lets a house to another for a year must 
count (the year) as twelve months from day to day ; but if the lessee says (I 
rent this house) “ for this year,” even if the transaction takes place on the 
first of Adar, as soon as the first of Nissan arrives the year (of rental) has 
expired. The first of Tishri is the New Year for divine judgment. At the 
beginning of the year it is determined what shall be at the end of the year. 
The Supreme Court in Heaven does not enter into judgment until the Beth 


* See introduction to synopsis of Tract Sabbath, Vol. I., p. xxix. 
xxiii 
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Din on earth proclaims the new moon. Israel enters for judgment first. If 
a king and a congregation have a lawsuit, the king enters first. From New 
Year’s Day until the Day of Atonement, slaves used not to return to their 
(own) homes ; neither did they serve their masters, but they ate and drank 
and rejoiced, with the crown of freedom on their heads. R. Eliezer says, 
that the world was created in Tishri. R. Joshua says, that the world was 
created in Nissan. Says R. Joshua, God grants the righteous the fulfilment 
of the years of their life to the very month and day. Sarah, Rachel, and 
Hannah were visited on New Year’s Day. Joseph was released from prison 
on New Year’s Day. On New Year’s Day the bondage of our fathers in 
Egypt ceased. The Jewish sages fix the time of the flood according to R. 
Eliezer, and the solstices according to R. Joshua ; but the sages of other 
nations fix the time of the flood also as R. Joshua does. Whoso vows to 
derive no benefit from his neighbor for a year .must reckon (for the year) 
twelve months, from day to day ; but if he said "for this year,” if he made 
the vow even on the twenty-ninth of Elul, as soon as the first of Tishri 
comes that year is complete. The New Year for giving tithes is for a tree 
from the time the fruits form ; for grain and olives, when they are one-third 
ripe ; and for herbs, when they are gathered. R. Aqiba picked the fruit of 
a citron-tree on the first of Shebhat and gave two tithes of them, . 1-20 

MlSHNA II. At four periods in each year the world is judged. All are 
judged on New Year’s Day and the sentence is fixed on the Day of Atone¬ 
ment. R. Nathan holds man is judged at all times. God said : " Offer before 
Me the first sheaf of produce on Passover, so that the standing grain may be 
blessed unto you. Recite before Me on New Year’s Day the Malkhioth, 
that you proclaim Me King ; the Zikhronoth, that your remembrance may 
come before Me, for good, and how (shall this be done) ?” By the sounding 
of the cornet. Three circumstances cause a man to remember his sins. 
Four things avert the evil decree passed (by God) on man ; viz., charity, 
prayer, change of name, and improvement. Some add to these four a fifth 
—change of location. Three books are opened on New Year’s Day: one 
for the entirely wicked, one for the wholly good, and one for the average 
class of people. The school of Hillel says: The most compassionate 
inclines (the scale of justice) to the side of mercy. Who are those who 
inspire their fellowmen with dread of them ? A leader of a community 
who causes the people to fear him over-much, without furthering thereby a 
high purpose. The legend how R. Joshua fell sick and R. Papa went to 
visit him. The Holy One, blessed be He, wrapped Himself, as does one 
who recites the prayers for a congregation, and pointing out to Moses the 
regular order of prayer, said to him; "Whenever Israel sins, let him pray to 
Me after this order, and I shall pardon him.” Prayer is helpful for man 
before or after the decree has been pronounced. The legend of a certain 
family in Jerusalem whose members died at eighteen years of age. They 
came and informed R. Johanan ben Zakkai. The Creator sees all their 
hearts (at a glance) and (at once) understands all their works, . 20-28 

MlSHNA III. Messengers were sent out in the following six months : in 
Nissan, Abb, Elul, Tishri, Kislev, and in Adar. The legend of the king 
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(of Syria who had earlier) issued a decree forbidding the study of the Torah 
among the Israelites, or to circumcise their sons, and compelling them to 
desecrate their Sabbath. Judah b. Shamua and his friends cried aloud : “ O 
heavens! Are we not all brethren? Are we not all the children of one 
Father ? ” etc. Samuel said : “ I can arrange the calendar for the whole cap¬ 
tivity.” Rabha used to fast two days for the Day of Atonement. Once it 
happened that he was right,.29-34 

MlSHNAS IV. to VII. For the sake of (the new moon), of the two months 
Nissan and Tishri, witnesses may profane the Sabbath. Formerly they pro¬ 
faned the Sabbath for all (new' moons), but since the destruction of the 
Temple they instituted that (witnesses) might profane the Sabbath only on 
account of Nissan and Tishri. It once happened that more than forty pair 
(of witnesses) were on the highway (to Jerusalem) on the Sabbath. Shagbar, 
the superintendent of Gader, detained them, and (when) R. Gamaliel (heard 
of it, he) sent and dismissed him. It once happened, that Tobias the physi¬ 
cian, his son, and his freed slave saw the new moon in Jerusalem. The 
explanation of the passage Exodus xii. i, by R. Simeon and the rabbis. 
Who are incompetent witnesses ? Gamblers with dice, etc., . . 34-36 

CHAPTER II. 

MlSHNAS I. to IV. If the Beth Din did not know (the witness), another 
was sent with him to testify in his behalf. It once happened that R. Nehorai 
went to Usha on the Sabbath to testify (to the character) of one witness. 
The legend how the Boethusians appointed false witnesses. Formerly bon¬ 
fires were lighted (to announce the appearance of the new moon); but when 
the Cutheans practised their deceit it was ordained that messengers should 
be sent out. There are four kinds of cedars. The whole country looked 
like a blazing fire. Each Israelite took a torch in his hand and ascended to 
the roof of his house. Great feasts were made for (the witnesses) in order 
to induce them to come frequently. How were the witnesses examined ? 
The sun never faces the concave of the crescent or the concave of a rain¬ 
bow. (If the witnesses say) "We have seen the reflection (of the moon) in 
the water, or through a metal mirror, or in the clouds,” “their testimony is 
not to be accepted.” The chief of the Beth Din says : “ It (the new moon) 
is consecrated,” and all the people repeated after Him : “ It is consecrated, 
it is consecrated.” Pelimo teaches: “When the new moon appeared at its 
proper time, they used not to consecrate it,”.37-42 

MlSHNAS V. and VI. R. Gamaliel had on a tablet, and on the wall of his 
upper room, illustrations of the various phases of the moon. Is this per¬ 
mitted ? Yea, he had them made to teach by means of them. It happened 
once, that two witnesses came and said : “We saw the moon in the east¬ 
ern part in the morning and in the western part in the evening.” R. Johanan 
b. Nuri declared them to be false witnesses. Two other witnesses came and 
said: “We saw the moon on its proper day, but could not see it on the 
next evening.” R. Gamaliel received them ; but R. Dosa b. Harkhinas said : 
“They are false witnesses.” R. Joshua approved his opinion. Upon this, 
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Gamaliel ordered the former to appear before him on the Day of Atonement, 
according- to his computation, with his staff and with money. What R. 
Joshua did, and what R. Aqiba and R. Dosa b. Harkhinas said about it. 
What R. Hiyya said when he saw the old moon yet on the morning of the 
twenty-ninth day. Rabbi said to R. Hiyya : “Go to Entob and consecrate 
the month, and send back to me as a password, ‘ David the King of Israel 
still lives.”’ The consecration of the moon cannot take place at a period less 
than twenty-nine and a half days, two-thirds and .0052 (i.e., seventy-three 
Halaqim) of an hour. Even if the commonest of the common is appointed 
leader by a community, he must be considered as the noblest of the nobility. 
A judge is to be held, “in his days,” equal in authority with the greatest of 
his antecedents. Gamaliel said to R. Joshua: “ Happy is the generation 
in which the leaders listen to their followers, and through this the followers 
consider it so much the more their duty (to heed the teachings of the 
leaders),”.42-44 


CHAPTER III. 

Mishna I. If the Beth Din and all Israel saw (the moon on the night 
of the thirtieth day), but there was no time to proclaim, “ It is consecrated,” 
before it has become dark, the month is intercalary. When three who 
formed a Beth Din saw it, two should stand up as witnesses and substitute 
two of their learned friends with the remaining one (to form a Beth Din). 
Nogreaterauthority than Moses, our master, yet God said to him that Aaron 
should act with him. No witness pf a crime may act as judge, but in civil 
cases he may,.45-46 

Mishnas II. to IV. Concerning what kind of cornets may be used on 
New Year’s and Jubilee days. Some words in the Scripture which the 
rabbis could not explain, until they heard the people speak among them¬ 
selves. The cornet used on the New Year was a straight horn of a wild 
goat, the mouthpiece covered with gold. The Jubilee and the New Year’s 
Day were alike in respect to the sounding (of the. cornet) and the benedic¬ 
tions, but R. Jehudah’s opinion was different. R. Jehudah holds that on 
New Year’s Day the more bent in spirit a man is, and on the Day of Atone¬ 
ment the more upright he is (in his confessions), the better; but R. Levi 
holds the contrary. “ On the fast days two crooked ram’s-horns were used, 
their mouthpieces being covered with silver.” According to whom do we 
nowadays pray : “This day celebrates the beginning of thy work, a memo¬ 
rial of the first day ” ? It is unlawful to use a cornet that has been split and 
afterwards joined together. If one should happen to pass by a synagogue, 
or live close by it and should hear the cornet, he will have complied with 
the requirements of the law. If one covered a cornet on the inside with 
gold it might not be used. If one heard a part of (the required number of) 
the sounds of the cornet in the pit, and the rest at the pit’s mouth, he has 
done his duty. If one blew the first sound (Teqia), and prolonged the 
second (Teqia) as long as two, it is only reckoned as one. If one who 
listened (to the sounds of the cornet) paid the proper attention, but he that 
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blew the cornet did not, or vice versa, they have not done their duty until 
both blower and listener pay proper attention. If special attention in fulfil¬ 
ling a commandment or doing a transgression is necessary or not. As long 
as Israel looked to Heaven for aid, and directed their hearts devoutly to 
their Father in Heaven, they prevailed ; but when they ceased to do so, they 
failed. All are obliged to hear the sounding of the cornet, priests, Levites, 
and Israelites, proselytes, freed slaves, a monstrosity, a hermaphrodite, and 
one who is half-slave and half-free. One may not say the benediction over 
bread for guests unless he eats with them, but he may for the members of 
the family, to initiate them into their religious duties, . . . 46-52 

CHAPTER IV. 

Mishnas I. to IV. Regarding if the New Year fall on Sabbath. Where 
the shofer (cornet) should be blown after the Temple was destroyed. What 
was the difference between Jamnia and Jerusalem ? Once it happened that 
New Year’s Day fell on the Sabbath, and all the cities gathered together. 
Said R. Johanan b. Zakkai to the Benai Betherah : “ Let us sound (the 
cornet)!” “First,” said they, “let us discuss!” R. Johanan b. Zakkai 
ordained that the palm-branch should everywhere be taken seven days, in 
commemoration of the Temple. Since the destruction of the Temple, R. 
Johanan b. Zakkai ordained that it should be prohibited (to eat of the new 
produce) the whole of the day of waving (the sheaf-offering). Once the wit¬ 
nesses were delayed in coming, and they disturbed the song of the Levites. 
They then ordained that evidence should only be received until (the time 
of) the afternoon service. Concerning what songs the Levites had to sing 
every day from the Psalms. What did the Levites sing when the additional 
sacrifices were being offered on the Sabbath ? What did they sing at the 
Sabbath afternoon service ? According to tradition, a corresponding 
number of times was the Sanhedrin exiled. The witnesses need only go to 
the meeting place (of the Beth Din). Priests may not ascend the platform in 
sandals, to bless the people ; and this is one of the nine ordinances instituted 
by R. Johanan b. Zakkai. 53-57 

Mishna V. Regarding the order of the benedictions on New Year’s 
Day at the morning prayer, additional prayers, and at what time the cornet 
must be blown, etc. What passages from the Scriptures are selected for 
additional prayers on New Year’s Day. To what do the ten scriptural pas¬ 
sages used for the Malkhioth correspond ? How many passages must be 
recited from Pentateuch, Prophets, and Hagiographa? We must not men¬ 
tion the remembrance of the individual (in the Zikhronoth), even if the 
passage speaks of pleasant things. What are the passages which must be 
said in the benediction of Malkhioth, Zikhronoth, and the Shophroth ? R. 
Elazar b. R. Jose says: “The Vathiqin used to conclude with a passage 
from the Pentateuch.” “ Hear, O Israel, the Lord our God is our Lord,” 
may be used in the Malkhioth. The second of those who act as ministers of 
the congregation on the Feast of New Year shall cause another to sound the 
cornet on days when the Hallel (Service of Praise, Ps. cxiii.-cxviii.) is read. 
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We are permitted to occupy ourselves with teaching- (children) until they 
learn (to sound the cornet), even on the Sabbath. The order, and how 
many times it must be blown ; also, the different sounds and the names of 
them. How all this is deduced from the Bible, and the difference of opinions 
between the sages. Generally the soundings of the cornet do not interfere 
with each other, nor do the benedictions, but on New Year’s Day and the Day 
of Atonement they do. R. Papa b. Samuel rose to recite his prayers. Said he 
to his attendant, “ When I nod to you, sound (the cornet) for me.” Rabha 
said to him, that this may only be done in the congregation. A man should 
always first prepare himself for prayer, and then pray. R. Jehudah prayed 
only once in thirty days, . . . C7_66 


SYNOPSIS OF SUBJECTS 

OF 

VOLUME V.—TRACT PESACH1M.* 


CHAPTER I. 

Mishna J. What is meant by Or ? The explanation of the phrase (Job 
xxiv. 14), “ with the earliest light.’’ At no time should a man allow an ill- 
sounding word to escape from his mouth. What the two disciples of Rabh 
and R. Johanan b. Zakkai said : Go and report it to the horses. If a house 
was rented and it is not known whether the leavened bread had been 
searched for. If a man leave his house and intend to return on the Pass- 
over. Two things are without the province of man. If musty bread was 
found in a chest. By what light search for leavened bread must be made. 
Whether wine-cellars have to be searched,.1-14 

Mishnas II., III., IV., V. If a man leaves ten pieces of bread and finds 
nine, or nine heaps of Matzoth, and one heap of Chometz, and finds ten. 
When search for Chometz must be made. The reason why Chometz must be 
removed on the fourteenth of Nissan. If a Gentile came into the court of an 
Israelite on Passover. Of the Gentile who stored a basketful of Chometz 
with Johanan Hakuka. The two thanksgiving-offering cakes laid on the 
benches. What R. Hanina the Sagan of the priests said. If there were 
doubtful beverages,.14-29 


CHAPTER II. 

Mishna I. What one may do as long as it is lawful to eat unleavened 
bread. Why the Mishna enumerates domestic and wild animals. Whence 
we know that no benefit may be derived from leaven on Passover. Wher¬ 
ever it is written, “ Ye shall not eat,” the object in question must not even be 
used. By means of what a man is permitted to cure himself when in danger. 
A man must rather permit himself to be slain than to slay another. Accord¬ 
ing to whom the Halakha prevails when Rabbi differs with an individual or 
the majority,.30-41 


See introduction to the synopsis in Tract Sabbath, Vol. I., p. xxix. 
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Mishnas II., III., IV., V., VI. Concerning leaven belonging to a Gentile. 
Whether a man may eat the leaven of a Gentile. Whether earthenware pots 
used during the year must be destroyed before Passover. About an oven 
greased with fat immediately after it had been heated. If a Gentile lent 
money to an Israelite, taking as security leavened articles, and vice versa . 
About leaven covered by ruins. About leavened heave-offering. Whether 
leavened articles have a pecuniary value on Passover. With which articles a 
person acquits himself of the duty of eating unleavened bread on Passover. 
Whether one can acquit himself of the duty with bread kneaded with wine, 
oil, or honey. What is meant by bread of affliction. Why it is not allowed 
to prepare figured cakes on Passover,. 41-59 

Mishnas VII. to IX. The duty of eating bitter herbs on the Passover. 
Whether lettuce is to be preferred to other bitter herbs. About soaking 
bran on Passover to feed fowls. Where the mother of Mar b. Rabhina 
bought her wheat for her son. Whether it is lawful to put flour into sauce 
or mustard. Whether it is lawful to cook the paschal lamb after it has been 
roasted. With which kind of water may a woman knead the dough, 59-67 

CHAPTER III. 

Mishnas I. to V. Whether Babylonian Kuthach, Median beer, etc., may 
be used on Passover. About the paste used by scribes. Whether women are 
held to be equal to men in regard to prohibitory laws. About dough in the 
holes or crevices of a kneading-trough. About dull dough. How the first 
of the dough due to the priest can be separated on the Passover. About 
the three women who may knead dough for Passover, . . . 68-77 

Mishnas VI., VII., VIII. About dough which commences to become 
leavened. If the fourteenth of Nissan fall on the Sabbath, what must be 
done. When one going to fulfil a religious duty on the eve of Passover 
recollects that he has Chometz left at home. In which case may a scholar 
enjoy his meal. For what meritorious purpose a man should sell all his pos¬ 
sessions. What R. Aqiba said about a scholar when he was ignorant. 
What sentiment a man who occupies himself with study of the law evokes in 
the heart of a common person. Why it is written that the Lord will be one, 
and His name will be one on that day , and not at present, . . 77-83 

CHAPTER IV. 

Mishnas I., II., III., IV. How a man should conduct himself who 
removes from a place where a thing is allowed to a place where it is not 
allowed, or vice versa. If one depends on the earnings of his wife. Those 
who write scrolls, etc., or sell them, etc., do not perceive any blessing for 
their work. What Rabba bar bar Hana said to his son. What R. Johanan 
b. Elazar related. May we, being versed in the calendar, do work on the 
second day of a festival in exile ? Whether roasted meat may be eaten on 
the night of Passover. What justified Hananiah, Mishael, and Azariah to 
permit themselves to be thrown into the fiery furnace. When the fire of 
Gehenna was created. In what respect every man should consider himself 
a scholar. What it is permitted to do on the eve and intermediate days of a 
festival. What are the six things done by the inhabitants of Jericho and 
King Hezekiah, and which met with the rabbis’ approval. Four shouts 
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sent up in the court of the Temple. What happened to Issachar, the man of 
the village of Barkai,.84-105 

CHAPTER V. 

Mishnas I., II., III., IV., V. The time of offering the paschal lamb. If 
the Passover-sacrifice had not been slaughtered for its purpose. If the pas¬ 
chal lamb was slaughtered for those who will not partake thereof. The 
inhabitants of what places must not be taught the contents of the book of 
ancestry. Since the book of ancestry was concealed, the power of our sages 
was on the wane, etc. If a man offers the Passover-sacrifice while still hav¬ 
ing leaven in his possession. For how many divisions the paschal lamb was 
offered, etc.,. 106-124 


CHAPTER VI. 

Mishna I. Which acts necessary for the sacrifice of the paschal offering 
supersede Sabbath. How Hiellel the Elder became Nassi, and what happened 
subsequently. What befalls him who is arrogant, and him who becomes 
angry. In the future the righteous would have the power to arouse the dead. 
How pleasing the fulfilment of a religious duty at its proper time was to our 
ancestors,.125-133 

Mishnas II., III. Under what circumstances it is allowed to bring a 
festal offering in addition to the paschal sacrifice. What is meant by 
Abhin Thekla ? (See note.) If a person brought a paschal sacrifice on 
the Sabbath not for its proper purpose. What R. Hyya of Abel Arab 
declared,.133-142 

CHAPTER VII. 

MISHNAS I., II., III., IV., V. How the paschal lamb should be roasted. 
About diluted vinegar, whether it may be used. If any part of the roasted 
lamb had touched the earthenware oven on which it was roasted. The five 
kinds of sacrifices that may be brought by those who are in a state of ritual 
uncleanness. If the flesh of the paschal sacrifice has become ritually defiled. 
If the whole or the greater part of the congregation had become defiled. If 
one half of the congregation be clean, and the other half unclean, 143-156 

Mishnas VI., VII., VIII., IX., X. For what defilements the golden plate 
of the high-priest atones. When, and with which wood, must the lamb be 
burned, if defiled. If a slaughtered Passover-sacrifice had been carried 
beyond the walls of Jerusalem. When the bones, sinews, etc., must be 
burned. Which part of the paschal kid or lamb may be eaten, . 156-165 

Mishnas XI., XII., XIII. What penalty is due for breaking any bones 
of the clean paschal lamb. If a part of a member of the paschal sacrifice 
protrude beyond the Temple, etc. If two companies eat their paschal sacri¬ 
fice in one room, and if there is among them a bride, what they and she 
must do. What was said and done when R. Ishmael b. R. Jose happened to 
be a guest of R. Simeon b. R. Jose b. Lakunia, .... 165-172 

CHAPTER VIII. 

Mishnas I., II., III., IV., V. If two paschal lambs were slaughtered for 
a lying-in woman by her relatives. The Hagadic explanation of the verses 
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in Solomon’s Song viii. 8, and viii. io, etc. The legend of what the Holy 
One, blessed be He, said to Prophet Hosea, what he answered Him, and what 
befell subsequently. Woe is to a dominion that overwhelms its own master. 
For what purpose Israel was sent into exile. The reason why the Romans 
did not destroy all Israelites. Why Israel was exiled to Babylon. The day 
on which all the children of Israel will be recalled from exile will be as great 
as that on which the world was created. If a person order his slave to go 
and slaughter for him the paschal sacrifice. If a man say to his sons, I 
slaughter the paschal sacrifice for whichever one of you shall arrive first in 
Jerusalem. The size of an olive of the paschal lamb suffices for those who 
partake of it. If a person had appointed others to partake with him of his 

share,.173-185 

Mishnas VI., VII., VIII., IX. Whether one whose seventh day of 
sprinkling fall on the eve of Passover may partake of the paschal lamb. 
A mourner who has lost a relative on the 14th of Nissan. A prisoner 
who has the assurance of a release. Whether the paschal sacrifice must be 
slaughtered for a single individual. Whether a mourner for a near relative, 
not yet interred, may eat of the paschal sacrifice. When a Gentile proselyte 
may partake of it,.185-190 


CHAPTER IX. 

Mishnas I., II., III. Who must observe the second Passover. Must a 
woman bring a second Passover-offering ? Concerning neglecting to sacri¬ 
fice. What must be considered a distant journey ? How much the entire 
world measures. What the disciples of Elijah taught. The difference 
between the sages of Israel and of the Gentiles. The difference between the 
first and second Passover. Concerning the Hallel at the slaughtering of 
sacrifices,.191-201 

Mishnas IV., V., VI., VII., VIII., IX. When the paschal sacrifice was 
brought in a state of defilement. Was it prohibited at the Egyptian Passover 
to eat leaven on that one night ? What R. Jehoshua heard from his teachers 
and could not explain, R. Aqiba explained. When the animal must be left 
to graze. If a paschal sacrifice had become mixed with other animals. If a 
company has lost their paschal sacrifice. When a paschal offering of two 
individuals has become mixed, ....... 201-209 

CHAPTER X. 

Mishna I. When and what must be eaten on the eve of Passover, and 
how many cups of wine must be partaken during the night. R. Simeon b. 
Gamaliel, R. Jehudah, R. Jose were partaking a meal on the eve of Sabbath in 
the city of Achu. Once Rabba b. R. Huna came to the house of the Exilarch. 
Whether one who has heard the Kiddush in the synagogue must repeat it 
at home. If Sabbath had set during the course of a meal at which a company 
were sitting. Concerning the order of the benedictions. Concerning the 
holiday prayers, what must be said. What should be the conclusion of the 
Habdalah. How R. Itz’hak sent his son to Ula, and his answer. Whether 
the honor of the Sabbath is more important than that of the eve preceding 
it. The eight things about the Habdalah prayer. How R. Ashi recited the 
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great Kiddush when he came to Mehuzza. If one had thoughtlessly eaten 
before Kiddush or Habdalah, may he say these prayers ? May the Kiddush 
be made over beer? What is meant by the time of Min’hah, and when King 
Agrippa usually took his meal. Whether women must also drink the four cups. 
What taste and color must the wine have. It is the duty of every man to 
cause his household and his children to rejoice on a festival. About the 
even numbers (see note, p. 229). The seven things R. Aqiba commanded 
his son R. Jehoshua. The five things R. Aqiba, while in prison, commanded 
R. Simeon b. Jochai. The four things our holy Rabbi commanded his chil¬ 
dren. The three things R. Jose b. R. Jehudah commanded Rabbi. Why 
a man should not go out alone at night. What Rabbi said to Aibo, his son. 
The three things R. Jehoshua b. Levi said in the name of the great men of 
Jerusalem. Three kinds of men shall inherit the world to come. How R. 
Hanina and R. Oshiya made shoes for the prostitutes. The three kinds of 
men whom the Holy One, blessed be He, loves. The three kinds of men 
who do not live a life worth living. The three species who hate others of 
their own kind. The three kinds of beings who love others of their kind. 
Five things which Canaan commanded his children. Six things said of a 
horse,.210-236 

MlSHNAS II., III., IV., V. When the first cup is poured out. Herbs and 
vegetables are to be brought. The benediction of the bitter herbs. Why 
the bitter herbs should not be placed between unleavened cakes. If a man 
swallowed unleavened bread. When the table on which the food is served 
should be removed. What serves as a remembrance of the apple-trees. 
A second cup of wine is poured out. What Rabbon Gamaliel used to say. 
“ Hallelujah.” How far is the Hallel to be said ? Why a blind man is exempt 
from the recital of the Haggada. With ten different expressions of praise 
the entire Book of Psalms was composed. Who said the Hallel ? What 
the Karaites add to these verses. Is Hallelujah the beginning or the end 
of the chapters ? What Rabba discovered that the sages of Pumbaditha 
once proclaimed,.236-249 

Mishnas VI., VII., VIII. A third cup of wine is poured out. Why is 
this called the great Hallel ? The laboriousness of a man’s earning his 
daily bread. Why the small Hallel must be recited at the Passover-meal. 
What occurred when Nebuchadnezzar threw Hananiah, Mishael, and 
Azariah into the furnace. Who said : “ The truth of the Lord endureth for¬ 
ever ” ? What R. Ishmael sent to Rabbi in the name of his father. Who will 
get the cup of benediction. Is it unlawful to conclude the eating of the 
paschal sacrifice with a dessert ? Is it obligatory to eat Matzoth during all 
the seven days ? If any of the company fall asleep during the meal. About 
the blessing of the paschal and festal offerings. R. Simlai at the redemp¬ 
tion of a first-born son,.249-259 

Appendix A. Explanatory of the first Mishna. Appendix B. Sup¬ 
plementary to the second note, p. 66,*.259-264 

* We were told that some readers made reference to the synopsis instead of to the 
text. We have therefore, in the synopsis of this tract, omitted all conclusions. We 
will do so, likewise, in the future. 
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OF 

VOLUME VI.—TRACT YOMAH.* 


CHAPTER I. 

Mishna I. Why the high priest, before the Day of Atonement, and the 
priest who had to perform the ceremonies of the red cow, were removed from 
their houses to different chambers in the Temple, and whence we deduce 
it from the Scriptures. About a substitute of the high-priest. How is it 
known, when one person communicates something to another, that one has 
no right to tell it to a third without permission ? How did Moses attire 
Aaron and his children on the days of consecration ? Whether the unclean¬ 
ness of the entire congregation, contracted from a corpse, is not considered, 
or only postponed. How were the two priests sprinkled ? The number of 
high-priests during the first and second Temples. Why had the first Temple 
fallen ? The second Temple, where the occupations were study of the Law, 
religious duties, and charity—why fell it ? Which one of the Temples was 
better? Which of the nations are descended from Japheth ? Whether the 
gates of the Temple needed Mezuzahs. Of what material was the girdle of 
the high-priest made, and whether it was the same as those of the common 
priests. How was the substitute of the high-priest recognized when the 
high-priest became unfit during the service,.I—18 

Mishna II. What kind of experience did the high-priest have during 
the seven days ? What shall he do first—trim the lamps or prepare the in¬ 
cense ? On what altar and what corner must the blood be sprinkled, 18-22 

Mishnas III. to V. What the elders of the Beth Din say to him. 
What he is free to eat during the seven days, and what on the eve of the 
Day of Atonement How the priest selects the offerings he chooses. How 
the Beth Din left him to the elders of the priests, and what they made him 
swear. What a high-priest of the Sadducees had done, and what happened 
to him What was done when the high-priest began to slumber. How he 
was occupied, and what was sung to him. How were the ashes cleared 
away every day and on the Day of Atonement ? The miracles that occurred in 
the Temple. For the crowing of what cock shall one wait before going on 
the road any night ? About the heavenly fire at the second Temple, 22-29 

*See introduction to synopsis in Tract Sabbath, Vol. I., p. xxix. ; also note at 
end of synopsis in Vol. V. 
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CHAPTER II. 

Mishnas I. to V. Why the priests were selected by lot in the latter days, 
and not before. Why Israel must not be counted. How secure and care¬ 
less should the man feel that knows that the Lord helps him. What is 
called revenge, and what is called bearing a grudge ? The reward of him 
who leaves his injuries unavenged. The accident that befell two priests. 
For performing certain four services a layman deserves capital punishment. 
In what garments were the lots drawn ? Were the lots drawn for each ser¬ 
vice separately ? In what order the members of the sacrifice were offered. 
The daily sacrifices are offered by nine, ten, eleven, twelve priests. How 
so ? A ram was offered by eleven, a bull by twenty-four, . . 30-39 

CHAPTER III. 

Mishnas I. to IV. What the Superintendent used to say to the priests, 
and why all this was necessary. What is said about the heat during a 
clouded day. Rules for entering the Temple for all. Why and where the 
high-priest bathed five times, and washed his hands and feet ten times. 
How is it known from the Holy Scriptures ? How the service was. When 
one meets an opportunity to perform a meritorious act. If he was an aged 
or delicate high-priest, what was then ? Concerning the garments of the 
high-priest and their value. What happened to Hillel, to Eliezer b. Har- 
sum, and Joseph the Upright,.40-49 

Mishnas V. to VII. How did the high-priest confess ? and what the 
people responded after him. Which of the officers were on his right and 
which were on his left during the service ? What Ben Katin made for the 
Temple, and what his mother Queen Helen made. Concerning the house of 
Garmo, the house of Abtinas, and Hogros b. Levi (the preparer of shew- 
bread, incense, etc.). What one of the members of the house of Abtinas 
related to R. Ishmael. Whence is it derived from the Pentateuch that when 
the names of the just are mentioned they must be blessed, and, vice versa , 
those of the wicked ? When a man sanctifies himself a little here below, he 
is sanctified much above,.49-57 


CHAPTER IV. 

MISHNAS I. to III. Concerning the lots of the two he-goats, how they 
were taken from the boxes, and of what material the boxes were made. What 
happened when Simeon the Upright was high-priest, and after. Simeon the 
Upright told the sages : “This year I am going to die.” “ How dost thou 
know^?” About the six times the high-priest pronounced God’s name, as it 
is written, during the Day of Atonement. About the tongue of crimson 
wool which was tied to the head of the goat that was to be sent away, and 
for the red cow, etc. Concerning the slaughter of the red cow by a layman. 
What is the reason that a female may not perform the ceremony of sprink¬ 
ling ? The measure of the censer in which the coals for the incense were 
taken, and of what material it was made, and of what color it was on the 
Day of Atonement. There were seven kinds of gold. Whence is it deduced 
that a special fire was made that day, ...... 5S-68 
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CHAPTER V. 

MlSHNAS I. to VI. About the two handfuls of incense for the Holy of 
Holies, and how it was used. What concerning the incense between the 
middle fingers ? When he had filled his hands with incense, and suddenly 
died, how then ? If he died while slaughtering, might the blood be sprinkled ? 
The difference of opinion between R. Jose and the sages about the vail of the 
Holy of Holies. The ell of the entrance (to the Holy of Holies) was a matter 
of doubt to the sages. About the ark in the first and second Temples. He 
departed in the same manner as he had come (backwards). Whence do we 
deduce this ? The custom of the disciples when departing from their mas¬ 
ters. The difference of opinion between the sages about the ark : according 
to some it was taken into exile in Babylon, and according to others it was con¬ 
cealed in its place in the Temple. The world was created from the very 
middle, beginning with the extremities. Everything was created from Zion. 
How many times had he to sprinkle downwards ? One and one, one and 
two, etc. What was the law when the bloods of the bullock and the goat got 
mingled ? Whence does he begin (the sprinkling) ? The difference of opin¬ 
ion of some sages about this matter. Whether one is guilty when using the 
blood for his own purpose. How is the law if he performed the services in 
a wrong order, or in the wrong clothes? Whether the atonement for all 
sins includes the sin of uncleanness in the Temple or not, . . 69-86 

CHAPTER VI. 

Mishnas I. to V. The equality of the two he-goats. The law if one of 
them dies after the lots were cast. If a substitute was selected, and then 
the first one was found. The expression of the high-priest at his confession 
on the he-goat for Azazel. How the priest delivered the he-goat to its con¬ 
ductor. The question which R. Eliezer was asked, and his answers. How 
the prominent men of Jerusalem used to accompany the messenger of the 
he-goat. How far was Jerusalem from the Tsuk (the rock of its destina¬ 
tion) ? What was done with the tongue of crimson wool, and its significa¬ 
tion. About the ten booths between Jerusalem and the Tsuk, and how at 
each booth the messenger was offered meat and drink. Whether the high- 
priest was told when the he-goat reached its destination, or it was made 
known to him by a sign.87-97 

CHAPTER VII. 

Mishnas I. to III. How the high-priest came to read (the Torah), and 
in what clothes, and what section, and who were the persons that passed 
the holy scrolls from one to another until it reached the high-priest. The 
legend of Alexander the Macedonian and the high-priest Simeon the 
Upright. The legends about the tempter to idolatry, how he was caught in 
the time of Ezra and was burned to death. Also the legend of the tempter 
to fornication, how he was kept prisoner, was blinded in both eyes, and then 
liberated. Concerning the Great Assembly which has renewed the appella¬ 
tions of our God, the great, the mighty, and the terrible, said by Moses, and 
which some of the prophets left out. What the high-priest did after reading 
the Torah. At what time the bullock and the seven sheep of the burnt- 
offerings were offered. How the conductor of the he-goat informs the 
high-priest that he fulfilled his duty. How the Urim and Tumim were 
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made. How they were inquired of, and to whom. What letters were 
inserted in them. About the three crowns of the altar, the ark, and the 
table, who received them ? About the priest who was anointed for war, his 
garments, services, and descendants. How was the ceremony of inquiring 
the Urim and Tumim, and how the priest received the reply. Whence do 
we deduce that the inquiries are made for kings only ? . . 98-111 

CHAPTER VIII. 

Mishna I. The afflictions which are obligatory on the Day of Atone¬ 
ment. What were the afflictions coming from the manna written in Deuter¬ 
onomy viii. 16 ? The visage of the Lord is not like that of a man. How 
the manna betrayed all the secrets of the Israelites. What is the meaning 
of the bread of Abirim ? What R. Aqiba said, and what R. Ishmael 
answered him. The question why the manna did not descend for the 
Israelites once a year, and its answer. What R. Eliezer the Modeite had 
to say about the manna, which R. Ishmael called a gathering of nonsensical 
words. How is it known that abstaining from washing and anointing is an 
affliction ? What is the law in regard of one being soiled in clay, etc., 
whether he may wash himself? When a man goes to receive his father, 
master, or superior, and has to wade in water reaching to his neck ? About 
the spring that issued from the Holy of Holies. Whether a great man is 
permitted to decide the question of a blemish of a firstling, and what R. 
Tzadok b. ’Haluqah answered. Whether children are to observe the afflic¬ 
tions ? The quantity of food and beverage prohibited from partaking on 
the Day of Atonement,.112-122 

Mishnas II. to V. What is the law regarding one who ate and drank 
through forgetfulness ? At what age are children made to fast some hours 
on the Day of Atonement ? When a pregnant woman longs for the food 
which she has smelled. When a man is seized with bulimy, what he may 
eat, etc. What happened to some rabbis who were seized with bulimy. 
When a man is bitten by a mad dog. The five things mentioned as symp¬ 
toms of a dog’s madness. What happened to R. Johanan and the matron 
of Rome. How the Sabbath must be superseded when life is threatened. 
The question put to R. Ishmael, R. Aqiba, and R. Eliezer b. Azariah when 
on the road about the same, and what they answered, . . 122-132 

Mishna VI. For what transgressions the Day of Atonement atones. 
Does the Day of Atonement atone him who says : I will sin and God will 
forgive me ? What penitence atones for ? What R. Eliezer b. Azariah, 
while in Rome, was asked by R. Mathiah b. Heresh, and what he answered. 
What is called defamation of God. How penitence is great : it reaches the 
throne of His glory. How repentance is great: when an individual repents, 
the whole world is pardoned. Whether one who has confessed his sins on 
one Day of Atonement has also to confess on the next one ? The sin of 
Moses is compared to a woman who has eaten fruit on the Sabbatical year, 
and David’s to a woman who has really sinned. He who has provoked his 
neighbor, even by words, must appease him. At what place in the prayer 
should he confess ? What the disciples of R. Ishmael taught, . 132-142 

Appendix. The letter of a Gentile who has witnessed the ceremo¬ 
nies of Passover, and the procession of the high-priest to and from the 
Temple,. I43-H7 



SYNOPSIS OF SUBJECTS 


OF 

TRACT HAGIGA. 


CHAPTER I. 

Mishna I. The law concerning the Holocaust, and who are exempt 
from it. What is the law in the case of one who is half a bondman and half 
free ? Johanan b. Broka and R. Elazar b. Hasma have related to their 
master the wonderful lecture of R. Joshua, and what he rejoined. What is 
called a fool ? The law about the lame, blind, and sick. An entire series 
of passages from Scripture which the different rabbis wept over when they 
met them in their studies, and the reason of it. What is meant by "evils 
and troubles,” written in Deut. xxxi. 21 ? What will become of us with the 
Minim ? For three things the Holy One, blessed be He, weeps every day. 
What happened to Rabbi and R. Hyya while on the road with the blind 
scholar, and his beautiful blessings. The law as to minority, and at what 
age a child is exempt from this condition,.1-13 

MlSHNAS II. to V. The law regarding the offerings which may or may 
not be brought from the money of the second-tithe. Peace-offerings and 
burnt-offerings of the pilgrims are divided according to their circumstances. 
The different opinions of the rabbis regarding the passage : “ What is 
crooked cannot be made straight.” The explanation of Elijah to Ben Hei Hei 
regarding the passage of Is. xlviii. 10. About a scholar who has separated 
himself from the Law. The laws about the dissolving of vows hang in the 1 
air, and which laws are suspended by a hair, and which of them are the 
essential parts of the Law,.13-20 

CHAPTER II. 

Mishna I. Concerning the discussion of illegal unions, the creation, and 
the divine chariot. By ten things the world was created : by wisdom, by 
knowledge, etc. Which was first created, the earth or the heavens ? What 
is meant by the term "heavens”? Woe to the creatures which see and 
know not what they see, which stand and know not upon what they stand. 
The names of the seven heavens, and what is contained therein. What an- 

iii 
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swer did the heavenly voice make to that wicked man when he said : “ I will 
ascend above the heights of the clouds," etc. ? To whom the secrets of the 
Law may be imparted. The king among living creatures is a lion, among 
domestic beasts an ox, among birds an eagle, after which comes man, but the 
Lord takes His place proudly above them all. The thousands of troops who 
minister unto him. The stream of fire which is issued . . . comes from 
before him. Where it comes from. About the nine hundred and seventy- 
four generations which were held back from being created. What are the 
eighteen curses of Isaiah. Even at the time of the destruction of Jerusalem 
there did not cease from them faithful men. About the four who entered in 
the heavenly garden ( Pardes ). The legends of A’her concerning R. Meir 
his disciple when he was alive and after his death, and also what R. Johanan 
said and did. About what Rabba bar Shila questioned Elijah, and his an¬ 
swer. What R. Jehudah questioned Samuel about the world to come, and 
what the latter rejoined. Nimus of Gardi and R. Meir (see note). The six 
things regarding the demons. Every one who gazes upon three things, his 

eyes grow weak,.21-38 

MlSHNAS II. to IV. The difference of opinions concerning the princes 
and the chiefs of courts. About the law of laying the hand on the offers on 
a festival. Which is the feast in which thou makest proclamation and 
reapest ? About the garments of a common person which are defiled by 
pressure for Pharisees,.38-43 


CHAPTER III. 

MlSHNAS I. to IX. All of them treat about the details of the rigorous 
rules of heave-offerings, and vice versa. The conditions in Judah and in Gali¬ 
lee as to which of the inhabitants are trusted and which are not. About the 
salamander and the fire of Gehenna, and that the fire of Gehenna will not 
affect the sinners of Israel, who are full of merit as a pomegranate is full of 
seed,.44-54 
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VOLUME VII.—TRACT BETZAH.* 


CHAPTER I. 

Mishna I. Why a new-born thing on a festival must not be used on the 
same day. The different opinions for the reason of it. How is the case 
with the same on the two festival days which are kept in exile only but not 
in Palestine ? How is the case when a Sabbath falls on one of the two days 
of the exile festivals ? And how is the law of the same on the two days of 
New Year, which are kept in Palestine also—are they considered as 
one sacredness or two? About a burial on festivals and New Year. An 
animal or fowl whose blood must be covered when slaughtered, in which 
case they may be slaughtered on a festival. And how is it with a cross 
which is doubtful, if it is considered a wild or a domestic animal. The 

ordinance of Rabban Johanan b. Zakkai,.1-15 

MishnaS II. to VIII. Concerning the preparing of doves of the cots 
for the festival, and their removal from one cot to another. The shutters of 
shops, may they be removed ? If birds have removed from their prepared 
place ? If one has prepared black pigeons and finds white ones, or more 
or less than he has prepared previously. Which utensils are allowed to 
be used for the purpose they were made, and for other purposes. If the 
tallow of the slaughtered on the festival may be salted. The three things 
the finishing of which is allowed. What it is allowed to carry on public 
ground. If it is lawful to give to the priest the first dough on the festival. 
The necessary change in laboring from the week-days, how shall it be 

done?.i 5- 2 4 

Mishnas IX. to XII. If spices may be pounded on a festival. How 
about Ptisana ? How to pick pulse on a festival. The custom of the house 
of Rabban Gamaliel in such cases. How about sending as presents on a 
festival, shoes, sandals, phylacteries, etc., ..... 24-27 

* See Introduction to Synopsis in Tract Sabbath, Vol. I., p. xxix ; also note at 
end of Synopsis in Vol. V. 
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CHAPTER II. 

MlSHNAS I. to III. Of what kind of eatables the cooking Erub may be 
prepared. How it is if one has forgotten to make it, and how it is with him 
who has not made it intentionally. About the purification of vessels on the 
festival. About bringing peace, vow, and voluntary offerings on the festi¬ 
val. About the four hundred Zuz which a sick person ordered to give to a 
certain man, that he should marry his daughter, and the latter refused. The 
discussion of the schools of Shammai and Hillel about laying the hands on 

the offerings on the festival,.28-40 

Mishnas IV. to VII. The three things which R. Gamaliel decided as 
the school of Shammai. Is it lawful to paint the eyes on a festival ? (See 
also Appendix on page 45.) About baking thick loaves. How about 
putting spice on live coals. The three things which R. Elazar b. Azariah 
permitted, and the other sages prohibited. The laws about a pepper hand- 
mill and a child’s carriage,. 4<>-45 


CHAPTER III. 

Mishnas I. to IV. The contradiction between the Tosephta and the 
Mishna concerning beasts and fowls. Why a certaingbird is called “ Durur.” 
Why R. Gamaliel did not accept the fish which a Gentile brought him as a 
present. If the beasts which are in a garden must be prepared previously. 
In what case a man may be carried in a chair. Why R. Na’hman allowed 
his Yalta to be carried. If it is lawful to examine the blemish of a first-born 
animal, and how is the case if the animal is born with a blemish ? About 
the Amora who was erratic in his teachings (see also footnote). Does the 
law of Muktzah exist for the half of a Sabbath ? 46-54 

Mishnas V. to X. How to buy an animal for the festival. How to buy 
meat from the butcher and things from the grocery without naming a price. 
Is it allowed to measure beverages on the festival by the seller ? and what 
shall be done to satisfy both the buyer and the seller. About the three hun¬ 
dred pitchers of wine, and the same number of oil, which were gathered 
from the froth, and from the vessels after emptying, which were brought 
to the treasurer of charity, and his answer. How to feed the animals, 
when measuring is needed. How the wives of R. Joseph and R. Ashi sifted 
their flour on the festival, and of the approval and disapproval of their 
husbands,. 54-59 


CHAPTER IV. 

MISHNAS I. to VI. How to carry jars of wine from one place to another, 
and from what stacks fuel may be taken. If some may be taken from a 
ruined booth. Also from what kind of beams wood may be cut for the fes¬ 
tival. If it is permitted to make a hole in a tent filled with fruit. How it is 
about making a hole in clay for the purpose of using it for a lamp. The six 
things which Bar Qappara taught about a wick. There are three men 
whose life is not called life,.60-64 
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Mishnas VII. to IX. How to roast salted fish. Is it allowed to smear 
an oven with clay ? The difference of opinion between the Amoraim about 
Hizra. If broken vessels may be used for fuel. Branches of spice-trees to 
enjoy the odor, whether they may be handled. And how to grind spices. 
How R. Jehudah used to break twigs off from spice-trees, to supply to his 
guests. If it is allowed to make heaps of fuel in the yard. Ovens or hearths 
standing in the yard, are they considered as vessels ? If the hair of an 
animals feet may be removed by fire. If one wishes to partake of the 
fruit of a Sabbatical year, what must he previously do ? In which case 
may the same be used if it is doubtful whether the heave-offering was sep¬ 
arated ?.64-69 


CHAPTER V. 

Mishnas I. to VI. The difference between Sabbath and a Festival, in 
throwing and covering fruit. About removing fruit from one roof to another. 
The things which are prohibited on account of Sh’buth (Sabbath-rest—rab- 
binically). The things which are prohibited as optional. The legal limit 
within which cattle and utensils may be brought for the use of the festival. 
About a barrel of wine and an animal which were bought in partnership by 
two men from different places, what shall be done, and the different law 
about these two. What R. Abba prayed when he intended to go to 
Palestine, and what he said after he reached there. The five things which 
have been taught about burning coals. The Babylonian travellers. Fruit 
which is deposited in another’s house, who is to be considered the owner of 
same concerning the carrying of it. The advice to water an animal before 
slaughtering it,.70-78 
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VOLUME VII—TRACT SUCCAH.* 


CHAPTER I. 

Mishna I. About the legal height and width of the booth which is to 
be used during the seven days of Tabernacles. What was to be done when 
it was higher or lower than the prescribed size ? If one has placed four 
poles and roofed them, how is the law ? The different opinions of R. Jacob 
and the sages on this point. Whence is deduced from biblical passages the 
size prescribed by the sages ? Did the Shekhina descend from heaven to 
earth ; and also Moses and Elijah, did they ascend to heaven, or not ? And 
in the latter case, how are to be explained the passages which state that 
they did ? The ells which are mentioned in the Scriptures, how many spans 
did they contain ? When there is a difference in the biblical passages 
between the Massorah (i.e., how they are written) and the reading of it, 
what must be considered for practice ? How shall the Succah be consid¬ 
ered—as a temporary or permanent dwelling ? The booths of potters or 
watchmen, can they be used for a legal Succah ? i-io 

Mishnas II. to VIII. How about an old Succah ? What is called an 
old Succah ? How about a Succah under a tree, or if a cloth was spread 
over the roof of the Succah ? If one Succah was over another ? What kind 
of material must be used for the roof of the Succah ? How to beautify the 
religious duties for the sake of the Lord, and from what passage of the 
Scriptures this is deduced. If bundles of straw, wood, or twigs may be used 
for the roof of the Succah. The two things which R. Jacob heard from R. 
Johanan and the three things which Rabha bar bar Hana has heard in the 
name of the same, and they could not imagine the real meaning of them, and 
how the latter Amoraim tried to find it out. What Hana bar Abba, and R. 
Hisda in the name of Rabina bar Shila, and Meremar said and lectured 
about the roofing of the Succah. How it is when one wants to cover the 


* See Introduction to Synopsis in Tract Sabbath, Vol. I., p. xxix. ; also note at 
end of Synopsis in Vol. V. 
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Succah with boards, the size of same, and how they are to be laid. What is 
to be done if small rafters, over which is no ceiling, are to be used for a 
booth. The difference of opinion between the schools of Shammai and 
Hillel, and R. Jehudah and R. Meir, ...... 10-19 

Mishnas IX. to XIII. If one likes to roof his booth with iron spits. If 
one likes to suspend textile walls from the roof downwards. If the roof was 
three spans distant from the walls. How is the case with a court sur¬ 
rounded by balconies ? The law of a crooked wall. If one likes to make a 
Succah in the form of a cone. About a reed mat made for sleeping on, 
whether a Succah can be covered with it; the size of it. A mat made of 
bark or papyrus, if large, may be used for a cover, . . . 19-25 

CHAPTER II. 

Mishnas I. to VII. How is it when one sleeps under a bed in the 
booth ? About Tabbi, the slave of Rabban Gamaliel, who was a scholar. 
If one likes to support the Succah with a bedstead. If a Succah is covered 
thinly, what must be more—the sunshine or the shadow ? If one constructs 
a Succah on top of a wagon, or on board of a vessel. What happened to 
Rabban Gamaliel and R. Aqiba when they were on board of a vessel, and 
the latter made there a Succah. Whether a Succah can be made on the 
back of a camel. Can a living animal be used as a wall to the Succah ? 
How is it with an elephant—a living or dead one ? How is the law about a 
partition not made by human hands, if it can be considered legally as a wall 
to the Succah ? If one makes a Succah between trees which form side-walls. 
How is it about the delegates for religious purposes—are they obliged to or 
exempted from the duty of the Succah ? How is it with a mourner, with a 
bridegroom and his attendants, concerning the duty of the Succah ? How 
is it with those who are on the road in the day-time, and those who are on 
the road in the night-time only. How is it with the watchman of a tower, 
or the gardens ? How is it with the sick ? How is it about those who are 
afflicted ? What Rabban Johanan b. Zakkai did when two dates were 
brought to him to taste out of the Succah, and Rabban Gamaliel when a jar 
of water was brought to him when he was out of the Succah ; and what 
R. Zadok did when food less than the size of an egg was brought to him out 
of the Succah, .......... 26-33 

Mishnas VIII. to X. How many meals must be eaten in the Succah 
during the seven days ? The difference of opinion between R. Eliezer and 
the sages on that point. How they both deduce it from the passages of the 
Scriptures. If one makes amends with extra dishes in the Succah, has he done 
his duty ? The manager of the house of Agrippa the king asked R. Eliezer 
about his two Succahs and his two wives, which he had in two different cities 
in Palestine, and what the latter answered. If it is allowed to build a Succah 
in the intermediate days, and what is to be done when a Succah becomes 
ruined during the seven days. Can one fulfil his duties in his neighbor’s Suc¬ 
cah, or must each one have his own Succah ? What R. Eliezer said to R. Ilai 
when he came to visit him in the city of Lud. What happened to R. Eliezer 
when he took his rest in the booth of R. Johanan bar Ilai in the city of Kisri. 
There was not one tribe in Israel from which a judge did not descend (see 
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the explanation of it, p. 35, footnote). What happened to the same when he 
took his rest in Upper Galilea, and was asked thirty Halakhas about the law 
of the Succah. What was said of Rabban Johanan b. Zakkai the Master of 
R. Eliezer, of all his habits and customs, and that R. Eliezer his disciple 
conducted himself similarly. About the eighty disciples of Hillel the Elder. 
Who was the greatest of all, and who the least, and what was said about the 
latter. What the Elders of the schools of Shammai and Hillel said when 
they visited R. Johanan b. Hahoronith, and found him sitting with his head 
and the greater part of his body in the booth, and the table was in the house. 
How is it with women, slaves, and minors—are they exempt from the Succah ? 
What shall be the age of a minor to be considered so ? What Shammai 

the Elder did when his daughter-in-law gave birth to a son during the 

Feast of Tabernacles. How the Succah shall be used during the seven days 
of the festival as a regular domicile, and the house as an occasional abode. 
How is it when it rains ? Where the finest vessels and utensils must be 
kept during the time of Tabernacles, and which of the inferior of them are 
allowed to be kept in the Succah. What R. Joseph did when a wind blew 
the chips of the covering into the dish, when he was sitting in the Succah, 
and what Abayi asked him. What an eclipse of the sun means to the whole 
world. When the sun and the moon are eclipsed, it is an ill omen to the 

enemies of Israel, so maintains R. Meir. On account of four things the 

sun is eclipsed. For four things the property of householders becomes 
annihilated, ........... 33-41 


CHAPTER III. 

MlSHNAS I. to III. The law about the palm branch, the size of it, if it 
was acquired by test or dried, or if it was from a grove. What R. Huna 
said to the sellers of myrtles—what they shall do when they buy myrtles of 
Gentiles. How is the law if a public street is roofed for the purpose of a 
Succah. * What R. Na’hman said to the sages when an old woman com¬ 
plained that the exilarch and all the sages of the house of the exilarch are 
sitting in a robbed Succah. If a citron cannot be found, can it be replaced 
by a lemon or not ? If the point of the citron was broken off. If the leaves 
of the palm branch were torn off. How the law is if the “ twins ” of the 
Lulab are divided. The prescribed size of a Lulab and a myrtle. How 
many boughs of myrtle ? How the law is if a bough of a myrtle has more 
berries than leaves. If it was a Tzafihtzapha. If a greater number of 
leaves have dropped off. If the tip has been broken off. If a Lulab must be 
tied up, and how it shall be tied together with the myrtle and the willow. 
Of what places must a willow be taken. The difference of opinion between 
R. Ishmael, R. Tarphon, and R. Aqiba about the prescribed sizes of the 
Lulab, myrtle, willow, and citron. What Samuel said to the sellers of 
myrtles, ............ 4 2 ~5° 

Mishnas IV. to VII. How is it with a citron which was taken off a tree 
less than three years old ? What, if it was of Demaif What is the mini¬ 
mum size of a small citron and the maximum of a large one ? How is the 
law if a citron has been peeled and gets the color of a red date ? If it has a 
hole. How is an unripe citron ? What makes a citron unbeautiful ? The 
Lulab which must be tied with its own kind only, according to R. Jehudah, 
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what is to be called its own kind ? The objection of R. Meir, who relates 
that the inhabitants of Jerusalem tied a Lulab with gold lace, and what the 
sages answered to this. What Rabba said to the men who tied the Hosha- 
noth for the exilarch. How to prevent an intervention between the Lulab 
and the other things which are to be tied with it. The myrtle bough used 
for religious duties—may it be smelled, or not ? And how is it with the 
citron ? With what hands the Lulab and the citron must be handled. Why 
do we pronounce the benediction on the Lulab only ? When must the 
Lulab be shaken ? How is it to be shaken ? What is the law if one is on 
the road and has no Lulab ? When is Hallel to be read ? Who must read 
it ? From what chapters of the Psalms the Hallel is said. What the reader 
shall say, and what the congregation shall answer in the saying of Hallel. 
What verses are to be repeated in Hallel,.50-56 

Mishnas VIII. to XI. What is the law when one buys a Lulab from a 
common man in the Sabbatical year. Is a citron equal to a tree in all 
respects ? Does the fruit of the Sabbatical year become exchanged, if it 
is done in the manner of buying and selling ? The Sabbatical year holds 
the money exchanged for its fruits. May both the fruit of Sabbatical year 
and of second tithe be exchanged for wild game, cattle, and fowl, when they 
are alive or slaughtered ? How the Lulab was used in the second Temple, 
and in the country at that time, and what R. Johanan b. Zakkai has ordained 
after its destruction. When the first day of Tabernacles falls on a Sabbath. 
What happened to Rabban Gamaliel, R. Elazar b. Azariah, and R. Aqiba 
when the former bought a citron for a thousand Zuz, and what he did with 
it. What R. Elazar b. Zadok relates how the custom of the men of Jerusa¬ 
lem was. When the Lulab may be put in water, when water may be added, 
and when it must be changed. At what age a minor has to shake the 
Lulab, to perform the duties of Tzitzith, Tefilin, and his father to teach him 
the Torah, and to read with him the Shema,.56-61 

CHAPTER IV. 

Mishna I. The Lulab and willow to surround the altar were sometimes 
used on six days, and sometimes on seven days of the festival. The Hallel 
and the eating of peace-offerings took place on eight days, and the pipes were 
played on sometimes five, sometimes six days. In which case was the Lulab 
used seven days ? Whence do we deduce this from the Scriptures ? Why 
do we use the Lulab seven days in memory of the Temple, and not the wil¬ 
low ? Do the Lulab and the willow violate the Sabbath or not ? Can one 
fulfil the ceremony of the willow with that which is tied to the Lulab ? May 
a man go more than ten Parsaoth on the eve of Sabbath ? . . 62-66 

Mishnas II. to IV. How was the commandment to take the willow ful¬ 
filled in Jerusalem ? What was said when they went around the altar with 
the willow? The saying of R. Simeon b. Jochai, that he could exempt the 
whole world from the day of judgment, since he was born till that time, etc. 
Must the benediction on the Lulab be pronounced all the seven days, or on 
the first day only ? Shall the benediction of the time be pronounced with the 
Lulab and the Succah, and when ? Come and see : The usages of the Holy 
One, blessed be He, are not as the usages of human beings. Can the citron 
be eaten during the seven days, or on the eighth day only ? The difference 
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of opinion between the Tanaim and Amoraim, if the ceremony of the willow 
is based upon a tradition of the prophets, or it is only a custom of theirs. 
Must the benediction of the time be pronounced on the eighth day of the 
Tabernacles, which is a separate holiday ? The Hallel and the enjoying of 
the peace-offerings were for eight days. How so ? How was the pouring out 
of the water ? Why the people called out to him who poured out the water : 
"Raise thy hand." Why were the holes of the two silver basins of which 
the wine and water were poured out not equal in size ? The saying of R. 
Elazar, that the doing of charity is greater than all the sacrifices. Charity 
is rewarded only in accordance with the kindness with which it is done. 
In three things is the bestowing of favors greater than charity, . 66-75 

CHAPTER V. 

Mishnas I. and II. The difference of opinion about the music of the 
sacrifices, if it was instrumental or vocal. How pious and distinguished 
men danced before the people with lighted flambeaux in their hands, and 
what they said. After reaching the gate they turned westward ; what they 
said about their ancestors and themselves. The beauty of the Temple 
which was rebuilt by Herod the Great, and the advice which the sages gave 
to him. The beauty of the diuplustin (double portico) of Alexandria in 
Egypt, all that it contained, the seventy-one golden chairs for the Sanhedrin, 
and how all this was destroyed by Alexander of Macedonia. The separate 
places for males and females in the Temple, and how they were changed 
in order to prevent levity. About the lamentation of the death of Messiah 
ben Joseph, and the death of the evil angel. The tradition of the two 
Messiahs, ben Joseph and ben David, and the different explanations of the 
verse Zechariah, vii. io, according to the believers of the old tradition and 
the believers of the Messiahship of Christ. About the evil angel—how he 
appears in the beginning and how he grows in the nature of human beings. 
What the Messiah ben David will ask of the Lord. The seven names of 
the evil angel. The evil angel is hidden in man’s heart. How he tempts 
scholars more than any one else. How Abayi watched a man and a woman 
who went on the road. What one shall do when the hideousness has 
attacked him. The three verses of the Scriptures which clear Israel on the 
judgment day. Who are meant by the four carpenters mentioned in 
Zechariah, ii. 3 ? Who are the seven shepherds and the eight anointed men 
mentioned in Micah, v. 4? The four lads who held jars of oil containing 120 
lugs. Was it in all 120 lugs, or did each jar contain so much ? Who said : 
Well be to our youth which does not disgrace our age ? and who said vice 
versa ? What Hillel the Elder said when he was engaged in the enjoy¬ 
ment of the pouring of the water. For what purpose the fifteen songs of 
degrees were said by David. What is the meaning of " we belong to God " 
and " we raise our eyes to God ” ?. 76-85 

Mishnas III. to VI. How many times was the trumpet blown in the 
Temple every day, and how many on the festivals ? The different opinions 
of the Tanaim about this point. When was the maximum of forty-eight 
times blown ? For what purpose were the seventy bullocks offered on the 
seven days of the Feast of Tabernacles? And for what purpose was the 
one bullock offered [Numb. xxix. 36] ? Three times in the year all the 
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twenty-four orders of priests were alike entitled to share the pieces of offer¬ 
ings of the festival, and in the shewbread, for what purpose ? Whence do 
we deduce that all the orders of priests had equal shares in the offerings 
that were said to be sacrificed on the festivals ? If a festival falls before or 
after a Sabbath, all the twenty-four orders share alike in the shewbread. 
What is meant by before or after ? About the order of Bilgah, when Mi¬ 
riam his daughter becomes an apostate, and what she said when the enemy 
entered the sanctuary, and what was done to the whole order, . 85-92 


SYNOPSIS OF SUBJECTS 


OF 

VOLUME VII.—TRACT MOED KATAN.* 


CHAPTER I. 

MlSHNAS I. to III. How dry and low-land may be irrigated from newly 
sprung fountain and rain water, on the middle days. Is grubbing up olive- 
trees permitted during the Sabbatical year ? Is one court permitted to 
overrule the decision of another ? Where is it deduced from the Scriptures 
that tombs must be marked ? Messengers on account of Kilaim, when 
and for what reason they were sent. The irrigating of plants and yard- 
gardens. How to stop a gap in a fence, in the middle days and the Sabbati¬ 
cal year,.1-9 

Mishnas IV. to IX. How the priests had to make the inspection of 
plagues. If it is allowed to gather the bones of parents in the minor festivals. 
If a funeral oration may be held thirty days before the festival. About digging 
and preparing graves in the minor festivals. If one may espouse a wife in 
those days. The explanation of I Kings viii. 66, and the legend of Solomon 
and the gates. The allegorical blessings of Jonathan and Jehudah the dis¬ 
ciples of Ben Jo’hi to his son, and their interpretation by his father. How 
Rabh interpreted the advice of Ben Halafta to his own son as a blessing 
from the Scripture. The especial labors which may and may not be done on 
the middle days, and also the difference between a layman and a specialist 
on this subject, .9-18 

CHAPTER II. 

Mishnas I. to'VI. Which labors may be done in the usual manner and 
which must be changed in their manner. If the property of one was fined 
by the court for violating the minor feasts, and he dies, is it in force for his 
heirs ? And how it shall be done in the buying and selling places, . 19-24 

CHAPTER III. 

MlSHNA I. Who may trim their hair. If mourning and the burden of ban 
must be observed on the festival and middle days. Whence do we deduce 


* See footnote in Tract Succah. 
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that the court has power to summon, to appoint a time, and to postpone 
trials and to excommunicate? For what cases one may be put under the 
ban, and what is the fixed time for rebuke, ban, and excommunication. 
What happened to a young- scholar whom R. Jehudah put under the ban. 
How the maid-servant of Rabbi put one under the ban for beating his grown¬ 
up son, and what the rabbis said to that. What Mar Zutra the Pious did 

when a young scholar was delinquent,.25-34 

Mishnas II. to VII. What documents are allowed to be written. About 
bonds and debts. About Phylacteries, etc. Do the days of the festival post¬ 
pone the mourning or abolish ? The difference in this subject between 
Sabbath and a festival, and as to a difference also between the festivals them¬ 
selves, and which of them enter into computation. If the garments are to be 
rent for certain relatives, and how to do it on the minor feasts. What 
happened to an Ishmaelitish merchant when the coffins of Rabba and Ham- 
nuna passed by. The Elegy of a disciple on them. The funeral oration on 
Rabina. The answer of Bar Kipuk to the question of R. Ashi: What oration 
he would make on the day of his death ; the oration on a child which died at 
birth ; the oration on R. Zera when he has departed in Palestine —all in 
verse. To whom it must be said : “Go in peace,” and to whom, “Go with 
peace,”.35-45 



SYNOPSIS OF SUBJECTS 


OF 

VOLUME VIII.—TRACT TAANITH.* 


CHAPTER I. 

Mishna I. The difference of opinion about the mention of the power of 
rain in the prayer on the days of Tabernacles. Whence do we know that 
mention must be made. Who of the readers shall mention it on the feast of 
Passover. Must one repeat his prayer if he made no mention ? Three men 
prayed to God for things that were not suitable. The congregation of Israel 
also prayed for an improper thing,.1-7 

MISHNA II. Till what time is the rain to be prayed for. What was eaten 
during the seven years of famine [II Kings, viii.] Jacob, our father, never 
died. When begin the rain fructifications ? The knowledge of the Law is 
an elixir of life. Why the words of the Law are compared to water, wine, 
and milk. To what the day of rain is equal in importance. The different 
explanations of the interpretation of the passage Eccles. x. io. Come and 
see how great are the men who have faith (see footnote, pp. 18, 19). When 
there are famine and pestilence what shall be prayed for ? The explanation 
of the passage “ thou shalt truly tithe.” When Aaron died the pillar of 
cloud left, etc. What happened to the disciples of Rabha when he died ? 
About the measurements of the Gehenna and the Garden of Eden, . 7-24 

Mishnas III. to V. From what time in fall must rain be prayed and 
fasted for if it has not descended ? The punishment of one who leaves the 
congregation when the latter is in trouble, in order to avoid it. What means 
the “God of truth.” Who is called a sinner when he fasteth ? Is a fast of 
hours considered ? Until what time may food be partaken of on the day 
preceding the fast ? If fast-days pass without answer, what shall be done ? 
What would the elders do when they assembled in the morning ? The query 
to Rabbi by the inhabitants of Nineveh. Not every one has a right to rend 

his clothes (when praying),.24-35 

CHAPTER II. 

MISHNA I. What is the order of procedure on the fast-days ? What has 
happened to Halaphta and Hanina b. Teradion ? About the days that are 
mentioned in the “Roll of Fasts.” On what days of the week the order of 
fasts may begin. Why do they congregate in an open place ? Why are 
ashes strewn on the heads of all ? Who has a right to address the congre- 

*See introduction to synopsis in Tract Sabbath, Vol. I., p. xxix.; also note at end 
of synopsis in Vol. V. 
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gation ? What the reader has to say to each benediction. The strife carried 
on between the Pharisees and Bathusees concerning the continual daily 
offering (see footnote, p. 44). Has one to complete his fast if rain de¬ 
scends ?.36-46 

CHAPTER III. 

Mishna I. On what fast-days an alarm must be sounded. What hap¬ 
pened to Honi Hama’gel and what message Simeon b. Shetah sent to him. 
What is considered a plague causing death ? What price must grain reach 
in order to arrange a fast ? The legend of Nakdimon b. Gurion when he 
borrowed water from a heathen. For the sake of Moses, Joshua, and Nakdi¬ 
mon the sun shone. The good things that R. Huna did, and what Rabha 
had to say to this. Concerning the sickness of Shaibatha. The legend of 
Hilpha and Johanan when they studied together, and what they heard 
of the angels. What happened to Na’hum of Gimzo, and the legend about 
it. The men who have a share in the world to come, who were pointed out 
by Elijah (the prophet) to Beroka of Huzaah. An alarm should be sounded 
over attacks of wild beasts, etc. For a pest an alarm should be sounded even 
on a Sabbath. What is meant by the passage Levit. xxvi. 4. The legend about 
Honi Hama’gel at length, and how he slept seventy years. The legend 
about Abba Helkyah, his grandson, and also of Hanan the Hidden, who was 
a grandson of his daughter. How the Amoraim of Palestine prayed for rain 
and how those of Babylon did. What happened to Oshiya, the youngest 
of the college, with the Nasi when he had ordered a fast-day. The merits of 
the men who have prayed for rain in the presence of Rabbi and Rabh (at 
different places) and were answered at once. Legends about different 
Amoraim who have prayed for rain that were or were not answered. The 
legend at length of Hanina b. Dosa, his wife, etc. How much rain should 
fall in order that the congregation should stop fasting ? What happened 
with Samuel the Little when he ordered a fast, .... 46-77 

CHAPTER IV. 

Mishna I. The periods of the year at which the priests shall raise their 
hands for prayer. When the standing men used to fast. The days when Hal- 
lel was sung. The five calamities that happened on the seventeenth of Tamuz 
and those on the ninth of Ab. What is prohibited during the week of the 
ninth of Ab. The festivals of the fifteenth of Ab and the Day of Atone¬ 
ment. The twenty-four watches which were in the land of Israel. How 
many watches were established by Moses, and how many by David. What 
did the men of the watches pray for ? Who were the Gonebe Eli and Kotze 
Ketzioth (see note, p. 84)? Who were the family of Pa’hath Moab ben Jehudah, 
etc. ? Whence do we know that the five calamities have happened on the 
seventeenth of Tamuz ? Whence do we know that the second Temple was 
also burned on the ninth of Ab ? Also that the city of Bethar was con¬ 
quered on that day ? What is allowed to eat on the afternoon of the eve of 
the ninth of Ab ? Which ordinance of mourning is applicable to the ninth 
of Ab? The custom of Jehudah bar Ilai on the night preceding the ninth 
of Ab. What occurrence makes the fifteenth of Ab a festival ? What 
Elazar has to say about the ring of righteousness that the Holy One, blessed 
be He, will make in the future in the Garden of Eden, . . . 78-92 
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OF 


VOLUME VIII.—TRACT MEGILLA. 


CHAPTER I. 

Mishnas I. and II. The Megilla is to be read from the eleventh till the 
fifteenth of Adar. How so ? Which cities are considered walled since the 
time of Joshua b. Nun. By whom was made the Targum on the Pentateuch 
and by whom that of the Prophets. What the Heavenly voice said then 
and how the ground of Palestine trembled. Who were the men who were 
with Daniel [Daniel, x. 7] ? Who are obliged to hear the reading of the 
Megilla ? Which has the preference, the study of the Law or the reading of the 
Megilla ? Are women obliged to hear the Megilla read ? What must be 
considered a large town ? What Rabbi used to do on Purim, the seventeenth 
of Tamuz, and how he has abolished the fast on the ninth of Ab. The ex¬ 
planation of the passage Zechar. ix. 7, and also the explanation of the pas¬ 
sage Ps. cxl. 9. Also what is to be inferred from Habakkuk, i. 13, . 1-14 

Mishna III. When the Megilla was read in the first Adar and after¬ 
wards the year was declared intercalary. The request that Esther sent to 
the sages. The Book of Esther was dictated by the Holy Spirit. Whence 
is this deduced ? The obligation of sending portions to friends and to give 
charity to the poor. In what characters and language the Megilla must be 
written ? When is the festival meal on Purim to be eaten ? . . 14-17 

MlSHNAS IV. and V. Enumerate the difference of a number of things 
between one another, among them the difference of the Greek language and 
others, and why it has preference over all others except Hebrew. The tradi¬ 
tion of the men of the Great Assembly about the passages beginning with 
the word “ Vahi" (and it came to pass). What a bride who is chaste in the 
house of her husband’s parents deserves. The enumeration of the passages 
with which the different Amoraim began their lectures on the Book of Esther. 
The analysis of the name “ Ahasuerus,” and what the different sages had to 
say about it. He was a self-made king. Is it to his credit or to his dis¬ 
credit ? The three kings that reigned over the whole world. Why was 
Cyrus called the anointed of God ? Why does the Bible sometimes name 
Persia before Media and sometimes vice versa ? By what sins did the Is¬ 
raelites incur the decree of Haman in that age ? Who was Memuchan ? 
Why was Mordecai called Benjamite and Judean ? The interpretation of 
the names mentioned in the Chronicles without any explanation. Why did 
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Esther not reveal her nationality ? The reward for the modesty of Rachel, of 
Saul, and of Esther. How the Lord makes wroth the masters of their servants 
and the servants of their masters in order to do good to the upright. The 
explanation of the calamities of Haman. The parable of Ahasuerus and 
Haman. The explanation of the passage, “There is not any rock like our 
God.” The seven prophetesses in Israel. Pride does not become women. 
Who was Hathach ? Why did Esther invite Haman to the feast, and what 
Elijah, the prophet, said about this to Abahu ? Why Israel resembles earth 
and why stars ? All the lecturing in detail about the conversation which 
Esther had with Ahasuerus before the hanging of Haman. Why is Mor- 
decai mentioned in Ezra, ii. 2, the fifth, and in Nehemiah, vii. 7, the 
sixth ?. 17-44 

CHAPTER II. 

MlSHNAS I. and II. Whence do we deduce that anyone that reads the 
Megilla in an irregular manner does not fulfil his duty, that the Patriarchs 
must be mentioned in the prayer, that the Megilla must not be read by- 
heart, and that the name of the Lord must not be blessed any more after the 
pronunciation of the eighteen benedictions ? How is it known that God 
called Jacob “El”? Regulations concerning the reading from Assyrian 
characters, from writing in ink, and not to make long pauses. If the inhab¬ 
itants of an open town had gone to a walled town. If one reads the Megilla 
which is bound together with other books. How the schoolmen repudiated 
the statement of an Halakha in the name of Johanan, . . . 45-54 

Mishnas III. to V. Who is qualified to read the Megilla ? Which acts 
may not be done before sunrise on the day on which they are obligatory, 
and which may be done during the whole of the day on which they are obliga¬ 
tory. 54-56 


CHAPTER III. 

Mishnas I. to VI. Is the Megilla to be read sitting or standing ? What 
benediction must be pronounced before and after the reading? Regulations 
concerning the men to be called to read the Holy Scrolls in the prayer houses 
on the prescribed days, and their number on each day. What is to be done 
when men come into the synagogue after the prayer is finished ? What is 
the benediction for mourners ? The number of men that must be present 
when the name of God is mentioned in a benediction. How many verses 
must each read who is called to read in the Holy Scrolls ? Who is allowed 
to act as minister ? May a priest whose hands are deformed raise his hands 
to bless the congregation ? If one say he will not minister at reading desk 
in colored clothes. If one say in his prayer, “The good shall bless Thee” 
(see note, p. 67). Which portions of the Torah must be read and explained, 
and which are to be read without explanation ? 57-69 

CHAPTER IV. 

MlSHNAS I. to III. Regulations concerning the investment of the proceeds 
of a sale of sacred public property. May one prayer house be exchanged for 
another ? Which articles used in a religious duty may be cast away, and 
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which must be hidden ? What disposition of the Holy Scrolls when rotten ? 
May old Holy Scrolls be sold ? When are Holy Scrolls allowed to be sold ? 
Rules of contribution to charity by a visitor of a town. May sacred public 
property be sold to private individuals ? The replies of many sages when 
they were questioned for the reason of their longevity. What is forbidden 
to be done in a prayer house, and may a man go in there for the purpose of 
protecting himself against rain or sunshine ? What is meant by the saying 
of the Mishna: “ Who uses the crown is lost ” ? Come and see how the 
Israelites are beloved before the Holy One, etc. The Heavenly voice about 

the Mount Sinai, . . . . '.70-81 

MlSHNAS IV. and V. Treat about the portions of the Bible which are to 
be read on the Sabbaths beginning two weeks before Purim up to Passover, 
on each day of the Passover, and on each day of the other festivals, and the 
different opinions about this,.81-go 




SYNOPSIS OF SUBJECTS 


OF 

VOLUME VIII.—EBEL RABBATHI. 


Chapters I. to III. One who is in agony of death is regarded as alive 
in all respects. How so? May the inhabitants of a village greet each 
other if a death occurs in their community ? How shall a suicide be buried, 
and who is considered such ? Suicide of a minor. The burial of one judi¬ 
cially executed. That of one separating himself from the congregation, 
and of those stealing the duties. At what age are poor children to be 
lamented, and at what age rich ones ? The funeral meal. At what age is 
death considered Kareth (short life)? The days of sickness. The legend 
about the conversation of the Angel of Death with many of the Amo- 
raim, ............. i-ii 

Chapters IV. and V. Who are considered relatives of the first and 
second degrees ? The regulations of an Onen (a mourner before the burial 
of the dead), and the period of Aninuth (see Commentary, p. 13). Over 
what relatives priests and high-priests may defile themselves. The decision 
of the sages as to the exhumation of a body for the purpose of examination 
as to age, and the reasons therefor. For what purposes the high-priest may 
or may not leave Palestine. Who is considered a Meth-Mitzvah (see Com¬ 
mentary, p. 17), and what shall be done with him, and how a Meth-Mitzvah 
was the incident which caused R. Aqiba to be counted among the wise. 
What work may and what may not be done by a mourner. What must be 
observed during the seven, the thirty days, and during the whole year of 
mourning. The exact periods for weeping, lamenting, not to calender 
clothes, and not to cut the hair, which must not be exceeded. Whence is it 
deduced that mourning lasts for seven days ? When one mourning suc¬ 
ceeds another. The regulations concerning the ban and for how many days 

it shall continue,.. 12-23 

Chapters VI. and VII. What a mourner may read, what clothes he 
may wash, and if he may or may not wear shoes. When he may leave his 
house, and what seat he may occupy when in the prayer-house. What was 
done with mourners and others having trouble when entering the Temple. 
Ordinances in detail relating to calendering clothes, cutting the hair, etc., 
etc., etc., during the thirty days. What happened to Mar Samuel with his 
brother Pin’has during their mourning. The period after which it is allowed 
to remarry after the death of one’s wife, ..... 23-30 
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Chapters VIII. and IX. The different opinions about the canopy that 
is to be made for a dead bridal couple, and what eatables may be destroyed 
in their honor. The execution of Simeon, Ishmael, Aqiba, etc., and the 
lamentation over them by the sages, in detail. The a fortiori conclusion, 
drawn from many biblical passages, how a man must avoid to come in con¬ 
tact with evil subjects. About what dead relatives must one rend his 
garments, and the rending of garments over scholars, chiefs of a college, etc. 
When the rent may be mended. The size of the rent. If a mourner travels 
from one place to another. The obligation of lowering the couches and 
when they may be placed in proper condition. The saving of the garment 

which was upon the dead . 30-45 

Chapters X. to XII. From the performance of what religious duties a 
mourner is exempt. The funeral meal. The standing in line of the consol¬ 
ers. What may and what may not be discussed in the presence of a dead 
body. The burial of rich and poor people and that of scholars, and what 
happened to Aqiba when his son died. The difference in the burial and 
lamentation of a man and a woman. The preference of way of a bridal 
procession over that of a funeral, and what happened to King Agrippa. The 
sweeping and the besprinkling of a mourner's house. A recent and remote 
information. The different societies that were in Jerusalem for attending 
weddings or funerals, etc. The four sages that came to console R. Ishmael 
when his sons died, and what they said. When the consolers are permitted 
to speak consolation. About the burial of the bones of two dead bodies in 
one grave. The saying of R. Eliezer b. Zadok as to what his father com¬ 
manded him in regard to his burial, and what Abba Saul said in his will to 
his son. When a hearse is used. What Hanina b. Teradion did when his 

son was executed as a robber,.45—57 

Chapters XIII. and XIV. From what religious duties a gatherer of 
bones is exempt. The places in which bones and the Scriptures must be 
placed when being removed. When is it allowed to remove a corpse from 
one grave to another ? If it is allowed to bury two corpses, or one corpse and 
bones of another corpse, in one grave. If benefit may be derived from a 
building over a vacant grave or from a vacant coffin. How a cemetery must 
not be considered vilely. If graves may be changed from one family to 
another. Is occupancy ( Hazakah ) considered with graves ? The three 
different kinds of graves. A cemetery which surrounds the city on three 
sides. The seven standings and sittings after the burial. The ten goblets 
of wine that the sages have ordered in the house of a mourner. What shall 
be said in the fourth meal benediction in the house of a mourner ? 57-62 



SECTION NEZIKIN (JURISPRUDENCE). 


SYNOPSIS OF SUBJECTS 

OF 

TRACT ABOTH (FATHERS OF THE 
SYNAGOGUE). 


[Several requests have been received by the translator that an index should be 
made to the volumes of the Talmud, as is customary with all modern works. It 
would be an utter impossibility to give a complete index of everything contained in 
the Talmud. Were it like other scientific works, which treat each subject separately, 
this could easily be done ; but with the Talmud it is different. On one page many 
different subjects may be discussed, and again a single subject may occupy several 
pages. The Talmud, therefore, has never had an index. 

After careful examination of the volumes, page by page, it has been decided to 
make a synopsis, i.e., to give briefly the heads of the discussions and conversations 
upon each Mishna, indicating the page where the Mishna is to be found, and the 
Gemara of each one, which serves as a commentary. By this the reader should be 
able to refer to what he desires to know. 

A synopsis is therefore given of every Mishna which discusses a single subject, 
with its accompanying Gemara—in this volume, the Tosephtha ; but when several 
short Mishnas cover the same subject, a single synopsis is given of the whole, includ¬ 
ing the Gemara of each one ; and where a chapter is short, a synopsis of the whole 
chapter is made, without dividing it into Mishnas. 

This is the best that can be done, and it is hoped that readers will find it satis¬ 
factory.] 

CHAPTER I. 

MISHNA A. The Great Assembly originated three maxims. Be deliber¬ 
ate in judgment. How so ? The books of Proverbs, Song of Songs, and 
Ecclesiastes were hidden. How was Adam created ? Why was Adam 
created on the last hour of the sixth day ? On the same day on which he 
was formed, on the very same day his countenance was created. Accord¬ 
ing to others: “ Be deliberate in judgment” means not to have an irascible 
manner. Erect safeguards for the Law. The safeguard of the Lord, of 
Adam the First. The legend about Eve and the serpent, etc. The ten 
curses with which Eve was cursed at that time. “ Shall I and my cattle eat 
out of the same trough ?” The tradition about the ox of Adam, the steer 
of Noah, and the ram sacrificed by Abraham, . . . . i-ii 



SYNOPSIS OF SUBJECTS. 


xii 


Continuation of Chapter II. of Tosephtha. —What is the safeguard 
that the Torah made to its words ? What Elijah the prophet answered the 
widow of the scholar who died in the prime of his life. What is the safe¬ 
guard that Moses made to his words ? The reason why Moses broke the 
Tables ? What is the safeguard that Job made to his words ? The safe¬ 
guard that the prophets made to their words. The safeguard that the Hagiog- 
raphers made to their words. The safeguard that the sages made to their 

words,.11-i 9 

Continuation of Chapter III. of Tosephtha. —Whoever takes a 
coin from charity when not in need of it, etc. Study the Law in thy old age, 
even if thou hast studied it in thy youth. If you gave a coin to a poor man 
in the morning, and another one begs of you in the evening, give him also. 
What happened to a 'poor man with R. Aqiba. What happened to Benja¬ 
min the Just,.19-21 

Mishna B. The motto of Simeon the Just. Upon the Torah, how so? 
Upon service, how so ? Upon bestowal of favors, how so ? Rabban Jo- 
hanan b. Zakkai and Vespasian. In three things mankind differ one from 

the other,.22-26 

Mishnas C and D. Be not like slaves who serve their masters for the 
sake of compensation. Let the fear of Heaven be upon you. Let your house 
be the meeting place of the wise. How did R. Aqiba begin his wonderful 
career ? Not less astonishing was the literary career of R. Eliezer. How 
his father Hyrkanus reached the seats of Ben Zizith Ha Kesseth, Nakdimon 

b. Gurion, and Calba Shebua,.26-32 

Mishnas E and F. Let thy house be wide open for the poor. When the 
great affliction came upon Job, he prayed, etc. Teach thy house humility— 
the different explanations of this saying. Get thee a wise teacher. Judge 
everyone from his favorable side. The legend about a maiden who was led 
into captivity and the pious men who went to redeem her. Not only were 
the upright of former times themselves very strict and particular, but also 
their cattle were so. The ass of R. Hanina b. Dosa, . . . 32-38 

Mishna G. Keep aloof from a wicked neighbor. Slanderers are pun¬ 
ished with plagues. The legend about Moses, Aaron, and Miriam. Do not 
consider thyself exempt from God's chastisement, .... 38-41 

Mishnas H TO K. Make thyself not as those that predispose the Judges. 
Love work—how so ? Do not care for superiority. See to it that your name 
be not known to the Government. Ye wise, be guarded in your words. 
Love peace—how so ? Moses desired to die the same death Aaron did— 
how so ? The legend of the death of Moses, at length. Pursue peace—how 
so ? Love all men too, and bring them nigh unto the Law, . . 41-50 

Mishnas L to Q. If I do not look to myself, who will do so ? And if 
not now, when ? He who does not desire to learn from his masters is not 
worthy to live. He who increases not, decreases—how so ? He who serves 
himself with a tiara perishes. Fix a time for study. Promise little and do 
much. Receive everyone with friendly countenance. Make a master to 
thyself. “ I have never found anything better for a man than silence.” 
Three things support the world. The disciples of Hillel ; of R. Johanan b. 
Zakkai—what was said about them and what they used to say. The con¬ 
solation of R. Johanan b. Zakkai by his disciples when his son died. Thy 
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fellow's honor must be as dear to thee as thine own. Do not allow thyself 
to be easily angered. The two proselytes that came before Hillel and 
Shammai. Repent one day before thy death, .... 50-58 


CHAPTER II. 

MlSHNAS A to M. In choosing the right path, see that it is one which 
is honorable to thyself and without offence to others. All who occupy them¬ 
selves with communal affairs should do it in the name of Heaven. Do His 
will as if it were thy own, that He may do thy wil as if it were His. Pass 
not judgment upon thy neighbor until thou hast put thyself in his place. 
The boor can never fear sin, and the ignorant can never be truly pious. 
The more feasting the more food for worms. What is the best thing to cul¬ 
tivate. Which is the evil way a man should shun. Warm thyself before 
the light of the wise. An envious eye, evil propensities, and misanthropy 
drive a man out of the world. The legend about Joseph the Just, R. Zadoq, 
R. Aqiba, R. Eliezer the Great, etc. How difficult it is for man to avoid the 
evil propensities. Love everyone except the infidels, the enticers, the mis- 
leaders, and the informers. Thy neighbor’s property must be as sacred as 
thine own,.58-65 

Mishna N. Set thyself to learn the Law. Johanan b. Zakkai and the 
daughter of Nakdimon b. Gurion. Let noble purpose underlie thy every 
action. The sages who were recounted of R. Jehudah the Prince. How 
they were named by Issi b. Jehudah,.65-70 


CHAPTER III. 

MlSHNAS A TO V. Consider three things, and you will not fall into 
transgression. Pray always for the welfare of the Government. Whoever 
takes the words of the Torah to his heart. Render unto God what belongs 
to Him, for thou and all thou hast are His. Whomsoever fear of sin pre¬ 
cedes, his wisdom prevails. He whose works are in excess of his wisdom, 
his wisdom will endure. Be pliant with thy chief. Receive every man with 
cheerfulness. Mockery and frivolity are the forerunners of immorality. 
Everything is foreseen and free will is given. The world is judged by grace. 
All that we possess is merely a trust. Without knowledge of religion there 
can be no true culture, and without true culture there is no knowledge of 
religion. Qinim, canons, astronomy, and geometry are after-courses of wis¬ 
dom, . 70-81 


CHAPTER IV. 

MlSHNAS A TO P. Who is a wise man ? He who learns from every¬ 
body. Despise no man, and consider nothing as too far removed to come to 
pass. Be exceedingly lowly of spirit. Wear not the law of God as a crown 
to exalt thyself withal. Judge not alone, for none may judge alone save One. 
Whatsoever congregation is for the sake of Heaven will in the end succeed. 
Let the honor of thy disciple be as dear unto thee as the honor of thine asso- 
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date. Be careful in thy study, for error in study counts for an intentional 

sin,.81-86 

MlSHNA Q. Neither the security of the wicked nor the afflictions of the 
righteous are within the grasp of our understanding. Be beforehand in 
saluting every man. Be the lion’s tail rather than the fox’s head. Do not 
seek to appease thy friend in the hour of his passion. Look not upon the 
pitcher, but upon what it contains. Envy, sensuality, and ambition destroy 
life. Accept not the assurance of thy passions, that the grave will be a 
place of refuge for thee. Without thy consent wert thou created, born into 
the world without thy choice. Thou art living without thine own volition, 
without thine approval thou wilt have to die. About the death of Eliezer 
the Great. Set something apart for charity, before you are compelled to do 
so by others. Lower thy seat two or three rows from the place you intend 
to occupy. There are three persons whose life is not worth living. The 
safeguard for honor is refraining from laughter. The safeguard for wisdom 
is silence. Whoever marries a woman not suitable to him transgresses five 
negative commandments. Do not be as the lintel, which no hand can reach, 

etc.,.86-95 

Mishna Q. (continued). Those that despise me shall be lightly esteemed. 
The support of the wise, etc. Do not keep away from a precept which has 
no limit. Let the honor of thy disciple, etc. There is grain in Judea, straw 
in Galilee, and chaff on the other side of the Jordan. There is no love such 
as the love of the Torah. There is no wisdom such as the wisdom of man¬ 
ners. Whoever maintains peace in his own household, etc. The words of 
the Torah are as difficult to acquire as silken garments and are lost as 
easily as, etc. All those things which are done in private shall be done as 
if they were done publicly. Do not isolate thyself from the community. 
The disciples are divided into three classes, etc. Whoever constitutes the 
Torah as the chief good, and considers worldly affairs as a secondary thing, 
etc. Conciliate not thy friend in the hour of his anger. The scholars are 
divided into four classes : One studies but does not teach others, etc. If 
one honor his friend for pecuniary considerations, he will in the end be dis¬ 
missed in disgrace, etc. On account of the four different means of forgive¬ 
ness, etc. Repentance must be to every one of them. However, one who 
has profaned the name of heaven has not the power to repent. Wherefore 
do scholars die before their time. Be careful in greeting thy neighbors. 
He who neglects the words of the Law on account of his riches. There is a 
case where one transgresses ignorantly, etc. One who connects himself 
with transgressors, etc. The punishment of the liar is that even when he 
tells the truth he is not believed,.95-103 


CHAPTER V. 

MlSHNAS A TO G. By ten sayings the world was created. For what 
purpose is this stated ? Whence is it deduced that a single person is equal 
to the whole creation ? The Holy One, blessed be He, showed unto Adam 
all succeeding generations, together with their preachers, directors, leaders, 
prophets, heroes, criminals, and their pious. Nine hundred and seventy- 
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four generations before the creation of the world, the Torah was already 
written, etc. He created in man all that he created in his world—how so ? 
Ten generations were there from Adam to Noah. For what purpose was 
this stated ? The Lord said : I will not equal the evil thoughts to the good 
thoughts so long as their fate has not yet been sealed. Ten generations 
were there from Noah to Abraham. For what purpose was it necessary to 
state this ? With ten temptations was Abraham our father tempted. They 
are as follows, etc. In contrast with these ten temptations the Lord performed 
ten miracles for his descendants in Egypt. When our fathers stood by the 
sea, etc. “Arise, and pass through it,” etc. With ten temptations did our 
ancestors tempt God in the wilderness. By means of ten trials the Holy 
One, blessed be He, tested our forefathers. This sin with which the Israel¬ 
ites were afflicted is enough for that time, etc. Ten names of praise are 
applied to the Holy One, blessed be He. Ten ignominious names are 
applied to the idols. There are two sons of the clear oil. This refers to 
Aaron and Messiah. In the Torah there is written eleven times the word 
“she” when it ought to be “he.” Ten times did the Shekhina descend 
upon the earth. Ten degrees the Shekhina removed itself from one place to 
another. A prophet is called by ten different names. There are ten names 
for the Holy Spirit. Ten are called “living.” Ten miracles were wrought 

for our fathers in Egypt.103-115 

Mishnas H TO O. Ten miracles were performed for our forefathers in 
Jerusalem. Jerusalem never was defiled by leprosy. How Kimchith, the 
mother of R. Ishmael, saw her two sons as high-priests on the same day. 
The men of Sodom have no share in the world to come. About Kora’h and 
his company. “ The Lord killeth, and maketh alive ; he bringeth down to 
the grave, and bringeth up,” has reference to them. The generation of the 
desert. “ Gather together unto me my pious servants, who make a covenant 
with me by sacrifice,” has reference to them. The ten tribes have no share 
in the world to come. R. Aqiba, however, said : “ As the day is first dark 
and then lightens up, so also their darkness will be followed by light.” The 
following seven have no share in the world to come, etc. There are three 
kings and four commoners who have no share in the world to come. Absa¬ 
lom has no share in the world to come. Seven things mark the clod, and 
seven there are for the sage. There are seven creations of as many grades 
of importance. Man possesses six qualifications, three of which belong also 
to the beast, and three to the angels. The evil spirits possess six qualifica¬ 
tions, three of which belong to man. There are seven sorts of hypocrites. 
That which is hidden is only so from human beings, but not from Heaven. 
There are seven things which, if used moderately, are wholesome to the 
body, and if in excess are the reverse. With seven things God created the 
world. Seven attributes are serving before the throne of Grace. There are 
seven dwelling-places. A wise man does not speak before those who sur¬ 
pass him in wisdom and years ; and does not interrupt another in his 
speech ; admits the truth, etc. Seven kinds of punishments come on account 
of seven cardinal transgressions. About the execution of R. Simeon b. 
Gamaliel and R. Ishmael b. Elisha the high-priest. Captivity comes upon 
the world, etc. Five are not to be forgiven. Four kinds of views are held 
by men concerning property,.115-13L 


XVI 


SYNOPSIS OF SUBJECTS. 


Mishnas P to GG. There are four kinds of dispositions among men. 
There are four kinds of pupils. There are four kinds of charity-givers. 
There are four kinds of visitors of the house of learning. There are four 
kinds of the disciples of the wise. Love inspired by ulterior motives, etc. 
Whatsoever gainsaying is for the sake of Heaven will have good results. 
Whosoever causes many to be righteous, sin prevails not over him. In 
whomsoever are the following three things, he is a disciple of Abraham, etc. 
Be courageous as the panther, light-winged as the eagle, swift as the deer, 
and strong as the lion. One five years old should study Scripture, etc. 
Turn it and turn it again, for everything can be found therein, . 131-133 

CHAPTER VI. 

Mishnas A to R. Whosoever is busied in Torah for the love thereof 
merits many things. Every day a Heavenly voice goes forth from Mount 
Horeb and proclaims as follows, etc. He who learns from his companion 
one chapter, etc., is bound to do him honor. The path of Torah, etc. 
Seek not greatness for thyself, and desire not honor. Greater is Torah than 
the priesthood, and than the kingdom. There are four things which bear 
good fruit in this world. A meritorious act has both principal and benefit. 
One who causes many to be righteous, no sin prevails [upon him. Regard¬ 
ing dreams, there are four sages, three scholars, three books of the prophets, 
and three books of the Hagiographa. Every assembly that is for the sake of 
performing a religious duty remains everlasting. Comeliness, strength, 
wealth, honor, wisdom, age, hoariness, and sons are becoming to the right¬ 
eous, etc. If thou shouldst give me all the silver, gold, and goodly stones 
and pearls that are in the world, I would not dwell but in a place of Torah. 
Five possessions had the Holy One in this world. Whatsoever the Lord 
created in this world He created only for His glory. There are three 
crowns : the crown of Torah, priesthood, and kingdom. Three things were 
said of charitable men. There are three different kinds among scholars. 
There are three different kinds of sweat that are beneficial to the body. 
There are six kinds of tears. There are three advantages in an earthen 
vessel. There are three advantages in a glass vessel. The money that the 
Israelites carried away from Egypt returned to Egypt. If you do the least 
wrong to your companion, it shall be considered by you the greatest wrong, 
etc. The following articles were hidden, etc., .... 133-143 
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TRACT DERECH ERETZ-RABBA 
AND ZUTA. 


RABBA. 

CHAPTER II. 

Of the Sadducees, common informers, the wicked, the hypocrites, the 
heretics, the Scripture says, etc. Of the terrifying, the overbearing, the 
haughty, the barefaced, and of those who develop only their muscular 
strength, the Scripture says, etc. Of evil-thinkers, story-tellers, tale-bearers, 
smooth-tongued persons, the Scripture says, etc. Who assaults his neigh¬ 
bor in private, and who insults him in public, etc. Who forestalls fruit, 
raises the prices, diminishes the measure, accepts payment in large-sized 
shekels only, and who lives on usury. The following leave no inheritance 
to their children, etc. The conceited, the slanderers, and those who indulge 
in obscene language, who are wise in their own eyes, etc. Who lets his 
young son marry an older woman, and who marries off his daughter to an 
old man, and who bestows favors upon those who are unworthy, etc. Who 
betrays his partner, does not return a lost thing to its rightful owner, loans 
money to another in order to get possession of his house and field, and 
who lives immorally with his wife, and maliciously slanders his wife, etc. 
Who are wronged and do not wrong, who consider themselves contemptible, 
and who overcome their passion, etc. Who loves his wife as himself, honors 
her more than himself, who leads his children on the right path, and who 
marries off his son in due time, etc. Who loves his neighbor, loans even a 
small amount to a poor man, etc. Who truthfully repent, who receive the 
repentant into their midst, who judge rightfully, reprove truthfully, propa¬ 
gate purity, are pure of heart, are merciful, distribute charity, exert them¬ 
selves in the study of the Law. Search for an opportunity to do good, pur¬ 
sue righteousness, etc. On account of the following four things an eclipse 
of the sun occurs, etc. On account of the following four things an eclipse 
of both the sun and the moon occurs, etc. On account of the following four 
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things the estates of the citizens are destroyed, etc. Do not fret thyself to 
be equal to the evil-doers. There is no sitting above, neither is there eating, 
etc.,.1-6 


CHAPTERS III. to VI. 

One who bears in mind the following four things, etc., will never sin. 
Think of a big palace in the centre of which the vat of a tanner is placed. 
If a man allows his lips to pass only respectable words. Be careful, each of 
you, in honoring your neighbor. Be always pleasant at your entering and 
at your leaving. The angels, Abraham, and Lot. It is customary that, 
when entering, the master of the house enter first and the guest after him ; 
the reverse when leaving. Never shall a man enter the house of his neigh¬ 
bor without permission. The philosopher, Rabban Gamaliel, and his com¬ 
rades. Always consider strangers as burglars, and at the same time honor 
them as if each of them were R. Gamaliel himself. One who enters his 
neighbor’s house shall do what he is told by the host (provided it is legiti¬ 
mate). The legend about Simon b. Antiptaris, his guests, and R. Jehoshua. 
A man shall never be angry at his meals. Always shall a man try to agree 
with the majority of the people. Hillel the Elder, his wife, and the poor 
man. One shall not begin to eat the heads, but the leaves, of garlic or 
onions,.6-12 


CHAPTERS VII. to IX. 

When two are sitting at the table, the elder one commences to eat first 
and the younger one after him. One shall not eat before the fourth hour. 
One who enters a house shall not ask for food, but shall wait until he is 
invited. One should not offer presents to his neighbor, knowing that he 
would not accept them. When one who does not intend to buy is in the 
market, he should not ask for the prices, for he misleads the sellers. One 
should not use a slice of bread to cover therewith a dish. Five things said 
Rabbi in regard to bread. One who comes to the table to take his meal 
shall not take his portion and give it to the waiter. Guests must not give 
anything to the son of the host, etc.,.12-15 

CHAPTERS X. and XI. 

One who enters the bath-house may say, etc. How should one conduct 
himself before bathing ? One who is not careful is an ass’s equal ; one who 
eats in the market is a dog’s equal. One must not spit in the presence of his 
neighbor, even in a bath-house. One shall not greet his neighbor when he 
is washing himself. He who walks the road. A common informer is con¬ 
sidered a murderer. He who hates his neighbor without cause is also con¬ 
sidered such. One who sets a definite time for the redemption of Israel 
through Messiah will have no share in the world to come, . . 16-19 
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ZUT A. 

CHAPTERS I. TO IV. 

What are the qualities of sages ? Their thought concerning this world. 
If you have sustained a loss of your property, remember that Job, etc. When 
you hear others insult you, do not answer them. Love the Law ; love all 
creatures and respect them. Love doubtfulness. Keep aloof from everything 
that may bring to sin. Keep aloof from grumbling. Seven patriarchs are 
resting in glory. Let all thy ways be for the sake of Heaven. Do not dis¬ 
cuss in the presence of one who is greater than you in wisdom. Accept the 
words of Law, even when you are in affliction. Be afraid of a light sin. Do 
not say, " I will flatter this man," etc. If thou hast done much good to some 
one, consider it as very little. If others have done thee much wrong, etc. 
Do not hate the one who reproves thee. Let it be thy habit to say, ** I do 
not know.” The commencement of making vows is the door to foolishness. 
Fifteen customs are ascribed to the sages. Be as the'lower threshhold, upon 
which all persons tread. The society of scholars is always agreeable. What 
should one study more—Scripture, Mishnayoth, or Talmud ? No pay shall 
be exacted for teaching. Do not complain of your being less wise than 
another. Do not complain that another one is beautiful and you are ugly. 
Let your ears not listen to vain talk. Be not afraid of the court of justice on 
earth. If you perform all the commandments with joy, etc. All that is 
said above is a warning to you,.25-27 


CHAPTERS V. TO IX. 

A scholar must not eat standing, etc., etc. By four things the scholar is 
recognized, etc. The beauty of wisdom is modesty. The beauty of noble 
performance is secrecy. Four things are derogatory to scholars, etc. When 
entering, the greater shall be first, etc. For saying benediction, the greater 
is first. The first step to sin is in one’s thoughts. A scholar must be care¬ 
ful in his eating, drinking, washing, anointing, etc. After peace but not 
after war. Rather follow behind a lion than behind a woman. Who 
respects the sages ?, etc. Keep aloof from anger. Love the poor in order 
that your children shall not come to poverty, etc. If you keep your mouth 
from slander, you will spend all the days of life in peace. When you see 
your neighbor has become poor, do not refuse to help him. If you lower 
yourself, the Lord will lift you up. This world resembles the eyeball of a 
man, etc.,.27-31 


THE CHAPTER ON PEACE. 

ALTHOUGH evil decrees are enacted, one after another, against Israel, still 
they endure forever. Seek peace at the place where you are, and if you do 
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not find it, seek it in other places. All manner of lying is prohibited, except 
it be to make peace between one and his neighbor. Great is peace, in that 
the covenant of the priests was made with peace. When the Messiah shall 
come to Israel, he will begin with peace. Great is peace, in that all the 
benedictions and prayers conclude with peace. He who loves peace runs 
after peace, offers peace, and answers peace, the Holy One, etc., . 31-34 
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OF 

TRACT BABA KAMA (THE FIRST 
GATE).* 


CHAPTER I. 

MlSHNA /. There are four principal cases of tort, etc. One thing is 
common to all. They are all likely to do damage and must be guarded 
against. The case of doing damage by digging up gravel. The different 
explanations of the word “ mabeh ” by Rabh and Samuel (foot-note). 
There are thirteen principal tort-feasors. The depository,! etc. There are 
twenty-four principal tort-feasors. What are the derivatives of all those 
principals? Why are the four principals, ox, excavation, mabeh, and fire, 
enumerated separately in the Scripture ? From what and what kind of 
property must damage be collected ? When the standard is taken, is it 
taken of one’s own lands or of those of the public in general ? In order not to 
close the door to borrowers, the sages have enacted that creditors should be 
paid out of the medium estates. If one conveys his estates to one or several 
persons, from whom and from what estates shall the creditors collect the 
money due them ? In case one does a meritorious thing he shall do it up 
to one-third . 1-16 

MlSHNAS II. TO V. In all that I am charged with taking care of I have 
prepared the damage. There is a more rigorous rule in case of the ox 
than in the cases of the pit and the fire, and vice versa. How so ? If one 
left his ox in charge of five persons, and one of them left intentionally and 
the ox caused damage, what is the law? No appraisement is made for a 
thief or robber. If one hypothecates his slave or his ox and thereafter sells 
him. There is a difference between movable and immovable real estate. 
Slaves are considered movable real estate. During the killing, the bring¬ 
ing of the suit, and the making of the award there shall be one and the 
same owner. There are five cases which are considered non-vicious and 


* See introduction to Synopsis in Tract Aboth, Vol. I. (IX.), p. xi. 

\ Farther on we use the term “ gratuitous bailee,” as being more compre¬ 
hensive. 
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five which are considered vicious. The tooth is considered vicious to con¬ 
sume, etc. What is a Bardalis ? What is meant by “ best estates ” ? The 
meaning of the verse Is. xxxii. 20,.16-29 


CHAPTER II. 

Mishnas /. TO III . What tendency makes the foot to be considered 
vicious ? Cocks that were flying from one place to another, and broke 
vessels with their wings. Cocks that were hopping on dough or on fruit, 
and made the same dirty, or that were flying and the wind produced by 
their wings damaged vessels, or that were pecking at a rope from which a 
water-pail was suspended, and, severing the rope, broke the water-pail— 
what is the law ? The distinction between primary and secondary force. 
A dog that snatched and carried off a cake from the burning coals, and with 
the burning coal that stuck in the cake set fire to the barn, etc. There can 
be viciousness in case of “ gravel in the usual way.” If an animal was 
walking in a place where it was impossible not to kick up gravel, and she 
kicked, and by so doing kicked up gravel and caused damage ; or if an animal 
caused damage by shaking the tail—what is the law ? What tendency 
makes the tooth to be considered vicious ? It happened that an ass con¬ 
sumed a loaf of bread contained in a basket and chewed up the basket, etc. 
If an animal was standing on private ground and an article was rolling 
toward the private ground, etc. About one who takes up his dwelling in 
the court of his neighbor without the latter’s knowledge. One who rents a 
house from Reuben must pay the rent to Simeon, etc. If one uses an un¬ 
occupied house of another for storing wood and straw, etc., what is the law? 
A certain person erected a palace on the ruins belonging to orphans, etc. 
A dog or a goat that jumps down from the top of a roof and breaks vessels 
liable for the whole damage. If, however, they fall down, there is no 
liability. Is one’s fire considered one’s arrow or one’s property ? There is 
no liability for damages done by fire to concealed articles. How can such 
a case be found in the biblical law ? The mouth of an animal (consuming 
something on the premises of the plaintiff), is it considered as if yet in the 
court of the plaintiff? There were certain goats belonging to the family of 
Tarbu that were doing damage to the property of R. Joseph, . 30-47 

Mishnas IV. to VI. What ox is considered non-vicious and what 
vicious ? One that has been warned for three days. The three days in 
question, are they such as to make the ox vicious, or do they also involve 
the owner ? For one who sets his neighbor’s dog on a third person, what is 
the law ? An ox that gored, pushed, bit, lay down on, or kicked while on 
public ground pays half. The a fortiori argument regarding the half¬ 
payment of the horn. An ox that steps with his foot on a child lying on the 
premises of the plaintiff, what is the law in regard to the payment of atone¬ 
ment money ? A human being is considered always vicious. One who 
carries a stone in his lap without being aware of it, and while getting up 
from his seat drops it, as regards damages he is liable. One who drops a 
vessel from the top of a roof upon the ground which has been covered with 
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pillows, and if another person remove them before the dropping of the 
vessel, etc., what is the law ? Is a slave considered one’s body, and an ox 
one’s property ?.47-56 


CHAPTER III. 

Mishnas 7. TO V. If one place a jug on public ground and another 
person stumble over it and break it, what is the law ? One who kicks an¬ 
other with his knee is fined three selas ; with the foot, five ; with the fist, 
thirteen ; what is the fine if one strike his neighbor with the handle or the 
iron of the hoe ? A jug that broke on public ground and its contents caused 
3 person to slip and fall, or one to be injured by its fragments, what is the 
law ? About one who renounces ownership to his articles that cause 
damage. One who empties water into public ground, or one who builds 
his fence of thorns ; or a fence that falls into public ground, and some 
persons were injured thereby, he is liable. The former pious men used to 
bury their thorns and broken glass in their fields three spans below the 
surface. All those who obstruct a public thoroughfare by placing chattels 
therein and cause damage are liable. If one carrying a barrel followed one 
carrying a beam, and the barrel was broken by the beam, what is the law ? 
Potters and glaziers that walked one following the other, and one stumbled 
and fell, etc. If they all fell because of the first one, the first is liable for the 
damage of all of them,.57-69 

Mishnas VI. to XIII. Two that walked on public ground, one running 
and the other one walking, etc., what is the law ? One who chopped wood 
on public ground and caused damage on private ground, etc. One who 
enters a carpenter’s shop without permission, and was struck on his face by 
a flying splinter. About employees who came to demand their wages from 
their employer and were gored by his ox or bitten by his dog. About two 
non-vicious oxen that wounded each other. 

The difference in the explanation of the verse Exod. xxi. 35. About a 
non-vicious ox that has done damage and was sold, consecrated, slaughtered, 
or presented to somebody. About an ox of the value of two hundred selas 
that gored another ox of equal value and the carcass was of no value what¬ 
ever. There are cases when one is liable for the acts of his ox and is free if 
they are his own acts, and vice versa. How so ? The rule is that the 
burden of proof is upon the plaintiff. If one claims that he is positive, while 
the other one is not positive, what is the law ? 69-81 


CHAPTER IV. 

Mishnas 7. to IV. An ox that gores four or five oxen one after another, 
the last of them must be paid from the body of the goring ox, if he was yet 
considered non-vicious. About an ox that is vicious towards his own species, 
but not towards other species, or towards human beings, etc. There is a 
case where an ox became vicious "in alternate order.” . About an ox 
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belonging to an Israelite that gored an ox belonging to the sanctuary (see foot¬ 
note). An ox of a sound person that gored an ox belonging to a deaf-mute, 
idiot, or minor, there is a liability. If the reverse was the case there is 
none. There is a difference of opinion of the Tanaim as to whether 3. 
guardian is appointed in order to collect from the body of the ox. Guardians 
pay from the best estates, but do not pay the atonement money. About one 
who borrows an ox with the understanding that he was non-vicious and it 

was found out that he was vicious,.82-93 

MlSHNAS V TO IX. An ox that killed a man by goring him, if he was 
a vicious one, the atonement money is to be paid, but not when he was a 
non-vicious one. How can there be found a vicious ox in regard to man ? 
If one confers, saying, “ My ox has killed a certain person,” or “ his ox,” he 
has to pay on his own testimony. If one’s fire has done damage without 
intention, is there a liability or not? About an ox that was rubbing against 
a wall, whereby the wall fell upon a human being and killed him. About 
an ox belonging to a woman, to orphans, or their guardian, etc., that killed 
a man. About an ox that was sentenced to be put to death and his owner 
consecrated him. About an ox delivered to a gratuitous bailee or a borrower, 
etc. About an ox which was properly locked up, but yet broke out and did 
damage. Whence is it deduced that one must not raise a noxious dog in his 
house, nor maintain a defective ladder?.93-105 


CHAPTER V. 

MishnaS /. to VI. About an ox that gored a cow and the new-born calf 
was found dead at her side. The cow and her offspring are not separately 
appraised. A potter that placed his pottery in the court of another, or one 
who led his ox into the court of another without permission, what is the 
law ? When he assured the safety of the ox, did it only extend to himself or 
also to all cattle ? About a woman that entered a house to bake, and the 
house-owner’s goat, having consumed the dough, became feverish and died. 
About one who enters a court without permission and injures the court- 
owner, or the latter is injured through him. About one who said: “Lead 
in your ox and take care of him,” and he did damage or was injured. About 
an ox which intended to gore another ox, and injured a woman and caused 
her to miscarry. To whom must the compensation for the miscarriage be 
paid, to the woman or to her husband ? Does the increase in the valuation 
also belong to the husband ? About an Israelite’s pledge which is in the 
hands of a proselyte, and the latter dies without heirs. About one who digs 
a pit on private ground and opens it into public ground, or vice versa. One 
who digs and opens a well and delivers it over to the community is free. 
About one who digs a pit on public ground and an ox or an ass falls into it. 
Are the vapors therein contained, or is the shock received by the animal, the 
cause of death when falling into a pit ? . . . . . 106-120 

Mishnas VII. TO IX. When a pit belongs to two partners, and one of 
them passes by and does not cover it, and so also does the second, the latter 
only is liable. About a pit which was ten spans deep and which was com- 
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pleted by another one to be twenty, and still by another one to be thirty 
spans deep. Each span of water equals two of dry ground. If one dig a 
pit ten spans deep and another widen it toward one direction only, what is 
the law ? One who sells his house, the title passes with the delivery of the 
keys. If he sells a flock of cattle, title passes with the delivery of the Mash- 
khukhith (the forerunning goat kept at the head of the flock as a leader). 
If he covered the pit sufficiently to withstand oxen but not camels, and 
camels came along and made the cover shaky and then oxen fell therein, 
what is the law ? What about the germon of damage ? About one who 
places a stone on the edge of the opening of a pit, and an ox stumbles over 
the stone and falls into the pit. About an ox and a man who together push 
some other into a pit. There is no difference between an ox and another 
animal as regards falling into a pit, to have been kept distant from Mount 
Sinai, payment of double, restitution of lost property, unloading, muzzling, 
Kilayim, and Sabbath. Nor is there any difference between the above-men¬ 
tioned and a beast or bird. Why in the first commandments is it not writ¬ 
ten “that it may be well with thee,” while in the second commandments 
it is ?.120-130 


CHAPTER VI. 

Mishnas /. TO III If one drive his sheep into a sheep-cot and properly 
bolt the gate, but still they manage to come out and do damage, he is free. 
There are four things for which one who does them cannot be held respon¬ 
sible before an earthly tribunal, although he will be punished for them by 
the Divine court. Is armed robbery, when not committed publicly, still 
considered theft as regards the payment of double ? For frightening away 
a lion from one’s neighbor’s field the law awards no compensation. How 
does it pay what it damaged ? About one who came before the Exilarch 
and complained of another who destroyed one of his trees. One who de¬ 
stroys a young date-tree, what amount of damage must he pay ? There was 
a case, and Rabh acted in accordance with R. Meir ; but in his lectures, 
however, he declared that the Halakha prevails in accordance with R. Sim¬ 
eon b. Gamaliel (see foot-note). About one who puts up a stack of grain on 
another’s land without permission. One who started a fire through the 
medium of a deaf-mute, etc.,.131-142 

Mishnas IV. TO VIII The law about one who starts a fire and it con¬ 
sumes wood, stones, or earth. No chastisements come upon the world un¬ 
less there are wicked ones in existence. When pestilence is raging in town, 
stay indoors, etc. Why does the verse begin with the damage by one’s 
property and end with damage done by one’s person ? About a fire that 
passed over a fence four ells high. If one starts a fire on his own premises, 
how far must it pass to make the starter liable ? About one who causes his 
neighbor’s stack of grain to burn down, and there are vessels therein which 
also are burned. If one allowed another to place a stack of wheat and he 
covered it with barley, or vice versa, what is the law ? Is it customary 
with people to keep pearls in a money-pouch ? The law about a spark that 
escapes from under a blacksmith’s hammer and does damage, . 142-148 
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CHAPTER VII. 

Mishna /. The payment of double is more rigorous than the payment 
of four and five fold. The law about one who stole a lamb, and while in his 
possession it grew into a ram, etc. That a change acquires title is both 
written and taught. Why did the Scripture say that if he slaughtered and 
sold it he must pay four and five fold ? A stolen thing, which the owners 
have not resigned hope to regain, cannot be consecrated, etc. The pious man 
used to place money in the vineyard on a Sabbatical year, declaring : “All 
that is plucked and gathered of this fruit shall be redeemed by this money.’' 
A writ of replevin which does not contain the following directions : “Inves¬ 
tigate, take possession, and retain it for yourself,” is invalid, . 149-159 

MlSHNAS II. TO VI. About two witnesses who testify that the one stole 
an ox or a sheep, and either the same or other witnesses testify that he 
slaughtered or sold the same. If he stole from his father. From what time 
on is a collusive witness disqualified to give testimony ? If two witnesses 
testify that a certain person blinded his slave’s eye, and thereafter knocked 
out one of his teeth, and they also testify that the owner of the slave admit¬ 
ted it, and subsequently the witnesses are found collusive, what must the 
collusive witnesses pay ? If two witnesses testify that he stole it, and one 
witness, or he himself, testified that he slaughtered or sold it, he pays only 
two, but not four and five fold. One who admits that he has incurred the 
liability of a fine, and thereafter witnesses appear, what is the law ? About 
a confession which is made after the appearance of witnesses, and the dif¬ 
ferent opinions in regard to it. If the thief sells all but one hundredth part 
of it or he is a co-owner of it, what is the law ? One who steals an animal 
which is lame or blind, or which belongs to a copartnership is liable, but 
partners that steal together are free. About one who steals an animal 
within the premises of the owner and slaughters or sells it outside of it, or 
vice versa. Why did the Scripture treat more rigorously with the thief 
than with the robber ? Ponder over the greatness of labor, etc., . 159-174 

Mishna VII. No tender cattle must be raised in Palestine but in its 
forests. A shepherd (who raises tender cattle) that repented, we do not 
compel him to sell out all his cattle at once. No tender beasts shall be 
raised in Palestine, except dogs, cats, and monkeys. R. A’ha b. Papa said 
in the name of R. Hanina b. Papa three things. Upon ten conditions did 
Joshua divide the land among the settlers. The ten enactments of Ezra. 
No swine is permitted to be raised at any place. Rabbi, the Prince of Pales¬ 
tine, objected to the use of the Syriac language, and insisted that only the 
Holy and the Greek languages should be used in Palestine. R. Jose objected 
to the use of the Aramean language in Babylon, and insisted that the Holy 
and the Persian languages should be used. No dogs shall be kept unless 
on a chain. In the towns adjoining the frontier they must be kept on a 
chain only in the day time,.174-181 


CHAPTER VIII. 

Mishnas I. and II. The four items of damage : pain, healing, loss of 
time, and disgrace. How so ? It happened that an ox lacerated the arm 
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of a child, and the case came before Rabha, etc. When the damage is paid 
for, how should the pain be appraised separately ? Healing. If pus col¬ 
lected by reason of the wound, and the wound broke out again, etc. The 
sages say that healing and loss of time go together. If the defendant should 
say, “ I will cure you myself, the plaintiff may object,” etc. Shall we assume 
that the appraisement for the deafness is sufficient, or each of the injuries 
must be appraised separately ? (See foot-note.) If one strikes another and 
makes him temporarily unfit to labor, what is the law ? Disgrace—all those 
who sustain injury are looked upon as if they were independent men, etc. 
One who causes disgrace to a nude, blind, or sleeping person is liable. If 
one causes shame to a sleeping person who subsequently dies while asleep, 
what is the law ? Is the reason because of the hurting of his own feelings, 
or because of the feelings of his family ? Is a blind person required to per¬ 
form all the commandments ? and what R. Joseph, who was blind, said of 

that,.182-193 

Mishnas III. TO V. The law is more rigorous in regard to a man than 
in regard to an ox, etc. One who assaults his father or mother, but does not 
bruise them, and one who wounds another on the Day of Atonement, are 
liable to pay all the items of damage. To whom belongs the compensation 
received by one’s minor daughter for a wound ? About an investment for 
a minor and the nature thereof. Is a slave considered a “ brother”? The 
Halakha prevails that the benefit in case of a woman who sells her right in 
the marriage contract belongs to herself; and if she bought estates therewith, 
her husband has nothing even in their income. If one blow into the ear of 
another, he pays one sela for the disgrace he caused him. What if one 
strikes another with the palm or with the back of his hand on the cheek ? 
This is the rule : Rank and station of the parties are taken into considera¬ 
tion. May a witness be a judge in the same case ? A non-vicious ox that 
killed a man and also caused damage to another, must his owner pay for 
the damage, besides the payment of the atonement money ? All that was 
said concerning disgrace is only for the civil court, as to how much the 
plaintiff should receive, but there can be no satisfaction for the injury to the 
feelings, for which, if he would even offer all the best rams of the world, 
they would not atone, unless he prays the plaintiff for forgiveness. The 
origin of a series of sayings by the rabbis as well as by ordinary people. If 
one says to another, “Break my pitcher,” etc. A money-pouch containing 
charity funds was sent to Pumbeditha, and R. Joseph deposited it with a cer¬ 
tain man who did not take good care of it and it was stolen from him, and 
R. Joseph held him responsible. What Abayi said to him about it, 193-210 



SYNOPSIS OF SUBJECTS 


OF 

TRACT BABA KAMA (THE FIRST 
GATE)/ 


CHAPTER IX. 

Mishnas /. TO III. If a change on the face of an article gives title to the 
possessor and if it is biblically ? Would all the above-mentioned Tanaim 
trouble themselves to teach us a Halakha of the Beth Shammai ? Robbers 
and usurers, if they make a restitution of their own accord, it should not be 
accepted, etc. There are three cases in which the increase is appraised and 
the payment is with money. I and the King Sabura are brothers in regard 
to court cases. (See foot-note.) Did not I tell you, You shall not change 
names ? R. Joseph bar Hama used to compel slaves of his debtors to labor 
for him, etc. What were the coins of Jerusalem and what were the coins of 
Abraham the patriarch ? Labor which cannot be recognized on the body 
of the animal as damaging, the civil court cannot make him liable for. Is a 
germon considered a direct pecuniary loss ? May the court decide a case of a 
goring ox in its absence ? If a specialist took a thing to repair it and he 
spoiled it. A builder who undertook to take apart a wall, and he broke the 
stones or bricks. A butcher specialist, if he has spoiled the meat he is a tort¬ 
feasor, and is also considered wilful, etc. Why so many reasons? “I think 
your brain is not in regular order.” “ Rabh did two good things regarding 
you. He prevented you from using a doubtful thing, and also restrained you 
from possible robbery.” There was a woman who showed a coin to R. Hyya, 
etc. Resh Lakish showed a dinar to R. Elazar, and he told him it was a good 
one. He said then See, I rely upon you,” etc., .... 211-228 

Mishnas IV. to VII[ If one gave wool to the dyer, and it was spoiled. 
To be dyed red, and it is dyed black, or conversely. To make a chair of it, 
and he has made a bench. Is the color of the dyes to be considered as exist¬ 
ing upon the wool or not ? In one tract is the order of the Mishna not to be 
taken in consideration, but in two different tracts it must be considered ? The 
whole of Section Damages is considered as one tract. If one has given money 
to his messenger to buy wheat, and he buys barley. If one buys a field in 
the name of his neighbor. Kahana paid money for flax. In the mean time 


* Continuation of previous volume. 
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the flax became dearer and the seller sold it (for Kahana’s benefit). One 
who has stolen the value of a coin swears falsely and afterwards confesses. 
The same is the case in a deposit. If one has robbed one of five persons, 
and he does not know which of them. It happened with one pious man who 
bought of one of two persons, and he did not know from which of them. A 
messenger must not be made in his absence. It happened with R. Abba, who 
was the creditor of R. Joseph bar Hama, and the former asked R. Safra to 
bring, etc. “ My master, do you mean to deduce from this Scripture that it 
must be paid, or you say is it common ? ” If one has robbed two bunches 
of the value of a parutha and had returned one of them, how is the law? 
He who denies a deposit is considered as a robber. As soon as the owner 
has taken an oath, he has not to pay. One who claims "stolen” on a 
deposit, or of a lost article he has found, must pay double, etc. The three 
oaths—first, that I have done all my duty in taking care of it; second, that 
I did not make use of it; and third, that it is not under my control. If a 
gratuitous bailee swore it was stolen, and, nevertheless, he paid : and then the 
thief was found. Where is my bailment ? Lost! Do you swear by God ? 
Amen. Witnesses testified that he himself had stolen it. If one robbed his 
father and swore falsely, and after his death he confessed. " I swear you shall 
have not any benefit from my estate.” If one robbed a proselyte and swore, 
and afterwards the proselyte died. The priests who receive the robbery 
of the proselyte, are they considered heirs, or only receivers of a dona¬ 
tion ? . 228-250 


CHAPTER X. 

Mishnas /. TO VI. If one left money made by usury for his heirs, 
although they know of it, they are not obliged to return it. The brother-in- 
law of R. Jeremiah, who was a minor, shut the door in his face, etc. The 
testimony of witnesses can be taken even in the absence of the parties. May 
a document be approved even not in the presence of the party, or it must 
not ? It is an obligation on the court to give notice to the defendant that 
his property will be sold. A messenger of the court should be trusted as 
two witnesses, etc. One must not be summoned by the court on the eve of 
a Sabbath. Money must not be changed from the treasury of duties, etc. 
Why contractors of duty are counted among murderers. R. Ashi happened 
to be on the road, and saw a vineyard in which some grapes were ripe, etc. 
A contractor of the government has the right to pledge a fellow-citizen for 
the duty of another citizen of the same city, etc. If the contractors returned 
him instead of his ass another one, etc. If one saved an estate from the 
stream or from robbers, etc. Are a woman and a minor qualified to be 
witnesses ? A child was telling : It happened that my mother and I were 
prisoners among the heathens, and I did not turn away my eyes from my 
mother, etc.,.250-262 

MISHNAS IV. TO VI. If one recognizes his utensils or books by another. 
If a thief has sold out his stolen articles, and later it was recognized that he 
is the thief. If the thief was a notorious one. If one destroys his own goods 
for the sake of saving the goods of his neighbors. The redemption money of 
a caravan in a desert is to be charged proportionately to the amount each of 
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them possesses, etc. If a robbed field was taken away by land robbers. 
There was a man who showed to the contractor a heap of wheat belonging 
to the Exilarch. There was a man by whom a silver goblet was deposited, 
he presented it when he was attacked by robbers, . . . 262-270 

Mishnas VII. TO XII. If a stream has overflowed the robbed field. If 
one says, I have robbed you, and I don’t know if I have returned it to you. 
One must not buy from the shepherds kids of goats, etc. And not fruits from 
the watchman. One who robs his neighbor, even the value of a parutha, is 
considered as if he would take away his life. One shall not buy from the 
carder flocks, because they are not his property. What about the splinters 
which fall out by the carpenter ?.270-277 
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CHAPTER I. 

MlSHNA /. Two persons who hold a garment, and each of them claims 
that he has found it. A biblical oath is given only when there is an admis¬ 
sion in part from the defendant. If the plaintiff claims a hundred and the 
defendant says only fifty, and here they are. If one claims a hundred, and 
the other denies all, and there are witnesses for fifty, what shall the oath 
contain ? When one of the two holders overcame the other and took it away, 
what is the law ? There was a bath-house about which two parties quar¬ 
relled—one of them arose and consecrated it. When two hold a note, the 
lender claims the note is not yet paid, and the borrower says the note is 
paid. Where is “ the theory of because ” to be used ? The law is that 
leading gives title. If one was found riding upon a found ass, and another 
was holding the bridle,.1-17 

Mishnas II. TO VI. If one sees an article on the road, and says to his 
neighbor, bring it to me. If one picks up an article for another, the latter 
does not acquire title. Why so ? If one has seen an article, and he fell upon 
it. If one has seen people running after a lame stag on his field. It hap¬ 
pened that R. Gamaliel said: “The tithe which I am going to measure 
should be delivered to Joshuah.” When one throws a purse of money through 
the open door. When a thing was found by one’s minor son or daughter, or 
his Jewish man or maid servant, or his wife. When one has found a note 
which secures real estate. If Reuben sold a field to Simeon with security, 
and the creditor of Reuben came and took it away. Encumbered property is 
not liable either for the used fruits, etc., for the benefit of humanity. How 
a bill of sale must be written. If one buys an estate, knowing that the seller 
is not the real owner of it. If the robber after he has sold it bought it from 
the real owner. If one says that the estate which I am about buy now shall 
be transferred to you at the same time that I acquire title to it. When I was 
about six or seven years old, my father was among the scribes of Mar 
Samuel's court. If one claims a hundred zuz, and the other denies ; after¬ 
wards he says, I have paid it. If one finds documents of divorce, of enfran- 
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chisement of a slave, of presents, etc. What is to be considered a will ? 
documents signed by the court, documents of a claim, etc. What is meant 
by claiming documents ? What is called a roll ? When three borrowed from 
one, etc.,. 17-43 


CHAPTER II. 

Mishnas /. TO VI. There are found articles which belong to the finder 
without any proclamation. If there is a change in the found article which 
usually ought not to be. The renouncing of hope in regaining a lost article 
whose loss is not yet certain. Amaimar, Mar Zutra, and R. Ashi hap¬ 
pened to be in the garden of Mari bar Issak, and the gardener placed before 
them dates and pomegranates. The rule concerning a lost article is this. 
Whether a number is considered a distinguishing mark or not ? The reason 
why the sages decided that the place is not to be considered a mark. If one 
finds a purse in the market, how is the law ? The following articles he must 
proclaim. Three coins one upon the other, etc. (See foot-note, p. 55.) If 
one found, under a wooden wall, pigeons tied one to the other. If he found 
a covered vessel. If one found anything in a heap of rubbish. If one has 
seen money dropped on sand, and afterwards found and took it. If one 
found something in a store. If one found money in fruit sent to him, . 44-59 

Mishnas VI. TO XIII. The returning according to marks given is bib¬ 
lically or rabbinically ? Until what time is he obliged to proclaim ? R. 
Ami happened to find a purse with dinars in the presence of a Roman. If 
one identifies the article but not its marks. If the found article is of such 
a kind that it labors for its food. And if of such a kind that it does not labor. 
If one found books. If the article was a garment. Vessels of silver and 
copper. It is better to drink a goblet from the hand of a witch than to drink 
a goblet of lukewarm water. R. Ismael b. Jose was on the road, and met 
a man carrying a bundle of wood. What is to be considered a lost thing ? 
If he returned it and it runs away again. What is to be deduced from the 
twofold expressions in many passages written in the Scripture ? The loss 
of time must be appraised according to one’s loss in his special trade. If 
he has found the animal in a stable, in a public thoroughfare. The com¬ 
mandment of the Scripture is for unloading, but not loading. How is this 
to be understood ? If one lost a thing, as did his father before, etc. If his 
father and his master were overloaded. They who occupy themselves 
with the study of Scripture are not to be blamed, etc. See foot-note, 
P- 79».59~ 8 ° 


CHAPTER III. 

Mishnas I. TO IV. A deposit stolen or lost, paid by the depository, of 
which thereafter the thief was found, to whom shall the double amount be 
paid ? A gratuitous bailee, when he said, I have neglected my duty, etc. 
There was lost a deposited nose-jewel, and R. Na’hman made him pay by 
force. Finally the article was found, and was increased in value, etc. If 
an article was appraised for the sake of a creditor, and the latter appraised 
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it for his own creditor, may the returning take place or not? From what 
time may the creditor use the products of an appraised estate ? If one has 
hired a cow and he loaned it to some one else. It can happen that the hirer 
has a right to require several cows from the owner of one cow. How so ? 
A bailee who has transferred the bailment to another bailee, how is the 
law ? The Halakha prevails, that a bailee who has transferred the bailment 
to another bailee of any kind is responsible. If doubtful money is to be col¬ 
lected or not (illustrated in Mishna III.) ? Do you want to contradict a case 
of deposit with a case of robbery ? A robber must be punished. If there 
was an uncertainty of both the plaintiff and the defendant, how is the law? 
If one deposits fruit at his neighbor’s ? If one becomes a prisoner, may his 
property be transferred to his nearest relatives or not ? The difference 
between forsaken, abandoned, and a prisoner’s properties. The estate of a 
prisoner must not be transferred to a minor relative, and not the estate of 
a minor to any relative. There was an old woman who had three daughters; 
together with one of them she was taken to prison, and of the remaining 
two one died and left a child. A brother of Mari b. Isk came to him and 
demanded a share of the inheritance, and he said, I do not know you, 

81-97 

MiSHNAS V. TO XL The quantity of usual losses one may count to de¬ 
posited articles of grain and fruit ? Losses of wine and oil depend upon the 
kind of barrels in which placed. If a barrel is deposited for safe-keeping, and 
the depository handled it, and it broke while yet under his hand. Peculiar 
is the stretching of hands which reads in regard to a bailee for hire, in con¬ 
nection from the same expression in the Scripture which reads in regard 
to a gratuitous bailee. If one has deposited money for safe-keeping, and the 
depository tied it and, carried it on his shoulder, etc. Nothing is considered 
safety with money, unless it is hidden in the ground. It happened that one 
deposited money with his neighbor, and he gave it to his mother for safe¬ 
keeping, and it was stolen. Money deposited for safe-keeping with a money¬ 
changer. A depository who stretches his hand for the bailment. If one 
intends to use a bailment deposited in his control and says so, the liability 
follows immediately,.97-109 


CHAPTER IV. 

MiSHNAS I. TO V. If one bought gold and silver coins together and made 
a drawing on the gold ones, title is also given to the silver ones, but not vice 
versa. Rabh borrowed dinars from the daughter of R. Hyya ; thereafter 
the dinars increased in value. One holds that the law of exchange applies to 
a coin also, and another holds that it does not. If one were holding some 
coins in his hands and said : Sell me your articles for the money I have 
in my hand, and the other agrees. If one said : Sell me for this amount, 
title is acquired, and nevertheless the law of fraud applies. According to 
whom do we write in our legal papers, With an utensil which is fit to con¬ 
firm with ? Biblically, money paid gives title ; why, then, was it said that 
drawing is needed ? According to Abayi, he who retracts ought to be noti¬ 
fied that he will be punished by Heaven, and according to Rabha he shall 
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be cursed. It happened that one gave money for poppy, meanwhile the 
poppy increased in price. Tabuth or Samuel b. Zutra was such kind of a man 
that he would not change his word, even if all the goods of the world were 
delivered to him, and he told : The above case of poppy happened to me. 
Cheating, which according to law makes the sale null and void, is in case 
where the sum of which he was cheated counts four silver dinars. Until 
what time the retraction may take place ? The law of fraud applies to the 
buyer as well as to the seller, to a private as well as to a merchant. There 
is no cheating concerning a specialist who knows the value. If one is doing 
business with his neighbor in trust. (See foot-note, p. 127). How much less 
of the quantity of a sala should be effaced, that the law of fraud could not be 
claimed ? The prescribed quantity for cheating is four silver dinars to each 

sala,.110-132 

Mishnas VI. TO X. There are five fifth parts which must be added to 
the principal amount. The things to which the law of cheating does not 
apply. Does the law of cheating apply to a hire ? The laws of usury and 
cheating apply only to commoners, not to the sanctuary. A gratuitous 
bailee does not swear. If one bought wheat and sowed it in the field, how 
is the law ? If there was fraud to more than a sixth of the value, how is the 
law ? As cheating is prohibited in buying or selling, so it is in words. 
Cheating in words is more rigorous than cheating in money. To what thing 
do the western people pay more attention ? One should always be careful 
with the honor of his wife. The noted legend of the oven of the Akhina. 
The law is not in the heavens. We do not care for a heavenly voice. Regard¬ 
ing cheating, there are three negative commandments. One must not 
mix together fruits from two separate fields. A merchant may buy grain 
from five barns, and place it in one storeroom. The embellishment of arti¬ 
cles which are to be sold is forbidden,.132-144 
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CHAPTER V. 

MlSHNAS I. TO IV. What is considered usury, and what increase? Why 
does the Scripture mention separately a negative commandment regarding 
usury, robbery, and cheating? A small liquid measure one shall not fill up 
in a manner to make foam. Why is the redemption from Egypt mentioned 
in the Scripture in conjunction with usury, zizith, and weight ? Usurers are 
equalled to shedders of blood. “ That thy brother may live with thee" (but 
shall not die with thee, i.e., the life of thyself is preferred to, etc.). One must 
not fix a price on fruit before the market prices are announced. The many 
things which may be done in a sale, but not in a loan, as they may appear 
usurious. The rule of usury in transactions is: If one sells the article cheaper 
because it is not yet in his possession, etc. If one has returned robbed money 
with an account of other money he had to give, he has done his duty. A 
lender must not dwell in his debtor’s house “ for nothing,” or even for de¬ 
creased rent. Hiring may be increased, but not sale. How so ? One is 
allowed to increase the price of an article when the money is to be paid 
at a certain time after delivery (provided he does not say : “ If for cash, you 
will have it cheaper”). There are cases in which the use of the fruit is per¬ 
mitted to both, prohibited to both, permitted to the seller only. Stipulations 
which may or may not be made in selling real estate. What is to be con¬ 
sidered gossip. Does an asmakhta (for definition see p. 160) give title or 
not? There was a man who sold an estate with the security of his very best 
estates, finally they were overflooded. Is usufruct considered direct or in¬ 
direct usury? In places where it is the usage for the lender to use the fruit 
from a pledged estate without any deduction of the debt, and the borrower 
has a right to return the money at any time, then is the law, etc. A scholar, 
however, must not do even this. From pledged estates a creditor of the 
lender has no right to collect in case he dies. Also a first-born of the lender 
cannot claim the double amount prescribed to him biblically. If the bor¬ 
rower say to the lender: Stop using the fruit, etc. The different customs in 
pledging real estate at Papuna, Mehusa, Narsha. Why a pledge is called 
mashkhantha . ... 145-166 
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Mishnas V. TO XI. The law about giving money or articles for half 
profit. The proper payment for raising cattle. Why R. Papa decided dif¬ 
ferently in the cases of the Samaritans who appeared before him. R. Hama 
used to rent zuzes daily for the smallest coin for each zuz and he lost his 
money. All animals which are laboring for their food may be appraised, 
that the increase shall be divided equally. One may say to a farmer: 1 shall 
give you twelve kur of grain instead of the ten you demand, if you will 
lend me some money to manure your field. One may rent a boat on the 
condition that should it break he shall be responsible. One may say: I 
take your cow for the price of thirty dinars in case it should die, etc. May 
money belonging to orphans be lent for usury or not ? One who lends 
money for a business which is very likely to bring profit with little chance of 
loss is wicked; for one which is likely to bring loss and far from profit, is pious, 
etc. An iron sheep must not be accepted from an Israelite, etc. (for explan¬ 
ation see Mishna VII). An Israelite may lend to his race money belonging 
to non-Israelites for usury, etc. The interpretation of verse 8, Prov. xxviii. 
The meaning of verse 24, Ex. xxii. He who takes usury will lose all his 
possessions. What is to be done with the usury promised by or to a heathen, 
after he has been proselyted. A note in which usury is mentioned the lender 
must not be allowed to collect even the principal, which he must forfeit as a 
fine. Articles for delivery during the year must not be bought for a certain 
price before the market price is fixed. If one travelled with stock from one 
place to another, and while on the road his neighbor asked him to sell to 
him at the price of the place he intends to go to, etc. What Samuel ordered 
the grain dealers, who used to advance money for grain to the farmers, to do. 
Also the order of Rabha to the watchmen. Are the rabbis consuming 
“usury ” by paying in Tishri for the wine they will choose in Tevcth when 
it is already in good condition? I call your attention, master, to the rabbis, 
who pay head-tax charges for those who cannot pay them, etc. Seuram used 
to compel doubtful characters to carry the palanquin of Rabha. If one of a 
company of three partners has given money to a messenger to buy some¬ 
thing, it is to be considered as for the company, and not as for himself. If 
the grain was to be finished with two kinds of labor only, one may fix the 
price, but not if he require three kinds of labor. There was a man who 
paid a stipulated amount for an outfit to be delivered at the house of his 
daughter’s father-in-law, in the meantime the value of the equipment was 
reduced, etc. One may lend his gardeners wheat to be returned in the 
harvest-time the same measure, etc. (for meaning see p. 184). Hillel (the 
First) says: A woman must not lend a loaf of bread to her neighbor unless 
a price is stipulated for it, for fear wheat may become dearer, and then the 
return of the loaf (of the same quality) will appear usurious. The Hala- 
kha, however, does not so prevail. One may say to his neighbor : Help me 
in weeding or digging to-day and I will help you on some other day, etc. 
There is a kind of usury which may be called preceding usury, and another 
kind which maybe named succeeding usury. How so? If one owes his 
neighbor money and it was not customary for him to greet him first, before 
the loan, he must not do so after the loan took place. If one is aware that 
his debtor has nothing with which to pay he must not pass him by. There 
are three who cry for help and are not heard .... 166-187 
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CHAPTER VI. 

Mishnas I. TO IV. He who hired day laborers and they deceived one 
another, there is nothing but resentment, etc. (see p. 189). Whoever changes 
his words or retracts them has to suffer for the injury caused. The rabbis 
hold that the laborers have always the preference. R. Dossa, however, holds 
that the employer has the preference. Said Rabh : The Halakha prevails in 
accordance with R. Dossa. Did Rabh indeed say so? If one sold a field 
for a thousand zuz, and the buyer gave him a deposit of two hundred, and 
the seller retracts, etc. As to whether a deposit gives title or not Tanaim 
differ in their opinions in pages 193-4. How a Bill of Sale must be written 
according to R. Simeon b. G. Payment in installments is valid, though it 
was not so stipulated. If one hired an ass for use on a mountain, and he 
used it in a valley, or vice versa, although the distance for which it was 
hired was equal (in both ways), the hirer is responsible for an accident. 
Who is responsible for an angaria ? (See p. 195*) If one has hired an ass 
for the purpose of riding, and it dies while in the middle of the way, etc. 
If one hires a boat and it sinks in the middle of the way. If one hires a boat 
for a certain place, and has unloaded it while in the middle of the way. 
What may or may not be placed upon the ass which was hired for riding 
only. If one hires an ass to be ridden by a male, the same must not be 
ridden by a female. If one hires a cow for ploughing on the mountain and 
he plough in a valley, etc. How is it if the plough-handle breaks, and there 
has been no change in the agreement, etc.? If one hired an ass to carry- 
wheat and he used it for barley. Which quantity of overloading makes 
one responsible to the bearing on shoulders, to a skiff, to a larger boat, and 
to a ship.187-201 

Mishnas V. to VI. All specialists are considered bailees for hire. One 
may let out a pledge of a poor man and deduct the amount earned from his 
indebtedness. If one hires a cow, how shall he pay in case it is lost ? (See 
p. 202 for meaning). If one bought utensils from a specialist to send to the 
house of one’s father-in-law, etc. There was a man who sold wine to his 
neighbor, and the buyer said: I shall carry it to such a place, etc. Guard 
for me this article and I will guard yours to-morrow; or, I will lend you, or 
vice versa. All are considered bailees for hire, one to the other. The two 
cases in which R. Papa and Rabha were embarrassed for their decisions and 
finally it was found that their decisions were correct. If a depositary said : 
Leave it here “ for you,” he has no responsibility whatever, but how is the law 
if he said : Leave it “ anonymously” ? On a pledge he is considered a bailee 
for hire. If one carries a barrel from one place to another and breaks it, he 
must swear that there was no neglect, etc. R. Eliezer was wondering how 
such a decision could hold good. What shall he swear ? I swear that 1 
broke it unintentionally. There were carriers who broke a barrel of wine 
belonging to Rabba b. b. Hana, while in his service, and Rabh commanded 
Rabba to return their garments and pay them for their labor, for this is the 
meaning of the verse, Prov. ii. 20.201-208 

CHAPTER VII. 

Mishna /. One cannot compel his employees to come earlier or depart 
later than is customary at that place, although it was agreed upon. It hap- 
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pened with R. Johanan b. Mathea, who said to his son : Go and hire laborers 
for us, etc. Resh Lakish’s advice to laborers in general. The legend, how 
R. Eliezer b. R. Simeon was appointed by the government to capture thieves. 
He who would like to see a beauty similar to that of R. Johanan shall take a 
silver goblet just out of the worker’s, etc. The legend of R. Johanan with 
Resh Lakish, and how the latter married the sister of the former, and how 
the death of both Johanan and Resh Lakish occurred. The continuation of 
the legend about R. Eliezer, how he accepted chastisements upon himself, 
how he was kept unburied, in his attic, many years ; how finally he was 
buried ; what his wife answered Rabbi (the prince) when he asked her to 
marry him ; how Rabbi has also accepted chastisements, etc., etc. (wonderful 
legends from 211-219). He who is a scholar himself and his son and grand¬ 
son are also, the Torah does not depart from their children for everlasting, 
etc. R. Zera, when he ascended to Palestine, fasted one hundred days in 
order to forget the Gemara of the Babylonians, etc. Resh Lakish used to 
mark the caves of the rabbis. R. Zera’s dream. Elijah (the Prophet) fre¬ 
quently appeared in the college of Rabbi. (See the whole legend, pp. 222- 
224.) The Hagadah about Abraham with the Angels ; the names of those 
Angels. Why did the Lord change Sarah’s words when telling them to 
Abraham ? Until the time of Abraham there was no mark of old age ; until 
the time of Jacob there was no sickness; until the time of Elisha there was 

no one who became cured from sickness.208-229 

Mishnas II. TO IX. Who are the laborers who have a right, according 
to the law of Scripture, to partake of the fruits of their labors ? Whence is 
all this deduced ? The particular law about muzzling an ox while laboring. 
How is the law if the animal is sick and the consuming of grain injures it ? 
May it be muzzled ? When Gentiles steal bulls and castrate them, and 
return them to their owners, may the Israelites use them or not? (See 
footnote, p. 235.) If one has “muzzled” a cow only with his voice, or if 
one leads two kinds of animals with his voice only, is he guilty or not ? 
R. Papa and also R. Ashi told in their colleges what they were questioned 
and decided not in accordance with the existing laws and the reasons. Why 
the labor of a workingman entitles him to consume the fruit of that with 
which he is laboring. If one is occupied with pressing dates, he must not 
consum t grapes, and vice versa. A laborer must not consume more than 
his wages, etc. Does the Scripture add to his wage the consuming of the 
fruit with which he is engaged ? Or is it a part of his wage ? A laborer 
has the right to make a stipulation that he shall not eat what he is entitled 
to and take money for it instead. Watchmen of fruits are permitted to eat, 
according to the custom of the country, etc. The following laborers have a 
right to partake according to the law of Scripture, etc. There are four kinds 
of bailees : A gratuitous bailee, a borrower, a bailee for hire, and a hirer. 
For what loss must a hirer pay ? What is the extent of the duty of the 
bailee for hire ? Abu placed flocks at Rumnia, and Shabu, who was an 
errant robber, took them away. Although Abu proved that this was the 
case, R. Na’hman held him responsible, etc. A single wolf’s coming among 
the flock is not considered an accident. A robbery is considered an accident. 
A natural death is an accident, but not if it is caused by cruelty. A gratui¬ 
tous bailee has the right to make a stipulation that in case of loss he shall be 
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freed from taking an oath. A stipulation made contrary to that which is 
written in the Scripture is of no avail. A bailee for hire may stipulate that 
he shall be equal to a borrower. But how shall a stipulation of this kind be 
made verbally, only ?.230-248 


CHAPTER VIII. 

Mishnas /. to IV. If one borrows a cow, and at the same time hires or 
borrows its owner, etc. There are four kinds of bailees, etc. Whence do 
we deduce all this ? How do we know that he is responsible in case of con¬ 
fiscation also ? There is no responsibility when the owner works together 
with the borrowed article. (Expl., see 252.) If one tells his messenger that 
he shall substitute him in service to his neighbor, together with his cow, 
how is the law if the cow breaks or dies while laboring ? If one borrows 
another’s slave and cow, how is the law ? What should a husband who 
uses the estate of his wife be considered—a borrower or a hirer? If the 
body of the animal becomes lean because of the labor, how is the law ? 
Maraimar b. Hanina hired mules from Huzai, and the former overworked 
them, and they died, etc. If one borrowed a cow for half a day and for the 
other half a day he hires it, etc. If one has borrowed a cow, and the owner 
sends it to him by his son, slave, or messenger, or even by the same persons 
of the borrower, and it dies while on the road ? If one borrows a hatchet; 
if he has done some work with it, he acquires title to it for the time bor¬ 
rowed. Is the law concerning an ordinary man equal to that of the sanc¬ 
tuary ? If one exchanges an ass for a cow, and it brought forth young. If 
one possesses two male slaves or two fields, one large and one small, and 
the buyer claims : I bought the large one, etc.249-264 

Mishnas V. TO IX. If one sold out his olive trees for fuel, and there were 
still bad olives on them. Olive trees which were overflooded, taken out and 
planted in another’s field, etc. If one has planted trees in a field belonging 
to another without the consent of the owner. If one has rebuilt a ruin of 
one’s neighbor without his consent. If one rents a house (without appoint¬ 
ing the time) in the rain season, etc. All the terms are fixed only for giving 
notice. This notice is to be given by the owner of the house as well as by 
the tenant. The owner of the house is obliged to give to the tenant a door 
bolt, a lock, etc. However, things which can be done by any one the tenant 
has to furnish himself. Whose duty is it to furnish a mezuzah ? The ma¬ 
nure belongs to the owner, etc. If the year was made a leap year the tenant 
reaps the benefit of the intercalation. However, if he rented him the house 
monthly, the intercalation belongs to the owner. In an agreement, which is to 
be considered, the first expression, or the last ? If the renter says : I have paid; 
and the owner claims: I have not received it, who of them must bring evidence ? 
If one has rented out a house for ten years, and has signed the lease without 
a date, etc. If a man rents out a house and it falls, etc. . . 264-272 

CHAPTER IX. 

Mishnas /. TO IV. One who hires a field must do as it is customary in 
that country, etc. If the stipulation was made on wine, etc. They must 
also prepare together the sticks needed for the vineyard for the next year. 
In Babylon there is a custom that the gardener is not given any straw. If 
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one hires a field and it was a dry place, or a group of trees, and thereafter 
the spring ceases to flow, etc. If the hirer told him : Rent to me this dry 
field, etc. If one has undertaken to work up a field and he has neglected to 
do so. Mair, Jehudah, Hillel, Jehoshua, and Jose, these considered the 
language of the common people legal (although it was not in accordance 
with the enactment of the sages). If one lends money to some one, he has 
no right to pledge him through the court for more than he owes him. 
Rabina used to double the amount in the marriage contract, etc. There 
was one who undertook to work up a field, and he said : Should I neglect, I 
will give you one thousand zuz, etc. There was a man who undertook a 
field for poppy, sowing with wheat, and finally the wheat was worth more 
than poppy. If one has given articles for business without any stipulation, and 
took from him two notes, etc. If the gardener did not want to weed the field, 
saying : I will give you your due, he must not be listened to. . 273-279 

MlSHNAS V. TO IX. If one took a field in partnership and it was not pro¬ 
ductive. If one hires a field and the locusts destroyed it, or it was burned. 
If that year was a year of destruction or a year without rain, etc. If this 
happened once, he has to sow it the second time, etc. If one hires a field 
for ten kur wheat per annum, and the products are poor. There was a 
man who hired a vineyard for ten barrels of wine, and thereafter the wine 
became sour. If one takes a field for sowing barley, he must not sow 
wheat in it, etc. The explanation of Deut. xxviii. 3-6. Thirteen advan¬ 
tages can be gained by taking the early morning meal, viz., etc. Get up 
early in the morning and eat, in the summer, because of the heat; and in the 
winter, because of the cold ? The advices given by R. Jehudah to the land- 
surveyor about measuring land, trenches, and the space for anchoring. 
Correct thyself first, and then others. All the inhabitants of the city must 
contribute to the repairing of the wall of the city if it is destroyed. If one 
takes possession of a dock, he is a rascal. If one takes possession of a 
field which was placed between two brothers or partners, it is considered a 
piece of assurance. To a presented estate the right of preemption does not 
apply, etc. To a pledged estate, and if it is sold for taxes, or for the sup¬ 
port of a widow, or for burial, this law does not apply. If one hires a field 
for a few years (less than seven), he must not sow flax in it. R. Papa hired 
fields for pasture, and some trees sprouted in them, etc. Because you are 
descendants of frail people, you speak frail words. Joseph had a planter 
who planted all his trees for half product, and he died and left five sons-in- 
law, etc. The planter of Rabbina did damage and was discharged ; and he 
came to complain to Rabha, etc. There w r as a planter who said : “ Give 
me what I am entitled to of the improvements, as I want to go to Palestine.” 
There was one who pledged his vineyard for ten years, and it became old 
in eight years. There was a note in which was written the year without a 
number, etc. If the gardener claims : " I worked for the half,” and the 
owner says for a third, who should be trusted ? If orphans claim : “ We 
have made the improvements on this estate,” and the creditor claims : “ It 
was improved by your deceased father,” for whom is it to bring evi¬ 
dence ? . 279-295 

Mishnas X. to XIV. If one hires a field for the whole sabbatic season 
for seven hundred zuz, the sabbatic year is included. A day-laborer has to 
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collect his money the whole night after that day, etc. The transgression 
of this commandment comes and ceases with the first morning. One who 
withholds wages transgresses the commandments of five verses, etc. The 
commandment: “In the same day you shall give his wage,” and also the 
negative, “ There shall not abide . . . until morning,” applies to men, 

cattle, and vessels. To a proselyte who promised not to worship idols and 
not to commit adultery, but not to conform to other Jewish laws, the com¬ 
mandment applies. One who withholds wages is considered as if he would 
take out the soul. If the storekeeper or the money-changer failed to pav 
him, may he return his claim to the owner or not ? Is piece-work subject 
to that law or not ? If a creditor has to pledge his debtor, he may do so 
only by court, etc. If things belonging to a debtor are to be sold out, 
has the court to consider which should be sold and which left to him, or is 
all to be sold out ? If one lends money to his neighbor, he has no right to 
pledge him, is not obliged to return, transgresses all the commandments 
which are in the Scripture concerning [pledging]—what does this mean ? If 
the pledge was returned and the borrower died, etc. One who pledges a 
nether and upper millstone transgresses a negative commandment and is 
guilty for two articles. There was a man who pledged a butcher knife from 
his debtor, etc.295-307 


CHAPTER X. 

MlSHNAS /. TO VI. If one owns a house, the upper chamber of which 
belongs to another, and it falls. If the attic was ruined, and the owner of 
the house declined to repair it. When the tenant goes to dwell in the 
lower apartment, must the owner vacate it for the tenant, or should they 
dwell together ? Must the party doing the damage remove the cause of it, 
or must the injured party remove the cause of the damage ? One is re¬ 
sponsible for damage done to his fellow by things which come directly from 
him (though it is the obligation of every one to keep aloof from damaging 
things). A house with an attic, belonging to two persons, which becomes 
ruined ; the owner of the upper chamber requires the rebuilding, and the 
owner of the house refuses, etc. The same is the case with an olive-press 
which was placed under a garden, etc. A wall or a tree which falls sud¬ 
denly on a public thoroughfare and causes damage, etc. What time is 
fixed for such a case by the court? The same is the case with a laborer 
who was told by his employer to take the articles with which he was engaged 
for payment. Whether looking gives title to an ownerless article or not, the 
Tanaim differ. One must not place his manure upon a public ground, un¬ 
less it is immediately taken away by those who want to use it. If a hewer 
of stones has transferred them to the polisher, and they cause damage while 
under his control, the latter is responsible. When two gardens were 
placed one above the other, and some herbs were grown between them, the 
upper one may use that which he can reach with his hand, provided he 
does not exert himself to reach them. This was reported to the King 
Sabura..307-316 
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TRACT BABA BATHRA (LAST GATE). 


CHAPTER I. 

MlSHNAS /. TO III. In case of dividing partnerships in a yard, where and 
of what the wall shall be built. Is overlooking another’s property considered 
injurious ? Of what size the yard must be to be fit for division. May a prayer- 
house be taken apart before the new building is ready ? The legend of 
Herod the great with Simeon b. Shatuh. How Herod built the Temple 
without the consent of the Roman government. Concerning partitions, fences 
in partners’ gardens, and valleys. May or may not one be compelled to join 
in the expenses of fences if one’s estate is surrounded by his neighbor’s on 
three sides ? If there is a wall, and one of the owners claims that his neigh¬ 
bor did not bear his share of the expense. A debtor who says: I paid my 
debt before due. If the plaintiff demanded his money long after due. He 
who claims, “I have never borrowed,” is to be considered as if he should 
say, "I have never paid.” How and where is a parapet to be mad* and of 
what size ? If there were two courtyards one upon the other ; there were 
two tenants, and the roof of the lower one sank ; there was one who built a 
wall against the window of his neighbor, etc. Two brothers divided a 
bequest, a palace and a fine garden, and the latter built a wall on the edge 
of the garden. There was a note belonging to orphans, against which the 
other party showed a receipt,.1-16 

Mishna IV. The sharing in the building of a gate to a courtyard as well 
as to a city wall. Who are obliged to pay taxes and duties of a city ? Rabbi 
opened his barns of grain in the years of famine, etc. How long must one 
dwell in a city to be taxed ? Charity must be collected by two persons and 
distributed by three. May one be pledged or not for charity ? Who of the 
poor must be investigated before support, and who supported immediately 
without inquiry ? What about one who begged from door to door ? The 
virtue of charity equals the sum of the virtues of all the other commandments 
together. “ I was told by the child who was corrected by his mother,” etc. 
The one who is doing charity secretly is greater than Moses our master. 
How is the verse, Prov. xxi. 21, to be understood ? Whosoever makes it his 
business to do charity will be blessed with sons having wisdom, wealth, etc. 
The discussion of Aqiba with Tarnusruphus. As the yearly household ex¬ 
penses for one are appointed (in Heaven) on each Rosh Hashana, so are his 
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losses. Grace is charity which nears the redeeming, etc. How may the 
horn of Israel be raised ? Rabban Johanan b. Zakkai questioned his disciples 
as to the meaning of the verse, Prow xiv. 34, etc. Iphra Hurmiz, the mother 
of King Sabur, sent four hundred dinars for charity to R. Ammi, etc. If one 
bought a tract of land, however small, he is considered a citizen immedi¬ 
ately, . 16-32 

Mishna V. Partners cannot compel each other to divide. This is the 
rule: If, after division, each part retains its former name, then one can com¬ 
pel his partner to divide. A yard must be divided in accordance with the 
doors, etc. The four ells which are allowed for each door are for unloading. 
If one of the inhabitants of an alley desires to open the door leading from 
his yard to another alley. Inhabitants of alleys who desire to make doors to 
the street may be prevented by the public. Prophecy was taken away from 
the prophets and was given to the wise, to lunatics, and children (how this 
is to be understood). There was a man who bought an estate near to the 
estate of his father-in-law (who had no male children). The law, " Either 
you concede or I concede,” when is it applied ? The case of female slaves 
whom Huna bequeathed to his sons. May or may not the books of the 
Bible be bound together ? What must the size of the holy scrolls be ? What 
was placed in the ark, and how. The order of the Prophets, and who wrote 
them ? Who was Job—an Israelite or a Gentile—and at what time did he 
exist, if he existed at all ? The legends about Satan and Job. Satan was 
more afflicted than Job himself, etc. Satan and Peninnah both intended (with 
their accusations) to please Heaven, etc. The explanation of the passages 
addressed out of the storm wind, etc., etc. Why was not Job doubly rewarded 
with daughters, as he was with sons and with all his property ? There are 
three to whom the Holy One, blessed be He, gave a taste of the world to 
come in this world. There are six whom the angel of death has not domi¬ 
nated. There are four who died without sin, .... 32-54 

CHAPTER II. 

Mishnas I. TO III. How much space is to be left between one’s property 
and another’s? For whom is it to remove himself from supposed injury, 
the supposed injurer or him who would be injured ? One must remove a 
pond for steeping flax from herbs, garlic from onions, and mustard from 
bees. Three spans space, and plastered with lime—are both needed, or 
does one of them suffice ? Is one allowed to void his urine near the wall of 
his neighbor ? Under what circumstances one mayor may not place an oven 
in a lower story of a house. Can one of the partners in a yard prevent his 
partner from establishing a store in it, or not ? At what age a child may be 
taken to school. The enactment of Joshua b. Gamla concerning teaching of 
children. In what circumstances the claim," You are cutting off my livelihood,” 
applies ? " I doubt whether an inhabitant of one alley can prevent one of 

another alley from competing with him.” The legend of R. Dimi’s dry 
figs. How much space is to be left from one wall to an opposite one, and 
how much to a window,. S 5~^7 

MlSHNAS IV. TO XII. To what distance a ladder must be removed from 
one’s neighbor’s pigeon-coop. The distance between a pigeon-coop and the 
city. If a case which we should judge by a majority would be different if 
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according- to proximity, how is it to be judged ? How much space is to be 
left to the city when planting a fruit tree outside ; and how much to a wild 
one, to a carob, and to a sycamore. How much to barns, to cemeteries, and 
to tanneries. The Shekhinah occupies every place. The world is like a 
balcony without the fourth wall, etc. On what side of the city a tannery may 
be placed. He who desires to increase his wisdom shall recite his prayers 
towards the south, etc. To a well a distance of twenty-five ells must be 
left when planting a tree, etc. One must not plant a tree near his neighbor’s 
field, etc. A tree which bears fruit to the measure of a kab is forbidden to 
be cut down. A tree which is within sixteen ells of the boundary of another’s 
estate is considered robbery, etc. If the branches of a tree are inclined 
towards another’s field, what is to be done ? The branches of a tree which 
overhang public ground may be cut off, so that a camel with its rider may 
pass freely,.67-82 


CHAPTER III. 

Mishna /. The law of occupancy—to what it does and does not apply. 
Whence is it deduced ? What time is needed for it, and how a protest 
against it should be made. Must the three years of hazakah be interrupted ? 
Who testifies as to the occupancy of houses ? The many cases of occupied 
houses which the owners claimed, brought before different rabbis of the 
Amoraim who decided differently. If one claims, “ It was from my parents,” 
and the other claims the same. There was one who said : “ I possessed a 
document but lost the true one, and this is a correct copy.” There was 
another case similar concerning a hundred zuz in cash. It was murmured 
among people that Rabha b. Sharshum had appropriated land belonging to 
orphans, and Abayi sent for him. One snatched a piece of silver from his 
neighbor and the case was brought before R. Ami. There was a boat about 
which two parties quarrelled, each claiming that it was his. If each of the 
parties claim : “This estate belonged to my parents.” If witnesses testify 
that the plaintiff has loaded a basket of fruit from this field on the shoulders 
of the defendant, the hazakah is effected immediately. Is ploughing a haza¬ 
kah, or not ? If one has made a hazakah on the trees and another upon 
the ground, has the owner of the trees a share in the ground ? . . 83-100 

Mishnas II. and III. There are three lands concerning the law of haza¬ 
kah. If one runs away from a city because of crime, and one occupies his 
estate, the law of hazakah applies. How should one protest ? Is a protest 
not in one’s presence to be considered ? Under what circumstances the 
court announces to the defendant that his property will be sold. How is it 
when he told them to write a deed of gift without an explanation ? A haza¬ 
kah to which there is no claim is not to be considered. How so ? What 
happened to Anan and Kahana, who placed their fences on others’ estates. 
If the father has consumed one year and his son two, or vice versa , or each 
of them one year and the buyer from them one year, is it considered a 
hazakah ? The law of hazakah does not apply to specialists, farmers, etc. 
May one who is supposed to be interested in a case be a witness ? Has one 
a right to say : “ I cut myself off from this estate entirely ” ? If A has robbed 
B of a field and has sold it to C, then D comes with a claim, has B then any 
right to be a witness for C ? If one sold a field to his neighbor without 
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security, he has no right to qualify as a witness concerning it. The an¬ 
nouncement of Rabha or Papa about an article which a Gentile takes away 
from an Israelite. If one has given his garment to a specialist, the latter 
claiming two zuz and the owner one. If one has exchanged his utensils for 
another's in the house of a specialist, etc. " Come and I will tell you what 
the swindlers of Pumbeditha are doing." May a gardener be taken as a 
witness in case of a claim, or not ? A robber—neither he nor his son has 
hazakah, but his grandson has. A specialist or a gardener who has ceased 
his profession, a son who was separated from his father, and a woman who 
was divorced—all ot them are considered, in a case of hazakah, with men 
in general. If one sold his estate by duress, the sale is valid. Why so ? 
Tabba hanged Pappi on a tree, to compel him to sell him his field. If wit¬ 
nesses testify they signed a note whose amount was not yet paid, but was 
prepared by the borrower in case he should find some one who would make 
him the loan. “I did so only with the intention of pleasing my husband, 
but not with the intention of selling it.” Is there no occupancy in the estate 
of a married woman ? If one borrowed from his bondsman and encumbered 
his estate for him by a document, and afterwards he freed him ? One must 
not accept bailments from women, slaves, or children. If one who was the 
business man of the house, and the bills of sale and notes were in his name, 
claims : " All this is my own ”—what should be the evidence ? Concerning 
a gift or an inheritance of brothers. Is it not the duty of every Israelite to 
save the property of his neighbor from damage when seeing danger is near ? 
There cannot be a better hazakah than lifting up, as this act gives title to 
one in everything. The estate of idolaters, if sold to an Israelite, and the 
latter has not made a hazakah on it, it is like a desert. If an Israelite buys 
a field from a Gentile and another Israelite comes and takes possession of it 
(before the bill of sale reaches the buyer). " I was told by the Exilarch 
Uqban the following three things : ( a ) That the law of the government 
should be respected as a law of the Torah," etc., . . . 100-134 

MlSHNAS IV. to X. What, and under what circumstances, collusive wit¬ 
nesses have to pay. If there were three brothers and one stranger. There 
is a difference in usage of articles—in some cases hazakah applies, and in 
some not. Does this rule always hold good ? The wonderful sayings and 
acts of Bnaha. Hazakah does not apply to movable pipes attached to drains, 
etc. What is to be considered an Egyptian window ? To an enclosure the 
size of a span in width, hazakah applies. One must not open windows to 
the yard even when he is a partner in it. One must not open, in a yard 
belonging to partners, a door or window opposite that of one’s partner, etc. 
One must not make a hole in public ground. " There were enclosures from 
R. Ammi’s property facing an alley," etc. When the second Temple was 
destroyed, many of Israel separated themselves from eating meat and drink¬ 
ing wine. Such a thing must not be decreed, which the majority of the con¬ 
gregation could not endure,.134-146 


CHAPTER IV. 

MlSHNAS /. TO V. If one sells a house unconditionally. If one sells a 
property, he must write in the bill of sale : " I reserve nothing of it for my¬ 
self." If E owns a field adjoining A’s field from east to west, and B’s from 
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north to south, and he comes to sell it, etc. If A and B were partners in a 
field, and A sold his share to C. If one sold a house with the stipulation 
that the upper diceta (chamber) was reserved for him. If one has sold the 
house to one man and the diceta to another. Title is not given to a well, 
although there is mentioned that one sold the depth and the height. The 
difference between a sale and a gift. If one sold a house, he sold with it the 
door, the bolt and lock, but not the key. If one sold a yard, the houses, 
walls, cellars, and caves are included, but not movable property. If one 
sells a press-house, the sale includes the trough, the press-beam or press- 
stone, etc., ........... I 47 _I 5 ^ 

MlSHNAS VI. TO IX. If one sells a bath-house the sale does not include 
the boards on the floor. If one sells a town, the sale includes houses, etc., but 
not movable property. If one sells a field, the sale includes the stones which 
are needed for its use. From the passage, Gen. xxxiii. 17, we infer that the 
boundary is sold to the buyer with the field biblically. A depositary who 
claims that he had returned the bailment, etc. In selling a field, if it con¬ 
tains a well, cistern, etc., they are not included in the sale . 158-166 

CHAPTER V. 

MlSHNAS I. TO V. How should one acquire title to a boat ? To a prom¬ 
issory note title is given by transfer and bill of sale : acquire title to it and to 
all the debts it contains is traditional and also according to common sense. 
A bill of sale to a wagon does not include the mules when not hitched, and 
vice versa. May the amount paid serve as evidence ? If one sells an ass, 
the harness is not included. The khumni is not included in the harness. 
What does khumni mean ? If one sold a she-ass, its foal is sold ; but if a 
cow, the calf is not. If one buys the brood of a pigeon-coop ; of a bee-hive. 
If one buys a tree for cutting it down, he must begin a span high from the 
ground ; an inoculated sycamore, three spans ; a trunk of sycamores, two. 
If exactly three spans, it is beneficial for the growth of the tree, etc., 167-175 

MlSHNAS VI. TO IX. If one buy two trees within his neighbor’s field, the 
ground beneath is not sold ; if three, it is. Concerning the firstfruit offer¬ 
ings. If the branches were wide-spreading. How much space is to be left 
between the trees in question, that it should be considered the buyer’s ? A 
practised act is more important for evidence. How should the ground be¬ 
longing to the buyer be measured ? If one has sold two trees situated in 
his field and one on the boundary. There are four legal customs concerning 
sales. If one sold dark-red wheat and it was found to be white, or vice versa , 
etc. By what acts is title given to fruit and to flax ? The vessels of the 
buyer give title to him in every place, except on public ground. There are 
four legal customs concerning sellers, etc. To real estate title is acquired 
by money, deed, or hazakah ; and to personal property title is given by 
drawing only. To a thing which is usually lifted up, title is given by lifting ; 
and usually drawn, by drawing. If one hires a servant to work for him in 
the barn for one dinar a day, with the stipulation that he shall work for him 
for the same price in the harvest-time. If one sold wine or oil, and it be¬ 
comes dearer or cheaper, .1 7 5— 1 9° 

MlSHNAS X. AND XI. If one sends his little son to the storekeeper with a 
pundiun (dupondius), but the child loses the issar and breaks the glass. If 
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one take a vessel from a specialist, to examine it, he is responsible for an ac¬ 
cident. The wholesaler has to clean his measures once within thirty days. 
Must overweight be given, and how much ? The punishment for false meas¬ 
uring is harder than for adultery. It is harder for the cheating of a com¬ 
moner than for the cheating of the sanctuary. The scales must be hanging 
three spans in the air, etc. Weights must not be made of tin, lead, cassit- 
erite, or other kinds of metal. One must not keep in his house an unjust 
measure, even if he uses it for a chamber. If the elders of the city want to 
enlarge the measures, it must not be more than a sixth of them. From the 
verse Ezek. xlv. 12 may be inferred three things, etc. “Those who forestall 
fruit,” etc.—who are meant thereby ? There must not be exported from Pal¬ 
estine things by which a livelihood is made. It may be prayed by blowing 
of horns even on Sabbath, when business becomes dull. One must not emi¬ 
grate from Palestine toother provices, unless the price of grain has increased, 
etc. “ When Abraham our father departed from this world, all the great 
men of the nations stood up in a file and said,” etc. “I remember when a 
child used to break a piece of carob, threads of honey would leak out,” etc., 

190-203 

Hagadah. 

The well-known legends of Rabba b. b. Hana : Waves, Hurnim ben 
Lilith, roebuck of one day, alligator. The fish which destroyed sixty cities. 
The fish with two fins. About the leviathan, male and female. The ban¬ 
quet of the upright in the world to come. The bird with her head in the 
sky. The geese from which a whole river of fat was running. The Arabian 
merchant who accompanied Rabba in the desert, and showed him the dead 
of the desert at the time of Moses. The place where Korach with his com¬ 
pany was swallowed up, where the earth and the sky meet, etc. What R. 
Johanan has to tell. Jehudah of Mesopotamia. What happened with Elie- 
zer and Jehoshua while on the ship. What Huna b. Nathan told. The 
canopies (chupas) for each upright in the world to come. The ten chupas 
made for Adam the first in paradise. About Hiram the King of Tyre who 
claimed to be a God. The increase of Jerusalem in the future, . 203-213 


Appendix. 


Usucapio in the Roman Law 
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TRACT BABA BATHRA (LAST GATE). 

(PART II.) 


CHAPTER VI. 

MishnaS I. TO VIII. If one sold fruit and it did not sprout, or an ox 
and thereafter it was found a goring one. May the trouble of slaughtering 
and selling the meat be taken into consideration ? If an ox was found killed 
at the side of another pasturing one. Between majority and hazakah, 
which should be preferred (see footnote p. 217) ? All hold the theory of 
majority. If one delivered wheat for grinding to fine meal, but the miller 
did not properly grind it; or if meal were delivered to a baker and he did 
not bake it properly. If one buys fruit, he has to accept a quarter of a kabh 
of dust on a saah. If he sold a cellar of wine, he must accept ten harsh 
barrels on each hundred. If wheat, a quarter of a kabh of peas ; if barley, 
a quarter of chaff; if lentils, of dust. If the buyer has found more than the 
above prescribed quantity. The difference between a cellar and this cellar, 
and also if for keeping was added. May or may not wine which is sold in 
retail stores be considered products of the vine? If one sells wine, and it 
turns sour. Which wine is considered an old one. If one is proud, he is 
not tolerated even by his family. A commoner who disguises himself in the 
garment of a scholar cannot enter into the habitation of the Holy One, etc. 
If one sells, or a contractor undertakes to build, a wedding or a widow 
house. A groom who resides in the house of his father-in-law is lighter 
than bran, and still lighter is an invited guest who brings with him an 
uninvited one, and still lighter is he who answers before hearing the 
question. If one wishes to build a stable. If one possesses a well, situated 
on the other side of his neighbor’s house, or a garden inside of his neigh¬ 
bor’s. If there was a public thoroughfare through one’s field, etc. If one 
sells a place for digging a grave, or an undertaker makes a place for one, 
the inside of the cave must be four by six, etc., .... 215-230 

CHAPTER VII. 

MlSHNAS I. TO VI. I sell you earth of the size whereon one kur can 
be sown, etc., or measured with a line. In case the buyer has to make 
return, it shall be in money. If the seller said "the size of a kur,” without 
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any addition, how is the law ? "I sell you the estate,” with a measure¬ 
ment a trifle more or less; or, “this estate . . . with its marks and 

boundaries.” If two versions of the seller contradict each other, which is to 
be considered ? The difference in opinion of the Amoraim in the explanation 
of Mishna IV. R. Papa bought an estate said to be twenty saahs—after it 
was measured it was found only fifteen. To two brothers who had divided 
their inheritance came a third brother (of whose existence they were not 
previously aware). If brothers divided their inheritance, and a creditor of 
their father came and took away the share of one of them. If the members 
of the court differ in the amount, upon appraisement brought before them. 
“ I sell you the half of the field ” ; “ The southern half of this field,’’etc.—the 
seller has to give space for a partition, etc., .... 231-240 

CHAPTER VIII. 

Mishna /. There are those who bequeath, and also inherit ; others who 
inherit but do not bequeath ; and also those who neither bequeath nor 
inherit. The passage [Num. xxvii. 8] in the Scripture does not correspond 
with all that is taught above. Who were the grandfathers of Pinchos ben 
Elazar on his mother’s side. If one is about to marry, it is advisable for him 
to investigate the character of the bride’s brothers. It is better for one to 
hire himself to Abhada Zarah (idolatry) than to rely upon people that shall 
support him. Abhada Zarah means “ idolatry.” Literally, however, it is 
“a strange service.” Is the tribe of the mother’s side equal to the tribe of 
the father’s side? What happened to Janai and Jehudah the second when 
they came together ? The husband from his wife. Whence is this deduced ? 
Whence came Pinchos ben Elazar to have a mountain which his father did 
not possess ? Whence is it deduced that the husband does not inherit the 
estate to which his wife during her life is only heir apparent ? In the case of 
a gift with the ceremony of a sudarium, whether healthy or sick, what time 
may be given him to retract,.241-255 

MlSHNAS II. to IV. The order of inheritance is thus, etc. If one 
decides that a daughter shall inherit, when there is a daughter of a son, even 
if he were a prince in Israel, he must not be listened to. What happened to 
Rabban Johanan with the Sadducean ? “ The daughters of Z’lophchod 

have inherited,” etc. The land of Israel was divided among the ascendants 
from Egypt, and not among their children. Joshua and Caleb inherited the 
shares of the spies. Whence is this deduced? May or may not a disciple 
be honored in the presence of his master ? Why is the order in mentioning 
the daughters of Z’lophchod different in the Scripture ? If a woman 
marries at less than twenty years of age, she bears children until sixty ; but 
when she marries after forty, she does not then bear children. There were 
seven men who encompassed the whole world since its creation until now, 
etc. How was the land of Israel divided—into twelve parts, or among the 
people severally ? The land of Israel will be divided among thirteen tribes. 
A son and a daughter are equal concerning inheritance, etc. How shall 
the double share of the first-born be counted—double as to each brother or 
as to the whole estate. What is the reason that Jacob took away the privi¬ 
lege of the first-born from Reuben and gave it to Joseph ? Jacob’s children, 
who came to Egypt, in sum you find seventy ; however, if you will number 
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them in detail, you will find 'only sixty-nine. In the case of inheritance of 
a promissory note, the first-born took a double share, etc. A first-born does 
not take a double share in a loan. The Palestinians, however, say he does. 
What is to be done with an estate bequeathed for life only, which the in¬ 
heritor has sold ? A first-born does not inherit property to come in the 
future, and the same is the case with a husband. If the first-born protests 
when his brothers come to improve the estate left by their father, 255-271 

MishnaS V. TO VII. A will which is against the law of the Scripture 
must not be listened to ; however, if it is as a gift, it may. “ My son is my 
first-born,” he takes a double share ; “ My son is a first-born,” he does not. 
“ Go to Sh’kh’at my son, who is a first-born, whose spittle cures eyes.” If 
two wives of one have born two sons in a secret place which was dark, and 
it is not known who was born first, they may write a power of attorney each 
to the other, etc. If one was known to the people as a first-born, and his 
father said of another, etc. A creditor may collect from bondsmen belong¬ 
ing to orphans for their father’s debt. A second-cousin, a third-cousin, may 
be a witness (according to the law). If one says, “This child shall inherit 
all,” or, “ My wife shall take an equal share with one of my sons,” he is to 
be listened to. If the word “gift” was mentioned in the beginning, etc. 
How is this to be illustrated ? If one wrote, “ The field on the east side 
shall be given to A, and B shall inherit that on the west side,” is title given 
or not ? All that is said in one speech is valid, except as to idolatry. If 
one says : “ A shall inherit my estate,” and he has a daughter, he said noth¬ 
ing ; or, “ A shall inherit my estate instead of my daughter,” or, “ My 
daughter instead of my son ”—how is the law ? A Halakha must not be 
taken for granted from a discussion or from an act, unless one is told to do 
so. Rabbi said: My youth made me presume to contradict Nathan the 
Babylonian. If one bequeath all his estates to his wife, he makes her a 
guardian only. (All that is said above treats of a will by a sick man.) 
How is it if this was done while in good health ? If one has bequeathed 
all his estates to his sons, but has left to his wife a small portion of ground. 
How is it in a similar case when one is in good health ? A sick person 
who has bequeathed all his estate to a stranger, it is to be investigated if the 
latter is in some way fit to be called a direct heir. An inheritance has no 
interruption, and goes direct to the heirs of the inheritor. The rabbis con¬ 
demned one who bequeathed his estate to strangers, leaving out his chil¬ 
dren. What happened to Shamai the elder with Jonathan b. Uziel, 

271-297 

Mishnas VIII. to XII. “ This is my son,” he is to be trusted ; “ My 
brother,” he is not. If one testify he has divorced his wife, he is to be 
trusted. If a short period of time, can one’s testimony be divided—that 
for the past he should not be trusted, and for the future he should ? If a 
sick person said to witnesses : “Write, and give a mana to so and so,” and 
before they did so he dies. How is it if the same was said by one in good 
health ? If one wishes to bequeath his estate to his children, etc. How if 
he has written “from to-day and after my death” ? If a sudarium is men¬ 
tioned, no matter what version was used, nothing is needed to be added. 
“ My estates are bequeathed to you, and after you to B,” etc. Who is 
called a crafty villain ? To a gift presented by one who is dying, at what 
time is title given ? There was a woman who had a tree on the estate of 
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R. Bibbi b. Abayi, etc. If A said to B, “ I give you this ox as a present, 
with the stipulation that you shall return it to me.” If a sick man said, “ I 
have a mana with so and so," the witnesses may write this, etc. The Halakha 
prevails that it must not be feared the court will err. The father has the 
right to gather the products bequeathed to his son, etc. If he left grown-up 
and minor sons, the grown ones have no right to derive any benefit on 
account of the minors, etc. How is it if a woman has borrowed money, 
consumed it, and thereafter she married without paying her debt, and 
brought estates with her at marriage ? " The following is not to be re¬ 

turned in the jubilee year,” etc. (p. 310). In some respects the husband 
should be considered as an heir, and in some respects as a buyer, 297-311 

CHAPTER IN. 

Mishnas I. AND II. If one leave sons and daughters, if the inheritance is 
of great worth, the daughters must be supported from it ; if a moderate one, 
the daughters must be supported, and the sons may go a-begging. If the 
estates were of great worth, but there was a promissory note in the hands of 
a creditor. If the deceased left a widow and a daughter, and the estates left 
could support only one of them. If one leave sons, daughters, and an her¬ 
maphrodite. “ If my pregnant wife shall bear a male,” etc. A child of one 
day inherits and bequeaths, etc. All that was said here was taught in the 
city of Sura. In Pumbeditha, however, it was taught otherwise, etc. One 
said, “ I bequeath my estate to the children who shall be born of you by me,” 
etc. One said, “ My estate shall be for you and your children.” And R. 
Joseph decided : One half of the estate belongs to her, and the other half 
to her children. There was one who had sent home pieces of silk, without 
any order to which member of his household they belonged, . 312-321 

Mishnas III. TO VII. If one left grown-up and minor sons, and the 
former improved the estate, etc. If one has made the wedding of his son in 
one of his houses, the son acquires title to the house, etc. Three things the 
rabbis enacted as laws without giving any reason. Brothers partners in busi¬ 
ness ; if one of them was taken by the government to work, etc. If one of the 
brothers took two hundred zuz to begin the study of the Torah or to learn 
a trade, etc. Wedding presents may be replevined by the court. If one 
has betrothed a woman and dies before marriage, a virgin collects two 
hundred and a widow one hundred zuz. Five things were said about wed¬ 
ding presents : (a) They may be collected by the court; ( 6 ) they are returned 
at the time when the donator marries, etc. Who is like unto a wealthy man 
who is known to be rich by his many cattle and estates, etc.? The different 
explanations of Prov. xv. 15. If one sends presents to the home of his 
betrothed’s father, to the value of one hundred manas, and has partaken of the 
betrothal meal, even for one dinar, they are not to be returned. How is it 
when the presents have improved, etc.? If a sick person had bequeathed all 
his estates to strangers, etc. Three things Achithophel charged his sons, etc. 
If a sick person said : “ A shall reside in such a house,” or, “ B shall con¬ 
sume the products of such and such a tree,” etc. A sick person who has 
bequeathed all of his estates to strangers, it must be investigated how was 
the case. If a sick person has bequeathed all his estates to strangers and 
thereafter is cured. The expressions, “ He shall take,” “shall be rewarded.” 
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How shall it be done if he expresses himself: “ A is the one who shall derive 
benefit from my estates ” ? If a sick person has confessed, “I owe so much 
to so and so,” shall it be taken for granted, etc.? In five cases the act of a 
gift is not considered unless the bequeather writes “all my estates.” What 
is considered estates ? How is the case with the Holy Scrolls—as they 
must not be sold, are they considered estate or not, etc.? The mother of 
Rami b. Hama bequeathed to him her estates on one evening. The mother 
of R. Amram the Pious possessed a bundle of deeds, etc. Concerning a 
gift in part of a sick person—in one respect it is equal to a gift by one in 
good health, etc. A sick person who has bequeathed all his estates to 
strangers, although made with a sudarium, if he was cured he may retract. 
I: one bequeathed first to one and thereafter to another, etc., . 321-345 

Mishna VIII. If in the deed it was not mentioned that he was sick, and 
he claims that he was sick at the time of writing and had a right to retract. 
What kind of evidence is required, etc. It happened in the city of Bene 
Brack, that one sold the estate of his father and died; and his relatives com¬ 
plained that he was not of age when he died. What must be the age of one 
who has the right to sell the estates left him by his father ? How is he to be 
considered during the nineteenth year—nineteen, which is still not of age, or 
twenty ? There was one lad less than twenty, who had sold the estate of his 
father. If a lad of thirteen years and one day presented a gift to some one, 
his act is valid. If one divides his estates verbally, no matter if he was in 
good health or dangerously sick, according to R. Elazar to real estate title 
is given by money, etc. It happened with an inhabitant of the city of Mruni, 
who was in Jerusalem, that he possessed much valuable property which he 
desired to present to different persons, etc. If it happens that a sick person 
divides his estates verbally on the Sabbath, etc. Suppose a house falls upon 
A and his father or on any persons, that one of them has to be bequeather 
and the other inheritor, and it is not known who dies first. If a son has sold 
his share of the inheritance of his father to some one, and dies while the 
father was still alive, and thereafter his father died, the son of the seller has 
a right to take away the goods from the buyer. And this is a complicated 
case in the law of money matters. A son inherits from his mother when 
he is already in the grave, so that his brothers from his father's side should 
inherit from him,. 345~357 


CHAPTER X. 

Mishnas I. to V. A simple get (document) the witnesses must sign at 
the end of the contents. A folded one, however, the witnesses must sign 
outside, etc. In what place should the witnesses sign a folding document ? 
If the signatures of the witnesses were separated by a space of two lines from 
the writing, the document is invalid ; is it meant with their usual space or 
without ? There was a folding document which came before Rabbi, and he 
said : “ There is no date to it,” etc. All must be done as is customary in the 
country. If there was only one witness to a simple, etc. If in the document 
was written, “hundred zuz,” which make twenty selas, etc. If on the top of 
the document was written “a mana,” and on the bottom “two hundred 
zuz,” or vice versa , etc. There was a document in which was written, “six 
hundred and a zuz,” etc. There was a toll-master of a bridge who was a 
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Jew who said to Abayi: " Let the master show me his signature,” etc. A 
divorce may be written by the court for a husband in the absence of his 
wife—the husband must pay the fees. Documents of arbitrating and all 
other acts of mediating by the court must not be written unless both 
parties are present—at the expense of both. There was a receipt approved 
by Jeremiah b. Abba. However, the same woman came into his court to 
claim her marriage contract several years later, etc. If one has paid a part 
of his debt, and deposited his document with some one. If it happened to 
one that a promissory note became erased, he must find witnesses. The 
approval must be written : “We three, E, F, G, the undersigned, were 
sitting together, and before us was brought by A, the son of B, an erased 
note,” etc. If one comes before the court claiming that he has lost a promis¬ 
sory note from so and so, etc. If one has presented a gift to his neighbor 
by a deed, if the deed was returned by the beneficiary the gift is considered 
returned. The following is the order of claims before the court. The 
lender comes to the court to complain that the borrower does not pay his 
debt, etc. Concerning deeds, they may write another one without mention¬ 
ing the responsibility of the seller for the estate, etc. There was a woman 
who gave money to one that he might buy estates for her, etc. If one came 
to claim a field saying that he possesses a deed, and also that it was in his 
possession the years of hazakah, etc. If there was any forgery in the docu¬ 
ment, or there were incompetent witnesses, the transferring is not con¬ 
sidered, . 357-379 

Mishnas VI. TO IX. If one has paid a part of his debt, according to 
R. Jehudah the promissory note must be changed. According to R. Jose, 
the lender has to give a receipt for the amount paid. The Halakha prevails 
neither with R. Jehudah nor with R. Jose, etc. If the document was 
written at the date used by the government, and such a date fell on a Sab¬ 
bath or on the Day of Atonement, etc. It happened with R. Itz'hak b. 
Joseph, who had money with R. Abba, etc. Abba said to his scribe : 
“ When it shall happen that you have to write a document with a later date, 
you must write as follows : This document was postdated by us for a cer¬ 
tain reason,” etc. If one holds a promissory note for a hundred zuz, and 
requests that it shall be rewritten in two notes each of fifty zuz, etc. If 
there were two brothers, one rich and one poor, and they inherited from 
their father a bath-house, or an olive-press house, if for business they must 
share equally ; but if for private use, etc. If there are two persons who bear 
one and the same name, they cannot give promissory notes to each other, 
nor to any of the inhabitants. If a promissory note was paid, etc. If one 
(while struggling with death) says to his son : “ A promissory note among 
the notes I possess is paid, but I do not remember which,” etc. If one 
made a loan to his neighbor through a surety, he must not collect first from 
the surety, etc. Whether a surety has to pay or not, R. Jehudah and R. Jose 
differ, etc. If the surety said : “ Lend to this man, and I am the surety,” etc. 
If the expression was, “Give to him, and I will return you,” then has the 
lender nothing to do with the borrower. There was a judge who trans¬ 
ferred the estate of the borrower to the lender, before the lender had de¬ 
manded his money from the borrower, etc. There was a surety for orphans 
who had paid the lender before he notified the orphans. If one was put 
under the ban because he declined to pay his debts. If the promissory 
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note of the deceased was in the hands of the surety, who claims to have paid 
the lender, etc. There was a surety for a deceased debtor to a heathen, 
who paid the heathen before he had demanded his debt from the orphans. 
If one made himself surety to a woman for a marriage contract, etc. A sick 
person who has consecrated all his estates, and at the same time said : “So 
and so has a mana with me,” he may be trusted. A sick person who said: 
“ A has a mana with me,” and thereafter the orphans claimed that they have 
paid, they are to be trusted. If one borrows money on a promissory 
note, the lender has a right to collect from encumbered estates. If it hap¬ 
pen that a creditor sees his debtor in the market, grapples him by the throat, 
and one passes by and says, “Leave him alone, I will pay,” he is neverthe¬ 
less free, because the loan was made not upon his surety. Biblically there 
is no difference between a loan on a document and by word of mouth, and 
it should be collected from encumbered estates. A verbal loan is not col¬ 
lectible—neither from heirs nor from buyers. If the surety signed before 
the signatures, it may be collected from encumbered estates. Only a surety 
in the presence of the court is free from a sudarium, but all others are not, 

379-395 


SYNOPSIS OF SUBJECTS 

OF 

TRACT SANHEDRIN (SUPREME 
COUNCIL). 


CHAPTER I. 

Mishna /. To which cases judges are needed to decide, and to which 
commoners ; which three, five, twenty-three, and seventy-one. The Great 
Sanhedrin consisted of seventy-one, and the Small of twenty-three. How many 
a city should contain, that it should be fit for a supreme council. If one 
were known to the majority of the people as an expert, he alone might decide 
civil cases. A permission from the Exilarch holds good for the whole 
country (of Babylon and also for Palestine) ; from the Prince in Palestine, 
for the whole of Palestine and Syria only : he may teach the law, decide 
civil cases, and may also decide upon the blemishes of first-born animals. 
He (a priest) saw a divorced woman and married her, and with this he 
annulled his priesthood. He erred in his opinion— e.g., there were two, 
Tanaim and two Amoraim who differed in a case, and he decided the case 
according to one. There are three Tanaim who differ concerning arbitra¬ 
tion. When the decision is already given in accordance with the strict law, 
an arbitration cannot take place. May or may not a judge say, “ I do not 
want to decide this case ” ? and under what circumstances ? Is mediation a 
meritorious act, or is it only permitted ? There were many who used to say 
maxims of morality, and Samuel found that they were only repetitions of 
verses in the Scriptures. “Say unto wisdom, Thou art my sister,” means, if 
the thing is certain to you as that it is prohibited for you to marry your 
sister, then you may say it; but not otherwise. If one appoints a judge who 
is not fit to be such, he is considered as if he were to plant a grove in Israel. 
The court shall not listen to the claims of one party in the absence of the 
other (in civil cases). “You shall judge righteously” means, you shall de¬ 
liberate the case carefully, and make it just in your mind, and only thereafter 
may you give your decision : “For the judgment belongeth to God.” The 
Holy One, blessed be He, said : “ It is the least for the wicked to take away 
money from one and give it to another illegally,” etc. Is warning needed to a 
scholar ? Where is the hint that collusive witnesses are to be punished with 
stripes ? Punishment of stripes is not applied to those who do no manual 
labor. The numbers three, five, and seven—to what have they a similarity ? 

xi 



xii SYNOPSIS OF SUBJECTS. 

A year must not be intercalated with one month, except by them who are 
invited for it by the Nashi. Since the death of the last prophets—Haggai, 
Zechariah, and Malachi—the Holy Spirit has left Israel, etc. A leap year 
should not be made because of the kids, lambs, etc. For the following three 
things a leap year is made: Because of the late arrival of Spring, etc. A 
leap year must not be made in the years of famine. The year must not 
be intercalary before Rosh Hashana. A leap year must not be made in one 
year for the next. No appointment of a leap year must be because of defile¬ 
ment. If not for Ben Baba, the law of fines would be forgotten from Israel. 
The legend how Jehudah b. Baba supplied the degree of Rabbi to five (six) 
elders, and by this act he caused the oral law not to be forgotten from Israel. 
The custom of giving degrees must not be used out of Palestine. What 
is to be considered second tithe, of which the value is not known ? Rotten 
fruit, etc. “ Every great matter,’’ means the matter of a great man. By the 
whole tribe, is meant the head of it. The legend how a battle was decided 
by King David. Whence do we know that it is a duty to appoint judges to 
each tribe ? etc. The legend of Eldad and Medad, and what their prophecy 
was. How Moses selected the seventy elders from each tribe, and also the 
payment of the first-born who were not redeemed by Levites. Sentence 
of guilt must be by a majority of two. If all persons of a Sanhedrin are 
accusing, the defendant becomes free. How so ? In a city in which the 
following ten things do not exist it is not advisable for a scholar to reside, 
and they are, etc. Of rulers of thousands were six hundred ; of hundreds, 
six thousand ; of fifties, twelve thousand ; of tens, sixty thousand—hence the 
total number of the officers in Israel was seventy-eight thousand and six 
hundred,.1-42 


CHAPTER II. 

Mishnas I and II. The high-priest may judge and be a witness; be 
judged and witnessed against. A king must not judge, and is not judged ; 
must not be a witness, nor witnessed against. There are cases from which 
one may withdraw himself, and there are others from which he may not. 
How so ? A king must not be a member of the Sanhedrin ; nor he and a 
high-priest engage in discussion about a leap year. The legends of three 
pasturers who had a discussion about the month Adar, which the rabbis took 
as a support to establish a leap year. When he (high-priest) goes in the row 
to condole with others, his vice and the ex-high-priest are placed at his right, 
etc. Formerly the custom was for the mourners to stand, and the people tt? 
pass by, etc. A row is not less than ten persons, not counting the mourners. 
All agree that if a king has relinquished his honor, it is not relinquished. 
How could David marry two sisters while they were both living ? The 
strength of Joseph was moderation on the part of Boas, and the strength of 
the latter was moderation on the part of Palti, etc., etc. If a death occurs in 
the house of the king, he must not leave the gate of the palace, . 43-52 

Mishnas III. to VI. Three positive commandments was Israel com¬ 
manded when they entered Palestine, viz., they should appoint a king, etc. 
The treasures of kings which are plundered in time of war belong to the king 
only. He (the king) must not marry more than eighteen wives. Even one 
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wife, should she be liable to turn his heart away, he must not marry her. 
The numbereighteen mentioned in the Mishna—whence is it deduced ? Four 
hundred children were born to David by the handsome women whom he took 
captive ( i.e ., those mentioned in Deut. xxi. n). Only a son may stay alone 
with his mother, but it is not allowed for any one besides to stay alone with 
a married woman. He (the king) must not acquire many horses, neither 
more gold and silver than to pay the military. He shall not acquire many 
horses, and lest one say, “Even those which are needed for his chariots,” etc. 
He shall not acquire much gold and silver—lest one say, “ Not even suffi- 
cient for paying the military,” etc. Why does not the Scripture explain the 
reason of its law? Because in two verses it was so done, and the greatest 
men of a generation stumbled because of them, etc. Ezra was wrothy that 
the Torah should be given through him, if Moses had not preceded him. In 
the very beginning the Torah was given to Israel in Assyrian characters, etc. 
(see footnote, p. 59). One must not ride on his—the king’s—horse, etc. 
Come and see how hard is divorce in the eyes of the sages ! He who divorces 
his first wife, even the altar sheds tears on account of him. The king must 
cut his hair every day, a high-priest every eve of Sabbath, and a commoner 
priest every thirty days,.‘ . . . . 52-63 


CHAPTER III. 

Mishnas /. TO III. Civil cases by three : one party may select one, and 
so the other, and both one more. Pure-minded people of Jerusalem used not 
to sign a document unless they were aware who was the other who was to 
sign it, and also would not sit down to judge unless they were aware who 
was to be their colleague, etc. One has no right to reject a judge who was 
appointed by the majority. There is a rule that the testimony of one who is 
interested in a case is not to be taken into consideration. Proof is needed to 
each claim, even if it is not so important that it could injure the case. He 
who saw Resh Lakish in the college saw one uprooting hills and crushing 
them, and he who saw R. Mair saw one uprooting mountains and crushing 
them. Gamblers (habitual dice-players) and usurers, and those who play 
with flying doves, are disqualified to be witnesses. What crime is there in 
dice-playing ? Because they do not occupy themselves with the welfare of 
the world. One who borrows to pay usurers is also disqualified. Gamblers 
are counted those who play with dice ; and not only with dice, but even with 
the shells of nuts or pomegranates. Among those who play with doves—other 
animals are also meant. There was added to the disqualified witnesses 
robbers and forcers (i.e., those who take things by force, although they pay 
the value for them). There was secondly added to that category, collectors 
of duty and contractors of the government. The father of R. Zera was a 
collector for thirteen years, etc. One’s thought for his maintenance injures 
him in his study of the law, etc. They who accept charity from idolaters 
are disqualified to be witnesses, provided they do so publicly, etc. One who 
is wicked in money matters only is disqualified to witness, but not one wicked 
in heavenly matters. Bar Hama had slain a man, and the Exilarch told 
Aba b. Jacob to investigate the case ; and if he really slew the man they 
should make the murderers blind, etc.64-79 
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MlSHNAS IV. TO VI. The following are counted relatives who may not be 
witnesses: Brothers, brothers of father or mother, brothers-in-law, etc. 
" My father’s brother shall not witness in my cases; he, his son, and his son-in- 
law.” " The brother of my mother-in-law cannot be a witness for me.” The 
husband of one’s sister, also the husband of the sister of one’s father and the 
husband of the sister of one’s mother, their sons and their sons-in-law, are 
also excluded from being witnesses. A stepfather ... his son-in-law, etc. 
There was a deed of gift which was signed by two brothers-in-law— i.e., two 
husbands of two sisters, etc. How were the witnesses examined ? They 
were brought into separate chambers, etc. How were the witnesses 
frightened ? There was one who had hidden witnesses under the curtains of 
his bed, and he said to his debtor : “ Have I a mana with you ? ” etc. There 
was one who was named by the people "the man who has against him a 
whole kab of promissory notes.” There was another who was named 
"the mouse who lies on dinars,” etc. There was a document of confession 
in which it was not written: "He (the debtor) has said to us, ‘Write a 
document, sign, and give it him ’ (the creditor),” etc. “ I have seen your de¬ 
ceased father hide money in a certain place, saying, ‘ This belongs to so-and- 
so,’” etc. How is the judgment to be written ? So was the custom of the 
pure-minded in Jerusalem. They let parties enter, listened to their claims, 
and thereafter let the witnesses enter, listened to their testimony, then told all 
of them to go out, etc. This is a rule for every case in which is mentioned 
"a witness,” that it means two. Simeon b. Alyaqim was anxious that the 
degree of Rabbi should be granted to Jose b. Hanina, etc., etc. A con¬ 
fession after a confession, or a confession after a loan, may be conjoined ; 
but a loan after a loan, or a loan after a confession, do not join (p. 91). 
Witnesses in civil cases who contradict one another in unimportant investi¬ 
gations are to be considered. So long as the defendant brings evidence to 
his advantage, the decision may be nullified by the court. However, if after 
he had said, “ I have no witnesses,” etc. What happened to R. Na’hman 
with a young man whom he made liable. If one who. is summoning a party 
who says, "I want my case brought before the assembly of sages,” etc., he 
may be compelled to try his case in that city. In Babylon they are not allowed 
to try cases of fine,.79-96 


CHAPTER IV. 

MlSHNAS /. TO III. Cases coming before the court, the witnesses thereof 
must be examined and investigated. What difference is there between civil 
and criminal ? The following from (a) to (g). Biblically there is no differ¬ 
ence between civil and criminal cases concerning investigations. But why 
is it enacted that civil cases do not need investigation ? “Justice, only jus¬ 
tice, shalt thou pursue,” means that one shall follow to the city of a cele¬ 
brated judge, etc. What has the court first to say to the advantage of the 
defense in criminal cases? If one has tried a case, and made liable him 
who is not, or vice versa , etc. Tudus the physician testified that not one 
cow or one swine was sent from Alexandria in Egypt of which the womb 
was not removed. If one was found guilty by the court, and thereafter one 
come, saying : I know a defense for him, etc. So long as the fire in the 
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stove burns, cut off all that you want to roast, and roast it. (/.<?., when you 
are studying a thing, consider it thoroughly to prevent questions.) All who 
take part in the discussion may explain their reasons, until one of the accus¬ 
ers shall yield to one of the defenders. In the neighborhood of R. Johanan 
there was one who was blind who used to judge cases, etc. From the time 
of Moses until the time of Rabbi, we do not find one man who was unique in 
the possession of wisdom, riches, and glory, etc. One may teach his disciple, 
and at the same time may judge in association with him in criminal cases. 
In ten things civil cases differ from criminal cases. All are competent to 
judge civil cases. But not all of them are competent to judge criminal cases. 
The Sanhedrin sat in a half-circle in order that they could see each other, 
etc. The Torah has testified that we are such a kind of people that even a 
fence of lilies is sufficient for us, and will never be broken. IIow were the 
witnesses awestruck in criminal cases ? A human being stamps many coins 
with one stamp, and all of them are alike ; but the Holy One, blessed be He, 
has stamped every man with the stamp of Adam the first, and, nevertheless, 
not one of them is like the other. Although the court of the Sanhedrin ex¬ 
isted no longer, the punishment of the four kinds of death prescribed in the 
Scripture was not abolished by Heaven. Adam the first was created singly, 
and why ? That disbelievers should not say there were many Creators in 
heaven, etc. In three things one is different from his neighbor—in voice, 
etc.,. 97-1 14 


CHAPTER V. 

Mishna /. The court used to examine the witnesses with seven inquiries, 
etc. Should one of the witnesses say, “ I have something to say in behalf 
of the defendant,” or one of the disciples, “ I have something to say to the dis¬ 
advantage of the defendant,” the court silences him. Why not say that 
eight queries are necessary in the examination ? Viz., how many minutes 
are there in the hour ? Do you recognize this man as the murderer of him 
who was slain ? Was he a heathen or an Israelite ? Have you warned 
him ? Did he accept the warning ? etc. Whence do we deduce that the 
warning is prescribed biblically ? Witnesses who testified in case of a be¬ 
trothed woman, if they be found collusive, are not to be put to death. What 
is the difference between examination ? etc. Until what time may the bene¬ 
diction of the moon be pronounced ? If Israel should have only the merito¬ 
rious act of receiving the glory of their heavenly Father once a month, it 
would be sufficient. They do not drink wine. And why not ? In civil 
cases the court may say : The case becomes old, etc., . . 115-125 


CHAPTER VI. 

MlSHNAS /. TO TV. If the conclusion was to condemn, the guilty one was 
taken out immediately to be stoned. A herald goes before him, heralding : 
So and so, etc. One stands with a flag. I doubt who had to bear the cost 
of the flag and horse mentioned in the Mishna, etc. If one of the disciples 
said, " I have something to say in behalf of the defendant,” and thereafter he 
became dumb ? He who is modest, the verse considers him as if he should 
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sacrifice all the sacrifices mentioned in the Scripture. When he (the guilty) 
was far from the place of execution—a distance of ten ells—he was told to 
confess. Why are the words “unto us and to our children,” and the Ayin 
of the “ad ” pointed ? The Lord said to Joshua : Thou thyself hast caused 
all the evils, because thou didst excommunicate the goods of Jericho. One 
should always proceed with prayer before trouble comes. It happened with 
one who was going to be executed, that he said : If I am guilty of this crime, 
my death shall not atone for all my sins. See footnote, p. 135, concerning 
the legend of Simeon b. S. of the eighty witches hung by him. A male was 
stoned while naked, but not a female. The stoning place was two heights 
of a man, etc. If before the execution the hands of the witnesses were cut 
off, he becomes free from death. “The avenger of the blood himself shall 
slay.” Infer from this that it is a meritorious act for the avenger to do so 
himself, ........... 126-139 

Mishnas V. and VI. All who are stoned are also hanged. A male, but not 
a female. Two must not be judged on the same day, provided there are two 
kinds of death. How was one hanged ? The beam was put in the earth, 
etc. King Sabur questioned R. Hama : Whence do you deduce from the 
Torah that one must be buried ? etc. Is the burying because the corpse 
shall become disgraced if not buried, or is it because of atonement ? Is the 
lamentation an honor for the living or for the deceased ? And what is the 
difference? etc. A wicked person must not be buried with an upright one. 
All the curses with which David cursed Joab fell on the descendants of 
David. They were [II Sam. iii. 29J, etc. If not for Joab, David would not 
have been able to occupy himself with the law, etc., . . . 139-148 


CHAPTER VII. 

Mishnas I. TO V. Four kinds of capital punishment are prescribed to the 
court by the Scriptures. According to R. Simeon, burning is more rigorous 
than stoning. With her father, burning applies ; with her father-in-law, 
stoning applies. How is this to be understood ? Do you come to teach a 
Halakha which will be used only then when the Messiah will appear ? The 
prescribed punishment of burning was this : The sinner was placed in waste 
knee-deep. Then placing a twisted scarf of coarse material within a soft 
oue, etc. But why should burning not be inferred from the offerings of the 
bullocks, which were burned bodily ? Nadob said to Abihu : When will 
the two old men die, and you and I be leaders of Israel ? The prescribed 
punishment of slaying was thus : He was decapitated, etc. The prescribed 
punishment of choking was thus : The sinner was placed in waste knee-deep, 
etc. To the following sinners stoning applies : viz., one who had connec¬ 
tion with his mother, etc. “ A man” means to exclude a minor. [Lev. xxii.]: 
“ That lieth with his father’s wife ” means, that there is no difference whether 
she is his mother or not.150-164 

Mishnas VI to VII. One who had connection with a human male, or 
with an animal, and also a human female who uncovers herself before a male 
animal, are punished with stoning. “ With an animal ” makes no difference 
whether it was a large or a small one. A blasphemer is not guilty, unless 
he mentioned the proper name of God (Jehovah). “Any man whatsoever,” 
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etc., meaning to include the heathen, who are warned of blasphemy. Ten 
commandments were commanded to Israel in Marah ; seven of them are 
those which were accepted by the descendants of Noah. For transgression 
of these commandments a descendant of Noah is put to death, viz., adultery, 
bloodshed, and blasphemy. A descendant of Noah may be put to death by 
the decision of one judge, by the testimony of one witness, etc. Every rela¬ 
tionship for which the punishment of the courts of Israel is death, a descend¬ 
ant of Noah is warned of it; but all other relationships, the punishment of 
which is not death, are permissible to them. He who raises his hand to 
his neighbor, although he has not as yet struck him, is called wicked. '* Flesh 
in which its life is, which is its blood, shall ye not eat,” [Gen. ix. 4] means 
any member of the animal, while it is still alive. We do not find any case 
where what is forbidden to the descendants of Noah should be allowed to the 
Israelites. An unclean thing never came from heaven. There is no differ¬ 
ence if one hears it from the blasphemer himself or from the witness who 
heard it from the blasphemer—he must rend his garments . . 164-187 

Mishnas VIII. TO XII. One is considered an idolater who worships it 
with its proper worship; and even if he only sacrifices, smokes incense, or 
pours wine, etc. Why not say that from bowing “ all kinds of worshipping ” 
is to be inferred ? In our Mishna itsis stated : He who worships idols.” 
There is another Mishna, farther on, which states : He who says: “I will 
worship,” is always considered an idolater, etc. If one worship an idol 
because he loves it, or because he fears it, etc. Concerning Sabbath it is 
more rigorous than all the other commandments in one respect, and all other 
commandments are more rigorous in another respect, etc. There is a tradi¬ 
tion : He who conjoins the name of Heaven with something else is to be 
destroyed. It happened to a female heathen who was very sick and vowed 
that if she recovered she would worship all the idols which were to be found, 
etc. If one gives one of his children to Molech, he is not guilty unless he 
has transferred him to the servants, etc. One is not guilty unless he let him 
pass in the usual manner. What was that ? A row of bricks were placed for 
passing, etc. Baal ob (mentioned in the Scripture) is the python that makes 
the dead speak from his armpit, and Yidofii means one that makes the dead 
speak from his mouth. Is not he who queries an “ ob ” the same who inquires 
of the dead ? Nay ! etc. An observer of times is, according to R. Aqiba, 
he who reckons times and hours, saying: This day is good to go on the road, 
etc. He who curses his father or mother is not punished with a capital 
punishment, unless he curse them by the proper name of God, . 187-194 
Mishnas XIII. to XIV. He who sins with a betrothed damsel is not 
guilty to be stoned, unless she was a maiden betrothed and still in her 
father’s house. A seducer means one who is himself a commoner— e.g. t he 
says : There is an idol in such and such a place which so and so eats, etc. 
Concerning all who are liable to capital punishment biblically, it is not 
allowed to hide witnesses except in this case, etc. A conjurer is liable to be 
stoned only when he did an act, but not if he dazzled the eyes. The Halakhas 
ofwitchcraft are similar to the Halakhas of Sabbath. There are some to 
which stoning applies, etc. I have seen a rider of a camel who took his 
sword, cut off the head of the camel, and thereafter rung a bell, and the camel 
stood up. It was only a dazzling of the eyes. The legend of R. Eliezer with 
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his disciple, "Thou shalt not learn to do,” means : "Thou must not learn 
to do, but thou mayest learn it to understand it for the purposes of deciding 
cases,.194-200 


CHAPTER VIII. 

Mishnas I. to VIII. A stubborn and rebellious son—at what age may he 
be considered as such? From the time he brings forth two hairs, etc.; but 
the sages used to speak with delicacy. A minor of nine years and one day is 
fit to have connection with a woman, and in a case of adultery it is considered. 
Whence do we know that the first generation produced children at the age of 
eight? A daughter should be more open to the charges of stubbornness and 
rebelliousness, etc. But so is the decree of the Scripture—“ a son, and not a 
daughter.” He cannot be condemned as a stubborn and rebellious son 
unless he eats meat and drinks wine. You shall not look for wine which 
makes red the faces of the wicked in this world, and makes them pale in the 
world to come. Thirteen ways are enumerated in the Scripture concerning 
wine, as in Genesis ix., from 20 to 25. If he has stolen from his father and 
consumed on his premises, etc., he is not charged as a stubborn and rebel¬ 
lious son unless he stole from his mother and father. If the father is willing 
to transfer the case of the son in question to the court, and the mother is not 
willing, or vice versa, etc. Such a thing neither occurred nor ever will be, 
and the same is with the case of a misled town, and also with a house of lep¬ 
rosy, and was written only for study. If one hand of his father or mother is 
missing, or they limp, or are dumb, etc. If he runs away before the decision 
of condemnation is rendered, etc. The Scripture prefers that he should die 
innocent, and not be put to death because of his sins. For the death of the 
wicked is both a benefit to them and a benefit to the world, etc. In the case 
of “breaking in ” [Ex. xii., 1], for which there is no liability if one is killed 
by a detector, one is also punished because of his future crimes, etc. A 
burglar who broke in and succeeded in taking some utensils and escaped is 
free from paying. Because he acquired title to them by his blood. It 
happened that rams were stolen from Rabha by burglary and thereafter they 
were returned to him; he would not accept them because the above decision 
came from the mouth of Rabh, etc.,.201-216 

Mishna IX. The following may be killed for self-protection : He who 
pursues one to kill him, and he who pursueth a betrothed damsel, etc. 
According to the rabbis the Scripture cares for the violation of her honor, 
and as she also cares for it, though without life-sacrifice, she must be saved 
even by killing her pursuers, etc. One who intends to worship idols may be 
killed (if there is an impossibility of preventing his crime otherwise.) “ In 
the city of Luda it was voted and resolved that if one were compelled, under 
threat of being killed, to commit any one of all the crimes which are men¬ 
tioned in the Torah, he might commit it and not be killed, except idolatry, 
adultery, and bloodshed. Is a descendant of Noah commanded to sanctify 
the Holy Name, or not? It happened to one that he saw a woman and 
became sick through his infatuation, etc.,.216-221 

CHAPTER IX. 

Mishnas I. to VI. Punishment of burning applies to one man who has 
intercourse with a woman and her daughter, and to a daughter of a priest, 
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etc. Punishment with the sword applies to a murderer and to the men of a 
misled town. If one pressed down a person while he is in water, or in fire, 
preventing him from coming out, he is guilty, etc. If one bound a person, 
and he died thereafter of hunger, he is not guilty of a capital crime. If, how¬ 
ever, he put him in a sunny place, and he died because of the sun, he is guilty. 
Ball-players—if one threw a ball with the intention of killing some one, he is 
to be put to death, and if it was unintentional, he is to be exiled, etc. All 
agree that if one kills a person whose windpipe and larynx (gullet) are cut 
or whose skull is fractured, he is free (for it is considered as if he attacked a 
dead man). If one strikes a person with a stone or with his fists, and he was 
diagnosed (by the physicians of the court) to die, and thereafter he improved, 
etc. Capital punishment does not apply to one who intended to kill an 
animal and killed a man, an idolater and killed an Israelite, etc.; but it does 
apply to one who intended to strike a person on the loins with an article 
which was sufficient for this purpose, and he strikes him to death on his 
heart, etc. A murderer mixed up among others—all of them are free, etc. 
If it happen that the persons sentenced to deaths of different kinds, and are 
so mixed that it is not known who comes under this kind of death and who 
under another, all of them must be executed with the more lenient death. 
If one committed a crime which deserves two kinds of death, he must be 
tried for the more rigorous one. Ezek. xviii. must not be taken literally, but 
“ the mountains he eateth not ” means that he does not live upon the 
reward of the meritorious acts done by his parents; “his eyes he lifteth not 
up to the idols ” means that he never walked overbearingly, etc., . 222-238 

Mishnas VII. to IX. He who receives stripes, and relaxes into the same 
crime, the court takes him to the kyphos. He who kills a person not in the 
presence of witnesses is taken to the kyphos and is fed on scant bread and 
water. If one steals a kisvah, or one curses his neighbor, invoking God as a 
“ carver,” zealous people (like Pinchas) have a right to strike him when 
caught in the act. What is this punishment if there were no zealous men ? 
Answer to this, it happened that it was read before R. Kahan in a dream, 
etc. In a case where there is a violation of the Holy Name the honor of the 
master must not be considered. “ If a priest performs the service while he 
is defiled,” etc. “ If a common Israelite served in the Temple,” etc., 238-244 


CHAPTER X. 

Mishnas I. to VI. Choking applies to him who strikes his father or 
mother, to him who steals a living soul, etc. A son is not guilty of a 
capital crime unless he wounds his father by striking him. Cursing is in one 
respect more rigorous than striking, as he is guilty even if he did it after his 
father’s death. If one steals a person, he is not guilty of a capital crime 
unless he brings him upon his own premises. There is no difference 
whether he stole a male or a female, a proselyte, or a bondsman, or a minor, 
etc. R. Jehudah says that there is no disgrace for slaves. “ Thou shalt not 
steal,” in the third commandment, means human beings. [Lev. xix., n] : 
“Ye shalt not steal,” meaning money. A judge rebelling against the Great 
Sanhedrin. There were in Jerusalem three courts, etc. In case a judge in 
the country had a dispute with his colleagues, they came to the first court. 
If this court were able to decide it traditionally they rendered their decision; 
and if not, all of them came to the Great Sanhedrin, which was in the Temple 
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treasury, etc. A disciple who is not a judge who decides for practice against 
the Great Sanhedrin, is not culpable. A rebelling judge is not guilty unless 
he gave his decision in a matter to which, if done intentionally, korath 
applies, etc. The punishment of him who transgresses the decision of the 
scribes is more rigorous than for that which is plainly written in the 
Scriptures. The judge in question was not put to death by the court of his 
own city, etc., but was brought to the Supreme Council, in Jerusalem, etc. 
A false prophet who is to be sentenced by the court is only he who prophe¬ 
sies what he (personally) has not heard and what he was not told at all, etc. 
He who prophesied in the name of an idol, saying, “ So and so was said by 
such an idol,” although it corresponds exactly with the Hebrew law, 
he is punished by choking. See all illustrations, pp. 258-260. In every case 
mentioned in the Torah, if a true prophet commands you to transgress, you 
may listen, except as to idolatry,.245-261 

CHAPTER XI. 

Mishna /. All Israel has a share in the world to come. The following 
have no share in the world to come: He who says, etc. Three kings and 
four commoners have no share in the world to come, etc. Is he who does 
not believe that the resurrection is hinted at in the Torah such a criminal 
that he loses his share in the world to come? Where is the resurrection 
hinted at in the Torah? etc. From the Pentateuch, Prophets, and Hagi- 
ographa. See 267, also footnote. Queen Cleopatra questioned R. Mair thus: 
When they shall be restored, will they be naked or dressed? Caesar ques¬ 
tioned Rabbon Gamaliel: You say that the dead will be restored. Does not 
the corpse become dust? etc. The living die—should the dead come to life? 
That which has not existed at all comes to life—shall those who had life once 
not come to life again? The legend of Gebiah b. Pessisa who advocated 
Israel before Alexander of Macedonia, etc. (Pp. 268, 270.) Antoninus said 
to Rabbi: The body and soul of a human may free themselves on the Day 
of Judgment by Heaven. How so? Why does the sun rise in the east and 
set in the west? At what time does the soul come into the body? At what 
time does the evil spirit reach man? Lest one say that the verse just cited 
means, I make one die and another one shall I bring to life, therefore it 
reads, “ I wound and I cure.” As wounding and curing apply to one person 
only, etc. He who hesitates in declaring a Halakha to a disciple, even the 
embryos in the entrails of their mothers denounce him. Great is wisdom, 
ar* it was placed between two divine names. Exiles atone for everything. 
The upright who will be restored in the future will never return to dust. 
“ What will they do at the time the Holy One, blessed be He, shall renew 
His world?” etc. Concerning the dead whom Ezekiel restored, the 
different opinions of Tannaim and Amoriam, if it was a reality or a parable 
only. (P. 278.) Six miracles occurred on the day Nebuchadnezzar threw 
Chananyah, Mishael, and Azaryah into the caldron. Even at the time of 
danger one shall not change the dress belonging to his dignity. Where was 
Daniel at the time that they were thrown into the caldron? The legend of 
Achab and Zedkiyahu with the daughter of Nebuchadnezzar. According to 
the advice of three, Daniel went away before the affair of Chananyah, etc. 
Concerning the six barleys which Boaz gave to Ruth. All that is written 
in the book of Ezra was said by Nehemiah b. Chackhalyah. Why then was 
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it not named after him? The angel who rules the souls after their departure 
from this world is named Dumah. Hiskiah, who has eight names, shall 
take revenge on Sanherib, who also has eight names. Hiskiah’s (king of 
Judah) whole meal consisted of a litter of herbs. Pharaoh, who personally 
blasphemed, was also punished by Heaven. Sanherib, who blasphemed 
through a messenger, was also punished through a messenger. Ten trips 
had the wicked made on that day, etc., as it reads [II Kings, x. 28 to 32]. 
There was one day more appointed for the punishment of the iniquity of 
Nob. And the astrologers told Sanherib, etc. If the judgment is postponed 
over one night there is hope that it will be abolished entirely. The legend 
how Abishai saved King David from Yishbi’s hand at Nob. Sanherib. when 
he came to attack, brought with him forty-five thousand princes with their 
concubines in golden carriages, etc. See pages 293-296, the many legends 
concerning Sanherib. Be careful with the children of the Gentiles, as it 
happens very often wisdom emanates from them. That the day on which 
Achaz died consisted of only two hours. And when Heskiah became sick 
and thereafter recovered, the Holy One returned the ten hours to that day, 
etc. Three hundred mules loaded with iron saws which cut iron were given 
to Nebusaradan by Nebuchadnezzar while going to attack Jerusalem. 
Nebusaradan was a true proselyte, from the descendants of Sissera wdre 
such who studied the law in Jerusalem, and from the descendants of Sanherib 
were such who taught the Torah among a majority of Israelites, etc. Have 
you heard when the fallen son will come? etc. In his Sabbatic period 
when the son of David will appear in the first year there will be fulfilled, etc. 
The generation in which the son of David will come, young men will make 
pale the faces of the old, etc. The world wfill continue for six thousand years, 
the first two thousand of which was a chaos, etc. There are no less than 
thirty-six upright in every generation who receive the appearance of the 
Shekinah. All the appointed times for the appearance of the Messiah have 
already ceased. And it depends only on repentance and good deeds. Jeru¬ 
salem will not be redeemed but by charity. What the Messiah told to 
Jehoshua ben Levi : Ben David will not arrive until Rome shall have 
dominated, etc. Discussion concerning the name of the Messiah. The 
cock said to the bat, I look out for the light because the light is mine (I see 
it), but for what purpose do you wait for it? The days of the Messiah will 
be as from the day of creation until now. “ He hath despised the word of 
God,” means he who learned the Torah but does not teach it. He who 
learned the Torah and does not repeat it is similar to him who sows but does 
not harvest, etc. Has not Moses written something better than : And 
Lotan’s sister was Thimna, etc. ? Who is meant by the term epicurian ? 
What good have the rabbis done for us? They have never permitted us to 
eat a crow, and they have not prohibited us to eat a dove, etc. The measure 
with which man measures will be measured out to him— i.e., as a man deals 
he will be dealt with. A good woman is a good gift; she may be given to one 
v/ho fears God. A bad woman is leprosy to her husband, etc. One may 
ask the fortune tellers who tell fortunes by certain oils or eggs. But it is not 
advisable to do so, because they often lie. Support me, and I will bear the 
statement of Aqiba, my disciple, who says : “ Pleased are chastisements,” 
etc. Three men (biblical personages) came with indirectness, etc. What 
means, “and he lifted up his hands”? He took off his phylacteries in 
his presence. (See footnote, page 323.) The legends concerning Jeroboam, 
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pp. 322-325. King Menashe appears to R. Ashi in a dream. R. Abuhu 
used to lecture about the three kings and became sick, etc. Why was Achab 
rewarded by the prolongation of his kingdom for twenty-two years? 
Because he was liberal with his money and assisted many scholars from his 
estate; half his sins were atoned. Four sects will not receive the glory of the 
Shekhina, viz., scorners, liars, hypocrites, and slanderers. Achaz abolished 
the worship and sealed the Torah, etc. The angels wanted to put Michah 
aside, but the Lord, however, said leave him alone because his house is open 
for travellers. Great are entertainments, for its refusal estranged two tribes 
from Israel, etc. Why does not the Mishna count Achaz and Amon among 
those who have no share ? etc. Explanation to verses of Lamentation, 
PP- 334 to 337. The Scripture is particular that if any one tells his troubles to 
his neighbor, he should add : “ May it not happen to you.” The interpreters 
of notes said that all of them have a share in the world to come, etc. “ A 
perpetual backsliding.” Said Rabh: A victorious answer has the assembly 
of Israel given to the prophets, etc. Concerning Bil'am, the elders of 

Moab. and Midian,..265-340 

One shall always occupy himself with the Torah and divine command¬ 
ments, even not for the sake of Heaven, as finally He will come to do so 
for His own sake, etc. The caution that Achiyah, the Shilonite, gave to 
Israel is better for them than the blessings that Bil’am has given to them. 
“ And Israel dwelt in Shittim.” Everywhere such an expression is to be 
found it brings infliction, etc. I saw the record of Bil'am, and it was writ¬ 
ten therein thirty-three years was Bil'am when he was killed by Pinchas, 
the murderer. One shall not bring himself into temptation, as David, king 
of Israel, placed himself in the power of a trial and stumbled. Six months 
was David afflicted with leprosy; the Shekhina left him, and the Sanhedrin 
separated themselves from him. Exclusion shall always be with the left 
hand, and inclusion with the right hand— i. e., if one is compelled to repudiate 
some one, he shall do it easy as with his left hand, etc. Concerning David’s 

sin with Bath Sheba,.340-350 

Mishna //. The generation of the flood have no share in the world to 
come, and are also not judged, etc. Concerning the generation of disper¬ 
sion, men of Sodom and Gomorrah, etc., pp. 350-355: “ Noah was just, a per¬ 
fect man in his generation;” in his generation, but not in others. According 
to Resh Lakish: In his generation which was wicked, so much the more in 
other generations. Eliezar, the servant of Abraham, questioned S-hem the 
great, etc. Shem the great questioned Eliezar, etc. “ The generation of 
dispersion.” What had they done ? What were the crimes of the Sodom¬ 
ites ? Concerning the congregation of Korah. One must do all he can 
not to strengthen a quarrel, etc. “ And all on their feet,” means 

the money which makes one stand on his feet. “ The generation of the 
desert has no share,” etc, Eliezar, however, said, they have, etc., . 350-362 
Mishnas III. to IV. The ten tribes who were exiled will not be returned, 
etc. (pp. 362-363). From what age has a minor a share in the world to come? 
Your saying is not satisfactory to their creator. Say the reverse, even he 
who has studied but one law does not belong to the Gehenna. It hap¬ 
pened once that I was in Alexandria of Egypt, and I found a certain old 
Gentile who said to me: Come, and I will show you what my great-grand¬ 
fathers have done to yours, etc. Concerning Shebna and his society, ref. 
Isaiah, viii-12. Adam was created on the eve of Sabbath. And why? 




SYNOPSIS OP SUBJECTS. 


xxiii 

The Minnim shall not say, etc. At the time the Lord was about to create 
a man, He created a cactus of angels, etc. Every place where the Minnim 
gave their wrong interpretation the answer of annulling it is to be found 
in the same place — c.g., p. 370. The discussion with R. Gamaliel and other 
rabbis, pp. 372-3/6. “ My creatures are sinking into the sea, and ye want 

to sing ?” It reads [Ob. i. 1] : “The vision of the Lord . . con¬ 

cerning Edom.” Obadiah was an Edoinite-proselyte. And this is what people 
say that the handle of the hatchet to cut the forest is taken from the wood 
of the same forest. [Gen. xxii. 1] : “After these things.” After what? 
After the words of the Satan, etc. According to Levi, “ after the exchange 

of the words between Ishmael and Isaac, etc .362-378 

Mishna IJ\ The men of a misled town have no share in the world to 
come (the Halakhas in detail, 378-383). Concerning the key of rain, which 
is one of the three keys which are not to be transferred to a messenger, 
Elijah, too, in the days of Achab, etc., .378-385 
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TRACT MACCOTH (STRIPES). 


CHAPTER I. 

Mishna /. TO X. How should witnesses he made collusive ? There are 
another sort of witnesses who are not subject to the punishment of collusive¬ 
ness but who are to suffer stripes instead. Where do we find a hint in the 
Scripture that collusive witnesses shall be punished with stripes? There are 
four points concerning- collusive witnesses, etc. And they are not sold as 
Hebrew slaves. As it reads : “ He shall be sold for his theft, but not for 
his collusiveness.” A collusive witness pays his share. What does this 
mean ? We testify that so and so has divorced his wife and has not paid the 
amount mentioned in her marriage contract, etc. We testify that so and so 
owes to his neighbor a thousand zuz, etc. If one says I will make you a loan 
with the stipulation that the Sabbathic year shall not release me, it neverthe¬ 
less releases. If one loans money to his neighbor without a fixed term of 
return, he has no right to demand it before the elapse of thirty days. We 
testify that so and so owes 200 zuz to his neighbor, and they were found 
collusive, etc. To a negative commandment that does not contain manual 
labor, stripes does not apply. The fine of money may be divided into two 
or three shares; however, this is not to be done with stripes. Witnesses 
cannot be made collusive unless the falsehood lies in their bodies. A Avoman 
once brought witnesses, and they were found false. She then brought 
another party, who were also found false ; she then brought another party, 
etc. Because she is suspicious should all Israel be suspected of testifying 
falsely ? Collusive witnesses are not to be killed unless the sentence of capital 
punishment for the defendant is rendered. There is no punishment on the 
ground of a fortiori conclusions. May I not live to see the consolation of 
our nation, if I have not killed a collusive witness for the purpose of remov¬ 
ing from the mind of the saducier, etc. The verse punishes one, an accom¬ 
plice who conjoins himself to transgressors with the same punishment, etc. 
And we may learn from this ; that so much the more will he who conjoins 
himself to those who are engaged in meritorious acts, be rewarded, etc. 
There is no capital punishment, unless two witnesses have warned this cul¬ 
prit. If both of the witnesses have seen him who warned them, they are con¬ 
sidered conjoined. The court of Sanhedrin is to be established in Palestine 
as well as in the countries outside of it. In the large cities bir not in the 
small ones.1-14 
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CHAPTER II. 

MlSHNA /. TO V. The following are exiled, he who kills a person unin¬ 
tentionally. The act of one who thought that such is allowed is not to be 
considered an accident, but almost intentional. If one has climbed a ladder 
and the step under him broke and killed, one Boraitha declares him guilty, 
etc. If the iron of a hatchet slipped off and killed. One threw a lump of 
brittle stone at a date tree, and the dates fell off and killed (a child). What 
is considered second force according to Rabbi ? If one throws a stone in 
a public ground and it kills, he is to be exiled. The punishment of exile 
attaches but to a private set. Is hewing wood always considered a private 
affair? All kinds of human beings are exiled when they killed by accident 
an Israelite. A father is exiled if he killed his son accidentally. A heathen 
or a slave is to be exiled or punished with stripes through an Israelite and 
vice versa. A stranger or an idolator who has killed even unintentionally is 
put to death. Only then when, thinking that such is allowed ; “For he is a 
prophet.” How is this to be understood ? Because he is a prophet she has 
to be returned, but if a layman, she would not, etc. Exile does not apply to 
a blind one. An enemy is not exiled (as such a punishment does not suffice). 
If the rope to which the man’s instrument was attached, broke—then he is 
exiled ; but if the instrument slips out of his hand, exile is not sufficient. 
Whither are they to be exiled ? To the cities of refuge, etc. They were 
also obliged to prepare roads from one city to the other. Formerly all 
murderers, accidental as well as intentional, used to flee to the cities of refuge, 
etc. “Giliad is become a city of workers of wickedness,” etc. What does 
this expression mean ? The city of refuge must neither be too large nor too 
small, but middle-sized ones. Be situated in places where there is water and 
markets. If a disciple is exiled, his master is exiled with him ; because the 
expression, “and live,” means you shall supply him with the sources of 
moral life. He who loves the abundance of scholars possesses the fruit of 
knowledge. I learned much from my masters, more, however, from my col¬ 
leagues, and still more from my disciples. The Holy One, blessed be He, 
appoints them into one inn, and he who had killed intentionally is placed 
under a ladder, while the other, who killed unintentionally, descends the 
steps, falls and kills him. According to one he wrote only the eight verses, 
which begin with. “ And Moses died,” etc.14-28 

Mishna VI. TO X. There is no difference between the high priests who 
were anointed with the holy oil, etc. Therefore the mothers of the priests 
used to support the murderers with food and clothes, etc. It is counted as 
a sin to the priest who should pray that no accident might happen in that 
generation. If a sage has put some one under the ban conditionally, etc. 
The forty years during which Israel was in the desert, the remains of Judah 
were dismembered in his coffin until Moses prayed for him, etc. If after 
the decision has been rendered, the high priest dies, he is not exiled, etc. 
If it happens that a murderer goes outside of the limit, etc. What has the 
high priest done that the murderer’s fate should depend upon his death ? 
Joab erred twice in so acting: (a) he thought that the horns of the altar 
protect, etc. The cities of refuge are not given for cemeteries. If one 
killed accidentally in the city of refuge, he is to be exiled, etc. If a murderer 
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was exiled, the townsmen like to honor him, he has to say to them : “ I am 
a murderer,”.28-34. 


CHAPTER III. 

Mishna /. TO V. To the following stripes apply: Crimes under the 
category of Korath, as well as under that of capital punishment, are also 
punished with stripes if they were so warned. To a negative command, 
which is preceded by a positive one, stripes apply. The culprit does not 
get stripes unless he abolishes the succeeding positive command. R. 
Simeon b. Lakish, however, differs, and says : He is free from stripes only 
when he has fulfilled the succeeding one. He who took the mother-bird 
with her children gets, according to R. Jehudah, stripes. It happened with 
a children teacher who struck too much the children, and R. A’ha excom¬ 
municated him ; Rabbma, however, returned him because he could not find 
as good a teacher. Stripes also apply to him who partook of the first fruit 
before the ceremony of reading was performed. If a positive succeeds a 
negative, no stripes apply. A stranger who had consumed sin and trans¬ 
gression offerings before their blood was sprinkled is free from any punish¬ 
ment. Concerning the first fruit, placing it in the temple is the main thing, 
and not the ceremony of reading. The culpability for second tithe arises 
only after it has seen the face of the wall of Jerusalem. He who makes a 
baldness in the hair of his head, or rounds it, etc., is liable. The culpability 
arises only, then, when he took it off with a razor. What should be the size 
of the bald spot which would make him culpable ? If one made an incision 
with an instrument he is culpable. For dead he is culpable at all courts 
whether by hand or instrument. The culpability for etching-in arises only 
when he has done both, wrote and etched-in with dye, etc. A Nazarite who 
was drinking wine the whole day is culpable only for one negative. There 
is an instance that one may plough only one bed and shall be culpable for 
eight negatives. The number of stripes is forty less one, . . 34 - 47 . 

MlSHNA VI.-JX. The examination as to the number of stripes he can 
receive and remain alive must be such that can be equally divided by three. 
If one commits a sin to which two negatives apply, etc. How is the punish¬ 
ment with stripes to be performed ? The striker strikes him with one hand 
so that the strokes shall become weaker. If, after he has been tied, he suc¬ 
ceeds to run away from the Court, he is free. As he was already disgraced, 
he is not taken to be disgraced again. The Lord wanted to make Israel 
blissful and therefore he multiplied to them his commands. At three places 
the Holy Spirit appeared. At the court of Shem, etc. Six hundred and 
thirteen commands were said to Moses, etc. Isaiah reduced them to six. 
Michah came and reduced them to three. Isaiah (the second) again reduced 
them to two. “Keep ye justice and do equity.” Amos reduced them to 
one. "Seek ye for me, and ye shall live,”. 47 - 56 . 

Appendix. 

He who speaks ill of his neighbor, he who listens to such evil-speak¬ 
ing, finally, he who bears false testimony deserves to be thrown to the 
dogs. 47-56. 




SYNOPSIS OF SUBJECTS 

OF 

TRACT SHEBUOTH (OATHS). 


CHAPTER I. 

Mishna /. There are two kinds of oaths which are subdivided into four. 
The he-goat makes it pending. How is this to be understood? If it does 
not atone, what is the use of making it pending? It means, i.e, if the trans¬ 
gressor dies then it may be considered that if he dies before he becomes 
aware of it, this sin is not reckoned to him any more. Said Rabha to him: 
“ In case he dies, the death itself completes the atonement; it is the he-goat 
that saves him from chastisement before he becomes aware by making it 
pending. All the above-mentioned persons are atoned for by the exported 
lie-goats for all other transgressions without any difference, etc. Such is 
the custom of the divine attribute of justice, that the righteous atone for 
the wicked and not that the wicked atone for another wicked, . 1-16 


CHAPTER II. 

Mishna 7. The cognition of uncleanness is of two kinds subdivided into 
four. The courtyard was sanctified with the remains of a meal-offering 
only, in order to make it equal to the City of Jerusalem itself, etc. The 
orchestra of the thanks-offering consisted of violins, fifes, trumpets on every 
corner as well as on every elevated stone in Jerusalem, and used to play, etc. 
It was taught, R. Huna says: “All the details in the Mishna were essential 
in the construction, etc. If one enters a leprous house backwards, although 
all his body was already in the house except his nose, he remains clean. 
And ye shall separate the children of Israel from their uncleanness,” whence 
you derive the warning that the children of Israel should separate them¬ 
selves from their wives near the period of menstruation, etc. If there 
were two paths one of which was unclean (but it was not certain which 
one), and one passed through one of them entering, etc. . . 17-26 


CHAPTER III. 

Mishna 7. to VII. There are two kinds of oaths subdivided into four. 
I swear that I will eat, or I will not eat, etc. Where do we find that one 
must bring an offering for mere talk, as this one does talk and brings an 
offering. What is Issor mentioned in the Torah? If one says: “ I take 
upon myself not to eat meat,” etc. Vain (Shakve) and false (Shekker) are 
identical. Stripes apply to all negatives of the Torah implying manual 
labor, but not to those without manual labor, excepting, however, an oath. 
There is a moth, which is but a minimum in size, and yet one is liable for 
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consuming it. I swear that I will not eat, and thereafter eats and drinks, he 
is guilty but once. I will drink neither wine, oil nor honey, and then drinks, 
he is guilty for each severally. If he swore not to eat and thereafter ate 
carcasses or illegal cattle, reptiles and vermin, he is guilty. R. Simeon 
declares him free. The reason of him who holds that one is liable for an 
inclusion is that he compares it to an additional prohibition. It is im¬ 
material whether the things sworn off concern himself or others, whether 
they are or are not of some essential nature. One is guilty only for an 
oath made with reference to the future, etc. I swear that I know something 
to testify for you, and it is found hereafter that he knows nothing, etc. 
There is a rule that, if to something that was included in the general a 
new law be applied, only by the new one must guide one’s self, etc. To 
exclude compulsion what could illustrate this? As it happened to R. 
Kahana and R. Assi after the lectures at Rabh’s college, etc. Suppose 
one swear not to eat this bread, and then he is in danger if he does not 
eat it, how is it, etc.? If one swears to ignore some commandment and 
does not carry out his oath, etc. If one says I swear not to eat this bread, 
in case I eat the other, etc. Which is false swearing? If one swears that 
something is different from what it is known by everybody to be. The 
provisions regarding uttered swearing apply to males, females, to kindred, 
non-kindred, etc.27-46 


CHAPTER IV. 

Mishna 7. to VI. The witness-oath applies to men but not to women, 
to unrelated but not to kindred, etc. If a scholar was aware of a case, but 
it was a humiliation to him to go to that particular court he may remain at 
home, etc., concerning civil cases only. The many things inferred from 
Exod. xxiii. 7. Keep thyself far from a false speech. How does a witness- 
oath come about? If some one said to two, etc. If there were two parties 
of witnesses and both denied successively, etc. There is also a case concern¬ 
ing a witness who refuses to testify to the death of a husband, etc. If one 
of them denies and the other confesses, etc. I adjure you that you come and 
bear me witness, that I have in the possession of so and so, etc. I adjure 
you to testify that so and so has spread abroad an evil name on my 
daughter, etc. We swear that we know nothing for you, while in reality 
they do know, etc. I adjure you, I impose upon you, I bind you (by oath) 
so they are guilty, etc. If one writes Aleph Lamed (the first letters from 
Eloim), etc. It must not be erased, etc. All the divine names found in the 
Torah in connection with Abraham are holy, etc. Amen embraces oath, 
acceptance and confidence, etc. Nay means oath and yea means also an 
oath, etc. R. Kama, while sitting before R. Jehudah, repeated the Mishna 
in its own language, and he said to him: “ Change the language and use 
it in the third person, ..46-65 


CHAPTER V. 

Mishna 7. to VI. The depository oath concerns men and women non¬ 
kindred and kindred, those fit to testify and those unfit, etc. What is the 
law, when one has intentionally made a depository oath in spite of a warning, 
is he liable to a sin-offering or not? If the depository claims that the 
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deposit has been stolen from him, swears, but thereafter confesses, etc. If 
one denies money when there are witnesses, he is subject to an oath, but 
is free from such if there is a document. Flow is it if five persons claim the 
four articles and he says to one of them I swear that thou hast not with 
me a deposit, etc., and not thou and not thou, etc. . . . 66-74 


CHAPTER VI. 

Misiixa I. to III. In the case of an oath before court, the claim must 
amount to two silver, and the confession to one peruta, etc. If one requires 
movables and real estate, and the other admits movables but denies real estate 
or vice versa, he is free, etc. One must stand when taking the oath; a 
scholar, however, may do while sitting. An oath taken by one before the 
court must be uttered in a language he understands, and the court must 
say to him the following introduction. Be aware that the whole world was 
trembling when the Lord spake on the Mount Sinai: “Thou shalt not bear 
the name of the Lord thy God falsely.” I have with you a gold dinar in 
gold. Nay you have with me only a silver dinar, he is liable. If one was 
about to claim wheat, and the defendant hastened to confess barley, etc. 
What is the difference between a biblical and a rabbinical oath. I have a 
mana with you. Yea, you shall not return it to me without the presence 
of witnesses, etc. In another case one demanded a hundred zuz, etc. A 
borrower said to the lender: “You are trusted so long as you will say that 
I have not paid you”; thereafter he paid him in the presence of witnesses, 
etc. One does not swear to the following: To slaves written documents, etc. 
One swears but to things capable of being measured, weighed and counted. 
How so? If one lends to his neighbor on a pledge, and the pledge got lost, 
etc. If one lends to his neighbor 1,000 zuz, and pledges them the handle 
of a scythe only, etc. .75'93 


CHAPTER VII. 

Mistina I. All those who are subject to a biblical oath swear and do not 
pay, etc. Give me change for a dinar. Give the dinar. I have given it to you 
already, etc. You have hired me for two zuz to repair something, while the 
employer says that he hired him only for one zuz, etc. If witnesses saw one 
concealing utensils under his garments when coming out from a house, 
and he claims that he had bought them, etc. The oath returns to its place— 
the Mount Sinai. If there were two parties of witnesses contradicting each 
other, each party may appear and testify for itself. Let the master con¬ 
join with us in nullifying the statement of Rabh and Samuel. It once 
happened that B, who had borrowed money of A through a surety and 
on a document died, etc. 93 _I0 5 


CHAPTER VIII. 

Misuna /. There arc four kinds of bailees, gratuitous, on hire, borrower 
and hirer, etc. This is the rule: “Whoever tends to commutate, by his 
oath liability to liability, unliability to unability, or unability to liability is 
free etc.Appendix, 106-108 
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OF 

TRACT ABUDA ZARA (IDOLATRY). 


CHAPTER. I. 

Mishna /. Three days before the festival of the heathen, it is for¬ 
bidden to have any business with them. In the future the Lord will take 
the Holy Scroll in hand, saying, “He who was occupied with it shall appear 
and receive his reward.” The kingdom of Rome will then enter first, etc. 
After Rome has departed, Persia enters, etc. We have constructed many 
bridges, conquered many great cities, we were engaged in many wars, all for 
the sake of Israel to enable them to study the law, etc. “Have we then 
accepted the Torah, and not fulfilled its commandments? ” A Gentile 
who is occupied with the study of the law is likened to a High-priest, etc. 
“ Lord of the Universe, has then Israel, who has accepted the Torah, 
observed it?” “Men of ye nations may come and testify that Israel has 
observed the Torah. Nimrod may testify, etc. There are twelve hours in a 
day, three hours of which the Lord is occupied with the Torah, etc. There 
is no smiling by the Lord, since the temple was destroyed. But in the 
fourth three hours He teaches, etc. There is no Gehenna in the future. 
But the Lord will take out the sun from its sheath, etc. If not for the fear 
for government the stronger would swallow the weaker, etc. Concerning 
the explanation of (Amos, iii. 2) said R. Abuhuh, I will do it in the form of a 
parable. There was once a creditor of two persons, one a friend and the 
other an enemy of his. It is advisable for one not to pray singly the addi¬ 
tional benediction in the first three hours at the first day of new year. When 
one performs a meritorious act in this world it precedes him in the world to 
come. “Three days,” etc. Is such a long time needed? is this forbidden 
because a Jew must not interfere with the idols, or because “ Thou shalt not 
put a stone for the blind ” ? The prohibition to do business with them 
refers only to a thing which can be kept in good order until the festival day. 
It is advisable for one to always arrange the praises of the Ominipotent first, 
and thereafter to recite the daily eighteen benedictions. The following are 
the festivals of the heathens: Kalends, Saturnalia, Kratsin, etc. Adam the 
first, on the first day of his creation, when he saw the sun set, cried: “Woe 
is to me, the world is to be returned to chaos, etc.” Thirty-two battles the 
Romans fought with the Greeks, etc. Twenty-six years the Romans kept their 
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promise to Israel, and thereafter they failed. The twenty-six years are not 
counted. The world will continue for six thousand years, the first two 
thousand of which were a chaos (Tahu), etc. It happened with Antoninus 
(the Caesar of Rome), who said to Rabbi, etc. (See the whole legend, pp. 
16-18). Unklus b. Klenimus embraced Judaism, and the Caesar sent militia 
to take him, etc. (See the legend, pp. 18-19). There was still another festi¬ 
val in Rome which occurs once in seventy years, on which they would make 

a well man ride on a lame man, etc.1-21 

Mishna IV. In a city where the idol is placed, interfering is forbidden 
inside, but not outside. If, during an idol festival in the city, some 
stores were there decorated, one must not buy, etc. The following are for¬ 
bidden to be sold to the heathens; Fir-cones, etc. We have a tradition that 
the tract Aboda Zara of Abraham the patriarch contained four hundred chap¬ 
ters, etc. Where it is customary to sell small cattle to heathens it is lawful 
to do so, etc. One must not sell to them bears, lions, and all such things, by 
which the people can be injured, etc. I walked in the upper market of 
Ciporas, and I met one of the minim, named Jacob, of the village of Sac- 
hania. So taught Josa B. Southyra, etc. (See foot-note, p. 27.) The legend 
of Eliazer ben Durdaya (28). The leech hath two daughters (crying), 
“ Give, give,” i.e. minunism—and the government, which are never satisfied, 
etc. Raba sold an ass to an Israelite who was suspected of selling it to a 
heathen, etc. He who occupies himself with the Torah, but does not observe 
bestowing of favors, is similar to him who denies God. The Legend of 
Eliezer b. Sarta and Chanina b. Tradion when captured by government, 
p. 29, 30. How Chanina was burned together with the holy scrolls, and 
what became of his wife and daughter, p. 31, 32. The redeeming of latter 
by R. Mair (Baal Hanes), p. 33- Happy is he who conquers his evil spirit, 
as a heroic man, etc. It is advisable to divide one’s years into three parts: 
one-third for the study of Scripture, the second Mishna, and the third Tal¬ 
mud, etc. R. Aqiba when he saw the wife of Tornus Rupers, he laughed and 
wept, etc. Houses must not be rented to the heathens in Palestine, etc. 
One must not rent his bath-house to a heathen, but how is it to a Samaritan? 
etc. . . * . . . . • • • 21-40 


CHAPTER II. 

Mishna I. Cattle must not be placed in the inns of the heathens. (See 
foot-note, p. 41.) “And the cows went straight forward,” etc. What does 
this expression mean? It reads (Jos. x. 13): ‘‘And the sun stood still, 
written in the book of Yasher.” What is the book of Yasher? One must 
not stay alone even with two women. If an Israelite while on the road, 
happened to be accompanied by a heathen, etc. One must not confine a 
heathen because she brought up a person to idolatry, etc. A city in which 
there is no Jewish physician, but a Samaritan and a heathen, the heathen 
shall circumcise and not the Samaritan. One may employ their (the 
heathens’) services for curing his personal property, etc. Ben Dama was 
bitten by a snake, Jacob come to heal him with the name of Jesus, but R. 
Ismael did not allow. With R. Johanan it is different, as he himself was an 
established physician. Medicines and other remedies for different sickness 
by different men and women, on pp. 50-53- The following things of the 
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heathens are prohibited, and the prohibition extends even to the deriving 
of any benefit therefrom—viz: wine, vinegar, etc. No benefit is to be 
derived from the dead. Samuel and Ablat, the latter who was a heathen, 
were sitting together, and cooked wine was brought for them, etc. To 
fermenting wine no uncovery applies. One must not pour water which 
has been uncovered, in the public streets, and also not water cattle with it. 
The sages forbid date-beer of the heathens, as a safeguard against inter¬ 
marriage. The sick heathens who become swollen, and whom uncovered 
water does not harm, surely ate reptiles, so that their bodies contain 
poison which prevent the harming effects of the snake-poison. A 
heathen pilgrim is prohibited only when on his way to the idol, etc. 
Enamelled vessels, no matter what color, are permissable. Fish oil made 
by a heathen specialist is permissable. Why did the sages forbid 
the cheese of Anugiki? Sweet are to me the words of thy friends 
(the sages who are explaining the law), more than the essence of the Torah. 
Compress your lips, one upon the other, and hasten not to propound ques¬ 
tion, .41-65 

Mishna V. The following are prohibited, but not from deriving benefit 
from them: Milk, etc. What is the reason for the prohibition of milk? etc. 
Concerning oil, Daniel has decreed the prohibition according to Rabh, etc. 
To everything which is not served on the table of noblemen to relish the 
bread, the prohibition of “ cooked by a heathen ” does not apply. All that 
may be eaten in a raw state, may also be eaten when cooked by a heathen. 
The sea-donkey is allowed, but not the sea-ox; and you remember this by 
the following mark: the unclean (on earth?) is clean, while the clean is 
unclean. We are to trust the wife of a scholar as we have trusted her 
husband. Meat, wine, blue wool that are to be forwarded through a 
heathen, require each two seals. The following things are allowed to eat, 
milk milked by a heathen in the presence of an Israelite, honey and honey- 
cake, etc. Fish entrails as well as fish-rye you may buy only of a specialist, 
etc. If the vender says, I have pickled the fish and know them to be clean, 
he is trusted. Praised be the Omnipotent, who puts this world in the hands 
of guardians! .... ....'.. 65-81 


CHAPTER III. 

Mishna I. to VI. All images are prohibited, for they are worshipped 
at least once a year. The staff in the hand of the idol. The bird in its 
hand of the idol. Finally, the sphere is to indicate that it sacrifices itself 
for the whole globe. If one finds fragments of images, he is allowed to 
use them, etc. It is taught that a heathen can profane the idol of his 
fellow heathen as well as his own, while an Israelite cannot profane the idol 
of a heathen. If one finds vessels with the image of the sun, moon, etc., 
he must throw them into the salt lake. The human image and that of a 
nurse are, however, prohibited only when having respectively a measure in 
the hand and a son in the arms whom she is nursing. One may grind 
the images and scatter them to the wind, or sink them into the sea, etc'. 
Peroklas, the son of a philosopher, asked once R. Gamaliel at Ako, who was 
then bathing in the bath of the goddess Aphrodite, etc. R. Gamaliel gave 
Peroklas an evasive answer; but I (Hama) say it was not evasive, etc., etc. 
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The mountains and hills worshipped by heathens are allowed to use, 
but not the things, brought upon them, etc. Wherever you find a high 
mountain, an elevated hill, a leafy tree, there is surely an idol there. A 
town or place bearing the name of an idol should be renamed. If stones 
absolved fortuitously from a mountain rock, that was worshipped, is their 
use allowed or not ?........ 82-96 

Mishna VII. to XV. If a house situated, close by a worship-house of 
an idol crumbles down, its owner is prohibited from rebuilding it, etc. 
There are three kinds of houses. There are three kinds of stones. There 
are three kinds of groves, etc. What is a grove? A tree with an idol under 
it. R. Simion said: “Any tree that is worshipped. It is not allowed to sit 
down in the shade of such a tree.” Under such a tree is allowed to sow 
herbs in the winter, but not in summer, etc. To derive any benefit of wood 
obtained from an idol-grove is prohibited. How is the idol worship of a 
tree profaned, etc.? ........ 96-103 


CHAPTER IV. 

Mishna I. to VI. Three stones near one another and beside the 
Merkules are prohibited. The son of the saints treads on them, should we 
abstain thereform? Who was this son, etc.? One is not liable for slaughter¬ 
ing a blemished animal to an idol, etc. Money, garments, utensils found 
on the head of an idol are allowed, etc. The use of a garden or bathing- 
place belonging to an idol is allowed when it is gratis, etc. It is common 
sense that that idol of an Israelite should be forbidden from the very 
beginning, etc. Whether or no food offered to an idol, if profaned, loses 
thereby its defilement? There was a pantry in the temple, where the 
Macabees heaped up the stones of the altar defiled by the Greeks. A 
heathen can profane his idol as well as that of his neighbor, etc. How is 
an idol to be profaned? If an Israelite erects a brick to worship it, but 
does not worship, and a heathen comes, and worships it, it is prohibited, 
etc. An idol anbandoned by its worshippers in time of peace is allowed. 
My respect for Rabh and Samuel is so great that I should readily fill my 
eyes with the ashes of their corpses; none the less, etc. An animal resting 
in the proximity of an idol becomes unallowable, etc. The animal 
obtained by the idol-worshippers in exchange for an idol is for¬ 
bidden . 103-119 

Mishna VII. to IX. If God is displeased with idol-worship, why does he 
not destroy the idols, etc.? If the heathens worshipped but things not need¬ 
ful to the world, He would surely annihilate them; but they worship the 
sun, moon, stars and the planets. How is it that so many cripples are 
cured by the idols in their temples? If one comes to defile himself, the 
door is opened to him, while when one comes to cleanse himself, he is 
supported. It is forbidden both to tread and to gather with an Israelite, 
who prepares the wine while he is unclean, etc. They further warned 
against contributing toward the conditions defiling the fruit in Palestine, 
etc. It once happened that an Israelite and a heathen jointly hired and 
worked a wine-press in the City of Nahardea, etc. A heathen once hap¬ 
pened to enter the house of a Jewish wine-seller, etc. R. Johanan b. Arza 
and R. Jose b. Nehorai were once sitting together indulging a little in 
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wine, when a man came in, etc. Does a heathen render the wine prohibited 
by pouring water into it? Whether it is allowed to hire a heathen for con¬ 
veying grapes to the wine-press of an Israelite, etc.? A heathen stand¬ 
ing near the wine reservoir renders the wine forbidden, provided he has 
a lien on it, etc. If an Israelite, who has cleansed the wine of a heathen, 
left it on the latter’s premises, etc. When and Israelite buys or rents a house 
in the courtyard of a heathen, etc. It once happened that Israelites bought 
of Sarsik, the viceroy, the grapes of a vineyard, etc. . , . 119-134 


CHAPTER V. 

Mishna 7. to V. The wages of a laborer hired by a heathen to work 
with him, wine for libation are prohibited. How is it when the heathen 
hires a Jewish laborer to prepare wine in general? Whether or no the use 
of the money obtained by a heathen from the sale of an idol is all for¬ 
bidden to an Israelite. Can a citizen-proselyte, a heathen settled down 
in the land of Israel, on having taking upon himself not to practice idol- 
worship only, etc. “ Jews in prospect such pleasures in your paradise? Do 
you really mean,” said the other, “that there are greater pleasures than 
this?” If offered wine he poured on grapes, etc. In the case when beer 
vinegar was intermixed with wine vinegar, or oaten yeast with wheat yeast, 
etc. The rule is: “a prohibited thing renders another one forbidden,” etc. 
It once happened that a mouse was found in a barrel of beer, and Rabh pro¬ 
hibited the beer. Wine known as being watched, is allowed when trans¬ 
ported from place to place by a heathen, etc. “ When an Israelite leaves his 
wine in the wagon,” etc. Jewish wine was once stored up in a house, 
where a heathen and an Israelite lived in the lower and upper floors, 
respectively, etc, An Israelite and a heathen were once at an inn sitting and 
drinking wine, etc. In the city of Sumbeditha thieves once intruded into a 
house, etc. When an army enters a town in time of peace etc. He who 
sells his wine to a heathen is allowed to use the money, etc. Rabh told the 
Jewish wine-dealers to have their heathen customers pay in advance, etc. 
Once an Israelite said to his neighbor: “ When I make up my mind to sell 
this field, I will sell it to you.” Later on he sold it to a third party, etc. 
An Israelite once said to his neighbor: “When I make up mind to sell 
this field, I will sell it to you for a hundred suz, etc. If the funnel was 
first used to measure through it into the heathens flask, etc. Devoted wine 
is prohibited, and renders unallowable even by a minimal quantity. If for¬ 
bidden wine falls into a reservoir, and simultaneously a pitcher of water, 
etc. This is the rule: “When the two are of the same kind; a minimal 
quantity suffices, etc. For how long must the utensils remain glowing in 
fire, etc. “ A knife is cleansed even by grinding it.” 
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TRACT HORIOTH (DECISIONS). 


CHAPTER I. 

Mishna I. to V. If, after the court had decreed the transgression of 
one of all the commandments prescribed in the Torah, an individual guided 
by this decree acted erroneously, etc. If upon issuing the decree the court 
becomes aware of its being conceived in error and retracts, and mean¬ 
while an individual commits a transgression upon their decree, etc. If while 
the court was deciding, one of its members who perceived their error drew 
their attention to it, etc. If causing the whole people to act erroneously, etc. 
If upon the erroneous decree of the court the whole people, or its majority, 
acted, etc., ........... yi2 


CHAPTER II. 

Mishna I. to VII. If an anointed priest has erroneously rendered an 
unlawful decision against himself and acted accordingly by mistake, etc. 
If he (the said priest) both decided and acted for himself, etc. The court 
is not liable unless the issued decree concerns Korath and sin-offering 
respectively. It is also not liable for a decree concerning a command or 
a prohibition with regard to (polluting) the sanctuary. There is no liability 
when the decree concerns an adjuring challenge to testify, a hastily made 
vow, etc. Concerning a ruler and the high priest’s offerings for their 
sin,.13-18 


CHAPTER III. 

Mishna I. to VII. An anointed priest who has sinned and was removed 
from his office, etc. If they were appointed to their respective positions 
after they had sinned, etc. Who is the anointed priest? He who was con¬ 
secrated to priesthood by the holy ointment, etc. The high priest rends his 
garment from below; the common priest, from the top, etc. What is more 
common precedes the less common. The man has the preference over the 
woman, etc. In captivity his master has the preference over his father. His 
mother, however, has the preference over all. The following precede one 

iii 





ir SYNOPSIS OF SUBJECTS. 

another in order of arrangement, etc. Why does the dog know his master, 
and the cat does not? Why do all reign over the mice? Five objects are 
conducive to one’s forgetting his studies, etc. Five are apt to strengthen 
one’s memory, etc. The following ten objects are cumbrous to one’s studies, 
etc. When the prince enters, all the people present in college rise to their 
feet, without again taking their seats until he tells them to do so. When 
the chief justice enters, the people occupying two rows of seats facing 
the entrance rise, etc. The legend which happened to Raban Simon b. 
Gamaliel with R. Mair and R. Nathan. How the latter were removed from 
the college. An erudite scholar and a dialectician, who has the preference? 
How Abaye rose to be the chief of the College of Sura, . . . 18-29 
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ENDORSEMENTS 


Rev. Dr. B. Szold, 

Rabbi of the Cong. “ Oheb Shalom,” of 
Baltimore. 


Baltimore, Jan. 16, 1895. 

Rev. M. L. Rodkinson, a renowned 
Hebrew scholar of repute and ability, 
happening to be in Baltimore, called on 
me in connection with his project of edit¬ 
ing his work to be known as the “ Ancient 
Short Talmud.” He laid before me a 
number of Hebrew proof sheets of the 
treatise “ Berachoth ” and the whole of 
the treatise “ Sabbath ” in manuscript, 
and asked me to read with an eye of a 
critic his work, to the end that if it ap¬ 
peared to me valuable I should testify to 
its merit and its purpose. 

I very carefully read sixteen chapters of 
the MS. of treatise “ Sabbathand it af¬ 
fords me the greatest pleasure to state that 
f not only conscientiously consider the work 
of extraordinary merit and value at this 
time, but that I was exceeding pleased to 
find that the editor has carefully arranged 
the text of the Talmud most consecutively 
and logically. 

He facilitates the reading of the Tal¬ 
mud considerably on account of this ex¬ 
cellent orderly arrangement. The com¬ 
mentary of Rashi was also arranged to 
meet the requirements suiting this edi¬ 
tion, and the editor has not added any 
explanations of his own, nor altered the 
wording of the text. 

Although the contents of the Talmud 
were familiar to me from my youth, yet 
this new arrangement made delightful 
reading and brought new light. The 
reader can now read the text intelligently , 


for it seems as if the waters of the Talmud 
flow directly from their source , and there¬ 
fore it is with the sincerest pleasure that 
I hope the work will meet with the 
greatest success. 

Ever)' scholar will readily understand 
the necessity of such an admirable work 
at the present time, when the study of the 
Talmud in its voluminous shape will not, 
without deep and difficult study, infuse 
the student with a knowledge of all its 
intricacies and fine points. In the Tal¬ 
mud as formulated and abridged by Mr. 
Rodkinson, however, where all unneces¬ 
sary repetitions and dispensable debates 
are discarded, the student will be able to 
gain a fair knowledge of all desirable and 
attractive points at the cost of very little 
time and trouble. 

These considerations have constrained 
me to overstep my well-defined limita¬ 
tions, and to beg all friends of our na¬ 
tionality and its estimable old literature 
to encourage and aid this able author to 
the end that success may crown his valua¬ 
ble and much desirable efforts in this 
direction. 

Let this tribute of mine to truth and 
righteousness be a testimonial for the 
coming generations of the high esteem 
felt by our contemporaries of the 19th 
century toward the Talmud and our na¬ 
tional traditions, and how ready we were 
to encourage those who made the Tal- 
mudical study the aim of their existence. 

With the assurance of the satisfactory 
results which will obtain to all Taint udi- 
cal students by a perusal of this abridged 
Talmud , 

I am, very respectfully, 

B. Szoi.n. 





Rev. Dr. M. Jastrow, 

Rabbi of “ Rodelph Shalom ” Cong., of 
Philadelphia. 

Germantown, Oct. 5, 1894. 
Dear Sir : 

At your request I take pleasure in 
stating my opinion that your planned 
edition of an abridged Talmud will be a 
great benefit to students, who will be 
spared the wading through the intricate 
discussions frequently interspersed with¬ 
out direct bearing on the subject treated. 
An English translation of the book so 
abridged will then be, though not an easy, 
yet a possible labor. 

Wishing your enterprise the full suc¬ 
cess it deserves, I am, 

Very respectfully yours, 

M. Jastrow. 

To Mr. Michael L. Rodkinson. 


Prof. Dr. M. Mielziner, 
of Cincinnati. 

Having perused some advance sheets 
of a part of the abridged Talmud edition 
which Mr. Michael L. Rodkinson is about 
to publish, I find his work to be very 
recommendable. Such a Talmud edition, 
in which all unnecessary digressions and 
all disturbing interpolations are judi¬ 
ciously omitted and in which the text is 
provided with punctuation marks, will 
greatly facilitate the study of the Talmud, 
especially for beginners. 

I trust that the friends of our ancient 
literature will liberally support this 
scholar, and enable him to complete this 
useful work. 

Dr. M. Mielziner, 

Prof. H. U. College. 

Cincinnati. 

Rev. Dr. K. Kohler, 

Rabbi of the Cong. “ Beth-El,” of New 
York. 

New York, Feb. 12, 1895. 
Dear Sir : 

I gladly and heartily endorse the opin¬ 
ion expressed by Prof. Lazarus and the 
Rev. Drs. Jastrow, Mielziner, and Szold, 
as to the merits of your planned edition 


of the Talmud. I also consider an 
abridged edition of the Talmud, while 
omitting the many interpolations which 
tend to confuse the reader and facilitating 
the study by the addition of modern 
punctuation marks, would render the 
reading of the difficult passages a pleas¬ 
ure rather than a task, a benefit for the 
scholarly world , both Jews and Gentiles , 
and I can only recommend the work to 
the support of generous-hearted patrons 
of our so little subsidized Jewish litera¬ 
ture. 

Dr. K. Kohler. 
To Michael L. Rodkinson. 


Rev. Dr. Felsenthal, 

Rabbi of the Cong. “ Zion,” of Chicago. 

Chicago, Feb. 14, 1895. 
Mr. Michael L. Rodkinson, 

New York City. 

Dear Sir : 

The fact cannot be denied that the 
Talmud, as it has been handed down to 
us, is very voluminous, and that, further¬ 
more, by the intricacies of the dialectics 
prevailing therein and by the labyrinthi- 
cal methods pursued in the same, it can¬ 
not be fully mastered except by scholars 
who devote their lives, their days, and 
their nights almost exclusively to the study 
of this grand branch of ancient literature. 
In our present times and in countries 
where of necessity all students, rabbis in¬ 
cluded, have to pursue other branches of 
learning also, such an exclusive devotion 
to Talmudical studies is out of the ques¬ 
tion. For the majority of the students, 
and especially for those who, in colleges 
or in other ways, begin to study the Tal¬ 
mud, an abridgment of the same—such an 
abridgment by which the more important 
parts of the Talmud would be contracted 
into a narrower compass and many of its 
difficulties would be avoided—will be very 
desirable, especially if by the inserting of 
punctuation marks into the text and by 
explanatory notes at the bottom of its 
pages or at the end of the various volumes 
the reading and the understanding of the 
Talmudical extracts will be facilitated. 

I would recommend therefore your in¬ 
tended publication of an epitomized Tal- 
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mud to all friends ofJewish literature in 
general and to students of Theological Col¬ 
leges especially. And may the wealthier 
ones among our coreligionists, even if 
they themselves are personally unable to 
read and enjoy such literature, neverthe¬ 
less patronize your great undertaking and 
follow the example given by the wealthy 
merchants among the Zebulunites who 


supported the less wealthy students of our 
sacred literature belonging to the tribe of 
Issachar. 

May you then succeed in furnishing us 
with an abridged Talmud in which espe¬ 
cially the pedagogical requirements of a 
work of this kind will have been satisfied ! 

Respectfully, 

B. Felsenthal. 
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SOME PRESS COMMENTS 


Since we commenced the translation of the Talmud many favorable 
reviews have been passed upon it in periodicals of both continents, 
which have devoted to it column upon column, too numerous for us to 
mention in detail. Some of these reviews were printed in 1895 by the 
New Amsterdam Book Company in their prospectus ; namely, from 
the Boston Transcript , Boston Herald\ Menorah, Cincinnati Enquirer , 
Baltimore American, Syracuse Standard, Cleveland Leader, Baltimore 
Sun . 

In 1896 and subsequently up to the present time there have 
appeared favorable reviews and notices in numerous periodicals, of 
which we give a partial list : Hartford Post, Washington Times, Balti¬ 
more American, Boston Globe, Boston Congregationalist, Boston Beacon, 
Detroit Free Press, St. Paul Globe, Minneapolis Journal, New York 
Book Buyer, New York Sun, New York Outlook, New York Times, 
New York Independent, New York Evangelist , New York Herald 
(January, 1897), New York Christian Intelligence, Columbus Press- 
Post, Philadelphia Press, Philadelphia Episcopal Recorder, Reading 
Tunes, American Israelite. As it is impossible for us to give citations 
from all of them, we content ourselves with a clipping from the Home 
Library (New York, 1897-98) and a few words from other publications 
in the same spirit. 


Babylonian Talmud, New Edition of 
the: English Translation : Original Text 
Edited, Formulated, and Punctuated. By 
Michael L. Rodkinson. Revised and 
Corrected by the Rev. Dr. Isaac M. 
Wise, President Hebrew Union College, 
Cincinnati, Ohio. Five Volumes Pub¬ 
lished (1896-97). To be Completed in 
about Twenty Volumes. An edition in 
English Translation of the whole Talmud 
thoroughly cleared of confusion and cor¬ 
ruption, and brought into a readable and 
intelligible form, in which it can be un¬ 
derstood in its vast range of interest, and 
judged upon its real merits as the great 
Jewish encyclopedia of religion, ethics, 
education, law, history, geography, medi¬ 


cine, mathematics, and in fact knowledge 
and opinion on every branch of thought 
and action. Dr. Wise speaks of the work 
as “ Rodkinson’s reconstruction of the 
original text of the Talmud,” which is 
confessed to have been in a very bad 
state, from irrelevant matter thrust in by 
later hands, and even by hostile hands, 
and from corruptions such as works ex¬ 
isting for ages in manuscript, and suc¬ 
cessively copied by scribes sometimes 
careless of accuracy and often free with 
changes or additions, are liable to. Dr. 
Rodkinson’s perfect mastery of the He¬ 
brew, and his comprehensive knowledge 
of the true Talmudical facts, with his 
admirable grasp of high ideals, and con- 
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fidence that they are the ideals of his race 
and of the Talmud, have enabled him 
to reconstruct the original text and to 
give a clear and readable rendering of it 
in English, by which for the first time 
the Talmud is made as accessible to the 
English reader as the books of the Old 
Testament. In Dr. Rodkinson’s repre¬ 
sentation, “the Talmud is not a com¬ 
mentary on the Bible.” It is not a body 
of dogma to be enforced, but of opinions 
to be considered ; “ not the decisions, but 
the debates of the leaders of the people ;" 
“ not a compilation of fixed regulations,” 
but a book of “liberty, both mental and 
religious,” knowing “no authority but 
conscience and reason.” The extreme 
freedom of suggestion and statement used 
by those who speak in it, the special rea¬ 
sons for many of its laws, such as the 
desire to break from the neck of the peo¬ 
ple the yoke of the priests, and the vein 
of humor running through much that 
seems most objectionable, are insisted on 
by Dr. Rodkinson as showing that “ noth¬ 
ing could be more unfair, nothing more 
unfortunate than to adopt the prevailing 
false notions about this ancient encyclo¬ 
pedia.” 

Dr. Rodkinson’s work is thus not only 
a definitive English-Hebrew Talmud, for 
popular reading as well as for study of 
Jewish lore of every kind, but it is an in¬ 
terpretation to the modern mind of a vast 
monument of Hebrew life and thought, 
the value of which cannot be exaggerated. 
Vols. i. and ii. of the work give ‘Tract Sab¬ 
bath’ in 390 pages. Vol. iii. gives ‘ Tract 
Erubin,’ 250 pages, in which are embodied 
the famous Rabbinical devices for getting 
round the prohibitions of 4 Tract Sabbath.’ 
Vol. iv. has ‘Tract Shekalim,’ which is 
all about a sacred half-shekel tax, paid 
by every Israelite at twenty years of age, 
and ‘ Tract Rosh Hashana ’ (or New Year), 
232 pages. There are twelve of these 
‘ Tracts ’ forming the first section of the 
entire work, called ‘ Moed ’ (Festivals). 
The whole of Dr. Rodkinson’s colossal 
task includes a new Hebrew text, some 
parts of which, to fill gaps in the com¬ 
mentary sections, he has himself composed 
from materials given in the Palestinian 


Talmud or in Maimonides. The entire 
work is sufficiently advanced to make its 
early completion secure. The reader of 
Dr. Rodkinson’s own writings easily rec¬ 
ognizes in his mastery of English style, 
and his high mental and ethical qualifi¬ 
cations, ample assurance of his ability 
to make his Reconstructed Talmud an 
adequate text-book of the learning and 
the liberal spirit of modern Reformed Ju¬ 
daism. To Christian scholars, teachers, 
and students of liberal spirit, his work 
must be most welcome .—Home Library. 

Looking at Mr. Michael L. Rodkin¬ 
son’s work as literature, it is a production 
which has required a vast amount of 
knowledge and infinite patience. The 
knowledge of the Hebrew has been pro¬ 
found, and the intricacies of the text are 
all made clear and plain. The testimony 
of the much-respected President of the 
Hebrew Union College, the Rev. Isaac 
M. Wise, is the strongest of indorse¬ 
ments. An amazing mass of material in 
these two volumes will delight the eth¬ 
nologist, the archeologist, and the folk¬ 
lorist, for certainly, before the publication 
of this work, access to the Talmud has 
been well-nigh impossible to those who 
were not of the Semitic origin.—New 
York Times , “Saturday Review,” June 
I9» i8 97- _ 

Until now it has been impossible that 
the Talmud should have any extensive 
influence upon modern thought. It has 
been practically almost inaccessible even 
to Hebrew students. . . . Many at¬ 

tempts have been made by editing to 
make its contents more available, but 
until a thorough textual revision had been 
completed, these attempts were in fact 
hopeless. Rabbi Rodkinson has at last 
effected this textual revision.— Evangelist , 
November 18, 1897. 

Here is a work which is a credit to 
American Judaism ; a book which should 
be in every Jewish home ; a literary pro¬ 
duction without which no library will be 
complete; a work whose character will 
rank it with the first dozen of most im¬ 
portant books.— The American Israelite. 
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There can be no question that its trans¬ 
lator has rendered a welcome service 
to literature.— The Tablet , London, Oc¬ 
tober 2, 1897. 

A stupendous work, almost as signifi¬ 
cant to the Jewish layman as the Bible to 
the Gentile, and of most engrossing inter¬ 
est to scholars of all denominations, is the 
translation of the Talmud. The Talmud 
is the ritual statute book, and last author¬ 
ity of the Jew. Seven millions of Jews 
adhere to its teachings. The reading of 
the Talmud in the original is beset with 
many and peculiar difficulties. Its repe¬ 
titions, strange idioms, epigrammatic style, 
intricacies of thought and speech, and 
boundless range of subject, have made its 
perusal a puzzle. . . . But Dr. Rod- 

kinson has dared brave the meshes, and 
he has, with the success known by appre¬ 
ciative scholars, carefully unravelled and 
eliminated the problems of the work. He 
now presents the text consecutive and 
clear.—Washington Times. 

The importance of this work, alike to 
Jewish and non-Jewish scholars, will be 
appreciated by those who know not only 
what incomparable value is placed upon 
the Talmud as a storehouse of rabbinical 
Judaism, but what the difficulties are in 
making for the first time an exhaustive, 
systematic and philologically accurate text 
of this great literary monument of Jewish 
thought and mind.—Philadelphia Press. 

We are glad to have an English trans¬ 


lation of a book which is at once the ex¬ 
pression of the history of an important 
people, and the source of many of its 
modern customs. The task of the trans¬ 
lator is not a light one, and has, indeed, 
only been rendered possible by the zeal 
and enthusiasm of specially-equipped 
Jewish scholars.— The Congregationalist , 
Boston. 


The value as a translation and a contri¬ 
bution to religious literature of this new 
edition of the Talmud cannot be too 
highly estimated.—Extract from a page 
notice in The Church Standard , Phila¬ 
delphia. 

Beyond question the publishing of this 
work in this accessible form will prove of 
great value to many students of the Bible 
who do not read in the original tongue.— 
Hartford Post. 


We scarcely need to point out that the 
undertaking now fairly launched, is one 
of unique importance.—New York Sun. 


A gigantic work long looked for and 
desired by scholars .—Episcopal Recorder. 


It requires some courage for Mr. Rod- 
kinson, finding that the tract “Sheka¬ 
lim ” (the half-shekels paid into treasury) 
has only the Mishna with no Gemara, or 
commentary, to provide a Gemara of his 
own, in Hebrew as well as English. . . 

— The Independent , April 7, 1898. 
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In our prospectus we have published some reviews of the most im¬ 
portant papers until April, 1898, of which we use the plates. We beg to 
give also a small portion of the succeeding press until July, 1903. 


. . . This (eighth) volume is the actual 
proof that the great Talmudist, Rodkin- 
son, will in a very short time redeem his 
promise to be the first man to render the 
whole Talmud into a modern language, 
and the very first man to render any com¬ 
plete treatise of it into English. We 
take a special pride in Rodkinson’s gigan¬ 
tic work, in that it is American, and the 
English is as correct, clear, and idio¬ 
matic as any celebrated English scholar in 
London or Oxford could make it. We 
heartily admire also the energy, the work¬ 
ing force of this master mind, the like 
of which is very rare, and always was. 
Therefore, we urge again upon all friends 
of historic literature, to encourage and 
assist Mr. Rodkinson in this great enter¬ 
prise. Mr. Rodkinson’s clear conception 
of this literature with the numerous diffi¬ 
culties it offers to the student, is evident 
from the English translation, which has 
no obscurities, and nowhere stands in 
need of any commentary.—The late 
Rev. Dr. Isaac M. Wise, in American 
Israelite , August 17, 1899. 


. . . The recent American edition by Dr. 
Michael L. Rodkinson it is believed is an 
exact translation of the entire Talmud. 
To the student of history the Talmud 
opens a vast realm of research.—Queries 
and Answers, N. Y. Times Sat. Review , 
1901. 


... It was left for Mr. Rodkinson, 
a Talmudic scholar depending upon his 
pen for his livelihood, to undertake this 
unpromising and gigantic task. He en¬ 
tered upon it six years ago, without any 
encouragement or support to speak of. 


Since then he has produced volume after 
volume, at intervals of about six months, 
and the number of volumes published now 
amounts to twelve. The entire section of 
Moed (Festivals) is completed, and Juris¬ 
prudence is almost finished. And thus 
in spite of discouraging criticisms the 
work is steadily approaching its end. 
One cannot help admiring the pertinacity 
and industry of its author.— The Jew¬ 
ish Chronicle , London, Sept. 6, 1901. 


. . . Der in der Ueberschrift genante 
Band ist bereits der dreizehnter des gan- 
zen Werkes, das im Jahre 1896 zu erschei- 
nen begonnen hat, also mit bemerkens- 
werther Raschheit vorwartsschreitet. 

. . . Der Trager des ganzen Unterneh- 
mens und Urheber des Uebersetzung ist 
Michael L. Rodkinson, ein Gelehrter rus- 
sischer Herkunst, das sich in den achzi- 
ger Jahren durch hebraishe Schriften ver- 
schiedenen, zum Theile sensationellen 
Inhalt in Europa einen Namen gemacht 
hat. . . . Aber in Grossen und Gan¬ 
zen kann man die Arbeit als Ergebniss 
hingebend Fleisses und wirklicher Ver- 
trautheit mit der Sprache und dem Geiste * 
des talmudischen Schriftthums loben. . . . 
—Pester Lloyd , March 13, 1902. 


... Its interest is by no means con¬ 
fined to Israelites, but is great for Gen¬ 
tiles as well. In the first place, the vol¬ 
ume, as the others of its series, throws 
brilliant light upon the peculiarly subtle 
distinctions and regulations of the He¬ 
brew laws. . . Pittsburg Post , April 
20, 1902. 







. . . The Babylonian Talmud. Edited 
by Michael L. Rodkinson. Section Juris¬ 
prudence (damages), Tract Sanhedrin. 
(11x75, pp. 385.) New Talmud Publish¬ 
ing Company, New York. 

We congratulate the editor and trans¬ 
lator of that colossal work, the Babylonian 
Talmud, upon the steady progress of his 
undertaking, and American science upon 
the distinction conferred upon it by the 
first translation of the whole Talmud into 
a modern tongue, which is at present ap¬ 
pearing. The importance of the Talmud 
for scholars of all schools, for Jews as 
well as Christians, can hardly be over¬ 
rated. It is the one great commentary 
upon the customs of the times which are 
most interesting to a Christian and it 
contains the foundation of the theology 
and the law which is still in force among 
the Jews. As such it is indispensable to 
all adherents of the Hebrew faith and is 
the subject of constant study. But to 
the Christian theologian the Talmud has 
been to a large degree a sealed book, 
partly because of the language in which 
it is written and partly because of the 
expense of the only available editions. 
But the theologian is in need of it in ex¬ 
plaining not a little Christian theology 
which has been much misunderstood. 
We refer especially to the doctrine of the 
Atonement and original sin, neither of 
which can be understood apart from the 
Jewish theological opinion current in the 
time of St. Paul. Hitherto the only book 
of value to the theologian who was not 
able to explore the “sea of the Talmud ” 
was the work by Weber, “ System der 
Alt Synagogalen Palastinischen The- 
ologie,” which was not wholly reliable. 
The older works, which were still more 
tendenzios, have long since been dis¬ 
carded. We have now an available trans¬ 
lation of one of the greatest literary 
achievements of the past. The general 
principles upon which the learned editor 
has made his translation are, on the 
whole, excellent. He has undertaken a 
revision of the Hebrew text of the Talmud, 
a matter that was needed and which was 
in itself a vast undertaking. He has 
made a translation from that revised text, 
accompanying it with a very copious syn¬ 
opsis of contents prefixed to each volume. 


This alone deserves the thanks of students. 
It makes much accessible that was before 
practically buried.* 


. . . Even the lay reader will find a great 
deal that is interesting in the new edition 
of “The Babylonian Talmud,” by Mi¬ 
chael L. Rodkinson. One, and possibly 
the main, reason why in more recent cen¬ 
turies the Talmud has received so little 
attention from the scholars of the world, 
not excepting those of the Jewish church, 
is because its efficient perusal was always 
a task that could be accomplished only 
with difficulty. The editor of the volume 
in question has succeeded in eliminating 
the majority of the abstruse obstructions 
and has rendered his work fairly intelli¬ 
gible to the average reader or student. 

Of course it is not to be supposed that 
the Talmud, no matter how translated or 
edited, will attract’any great attention in 
this age, or any future age. Its ancient 
laws can be regarded now with little more 
than curiosity, and with gratification at 
the thought that the race has progressed 
so far toward a perfect civilization. But 
for those who may wish to dive into the 
mystic depths of Talmudic lore, the Rod¬ 
kinson edition is by far the best for that 
purpose. It is simplified about as much as 
could be expected, as will be immediately 
recognized by those who have struggled 
with other Talmud translations. An in¬ 
teresting point taken up by the author 
refers to the time of the establishment of 
the Sanhedrin or Supreme Council of the 
Hebrew race .—Pittsburg Post,May 17, 

1903. _ 

. . . The Babylonian Talmud. New 
edition. Formulated and translated by 
Michael L. Rodkinson. Vol. V. Section 
Jurisprudence—Tract Baba Bathra, Vols. 
VII., VIII. (in one)—Tract Sanhedrin. 
New York: New Talmud Publishing Co. 

These two volumes cover, in part, the 
section of the Talmud which deals with 
Jewish law. The minuteness of the de¬ 
cisions as to sale or rental of land, houses 
or animals, or to the qualifications of 
judges and the conditions of capital pun- 

* Further, the author of this article criticised 
some of our explanatory remarks, to which an 
answer is given in the Introduction to Volume 
XVII., p. viii .—Baltimore Sun, April 17, 1903. 
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ishment, is something amazing to the 
uninitiated, and of real interest to any one 
who for scholarly purposes or curiosity 
will browse in this forest. To the ordi¬ 
nary reader the most interesting portion 
will be the last chapter, which gives the 
haggadas, or imaginative stories, of a 
religious sort. We again commend this 
monumental work to the biblical student, 
or the student of Hammurabi’s Code, and 
hope that Dr. Rodkinson may live to fin¬ 
ish the two or three dozen volumes yet to 
appear.— Independent , 1903. 


... I have so often dwelt upon the ex¬ 
cellency of this important work that it 
requires no further words of mine. In¬ 
telligent people among the reading classes 
cannot be otherwise than desirous of 
having access to such a famous piece of 
literature as the Talmud, and as the 
translation is the only one in the English 
language it certainly should find its way 
into the libraries of all who make any 
pretensions to be looked upon as well 
read.— Chicago hr., Aug. 26, 1899. 


. . . This eighth volume of Dr. Rod- 
kinson’s enormous undertaking—nothing 
less than the translation of the entire 
Talmud into readable English—proceeds 
with most commendable rapidity.— Inde¬ 
pendent, Sept. 28, 1899. 


. . . There can be little doubt of the 
great value of such a translation as this. 
All students of primitive law and custom, 
of folk-of-love and the transmission of 
stories will find in it rich material. This 
the book may be commended not only to 
those interested, but also to the wider 
public.— Eve. Post and Nation, Nov. 3, 

1899- _ 

. . . The importance of Mr. Rodkin- 
son’s work need not be questioned. The 
Talmud as he has translated it will take 
its place in all theological and well-ap¬ 
pointed libraries, indifferent as to creed. 
— N. Y. Times Sat. Rev., Nov. 25, 1899. 


. . . The Babylonian Talmud made its 
appearance in fourteen heavy folio vol¬ 
umes without a vowel point being seen 


from the first page of the first volume to 
the last page of the last . . . The task 
that the learned Doctor has undertaken is 
a Herculean one ; but this is the eighth 
volume of it, and his work has been fa¬ 
vorably commented on by many eminent 
Rabbinical scholars. — Montreal Star, 
March 3, 1900. 


. . . Mr. Rodkinson must be admired 
for the courage, perseverance and un¬ 
tiring industry he has undertaken to pre¬ 
sent to the English-speaking public the 
successive volumes of the Talmud. It is 
a gigantic work to carry out single- 
handed, and deserves the support of all 
who are interested in the Encyclopedia 
of seven centuries of the life of Jewish 
spirit as it found expression in law, in 
spiritual interpretation, etc.— N. V. Times 
Sat. Review, July 7, 1900. 


. . . The theologian and historian phi¬ 
losophy, as well as the man of general 
culture, will find extremely interesting 
data in these form tracts. They are rich 
in incidents of value for the history of 
civilization as concerning facial manners 
and conditions of life. In short, just 
that which is calculated to interest the 
student of human nature and the ethics 
of nations is here given us copiously. 
Judaism is here presented in the words of 
his sages and saints, but also its men of 
practical sagacity.— Am. Israel., Vol. 47, 
N. 4, July 26, 1900. 


. . . Ilis last volume, the ninth in the 
order of publication and the first of the 
section of Jurisprudence, treating as it 
does the ethics of the fathers, is especially 
praiseworthy. The difference between 
this volume and its predecessors is, that 
they are to the ordinary reader like 
deserts with a pleasant spot here and 
there, while this is a garden of flowers— 
a summery realm where rocks show green 
growth.— Hebrew Standard , Aug. 10, 
1900. 

. . . You must be able to translate not 
only from Hebrew into English, but from 
the first and second to the twentieth cen¬ 
tury, if you would understand the Tal¬ 
mud. Your view must retain the essen- 
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tial and the permanent and release the 
temporary and trivial. You must know 
the spirit of the tintings, and be able 
to convert the solid chunks of raw 
golden metal, in the form of episode, 
tale and tradition, into evident ethical 
coin of the realm. If you are able to do 
this, you are prepared to read this trans¬ 
lation of the Talmud appreciatively and 
with good results .—Jewish Exp., Phila¬ 
delphia, Aug. io, 1900. 


... I think that the work will be a de¬ 
sirable addition to the library of every 
lover of Jewish literature.—Emil G. 
Hirsch, Rabbi Sinai Cong., Prof. Univ. 
Chicago, Apr. 12, 1899. 


... It is curious that while Indian law 
and the legal systems of other still more 
primitive peoples have been studied and 
analyzed by professional students of the 
history of law the Jewish codes and the 
codes of Islam have met with little atten¬ 
tion .. . Dr. Rodkinson’s work may there¬ 
fore be commended not only to students 
of things Jewish, but also to students of 
comparative law. . . . The book is like a 
sheep’s head, “ of a fine mixed feeding,” 
and not only the jurist, but the student of 


folk-love and human nature generally, 
will find advantage and entertainment in 
it.— Nation, N, Y., Nov. 15, 1900, and 
March 21, 1901. 

. . . Dr. Rodkinson’s work of translat¬ 
ing the Talmud into English is making 
good progress . .. there is no more inter¬ 
esting statement quoted than that attrib¬ 
uted to Rabbi Johanan, who said that 
Jerusalem was destroyed because they 
used the exact law only and never mod¬ 
erated it.— Independent , N. Y.,Jan. 17, 
1901. _ 

... It is certainly the most wonderful 
work ever prepared, comprising in its 
scope science, physics, jurisprudence, 
and, in short, laws for every condition 
and circumstance of human life .—Denver 
Times. 

... It is one of the miracles of history 
that a work which for centuries has been 
persecuted, maligned, misinterpreted, 
burnt, censured, expurgated, as if the 
spirit of evil and darkness were enshrined 
within, should become at last the sub¬ 
ject of international study and receive 
the honor of translation or paraphrase in 
French, German and English .—Baltimore 
Sun, July 25, 1901. 
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BOOKS, PAMPHLETS, PERIODICALS, AND BOOKS BY 
OTHER WRITERS PUBLISHED BY THE 
AUTHOR OF THIS WORK. 


In his youth (18 to 20): “ Urim-VeTumim H’chadosh” (anew fate-booklet), 
“ Edath-Zadikim ” (Congregation of Righteous), “ Sippurei Zadikim ” (Legends of 
Righteous), “ Shebhochii H’Rabh ” (Praises of the Rabbi), all of them Lemberg, 
1S55 ; “ Hithragshuth H’Xephesh” (Aspiration of the Soul), in Zohar version 
(recently published in a prayer-book omitting the name of the author), Lemberg, 1S65. 

“ Mozath-Mizva-V’Eliluth-H’Dam ” (Unleaven Bread and the Blood Accusation), 
Presburg, 1882, “ Lebhaker-Mishpat ” (Investigation of Justice), Berlin, 1883, 
“ Aben-Horoshe ” (Corner Stone), Berlin, 1883, and Aben Sapir” (Sapphire Stone), 
Presburg, 1885; the first treats about Reform in Judaism and the second the criticism 
by Krochmal and Lilienbloom on the “ Tephila-L’Moshe,” with the answers of the 
author. “ Barkaye,” Vol. I, against S. I. Bloch, Vol. II., a monthly, Wien, 18S7, 
“ Agereth-P’thucho Le H’Rabbonim ” (An Open Letter to the Rabbis), and “ Agereth 
Ha-Talmud Ha-Shenith" (The Second Letter About the Talmud), Presburg, 1886, 
“ Maamar-Ha’Issuth ” (A Wedding-Present), “Ahabhath Adam” (Human Love), 
Vienna, 18S6, a pamphlet : “ The Jewish Character,” first period appeared also in 
New York. 

“Tephila-L’Moshe M’Kuzi ” (Ursprung und Endwickelung des Phylacterien- 
Ritus bei-den Juden), “ Toldath-Baalei-Shem-Tob ” (Biographie Sammtlicher Rab- 
biner), vom Jahre, 1695 to 1S76, Vol. I., Israel Baal-Shem-tob nebst Geschichte der 
Frankisten, Konigsberg, 1876, “ Emudei Chabad,” Rabbi Zalman of Loznie, Vol. 
IV. of the above-mentioned book, with an addition of the different text in the prayer- 
books of all Jewish sects, Konigsberg, 1876. 

Periodicals : “ Hakol,” a weekly, in Bible language ; “ Kol Leom,” a weekly, 
in Jzargon, Konigsberg, 1876-1877, and from 1878 to 1880 ; the “ Hakol,” twice a 
week. At the end of 1879 the circulation of both periodicals in Russia (where the 
most subscribers were) was prohibited by the Government, and began to appear again 
once a week during 1880. From 1881 it appeared under the name “ Hachoze ” in 
Berlin seventeen weeks for the Russian subscribers, and was again prohibited ; also, 
in 1882, two weeklies, named “ The Prophet of Hamburg ” and “ Hamburger 
Israelit,” were issued for the Russian reader, and by the numbers 9 were again pro¬ 
hibited. The “ Hakol ” appeared also in Vienna one year, and also in New York 
twenty-two weeks, and thereafter “ The Defender,” both in pure Hebrew, and by the 
seventeenth number stopped. 

Monthlies : ‘ Asephath H’chamin ” (The Assembly of Wise), Kbnigsberg, 1S79, 
which was prohibited by the Russian Government at the sixth number, and ‘ ‘ Ham- 
easeph” (The Compilator) in the same place 1 879-1 SSo. 

In German language : “ Der Schulchan Aruch und seine Beziehungen zu den 
Juden und nicht Juden,” “ Warheit gegen Luege,” Wien, 1883-S7. 

English: “ History of Amulets, Charms and Talismans," New York, 1893. “The 
Pentateuch, Its Languages and Its Characters,” Chicago, 1894. From 1S96 to 1903 
eighteen volumes of the Talmud in English were issued. 
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The following books of other writers were published by the same author, supplied 
with his Prefaces and Remarks : “ Pardas,” by Rashe, Warshau, 1870 ; “Queries 
and Answers,” by Joseph Aben Miggash, Warshau, 1870; “ Sheerith Israel,” by the 
Rabbi of Welednik, third edition, Konigsberg, 1876; “ Atereth Israel,” by the 
“Maggid” of Behapoly, Zitomir, 1865; “ Egereth Bekoreth,” by Jacob Emdin, 
Zitomir, 1865; “ Luchuth Ha. Eduth,” by Azar Zosmir, Lemberg, 1866; and 
“ Marpe Leom,” Zitomer, ’66. 

Jzargon : “ The Spiegel,” Adesse, 1867; “ Wigderel ben Wigderel,” Warshau, 
1870. 

MSS.: “ Rodkinson’s Eight Chapters” (an investigation about charms and 
amulets at large) ; “The Fiftieth Jubilee” (a voluminous book of his autobiog¬ 
raphy) ; Madua”(Why) the Jewish question; “The Patriarch Abraham,” a drama 
in eight visions, based upon the legends in Talmud and Post-Talmudic Literature; 
“What is the Talmud,” the first chapter of it published as an appendix to Penta¬ 
teuch, mentioned above. “Remarks and Enlightenment” to each tract of both 
Babylonian and Palestinian Talmuds, Mishnayot and Tosephthas. 
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